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. and this. and the vehemence with which
et lers like Colonel Peter Hawker (1830, 200)
:Irul:s~1i1c superiority in taste of almost any other goose
o the wild _:_ari.:j-hl-:ﬂ. suggest that the Hamwih geese were
¢ to some extent. {im_ﬁ\.r hL_Jru.'h are common
gnds on all the Hampshire medieval sites studied so far.
i-'u:}l‘* of fowl, duck and goose would have been
=k . and down a valuable product of goose
their watchdog qualties must not be over-

L||-|r[!:_‘hl1

importan
culture:

|I.'H.IL':T|J-

The distinction of domestic duck from its presumed
ancestor the mallard. Anas platyrhiynchos, is also
difficult, and obvious Liu|m:_\_1 ic_duckh are not ff‘luml until
the late medieval period. Similarly. bones of domestic
pigeon bear a resemblance not only to those of the
ancestral rock dove. Columba livia, but also to those of
the related stock dove, Columba oenas. Pigeon and
squab hones are sometimes found in  medieval

collections.

Wild Fauna

Red deer. Cervus elaphus, was the most consistently
exploited wild mammal on most Wessex Neolithic,
Bronze Age. and Iron Age sites. Harcourt argues for
Gussage All Saints, Dorset, that the contribution of
hunting could have been greater than the bones indicate
if on-the-spot butchery of deer had been practised
{Harcourt 1979). Unless such a practice took place the
bone evidence suggests that red deer played only a
minor role in the Hampshire Iron Age diet, although
tender cuts of red deer calf may not have left any
recognizable bone, and small pieces of bone from the
meat-bearing parts like ribs, pelvis, vertebrae and
scapula may not always be distinguishable from those of
cattle. Antler from carcases and shed antler were both
exploited. Hampshire. like the rest of Wessex, including
the Isle of Wight, shows red deer exploitation in the
Roman period (e.g.. Grant 1975, 406).

Mid-Saxon Melbourne Street’s 20,000  bone
fragments produced only 12 postcranial bones of red
deer. Distinction of red deer and fallow deer, Cervus
dama, is possible for some bones (Bosold 1966) given
supporting modern collections. Absence of fallow in the
large Saxon collections from Southampton fits currently
accepted theories (Corbet 1974) that fallow was
introduced, or reintroduced, to Britain after the
Norman invasion. The red/fallow distinctions are
complicated by the remarkable similarity of antler
coronets in the two species and the enormous variation
in both species, which causes an overlap in size and large
all-.t'n:!‘:l.'inti:.:\ between modern and archaeological
material. This problem area highlights a major difficulty
In ;lITL'héll.'t:?_unlnpic;ll work: for detailed anatomical
studies it_ih nuu}hq;u}- to have just the right modern
5"“1_F'Hri_1ln'v material not merely any specimen of the
‘T_"":'_L"‘ mnvolved (Coy 1978b). Fallow plays a significant
t.1I;” in the diet of some classes of later medieval society
#ll over Hampshire,

N 0¢ deer, Capreolus capreolus, is present in
\n:I::;II‘:w' Bronze Age. and Iron Age sites in Wessex in
fisindt _:1!“:"-'11”.11\. Only seven roe deer fragments were
'l'lil'IL'Ti-;| i. ¢ .l.‘.lnl.l.rm‘ Street but L'nnT|_l‘r11|mr;|I|"_.. _‘“.:L.\nr.1

al in Wiltshire at Ramsbury (Coy 1980b), in a

More - : SE
ore tural setting, demonstrates some exploitation of
JUUNg roe., i

W _
lld horses, cattle, and pigs have been discussed

dbove 3 . : :
€ Other wild species exploited in all periods were
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t}mf.q important for furs, with changes in emphasis from
perod to pq_ir.md that there is as yet insufficient evidence
to explore. The fate of the brown bear, Ursus arctos, in
Hampshire is unknown; there is a Neolithic record for
Ratfyn in Wiltshire (Stone 1935, 61). Beaver is recorded
for the Neolithic at Durrington Walls, Wiltshire
(1 I;{t_cuurl 1971, 345), and beaver remains were found in
a mid-Saxon context at Ramsbury, Wiltshire (Coy
198( ].hj' The species may even have survived into
medieval times in particular areas like the Somerset
levels (Darvill & Coy in press), but this is less likely for
Hampshire. Remains of badger (Meles meles), fox
(Vilpes vulpes), pine marten (Martes martes), stoat
f.'-?u.x{fhj ermineal, and weasel (Mustela nivalis) are
occasional finds. Evidence from bones of skinning is
sometimes recognizable but not always sought, nor do
we know how often such species were eaten, for
example, as badger hams. Some of them may have been
killed because of their predatory activities rather than
primarily for skins. Most of them are easy to catch and
are usually hard hit if man has a reason for catching
them,

The evidence for wolf (Canis lupus), wildcat (Felis
silvestris), and polecat (Mustela putorius) is complicated
by the possibility of bones of related domestic species;
respectively the dog, cat, and ferret. Wolf bones were
found in early excavations at Balksbury (Harcourt 1964,
54) and suspected by Grant (1977, 232) at medieval
Portchester. A possible wildcat bone came from pre-
barrow levels of B4 on the M3 excavations {Fasham
1979, 11). Kitten remains from the middle period of the
Iron Age settlement at Gussage, Dorset (Harcourt
1979), are assumed to be domestic, as are the cat
carcases found in Roman Portchester (Grant 1975, 354).

The few remains of Saxon cats at Hamwih have some
anatomical features in common with the wildcat, Felis
silvestris, and differences from later medieval cats which
would repay further study. Noddle suggests that cat
remains in medieval Southampton may be evidence for
the use of cat skins (Noddle 1975, 333).

Hares and rabbits, as well as having excellent fur, are
important meat sources and significant factors in the
lives of certain people at certain periods. Early bone
reports do not dist inguish between the different species
of hare: the varying hare, Lepus timidus, and the brown
hare Lepus capensis. Prehistoric material probably
represents the smaller timidus, for example, that at
Windmill Hill, Wiltshire (Jope 1965, 143).

The lack of evidence for rabbit, Oryciolagus
cuniculus, from Melbourne Street (Bourdillon & Coy
1979, 44) seemed to confirm the currently accepted
zoological theory that rabbits were introduced, or
reintroduced, to Britain after the Norman invasion, but
the find of a partial scapula, in a rcliuhi}-dutl:_d Saxon
laver. which resembles rabbit in both -;!imq:numnﬁlamd
anatomy seems to disprove this theory. However. given
Hamwih's extensive trade this is insufficient evidence to
postulate breeding populations of rabbits n the
surrounding Hampshire countryside. Southampton
provides evidence of post- 1250 fallow deer, rabbit. and
ferret. all three species important 1o the Norman 'u’-".l}ql._"T
life both in terms of food and sport (Noddle 1975;

Bourdillon 1979).

Small mammal records for sites are suspect 'I.I:I_‘IEC.‘\'F it is
exactly how they were retrieved, There are

clearly stated
! small mammals and

authentic records of well-stratified
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amphibians, some of them from the bottom of deep
storage pits. Apart from an absence of records for
squirrels, dormice, and harvest mice, the species found
are those common today and the only ones worthy of
mention are the house mouse, Mus musculus, and
woodmice, 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 attention to it at Gussage (Harcourt
1979} from at least the middle Iron Age. There is a lack
of evidence for the theory that the water vole, Arvicola
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. Ranus
rartus, and the brown or sewer rat, Rattus norvegicus,
are still unknown, although the current theories are that
the former appeared in Britain after the Crusades and
the latter early in the 18th eentury. As with work on the
rabbit, the commonest problem is the possibility that the
animal has burrowed into 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 have been given much
attention by the Faunal Remains Project, as these
important remains are usually neglected in favour of the
more easily identified common mammals. A study of
shellfish remains from Melbourne Street, Southampton
(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 questions 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 Hamwih largely exploited eel, Anguilla anguilla, and
flatfish (Bourdillon and Coy 1979, 47). although more
intensive sieving since, by Sheila Hamilton-Dver,
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
{Cadus morhua), ling (Molva molva), and conger eel
{Conger conger); these were thus transported some
distance inland.

There is surprisingly little evidence for wildfow!
exploitation except in some Roman and medieval
collections. Most other bird samples from the Iron Age
onwards consist of fowl, goose. and the occasional duck,
There are occasional predatory and scavenging birds,
some of them now extinet in the area, and birds that
occur in surrounding habitats today. The bird reports for
Portchester (Eastham 1975. 1976, 1977) and bird and
fish reports for medieval Sout hampton (Bramwell 1975;
Wheeler 1975) have opened a period of serious study of
such material in Hampshire.

Computerised Recording of Bone Data at the Faunal
Remains Project

Nobody can foresee all the archacological problems
which will arise for a particular site, but, in using a single

pass data recording system for all bone fragmenys
studied at the Faunal Remans Project. we now hope i
one operation to record all the information needed for
detailed studies arising during the analysis of that gy,
and complementary inter-site studies. and to recorg all
these details before further post-excavationg
fragmentation and erosion occurs (Jones 1977k and

Table 1).

Future studies may require information that we haye
not recorded or someone may wish to check our work.
and for these reasons the bones must be kept. One
possible field for the future is the study of epigeneric
characters on bones such as the position of foraming and
the plotting of the frequency of different morphs in
different populations. Although this work mighy
ultimately throw light on, for example. breed
introduction, we cannot yet justify it in terms of expense
as a very large sample of material would need to he
recorded even for a feasibility study.

Information is recorded from each bone fragment, as
in Table 1. using a teletype linked to a calliper with a
digital display. Punched tape is produced containing a
continuous record of all metrical and non-metrical data
Measurement entry is automatic, avoiding likely sources
of error in manual measurement. Each fragment is
linked to an archaeological context number (usually a
layer number) and no prejudgement 1s made as 1o
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 are
known and in any order, Recording could even take
place on site,

In practice site material is recorded when final
phasings are available. as it is then possible to work
through material according to phases, as well as
individual features and site areas. This shows up bone
joins, articulated remains, interesting associations, and
other information more easily seen by examination than
by computer analysis. General trends may also be
suspected at this stage and can then be investigated when
results have been printed out.

After recording. the final phasings with their latest
corrections are used for producing catalogues,
measurement statistics, and more complex tabulations
of information for the whaole 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 1. Print-out for bones from Hampshire
sites processed in this way is sent to the excavator, the
Ancient Monuments Laboratory, London, and the
University of Southampton library, together with a
summary report. Hampshire results can be compared
with material similarly recorded from other parts of
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 of the system — a very difficult task: the
versatility of faunal analysts in finding new ways of using
code combinations to express different things 15
remarkable. As data banks are developed considerable
problems will arise in ensuring the accuracy of the
identifications made, which returns us to the poinis
made earlier about the importance of good modern
comparative skeletal collections.
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rhe Future of Animal Bone Studies in Hampshire
o

[-'\"l{.'ri.'-:ﬂ":fd sarters of sieved samples are now ‘-\fll'kinp
; ! th Winchester and Hnut]mm;‘nlfm Rescue units and
n b0 of post is essential in such large-scale
~ycavations. But decentralisation of bone identification
~1 the units carries dangers as well as advantages. The
Il|.1,1[;,g,;~, are a greater awarcness of the wealth of
il;:[l~1i;:fxx-htch might be extracted and greater care in its
;._-Irll."niil- but there must be an aw uru.*!t:;w_uf the Li;mg_.{n
.-:-['inL"-\‘!f‘C*-'[ il[cl1[iﬁ!_.'1_ll1'i1ﬂ and |r1t|.'r.pi'u1ut|nn by the units
ihemselves and .-iuT_ﬁu.':u:n[ supportive help and modern
comparative material to “'.l“' the work to pmwm;u_mn.
¢ome functions can be rc__g:ll._m;ilm.'ltl. In bone studies a
;-._-|1tr;=|i"~l-‘d literature and tn_lnr:uutmn. base and '?‘“_‘""“
comparative collection with associated specialist/s,
perhaps even a CL':IIIrath:'ﬂ:-'J computer recording base,
makes good economic sense. but each large
archacological undertaking must have its bone
specialist. even if only a visiting one, and it is essential
that bone analysts work with the site as their canvas if
results of archaeological significance are to be achieved.
Supwrli’-'ﬂ help from \pccm_lnt nrgul_n.x'.ﬂlmw like n_w
British Museumn (Natural History) will always remain
occasionally necessary.

Regionalisation in administration i1s one issue but
investigation of regional variations in animal husbandry
is another, much neglected, one, as is the full integration

this 1YP®

Scope of Computer Codes used at Faunal Remains Project
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of bone studies with all other aspects of archaeological
investigation. We still need much larger Hillﬂp|L:H to
approach any acceptable estimation of the populations
we dre attempting to reconstruct in bone studies,
whether they are the sheep populations of 13th century
Hll_rn[whlrc or the populations of typical 15th century
artisan meal residues. Every sample or sub-sample is still
producing new information and there seems no way yet
ol predicting the find of a feature with especially rich
preservation of bone. §

T'he comments in an earlier section. however, clearly
point to a lack of material in some periods and contexts
In Hampshire. apart from early prehistoric material,
more bone samples of Roman, early Saxon, and early
post-Saxon date are needed and more rural material in
all periods, as well as a deliberate strategy for post-
medieval samples. We now also need a breathing space
while available data is assimilated: a long-standing
backlog cannot be diminished overnight. It may then be
possible to identify specific context types within periods
which are still needed in order to complete a particular
interpretation

Only by maintaining the current good relationship
between specialists and both amateur and professional
archaeologists that is a part of Hampshire archacology
can we ensure that we will fill these gaps in the future.

Table |

(the number of variables currently in each field is given in brackets)

SPECIES

There are over 1,000 possible vertebrate species for Britain, Only about 23 are common

but an average medieval site may yield 60)

ANATOMY
MEASUREMENTS

The different anatomical elements (350)
Up to 20 measurements routinely recorded

sIDE OF BODY Left. right. axial (4)
FRAGMENTATION Fraction and exact part of the whole bone represented by the fragment (21)
GNAWING Position, type, severity (21)
BUTCHERY Position, type. direction ::'_.Irb
BONE PATHOLOGY Position, appearance (2Z8)
DENTAL PATHOLOGY  Position relating to individual teeth, type 2
HORN CORES Coding relates to Armitage & Clutton-Brock 1977 i:['}
SEX Male, female, castrate by subjective assessment on basis of antlers, spurs. elc. E-‘.'
AGE State of epiphysis fusion. Eruption stage of each tooth ﬁ-:m
AGE (Grant 1975) Alternative codes giving eruption and detailed wear stage for each tooth (30)

SPECIMEN NUMBER
WORKING

CONDITION

Position and type of working. C
any hiological information still visible _ . pE— : o
Position and description of different degrees of. eg crosion, friability, charring, etc. (3

Used for associating fragments, eg individual bones from a whole skeleton - i
an be used for finished bone and antler objects if there 18

(25)

———

Information for each fragment can be recorded using any of the above variables. T
unlimited combinations, in particular the position variables — distal, proximal, r
ventral, cranial and caudal, joint surface, and internal — can in combination define an

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 palacoethnobotanical finds came
mainly from small farmsteads on the central chalk
plateau area in the northern half of the region. The
farmsteads consist of enclosed ditches of circular or
rectilinear plan containing within them storage pits,
postholes, ditches and gullies which vielded carbonised
seeds and other plant remains. The following sites
revealed plant material: Portway, Andover; Old Down
Farm. Andover; Sites R1 and R27 in Micheldever
Wood; Owslebury and Winchester, No plant remains
were examined from hillfort contexts.

The Iron Age sites have produced a fairly consistent
range of staple crops including spelt wheat (Triticum
spelta L.), emmer wheat (Triticum dicoccum Schiibl. ),
bread wheat (Triticum aestivam s.1.). six-row hulled
barley (Hordeum vulgare L.). small amounts of naked
six-row barley (Hordeum vulgare var. nudum), oats
(Avena sp.), tick beans (Vieia faba var minor) and
vetches (Vicia sp.). and one site produced a single grain
of rye (Secale cereale L.) which is probably no more than
an accidental contaminant of the other crops. Wild fruits
and nuts are represented by seeds of elder (Sambucus
nigra L. ), wild cherry ( Prunus avium L.), rosehip (Rosa
sp.) and hazelnuts (Corylus avellana L.). The Iron Age
site, R27. in Micheldever Wood has also produced a few
seeds which are tentatively identified as opium poppy
(Papaver somniferum 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: Owslebury however appears to
have cultivated more barley and also beans as well as
spelt,

The Roman sites, Winchester, Venta Belgarum,
Crookhorn villa, Neatham 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 Corn
Tax or annona. New crops are found in Roman deposits
for the first time, these include peas (Pisum sativim),
apples (Malus  silvestris  Mill. ), plums {Prunus
domestica), cultivated cherries (Prunus avium L.}, figs
fFicus carica L.}, grapes (Vits vinifera L.), walnuts
(Juglans regia L.), pinenuts (Pinus pinea L.) and
coniander (Coriandum sativum 1.). These introduced
crops survive principally in the waterlogged deposits at
Winchester and Neatham. The Roman town of

Silchester (Reich 1901) has produced still further new
crops including mulberries (Morus nigra 1) ang
medlars (Mespilus germanica L.). At several Roman
sites wild fruits and nuts. notably blackberry (Rubus
fruticosus  agp.). raspberry (Rubusidaeus 1L.) and
elderberry  (Sambucus  nigral  continue to  be
represented.

Thus the Roman period saw two developments in the
agriculture of the region: the intensive cultivation of
cereals, especially spelt wheat, to meet the more than
local needs; and the introduction of new exotic Crops.

Besides these exploited plants large numbers of seeds
from wild plants were identified. From these it s
possible to reconstruct the nature of the vegetation
surrounding the sites. A variety of plant communities
are represented but most of them are either weeds of
arable land or synanthropic species, but fruits and seeds
from plants of calcareous grassland, wet grassland,
riparian and marsh habitats and scrub and woodland
vegetations are also represented.

The bulk of the Saxon plant remains came from the
two important town sites, Winchester and Hamwih
(Southampton), both in the Itchen valley. Other sites
have also yielded samples of seeds: in particular Chalton
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. Also this type of
preservation was particularly favourable to seeds and
fruits of the so-called ‘wild’ flora, 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 (Hordeum vulgare L), which
was particularly frequent, also oats (Avena sp. ), hulled
wheats (Triticum dicoccum (emmer)/ Triticum spelta
(spelt)), and naked wheats of Triticum aestivo-
compactum and T. duro-compactum types. The
presence analysis of cereal species (Hubbard 1975) from
all the Saxon sites shows that after the middle Saxon
peniod 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 wheats,
which were the staple crops of prehistoric Europe, and
the rise in the cultivation of bread wheats, which had
also a respectable prehistoric ancestry but which appear
to have been grown less frequently in earlier times. This
change would have had a number of agricultural and
economic consequences, for example in crop processing
activities. Perhaps the most important consequence
would have been associated with the preference of
naked wheats, F‘I.'{rlil."uiurl_'l.' Triticum aestiviem, for deep
loam and clay soils. The spread of settlement into these
clay lands is also probably related to the gradual
evolution of the *heavy’ mouldboard plough to assist in
the cultivation of such soils.

Besides the cereals the anaerobic deposits also vielded
a range of fruit stones and pips including those of sloe
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s spinosa) and bullace ( Prunus domestica subsp.
(et ). at least two varetics of domestic plum ( Pricnus
I'IIIMI'I.III-”:,i:I-JJ and cultivated cherry (Prunus avium),
';'I-!ralir.lrl; are also pips of apples r.‘Lfm’u-' -.-n'r.---.-”-j”._ :11!1I
sanes (Vitis vinifera): on the New Minster site in
;.";Iw:u.'hlhtl:r grape pips are :irhntlélh:&l 1.m!!l Immu and
rrawherry seeds. whilst the Saxon streets in the Castle
:t |Ird site were strewn with hazelnut shells, These finds
: y substantiate the rather scanty evidence for the
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The nature of some of the anaerobic deposits in

Hamwih, and the seeds and insect remains they
contained, suggests that animal dung and litter material
was being deliberately collected and stored in a form of
composting, in order to be used as a fertiliser on
cultivated ground. ) LI

Thus the Saxon evidence has given us an I1'ILiIIL‘i|1I1!I1 as
1o the period of major transition from the cultivation of
hulled to naked wheats, it has given us evidence of the
development of orchard husbandry and monastic
pardens, and has hinted at the developments of
sericultural techniques, with the introduction of the
mould-board plough and the conservation of manure to
fertilise the fields.

The medieval deposits from Winchester — from the
period 1 000-1 500 A.D. — form thu |'ichu-:e;ulln;-ct_immf
plant material of this date in Britain. They come from a
number of different types of site within the ancient city
and its suburbs and show preservation of palacoethno-
botanical material in a number of different forms. The
range of contexts, from Royal palaces. monasteries.
more lowly town houses. rubbish pits and water
channels: and the types of preservation. by carbonisa-
tion, 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 cercals were preserved by
carbonisation. All the wheat found was of naked bread
wheat tvpe ( Triticum gestiveen L), but it was not recovered
nlarge quantities, probably because it did not require to
be parched before threshing, and because most of it
""‘-_"Uj'J have been ground to flour at the mill before being
sold. rather than taken to the houses as grain. Barley was
also found, of the hulled six-row type Hordewm vulgare
ll.."'-inhtuf[tll: barley grains had sprouted suggesting that
ey were being used to make malt for brewing. The oats
(Avena satira 1..), were invariably associated with
ammal dung suggesting that they were a major source of
odder for stalled animals. Rve was only occasionally
[I:-I.Iﬂl.j'”]-l]],;_- City. i -

Orchard husbandry is represented by the evidence of
fl"“’n‘ Iruits as well as soft fruits on all sites, especially
:,h.lm the [3th century. These include Prunus species,
:I[lhh*r;f tes and plums, elderberries, raspberries and
fi‘l‘rw::u[ih\. ~I1n-.! apples. Some exotic fruits are
Thees i 2 ?l]{h as i‘n;_';u,_'ln:_u.,_ [|gu\_.g“,p¢5 ..'1114_[ walnuts.
. : ll“HlIIIL'!‘-tur} evidence for a wide range ol
::_“.!h“'”'“5""’”"'-““11'!5 such as lemon, orange and date, as

=S an assortment of exotic herbs and spices (Foster

Palacocthnobotany and the Eariv A

grictltire af Cemral Sovchern England 1]
1963). ”w.‘"":""”' few of these have been found in
archacological contexts and this ic possibly because of
”J'-..' way they were used by the medieval population
Cash crops associated with local industries are known
from the tiﬂt‘.lll'th.'!!!éﬁ}- records and consist of woad,
madder and flax., of which only flax has been found in the
archaeological deposits

]_llu: problems of assessing the plant remains from a
major medieval city have proved to be quite difficult
.'»1!:1.‘.h_n!’ the seed material. especially the waterlogged
material, consisted of wild species with little significance
In reconstructing the palacoeconomy of the city, but
use ful h'.fr reconstructing the local flora. However, even
some of these may have reached the archacological
deposits through being grazed on at a distance from the
town, or through being carted as hay over considerable
distances (Hay was being brought to Winchester from
MNursling in 1287 — see Goodman 1935), and occasion-
ally the resulting dung has later been incorporated in
clay bell and cauldron moulds, being thus at several
remaoves from its orlginal habital

Winchester is particularly fortunate in having very full
documentary coverage — both for the vields of is
manors (Titow 1972) and for actual cultivation in the
orchards and gardens of the citv and its suburbs. We also
have fairly full port records for Southampton indicating
the types of fruits. herbs and spices which were regularly
imported at this time. It is a salutary reflection for
palacoethnobotanists that much of the range of plants
appearing in these records does not occur in the
archacological deposits whereas the palaeoethno-
botanical record contains a number of species of
economic significance not referred to in the documents.

[his is offered as an interim summary of the research
projects as they stand at the moment: there are many
gaps to be filled and much more evidence to be
examined before the full picture of the evolution of crop
husbandry and the detailed study of the utilisation of
crop plants in medieval towns can be given.
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5. J. Shennan

Introduction

Many of the most basic interests of archaeology today
concern the way in which societies change and develop
over long periods of time and the factors that lie behind
these developments. It has become increasingly
accepted that the motive forces for change do not stem
from invasions and migrations of known or unknown
peoples, and that even when they do the migrations
themselves are subjects for explanation. The factors
which are now regarded as being important in under-
standing change include population size and density, the
nature of the subsistence economy, the structure of
society, and the way it adapts to its physical and social
environment. This change in orientation in archaeology
has had a number of important effects on archaeological
practice. It has meant much more rigorous demands on
archaeological data and has also resulted in a shift from
the ‘site’ to the ‘region” as a focus of study: in order to
obtain a valid picture of the factors just mentioned it is
necessary to investigate not just the single settlement but
the settlement pattern.,

Evidence for socio-economic change is provided by a
great variety of archaeological data but settlement
history is particularly important. The location of
settlements in relation both to their physical
environment and to other settlements is the result of
decisions made by people in the past, decisions
constrained in a variety of ways. Changes in settlement
strategy therefore at 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 it
requires initially reliable and representative information
on where sites are and where they are not. With one or
two notable exceptions, for example Chalton in
Hampshire (Cunliffe 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 |
of Cherry et al. 1978), the study to be described below
was undertaken with the aim of obtaining the necessary
representative information. In terms of answering the
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. the full
potential of such studies can only be realised when they
have been carried out over a wide area so that patterning
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 to be
interesting may be too big to be tackled except on a very
long time-scale or with the input of large amounts of
money.

The Survey Area

The decision as to what part of Hampshire to select for
such a study was guided by a number of considerations,
These included the desire to redress the balance of work
towards those parts of the county outside the central
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Chutline map of Hampshire; the rectangle marks the boundaries of the
survey area. A = Andover. B = Basingstoke, P = Portsmouth; 5
Southampton, W = Winchester Fiptere 25

chalklands, as well as the need to coordinate the
programme so that it did not overlap with the work of
other archaeologists in the area. These factors and the
overall aim of defining and trying to explain the changes
through time in density and distribution of occupation
still left a large part of the county available for
consideration, and the location of the area was finally
determined 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 number of
environmental variables are likely to be relevant to
settlement decisions; for example, topography. soil.
rainfall, vegetation, presence of surface water and
height above sea-level. The main variable underlying all
those which show major variation on a Hampshire or
Wessex scale is undoubtedly the surface geology. This
fact led to the selection of an area encompassing a range
of geological variation, the boundary of the chalk and
the Weald (see figs. 25 and 26). As can be seen from fig
26 it included Lipper Chalk, extensively covered with
Clay-with-Flints, Middle and Lower Chalk, Upper
Greensand, Gault Clay and Lower Greensand, all in 4
series of parallel belts running appmxim:ltﬂl}'_"””h'
south and spanning about 10km. from jlh‘[ inside the
western edge of the Lower Greensand to the easterm
edge of the Upper Chalk with its {'|:i!.'-'*f131'f'|'_“_1?
capping. As already suggested, these geologicd
differences fi}l'rﬂﬂl‘l'l:’]lt-d very closely to variations Iﬂl
topography, soil, and presence of surface water, as W¢
as height above sea-level. !

The size of the area to be examined was determined “]
its east-west direction by the need to cnmn‘lﬂﬂ-"-"_t.h"_
geological variation ]'rrcz-i-cm and was set at 10km. Lpe
north-south distance was more arbitrary but was fixed at
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The fieldwork was carried out in the spring and
autumn of 1977 and the spring of 1978; the ground
covered in detail is indicated on fig. 28. Some of the
remainder consisted of steep slopes at scarp edges,
impossible to settle; the rest was mainly relatively
permanent grassland which was examined for earth-
works but from which surface collections could not be
made. In the south-eastern part of the survey area this
presented such a problem that certain fields outside the
transects had to be selected for survey in order to
provide a reasonable coverage; these are also indicated
on fig. 28.

All the finds were washed, sorted, identified, counted
and recorded. together with their locations. It is this
information, together with that already available, which
provides the data base for the discussion which follows.
The results are presented in a series of period maps, figs.
20-33. 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
differentiation and this will be done below. but it is
important at the outset not to neglect the potential of
any of the information collected; this point too will be
enlarged upon below. The effects of the fieldwalking on
the number of findspots are shown in fig. 27

The collection, 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 to analyse the
data he has collected and use it to answer questions of
interest, not least because he is likely to know more
about its advantages and limitations than anyone clse.
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The Environment

As already indicated, one of the main emphases of this
study is on the relationship between the cultural system
and the environment, particularly what Judge (1973:3)
has called ‘the technology of settlement’: ‘the selection
by a cultural system of certain kev components of the

physical and natural environment for the enactmeny of
specific cultural activities.”

In the survey area the environmental variation
described above still affects the landuse today, The
Lower Greensand areas with their poor light sandy soils
consist largely of heathland. while the heavy soils of 1he
Gault Clay are mainly under pasture By contrast, on the
Lpper Greensand and the Chalk cereal-growing is the
most important landuse. On the other hand, it is worth
noting that the nature of the soil can in no sense he
considered the sole determinant of landuse. which has
undergone drastic changes even in the last 150 vears
The widespread arable agriculture which dominates the
area today as a result of modern economic pressures is
virtually identical in extent and location to that recorded
for the area in the tithe survey of the 1840s at the end of
the agricultural boom period associated with the
Napoleonic wars. At the time of the Land Utilisation
Survey in the 1930s. however, carried out at the end of
the agricultural slump of the later nineteenth and early
twentieth centuries. the main use of the area was
grassland.

Although the intention is to establish empirically the
relationship between settlement and environmental
variables in the past, in accounting for observed
relationships it is necessary to consider how such
variables would have operated. Apart from the question
of water availability. it is suggested here that the main
perceived factors would have been the existing
vegetation and, once agriculture had become important,
the suitability of the land for different agricultural
purposes. Obviously, such perceptions would be
affected by a variety of non-environmental considera-
tions and I will return to this question below.

This line of argument concerning the relationship
between settlement and environment has been most
extensively developed by Mellars and Reinhardt (1978)
in relation to the Mesolithic of southern England as a
whole. They have argued in particular that the Lower
Greensand was characterised by dry woodland with a
lack of understorey shrub vegetation, and that the
impoverished soil conditions which now obtain on the
Lower Greensand may be traced back through the
greater part of the postglacial period. The inherent
tendency to impoverishment was amplified by the
effects of fire, themselves longer lasting than they would
have been on other spils. The net effect was a
progressive opening up of the local forest canopy. The
vegetation on the Chalk areas. on the other hand. was
mitially different, with heavier understorey growth in
the damper woodland. The initial difference between
the two areas was intensified by Mesolithic activities in
the preferred dry woodland zone and it was this
distinction between dry and wet woodland which was
overriding in terms of environmental perception.

By the time of the introduction of strategies involving
farming the vegetation had been changed by human
activity in some areas much more than others, but it is
maintained here that this would have been no more
important in the making of locational decisions than the
appearance of a new basis for environmental perception
in terms of the favourability of land for different
agricultural needs; it is suggested here that this would
have led to a greater perceived differentiation of the
landscape. The impoverished Lower Greensand soils
would have been out of the question already for arable
farming, although usable for grazing. The extremely
heavy and wet Gault Clay soils would likewise be ruled
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THE MESOLITHIC.
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out, although the mne‘uf mixing at the boundary of the
Gault and the Lower Greensand, which produces a belt
of good quality wulil-drauncd E:I:!I'Hh'. wol |'Li have been
highly favourable. West of the Gault, fh“ Upper Green-
«and and the 4.Ihffcrun_l varieties of Chalk would have
heen fairly Uﬁtflffcrcnll.'itcd. but the large areas of Clay-
with-Flints capping much of the Upper Chalk would
have been unfavourable to early arable agriculture
hecause of the heavy acidic soil developed on it. The lack
of surface water on the Clay-with-Flints and Upper
Chalk plateau might also have been a problem for
agricultural settlement.

“In an area such as that with which this study is
concerned naturally caused environmental change is
extremely unlikely to have had a major effect on human
activity after the early postglacial. Such factors have
their greatest effect in situations which are marginal with
respect to some variable critical for human settlement
and this is unlikely to have been the case for the survey
area. It follows that any changes observable in the
relationship between settlement and environment
through time must be related to humanly-induced
changes in the environment on the one hand and to
changes in the human perception of that environment on
the other. One of the main factors leading to changed
perception has already been discussed. Others are likely
to 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 been
outlined, it is proposed to consider the changes in the
area through time, describing the patterns obtained and
discussing models which might account for those
patterns in the light of points already made.

The Mesolithic

The wc_:rl: of Mellars and Reinhardt (1978) has already
been discussed in relation to the nature of the postglacial
tnvironment, but they have also proposed a detailed
model for the Mesolithic of southern England on the
basis of the available evidence. As they state in their
paper, this evidence contains many imponderables
because of the way in which it has been accumulated
I"n"‘:i::’ﬁ_!r'f-'ﬂrﬁ and the carrying out of a systematic survey
. S dppropriate 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 precisely such a test.
li“;"i'ili:a:;_:!.rl{{.ff‘..f.:inhnrdl argue from the preference for
11?[]-},& = I,Ei!.rt.l.ih apparent in the Mesolithic distributions
"hﬂfac.tcir:f,ﬂ!tur“.Ihm this preference was a result of the
Uerstore 1L. er:\g.q:tz_!llun; dry oak woodland :w.-uh little
woodland o I‘-jLELléETElJTL A  preference _for  such
e kit DUk be accounted for in terms of its potential
oo *Erughd} E}P}'HI.::SIL.'(F to other types of woodland.
anda’ d'um%'ﬂ\ '?frf'l 1L_hu Ifx n a ]m_-.'tr densi [_}'_nf animals
open ':wa{;[;,;l-‘_dm.umy in hunting them, I'he areas of
& !TLlI'I[ing e d? which are naturally more favourable
Vegetation ‘TUL also rl"il:ln.: susceptible to th.q_r hurmni?II of
100k place .mfjrrmil_u:l: open ground, which certainly
(1976) was :m I which Mellars has shown elsewhere
Stock Ltl‘l‘iﬁit(imw“mnm” method of locally increasing
S0me of the i owever, a further characteristic of
Noted by Mol ajor southern English Mesolithic sites
borders of o :L:\ -itl'l:d Reinhardt is their location near the
very diFfEr:nt clT }.Lf uf_dl_l’rt:r-:n[ ggulngmq] zones with
at while loat; flr-§L1crs.‘-lt_cs. On :hn._hzms they suggest
on i relation to hunting was the critical
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xli_ul't:-tl-.r_lc. a high premium also attached to access
aversity of resources, including flint and various pl: it
The results of the survey fieldwork with its a\-ﬂr:.n}s'—~
cf}l]ccnm? methods confirm angd amplify lﬁ:-;i't'r]"im
tional picture on which Mellars’ and I?Tc'm!fi: nd“‘l.
arguments are based. Figure 29, the map of N*Iq:s:f:]"u-:'f
FJ_nLis_. mf.lu:amﬁ a4 marked change in the I\a{u.milithl".
distribution compared with what was pruviuui;lv I:-.:mw 5
The great ma jonity of these, however, are minor Findnxl
They do hot alter the previous picture of the
concentration of dense Occupation at the edge of lh:‘_:.
Lower Greensand heathlands, presumably the base
camp area. They do provide support, previously ]'ETEL'.l‘-'
lacking, for the much less intensive cxp[oitatliu:n i—-fhth"
_m.alrk?:ﬂy different areas immediately 10 the wc-.-tL
Elti:hjnﬁlthr. Clay-with-Flints, suggested by Mellars and

The Neolithic and Earlier Bronze Age

Much more can be obtained from the study of
d_lstrllli_mtmns if they are used comparatively. The
significance of the Mesolithic distribution can be better
understood by comparing it with that of the Neolithic
and earlier Bronze Age. In both cases the data are
almost exclusively distributions of chipped stone
ET‘!‘]]{].EQH‘IL‘THS and waste, a fact which lessens the
difficulties of comparison. It has already been
!:u:rsrulalncd 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 it is
necessary to describe the Neolithic and earlier Bronze
Age distribution and then make some comparative
points 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-Mesolithic material is here grouped together.
From the map (fig. 30) the initial impression is clearly
that nowhere was completely devoid of occupation at
this time. It is possible, however, to differentiate
between significant occupation concentrations and areas
with relatively sporadic distributions. Most striking in
terms of its very thin flint distribution is the heart of the
Clay-with-Flints plateau around Froxfield, although
near the edge of the plateau, above the steep scarp slope
dropping down to the Upper Greensand, there are some
clear concentrations. Similar situations in the northern
part of the survey area are also characterised by flint
concentrations. These occur too in certain places on the
strip where the Gault and the Lower Greensand inter-
mix, on parts of the Lower Chalk and Upper Greensand
in the north, and some of the dry valleys running down
eastwards from the Chalk near East Tisted. -
If we comipare this picture with that for the Mesolithic
a number of points may be made. There are no
Neolithic/early Bronze Age concentrations on the
Lower Greensand heathlands as there had been in the
Mesolithic. Conversely, those areas already mentioned
where Neolithic/earlier Bronze Apge concentrations
exist. have pr{)dut‘ﬂd uumpanilh'fh‘ |ETH!: Mesolithic
evidence. Thus there seems to be clear evidence of the
shift in the distribution of settlement already
anticipated. A further _nmrkcd difference h::twn.'cn ThL
two periods is apparent in the number of findspots, thase
of the Mesolithic being much mc)ru_lnfrﬂIUE”'- This 15
likely to be the result of a variety of different factors. Itis
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The distribution of Neolithic/earlier Bronze Age findspots in the survey area. Open circles are previously known findspots; filled circles are finds
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asingly clear that with the exception of certain
artefacts chipped stone technology became
' expedient through time (e.g. Pitts 1978). Careful
"""'E‘ L,Epar‘dﬁﬂﬂ and the ‘curation’ of tools. their
-:[lpl If o for r_t'pt‘ilf'-'d use, were gradually .n:pluﬁcFl by a
«vstem in which the munmu‘m ctﬂllill1it of work was done
0 Pmiufc an art_::fuut Ili.‘L.i.‘fodf} to L::.n.-y,' .nu!:.:] task.
which was then dmcardcd_ after that task. This means
that while certain early sites where ln;rni_munut;s_cm_r::
ok place will be extensively I|tlrr'n:d with duhn_.v.. in
other places where tu_*.‘kf» were carried out there will bc
o archaeological evidence because the artefacts will
have been retained for re-use, ltf‘l|i"h!\. of course, they
hroke in the process. In a later period of more expedient
throw-away tool use ;;ruhzauﬂlngi{‘_ﬂ] evidence might well
be present. This is almost certainly one factor which
must be borne in mind. On the other hand, it is not likely
to be the only one, not least because the number of
Neolithic/earlier Bronze Age concentrations as opposed
to individual findspots is also greater than for the
Mesolithic,. This may be related to 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
valid. The number of concentrations of the later period
within the area perhaps suggests a greater stability of use
in contrast to an earlier wide-ranging more mobile
exploitation based on the sites of the Lower Greensand

area,
30 far a number of descriptive contrasts have been
drawn between the Mesolithic and Neolithic/earlier
Bronze Age in the survey area but the significance of the
change in behavioural terms has not been properly
considered. Conventionally, of course. it is the
difference  between hunting and gathering and
agriculture; different resources were now important and
settlements were located accordingly. The degraded
soils of the Lower Greensand were not suitable for
agriculture and were not settled (but see below). On the
other hand, concentrations exist in the fertile loam area
t the border of the Lower Greensand and Gault, and
;rllk“ n the relatively light and fertile | Ipper Greensand
”"Ik -!”. .H'Il: north, confirming the conventional view.
'--,.I\\‘HLH on the edge of the Clay-with-Flints do not fit in
L'::IrlLl-“_‘-:_’I;:"\:"lll%E J;Mh:niiul]_x _:11' L‘l.'lll'l‘%idi:‘!'.ﬁh!c. fertility the
e §”‘_ 2 teveloped on Clay-with-Flints is heavy and
a1y acidic (Courtney & Trudgill 1976): it does not
E:T'dliklk'l_';}ﬂ have been a first choice for agriculturally-
s "f' ¢ment. One possible explanation is that the
":.Ii-.'r'?::x;l-l!ir‘;l]L!-l:il]]:h|r.I:'PI.LIHC”!' quarry _\.i.tr:-. E:\rr the flint
e o [h; l_l' l.~ In Iihu Clay-with-Flints f.‘l;_‘T[:ilﬂ|}" I_hr:
are withou r_;TF’P'ITT [IJTL'L'!!'IHH.!'IRJ and Lower Chalk, which
small aium-g:j t"b: ly occurring flint except for relatively
Uing the InE-Li bles, were importing flint as well as
""'-’-.huk. . rn‘-d- m“[urm!. unsurprising given that
S0Urce of hety EJFL ,”]i”-] a few kl!unwtn‘:s away from a
Flings, Hw“:t‘"":‘»fliﬂ_ln the Upper Chalk/Clay-with-
€5 Stes on the (1T iPPed stone assemblages from
QUarTY  debyic '-_” |‘-13-‘-‘-\r'1!h-I-]|r1_[a do not appear to l'r:;_
etouched I'rlu_ lu_l. are quite large numbers of
'L_:l.‘:.'\ not h“uu‘::{ t.I'IL]lIrJIH_u \.I.."Hl].'ll_"!'h. le|. wiork S0 far
'Jr:11|r1Efchn}{|:... - -F”“dl1r111:1:||1|:u x_|1_ primary flakes
Wit ]ft.ml_,mh 'Lim:“lll F"‘r'-'J‘E"'E_ﬂ_I-:*TJ__M flimt Il”l.!l[h.'h. ]_t is
Ints was hl:i::l: ng flJU that flint from the Clay-with-
OWer Greene: B used at the Mesolithic sites on the
Msand, but as we have seen there are only

foW incTe
epecialised
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Occasional Mesolithic finds on the Clay-with-F1i
the survey area, certainly no concentratin D Of
would suggest that although the fling was bei P
S it i a5 emg exploited
in the N:_n]!lhu.-uﬂrh::r Bronze Age. other g tivitia
were also being carried our, and the 'q','u|11-,h."“.m;::”\ I '_'““_
have been at least lemporary occupation sites If unrr:?
were hﬂ"r‘-'l_! in these places at least part of [h,;. time .”!1‘;
arable agriculture and flint exploitation do not ”‘1"-"':“.1:.'
an adequate explanation of their situation, it may he that
we .\'hu_uld be thinking either of continuing huntine a ;d
gathering activity (but with a ver, different alrﬁilurav
from the Mesolithic). or some form of domestic Lm[-k
management (cf. Barker and Webley 1978). although
the arable agriculture hypothesis would perhaps have to
be considered more seriously if it could be shown that
some of the Clay-with-Flints of the survey area was. in
fact, loess-cov ered. Onog priors grounds ,'[' is F‘U-"ﬁ-il'.'iii.: to
suggest a variety IuJ' different subsistence-settlement
t'unl:_tlnm u-hmh_ might or might not be combined at
particular locations. At present., however. it is only
possible to distinguish concentrations of chipped stone
from areas u-h::rq the distribution is very dispersed, so
testing of the functional differences between sites
hltg_ﬂl:_‘*{[L‘LJ on locational grounds depends on further
WOTE .,

In summary then, the evidence of the flint distri-
butions indicates a major change in the settlement
pattern compared with the Mesolithic. There are
indications of a much greater exploitation of the area.
based on locations which saw only sporadic Mesolithic
use. By no means all of these locations, however, fit the
standard model of early agriculturalists preferring the
best soils, a situation which parallels that found by
Barker and Webley (1978) in their study of causewayed
camp distributions.

One element of the Neolithic and Bronze Age picture
remains to be considered, the distribution of Bronze
Age round barrows, some if not all of which are almaost
certainly later than any of the flint scatters, The number
of barrows is not large and many are relatively close to
flint concentrations, but in some places at least the
distributions are complementary, Barrows occur
particularly on the Lower Greensand in the area of
Mesaolithic concentration and to a lesser extent on the
Froxfield plateau, where one in particular is well away
from the flint scatters which occur on the plateau
margins. It may be suggested that in these cases barrows
were placed in areas which were marginal to Bronze Age
settlement, in the sense of being utilised only to a limited
extent. The already degraded soils of the Lower
Greensand were no doubt used for pasture 'I'i_w
situation on the Froxfield plateau is less 1'1*-"-'“_-_ m
particular it is unknown whether Et_ was ’“} now ””_":"
open, or still largely forested: this obviously h_“-“ #
considerable bearing on the type of landuse one would
postulate. Environmental sampling beneath [h”."m"rf
number of extant barrows is necessary to obtain the

answer to this question.

The Iron Age
When we move on to the Iron Age we are faced with a
major change in the nature of the e idence produced by
fieldwalking. from flint to pottery. This presents a
f difficulties for the reconstruction *["
- ] F g I. Pyl
settlement history, Iron Age pottery is far lf"““ qu;[r:|~ ;
than flint. so that one can predict that there '-n._] :.t
major decrease in the simple quantity ol evidence

number ol
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THE IRON AGE.
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The distribution of Iron Age findspots in the survey area. Open

ficldwalking, A = Alton; S = Selborne: E = East Tisted: G = Greatham ; F = Froxfield.

circles are previously known findspots: filled circles are finds made
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ered. Secondly, the !THIr_'I}I_l'HL'[lII'L'. use :|r_|f.1 discard
rerv represent a very different range of activities
.;11‘.IT"”””.:I':“”"I' use and discard of stone tools, [t
here that pottery is always indicative of
pecupation  sites, or material derived
herefrom, while stone tools and their dl.‘_hnh_ can
oresent a great variety of r.J.1TI'L'r4:r1t types of activity,
:r]-,'|ili||n!3 HC[“L"IUI’.'I:I[ occupation, and 1t 1s often very
difficult to cli-\tin;:um_h between them, as we have seen.
gimilar activities, for example hu:.lllng_. no doubt
occurred in the Iron Age, but the demise of the chipped
technology meant that they no longer left an

I"LI'L.I“I
of pol
froam 1
f ,|r:_‘IIL'l1
cettlement

slone
”.,-'r:u-;'t?-!ﬂilifi"i trace.

" These factors mean that comparison between the
Neolithic/earlier Bronze Age and the Iron Age must be
indertaken with great care. The predicted decrease in
the number of findspots is clearly apparent (compare
fies. 30 and 31). Some of these findspots consist of only
one or two sherds, but in accordance with the principle
aated above these will be taken as indicative of
settlement, either on the spot or within the short
distance over which household rubbish would have been
dumped on fields. In fact, the Iron Age pottery
recovered on the survey, as opposed to the Romano-
British which will be discussed below, was so friable that
its survival in plough soil for more than 2000 years must
be considered extremely dubious; it is far more likely
that it derives from archaeological features disturbed in
the relatively recent pas.

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
concentrations, including discarded tools, which at least
indicate long or repeated occupation of some kind.
While it still remains dubious to use the evidence to
compare overall intensity of exploitation of the area
between these periods, it is at least possible to see if
there is any change in the pattern of occupation, and
:hur-:1nr!: presumably of landuse.

How is this to be done? The method adopted here
recognises the fact that the fieldwalking data were
':m!:m!l'f':i h‘:"‘n:l‘i“”-h ”\r 'ﬁmﬁi]li”._ﬂ- not total coverage, and
ibiss cu;n ; _1‘:':1& an ﬂlt‘ln.:cme procedure; it also
periods. E 'iC}E‘::'n l Ill' E‘,‘ o L e T
bt Lm ':1. o+ Jf‘hp - midu'ulkmg [T.'mwt‘tl was di"-'!i:IL.‘iJ
e }__”r- 1L}L ht}i‘hﬂnnmjhci‘r.n.lk;r'l!'['rfm !"«-utmn.‘ll{_-nd
i l::.l: Q .Thuht:..[].ﬁ kq.knlu. sections the periods
Pk pation evidence exists were recorded (see
H0 2). Although for any individual section this may not
TABLE 2 '
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Provide a very reliable i
h aAliC piCture, agprepars .
survey area as a whole e 1IEeregated over the
Rl i € the results do enahle hira:
patierns to be picked out whose valigire oo 0'c broad
Syl ose validity is considerahly
enhanced by the systematic nature of the fiel o
s i h ¢ 0 » Fieldwall:
procedure. It should be noted that thic e O ALKIng
& : _ that this type of analysi
an only be carried out when data collect; h( halysis
carefully controlled. so that it is 88 D
Sy e T L1018 reasonable to attach
some significance to the absence of : iy
periods from the ; erneg " material of certain
! ”'. m t_u, areas concerned,
n this case
.ot case 1t may be seen that out of 17 squares with
significant pre-Iron Age oecupati
awidi . £C DCCupation only seven have
evidence of Iron Age occupari orn.
s : Pation (419%); these seven
squares make up 54% of the 13 squares with Iran A
evidence, This situati ay : e
rbl-ultunahirhl? wuation may be contrasted with the
e P ;tmen Iron Age and Romano-British
atio SUTVey area: )
Dect p\ : 1l 1n the survey area: 11 out of the 13 Iron Age
.‘\ﬁ Uil!'L.‘? also have Romano-British evidence (84%:). On
[ne basis s Jata i . rore :
-h"i[[} 1515 ﬂl\: the E\L (ftt'[-:l i appears that there is a significant
:q I:_|]n_1 € distribution of settlement between the
j?lﬂ ltInL.I‘Hmn_xu Age and the Iron Age. It is more
di icu t to define t!}:: exact nature of this shift since it
.:;:,m.s'!!;: be }:mgr;mng 0 Some extent at a local level
: cougnout the survey area and not to involve a major
51!1! of the type which characterises the change which
in!!mw;i the M-;:Rnl:[htu. Nevertheless, there is some
Jop ; e I
suggestion of an increased use of the Upper Greensand
zome in the Iron _Age and rather less use of the areas of
Chalk covered with !':-_|H}'-W!Ih-l'|intx in the western part
of the survey area. What sort of model might account for
this?
- [t has recently been suggested (Bradley 1978, 45) that
in the ."Iv*lld_n_i_ie Bronze Age in southern England there
was a significant increase in cereal farming, with later
periods up to the Roman conquest simply representing a
gradual intensification of this basic pattern. At this time
too occupation and landuse become more static:
settlements are conceived on a longer lasting basis and
sometimes assoclated with well-defined boundaries, as
well as permanent fields (Bradley 1978, 27). Fragments
of ‘celtic field" systems are known in the survey area, but
there is no means of dating them and they could just as
easily be Roman as prehistoric; in fact, there are some
reasons for preferring such a view, as will be seen below.
Newvertheless, on the basis of Bradlev's hypothesis one
can postulate that the distribution of later prehistoric
agriculture would tend to be biased towards areas
capable of relatively sustained crop yields with the
available technology, a constraint less relevant in the
earlier prehistoric periods. In other words, in the survey

-‘_-_-_‘_-_-_‘_I_
Pre-Iron Age Iron Age Roman Medieval
Pre- Iron "‘I"F" 17 T 3
i 63%%) (47%)
Iron A pe (100%) (41%) {6 i
e 7 11 s
Roman (549%) (1005%) i_::%_::"r'-] :-'lii o)
11 26 14
1207 Aar 15 (54%50)
“'17L'|-1|l.._"\i|| “_\. e} e 22) [ 14 : 20
. L o
EEF (40%} {45%) (705 ) (100%)
= SN

Matriy show

Nave [r
N Age occunati
1 i CCLD:
'I'|||'J!'I alsar Pation
M i C
L ooieval ey

..|-_knrﬂ.'a|il.

EXample Hnl::;:][_h" ”_"”‘hi‘f of fieldwalked squares with occupation of di!’_h:rt'.ur PEEFHLE-‘\-
- Squares with pre-Iron Age occupation. Total number of such squ:

h; 7, i.e. 419 of the squares with pre-Iron Age occupation;
ave Roman evidence 11, i.e. 65% of the squares with pre-Iron Age occups
dence 8, i.e. 479 of the squares with pre-Iron Age evide

To be read as in the following
ares 17: number of these which also
number of pre-Iron Age squares
wtion: number which also have

nee. The Saxon period has been omitted owing to




The distribution of Romano-British findspots in the surve
ficldwalking. The black line indicates the Roman road. A
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.. there should be a bias away frnm_ the areas of
ared e Clay-with-Flints and from the Gault Clay, for
L“_["r:’;:‘ of workability, and from the Lower Greensand
i ’w of the quality of the soil. This leaves relatively
an:;illll;'xpiﬁhurﬂ“ of Upper and Middle Chalk, but a fairly
.,,J.. area of Lower Chalk upn_j Upper Greensand, at its
|I1'u*'~'1 extensive in the northy it is this latter area which, as
e have seen, appears to show umjupc_u of preferred use
- the Iron Age. It is p{?tah!:: that this is thc:nnlyf part of
he area where the soil is n'ur:'cnll_} gr_ndud Class Two on
he land use [“"“-‘““E’.I classification map: all the
omaining arable land is graded three or four. It is
qpgested here then that the pattern of agricultural
change through time in this part of eastern Hampshire
iits the model suggested by Bradley for southern

Fneland as a whole.

The Roman Period

When we turn to the Roman period we find that the
irend begun in the Iron Age is continued and intensified
{see fig. 32). It has already been remarked that 84% of
the sample squares with Iron 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
fieldwalking produced Romano-British evidence. a
larger number than any other period, including the
medieval which comes second with 20 t;q;l;irg_u.,
Secondly, there was extensive Romano-British
occupation of the Clay-with-Flints area, apparent in the
distribution both of the fieldwalking evidence and of
sme 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
(Millett and Graham, forthcoming) is just outside the
survey area to the north, while Alton itself has produced
4 large quantity of Romano-British finds, as have the
areas adjacent to it
Again the situation in eastern Hampshire seems to
parallel that in other parts of southern England. The
fJf””‘CI" lines of evidence for expansion seem
IE';..n”[r”"‘?flihlc even when account is taken of the fact
I_h.“” the greater durability of Roman pottery means that
IHIT:;?;:]I:‘L“ "0 I‘L: recovered by archaeologists, with a
bmano-B _;}!.:ltm_mtu; ol the _numhcrl of
liwr}hm f[f:IT I:hlu ,E[[ulﬁm-‘tf' It is the evidence just
St e g e
SUViving ;n Wi :‘1_, .U. 5 Of ‘ce tic helds _.‘\.[1.
date, These h'11.-.r : U‘ =_”"ui may be of Ri.'ll'l'lq'll'l{]-HrI.EIhh
o Yt iwj':u :{thl*ﬁl; ;"tl ‘Immm,u they were marginal
fepresent ﬂ.ll'|1r'~”]L. i, as 15 most [I‘.Irliflt‘.lil."!]l..‘. they
landuse uiih;?{]:u.n"‘ﬂ h.l;:zh lrd::_n'l;:rk , the expanded
kely conte omano-British period provides the most
o ntext for their use,
~.“_,\u]d£z:'!htj.’1?:h:[t:htrikin_sc featuré of this period in the
landuse_ < 1Ih:;i._:,1r ‘fnrn the widespread nature of the
around Alyon an._Im'h\I-_[]»"ﬁ-“““ .:\:i evidence in the north,
ind suggested as T.' Lf' L~1IT1. This h;1.~§ long been nn.hrd
I"{ur;llwtticmum?:Flj;;-\."'m_'_“l_l 4 genuine concentration
%77 The itk i 1¢ 1-1.|_1:1|[} of the town (e.g. ]|.|'|‘||‘!f'.'
for it i _|I1_E data nn.'a. provide a systematic
-Stng this hypothesis, which seems to be
numhber of squares with ieldwalking

".'l": ¢
- adly valid: the
“Hlenee of | :
Roman pottery declines gradually from

horth ILLH”““.I
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This Pattern raises the mare general ;
nature of rural settlement G the %IJL':::Iﬁ .Lruc."-hu.n :I:f the
two aspects; first, the type of a.i:r:n:l} AR This has
being practised: second, the extent tuwlhl'":if Th:ch was
was made up of villa estates on the one h‘IEL[]-! e pattern
5:;t1|umuptnn the other, These two axpuétst and ‘native
related since the different b ating s
different aims in their farming strategies l-‘mlmd have had
remote anlg-,-ﬁ seem 1o have hhcu:n |'Julfg::‘l.-;;|;:JL|.:L“.:|HTH.“I:~I
economy in the Roman period, so that it js [.F;{rTl-ﬂnc}l
;ll:pu};t every agricultural community took '1.1 tl"L' Y that
of its produce to market: nevertheless. it iu;'- Ljihl some
that the villa estates were far maore ;;L‘Ei\'eia ‘im-}rL.L‘.m}m
z%ﬂd dependent upon, production for uriﬁ.llrlx:;,}"ﬁtﬁlq'
Such a suggestion would explain '[hL".fum :|:u,g H:JL;[L:
for rural settlements with substantial buildings is quite
markedly restricted to the northern part of the -,fn-ﬁt.
area around the urban settlement of MNeatham {"riiII:ft
and Graham, fnr_!hcwningj. To the south there m,é b ,:.'N
no comparable sites until one reaches the southern edge
(_:Ir the survey area and the site at Ridgehanger
Froxfield, already mentioned. s

It seems very likely that the sites in the northern part
of the survey area on the good quality soils fairly close to
Neatham were involved in arable agriculture, but the
Ridgehanger site, like others, 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
HEI[ELTL' and used to some extent at least for arable
farming, as indicated by the field system remnants which
occur. It may be tentatively suggested, however, that
this is more likely to have been practised as part of a
subsistence agricultural strategy by ‘native’ settlements
with no other choice, while larger villa estates would
have been able to use the varying agricultural
opportunities within their boundaries in a maximising
tashion, putting them to the use for which they were best
suited and no doubt controlling the best land anyway, as
the evidence already discussed for the northern part of
the survey area suggests,

The site at Ridgehanger, Froxfield, is interesting in
this respect since it has been suggested by Appelbaum
(1972, 176) that it was a dependency of the large villa at
Stroud to the south. Such a view makes eminent sense as
Stroud is below the steep scarp of the Upper Chalk, The
scarp is at its steepest and highest here and would have
presented a significant obstacle to direct working of the
Froxfield plateau from below; the setting up of a
subsidiary farm would have been a solution to the
problem. Apparently on the basis of an unpublished
account of his excavations at Ridgehanger by C. E.
Stevens, Appelbaum suggests that it was the peasant
steading of a dependent tenant and ‘seems to have been
essentially for the rearing of pigs and c:_utt]u_ in a
woodland milieu’ (1972, 176). The site, which is ..~c.1|il
clearly visible on the ground despite r:.‘.cun[_plt.rughlng_
looks far too substantial for a ‘peasant steading’; on t.fw
other hand, a specialised use of the type "”g-’zmctj'.
although the evidence for it is not presented, mHL.ﬂ
good sense in the light of the -.wrl-.;jlmmnunn_ci
woodland state of the area in the early Middle A'L'Ifm
However. Hampshire already has a number t:r »iﬁ-: H:
which land which was arable the E_‘t“"‘“” ]"‘-rl"l“! . 'J‘ e
reverted to forest; archaeological evidence 1S necces h

In relation to the Lrul.’*ii“” of where n.nc_ih an C“[:“:-'-‘:r:'ll
its dependencies would have |ut"|'_l|'-'ll |“r1‘_':‘r"“_: ‘[ o
connections. .-"h.ppt'”‘-'iﬂlm (1972, 176) IIIrlL"‘. []:l .. i.’:
about 6 km. north-gast of Stroud and on the casterm edge

are obviously
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THE SAXON PERIOD.
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The distribution of Saxon findspots in the survey ares Open circles are
The linear features in the south-western quarter of the map are those
Alton; § = Selborne; E = East Tisted: G = Greatham: F = Froxfield.

previausly known findspors: filled circles are finds made during I|er“4_1”‘1'k k
parts of the Froxfield entrenchménts which lie within the survey area. /
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area may be a possibility; it is one of the

. SUIVE) ) _
of the S ames in Hampshire and comes

W r._.-'L'i[.H.' p]ill..'r.."l"l .
{ meaning ‘palace’,
arv then, the Roman punmi. saw a major
- on of settlement from a more restricted Iron Age
;‘Iipdnl";':h:‘ tendency secn in the Iron .-1.3_3!._" towards an
reased USE aof the fertile Upper Greensand and Lower
”.1"_'“:‘.,“”,_~ in the northern part of the survey area was,
”1'!~ .r. continued. It may indeed have been the
hﬂr;::d‘cnﬁi:y of occupation in this area with its high
'Llruidﬂ:hur.':l pc'm'ntiul. together with the presence of a
‘f’;:'_;_\,-_\n"g focus just to the north of the survey area on
f.{nnlmnmu Down, which was one factor in the
l|i--.;'~h1prnunt of Roman urban settlement here, ali hnugh
the crossing of the two Roman roads was obviously
important. Once this settlement appeared the n_] ready
existing tendency for the area to be attractive to
citlement would have been still further intensified.

very [€
from a WOt
In summ

hasis.

The Saxon and Medieval Periods

Although it is possible to distinguish early from late
Rﬂm;lnhm:cupzmnn on the basis of surface evidence. it is
certainly not possible to define the gradual decay of the
settlement system at the end of the Roman period; the
Saxon period in the survey area must be considered as a
separate entity. Its most obvious characteristic is the
sheer lack of evidence, which the survey did little to
alter (see fig. 33). This cannot be taken at its face value
since early Saxon pottery in particular seems to 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 other sherds probably of
late Saxon date. How much more would be recovered by
very intensive work within a small area, and whether the
returns would justify the effort expended, must remain
4n HPL'I'I: quﬂ\l]{}ﬂ_

There are, nevertheless, a number of hints of what
Was going on in the survey area during the Saxon period.
A pagan Saxon cemeiery is known from Mount
IJi'-TI\LIITL 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
lieldwalking survey near Farringdon, while an early
saxon sunken-floored building was found at Neatham.
All this evidence indicates quite early Saxon occupation
fﬂttlw northern part of the survey area and shows that
::Lﬂi:[:Tf]mbﬂ.ulunuml here ;|fl_::r the R« yman period. In
Celtic I-H-L:M»' however, the fact that Liss survived as a

.m:hEL;l-,L:-."‘.!m-c--w‘_'ugl:hh.‘hm the ﬁlltuuu-:m_h:_'_n_: may
relativel .|LT}.L!|TI_ETL‘:1['. Whatever this may signify, the
evidence I:_Lllr"‘"; Juxtaposition v.:tfn_n the survey area of
and the ml” .L“.rb-' Saxon Occupation on the one hand
Is '”i1||¢:l.-¢i;{LE:m.“” of |-'II!._‘ British survival on the other

: s extremely interesting,

‘l'L'IrL;;:fl|:-tt;I:[ J_“T'I'}'-'"h-l"iilﬂk the situation seems to have
tarly Saxon ?t'u‘lﬂ_n' Here there is as yetno ey ILI.L‘T'II..'L‘I for
}-n|ia':1-:Hn-H_-nH1L i-'“lm_'”_”- only the enigmatic Froxfield
bt whose '-"I.lr‘:l- i _"‘" ays ;_‘.'rrmr1u.:-;1 to be of !'-._;:xun d:jl_c
volume). '|'J|'u_~ ll.:;:'-xl_'urn;n:n unknown (see _}Ilmml. this
OF enclosyre ir; Ih.;l.f]f:u,l r 1::1”'! LilmT_ii lrnlruf.::r I-.Ir a ;’mll,'rf
""'L'!mun_- e ] 1~\‘i Icld area. e u::lun .n e
"l*-L::\-L-ﬂ-m“t . :I!xu-t 1ed by the word but it is likely in
fior hunting ':; Trw t0 a woodland enclosure. prq.1hsli1]_\
"'“I?Iil.';itnlrf1-h"11 lIf .”.w pPoint to make here is .tln:
'--.,;--,,]\“__d_”.;”'_IH_.'ll. L.i!:u;:_ must have I‘u'l?‘!i very !.hm[j.
Upported hkl » a5 we will see ]'n,_'].um, this suggestion is
Y the evidence for early medieval

Settlerrien; Histary in Eas Hampshire 119
settlement. In relation to the & ield ¢ 1

Occupation might fiy ir: :Pt; I“r T:E::E:Iff:rk:'; I I.m ikl
hnur?c[ur}' Z0ne at some point in the H.u'mn -L"".m ate

It is clear .I rom this discussion that rn.uu:h E: anfl 2

Llnfm: to achieve an um!erxtamling of the .‘iax(:lmm'm i"w
this part of eastern Hampshire, Some 'r'u_~|'u:f]:':hmIEJEI %
undoubtedly come from modern work on !h” M-“{Id
names. The picture we are presented wime 'pldw:
l}ﬂnw_ﬁdaj_p survey obviously provides -.-umuthinm IIhL
b:t.x;:-]mu_irurn which to work but it s prﬁhlemmicﬁlﬁ u
far haclk into the Saxon period the situation it shows if“
be projected. s

Tu ring now to the medieval period (see fig. 34). orie
point which does emerge from Domesday is the
tendency already seen in the Roman xn'ud"f y h L
for the northern part of the sury Frpa

! € survey area to be more
heavily settled than the south The pitfalls of using the
L:\:"Edi_‘l“l{,'u L‘Iff EI)ﬂmL:HdEI}' are well-known but examination
of l_hc statistics for the area by Oake (n.d.), emploving a
variety of different lines of evidence, all point to this
conclusion, Furthermore, the main centre for the area
continued to be in the north, with Alton replacing
Neatham. The southern part of the survey area was part
of East Meon and therefore not recorded separately, but
the very fact that East Meon included this large area may
suggest that it was thinly populated and not sufficiently
impaortant to have its own centre, .

The contrast between north and south is also clearly
brought out in the medieval settlement pattern. In the
north there are nucleated settlements, villages, together
with hamlets and isolated farms. To the south. below
Colemore and Hawkley, the settlement pattern is
dispersed, without nucleated settlement. This
distinction is also reflected in the distribution of open
field systems in the survey area: there is no evidence for
these in the south.,

It 1s reasonable to relate all these distinctions to the
history of post-Roman settlement in the area, in
particular the fact that the northern part mlttinulcd
to be exploited, while the Clay-with-Flints area which
makes up most of the south fell out of use and became
reafforested. This area was then colonised on a
piecemeal basis in the medieval period. In the north,
isolated settlements beyond the open fields also provide
evidence for expansion, but within the framework of the
already existing village settlement pattern. Chawton on
the other hand does not have a single isolated settlement
of medieval date suggesting that here the landscape was
full before the later expansion phase. What we are
seeing in this medieval pattern is the continuing effect of
the ecological variation within the survey area. E1hu
12th and 13th centuries forced

growing papulation of the : I
# e ation and take in

local communities to disregard this vars ;
areas which had not been used for -.zgm:uhluml_ Pllll.[;ﬂhur
since the Roman period. The 1334 Lay Subsidy shows
that Froxfield, the heart of the l1|'.L_‘.'-'|."|'Iih-f"llr'l.l:~ .:rcj.t;
was being fairly fully exploited by this date H‘-lal:.r.. r; :|1.~

Eastern Hampshire was in keeping with Thi‘: r:.::'l::lﬂ:
country in showing this type ol irr.‘n_-.i.llnu_u: 1:."!.”!.
comparisons indicate that it wasa relative } p:r;.r ]Em“ i~:
the country thoughout the |11:_'|.!|L-'-;1|1qr_r;;:lz: Sty
apparent from Domesday, from 1h+7' |.\ 3 gt
and also in the 1524-25 taxation f'-_fil‘.tl;:l 1‘;; e
apper to have been .mn'u.'th!n_u ”’.'I f‘l'-:~!|1:1rnu. T
reflected in the rather sorry fortunes o “'“.“‘“ of the
but certainly not mirrored by the rural prospe

area today
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Conclusion
.r the attempt has been made to describe the
f".f""r'"F'_’.||L.".|L.m history of the part of castern
changing ?LF“ wed by the survey arca and to suggest
Hampshire £¢ rL. observed changes took place. Much
s “h-:h [::u done before many of the suggestions
; ,\ E.II}” be confirmed, but the L'u_rul_rtuing and
made .h" n.' -;,l.[ of the area’s ecological variation should
"'hﬁ”:“mg.l-i L,} verv clearly. However, it is not simply at
mccrﬁ-”j‘rjl-:-.:l that the results are relevant They will
Iﬂ-ttl !Tt':sh:r value when they can be used in a
it ¢ framework with the results of other surveys
a picture of regional variation in settlement

red
work need

h
LS

have
;‘LI".'IPHrEH'i'.
1o provide

through time in Wessex as a whole.
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The Hampshire Field Club and Archaeological Society

Ihe Hampshire Field Club and ,-"ntl_‘hitt‘i':{'- gical -“3_l‘-'t‘=1-‘!;~' “"dh_f'[l“lﬂdt'*i in 1885, Its objects are to promote the
ciudy and publication of i."'.‘h:-i'!..'.ﬂll.'lg.\-‘ local ]1{.‘\}'.1!2;..5_1!.3'."::1%1__\\ .mu:J ::-z_t_iuml hllhiur}- within “?“ county and to
cr.c{ruru:_w the preservation of hn.l||:1|r11__-.~.. w.l_ll_'h. records and other material relating to these subjects.

The Society 15 divided into four SeCtions:

THE ARCHAEOI OGICAL SECTION promotes the proper study of archacology ip Hampshire, It aims to
«timulate the public awareness of the wealth of ;1r+:ha|_|:wlug}- in the county from the _(_]:ld Stone Age to the present,
and to demonstrate how the |£1ﬂ'l..l\l,::ipl;_: has i'r!.:cn continuously moulded by the activities of m;m,_Thc section has a
full programme of lectures and field trips which together cover all parts of the county ‘F".nd all periods. In the recent
winter season over a dozen lectures were presented on topics of urchacnlu;-p_c;il interest, ranging from the
archacology of the Hampshire gravels, through Iron Age and Roman Hampshire, to timbér-framed buildings
and the sicge of Basing House; venues ranged from Havant to Lyndhurst, and from Southampton to Basingstoke.
THE NEW FOREST SECTION was founded in 1959, Its h_:t.'lurcﬁ and meetings are aimed generally at
promoting interest n and further knowledge of the ;ar_::st's unique natural, archaeological and local history
features. The section carries out field studies in natural history and archaeology, and research in local history. A
close watch is kept on all forms of development in the area, and rescue excavations are undertaken when
necessarv. The section produces an Annual Report and holds its Annual General Meeting in March.

THE GEOLOGICAL SECTION has been setup to bring together all those people interested in actively working
on the Geology of | fampshire and adjacent areas (including the Isle of Wight). The scope is wide such that 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 meetings during each session. A newsletter is
published periodically 1o keep members informed of local Geological developments and activities.

THE LOCAL HISTORY SECTION exists to promote the study of local history within the county as a whole,
and to act as a link both between individual historians and between the several local history societies based in the
towns and villages. It sponsors an annual conference in the autumn, and other occasional courses and events. In
particular, a twice-yearly newsletter is published which includes news from local societies, a bibliography of new
publications, a register of research, useful addresses, and notes and queries. The section has close ties with the
Hampshire Record Office, and with the local history section of the County Library.

The society as a whole holds an Annual General Meeting on a Saturday in April or May, usually in Winchester
or Southampton.

PUBLICATIONS

The 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 to alteration in future years.

Each section issues its own newsletter and correspondence.

Ihe Society also publishes special reports on various subjects from time to time, which are available for
purchase by members of the Society at preferential rates; this volume is an example.

MEMBERSHIP

llk"“_ht' rh'l-!'IF" of the Society is open to all who are interested in promoting the Society's activities.
Details of the various classes of membership and their subscription rates may be obtained from the
Membership Secretaries:
K. Parker and M. J, Wingate,
_‘-‘f-|n|_-hu~\[|_-: City Museum,
I'he Square,
Winchester,
SO239ES
(Tel. Winchester 68166 ext. 280)







