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Editors' Preface 

This volume results from a conference held at 
Sourhampton University in November 1978: it was 
organised by rhc edirors under the auspices or rhc 
Hampshire Archaeological Committee. helped and 
supporred by the Depart men ls of Aduh Educarion and 
Archaeology in the Universiry. and also by rhc 
Hampshire Field Club. Hampshire has seen more 
archaeological acrivity than most of Br itain in recent 
years and the conference arose from a desire to review 
rhcse developments. making people aware of the resulrs 
of this recent work and indicaring those areas where 
fu rther research is needed. The overall framework of rhe 
conference was chronological. wirh papers devored 10 

each of the main periods. but these were supplemented 
by rcporrs on specific excavations and by r<!vicws of rhe 
important work on early et.-onomics and environments 
being carried our wirhin the county. Mo~r of the period 
papers arc prescnred in this volume together with the 
economic and environmental reviews and a muJtf .. pcriod 
account of one specific area. 

The la~t book dcvored 10 the archaeology of 
Hampshire appenrcd in 1915 when J. P. Williams­
Freeman r.ublishcd field Archaeology as lllusrrare,I by 
Hampshire. H i~ concern was wirh the archaeological 
landscape of Hampshire. to which his work remains the 
besr guide although regrettably much has disappeared 
since his day. We hope 1ha1 rhis puhlicar,on. ahhough 
nor aspiring 10 his originaliry. will complement and 
develop Williams-Frecman·s work by providing an 
interim report on the archaeologically based prehistory 
and early hisrory of the county which was largely 
unknown when he wrote. The papers obviously differ in 
the emphasis rhcy give 10 various aspects of rhc pcriQds 
with which they deal bur overall . " 'C hope. 1hcyprcscnr a 
balanced picture and will serve borh as a general 

vii 

int roduction ro the archaeology or Hampshire and as a 
srarring point for future research. The book is aimed at 
all those interested in 1-lampshire's pasr. but perhaps 
particularly at rhe amateur archaeologisrs who have 
themselves done so much of rhe groundwork on which 
the syntheses presented here are based. 

The number of debts we have incurred in rhe process 
of putring on rhe original conference and preparing this 
volume is very considerable. Wirhout the assistance or 
David Johnston and the staff or the Dept. o f Adult 
Educarion, Universiry of Sourhampton. rhe conference 
would not have taken place; irs smooth running owed a 
great deal 10 rhe efforts or srudents and staff or the Dept. 
of A rchaeology. especially Martin Oake. Professor 
Colin Renfrew, chairman of rhe Hampshire Archaeo­
logical committee. provided invaluable support. 

As far as the volume itself is c-0ncerned we are. o f 
course. mosr grateful 10 the conrriburors for their 
paricnce and help in making it possible. We owe a 
specialdebr to Graham Huxley of A. E . Fenn Print Ltd .. 
the printers. without whose efficient assistance beyond 
the call o f duty we could never have seen it rhrough the 
press. and we are also grareful to Virginia Smithson and 
Simon James for help with some of the final drawings. 

ll is with pleasure thar we draw attention to the fact 
thar rhis volume is being published by rhc Hampshire 
Field Club and A rchaeological Society rather rhan any 
ourside organisarion. We Feel that i his is enrircly 
appropriate in view of rhe central role ir has had in the 
archaeology of the county over the years. and we are 
grareful to the Council of rhe Hampshir" Field Club for 
rheir support and interesr in rhese financially difficult 
times. 

S. J. Sh~mum and R. T. Scluulla-1-fall 
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A Century of Hampshire Archaeology 

Barry Cunliffe 

Hampshire archaeology, as an organis~d pursuit. is ~ 
comparatively late developer. Indeed II was not until 
1885 that a Field Club was established 'for the Study or 
the Natural History and Antiquities or the County'. In 
neighbouring counties enthusiasts were already well 
organised, the Sussex Archaeological Society was 
rounded as early as 1847. Wiltshire rollowcd in 1853 and 
Dorset in 1875. but the Hampshire Field Club, once in 
being, flourished and its membership grew from fifty­
one. at its foundation. to ()vcr two hundred and fifty by 
1890. Its activities. gentle and gentlemanly. were 
focussed around whole-day excursions to place,. like 
Selborne or to the Isle of Wight where members might 
enjoy the countryside. visit monuments. and take tea at 
the local vicarage or minor country house. Conservation 
was in the air: small grants were made for church repairs, 
and members were forbidden, under rule 20. from 
uprooting rare plants from characteristic localities (an 
interesting advance at a time when the countryside was 
being ravaged by those addicted to fern collecting). 

From i tS early days the Club took an active interest in 
·1he preservation of objects or antiquity' (rule 21 ). In 
1898, for example. a special committee was set up to 
survey the site or Clausentum and 10 carry om what we 
wou Id now call a watching brief during building work 
which threatened the site. and in the same vear the Club 
passed a strongly worded resolution criticising the plans 
of the Southampton Town Council which threatened to 
destroy a substantial length of the medieval city wall. 

For the most part it was the meetings and excursicins 
that continued 10 amuse the membership. though by 
1909 attendance had begun to fall off and in the annual 
report for that year we find the Hon. Secretary 
suggesting a reduction in the number or meetings. 
adding 'it is difficult after many years of existence to 
provide the varieties and novelties which some of our 
members require, while others whose presence adds 
interest to our gatherings. find it impossible 10 attend so 
frequently' - a nicely worded critique renec1ing the end 
of an era. 

Bui Hampshire archaeology was blessed with three 
remarkable men whose very different contributions laid 
the firm foundation on which we now build: Heywood 
Sumner ( 1853-1940). friend and follower or William 
Morris: Dr. J. P. Williams-Freeman (1858-1943). a 
Weyhill doctor; and George Willis (1877- 1970). founder 
of the Basingstoke Museum. 

Heywood Sumner returned to his native !-lampshire in 
1897, settling first in Bournemouth but moving within a 
few years LO Cuckoo Hill near lbsley on the edge of the 
New Forest. where he was to spend the rest of his life 
pr?~ucing. a succession or thoroughly researched and 
brilliantly illustrated books on earthworks, local history 
and on his various excavations. the best known or which 
were at the sites of the Roman pottery kilns in the New 
Forest. Sumner was a loner. As Williams-Freeman 
wrote or him in 1940 'Sumner's excavations were not in 
the m~ern style. There was no elaborate preparation, 
collection of assistants. paid labour or digging in half a 
dozen places at once . . . He nearly always worked 
alone., riding over on his bicycle day after day. doing 
everything himself, so that a picture of the past rose 

slowly in his mind ... • And yet throughout the first 
three decades of this century he. almost single handed, 
kept alive the tradition or excavation in the county. 

Williams•Freemal') was not an excavator but he shared 
Sumner's love or earthworks. From 1889. when he 
sculed down to the life of a country doctor at Weyhill, 
until his death over half a century later he wandered the 
earthworks of his native couniy planning them with 
loving care and publishing his results in a remarkable 
book An /111rod11ction 10 Field Archaeology"s //lrwratcd 
by Nampshire in 1915-a still unsurpassed masterpiece 
of field ob$crvation. He was a field archaeologist in 
every sense of the word and. as his friend 0 . G. S. 
Crawford was ready to admit. it was he who first realised 
the importance of aerial photography. Crawford's 
historic words or homage are worth quoting: 

'Often between 1910 and 1914 when wandering over 
the countv in a rather ancient car .. . we would both 
long for the use. even £or an hour. of the almost equally 
primitive flying-machines that passed slowly over us ... 
Those journeys were to me a source or endless pleasure 
and profit. and to them I owe the foundation of my own 
enduring interest ... In or about 1922, when Williams• 
Freeman was practising at Weyhill. Air-Commodore 
Clark-Hall. who was.stat ioned there, showed him some 
air-photographs taken around Winchester on which 
Clark-Hall had observed many curious and unexplained 
markings. Williams-Freeman invited me to meet him 
and we looked at the air-photographs together. The 
markings proved to be the remains or Celtic fields. It fell 
to me 10 carry on and develop this discovery. and that 
belongs 10 another story; but it was Williams-Freeman 
who pu lled the trigger.' (0. G. S. Crawford. Proc. 
Hams. Field C/11b XVl ( 1947), 104). 

Few counties can boast 10 be the birth place of a 
technique or such revolutionary value to archaeology. 
Crawford (another Hampshire man) did indeed develop 
the technique on an international scale but his early 
publications relied heavily on his Hampshire 
experiences. 

The third of our great field archaeologists was George 
Willis of Basingstoke - an indefatigable flint gatherer 
whose magnificent collections provide a rich. and still 
largely untapped. basis for the study of Hampshire·s 
early prehistory. These three local men - Sumner. 
Williams-Freeman and Willis. t0aether with the 
towering figure of Crawford . provided a continuing 
thread of excellence linking the early days or Victorian 
exuberance to the 1930s when Hampshire archaeology 
finally came or age. 

Until the 1930s Hampshire had no real tradition or 
excavation (with the exception or Sumner's lone 
activities). The Roman city of Silchestcr in the extreme 
north of the county had been subjected to an extensive 
campaign or clearance between 1890 and 1909 under the 
auspices or the Society of Antiquaries and an extensive 
rescue excavation had been undertaken at Hcngistbury 
Head by the same society in l91 I, but both projects were 
stimulated nationally and were not therefore strictly part 
of the Hampshire tradition. The breakthrough came in 
1927 and 1928 when the excavation or St. Catharine's 
Chapel blossomed into a comparatively large scale 
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research excav,11ion designed 10 explore the hillfon in 
which the chapel had been built. The subsequent 
publication St. Ca1hari111(s Hill. Wi11d1es1er ( Proc. H,mrs. 
Fieltf Club XI ( 193-0)), by Christopher Hawke~. Now_cll 
Myres and Charles Stevens ma rkcd a I urn mg point 
no·, only in archaeologic;ol publication but in Iron Age 
research. Then followed a series of hillfon excavat ions. 
directed by Christopher Hawkes on behalf of the Field 
Club: Buckland Rings in 1935. Quarley Hill in 1938. and 
Bury Hill and Balksbury in 1939. This work . together 
with the trial excavations. carried our by others. at the 
set1lemen1 sites al Wonhy Down ( 1921). Moon Hill 
( 1932-3). Twyford Down ( 1933-4) and Choseley Farm 
( 1937). was the first concerted research programme of 
archaeological investigation for which the Field Club 
was responsible. It was to provide a data-base of 
incomparable value for all subsequent Iron Age studies. 

The War put an end 10 projects of this kind. 
Archaeology in the immediate post war period was 
essentially dictated by rebuilding and redevelopment. 
but in this necessary and piecemeal response lay the 
origins of urban archaeology in Southampton ;ond 
Winchester ( though surprisingly hardly any significan t 
work was undertaken in Portsmouth). II is not unfair 10 
say that Hampshire archaeology in the period 1940-1960 
was comparatively small scale and was carried out in :a 
somewhat haphazard manner without significant 
direction or policy. II seemed that research in the 
county. like that in much of the rest of the country. was 
becoming trivialised. Archaeologists were being forced 
back 10 rake through and rework old data accumulated 
in a non-structured manner many decades before, and 
stagnation was in dangcrofse11Jing in. 

The 1960s and 1970s brought this unhappy episode to 
an end. The 1960s were to see the spectacular develop• 
ment of urban archaeology led by the Winchester 
Research Unit under the direction of Martin Biddle. 
building on a tradition of rescue excavation initiated by 
Frank Cottrill of the Winchester City Museum some 
years before. Meanwhile in the city of Southampton 
local efforts greatly intensified under Colin Plan's 
leadership and a liule later Peter Addyman refocussed 
attention on Hamwih. the Saxon precursor of South• 
ampton. As a result of these cffons Winchester and 
Southampton (including Hamwih) have continued to be 
studied. in accordance with well defined research 
programmes. by permanent professional teams. 
Another multi-period site to receive auention during 
this period was Ponchcster Ca~tle where the present 
writer has carried out a long-term research programme 
involving excavation each year from 196 I until the field 
study was completed in 1979. 

The significance of these two decades of activity will 
take many years to assimilate. even after the results have 
been fully published. but already it is fair 10 say that our 
knowledge of Roman. S;,xon and medieval urban 
settlement has been revolutionised. 

A longside this essentially urban-based approach the 
1rad1_11on of field work in rural Hampshire has 
conunued. In the early 1960s John Budden and the 
present writer began an intensive survey c,f the 
countryside around the village of Chalton near 
Pctcrsfield. Even the early re,ults showed 1ha1 the 
landscape was far more densely seuled than had 
previously been realised. So numerous were the Iron 
Age and Roman peasant settlements 1ha1 we have been 
forced 10_ revise drastically our ideas of population in 
these penO<ls. Bui even more significant is the fact that 

intensive surveys of this kind enable us to begin to sec all 
the elements of our historic landscape in their intimate 
relationship in time and space. Rural surveys like the 
Chal1on example and of the type now in operation in 
East Hampshire ( this vol. pp. IU6) provide the essential 
framework against which 10 understand individual sites. 

One unexpected offshoot of the Chalton survey was 
the discovery of a Saxon village. which was subsequently 
extensively excavated by Peter Addyman and Tim 
Champion. This village. together with the longer lived 
Saxon settlement established within the Roman fort 
walls at Portchester. provided interesting contrasts 10 
the late Saxon mercantile settlement at Hamwih and the 
royal and ecclesiastical centre al Winchester. II is no 
exaggeration to say that the ten years or so from the mid 
1960s to the mid 1970s saw work in Hampshire 
spearheading a major advance in the archaeology of the 
Saxon seu lement. 

Roman archaeology has also benefited from the 
activit ies of the last two decades. Excavations in 
Winchester have begun to answer some of the questions 
surrounding the origins and development of the Roman 
city of Vema. while a new programme of excavations has 
been initiated by Mike Fulford at Sikhester in an 
attempt to provide a satisfactory historical context for 
the earlier results: already much that is unexpected has 
begun to emerge. Add to this the large scale excavation 
of the late Roman fort at Portchester. important new 
surveys of the pottery industries in the New Forest and 
A lice Hoh regions. the excavation ofa villa at Sparsholt 
and of a Romano-British village at Chalton and it will be 
readily apparent that most aspects of the Roman 
settlement pattern of the county have been sampled, 
though not. it must he admitted. as part of a unified 
research strategy. 

The later prehistoric period has received a 
considerable amount of attention. In 1969. as one 
element in a broader research programme, the present 
writer began a major campaign of excavation at the Iron 
Age hillfon of Danebury - work still very much in 
progress. It seemed then (and still does) 1ha1 if 
significant advances were to be made in our 
understanding of the lron Age. hillforts would have 10 
be excavated on a large scale and placed in their rural 
context. Hampshire with i ts long tradition of I ron Age 
studies was an obvious place to choose for this new 
initiative not least because extensive excavation had 
already been undertaken at the hillfort at Balksbury by 
Geoff Wainwright in 1967. Subsequent and even more 
extensive work at Balksbury in 1973 and large scale 
stripping al the fort of Winklebur)'. near Basingstoke in 
1975-6 has ensured that our knowledge of Hampshire 
hillforts is now unrivalled. Bur 10 begin 10 understand 
the intricacies of Iron Age society and i ts economy it is 
necessary to put these major sites in their context. The 
small settlements recently exc-avated in the Andover 
region and along the line of the proposed M3 will help in 
this respect but to increase ourunderstanding we need to 

study minutely both the immediate context of our 
individual sites and the more distant forrnati•~ 
in0uences on the social and economic development of 
the region. With the firsl in mind. and armed by the 
experience of the Chalton survey. we have undenaken 
an extensive survey of the entire block of land between 
the rivers Bourne and lichen encompassing the hillforts 
of Figsbury, Quarley. Bury Hill. Oalksbury. Danebury. 
and Woolbury. The results now being prepared for 
publication show the complexity of the Iron Age 
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landscape in a detail never before comprehended - at 
last. one feels. we arc on the brink of major advances in 
our understanding of the period. The study of the wider 
influences on the Iron Age communities of Hampshire 
takes us into fields of research. in for example. coinage, 
metallurgy and exchange patterns the details of which 
are not relevant to the present discussion. But integral 
with these studies has been the instigation of a new 
campaign of excavation on the site of the Iron Age port 
on Hengistbury Head (since l<)cal government 
reorganisation transferred to Dorset). Excavation here 
began in 1979 and. one hopes. will continue for some 
vcars . 
• This all too brief survey of archaeological activity in 
the last two decades has left much unsaid but the 
individual contributions 10 follow will provide many 
details of sites and projects omitted. The selection 
offered here has been deliberately made 10 emphasise 
the character or modern archaeological work. There are 
two recurring themes: long tern, excavation carried out 
on a large scale by teams of researchers: and broadly 
based research designs providing the context for 
excavation. field work and other more specific studies. 
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All this is supported by a background service 
administered by the County Council in the fonn of a 
Museums Service to curate the collections and a Sites 
and Monuments record to maintain an up-to-date 
archaeological archive. 

Much has changed since the days of the pioneers of the 
1920s and 1930s not only in the scale of the work but also 
in the research aims of those involved. In the papers 10 
follow individuals have been invited 10 present their 
personal impressions of each major period in Hampshire 
archaeology. The extent to which they have drawn upon 
the work of the last twenty years is a measure of the 
importance of that period and of the present vita.lity of 
the subject. But views change and much that has been 
discovered in recent excavations has yet 10 be published. 
The present volume should therefore be considered as 
an interim statement reflecting the aspirations of 1980 in 
the same way as its only predecessor, Williams­
Freeman's Field Archaeology as ll/11s1ra1ed by 
Hampshire reflected the mood of 1915. That our view of 
the past is constantly evolving is one of the great 
fascinations of the subject. 



On the Palaeolithic Archaeology of Hampshire 

Myra Shackley 

INTRODUCTION 

Problems 

The Palaeoli1hic period in Hampshire may be regarded 
as an overlure where major 1hemes prcsenl in la1e. 
periods are dis1ingui~hablc bul nol fully_ devclop~d. ,:Oc 
period is one of immense complex11y, a s11uanon 
compounded by the absence of any form of cul1ural 
evidence for man 's presence excep1 Slone artefac1s. The 
numerous climatic and palaeoenvironmenlal changes 
which acted as a backdrop for the sporadic visits o f ma" 
are s1ill being deciphered. and despitt.: the recent efforts 
to establish a viable database for the British Quaternary 
(Bowen 1978. Mitchell et al. 1973. Shotton 1977) new 
discoveries cons1antly require changes in ani1udc or 
modifications of 1he existing chronological framework. 
Since the study of man is the least absolute discipline in 
the general field of Qua1ernary Studies frequem changes 
of opinion are evident. A particular problem is 
presented by 1he very na1ure o f the evidence i tself -
large collections of artefacts accumulated by Vic1orian 
clergymen with a fondness for afiemoon strolls in gravel 
pits, whose emhusiasm for the collec1ion of obj ec1s was 
seldom matched by ..:qual fervour in the recording of 
precise findspot locations or accurate stratigraphic 
sequences. With 1he advent of mechanical gravel 
extrac1ion the likelihood of fresh information becoming 
available is remo1e. excep1 in the case of si1es such 
Red Barns (p. 6) where a working noor had been 
preserved by a fonuitous collection of natural 
circumsiances. 

Surface geology 

The large anefact collections from Hampshire arc a 
reflection of 1he drif1 geology of 1he area. whose vast 
stretches of gravel aod brickeanh have been consisten1 ly 
quarried for many years. The geological maps make a 
somewhat artificial dis1inc1ion between 'pla1eau· and 
'valley' (or terrace) gravels on ahimetric cri1eria . bu1 this 
is false as many of the plateau gravels are the remains of 
former raised beaches and high sea levels. sometimes o f 
Pliocenc date (Swanson 1968). Many s1udies have been 
undertaken of the sequences of river terraces and raised 
beaches (Everard 1952, 1954, Hodgson 1964. Jarvis 
1957) and some ancmpts have been made to correlale 
this sequence with the anefacts stratified within the 
deposits (.Burkin, Pa1erson and Mogridge 1939, Calkin 
and Green 1949). In some cases such an approach has 
been mosl frui1ful (ApSimon, Gamble and Shackley 
1977) and it seems likely 1ha1 similar interdisciplinary 
Sludies will provide some firm chronological basis for 1he 
sequence or assemblages. 

Arrival of man 

During the immense length of lhe Hampshire 
Palaeolithic (probably beginning around 700 000 BP 
and ending with 1he 1heorc1ical termination of the 
Ple1stocene al 8 000 BP) Eng.land was functioning very 
much as lhe extreme perimeter of the inhabi1ed world 
The ric~ness of the. Palaeolithic archaeology of 
Ham~sh1_re in compari5?n with 1ha1 of so many 01her 
counties 1s a func1,on of 11S positio11 in close proximi1y 10 

1he continent. For long ~1re1ches of time sou1hcrn 
England and the cominent were ccmnec1ed. and a1 
periods o f low sea level 1he passage was easy. a trek 
across a few mi les of steppe. Even during high sea levels 
1he distance involved is no1 grca1. and 1hc presence of 
identical artefac1 assemblages in Breton and Hampshire 
rn ised beaches (p. 6) is a mauer for speculation. 
Certainly by Upper Palaeoli1hic 1imcs i1 would have 
been perfcc1ly possible for man 10 have crossed the 
channel by boa 1. but d ifficuh 10 establish his motive for 
doing so. During periods of intense periglacial climate it 
was uneconomic for early man to visit southern 
England. except when following herds of game. and al 
01her times the auractions of 1he English climate seem 
slender. II has been sugges1cd tha1 the Palaeolithic 
populat ion of England was always low and a1 certain 
periods non-exis1en1; presuming that few hunters lived 
here permanen1 ly and 1hat the immense ar1efac1 
colleclions are 1he results of sporadic visitations. This is 
most unlikely to be the case and ii seems certain 1ha1 at al 
least one point in 1ime (the extreme end of the 
l pswichian interglacial) hunting bands associated with 
severa l d ifferem 1oolmaking tradi1ions (Micoquian. 
Acheulean and Mousterian of Achculean Tradition) 
were presem in Hampshire at roughly the same time. 
This could, however. be a function of the ' telescoping' 
effect Qf real time in a geological comext where 
archaeological events which are in effecl separated by 
some years appear . geologically. to be comemporary. 
One thing is certain and 1hat is tha1 1he population of 
Hampshire during this period was never dense. During 
g laciations or minor cold-temperature oscillations man 
was very likely to be absent from 1he r..:gion altogether 
and the length of time involved is so grea1 1ha1 if one 
considers the possible duration of 1he A cheulean culture 
tradition here (nearly 700 000 years) and 1he number of 
anefacts found (about 91 000) 1his works out a1 a 
deposition ra1e of one ariefac1 per eigh1 years. which is 
unrcalis1ic bu1 graphic. 

In order 10 obtain some perspective for a Hampshire 
Palaeolithic one mus1 look briefly at the early evolu1ion 
of tool-making in Africa. and examine i1s own spread 
into Europe and eveniual percolation into England. 11 is 
in Africa that we may find 1he remains or man actually in 
association with 1ools ideruical in form 10 those which 
may be picked up on any Hampshire gravel working. 

Somewhere around 1he 25 million BP mark the family 
tree of primates branched. producing a line resulting in 
modern man (Leakey 1978). The reasons for 1his 
ecological catas1rophe arc complex. bu1 it is certain 1ha1 
1he evolu1ion or the hand (enabling a precision grip 10 be 
obtained for tool-making) and of 1he eyes (giving 
stereoscopic vision as an aid 10 hunting) were ve~y 
important. Tool-making. an increase in size and brarn 
capacity and upright posture proved a recipe for success. 
with the result that by 3 million years early forms of man 
had been succeeded and practically replaced by a form 
known as Homo erecrus, direclly ancestral 10 both 
Neanderthal man (H . sapie11s 11e111ulerthn/ensis1 and 
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Lower Palaeolithic find•spols in Hampshire and the Isle of Wight (ba.~d on Roe, l968). Figure I 

Homo sopiens st1pie,is, and varieties or which were 
responsible For the handaxes and chopper-tools which 
spread over vast areas of the Old World by 500 000 8 P. 

CLACTONIAN INDUSTRIES 

With the evolution of Homo erec111s the pace of human 
advancement began to speed up. and bands of hunters 
(probably numbering up to 25 individuals and consis1ing 
of an C)(tended family) spread out from Africa to 
colonise 1hose parts of 1he world that were inhabi1able. 
Wam1ly clad, one supposes. in furs and skins removed 
from _their prey they reached Briiain during a low sea 
level tn the sequence of minor glacials and intcrglacials 
lumped together a~ the Cromerian (Milchell e1 al. 1973) 
between 700 000 and 350 000 BP. The tools which they 
brought with them consisted of pebbles and biconical 
chopper-cores with crude s1one-struck handaxes, and is 

called the C lactonian after 1he type si1e in Essex 
although it is also found al Barnham and Hoxne 
(Suffolk ), Swanscombe (Kent) . Kents Cavern (Devon) 
and Westbury-sub-Mendip (Somerset) (Wymer 1974). 
It has been suggested that it is represented in Hampshire 
by tools of similar type found a1 Rainbow Bar . near 
Selsey, and 1his seems far from improbable as 
Hampshire would have been a logical ·through route· to 
1he Mendip caves. The Clactonian industries almost 
certainly ex tend 1hrough the succeeding Anglian 
glaciation and in10 the Hoxni,m in1erglacial. II has been 
suggested that we grossly undcrestimale the numbers of 
visi1ors to Britain during this period since many of 1hc 
deposits in which their tools were incorporated were 
removed by the effects of later glaciations. This is 
particularly true of more nonherly parts of England bu1 
may also be 1rue for Hampshire. where the high terrace 
gravels of the New Forest have been worked and re­
worked so many times 1hat any implemenls once 
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deposited in 1hem would long si.n~e have disappeared. 
Addi1ionally. if one assumes an ,11nerant populauon or 
hunters 1he likelihood of findings1ruc1ural or ar1efactual 
evidence of 1heirmovcments is very remote. since on the 
chalklands any such evidence would h,ve been removed 
by farming and in 1he river valleys 1he implementiferous 
deposits would have been reworked many times. 

Rainbow 8ar 

There is some doubl as 10 whether this is truly a 
Clactonian sire ahbough it yielded a series of crude 
alternalely-flaked cores and bulbous flakes in large 
numbers. described by the finder Mr J. C. Draper in 
[95 1. No stratigraphic associations have been revealed 
and incieed ii has been sugges1ed (W)•mer 1968) 1ha1 thC' 
industry might be as late as Mesolithic but have retained 
a primitive k:napping technique. 

ACHEULEAN AND LEVALl.01S INDUSTRff.S 

It is with the Acheulean industries (named after the 
French sire of St. Acheul) that Hampshire becomes 
really important. since i t has yielded a larger quantfry of 
finds than any other English county. The Hampshire 
Acheulean industr ies consist or many and varied 
handaxes, 1ogetber wi1h the occasional core 100I and 
nakcs. The reason for 1he quanti ty has already been 
s1a1cd - the large spreads of river gravels interspersed 
wi1h raised beaches and various forms of periglacial 
deposits which cap the solid geology of 1he county. 
Handsorting of gravels led 10 mos1 of 1he finds. and 1hc 
substi1u1ion of mechanical ex1rac1ion for hand digging 
and mechanical processing for handwashing ha• resulted 
in 1he extreme pauci1y of finds made in reccnr years. 
Unfonunately. the hand gravel ex1rac1ion tOOk place in 
1he days of the gentleman amateur archaeologis1 whose 
interest lay primarily with the tools (many o f which are 
of great intrinsic beauty) and nm in 1heir context. 
meaning 1ha1 much of 1he material in Hampshire 
museums is useless due to a lack of associated 
s1ra1igniphical information and accurate provenance. 

II used IO be thought tha1 ir a handaxe occurred in 
gravel it must be derived. but this is no longer considered 
to be 1he case. In Hampshire !here arc several handaxe 
assemblages which were considered sufficiently in siw 
to be quantified and included in 1he survey made by Roe 
(1968). and many more individual implements whose 
mint condition leads one tosuspccl tha1 they were found 
where 1hey were originally dropped (Shackley 1975). 

It is impossible 10 assign a firm date 10 mos1 of these 
industries. bur their chrooologic,,I range is from 1he 
Hoxnian inierglacial through 1he Wolstonian complex. 
being replaced by industries based on the prepared core 
µ,evalloi.s) 1cchnique during the succeeding lpswichian 
1nrerglac1al complex. although there was much overlap 
between the two. Indeed i t would seem likely that 
certain groups were still making handaxes in Hampshire 
as l~1e as l h~ .early stages or the last (Devensian) 
glac1at1on and II 1s pc,ssib!e tbat several di fferen1 physical 
1ypes of man (including Homo sapie11s 11e1111der-
1hale11sis) made handaxcs, although of a different form 
10 1he early shapes produced by varieties of Homn 
erectus. 
. The .survey of Bri tish Acheulean and Levalloisian 
mdus1ries made by Derek Roe showed over 1500 
accura1_ely-located find spots in Hampshire. although 
some nver valley~. notably the Te,1. ltchen and Avon 
were so productive 1ha1 each find spot may represent 

several 1housand implemcnL~ (Fig I). 150 find spots or 
1he Levallo,s 1cchnique were also listed. the dis1ribu1ion 
being approximately the same as for 1he Acheulcan 
material. The 1wo main Acheulean sites (Barton-on-Sea 
and Dunbridge) are bo1h included as Class C evidence 
(where 1he evidence for the handaxcs forming a good 
group is not very SITOng). The remaining 471 Acheulean 
sires produced nearly 6 000 handaxes and over I 00() 
Oakes. The Dunbridge material (953 handaxes) and 1ha1 
from Barron ( 197) form two of the largesl groups, bur 
enormous quantities of material have been recovered 
from 1he terrace gravels of Southampton and 
Bournemou1h. These may. at first sight. seem very large 
totals but they d iminish in importance when considering 
the 101al timespan during which tools of Acheulean type 
were made in Britain. which canno1 be less than the 
700000 years already quoted and may be more. We have 
therefore only recovered a tiny fraction or 1he material. 
The precise typological subdivision of 1he material is 
subjective bur a progression can ccr1ainly be seen from 
industries where rather crude. stone-struck handaxes 
predominate (often in a very worn condition). pointed 
handaxes oflen with shallow naking a1 the thin end and 
then ova1e or cordate handaxes. However, implements 
of any of these 1ypcs can occur in industr ies composed 
principally of the 01her . and in addition specialised 
tools. such as cleavers (for hacking a1 a joinr of meat) 
and specialised Oake tools and cores. will also occur. The 
Levalloisian sites present something of a problem. as it is 
d i fficult 10 decide whether they reprcsen1 a specialised 
technique or an indus1ry. In sirtt finds or Acheulean 
handaxcs have been found wi1hin 1he 17m raised beach 
deposits at Warsash (Shackley 1970), and this sea level 
has been dared elsewhere IO L40-l20 000 BP. A t Cams. 
in Hampshire. an 18m shingle beach has been 
recognised corresponding to a fragment a1 Bembridge 
( Isle of Wigh1) and 10 1he Ponland raised beach. 

A reccn1 paper (ApSimon. Gamble and Shackley 
l977) described three raised beach exposures on 
Portsdown be1ween Fareham and Portsmouth. two 
indicating a transgression 10 37.5-38.Sm above HWM 
and a third (of Hoxnian interglacial age) corresponding 
10 the 16m Portland beach. The handaxes associated 
wi1h 1he lat1er exposures are M iddle Acheulean in type, 
several being ovates corresponding closely 10 1hose 
recorded by Wymer (1974) a1 Hoxne. 

Very linle organic material is associated with any 
Acheulean artefacts and none in Hampshire. but from 
o ther sires associated wi1h Clacconian industries i1 would 
seem 1ha1 their makers were hunting deer. ox. elephant 
and rhinoceros. and groups associated with Acheulcan 
industries as at Swanscombe (Kent) hunted similar 
animals although wi1h more emphasis on horse. 11 is 
probable 1hat 1he situation was the same in Hampshire 
(Roe 1964. 66. 68). 

Red Barns 

(this sec1io11 was ki11dly comribured by Clivt 
Gamble) 

The digging of pipe trenches for a housing estate on 1he 
sou1hem slope o f Portsdown Hill (SU 60806'.l) revealed 
patina1ed bur mint fresh artefacts of clearly Lower 
Palaeolithic 1ype. The initial find by M r J. C. Drapcn ~as 
followed by a small excava1ion in advance of bu1ld1ng 
plans and 1he detailed results will be publish~d 
elsewhere (ApSimon and Gamble forthcoming). The 
site lies (II a height of c. 30m above Ordnance Da1un1 nod 
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Middle and Upp<:r Pal:.icc)lithic find--sp01s in Hampshire and the lsleorWighl (based on Campl)ell. 1978nnd Shnckk·y. 1978) . Figure:? 

the excavation revealed a dense scaner of artefacts in a 
grey soil capped by a hardened sludge deposit that has 
been described as a chalk breccia. At the top of the slope 
this breccia contained several artefacts indicating some 
possible transportation and re-deposition. Further down 
the slope, and within the main body o f the excavation. 
the implements were found at the base of a grey soil . 
lying on the chalk bedrock, and untouched by the hard 
capping. The density of artefacts diminishes from the 
north of the excavation trench downslope to the south, 
thus providing a clear indication of the dimensions of the 
working area. 

The material consists of a majority of waste flakes of 
all sizes, from large core preparation flakes to final 
trimming debris. A careful selection of natural nodules 
within the exposed chalk slope was made bv the 
Palaeolithic knappers and the possibility exists that to 
the_ north of the site there was a collapsed chalk cliff 
which would also have provided an abundance of easily 
exploitable raw material. Derived beach pebbles were 

occasionally encountered within the artefact horizon 
and the elevation of the site suggests an age postdating 
the 35m Portsdown raised beach recently re-examined 
by ApSimon et al. (1977). Thus a Wolstonian age seems 
probable. 

The excavation also prnduced a small number of 
partially finished bifacial implements and 1wo bone 
fragments. The hand axes appear to have been discarded 
prior to use since they all exhibit flaws in some stage o f 
their manufacturing process. They vary considerably in 
both size and shape. One finished broken tip and a 
complete, but nawed. handaxe can be closely paralleled 
with the piano-convex (slipper shaped) handaxes from 
the Wolvercote channel (Callow 1974. fig 4). a form 
which also occurs in association with Mousterinn/ 
Micoquian industries at Warsash (Shackley 1975). The 
preparation of flakes for these handaxes does not 
involve platform facetting. Several other handaxes that 
have been recovered are flaked directly from nodules. In 
the Light of this evidence it seems reasonable to suggest 
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that rhe sire was visited for the purpose of obtaining 
suitable raw material for rhc manufacture of a particular 
range ofbifacial forms. Thedensityofmarerial indicates 
that the location covered by the excavation was probably 
visired only once for a brief period. However isolated 
finds from other parts of Portsdown Hill point ~o .a 
possible longer and more widespread use of hth1c 
resources in this area. 

MOUSTERIAN INDUSTRIES 
The situat ion in southern England between 130 and 
75 000 BP was an especially inreresting one. and 
includes the period referred to as rhe lpswichian 
interglacial, which comprised several minor climatic 
variarions imposed on a series of major ones. There is, 
however. little doubr char from about 90 000 to 75 000 
BP rhe climare was warm. and it i.s to this period that 
most workers have assigned the deposits of the 7.5m 
raised beach (Shack ley 1973). These beach deposits 
correlate well in height even in widely divergent areas 
and are especially well exposed in Hampshire. Fig 2 
shows rhe best areas of exposure of the 7.5m beach, with 
the Hampshire deposits containing a Mous1erian of 
Acheulean Tradition industry which may be linked 10 
continental sites by irs implements. especially the bout 
coupe handaxe (Collins 1970, Mellars 1969. Shack ley 
19TT). The Mousterian industries, distributed over rhe 
world from Wales to China. were mainly produced by 
different Neanderthal variants and often occur in 
association wirh their skeletal remains. Several types of 
stone industry are distinguished, probably the products 
of different tribal groups. which arc intersrra1if'iedon the 
rich French sites dating from 75 000 BP until rhe arrival 
of Homo sapie11s sapiens with Upper Palaeolithic 
blade-and-0ake industries some 30-40 000 years later. 
The Mousrerian of Acheule,M Tradition is the only 
variety significantly present in Britain. and ir is 
characterised by the cordiform (heart-shaped) bout 
coupe handaxe. The British indust ries. crude and 
provincial when compared with soig11e French 
examples, were made in both countries during a 
relatively short period between the late lpswichian and 
early Devensian (Shotton et al. 1977). 

The best-documented Moustcrian of Acheulcan 
Tradition assemblages in Hampshire come from t.he 
deposits of the 7 .5m beach. especially at the site of Great 
Pan Farm. Isle of Wight (Shackley 1973) where a 
collection of 112 implements includes limaces. backed 
blades. knives, Levallois llakes. varied racloirs. 
denticulates and bout coupc axes (Bordes 1953). Similar 
assemblages came from Christchurch. Cams and 
Warsash (Fig 2) and a bout coupc handaxe associated 
with a rerminal lpswichian fauna from Fisherton near 
Salisbury (Delair and Shackley 1979). One of the 
earliest-found examples of artefacts from within rhe 
beach deposits was a retouched Levallois blade from 
Stone (Lepe) published by Evans (1'893). 

At this location the present exposed cliff section varies 
from 4-4.Sm in height, with the base of the deposits lying 
at 0.5-Jm 00. The section is a nearly horizontal 
segment of ground separated from higher inland gravels 
by a clear bluff which obscures rhc cliff at the base of the 
deposits. The back of the 7.5m beach msy be seen ar 
Black Rock (Brighton). described by Zeuner (1959). 
The [)each gravels arc ,:nuch cryo1urba1ed in their upper 
levels and capped wuh a decalcified brickearih. a 
common fearure of all exposures of the beach. Various 

featu res of the beach gravel suggest that it was formed in 
a rransgressivc sea in a location where there was a great 
deal of gravel available for re-working. It seems 
probable. 1J1a1 the Wight/ Purbeck ridge had been 
breached by this date. if not long before. The raised 
beach is demonsrrably later rhan the estuarine clays 
underneath which were assigned by West and Sparks 
( I 960) 10 zone. (f) or the I pswichian. as a1 Bobbitshole 
and Selsey; although these deposits arc probably later 
than the Selsey ones (Brown et al. 1975). Ahhough 
Breton evidence (Giot and Monnier 1973) suggests 1ha1 
rhe 7.5m beach may not. in fact, be of lpswichian date 
the Hampshire evidence at present contradicts this, but 
there is clearly room for a great deal of further work . 

The distribution of Mousterian material outside the 
gravel areas is very sporadic, only one concentration 
being observed (on the chalk downland near 
Basingstoke). This is no doubt a function of the 
destruction of ancfacts by later farming, but rhe wide 
distribur ion of surface finds of bour coupes has been 
evoked as evidence for the movement of 'Mousterian' 
man en route for the cave sites of southern Britain where 
belier Mousterian assemblages (probably indicating 
longer stays) are to be found. 

UPPER PALAEOLITHIC INDUSTRIES 

T he Upper Palaeolithic in Britain is associated with 
Homo sapie11s sapie11s (anatomically modem man) 
and has recently been rhe subject of much interesting 
work. both by re-excavation of rhe crucial cave sites and 
re-examination of the tools (Campbell 1978). It consists 
of two main phases. an early and late Upper 
Palaeolithic, the former equating with a relatively warm 
episode within the Devensian glaciation and separated 
from the latter by the very cold conditions of the main 
Devensian. 

The early Upper Palaeolithic, characrerised by leaf 
shaped spear poinrs, is known from caves in Creswell 
and Cheddar as well as ar other sites. and there is one 
possible Hampshire site at Christchurch (Campbell 
1978) where material was collected in 1913. Hampshire 
is, however. much richer in late Upper Palacolirhic 
material. several sites being known in the Christchurch 
area with an important eoncentrarion at Hengisrbury 
Head. and a site at Long Island (Havant. Fig 2) 
discovered by Mr J. C. Draper. which yielded one 
backed tool. a blade and a graver. The Hengistbury sire 
was much richer. 

The late Upper Palaeolirhic probably spanned the 
period 12-8 000 BP, most of rhe late glacial, and has 
backed blades as its characteristic tool form. Bone tools 
and barbed points also occur. and it would seem chat 
horse, reindeer and giant deer were the principal game 
hunted. It is. however. unlikely that the occupation of 
Hampshire was ever very intense but it would have been 
facilitated by a period of tow sea level when 
communication with the rest of Europe was relat ively 
easy. It is not coincidental that rhe two major open air 
sites of the period (Ipswich in Suffolk and Hcngistbur)' 
Head) a.re borh near the sea. Hengistbury Head mi~ht 
have served as a base camp to cxploir migrating. wild 
horses and reindeer in the spring and autumn. and II has 
a site cxp)oitation territory (the area within two hours 
walking distance - about 10km) which includes the 
con0uence of the Stour and Avon as well as an area of 
the Hampshire plains. It is also within rnnge of the good 
quali ty llint which was used for rhe artefacts. Th< 
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str-atigraphy of the site is now well documented 
(Campbell 1978) and i~ ~ould see_m 10 have be~n 
occupied later by Mesoluh,c people ,n the post-glac,al 
period, with a certain similarity of tool forms. 

With the final retreat of the ice and the gradual 
advance of forest cover the inhabitants of Hampshire 
were obliged 10 adapt to a different environment and tap 
new sources of food. Greater advances in technology 
were made in rhe next 10 000 years than had been made 
in the previous ten million but it is worth remembering 
that even ifwe have only a few flim artefacts to represent 
nearly a million years of occupation in Hampshire. 
during that time man himself was evolving and laying the 
basis for the cultural and social structures which have 
survived here unt il the present day. 
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The Last Hunters in Hampshire 

R. M. Jacobi 

Wi1hin Hampshire, as wi1hin the rcmain~e! of Southern, 
Britain. the bulk of evidence for the acuvuy of the last 
hunters comes from the interpretation of surface 
collections or stray finds. these together making up a 
minimum total of perhaps 300 findspots. Such surface 
finds are supplemented by 1he resuhs of research 
excavations al three major sites - Oakhanger site 
V/VII. Selborne ( Rankine 1952. 1960 and I961A), 
Longmoor l nclosure. Whitehill (site I. in prog:ess). and 
Broom Hill. Braishficld (O'Malley and Jacob, 1978) -
and rescue digs on two others - Wakeford's Copse, 
Havan1 (Bradley and Lewis 1974}. and Fort Wallington. 
Fareham (Hughes and ApSimon 1978). Smaller 
excavations have been conducted at Oak hanger site Ill 
(Rankine 1961 B) and in the far west of the county at 
Mother Sillers Channel on Christchurch Harbour 
(Palmer 1972}. While four of these sites have yielded 
burnt wood and nutshells suitable for C l4 dating. all are 
situated on deposits too acid for the preservation of 
other organic materials and there is nothing comparable 
to the rich finds of bone material made just to the north 
along the valley of the Kennet (Grigson 1978). from 
which derives the bulk of our evidence for panerns of 
mesolithic ungulate exploitation within southern 
England. 

ft must therefore remain a necessary assumption that 
hunting was aimed primarily at exploitation of red deer, 
cattle and pig together with roe deer. While evidence 
suggests that red deer was often the most numerous 
animal taken. closer analysis suggests. as in the case of 
bQ1h Star Carr. North Yorkshire. and Tharcham, 
Berkshire. that in fact cattle may frequently instead have 
made the greatest contribution in terms of meat acrually 
consumed. 

Some consumption of plant foods is indicated by the 
very large numbers of split hazel-nut shells observed at 
Oakhanger site VII (phase 2) while the vertical spread of 
such nu1shells through over a metre of deposits at tbe 
later site of Broom Hill may hint at regular collection 
over at least a millennium. 

Again no artefacts other than those of stone or nint 
have been recovered from any excavated context and 
ne.irher of 1he srray finds of bone/antler objects which it 
has been suggested in the past may be of Mesoli1hic date 
is by any means necessarily convincingly so anribu1ed. 
Of this pair of objects the beuer known is, of course. the 
broken tine of red deer antler recovered some 6m. below 
the surface on lhe outskirts of Romsey and engraved 
with rows of chevrons which 'ascend' the antler. Smith in 
his original deS<:ription of the object sought parallels in 
Danish later M aglemosian contexts (Smi1h 1934, 44 and 
Pl. XL VI) bu t an alternative and more local point of 
comparison might however be with a decc)rated anller 
from the ditch of Henge II a1 Maxey (near Peter­
borough) with .chevrons running along, rather than 
climbing, each s1deof the beam. (Simpson 1967, 138 and 
Pl. XIV a and b). Acceptance of this parallel cas1s 
considerable doubt upon simply assuming a Mesolithic 
da1e forihe Romscr tine (as in Grinsell 1964. 191 ). 

The second pu1a11vely Mesolithic anefacr. this time of 
bone. is a simple awl worked on a spli1 ungulate 

metapodial and only recorded as being 'found in the 
peat' during the 1887 excavatio~ for the Ocean Dock 31 
Southamplon (see below). Wuh a prc,sent length or 
187mm, its butt is formed by part of the proximal surface 
of the bone, this carrying a series of oblique scratch0$ 
(Ran kine 19498 Pl. XXI}. An equally simple artefact is 
recorded from a later M esolithic context at Prestatyn 
Flintshire (Clark 1938, fig. I No. 65), while from Sta; 
Carr we have 'bodkins' or 'f-.lstening pins· made from the 
lateral metacarpal bones of elk (Clark 1954 160-61 and 
Fig. 70). A Mesolithic dating for this object might then 
be presumed but cannot now be demonstrated. 

Rather than going on 10 consider Hampshire as a 
whole. 1he patterning of past literature for the county 
suggests its d ivision, for the purposes of discussion, into 
three units: (l) The Hampshire Greensand (discussed in 
Rankine 1953); (2) The remainder of mainland 
Hampshire (Draper 1951A. 1953. 1968A); and (3) Sites 
below present tide level along the coasts of both 
Hampshire and the Isle of Wight (most recently 
discussed in Palmer l 9TT. !03-32). 

The Cultural Sequence on tbe Hampshire Green.~and 

Restudy of the lithic artefact material for the Weald 
(Jacobi I978A) suggested 1ha1, unlike the remainder or 
Britain where so far it has only proved possible to isolate 
with confidence a pair of chronologically successive 
1echnologies - still known simply as Early and Later 
Mesolithic-it was possible in this area o f S.E. England 
lo recognize three. Of these the earliest. corresponding 
to the Early Mesolithic recognized over England and 
Wales as far northwest as Anglesey and along the East 
Coas1 as far north as County Durham, is characterized 
by many obliquely blunted points with only rarer 
1riangles, bitruncated microliths and convex-backed 
'lanceolare· points. While the ratio of non-microlithic 10 
microlithic equipment varies widely (sec below), convex 
edged scrapers are always the most significan1 
component. 

Belonging 10 this Early Mesolithic is of course 1he 
substantial nint assemblage from Oakhanger, Si1es V 
and Vil. where the distribution of stmck flint formed an 
irregular ell ipse divided into two by a military road. Its 
maximum length east to west was about 46m; its 
maximum width 27m. while its total area can be 
estima ted at some 420 sq. m. (Rankine 1952: 1956. 
26-7; 1958; 1960; 1961A; also Rankine e1 al. 1960): site 
V lay to the east of this road and site Vil to the wes1 , and 
only l he most minute differences in microlith 1ypology 
and raw materials used (a small proportion of coloured 
flint on site V) separate the two assemblages. The sire 
plans. still being worked upon. show a series of hcarih 
spots indicated by concentrations of fire-crackled Aini, 
while abrupt cu1-off lines around the edges of the scaner 
could suggest 1he previous positions of windbreaks 
which have prevented the horizontal spread of Aini 
debris. Charcoal concentrations which would have 
helped towards the be11erdefinition of hearth spo1s were 
not consistently recorded. 

Over a ton of struck flints was recovered. 
approximately 85 000 pieces from site V (Rankine 1952. 
25) and 105 678 from site Vll (Rankine MSS), giving 
these sites 1he richest industries of Early M esoli1hic dale 
anywhere in Northern Europe. The more imporrnn1 of 
1hese two sites is undoubtedly site VlI . Here nint w~ 
apparently recovered from three distinct depth ranges 
within 1he A horizon of humus-iron podsol developed on 
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1hc Folkcstonc Beds (Rankinc et al. 1960. 247, fig. 3). 
The great bulk of 1he worked nin1 derived from Ihe 
middle MC of these ·zones· (Phase 2 at 0.2-0.3m). and 
was <1ssociated with burnc woods and hazel nut shells. 
The lowest (Pha~c I ) . at about 0.-16 toO.C\lm,. consisted 
bv contrast of only isolated and disconnected 
concentrations of worked flints ( iden1ical 10 1hose of 
Phase 2) or charcoal, and 1his fragmen1cd plan mai• be 
explained by suggesiing IhaI Ihesc objects represc111 the 
contenIs of the lower parts of pi1s whose ouIlincs had 
been lost to leaching. or objects washed down into 
hollows formed by such natural phenomena as iree falls 
(Kooi 1974). The interpretation ofoneof the apparently 
discrepant dares for the site. on charcoal deriving [rom 
one of these concentrations. could be that some at least 
of these hollows were formed rather later than Ihe main 
use of the site. This date (F68) is 4.-130 be± 115 (on pine 
charcoal). 

I \ 

[) 
MK'rolilh~ from Oak hanger She I. 

There are seven dates on nu1s and pine charcoals from 
the main artefact conccniration - Phase 2. The first of 
these (F67). 4,350 be ± I lO. appears too young 
compared 10 the series of dares more recentlv obtained 
through Ihe kindness of Mrs. W. M . Rankine by Dr. 
Switsur o f Ihc Cambridge Radiocarbon Laboratory. 
One part ial rea~on for rhe discrepancy may be Ihat the 
original samples received no form or pre-1reaImcnt 
(Jacobi 1973. 238·9) compared 10 their more recently 
processed coun1erpar1s: Ihcsc new dates are as follows: 

Q 1489 7 275 be± 200 (Hazel Nuts) 
Q 149 I 7 150 be± 200 (Wood Charcoal) 
Q 1493 7 090 be± 160 (Wood Charcoal) 
Q 1490 7 045 be ± 2()() (Wood Charcoal) 
Q 1492 7 025 be ± 2()0 (Wood Charcoal) 
QJ494 6 935 be ± 165 (Wl'>Od Charcoal and 

Hazel Nuts) 

While it is obviously difficult to ·explain away" F67 and 
F68. they arc markedly younger Ihan Ihe da1esob1aincd 
by the Cambridge Labora1ory; these latter dates fall 
tmpress1vcly close together in 1ime. Independent 
archaco_logical approaches 10 Ihc problem based upon a 
companson of ab$01utc counts for the various microlith 
shapes with similar counts for assemblages recovered 
from Other dared Mesolithic sites. combined wi1h similar 
comparisons for the overall measurements or these 
microliths and a study or Ihe was1e material recovered 
(a1 leas, from si1e V: Pitts and Jacobi 1979) would all 
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seem to confim1 that this assemblage belongs wi1hin 1he 
Early Mesolithic - that is it should date 10 between 
about 6 8()0 and 8 ()()() radiocarbon years be {Jacobi 
1976. 68-9). Thcr" is Ihus a sirong sugges1ion 1hat we 
should accept the rather older age suggested by O 1489 
- 1494. Acceptance of the new dates would. of course. 
make Oakhanger VII 1he near contemporary of such 
continental sires as Duvensce (Wohnplatz I: Bokelmann 
197 1 . 17). Draved 604 Syd (Tauber 1973. 86· 7) 329. and 
6 11 (Tauber 1966. 227). also Klosterlund (Tauber 1972. 
107 and 1973. 88). The site would thus bdong within the 
Pine. Elm and Hazel phase of the Sou1hern 8rilish earlv 
pollen zone VI. • 

This is obviously 001 the place to discuss Ihe linds from 
Oakhanger in detail (in preparation) bu1 it is perhaps 
worth stressing Ihe near identicalit)' of 1he finds on both 
sites (for discussion of the microlithic composition sec 
Jacobi I978A). the only significani difference being the 

Figure 3 

higher proportion of scrapers on site VU. Also presen1 
arc many truncated blades and finely scrra1ed blades. 
together with markedly smaller numbers of burins. core• 
adzes. 'drills·. punches. ground-edged pieces. blades 
with abraded ends and abraded cores. 

Other smaller assemblages of apparently Early 
Mesolithic material have been recovered from a number 
of mher sites on 1he Hampshire Greensand - from Ihe 
surf.tee at Oakhangcr. sites II. X and XI. from Kingsley 
Common (site Y~: R. G. V. Venables pers. comm; 
Clark and Rankine 1939. 114. site 38: Rankin.; 1953, 169; 
Rankinc 19(\(). 260), Petersfield HeaIh (Clark 1932. 75: 
finds made by Joseph Fowler in 1889 are in Dorchester 
Museum). Bentley (investigated by A. G. Wade; brief 
report in Thi' Times). and TrQIISford Farm (Rank ine 
1953. 166-9. fig. 3a-f. i. r. sand w: 1960. 260). With the 
except inn of the assemblage from Kingsley Ihesc finds 
arc 10<1 few to discuss in any detail. At Kingsley. 
however. the very high proportion of obliquely blunted 
points and a corresponding rarity of convex backed 
pieces resembles Thatcham and may sugges1 1haI the site 
is marginally earlier than Oakhanger and perhaps 
belongs wiIhin Ihe Ihc 8th millennium be-that iswiIhin 
Ihc Preboreal or earlies, Borcal. 

Within the wc~tcrn Weald i1 is possible to recognize a 
second microlithic 1cchnology made up by a 
combin:11ion of ollliqudy blunted points (Fig. 3 Nos. 
1-10. made up of linds from Oakhanger si1e I. a surface 
site 320m SSE of site \//VII), predominanily isosceles 
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triangles (No. 11). bitrun~a!ed rhombi~ microliths (Nos. 
12-14: or which No. 14 Is Il lustrated in Rankine et_ al. 
1960. r.g. 4 No. 14) andcontavc basally rctouc_hed points 
(Nos. 15 and 16). one particularly asr~etnc form of 
which may be termed the ·Horsham Point (~o. _16: also 
illustrated in Rankine 1953 fig. 3 No. x). While isolated 
examples of such basally retouched points could be 
produced from many pans or Britain their main 
distribution is tightly concentrated w,thm the Weald 
with a markedly lower representation even elsewhere in 
Hampshire or north-east into London and Essex. l_n 
mainland north-west Europe. however, their 
distribution extends rrom Poland (Kozlowski 1972Table 
XLVII) through north eastern Germany (Gramsch 1973 
Taf 3. 8. 19. 33 and 57). central northern Germany 
(Arora 1976) and into southern Holland. Belgium. 
France and round again into southern Germany. 
Consideration of a wide ranl(e of very shaky continental 
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evidence might lead us to suggest a date for their 
probable innovation. perhaps not long after 7 000 be. and 
there is clearly a need to obtain absolute age estimates 
from this side of the presem Channel. The observation 
tliat at Oakhanger VII those basally retouched points for 
which stratigraphic data were recorded seemed to occur 
higher up the mineral profile (Phase 3) than the bulk o f 
the worked mots and the associated Cl4 dates (see 
above) can only strict ly be taken as suggesting that an 
occurrence of basally retouched points is later than one 
occurrence of an Early Mesolithic technology. In south 
eastern Britain their frequent association with 
predominantly isosceles triangles rather than scalene 
forms could be taken to suggest an innovation close to 
7 000 be. on analogy with the sequences established in 
w:stern France and Southern Germany (Jacobi 1978A). 

rwo assemblages attnbutable 10 this technology are 
available from excavated contexts in Hampshire. Of the 
first. recovered from a now disused sand pit at Sleaford 
by R. G. V. and L. V. Venables just before the last war 
?nly the mi~roliths now survive. but these include many 
isosceles triangles an_d ba.~ally retouched poinis. eight 
out of ev_ery ten of which are of the markedly asymmetric 
form which we would term ·Horsham Points·. Computer 
cluster analys_is (~acobi I978A fig. 7) confinns what 
visual examIn~11on_ suggests. namely that this 
assemblage Is 1dcnucal to a large number of oiher 
assemblages recovered in the western Weald from sites 
~uch as Kettlcb~ry Common, The Devil's Jumps Moor 
m Surrey and Bishop's Wood in Sussex. 

-
• 
• 

,. 

ihe second site. on the Longmoor lnclosurc. 
d iscovered in 1977. is in course of excavation. However 
preliminary analysis of the microlithic pan of the find; 
suggests that this differs from the equivalent component 
from Sleaford Heath and the majority of other 
·Horsham sites· in that obliquely blunted points are 
markedly more numerous and triangles correspondingly 
scarcer. all bu t one being of isosceles outline. There are 
bitruncated rhombic microliths. while of the basally 
retouched points the majority arc symmetrical forms a 
number of which fulfil precisely definitions of the 
Tardenoisian Point (·Pointes du Tardenois en ogive 
surbaissee avec base concave· (G. E . E . M 1972. 372). 

Clark pointed out as long ago as 1932 (p. 104) that such 
symmetrical forms resembled far more closely 
continental forms than did our insular Horsham points, 
and it would be tempting to suggest that Longmoor with 
its symmetrical basally retouched points falls earlier in 

. - - -.. 
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the local sequence than such sites as Sleaford Heath. 
This may be suggested also by the heavier 
representation of archaic obliquely blunted points at 
Longmoor and the rarity of triangles. lflhere is a pallem 
of evolution through time with obliquely blunted points 
becoming rarer. triangles more numerous and basall)' 
retouched points both more numerous and asymmetric 
in outline it might be possible to place such an 
assemblage as that from St. Catherin,!°s Hill (Gabel 
1976) a stage earlier than Longmoor. Equally the 
recently excavated sample of material from Kettleburi· 
site 103 could fit between Longmoor and Sleaford 
Heath. The sequence thus built up can be simply 
rep(esentcd by fig. 4. I f we accept the results of the 
computer cluster analysis and Sleaford is taken to 
resemble such assemblages as those from Bishop·s 
Wood and Fox Hill . it might be possible to attach our fig. 
4 to the base of the crude seriation presented in Jacobi 
( 1978A) fig. 8. which seemed to show a rur1her 
development with the replacement of conc-a,•c basally 
ret~uchcd points by symmetrical and asymmct~ical 
surface-retouched points many of leaf shaped outh~•­
While combination of the two diagrams would provide 
what appears at face value lO be a moderately consistent 
pattern of change. absolute age e.~timates are clearly 
necessa_ry to confirm both the ordering suggested ~nd. 
more important. the direction of this evoluuon, 
Assemblages with these surface retouched microliths 

a_rc notably absent rrom the Hampshire Greensnnd• 
fmdspots clustering to the cast of Horsham in Sussex. 
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A third group or microlithic industries is represented 
on the Hampshire Greensand by surface collections 
from Fir Hill. Kingsley (Rankinc 1953. 169-70fig.. 3 Nos. 
g and h) and Oak hanger ,ite, II I and IX. The microliths 
from these sites are mainly narrow straight-backed 
bladelets ('rods') and scalene 'microtriangles' and would 
be described elsewhere in Britain as Later Mesolithic. A 
similar but very small assemblage was excavated at 
Oakhanger site VIII and plans published by the 
excavator (Rankine 19618 fig. 2) suggest a rectangular 
spread of artefacts some 4.26m. by 1.83m. perhaps 
indicative of a tent or hut base. Surviving documentary 
evidence is not, however. sufficient to check this 
conclusion. 

No dates are available for these assemblages. but 
estimates from a site at Broom Hill just norlh of Romsey 
(sec below) suggest its innovation at least in this area of 
the county as early as about 6 50() radiocarbon years be. 
Again , as a working hypothesis. i t is suggested by 
comparison with rather scanty continental data 1h,11 
assemblages with many scalene micro-triangles may be 
successive to those with predominantly isosceles forms 
and basally retouched points. 

Settlement Patterns within the Weald 

Cons1ruc1ion of at least a relative chronology for these 
artefact assemblages allow1, us to estimate the relative 
intensity of human exploitation of the western Weald 
through time. Study of surviving collections suggests 
that a number of small areas o f the western Weald have 
been sufficiently competently surveyed to give at least 
the beginning of an idea of both the number and the date 
o f Mesolithic occurrences in these areas. These surveys 
incorporate the whole or parts of present-day blocks of 
heathland and in most cases these boundaries provide us 
with useful units for discussion. Finds from the best 
surveyed of 1hese areas arc plotted on fig. 5 with rough 
dates suggested when possible for the nint industries 5'1 
tabulated- ·Early'. ·Horsham· or 'Larnr Mesolithic' -
while finds of Post-Mesolithic material are also 
indicated. Geographically the area incorporated 
extends from (ping in Sussex to Churl in Surrey. but 
even within this area recall has not been t01at. 

Two points emerge. The first is how rarely lindspots 
occur singly. Where this doe~ happen. as in the case of 
Sleaford. it may be suspected that funher survey would 
reveal o ther sites. By contrast it is worth noting the large 
number of findspots in individual areas- 14 findspots at 
the western end of the Longmoor lnclosurc and 13 on 
Slab Common at Oakhangcr. Preciselv the same 
observation was or course made by D;aper in his 
discussion of sites on Butser Hill (a total of 12) and on 
Salt Hilt. East Meon (a total on sites, Draper 1968A. 111 
and 114-16). IL is impressive also how the bulk of 
findspots in a cluster tend 10 be of closely similar age. 
n ~s all the sites in the mile of heath formed by lping 
and. Minsted Com!"ons appear to be Early Magle­
mos,an. The maior sites at Oakhangcr arc all 
Maglcmosian and are in fact separated by the Oak­
hanger stream from occurrences or Later Mesolithic 
material (sites Ill. VIU and IX). At Kettlebury 
Common the bulk or the sites arc Horsham sites and all 
have many isosceles triangles and Horsham f>oints. 
Again , while only three sites on the Longmoor lnclosure 
can be dated as early Horsham. in no case do the waste 
products_ collected from the remainder suggest that any 
of these ,s necessarily or any different age. The pattern 

which strongly emerges is one of re-use of favoured 
locations. normally adjacent to a ,pri ng. as at Long.moor 
and Kcu lcbury. a stream, asat Oakhnngcr. or a river. as 
at Kingsley Common. in all probability by the same or hy 
technologically clo~ly related social groups. l t might in 
fact be possible. working from our more refined 
knowledge of microlithic development through time. 10 
speculate on an exploitati<ln sequence whose extrac1ive 
bases centred first upon one point of the western Weald 
and then upon anothe_r. through at least the 8th and 7th 
millennia be. Such an ordering of extractive bases might 
run something as follows: TI1e I ping area-,, Kingsley-. 
The Slab Area - Longmoor -,, Haukley Common/ 
Sleaford/Devil's Jumps Moor. 

A point which also emerges from fig. S is the 
relatively small number of Later Mesolithic findspots 
identified. and the point could be further emphasized in 
a number of cases where such later material has been 
recovered from the same sites as earlier equipment (such 
as I ping II and 111 , Oak hanger XII and Longmoor I) that 
these are simply isolated finds of diagnostic microliths 
presumably representing the accidental loss of 
projectiles rather than any deliberate reoccupation. It is 
worth observing too how rare Pos1-Mcsotithic artefacts. 
as opposed LO burial mounds. are. and this must raise 
inevitable questions about land use strategics by the 
earliest farmers. In ,hort. i t almost appears as if there 
could be a fall-off in the intensity of hunting activity with 
time. a proP9si1ion which can be tested only by further 
fieldwork. 

Unless for some reason which is not immediately 
apparent we are failing to discover these Later 
Mesolithic sites. the drop in site numbers after perhaps a 
li11le before 6 ()()() radiocarbon years be suggests an 
exploitation pa11ern through time markedly different 
from that encountered elsewhere in those areas of 
Britain where it is also possible 10 compare numbers 1lf 
Early and Later sites. for example. on the Pennines and 
Clevelands. In both these areas the total of Later sites 
greatly exceeds that of Maglemosian occurrences. and 
on the Pennines at least the scale of Later Mesolithic 
activity continued trends towards significant ecological 
changes (Jacobi et al. 1976). Where the Hampshire 
Grecnsand does, however. parallel at least the f>ennine 
upland is in 1he sharp apparent decrease in Ne<,lithic 
hunting activity. 

Eastern Ha11tpsh.ire: S-Ocial Data and lntersite Variabilit)' 

Social data are as yet at a minimum for these Wealden 
sites. The artefact spread at Oakhangcr V/Vll it was 
suggested covered some 420 sq. m .. but could represent 
a palimpsest of oc-cupations. Excavation suggest~ that 
the arteract spreads at Kettlebury 103, Longmoor 
Jnclosure site I. and lping n arc at a minimum 9m. 10 

I Im. across. suggesting that. if these sites tum out 10 

possess roughly circular ground plans. that their original 
areas must have been in the order of 42 to 84 sq. m. TI1e 
later Mesolithic site at Oakhanger lfJ had an observed 
area of 9 by I Im. while a 'Horsham· site at longmoor 
(si te 11) had a surface area of 11 by I3m. All these data 
strongly suggest that plans published for other sites in 
the western Weald (Rankine 1949A. fig 14; 1949D. fig L) 
represent only partial explorations of once more 
extensive sites. 

Conversion of areas of flint artefacts and charcoal into 
an estimate of size or the occupying group is. of course. 
peculiarly difficult . since we arc ignorant of past limi1s,,r 
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proximity tolerance within a grouJ). and since the space 
occupied by stone artefacts can st nctly only be taken as 
space allotted to the specific activities which require 
their use. and not necessarily as a measure of the total 
area used by the occupying group. Indeed. considera­
tion of hunter gatherer camps suggests that domestic 
activities tend to be peripheral 10 a central activity area. 
Employment of perhaps the most useful of the various 
estimators of population from fl()()r area. that proposed 
l)y Weissner (1974). suggests for a site whose flint tools 
occupied an area 9 10 I Im. in diameter a population of 
about ten - perhaps two or three family groups. 
Grouping o f several families within a single camp is a 
strategy to be expected among hunter gatherers. since 
the presence of several hunters will diminish the 
probability of meatles.~ness for any extended period. 
while the larger aggregate will ensure that the products 
of kills will not be wasted (Yellen and Harpcnding 
1972). 

Discussion of site function is reduced 10 those few 
ca~es where survival of the ,1r1efac1 material has been 
complete, and in the absence of organic debris must be 
o f the most basic. While it has been suggested that I ping 
site II may be rather earlier than Oakhanger VII in dare 
(Jacobi 1978A). there are differences between the 1001 
kits which do not necessarily appear explicable in 
chronological terms alone. Thus. at Oakhanger 
processing tools can be seen to outnumber the total of 
microli ths recovered- the former comprising scrapers. 
serrated blades and truncated pieces. By contrast. a 
preliminary count of the material from !ping suggests 
that serrated blades arc absent. that there arc only two 
burins and 1ha1 scrapers make up less than 10% of the 
total 1001 kit. There is thus a far greater emphasis on 
processing activities at Oakhanger. Again. while at 
Oakhanger microburins are many times fewer than 
microliths (with on site Va ratio or almost I :4). at !ping 
they appear to far outnumber the 101al of microliths 
recovered. Thus it could be suggested that preparation 
for hunting was a more significant activity. These 
differences are simply more extreme examples of the 
contrasts observed between a pair of East Anglian sites 
of broadly the same dare- Hillwood (High Beech) and 
Kelling Heath (Jacobi. in press A). Oakhanger yielded 
very many carbonized hazel nut shells. an observation 
which could be taken as suggesting that some at least of 
the site's use fell in late autumn or in the winter months. 
and i t has been suggested (Jacobi 1973. 239) that the 
heavy representation of scrapers rel1ects the preparation 
of skins taken at their autumn best. By contrast. nuts 
were exceptionally rate at (ping and the relative lack of 
processing equipment might be taken as suggesting 
occupation at a rime when skins would be at the poorest 
- _perhaps in spring or earliest summer. The impres.~ion 
gamed [rom the more fragmentary flint assemblages is 
that the assemblage from Kingsley Common (Y4) may 
have resembled !ping in its make-up. while the 1001 kiL~ 
from the two Maglemosian sites at Frensham bear a 
greater resemblance 10 those from Oakhanger. 

Prel)f!linary work suggests very much greater 
vanab,hty among the non-microlithic tool component 
on Horsham sites. as between scrapers. chamfered 
pieces (!"ewcomer 1970). and perhaps saws and burins. 
It remains to be seen how much of this variability will 
prove 10 be of entirely chronological significance. On 
every <lne of these sires. however. microburins 
outn~mber. ":li~oliths. indicating a heavy emphasis on 
huntmgac11v,11es takmg place from these loc-ations. 

Tire last f/umers in Hampslu're 15 

Within the Later Mesolithic an interesting series of 
distinctions can be drawn between a pair of closely 
adjacent sites. Oak~anger sites Ill and vrrr. While site 
VIII occupied only an area of7.5sq.m, and the anefacts 
were sealfcred around a single heanh spot. at 
Oakhanger ru the total observed area was 100 sq.m. 
(see above). this area enclosing four hearths. Not only is 
there the implication of a greater number of social units 
on site Ill than on site vm but the tool types recorded 
from this site include, as well as microliths, serrated 
blades. scrapers. burins and truncated pieces. From site 
VUI by contras, the only tool type represented beyond 
microliths were burins, hinting at a greatly restricted 
activity base. 

Dryland Hampshire outside the Greensand 

While in our discussion so far and in that which is about 
10 follow nearly all the sites considered lie on sand 
deposits, recent carefully controlled experiments in field 
survey in easrern Hampshire, transecting the full range 
or the local geology (Shennan, this volume) confirm what 
was becoming apparent from consideration or rather 
o lder and considerably less melhodieally collected data 
(Jacobi 19788), that Mesolithic exploitation extended 
across all the major soil types - the Chalk, Clay with 
Flints, London Clay and the Upper - as well as the 
Lower - Greensand. That our typo-chronological 
discussion is distorted towards sites on sand deposits is a 
renection of the fact that it is the assemblages from these 
which seem least often 10 be mixed with stone artefacts 
of later prehistoric date, while again a number of such 
sites have produced samples of artefacts sufficiently 
large for statistical treatment. Furthermore. these sand 
deposits have encouraged excavations within which fine• 
sieving techniques could be successfully employed. 
ensuring optimum recovery not just of tools but also o f 
the less obvious waste products. For a number of 
reasons. therefore. the quality or the lithic evidence to 
be expected from sites on these coarser sands is 
markedly higher than that recovered from sites on the 
other geological deposits. Hence there is a necessary 
bias within the whole of our discussion towards such 
sites. and the scale of the distortion cannot be 
overemphasized. 

While a moderately coherent picture can be drawn 
t0ge1her of the archaeological evidence from the 
Hampshire Greensand. for the remainder of the county 
the material with which we have to deal is ultimately 
more diffuse. In bulk i t derives from surface collections 
supplemented only by a single major research 
excavation. at Broom Hill. Again, while the bulk of the 
evidence we sh.ill be discussing derives from the eastern 
side of the county. surface collections from the New 
Forest (Trowbridge 1936. fig. 4 No. I ; Rankine 1939. 
figs. I I -I Sand 23; Seaby 1950. and Rankine 1956. 35 and 
37), and from areas to the west of the county around 
Christchurch and Bournemouth (Palmer 1972; 1977. 
125-32; also Cunli ffe 1978). hint at the potential richness 
of information 10 be expected from any more detailed 
local research. So far excavation has only been 
auempted on a pair of sites with Mesolithic material in 
this area of Hampshire - Mother Siller·s Channel (see 
below) and Hcngistbury Head C2, where a small 
number of microliths (Campbell 1977. figs. 163 Nos. 8 
and 9 and 164 Nos. 1-3) were recovered mixed with a 
more substant ial Late Glacial as$emblage. The date o f 
an apparently associated stake hole arrangement and a 
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pair of shallow gullies must remain equivocal (Campbell 
1977 figs. 53-55). 

Collections of artefacts whoscmicmli1h component is 
made up entirely of early shapes and which it wou ld 
therefore appear appropriate to regard as Early 
Mesolithic. come from a sand-pit at Sandy Lane 
near Shedfield (Draper 1953: 1968A. 114 and fig. 2 
Nos. 1-3) and from a ploughed field at Wellock's Hill 
near Basings1oke. At Shedfield surface collecting was 
supplemented by limited excavation (Draper 1953) and 
this suggested that the flint scatter may have been in the 
order of 73m. across. presumably indicating the former 
existence o[ a number of sites which under the 
conditions of discovery could noi be further defined or 
identified. 

Basally retouched points were recovered from sites 
No. 2 and 7 on Salt Hill , East Meon (Draper 1968A. fig. 
2 Nos. 4 and 5) and site No. 9 on Butser Hill. in loose 
assoc,iation with both earlier and later (Sall Hill) 
microlith shapes. It is therefore uncertain if • Horsham 
sites· in the sense this term can be used in the Weald exist 
in o ther areas of Hampshire or if basally retouched 
points as at Broom Hill (see below) apparently survive in 
use 10 become associated with later forms of microlith. 

Later shapes of microlith have been recovered from a 
number of sites on 1he clay with flints a1 the edge of the 
Hampshire chalk (Butser site 10. Windmill Hill site 2 
and Salt Hill site 7) but in only one case has this 
occurrence been followed up by excavation. This is at 
Broom Hill near Braishfield where a surfaoe scauer 
50m. by 40m. has been identified lying on a patch of 
Eocene sands on the southern slope of 1he hill , rather 
below the Neolithic site identified earlier in 1he century 
(Piggou 1934). Close ro a strong permanent spring and 
with a view which on a clear day extends lo the l sle of 
Wight, the site is protected by the chalk hills to the north 
from the winter winds. while abundant grey and black 
Cretaoeous Oint outcrops a few hundred yards away. 
The site is cenired on a slight hollow which has gradually 
infilled, apparently during the Mesolithic, with over a 
metre o f brown sand. Artefacts occur through 1he 
whole thickness of this sand and in pit features sealed 
beneath it. 

Some 8()% of the microliths are specifically later 
shapes and even in the lowest and oldest features on 1he 
site (Pit Ill) these. in the form of microlithic backed 
bladelets (rods) and scalene •m icro-triangles', are 1he 
dominant forms. The spread given by the series of 
radiocarbon dates shows use of 1h.is site 10 have extended 
over perhaps two millennia, something totally different 
from 1he short date range suggested by the results from 
Oak hanger (see above). These radiocarbon dates arc as 
follows: 

QI 192 6 590 be± 150 
Ql528 6 565 be± 150 
Ql383 6 365 be± 150 
Q1460 5 800 be ± 120 
Q ll91 5270be± 120 
01128 4 585 be± 125 

base of Pit Ill 

Top infill of Pit Ill 
Above Pii Ill 
Pit II 

The point should perhaps be emphasized that 1he 
dates for the lower part of Pit Ill are the earliest dates 
obtained in Southern Britain for a later Mesolithic 
microlith component and match closely dates from such 
northern sites as Warcock Hill site Ill and Broomhead v 
(Jacobi 1_976, fig._ 7). W~ile_ the st?ne industry, nc;,w some 
S9 ~ pieces. still awaits intensive study, it seems that 
certain forms of microlith such as the 'microrhomboid. 
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(O'Malley 1978. 120. Nos. 16-20)appearonlyhigh in lhe 
infill of the hollow. The second outstanding feature is 
the number of core ad,.es recovered - approximately 
100. This total recalls the consistent reprcscn1a1ion of 
such adzes on sires identified on the I lampshire chalk 
( Rankine 1956. 36: and Draper 1968A. 112-17) and their 
presence at Broom Hill could be explained in two ways: 
firstly. they could be seen as essent ial 10 the consu-uction 
of the wooden superstructure of pit-houses (see below). 
Secondly. however. ii has been noticed that the 
sharpening Oakes from the,e adzes are markedly wider 
than 1he blades of those adzes recovered from the site. 
while Oakes from 1he intermediate stages of sharpening 
back appear 10 be absent. This may suggest that many 
adzes produced on the site are being taken away from ii 
for use. Given the presence o f substantial quantities o f 
suitable flint it may be that adzes were being produced 
for subsequent dispersion: manufacture o f adzes and 
picks was also suspected from a study of the Oint 
debirnge at another site. Wallington, also on the chalk 
and similarly with access to high grade flint (Hughes and 
ApSimon 1978. 34). The large number or cores. 
rejuvenation flakes and crested pieces recovered from 
sites on or near the chalk ma>' also suggest that they 
provided the Oint. both in the rorm or blades as well as 
prepared cores and finished artefacts. to allow 
exploitaticn of those areas of sou1h-eas1 England (such 
as the Weald) poor in natural flint. where at least in the 
Later Mesolithic knapping debris tends both 10 be very 
small and cores. rejuvenating Oakes and crested pieces, 
distinctly rare. 

The p lan of that portion of the Broom Hill site 
excavated (O.Malley 1978. I 19)shows four pits of which 
three appear too small to be interpreted as 'dwelling 
pits'. The fourth. however. is a shallow irregular hollow 
covering some 14 sq.m. and is surrounded by 14 post 
holes enclosing an area roughly Sm. by 4.Sm. (0-Malley 
1978. 118). On 1wo sides particularly those posts are 
reinforced by a series of 34 rather smaller stake holes. 
The whole plan suggests a significant timber 
superstructure which appears for most of its perimeter 10 
respect the outline of 1he hollow. 

To set this feature of Broom Hill into its context. 
plo11ed 0 11 fig. 6 are all those pi1 features which could 
be, or have been. interpreted as ·dwelling pits'. Those 
marked with a solid dot are those which can be regarded 
as competently investigated. and where there would 
appear 10 be some reason for regarding the pits 
themselves firstly as artificially created and secondly as 
used, or at least in filled. during the Mesolithic. Omiued 
from this map are those smaller features which could 
more convincingly be interpreted as storage hollows, 
hearth pits, or 'flint-grubbing holes· (cf. Bishops 
Waltham). Included. however, are 1he features 
investigated a1 Abinger and Selmesron (sites 2 and I) 
where the area of the feature reduces rapidly a1 the base 
to an area too small and too steeply sided 10 be 
realistically conceived of as rhe floors of dwelling 
hollows - to 0.75 sq .m. from an area of8.2 sq.m. at the 
lip at Abingcr. and 10 1.9 sq.m. from 7.2 sq.m. within 
60cm. at Selmeston. Of other claimed ocurrences of •pir 
dwellings·. marked by half infillcd circles. some arc fell 
10 be unsatisfactory in terms of daring: for example, a 
Roman coarse waresherd is recorded from low down the 
infill of a pi1 or Woodgrange Road, Ealing (site 11) along 
with ?Early Mesolithic Hint-work (Haward mss and 
collection: British Museum). while at Millfield Keston 
(site 12) we arc reliant upon a selection or artefacts 
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illustrated at the end of the last century for assuming a 
Mesolithic date (Norman 1899. 218). Other sites are 
unsatisfactory because the quali ty of the recording is 
insufficient to allow us 10 decide between a natural or an 
artificial origin for the pits in question. even though they 
may have contained mesolithic material. This 
reservation must apply. for example. to all the 'pit 
dwellings· claimed from Essex (Sites 8- 10: Jacohi 
in press A). Marked by open circles are totally vague 
records of pits on sites which have produced Mesolithic 
material - Sudbrook (site 14) in south Lincolnshire. 
and Barnham near Ipswich. The date and context of 
these pitS are unknown. 

The second Hampshire dot represents Wakeford's 
Copse (site 5: Bradley and Lewis 1974), also a tater 
Mesolithic site. where six shallow and one deep pit (pit 
7) lay to the west and north of what could be interpreted 
as an ·activity area·. Around pan of these depressions 
was found evidence for stake-holes and, while under the 
panicutarly difficult conditions of the excavation these 
could not be completely explored. there is a strong 
suggestion (Bradley & Lewis 1974 fig. 3 and suggested 
p.8) that they may have enclosed only the southern and 
western parts of the pit perimeters. If this suggestion is 
correct it may be possible to draw a distinction between 
these structures. left open 10 one side, and the hut 
structure at Broom Hill completely enclosed by posts 
and hence, arguably, completely walled. Bener adapted 
to retain wannth 1he Broom Hill hut contained a 
contemporary hearth. a feature absent from within the 
str~c.tures. at Wakeford"s Copse, while again there is a 
striking difference in size between the Broom Hill Hut 
whose basal pit has a 0oor area of over J4 sq.m. and 
whose posts enclose an area of over 20 sq.m., and the 
features at Wakeford's Copse whose mean area can be 
calculated at only some 3.1 sq.m. J1 would be tempting 
to see these basic characteristics as combining to 
separate o •winter house· from a group of 'summer huts'. 
If the arguments for such a dichotomy are accepted it 
may be possible to distinguish as houses of Broom Hill 
type features investigated at Weston Wood. Surrey 

(with a floor area ofl0 sq.m. and a hearth) and Farnham 
Pits I. Ill and IV with floor area.~ofl2.7. 19.1 and 13.1 
sq .m .. pits I and 111 containing contemporary fire-spots. 
The absence of post surrounds at Farnham may indicate 
that these were set into the banked up soil -such banks 
being in the case of Farnham destroyed b)"cultivation. 

Contacts Outside Hampshire 

So far we have discussed the behaviour of social groups 
presumably within their own annual territories and on 
their own behalf. Evidence that socialcOnt~cts may have 
extended to o ther ·outside· societies might be expected 
in most archaeological contexts to take the fom1 of 
exotic ohjects which are suspected to have reached their 
eventual findspotS as a result of either trade or gift 
exchange. At this distance back in time the two 
processes arc difficult to distinguish apart, while the only 
objects passed within such networks which we may 
expect 10 have survived will be of s1one, Oint and chen. 

Three categories of object can be picked ou1 as 
perhaps indicative of contacts with areas outside the 
present C()unty of Hampshire. The fi rst is Portland-type 
chert. Records of this chert from Frensham Great Pond 
South in west Surrey (Rankine 1949A, 40; 1951A. 94: 
illus. Palmer 1970. fig. 5 No. IS) and Oakhangersite VII 
show this chert to have been passing eastwards as early 
as 7 000 be. Microli1hs of this chert in the form of 
scalene 'micro-triangles· are recarded from later 
contexts of Farnham (Rankine 195 IA. 94; Palmer 1970. 
fig. 5 Nos. 3-4}. Chaldon Down. Dorset (Palmer in 
White 1974. fig. 7 No. 3) and Cherhitl. Wilts (Palmer 
1970. fig. 5 Nos. I and 2). their occurrence al the last site 
being dated to the end of the 6th millennium BC (B.M. 
477 5 280 be ± 140). A broken 'rod-like' microlith 
comes from Broom Hill, white a microburin o f thischen 
was recovered from site 4 on Windmill Hill (Draper 
1968A, 116, fig. 2 No. 7). Simple waste Oakes from later 
Mesolithic occurrences at Mother Sillers Channel 
(Palmer 1972, 17) and Shorwell and Werrar on the lslc 
of Wight (Palmer 1977, I20and Poole 1936} also help 10 
make up fig. 00 No . . I , on which are mapped all those 
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occurrences of Portland-type chert. east or Portl_and. 
from either secure contexts or where the pieces. 
represent specifically Me-solithic tool forms. Surface 
finds of un-retouched waste. or indefin ite tool forms. 
are omitted since the presence of a ·petit tranche! 
derivative· arrowhead at New Faygate in Sussex and a 
Neolithic-type scraper at Ash in Kent suggest strongly 
that such chert continued to be shifted east by early 
farming groups. 

While i1 is possible 1hat pebbles or Portland chert may 
have travelled eastwards in long-shore drift during the 
earlier Post-glacial. and while again it is possible that 
some or this chert may derive from other outcrops of the 
Portland Beds such as those in the Vale of Pewsey, no 
obvious mechanism exists to introduce it into the 
western Weald or 10 bring it inland to sites such as 
Broom Hill. Additional 10 this Portland chert. an adze 
resharpening flake of Broom chert is known from Sandy 
Lane. Shedfield (Draper 1968A. 114). 

A second highly distinl"tivc group 01 objects consists 
of bifacially flaked rectangular "blades· of poorly­
cleaved greenish-buff or greenish slate. heavily striated 
across their wider or blunter end (for distribution see fig. 
7 No. 2). ·Blades· from Broom Hill and from Hammer­
pot (W. Sussex) arc made in a slate closely similar to that 
from beds of Devonian age crossing 1hc south-west 
peninsula from Start Point to Trevose Head. while a 
"blade" from Wawcott Site rn (Berks: Froom 1976. 158-
60. and fig. 83 No. 13) resembles slate from 1he 
Hangman Grits Of north Devon. This slate appears too 
soft to have survived any transport eastwards by long­
shore drift, and. i f this argument is correct. these 
artefacts could genuinely represent objects acquired 
from social groups within the south-western peninsula. 

The period of such contact is roughly dated at two 
sites: Broom Hill, where one of these slate "blades· 
occurred above,, C14 date of 5 270 be± 120 (QI 191) 
and at Wawcott site Ill where a slate "blade' occurred in 
horizon G, believed to be slightly earlier than a 
detem,ination or 4 170 be ± 134 (BM767). Al Bird­
combe. Somerset (Sykes and Whittle 1959) associated 
microliths include later Mesolithic shapes. 

A third group of objects (for distribution see fig. 7 
No. 3} recovered from archaeological sites in south-cast 
England are unworked elongated pebbles of fine­
grained rock which clearly originate in 1he Palaeozoic 
rocks or south-west England. The subject of much 
discussion (Rankine 1949C. 1954 and 1956. 55-8). these 
pebbles are harder than the slates we have just been 
discussing. and could have stood up 10 long distance 
natural transport; they have been recovered from both 
early (Oakhanger V and Vil and Kingsley Common Y4) 
and later Mesolithic contexts (Broom Hill and Farn­
ham). They arc entirely distinct from the deliberately 
bevelled pebbles found along the west coast of Britain 
and their precise function is unknown. 

It seems certain that the final agent in bringing these 
rocks and cherts onto the sites where they were found 
was human, even though in some cases individual 
sp~dmens _may hav~ been brought closer than their 
orrg,nal J?<)ints of orrgin by such phenomena as Jong­
shore d_rrft. Ra_nk,ne (1961C, 65). in diseussing the 
me_chan,sms which led 10 the presence or these various 
ob1ec~! as far ea~t as Ham()Shire. suggested that they 
were ••• acqu,red by rovrng hunters in the extreme 
west • •• •• _who later returned from Cornwall to the 
Weald (19)6. SS). Rather than simply seeing the 
d1stribunon of these exotir objects as evidence or 

extensive •folk movcmcn1s·, it might be more reasonable 
10 sec them as still tangible elements of an exchange 
system which in geographical extent may ultima1c11, 
have linked into a single network groups as far apan as 
the south-western peninsula and western Kent. 

Equally complex patterns of raw material procure­
ment within the Weald could be suggested by the use or 
sandstones for grinding slabs at Oakhanger VII. one 
with its nearest match in the Polkcstonc Beds a1 Shorn­
cliffe, Kent. and anottier with i1s closest match in the 
Lower Greensand at Little Bognor. Sussex (Rankine 
1961C. 64). Similarly . 1wo isolated pebbles recovered 
from the site have their nearest matches in sandstones 
from the Ashdown Sands and in pebbles from 1he Weald 
Clay at Westcrham in Kent. FragmenL~ or Hanshill 
quartzite (Ran kine 1% I C. 64. fig. 2) and a pebble with 
its closest match in the sandstone of the Keele Beds at 
A lvely, Shropshire. could have been brought as close as 
the Thames Valley by glacial activity. but not into the 
Weald itself. It must. however, remain speculative 
whether rocks geographically much closer to Oakhanger 
in point of origin were collected within a cycle of annual 
movement or represent artefacts acquired from 
immediately or closely adjacent social groups. 

Sites b<,low present tide level 

A long the Hampshire coast, as around the whole British 
coast from the Tees to Pembrokeshire. Mesolithic siteS 
have been overtaken by eustatic rise of sea-level or, in 
sou1h-cas1 England, carried below present local high 
tide level by the downwards movement of the land. Such 
artefacts have been recovered from four distinct 
portions of the Hampshire coast: ( l) Exposed by tidal 
action within and around the areas of 1he present day 
western Chichester Harbour together with Langstone 
(Draper 1958) and Portsmouth Harbours (Bradley and 
Hooper 1975}; (2) uncovered at low tide on a spit of 
gravel at the mouth of the Meon known as Rainbow Bar; 
(3) rescued during commercial excavations on both sides 
of the Solent Crom organic deposits now well below 
present mean sea level and. (4) recovered from an 
occupation site at Mother Siller's Channel on 
Christchurch Harbour, now flooded by storm tides. 

A1 no point along the Hampshire coas1 has any 
shell fish accumulation been identified nor are there any 
records of artefacts which could be linked 10 anv form of 
coastal exploitation (Jacobi l978C). • 

Mesolithic finds made around the West Chichester, 
Utngstone and Portsmouth Harbours are the findspots 
marked by a solid dot on fig. 8 those considered as 
certainly Mesolithic arc of microliths or transversely 
sharpened core adzes and resharpening Oakes. Recent 
work suggests that the proportion of distinctly elegant 
blade-like Oakes can be higher in many early Neolithic 
assemblages than in assemblages of Later Mesolithic 
date; considerable doubt must therefore be cast upon 
the recognition as necessarily Mesolithic of any site 
which contains simply a noticeable blade element. 
unless this observation is backed up by more refined 
statistical trearment, so far not applied 10 any of th~se 
coastal assemblages (Pins and Jacobi 1979). Sites which 
are only doubtfully Mesolithic are indicated on fog. 8 by 
open circles. It will be noted particularly how findspotS 
are concentrated at the backs of the present harbou~ or 
on the highest points of the drowned valleys. towards• 
series off reshwater spring.~. 

With the exception of samples of Oint-work actually 
recovered from below allu,•ial deposits near PortcheSIN 
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Cast le and opposite Wallington House (sites PS and WH 
fig. 8: Draper 1968B). the bulk ofthe-sc finds have been 
recovercd from between mid- and low-tide level!, lying 
among spreads or natural flint and gravel eroded by I idal 
action from the shallow brickearth cliffs or the harbours. 
These spreads can contain artefacts or every period or 
the Stone Age wgethcr with later prehistoric. Roman 
and Medieval potsherds and modem tile. glass and 
bullets. Any horizontal localizations are vague and the 
majority of the finds from the Harbours arc only loosely 
provenanced. 

While strictly undatablc. some subjective comments 
could be offered on pans of the archaeological material 
from these sites. The large size of the obliquely blunted 
point from Wicor Shore at Cams (site WS: Rankine 
19518. fig. 2 No. F; see also Draper 1951A, and 
Rankine 1956. 35). taken together with the very neat 
convex edged end-scrapers from this site. could perhaps 
suggest the former existence of an early Mesolithic site. 
On the later forms or microlith from the western shore or 
the Farlington Marshes (site WSF: Draper pers. comm.) 
and the small island just offshore (Bradley and Hooper 
1975, fig. 2 No. 3) little comment can be offered beyond 
suggesting that both could belong 10 any moment after 
about 6 500 be. 

While estimrtes of past sea level along the Hampshire 
coast relate only to the closing stages of eustatic rise in 
sea level (Churchill 1965. 242), and the standard 
deviatio11 of 830 years on the date of 6 360 be (NPl.86) 
for peal recovered off Teignmouth (Callow et al L966, 
341) is 100 great to make this date useful. consideration 
of Other dates for peat beds around the iwscatically 
relatively stable south western part of Britain suggests 
that at the time this later Mesolithic technology first 
appeared sea level lay close to the present 10 fathom 
line. If this is so. then even the later forms or microlith 
from these Harbour sites could have been deposited at a 
time when the home range of these sites (taken at a 6 
mile/lO km radius) would have incorporated only dry 
land. and when the present Isle of Wight was still 
separated (from the mainland) only by the freshwater 
outlet of the Proto-Solem. 

The precise gr.ography or the Hampshire coast or the 
Earlier Boreal remains uncertain. and while the Tc.,t 
clearly passed out through the valley or Southampton 
Water it is unknown whether it proceeded on through 
the eastern (The ·$pithead River' of Boyd Dawkins 
(1900. 257 fig. 2) or western (Everard L954, 278-80) 
branches or the Solent. or through both. (Fordiscu~sion 
and/or various reconstructions see Reid L 905. Hooley 
1922, Oakley !943. Rankinc 1956. 32-4 and fig. 7. Jacobi 
I978D, fig 4). Consideration or radiocarbon evidence 
from both sides or the Channel suggests 1ha1 the most 
hkely moment for the Isle of Wight to have become 
surrounded by sea would be the 6th millenium be (see 
most notablyTers 1971 and 1974). 

Several thousand worked Oints have been recovered 
(Draper 1951 B, Rankine 1956. 37) at low tide from the 
two acre spread or gravel known as Rainbow Bar at the 
mouth or the Meon. The bulk of the artefacts consist of 
Stone-struck flakes and chopper-like cores. and these. it 
has been suggested. may be of Clactonian age (Warren 
_1951). Identical, however. in temis of physical condition 
1; a small group or blade.,. blade cores. a backed knife 
and a core-adze (Jacobi 19788. fig. 5) , all or which 
appear w be Mesolithic. AL a height of - 1.07 10 
-3.06m. OD (Admiralty chans) the gravel spit may 
only have become submerged in later prehistoric times 
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(see the date of I 739 be± 120 (0831) for a peat seaied 
below estuarine clay at -2.75m. OD at Fawley: Godwin 
and Switsur ( 1966, 394). a suggestion confirmed by the 
recovery from Rainbow Bar of both a scale-flaked knife ' 
and a barbed and tanged arrowhead. again stained the 
same pale orange as the ·ctactonian' material. 

While Ran kine ( l949B. 70) lumped 1oge1herthe finds 
made during the construction or the Ocean (Empress) 
Dock at Sou1hamp1<1n in 1887. it is clear from the 
account published by Shore and Elwes ( 1889) that the 
various objects were probably recovered from different 
points within this excavation. Flint nakes were found 
' ' ... imbedded in the peat .. . " and in one instance 
·• ... a number ... were found all within a few feet or 
each other as if a Neolithic nint worker had here 
fashioned his flint imrtement ... ", These were found 
on the line or the " .. . South west part of the dock 
wall .. ·• (Shore & Elwcs 1$89, 54). No depths were 
recorded but seemingly more than one find is indicated. 
Thirteen struck nints survive. or which a blade and a 
broken piece conjoin (Fig. 9 Nos. I and 2). Five arc 
small stone-struck Oakes. six bladelets. and one a small 
crested blade. The pieces appear 10 derive from at least 
three original nodules. A pecked and drilled pebble 
(Fig. 10) was found" ... twenty feet below the surface 
of the mud ..... not apparently associated with any 
other recorded artefacts. and perhaps originally 
contained within a pocket or "tufaccous material" (for 
forther reference to this object see also Dawkins 19()(), 
257-8: Reid 1902. 48 and 1913, 79and 113; Warren 1911. 
266: Smith 19 19. 17; Oakley 1943. 57: Rankine 1956. 34 
and 6 I ). The last artefact 10 be recovered - a bone awl 
(sec above) is recorded as being simply •· .. in the 
peat .. " and appears again to be without recorded 
associations (Shore and Elwcs 1889. 55) . 

Uncertainty as 10 the height or the surface or the mud 
from which depth was estimated by Shore and Elwes 
makes it impossible 10 match their observations with the 
profile investigated by the Godwins (1940) 3.Skms. to 
the north-west in the "George V. Graving Dock", tr 
correlated, the depth of 6. Im. recorded for the drilled 
pebble must be roughly equivalent to the lowest part or 
the Godwins· profile. The lowest 1.83m. or this profile, 
however. seems to encapsulate the whole or the Boreal 
and a pan oflhc Pre-Borcal (GOdwin and Godwin L940, 
fig. 3), while the directly overlying peat covers an 
unknown portion of the Atlantic period. While i t is most 
probably early Post-glacial and hence Mesolithic, the 
ot,ject cannot be tied down any closer in time. and 
similar drilled pebbles are. of course. recorded from 
both early and later Mesolithic contexts. It therefore 
appears unrealistic to continue to refer this object to the 
British Maglemosian (cf. Wainwright 1960. fig. I). 

Other finds from the Southampton area include a 
single flake recovered from -5.5m. OJ? in peat on the 
site of the Corporation Baths (Godwin and Godwin 
1940. 306) . A pollen count on the enclosing peat 
suggested a Late Boreal or Early A tlantic age. A core 
adze recorded as coming from a depth of 4.27m. at the 
Southampton Town Quay cannot now be related to the 
local stratigraphy. 

A final site in the far west of the county differs from all 
the other occurrences of archaeological material now 
below present hij!h tide level in that it has been partial~y 
investigated by excavation. This site. nt Mother Siller s 
Channel , is noodcd by any exceptionally high tide and 
by storm tides (Palmer 1972 and 1977. 126·8) and the 
artdacL~ recovered (particularly 1972, fig. 11 Nos. 1-5) 
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indicate 1hai ihe site was occupied al some time ar1er 
about 6 500 be. his impossible, however. 10 relate these 
finds to thei r contemporary sea level. 

Not only is ii impossible, then. to recognize from the 
Hampshire coast evidence ror the exploitation or this 
resource zone. but there is an absence from both 
·submerged· and cliff-edge locations or those distinctive 
later microlith shapes which allowed us 10 recognize 
senlemcnl contemporary with the achievement or 
present sea level both on the Essex coast at Wallon 
(Jacobi. in press A) and along parts of the North 
Pembrokeshire coast (Jacobi. in press 8). Al no poin1 
has 1hc Mesolithic coastline of Hampshire escaped 
inundation or horizontal erosion, and all the material 
available 10 us from the county could thus be interpreted 
as debris lefl by groups exploiting dry-land resources 
within substantially dry land territories. 

The Transition to the Neolithic 

While it can be demonstrated that evidence for human 
activity may be relatively less abundant on some soil 
types than on others (as elegantly in Bradley 1978. figs. 3 
and 5). the findspots actually identified. taken together 
with the overlaps on 10 the Chalk of territories belonging 
10 sites based on adjacent or penetrating geological 
deposits. show the whole area of dry land Hampshire 10 
have been exploited al some moment during the 
Mesolithic (Jacobi 19788). Such a pancrn leaves no 
obvious areas whose uptake by early farmers will not 
have impinged in some way upon pre-existing pa11erns 
of territoriality. The repeated ot>servation. particularly 
among large collections of early Neolithic artefacts from 
surface sites on the chalk around 8asings1oke. o f 
'Hunter' types of ·core-adze· suggests strongly the 
replacement o f one extractive group by another. and no 
neat pallern of se11lcmcnt complementarity - such as 
could be envisaged by Clark ( 1932, 90-1)-can now be 
recognized. 
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The Neolithic and Bronze Ages 

P. J. Fasham and R. T. Schad/a-Hall 

THE NEOLITHIC 

Introduction 

The problem of the relationship between the la_ter 
Mesolithic groups of southern England and th~ first 
farming communities has already _been ~1cn11oned 
(Jacobi. this volume) and although us precise_ n~ture 
may continue to elude us. it is at least possible to indicate 
the presence of Neolithic groups in southern England by 
4500 BC. (Throughou t this paper the da tes have been 
calibrated using Suess·s curve (Suess 1970). and, where 
possible, taken from already published lists {Smith 
1974).) In the last few years. as a result o t both 
excavation and fieldwork. and the increasing availability 
of radiocarbon dates there has been considerable 
discussion devoted 10 refining chronology. developing 
typologies and re-assessing economic development. 
particularly in the earlier Neolithic (e.g._ Smith 1974. 
Wainwrigh t and Longworth 197 1. and Wh1t1le 1977). In 
spite of this recent work it should be noted that the 
authors will be gathering much of their data and 
hypotheses, as well as their dates. from the whole of 
Wessex rather than just Hampshire. The amount of 
excavation and examination o f Neolithic sites in 
Hampshire is extremely limited. so that the pattern of 
agriculture will be derived from founal and botanical 
material from outside the county (see Coy, this volume). 
Similarly. data derived from pollen analyse.~ are. as yet. 
not forthcoming for the county (but sec Barber , this 
volume). About 100 radiocarbon dates are available for 
the Neolithic in southern Ensland but few come from 
Hampshire sites. 

The Background 

It seems, on the limited evidence available, that much of 
Hampshire in the later M esolithic would have been 
covered by closed woodland, a mixed forest of oak. elm, 
lime. ash. birch, alder. ha2el, although differences 
would no doubt exist depending oo local soil and 
drainage characteristics. Recent work suggests that later 
M esolithic communities may well have been making 
deliberate clearings in such woodland 10 encourage 
concentrations of gra2ing animals such as deer and wild 
cattle, and also to encourage the development of hazel 
woodland 10 provide food sources (Jacobi 197$. Mellars 
1975). Some areas o f southern Britain seem 10 have been 
more densely populated than others in the late 
M esolithic. ln Hampshire this seems 10 be the case on 
the western side of the c-ounty and in the southern 
coastal areas, whilst the broad chalkland expanse in the 
central part of the county has produced much less 
evidence in spite o f considerable fieldwork (e.g. Draper 
1966). It may be worth noting that a clear distribution of 
late Mesolithic sites is identifiable on the edges of the 
clay-with-flints caps on the Dorset chalklands, and this 
may yet be shown in north-eastern Hampshire (Care 
1979. Fig. 2; M. Green pers. comm.). 

We now recognise that the Neolithic soil cover was 
different from that of today and that IOessic soils were 
present over much of the clay-wi1h-Oin1s caps of 
northern Hampshire and the chalklands as well as some 

of the coastal areas of the county (Can 1978). l..Qesssoils 
provide considerable fertility. and loess components in 
the soils arc important in agricultural development. The 
chalkland soils. under woodland cover . would have been 
much thicker and on the ground would have provided a 
more fertile environment than they do today. The 
climate of the earlier part of the Neolithic was certainly 
favourable, with a long growing season, and there is 
lilt le evidence 10 suggest over-dry conditions in the fifth 
or fourth millenia. 

Settlement 

Evidence for occupation sites of the Neolithic period in 
Hampshire is sparse, as it is for much of southern 
England (sec for example Drewett 1978). The site of 
Broom Hill. Michclmcrsh (Percival and Piggou 1934), 
produced several fragments of po_uery including a large 
piece of a Hem bury style bo,vl wh,ch may b~ p(aced well 
within the fourth millemum BC. The assoc,auon of the 
ponery with pits is by no means clear. and although 
some of the flintwork from this site is of Neolithic type its 
association is likewise blurred. Another site at 
Corhampton producing ear ly Neolithic pouery is also 
recorded inadequately (Piggo11 1954) but does include 
a possible association with red deer anti Bos 
primige11ius, which provide tentative e,•idence for a 
partially hun ting economy m the early Neohth1c. The 
late Neolithic is represented mainly by flintwork and 
poucry sherds; Mortlake/Fengate and Ebbs fleet styles 
have been recovered in small quantities from sites in the 
southern part of the county (Rudkin 1980). Mon lake 
style pottery has also been recovered from three 
different contexts and locations on the line o f the M3 
motorway; in the mound of a barrow (Fasham 1979). in 
pits which may relate 10 a stone alignment (Fasham 
1980). and from features peripheral 10 a rini:-ditch in 
which there was a " Wessex type" crematior, burial 
(Fasham in prep). Normally this Neolithic material has 
been discovered accidentally during the excavation of a 
site of later date. It should be emphasised, especially in 
the light o f the excavation of a small circular enclosure 
on Steepleton spur, next to Hamblcdon Hill , Dorset 
(M ercer 1980). that the potential for the recovery of 
Neolithic occupation sites on the Hampshire chalklands 
remains high, and they may well emerge from 
excavations with entirely different aims. 

Evidence for the existence of occupation. or a1 least of 
activity. is also provided by Oint l'Oncentrations, which 
in some ways may serve as a belier guide for t~e 
distribution of Neolithic occupation. Recent work m 
East Hampshire suggests a far greater number of such 
sites than hitherto recognised (Shennan. this volume). 
and examination of existing collections of mmwork also 
points to considerable activity. The Willis collection of 
flint includes well over I 00 flaked axes from the 
Basing!,toke area; these were collected from surfa~e 
walking in the 1930s and suggest considerable Neohth!C 
activity in the north-eastern area of the county; 11<> 
further investigation to follow up this material has yet 
ta((cn place. Similarly, fieldwalkingon the l ine_of1heM3 
motorway and in the Winchester District has ,sol~t~d d 
number of scauers of Neolithic flintwork. L1mitc 
examination o f ni111 collections in the county showi: that 
there was a widespread occupancy of the H_amrsh•:r 
chalk lands. although it docs not allow any ,nd1ca11on 
density of population. and no detailed work has bee_n 
carried out to add flesh 10 this picture. On the basis 
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of accepted cri1eria for charac1crising Neolithic 
as.~emblages (Smith 1974) there do seem 10 be 
indications of an area of considerable interest for 
research and follow-up excavations. 

Subsistence Et-onomy 

After an initial phase of limited land clearance in the 
early Neolithic the genera l pattern that was probably 
established by c. 3500 BC was of an agriculturally based 
economy with clearance of chalkland areas for 
cultivation and grazing. Pottery was being used and flint 
1001 ki1s differed great ly from those of the Mesolithic. 
Cattle form over half ~f the bone assemblages. with 
sheep and goats and pigs making up the res1. Wild 
animals do not appear to have formed a major part of 1he 
diet. Wheat (mainly emmer) seems t() have been a 
predominant crop but with small quantities of barley 
(Murphy 1970). 

T~c ~nlikely possibility or recovering evidence for 
cul11va11on plots except under exceptional conditions 
ma~cs the discovery of cross-ploughed furrows pre­
dating 3500 BC at South Strecl. Wiltshire. particularly 
imP?rt~nt _(Evans 197!, Ashbee et. nl. 1979) and gives 
an 1nd1ca11on of the 1mpac1 of Neolithic farming on 
chalkland in southern England. One sbou Id bear in mind 
also the increasing indications of Neolithic ditches which 
may have had a boundary function pre-da1ing the well 
documented linear ditches of the 8ron,,e Age (Bowen 
1978). 
. In the later Neolithic after c. 3500 BC a sharp increase 
on po~ula_t1on and cons~qucntly in the complexity or its 
orgamsatoon seems hkely, given the number of 
communal works erected and the manpower needed 10 
bt.old them. There is also a suggestion of increased 
pasture and only limited evidence for cereal cultivation 
(\~ainwright and Longworth 1971). although the lack ol 
evidence cannot be taken as a certain indica1ion of low 
level~ of cereal cultivation. The overall picture for late 
Neohth1c southern England seems 10 be one of increased 
population, large communal works, and increased 
clearance for both cereal and animal husbandry 10 
support that growing population. 

Woodland clearance in the earlier Neoli1hic is 
normally characterised by a decline in elm detectable in 
pollen analysis in the fifth mil!enium BC. The 
~is1ribu1io_n of groundstone and flint axes in Hampshire 
1s predominantly away from the chalk. where it seems 
reasonable 10 suggest denser woodland cover (Schadla• 
Hall 1977). Away from the chalklands of central 
Hampshire it might be reasonable to suggest fairly 
extensive woodland cover until at least 3500 BC, with 
clearance occurring on the chalk. In the later Neolithic it 
would seem that the population foci were still in the 
cleare~ chalkland areas but that inroads were being 
made onto the woodland growing in 1hc other geological 
areas. 

Communal Works 

At the risk of over-simplification. excepting the small 
enclosures (see above), the earlier Neolithic in southern 
England is characterised by two ca1egories of 
earthwork: earthern long barrllWS and causewayed 
enclosures (Ashbee 1970 and Smith 1971); in the later 
pan of 1he Neolithic henge monuments appear widely 
over southern England (Wainwrigh1 1969. Burl 1969). 

Earthen long barrows. basically elongated mounds of 
ovoid. reciangularor trapezoidal shape vary in leng1h in 
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~lampshire from c. 30 m to c. 95 m. They normally 
possess ditches down the long side and sometimes 
around one end of the m_ound. Undoubtedly long 
barrows have a burial funcuon, but 1hc area used for 
burial is limited in comparison 10 the area occupied by 
the mound. suggesting 1hat burials in such mounds might 
be seen as "foundation deposi1s", and allowing a variety 
ofother purposes for the !"ound. In 1hree Wiltshire long 
barrows there was no evidence of funerary function or 
intent (Ash?e_e et. al. 1979). Long barrows seem to fulfil 
a soc10-rcghg1ous function, either as foci for communi­
ties. as central places, as territorial markers. or as a 
combination of all 1hese (Kinnes 1975. Renfrew 1976). 
The recent work of Dr. I. F. Smith (RCHM 1979) has 
resulted in the detailed publication of a total of 39 long 
barrows 1~ Hampshire. one or which, Portsdown, was 
destroyed 1n t8 I 6. The detail of this work is considerable 
and need not be summarised here. A further long 
barrow has since been located near Sou1h Wonston 
(R. J. Whinneypers. comm.). 

At the moment the earliest date for a long barrow is c. 
4300 BC, from Lamboum. Berkshire. and the latest 
around 3000 SC from Giant's Hills. Skendleby, 
Lincolnshire. The only radiocarbon date from a 
Neolithic long barrow in Hampshire is from Nutbane 
Penton Grafton (Morgan 1959), where a date of c. 3500 
BC was obtained from one of the later phases. Nutbane 
and 8evis's grave, Havant (Rudkin. forthcoming), are 
the only two long barrows in Hampshire which have 
been investigated by systematic excavation, but a 
number of long barrows have been examined at other 
times; for example. Lam borough long barrow, 
Bramdean. was tested during the Second World War 
(Milner 1944);_it had also been excavated previously in 
1904, and possibly used for the burial of the Civil War 
dead (RCHM 1979. 8-9). Saxon as well as Neolithic 
material has been recovered from a long barrow at 
Preston Candover (Hawkes 1940); this parallels the 
s1tuanon recorded in detail at Bevis's grave. where the 
excavator recovered both pagan Saxon and 8-9th 
century Chris.tian graves (Rudkin, fonhcoming). 

The most important aspect or the Hampshire long 
barrows . relates 10 their distribution (Fig. 11) and 
position on 1he landscape. and in tum their relevance to 
the Neolithic population and its activities. All the Jong 
barrows in Hampshire are on the chalk and as Smith 
point~d out. do not normally lie close 10 clay-~ith-nints 
deposits. Not all are in prominent landscape positions. 
but most are visible over comparatively large areas; for 
example. al(h0ugh_ Giant's Grave, Corhampton and 
Meonstoke, 1s dommated by the surrounding landscape 
11 can be seen for well over a kilometre from the 
surrounding hills (RCHM 1979); although some long 
barrows are on prominent topographic features they are 
normally slight. possibly a reflection of 1he relative 
smoothness of the Hampshire Downs. 

The long barrows of Hampshire were divided into 
groups by Ashbee (1970) and it is clear that the western 
group in Hampshire (M.artin/Whitsburv/Rockboume) is 
an "extension" of the so-called Cranboume Chase 
gr_oup which concentrates on the Dorset C11rs11s 
ahgnmcn1 (see Bowen 1975, Figs. 3. 1, 3.4). A second 
concentration of long barrows runs across the Test 
~alley and towards the ltchen Valley; this group 
includes three significant concentrations in the parishes 
of Nether Wallop, Barton S1accy/Chilbol1on and 
Wonston. To the north there are 01her long barrows in 
the parishes of Overton and Penton Grafton. and 10 the 
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Dis1ribu1ion and location or known k,ng b-arrows in Hampshire (oricncatkms approximate). Figutt I I 

south in Owslebury, Corhampton. Droxford and East positively identified in Hampshire in spire of intensive 
Meon. In the far south are two long barrows on field and aerial reconnaissance. Hampshire stands '" 
Portsdown Hill , certainly the most dominating in terms some isolation from the counties 10 the east and wesi. 
of landscape position (see Fig. 11). where recent excavations in Sussex and Dorset are still 

The other common earthen monument or the earlier developing our knowledge of such sires. Beacon Hill, 
Neolithic is the causewayed enclosure, which is normally Burghclere, has been put forward as a possible 
roughly circular with one or more interrupted concentric causewayed enclosure (Palmer 1976) btll thcre_is no real 
ditches with banks, enclosing a central area which varies evidence for this. In the past some of the ditche~ ~• 
in size in Wessex from 1.5 to 9 ha. A number of Burser Hill have been identified as possi?IY Ncohth•~ 
functions, from domestic to ritual, including burial on a and could be used to suggest a site. but aga,n _w11~ a lac r 
large scale in the case of Hambledon Hill (Mercer 1980), of conviction (Piggott 1930). The dis1r1bu11on _oh 
have been ascribed to causewayed enclosures (Drewe11 causewayed enclosures and tong barrows. together_,~11

1 1977); certainly a considerable effort was involved in their close chronological relarionship. has been c_nu~~I 
their construction (Smith 1971). There are at least 17 to the interpretation of wider economic and temro

9
';; 

such enclosures in Wessex, l>ut none have been activity in Wessex (e.g. Barker and Webley 1 · 
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Ols.1nbu1ion of pteM1mcd bronte age barrow:-, by number per square kilomct r..-: . in Hnmp:-hirt. figure I~ 

Renfrew 1973), in which it has been assumed that long 
barrows and causewayed enclosures can be used w 
define the areas of early Neolithic terriwries. 

The only early Neolithic site in ~lampshirc which is 
not a long barrow is an interrupted ring-ditch 011 Winnall 
Down. near Winchester. excavated in 1976. Radio• 
carbon determinations on three antlers in the ditch 
produced a mean date of ar<>und 3550 BC (Fasham 1978 
and in prep.) . 

In the Inter Neolithic henge monuments appear on the 
Wessex landscape; these monuments have produced 
dates between 3500 10 2500 BC. but so far none have 
been identified in Hampshire or Sussex. Henge 
monuments normally consist c,f an internal ditch with 
outer bank. enclosing a circuh .. r area with one or more 

causewayed en trances. and are nom1ally ascribed a non­
domt.?stic func1ion. Likewise (·ursus monuments. 
consisting of long "avenues" defined by parallel banks 
with externa l ditches. which arc found in Dorset and 
Wiltshire. have n,ot been idcntific<l in Hampshire; 
cursus monuments have been interpreLcd a~ ritual foci. 
also acting as territorial markers. and certainly act as foci 
for early Bronze Age as well as Neolithic activity. 

Recent auempts to analyse territorial "c1 ivity in the 
Neolithic of southern England have relied heavily on the 
relative distribution of the groups of communal 
earthworks listed above and it is noteworthy that 
Hampshire is normally excluded or ignored when 
considering the developments of tcrriwrks and 
economies in the earlier and later Neolithic (e.g . 
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Renfrew 1973. Figs. 2 and J. Barker and Webley 1978. 
Fig. 2). Thus Renfrew ( 1973) has suggested that the 
evidence which cxi~IS in Wessex for the development 
through the Neolithic of larger monuments requ,nng .a 
greater input of labour implies a corresponding _growth 
of larger terrilOri~ and m.ore c~ntra~1sed or~;;imsauon. 
Similarly terri1or1cs described ,n ne,ghbounng Sussex 
art based on causewayed enclosures as well as earthen 
Jong barrows (Drewe11 1978). These models cannot be 
applied w Hampshire. where the lack of a range _of 
monuments suggests that a different set of socio­
economic processes must have been at work: one could. 
for example. suggest that territories remained small, or 
that Neolithic societies in Hampshire relied on a 
different type of focal point from the c,111sewaycd 
enclosures or henge monume111s of elsewhere in 
Wessex. The difference is certainly st riking and requires 
fun her investigation . 

Flint Mines and Exchange 

Only one nint mining site has been located in Hamp­
~hire (Stone 1933). a1 Martin·s Clump. Over Wallop. 
slightly to the east of 1he better known Oint mines on 
Easton Down. Wiltshire (Stone I933A). The materia.l 
recovered from limited work at 1he time , uggests a 
spread of shafts over a1 lea~1 three hectares. and the 
close comparison with the material recovered from 
Easton Down would suggest. on the basis of the one 
exist ing radiocarbon date from Easton Down 
(Wainwright 1975). a date of around 3100 BC. Some of 
the earliest dates for Neolithic occupation in southern 
England come from Oint mines; Church Hill. Findon. 
Sussex, produced a date of 43CXI BC. In addition an open 
cast working area has been suggested a, Little Sombomc 
(Clay 1925). 

Around 120 polished stone axes from Hampshire 
(excluding polished mm axes) have now been examined 
pet ro logically and will soon be published fully: many o f 
t.hcse axes come from places now in Dorset (sec for 
example S1one and Wallis 1951). Cornish groups arc 
well represented bu t there are also axes from the 
Langdale groups Which demonstrate the long distance 
nature of exchange in the Neolithic and the 
participations of groups in the Hampshire area in these 
exchange processes. 

Conclusions and Future Research 

A large block of Hampshire downlands $eems berefl of 
many of the characteristic monuments of the Neolithic 
period and even though there has been very minimal 
field inve~tigation of the Neolithic within the coun ty it 
seems unlikely that henge monuments aod causewayed 
enclo,ure.s remain to be discovered. Accepted models 
for 1he growth of chieMoms in 1he Neolithic of Wes.sex 
(sec abo~c) cannot be applied 10 the existing data from 
Ha~psh~n: although some of the denser paris of 1he 
d1str)buuon of long barrows. notably in the Wonston 
and Ill the B<1non Stacey areas. suggest conccmra tions 
of ha.rr<!w construcrion as great as anywhere in earlier 
Ncohth1c Wes,ex: there must be nn explanation for this 
lack <>f the other field monuments so common in 
southern England. In Su»cx the lack of henge 
munumcn1s. hn" hccn 1cnrn1ively interpreted as a 
breakdown 111 the c17vctopmen1 of later Ncolithicsociccy 
when «11nparecl wuh Dorset nnd Wiltshire (Drewe11 
197/l). and on lhi, oa,is it might be ,uggested that the 

social and economic pattern of Neolithic Hampshire was 
less developed than that found elsewhere in Wess., 
E~en th?ugh monu~e_nts ~re lacking some patterning~ 
evident ,n the Ncohth1c evidence from Hampshire. The 
concentrations or long barrows suggest greater ac1i\•it, 
or even denser population. in some areas. and i t is worib 
noting thm the evidence from the Nu1banc long barrow 
pointed to a long period of activity on that site. In 
contrast. there is a relatively dense concentration of 
Neolithic nake axes in the north-east of the counrv. 
where no long barrows have been identified. TI,e lack or 
occupation Siles in that area need not be taken too 
seriously since at present very few arc known anywhere 
within the county. but elsewhere in Europe-it has been 
noted that concentrations of axes often occur in areas 
which continued 10 be forest-covered. 

The main aim for future work in Hampshire must be 
to clarify the picwre or Neolithic activity. both early and 
late. in 1wo specific regards: 10 obtain measures or 
relative population density so that comparisons can be 
made. both within the county ,lnd in Wessex as a whole: 
and 10 specify the different kinds of activities which were 
going on in different places. for the same comparntivc 
reasons . To achieve these aims a great deal of bask 
fieldwork is needed. It is required to locate examples of 
Neolith ic settlements and 10 selectively excavate these 
when 1hcy are discovered. These sites may well be 
preserved on the gentle undulations of the Hampshire 
chalkl(,nd (e.g. Fasham in prep.). unlike the steeper 
Berkshire Downs where plough damage and soil erosion 
is considerable (Richards 1978). More field 
investigation is required around the areas of known 
Neolithic monuments as these seem to provide the bcsc 
starting point . In view or 1he condition of many of the 
Neolilhic long barrows (RCHM 1979) preservation of 
these monumems must be actively pursued. Some 
barrows. such as the Lamborough long barrow. are 
being regularly ploughed and on ly vestigial traces of 
others survive. such as South Wonston West. whereonlv 
a cross-section protected by a hedge-row remains 
undamaged: here a case for excavation may well be 
made out. Additionallv excavation of the burie<l 
surfaces of many of the· mounds which are still being 
damaged. to recover palaeobotanical and molluscan 
materia l. would help to develop thc environmental 
picture. The presence of Neolithic material in small 
quantities across the county indicates a potential for 
recovering a picture which can only be realised b) 
further fieldwork and excavati(ln. 

TlfE BRONZE AGE 

Introduction 

Investigation of the Bronze Age in Hampshire has been 
limited in comparison with the rest of Wessex. In the 
nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. when 
excavation of burial mounds was proceeding apace in 

the counties of Dorset and Wiltshire. there was a distinct 
lack or activity in Hampshire. There arc occ.isional 
sketchily recorded excavarions (e.g. Cr:,wford I?~~) 
and some which were never recorded. bu1 no ,nd,­
vidua Is emerged to carrv out and publish extensive 
invesiigations on the scale 1hat Colt-Hoare did for 
Wiltshire (1810) or Warne did in Dorset (1866): inde':" 
even Pitt-Rivers ( 1898) did very li11lc work '" 
Hampshire although his estates straddled the D,1rse_l/ 
Hampshire border. There has been an increase ,n 
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inves1iga1ion and excavacionssince the 1940;; bu1 chis has 
iended 10 be random in ;ipproach, normally rescue 
excava1ion, and has added little 10 our information on 
cichcr burial or domeslic occupat ion. However. the lack 
of excavation informacion is fortuna1cly nol matched in 
1crms of fieldwork . Recording field monuments has 
been an importanl elemcnl in Hampshire archaeology 
since 1hc beginning of chis century (Williams-Freeman 
1915) and the 1radi1ion has been continued (e.g. Grinsell 
1938-40) becween the Wars and up 10 che prescnc day 
(e.g. Bowen 1975); to a large cx1en1 i t has compensated 
for the lack of l radirional excavacion data. 

The tradi1ional framework for dating 1he Bronze Age 
has been based largely on bronze implemen1 typology 
(Burgess l980) and to a limi ted ex1en1 on che pottery 
1ypology (Burgess 1974); the source or much of the 
pollery and some of 1he bronzcwork has been the 
excavation of burial mounds- the round barrows. This 
traditional framework has been increasingly called in10 
question. and radiocarbon dating is having a 
considerable impact on 1he accepted 1ypological dating 
(1. A. Kinncs pers. comm.). As chc rigid 1ypologics have 
begun 10 fail chcrc has been an increased interesc in che 
in1erpre1ation of Bronze Age economy and society and 
recognition of 1he need for (a) a regional approach and 
(b) a funher series of da1es on 1he macerial from both 
sepulchral and domesticsiles. II isworchwhilc. therefore 
to examine the traditional chronology of the Bronze 
Age. 

The Beaker period c.2600-1900 BC 

This period is named after 1he d istinctive beaker pottery 
1ype which appears in Bri 1ain at cbe end of the chird 
millenium. In Wessex beakers are frequenily found in 
single crouched inhumation burials under round 
barrows buc chey also occur at che lace Ncolichic henge 
monuments and some longbarrows in secondary 
contexts as well as in sen lemcncs. They are associaced 
with the earlies! copper objec1s in Britain and ic seems 
likely 1ha1 they represen1 a new fashion, as a result of 
contincn1al influence rather than invasion (Burgc.ss & 
Shennan 1976). 

The bulk of the beakers from Hampshire (c.50) have 
already been lis1cd (Clarke 1970) allhough those from 
t~e Christchurch area arc now in Dorscc. Apart from che 
smgle inhumation burials, beaker sherds have been 
found ac the Neolithic longbarrows or Nutbane (Morgan 
1959) and Danebury Wcsc (Grinscll 1939). Beaker 
po11ery in seu lement con1excs is not common in 
Hampshire but neilher are se11lemen1s of che lacer 
Neoli thic (sec above) or 1he early Bronze Age. 
Nevenhelcss beaker pouery recovered from Balksbury 
(Wainwright 1970). suggests the possibili1y of 
senlemen1. and beaker pouery recently recovered from 
excavations in Winchester may relate to a domestic 
~n1ex1, as may 1hc beaker from Eas1on Down (Fasham 
In prep.). 

The lack or rccenclv excavated beaker con1ex1s and 
lhe failure to locale and invescigate lace Neolichic and 
earl~ Bronze Age senlcmenc sites in Hampshire 
~onun_ues. 10 underline the need 10 carry out such 
1nvesuga11ons. 

The Earlier Bronze Age c. 2100-15-00 8C 

The. chronology of che earlier Bronz~ Age has been 
1rad111onally based on the cxcavacion of round barrows, 
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mainly in the 191h and early 201h cencuries. pan icularly 
in Dorse1 and Wil tshire; much less though in adjoining 
Hampshire. II is difficuh to be ccr1ain of the number of 
barrow openings in Hampshire. and in many cases. 
ahhough ic has been possible 10 iden1ify barrows which 
have been excavated, and even che individuals 
concerned wich such cxcavacions. the resulting maccrial 
has been lost or remains unidentified (e.g. Schadla-Hall 
1978). 

In the Wessex area. as a result of decailed analysis by 
Piggou ( 1938). a " Wessex culture" was identified on the 
basis or the r icher and more exotic graves of 1he earlier 
Bronze Age in Wessex, although few are in Hampshire. 
Subsequen1ly i i was suggested that the " Wcsscxcullure" 
represenied a wealthy pas1oral aristocracy dominacing 
much of souchern England (Fleming l971) . buc others 
have suggested I hat 1he " Wessex culture" as originally 
defined has lin le meaning in our overall understanding 
of 1he earlier B ronze Age (Coles & Taylor 1971). 

One of che common Features o f che " Wessex•· Bronze 
Age is che so-called ' ·fancy'' barrows. which appear 10 be 
largely restricted 10 1he Wessex area. Nineteen "disc" 
barrows have been listed in Hampshire by Gri nsell 
( 1974) as well as over lhirty "bell'" barrows which have 
been confidently assigned 10 the earlier 13ronze A ge. In 
addilion there arc over one chousand bowl barrows, 
extensively damaged by ploughing. but which arc also 
assigned 10 chc earlier Bronze Age. The long period 
during which " Wessex type" burials cont.inue to be 
deposited is well illustrated by the excavacion of such a 
burial al Ports Down. Portsmou1h. which has produced 
a radiocarbon dale of c. 1500 BC (Corney et al 1969; 
Rudkin 1980). A number of other cxcavacions have also 
produced evidence of earlier Bronze A ge date in cerms 
of bronze implemen1s - daggers and knives. as well as 
ponery - food vessels and collared urn forms: 
radiocarbon daces are rare. Work in the last decade has 
clearly shown that Deverel-Rimbury ponery. and 
associaled sites (see below) appear in the earlier Bronze 
Age. and continue right through che later Bronze Age: 
we have considered Deverel-Rimbury in chc following 
sec1ion simply to conform 10 the tradi1ional chronology 
(see Barrell & Bradley 1980). 

The Later Bronze Age c. 1500-750 BC 

The precise d ivision between the Bronze age and che 
Iron age is noc only difficul1 10 define but has relacivcly 
lin le importance except in cerms of melal working and 
implement typology. The later Bronze age is normally 
represented by a change in poncry scyles and increasing 
availabilily of hronzc and bronze cools. as well as new 
types of artefac1s. A change 10 a cremacion cradit ion or 
burial, including Oac cemeteries, a.nd a general povcrcy 
of grave goods, has also been assumed. This change has 
normally been associaccd with the Deverel-Rimbury 
cuhurc. which was originally defined by Calkin ( 1962) as 
limited 10 tl1e Hampshire/Dorset area and suggested as 
middle Bronze Age in dale (c.1500-1200 BC). There are 
a number of radiocarbon dales available from burial 
con1cx1s, the carl icsc of which is ,iround 2000 BC 
(Worgrec Barrow, Dorset) and the laccst around 1200 
BC (pulling aside 1hc dates from Simon's Ground. 
Dorset (vide Barrell 1976)). The inclusion of che 
Simon's Gn)und dates takes the range towards 7()() BC. 
There arc a number of ccmcccrics in Hampshire which 
may be assigned 10 I his period. such as Kimpcon. 
A ndover (Dacre 1972, Dacre & Ellison forchcoming), 
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Laich Farm. now in Dorset (Piggo111938), Dumm?rand 
Danes Hi ll. near Basings1oke. and Pla11ford. Col~~ury · 
and L:tndford (Pres1on & Hawkes 1933), on ihc caster_n 
edge o f i he New Forest. The te_rm Deverel-R,m~~ry is 
no longer appropriate. at least m tem1s of descnb1'.'g -~ 
la1e Bronze Age burial tradition and culture_; 11 IS 

obvious 1ha1 there is a considerable overlap wuh ihe 
.. Wessex culture·· (Barrett & Bradley. 1980). T~e 
stvlis1ic varia1ions of Deverel-Rimbury fon'.'s appear m 
\Vesscx 10 last longer than elsewhere m souther.n 
England and 1herc are only a few examples of Barren s 
( 1980) late Bronze Age plainware trad1t1on 111 

Hampshire. the most reccn1ly excavated aSS<:mblage 
being Winnall Down. near Winchester (Fasham in prep. 
I>). 

~:m'ironment and Climate 

A lthough 1-f~mpshire_ ~ossesses li11le direct 
environmencal mforma11on II would apix:ar chat 1.hc 
earlier Bronie Age was a period o f dry chma1e (drier 
than the Ncoli1hic) which was warmer than that of 
wday. The later Bronze Age is n~arked _by a !)CriOd of 
dc1criora1 ion accompanied by 1he increasing rainfall and 
wc11cr conditions which continued into 1he Iron Age. le 
is also generally acceptc~ that clearance which 
coniinued from the later Neol11h1e resulted m large areas. 
of open country on chalkland. and possibl)' areas or 
pasture. as well as movement onto what today arc !)ften 
largely non-agriculcural areas. These areas consist of 
large parts of 1he New Fores1 a~d probably North-East 
Hampshire. The movement Is represented by the 
prc,cncc of 1he barrow dis1ribmion in Fig. 11 SU!!l)estmg 
an expansion away from 1he " core'" areas of the 
Ncoli1hkon the Chalkland, (,cc Fig. 11 ), . . 

Even today 1hc soils of southern Hampshire display 
considerable v,iriability in ferti lity often over rela11vely 
shore distances. It seems cerrnin :hat 1he present-day 
podsols of 1hese hea1hland areas. which are heavily 
leached (ir(rn. calcium and other basis have been washed 
down through the topsoi l and re-deposited as hardpans). 
have replaced the richer soils which would have been 
available in the earlier Bronze Age. At the same time 
drier and more open chalk downs may well have been 
heavily eroded of tOf>soil during the earlier Bronze Age. 
The denudation of the chalklands may well have 
necessitated an expansion onto today·~ heathlands. 
which in turn seem to have begun 10 assume 1heir 
present impoverished appearance 1owards the end of the 
earlier Bronze Age as a rcsuh of clearance. presumably 
ror agricultural purposes. 

Settlement and Subsistence e<-onomi• 

Recent work has shown a considerable overlap Of the 
.. Wessex culture" and 1hc Devcrcl-Rimburv tradition 
(sec above) and ii has been suggested that ihcrc were 
"core" areas of upland pastoralist "aristocracy" with 
rich burials (for example. around Stonehenge and on the 
Dorset Ridgeway, as well as along the Dorsei Cursus) . 
and areas of h)wland arable farming with lower status 
groups. represented hy Dcvcrel-Rimhury burial silcs for 
example (Barrell 1976; Bradley 1979). There are no 
"core" areas of dense barrow cc)nCcmration in 
Hampshire and aprarcncly fc" rich hurial, which can 
match chose of much of the rest of Wessex. but even S(>. 

given the evidence which points to the fact tha1 man, 
barrows on the Wcs.-.cx Chalk land were bu ilt on areas ,;f 
pasture it mighr ,ccm worth\vhilc 10 Ct;>n:,idcr the 

possibility of 1wo different groups pursuing dirferenc 
patterns of agriculture i~ different areas or 1he county, 
However. 1his suggesuon does not ftt m wuh che 
evidence that during the early Bronze Age large areas or 
the county's chalkland w~re_ covered by "Celtic_" (i~ld 
systems (see below) pomtmg to arable cultivat,c,n 
(Bowen. 1978). and the apparent lack of occupati0n 
sites on chalk uplands, which hasor1cn been ~eprcsented 
as sugges1 ing a mobile economy. may well , m lhat case. 
be explained simply by a failure_ of archaeolog,sts to 
locate such si1es. Much of the 1nforma11on used 10 
suggest cxlensive pastoral activi ty has been recovered 
from beneath barrows; it would seem rea_sonable to 
suggest chat it is unlikely that areas o f burial mounds 
wou Id be ploughed, so possibly the '.e~ording of pasture 
under round barrows 1s hardly surprising. 

The problem of the settlement pallern is rela1ed in 
part 10 the dis1ribu1ion of fields. One of the earliest 
excavations in the county of a Bronze Age enclosure was 
at Martin Down Martin (Pill-Rivers 1898), where the 
0.6 ha enclosu;e is surrounded by "Cel1ic" fields 
(Bowen 1961. Fig. 3a). This enclosure is likely to have 
been in use around 1400 BC. and although no traces or 
buildings were recovered. another enclosure excavated 
by Pitt-Rivers a1 South Lodg~ in Dorset. or a roughly 
similar da1c, has produced evidence of structures as a 
resuh of re-excavation. The difficulty of locatmg 
settlement sites is exacerbated by the fact 1ha1 manysice; 
do not seem to have possessed ditched enclosures. 
Aerial photography has assumed increasing importance 
in loca1ing prehistoric oceupaiion sites bu1 undttched or 
even partially ditched enclosures are ~•fficuh 10 loca1e. 
Angle Ditch, Dorset, is one such partially enclosed sue 
and the recent excava1ion a1 Down Farm. Dorset. has 
revealed another such enclosure (M. Green. pers. 
comm.). while work at Dean Bonom on 1he 
M arlborough Downs in Wiltshire. has rcve~lcd ano1her 
unditched but banked enclosure (C. Gingell pers. 
comm.). A !though. apart fr<>f!l the Martin _ Down 
enclosures, sites comparable w11h the Wiltshire and 
Dorset Bronze Age enclosures (Piggo11 1942) have nor 
yet been located in Hampshire. simi lar occupation sites 
in Sussex such as ltford Hill (Burstow & Holleyman 
1957) and New Barn Down (Curwen 1934) indicate the 
likelihood of such sites in Hampshire. The discovery of 
the remains of two hut circles a1 Chalton without any 
sign o f accompanying enclosure ditch (Cunlif_fe 1970). 
da1ing to around 1500 BC. and of four possible later 
Bronze Age houses on Winnall Down (Fasham In prep. 
b) illusira1es 1he problem of loca1ing settlements exccpI 
by accident. as does the recently published series of pus 
from Westbury. West Meon (Lewis & Walker 1977). 
There are several sites which have produced poneryand 
o ther material in Hampshire. all of which indica,te t~e 
widespread nature of flronze Age occupation 10 the 
county (e.g. Hawkes 1970: Hawkes 1942: Stone & Gra) 
Hill 1938). 

The presence of enclosed and unenclosed senlemen: 
of Bronze Age date is reasonably well established. an 
the I.ack of si tes must be largely ascribed ~o I~ 
difficulties of locating them. Such si1es and hints ~ 
Bronze Age occupation will continue 10 appear but. ~s~ 
the case of Ncoli1hic occupation. more frcquenll) l 
atciclent than design. . , re 

A number()( sites of later Bron,,c Age dace wh•c\';. 
pcrhap, the precursors of hi ll forcs. ,uch •• Ram, H,'_ ni 
Berkshire. (Bradley & Ellison 1975) mayw~II rcpr~~,,I 
cm~rging cen tres of pQlitical and econonncal co 
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(Bradley 1978). The si1e excavated in 1954 a1 Hook 
(Ashbee 1955) may well be one of these large enclosures 
(Bradley 1978, 120). 

The pa11em of development of chalkland se11lemen1s 
is extremely complex; 1he area a:ound Windmill Hill 
and Brockley Warren displays a dynamic and complex 
landscape of fields, se11lemen1s. ditches and areas of 
pasture throughout the Bronze Age (Bowen & Cunliffe 
1973) which can surely only be unravelled by detailed 
excavation and surface investigation. Evidence for 
agricultural activity is limited; in terms of livestock, 
caule and sheep seem to have been the mainstay of the 
Bronze Age economy. Evidence for the presence of 
naked barley, emmer wheat. with some hulled barley 
and einkom in the earlier part of the Bronze Age. and 
1he possibility of an increasing importance for hulled 
barley and spell towards the end of the Bronze Age 
(Burgess 1980), gives no indication of quantities and the 
relative importance of arable activity. The likelihood of 
recovering any information from heathland sites is 
limited because of the nature of the soil. 

"Celtic Fields" 

Bowen has pointed several times to the impressive 
nature of large blocks of ''Celtic" fields ("cohesive 
systems", Bradley & Richards 1978) of Bronze Age 
date, apparently laid out on axes which bear no 
relationship to existing topography; the suggestion of 
considerable organjsation and control within society is 
implied and yet, accepting a date of c.1500 BC and 
earlier for such fields, there is li1tle evidence of 
set!lement for this apparently highly organised society. 
The dating of the field systems is problematical, but a 
barrow at Barnet Copse. Chalton. containing a collared 
um, which is likely to have a dare of not later than 1500 
BC, lying on top of a well-developed field lynchet 
(Rudkin, 1980), tends to underline the development of 
field systems early in the Bronze Age. "Celtic" fields 
were originally defined by Bowen as " Varying in size 
from 0.1 ha to 0.5 ha and in shape range from the 
approximately square to a rectangle about six times as 
long as broad (Bowen 1961). There are few survivals of 
"Celtic" fields in Hampshire although fine examples 
may slill be found elsewhere in Wessex. Agricultural 
ac1ivi1y in the last century destroyed the larger systems 
in Hampshire, and most of them ex.isted only as crop 
marks even a1 the beginning of this century (see for 
example Crawford 1923, 348). "Celtic" fields should by 
no means be dated solely to the Bronze Age, since their 
use in the Iron Age, Roman period and possibly later 
seems certain. Their size and shape is likely to reflect the 
level of arable technology, as well as the social 
organisation and nature of the agricultural economy. 

Linear Ditches 

One. of the significant landscape features in Wessex is 
the linear ditch system (Bowen 1978). which emerges by 
1500 BC and is largely concentrated on the chalk lands of 
1-la,npshire. Linear ditches or "ranch boundaries" as 
/~er, have sometimes been termed (Crawford 1953) are 

V shaped ditches up to 2m in depth and up 10 3m w;de 
at the~urface: frequently 30 10 40cm wide al :heir bases, 
some11mes wnh a chalk bank on both sides bu1 more 
often ~n one side only. (Bonney 1978). Over 800km ol 
such ditches have been ploncd in Hampshire and 1hcy 
seem lo continue in use and 10 be constructed into the 
lron Age (Bowen 1978). These di1ches are often cut 
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across pre-existing "Celtic" ueld systems (e.g. the 
Manm Down field system and the Windmill 
Hill/Brockley Warren field system (Bowen and Cunliffe 
1973)). These ditches have been postulated as stock­
comr_olling features for large areas of pasture; they 
cerramly represent a boundary function from 1he middle 
of the Bronze Age; one impressive feature is the way in 
which the systems cease in the south-west of the county 
al Bokerly Dyke on the Dorset border. Recent work 
aimed at determining whether the banks of such ditches 
were surmounted by hedgerows suggest that they were 
001 (Arnold 1972; Bowen, Evans & Race 1978); a1 the 
same l ime it was possible l o indicate 1ha1 these ditches 
were constructed very shortly after the fields through 
which they cut were abandoned. The questions which 
remain to be answered about these linear ditches are 
numerous; without barriers surmounting them it 
appears that they would have been an inadequate 
com-rol for many forms of stock; in any case ditches 
involve a considerable labour input, especially when the 
so-called spinal ditches may run for up 10 25 km. Is stock 
control therefore indicated? Long lengths of ditch do 
require organisation 10 construct and ye1 ii is difficult to 
demonstrate occupation sites which clearly relate 10 
them. The fact that "old land blocks as well as just arable 
fields were ... slighted as if a new and careless power 
were being imposed" (Bowen 1978), must surely 
indicate a considerable degree of central organisation. 
lf, as seems likely by the later Bronze Age, the climate 
was becoming both colder and welter, the idea of a 
pastoral system connected with long boundary ditches 
makes litlle sense, because under such conditions one 
would expect an increased arable output from chalkland 
areas. The possibility of a need to reinforce boundaries 
in the declining environment where land may well have 
been in short supply does have considerable appeal, but 
if this was the reason for these constructions, why should 
they cease on the Dorset/Hampshire boundary? If the 
reason tor their construction is an economic one, does 
the break on the Hampshire/Dorset border indicate 
differing economic and social systems? Further 
investigation within the ditch system is long overdue; the 
excavation al Quarley Hill (Hawkes 1939) took place at 
a j unction point where at least rwo systems meet and this 
type of nodal area may well be one point where 
investigation should be focused: certainly the 
construction of an early Iron Age hill fort on Quarley 
Hill may indicate some importance for such junctions. 
At Whirsbury three ditches appear to mee1 at the later 
hill fort (Bowen 1975). 

Industry and Communication 

The presence of a developed bronze industry along lhe 
south coast has been indicated by Rowlands (1974) who 
suggeslS no1 only that there were metalworking sub­
centres in the south-east and sou1h-wes1 of Hampshire 
- the former being clearly •~socia1ed with coastal and 
r iverine movements - but also that 1he boundary 
between the two centres may be of regional importance. 
A further sub-centre was probably based on the Isle of 
Wight and 1he Solem where there is a significant 
distribution of "Wcrrar" type palslaves, a 1ype of 
probable Irish origin. The two pennanular arm rings 
found al L iss have parallels with 1he "Bignon" type of 
arm ring of northern France. 

D uring 1he later Bronze Age 1he coarser pouery 
vessels were probably made locally and cremation 
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vessels drawn f.rom Lhe range of domestic vessels u_sed 
(Barrett et al 1978). Ellison has indicated possible 
exchange systems rclat.ing mainly to fine wares across 
southern England (Ellison 1980). . . . 

Flint working is one of lbe most difficult mdustnal 
activites to quantify in the Bronze Age; it does appear 
that waste flakes tend to be broad and squat in shape. 
The industrial material from Micheldever Wood 
provides a basis for comparing material from surface 
collections (Fasham & Ross 1978). 

Conclusions 

A majority of the Bronze Age occupation sites seem to 
have been small , consisting only of a few buildings; such 
sculemcnts arc often unenclosed and difficult to locate. 
They are known almost exclusively on the chalklands, 
wh,ue they appear to be located close to field systems 
suggesting arable activity, as well as near areas of 
pasture. This suggests a mixed agricultural economy. 
The lack of occupation sites is best explained by a failure 
to locate such sites rather than by postulating a mobile 
economy. The lack of occupation sires on heathland 
areas may be compensated for by the presence of 
cremation cemeteries; it has recently been suggested 
(Bradley 1981) that on the downland cemeteries are 
located within a few hundred metres of occupation sires; 
the length and size ofoccupation might well reflect itself 
in cemetery size. This relationship if extended 10 the 
heathlands certainly adds some validity to the proposal 
tha1 the distTibution of Bronze Age barrows represents 
10 some extent the density and distribution of Bronze 
Age seulcments in Hampshire. The map (Fig. 12) 
therefore tends 10 represent a failure to locale 
occupation sites whilst still indicating 1he distribution of 
Bronze Age ac1ivity. The lack of settlements as opposed 
to field systems should not be used, wi1hou1 further 
investigation, to draw conclusions ab<>ut settlement 
distribution; "there can be little doubt that they do exist 
on ... heavily exploited downland .. . and need not be 
postulated to lie only in the very Limited strips of ground 
in tbe river and valley systems of the area" (Bowen 
1978). 

On the cbalklands, whilst the presence of pastoral 
activity should not be underplayed, it seems reasonable 
to argue for a mixed economy and also a directed and 
controlled layout for the landscape. The comparative 
absence of rich graves and dense barrow concentrations 
in Hampshire could be used to argue for a "poorer" 
society than tha1 of neighb<>uring Wessex counties, bu1 
the case remains to be proven; it may be argued that the 
lack of many large scale Neolithic monuments might 
re0ect a different social/economic and political basis for 
the society which is continued into the Bronze Age; the 
skewed distribution of 1he linear ditches might be used 
to support such a difference. 

Existing evidence does suggest exploitation on 
heathland areas of the New Fores1 and north-east 
Hampshire from at least the early Bron·ze Age. Barrows 
containing earlier Bronze Age material have been 
excavated in these areas (e.g. Piggou 1942), and 
although the nature of such exploitation may have been 
of a limited and temporary nature, the presence of turf 
mounds indicates 1he use of spades and digging 1ools 
(Ashbee & Dimbleby 1976). The nature of seutemem 
":mains . unknown except in terms of barrow 
d1s1nbu11on, but occupa1ion seems 10 have continued at 
least in terms of cemeteries, 1owards the beginning' of 

the first millennium. 
The large number of gaps in our knowledge of Bronze 

Age Hampshire provides a be:,vilde~ing array of targets 
for further work; the added mcen1we to examine the 
changing pottery chronology and typology further 
complicates 1he picture. Little attention has been paid in 
this paper to the nature of the later Bronze Age 
occupation in Hampshire or indeed 10 trade and 
industry. ft seems that the most importan1 areas on 
which to concentrate are the location and excavation of 
occupation sites connected with both field systems and 
linear ditches, together with the aocompanying further 
investigation of the role of linear ditches as a high 
priority. In addition, the present lack of information 
from burial mounds, not only in terms of dating bu1 also 
in terms of environmental information makes this are., a 
high priority. The lack of answers is more than 
compensated for by the wealth of potential information, 
but without a coheren t research design covering both the 
downland and heathland areas, linle overall progress 
will be made in recovering a complete picture. 
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The Iron Age in Hampshire 

Ti11101hy and Sara Champion 

lnlroduction 

Fifly years ago rhe study of rhe Iron Age in England in 
eeneral, and 1-fampshire in particular, entered a new 
phase with_ th7 coi:r1ple1i_on of three years· excavatio~ at 
Sr. Carhanne s Hill. Winchester. The prompt publica­
tion of 1he results (Hawkes et o/ 1930) ser a new standard 
in lhe presentation of evidence from detailed excava-
1ion. and also contained an exhaus1ive summary of the 
current knowledge of Early Iron Age Britain. The new 
in1erest in hillfon excavation blossomed in many 
coun1ies, not least in Hampshire, where the Field Club 
sponsored a programme of work which included the 
excavation of several sires which are still some of the 
classic sites of rhe period. This programme was abruptly 
terminated by rhe war. and for the next thirty years linle 
work was undertaken on lron Age sites. When it did 
resume, 1he circumstances were very different. and the 
choice of sites was dic1a1ed by the 1hrea1 of destruction 
ralher than by any research plan. Much work has now 
been done in the region of rhe expanding towns such as 
Andover. Basingstoke and Winchester, and on the lines 
of new motorways. though occasionally other sites such 
as Danebury (Cunliffe 1971; 1976a) and Owslebury 
(Collis 1968; 1970) are also being examined. Fieldwork 
other than excavation has, until very recently. been 
minimal, but Richard Bradley's (1975) work around 
Ponsmouth Harbour, and John Budden's at Chalton 
(Cunliffe 1973) should be menlioned as exceptions. The 
result of all this activity is that about 45 sites are known 
to have been excavated, though both the quality and 
extent of the work varies, and publication ranges from 
non-existent through panial 10 the rare cases of 
adequate modem repons. No real summary of the 
results has yet been attempted, and it is nor rhe intention 
of this paper to do so. 

Much of the previous work has been devoted to 
pottery typology and chronology, and these are topics 
which will be very much belier understood when the 
results of several large recent excavations are available, 
for the great quantities of pottery now being recovered 
wilJ make detailed relative sequences much easier 10 
~nstruct, and the increasing use of radiocarbon dating 
will eventually provide an adequate absolute 
chronology. For the moment it is perhaps suCficient 10 
note that the effect of recent research on the later 
Bronze Age and the first Cl4- results now available 
suggest that mucb of what has been 1raditionally 
rega~ded as of Iron Age date must in fact stan at a 
considerably earlier period. Our accepted chronology 
for 'I ron Age· sites and material muSt be extended by at 
least_ another 300 or 400 years, with consequent 
readjustments for later periods of the Iron Age also. 
When the chronology of rhe first millennium BC is 
evenrually re-established, many of our tradi1ional 
ceramic phases will appear both earlier and longer, and 
the whole pn1cess of social change in rhe Iron Age will 
have_ to be ser against 1his new time-scale. The intention 
of !h,spaper is to examine cenaingeneral themes. and to 
po1n1 out areas where future research might be 
profitable. 

Subsislence 

The available data for subsistence acuvu,es are 
depressingly scarce. The publica1 ion of quantitative data 
is almost non-existent, though qualitative records of 
p resence of animal or grain species are slighrly more 
common. This, however. does not represent the true 
picture of subsistence studies, since much work has been 
carried out in the lasr few years, and the results are only 
now beginning to come into print. The technical 
problems of recovery of seeds have co some extent been 
solved, and adequate recovery strategies have been 
implemented on most recent excavations. The collection 
of animal bones has also become much more systematic. 
and the establishment of the Fauna! Remains Project at 
Sollthampton University has at last provided the 
necessary facilities for their study. Their fonhcoming 
reports oa some major Iron Age sites in the county will 
provide the basis of evidence which has hirheno been 
lacking. The study of cereal agriculture has been greatly 
advanced by the work of Peter Murphy ( 1977). The 
number of sites available to him as a pioneer in this field 
was still small , but his study has produced many 
imponant re.suits and a number of questions for future 
research. In particular there is a lack of sites of the early 
part of the Iron Age in Hampshire. which will continue 
to make it difficult to assess the imponant changes which 
seem to have occurred in agriculture in the first half of 
the 6rst millennium BC. The only early site so far 
analysed is O ld Down Farm, Andover. where already in 
the deposits of the 8th and 7th centuries BC wheats. 
especially spelt but also emmer, are the dominant 
species. The same pattern is also seen in the first and 
second phases at Portway, Andover. Spelt, which had 
previously been noted at one Neolithic site, is unknown 
in the British Bronze Age. and its reintroduction is an 
event of some importance; the species is hardy enough 
to resist fungus and damp. cold weather, and needs only 
a short growing season. It would therefore have been a 
useful crop if the climate had been deteriorating, but 
since the evidence for such climatic change at this period 
is very much open to question, it is possible that spelt 
was preferred as a winter-sown crop. With winter-sown 
wheats and spring-sown barleys. it would have been 
possible to spread the labour o f sowing. and perhaps to 
increase the acreage sown with the same number of 
people. It would be of the greatest interest to know when 
and why spelt was readopted. The dominance of the 
wheats continued throughout the Iron Age at Ponway, 
though in the final phase barley becomes more common 
than before. But this is in sharp comast 10 the picture at 
Owslebury, where barley predominated, and oats also 
occurred. Murphy e,cplains this variation by poin1ing 10 
the different availability of pasture and meadow lands at 
the two sites. At Owslebury, with less meadow land than 
was available in the Andover region, a larger proportion 
of the sown acreage would have been needed to provide 
winter fodder for the animals. fr would be interesting to 
see whether such a hypothesis can be borne out in future 
excavations, and to compare the repons on the animal 
bones from the relevant sites when these are available 
shortly. Another area for research concerns the species 
of wheat 01hcr than spelt . in panicular bread wheat and 
club wheat. Since these were not thre.~hcd , they would 
not have been parched; they would therefore have stood 
a much lower chance of survival through carbonisation 
and may thus be seriously under-represented in deposits 
[rom settlement sites. Bread wheat appears to have been 
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inlroduced in rhe middle of the Iron Age, but as yet we 
know li11 le abour rhc ex1en110 which borh specie.~ were 
grown. orrhe reasons for I.heir imroducrion. 

II would be premarure 10 anricipare rhe rcsuhs of the 
faunal analyses, but so far mosr sires have produced 
evidence for all rhe major domes1ica1ed ~pecies. 
Particu lar in1eres1 will centre on lhe management and 
breeding of rhe individual herds. the functions t<> which 
they were put as indicated by rhe mortality panem. and 
rhe relative importance of different species borh at 
individual sires and in different regions. It will also be of 
particular interest 10 investigate any diachronic changes 
in animal husbandry; the development of complex 
exchange nelworks and large nucleated centTe.s o f 
population might be expected 10 produce changes in rhc 
production and dis1ribu1ion of meal. which should be 
archaeologically detectable. The provisioning of late 
[ron Age towns wou Id be a question of considerable 
inreresr. 

A further area for research is the exploitation of wild 
species. Bones of animals such as badger and hare have 
occasionally been found on Iron Age sires. but rhese are 
unlikely 10 have been a major componenr of the food 
supply, and could well have been hunted for rheir skins. 
Deer are more likely 10 have been exploited for food, 
and now that their recognition has been made easier by 
the establishment of sounder osteological criteria, ir 
shou ld be possible 10 gain a clearer view of their 
importance. Perhaps the most interesting theme will be 
the exploirarion of fish resources, bolh freshwater and 
marine. The technical problems of recovery and 
iden1ifica1ion can now, a1 least rheoretically. be 
overcome. and what is needed is rhe implementarion of a 
proper research programme. Though at firsr sight 
expensive in terms o f man-hours. such a programme 
would yield imponan1 results and would cerrainly be 
more wonhwhile than rhe recovery of yer more poltery. 

There is also a need for the development of an overall 
synthesis of Jron Age agriculture incorporating nor just 
rhe fauna( and noral remains. bur also rhe evidence of 
field systems. enclosures and seulements. ln 
formulating such a model the results of experimental 
work at rhe Butser Hill Iron Age farm will be of grear 
value. since they provide perhaps the nearesr approach 
10 the realities of Iron Age agriculture. 

Population 

Population is clearly one of the mosr important topics of 
prehistoric enquiry since so many other features are 
either relared 10 or determined by the size and density of 
the popularion; ycr nowhere is our ignorance greater. 
There 1s ar present a growing willingness 10 admit 1ha1 
rhe prehistoric population of Britain musr have been 
subsranrially larger rhan has hirheno been envisaged. 
bur reliable figures are hard to come by, Guesses (one 
ea~ hardly call them es1ima1es) of rhc population of 
Bruam 1n the Late Iron Age and Early Roman period 
can vary b~ a fa_ct?r o f as much as four. and figures even 
as high as s1~ m1lhon have be.en suggesred (Fowler 1978, 
6). ~alcula11on of population is. at leasr in rheory. a 
s1ra1$hlf?rward process. The figure is given by 
muh1J)ly1n_g the lot_als of all sires of differenr rypes 
occup1c~ 1n the region at one rime by a factor for rhe 
popula11on for each type of sire. Jn practice. however, 
none of these figures can be easily derermined. Our 
know!edge o f rhe range of rypcs of sire in use in the Iron 
A ge 1s still very poor (see below). bur even if ir is 

eventually possible to define an adequate hierarchy of 
set1lemenr rypcs. there seems liule hope of producing 
reliable esrimates of the numbers of each type 
Hampshire has one of the areas most intensively covered 
by aerial phorography in England (Hampton and 
Palmer, 1977; Palmer 1978), and one of rhc few areas 
the parish o( Chalton, subjected to inrensive field survey 
(Cunliffe l973). The results from rhese surveys give an 
impression of the density of settlement in rhe Iron Age 
and show how inadequate are any conclusions not based 
on intensive survey. Even in these areas. however, the 
proportion o f rhe total 1ha1 has actually been recovere<I 
cannot be estimated, so 1ha1 any figure must necessarily 
be only a minimum. Nor is it any easier to e~rimate the 
number o f sites of any rype in contemporary use ar any 
rime. The error factor in radiocarbon dares is still 100 
wide ro allow certainty in such questions. and 
archaeological chronology based mainly on poucry is no 
bcrter. Indeed. with the longer time span now envisaged 
for the whole of the Iron Age ceramic sequence. 
individual phases within it are now grearly extended: 
whereas, for example. saucepan pollery was rhought 
only a few years ago 10 have lasted for perhapsacenrury, 
it can now be seen 10 have been in fashion for rhree or 
four hundred years. II becomes increasingly unlikely 
that sites dared only by rhe presence of such potlery 
could all be contemporary. [t is also necessary to 
estimate rhe average popu lation for sires of each type. 
but li11le research has been devored 10 this end. It would, 
for instance. be possible to 1es1 rhe constants derived 
from ethnographic work for the relationship between 
the population and domestic Ooor area (Cook 1972). 
though their relevance is open to question. In any case. 
floor area can only be determined by excavarion. and 
structures are notoriously difficult 10 find on the 
chalk land sires of Hampshire. Even where structures are 
found. rheir functions may be unclear. though wirh 
adequate recovery of associated ar1efac1s, some 
progress is possible as Ellison ( 1978) has shown for 
Bronze Age sires in Sussex. What is ideally needed is an 
estimate that can be based on surface evidence. which 
would almost certainly mean relying on area. The size of 
an enclosure seen in an air photograph, or of a surface 
scaucr of po11cry. can be calculared with linle problem. 
bur rhe d i fficulties of deducing the relationship between 
such figures and popular ion are enormous. Another line 
of argument has been proposed by Cunliffe ( 1978a. 15). 
who suggests that since rhe total maximum area of arable 
land farmed in the Chahon area in the late Iron Age was 
more extensive than thar of the 17th century AD, 
popular ion figures may also have been greater. Such a 
comparison is tempting. but it too involves many 
unknown factors: it assumes. for insrance. comparable 
rates of sowing, inpur of labour. fallow perio_ds. 
manuring. and resulting crop yields, as well as a similar 
degree of sel f-sufficiency in subsistence supplies. None 
of these assumptions can as yer be justified. 

Reliable population esriniates are obviously 
desirable, bur in view of all rhesc difficuhies ir may be 
more appropriare 10 focus a11cntion nor on absolute 
numbers but on rates of popular ion change. for in such a 
c.alcularion some of rhc unknown variables would cancel 
each other our. It would nor be nccessarv. for insrancc. 
10 have a figure forrhc popular ion for ea'ch rype of sire. 
since ii would be realisric roassume, ar leasr asa working 
hypothesis. that the same tvpe o f site bad the same 
average population in different periods. This principle 
clearly needs careful application. since ir is alrend) 
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known 1ha1 morphologkally similar siles such as 
hillforts. or banjo enclosures, changed their social type 
through time. The queslion of proponion of Siles of any 
one 1ypc ac1ually identified need 001 arise, since again ii 
would be realistic 10 assume 1ha1 the rate of recovery 
would remain constan1 for a single 1ype of si1e. It migh1 
be. however. 1ha1 certain periods were undcr­
represcn1ed because their characteristic site 1ypes were 
less l ikely 10 be recovered by present survey methods. 
This, however, is a question that is amenable to posi1ive 
research rather than 1he untestablc speculation 1ha1 
would accompany the search for absolute numbers. The 
estimarion of popula1ion change would be a realistic 
field of study. and indeed there seems little reason 10 
doub1 the general validity of 1he rapid increa•: o f the 
Iron Age population that is now envisaged (Cunliffe 
L978a, 15; Fowler 1978, 6) . 

Settlement 

Despite a 101 of work and a large number of excavations, 
it is doubtful that the full range of scnlement types. and 
the full extent and densi1yof the sen lement pattern have 
been discovered. The areas 1ha1 have been examined in 
any detail are geographically li mited by the modern 
necessity to concentrate on threatened sites: thus 
Andover, Basingstoke and Winchester have received 
attention. as well as areas covered by 1he linear 1hreat.s 
of the M3 motorway, other road projects and the gas 
pipeline. Other parts o f Hampshire with less develop­
ment have seen less work. There are, in addition. limi1a-
1ions to our knowledge caused by the visibiliry and 
recognition of sites only in particular geographical and 
geological environments. It is no coincidence that the 
intensive aerial survey. the East Hampshire survey and 
the Chalton survey have all concemrated on chalkland 
areas. Standing earthworks on the chalk are well-known 
features, and cropmarks seen from the air, revealing 
large ditches and pits. pinpoint other si1es on similar 
geologv. However , there may be scnlements which are 
surrounded by only small ditches. or none at all, while 
pits are rare on sites da1ing 10 the very beginning and to 
1he end of the lron A ge. Siles of this nature are on ly 
likely to be picked up by intensive field-walking or 
during 1heir destruction by development. In the areas 
where chalk is absent - in the north-east of the county. 
the Hampshire basin and 1he Wealden region-excava• 
tion has been restricted almos1 entirely 10 sites with 
eanhworks. It is less likely that seulements in 1hese 
areas would be picked up by aerial photography or by 
field-walking, since the panern of land-use is 001 
sensitive to these techniques: it comprises forest, 
grassland and woodland. However. there is scope for 
extendi.ng fieldwork to 1hese areas, since de1ailed 
examination of pas1urelands and 1horough searches of 
Woodland may well reveal new evidence. 

A~orher environment that could repay fur1her work is 
the nver valleys. especially the Avon and 1he Test. for 
although much is under grass. and gravel extraction is 
le~ intensive than in other parts of 1he coun1ry. the 
result_s recently achieved in 1he Upper Thames 
(Parnngton 1978; Lambrick 1978). Nene (Pryor 1974; 
Pryor and Cranstone 1978), Ouse. Welland and Trent 
~Smi1h 1979) valleys have been o f the greates1 
importance for our knowledge of Lron Age Britain. 

These_ factors have undoub1edly restric1ed our 
recognuton of I ron Age siles almost entirely 10 a limited 
range of those found on chalklands. and must have 
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serious consequences for our unders1anding of 1he 
chronological development of the settlement pattern. 
for the establishmem of functional differences be1ween 
different lypes of site , and for the definition of site 
hierarchies. Fig. 13 shows tha1 sites of all periods have 
been excavated, but tha1 there is a serious shonage of 
settlements belonging 10 the period L000-600 BC. Only 
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Figure 13 

Balksbury (Wainwright 1969), O ld Down Farro (S. 
Davies, pers. comm.) and Winnall Down (Fasham 1978, 
14) can be reliably assigned 10 this phase, although there 
are o ther groups of ponery which might be contem­
porary. This is particularly striking at a t ime when 
sett lements of 1his period have been turning up in great 
numbers elsewhere in the country. It is not easy to see 
·the reason for rhis lack. I I is possible that we have been 
looking in the wrong places. for many of the si1es 
elsewhere have appeared in 1he river valleys such as 1he 
Kennet and Thames. and these have been virtually 
ignored in Hampshire. It is possible also that 1he sites 
:have not been recognised in field survey: one of 1heir 
characteristic 1raits. especially in Berkshire, is a crude 
flint industry which has not ye1 be.en recognised in 
Hampshire. Either this material was not in use io the 
county, in which case one of the diagnos1 ic feaiures o f 
the period is missing. or survey work has not yel been 
carried our in 1he righ1 areas. 11 is, or course, alro 
possible that the sires have been located and have not 
been recognised, but in view of the recent i111eres1 in the 
pottery and settlements of this period. i1 seems unlikely. 

Site classification 

!From the 6th century onwards there is considerable 
evidence of setllements. but our undemanding of ii is 
still poor. There can be linlc doubt that we are only jus1 
beginning to appreciate the full density of senlemcnr. 
and still have linle idea of i1s 1rue distribu1ion or of the 
range of types that existed. In par1icular. sites wi1hout 
substantial pits and ditches such as thal on the 
Wallington miliiary road (Hughe~ 1974) may well be 
seriously undcr-rcpresen1ed. Classificaiions of 
settlemen1 types have usually been based on simple 
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morphological criteria. by which settlements might be 
divided into hillforts. palisaded sites. enclosures and 
open sites. with perhaps banjo enclosures recognised as 
a specific sub-type o f_e~closurcs. S~ch a scheme 1s fa~ 
from satisfactory. for II is nor only simple .and prohahl) 
not exhaustive. but also includes categories wh,ch ea!, 
\lary greacly in function. The t~rm hiJlfor! in particula_r 1s 
a dangerous one. for even '°. a res1ncted ar~•-• like 
Hampshire. it can incl~•de sncs <Jf wry. d1ffer~nt 
func1ion. Even one such s11e can vary greatly m funcuon 
through time: Danebur) for insrnnce. becomes a 
denselv settled site wi1h many industrial activities and ara 
imporiant social and economic ro le (Cunliffe 1971; 
1976a). while Balksbury reverts from a settlement wutn 
many swrage buildings to an ordinary ~gricultural one 
no different from a small enclosure. Sne morphology 
coupled with surface collec_rion and ~~ca~nrion rm,y 
ultimately provide rhe funcuonal. clas~1f1c;1t1on of sites 
that is clearly needed. bur such an ,dealis,i very long way 
off yet. For rhe moment i t wo~ld ccrtai_nly be possible to 
devise a more comprchens,vc dass1fica11on of snes 
known to us. using a wider varic1y_ of features such as 
shape. size. chronology and loca11on. as well as th.e 
tradiliOmll presence or absence of _an enclosure. This 
line has already been followed by Perry ( 1966; 1969) . 
and will undoubtedly form one of rhc aims of the current 
intensive aeria l survey. At present. for example. it i$ 
possible 10 distin)!uish various differeni types of 
enclosure (fig. 1-1): 
I. Banjos. as defined by Perry ( 1966}. Their location in 

connecrio.n with 1rackway systems has always 
suggested a link with stock control. bur excavated 
examples such as Bramdean (Perry 1972). Blagdcn 
Copse (Stead 1969). Micheldcver Wood Sire R27 
(Fasham 1978, 3-11 ) and Owslcbury (Collis 1968) 
suggest actual occupation beginning in the saucepan 
portcry phase (c. 3rd to 1st century BC) and 
continuing into the Roman period. These interpreta• 
rions need nor in fact be contradictory; the sites could 
have fulfilled borh functions at once. or they might 
have been constructed as stock enclosures perhaps 
for seasonal use and bcc()me the centres of 
permanent occupation as rhe population and 
seulement pattern expanded. 

2. Large circu lar ditched enclosures. typically I00m. in 
diameter. Examples such as Lirrle Woodbury (Bersu 
1940) and Gussagc All Saints (Wainwright and 
Spratling 1973; Wainwright and Switsur 1976) have 
been excavated in neighbouring counties. but there 
are examples in Hampshire (Perry 1969) of which 
M eon Hill (Liddell 1933: 1935) and Chilbolton Down 
(Schad la-Hall. forthcoming) have been excavated. 
A gain the daring evidence is reasonably consistent: 
the earliest pottery from all rhe sires is the same. 
perhaps dating to the 6th century, and they cominue 
in occupation for several centuries. only Gus.sage 
extending to the final phase of the Iron Age and 
beyond. 

3. Large D-shaped ditched enclosures. Two examples 
have been excavated reccntlv. ar Old Down Farm. 
Andover. and Winnall Down· (Fasham 1978. I.J-17). 
Th~se should be distinguished from the more 
regularly rectangular enclosures such as Portsdown 
(Bradley 1967) or l3ishopsrone. Sussex (Bell 1977). 
which may be settlements located in one licld of a 
pre-existing lield system. The two Hampshire 
examples have similarly massive ditches. Related 
occupation at Winnall Down had a Cl4 date of560 ± 

I()() be. while ar Old Down Fann the enclosure ma,· 
be ()f similar date or perhaps earlier. • 

4. Large rectangular enclosures approximately 100m. 
bv 50m. To th is class can be assigned Cowdcrv·s 
Down (Millen. pers. comm.). Rucrstalls Hill (Oli~c, 
and Applin 1978) and Portway. These ;\II appear 10 
belong to the Late Iron Age and Early Roman ph~. 

These four examples show" considerable tlegrce 9r 
chronological and functional regu larity between sires or 
similar size and shape, and offer a reasonable basis fo, 
assuming that a sensible pattern can he discerned. Like 
much o f rhe Hampshire evidence the scheme concen. 
tratcs on chalkland enclosures. bur it by no means 
exhausts 1he possibilities. Further t)•pcs could easily be 
suggested and tested. This testing ~ced nor involve 
cx<:ava1ion. bul a programme of mtens1ve surface 
collection. possibly based on probability sampling. 
could yield sufficient evidence to indicate the 
chronology and activities or a site. 

lnterna.l site organisation 

One feature of Iron Age settlements that has received 
li ttle attention. either in Hampshire or elsewhere, ~ 
their internal organisation. Where excavation has been 
ex tensive enough. it is clear that certain structures and 
features may be deliberately grouped. Such a physical 
organisation can be seen, for instance. in the su~ssivc 
plans of the interior of Danebury. where circular 
structures. rectangular structures and pits all $ho~ 
deliberate zoning within the site, On a smaller scale. the 
middle Iron Age phase at Winnall Down (Fasham 1978. 
fig. 6) shows a clear division between areas given overro 
houses and io pits. Such patterning has been noticed on, 
number of sites. but far less consideration has been given 
to the traces of other acriviries such as metalworking. 
textile production, crop processing and butchering. All 
these are activities which it is reasonable 10 assume were 
carried on in particular areas of rhe site: at Gussage All 
Saints, for instance. metalworking was restricted to a 
small area inside the entrance. and at Abingdon (Jones 
1978) crop processing was carried out in the housesand 
the rubbish from it diminished as distance from the 
houses increased. By plotting the concentration of 
rubbish , or by-products from these activities. their 
location could be established. It has been suggested. for 
example. that weaving was practised in one very 
restricted area o f rhc Winnall Down site (Fasham. pers. 
comm.). On sites where evidence o f stnrc1ures is 
lacking. they could perhaps be identified by partem~ of 
domestic rubbish surrounding them. A lready in1cres11ng 
varia tions in the deposition of seed and bone remains rn 
different types of feature and across the site have been 
noticed, though as yet these patterns are not dearly 
underswod. 

Site hierarchy 

The hillforts. being the largest and most noticeable 
surviving features o f the Iron Age landscape. have 
received the greatest attention. The excavations of the 

I930s concentrated on ihe nature and chronology of rhe 
defences. wh ile those o f rhe past decade ar Daneburyi 
Balksbury and Winklebury have svippe.d large areas 0 

the interiors and. roacther wirh excavar ionseJscwhcrc~n 
the coun1rv, have lransformed our knowledge oft ~ 
function of these sites. As has been pointed out above: Ih1 

• Id · ·1•sw1t can now be seen that rhc 1cnn hillfort ,nc u es s, • · 
1 widely differing functions. A lthough none of t ,e 
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Hampshire si1cs has ycl been shown 10 be a; early as 
1hose hillforts in oiher parts qf the coun1ry which can be 
shown 10 l}clong to the early par1 of the firs1 millennium 
BC. they were in use throughout the I ron Age. from 
perhaps· 1he 71 h or 6th ccmury BC. Hillfor1s have 
1radi1ionally been regarded as 1hc highesl level of 1hc 
I ron Ace sc11lerner11 hierarchy. and Cunliffe ( 1976b) has 
suggesied 1hc hypo1he1ical developrnen1 of 1hcir 
fonc1ions through 1he I ron Age. The earlics1 hill for1s 
such as Danebury and Balksbury show considerable 
evidence for an organised layou1 and 1he provision or 
ex1ensive s1orage capacity in 1he form of four-posr 
recrnngular s1ruc1ures usually interpre1ed as granaries. 
Such sires may have been used for 1he cem ra I s1orage 
and redis1ribution or food supplies. and are a major 
change in 1hc social organisation of 1he region. II will be 
of 1he greatest interest to correlate this wi1h any changes 
in the subsis1ence economy seen on contemporary sites. 
and to test possible explanations such as increasing 
population. or decreasing agricuhural yields. In the 
middle I ron Age 1here was a further devclopmeM 
(Cunli ffe 1976b). Some hillfons. such as Balksbury. 
reverted to a siatus equivalc111 10 1ha1 of an ordinary 
agricultu ral se11lemcn1. while 01hcrs. such as Danebury, 
became the centres o f large nuclea1ed populations 
practising a varie1y of craft spcciali1ies and perhaps 
acting as 1hc ccn1res of complex exchange networks. 
Cunli ffe has suggested 1ha1 such 'developed" hillfons 
domina1cd 1he I ron Age landscape of the la1er firs1 
mi llennium BC on the chalk lands of Hampshire and 
West Sussex. with Danebury. St. Ca1hari ne·s Hill. Old 
Winchester Hill and The Trundle spaced at approxi­
mately equal intervals in a line from wes1 10 eas1. This 
attractive hypo1hcsis needs considerable resting, since 
although some of the early hillfortscan be shown 10 have 
declined in later centuries. Danebury is the only 
example of a "developed" hillfor1 10 have received 
extensive excavat ion in 1he interior. Daneburv itself ,viii 
001 be wtally understood until it can be pUI in 1he 
co111ex1 of neighbouring si1cs. if anv. o f a similar 
function and status. TornJ. or even extellsivc. excavation 
of other hillforts would no1 be necessarv: since the 
na1ure. frequency and internal organisa1 ion of the 
features characteristic of both the developed Danebury 
1ypc and lhe undeveloped Balksbury l)'PC can. a1 least to 
a cenain extent. be reliably predic1cd. ii would be 
perfectly possible 10 devise a sampling stra1egy 10 1es110 
which of 1he two 1ypcs any hill fort belongs. 

The hypothesis of 1hc developed hillfort raises 
interesting questions in rcla1ion 10 1he areas off 1he 
chalkland. I f the hillfons were 1he centres of economic 
territories. d id these 1crri1ories extend north and sou1h 
beyond the chalk to include a variety or ecological zones. 
like medieval strip parishes? If not. why was 1he 
developed system limited 10 1he chalkland. and wha1 was 
the n;uurc of the social organbai-ion in 1hese lowland 
areas? How should such a massively defended sire as 
Buck!and Rings. Lyming1,m (Hawkes 1936) be 
explained. and wha1 was the func1ion of the considerable 
number of smaller earthwork encla-~ures such as 
Chi lwonh Ring. if indeed they arc righ110 be assigned 10 
the Iron ~gc? In fact. our ignorance of the Iron Age off 
the chalk rs rcmarkabk The amount of work dcvotccl 10 
the Iron Age in Hampshire is considerable. bu1 the 
apparcn1 case and auraction or digging on 1he chalk 
have led 10 (llhcr areas being shamefully ignored. 

The beginnings of urban society 

Most of 1h~ problems discussed above could, 10 son, 

ex teni. be ans,~ered by wo~k in ncighbouringcoun1iesa~ 
cffec1,vely a.s in Hampshire. bu1 Hampshire offers a 
unique oppor1uni1y at 1hc end of 1hc Iron Age 10 studt 
the processes of urban development . To 1he wes111,e 
landscape cominued to be dominated by hillfons. an(l 

the major social and economic centres were loca1ed in 
such sites as Maiden Castle. Hod Hill and Sourh 
Cadbury; this l ine of developme,11 was abrupilv 
1ermina1ed in 1he early Roman period. and furthe"r 
growth was centred on newly established towns such as 
Dorchester. In eastern England north of 1he Weald 
towns emerged during 1he last century before 1he 
Roman conquest. bu1 almost nothing is known of an, 
pre-ex isting settlement hierarchy. Only in Hampshire 
do the hillfon -dominated zone of 1he middle Iron Agt 
and the 1own-ccntred region of the final Iron Agt 
overlap. Hampshire. in fact. offers the opportunity to 
s1udy the transition from one se11lernen1 patlern to a 
totally d i fferent one. By 1he end of the Iron Age 1he 
network of developed hillforts had apparemly been 
abandoned. and a new system of major centres hild 
emerged. including Silchester . Winchester and 
Chichester ; the sites were d i fferent in form. and in their 
location. not on hil ltops but in river valleys or l!Sluaries. 
The long-term success of this new system can be judged 
by the co111inued use of many or 1hese loca1ions in 1h, 
Roman. medieval and modern periods as at Winchesier 
and Chichester. and many o ther late I ron Age 
foundations in eastern England such as Canterbury. 
Colchester. Leicester and Lincoln. 

A nd yet the circumstances of 1he transition 10 1he final 
I ron Age urban pa11ern are far from clear. In the firs1 
p lace, only Daneburyof 1he developed hillforts has been 
excavated. bur even now the date and na1urc of i1s 
abandonment are not cenain. II was apparently 
abandoned at some point bc1ween 100 and 50 BC. and 
the quantity of skeletons hns suggested the possibili1yof 
a vio lent end. Por i1s alleged con1emporaries we know 
nothing. Secondly. 1he origins o f the la1c Iron Age 1owns 
are equally obscure: ironically, 1he very success of 1he 
sites has meant that 1he earliest occupation has been 
largcl)•Oblitera1ed by overlying structures. A l Si lches1er 
(Boon 1969) the earliest occupation is uncertain. and no 
earthworks can definitely be a~signed 10 a pre-conquest 
date. but substantial quanti1ies of po11ery. coins, an<! 
imported ceramics confirm substa111ial occupation from 
the A ugustan period onwards. A t Chichcs1cr (Cunliffe 
197&. Down 1978) even the exis1cnce of a pre-conques1 
settlement can be questioned. No s1ruciures or 
substant ial deposits have yet been found: the 14 Iron 
Age coins could easily be post-conquest introduc1ion,. 
an~ l_here ,ire problems with the in1crpre1a1 ion of 1he 
defmuely pre•conques1 imported pouery. Never1heleiS 
the Chichester harbour region was a major focus oflare 
Iron Age and early Roman ac1ivi1y; 1he whole area ,ms 
cut off by the dyke system (Bradley 197 1 ) : 1here w,1sa 
probable military esrablishment of the conques1 period 
under or near Lhc later Roman town. and an associated 
naval base at Fishbourne: and Fishbournc i tself was 1hc 
scene or unparalleled investment in archi1ecture in the 
proto-pal(,ce and palace. The: Chiches1er area wasal,o 
the centra l poin1 in the dis1rib111ion of 1hc coin, of 
T incommius and Verica. The recen1 discovery of ihc 
I ron Age 1cmplc wi1h its Roman successor on Haylin_g 
Island (Downey et al 1978) adds a further ekmenr 1oih1S 
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concentration of :ictivi1y. There is a st riking. comparison 
with Colches1er in seneral loca1ion. the dykes. 1he 
temple. 1hc early military activity. and ai least the 
suggcs1 ion ()f substantial Iron Age occupation. It is 
unlikely 1ha1 1his occupa1 ion wa, locaied al Sclsey as is 
sometintes suggested. since 1hconly basis for 1his notion 
is apparently 1hc hoard or gold coins sporadically 
revealed by erosion: there is no evidence a1 all to 
a,sociale the gold hoard 10 an Iron Age oppit/11111. 
Despile 1he difficuhics of the evidence current ly 
available. i i remains a distinct pos.1ibili1y 1ha1 the Iron 
Age occupation will eventually be found. perhaps in 1hc 
area of ercates1 contcnlration of pre~conqucst nlilterial 
in 1he nor1h-wes1 quadrant of the later 1own: certainly 
01hcr Roman towns ha,1c been very reluctant to reveal 
dcfinile evidence of 1heir I ron A£C origin,. 

A1 Winchester (Biddle 1975) 1he immcdi,ncly pre­
conques1 occupation is again unceriain. lne large 
reciangular earthwork running down the hill from 
Oram·s Arbour and underlying the wes1em part of 1he 
1own was apparently in use in the 2nd century and the 
firs1 half of the ls1 century BC. but was 1hen abandoned. 
Subsequent occupa1 ion is not definitely established. bu1 
1he 1Jrobabili1y of a Claudian military fort. the rapid 
development of the town in the post-conqucs1 period. 
and 1he town·s Roman name. Ve111t1 Belgomm. all 
suggest 1hat this gap in the occupation is illusory rather 
than real. Once again. as a1 Chichester . it is necessarv 10 
face 1he facuhat even the mos1 in1ensive excavation mav 
fail to reveal the true na1urc of the town·s earliest 
phases. and everi• oppor1uni1y should be taken 10 shed 
funher l igh1 on this problem. There is also a further 
problem in the nature of 1he early rcc1angularenclosurc: 
internal occupation has oC<casionally been revealed. bu1 
the namrc o f 1he si1e b such 1ha1 more extensive 
excavation is almos1 impossible. The origins of 1his site 
and i ts rcl,11ionship 10 1he hillfons. in p.irticular the 
alleged developed hill fort on $1. Ca1harine·s Hill . are a1 
present obscure. 

The transition from 1hc hillfun~ to 1he oppid;i i, thu~ 
far from clear-cut. , ince neither 1he end of 1hc former 
nor lhe beginnings of the lallcr can be adequately 
documented. On a minimal view of the ptC$c!nt evidcnt.'.:c 
not one or rhc sites of either type can he sho\.vn 10 have 
been occupied as a m,1 jor cent re in the period 50-0 BC. I r 
this gap is illusory. and can even1ualli• be Filled with 
further evidence d1her for a later survival for the 
hillfonsor for an c,irlier beginning for the oppida. then 
lhc decline of the earlier sy,1em can be correlated with 
the emergence of the latter. in which site loca1 ion was 
b_ased m<1rc on the need for communication along the 
rn·er valleys and across the Channel. If. on the other 
hand. lhc gap turns out 10 be real. it will be necessary tcJ 

develop~ series of hypo1heses to account for the decline 
of the h1llforts. a period without developed centres or 
any sort . and finally the emergence of the oppida. 

. A further complicati<ln i, presented by 1he cmcrgcn~-e 
in the early ls1 century BC or Hengistbury Head (Bushe­
Fox 1~15: Cunliffe 197~b) a< a major trading and 
mdustnal centre. The forthcoming excavations will add 
gr_catly to our knowledge o f the nature and chronology 
<It the occupation. but ii is clearly a site of• different 
type from those discussed above. and more reminiscent 
or posi-Rt>man sites such a, Hamwih. 11, role in the 
development of urbanisation is unclear. but it 
demonstrates the importance of larg..:•scalc production 
and long-distance trade in the later Iron A ge, 

Exchange 
It is inevitable that many of 1hccommoditiesexchanged 
1n the Iron Age are archaeologically indetcctablt. 
S1rabo l ists among British exports 10 the Continent corn. 
cau le. hides. slaves and dogs. but 1rade in such items 
would be difficult 10 demons1ra1c conclusively. 
Ccriainly lhe usual assumption 1ha1 si1es were sclf­
sufficicn1 in 1hcir agricultural production needs rc­
cxamina1ion. Some ro,,ds1uffs were ccnainly traded. 
since oysters arc found on sites away from 1he sea. 
Inland Sites may have specialised in particular products. 
either crops such as nax or woad. or animals such as 
horses. bm such specialisation would be difficult to show 
archaeologically. 

Clearer evidence for exchange comes from i1ems 
which can be characterised scientifically. such as 
poltery. stone and metal. Ceramic petrology has as yet 
made l i11 le impac1 in Hampshire since the region is more 
geologically uniform than some areas further 10 the 
west. The emergence of a local industry in south-eas1 
Dorse t (Peacock 1973). whose products were distrib• 
u1ed only occasionally cas1 of the Avon. shows what <ean 
be achieved in more favourable circumstances. On 1he 
basis of typology and visual inspec1ion i t can be 
<uggested 1hat 1here was some degree of specialised 
produc1ion from a comparatively early date. The 
cordoned haematite-coated tx,wls of Meon Hill type 
have the appearMce of a specialised product. and in the 
middle Iron Age 1he saucepan pm tradition shows a 
grea1cr degree of standardisation in form. fabric and 
decoration than before. which suggests the grow1h of 
fewer but larger population centres. Work currently in 
hand at Sou1hampton University will add greatly 10 our 
knowledge of this indusiry. 

The evidence for metalworking is unfortunately 
sparse. Many si1es produce slag from iron smithing. but 
1he smelting of local iron ores is more difficuh 10 
subslantiate. The Bracklesham Beds o f the Hampshire 
basin must have been an obvious source , and it i!i 
pos.~ible that pan of the reason for the location and 
wealth of Hengistbury Head lay in 1hc rich ore deposits 
on the promontory. There is linle evidence for 1he 
working of copper and its alloys. but the recognition of 
regional types of lynch-pins. as at Owslcbury (Collis 
1968 Pl. Xll). and s1rap union, as a1 1;3ury Hill (Hawkes 
1940. lig. 16) allows the as.<ump1ion of local production. 
Hcneislburv Head w~,s certainlv the scene of the 
cupclla1ion· of silver . possibly 'ror use in coinage 
(Cunliffe 1?7/!b. 41). 

Geological pr1>duc1s such a~ stone can also be assigned 
to a ,pecific origin. bu1 have received less a11cntion than 
1hcy deserve in the Iron Age. Qucrnstoncs are a 
compan11 ive ly frct1ue111 find: in the early Iron Age 
sac.Jdle qucrns occur in a variety of stones such as sarscn. 
grcensirnd and limes1()nc. but in the middle I ron A ge the 
technologic11I change 10 rotary querns is accompanied by 
1he special selection of greensand from 1he Weald or 
Wil1~hirc. Shale from 1hc Purbeck peninsula in Dorset 
was already exploited in 1he Late Bronze Age. and in 1hc 
I ron Age was distritm1cd widely in Sou1hern England. It 
was worked at Hcngistbury and Dan(.!bury. Another 
mineral or grca1 imporwncc was salt. There is evidence 
that h$ extraction from seawa1er had begun in Dorset a1 
least by the beginning of 1hc I ron Age. but 1he 
development of 1hc industry around Por1smou1h and 
Chichcs1er harbours occurred somewhat later. The 
ex1cn1 c,f the inland distribution cnn he traced in the 
appearance o f briquctage. if indeed this is rightly 



idcniilicd as the clay containers for sah (Bradley 1975). 
Ahhough many or these comm1xlitics remain to be 

studied in detail. some conclusions can be drawn. There 
is ccrt.tinly some evidence for specialised production in 
the early l r<>n Age. but from the 4th or 3rd century 
onwards the picw re is transfonned. Specialist industries 
such a$ poHcry. sall and qucrns develop greatly. and 
many (l( the goods show a greater degree of standard· 
isation than heretofore. This is also the period which 
sees the appearance of s(1-callcd currency bars (Allen 
1967) which may have served both asstandard ingots of 
iron and as a primitive currency. II is also the time at 
which stone weights appear. as at Danebury. Portway. 
Winnall l)own and Wink lehury(Smith 1977. fig. 40. 7). 
The standardisation of goods and the intcros1 in 
weighing arc indicative of a new economic ()rder in 
which the exchange of specialist products played a much 
greater r(lle: the function of the developed hill forts in 
iniegrating this new system needs fort her research. 

The importance of cross•Channel trade in the final 
Iron Age has already been mentioned. and the grow1h (lf 
Hengisrbury Head must have been instrumcn1al in 
changing the established pa11crns of exchange. The 
imports 1hrough Hengistbury can be more clearly 
demonstnued than the exports (Cunliffe 1978b. fig. 32). 
bul the growth of cross-Channel trade may have led to 
grea ter speciali~ation in products for export. and 10 a 
less important role for the internal ne1work of exchange. 
Collis ( 1968) has described the changing economic links 
of Owslebury. receiving its imports first through 
Hengistbury and then through mQre distant connections 
10 the north-eas1. In the last cen1ury of the Iron Age 
Hampshire is situated on the borders of three differen1 
currency zones. the Durotrigcs to the west. the 
A trebates 10 the east and the Trinovantes or 
Catuvellauni to the north. all using different systems of 
coinage. It remains 10 be s..:en 10 what extent this pa11ern 
is renec1ed in <>ther economic ties. 

The quant i ty (lf material from the I ron Age in 
Hampshire is large. but the amount which can be used as 
hard evidence for answering any or the <1ues1ions posed 
above is a small percentage. Much of the work has been 
merely repetitious. and there can now be lin lccxcuse for 
emptying further pits jus1 to recover the po11ery. Whrit is 
now needed is a research plan which will assign priori ties 
to the various problems and devise appropriate and 
efficient strntegies for answering them. Much of the 
work will be survey. either on the ground or from the air: 
much can also still be learnt from artefacl studies in 
museums and laboratories. Excava1 ion will undoubtcdh1 
be needed. but i t is likely to be devoted 1<> di ffcrent sort~ 
or sites. in different regions. nnd of a very diffcren1 
nature from wha1 has gone before. 
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Hampshire: The Roman Period 

David E. Joh11s10 11 

In this paper I propose_ to review our progress, 
particularly in recent years. ,n understanding th~ Roman 
period in Hampshire, and to discuss the diremons that 
fuwre research. fieldwork and excavanon might take. 
However, this seems an excellent opporrunity to pay 
tribute - even if in only general terms - to the 
prodigious effort by individuals _that has been ma~e in 
this field: for although Hampshire must have a higher 
density of professional arch~eologists per square ~m 
than anywhere else in the Unued Kingdom. yet this 1s a 
relatively new phenomenon. The bulk o f the work ha~ 
been done by amateurs - both those who operate 
within thestructureof our numerous societies. and those 
individual.s who have since turned professional. I say this 
with feeling. as it wa5 in this latter capacity that I made 
my first contribution to the archaeology of Roman 
Hampshire. A full catalogue of recent Roman 
excavations' would leave no space for comment, and r 
apologise to those who might feel that their work is 
inadequately treated in what must inevitably be a 
personal selection. I am greatly indebted to numerous 
individuals who have supplied me with inforn1ation and 
discussed it with me: responsibility for the following 
interpretation of it is. of course. mine. 

The Romanisation of Hampshire 

" With the Roman occupation the student of Hampshire 
antiquities enters on the historic period"" wrote 
Haverfield in the first full survey of the subject ( 1900). A 
history of Roman Hampshire must be written (if indeed 
it can be written at all) almost entirely from 
archaeological evidence; the documentary sources tell 
us. on the whole, about the rest of Britain. inviting us to 
follow Haverfield and see Hampshire in that context as 
·'an ordinary and average bit of Roman Britain". 

The ()C(;upying forces of A 043 - or more precisely 
the llnd Legion. commanded by the future Emperor 
Vespasian - presumably entered Hampshire from the 
direction or Chichester. where the temporary store-base 
at Fishboume marks the meeting of land forces and 
supporting fleet. The next verified base is near 
Wimborne. at Lake Farm, close to a reasonably 
suspected temporary naval store-base at Hamworthy. 
What happened in between? The necessary road-link 
past Southampton and into the New Forest apparently 
never materialised. and one may guess that. in territory 
that was hostile compared to the friendly shelter of 
Cogidubnus· Sussex. the fleet may have been considered 
a safer life-line; we consider below the possibility o f a 
lost naval base at Bitterne. At this point Suetonius tells 
us (Vesp. iv), ··vespasian ... subjugated the Isle of 
Wight"". We need not assume a military victory, as a 
diplomatic surrender is equally likely - 10 j1lin the 11 
"kings· whose surrender is recorded on Claudius• 
triumphal arch. Danebury was refortified apparently al 
this time. and there is now evidence (below. p. 53) to 
suggest that part of the army struck north-westwards in 
the direction of Cirencestcr . So far. however, the 
characteristic Y-shaped ditches of intermediate 
temporary fortifications have eluded us. though from 
time to time ourcxpcetations have been aroused (e.g. a1 

Fareham. (cf Hughes 1976. 59) and. on more than one 

occasion. at Winchester and Silchester). 
Winchester. already a major lribal centre, was soon 

adopted as the capital o f the new administrative region 
and named Vema Belgarttm. The first defences followed 
soon. probably about AD(i().70. a bank and ditchwh<>se 
full extent is not yet known. The rectangular grid or 
sueets is of about the same date. and the Forum and 
Basilica (just to the north o f the Cathedral) were 
constructed between this time and the end of the 
century. By the end of the second century larger and 
more extensive defences were built, first an earthen 
bank (in part a remodelling o f the older one) and finally 
a stone facing a decade or two later. The resulting town 
of 144 acres (58 ha) was to be the fiflh largest in Roman 
Britain. 

To the north lay the adjacent administrative region or 
the Atrcbates, whose new capital at Silchester, Calle,•a 
Atreba111m , had a pre-Roman ancestry matching that of 
Winchester. This ancestry accounts for the un-Roman, 
polygonal plan that must have been deliberately 
preserved through four evolutionary phases. Thesecond 
of these phases betrays an interesting miscalculation by 
those who had to predict the eventual size and 
population of their expanding community. For twenty 
years or so after the first earthen defences had been built 
a new. grandiose circuit was started; this nearly doubled 
the length of defences to construct and maintain. and 
dramatically increased the size of the town from 80 acres 
(32.5 ha) to 235 (95 ha). This Outer Earthwork looks, 
and wa~ proved in 1978 to be. unfinished; the new street 
grid was extended towards these defences through 
building plots that were never built upon. The inevitable 
contraction had 10 wait a couple of generations, 
probably until the late second century, when the 
defences-first a bank and in the third century a wall­
took the form that we can see today. 

Silchester. in contrast with Winchester. has the 
benefit of a rural setting with no medieval occupation, 
excavations on a scale that we could not afford today and 
a fine, comprehensive account by G. C. Boon ( 1964). 
The finds. now exhibited with some enlightening mode~ 
in Reading Museum, paint a picture of everyday life ina 
provincial Roman town that is unrivalled in western 
Europe. Jewellery, toilet articles and private scribbles in 
Latin about the day's work or an unnamed girl-friend 
provide the intimate details; the architecture of houses. 
shops, temples (even a tiny Christian church), forum 
and public baths illustrates the amenities o f urban hfc 
that had never before been seen in Britain: and the 
whole is eloquent of the way that local and regional 
government was devolved from the provincial capital at 
L-0ndon. For both Silchester and Winchester would have 
had a council. nominally of 100 dec11rio11s. magistrates 
whose ancestry was doubtless that of the pre-Roman 
aristocratic families. We must remember that thr 
population. not only o f the city but of the entire ci_vi101Qr 
administrative region was almost exclusively Brimh­
'Romans' only in a more general sense, and that 
everyone. down to the humblest peasant laboure'., was 
registered in the lists kept by the new bureaucracy'." the 
civitas capitals o f Yenta and Calleva. This is the ,nne; 
meaning of'Romanisation· and this bureaucraticco."110

1 was the price to be paid for the security and prosp~ruy~ 
life in a Roman province. Although life ,n 1 < 
countrvside mav have looked much the same as it had for 
centuries. everyone. whether in the villas or the pea~edt 
settlements. now felt the hand of ccntralis 
government. 
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A milcst0ne (now losr) at Bittcrnc tell~ us that a road 
was either constructed or maintained by the CIVITAS 
BE(lgarum). For it was the road network 1ha1 held the 
regions- and indeed the entire province - together. 
Silchester was the first major stop on the great trunk 
road (route 4) IO the south-west. and a stretch or this. 
known as the Pon way. can be walked today for 2¾ miles 
alone Caesars Belt from just south of King.sclcrc 10 the 
A34-Winchcster-Ncwbury road . Silchester marks the 
beginning of the carefully planned Wessex network or 
major roads whose surviving remains in Hampshire are 
well worlh studying. Two examples should be noted: 
west of Winchester the road 10 Sarum (route 45a) stands 
proud near Farley Mount as it passes 10 the south of 
Cr.tb Wood. and can be traced almost continuously 
through Bos.sington and beyond (below p, 53 and fig. 
15). north of A ndover and Tang.Icy. beyond Conholt 
Park. route 43 takes a remarkable de,•iation of nearly S 
miles. known as Chute Causeway. to avoid a sleep 
valley. 

The road network may have been far more intricate 
1han we suppose, comprising minor roads and tracks for 
particular purposes. such as moving nocks and produce 
10 market. bricks and tiles ro sites and pottery 10 marker 
or to the nearest waterways. Inland waterways 
(including canals) are known 10 have been imporiant in 
the rest of Britain. and a1 least rhc lower reaches of the 
Test and ftchen would have been navigable; moreover. 
New Forest pottery is supposed to have been distributed 
by sea. The roads, of course, connected towns and 
se11lemen1s. many of which had Latin names. In Wessex 
we have one or two names wi1hou1 places (such as Brit;e. 
which might be in the Broughton area) giving r ise 10 the 
notion of planned settlements that 'failed'. Conversely. 
not all the road crossings gave birth ro settlements: for 
instance. the major cross-roads at Andover has 
produced confused and rather inadequate evidence for 
the market centre that we would expect to have served 
the villas and sc11lemems around i t. In such places 
economic forces were at work that we do not yet 
understand. Half-way along the road from Chiches1er 10 
Silcbestcr was the small town at Neatham, now known 
from excavations. Here the major road crossed a minor 
east-west road: whether or not this last extended far in 
eilhcrdirection is uncertain. or even whether it was part 
or a lost road connecting Wincheste r and London. 
Neatham is proving a useful example of the 'small 1owns· 
of Roman Britain. It had its own defences (a fence and 
shallow ditch) and a sprawling settlement of about 50 
acres (20 ha), houses and workshops of timber and 
stone. and a cemetery. Like 1he main road, its history 
began in the firsl ccmury AD and continued int<J rhe 
fifth. (Milieu, 1975). II has, however, made 
archaeological history with the first recorded lavatory 
scat 111 Roman Britain (Rcdknap, 1976). 

Economically, such small 1owns served a double 
purpose: thcv were both market centres for the 
surrounding countryside. and official collecting-points 
for the a111101w. or rax. which was collected in kind. 
These two functions rencct two new economic pressures 
On the_ countryside in the Roman period. First. the 
increasing population of the new towns comprised 
merchams, shop-keepers. artisans and consumers, all of 
wpom consumed, proccs.sed and distribu1cd rhe output 
0 the f~rms wnhout actually producing it. Second. the 
conversion of a rural surplus into tax combined with the 
need to supply the towns required greatly increased 
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productivity. The appearance of rhe villa esia1es is 
understood to be the response to this, the ' landed 
gentry' in this case being either the pre-Roman 
aristocracy of the region (often the dceurions mentioned 
above) or nouveau riche capitalists with an enhanced 
business sense and a taste for ·Roman' standards of 
comfort. These may seem brutally modem terms and 
ideas. but they represent powerfu l new elements in 1he 
economy and the structure o f society. The key 10 
understanding the villas is not so much the apparatus o f 
baths, mosaics and wealthy houses. (in which 
Hampshire is particularly rich). but large esra1es. 
comprising arable fields. grazing land and forest. wi1h 
out-buildings. corn-driers and mills. In this our 
understanding is sadly deficient, for only one estate, that 
of the :rwyford villa. has been properly defined. 1hough 
t:here 1s now plenty of evidence on the ground, in the 
museums and in the pages of 1he H,1mpshire Field Club 
Proceedings and other journals. Typical of the 
functional nature of the villas is the 'aisled building' that 
is ubiquitous in Hampshire and rhe Isle of Wight - a 
large barn-like building with rwo rows of internal posts 
and a cart-sized entrance. The recently excavated 
example at Spatsholr is one of many that show how rhese 
buildings were partly residential. parily used for storage 
and almost ' indust rial ' operations, and how the need for 
privacy impelled the occupants to erect temporary 
partitions that 'fossilised' into permanent walls 
eventually producing ground-plans 1ha1 effectively 
conceal the original form. These were the primarr farm­
houses. and often remained so: in o thers. such as 
Sparsholt. they were the beginnings of a complex of 
buildings about a farmyard, evolving into large villas or 
the 'counyard ' variety. 

ll is reasonable to see the smaller villas in a 'satellite· 
relationship 10 the larger ones. which will have been the 
collecting-points for the 01111011(1. We have a classic case 
j ust over the border at Mambledon. Berks (Cocks 1921). 
and doubt less others in our area. such as Stroud. as 
interpreted by Appelbaum ( in Finberg 1972. 174-7). 
Here the very large bath-house and the probable shrine 
look like the focus or an estate or group of farms, wirh 
ample accommodation for equipment and personnel in 
the aisled building. On the Other hand. the very limited 
granary space implies 1ha1 mos1 of the cereal produce 
was moved and stored elsewhere. The complex included 
a possible shrine. while elsewhere irs Christian 
counterpart . an estate-church. is implied by 1he 
Appleshaw Hoard of Christian pewter vessels. found 
near Weyhill (Englehe11 r1 1898, 7-20). The ·estate' in 
question may well be the large 'Andover Group· of villas 
t har possibly extended as far sou1h as Sparsholt. and 
included the unusual site at Fullerton (D. Wh itehouse, 
forthcoming). This was a winged corridor house with a 
mill -stream and mill. but apparently no farm buildings. 
T he mill presumably served the estate. and the miller 
was either self-employed or a tenant <>f an unknown 
landowner. private or fmperial. There is no dear 
evidence for Imperial ownership in Hampshire. 
although Appelbaum has tried 10 identify i t at Clanville: 
r!his is probably mistaken. as his structural links with the 
o thers in the group arc tenuous and the supposed 
Imperial inscription (Engleheart 1898, 2) may well be a 
r,eused milestone. as at Rockbournc. 

One aspect of the villas tha1 we have not yer tackled 
successfully is their relationship with the purely ·na1ive· 
sett lements that mus1 have supplied much of the non­
r-esident labour at peak times. Here again curren1 work 



.JS 7'he Arrl111t.#(}/(11!,Y nf llrtmpshirt· 

is amassing topographical evidence that is only just 
being assimilated. Roman fields arc being field-walked. 
surveyed and excavaced. and scctlements scudied in 
decail. The M3 (with its proposed extension) and the 
new gas pipeline have both compelled us to examine 
senlemencs near Basingstoke, Micheldcvcr and Kings. 
Sombornc. But 1he most excensivcly excavated 
se1tlemcn1 is that at Owslcbury. where the evolution of a 
complex of field boundaries, enclosures and trackways 
has been 1raced from the 3rd century BC 10 1he 4th 
ccncury AD. Physically, the Roman occupation made 
liule visible impact on the settlement a l first- only the 
increase in Samian ponery marking 1he passage qf time. 
By 1he end of the first century. however, the enclosure 
ditches and crack ways were no longer being maintained. 
and by 1he beginning of the second even 1he cemecery 
was abandoned. How typical this is of the whole of 
Hampshire we shall know only when the settlement 
evidence from other sites is fully reviewed. but it could 
imply some change of land management and perhaps the 
effect of the new villa estates. A revival at Owslebury in 
the 4th century is matched by evidence of this period 
from many other sites in Hampshire. showing that rural 
settlements were flourishing then. alongside the villas in 
their late nowering. 

The countryside of Hampshire must have felt fairly 
secure in the third century, especially when news filtered 
through from the continent of c,-onomic crisis and 
barbarian raids. Even so. inflation wasmountingand the 
economy. even in Britain. was far from healthy. 
Moreover, villas and unde(ended settlements within 
reach of the south coast were finding themse lves. 
increasingly at the mercy o f pirates and organised 
raiding parties. The threat came principally from 
southern Scandinavia and the Low Countries and 
included the ancestors of the later Saxon senlers. So in 
AD 283 Rome appointed Carausius. himself of 
barbarian origins. to the command of the Channel fleet 
with the commission to clear the seas of pirates. Within 
three years Carausius was master of the Channel and 
both coasts. reputedly enriching himself by collusion 
With the pirates themselves. At this point Britain 
appears once more - briefly - in the mainstream of 
Roman history; for in AD 286 Carausius declared the 
independence of Britain and part of Gaul with himself as. 
joint Emperor with M aximian (Western Empire) and 
Diocletian ( in 1he East). Seven yea rs laterCarausius was 
murdered by his second-in-command. A llectus, and the 
regime was doomed. Carausius" bric( rule is 
commemorated by a remarkable gold coin very recently 
found in mysterious circumstances in a Southampton 
garden; and the bronze coin of Allectus found in the 
Sparsholt villa reminds us of the panic that must have 
been felt throughout the region in 296 when mes~engers 
repon ed that the Imperial forces had eluded the rebel 
neet off •~e Isle of Wight. had landed (at Lepe. or 
perhaps Bn1erne?) and were marching inland toward5 
Winchest~r . The critical [)allle took place somewhere 
near Basingstoke. and A llectus took horse towards 
London only 10 be hunted down and killed. 

1t is rare for a historical event 10 leave its identifiable 
~ark in the a!chaeological record, and rural Hampshire 
1s no excepuon. In fact, the visible remains of the 
Carausian episode comprise the first examples of the 
·'Saxon Shore Forts·· - a chain of coastal defences from 
Portsmouth Harbour 10 the Wash 1ha1 was developed 
and ~trengthened for a cencury or more. Ponchester 
cenamly was a Carausian foundation. although - in 

common with others in the system - its precise functio 
is still a mystery. Landward communications and late,; 
links between forts seem 10 have been weak or non. 
existent. and it is hard 10 sec how the forts could have 
operated as bases for a patroll ing fleet. The impregnable 
defences seem almost irrelevant, 1hough the massive 
walls. bastions and gates or Portchester are the most 
impressive Roman rcmi,in, in Hampshire. The 
excavations. now being published (Cunliffe 1975-7). 
have given us a detai led account of a specialised 
communi1y in the closing years of Roman occupation, 
Immediately after the Carausian episode the military 
buildings were carefully dismantled - a sign both that 
1he revolt was over and probably that the seas were. fora 
while. safer. The occupants. who now included women 
and children. must have formed a pc,1san1 militia and 
caretaker garrison. In about 340. however. the fort W3.$ 

recommissioned with a regular military garrison tha1 
survived for some30 years before being withdrawn -or 
perhaps moved 10 a fortified site at Bitterne. This last is 
still a mystery. though ii seems that in its final phase~ the 
promontory tip was fortified with a wall and towered 
gateway like a Saxon Shore Fon. a rudimentary 'town· 
of civilians sheltering outside it under the protection of 
the enigmatic 'Outer Earthwork'. Even the move from 
Portchester 10 Binerne is merely a hypothesis based on 
the unproven suggestion that Portsmouth Harbour 
was already silting up fast. Before we leave the Saxon 
Shore Forts we should note that remains of another have 
been detected under Carisbrooke Castle (Rigold 1969) 
where the observant eye can still find chem. 

The succeeding phase at Ponches1er shows 1he 
establishment of a non-Roman garrison of mercenary 
troops. apparently of Gern1anic origin as evidenced by 
their sunken-floored huts (grubenhauser), their grass­
tempered ponery and o ther significant pieces of 
equipment. Here they arc the link 10 the succeeding 
Saxon and early medieval phases. so we must turn 
briefly to consider the defensive precautions taken 
elsewhere. The 'Saxon conquest' was certainly not a 
blaze of pillage and b loodshed. but rather a complicated 
pattern of settlement and immigration. The late Roman 
cemetery at Lankhills. Winchester, (Clarke 1979) is the 
key not only t0 Winchester but 10 other towns in late 
Roman Britain. By now the urban communities were 
compelled 10 ensure their own defence, both by 
re(ortification and by contracting mercenary garrisons 
of Germanic troops - an alien element in an insecure 
community. Ac Winchester a large group of distinctive 
graves shows that they forn1cd a discrete and doubtless 
privileged caste of soldier-settlers. In Silches1er. 100. 
there may have been such a force in the final years 
before the site was abandoned. The towns thus formed a 
series of fortified strong-points in a landscape 
increasingly vulnerable 10 mobile raiders and would-be 
settlers. Elsewhere in "Britain (and indeed in Europe)a 
grant of land seems often to have been pan or the 
contract. a thought that brings us to 1he vexed question 
of the end of the villas. Hampshire. unfortunately. has 
little lo contribute to the debate. Certainly. none of th< 
villas was burnt to the ground at this time, and ii is ni()re 
likely that (as Martin Biddle has anempted •0 

demonstrate at Twyford) the estate continued to be 
cultivated even 1hough the villa buildings were 
abandoned. The Sparsholt villa sheds a linle light M 
1his; 1he residential and farm buildings fell derelict aj 
,n one case were robbed for building stone. the wall 
courtyard was maintained as a stock-yard. and a large 
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1imbered hall buil1 nearby. Who occupied 1his is pure 
guesswork; but we can· at least suggest. from its 
proximity to Winches1er, 1ha1 1he esia1e may have been 
awarded 101he new. immigranl . se1tlers. 

Recent research and excavation 

Although the historical skelel<ln above may seem a liule 
bare. efforts arc being made 10 fill i1 out in deiail. For 
example. our region has seen several •villa' excava1io~s 
in recen1 years-1wo in 1he Isle o fWigh1. and at least six 
in H:,mpshirc (the precise number depending on one's 
terminology). Most have been incomplete. bul the ra~gc 
of buildings 10 extend our unders1anding of villa 
complexes includes an aisled building a1 Kimpton 
(Dacrc 1976). bath, at Braishfield (unpublished). a 
water-mill at Fullerton (Whitehouse. forthcoming). 
Although limited in scale, the Twyford excavations have 
established a Flavian origin for 1he villa. and the 
forthcoming report will include an important analysis or 
the ·estate· and its relationship to 1hc M anor and Parish 
(Biddle , pers. comm.). Sparsholt (Johnston 1972) was a 
complete excavation of a relatively simple bul well 
preserved villa 1hat may become a type-site for central 
Hampshire. This activity reflects the wealth of sites- a 
recent coum of 'villas· gave I 08 wi1h 49 o ther buildings in 
a study area comprising Hampshire. 1.O.W. and parts or 
adjacent counties (Johnston 1976). 

An outstanding site. mistaken by its first excavator (in 
1903) for a villa of unusual form is the Romano-Celtic 
temple on Hayling Island, still under excavation at the 
time of writing. 11 is outStanding in many ways: it began 
as an Iron Age temple in 1he mid-first century BC - a 
rnre find for Britain; indeed, it is considered one of the 
best authenticated Iron Age 1emples in northern 
Europe. In about AD 60 it was rebuilt in stone, and 
reached ils final form (a circular shrine in a sacred 
enclosure surrounGed by an ambula1ory) around AO 
100, but was derelict and probably demolished less than 
a century later. Significantly, it was within sight of the 
Roman Palace at Fishboume on the other side o f 
Chichester Harbour, and its building phases correspond 
well. In other words. it was probably the principal cult 
site of Cogidubnus. the presumed owner of Fishboume, 
which was buill in the early Roman period and altered at 
the beginning of the second cemury. The copious finds 
show close continental con1acts. and the temple in its 
Roman phases (the largest in Roman Britain) is best 
paralleled in central and western Gaul. (Downey. King 
and Soffe 1978). 

Rural seu lemeni is a study that is occupying teams in 
many areas of Hampshire, especially around Andover. 
1hc Test Valley. Basingstoke. the north-east 
Hampshire/Surrey Border. southern Hampshire and the 
projected ex1ension o f the M3. This last. in particular. is 
gi~ing ~sour first view in Hampshire of a rural landm,pe 
w11h villas. The Owslebury excava1ions pur,;ued the 
evolution of a settlement 10 1he end of 1he Roman 
period: its excavator has described ii (Collis. pers. 
com!".) as 'a villa witho~t the buildings· - a salutary 
reminder of the economic importance of 1hcsc native 
settlements. A more compact sett lement subsequently 
(and completely) excavated at Ruestalls Hill . 
Basingstoke. (Oliver and Applin 1978) also showed 
occup_ation from the Iron Age into the Roman period. 
but with a break of 150-200 years before reoc-cupation in 
the late 3rd century, occupation of a different charac1cr: 
this consi~ted of a recut enclosure ditch and a single 

building-perhaps a stock_yard with accommodation for 
the stockman. The published report recognises the 
difficulty of inierpreting one site in isolation. and 
reviews 1he evidence from the Basingstoke region· ii 
suggests that a1 this la1e phase the Rucstalls Hill ~nd 
nearby Common Plantation sites were part of a larger 
Roman complex o f which the centre has no1 yet been 
identified. Whether this is part of an organised pattern 
of native sites. or evidence of an unrecognised villa 
estate remains un~-ertain . A contras1ing rural scttlcmen, 
on the downland of eastern Hampshire has been 
surveyed and partly excavated at Chalton (Cunliffe 
1976). It is typical of a relatively rare form of Romano­
British •,•illage' identi fied on the downland of Wessex 
and Sussex - an orderly complex of rectangular 
cul1ivation •plots or gardens with streels and rcc1angular 
timber-framed houses, reminiscent or the "tofts' of 
medieval villages. The rarity of the form is probably an 
illusion. and indeed it may one day be recognised asa 
consistent part of Lhe Roman rural scene. The economic 
and social status of the Chal1on village is difficult to 
assess from the limited evidence; but the dominance of 
purely local pottery and the lack of non-local wares 
implies 1hat little direct con1act was main1ained with the 
neighbouring market centre at Chichester. 

The Roman need for intensive food-production 
mentioned above has been put in context by recent 
research into land-use in central Hampshire before and 
during the Roman period (Murphy 1976). The pre­
Roman failure 10 exploit a good range of crops is 
explained as due 10 cultural tradi1ion and agricultural 
conserva1ism. while lhe effects of Roman official 
intervention have at last been identified in the plant 
remains. The known deterioration in the climate 
towards the end of the Roman period is now 1hough1 10 
be only a secondary factor in the rrend (in Hampshire.as 
elsewhere) towards wheat production in the4th century. 
Furthermore. a late Roman change 10 pastoralism is 
certainly not supported by 1he evidence. at least in our 
region. 

The difference between a large settlement and a ·small 
1own·, especially when unwalled. may be merely a 
semantic problem. The possibility that the East Anton 
site was one of the •failed settlements of Wessex has 
been mentioned above. Our understanding of its nature 
and status have been hampered by the redevelopment of 
Andover, though its potential is considerable, a marke1 
centre at a crossroads in an area of agricultural 
prosperity with many villas (Champion 1973). Rescue 
work under difficult conditions has established 
settlement continuity (from grain storage-pits 10 a oom· 
drier) with enclosures and scattered structures (M. 
Dacre. pers. comm.), and a tile-works ha., t,een 
suspected ; but no cohcren1 plan has emerged. One 
bui lding of the 3rd-4th century has been excavated 
(Wilson 1972. 348). 

A1 Silchester, relatively little excavation has been 
done since the earlier campaigns. 1hough c<)nsiderable 
progress has been made in elucidating the phases of ihe 
defences and the 1own plan and of selected buildings 
within ii, including the church (summarised in Boon, 
1964). Recent work has been dictated by th• 
requirements of conservation of the walls and gates and 
lhe a.ssessment of plough damage (which inclu_dcd 3 

re-examination of part of the Forum); aad at the ~,me_of 
writing the amphitheatre is under excava1ion. ag~n wil_h 
a view 10 conservation (for summaries. see Bntanma 
7-9, 1976-8 and IO. 1979 forthcoming). The walled town 
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is in Hampshire. in a salient of the county boundary: 
however. the terrirorium. or immediate administrative 
area, is divided between Hampshire and Berkshire. and 
is relatively unstudied. Fortunately. a start ha~ been 
made on this by the Calleva Field Stud• Group. a survey 
that is_ admirably complementary to the new 
excavations. Excavations at Winchester (summarised in 
Bmlmma 1-9. 1970.9 and 10. 1979 forthcom ing. and 
discussed in Wacher 1975. 277-88) have continued 
annually under contrasting rescue conditions. And yet 
our knowledge of the interior remains disappoiniingly 
fragmentary. 

A major advance in the history of Hampshire is our 
understanding of rural industries in the Roman period. 
Attention has been focussed on two industries. that o f 
the ·coarse· ponery and the manufacture of bricks and 
liles. Pottery kilns are now known throughout the 
County, especially in the eastern and western pans. The 
New Forest kilns have been famous since the pioneer 
~ork of Heyw9od Sumner (1927) that is now joined by 
t at of Fulford (1975). This last study is particularly 
v~luablc for the economic significance of the New Forest 
~Ins v1s•a•v!s the competitive Oxfordshire potteries. 

quallys1~n1ficant in this respect is the work by M. Lyne 
o(r the Ahce Holt p0neries and their marketing area 

yne and Jefferies 1979). 
Our second important industry is that of brick and til.e 

manufacture. again throughout the region. How far this 
~•~served by the use o f clamps, rather than kilns, is still 
i~t nown. thou_gh the former are suspected at. for 
'lb ance, Curdndge, Andover and in the Isle of Wight 

e north ru-td west at least of our area was apparently 
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served by itinerant tilemakcrs, to judge from the use of 
rclief-panerned tiles (Lowther 1948. J9hnston and 
Williams 1980). But the importance of the Botley­
Fareham area has been emphasised by the important 
excavations at Crook horn Lane (Goodbu rn 1976. 366-7) 
of Lile kiln(s). clay-pits and an aisled building. The 
essential study of the marketing area for these and other 
products has barely begun. but the combed markings 
and the ceramic petrology have great potential for such a 
Study. 

T here is one more industrv that deserves mention -
1haI of salt. Richard Bradley has pursued this for many 
years; his recent paper on salt-working and se11 lement 
on the Hampshire-Sussex border (1975) was described 
i n a review (Cleere 1977) as 'the only paper by an 
archaeologist which pays more Lhan passing aucntion 10 

uhe economics of the salt industry, and deals very 
effectively with the use of ~•It as a consumable 
commodity within a balanced dealing economy'. 

Finally. the role of the Museums should not be 
underestimated. In recent years, unnot iced by the 
a.rchaeological public, there has been a considerable 
amount of re-excavation of Museum vaults and st0re• 
rooms. An unexpected cache of Silchestcr material has 
come to light in Winchester. including one of the most 
interesting finds from the site- a curse tablet inscribed 
on lead. Southampton Museums have also been 
involved in two recent rediscoveries - the proposed 
recovery of a lost mi lestone and other inscribed stones at 
Bittcrne, and re-examination of one of the two lead 
ingots from Binerne, which disappeared after discovery 
in 1918. In Winchester City Museum. the displays have 
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been transformed by important new Roman material. 
including burials at Grange Road and especially 
Lankhills, and 1wo large mosaics, one from Brook. 
Streel. Winchester, and the Other from the Sparsholt 
villa. The last is now accompanied by some outstanding 
wall-plaster. The coverage o f the Hampshire County 
Museum Service i..; increasing. and so doubtless will i1~ 
con1ribu1ion to both the interpretation and presentatioll 
of Roman Hampshire. The initiat ive o f the County 
Council is to be seen already in developments at 
Silches1er and Rockboume, 1he villa where extensive 
excavations are a1 last being backfilled. but where the 
museum and the newly conserved portions will con1inue 
to a11rac1 interest. 

Future Directions 

We must now pass brieny 10 a consideration of 1he 
future. and some suggestions for the direction of new 
work. 
. Clearly. we must set limits 10 our study. and 1hose 

hm11s should be dictated no1 by the convenience of locall 
government, but by the material itself. There arc two 
dimensions to this, 1he horizontal and the vertical the 
spatial and the chronological. In spa tial terms.· we 
should be looking for the geographical dis1ribu1 ion of 
evidence, and for pa11erns in it. If a natural area does 001 
immediately present itself, we can take an arbi1rary area 
$uch as that o f fig. 15 which contains the whole of 

Hampshire and parts of adjoining counties. Within it, 
we could identify geological regions for special study. 
such as the 'Hampshire Basin'. ecological regions 
defined perhaps by land-use. 1ransec1s such as the 
Motorway zone that may no1 necessarily be of our own 
choosing. an<l selected areas such as fig.. 16 where we 
think our questions can be answered best. Of these 
regions, only the first has not been tried with 1he 
Romano-Bri1ish evidence in mind. 

The chronological dimension is often overlooked. as i1 
would be if we were to take fig. 15 as a pic1ure of ·Th< 
Roman Period'. Pa11erns. territories and regions wdl 
change, period by period. like the phase plans of a_n) 
individual site. This demands sound and comprehensive 
dating evidence. and it has 10 be admined that fonhe 
Roman period this evidence is inadequate, insuffim~1 
to produce the period maps that ought to accompany this 
particular summary. Nevertheless, this admission makes 
us face the real issue: 1he existence. throughout ih< 
Roman period, of three a11cie11t regions. or 'units·. d 

T he first of these is the tribe. both pre-Roman an 
Roman (fig. 17 A). The larger pre-Roman tribes. the 
Atrebates and Belgae. are well known; if smaller units 
within these had names, we know nothing ofit an~ hove 
10 award our own. as Cunliffe has done ( 1974) usmg_Lh~ 
evidence of scnlements and artefacts. The 1wo mb: 
names quo1ed above were adopted for the new Roma 
civitatcJ·. whose boundaries will have been defined al th.• 
time quite precisely. We do not know how long their 
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identities lasted into the period. nor d<) we know 1heir 
rccise boundaries, I prefer to follow Rivet (1964. 140) 

fn placing the boundary between the two civitatcs at the 
mid-point by the Whemsheaf Inn. where 1here was an 
extensive settlement. perhaps even a temple. but I 
u~derstand thac Jill Grccnaway's fonhcoming study of 
chc Acrebates will place the boundary further to 1he 
north. 

A smaller uni1 within the civitas is the 1errirorium of 
the capital town. For Silchestcr. 1he evidence must exist 
in 1he complex of undated earthworks and extra-mural 
settlements. and 1his is why the current field-work in 1he 
area is of prime importance. It is often remarked 1ha1 the 
curia, or local senate, ideally of ICXl decurions. demands 
a substantial number of dwellings of dccurion status. 
either 1own-houses or villas. or both, Where are they? 
For Winchester. the answer may emerge from 1he work 
of MARC 3. A provisional intcrpretarion of the evi­
dence. to which the Director of the survey is in no way 
oommi11ed. is this: there seems to be a zone. roughly 3 
km, deep. to the north of the walled town. more or less 
devoid o f settlement. This presumably is an area that 
could be cultivated from 1he town, Beyond this l ies an 
arc of almost continuous sett lement. passing through the 
Worthy villages. And beyond this lie the fields 1ha1 were 
doubtless cultivated from those senlements. There is at 
least one 'villa', in Micheldever Wood. and sensitive 
field survey here confirmed by excavation has identified 
the most interesting feature of all: a series or long fields. 
70m wide, that are in contrast to the 'celt ic' character of 
Romano-British fields in the rest o f Hampshire. One 
must suppose that these were professionally surveyed. 
and 1ha1 the hand of the bureaucrat. and by implication 
the territorium. extended thus far. To the south of 
Winchester, the panem is not S<> clear . partly through 
lack of intensive survey and partly because the panern is 
dis1or1ed by the exceptionally large villa estate of 
Twyford. 

The third ancient administr;uivc region, and the 
largest. is the Province. Simply 10 think or Britain as ·the 
Province· is 10 ignore the chronological dimension 
again, Initially. 8ri1a1111ia was the so-called 'Lowland 
Zone·. roughly up 10 1he Foss Way, with London 
superseding Colchester as the emerging capital. From 
AD 213 the island was divided into two provinces. (Fig. 
178) and_ our region was in 8riu11111ia S11p<•rior. with the 
cap1talst 1II at London, From AD284 Britain was divided 
in~o four. and later five. provinces. grouped as the 
Diocese of The Britains. itself part of ihe Gallic 
Prefecture. Our region fell now in Brirarmia Prima wi1h 
a new capital. Cirenccstcr. The relevance of this shift 10 
the ~rchaeology of Hampshire has never yet been 
considered. Bureaucratic conirol of the countryside 
must ha_ve remained strong. and so we migh1 expec1 a 
~cw '011c~ta1ion· of the rural economy. renec1ed, for 
instance. in the evolution of the road system. or in the 
m~rke11ng pattems of identifiable products such as 
b?cks and tiles. Here. unfortunately. we leave the realm 
O fact for that of speculation, What, for instance, 
:,Ccame ,of the crops grown in the fields of Roman 
hmpshire? Did they no longer pass via London to the 
northern garrisons but via Cirencester 10 the west? Or 
ove~as? How far were 1hc economics of 1hesesmaller 
~rovm,ces self-contained? Is it significant lha1 the 
:t•:11es ofone mo~ai~ ·sch_oor (J ohns_10~ I 977. and :i~. 

f&J?) seem 10 co1nc1de w,th the prov,nc,al hound,mes? 
d 1 ~ill be clear by now that. although we have plenty of 

Cta,led mformation about Roman Hampshire, the job 
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o f piecing the jig•saw together has barely begun. and 
that there arc large areas o f pure specula1ion. In 
comparison wi1h other periods surveyed in this volume it 
may we! I be that 1he acquisition of more information by 
cxcava11on should h_ave a relatively low priori1y: 
ncve_nhcless. more w,11 be forthcoming in the future, 
and 11 may be helpful 10 draw ancntion 10 three or the 
many area~ on which we should concentrate in 1he 
s,carch for it. 
, The First is the period of the Conquest of AD 43 and 
immediately thereafter: south Hampshire is a void so far 
in the archaeological record of lcgionarv movements 
between Fishbourne (Sussex) and Lake Farm (D<lrset). 
However. there are already 1hree pointers: 

(a) If a new interpretation of the road panern at 
Cirencester is correct (Johnson 1979. 42. 52) the first 
road to the new fort 1here cl)me from Silchcster. This 
would have taken part. a1 least. of the Second Legion 
close 10 Danebury. which might be one of the twenty 
oppidll that Suetonius 1clls us were captured in this 
campaign, It was certainly refortified at this time. and 
Cunliffe is now suggesting that certain human remains in 
pits could possibly be battle casualties. 

(b) Route 421. from Silchester to Binernc, is an early 
r.oad that tu rned abruptly northwards at Wickham 
1owards Winchester. leaving 1he last few miles 10 
Bi11erne as a minor service road (Soffc and Johnston. 
1974), T he lack of a known road westwards through the 
New Forest may imply that permanent roads were not 
la id a1 this stage, probably because the neet was a more 
satisfactory lifeline, 

(c) It seems possible that there is an unrecognised 
naval base still to be found at Bitteme, It would be 
mid-way between those found or suspected at 
Pishbourne and Hamworthy in Poole Harbour. An early 
imperial interest in the site is shown by the lead pigs of 
V espasianic date and Cotton (1958, 14) suggests ·a port 
with riverside wharves·. in Period II (Flavian). Thai 
there was ever a Period I. as early as the Conquest 
period, is pure speculation. 1hough Cotton does review 
the material of that date and reject the p0ssibili1y. in 
contradiction of ear lier writer,;, 

A second area where we should concentrate on the 
search for fresh evidence is in an anempt 10 assess the 
impact o f Roman conquest on 1he rural communities 
and their way of life. It is fashionable 10 assume that 
nothing changed. and indeed this may be superficially 
true. 8u1 this is to misunder,;tand the nature or 1hc 
occupation, which was essentially the bureaucratic 
control of the lives of individuals by means o f universal 
registration and 1axation, This may have affected the 
economy qui1e fundamentally. and this in 1urn would be 
recorded in the archaeological evidence. Here is a 
question that is unanswered; we must 1ry to answer it 
from the archaeological evidence. The villas. of course, 
were a response to the new situation and the heavy 
demands on the productive capacity of the region. On 
some sites there seems 10 be c-ontinuity of occupation. 
whereas other favoured sites were reoccupied. The work 
at Owslebury and the Micheldever area, mentioned 
above. will shed some light on this continuity. as also will 
the current programme at Abbo1stone Down which 
appear,; 10 be part of a rural farmstead of the very late 
!Ton Age to 1hc 2nd century AD. In addition an area of 
·Celtic' riclds near Broughton (Fi,i:. 16) i,currcntl)'being 
examined in detail in order to test the relationship 
between a ditched (and presumably pre-Roman) 
senlement at A and a known Roman building (8). The 
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sub-rectangular fields lie i_n distinc1 block~ implying 
either a sys1ematic allocation of land-holding or the 
caking-in of new land. Those around 1he se1tlcm_ent are 
clearly reln1ed 10 it. The field boundary a1 C-D 1s more 
prominent than 1he res1 and precedes 1hc Roman road 
6-F that crosses it. At C i1 may have been remodelled to 
join 1he road. and a working hypo1hesis is chat ii formed 
an approach road. via a hollow way down the scarp al G. 
10 the Roman ram, or villa(?) on the lower ground at B. 
Ficldwalking has already found the debris or another 
Roman building a1 the edge of the enclosure. a situa1ion 
possibly resembling 1ha1 a1 Rucs1alls Hill . 

Finally. a third priori1y for research is 1he queslion or 
con1inuily from late Roman 10 early Saxon times. Some 
progress here has been made al Cha lton, Ponehester 
and Winchester. Nationally. 1his is a grow1h-point for 
research. especially into the fote or the rural 
communities in the late fourth and early fif1h centuries. 
The most promising starting-point would probably be 
the villas and 1hcir estares. The latter are hard enough 10 
identify even in 1he hey-day of the period. but clues can 
be picked up by working backwards in time from such 
material as charter evidence and parish boundaries. If a 
community continued 10 cultivate an estare through 1he 
fifch century and beyond. 1here would still be some 
recognisable uni1 in Saxon rimes. Con tinui1y in 1he villa 
itself will of1en mean a shif1 from derelic1 Roman 
buildings 10 a sub-Roman s1ructure nearby, of a 
different character. This could mean a break in 1he 
stratigraphical sequence. complicared by the pauci1y of 
sound dating evidence. coins and po11ery. This was the 
case at Sparsholt where the daring is uncerrain. but 
probably of the later fourth century; a ceramic link with 
Winchester is the occurrence of a distinctive two­
handled cup paralleled at the L1nkhills cemetery and by 
other examples at Portchester and Rockboumc. In a 
purely rural context such cont inuity will be even more 
elusive. 

In conclusion. we mus1 admit that we are not yet in a 
position to draw a coherent picture or Roman 
Hampshire. There is indeed plenty o f information. 
inadequately studied. in our museum$ and journals. But 
i t is not nece,;sarily of the right kind. appropriate 10 1hc 
questions we ough1 to be asking. To admit this is no110 
bcliule the efforts or 1hose who arc working on 1his. and 
in keeping with the spirit of this volume I have cried to 
pay 1ribute to their achievements. A c this s1age we must 
identify the problems and the questions 10 be asked. We 
must grasp opponunirics as they arise. But it would be 
irresponsible not 10 have a clear idea of research 
priorities, should we be offered the choice of 1wo Roman 
sites. for example, and the resources 10 excavate one or 
them. I hope tha1 the suggestions made above will be or 
help to those individuals or groups who may one day 
have to make policy decisions of 1his kind. 
11-\ c:cimprchensive up-tO•datc li$1 of ex(nviuions a,,d si1~s is hdd b)' 
Hnmps:hirc Coun1y Mu~um Service's Environmen1al Record, 
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Hampshire's Anglo-Saxon Origins 

David A. Hinton 

At first glance, it might seem that Hampshire is well 
provided with both archaeological and documentary 
evidence for the post-Roman period. Cena,nly there ,s 
more than for many other counties. most notably for 
next-door Dorset. Unfortunately, however, the Anglo· 
Saxon Chronicle and other records do not present a 
secure chronological framework for the settlement 
history of the county: the earlier pan or the Chronicle 
has to be seen a.s a genealogical exercise, as a piece of 
dynastic history rather than as a precise narrative record 
of events. Antiquarian accounts which postulated that 
intrepid Germanic chieftains led their bands or folk 
either against the hostile British or (an alternative view) 
into deserted wildernesses in the exact years and t() the 
specific places mentioned in the Chronicle. have had to 
be abandoned. or at least substantially modified. in the 
face of the archaeological evidence. some of which 
shows an Anglo-Saxon pre,Sence in an area long before 
its recorded conquest by a Ccrdic or a Port or a Cynric. 

Evidence for the post-Roman period continues to be 
increased by fieldwork and excavation. and Hampshire 
has been fortunate in the amount of archaeological 
activity that has taken place since 1960. Although many 
reports have yet to be written. there has been full 
publication of the Anglo-Saxon occupation sequence at 
Ponchester Castle by l'rofessor B. Cunliffe (1976). who 
has alSQ produced a synthesis of the fieldwork a1 Chalton 
( 1972) which led to the discovery o f 1hc important 
settlement on Church Down (Addyman and Leigh 1973; 
Champion 1977). The remains of structures similar to 
those at Church Down have been found in 1979 by Mr. 
M. Millett on a chalk ridge at Cowdery's Down. near 
Basingstoke. Near Andover. Anglo-Saxon features 
have been found at two sites. Old Down Farm (Davies 
1979) and Charlton (Dacre and Warmington 1977) . The 
work of Professor M. Biddle a1 Winchester is of 
international significance (e.g. Biddle 1973).as is that 
undertaken at the Saxon town site at Southampton 
(Addyman and Hill 1%8, 1969: Holdsworth 1979). 

Anglo-Saxon archaeology really began as a study or 
cemeteries. and they have not been neglected because or 
recent interest in settlements. The importance or the 
cluster of cemeteries around Winchester was brought 
out by Mrs. A. L. Meaney and Mrs. S. C. Hawkes in 
their study of the two sites at Winnall ( 1970). and Mrs. 
Hawkes has also excavated a cemetery at Kings Worthy 
(ibid. 1-2). Recently published is the large cemetery al 
Droxford in the Meon valley (Aldsworth 1978). The 
report by Dr. G. N. Clarke on the Roman cemetery at 
Lankhills outside Winchester. which has implications 
for the A nglo-Saxon period, is in proof (June. 1979) and 
that on the site at Port way, near Andover. is close to 
completion (Cook, Dacre and Warmington, fonh­
commg). Smaller groups of burials al Meonstoke 
(Devenish and Champion 1977) and at Buriton (Cunliffe 
1975) have already been published. A large cemetery 
was found in 1976 ouiside Christchurch (now in Dorset 
but in Hampshire until 1974), and ha.sbcen excavarcd by 
Mr. K . Jarvis; a late sixth-scvenrh-centurv date is 
proposed (Jarvis 1979). Of comparable date is a 
cemetery a1 Bedhampton on the Portsdown ridge, 
excavated by Mr. D. J. Rudkin (Webster and Cherry 

1975, 222; 1976. 161: 1977. 208). These vcrysubsrantial 
additions to the corpus of data will sharpen our 
perspective of ihe period. especially when considcre<l 
together with re-evaluation of the Isle of Wighr 
cemeteries (Arnold 1979). and when more of the repons 
are avai lable in full it will be possible to re-open ~uch 
questions as racial affinities. l inks with other pans of 
England and the Continent. sex ratios. age expectant)', 
and many other matters. 

Despite au the new evidence from Anglo-Saxon sites. 
great difficult ies remain about the dating of objects. and 
thus o f the contexts in which they were found. A current 
d ispute concerns the applied disc brooch excavared aI 
Portchcsrcr. which Mr. M. Welch considers to belon~to 
the second half or 1hc fifth century (in Cunli ffe 1976. 
206· 11). but which Dr. V. I. Evison places in the first 
half ( 1978. 269-70). This relatively minor d ivergence in 
dating proves to be crucial in interpretation of the 
history of Porrchester. Dr. Evison·s date would supixin 
Cunli ffe·s belief that the site remained in continuous 
occupation ( 1976, 3. 301), Welch's allows an interlude of 
at least fifty years between the fort's abandonment asa 
Roman defence and i ts first Anglo-Saxon period use 
(Johnson 1977. 67). TI1is problem at a particular sire of 
course mirrors 1he much wider problem of continuiti 
generally. At another walled Roman scttlemenr. 
Winchester. reconsideration of the ponery has led 
Bidd le to see uninterrupted occupation in some vestigial 
form through the fifth. sixth and seventh centuries. 
despite the proven ahandonmen1 of many areas within 
1hc circuit (Biddle 1975. 303) . No site in the 1own hasyeI 
revealed later fifth- or sixth-century structures however. 
and since the ponery is even more· difficult 10 date than 
the Portchesrer brooch. it remains very possible 1hat 
there was an interlude during which Winchester was IQ 

all intents and purposes deserted. Recent work at 
Silchester has not altered the established view that there 
was effectively no occupa1ion after r.A.D. 450 (Boon 
1974, 74-82; M. Fulford. pers. comm.). By contrast. 
Welch has opened the possibility 1hat one of the very few 
Anglo-Saxon objects at Hampshirc·s 01her 1valled 
Roman site. Bitterne. may be as early as the late fifth 
century in date (in Cunliffe 1976. 205). The object is a 
bronze disc brooch incised with ring-and-dot. a 1ypc or 
which there is another from Grave 36 at Droxford 
(Aldsworth 1978. fig. 29). Dating at this cemetery is also 
a matter o f debate. for Dr. Evison ascribes a small 
number of the objects 1here to the first hair of the fi£th 
century (1978. 269). whereas A ldsworth prefers later 
dates. at lea.st forthcirdeposi1ion ( 1978. 170-1) . 

Some of the Droxford objects dared by Dr. Evison 1° 
the early fifth century are considered by her to be 
'military belt accessories· { 1978. 269). This inrroduces 
another topic of current deba1c, for not only is dating a 
problem, but so al.so is the interpreration of the objects, 
and the social role of their owners. Who were the 
soldiers to whom mi litary fittings might have belongc~? 
Were they Teutons invited to the island as mercenaries 
to defend the British from the 1hrea1s of Pictish, Irish 
and Frankish pirates. men like Hengist and Horsa in 
Kent, who oversrayed their welcome and usurped their 
hosts· territory? Biddle has argued 1ha1 there was 
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already a sirong Germanic element in 1he popula tion of 
the Winchester area in the founh century ( 1976. 325-6). 
because of the na1ure and content of some of 1hc graves 

1 Lankhills, which he would have as 1hose of founh-
~nrury /oeti. irregular soldiers recrui1ed from outside 
Britain. They would have been augmemed in the fifth 
century by the arriv:•I of mercenaries and 1heir families 
by invitation of Bn11sh leaders, demonstrated by the 
fifth-century use of Ponchester. By this argument. 
political control of 1he Hampshire basin passed out of 
British hands only in the sixth century. Biddle argues 
that 1here was much more cultural integra1ion and 
assimilation than used 10 be thought possible ( 1976. 
337). Thal there are many A ngl<1-Saxon cemeteries on 
Hampshire's _cen1ral chalk l_ands. which arc 101ally 
lacking near $1lchester, may simply show 1ha1 there were 
immigrants living in the Winches1er district who were 
subordinate 10 British control. no t 1ha1 a British king in 
the Silchcster area was gazing impotently southwards at 
1crri1ory lost 10 an alien presence. 

Biddle's view of Hampshire·s history in the fifth and 
sL,th centuries has not gone unchallenged, The evidence 
at Lankhills for Germanic laeti is very slight (DickinSQn 
1977. ,1{)7-8). and i1 is difficult to attribute a specifically 
militarv. and 1hus mercenary, role 10 such obj ec1s as the 
Ponchester bronze brooch. The 1radi1ional story 1ha1 
the Bri1ish and the Anglo-Saxons were hos1ilc 10 each 
01her may have been over-slated in the past, but an 
uneasy acquiescence in each o ther's presence may be a 
more acceptable view 1han that which sees large 
numbers o f Anglo-Saxons as having been invited 10 
provide protection to 1he Bri1ish. Cunliffe has argued 
1ha1 1he sou1h coas1 round Portchester was seuled by 
Anglo-Saxons early in 1he fif1h ce111ury, and 1ha1 ii was a 
·1reaty-area' in which 1hey were reluc1an1 ly 1olera1ed by 
their British neighbours. who d id not wish for any closer 
contact (1973. 132). This is an extension or a case made 
for a similar area or Sussex. the Ouse-Cuckmerc region, 
which seems never 10 have had much usage in the 
Roman period, and was therefore left open 10 1he 
immigrants hy the 6fth•ccnrury Bri1ish (Welch 1978, 
24-5). The parallel is not exact, be.cause 1here is more 
evi<)ence for Roman sen lement in the Hampshire 
coastal dis1ric11han 1here is in the Ouse•Cuckmerc zone.. 
It also or course requires early fifth-century dates for the 
Ponchcster discoveries, which as we have seen are not 
~eyond dcba1e. Nevertheless i1 shows 1hat a di fferent 
mterprc1a1ion or the material is possible. A mercenary 
does n01 necessarily lurk behind every bell fi11ing. 

The argument 1ha1 the Bri1ish relained their control 
much longer 1han used 10 be 1hought possible also 
depends on recent proposals 1hat parish. county and 
other. boundaries may perpetuate areas originally 
dchm11ed in the pre-Saxon period. and 1ha1. for 
exa.~plc , Roman Silchestcr survived l(mg enough as a 
polmcal en11ty for some of i ts adminis1ra1 ive function to 
pass to 1he Anglo-Saxon stale that even1u3lly came 10 
control the area (Biddle 1976. '334·5). ·n,e shire 
~ undary_deviates northwards as thqugh deliberately 10 

Y·pass S1lchcs1er, and the parish boundaries describe 
an approximate circle of about 4.5 k ilometre radius 
ceniermg on the walled area, leading Biddle 10 sugges1 
~ 31 lheyrc~rescn1 thcs?rvi_val of tbe areaofSilchc~1er's 

~manopp1dum. The kink m 1he coun1yboundary,s the 
~ult ?r ahera1ions in 1894, however (Dickinson 1977 . 
M • cuing Gelling 1976, 808-9). when a new parish. 
M onimer West End, was de1ached from Stratfield 

0ntmer (VCH , IV. 31} so 1ha1 the •circle' round 
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Silches1er is a nineteenth-century development. Far 
from repr~~en1ing a fossilized Roman ar1pidw11, 'the 
l~cal adm1ms1ra11vc landsca)X' evolved at a time when 
Stlchcster was no longer an important centre' (Gelling 
1976. 809). Indeed the local boundaries could suggest 
1~a! ,the parish of Silchcs1er results only from the sub· 
d1vts1on of a large Anglo-Saxon estate which otherwise 
comprised 1hc various parts of Stratfield. a name 
su!\gcsting land that for a long time remained un,;e11led 
( tbtd .. 808). This however is a problem that cannm be 
fully considered until the coun1y has a place-name 
survey or the kind recently completed for Berkshire 
(G?lling 1974-6). and in course of completion o f Dorset 
(Mills 1977). There 1s a 1ypcscrip1 (Gover 1961). but i t 
needs to b.e up-dated and given a critical commentary. 

In looking for an oppidum round Silchester. Biddle 
was inOuenccd by recent work on the Continent. where 
such 1erri1ories can be demonstrated as having 
surrounded Paris. Cambrai c1c. (Lombard-Jourdain 
1972. 377-84). A similar or>pidum might be seen 
surrounding Winches1er. perpetuated by the great 
Chilcomb estate owned by the mins1er, 1radi1ionallv 
since the seventh century (Biddle 1976. 333). The 
original extent of this territorial unit is unfortunately not 
certain . By the time that its boundaries are recorded. for 
1:he tenth century. it did no1 surround the city. a block o f 
land on 1 he nQnhcrn side being owned by the bishop 
( Biddle (ed.) 1976, 257). This could result from a 
d ivision of the original es1a1e (Finberg 1964. 216) . but 
the uncer1ainty i llustrates the difficulties 1ha1 arise from 
attempting co derive information from documentary 
sources about a period earlier than the datl' they were 
wrinen. Even allowing 1h,11 the estate did once surround 
1hc ent ire city. however. it remains far from the regular. 
symme1rical circuit 1ha1 an oppitlum might be expected 
10 have had. The argument 1ha11his uneven perimeter is 
partly caused by the deliberate exclusion of the estate 
1'ha1 must have surrounded the Roman villa 01 Twyford 
would be more convincing if the Chilcomb es1ate did no1 
contain within it 1hc sites of two other Roman villas. at 
Sparshoh and Crawley (Schadla-Hall. 1978. Map 13). 
More relevant are two episodes in the N11rraiio Meirica 
de S(111c10 Swithwm wri11en a1 Winchester by Wulfstan 
11hc Cantor between 992 and 994. which relate 10 a 
miracle at. and a pilgrimage 10. points three miles from 
tlhc ci1y (Biddle (ed.) 1976. 257) . three miles being t.he 
radius o f an oppid11m. Campbell printed this 1ex1 
wi1hou1 d iscussion (1950). but it may well be that 1he two 
episodes were included merely 10 add verisimili tude; 
Wulfsrnn would have known from Continental saints' 
lives that 1he three-mile point was significant (Lombard· 
Jourdain 1972. 382·3). He knew and used 1he works of 
Con1inen1al wri1ers. some of whom stayed at 
Winchester where their inOuencc was particularly felt: 
one or 1hem was Lantfridus. who was the author of a 
prose life of St. Swi1hun (Lapidge 1972. 93•4). Clearly 
the evidence that the Chilcomb estate perpetuates 1he 
late Roman authority of Winchester is far from 
conclusive, although ii is no1 a modern illusion like 1ha1 
postulated for Silchcster. . 

The possibili1y 1ha1 Roman. and perhaps 111 some 
cases pre-Roman, adminis1ra1ive or other land divisions 
c:ould have survived 1he dismption of the early Anglo­
Saxon period and be recognizable in later documentary 
o r physical evidence is an excit(ng one. but. a.< we have 
seen. has 10 rely on data for which other m1erprcia11ons 
arc of1en equally permissible. A further example of this 
is 1hc case 1ha1 has been made for Wiltshire and north• 
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east Dor1<el 1ha1 1hc location or a very high proportion o! 
1he k,1own pagan Ang1<1-Saxon cemeteries on o~ close 10 
parish boundaries shows that rhosc ~mundan~s were 
a lreadv in existence. and thal many panshes dcr,ve from 
Romarl estate units. retained as legal divisions e,•en 
though 1he si1cs or 1he farms from which they were 
worked had been abandoned (Bonney 1976). In 
Hampshire only ha lf or 1he located cemeteries _are on 
parish boundaries (Biddle 1976. 328). and there 1s good 
reason 10 think that their siting was dependent on 
topography rather than on established boundaries. since 
most are on ridge-top sites overlooking valleys 
(Aldswor1h 1978. 179). This suggests a senlemen1 
paltern based on 1erriiories dictated by th(! valleys. wi1h 
the parish boundaries showing later sub-division into 
pern1aneni esia1e uni1s (ibid.). The possibility or 1he 
survival from Roman or pre-Roman times or groups of 
estates. as argued by Professor G. R. J. Jone., ( 1976). 
would or course be diminished by this explanation or1he 
origin of Saxon estate pauems. The argument is thM 
·mulliple estates" were iaken over by 1he Saxons from 
the British and 1hat 1he system of render described in 
lne's laws and 01her sources was based on the Roman 
tax-paying adminis1ra1ive system: i1 survived in many 
parts or Wates and the north (Sawyer 1978. 18$). But ia 
may be 1ha1 i1 was the concept of the trib11111111 1ha1 was 
taken over and adapted, no1 necessarily 1he actual land 
uni1s. In Sussex. for instance. Dr. P. Brandon has 
argued that Jones is wrong to see Celtic ·ctachans· 
behind fam1s on the Archbish(\p of Canterbury"s South 
Matting estate ( 1978, 158-9), but that 1hey should be 
seen as having evolved from Saxon expansion into the 
Weald from the ninth century onwards. 

In Hampshire. there may even be posilive evidence 
that estate units were completely re-arranged. leaving 
no 1race in the land-holding pa11ern or their previous 
existence. Jones has pointed ou1 1hat Liss is a place­
name derived from 1he Welsh 1/ys. meaning court, or 
chief place or a distric1. implying a major es1ate cen1re 
there. which subsequently became a unit wi1hin 1he 
royal esta1e focussed on Odiham (Jones 1978. 63; Gover 
1961. 59). The matter is slightly more complica1cd 1hall 
Jones states. because 1herc were two vills named Liss in 
the Middle Ages. Liss Turney. a detached part of 
Hefedele hundred which was merged wi1h Odiham 
hundred in 1316 (VCH. IV, 66). and Liss Abbas. so 
named because i1 was held by the abbess or 1hc 
Nunnaminster al Winches1cr (VCH. I. 473). Only the 
latter is entered in Domesday Book. and i t was in 
Mcons1oke hundred. There m,iy welt have been a 
Bri1ish 1/ys. the memory of which survived tong enough 
for the name to be passed into wriuen records. But the 
territory administered from it was subsequently divided 
between several different hundreds. and its ownership 
was fragmented. h is only the name which shows what its 
original role may have been. for there was no continuity 
of that. role beyond some unknown date prior to 1086 
when the Domesday Book was made. The Bri1 ish estate 
was carved up. and its size cannot be reconstructed frorn 
the Anglo-Sa_xon ~vidence. nor did it affect the Anglo­
Saxon admm1s1ra11ve arrangements in its area. 

h may also be noted al this poin1 that Wickham. " 
place-name derived from a combination of 1he Latim 
!'icus and Old English -//iim. is a parish established only 
in the twelhh century. and that the 1own is right on the 
edge or its hundred (Hare, 1975. 9-L0). •Wickham" 
n_amcs ha_vc been given prominence recently as being 
sues wh,ch may have been centres of Roman 

administrative units (Gell ing 1978. 67. 73). although 
Professor P. H. Sawyer has shown that -ham in sud, 
cases may refer to an area, not to a specific place (1978 
159). In any case. M rs. Gelling strcs.~es tha1 none or lh~ 
•Wickhams· seems to have been 1he ccn1re of a Saxqn 
mult iple estate, and the Hampshire example certainly 
docs not seem to have been a place or any particular 
significance in its area. As in 1he case of Liss. its former 
role may have been perpetuated long enough to be 
reflected in its name. buL the reality of Lhat role was 
completely 10s1 in subsequent re-organisation of 
Lerritorial units. Po1en1ially of grea1er interesi is 1h, 
regeneration or three Roman seulements. perhaps 
markets on 1rade routes. at East Anton, near Andover 

' at Neatham, near Alton. and below present-day Havam 
(Hughes 1976. esp. 71). A lton. Andover and Havan1 
were all royal vills in the A nglo-Saxon period, and 
A ndover and Neatham gave their names to hundreds. 
There is a hint here of some form of continui1y. but no1 
necessarily based on Roman land units. Revival of a 
marke1 role is notable. 

The only other claim for a pre-Saxon origin of land 
administration in Hampshire is based on darn in 1he 
clevenlh•century Domesday Book. a source so ruu of 
intcrpreta1ional quagmires that any theory based on i1 
alone is easily muddied. Six entries in the Hampshirt 
folios record estates which had 1erri1ory both on the 
mainland and on 1hc Isle of Wigh1. Another was 
A mesbury in Wiltshire, ancient royal demesne. 10 which 
LyndhurSt also belonged un1il it was 1aken into the New 
Forest. Jones saw in this ( 1961. 231) ·a faint echo of that 
far flung control of territorial resources which 1he 
construction of the me1ropoli1an sanctuary at 
Sionehenge must have entailed'. since Amesbury is near 
that remarkable monument. Could such control realh• 
have survived not only the entire first millennium B.C. 
and 1he Roman era. bu1 also 1he impact of 1he Anglo­
Saxons? Apart from 1he initial settlement disrup1ions 
and the rnvagings of Stuf and Wih1gar recorded in 1he 
Anglo-Saxon Cltro11icle. any adminisira1ive links 
between estates on Wigh1 and 1hc mainland on the " '<51 
side of the Solent were likely to have been broken in 1he 
seventh century when Wight was •given· to Sussex by 
King Wulrhere of Mercia (EHD. I, 654). It is unlikely 
that they would have been re-forged subsequently by 
Caedwalla of 1he Wes1 Saxons, whOse motive for 
conques1 of the island seems to have been 10 acquire new 
lands to d isperse among his men (Sawyer 1978, 52). An 
alterna1ive explanation is tha1 the holdings recorded m 
the eleventh century resulted from alloca1io~s, 
purchases and gi fts made 10 provide a resource in wh,_ch 
the head manor was itsetr deficient. The Hampshire 
main land manor.; are all close 10 the New Fores1 
heathlands. and al1hough some would have had good 
meadowland by the Avon. all would probably h_are 
tacked ploughland. for which the southern part orW,ght 
was excellen1 (Darby 1977, 127). Ringwood and 
Stanswood. which from their sizes seem likely 10 hav< 
been dependent on unnamed capws on the island. had 
probably provided timber and hunting rights for the 
csta1e. The existence of small scanered parcels of l•nd 

on Wight available for distribution in 1he late Saxo_n 
period is shown by such chartet1' as Ethelred s 
conrirming two hides at Meolocd1111e, flea111wre. •nd 

1Jeadi11gab11man, and one at Stathe, I(> Winchester N•
1
•• 

M inster (Finberg 1964. No. 132: Sawyer 1968. No. 842. • 
These holdings are not separately mentioned '" 
Domesday. so it is 001 known if they were assessed 31 
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. ri of Wit1chcs1er's mainland holdings. or as pan of 1hc 
~,hop·, large Coauborne manor on the island. or had 
tx;en annexed by secular owners (VCH. I. 5 18). The 
. '"of Amesbury is discussed elsewhere (Hinton 1979). 

c,,~ • t d·rr· 1 • f • bul it remains to stress ag~110 t h.! t ,cu t1csy using_later 
sources 10 in1erpre1 earhcr pa11erns. par11cularly m an 
area where tradit ional links were upset by 1he creation or 
ihc New Forest. II should also perhaps be noted that i1 is 
hard II· correct m say I ha! all six of 1he releva111 
Hampshire manors arc 'pro1ec1ed by nearby hillforts' 
(Jones 1961. 230): none of 1he modern centres o f 1he 
named places is within 1hrcc miles of a hillfon . and none 
ha.I 8 hillfort wi1hin its parish. In an area as prolific in 
hillforts as southern Engl;md. 1his is certainly 1101 a 
posi1 ive correlation. 

The cominuity problem is 1101 of toursc one in which 
discussion is confined 10 cs1a1c uni1s and mercenary 
soldiers. Names l ike Liss and Wickham which conrn in 
L:uin or Welsh elemcms may have been formed in 
periods when British and Anglo-Saxon folk were in 
conrnc1. so 1ha1 British words p11sscd imo English placc­
names. 01her examples of names which like Wickham 
combine Lalin and Old English are Havan1. Fun1 ley. 
Boarhunt and Mo11isfom ( from f1111w. spring. founlain) 
and Por1smou1h (from por111s) (Gelling 1977. 67-86). 
When these hybrid names were fonned is 1101 of course 
known. so thai they are nm posi1ivc cvidence o f fif1h­
cen1ury Anglo-Saxon selllement: the cluster o f f ive in 
south l·fampshirc k>oks !'ignificamly close 10 Port ­
chcs1er. bu1 manv of those outside the coun1v do not 
coincide wi1h areas where 1here arc known fiftli-century 
ccmc1erics (e.g. P1mland in Dorsc1. Teffom and Fovan1 
in Wiltshire). The names do not seem 10 be related in 
enough cases IO known [if1h-ccn1Urv se11lemem areas lO 
beusedascvidcnceof suchse11lemen1 in !heir own righl. 
I! is difficult 10 see whether !heir scauered dis1ribution is 
significan1 of anything 01her 1han haphazard occasional 
useoflnan words. Mrs. Gelling has 1ried to see a pa11crn 
in 1he port names: Pons111ou1h denotes an impon ant 
Roman harbour . guarded by f'orw.r Atlumi. anglicizcd 
as Ponchcster. Poole. ·1hc nex1 natural harbour 10 1he 
west'. derives from 1he Old English pot. 1hcre being no 
Roman harbour !here worth a name (Gelling 1978. 78-
9). Sailors however will 1es1ify 10 1hc in1ervcning 
h?rbo~r a1 Chris1church/ l-lcngis1bury. and archaeolo­
g1s1s will be relucrnnt to accep11ha1 Hamworthy in Poole 
harbour was no1 a major Roman si1e. Significan1 Roman 
use of Pen land should be anticipated from M rs. 
Gclling·s thesis. bu1 none has ye1 been located. Again a 
merely haphazard use of Lalin loan words seems 
indicated. 
. As we have seen. Wickham names have been much 

d1scu~5cd recently. as has 1he -/ram clemcn1 which 1hcy 
comam. Although l rtim can refer 10 a whole area. i i is 
more . usually used wi1h the meaning 'homcs1ead'. 
r~for~mg 10 a parcicular place. ~lriim names are now seen 
~s bemg among !he earliest of Old English names. and 
are though1 generally 10 pre-date -inga and -i11gllham 
names_ which used 10 be given precedence. There arc 
only nme1een •ham names in Hampshire. and 1hey ure 
: 1dely sca11ered (Aldswonh 1973/4. 34·8); like 1he loan· 

1 
Ord names, they canno1 be shown 10 rela1e exclusively 

0 the known areas of early A nglo-Saxon seulem~nl. It 
~ems unlikely 1ha1 !hey can give useful evidence about 
1 c fi fth and sixlh cen1uries. Plt1cc-norncs will probal>ly 
r;ove?lore helpful in elucida1ingse11lcment pauerns for 

c rn,d and la1c Saxon periods. An example is 1ha1 name • s in •worth may be evidence o f secondary 
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se11lcme!11s (Cox 1975-6, 66). which fi1s well wilh 
Cunliffe s view of !he Chal1on area. where on 
a_rchaeological evidence he sees 1he development of new 
Siles in the mid Saxon period, as a1 Blcndworth and 
ldswor1h ( 1972. 5) . 

Two furth~r examples of Hampshire -hiim nttmes 
d cscrve cons1dera11on because of recent archaeological 
work. In th_e first case, -hiim is perhaps used in its wider 
sense. Chns1church was originally Twineham, a name 
derived from (aet) Tweoxneam. 'be1ween the waters· 
(Gover . 196 1. 221}. Here a wpographical name 
appropnale 10 a dis1ric1 seems indica1ed. and this later 
became a11achcd 10 a specific site. i.e. 1he modern 
Christchurch. The recently found ccme1ery jus1 ou1side 
1he_ ~ank ,ind ditch of 1he burl, suggests Anglo-Saxon 
ac11v1ty 111 1he area from the la1e six1h cemury; was 1his 
when 1hc name was formed? More difficul1 is 1he case of 
Stoneham. a name au ached now 10 two separa1e 
settlements bc1wcen Southamp1on and Eas1leigh. This 
name is (aet) Stan/ram in five probably au1her11ic 1cn1h­
and eleventh-century charters (Sawyer 1968. Nos. 418, 
942. 944. 1012. 1509) . Here "ham· could derive from 
lum1111 (river meadow c1c.) rather 1han from -iriim. 
!hough the la11er is marginally to be preferred (Rumble 
1979). The name certainly refers 10 1he on ly place in the 
area where stone (s1an) would be a feature. 1he Roman 
si le al Bi11crnc. The charters refer 10 1wo separate 
estates bo1h called Stanham. and 1his and 1he 
in1crrningling of some of 1heir 1erri1ory around 
Mansbridge (Burgess 1960) is fairly clear evidence 1ha1 
they were originally a single holding. bisected a1 some 
da1e prior 10 A.D. 932. 1he date of the firs1 of 1he 
charters. Stanham was presumably 1he name of 1he 
entire estate, bu1 later became specifically auached 10 
sc11le111en1s al North and South Stoneham. 10 nei1her of 
which is i1 1opographically relevant. When 8i11erne was 
later taken ou1 o f 1he Sou1h S1oneham es1a1e. 1he 
Stonehams ceased 10 have ,my conneclion with !he sile 
from which 1hey had derived their names. This is a good 
illus1ra1 ion of 1he pilfalls awaiting those who 1ry 10 
derive informa1ion from place-names abou1 a sile's 
immediate environmcm or its date of foundation. 

Another aspcc1 of the continuily ques1ion concerns 
1he use of rural si1cs. So far. none of Hampshire·s 
Roman villas has produced positive evidence tha1 i1 was 
SI ill used in the fifth century. Around Chahon. however. 
C unliffe has found early Anglo-Saxon po11ery at Roman 
seulemem si1es. which suggests !heir continued use 
(1972. 3--1}. By contras!. the sevcn1h-cen1ury si1e a1 
Church Down, Chahon. has no Roman predecessor. 
!hough Roman objects were found in i ts occupants· 
refuse. Similarly al Old Down Farm. Andover. 1here is 
no evidence of s1ruc1Ures between 1he first and sixth 
ccmuries (Davies 1979). A nucrna1ing and imperrnanen1 
pa11ern of occupation Siles seems 10 be indica1cd. 

In the wider scale. 1he use of certain areas in 1he fif1h. 
si:<lh and seventh centuries seems 10 be a11es1cd by !he 
dis1ribu1ion of seulements and ceme1eries. Those 
around Winchester and A ndover , and at Droxford. 
imply 1ha11he chalk downs and 1heeasily-farmed hchen. 
Test and Meon river valleys cu11ing 1hrough 1hem were 
in use. Discoveries near Allon sugges1 that 1he Wey 
vallev was also farmed. The ceme1eries on 1he 
Ponsdown ridge. and 1he occupation Ol Por1ches1er. 
imply ex1ensive use of 1he fenile sou1h _coast bell. and 
CunliCfc's work sugges1s con1mucd agnculturc on the 
chalk downlands northwards 10 Pe1ersfield. Byconirasi. 
work on 1he clay-wi1h-nin1s nor1h,eas1 o f Winchester 



shows Roman fields being abandoned (P. Fasham. pers. 
comm.), and the almost wrnl absence or evidence from 
the north of the county on the higher chalklands and the 
unwelcoming clays around Silches1cr suggests li11le use 
o f those zones in the early Anglo-Sa,on peril>d. 
although both have yielded a sca11ered distribution of 
Roman material. 11 is heartening that this kind of 
infom1ation is no longer solely dependent on the 
distribution of cemeteries. Field-walking programmes 
such as arc described elsewhere in 1his volume are 
helping 10 supply reliable evidence. both posit ive and 
negative. Particular I)' needed now is thorough survey of 
the gravel terraces which in the "lbames Valley and 
elsewhere provided se11lemen1 ;:ones highly favoured by 
1hc Anglo-Saxons. Unfortunately in Hampshire the 
eravels of 1he lower Test and round Netley have been so 
heavily built over, or so disturbed bv quarrying and by 
1he re-channeling of stream beds. -that much o f our 
evidence has already been destroyed. 

The actual numbers or people involved in the 
se11lement history is of course impossible to determine. 
The 150 burials al Kings Worthy. and the -15 a1 Winnall 
11. bo1h near Winchester. arc quite high totals for 
southern English cemetery sires of the Anglo-Saxon 
period. but are cumulatively fewer than the 500 Roman 
period graves al Lankhills. This may in part be due to the 
problem o f incomplete excavation, but there arc o ther 
Roman cemeteries around Winchester. so that i1 
remains true that many more Romans than Anglo­
Saxons h<1vc been identified in the area: despite this, ii 
the cemeteri~s alone were considered. 1here wou ld be 
no reason to suppose that the county as a whole wa~ 
densely populated in. say , the third ccnrnry. and thinly 
popu lated in the sixth . Indeed the cemetery evidence 
Laken on its own would suggest that there was a 
concentration of acrivity around Winchester in the 
Roman period, and li11le in the rest of the county: the 
cemetery evidence for 1he early Anglo-Saxon period is 
much more widely scattered (Aldswon_h 1973/4. fig. 4}. 
The balance is of course redressed by Roman sc11lemcntt 
evidence. especially of the 1owns, forts. villas and corn 
<lriers which are readily recognizable because of the 
$olidari1y o f their remains. The lesser Roman se11le­
ments are also easily identifiable. because the po11ery 
and coins used al them are sturdy and prolific. Evidence 
for the post-Roman centuries is more difficult 10 locate. 

Because cemeteries arc so much easier 10 find than 
se11lements of the early Anglo-Saxon period, the 
location and excavation o f Church Down, Chalton, has 
been of outstanding importance. The ex1en1 of its site. 
its apparently regular plan. and 1hc sc;ile of its 
structures, were all unexpected (Champion 1977). The 
buildings used substantial quantities of big t imber. as the 
size and number of the post-holes and beam-slots show, 
and were therefore presumably solidly built : floor areas 
indic,11e large rectangular rooms. The length o•f 
occupation of the site is uncertain, but most or it took 
place in the seventh cenrury, as the discovery o f an 
en~mel escutcheon helps 10 bear out (Addyman and 
Leigh 1973. Plate VI). Interestingly, Old Down Fam1, 
Andover. has six ·grub-huts'. simple small sheds with 
sunken floors, but none of the more substantial 
buildings like those at Chahon. It seems 10 have been 
occupied in the si,cth cemury, by no more than a few 
p_eople .. perhaps only seasonally. It may typify the son of 
sue bemg abandoned during the sixth and seventh 
c_enturics in favour of the larger, nucleated se11lemcn1s 
1,kc Church Down, Chalton, or from which nucleated 

sites may h;,ve grown. The large fif1h~ntul) 
se11lements which Cunliffe po~1ula1ed ( 197.?. 11. phase 
I} have_ yet IO be round. 1f they ever c,isted in 
Hampshire. 

The sites in the valleys below Church Down. Chahon 
seem 10 have come into use during the mid Saxon period 
when •worth names were in vogue. as we have seen. but 
the present Chalton is also in the valley and may have 
been in use earlier. as P,01tery or the same da1c as that 
from Church Down has recently been found there 
(Hughes 1977). The fluc1ua1ions in the se11lcmem 
pa11ern even on the chalk downs are still far from being 
f-ully understood. Church Down docs howe,,er show us 
one large, well -organized site. presumably a village. 
Even if only a proportion of the sixty-one structures 
found were houses in contemporaneous use. can a 
population of less than a hundred people be envisaged) 
Assuming that most of them we.re principally active in 
farming and its associated activities such as weaving, 
how large an area around Church Down was being 
cultivated from 1he se11lemc111? The answer must be 
measured in hundreds of acres. but at 1hc same rim, 
need n01 ncce.~sarily be as much as a thousand acres. The 
parameters have 10 remain extremely vague. 

T he ex tent of 1hc land farmed from Church Down 
may be unknown, but 1he site's size implies the son of 
well-organized agricultural se11lemcn1 which would 
have been required by estate owners who had 10 render 
10 their king the substant ial tribute which King lne'sla1e 
seventh-century laws detail (EHD. I. 371. ch.70. 1). The 
count-ryside was capable of supplying large surpluses of 
produce. The rubbish pits excavated al Saxon 
Southampton contain enormous quanti ties of cow, 
sheep and pig bones, almost certainly, except for some 
of the pigs, from well-nourished animals driven into the 
town for slaughter , not bred there or brought in as salted 
carcases (Coy and Bourdillon 1979}. Grain and 
vegetable supplies are less easily demonstrated, but 
were certainly reaching the 1own (Monk 1978). although 
in quantities that can only be guessed. Southampton 
seems 10 have emerged in the late seventh century. and 
10 have grown into a large town within a couple of 
generations. Its population site is unknown. but its 
spatial area was larger than that of the medieval walled 
town, although 1he buildings within it were less tightl) 
packed. Nor do we know where the people who lh·ed 
there came from: some were probably aliens. such as the 
two men buried with weaponry in M elbourne Street Site 
XX (Holdsworth 1979). but many, such as those making 
coarse po11ery in the town (Hodges 1980. class3). would 
have b.:en natives of the area. and probably this was irue 
of the bulk o f the artisan population. The 1own's rapid 
growth implies a hin terland able to supply i1 both wit~ 
people and provisions, a measure of the kingdoms 
organisation and prosperity by 1he end of the seventh 
century. 

The rise of Saxon Soulhampton c. 700 is associated 
with the siabili1y that King Inc brought 10 the kingdom 
of Wes.~ex, with its increased prospects for trade 
(Stcnton 197 1, 70-5). The rise of lne and the dynasty of 
the Gewi.s~·e is 10 be analysed in a forthcoming pa(l<!r by 
Or. T . M . Dickinson and Dr. D. M . Dumville: [or 
Hampshirc's purposes. ii is important 10 dcm~nstrat< 
how disparate were the elements of which 1he kmgdorn 
WilS composed. even in the seventh century. It becomes 
possible to d iscuss these various components because~r 
the documentary sources. nowbly of course Bede_, 
Ecclesiasritlll Ni.rrory, which reveal infonnation that~ 



Lur~ 
•a~ 
I In 

ton. 
riod 
bm 

13\'(" 

lhat 
here 
nent 
:ing 
.. us 
age. 
ures 
'" a 
;ed? 
,e in 
ling. 
eing 
I be 
time 
The 

'0Wn 

"o! 
ould 
nder 
, late 
The 

es or 
axon 
cow. 
,ome 
, the 
!lted 
and 
buI 

ougb 
pton 
. and 
le of 
ll ilS 

aJled 
ghtl) 
lived 
,s the 
t SiIc 
iking 
10uld 
:,true 
rapid 
with 

lom·s 
,en1h 

:iatcd 
gdom 
trade 
s1vof 
,or by 
:; for 
stratc 
gd(JIII 
;oJ1\e~ 

use of 
3edt' 
ihat i< 

I 
,.I·n• as we have seen. fonhe fifth and sixth centuries. 

ac, ~· I h • f d' • 'fl,esc sources revea t e existence o Ist1nct groups of 

1 
lk and in some cases the location of1heir territory. 

0 A.good example of such a group is the Meo11111f1re, 1he 
uters around the river Meon, whom Bede knew to be f tish in origin (EHD, I. 654, n.3). The extent of their 

,:rniory is not recorded , however. It may be that it did 
llQl include the south coastal belt around Portchester. 
for the A11glo-Saxo11 Chro11icle entry for 501, 'Port and 
his 1wo sons ... came to Portsmouth· (Whitelock 196J , 
ii) could be giving a genealo~ical justification for the 
occupation of the harbour territory by a separate folk ,n 
the sixth and seventh centuries. Typical of the 
difficulties of discussing such problems is the evidence 
presented by the dykes at Froxfield and elsewhere 
(Coffin I 975). Tuer~ is ~o_dating evidence for them, and 
tbeir role is uncertam; ot Is far from clear that they are 
unitary. Whereas the ditch is on the we.st side of the 
Froxfield Long Entrenchment (Coffin's Group I). it is 
on the north-east side of the East Tisted-C-Olemore 
group (Coffin's Group 2). while the Hayling Wood 
group (Group 3) has multiple banks usually without an 
outer ditch. Coffin sees Group 3 as perhaps being of a 
different phase from the other two groups ( 1975. 81) but 
it is really no more likely that Groups I and 2 belong 
together either. since they face in different directions. I f 
they mark the Meomvare·s boundary, Group I was 
erected against them, Group 2 by them, and Group 3 
either against them or by them! If Group 3 does 
represent a political boundary of this period. it would 
suggest that there was an alien presence south-east of the 
Meonware, i.e. the Ponsdown area settlers, with 
perhaps a stretch of woodland in between keeping them 
apan. A further boundary problem occurs in this zone, 
where the county boundary is now the River Ems; 1his is 
so close to Chichester ( Noviomagus Reg11e11si11m) that it 
is probable that the territory of the Regni and 1hei.r 
Roman successors included the coastal strip as far as the 
River Mcon (Welch 1978, 14-16). I f this boundary was 
maintained after the fourth century , the people around 
Ponchester would presumably have owed allegiance to 
overlords to their east, the kings of Sussex. rather than 
10 the West Saxons. Not surprisingly, the objects from 
the Portchester excavations have such wide affinities 
that they cannot be used to solve this problem, which is 
political rather than cultural. 

.~at the Portchester area eventually came 10 be 
wnhm Hampshire resuhs from events in the second half 
of th~ seventh century. The interference of the king of 
Mere1a, Wulfhere, in the affairs of the Isle of Wight has 
already been mentioned. At the same time that he gave 
the island to King Aethelwalh of Sussex, he also gave 
han_i the territory of the Meo11ware (Bede: EHD, I , 654). 
Th,s is ~n important example of the way that an 
~;erlord·s patronage worked, and emphasizes that the 
~/omv<1re's regio was an autonomous unit in a fluid 
Kient/patron power struggle. Wight was conquered by 

•ng Caedwalla of Wessex in 686 (Whitelock 1961, 24), 
; nd Bede records that CaedwaJla also ' reduced· the 

1
:s.1ex kingdom, presumably therefore acquiring the 

ec~tory of the Meonware and the south coast belt, 
~esong Su_ssex in the East Solent area. 

af( _hen King Wulfhere of Mercia interfered in the 
h. _a,rsof southern England, he also affected its religious 
a~~ory. At his behest, King Aethelwalh was baptised. 
Su. soon a_(te~ard~. in 68 J, Bishop WilCrid arrived in 
re ssex. W1lfr1d s biographer, Eddius, and Bede both 

00rd that Sussex was then still pagan (EHD, I , 655). as 
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was the Isle of Wight until 686. according to Bede. There 
arc however some hints that Su~-sex was not so 
co~firmed in its paganism as Eddius and Bede indicate 
(K.'rby 1978, 169-70; to which might be added the 
evidence of the Christian motifs on the Pagham 
cemetery urn (Cunliffe 1974. 127-9)). This may be 
re !evam to the conversion history of the Meo11ware who 
might ,n any case have been evangelised by the West 
S_axons before _681 . (H_are 1975, 6). More directly 
significant Is the 1mpheat1on of Wilfrid's arrival in Sussex 
for Portchester, at that time by Wulfheresgift subject to 
Aethclwalh, and the interpretation of Cunliffe's 
discoveries there . 

Mr. S. E . Rigold has recently re-affirmed his 
suggestion that Portchester was given 1013ishop Wilfrid 
fo:r use as a mission centre in the late seventh century, in 
the way that so many other Roman fons were granted to 
churchmen by their royal patro□s (Rigold 1977. 73). Mr. 
M. J. Hare has plausibly argued that at nearby Titchficld 
there survives part of a church built by Wilfrid. the west 
porch being Northumbrian in style ( 1975. 34-8). The 
similarity between the doorway arch and the quoins at 
Ti tchfield and the Watergate arch at Portchcster has 
long been recognised (Butler 1955); Cunliffe did not 
know .the argument for an early date for Titch field, and 
as.cribed the Ponchester arch to the late Saxon or very 
early Norman period (1976, 14). Hare accepted 
Cl!lnliffe's date and suggested that the re-used Roman 
stones at Titchfield came from another site ( 1975, 32). 
More plausible, since Cunliffe's excavations produced 
no direct dating evidence. is that Wilfrid found 
Portchcster's Roman gates in a state of collapse, 
demolished what remained. rebuilt them. and had the 
surplus stones removed to T itchfield and re-erected 
there. The similarity between the buildings is 100 
striking to ignore, and it wou ld have been in character 
for Wilfrid to have acted in this way. The 'pinkish., gritty 
mortar' described by Cunliffe in the Watergate tower 
(1976, I I) is not however paralleled by any yet seen at 
Titchfield (Hare 1975. 26 for a hard. white mortar). 
There seems to have been a time-lag at Porichester 
between the demolition of the Roman gate-houses and 
the building of the Saxon gate tower, for a turf-line built 
up (Cunliffe 1976. I I, layers 12 and 30). This does not 
affect the argument, however, for it merely shows that 
for a period the defences were left incomplete. As no 
fir,ds arc recorded from these layers, it might be thought 
that the early Saxon period, when there was least debris 
being scattered. is che most appropriate for this 
interlude. Toe archaeological evidence. both below the 
ground and what is visible as standing remains, therefore 
allows both the Watergate at Portchestcr and the church 
porch at Titchfield to belong to the pre-Viking period; 
but the archaeology cannot, almost inevitably. either 
prove the connection with a particular individual. in this 
ease Bishop WUfrid, or provide exact calendar dates. 
Nor are the excavated remains of any of the early and 
mid Saxon structures within the Ponchestcr walls 
specifically ecclesi_astical; . . unfortuna1e_ly the 
characteristics of ancillary buildings at a minster arc 
unknown. and they may have been no different from 
other domesticstruc1urcs. 

As Rigo Id points out, use by Wilfrid of Portchester 
would explain why the place was owned bf ~he bishop of 
Winchester until the early tenth century. 1f 111s assumed 
that it remained in church hands after Caedwalla had 
wrested the area from Sussex between 686 and 688. 
There is no suggestion. however, that the fort played any 



62 11,e Arc/,al?Ology of l(amps/Jirc 

role as a religious centre thereafter. It may have been a 
vic1im of Ihe 1emporary suppression of 1he see of Sussex 
which Bede records (EHD. I , 656). ecclesiastical 
administration in the area being re-organised by 
Caedwalla or his successor. lne. Elsewhere in 
Hampshire. important research by Dr. P. Ha.se (1975) 
has shown thar seventh-century 'minsters· were centres 
of large territories over which they had rightS that they 
maintained until the development of the smaller-scale 
parochial unit in the renrh/twelfth centuries, and 1ha<1 
rhese ancic111 rights can often be recognised rhrough 
later documentary sources. Furthermore. he argues Ihat 
the minsrer churches were established at royal estate 
centres, rhe insritutional successors to the Welsh llys. h 
can be inferred Iha1 nowhere in the shire was more than 
about six miles from a minsrer. and so by extension from 
a royal viii. Often the 1erri1ories dependent on a roya l 
viii would , at a later date. still form the "hundred' 
adminisrered from ir , but larer amalgamarions. 
divisions. exclusions etc. had changed lhe hundred 
consti1uen1s so much 1haI by !he time thar !hey are first 
named. in Domesday Book. most of them can no longer 
be fully reconstructed as rhey had been in the seventh 
and eighth centuries. It was tQ the royal viii , 1he villa 
regalis. thar the tribute already discus.~ed was generally 
rendered by his subjects to the king. 

The history of the church and the spread of 
Chrisrianity has many implications for archaeology. 
Mrs. Hawkes has argued that the Winnall 11 cemetery 
near Winchester was csrablished in !he middle of the 
seventh century because this was the period when King 
Cenwalh brought Christianity to that part of Hampshire. 
Church mandate decreed 1hat o ld burial sites were 
abandoned; in their rum, rhe new sites were abandoned 
in favour of church-yard burials, again by Church 
decree. later in the seventh cenrury or during the course 
of rhe eighth (Meaney and Hawkes 1970. 50-8). 

One of rhe mosr interesting o f rhe recently excavated 
cemeteries is that on the Portsdown ridge a·t 
Bedhampron (D. J. Rudkin. in Cherry and Websrer 
1975. 222; 1976. 161; 1977. 208). Its use seems 10 have 
begun well back in the seventh century, as the number of 
grave goods from it implies, but it had a long period of 
use. One of the objects found is an escutcheon very 
similar to that from Chalton. but it was drilled rhrough 
for use as a pendant, so although it was made in the 
sevenrh century, it was far from new when buried. There 
is also a srrap-end (Cherry and Webster 1975. Plate 
XVJ. B) of a type of which only 1wo were previously 
known from cemeteries (Evison 1976), but which 
rapidly became common. It is unfortunate that the 
Bedhampton example is so decayed that rhere seems 
liulc_ hope of identifying the design on it, so that its 
precise date remains unknown, but a date later than rhe 
seventh cenrury seems likely. Like Winn all II. Ihe 
cem~tery_ seems to. have lasted in use for a period 
runmng mto the eighth century. Unlike Winn all II 
however, its establishment may pre-dare rhe arrival o'f 
Christianity in the area. A s we have seen. the Portsdown 
ndge pcopl~ may very well have owed allegiance to 
Sussex unlll 686; the date of j(jng Aethetwalh's 
conversion is uncertain. but ii was later lhan 661. as the 
Chronicle entry is generally agreed to be a conOatioo of 
h".o separate annals (Hawkes 1%5. 32, f.n. 62; 
0 Donovan 1972, 8). If this is the case. it seems likely 
that the Bedharnpton cemetery was in use well before 
!he area became nominally Christian. and this is further 
supported by the alignment of two of the graves north-

south , rarher than east-west. The latter may noi 
necessarily indicate Christianity. but ~e forrner is sril( 
usually reckoned 10 indicate paganIsrn. The morive 
suggested for the selling-up of Winnall II would 
therefore not be appropriate; although a royal rnandate 
cannot be disproved. a Chrisrian dynamic would not 
have been Ihe cause of the use of the site. By in£erenct 
the suggesred morive for Winnall IT may be suspect. ' 

Paganism remained. dominant on rhe Isle of Wight 
even longer than in Sussex. Wulfheres conquesr gave 
the island 10 Sussex, but ii was taken by Caedwalla of 
Wessex in 686 (Whitelock 1%1, 24). Thereafrer its 
political history is obscure. Although part of Wessex. it 
is not clear whether it was adminisrered as a separate 
province. The undared Tribal 1-/idage document records 
thar a people ea.lied rhe Wih1gara was assessed for 6(X) 
hides, as an autonomous unit. Dr. C. R. Han ( 1971) 
auributed the text LO rhe eighth cenrury. bur a strong 
case hf!S subsequently been made that it was compile.d for 
Wulfhere of Mercia or his successor Erhelred in the 
second half of rhe seventh century (Davies and Vierck 
1974). Sawyer has more recently srated rhat in rhe form 
in which we have ir. i1 is a West Saxon ninth-or tenth• 
cenrury rext. based on a Mercian seventh-century 
original , bur wirh later additions relaring to non•Mercian 
areas (1978. 111 ) . If Sawyer is righr. rhen rhe Wih1ga1a 
either did not live on the Isle of Wighr. or the island W3$ 

still being administered in the nin1h/1enth cenrury as a 
unit quite separate from Wessex , which is enrcred for 
100,000 hides. The !alter would have serious 
implications for our undersranding of lfampshire's 
composition in the Saxon period. D,ivies and Vierd 
unhesi1a1ingly attribured the Wihtgara a geographical 
position on rhe Isle of Wight. bur Sawyer does noI give 
them a location. In rhis. he may have been following rh< 
reluctance of Mairland 10 place the Wilugara on Wight. 
because of Wessex·s separare raring (1907. 507) . but 
MaitJand did 001 discuss the possibility rhat the Tribal 
Hidage was drawn up while rhe island was not yer part of 
the Wes! Saxon kingdom. Sawyer points our rhat man) 
of the regions listed in !he Tribal Hidage are arranged in 
sequence around the borders of Mercia; if !he Wi1hgara 
were on Wight, rhey would certainly not fit !his pauern. 
Stenron con.sidered that the name had been garbled 
(1971, 295). Another problem is that Bede srates rhat 
the island was worth 1200 hides, not 600 (EHD, I , 656). 
This discrepancy was another reason for Maitland's 
doubts, but as he himself poinred out, there are many 
such discrepancies in hidage ratings. It is probably more 
significant that Bede's t0ral was exaclly double IhaI of 
the Tribal Hidage, a precise mathematical proportion 
suggestive of a connection which a random differentc 
would deny; perhaps a halved asscssmenl allowed for 
recovery from raids and devastations, or is parr or ~he 
general rendency towards hidage reduction which 
M ai_rland observed (1907, 507), with Bede using an 
earher document, There is. however. independent 
e~idence for the use of rhe Wihtgara name in associarion 
with !he island, for Sruf and the eponymous W1bl 
conquered Wih1garabyrig - usually raken !IS 
Carisbrook (Alcock 19n, 416-7)- in 530 (Whireloc_k 
1961, 12: redating of rhe annals does not affecr tltis 
discussion), and rhere is no doubI that this was on 1be 
Isle. The name io 1he Tribal Hidage is 1be same, 
suggesting !hat it is not mis•rendered. It seems OJI 
balance Iha! the Wih1gara were on WighI. and that thtY 
were assessed separately from We.~x. and of cour1t 
also from Sussex, because they were still reiarded !IS 
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rising a ,egio in their own right. 
coOrhcr evidence that the Isle of Wight remained in any 

an autonomous unit after Caedwalla's conquest is 
1rJ1 Bede records that Caedwalla exterminated the 
fs:and's dynasty (EHD, I. 656-7), ~ith the implication 
h I none of i ts members then survived to trouble him 

1 
,~h their ambitions. It has been claimed that there were 

';!II princes on the island until the end of the ninth 
~niury (VCH. I. 39 I); This clai!" seems never to ha~e 
l)een specifically denied, but II rests on very shm 
evidence. a passage in the chronicle amibuted to John of 
Wallingford. wri11cn in the early thirteenth century at 
51 Alban's (Vaughan (ed.) 1958), in which it is said that 
th~ last member of the Wight dynasty, Albert. son o f 
Aistulf, died in the reign of King Alfred. There is no 
record of the source of this s10ry ( ibid .. 38), and it is 
probably to be treated as seriously as the same 
chronicle's account of King Alfred's courtship of St. 
Frideswide; the Isle had 10 wait for another 1housand 
years for i ts Prince Albert! More seriously, no Anglo• 
Saxon charters are signed by claimants to a Wight 
dynasty. It might be noted that the early tenth-century 
Burglral Hidage (Hill 1969) fails to provide a refuge for 
the islanders against the Vikings, which could 
conceivably imply a measure of autonomy, but is more 
probably because the primary intention of the ~ystem 
was 10 control communication lines. Hart ( I97 l, 146-7) 
cites Iwo other texts which suggest autonomy; firstly, 
Bede says that 'the bishopric of the Isle of Wight belongs 
10 Daniel, bishop of Winchester' (EHD. I. 682). and 
secoadly, Symeon of Durham, a twelfth-century writer 
using a tenth-century source, has 'Scotland, Brectland et 
Wict'excluded from his list of shires (Amold (ed.) 1885. 
ii, 393). The Bede reference seems to show only that 
what had been, for Wilfrid. a separate see of Wight was 
becoming merged with Winchester, and tha1 Bede was 
not sure if the arrangement were permanent ; the 
inference is that integration had taken place. Indeed, 
elsewhere Bede states that a see of Wight had never 
been created (EHD. I . 657). Symeon is an oddity: if he 
had listed Wight as a shire in its own right, it would be 
more meaningful than his to tal exclusion of it from the 
system. By Domesday, the island was being treated as 
appunenant to Hampshire. so that by then it was 
cenainly not regarded as a shire in its own right. In no 
elear:cut case is there direct evidence that the Wihrgara 
'.emain.ed_ an autonomous regio after Caedwalla's reign , 
and this 1mphes a seventh-century date for the Trib11/ 
Hidage. 

Bede expected Wight to merit a see because it was the 
centre of a folk who were descended from Jutish settlers, 
as were the Meonware. In 686, two princes who tried to 
C$<:ape from the Isle of Wight did so, according 10 Bede, 
b; landing at a place which is called Ad Lapidem where 
1 ey thought that they could remain concealed. as this 
;as 'in the land of the Jutes' (EH D. I. 656-7). Sawyer 

(fJ78
ecently translated Ad Lapidem as 'St0neham· 

h , 47). As we have seen. Stoneham was the name of 
t ~ estate which included the banks of the River ltchen. 
~d_Sawyer·s interpretation could imply a reoogni~d 
doc •ng-place m the late seventh century - the first 
U ~umentary ref~rence 10 a harbour at Southampton. 
han,onunately II ,s unlikely that Jutish territory would 
~~ included Southampton by 6S6, and the traditional 
the J110n ,of Ad Lapidem 10 Stone. now in Fawley, on 
prob esi side of Southampton Water (VCH. I. 380) is 
into a~y correct. The princes were hoping to escape 

w at 1s now the New Forest, which is described by 
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Florence of Worcester in 1099 as being in the province of 
the Jutes ( Ibid., 38 I). Florence also uses the term Ytene 
'" relauon to th_e Forest, which is probably a corruption 
of an Old English word for Jwae. Clearly both sides of 
Southampton Water were Jutish territory in the seventh 
century. 

The extent to which the three Jutish regions, Wight. 
!he Meonware a~d the westem shore o f the Solem, were 
m1erc~>0nect_ed ,s uncertain. The far western boundary 
of Ih1s Jut,sh territory is, like the south-eastern 
boundarr of the Meonware, not known, but the (pre 
19'.4) shire boundary is well to the west of the Avon. 
This could result from the winning of this area by the 
~ nglo-Saxon settlers who are represented in the newly­
d,scovercd cemetery outside Christchurch, who may 
have owed alleg,ance to overlords to their e.as1. As far as 
we know, this area may formerly have looked west to the 
Dttro1riges for its administration. 

Bede and the other sources leave no doubt IhaI it was 
Caedwalla who overran the Jutes, so that their territory 
came to create the sou them boundaries of Hampshire. 
rn the north of the county. the process is less clear-cut. 
The land assigned to Hampshire in Domesday Book 
may not always be the same as an eighth-century inquest 
wou ld have revealed. There is no charter 10 explain the 
curious projection of Hampshire into Wiltshire caused 
by Rockboume parish, and this may be due to some 
quite late quirk of ownership. (Bokerley Dyke has only 
been a Hampshire frontier since 1895, when Martin was 
ad'dcd 10 the county). Gelling considers that the 
northem boundary with Berkshire is a late division of an 
under-developed terrain ( 1976, 809), but precisely when 
the area previously dependent on the Atrebatic capital 
at Silchester was divided between Berkshire and 
Hampshire is not recorded. Dr. P. Hase has pointed out 
to me the interesting possibility that the cross-country 
tenurial, jurisdictional and ecclesiastical contacts of 
north-east Hampshire might suggest that io this area the 
shfre boundary divides a pre-existing Anglo-Saxon 
territorial unit. Hampshirc's boundaries were an 
artificial creation. owing linle or nothing to pre-existing 
units. It was also racially mixed; as well as West and East 
Saxons (the latter demonstrated by the place name 
Exton) and- the Jutes, there were unknown numbers of 
British descendants. and perhaps Franks (Evison 1965). 
The shire had no ·natural' internal cohesion. 

O ne of the Saxon names used of Southampton was 
Hamtw1 and from that the shire I00k its name (Rumble 
1979). Hampshire is first mentioned in 757 (Whitelock 
1%1. 30). when King Sigeberht was allowed to retain it 
although he was deprived of the rest of his kingdom. The 
origin of the shire sy~tem is obscure (Stenton 1971. 2~3), 
but the Sigeberht episode shows that It was m operauon 
by the middle of the ei~hth cenrnry, and that by then 
Hampshire was a recognizable enmy. It also shows that 
the system or dependent rulers of provinces within the 
overall area of Wessex could still be brought into 
operation; it was not one of the traditional te1;iIories 
that was given 10 Sigeberht. however. but the •~•fic,ally 
created Hampshire, the novelty of wh,c~ was 
emphasized by its name. taken from the port ,~Iuch w~s 
to all intents and purposes a new foundm,~n. 1:'•s 
indicates that even in maners of admm1sIrauon 
Southampton was not playing second fiddle 10 
Wfochester. It should be remembered that the evidence 
of royal concentration on Winchester in Ihe_ mid Saxon 
period is very limited: only four of the kings before 
Alfred are thought 10 have been buried there. and other 
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infonnation. e.g. on a royal palace. is slight and 
inferential (B iddle (ed.) 1976. 289-90) . In particular, ii 
should be noted that the balance of evidence is in favour 
of the coinage having been struck in Southampton, not 
Wincbesrer, until Alfred's reign (Dolley 1970). The 
slight caveat that the Southampton excavations have yet 
to reveal a building as suitable for minting as that found 
at Winchester (Hinton 1977. 11) has 001 been 
substantiated by Dr. D. M. Mctcalfs discussion of the 
sccalta designs, which he sees as being politically 
'neutral" rather than an expression of royal authority 
(Metcalf J977. 90). a further point against a Winchesrer 
mini under close royal supervision in the e ighth century. 

The ·neutrality" of the coinage designs is a useful 
reminder that the kings of Wessex were not politically 
dominant throughout the whole of southern England. 
the position won by Caedwalla not being fully sustained 
by lne in his later years (Stenton 1971. 74-5). 
Nevertheless lne's reign was important ; his law code 
'stands for a new conception o f kingship· (ibid., 73). just 
as the need for a coinage stands for new ecooom ic 
developments. The creation of Hampshire from so many 
diverse e lements can be seen as another racc1 of the 
authority and the powers of organisation of the kings of 
Wessex in rhe late seventh and early eighth centuries. 

Note 
I am very grateful lo Dr. Patri~k Hase for his comments 
o n an earlier draft of this paper, and to Dr. Susan 
Shennan for typing it. 
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Settlement and Landscape in Medieval Hampshire 

Michael Hughes 

II is impossible in this short paper to present a complete 
survey of rhe landscape of Hampshire. both urban and 
rural. between the I llh and 16th centuries. I have rhus 
limited my remarks 10 general comments on the 
following aspects: marker towns. for the urban scene: 
and mo:ued sites. carlv earthwork cas1 lcs and other 
se11lemcnrs for rhe rurai. I have also allempted. where 
pos.~ible. 10 suggest further lines of enquiry. The fi:rst 
pan. on marker towns. is derived mainly from my 
research for a post-graduate thesis. while rhc other 
aspccr, stem partly from survey work undertaken in t he 
course of my work in rhc Planning Department and from 
limited r~search. 

Ah hough the paper rdarcs 10 Hampshire i ts content 
can be applied 10 srudies in medieval sctrlcmcnr 
elsewhere in rhe country. 

URBAN HAMPSH IRE 

After a temporary setback in the disturbed period 
following rhe Norman Conquest. the 12th and 13Ih 
centuries were a flourishing period for rowns large and 
small . wirh rhe development of trade and commerce. 
both ar home and abroad. In Hampshire, many marker 
iowns were located by major roads - routes alo11g 
which kings and bishops travelled frequently- a facror 
which must have influenced the creation o f new markets 
and towns and the growth o f existing centres. A number 
of towns are known 10 have been accorded borough 
status by the middle of the 13th century (Fig. 18). 

M edieval Southampton originated on the western side 
of a neck of land between the rivers Test and ltchen. its 
predecessor being the Saxon town of Hamwih. which 
appears from archaeological evidence 10 have been 
abandoned some time towards the end of the 10th 
century. However. Cherry and Hodges ( 1979) have 
argued in favour of a decline or abandonmen t of 
Hamwih in the 9th century and recent excavations have 
revealed evidence for a late Saxon use of the site o f rhc 
l~ler medieval town. with corresponding defensive 
ditches (CBA 1979). Southampton had a major part in 
the exrenstve cross-channel trade which grew after the 
Con~uesr and rose 10 become one of the country's 
lcadmg pons m the I2Ih and 13th centuries. Thisstarus is 
reflected in rhe grid town plan, based on rhe rectangular 
framewor~ of its defences. and a north-south s1rec1, the 
presem Htg~ Street; the building of a castle, parIi.1lly 
demolished m the 13th century and rebuilt in the I4th · 
and the change from timbertostonc buildings in the lat~ 
12th century (Hinton 1978). especially those belonging 
lo the wealthy. often foreign. merchants who sculed i n 
the rown. 
. South?mpron was the first rown 10 show renewed 
interest m urban defence in the I21b century, and in tlte 
13th the earth bank was strengthened by stone walls due 
to th7 fear of_invasi~n by the French caused by the Joss of 
English _1cn;~1ory '". France .. Of 1he gates, only rhc 
Bargate sur,;1vcs,_bu11t some ume towards the end o f the 
12th century, whilst rhe surv_iving western defences. of 
late l ~th century date, contamed provisions for the use 
of arullery. 

The loss of Normandy had a marked effect on the 
fortunes of the town. compensated by rhe port•s 

participation in the growth of the GascQn wine trad 
in the expanding wool trade with Flanders and ltal/~ 
wars with France in the 13th and 14th cent~ • 
however. reduced the importance of the town for a~•• 
time; the French raid of 1338, very marked in: 
archaeological record, d id not help the alrc 
struggling fortunes of the townspeople. Howe,~ 
rowards the end of the 141h century and into the 15th ' 
upsurge in r_rade wirh _rhe Italian markets helped·,: 
rown 10 regam some o f ots former prosperity. 

The 16th cenrury finally saw an end to Sourhampto,, 
as an imj>Orlant_ centre of European commerce. and 
although II contmued to be of local importance as, 
coastal trading porl. ir never regained i ts fonner status 
unr il the late 19th and 20Ih centuries. 

Winchester had by 1066 become a major commercial 
se11lemcnt. rh~ ancient centre o f the kingdom of 
Wessex. the site of a royal palace and imponan1 
ecclesiastical precincts. In the 10th century ir also 
acquired its present street plan. a legacy of Alfred and 
his succcs.~ors. 

During the I Ith and 12th centuries further major 
changes rook place in the town's topography: rhe 
building o f the castle. which destroyed streetsduringiu 
construction, the building of Ihe present cathedral. the 
movement of the monastic establishment at the New 
M inster to Hyde outside rhe North Gate. and the 
rebu ilding of Wolvesey as a magnificent palare. These 
and ocher undertakings boosted the city's economy and 
Status as never before or since: the suburbs exrendedup 
to half a mile or so beyond the walls. Merchants 
nourished - parish churches in the city were enlarged 
and S1. Giles' Fair, now internat ional in status. reached 
ils peak towards the end of the 12th century. 

However. by 1200. Winchester had been overtaken by 
London as the centre of royal administration. and thus 
began a decline in importance especially in relation 10 

orher provincial centres. Towards the end or the 13th 
<--entury S1. Giles· Fair declined rapidly, and by J4001h,. 
irnemarional trade of rhe city had almost disappeared. 
By rhi_s t ime rhe bishop's palace of Wolvesey was fa lling 
onto d isuse and the king seldom visited the city. The I4I~ 
century plagues had further serious effects on the c11ys 
importance, the popular ion being reduced by nearly a 
third (Keene 1979). 

A revival in the city's fortunes occurred at the end or 
the 14th century, the result of its clothing ind~st'l'• 
However, by the first quarter of the 15th cen1uryIhts too 
had ~u~ered competition from the West Countl')'.- The 
conttnmng existence of the See, one of the wcallh,e\t ,n 
rhe country, prevented the city from worse decline. 
Although rhe population was reduced in siz~. the 
suburbs shrunk in comparison with rheir extent on rbe 
Middle Ages and irs importance simply that of a county 
rown, new and splendid buildings were erected under 
the patronage of the bishops. The building of the new 
college by Bishop William of Wykeham. for cxampl:j 
gave Winchester a new status. Iha1 of an educauon 
centre. 

Apart from the existing urban centres of Winchesre; 
and Southampton and the growing local centres.:. 
Alton, Andover, Basingstoke and Romsey. several n 
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towns were founded by both lay and ecclesiastical land 
owners seeking 10 increase 1heir reve_nue by rents and 
tolls. The majority of these spccu la11ve developments 
seem 10 have been successful. One of the largest 
entrepreneurs in 13th cen1ury Hampshire --:as 1he See o f 
Winchester. The bishops were responsible for the 
foundation of four new boroughs in the county: New 
Alresford, Overton, Newtown and Fareham (Hughes 
1976). 

New Alresford and Overton were new urban settle­
ments created on the opposite side o( rivers (the ltchen 
and the Test) . from existing pre-conquest rural 
seulements. 

Newtown ( founded c.1218) wa_s a compl_e1cly new 
borough. located on the Hampshire-Berkslure border 
close by 1he main route from Oxford 10 Sou1hampton. 
The new town and its parish were crea1ed ou1 of the 
larger episcopal parish of Burghclere. By 1he 17th 
century, however, all documentary references to the 
town had ceased. and by the 18th ceniury virtually all 
vestiges had disappeared under the parkland that was 
laid out around Newtown House. The s,te of the 
deserted medieval town has recently been scheduled as 
an Ancient Monument (Hughes 1976). 

Fareham. another of the bishop's boroughs, was a 
rural settlement of 10th ceniury origins, if not earlier. I t 
appears to have been expanded by the addition o f a 
simple plan element, a market street. 1he present day 
High Street. 

Other medieval "new towns'' in Hampshire were 
Odiham, mentioned as a borough at the beginning of the 
13th century; S1ockbridge. founded c.1200 by William 
de Briwere, the owner o f Ashley Castle (see below); 
Whitchurch. a rural settlement converted 10 borough 
status by charter from the Winchester Cathedral monks; 
Portches1er, given borough status by 13th century 
Exchequer clerks; Lymington. Petcrsfield and 
Ponsmouth. 

At Lymington and Pctcrsfield existing rural 
seulements were extended by planned development 
during the last quarter of the 12th century. Lymington 
was accorded borough status by Earl William de 
Redvers, whilst Petersfield received its charter from the 
Countess of Gloucester. In both towns the new 
developments were simple in plan. At Lymington it 
consisted of a new wide market street, leading 
northwards from the area of the older settlement by the 
river, whilst at Petersfield the plan element consisted of 
a new main street linking the older settlement. clustered 
around the early 12th century church, with the main 
road to London (Hughes 1976). 

l.n 1194 Richard I granted a charier endowing a small 
seulement at Portsmouth wi1h borough status. At about 
1he same time he promoted the laying out of streets and 
1he construction of the first dock. Although the town 
had connections with shipping in the 13th and 14th, 
centuries. it was not until the harbour at Portchcster 
ceased operations. and Southampton 's fortunes began 
to wane, that Portsmouth's potential as a naval base was 
recognised. At the beginning of 1he 15th century the first 
Slone defensive works were constructed, whilst at the 
end of that century Henry vn had constructed a dry 
dock. 

New foundations or new additions required a town 
plan from ~h~ir owners! and in set1lemen1s of pre­
conquest origin an exIs11ng and often irregular street 
pallem would be modified. during the Middle Ages by 
1he addition of a planned element. The larger. pr~to-

urban pre-conquest settlements o f Hamn.h' • I . ,. ue 
especially those ,n roya. or mona~t,c owne~hip. such a; 
Alton , Andover. Basingstoke and Romsey. would 
appear. however. to have con1mucd to expand in 3 moit 
organ ic way. although the towns may well contain later 
planned stree ts. 

The planned clement in. other tow~s may ha"e 
consisted of a well defined grid plan. as wuhin the tO\ln 
walls at Wincheste_r or Southampton, the provision of, 
large marke1 or fair place ( as for example Wickham _ 
al1hough its earliest reference a~ a borough is 1,r 16th 
century date). or merely laying out a wide marke1 street 
with burgagc plots on each side for the ne•· 
townspeople. The pattern of the property boundarie,,~ 
still a distinctive feature or some towns and can be seen 
in the plans of Ovenon. Fareham. Alrcsford. Pc1ersfit1d 
and Lymington. However. without more dc1ailed 
documenrnry. architec1ural or archaeological research. 
ii is impossible to date the laying Out of these planned 
streets or their accompanying plots. 

A town plan is. after all . not just a sIreet plan. It 
consists of four distinct elements .it least: the s1ree1sand 
their relationship 10 each other: the individual plots and 
their relationship 10 street panerns; buildings and their 
arrangement within the s1rcet plan, their status and 
function ; and imponaot historical precincis such as 
churches, manor houses. market places. and 
monasteries. The overall relationship of all these 
elements to the local topography and to the surrounding 
landscape is also of great imporiance in the 
understanding of their development. 

For instance. research into the developmen1 of 
Fareham (Hughes. forthcoming) , has shown that the 
High Street (North Street until the 19th century). the 
suggested planned element o f the bish()p's town, has 
clear distinctive property boundaries on ei1her side, 
which back. on the west side, on to what were at one. 
time the medieval open fields. The street. howem. 
cannot yet be dated by architectural and documentary 
studies earlier than 1he 16th century. Apart from a fo•• 
medieval pottery fragments from the area around 1he 
church no archaeological evidence has been found 
earlier than the 16th and 17th centuries. It is of course 
quite possible that any earlier structural evidence has 
been destroyed during the late medieval and Georgian 
building programme that occurred in the town. 

Another important factor in support o f a late date for 
the development of Fareham is the Exchequer taxauon 
documents for 1334 and 1524/5, and the Hearth Ta, 
returns of the 1660s. In 1he first rwo cases the returns for 
Fareham are extremely low in value . whilst 1he 152~15 
Subsidy Rolls record 71 taxpayers for the '.own, ?fwht~ 
approximately rwo thirds were engaged m agn_culturae 
work. Sy the 17th century. however. the retumsmd•m 
that the total population had increased to around • 
and a1 the very end of the 18th century the firs1 Census 
Return records a population of just over 3.000. 'd, 

The population figures as given in the Lay Subs• ) 
Rolls of 1524/5 (Sheail 1968), would seem 10 1nd,c3~~ 

that even by the 16th century 1hc size of some bo1UiOO 
in Hampshire and elsewhere did not exce_e f 
taxpayers. In Hampshire, 1ha1 includes all the bishop~ 
Winchesters new towns. Fareham, New Al~~sr~;c: 
Overton and Newtown as well as Stock_ r 
Whi1church. Portches1er. Pctersfield and Lym,~s:?:~ 
Even towns like Ponsmouth had a recorded popu a 1 

or only 124 taxpayers. . fore 
These figures , even if used with caution. do there 
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·d· val boroughs and market towns 
~;8~~v~~:,~i;::~r ~fuage size. More arc~aeologic,~~ 
arc~i1cctural and documentary f r'::e:rc:ll~r ~~~~~~al 
needed into the development o I e m . . . 

1 market town in order to test this in_tercs_un_g stat,su~a 
data However because few domcsllc buildings sur~1ve 
bef~~e the 15th and 16th centuries. and only _in "r cw 
in$1ances do documents survive in a~y pro~s1on ... ;::;' 
much before that period. archaeological evidence ~ 
well be the only way in which to date streets and plots o 
earlier origins. k 

1 By the beginning of the 14th century fourteen mar e 
towns in Hampshire had received ~rough_s1a1us. e1tbcr 
by charter or by being included m parliamentary or 
taxa tion returns as boroughs. O ther market cen1'.es. 
such as Kingsclere. Ringwood (one o f the ~eahh1es1 
places in the county in the Middle Ages according to the 
taxation returns). Fordingbridge. Havant and 
Emswonh remained large mark.et villages rather tha~ 
,owns. and did not develop any real urban status un111I 
the 18th and 19th centuries. Titchfield . one of the fe_w 
places in the county to have a market and 1~11 recorded m 
Domesday (others were Basingstoke, K_,ngsclere an_d 
possibly A lton). was also referred to asa villa mercator,!' 
during the 14th century. Due. however . 10 the Abbeys 
strong domination (founded 1232 by Peter des Roches, 
Bishop o f Winchester). Titchfield never achieved urban 
status (Hughes 1976). Bishop's Waltham. another o f tile 
bishop ·s manors, and the locai ,on of an ep1s~o~al 
palace. contained a simple grid pattern of streets in us 
layout but. so far as is known. never achieved borough 
status. unlike its relatively near neighbour Fareham. 

A lthough i t is comparatively easy to study the 
development of settlements that exhibit the 
characteristics or urban status as given by archaeologists 
and historians (for example Heighway 19TI). it is more 
difficult 10 study those that are failed urban sites. for 
which li ttle or no record survives. For example Botley. a 
village near Southampton. may be a failed medieval 
urban settlement. for which the only evidence that exists 
at present is a documentary reference 10 'burgesses' at 
Botley in the 14th century. 

Other suggested areas of urban research are, for 
example, the study of the relationship of a developing 
town with i ts ru ral hinterland. or the comparison of the 
wealth. population trends. ownership. status and 
function of towns in a county such as Hampshire. 

The plague epidemics. and the subsequent economic 
decline of the 14th century. marked the end of new town 
foundations in Hampshire. as elsewhere. until the 17th. 
18th and 19th centuries. when military rather tha.n 
economic needs d ictated new urban centres and gave 
rise 10 such towns as Gosport. Ponsea and Aldershot. 

THE RURAL LANDSCAPE 
Introduction 

The problems concerning the study of the ongms, 
development and. in some cases, demise of rural 
sen lement in Hampshire between the eleventh (and 
earlier). and nineteenth centuries arc both large and 
complex. There has been no Synthesis of any real meri t 
published, apart from a small number o f well 
researched. but isolated. historical studies of descried 
settlement~. There has also been a small number of 
excavat ions in recent years in the county. but they 100. 
apan from interim note~. still await definitive 
publication. 

I have d ivided this particular s_ectio~ into threeaSJlecti 
of the medieva l la~dscape. startm~ w11~ rural seulemt

111 in general and gomg on 10 consider moated sites anc1 
early earthwork castles. 

The Pallern of Settlement 

The Norman Con~uest ?r 1066 "'.hich resulted in Slid) 
dramatic changes m poh11cal. rchg.ious and SOCial lift. 
affected the landscape far less. The DomesdaySurwyo1 
l086 is an invaluable document m describing llluch 
about the landscape. including 1ha1 of Hampshire. Th~ 
in formation, however . must be treated_ with ~aution. 8) 

no means all the settlements that existed 10 the J hb 
century and before, are recorded; some 1ha1 it memiolll 
were already in the process of decay or de-population. 
for example, the New Forest settlements. nor is mucb 
Jigh t shed on the patterns of the newly evolving parislies 
and their constituent churches. 

A lthough the overall d istribution ?r I Ith ~mury 
sell lement as shown by Domesday (Fig. 19) does nQt 
markedly differ from that or the Middle Agesor1heen<1 
of the Medieval period, the number of senlemenlS does 
(3 18 settlements recorded in 1086; 4~ recorded in !3.34 
Lay Subsidy Rolls and 499 recorded m the lay subsrd,es 
of the L520s (Glasscock 1975; Sheail 1968)). This~ 
ind icative 10 some extent of the pit-falls in using 
Domesday statistics but also of the growth of new 
settlements. both urban and rural. in England, the result 
of an increasing population and need for land in the 12th 
and 13th centuries. Because so much of the fen1lc so1b 
were already being exploited. during this period new 
settlements were created upon marginal land, such a1 

the higher downland areas, the h7a1hlands and land 
gained from the forests of Sere, A hce Hoh. Woolmtr, 
Chute. Pamber and the New forest . . 

The broad d istribution of rural senlement m the 
county during the M iddle Ages consisted gener~lly of 
nucleated villages on the central chalklands and rn the 
west of the county. while in other parts. such as the 
sou 1h-east coast . the south-west, and the nonh and east. 
the pattern was a combinat ion of villages, sa1elh1e 
hamlets and dispersed farmsteads. . 

Concentrations of settlement occurred 111 the a~ 
between Southampton and the Sussex border. aroun 
Basingstoke and Odiham between Andover. Stock· 
bridge and the Wiltshire oo'rder. around Winchester and 
in the Avon Valley. These areas were amongst th, 
wealthiest in late medieval H ampshire; by the end_of~h: 
18th century. however, the Avon Valley contain~ 
number of shrunken and almost deserted senlcmen · 

Types of Settlement 

• I h ·ork castles Apart from moated sues and the ear Y ean " f ral 
(see below) there were three other forms o ru 

' • d • question. settlement in the county during the peno '" . ·es-
villages. hamlets and farn,steads. Nucleated v,ll~g . al 
some large. some small - one 10 each eccles1351~

1 
parish. normally contained the pari$h ~hurch. ~,:!-ere 
house and a cluster of farms and dwellings. So nd 
important enough to be given market and fairrigh::·last 
some have evidence of planned streets (forexamp . •Jl 
Mcon (Fig. 20) and $()uthwick (Hughes. for1hcon1100i-OII 

P h • I • I nncdcxtens At op am. a deserted vii age sue, a Pa • ,uri« 
has been suggested for the 12th and 13th "'"•ciall) 
(Fasham 1976). Many villages. however. esp<: Tc<! 
those clustered along the banks of the rivers A v?";,rcct 
and hchen and their tributaries. arc one 
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~~~mcn1s wi1h th~ occasional side street. as for 
Lee/le at Martin. Rockboumc. Longparish. 
toda '.0 rd, Itch!". Stoke and Kingswor1hy. Many villages 

he 
) also exh1b11 evidence of senlement mobility over 

1 pas1 mill • • h enn,um - medieval churches and manor 
a~~oc;ied away from village centres, as for example 
Sherfie~r • Monk Sherborne, Bramdean, O.nerbourne. 
w· -on-Loddon. Blendwor1h and Hanley 

tnlney, 

Hamlets are b • , • 
•x~ption of h u iqunous m Hampshire, with the 
cenainl . . t c central chalk downs. M any almost 
anracic~ ~ng~naied as isolated farms. and probably 
onwards ~ er settlement from the medieval period 
lillages in they arc of1e~ found as sa1elli1es 10 larger 
~ rved b e same parish. Some originally were also 
church ~ chapels under the jurisdiction of the mother 
hadch~pc~mples ?f deserted medieval hamlets which 
setn in the ~re La'.ns1on ~the ruined chapel can st ill be 
and Polh g ounds of Larn.s1on House), Quidhampton 
Basingsto::plon, near Overton, Chineham. near 
Originated j and North Fareham. Some hamlets that 
IOl\ns or 

I
:,ose b~ an existing seulemem. especially 

tventually inger villages _tha1 were expanding, were 
corporated in10 the boundaries of the 

Se11/emc111 tmd l .. mrdsn,pe m M e1litw1I Hampshire 71 

Figurt- 22 

lane r. Examples of this are Bishops Waltham which 
incorponed a small hamlet around Shore Lane (Hughes 
1976). Fareham which eventually incorporated the 
hamOets of Wallington and Cams. Hurs1boume Tarrant 
with lbthorpe and Longparish with Eas1 Aston . 

Much of 1he present day panem of farmsteads in 1he 
county derives from the 18th and 19th century 
enclosures, especially on the central chalk downs, the 
dispersal of monastic es1a1es after the Dissolution in 1he 
l61h century and from medieval ··assar1s•·. especially in 
the forests of Bere, the New Forest, Chute, Pamber, and 
on the wes1em fringes of the forests of Alice Holl and 
Woolmer. 

There are a number of parishes 1ha1 e.,hibi1 a 
settlement pauem that consists of a combination of all 
three forms. A very well researched study of 1wo 
deserted senlemen1s a1 Dogmersfield and Hartley 
Maudill has shown for example that a panem of village 
and d ispersed farmsteads existed in the area 10 1hc east 
and sou1h-eas1 of Basingstoke in the 17th century, if not 
earlier (Meirion-Jones 1969). The panem of mediaeval 
scn lemenl in the Hundred of Chalton was of a large 
nucleated village, Challon. smaller se11lcmen1s a1 
ldsworlh Blcndworlh and C,11hering1on. and dispersed 
fam1stcads or ·colonist se1llemen1s' (Cunl iffe. 1973). 
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The Desertion of Settlements 

The similarity between the number of settlements 
recorded in the 14th and 16th centuries is of interest (see 
page 70) especially as over m~c hu_ndred and twenty 
desened sett lements have been 1den11fied in the county. 
not including the thiny-four New Forest settlements 
destroyed to make way for the forest, many of which arc 
still unlocated (Fig. 21}. Desertion. when compared 
with o ther part:, of the country would have occurred 
mainly dur ing that two hundred year period. However. 
similarity in numbers suggests 1ha1 very few of rhe 
deserted settlements were in fact de-populated by rhe 
first half of the 16th century although they were in 
decline by that date: they were nevenheless worthy of 
record by the late medieval taxation clerks. Obviously_ a 
more detailed comparison of 1hesc1tlements recorded in 

Nomi11a Vil/ar,,m or 1316 (Feudal A ids Volume 2). 1334 
and 1524/5 needs to be undertaken before my comments 
can be substantiated. However. even allowing for some 
changes in the statistics the evidence does tend 10 
suggest that many of the known deserted settlemen ts 
were finally depopulated in the Inner half of the l6th 
century or later . My premise is borne out 10 some extc nt 
by the signi ficant number o f medieval sen lemen1s. 
villages and hamlets in Hampshire that were de­
populated or shifted due to the emparking movemen1 
and 1he building of country houses between the l61h and 
18th century (Hughes 1979). This process may have 
been a gradual one, the decay in rhe wealth of a village or 
its owner taking place over a number of generations: 
settlements of few inhabitants and dwellings may have 
been easier 10 shift than a thriving settlement. whether 
village or hamlet. Furthem1ore, the Dissolu1 ion created 
opportunities for a new class of landowner who obtained 
former monastic and episcopal property. which in many 
cases included declining settlements and their fields. 

T he desenion o f the settlements o f Dogmersfield and 
Hartley M auditt was the result of an owner desiring to 
create parks. over a period of time. II was. however. n()t 
until the 18th century that rhe emparking reached i ts 
peak and so caused the final desertion ofthese11lemen1. 
Until recently rhe earthwork remains of the village o f 
Hartley M auditt were visible. but recent ploughing has 
caused them to be almost obliterated. The demise of 
ldsworth (a population of 19 tax payers was recorded for 
the village in 1525) . on the Hampshire-Sus.-;cx border, 
was due to the 17th century owner wishing to create a 
park around his new manor house. Other examples of 
settlements de-populated for the same reason are 
Breamore (emparked 1579). Herriard near Basing­
stoke. Bramshill. Elvetham, Deane (emparked 16th 
century (Hughes 1979)) and Hinton Ampner. near 
Chcriton (~ig. 22). Ashe. near Overton. finally deserted 
by emparkmg in 1580. was recorded a.~ having less than 
ten inhabitants in 1428, as were nearly 50 other 
sen lements in the county (Feudal Aids). 

Westbury. near West Meon, a small medieval 
sen lement whose 13th century owners had one of t rne 
few lice~ce, to crenellate in Hampshire (VC/-1 1908), 
and which has produced evidence of late Saxon 
occupation. was cmparked. probably in the late 17i h 
centur~ when a new manor house was built (nine rax 
payers in 1524/5). The chapel (now in ruins) was not i n 
ecclesiastical us~ at rhe end of _the 17th century (VCfl 
1908). Recent fieldwork and air photography at little 
Sombome, m the Tes1 Valley. have revealed evidence of 
a settlement in the grounds of Liu le Sombome House: 

this sett lenient may have been demolished to make 
for rhe creation or a smaUpark. Its presence can alS:~ 
demonstrated from the evidence or recent excavations 
the surviving Saxon church. which showed that 

1
~ 

church was enlarged in the 14th century by the addit' 
of a side chapel. a possible indication of a Oourish~n 
settlement. However, by the 16th century the cha,J 
had been reduced in size and the chapel demolished 

04 tax payers in 1524). 
Not all_ parks were created in_ !he !are medieval and 

post-medieval periods - the bishops of Winchester'! 
park of Highclcre. first recorded in the 13th ceniu,y 
made demands on nearby senlement . The dcsene4 
village of Burghclcre (now Old 13urghclere. north OJ 
Whitchurch). which has surviving earthworks. 1 
redundant 13th_ century church and a manor house (witl) 
a recently 'discovered' 14th century aisled hall) 
belonged to a bishop. H owever even in 1404 he "~ 
annexing most of the arable and fertile land belonging to 
the church at Burghclere. and was giving pcnnissionlo, 
a local landowner to pasture his and the bishop's sheep 
in all the pastures within the parish bouodarici 
(Greatorex 1979). This surely is evidence. not only of 
1he process of emparking, causing distress 10 a ,•illag,. 
but also that the owner of the park was using the 
available land for pastur ing his valuable sheep herds, al 
a time when the wool trade was at its peak. The process 
o f decline was however gradual. for even in 1524 a 
population of over 40 was recorded for the ,,illagc. 

A lthough emparking was a major factor in se11lemem 
depopulation. o ther forms of desertion in Hampshire 
were the effects of the 14th century plagues. which 
according io documentary sources. caused a rapid 
decline in se1tlements at for example St. Anastius-by­
Weeke, near Winchester (VCH 1903) and Abbotstone, 
near A lresford (Sanderson 1973). However. it would 
appear from a study of the bishop of Winchester's 
manors in Hampshire that 1he effects of the plagues ha,~ 
been exaggerated. Although some communities •ere 
reduced in numbers, by the 1350's they had folly 
recovered in economic terms (Leven 1916). Nethetton. 
near Faccombe, a deserted settlement in the nonb-wesr 
or the county. declined due to competition from irs near 
neighbour. probably from the 14th century onwards. 
when according to the results of excavations that hart 
been taking place over the past ten years, 1he manor 
house was abandoned (Fairbrother 1972). Hordle, on 
the coast near Lymington. shrunk gradually due_toalate 
medieva l decline in the local medieval salt mdusi~• 
(VC/-/ 19 l 1 ). Other settlements were deserted. such as 
Lomer, near Corhampton. due 10 a change from an 
arable economy 10 one of pasture. as rhe profits 10 bt 
made from the wool trade increased and attracted mort 
landowners 10 con,,en their land (Collins er al 1971). 

On the higher chalklands (above 60m) wh~rt 
appro><imate ly 50 per ccnr of rhe known deserted sires 
;,re located (sec Fig. '.1 1) one facror which may hait 
caused a gradual disruption to village li fe is the lowe_nng 
o f the water-table. an occurrence which is man,fes; 
today in 1he form of the " lavants" or .;winrcrbournes 

h• h • • Jlood the w ,c now only now when the winter rains 
downs. but which in medieval times would have be•" 
constantly nowingstreams. a necessity to surviv~I. ent 

There are many other factors affecting scttlem 
11 mobility in the county that need study. I ha«, 0 

I • •h nken 01 
ex~mp e. only commented bneny upon $ r_u . rhe 
~h1fted se1tlcments. of which a number exist !" . 
county. and I have not discussed village plans 10 a") 
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detail nor 1he his1orical rela1ionship of sc11lcmcn1s 1~ 
1heir landscapes. A no1hcr subjec1 worthy of research ,s 
1he effects of enclosure on se11lemen1 in Ihc medieval 
period. Enclosure was after all raking place_ on .1he 
bishop of Winchester's and the abbo1 of T1tchr1eld 
Abbey's manors during the mid-fourtecn1h century. 
both of the arable fields and or 1he warrens and was1e. 
Archaeological research has played li11le pan in 1hc 
study of rural set1 feme111 in Ihe county 10 dare. In my 
opinion much more fieldwork, combined with the swdy 
(>[ the great wealth or documentary sources that exist . 
must be undertaken before any further excavation 1akc,s 
place so thal a satisfac1ory strategy may be developed. 

Moated Sites 

A form o f minor rural se11leme111 in 1he M iddle Ages 
thai has received virtually no a11ention uniil recen1ly in 
the cou111y, (as distinct from studies in the Midlands. 
Yorkshire and East Anglia). is that of1he moated manor 
or farmstead. A preliminary survey undertaken in 
1975/76 (Hughes 1977). has revealed that there arc at 
present approximately 120 provisional moated sites in 
1hc coun1y (Fig. 23). In 1979 a star! was ma.Jc on u more 
derailed survey by the County Planning Department as 
pan of an His1oric Landscape programme. This latter 
survey has shown 1ha1 some or the provisional sites were 
nor moats. whil.st 01hers have been ident i fied 1ha1 were 
not included in 1he original list. Accepting the fact 1ha1 
there must have been 01her sites that have since 
disappeared or have not been recorded, then the finail 
1otal is likely to be in the region or 80-100 medieval 
moated sites. This is a small number compared with 
Essex. Bedfordshire. Yorkshire and Worcestershire. fo·r 
example. where in most eases the total number of moats 
exceeds 300 (Aberg 1978). Some or 1hese medieval 
moa1s in Hampshire, as well as specially built examples , 
were also utilised in formal landscape gardens and 
park lands in later centuries. as occurred elsewhere in the 
country (Taylor 1972). Examples in 1hc county are at 
Marwell Manor near Bishop's Waltham; Chiltlee 
Manor. Liphook; Beaurepaire House and Sherfield 
Hall. bo1h near Basingstoke. 

The distribu 1ion of moated sites in Hampshire as seen 
in Fig. 23 indicates a small but conccnirated distribution 
of moated sites of panieular interest. These sites are 
located on 1he clay lands and heavily wooded landscape 
of northern Hampshire in the valley of the r iver Loddon 
and its tr ibutaries. These sites appear 10 exist side by side 
wi1h 01hcr forms of medieval rural se11femen1 in the 
region and it would therefore be reasonable 10 assume 
that the majori ty of 1hem are moated manor houses. 
probably the result or the colonisaiion of 1his heavily 
wooded region of nor1h Hampshire, and of the creatio;, 
of sub•manors from larger es1a1es. A lthough ten o f those 
surveyed so far arc loca1ed on isolated sites, only five o f 
them appear to be in the area of a known medieval 
forest , Pamber Forest. In one parish alone, Sherfield­
on-Loddon. there are three moated sires (Breach Farm. 
Lancclevy Farm and Sherfield Hall). One of the moated 
sites, Sherfield Hall . is probably that of the medieval 
manor .house situated close by 1he parish church. The 
early village. however. has since migrated 10 a new sire 
about one. kilometre 10 1he north. It is hoped 1ha1 funher 
work dunng the current survey programme will shed 
mor~ hgh1 on the origins, functions and s1a11is of 1his 
par11cular grnup or moated sites. 

Less concentrated grouping~ also exist along 1he 

upper regions of the l ichen_. between Winchesicr and 
A lrcsford. and lhe Hampshire Avon. while other s'i 
arc located mainly in the other r iver valleys and on 

1

1: 
clays. sands and gravels of 1he south. north and east 0~ 
1he coun1y. Only a small percentage are located by a 
existing or deserted villag<: site. The main.reason forth: 
small number of moated sues m Hampshire is probabl . 
due to 1hc extent of the chalk downlands. There ii 
however , a marked absence o f moated sites in such 
forested areas as the New Forest and the Fores1 ofBere 
two extensive tracts or medieval woodland where i; 
wou ld be expected to find a higher incidence of sites· 
further survey may reveal new sites in these 1wo ro~ 
area~. 

T he majori ty of sites in 1he county are simple. 
rectangular or square moats and enclose areas or one 
acre or less: there are none or the complex enclosures or 
the M idlands and elsewhere. Only a few of those so f:u 
examined enclose a larger area or have more 1han one 
moated enclosure. The site at Four Lanes Fann ne:u 
Basingstoke had 1wo moated enclosures originally, and 
that a1 Wyefords Farm two or more. A si te at Longs1ock. 
on the River Test, sometimes referred 10 as a '·Danish 
encampment", has one or two associated enclosures 
which may have been originally moated. 

A number o f moated sites have associa1ed fish pond$: 
Lancelevy Farm has one, Hartley Wespall has 1wo. one 
of which is well preserved; Wyefords Farm has at leasi 
1wo, whilst Marwell M anor has a whole series, This 
particular site is a L2th century college of canons, 
founded by the bishop of Winchester , which originally 
had associated build ings including a chapel and farm 
buildings, all located within one large moa1. Moorcoun 
Farm. near Romsey. has two well preserved fish ponds 
immediately adjacent 10 the moated enclosure. 

Some sites still re1ain internal buildings. as for 
example at Wyefords Farm, where a fine l61h century 
manor house survi ves; at Beaurcpaire. where an earlier 
building has been succeeded by an ornate 19th een1ury 
house: and M arwell Manor, where the prescn1 house 
and ou1buildings have surviving 14th and 151h century 
architec1ural fea1ures. Of the other sires 1ha1 have been 
surveyed. Four Lanes Fam1, Stratficld Turgis. 
Onerbourne. Hartley Wespall, Breach Fann and 
Fordingbridge have 16th-18th century houses within the 
moated enclosures. 

One of the most interes1ing and yet enigmatic sites_is 
that al Sherborne Priory near Basings1oke. founded_'" 
1he early 12th century. Here three arms of a squ~nsh 
shaped moat lie immediately 10 the east of 1he sur"rv,ng 
alien priory church. It would however appear 10 hare 
been too small to have enclosed it . or any of the pnori· 
buildings. Docs it enclose unrecorded monasi~ 
buildings 1ha1 now lie under the preseni church~rd. 
The graveyard itsel f? Or did it enclose a prc•pnof)' 
build ing? I f 1he latter, 1hen it would be one of 1heearhest 
moated sites in the coun1ry. apart from early_castles; 
Only archaeological excavations will provide lh< 
answer. if the site has not already been destroyed by 
grave digging. , 

There is a1 preseni no correla1ion in the co~•;~ 
between the form or size of moa1s. 1heir relationship 
Other forms of settlement and 1hcir status or funcnon. 
More details arc required on the rnorphologf or rnoa; 
and associated structures. evidence which will only he 
forthcoming from excavations. Aparl from ' d 
excavations a1 Old Milton (Hurst and Hurst 1967) an r 
an on-going excavation programme on a moated mono 
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•1, al Wickham. near Fareham {Whinney 1978) 
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,w '., has been only a perfunctory 1rcnch dug on ~ne or 
rherc h ,r sires in 1he county, which have added hnle 10 
l"oO! C'. • 
ur knc>wlcdge. . . . 0 Although more f ieldwork. survey and excava11on. 

lh'r wi1h further documeniary and canographic 
w~arcli is still needed. a genera l pancm is gradually 
re •nning 10 emerge in 1he coun1y from the curren1 
be~•e)' work . The resuhs ca_n 1hcn be compared wi1h 
!~her regions in 1he nol too d1s1an1 fu1ure. 

EARLY EAR'fHWORK C,'\/iTLES 

Allhough documentary evidence from such sources as 
the Anglo-Saxon Chronicle and very 1enuo~s 
archae<>logical dala suggest ~he presence of castles 111 
England in 1he years preceed,ng the Conquest, the vas1 
maJori1y of early cast les dale from the fom1a1ive decades 
or ihe late I Ith cen111ry. wi1h a noruit in 1he 12th 
cenrury. 

Jn Hampshire quite a number of these early earth­
•urk cas1lcs ,vere built. mosl of them still surviving in 
~,me form or ano1hcr (Fig. 2-1). Thcv consist of both 
moues and ringworks and appear lo be mainly of 12th 
.-eniun• da1e. A list o f 1he si1es in Hampshire is given at 
rhcendof this paper (Appendix I). 

Although i1 has been advoca1ed that ring"'Orks were 
1ht earlier form o f castle (Davison 1969). i l would 
appear 1hai ··no progress has been made in this direc1ion 
and no firm evidence exists 10 sugQest 1ha1 1he castles 
•·i1hou1 moues are early". (Saunde-rs 1977). There has 
ceNainly been no real supporting evidence for either 
theory from Hampshire ,ires. although the possibility 
etis1>1ha1 the large ringwork and bailey at Blendwonh 
(Molley's Copse) partly overlies an earthwork whose 
ihaP_e and size is sugges1ive of a motte and bailey. 
possibly one of the "pro10-cas1les" buih in 1he 
irnmc<lia1c pos1-Conques1 period (Plau 1978). Flint 
~rac1ural evidence has been recorded inside 1he 
ringwork. 1oge1her with fragments o f late 121h and 131h 
rentury ponery. In contrast. a small ringwork exists at 
Wooc!garst(ln Farm near Basingstoke, whose place 
name (Wealagaerstwre) was first recorded in a I01h 
cemurychaner(Sawyer No. 505) and was in1erprc1cd as 
meanrng "grass enclosure o f the welshmen (Grundy 
1927). The site could also be 1ha1 named in Gesw 
~ep/Ja11i asm,re/(11111 quod di<-ebmur de Silva - ··Casile 
In the Wood" ( Renn 1973). In 1332 ten tax payers were 
rr;:orded for Woodgars1on (by 1ha1 time 1he name was 
llodegarsto11) while 1herc is a reference 10 1he exis1ence 
of a medieval chapel, suggesting that lhe cas1le was 
cohnnec1ed wnh a small medieval se11lemen1. However. 
I e I' co car 1~st earthwork ca,tle in 1hc couniy whose 
\Vnsiruc11on dale is reasonably clear is 1ha1 81 

1~nches1cr. where excavation in the la1e 1960s showed 
11he Conqueror's original castle (buih c. I 067) was a 

:~11e
1 
~~lh an _outer bailey which contained a castle 

~ -~nd pos~1~ly other buildings (Biddle 1970). 
rem•·ile lhe ongms of the mo11e and 1he ringwork s1m 
CUu am ?bscure, lhe distribution of both forms in the 
ll niy is of interest. There have been iden1ified in 
~;:hire at present 11 ringw1>rks ( including two 
sman ic) ~nd nine mo11cs. Mos1 of the ringworks are 
Housen ".ze and even the larger ~ites. such as Basing 
"'hen • Ashley, and Merdon, arc not particularly large 
and Afnipared with overall standards (Ca1hcan. King 
lheiri coc_k 1969). Their smallness may sugges1 1ha1 

unctu)n was nor necessarily that of a castle erected 
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for some political reason. bu1 1ha1 they possiblv existed 
a~ huntmg lodges or defended manors. Basin'g House 
nn~work. for example. was almost certainly the chief 
residence of Hugh de Port. Sheriff of Hampshire in the 
late 11 th century, and remained in 1he ownership of his 
descendants_ un1!I the l61h cen1ury. 

The d1s1nbuuon of early cas1 les in the county. in 
rclat,?n to sen lemcnts. may throw some Jighl on their 
f~nc11ons. Ten o f 1hem are located in isolated posi tions 
six 111 d_cserl~d or existing se11lcmcn1s (including 1h~ 
c~s1 l~s 1n ~mchcster and Southampton). and 1hrc., 
~•1Lhm 1-2 kilometres of a se11lemcn1. Of 1hose situated 
'" deserted or cxis1 ing seulements three are close by 
churches or chapels. whils1 four represen1 defended 
manor house sites. 

O f particular interest is a group of isola1ed cas1les 
along the sou lhern fringes of what wa., a very extensive 
1rac1 of medieval forest. the Fores1 of Berc. At 
~owlands Casile 1here is a moue. while less than 2 
kllomet_res away l ies a large complex ringwork. in 
Motley s Copse. one of 1he bes1 preserved in 1hc county. 
W11hm ~ few hundred metres of the ringwork a smaller 
n~<>lle 1s s11uated_. 1oge1her with a very recently 
discovered small nngwork type enclosure. Associated 
wi1h the castles in Mo1ley's Copse are a number of linear 
banks and ditches. A re they all fores1 hunting lodges or 
are !he las1 1wo smaller earthworks siege castles. 1hrown 
up against the larger s1ronghold with its massive 
ramparts? Fur1her101he west. on the nor1hern slopes of 
Pons(Jown al Pinsley. there is a mone. whilst less than 
one :kilometre to the north lies a well preserved ringwork 
al Sou1hwick. Are 1hey hunting lodges possibly 
connected wi1h 1hc royal patronage of Ponchester 
Cas1 le during 1he Middle Ages (1ha1 pan of 1he Forest of 
Berc was called Ponchcs1er Foresl in the 131h century. 
(Hughes 1976)), or are they connecled wi1h 1he nearby 
12th century Augustinian priory al Sou1hwick? 

Ano1her isolated group of castles which can be l inked 
his1orically. is 1ha1 located in the Crondall•Bentley­
Famham area. Farnham Casile (in Surrey). a large 
monc. was buih by Henry de Blois. Bishop of 
Winches1er. in 1hecarly 121h cen1ury and l ies only 1hree 
kilometres from a large ringwork at Barley Pound. This 
well-preserved ringwork ha< two baileys and overlies a 
complex of ditches and banks which may have been part 
of an earlier manorial seulement . Building founda1 ions 
have been revealed with much re-used Roman material 
in the surviving remains. This panicular castle has been 
1en1aiivcly identified as Lidclea Casi le. which also 
l;>elongcd 10 1he bishop and is mentioned i~ Gesw 
S1eph(l11i for 1147 (Kmg and Renn 197 1) . Within a two 
hundred metre radius of Barley Pound lie two 01her 
earthwork castles: 10 the east Powderham Casile. a 
small na11opped moue and ba!ley: and 10 1he ~ou1h-~ve~1 
a ploughed out moue and hatlcy wluch h':'s JUSI w1.1hrn 
the parish of Bentley. 1\vo _01her pos~!ble parually 
ploughed-ou1 ringworks also he a short d1srnncc 10 1he 
west. Penley Copse and a site al LongSu1wn. The same 
iext in Ge.sta Stephani also relates how 1wo castles were 
built and garrisoned in order 10 besiege L_1d_elea Castle. 
King and Renn 1hercfore suggest the poss1b1l11y 1ha1. the 
iwo moues could be idcn1ified as 121h century siege 
cas1 les. prohably of the Anarchy. The much danrnged 
monc in Bentley parish therefore reprcscn1s an 
opportunity to examine such a s1ruc1~rc. even though 
1hc moue has been denuded by ploughmg. . . 

An inves1 iga1 ion of 1his kind. combmcd w11h 
documentary and landscape studies. could throw some 
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fresh lights on the origins and functions of thi~ particular 
group of early earthwork castle,;. If we are to understand 
more widely rhe origins. rhc functi~>ns and r_he 
relarionship of rhis panicular class of earthwork with 
other forms of sc11 Jcmen1. in Hampshire and elsewhere. 
rhe information can only be obrained through more 
comprehensive fieldwork combined wirh documenrary 
research and. where necessary. archaeological 
excavation. It is hoped thar such a conrribution will be 
made by the survey programme that will be undertaken 
by rhc County Planning Departmenr. 

CONCLUSION 

Although l have only rouched briefly on a few aspecrs of 
the medieval settlement landscape of Hampshire. and 
allempted to underline problem areas connected with 
them. there are of course many other aspects which also 
need detailed study. Examples of such aspects are: 
population trends. place name studies. monastic houses 
and their estates. deer parks (of which there were thirty 
in Hampshire in the 16th century). woodland and forest 
clearance and associated settlement. industrial sites 
(especially mills and pollery and tile producing ccn1rcs). 
including trade and dis1ribution. and of course 
communications. Ano1her important aspect of medieval 
Hampshire. as elsewhere in the country. is 1he study of 
standing buildings. including churches. 

l n my opinion archaeologists in Hampshire have been 
pre-occupied with rhe pre-historic and Roman periods 
and in recent years. especially in urban contexts. rhe 
Saxon period. Much of the medieval landscape of the 
county still survives and lhus demands not just an 
archaeological analysis bur an in1er-disciplinary one. I 
hope therefore that this paper will help stimulate further 
interest in its study. 
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,\J'PEl''DIX I - Molles ond Ringworks In Hampshl~ 

Par,sh Name of Sue Grid R~f. T)J><' - Ashley .. Gains Casile .. SU 384208 Ringwork Basing Basing House SU663258 Ringwork "Olivers Banery .. SU668S3S Mone Blcndwonh Motlcy's Copse SU725122 Ringwork IOr\\ Mo1ley·s Copse SU723120 Mone I;,,, Bradley "Hum Castle" SU 645-113 ?Ringwork Crondall "Barley Pound" SU 796467 Ringwork .. Powdcrham Casile" SUSOJ.169 Mone (Benlley) Ploughed OUI casde SU79446) Mone 9/f,j Fordingbridge Casile H,11 SU 166162 Rinpork Froyle Penley Copse SU 776459 ?Ringwork \of Gospon Apple Dumpling Bridge SU 584001 Mone r, Hursley Mcrdon Castle SU 421264 Ringwork 
LongSunon "Coun Garden" SU75~ 'Ringwork Ro.-lands Casile RO"'lands Casile SU 733105 Mone Southarnplon Casile SU41811S Mone 
Soulhwick Pin51ey SU639073 Mone 

Place Wood SU 635092 Ringwork 
Winches1cr Ca,1le SU479298 Mone 
Woo1on S1. Lawrcnc:c Woodgarston Farm SU 584555 Ringwork 



The Post-Medieval Archaeology of Hampshire 

K. J. Barton 

The role of Hampshire as a county in the Middle Ages, 
especially in tbe later part of the Middle Ages. is not ve~ 
much different from the role of any other county 1n 
Southern England at that time. With Lhe exception of 
the singular importance of !'<>th Win_chester _an<il 
Hamwih {later Southampton) 11s role did not differ 
either in earlier periods after the Roman occupation. 
However in the post-medieval period the county begins 
10 divide between Lhe north and south in a manner which 
becomes increasingly significant. more significant today 
than it was in the 16th century. The inOuenceof London 
is marked both to the north and 10 the south of the 
coumy and only in central Hampshire do we see a slow 
tempo of change that has marked its history and 
prehistory from time immemorial. 

If the post-medieval period is 10 be marked by some 
significant division, that mark is probably best· 
represented by the decline of the power of Winchester in 
the Middle Ages and its subsequent , almost total, 
decline as a seat of temporal power in the 15th century. 
Equally significant is the loss of importance of 
Southampton, which is due not just 10 the devastating 
French raid of 1288, but primarily due to the continuing 
war between France and England which made the 
Channel untenable to traders. The brief sojourn of 
Viennese and Genoese merchants living in 
Southampton. which brought some respite to that 
beleaguered city, declined when the pressure of piracy 
and harassment became too great. It is mainly as a result 
of this decline that the cities of Bristol and London grew 
into favour with importers and exporters alike, as the 
route was safer and less demanding, and it was fortunate 
for Bristol that she took the trade from Southampton at 
Lhe right moment, just before the discovery of the 
Americas which promoted trade and the greater 
industry in favour of Bristol and rather reduced 
Southampton's role. This is illustrated to some extent by 
a study of English post-medieval ceramics in the 
Channel Islands; the bulk of which originate from the 
Severn Valley,_ Bristol and North Devon. even though 
there were avadable adequate supplies of similar wares 
made at Poole, Verwood, Fareham and Chichester. 

But it is the wars with France which have had the 
greatest innuence on the development of one part of 
Hampshire, that of the Solent. Constant raids by the 
French on the South Coast, and in particular on the Isle 
of Wight, threatened and harassed merchant shipping. It 
a lso. pr~ved very dif6cult for English kings to carry 
arm,es mto France from the southern coast without 
sufficient support. The harbours of the south-east c-oast 
are untenable for the maintenance of a neet of any 
significaace until one reaches Portsmouth Harbour· 
Chichester and Langs1one Harbour are too shallow and 
only Portsmouth Harbour has sufficient depth of tide, 
although II too raised problems for Lhe mariner both in 
t~c narrowness of the harbour entrance and in the severe 
lldal ra~ o_n ~th the _ebb_ and now. Entry into that 
harbour 1s hmned to falf wmds and to ships guided by 
being warped, by the use of capstains or by row boats, in 
and o~t of the cntrnnce. Thus for sailing vessels of types 
used 10 the early post-medieval period there were 
enormous difficulties which were also experienced even 

later, in the 18th and l9thand early 20thcenturies wbe 
the Admiralty thought it prudent to keep the bulk of tb n 
Fleet outside anchor on the shallow shoals of the 
~~~- e 

The growth of Portsmouth is very significant· it 
received its foundation at the end of the 13th cemu~ ~ 
what was little more than a few streets with some 
permanent buildings to provide some son of nucleus for 
camps, for soldiers on the move or to guard the nearby 
harbour. It was not until the reign of Henry V that a d,y 
dock was first built there. This proved unsatisfactory and 
was soon filled in but a second more effective dry dock 
was built by Henry VJ I in 1495. This now lies underneath 
the cobbling next lo HMS Victory. Portsmouth even 
then was not considered to be politically imponam and 
its growth at the end of the 16th century was a bitter pill 
for Southampton to swallow, as Southampton was in 
decline and fought continually for the right 10 control the 
customs until Portsmouth received its charter in 1600. 
The fortification of Portsmouth proper began at the end 
of the 15th century with the building firstly of the Round 
Tower and then of the Square Tower; they provided 
defence against any vessel attempting 10 enter the 
harbour which by then had become known as Pons­
mouth Harbour; they also defended the spit of land in 
the Solent and Camber, the small civil harbour of the 
town. The Square Tower was placed directly on the 
seaward end of the main street of the town. From 1h05e 
initial defences sprang a wall and ditches to enclose the 
whole of the town , which was slightly to the east of the 
Square Tower up 10 the present position of the City 
Museum and westwards to the Camber. 

The enclosure was not only for the defence of the town 
but for the defence of the harbour. It had been realised 
from the very beginning that there was no point in 
keeping a neet in a harbour without supplies. ,.;thout 
workshops for repair and restoration, and without a 
military presence to defend those supplies, workshops 
and the entrance 10 that harbour. Although Portsmouth 
had been marked as a naval town , its true role was a 
military ooe defending the ephemeral appearances of 
ships coming and going from its harbour. The 
importance of Portsmouth Harbour cannot be stressed 
too greatly; the securing of the Fleet and the constant 
patrol of the Channel made a primary military base for 
the Defence of the Realm. Only one other town was 
defended as well and that was _Berwick-Upon-Tweed, 
where the defences were for a different purpose. to 
defend Lhe northern outposts of England against ~he 
Scots. Portsmouth's role was 10 protect the Fleet which 
was defending England against the French, a role of such 
importance that it almost removes Portsmouth from t~e 
post-medieval development of Hampshire. For ,n this 
capacity Portsmouth developed into an exteasion of 1~• 
metropolis, an outpost of London; it had become, •~ 
effect, a Royal castle of enormous proportions an 
remained so up to the reign of Victoria. , 

11 is significant that it was at Portsmouth that Hen!) 
VUI exercised his new specially constructed warship. 

' • g• the Mary Rose, the ship that never fired a shot in an • 
turned turtle and sank with all hands in the face of th: 
enemy. An equal item of significance for t,ot 
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th and 1he nation was the decision of Henry 
f'OrtSmo~ake Sourhsea Cast le the first castle ro be 
VJ]I 

10
cred on what was then a new design for mounting 

roosllll angled bastions. The la1es1 designs for artillery 
gurons originated in llaly and spread rapidly through 
dt ence although Sou1hsea Casile is a pale shadow of 
Euroi;;:ginal Italian designs and obviously suffered to 
[he 

O 
extent from the inOuence of 1he English 

JO~e romise. Toe principle laid down in 1hat castle, of a 
co p .,11h special gun emplacements defended by a 
~ee~ is one that can be traced 10 most of the defensive 
;~~~ of the 16th 10 19th centuries; within 5 miles of 
So ihsea Castle the Palmcrston Fons of the 1860s show 
h:fasl throes of this archi1ec1ural style, complete with 
~eep angled bastions and glacis. 

No; only was Portsmouth fortified and supported by 
Southsea Castle but later on the far eastern end of the 
~land was the site for a fort which was replaced by 
anolher ·'star" fort of some magnificence and great 
expense. The brainchild of the Duke of Cumberland and 
called Fort Cumberland after him, remains the only 
--siar"' fon in Britain and is now designated an Ancient 
Monumenl. Its construction was modified by a casting 
vote of 1he Speaker of the Rouse of Commons as it was 
considered to be inordinately expensive. But 
fort ifications did not cease there, for the town of 
Portsmouth was fortified and re-fortified as was the 
adjacent 1own of Portsea. which housed the sailors and 
artisans. The principal architect amongst several was 
Henry de Gomme who worked at the end of the 17th 
century when Gosport was included in the defences. 
Fortifications were again strengthened and modified in 
1he 18th century, by which time the whole of the mouth 
of Portsmouth Harbour had become encircled by one 
vas1 bank and ditch and emplacement system. 

After their defeat in 1815, at a time of technical 
development, the French were prompted to rebuild 
their Fleet of ironclad ships mounting heavy guns with a 
range of severa.l miles. In the middle of the 19th century 
lhe defence at Ponsmouth was 100 Oimsy for these 
lli;Proved guns and the grooved shells of the French , and 
1lus led to the construction of the great series of 
defences, built by Palmerston, which range along the top 
of Portsdown Hill and across the Oatlands, cutting off 
1he pemnsula on which Gosport stands. 

The fonifica1ion of Portsmouth together with the 
~nningseriesofwars from the 1540sonwards had much 
'lider ramifications in Hampshire for in the hinterland 
of P?rtsmouth lies the Forest of B~re. an area noted for 
:.wddemess, for its vagabonds and highwaymen, dense 
foickets and difficult througbways. The bulk of this 

rest ~as felled and removed during the 18th and 19th 
:~~_nes for the construction of warships. A nourishing 
m~ IDg industry grew up in the Hamble River but also, 
!et :e imponamly, in the Beaulieu River. The latter site, 
pr;

0
th~ New Forest, had r_esource~ close at hand for the 

htat" ction of wOod for sh1p-bulldmg, for charcoal. for 
[o iogand for the manufacture of gun-powder and also H;::~ fuel for the smelting of ironsand, brought from 
were;) ury He~d near Christchurch. These activities 
Produ ~uch significance that over a 50 year period they 
Bueti: 3 considerable number of ships, both at 
them s~I Har~ and Bailey's Hard where evidence of 
•·ere a 

I 
Survi~es. Other resources of the New Fores1 

road b 'id~xploited: sand and gravel were extracted for 
days,:' ing, marl wa.~ extracted for a fertiliser a.nd the 

In th~;e d~g and converted into brick. 
penod too the clays of southern Hampshire at 
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Fareham, Poi:ismouth and Hayling were brought into 
use 10 embellish and cha~ge the architectural styles of 
the , county· The us~ of bnck began in the 16th century 
and can_ be seen m several important buildings in 
Hampsltrre, pan,cularly at Basing House bu1 also in the 
walD around_ the Bishop's Palace at Bishops Waltham. 
Fr?m ~hat time onwards major structures were built in 
bnck; md_eed the ~isu~lly most significant aspect of the 
post-medieval penod 1s the range of red brick buildings 
of 16th-20th century date. 

The effect of the Napoleonic Wars, of the clearance of 
the forei:ts an_d of the growth of the towns of southern 
Ha~pshire 1s also reflected in the agricultural 
arcln uect_ure. There are many farms of southern 
Hampshire where the evidence indicates that the 
principal ptoduction was of cereals rather than meat. 
Large _granaries on staddles, small barns, large barns, 
~ollowmg one another in date and size, show the rate of 
mcroe:ased produc11o_n of cereals throughout this period. 
Obviously the gram was grown 10 provide for the 
enormous demand of lhe Navy and the Anoy in the 
south of the county and for exportation to the Colonies, 
a lso under threat from the French. 

Such industrial activities as there were in central 
Hampshire were limited to the production of cloth made 
from wool, or, in some instances, of sil.k. In the nonh of 
the county the story is somewhat different from that of 
the rest. The geology of that area, particularly the nonh­
east of the county, is markedly different from that of the 
chal!klands and is similar to the geology of the New 
Forest and 1he Weald lying to the east of Petersfield. The 
land is principally gravel or clay. heavily wooded and 
drained mostly 10 the nonh. Already in the Middle Ages 
in the north-eastern area there was a pottery industry, 
which belongs loosely 10 that found in and around the 
conjoint borders of Berkshire, Surrey and Hampshire 
but mainly near Kingston-on-Thames. This industry 
produced a wide variety of highly decorated wares 
known as ''Surrey Wares". Jn the same way as other 
southern English medieva.1 pottery in the 14th century, 
the highly decorated wares declined into plainer wares. 
By the middle of the 15th century, in common with the 
rest of England, significant changes in ceramic styles 
were taking place and it is near 10 Farnham and Cove. 
the Blackwater Valley and other sites in 1hat area 1ha1 
we discover the products of potters using established 
methods 10 provide new kinds of pot1ery involvi~g the 
use of white clay with a green glaze; the foundation of 
the type known as ' ·Tudor Green". . 

These varied types of wares are completely d1vor<;Cd 
from the medieval combination of cooking pot and Jug 
wbich was the pattern of production for the previous 150 
years; items produced included cups and mugs, platt~rs. 
candlesticks, small jugs and costrels and a mu~h :,v1der 
range and quality than that made earlier. Tius 1s the 
mirror of a movement that was taking place in (he ~forth 
and Midlands in which the wares were _made in_ similar 
form. perhaps not with such a wide _vanety _bur m a r~d 
fabric with a brown glaze, someumes with a white 
decoration . "Tudor Gree~" wares wer~. manufactured 
in north-east Hampshire in vast quant1t1~s from sma.11 
kilns dotted about wherever there was suitable clay or 
fuel or a combination of both 10 suu the potter. The 

roducts of these kilns mostly went to London and the 
~rchaeological levels of the 16th and 17th century.'" 
London are heavily littered with north Hampshire 
''Tudor Green". The influence of London was not a new 
thing for this area, for. as Malcolm Lyne has shown, the 
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Roman potters exported their potte')'. to London ~y 
river in the same quantity and the medieval potters did 
likewise. 

In the early L8th century the digging of canals became 
important and every e!fort was made to link Portsmouth 
by canal with its mother town of London. to ensure the 
swift movement of goods both backwards and forwards 
from the capital to its naval base. Canal links were dug 
and the Wey and Arun canalised in an attempt to reach 
Portsmouth through Chichester Harbour. A canal was 
also connected from the Wey through to Basingstoke 
and was intended to go beyond. Neither of these 
ventures succeeded and by the time they had finished 
road, and later rail improvements were already in hand. 

The prosperity brought 10 the market towns, 
especially those inland. after the Civil War and because 
of the Napoleonic War allowed them to flourish; towns 
such as Andover, Basingstoke. Alton. Petersfield, 
Farnborough, Romsey and, to some extent Winchester, 
owe their modem prosperity to the growth of their 
importance in the 18th and early 19th centuries, which 
was rapidly stimulated by the coming of the railways. 
But in the meantime several towns in the north of the 
county had already established industries themselves; 
singular amongst these is the foundation of the Waterloo 
Iron Works at Andover begun, significantly, in 1815. 
After the end of the Napoleonic Wars there was 
considerable development along the south coast of the 
county: Waterlooville was founded, Ponsmouth 
expanded into Kingston and Milton, around 
Southampton, Shirley and Above Bar were developed, 
while the coastal towns of Emsworth, Havant, Fareham 
and Lymingcon all expanded. 

By the middle of the 19th century, as a result of the 
railways, the influence of London had become 
enormous and the need to escape from the filth of the 
capital to the sea helped to establish holiday rcsons such 
as Southsca at the southern end of Portsea Island. At 
this time also the same military threat which raised 
Palmerston's foll ies caused the Government to produce 
defensive lines for London which included the barren 
lands around Aldersbot: Pirbright, Caterham and 
Camberley became m.ilitary camps and Aldershot che 
drill ground for them. As Aldershot developed the 
military influences wllich had been centred for so long in 
Portsmouth began to move away to that part of the 
county. 

Throughout the period, and right on into the middle 
of the 20th century up to the present day ceotral 
Hampshire has changed much more slowly and remains 
agricultural, primarily concerned with cereal growing but 
~lso now using that cereal to rauen beef; the sheep, 
1mponant in the medieval period have declined 10 liule 
significance. To the north of the county Basingstoke, 
Andover, Alton and Farnborough are within the 
commuter belt of London and are more a pan of London 
than of Hampshire; indeed up to 1978 Basingstoke and 
Andover were predominantly London overspill towns 
although that has changed 10 some extent since. It is 
really in the mid-70's that the features we have seen in 
the post-medie~al period in Hampshire come to an end, 
wuh the dechne of the Navy in Portsmouth the 
reduction in thes~ of the Dockyard, the surrende'r of a 
great deal of land, m some cases held for more than 200 
years, by_ the Army, which _have reduced the military 
presence m the south 10 less 1mponance than it has ever 
been for the last 500 years. 

The effect on Portsmouth is significant for it 

auempced to change its character by housing . 
inhabitants elsewhere and developing a series us 
factories to make it less dependent on the Dockya ~I 
with the development of a commercial port lhL~strat: ' 
appears to have been successful. The fortunes ~ 
Southampton continue to wane; it recovered wich the 
appearance of the steam ocean liners but was affected b , 
the growth of air traffic, and is now attempting 1~ 
recover _itself with cargo traffic. The small towns of 
Hampshire: Christchurch, Havant, Romsey. Petersfield 
and Alton have changed little. developing slowly or in 
spurts, and following the common pattern of the 20th 
century are today surrounded by minor industries 
Towns at Farnborough, Andover and Basingstoke hav~ 
been left 10 their own devices and continue 10 survive 
The capital city of Winchester has had a new lease of lif~ 
and its fortunes. firstly as_ a Roman Civitas capital and, 
secondly, as seat of the Kings of England and as a great 
ecclesiastical centre have changed once again 10 become 
a seat of power in the hands of local government 
bureaucrats; they probably wield as much power all<i 
certainly spend far more money than has ever been seen 
before in the history of Hampshire. 
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APPENDIX JJ 

Post Medieval Archaeology in Hampshire: A Ga,.elleer 

Field Systems and Eanhworks 
SU 188122 Fordingbridge 

System of low earthworks- Proc. Hampshire Fld. Club (New Forest Section Repts. 3), 1964 

SU 19780786 

SU 2107 1390 

SU203060 

SU 23750692 

SU233010 

SU 272/iO 154 

SU 27380663 

SU228999& 
SU295994 & 
SU296996 
SU 32940968 

SU 32770952 

SU32409I & 
SU33950862 
SU325050& 
SU334056 
SU 367024 

SU 303996 

SU 368938 

SU420030 

Recreational Sites 
SU0516 

SU2220!60I 

SU 25400903 

SU 3237 

SU 38163518 

SU 35841805 

SU 304089 

SU 305065 

(A. H. Pasmore). 
Ellingham 

Small oval stock enclosure- Local Papers (1931), 182-5 (Heywood Sumner). 
Fordingbridgc 

Stock enclosure - New Fore$/ Pouery Kilns & Earrhworks. 1967 (A. H. Pasmore}. 
Burley 

Ridley Copse- Local Papers (1931). 149. 156-7. 170-3 (Heywood Sumner). 
Burley 

Hard Wood Plantation- The New Forest ( 1863). 215-6 (J. Wise) . 
Burley 

Two enclosures - Proc. Hampshire Fld. Club, 23, 9 (C. C. Tubbs and E. Jones). 
Rhinefield 

Length of Bank. Proc. Hampshire Fld. Club, New Forest Section Repts. 5 (1.966), 7 
(T. Knowles). 

Rhinefield 
?Remains Post Medieval Field System. Proc. Hampshire Fld. Club. New Forest Section Repts. 5 
(1966). 7 (A. Pasmore). 

Burley 
Probable late 18th century/early 19th century encroachment. Proc. Hampshire Fld. Club, 23 
(1964), 1-IO (Tubbs & Jones). 

Colbury 
Salpetrc House, Proc. Hampshire Fld. Club. 18. 335-7 (Cmdr. E. C. Wrey). 

Colbury 
Bank, part of Saltpetre House enclosure, Historical E11gla11d, New Forest 18.11 (Lewis). 

Colbury 
Coppice Bank, Proc. Hampshire F/d. Club (New Forest Repts. S). 1966 (A. H. Pasmore). 

Denny Lodge 
Enclosure. Wm. Driver's Mav of the New Forest. 1789. 

Boldre 
4 Acre enclosure 18ih century/19th century. Proc. Hampshire FI,/. Club. New Forest Section 
Repts. 4 ( 1965), 8 (A. H. Pasmore). 

Boldre 
Banked and ditched enclosure, late 18th century, Proc. Hampshire Fld. Club. 23. 1-IO. 

Boldre 
Banked and ditched enclosure. late 18th century. Proc. Hampshire Fld. Club, '23, 9. 

Denny Lodge 
Banked. possible enclosure, Proc. Hampshire Fld. Club, New Forest Section Rept.. 3 (1964). 4 
(A. H. Pasmore). 

Cranb<>me/Martin 
Blagdon Park- Existed pre-1324. Proc. Dorset Na11ir. Hist. Archaeol. Soc .. 86. 164- 170 (L. M. 
Cantor and J. D. Wilson). 

Fordingbridge 
Studley Castle. 14th century hunting lodge. Proc. Hampshire Fld. Club. New Forest Section 
_Rept. 8 ( 1969). 6 (Pasmore), Amiquity 5. 482 (S. Piggott). 

Mmstead 
Stag Park. Wm. Driver's Map of the New Forest, 1789. 

Nether Wallop 
Racetrack. Danebury Hill until 1898. VC/-1, /·l ampshirc4 (191 t). 528. 

Little Somb<>me 
White "!orse, 18th century. White Norsesa11d Other Nill Figures. (1949). 135·6 (Marples) . Noies 
& Querres, Vol. 8. 2 ( 1859), 400. 

Romsey Extra 
18th century walled garden. may be site of Nursling Manor House. A short history of Nursling 
( 1948) (0. G. S. Crawford}. 

1.yndhurst 
Race Course - Wm. Dri••er 's Map o/tlte New Forest 1789 (Ed. of 1851). 

Lyndhurst 
Park. pre 1789- W, Driver's Map. 
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'ii, l(J"l/91 Rold~ 
Codpi1 Tit/rt lfap. Boldre. 1851 

~l i-.J.,1770 \\ inchesler 

Ma,c - S1 Catharine', Hill 17IO. St. Cntltanne·s ~ltll. Pr<>c Hampshtrt fld Club 11 269-&l 
(C r. C " "" kc,. Myres & Steven,) • • 

hr•nHnd tarmbuildinll,\ 
l(,l:!(187~ &, fllinjtham 

St pltOCJS:? Late 18th ccn1ury/Earl) 19th ccntul) bee garden local Pa~n. 1931. IOI! (He}"'ood Sumner). 
~l' I~'-" fllingham 

Sc,cral Pillo" Mound,. Proc. H1m1psl11r, Fld Club, New Fore\t Section Repts. 4 (1965). 9 

SU 2161Xl8 

SU 3<~l03297 

SL 479?14 

SU t-1671414 

SU 15.101521 

St, 179-11856 

SL 17101950 

St, :?lfl..89320 

SU '.!ffi59597 

SU l-ll,()0548 

Sl/16~1 

Su 14841246 

Sl,S.597~ 

SU626133 

SU 60503200 

\UOJOs1950 

SU 13820302 

SUSIS-15043 

sus1255939 

St; 537541 

\LS-QI~ 

su 282711986 

(A II. Pa,more). 5. 1966. 5 (A. II Pasmore). Prelumnar, F..rca,ation Rtpt. 30, t, 1%8 (H. C. 
Bo"cn). 

f:llingham 

Bee Garden. Proc. Bt1umm1outlr Nawr Sci. Soc., 14, 1921·2, 68 (Heywood Sumner), local 
Paper... Archaeology & Topography. ll amp<hirc. Dorset & Wiltshire (1931). 34 (He,.,.ood 
Sumner) • 

llurlt') 
Bee Garden. Proc. llump,hirc- Fld. Club, Ne,. Forest Sce1ion Repon, 2 ( 1963), 6 (H A. 
Colhn<on) 

Broughton 
Pigeon Housc. llamp,l11rc- Pap,rs (1908-11), 384-5 (T. W. Shore). 

O"slebury 
Hcn\ting Farm House, 16th century, 8111/dmgsof Archarolog,ca/ llis1or1cal lnttresr, Winchester 
Rural District Council. 1951. 189. 

f ordingbridge 
\1arket Housc - dcmoli~hcd 1829, A History of Fordi11gbrldge /9{)9 (R. Harver) . 

Fordin1tbridge 
Bargatc Manor I-louse - Early 19th century. Pe,sner & Llo)d (1967). 

llale 
Hale House probabl) 18th century. Pc,°'ner & Lk>)d (1967). 

Hale 
Nonh Charford Manor Hou,;e. Early Georgian. Pe,-sncr 8.. Lloyd (1967) 

Highclilfc 
Castle. built 1773 no" derelict. Pe,~ncr & UO)d (1967). 

Ringwood & Fordingbridgc 
Hinton Park. built 1720. Pe,°'ncr& Lloyd (I 967). 

Ringwood 
Manor Hou;c. 18th century. VCII, 1/amp.thire, 4 (1911). 607•1!, 

Elllngham 
Mid 17th century bnck houc;e, Pc",ncr & Lloyd (1967). 

Fordingbridgc 
Brckton Farm. 16th century (Earl)) Manor House, VCII, llampshirt, 4 ( 1911). 568•9. 

Tadlcy/Pambcr .~ 4 (1911) ?(5 H 
Wyeford Farm - Ancient seat ofTadle) Manor 16()1-1625. VCII. llamp.,,ir,. . -

Sobcrton · C PI • D I F' Id I toe Manor Farm. 18th century and earlier building, I lampshrre ounty ann,ng ep re 
A rchacologr\l. 

Bb hops Sutton 
Sunon Manor House. c. 1700. Pc,-sncr & Lloyd (1967) 

Martin 
Bustard Manor Farm. VCII, 1/ampshire, 4 ( 1911). 592. 

Rlnpood · 
Avon Castle. c 1875 Country House. VCH, Hampshire. 4 (191 1). 607 

OQ ~~~ampton Farm PO\t Medieval Manor Hou;c. VCII, lfampslrire, 4 (1911). 210. 215-6 
llam~hire Record Soc: Obed,entiary Record or St . Swuhun. 405. 

Kl~~~ Farm ManororFrodbu'}. VCII, lfampsltiu. 4 ( 1911 ). 249. 254-6 Eggcnon MSS 2031 
14 75 Hamp,hire Record Soc: .• Wykeham'< Reg,,tcr. 19!1. 

Kl~e:,;~~arm. late J 7th centul)·/18th ccntul), VCH, llampsh1rt. 4 09 l I). 257-8. 265• 

Klni:scl<,rc CII H 1,·, 4(1911) ?5(,-7 
Sandford Farm. 16th centu'} Manor House. V , amps " • • - • 

\11nstead d moli,hed IQSO. VCH, l/ampll11re, 4 ( 191 I), 
Manor Hou'>C. enlarged end or 18th century. e 
635-7 
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SU 2n:141l15 

SU JI40l673 

Sl J:?741412 

SU.33401480 

SU J5.58l643 

SU 3667167.5 

SU 32712695 

SU 39882324 

SU 36-193110 

SU 3594-1537 

SU 36-114586 

SU 35615582 

SU 35175661 

SU 43111130 

SU 44161194 

SU 43371337 

SU 42252542 

SU 446232 

SU 46872229 

SU 471142926 

SU 48112942 

SU 485293 

SU 48423072 

SU 4113398 

SU 4401466() 

t;U 5J4106I I 

SU 5137124-1 

SU 5J77l71' 

SU 5-IY:?IY:?I 

Kimpton M I 
Shoddc..don \lanc>r. 00 rcmams earlier 1han 171h ccn1ury. ou•, <111 11e Par/11, of Af~ 
Kimpton. 111'111. 82 (R. M Clu11crbuc~ J. 

C'opy1-hom e . 
PaullOn\ House. llllh ccnlur} appearnncc (MSS an po-,'>C'-.<IOn of 1enan1s). 

'1/etley \farsh 
Tatchhur} Maoor. la1e 111th ccntul') to earl) 19th century 
~~ \I~ . . 

lapen"ood Manor. c 1860. pan ofTa1chbury Menrnl Hn,p,tal. \IC/I. lfa111111/ure. 4 (191 l).550 
Nu rslin11 llouse 

Formerly a rectory. built 1n8. Pe, ·~ncr & Lloyd ( 1967). 
Nursli"" . 

Gro,e Place. Man-,on. hu,lt 1561. 8111/mn 11fthe Bm,sh Arch Ass0<· , No 31 (1950). 3. 
MontJsront 

Abbe) - Rcmam, of Monasuc bu1Jd10g included 1010 Count<) House hu,lt c 153&-IIJ. VCH 
l/ampsl11re, 4 (1911). 503 and 2 (1903). 172. 

Ampfleld 
Hou<e. buil1 1760 (Pc,sncr & Lloyd, 1967). 

King's Sombome 
The Cruck Conagc. PrO<'. Hampslurl' F/d. Club. 21. 56. lfampshire \faga:ine. Ma) 1964. 23--1. 

Ando,er 
HospitaVAlmshouscs. c 16th ccntur}. St. Ma<) Magdalene·) Leper Hospital. \fed,,..a/ Rrl,g,ous 
1/ousrs of England and Wales. 1953. 251: \IC/I, 1/ampslure. I ( I 900). 356; Medie,•al HospitaLr of 
E:n,,land. 1909. 293 (R M Cla} ). 

Ando, er 
Pollens Almshouses. bu1h 1686. E.,c1ract from the /.Ith Rept. o/1he Charity Commmionus. IS25 
27 (Anon). 

Vtmham~an 
Up1on Grange. Proc HampJhire Hd C/11b, 9 ( 192"). 267-9 

Vernham ~ an 
Vcmham Mar,or. latc 16th century/earl) 171h ccntU<). VCH. Hampshire, 4 (191 I). 329-30. 

Southampton 
Ferry Sheller Cross House. A Walk through Soutl10111pto11 (1805). 77 (Sir Henry Engleficld). 

Southampton 
Pcartrec House Man,ion. 1617. Pevsner & Lloyd (1967). 

Southampton 
B111eme Manor. 1207-8. Proc. Homp.sl11re Fld. Cl11b. 13. 295 (Williams-Freeman). 

Hurslcy 
House. ins .. \lmwr, of Housing & Local Gorernmem Pror. Lmo/Sched11lt'd 8111fdmg1. 19:51. 
-IS (Winchester Rural Oi,mct Council). 

llursley 
Cranbu<) House. built c 17RO. lll11srrattd guide ro Crt111bur.1• Parle, 

Tw)ford 
Brambndge House. 1908. \/CH. Hamp.ihtrt, 3 ( 1908), 334. 339. 

WUl('htsler 

Christ', Hospual. 1607 rebu1h. 19th ccntu<) memorial obchsl. 1759. VCH Hampsh,rt (5). 
1912. 21. Pe,.~ncr& Llo}d (1967). • • 

Winchester 

The Eclipse Inn. fom,crly St. La" rencc Rector)•. l(,th ceniury, The S"m' o/Wi11rhmtr. 1955. 
44 ('I. W,mer) • 

Winchester 
Ho,piial of St. John the Baptist - The Grea1 llall c 1no Alm houses dated Ull7-IAAO. Pevsner 
&IIO)d(l967) • ' 

Winchesttr 
Ahhot, 13.irion Manor House, 16th centun.. VCH 1/umpihtre ~ (191,) "" 

\\ onston ·, • • • • • '""· 

Manor JIOU)C, 18th CCOIUI). \IC II. Hampslttrt'. 3 (1908) 409-11 
H Ur<tboume PrJors • 

Fa~~~rangc. \/CH. llumpslure, 4 ( 191 I), 287: llisrorvo/Sr. Marv Boume. IAAS (S1cven;). 

S1 Mar,,aret\ Prmn. t•th cc 1 11 I ,. •.•• " n U<) ou-.c. M111111ry of llm,sin,: ,{ l .11cal (imwmnm. 
ll11mp1/11re. u,nn I/A. Fareham Urban District Coune·1 195" ,, 

Bollt) I. - · ... 

0 ~~11:?lc C"oun, 16th 17th ccntul) Manor. VC//, Hami,rlurr. 3 ( IQCJ8). 21!6. 4(,(, 

Manor I arm. 1~75. M,mor I louse - rr . · , 9 
Bishop's \\ ullham .,g. «m:un,, \ICf/, llam111/11r1•. l ( IQCIX). 2XN· • 

I 11tle MJnor 17th <CntUI) und e,irl1er. Pc\<ncr & I lo)d ( 1'167). 
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SU27462027 

SU 46442238 

su 61840026 
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Shedfield 
Spencers Place. probably 15th century. Pevsner & Lloyd ( 1967) 

Wickham • 
~ark Place, 181h century, now a convent. Pevsner & Lloyd ( 1967). 

Wickham 
Rookesbury Park School, built 1835. Pevsner& Lloyd (1967). 

Owslebury 
Marwell House, rebuih 1816. VCH. Hampshire, 3 (1908), 332-4. 

Upham 
Pre~.;,,., House. 17th. 18th and 19th century. VCH, Hampshire, 3 (1908) 261-2 

Cheriloo , . 
Rectory. late 17th century. Pevsner & Lloyd ([967). 

Micheldever 
Sire of Manor, 1537-Rescue dig July 1973. 

Avington 
House, ~uih 156<!/70, remodelled 1680, additions 19th century, VCH, Hampshire, 3 (1908), 
306-8; Mm . Hou.smg & Local Governmem Lisr Scheduled Buildings. 1951. 51·2. 

Steventon · 
Manor House, originally 16th century, VCH, Hampshire, 4 (1911), 171. 

Dummer with Kempsholl 
Kempshou House. late 18th century, VCH, Hampshire, I (1900). 480 + 4 (1911). 179-80. 

Overton 
Polhampton Farm, 17th century, VCH, Hampshire. 4 (191 I ), 210, 213-5. 

Oakley 
Malshanger Castle, 1806, VCH, Hampshire, 4 (1911), 224 ff. 

Wootton St. Lawrence 
Marydown House, VCH, Hampshire, 4 (19H), 239. 

Wootton St. Lawrence 
Tangier House, built 1662, VCH, Hampshire, 4 (1911), 240. 

Portsmouth 
393 Commercial Road , Dicken 's birth-place , 18th century terrace. Ministry of Housing & Local 
Govemmem .. City of Portsmouth, 1951. 

Portsmouth 
Wymering Manor, 16th/17th century house, remodelled 18th century, Proc. Hampshire Fld. 
Club, 7 (W. Dale). 

Soberton 
The Towers, 1897-1904, Pevsner& Lloyd (1967). 

Hambledon 
"Cams' ' , 17th century origin with 18th century additions, Pevsner & Lloyd (1967). 

Hambledon 
Park House, 17th century, Pevsner & Lloyd (1967). 

Bramdean 
Manor, 1740, Pevsner & Lloyd (1967). 

Bramdean 
House, early 181h century, Pevsner & Lloyd (1967). 

Bramdean 
Woodcore Manor House, late 16th century/early 17th century, VCH, Hampshire, 3 (1908). 46. 

WestTisted 
Moated Manor, c 1600, demolished 1955/6, VCH. Hampshire, 3 (1908), 59; Field Archaeology as 
illusrrated by Hampshire (1915), 43, 296-7 (J. P. Williams Freeman): The Losr V,llages of 
England {1954), 353 (M. Beresford). 

Bishops Sutton 
Bishop's Palace-Sire only. 

Ropley 
House, built early 18th century, Pevsner & Lloyd ( 1967). 

Plaltford 
Moated Site. 

Otterboume • 259 (J w ·11· s 
Moated Manor site. Field Archaeology as l/lus1r111ed by Hampsh,re, 1915, P· • 1 tarn • 

Freeman); VCH . Hampshire. 3 (1908), 440-42. 
Gosport 

Fort; no visible remains, Commes Map of Por1smo111h, 1668. 
Portsmouth d ) 

Hilsea Lines. 19th century. Archaeol. J., 123 (J966), 136 ff (A. D. Saun ers • 
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Castles 
SU 31808974 Hurst 

Cast le. completed 1544. 
SU 45120885 Hound 

Netley Castle. built 1542, 19th century additions, Pevsner & Lloyd (1967). 

Military Establishments 
SU 48880249 Fawley 

Calshot Castle, l61h century coas1a·1 fort, VCH , Hampshire, 3 (1908), 292, Proc. Hampshire Fld. 
Club. 12 ()932-4), 214 (J.P. Williams-Freeman). 

SU 616005 Gosport 
18th century frontier defence. OS 6 inch 1969. 

SU 616012 Gosport 
Priddy's Hard Armament Depo1, Department of the Environ men/ leuer 9-2-1971. 

SU 615012 Gosport 
SU 651229 West Tisted 

Forts 
SU 572048 

SU 587067 

SU 591002 

SU 593011 

SU 596020 

SU 599029 

SU62040080 

SU656065 

Bridges 
SU 35231965 

SU 36951370 

SU 35272117 

SU 35233516 

SU 47752466 

SU 486293 

SU 491322 

SU 54370660 

SU 516130 

SU 589138 

SU 583285 

SU574322 

SU 596324 

SU 614187 

Semaphore Station used in Napoleonic times. f t happe11ed i11 Hampshire, 1966, p. 128. 

Fareham 
Fort Fareham, c 1860, Archaeol. J .. 123 (1966), 136 ff (A. D. Saunders). 

Fareham 
Fort Wallington, 1874, Deparrmem of the E11vir(m111e111 List of A11cie111 Mo1111mems. 

Gosport 
Fort G range, c 1857-1862, Archaeol. J. , 123 (1966), 136 ff (A. D. Saunders). 

Gosport 
Fort Rowne r, c 1857-1862. Archaeol. J .. 123 (1966), p. 136 ff. 

Gosport 
Fort Brockenhurst, 1862. Departmemofthe Ertviro11111e111 List of Scheduled Ancient Monuments. 

Gosport 
Fort Nelson, c 1852-57, Archaeol. J .. 123 (1966). 136 ff. 

Portsmouth 
Fort James. Burrow Island. Early Portsmouth Defences, 1923, 39 (H. T. Lilley). 

Cosham 
Fort Widley, 1861-1868, Pevsner & Lloyd (1967). 

Romsey Extra 
Waldynbridge mentioned 1558, removed 1760, Records of Ramsey Abbey, 1906, p. 205. 

Southampton 
Redbridge arches built, 17th century + 1793. Anciem Bridges of the Sowlt of England ( 1930), 66 
(E. Jervoise ). 

Romsey Infra 
Site of Hundred Bridge, Proc. Hampshire Fld. Club, 4, 166. 

Stockbridge 
Built 1799. Artcient Bridges of the South of England (1930). 66 (E. Jervoise ). 

Twyford 
Medieval. but rebuilt 1750 + 1891, Pevsner & Lloyd, 1967. 

Winchester 
Bridge , 1813. Department of the Enviromne111 List of A11ciem Monume11rs. 

Kingswortby 
Railway Bridge , Proc. Hampshire Fld. Club. 26, 161. 

Fareham 
Stoney Bridge. built c 1615, Ancie,u Bridges of the Somh of England (1930), 62-3 (E . Jervoise); 
VCH, Hampshire, 3 (1908), 22; Ministry of Works List of A 11cie111 Monumenrs (1953), 52. 

Curdridge 
River bridge on A.334, Proc. Hampshire Fld. Club. 26, 164. 

Road Bridge on A.32, Proc. Hampshire Fie/. Club, 26. 61 . 
Cberiton 

River Bridge on B.3046. cast iron, Proc. Hampshire Fld. Club, 26. 167. 
New Alresford 

Railway Bridge. Proc. 1-fampshire Fie/. C/11b, 26, 160. 
Bishop's Sutton 

Railway Bridge. Proc. Hampshire Flt/. Club, 26. 160. 
Soberton 

Road Bridge on 8 .21.50, Proc. Hampshire Fld. Club, 26, 166. 
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sU65-I045 

Southwick & Widley 
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Hump-backed bridge over stream. Hampshire Treasures. 
Portsmouth 

Ston_e bridl!e connecting Portsea Island with the Mainland mentioned 1549 but now no trac 
Anc1e111 Br,dgesof1heS0111h of England (1930). 62 (E. Jervoise). e, 

Canals and Railways 
SU 13()80000 10 Ringwood 
SU 1400()480 Track of old Railway. Ringwood to Christchurch, Opened 1862 Closed 1935 A Southern 

SU 1213 

SU2<Xml81 to 
SU 25000005 
SU 46002045 10 
SU47952795 

SU48035010 
SU464450 

SU 5613004610 
SU 59570111 
SU 57006210 
SU575050 

SU 55631000 to 
SU00001444 
SU61662500 

SU 6050150010 
SUOOOOl445 

Airfields 
SU 16810853 

SU 16810853 

Industrial Sites 
SU 105160 

SU 173175 

SU 1704 

SU 1704 

su3n9965o 
SU 3002 

SU3802 

SU 38740229 

SU3635 

SU444«1o4g 

SU ¾610327 

SU 48020947 

Region Record (1964}, 47 & 59 (R. H. Clark). ' ' 
Fordingbridge 

Area of line opened 1866 and closed 1964/6:8, A So111hern Region Record, 67 (R.H. Clark). Burley 
Disused railway line. now partially used as a road (OS 6 inch map). 

Twyford 
The lichen Navigation l665-l869- present day, Proc. Hampshire Fld. Club, 24, 113 (Edwin 
Course). 

Kingsworthy 
Newbury-Winchester railway line, opened 1885. closed 1960. A S0111hern Region Record (1964), 
55-60 (R. H. Clark). 

Gosport 
Gosport- Lee-on-Solent, closed 1931, A Southern Region Record (R.H. Clark). 

Fareham 
Fareham to Gosport branch tine, opened 184110 June 1957, A Sou,hern Region Record (R. H. 
Clark}. 

Wickham 
1903-1955, embankment remains, A Southem Region Record (R. H. Clark). 

Warnrord 
Alton/Fareham railway, 1903-1955, A Southern Region Record (R.H. Clark). 

Soberton 
The Meon Valley Railway 1930-1955. A Southern Region Record (R.H. Clark). 

Ellingham 
Disused airfield. 

Headbourne Worthy 
Aerodrome, Royal Flying Corps training 1918-21, Winchester Research Unit Records, Proc. 
Hampshire Fld. Club, 29, 100. 

Damerham 
Tannery, It Happened in Hampshire, 78. 

Woodgreen 
Eel trap making, It Happened in Hampshire, 81. 

Ringwood 
Crow Hill, Weaving, It Happened in Hampshire. 4. 

Ringwood . 
Crow Hill, Glove Knitting, 18th and 19th century, It Happened in Hampsh,re, 85. 

Beaulieu 
Iron Works, Two Vast Mills, 1798. /t Happened in Hampshire, 76. 

Brockenhurst 
Tannery, late 19th century, It Happened in H'.ampsltire, 79. 

B•;:~~:g made from jute and nax connected with ship-building industry, It Happened in 
Hampshire, 84. 

Beaulieu p H hi Fld Club Beaulieu Mill-Corn Mill mentioned in 18th century conveyance. roe. amps re • , 
21 (1960), 652. 

Stockbridge . . , H din Hampshire, 79. Tannery, flounshing up to late 19th century, ,t appene 
Exbury and Lepe 

Forge. Isaac Taylor's Map 1759. 
Fawley 

Salt working, Isaac Taylor's Map 1759. 
Burlesdon 

Iron Works, Proc. Hampshire Fld. Club, 16, 287-8. 
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SU49120543 

SU43451185 

SU 4245 

SU 4321 

SU 479226 

SU 48521810 
SU482223 
SU 480243 

SU498324 

SU47834808 

SU 405614 

SU 58520570 

SU 553177 

SU 575116 

SU 575168 

SU 57832179 

SU 588438 

SU 588342 

SU 627085 

SU 672016 

SU 642148 

Fareham 
Salt working, Proc. Hampshire Fld. Club, 5. 203. 17th century estate map. 

Southampton . 
Salt working, 3 acres leased forsal! working in 1.616: Proc. Hampsh,re Flt/. Club, 17, 52. now pan 
of storage yards for shipbuilding (0. G . S. Crawford). 

Hursley 
Smithy, Proc. Hampshire f-1d. Club. 26, 160. 

Chandlers Ford . 
19th century brick works, opened 1882. It Happened /11 Hampslure, 73. 

ColMn Common 
Brewery. The Old Mah House, 1852-67 (in use). Proc. Hampshire Fld. Club. 27. 96. 

Colden Common 
Brick Works and T ile Works, closed 1957, Proc. Hampshire Flt/. Club, 28, 94. 

Twyford . 
Brewery. Youngs Brewing 1859-1911, Proc. Hampsl11re Fld. Club. 27. 105. 

Kingswor1hy . . 
Fulling Mill - Now private house. Proc. Hampsh,re Fld. Club, 25. 131. 

Lavcrstoke 
Sere Mill, Paper House and Mill; Henry Portal took lease shortly after 1711. One mill built 
1710; Proc. Hampshire Fld. Club, 18, 5 (A. H. Shorter). 

East Wood.hay 
Saw Mill . 19th century sa·N pits, It Happened i11 Hampshire, 80. 

Fareham 
18th century pottery kiln; 6 inch map (Portsmouth Museum. June 1962). 

Bishop's Wallham 
Brewery, Proc. Hampshire Fld. CfJ1b. 27. 95. 

Wickham 
Brewery, Proc. Hampshire Fld. Club, 27, 105. 

Swanmore 
Brick and Tile Works, now housing estate, Proc. Hampshire Fld. Club. 28, 93. 

Exton 
Charcoal burning - burnt flints to a depth of 23 inches, Proc. Hampshire Fld. Club, 14, 399 
(J .P. Williams-Freeman). 

New Alresford 
Workshop. I 7th/ I 8th century build ing, Hampshire Treasr,res, Town a nd Country Planning Act 
Conservation Area. 

Old Alresford 
Brewery, 1855-1903, Proc. Hampshire Fld. Club, 27. 94. 

Southwick 
Golden Lion Brewery. Late 19th century brick building, Proc. Hampshire F/d. Club, 27 , 104. 

Portsmouth 
Salt Working - Great Saltcms. pre-1086; 18th and J9th century marked end of Portsmouth 
salt industry; VCH, Hampshire, 3 ( 1908). 194; I (1900) , 44S; 5 (1912), 470-1. 

Hambledon 
Brewery, main building destroyed by bombing, 1940, Proc. Hampshire Fld. Club, 27. 96. 

Wind and Watermills 

SU 106154 Damerham 
Watermill, Much 18th century macihinery still in position. 

SU 16521591 Fordingbridge 
Watermill , Site of overshoot Mill. ft Happened ir, Hampshire 169. 

SU 36920142 East Boldre ' 
Hatc~et Mill, probable l9th century date, overshoot watermill . 

SU 46501251 Eling Tide Mill 
Proc. Hampshire Fld. Club, 219. 126 (A. K. Shaw). 

SU 35201574 Nursling & Rownhams 

NursHng Mill. 18th century, may be site of mill mentioned in Doomsday. A short History of 
Nurslmg (0. G. S. Crawford). 

SU 34722087 Romsey Extra 

Su 34772138 
Sadellers Mill. built I 748, Proc. Hampshire Fld. Club. 4, 165-70 (F. Buckell). 

Romsey Infra 

Su 
,,0 ,

2112 
Burnt or Mead mills. rebuilt l755, Proc. Hampshire Fld. Club 4 165.7o(F Buckell) . 

.....,;;, Romsey Infra • • • 

Su . .,0 ,,,.,
152 

Abbey Mills (2), probably erected 1683. Proc. Hampshire F/d Club 4 165-70 (F. Buckcll). 
·"""'-'- Romsey Infra • ' ' 

Su 3521 
Test, Drayton Mill, paper mill, earl iest reference 1708 Proc Hampsltire Flt/ Club 4. 165-70. 

Romsey Infra • • • • 
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SU 58730623 
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Sli 2526149-1 

Su 52551520 

Sli559016hl 

\U57401152 

SU598145 

Sll56JJ28 

Sl,5MJJ2 
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\ U~32 

\U 599325 

SU (,()~191 

SU 60818.1 

5U626127 

\U 6-19149 

\t,; 6-19161 

\U67161601 

Tht POJt• lltdw.•I Ard1un>1,,,_, of llump,h1r, 119 

!?_u_~e, Mill:, bludil1
17 
c hl7.'i0d, n

18
o"h demolished: F,cavahons h) Lo"cr Tc,t Valle, Ardia,-.ilogi.:al 

,oclCIY reH.I C I an I CCnlU<) potlC<). l.oc11/ papt•rs, Augu,t 1973 • 
Romse, Infra 

Abbe, Mill Water mill , erected 1611..l Uscd at d1(ferent 1ime, a, J rannc
11

. ,,,w m,11. paper m,11. 
parch"!cnt manufac1ory No" a leather hoard m,11: Proc. llm11111/11re / Id Club. 4 16.5-70 

Romsey ~ -<Ira 

Great Bridge Mill Water m,11. fir\l 1nen11oned 1785. /'roe llamp1hirt• Nd. Club, 4 16.~ 70. 
Houghton 

~~!~;a1cr Mill on u<c on 1%0. now lencments: Proc. l/111np,/11re fld. Club. 21. 130 (A. K 

Stockbr•d~• 

I on~l<Xk Mrll. Water mill fined wrth modem machrnery in use 1961. Pmr Homp,lurt FI,/ 
Club. 21. 130. 

\\ hcrM t ll 
Fullerion Mill. Water m,11. nm, d"clling , Pr<><: flan1ps/11r.- Ftd Club, 21. 129 

Fa,.ley 

A~hlen Mill. Water Mill, built c 1618. Pm,: flampslurt FI,/ C/ul>. 21 126. 
Southampton 

Trde Mill. mentioned 12.10. e,panded 1740. l'rac llamp1/riu lid. Club. 17. 45-~3 (0 G <; 
Crawford), 

Hu"ley 
Wooden tread mill used up 10 1914, 1/amp,htrr Treawrn 

La>erstoke 
Mrll. Paper mill. bank note paper made \Ince 1719. V( H. flumpflrrr.-. 5 ( 1912): Prix· Humpslrrrr 
Fld. C/11b. 18. 7 (A. H Shorter). 

Wickham 
Funllc) Iron \1ill. Exi\ted in early 111th century, taken o,cr by ltcnr) Cort rn ins and new m,11 
erected 180(), fell into drsuse. Tramactimu v,,.comrn Soc,,,y. 21. (19-IO-II). p . 11-47 (H \\ 

Dickcn,;on): Proc llampshirt Fld. Club, 5. 203. 208: VC/1, llampslurr. 3 ( 1908). 221: 5 ( 1912). 
-164-S. 

Fareham 
Tide Mrll. mcn11oned 17th eentu'). VCH. Hampshire. 3 ( 1908). 210. 

Bollty 
M,llu,;edasapapermill upto 1948.stillinu!>Casa nourmill. Proc. flamp~hireFltl. C/11/), 21. 1211 
(A. K. Shaw). 

Curdridgt 
Frog Mill. Paper mill. mentioned 1663. ceased "ork 18-11. Proc Hampslrir.- Fld Club. Ill. 1·2 
(A H Shorter). 

Curdridge 
Durley Mrll Now prha1c rc,idcncc. Proc. /111mpsl11rr Fltl. C/11b, 21. 129 ( ,\ K Sha"), 

Bishop ·s Wa ltham 
Mill, Georgian. 181h/19th ccntul') . 

Wickham K 
Chc,apcakc M,11. buih Ul2l>. Pcw,cr&. Llo)d. 1967. l'mc Hampshirr FIJ Club. 21. 133 (A 
Shaw). 

Soher1on 
Water moll. 18th century. Proc. //amp~lrrrr fld. C/11b, 25. 135. 

lichen Abbas 
Water mill. Pmc Hl/fnps/11rr Fld C/ul>, 25. 131. 

Old Alr~ ford 
Fulling mill . Proc. llump1l11rr FI,/. C/111>. 25, 124. 

'it" Alresford 
Water m,11. Proc. Hm11pslr1rr Fld C/111>, 25. 124 

Old Alresford 
Warcr mill. Proc. H11mpsl11re fl,J C/111>, :!5 , 12-1. 

Bishop's Sulton ? • re" bed, l/l99) 
Water m,11. Pmc: H11mpsluu FIJ C/11b. Vol 25. 1.6 (for "alcrc · c • 

lloarhunt 
Water mill, u<cd un11I 1928- 1Vi11chr11n Rrr.-ard, U1111 Rrcortls. 

Droxford . 
M,11 pond. Pr<>< llampsl11u Flt/ C/11b. 21. l:?9 (A K. Shaw) 

Soher1on · d Cl b ?5 135 
Rudie) Mill. 17th cenlW') ... a,cr mill. l'roc / l amp.,l11rr fl • 11 · • · • •• • 

llamblcdon 
To\\er Mrll . Pmr. /lttmp1/11u flt/ Clul>, 21. 108. 

llamblcdon 
Site of m,11. Pr,,c, llump1/11re Flt! C/111>. 21 , 1()8. 

llomdean 



90 The Archaeology of 1-/ampsl,ire 

Villages 
SU 283065 

SU 356180 

SU49674897 

SU4619536I 

SU 609444 

Broadhalfpenny Mill. Windmill shown on OS l inch 1828-6 and Taylor's Map of Hampshire, 
1759. Demolished. 

Lyndhurst 
Village of Greatham (Doomsday Book - Gritham 6/7 houses), English Historical Review. 16 
(1901), p. 427, Tlte Making of rite New Forest (F. H. Baring). 

Nursling and Rownhams 
Skidmore OMV. DMV List 1966. 

Lavcrstoke 
OMV Lavc"toke House demolished. 1798, VCH, Hampshire, 4 { 1911), 208-9: Lost Villages of 
England (1954), 353, (M. Beresford). 

Litchfield 
Hollow way$ visible on APs. VCH. Ht1mpshire. 4 (19 11). 267. 

Nutley 
Traces of enclosures and foundations. St. Mar,•'s Church rebuilt 1845, demolished 1955. 
Depopulation probably occurred before 1817 and continued. VCH. Hampshire, 3 (1908), 371. 
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pollen-analytical Palaeoecology in Hampshire: Problems and 
Potential 

by K. E. Barber 

Introduction 

H mpshire is in an unfortunate position for the 
Jacoecologist. Although pans of_ rhe county. are 

p rt •mely rich in archacologrcal remains of many kinds 
~ ;;hose same parts of th~ counry, on ch~lky or loe~sic 
soils which were so a11rac11vc 10 preh1s1onc man. which 
arevirrually useless_to !he pollen analys1. Conversely the 
N•w forest area, with i ts heath lands and bogs. Is poorin 
a:efacts but relarively rich in polleniferous sediments. 
lodeed. the county as a whole can be seen as the 
antithesis of pans of northern and western Britain where 
artefacts and settlements are few but where pollen­
bearing lakes and bogs abound. and where regional 
rege1aIional histories have been worked our - e.g. the 
Cumbrian Lowland (Walker 1966), the Lake Distr ict 
(Pennington 1970. 1975). Northern Ireland (Smith 
1975). mid-Wales (Moore and Chater 1969) and the 
North York Moors (Simmons 1969. Jones 1978 and 
Alherden 1976). 

Pollen analysis has given a new dimension to our 
environmental reconstructions and great insight into the 
agricultural pursui ts of man in the post-glacial , wirh a 
rollofhoaourstrctching from Shippea Hill and Star Carr 
10 Ihe Somerset Levels and Ballynagilly. Hampshire, 
never having been glaciated. has none or the 
characteristic lakes and disrupted drainage networks 
which have given the abundance of palaeoecological 
sires Further north. nor has i t the heights and high rainfall 
1'3Jues which give us Danmoor's peat deposits. Instead 
we have only fragmentary records from archaeological 
siles- e.g. buried soils - or longer porcntial records 
from valley bogs which may be some miles from any 
prehistoric settlement. Of course molluscan evidence is 
very valuable in reconstructing pa.s1 landscapes in 
southern Britain, {e.g. Evans er al 1978 and earlier 
publications by Evans and 0Ihers) but i t does not really 
make up for Ihe lack of pollen d iagrams. 

The sub-Ii tic of I his paper is indicative of the state of 
pollen-analytical research in Hampshire, bur rapid 
progress 1s being made now that the author has linished 
work elsewhere and has been joined by two research 
st

udcnis, one investigating the palaeoecology of the 
~halklands: Iheo1her Ihe vegetational history of 1he New 

byorest. The latter sIudy will add to the results obtained 
another former research student supervised by rhe 

auihor, Dr Lesley Haskins. whose 1978 thesis includes 
rllen diagrams from eight sites in the Poole-Wareham 

I~n. From these and earlier studies (e.g. Seagrief I 959. 
h l we are now aware or most of the problems we shall 
I~: 

10
. deal with. or simply live with, but also aware of 

N xc111ng potentia l of sites in the area. 
~ 0 

pollen diagrams are included in this account. To 
ba:~ld be premature since all pollen analyses so far 
!Upe •. n performed by ~tudents under the author's 
dirr,:;I

I5I0
~- Pollen identification is not an especially 

I97g) 
1 

skill (sec Barber I976a and Moore and Webb 
lhe • ~t least for the common tree and herb species. so 
dct~a~ lrend~ of such diagrams can be relied upon. bul 

e counting and radiocarbon dating are necessary 

before p_ublication or anything but preliminary diagrams 
of especial interest (Barber 1975). 

The Problems 

Climate and g~ological history in Hampshire conspire to 
exclude any widespread occurrence or acid raised bogs 
and lakes but the essential conditions for the 
preservation of plant remains - acidity and/or 
waterlogg.ing- may be found in the peats of the main 
river valleys o f the chalklaod area, the Test, ltchen and 
Avon. and in the smaller valleys in the Tertiary deposits 
of the New Porest. In bo1h types of si te. however , one is 
faced with a problem which is apparent simply on 
looking at a peaty area such as that in the ltchen Valley 
north of Winchester. Unlike raised peat bogs with their 
very restricted plant assemblages (bog moss. heathers. 
cotton-grasses and a few more). a rich variety of species 
can grow in valley mires, especially if the water feeding 
the bog is nutr ient-rich. The pollen from Ihese local 
p lants should ideally be separated from tha1 which rains 
down on the peat from outside rhe mire - this ·extra­
local' pollen assemblage will include species affected by 
agri:culture and other human activities. Unfortunately 
this is not always possible. Families of plants such as the 
Umbclli ferae (which includes wild parsley, fennel, 
parsnip and carro1). the Ranunculaceae (buttercups) 
and Urticaceae (nettles) have a number or species 
indicative of agriculture whose pollen cannot be 
distinguished from species common in ren communities. 
Jn such cases only painstaking macrofossil analyses can 
give one clues as to which local fen species may have 
contributed to the pollen rain and must therefore be set 
against the ;agricultural indicators'. 

Two further problems linked 10 climate and geology 
are those of pollen grain destrucrion and peat 
accumulation rates. Recent studies in the Department of 
Geography have involved the analysis of numerous 
cores of peal from the Test and lichen valleys, as w~II as 
smaJJer valleys. Withou1. unfortunately. any cxcepuons, 
the pollen grains in the peat have been eu~er tornlly or 
partially destroyed. even though macrofossil remains of 
reed.s and wood are easily discemible._ Th~ reason for 
this odd state of affairs is postulated 10 he with Ihe warer 
level fluctuations in such chalkland valle_ys. MosI p~llen 
·sshed in spring and early summer and will then_ be hable 
:o microbial auack and oxidation on a rel~t,vely dry 
subs1rate throughout the summer. Wuh the rise ,n water 
levels in autumn and wi.nter the dead leaves and.seeds of 

• • fen plants can then be incorporated mto the 
vanou., ' d • I dimen1·1ry peal . giving rise to this para ox,ca se ' 
situation. . 1s 

Accumulation rates in such valley peats a o vary 
mark'edl from bog 10 bogandevenwirhin thesamebo~. 
A ilor \ tudy in ihe New forest has reve~le~ this 

. p ·all well . Church Moor is a small bog w11h1n ih_e 
e:pe,~~oJland core of Ihe Forest (Barber I 975) a~d Is 
o d o 'ed of three distinct zones: an alder carr w1Ih a 
comp s . an open zone of rushes. Splwgm,m ground carpet, 
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Sphag11111n bog-moss and Mollnio grass to the north 
and cast of the alder carr. and a zone of very wet 
Sphog1111m-Moli11ia 10 the south-east. Four short cores 
from 1he first 1wo of 1he zones were pollen-analysed. 
primarily t() show up any differences in pollen 
representation at each site, which were only a few tens of 
metres apart . What these cores also showed however. 
was that some of the distinctive changes in the pollen 
record. such as 1he great increase in pine pollen due 10 
1hc plantings beginning in 1776 A.O., occurred at 
diffcrc111 depths in the different cores. There is no really 
widespread and reliable datum to compare with 1his pine 
rise earlier in the pollen record (with the exception 
perhaps o f 1hc early Ncoli1hic Elm Decline and 1ha1 is 
not well-shown in the New Forest so far) and so i1 is even 
more dangerous to speculate on the cause and date of 
events in pollen diagrams from valley bogs than from 
raised bogs. without radiocarbon dates. Unlike the 
ombrotrophic bogs of the north and west of Britain 
accumula1ion rates are dcpende111 not only on climate 
but on local topography, on geomorphological factors 
such as the rejuvenation of the streams issuing from the 
bog and erosion of 1he valley sides. and on hydrological 
changes, such as that induced by the felling o f the forest 
within the bog catch men 1. 

Problems due 10 peat-cutting in fom1er times are an 
ever-present possibility in the valley bogs of southern 
England. Whereas cu1ting of large raised bogs such as 
1hose near Tregaron in Wales is still easily recognisable 
because of 1he drying out of the bog. in valley bogs the 
cuttings flood and rapidly infill with Sphagna and 
Phragmites reeds. and so may not be at all obvious. A 
proper consideration of peat•cuuing. its timing and 
extenr. and i1s ecological consequences. are outside 1he 
scope of this paper but must be kept very much in mind 
by I he palaeoecologist. 

Cutting has badly affected some of the prime sites of 
palaeoecological inrerest in Hampshire. Cranes Moor. a 
large Sphagnum-rich bog to the west of Burley in the 
New Forest. has already been studied by an ecologist 
(Newbould 1960) and a pollen-analyst (Seagrief 1960). 
Neither realised that 1he reason for its remarkable pool 
system (many of 1hem deep rectilinear pits) and 
ecological variation. and for the cessa1ion of the pollen 
record at abou1 40()() B.C .. was 10 be found in the 
massive cutting of peal for fuel and other uses. 

Confirmatory evidence comes from the recent 
discovery by the author Qf sand in the peat underneath 
two drier ·arms' which extend out onto the wet bog. 
These are though I 10 bethecauseways by which peat was 
extracted , the sand being deliberately spread. and these 
'arms· now lie distinctly above the surrounding area. 
Such causeways also give us hope that a pollen-analytical 
record extending beyond 4()00 B.C. migh1 be preserved 
in lhem and this line is presently being inves1igated. 
M any other bogs are known or suspected of having been 
cut from the evidence of air photographs and field 
surveys. Even Church Moor, once thought by the author 
to have escaped peat-cutting (Barber 1975) is now 
known to have had 0.85m of peat cut away from part of 
its ;irea. Considering the evidence for former peat 
ex1rac1ion in the Broadland area (Lambert et al 1960). 
and the records of turbary rights in the Foresl (Tubbs 
1968, Pasmore 1976). it is not really surprising to find 
signs of disturbance in almost every Hampshire peat 
deposit and the palaeoecologist can only try to avoid cut 
areas and extrac1 wha1 evidence he can from deposits 
under the level of cutting. 

The final problem is concerned with 1he size and 
morphology of sites in Hampshire. Wi1h a large lake or 
raised bog, pollen samples from the centre of lhe sire will 
yield a record of regional vegetation change (Tauber 
1965) , but in the generally small valley sites of 
Hampshire local vegeration changes can be expected to 
register much more s1rongly. The question of 1he 
representivity of pollen diagrams is a very C<)mplcx one 
(Faegri 1966, Oldfield 1970. Janssen 1973), involving 
the differential production and dispersion of pollen and 
effects such as the possible filtering of pollen grains by 
dense willow and alder stands. Preliminary studies in the 
New Forest support the results from elsewhere in 
showing pine and birch pollen 10 be well dispersed -
pine percentages of surface samples throughout the 
Forest indicate a 'regional componen1' of some 30% 
total tree pollen. rising 10 over 60% near pine stands -
whereas pollen grains of beech, willow and holly are 
much more locally dis1ributed. At Church Moor, for 
example, beech pollen percentages in surface moss 
polsters varies from 2-20% of the total tree pollen over a 
few tens of metres. This would appear to be related 10 
wind eddying and funnelling effects (and possibly 
surface water flows) ()Ver this small bog which is 
surrounded and overhung by high forest dominated by 
beech. One can , of course, tum th is situation 10 
advantage and use such sites to provide a detailed local 
picture of long-term forest ecology and man's impact on 
the area. 

Preliminary Results and Poteot.ial 

There arc no pollen diagrams from the chalkland areas 
of Hampshire comparable with those of Go<lwin (1962) 
from Kent. or Thorley ( 1971) from Sussex. Attempts to 
extract countable amounts of pollen from local deposits 
have proved abortive- P. V. Waton. research student 
in the Geography Departmenr. has prepared over 250 
samples from dozens of cores of peat from chalkland 
valleys without success, 1hough sites just off the chalk 
are proving more promising. The author has also 
attempted pollen extractions from sites such as 
excavations of the Danebury hillfort ramparts, also 
without success. Occasionally one does find pollen in 
unpromising deposits, as Dimbleby and Evans (1974) 
have demonstrated and as the author found in analysing 
samples from the bottom of a Saxon well in Portchester 
Castle (Barber 1976b). Such analyses are of strictly local 
significance. though 1he samples did show that there was 
not a forest within the castle walls and 1ha1 the interior 
was probably rather weedy! 

The pollen-analytical PQICntial of the New Forest is 
much greater but archaeologically it is much less 
interesting than the surrounding chalklands. though as 
Jacobi ( 1978) has shown older published distributions 
such as those of Grinsell (l964) can be changed 
remarkably by carefu l field survey. These distributions 
show the shunning of the whole New Fores1 area by 
Neolithic cultures and the impact of Bronze Age man in 
creating the heathlands on the sand and gravel areas 
marginal 10 1he woodland core of the Forest; the 
equation of soil and vegetation types with geology on 
Grinscll's ( 1964) rnaps is. of course, ecologically 
untenable. 

Of the published PQllcn diagrams from Hampshire 
those of Godwin and Godwin ( 1940) , and Seagrief 
( 1959, 1960) show no overt human influence. partially 
because in diagrams of this vi111age (Seagriefs were 

19ll· 

of D 
irJ tb 

it/II;; 

~~: 
""''· II p•-o/ t 

, I 

.t!I 
\lo(lr«"1 

t,tQU!' 
) d,111 Ill 
bclll';. 

,fig~ 

~ .ould. 
1,i,11 pa!letll 
..de 1Barl>t1 
r :;:,• 111ad1 

be~ 
f\,11-gla 

.llOB.< 

~I&.! 
f..,., 
lbt"l 

i·crop'a 
rodnv 
ptl·S 

l?flctted 
pipcrb 

fB, 
IJmCa 

91 
in ,~ 
!hunn 

1'esc ' 
Slide 

,!lip 
lolllo,, 
ofdmar 
flrllk,, 
lllpact 
dtatth 
thlQti 

lJllrit 

l'lllla1 
(llac· 

Ao~ 
II 11 

~ ~ro 
~ 

. has 
1 1iU 

' ~ 
~ 

i.;: lo I 
~)Oil~ ~-.::z 



and 
eor 
Will 
1h<!r 

0( 
j to 
the 
Joe 
ing 
•nd 
by 
the 
10 

he 
1% 

ire 
'or 
>SS 
ra 
to 
1Jy 
is 
>y 
to 
al 
,n 

d ·n 1951-53) many of the pollen indicators of 
f(MJO IC . :erference were not recognised. The soil pollen 
h~man,n of Dimbleby (1962. 1965) cannot be 
diagrams d ·,n the same way as those from peat and 
• rerprete . 111 • 1 efcr 10 localized events over a short time-scale; 
111

3111 Y/ng rhough they are, they do not give us the long 
,nrc;,e:r;,able sequences available from peat deposits. 
con:'c potential of the research now underway by the 

th risgreat. We may reasonably hope that a detailed 
au :nation of the Boreal peats of Cranes Moor will 
:., ~,resoli1hic man ·s impac~ on the vegetation of that 

dy area west of Burley Ridge. The central area of 
~n es Moor contains 5 metres of Sp/u,g1111m peats and 
,a~ but because of the design of peat sampler (Hiller 

111
~1ern) then in use Seagrief was unable to obtain 

:nples below 3. 70m since the deposit was a soft white 
mud whose resistance was so slight that the sampler 
chamber would not open (Scagrief 1960). Using a 
'Russian pattern' sampler, which works on a different 
principle (Barber 1976a). the author has been a_ble to 
sample this mud 10 the full depth of 5 merre_s and II may 
rherefore be possible 10 extend the vegetat1onal record 
back inI0 full-glacial times. A continuous record from 
before 10.000 8 .C. to about 4.0()() B.C. , cl9sely-counted 
and radiocarbon -dated, would be of the greatest 
importance and not least because qf the Mesolithic 
inlerest. Following Smith's (1970) discussion o f the 
possibility that Mesolithic man deliberately encouraged 
baiel as a 'crop· and used fire extensively to create open 
areas and to drive game. 1here has been a readiness to 
am:pt that pre-Neolithic manipulation of the ecosystem 
may be reflected in pollen diagrams, a recent example 
being the paper by Sims ( 1978). The topographic setting 
and geology (Sanon Sand mainly) of Cranes Moor 
make it a prime candidate in the search for such evidence 
in Hampshire. 

Two further sites known to extend back to the Boreal 
period lie in the central area of the New Forest, 
apparently shunned by both Neolithic and Bronze Age 
cultures. These are Church Moor (Barber 1975) and 
IVa!"'ick Slade Bog (SU 276067). Undergraduate 
P10Ject work. supervised by the author, is insufficiently 
deladed to show any Mesolithic influence and the low 
amounts of elm and lime pollen from 1he Atlantic period 
do not so far allow us 10 discern a classical Elm Decline, 
!he_ fi,:i;t impact of Neoli1hic farming. There are 
ot<li~at1ons that this central part of the Forest was largely 
undisturbed through 10 historic times - herb and grass 
~len 1s_ sparse until post-Medieval times and the 
. l!ge)t disturbance 10 the tree pollen percentages is 
3
~~ated wuh a grass pollen peak immediately prior to 
~e[~o[pmc pollen which we can date fairly precisely 
re,:o d d A.O. - its re-introduction to l he Forest is 
ini/ e . at 1776 A.D. (Tubbs, l968). This 
1 d rpretat,on would accord well with Rose's ·Revised 
~ ex of Ecological Continuity' based on the lichen 
in:i\1 of 100% for the Mark A'sh Wood area which 
lhat es Church Moor (Rose 1976). If it can be shown 
P()st;:.ooland h_as persisted in this area throughout the 
llllJdig c,al 1.1 w,11 be a remarkable discovery and very 
anaiv/1 Ivanance with the picture built up by pollen 
impi~ca research so far, which has given the 
l'!eolith!

00 that no pan of Britain was spared 1he 
I ,c wood man's axe n co • 

(SU 3~_:;)st to these central sites The Noads Bog 
~JJround d on the eastern margin of the Forest. 
\'OodlanJ today by heathland bu1 with some o ld 

to the south, gives us a rather different pollen 
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~cord. Bog g.rowth here started later than at Church 
oor and Warwick Slade; the alder rise denotin the 

Boreal/ At_lant,c transition is at the base of the dia g a 
~ Im and hme are present_ in meaningful amounl~~':.:;;; 
hme pollen percentages nsing after an elm decline and 
not betng exungu~shed until after the pine rise c. !800 
A . D. Ther~ 1s evidence of man's impact on ihe local 
vegetation m the bog stratigraphy as well as in the pollen 
records of plantains and other weeds, aod cereals. 
Between 0. 7 and 0.8m depth in the core chosen for 
polle~ analysis two charcoal bands were found 
associated w11h a little weed and heather pollen. and 

31 
0.~2m a wedge of bleached sand was present, associated 
w11h the beginning of a continuous heather curve. This 
cha~coal a~d sa~d. must be rela1ed to man's presence in 
the immediate vicm,ty - there is a steep slope north of 
th7 bog- but precise dating is not possible on present 
evidence. thoug~ th~se event~ are probably prehistoric. 
Future work w,11 a,m to date and characterise these 
episodes in detail and in the context of a record of 
change over possibly 7,000 years. 

The last site known 10 be of interest in the Forest is a 
mos·t unusual one. Barrow Moor (SU 250076) Jjes near 
Church Moor in Mark Ash Wood. The maximum depth 
1s approx imately the same (2.5m) but the time 
represented by that depth is quite different. Whereas 
Church Moor clearly began growth in Boreal times 
(around 6 000 8 .C.). Barrow Moor is much younger. 
This was first suspected from the stratigraphy when 
beech nuts were found within O. l m oft he base of the bog 
and confirmed by the pollen record and by a radiocarbon 
date. The sample for this, the first 10 be da1ed from a 
Forest bog and associated with a pollen diagram, was 
composed of wood remains washed out of the I .4 - 1.6m 
level in several adjacent cores and gave a date of 495 ± 
70 A .O. (VB - 22 14). Ex.trapolation of the average 
accumulation rate gives a rough date for the beginning of 
bog growth of 500 B.C. , the beginning of the cooler. 
wetter Sub-Atlantic climatic period as well as the Iron 
Age. T he initiation of bog growth could be due 10 

greater run-off cause_d by deforest~tion in_ a worsening 
climate. The pollen diagram ,s particularly interesting m 
showing no elm or lime, bui having a continuous beech 
curve which rises 10 60% of total tree pollen wi1hin the 
top 0.4m. Hazel and ash are also present until recent 
times- they are now. like elm and lime. virtually absent 
from the Forest - and, apart from a short zone from 
0.30--0.35m. tree and shrub pollen averages 70% of total 
pollen. Here then we have a site which will enable us to 
resolve fine details (accumulation rate rough ly Imm p~r 
year) of the natural history of the New Forest and man s 
part in that history over the last 2.500 years. 
Comparisons with Church Moor, less 1han_ I km_to_ the 
soulh. should allow us to pick up sma_ll spaual vana11ons 
over this time period. whjle compansons of these su~s 
with Warwick Slade, The Noads and other sues. ~•II 
allow- us 10 construct a history of the Forest_ deta1hng 
differences in tree species abundance and in human 
impact which is simply unobtainable by other means. 
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Animal Husbandry and Faunal 
Exploitation in Hampshire 

JeJ111ieCoy 

Jntroducrion 
one feaiure of Hampshire archaeology is 1he scarcity of 

blished bone samples compared with 1he large 
~mber of excava1ed sites. The quanlity of animal bone 
siudied during 1976-9 probably exceeds 1ha1 studied by 
all workers up 10 tha1 da1e. Nevenhele~ it is still not 

ssible 10 produce a worthwhile penod•by-period 
~n1 0 ( animal husbandry and rela1ed economies, a 
siiuation not unique to Hampshire, ahhough such a 
detailed picture will soon begin 10 emerge for some 
periods where 1he available ma1erial is least inadequa1e 
and 10 1his extent Hampshire is in advance of other 
regions. 

Whal follows is a short account of 1he availabili1y of 
pttblished and unpublished dara. The nex1 section on 
husbandry, economies, and bone usage gives examples 
of in1erpre1ations which can be made from Hampshire 
bone oollcc1ions and explains why 1he produc1ion of a 
rational period-by-period account must depend upon 
funher analysis of a type which avoids many current 
presump1ions and sampling pitfalls. following this is a 
species-based accounl o f animal husbandry and fauna) 
exploitation in Hampshire. The final seclions describe 
me1hods curren1Jy in use by Ancien1 M onumenrs 
Labora1ory and ourselves and make sugges1ions for 
future progress. 

HamP$hire Bones- the Available Material 

One mus1 d~pend upon surrounding counties for a 
p,ciure of animal husbandry and faunal exploilation in 
1he Neoli1hic and Bronze Age (Fashan1 & Schadla-Hall 
~his volume). I shall therefore concen1ra1e mainly on the 
tnforma1ion available from the Iron Age onwards. For 
thc

1 
Iron Age 1he wealth of studied Hampshire bone 

:c udcs large samples from Balksbury Danebury and 
W~n Andover si1es o( Old Down Fa,,;, and Por{way. 
Ce klebury (Jones 1977a) was the 6rs1 sile dug by the 

ntral Excava1ions U nit and the first to have ils bones 
Empuier recorded using the Department of 1he 

1;;~,n~n1's coding schemes (Jefferies 1977; Jones 
bones i e work of Harcour1 on Wes.~ex Iron Age 
graieruf~s ~ basis for ~u~h of this account and J am 
mater' 

1 
° him for pcrm1ss1on to use his unpublished ,a . 

Romano-B • • h • 
partly fr nits bone 1s gradually producing daia, 
~niio . ~m lhc la1e phases of 1he siles already 
actumu~:l~d P~rtly, as in all periods, from the 
from urban results of many small excava1ions, and also 
ofO,,,fesbu centres, e~pecially Winches1er. The analysis 
IJSeful over~ bones will shortly lake place and provide a 
British m P_pmg sample of Iron Age and Romano­
represenis ~~nal. Ro~an Portches1er (Grant J975) 

Saxon bo arge and 1mponan1 collection. 
Wi1b lhe nes f~om Portchester (Grant 1976) toge1her 
Southam 

I 
COns,de~able work a1 Hamwih. Saxon 

lellleme!isM. provide a picture of 1hese two distinctive 
Sireet (Bou ~~ at leas1 Mid-Saxon times. Melbourne 
i11eluding mr ,lion & Coy 1980) produced a core of dala, 

easuremen1s, against which not only other 

Saxon bones bu1 othe H h' 
can be asses.~ed Funhr amps are bones since analysed 
1 .fy. • er excavation al H · ·h • 

cStar, tbng lhe general picture oblained fro':,.,m~~lboLS now 
rce1 y m1roducing .d • urne 

vertical variability. more ev1 ence of horizon1al and 
Published later mcd· I • . 

Portchestcr (Grant 1; <:;;a) m~tenal includes 1ha1 from 
Sou lham ton ( an a small amount from 
Bourdill<in 1979N) <ft~- 197

1 
S; Cl~llon-_Brock 1975; 

. 1 • e 1eva malenal bemg published 
no~ ~ argely from urban deposi1s and includes multi­
~~,o h samples from Winchesler Research Uni! and 
. ,~c ester C11y Rescue ( large in bulk but often 
ma c~uate when subdivided in10 phases species and 
mate~tal t answer specific ques1ions); i'he incre~sing 
samp es_ r_om S~utham~100 with fewer problems of 
res,duahry' and_ ,nteres1mg glimpses into the pas1 of 
~ailler places hke Allon, Chrislchurch, and Ramsey. 
. e level . to wh1ch _animal bones can be used for 
m1erpre1at10n of the historic periods is well illus1rated by 
the analysis of animal bone from Exeter (Maltby 1979). 

POS(·med1eval ma1erial from well-<1a1ed oontexts is 
essential for the iav~s1ig_a1ion of far-reaching but poorly 
documented ahera11ons m conformation and ma1uration 
rate of,domesttcs1ock which occurred in 1hese centuries. 
Today s breeders are reson ing 10 ' rare breeds' in an 
attemp~ to recov_er some of 1he genes 1hat were fos1 from 
the_ mam breeding stocks (Alderson 1978). A way in 
wh1c_h archaeology can aid 1his is to pinpoint pos1-
med1eval ana1omical changes and demons1ra1e 1rends 
that may then tie up with documentary sources. 

Bone studies in Hampshire have recently 'boomed' 
but much work remains to be done. The next few years 
should see the publica1ion of a large corpus of importanl 
work. Computerisation can aid no1 only recording but is 
now at lhe s1age when i1 can make possible de1ailed 
comparisons betwee□ sites. II is already used 10 some 
ex1en1 by ourselves at 1he Faunal Remai.ns Projec1, by 
Winchester Research Unil, by Southampton Archaeo­
logical Research Commi11ee, and for Danebury. We 
now need 10 think most carefully whal funher samples 
are n.eeded. M y own opinion is thal well-stratified bones 
from rescue excava1ions mus1 be kepi in the largest 
possible numbers and compuler-recorded. Al present 
we do nol know enough 10 decide whe1her we can afford 
to discard anything. 

The Interpretation or Hampsbire's Animal Bone 
Evidence 

Study of animal bone fragments can provide information 
of many different types for 1he archaeologis1. For a 
simple account of 1he po1en1ial of animal bone analysis 
see Coy (1978c, 3). I shall at1emp11odiscuss the 1ypesof 
interpreta1ion which can be made from bone data giving 
examples from Hampshire. The mosl obvious 
in formation provided is which species are present and 
1his is of basic inlerest 10 1he archaeologis1. The 
discovery 1ha1 the 'banjo' si1e R27 on M3 motorway 
excavations showed an economy based on the maJor 
common species and nOI jusl ca1tle is obviously of direct 
relevance 10 any discussion of the function of such 
enclosures. Similarly, some species are already class and 
cul1ure indicators as 1he following sectionsdemonstr •<e. 

Fol.Jowing on from species lists are specific ra~1os an_d 
domestic/wild ratios. In spite of the problems m 1heir 
deriva1ion (see following seclion on ovicapri~ and Coy 
(in press)). the rela1ive roles of diffe~en1 species are of 
greal inlerest 10 archaeologLSts and h1stonans. Even m 
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documented times the extent of documentary evidence 
is never sufficient 10 answer all the questions and bones 
arc often the on ly clues for the investigation of diets. 
stock usage. and meat distribution. Bone results and 
documentary evidence often support one anOt?er and 
the discrepancies between the two are sometimes of 
great significance. They may revea l more ab~ut the 
nature of differential preservation. a subject which ~as 
been dealt with in detail for Winchester botanical 
remains by Green (1979). Computerisation or large 
quantities or documentary ..:lues as described by Biddick 
(in press) for the Peterborough manors may be one way 
of accumulating relevant information for the study of 
animal husbandry in historic periods. . 

As well as species. bone fragments can show which 
parts or the animals were involved. their size. and 
sometimes their age. sex, and state of health. By 
detailed examination of the individual bones and their 
exact context one obtains evidence or human behaviour 
in relation 10 the live animals and their carcases through 
all the stages from slaughter to rubbish disposal. The 
interpretation of all these bone results is complex but 
together with 1he species ratios, they can be used 10 
arrive at theories relating 10 economies. distribution or 
carcases. and human activity. 

In relation to economic~. 1001h wear analysis is one 
way of a11empting to reconstruct age structures, and thus 
kill patterns, and seems superior 10 epiphysis fusion 
analysis. or at least to give quite different results 
(Bourdillon in press). Grant ( 1975. 437) and Payne 
( 1973) have devised methods for tabulating detailed 
100th wear. Both methods are easy subjects for 
adaptation to tooth by tooth computer recording and 
such details are included in our own and Winchester 
Research Unit 's computer codings. Such detailed 
analysis by itself will eventually help to pinpoint 
differences in animal populations in time and area and 
finally help 10 relate town with countryside given enough 
rural medieval samples. 

Large samples are essential for working out kill 
patterns; for example, a glut of immature sheep may 
only indicate wet years and consequent high los.~s from 
parasitism. Theoretical models. for example. those for 
milk, meat. or wool economies used by Payne ( 1973, 
282) for sheep, were related by Griffith ( 1978) to results 
from R27 mentioned above, but samples were too small 
to give valid results and recent collation of a wider series 
of results for the Iron Age in Hampshire and elsewhere 
by Maltby suggests that sheep kill panems mav more 
closely mirror feral populations such as those· on St. 
Kilda (Jewell et al 1974). How one distinguishes between 
death from natural causes and cull of those animals 
unlikely to survive is more difficult, although man may 
presumably select an animal for culling some time 
before it succumbs to winter or want. and very detailed 
tooth wear analysis may eventually lead to more 
accurate interpretation. The analysis or incremental 
growth of tooth cementum has now begun for 
Hampshire with a study on a sample of ca11le teeth from 
Hamwih. 

It is not yet P?ssible to make a period-by-period 
assessment of animal husbandry and economies for 
Hampsh_ire. An at1emp1 would be 100 repetitious and 
speculauve to be of value and I have deliberately 
produced a species-based account which shows up che 
gaps 10 our knowledge more clearly. There are str()ng 
reasons for not producing a period-by-period 
assessment at this stage and it might be valuable for the 

sakeo~future study on Hampshire material 10 list them 
Obviously we ultimately want Lo know how h 

information from . bones relates 10 archaeolog•
1 ~ 

periods but it should not be assumed that differences~~! 
always be there. The data could ( in some cases 
eventually show that sod type and aspect are asrelcvan) 
as period. In the current state of knowledge there arc 
many different ·economies" as there are sites and th.:! 
are probably often a renection o f methodology rathe 
than of reality. If one assumes that there arc diffcrcn~ 
between. for example. Iron Age and Saxon sheep one 
ma~ miss imP<;irtam diffe~ence~ within these periods. 
Periods of maior change on animal economies do not 
necessarily renect changes that the archaeologist 
ceramicist. or historian regards as significant although 
they probably often do. Accumulation or a 
computerised data bank is an essential step in soningoui 
the changes that have occurred during the passage or 
time, and in our own _work bone information is now 
being recorded in sufficient detail, linked to con1ex1ual 
in(orma1ion. in such a way that we can collate and 
recollate the resu lts as an increase in understanding of 
ceramics and other finds brings about the inevitable 
re-phasings. It is essential to use the smallest 
recognizable archaeological units. So often in the past 
re-phasings or reinterpretations by the archaeologist 
could not be related to the bones because insufficient 
detail had been recorded from them or because the 
bones of different layers had already been aggregated. 

Many aspects or sampling impinge upon the relevance 
of the results we have so far. and until these are to some 
extent rationalised . resu lts from period-to-period do not 
mean much, indeed they may be highly misleading. The 
types of site studied have contributed to che picture, 
which might be different if a different range of sites had 
been studied. for example, evidence for the Iron Age is 
mainly from hill-forts on the chalk. Some pha.~eswi1hina 
period have produced adequate samples while only now 
are important transitional one$ producing a picture by 
the collation of results from many sites. To some ex1en1 
this may be a renection of the settlement types chosen, 
or an aspect of intra-site sampling policy within a 
particu lar multi-period complex. The type or sampling 
within the site provides further constraints on the bone 
sample. Diet and bone usage can only be reconstructed 
from appropriate samples. but in spite of 1his total bone 
results are still used by some archaeologists to compare 
economies in situations where the bone samples are not 
remotely comparable. . 

Deposit type , degree of preservation. and 1echn1ques 
of recovery can in0uence the consti tution of bone 
samples to a high degree. The use of fine (Imm and 
0.5mm) sieves ha.~ revealed that fish. in particular. have 
been underestimated as a dietary resource on _many 
sites, not only coastal ones. Flotation and s,c.,n_g 
machines are n()t an answer 10 this unless the process 15 

carefullv monitored and the residues are also searched: 
sieving machines or the type used in Hampshire ~p 10 the 
present were designed primarily for the remcval or 
carbonised seeds. • h 

A later section outlines the depth 10 wh•~ 
information is currently recorded for bones •~ 
Hampshire but the considerations above n1a~• ot 
essential that this goes hand-in-hand with an intelhgcnlst 

• II Jeve approach 10 sampling by the archaeologist at a 
discussed above I 

Analysis or b~tchery marks on bones is an int<g'.a 
part of the investigation or economic$ although. agatn-
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. retaiion is no1 easy. Whole skeletons and partial 
I~I~~onsofsheep found in Iron Age pits and ditches are 
5 e :iimes butchered; one such animal was f()und in the 
:ndary ditch at O ld Oo~n Farm. This site benefited 
from very careful coU~uon <;>f the bones by th?se 
. lved in the excavation. which enabled articulating 
;::,~es in the pits 10 be recognised and butchery marks. 
fien present as very.fine cuts, to be examined in detail 

°Fool 1978). Such a detailed analysis ma~ gi~e quite a 
~iffereni picture of the trea!ment an~ d1stnbu11on of 

rcases than a more supert1c1al analysis. 
ea Marks on bones occur as a resuh of ~ suc<:essio~ of 

rocesses: killing, carcase preparation, iointmg, 
~reparation for Ihe table, carving, and individual 
ircaimcnt during eating. No methods in use in B ri1ain 
for computer recording of these marks seem entirely 
satisfactory and techniques will need further evolution if 
we are 10 make detailed comparisons between sites and 
periods, perhaps using some of the ideas of Biddick and 
Tomenchuk (1975). 

Bird bones sometimes bear fine scratches and cu1s 
visible only under a lens. and searching for these is a 
lengthy and tedious process. The position of such marks 
on the Melbourne Street Mid-Saxon fowl bones 
suggested Ihat meat may have been removed from Ihe 
long bones with a sharp knife in a deliberate manner, 
scraping or cuuihg muscle chunks at their insertion or 
origin. Such theories as these, and theories relating 10 
the maufacture of bone objects. are often best tested by 
experiment. 

The Domestic Animals 

Bone evidence suggests that caule have provided 1he 
major meat source in all periods of Hampshire's history 
since the Iron Age. but not necessarily for all classes of 
people. 

Evidence of wild cattle, Bos primigenius, from 
archaeological sites in Wessex is mostly from Wiltshire 
and Dorset. The survival of the wild species alongside 
the smaller domestic forms is detailed for !he Neolithic 
sites Fussell's Lodge and Windmill Hill by Grigson 
(1966, 63; 1965. 145); and Jewell shows that, at Snail 
Down, Wiltshire, at least, this was still so until the late 
Bronze Age (Jewell 1962, 164). After this the occasional 
large cattle bone is probably from extra large domestic 
beasts, perhaps castrates (e.g .. Bourdillon and Coy 
1979, 40). 

Iron Age cattle are well represented in the samples 
but changes and variation within 1he Iron Age cannot ye1 
be detailed, nor size increases, or perhaps increases in 
vana11on. which occurred at the end of ii (Grant 1975. 
402). !-far<;ourt's picture of 1he Gussage caule as small 
and hgh1ly-buih with wi1hers heights of I00-l 13cn1 
(Harcourt 1979) is also Irue for Hampshire; withers 
hc,_gh1$. are a useful concept especially alongside 
CStImat1ons of meat weight ( Driesch& Boessneck 1974 ). 
Dorse1 and Wiltshire Iron Age caulc are mostly small­
or short-homed using 1he criteria of Armitage and 
Clu11on-!3rock (1976, 331) but occasionally hornl~ss. 
Hampshire Lron Age caule are similar in conformauon 
and anatomy on sites studied so far. ahhough these are 
~OS~lychalkland sites. II will be interesting 10 undertake 
Seta,led cattle studies once current sites are worked. 
izc changes can be the result of so many factors that a 

~ery large sample is necessary to separate. for example• 

(
~ I trends from regional and national trends . . Kolb 
978) has shown the cQmplexity of the interpre1a1,on of 
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size in fox~. This complexity in studying a modem wild 
S()e<:1es ";Ith an accessible population suggests how 
d1ff1cult 11 will be 10 interpret size variations for 
a~cbaeological domestic species where one has only Ihe 
b,~s.e~ samples left by time. But general ecological 
~rmc1ple_s m~sI not be ignored. Fox size appears 10 be 
hnked with night length ( longer nights mean more mice 
and thus larger foxes) and not with climate. success of 
prey: or productivity of 1he area. There may be 
consistent factors acting on Iron Age can le which are no1 
necessarily anthropogenic. The theory 1ha1 in the Iron 
Age numbers of cattle were more significant than size 
may concern the re.~uh rather than 1hc reason. Their 
ove;all uniformity suggests a cattle type closely adapted 
to its way of life. To any future investigation of overall 
size changes should be added a study of changes in 
proportions, something whic:-t might bc11cr indicate 
selection trends. especially those brought about by man. 
This is far easier tO undertake with a computerised data 
ban k. 

A lthough the genetic poIen1ial for all 1he variation in 
Hampshire 's can le was probably available in the native 
wild aurochs, ii is a difficult maner 10 prove local 
domes1ica1ion and 1here is no practical reason why 
succcs~ive waves of immigrants 10 Hampshire could not 
have introduced their own canle. How innuen1ial such 
intr<><luced genes would be is a maner for speculation. 
Post-Iron Age higher maxima in measurement ranges 
may be a result of more human intervention in stock 
affairs and really large samples will be needed to show 
up multiple origins for any of these populations. II may 
only be by careful comparison wi1h 01her British and 
with continental material that we shall be able 10 form 
opinions about this. 

The maximum size of cattle is greater in the mid­
Sax.on period than in the lron Age and they are well­
built; Hamwih withers heights range from 102 10 138 cm 
(Bourdillon & Coy 1979, Statistical Appendix). Grant's 
work shows Roman and Saxon cattle at Portchester 
(Grant 1976, 281) to be similar in size with a smaller 
vari ation in size in the laner. Canle build later 
diminishes but there are nucIua1ions within 1he 
medieval period which current work a1 Southampton 
and Winchester is now illuminating. 

Well-dated post-medieval material is rare and we 
have as yet insufficient data to examine in detail 1he 
breed improvements suggested by doeumemary sources 
although some interesting material from Winchester 
Rescue Excavations still awaits analysis. 

Metapodial measurements on canle over the wh~l_e 
area should help 10 pinpoim cattle usage for_draugh1: 11 1s 
difficuh to interpret this for individual specimens. 

Pre-Iron Age horse material is rare and regarded as 
wild in bone reports (Harcourt 1971. 350). Horse was 
commonly eaten in 1he Iron Age and at Gussagewas the 
second major meal source (Harcourt 1979). II was 
butchered in 1he same way as canle. fron Age horses 
probably individually provided more_ meal than canle. 
Withers heights range from 102 10 I4,cm ( 10-14 hands) 
at Gus.~age. Our own rcs_uhs from Ha~1pshire have so far 
fined within these hm1Is. Harcourt s theory of feral 
horses with annual round-up for selcc11on of_ mature 
animals for use (Harcourt in press) is an inIeresung one. 
Bones of immature horses have recently been found 
both at O ld Down Farm and C_hilboho_n Down (Mah by 
1978) but this does not necessarily mv_ahdaie 1hc theory. 

Roman and medieval horses are l11Ile studied as ye1. 
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Hamwih produces scarcely any horse bone (Bourdillon 
& Coy 1979. 39): what 1here is reprcscn1s no1h1ng more 
1han a large pony - a s1urdyone and qui1e a_dequ_a1e for 
most functions. The niral sile of Ramsbury on Wiltshne 
(Coy 1980b) produced a grca1er propor:iion of h?rse 
bone 1han Saxon Sou1hamp1on. bul as 1h1s was an tron 
working site it may nm be typical or rural Wes . ..cx. In 
la1er medieval 1imes donkey is occasionally round bo1h 
on urban and rural sites. bu1 distinc1ion of 1he 1wo 
species excepl by 1eeth is difficul1. 

Ovicaprids (goai and sheep) and pig were the other 
main meal sources. In amoun1s of mca1 provided. sheep 
were of1en second to caule bu1 1he rela1i,1e roles of pig 
and ovicaprids Ouc1ua1e. Archaeological con1ex1 is basic 
10 any considera1ion of 1hese rela1ive ro les. An cx1reme 
example is 1he supposedly rima l con1ex1 al Ourring1on 
Walls. Wiltshire (Harcourt 1971. 349). wi1h i1s high 
proportion of pig. Gran t (1977, 214) makes in1ercs1ing 
commenls on relalivc roles of sheep and pig a1 medieval 
Portchesler. In some 01her Hampshire medieval 
con1ex1s 1he expected nuc1u<11ions in the imponance of 
sheep rela1ive 10 01her Species are distinguishable. 
ahhough on urban sires especially i1 is essential 10 ask 
only quesrions 1ha1 rela1e m 1he 1ype of contex1 under 
examination. Food deposi1s and industrial deposi1s are 
obviously al either end of a spec1rum o f differen1 dep<>si1 
1ypes which may give connic1ing resuhs for speci fic 
ratios. There is li11le Fu1ure in drawing up tables of 
specific ra1ios for difforen1 si1es and differen1 periods as 
derailed analysis or individual context 1ypes will be far 
more rewarding. One major limi1a1ion in 1he use of pas1 
bone repor1s is their lack of informa1ion on exac1 
archaeological con1ex1. Obviously 1he me1hods used for 
producing specific ra1ios are themselves varied. under 
cons1an1 review. and unless clearly described condemn 
the resuhs 10 s1and alone. 

Sheep and goat can be dis1inguishcd providing bones 
arc sufficien1l y whole. all hough criteria vary from si1e 10 
si1e and ii is conceivable 1ha1 !he case of scpara1ion itself 
may be an inpor1an1 indica1or linked 10 plane of 
nutrition and in1ensi1y of selection. l61h cenmry sheep 
present problemshighliglned by the Chris1church bones 
(Coy 1980a). which suggest 1ha1 la1e medieval and pos1-
medieval 'goat' in bone reports could sometimes be 
sheep. 

Sheep sizes show fluctua1ions which are difficull . as 
yet, 10 interpret; 1here are very small stock in 1he Iron 
Age (50-65 cm withers heigh1s) and some medieval 
deposits. Mid-Saxon results for Sou1hamp1on give 
he1gh1s ranging from 50.1 10 70.9 cm. Again. as with 
caul7,_1here is an increase in varia1ion after 1he Iron Age 
and II 1s l he changes in proportion which may ullima1ely 
tell us mosr. 

GoalS have now been found in Hampshire Iron Age 
con1ex1s al Balksbury and Old Down F'arrn. Andover. 
bu1 1hey were probably not used in I ron Age Wessex 10 
the degree sugges1ed by a recent BBC series. Goat 
played a minor role in the Mid-Saxon Sou1hamp1on 
economy. bu1_ unmistakeable arc 1hc large male goal 
horn cores which are common on Hampshire urban sires 
and were probably imported for hornworking. 

Pigs had an important role in some Hampshire 
se11lements. By the Iron Age i1 is domestic pigs which 
make up lhe bone assemblages. The wild boar. Sus 
s~rofn. occurs at many earlic~ Wessex si1es and can be 
d1s11ngu1shed by its grca1er size especially in 1he rhird 

molars. Southamp1on Saxon pigs have an upper s· 
limit somewhat h1gher 1han Wessex I ron Age pigs wi 
withers heights of 50-70 cm compared wi1h 50-(i()~ ~ 
M elboum_e S1reet, Hamwih, there was ?ne large·p/ 
femur which could have been from a wild individual b g 
ol herwise pigs were obviously domestic, wi1h ranges r~t 
1hird lower molar lenglh of 25-34 mm compared "ii~ 
figures of 45-50 mm for continenial Sus scrofa 
(Luhmann t%5. 21). 

Such pigs were eaten youn~. Al Hamwih 39% or pig 
jaws had not yet acquired lhtrd molars. This probably 
represen1ed an age of les.~ l han l hree years (Silver 1%3 
265). Grant suggcsis tha1 in all periods a1 Ponchcsie; 
Casile pigs were eaten in_ their second or third year 
(Granl_ 1977. 23 1). _At Chn~tchurch t~e only pig bones 
found m any quanuty were m 1he medieval priory (Coy 
1980a) . 

There is a reappearance of pig more like Sr,sscrofain 
some be11er class medieval deposits wi1h occasional 
heavy and well•sculp1ured bones. such as a humerus in a 
la1e l '.\1h 10 early 14th ccn1ury pi1 in Romsey, found 
along with such delicacies as calf head. fallow deer, fowl, 
oys1crs. and the remains of a 3 kg cod (Coy 1975). In 
medieval archaeology bones from food remains can be 
important indica1ors of social class and as such are used 
by Pla11 ( 1972, 33) for Southamplon. 

Pig bones show a completely differeni fragmen1a1ion 
pallern from 1hosc of callle and sheep and seem to be 
deposited more on 1he periphery of set1lemen1s. A1 the 
R27 si1e, M 3 M o1orway, this appeared in a de1ailed 
computer-based analysis which a11empted 10 son ou1 1he 
underlying panem s of bone deposi1ions and survival, as 
a preliminary to investigating real differences between 
different sites in 1heir pauerns of srock u1ilisa1ion, or 
between different parts of the same sire (Griffi1h 1978; 
Coy 1978a). This foc1or must affec1 1he calculation of 
reliable specific ra1ios from some fca1ures on a site. The 
grea1 auraction of pork bones for many carnivores has 
been apprccia1ed since medic,•al times and may panly 
explain rhe peripheral effec1. 

Ano1her domestic food source in Hampshire is the 
dog, eaten in 1he lrnn Age as bu1chery marks demon­
stra1e. Like mos1 domestic animals, dogs were often 
skinned. at least in the Iron Age. The dog varieties 
found in Hampshire genera lly fit 1he picture drawn by 
Harcourt (1974). with considerable variability by 
Roman times (Harcourt 1975. 406) . 

F'owl. geese. and ducks have been found on 
Hampshire si1es from 1he I ron Age onwards. allhough 
geese seem 10 make their firs! real impacl in the Sa•?" 
period. One can assume 1hat the fowl were domesuc. 
provided their bones are carefully dis1ingui.shed f~m 
those of the na1ive blackcock. Lymrus tetrix. _which, 
according 10 Gilber1 White was seen on a beagling mp 
!n the 18th-century and acc~rding 10 Nicholson !un•~ed 
m 1he New Fores1 in10 1he 201h-cen1ury (Nicholson 
l929, 57 & 93). By mid-Saxon 1imes fowl are ~f greal 
vane1y and include bantams and capons (Bourdillon & 
Coy 1979. 44). . 

. B_one~ of early domestic geese cannot readily ~ 
d1stmgmshed from those of their supposed ancesior ih 
grey lag goose. Ariser anser. The Hamwih birds ha•• 3 

wider distal 1ibio1arsus (1 he higher of 1he goose's 1"~ 
ankles) 1han lhc wide range o f wild specimens measure 
by _Bacher ( t967? 71), presumably bec~use of grea;;r 
weigh! in domes11c birds. Southampton 1s not a grey g 
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and ihis. and the vehemence wi1h which 
a\ea vlers like Colonel Peter Hawker (IS'.)(). 200) 
w,ldfo;he superiori1y in 1as1c of almos1 any other goose 
sir~! wild greylag. suggest that 1he Hamwih geese were 
10 t ti·c to some extent. Goose bones are common 
domes • d' I • d' d f d on all the Hampshire me 1eva sites stu 1e so ar . 
fin s of fowl. duck and goose would have been 
Eggs tant and down a valuable product of goose 
imlpo r •. th' cir watchdog quali1 ics mus1 noi be over• 
CU turv. 
~~~ • d kl • d The dis1inc1ion of domestic uc • rom us presume 

esior the mallard. A11t1s plotyrhynchos, 1s also 
:rfficuh. and obvious ~omes.tic.ducks are 001 found unt.il 
the laic medieval penod. S1mtlarly, bones of domestic 
i eon bear a resemblance not _only 10 1hose or 1he 

~1~stral rock dove, Columbt1 /rvu,. but also to those o f 
he relared stock dove. Columba oenas. Pigeon and 

~uab bones are some1imes found in medieval 
collections. 

Wild Fauna 

Red deer, Cervus elapl111s. was 1he most consist~ntly 
exploi1cd wild mammal on mos1 Wessex Neol11h1c. 
Bronze Age, and Iron Age si1es. Harcourt argues fQr 
Gussage All Saints, Dorse1. that the con1nb~110.n of 
humingcould have been greater lhan the bones indicate 
if on-1he-spo1 butchery of deer had been prac1 iscd 
(Harcourt 1979). Unless such a prac1ice took place the 
bone evidence sugges1s that red deer played only a 
minor role in the Hampshire I ron Age d iel. al1hough 
tender cu1s of red deer cal f may 001 have left any 
recognizable bone, and small pieces of bone from the 
meal-bearing parts like ribs, pelvis, vertebrae and 
scapula may not always be distinguishable from 1hose of 
cattle. Antler from carcases and shed antler were both 
exploi1ed. Hampshire. like the rest of Wessex. including 
1he Isle of Wight, shows red deer exploiiation in 1he 
Roman period (e.g. , Granl 1975,406). 

Mid-Saxon Melbourne S1reel's 80.000 bone 
fragments produced only 12 postcranial bones of red 
deer. Distinc1ion of red deer and fallow deer, Cerv11s 
dama, is possible for some bones (Bosold 1966) given 
supporting modern collections. Absence of fallow in 1he 
large Saxon collections from Southamp1on fits current ly 
accep1ed theories (Corbel 1974) 1ha1 follow was 
iniroduced, or reintroduced, to Britain after the 
Norman invasion. The red/fallow dis1inctions are 
complicated by the remarkable similarily of an1ler 
coronets in 1he 1wo species and the enormous variation 
in bo1hspecies. which causes an overlap in size and large 
discrepancies between modern and archaeological 
ma1erial. This problem area highlights a major diffic~lty 
in archaeozool<>gical work: for de1ailed anatomical 
studies ii is necessary 10 have just the right modern 
<:0mpara1ive ma1erial 001 merely any specimen of 1he 
Spec1.es involved (Coy 1978b). Fallow plays a $ignifican1 
pan 1n 1he diet of some cla~scs of la1er medieval society 
all over Hampshire. 

R~ . deer . Capreo/11s capreolus, is presenl in 
Ncol11h1c. Bronze Age, and Iron Age si1es in Wessex tn 
small amounis. Only seven roe deer fragmen1s were 
found_ a1 Melbourne Street bu1 contemporary Saxon 
maierial in Wiltshire a, Ramsbury (Coy 1980b). in a 
more rural sening, dcmons1ra1es some exploitation or 
)'Oung roe. 

Wild horses. canle. and pigs have been discussed 
above, 0 1her wild species exploi1ed in aU periods were 
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1ho~e important for furs, with changes in emphasis from 
penod 10 period that 1here is as yet insufficient evidence 
10 explore. The fa1e of 1he brown bear , Urs11s arctos, in 
Ham pshire is unknown; there is a Neolithic record for 
Ra1fyn in Wiltshire (S1one 1935, 6 l). Beaver is recorded 
for 1he Neolithic al Durring1on Walls, Wiltshire 
(Harcourt 1971 . 345), and beaver remains were found in 
a mid-Saxon contex1 at Ramsbury, Wiltshire (Coy 
1980b ). The species may even have survived into 
mccilieval times in particular areas like the Somerset 
levels (Darvill & Coy in press), but this is less likely for 
Hannpshire. Remains of badger (Metes metes), fox 
(Vulpes v11/pes). pine manen (Martes manes), stoa1 
(Musrela erm inea), and weasel /Mime/a nivalis) are 
occasional finds. Evidence from bones of skinning is 
sometimes rec<>gnizable bu1 not always sought, nor do 
we knQw how often such species were ea1en, for 
example, as badger hams. Some o f 1hem may have been 
killed because o f !heir predatory aclivi1ies ra1her than 
prim arily for skins. Mos1 of 1hem are easy 10 catch and 
are usually hard hi1 if man has a reason for ca1ching 
1hem. 

T he evidence for wQlr (Canis lupus), wildca1 ( Fe/is 
silvestris). and polecat (Mustela p 111orius) is CQmplica1ed 
b)• i he possibility of bones of related domes1ic species; 
respectively the dog, cat. and ferret. W<>lf bones were 
found in early excavations at Balksbury (Harcourt 1969, 
54) and suspec1ed by Gram (1977, 232) al medieval 
Portchester . A possible wildcat bone came from pre­
barrow levels o f R4 on 1he M3 excavations (Fasham 
1979. 11). K illen remains fr<>m 1he middle period of the 
I ron Age sen lement at Gussage. Dorset (Harcourt 
1979). are assumed 10 be domes1ic, as are 1he cat 
carcases found in Roman Portchester (Gram 1975. 384). 

The few remains of Saxon cats al Hamwih havewme 
ana tomical features in common with 1he wildcat, Fe/is 
silvestris. and di fferences from la1er medieval calS which 
wowld repay furiher study. Noddle suggest~ 1ha1 ca1 
remains in medieval Southampton may be evidence for 
1he use of cat skins (Noddle 1975, 333). 

Hares and rabbi1s. as well as havi ng excellent fur. are 
imporlanl meat sources and significanl fac1ors in the 
lives of certain people al cer1a1n pen~s. Early bo_ne 
repor1s do no1 distinguish between 1he different species 
o f hare: the varying hare, Le(JLLV 1imid11s. a~d 1he brown 
hare Lepi•r c:apensis. Prehistoric ma1er,al probably 
represen1s 1he smaller 1imidus, for example. tha1 at 
Windmill Hill. Wiltshire (Jope 1965. 143) . 

The lack of evidence for rabb11 , Oryctolag,,s 
cu11iculus. from Melbourne S1ree1 (Bourdillon & Coy 
1979, 44) seemed to confir~ the curr_cntly accepted 
zoological 1heory 1ha1 rabb11s were mt_rodu~ed. or 
reintroduced. 10 Bri1ain after 1he No~1an invasion, bu1 
the fi nd or a partial scapula, in a rehably-da1ed Saxon 
layer. which resembles rabbit in both d1mcns1ons _and 
ana1omy seems to disprove 1his ihcory. ~owev~r, given 
Hamwih's ex1ensive trade 1h1s 1s msuffic1en1 ?v1d~nce 10 
osiulaie breeding popula1ions ?' rabbns in 1he 

furTOunding Hampshire countryside. Southampton 
)rovides evidence of post-1250 fallow de';r. rabbu,- and 
~errc1 all 1hree species important to 1he Norman \\3Y of 
life b~rh in ierms of food and sport (Noddle 1975: 
Bourdillon 1979). 

Small mammal records for sites are su.spee1 unless ii is 
clearl s1a1ed exac1ly how they were retnevcd. There are 

I y • cords of well -siratified small mammals and aut 1en11c re ~ 
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amphibians. some of them from the bottom of deep 
storage pits. Apart from an absence of records for 
squirrels. dorrnice. and harvest mice. the species found 
are those common today and the only ones worthy of 
mention are the house mouse. Mus m11sc11lus. and 
woodmicc. Apodemus sp .. species which could eat or 
contaminate large quantities of stored food . The former 
is known from a number of Hampshire Iron Age sites 
since Harcourt drew allention 10 it at Gussage (Harcourt 
1979) Crom at least the middle Iron Age. There is a lack 
of evidence for the theory that the water vole. Arvicolt1 
terrestris. has changed its habits and was more common 
near human habitation in the past (Jewell 1958. 278). 
Water vole bones are found on chalk sites excavated in 
Hampshire but the animals are still found there today. 

Rats themselves are difficult species to distinguish and 
the introduction dates of the black or ship's rat. Rouus 
ratms. and the brown or sewer rat. Ra1111s 110,vegicus. 
are still unknown. although the current theories are that 
the forrner appeared in Britain after the Crusades and 
the latter early in the 18th century. As with work on the 
rabbit. the commonest problem is the possibility that the 
animal has burrowed int0 the level in which it is found. 
Evidence so far in Hampshire fits the current theories 
(Corbet 1974) although some of the rat material from 
Southampton is very early (Bourdillon 1979. 209). 

Wild birds, fish and shellfish ha,•e been given much 
a11en1ion by the Faunal Remains Project. as these 
important remains arc usually neglected in favour o f the 
more easily identified common mammals. A study of 
shellfish remains from Melbourne Street. Sou1hamp1on 
(Winder 1979). showed the potential of oyster studies: 
however. only by accumulating data on. for example. 
oyster infestation and encrustation. shall we be able to 
answer the ultimate ques1ions such as the source of 
oysters. 

Fish remains are rarely retrieved on prehistoric sites in 
Hampshire. There is more evidence from Roman. 
Saxon, and later medieval urban deposits. Saxon fishing 
at Homwih largely exploited eel. Anguilla ar1guilla. and 
0a1fish (Bourdillon and Coy 1979, 47). although more 
intensive sieving since, by Sheila Hamilton-Dyer, 
suggests a greater variety than previously supposed 
within each context. and has given a better picture of the 
importance of eels. Later medieval deposits at 
Southampton, Christchurch. Alton. and Winchester 
show considerable exploitation of large fish such as cod 
(Gadus morhuo). ling (Molva molva), and conger eel 
(Cor1ger cor1ger); these were thus transported some 
distance inland. 

There is surprisingly little evidence for wildfowl 
exploitation except in some Roman and medieval 
collections. Most other bird samples from the Iron Age 
onwards consist of fowl, goose, and the occasiona.l duck. 
There are occasional predatory and scavenging birds, 
some of them now extinct in the area, and birds that 
occur in surrounding habitats today. The bird reports for 
Portchester (Eastham 1975. 1976, 19n) and bird and 
fish reporLS for medieval Southampton (Bramwell 1975: 
Wheeler 1975) have opened a period or serious study of 
such material in Hampshire. 

Computerised Recording of Bone Data at the Faonal 
Remains Project 

Nobody can foresee all the archaeological problems 
which will arise for a particular site, but. in using a single 

pass data recording system for all bone fragments 
studied auhc Faunal Remains Project. we now hope in 
one operat ion to record all the infonnation needed for 
detailed studies arising during the analysis of that site 
and complementary inter-site Studies. and to record all 
these details before further pos1-cxcavati<inal 
fragmentation and erosion occurs (Jone.5 1977b and 
Table I }. 

Future studies may require inforrnation that we have 
not rec()rded or someone may wish to ch~ck our work 
and for these reasons the bones must be kept. On~ 
possible field for the future is the study of epigenetic 
characters on bones such as the position of foramina and 
the plotting of the frequency of different morphs in 
differen1 populations. Although this work might 
ultimately throw light on. for example. breed 
introduct ion. we cannot yet justify it in terrnsofexpcnse 
as a very large sample of material would need 10 be 
recorded even for a feasibility study. 

Information is recorded from each bone fragment. as 
in Table I. using a telct)•pc linked to a calliper with a 
digital display. Punched tape is produced containing a 
continuous record o f all metrical and non-metrical data. 
Measurement entry is au1oma1ic, avoiding likely sources 
of error in manual measurement. Each fragment is 
linked to an archaeological context number (usually a 
layer number) and no prejudgement is made as· to 
the. date of a particular deposit. This allows easy 
rearrangement if archaeologists alter phasings at a later 
date. and material can be recorded before phasings arc 
known and in any order. Recording could even take 
place on site. 

In practice site material is recorded when final 
phasings are available. as i t is then possible 10 work 
through material according 10 phases. as well as 
individual feature_~ and site areas. This shows up bone 
joins. articulated remains. interesting associations, and 
other inforrnation more easily seen by examination than 
by computer analysis. General trends may also be 
suspected at this stage and can I hen be investigated when 
results have been printed out. 

After recording. the final phasings with their latest 
corrections are used for producing c.italogues. 
measurement statistics. and more complex tabulations 
of infom1ation for the whole site or for any temporal or 
spatial subdivisions required. Once data have been 
recorded there is no limit to the investigations which 
could be programmed in the future on the information 
shown in Table I. Print-out for bones from Hampshire 
sites processed in this way is sent 10 the excavator, the 
Ancient Monuments Laboratory, London. and the 
University of Sou1hamp1on library. together with a 
summary report. Hampshire results can be compared 
with material similarly recorded from other parts o! 
Britain - this already includes several hundred 
thousand fragments from some key sites, including those 
excavated by the Central Excavations Unit. 

It is essential to maintain standardisation between the 
various users or the system - a very difficult task: the 
,,ersatility of faunal analysts in finding new ways of usin_g 
code combinations to express different things 1s 

remarkable. As data banks are developed considerable 
problems will arise in ensuring the accuracy of the 
identifications made. which returns us to the points 
made earlier about the importance of good modem 
comparative skeletal collections. 
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Tht fulUre of Animal Bone Studies in Hampshire 

i;xpcrienced sorters of sieved samples arc now working 
. ""th Winchester and Southampton Rescue units and 
mvv . • I • h 
h 
.. type of post ,s csscnua m sue large•scalc 

1 I> 1· • f b • • c~cavations. But_ decentra Isa11on o one 1dent1fication 

10 
the units cames dangers as wdl as advantages. The 

adl'antagcs arc a greater awareness of the wealth of 
material which might be extracted and greater care in its 
retrieval, bu_t the~e m~st be an. awareness. of the dangers 
of incorrect 1den11ficatton and mtcrpretauon by the units 
themselves and sufficient supportive help and modern 
comparativ~ material 10 take th_e work 10 publication. 
Some functtons can be rcg1onal1sed. In bone studies a 
ccnmtlised literature and information base and modem 
comparative collection with associated specialis1/s, 
perhaps even a centrali~ed computer recording base, 
makes good cconom,c sense. but each large 
archaeological undertaking must have its bone 
specialist. even if only a visiting one, and i t is essential 
1ha1 bone analysts work with the site as their canvas if 
results of archaeological significance are 10 be achieved. 
Supportive help from specialist organisations like the 
British Museum (Natural History) will always remain 
occasionallv necessary. 

Regionaiisa1ion in administration is one issue but 
investigation of regional variat ions in animal husbandry 
is another, much neglected. one. as is the full integration 
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?f bo~e studies with all other aspect~ of archaeological 
mvest1ga11on. We still need much lar•cr s, I • • 
approach .. • ,mp es to 
w , any ac~cptablc estimation .of the populations 

e ar~ a11emp1mg 10 reconstruct in bone studies. 
whcthenhey are the sheep populations of 13th centurv 
Hampshire or the populations of typical 15th century 
artisan _meal residues. Evernampleorsub-sample is still 
produc,~g-new mformati()n and there seems no way yet 
of pred,c!mg the find <)f a feature with especially rich 
preservation of bone. 

T he comments in an ~arlier section. however. clearly 
point to a la~k o f material ,n some periods and contexts. 
In Hampshire. apart from early prehistoric material. 
mo_rc ~ne samples of Roman. early Saxon. and early 
pos t-Saxon date are needed and more rural material in 
all p_enods. as well as a deliberate strategy for post• 
me~1eval ~amples. We now also need a breathing space 
wh,I~ available da~a _is_ as.~imilated: a long-standing 
back log cannot be d,m,rnshed overnieht. It mav then be 
po~ible I<> identify specific context types wi1hin periods 
'.vh,ch arc s11ll needed in order 10 complete a particular 
1ntcrpre1a11on. 

O nly by maintaining the current good relationship 
between s~ec,ahsts .and both amateur and professional 
archaeologists that ,s a part of Hampshire archaeology 
can we ensure that we will fill these gaps in the future. 

Table I 
Scope of Computer Codes used at Faunal Remains Project 
(the number of variables currently in each field is given in brackets) 

SPECIES 

ANATOMY 
MEASUREMENTS 
SIDE OF BODY 
FRAGMENTATION 
GNAWING 
BUTCHERY 
BONE PATHOLOGY 
DENTAL PATHOLOGY 
HORN CORES 
SEX 
AGE 
AGE (Grant 1975) 
SPECIMEN NUMBER 
WORKING 

There are over 1.000 possible vertebrate species for Britain. Only about 23 arc common 
hut an average medicva.1 site may yield 6() 

The different anatomical elements (350) 
Up to 20 measurements rou1:ncly recorded 
Left. right. axial (4) 
Fraction and exact part of the whole bone represented by the fragment (21) 
Position. 1ype. severity (21) 
Position, type. direction (27) 
Position. appearance (28) 
Position relating 10 individual teeth, type (42) 
Coding relates to A rmitage & Clu11on-Brock l977 (20) 
Male, female. castrate by subjective assessment on basis of antlers. spurs. etc. (3) 
State o f cpiphysis fusion. Eruption stage of each 100th (36) 
A l1erna1ive codes giving eruption and detailed wear stage for each tooth (30) 
Used for associat ing fragments. eg individual bones from a whole skeleton 
Position and type of working. Can be used for finished bone and antler objects if there is 
any biological information still visible (25) 

CONDITION Position and description of different degrees of, cg erosion. friability, charring. etc. (30) 

~~~~rmation for _each fragment can be recorde~ using a~y of 1he above variab_les. The. variables can be used in alm.ost 
Im11ed comb,na11ons. ,n particular the posnIon variables - distal. proximal. n11dshaf1. lateral, medial. dorsal, 

ventral. cranial and caudal. joint surface, and internal - can in ~-ombination define an area on a bone with SQme 
precision. 
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Palaeoethnobotany and the Early Agriculture of Central 
Southern England 

J. M. Renfrew 

During the past few years the remains of crop plants and 
seeds found in excavations in Hampshire and 
neighbouring counties have been the subject of three 
related research projects carried out in the Department 
of Archaeology. University of Southampton under the 
author's supervision. The plant remains from Iron Age 
and Roman sites were studied by Peter Murphy. the 
Saxon finds by M. A. Monk and the Medieval seeds by 
Francis J. Green; it is a summary of their work which 
follows. 

The Iron Age palaeoethnobotanical finds came 
mainly from small farmsteads on the central chalk 
plateau area in the northern half of the region. The 
farmsteads cons.ist of enclosed ditches of circular or 
rectilinear plan containing within them storage pits. 
postholes, ditches and gullies which yielded carbonised 
seeds and other plant remains. The following sites 
revealed plant material: Port way. A ndover; Old Down 
Farm, Andover; Sites R I and R27 in Micheldever 
Wood; Owslebury and Winchester. No plant remains 
were examined from hillfon contexts. 

The Iron Age sites have produced a fairly consistent 
range of staple crops including spelt wheat (Tri1ic11m 
spelta L.), emmer wheat (Triticum dicocc11m Schiibl.), 
bread wheat (Tri1ic11111 aes1iv11m s.1.), six-row hulled 
barley (Horde11m vu/gare L.). small amounts of naked 
six-row barley (Hordeum vulgare var. 1111dmn). oats 
(Avena sp.). t ick beans (Vida ft,ba va r mi11or) and 
vetches (Vida sp.). and one site produced a single grain 
of rye (Secale cereale L.) which is probably no more than 
an accidental contaminant oft he other crops. Wild fruits 
and nuts are represented by seeds of elder (Samb11cus 
nigra L.). wild cherry (Prrmus avium L.), rosehip (Rosa 
sp.) and hazelnuts (Cory/us ave/1,ma L.). The Iron Age 
site. R27. in Micheldever Wood has also produced a few 
seeds which are tenta1ively identified as opium poppy 
(Papaver som11iferw11 L.). and the base of a pot from 
Old Down Farm was covered with a carbonised mass of 
Brassica seeds (possibly mustard seeds). 

The relative importance of these crops varies from site 
to site. Old Down Farm. Portway and R27 all show a 
preponderance of spelt wheat. with smaller amounts of 
barley and no beans: Owslcbury however appears to 
have cultivated more barley and also beans as well as 
spelt. 

The Roman sites, Winchester, Venta Belgarttm, 
Crookhorn villa. Neatharn and Owslebury, have 
produced a similar range of crops but oats and rye are 
present more frequently. Spelt is ,by far the most 
important cereal cultivated in the later Roman deposits 
and this may reflect the need to meet the Imperial Com 
Tax or an11011a. New crops are found in Roman deposits 
for the first time, these include peas (Pis11m sativum). 
apples (Ma/us silvestris Mill.), plums (Prwws 
do'.nestka): cultivated cherries (Pr111111s avi11111 L.). figs 
(Frcus carrca L.), grapes (Vitis vinifeta L.). walnuts 
(Jug/ans regia L.), pinenuts (Pi111i.< pine" L.) and 
coriander (Corin11dmn sa1iv11111 L.). These introduced 
crops survive principally in the waterlogged deposits at 
Winchester aad Neatham. The Roman town of 

Silchester (Reich 190 I ) has produced still further new 
crops including mulberries (Mom., 11igrt1 L.) and 
medlars (Mespilus gemu111ict1 L.). At several Roman 
sites wild fruits and nu ts. notably blackberry (R11bus 
frwicosus agg.). raspberry (R11b11sidt1e11s L.) and 
elderberry (St1mb11t·11s 11igra) continue to be 
represented. 

Thus the Roman period saw two developments in the 
agriculture of 1he region: the intensive cultivation of 
cereals, especially spelt wheat. to meet the more than 
lociil needs: and the introduction of new exotic crops. 

Besides these exploited plants large numbers of seeds 
from wild plants were identified. From these it is 
possible to reconstruct the nature of the vegetation 
surrounding the sites. A variety of plant communities 
arc represented but most of them arc either weeds of 
arable land or synanthropicspecies. but fruits and seeds 
from piants of calcareous grassland. wet grassland, 
riparian and marsh habitats and scrub and woodland 
vegetations arc also represented. 

The bulk of the Saxon plant remains came from the 
two important town sites, Winchester and Hamwih 
(Southampton). both in the ltchen valley. Other sites 
have also yielded samples of seeds: in particular Chait on 
and Bishop's Waltham, Hampshire. Wareham and 
Poundbury in Dorset, Walton in Buckinghamshire and 
Fladbury in Worcestershire . Unlike the preceding 
periods. most of the seeds were recovered from 
waterlogged. anaerobic deposits in pits and wells. and 
only rarely were the seeds carbonized. A lso this type of 
preservation was particularly favourahle 10 seeds and 
fruits ofthe so-called 'wild' nora. the largest numbers. as 
one might expect in areas of human habitation. being 
typical of ruderal and weed habitats. 

The cultivated plants recovered included cereal grains 
of six-row hulled barley (l-lordeum vulgare L.), which 
was particularly frequent. also oais (Avenn sp.), hulled 
wheats (Triticum dicoccum (cmmer)/Triticum sptlta 
(spelt)), and naked wheats of Tritic11m oestivo• 
compactum and T. duro-compacrr,m types. The 
presence analysis of cereal species (Hubbard 1975) from 
all the Saxon sites shows Iha1 after the middle Saxon 
period there is a gradual decline in the presence of hulled 
wheats and a comparable increase in the naked wheats. 
This is the final end of the cultivation of hulled wheaIs. 
which were the staple crops of prehis1oric Europe. and 
the rise in the cultivation of bread whcaIs. which had 
also a respectable prehistoric ancestry but which appear 
to have been grown less frequently in earlier times. This 
change wou Id have had a number of agricultural and 
economic consequences. for example in crop proccssmg 
activities. Perhaps the most important consequence 
wou Id have been associated with the preference of 
naked wheats. particularly Triticum aestivum. for deep 
loam and clay soils. The spread of settlemcm into these 
clay lands is also probably related 10 the gradual 
evolution of the ·heavy' mouldboard plough to assist in 
the cultivation of such soils. 

Besides the cereals the anaerobic deposits also yielded 
a range of fruit stones and pips including those of ,toe 
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5 i!IOSII) and bullacc I Prunus domesric11 subsp. 
//'1!1!'.11

} f t least 1wo varieties of domestic plum ( Primus 
,,ulftlJll:;) and cultivated cherry (Prwms ovium/. 
domeSttCre 'also pips of apple~ /Ma/us sil,•estris). and Thtrca ( . . .. 

. (Viris vinifera): on the New Minster s11e in 
gr.J>Ciesicr grape pips are associated wi1h hemp and 
1 me t,e~rv seeds. whilsl 1he Saxon mee1s in 1he Castle 
~ra; siie'were strewn wi1h hazelnut shel!s, These finds 

~r 10 subs1antia1e 1he ra1hcr scanty evidence for the 
~Jnnings of orchard husbandry and _1h': developmcm 

r Onas1ic gardens m pre-Norman Bntam. 
om f h b'd •• The nacure of some o I e a_naero 1c cpasus in 
H mwih and the seeds and 1nsec1 remains they 
C:niained. suggests that animal dung and li1~er material 
was being deliberately collected and stored m ~ form of 
composting. in order to be used as a fen1liser on 
cultivated ground• 

Thus the Saxon evidence has given us an indication as 

10 the period of major tr~nsition_ from the cuh iva1ion of 
hulled 10 naked wheats, u has g,ven us evidence of the 
devdopmcnt of orchard husbandry and monas11c 
gardens, and has hinted at the developmen1s of 
agricultural 1echniques. with the imroduction of the 
mould-board plough and 1he conservation of manure to 
fertilise the fields. 

The medieval deposits from Winchester - from 1he 
period I 000-1 500 A. D. -fom1the riches1 collection of 
plant material of this date in Britain. '!'hey come from a 
number of different types of site wuhin the ancient city 
and its suburbs and show preservation of palacocthno­
botanical material in a number of different forms. The 
range of con1ex1s. from R_oyal palaces. monasteries. 
more lowly town houses. rubbish pits and wa1er 
channels: and the 1ypes o f preservation. by carbonisa-
1ion. waterlogging, mineral replacement and desicca­
tion. makes it particularly difficult to make overall 
generalisations about the uses of plants in this rather 
exceptional town. Most of the cereals were preserved by 
carbonisation. A ll the wheat found was of naked bread 
wheat type (Triticwnaestivum L). but it was not reoovered 
in largequan1i1ies, probably because it did nm require 10 
be parched before threshing, and because most of it 
would have been ground 10 nour at the mill before being 
iold. ra1hcr1han taken to the houses as grain. Barley was 
also found, of 1he hulled six-row type Hordettm vulgare 
L. Mos1 ofthc barley gn1ins had sprouted suggesting that 
1hey were being used to make mah for brewing. The oats 
/Arena s11rira L.). were invariablv associated with 
animal dung suggesting that they were a major source of 
fodder for stalled animals. Rye was only occasionally 
found in the city. 

Orchard husbandry is represented by the evidence of 
!lone fruits as well as soft fruits on all sites, especially 
from lhe 13th centurv. These include Prrmus species. 
both cherries and plu-ms, elderberries, raspberries and 
blatkberries, and apples Some exotic fruits arc 
~rese_ntcd such as peach~, ligs. grapes and walnuts. 
e . c~e .1s documentary evidence for a wide range of 
x~:1eimportcd fruits such as lemon. orange and date, as 

~e as an as.wnmcnt of exotic herbs and spices (Foster 

1963). Ho~vevcr, few of these have been found in 
archaeological comexts and this is pos~ibly becau<e of 
th_e way 1hcy we~e used_ by 1hc mcdi_eval population. 
Cash crops associated wnh local indu<tries arc known 
from the documcnrnry rccor<ls: and consiM or woad. 
madder and flax. of which only Oax has been found in I he 
archaeological deposits, 

The problems of assessing the plant rcrn.,in~ fr,>rn a 
major medieval city have proved 10 be quite difficult. 
Much _of the ~ed ma1c_rial. c,pccially the waterlogged 
?"al ertal. cons1_s1ed of wild species with lin le signiricance 
m reconstrucung the_ palaeoet-onomy of 1he city. but 
useful for reconstructing the local flora. However. even 
some _of these ma~ have reached the archaeological 
dcpos11s through being grazed on at a distance from the 
l<?wn, or through being carted as hay over considerable 
distances (Hay was being broughl 10 Winchester from 
Nursling in 1287 - ~ee Goodman 1935). and occasion­
ally lhe resulting dung ha~ later been incorpora1cd in 
clay bell and cauldron moulds. being thus at several 
removes from itsorginal habi1a1. 

Winchester is particularly ronunate in having very full 
documentary coverage - both for the yield~ of i1s 
manors (Titow 1972) and for actual cultivation in the 
orc·hards and gardens of the city and itssuburbs. We also 
have fairly full port records ror Southampton indicating 
the types of fruits. herbs and spices which were regularly 
imported al this time. It is a salutary reflection for 
palacoethnobmanists tha1 much of the range of plants 
appearing in these records does not occur in rhe 
archaeological deposi1s whereas the palaeoe1hno­
bo1anical record contains a number of species of 
economic significance not referred 10 in the documents. 

T his is offered as an interim summary of the research 
projects as they stand at rhc moment: there arc many 
gaps 10 be filled and much more evidence 10 be 
examined before the full picture of the evolution of crop 
husbandry and the detailed study of the u1ilisation of 
crop plants in medieval towns can be given. 
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Settlement History in East Hampshire 

S. J. Slte1111t111 

Introduction 

Many of the most basic in1eres1s of archaeology today 
concern the way in which societies change and develop 
over long periods of 1imc and 1hc factors th~t he be_hind 
these developments. II has become rncreasmgly 
accepted Iha1 the motive forces for change do not stem 
from invasions and migrations or known or ~nkn?wn 
peoples. and that even when they do the mIgra11ons 
themselves are subjects for explanation. The factors 
which are now regarded as being imponant in under­
standing change include population size and density. the 
nature of the subsistence economy. the structure of 
society. and the way it adapts 10 its physical and social 
environment. This change in orientation in archaeology 
has had a number of important effects on archaeological 
practice. 11 has mcan1 much more rigorous demands on 
archaeological data and has also resulted in a shift from 
the 'site' 10 Ihe ·region· as a focus of study; in order 10 
obtain a valid picture of the factors just mentioned it is 
necessary 10 invest igate not just the single se11lemen1 but 
thcset1 lemen1 panern. 

Evidence for socio-economic change is provided by a 
great variety of archaeological data but senlcment 
history is particularly important. The location of 
seulements in relation both 10 their physical 
environment and 10 orhcr seulements is rhe result of 
decisions made by people in the pas1. decisions 
constrained in a variety of ways. Changes in settlement 
strategy therefore al the same time both document 
developments and provide us with a means of inferring 
the reasons for them. 

Obtaining the necessary evidence is not easy as ii 
requires initially reliable and representative information 
on where si1cs are and where they are not. With one or 
two nol8ble exceptions. for example Chalton in 
Hampshire (Cunli ffe 1972. 1973). most distributional 
evidence in Britain is not of an adequate standard: it can 
answer the first question but not the second. Despite the 
problems involved (see, for example. the papers in Part I 
of Cherry et al. 1978). the study 10 be described below 
was undertaken with the aim of obtaining 1he necessary 
representative information. In tenns of answering 1he 
questions about culture change mentioned above it is 
simply a first step. but it is a step whose potential has 
tended to be neglected. Even in those cases where the 
fieldwork has been carried out maximum use has not 
always been made of the results. Clearly. Ihe full 
potential of such studies can only be realised when 1hcy 
have been carried out over a wide area so that panerning 
in the data recovered can emerge (cf. Schadla-Hall and 
Shennan 1978): one of the current problems of regional 
archaeological work is that areas large enough 10 be 
interesting may be too big 10 be tackled except on a very 
long time-scale or with the input of large amounts of 
money. 

The Survey Area 

The decision as 10 what part of Hampshire 10 select for 
such a study was guided by a number of considerations. 
These included the desire 10 redress the balance of work 
towards those parts of the county outside the central 
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chalklands. as well as the need to coordinate the 
programme so that it did not overlap with 1he work of 
o ther archaeologists in rhe area. These factors and the 
overall aim of defining and trying 10 explain the changes 
through time in density and distribution of occupation 
still left a large pan of the county available for 
consideration, and the location o f rhe area was finally 
detem,ined by the aim of investigating the relationship 
between settlement and the physical environment. 

It may be argued a priori, on the basis of the numerous 
geographical studies of such questions, that a numberol 
environmenta l variables are likely 10 be relevant !o 
se"lemcnt decisions; for example. topography. soil. 
rainfall , vegetation. presence of surface water and 
height above sea-le,•el. The main variable underly1_ngall 
those which show major variation on a Hampshire or 
Wessex scale is undoubtedly the surface geology. Thts 
fact led to the selection of an area encompassing a range 
of geological variat ion. rhe boundary of the chalk and 
the Wea ld (sec figs. 25 and 26). As can be seen from fig. 
26 it included Upper Chalk. extensively covered with 
Clay-with-Flints M iddle and Lower Chalk, Upper 
Greensand, Ga~ll Clay and Lower Grccnsand. all in a 
series of parallel bells running approxima1dy. north; 
south and spanning about 10km. from just inside th 
weste rn edge of the Lower Greensand 10 the cast_em 
edge of the Upper Chalk with its Clay-w1th-Fl~nt; 
capping. As already suggested. these ¥e~logt'!:, 
differences correspond very closely 10 vanauon, 

• • as well topography, sotl. and presence of surface water, 
as height above sea-level. . ·n 

The size of the area to be examined was determined~ 
irs eas1-wes1 direction by 1he need 10 encompass.;,,: 
geological variation present and was set at 10km. 
north-south distance was more arbitrary but was rixed at 



~ 
• ,, 

¥11/rmmt lluton m l:u\t Ht1mpih1r(' 1(17 

□ Alluvium 

I[] River and valley gravel 

[Il] Upper Greensand 

~ Lower Greensand 

~ Gault 

~ Clay with Flints 

□ Lower Chalk 

~ Middle Chalk 

■ Upper Chalk 

N 

0 1 ._2 _ i::3 = 4- - 5 
kms. 

The ,1,1rfact: lt1*)S\ of the ,,u,~ a,ira C.urcrim~ arc 1he '-ilmpk hc\dv.;all,n« 1r•n~h I li?UfC ~" 

ISkm '" order to be able to examine the ca\t•west ume-cnn<uming. Expenmen11 "ere earned out at the 
~• d"nncuon o,er a rca\Onahl> v.ldc nonh• bcginnongohhe"ork tocstablish"hat 1c,clo(1n1en,11y 
IOOth 1pan. wa!> acceptable and the CONc1ponding rate of ground 
lllt'-'~> coverage. These led to the a<,;essmcnt that it "ould he 

possible to cover 30 ~.km o( ground in the ume 
a"ailable. A, the 1uf\cy area wa1 150 sq.km. ,n e.ient 
this meant the selection of20'i- for detailed suf\cy. The 
method of <clecung 1h11 :?Ot; ,,.as dictated b) a ,ariet) or 
consodcrauons: that it ,hould not be simpl) haphazard 
but ~hould be rcprcsentati,c. in parucular co,cring the 
range of geological ,11nation. that it 1hould include the 
border< bet"'een the different geologies, that II should 
be e,enl) di1tributed ,patially rather than a simple 
r.,ndom sample: and ft nail) that 11 should g" c some 
regard to the pol"hilit) or pcnodicmes in the undcrl) 1ng 
\llC dl\tribuuon, affecung the results. 1nb Inst would 
occur if there was \Omc regul,tr pJnem ,n the 
d,-rrihution or pa,t occupation "h1th coincided "ith the 
placement of the 1amphng unit< '° th,11 the, enhcr 
alway, included the \ltes or ne,cr d,d. th" would 
ohviou,ly hu,e the effect of biasing inferences made on 
the b.i,is of the ..ample nu~ point rc,ultcd ,n th" 
,.,rnphn!! de"j!n ,ho\\n ,n fi!! 16. ,n "h,ch the ,.,mphn)l 
units are 12 tran..ccts 0.5 km "idc. 5L m. k>ng. and 
.,,cnly ,paced 2.5 km. apan. For each of the t\\O hahc, 
onto which the suney area "a, dh Kled the pc,,,mon of 
the fif\l 1ran1Cct "as selected b) mean, or random 

ilwillbecle Id • ar a rea y that the onformauon available I:" to the current Suf\ C) ""' inadequate and could not 
lfflkhcd upon for a representative picture of past 
"' mcnt E_~ammauon or th" a,a,lablc wurccs 
,-n,cularl h o • rerord Y t c rdnancc ~urvey archaeolo1t1cal 
br cl \;"°"'ed the ,nformauon 1n them to con1ist 
etJnc:~ fi obvmu, earthwork~ on the one hund and 

Bd, on the other Their madcquaC\ is hc<t 
~h~~n\cJ h) •'". ex.11111na111,n of figure, 27 and 2C/-1J. 

nformauon was retrie,cd from ,1,ailahle 
°"'~of a h made d. r" P otographs. althoufh the nne nc" some 
l:nfon~< nm prove parucularlv 1uc«"ful. 
r~ tcl) • the area 1s not p,1n,cularl) s.,111fact0'"' 
-~ ... ,n aerial surv . • f . • , eeoi. cy pomt o v,ew bccau-.e or 11\surfocc 
,. tu:;~ prc...,nt_land use. and this un,ui1,1tnlil) has 
aittntk> r nt th31 it h,11 not received u great dcul of 
'Cl£- n rom archacok>gical air pho1ooraphcr<· more 

- , .. atK>n cou 11 d ,. . • mean, ' un . ouhtcdly bc ohtamcd by this 

11,,. m.i,n ... _. 
•nforn,ation w me 1,,_,.) ildoptcd for ,t<qu,rong nev. 
lc,ct, of nn 3.' ~round su"c" hcld"alLinv Vanous 
l"'-!JJ but cnsot, are f'<11S1blc here (,;cc Fa,ham et al. 

• even tl 1 1c owc,t acccptnhle level i, ~.iremcly number~. 
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The fieldwork was carried out in the spring and 
autumn of 19n and the spring of 1978; the ground 
covered in detail is indicated on fig. 28. Some o f the 
remainder consisted of s1eep slopes at scarp edges, 
impossible 10 seule; the rest was mainly relatively 
perrnanent grassland which was examined for earth­
works buc from which surface collections could not be 
made. In the sou eh-eastern pan or the survey area this 
presented such a problem that certain fields outside the 
transects had 10 be selected (or survey in order 10 
provide a reasonable coverage; these arc also indicated 
on fig. 28. 

A lf the finds were washed. sorted, identified, counted 
and recorded. together wi1h their locations. ft is this 
information, together with that already available, which 
provides che data base for che discussion which follows. 
The results are presented in a series o f period maps, figs. 
29-33. These maps include all finds of the periods 
concerned and do not differentiate between major and 
minor finds. It is possible to suggest such a 
differenc iation and 1his will be done below. bu1 i1 is 
important ac the ou1se1 not to neglect the potencial of 
any of the information collected: chis poinc too will be 
enlarged upon below. The effects of 1he fiefdwalking on 
the number of findspocs are shown in fig. 27. 

The colfeccion. recording and publication of such 
records are not. however. sufficient in themselves. As 
Judge (1973) and others have emphasised. it is 
incumbent on the survey archaeologist 10 analyse the 
daca he has collected and use i1 10 aMwer questions of 
interest, not least because he is likely to know more 
about ics advantages and limitations 1han anyone else. 
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The Environment 

As already indicated, one of the main emphases of this 
study is on the relationship between 1he cultural system 
and the environment, particularly what Judge (1973:3) 
has called 'the technology of se11lemcn1': ·rhe selection 
by a cultural system of certain key components of the 

physica l and natural environment for the cnactmenc of 
specific cultural activities.· 

(n the survey area the envi ronmental variation 
described above still affects the landuse today. The 
Lower Greensand areas with their poor fight sandy soils 
consist largely of heathland. while the heavy soils of the 
Gault Clay are mainly under pasture. By contrast. on the 
Upper Grecnsand and the Chalk cereal-growing i& the 
most importanc fanduse. On the other hand. i1 is worch 
noting 1hat the nacurc of 1he soi l can in no sense be 
considered che sole de1ermin,m1 of fandusc. which has 
undergone drastic changes even in the last 150 years. 
The widespread arable agriculture which dominates the 
area today as a result of modern economic pressures is 
virtually identical in extenc and location to 1ha1 recorded 
for che area in the 1i1he survey of the 1840s a1 the end of 
che agricul tural boom period associated with the 
Napoleonic wars. A l che time of che Land Utilisation 
Survey in the 1930s. however. carried out ac the end of 
che agricultural slump o f 1he lacer nineteenth and carlv 
twentieth centuries. che main use of the area was 
grassland. 

A lchough 1he intention is 10 establish empirically che 
relationship between scufement and environmental 
variables in the past. in accounting for observed 
relationships ic is necessary to consider how such 
variables would have operaccd. Aparl from the question 
of water availability. it is suggested here chat the main 
perceived faccors would have been 1he existing 
vegecation and, once agriculture had become imporcani. 
the suicability o f 1he land for different agricuhural 
purposes. Obviously, such pcrcep1ions would be 
affected by a variety of non-environmental considera­
cions and I will return 10 this question below. 

This fine of argument concerning the relationship 
between settlement and environment has been most 
excensivefy developed by Mcllars and Reinhardt (1978) 
in relation 10 the Mesolithic of southern England as a 
whole. T hey have argued in particular 1ha1 the Lower 
G reensand was characterised by dry woodland with a 
lack of undemorey shrub vegetation. and 1ha1 the 
impoverished soil Conditions which now obtain on 1he 
Lower G recnsand may be traced back eh rough the 
greater part of che pos1glaciaf period. The inherent 
tendency 10 impoverishment was ampli fied by the 
effects of fire. themselves longer last ing chan they would 
have been on other soils. The net effecc was a 
progressive opening up of the local forest canopy. The 
vegetation on the Chalk areas. on the ocher hand. was 
initially d i fferenc. w ith heavier understorcy growth in 
the damper woodland. The initial difference becween 
the cwo areas was incensified by Mesolichic accivitics in 
the preferred dry woodland zone and i1 was this 
distinction between dry and wet woodland which was 
overriding in 1errns of environmental perception. 

By the time of the incroduc1ion of s1ra1cgics involving 
farrning the vegetat ion had been changed by human 
activity in some areas much more than others. but it is 
maintained here 1ha1 this would have been no more 
important in the making of locational decisions than 1hc 
appearance of a new basis for environmental percep1ion 
in tern1s of the favourabifi1y of land for different 
agricultural needs; it is suggested here 1ha1 this would 
have led 10 a greater perceived differenria1ion of the 
landscape. The impoverished Lower Greensand soils 
would have been out of the question already for arable 
fanning, although usable for grazing. The extremely 
heavy and wet Gault Clay soils would likewise be ruled 
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Jlhough the zone of mixing ill the boundary of the 
001

•1~ and the Lower Greensand, which produces a belt 
Gr ood quality well-drained loams, would have been 
0

• ~I •favourable. West of the Gault, the Upper Green­
big /an~ the different varieties of Chalk would have 
:n faitly undifferentiated, but the large areas of Clay­
with-Flints capping much of the Upper Chalk would 
h ve been unfavourable to early arable agriculture 
~cause of Ihe heavy acidic soil developed on it. The lack 
( surface water on the Clay-with-Flints and Upper 

Chalk plateau might also have been a problem for 
agricultural senlement. 

In an area such as that with which this study is 
roncemed naturally caused enviro_nmenral change is 
extremely unlikely 10 have had a ma1or cffe.ct on human 
activity after the early postglacial. Such factors have 
their greatest effect in situations which are marginal with 
respect 10 some variable critical for human settlement 
and this is unlikely to have been the case for the survey 
area. h follows that any changes observable in the 
relationship between senlemcnt and environment 
through time must be related to humanly-induced 
changes in the environment on the one hand and 10 
changes in the human perception of that environment on 
the other. One of the main factors leading 10 changed 
perception has already been discussed. Others are likely 
10 be changing population density and, once settlement 
hierarchies had appeared. the position of the land in 
relation to that hierarchy. 

Now that these general considerations have beeo 
outlined, it is proposed to consider the changes in the 
area through time, describing the patterns obtained and 
discussing models which m.ight account for those 
panems in the light of points already made. 

The Mesolithic 

The work of Mellars and Reinhardt (1978) has already 
been discussed in relation to the nature of the postglacial 
environment, but they have also proposed a detailed 
model for the Mesolithic of southern England on the 
basis of the available evidence. A s they state in their 
paper, this evidence contains many imponderables 
because of the way in which it has been accumulated 
~•er the years aod the carrying out of a systematic survey 
'" an appropriate area is a crucial test of the 
distributional assumptions behind their model. The 
survey described here, because of its location at the edge 
of the Weald, offers preci.sely such a test. 
. Mellars and Reinhardt argue from the preference for 
hght sandy areas apparent in the Mesolithic distributions 
to the suggestion that this preference was a result of the 
character of the vegetation ; dry oak woodland with little 
uoderstorey vegetation. A preference for such 
jOOdland could be accounted for in terms of its potential 
~r hunting as opposed to other types of woodlaod. 

~avy scrub cover results in a lower density of animals 
an a decreased efficiency in hunting them. The areas of 
~~n dry woodland which are naturally mqre favourable 
0 

Unt!ng are also more susceptible 10 the burning of 
;:etat,on LO produce open ground. which certainly oJ6f'ace and which Mellars has shown elsewh~re 
stock was_ an 1rnponant method of locally increasing 
so densI11es. However, a fun her characteristic of 

00 m~ of the major southern English Mesolithic sites 
bo 

1
~ by Mellars and Reinhardt is their location oear the 

vc' ei:s of a number of different geological zones with 
th~ different characteristics. On this basis they suggest 

While location in relation to hunting was the critical 

111 

v~riab_le, a high prem_ium a!so attached to access to a 
d1vers11y of resources, mcludmg Oiot and various plants 

J"e _results of the survey fieldwork with its systematic 
c~ cctm~ methods confirm and amplify the distribu­
llo,nal picture on which Mel.Jars' and Reinhardt's 
a_~guments_ are based. Figure 29. the map or Mesolithic 
f1 !1d~, 1n_d1cates a rnar~ed change in the Mesolithic 
dtstnbutJon compared with what was previously known. 
The great ma1onty of these, however, are minor finds. 
They do . not alter the previous picture of the 
concentration of dense occupation at the edge of the 
Lower Greensand heathlands, presumably the base 
camp area. They do prov,d~ supJ)On, previously largely 
lack mg, for )he much less mtens,ve exploitation of the 
markedly different areas immediately to the west 
in cluding the Clay-with-Flints, suggested by Mel.Jars and 
R.emhardt. 

The Neolithic and Earlier Bronze Age 

~ uch n:iore _can be obtained from the study of 
dtstnbuuons if they are used comparatively. The 
significance of the M esolithic distribution can be bener 
understood by comparing i t with that o f the Neolithic 
arnd ear lier B ronze Age. In both cases the data are 
almost exclusively distr ibutions of chipped stone 
implements and waste, a fact which lessens the 
difficulties of comparison. I t has already been 
postulated that the adoption of subsistence strategies 
involving agriculture will result in a different evaluation 
of the environment as a result of changed needs. This 
point will be considered again below but first i t is 
necessary to describe the Neolithic and earlier Bronze 
Age distribution and then make some comparative 
poims in relation to the Mesolithic. Here no precision is 
attempted in the dating of the flint assemblages: work on 
this is continuing. No assemblages of later Bronze Age 
character (see Richards 1978) were recovered and all 
non-Mesoli thic material is here grouped together. 

From the map (fil!. 30) the initial impression is clearly 
that nowhere was completely devoid of Qccupation at 
this time. It is possible. however, 10 differentiate 
between significant occupation concentrations and areas 
with relatively sporadic distributions. Most striking in 
tenns of its very thin flint distribution is the hean of the 
Clay-with -Flints plateau around Froxfield. although 
near the edge of the plateau, above the steep scarp slope 
dropping down 10 the Upper Greensand._ there are some 
clear concentrations. Similar situations '" ,_he north~m 
part of the survey area are also_ charac;ter1sed by flint 
concentrations. These occur too m cert am places ~n the 
strip where the Gault and the Lower Grecnsand mter• 
mix, on parts of the Lower Chalk and Upper G~eensand 
in t he north, and some of the dry vall~ys running down 
eas twards from the Chalk near East T1sted. . . 

Ifwe conipare this picture with that for theMesohth1c 
a number of points may be made. There are no 
Neolithic/early Bronze Age concentrations on the 
Lower Greensand heathlands as there had been ~n the 
Me:solitbic. Conversely, tho~e areas already menu~ned 
where Neolithic/earlier Bronze Age concentrat.'ons 
exist. have produced comparatively liul~ Mesohth1c 
evidence. Thus there seems to be clear evidence of the 
h'ft ·n the distribution of settlement already 

s 1 _ • , I d A further marked difference between the 
ant1c1pa e • b ff dspots those 
two periods is apparent in the num er_o '" • . . 

f the Mesolithic being much more mfrequent. This ~• 
Likely to be the result of a variety of different factors. It IS 
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• asingly clear tha1 with 1he exception of cerlain 
IIO"'.'~:;:d artefacts chipped slone 1echnology became 
ipccia 

1
,pedieoc 1hrough rime (e.g. Pills 1978). Careful 

moree, d h • • ' f I h • reparation an I e cura1100 o coos. 1 eir 
core. P

8 
for repeated use, were gradually replaced by a 

ktcP!O in which 1he minimum amounr of work was done 
sy'Scer:iuce an artefacc necessary co carry our a task, 
rohph was then discard~d after tha1 task. This means 
I\' IC • • h 1 , t while certain early sites w ere too manu,acture th3 

k place will be extensively littered with debris. in 
t:er places where tasks wtre carried out there will be 0 

archaeological evidence because 1hc artefacts will 
~o ve been re rained for re-use, unless. of course. they 
b~ke in the process. In a later period of more expedient 
throw-away tool use archaeological evidence migh1 well 
be presen1. This is almosl certainly one factor which 
must be borne in mind. On the other hand. it is nor likely 
10 be 1he only one, not least because _1he number of 
Neolithic/earlier Bronze Age concentrations as opposed 
to individual findspo1s is also greater 1han for 1he 
Mesolilhic. This may be rcla1ed 10 increased 
exploitation of the area in the later period. To talk in 
such a generalised way about the area as a whole when 
we have already seen that there are major changes in the 
distribution of occupation is clearly not altogether 
satisfactory, nevertheless it does seem to be broadly 
1·alid. The number of concentrations of the later period 
~ithin the area perhaps suggests a greater stabili1y of use 
in contrast to an earlier wide-ranging more mobile 
exploitation based on the sites of the Lower Greensand 
area. 

So far a number of descriptive contrasts have been 
drawn between the Mesolithic and Neolithic/earlier 
Bronze Age in the survey area but the significance o f che 
change in behavioural terms has 001 been properly 
considered. Conventionally, of course. it is the 
difference between hunting and gathering and 
agricuhure; different resources were now importanr and 
!C!tlemems were located accordingly. The degraded 
soils or the lower Greensand were nor suitable for 
a.gricultureand were not settled (bu1 see below). On the 
other hand. concentrations exist in 1he fertile loam area 
at the border of the Lower Greensand and Gault, and 
alro i~ the relatively light and fertile Upper Grecnsand 
1.0ne .'" the north. confirming the conventional view. 
Thesneson the edge of 1he Clay-with-Flin IS do not fit in 
he.re. Although potentially of considerable fertility 1he 
rod usually developed on Clay-with-Flints is heavy and 
natura_lly acidic (Courtney & Trudgill 1976); it does not 
rm likely to have been a first choice for agricuhurally• 

ased settlemen1. One possible explanation is tha1 the 
:•ce?1ra1io_ns represenr quarry sires for the nint 

posits available in the Clay-with-Flints. Cerrainly 1he 
:~as.on the Upper Greensand and Lower Chalk, which 

;nho~t naturally occurring Oint excep1 for relatively 
~~a derived pebbles, were imporring flint as well as 
no:te 

th
e local material. unsurprising given thac 

lOu re is more than a few kilome1res away from a 
FT ree Of better material in the Upper Chalk/Clay-with• 
th:· _However. the chipped stone assemblages from 
qua, sn~s 0 ~ che Clay-wirh-Flints do not appear to be 
retou~ eb'.'s. There are quire large numbers of 
does • ed pieces. including scrapers. and work so far 
deriv• not suggest a predominance of primary flakes 
'1/Qntg from the_inilial preparation offlint nodules.his 
Flints rcmem?enng too that Oinr from the Clay-wi1h• 
Lowe, ';:;as being used at the Mesolithic sires on the 

reensand, bur as we have seen there are only 

Seufemem Ht.story ;11 Jfost Hmnp,"hirc! 
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occasional Mesolithic finds on the Clay-wilh-Plints of 
the survey area, certainly no concentrations. All lhi, 
~ould sugge~t thar although the Oint was being exploiled 
m the Ncolnh1c/earher Bronze Age. other activitic~ 
were also being earned out. and 1he concenrracions mav 
have been•! least temporary oceupa1ion sires. If group.~ 
were base? in these places at least pan of 1hc rime and 
arable agncul1ure an? Oint exploitation do not provide 
an adequate exp!an~uon. of 1heir situa1ion. it may be ihar 
we sh~u ld be _thmkmg either of con1 inuing hunting and 
gathering ac11v1ty _(bu1 with a very different stra1egy 
from the Mesohth1c). or some form of domestic srock 
management (cf. Barker and Webley 1978). ahhough 
the arable agriculture hypo1hcsis would perhaps have to 
be considered more seriously if ic could be shown that 
some of the Clay-with-Flints of 1he survey area was. in 
fact, loess-eovered. On a priori grounds ir is possible 1o 
suggest a variety of differenc subsistence-settlemem 
functions which migh1 or might not be combined 31 
pani_cular locations. A1 prcsem, however. ii is only 
possible to d1s11nguish coneentra1ioos of chipped s1one 
from areas where 1he dis1ribution is very dispersed, so 
tes1ing of the functional differences berween sire.~ 
suggested on locational grounds depends on further 
work. 

In summary then, the evidence of 1he flin1 distri­
butions indica1es a major change in the se11lemen1 
pattern compared with the Mesoli1hic. There are 
indications of a much greater exploitation of the area. 
based on locations which saw only sporadic Mesoli1hic 
use.. By no means all of these locations, however. fit rhe 
standard model of early agriculturalists preferring the 
bcsI soi ls, a situation which parallels tha1 round by 
Barker and Webley (1978) in their s1udyofcausewayed 
camp distributions. 

O ne element of 1he Neolithic and Bronze Age picture 
rem ains to be considered, the dis1ribu1ion of Bronze 
Age round barrows, some if not all of which are almost 
certainly later than aoy of 1he flint scatters. The number 
of barrows is nor large and many are relatively close to 
Oin! concentrations. but in some places a1 lcas1 1he 
distributions are complemencary. Barrows occur 
particularly on the Lower Greensand in the area of 
Mesolithic concen1ration and 10 a lesser exten1 on 1hc 
Froxfield plateau, where one in particular is well away 
from the flint scatters which occur on the pla1eau 
margins. It may be sugges1ed that in these cases barrows 
were placed in areas which w~re m~~grnal 10 Bronze '.'ge 
settlement, in 1he sense of being uuhs_ed only 10 a hm11ed 
extent. The already degraded soils of the Lower 
Greensand were no doubt used for pasture. The 
situanion on 1he Froxfield plate~u is le$s clear,_ '" 
particular it is unknown whether II was by now fairly 
open or still largely fores1ed: this obviously has a 
considerable bearing on the 1ype of landuse one woul~ 
pos;ulare. Environmcn1al sampling beneath che_ sma 
number of extant barrows is necessary ro obtam the 
answer 10 this question. 

The Iron Age 
Wh e move on ro ihe Iron Age we arc faced with a 
maj~~ cliange in the na1ure of the evidence produced_ by 
fieldwalking. from Oim ro pottery. This pre~nis ~ 

be f difficuhies for I he rccons1rucuon o 
num r O is far Jess durable 
senlcmcn1 history. Iron Age P0!lery h ·u 1,c 

3 n. hat one can pred1c1 rha1 t ere w1 
than ml, so 1 • . h ·imple quantity of evidence major decrease m I e s 
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d Secondly. the manufacture, use and discard 
re,overe ; represent a very different range of activi1ies 
or pat~cr:im-rnufacture. use and discard of stone tools. It 
rrom t ed here that pottery is always indicative of 
IS ~rgu\, occupation sites. or material derived 
sell efrmenl IVhile stone tools and their debris can 
there o , . f d'" f . , . ni a greal vane1y o 111erem 1ypes o act1v11y. 
reprcsc • d • • f ·ncJ d'ng scnlement occupauon. an 1t 1s o ten very 1 'f!u 

1
1110 distin£uish be1ween lhem. as we have seen. 

d1 K1J ' h • • ·1ar ac1ivities. for example unu ng, no doubt 
:rred in the I ron Age. bu11he demise of the chipped 
stone 1ech~ology meant that they no longer left an 
archacolog1cal trace. . 

These factors mean tha1 companson between 1he 
Neolithic/earlier Bronze Age and 1he Iron A ge must be 
ndertaken wi1h grea1 care. The prechcted decrease in 

~he number of findspots is clearly apparent (compare 
fi2s 10 and 31). Some of these findspo1s consist o f on ly 
one.or IWO sherds, bu1 in accordance with lhe principle 
stated above these will be taken as indicative of 
setdement, ei1her on the spot or within 1he shon 
distance over which household rubbish would have been 
dumped on fields. In fact. 1he Iron Age pottery 
recovered on 1he survey, as opposed to 1he Romano­
British which will be discussed below. was so friable tha1 
itSsurvival in plough soil for more than 2000 years must 
be considered extremely dubious: it is far more likely 
that i1 derives from archaeological features disrurbed in 
the rela1ively recent pas1. 

It seems appropriate to compare these Iron Age 
findspots not with the Neolithic and Bronze Age flint 
findspots as a whole. but only with those denser 
ooncemrations. including discarded tools. which at least 
indicate long or repeated occupation of some kind. 
While it still remains dubious to use 1he evidence to 
oompare overall intensity of exploita1ion of the area 
between these periods, it is at least possible to sec if 
1here is any change in the pattern of occupation. and 
lherefore presumably o f landuse. 

How is this 10 be done? The me1hod adopted here 
r~nises 1he fact that the fieldwalking data were 
?btained by means o f sampling, not total coverage, and 
is at the same lime an objective procedure; i1 also 
enables comparison 10 be carried ou1 between all 
periods. Each sample fieldwalking transect was divided 
mto I km. wide sections on 1hc basis of the National Grid 
Imes. For each of these 0.5 sq.km. sections the periods 
forwh1ch occupation evidence exists were recorded (see 
lable 2). Ailhough for any individual section this may not 
TABLE2 
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provide a very reliable pictur 
survey area as a whole the r:;uf,~regatcd over lhe 
patterns to be picked ou1 whose validi1;ise::~~t';:id 
enhanced by the systematic nature of the ficldwalr y 
procedure. It should be no1ed thai th's t f on_g 
ea I b • 1 ype o analysis 

n on y e earned out when data collection has 
careful~y controlled. so ihat it is reasonable to a~~~ 
son!e significance 10 the absence of material of . 
periods_ from the areas concerned. certain 
. I~ this case it may be seen ihai out of 17 squares with 

s1~mf1cant pre-Iron Age occupation only seven have 
evidence of Iron Age occupaiion (4l %); lhese seven 
sq~ares make up 54% of the 13 squares wi1h Iron Age 
ev1d~nce •. This situation may be con1rasted wi1h ihe 
rela11onsh1~ between Iron Age and Romano-Briiish 
occupation 111 the survey area: 11 ou1 of 1he 13 Iron Age 
square~ also have Romano-British evidence (84%). on 
th~ ba_s1s of thes_e d~ta 1t appears tha1 there is a significant 
shift . '". the distribution of scnlement between the 
Neohth1c/ 8ron_zc Age and the Iron Age. It is more 
d1ff,cult to defme the exact na1ure of 1his shi f1 since it 
seems to be operating to some ex1ent a1 a local level 
throughout the survey area and not to involve n major 
shift of the type which characterises 1he change which 
followed the Mesolithic. Nevertheless. 1here is some 
suggestion of an increased use of the Upper Greensand 
zone in the I ron Age and rather less use of 1he areas of 
Cl-talk covered with Clay-wi1h-Flints in 1he IVCStcrn pan 
of the survey area. What sort of model might account for 
this? 

I t has recent ly been suggested (Bradley 1978. 45) tha1 
in t he M iddle Bronze Age in sou1hern England 1here 
was a significant increase in cereal farming, with la1er 
periods up to the Roman conqucs1 simply represen1inga 
gradual intensification of this basic pattern. A1 this time 
too occupation and landuse become more static: 
settlements arc conceived on a longer las1ing basis and 
sometimes associated wi1h well-defined boundaries, as 
well as permanent fields (Bradley 1978. 27), Fragmenis 
of 'celtic field ' sys1ems are known in the survey area. but 
there is no means of dating them and 1hey could just as 
easi ly be Roman as prehistoric; in fac1, 1here are some 
reasons for preferring such a vielV. as will be seen below. 
Nevertheless on the basis of Bradley's hypo1hes1s one 
can posiulat~ 1ha1 1he dis1ribu1io~ of la1er prehis1oric 
agricul iure would 1cnd to be biased _toward~ areas 
capable of relatively su.siained_ crop yields w11_h the 
avai lable technology. a cons1ram1 less rel~vani 1n 1hc 
earnier prehistoric periods. In other 1Vords. 1n 1hc survey 

Pre-Iron Age 
Pre-Iron Age Iron Age Roman Medieval 

17 7 

Iron Age (100%) (41%) 
7 13 

(54% ) ( 100%) 
11 I l 

Roman 

Medieval (42%) (42%) 
8 9 

l I 
(65% ) 

II 
(84%) 
26 

( JOO%) 
14 

(70%) 

8 
(47%) 

9 
(70%) 

14 
(54%) 

20 
( IOO"c) 

- (40% ) (45%) 

Ma1rix h , . . . 'od• To be read as in 1he following 
cxampt ~wing the number of fieldwalked squares with occupa1w·n of differc~t _pen 'j

7
. number of ihese which also 

have I e. ow I: squares with pre-Iron Age occupa1 ion. Total number of sue sq_uares 'bcr of pre- Iron Age squares 
"hich ~on Age occupation 7, i.e. 41% of 1hc squares wi1h pre-Iron Age occupauon, n~~on· number which also have 
lllediev 

1f>. have Rom:i,n evidence 11 , i .e. 65% of the squares wil~ pre-Iron ~sgc ~up riod has been omi11cd owing 10 
lack ra evidence 8, 1.e. 47% of the squares with pre-Tron Age evidence. The axo pe o da1a. 
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here should be a bias away from rhe areas of 
area \.e Clay-with-Flints and from the Gault Clay. for 
cJrens,. of workability. and from the Lower Greeosand 
reasons of rhe quality of the soil. This leaves relatively "4~se posures of Upper and Middle Chalk, but a fairly 
SIJ!da ex•a ~f Lower Chalk and Upper Greensaod, at its 
., ear, h • • h' I h' h tensive in the nort ; n 1s t 1s atrer area w 1c , as 
mo~a~: seen, appears to show evide?ce of preferred use 
~~helron Age. lr is notable that this ,s the only parr of 
Ill ea where the soil is currently graded Class Two on 
1
~•a;and use potent ial classification map: all the 

1 e aining arable land is graded three or four. lr is 
rem estcd here then that the pattern of agricultural 
~~ge through dme in this part of eastern Hampshire 
~ts the model suggested by Bradley for southern 
England as a whole. 

The Roman Period 

When we tum to the Roman period we find that the 
trend begun in the I ron Age is continued and intensified 
(see fig. 32). It has already been remarked that 84% of 
ihe sample squares with l ron Age evidence also have 
Romano-British occupation, but these must be seen as 
the core from which settlement expanded in the latter 
period. This expansion may be seen in a number of 
different ways. First. 26 of the squares sampled by 
fieldwalJdng produced Romano-British evidence, a 
larger number than any o ther period, including the 
medieval which comes second with 20 squares. 
Sttondly, there was extensive Romano-British 
occupation of the Clay-with-Flints area, apparent in the 
distribution both of the fieldwalking evidence and of 
some previously known sites, for example that at 
Ridgehanger. Froxfield. Finally, the greatly increased 
density of occupation in the northern part of the survey 
area should be noted. The Roman town of Neatham 
(Millen and Graham, forthcoming) is just outside the 
survey area to the north, while A lton itsel f has produced 
a large quantity of Romano-British finds. as have the 
areas adjacent to it. 

Again the situation in eastern Hampshire seems to 
~rallel that in other parts of southern England. The 
dr!ferent l ines of evidence for expansion seem 
11lCQntrovertible even when account is taken of the fact 
iha1 the greater durability of Roman pottery means that 
111s morc hkely to be recovered by archaeologists. with a 
~nsequent automatic increase in the number of 
Romano-British findspots. It is the evidence just 
~bed for the very widespread use of the landscape 
Ylhi~h_su!!:&ests that the fragments of 'celtic fields· still 
~urv,vmg 10 the survey area may be of Romano-British 
ate. These have survived because they were marginal 10 

later agriculture. l f as is most probable they 
represcm an • I ' • · • 
1 d agncu tural 'high trde mark'. the expanded 
~ne,useofthe Romano-British period provides 1he most 

Y context for their use. 
su~h~ps the most Striking feature of this period in the 
land Y a~ea, aparr from the widespread nature of the 
arouu:~~ the concentration of evidence in the north. 
and; ton and Neat ham. This has long been noted 
0101/fgesied as representing a genuine concentration 
19771 a ~ttlemcnt m the vieinityofthe town (e.g. Timby 
basis·, e fieldwalking data now provide a systematic 
broad! 

0
: 1':S'.10& this hypothesis, which seems to . be 

tviden~ •hd. the number of squares with fieldwalk,ng 
north 10 of Roman pottery declines gradually from 

south. • 
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This pattern raises the more gen I . 
nature of rural settlement in the su':: que~t,on ?f the 
tw? aspect~; first. the type of agric:l;u%e~~s !•s 
oemg practised; second, the extent to which the pane as 
was,made up of villa estates on the one hand and 'na1i:;. 
sett ement on the ~ther. These two aspects areobviousl 
rc::lated smce t~e d,~erent types ef units would have ha~ 
different amw m their forming strategies. Even relative! 
remote ar:as seem to have been penetrated by a mon/ 
ecconomy 10 the ~oman period. so that it is likely thit 
al most every agricultural community took at least some 
or its pr~uce to market; neverrhelcss. i t is fairly ccnain 
that the villa estates were far more actively involved in. 
and dependen! upon. production for urban markets. 
Such a suggestion would explain the fact that evidence 
for rural seule~ents wuh substantial buildings js quite 
markedly restricted to the northern pan of the survey 
area around the urban settlement of Neatham (Milieu 
and Graham, fonhcomi~g). To the south there are as yet 
no comparable sues unul one reaches the southern edge 
of the survey area and the si te at Ridgehanger 
Froxfield, already mentioned. ' 

It seems very likely that the sites in the northern pan 
of the survey area on the good quali1ysoils fairly close 10 
Neatham were involved in arable agriculture, but the 
Ridgehanger site. like o thers, is on the Clay-with-Flints 
and raises the question of what use was made of this zone 
in the Roman period. It was certainly permanently 
set1led and used to some exten t at least for arable 
farming, as indicated by the field system remnants which 
occur. It may be tentatively suggested, however, 1ha1 
this is more likely to have been practised as part of a 
su·bsistence agricultural strategy by ·native· se11lemen1s 
wi th no other choice, while larger villa estates would 
have been able 10 use the varying agricultural 
opportunilies within their boundaries in a maximising 
fashion, putting them 10 the use for which they were best 
suited and no doubt controlling the best land anyway. as 
the evidence already discussed for the nor1hem part of 
the survey area suggests. 

The site at Ridgehanger, Froxfield. is interesting in 
this respect since i t has been suggested by Appelbaum 
( 1972, 176) that it was a deP':ndency of the large villa at 
Stroud to the south. Such a view makes emmenI sense as 
Stroud is below the steep scarp of the Upper Chalk. The 
scarp is at its steepest and highest here and w<_>uld have 
presented a signi ficant obstacle to direct working of the 
Froxfield plateau from below; the sewn~ up of a 
subsidiary farm would have been a soluuon 10 the 
problem. Apparently on the ba~is of an unpublished 
account of his excava11ons at R1dgehanger by C. E. 
Stevens. Appelbaum suggests that it was the peasant 
steading of a dependent tenant and ·seems 10 hav; been 
essentially for the rearing o f pigs _and cattle. 1~ . 8 

woodland milieu· ( 1972, 176). The sue, which is ~ull 
cle.irly visible on the ground despite recen1_pl~~ghmg. 
looks far 100 substantial for a ·peasant steadmg • 0~ :;:{ 
Ot•·er hand a specialised use of the type suggest • 11 

• • • csen1 'd makes although the evidence for 11 ,s not pr c • d 
'ood sense in the light of the well-documen:s 
toodland state of the area in the early M1ddllc Ag .• 

• I d has a number o cases m 
However. Hampshire area ~ n eriod later 
which land which was arable'." ir:v~~;~ if needed. 
reverted I? forest; archa~o~o;;~:hcr~ such an estate. with 

In rela11on 10 thequesuo 
I 

k ·d for its e~tern:1I 
• d d c,es would have oo c . 
us epcn en • ( 1972 l76) n(llCS that Lis,. 
connections. Appelbaunf,S d ~nd on the eas1cm edge 
about 6 km. north-east o trou 
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ea may be a possibility: it is one of the 
of the survccylt~cr place-names in Hampshi re and comes 

few e ' . . 
«I)' d meaning 'palace , 
rrom a wor ry then the Roman period saw a major 

In summ~<eu lem~nt from a more restricted Iron Age 
e<p~ns•o: ote.ndency seen in the Iron Age towards an 
~as,s. Th of the fertile Upper Grcensand and Lower 
increased u~ the northern part of the survey area was, 
Chalk zone ~ntinued. It may indeed have been the 
howevc~ \i,y of occupation in this area with it~ high 
greaie1r canl potential together with the presence of a 
,oricu tur . • h 
...,. • • 0 'ocus JUSI 10 the north oft e survey area on 
Pre-ex1s11n., ,, . f · h 

c Down wh,c-h was one actor ,n t e 
Hol~b<Ju~~nt of Ro~an urban settlement here. although 
dei•c op~ing of ihe rwo Roman roads was obviously 
!00 

c;:'.:nt . Once this settlement appeared the a_lready 
,m_ro,. 0 tendency for 1hc area to be a1trac11ve to 
em m,, • f h • 'fi d ~ulement would have been still urt er miens, 1e . 

The Saxon and Medieval Periods 

Although it is possible to di_stinguish earl~ from l_at_e 
Roman occupation on the basis of surface evidence. 11 ,s 
certainly no1 possible to define the gradual deca_y o f the 
settlement system at the end of the Roman pcnod; the 
Saxon period in the survey are~ must be cons'.d'?re_d as a 
separate entity. Its most o?v,ous characten_stJc_ 1s 1he 
sheer lack of evidence. which the survey did little 10 
alter (see fig. 33). This can~ot be _iaken at its face value 
since early Saxon pottery m particular seems 10 decay 
very quickly in the plough soil and even when present is 
difficult to detect ; fieldwalking produced only a single 
grass-tempered sherd and two 01her sherds probably of 
late Saxon dale. How much more wou ld be recovered by 
very intensive work within a small area. and whether the 
returns would justify the effort expended, must remain 
an open question. 

There are, nevertheless. a number of hints of wha1 
was going on in the survey area during the Saxon period. 
A pagan Saxon ceme1ery is known from Mount 
Pleasant, Alton, early Saxon grass-tempered ware is 
known from near St. Nicholas Chapel, Kingsley 
(Millett, pers. comm.), as well as the find made by the 
fieldwalking survey near Farringdon, while an early 
Saxon sunken-floored building was found at Neatham. 
~II this evidence indicates quite early Saxon occupation 
in the northern part of the survey area and shows 1ha1 
settlement continued here after the Roman period. In 
lhe ~uth-eas1, however. the fact 1ha1 Liss survived as a 
Celtic place-name suggests that the situation here may 
have_been very di fferen1, Whatever this may sign ify, the 
rel_auvely close juMapositioo within the survey area of 
evidence for early Saxon occupation on the one hand 
~nd the suggestion of la te British survival on the 01hcr 
•sai all events extremely interesting. 
be Upon the Clay-with-Flints 1he sima1ion seems to have 

en d1fferen1 again. Here there is as yet no evidence for 
~arly Saxon seulement. only the enigmatic Froxfield 
b ntrenchments, always presumed to be of Saxon da1e 
v~/ whose purpose remains unknown (see H inton. this 
0 umc), The late Saxon Mcon charters refer to a ltag11 
/ enclosu_re in the Froxfield area. The nature of 1he 
thi:losurc 1s ~ot specified by the word bu1 it is likely in 
fo ~se •.hat 11 refers 10 a woodland enclosure. probably 
i; I' unt,ng. and the poim to make here is 1hc 
~ ic_atio~ that lhc area must have been very thinly 
sup P•cd, if a1 all; as we will sec below. this suggestion is 

P<>rtcd by lhe evidence for early medieval 

Se.11leme111 /-fiuory ;,, East Uampshire 

settlement. ln_relation to the Froxfield dykes th' 
1 

k 
occupation might fit in with • siatus for the ;s ac of 
bou~dary zone at some point in the Saxon peri◊:i•a as a 

II 1s clear _from thisdiscus.,ion that much remai~s 
10 

be 
d~ne to achieve an understanding of ihc Saxon period in 
this part of eastern Hampshire. Some benefit would 
undoubtedly come from modern work on the place. 
names: The picture we are presented with in the 
Oome_sday surve~ obviously provides something of a 
base-hoe_ from which to work but it is problematical how 
far bac_k into the Saxon period the situation i1 shows can 
be pro1ected . 
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Turnin~ now to the medieval period (sec fig. 34). one 
point which does emerge from Domesday is the 
tendency already seen in the Roman period if not before 
for t~e northern part of the survey area to be more 
he~vlly settled than the south. The pi1falls of using 1he 
cv1dence of Domesday are well-known bu1 examination 
of the statistics for the area by Oake (n.d.), employing a 
variety of different lines of evidence, all point to this 
conclusion. Furthermore, the main centre for 1hc area 
continued to be in 1he nonh. with Alton replacing 
Neat ham. The southern part of1he survey area was part 
of East Meon and therefore not recorded separa1ety. but 
the very fact that Eas1 Meon included this large area may 
suggest that it was thinly populated aad not suffic.iemly 
important 10 have its own centre. 

The contrast between north and south is also clearly 
brought out in the medieval senlemen1 panern. In the 
north there are nucleated settlements, villages, together 
with hamlet~ and isolated farms. To 1he south, below 
Colemore and Hawkley. the settlement panern is 
dispersed. without nucleated seulement. This 
distinction is also reflected in the distribution or open 
field systems in the survey area: there is no evidence for 
these in the south. 

It is reasonable 10 relate all these distinctions to the 
history of post-Roman settlement in the are_a. in 
particular the fact 1ha1 the northern pan contmu_ed 
to be exploited, while 1he Clay-wuh•Flmts area w~1ch 
makes up most of the south fell ou1 of use a_nd became 
rcafforcsted. This area was then colonised on a 
piecemeal basis in the medieval period. In the nor_1h, 
isolated settlements beyond the open fields also provide 
evidence for expansion. but within the framework oft he 
already existing village settlem~nt panern. Chaw1on on 
the other hand does not have a s,ngle ,sola1cd se11lem~nt 
of medieval date suggesting that here the landscape as 

• • liase What we are fu.11 before the later expansion P •. . ff f 
seeing in this medieval pat1ern is iheconunumge ecTht o 

• • •11 ·n 1he surveY area. e the ecological vanauon w, " . . i d 
growing population of 1he 12th an~ 131h ceniua~';:t::~~n 
lo<:a l communities to disregard 1h1s va~1a1,,on I urposcs 

h. h h d I been used for agncu tura P 
ar-eas w ,c a no . d Th 1134 Lay Subsidv sh0IVS 
since the Roman pe~•~ • f ~he- Clay-with-Flin.ts area. 
that Froxf1cld. the e,,n ° • d {Oake n d ) 
was being fairly fuUy exploitc~I ~~i~~S,,i~~eihe res1°or'th

0

c 
Eastern Hamp~h,re w_as m ee of trend, nevertheless. 

country in showing this .1YP I i'velvpoorpartof 
comparisons indicate that ,twasadre "al n.~riod• ihis is 

tho ghoul ihe me ,ev, ,- , 'd 
the country u • f m the 1334 Lay Subs, Y 
apparent from Domesday· ro {Oak, n d ) 11 would 

• h 1524-25 1axa11on c • • • f and also Ill t e h. f ·1 backwater. a ac1 
appcr 10 have been some1 ;"go e; ofSelborne Priory 
reflected in the n1ther sorty ':'t:~;u~al prospcri1y of 1hc 
bu1 cerwinly no1 mirrored by 
area today. 



120 The Arclweoloc.r of Hampshire 

c~ 
N 1n1ht' P-'~ 

:l,:Jlll!lO~ 

MEDIEVAL SETTLEMENT ~a111~ir,:t 
~n,• 

:,,r,l)ICd 0 ~ i kms. 
m:we hire 

0 ''2 mies. (hlopoge 
D· lxmesday selllement 

113,eemer. 

• !lli<~I 
. Moo • hJI( 3 f 

por.iu• 1 
D 

(ll(llrovid • •• cop e 
1htougb ur 

• East WO,k)ham 1ctll0lfl!d 
0 • n,e~orl( 

• Olawtoo 
•Ill fich D 
A~k> 
ftn>J)cial I 
lJl<l1hcM, 
~kallt • Hartley pani<Ular 

Oe Maudill • o• l'(.d!fllld • p11J1,!fc!d t 
!Cd).11100 • FarringdOn 
\!.inin 0, D 
1111\~ rep, • 

l•oolih • • irtp gr.,tit • • lffllll~•it 

• . Selbome 
0 

.vllllla 

Rlfmnc 

A~lbaur • • Easl T ISle<I R le, 
Wo!n D 

B11ker. G 
mde. 
Engia 

• CoifTl()(e B131lkj, R • D • • • 
• • 

• Haw~ley 

• • • • • Li 
0 • 

• • • • • • e Froxfield • . St-

Medie..,alscttlc.mcnt in chc suf'\•ey area, The lectcr O beside a place indicale$ lhat it i~me11(i0ned in Domesday. Pllrlsh boundaric~ indic:-.alcd acech0:JJ 
ofthc1ate 19th«:nt-ury. Figur 



Conclusion 
. r the auemp1 has been made 10 describe the 

In 1h1~ pa":eulement history of 1he pan of eastern 
dla11gi~~ covered by the ~urvey area and 10 suggest 
Hamp£ 1'.~~ , ihe observed changes took place. Much 
reasons c1s\o be done before many of 1he suggestions 
work nhee can be ~-onfirmed. but the continuing and 
made. er~ffeci ofihe area's ecological variation should 
changing "rged very dearly. However, ii is 001 simply at 
have emc I Th ·11 
this local level 1ha1 the results hare re evabem. dey_ w, 

grea1er value when I ey can use m a 
havea • tfh · 

1 araiive framework "''(h 1he resu 1s o 0 1 er surveys 
~fovide a picrure o f regl()nal vana11on m scnlemem 
ihrough rime in Wessex as a whole. 

Acknowledgements 

The " 'otk in eastern Hampshire was carried out while I 
was Field Survey Officer for the Hampshire 
Archaeological Commiuee: ii was made po~siblc by 
financial support from the Dcp1. of the Environment 
and the Manpower Services Commission. I would Ii ke-to 
thank all 1hose who helped to carry out 1he survey, in 
par1icular 1hc Job Creation team and the members of 
Petersfiekl Historical Society. The drawings were 
prepared by Marti~ Oake ~nd ~iona Gale. Much of the 
section on the medieval penod 1s based on work done by 
Manin Oake which will be published with the final 
survey rcpor1. 

I would also like 10 take this opportun ity to rcc,)rd my 
deep gra1itude to the many landowners. managers and 
tenants within the survey area who allowed us access 10 
their land and lhus made the basic fieldwork possible. 

References 

Appelbaum, S. , 1972. Roman Britain. In Finberg. H . P. 
R. (ed.) , The Agrarian ffistory of England and 
Wales Vo! I , Pt 11. 3-277. 

Barker. C .. and Webley. D .. 1978. Causewayed camps 
and early Neoli1hic economies in central southern 
England. Proc. Prehist. Soc. 44, 16 1-86. 

Bradley. R. , 1978. The Prehistoric Sealemem of Britain. 

Stuleme,u H istoru ;11 East 14 ,. 
1

. 
J .. , .. mps ute 121 

Cherry, J. F., Ga'.1'bl~, C. S., and Shennan, S. J. eds 
1978. Smnplmg m Co111emporary Bri( I A (h .). 

fogy. IS, re neo• 

Counney. F. M .. andTrudgill S T 197' •r, ,. -
1 • • . • '- . ·• 0 , I lfC -.}QI: 1111 

1mroduc11on to so,/ st11dy in Britain. 
Cunil ffe. B. W •• 1972. Saxon and medieval settlement• 

pattern 1n 1he region of Chalton H h' 
Medieval Archaeol. 16: 1-12. • amps ire. 

-- 1973. Chai ton. Hants: the evolution of a landsca 
An11q.J. 53, 173-90. pc. 

Fasham, P .. Schad la-Hall. R. T . . Shennan s J d 
Bates. P. 1980. Fieldwalkingfor Archae~l~g;;;/n 

Judge. W. J., _1973. The Paleoindian Occupation of the 
, Central R,o Grande Valley, New Mexico. 
Mellars, P •• l 976. Fire ecology, animal populations and 

man: a study of some ecological relationships in 
prehistory. Proc. Preltist. Soc .. 42, 15-46. 

M ellars. P. , and Reinhard t. S. C.. I 978. Patterns of 
M esoli!hic land-use in sou1hern England: a 
geolog1cal perspective. In M ellars, P. (ed.). The 
Early Postglacial Se11/eme111 of Northern Europe 
~~~3. • 

Millett, M. , and Graham, D .. forthcoming. Excnvatio,,s 
Of/ the Ro111ano•British Small Tow11 at Neatham, 
Hams, 1969-76. 

Oake. M. K. , forthcoming. M edieval agriculture and 
settlement. To appear in Shennan, S. J., The East 
Hampshire Survey: a11 experiment in the collectio11 
and analysis of field survey data. 

Pitts. , M. W., 1978. Towards an understanding of Rim 
industries in post-glacial England. 811/1. ltist. 
Archaeol. Univ. London 15. 179-97. 

R ichards. J. C .. 1978. The arch;eology of the Berkshire 
Oow11s: an i111rod11ctory survey. 

Schadla-Hall , R. T .. and Shcnnan, S. J., 1978. Some 
suggestions for a sampling approach 10 archaeo­
logical survey in Wessex. In Cherry. J. F., Gamble. 
C. S., and Shennan. S. J. (eds.). Sampling i11 
Comemporary British Archaeology. 87-104. 

T im by. J .. 1977. A Pre-Domesday S11rvey of the Upper 
Wey Valley. Unpublished 8.A. dissertation. Ocp1. 
o f A rchaeology. University of Southampton. 





The Hampshire Field Club and Archaeological Society 

Th H· ishirc Field Club and Archaeologi~al Society was founded in 1885. Its objects are to promote the 

d 
eand,,mp,ublication of archaeology, local history. geology and natural history within the county and to 

SIU V ' f • d' • d d h • I I • • • • th' preservation o bu1I ,ngs. sues. recor s an 01 er matena re atong to these subiects 
encounige c . . . . . --; . • 

The Society 15 divided intO four sections. 
THE ARCHAEOLOGICAL SECTION promotes the proper study of archaeology in Hampshire. It aims 10 

. late the public awareness of the wealth of archaeology in the county from the Old Stone Age to the present. 
; 11;~

0 
demonstrate how the landscape has been coMtinuously moulded by the activities of man. The section has a 

~:II programme of lectures and field trips which together cover ~II partS of the cou~ty a!'d all periods .. In the recent 
• ner season over a dozen leccurcs were presented on topics of archacolog1cal interest. ranging from che 

;::haeology of che Hampshire gravels. through Iron Age and Roman Hampshire, 10 timber-framed buildings 
and the sicgeofBasing House; venues ranged from Havanc 10 Lyndhurs1. and from Southampton to Basingstoke. 
THE NEW FOREST SECTION was founded in 1959. Its lectures and meetings are aimed generally at 
promoting interest in and furchcr knowt7dge of che ar_ea's unique natural. archaeological _and loca_l history 
features. The seC11on carnes nut field s1ud1es 111 na1ural h1s1ory and archaeology. and research m local history. A 
close watch is kept on all forms of development in the area, and rescue excavations are undercaken when 
nce\!ssary. The section produces an Annual Repon and holds its Annual General Meecing in March. 
THE GEOLOGIC AL SECTION has been sec up 10 bring together all those people interested in actively working 
on the Geology of Hampshire and adjacenc areas (including Che Isle of Wighc). The scope is wide such char the 
term Geology includes Geomorphology and the various branches of Applied Geology as well as Pure Geology. 
The Section holds a series of evening lecture meetings and field meecings during each session. A newsletcer is 
published periodically w keep members informed of local Geological developments and accivities. 

THE LOCAL HISTORY SECTION exists 10 promote the study of local hiscory wichin the county as a whole. 
and to act as a link both beiween individual historians and between the several local history sociecies based in the 
towns and villages. It sponsors an annual conference in the autumn. and other occasional courses and events. ln 
particular. a cwice-yearly newsleller is published which includes news from local societies, a bibliography of new 
publicacions. a register of research. useful addresses, and notes and queries. The section has close ties with the 
Hampshire Record Office. and with the local hiscory section of the County Library. 

The wciccy as a whole holds an Annual General Meeting on a Saturday in April or May. usually in Winchester 
or Sou1hamp1on. 

PUBLICATIONS 
T_he Proceedings of the Hampshire Field Club and Archaeological Society are published annually and are 

available to all members at £4.00 in 1980. This price is subject 10 alteracion in future years. 
Each seccion issues its own newslet1er and corre.spondence. 
The Society also publishes special rcpom on various subjects from time 10 time. which are available for 

purchase by members of the Society at preferentia I rates; this volume is an example. 

MEMBERSHIP 

Membership of the Society is open 10 all who are interested in promoting the Society's accivicies. 
Dcca,Js ~,f the various classes of membership and their subscripcion races may be obtained from the 

Mcmber:;h1p Secretaries: 

K. Parker and M. J. Wingate, 
Winchester Cicy Muscu.;. 
The Square. 
Winchester. 
SO239ES 
(Tel. Winchescer 68166 cx1. 280) 




