
















































































































































































































<)8 71u: Archaeology of Ht1mp!lhirt 

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 
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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. 
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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. 
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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) 




