
























































































































































































































































































































136 llASTON LANE CHAPTER 4: THE ENVIRONMENTAL EVIDENCE 

Tobi~ 30. TM mollusc data. JO ,..nnllM. Tlrl m, 
f,1/t ' 

FEATURE 1017 1017 
Ff.lTVRE 

CONTEXT 3231 2798 2763 2763 2763 2763 2763 3233 1042 1019 1019 1019 1018 1018 ~T 
Sample 4Sl 450 449 448 447 446 44S 444 125 123 122 121 120 119 s,a,plt 
Wdght 2000g 2000g2000g2000g 2000g 2000g 2000g 2000g 2000g 1000g 1000g 1000g 1000g 1000g faghl 

P""'4rios eltt1•ns (MOUcr) 10 s + + + 12 8 7 9 6 2 4 
p;,,.,, ,~ !"I Oller) 

Ca1>dium cf minimum 5 I c;,r,.liP c/ 111t11tmum 

(MOller) )l~lff) (Ri 
CO¥)dium lridtna11tm (Risso) 131 18 9 40 24 22 12 c,,,,i""' r,iJmaOlffl S$< 

Caryd,ium spp 2S 9 13 9 7 14 r,,,Ji..,..spp 
Cocltlia,pa Mrica (Muller) 3 I 2 1 

c,,}J,tof4 tubrita (Muller)_ 

Cochli<opa lubnulla (Porro) I r,,,J/IIIJP" /uhrittl/a (Porro. 

C<J<lui<opa spp 15 2 3 2 r,,,J/1(,pa IPI' 
Vutigo pygmaea (Draparnaud) 10 r.,,,. /!>~"! (Draparna, 
V trllgo a,uromigo ,...,. .. ..,,,.,. 
(Dni po.rnaud) ~ ) 
Vmigo spp 16 3 + 1'"'1!"'PP 
Pupilla mwC'OnOn (Linnaeus) I 1 1 5 5 12 14 22 P,pi1, ""'""""' (Linnaeu, 
Vallmri.a c.ostala (Moller) 10 2 2 2 4 6 10 17 21 27 f.ir.,,i, """" (MOiler) 
Vallunia pulchtlllz (Muller) l',t/k,,d pulcllll/a (Muller} 
Vallonia exctn:rito Sterki 3 9 10 l'M111.ttffllrica Sterki 
Vollonia spp I 6 f.a.,i,spp 
Atontliinula aculeata (MUiier) 26 8 s 2 2 ,b,rbtJa aadtaia (Molle 
Eno '11Q1Uana (Dnparoaud) I 1 t., ..,,,,,., (0...parrutud) 
Eno obS<UTa (MOllcr) I 2 i:,,,1..,, (Molles} 
Punaum pygmaeum 26 10 4 ,-,.,.pypwum 
(Onpamaud) D,,:mnaud} 
Discus rosandarus (MOiler) 13 5 18 13 9 3 /Jin,n1<11Nia1NJ (MOiier) 
Vilrina p,Uucida (MOiler) 2 I r-p,11,.,id• (Muller) 
Vi1reit ctmlTaclD (Westerlund) IS 2 2 12 7 3 3 l'n eo111raaa (Wcslttlunc 
Vi,r,a aysrallina (MOiier) 10 I r.,,. ay,rollina (MiiJJer) 
Vitrta spp 1 2 l'""''l'P Nuwi'1rea liammonia (Strom) 2 x,.,,,;;,., .laMmonia (Strorr 
Att1cpin,l/a pwa (Alder) 25 1 4 II 3 5 ~II• p,,,a (Alder) Aq,,pin,1/a widul4 16 9 5 20 13 II .~IID •itidllla (Orapo.rnaud) 

,Dni,an,.ud) OX><hil"' c,1/arius {MOiier) + 6 3 s O:,d,lt,, ullanus (M Oller) Limacidae 
Ceilioides ocia,/4 (MOiier) I I I U!Olddat 

3 41 67 51 96 153 151 Co!,,i4,, aticula (MOller) C«Jtl<>di'n.o larnina1a {Montagu) I I !.'«Mo.!i,., /amina10 (Mon1> Clausi/ia bul,n1ata (Strom) 4 
Condidula irum«l4 (Poriet) J I ~~"'"''• (Strom) 
Candidula gigt<:<ii (Pfeiffer) 2 7 9 ll 

C"'1to! "''"''"" (Poriet) 
Crmuel/a virgota (da Cos1a) 

I I 
ia ri,a,ii (Pfeiffer) 

H~IU:.tlla iralo (Linnaeus) ~.""rata (da Costa) 
Helicidac 8 3 7 i::.•sala (Lin .. eus) 
Tn't.Jtia ,rn·olata (C Pfeiffer) 4 16 
Tn'citia ltispida (LiMaCus) 60 

2 3 I Titi,i , 
4 + I 4 60 21 4 4 9 3 r...., U1io/4,lti,pi4a· a (C Pfeiffer) 

Arian.ta arbw1orum (Linnaeus} I + + + hii.t., (Lmoaeus) 
Helicig(m() lap,ieida (Linnaeus) + + 
Capau/Arianta spp I + H,r,,;,:."""°"!m (Linnaeu 

+ + 4 I + r.,.,.,¾.laf>l<id4 (Linnaeu 
""PP MOLLUSCA TOTAL 437 85 + 4 8 123 168 !OS --MOLLUSCA TAXA 111 75 121 64 MOLLUSC,\ TOT AL 2S 19 3 4 IS 18 19 IS 21 II u 

liOLLUSCA TAXA 
+ = non-apical (ragmcot ,.-aoo . 
Tora!$ exclude Ceilioths ocitula (MOUa-). t.,. -.Pt<>l fragment 

adudc Ctilwdes acitl 



,100;a 

LAIIOSNAJU 137 

T-" JO, --' n, • .,,11,,,, '•"'· 

!2 1019 1019 IOlt I lit) tl:.ATURI! 176A 176A 11108 1810B<J90A 990A 971 • 123 122 121 011 l co:-,'TBXT 808 427 427 411 JS2 JS2 182S 1824 1823 1822 1822 2120 2120 2121 
IOa lOOOg 1000g 1000. ::.i. 119 s,mplc 61 69 70 71 72 7J S20 S21 Sll SU U4 509 SIO Sl7 .. ....,, I 000g I 000g I 000g I 000g I 03)& 11 S0g I 000s I 000s I 000s I 000s 1200a I CJOOa l<JOOs l<JOOs 

7 9 6 I-. ,,_ ,,,,.., (Mlllkr) 6 .. 4 ♦ ♦ • • ♦ + ~-,,-·-
24 ll II ,Mulkr) 
9 7 14 

c,,,y,.,_ ,,.,__, (RISoo) 
2 - I ~•rP I C«"- /,,lml• CMiilkr) l 2 
l I C«ll/wopll t.lmttlla (Pom,) 

4 C«,,,,,.,,. 11'1' 3 
1',n,p M"""" <lmpemlud) 2 
Vm,p•-
~ud) 

s s II 
.. .,,,.....,., 

IS 9 10 S2 29 41 s II ll P>p,11,, .. .,,.,.,. (l..mnocus) 7 19 9 2 u 6 10 17 II ll 1•-. ....,,. (M!Wtt) II I 7 3 7 I 4 IS 
1•.- t•ld,dla (MIWtr) 3 3 3 II 3 6 2 I 2 

l 9 ll V""'""1 ,.,,.,,,,. S1<tlu 23 IJ 6 4S 52 37 9 • - 26 3 32 

2 2 ' 
,,...,"PP 
,w,,rbaol, """"1,. (MOiier) 
£., _,. .. (Dnpunaud) 
£a,-~ (MOiier) . . _,,_ 

9 l 
-~ud) 
~ --,.,., (MOiier) l 

I ,,.,_ ptllwou (M!Wtt) 
l 7 3 3 11.,.. ,_.,., (W<Stcriuodl 

- - . 1•,_ ,,,....n- (Millier) 
l'IIIN spp 
•"'-""' •-(Su&nl 

3 s - I ~,.,. (Alda) 

u - II ~'·•··'"'· ( llnpomauJ) 

3 s °'9,W., ttllan., (M!Wtt) 
2 2 I I i..-idx I I 

Ctv.>.ln ""'""' (M!Wtt) 22 45 56 IOI 40 17' II 24 • 99 61 25 IS 
67 SI 96 m " e«-.. ,a.,.,..., (MDft....,) I 

I O..W.. hd,,wro (Strom) I 
~ """"''" (Pone,) 6 3 IJ 3 3 

2 7 ' ll 
c..i.i.,. f11UU Cl'iaffci) I 
Cmt.dla -1# (da Co<ia) 3 3 s 

I Htbttllo ••la (Linnaeus) 17 2 7 II 2J 10 s l4 6 s IJ 3 3 • • 3 ; Hdocbc 
Tncloa unola111 (C P(riJT<r) I 2 I 

I Tnc.w lnsp,do (l.inMCUJ) s s 8 12 2l 3 4 3 ♦ 7 
?I 4 4 9 ) 

--(l..uln><us) + ♦ II,,,,_ la,.,.,. (l.mna<ut) 
c.-"-spp -+ -+ 3 r • I - ,\IOLLUSCA TOTAL 39 IS4 138 Ill 7 74 25 II 88 17 8 7S 

II! 87 37 
12 7 s 16 6 3 6 7S 121 " MOLLUSCA TAXA 10 9 8 12 9 12 3 I 111 LI 

19 IS ll II ♦ -•p,cal frogm<nl j 
Touls ax:lud< Cn/w,da °"""" (MOUer). 
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14-0 EASTON LANE CHAPTER ◄: THE ENVIRONMENTAL EVIDENCE 

Phases S--10. Middle Iron Age - Medieval (tertiary 
fills of 1017, 18IOB, and 176A) 
The tertiary deposirs of all these features produced a 
restricted raxa. almos1 exclusively or open country 
preference, and, wilh Lhc exception or the Intro­
duced Helicellids, undiffereotiatablc from tlie 
assemblages recovered from the Middle Bronze Age 
and larer fills. Thus the open downland suggesred 
above can be seen as present in rhe Medieval period. 

Conclusion 
lo the later Neolithic concexts analysed, environ• 
mental interpretation is made more complex by the 
pit micro-habitat contributing to the moUuscan 
faunas. However, it is clear that a deciduous 
woodland was probably cleared for the pit, though 
there is no evidence tha1 this clearance was lo.og 
standing. Shady conditions prevailed soon after con• 
struction of the pit. Ah.hough there is no environ­
memal evidence for the Early Bronze Age, it is clear 
that the Middle Bronze Age linear ditches were cut 
into a welJ established, pre-existing, open downland 
environment. It is therefore likely that the secondary 
woodland/shrubland was extensively cleared in lhc 
Early Bronze Age. The arable and short grazed 
pastural grassland agronomy suggested by ,be mollu-

scan evidence is attested by Maltby's fauna! analysis 
and Monk's plant remains. Open downland pre• 
vailcd throughout larer prebistory and the Medieval 
period until very recent times. 

Tobie JI. Summary of environmental «melusi.on,, 

Phase P•riod En\l'ironmcnt Ac,ivity 

1. Neolithic 
2. Lare Neolithic Deciduous Limited 

woodland 
Regeneration 
Open woodland 

cl~ncc 

3. Early Bronze Age Open Extensi\'C 
woodland? clearance? 

4. Middle Bronze Ag• Open Arabic and 
downland Pastu.raJ 

acl.ivitiC$ 
s. Late Bronze Age ! I 
6. Early Iron Age ! ! 
7. Early Middle Iron I ! 

Age 
8. Middle Iron Age ! ! 
9. Late Iron Age/ 

' 
j 

Eady Roman 
IO. 1..:ite Saxon and 

' ' Medieval 
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Chapter 5 

Discussion 

The Sampling Programme 

The excavation of the Easton La.ne site was an 
rx<1Cise designed to see whether an area which 
appea.red to contain almost no archaeological 
fco1ures was really as sterile as it seemed. The 
prognimme was designed to enable the projcc1 10 
expand if archaeological features were encountered. 
The sampling fraction of IO% was chosen on 
economic grounds. A I 0% sample could be exam­
ined wichin the budget while leaving sufficient 
resources co excavate small additional areas. A 
sys1em of parallel transects, randomly selected from 
within zones of comparable width, was the most 
convenient sampling system 10 use (Figs 2 and 4). 
The width of the transec1s wa.< de1ermincd by the 
,jdth of the machine used; 1he 1ransec1s could be 
easily selected and located on the ground. The 33 
transects revealed 363 features; eigh1 1ransec1s con-
1aincd no archaeological features. The feamres by 
1ypc were: 223 post-holes, 35 natural features, 32 
ditches, 28 pi1s, 14 gullies, 14 scoops, nine s1ake­
holes, three slots, two floors, one quarry, one burial 
aod one hollow. 

A computer-based analysis of the data from l11e 
tr.lnsects was undertaken after the excavation was 
completed 10 see ir comparison could be made 
b<tween a computed predic1ion of the dis1ribution of 
archaoological features by data and feature type and 
the final archaeological record as excava1ed, the~by 
confirming objectively 1he intuitive process by which 
the exm•ation was expanded from the sample. 

Howe\,er, the high va_riatfon in the data, including 
trinsct1s with no features and large numbers of 
features in tight clusters, militated for a more dis­
~iminating test, or a larger sample than was prac• 
tically available, both in tenns of cos, of sample size 
and robustness of statistical test. A s1ra1i6ed random 
sample of 10% can be seen as a practical response 
aod i1 has been sugges1ed that a simple visual plot of 
rtSUlts is perhaps more useful than further statistical 
t<su (Samcls 1986). 

The Phase Sequence 

Attempting to establish a reasonable chronological 
~uence which related sensibly 10 the archaeological 
cat um has proved a worrying experience, The 

arehaeol0gical features were gcnerJlly widely seat-

tcred, there was no stratigraphy> there was no scope 
for topsoil investigation above known feature groups 
(feature groups were only located by machine­
ex.cavated rransects), and there were rcm.arkably few 
finds from the pose-hole groups. All of these factors 
were unhelpful. Once ploued, 1he distribmiQn of 
diagnostic pottery provt-d 10 be 1he mos, useful tool 
in es1ablishing a phased sequence. As at Winnall 
Down, Medieval pOttcry occurred in most feature 
groups, but prehi.!toric and Roman pollcry of all 
types produced relatively discrete groups. F.xcep­
tions included the 6.lls of many of the di1ches, which 
showed long scque.nces of activity. Indeed, the upper 
fiUs conrained molluscs of Medieval date, as did 
feature group 653 with associated CS 3918. A more 
secure dale for that rea,ure would have: been most 
helpM. The dis1ribmions of poucry have been 
displayed throughout 1his repon, as they form the 
entire basis of the chronological sequence for Eas1on 
L3ne. 

The excava1ions o( Winnall Do,vn in 197617 and 
Easton unc in 1982/3 have produced an episodic 
account of settlement, ceremonial and agriculruraJ 
ac1ivi1cs from the middle of the fourth milleMium 
BC until 1he Nonnan Conquest and a little after. 

The phasing of the two sites is summarized in 
Table 32. 

Tab/, 32, f'lta.u uquenut /(It" Easton la,Je and U7mnall 
Down. 

Description 

Neolithic 
Late Neolithic 
Early Bronze Age 
Middle Bronze Age 
Late Bronze Age (pos.t Deverd­
Rimbury) 
Early Iron Age 
Early Middle Iron Age 
Middle Iron Age 
Late Iron Agt 
Early Rom-n.n 
La1t $a.xo1i o..nd 
Medieval 

Pha~ 
Easton Lane- WinnaU 

Down 

I 
2 
3 
4 

s 
6 
7 
8 
9 
t 
10 
I 

I 
No Ph>S< 
No Pha&t 

2a 

2b 
3 

No PhasC' 
4 
s 
6 

7 
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Neolithic . Easton Lane Phase I, Winnall 
Down Phase I 
The lack of earlier Neolithic sites, apart from long 
barrows (RCHM 1979), is a well-known aspect of the 
archaeology of Hampshire. The Wi.nnaU Down tx':4-
va1ion revealed a ring ditch of 16.Sm ex1_ernal dia· 
rne1er. Red deer anders in the bottom of the ditch 
produced radiocarbon dares which, when calibraced, 
fall in the middle of the fourth millenniwn BC 
(Fasham 1982). Features like thi.s remain enigmatic 
but may have ceremonial connections. HampShirc 
may not be quite so devoid of earlier activiry as the 
existing archaeological record shows. It has been 
argued !hat the demand for agricultural land in the 
1.ron Age and Roman pe.riod may have led to the 
disappearance of monuments of standing s1oncs 
(Fasham 1980) and that the absence of causewayed 
camps, henges or 'rituaJ' sites in Hampshire may be 
deceptive (Schadla-Hall 1977, 17) . Renfrew has sug­
gested 1ha1 the large Neolilhic monuments of 
Wessex required a high degree of eentral organi• 
sation (Renfrew 1973), and Barker and Webley 
(1978) have argued for organised land-use over large 
areas. An organised landscape has been suggested for 
Sussex (Drewen 1978). Hampshire seems, the.refore, 
to be a part of a different social organisation to the 
res1 of\'(/esscx and Sussex, unless, of course, it is at 
the centre and the causewayed enclosures and henges 
are all peripheral. This is most unlikely. 

The chances of discovering occupation sites or 
Neolithic date are slim. Extensive field sun1ey in the 
environs of Stonehenge (Richards forthcoming) has 
dcmonstrJlcd just how elusive these sites arc on the 
dry chalkland of southern England. Surface collec­
tions of lithic mat.erial have revealed concentrations 
of broadly Neolithic (rather than Late Neolithic) 
date, but samp)e excavations have revealed few, if 
any, contemporary subsurface features. Shcnnan 
(1985) has rightly pointed out !hat the substantial 
surface seauers collected by G W Willis in the 
early twentieth century in ,,he Basingstoke area, 
with their numerous diagnostic flint implements, 
may represent permanent sertlements. So far, none 
of lhose surface scatters has been re-examined in 
the field or subjected to any form of sample exca­
vation. ln considering the thin covering of surface 
flint of Neolilhic and Bronae Age date in eastem 
Hampshire, Shennan (1985, 70) considers the 
possibility lhat this might be a reffcction of the 
way archaeological evidence for m.obile occupalion 
accumulates. 

About a millennium before lhe ring ditch at 
WinnaU Down was dug, there was a major episode of 
ekarancc in lhe l tchen Valley Qt the nearby site of 
W1nnall Moors (Waton 1982). To confirm this unu­
sually early clearance horizon, a further sequence of 
radiocarbon dates is being processed. 

The Easton Lane excavation provided further 
glimpS<.-s of Neolithic activity. It is possible that the 
distribution of ceramic materiaJ a, the north of Arca 
8 , around pit 1017 and ditch 1054, reflects a 
locali1.ed activity area of Ncolithjc da,c. 

Late Neolithic. Easron Lane Phase 2, Win­
nail Down no phase 
The dating of CS 3918 is, and will remain, problema­
tic and probably impossible 10 resolve. The exca­
vation and rC<.."Ording of t..hc structure was rigorous 
and thus the location, both horizomaUy and verti• 
cally, of the pottery is reasonably secure. The Neoli­
lhic pottery is described as 'mainly fresh and 
unworn' (Ellison pcrs corn) and this may indicate 
!hat the pouery is contemporary with the infilling of 
lhe hollow in which the structure was built. The 
worked flint from this area is not out of place in a 
Late Neolithic context, and broodly contemporary 
wilh pit 5456, 50m to lhe nonh. There were a few 
undated post-boles to lhe cast but a geophysical 
survey revealed no other feature$ comparable to 
feature group 653 which contained CS 3918. 
Magnetic anomalies recorded in the adjacent area 
were revealed to be patches of day-with-ftints when 
lhe topsoil was stripped. CS 3918, with its ringbeam 
and principal rafte.r construction, is of a s,ructuraJ 
type common in the later Bro02e Age in Sussex 
(Drewett 1979; Burstow and Holleyman 1957) and 
Dorset (Woodward fonhcoming). The post-ring 
provided internal roof support while lhe outer 
boundary of the house would have coincided with 
the lip of lhe depression. The position of pit 3802 on 
the line of the post•ring seems to substantiate this. 
Since this was a building with no contemporary 
surviving Slnlctures it is not possible co speculate on 
social organisation. The southeast facing entrance 
would have provided reasonable light, and a number 
of craft activites could have been undenake.n within 
its shelter, such as those suggested for Hut 3 in 
compound 4 at Black Patch, Sussex (Drewett 1979, 
9--10). 

The major difference between this house and most 
of the Bronze Age examples is that, in the latter, the 
entrances face downhill whereas CS 3918, in order to 
maximise the light from the southe-ast, has an 
entrance facing upslope. The ' back to front' arransc• 
meot may acount for the isolation of the Slrucmrc, as 
~c period of use may have been quite short_, assum• 
mg lhe unsuitability of lhe aspect was soon 
disco,•ered. The south-facing slopes a few hundred 
metres to lhe south were settled in the Bronze Age. 

Evidence for flim-working was presen1 in pil 
5456, which was cut by lhc Late Saxon enclosure. 
The flint was knapping-was1e from a flake industry 
using bolh prepared and unprepared cores. The 
badly preserved pieces of red deer anders which 
~•re in pit 5456 may have been present for making 
into antler tools or for use in flint4 ~•orking. 

Another small trace of occupation acli\li(}' was 
provided by the four small pits i1) Area Mc. The 
Hintwork from them may represent domestic refust. 

The cone-shaped pits in Area Bare an addition !0 
the corpus of •unusual' Lafc Neolithic features m 
H_ampShire. The burial in pit JO 17 can be cl,sS<.-d 
w,lh !hose of male burials normally accompanied by 
Beakers but which also iodude aceramic lnhu 4 
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EARLY 8RONZE AGE 

F.asion Lane, a number of similarities exist which 
suggest ,hat the burial may be placed with the 
PrimarY al)d Developed Southern Beakers. The six 
Green Low arrowheads and the four amler spatulae 
both have regular associations with 1bcse Beaker 
groups . 

Addilional grnve goods, although less diagnostic, 
do not contradict these ceramic associations. Their 
~currencc and association with antler spatulac have 
t,cen used (Smith and Simpson I 966) 10 interpret 
these burials 3S chose of craftsmen with their •tool 
kilS', Tbe possibility that spatulac are prcssu.rc 
Jbkers reduces the likelihood !hat 'tool kits' can be 
a,sncia1ed with a specific (leather) trade, and sug• 
gesu !hat they represent general-purpose tools. Awls 
or both metal and bone, scrapers, knives and flint 
llakes which feature under Clarke's (J 970, 203) 
'exoti;' Primary Southern Beaker equipment, arc all 
oommon in grnves of Ibis 1ype (Smi1h and Simpson 
1966, Table I). The bone awl from Green Low, also 
a Primary Southern Beaker grave, was found on the 
pelvis, a similar pOSition to that of the Easton Lane 
grave. The scraper from pit 1017 was recorded with 
finds from the diS1u.rbed grave fill but its proximity 
co lhe burial increases the probability lhac it formed 
port of the original deposit. The knife and Hint flakes 
wrrt dearly selected, and formed a deliberate part of 
the burial. 

Neg•tive evidence also suggests possible connec­
tions with Primary and Developed Southern 
Be.km. Clarke (1970, 204) notes that, despite the 
suong connections wilh archery, the.re is an absence 
of scone bracer,; and of bronze dagger,; from Primary 
Sou,~rn Beaker grave$ io particular, 

Toe Easton Lane burial rite can also be parallekd 
among some Primary Southern Beakers. Th.is 
Beaker group includes sporadic use of deep shafts 
(Clarke 1970, 202) between three and six fee, deep. 
The Acklam Wold inhumation lay in a chalk shaft 
six feet deep (Mortimer 1905, 91- 2). 

Pi, 1017 was excavated in a small local clearance, a 
situation similar to the contemporary feature, a 
J)()Mible stone alignment on Burnrwood and 
Bridget's Farm (Fasham 1979). One km north of 
Easton Lane, the Bronze Age ring ditch in .Easton 
Down cut through an earlier, probably Late Ncoli• 
th,c, fearure. The mollusca i.ndicated lhat the feature 
h>d been set in open, gra1.ed downland. Woodland 
regcnera1es, but by the time the Middle Bronze Age 
ditch system was formed, open grassland was well 
establtshed. However, clearnnce will be localized and 
Woodland must still have been a most important 
element of both the landscape and daily ac1ivi1es. 
Regenerated woodJand was present ot Bridget's 
;;mi 4km co the north in 1.be fim millennium BC 
1•·11Sbam 1979). 
p·Thecone-shaped pits 80 and l017 were 36m apart. 
iv: small pits formed an arc which is tangential to a 

;::aight line between pits 80 and I O 17, The five ~its 
6,, d decalc,fied fills and contained the following 
a tan antler and a Mcdieva.1 sherd in pit 372; and 
M . ker or Early Bronze Age sherd and another 

edicvaJ shcrd in pit 368. 
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The burial of an arrow•makerorarchcr in pit 1017 
~ the arrangement of tb_c arc of pits with pit 80 
- r.s at. an_ area of special 1mportancc; an area 
perhaps tnd.icatc:.-d in an almost monumental rashion 
lf that is t.he case, the special area docs not seem t~ 
have been sepa1111ed by a physical barrier or a great 
distance from more ordinary areas. • 

1

The cluster of pits in Area Mc, with their more 
e,eryday contexts, were only 125-1 SOm to the sou1h­
west. 

The ?O?·long barrow, ceremonial aspects of the 
Neolithic m Hampshire remain obscure. fa•cn if at 
Easton Lane a small ceremonial area has been 
recorded, and even if the holes at Burntwood Farm 
real!~ had contained stones (Fasham 1979), the 
Neobthic of Hampshire is still different 10 neigh­
bouring areas. 

Early Bronze Age. Easton Lane Phase 3, 
Win.nail Down no phase 
The distribution of Early Bronze Age Pottery across 
the site suggests activity over a wide arc.a. In certain 
areas continuity with later phases is suggested by 
residual Early Bronze Age panery occurring in 
Middle Bronze Age and later ditches, such as 10S4 
and 376S. 

The two cemeteries, one to the nonh in Area F 
and the olher in the south in Area 0, provide the 
most interest; both are: mixed cremation and inhu• 
mation groups. 

The northern ccme1ery, disturbed by Late Saxon 
and Medieval activity, comprised at least two crema­
tions and one inhumation. One cremation, "~lh a 
bronze awl, was in an inverted Collared urn, and lhe 
second cremation may also have been in an urn. The 
former cremation was partly dcStroyed by the dig­
ging of Medie\ial pit 600 in which there we~e frag­
ments of a different Collared urn. lnhumauon S9S 
was jn a shaUow grave and the deepest cremation pil 
was only 0.2Sm in depth. The shallowness of chese 
burial features, if not a cons,equence of soil erosion, 
is perhaps an indication that the burials were in an 
unditched ba.rrow. The cremations contained very 
little human bone and, although it can bea.rgued that 
507 with its urn was a burial, lhe 33g of cremaced 
human bone in 598 may represent the ad hoe dispasal 
of 1he pyre remains. 

There is no evidence to suggest that lhc southern 
cemete.ry was originally in a. barrow.- It was. of 
triangular shape with the two 1nhumations fonn!ng 
the base Jinc and che double Bico~cal um crema!1on 
the apex. There was one other mur_ncd c_remauon. 
During exc.avation, three other pns with burnt 
material and burnt Hinrs ,vere rC(.-Orded as crenia• 
lions and are so described in Chapter 2. In these 
three features there were 34g, S5g and 84g only of 
burnt human bone compared 10 the 3,129g fro~ the 
double biconical urn and 149g from the other ,nur• 
ned cremation. his conceivable that the c~ree ~oles 

filled with ihc residues and rubbish. ,rom 
~~=ral pyres and are not, i,n any sense, ~rcro~uons or 
specific individuals. The mi..~cd burial ntcs arc 
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commoopl~c 10 barrow group., but et:mctcracs 
ttmo,cc (rom blnows ■re unusual The l\\"O 
ccmc-1a"IQ Jrr unusual an c:on11ining both mhu• 
mall(•ns anJ ,n:mauon burials bu1 Jack,na a bom>" 
or a J11cb or any substan,,.J marker. Pehaps Ibey an: 
lSOb1cd forcru= of !he la1cr Bronze Age um6dd 
«m..1<ncs The K1mp1on cnnc1cry mvoh-.d lbc use 
ohbbbcdpots(D1aranJ Ellison 1981). The we of 
lb• 1wo Eas1on Lane burial grounJs seem 10 rcllre 10 
1he ~bk tnl<rNI social group,ng suggested by 
Elb«>n 1981). 

Middle Bronze Age. Easton Lane Phase 4, 
Winnall Down Phase 2 
The ro:ullllelr d11ch $)'>1cm ,.., J.,J ou1 1n Iha 
pha,c, 101,n,cung a, lbc toulh w11h • Jong taSl·,...,t 
lvncht1 whi<h defines lbe soulb <idc of 1he complex 
in Arca D. The phy<ical evidence for lbe J11cbcs was 
sl11h1 and only d11eh 1810 ,. .. , subsan1 .. 1 cnou3h 10 
be viJ1ble on acr,.J pho1ographs. The amngancnt L> 

analosous ,.,lb lbc coo1trnporary suet II f'enptc 
Pryor 1980). Thc Wessex linear ditch system wu • 

cause for inltrCSI half a ccn1ury ago wbco II ,..., 
related 10 rancJuna (Hawkes 1939). In lbe la1e 1960s 
and lbe 1970,, Bowen dtrnonStralcd tha1 the bncar 
d11ch ,,-.icm wu far more extcnsi,·e lban originally 
pcrctl\-.d 1197Sa, 197Sb, 1978) and, wi1h E,•ans and 
R..:t, turned to 1n\·tsUga.1e the- environIDC'nt of IOOX 
o( 1hcsc rcmarkabl• land boundancs (Bowen tt al 
1978). The cn>crgcncc ,n the Wessex r,gion o( lhe 
c,rly components or lbc Jmnr dnch ,,-.,.,. as a 
,...~ 10 <ocial ,,,.... in the Middle Broni:c Age 
h"' b«o suggested by Bradley (1960). At ~on 
Lane, the ,i,1cm seems 10 be planned bu1 IS noi 

rclarcJ 10 ••"''"' llndscapc rca,urc, such as 
1,,,rrw., The rcLmonwp be,,.ccn the dii,.:hcs and 
1hc ,c-111tial 1ra..-cs or anc,cn1 foclJs ,is,bJc on aerial 
rhotogr•phy " no, clear. The only poss,l>Jc rcla 
t14.,n,hip w.1, in Arca D. wbtrc a hncar d11ch and a 
,cf'\· loni h'nthc-1 intcn.cctai There was, howC\'tr, 
no '-lrat1g-F'a.ph1"' rda1ion1.h.1p. Sub,ect.i\·dy, the 
Jyu.;hcr sccmcJ 10 be earlier, bu1 this wos noi 
dcmon,1rablc. 

AlthouaJ, 1he ditches s,cm 10 have been formed ,n 
an open downland, the proponion or pig bone 
pcrhap, \UB&C>IS thal !here were 11ill copses tnd 
r,.1,hc, or woodbnd lndttd, there were many 
funu ... •• lbc south or Arca B lhat ca.n only be 
dcscnbcJ as na1ural, bur "hKh may ho•·• been tree 
holes. The pracna, of fish bone, in a poo1-holc 1n 
Ara D ,ugg..,,. thar the natural rcsoun:u or lbc 
Rl\·cr Jr.:ben were cxrloi1cd II "'OUld be ,urpris_,. 
,t hcnh "-t'rt not taktn 10 the ri,~cr. ~ hntar dnch 
,r,1cm 1n11ially "oppcd (or <1aned) 11 lbe toulhcm 
edge or lhc a..muics ID Arca D. The di1eh SfSltrn 
ICffllJ 10 rui,,. been la1cr 1han both 1hc Bronxe Age 
c."aDCttr"lft buc CODCffllJ')Ont)' with 1ht: J.atc-r activ1u« 
o( rcn..n, rcctangula, buildings anJ cin:uJ.ir SII\IC• 
1uru ,n Arca D EJsc,.hcrc, 1hc ttla11onslup between 
1he Bronze Age s1ru.1urcs and lbc ditches ,. not 
,lcu. 

Etiton Lane re-rhap,. prm ides an msigh1 in Lo an 

infra•l!ruc1urc or 1hc •y>1<m wblch will only be fully 
,...ttkd when ~ area - avaabbk foe in,-.a,. 
p1ion 

The con1empor1ry oc.:upo1ion cxt<nds o,·,r ao 
ara of IS h«ures 17 acrnl. Tiu. 1nduJa •he r,u 
wilh Globular urns and saddle quern, discovered 
undtt the Wmnall Industrial Estaic, v.bcoc p01111011 
,s sho\<n on Figure I (Ha.,kcs 1969) and cxcludts 
CS 3918, which is regarded as La1c Ncolilbic. Th, 
Rru<tures be 1,ro.un the 60m anJ 6Sm con1oun ,a 
a broad band on 1ht south .. de or the slight ndg, 
,..bJch rao across the si1c. 

Th,s may lust be an example of an early form o( 
i,c11lemcn1 wuh dispersed houses, a sculcmcnt type 
whi<ch ,rugh1 accouni for the appuct11Jy nobi,d 
ch•nc< finds at Chal1on (Cunt,Oc 1970) or Wm 
Mcon (J...c:wis and Walker 1977). Paru or 1bt 
sc1tkmcn1 can be coasick-rcd as JrOUP' IDd mui 
sinular charac1ensucs to 1he ~closed si1es or llford 
Hill (Bursto"' and Holleyman 19S7), Black 1'11ch 
(Drcwcu 1919,, • ·hose uucnw orprus:auoo miii,, 
be similar, and 10 Down Farm which also ha, similar 
SUUCIUTC lypcs ( Bradky pen com). II Im bca, 
susgn1ed that the enclosed sues m Wnscx •= 
perhaps used for ccmrali:ted (ood storage (Barren 
and Bradley 1980;. An alttmau~ cxpbnouoo 10 th< 
1gricuhural base for the sc11Jcmcnt is 1h11 the site 
wu also pen or a (ar-rcacni.ng exchange ~•work. 

The ma,on1y of lbc Middle Bro,,u Arc posi-bwlt 
S1ruc1urcs (uJfill the criteria for 'axial-line symmc1ry' 
suggttled by Gudbcn, and so ~,e 1h, 
'dcs1gn<0nciousncss' or 1hcir bu,Jdcn \Gutlbcrt 
1983). CS S636 in Arca H ruts a posr-hole, S2«, a1 ill 
central pain,, and b)· runnU13 a hnc thn>ugh th< 
cn1rancc m such a "·•y 1ha1 11 cuis pos1-holcs Sl« 
and SSS6, a rcuonably symmcuical arrangcmcn1 
bcaimcs 1ppattn1. In fact, the re<ulan1 po11cru 
allows u, 10 posrulorc a mis<1ng J'O"l•holc mid-way 
bct•un pos1-hoks 52-18 anJ S271, ""ha considm 
blc degree or confid~cc (Gudben's example of Pl7 
from Moel y Gaer, 1983). Given our occcp1ancc or 
I.be hypothesis I hat the ou1er walls or lbcsc ru,,aurc, 
lay beyond lbc posr-holc nngo, a number ~r wcl!• 
bu,h, subS12ntiaJ •trucrurcs were prcscn1 dun111 dm 
rlwc. Fkmin, 1979, 117-118 makes an m•~· 
ing comrarison between the living spac.-c wnhm 
prehisrorK 'hu1-cin:la. on Oanmoor 1ulh tlu1 
Within lhe UPPtt holvn, or bv1ng-qU2n<n, of .\led,. 
c,·1l long.houSC\, in order to rc<,•aluatc thcfr status. 
The ..... co,ercd OlC3 o( SltUCtUttS II US,OG 
Lane during rhe Middle Bron,e Age (sec Table 33J 
compare, wdl w,lb 1ha1 of Medieval lolljl•houscs, 
anJ as FlcminJ ,uggni., byres <>)Q)J be ....,m,d 10 
cx1,1 as i.cpcratc buiJdin,gs, perhaps rc1>rcscn1cd hc:rc 
a, those dusicr, of Po\l•hole> ,.hic:h II.ad Jt.s casilv 
ckhnablc, or ~b,Jy.,f'OC\'<l, ground plans. Som<, 
such as MS S650, were regular in pl•n bur apJJ"r• 
cnlly in.'Offlplcte, while olbcn. su.h u MS S657, 
.,ere dis..rc1c groups of pos1-holcs ""hour rcadolv 
diM:e:rojblc Stf'Uttural 1>l11ns. These irrcguJ11r srruc• 
lure, arc rcg;mkd lhttc(on- .. bcin, animal pcm. 
>Orne J)OS'lble roofod. although d,rc,;1 evidence for 
•heir funuion ,; lack.in1. 

n1.-(197B)proposcduld 
~ io sussc• co 
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Ellison ( 1978) proposed lha1 the lat~r se11leme_n1 a, 
ltfotd Hill in Sussex c-ould be seen as 1ncorporattng 3 
slindard range of ~oi_nestic and. auxiliary units of 
structures. Drewett s mterprctat1on of compound 4 
1 Black Patch (Drewett 1979) proposes a structural 

:icrarchy involving 6~e huts . . The i!lterpretation 
uses several cl.asses of mfonnauon wb.1cb mclude a 
,-omparison of size and degree of terracing for each 
structure, distribU1ions of artefacts and the rela. 
,iooship of the huts 10 the fcnct-d areas and ponds. 
Thi> Ie,-cl of information was not available at Eas<0n 
Lane bu1 ii should be noted lhat the sll'Uctural 
groups in areas B, D and H were of comparative size 
and complexity to the post-hole ground plans of ,he 
compounds at Black Parch. If the terrace contours 
and the ponds on the established plan of compound 4 
art disregarded, then the remaining features are 
circular structures (huts I, 2 amd 3) and a number of 
fence lines and irregular groups of post-holes (see 
Fig 110). This highlights the problem of interpreta­
tion and even recognirion of auxiliary structures. 
Hu, 5 in compound 4 would be extremely difficult 10 
pick out without the boundaries of its terrace, 
although it is perhaps the same class of structure as 
MS 5654 or 5657 from Easton Lane. Around and 
inside many of the circular structures at Easton Lane 
ai, recognisable, paired post-holes, which prcsu• 
mably represent contemporary activicy, though not 
necessarily structural features. h would therefore 
seem more informative ro illustrate and consider 
post-hole clusters and groups of clusters in to10 than 
to o,,cr--conccmrate on the more easily recognisable 
symmetrical post-hole rings. 
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Finally• it should be noted tha, in Reynold's 
( 1983) rePOri on the reconstruction of the Pimpcme 
house _(a large) 12.Sm ~iameter, Iron Age structure), 
he Pouns out that, given a topsoil depth of some 
0.30m, none of lhe POS-ts or stakes used would 
penetrate signi6c.antly int·o the underlying chalk, so 
11 C?u_ld be assumed thar many of our apparently 
vcst~gtal traces of round-houses represent the tip of 
the 1ce~rg a.ad lha1 most were probably surrounded 
by a~bary structures of slighter construcLion which 
left lmle or no trace in the bedrock. 

Although it is 001 possible to prove that all the 
Slnl~turcs in this phase were exactly comemporary, 
and mdeed sll'Ucturcs 2373 and 2375 could no, ha,-c 
been, it is possible ro consider some Qf the structures 
as fonning discrete groups. The best example of this 
occurs in Area H where. a circular structure, 5.636, 
formed a smaU self-contained group with RS 5637 
and MS 5652, potentially a house with auached 
fence, animal pens (MS 5652) and a four•POst struc­
ture (RS 5637, granary ?) . In Area B, the sizeable 
circular structure 2341 could well have controlled 
the nearby possible animal pens MS 5654 and MS 
5657. 

Again, jn Area D, che closeness of structures 4008, 
4009, 5653 and 4010 suggests lhat their ph)'sical rchl­
tionship mirrored a social relationship. MS4010wasa 
major structure of unusual form and would cerrainly 
have provided the focal poim of this group, while 
Structures 4008 and 4009 (if they were used as houses) 
could have housed dependants ried by blood or 
social links. Structure 5653 was less well represented 
on the ground and may have provided auxiliary, 
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. w rk evidence removed (after Drewett 1979). 
Fig 110. Black J'atch, Sussex: plan of pOSt-holes wllh carth 0 
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covered working space. A join1 family group could 
be postulated if aU l.hcse structures were contem• 
porary. However, structure 4010 represents a 
distinct dcviarion from the accepted oonn for 
Middle Bronze Age houses and so could indicate a 
similar unusual social group, or activity in 1he area. 
Structure 4010 was a round-ended, rectangular 
building with symmetry about its shon axis. The 
rounded cods and lack of symmetry about the long 
axis could suggesr that it was not a variacfon oo a 
long house but an early experiment in semi-detached 
residences of rwo circular houses. 

The only other broadly contemporary strucrure in 
Wessex, which is of a comparable form, was cxca• 
vated at Down Farm, Dorset (Bradley and Green 
pers com). ll was about twice as Jong as the Easton 
Lane example and seems to have more in common 
with European types, Howe,•er, a ra:rangular building 
17m by 6m excavated in 1967 at Nijnscl in Holland 
had one rounded cad and a complex arrangement of 
internal posts (Beex and Hulst 1968). The cxa1va1ors 
regarded lhc structure as a long house in lhe true 
sense with a living area and a byre under one 
continuous roof. A French example of a rectangular 
post-built structure with one rounded end was 
reeenrly excava1cd at Bucy-le-Long in Picardy by 

BUCY-LE-LONG 
BRONZE AGE STRUCTURE 

-· • • • .. 
•• 

' • • ··- ' 

Mlle Pommepuy. The ground plan was 17.5m by 
5m and showed symmetry about its shon axis (Fig 
111). The rounded end was considered to be a 
strengthening device to counteract the effects of the 
prevailing wind (Massy 1983, 231~1). 

Various combinations of strucmre groups can be 
proposed for Area D, none of which are mutually 
exclusive (Fig 53). 

Combination 3 repeats several similarities with lhc 
encl,osure at Down Farm where a pair of circular 
buildings were replaced and enclosed within a fenced 
and partly ditched a,rea, wilhin which a sequence of 
circular and rectangular buildings is proposed (Brad­
ley and Green pers corn). Combination 3 has the 
rectangular building facing west into a yard in which 
stands circular structure 4009. A fence line ran north 
and souib from 1he rectangular building 10 enclose a 
quarter of a circJe against either fence lines or 
lynchets at the ,outh and ditch 1810 in the west. 
Circular s1roc1ures 4008 and 5653 were ou1side that 
enclosure. Within the enc.losurc were a range of tv,ro.. 
a.nd four-pOst structures and another fence. This 
could be regarded as a single domestic uni1, similar 
to those proposed by Ellison (I 978), developing 
adjacent 10 the slightly earlier cemetery. 

Combination l was an arrange.ment of three arcs of 
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Fig 111. Bucy-le-Long, France: simplified plan or Bronze Age siructurc for comparison with M.S 4010 in 
Arca D (after Massy 1983, Fig 1, 232). ' 
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15 again delimiting the quadrani defined by ditch 
\'s:o and fence/lyncbei in the_ south. PosJible ennan­
tt.S in the inner arc were lmed up wnh a funnel 
aatrancc through its ouler arc leading to lhe south of 
the: cemetery. Th_is arrangc1'!1ent ob~lo~sly hints at a 
cercm-0nial funcuon. Associatc-d wuh 1t could have 
1,een circular structures ~8 and 5653. 

The possible combmauon~ of stru~mrcs makes 
inie,prctaiion of Artll D difficult. 1 he cemciery 
,cems to be slightly earlier than the structures and so 
s possible cel'CmOnial arrangement of structures may 
l,.t\'C come firsl, to be supported by more domestic 
considerations, ahhough, of CQurse, a ceremonial 
function may have continued right through. 
Equally, domestic function may have been contem­
porary with lhe cemetery. 

Struc1ure 2159 s1ood apan from the rest of the 
Bronze Age structures both in form and location. h 
oc,,urrcd in a corner of th.e Middle Bronze Age di1ch 
5)'Stem and consisted of an oval of sixteen large, 
closcly-spaced post-holes. h was sinlilar to Buur­
man's 1emporary crop storage structures (Buunnan 
1979, Fig I, type e) and its position in a field comer 
is perhaps apposite. The smaller, similar but later 
structures Band Cat Winnall Down (Fasham 1985, 
13 and 127) were also suggested as grain storage 
facilities akin 10 the Scottish byre (Dunbar 1932; 
Monk and Fasham 1980). Unforrunatcly funher 
mdencc of cereal crop processing or storage was not 
rec<>vtred and so the parallel cannot be pursued 
funher. 

CS 3918 at lhe north of the siie has been reponed 
11 Late Neoli1hic, U, however, i1 was comemporary 
wilh the Middle Bronze Age occupation ilS awkward 
isolation on the north-facing slope may represent a 
social element, perbaps a punishment or isolation 
bt<ause of disease, physical or mental. 

The relationship of structures to ditches was 
complex. There was only one physical relationship, 
wlltre the post-hole ring from CS 4009 could have 
intersected Ditch 1810 in Artll D. The apparent 
absence of post-holes from the upper fill of the ditch 
does no1 necessarily mean tha1 the structure pre­
dated 1he ditch as it could have been built be1ween 
rceuts of 1he ditch. The structures were on the 
hilbide and related to the con1ours, while the di1ch 
S)'Stcms strike against the contours, and thus it may 
be that the struc.tures arc earlier. However, ditch 
1810 originally stopped on the southern limil of A~ 
Dand indicates a coniemporaneiiy with one phase of 
activhy in that area . If the structures in Areas B, C 
and E are taken as one group and Area Das ano1ber 
IP1>Up lhen the Middle Bron1,e Age structures can be 
seen as moderale-sizcd units comparable with both 
ltford Hill (Bumow and Holleyman 1957) and Black 
Paich CDrcweu 1979}, and called small farmSteads 
(Group A sites} by Ellison ( 1981). At Black Patch the 
stttJemcnt units, of which the cxcavaled site is but 
one, were scaucred over an area but linkt.-d 10 one 
ilDOther within the contemporary field system by 
•rncks. A1 Rowden in Dorset the buts were not 
ll'Ouped as in the Sussex examples but were isolated, 
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~veo_ if lioked by lynehet tracks (Woodward forth­
ommg). Thc_Ea51on Lane structures do not appear 

to have been mtegra1ed into <he fie ld system. They 
~ay actu~Uy rcp~nt n~thing more than the mobil­
ity of a smgle fanuly unit 010\'ing from one location 
10 anothe_r over a number o( _years or centuries. 

The Mi_ddle Bron7.e Age occupation, when lhe pilS 
from WmnaJJ Industrial Esiate arc included 
(Hawkes 1969), does ex1end O\'er a large area and in 
terms of Stze, falls into Ellison's Group B (EUi:On 
1981) of large defended enclosures. Easton Lane is 
large but undefended. The size of the sire ra1her 
lhan lhe display of its defensive (or delimiting) 
boundary may be more imporiant. Jn her discussion 
of se!liement and. regional exchange, Ellison has 
exammed lhe rclauonship belween lhe small (Group 
A? an? large (Group B) sites and 1he regional dis­
tnbuuon of ponery and metalwork (Ellison 1980). 
The Easton Lane site lies close 10 the theoretical 
junction or three of the large distribution centres ar 
Ram's Hill, Manin Down and Highdown Hill; 
between the distribution of Type I and Type 11 
globular urns; on the edge of lhe distributions of 
Wessex everyday ware; not far from the junc.lion of 
Rowlands' board clusters I and 2 (Rowlands 1976); 
and in lhe cemre of lhe dist.ribution of Class 4 
palstaves (Figs 112 and 113}. Rowlands (1976) 
arguc-d for lhe development of bronze working 
industries on the south ooas.t and there is a cluster of 
various bronze cypes in the general area of lhe Solen1 
and 1he .ltchen valley. Assuming that 1he settlemenl 
is not a smaH mobile farmstead, then its size and 
location suggesis lha1, in the MiddJe Bronze Age, lhc 
5etllement at &s1on Lane may have been an impor, 
tanr elemem in lhe distribution networks of Wessex. 
The site is in a commanding position above the Ri\•cr 
ltchen and could easily have controlled irade in10 ,he 
hinterland. The area around Winchester is a pre­
ferred l=tion during lhe Iron Age which included 
both lhc hillfort ai St Catherine's Hill (Hawkes <I al 
1930) and lhe excensive en~losu~e under Win~hcster, 
and during 1he Roman penod w,th the establishment 
of a possible fort (Biddle 1984) and a town. There IS 
no rtllson why earlier in prehis1ory th~ tn1dmg and 
communication ad\'antages of the Wmchestcr gap 
should not have been recognised. 

Late Bronze Age. Easton Lane Phase 5, 
Winnall Down Phase 2b 
Toe ditch systems continued in use, with the ditches 
being reeu1 or replaced. On lhc Eas1on Lane ~•rt of 
the site 00 st.rUctures can definitely be placed 1n the 
Late Bron1.e Age. On Winnall Down there _was the 
small cluster of four houses, alm?St ccrt~1nJy no1 
contemp<>rary, end a fence associated with post­
Deverel-Rimbury pottery. The sc1dcroen1 . coul~ 
h been continued by funher bmldmgs t~ ihc 

ave • d' I •est of Wmnall u.nexcavatcd area ,mme .iate Y . " . 
Down which remains archaeolog1caJly tntact. h 

The later Bronze Age scnlemcnt seems to ave 
n more reStriered than i1s Middle _Bronze Age 

~ecessor. It was se1 amongs1 field ditch systems 
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Fig 113. Easton Lane and the distribution of 
Bronze Age metalwork a long the analysis 
line of Fig I 12 (after Ellison 1980 and 
with the addition of finds made since, 
notably Hughes and Champion 1982) 

whk-h we.re still in use and, although the evidence for 
structures was confined to one area, this docs not 
mean that the related activity was so reduced . 

At Easton Lane there was a period early in the last 
milltnnium BC for which llicrc is no evidence or for 
which the evidence, mainly pottery, has s[m nOl 
bttn identified. 

At Old Down Farm, Andover, there was an 
occupation during the 'earliest' Iron Age (Davie$ 
1981), and on Easton Down there seems 10 be activi1y 
ollhis period (Fasham 1982). Elsewhere in Wessex, 
partieuwly in Wiltshire, this earliest Iron Age phase 
"~•II represented, perhaps most interestingly at the 
lllldden side of Poneme (Gingell forthcoming). 

Eady Iron Age. Easton Lane Phase 6, 
Wmnall Down Phase 3 
~~ough Early lron Age pouery was recovered from 
~on Lane, mainly in Area A, no further srruc­
t:"s were added to the Winnall Down results. For 
1 ~ fi~t time in at least a millennium of activity, the 
Pnnc,ple scnlcment was enclosed by a bank and 
ditch 'fh • bet • e _mtcrnal area of the enclosure was 0.4 

tares which, it has been argued, was djvided inm 
!epa,ah te areas for living, weaving, grain storage and 
PCr aPS bone working. Jn the enclosure there was 
~ gully-~uih circular structure, seven post-built 
~n:Jar btuldings and various auxiliary st.rUctu.rcs. 

_whole enclosure formed a relaLivcly self• 
:rmed u_nit, although it is possible tha1 the 
~ure ditch and bank were breached in the 

West corne,r during this period. 

EarlY_ Middle Iron Age. Easton Lane Phase 
7, Wmnall Down no phase 
There was always d b bo 
:~~•r::rd~IWtnalAgl o:~ tfr~m ~e tr;fr~~u~ic ~! 

e ron e. he pattern of discontinuity 
wTahs not fully explored in lhc Winnall Down repon 

e discovery of lron A • • . . · ge OCCUJX)Uon rcaturcs 
associated wnh early vegetable-tempered ( Fabric 83) 
saucepans fills . a gap in the occupation sequence 
t~wn from. Wmnall Down. The Early Middle lron 

g occupauon recorded at Easlon Lane to the wes1 
and nonhwcst of the Winnall Down entlo,;urc W1IS 

defined by the c.xistence of the Middle-Late Bronze 
Aged11ch systems, with ditches J76, 729 and J8IO in 
the west , ditch 1493 in the north and ditch 3692 in 
the south. Ditch 928 divided the excavated pan of 
lhLS settlement into ~onhern and southern elements. 
Tbc 1.one or occupanon may extend into Lhe uncxca­
va1ed land west of Winnall Down . 

. The Early Middle lron Age occupation included 
nmctcen gully and post-built circular structurt;,. In 
the southern a«-a, south of ditch 928 there was 
insufficient space between ditch 1810 and 1he east of 
the ex~vations to obsen·e any east-west spatial 
paucmrng of features. A possible north-south 
arrangcmen1 could be identified. CS 5602 in the 
southwcst corner ma}' have been a discrete ele.me.nt 
with an auxilial)• structure, 5632, auaehcd. Circular 
structure 5634 might have been a focal point for 
circulllr structures 5633 and 5638 and four-post 
structures 2158 aod 5659. It is possible that these 
structures were alJ to the west of a north-south pa1h. 
The northern part showed dear e\•idence for internal 
organisation. The strucmres were grouped on cilher 
side of a central north-soulh path or rood which 
probably entered this pan of the site between fences 
LS 5645 and LS 5646. The north of the area was 
defined by ditch 1493, and the evidence suggests thai 
there was an open space, or certainly no gully-built 
houses, in a six mctn: wide band south of the ditch. 
To the east of lhe path, strncture 2408 appeared a., a 
principle building with the miscellaneous struC'lUte 
24 JO perhaps being used as animal pens. The semi­
circular gully structures 2160 and 5622 were prob­
ably successive. They seem to work best as shelters 
for working in or behind. A simiJar pattern of 
principle building, 2404, with anciUary stuc1ures 
was pl'C$ent west of the patb and along ditch 176. In 
this group a.re a series of short, straight post nrra:~gc­
n,ents. There \\'as a range of s1ruc1urcs west of d1tch 
176 wh.ich may be contcmpora.l)', 

Four of lhe sm1ctures assigned to lhe Early 
Mjddlc Iron Age, 5634, 2404, 2288 and l408, were 
of standard form with pcoannuhlr gullies lO \,a.ryu~g 
degrees of comilcteness. Within lhcsc, oonc_enmc 
rings of pOSt•holcs were apparent,. al~hough it was 
not always possible 10 suggest dc~nue uner.nal plans. 
The indications were tba1 the mternal nngs wcn­
quite sligh1, thereby making it less likelr dun a firs'. 
floor could have been supponed on a ho(•tontal plate 
surmouncing the post•r.ing. Perhaps this reflected a 
desire to minimise on umber use ,n an area of open 
downland (see Allen, above 134). 
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Given lhat the si?.e and exec.at or the inner post­
rings is unclear, it is difficult to assess the position of 
the outer wall. The question arises with penannular 
guJlies as to whether they were foundation rrenc-hes 
or drainage gullies. Cenainly Pryor has cogently 
argued that the gully around Structure I, Newark 
Road subsite, Area IV (Pryor 1980), functioned as an 
cavcsdrip drain which fed into a drove ditch, thereby 
making it likely that the outer wall occuned some• 
where between the gully ood the imemal post-ring. 
On the other hand, in Phase 4 of Winnall Down 
(Fasham I 985), po,;t•seuings were recorded within 
the penannular hut gullies, as they we,e in CS 2408 
at Easton Lane. The reconstruction of the Conder­
ton house allowed Reynolds ( 1983) to observe that 
the predicted drip gully below the eave did not 
occur, indeed the shehered area encouraged the 
growth of grass which in tum protected the ground. 
It would seem likely therefore that, where gullies 
relate to drainage, they are deliberately created 
rat.her than the effect of erosion. At East0n Lane it is 
difficult to sec how the pcnannular gullies could ha\1e 
worked as drains, and so they have been considered 
as foundation trenches or perhaps as prepared 
ground for stake emplacement, although direct e,;. 
dencc for po,;t-settings within gullies occurred only 
with the gully around CS 2408. 

A number of secondary s1rucmres we.re recorded 
amongst the gully-built structures, eg 4019, 4020, 
2410, 5633 and 2406. These were initially recognised 
merely as discrete clusters of po,;t-holes. In some it 
was possible to suggest the presence of a post-ring, eg 
5633, 4019 and 4020, and therefore that the struc­
tures could have been roofed. In other.;, eg 2406 and 
5656, only recurrent patterns of post-hole arcs were 
discernible, and roofed structures could not be pos­
ited. This type of arc was also recognised with.in 
gully-built structures 2404 and 2408, and MS 24IO 
and MS 4019. Four-post structures and four-post 
lines ,,·ere also recognised. 

From I.his it will be seen lb.at a variety of different 
structures, which presumably fui6Ued a variety of 
different functions, coexisted. In the absence of 
anything other than minimal recovery of artefacts 
specific to structures, il is difficult to speculate 
further as to the functional division of buildings. 
Howe,•er, the general arrangement of the structure$ 
would seem to suggest that the four main gully-built 
s~ructur~ represent living space for four family­
sized units. Structures 5622 and 5602 may represent 
acoomcxlatfon for dependant relati"e groups while 
the rest of 1he structures provided additional work­
ing aod storage space. The overall layout of the 
structures wQuld suggest that most were comcrn­
porary. The division into northern and sou them 
area$ by the cnig.matk curved ditch 928 may repre­
sent a change of status rather than one of time, and 
indeed both g.roupS retain the same alignment on the 
old Bronze Age ditch line. 

The settlement ln this period was as org-,miscd as 
in both the earlier enclosed ph3Sc and the later 
perhaps larger, open settlement period lo the cast: 
Howcv,•r, only eight pits were Qf thls phase and no 

environmcocaJ dara are available from them. When 
the se3rceness of the pits is compared with the 
numerous .Middle Iron Age pies, it is apparent thal 
either funher pits must remain undiSCO\'ered or that 
a different form of s1orage served the seulcment 
during this phase. Possibly the small ovoid post-hole 
groups discovered both inside and outside lhe main 
su·uctures were the result of a form o( above ground 
storage. 

Middle Iron Age. Easton Lane Phase 8, 
Winnall Down Phase 4 
The Middle Iron Age activity was restricted to 
sixteen pits among and on the eastern fringe of the 
Early Middle Iron Age settlement, but west of the 
contemporary settlement at WinnaU Down. The 
Middle Iron Age settlement excavated in 1976-7 was 
very clearly defined. A group of about 70 pits were in 
a broad band running north-south. West of the pits 
were circular gully and post~built structures, some 
perhaps with pits in them, and two or three pits to 
the west of the huts. The Easton Lane pits had one 
distinct difference from the Middle Iron Age pits in 
the cast of r.be settlement. Maltby (1985, 105) sug• 
gested in his report on Winnall Down ,bat the 
animal bone C\•idcnce for pit 6S95, the most western 
pit excavated in 1976-7, contained the butchery 
waste of large mammals. A similar phenomenon has 
been observed on Easton Lane and Maltby has 
suggested that large mammal carcasses may have 
bcc.n butchered on the periphery of the site away 
from the main setdeme.nt focus. 

Horse remains arc an important element ln 1he 
animal bone assemblages. Fish was still exploited 
and the seed evidence suggests that the wetter land 
of the ltchcn valley may have been exploited for 
grazing or hay-making. Bracken may have been 
exploited for bedding; it was certainly used in rhe 
'banjo' enclosure in Micheldever Wood (Fasham 
1987) but care has to be taken to prevcm brack-en• 
poisoning of livestock (Evans 1976). 

The Iron Age sequence has revealed a picture of 
senlcment mobility moving from an enclosed 
settlement adjacent co its Late Bronze A_gc pre• 
deccssor, to the edge of a ditch system laid out in the 
Bronze Age and presumably still visible, and then 
back as an open (without a ditch or bank) settlement 
on the site or the earlier enclosure. The west side of 
the enclosure having been leveUcd to enable houses 
to be buih across the ditch, the east side mu$l have 
remained visible, as i, was incorporated into the 
conquest period and later enclosure system. 

Late Iron Age - Early Roman. Easton 
Lane Phase 9, Winna!J Down Phases 5 and 
6. 
The complete plan of the small, 6rst century AD 
enclosure has not been revealed. The: eastern 
portions of enclosures D and E Jay astride the 
cx<.,avation area, as did the presumed condnuatfon of 
1hc track along the eastern side of the system. The 
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SoUthcrn additions to the sequence did not seem to 
be as complex as the northern enclosures and rclaced 

enclosure st11ges 11 and Ill of Winnall Down with, 
to the excavated evidence, little subsequent rcfine­
:cot of !he system. The right-angled, two-sided 
post-built structure, MS 5630, Ill Enclosure E has 
t,een assigned 10 this phase and is the most convinc­
ing if incomplete, suucture of the first century AD. 
T~ burial of five individuals suggested to be of this 
d2l< Jay on the west edge of the enclosures. 

Late Saxon and Medieval. Easton Lane 
Phase 10, Winnall Down Phase 7 
One of the underlying themes behind_ the design of 
the project was the prospect of Jocattng an Anglo­
Saxon senlement of perhaps sixtb-<ighth century 
AD on the gentle ridge along which Easton Lane 
ran. There was no such settlement. There was, 
bowel'er the Late Saxon complex in Arca F. The 
di1ched 'enclosure was 40m by 16.Sm with an 
tntrance to the easl. It has always been interpreted 
as an enclosure although it could, of course, have 
bttn a buiJding. However, its overall dimensions 
and Jack of post or plank settings, either within the 
ditch or cut into t.he surrounding chalk, suggest 
01h<rwise. Dimensions such as 12.Sm by 6.7m for 
Sl3 from Portchester (Cunliffe 1976, 34-39) or 
ranges of about 17m by 6m for the larger elevemh-
1welfth century structures at Brighton Hill South, 
Basingstoke (Fasham and Kccvil forthcoming), arc 
common for post-in-slot construction buildings, 
while the pos1-pit forms present at Cheddar (Rahtz 
1979) were only slightly large.r (< 17m by 8.Sm for 
west halls 1-111). Even structures of great social 
importance such as the Middle Saxon timber hall at 
Northampton (Williams 1985) measured only 29.7m 
by 8.6m and hall A3 from Yeavcring (Hope-Taylor 
19n) 30m by 9.9m. lnboth cases these were main 
ha1Js with subsidiary annexes, 1not single con­
s.uuctions. 

General Considerations 

In the report on the 1976-7 excavations of Winnall 
Down it was noted tha1 the site was part of a complex 
or contiguous settlements, fields and tracks spread 
o,·er 600 hectares of the Hampshire countryside 
(Fasbam 1985, 134). In 1982/3 a further ten hecwcs 
?1 that landscape was investigated, and produced 
unportant evidence for an additional phase to the 
Iron Age, a phase of activity that was missing from 
the Winnall Down excavations. Greater chrono­
l0gieaJ depth was given 10 the whole lands?'pc• 
espccialJy for various activities in the second millen­
nium BC. 

The known sequence in this Jandsc-•pe started in 
the middle of the fourth millennium BC 1vith con• 
struction of 1he interrupted ri.ng ditch, which 
remains an unusual phenomenon in the archaeology 
of Hampshire in this period. Activity restarted •~ut 
2000 BC with the inhumation in the pit, the poss,b)e 
m of pits immediately south and the hints elsewhere 

in U!e excava_ted area of domestic activity, or at Jeasl 
of film-worktng. 

~he precise nature, form and intensity or act.ivitv 
d_un~g 1hc_ second millennium BC is DOI clear. The 
site invcsugauons record SC\'Cra.1 areas of activity 
rcprescmed by bu~ and other structures, cemeteries 
and field boundaries, bUl the evidence is not suffi­
ci~nt to. claim a continu.ity of activity in the soo:md 
millennium BC. The exc~w.ition bas examintd ten 
hectares out of a prehistoric landscape of 600 hec­
tares and, if settlement gencralJy was mobiJc during 
the Bronze Age, then it is unlikely that a relatively 
small excavation would or could produce evidence 
for continuous activity du.ring that period. IL is more 
likely that the excavotion has recorded some 
elements of 1ha1 mobility as and when the focus of 
activity extended imo the areas under in,•estigation. 
Howevc.r interpreted, as severaJ elements of a small 
mobile family unit or as a larger trading complex, the 
precise evidence for Bronze Age activity is valid and 
will always be a subject for reintcrpreta1ion. The 
chalkJand of southern England in 1he Bronze Age 
seems to have supported a series of homesteads in 
fields with occasional larger sites and defended 
enclosures, supplanted by t.he linear dll·ch systems 
indicative of a different agricultural regime but not 
necessarily disturbing the patterns of settlement. 

Four houses associated with pos1-Oe\'crel­
Rimbury ponery were recorded in the Winnall 
Down excavation but lhe next evidence for OCCUP3• 

tion was the furrowed bowls in the ditch of the 
D-shaped e.nclosure. Once again setdement \ad 
moved out of the area of the investigation, although 
within lhc broader landscape, there is evidence from 
Easton Down (Fasham 1982) for activity in this 
period. From the introduction of furrowed bowls to 
the end of the firs1 century AO, with the possible 
exception of the time of the earlie!t saucepans, a 
continuous sequence of occupauon ha~ been 
recorded and there is clear stnictural pattcrmng and 
shifts in focal centres of the occupation. h ha_s been 
necessary 10 imp0se crude chrooological divisions in 

what might be gradual shif1s from the enclosed 
sculemeot ro the open sc-tt.lemem to the west and 
opeo serllemcnt back on the site of ihe e:~closuri!. 
Perhaps scL~ement mobility should be _J>Cr<;<1vcd as• 
continuous movemen1 rather than episodic phases. 
The episodic nature of thi-s- movement may account 
for the changing relative frequencies o_f pottery types 
• • ••ary positions in features or rcs1.dual materlal. 
ID pnm w· all ,----·-The relar..ionship of the set.-ond mn . enc. v:s ....... , 
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poltery. The pentagonal cropmarkendosurc with an 
internaJ rectangular feature about 400m cast of the 
excavations may be a Rornano-British temple, bm 
othe.r coinponcms of the Roman landscape, includ­
ing the settlement foci, are not obvious. 

The Late Saxon enclosure on the north of the site 
was a surprising discovery and was presumably used 
for agricultural purposes. 

In the \V'innall Down report attemp1s were made 
to guess population size from a (.'Ombinatjon of floor 
areas of huls and grain storage c.apacity. The data 
from the Easton Lane excava1ions are insufficient IO 
extend tha1 exercise, but it is worth just considering 
the floor nrca of the structure$ (fable 33). The 
principle strucrure through all the settlement stages 
was the circular house; a simple post-ring initially, 
but eventually incorporating a foundation gully of 
~me form. Most of the Bronze Age cin:u)ar s1ruc-
1ures were of relatively elegant and well-designed 
forms with fairly regular spacing of posts and 
elements of sYnunclf)', although some showed con­
siderable lack of co-ordination. There was only the 
one terraced srn1cmre and, despite all efforts and 
arguments_, its date remains uncertain. The cmerg .. 
cncc of the gully form of foundation seems 10 occur, 
as an experiment, in 1he Early Iron Age and ls 
subSc-quendy developed later in the Iron Age. At 
Liule Waltham the gully-built structures dated 10 c 
mid-third 10 late-second centuries SC (Drury 1978). 
Even when allowing for the outer walls of post-ring 
structures being outside the pos1•bole ring, the size 
of the average suuccure per period increases 
smoothly through time, as Table 33 shows. 

Tablt 33. Wi,mall Dov.rn IJnd Eas1qn I.Ant llnltturc size,:. 

Ptriod 

Middle BronY..c Age 
Late Bronze Age 
Early Iron Age 
Early Middle Iron Ane 
Mkldlc Iron A&c: 

Average structure size 
{expressed as covered area 

in ml) 

33 
59 
71 

106 
98 

In considering the Iron Age houses in a little more 
detail, if we take five structures, 2288, 2404, 2408, 
5602 and 5634, as the maximum number of houses 
likely to hav~ been standing at any 011e time during 
the Early Middle Iron Age, the re,;ulting combined 
surface area, taking the outer house waUs to rest on 
the pcnannular gullies, is 624.5m2. At Winnall 
Down, during the Early Iron Age and Middle Iron 
Age, the maximum number of contemporary houses 
and combined surface areas were six and 31Srn2 and 
six and 6S0m1 respectively. This would seem to 
rcOcct the expansion from the reslricted area of the 
Early Iron Age cnc-losute to the open settlements of 
the Early Middle Iron Age and Middle Iron Age. 

Expansion, contraction and movement seem to be 
the key elements that have been faced in understand­
ing the land$eapc evidence as revealed by the exca­
valion. 

I.n Conclusion 

The project design for the investigation of the fifteen 
hectares was based on a programme of 10% sampling 
by transects foUowed by excavation of extended 
areas. The first 1hree transects ominously contained 
no archaeological features, yet an area of ten hectares 
evenrually was c.leared of topsoil and archaeological 
features recorded therein. The value of a sampling 
Strategy, as urged by Cherry, Gamble and Shennan 
(1978), was demonstrated in this instance. The 
archaeological results are exciting and much new ct.ua 
have been produced for sevcrnl periods, both prehis­
toric and historic. In comparison with Winnall Down 
L.he paucity of artefacts from rhe site docs not allow a~ 
extension of 1he discussions of spatial and functional 
considerations of features aod feature groups. 

One of the implicit problems of chalkland 
archaeology and the study of scttlemen1 on the chalk 
is that of the site-specific approach. It is perfectly 
understandable as the only record Illa! is preserved is 
on a site by site basis rather than in Lerms of areas. 
The wholesale extraction of gravel in river valleys, 
particularly the Thames, has Jong enabled the per• 
ccp1ion of seulement mobility through time 10 be 
developed. A1 Appleford in Oxfordshire salvage and 
excavation work over 20 hectares of gra\lel re\'C3led 
features relating to the Late Bronze Age, lron Age 
and Romano-British periods (Hinchcliffe and 
Thomas 1980). The excavation at Farmoor showed 
seulemcm mobility possibly contemporary and 
related to seasonal water levels, on the banks of the 
Thames (Lambrick and Robinson 1979). On the 
chalk, howe\1er, investigation into settlements has 
usually been site-specific: a site has been selected 
because of its basic morphology. Hence Litdc 
Woodbury was excavated for the Prehistoric Society 
(Bcrsu I 940) and Gussagc All Saints was selected as a 
modern version of Liule Woodbury (Wainwright 
1979). At Old Down Farm tJ1cre was a long 
sequence, interrupted in the Roman period and 
completed with Anglo-S3J<on sunken-0oored 
buildmgs (Davies 1980 and 1981). 

One of the objectives of the progrnmme at 
Brighton Hill South was the examination of the 
diachronic and spatial relationship of four apparent 
prehistoric and/or Roman enclosures set in 100 
hectare,; (Fasham and Kccvil forthcoming). The 
relationship proved quite dramatic because, of the 
Lhrce enclosures invesliga1cd, two were Iron Age and 
Roman and one was Medie\ral. Easton Lane pro-­
duced the opportunit}' l<> iovcstiga1c a large area of 
chalk and observe the movements and shifts of 
settlements and activities. There arc times in the last 
two millennia BC when, even with the large area 
excavaLed, there is no evidence for human ac1h1ity. 
For instan<.-e, what happened between the Lale 
NCQlithic and the earlier Bronu Age., betwee,n Lhc 
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Chapter 6 

The Microfiche and Archive 

The Microfiche 

A microfiche is included at the back of this volume. 
h contains interpretative plans of pOSt-hole struc­
tures and appendices for the metal-working debris, 
human bone, animal bone, carbonised plant remains 
and land snail reports. Detailed contents are pro­
vided below. 

Contents of Microfiche 

Additional plans 2-11 

Fig 114. Pbn of overlapping Middle Bronze Age 3 
$trUctun:s 2373 and 237S. 

F~ Ill. Plan of M..iddlc Bronu Age Mructu.re 4010, 
annot21ed \'e.rsion. 

4 

F~ II~ Man of Middle Bronu Age Mruetutt 4010, s 
showing jdetliud s:ynuneoy. 

·~ 117. Early Mjddlc Iron Age scru,crutt 2404, 6 
in1ernal post•bolc llJ'CS. 

Fig 118. wty Middle Iron hgc ruuaurc 4019, 7 
post-ring (blacked-in symbols), post-hole 

F',g 119. 
tt(:S wd p,jn (open symlx>J$). 
F.atly MiddJc I ron Age structure 2408, 
c:cmral po,s1-bole and pos1-ring (blacked-in 

8 

J)'fflboh), IWO llta of po$t•h,olcs {optn 

F',g 120. 
S)'Rlbols). 
F.arly Middle lron Age srnaoetutt 2406. 9 

f',i lll. 
thtct post-boJc .u«. 
Early Middle Iron Age s(mctu~ 2288, 10 

Fe 122. 
ime-mal posMing (blacked-in symbols), 
Ear-J)' Middk Iron Age SUUC'lu.rC 4020. II 

Fig Ill. 
possible s1.ruetural pos1-ring. 
Early Middle fron hgt Structu.re 2410, II 

F~ 11,. 
po,sibit rceta.ngular And cireufar omlincs. 
Early MiddJe Iron A~ wuctu.rt' S6l3, n 

F~ IIS. 
possible .SUUC'IUtal post-ring. 
Detailed plao of r~tures in tnll)$0CIS 3, 21 
and 24. 

14 

Appendix to the Metal Working Debris 
report, by P Wilthew 15- 18 

List of sample idtn1ifK11.t.ion, pran of Aodcnt Monument$ Labor.a· 
1ary Rcpon No ◄n8. 

Appendix 10 the Human Bone report, by J 
D Henderson and A Cameron 19-38 

The Catalogue, part of Ancient Monuments Labora• 
tory Report No 4636. 
1ndudcs the following tables: 
Table 34 Skull Metrics 31 
Table 35 Mandible Metrics 32 

Table lo 
Table 37 
Table 38 
Table 39 
Table 40 
Table 41 

Table 42 

Cranial M.orphology 
Mandible Morphology 
Upper Extremity Metrics 
Femoral Melrics 
Lower Extremity Metrics 
Axial nnd Upper Extremity Mor­
phology 
Lower Extremity Morphology 

33 
34 
35 
36 
lo 
37 

38 

Appendix to the Animal Bone report, by 
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