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Bourne Society, Local antiquities: a guide. 1973. 2Op

The Bourne Society is  one of Surrey’s brightest local history-cum-archaeo-
logical societies. For many years  it has produced a regular Bulletin and 
an annual publication of Local History Records. There has been some 
danger that a few subjects worthy of wider publication have remained 
covered only by an LHR report but the stimulation to local enthusiasm has 
been considerable and LHR is  now firmly established.
We now have the fruits  of another Bourne Society venture. They have 
produced a Guide to Local Antiquities- a  catalogue by parishes of archaeo-
logical finds and sites from the palaeolithic to the medieval with the addi-
tion of one or two post-medieval sites. Compiled originally by Michael 
Farley, now Archaeological Officer, Buckinghamshire County Museum ,
and brought reasonably up-to-date by Mary Saaler,the book tells  us the 
location and the salient facts about 111 sites or find spots in nine parishes  
(three of whichr-Chipstead, Chaldon and Woldingham—seem to have been 
only partly covered) and gives relevant references in each case. It is , in 
many ways, a complementary type of publication to the local history 
” direc tories” that have been published for Walton and Weybridge and for 
Carshalton and, as a project, is  to be given the highest possible commenda-
tion.
The Guide deserves to be copied by other local societies or groups. The 
success of the project, however, can only be measured in terms of its  
accuracy and its  comprehensiveness and by both tests  the Guide comes 
out quite well. Some finds'have been missed (e.g. the Saxon coin from Far-
thing Down) and some sites omitted—perhaps deliberately (e.g. the possible 
barrow at Roundbarrow Shaw, Why tele afe)-but these are very few. One or 
two grid references differ from those given in the quoted sources and the 
discrepancy is  not explained, while others are inexplicably omitted. Two 
adjacent sites which lie on opposite sides of the parish boundary between 
Chipstead and Coulsdon have been conflated into one entry without a cross  
reference being given under the other parish. The medieval (?) earthwork 
at Tollsworth is  not a homestead moat.
The triviality of these critic isms underlines the quality of the Guide which 
is  reinforced by Peter Kench’s workmanlike map and leavened by some 
attractive drawings by Miss Ketteringham and Mr. Bishop. Slightly more 
serious objections can be raised, however, on the basis of selection. The 
modern parochial divisions (thank goodness for the map) mean that the 
historical significance of one, at least, of the medieval sites is  obscured 
(Netherne Lane). This could easily have been made clear by an extra 
sentence in the text. The omission of many interesting post-medieval 
antiquities seems a pity—e.g. the Surrey Iron Railway, Coal Tax Posts,



hearthstone mines, milestones, etc. — and standing buildings have been 
firmly excluded. One can sympathise with this, but it does tend to perpetu-
ate the unreal dichotomy between above-ground and below-ground archaeo-
logy. Chaldon Church and Tollsworth Manor are just as much antiquities 
as the Watendone DMV and are much more important than finds of odd half-
identified coins, now lost again.

It is , however, easier to critic ise than to compile and one can hope that the 
firs t edition of the Guide sells  out rapidly so that the Bourne Society are  
encouraged to publish a revised and up-dated version in the future. One 
hopes, also, that others will find the time and energy to emulate Mr. Farley 
and will find local societies enterprising enough to publish their work.
Such lis ts , when well done, as this one is , cannot avoid stimulating further 
local research and this must be a good thing. On the debit side, they could 
act as handy guides to treasure hunters, but this is  another matter.

D. J. Turner

O’Connor, Monica. The History of Effingham in Surrey. Published by the 
Effingham Women’s Institute, 1973. £ 1.25
While there is  little to be said of Effingham before the Middle Ages, the 
medieval history of the two manors of Effingham and Effingham East Court 
has been carefully traced and described. Parts  of the Parish fe ll within 
other manors and the complicated story leads on to the enclosures and the 
advancements in farming. The enterprises of General de Lancey make 
interesting reading, and chapters on owners and ownership conclude with 
lively reminiscences of more recent residents.
The Parish Church is  described and documented; in the account of the 
regis ters  there is  an interesting note on the simplification of surnames,
By the wood or By wood becoming Wood, Attlee shortened to Lee or Leigh.
Schools including private schools are recorded together with local 
charities.

Effingham is perhaps unusual as a parish in that it was not dominated by 
”the big house” or even, it seems, by the local gentry. The site of the manor 
house was deserted before the middle of the 14th century,and the map only 
shows the ’presumed s ite ’ of East Court manor under a house later called 
Brown’s. The sixteenth-century noble owners of land were non-residents, 
some lived at East Horsley, and though members of a branch of the Howard 
family took their title from Effingham and later became E arls  of Nottingham, 
they lived elsewhere.

There is  a full section on the older houses, with photographs and some plans, 
and the history concludes with a general'bibliography, summary notes on 
sources, and a good index.
The compilation of parish histories such as this is  strongly to be recom-
mended, and in particular the recording of all old houses and cottages by



photographs and measured plans is  a valuable contribution to the history of 
Surrey.

J.L.Nevinson

Rahtz, P.A., editor. Rescue archaeology. Penguin, 1974. 90p
There should be no need to s tres s  to any member of this Society that we 
are living through a major archaeological c ris is , but it has been c lear for 
some time that there was a need for a popular book about this c ris is , 
explaining the problems to the general public and inviting their support. 
Rescue archaeology aims to fill this gap (tTthis book is  essentially a tub-
thumper” page 233) but it does not really succeed. What was needed was a 
book stressing that much of the evidence for the history of these islands 
is  being destroyed, describing the many threats, explaining why these are  
threats, and finally showing how they can be overcome, with glamorous and 
successful examples such as Dover and Winchester. What is presented 
however, is  a series  of essays on subjects apparently chosen on the basis  
of involving as many of the RESCUE establishment as possible. They are  
written at a variety of levels and held together by a rather uneasy framework. 
This leads to repetition, serious omissions — there is , for example, no detail-
ed examination of one of the greatest threats, gravel extraction — and several 
unnecessary chapters. Most of the authors seem to have had. other archaeo-  
 logists in mind rather than the general public.
This is the more unfortunate as a ll the bones of the right book are there. 
Rahtz’ cheerful, story-telling approach is  what is required, and there are  
signs, in his various contributions, that he could have written a much better 
book on his own. A few of the present chapters might be chosen to help: for 
example Barker’s frighteningly effective review of the facts of the c ris is , 
and Hogarth’s reasonable attempt to explain why we ought to care about our 
past. The chapters by Alexander, Leigh and Webster broaden the picture 
usefully, setting Britain in the overall world picture, reminding people of 
what happens — or rather all too often does not happen — to the finds, and 
suggesting how we can train the many new archaeologists needed. (Univer-
sity courses are c learly inadequate at present). Philp’s chapter partially 
satisfies the need for glamour and excitement, and Biddle and Fowler might 
well have been persuaded to play up these aspects rather than te ll other 
archaeologists about the importance of their work (necessary, yes, but not 
in place in a ’tub-thumping’ book).
It is  probably a commonplace to say that the ’rescue’ situation in archaeo-
logy has been part of the Surrey scene for a long time. The spread of London 
in the late nineteenth century and after unfortunately led to the destruction 
of many archaeological s ites. The Society has been actively concerned with 
rescue work in many areas, for example around Farnham where the sand 
and gravel quarries caused much destruction. It is  worth noting that the 
discovery of the only certain Neolithic long barrow in Surrey (Badshot Lea) 
was a rescue excavation, and many similar examples of such work could 
be cited. Probably the main need nowadays is  to place an even stronger



emphasis on rescue work as opposed to purely research excavations. In 
Surrey more than in most counties is  this true. So much has already been 
destroyed that to dig for fun on an otherwise unthreatened site is  not 
really defensible. Certainly only those who can be considered to be in the 
top rank of archaeologists should be permitted to carry out ’research’ 
projects. Rahtz usefully examines this problem on pp. 56 to 58. This can 
however, be carried too far, e.g. Kiln attacks ”the romance of digging 
’Camelots’ and other unthreatened, sun-drenched hill forts ” (p. 260), 
presumably a reference to Alcock’s work at South Cadbury. Cadbury is  
exactly the sort of excavation that arouses public interest and provides 
many new trained and enthusiastic diggers, and this can all be turned to 
good account for rescue work. This is  particularly true if the excavation is  
followed by a book as masterly as the popular Cadbury/Camelot — a book 
far more likely to arouse interest in archaeology than the one under dis-
cussion. There are, however, few excavators of Alcock’s standard to whom 
such digs should be entrusted, and most of us must be content with ordinary 
rescue, while trying to see far enough ahead to make such excavations as 
much like research as possible.

It is  encouraging to see how much this Society and the county has already 
achieved, of what is urged on local societies and organisations at various  
places in the book. It is  now to be hoped that more emphasis can be placed 
on fieldwork, as there is  a great need to identify sites before they are  
destroyed so as to make it possible for planners to take them into account 
and preserve them where possible. The latter aspect is  little touched upon 
in the book but it is obviously of major importance.
There is  c learly not space here for a detailed discussion of the many 
separate chapters, but a few points should be noticed. Archaeologists will 
probably find Biddle’s section on towns stimulating. (It is  worth pointing out 
that virtually nothing is known of the original foundation and early history 
of any of Surrey’s towns. At present only Reigate is adequately facing the 
threat of urban renewal.) The point about early standing buildings being 
hidden is  well made (p. 100), also the need to excavate under roads (p. 103) 
and collect pottery whenever it turns up to provide some idea of the town’s 
extent at any one time (p. 104-5). Fowler’s work on the motorways is  
relevant not only to the M23 and the M25, but also to all road schemes: 
Surrey has professionals working on these at the moment. St. Joseph makes 
the point that aerial photographs can be of great use — but the process is  
costly, and difficult in Surrey’s crowded air space. Such photographs of the 
gravel areas are badly needed.

This is not, then, a book to recommend to someone who knows nothing of 
archaeology, although some of the separate chapters are of considerable 
interest. It could be useful, however, as a quarry for facts and points to be 
made when trying to convince others of the great c ris is  that British 
archaeology now faces.

D. G. Bird




