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PREFACE
The Council for British Archaeology organised a three-day conference on “Field Survey and Archaeology”
in September 1971 at Southampton University. The purpose of the conference was to re-emphasize the importance, in both the long and short term, of non-excavational archaeological fieldwork. The papers given have
been collected here, re-arranged, and in some cases heavily edited. They reflect some past and present
attitudes to the organisation of fieldwork, and provide some examples of results, local applications and interpretations. In making the papers, and in particular their illustrations, more widely available, however, we are
not claiming that the resultant volume is in any way comprehensive, though we hope it is representative of current
views and practice.
Both the first and last papers intentionally lay stress on the urgency demanded by a situation in which
the raw material of field archaeology is literally disappearing for ever. There is a crisis of destruction in both
towns (documented in The Erosion of History, C.B.A., 1972) and countryside, and it was clear during and
after the Conference that fieldwork in advance of destruction is one, if not the only, way of rescuing cultural
evidence. The need for active field survey teams and for the type of work which such teams, full- and part-time,
can do is illustrated by a number of the contributions, not least the Appendix tersely summarising the vital
role played by the State in archaeological fieldwork. The conference emphasized, and most of the papers
demonstrate, the totality of fieldwork. It consists of more than the study of one period, the collection of data,
the compilation of card indices and the construction of distribution maps: ultimately its purpose is the reconstruction and interpretation of evolving landscapes, settlement patterns, and populations.
The willingness and perseverance of the Editor, and the co-operation of the contributors in completing
their texts quickly, have made possible the appearance of the book within a year. The help given by the printer
is also acknowledged. The success of the Conference itself owed much to the University of Southampton,
the Ordnance Survey, and the secretary of the C.B.A., Miss Beatrice de Cardi.
P. J. Fowler,
8, St. Andrew’s Place, London NW1 4LB

Hon. Secretary, Council for British
Archaeology.
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INTRODUCTION:
WHY FIELD SURVEY?
A. C. Thomas
If I had to define the expression ‘field survey’, it would be as the publishable outcome of systematic fieldwork.
Publishable rather than published; field surveys necessarily present themselves in a catalogue format, which
is about as readable as the famous Directory of Huntingdonshire Cabmen, and just about as attractive to
the average editor. Systematic because, as with all such taxonomic material, it must be capable of being used,
and used again, and used in conjunction with comparable work from different regions compiled at different
times ; a field survey is seldom an end in itself, but the essential basis for further analytical study. By publishable,
too, one does not necessarily imply the typed or machine-set page ; the accessible card-index, even the punched
card or the computer tape may constitute publication in this sense, and there are progressive archaeologists
who would advocate precisely such schemes of publication or retrievable data-storage.
Although we are all aware that the archaeologist, like the straw-chewing yokel he so frequently
resembles, sometimes just sits and thinks, and may produce his best in this harmless fashion, there are various
modes of research which, over the years and because of the pressure of the material to be studied, have become
more sharply and traditionally defined. I need hardly dwell on the unique nature of any form of excavation as
an unrepeatable field-experiment, as unrepeatable as the dissection of some rare mammal or living fossil.
Our work on archaeological objects, whether it be classificatory or typological work on objects in public or
private collections, or (with the help of fellow-scientists) investigations into the physical properties of isolated
objects in laboratories, is of course sometimes-though by no means always-repeatable, and open to verification
by a fellow-worker; but it must involve a high degree of subjective judgement (as in the construction de novo
of an alleged typological series) and it will usually involve objects bereft of context, either archaeological
or ecological. Fieldwork, viewed as a mode of research, is or should be the classificatory (even typological)
study of field-monuments, which possess the distinct advantage of remaining in their ecological settings
as long as Man refrains from destroying them. Fieldwork is, subject only to this last limitation, entirely open
to repetition or to verification, to expansion or to modification by a better eye or mind or by visits under
different natural conditions, and to attack by solitary workers or organised groups according to taste. It has
such ancillary advantages as those of providing exercise and relaxation, which one might dismiss as scarcely
worthy of comment, and of producing fresh archaeological information at a faster rate than the normal
excavation, at a mere fraction of the cost of the average dig-something well worth bearing in mind, now
that the inflationary decay has attacked our discipline in earnest. Lastly, it is worth remembering that fieldwork
is a British pastime of enormous age and respectability, that the British as a nation-and I stress, as a nationunquestionably lead the civilised world in this aspect of field-archaeology, and that as long as we have the
supreme advantage of the Ordnance Survey, with its unbending standards of accuracy and excellence, we are
quite capable of maintaining this lead.
I begin my paper with a series of fairly trite observations in order to lead up to an admission, the purport
of which many readers will already have guessed. The conference on field survey and my own perfunctory
introduction, together constitute a propaganda exercise. The aim is to promote fieldwork and field survey,
and to promote them, if it be thought the right thing to do, at the expense of other modes of archaeological
activity. When Peter Fowler and I were invited to assume office in the Council for British Archaeology we
approached our task with a range of existing ideas, some so strongly held as to amount to convictions.
Together with others who felt as we did, and under the inspiration of Philip Barker, we have already begun
the manoeuvres which early in 1971 led to the formation of RESCUE: we had both, for some years, been
engaged as much in field survey as in straight excavation, and in the propagation of the concept of long-term
area investigation ; and I think it only right to add that we had both, in our formative years, benefitted from close
contact with one of the very few great independent thinkers in archaeology today, Christopher Hawkes.
During 1971, we sought to stress the need for, and the value of, field survey, by public lectures, through
the machinery of the C.B.A., on the mass media, and in print. We are both fortunately in touch with part-time
archaeology, in the guise of local societies and, in Fowler's case, of the extra-mural world, and we were
gratified to find a general response which in itself would have entirely justified a Field Survey Conference.
Since the backbone of British national pre-eminence in fieldwork is really the existence of the Ordnance
Survey’s numerous maps, where else could such a meeting be held but at Southampton? Our friends and
colleagues in the Survey’s Archaeology Division will accept the fact that this was also intended as a
demonstration of gratitude.
Today, we move so swiftly in our tight little archaeological world that it is often hard to appreciate
precisely what is happening, even for those supposedly in the driving-seat. In a recent paper (Thomas, 1971),
I tried to describe who is doing what, and why, mainly for the benefit of archaeologists in Europe and
America. When one is faced with statements to the effect that no one under 30 can possibly understand
what is taking place in archaeology today, one is urged to retort that few people under 60 would be able to
appreciate precisely why contemporary archaeologists have reacted in the way that they have. It was in his
presidential address to the Prehistoric Society-‘British Prehistory half-way through the Century’-that
Professor Christopher Hawkes (1950) rocked the boat for the first time, pinpointing the terminological mess
of most descriptive work, and the ‘sprawling and gaping disorderliness of our printed literature’. His paper,
which in retrospect reads like a few kindly suggestions, opened the gates to an ever-mounting tide of
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methodological writings. These now engulf us in a co ?? ?? ?? similar concepts as of those
of spatial analysis, computers, analytical archaeology, philosophy of history, and phylogenetic significances
are all clamouring for recognition. This is what is happening to archaeology, the subject, the discipline.
What more concerns us now and what by its very nature must more concern, the C.B.A., is what is happening to
archaeologists, those concerned wholly or partly with the subject. I write, not as some tiresome humanist
who thinks people more important than ideas, but as a plain realist, and as one of a growing band of realists
faced with a dilemma that is not of our choosing. The future of archaeological research is now in acute and
increasing jeopardy, particularly in the British Isles. Only the most massively irresponsible person could today
fail to appreciate this threat.
The time has come for the focus of our internal investigations into archaeology-what used to be called
‘healthy self-criticism’ in the Stalinist era-to shift from the nature and purpose of archaeology to the role of
archaeology, and archaeologists themselves, in contemporary society. In so shifting, it is my personal contention
(which I do not for a moment suggest that anyone should share unexamined) that we assume an ethical
responsibility, on the grounds that those who are by inclination or opportunity or training involved in the
study of the visible past thereby inherit a duty to record, and selectively to conserve, such remains for mankind
present and future. It is at this point, which I shall not now explore laterally, that fieldwork and field survey
re-enter the discussion. They do so because they can be seen to take on a fresh, dual, importance in the
nineteen-seventies: as the most effective and least harmful way of increasing archaeological knowledge
along acceptedly new archaeological lines ; and as the only feasible answer to mass destruction, both as
a preliminary to systematic rescue work and as a weapon in the conservationists’ armoury.
We can explore these two facets separately. What is so special about fieldwork as a way of increasing
archaeological knowledge? I think the answer to this question depends on the grass-roots change of our
very approach to the past.
The progress of archaeology has always depended upon a steady supply of fresh information, unlike
(say) textual criticism of the poems of Horace. There was a phase when individual objects and individual
constructions, in or out of context, satisfied the demand, because the typological or morphological or
phylogenetic approach, which is as far as one can go in this direction, was thought to constitute the purpose
and end of our discipline-the rude bricks from which cultural models could be built. The impact, over the last
three decades or so, of scientific techniques and even more the impact of scientific ideas, has gradually made
this approach obsolete. The new credo is that we are digging up neither people, nor things, but ecologies.
The primary material that everyone seems now to want-everyone on the actual frontiers of advancing
knowledge-is not the isolated find or group or monument, but the site; and I use this word in the extended
sense of a site-complex, a material space-time index of human activity with the potential evidence of
successive ecological happenings within and around it. A review of the last ten years’ issues of the more
progressive journals will bear out this contention, as will a moment’s remembrance of the progress we have
made in such specialised topics as the prehistory of agriculture or the archaeological aspect of animal and
vegetable parasites. This shift of approach has brought what used to be something of a subsidiary activity,
fieldwork, into the centre of the picture, because at root fieldwork is the systematic search for new sites, new
series of sites, and new distributions of sites.
In the last few years, we have seen that the emphasis within field survey itself has undergone re-appraisal.
Earlier in this century, fieldwork tended to be presented in the guise of highly skilled and well-nigh exhaustive
examination of large tracts of land, with the aim of cataloguing restricted categories of monument-Grinsell’s
numerous barrow surveys, the various hill-fort surveys, the corpora of megalithic monuments in Ireland
and Scotland. In most cases it was undertaken by individuals, at their own pace, with a fund of accumulated
and largely non-transferable experience, as much at home in the research library as in the field itself. The current
trend is, if I may employ such awful neologisms, from uni-site surveys to omni-site surveys-surveys of all
detectable sites and monuments of all periods, from the quaternary to the Victorian, and consequently presented
in terms of rather more restricted areas of landscape. Along with this goes the tendency for people to work
in pairs or teams or units or even entire societies, because a survey of this kind can only be economically
executed by single persons over comparatively tiny stretches of the map. We can recall here the survey of
lslay carried out by the lslay Archaeological Research Group: the Mid-Argyll Survey of Miss Campbell of
Kilberry and her helpers: the Cornwall Archaeological Society’s Parochial Check- List Survey : the
Oxfordshire County Museum survey (below p. 16) : the work in Hampshire carried out by the University
of Southampton (below p. 22) : and of course the startling results from the M5/M4 motorway projects
(below p. 28) : Now we have others joining this band-Bristol, Herefordshire, the Isle of Man. Subsequent
papers will present detailed statements from a very fair selection, from both the individual workers and the
group projects, and the first results are of very considerable importance.
By far the most cogent lesson to emerge, even from these early days of the intensive all-site surveys,
is one that Fowler and I have been stressing in print at every possible opportunity, and I shall spell it out again
now, because it affects our discipline in a fundamental way. Every published distribution map in British
archaeology (of more than purely localised significance) is of course an interim statement, certainly
inadequate, probably misleading. I am sure that the Ordnance Survey’s Archaeology Division, responsible for
the finest kind of period map in archaeology, though not responsible for the delays between completion
and publication, would accept this axiom. What we now have to face is the startling, but I fear inexorable,
conclusion that the risk inherent in using these distributions has become unacceptable. The gulf between
the results of field survey, as and when published, and the distributions normally in use, is so great that it must
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vitiate those inferences which we draw as a matter of course—inferences about culture-contact, about whatever
we may mean by ‘trade’, about land utilisation, prehistoric demography, and ecological changes.
It is a curious, though explicable, factor that most of the all-site area surveys I have mentioned began in
those parts of the British Isles least threatened by development or destruction. These are of course the regions
of free-stone and igneous rock, of marginal lands and elevated countryside, and consequently they present
a superficial impression of having more detectable sites and field-monuments to the square mile than do
equivalent tracts in south-east England. Dr St Joseph’s years of aerial survey should have warned us of the
fallacy of this notion, but I think it was the extension of this kind of survey to southern Britain-in
Gloucestershire, in the Thames Valley, in Hampshire and Kent, let alone the Royal Commission’s work in
Dorset and Wiltshire-that really drove home the lesson. Apart from areas of such specialised features as
former forests or marshes, which may only govern settlement-patterns as long as they remain physically
unchanged, there is every reason to suppose that the greater part of the British Isles shares in a high average
*density of former habitation or former agriculture, and that the density is very much higher than anyone would
have dared to suppose ten years ago.
This, of course, is what the organisation called RESCUE is about. Like the C.B.A., it is anxious to promote
the twin concept of intensive area-survey and selective rescue-excavation, because of the appalling
realisation that over much of lowland Britain-the part in which sites and monuments are least readily
detectable, and where field survey has consequently had least immediate appeal-we are losing irreplaceable
archaeological information at a rate of (dare I say it 7) at least a 100 sites a week. Nor can this any longer be
a matter of shrugging our shoulders and regarding this loss as a matter of course, an imperative write-off;
for in certain categories of prehistoric sites, in those areas popularly thought to be most abundant in those
categories, we are literally down to the last few unspoiled instances.
Other papers in this book are designed to discuss the various ways in which both the public and private
sectors of archaeology seek to counter this frightful situation. I merely emphasise here that, in a situation
which has now become as much a social as an archaeological one, field survey in advance of destruction
has become, not just a leisurely and fascinating hobby which makes a nice change from excavating, but the
only practical way in which we can, nationally, hope to cut our losses. I would go further and say that, loss
and destruction apart, archaeologists in Britain have now committed themselves to all-site area survey as a
long-term national aim, because such surveys have taken place already, and in so doing have upset all the
distributions. Apropos the M5 motorway scheme, Peter Fowler has made the point that all future national
distributions of (to take a single example) Romano-British settlements will have a localised and imbalanced
linear high along the giant random section of the motorway route. Existing maps of Cornwall alone, in respect
of such basic monuments as barrows and univallate Romano-British homestead enclosures, show a quite
fatuously uneven emphasis which faithfully reflects the 50-odd parishes surveyed in contrast to the 150-odd
parishes not yet done. Distributions of almost any class of monument in the Scottish Inner Isles now swing
from dense to blank, island by island, according to whether or not field survey has been undertaken.
I return now to the second reason for promoting field survey, and although this did not feature as a
distinctive topic in the original Conference programme, it is a legitimate inclusion, since it has at all times
been in the forefront of the minds of those engaged in this work, whether as individuals, as groups, or as part
of the C.B.A. or RESCUE. I refer to the conservationist aspect of fieldwork and field survey, and to the related
phenomenon of archaeology, not just as an academic discipline concerned with man’s past, but as a social
problem. We have not perhaps given enough thought to our predicament. When we associated ourselves
with the natural sciences, the ecological enquiries, and belatedly with the projection of our work as a serious
national activity demanding State recognition and State support, we set foot on a path that was to lead,
did we but know it, to a posture of social responsibility. I do not believe that we can ever retreat to the ivory
towers. We have now climbed on to, or have been dragged upon-l am not sure which-the conservationist
bandwagon.
What precisely are those social problems? They might be listed as a series of confrontations with
contemporary society. By its very nature, archaeology leads to conflicting views over quite intangible values
-how much value do we place on the visible remains of the past as social or tourist amenities, unchanged
or modified according to taste, and is this linked to our age-old preference for rural as opposed to urban
life? There are direct conflicts with the economic bases of our society-for example, the unfettered use of
farm-land, the need to plough destructively to raise more food, the fact that man cannot eat scenery. There
is always the profit motive: an individual’s right to develop land for profit, regardless of what that land may
contain. There can be conflicts with a national interest, such as the siting and nature of defence installations,
or of motorways, or airports, or badly needed relief-roads. There can be minor conflicts of an Internal nature
with colleagues in related disciplines, for example the weight to be attached to contemporary aesthetic
standards in town-scaping or architecture in the restoration of ancient buildings. There are even conflicts
with fellow-travellers on the bandwagon-the question of unrestricted access to recreation areas containing
ancient monuments, the Countryside Commission’s low priority accorded to archaeology both as a hobby
and as an amenity, the former lack of real liaison with the National Trust and the Nature Conservancy. There
are temporary, but very dangerous, conflicts with such profit-inspired hobbies as treasure-hunting with
cheap detectors, or the well-nigh uncontrollable looting of submarine wrecks of the past. There are wider
issues, which have to be seen in the context of Europe and the civilised world: the ineffectiveness of our
antiquities legislation, the relatively tiny annual State vote for the national heritage: the almost unexplored
concept that our own national heritage is really an international one; the growing pressure on all European
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governments to adopt the view that developers, public, ?? ?? pay to record what they destroy;
the possibility, discussed in other countries, that archaeology may help to fulfil certain basic human needs,
such as the provision of roots in time and space for communities uprooted to raw new settings; and-this
is something we have actually seen, through UNESCO-schemes of international archaeological
co-operation to meet threats of destruction of more than national weight.
I list these unfamiliar aspects, many of which do of course figure very commonly in C.B.A. thoughts and
discussions, because-in Britain-they bring us back to field survey. If we wish to deflect destructive
development, or to halt it long enough to permit adequate recording, or to negate it entirely in certain key
instances, there is no point whatsoever in babbling on vaguely about the historic past. Generalities butter
no parsnips, just as the words 'It has been proved beyond all possible doubt’ so often mean no more than
'I think’. Time and time again, experience has shown that the State, local authorities, and industrial concerns
will be and can be influenced by a parade of factual information, particularly in the magical guise of the printed
word, and I suppose a fortiori in the much more magical form of computer-stored data. In 1971, the C.B.A.
arranged a one-day conference on this theme with Mr Charles Sparrow, Q.C., its legal adviser, and Mr David
Peace (Sparrow and Peace, 1972). Those who follow conservation enquiries, and the rural ones almost
all have an archaeological factor in them, will realise that the success achieved by such doughty fighters as
Mrs Angus Maude and Lady Sylvia Sayer, is not just a matter of forceful personalities. What counts is fact,
knowing more about the content of a particular area than your opponent at an enquiry, knowing its significance
in a wide social or ecological or historical context. Where archaeology is concerned, the fact in question
must be the accessible result of field survey. One cannot hope to influence planning decisions, or even
to buy time for recording or rescue work, on the basis of a hunch, or of antiquarian sentiment. To take a simple,
and in this case barely threatened, example: the Land's End peninsula of Cornwall, West Penwith, is partly
designated as an area of outstanding natural beauty, has a coastline of which stretches belong to the National
Trust, and has been recommended for a so-called Heritage Coast by the Countryside Commission. The
interior is, archaeologically, of more importance than the generally-protected coastline, and there is still a
chance to set aside the whole peninsula beyond Penzance-incredibly rich in antiquities, comparatively
little excavated-as a national reserve with protection far beyond the meagre safeguard accorded to our
so-called National Parks. In theory, this is within existing statutory powers, and it may well be that over
the next few years we shall see a campaign to achieve this end. But in my view any such campaign would,
until July of this year, have stood little chance of promotion along archaeological lines, because it was not
until July that the West Penwith Survey was published (Russell, 1971). This survey is the consolidated and
expanded version of Miss Vivien Russell's years of work on the 14 parishes which make up the peninsula.
It lists, almost all with eight-figure grid references, totals of sites and monuments which are far in excess
of anything obtainable from, say, the 1-inch, 2½-inch, and even 6-inch, sheets, the limit of enquiry for any
planning office. I give some random totals for this peninsula which is, roughly, some 12 miles long and
6 miles wide: 342 barrows, 88 menhirs or standing-stones, 19 stone circles, 163 huts and hut-groups, 127
sites of supposedly ancient fields and terraces, 35 fogous or souterrains, 154 rounds or small earthwork
enclosures, and 213 stone crosses or sites or bases thereof. This is admittedly a special case, but when, in
a few years’ time, the similar survey for a much less well-known region-that of the Lizard peninsula and
Helford inlet, by Mrs Edith Dowson-is published, closely comparable localised densities will be seen to apply.
Only material of this calibre can be used to give maximum support in pressing for conservation of the
visible past, but I choose Miss Russell's survey deliberately as a survey undertaken by a single worker.
Under conditions of great pressure and shortage of time, the results of another survey-much of it while
destruction was already in hand-on the line of the M5/M4 motorway are no less impressive. It can be done.
We have not even stopped to consider the sheer archaeological implications of this sort of result. If marginal
areas of acid granite soil, open to salt-laden winds and sea-mists, were exploited on this kind of scale, need
we express surprise at the miles of virtually continuous sites discovered in the midland and southern valley
gravels ?
I wish I could end by saying that good times are coming, that archaeology in Britain can forge ahead as
never before, that this is the time to come into archaeology, and so on. In a way this is probably true, for anyone
with no external duties, 12 hours a day for research, a large private library, and an utter lack of social conscience.
My own belief is that archaeologists in Britain -and we can all surely now abandon any distinction between
whole-time and part-time archaeology in this respect-are deeply and intimately concerned with the present
crisis in field archaeology; one might say almost that if RESCUE had not been founded at this time, it would
have been necessary by now to invent it. You may not share my views about the dual nature of fieldwork
and field survey-the realistic expansion of knowledge on the one hand, the best answer to our current
archaeological responsibilities on the other-but I am sure you will agree that field survey can no longer be
regarded just as a hobby or a side-line.
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SECTION I: ORGANISATION & METHODS
1 : THE INDIVIDUAL FIELDWORKER
L. V. Grinsell
This account is confined to non-excavational fieldwork, with the exclusion of flinting, since this is covered
for the palaeolithic and mesolithic periods (below p. 26) and the principles governing the search for flint
implements of later periods are similar to those for the mesolithic. I have limited myself almost entirely to
experience in England, and have also limited my remarks on Maps and Documents as these are dealt with
(below p. 50) ._ On the other hand I cannot entirely disregard these as they are such a vital part of any fieldwork,
whether solitary or otherwise.
W illiam Worcestre (1415-84) was really an urban archaeologist; and the same applies largely to John
Leland (1503/6-52), although he did notice a few rural archaeological sites such as Cadbury/Camelot.
John Aubrey (1626-97) was the first individual fieldworker of any note, and belonged to the time when
it was possible to discover Avebury and Silbury Hill on one occasion while playing truant from a hunting
party, and Stanton Drew on another. Both Aubrey and Stukeley did most of their fieldwork in Wessex. The
powers of observation and quality of draughtsmanship of William Stukeley (1687,-1765) were far superior
to those of John Aubrey; and in his early manhood Stukeley was comparatively free from the wild conjectures
which marred much of his later work. One of the strong points of Stukeley's fieldwork was the extent to which
he interviewed as many local people as possible in search of information concerning every aspect of the
knowledge of the past, even including details of the dates of removal or destruction or burial of many of
the stones of Avebury and the Kennet Avenue, and by whom they were removed or destroyed.
The Great Wiltshire trio comprising Sir Richard Colt Hoare (1758-1838), his co-adjutor William Cunnington
(1754-1810), and their surveyor Philip Crocker (1779-1840) is generally known for their excavation of
several hundred Wiltshire barrows, but in fact they also did a great deal of valuable recording of archaeological
sites of many kinds, and Philip Crocker also assisted the Ordnance Survey in the production of the first edition
of the 1-inch maps of Wiltshire, based on surveys on the scale of two inches to the mile. Aubrey, Stukeley,
Hoare, Cunnington, Crocker and their contemporaries went about the country on horseback: a mode of
travel that enables archaeological features to be seen on the other sides of hedges, a circumstance to which
the high quality of much of their work is largely due.
Among the more notable fieldworkers of the later nineteenth century may be mentioned J. Collingwood
Bruce (1805-92) for his fieldwork and great Guide to the Roman Wall, now in its 12th edition (1966) ; Sir
Henry Dryden (1818-99), whose plans and drawings of many prehistoric monuments are in the Northampton
Public Library which has published an all-too-little known Catalogue of their Dryden drawings (Dryden,
1912) ; and C. W. Dymond (1833-1915), sometime chief engineer of the Great Western Railway, who did
careful work at various prehistoric sites in the Lake District (where his wife came from) and also at Stanton
Drew and Worlebury in Somerset. Plans of earthworks in most of the English counties were drawn by Rev.
E. A. Downman (died 1931). A complete set is in the Department of Manuscripts in the British Museum,
and a duplicate set of those of each county is normally housed in the appropriate county library. His plans,
mostly copied from the 25-inch O.S. sheets, are beautifully drawn but seldom contain any significant fresh
information.
Of the distinguished Guernsey family of Lukis, the most notable archaeologist was William Collings Lukis
(1817-92), who studied and planned many chambered barrows, especially in Brittany, the Channel Islands,
and Cornwall. One sentence from his writings is worth quoting here (Lukis, 1875, ii-iii):
It was always a source of deep regret to me to observe the hasty step with which archaeological tourists passed over the country,
as though their great object was to see as many monuments as possible in one day, and not to study and learn. TO this reprehensible
precipitancy may be attributed the sadly defective knowledge which is conspicuous in many professing antiquanes.”
Space decrees that we should be drastically selective in dealing with the fieldworkers of the last century.
Heywood Sumner (1853-1940) is outstanding largely for the quality of his draughtsmanship, as shown
for example in his Ancient Earthworks of Cranborne Chase (1913), Ancient Earthworks of the New Forest
(1917), Excavations in New Forest Roman Pottery Sites (1927), and Local Papers (1931). Dr J. P. WilliamsFreeman (1858-1943), author of Field Archaeology as lllustrated by Hampshire (1915), set a high standard
of observation and record, and was, according to O. G. S. Crawford, inventor of the phrase field archaeology
(Crawford, 1953, 36). Papers of J. P. Williams-Freeman are in the Library of Salisbury Museum. R. Hansford
Worth (1868-1950), a Plymouth civil engineer, is outstanding for having been author of about 200 papers
on various aspects of Dartmoor, mainly archaeological. He is particularly notable for his identification and
planning of numerous stone rows, hut-circles and pounds, and of more than a hundred stone cists on Dartmoor,
of most of which he also produced drawings the quality of which is unlikely ever to be surpassed. Here and
there, however, his work suffers from lack of knowledge of general archaeology and of comparative material
in adjoining regions, and from a certain unwillingness to keep abreast of the archaeological thought of his
own contemporaries. For example he would never abandon the archaic word kistvaen in favour of stone
cist, and would never admit the site on Corringdon Ball to be a chambered long barrow. G. B. Grundy
(1861-1948), by his pioneer work on the Anglo-Saxon land charters of Berkshire, Dorset, Gloucestershire,
Hampshire, Oxfordshire, Somerset, Wiltshire and Worcestershire, showed us the importance of locating
and studying the various archaeological sites (mostly barrows) mentioned in the land charters dating from before
the Norman Conquest.
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One always thinks of O. G. S. Crawford (1886-l957) as the leader of the field-archaeology movement
between the two World Wars. During almost the whole of that period he was the first Archaeology Officer
appointed to the Ordnance Survey, and as such was responsible for the accurate interpretation of antiquities
shown on Ordnance Survey maps and plans of ail scales from 50 inches-to-the-mile downwards. The bicycle
was his normal method of propulsion. Beyond this work, his chief contributions were of course In the
archaeological application of aerial photography following from his experiences in the Royal Flying corps
during the first World War, and the production of archaeological distribution maps, especially the period
maps issued by the Ordnance Survey. All this can be conveniently summarised today in the word 'Crawfordism’
Another aspect of Crawford’s work was his flair for tracing the course of prehistoric trackways and of Roman
roads. In the latter work he has of course been superseded by Ivan D. Margary, whose book on Roman Roads
in Britain (1955/7 and later editions) is the most complete survey yet published. Of others, I have a special
regard for the work of E. T. Cowling, a baker who devoted his leisure to recording prehistoric incised stones
in the West Riding of Yorkshire (Cowling, 1946).
The main attraction of fieldwork is that it normally involves visits to different areas each time. One gets
to know a region as a whole in preference to sitting on a particular piece of ground for a season’s excavation.
Whenever I have been on an excavation it has not been long before my wayward instincts have led me to
explore the archaeological possibilities of the surrounding country. That for example was the origin of my
list of barrows in the vicinity of Thornborough Rings (Yorkshire), which was published as a supplement
to the main report by Nicholas Thomas (Grinsell, 1955, 442-3).
The reviewer of John Alexander’s The Directing of Archaeological Excavations (1970), in the Times
Literary Supplement for 1 January 1971, wrote as follows: ‘A lonely archaeologist is likely to be a bad
archaeologist, and no one should think he can train himself with a book.’ The reviewer went on to stress the
importance of learning from the network of archaeological gossip that forms part and parcel of every
excavation, and goes on also in the larger Museums and in those archaeological societies which provide
means for social activities. There can of course be no doubt as to the value of one or two well-chosen
companions on one’s archaeological peregrinations, and even the ‘solitary fieldworker’ can take advantage
of such companionship. Two pairs of eyes can usually see more than one, and the pooled judgements of
two or three people are usually sounder than those of one.
Each site should be visited at least twice and at different seasons of the year. Work should to some extent
be planned to fit the seasons. Sites in oak or mixed woodland should be avoided in summer; but sites in
beechwoods can usually be seen all the year round. Winter and early spring are excellent for almost all types
of fieldwork, especially field systems and deserted villages and other settlement sites when on arable and
therefore showing as either soil-marks or crop-sites. Use can sometimes be made of snow conditions,
especially under melting snow, when unrecorded portions of Roman road can sometimes be detected by
snowdrifts revealing the slight cambered surface or by the snow melting at a different rate on that surface.
The buried walls of Roman villas and other buildings have occasionally been located also by the differential
melting of the snow. On the other hand fieldwork in deep snow is to be avoided as there is so much risk of
illusory features caused by snowdrifts. Spring is a good time for fieldwork on Exmoor or any other heathy
region subject to swaling (or burning of the heath, usually done every seven years and before the end of
March). Search of the ground within two or three months of swaling may well reveal the sites previously
unknown ; the only three stone circles on Exmoor were all found by people searching the ground after swaling.
Although midsummer is when most people get around the country, it is in some ways the least suitable time
of the year for archaeological fieldwork by reason of the long grass and luxuriant vegetation which obscure
the finer details of many types of site. Midsummer can however be useful for fieldwork in times of drought,
when crop-marks are at their best; and in prolonged drought even grass can be a good agent for archaeological
purposes.
A Roman road or prehistoric trackway can be followed quite adequately on a 2.5-inch map or even on a
1-inch map and notes on particular bits can be referenced by the national grid system in the usual way.’
Many other types of site require fieldwork on the scale of six inches to the mile. The author has done his
countyj and regional barrow surveys almost entirely on this scale, which is usually essential for the accurate
plotting of newly discoverd sites. For a small percentage of sites of intricate complexity, including for example
large groups of small barrows, it is essential to work on the scale of 25 inches to the mile or even larger, An
added advantage of working on the 6-inch scale is that it is the scale on which the standard aerial photographic
survey was done between about 1945 and 1947. Any regional survey should include, at a fairly early stage,
a study of these aerial photographs, if possible in stereoscopic overlap, related to the 6-inch O.S. sheers,
likely sites can be circled in Chinagraph pencil and should invariably be ground-checked.
Whatever the type of site being recorded, it is essential to design and have duplicated or printed a Record
Form with suitable headings and sub-headings, drawn up in consultation with an appropriate expert. Such
a Record Form should include headings for type of site and county (or new Local Government area)
sub-headings for parish, number (which may or may not be related to the parish), locality within parish.
and national grid reference. Then should follow measurements (now preferably in metric, and including
vertical as well as horizontal) ; subsoil ; references to publications and plans or photographs ; date visited and
by whom; and land usage at time of visits. It should also be noted whether the site is scheduled under the
Ancient Monuments Acts.
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I have always found contact with the local people to be of considerable value. There are two types :
Archaeologists and Local Historians. Of these there will probably be at least two rival factions unless you
are working in an exceptional part of the country. The younger you are the easier you will probably find it
to make friends with all those who are doing or have done archaeological work in the region. Members of
'factions’ will probably go out of their way to help you in order to get you on their ‘side’. It will sometimes be
advisable to beware of the crankeries of these people; in each region there is likely to be at least one ‘occult’
archaeologist or archaeological dowser or straight-trackist or latter-day Druid. One can deal with them (since
occasionally they have a bit of useful information) while keeping their crankeries at arm’s length. These people
are usually interesting if almost invariably long-winded (Crawford, 1953, 269-71).
Normal People. Frequenting the public bar of the local Pub often provides an opportunity to get into conversation with farmers and others who often have local information otherwise difficult to come by: they may
have a local name for a barrow; or know about a person who dug into it sometime during the last 40 years.
Their account may be and often will be garbled but IS more often than not with a factual basis. They are also
likely to know of any people who have recently visited your site with some modern commercially produced
gadget. I remember being told by the barman at the Hare & Hounds Inn near the barrow called Michael Moorey's
Hump, at Arreton in the Isle of Wight, that Michael Moorey was hanged from a gibbet there, and the oak beam
across the ceiling of the bar was originally the gibbet from which he was hanged, and stood on the barrow.
The locals in the pub may know an item of folk tradition concerning the local archaeological sites. An outstanding
example of a combination of the practice of scientific archaeological discipline with the collection of folklore
in pubs is a paper by our President, (Thomas, 1954).
You may develop a technique on the Chalk which may make you an expert on the field archaeology
of many types of site on that formation. Do not imagine that if you know about sites on the Chalk, you can go
on to Dartmoor or up to the Lake District or the Peak District and already know the answers. An expert on
the Chalk, where almost every earthwork has a ditch from which its material was quarried, becomes a novice
on a different soil, and must be prepared to start again almost from scratch It will take him at least a week
or two before he gets on to the ‘wave-length’ of the field archaeology of a different environment, whether
the carboniferous limestone of Mendip, the Jurassic of the Cotswolds. the magnesian limestone of the Peak
District, the Old Red sandstones of Exmoor and Devon, or the granite of Dartmoor and Bodmin Moor. It
is a good plan for the fieldworker in an area new to him to take as his companion, at least for two or three
trips and more if possible, a geologist familiar with the region. It has been said that one who is skilled at
excavating a Roman Villa may be quite hopeless at opening a Bronze Age round barrow, It IS equally true
that an expert on prehistoric sites on the granite of Dartmoor, such as R. Hansford Worth, would initially
have been quite inadequate on an entirely different formation such as the Jurassic of the Cotswolds or the
Chalk of Wessex or Sussex. I think that most of us find that the soil on which we acquired our first real
experience will tend to be regarded by us as a sort of criterion or base-line for the rest of our lives. Certainly
I, who did my first few years’ fieldwork on the Chalk of Sussex and Wessex, have never really felt so completely
at home anywhere else.
Beware of over-specialisation. If for example you are making a study of Bronze Age round barrows,
you should know about other things which can be confused with them: round barrows of other periods
(almost impossible to distinguish short of excavation) ; Norman mottes (sometimes placed on top of round
barrows) ; medieval and later beacons ; windmill-mounds ; mounds erected by the Ordnance Survey to
receive triangulation points, and in lead-mining areas the trial shafts for lead-prospecting from the Roman
period onwards. Even a working knowldege of the industrial archaeology of your region may save you from
attributing to a prehistoric period a site which originated in the eighteenth or nineteenth century. A
recent book on Quantock industrial archaeology (Hamilton & Lawrence, 1970), dealing with copper-mining
between 1784 and 1820, casts fresh light on the reasons for the distribution of Ornament Horizon hoards
of the Late Middle Bronze Age in West Somerset (Smith, 1959), by indicating a local source of raw material
that may then have been exploited
Whether field study or the study of the documentary sources is done first IS probably immaterial The
study of the literature relating to a group of sites will stick much more if you have already been over the ground,
and it will enable you to get an idea what to look for on your next visit My own recommendation IS to start
fieldwork before doing your first bit of documentary study. Then alternate each with the other until you have
exhausted them. My book on Egyptian Pyramids was written by alternating field visits (or rather, desert
visits) with reading extending over four years. During that period I averaged about three visits to pyramids
per month (the fourth weekend was devoted to Islamic architecture for a change and to prevent staleness).
The rest of my spare time each week was devoted as far as possible to reading and study It was not until the
fourth year that I found myself starting to learn anything fresh that had not already been published.
As documentary sources are the subject of a separate paper (p. 50), I shall do no more than give the
barest details of those which I have made a habit of consulting :
Anglo-Saxon land charters-preferably from the editions prepared by G. B. Grundy, H. P. R. Finberg, and
others.
Medieval land charters and perambulations-mainly of forests and mining areas.
Perambulations of the Boundaries of Parishes: most of those surviving that I have consulted are
eighteenth century. They often indicate unrecorded barrows and other sites, or give local names
otherwise unknown ; they have proved extremely useful on Mendip.
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Early Maps, from 1579 onwards until the publication of the first editions of the Ordnance Survey between
1800 and 1850.
Ordnance Survey Maps and plans of scales from 6-inch to the mile down to 1-inch to the mile, including
the 2-inch to the mile manuscript maps on which the first edition of the 1-inch Ordnance Survey was
based. For complex sites it is sometimes necessary to consult plans on 25-inch and 50-inch to the
mile scales.
Estate Maps and Tithe Maps, usually held at the County Records Offices. Examination of these is very
tedious but sometimes rewarding.
Aerial photographic mosaics on the scale of 6-inch to the mile; their detail has to be compared with that
on the 6-inch maps.
Proceedings or Transactions of the County Archaeological Society.
The Notes and Queries for the County; many counties have such a periodical, or used to have one.
Publications of the smaller archaeological societies and groups.
Publications of the national archaeological societies, including those which are no longer current, for
example The Antiquary,- The Reliquary and Illustrated Archaeologist; The Gentlemen’s Magazine
and the volumes of selections based on it, edited by G. L. Gomme; the Archaeological News Letter.
The County Surveys of the English Place- Name Society (particularly useful for local names and field names).
Old Local Newspapers (but their search is very time-consuming).
County Histories.
Local Histories.
Material in the County and City Records and Archives Offices.
Material in the Department of Manuscripts in the British Museum, for example the Skinner Manuscripts
have a great deal of archaeological information relating to several of the southern English counties.
Manuscripts in the Bodleian Library, including John Aubrey's 'Monumenta Britannica’ which is still
unpublished except for a few small portions.
Manuscripts and other documentary sources often lurk in the County and City libraries, the libraries
of County Archaeological Societies, and in museums.
Finally, do not forget your local musuem and also the British Museum and those in Oxford and Cambridge
which probably contain archaeological material found in your area. Most of our museums are in a state of
transition in the matter of information retrieval and some are in course of improving their systems. Be patient
and you will find that a search of their records will be rewarding.

A COUNTY SOCIETY: THE CORNWALL CHECKLISTS
Peter Sheppard

Solitary fieldworkers were making surveys in Cornwall before the County Society existed. A worthy prelude
to our present state was the survey of prehistoric remains in the Roseland Peninsula by Paul and Sigrid Bousfield
published in 1952 (1952, 141). Their survey utilised place-names, the Tithe Apportionment Survey and
aerial photographs, preparatory to work in the field, and hope was expressed that other workers would be
prompted to make district distribution maps of antiquities. In 1959, a check-list of the antiquities of the
Parish of St. Just-in-Penwith was published and its compiler, Vivien Russell, declared her intention of
cataloguing all the material in the Land’s End Peninsula. (1959, 95), During 1961-2 the West Cornwall
Field Club expanded and changed into the Cornwall Archaeological Society. With this expansion, the survey
was extended to cover the whole of the county. Other workers started similar lists, using the framework
and conventions laid down by Miss Russell.
The lists are grouped, firstly, under the nine Hundreds of Cornwall, Penwith Hundred being further divided
into ‘West’ and ‘East’ because of the enormous number of monuments in West Penwith. Within Hundreds,
lists are numbered in order of publication. The area of each unit is the former ecclesiastical parish. These
were chosen because the Tithe Apportionment Survey (c.1838-42) provides the last complete, accessible,
record of field-names allied to a large scale map.
Items included in the Cornwall check-lists are:
(1) Sites which are documented and still exist.
(2) References to sites no longer extant.
(3) Visible monuments otherwise unrecorded.
(4) Suspected monuments, suggested by place-names or inferred from old accounts and legends.
(5) Miscellaneous small finds.
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The selection of Post-Medieval and Industrial entries depends on the compiler (one has to define an
antiquity and stop somewhere).
Entries are tabulated as on the specimen page reproduced on p. 15. In the first column, a sub-heading
describes the type of monument, beginning with the earliest types. Examples of these sub-headings include :
Barrows, Fougous, Rounds, Fields, Lans, Chapels, Crosses, Mills. Each entry is listed by number, together
with the present name of the locality. The second column gives an eight figure National Grid Reference
whenever possible: for a large monument a point at the centre, for a linear one, two or three points along
its path. Sites which cannot be exactly fixed should have an approximate six figure reference, but where
the information is too vague and the site cannot now be fixed at all, the map reference is omitted. In the
third column the 'References’ are given in a standard abbreviated form ; fresh sources of reference are constantly
being abbreviated and added to the introduction of new published lists (Cornish Archaeol. 2, 1962, 107;
6. 1967, 82; 7, 1968, 88; 8, 1969, 115; 9, 1970, 135). Miscellaneous finds are placed at the end of each
list under the headings : Provenance, Object, Present locality, References.
Each compiler needs sheets of the O.S. 6-inch maps for the parish. Index or record cards are used by some
workers. These encourage neat work; the cards can be re-arranged so that sites are numbered conveniently
from North to South or East to West. Alternatively, two school exercise books may be used with the
advantage that they can be screwed up and carried in the pocket when doing field work. One book should
contain details from the references, the other will contain the check-list. Personal notes such as ‘Search the
Gazette, March 1856' can be added if a facing page is left for this purpose.
Charles Thomas, in his dual capacity as editor of Cornish Archaeology and Director of Check-list Surveys,
has prepared, for issue to new check-list workers, a set of notes giving guidance and instruction, including
some 200 references with their abbreviations. This list is not as formidable as at first appears. Probably about
70 references may be relevant to a parish and many of them will contain an index. It is advisable to select
a list of books, maps, antiquarian literature and field notes, early tours, county journals, directories, catalogues
of museum objects, sketchbooks, newspapers and magazines, national archaeological journals, local pamphlets
and illustrated guides, industrial literature, sale catalogues, place-name studies, local deeds, parochial histories
and any other sources of information which most probably have reference to the chosen area, noting for
personal convenience those in the local library and others which may be purchased for home use
This list of references can be checked through, starting with the Tithe Apportionment Book. All details
of interest and suspect names are extracted together with their tithe numbers After these have been related
to the place-name references, taking care always to select the oldest version for translation, their sites on
the Tithe Map, together with any noticeable features of antiquity, are marked on the O.S. 6-inch maps. With
these first items of reference the entries in the check-list book (or index cards) commence. The rest of the
documentary evidence can now be checked, related to the field map and entered in the list. Other maps,
especially estate maps, are most useful sources.
Next, arrangements must be made with the County Planning Officer or other available sources to examine
aerial photographs. From these all crop markings and suspect features are drawn on the field map.
Perambulations complete the exercise. Standing antiquities can be seen at any time but the autumn-winter
period, when vegetation is low, must be set aside for visits to the obscure and ploughed sites. Aids to the
search and viewing will of course depend on ground conditions but binoculars, sharp ended walking stick,
low sunshine, high view points and even a line of searchers may be useful. Friendly locals should be consulted
at every opportunity. Farm-workers are most likely to know if there is a bump in a certain field, and memory
of ancient remains may be preserved in a locality for generations. In reply to the questions asked by fieldworkers,
affirmative answers by local people, are very reliable but negative answers should still be checked.
Sites are often difficult to recognise in the field. Some training can be given by showing slides and
organising field trips. One can point to unnatural bumps and linear features, foundation platforms cut into
hillsides, extra thick hedges, hedges with a wide splay at their base indicating that they are built on top of
old, tumbled, banks. Sections of ditches or buildings may show in road cuttings, trenches and cliff faces.
Cornwall has many old mine-workings which provide puzzling features. Whim-rounds may be confused
with barrows (Russell, 1967, 110). Fossicking pits, from the surface search for ore, can resemble robbed barrows
or hut circles; the situation is complicated where these occur in a barrow field and even worse when the
miners have fossicked into a barrow. In difficult cases, the more experienced fieldworkers (or Directors)
can be asked for their opinions about the identity of antiquities. Things which cannot be classified should
be described with details of shape and size. (The printing of the completed check-list is a vital part of the
process. The compiler makes a double-spaced typescript and sends it to the editor who checks the alignment,
consistency, forms of abbreviation and punctuation. We have found that we can now leave the competent
setting of these complex lists to our printers, Messrs. H. E. Warne of St. Austell, for whom success is an
addition to their own prestige.)
In 1969 our editor prepared a short catalogue to all the lists so far printed (Thomas, 1969, 113). The
annual contributions to Cornish Archaeology in the following year added five more lists, bringing the total
for the previous 11 years to 43 published' parochial check-lists, resulting from the efforts of six workers. Miss
Vivien Russell, who pioneered these surveys, has concluded her lists for the Land's End Peninsula, now
consolidated, revised, and enlarged as the 'West Penwith Survey' (1971) published by the Cornwall
Archaeological Society as the first of a projected series of monographs.
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PLACE
8
9

Tregaminion
Hr. Trevowan
(1/2 in Madron)
10 Chun
11 Crofto
"Round Fields”
1 Lr. Chypraze
2 Tregaminion
3 Came
4 Trevowan
5 Chun
Fogous
1 Trevean
Fields and Terraces
1 Came
2 Lr. Chypraze
3 Trevean
4 Rosemergy
5 Hr. Trevowan
6 Came
7 Trevean
8 Tregaminion
9 Tregaminion
10 Tregaminion
11 Trevowan
Medieval and later
1 Tregaminion, Chapel
and Holy Well
2 Rosemergy, house
3 Trevowan, ? early
settlement ?
4 Trevean, ? early
settlement ?

PROVENANCE

GRID REF.

ANY
REMAINS
EXTANT

398 13605

Yes

41763490
Ap.40523435
Ap.40503476

Yes

Miscellaneous Finds
1 Carne
2 Trevowan
3

?

4 Chun

=Madron no. 16
TA 176-7 Riglasses
TA 127 Park en Riglts

39483558
39853565
40403497
40723537
40613438

TA
TA
TA
TA
TA

41223578

CHS 82n, 83 ; Fogous 112, 123-4

41203470
39303594
41333569
42253595
41403471
40903460
41363531
39783592
39703604
39833608
41133532

Blight SB 13 ; Hend. I.113; JRIC(NS)
III.2.357

40133590
42313609
Ap.40633572

25 Round Field
80 Great Round Field
216 Round Field
331 Round Field
157 Round Field

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

Yes
TA 282 Town Field
TA 420-5,427,439 Trevinack

Ap.41363523

PRESENT
LOCALITY

REFERENCES

Crosses
1 On boundary with
Madron, Zennor,
Gulval
2 On boundary with
St. Just
3 Chun
4 Merther
5 Trevean

PROVENANCE

REFERENCES

=Madron no. 10
=St. Just no. 12
Park an Grouse in 1670, Hend. Topog. 109
TA 230-2 Cross Field
Wheal an Growse in 1741, Mines I.10

OBJECT

PRESENT
LOCALITY

Gold hoard B.M.
Axe
Zennor
Mus.
3 saddle
Chutchquerns
yard
I.A. pottery

REFERENCES
H.92,304,313; SWE 104
Axes IV.252(496)

PWCFC 1.3.109; Hirst, Notes

Specimen page from a Parochiak Check-list as published in Cornish Arckaeology
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Results have shown (Thomas, 1969, 113) that in a Hundred like Pydar, now almost entirely agricultural
outside the towns and villages, the majority of the monuments so far listed are not represented on any current
map of any scale, and many can only be detected from aerial photographs. It is no exaggeration to state
that, in almost any period of Cornwall's past, future assessments of land-use, of past population density,
and (looking beyond this evidence) of the spread of ideas and the exploitation of natural resources, will
without exception have to rely on totals of sites and monuments far in excess of those which appear in the
older literature. The factor of multiplication in some cases, for instance the 'rounds’ or enclosed homesteads
of the native Iron Age and the barrows of the Bronze Age, may prove to lie between five and ten. Area coverage
of the published lists is unevenly distributed within the county, partly because the bulk of the excellent
documentary evidence is stored in Truro Which is rather a long distance from North and East Cornwall. To
overcome this difficulty, we are organising compilers in Truro to prepare the maps and references for other
workers to do the field surveys in the North and East of the county. With the aid of a C.U.K.T. grant an overall
Director and a Field Director can co-ordinate these efforts, help with individual problems and face, in advance,
the task of surveying those places where major transport or industrial developments are intended. A recent
assessment (1971 ) showed that 35 people are engaged in the preparation of 39 more check-lists.
In my mind, two problems are posed from our work so far: without surveys such as these, how can we
properly assess priorities before digging, or correctly evaluate the results of an excavation ; and do these
Cornish lists offer the correct formula for the rest of the country ? Some may say that, in this age of rapid
destruction, this method takes too long. Others may wish for details of the shapes and dimensions of individual
sites at this preliminary stage. Is ours the most sensible form of first-stage survey?

A MUSEUM : OXFORDSHIRE
Don Benson
Recent intensive fieldwork and an assessment of the density patterns of sites in Oxfordshire clearly indicate
the need for more field survey The major relative differences in density shown on fig. 1 are unlikely to be
radically altered, but there are many blank areas-as for example that around the Roman town of Alchester
-which plainly require attention. Many of the smaller densities (5-14) in the northern part of the county
are solely the result of recent intensive survey, whilst current work along the archaeologically random line
of the M40 motorway is already beginning to make its impression. West of Oxford, on the gravels of the
Upper Thames, an area extensively explored in the 1930's and '40s, a further 950 hectacres (over 2,300 acres)
of cropmarks have been discovered in the last ten years, mostly in the last three years. The smaller densities
here are quite unrealistic and these areas clearly need further exploration.
Until these gaps are filled we can hardly be confident that programmes of selective preservation and
selective research and rescue excavation have a basis. The pace of development makes the task urgent.
In Oxfordshire in the last five years, seven town development maps, 14 village development maps, eight
other village studies, and seven conservation studies have been prepared by the local planning authority,
two areas have been designated as Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty, and a number of other major policy
plans relevant to the region have been prepared. Few of these have taken archaeological factors into account,
and this has often been the fault of the archaeologists. Development plans can and should provide the
incentive for specific surveys and it is important that these surveys should be done so as to coincide with
the formative stages of the development planning itself.
I am not thinking only of the need to discover new sites before they are discovered for us in the
redevelopment processes. Many of our known sites, whether they are being rapidly destroyed, gradually
eroded, or are relatively 'safe', have no adequate record. Of 101 Deserted Medieval Villages in Oxfordshire,
only one has a plan. Of 350 or more known earthworks, only 42 have published surveys. For 28 of these
we have only the VCH survey in 1906, quite inadequate by today's standards. Very few of our earthworks
have an adequate description. The 123 Scheduled Monuments in the county are only slightly better off in
this latter respect. None have an up-to-date plan and some still have no plan at all.
From the time of its establishment in 1956, the Oxford City and County Museum has had a positive
policy towards serving as a centre for fieldwork. It offers accommodation to working groups, encourages
access to the building outside normal opening hours and provides field equipment and materials for
fieldworkers. it has a Field Department with two full-time Field Officers. Broadly speaking, this department’s
function is to collect information and material relevant to the archaeology and history of the City and County,
and this includes carrying out rescue work. The Museum is much concerned too in urban recording, though
this aspect is not discussed here. In practice, the officers have carried out few individual surveys, since this
would have made little impression on the problems of the area. The emphasis has been on the initiation,
stimulation and co-ordination of field activity and this has proved to be more than a full-time job for two
people. To do this effectively, the Field Officers’ working week is officially flexible so as to cover weekend
and evening activities in conjuction with part-time workers.
The cornerstone of all the Department's activities is the regional Sites and Monuments Record. Initially
this was begun to help assess priorities, particularly for excavation, but it has also become the starting point for
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field survey, a means of planning and organising this work, and a valuable teaching aid. The object of the
Record is to provide a comprehensive, up-to-date, accessible index of sites and finds. It covers earthworks,
cropmarks, buildings, other structures, or the site of any of these things, together with find spots, and the date
range is from the Palaeolihic right up to the present century. The Record consists of a number of separate
units--one set of index cards, a set of marked record maps (6,25 and 50 inches to the mile), units for documents,
record photographs, aerial photographs and slides. None of these units is subdivided or classified; this is
achieved by a single separate cross reference unit, using punched feature cards.
The index was founded by photocopying the Ordnance Survey cards for the City and County. At the
same time the 6-inch record maps were copied by hand by local London extra-mural students. A new record
system was then devised and this involved breaking down some of the sites treated as discrete by the
Ordnance Survey. With the addition of new sites, we now have an index to over 5,000 sites and find-spots.
With this Record, we can now begin to define the major gaps in our knowledge of the area, enabling
us to produce the sort of data I mentioned at the beginning of this paper. The establishment of an archive of
this sort highlights the deficiencies of existing records, and throws up a multitude of classification problems
which can only be solved by further fieldwork. The number of ‘possible’, ‘doubtful’, ‘uncertain’, ‘unspecified’
attributions for many sites in our index provides enough work for whole generations of field recorders. It
should also be stressed that the indexing system we employ enables needs in field survey to be particularised
fairly quickly. It enables us to suggest which parishes require fieldwork, which fields need walking, which sites
need surveying, or describing or photographing. This makes it much easier to suggest programmes of work for
local groups, to produce specific alternatives to undesirable excavations, to encourage the enthusiastic
beginner and to use more effectively the diverse interests and talents of part-time workers.
In the establishment and maintenance of the Sites and Monuments Record, as in all other aspects of
the Department’s activities, we rely very much on the help of volunteers. In 1967, the Field Department
set out to recruit volunteers to carry out field recording and to build up the Sites and Monuments Record.
Two ten-week courses were held and a pamphlet on Field Recording was produced to serve as a guide for
the courses. The resultant Museum Study Group is, deliberately, not run as a society; it has no formal structure
and has no lecture programme. It is essentially an extension of the Field Department and is the means by
which the Department is able to function in the area. Many requests for the Museum to inspect sites are
initially farmed out amongst group members. It is partly a research group, but more important, it enables
the Museum to act as a clearing house, handling the processing of information and material obtained from,
or sent in by other groups or local societies. Fifteen or so members of the group meet weekly in the Field
Department and are engaged in filling in index cards, sorting and referencing records and photographs, combing
books and periodicals, and plotting results on to the record maps. A good deal of time is spent comparing
development proposals with the information in the Record, whilst dealing with the results of aerial survey
seems to be an unending task. Much of the Study Group’s time in fact, is spent sorting out the results of
other groups’ or individuals’ fieldwork. Individual members of the Study Group, however, carry out their
own field recording, of both different types of sites and of all sites in any one area. One of our objectives
here is to produce topographical histories on a parish basis. Other current projects include the plotting, on
transparent overlays on our 6-inch record maps, of field names, and of surviving ridge-and-furrow in the
county. In all these cases, the starting point is the extraction of information from the Record, followed by
documentary and/or field research, followed by feeding results back into the Record. In this way fieldworkers
are able to see some positive results for their efforts.
By means of the Sites and Monuments Record and the Study Group, the Museum is able to serve as
a source of information and a centre to which information can be sent. With these assets, further groups
can be established to tackle specific problems in specific areas. A recent example of such a group is the
M40 Research Group, established by the Field Department and the Oxford University Department of External
Studies, to carry out surveys along the line of a new motorway through north-east Oxfordshire. New groups
of this sort are clearly required. Whether or not these are established within the framework of existing societies
is largely irrelevant, so long as the group’s objectives are clearly defined and are also preferably limited and
short-term to prevent it becoming sedentary. What is important is training and education. Initially, the Museum
had to provide its own courses and the Sites and Monuments Record provides in itself a valuable form of
education for all those volunteers who are in any way concerned with its use and maintenance. But without
the present background of training schools, weekend schools in Field Archaeology, evening classes, and
so on, provided by the University Department of External Studies, it would be impossible to train enough
fieldworkers. Nevertheless, more courses are needed which deliberately and exclusively aim at setting up
new groups in problem areas.
From what has been said it should be clear that the Museum is concerned with the stimulation of field
recording on the broadest possible front and the Field Officers play an active role, as part of their full-time
job, in most of the archaeological organisations in the region. Record cards, which can be fed straight into the
Sites and Monuments Record, are supplied free to local societies, and every encouragement to field recording
is offered. As a co-ordinating service and as a means of stimulating further activity, the Department produces
a free Historical and Archaeological Newsletter three times a year. This has a circulation of about 1,000
and is partly distributed by other organisations with their own literature. As a result of these efforts, we have
about 25 people contributing regularly to the Sites and Monuments Record, and a number of these are
responsible for directing groups of occasional workers, comprising a further 50 individuals.
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One survey technique used extensively in the Oxford region is aerial photography. At present we are
unable to keep up with the rate of discovery of new sites by this means. All the aerial surveyors are from
outside the region. One of the clear implications of aerial survey is that sites will be destroyed before we are
aware that they have been ‘discovered’, leaving no other record than the aerial photograph itself. The sources
of these are vast. In addition to the photographs taken specifically for archaeological purposes, there are
collections of vertical photographs for new motorways, by-passes, planning control and development, surveys
for electricity and gas boards, and so on. Even a casual scrutiny of this material reveals large numbers of new
sites. There must be in existence at least 5,000 air photographs relevant to the Oxford Region.
One of our biggest headaches is plotting the results of aerial survey of the gravels of the Upper Thames
Valley, and here we have followed two courses of action. The first is to document the results of early aerial
surveys. Individual sites and some groups of sites discovered in the 1930’s and 40’s are still unpublished
in detail. Moreover, many areas of concentrated cropmarks discovered in this period have now been substantially
eroded by commercial quarrying. A section of the Museum Study Group started in 1967 to try and sort out
which parts of which sites had been excavated and which parts still remained available for excavation, and
this work is still continuing. Cropmarks are plotted on to 25-inch to the mile Record Maps, using the original
photographs and published sources (fig. 2). Complexes are broken down into individual sites as far as
possible and given individual record numbers. The exact position of trenches and other excavated areas
is indicated, and existing boundaries, which of course bear little relation to those at the time of the original
survey, are then plotted. These maps then provide a summary of what has been found over the last 40 years.
This makes it much easier to tie in new finds which continue to come in as old gravel pits are re-opened
and as old areas of quarrying are being tied up. Since new cropmarks are being discovered even in these
eroded areas and more details is being added to well-known complexes, this sort of plotting provides a basis
for determining what is new information and what is not.
The second course has been to try and deal with current and more recent surveys (fig. 3) by Arnold
Baker and by John Hampton of the National Monuments Record Air Photography Unit, surveys of which
we were unaware until 1970. This is not a task which our Study Group members could handle since we
could not afford to buy copies of all the available photographs for perusal at Woodstock. It was clear that
even to make a selection of photographs, numerous visits to the National Monuments Record would be
required, involving painstaking scrutiny and time-consuming comparisons with photographs from earlier
surveys. This sort of problem could only be handled on a full-time basis and the Museum was able to employ
a graduate, Nicholas Clayton, to carry out this work. The first stage, lasting three and a half months, has been
to plot cropmarks on 6-inch record maps, and these are accompanied by general description of the features,
map references and photograph reference numbers.
The results of this work at this stage are to be published under the auspices of the Upper Thames
Archaeological Committee; the basic data is currently being passed on to the County Planning Department.
A second stage is likely to be the plotting of cropmarks on a larger scale by the Museum Study Group using
selected photographs, and the initiation of field walking teams, perhaps based on a new study group, to cover
the areas concerned.
In conclusion, I would like to stress several points. First, if Museums are to tackle these sort of problems,
then they clearly need full-time staff specifically for this purpose. A necessary corollary is adequate working
space for voluntary groups, easy access to Museum premises and records, and an enlightened attitude towards
working hours. Field staff may also need to concentrate more on organisation in order to create a better
situation in thair areas in the long term. Second, we have found the establishment of a regional archive
absolutely essential as a basis from which to work. This must also be organised in a way that will fulfil many
different requirements in as short a time as possible. Third, the founding of study groups, informal, continuous
working parties of local volunteers, to deal with specific problems, has been invaluable. Training is an essential
factor here. Fourth, at least as far as Oxfordshire is concerned, despite all our work we are still fighting a
losing battle in field survey. We are unable to undertake routine inspection of sites, even of Scheduled
Monuments; we are failing to fill in ‘blank’ areas fast enough; we are failing to feed in enough information
at the right time to the planning authorities and even as a last resort, we are often failing to ensure that the
minimum of information is provided for a site before it is destroyed. We need more field recorders and we
need more trained people to lead new groups. For all this we basically need more money; more money to
finance ‘crash’ surveys in threatened areas, where there is often insufficient time to carry out work on a part-time
basis; more money to employ the talents, if only for a short time, of the unemployed archaeological graduate;
more money for the investigation and installation of equipment for rapid analysis and dissemination of results
of ground and aerial survey on both a local and a national scale: most of our present techniques of data
processing and information retrieval are totally inadequate. Much more can be done locally, but equally,
more resources are required in the public sector to enable a more efficient interchange of information and
co-ordination of activities which would very much stimulate and assist our local efforts.
Acknowledgements: I am indebted to M. Aston for figs 1 & 2, and to N. Clayton for fig 3.
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Figure 3

Crop marks in the Upper Thames Valley

A UNIVERSITY DEPARTMENT OF ARCHAEOLOGY
Barry Cunliffe
The basis of the brief discussion to follow rests upon two beliefs: that departments can, with benefit to their
students, encourage fieldwork as an essential part of undergraduate training, and that departments have
a duty to regional archaeology to do so.
We must, however, be fully aware of the problems posed by attempting to introduce fieldwork into an
undergraduate course. The main difficulty is that a student’s time is short and his programme is usually
crowded. Participation in excavations, travel abroad and project work take up much of the available vacation
time while within term it is seldom possible to get away for even an afternoon especially if the subject teaching
already requires a component of laboratory work. Added to this is the problem that general fieldwork, whatever
its other merits, can seldom yield a sufficient academic return for the time a student might spend engaged in it.
How then can we achieve a compromise between the ideal and what is practicable? To begin with it
is desirable to introduce fieldwork as a practical technique on an elementary level. In the same way that it
is necessary for a student to handle and characterise pottery and other artifacts and to learn to use a microscope
to examine soils and pollen, it is essential for him to tramp over a hill-fort and to attempt to recognise ploughedout lynchets in a low evening light. This practical awareness of monuments and landscapes can be given
greater relevance by a back-up course which deals with the archaeology of the local region, putting the
fragments of experience into a broad framework of historical development. Once this grounding has been laid,
term-time group projects of limited scope can be developed requiring the examination of a local area lasting,
at the most, a few afternoons. To be effective as a teaching measure, it is, however, essential for the areas
to be reasonably well-known by the staff in advance.
Perhaps the most useful way to integrate fieldwork and teaching is through the medium of undergraduate
dissertions, which many departments now require to be submitted as an integral part of the course. At
Southampton, the student carries out the work for the dissertion during the last long vacation, that is between
his second and third year, after he has acquired sufficient experience and before the pressures of the final
year begin to be felt- A dissertion requires the accumulation, analysis, and presentation of a body of material.
A wide selection of fieldwork projects properly fall within these requirements ranging from surveys of turnpike
roads in a region to detailed studies of settlement pattern in a restricted group of parishes. Work of this kind
is invariably original and may well lead to the production of publishable papers.
On a post-graduate level the integration of fieldwork into the activities of a department tends to be simpler.
A recent piece of research undertaken by an M. Phil candidate, Richard Bradley, entailed the detailed study
of the region between Portsmouth and Southampton which is due for eventual urban development as part
of the South Hampshire Plan. The various initial stages involved the accumulation of a basic archive of
all known finds together with a search of the air cover. This was followed by ground examination. Only
then could analysis begin of the settlement potential of the different types of soil. Questions posed at this
stage led to a more intensive ground survey of selected areas in an attempt to assess their actual settlement
density. The results obtained at this stage were of considerable value to the County Council’s Planning
Unit not only in helping them to isolate environments to preserve from development but also in forewarning
them of the magnitude of the archaeological rescue problem which will arise when building starts. In short,
by defining the settlement potential of the various environments within the region, Bradley was able to provide
an awareness programme for the planners, and to create the basis upon which a more detailed demographic
analysis could be built. The project was of immense value to the general rescue needs of the region while
at the same time providing a considerable academic return.
Since most areas of the country are now subjected to development threats it is not unreasonable to hope
that local planning authorities will be persuaded to finance research of the kind outlined by making funds
available to neighbouring Universities. After all, research by contract is a common feature of many science
and engineering departments.
The projects discussed so far have been essentially of limited duration. There is, however, much to be
said for a department having a much more extended programme of fieldwork to which other forms of research
can be attached. At Southampton we have chosen for intensive survey a few square miles of chalk downland,
around the village of Chalton. Over many years now each field has been walked several times and photographed
from the air under widely varying conditions. At the beginning of the work only half a dozen sites were known,
now there are more than a hundred. Moreover every piece of soil shifting has been watched, including a
road widening, a gas pipe line trench, the construction of pylons and a series of small building projects. The
amount of archaeological material recovered has been astounding and has led to the mounting of three rescue
excavations connected with the roadworks.
The detailed results of this survey will be fully published elsewhere, but one example should be mentioned.
During routine field walking over Chalton Down when under plough, we discovered a few sherds of grass
tempered pottery of Saxon date. Constant revisiting led to the realisation that the hill top was covered by a
Saxon village of considerable proportions and that it was being rapidly eroded away by ploughing. A trial
excavation carried out by Peter Addyman demonstrated that structural remains still survived and it was
eventually decided by the Department of the Environment that a large scale rescue excavation should be
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mounted. This work has now begun with spectacular results and Chalton promises to be a classic site in
Saxon village archaeology. This is one direct result of the discovery but another, no less significant, is that
it is now possible to understand the entire sequence of Saxon and Medieval settlement in the survey area
and to construct a general model which appears to hold good for several of the neighbouring parishes. Indeed
the application of the model has recently led to the discovery of another Saxon village.
An intensive area survey like that organised at Chalton has a great deal to offer to most fields of
specialisation ranging from studies in Mesolithic settlement pattern to an historical/architectural approach
to village morphology. But it is in demonstrating the surprising density and continuity of Iron Age and Roman
peasant settlements, complete with their field systems, track-ways and areas of pasture, that major advances
in our understanding of population and economy have been made. Comparisons between the Roman system
and the food producing potential of the same land in the sixteenth-seventeenth century are also instructive
and may eventually enable us to make reasonably accurate assessments of population sizes.
Enough has been said to give some idea of the scope of the Chalton project. On a purely academic level
it is allowing substantial advances to be made in several branches of archaeology while demonstrating the
potential settlement pattern of a typical piece of chalk land-details useful in assessing the destructive capacity
of large scale building projects in similar environments. On a student level, it provides a continuous programme
of fieldwork, with some excavation, which the student can join or leave at any stage during his University
career. It does, in practice, follow the Robins Report philosophy of actively involving students in the research
of the department.
To summarise, there are four ways of linking University teaching to fieldwork:
a) providing generalised practice in recognising field monuments followed up with limited project work;
b) designing undergraduate dissertations to include regional fieldwork projects; c) undertaking specific
surveys linked to development programmes by sub-contracting them to post-graduate students; d)
providing a continuous programme of area survey organised by one or more members of the staff over
a considerable period of time.
If all four policies are adopted, reasonable advances can be made in the archaeology of the region and
students can be kept closely in touch with one of the realities of archaeology, which they may expect to
meet in their future professional lives.

A UNIVERSITY DEPARTMENT OF ADULT EDUCATION: NORTHUMBRIA
George Jobey
It was perhaps only to be expected that archaeological field survey, which at one time could be described
as ‘an essentially English form of sport’ (Crawford, 1953, 208), would find some adherents in the extra-mural
departments of our universities. In Newcastle it most certainly started in a minor league, limited in geographical
area to Northumberland, and with goals confined to the Roman period. There was, nevertheless, the valuable
impetus provided by an extra-mural group demanding to participate in field archaeology, with, at the time,
no danger of infringing their truly amateur status, since the finances were nil.
The initial problem was simply that of providing a backcloth of native settlement against the inexorable
line of the Roman frontier and the stark isolation of the intra-mural forts. If one agreed with Lytton Strachey
that ‘ignorance is the first requisite of the historian’, then conditions were auspicious. Fortunately,
Northumberland was one of Crawford’s 'favourably situated counties,’ happy in its possession of some
large stretches of open country over its two thousand and odd square miles. As such it had attracted some
previous workers in the native field outside the well known galaxy of students of the Roman military. Two
should be mentioned here, since in different ways their work provided some initial basis on which to build.
The first, over a century ago, was Henry McLauchlan, whose virtues as a field-surveyor were largely unsung:
a player under noble patronage and therefore perhaps not strictly a gentleman (McLauchlan, 1858, 1864,
1867). The second, more recently, was A. H. A. Hogg, who provided a comprehensive list of the then known
earthworks in the county which, as it now seems, almost through editorial conspiracy, was locked away in
the Proceedings of the Newcastle Society (Hogg, 1947). Naturally one could not afford to be deterred by
an estimate therein, made against a background of a recently concluded Second World War, that it would
take until A.D. 2150 to examine all the sites in four specified areas in the county and have 20 of them fully
excavated.
It should be stated that at the time of the commencement of our own survey there was no real thought
of threatened archaeological landscapes or rescue excavation, although afforestation was clearly on the march
throughout the Border region. Indeed, from the outset, the natural desire of a number of students to excavate
had to be curbed until some understanding was imparted and a selection of sites made from those which might
be found by ground-survey to be persistent, And, pace the editor of Current Archaeology in a recent issue,
it is the persistent which surely has importance as well as the spectacular.
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Initial Data Collection
The first task, without question, was to compile a card-index containing relevant information on individual
sites where this had been recorded, followed by a temporary classification. Site locations were placed on
1-inch OS. maps for purposes of overall distribution and future travelling and on 6-inch O.S. quarter sheets
for work in the field. A timely gift of a complete cover of 6-inch maps for the county allowed the site cards
to be grouped originally on the basis of these quarter sheets with an additional cross-index of site names
arranged alphabetically. Air-photographs were consulted where they existed, but unfortunately Governmentheld copies of the National Air Survey photographs were transferred to another, and in our own eyes less
worthy, northern centre almost as soon as the scheme started. This collection of data was almost entirely
an extra class activity of students in three year tutorial courses, made possible by the use of the Blackgate
Library of the Society of Antiquaries of Newcastle-upon-Tyne and a mutually advantageous situation in which
members of the group were also members of the Society.
At an early stage one real dilemma of the fieldworker had to be faced. It is that mentioned by Crawford
who, nevertheless, seemed to manage the best of both worlds, and it is simply whether to master the
topographical development of a region or to trace out a main problem (Crawford, 1953, 53). Briefly, the work
of the Piggotts in the Tyne-Forth Province and the appearance of the Scottish Royal Commission’s lnventory
of Roxburghshire (1956) illustrated the value of adopting a wider chronological front. Our initial compromise
as a small group—and some compromise there must be unless one is a complete Royal Commission—was
to index all settlement sites in the counties of Northumberland and Durham which might possibly be Roman
or pre-Roman in context.
The Survey and its Extension
After a winter on the library steps and a small nucleus of students having been introduced to the simplicities
of the plane-table, a start could be made on ground survey in south Northumberland. The virtues of the
plane-table for this work are commended, even though it received no mention in the first edition of Surveying
for Archaeologists—an ommission difficult to understand but happily rectified in later editions (University
of Durham, 1960). It could well be that a professional surveyor was more conscious of its inadequacies
than its advantages. From the outset, only one survey team has operated on the ground, consisting of the
writer and one or two students in rotation as opportunity offered. Although there would have been some
obvious advantages in having a number of small teams operational, the time available to individual participants
and the limited finances did not allow this. Certainly no more than a dozen students have spent any length
of time in the field on this particular activity. On the other hand, there has been the possible merit of having
at least one constant factor throughout. Generally no more than a fortnight’s fieldwork has been achieved
in any one stretch and much has had to be done on odd days. Moreover, in some upland areas the optimum
period for survey is limited to that between the disappearance of the last snow and the new growth of bracken.
Plane-table plans of sites have been made as far as possible at a constant scale, cross-site levels arrived
at by use of the hand-level, and photographs taken to augment the written record. The latter have proved
especially useful in recording general topographical situations.
From the initial quest for Roman-British native settlement, survey has been extended almost inevitably
in a number of directions as further problems arose from survey or excavation. Briefly, within Northumberland
and Durham, all possible Romano-British types of native settelment, earlier hill-fortsand embanked settlements,
palisaded sites, and unenclosed or individual ‘hut’ sites have been surveyed. Whilst new extant sites continue
to be found, sometimes through the informed eyes of extra-mural students, the rate has now decreased to
very small proportions. The resultant classified distributions, either in themselves or when collated with
information in recent R.C.A.M. (Scotland) Inventories for neighbouring counties, has produced distributional.
voids, some clearly genuine and due to geographical factors, but others not capable of explanation on this
score. At such a stage it has been possible to employ air-survey most economically by flights over specified
areas of more intensive land utilization, both in Northumberland and Durham, with most fruitful results.
By the same token, ground-surveys has had to be extended beyond the north-east. As an example, the
apparent lack of known Romano-British settlements north of the Hadrianic frontier on the west has led to
a survey of all known earthworks in eastern Dumfriesshire as a preliminary to further selective excavation.
Similarly, one hopes that a recent extra-mural appointment in Cumberland and Westmorland will rejuvenate
some field activity of this nature in those parts.
Beyond the sphere of early settlements, but this so far only in Northumberland, ritual and sepulchral
monuments, cairnfields and inscribed rocks have been indexed, plotted and visited. A survey of all surviving
field-systems in limited areas has been commenced. Individual contributions by extra-mural students have
also been made on such items as cross-dykes, drove-roads and the like. Inevitably the by-products of fieldwork
in a spacious countryside can be noted but not always followed up in detail. Amongst these come to mind
sow-kilns, stack-bases, and millstone quarries, all on occasions masquerading as settlement sites, or the
typology of bughts, sheep-stells and lime- kilns.
As an indication of the volume of ground-survey involved in early settlement sites alone, there are for
Northumberland and eastern Dumfriesshire some 600 entries of extant sites, of which surveys have been made
where the remains warranted them. In one area in Northumberland, less favourable to ground-survey,
air-photography has added a further 50 settlement sites in an area ten miles square, and the pattern is such
that this number may easily be doubled within a few years. In these northern terms the archaeologically
revealing swaths of southern motorways, whilst a matter for concern, should occasion no surprise.
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Excavation
A general policy of selective excavation has been followed so far as possible and, as elsewhere, the burden
of this has fallen mainly upon a hard worked extra-mural group which, one hopes, has performed all the
better because of a sense of participation in a wider scheme. Clearly efforts have had to be redirected recently
because of development threats but, even so, rescue excavation itself can be subject to some selection against
a background of area survey. And on the credit side of rescue work it should be mentioned that near-total
excavation of some settlement sites, advocated years ago in the C.B.A.'s Survey and Policy of Field Research
(1947), has become a financial possibility rather than a pipe-dream under private funds.
Equipment and Finance
Whilst there may be no virtue in cheapness itself, the moral must be that in an area where there never has been
any financial cornucopia for excavation, field survey is, even so, much less costly. Some figures are given,
merely to encourage younger legs in which the sap may rise more quickly or clearer eyes which do not yet
require a telescopic alidade. The original equipment; still good for many thousands of square miles, consisting
of plane-table, alidade, Abney level, small joiner’s level, compass (all purchased from Army surplus stores),
tapes and scales (new) and arrows (home-made) cost less than £20. Ground-survey over Northumberland
and parts of Durham has over the years cost the research funds of the University (first Durham, later Newcastle)
and the Society of Antiquaries of Newcastle-upon-Tyne a total of some £200, mainly expended on petrol,
The more recent survey of eastern Dumfriesshire, supported in the main by a grant from the C.B.A.-administered
Margary Trust, has cost more per site chiefly because of accommodation charges, and expenditure totals
£110. Needless to say, field-days have had to be long, but careful forward preparation can give both economy
of effort and finance.
Publication
An attempt has been made to publish the results one year after the completion of a section of ground or
air-survey. Albeit, these have had to be either in summary form, with no more than selected plans, or included
as bald appendices to excavation reports (e.g. Jobey, 1960–1971; McCord and Jobey 1968 & 1971). Much
remains to be done even by way of detailed comparative distributions or locational and demographic
analyses. In the event, one hopes that few will quibble with the size of the statistical samples now available
in a region stretching from the North Sea littoral in the east across to the Annan in Dumfrieshire in the West,
and northwards into the adjacent counties of Roxburghshire, Selkirkshire and Peebleshire as contained in
the recent volumes of the Scottish Royal Commission.
Whether or not it is the duty of the private sector to publish Inventories is a moot point; it is sufficient
to say here that for some areas the bulk of the material is available. Throughout such work it has been considered
essential to maintain contact with the state sector, since it would have been a denial of economy of effort
to have done otherwise. Both survey and, in some instances, excavation have been complementary to the work
of the Scottish Royal Commission and not in any sense a duplication.
Caveats
There is an inherent danger that a small student group of this order, conscious of growing threats to field
monuments, could develop into mere ‘butterfly catchers rather than lepidopterists’. As in excavation, so
in field survey, the archaeological or historical problems should be clear and uppermost. It will be a sad day
for archaeology in adult education if it is to appear as being entirely synonymous with or to consist only
of fieldwork and excavation. As to rescue operations, one hopes that during the present justifiable concern
oft he C.B.A. or RESCUE with such problems the fact will not go unnoticed that there are still areas in this country
where archaeological landscapes remain reasonably complete. With the minimum of restriction on personal
liberty and ownership, a few small tracts could be fully preserved for the greater enjoyment and instruction
of many.

25

SECTION 2: ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATION
FLINT COLLECTING AND THE DISTRIBUTION OF PALAEOLITHIC AND MESOLITHIC SITES
J. J. Wymer

The collecting of flint artifacts has been an active pursuit for over one and a half centuries. Various motives
have sent people searching for them on ploughed fields, sandy beaches, sea-cliffs, gravel pits or any chance
exposures, and some of these motives may have little or no connection with archaeology. Some people have
collected flints to enrich a private showcase, others in order to sell them. Dr. Sturge of lcklingham had men
scouring the fields and warrens of Breckland, bringing their loot to him by the sackful, but he was nevertheless
conscious of both association and provenance, and his vast and valuable collection is now in the British
Museum. Many humbler 'flinters’ recorded their finds sufficiently for us to find significance in them.
To some extent the history of British archaeological perception is to be found in the manner in which
finds of flint artifacts have been considered since the early part of the nineteenth centruy : arrowheads by then
were no longer ‘elf-bolts’ and hand-axes found near elephants’ remains were credited with greater antiquity
than the time of the Claudian invasion. John Frere, at Hoxne, had already pointed out that hand-axes within
lake-beds which were now on top of a hill must be extremely ancient, belonging to a time ‘even beyond
that of the present world’. It was John Evans who first collated the mass of information, mainly supplied
by non-professional archaeologists, into some geographical order. His publication (1897) discusses the
find-spots of Palaeolithic and Neolithic (then drift and surface) artifacts on a national scale, apart from typology
and chronological implications. A time of consolidation of knowledge, plus an obsession with typology,
followed but regrettably often was characterised by unscientific digressions, particularly into the Palaeolithic
period (Moir, 1925), and a neglect of the possibilities of human behaviour and response. The effects of these
studies remain but the last decade has seen a very different approach in which equations and statistics appear
to suppress rather than to clarify our concept of Palaeolithic Man. The Neolithic has incidentally fared much
better as the flints can be attached to tangible monuments and can be studied as one of the aspects of
economic and social life.
The Mesolithic period is our other main concern here, however, and, thanks to the early attention of
Clark and others, our knowledge has developed in a more satisfactory way. His classic work (Clark, 1932)
owed much to the information made available by the activities of 'flinters'. The only 'flinters’ who were or
are of consequence are those who record provenance. This will now include, it is hoped, every fieldworker
who searches for flints. There are many others who have in the past consciously done likewise but failed
to take adequate precautions to ensure the information is passed on. Boxes of dusty, unprovenanced flints
in museums emphasise this, but, whatever system is devised, some marking on the flints in a form that is
intelligible to someone apart from the recorder is essential. The parish or site name is probably the most
practicable thing, possibly coupled with some numbered reference to the collector’s records. It should be
the aim of the recorder to ensure that all his finds could, in his absence, be entered on to C.B.A. Survey cards
with an (A) against the national grid reference (= accurate). Many of the entries on the Palaeolithic and
Mesolithic Survey cards are unfortunately of the (E) or (G) category (= estimate or general). However,
even these have their uses and it is only the completely unprovenanced flints which are useless.
There is much to consider about the interpretation of flints from known provenances, in respect of what
they reflect of the people who made them- It is easy to make distribution maps of a particular type of artifact
but not so easy to be confident that correct inferences are being made from them. Cynics have observed,
partly with justification, that the concentration of British Lower Palaeolithic sites correspond to the places
where twentieth century commercial exploitation of gravel has been most intense. It is also obvious that
typology cannot be pressed too far (although it often is) and on a surface site there is probably nothing else to
substantiate it. A punch-struck blade from a two-platformed prepared core, found on a field, is most likely
to be of the Mesolithic period, but may not be. There are Upper Palaeolithic industries in Britain, rare as they
are and virtually confined to rock shelters and caves, which produced identical blades. An Acheulian site
currently being excavated has produced at least one such blade and it seems inconceivable that the skilful
knappers of the Neolithic period did not occasionally strike blades off cores in the same way. In spite of this,
a body of Mesolithic specialists can decide that such blades qualify for insertion on a Mesolithic distribution
and feel little qualms of conscience. This is because they think they know that the great majority of blades
of this type are Mesolithic and do know that they may not be. The limitations of typology are behind all the
statements, gazetteers and maps concerning the distribution of particular prehistoric periods based on surface
flint collecting. However, pessimistic as this may sound, reasoned interpretation of surface flints can provide
broad impressions of the movements and activities of prehistoric peoples.
John Evans (1897). first described in any detail the distribution of Palaeolithic implements in Britain.
Many patient fieldworkers have since added considerably to the list of find-spots for Palaeoliths by the
constant watching of working gravel pits and temporary sections: Worthington Smith (1894) at Caddington
and N. E. London; Hazzeldine Warren (1932) in Clacton and elsewhere in Essex; J. Stevens (1882), Llewellyn
Treacher (1896) and A. D. Lacaille (1939/l 940) in the Thames Valley; A. T. Marston (1937) at Swanscombe;
Burchell (1934) in Kent; Calkin and Green (1949) in Hampshire and Dorset; Reid Moir (1927) in East Anglia.
The list is incomplete and to this can be added the names of numerous contributors of notes and papers
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in the publication of archaeological societies, or people represented in the ‘Donors’ lists of museums from
observant schoolboys to methodical fieldworkers. The quantity of Palaeolithic material thus collected is
prodigious : most of it now available in the C.B.A.'s Research Report No. 8, (Roe, 1968). The details that
can be added since Evans published his second edition of Ancient Stone lmplements in 1897 are significant,
but the overall general distribution of the Lower Palaeolithic in Britain remains substantially the same: South
of a line between the Bristol Channel and the Wash. The remaining area of Britain, mainly the Highland
Zone, is virtually devoid of Palaeoliths and it may be significant that this is the area covered by Glacial Ice
of the Lowestoft and Gipping Glaciations. Some of our geological colleagues are questioning that these
Glaciations are distinct, separate episodes. Our present interpretation puts the so-called Great Interglacial
(the Hoxnian to use local terminology) between these glaciations. There are certainly interglacial deposits
containing Palaeoliths but why, if the country was enjoying a temperate climate, was there virtually no apparent
occupation of Northern England, Scotland and Wales? The absence of flint cannot have prevented any
migration into these areas, for much of Africa is littered with hand-axes made of rock no better or inferior
to some of the rocks of Highland Britain. This broad distribution is unlikely to be affected by future discoveries
and remains one of the most significant features of British Palaeolithic archaeology. It would not have been
evident but for the collective observations of generations of 'flinters'.
It is not yet possible to compare the distribution of one population or group in the British Palaeolithic.
It may never be, for almost all the evidence would be on artifactual typology alone, and the limits of the
inferences which can be made on this have probably been reached. However, the distribution of hunters with
different cultural traditions and responses to the environment may be indicated by the different industries
of the Lower Palaeolithic: Clactonian, Acheulian, Levalloisian and their sub-divisions. The distribution
of these industries, especially in relation to their contemporary environments, will do much to explain them.
Chance finds made by habitual fieldworkers are the only way such information will be gained. For example,
the distribution map of Levalloisian sites in Britain (Roe, 1964) is suspiciously similar to a general map of
Palaeolithic finds. The plotting of Palaeoliths in relation to local typography and geology can be significant.
The plans of Palaeolithic finds plotted on to Thames Terraces (Wymer, 1968) show nothing very useful for
chronology, but show the general concentration of sites where wide gravel terraces remain, particularly
near confluences of major streams such as the Blackwater and Darent. This accords with the general
conclusion that Acheulian hunters showed a preference for wide sheets of water. More detailed plotting,
as in the complex Reading area shows little more than the sequence of changes in the course and elevation of the
River Thames, and the consequent inclusion of Palaeoliths within the deposits of each stage. At present
there seems little chance of extracting more information from archaeological material found in such a derived
state, but future methods may show otherwise. In the meantime, the addition of Palaeoliths from accurate
find-spots will certainly swell the spots on distribution plans and may well lead to the discovery of important,
sealed or stratified sites. Museums and finders of Palaeoliths are urged to forward details of new discoveries
to the C.B.A. for inclusion in its Lower Palaeolithic Gazetteer. Cards are available for this purpose.
The Upper Palaeolithic is a hazy period in Britain. The abandonment of French cultural divisions and the
substitution of the terms Early and Late British Upper Palaeolithic clears the air even if it adds nothing. The
limitations of typology make it dangerous to relegate chance individual finds to this period, but careful searching
may discover some more surface sites, as already done by J. C. Draper in Hampshire. Surface flint collecting
was responsible for the discovery of the richest open Late Upper Palaeolithic in Britain : Hengistbury Head in
Hampshire. Long, parallel-sided blades are sometimes found in suspiciously high numbers on ploughed
fields, particularly near rivers and also on the piles of dredgings dumped beside towpaths. These and associated
finds made by fieldworkers searching for flints could be particularly useful, for the cumulative evidence may
indicate they are connected with the same period. Even if our Early Upper Palaeolithic sites represent nothing
more than roaming hunters from the continent making occasional short visits in times of clement weather,
taking refuge from the cold nights in the shelter of rock overhangs and cave mouths, they must have passed
over much of Britain to reach the areas where they knew they would find natural shelter. Some flints would
have been struck or lost at resting places and should be recognisable. The complication is, again, that typology
is not necessarily enough : for example, long blades recently found at Claydon near lpswich are found to
be associated with tranchet axes and other normal Mesolithic products. On the other hand, long blades in
the Kennet Valley near Thatcham are associated with some large backed blades and may well qualify as products
of an Upper Palaeolithic workshop. Further recorded finds such as these may eventually help resolve this
problem.
Numerous fieldworkers have specialised in the Mesolithic period. Most of the work of W. F. Rankine
was based on surface searching, and his reports still form the basis of Mesolithic distribution in Southern
England (especially Rankine, 1949 and 1956). Wainwright has concentrated on sites in South Wales
(Wainwright, 1963), Lacaille along the Thames in the London area (Lacaille, 1961/1966) and Radley in
Yorkshire (Radley, 1969). Susann Palmer and Charles Thomas have been working in the West Country for
some years now. Many surface sites warrant systematic collecting with horizontal recording. The number
of sites recorded by the finds in museums and private collections is prodigious, apart from those published,
and the current Survey of British Mesolithic Sites by the C.B.A. is bringing this information together. Already
the pattern shows a wide spread of Maglemosian industries into South East England, particularly up the Thames
estuary and so into all the major tributaries. The abundance of tranchet axes along the rivers in this region
suggest the rivers were major highways and settlement areas. Hundreds of Mesolithic sites have been recorded
for the Pennines and the Weald, long known for their richness, but careful study of the past collections has
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shown the extension of Mesolithic activity in greater abundance than previously thought, across the chalk
downs of Wiltshire and Hampshire and into the Cotswolds, Wales and the West Country. Scattered sites in
the Midlands have also come to light.
The relationship of the various Mesolithic industries to different natural regions or environments is something
which systematic flint searching and recording may elucidate. For the specialised flint industries of the
Mesolithic period allow a greater dependence on typology as an indicator of chronology: tranchet axes,
axe-sharpening flakes, microliths, micro-burins are particularly distinctive. The problem is to know whether
the changes in typology are caused by adaptation or tradition. This is more involved than it appears when
it is remembered that geological, climatic and vegetational changes occurred during the Mesolithic period
in Britain. This situation is further complicated by the probability that hunters were arriving from different sources
probably with somewhat different hunting habits and corresponding differences in their kit of tools and
weapons. We must allow for the variation in adaptability and behaviour prompted by the normal human
responses of individuals and groups. The relationship between certain Mesolithic industries and their
environments or areas is so marked that fieldworkers have made special studies on just this one aspect of the
period, for example Armstrong (1923) and the Pennine Moors. These studies are particularly valuable where
associated with relevant excavation such as Rankine's on the Greensand and at Oakhanger (Rankine, 1952,
1953), Money’s on the Wealden rock-shelters and at High Rocks (Money, 1960), Wymer's and Froom's in
the Kennet Valley and at Thatcham (Wymer, 1962) and Wawcutt (Froom 1970), and Palmer on the coastal
sites of Hampshire and Dorset (Palmer, 1970). It is the complementary approach of systematic collecting
and competent excavation that needs most encouragement, preferably as a combined effort between individual
'flinters’ and the organisations that record, conserve, excavate and publish.

FIELD ARCHAEOLOGY ON THE M5 MOTORWAY, 1969-71 : SOME PROVISIONAL RESULTS,
ANALYSES AND IMPLICATIONS
P. J. Fowler

In personal terms, the immediate result of two-and-a-half years continuous fieldwork and excavation on the
motorway in Gloucestershire and Somerset is a sudden huge backlog of publication; more generally those
who have been involved hope that the effort, while necessary and worthwhile, will not have to be repeated
again in the immediate future. The reason for this last point is that, although the M5 operation is now being
looked to as a ‘model’, it was in truth unnecessarily demanding of personnel, some of whom were pushed
to the limits of what can reasonably be expected of local, part-time archaelogists. In part this was due to
the unexpectedly large amount of evidence which came to light (Fig. 4) but basically the cause was the
complete absence of any archaeological forethought in relation to the M5 until it was almost too late. Sadly,
the operation has been essentially yet another example of that great British archaeological tradition of muddling
through end achieving some results despite all the odds - magnifque, maybe, but the ‘war’ should never
have been fought ten years too late on ground chosen for us by an irresistible force we could only meet with
empiricism. We were simply not prepared, organisationally, materially, or psychologically, for what actually
happens when some £ 90 million is spent in building 71 miles of motorway involving the shifting of 26,500,000
cubic yards of material, erecting 94 bridges and 380,000 yards of fencing, laying 480,000 yards of drains
and preparing 19 million square yards of paving with up to 5000 workmen using countless machines amongst
which 40 cubic yard capacity rubber-tyred scrapers pulled by 300 h.p. crawlers bulked large and noisy
(Freeman Fox & Partners, 1970). Our initial resource was the enthusiasm which innocence alone can support,
and precious little else. The following paragraphs will, however, be concerned strictly with the title of this
contribution ; our organisation, resources, methods, conditions of work, and the ‘particular results of
excavations, are discussed elsewhere (Fowler, 1972).
We are primarily concerned here with the archaeological consequences of M5 but it is important to remember
that its advent has also occasioned a great deal of geological fieldwork. This has produced not a little of
the evidence which has stimulated and confirmed the major re-appraisal of the extent of glaciated terrain
in the Severn Basin and further east (Hawkins and Kellaway, 1971). One important archaeological consequence
of this is the casting of doubt on our understanding of the origin of the stones of Stonehenge (Kellaway, 1971).
Incidentally, one of the most dramatic pieces of evidence for glaciation near Bristol was the recognition
of a deep glaciated trench running obliquely through the Failand Ridge at Court Hill (Hawkins, 1971, Fig. 3),
directly beneath a Bronze Age cairn excavated in advance of the motorway construction by the M5 Research
Committee (Green, 1972). Of combined geological/archaeological interest too was a deep fissure exposed
during quarry-working at Westbury-sub-Mendip to provide hardcore for the M5. The fissure contained
stratified mammalian fauna reaching back to the Early Pleistocene horizon (Cromerian) with, at a later but still
very early stage, evidence of human activity (Heal, 1970). The quarry itself exemplifies an aspect of the M5
'watching brief’ on which it was extremely difficult to check all the time : those ancillary works, often at some
distance from the M5 route itself, which nevertheless caused disturbance of the ground and therefore presented
the opportunity for the discovery and/or loss of archaeological information (Fowler, 1972).
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Figure 4
Schematic map of the M5 route showing the comparative incidence of archaeological sites
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On the M5 between March, 1969 - September, 1971 (the period covered by this interim review), there
have been several individually important sites, particularly from rescue excavations, but my main concern
here is to try to present and interpret such cumulative results as are now available It must be stressed, however,
that great caution is necessary at this stage, not only in presentation and interpretation, but also in the use
of our provisional results since they are by no means complete and much has still to be checked and assimilated.
It is Important to appreciate too that, with the exception of one full-time field archaeologist employed since
June, 1969, and a small paid excavating team employed for 24 of the last 30 months, the whole M5 operation
has been essentially carried out by part-timers, extra-mural students and members of local archaeological
societies. The few professional archaeologists involved also fall into this last category since they too have
been concurrently engaged in other work, not ieast in carrying out the job they are actually paid to do in
university or museum The great bulk of the fieldwork-initial field-checking and subsequent observation
of the M5 construction,-was almost entirely carried out by local archaeologists in such time as they could
give to the job. This was in fact often considerable though not without personal inconvenience, for example,
through having to take odd days off work at short notice. But the part-time element in the operation must be
stressed because clearly it affects the quality of the results: quite apart from individual aptitudes, training
and experience, a large part-time team working at speed in the particular circumstances of motorway construction
is not going to produce academic results of, for example, the standard of the English Commission’s Dorset //
(1970b). although quantitatively the archaeological material is approaching comparability
This IS perhaps the main result of the M5 operation (Fig. 4). From one narrow strip of land through
lowland Gloucestershire and north Somerset the sheer amount of archaeological evidence, actual and implied,
rescued in two-and-a-half years is approaching the same order (if the 900 or so barrows in south Dorset
are excluded-their concentration is exceptional by any British standards) as that recorded in some 20 years
of seminal scholarship in what we have all regarded as one of the richest areas of field monuments in Britain
(c.f. Cunliffe, 1971) To say this IS in no way to diminish the Commission's achievement there but to emphasise
the quantitative aspect of the M5 results while, at the same time, entering the caveat that such results are
comparatively second-rate, and lower, in quality On the other hand, in present circumstances, without asking
for a major disruption in any or Indeed all of the state archaeological services, it is difficult to see how any
organisation other than an amalgam of local archaeological societies could have carried out the operation
at all, let alone at this speed
Faced, however, with the necessity for speed, our first concern with fieldwork results was not their
academic implications but what they meant in practical terms. What we wanted was comprehensive, first-hand
information. Though our interest here is results, the four sources of such Information must be briefly indicated
1 Existing records. all the obvious sources---local and national publications, museum collections, records
and maps, Ordnance Survey cards etc., and some not so obvious - private, unpublished records, finds
etc.,-were collated and reduced to cards, with national grid references wherever possible, along an
approximately half-mile wide corridor centred on the M5 but including anything that came to hand from
any of the parishes crossed by the M5
2. Air Photography. all the vertical air cover taken to plan the M5 was scanned and special sorties were also
flown, the information again being reduced to cards and NGRs
3 Tithe Maps: Frances Neale examined the Tithe Map for every pansh crossed by the M5 and abstracted
every single field-name in the half-mile wide corridor ‘Significant’ field names (see below p 31 ) were
further abstracted from the original lists, carded and grid-referenced
4 Field-checking: every single field along the M5 route was walked, features and finds were reported,
some were checked by other fieldworkers, and again all information was carded and grid-referenced.
All the above was carried out in March-June, 1969 The information from all sources was first plotted
on to a 6-inch map of the whole route and fed back, in the form of duplicated checklists, to the observers
on the ground who were to watch the construction work This, plus excavations, subsequently provided
the other two main sources of information
The immediate practical result of sources l-4 above was that we were able to carry out a programme
of observation and excavation within an agreed policy We could decide to excavate here and not there,
we could advise an especial careful watch on any given stretch with not only a sort of fore-knowledge of what
to expect but also a background knowledge of what had previously been found in that area At least, that
was the theory. In practice, it seldom worked as well as it might, partly because construction work was
generally unpredictable in its occurrence and timing, partly because no systematic check seems to have been
made in the field of items, particularly dubious sites, enumerated in the checklists As a result we have little
firm negative evidence Positive reports too seldom contained any Indication as to whether or not they referred
to a site already on the checklists These last two deficiencies affect assessment of the Tithe Map results
in particular
Nevertheless, information flooded in and as much as possible was checked in the field, though time did
not always allow this to be done At this stage it is not possible to give a detailed analysis of all the data,
but, to indicate the order, we are dealing in the motorway corridor with several hundred ‘sites’, both those
recorded as definite or unconfirmed, and individual findspots of material recovered during construction
W ithin that total, the number of sites of all types and periods actually affected by motorway construction
and its associated disturbances IS obviously much smaller but it is still well over 100 in the 38 miles from
the northern Gloucestershire boundary down to Holway near Taunton This IS rather less than the average
of two sites per mile previously quoted (Fowler, 1971) but, as expected, very little has been noted during the
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summer of 1971 as construction work has crossed the Somerset Levels both north and south of the Polden
Hills. Furthermore, the stretch north of Taunton has not yet been scraped. The extra mileage is included,
however, so that the 1971 ‘advance’ excavations are included in current analysis (Fig. 4 ; and Fowler, 1972).
The previous average was based on 66 miles; the present length, 88 miles, includes therefore another 22
miles in which there have been another five excavations but so far only about 20 more sites have been added
to the total. Since, however, observation of construction has proved far and away the most productive source
of information (see below p.33), the average will doubtless be restored in due course. Whether it will be
maintained on the Taunton-Exeter length, across different geological conditions where local fieldworkers
are much thinner on the ground than is the case between Gloucester and Bridgwater, remains to be seen.
At this stage, therefore, the only general results to which attention can be drawn are, firstly, the absolute
number and frequency of recorded sites and finds (Fowler and Walthew, 1970, Fig. 2), really quite striking
from a narrow and archaeologically arbitrary line (but see below p. 66) through superficially unremarkable
terrain in archaeological terms. Secondly, we note the relative infrequency of prehistoric and early medieval
(A.D. 500-1000) sites and finds but the high number of Roman ones. There are absolutely more Roman
sites than medieval, and they are almost on a par quantitatively with post-medieval examples. Thirdly, the
apparent incidence of sites irrespective almost of geology and topography, and indeed of visible earthwork
remains, has been demonstrated. Fourthly could be added a somewhat less ‘academic’ result, using the
word in its traditional sense: that many people, and not just archaeologists, are now rather more aware than
they were in 1969 of the archaeological implications of building a motorway.
Analysis of results
A subjective ‘analysis’ can first be mentioned. In this particular case, conventional air photography was very
little help either in discovering or recording sites, although it has of course been a splendid aid in capturing
before-and-after effects during construction, particularly necessary for lecturing purposes, and it was quite
useful for general views of excavation. Despite a present lack of overall results, I propose to examine some
aspects of the Tithe Map exercise and then to look in detail at three lengths of motorway for which the data
is reasonably complete.
The field-name evidence derived from Tithe Maps has a twofold value. It can provide clues in advance
to the whereabouts of sites not previously known from physical evidence, and it can provide a guide to the
sort of physical evidence likely to be found. Ideally, both facets need of course to be confirmed by observed
ground evidence though the absence of this, particularly in the circumstances of motorway construction,
is not proof that the Tithe Map is ‘wrong’. The evidence is itself of two types : direct clues, that is precise
names of contemporary (c.1840) recognisable features, for example, Mill Leaze, Congyre, Moat . . . . . . ,
Fishponds etc ; and indirect clues, that is, imprecise names given subsequently to features whose true nature
was not specifically recognised, for example, Blacklands, Crockmeads, Whitepieces, and names with the
elements -Stan or -bury.
The great majority (c.90%) of field-names were not apparently of any direct significance for the purposes
of the M5 operation and were therefore, for all practical purposes, ignored, as indeed they are here. This
point doubtless needs stressing. We were not primarily interested in the field-names as an academic exercise
in local history or etymology; our concern was first and foremost simply to extract from the Tithe Maps, as
one of several sources, as much information as possible for the urgent practical problem of assessing what
was likely to be destroyed and where our limited field resources could most effectively be deployed. This
analysis is therefore only concerned with the significant field-names which were taken into account at the time
and is not an overall assessment of the value of Tithe Map field-names in local history or fieldwork, let alone
of their interest in related studies of, for example, field systems, land-utilisation, or word-usage.
Counting groups of related field-names as one, even though they were sometimes in different ecclesiastical
parishes, the total number of significant field-names was 226 in the 66 miles of half-mile-wide motorway
corridor between the Gloucestershire county boundary on the river Avon at Bredon to the north and Edithmead
at the foot of Brent Knoll in central Somerset to the south. Of these, 130 were classified as ‘direct’ and 96 as
‘indirect’ (see above). 169 (94 direct, 75 indirect) were along the 43.5 miles in Gloucestershire, giving an
average incidence of almost exactly four significant field-names per mile; 57 (36 direct, 21 indirect) were
along the 22.5 miles in Somerset, giving an average incidence of 2.6 significant field-names per mile.
‘Significant’ in this context means solely those names which indicated or suggested an archaeological site,
artefacts, or a recognisable and specific land-use, for example, respectively ‘Long Barrow’, ‘Potgastons’,
and ‘Horpits’ (Tithe Map field numbers 111-3 and 116, 74, and 61-4, Coaley parish, Gloucestershire all on
Fig. 32 ; M5 Res. Comm. Index, nos. 9/7, 9/9, 9/6). Although the difference in mileage in the two counties
may partly explain the difference in the totals and average incidence of the field-names, probably the
meaningful distinction is that much of the Somerset length is over relatively recently reclaimed land which
has never been cultivated.
In view of the considerable effort put into the retrieval of the Tithe Map field-names, we have tried to
test their validity in indicating archaeological sites by comparing field-names and actual fieldwork results
in four non-contigouus Gloucestershire parishes for which results are reasonably complete (Almondsbury,
Alveston, Alkington, and Brookthorpe-and-Whaddon). In that sense, the sample is random, but it is certainly
too small for its results to carry great weight.
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Figure 6

The M5 route, central Gloucestershire: methods of discovery

Figure 7 M5 route, central Gloucestershire: archaeological results by period

In the four parishes, the total number of significant field-names was 42 (28 direct, 14 indirect). Of these,
23 were not actually within the c.50 yards wide strip of the motorway itself and, in the event, were not affected
by construction work. For better or worse, this meant that they could not be checked in the physical sense.
Two other field-name sites were already built over. If this total of 25 unchecked and uncheckable names is
subtracted from the overall total, we are left with 17; and of these three, all actually on the line of M5, produced
archaeological results. The resultant odds-that there is approximately one chance in six that a significant
field-name in lowland Gloucestershire indicates an archaeological site,-might appear high but they
nevertheless justify the exercise. If the odds were lower, as they may well be, then it might become possible
to start taking field-names of the type confirmed by ground evidence elsewhere as firm evidence of an
archaeological site without further confirmation. If this were done in this case, for example, 29 of the 42
field-names could be ‘sites’, a rather different matter from three out of 17.
The same evidence can be analysed further and by different methods. For example, in the same four
parishes the total number of sites and finds recorded from the whole operation was 78, made up of 64 ‘sites’
and 14 ‘findspots’. Of these ten were known in advance (from methods 1 and 2, above p. 30), 42 were
suggested by the Tithe Map, and 29 were found by fieldwork before and/or during construction. Three of
these last, however, as we have seen, confirmed Tithe Map ‘sites’, so the total remains 78. And of those sites
for which there was material evidence, 12 were proper archaeological sites with either or both structures
and meaningful quantities of artefacts. There is of course no compelling reason why there should be any
correlation between this type of archaeological evidence and a Tithe Map field-name, though a particularly
striking relationship, coincidence maybe, was the occurrence of probably Mesolithic flints in a field next
to the one with the Tithe Map name of ‘Grimstone’ (Berkely and Alkington, Tithe Map field no. 1002; M5
Res. Comm. Index no. 1/14).
It looks from this small sample as if it really is necessary overall to use all four methods of data-collection.
On the M5, air photography was the least useful but that would obviously not be the case elsewhere. The
Tithe Map exercise might be considered hardly worth the effort, but if the ‘direct’ field-names are taken at
their face value (and it should soon be possible in any given area to recognise which are the archaeologically
significant ones), then here immediately is an easily accessible source of archaeological information-with
or without an imminent motorway. Perhaps the point is that, even for limited archaeological purposes, the
value of field-names lies in area study, and that on M5 we were pushing this sort of evidence to or beyond its
limits in asking it to produce specialised results along a very narrow line. As far as that line itself is concerned,
it is clear that no other method is as worthwhile as actual observation by organised individuals with some
knowledge of what to expect and how to record. Quantitatively this is far and away the method most productive
of results.
This tends to be borne out by looking at three arbitrarily-chosen lengths of M5 and examining the results
in map form from the points of view of sources of information (Figs. 6, 8 and 10) and then of types and period
of sites and finds (Figs. 7, 9 and 11). Two of the areas are in central Gloucestershire; the third is in central
Somerset (Fig. 4). In each of the three pairs of maps the base is the same, and all six maps are tied into
the national grid with one kilometre intervals marked along the edges. Grid north is of course to the top.
The first length crosses the western end of the Stroud or Frome valley, covering about six miles. The
background information (black circles) obtained in advance relates to the area generally rather than to the
M5 route (dotted line) specifically, but it brings out the concentration of finds principally from two areas of
the river gravels. Much of this material is in Stroud Museum and had been previously listed (Fowler, 1968).
The river, and subsequently canal, crossing is emphasised by the junction of two Roman roads (broken lines),
the more westerly between Gloucester and Sea Mills followed by the A.38 which is now linked to the M5 by
a spur road along the north side of the river. The contribution of air photography (inverted triangles) was’
minimal here but the Tithe Map field-names (T) contributed a fairly consistent scatter of suggested sites
on or, mostly, just off the motorway line. Pre-construction field-walking (trilobate symbol) produced far
and away most of the information about the route and its immediate area, some of it subsequently being
confirmed by observation during construction though, on this particular stretch, that work did not produce
many new sites. The star symbols indicate where all or most of the information came from such observation,
with the larger star indicating an excavation.
When we turn to the similar map (Fig. 7) in which the same sites are divided by period and type of site,
we see that the prehistoric material (black circles), apart from three possible barrows towards the south
west, is confined to the Frome gravels where occupation was also concentrated in the Roman period (black
squares). One of the two certain examples of early medieval material noted along the whole motorway route
also occurs near the river Frome (open circle: grass-tempered pottery). Such medieval material (half-moon
symbol) as there was also tended to occur near rivers but here the pattern is obviously becoming unrealistic
because we have not included in the background many existing settlements etc. which probably or certainly
originated in medieval times. The same applies to the post-medieval information (lozenges) which, although
in no way remarkable, includes a number of deserted or shrunken settlements as well as oddities like the remains
of an early twentieth century railway (centre of Fig. 7).
The next stretch, covering the next six miles to the south (the south west corner of Fig. 6 is coincidental
with the north west corner of Fig. 8), presents a somewhat different picture. The information here (Fig. 8)
came overwhelmingly from observation during construction, supplemented by five excavations one of which
was relatively extensive (ten-pointed star symbol). The analysis by period and type of site (Fig. 9) shows
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Figure 8
M5 route, south/central Gloucestershire : methods of discovery

Figure 9
M5 route, south/central Gloucestershire : archaeological results by period

a concentrated picture of prehistoric, Roman and medieval not obviously related to the rivers but rather to
the place-name Wick (c.f Gelling, 1967). A subjective impression, derived from having to cope with the
practical consequences of discovery here, is that the density of sites and finds was greater than anywhere
else along the whole route.
The third stretch is different again, with a marked contrast contained within it. Having crossed the north
Somerset Moors, M5 here passes through the Mendips close to Banwell Caves and down the lox Yeo valley.
Considerable background information was available through the efforts, by no means entirely prompted by
the motorway, of local fieldworkers, and more was added from the route itself before construction (Fig. 10)
Yet, when construction began, not a great deal was found despite a careful watch. This was nevertheless
rewarded by the rescue excavation of the most important of all the excavations on the M5 so far. The fact
that some pits of a pre-Roman Iron Age settlement and cemetery were quickly spotted in the section of a
geological trench during routine field-checking and as promptly reported made this possible.
As the motorway passed down the Lox Yeo valley and out on to the Levels, its method of construction
changed. Instead of being mainly a cut into the ground, it became a causeway with side-ditches. As a result,
large areas of topsoil were not scraped but covered over. Since the immediate subsoil is alluvium anyway,
conditions were very different from central Gloucestershire. Neither advance fieldwork, air photographs nor
Tithe Map field-names were of much assistance because the existing surface is mainly medieval or later drained
pasture (Williams, 1970). Yet, perhaps surprisingly, observation of construction was by no means profitless
even though information was derived from examination of the sections of the side-ditches and their dumps
and not from seeing features in plan. The main archaeological result was the Roman evidence around the
eastern skirts of Brent Knoll. Although here shown (Fig. 11) by several symbols where detailed observations
were recorded, the points seem most likely to be related to the same large settlement complex which certainly
included at least one sophisticated building.
While, therefore, a small-scale map (Fowler and Walthew, 1970, Fig. 2) of the records made during
the M5 work of the last two and-a-half years gives the impression of a more or less regular and close-packed
incidence of sites all the way from north to south, more detailed examination shows distinct differences
in the way that the information has been obtained and what it represents. Each of the three sample lengths
examined here has its different characteristics, and the mapping of the whole route at this scale and in this
detail will have to be completed before we can see which of them, if any, are of more general validity. But
one point should be quite clear from these maps: that the M5 has been far more a stimulator than destroyer.
Implications
In view of the quantity of information retrieved from M5, an obvious question is ‘What went under the 1000
or so miles of motorway already built in Britain?’ The answer is equally obvious: ‘We shall never know’.
I would stress, however, that I am not just thinking of archaeological sites and finds actually destroyed by
construction work but of the last opportunities to investigate totally long strips across the countryside so
that material losses can be set against information gains. As it is, while a major implication of M5 would be
that sites, finds, information and opportunities have been lost, the extent of the losses cannot be quantified
because we have nothing to compare yet with the M5. We cannot assume that average rates of discovering
elsewhere would have been comparable to M5 because we do not know how typical M5 is; and the recovery
rate from M5 itself varied a lot (Fig. 4). The 1969-70 watch over the M4 through eastern Gloucestershire,
Wiltshire and Berkshire did not overall produce anything like the quantity of information from M5, even though
M4 was on chalk for much of the way. But, on the other hand, the standard of surveillance on M5 was
remarkably consistent and probably very little was missed. There, for example, we did not encounter stories
of destroyed archaeological sites which we had not ourselves recorded, whereas on the M4 that was the
first-and last !-that we heard about several possible sites. A tentative conclusion would be that the
quantitative retrieval from M5 was as much a product of local archaeological effort as of the incidence of
local archaeological material, a point which would tend to be supported by the almost comparable incidence
of sites south east of Swindon on a stretch covered by a full-time field archaeologist and an active local
society. The clear implication of M5 that much has been, and will be, destroyed by other motorways-and
indeed other forms of land-development,-can probably stand, though with the qualification that the results
need checking by comparable surveillance elsewhere.
The fact that, whatever their meaning, the M5 results have been obtained has the second major implication
that such an exercise is worthwhile and moreover can be carried out by others elsewhere. There was nothing
exceptional along the Gloucester-Bristol-Taunton axis which enabled the local archaeological resources
there to initiate and implement something beyond the capabilities of other areas (c.f Fowler, 1972). In fact,
the implication that others can and indeed ought to undertake similar projects as and when necessary has
quickly been taken up. One of the most gratifying results of the M5 has been the way in which its lead has been
followed in several parts of the country, for example in Oxfordshire on the M40, in Hampshire on M3, and in
Surrey and in the West and East Midlands on various major road-building proposals. I would only hope,
being uncomfortably aware of what has not been attended to in Gloucestershire and Somerset while we have
been concentrating on M5, that our example will not lead to an over-concentration on motorways and a lack
of attention to other, equally destructive, opportunities for fieldwork.
The speed with which other areas have faced up to their motorways has nevertheless perhaps not yet
allowed archaeology to act on the third main implication of M5. This clearly is that not only is it not good
enough to wait until road-building has begun before responding but that there is now no justification for such
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Figure 10
The M5 route, central Somerset: methods of discovery

Figure 11
The M5 route, central Somerset: archaeological results by period

being the case again. Archaeology is a factor to be taken into account in planning as well as actually building
a motorway; and it is at the planning stage that archaeological considerations must first be brought to bear.
This of course means that comprehensive archaeological information and not just the obvious sites shown
on O.S. maps must be available. Even if it is not ready at first, there should be time to obtain it if an archaeological
'search’ begins at the same time as other investigations, for example into soils, drainage, geology and traffic
densities. Motorways do not appear overnight : the M5 began to be seriously planned in 1959 and had been
projected since the 1930s. If archaeology is not built into the planning voluntarily, it is our responsibility to
raise the matter with the authorities ; but ideally, as the archaeological climate improves, our help should come
to be asked as a matter of course. Recently, my assessment was invited by the consultant engineers carrying
out a feasability study of a link motorway to the M4. The decision to build the motorway has been taken
in principle but it has not yet been decided where it will go and two very different routes are being considered
now, some eight years before a start to construction is envisaged. There was little information to supply
initially, but a field survey carried out along both routes has produced some 30 sites on one and 80 on the other.
What the final choice will be will depend on many other factors but at least archaeology will now be one of them
and, whichever route is chosen, we have a basis for archaeological action in the field.
Arising from all this is the implication that we ought to have an organisation specifically to arrange and
carry out work of this sort, an argument developed elsewhere since it involves excavation (Fowler, 1972).
But the basic implication as far as fieldwork is concerned is only too obvious : that our fundamental information
which can only come from the field is grossly inadequate and must be continuously improved if we are to correct
our academic distribution maps and play a significant part in considerations about future development of the
landscape.
Acknowledgements.. The many organisations co-operating with the M5 Research Committee are listed in
Fowler, 1969: without their help neither this nor any of the other M5 papers would be possible. I am
particularly indebted to all the individuals, the local archaeologists of Gloucestershire and Somerset, whose
collective work provides the basis for this essay. Mrs. Frances Neale generously provided the material for
the section on Tithe Map field-names. I have drawn on, but not discussed in detail, the north Gloucestershire
evidence to be published in 1972 in a paper by members of the Gloucester and District Archaeological Research
Group (Trans. Bristol Gloucestershire Archaeological Society 90, 1971, 22-63).

AIR PHOTOGRAPHY: SOME IMPLICATIONS IN THE SOUTH OF ENGLAND
H. C. Bowen

The archaeological implications of air photography derive both from the inherent nature of air photography
itself and from the nature of the remains in the area being studied. This paper will be concerned with some
lowland areas in England. I need scarcely add that it will be highly selective and will, for instance, touch
very lightly on technical possibilities and difficulties.
Nature of Aerial Photography
Air photographs may be oblique or vertical, low level or high level, and may show cropmarks where underlying
remains effect growth and soil marks where there are colour distinctions due, for example to exposed ditch-fills
or to spreads of debris on ploughed ground. In either event the surface layers have been destroyed or grossly
disturbed. Earthworks and other upstanding features, whether ploughed or not, if they are protuberant,
may be seen as shadow and shine marks. For good results all types of photograph require favourable and often
differing light conditions, appropriate ground treatment and suitable times of year. Photographs may be
isolated or taken in an over-lapping series to allow of stereoscopic viewing. The film used can be varied to
produce different effects, for example, false colour infra-red. There are therefore many different types of aerial
photograph and many times when they can be taken. Other techniques to detect, for instance, very slight
differences in radiated heat, may one day enable us to plot features hidden under pasture or other ground
cover unresponsive to buried remains. The vital difference between an air photograph and a map is that the
photograph requires individual interpretation needing great care and, usually, more photographs! It is
important to have a general and particular acquaintance with the ground concerned and this must come
largely from fieldwork. Air photography introduces a new dimension into archaeological investigation of,
I think, still unappreciated significance but it needs to be used carefully and most preferably, if we are not to
waste its potential for the most fundamental research, within schemes where there can be multi-disciplinary
collaboration.
The two main virtues of air photography are, first, that it can show the position and shape of certain
features that are either invisible or very difficult to see on the ground and, second, that it makes possible
the planning of these and other, perhaps intricate, features over very wide areas. Because all types of features,
even when set in potentially favourable situations, are seen only in specific circumstances, a large number
of air photographs is generally needed.
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The camera can also lie and can on occasion fail to record remains that are perfectly visible on the ground.
The implication is that air photography is an essential tool but one that must be used cautiously with due
respect for its nature and for the ground being studied and so in close conjunction with fieldwork. A few
particular points may be noted.
Verticals and obliques should be used in complement. The vertical view is necessary to make plans and
to show the total area of upstanding sites, parts of which may be obscured in oblique shots. The oblique
view is often more immediately clear and encompasses a wider area than the vertical but if a stereoscope
is used, as it always should be where adequately overlapping pairs of photograph exist, the balance is redressed.
It is equally important to remember that, for reasons to do with the incidence of the sun to the camera, obliques
will very often show more detail, of all types of subject, than verticals. Thus obliques can be used as a gloss
on the verticals, the first putting the matter in perspective and the second putting it in its proper proportion !
Some of the complementary virtues are seen in Plates I and II. Both are photographs of Minchinhampton
Common taken by Dr. St. Joseph. The Common is an open space, now devoted largely to a golf course and
to pasture. It has been little ploughed, revealing copious evidence for other past disturbances and uses.
These, though not typical, are a reminder of the need to remember the diversity of land use, often quite
forgotten even when relatively recent, that has to be allowed for interpreting air photographs. The oblique
photograph looking South East shows detail in an abundance that ground survey could scarcely tackle, though
the writer first noted its existence on the ground-and immediately wrote to Dr. St. Joseph who, by a happy
chance, had in the same week seen and recorded it with an abundance of magnificent photographs taken in
optimum conditions (St. Joseph, 1968, and R.C.H.M., forthcoming). The small area outlined in a pecked
line on the oblique is what appears in the vertical view. Within this pecked line a 'rampart’ can be seen
crossing the area from left to right, fainter in the right half.
In the vertical view, where south is to the top of the picture, that part of the rampart is scarcely visible.
Other detail, presented to a rough scale, is superbly informative in terms of successive land use. A segmented
pillow mound built on the rampart has been cut to take tracks which are themselves cut on the north by a
necklace of mounds, the residue of spoil from a war-time trench. The proof that there has been some ploughing
of the Common lies in the furrows west of this and the relative age of the ploughing is shown by the later
quarrying, which in turn has been partly flattened to make a golf green. The bank of a hitherto unrecorded
large enclosure lies over the rampart and is itself interrupted by a pillow mound at the south. The apparently
unfinished pillow mound top right of the photograph is a rare curiosity. The widespread pits and attendant
mounds are of relatively recent and human origin, as can be seen more clearly on other photographs where
they impinge on artificial scarps and banks.
The conditions which tend to defy air photographs are numerous, emphasising again that a variety of
photographic cover is desirable, that new photography should take count of theoretically favourable
circumstances and that a negative argument should not be based on photographic non-appearance. Scarps
and banks-ditches less so-are difficult to see from the air on a south-facing grassy slope, especially during
the middle hours of the day. It is one of the reasons why the 'Celtic’ fields on Brading Down, 1.O.W., long
escaped detectton, although the lynchets, up to 3 m. high, are easily planned on the ground (Bowen in
Rivet 1969, 43). It has to be emphasised, too, that cropmarks appear only intermittently. It is easy to think
that such a well-known view as that of the cropmarks of the Ditchley Villa, Oxon, is always to be seen but
this is not so, as the writer was sadly reminded when flown over the site at high crop and seeing nothing
of it. Recent identification of a quite unexpected major settlement cropmark site less than half-a-mile
north of the much photographed Maiden Castle, Dorset, is a further reminder (Bowen and Farrar, 1970).
Soilmarks are less ephemeral but vary with humidity and the nature of ground disturbance. Deep ploughing,
for instance, can show anew the position of banks and ditches up to then covered by a uniform plough
soil. Plate llla is an oblique air photograph of Longbridge Deverill Cow Down, Wiltshire taken by Dr. St.
Joseph, looking south. This remarkable set of soilmarks was at least sharpened by deep round-and-round
ploughing about 1955. The deep ploughing also created the appearance of a lemon-shaped enclosure
around the D-shaped earthwork so interestingly preserved amid this wetter of destruction. Some, at least,
of the destruction, took place in antiquity. The circular ditched enclosure in the foreground, only clear in
the are visible under the plough and largely lost in the old pasture at the bottom of the photograph, is seen
on other photographs to be crossed by 'Celtic’ fields. Over all, except the earthwork, was a pattern of ridge
and furrow, the blurred remains of which are to be seen on the photograph.
Geological features may sometimes be mistaken for archaeological remains. These are perhaps most
misleading when they exist as banks and hollows on the ground and, under the plough, also produce
soil marks that suggest ditches. Plate IV shows an ovoid feature that has, very understandably, been
interpreted as a hill-fort, at over 900 ft. above O.D. The ploughed-over rolls and hollows on the lines of
the soilmarks suggest 'banks and ditches’ spanning perhaps 80m., defences that would have matched
the most formidable in the country-and totally out-of-character in the Cotswolds. The improbability of
such a vast earthwork being flattened or almost flattened was very puzzling, My colleagues working for
R.C.H.M. (England) became very suspicious and demonstrated inter alia the lack of any obvious entrance.
The matter was put to the geological arbitration of Dr. Richard Cave of the Institute of Geological Sciences,
who finally demonstrated that the feature was entirely natural and produced by alternatively outcropping
bands of rock (Great Oolite) and clay.
Marks caused by ephemeral activity such as the movement of tethered animals, tractors moving in a
pattern or fertiliser being thrown irregularly, could be added to a long catalogue of caveats for which this
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Plate 1 Minchinhampton, Gloucestershire
is no place. The implications are obvious enough.
Finally while all verticals can be used for plotting, it is in the nature of stereoscopic pairs of air
photographs that, provided they accord with certain specifications and are linked to ground control, they
may be used to construct contoured plans. This is, in general, an expensive process but can be cheaper and, in
some instances, more accurate and much more detailed than any conventional process of ground survey. The
tight contours in fig. 12, at 10 ft. vertical interval, were plotted in this way (for explanations of photogrammetric
methods and for a variety of applications, see Kilford, 1970 and Atkinson, forthcoming).
Organisational implications can only be touched upon. The theoretical need to consult all available
air photographs establishes the practical need for a national reference system. This is likely to be met by
the Air Photographs Section of the National Monuments Record (a department of the Royal Commission
on Historical Monuments for England) which catalogues photographs from all known sources and is
building up representative collections. Its activities, including the development of economic methods of
wide-ranging air surveillance, will be considered in a future paper by Mr. J. N. Hampton. The Ordnance
Survey and the Department of the Environment have their own national collections and the biggest single
source of archaeological air photographs is still the Cambridge University Air Photographs Library.
Nature of the Archaeological remains
The nature of the archaeological remains over much of lowland England suggests that air photographs
should be exploited in a way that has been too little attempted. The single site or small complex is well- known
from air photographs. What is less well appreciated is the extent and nature of the complicated but often
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Plate II Minchinhampton, Gloucestershire

orderly pattern of remains that covers square mile upon square mile of the downland. Corresponding
but different vistas have been emphasised in the study of the Roman fenland and have been publicised
in narrow strips in the river gravels. The Fens are unique since there is virtually no occupation immediately
antecedent to the Roman. The gravels differ from the downland since it is only fair to suppose that the picture
they present is a grossly limited one. It is rarely that air photographs reveal the complementary picture
uphill from the gravel terraces. On the downland there tends to be an opposite situation where the lower
lying areas may be bereft of ancient earthworks and where paddocks and meadows round modern settlements
may obscure the existence and nature of earlier activity. Despite this, the downland does display much
broader spreads than the gravels and a succession of phases absent in the Fens. In general it offers hopes
for the eventual demonstration of how man first divided up the land in an orderly fashion and of the
subsequent and successive changes in his use of the land. In more particular terms the remains display
physical links that are essential clues in establishing associations and relationships. Four elements may be
selected to demonstrate these points and to show that area plans, not distribution maps, of all recoverable
features are vital to an elucidation of the wider problems and, frequently, of the more particular. The
elements are ranch boundaries, 'Celtic’ fields, hill-forts, and, perhaps less obviously but very significantly,
long. and round barrows. We might remember two dicta in this context, the first from S. J. de Laet, that
‘the quest for food has been the main motivating factor conditioning, in the last resort, the whole structure
of society’ (de Laet, 1957, 78). And I think it was Charles Dawson who said that ancient agriculture was
an act of liturgy.
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Plate IIIb
Toyd Farm, Dorset
The wide extent of the remains precludes anything but a technical mite of the whole ever being
excavated. It is therefore essential that the greatest attempt should be made to use the total spread as an
element of research, to look for recurring relationships, to recognise types and, conversely, to isolate what
is unusual or rare. It is vital to think, though cautiously, in terms of pattern, not least because it helps to
define sites and adds a dimension in terms of value for both academic and planner.
It is a matter difficult to illustrate. Individual photographs can only offer a peep at tiny parts. Plate V
shows the hill-fort of Yarnbury, Wiltshire, a monument usually considered in isolation. The three crosses
mark the course of boundary ditches defining an area of some 300 acres around the hill-fort which present
evidence suggests was ancient pasture. Less than a mile north is a three acre enclosure (Y) linked by a
subsidiary bank to the main boundary ditches. At the bottom of the picture and beyond the top cross are
‘Celtic’ fields partly butting on to a boundary ditch. It is a fragment of a vast arrangement of the land,
encapsulating many phases, that is only properly appreciated by flying over it. Circling over Yarnbury
the view changes as in a kaleidoscope with the turn of the aeroplane, meriting a photograph to match.
every turn. The remains suggest deliberate, not chance, organisation.
An ability to survey straight lines and build over undulating country between points not intervisible
is seen in the plan of the six mile long Dorset Cursus (fig. 12). Note that a long barrow is incorporated in

42

Fig. 12

The Dorset Cursus
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its north bank opposite ‘Oakley Down. This ability and penchant for defining large areas in lines seems.
to be expressed, in different ways, throughout prehistory and it is something I think we should pay even more
attention to than has been in the past.
There seems little doubt that some hill-forts-and certain lesser settlements,-are closely involved with
a developed phase of the ‘ranch boundary’ system. In South Wiltshire the hill-fort of Whitsbury, for instance,
is at the meeting point of three such boundaries, for certain, and a fourth extends towards it from Bokerley
Dyke on the Dorset/Hampshire county boundary, five miles to the west. A diagram of elements of Grim’s
Ditch, as the ranch boundary complex is called in those parts, appears in Piggott, 1944, opposite p.66.
More is known about the area but will not be presented here both because of limitations of format and
because work will progress on the area for some time. Bokerley may lie on parts of the old ditch complex
and at least approximates in line to a part of the complex, plausibly controlled, in one phase, from
Whitsbury. In this sense the origins of Bokerley cannot be studied without considering those of Whitsbury,
and viceversa.
‘Celtic’ fields are omitted from Mrs. Piggott’s plan but are a most important element of the land
arrangement. On Martin Down they are, for instance, cut across by a ranch boundary (Bowen, 1961, 24).
At other points they bound the fields. Among settlement sites between Bokerley and Whitsbury, recently
discovered during aerial photography by N.M.R., is one at SY 083207, west of Toyd Farm, illustrated in
Plate IIIb. Such sites as these are clearly defined, in apparent isolation. Others may be included in, or
masked by, ‘Celtic’ field arrangements. Curving lines amongst blocks of fields need to be considered,
if there is no obvious topographical cause, as abandoned enclosures embodied, with minimum destruction,
in the arable arrangements. Dr. St. Joseph’s vertical photograph of Litchfield Down, Hampshire (Plate VI),
shows the probable remains of a 12 acre circular enclosure only half-a-mile south of the unfinished hill-fort
of Ladle Hill (SU 479569). Another area demanding further investigation is shown in Crawford’s splendid
vertical air photograph of Windmill Hill, two miles east of Woolbury hill-fort, near Stockbridge, Hampshire
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(Crawford, 1929, Plate IX). In the western half of this photograph a boundary ditch can be seen extending
west towards Woolbury, a hill-fort from which such boundaries probably radiated. One, well-known,
extends south from it and is shown dividing fields from permanent ancient pasture in Crawford’s air
photograph of ‘Woolbury fields’ (Crawford, 1928, Plate XXV). The integration of this exemplary and
mercifully preserved fragment in the wide pattern of prehistoric land arrangement surely adds much to its
value in terms of conservation.
‘Celtic’ fields, it seems to me, are also frequently laid out according to roughly surveyed boundaries
or axes. There are suggestions that they thus formed an early element in the apportionment of large areas
of what we now call downland. Such an axial arrangement of ‘Celtic’ fields is illustrated in fig. 13, part of
a group Of some 2000 acres in Central Dorset (R.C.H.M., 1971, ‘Celtic’ field group 45). The deliberate
aspect of the arrangement is emphasised by the fact that the axes cross a stream and its narrow uncultivated,
flood plain. The impression of deliberation in the arrangement, involving successive phases, seen in ranch
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boundaries, hill-forts and fields, is further emphasised by the way in which barrows are treated. Long barrows
are occasionally incorporated in linear works (remember the Dorset Cursus) and are known to form ‘Celtic’
field sides in a number of cases (for example in Dorset, Winterborne Steepleton 13, Portesham 33 (the ‘Hell
Stone’) and Bere Regis 66, all numbers referring to Parish monuments in R.C.H.M., 1970b). Cemeteries of
round barrows are preserved, partly to serve as pasture. Individual- barrows were frequently used as ‘sighters’
and survive among ‘Celtic’ fields at their angles or close under their sides
Fig. 13 and Bowen 1961, 29-30,
and Plate IIa). A study of all these arrangements and relationships requires, first of all, presentation in plans
of the widest possible areas at a small scale, with ‘monuments’ and select areas planned at appropriately
larger scales. R.C.H.M. (England) has decided to attempt this large task, at a scale of 1 : 50,000, for the
downland areas of Hampshire and Wiltshire. There are notable problems and the project is still in an
experimental stage. A pilot survey at 1 :50,000 of 70 Km2 around Sidbury on the Wiltshire/Hampshire border
has underwritten the value of the scheme, one which, if it succeeds, will bring to fruition the scheme ambitiously
started by Crawford in 1937, with his first map of the Celtic Earthworksof Salisbury Plain for the Ordnance
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Brigmerston Firs, Wiltshire
Survey, and further urged by both Crawford and Mrs. Piggott in Piggott, 1944, 71. It is not possible to
illustrate the R.C.H.M. pilot plan but two small parts may be isolated to illustrate and emphasise the
complexity, the need for accuracy and the high desirability of further investigation by excavation. Part of the
area was plotted by Crawford in 1924. This plan was used in a ‘tentative’ study by Applebaum (Applebaum
1954, 107 and Fig. 1). He was attracted by an apparently ovoid enclosure that he called the ‘ellipse’ bounding
a block of ‘Celtic’ fields. This is not a shape that would be used to bound such fields. Recent fieldwork by
Peter Fowler and the author has shown that the ditch defining the north of the so-called ellipse cuts across
the corner of a notably rectangular block of fields and is plausibly regarded as part of the ‘ranch boundary’
system ultimately based on Sidbury (the south ‘side’ is a track.) Vertical air photographs taken specially by
Dr. St. Joseph for R.C.H.M. show the point of relationship, below ‘x’ on Plate VII. It might be added that
Crawford himself abandoned the ellipse when he did the careful preparatory work for the unpublished second
sheet of the O.S. Celtic Earthworks of Salisbury Plain.
In another part, about SU 204474, is a notable conjunction of features, though disturbed, that demands
further investigation (Fig. 14). The ‘long barrow’ is at the edge of a block of ‘Celtic’ fields and, whatever its
precise nature, could therefore have determined the axis of this block. The adjacent ditched enclosure is
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Plate VII

Figheldean Down, Wiltshire

undated. The ranch boundary to the east cuts across ‘Celtic’ fields in a way to put them out of arable use.
Almost certainly it once joined other boundaries at Sidbury. It is a tempting archaeological sandwich to sample,
though in a military danger area normally inaccessible to the public.
The wide problem needs further investigation at many such points as this, as well as in the most extensive
fieldwork examinations. The task is huge and needs collaboration both among archaeologists, professional
and part-time, and with scholars in other disciplines. At the distant end of the time-scale, for instance, the
geologist is surely involved. Mr. G. Kellaway is building up evidence to show that the south of England
was swept by ice in the Elster glaciation. He envisages a spread of erratics presenting man with a formidable
clearing-up job before he could begin arranging his landscape in the way we have been discussing. Where
are the stones, if not buried in slurry and so on ? Not in early houses-then perhaps in walls covered by
'Celtic’ lynchets? Parallel with this is the ever present problem of when and how the forest was cleared. It
would be pleasant if the C.B.A. could take an official interest in the sort of collaboration which is urgently
needed to encompass such a vast task.
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MAPS, DOCUMENTS AND FIELDWORK
C. C. Taylor
The use of maps and historical records in British archaeology has lagged behind many other aspects of the
discipline. It is curious that a study which is basically historical and which has been quick to invent and adapt
many scientific techniques has not used the information available from maps and documents to anything
like its full potential. This is not to say that historical sources have been ignored by archaeologists. They have
certainly been used but their value has often been reduced by either an inability to assess the validity or
otherwise of the documents, or by a mere skimming off of the more obvious information which sometimes
has little historical value and provides only background padding. The purpose of this paper is to examine
some of the methods, problems and results of using historical sources in conjunction with fieldwork by looking
at a number of examples of this type of study.
Historical documents may be used to assist fieldwork in two ways, the interpretation of known sites
and the discovery of new ones. The study of documents for the interpretation of archaeological sites may be
undertaken at two levels. At the simplest, easily available maps and documents can be used to tell US the
probable purpose and origins of otherwise unascribed remains. These include such work as the examination
of field names from Tithe Maps and the abstraction of information from printed Manor Court Rolls. An example
of the use of simple methods is that of the small embanked enclosure known as the South Kite in Stapleford
parish, Wiltshire. It takes its name from its curious kite-like shape and generations of archaeologists have
discussed its possible purpose and date. It was excavated some years ago by a university archaeology
department, with very little result except that it was proved that the enclosure lay over earlier ‘Celtic’ fields,
a fact that could be ascertained from fieldwork alone. However the mid-nineteenth century Tithe Map of
the parish reveals that its name was then ‘The Coneygar', indicating that it is almost certainly a medieval
rabbit warren of a type common in Wessex. Likewise, the large uneven mound which lies inside the medieval
castle at Higham Ferrers in Northamptonshire and which patently overlies the robbed-out curtain wall, is
also a rabbit warren mound, the existence and many details of which are recorded in the published fourteenth
century Court Rolls of Higham Ferrers (Serjeantson, 1916).
A more complex and important example of the use of fieldwork and documents in establishing the date
and purpose of a site, though still using easily available sources, is that of the so-called 'Wudburgh’ enclosure
at Broad Chalke, Wiltshire. The small rectangular embanked enclosure was excavated many years ago and
was claimed to be Roman on account of the Romano-British pottery found in the ditches. This dating was
seemingly confirmed by two Saxon land charters of A.D. 793-6 and 955, both of which apparently recorded
the existence of the enclosure as Wudburgh. This led to the inclusion of the site in a list of presumed late- Roman
pastoral enclosures. Detailed field investigation, however, showed clearly that not only did the enclosure
lie on top of medieval or later ridge-and-furrow but that the ridge-and-furrow itself overlay earlier ‘Celtic’
fields. Therefore the enclosure cannot be Roman but must be medieval or later and is probably only a
sheepfold. The pottery in the ditches is derived from the underlying ‘Celtic’ fields. The problem of the Saxon
charter evidence, however, still remained. A careful re-analysis of these published charters indicated that
they had been wrongly interpreted and that 'Wudburgh’ actually lay some distance away on another hilltop
(Fowler et al., 1965, 69-70). The evidence of fieldwork was thus confirmed and the way was clear to demolish
the rest of the alleged evidence for late-Roman pastoral farming in Wessex (Taylor, 1967a).
A very different site where similar simple documentary work solved a field archaeological problem was
at Newton, on the Isle of Purbeck, Dorset. It is well known that somewhere in the area Edward I intended
to found a new town, for instructions to lay out a town ‘with sufficient streets and lanes, adequate sites for
a market and Church, plots for merchants and others . . . . . in Studland parish’ were issued in 1286. The
proposed town never grew up and only the names Newton Heath, Newton Bay and Newton Copse exist to
show roughly where it was meant to be. Earthworks, including house sites and an apparent street, were found
in this area within the present parish of Studland and were interpreted as the remains of the town. Further
ground examination cast doubt on these earthworks, for they seemed to be the remnants of post-medieval
cottages. A small excavation proved this, but there was still the possibility that some parts of the earthworks
could be earlier and belong to the town. The doubt was resolved by looking at the Tithe Maps of the area,
which show medieval parish boundaries as they were before late-nineteenth century alteration. These prove
that the earthworks, though now in Studland parish, were previously in Swanage parish. They therefore
could not be the remains of Newton which was specifically ordered to be laid out in Studland (Bowen and
Taylor, 1964).
Perhaps the best example where historical research, excavation and fieldwork have all combined to reveal
the total picture of a site is at Burwell Castle in Cambridgeshire (Plate VIII). Here, while excavation and
documents have played a vital role, the overriding importance of detailed field survey is the basis of the work.
The remains of the castle are extremely curious. The main ‘island’ is very uneven and apprently broken down,
the surrounding moat partly blocked and the whole site dominated by large earthen mounds lying along
the outside of the moat. The documented history of the site is exceptionally complete. We know it was
built in 1143 as one of a series of castles erected to ring the fens and so stop the devastating raids by troops
of Geoffrey de Mandeville who was in revolt against the king. We also have an account of an attack on the
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Plate VIII

Burwell Castle, Cambridgeshire

castle by de Mandeville in which he was killed, thus bringing his rebellion against the crown to an end. The
castle was then abandoned. Careful' excavation and fieldwork in the 1930s by Lethbridge proved conclusively
that in fact the castle was still being built-when de Mandeville attacked it. The uneven appearance of the
island is due to it being covered with piles of earth prior to the erection of a high raised mound there, the
apparently blocked moat is actually unfinished and large parts of it still remained to be dug. when work was
stopped. The adjacent earthen mounds are spoil heaps composed of soil from the moat and these still retain
evidence of tipping (Lethbridge, 1936). The occurence in the excavation of 'Saxo-Norman’ pottery was
unexplained. More recent fieldwork by the Royal Commission has resulted in the recognition of embanked
and ditched ‘crofts’ as well as a medieval long house partly overlain by the spoil heaps. This clearly indicates
that part of the adjacent village was cleared to make way for the castle and explains the pottery found in
the excavations which presumably came from the destroyed houses (R.C.H.M., 1972, Burwell 133).
Even in the post-medieval period the combination of fieldwork and documentary research can produce
useful. results. Most of the history of English garden design from the fifteeenth century onwards has been
carried out by historians using existing gardens around great houses together with documents. A much better
history of garden design could be written by field archaeologists carrying out detailed examinations of the
hundreds of gardens of all periods which exist in this country and which are now derelict and buried in woodland
or on waste land. These were usually abandoned, for various reasons, without having the constant alterations
of later times which is a common feature of existing gardens. Two examples show this well. At Tarrant
Gunville, in Dorset, fieldwork and survey enabled the Royal Commission to make a detailed plan of the early
eighteenth century gardens, designed by Charles Bridgeman, around Eastbury House in advance of their
almost total destruction by modern agriculture. A comparison with the original proposals, preserved in the
Gough manuscripts, not only made it possible to see how the actual layout differed from these, but also to
appreciate the enormous engineering works involved in the actual construction of a sophisticated design of
canals, basins, octagonal mounts, parterres and terraces on a piece of rolling chalk downland. Likewise in
Northamptonshire by comparing the results of a field survey of the elaborate late sixteenth century garden
remains at Lyveden with Sir Thomas Tresham's published letters giving orders for their construction, we
have been able to understand for the first time the very advanced design proposed there and to make clear
the unfinished nature of the work.
At times the use of the most obvious documentary sources can prevent dreadful mistakes being made.
In a Northamptonshire parish, which had perhaps better remain anonymous, there is a large dam across a
valley formerly ponding back a lake of considerable size. This is undoubtedly medieval and below it are a
series of other earthworks including a low building platform set inside an embanked rectangular enclosure.
These earthworks have been published as the remains of a medieval mill which used the Lake as a source
of water power. However quite recent Ordnance Survey maps mark a golf-course here. The building platform
is the site of the club house and the enclosure its surrounding garden. Though it disappeared only 50 years
ago the remains have an appearance of some antiquity. Field archaeologists beware.
At a more complex level the detailed use of other documents is fraught with difficulties of interpretation.
Thus the use of manorial values and medieval taxation records to determine the size and prosperity of deserted
villages is particularly dangerous as a result of evasion and. exemption as well as administrative inefficiency.
For example, we know that in some Leicestershire villages between two-thirds and three-quarters of the
households do not appear in the 1327 taxation lists (Hoskins, 1963, 181-3). This may be exceptional but we
can be sure that large numbers of people always managed to avoid paying their taxes in the medieval period.
Even worse, if the figures are correct there are still problems of interpretation. We know, with a fair degree
of accuracy, the alleged population of the now deserted village of Whelpley in Whiteparish, Wiltshire, at various
times during the medieval and later periods. But most of these statistics are useless. They were collected,,
not for the village alone, but for the whole tithing in which the village lay. Because the area was formerly
wooded and a medieval Royal Forest, the pattern of settlement there has always been a dispersed one. The
tithing of Whelpley in the medieval period included not only Whelpley itself but part of the flourishing village
of Whiteparish as well as at least six outlying farmsteads and hamlets. Therefore to take the 63 people listed
as living in Whelpley in 1377 as having any meaning whatsoever would be quite wrong. Most of these people
were probably living elsewhere and, to judge from the pottery which can be picked up from the site, the
village was already deserted by the end of the fourteenth century (Taylor, 1968). This difficulty of using
medieval population records is far more widespread than would appear at first sight, for as detailed topographical
studies are carried out it is becoming clear that a dispersed pattern of settlement existed over much of this
country in medieval times.
There are occasions, however, when documents can be used to explain in detail the history of a now
deserted or shrunken settlement with some degree of accuracy. In the centre of the Cambridge village of
Landbeach a large area of earthworks, indicating a massive shrinkage of population, has been identified
as the sites of houses deliberately removed in the mid-sixteenth century by the local lord in an attempt to
carry out large scale sheep farming (Ravensdale, 1968). This kind of work has of course been carried out
elsewhere on many deserted villages, but at Landbeach more recent work has refined this. The earthworks
have been planned in detail and it has been possible to identify individual house sites with medieval owners
and tenants and even establish the tenurial succession of some of them, using an unusually complete collection
of medieval documents.
This concentration on the undoubted value of combining fieldwork and documentary research should
not lead us to suppose that the answers to our problems of interpretation are always solved by these methods.
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Figure 15

Bottisham Park, Cambridgeshire : Ordnance Survey 6-inch map
crown Copyright Reserved

Often one draws a complete blank. A few years ago, a series of large rectangular embanked enclosures,
almost certainly of medieval or later date, were discovered on Lakenheath Warren, West Suffolk. They were
planned and this revealed traces of subsequent ploughing inside them. They were then excavated with no
useful result and the most detailed examination of every available document from the tenth to the twentieth
centuries failed to produce any mention of them let alone any idea of their date or function (Crompton and
Taylor, forthcoming). In Dorset too the discovery of over 70 small embanked circles and 13 associated mounds
on Studland Heath led to the most extensive study including excavation, botanical, geological and
geomorphological analysis together with a detailed examination of documents. The results were entirely
negative except to date them, tentatively, somewhere between the pre-Roman Iron Age and A.D. 1700
(R.C.H.M., 1970b, Studland 43).
Field archaeologists, among others, have also concerned themselves with the recording and interpretation
of the remains of medieval agriculture such as ridge-and-furrow and strip lynchets. Many of the results have
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been bedevilled by trying to use relatively late Estate, Tithe or Enclosure Maps to explain what remains. It
is too often forgotten that, on the one hand, all the available maps are post-medieval, most considerably
so, and that, on the other, throughout the medieval and later periods field systems were in constant state of
flux, being altered and adapted as a result of changing agricultural, economic, social and tenurial circumstances.
Some of these changes are recorded in medieval documents, though these can only very rarely be related
to the ground remains. Work in recent years by economic historians has shown just how far the classic picture
of a medieval field system is from the truth. At Chippenham, in Cambridgeshire, there were, by the thirteenth
century, at least ten separate common fields; cultivated in a highly complex way, with strips constantly being
split up and amalgamated as a result of sales and inheritance (Spufford, 1965, 120-2). In most places details
such as this do not even survive in documents, and it seems to this writer that the explanation of many curious
features recorded by fieldworkers will have to be explained by archaeological means alone. The overploughing
of older headlands which produces marked rises in long runs of ridge-and-furrow as has been noted in
Cambridgeshire (R.C.H.M., 1968, Ixvii) and the total relay of medieval fields as at Turnworth, Dorset, where
strip lynchets running obliquely across a hill slope are cut short at the bottom by later strip lynchets lying
along the contours, are completely unrecorded in documents.
The use of maps and documents in order to find new archaeological sites can also be divided into two levels
of complexity. The discovery of previously unrecognised medieval moated sites, deer parks and other similar
remains can be made by using maps and documents which are both easily available and understood. The
value of detailed documentary studies and fieldwork of this kind has been well demonstrated by the work
of Cantor and Wilson in Dorset. By combing national and local records for references to medieval parks,
by examining both modern and ancient maps for the characteristic curving boundaries and for names such as
Park Wood and Park Farm etc., and following this up by the most painstaking fieldwork to find the original
massive banks bounding these parks, they have increased the numbers of known medieval deer parks in the
county from a mere handful to over 90 (Cantor and Wilson, 1962-1971).
Many other sites of relatively minor importance may be discovered by the careful examination of maps.
A seventeenth century Civil War siege fort has been discovered near King’s Lynn, Norfolk, by noting the
characteristic pattern of modern marshland ditches around the sharply angled bastions. Elsewhere in the
fenlands, though not one of the hundreds of wind pumping mills built between the seventeenth and nineteenth
centuries now survives, the sites of most can be identified either by reference to old maps or documents, or
in many cases by the unique pattern of approach drains which are still marked on every large-scale Ordnance
Survey map.
Other types of site can be discovered by the careful analysis of both modern and old maps, although
still at a fairly simple level. Moated sites are a good example. It has been estimated that there are between
3,000 and 4,000 homestead moats in England (Emery, 1962). But many more remain to be discovered merely
by looking at the arrangement of ditches and ponds shown on large scale Ordnance Survey maps and plans.
Very often these maps show L- or U-shaped ponds or rectangular ditch patterns which turn out to be moated
sites on ground examination. The value of this kind of work can be seen from the results of the Royal
Commission in west Cambridgeshire (R.C.H.M., 1968, Ixi-lxvi). The Commission recorded 63 moated sites
of various types there. Of these 41 were already shown on maps as moats, and a further ten were discovered
by detailed fieldwork alone. However, nine were found by ground-checking suggestive indications on modern
and old maps, while another three came to light as a result of other documentary research on manorial
documents.
Two specific examples will show this kind of work in moredetail. In Bottisham Park, in east Cambridgeshire,
the Ordnance Survey 6-inch map (Fig. 15) shows a U-shaped pond called ‘Fishpond’ with ‘Bottisham Hall
site of’ marked nearby. Close by the same map shows another L-shaped pond and in an adjacent copse,
known as Scot’s Garden Wood, yet another set of ponds with a rectangular layout. In addition, it marks a
ditched feature projecting from St. Ives Wood some distance away. All these can be regarded as potential
moated sites. On the Enclosure Map of 1808 the ditches in Scot’s Garden Wood are shown as a complete
moat with farm buildings standing outside them, while further south-west on the site of the present Potter’s
Plantation, another farmstead is depicted standing inside a rectangular moat. An earlier map of the parish of
the late eighteenth century confirms all this and an old engraving shows the seventeenth century Bottisham
Hall standing within a moat which is the present Fishpond. Field investigation revealed that all these sites
were indeed medieval moats and led to the discovery of another ditched enclosure within St. Ives Wood as
well as a group of earthworks of unknown purpose. The whole complex is linked by channels which formerly
diverted the water from a nearby stream through all these moats.
The result (Fig. 16) is that not merely new moated sites have been discovered but a whole new settlement
found, of which no trace exists in documents as far as can be ascertained (R.C.H.M., 1972, Bottisham 61-65).
This has important implications for the wider study of medieval settlements in Cambridgeshire for it adds to
the growing evidence for a form of dispersed settlement in a part of the country which has always been regarded
as being one of classic nucleated villages. In the adjoining village of Swaffham Bulbeck similar work has
produced much the same result, Modern maps show a single moated site within a small wood but the Enclosure
Map of 1801 also shows what appears to be parts of two other moats nearby. Careful fieldwork, -in an
unpromising area, has proved that traces of these moats still exist, again all linked by a complex system of water
channels.
An instance of the difficulties of interpretation when combining maps and documents with fieldwork
in the discovery of a medieval settlement site may be seen at Colber, near Sturminster Newton, Dorset
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Figure 16

Bottisham Park, Cambridgeshire: plan of medieval settlement

(R.C.H.M., 1971, Sturminster Newton 69). Colber as a place-name occurs in Domesday Book but because
it was apparently only part of a large medieval manor it is only rarely mentioned in later documents. It is,
however, listed in the 1333 Subsidy Roll as having 22 taxpayers, which would suggest that it was a fairly
large settlement i.e. a population of at least 80 people and perhaps considerably more. It had apparently
been deserted by the seventeenth century and therefore, at first sight, it would seem that we are looking
for the remains of an extensive deserted village. The name survives on modern maps, given to a single barn
in a remote part of the parish, but field examination of the area around it reveals no trace of any settlement.
Neither does air photographic cover help. All the fields in this low-lying part are criss-crossed by nineteenth
century drainage ditches which obscure all earlier earthworks. The Tithe Map of the parish produced the name
'Colbers’ for a field some distance away but again air photographs gave no indication of a deserted village.
It was only after ground examination of this particular field that the very slight remains, not of a village but
of a single farmstead, were discovered. The site consisted of only one major house platform surrounded by
five small paddocks. The discrepancy between the size of the farmstead on the ground and the large settlement
recorded in medieval documents is caused by the fact that Colber was the name of a district or tithing within
the parish and thus included a whole series of farmsteads and hamlets all of which still exist.
These examples are again based on the use of easily available documentary sources. There is also great
scope for more detailed studies in depth. The examination of medieval parish and estate boundaries can not
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only result in the discovery of lost settlements but sometimes gives us clues to their origins and history which
cannot be recovered by any other method. The technique was used many years ago in Dorset by C. Drew
who was concerned with the reconstruction of a total medieval landscape (Drew, 1948). The Royal
Commission on Historical Monuments took over the method and used it to discover many small deserted
medieval settlements. In the Wessex chalklands medieval settlement was, of necessity, largely confined
to the river valleys and the associated land of these settlements consequently took the form of rectangular
blocks on one or both sides of the valleys. These have often come down to us as the modern civil or
ecclesiastical parishes. But even modern maps, and old estate maps where they exist, show long continuous
hedgelines within the panshes running parallel to the boundaries from ridge top to valley bottom. Very often
a modern parish in the chalklands can be seen to have once been divided up into as many as ten separate
land units of this type. Once it is appreciated that these land units are medieval farming areas which once
belonged to individual settlements, it only remains to look in the valley bottoms within these land units to find
traces of the settlements. In the valley of the North Winterbourne, in Dorset, the three modern parishes of
Winterbourne Stickland, Clenston and Whitchurch can be seen to have been made up from eight of these land
units, though only the villages of Stickland and Whitchurch and a scatter of isolated farms now remain. Field
investigation has revealed not just the six lost settlements here but a continuous line of earthworks
three-and-a-half miles long, broken only by the existing buildings‘, Very little documentary work was required
to identify the names of the various parts of these remains and the result was the discovery of the villages
of Quarleston, Philipston, Nicholston, Whatcombe and La Lee as well as the shrunken parts of Whitchurch,
Stickland and Clenston. Again in Dorset, in Charminster parish, ten separate land units have been identified
from maps, one belonging to the existing village of Charminster, five of now isolated farmsteads or small
hamlets all of which had earthworks around them, and the other four to long-deserted medieval settlements
(Fig. 17). Of these last four, documentary research has produced the names of two but the remaining two are
apparently completely unrecorded in documents. Without this method of using land boundaries, they would
not have been looked for let alone found (R.C.H.M., 1971, xliv; Taylor, 1970, 56-9).
Though this method is most successful in chalk country, it can be used elsewhere. In Cambridgeshire,
for example, in an area of Greensand, the modern parish of Gamlingay has a curious promontory of land on
the west projecting into Huntingdonshire and Bedfordshire, in the centre of which is the modern Woodbury
Farm (Fig. 18). The obvious inference is that this projection was once a separate medieval land unit which
was only included in the parish of Gamlingay for ecclesiastical convenience. All the available maps including
the Enclosure Map of 1848 and a fine early seventeenth century map in Merton College, Oxford, show this
land of Woodbury as tenurially and agriculturally quite’ separate from the rest of the parish. Other medieval
and later documents support this. Further research reveals that the name Woodbury occurs in documents
from 1140 onwards. There is therefore every reason to suppose that there was once a medieval settlement
here and in fact, near the farm and quite invisible on air photographs, are the remains of holloways and closes
(R.C.H.M., 1968, Gamlingay 62).
This -kind of work can be taken even further (Fig. 19). Again in Cambridgeshire there are a number of
parishes which from their shapes appear to have been formed by the splitting up of formerly larger land units.
The parish of Childerley seems to have been cut out of a once much larger Lolworth parish. The existence
of two known deserted villages at Childerley and the -ley ending to their names suggests that both these
villages were set up in the waste of Lolworth and are secondary to Lolworth village. Subsequent growth led
to the separation of their land from that of Lolworth. Immediately to the west of Childerley the existence
of a medieval moated site with a fully documented history is further evidence of yet another secondary
settlement which here never achieved separate parochial status. To the west again lie the parishes of Knapwell
and Elsworth Both the shape and layout of the parish boundaries as well as documentary evidence contained
in Saxon land charters Indicates that Knapwell is a secondary settlement of Elsworth and that the land of
Knapwell parish has been cut out of a formerly much more extensive Elsworth. Other documentary evidence
points to the fact that the present Knapwell Wood Farm is itself a medieval secondary settlement of Knapwell
village.
In view of all this evidence for secondary settlement in the area, much of which, such as the villages at
Childerley and the moat at Boxworth, is now deserted, it is worth looking for more. Nothing is visible on air
photographs nor is there anything obvious on modern maps. Elsworth Wood in the south of Elsworth parish
looks promising, however, especially as our botanical colleagues regard it as of particular interest. Part of it
contains plants which are indicators of a very old and perhaps primary woodland. The Enclosure Map of
1803 shows that this wood and some fields around it were ‘old enclosures’ and this perhaps means that
the area was never part of the common fields of the parish. In addition in medieval documents there are
various references which may belong to this place, such as Matheus Atewode living in the parish in 1729
and Le Wodecroft in the 1322 Court Rolls. If we finally go to Elsworth Wood we find that around and partly
within it are the earthwork remains of paddocks, closes and a holloway, all indicating the existence of a
medieval farmstead. All this may seem a great deal of effort to find one small medieval settlement, but the
important point to note is that an appreciation of the topographical history of an area cannot only produce
new archaeological sites, but explain much about their origins, development and even decline without having
to excavate them. In any case, excavatron would not give us most of this information as it IS beyond the scope
of the technique.
So far in this paper we have been almost entirely concerned with the use of maps and documents in the
discovery and interpretation of medieval and later sites. These sources can also help with prehistoric and
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Figure 17

Medieval settlements and estates, Charminster, Dorset

Roman remains as well. There is almost no limit to the types of document which can be used to find prehistoric
and Roman sites if they are used correctly. Old maps often show the sites of barrows long since destroyed,
while curious patterns of field hedges sometimes give clues as to the whereabouts of settlements. The work
of Mrs. Neale, who rediscovered the site of a Roman villa at Havyatt, in Somerset, which had been lost for over
150 years, was based on information contained in a mid-eighteenth century estate map and an early nineteenth
century turnpike road map (Neale, 1970). Place- and field-names too are extremely useful to the archaeologist
as the recent work on the M5 motorway has shown (above p. 31). The detailed listing of all field-names
recorded on Tithe Maps along the line of the motorway pinpointed the positions of a number of potential
sites some of which, on examination, proved to be Roman or earlier. Similar historical research can also
provide information of a slightly different form. A detailed contour survey of the field in which the famous
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Figure 18 Medieval settlements and estates, Gamlingay, Cambridgeshire

mosaic pavement at Hinton St. Mary, in Dorset, was found, when combined with place-name evidence
and the elucidation of Some of the post-medieval agricultural history of the parish, enabled us to see why
the mosaic had been so well-preserved and explained the marked lack of the remainder of the presumed villa
there (Taylor, 1967b).
Perhaps even more important than these specific examples of the use of documentary research in field
archaeology is the value of such work in a much wider context. This is the building up of a complete picture
of the medieval and the later landscape history in a given area based both on fieldwork and documents to
produce major local topographical studies. This has been attempted by Fowler at Fyfield Down in Wiltshire
(Fowler, 1969) but here is scope for work in even greater detail. Such studies can produce the identification
of what the writer has described elsewhere as the Zones of Destruction and Survival in relationship to the
overall distribution of prehistoric and Roman archaeological material (Taylor, 1971). By the production of
accurate land-use maps for the post-Roman periods, we can see how much of what we find of prehistoric
and Roman date is related to the inevitable destruction of later centuries and how many of our ideas on the
distribution and density of settlement, as well as estimates of population, need revision.
This paper is a plea, by example, for a more historical approach to our problems in field archaeology.
It is perhaps asking a great deal of archaeologists to develop and use yet another technique to put alongside
excavation, soil analysis, surveying etc., but if this can be achieved it will certainly produce new results which
will enable us to understand more clearly the material remains of the past, More important, it should speed
up the archaeological fieldwork which is desperately needed in this present era of rapid destruction of
archaeological sites. In many places in this country we are reaching the stage when we no longer have time
to carry out excavations, and fieldwork alone must suffice. If we can, by using historical sources, aid this
fieldwork, we shall be going some way towards coping with our present difficulties.
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Figure 19

Medieval settlements and estates, Elsworth area, Cambridgeshire

THE DEMOGRAPHIC IMPLICATIONS OF FIELDWORK
R. J. C. Atkinson

The propriety of using the term ‘demography’ in a prehistoric or early historic context is doubtful. Modern
demography - the study of the changing distributions and rates of growth of populations-depends upon
the fulfilment of three requirements. The first is the exhaustive enumeration of individuals and the second
is the ascription to each individual of a ‘home address’ ot its equivalent. These together provide a complete
description of the population pattern at the time of enumeration. The third requirement is the repetition
of the enumeration at frequent and known intervals of time, so that changes in spatial distribution and rates
of growth can be observed and measured.
It is clear that in general none of these conditions can be satisfied, if the evidence available is entirely
of an archaeological kind, The direct counting of hands, or at any rate of bodies, is possible only for buried
human remains; but it is only in very unusual circumstances safe to assume that the number of bodies counted
is identical to the population that lived and died in a known area during a known period of time. In most cases
there will be cause for legitimate doubt about the original size or limits of the cemetery, or the original number
of burials in a tomb, or the territory or the time-span involved; and in addition it will always be difficult, and
often impossible, to show that the distribution by age, sex and social status of the parent population has not
been distorted, in the funerary record, by differential treatment or by special methods of disposing of the
dead (Schwidetzky, 1965). Normally, therefore, the use of burials as evidence for population must involve
the prior acceptance of a number of unverifiable assumptions.
The evidence provided by settlements is subject to similar restrictions and qualifications. Only those
settlements that are marked by substantial upstanding defences or enclosures of earthwork or stone are countable
with any approximation to completeness; and even then there is the problem of interpreting the size of an
individual settlement in terms of the number of its residents. Furthermore, we already know that buried
sites, unmarked by any surface relief, must have co-existed with the hill-forts, or with the Roman or Saxon
towns, of which we may hope to obtain at least an approximation to a complete enumeration. But of these
buried sites nothing short of the total excavation of the entire surface of the landscape can give us a complete
picture; and because it is not possible to sample the density of sites by excavation on a (statistically) random
plan, inferences from the non-random sample areas available to us must necessarily be treated with great
caution. This point is discussed in greater detail, with special reference to motorways, on p. 60
These limitations by themselves restrict severely the scope of demographic enquiry in an archaeological
context, and they are strongly reinforced by the impossibility of discriminating in detail in the dimension
of time. Even if we could attach an individual population to each individual site, we would still need to know
how many sites in a given area were in use, for settlement or burial, at a given moment in time or, at the very
least, what was the average duration of occupation or use for a class of site within specified spatial and temporal
boundaries.
These, however, are questions that cannot be answered with present methods of dating. Even in early
historic times we cannot usually estimate the life of a settlement or a cemetery more closely than to half-acentury; and it is worth remembering that the sampling errors inherent in the radio-carbon process are such that
two mean dates must differ by about 280 radio-carbon years (for standard errors of about a century) and by about
425 radio-carbon years (for standard errors of about a century and a half) before it can be assumed that the
difference is more than accidental.
All archaeological distribution maps thus represent the projection into a single plane of sites which will
in general not all have co-existed. The effect of such maps is therefore to exaggerate, even if unconsciously,
the level and density of human activity, or for that matter of population size, in the area concerned. Most
archaeologists, if they make the necessary introspective examination of their own reactions, will agree that
they tend to treat density of the dots or other symbols on a distribution map as an index of the real density of
sites throughout the period represented on the map, regardless of the fact that this period is many times longer
than the average life of an individual site.
This psychological exaggeration is a hidden factor in our framework of archaeological thinking which
has not previously been discussed in print, though it is obviously of importance for population studies. It
may be that some of the almost instinctively adverse reactions of archaeologists to ostensibly low estimates
of prehistoric populations (for example, Clark, 1971) may owe more to this cause than to any objective
consideration of the data in question. It is easy enough to forget that every archaeological distribution map
of the normal kind possesses, in addition to the two usual dimensions of space on the page, a concealed
dimension of time which extends, as it were, above and below the page to a total depth which varies, sometimes
very considerably, from one map to another. In the two spatial dimensions the essential demographic questions
of Where ? and How Many ? can be answered either by direct enumeration or, much less reliably, by estimation
from sample areas; but the equally important questions When? or How Long? cannot be answered with
corresponding accuracy, for we have no precise means of location or of sampling in the dimension of time.
The limitations outlined above lead directly to the conclusion that it is only at a level of great generality
that demographic questions can be asked, or answered, in a purely archaeological context. The acceptance
of this conclusion should not lead us, however, to ignore the implications of the distribution maps which
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are one of the most immediate and obvious products of archaeological fieldwork, for these can be shown
to have a fundamental importance in the processes of interpreting archaeological data.
Most archaeologists, whether they adhere to the ‘historical’ or the ‘normative’ school of interpretation,
or to neither, will agree that their task, at the most basic level, is to identify regularities of past behaviour
which differ from one place to another at any one time, and changes in behaviour which take place through
time at any one place. The combination of these two aims constitutes the primary objective of all archaeological
studies, namely that of constructing a consistent version of the human past.
Change in human behaviour, however, must depend in large degree on the frequency with which an
individual is exposed to actions, ideas or persuasions that run counter to the patterns of thought or behaviour
accepted in his own family or community. To this extent, therefore, we may suppose that in a given area
the more opportunities that exist for contact between two people drawn from different units of population,
the greater will be the degree of cultural mixing, the greater the level of cultural homogenity or likeness, and
the faster the rate of cultural change through time. Conversely, the fewer the opportunities for such contact,
the greater will be the heterogenity or variety of culture in the given area, and the slower will be the rate of
change in material culture at any given point in space.
Because we are necessarily restricted here to a very general level of argument, this relationship between
archaeological distributions and their cultural interpretation can be illustrated by a very simple geometrical
or topographical model (Fig. 20). This shows three communities, A, B and C, whose populations are in the
ratio of 9 to 4 to 1 (the absolute populations are immaterial) and whose distances apart are proportional
to the scaled down distances on the diagram. It is assumed, not unreasonably, that people from each of the
three sites may be found, in the course of their normal lives, away from their homes.

Figure 20 Simple model to illustrate culture-contact
If by way of illustration we take a point Q, roughly equidistant from A and C, then we can say that someone
from A is more likely to be there than someone from C, simply because the population at A is larger than that
at C. Similarly, if we suppose that the populations at A and B are equal, someone from B would be more
likely to find himself at Q than someone from A, simply because B is nearer and A is further away. As a first
approximation, therefore, we can say that the probability of a person from A finding himself at Q is directly
proportional to the size of the population at A and inversely proportional to the distance between A and O.
In mathematical notation, this statement can be reduced to Pa~A/d where A is the population at A and
d, is the distance from A to Q. A similar statement can be made about the probability of a person from B
finding himself at Q.
The probability of two events occurring together is given by the product of the probabilities of each
of them occurring separately. It follows, therefore, that the probability of two people, one from A and one from
B, meeting at Q will vary as the product of the populations at A and B divided by the product of their
respective distances from O, or Pa,b~AB/dadb
This is not the only way, however, in which two people can meet at O, coming from different communities;
for it is also possible for the two to be drawn from A and C or from B and C. Consequently the probability of
any two people meeting at Q from different populations will vary as the sum of the probabilities of meetings
involving the three pairs AB, AC and BC. From this result we can generalise to any number of separate sites
with separate populations, and say that for any place Q the probability of a meeting will vary as the sum of
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as many products of population-divided-by-distance as there are pairs of sites in the given distribution.
Mathematically this can be expressed as C =
The value of this expression, here labelled as C, can obviously be calculated for any point in the area
concerned, and can be used as a measure or index of the potential for contact between individuals drawn
from different communities, or alternatively as a co-efficient of cultural contact or of expected cultural uniformity.
On any given distribution map, therefore, it is possible, provided that a relative population can be assigned
to each site, to draw lines of the same kind as contour-lines, indicating relative levels of C, the culture-contact
index.
In Fig. 21 the top left diagram shows an imaginary distribution of 60 sites, to each of which the same
arbitrary population has been assigned. In the bottom left diagram, ‘contour-lines’ have been added to show
the relative levels over the map area of the index C, using arbitrary values for population and distance. On
the right, the number of sites has been reduced from 60 to 20, using a procedure of deletion based on a table
of random numbers, and contours for the resulting values of C have again been drawn below, with the same
arbitrary values for population and distance.
As expected, the shape of the probability-surface as defined by the ‘probability-contours’ is very similar
in the two cases; but it will be obvious that the value of corresponding contours differs by a factor of ten,
although the density of sites has changed only by a factor of 3. Non-linear changes of this kind must clearly
be expected, because any reduction in the density of sites (and therefore of population) per unit area will not
only decrease the total number of potential pairs that can be drawn from different populations, but will also
increase the mean distance between any point and the surviving centres of population.
We can look at changes of this kind in more than one way. Let us consider first the effects of increasing
the absolute duration of a period of archaeological time. This happened in a drastic way in the 1950’s and
early 1960’s, when the growing availability of radio-carbon dates led to a lengthening of the assumed duration
of the neolithic period in Britain by a factor of 4 or 5. It is happening again now, in the early 1970’s, on a
smaller scale but for the Early and Middle Bronze Age as well, as the result of applying the necessary bristlecone
pine corrections to the radio-carbon dates already established.
An increase in the duration of a period does not, of course, produce a concomitant increase in the duration
of an individual site. This, whatever it was and even if it remains unknown, is not thereby changed. What
happens is that a fixed number of sites (and the populations that they represent) have to be spread out over
a longer period, so that the density of sites in use at any one point in time will be smaller than was previously
supposed. Fig. 21 shows that for the distribution given a threefold reduction in density alters the co-efficient
of cultural contact by a factor of 10. A difference of this order is hardly negligible, and it is arguable that it
should have a significant effect on the archaeological interpretation of the distributions in question.
The view has been expressed (Mackie, 1971) that a reliable relative dating system, such as is provided
by radio-carbon dates uncorrected, is sufficient for most archaeological purposes and that the bristlecone
pine corrections (the use of the term ‘calibration’ in this context, though unfortunately already widespread,
is a solecism) areimportant only in the context of a few problems, including those of population studies. This
view ignores, however, the non-linear character of the relationship between population density and cultural
change, which is here illustrated in very simple form in Fig. 21. The nature of this relationship and the ways
in which it can be modelled mathematically still have to be studied in detail ; but it is already clear that a change
in the supposed density of some class of archaeological site is likely to have a quite disproportionate effect
upon the way in which the evidence ought to be interpreted in cultural terms. For the Neolithic period in
Britain as conventionally understood the bristlecone pine corrections imply an increase in duration of about
25%, or from about 1,600 to about 2,000 dendrochronological years. This again seems to be too large a
difference to ignore.
In terms of fieldwork, however, the diagrams in Fig. 21 can be interpreted in another way, the two on the
right being taken to represent a distribution known before, and those on the left after, a programme of intensive
survey from the air and on the ground. The implications of the two ‘contoured’ diagrams is that such a programme
should produce not merely a quantitative increase in knowledge but also a qualitative change in the way in
which the distributional data ought to be interpreted in cultural terms.
It is widely assumed by archaeologists, and has indeed been tactily assumed hitherto in this paper, that
archaeological sites can be equated with human populations, at least in a relative or proportional sense.
It is perhaps worth while, if only because these matters are so seldom discussed in print, to consider briefly
the conditions in which this assumption is tenable.
Three different types of data are available for estimating early populations, namely those drawn respectively
from burials, from settlements and from major works of civil engineering. In each of these three cases there
are inherent limitations upon the degree of accuracy that can be achieved in estimation.
Burials can be used only where they appear to have been made consistently in a form which resists erosion
and concealment, and this in practice confines the data to barrows and cairns, both long and round. Tentative
explorations in this field (Atkinson, 1968, 1972) have yielded apparent densities of population so low, even
for areas such as Wessex where the expected relative density will be high, as to suggest to many people
that the burials concerned must represent no more than a selected fraction of the total deaths within a given
population over a period of time.
It is arguable that this reaction stems as much from the exaggerative effect of distribution maps, referred
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Figure 21 The relationship between population density and cultural change
to above (p. 60), as from any objective consideration of the data; but whatever view the individual
archaeologist takes on this question, it is subject to the same over-riding restriction on the scope of the
enquiry. For once it is admitted that the surviving burials may be no more than a selected fraction of the
total mortality, all possibility of using them for demographic enquiry ceases. This is because the remainder
of the population, having been disposed of after death without archaeological trace, offers no basis for estimating
its size. That such disposal was not merely possible but commonplace is demonstrated by the almost total
absence of burials attributable in Britain to the Late Bronze Age and to all but certain restricted areas, in time
and space, of the pre-Roman Iron Age.
The potentialities of settlements, as evidence for population, are no less restricted. Here we can count,
with any approach to completeness, only hillforts and other defended or embanked or enclosed settlements
which resist obliteration. Settlements which now lie wholly underground offer no reliable information about
former populations, simply because the knowledge which we have of their apparent density is entirely
contingent. In no one area have we any means of estimating how far the sites already discovered are
representative in type, period, or frequency, because we do not and cannot know how many more may remain
to be found in the future.
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If we take hillforts as the best available form of evidence, we find from the start that there is all too little
reliable information about the density of the buildings which they enclosed. In the highland zone the
published literature provides fewer than 25 sites where the number and distribution of terraced platforms,
or the wall-slots or drainage-ditches of distinguishable buildings, have been adequately recorded. Eight
of these with an enclosed area in excess of one hectare (about 2.5 acres), give an average density of 15
buildings per hectare. Another 15 sites, less than one hectare in enclosed area, give an average density
almost twice as great, of 28 buildings per hectare. This distinction provides support, incidentally, for the
demographic significance of the dividing line drawn by the Ordnance Survey in the map of southern Britain
in the Iron Age (Ordnance Survey, 1967) at three acres, or 1.2 hectares.
The numerous hillforts of the lowland zone, by contrast, provide a sample for the counting of buildings
from surface indications that is almost vanishingly small, namely Chalbury (Whitley, 1943), Hambledon
Hill (R.C.H.M. (England), 1970b, 82) and Hod Hill (Richmond, 1968), all in Dorset, and Beacon Hill in
Hampshire. The three Dorset sites all give densities very close to the figure of 15 buildings per hectare already
found in sites of comparable area in the highland zone; but the sample is far too small to draw from it any
conclusions about the density of buildings in lowland hillforts in general. Moreover, even were this possible,
it would still be necessary to make arbitrary assumptions about the relationship between inhabitants and
buildings (for not all buildings will have been used as dwellings), and about the number of buildings (or
dwellings) occupied simultaneously in successive stages of the developing history of the site.
In many hillforts in the highland zone, and some, like Hambledon Hill, in the lowland area, the interior
comprises a high proportion of sloping ground, so that the majority of the visible house-sites have been
constructed, at no little labour, by forming a terraced platform of roughly circular plan. In such cases it is
perhaps legitimate to assume that only exceptionally would the inhabitants go to the trouble of making a new
platform whilst a vacant one, already constructed, was available. On sites of this kind, therefore, the total
number of buildings identifiable may be treated as a close approximation to the maximum density of occupation
during the lifetime of the settlement ; but there will normally be no means of telling at what stage this maximum
occurred, or what lesser densities may have preceded it or followed it. The date of a building on a
long-occupied site is conventionally equated with the date of the dominant group of finds (usually pot-sherds)
found within it (for example, Richmond, 1968, 145-6 and Figs. 28-29). This is to assume, however, that
all rubbish stays where it falls, which is manifestly false. Leslie Alcock was the first to point out that the rubbish
attributable to the occupation of a given building is likely to be found outside its boundaries (Alcock, 1966,
191-2) ; and from this it follows that the dominant group of finds of rubbish type located within the boundaries
of a given building is likely to be derived from some other adjacent dwelling of antecedent or subsequent
date. In other words, the finds, pottery especially, which are conventionally used to date the occupation of
a house-site ought really to date the period when the site was open ground, available for the dumping of
rubbish. Except in cases of domestic feud, dustbins are not usually emptied either in one’s own house or in
a neighbour's'
In hillforts and other enclosed settlements where the interior is relatively flat, so that building-platforms
do not have to be constructed, it is clearly unwise to equate the maximum density of occupation with the
total number of house-sites visible
In addition to the paucity of evidence for the density of buildings, especially in the lowland zone of
Britian, there is the further difficulty of deciding how many residents a given building sheltered. A recent
paper on hillforts (Hogg, 1971 ) assumes an average figure of five persons per house, which is only fractionally
above the size of the average British family of today, and for that reason is probably much too low. For a
more reliable estimate we must await the outcome of the detailed study of the later prehistoric houses of
Britain now being undertaken by Christopher Musson Meanwhile, however, a sample of about 70 round
houses of the pre-Roman Iron Age, measured from published plans, shows that floor areas range from about
20 square metres to about 200 square metres, with a median area of about 45 square metres. The median house
would thus allow room for a family of ten persons, if each occupied 4.5 square metres. This is about half the
area of a present-day study-bedroom for one person in a university hall of residence; and the median floor
area of 45 square metres is almost exactly half that of the conventional five-bed (or three-bedroom) British
local authority house of today.
The third category of evidence for early population is that afforded by major works of civil engineering,
such as Silbury, Stonehenge or the later phases at Maiden Castle. At best this can do no more than provide
a very rough check upon estimates of population arrived at by other means, for even the most careful estimates
of the labour involved in prehistoric construction can usually be expressed only as the product of men and time,
within which constraint the range of possible values for each of these variables is very wide. This is not an
approach, unfortunately, that is likely to yield results any more fruitful or reliable than those already discussed.
For all these reasons, therefore, demographic enquiries in an archaeological context can be undertaken
only at a level of great generality. In this situation, an aspect of quantitative geography developed in recent
years may perhaps be worth further investigation, namely the concept of population potential (Anderson,
1956; Monkhouse and Wilkinson, 1971, 359-61 ; Stewart and Warntz, 1956, 1958). The basis of this is
the assumption that at any point in a landscape the influence of centres of population, whether neighbouring
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Figure 22

Diagram of population potentials

or distant, will vary directly with their size and inversely with their distance.
where
SO

Thus in Fig. 20,

is the population potential at the point Q. Obviously this can be generalised for any distribution,

that in the general case

where

as before is the population potential at some point Q,

means ‘the sum of what follows for all values of j , J stands for the population at any centre and dj stands
for the distance of that centre from the point Q.
For any given distribution of sites (which could, for instance, be hillforts with resident populations
assumed to be proportional to their contained areas) it is possible to calculate the resulting population
potential at any desired point, and thus to plot equipotential lines, analogous to contours. For real distributions,
involving more than a handful of sites, the calculations are so numerous and so tedious, though elementary
in type, that the use of a computer is essential (Warntz, 1964). For purposes of illustration here, however,
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population potentials have been plotted in arbitrary units in Fig. 22, using the centres of Fig. 20 with relative
populations in the ratio of 9:4:1. The resulting pattern is of some interest, in that it shows clearly the areas
which are influenced wholly or mainly by a single centre, and the way in which their shapes may be distorted
by the contiguity of a neighbouring centre of larger or smaller size, It is also clear that it would be possible
to search for and plot the positions of local minima of potential on the map, and thus to define with precision
the boundaries of theoretical territories. It may be worth while to explore this approach further, as an alternative
to other methods (for example, Hogg, 1972)
Finally, a word should perhaps be said about the significance of motorway construction for early
population studies. It is commonly alleged that the motorways recent or currently under construction provide
for the first time a ‘random sample’ of the real density of archaeological sites of all kinds, or at least that
they provide a sample which is ‘archaeologically random’. The first statement is wholly untrue, for the reasons
given below. The second, in the sense that the line of the motorways is not determined by archaeologists
or by archaeological considerations, is true but helpful.
To estimate the true density of sites in an area, given a number of excavated sample areas, it is essential
that the sample areas should be all of equal size and shape, and should be distributed randomly in the
statistical sense. This means that the procedure for choosing the units of area to be included in the sample
must be of such kind that each unit has an equal chance of being chosen.
Clearly this condition cannot be satisfied in the case of motorways, since each arbitrary section of the
route, even if of uniform area, will differ in shape; and, much more important, each section must join the
adjacent sections at either end. Consequently any inferences from the apparent density of sites along the route
of a motorway, even in so far as they relate to the immediate neighbourhood, must be drawn with the utmost
caution.
Acknowledgement. I am indebted to Collin Bowen for drawing my attention to the potentialities of Beacon
Hill, Hampshire, of which an up-to-date survey is badly needed.
CONCLUSION
ASPECTS OF FIELD ARCHAEOLOGY: A SUMMARY WITH SUGGESTIONS

P. J. Fowler

Fifty-one years ago O. G. S. Crawford arrived in Southampton to take up the newly-created post of
Archaeology Officer at the Ordnance Survey (Crawford, 1955, 154). Perhaps we should have held this
conference in 1970 to mark the first half-century of one of the most significant posts in British archaeology,
but nevertheless the fact that we are in Southampton and have included a visit to the Ordnance Survey’s
new headquarters in our programme is, I hope, taken as testimony to the importance and respect in which
we hold the work of our Survey colleagues both in the field and in presenting the results to which we all
contribute. We appreciate the accuracy and comprehensiveness of British maps, and of course use them
daily for our archaeological purposes; and we are, as a group of people willingly at work in the same field,
pleased to help in placing new information on them by publishing our results and in contacting the Archaeology
Division direct. But there is always the danger that we take such an excellent and essential public service
for granted, not least when we forget that there are always those looking for the opportunity to save a
cartographic penny to make a political pound. It was as recently as 1962, for example, that to an outcry
of disbelief and derision from the archaeological world, the public proposal was made, and was seriously
meant, to cut back on the archaeological work of the Ordnance Survey. The proposal was not implemented
then but we should remember, particularly in times of national economic stringency, that ‘such ignorance
and cynical indifference to our cultural inheritance’ is never far away (Daniel, 1962).
Perhaps now that we have all seen the Division’s headquarters, we can appreciate even more fully not
only how we can use the facilities there-and visits by appointment from bona fide archaeologists to consult
the indispensable records are welcome and encouraged, - but also how we can further assist its work. Not
least, it seems to me, we can help by frequent and public affirmation of its value, academically, for amenity
and conservation purposes, and in those areas of planning and land-development with which we must be
increasingly involved. it seems to me too, as a teacher, that a visit to the permanent exhibition at Maybush
should be as normal and essential a part of any archaeological education as a visit to the British Museum and
experience on an excavation.
We have also learnt much about the workings of the other state services (below p. 68 ). Their lack
of staff seems to be their biggest handicap in the field. In our often justified criticisms of state archaeology
we should remember that, and take into account too that the officers can do no more nor less than the existing
legislative and administrative framework allows. Our efforts should be directed to changing the system if
we are not satisfied with state archaeological provision rather than damning individual sections or officers
within it. This distinction must be clear in our minds, particularly in a year in which new government antiquities
legislation bearing directly on field monuments is at long last likely to be proposed. Though any improvement
in the legal provision for field monuments is overdue and probably too late in some areas and for some types
of site, it may well be that the C.B.A. will have to be less than enthusiastic for any proposals if, as seems likely,
they fall short not only of what it has itself been urging for many years but also of the recommendations of
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the Walsh Report (1969). The recent announcement of the government’s acceptance of the principle of
‘acknowledgement payments’ (Walsh, 1969, paras. 131, 132 and 136; Hansard, 29 July, 1971) is welcome
and is arguably the most important single step that could be taken to protect field monuments already
supposedly protected by law. It could give some point to scheduling, to which it solely relates. But in itself
it is not enough and needs to be linked with other provisions, for example that an archaeological ‘search’
should be a statutory obligation of planning consent and of land-developments by statutory public bodies
which do not require such consent; and that developers, private and public, should be statutorily obliged
to contribute to the cost of such a ‘search’ whether or not it stops short of a major excavation.
Of course the Conference papers reflect our concern and despondency at the rapid loss of the raw material
which is fundamental to, the raison d'etre of, field archaeology. Yet they also illustrate our resilience in that
they reflect some of the ways in which attempts are being made to cope with the ‘crisis in field archaeology’
(Fowler, 1970). It will be appreciated, pace Crawford, that it is not coincidence that the Conference was
held in September, 1971. In it we have had reflected three significant changes currently taking place in
field survey itself. Firstly, its methods are changing, with a growing emphasis on collective organisation
based on an institution, on group activity as part of a deliberate programme, on technical aids, and on the
use of documentary evidence. Secondly, its purpose is changing as it expands from being the essential
prerequisite for furthering academic knowledge into the extra dimension of being a sort of social obligation
to be met almost as a public service from the archaeological community to contemporary society and its
successors. And thirdly, its nature is changing as, both influenced by and contributing to, the current rethinking
about the nature and aims of archaeology itself, it shifts its emphasis from the individual site to the site in
its context, from the archaeological dot on the map to the development, past, present and future, of the related
environment, from the field monument to landscape evaluation.
Fieldwork should need no recommendation since its importance cannot be denied ; but, despite the series
of basically field survey publications other than Inventories in the last decade by the English Commission
(1960, 1963, 1964, 1969, 1970a) and the Ordnance Survey (1963), since Crawford’s death it has tended
not only to be overshadowed academically by excavation but to be underestimated altogether. In as far
as it is measurable in terms of publication, it currently represents about 20% of British archaeological effort
(Fowler, 1972). In view of the urgent need for more fieldwork now, of its cheapness, of its non-destructive
and checkable quality, of its applicability in both town (an aspect unfortunately not discussed at this
Conference) and country, and of the fact that a field record rather than the laborious process of an excavation
is Often all that there is time for these days, such a proportion of our efforts would seem to be too small for
the needs of the situation. A minor redeployment, for example 10%, of our resources to fieldwork would
produce results out of all proportion, not least in enabling us to assess more accurately the significance of
excavations. That surely is the lesson of the Cornish parochial surveys (Russell, 1971), and recent results
from Northumberland, Oxfordshire and air photography Furthermore, a deliberate policy of encouraging
and pursuing fieldwork could also bring in new resources and indeed give them direction. Local history
societies, photographic and flying clubs, for example, can all contribute to field survey, the recording of
what is there, and improve the results by the application of their particular skills. We, however, must initiate
the co-operation because they do not appreciate our needs.
Local archaeological societies must take this initiative. In the wake of M5, for example, two of the major
local groups have consciously opted for a programme of parochial checklisting over the next decade because
the lesson of M5 is only too clear to them: there is far more material to be discovered and recorded than
is already known and we must record now or it will be too late. Field survey is the only way in which we are
going to acquire the information if we are to preserve a fraction of the evidence and to record over the next
30 years a significantly higher proportion than we do at the moment. To do so will require forethought,
organisation, commitment ; it will also require training. University Extra-Mural Departments can help here :
a few weekends on fieldwork tuition could well be worth, academically and educationally, any number of
conventional indoor courses. Local societies themselves might consider ‘fieldwork weeks’ as well as (or
instead of 7) their annual excavation. A dozen people can do wonders if concentrated on one area for five
days, not least if they are members who are unable or unwilling to participate in an excavation ; and the returns
in information can practically be guaranteed to be cheaper and greater than would come from an excavation
over the same period. One has sensed that societies have sometimes thought-without really thinking ? that they must have an excavation both for status and for their main outdoor activity, in effect to justify their
existence; but such an argument depends on the common fallacy that the practice of archaeology equals
excavation (and vice versa) whereas in fact it is the proper recovery of information. In present circumstances,
it could well be that a field project is not only more suitable for a local society but is actually more valid. The
C.B.A. can also help here, not only by general encouragement through conferences such as this, but also
through its recommendations to the Carnegie United Kingdom Trust for grants to local archaeological training
schemes. It can, as it started to do in 1971, look with favour on those applications primarily concerned with
field survey (C.B.A., Annual Report, 1971, 10). A further pointer to the way in which limited resources can be
applied is perhaps indicated by the financial support the C.B.A. gave for a ground survey of the line of a ring-road
at York and the production of a report on the archaeological implications of the proposed route (Addyman and
Rumsby, 1971).
Of course, ultimately archaeologists will do what they think right as individuals, but that in no way debars
the C.B.A. or any other body from trying to influence the climate of opinion. In supporting, indeed in providing,
a platform for field survey in British archaeology, I believe the C.B.A. is right in trying slightly to re-align
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archaeological effort in terms of priorities and effectiveness for the latter part of the twentieth century. Of
course, excavation must continue and indeed increase, but for every site so examined hundreds of others
need to be recorded; and that is where field survey can make its signal contribution. Its methods in the field
will continue to change, though there can never be a complete substitute for the trained observer actually
visiting the site on the ground; the ways in which the information obtained is stored, processed and used
must change; and financial arrangements must be made to accommodate fieldwork activity on a par with
excavation. And even though in practical terms the choice of how anyone spends their time in archaeology
is a personal one, it is a matter of national concern that greater effort and resources should be put into field
survey. I can only assert that fieldwork, far from being the minor by-road walked by the second-rate, is
academically essential for the well-being of our subject, is socially desirable, and is personally very satisfying.

APPENDIX
THE GOVERNMENT ORGANIZATION OF FIELD ARCHAEOLOGY IN BRITAIN
compiled by A. H. A. Hogg
The object of this paper is to summarise the present organisation of field archaeology in Britain in those aspects
which are the concern of the Civil Service or of related bodies such as the national museums or the Ancient
Monuments Commissions. The text is the result of collaboration between the heads of the appropriate
departments or sections. The information is given in outline: no mention is made of minor administrative
details, such as the formal responsibility of the Welsh Office for the protection of ancient monuments in
that country (the practical work is dealt with by the Ancient Monuments Inspectorate as in England). Further,
only the present organisation is considered. There is no discussion of its historical evolution, of whether
it can be improved, or, if so, of how that should be done.
The Conference was primarily concerned with ‘field monuments’, but if the organisation of official archaeology
is to be understood, the whole range of material covered must be taken into account, at any rate in the
preliminary summary. The organisation is complicated, but the logic of it is that the statutory duties placed
upon the different agencies are distinct. The boundaries of the fields of responsibility meet, as they should,
and the officials in charge of the agencies have the duty to see that they do not overlap.
The raw material of field archaeology can be subdivided into Portable Objects, Field Monuments and Standing
Buildings, though the distinction between the last two is quite illogical from an archaeological standpoint.
Their treatment can also be classed under three heads-Recording, Protection and Preservation.
Theoretically, and subject to the reservations stated below, national museums share with museums controlled
by local authorities all responsibility for portable objects. The three Ancient Monuments Commissions (with
the Monuments Records which they incorporate) are concerned with the detailed recording of both field
monuments and standing buildings, and they maintain close contact with the Archaeology Division of the
Ordnance Survey who are also responsible for recording but principally in so far as information is needed
for purposes of map making. Protection of field monuments is provided by the Ancient Monuments
Inspectorate, formerly of the Ministry of Public Building and Works, and of standing buildings by the former
Ministry of Housing and Local Government; both these ministries have recently been absorbed by the
Department of the Environment, but their staffs so far remain separate. The method of protection is’ essentially
the same in each case, by placing legal restrictions on disturbance or alteration to certain monuments, namely,
those statutorily protected by Scheduling (by the former M.P.B.W.) and by ‘listing’ (by the former M.H.L.G.).
Positive preservation of either type of structure, however, is effected by placing the monument under official
Guardianship, and the necessary work then falls to the staff of the Ancient Monuments Inspectorate. Owners
of buildings of major importance can in certain circumstances obtain grants from the Department of the
Environment to assist preservation, on the advice of the relevant Historic Buildings Council. These Councils
are independent advisory bodies appointed by the Government and assisted by the staff of the Department.
All these organisations have permanent staff-too few for the work to be done-and most have in addition
bodies of honorary experts to provide control or advice. These will be described in detail below.
The subject of the Conference was the surface field survey of field monuments, not their excavation or protection,
and in that context the work of the Ancient Monuments Commissions and of the Ordnance Survey is the
most relevant, so it will be convenient to deal briefly with the other agencies first. The Historic Buildings
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Councils, and the Housing Section of the Department of the Environment, deal only with standing buildings
and therefore require no discussion here; for that reason, also, no attempt has been made to give a fully
accurate account of the arrangements for buildings in Scotland and Northern Ireland, which differ in several
ways from those in England or Wales.
THE NATIONAL MUSEUMS
These are concerned primarily with portable objects. Their staff are therefore justified in excavating in order
to add to their collections, or in arranging for any disturbance of the soil to be kept under observation. It
is now recognised, at least among archaeologists, that an object dissociated from its context loses the greater
part of its significance, so any necessary field survey will also become part of the duty of the Museum staff,
unless it can be, or has been carried out competently by another body.
The overall control of the Museums comes under their Trustees, bodies representing a wide range of interests;
for the most part they are appointed by ministers of the Crown, according to a rather complicated system
of precedents. The British Museum and the National Museum of Wales incorporate a number of separate
departments; the administration of each is supervised by a sub-committee. Legally, the permanent staff
appear, to a greater or less degree, to be employed by the Trustees, but since they are treated exactly as if
they were Civil Servants and all financial arrangements have to be approved by the Civil Service Department
the practical effect of the distinction is not very great, save that subject to such over-riding control the Trustees
can issue direct instructions to the staff.
The British Museum includes Departments of Prehistoric and Romano-British Antiquities and of Medieval
and Later Antiquities. Although both these have, of course, a general interest in every aspect of the study
of archaeology in Britain, they are only directly concerned with field survey in so far as it is linked with their
programme of excavations. The Department of Medieval and Later Antiquities houses two valuable aids
to fieldwork: the Index of Photographs of Anglo-Saxon Crosses and the reference collection of medieval
pottery from Kiln sites.
The National Museum of Antiquities of Scotland is at present undergoing rehousing and reorganisation,
and will therefore be inhibited from carrying out investigations in the field until this work is complete.
In the National Museum of Wales the Department of Archaeology occasionally receives information about
field monuments, either as a result of enquiries from the public or through regular informants who have
offered to report on chance finds of portable antiquities. This information, which is available to the
Government Departments concerned, is recorded on a set of 6-inch O.S. Maps covering the whole of Wales,
which are used primarily to mark the positions of chance finds which come to the Museum’s notice.
THE ANCIENT MONUMENTS INSPECTORATE
This organisation is responsible for protection and preservation of field monuments. A duty to excavate
follows automatically, either for display or to recover details before destruction. Field survey is also involved,
for the system of ‘scheduling’ monuments requires that they must be inspected, and such inspection often
leads to the discovery of new structures or of additional information relating to those already known. There
is informal co-ordination in this between the Inspectorate and the Commissions.
Three Ancient Monuments Boards, one for each country, are appointed by the Secretaries of State to advise,
if so required, upon the work of the Inspectorate. The position of members of the Boards is thus constitutionally
different from that of Museum Trustees, for they are in no sense employers of the Inspectorate and cannot
formally issue direct instructions of any kind.
In Northern Ireland, the Ancient Monuments Branch of the Ministry of Finance is concerned both with protection
and record, thus combining the functions of the Ancient Monuments Inspectorate and the Commissions in
Britain (see below).
For these two groups of organisations field survey is a by-product of their main activities; for the Archaeology
Division of the Ordnance Survey and for the Ancient Monuments Commissions it is one of their primary duties.
THE ORDNANCE SURVEY, ARCHAEOLOGY DIVISION
From its inception, and particularly since the appointment of the first Archaeology Officer in 1920, the
Ordnance Survey has made efforts to identify by description all antiquities represented on the basic-scale
maps (now 1 :1250, 1 :2500 and 1 :10000). The chief function of Archaeology Division is to ensure that
the representations of antiquities on maps of the British Isles are correct within the restrictions imposed by
the scale, and that the antiquities are correctly described and accurately sited. The archaeological fieldworker
can obtain all this information with the map. In order to carry out this requirement the Division is compiling
a very full Index, so that most recorded antiquities are or will be represented by cards which include
bibliography and detailed description of the antiquity and its condition when last visited. As successive
areas of the country come under resurvey or revision the relevant cards carry fresh surveys made to the basic
scale in the field by the Division’s surveyors, together with fresh descriptions. The Index is primarily for use
by the Ordnance Survey, but subject to that requirement it is always available to serious fieldworkers and
others. Xerox copies of the relevant cards are held by the National Monuments Records for England (in
London), Scotland (in Edinburgh) and Wales (in Aberystwyth). In addition, the Ordnance Survey publishes
special archaeological and historical maps (see appendix) which provide an indispensable background
to any regional or thenatic study of many categories of field monuments.
The work of Archaeology Division is an integral part of that of the Ordnance Survey. In 1969, the Director
General formed, by invitation, a non-statutory committee of distinguished archaeologists and historians
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to act in an advisory capacity. Through this and other contacts the
with organisations and individuals, both professional and private,
duplication of effort.
The work of the Division is geared to the production of maps, so
such things as detailed analyses of field monuments, for example.
a complex hill-fort, or of the distribution-pattern of burial mounds.

Division maintains close working relations
with related interests, and thus avoids
that it is not in principle responsible for
of the structural features and history of

THE ROYAL COMMISSIONS ON ANCIENT AND HISTORICAL MONUMENTS
(INCLUDING THE NATIONAL MONUMENTS RECORDS)
The definitive study of monuments of all types is the concern of these three bodies. The Commissions for
England, Scotland and Wales are separate organisations, but each is required by Royal Warrant to ‘prepare
an inventory of the Ancient and Historical Monuments and Constructions connected with or illustrative of
the culture, civilisation, and conditions of life of the people’ of the relevant country ‘from the earliest times,
and to specify those which seem most worthy of preservation’. The preparation of these Inventories, which
has proceeded on a County basis, is the main duty of the Commissions. As will be seen, the range to be covered
is very wide, and the objective IS to provide a first hand-description, prepared by the Commissions’ staff
and definitive so tar as possible without excavation, of every monument which falls within the scope of the
Warrants. Recently, the Commissions have been entrusted with responsibility for the National Monuments
Records. Circumstances are not the same in the three countries, and thus the Commissions have approached
this side of their work in different ways, but the Monuments Records have developed out of the former National
Buildings Records, so most of their archive relates to buildings and is thus the less relevant to the Conference.
The inventory side of the Commissions’ work is essentially the same for all three, though the detailed arrangement
of published volumes differ. The objective, as stated above, is a definitive first-hand description of every
monument, county by county
The work of each Commission is carried out by a permanent staff, headed by a Secretary. The Commissions
themselves are bodies of independent experts appointed by the Crown : the staff are formally their employees,
but as with Museums over ?? financial control is held by the Civil Service Department, and the staff are
treated in every way as if they were Civil Servants.
The English Commission has headquarters in London, with regional Offices at Cambridge, Salisbury and
York. Work on The County Inventories proceeds at ail these centres So far as field monuments are concerned,
the Monuments Record has had to devote much of its attention to sites being destroyed by agriculture or other
types of development. in the nature of the case, much of the Information obtained is unpublished, but A
Matter of Time is token of the work being done
The Scottish Commission has headquarters in Edinburgh. Marginal land, where field monuments were
particularly at risk, was covered by an intensive survey during 1551/5, and since then work has been restricted
to the areas where Inventory work is in progress.
The Welsh Commission has headquarters at Aberystwyth. In Wales the main change in land use is
afforestation, and since this is for the most part the work of another Government organisation the Commission
and the Ancient Monuments Inspectorate are kept informed well in advance of planting. Most of the fieldwork
of the Welsh Monuments Record section has been occupied by recording threatened buildings, but a card
index of al! known field monuments is in preparation, the section for Cairns being almost complete.
Publication has begun of a series of County hand-lists of field monuments based on this work. Arrangements
are also being made to survey a few earthworks of major importance for which nothing approaching adequate
records exist.
ANCIENT MONUMENTS BRANCH, MINISTRY OF FINANCE, NORTHERN IRELAND
As indicated above, this organisation (shortly to be re-named the Historical Monuments Branch) combines
the function of the Inspectorate and Commissions The correspondence is so close that detailed description
seems unnecessary, although there are a few differences of detail.
The Minister of Finance appoints members of Ancient Monuments Advisory Council. The Ministry may seek
advice from this Council, and the Council can make recommendations to the Ministry.
The various Government agencies concerned with field survey of archaeological material have been treated
above as separate bodies. which officially they are; but close contact is maintained between them both
formally and informally. The above summary of their work is the result of collaboration between their officers,
whose names follow :
R. L. S. Bruce-Mitford, Litt.D.
R. W. Feachem, M.Sc..
Keeper of Medieval and Later Antiquities,
Archaeology Officer,
British Museum.
Ordnance Survey.
J. W. Brailsford,
A. R. Duffy, CBE, ARIBA,
Keeper of the Department of Prehistoric
Secretary,
Royal Commission on Ancient and
and Romano-British) Antiquities.
British Museum.
Historical Monuments (England).
R. B. K. Stevenson,
K. A. Steer. Ph.D, FRSE,
Director,
Secretary,
Royal Commission on Ancient and
National Museum of Antiquities
of Scotland.
Historical Monuments (Scotland).
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H. N. Savory, D. Phil.,
Keeper of the Department of Antiquities,
National Museum of Wales.

A. H. A. Hogg,
Secretary,
Royal Commission on Ancient and
Historical Monuments (Wales).
D. M. Waterman,
Principal Inspector of Ancient Monuments,
Ancient Monuments Branch,
Ministry of Finance, Northern Ireland.

A. J. Taylor, CBE, D. Litt.,
Chief inspector of Ancient Monuments,
Department of the Environment.

PUBLICATIONS RELATING TO FIELD ARCHAEOLOGY
(It should be noted that the restriction to field archaeology eliminates many important publications, especially
those by Museums. Many of those listed are now out of print).
Department of the Environment
Guides to individual Ancient Monuments in Guardianship. (these are too numerous to list in detail).
Regional Guides (giving summary account of all monuments in the following districts, with background
information) :
Northern England, Regional Guide to Ancient Monuments, (1969).
Southern England, Regional Guide to Ancient Monuments, (1970).
East Anglia and the Midlands, Regional Guide to Ancient Monuments, (1967).
South Wales, Regional Guide to Ancient Monuments, (1938).
North Wales, Regional Guide to Ancient Monuments, (1968).
List of (scheduled) Ancient Monuments in England and Wales, (1963). Supplements. (New edition in
preparation).
Ordnance Survey.
Professional Papers: N. S. 6. Long Barrows (etc.) of the Cotswolds (1922). N. S. 8 Long Barrows
(etc. ) of Kent, Surrey and Sussex (1924). N S 13. Field Archaeology; notes for beginners (1964).
Maps : Neolithic Wessex (1932) ; Trent Basin (Long Barrows etc.) (1933) ; South Wales (Long Barrows etc.)
(1936) ; Ancient Britain (Major Visible Antiquities) (2 Sheets, 1951) ; Monastic Britain (1954) ; Roman
Britain (1956) ; Hadrian's Wall (1964) ; Britain in the Dark Ages (1966) ; Southern Britain in the Iron Age
(1967) ; Antonine Wall (1969).
Royal Commissions on Ancient and Historical Monuments
ENGLAND. Inventories: Hertfordshire (1910); Buckinghamshire (2 vols., 1912-13); Essex (4 vols.,
1916-23); London (5 vols., 1924-30); Huntingdonshire (1926); Herefordshire (3 vols., 1931-34) ;
Westmorland (1936); Middlesex (1937); Oxford, City of (1939); Dorset (3 vols. in 6 parts, 1952-71);
Cambridge, City of (2 vols., + maps, 1959), York, Roman (1962); Cambridgeshire, West (1968).
Smaller publications: Guide to St. Albans Cathedral (1952); A Matter of Time (1960); Monuments
Threatened or Destroyed (1963); Newark on Trent, Civil War Siegeworks (1964); Survey of Peterborough
New Town (1969); Shielings and Bastles (1970).
SCOTLAND. Inventories: Sutherland (1910); Caithness (1911); Galloway, Wigtownshire (1913);
Galloway, Kirkcudbrightshire (1914); Berwickshire (1909, Revised 1915); Dumfriesshire (1920); East
Lothian (1924); Outer Hebrides, Skye etc. (1928); Mid and West Lothian (1929); Fife, Kinross and
Clackmannan (1933); Orkney and Shetland (3 vols., 1946); Edinburgh, City of (1951); Roxburghshire
(2 vols., 1956); Selkirk (1957); Stirlingshire (2 vols., 1963); Peebleshire (2 vols., 1967).
WALES. Inventories: Montgomeryshire (1911); Flintshire (1912); Radnorshire (1913); Denbighshire
(1914); Carmarthenshire (1917); Merioneth (1921); Pembrokeshire (1925); Anglesey (1937, reprinted
1970); Caernarvonshire (3 vols., 1956, 1960, 1964). Smaller publications: County Hand-lists of Field
Monuments I. Cardiganshire (1970).
Ancient Monuments Branch, Northern Ireland
Archaeological Survey of County Down (1966).
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