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By
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This thesis explores the distribution of the data collected by the Portable Antiquities
Scheme (PAS), which records archaeological artefacts recovered by members of the
public, many of whom are metal detector users. With over 780,000 artefacts
recorded onto an online database, it is not surprising that the PAS data have become
an essential part of many research projects. However, until now there has been little
work on the biases that are inherent in the data, in particular the effect of sampling
bias on the distribution of finds.
The thesis is grounded in discussions of sampling theory and collection bias, and
suggests that bias can enter the archaeological record in seven stages (burial/loss,
preservation, survival, exposure, recovery, reporting, and recording). A range of the
factors contained within these stages are explored through three study areas (the Isle
of Wight, Hampshire, and Northamptonshire). Within each area the distribution of
PAS artefacts is first compared to the known distribution of past human activity, and
then to a range of physical and man-made landscape features. Six case studies are
used to explore specific elements in more detail, to focus the analysis on those
factors that have the most impact on the distribution of finds. These statistical and
spatial analyses are supported by a survey of metal detecting methods, which uses
primary and secondary sources to explore the impact of different attitudes,
experience, and techniques on the distribution of finds.
This research identifies a series of choices made by collectors, recorders and
landowners, that are shown to have most influence over the distribution of PAS finds
– these range from ‘where to search’, through ‘what to recover’, to ‘what to report’.
This research shows how an understanding of these choices is essential for those
wanting to incorporate the PAS data into their research.
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CHAPTER 1
Exploring distribution patterns
In 1997 a scheme was set up to record archaeological objects discovered by
members of the public. This voluntary recording service was soon established across
England and Wales, and its network of ‘Finds Liaison Officers’ (FLOs) now record
more than 70,000 new objects each year. The data collected by this ‘Portable
Antiquities Scheme’ (PAS) has the potential to revolutionise the way in which we
research our past, providing us with a vast online collection of data which can be
used to examine a wide range of archaeological artefacts. As it grows in size, the
PAS database (PASD) is increasingly being used by those researching the
archaeology of England and Wales.

Indeed, its data have become a central

component of several large scale research projects (e.g. Gosden, in progress;
Richards, Naylor, & Holas-Clark, 2008), and are known to be incorporated into over
200 other projects1. As yet however, there has been little detailed research on the
nature of the data itself, and in particular the relationship between amateur collection
methods and the resulting spatial distribution of finds.

1.1 AIMS AND OBJECTIVES
Data collected by humans is far from impartial - the reasons for collecting the data,
the methods used, and the choices behind what data to collect, will all have an
impact on the representativeness of the results. Defined loosely as ‘bias’, these

1

for a full list of known projects using the PASD see the PAS website: www.finds.org.uk/research
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choices must be understood before the dataset can be confidently used.

In

archaeology, the need to identify the bias in datasets is not a new one, and many
have noted the difficulties in distinguishing ‘real’ distributions of past human
activity from recovery or deposition patterns (e.g. Garrow, Gosden, & Hill, 2008). It
is easy to turn a blind eye to these biases and to skim over the impact that they can
have on the distributions of archaeological objects, but to do so distorts our
understanding of the past, for it is only with full appreciation of the factors that
control the creation of our datasets, that we can begin to interpret what these data tell
us about past societies.
This project therefore aims to investigate how representative the PASD is of past
human distributions of activity, through defining the factors that shape the data. The
‘bias’ in the PASD will be assessed in the wider context of studies of collection as a
social activity, in particular through studies of antiquarian collections and naturalist
and geological exploration. Through this, a ‘theory of collection’ will be outlined,
grounded in research already undertaken on sampling theory and formation
processes (e.g. Orton, 2000; Schiffer, 1996), which will define the stages involved in
the construction of datasets. Combined with data on amateur collecting, this theory
will form the backbone of this investigation into how the inherent biases in the
PASD can be approached and overcome.
Each year, over 90% of the artefacts recorded on the PASD are recovered by metal
detectorists, therefore a detailed investigation of the extent to which the data are
influenced by differing detecting practices will be essential for any understanding of
the dataset. This includes questions such as: to what extent are the data shaped by
the number of active detectorists in an area, is the distribution territorial or distorted
by variable permissions to detect, the structure of detecting clubs, the perceived
underlying archaeological distribution, or surviving archaeological features such as
Roman roads?

These factors will be explored through interviews with metal

detectorists, a questionnaire on detecting practices, and a detailed analysis of the
published metal detecting literature.

2
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Other factors that must be studied include the extent to which the distribution of
finds are affected by the prevalent soil type or land use, the extent and type of
cultivation and forestation, landscape factors such as elevation and slope, and the
scale of effort by the PAS in different areas to record finds. These factors will be
investigated through an analysis of the PASD in its own right, and through
comparison of the PASD with other datasets, principally the county Historic
Environment Records (HERs), elevation data from Ordnance Survey (OS) and
geological maps from the British Geological Society (BGS). As far as possible, the
constraints and biases of these additional datasets will be outlined and discussed, but
the scope of such a survey is limited by the need to maintain focus on the bias in the
data collected by the PAS.
The project will use three study regions to illustrate the effect of bias on the
distribution of PAS finds, and two case studies from each region will be chosen to
explore the influence of specific factors in more detail. The primary means of
investigation will be through the integration of the relevant datasets in a Geographic
Information System (GIS), in particular using Kernel Density Estimation (KDE) to
analyse the density of PAS find distributions in relation to the HER datasets. The
question of scale will be explored within each study area, to identify the relationship
between different scales of analysis and the factors that influence the distribution of
the PAS finds. This project will investigate whether such factors are more prevalent
when the PAS data is analysed at specific scales, essential if archaeology is to
effectively employ what is an extensive and in some cases unique dataset.
Through the analysis of each county and case study, a workflow for analysing
amateur collected finds will be established. This is not intended to be a template of
methods to be used for the analysis of PAS data, but rather will be structured around
a series of identified problems with hypothesised solutions. The workflow created
here will provide researchers using the PASD with a strategy for approaching
questions of bias, thereby making it possible to explore the distribution of material
culture from the PASD in a more structured way.

3
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1.2 STRUCTURE
The first two chapters of this thesis establish the background to this project and
create an interpretive framework through which the bias in the PAS data can be more
closely examined.

Chapter 1 introduces the PAS in more detail, focusing on

understanding the origins and subsequent growth of the scheme and its database. It
outlines the climate in which the PAS was born, and the impact that this, and the
changing relationship between metal detectorists and archaeologists, has had on the
development of the PAS and the metal detecting hobby in England and Wales. The
expansion of the PASD in the fifteen years since its creation is explored and
discussed in the context of its impact on data creation, and a number of factors are
introduced that could skew the distribution of the resulting dataset. The chapter
concludes with a brief synopsis of the complete PAS dataset.
Chapter 2 introduces a theory of collection based on published studies of collection
practice and sampling theory. It presents seven principal themes of collection bias
that may impact the spatial distribution of the PAS data. Ranging from the acidic
content of the prevalent soil type to the abilities of individual collectors to
distinguish finds from a field surface, the factors outlined within this section play an
important role in the creation of archaeological datasets.
Chapter 3 looks at the range of archaeological projects that have used the PASD, and
the methods they have utilised for understanding the dataset. A number of studies
are identified that explore the issue of ‘bias’ in greater detail, and the techniques they
use are subjected to a more thorough examination. The methodology established for
this research is drawn from these studies, and developed with reference to known
information on collection practices.

It is presented in Chapter 3, which also

introduces the three study areas, and the reasons behind their selection.
The results of the survey of amateur collection methods are summarised in Chapter
4, and the potential impact that metal detecting has on the spatial distribution of finds
is discussed in detail. This information is used to guide the interpretation of find
distributions across the three study areas, which are analysed individually in Chapter
4
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5, Chapter 6 and Chapter 7. For each study area, the data is explored through two
means – a macro-level analysis of the geographical distribution of finds at a county
scale and throughout the nine archaeological periods, and a micro-level analysis of
two factors, chosen to explore factors of collection bias in more detail. These microlevel case studies focus on two themes within each county: the importance of
collectors to the distribution of finds (“people”), and the variation in the spatial
distribution of finds between different locations (“places”).
Finally, Chapter 8 draws together the main factors identified in each of the study
areas, and presents an overview of the outcomes of the project. The macro- and
micro-level analyses used in this research are evaluated, and the importance of
understanding the scale at which data is analysed is discussed. Finally, conclusions
are drawn on the contribution that PAS data can make to archaeological research.

1.3 INTRODUCING THE PORTABLE ANTIQUITIES SCHEME
The PAS was established to complement the Treasure Act, which came into force in
September 1997, and was intended to provide a means through which the general
public could report non-treasure artefacts, to “arrest the large level of archaeological
information lost every year” (Bland, 2008: 70). Although the specific aims of the
PAS have evolved over the years2, the main purpose of the scheme is, and always
has been, to encourage and facilitate the recording of archaeological objects
uncovered by members of the public. In practice, this aim is realised by the work of
thirty-nine FLOs3 stationed in museums and county councils across England and
Wales4, who identify objects, record them on the PASD, and return them to the
finders. These finders are primarily metal-detector users, but they also include
amateur fieldwalkers and people who find objects whilst out walking, gardening or
going about their daily work (PAS Website, accessed 3/5/11). Statistics published
2

See Appendix A for details of the aims of the PAS since 1997

3

Correct on 23rd February 2012. See www.finds.org.uk/contacts for an up-to-date list of FLOs.

4

The law in Scotland and Northern Ireland, like in many other European counties, states that all
‘ownerless’ objects belong to the state and must be reported. See Bland (2008) for a discussion of the
effectiveness of Scotland’s system in comparison to England and Wales.
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on the PAS website have shown that the percentage of records attributed to metal
detector users has varied from a low of 86% (2005) to a peak of 96% (1998, 1999
and 20105), with an average of 93% of records each year resulting from the activities
of metal detector users. Liaison between metal detectorists and archaeologists is
therefore a key aim of the PAS, and the FLOs play a key role in strengthening the
links between finders, museums and archaeologists, as well as promoting best
practice in the recovery and recording of finds, educating people about the
importance of recording finds in context, and encouraging public participation in
archaeology.
The PAS as it stands today is a culmination of decades of development – whilst the
history of the PAS has been documented before (e.g. Bland, 1996, 1999a, 1999b,
2004, 2005a, 2005b, 2008; Oxford Archaeology, 2009a; Thomas, 2010), it will be
summarised once more here, to highlight those factors which might play a part in the
resulting distribution of finds. The following sections will look at the growth of
metal detecting in England and Wales in the mid twentieth century, in particular
looking at the changing relationship between metal detector users and archaeologists,
and will summarise the main developments in portable antiquities legislation over
the past twenty years6. The chapter will conclude with an introduction to the PAS
dataset, to establish a context through which to understand later discussions of the
spatial distribution of artefacts recorded by the scheme.

1.3.1

The growth of metal detecting (1960s – 1980s)

Although its roots can be found in the 1960s, it was not until the mid-1970s that the
metal detecting hobby truly took hold, with 1976-77 described by Fletcher (1978:
13) as “a ‘boom’ year for metal detector sales” in England and Wales (Thomas,
2010: 141). The 1970s saw metal detectors being manufactured more cheaply,
making them affordable for the general population, and the numbers of people

5

This figure excludes the origins of records added from the Celtic Coins Index (CCI) and the Iron
Age and Roman Coins from Wales (IARCW) database, which were both added to the PASD in 2010.
6

For a summary of the major developments in metal detecting and the PAS, see Appendix A.
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searching for archaeological objects with detectors rose dramatically. It remains
unclear how many people were involved in metal detecting in these early days of the
hobby. Data collected by the Home Office, who licensed metal detectors under the
1949 Wireless Telegraphy Act, suggests that around 130,000 licenses had been given
out by 1980 (Thomas, 2010: 142), and it has been estimated that there were as many
as 180,000 metal detector users by this date (Denison & Dobinson, 1995). Whatever
the numbers involved, the rapid growth in treasure hunting, as it was known then,
and the threat that this posed to the preservation of the archaeological record, caused
archaeologists of the time much concern.
Friction between the metal detecting community and archaeologists reached a head
in 1979 and 1980 with the formation of two opposing campaign groups that each
sought to persuade public opinion to their side. The now-infamous STOP campaign
(Stop Taking Our Past – The Campaign against Treasure Hunting) was launched in
March 1980, with the aim of raising awareness of the destruction of archaeological
sites, and reducing the practice of irresponsible treasure hunting. It had the support
of over 30 organisations including the Council for British Archaeology (CBA), the
Museums Association (MA), Rescue, the National Farmers Union (NFU), the
Association of County Archaeological Officers (ACAO) and the Society of Museum
Archaeologists (SMA) (Thomas, 2010). Whilst STOP did have some successes (e.g.
the alteration of the Ancient Monuments and Archaeological Areas Bill in 1979 to
include a ban on detecting on Scheduled Ancient Monuments (SAMs)), by the time
the campaign had essentially ended in 1981, STOP had only really succeeded in
alienating many metal detector users by its aggressive stance against the community
(Addyman & Brodie, 2002), causing an irreplaceable loss in the collection of
archaeological information at this time. The metal detecting campaign group, DIG
(Detector Information Group) formed in 1979 as a response to the development of
STOP. Supported by both metal detector users and manufacturers and retailers, DIG
had some success with gaining public support, to the extent that Harold Wilson (a
British prime minister), was named the honorary patron of the newly formed
National Council for Metal Detecting (NCMD) (Bland, 2005b). The campaign
effectively petitioned against a bill that would have granted Kent County Council
new powers to control metal detecting, and many have said that overall, DIG was
7
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more successful than STOP in engaging public and political opinion (Addyman &
Brodie, 2002)7.
Campaigns such as STOP and DIG characterise the lack of collaboration between
archaeologists and metal detector users during the 1970s and 1980s, but exceptions
to this rule did exist. The most notable and cited case is that of archaeologists Tony
Gregory and Barbara Green (Green & Gregory, 1978), whose work recording finds
with detectorists in Norfolk and Suffolk was to provide the foundation for the
formation of the PAS nearly two decades later (Bland, 2005b). Positive relationships
also existed between individual archaeologists and metal detector users in South
Wales, Hampshire, North Lincolnshire, London, Lancashire and Yorkshire by the
early 1980s (Thomas, 2010: 151), but there was at this time no national policy on
how to approach the widening divide between these two communities.

1.3.2

Changes in portable antiquities legislation (1970s – 2010s)

The CBA made successive attempts to draft an antiquities bill during the 1950s,
1960s and 1970s, none of which were successful due to a lack of consensus amongst
the archaeological community (Bland, 1996). Despite this lack of success, the CBA
persisted in its attempts to reform the common law of Treasure Trove8, and in 1979
Lord Abinger introduced an Antiquities Bill into the House of Lords. The lack of
support from the British Museum (which opposed the proposed abolition of Treasure
Trove) meant that this Bill did not progress beyond the First Reading (Bland, 1996).
A revised Bill was introduced to the House of Lords in 1981, which passed all stages
in the Upper House but which failed to get Government support.

7

For a more detailed examination of the relationship between the metal detecting community and
archaeologists during this period, see Thomas (2010).
8

Treasure Trove, prior to being replaced by the 1996 Treasure Act, was the oldest law still in use in
Britain (Gilchrist, 2003; Hill, 1936). Thought to have been adopted during the Anglo-Saxon period
(Bland, 1999b), Treasure Trove stated that artefacts that were made of gold or silver, and that had
deliberately hidden with the intention of recovery, belonged to the Crown. Artefacts buried as votive
deposits did not fall under Treasure Trove law, making it very restricted in scope (Bland, 2005a)
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In 1983, a case of nighthawking (illegal metal detecting) occurred that demonstrated
the need for co-operation between metal detector users and archaeologists at a
national scale: “the Battle of Wanborough Temple”.

A Roman site in Surrey,

Wanborough has been cited countless times before as a classic example of the effects
of looting on archaeological sites (Addyman, 2001; Bland, 1999b; Brodie et al,
2000; Hobbs, 2003; Price, 2004; Sheldon, 1995, to name but a few). Although not
unique, the particular circumstances and timing of this case initiated what was to
become a thirteen year effort to change portable antiquities law in this country. It
remains a contentious topic for many metal detectorists and archaeologists today, but
in the end proved to be a turning point in the relationship between the metal
detecting community and heritage professionals. To summarise briefly, in 1983 a
number of Iron Age coins were recovered from the site at Wanborough by metal
detector users, and duly reported to the local museum in Guildford. Thought to be
possible ‘Treasure Trove’, an inquest was held at which the findspot location was
revealed publicly. Large scale looting of the site followed, with as many as forty
individuals illegally digging there at a time (Sheldon, 1995).

Thousands of

archaeological artefacts were removed from the site, and although some of the
alleged nighthawkers9 were charged, the ensuing trials (held in 1986) resulted in no
convictions.

Although many artefacts have since been recovered, the damage

committed to the site at Wanborough, and the inability of the legislation to prosecute
those involved, showed up the faults in the ancient system of Treasure Trove and led
to further calls for the law to be reformed.
In January 1987, as a result of further public pressure following the discovery and
subsequent disclaiming of the Middleham jewel (Bland, 1996), the Government set
up a review to establish whether there was a need for a new system for reporting
non-treasure finds. A ‘consultation paper on portable antiquities’ was published in
1988 by the Department of the Environment (DoE), and responses requested. The
results of this were announced in December 1989 by Lord Hesketh, who suggested
“improvements in the administration procedures not involving legislation … one
9

Nighthawking is the deliberate illegal searching of land using a metal detector, therefore
‘nighthawkers’ are those who use a metal detector to search for artefacts on land where they do not
have permission to be. This may occur at any time of day or night.
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such option being a code of practice” (House of Lords debates, 13th December 1989,
in Bland, 1996).

The Government’s response failed to acknowledge the real

problems with portable antiquities legislation, which were the inability of the ancient
law of Treasure Trove to protect significant finds, and the lack of a national system
for encouraging metal detector users to report non-Treasure finds. Furthermore, in
1991, the Government explicitly stated that “there were no plans to revise the law on
treasure trove” (House of Lords debates, 30th April 1991, in Bland, 1999b).
In 1986, as a direct result of the problems at Wanborough, the Surrey Archaeological
Society had initiated an examination of the law of Treasure Trove, with the view of
introducing reforms that would offer greater protection to portable antiquities and
archaeological sites (Thomas, 2010: 184). Working with Lord Perth and the British
Museum, the Surrey Archaeological Society begin to plan a new Bill. This Bill was
“drafted after consultation with a very wide range of organisations, including the
archaeological and museums community, landowners, the police, coroners and
dealers” (Bland, 1999b: 9). After successive alterations to create a compromise that
was acceptable to all parties, the Bill was introduced by Lord Perth to the House of
Lords (March 1994). It received strong support in the Lords, which persuaded the
Government to switch its initial opposition to support, a crucial turning point for
portable antiquities legislation. Although the Bill then failed to pass through the
Commons, supporters inside and outside of Parliament were encouraged to continue
putting pressure on the Government. Finally in 1996, the Treasure Bill passed
through both Houses without opposition, and came into force on 24th September
1997 (Bland, 1999b) 10.
Although those working on the Treasure Bill were principally archaeologists and
heritage professionals, in 1995-6 the Department of National Heritage (DNH)
consulted with the NCMD, allowing them to outline their objections to the Bill. Five
10

The new Treasure Act defined treasure as (1) any object other than a coin made of at least 10%
precious metal (gold or silver) and at least 300 years old when found; (2) any prehistoric object with
any precious metal content (3) 2+ coins from the same find, made of at least 10% precious metal and
at least 300 years old when found; (3) 10+ coins from the same find, with less than 10% precious
metal, at least 300 years old when found; (4) any object associated with another object that was
treasure; (6) any objects that would have previously been Treasure Trove (PAS Website, 2011).
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amendments were subsequently made to the Bill, to meet the metal detectorists’
concerns (Bland, 1999b). Furthermore, a requirement of the new Treasure Act was
that a Code of Practice was drawn up “in consultation with interest parties” – 250
responses were received, and used to revise the code to take account of all concerns.
This collaboration between the metal detecting community and heritage
professionals on portable antiquities law was a marked change from the era of STOP
and DIG.
During the passage of the Treasure Act in 1996, the DNH published ‘Portable
Antiquities. A discussion document”, which outlined two potential options for the
recording of non-treasure finds: firstly, a voluntary system of recording finds with a
Code of Practice, or secondly, legislation making reporting of such finds compulsory
(DNH 1996). The consensus from both the metal detecting community and heritage
professionals was that a voluntary scheme offered the best way forward, and so the
PAS was born (PAS 2000). Kent, Norfolk, the West Midlands, Yorkshire, North
Lincolnshire and the North West were selected as pilot areas for the fledgling
scheme. These pilot schemes were of course ultimately successful, but the road from
there to the current scheme has not been a smooth one. The government of the time
were reluctant to commit to funding a national scheme, so six bodies made
individual bids to the Heritage Lottery Fund (HLF), securing funding for a second
round of pilot schemes which ran for 18 months from 1999 in Hampshire,
Northamptonshire, Somerset and Dorset, Suffolk and Wales, and an outreach post at
the British Museum. A further bid for a national scheme was submitted to the HLF
in spring 2000, but their decision was delayed whilst an external assessment of the
scheme was undertaken by Chitty (2001). Further support from the HLF and DCMS
enabled the continuation of existing posts until 2002, whilst the national bid was
under consideration (Bland, 2005a). In March 2002, the DCMS announced funding
of the partial scheme for a further year, just two weeks before the scheme’s funding
was due to run out, then finally in April 2002 the HLF announced their funding of a
three-year national scheme of 33 posts from April 200311 - “within the course of six
weeks the whole future of the project was totally transformed” (Bland, 2005a).
11

For a list of recording areas operating in 2011, see Appendix A
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Funding concerns have continued to affect the scheme, for example in 2004 the
MLA successfully submitted a bid to the DCMS for funding the PAS until March
2008, but later cuts in their funding lead to worries of closure for the scheme. Whilst
this did not occur, the PAS budget was frozen for 2008 – 2009 resulting in the loss of
the Education Officer. A positive review of the PAS by Kate Clark (2008) and a
campaign of support by archaeologists and metal detectorists (which included an
ePetition and an Early Day Motion in Parliament signed by 229 MPs), showed the
high level of support for the scheme, and the MLA restored the PAS funding for
2009 - 2011.

Finally in April 2011 the British Museum, which had been

administering the PAS for the MLA since 2006, took over the direct management
and funding of the scheme.
Just as the scheme has continued to evolve over the past fifteen years, the creation of
the Treasure Act and the Portable Antiquities Scheme in 1997 did not mark the end
of changes to portable antiquities legislation. In 2002, following consultation after
the first review of the Treasure Act, the definition of treasure was altered to include
hoards of prehistoric base metal objects (UK Government, 2002). In 2009, the
Coroners and Justice Act made provision for a single coroner for Treasure, to
improve the efficiency of the Treasure Act (House of Lords, 2009; UK Government,
2009), but this has yet to be implemented. Finally the government has announced a
review of the Treasure Act, to be held in 2012, in part instigated by the sale of the
Crosby Garrett Helmet to an unknown British bidder in 2010 - that a nationally
important artefact could be sold to a private collector and hidden out of sight, not
displayed in a museum, has once again led to questioning of the strength of national
portable antiquities legislation by heritage professionals and the general public
(Worrell et al, 2011).

1.3.3

Metal detector users and archaeologists

The relationship between metal detector users and archaeologists is also continuing
to evolve. The PAS was formed through collaboration between metal detector users
and archaeologists, and the strengthening of that relationship has been a key aim for
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the scheme ever since. For most involved, this amounts to the acceptance and
following of ‘best practice’ by metal detector users, and the acknowledgment of the
experience, expertise and interests of metal detectorists by archaeologists. Recent
recoveries provide clear examples of the growing awareness by metal detectorists of
the importance of archaeological context, for example the case of the much
publicised Frome Hoard, where the finder allowed archaeologists to excavate the
container and its contents resulting in a far greater knowledge of the context of the
burial (Booth, 2010). Equally, archaeologists are increasingly inviting responsible
detectorists to archaeological excavations, e.g. at the site of Brading Roman Villa on
the Isle of Wight where for several seasons members of the local metal detecting
clubs have been involved in the summer excavations (Perez & Hardy, 2010). In
several counties (e.g. Norfolk and Suffolk), the development control guidelines now
include a provision to include metal detector surveys in advance of excavation (pers.
comm. Bland March 2012).

The relationship between the metal detecting

community and the archaeologists has changed so much since the 1980s, that in
2008, a review of the PAS confidently stated that, the “PAS has overcome the
scepticism of archaeologists and the mistrust of finders to create a partnership in the
understanding of the past” (Clark, 2008: 6).
However, there are still many archaeologists who believe that metal detecting should
not be condoned.

Some heritage professionals see the PAS as “too indulgent

towards the metal detectorists” (Cleere 2006, pers comm. in Thomas, 2010: 306)
whilst others question the use of taxpayers’ money to, as they argue, subsidise
someone else’s hobby, (Barford, 2008a), and are concerned about the numbers of
finds still going unreported (Barford, 2008b).

The campaign group, ‘Heritage

Action’, sums up the underlying resentment of these archaeologists in this statement
on their blog: “detectorists exploit and remove [artefacts] for their personal benefit.
All of them. Very very very few other people involved with heritage matters do that”
(Heritage Action, 2011).
On the other side of the fence, there are indeed many metal detector users who are
not interested in reporting their finds to archaeologists. This results in thousands of
archaeological artefacts being sold or lost to private collections each year, even with
13
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the most conservative estimates – these metal detector users are acting quite legally,
but just choosing not to volunteer their non-Treasure finds to the PAS for
recording12. The issue of finds lost through nighthawking is a separate one and is not
dealt with here, but the impact that such illegal activities can have on the attitudes of
some archaeologists and landowners towards all metal detectorists is important, and
will be discussed later in this thesis13. A recent debate in the Papers of the Institute
of Archaeology looked how effectively the PAS and Treasure Act are at protecting
the archaeology of England and Wales (Austin, 2010; Barford, 2010; Gill, 2010a,
2010b; Moshenska, 2010; Renfrew, 2010; Worrell, 2010). The tone and content of
the different papers showed how contentious issues such as the numbers of
archaeological objects still going unreported can still be, both for archaeologists and
metal detectorists, and it will be essential to consider how debates such as these, both
formal and informal, might influence attitudes and subsequently the recording of
finds on the PASD.
Despite the differences between archaeologists and metal detector users, the PAS has
seen a significant increase in the numbers of finders reporting objects since it began,
with 555 finders in 1998 (the first year of digital records), 1843 finders by 2003 (the
first year of national coverage), rising to 4433 finders in 2010 (PASD, 2011)14. The
growth in the numbers recording finds with the PAS shows that the comments made
in the 2008 MLA review do reflect a genuine change in the attitudes of those
involved. Whatever ones’ views on the PAS or on metal detecting, few would deny
that the partnership that has been created through the scheme between
archaeologists, metal detector users and the general public, is producing a dataset
12

There are other databases where one can record portable antiquities including the UK Detector
Finds Database (UKDFD), launched by Gary Brun in 2005 as a database for metal detector users to
self-record their finds. On 24th February 2012, there were 32,056 artefacts recorded on the UKDFD.
13

For more information on the occurrences and impact of nighthawking across England and Wales,
see the report produced by Oxford Archaeology (2009). In summary, this survey found that although
the number of nighthawking incidents had decreased since the 1995 CBA report (Denison &
Dobinson, 1995), it was still an issue in many counties. The report recommended further
collaboration between metal detector users and archaeologists as a means of discouraging
nighthawking.
14

See Table 1 (Appendix A) for annual totals of finders whose objects have been recorded on the
PASD
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that is unique the world over. It is the creation of this dataset that is the focus of the
next section.

1.3.4

The PAS database

Since its inception, the PAS has grown and adapted to balance the needs of both the
general public and professional heritage bodies. When the PAS began recording in
1997, “the collation of data was extremely fragmentary” (Pett, 2010: 1), so in 1998 a
Microsoft (MS) Access database for the PAS was designed and implemented. This
database was created for the PAS by Victoria Cassely, in consultation with the CBA,
Sites and Monuments Records (SMRs), the Royal Commission for Historic
Monuments in England (RCHME) and the Museums Documentation Association
(MDA). This first database, which was based on a number of forms – ‘People’,
‘Organisation’, ‘Publication’, ‘Findspot’, and ‘Finds Description’ – enabled FLOs to
record detailed descriptions of the artefact(s), including geographical information
about their provenance, details of the finder(s), and information on the circumstances
of discovery (Cassely, 1998: 4). However, time and technological restrictions meant
that the new database did not have any analytical functions, nor was it internet based,
which meant that FLOs had to record the data individually on local machines. This
data was then collated annually in a central database, and from 1999 was partially
published onto the scheme’s website (Pett, 2010: 1). Despite the creation of a
manual for recording finds, which aimed to ensure basic standards of consistency,
the data collected during the early stages of the PAS was of variable quality, with
some records too sparse to be archaeologically useful – for example database record
YORYMB34, which is labelled as a ‘Bow Brooch’ of ‘Polden Hill derivative’ and
has a 6-figure NGR, but has no image, weight, dimensions or further description of
the object. The data were rightly criticised by some of the finds researchers involved
in the Hawkshead Review (Chitty, 2001), which highlighted the shortcomings of the
dataset, and sparked the development of a new database for the PAS.
The first PASD was built on a one-off basis, and was never intended to serve the
national scheme which came into being in 2003, so in 2002 the PAS issued an
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invitation for tender for a new database. This was designed by Oxford ArchDigital
Ltd (2002), and went live in April 2003, coinciding with the appointment of an IT
Officer and four ‘National Finds Advisors’ (NFAs) to monitor the quality of the data
being recorded by the now national network of FLOs. The key concepts behind this
new database were that there should be open access to all on the internet, 24-hours a
day, that data should be collected centrally, rather than on individual MS Access
databases, and that the controlled terminology which existed in the first Access
database would be developed further to improve the quality and consistency of the
data recorded (Pett, 2010: 1). Many improvements to this database were made over
the next seven years including: the introduction of a workflow policy to enable FAs
to validate records; greater controls for manipulating high quality images; and
permission based access to the database for registered users (Pett, 2010: 2).
By 2007, it was clear that this database too was nearing the end of its life - Oxford
ArchDigital had liquidated in spring 2007, after which it was not possible to make
any improvements to the database, and a number of issues had been identified that
needed rectifying. These included the improvement of search facilities, as many
users found the existing system too complex, too slow, and too prone to crash, and
improvement of the representation of spatial data on the website. New functions
were also required, to enable finders to record their own finds on the database, and to
find their previously recorded objects more easily (Pett, 2007a). The third PASD,
which was built by Dan Pett (PAS ICT Advisor), was launched in March 2010, and
the increase both in the number of users registered on the database and the numbers
of registered projects using the data, attests to its success. 58 research projects and
855 new user accounts were added during the first 6 months of the new database
(24th March 2010 to 24th September 2010) (Pett, 2010b), whilst in 2010, a total of
1274 new user accounts were created, more than doubling the number of individuals
registered to use the PASD (Pett pers comm. 3rd May 2011). The PAS data are now
more accurate, being rigorously controlled by set vocabularies and updated in
response to user comments, finders can now self-record supported by their FLOs
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(Crace, 2010) and a new volunteer recording guide (Bryan & Jackson, 2011)15, and
spatial representation of the data online has been significantly improved by the
incorporation of Google mapping into each record (Figure 1.1). In April 2011, the
scheme was presented with the ‘Best of the Web’ award for the research/online
collection (Pett, 2011), acknowledging the importance of the PASD to the Museum
Sector.
1.3.4.1

T HE PAS DATASET

The scope of the scheme in 1999 was that all objects predating 1650AD should be
recorded, and that finds from the late 17th and 18th centuries should be recorded if
possible, although in less detail if necessary. Objects dating to later than 1800AD
were only recorded if they were of special interest. The only exceptions to this rule
were jettons16 and tokens, which were deemed worth recording if they predated the
20th century (Department of Culture, Media and Sport, 1999). In 2003, this was
simplified to a rule that all objects greater than 300 years old should be recorded, and
more recent objects would be recorded if they were of particular interest or
importance. Whilst there are therefore guidelines for what should be recorded on the
PASD, the actual recording of objects is dependent on the FLO.

An extreme

example of this selection process can be seen in Norfolk, where so many objects are
reported that it is only possible to record a certain number on the PASD. The
remainder go into the county HER, and the choice of which of these hundreds of
objects to record with the PAS is made by the recorder. This element of individual
choice in what to record on the PASD is a potential bias that will affect the
composition of the database, and as such will be explored more in the next chapter.
There have been progressive improvements in the quality of the data recorded on the
PASD. A key role of the NFAs is to train FLOs in the identification of different
15

Whilst there are now 100 individuals involved in self-recording, who have recorded over 8000 finds
(pers. comm. Bland March 2012), self-recording has created problems with monitoring data quality,
which have yet to be completely resolved. In particular, it is clear that additional resources are
needed to both train volunteers and monitor the data they enter (pers. comm. Bland Jan 2012).
16

Jetton, “A metal counter used in calculation of financial sums but not itself directly exchangeable
for coins, goods or services” (Portable Antiquities Scheme Website, 2012)
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types of artefacts. A ‘finds recording guide’ produced by Geake, and a number of
handouts for specific artefact types and periods, aim to ensure each FLO has
sufficient knowledge of different artefacts, and a workflow system allows the NFAs
to check the accuracy of records. For each record on the new PASD there are 117
fields that can contain data (filled both manually and automatically), along with a
facility for uploading images of the object. The data are grouped into a number of
categories, similar to the forms used in the first PASD created in 1998, which
include details of the finder(s) and recorder(s), important bibliographic references,
spatial information, object type and description, object dimensions/weight, materials,
methods of construction, coin data (if relevant), chronology and information on the
discovery circumstances.
1.3.4.2

T HE N ATIONAL D ATASET

By 31st December 2011 nearly 24,000 individuals had recorded artefacts with the
PAS. This amounts to 752,017 objects, of which 37,931 were recorded through the
Celtic Coin Index (CCI), and 52,812 originated from the Iron Age and Roman Coins
of Wales database (IARCW), both amalgamated into the PASD in 2010. This final
section presents a number of key statistics taken from the PAS website, which
together illustrate the biased nature of the national dataset, and demonstrate the need
to further understand the factors controlling the creation of the PASD.

These

statistics provide a control dataset for the analysis of three study areas, and highlight
the key questions that this thesis seeks to address.
1. A key measure of data quality is the precision with which findspots are
recorded – like county SMRs/HERs, the PAS aims to record all finds to a
least a 6-figure national grid reference (NGR) (i.e. to within a 100-metre
square) (Bland, 2008), although recent improvements in the availability of
GPS technology has encouraged a greater emphasis on recording finds to 8and 10-figure NGRs. By the end of 2011, 86% of the artefacts on the PASD
had been recorded with at least a 6-figure NGR, with 41% recorded to at least
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8-figures (10m²), and 21% recorded to at least 10-figures (1m²)17 (Figure
1.2). Key questions the thesis seeks to address associated with findspot
precision are:
-

what factors control the accuracy of findspot recording by
members of the public?

-

how does the relationship between archaeologists and metal
detectorists affect finds reporting?

-

how does finds recording vary between different FLOs?

2. 71% of the artefacts in the complete dataset have been recovered through
amateur metal detecting, with ‘fieldwalking’, ‘chance finds whilst metal
detecting’ and ‘other chance finds’ accounting for a further 16% of finds.
For 11% of artefacts, principally those from the CCI and IARCW datasets,
the discovery method is ‘unknown’ (Figure 1.3). This thesis will explore the
following key questions relating to discovery methods:
-

how does the search technique used affect the likelihood of finds
recovery?

-

how do the numbers of metal detectorists vary across different
counties and what impact does this have on the overall
distribution of PAS finds?

-

what factors control the selection of sites made by amateur
collectors?

-

how do the different survey methods used by different metal
detectorists affect the recovery of finds?

3. Figure 1.4 gives a chronological breakdown of the finds, and shows that
objects from the Roman period dominate the PASD, accounting as they do
for 51% of objects. Medieval and Post Medieval finds contribute a further
29% of finds. This thesis will look at:

17

It is important to note that the tolerance of most GPS systems means that, even if a 10-figure NGR
is provided, this will only be accurate to within a certain radius of that point, usually around 5m.
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-

how the proportions of finds from different periods vary across
and between counties;

-

whether this reflects a genuine difference in past activity, or
whether it symptomatic of biased recovery and reporting of
artefacts by finders.

4. Over 60% of the objects recorded on the PASD were recovered from
‘cultivated land’ i.e. agricultural land, where they have, in most cases, been
removed from their original context through ploughing, and are vulnerable to
further damage18. Other objects were discovered on grass- or heath-lands
(2%), within woodland (1.5%), in open freshwater (<1%) or on coastal lands
(<1%) (Figure 1.5).
-

How does landuse influence the spatial distribution of artefacts
recorded on the PASD?

-

Do areas with more cultivated land have greater densities of
artefacts?

-

How does the preservation and survival of artefacts vary with
landuse?

5. Figure 1.6 looks at the regional distribution of the finds recorded on the
PASD, and shows the great variations in the quantity of finds from across
England and Wales. The most productive areas are the East (20.7% of
objects) and South East and London (19.8), whilst the North East (0.8%) and
North West (1.8%) are the least productive areas. This obvious uneven
distribution of finds is supported by Figure 1.7, which highlights areas such
as Dartmoor, the New Forest, the Lake District, the Fens, and London, which
have a low density of artefacts, whilst Norfolk and Suffolk, Kent and the Isle
of Wight have very high densities of finds. Key questions are:

18

This figure is affected by the finds from the CCI and IARCW datasets, where landuse has not been
recorded. PAS annual reports show that around 90% of records created by PAS staff each year come
from cultivated land (pers. comm. Bland March 2012).
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-

How does the size of the resident population in each county
influence the numbers of artefacts recovered?

-

How does the level of urban development influence the spatial
distribution of finds?

The questions highlighted here have been informed by the history of the PAS
presented in this chapter, and by the discussion in Chapter 2, which takes a step back
from the PAS data and provides a background to this thesis. It looks at current views
of professional and amateur collection bias, and identifies different theories that have
been used to understand archaeological formation processes.

21

CHAPTER 2
Understanding Collection Bias
No data that is collected by humans can be without some form of bias, a fact which
has been recognised since the earliest days of archaeological research. But what is
bias, and how does it affect the data that we collect? The Oxford English Dictionary
(OED) (2011) defines the noun ‘bias’ as “a systematic distortion of an expected
statistical result due to a factor not allowed for in its derivation”, whilst as a verb,
‘biasing’ means “cause to feel or show inclination or prejudice for or against
someone or something”. Whilst these definitions are perfectly correct, they fail to
illustrate the complexities involved in understanding the bias inherent in
archaeological collection practices. For example, where do biases come from and do
they all affect data equally? Can they influence data concurrently or must they
follow one after the other? Can they be influenced and altered by other factors or do
they act independently of one another? This section will seek to expand the
definition of bias in the context of collection, to include all those factors that might
prejudice the ‘expected result’. Through a study of previous work into formation
process and sampling theory, this chapter will introduce and explore the different
stages at which bias can enter the archaeological record.

2.1 SAMPLING THE ARCHAEOLOGICAL RECORD
It is universally acknowledged that “the accumulated sample is the joint product of
the archaeological record itself and how we have sampled it” (Shott, 2002: 90). But
what is the archaeological record, and how do we define ‘sampling’?

The

CHAPTER 2: UNDERSTANDING COLLECTION BIAS

‘archaeological record’ is one of the most basic concepts in archaeology, but over
time it has become a catch-all phrase that may mean something different to each
archaeologist.

For example, Schiffer (1996: 3) states that the archaeological record

“contains culturally deposited objects that are no longer part of an on-going society”,
whilst Patrick (2000: 126) defines the archaeological record in the context of two
‘models’ – a physical model (Modelp) that consists of physical objects and features
that are excavated from the ground and used to draw inferences on human activity in
the past, and a textual model (Modelt) that represents the effects of both past and
present human behaviour on the physical model. For the purposes of this project, the
‘archaeological record’ refers to all available material/evidence from the past which
can be excavated, and recorded on an archaeological dataset in the present. This is
seen as distinct from the original body of material culture of which only a portion
will become part of the archaeological record. It is also distinct from the recorded
record that makes up the datasets used for archaeological analysis, which are
considered a ‘sample’19 of the archaeological record, just as the archaeological
record is a ‘sample’ of the original body of material culture.
The aim of any sampling method is to collect a representative body of data, or as
Orton (2000: 20) states, “the part should in some reliable way stand in for, or
represent, the whole”. However, the process of selecting that sample is not without
bias. Orton (2000: 1) suggests that the process of ‘sampling’ can be divided into
three principal forms: the ‘unintentional’ sample, the ‘formal’ sample, and the
‘informal’ sample. The first defines the processes involved in moving from the
complete body of material culture available in the past, to the archaeological record
available in the present, and as such is not controlled by the archaeologist. In
contrast, ‘informal’ and ‘formal’ samples result from choices made by researchers
when sampling the archaeological record. All three forms of sampling are invariably
prejudiced, or ‘biased’, by the processes and the choices that created them. Such
‘sampling bias’ can enter a dataset at any moment in its creation, and to understand
it, the process of moving from a complete body of material culture to the
‘accumulated sample’ must be defined in a systematic way.
19

Defined by the OED as “a small part or quantity intended to show what the whole is like” (2011b)
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2.1.1

Theories of sampling bias

Although the issues surrounding sampling bias have been somewhat side-lined in
recent years in the British archaeological literature, they were widely discussed in
the 1970s and 1980s, and a number of theories were developed that recognised the
influence of a variety of physical and human factors on the archaeological record.
The first general analysis of these ‘formation processes’ was by Ascher (1968), who
suggested that time was the principal controlling factor in the preservation of sites,
with older sites being more degraded and disturbed than those from a more recent
period (termed ‘the entropy view’). Although this theory had some merit, it failed to
capture the complex nature of formation processes, as it assumed that sites laid down
at the same time were influenced by the same processes.
A more detailed theory was offered by M. B. Collins (1975), who identified a series
of contingencies that can intervene between a living specimen and its appearance in
a palaeontologist’s collection. Transformed to represent an archaeological dataset,
these contingencies define the process of moving from an object in use in the past, to
its presence in an archaeological dataset in the present:
 in a body of material culture, not all objects will be lost or buried in a
particular time or place;
 of those that are, not all will be preserved within the ground;
 of those artefacts that are initially preserved, not all will survive to the
present;
 of those that survive, not all will be exposed where a collector may see them;
 and of those that are exposed to the collector, not all will be recovered.
As Schiffer notes in his influential book, ‘Formation Processes of the Archaeological
Record’ (1987), “each population then was a potentially biased sample drawn from
the previous population that was itself a potentially biased sample” (1996: 9).
Collins’s contingences, named the ‘sampling bias conception’, recognised the
patterned nature of formation processes, and were the foundation of another concept
developed in the 1970s, called the ‘transformation position’. This theory explicitly
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incorporated a spatial dimension, acknowledging that the ‘transformations’ occurring
at one site may vary from those affecting another nearby.

Proponents of the

transformation theory believed that regardless of the amount of evidence available to
archaeologists, it would not be possible to read human behaviour or social
organisation directly from the patterns seen in the archaeological record. Rather, the
regularity of the causes and consequences of sampling biases would allow
appropriate analytical and inferential techniques to be used to identify and separate
the patterning exhibited by such biases from the original patterns of human activity
(Schiffer, 1996: 10). Schiffer (1996: 21) defines these transformations as either
cultural (c-transforms), or non-cultural (n-transforms).

C-transforms are those

formation processes that result from human activity, such as the reuse and deposition
of artefacts in the past, or the disturbance of artefacts in the ground through
mechanical processes in the present, whilst n-transforms are environmental processes
such as the deterioration of different materials in the ground, or the agitation of soil
through natural processes.
Schiffer’s work has become the principal reference for those exploring factors
controlling the creation of the archaeological record, but his discussions of formation
processes are confined to professional collection practices. Any discussion of the
formation processes that influence the distribution of PAS findspots must consider
the bias inherent in data collected by amateur archaeologists, metal detector users
and members of the public, a body of collectors overlooked by the theories
developed in the 1970s and 1980s. Researchers working with amateur collected
artefacts (e.g. Brindle 2011, Chester-Kadwell 2009, and Walton 2011) have had to
consider the bias inherent in such data on a case-by-case basis. A number of
differences between amateur and professional datasets have been identified, in
particular concerning the reporting of artefacts to professionals and the recording of
artefacts on to a database, which must now be incorporated into our understandings
of formation processes.
A new framework is therefore required, that combines the detailed analysis of
formation processes conducted by Schiffer (1987), with the more recent
identification of bias within amateur datasets by researchers like Chester-Kadwell
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(2009).

Such a framework can be created with the addition of two further

contingencies to Collins’s sampling bias conception:
 of those artefacts recovered by an amateur collector, not all will be reported
to a professional body;
 of those that are reported, not all will be recorded in a professional dataset.
Thus in seven stages, one moves from a complete body of material culture in use in
the past, to a professional dataset of amateur collected finds such as the PASD,
recorded in the present (Figure 2.1). Each stage is considered a sample of the
previous stage, with the final recorded dataset a small proportion of the original body
of material culture.

As Table 2.1 shows, this framework contains Schiffer’s

transformation processes, which will be discussed within the relevant stages, and is
contained by the more general constructs used by Orton (2000) and Walton (2011)
amongst others.
This chapter will discuss the formation processes contained within each of the seven
stages, and identify the biases that may influence the spatial distribution of finds
contained within archaeological datasets, with particular focus on the types of biases
that are likely to affect the PASD. Through examples taken from fieldwalking,
excavation, aerial survey, metal detecting, biological collecting and ethnography, the
bias within archaeological dataset will be presented in a systematic and structured
manner, forming a theory of collection bias upon which the interpretation of the PAS
data can then be founded.

2.1.2

Stage 1: Loss and discard

Any consideration of the formation processes controlling the creation of the
archaeological record must begin with the deposition of artefacts in the past. Objects
may enter the archaeological record by being deliberately buried, either as rubbish,
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as grave goods or as part of a hoard, or by being accidently lost, both processes
which have strong biases towards certain types of objects and certain locations20.
Deposition of an item through loss is dependent on two principal factors: (1) the
probability that an artefact will be lost; and (2) the likelihood of the lost item being
recovered by the owner. The former relates to how securely the artefact is attached
to the carrier, and how ‘mobile’ it is during its life, whilst the latter is affected by the
artefact’s size, colour and texture, value and where it was lost. For example, large
brooches are easier to find than small beads, gold is generally thought more valuable
than copper alloy so is more likely to be recovered, and items lost in water, in a cess
pit or in dense vegetation are less likely to be recovered than those dropped on the
floor of a house (Drewitt, 1999; Schiffer, 1996).
Items buried intentionally are influenced by very different factors, principally
surrounding the choice of which artefacts to deposit. Some artefacts may be buried
as part of a hoard, a group of objects deposited together for ritual, symbolic or
dedicatory purposes, or to keep the artefacts safe (Schiffer, 1996: 78-79). These will
contain specific types of artefacts - in the case of the former, the artefacts are chosen
as an offertory. There is no intention to return for these objects, which may be
buried within shrines or temples, within more private domestic contexts or in rural
situations. In contrast, hoards that have been deposited for safe keeping will include
objects of value that are intended to be recovered at a later date. The artefacts
contained in the hoards will be biased towards those that have value to the owner
(Bland & Loriot, 2010), and consequently the composition of hoards will vary over
time: the Roman ‘Frome’ hoard contained 52,503 coins, the Bronze Age ‘Langton
Matravers’ hoard included 500 pieces of socketed axehead, and the Anglo-Saxon
‘Staffordshire’ hoard had over 1500 items including sword fittings and decorative
weaponry21. The final form of intentional burial is the deposition of artefacts as
20

Some objects may not be buried, instead being passed on through the generations, becoming part of
what is termed the ‘historical’ record. Other objects may be deposited by the original population, but
then recovered and reused by future generations. These objects are removed from the archaeological
record, to be re-deposited at a later date. They will then continue through the stages presented here.
This process of reclamation/salvage is covered well by Schiffer (1996: Chapter 5).
21

For further details of these hoards, see the following webpages:
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grave goods, which are objects buried with the deceased by the living, and which are
often items that had particular value to either party, which will again vary through
time.
Inclusion within the archaeological record is therefore a direct result of the cultural
practices and beliefs of the originating society or individual, but is also controlled by
the properties of the object and the surrounding location. Cultural beliefs control the
value of objects, which in turn control patterns of discard, loss, deposition with the
dead, and hoarding (Schiffer, 1996: Chapter 4), whilst location and object visibility
may have influenced the retrieval and reuse of items.
Loss and deposition have strong spatial components, with the siting of artefacts
being influenced by the reasons for deposition, and the beliefs of the depositor.
Deposition in any form may occur within or well beyond the limits of occupation
(Terrenato, 2000), and different object types may have differing spatial distributions
due to their physical properties and perceived value. The deliberate deposition of
artefacts as grave goods for example, is likely to be outside the boundaries of the
settlement, whilst hoards have been recovered from within settlements, their
immediate environment, and from further afield (Brindle, 2011). The casual loss of
any type of single artefact may occur whilst the owner worked in the fields or as they
marched along a road. In contrast, the deliberate deposition of broken objects as
rubbish often occurred within settlements, before the discarded artefacts were then
spread on the fields with the manure (Foard, 1978; R. Jones, 2009). For example,
the large numbers of Post Medieval buttons on fields is attributed to the process of
‘shoddying’, where rags of poor cloth (or shoddy) were spread on the fields as
manure (Wheeler, 1914), and a number of studies have found spreads of ceramics on
fields, moved there as part of the manuring process in the Medieval period (Hinton,
2010).

the Frome hoard blog: finds.org.uk/blogs/fromehoard/
the Langton Matravers database record: finds.org.uk/database/artefacts/record/id/222420
the Staffordshire Hoard webpage: finds.org.uk/database/hoards/hoard/id/6.
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2.1.3

Stage 2: Preservation

Once an object has been deposited in the ground, it must be preserved for future
generations to recover, and preservation (or decay) is dependent on an object’s
physical properties and the physio-chemical conditions of the surrounding
environment. The rate of decay of an artefact is controlled by a number of chemical,
physical and biological ‘agents’: physical agents such as sunlight, wind, and
rain/water, can cause pre-burial decay through cycles of expansion and contraction
(through extremes of heat or cold) or through physical erosion or weathering (by
wind and water); biological agents, principally bacteria and fungi, will aid the
degradation of organic matter within artefacts, such as fabric or leather; chemical
agents, which are elements within soils or the atmosphere that are required for
chemical reactions to occur, can alter the state of artefacts before and after burial
through processes such as oxidation or corrosion (Schiffer 1996: Chapter 7).
Together, these chemical, biological and physical agents work to alter and modify
the discarded or deposited artefacts both before and after burial, but the extent to
which objects are altered depends on the environment within which they are held.
Evans and O’Connor (1999) define four main environmental conditions prevalent in
the soils of the British Isles - by identifying the physio-chemical properties of these
buried environments, it is possible to explore which classes of archaeological objects
will survive or be destroyed in each habitat:
 Acid-oxic environments form when the pH is low and the soils are aerated,
meaning oxygen is available for chemical reactions to occur.

This

environment is characteristic of heathlands, moorlands and some river
gravels, and is often found on the lower uplands of the British Isles (~400m
above sea level). The acidity of this environment generally destroys mollusc
and bone remains, but pollen and plant remains survive well (French, 2003).
 Basic-oxic environments occur when the pH is alkaline and the soils are
calcareous. The main soil types for this environment are chalk/limestone and
alluvium, particularly in the upper reaches of river valleys. Organic matter
decays rapidly, but mollusc shells and bone can be well preserved.
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 Neutral-oxic soils are generally the brownearth type typical of temperate
environments, such as clays, sandstones and river gravels.

Organic and

biological remains are poorly preserved, although charcoal can be common.
In areas with less water movement and a higher pH, bone and shell may be
preserved.
 Anoxic environments are soils which lack free moving oxygen. They can be
found at the bottom of pits and ditches, in lowland wetlands and lakes. Most
kinds of biological remains are well preserved, particularly beetles and seeds
along with large expanses of wood, and human remains including hair, nails
and clothing.
Chemical agents are the principal factor controlling the preservation of metals. Most
metals corrode over time, as they are chemically unstable and react to the elements
present in soils. During the process of corrosion, metals revert to their more stable,
natural form of ores, from which they were originally extracted.

It has been

suggested that the likelihood of corrosion is dependent on the energy required to
extract a metal from its ore, so gold is the most stable and least likely to corrode of
all the metals, followed by silver, copper, lead, tin and finishing with iron as the
most unstable and the most likely to corrode (Hobbs et al, 2002; Schiffer, 1996).
Artefacts containing more than one metal type (i.e. an alloy, or a bimetallic object
such as an iron blade with a copper handle) may be more prone to corrosion, as the
reactions within one part of the object can influence the reactions within the other
(Dowman, 1970; Neilsen, 1997).
Most metals corrode in the presence of water and oxygen, and are affected by the
acidity and salinity of the soil (Dowman, 1970; Hobbs et al., 2002), so acid-oxic
environments increase the rate of corrosion (Fjaestad, Nord, & Tronner, 1997),
whilst freshwater anoxic environments allow the “unique surface preservation of
metals” (Goodburn-Brown, 1997).

A summary of the most common corrosion

products of silver, copper, lead, tin and iron is given below, to illustrate the varying
degrees of preservation within different soil environments:
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 Even if pure, silver will corrode in most soils in Britain, resulting in a layer of
corrosion products over the surface of the object that preserves the internal
structure. These corrosion layers may be silver sulphide (black), silver chloride
(grey white) or copper carbonate (green), the latter forming when silver has been
alloyed with copper, for example in base silver Roman coins (Hobbs et al.,
2002).

In particularly adverse conditions, silver can become completely

corroded (Dowman, 1970).
 Copper, like gold, can occur naturally, and will develop a brown (copper oxide),
green (copper carbonate), white (oxide) or black (copper sulphide) corrosion
layer depending on the environment (Hobbs et al., 2002). Copper oxide and
copper carbonate, where developed slowly, can preserve the original surface
detail well. Copper alloys include bronze (copper and tin), and brass (copper
and zinc), both of which have good corrosion resistance (Schiffer, 1996).
However, copper and its alloys can be severely affected by a combination of
chlorides and moisture, which cause the rapid deterioration of artefacts in a
process called ‘bronze disease’ (Ammeloot, Millet, Fiaud, Robbiola, & Sutter,
1997; Fischer et al., 1997).
 Lead is very quickly oxidised, turning its characteristic blue/grey colour. As a
result, lead is usually a reasonably corrosion-resistant metal, but it can be much
corroded in acidic soils, where the corrosion products dissolve easily and are
leached away leaving almost nothing remaining (Hobbs et al., 2002).
 Unalloyed, tin is quite resistant to corrosion as it becomes surrounded by a
protective layer of tin oxide, which preserves the artefact within it (Hobbs et al.,
2002). However, in acid-oxic environments the tin will be attacked and over
time the protective film will become more porous and crack (Schiffer, 1996).
 Whilst iron survives well in dry environments, both iron and iron-alloys corrode
swiftly in the presence of moisture, with orange/brown iron hydroxides
developing on the outside of the object, aided by chlorides in the water. In very
acid environments, iron can dissolve very quickly.

It survives better in

waterlogged conditions or chalky soils where considerable surface detail may be
preserved (Dowman, 1970; Hobbs et al., 2002).
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If a metal object survives the initial corrosion and is contained within an unchanging
burial environment, then the layers of corrosion may act to protect the artefact from
any further decay, through preventing water and oxygen from reaching the surface of
the object (e.g. as with lead oxide or copper oxide). Similarly, organic artefacts held
within an anoxic environment are effectively held in stasis, prevented from decaying
by the lack of oxygen and subsequent lack of biological agents. Artefacts may
remain preserved within such a ‘soil archive’ in a near stable condition for many
hundreds or thousands of years (Wagner et al., 1997), until something or someone
causes a change in the surrounding environment.

2.1.4

Stage 3: Survival

Preservation in the past does not guarantee survival to the present, particularly if an
object is removed from its original context. This could be caused by both cultural
and non-cultural (environmental) processes, for example through the natural erosion
of soil from above an object by wind or water movement, or by the large scale
movement of soil and its associated artefacts through industrial or building works,
animal burrowing or agriculture. The latter process can be particularly destructive to
archaeological sites and artefacts, as ploughing cuts into sites buried deep beneath
the ground, destroying archaeological features and spreading artefacts through the
ploughzone.
As well as mechanical degradation of artefacts, objects can be damaged by
chemicals added to the soil as fertiliser, as these alter the pH of the soil environment.
For example, studies have shown that over the last century archaeological copperalloy objects have corroded more than they did in the previous 1000 years (Fjaestad,
Nord, & Tronner, 1997: 34).

This accelerated decay can be attributed to the

increasing addition of chemical agents such as chlorides, sulphates, and acids into
the soil (Scharff & Huesmann, 1997), through the deliberate spreading of fertilisers,
salt spreading on roads and through acid rainfall (Gerwin & Baumhauer, 2000).
Objects brought into the ploughzone are subjected once more to the actions of
physical agents such as heat, wind and rain, and many may not survive. This can be
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seen particularly with some of the more friable pottery sherds, which quickly
disintegrate as a result of frost-action once brought into the plough soil (Reynolds &
Schadla-Hall, 1980: 117). For example, the results of a field walking survey in
Marcham Road, Abingdon, were dominated by Romano-British sherds, but
excavation at the site revealed only four features dated to this period whilst
uncovering hundreds of Iron Age pits and ditches. The lack of Iron Age pottery in
the field walking collection was believed to be a result of the disintegration of these
sherds through freeze-thaw action once they had been brought to the surface by the
plough (Hinchcliffe, 1980: 16).

2.1.5

Stage 4: Exposure

For an object to be recovered by a collector, it must first be exposed to them, and for
an object to class as “exposed” it must be in a position from which it can be
perceived by a collector.

Perception may be by eye, as with field walkers,

excavators or specimen collectors, or through the use of machinery such as metal
detectors or geophysical equipment. “Exposure” is therefore both dependant on the
artefact’s position and the technique used.
With excavation, all artefacts in the selected area have the potential to be exposed as
layers of soil are excavated, but with less destructive collection methods the
percentage of artefacts exposed to the collector can vary considerably. The nature of
fieldwalking means that artefacts are only collected from the surface of a field, but
these are only a sample of the total number of artefacts in the ploughzone (the
volume of soil turned by a plough) and have been shown by experiment to represent
about ten percent of the total ploughzone assemblage (Boismier, 1991: 18). Metal
detectorists are not limited to artefacts lying on the surface of a field, but can ‘see’
objects in the ploughsoil up to a certain depth22, meaning that for them, a higher
percentage of the total ploughzone assemblage is “exposed” than it is for field
walkers.
22

This depth will be dependent on the soil conditions, the type of metal detector and the size of the
object. Such variables will be discussed in more detail in Chapter 4.
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Artefacts can be uncovered or buried by natural erosion processes and agricultural
activity. All natural erosion events will result in the movement of soil downslope,
reducing the soil depth on the hill crest and increasing it at the base of the slope
(gravity will have the same effect). Small erosion events, which will generally move
the soil and not the artefacts, may result in the artificial concentration and exposure
of artefacts and stones upslope, whilst slowly burying artefacts lower down the hill.
More powerful erosion events may move artefacts along with the soil, resulting in a
downslope movement of objects away from their original location – an experiment
conducted by M. J. Allen (1991) showed that after 4 years, around 7% of the sample
population had moved 50 metres downslope, with larger flints being less affected by
the erosion events than smaller, thinner artefacts (Brindle, 2011: 68). Such large
scale erosions are generally caused by extreme weather conditions such as heavy
rainfall, droughts, storms and high winds. For example, most Palaeoindian sites
from the Great Plains of North America have been found during periods of drought,
in particular during the ‘dustbowl’ years of the 1930s, when large numbers of Clovis
occupation sites were exposed to collectors by erosion (Seebach, 2006).
Agricultural activity affects the exposure of artefacts by moving them both
horizontally and vertically through the ploughsoil (Boismier, 1991: 17). Experiments
in the 1980s on the vertical movement of artefacts through the ploughzone showed
that larger objects are initially better represented on the surface in relation to their
total population in the ploughzone than smaller objects, as larger objects are moved
upwards by the plough whilst smaller objects slip downwards (Lewarch & O’Brien,
1981). More recent studies have shown that after around ten tillage events, an
‘equilibrium’ is reached after which objects become more uniformly mixed
throughout the ploughzone (Boismier, 1997). If objects are not removed from the
ploughzone, they have a probability of being exposed on the surface after ploughing
once every six or seven years (Frink, 1984: 359).
The second major effect of tillage is the horizontal displacement of artefacts, which
is generally thought to be cumulative through time, although Foard (1978) believed
that such lateral movement was limited as artefacts would be dragged back and forth
by the plough, thereby remaining in roughly the same location.
35
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experiments by Ammerman (1985) suggested that movement was much more
substantial, and that landscape features such as slope would affect the rate at which
artefacts dispersed. Lewarch & O’Brien (1981) found that movement of artefacts
was greatest in the direction of ploughing (longitudinal), and larger artefacts were
moved more than smaller ones. The most recent experiments by Boismier (1997),
showed that objects are moved further from their original location as the number of
tillage events increases, whilst being limited by the size of the field.
Agriculture, and the extent of tillage or cultivation, are considered to be one of the
major causes of geographical bias in archaeological distributions, and in England
there is a clear partiality in metal detected findspots towards the heavily cultivated
farmlands in East Anglia (see Figure 1.7), where artefacts are continually being
moved through the ploughzone and exposed to the collectors. However, levels of
agriculture cannot be assumed to be equated with clusters of artefacts, for American
studies of Clovis fluted point distributions have found that increased levels of
cultivation are not significantly associated with any increases in find density
(Buchanan, 2003; Seeman & Prufer, 1984; Shott, 2002). Whilst it may not be
possible to explore the archaeological impact of every agricultural technique,
Schiffer (1996: 132) suggests that the impact of agriculture on the distribution of
finds can be understood through our knowledge of similar processes. Researchers
extracting meaning from surface scatters must use such knowledge to consider how
the disturbance of soils has altered the spatial distribution of artefacts, dispersing
them through the ploughzone, and making the spatial relationships between the
surface artefacts and the underlying archaeology unclear (Millett, 2000).

2.1.6

Stage 5: Recovery

The biases behind the recovery of an exposed object are more widely discussed in
the literature than any other sources of bias, as they are more easily quantifiable,
resulting as they do from the choices made by individuals in the present. They can
be broken down into a number of themes which will be discussed here separately –
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techniques, site choices, sampling methods, visual apparency and individual
interests.
2.1.6.1

T ECHNIQUES

As with “exposure”, the recovery of artefacts can be biased by technique, as certain
objects are more likely to be recovered with one technique than with another.

In

archaeological excavation, techniques will vary depending on the types on
information that the excavators wish to gather. In the perfect scenario, one hundred
percent of objects should be recovered through excavation but it is often much less
(Orton, 2000: 26). Studies have shown that simply recognising and recovering finds
by hand during the process of excavation could result in the loss of up to eighty five
percent of certain types of find (Roskams, 2001: 221). Alternative methods can
range from sieving all spoil that comes off the site, to using floatation techniques to
recover much smaller items such as snail shells and fish bones.
With geophysics, each technique utilises the physical properties of different aspects
of an archaeological site, and a number of factors determine the effectiveness of each
technique in different locations, including the underlying geology of the site, the
depth of soil to the underlying rock, the nature of the soil, the nature of the
archaeological feature, the conditions of the ground at the time of the survey and the
presence of man-made features such as fences or underground services (Hales,
Haselgrove, & Fitts, 2006; Sharpe, 2006). Magnetometry, a technique for detecting
the magnetic susceptibility of features under the ground, relies on the difference
between the magnetic susceptibility of the topsoil, subsoil and bedrock and is
therefore particularly affected by the underlying geology. Experiments have shown
that landscapes such as the Jurassic Ridge in southern England, which has an iron
rich topsoil contrasting strongly with the underlying limestone, are ideal for this type
of geophysical survey, whereas areas such as East Anglia, which are covered by
weakly magnetic deposits, are relatively unresponsive (A. Clark, 1996: 92). Often it
is necessary to use a variety of methods to maximise the recovery of information, for
example resistivity and magnetometry (using a fluxgate gradiometer) provide a
combination of techniques where the strengths of one appear to balance out the
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weaknesses of the other, so they can be used together to provide large amounts of
information about a site in the minimal amount of time (Bates & Duff, 2006; Rennie,
2000).
2.1.6.2

S ITE C HOICES

It is an irrefutable fact that artefacts will not be recovered unless a collector goes to
that location, and site choices can be very biased. Within archaeology, primary data
collection is principally by excavation or survey. Archaeological excavations can be
conducted either to gather information before a site is destroyed by development, or
as part of a research project23. In the case of the latter, locations are based on the
interests and specific research questions of the excavators and on the availability of
funds for the excavations (Hodder & Orton, 1976: 19). For example, in France the
distribution of Palaeolithic artefacts is particularly concentrated in the areas around
research centres such as Les Eyzies (The National Prehistory Museum), a historical
pattern generated by the costs and logistics of moving people and equipment out to
sites (Hosfield, 1999: 5). With developer funded excavations, the sites chosen are
those in danger of destruction through some form of development, such as along the
routes of pipelines and roads, or on housing or industrial estates.

The site

distributions generated by these excavations are biased towards the needs of the
developer, rather than having a basis in archaeology – the study of Clovis point
distributions in America for example has shown that where more people live, more
Clovis sites have been found, a result of increasing urban development and the
associated archaeological excavations (Bever & Meltzer, 2007: 77) as well as the
increased number of potential collectors in those areas (Buchanan, 2003: 319). It is
not surprising therefore that rural sites are often underrepresented within developerfunded excavations.

23

Prior to 1990, when PPG16 made archaeological remains a material consideration within the
planning process imposing obligations on developers, the majority of excavations were either research
or rescue - the Rescue movement (www.rescue-archaeology.org.uk) started in the 1970s, aiming to
protect our archaeological heritage from destruction.
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Geophysical survey also suffers from a number of geographical biases, in part
caused by financial and logistical constraints. For example in Scotland there is
demonstrable bias towards the east and south-east of the country, due to both the
inaccessibility of other areas of the country and the financial costs of conducting
surveys in the more remote areas (Rennie, 2000: 1). Aerial survey in Scotland is
more common on sites closer to large urban centres such as Edinburgh, and certain
locations are inaccessible, for example on commercial or military flight paths where
flying in the area is prohibited.
Amateur collection practices within archaeology are thought to be somewhat similar
to the collection methods seen within biological sampling. For example, it has been
shown that the location and intensity of biological specimen collecting is heavily
influenced by site accessibility, and there is significant clustering of data around
urban areas and research centres and along rivers and roads (Ferrier, 2002; Reddy &
Davalos, 2003; Romo, Garcia-Barros, & Lobo, 2006). There is also a particular
preference for areas that are located near to recorders’ homes, and surveys in Spain
and Portugal have shown that the geographic distributions of organisms actually
reflect the geographic distributions of entomologists rather than the true distributions
of the organisms themselves (Lobo & Martin-Piera, 2002: 169).
Biological survey work can also be biased towards ‘hotspots’, areas known to be rich
in particular organisms, a historical legacy created by entomologists ignoring poorer
regions. As a result, “the most intensely sampled areas were those reputed to have
more species, so more species tended to be recorded there” (Lobo & Martin-Piera,
2002: 169). Collecting data at these hotspot sites allows recorders to observe as
many species as possible in the limited time that may be available to them. The
further one travels, the more likely it is that recording will be biased towards these
hotspot areas where there will be a higher chance of spotting numerous specimens
that would not be visible closer to home (Dennis & Thomas, 2000).
Such hotspot searching is also visible in archaeological surveys, for example in
America where some amateur collectors were prepared to travel up to 160km to
particular hotspot sites to collect fluted points (Seeman & Prufer, 1982), and within
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metal detecting, where collectors are focused on finding artefacts and coins. A
number of recent publications, including ‘Site Research for Detectorists,
Fieldwalkers and Archaeologists’ (Villanueva, 2006) and ‘Successful Detecting
Sites’ (Villanueva, 2007), suggest that site location is not always random, and
subsequently that the PASD could be biased towards areas of known archaeology.
Studies of the PAS data support this, suggesting that finds cluster around Roman
roads (Worrell, 2007a) and Bronze Age barrows (Chester-Kadwell, 2009) for
example.
2.1.6.3

S AMPLING M ETHODS

There is rarely the time to survey the entirety of an area so some form of ‘formal’
sampling strategy is usually employed. This is a methodological choice that affects
the geographical areas investigated and therefore the chances an object has of being
recovered. Sampling can be undertaken by surveying discrete blocks of land (grid
squares) or by walking lines (transects), which can be placed randomly or
systematically across the landscape. Fieldwalkers collect objects from about two
metres either side of the transect line, so on different surveys different spacing’s
between transects will be appropriate. In general a spacing of fifteen to twenty-five
metres is thought to be optimal for an experienced field walker aiming to cover a
large area each day, but if a large number of relatively inexperienced field walkers
are being used, then it might be more appropriate to reduce the spacing to ten metres,
as in general they will be less efficient at spotting and collecting objects than more
experienced walkers (Mattingly, 2000: 8).
Formal sampling techniques ensure that each type of area is examined equally. The
East Hampshire survey’s sampling scheme is a good example of this, as a haphazard
field walking survey could have resulted in an unintentional over-emphasis on chalk
lands - a higher proportion of chalk was under arable than any other geological type,
and, as Shennan (1980: 131) writes, ‘there is an inevitable tendency to prefer arable
fields since they are more likely to produce results from surface sampling’. By using
a pre-defined sampling scheme, they were able to reduce the effect of this human
bias towards arable land.
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Unlike professional archaeologists, amateur collectors are not obliged to sample in
any particular way, nor do they have to have a strategy that ensures they cover an
area systematically so that they produce an unbiased sample. They can search
wherever they wish, however often they wish and in whatever form they wish,
focusing on a particular area if it is productive, or moving quickly on if not.
However, whilst there may be no explicit survey strategies within amateur
collection, collectors will often employ some form of survey method, and that is
likely to affect the distribution of the resulting findspots. For example, landuse is an
important factor within amateur survey – whilst Shennan (1980) deliberately
sampled across different land types, amateur collectors are prone to concentrate on
the most productive land – arable – at the expensive of non-agricultural land such as
mountainous regions, woodland, moorland and urban areas. Other survey methods
may include ‘zig-zagging’ across a field, the ‘union jack’ approach (around the edge
and a diagonal cross through the middle), or searching a field in blocks.
2.1.6.4

V ISUAL A PPARENCY

The ‘visual apparency’ or ‘obtrusiveness’ of an object affects its ‘detection
probability’, i.e. the likelihood of the object being recovered. It is dependent on an
object’s size, colour, surface morphology, material and a variety of other physical,
chemical and biological properties as well as the properties of the surrounding
environment, and the techniques used.
Within excavation, an object’s visual apparency is affected by the method of
excavation, the individual excavator and the conditions at the time of excavation. For
example, more red pottery sherds are recovered with a trowel than black or grey
sherds, and more of both colours are missed in wet weather than in the dry (Barker,
1993: 100). Even if sieves and screens are used to filter spoil, collection is highly
biased against the recovery of smaller artefacts and remains (Casteel, 1972: 383).
Visual apparency may also be dependent on the extent of the excavation, as features
may be less visible in small test pits than in larger trenches (Orton, 2000: 26).
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Raining or dry, sunny or overcast, the weather has a big impact on surface visibility
and the visual apparency of artefacts, and therefore introduces ‘massive biases’ into
the fieldwalking data (Terrenato, 2000: 60). The density and type of natural
vegetation cover will have a serious impact on walkers’ ability to see artefacts
(Cherry, 1983) as will the effects of weathering on the soil – the ideal time for
conducting a fieldwalking survey in terms of the soil condition is somewhere
between when the land is ploughed and when it is sowed, so that the ploughsoil has
been sufficiently weathered to allow the maximum visibility of artefacts that have
been brought to the surface (R. H. Clark & Schofield, 1991; Mills, 1985). Rain will
affect the collection of artefacts, either by making them more visible (washing them
clean) or less so (covering them in mud), but it is generally true that more pottery is
recovered in dry weather than wet (Barker, 1993: 59). Experiments in Calabria in
the 1970s looked at the effect of the weather on collection patterns and showed that
larger objects had a greater chance of being recovered even when conditions were
not ideal, whereas the collection of smaller artefacts depended much more on the
collection conditions. Ammerman & Feldman (1978: 736) also observed that an
overcast day ‘seemed to offer better light conditions for seeing pieces of obsidian on
the ground’, supporting a statement made by Barclay Wills in the 1930s, when he
noted that ‘you can only search in comfort [for lithics] when the light is behind you’
(M. J. Allen, 1991: 39). One way to reduce the bias caused by the varying visibility
of finds in different lights would be to walk the grids/transects from two directions,
but there is very rarely time for this (Drewitt, 1999: 46).
Whilst surface visibility does not influence the exposure of artefacts to metal
detector users, many of the other factors discussed in the fieldwalking literature are
likely to be important, as they can influence the strength of the electromagnetic
signal, altering the depth to which the current can penetrate, and subsequently the
percentage of the ploughzone which is ‘exposed’ to the collector. Certainly, aerated
or dry soils will reduce the signal strength and the penetration depth, whilst a high
mineral content can disturb the signal and make artefacts more difficult to
distinguish (Chester-Kadwell, 2009; Denison & Dobinson, 1995). It is now widely
accepted that such environmental processes can influence the exposure of artefacts to

42

CHAPTER 2: UNDERSTANDING COLLECTION BIAS

metal detector users. However, questions remain concerning the influence that such
processes have on the spatial distribution of the finds recorded on the PASD.
2.1.6.5

T HE IMPORTANCE OF THE INDIVIDUAL

The impact of the individual in the recovery of artefacts should not be
underestimated.

Every individual brings different experiences, knowledge and

interests to the field, and this will affect what information they collect. At Clarke’s
excavations at Skara Brae on the Orkney Islands, it was noted that the interests of
individual diggers appeared to affect their recovery of finds (D. V. Clarke, 1978: 67).
When looking at the distribution of flint and chert finds from the site, it was clear
that a high percentage of the artefacts were recovered by one individual. This could
have been a true reflection of the artefacts’ distribution in the ground, but the
individual also recovered most material in total. Clarke concluded that the greater
recovery rate by this one digger was a result of their slower speed of excavation and
of the individuals’ specific interest in flint objects, which made these items more
visually apparent to them than to the other excavators. Many other excavations have
been affected by this type of collection bias, for example at Pontnewydd, Wales, it is
thought that finds were ‘artificially enriched’ with hand axes due to a bias towards
detecting and collecting these artefacts by individual diggers (H. S. Green, 1981:
192).
Within aerial photography, the greatest bias of all is the decision of what to
photograph, for it is not the photographs that discover sites, but the eye of the
observer. When in the air, it is the responsibility of the observer to use their
experience to recognise and then photograph archaeological sites. A selection
process has already begun therefore, dependant on the knowledge of the observer.
The users of photographic collections must be aware that this selection process has
occurred, and that the images collected represent the results of the subjective
judgement of a specific individual (Coles, 1972; Scollar, 1978).
The knowledge and experience of the researcher will also affect what data is
collected by a geophysical survey, as it is imperative to understand the physics
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behind the process, so that the effect of any variations in the ground moisture,
temperature, soil type, geology, vegetation cover and so on can be considered when
interpreting the survey results. It is only through understanding the physical
properties of the area to be surveyed, that the correct geophysical techniques can be
used as sometimes, for example at the Battle Moss stone rows which are located on
peat soils, resistivity and magnetometry are not suitable and other techniques have to
be explored (McAllen, 2000). Similar factors may control the recovery of artefacts
through metal detecting, where the knowledge a metal detector user has of their
machine, of the different signals produced by artefacts, and of the ground they are
searching, will influence the detection probability of an artefact.
The importance of individual bias in fieldwalking surveys has been much more
recognised in the literature than with excavations, as fieldwalking, much more so
than most other archaeological methods, is reliant on the work of one or two
individuals so any differences in their patterns of recovery could easily prejudice the
results (Haselgrove, 1985: 11). As with excavation, certain types of artefacts may be
over-represented in a fieldwalking collection due to their greater visibility to some
collectors (Molyneaux, 2005: 110-111). Shennan showed that within his team of
field walkers working on the East Hampshire Survey, certain members tended to find
either lithics or pottery, but neither recovered either artefact in their true proportions
(Bradley, Durden, & Spencer, 1994: 343). Other walkers may recover artefacts of
one archaeology period in preference to others. This may partially be a result of the
effect of colour on the visual apparency of objects - red pottery is often easier to see
and therefore collect than earth-coloured or black pottery, so Roman wares for
example are more visible than prehistoric sherds (Mattingly, 2000: 9)
Over the course of a survey, individuals may also become attuned to particular types
of artefact and unintentionally collect them at the expense of other objects. One way
to compensate for these biases is to record the results collected by individual workers
and the conditions under which the survey was conducted so that, post-survey, the
results can be understood in the context of the methods with which they were
produced. Another option is to have each area searched by different teams of
walkers, each responsible for recovering different artefacts or categories of material.
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In theory, this method should improve recovery rates and offset those problems
mentioned above of selective recognition of objects (Bradley, Durden, & Spencer,
1994: 344). Another alternative is to use just one individual, so that there is no
varying in efficiency (Foard, 1978: 357), but that would be unfeasible in many field
surveys.
The selection and training of the fieldwalkers is crucial to the minimisation of bias.
They must be taught to recognise all the types of artefacts that they are likely to
come across, be aware of what is deemed to be archaeological important, and learn
to search in a way that reduces the effect of variables such as object size on the
detection probability of the artefact (Drewitt, 1999: 46). A survey in the Aisne
Valley, France, was conducted by two teams of walkers. The first was an
experienced team working in an unhurried manner; the second a new team arrived
from England who had a short period of time to help complete the survey. Although
the teams collected similar amounts of tile, the more experienced team collected 700
pottery sherds in comparison to only 94 by the second team. Much of the pottery
collected by the second team was also at the larger end of the scale, implying that
they had more difficulty in identifying pottery in the dry conditions, probably due to
their lack of experience of local fabrics and the sheer density of tile over the site
(Haselgrove, 1985).
Fieldwalking is a technique that is also used by amateurs, and the biases mentioned
so far in relation to professional surveys are equally applicable to them. However, in
addition, amateur fieldwalking can be very unsystematic and can focus on particular
classes of artefacts, as exposure of an artefact to an amateur collector does not
guarantee recovery, raising the question of what amateur collectors choose to recover
and what they discard? A site at Broom Hill, Hampshire was subjected to twelve
years of unsystematic flint collection by a local amateur. From studying his
collection, Boismier (1991: 18-19) identified and proved three hypotheses
concerning the effect of collector bias on artefact class frequencies: firstly, that
temporally diagnostic and retouched artefacts will occur in higher proportions than
other artefacts in unsystematic collections; secondly, that these artefacts therefore
occur in lower frequencies in the remaining plough zone assemblage; and thirdly that
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as these diagnostic artefacts become rarer, more common artefacts will be
increasingly collected by the amateur. Such a bias towards or away from certain
artefact types is also visible within metal detecting, for instance, the concentration on
metallic objects lessens the recovery of finds from the Palaeolithic, Mesolithic and
Neolithic, biasing the dataset towards the later archaeological periods. However,
other preferences have yet to be considered in any detail – it is known for example
that many metal detector users discard Post Medieval buttons, but how many are not
interested in Roman nummi, Medieval buckles, Iron Age pottery, Neolithic flints or
Post Medieval musket balls, and what effect does this have on the resulting data?

2.1.7

Stage 6: Reporting

The reporting of artefacts to professional databases by amateur collectors can be
highly variable, as it is reliant on the wishes and knowledge of the finder i.e. the
finder must want to report the object, and then must know how to do this. Finders in
England and Wales can report objects to the PAS, to a museum or to the county
SMR/HER, but the only objects that must be reported are those classified as
‘treasure’ by the 1996 Treasure Act (see Chapter 1). The reporting of non-treasure
finds is at the discretion of the finder, so whilst the PAS and county HER/SMRs hold
records on several hundred thousand amateur collected artefacts, there are potentially
thousands more held by members of the public. There are a number of potential
causes for the ‘un-reporting’ of finds:
(1) the somewhat fragile relationship between archaeologists and metal detector
users means that some finders are as yet unwilling to report artefacts to
archaeologists24. Finders might instead prefer to record their artefacts on
independent databases such as the UK Detector Finds Database (UKDFD),
which is run by amateur collectors;
(2) as Brindle (2011) notes, even if a finder reports one artefact to an
archaeological database, that does not mean that they will necessarily report
another - reporting can be dependent on the individual object and the
24

See Chapter 1 for more information on the history of metal detecting.
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perceived value of that object, as an object thought to have less worth may be
less likely to be reported. This is clear in the case of ‘eye’s only’ finds of
flint or pottery, which are often recovered but not reported;
(3) finders may believe that archaeologists are not interested in seeing the same
objects time and time again, and so may refrain from reporting object types
they have previously reported (P. Walton, 2011);
(4) finders may be unwilling or unable to travel the distances required to report
artefacts to an FLO.
The rate of finds reporting can be increased through outreach activities, which enable
archaeologists to engage with collectors and encourage the reporting of artefacts.
For example, in the American Midwest archaeologists have undertaken an extensive
survey of amateur collectors, encouraging them to share their knowledge and
collections with the professional community. Closer to home, the increased number
of Treasure cases each year since the introduction of the PAS demonstrates the effect
that liaison between archaeologists and finders can have on finds reporting25. As
Shott (2002: 118) notes, most collectors will be “willing, some eager” to share what
information they know, as long as they are treated with due respect, for “collectors
and archaeologists are not natural enemies”.

2.1.8

Stage 7: Recording

Finally, bias can be introduced during the recording of data, both through the
decisions of what, and what not, to record, and through the recording process itself.
As discussed in Chapter 1, the official PAS policy is to record all finds that are over
300 years old26, but it is up to the individual recorders to decide which objects
younger than this should be recorded, and whether to record objects that they cannot
identify or that cannot be dated specifically. If recorders have a heavy workload,
they may be selective about which artefacts to document, focusing perhaps on the

25

In 2011 there were 979 Treasure Cases across England and Wales, up from 413 in 2003, the first
year of nationwide PAS coverage, and 79 in 1997, the year the Treasure Act came into force.
26

See Chapter 1 for further details on the recording policies of the PAS.
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“unusual, the intrinsically interesting, the well preserved and the significant” (pers
comm, Darch in Walton 2011). It is therefore not unexpected that higher proportions
of more recent objects will be recorded in areas where the density of finds is lower
(pers. comm. Bland, Jan 2012).
The identification and classification of artefacts is reliant on human perceptions, and
there is therefore an element of variability that is dependent on the individuals
involved (C. Beck & Jones, 1989). Although all recorders will be trained to identify
a wide variety of objects, the research interests and expertise of the individuals will
affect the quality of recording.

For example, researchers may record different

information about an artefact, for what one person sees as important, another may
not (Meltzer, 1986), and the level of detail recorded for each artefact will depend on
the individuals recorders expertise. The definitions being applied to the artefacts
must be explicit to avoid arbitrary decisions by recorders - as Daniels (1978: 29)
writes, “there are many cases where there is no question of whether the decision is
right or wrong, but only of how likely it is that the same, or a different, human would
make the same decision on another occasion”. Differences may arise in the
classifications because different recorders perceive and interpret the classifications in
different ways, and where there are many similar classifications for different objects,
recorders may disagree on how to classify a particular object (Blackmar, 2001: 74).
The perceptions of a single recorder may also vary as they complete the
classification exercise, so an artefact defined by certain criteria into one class one
day may be assigned a different class by the same analyst at a later date (C. Beck &
Jones, 1989; Daniels, 1978).
The quality of finds recording has varied considerably over the life of the PAS: many
early records do not have images of the artefacts, and the level of detail contained
within each record varied considerably, depending on the quality of the object and
the individual recorders. Mistakes in the records can also appear, with findspots
being incorrectly typed, or artefacts placed in the incorrect object category. The
controlled vocabularies built into the third PASD make such mistakes less common,
and the ability to comment on each record means that FLOs can easily be alerted to
errors by any user of the database so that they can be corrected. However, there are
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still a number of biases within the recording process that have yet to be addressed,
for example, it is accepted that the numbers of objects recorded varies when FLOs
are replaced, but for how long? And how do the different interests of the FLOs
affect what is recorded onto the database?

2.2 EXPLORING BIAS
This chapter aimed to draw together different elements of collection practices from
across a number of archaeological techniques, to outline the principal causes of
sampling bias within archaeology.

A framework for understanding bias was

introduced, which was developed from the theories of formation processes
established in the 1970s and 1980s. Defining the formation of datasets into seven
key stages, this framework was used to explore the different processes that may bias
a dataset, taking examples from excavation, aerial survey, geophysics, fieldwalking,
and metal detecting, alongside biological collection. This discussion showed that,
whilst many of the factors involved in the distribution of finds recovered through
professional collection are well studied, there is a lack of information available on
amateur collection practices. Key questions that need to be addressed include the
specific effects of different metal detecting methods on the spatial distribution of
finds, the variables influencing the reporting of finds to the PASD, and effect of
different site choices on the overall distribution of finds. The next chapter presents
some methodological approaches already used to explore these themes, and assesses
their effectiveness for understanding spatial bias within the PASD.
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Methods and Materials
This chapter analyses a selection of the archaeological projects that have used the
PAS data, and outlines the methods through which they have attempted to
understand the factors outlined in Chapter 2. Through a study of the success of each
of these approaches, a series of effective methodologies for the spatial interpretation
of the PAS dataset are identified. These are then incorporated into the methodology
devised for this project, which combines both qualitative and quantitative methods
into four phases of analysis, encompassing both macro- and micro-scale
examinations of the PASD. The macro-scale analysis will provide a broad overview
of the data available in each of three study areas, whilst the micro-scale analysis is
designed to enable exploration of individual collection factors at regional and local
scales. Through the combination of these methods, it will be possible to explore a
range of the factors presented in Chapter 2. Finally, this chapter introduces the three
study areas, justifying their selection through a comparative discussion of their PAS
data and histories of recording.

3.1 ARCHAEOLOGICAL APPROACHES TO THE PASD
Currently in its fifteenth year, the PAS has become a well-recognised source of
archaeological information, as it provides researchers with a national distribution of
artefacts. A large number of research projects now incorporate PAS data into their
investigations, but the open nature of the PASD means that it is impossible to know
exactly how many projects have made use of it. A reasonably comprehensive list
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has been created by the PAS, who record all researchers that have been granted
additional access to the PASD27. At the time of writing this list incorporated 301
separate projects, both on-going and completed, ranging from large scale research
projects to A-Level archaeology assignments. The research varies from national
surveys of specific periods or types of finds (e.g. Bond, 2010; Moorhead, 2010) to
small scale analyses of individual sites (e.g. Biddle, 2007; Naylor & Richards, 2010).
The projects explored here have been collated from the research lists on the PAS
website and the main published works that have used the PAS data. They include
undergraduate and postgraduate dissertations (e.g. Cannings, 2008; Doshi, 2008),
PhD theses (e.g. Brindle, 2011; Walton, 2011), conference papers (e.g. Bond, 2010;
Collins, 2010), and large scale research projects (e.g. Gosden, forthcoming;
Richards, Naylor, & Holas-Clark, 2008)28. Contained with this body of research are
examples of a number of different approaches to using the PAS data. For example,
Ashby & Bolton's research on bone combs (2010), Anderson's work on Medieval
ampullae (2010), and Behr's study of bracteates (2010), show how the database can
be mined for information about specific find types. Alternatively, the database can
be used to collect information for particular periods, such as in Yate’s studies of
Bronze Age Britain (2007), Egan’s summaries of the Post-Medieval period (e.g.
Egan, 2010a), Worrell’s roundups of Roman PAS data (e.g. Worrell, 2007b), and
Geake, Leahy and Naylor’s work on Medieval PAS finds (e.g. Christie et al., 2010,
2009) . Finally, the data can be extracted and analysed by location, as with Biddle’s
work on the area around Winchester, Hampshire (2007), or Tyler’s work on Romney
Marsh and the western river valleys (2010). More often than not, research using the
PAS data combines several of these methods, focussing on particular objects from
certain locations (e.g. Dickinson, 2010; Moorhead, 2010) or specific archaeological
periods in different areas (e.g. Bolton, 2010; Ulmschneider, 2000).
Whatever the focus of the analysis, be it an object, a period or a place, it is those
projects that consider the distribution of finds, the factors behind that distribution,
27

See www.finds.org.uk/research for an up-to-date list of projects. This is not a list of completed
projects; rather it measures requests for access to the data.
28

See Appendix B for a complete list of works collated for this project.
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and methods to explore both of these, that are most pertinent to this research.
However, whilst there are a significant number of projects that have used the PAS
data, few have developed methods for dealing with collection and sampling biases.
As a result, there are a restricted number of previously tried techniques, and no
standard methodology, for accounting for the bias in the PASD. Much of the
discussion and analysis in the following section therefore focuses on four recent
projects that have made understanding the spatial distribution of finds a central
component of their work: Brindle's study of Roman Britain (2011), ChesterKadwell's analysis of Anglo-Saxon Norfolk (2009)29, Richards', Naylor's and HolasClark's work on the Viking and Anglo-Saxon Landscape of England (VASLE)
(2008), and Walton's research on Roman coin loss (2011). The methods adopted by
these and other projects are grouped into eight themes for the purposes of this
discussion: (1) finds and the physical landscape, (2) comparing archaeological
datasets, (3) recognising site targeting, (4) understanding object targeting, (5)
considering recovery factors, (6) recognising reporting bias, (7) theoretical
approaches to recording bias, and (8) identifying internal variation. Within each
theme, the principal methods for identifying bias will be presented and assessed.
Through this discussion it will be possible to examine the potential different
techniques offer for understanding bias in an amateur collected dataset such as the
PASD.

3.1.1

Loss, preservation and survival: finds and the physical
landscape

Many of the factors identified in Chapter 2 related to the topography and geology of
the findspot location, and are frequently acknowledged in the PAS literature. In his
paper on Medieval pilgrim trinkets, Egan (2010a) states that soils in the northern and
western (highland) zone are less suitable for the preservation of flimsy lead/tin
objects than lowland soils, whilst Chester-Kadwell found that detectorists in Norfolk
29

Chester-Kadwell did not use PAS data, but instead used the Norfolk HER, which includes all the
metal-detected artefacts on the PASD for the county (~34,000 records), and a considerable number
more recorded through the ‘Identification and Recording Service’ (I&RS) (~366,000 records).
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searching for early Anglo-Saxon artefacts focus on river valleys with light soils
(Chester-Kadwell, 2009: 87). The location of lost artefacts, their preservation, and
their subsequent survival in the ground, may all therefore be connected to the
topography and geology of the land, and a number of methods have been used in the
past to explore the relationship between such physical characteristics and finds from
the PASD:
-

Yates and Bradley (2010) studied the locations of Bronze Age metalwork
hoards in south-east England, finding that there was an association
between various topographical features and the positions of known
hoards.

-

Haldenby and Richards (2010) looked at the location and topography of
sites and soil types in their analysis of plough damage, which sought to
understand the levels of artefact damage seen in different locations.

-

Brindle (2011) used topographical maps and Natural England’s ‘Natural
Areas’30 in his exploration of Roman settlement in Britain.

-

Ulmschneider (2000; 2010) plotted finds against topographic and
geological mapping to explore the middle Saxon histories of Hampshire,
Lincolnshire and the Isle of Wight.

-

Richards et al (2008) plotted all PAS finds against a basic topographic
map and interpreted the distribution of finds with respect to elevation and
major waterways.

Perhaps the most comprehensive use of such a methodology is Chester-Kadwell’s
work on metal-detected finds in Norfolk, which used quantitative techniques to
analyse the relationship between findspots and a range of geographical landscape
features31, to explore traditional assumptions about the locations of Anglo-Saxon
sites. The associations between finds and the physical features were statistically
tested to assess the likelihood that the distribution of finds was related to each of the
30

Natural England (2011) ‘Natural Areas’ are defined by a number of physical characteristics,
including topography, geology, landuse and human impact (Brindle, 2011: 80).
31

Waterways, elevation, slope, aspect, soil type, soil drainage, soil fertility, soil habitats, and soil
boundaries
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geographical features. The findings were then interpreted with reference to the
method of data collection, and showed for example that there were comparatively
few Anglo-Saxon metal detected finds from lower elevations, and that excavation
data was biased towards sandy soils (Chester-Kadwell, 2009: 94-127).
With geology and topography having such an effect on the distribution of activity in
the past, the preservation and survival of artefacts and the recovery of artefacts by
collectors, it is clearly important to analyse the relationship between landscape
features and finds, and the use of statistical tests to explore this relationship is
effective. However, there is a danger that the results of such quantitative analyses
can be perceived as more accurate than they actually are. The results must therefore
be interpreted through an understanding of the multitude of spatial biases acting on
the PAS data.

3.1.2

Exploring the bias of recovery: comparing archaeological
datasets

One factor mentioned time and time again in the literature is the disparity between
the range of objects recorded on the PASD and those recorded in more traditional
archaeological datasets. A prime example of this is Cherry’s 2007 conference paper
on Medieval seals, which discusses how the data on the PASD has allowed the study
of seals to extend from the previously known seals of Kings and nobles to the seals
of less ‘important’ people (Cherry, 2010). Similarly, Hunter’s paper on dragonesque
brooches states that non-enamelled brooches are disproportionately represented on
the PASD when compared to examples from old publications and museum
collections (Hunter, 2010). In 2008, Adam Daubney, the FLO for Lincolnshire,
decided to explore this bias in the types of objects recorded in different datasets by
investigating how many of the finds recorded on the PASD since 1997 had come
from previously unknown sites (Daubney, 2008). He found that of the 328 definable
‘sites’ recorded for Lincolnshire on the PASD, 53% were previously unknown to the

55

CHAPTER 3: METHODS AND MATERIALS

HER32, illustrating clearly the differences in the search patterns of metal detectorists
and archaeologists. The obvious response, implicit in both Cherry’s and Hunter’s
papers, and made explicit through Daubney’s study, is to combine the PAS data with
other archaeological datasets.
A number of projects have made use of this approach to the PASD, with some level
of success. In Garrow’s study of Celtic Art (Garrow, 2008, 2010), records from the
PASD were combined with a number of other datasets of Iron Age and RomanoBritish art-related objects, after which the researchers were confident that the
remaining “gaps in the overall distribution were indeed real”. Walton (2011), in her
analysis of Roman coins across England, supplemented the ~78,000 coins that were
on the PASD at the time of her study with a further ~223,500 coins from a range of
comparative datasets, to ameliorate the impact of recovery biases on the results.
Similarly, Brindle mapped PAS data against HER data to assess the contribution that
the former could make to the study of Roman settlement in Britain (Brindle, 2011).
By analysing the density of PAS and HER finds across different ‘Natural Areas’,
Brindle considered the relative representation of Roman artefacts and coins in each
dataset. A secondary stage of analysis was to identify unique sites recorded through
the HER and PAS data, much as Daubney did in his earlier study of Lincolnshire
(2008)33. Using this technique, Brindle identified 240 potential new sites across his
five case study areas that were not associated with finds already recorded in the
county HERs (Brindle, 2011: 347). Brindle also conducted a number of micro-scale
analyses of individual sites in each of his case study areas, using both PAS and HER
data to study the chronology of Roman activity in each area (Brindle, 2011: 97).
As a method for exploring the extent of new information contained within the PASD,
comparisons with other archaeological datasets can be very effective, as shown
through studies presented here. The PASD, although extensive, is spatially limited
32

A site is defined here as a scatter of 5 or more associated finds within a 100m circle. A new site is
declared only if there are no related archaeological sites within a 300m radius of the artefact scatter
(Daubney, 2008: 1)
33

Brindle defined a PAS findspot as a “group of finds with grid references not more than 200 metres
apart”. A new site was defined as a PAS findspot that was located at least 200 metres away from the
nearest HER record (Brindle, 2011: 93).
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by its very nature, so methods that provide researchers with more representative
datasets are to be recommended. However, all data is spatially biased, a fact that is
sometimes acknowledged, but has yet to be truly accounted for in the analysis.
Where the aim of the research is to explore past human patterns of activity, it is as
important to understand the spatial biases in such comparative datasets as it is to
understand those affecting the PASD.

3.1.3

Understanding recovery bias: recognising site targeting

The issue of site targeting by collectors is well documented in previous studies of the
PASD. Worrell (2007a) comments on the potentially artificial concentration of finds
around Roman roads in Hampshire, Collins (2010) on the targeted searching of
certain sites in the north of England, and Walton (2011) on metal detector users
predilection for searching the west rather than the east of the Isle of Wight. In their
2010 study of Bronze Age hoards in south-east England, Yates and Bradley note that
metal detector users have for some time specifically targeted topographical areas
which conform to certain ‘rules’, a bias caused by the experience and knowledge of
the searchers (Yates & Bradley, 2010). Conversely, some sites may be deliberately
ignored by collectors, indeed many parts of northern England and Wales are far less
extensively searched than land in the central and southern counties. For north-east
Cumbria for example, very few finds are recorded on the PASD and it is important to
know whether this reflects a lack of searching or a lack of reporting (or indeed a lack
of both) (R. Collins, 2010).
In their survey of Viking and Anglo-Saxon England, Richards et al (2008) noted that
finds distributions need to be interpreted with reference to aspects of the historic
landscape, a recommendation taken up by Chester-Kadwell (2009) in her study of
Anglo Saxon finds from Norfolk. Through analysing the distribution of metaldetected Anglo-Saxon finds with respect to the locations of Roman sites, Roman
roads, Bronze Age barrows and ring ditches, Chester-Kadwell was able to assess the
spatial relationship between finds and historical features.

Such a quantitative

approach to exploring the issue of site targeting can be quite effective. Chester-

57

CHAPTER 3: METHODS AND MATERIALS

Kadwell analysed each feature independently, looking at data from field-walking and
excavations as well as at metal detected data and found, for example, that “early
Anglo-Saxon detector finds show a bias towards discovery in the vicinity of a
barrow or ring-ditch” and that “detector finds from any period ... show a positive
bias towards Roman sites” (Chester-Kadwell, 2009: 131 and 135). By comparing
multiple Anglo-Saxon datasets to a range of historical features, Chester-Kadwell was
able to explore one factor influencing the distribution of metal detected finds.
It is not ideal to rely on such quantitative approaches alone when analysing finder
behaviour, they should instead be combined with qualitative information gathered
from the finders themselves. Chester-Kadwell interviewed eighteen experienced
metal detector users from Norfolk, and was able to show that metal detectorists have
strong ideas about where sites should be located in the landscape, and that they
knowingly target ‘productive’ areas.

The information collected from the metal

detectorists on site preferences and search patterns was used to inform ChesterKadwell’s interpretations of the quantitative analysis conducted on the artefacts and
historical features.
Brindle (2011) also gathered qualitative information from metal detector users
through the distribution of a questionnaire, which aimed to explore the “unsystematic
methods used during the recovery of artefacts” by looking at “the variable choices
and methods individuals employ during searching and reporting” (Brindle, 2011: 1718). When questioned about the targeting of known archaeological sites, 59% of
respondents stated that it was not important to them when choosing detecting sites.
Using this information, and an analysis of the relationship between finder locations
and clusters of PAS finds, Brindle was able to conclude that “the presence of known
Romano-British activity is not an especially significant factor in metal detector
users’ decisions as to where to detect” (Brindle, 2011: 343)34.
When considering the effects of site targeting on the spatial distribution of finds, a
combined approach is required. Quantitative information alone will not suffice – it
must be analysed alongside qualitative information collected from finders. As the
34

This will be discussed in more detail in Chapter 4
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source of much of the data recorded on the PASD, metal detector users have a lot to
offer anyone trying to understand the distribution of the finds. It is impractical and
implausible for every researcher using the PAS to collect such qualitative data, but it
is clear from the research already conducted that the use of such material can greatly
inform interpretations of find distributions.

3.1.4

Identifying recovery bias: understanding object targeting

An issue not directly associated with spatial distributions, but still important for
those exploring the PASD, is that of the targeting of particular types of finds by
collectors. In his survey of lithics and lithic scatters recorded by the PAS, Bond
(2010) comments that the records may be biased towards the more recognisable
worked artefacts, and that the emphasis on recording finds from metal detector users
biases the dataset in favour of metal artefacts and away from ceramic and lithic
objects. Similarly, Harrington & Welch’s (2010) paper on Anglo-Saxon finds in
southern England notes the absence of ironwork on the PASD, attributing it to metal
detector users’ habit of setting their machines to filter out iron. Object targeting can
occur both through this selective recovery of artefacts from the ground, or through
the selective reporting of objects to the PAS - some finders may be less inclined to
report what they deem to be the more common or less impressive artefacts (e.g.
amateur fieldwalking at Broom Hill, discussed in Chapter 2)35.
An independent check on the representation of different artefact types in each area
would require revisiting and resurveying of each findspot. Instead the more usual
method for recognising targeting of specific objects is to compare the data on the
PASD to that from other archaeological records (see section 3.1.2), or more
specifically, to use other datasets to create a ‘control’ to which the PAS data can be
compared and interpreted. For example, in her survey of Roman coins from England
and Wales, Walton (2011) used techniques established by Reece to create a control

35

This will be discussed in more detail in Chapter 4
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dataset, or ‘mean’36, from which to study regional and national variations in coin
loss. As Walton states, such means “establish the usual or ‘average’ pattern of coin
loss, and can therefore be employed as a background against which unusual patterns
of coin loss at a national, regional or site specific level can be measured” (Walton,
2011: 64). Through analysing four national means, Walton created a control dataset
which was then compared to each county or site assemblage, to assess the extent to
which they varied from the normal distribution of coin types. A slightly different
method used by Bond is to identify object targeting through the ‘weighting of
different components’ of each assemblage. In his example, a partiality towards
retouched flint tools by the finder would be recognised through calculating the
percentage of the assemblage formed of this type – he suggests that anything over
5% implies a biased assemblage (Bond, 2010).
The use of control datasets is an effective method for exploring the
representativeness of the finds recorded on the PASD, though it is subject to the
same constraints as section 3.1.2 (using additional data), namely the bias inherent in
all datasets. The appropriateness of the comparative dataset must also be considered
in terms of composition, location and scale. Aside from such considerations, the use
of control datasets allows the researcher to explore the variations in PAS
assemblages between regions, counties, parishes or sites, and can therefore greatly
increase knowledge of the differences in the types of objects recovered from
different areas.

3.1.5

Considering recovery factors: mapping constraints

This methodology is aimed at understanding some of the complex issues behind the
practice of metal detecting. In Chapter 2 it was shown that the availability of land
can affect archaeological investigations, and the same can be said for metal
detecting.

Most recent studies acknowledge the spatial limits placed on metal

detector users, and it is well accepted now that no detecting is allowed on Scheduled
36

A ‘mean’ in a numismatic sense is a representation of the expected pattern of coin loss in a set area
over different periods of time – Walton uses the 21 ‘Reece’ periods dating from 31BC to 565AD.
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Ancient Monuments (SAMs) or National Trust land, and that only limited detecting
occurs in urban areas due to the availability of land.
One study that attempted to create a methodology for understanding these constraints
on metal detecting was the VASLE report (Richards et al., 2008). This project
created a specially designed ‘constraints’ map to show those landscape attributes that
were most likely to limit the search areas available to metal detector users, and
therefore spatially bias the distribution of finds recovered by them. This map was
the first of its kind to be used on a national scale and provided the researchers with a
‘visibility template’ against which to map find distributions. It included urban areas,
forests, lakes, danger zones, and Ordnance Survey relief data showing the 300m
contour line37. The results of this investigation showed that, when considered at a
regional scale, the perceived constraints on data recovery (urban areas, lakes, forests,
danger zones) did correspond with areas with relatively few finds.
This idea of exploring the ‘constraints’ that limit the practice of detecting has been
taken up by other researchers since the VASLE report. Chester-Kadwell (2009)
acknowledged the importance of understanding the issue of permissions, identifying
urban areas, military ‘danger zones’, National Trust properties, Royal estates, dense
woodland, waterlogged areas and other reserves and parks as ‘off-limits’ to
detectorists (Chester-Kadwell, 2009: 86).

Brindle explored the issue of search

constraints to a greater extent in his analysis of metal detected finds, plotting the
PAS data against topography, urban areas, woodland and non-agricultural land
(Brindle, 2011; 79). He interpreted the distribution of PAS finds with respect to
these constraints, finding in Wiltshire for example that, “the distribution of the data
substantially reflects modern recovery constraints and is more representative of
where metal detector users can detect than the genuine distribution of ancient
settlement” (Brindle, 2011: 116).
Although this method is clearly successful, not all PAS data is recovered by metal
detector users, and therefore a ‘constraints’ map might not accurately represent the
37

Used as an approximation of the limit of ploughzone farming and therefore the limits of the
detecting search area.
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search areas of all the artefacts recorded on the PASD. A second concern with this
method is that there is a marked difference between those areas where metal detector
users are legally allowed to detect, and those areas where they can actually get
permission to detect. At a regional scale, ‘constraints’ maps have been shown to aid
the understanding of the distribution of finds on PAS dataset, but at a more local
scale, it is this second map that would perhaps be the more interesting of the two. A
final consideration is the range of constraints that should be used, as each the
projects mentioned here combined different groups of factors. Such information
must be collected from the finders themselves, and must incorporate constraints
specific to the area under analysis. Once such research has been undertaken, this
method has the potential to be a simple but effective way of exploring the impact of
collection factors on the distribution of finds.

3.1.6

Recognising reporting bias: exploring histories of liaisons

The relationship between finders and recorders, which was discussed in some detail
in Chapter 1 and mentioned as a possible bias in Chapter 2, has also been touched on
by a number of researchers using the PAS data:
-

In her studies of Iron Age and Roman PAS finds from across England and
Wales, Worrell identifies the effect of the relationship between
archaeologists and metal detectorists as a potential bias on the numbers of
objects recorded with the PAS (Worrell, 2006, 2007a, 2007b, 2008).

-

Egan (2010a) suggests that the concentration of Medieval pilgrim trinkets in
Norfolk could be attributed to the long tradition of recording metal-detected
finds in that county, a fact also noted in Hutcheson’s study of Iron Age
finds (2004), and Chester-Kadwell’s thesis on early Anglo-Saxon finds
(2009).

-

Twelve years ago, in her study of the middle Saxon period, Ulmschneider
(2000; 2010) identified “co-operation between metal detector users and
archaeologists” (2000: 13) as a key factor that varied significantly between
her three case study counties. She found that the only strong relationship

62

CHAPTER 3: METHODS AND MATERIALS

between metal detectorists and archaeologists was on the Isle of Wight,
where there was precise locations for most of the reported finds. In
Hampshire and Lincolnshire, Ulmschneider found that many finds went
unreported, and some were reported with very limited findspot information
(2000: 13).
Although the situation has changed somewhat since Ulmschneider’s original study,
the history of non-reporting is preserved in the PASD, and, despite ChesterKadwell’s observation that as detectorists are becoming more dedicated, “the
practice of recording has burgeoned” (Chester-Kadwell, 2009: 64), there are still
significant amounts of non-reporting today. Bland & Loriot's (2010) corpus of
Roman gold coins assimilated records from the PAS and a range of other sources,
including detecting magazines, forums and dealer’s lists, and found 71% of known
coins had been recorded on the PASD and 29% in other locations. Whilst Bland and
Loriot therefore touch on the issue of non-reporting, they do not look at the
relationship between that and the history of liaison in each area. In fact, no project
has yet established a practical methodology for exploring the connection between
liaison and reporting levels. Brindle’s analysis of Roman Britain considered liaison
as a factor in the selection of the case study areas, so Northamptonshire, North/North
East Lincolnshire and Warwickshire were in part chosen due to the strong tradition
of liaison in these areas (Brindle, 2011: 104, 106, 172), in contrast to Cumbria and
Worcestershire, where liaison prior to the introduction of the PAS was limited
(Brindle, 2011: 107, 172).

Brindle found that, in Worcestershire today, there

remains an element of mistrust between archaeologists and metal detector users,
which still impacts on the numbers presenting finds for recording (Bolton, pers
comm. in Brindle, 2011: 172).
Through exploring the PAS data across a range of locations, each with different
histories of liaison, Brindle acknowledges the importance of the finder/recorder
relationship to the distribution of finds recorded on the PASD.

However, this

method limits Brindle to very general comments about the possible effects of liaison
on find distributions, and it is likely that there is still more that can be done to
explore the impact of these relationships on the spatial distribution of finds.
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3.1.7

Theoretical approaches to recording bias

A number of researchers have commented on the factors that can affect data during
the recording process, including Collins (2010), who notes the variations in
recording quality in his paper on PAS finds from the north of England, and Walton
(2011) who identifies the poor identification of later nummi38 by recorders as a
potential biasing factor in her thesis on Roman coins recorded on the PASD. Other
researchers have returned to the source of the data to try and reduce the influence of
such factors on the resulting dataset, in particular Levick and Sumnall (2010; Levick
& Sutton, 2008), who analysed finds recovered from three metal detecting rallies on
the Berkshire Downs.

Attendees were asked to report all recovered material,

including ceramic and lithic finds, and find locations were kept separate from the
object descriptions, only being linked when the record was created on the PASD.
This method was intended to “prevent any bias or subjectivity entering the results”
(Levick & Sumnall, 2010), and, when combined with the increased level of reporting
at the rallies, allowed the authors to interpret the spatial distribution of the recorded
finds with a higher degree of certainty.
Such an empirical approach to the issues of recorder bias is effective but impossible
to implement in studies of previously collected data on the PASD. Most researchers
therefore resort to a more theoretical approach, which in essence means assessing the
factors that influence the quality of recording. Brindle (2011) identifies a number of
the factors that might influence the quality of finds recording - the time required to
record all objects from a particular location, the specific interests of the recorder, the
potential for errors to be made in the recording process. However, after stating that
biases such as these are “extremely difficult to quantify” (2011: 70), no further
mention of them is made. Chester-Kadwell notes that the quality of recording has
improved significantly over the past thirty years (2009: 62), but does not comment
further on the potential effects of recording bias on the distribution of her dataset39.
38

Nummus: a low value copper-alloy coin

39

By focussing her study on the county of Norfolk, Chester-Kadwell has lessened the impact of
available time on the levels of recording, as Norfolk has five members of staff dedicated to recording
finds from members of the public.
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There are other recording factors identified in Chapter 2 that have yet to be explored,
such as the length of time a recorder has been in their post, their specific research
interests, their experience and knowledge of different objects, and their consistency
in object identification. There is therefore still scope for further analysis of the
potential influence that different recorders may have on the finds recorded on the
PASD.

3.1.8

Identifying distribution patterns through internal variation

Section 3.1.2 showed how researchers have compared PAS data to other
archaeological information to explore distribution patterns, but it is not always
necessary to use another dataset to explore such issues.

Several authors have

suggested that one can compare the PAS with itself, or more specifically, compare
finds from one period with finds from another period to explore the underlying
variations in finds densities. One example is Biddle's (2007) work on finds from
around Winchester, Hampshire, which compared the distribution of early Medieval
finds with plots of all the Hampshire PAS finds from the Roman, Medieval and PostMedieval periods. By finding patterns in the dataset common to each period, Biddle
was able to identify those unique to his early Medieval dataset. Similarly, Doshi
(2010) used the entire PAS dataset as a control with which she analysed the impact
of modern collection biases on the distribution of Bronze Age finds in East Anglia.
Likewise, in her article on later Iron Age objects from Hampshire, Worrell (2007a:
384-385) plotted the distribution of her dataset against all metal-detected artefacts
from Hampshire, and found that concentrations of Iron Age finds coincided with
concentrations of finds across all periods.
As a method for exploring whether distributions are unique, or whether they instead
reflect the general distribution of finds recorded on the PASD, this method is both
simple and effective.

Comparatively easy to implement, such a technique can

quickly allow a researcher to create a control dataset that can be used to explore a
subset of the PAS data. However, this method is restricted in scope, as it is limited
to the data held on the PASD and can therefore only be used to highlight areas where
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patterns of finds differ between periods. Other methods are required to explore the
reasons behind such differences in the distributions of finds.

3.2 IDENTIFYING A METHODOLOGY
Eight different approaches have been presented here, which together provide a broad
range of techniques for exploring amateur collected data. Considered individually,
these approaches are rather limited in scope, as each focuses on specific aspects of
collection bias. There is also a clear concentration on issues of recovery bias, with
only limited analysis of exposure, reporting and recording. However, it is possible to
draw out three principal themes from these approaches that, when combined, could
provide a much stronger methodology for exploring bias than each approach offers
alone. These themes are: (1) the use of spatial statistics to explore the relationship
between finds and the surrounding landscape, (2) the use of comparative analyses to
identify patterns in the distribution of PAS finds, and (3) the use of qualitative
information to inform the interpretation of quantitative results. By combining these
three themes, it should be possible to create a robust methodology for exploring the
bias inherent in the PASD.
The methodology devised for this investigation must therefore satisfy two principal
requirements: firstly that the factors influencing the PAS data are not always spatial
in nature, so to understand the spatial distribution of the dataset it is necessary to
come to an understanding of other, non-spatial, biases as well; secondly, that an
analysis of the PAS data must be both qualitative and quantitative, and incorporate
information from a range of additional sources, alongside the PAS data itself. A
combination of descriptive and inferential statistics, ethnographic and textual
analyses will therefore be used in this methodology, to allow a comprehensive
examination of the biases inherent in the PASD. This methodology will take the
form of four separate phases of analysis, that together will provide an approach
through which a large number of biases can be investigated.
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3.2.1

Phase 1: an analysis of metal detecting practices

This first phase of analysis will use ethnographic and textual data to explore the
habits and practices of metal detector users, whose objects form the bulk of the
PASD. It is necessary to start this project with such an analysis for, as Chapter 2
showed, studies of collection bias in the past have tended to focus on professional,
rather than amateur, collection methods. Without an understanding of the types of
recovery and reporting factors that might affect amateur collected data, any analysis
of the spatial distribution of said data will be limited in scope.
Primary data on metal detecting practices can be collected through a number of
methods including but not limited to: focus groups, participant observation, phone
interviews, face-to-face interviews, and questionnaires. All of these methods enable
the collection of primary data about “people, their behaviour, attitudes and opinions
and their awareness of specific issues” (Parfitt, 2005: 78), but require different levels
of commitment and expense.

Brindle (2011) and Chester-Kadwell (2009) used

questionnaires and interviews respectively to collect primary data on metal detecting
practices, and both had a measure of success, using the data collected to aid
interpretation of their findings. It was decided that a combination of these two
techniques would be the most appropriate for this project, as both were feasible in
the time available and together give the data collection breadth and depth that would
not be achievable with a single approach.
Both questionnaires and interviews introduce their own biases into data collection.
Gender, age, marital status and ethnicity are all aspects of a researcher’s identity that
can open doors or limit access to informants or situations (Valentine, 2005), and
through their appearance, body language, intentions, feelings and ways of doing
things, researchers can subconsciously influence the outcomes of their project.
Interviews can be influenced by ‘inter-subjectivity’ i.e. the interviewees behaviour
can influence the interviewers’ performance, and through observing one another the
behaviour of both may be altered (Bennett, 2002: 159). The underlying views and
opinions of both researcher and informant will affect how they respond to one
another – “interviewers might be equally polite, might ask questions in the same
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order and the same way, but the impact of underlying values or impressions is
difficult to assess” (Hoggart, Lees, & Davies, 2002: 192). Interviewees’ responses
may therefore be affected by the opinions of the interviewer, and equally, the
interviewer will interpret ambiguous responses through opinions previously
expressed by the interviewee (Parfitt, 2005: 85). Finally, “the questions asked may
not be understood in the way intended” (Parfitt, 2005: 85), a problem more usually
associated with questionnaires, where there is no opportunity for rectifying the
misunderstanding.

Problems with questionnaires can be divided into ‘response

errors’, caused by poor questionnaire design or inappropriate question wording, and
‘non-response errors’, biases created by who does and does not respond to each
question (see Parfitt, 2005 for more information on questionnaire design). These
issues were taken into account when designing the questionnaire, so that the
information collected was as accurate as possible.
This analysis will combine the primary data collected through questionnaires and
interviews, with secondary, or textual, data gathered from the literature produced by
metal detector users. This comprises two nationally distributed magazines, ‘The
Searcher’ and ‘Treasure Hunting’, and a number of books looking at site detection
methods (Villanueva, 2006, 2007), and the practicalities of detecting (Evan-Hart &
Stuckey, 2004; Lynn, 2005)40. These published sources discuss many aspects of the
hobby – the types of finds that are most sought after, the different techniques and
methodologies used, the best sites to find and how to find them, the effects of
different soil types on different metal detectors and so on. From the information
collected from both primary and secondary sources it will be possible to create a
comprehensive outline of the practice of metal detecting and the influence that
different collection practices can have on the resulting dataset. The results will be
presented in Chapter 4, and will be incorporated into the analysis and interpretation
of the PAS datasets from each of the study areas.

40

There are also a number of online detecting forums (e.g. www.detector.net, www.detectorists.co.uk,
but for practical reasons, this survey will be limited to paper publications.
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INTERVIEWS
Nine interviews were conducted between September 2009 and March 2010, with
detectorists from Hampshire and the Isle of Wight (the third study area had yet to be
selected). In Hampshire, the detectorists were recommended by the FLO, and the
interviews were conducted at the FLOs office in Winchester. Five were independent
detectorists, one a member of ‘Meridian’ MDC. On the Isle of Wight, the interviews
were conducted during a ‘Vectis Searchers’ club rally and were therefore necessarily
more limited in scope. Responses were recorded by hand in both cases, and props
limited to distribution maps of PAS finds from each area.
The interviews took the form of semi structured dialogues (Bennett, 2002), and
questions were asked in an order appropriate to each discussion. Questions were
intended to capture a range of information about detecting practices, and were
designed through conversations with detectorists and early analysis of the literature
on collection bias. The full list of the interview questions is given in Appendix C.

QUESTIONNAIRES
The questionnaire was launched 30/04/2010 and closed on 31/8/2011. It was
designed as an electronic questionnaire, available through the University of
Southampton’s iSurvey service, and was available in paper format for those without
internet access. It was publicised at nine metal detecting clubs in the study areas, and
was mentioned online by some detectorists, on club homepages and detecting forums.
Strongly based on the interview questions, the questionnaire was divided into five
sections, aimed to capture a range of information about detecting practices: Personal
Details, Site Choices, Detecting Practices, Individual Interests and space for comments.
Most questions were ‘closed’ with multiple choice answers, to minimise response
errors caused through misunderstanding. Some responses were based on Brindle's
questionnaire, to aid comparisons. For the complete questionnaire, see Appendix C.

METAL DETECTING LITERATURE
The two metal detecting magazines - Treasure Hunting (first published in 1977) and
The Searcher (1992) – have been in circulation for some time, but it was decided to limit
the analysis of detecting practices to the period January 1995 – July 2009. With both
magazines published monthly, a total of 402 magazines were examined, from archives
held by the PAS.
Each magazine was searched for articles pertaining to the PAS or to metal detecting
activities, termed ‘events’. Field tests of specific metal detectors and information for
beginners were also noted, but articles that focussed on the historical details of
artefacts were not included. Quantitative data on finds rates and types of finds were
extracted as well as qualitative information on preferred sites, methods and equipment.
A list of the articles studied for this research is provided in Appendix C.
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3.2.2

Phase 2: macro-scale PAS analysis

The second phase of analysis will provide an overview of the PAS data in each of the
study areas, and will discuss patterns within the PASD that are unique to each area.
It will explore the distribution of finds from different archaeological periods, by
comparing subsets of the PAS data at a county scale. Through identifying variations
in the distribution of finds within each study area, this phase of analysis will provide
a base-line from which to further examine the factors of spatial bias.
This macro-scale analysis will be divided into two stages. Firstly, the density and
distribution of finds at a county scale will be discussed in the context of the national
PAS dataset. This ‘county scale’ analysis will be followed by a ‘parish scale’ study
of the data, to identify key distribution patterns visible at this level of analysis. The
second stage of analysis will use a series of ‘point pattern analyses’ of the findspot
locations, which will illustrate and summarise the spatial distribution of the PAS data
for each study area.

In practice, the data will be mapped in a Geographical

Information System (GIS), and the ‘Kernel Density Estimation’ will be calculated.

KERNEL DENSITY ESTIMATION
KDE allows the creation of a smooth continuous surface from a number of known
points, in this instance the PAS data (Bailey & Gatrell, 1995: 84). The density of points
is analysed with a user-defined circular area (the ‘kernel’) which produces an average
density for each cell. The resulting surfaces can then be compared and subtracted
from one another, to explore the different spatial distributions of finds within the PAS
database. The size of the ‘kernel’ can have a marked impact on the resulting surface –
a smaller kernel (i.e. smaller radius) will include less findspots, whilst a larger kernel
will include more. It will therefore be necessary therefore to use a variety of kernel
sizes, and to compare the results, before selecting the appropriate kernel for the
analysis (Lloyd, 2010).
When a point falls closer to the boundary than the size of the kernel, the dataset
being used for the analysis is effectively truncated causing certain ‘edge effects’ - as
Bailey & Gatrell (1995: 90) note, the results for events near to the boundary will be in
some way biased, because these events have no neighbouring events from the other
side of that boundary. Two methods can be used to counter these edge-effects –
buffering along the inside of the boundary, i.e. removing an area from the analysis but
still using the points within it, and the opposite, creating a dataset of points for a set
area beyond the boundary, which can be used to calculate the density of points up to
the boundary edge. However, because the analysis being undertaken for this research
is relatively coarse, no buffering should be required.
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Kernel Density Estimation (KDE) is a method of exploring the spatial variation in
the distribution of points, to allow the identification of clustering, or ‘hotspot’ areas
within the dataset (Lloyd, 2010: 89). KDE was used by Brindle (2011) to identify
areas where the PAS data could augment the HER data, and has been used by others
to illustrate the spread of PAS findspots (e.g. Richards, Naylor, & Holas-Clark,
2008). It is used here as a method for displaying the distribution of PAS finds,
identifying areas where findspots cluster, and exploring the different distributions of
finds from different archaeological periods.
This phase of analysis will make use of the concept of a constraints map - the
‘constraints on metal detecting’ used were identified through the phase one analysis
of metal detecting practices, and should therefore represent closely those areas where
metal detecting is either banned or limited in extent.

Like the VASLE report

(Richards et al., 2008), the map will include urban areas, waterways, and danger
zones, but it will also include land designated as Sites of Special Scientific Interest
(SSSIs), National Trust and Forestry Commission land, and Scheduled Ancient
Monuments (SAMs), which have all been identified as ‘off-limits’ to metal detector
users. Areas of woodland (excluding those controlled by the Forestry Commission)
will not be included, as discussions with metal detector users suggest that, although
in practice detecting is limited in woodland, this landuse is not as significant a
barrier to searching as each of the other identified factors, as there is no legislation
forbidding detecting there. Countryside Stewardship Schemes (CSSs) will also not
be included, for as well as being more temporary in nature than many other
constraints, the available data does not allow one to distinguish between entry level
schemes (ELS), where detecting is permitted, and higher level schemes (HLS),
where detecting is more strictly controlled.
One limitation of the constraints map is that it can only be used to analyse the spatial
distribution of those PAS finds recovered through metal detecting, as other chance
finds recorded with the PAS are not subject to the same constraints. Metal detected
finds, or chance finds recovered whilst metal detecting (i.e. non-metal objects
recovered by metal detectorists), make up 84% of the objects on the PASD (93% of
records). Around 16% of objects (7% of records) are therefore not subject to all the
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constraints covered by the map (military danger areas are off limits to everyone).
However, these non-metal-detected finds may well have been constrained in other
ways, such as to gardens, or fields with public access. A secondary consideration is
that although a constraints map may show where metal detecting is not forbidden, it
does not map the areas where metal detecting actually occurs i.e. it is up to the
individual landowners as to whether they allow metal detectorists to search their
land. Finally, constraints maps are by nature ‘fuzzy’ i.e. there is an element of
uncertainty in the exact distribution of the constraints. This may be caused by two
principal factors: (1) the real-life boundaries may not be as clearly defined as the GIS
mapping, and may move and fluctuate over time, and (2) ownership and designation
of land will also vary over time. The interpretation of the distributions of finds with
respect to these constraints must take into account the fuzziness of the dataset.

CREATING THE CONSTRAINTS MAP
Data for the constraints map was collected primarily from MAGIC, the ‘Multi Agency
Geographic
Information
for
the
Countryside’
online
resource,
(www.magic.defra.gov.uk), which draws together data from a range of sources.
The specific datasets used were: 2001 Settlement polygons, SSSI polygons (from
Natural England), Forestry Commission land polygons, National Trust land polygons,
SAM polygons (from English Heritage), RSPB nature reserve polygons, National Park
polygons. Data on waterways and military danger zones was extracted from the OS
Mastermap dataset, downloaded from EDINA digimap (www.edina.ac.uk/digimap).
The data were joined in a GIS to create a polygon of the ‘constrained’ areas, which
was then mapped against the PAS data to explore the spatial distribution of the finds.

The second phase of analysis therefore aims to explore the distribution of PAS finds
across the county, by parish and by archaeological period. These distributions will
be interpreted with respect to the known constraints acting on the data, and
differences between the study area and the national dataset will be highlighted.

3.2.3

Phase 3: macro-scale comparative analysis

The third phase of analysis will introduce a number of new datasets and, through
comparisons between them and the PAS data, will explore the relationship between
recorded findspots and a variety of physical and man-made features, speicifically:
other archaeological datasets, geology, elevation, aspect and slope, settlements,
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waterways and routeways. Inferential statistics will be used to assess how likely it is
that the distribution of the PAS data with respect to these features is a result of
chance, rather than stemming from a genuine relationship between them.
Like Chester-Kadwell (2009), two statistical tests will be used to test the relationship
between the PAS findspots and the physical and human characteristics of their
location – the Chi-Squared (X²) test and the Kolmogorov-Smirnov (K-S) test. The
K-S test is used to compare the distributions of two sets of continuous variables i.e.
variables such as elevation, slope, or distance from a road or river, to identify
whether the observed distribution differs significantly from the expected distribution.
The null hypothesis (H0) is that the distribution of PAS finds is not related to the
continuous variable – this hypothesis will be rejected if the difference in the
observed and expected values exceeds a specified critical value. Some believe that
this test is not suitable for use with large samples, as small deviations can yield
significant results (Field, 2005), but the K-S test will be used here as, despite this
limitation, it still has the potential to highlight differences between the PAS and HER
datasets.
Pearson’s Χ² test is designed to test whether there is a relationship between two
categorical variables, i.e. variables such as geology or aspect which are made up of
categories rather than continuous numbers. This test allows you to compare the
frequency of PAS finds observed in each geological area or aspect category with the
frequencies that you would anticipate if the distribution of finds was random. H0
states that finds will be evenly distributed across each of the categories, and will be
rejected if the difference between the observed and expected distributions is
statistically significant.
These tests do not in themselves prove or disprove any relationship between the PAS
findspots and other datasets; rather they allow a judgement of significance, which
must then be used to interpret the relationship.

Through combining these two

statistical methods with the constraints map outlined above, the relationship between
the PASD and a variety of human and natural factors will be explored and discussed,
in the context of the phase one analysis of metal detecting practices.
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‘PHYSICAL’ LANDSCAPE FEATURES
Geological data was provided by the British Geological Society (BGS), at 1:50,000
scale. The maps are interpretations based on geologist’s field observations and other
information. These interpretations involved initial selection at the time of the survey of
what to record, and a decision on what was significant and in need of depiction and
what was trivial and therefore need not be mapped. In some cases, the bedrock may
have been mapped through interpolation from borehole data, and there has been
some simplification, particularly with the larger scale maps. The digitisation of the
original paper maps may have resulted in some minor changes, such as the closing of
open polygons.
The Ordnance Survey terrain data, which will be used to create maps of elevation,
slope and aspect, was downloaded from the EDINA Digimap service. For this macroscale analysis, Landform PANORAMA Digital Terrain Model (DTM) tiles (1:50,000 scale)
were downloaded. These were merged within a GIS to form a single DTM for each
study area.
OS data were also used to map route-ways (ITN – Integrated Transport Network),
county and parish boundaries (BoundaryLineTM), field boundaries and waterways (OS
MasterMap).

‘MAN-MADE’ LANDSCAPE FEATURES
The primary source of archaeological data will be the HER/SMRs for Hampshire,
Northamptonshire and the Isle of Wight. It is important to remember that each of the
HER/SMRs have different histories of recording archaeological information, so, like the
PASD, the data will be biased spatially. This will be more thoroughly discussed in the
case study chapters. Other archaeological datasets do exist, such as the Archaeology
Data Service (ADS) and grey literature reports, but the processing of such large volumes
of data was not within the scope of this project.
The PASD is not the only national scheme with which metal detectorists can record
their finds. The UKDFD was set up in 2005, and is an online database on which metal
detectorists can record their own finds. On 24th February 2012, the UKDFD held 32056
records – although such information could be interesting, copyrights to all the
information held on the UKDFD are retained by the finder making the dataset difficult
to use, and locational information for every find is often limited to the county, and is
never more than the parish. As the UKDFD dataset amount to just 4.2% of the national
PAS dataset, it was decided that, in this instance, the UKDFD data would not be used.

3.2.4

Phase 4: micro-scale analysis – case studies

The fourth and final phase of analysis will provide an opportunity to explore some
particular factors in more depth using a number of localised case studies. The nature
of this research means that the choice of case study topics was not confined to a
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particular period or type of object. Instead, through the discussion of collection
practices in Chapter 2, it was possible to identify two themes which, if investigated
in each study area, would significantly add to our understanding of the spatial
distribution of the PAS data: people and places.
3.2.4.1

C ASE S TUDY 1: P EOPLE

The first group of case studies is designed to explore the spatial distribution of finds
through the choices made by the people involved in their recovery i.e. landowners,
metal detector users, fieldwalkers, chance finders, or members of the PAS. This
theme was selected as the discussions of collection bias in Chapter 2 showed that the
individuals involved in collection can have a great influence on the spatial
distribution of the resulting dataset. A range of case studies could be explored
within this theme, including the attitude of farmers to metal detecting, or the variable
rate of finds recording by different FLOs but, by necessity, this research is limited to
just three. These were selected based on the analysis of metal detecting practices in
Chapter 4, and focus on the factors controlling the selection of sites. The specific
case studies will look at: (1) the issues of gaining permission to access land for
searching; (2) the home ranges search by metal detector users; (3) the coverage of
different areas of fields by metal detectorists.
3.2.4.2

C ASE S TUDY 2: P LACES

The second case study will focus on the idea of ‘places’, meaning either specific
fields or parishes, or more abstract ideas of place, such as where particular types of
event occur. This theme encompasses a wide range of topics, but it was decided,
through the discussions of metal detecting practices in Chapter 4, to focus on
patterns of metal detecting at different scales. The case studies will therefore look
at: (1) general patterns of finds recovery across a single field over a number of years
by individual and club detectorists; (2) the effect of ‘rallying’ on the spatial
distribution of finds from across a county; and (3) the relationship between specific
finds and archaeological features within a county.
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The case studies aim to explore those factors that appear to have the most influence
on the spatial distribution of finds. Although linked by the two themes, they are
unique to each study area, and therefore allow a far greater number of biases to be
explored than if the same analysis was conducted across each study area. A variety
of scales of analysis will be considered through the case studies, in particular county
and local scales, which will, when combined with information from the first three
phases of analysis, be used to assess the extent to which collection bias can influence
the PAS data at different scales.

ADDITIONAL DATA SOURCES
Some additional data was required for these case studies, although they were
primarily based on the information held within the PASD itself:
(1) Data on farmhouses for case study (1) was extracted from the printed map for the
area (OL29) and converted into a point shapefile (.shp) in a GIS.
(2) Detailed terrain data for case study (2) was downloaded from EDINA digimap. The
Landform PROFILE data (1:10,000 scale) has a 10m horizontal grid interval, with a
1m height resolution. It has a height accuracy of between ±2.5m & ±5m, although
accuracy is reduced in mountain and moorland areas.
(3) Data on the occurrence of Weekend Wanderer rallies across Hampshire for case
study (4) was taken from the organiser’s website.
(4) GPS tracks for case study (5) were provided by a metal detectorist, who will
remain anonymous.

3.3 STUDY AREAS
The PASD holds records on over 780,000 objects (April 2012) – to investigate all of
these finds to the necessary level of detail is unfeasible and beyond the scope of this
research. Instead, this analysis of collection bias will focus on three study areas,
chosen so that the full range of factors outlined in Chapter 2 can be thoroughly
explored. It was important that the selected study areas were representative of the
normal patterns of recording across England and Wales, whilst also offering enough
variety to enable a comprehensive analysis of any biasing factors. The factors
governing the choice of study areas were both geographical and historical, and
ranged from topography, geology, and general landuse, through to the history of the
relationship between archaeologists and metal detectorists, and the length of time the
PAS had been in operation in the area. These factors have been shown to have a
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potentially significant impact on spatial distributions of finds, and selecting study
areas with different characteristics allows comparisons of the importance of these
factors to the distribution of finds in each area. Three study areas have been chosen:
Northamptonshire, Hampshire and the Isle of Wight (Figure 3.1). This section will
introduce each of the areas and justify their inclusion in this project.

3.3.1

Choosing boundaries

Unlike many of the projects that use the PAS data, this research is not limited to one
particular period of archaeological history, therefore to choose a study area based on
a historical basis, Roman or Medieval administrative regions for example, would be
inappropriate. The subject of this research is the PAS data, and therefore the starting
point for selecting areas for analysis must be the divisions used by the PAS
themselves. Currently, the PAS operates across thirty-three areas – in the majority
of cases these areas match the modern county boundaries, for example in Devon or
Kent, but with limited numbers of FLOs, ten PAS areas are necessarily formed from
several counties (e.g. ‘Lancashire and Cumbria’ or ‘Wales’) and four are formed
from parts of counties (e.g. ‘West Berkshire and Oxfordshire’)41. Finds are recorded
on the PASD by county, district and parish, making the extraction of data at these
scales the most practical option. In addition, the FLOs who administer the scheme
across these study areas will be an important source of information on recording
finds and metal detecting practices, and it is therefore practical to adhere to the
boundaries used by them.
However logical the use of PAS areas for analysis might be, it is important to note
that collectors are not governed by any modern administrative boundaries and move
between them at will, particularly in mainland England and Wales.

Similarly,

human activity in the past was not limited by these modern boundaries. The analysis
of the PASD by PAS area will therefore introduce certain edge effects by artificially
truncating finds distributions along modern area boundaries. It will be important to

41

see Appendix A (page 260) for a list and map of all PAS recording areas, correct to January 2012
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account for such edge effects in the interpretations of the spatial distribution of the
PAS data.

3.3.2

Choosing areas

A study of any of the thirty-three PAS areas would provide interesting results, and
indeed for a true understanding of the distribution of the PAS finds in each area, such
a nationwide study would be necessary.

The three areas selected here

(Northamptonshire, Hampshire and the Isle of Wight) provide a representative
sample, a pilot study in effect, of the potential information such an examination of
bias can offer42. Through these study areas, it will be possible to conduct a thorough
and wide-ranging analysis of the issues associated with amateur collected data.
3.3.2.1

H ISTORY OF R ECORDING

The Isle of Wight has a long history of recording finds made by members of the
public. The island has only had an FLO since 2003, but archaeologists and metal
detector users have been working together there since the 1990s and, perhaps
because of this, the Isle of Wight boasts the highest number of finds per square mile
of the three study areas, and one of the highest densities of finds across England and
Wales (Table 3.1). The majority of objects are reported to the PAS by members of
two metal detecting clubs which operate on the island, both of whom have a very
good relationship with the FLO (Frank Basford43), who has been in his part-time
position for eight years, but has been working with metal detector users for over
fifteen years.
Hampshire was one of the second tranche of PAS pilot schemes started in January
1999, and since that time it has had four FLOs; the most recent, Rob Webley44, has
been in post since 2005. Unlike the Isle of Wight, Hampshire did not have a long
42

A three-year national study of spatial distribution of the PAS data is being funded by the
Leverhulme Trust, to run from 2012 to 2015.
43

PAS Staff Profile Page: http://finds.org.uk/contacts/staff/profile/id/57 [accessed July 2011]

44

PAS Staff Profile Page: http://finds.org.uk/contacts/staff/profile/id/55 [accessed July 2011]
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history of effective liaison between archaeologists and metal detectorists prior to the
introduction of the PAS to the county (Table 3.1). Together therefore, the Isle of
Wight and Hampshire will enable exploration of the impact of the finder/recorder
relationship on the spatial distribution of the recorded finds.

Another marked

difference in the recording practices of Hampshire and the Isle of Wight is that finds
from independent detectorists, as opposed to club members, form a much larger
percentage of the PAS dataset for Hampshire (Worrell, 2007b). Using this county
will therefore allow analysis of the differences between the spatial distributions of
findspots from different types of collectors.
Like Hampshire, Northamptonshire has had an FLO since 1999 - the present FLO,
Julia Cassidy45, has been in place since 2008, and is the fourth to hold the position in
the county.

Like the Isle of Wight, Northamptonshire has a long history of liaison

between finders and archaeologists which continues to the present day, for example
with the ‘Community Landscape and Archaeology Survey Project’ (CLASP), which
for the past ten years has involved ‘local people’ in ‘local projects’ throughout the
county (Young, 2011). However, despite this liaison, Northamptonshire has far
fewer recorded finds than Hampshire, and the lowest overall density of finds of the
three selected areas. Northamptonshire therefore provides a comparative dataset for
both the Isle of Wight and Hampshire in terms of the history of the PAS and metal
detecting, and the impact that that can have on finds distributions.
3.3.2.2

A RCHAEOLOGICAL P ERIODS AND O BJECT T YPES

The PAS datasets for each study area were downloaded in May 2011, and include all
records created up to 31st August 2010, a cut-off date used across all the data sources
collated for this project. The complete PAS dataset download totals 55,550
individual artefacts, of which 60% are from Hampshire, 22% from Northamptonshire
and 18% from the Isle of Wight.
An analysis of the different periods of objects shows the differences in the dates of
finds being recovered from each study area (Figure 3.2). Whilst the Roman period
45

PAS Staff Profile Page: http://finds.org.uk/contacts/staff/profile/id/138 [accessed July 2011]
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forms the bulk of each dataset, it is much more dominant in Northamptonshire (55%)
than on the Isle of Wight (29%). Conversely, nearly 15% of the Isle of Wight
dataset date to the Iron Age period, in contrast to only 4% of the Northamptonshire
dataset. Hampshire sees a rise in the proportion of finds from the Post Medieval
period (30%), significantly greater than the 11% of finds from this period on the
Northamptonshire dataset.
Differences can also be seen between the distributions of finds across each object
type in each study area (Figure 3.3). In Hampshire there is an emphasis on coins
(67%) with fewer metal objects (20%), whilst pottery is comparatively well
represented (11%). On the Isle of Wight, around half of the objects are coins (48%),
on a par with the data from Northamptonshire, and there are significant numbers of
metal artefacts (35%) and pottery finds (13%). In Northamptonshire, the share of
worked stone is comparatively high (4.5%). However, despite variations in the
proportions of coins to metal objects46, the overall percentage of metal/non-metal
objects is very similar across all the study areas (approximately 14:1).
As Figure 3.4 shows, there are also variations in the methods of discovery of finds
across each of the study areas. The majority of finds from each county have been
recovered through metal detecting, but Hampshire, for example, has a greater
percentage

of

finds

recovered

through

fieldwalking

(7%)

than

either

Northamptonshire (2%) or the Isle of Wight (1%).
There are substantial differences between the types and periods of objects recorded
on the PASD for each of the study areas, and in the method of discovery of finds.
Through an analysis of this data it should be possible to explore whether such
variations are true reflections of the distribution of past human activity, or whether
they are caused by factors associated with amateur collection practices.

46

In the Hampshire dataset there are 3.3 coins to each metal object, whilst in the Isle of Wight and
Northamptonshire datasets, there are 1.4 coins to each metal object.
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3.3.2.3

A CCURACY OF R ECORDING

As well as having the greatest density of finds of the three study areas, the Isle of
Wight also has the greatest accuracy of findspot recording. As Figure 3.5 shows,
over 75% of finds from the Isle of Wight have been recorded to a ten-figure grid
reference, meaning that each of these findspots is potentially accurate to within a
1m² area.

Such accuracy will allow analysis of the relationship between the

findspots of individual objects at a smaller scale. The accuracy of findspots in
Hampshire is significantly lower than that of the Isle of Wight, with 37% of finds
recorded to a 10m² (8-figure) or 1m² (10-figure), and a further 41% recorded to
within 100m² (6-figure). The majority of finds in Northamptonshire are recorded
with a 6-figure NGR (53%), with 14% recorded to 8-figures, and 25% of findspots
accurate to within 1m² (10-figure). The variety in accuracy levels within these three
study areas is representative of the PAS dataset as a whole. Through exploring the
issues of collection bias and the impact that this can have on the spatial distribution
of finds, it will be possible to examine the effect of accuracy levels on the scales at
which the data can be usefully studied.
3.3.2.4

P HYSICAL F EATURES

The topography of the Isle of Wight is mixed, but is dominated by a large ridge that
cuts across the centre of the island, separating the north and south. Geologically, the
island comprises chalk and greensand to the south, with large clay beds to the north
of the central chalk ridge. The DEFRA June agricultural surveys show that roughly
50% of the island’s agricultural land between 2000 and 2009 was under permanent
or temporary grass, which equates to 33% of the total land area (Figure 3.6), and 7%
of the records in the PAS dataset (Figure 3.7). DEFRA found that a further 23% of
land over this time was dedicated to arable agricultural, a landuse which accounts for
90% of records. Given the island nature of the county it is not surprising that, unlike
the other study areas, a significant minority of finds are from coastal areas (2%).
Like the Isle of Wight, Hampshire is divided by a large band of chalk running eastwest across the centre of the county, rising to over 200m in places. The south of the
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county is dominated by three large river valleys, and to the south-west is the New
Forest National Park, which makes up 15% of the county’s land area. Despite
similar geologies, the agriculture and findspot landuse of the two study areas are
quite different. Between 2000 and 2009, the DEFRA June Survey records that 30%
of the total land area in Hampshire was under crop or left as bare fallow. 18% was
temporary or permanent grass (Figure 3.6), which has produced 7% of PAS records
(where landuse has been recorded).
Northamptonshire’s topography and geology differs significantly to Hampshire and
the Isle of Wight, being primarily clay and limestone rather than chalk. It is a fairly
flat county and is dominated by arable agriculture. Indeed, between 2000 and 2009,
DEFRA’s June agricultural surveys found that approximately 45% of land was under
crop or bare fallow, with a further 25% recorded as temporary or permanent
grassland.

Together this means that around 70% of the land area in

Northamptonshire is potentially suitable for metal detecting (Figure 3.5). Despite
this, Northamptonshire has the lowest density of finds of the three study areas (Table
3.1), and therefore provides an interesting contrast to the Isle of Wight, which is a
sixth of the size, but has five times the density of finds.
3.3.2.5

C ONCLUSIONS

Northamptonshire, Hampshire and the Isle of Wight have been selected from the
thirty-three possibilities, as they are manageable in size and provide a representative
sample of the PAS data found across many of the other recording areas. They cover
a range of geological, topographical and agricultural areas, have different
archaeologies, different histories of liaison, and different modern patterns of landuse.
Through the analysis of the PAS data for these areas, it will be possible to explore a
great range of the factors that influence the modern distribution of finds.
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CHAPTER 4
Detecting Practices
This chapter presents the results of a survey of metal detecting practices, and
identifies the key factors acting on the recovery and reporting of objects by metal
detector users. Discussions of bias in Chapter 2 emphasised the need for such a
survey, to redress the balance of research on collection bias, which has in the past
focussed on professional collection methods. Furthermore, the analysis of previous
approaches to the PASD underlined the importance of understanding detecting
practices, with work by Chester-Kadwell (2009) and Brindle (2011) illustrating what
such information can offer to our interpretations of the past. A survey of metal
detecting methods was therefore deemed an essential part of any analysis of the
PASD.
The information for this chapter comes from the metal detectorists themselves, with
data gathered directly through questionnaires and interviews, and indirectly from the
metal detecting literature. The primary sources of the latter in England and Wales
are the two popular metal detecting magazines, ‘The Searcher’ and ‘Treasure
Hunting’. Both magazines have been in circulation for over 15 years and publish a
new issue each month, providing a wealth of material for analysis. Principally
written by detectorists for detectorists, these magazines provide a candid account of
metal detecting over the past two decades47. A number of books on metal detecting
have also been published (Evan-Hart & Stuckey, 2004; Lynn, 2005; Villanueva,

47

See Appendix C for a complete list of the metal detecting magazine articles studied for this
analysis.
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2006, 2007), that will be used to inform the discussion. This textual data will be
supplemented by information gathered through an online questionnaire, and from
interviews with independent and club detectorists48. In addition, the results of a
2008 survey of metal detector users by Brindle will be incorporated where
appropriate, as will data gathered by Thomas (2010) from a number of metal
detecting rallies held between 2006 and 2008. By combining information from these
different sources, it will be possible to create a comprehensive outline of metal
detecting practices, which will be used to inform the analysis of finds distributions
within each of the study areas.
This chapter is divided into a number of sections, each of which looks at one of the
factors influencing the spatial distribution of finds recovered by metal detector users:
the numbers of metal detector users across England and Wales, the amount of time
spent detecting, the difficulties associated with gaining permission to access land, the
decisions surrounding site choices, the survey methods used when out detecting, the
variable recovery of artefacts, and the recording of finds with the PAS.

4.1 THE METAL DETECTORISTS
One of the more problematic questions asked concerning the metal detecting hobby
is how many metal detector users there actually are actively searching in England
and Wales. Although the numbers involved are thought to be considerably lower
than they were in the 1970s and 1980s, estimates of the total number of metal
detector users still vary considerably. One of the highest estimates suggests that
there may be between 30,000 and 50,000 metal detector users across the UK (Grove,
2005; Critchely pers comm. in Thomas, 2010). The basis for this number is unclear,
but it is generally thought to be a rather overambitious figure. An article from The
Telegraph online in February 2011 quoted the NCMD’s suggestion that “the number
of metal detectors [sic] in the country has increased to around 20,000” (Gray, 2011).
A similar estimate could be assumed from the distribution lists of ‘Treasure Hunting’
and ‘The Searcher’, which produce 15,000 and 8,000 copies respectively. However
48

See Appendix C for a copy of the questionnaire and interview questions.
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these numbers are difficult to interpret, as some of the total will be free distribution
copies, some detectorists may buy both magazines, and others may buy the
magazines but may not be ‘active’ detectorists. Most archaeological estimates are a
little lower:
-

Barford (2011a) believes that there is 1 detectorist per 6000 people, which
gives, using the government population statistics for 200749, a total of 9,012
detectorists in England and Wales;

-

Thomas (2010: 258) believes that there are between 12,000 and 14,000 active
detectorists in the UK50;

-

The Heritage Action (2012) online erosion counter uses what they
acknowledge to be a relatively low estimate of 8000 active detectorists;

-

Current PAS figures suggest that there are between 9500 – 10,000 regular
metal detector users across England and Wales51.

The exact number of active metal detectorists is difficult to calculate, as it may vary
considerably over time, so an average of these recent figures is the most appropriate
figure to use. The rounded mean of the four estimates given here is 9800 metal
detector users across England and Wales52, or approximately one active detectorist
49

Mid 2007 population figures: UK: 60,975,300; England: 51,092,000; Wales: 2,980,000 (UK
Government, 2012)
50

Thomas suggests that there are about 200 metal detecting clubs in England and Wales, if all online
and informal clubs are included (Thomas, 2010: 256). She uses an average membership of 50 to give
a maximum of 10,100 club detectorists. Information gathered through a questionnaire is then used to
suggest that 39.8% of detectorists are independent which, based on her calculated for club members,
suggests a body of 4000 independent detectorists across the UK as a whole. This is amended to a total
of 12,000 – 14,000 regular metal detector users to reflect some multiple club memberships, and the
majority of this number is assumed to operate within England and Wales.
51

The latest PAS annual report (Portable Antiquities Scheme, 2011b) states that “during 2009 and
2010 the PAS’s Finds Liaison Officers had regular contact with 177 metal-detecting clubs”, and the
2008 annual report records 7220 active club members across England and Wales (i.e. ~40 metal
detector users per club). A survey conducted by Vomvyla (2008) showed that the PAS was in contact
with 1320 independent detectorists, which they estimate to be around half the total number (pers.
comm. Bland Jan 2012), giving a total of between 9500–10000 detectorists. A figure of 9750 is used
in all calculations.
52

Average based on figures for England and Wales, therefore Thomas’ 14,000 in the UK would have
divided into the UK population (see footnote 37) to give a total of 12,415 active metal detector users
in England and Wales.
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for every 5517 people. This estimate will be used throughout this chapter, as a base
rate from which to discuss finds rates and the extent of land searched by metal
detector users in England and Wales.

4.2 TIME SPENT DETECTING
A secondary consideration when exploring the distribution of finds recovered by
metal detector users is the amount of time spent detecting per year, as this will
influence the numbers of artefacts recovered.

The number of metal detecting

‘events’ per individual per year will vary depending on the time someone is willing
or able to dedicate to detecting, and as a direct result of what land is available.
Many detectorists only search ploughed land and, due to the demands of agriculture,
these fields are only available for a few weeks each year (Whitehead, 1997a). These
detectorists may search intensively for a few weekends and then hang up their
detector until harvest time comes around again.
However, as one detectorist writes, “there need be no ‘closed season’ for detecting”
(Sinclair, 1997: 19). Many detectorists search on pasture or set aside land as well as
arable land, which means they are able to detect throughout the year (Webb, 1996)53.
Figure 4.1 gives the average number of detecting events for the survey respondents,
and shows that nearly 90% go out metal detecting at least once a week. The greatest
proportion of respondents search every weekend (33%), a pattern reflected in the
magazine data, where one detectorist remarked that he made the two hour drive to a
particularly productive site of his every weekend for ten years, barring holidays (G.
Bailey, 1996a). Over 10% of the survey respondents stated that they detect more
than three times a week like Arnie, a detectorist writing in the Searcher, who
dedicates “Monday to Friday for my field surveying, weather permitting” (Arnie,
2002: 42). Another 10% of the survey respondents stated that they only detect one

53

This is subject to weather conditions: in winter, heavy snow can cover fields making them
inaccessible; in summer, long periods without rainfall can make the ground too hard to dig, which will
limit detecting.
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weekend a month, amounting to 24 days per year in contrast to the possible 260 days
spent detecting by Arnie.
When out detecting, the survey results show that detectorists spend an average of 5
hours 30 minutes searching for artefacts (Figure 4.2)54. A survey of 84 magazine
articles, which together detail 466 separate detecting events, gives an alternative
figure of 6 hours 15 minutes per visit, based once again on an average of 8 hours for
a full day’s detecting (Table 4.1). Combining these two numbers with the average
number of detecting events each year gives a better understanding of the amount of
time metal detector users spend searching for artefacts:
-

a maximum figure can be estimated using the example of Arnie who is out
detecting 5 days a week, equating to 1527 hours a year, or 29 hours a
week55.

-

The second example above, the metal detector user who goes out every
weekend, would spend about 12 hours detecting each week56

-

Someone only able to detect one weekend a month would spend an average
of 3 hours out on the fields each week57.

These three figures highlight the variability in the amount of time spent searching by
different metal detectorists.

They would be more relevant if combined with

information on the average number of days detecting done each year by all metal
detector users, however little data is available to estimate this. Using the data from
the survey of metal detecting practices gives the following estimates:

54

6 x 2hrs + 26 x 4hrs + 24 x 8hrs + 2 x 6hrs (other) = 320 / 58 responses = 5.5hrs average

55

(5 days per week x 52 weeks per year) x 6.25hrs = 1625hrs, or x 5.5hrs = 1430hrs, average =
1527.5hrs / 52 = 29.4hrs per week
56

(52 times per year x 2 per weekend) x 6.25hrs = 650hrs, or x 5.5hrs = 572hrs, average = 611hrs / 52
= 11.75hrs per week
57

(12 per year x 2 per weekend) x 6.25hrs = 150hrs, or x 5.5hrs = 132hrs, average = 141hrs / 52 =
2.7hrs per week
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-

The survey respondents spend a mean of 84.4 days detecting per person per
year, which amounts to approximately 9 hour 30 minutes detecting per
person per week (Table 4.2).

-

Using the median value from the survey respondents (i.e. the middle
response: ‘every other weekend’) gives a lower average of 52 days
detecting each year (assuming detecting on both days), or 6 hours detecting
per week58.

Both of these numbers are probably higher than the real average for all metal
detectorists across England and Wales, as it is likely the results from the survey
respondents reflect the more active metal detector users. As they are based on only
55 responses, these figures cannot be taken as definitive, but they are the only
available estimates of the amount of time metal detectorists spend on the fields each
year, and will therefore be used later in this chapter to explore the numbers of
artefacts being recovered in England and Wales each year.

4.3 SITE CHOICES
When survey respondents were asked what factors most influenced their decisions
on where to search, over 85% chose ‘wherever they could get permission’ as the
overriding reason (Figure 4.3). However, the ability to get permission is not the only
factor controlling the selection of sites by metal detector users. The proximity of a
site to areas of known archaeology, or areas where the searcher believes there to be
archaeology, is also important (33% and 46% respectively), as is a site’s location
with respect to the searcher’s home (36%). Brindle's survey of metal detector users
(2011: 72) also found that 23% of respondents considered parking a controlling
factor, and that some were influenced by the “peace, quiet and solitude” of certain
sites (Brindle 2011: 72). This section will look at the different choices that may
control the selection of sites, from the targeting of known archaeological sites, to the
influence of different field types.

58

52 x 6.25hrs = 325, x 5.5hrs = 286, average = 305.5hrs a year / 52 = 5.9hrs per week

88

CHAPTER 4: METAL DETECTING METHODS

4.3.1

Gaining permission to access land

As one survey respondent stated, “the distribution of those finds actually recovered
is completely governed by the spread of sites which are made available by
landowners across a county or region … where large estates and huge areas of
‘publicly owned’ or NT [National Trust] land is made unavailable to detectorists, a
truly representative set of finds records can never become known” 59. Whilst many
other variables do influence the spatial distribution of artefacts recorded on the
PASD, the granting of search permissions is an elemental part of the metal detecting
process.
A study of the changing emphasis of articles in both of the metal detecting
magazines shows that, since the start of the metal detecting hobby in the 1970s,
acquiring permission to detect on land has become more difficult. Increasingly
articles aimed at beginners are focused on the different ways to go about seeking
search permission. Croft recalls how when he started detecting in the 1980s, he
“could confidently approach just about any farmer or landowner and ask for
permission to detect on his or her land, permission would nearly always be granted”
(Croft, 1996: 11), and C. Hall recollects how when he first started detecting his
“letter to permission ratio” was around 10:1, but that more recently it was more like
20:1 (Hall, 2008: 24).
The reasons that metal detector users are refused access to land may be very varied,
ranging from the protection of land by stewardship schemes or other statutory
protections, to the extent of crop on the land throughout the year. The most wellknown legal constraint is the ban on metal detecting on Scheduled Ancient
Monuments (SAMs), and over 35% of the questionnaire respondents have been
refused permission on these grounds (Figure 4.4). A further 34% of respondents had
been affected by a ban on searching National Trust land.

Other areas where

detecting has been restrained are Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSIs), land
under a Countryside Stewardship Scheme (CSS), Forestry Commission land, RSPB
59

All quotes taken from the survey conducted as part of this research are anonymous, and are
displayed in italics.
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and other nature reserves, areas under Farm Environment Plans (FEPs), land owned
by the Crown Estate, and Ministry of Defence (MoD) land60. Over 35% of the
survey respondents had also been refused permission to detect on council owned
land. Whilst this is not a nationwide legal constraint like scheduling, as there are
councils who allow metal detecting on their land, the majority do not, so the extent
of council owned land in an area can have a significant influence on the final
distribution of finds recorded on the PASD.
Such legal constraints against metal detecting can be, and have been, mapped against
the distribution of PAS finds (see section 3.1.5), but other reasons for refusal are
more difficult to plot. The most common explanations given by landowners (Figure
4.5) are that:
-

the landowner has already given permission to another metal detector user.
This can be problematic for newcomers to the hobby, as once someone has
been given permission to search, it can be for life (G. Bailey, 1997).
‘Detecting ownership’ of land is a hugely contentious issue, as a few
detectorists can tie up thousands of acres of land, acres which they may not
detect very often themselves (Cotswold Collector, 2006).

-

the landowner is concerned that searching may lead to the scheduling or
protection of their land, or further investigations by archaeologists (discussed
further in section 4.6);

-

the landowner is worried about nighthawking and will therefore not allow
any metal detector users on the site.

It is generally thought that landowners are more likely to give permission to local
detectorists, making permissions sometimes hard to come by for city dwellers
(Arnie, 2002; Croft, 1996; Villanueva, 2006). They may then be reliant on the
recommendation of others for access to land (Tovey, 1999). In some instances, it is
easier to gain permission to search land that is already open to the general public,
60

In certain situations, all members of the public may be legally banned from farmland. This
happened in 2001, when an outbreak of foot and mouth disease resulted in a ban on the use of all
public footpaths and bridleways in the UK.
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such as fields with public footpaths running through them (Bromley, 2007), but then
there are cases where farmers have specifically not granted permission for this
reason, as they do not want members of the public straying from the right of way
(Crounger, 1998).
For many detectorists, the lottery of getting permission to search land is too much of
a gamble, so instead they prefer to detect on metal detecting club land. This is land
where search permission is sought by and granted to a metal detecting club as
opposed to an individual, and may therefore be searched by all members of the club
when a ‘rally’ is organised there. A ‘rally’ is a metal detecting event where a
number of metal detector users will search a specified site on a particular day.
Rallies can be organised by metal detecting clubs (only open to their members), or
they may be much larger events organised by a ‘rally’ club. In the case of the latter,
they offer opportunities for metal detector users to search land that they would not
normally have access to.

4.3.2

Researching sites

The survey results suggest that the majority of metal detector users conduct some
research before searching a site (Figure 4.6), but for many this is “the old chicken
and egg situation … do you get permission first and then look for sites, or vice
versa?” (Weston, 1996: 46). 18% of respondents stated that they research sites first,
and then seek permission from landowners in the area, an approach also suggested in
a number of magazine articles (e.g. Mulliner 2001), and in some ways, having
research to show a landowner may improve the chances of gaining permission to
detect. For some though, the risk of putting in hours of research and then not getting
permission to detect is too high, so they prefer to put in the hours after they have
secured the site (e.g. Bailey, 1996, 2000).

The majority of the questionnaire

respondents (54%) employed a mixture of the two approaches, with some site
selections based on research of the area, and some on the granting of permissions.
Many of the more prolific detectorists believe that it is the research they put into
locating specific sites that gets them the more productive sites and increased finds
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rates (Whitehead, 1997b). Some “identify favourable natural areas for occupation”
using modern mapping (Weston 1997: 15), and then use other maps to explore the
history of the area. The survey results (Figure 4.7) suggest that the most used maps
are online satellite maps such as ‘Google Earth’ (60%), and old Ordnance Survey
maps of the area (61%). Villanueva (2006: 59) also recommends using modern road
maps, river, canal, railway and road construction maps, enclosure and tithe maps,
estate maps and sea charts.
With the growth in the amount of information available on the internet, it is not
surprising that nearly 50% of respondents use the web for general research, a figure
supported by Brindle’s questionnaire results.

More local knowledge may be

garnered from the landowners (50%), from local/county history books (including the
Victoria county histories and Doomsday book) (36%), and from other metal detector
users (31%). The county HERs/SMRs are only used by 28% of respondents.

4.3.3

Targeting periods or types of sites

The metal detecting literature, in particular books such as Villanueva's (2007)
‘Successful Detecting Sites’, or articles like Abbeyville’s ‘Finding Sites to Search’
(2002a; 2002b), effectively encourage new metal detector users to target specific
sites types or periods of archaeological sites. However, the questionnaire results
show that such targeting of archaeological sites is not prevalent amongst the
respondents, with 61% of respondents stating that they did not target sites of specific
archaeological periods (Figure 4.8), and 68% stating that they did not target
particular site types (Figure 4.9).
Despite this lack of intentional site targeting amongst the survey respondents, there
is a preference for certain periods or types of sites, which may lead to an
unintentional focus on such sites. Amongst those who do intentionally target sites,
Early Medieval sites are most sought after, with 30% respondents showing an
interest in that period (Figure 4.10). This is followed by Medieval (26%) and Roman
(25%) sites, Iron Age sites (20%), Bronze Age sites (15%), and then Post Medieval
sites (11%). The most sought site types are settlements (22%), followed by market
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sites (15%) and routeways (14%), then cemeteries, burial grounds and graves (3%)
(Figure 4.11).

4.3.4

Site proximity

Whilst around 25% of the survey respondents’ only searched within their home
counties, 73% had permission to search further afield (Figure 4.12). The distribution
of these search areas is illustrated in Figure 4.13, which shows each respondent’s
home county mapped against the counties routinely searched by them. This map
indicates that metal detector users are prepared to travel some distances to get to
sites.
A further question on willingness to travel to sites showed that 83% of the survey
respondents would go from ‘medium’ distances to ‘anywhere’ (Figure 4.14). In fact,
35% of respondents were prepared to travel for over 1½ hours to get to sites (Figure
4.15), and 29% of respondents were willing to drive over 80 miles. The average
time respondents were willing to drive was 1 – 1½ hours, whilst the average distance
was 43 – 60 miles. With a willingness to travel such distances, it is unlikely that
there are many places within England and Wales that are not within range of a metal
detectorist.

4.3.5

Field types

Arable fields go through several stages in a year – first they are ploughed, then rolled
and seeded, then covered with crop, then harvested and left with stubble, before
being ploughed again for the next crop61. Fields may also be left to set-aside, or may
become pasture for animals. The ease of detecting on these different surfaces varies
considerably, which in turn affects the potential find rates, and therefore the
61

The timing of these stages is dependent on the crop type, the geographic location and the weather
conditions, but the following are some general rules for arable land:
(1) autumn sowings: fields are ploughed in August/September, seeded in September/October, and
harvested in July/August.
(2) spring sowings: fields are ploughed in November, seeded in February, and harvested in August
(Living Countryside, 2012).
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likelihood of a particular site being selected for searching. Many detectorists find
fresh stubble difficult and unproductive to search, as the search head cannot get close
to the ground (Whitehead 1996; Bailey 1996a) – as Lynn (2005: 64) writes, “don’t
you just hate stubble? I can see no sense in detecting when this infernal stuff is on
the fields”. However, others think that “stubble where the soil has settled” provides
a well compacted surface which improves the signal strength from the detector.
Stubble fields were given an average of 4th position by the survey respondents, when
asked to rate land types in order of preference (Table 4.2), placing them above
freshly ploughed fields. Such ‘horseneck’ ploughed soil is aerated so the signal from
the detector travels less well, meaning many finds may be missed (Cotswold
Collector, 2007).

W.A. Croft describes freshly ploughed fields as having “the

undulations of a North Sea storm”, and estimates that find rates are likely to be a
tenth of those on a rolled field (Croft, 1996: 12).
Fields left to set-aside are likely to have compacted soil, but if left too long, the
weeds may make detecting as difficult as in fresh stubble (Bailey 1996a; Lynn
2005). Some detectorists instead prefer pasture fields (average 3rd position, Table
4.2), as they can be searched all year round, have more compacted soil which
“provides better signals”, and any finds are less likely to suffer from plough damage
(Evan-Hart & Stuckey 2004: 19).

Those cropped by animals have short grass

making detecting easy, but pasture is not ploughed very often, so finds can dry up
after a few seasons (Evan-Hart & Stuckey 2004: 19). Another option is to detect in
woodland, which has often seen as much activity in the past as arable fields, but it is
the least favoured land type of the survey (Table 4.2). This is in part because of the
large number of shotgun caps that litter woodland, which can make detecting very
frustrating, and in part because, whilst searching paths through woodland may be
simple enough, step away from the path and searching may be much more difficult
(G. Bailey, 1996b).
The majority of the metal detector users prefer to search a rolled field – this is a
“detectorist’s dream” (G. Bailey, 1996b) (Figure 4.17), as ploughing constantly
brings new “items up to the surface”, and “the air pockets are removed” through the
rotation and subsequent settling of the ground. This improves the signal depth, and
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makes the land easier to walk across. Drilled land (i.e. seeded, or with very low crop
growth) has similar properties, but access may be denied by the landowners.

4.3.6

Ground Types

Understanding the agricultural stage of a field is not enough though, as site selection
may also be influenced by the soil types within each field. Many metal detector
users have become very knowledgeable on the effects of different soil types and
chemical treatments on the ease of detecting and recovering finds, and on the
condition of finds once recovered.
The condition of artefacts is controlled by the physical properties of the object and
those of the surrounding environment. The pure sand on beaches is thought to
“totally destroy bronzes and silver”, whilst “zinc alloys and other metals are rarely
found”. Similarly, the high water content and acidity of peaty soils can be “quite
corrosive”, and the leaf mould that builds up in woodlands can make the ground
there very acidic, chemically damaging the artefacts held within it (Bailey 1996c).
The qualities of clay are more divisive, with one metal detector user suggesting that
“most clay soils provide poor conditions for metal preservation” (Whitehead 1998:
11), but others suggest that “clay is very kind to most metals and ‘seals’ the air away
from the metal”, “clay will keep the integrity of artifacts [sic] better”, and “it’s
harder to detect on clay but very often the items recovered are in better condition
than items in a lighter soil”. These lighter soils include silt, which is easy to dig but
quite abrasive, chalk, loam, and sandy soils, thought by some to give the “best state
of preservation”.
Artefacts are not just affected by the chemical composition of the surrounding soil,
but also by the “chemicals the farmer puts on his crop”. Artificial fertilisers and
weed killers are particularly damaging to copper alloy and iron artefacts, and animal
slurry, which contains chemical compounds such as ammonia, can be very corrosive
to silver alloys (Whitehead 1998; Bailey 1996b).
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Whilst chalk soils may have the advantage of being “shallower than loams and clays
so the artifacts [sic] tend to be close to the surface”, the artefacts may suffer from
high rates of attrition, as the “more stony the land the more broken the artefacts
come out”. Such plough damage is dependent on soil types and the crops to be
planted, and one detectorist suggests that “soils which are attractive to the use of
power harrows are the worst because of the mechanical damage these machines do
to artefacts”. Another has found that “heavy clay soils are usually more deeply
ploughed so [the] damage extends further down”. The real bonus of woodland
detecting for many is that artefacts recovered should not have suffered from plough
damage (Wain, 2005).

4.3.7

Returning to low yield sites

Whilst some fields may be deemed ‘productive’ by metal detector users, others have
very low yields of finds, and may therefore be searched less regularly. When survey
respondents were asked how often they would return to sites which had proved
unproductive in the past, some said that they would be unlikely to. To quote one
respondent, it would “depend on the nature of the finds to date. A low yield of, say,
well preserved Roman coins would lead me back again; a low yield of Georgian
coppers would not”. However, the majority felt that any field was worth returning
to, particular after ploughing, as “the turn of the plough can bring up fresh material
even if the site appears to be barren of finds”, so “a blank field one year may
become more productive the next”. Some metal detector users suggested that their
return to low yield sites would be very dependent on what other land was available
to them, but others felt that “it is so difficult to get sites you always go back to a site
a few times at least”, and that a “low yield just means you haven’t walked over the
object yet”.

4.4 SURVEY TECHNIQUES
When presented with a new field to which they have exclusive access to search,
many metal detector users will adopt an explorative search technique, such as the
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colloquially known ‘Union Jack’ search to identify hot spot areas (Abbeyville, 1997;
Evan-Hart & Stuckey, 2004) - an example of this is given in Figure 4.18A, which
shows how metal detectorists move around the edges of a field, then diagonally
across the middle. Some metal detector users use online mapping such as Google
Earth to identify areas of interest, whilst others do a “visual scan of the field” to
identify “signs of usage” such as “old footpaths” (e.g. Figure 4.18B), “rises in
ground level where habitation may have been placed”, “any hill rises, whether they
face south or have a good view” or “special shapes in the field which might suggest
habitation, streams or springs”. Several of the survey respondents “concentrate on
the edges of a field” first, as these areas can be “more productive at least in terms of
quantity of finds” (Figure 4.18C).
Once they have decided where to begin, some metal detector users adopt a very
intensive approach, searching each field in transects or grids to ensure that all ground
has been covered (Cotswold Collector, 2007; Weston, 1997b; Whitehead, 1997a).
The increasing availability of handheld GPS equipment has encouraged some to use
“GPS tracking” to plot exactly where they have searched, as with the examples
shown in Figure 4.18D. If it is a ploughed field, the detectorist may intensively
search the field many times, and, as Whitehead (1998b: 25) comments, “in theory,
after three or four ploughings, most of the metalwork within the ploughzone should
have come up close to the surface on at least one occasion, at which point I will have
a reasonable chance of finding it”.
Other metal detector users search more randomly at first, until they find either a
“productive patch” (a ‘hot-spot’ area), or a “decent find” (Figure 4.18E). They may
then “work to lines” or grid the area until it has been thoroughly worked out (Bailey,
1996e). Another method is to use “local features – fence posts, trees, telegraph
poles etc.” to create lines across the fields (Figure 4.18F). A. Meek (2003a; 2003b)
describes his particular technique:
“I choose a mark – a tree, on the far side of the field, and start walking directly
towards it and I keep detecting along that line until I get a signal – or hit the tree –
whichever happens first. Then, from there, I look for a new mark, and do it all
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again. My theory is that most detectorists walk either in straight lines, following,
or at right angle to, something – furrows – stubble – whatever, or in a random
‘angels will guide me’ sort of way … My method though, has a secret little bit extra
going for it, in that I am almost always working a line that, however often the site
has been trodden, has probably never been exactly, deliberately followed before. I
mean, how could it be? A line between two random points on a large field provides
lottery numbers of angles. And maybe by approaching a find from a marginally
different direction, a tiny extra edge of metal might just reflect one of those almost
subliminal signals we all long for” (Meek, 2003a: 61)

Finally, there are those metal detector users who “just wander everywhere” or go
“where the mood or landscape takes me”, a strategy often adopted at rallies where
there is not the time to search the whole site intensively. Whilst such searches may
be “totally random”, they are equally likely to be directed towards areas “where
others are making finds” or where “people think there are ‘hot spots’”. Such
techniques might be suitable where time and space are more limited, but on
individual land, many feel that “leaving it to chance and wandering around all over
the place like a headless chicken” is “too hit and miss” and “too time consuming in
the long run” (Lynn, 2005: 84).
Spencer (1998: 40) discusses the difference between his and his detecting partners
search strategies in ‘The Searcher’, illustrated in Figure 4.19.

The two lines

represent two different detectorists and it is clear that they adopted very different
detecting strategies – the first moved randomly but quickly across the whole field
whilst the second moved slowly but methodically around the perimeter of the field.
In this instance it was the first who recovered more artefacts that day, but it is
important to remember that whatever search strategy is employed, it makes no real
difference to the amount of ground that is covered – to paraphrase the Sussex
Pastfinders (2009), those who opt for a quicker or more random technique are merely
leaving undetected ground in their wake.
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4.5 FINDS RECOVERY
Although our island may be small, “it is packed with lost, buried, or discarded items
of every description” (Webb, 1997: 4). One would think that, as the years passed,
finds would become fewer and fewer, but it is clear from the strength of the metal
detecting hobby that this is not the case – “the finds may be smaller in size, but in
numbers are just as plentiful as ever” (Webb, 1997: 4). This section will explore
some of the factors associated with the recovery of finds by metal detectorists, from
object targeting and discrimination, to the importance of knowledge and experience
on finds recovery rates.

4.5.1

Object targeting and object discrimination

Whilst site choices and search techniques may affect the spatial distribution of
artefacts, it is object targeting, and object discrimination, that will influence which
artefacts are actually picked up, or ‘recovered’, by metal detector users.
All detectorists have different collecting interests – some prefer Roman to Medieval,
or coins to artefacts, others may be more interested in Victorian jewellery or military
badges (Whitehead, 1997b). Figure 4.20 shows that objects from the Roman, Early
Medieval and Medieval periods are of most interest to the survey respondents, whilst
over 50% are also particularly interested in Bronze Age and Iron Age artefacts.
Predictably 96% of the survey respondents are principally interested in metal objects
and coins, indeed for many metal detector users the ultimate find is a silver
‘hammered’ coin or a gold Iron Age ‘stater’. Others prefer to find artefacts as they
give more of a sense of the “character of its past owner” than a coin (Bailey, 1996c).
Many metal detectorists collect non-metallic objects as well, with 63% of the survey
respondents interested in pottery finds, 44% in worked stone, and 26% in tiles and
glass artefacts (Figure 4.21).
Metal detectors can be set to respond to ‘all metals’, or to discriminate against
certain metal types. Many metal detector users “switch over to the discrimination
mode for a quieter life” (Lynn, 2005: 33), as it prevents the metal detector
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responding to metals such as tinfoil that are widespread in many British soils. When
asked about metal discrimination, 55% of the survey respondents stated that they did
use discrimination when out searching, principally against foil and iron (Figure
4.22). A further 27% sometimes use discrimination, specifically against iron, coal,
and modern materials such as ring pulls, shotgun cartridges and tin cans. The use of
such discrimination focuses search activity on certain metal types, and is therefore
prejudiced against the recovery of other metals, with archaeological iron suffering
particularly from the practices of discrimination. Whilst not all metal detector users
discriminate using their machines, they do all have preferences towards or against
certain artefact types, which controls what they recover, and therefore ultimately
plays a part in controlling the make-up of the PASD.

4.5.2

Finds rates

Artefacts and coins are spread few and far between, but modern cartridge cases and
Post Medieval buttons are particularly prevalent on most fields, the former due to
shooting, the latter the result of ‘shoddying’, the spreading of material onto the fields
as organic matter. As one detectorist writes “on my personal list of hope-to-find
artefacts I have to say that buttons come in only slightly higher than spent cartridge
ends” (Crounger, 1997). Even proven good sites can have bad days and many a
day’s detecting will result in “a handful of worn away Georgian coins with no
definition on either side; broken buckles; ointment tubes for cows/sheep; silver foil
and soft drink cans and pull tables; buried barbed wire; a couple of plain pewter
buttons and various broken bits of metal that can’t be identified” (see also Croft,
1996; Mulliner, 2001). Information provided by P. D. Spencer (2003) on the finds
he recovered in 2002 shows that, in 43 four-hour sessions, he dug 2500 holes, and
whilst he managed to recover 99 coins, 11 thimbles and 6 spindle whorls, he also
found 204 cartridges and 288 buttons. Of the 466 detecting events recorded in the
metal detecting magazines, 39 (8.4%) resulted in no recordable finds (Table 4.1).
When you consider that such magazine articles are unlikely to focus on trips which
resulted in few or no finds, it is clear that metal detector users are not recovering
finds continuously.
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Some fairly approximate figures can be drawn out from the magazine articles
regarding finds rates. From 466 visits we get an average of at least 9.86 finds per
person per visit, of which less than one third are likely to be recorded with the PAS62
(Table 4.1). This equates to one recordable find for approximately two hours of
searching63. This figure should be taken as an absolute maximum, as articles will
generally focus on the good days, not the bad. A second finds rate can be calculated
from the survey results. Using the data presented in Figures 4.23 and 4.24, it is
possible to calculate a total finds rate of 11.2 objects per person per visit, with a
recordable finds rate of 2.3 objects per person per visit (Table 4.4), or one recordable
find every 2½ hours64. This again could be considered a rather high estimate, for as
one survey respondent wrote “I may just have bad sites or I am unlucky. Q7 the
lowest rating is 1-2. I’m sometimes out for 6 hrs and find nothing”. The wording of
the questionnaire may therefore have artificially increased the finds rate by failing to
allow for ‘no recordable finds’.

A third rate can be calculated from the data

collected for the Isle of Wight, where two detecting clubs show all their recordable
finds to the PAS. Taking an average of the last four complete years gives a finds rate
of 0.73 recordable objects per person per visit (Table 4.5), or roughly one recordable
find every 8 hours65. There are therefore two high estimates of 3.03 recordable finds
per visit (magazine articles) and 2.3 recordable finds per visit (survey respondents),
and a much lower, but perhaps more realistic, estimate of 0.73 recordable finds per
visit (Isle of Wight data).
The PAS estimates that a quarter of detectorists never find any recordable artefacts
(Bland, 2008), which means that of the 9800 active metal detector users across
England and Wales, 2450 are unlikely to recover finds that are recorded by the

62

For the purposes of this calculation this means that they are over 300 years old. This is a
simplification of the recording rules outlined in Chapter 1.
63

1 visit equates to between 5.5 and 6.25 hours metal detecting. 3.03 finds over 5.5hrs = 0.55 finds
per hour, 3.03 finds over 6.25hrs = 0.48 finds per hour, which gives an average of 0.52 finds per hour
64

2.3 finds over 5.5hrs = 0.42 finds per hour, 2.3 finds over 6.25hrs = 0.37 finds per hour, which
gives an average of 0.39 finds per hour
65

0.73 / 5.5hrs = 0.13 finds per hour, 0.63/6.25hrs = 0.12 finds per hour, average = 0.13 finds per
hour
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PAS66. Using the different finds rates and numbers of days detecting calculated in
this chapter, it is possible to calculate the number of finds potentially recovered by
the remaining 7350 metal detector users (Table 4.6). For example, using an average
of all three finds rates, and a rate of 52 days detecting per year, gives a total finds
rate of 772,044 recordable finds. Another estimate, based on the lowest response
from the survey, assumes one visit per person per month, giving an average rate of
178,164 recordable finds recovered per year.
Of the three potential finds rates, the Isle of Wight rate is thought to be the most
robust, based as it is on a more complete dataset. When this rate (0.73 recordable
finds per visit) is averaged across the three potential ‘number of days detecting’, it
gives a total of 265,413 finds per annum, which is not far removed from the estimate
of 290,000 used by the Heritage Action erosion counter (Heritage Action, 2012). A
third total can be calculated from Bland and Loriot (2010) analysis of Roman gold
coins, which found that 29% of coins were recorded on sources other than the PASD.
Allowing for an equal number of coins not recorded in any way at all, it was
suggested that the PAS might record 50% of all finds - with 84,253 finds recorded in
2011, this would suggest a total of 168,506 finds per annum. With no further
information on finds rates or days spent detecting, it is not possible to further analyse
these total finds rates.

4.5.3

Search areas

In 2009, a group of metal detector users called the ‘Sussex Pastfinders’ outlined the
following statistic for calculating the total area covered by metal detectorists: “using
an average sized search head without overlap and a typical sweep distance to cover a
10 metre square will in theory take around 30 minutes (provided of course you don’t
stop to dig!)” (The Sussex Pastfinders, 2009: 52). If you apply this figure to the two
metal detecting clubs searching the Isle of Wight, their two weekly outings each

66

This is in part because not all metal detectorists search on farmland – some search beaches instead
where archaeological objects are rare (pers. comm. Bland March 2012).
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week would allow them to cover 3.31 km2 (1.28 miles2)67, or 0.8% of the area of the
Isle of Wight, without stopping to dig anything.
It is possible to estimate the area of land that could be intensively searched each year
by the 9800 active metal detector users across England and Wales (Table 4.8). At a
rate of 570km² each year, it would take roughly 252 days to thoroughly search the
entirety of the Isle of Wight68, and 262 years to cover England and Wales69 - allow
time for recovering finds and the latter could take over 500 years. Whilst such
figures are essentially speculation, they serve to show the limits placed on metal
detector users by time. An understanding of these limits is necessary to gain a full
understanding of the spatial distribution of artefacts on the PASD.

4.5.4

The importance of experience

Individual finds rates, as opposed to the collective rates discussed above, are
dependent on four things, according to metal detector users – knowledge, good land,
time and good luck, or ‘Factor X’. Whilst the availability of land and time have
already been discussed (see sections 4.2 and 4.3), the importance of experience and
knowledge to the recovery of artefacts has not, and so will be outlined here.
One distinction between experienced metal detector users and those new to the
hobby is the awareness of the best ways to search – as one survey respondent said,
“experience tells”. Newcomers to the hobby often “hold the coil too high off the
ground” causing them to “lose depth and target size. Others swing far too quickly
for their machine and they miss smaller and/or deeper signals”. It is generally the
case that “the less experienced you are the more junk and scrap you tend to find”, as
“you only learn by digging everything to start off with”. Experience hones the

67

15 detectorists per club x 2 clubs x 2 events per week x 47 weeks x ((6.25+5.5)/2) average hours
detecting per event = 16567.5 hours per year = 33135 x 30min sessions. 1 session covers a 10 metre
square, i.e. 10x10metres, or 100m². Therefore 33135 sessions will cover 3,313,500m², or 3.31 km².
68

Isle of Wight = 395km²/570km² = 69% of the year = 252 days

69

England and Wales together total 151,174 km²: 151174 / 570km² per year = 265.22 years.
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search technique, enabling the “more experienced detectorist [to] find deeper and
smaller items”.
However, knowledge of a machine is more complex than just knowing how to swing
it, or what the different signals mean. It also requires an understanding of how
different types of metal detector will respond to different soil environments: metal
detectors may be high-70, mid- or very low-frequency (VLF)71, ‘multi-frequency’72
or ‘pulse induction’73, and you may be able to change the coil 74. The use of different
types of machine and different set ups will invariably influence the recovery of
artefacts and, as one respondent suggested, there are “almost as many choices are
there are detectorists”. Respondents have found that “a cheap detector may miss the
deep finds”, that machines with “faster recovery times or reactivity will tweak out the
smaller finds”, and “the more expensive machines help you find less iron”.
Despite the variety of metal detectors and coils available, and the importance of
using the right equipment for the surroundings, it is clear from the magazine articles
that the majority of detectorists feel that it is the experience and knowledge of the
handler, more than the make or model of the equipment, which will affect your finds
rates. A detector is only a machine, and its ability to detect metalwork is affected by
70

High frequency metal detectors have very fast recovery speeds, and are very sensitive to small,
thin-sectioned coins and artefacts (Lynn, 2005: 11).
71

Very low frequency (VLF) machines are very good at distinguishing ferrous material, and are
therefore able to find ‘good’ targets in highly contaminated areas (Evan-Hart & Stuckey, 2004: 8).
Recovery speeds are low, so a VLF machine will be less good at identifying a good target sat next to
an iron signal for example (Lynn, 2005: 10).
72

Multi-frequency machines send out an induction current containing many different frequencies.
They are able to handle ground mineralisation, and can reach good depths (Lynn, 2005: 13).
73

Pulse induction machines are ideal for use on wet sand or underwater, as they send out very rapid,
intermittent pulses of energy which energise metal objects, generating eddy currents around them “the weak signal strength of seawater, black sand and iron mineralised sites will be ‘lost’ during the
shutdown period so the effect is negligible on the detectors performance” (Lynn, 2005: 14). These
metal detectors are badly affected by the iron which is abundant on most island sites.
74

Smaller coils allow greater accuracy when pinpointing a find, and give greater manoeuvrability.
Larger coils will be more affected by mineralisation, but ‘see’ a greater area of the ploughsoil.
Concentric coils ‘see’ an area resembling an inverted cone, and therefore usually go deeper than
normal coils, whilst ‘double-D’/wide scan coils have a cylindrical search field, and allow faster
ground coverage (Evan-Hart & Stuckey, 2004: 13).
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a wide range of factors – the size, shape and material of the artefact, its position in
the ground, the extent of ground mineralisation and local soil and weather conditions
(Whitehead, 1998c). Examples of the latter include wet and dry conditions, which
have very different impacts - dry soils mean that “depth of detecting is shallow”,
making “hot dry days … often quiet days”, whilst the “wetter … the soil the deeper
the signal will penetrate”, but overly wet soils may increase the effects of
mineralization75 (Lynn 2005: 61). Other atmospheric conditions such as the Aurora
Borealis or solar flares may affect the electronics of the metal detector, and
“overhead electricity pylons” and electric fences may both cause a drop in
performance, particularly when demand for electricity is high (Lynn 2005: 65). Two
survey respondents also observed that the moon appears to alter the detector’s
response, with one suggesting that spring tides (i.e. full or new moon) coincide with
improved signal responses, the other the full moon. Only those with “familiarity
and skill with a given detector”, something which takes many months if not years,
can truly use it to its full potential.
Whatever experience a metal detector user has with their machine and with the
ground conditions, individual finds rates are dependent on a certain amount of luck.
Firstly the finds must be there – whilst there are millions of artefacts contained
within the ploughsoil of this land, there are areas of land where there is very little to
be recovered. Secondly, a favourite phrase is that, “you have to go over it to find it”,
and what makes you swing your detector one way rather than the other is sometimes
termed ‘Factor X’. It is this which guides the feet of countless detectorists and
which is credited with many an amazing find. However, despite this element of
chance in the recovery of finds, it is generally thought that “the more experienced
detectorist with the best technique will find … the most”.

75

Put simply, ‘mineralization’ refers to the background mineral composition of the soil, or more
specifically to any magnetic/conductive minerals within the soil e.g. magnetite, hematic, limonite
(Lynn 2005: 16). These can have a significant effect on a detector’s performance, causing the
detector to “give weird unstable signals masking artefacts”, reduce signal sensitivity, or give “false
readings”. Mineralization is often discussed alongside carbon (coke), wetted salts, and ‘hot rocks’
(rocks with higher than normal concentrations of minerals), all of which can influence the response of
a metal detector.
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4.6 RECORDING AND REPORTING FINDS
Whilst the factors discussed already in this chapter affect the numbers and
distributions of artefacts recovered by metal detector users, unless they are then
reported to the PAS they will not become part of the PASD. Over the last four years,
the PAS has recorded approximately 75,000 finds per year76, which is between 26%
and 41% of the artefacts recovered each year by the general public77. There are
therefore a significant number of finds going unreported.

The survey of metal

detecting practices found that, although 93% of respondent’s showed some objects to
the PAS (Figure 4.25), 20% report less than 50% of what they recover (Figure 4.26).
This final section will therefore look at the principal reasons for the non-reporting of
artefacts by some metal detector users. Fifteen distinct factors have been extracted
from the survey responses, ranging from worries about loss of land or artefacts, to
the need for confidentiality, and the availability of FLOs. These factors have been
grouped into seven categories for the purposes of this discussion: types of users,
time, loss, knowledge, recording, relationships, and accessibility.

4.6.1

Types of metal detector user

The reporting of artefacts in part “depends [on] if the person is metal detecting for
pleasure or profit”. If the metal detector user is “acting as treasure hunter … just
simply to recover artefacts (normally the valued ones) to have either in their own
private collection or to sell for financial gain”, then they are less likely to report
finds to the PAS. These metal detector users may be acting out of “avariciousness",
and may be more concerned with the “value of [an] object” than it’s archaeological
significance.

76

Average calculated from PAS statistics for 2008 – 2011 (excludes CCI, IARCW, and Frome hoard).
There is an upward trend in the numbers of finds being recorded each year, so it is anticipated that this
average will increase over time.
77

An average of 93% of artefacts are attributed to metal detectorists. Using the Isle of Wight average
(265,413) and the PAS estimate (168,506 finds per year) gives a total of 181,189 – 285,390 finds
recovered each year by the general public. 75,000 finds per year is 26% of the latter figure and 41%
of the former.
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In contrast, “the vast majority of detectorists … detect for the pleasure of locating
history … the fascination of holding an object not seen for maybe thousands of years
and the pleasure of showing others and knowing they have saved the object from the
plough and soil erosion”. Those metal detector users who detect for pleasure are
“generally interested in history or archaeology and like to aid the recovery of finds
and go through the proper system of identification, recording, conservation”. They
are often “keen on having their name behind a find as the finder”, and know that “if
their find qualifies as treasure and is later acquired by a museum that they, along
with the land owner, will be paid the market value of such a find”.

4.6.2

Time

Time can influence the reporting process in a number of ways: it could be the time
available to the finder to report objects, the time an FLO has to record artefacts, or
the time taken to process and return objects to the finder.
Metal detector users are constrained by time, as “at the end of the day detecting for
most people is just a hobby and it is perhaps implicit given that people will have
limited time and resources which will mean they won’t go the extra mile to get finds
recorded”. Some metal detector users are discouraged from recording finds with the
PAS as they have found that the turnaround of finds is too slow (I. Walton, 2009).
Several survey respondents commented on the “length of time taken to return finds”,
in particular the “length of time of the treasure process”, suggesting that “the
Treasure Trove process may put a lot of people off recording finds as it takes far too
long”.
The PAS and FLOs are constrained by time, as they “cannot by the nature of the
post/system hope to record more than a fraction of the finds that could be made
available for recording”. If metal detector users feel that the PAS does not have
enough time available to record all of the artefacts recovered, they will be
discouraged from reporting every find to the scheme - as one survey respondent
wrote, “I know what our FLO is interested in – with reference to age of artefact and
area found. Therefore I usually only show him those he will record”. The time
107

CHAPTER 4: METAL DETECTING METHODS

constraints placed on FLOs may also mean that they are seen to “have little interest
in recording pre PAS finds”, which could discourage the reporting of large
collections of finds made before 199778.

4.6.3

Potential for loss

Many detectorists are very concerned about the potential for loss of land or artefacts
caused by reporting their finds. Some of the survey respondents suggested that
reporting a number of good finds from one site could “lead to a scheduling of ‘their’
land” through “the recommendation of the PAS and his team”. This may encourage
landowners to bar metal detector users from the rest of their land.

Another

respondent suggested that reporting large numbers of finds to the FLO could
encourage the “lobbying [of] landowners for withholding site access to
detectorists”. One survey respondent suggested that “it is often the landowner, not
the detectorist, who is reticent about findspot data being disclosed to the PAS”, as
they “may not want finds recorded in case it prejudices future development on the
land” (see also Longfield, 2007).

“The relationship between detectorist and

landowner is fragile enough”, so the landowners wishes are often paramount.
Whilst it is illegal to withhold Treasure finds once you are aware that they might be
Treasure, several survey respondents suggested that some metal detector users “are
afraid of the treasure items being taken off them”, feel that they “don’t receive a fair
reward for them”, and are not “able to do anything about it”. Such prejudice
against the Treasure Act implies that many of these metal detector users will be
unlikely to report any non-Treasure finds to the PAS.

Finally, some metal

detectorists have had “previous bad experiences with finds getting lost whilst in the
alleged care of the PAS”, and are therefore not keen on reporting other artefacts.

78

When the PAS pilot schemes began in 1997, the ‘official’ policy was to concentrate on ‘current’
finds, recognising that if FLOs attempted to record existing collections they would soon fall behind on
recording newly recovered objects. Today, FLOs are still advised to concentrate on recent finds (pers.
comm. Bland March 2012).

108

CHAPTER 4: METAL DETECTING METHODS

4.6.4

Knowledge

The knowledge that both parties have can influence the reporting of artefacts to the
PAS. The quality of the information provided by the FLO to the finder is important,
as “piecemeal” information will discourage further reporting. Metal detector users
are also less likely to report an artefact if they feel that an FLO lacks knowledge
about that artefact or “partefact”, so it is essential that “good information [is] being
given back to the finder”.
Other survey respondents suggested that some of the more experienced metal
detector users are “in a better position to know what they have found and so are less
likely to have them recorded”. In contrast, newcomers to the hobby may “make
good finds without realising it”, and be unaware of “what is recordable”. If an
object is not immediately identifiable to a metal detector user, it may be “tossed into
a hedge or a scrap bucket”, and therefore will not be reported to an FLO.

4.6.5

Recording issues

Some metal detector users are wary of reporting finds to the PAS, as they fear that
confidential information may not be kept safe. As one survey respondent wrote,
“trust and confidentiality” are very important, “especially relating to making public
findspots”. Some metal detector users, who are not comfortable with recording their
artefacts and coins with the PAS, may instead choose to record some of their
artefacts on an independent database such as the UKDFD, as these are “detectorist
organised and detectorist ‘friendly’”.
The recording of findspot information by metal detector users can have a significant
impact on the quality of the data held on the PASD. When asked how they recorded
findspot information, 47% of the survey respondents said that they use a GPS in the
field, which usually gives a 12-figure NGR. 31% of respondents use a paper map to
record findspots, either at home, or to locate a find when reporting it to an FLO,
which will be to an 8-figure grid reference. Only 9% of respondents said that they
keep no physical records of findspot locations (Figure 4.27).
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Some metal detector users record other information, including how much time they
spend searching each field (23%), exactly where they have searched in each field
(73%) and fields that have repeatedly produced no finds (60%) (Figure 4.28). Such
‘low yield’ fields may provide negative evidence for a lack of activity in the past,
which is therefore of interest to many archaeologists. However, many metal detector
users are unwilling to record this information with schemes such as the PAS, as they
either feel that the PAS would not be interested79, that such information “could
easily be misanalysed statistically”, or that the information would be “affected by
who was recording it and possibly what machine or settings they were using”.

4.6.6

The relationship between finders and FLOs

As discussed in Chapter 1, the relationship between archaeologists and metal
detector users can be a fragile one, so the treatment of finders by FLOs can have a
large impact on the likelihood of further reporting by the finder. Historically, there
has been a “lack of trust and respect between detectorists and archaeologists – both
ways”. In some cases metal detectorists who feel unhappy with the treatment they
have received, either from the FLO or from other archaeologists or museums, may
withhold non-Treasure finds from the FLO. Acknowledgement of the knowledge
and interests of the finder by archaeologists is an important factor – “often the
finders will know a great deal more about an item than an FLO” and may feel that
this knowledge should be recognised by the recorder. This is evident in another
response, which suggested that “co-operative endeavours are much more preferable
to being treated as the interested amateur with no professional qualifications”.
The attitudes of some archaeologists towards metal detector users “have and
continue to alienate detectorists”, discouraging them from reporting their finds to
the PAS. Others have had bad experiences with the PAS, and suggest that if the
“FLO hasn’t the time, patience or the interest … or comes across [as] lethargic or
aggressive then this in turn will make people not want to take their finds in for
identification at all”.
79

The PAS currently has no facility for recording such ‘negative’ information.
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4.6.7

Accessibility and reliability

Whilst the FLOs attend numerous club meetings and rallies throughout the year,
some finders have found it “difficult to access [FLOs] to deposit and pick up finds”.
They suggest that the accessibility of the FLO at club meetings and metal detecting
rallies is essential, “to let people know of the importance that finds have and to not
throw material away if it is not to themselves unidentifiable”.

One survey

respondent also suggests that the changeover between two FLOs could discourage
the reporting of finds, as there is a period of time where there is no FLO in place, and
therefore no PAS presence at club meetings.

4.7 CONCLUSIONS
The purpose of this chapter was to introduce the factors that control the recovery and
reporting of finds made through metal detecting, to compliment the discussion of
professional collection bias presented in Chapter 2. Through combining information
from the metal detecting literature and a survey on metal detecting practices, this
chapter has explored in more detail the different variables that may influence the
spatial distribution of finds recovered by this method. Section 4.1 discussed the
number of metal detectorists actively searching for artefacts across England and
Wales, whilst section 4.2 considered the amount of time spent searching by metal
detector users each year. Section 4.3 looked at the factors affecting the site choices
made by metal detectorists, section 4.4 discussed the different search techniques
used, and section 4.5 considered the recovery of finds. Finally, section 4.6 identified
a number of factors that might affect the reporting of finds to the PAS.
A number of the variables brought to light through this discussion of metal detecting
practices will be explored further within the three study areas. These are described
here:
-

The granting of permissions was once again shown to be one of the
predominant factors controlling site selection.

The distribution of ‘legal

constraints’ against metal detecting will be plotted using a ‘constraints map’
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(see Chapter 3, section 3.2.2). However, there is a clear need to explore
further the impact that the granting of non-constrained permissions has on the
overall distribution of finds on the PASD.
-

The discussion of site choices highlighted the potential influence of site
targeting on the overall distribution of finds. Whilst the majority of survey
respondents stated that they do not intentionally target particular types or
periods of archaeological site, there is a still a need to understand the
relationship between metal detected artefacts and known archaeological sites.

-

Site proximity was also shown to have an influence on the distribution of
artefacts on the PASD, as it controls visiting of sites by metal detectorists. A
study of the areas accessible to, and/or within close proximity to, metal
detectorists starting location would provide a fuller understanding of levels of
metal detecting activity in different locations.

-

This chapter introduced three different types of metal detecting activities –
individual searching, club rallies and large-scale rallies. These events result
in different distribution patterns, through the survey techniques used by metal
detectorists at each event, and through the site choices governing the search
location. The impact of large-scale rallies on the distribution of finds at a
county and parish scale must be understood in areas where such rallies are
commonplace. In addition, the different distribution patterns seen within a
field as a result of individual and club detecting should be explored further, to
understand the impact that search techniques may have on the resulting
spatial distribution of finds.

-

The survey and magazine data suggested that the reporting of artefacts to the
PAS is dependent on a number of factors, including the time available to the
FLO. There is a need to further explore this factor, to look at the rate of finds
recording in different counties, and its impact on the overall density of finds.

Analysis of these variables will give a greater understanding of the effect that metal
detecting has on the overall distribution of PAS finds.
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CHAPTER 5
The Isle of Wight
This chapter presents the first of three study areas which will be used to examine the
distribution of the PAS data across different historical, topographical and
demographic regions. Through these study areas, a range of the biases outlined in
Chapter 2 and Chapter 4 will be explored, and the extent to which the distribution of
PAS finds can be attributed to modern collection practices will be assessed.
The Isle of Wight provides a unique opportunity to explore a self-contained region.
It has a long history of recording finds made by members of the public, but despite
the quantity and quality of information available, research into these data has been
limited. Of the work so far undertaken using the PASD80, only six look specifically
at the Isle of Wight, and of these only one is known to have been completed –
Walton’s study of Roman coin loss on the island (2011)81. Although restricted to a
specific time period, Walton’s work highlights two key facts concerning the spatial
distribution of the PAS finds on the Isle of Wight:
(1) the island has the highest density of finds per square kilometre of any county
in England and Wales;
80
81

The complete list is given in Appendix B

The five uncompleted works are: (1) The nature of Island settlement in the Middle Ages: A
comparative study of Island archaeology of the English Channel (PhD) Timothy Sly, University of
Southampton; (2) A re-evaluation of the Isle of Wight Anglo Saxon Cemeteries (Masters) Rachel
Salter, University of Winchester; (3) Iron Age Coins found in Hampshire and the Isle of Wight
(Masters) John Finlay; (4) Anglo-Saxon Village Survey, Carisbrooke (Undergraduate research) Chris
Blake; and (5) Early Medieval Period of the Isle of Wight (PhD) Christian Lewis, University of
Southampton..
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(2) the distribution of finds across the island is very uneven, with a concentration
of finds in west Wight.
These two facts neatly encapsulate the key question being explored by this thesis,
namely the relationship between past distributions of activity, modern collection
biases and the spatial distribution of PAS finds. Through exploring the density and
distribution of finds on the Isle of Wight, this chapter will discuss the extent to which
they reflect the known distribution of activity in the past. This assessment of the
PAS data will be divided into four key phases. Section 5.2 will present the PAS data
for the island, and identify broad patterns in the distribution of finds and findspots
across the county. Through an analysis of the locations of PAS and SMR records
from nine archaeological periods with respect to major recovery constraints, this
section will assess the extent to which the distribution of PAS data reflects known
patterns of historic activity. Section 5.3 will consider the relationship between the
SMR and PAS findspots and a variety of natural and human landscape elements (e.g.
geology and settlements), to identify those factors that have the most influence on
the location of finds. Finally, Sections 5.4 and 5.5 will present two case studies
which address different aspects of collection bias: the first will look at the locations
of detecting sites across the island, and the impact that ‘permissions’ can have on the
resulting distribution of finds; the second will explore the extent to which different
types of metal detector user create different distribution patterns within a single field.
Before this, the topography, geology, and demography of the Isle of Wight will be
briefly introduced, to provide some context for the subsequent analysis.

5.1 THE ISLE OF WIGHT: AN INTRODUCTION
The Isle of Wight lies roughly a mile off the coast of Hampshire in the south of
England. The Isle of Wight is separated from the mainland by a narrow salt-water
strait called the Solent. This was once a river, which ran around the north of the
island and joined another river flowing through what is now the English Channel
(Figure 5.1). The Isle of Wight is thought to have been separated from the mainland
by 4000B.C. (Loader, 2006).
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The Isle of Wight measures 23 miles east-west and 13 miles north-south, covering an
area of roughly 152 square miles (395km2).

It has been occupied since the

Palaeolithic period, and now has a population of ~140,000 people, concentrated
around its coast and rivers in the towns of Newport, East Cowes, Ventnor, Shanklin,
Sandown and Ryde (Figure 5.2). It is divided into 33 modern parishes of varying
size (Figure 5.3).
Despite its small size, the island has a diverse natural environment. The most
prominent feature is the chalk ridge that runs west to east across the centre of the
island, clearly visible on both Figure 5.4 and Figure 5.5. A further block of chalk
and upper greensand lies at the most southerly tip of the island, forming the southern
side of a large lower greensand basin. To the north of the central chalk ridge lies the
Hampstead Beds, a plain of sands, clays and shales drained by numerous small rivers
and streams flowing north into the Solent.
The island has two primary rivers, the Medina and the Yar (Figure 5.5). The largest
of these is the Medina, which runs from the southern basin, north through the chalk
ridge, then through Newport and Cowes into the Solent. The Yar, from now on
known as the Eastern Yar, flows from its source in the southern chalklands, east
through the southern basin and enters the Solent just north of Bembridge on the
eastern end of the island. A number of other rivers, notably the Western Yar,
Newtown river (also called the Caul Bourne) and Wootton Creek, drain the
Hampstead beds, flowing north into the Solent.

5.2 PAS FINDS FROM THE ISLE OF WIGHT
The final dataset for the Isle of Wight was downloaded on 31st August 2010 and
included 6619 records, together containing information on 10,200 objects.
Removing those records with no grid reference and those whose grid reference fell
outside of the county boundary created a spatial dataset of 6475 records, containing
some 9859 individual objects. 94% of the records were created by the county FLO.
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The Isle of Wight PAS dataset is heavily biased towards metal detected data, with
96% of records containing objects that have been recovered by metal detector users,
either with a metal detector, or by chance whilst out metal detecting (‘eye’s only’
finds). 82% of the records have been recovered by members of one of the two
principal metal detecting clubs on the Isle of Wight, the ‘Vectis Searchers’ and the
‘Isle of Wight Metal Detecting Club’. With a joint membership of around 120
individuals, these clubs contain the majority of known active detectorists on the
island – a recent survey of metal detectorists suggested that there are only 10
independent detectorists in contact with the FLO (Vomvyla, 2008).
The metal detecting clubs on the Isle of Wight now have a very structured system of
reporting finds, although this has not always been the case. Each club holds two
‘rallies’ each week for its members, on Wednesday and Saturday, dependent on the
weather and availability of land. “All finds of importance or age”82 recovered at
these rallies are located with a GPS and given a 10- or 12-figure NGR (Figure 5.6).
Finds are then delivered to, or collected by, the FLO, to be recorded onto the PASD.
They are identified, photographed and recorded, then returned to the finders. Any
errors in the location of the findspots are noted by the FLO, who ensures that new
GPS co-ordinates are taken before recording the find onto the PASD (pers. comm.
Basford, Sept 2011).

5.2.1

County-scale analysis: finds density

With 9859 objects in an area of 395km2, the Isle of Wight has a density of 25 objects
per km2, which is significantly higher than the national average of 4 objects per km 2.
Whilst it is of course possible that the Isle of Wight has seen a greater density of
activity in the past than any other area, creating a large body of material culture for
the public to find and report, it is more likely that this high density of finds results
from reporting and recording practices in the present.

82

“About Us”, http://www.iow-metaldetecting.co.uk/
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There are many aspects of collection and recording that need to be considered when
exploring finds densities, the first being the size of the recording area.

In a

hypothetical situation across the three study areas, where each FLO was able to
create 100 records per month, between 1st January 2003 and 31st August 2011 all
three FLOs would have created 10,400 records on the PASD. This would equate to
4.4 records per km2 in Northamptonshire, 2.7 records per km2 in Hampshire, but 26.3
records per km2 on the Isle of Wight83. The density of finds recorded for an area is
therefore fundamentally linked to the total size of that area – the diminutive size of
the Isle of Wight in comparison to other PAS recording areas means that a single
FLO working at an average rate is able to record a much higher density of finds.
This scenario assumes that the upper limit of finds recording has yet to be reached
for any of the study areas, for if all FLOs record approximately the same number of
finds each year, it is assumed that they are working to their maximum capacity, not
the maximum capacity of the portable archaeological record for their area. This
assumption can be explored by examining the rate of record creation in Norfolk,
where recording of publicly recovered artefacts is undertaken by a full-time FLO,
two part-time PAS posts, and two further full-time posts funded by the county
council. By 31st August 2011, Norfolk had 31,503 records on the PASD, containing
information on 34,231 individual artefacts. With the equivalent of two full time
positions dedicated to the recording of finds onto the PASD, this equates to 94
records (102 objects) per person, per month, since the scheme began in Norfolk in
September 1997. However, a further 231,000 objects have been recorded by the
team in Norfolk since 1997, and exist on paper in the county HER, yet to be recorded
onto the PASD (pers. comm. Bland, August 2011). The recording of all of these
finds on the PASD would require the staff there to process an average of just under
400 objects a month, four times the current rate. Although the number of finds

83

In reality, the Isle of Wight has 16 records per km2 (25 objects per km2), in comparison to 4 records
per km2 in Hampshire (7 objects per km2) and 4 records per km2 in Northamptonshire (5 objects per
km2).
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recovered in Norfolk is thought to be slightly unusual84, these figures show that
numbers of finds recorded onto the PASD by the FLOs in Norfolk, and across other
areas, are being limited by the time available to the recorders, and not by the number
of objects available for recording.
Even with FLOs working at their maximum capacity, it is wrong to assume that all
FLOs will have the same rate of finds recording. A study of the PAS data used in
this project (Table 5.1) shows that the current Northamptonshire FLO has an average
monthly rate of 97.1 records (114.0 objects)85, compared to 91.1 records (283.4
objects)86 for the current Hampshire FLO, and 127.1 records (193.4 objects) for the
current Isle of Wight FLO87, the latter a significant increase on the rates seen in
Hampshire and Northamptonshire. One possible explanation for the higher rate of
record creation by the Isle of Wight FLO is the stability created on the island by the
length of time the FLO has been in place. The survey of metal detector users
(Chapter 4) suggested that each change of FLO could cause an upheaval for the
reporting public, as it results in periods of time where no FLO is in position. A
quantitative study of record creation rates at the time of each FLO change should
therefore tell us about the importance of stability on county finds density. Figure 5.7
shows the rate of record creation for each FLO to hold a position in one of the study
areas since April 2003, alongside the Lincolnshire FLO who, like the Isle of Wight
FLO, has been in place since 2003 and therefore provides an ideal comparative

84

Based on the high number of Treasure finds reported in the county in comparison to other areas e.g.
in 2008, Norfolk reported 109 Treasure finds, or 2.02-2 per km2, in comparison to 0.46-2 per km2 in
Northamptonshire (11 finds), or 0.62 -2 per km2 in Hampshire (24 finds).
85

Calculation based on record creation/object recording between January 2009 and July 2011

86

Calculation based on record creation/object recording between January 2006 and July 2011. Record
creation rather than object recording is the preferred measure, because object recording is heavily
influenced by the presence of hoards. For example, the monthly average of objects recording in
Hampshire in 2010 is significantly higher than other years due to the recording of two large hoards –
the first containing ~7000 Post Medieval coins, the second ~4300 Roman coins. Although recorded
onto the PASD by the county FLO, these have been identified and described by external specialists.
87

This is a hypothesised rate based on a full time post, as the current position is for a 4-day week - the
actual rate per month for the Isle of Wight is 101.7 records (154.8 objects). The calculations are
based on record creation/object recording between January 2005 and July 2011.
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dataset88. Looking at the overall trends in the data, it is clear that each change in
FLO can have a significant impact on the rate of finds recording. On the Isle of
Wight, where there has been no such change, rates of recording have increased
steadily over time (Figure 5.7 A)89. In Lincolnshire the average rate has remained
roughly level since 2003. However, in both Hampshire and Northamptonshire, the
changes in FLO have disturbed the recording process, causing both a reduction in the
rate of record creation for the leaving FLO, and a clear ‘learning curve’ in the rates
of the newcomer (Figure 5.7 B & C). These data show that the time taken for a new
FLO to form relationships with finders and establish an effective recording process
affects the overall rate of record creation and therefore influences the resulting
density of finds.
The recording process established on the Isle of Wight appears to be particularly
efficient. In most PAS areas, the FLO attends metal detecting club meetings either
once a month or bi-monthly, and collects objects from finders, returning them at the
next meeting. However, on the Isle of Wight, the clubs deliver finds to the FLO
once or twice a week, which are recorded and returned when the next group of finds
are delivered (pers. comm. F.Basford, Sept 2011). This highly structured process
allows the FLO to focus on recording finds, rather than collecting them, and enables
a very fast turnaround of objects.
The high density of finds on the Isle of Wight can therefore be attributed to two
primary factors – the small size of the county in comparison to other PAS areas, and
the higher recording rates of the Isle of Wight FLO. This in turn results from the
length of time the FLO has been in post, the efficient reporting and recording process
used by Mr Basford and the metal detecting clubs on the island, and the strong
relationship built up between the FLO and the finders - in Mr Basford own words, he
now “know[s] everybody, and their partners” (pers. comm. Basford, Sept 2011).
88

There were FLOs in Northamptonshire and Hampshire from 1999 to 2003 (Sally Worrell –
Hampshire, Rhiannon Harte – Northamptonshire), but these have been excluded from this analysis,
which instead focuses on the period of time an FLO has been employed on the Isle of Wight.
89

This increase in record creation rates since 2003 is in part related to the number of days the Isle of
Wight FLO works each week, which has increased from 1.5 days a week in 2003, to 4 days a week in
2010.

119

CHAPTER 5: ISLE OF WIGHT

Whilst other FLOs may in time match the recording rate of the Isle of Wight FLO, it
is unlikely that they will ever be able to match the resulting density of finds – the
hypothetical situation with which this discussion was introduced shows that
Hampshire would require ten FLOs to each single Isle of Wight FLO to maintain the
same density of finds. Until the PAS is able to expand, the Isle of Wight is likely to
remain the most densely covered recording area on the PASD.

5.2.2

County-scale analysis: findspot distributions

The density of finds on the Isle of Wight seen at a county scale disguises the
variability in the distribution of finds when the data are considered at a parish scale.
For example, in Walton's (2011) study of Roman coin loss, nine parishes were
identified that had large assemblages totalling 20 or more Roman coins assignable to
Reece periods90. This unevenness in the distribution of Roman coins across the
island is representative of the uneven distribution of all finds recorded for the county.
A study of the proportion of finds from each parish compared to the percentage land
area of that parish shows that there are high concentrations of finds in Brighstone,
Calbourne, Shalfleet, Shorwell, and Yarmouth (Figure 5.8). Many of the remaining
parishes are under represented by PAS finds in comparison to their percentage land
area. Mapping this distribution (Figure 5.9) shows a clear concentration of finds in
parishes to the west of the island. Conversely, there are far fewer finds than would
be expected from parishes in the north-east and south-east of the island. However,
viewing the data by parish once again hides variations in the distribution of finds.
Mapping the findspots (Figure 5.10) enables examination of the distinct patterns of
findspots within each parish - for example, Calbourne has a high density of finds
when considered as a whole, but these are restricted to specific areas to the west and
south of the parish, with few finds being recovered from the north of the parish.

90

These were Bembridge, Brighstone, Calbourne, Godshill, Niton and Whitwell, Shorwell,
Yarmouth, Arreton, Shalfleet, and Freshwater.
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Both the parish scale analysis and the findspot distribution map show concentrations
of finds to the west of the island, and a scarcity of findspots across the north and in
the east. To understand some of the gaps in the overall distribution of finds, the
findspots can be plotted against a map of the major recovery restraints acting on the
data.

This map, which displays the constraints acting against metal detecting,

combines National Trust land, Forestry Commission land, SSSIs, SAMs (Figure
5.11), major waterbodies, settlements, and MoD danger areas (Figure 5.12).
Together, this land account for 26% of the total area of the Isle of Wight (Figure
5.13). Of the 6226 records resulting from metal detecting, 97% fall within the
unconstrained area, confirming the accuracy of the constraints map. The remaining
156 records are divided between the identified constraints91, and it is likely that
inaccuracy in the locations of both the findspot and constraints datasets accounts for
some of the error.
When the PAS data are plotted against these constraints (Figure 5.14), the absence of
metal detected finds from the urban areas of East Cowes, Newport,
Sandown/Shanklin, Ventnor, Ryde and Freshwater is clear, as is the lack of metal
detected data from National Trust, Forestry Commission, MoD and SSSI land. Not
only do these constrained areas create gaps in the distribution maps, they may also
concentrate finds in their vicinity - a more detailed view of the data from south-west
Wight shows that, in some cases, metal detected finds hug the boundaries of these
constrained areas (Figure 5.15). However, when this relationship is tested across all
the metal detected finds on the Isle of Wight, there is an apparent avoidance of
constrained areas, with metal detected finds under-represented when compared to the
percentage of the total land area within 75m of a constrained location (Figures 5.16
and 5.17). Whilst some constrained sites may therefore become a focus for activity,
this relationship cannot be assumed at a county scale across the Isle of Wight.

91

SSSIs (65 records), settlements (41 records), National Trust land (27 records), and Forestry
Commission land (12 records). No records are located in the military danger zone, 6 findspots are
within areas designated as SAMs, and the remainder are from areas of water. The use of a constraints
map to understand findspot distributions will be critiqued in Chapter 8.
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The extent to which this constraints map aids the understanding of the distribution of
finds varies across the county. In west Wight, the pattern of metal detecting appears
to be tightly controlled by the presence of constrained land, but the lack of finds
from east and northern Wight is still unexplained, as there are large areas of
unconstrained land that have no recorded finds.

The lack of PAS finds from

‘constrained’ areas is not evidence for a lack of human activity there in the past, as
the modern designation of land as an SSSI or Danger Zone for example is not a
reflection of the presence or absence of archaeology in that area. To understand the
relationship between the PAS finds and the underlying archaeology, it is necessary to
compare the distribution of PAS findspots with another archaeological dataset.

5.2.3

Analysing the PAS and HER data by archaeological period

This section looks at the relationship between the distribution of finds recorded on
the PASD and the known distribution of human activity on the Isle of Wight in the
past. It groups the finds into nine archaeological periods (Palaeolithic through to
Post Medieval) and explores how the distribution of the underlying archaeology, as
represented by the Isle of Wight SMR, relates to the distribution of PAS finds.
These distributions are interpreted with respect to the known constraints acting on
each of the datasets.
The Isle of Wight SMR dataset holds over 11,000 records on the island’s
archaeology, historic buildings and maritime sites.

It was decided to limit the

request for data for this project to records classified as “archaeology” because the
PAS is restricted to portable antiquities, and because it was thought that including
historic buildings and maritime sites would unnecessarily complicate the analysis.
The SMR data was provided on 31st August 2010, and contains 7125 records from
nine archaeological periods, including cropmarks and earthworks (2106 records),
information derived from documentary/oral evidence (1530 records), buildings and
structures (1101 records) and findspots (2045 records) (Figure 5.16).
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5.2.3.1

P ALAEOLITHIC P ERIOD
(500,000 – 8300 B.C.)

The relative lack of sites recorded in the
SMR for this period (1.1% of the dataset used
in this analysis) is thought to be a reflection
not of the level of human activity on the
island during the Palaeolithic, but of the lack
of investigation into this period (Wenban-

15 PAS records are dated to the
Palaeolithic period. A breakdown
of individual objects and their
distribution across each parish is
provided in Table 5.2. The point
pattern distribution of the PAS
records is presented in Figure 5.20.
A density plot was created using
the ArcGIS Kernel Density tool.
The greatest density was 7.57
records per km². The KDE plot of
the normalised PAS data is
presented in Figure 5.22.

Smith & Loader, 2007). The same can be
said of the PAS data for the Isle of Wight,
which contains only 15 records relating to the
Palaeolithic period, not surprising given that
the majority of objects recorded on the PASD
are reported by metal detectorists.
The oldest confirmed site of human activity
in the Isle of Wight SMR data is at Priory
Bay, St Helens. Dated to between c.425,000
and 300,000 years BP (Wenban-Smith,
2003), this site has produced over 1000
artefacts, collected over the past 130 years,
and

is

considered

to

be

of

national

importance (Wenban-Smith & Loader, 2007).
Two other nationally important sites are
located at Bleak Down near Rookley and
Great Pan Farm near Newport, with 70 hand

79 SMR records are dated to the
Palaeolithic period. The greatest
density was 13.74 records per km².
Figure 5.21 represents the SMR
data as a normalised KDE plot,
created by dividing the raster by
the highest density.
A ‘percent clip’ stretch was applied
to all of the normalised KDE maps
presented here, to redistribute the
top 1% of the histogram and
enhance the appearance of the
KDE data. The SMR and PAS maps
are not directly comparable with
respect to numbers of records, but
rather show the greatest and
lowest densities of records for
each dataset.
Records have been used as the
basis of the density calculation
rather than number of finds, to
eliminate the effect that hoards
would otherwise have on the
density map.

axes recorded from the former, and both
Levallois material and bout coupé hand axes from the latter (Roberts, Pope, &
Russell, 2006). Other Palaeolithic sites include Newtown, the foreland at Bembridge
and West High Down in Freshwater (Figure 5.21). Evidence for activity in the
Priory Bay/Bembridge area is also seen in the distribution of the PAS finds, with
over half the recorded Palaeolithic objects from this area (Figure 5.22, area A). A
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closer study of these objects shows that half are the result of targeted searching in
this area, whilst half are chance finds made whilst gardening and walking. This
suggests that the concentration of finds in this area could be attributed both to a
sampling bias created by targeted searching of a known hotspot, and to the genuine
increase of activity in this location in the Palaeolithic period.

The lack of

Palaeolithic PAS finds from the areas of Bleak Down, Great Pan Farm and Newton
is interesting, and reflects a general lack of finds from these locations across all
periods of PAS data. At the latter two sites, this could be attributed to the presence
of some form of constraint against metal detecting.
Two PAS records have been recovered near the coastland in Brighstone and
Freshwater (Figure 5.22, area B), where a number of flint implements have been
recorded on the SMR, recovered from the Chines that characterise this southern
coast (Figure 5.21). Both of the PAS finds were recovered by chance and, given the
relationship with the SMR records, are again likely to represent a true concentration
of finds in this area.
A further ‘concentration’ of Palaeolithic PAS finds (Figure 5.22, area C) is located
on the northern edge of the central chalk ridge. The most western of the three
records may be related to the valley of the western Yar and, if so, would follow a
pattern identifiable in the SMR data, of Palaeolithic finds associated with the
Pleistocene ‘terrace gravels’ of the western Yar, the Medina, and the eastern Yar
(Wenban-Smith & Loader, 2007)92.

Great Pan Farm, Newchurch, Ninham and

Blackpan Farm (Figure 5.21) have all produced Palaeolithic finds and are all
associated with modern river valleys and Pleistocene deposits. The location of two
Palaeolithic finds on the chalk uplands is more unusual, as no SMR records are
located in this area of the Isle of Wight. It may suggest that there was greater use of
the inland uplands than previously thought, but with so few finds available for
analysis, this is only conjecture.

92

‘Terrace gravels’ are layers of sand and gravel, often located near to modern river valleys, likely to
be associated with the Lower/Middle Pleistocene rivers (Wenban-Smith & Loader, 2007: 4).
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5.2.3.2

M ESOLITHIC P ERIOD (8300 – 3500 B.C.)

A number of key Mesolithic sites can be identified on
the island through the SMR data. The first, Werrar,
lies on the western bank of the Medina and was
identified in 1925 by Hubert Poole (Poole, 1936). He
also identified the site at Newtown East Spit, where
he excavated burins, cores, scrapers and a microlith
from an old land surface of estuarine clay (Loader,
2006). Numerous hearths dated to this period have
been uncovered on the south-west coast of the island
throughout the twentieth century and an excavation in
Shorwell in the 1960s recovered nearly 1400 waste
flakes and over 400 implements, dated to the
Mesolithic and on into the Neolithic period (Loader,
2006).

A more recent study has focused on the

northern inter-tidal zone between Wootton Creek and

27 PAS records are dated
to the Mesolithic period.
A
breakdown
of
individual objects and
their distribution across
each parish is provided
in Table 5.3. The point
pattern distribution of
the PAS records is
presented in Figure 5.23.
The greatest density was
10.63 records per km².
The KDE plot of the
normalised
data
is
presented in Figure 5.25.
176 records on the SMR
dataset are dated to the
Mesolithic period.
A
density plot was created
and the greatest density
was 27.36 records per
km².
Figure 5.24
presents the data as a
normalised KDE plot.

Ryde pier, collecting more than 100 picks and axes
from the foreshore (Tomalin et al, forthcoming). Finally, an on-going investigation
of submerged woodland buried in the western Solent at Bouldnor near Yarmouth has
recovered a number of flint implements dating to the mid-7th millennium B.C.
(Loader, 2006).
The 176 SMR records dated to the Mesolithic period are most densely concentrated
on the north coast, around the Medina, and along the south-west coast (Figure 5.24).
It was suggested in the early twentieth century that the concentration of finds on the
north coast was due more to collection bias than to past human activity, and although
recent investigations of the northern inter-tidal zones have continued this focus on
coastal collecting, they have also shown that there is little evidence for Mesolithic
activity further inland (Loader, 2006: 2). It can now be seen that there is a clear
concentration of SMR records towards the coast and river valleys during this period,
but how much this is due to collection biases it is still hard to say.
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Only 27 PAS records relate to the Mesolithic period, 0.42% of the total PAS dataset
for the island. Despite the paucity of finds, those objects that have been recorded on
the PASD generally reinforce the pattern established through the SMR data, with
Mesolithic activity concentrated around the coast and river valleys. Of the four
concentrations of finds identified in the PAS data (Figure 5.25), two (C and D) relate
to areas where Mesolithic activity has already been established – the north coast and
the valley of the eastern Yar.
A number of PAS finds are associated with the south and south-west coast, with a
denser group of records around Shorwell (Figure 5.25, area A), an area also
identified as a concentration of Mesolithic activity by the SMR data. The PAS finds
here were recovered during metal detecting rallies, suggesting that although the sites
were deliberately targeted by detectorists, the chance recovery of Mesolithic
implements whilst detecting, combined with the data from the SMR records,
represents a genuine site of past human activity.
As with the Palaeolithic PAS dataset, there are three Mesolithic findspots to the
north of the central chalk ridge that are not associated with any previously identified
Mesolithic sites, or any unstratified finds from the SMR dataset. These finds suggest
that there was some use of the interior away from the river valleys, but, as with the
Palaeolithic dataset, there are too few finds to realistically explore their distribution.
5.2.3.3

N EOLITHIC P ERIOD (3500 – 2100 B.C.)

Known sites dated to the Neolithic period include, but are not limited to: a mortuary
enclosure on Tennyson Down; two long barrows (the Longstone on Mottistone and
one on Afton Down), thought to represent the work of two distinct social units
(Tomalin, 1980); seven lithic working sites; six occupation sites at Newtown estuary,
Black Pan Farm, Lea Farm, Arreton Down, Shorwell and Redcliff; a midden
(Eaglehead Copse); six track ways (Quarr Beach, Newtown and Binstead Beach);
two post built structures again at Binstead Beach; and part of a submerged forest
(Wootton-Quarr) (Waller, 2006a). Many of these are visible in the SMR dataset
(Figure 5.27), which contains 281 records relating to the Neolithic period.
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84 PAS records are dated
to the Neolithic period. A
breakdown of individual
objects
and
their
distribution across each
parish is provided in Table
5.4. The point pattern
distribution of the PAS
records is presented in
Figure 5.26. The greatest
density was 17.05 records
per km². The KDE plot of
the normalised data is
presented in Figure 5.28.
281 records on the SMR
dataset relate to the
Neolithic period.
A
density plot was created
and the greatest density
was 35.78 records per
km².
Figure 5.27
represents the data as a
normalised KDE plot.

As with the Mesolithic period, current interpretations
of the Neolithic period suggest that human activity
was concentrated around the main river systems with
clusters of activity around the river mouths and along
the south coast. It is thought that the interior of the
island was heavily wooded at this time, limiting
activity in this area.

However, the KDE maps

presented here show that Neolithic occupation
evidence is more widely distributed than current
interpretations of the period would have one believe.
Both the SMR and PAS datasets challenge the idea
that Neolithic people avoided the interior of the
island, with a spread of PAS and SMR finds on the
Ferruginous Sands of the southern basin (Figure 5.28,
area B), and a number of SMR records from the
northern Hamstead Beds. The concentration of SMR
records on the north-west coast is a consequence of

targeted sampling rather than a true representation of the distribution of Neolithic
activity, and, whilst the track-ways and an occupation site on Arreton Down are
genuine concentrations of activity, this is not matched by the PAS data.
Two concentrations of PAS data occur to the east of the island, the first on the chalk
ridge in Brading parish, the second in the valley of the Eastern Yar in Bembridge
(Figure 5.28, area C). Both the result of chance discoveries rather than targeted
searching, these finds show the variety of landscapes that the Neolithic people
explored, and challenge the notion that activity was confined to the main river
valleys and coastal regions during this period. The greatest concentration of PAS
finds (Figure 5.28, area B) corresponds with the large concentration of metal
detected data in the parish of Shalfleet. The presence of these finds on the PASD
reflects the high levels of reporting of non-metal artefacts by metal detector users on
the Isle of Wight.
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5.2.3.4

B RONZE A GE (2350 – 701 B.C.)

It was in the Bronze Age that metal was used for
the first time, but although a number of hoards of
metal artefacts have been recorded on the Isle of
Wight SMR (e.g. Moon’s Hill, Werrar, Kirkton),
233 out of the 688 SMR records relate to
upstanding earthworks, a bias attributed to an
antiquarian focus on visible monuments. Earlier
Bronze Age barrows primarily cluster around the
heads of the chalk combes on the southern plain,
whilst the later round barrows are focussed on the
central chalk downs, with notable exceptions at
Headon

Warren

and

Mottistone

Common

(Basford & Loader, 2008) (Figure 5.30). By the

123 PAS records are dated to
the Bronze Age.
A
breakdown of individual
objects and their distribution
across each parish is
provided in Table 5.5. The
point pattern distribution of
the PAS records is presented
in Figure 5.29. The greatest
density of these was 38.17
records per km². The KDE
plot of the normalised data
is presented in Figure 5.31.
688 records on the SMR
dataset relate to the Bronze
Age. A density plot was
created and the greatest
density was 78.42 records
per km².
Figure 5.30
represents the data as a
normalised KDE plot.

later Bronze Age, human remains were being
cremated and buried in urn cemeteries, seven of which have been identified on the
island (Afton, Barns High, Swanmore, Chale, Yafford, Rew Down and Whitwell), of
which only Rew Down was located on the upper chalklands.
The downlands were created during this period through large scale woodland
clearance.

The discovery of prehistoric field systems at Brighstone Forest,

Newnham Farm (Binstead), and Thorley and Wellow for example, suggest that some
of this clearance was for arable farming (Waller, 2006b). It is thought that it was the
land adjacent to the chalk downlands that was important for agriculture and
settlement during the Bronze Age. The clay lands to the north of the central chalk
ridge seem to have supported much less intensive use during this period (Basford &
Loader, 2008), a theory which supports the lack of PAS finds from this area (Figure
5.31).
There is little direct evidence of Bronze Age settlement on the island and only two
hut sites have been recorded (Gore Down and Chale). The Wootton-Quarr project
has uncovered a number of wooden stakes at Fishbourne Beach and Binstead Beach
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dating to the Bronze Age, which may include the remains of fish traps (Basford &
Loader, 2008), and there is occupation evidence at the Undercliff and a hearth site at
Combley Farm. This evidence hints at a greater reliance on coastal resources than
has previously been thought (Waller, 2006b).

However, this focus on coastal

landscapes is not reflected in the Bronze Age PAS data, where the majority of finds
are from the interior of the island, perhaps a result of the fact that much of the
coastland is designated an SSSI which prevents detecting in these areas.
The spatial distribution of the PAS records for this period now begins to reflect the
distribution of the complete PAS dataset. Concentrations of finds at what must be
key metal detecting sites in Shalfleet parish (Figure 5.31, area C) reflect the
increased numbers of SMR records around Thorley and Wellow, which suggests that
these finds may reflect an increased density of Bronze Age activity in this area in the
past. In addition, the increased number of PAS records in the parishes of Brighstone
and Shorwell (Figure 5.31, area A), although not matched by the SMR density plot,
are matched by the numbers of SMR records from
this area.

The third PAS concentration is on the

coast to the north of Sandown (Figure 5.31, area B),
where a hoard of socketed axeheads was recovered in
2002, in an area where a number of later Bronze Age
round barrows have been identified.
5.2.3.5

I RON A GE P ERIOD
(800 B.C. – A.D. 42)

The 175 SMR records dating to the Iron Age

290 PAS records are dated
to the Iron Age.
The
greatest density of these
was 68.48 records per
km².
A breakdown of
individual objects and
their distribution across
each parish is provided in
Table 5.6.
The point
pattern distribution of the
PAS records is presented
in Figure 5.32. The KDE
plot of the normalised
data is presented in Figure
5.34.

represent field systems, occupations sites, burials and
artefacts including pottery and coinage (Waller,
2006b).

As with the Bronze Age, occupation

evidence is focussed on the central chalk ridge, river
valleys and southern plain, with only a few
individual findspots from the north of the island.
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175 records on the SMR
dataset have been dated
to the Iron Age. A density
plot was created and the
greatest density was 28.64
records per km². Figure
5.33 represents this data
as a normalised KDE plot.
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Four field systems have been dated to the Iron Age: Middle Barn Farm, Idlecombe,
Mersley Down and Ashley Down. A fifth, at Castle Hill, may be an Iron Age stock
enclosure, but has not yet been securely dated (Currie, 2003). Five Iron Age features
have also been uncovered at Wootton-Quarr, one a set of 80 posts (Tomalin et al.,
forthcoming). Known Iron Age urn and inhumation burials were for many years
restricted to the Undercliff, but recent excavations at Yaverland have revealed a
further crouched inhumation burial within a ditch fill (Waller, 2006b). A series of
middens and hearths at the Undercliff show that settlement continued here from the
Bronze Age and excavations at Yaverland in 2001 revealed a triple defensive ditch
surrounding a hill top overlooking Brading Haven (Waller, 2006b).

A second

potential hillfort has been identified at Chillerton Down. Later Iron Age occupation
evidence has also been found at four Roman villa sites (Brading, Combley,
Bowcombe and Newport), of which all bar one is associated with the central chalk
ridge.
The Iron Age accounts for 4.5% of the PAS dataset for the island, with records
primarily concentrated on sites in Shalfleet (Figure 5.34, area A). Area B, which
represents a number of records from Mersley Down recovered by metal detector
users, corresponds to an Iron Age field system on the SMR.

The large

concentrations of records to the north and south of Mersley Down originate from the
CCI. These, along with the concentration of records to the east of Cowes (Figure
5.34, area C), were recovered by metal detector users, but it is not clear at any of the
sites whether the finds represent a hoard all recovered in one location, or a number of
spatially disparate finds all recorded with the same findspot. In either case, the latter
two findspots extend the known distribution of the Iron Age occupation of the Isle of
Wight into areas previously un-occupied on the SMR.
The relative lack of Iron Age finds from the Wealdon beds in the parish of
Brighstone (Figure 5.34, area D), an area where metal detecting is common and finds
numbers are generally high, raises the question of whether this distribution pattern
reflects a real absence of activity in the Iron Age period.

The SMR holds

information on a late Iron Age/Roman occupation site on the coast at Sudmoor
(dated 100BC – AD409), and closer examination of the PAS records reveals that of
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the 19 Iron Age records in this area, 79% are dated to between 100BC and 43AD.
Together therefore, the SMR and PAS data suggest that there was little use of this
area in the early Iron Age period, with settlement not becoming established here until
the later Iron Age.
Two further concentrations of finds have been identified in the PAS dataset for this
period – area E in west Wight, and area F in Newport parish – both of which
correspond to areas of records on the SMR, therefore reinforcing the already
established distribution of Iron Age activity.
5.2.3.6

R OMAN P ERIOD (A.D. 43 – 410)

The political affiliations of the people on the Isle of Wight before the Roman
conquest is unknown, but it is thought that Vespasian, the Roman General and future
Emperor, took control of the island as part of his campaign in Britain sometime
before A.D. 44 (Lyne, 2006). Brading appears to have
been the most elaborate of the island’s villas,
comprising at its height in A.D. 300 of three separate
buildings around a square courtyard. Other villas at
Gurnard, Bowcombe, Clatterford, Rock (Brighstone),
Carisbrooke, Combley and Shide (Newport) were
much simpler constructions, although mosaics have
been recorded from the latter four (Basford & Loader,
2008). All of these villas, bar Gurnard, appear to have
been associated with the central chalk ridge (Figure
5.36). Gurnard villa lies on the coast near Cowes and
is thought to have been connected to the trade of
Bembridge Limestone, which was used at mainland
sites such as Fishbourne Roman Palace (Basford &
Loader, 2008). All the villas appear to have been
abandoned by the early 5th century. It is possible to
discern the locations of some of these villa sites in the
PAS data: Brading was the site of a community project
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1440 PAS records are
dated to the Roman
period. . A breakdown
of individual objects and
their distribution across
each parish is provided
in Table 5.7. The point
pattern distribution of
the PAS records is
presented in Figure 5.35.
The greatest density was
431.13 records per km².
The normalised KDE plot
is presented in Figure
5.37.
417 records on the Isle
of Wight SMR dataset
relate to the Roman
period. A density plot
was created and the
greatest density was
33.38 records per km².
Figure 5.36 represents
the data as a normalised
KDE plot.
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in 2004 that recorded their finds with the PAS (Figure 5.37, area C), and the areas
around Bowcombe and Carisbrooke villas have been searched by metal detectorists
(area D), as has the area around Combley (area E). This may represent specific
targeting of sites by detectorists, aware of the potential for finds in these areas, but is
also likely to be representative of the greater levels of occupation at these sites
during the Roman period.
Other occupation evidence is recorded in the SMR for the Ventnor area (‘the
Undercliff’, Figure 5.36), along the west coast and scattered across the island at sites
such as Ashey Down (Newchurch), Queens Road (Newport), Quarr Beach,
Briddlesford, Whippingham and Arreton. Like the villa sites, Ashey Down has been
extensively searched by metal detectorists over a number of years, resulting in a
spread of records across the area. Casual finds from other locations recorded on both
the SMR and the PASD suggest that such smaller scale, Iron Age type occupation
sites were more numerous than previously thought (Lyne, 2006).
It is clear from the differences in the distributions of the PAS and SMR records that
any evaluation of the Roman period must include both sets of data. The bulk of the
1440 records held on the PASD for the Roman period are concentrated on Shalfleet
parish to the west of the island (Figure 5.37, area A). Whilst clearly resulting from a
strong detecting bias towards the location, the presence of Roman finds in this area
shows that, despite the lack of SMR records, Roman activity was widespread across
west Wight. Similarly, the low density spread of PAS records across the southern
plain is not replicated in the SMR data, and shows that Roman occupation of the Isle
of Wight was more extensive than once believed.
5.2.3.7

E ARLY M EDIEVAL P ERIOD (A.D. 410 – 1066)

There is limited settlement evidence for the Anglo-Saxon people, with few
archaeological sites besides burials recorded on the SMR. By the end of the Roman
period, the landscape is likely to have been covered by large rural estates. Sometime
during the 7th century, large administrative units developed, which are thought to
have contained land in each of the island’s topographic zones, to allow the
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342 PAS records date to the
Early Medieval period.
A
breakdown of individual
objects and their distribution
across each parish is provided
in Table 5.8.
The point
pattern distribution of the
PAS records is presented in
Figure 5.38. The greatest
density of these was 259.17
records per km². The KDE
plot of the normalised data is
presented in Figure 5.40.

exploitation of all of the island’s resources
(Waller, 2006c).

Although recent excavations

have shown that the north of the island was more
cultivated in Roman times than previously
thought (Network Archaeology, 2005) it is likely
that during this period, the more wooded, less
productive lands to the north of the chalk ridge
were used for seasonal grazing (Waller, 2006c).
With little archaeological evidence of early

78 SMR records have been
dated to the Early Medieval
period. A density plot was
created and the greatest
density was 18.27 records per
km². Figure 5.39 gives the
data as a normalised KDE plot.

Anglo-Saxon activity, researchers have turned to
placenames to explore the distribution of Early
Medieval activity across the island. They have
linked –ham endings with early small scale
settlement, and –ing with a later, large scale,

colonisation, suggesting that the Eastern Yar valley was the most densely occupied
after the initial colonisation (Waller, 2006c). Evidence for Middle Saxon settlement
has been found at Yaverland (Figure 5.39), where two posthole-built longhouses
were identified in 2001 (Waller, 2006c). The distribution of later Anglo-Saxon
activity can be seen in the Domesday Book, where settlements with churches are
recorded at Bowcombe, Calbourne, Shalfleet and Arreton, and further churches are
recorded at Carisbrooke, Freshwater, Godshill, Newchurch, Niton and Whippingham
(Renn 1969, in Waller, 2006).
342 PAS records relate to the Early Medieval period, compared to only 78 from the
SMR database. Of these PAS records, 105 are concentrated in the valley to the north
of the cemetery at Chessell93 (Figure 5.40, area A), which is located on the higher
ground of the chalk ridge. Although the high density of records is caused by a
concentration of metal detecting in this area, the presence of any finds at all shows

93

Two cemeteries have been excavated on the island, at Chessell and Bowcombe. The former
contained over 130 graves and many of the finds are now in the British Museum. In addition, three
Saxon graves have been excavated at Carisbrooke Castle.
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that the distribution of activity across the Isle of Wight in the Early Medieval period
was more widely spread than suggested by the SMR data alone.
The distribution of PAS finds continues to the north into the Headon Beds and south
onto the Ferruginous Sands of the southern basin (Figure 5.40, area B), both areas
lacking Early Medieval records in the SMR. However, the PAS finds are also
concentrated along the central chalk ridge densest around Ashey Down in the east
(Figure 5.40, area C) and around Carisbrooke in the centre (Figure 5.40, area D), a
distribution that is consistent with the SMR data, which holds records for a potential
Middle Saxon market at Frogland’s Farm (Ulmschneider, 2003). The concentration
of SMR records on the north-west coast is a sampling bias caused by the recent
Wootton-Quarr intertidal project that surveyed the coast from Wootton Creek to
Ryde Pier, but clearly shows that there was occupation of this area during the Early
Medieval period.
5.2.3.8

M EDIEVAL P ERIOD (A.D. 1066 – 1499)

The SMR records for the Medieval period show that by this time human activity was
spread across much of the island. Numerous earthworks, along with landscape
features such as wood and boundaries, provide
evidence for agriculture on the island, with the
remains of ridge and furrow showing that some
downland was being used for arable farming
(e.g. Ashey Down) (Drewitt, 1980). Open-field
systems existed across much of the south-east of
the island (Roberts & Wrathmell, 2002), but
appears to have been largely absent from the
central chalk ridge, the Undercliff and the
northern plain (Basford, 2006). Parkhurst forest
existed by A.D. 986, and was hunting woodland
for the lords of the island until it became a royal
forest in the 13th century (Figure 5.42). Eleven
possible medieval deer parks have been recorded
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2175 PAS records are dated to
the Medieval period.
A
breakdown of
individual
objects and their distribution
across each parish is provided
in Table 5.9.
The point
distribution of the PAS
records is presented in Figure
5.41. The greatest density of
these was 175.51 records per
km². The normalised KDE plot
is presented in Figure 5.43.
621 of the SMR records relate
to the Medieval period. A
density plot was created and
the greatest density was
40.84 records per km². Figure
5.42 represents this Medieval
data as a normalised KDE plot.

CHAPTER 5: ISLE OF WIGHT

on the island, of which one, ‘The King’s Park’, Watchingwell, is thought to be one
of the oldest such parks in England (Basford, 2006). Medieval fishponds have been
recorded at Quarr Abbey, Newnham Farm, Stenbury, Barton and Yaverland amongst
others and it is thought that much of Thorley was once a medieval rabbit warren
(Basford, 2006).

There are also concentrations of SMR records at Newport,

Yarmouth, Newtown and Brading, all of which were established during the medieval
period. The first two were established in the late 12th century by members of the de
Redvers family, whilst Newtown was founded in 1256 by the Bishop of Winchester
(Basford, 2006). All four towns are next to navigable water ways, showing the
importance of this method of transport at this time. The lack of PAS records from
each of these towns is not surprising, given the low rate of metal detecting in urban
areas.
Despite the lack of finds from the medieval settlements, PAS data for this period is
extensive, with 2175 records attributed to the Medieval era (33.7% of the total
dataset). The concentration of finds in Shalfleet and Brighstone belies the picture
created by the SMR records, that activity to the west of the island and along the
south-west coast was limited (Figure 5.43, areas A, B and E). Finds from a metal
detecting club rally to the north of Ashey Down (Figure 5.43, area C) show that
Medieval activity continued north of ridge and furrow systems present there.
A further concentration of finds (Figure 5.43, area D) is located in Carisbrooke.
Carisbrooke Castle was built sometime during the 11th century to subdue the local
population and ensure the authority of the new Norman lords94. Also located in
Carisbrooke was a Medieval priory, one of five main religious centres on the island
during this period95. The castle is now a SAM and therefore off-limits to metal
detectorists, but the area around it is not, resulting in a clear example of site targeting
by metal detector users. The resulting density of finds from these sites supports the
known level of activity in the area seen through the SMR data.
94

There is evidence for earlier use of the site - recent excavations have suggested the presence of a
late Saxon burgh at the site, and the site was used for burials in the early 6 th century (Young, 2000)
95

The other four were: St Helens priory, St Cross priory in Newport, Appuldurcombe Priory and
Quarr Abbey
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SMR Medieval records also cluster around Brading and Yaverland, sites which have
few PAS records for this period, and are spread across the north of the island. The
lack of PAS finds for this latter area is partially a result of the general reduction in
detecting across the north of the county. However, when the PAS distribution for the
Medieval period is compared with that of the Post Medieval period (Figure 5.46), the
greater density of Post Medieval finds shows that the idea that there was less activity
to the north of the island in the Medieval period can be supported by the PAS data.
5.2.3.9

P OST M EDIEVAL (A.D. 1500 – 1900)

The PAS holds 1918 records for the Post Medieval
period (29.6% of the total dataset), whilst the SMR
contains 2249 records, both distributed widely
across the island. The SMR records cluster in a
number of locations around the island’s coastline, in
particular at Cowes, Yarmouth and Sandown.
During the 16th century the French were once again
thought to be a threat and defensive buildings were
constructed at East Cowes and West Cowes using
stone from Quarr Abbey, which had been dissolved
by Henry VIII (J. Jones & Jones, 1988). Forts were
constructed at Sandown and Yarmouth along with
smaller blockhouses at Sharpnode, Worsley’s
Tower and St Helens (Figure 5.45). The latter had
disappeared by the 1690s, the fort at Sandown was

1918 PAS records are
dated to the Post Medieval
period. A breakdown of
individual objects and their
distribution across each
parish is provided in Table
5.10.
The
point
distribution of the PAS
records is presented in
Figure 5.44. The greatest
density of these was
173.74 records per km².
The KDE plot of the
normalised
data
is
presented in Figure 5.46.
2249 SMR records have
been dated to the Post
Medieval period. A density
plot was created and the
greatest
density
was
159.33 records per km².
Figure 5.45 presents the
data as a normalised KDE
plot.

destroyed by the sea within a century of its
construction and the medieval fort at East Cowes
was soon dismantled. Yarmouth fort is the only one
to have survived in its original form to the present
day (J. Jones & Jones, 1988).

Once again, the

location of these forts within built up areas prohibits
detecting, and it is not surprising therefore that the
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A further 169 records date
to ‘Prehistoric’, ‘Greek and
Roman
Provincial’,
‘Byzantine’, ‘Modern’ or
‘Unknown’.
Their
distribution by parish is
given in Table 5.11 and the
point
distribution
is
presented in Figure 5.46.
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activity seen around the island’s coastline during the Post Medieval period is not
reflected in the density map of the PAS data (Figure 5.46).
There is a similar lack of PAS data from the settlements that developed in the Post
Medieval period, for example the town of Cowes, which began life in the 16th
century as a small trading port with America, before becoming a shipbuilding centre
in the 18th century.

Throughout the Post Medieval period, there was a steady

development of the island’s towns, in particular Cowes, Ryde and Shanklin,
reflecting the growth of the tourist industry in the 19th century. The concentrations
of SMR records in the river valleys of the Medina and the western Yar reflect this
growth of the island’s main settlements throughout the Post Medieval period.
This period sees the most variation between the SMR and PAS findspots, primarily
due to the constraints on metal detecting in urban areas. The PAS findspots are
focussed towards the west and southwest of the island, with concentrations of finds
from known metal detecting sites in Shalfleet (Figure 5.46, area A), Brighstone
(Figure 5.46, area B), and Shorwell (Figure 5.46, area C). The final concentration of
finds (Figure 5.46, area D) spreads across the parishes of Gatcombe, Rookley and
Arreton, and result from more intensive detecting across these parishes. Finds to the
north of the island are slightly more prevalent in this period than in the Medieval
period, with PAS records around the river Medina between Cowes and Newport
supporting the increase in activity in this area seen in the SMR records.

5.2.4

PAS findspot distributions: some initial conclusions

So far, this chapter has introduced the PAS dataset for the Isle of Wight, explored the
factors that contribute to the high density of finds seen in the county, identified the
major constraints to recovery acting on the metal detected data, and outlined how the
density of findspots varies between different archaeological periods.
The high density of finds recorded from the Isle of Wight has been attributed both to
modern reporting and recording factors, and to the restricted size of the county. It
has also been noted that the high density of finds seen when the county is considered
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as a whole does not translate to a high density spread of finds across the whole
county, but rather can be attributed to a number of findspot concentrations within
parishes in west and central Wight.
The analysis of the PAS findspots by archaeological period aimed to explore the
spatial distribution of the PAS data with respect to another archaeological dataset, to
analyse the extent to which the distribution of amateur collected finds differs from
that of professionally collected data. To do this, the findspot data were converted to
density plots, and analysed at a county scale. To cover over 500,000 years of human
history in one section invariably means that only general trends and broad patterns in
the data will be identified, but this analysis was sufficient to show that there are
significant differences in the distribution of PAS and SMR records. Some of the
most marked differences were attributed to the major recovery constraints that act on
the metal detected data, in particular the avoidance of built up areas. This was most
noticeable in the later archaeological periods, where much of the SMR data related to
the development of the major settlements on the island. The location of areas
designated as SSSIs was also significant, as it prevents the recovery of PAS
findspots from around some of the island’s coast. Finally, it was found that the
discrimination towards the collection of metal objects by metal detectorists has
resulted in limited pre-metal datasets.
In general, the PAS data have extended the known distribution of past human
activity across large areas of land previously unsurveyed by archaeologists. Notable
examples are the spreads of Neolithic and Bronze Age finds across the southern
basin, and the concentrations of Iron Age, Roman and Medieval finds in the
Shalfleet/Calbourne area. However, the PAS data has also served to reinforce the
distribution patterns visible in the SMR data, for example confirming the known
concentration of Palaeolithic activity around the Priory Bay area, the Iron Age
occupation of Sudmoor, and the Roman villas at Brading, Bowcombe, Carisbrooke
and Combley.
Despite some elements of corroboration between the two datasets, this analysis has
shown that, when considered independently, neither the SMR records nor the PAS
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data are truly representative of past distributions of human activity. The SMR data
are biased towards upstanding monuments and major settlements, whilst the PAS are
principally controlled by metal detecting site locations in west and central Wight.
Evidence for this comes from the density analysis that started this chapter, and the
replicating pattern of finds seen from the Iron Age onwards, with each period of
finds reinforcing the broad patterns seen in the previous period. What is apparent
from this is that there is a need to further explore the distribution of PAS finds, to
understand the factors controlling the location of amateur collection across the
island.
The density analyses conducted so far have focused on the relationship of the PAS
findspots to one another and to other archaeological data, and have in general been
separated from an understanding of the location from which the objects were
recovered. Such an analysis is undertaken in the next section, which explores the
natural and man-made landscape elements that can influence the distribution of finds
in the past and their recovery in the present.

5.3 EXPLORING THE LANDSCAPE
Over the course of human history, the reasons for choosing certain locations for
activity have varied considerably, but are often related to a few specific factors such
as the elevation, slope and aspect of the land, the bedrock geology, the distance to
other activity areas and the distance to routeways or fresh water - for example, the
period analysis in section 5.2.3 showed that settlement on the Isle of Wight in the
Neolithic period and on into the Bronze Age is thought to have been concentrated
around the main river systems.

In the present day, metal detectorists and

archaeologists also make decisions about where to site their activity, based on factors
such as ease of access and knowledge of what might have been there in the past.
In this section, two statistical methods (the K-S test and the X2 test – see Chapter 3
for more details) will be used to explore the relationship between archaeological
datasets and a range of natural and human landscape elements. Through comparing
the distribution of different groups of artefacts with a variety of underlying landscape
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features, it will be possible to assess whether one dataset is randomly distributed
with respect to another, and therefore whether the distribution of amateur collected
artefacts is being influenced by the natural and man-made landscape. The PAS data
has been analysed by both archaeological period and object type (coins, objects,
pottery, worked stone, and other/unknown ). In addition, the SMR96 and PAS97 data
have been categorised by method of recovery, with five defined categories – PAS
metal detected finds, SMR earth/cropmarks, SMR documentary/oral evidence, SMR
buildings/structures and SMR findspots.

5.3.1

Elevation98

Although elevations on the Isle of Wight range from just below sea level to 260
metres above, the island as a whole is relatively low-lying, with over 50% of land
below 50m, and over 80% below 90m (Figure 5.47).
A number of distinct differences between the distributions of the PAS metal detected
and SMR datasets are apparent in the K-S test results (Figures 5.48 and 5.49): the
SMR data (excluding earth/cropmarks) are over-represented at the lowest elevations;
there are a lack of metal detected finds from land below 30m; there are
concentrations of SMR earth and cropmarks over 110m above sea-level; there are
clusters of metal detected artefacts between elevations of 50 – 90m; and there are
few metal detected finds above 170m. These patterns are directly related to the
methods of data collection. The previous section showed how SMR data concentrate
in the island’s settlements, and these are principally sited on the lower elevations of
the river valleys. The contrasting lack of metal detected finds at these elevations is
indicative of the constraints acting on metal detector users within these urban areas.

96

7019 of the SMR records fall within the county boundary used to define the analysis area. Of these,
6953 fall within the analysis area for the bedrock geology (British Geological Society data).
97

32 PAS records fall outside of the county boundary used as the analysis area, leaving a total of 6443
records for the analysis. 6437 records are within the area used for the analysis of bedrock geology.
98

A 10metre-cell digital elevation model (DEM) was used, calculated from the OS Landform
1:10,000 scale data. The DEM was reclassified into 10 metre height intervals. See Figure 5.48 - 5.57
and Table 5.12 for the KS results.
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Concentrations of metal detected finds between 50-90m result from the highly
clustered nature of the PAS data, with prolific metal detecting sites distorting the
picture when the data are analysed at a county scale. Rather than being a genuine
reflection of the distribution of past human activity, the K-S test results reflect the
distribution of metal detecting activity across the rural landscape of the Isle of
Wight. The large numbers of earthworks and cropmarks over 110m, attributed to the
concentration of records along the chalk ridge running east from the Needles into the
centre of the island, attests to the presence of human activity at higher elevations in
the past, but much of this land is either owned by the National Trust or is designated
an SSSI, which accounts for the reduction in the proportion of metal detected
records.
When the PAS data are divided by object type, notable differences are apparent in
their distributions with respect to elevation (Figures 5.50 – 5.51): pottery has two
strong peaks at 0-10m and 20-30m, whilst worked stone peaks between 50-60m, but
is also stronger between 10-20m than all other object types. Coins and metal objects
reflect the patterns seen in the metal detected data, both being limited below 20m
due to the major recovery constraints acting on the data. These constraints do not
apply to the finds of pottery and worked stone, but with so few artefacts in each
category, it is not possible to tell whether the concentrations of finds at lower
elevations are genuine, or whether they are the result of a recovery bias towards
certain sites.
When the PAS data are divided by archaeological period, the results principally
conform to the patterns discussed above, being controlled by constraints and the
locations of major detecting sites and high concentrations of finds (Figures 5.52 –
5.57). However, some of the patterns may relate to the different distributions of
activity on the island over time: in the Bronze Age (Figure 5.55), the higher
proportions of finds between 60-90m may represent an increased use of the
downland zone, which is continued into the Iron Age, where the peak at 50m may
reflect the known use of higher elevations for defended sites at this time. In the
Roman period, findspot numbers peak between 50-110m, corresponding to the
known use of the central chalk ridge for villa sites.
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5.3.2

Slope99

With a high of 37° there are clearly some significant slopes in the study area.
However, 53% of land on the Isle of Wight has between a 0° and 3° slope (equating
to a maximum 5.24% gradient or 1:19 ratio) which would generally be considered
quite flat, whilst around 80% of land has a less than 6° slope (equating to a 10.5%
gradient or 1:9½ ratio) (Figure 5.58).
The distribution of PAS and SMR data against slope is less varied with respect to the
underlying distribution than against elevation, and the majority of records have been
recovered from sites with a slope of 6° or less (Figure 5.59). Two specific patterns
are seen in the SMR data: firstly building records are over-represented on 0-1°
slopes, reflecting the siting of modern and past settlements on flat land around the
main river systems and coast; secondly, earth and cropmarks are concentrated on
slopes of 5° and above, a consequence of the higher elevations, and subsequently
greater slopes, at which these sites are found. The lack of corresponding metal
detected data can be attributed to the constraints covering much of the upland area.
The PAS data from all periods are focused on sites with between 1-4° slopes
(Figures 5.63 – 5.68) – whilst the proportions of specific types and periods of finds
are greater due to large concentrations of objects at certain sites, the similarities
between the SMR and PAS data with respect to slope suggest that they are a genuine
reflection of the preference for settlement and activity on lesser slopes in the past.

5.3.3

Aspect100

There is a slight peak in the proportion of land on the Isle of Wight facing northwest
(15.0%) and north (14.6%), with smaller proportions of land facing east (12.8%),
northeast (13.1%) and west (12.2%).

These represent the dominant drainage

directions on the island, with the main river systems of the Medina and western Yar
99

Slope data was derived from the 10metre cell DEM and has a 10metre resolution. The data was
reclassified into 1 degree intervals. See Figure 5.59 - 5.68 and Table 5.12 for the K-S results.
100

Aspect data was derived from the 10m cell DEM and is at a 10m resolution. Eight categories
represent the 360°, alongside flat land. See Figure 5.70 - 5.74 and Table 5.12 for the K-S results.
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flowing north into the Solent, and the Eastern Yar flowing east out through
Bembridge.

The remaining land faces south (9.4%), southeast (10.7%) and

southwest (9.7%), with 2.4% of land classes as ‘flat’ (Figure 5.69).
Figure 5.70 shows the variations in the distribution of SMR and metal detected data
with respect to aspect. Whilst both differ from the underlying aspect, there is no
discernible link in their distributions, suggesting that the results are very influenced
by the locations of specific sites. In general, metal detected finds are marginally
over-represented on north and northwest facing land, but under-represented on land
with an eastern aspect. This pattern is also seen in Figure 5.71, which displays the
PAS data by object type – there are concentrations of pottery and ‘other’ objects
types on north facing land, whilst metal objects, worked stone, coins and ‘other’ are
all biased towards the northwest. The over representation of PAS finds to the north
and northwest, which is also particularly visible in the Iron Age, Roman, Early
Medieval and Medieval data (Figures 5.73 and 5.74), is caused in part by the large
number of records lying to the north of the central chalk ridge, and by a large
concentration of pottery (43% of the total) on the north coast.

5.3.4

Geology101

The Isle of Wight comprises 28 different types of bedrock (Figure 5.75). To the
north of the island are the Bembridge Marls and the Hamstead Beds, which together
account for 35% of the island’s bedrock. South of the chalk ridge is a plain of
Ferruginous sand (17%) and Sandrock (5%). The chalk, which is such a dominant
feature on the island, accounts for only 12.9% of the total bedrock geology.
When the relationship between the geology and the metal detected data is compared
to that of the SMR, the clustering of the archaeological records is clear (Figure 5.77),
with higher proportions of PAS finds than anticipated from the Bracklesham Group,
London Clay, Lambeth Group, Bembridge Limestone, and Wealden Group, and

101

Bedrock Geology data for the Isle of Wight was provided by the British Geological Society at
1:50,000 scale. See Figure 5.76 - 5.80 and Table 5.12 for the results from the X2 analysis.
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concentrations of SMR earthwork and cropmark records on the Lewis chalk. The
over-representation of PAS finds on certain geologies can be explained by the
locations of specific detecting sites. Conversely, the under-representation of finds on
the Bembridge Marls, Hamstead Beds and Headon and Osbourne Beds is primarily
due to a lack of detecting on these geologies. What is more telling is a comparison
of the proportion of SMR and metal detected data from each geology, which
suggests that the poor representation of both SMR and metal detected records from
the Hamstead Beds is likely to be a genuine reflection of lower levels of activity in
this area in the past.
Analysis of the PAS data by object type shows a similar distribution pattern to that
of the metal detected data (Figure 5.77), but the period analysis is a little more
variable. In particular, the Iron Age and Roman data is better represented on the
Lew Nodular chalk than other periods of objects, supporting the increase in activity
suggested by the presence of hillforts and villas on the chalk ridge during these
periods (Figure 5.79).

Also, given the lower numbers of Medieval and Post

Medieval finds from Bembridge Limestone formation (Figure 5.80), the high
proportions of Iron Age, Roman and Early Medieval finds from this geology is
suggestive of increased activity, whilst the greater proportions of Post Medieval
finds from the Hamstead Beds reinforces the known expansion onto this geology at
that time.

5.3.5

Rivers (waterways)102

36% of land on the Isle of Wight is within 100m of a waterway, 55.7% is within
200metres, and 90.9% is within 700m of the nearest waterway, indicating that the
rivers are a significant feature in the landscape of the Isle of Wight. The furthest
distance to a river is 4.3km (Figure 5.81).
102

The watercourses dataset was extracted from the OS Mastermap and contains the main freshwater
rivers and streams that drain the island in the present day, along with their estuaries. It would be
impractical to map changes in watercourse over time for this project, so it is assumed that the current
pattern of rivers will illustrate any significant relationships between the distribution of finds and
watercourses. The distance from each cell to the nearest watercourse was calculated, and then data
was reclassified into 100metre intervals. See Figure 5.82 - 5.91 and Table 5.12 for the K-S results.
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In general, the PAS dataset follows a very similar distribution to the underlying land,
with between 88% and 99% of artefacts from each archaeological period located
within 700m of a waterway (Figures 5.82 – 5.87). A notable exception, visible in the
period analysis and when the data are analysed by discovery method and object type
(Figures 5.88 – 5.91), is the lower proportions of most artefacts from within 100m of
a waterway. This pattern is caused by the position of some of the major constraints to
detecting, including National Nature Reserves, SSSIs and major settlements. These
surround many of the islands waterways, thereby preventing detecting in close
proximity to many watercourses.
A comparison between the SMR and metal detected data (Figure 5.88 – 5.89), shows
a number of interesting patterns that relate both to the historical pattern of activity
across the island, and the method of discovery: firstly, the concentration of building
records within 100m of a waterway, which relates to the location of current
settlements on the main river systems of the island; secondly, the over-representation
of earthworks and cropmarks beyond that, which, when tied with the information
from the analyses of bedrock geology and elevation, suggest that this reflects their
location on the chalk uplands away from the river systems; and thirdly, the overrepresentation of metal detected findspots between 100m and 400m from a
waterway, caused in part by the locations of a number of heavily detected sites
around the island. Whilst these sites may not have been selected in the present based
on their distance to a waterway, they expand the area of known occupation into an
area that is under-represented by the SMR data.

5.3.6

Settlements 103

61% of land on the Isle of Wight is within 1km of a settlement, whilst 89% is within
2km. 18% of land is either within a settlement or within 200m of it (Figure 5.92).
The association of archaeological records with modern settlements is to be expected
for two connected but subtly different reasons: firstly, the continued nature of
103

Distance to nearest settlement was calculated using data extracted from the OS Mastermap,
reclassified into 100metre intervals. See Figure 5.93 – 5.102 and Table 5.12 for the K-S test results.
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occupation at these sites over the past two thousand years means there are many
objects to be recovered from the surrounding land; and secondly, collectors may
target such sites to maximise the chances of recovering objects, so these objects are
more likely to be recorded onto databases such as the SMR and PASD.
A study of the distributions of the SMR and metal detected data against settlements
once again shows the effect that major recovery constraints have on the distribution
of the PAS dataset, with metal detected finds significantly under-represented
between 0-200m of settlements (Figure 5.93 – 5.94). The increase in the percentage
of metal detected finds between 200m and 1km of a settlement may represent a
choice by detectorists to search in the vicinity of these settlements, so could be
classed as a sampling bias. Equally though, this may represent a true distribution of
past human activity in the fields surrounding each of the settlements on the island.
The over-representation of SMR records within settlements has been outlined in
previous analyses of the natural elements of the landscape, as has the increased
proportion of earthworks and cropmarks between 2.3km and 2.9km from the nearest
settlements.
Considered in more detail, the PAS data show a very varied distribution with respect
to settlement locations (Figure 5.95 – 5.96). Pottery has high peaks away from
settlements, caused by large collections from particular locations, whilst worked
stone is well represented within 0-100m of a settlement, highlighting the effect of
constraints of the coins and metal object categories which are instead clustered
between 200m and 1km from settlements, reflecting the pattern seen in the metal
detected data above.
The most notable difference between the distributions of finds from different
archaeological periods (Figures 5.97 – 5.102) is between the Early Medieval and
Medieval/Post Medieval data (Figures 5.101 and 5.102).

Whilst all are under-

represented within 200m of a settlement, Medieval and Post Medieval finds peak
between 200-900m, whilst Early Medieval finds peak between 900m and 1.4km
from settlements. A more detailed study of the distribution of these finds suggests
that, rather than representing different patterns of occupation on the Isle of Wight in
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the past as would be assumed from the K-S test results, the cause is instead a single
large cluster of Early Medieval findspots between 900-1400m, that therefore reduces
the proportions of finds seen in other areas. Whilst this cluster is likely to represent
a significant area of activity during the Early Medieval period, the pattern created by
it in the K-S results is not indicative of the Early Medieval findspot distribution
across the rest of the Isle of Wight. This example, with one area altering the results
for the entire county, provides a clear illustration of the importance of understanding
the distribution of finds when interpreting the statistical results.

5.3.7

Routeways104

The routes of the principal roads on the Isle of Wight are displayed in Figure 5.103.
Around 45% of the land area of the Isle of Wight is within 200metres of a road, and
75% is within 500metres. Just 6.5% of the land area is over 1km from a road (Figure
5.104). Given that many of the roads included in the dataset are in settlements and
are therefore in areas less likely to be searched by metal detector users, the parity
between the metal detected PAS data and the underlying distribution between 0100m from a routeway is interesting (Figures 5.105 – 5.106). One would anticipate
an under-representation of finds in this distance interval caused by the preference for
metal detecting on arable land, however, the proportions of coins and metal objects
between 0-100m are similar to the underlying data (Figures 5.107 – 5.108). This can
be interpreted as a modern collection bias, caused by the method of data collection metal detectorists generally drive to their sites and start detecting once they leave
their vehicle. Land within 100metres of the road may therefore be detected more
often than land further away, resulting in a greater number of finds between 0100metres from a road that might be otherwise be expected.

104

The main routeways for the Isle of Wight were downloaded from the OS Mastermap Integrated
Transport Network (ITN), which includes the main A-roads on the island through to the smallest local
roads. The roads were not weighted meaning that, whatever its size, each road was treated equally in
the analysis. The modern road network was used rather than any historic road system, as the analysis
seeks to explore the relationship between amateur collected data and ease of access to sites. The
distance to the nearest road was calculated, and the data reclassified into 100metre intervals for
analysis. See Figure 5.105 – 5.114 and Table 5.12 for the results from the K-S analysis.
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The patterns of SMR data are as expected from the other analyses, with earth and
cropmarks further away from roads, and buildings data concentrated in settlements at
0-100m from a routeway. The tail-off in the metal detected data after approximately
600m, which is also visible in the Iron Age, Roman, Medieval, and Post Medieval
data (Figures 5.09 – 5.114), suggests that detectorists do not range that far from their
starting point, and therefore that land further away is less likely to be searched than
land closer to a road.

5.3.8

Understanding macro-scale distribution patterns

This analysis of the relationship between archaeological finds and the surrounding
natural and man-made landscape aimed to understand the distribution of the finds
with respect to decisions made both in the past and in the present. It has sought to
identify the relationship between finds and the landscape, and then to interpret that
relationship in the context of modern day collection practices and past human
activity. Although in 82 of the 133 statistical tests conducted here it was not possible
to reject the null hypothesis105 (Table 5.12), this analysis, together with the preceding
KDE period analysis, has shown that the distribution of the PAS data on the Isle of
Wight is complex. In some respects it reflects the known distribution of past human
activity (e.g. Palaeolithic finds around Priory Bay, settlement on land near to
waterways), but it is in fact primarily controlled by modern collection practices. The
decisions to search near to routeways or settlements, or to focus on specific sites
known to be productive, appear to have a greater impact on the distribution of the
PAS finds than the decisions made by our ancestors, to settle or use particular
locations due to their landscape setting.
The distinct differences between the locations of the PAS and SMR seen throughout
this analysis highlight the fact that neither dataset is truly representative of the past
distribution of human activity when considered independently.

The constraints

placed on metal detector users visible in the distributions of the PAS data are in
general mitigated by the SMR data, whilst the PAS data in turn extend the known
105

H0 = that there is no relationship between the distribution of the two variables
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distribution of human activity into areas previously unsearched by archaeologists.
But whilst these datasets may together be representative of the types of objects used
in the past, or the range of activities undertaken, they are not yet a true representation
of the distributions of such activity. These data have considerably enhanced our
understanding of the distribution of occupation across the Isle of Wight, but there are
large areas of land as yet untouched by either archaeologists or amateur collectors,
which have the potential to add still further to our interpretations of the past.
A number of key points concerning the amateur recovery of finds have been
identified through this macro-scale analysis. One that has become a recurring theme
throughout this chapter is the clear locational bias in the distribution of metal
detecting sites. The legal constraints on detecting have been discussed and their
effect on the distribution of the PAS data have been noted, but there are other
decisions surrounding the choice of metal detecting sites that need to be understood,
in particular the targeting of specific sites, and the seeming avoidance of others.
These decisions will be addressed in Section 5.4, which will explore the distribution
of sites searched by the island’s two metal detecting clubs. The second key factor is
the scale at which the analysis is conducted. So far, it has focussed on county-scale
analysis and point-pattern distributions, and has by necessity concerned itself with
the broad patterns and general trends that appear at such scales. Section 5.5 will
single out one field for more detailed investigation, specifically to look at the
distribution patterns created by different groups of amateur collectors.

5.4 CASE STUDY: EXPLORING PERMISSIONS
With its small land area and limited number of metal detecting clubs (MDCs), the
Isle of Wight is an ideal location for an analysis of the distribution of metal detecting
sites. Factors governing the selection of sites were identified in Chapter 2 as a key
aspect of recovery bias.

For many amateur collectors, the choice of sites is

dependent on gaining permission to detect on land, which was shown in Chapter 4 to
be a crucial element controlling where metal detectorists search for finds. Finally,
the analysis of the county-wide dataset in this chapter has shown that the distribution
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of finds across the Isle of Wight is heavily influenced by the locations of specific
metal detecting sites. Through a study of the distribution of permissions granted to
metal detector users across the Isle of Wight, this case study will explore the extent
to which this particular recovery bias controls the distribution of PAS finds.

5.4.1

The datasets

By combining information from club membership lists with the PAS dataset, it is
possible to recognise those parishes intensively targeted by metal detectorists, and to
identify differences in the distribution of finds recorded by the different groups
active on the island. Figure 5.115 shows that Shalfleet has produced large numbers
of finds for all the amateur collectors reporting to the PAS, but elsewhere there is
more variation: the Isle of Wight MDC dominates in Brighstone and Shorwell, the
Vectis Searchers in Arreton, Freshwater and Yarmouth, and other searchers 106 in
East Cowes and Newchurch. Plotting this data highlights the clustered nature of
metal detecting, with different groups clearly active in different areas of the county
(Figure 5.116). One question that this case study seeks to address is whether the
distribution patterns seen here are related to the distribution of permissions across the
island.
A second aim is to understand whether areas that have few recorded artefacts are
genuinely devoid of finds, or whether instead there is little land available in these
areas for detecting. Some are subject to the major recovery constraints previously
discussed, but there are large numbers of unconstrained fields from which no finds
have been reported, particularly to the north- and south-east of the county (Figure
5.117). To test whether this absence of evidence derives from a lack of detecting or
a lack of permissions, the access rights granted by landowners to different groups of
metal detectorists must be examined. This case study will therefore combine data on
farm locations (Figure 5.118)107. with information on search permissions provided by
106

This includes archaeologists, landowners, the Isle of Wight Natural History & Archaeology
Society, Chance Finders, the History Hunters (disbanded), and detectorists from other counties.
107

Farm location data (taken from OS Explorer Map OL29) were checked against data from the
Archaeology UK ‘ARCHI FarmFinder’. The points mark farm- and manor-houses, and represent the
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the Isle of Wight FLO and the island’s primary MDCs, the Isle of Wight MDC and
the Vectis Searchers
The results have been plotted against recovery constraints, and have been divided to
show the distribution of farms/manors that have: (1) given search permission to the
Vectis Searchers (Figure 5.119); (2) given permission to the Isle of Wight MDC
(Figure 5.120); (3) have denied permission to one/both MDCs (Figure 5.121); or (4)
have never been asked for permission (Figure 5.122).

This data is presented

numerically in Table 5.13, which shows that, of the 409 known farms/manors
identified on the island, nearly half have not been asked for permission, compared to
24% where permission has been denied, and 27% where it has been granted. Finally,
the data are presented graphically (Figure 5.123), to show the proportions of each
response for each parish on the island.
Some key facts can be draw out of these data:
1. The distribution of each MDC’s land is very different - the Vectis Searchers
club has access to only 7% of known farms, noticeably clustered in the west,
south and centre of the island, whilst the Isle of Wight MDC has access to
20% of known farms, spread more widely across the island.
2. The focus of finds recovery in some areas can be partially attributed to a lack
of permissions in other areas – whilst several farms in western parishes have
given permission to the MDCs, a number of farms to the north- and southeast of the island, areas with few PAS finds, have refused.
3. The granting of permissions, in some instances, corresponds with the low
proportion of PAS finds seen in a parish when compared to the total land
area of that parish (Figure 5.8) – for example Bembridge, Brading,
Fishbourne, Ryde, Sandown, St Helens and Ventnor have no known
permissions for either of the metal detecting clubs, and most of these have
location of land associated with the permissions granted to metal detectorists. Without information on
exact ownership of land it is impossible to know the extent of the area owned by each of these houses.
When interpreting these data therefore, it must be remembered that the location of the farm is not
directly comparable to the location of the land owned by that farm/manor i.e. permission may be
granted by a farm in one parish, to search on land in another.
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fewer finds recorded on the PASD than expected. Similarly, over 75% of the
farms in Arreton, Chale, East Cowes, Gatcombe, Godshill, Havenstreet and
Ashey, Newport, Niton and Whitwell, Rookley, Shalfleet, Shanklin and
Wroxall, have either not been asked for permission, or permission has been
denied, and the majority are under-represented on the PASD.
4. Permissions cannot always be related to the number of finds recovered from
a parish – in Brightstone, Freshwater, Gurnard, Nettlestone and Seaview,
Newchurch, Shorwell, Totland and Yarmouth, over 50% of farms have
granted permission to one or other of the MDCs, but whilst Brighstone,
Shorwell and Yarmouth have produced more finds than expected,
Freshwater, Gurnard, Nettlestone and Seaview, Newchurch and Totland are
under-represented compared to their land area.

5.4.2

Interpreting the distribution of permissions

Whilst the location of farmhouses and manors extracted from the OS maps cannot be
taken for a direct representation of the distribution of fields, as farmers can own land
across a wide area, some conclusions can be draw from this analysis. Firstly, this
case study has shown that, whilst metal detecting on the Isle of Wight is clearly
biased towards certain parishes and locations, the seeking of permissions is not, and
the spread of permission requests across the island shows that there are no areas that
are too far for people to travel to. Secondly, this case study has shown that the lack
of finds from north- and south-east Wight does not necessarily result from a lack of
desire to search in those areas, but rather a lack of permissions. Thirdly, it has
shown that mapping permissions does not provide a direct correlation with
proportions of PAS finds, as there are a number of parishes where permissions are
low, but numbers of finds are high (e.g. Fishbourne and Shalfleet).
The benefits of this analysis are that it enables greater understanding of the
distribution of finds, for whilst the mapping of constraints shows the limits of the
detecting area, the mapping of permissions shows its greatest extent. The analysis
would be more effective if greater detail were available on land ownership, as it
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would then be possible to map the actual land area available to metal detector users,
to place the distribution of the PAS metal detected findspots in context. However, as
it stands, this case study has shown that the patterns of activity seen throughout this
chapter are in many areas directly related to the distribution of permissions granted
by landowners across the island, and cannot therefore be assumed to be
representative of past human distributions of activity.

5.5 CASE STUDY: METAL DETECTING METHODS
In the parish of Shalfleet there is a single field that, by 31st August 2010, had 669
artefacts recorded on the PASD (Figure 5.127). Such a concentration of finds makes
this site ideal for an analysis of the distribution of finds across a single field, and
indeed it forms the basis of one of the case studies conducted on coin loss by Walton
(2011). This case study will not be a repetition of the work conducted by Walton as,
rather than being focussed on specific periods or types of finds, this research looks at
the methodological issues behind the construction of the PASD. This case study will
therefore explore the spatial relationship between finds recorded by club and
independent detectorists from this field.

It will show how, with no additional

information, a small scale distribution of finds can be explored and the spatial
patterns created can be understood in the context of modern collection biases.

5.5.1

The datasets

The bulk of the finds from this field have been recovered by a single independent
detectorist and the Isle of Wight MDC:
-

the independent detectorist (Finder 001) has been reporting finds from the
field since December 2002, and has 165 records on the PASD, containing
251 finds. Before 31st August 2010, Finder 001 made 90 known visits to the
field, reporting an average of 2.75 finds after each visit.

-

44 former and current members of the Isle of Wight MDC have reported
finds from the field, the earliest recovered in March 2004, and between them
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they are responsible for 373 records (379 finds). The club made a total of 66
known visits prior to 31st August 2010, with an average of 4.21 members
reporting a mean of 6 finds per visit.
Figure 5.127 and Figure 5.128 show the point distributions of all the records
attributed to Finder 001 and the Isle of Wight MDC, and Figure 5.129 divides the
field into eight roughly equal areas for analysis108. It is of course impossible to tell
from the available data exactly which areas of the field were searched for finds on
each of the visits made to the site, only those areas from which finds were recovered,
reported and recorded on the PASD. Instead, the general pattern of detecting across
the field must be inferred from the recorded findspots. By identifying the number of
times Finder 001 and the Isle of Wight MDC return to, or ‘revisit’, each section of
the field, the detecting patterns of the independent and club detectorists can be
explored, and their impact on the overall distribution of finds analysed109.
It was decided not to collect any additional information on search patterns within the
field from the metal detectorists involved, as the majority of the users of the PAS
data are limited to the data contained within the PAS dataset. This means that this
analysis can therefore be replicated by other researchers who wish to explore the
distribution of finds within a field.

5.5.2

Exploring search patterns

Table 5.14 shows the extent of ‘revisiting’ by Finder 001 between December 2002
and August 2010, so for example in 2008 it shows that the finder made 24 known
visits to the field, and recorded finds from areas 2, 3, 4, 5, and 8. Looking at the

108

The areas were first defined by natural and man-made boundaries running through the site,
specifically the trackway between areas 5/6, 2/3 and 3/4, and the woodland separating areas 1/2 and
area 2 from 6, 7 and 8. Other boundaries were then artificially created, to give areas of roughly even
size.
109

Revisiting has been calculated from the distribution of finds records, but is not based on the
number of finds recorded, rather on the areas they are recorded from, i.e. one find from area 1
reported on a particular day equates to 1 visit, but so does 3 finds from area 1 reported that particular
day. If finds were reported from 2 areas, then each has been allotted ½ a visit.
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total number of visits made to each area of the field, it can be seen that, whilst areas
6 and 8 have produced finds on 27 and 25 visits respectively, areas 1 and 4 have
produced finds on only 2 and 3 occasions. Without negative evidence for the areas
searched by Finder 001 without the recovery of any recordable finds, it is assumed
that areas 1, 3, 4 and 7 have been less intensively searched than areas 2, 5, 6 and 8.
The pattern produced by the Isle of Wight MDC is somewhat different. Table 5.15
shows the number of club members searching each area on a total of 278 visits made
between March 2004 and August 2010. The greatest number were made in 2008,
which saw 20 known visits to area 2 for example. With the equivalent of three times
the number of visits, it is unsurprising that a wider area of the site has been searched
by the club detectorists than by Finder 001. However, the distribution of finds from
across the field is still clearly very uneven: areas 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6 have produced the
bulk of finds, with areas 1 and 7 once again comparatively poorly represented.
By comparing the percentage of finds recorded in each area by the club and Finder
001, it is possible to explore the distribution of finds from across the field in more
detail (Figure 5.131). In particular, certain areas of the field which have resulted in
high numbers of finds by both the club and independent detectorist, and vice versa,
can be identified. For example, area 6 has produced 30% of Finder 001’s recorded
findspots, and 23% of those recorded by the Isle of Wight MDC, but area 7 has
produced less than 5% of finds from both sources. In other areas, the contrast
between the two sources is important, as it suggests that the limited number of finds
recorded by one party results from less intensive searching there rather than a
genuine distribution pattern. This is particularly true in areas 3, 4 and 8 – the former
two are under-represented in Finder 001’s records, whilst the latter is underrepresented in the club’s records.

5.5.3

Using search patterns to understand findspot distributions

This short analysis of findspots has shown that, when considered on its own, the
distribution of findspots reported by Finder 001 is not representative of the general
distribution of finds across the field. Without a comparative dataset, it might be
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incorrectly assumed that if a field has been searched over a long period of time, then
all areas that are going to produce recordable finds have done already. This analysis
has shown that such an assumption should not be made for, even after eight years,
there are several areas of the field which do not appear to have been thoroughly
searched by the independent detectorist.
By comparing Finder 001’s data with the findspots reported by the Isle of Wight
MDC, it is possible to identify those areas which are more likely to be genuinely
devoid of finds, in this instance area 1 and area 7. Whilst such a pattern would also
emerge if the complete dataset were analysed, this case study has shown that, were
the club data non-existent, it would be easy to misinterpret the distribution of Finder
001’s finds. Without knowledge of the spatial extent and intensity of searching
within a field, it cannot be assumed that the entire area has been evenly explored,
and subsequently, it cannot be assumed that the distribution of the recorded findspots
is truly representative.

5.6 CONCLUSIONS
Together, the case studies presented here demonstrate the potential afforded by such
a localised approach for providing greater understanding of the effect that modern
collection factors can have on the distribution of amateur collected finds. Section
5.4 showed how the distribution of metal detected sites can be partially inferred from
the distribution of landowner permissions, and section 5.5 explored how marked
patterns in the distribution of finds within a field can be linked to modern recovery
factors rather than patterns of loss or discard in the past. Although very different in
their aims and methods, the results from these case studies complement one another,
showing as they do that the distribution of PAS finds is inherently biased by the
choices made by a small group of individuals, in this instance by the landowners and
metal detectorists. The case studies built on the density and statistical analyses
conducted in sections 5.2 and 5.3, which showed that the spatial distribution of the
PAS data from the Isle of Wight is principally controlled by modern collection
biases, in particular by the distribution of metal detecting sites across the island, the

156

CHAPTER 5: ISLE OF WIGHT

major constraints affecting detecting, and the choices made by metal detectorists on
where to detect.
This analysis has therefore shown that understanding the extent of the area being
searched by amateur collectors is paramount for those wishing to interpret the
resulting distribution of finds. At county and parish scales, the search area was
shown to be particularly influenced by the granting of permissions by landowners,
with the lack of search permissions to the north- and south-east of the county
partially explaining the lack of PAS finds from these areas. The search area was also
affected by modern constraints such as the lack of detecting in urban parishes (e.g.
Shanklin and East Cowes) and the extent of National Trust land (e.g. in Totland).
These constraints were shown to be related to the natural landscape, for example
settlements occupy much of the lower lying, flatter land near to waterways, whilst
Forestry Commission and National Trust land is predominant on the higher slopes of
the chalk uplands.

This association meant that the statistical analysis of the

relationship between PAS finds and the physical and man-made landscape was
heavily influenced by the location of the constraints, limiting the contribution that
this analysis was able to make to the understanding of findspot distributions.
Finally, at a local scale the search area was shown to be affected by the choices made
by individuals on which areas of a field to work. Understanding such distributions
therefore becomes about understanding the patterns of activity of small numbers of
individuals, in contrast to the larger scaled analyses which focused on the impact of
choices made by larger groups of collectors, landowners and legislators.
Although the PAS data from the Isle of Wight are therefore clearly subject to modern
collection biases, they do have the potential to contribute to our understanding of
broad patterns of human activity across the island. The differing site choices made
by amateurs and professionals means that the resulting datasets cover different areas
of land. The PAS and HER datasets therefore complement one another, and together
provide a more thorough picture of the archaeological record from the Isle of Wight.
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The second study area is Hampshire - like the Isle of Wight, it will be subject to a
series of analytical processes which will enable an assessment of the extent to which
the distribution of finds recorded on the PASD for the county represents the
distribution of human activity across the county in the past.
Analysis of the PAS data from Hampshire, whilst more extensive than that for the
Isle of Wight, is still limited – sixteen projects listed in Appendix B look at southern
England, of which seven are specifically concerned with Hampshire: Hinton’s
Breamore fieldwork write up; Finlay’s masters research into Iron Age coins;
Ulmschneider's (2000, 2010) analyses of Anglo-Saxon finds; Harkin’s (2010)
undergraduate study of Bronze Age hoards; Biddle's (2007) investigations of AngloSaxon Winchester; McQueen’s (2010) master’s work on banjo enclosures; and
Pringle’s (2011) undergraduate analysis of Iron Age landscapes. The key issue
arising from these studies is that the distribution of PAS finds across the county is
very uneven - the concentration of findspots towards the chalk downloads that cross
the centre of the county was noted by Ulmschneider (2010: 96), and both Biddle
(2007: 208) and Ulmschneider (2010: 97) identified large areas of the county where
relatively few finds have been recorded on the PASD. This chapter therefore aims to
outline the different factors acting on the PAS data, and to identify distribution
patterns within the data that can be directly related to modern collection practices.
The analysis of PAS finds from Hampshire is broken into four key phases: section
6.2 will introduce PAS in Hampshire, compare the distributions of PAS and HER
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data through density maps, and identify key patterns in the distribution of the
findspots. The extent to which these distributions reflect modern collection practices
will be assessed by plotting the distributions against a ‘constraints map’.

The

relationship between modern finds distributions and past patterns of activity will
then be explored for each of nine archaeological periods. Section 6.3 will consider
the relationship between archaeological finds and a variety of other landscape
elements, namely elevation, slope, aspect, geology, water, settlements and roads.
Through analysing the PAS and HER data with respect to these land elements, it will
be possible to explore the extent to which such factors influence the distribution of
archaeological finds. Finally, sections 6.4 and 6.5 will present two case studies that
address different aspects of collection bias: the first will explore the distances
travelled by individual amateur collectors, to identify their ‘home ranges’ and the
influence this has on the overall distribution of finds; the second will look at the
phenomenon of ‘rallying’ and the impact that such large scale detecting events can
have on the overall distribution of finds across a county. Before this, section 6.1
provides an introduction to the topography, geology and demography of Hampshire.

6.1 HAMPSHIRE: AN INTRODUCTION
Hampshire is a large county in the south of England which covers an area of 1,455
square miles (3,679 km2). It is bordered by Surrey and Sussex to the east, Berkshire
to the north, and Wiltshire and Dorset to the west (Figure 6.1). To the south the
county is separated from the Isle of Wight by the Solent, a narrow salt-water strait.
Hampshire is divided into 259 civil parishes and 11 non-civil parishes (Figure 6.2),
and with a population of 1.71 million in 2007 (Wroth & Wiles, 2009) is the most
densely populated of the three study areas. 25% of this population live in the cities
of Southampton and Portsmouth, a further 58% live in other urban areas including
Winchester, Andover and Basingstoke - the remaining 17% live in rural areas
(Hampshire County Council, 2011).
Hampshire contains four principal geological zones: the London Basin, the Wessex
Downs, the Sussex Weald and the Hampshire Basin (Figure 6.3). The Wessex
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Downs comprise a broad band of chalk which cover more than one third of the
county (Figure 6.4). Spreading from the north-west to the south-east, this chalk
forms a “rolling central tableland, highest at its edges … [where] it reaches a height
of nearly 900 feet” (F. Clarke, 1909: 10) (Figure 6.5). To the east of the county,
these downlands give way to the Sussex Weald, an area of lower and upper
greensand deposits.

To the north of the Downs lies the London Basin, an

unconsolidated gravel, sand and mud strata cut by the River Thames and its
tributaries. To the south lies the Hampshire Basin, actually a series of basins formed
in part from the lower valleys of the Rivers Avon, Test, Itchen and Meon together
with the now extinct Solent river (Wilkinson, 2007: 3). These rivers rise in the
Wessex Downs and flow south into the Solent and the English Channel (Figure 6.5).
Much of the south-west of Hampshire is covered by the New Forest, a royal hunting
forest created in 1079 A.D. by William I and made a National Park in March 2005
(New Forest National Park, 2011). It covers 215 square miles (556 km2)110 and
stretches from the River Avon, down to the south coast and across to the edge of the
Wessex Downs (Figure 6.6). Just less than 50% of the land in the national park is
managed by the Forestry Commission on behalf of the Crown Estate. A second
national park - the South Downs - was designated in November 2009, and spreads
from Winchester down into Sussex covering an area of 628 square miles (1,627
km2)111.

6.2 PAS FINDS FROM HAMPSHIRE
Hampshire was part of the second tranche of PAS pilot projects and has had four
FLOs since 1999: Samantha Hyde (1999), Sally Worrell (1999 – 2003), Jodi Puls
(2003 – 2005) and the current incumbent, Robert Webley (2005 – present). The
county’s PAS dataset contains 17,216 records (33,346 objects), correct to 31st
August 2010.

Removing those records with no grid reference or whose grid

110

of which 207 square miles (536 km2) are in Hampshire

111

of which 216 square miles (559 km2) are in Hampshire
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reference falls outside the county boundary gives a final dataset of 16,318 records
(28,005 objects) (Figure 6.7).
93.14% of the records in the Hampshire PAS dataset are attributed to metal detector
users, having been recovered either with a metal detector or through ‘eye’s only’
searching. 36.11% of these records are credited to independent detectorists, whilst
48.48% were recovered by members of one of the many metal detecting clubs based
in the south of England112. Using data recorded by the PAS on club membership, it
is possible to identify 27 different metal detecting clubs whose members have
contributed to the Hampshire PAS dataset - these include the ‘Weekend Wanderers
MDC’ (13.1% of metal detected finds), the ‘Hampshire Detector Club’ (8.03%),
‘WASPs’ (5.19%), ‘Serendipity MDC’ (3.66%), the ‘Avon Valley Search Society’
(3.49%), ‘Farnham and District MDC’ (3.28%), ‘Solent MDC’ (2.75%), and the
‘Meridian Independent Detecting Group’ (1.49%). Given the distribution of these
metal detecting clubs across the region (Figure 6.8), it is not surprising that, whilst
the majority of finds in the dataset have been recorded by the Hampshire FLOs,
10.1% have been recorded by the Surrey FLO, 2.6% by the Wiltshire FLO, 1.7% by
the Sussex FLOs, and 3.6% by others. A further 10.5% of records have been added
from the Celtic Coin Index.
The Hampshire FLO visits four metal detecting clubs – the Solent MDC (monthly
visits), the South Coast Searchers (monthly visits), the Camberley and Bagshot MDC
(bi-monthly visits), and the Farnham and District MDC (bi-monthly visits). Finds
are collected at each meeting from those club members wishing to record them with
the PAS, and returned on the next visit. The FLO also receives finds from the
Meridian club, and attends rallies held by the Weekend Wanderers to record finds
recovered there113. Finally, the FLO receives finds from a number of independent
detectorists, who bring them to the PAS office in Winchester to be identified and
recorded.

112

Remainder: 0.3% (landowner), 0.26% (fieldwalker), 0.05% (chance finder) and 14.8% (unknown).

113

For more information on metal detecting and the Weekend Wanderers rally club, see section 6.5.
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6.2.1

County-scale analysis: finds density

The Hampshire PAS dataset has an average density of 4.23 records (7.26 objects) per
km2, significantly lower than the density seen on the Isle of Wight, but still making it
one of the most density covered counties in England114. The importance of stability
and workflow to record creation rates and overall finds densities was discussed in
section 5.2.1 so will not be reiterated here. However, one additional point can be
made, which is that whilst the high density of finds on the Isle of Wight was shown
to relate to the comparatively small area and the constancy of the FLO, in Hampshire
it may in part relate to the number of volunteers the county has had in comparison to
other areas. Data collected by the PAS on the number of volunteers per FLO per
quarter between 2005 and 2010 show that Hampshire has had an average of 2.5
volunteers per quarter, compared to 1.9 on the Isle of Wight, and only 0.04 in
Northamptonshire. As volunteers assist the FLOs in researching and recording
objects, they can have a marked influence on the number of records created, and
subsequently the overall density of finds.

6.2.2

County-scale analysis: findspot distributions

When Hampshire’s PAS data are analysed by parish (Figure 6.9), it is clear that the
density of finds seen at a county scale is very unevenly distributed: of the 270 civil
and non-civil parishes that make up the county, 45 (17%) contain no PAS records
whatsoever, whilst a further 82 (30%) have fewer than 10 records apiece.

In

contrast, 50% of PAS records fall within just 18 parishes: Nether Wallop (7.49%),
Kings Somborne (5.68%), Crawley (3.78%), Headbourne Worthy (3.02%), Ropley
(2.85%), Owslebury (2.76%), Droxford (2.65%), Winchester (2.38%), Exton
(2.37%), Crondall (2.36%), Wherwell (2.21%), Corhampton and Meonstoke
(2.00%), Alton (1.91%), Bighton

(1.83%), Fordingbridge (1.83%), Whitchurch

(1.64%), Broughton (1.58%), and Amport (1.55%).

114

Order of counties by density of records: Isle of Wight, Suffolk, Norfolk, Hertfordshire,
Warwickshire then Hampshire; and by density of objects: Isle of Wight, Somerset, Suffolk,
Warwickshire then Hampshire.
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A comparison between the observed percentage of PAS finds and the expected
percentage calculated from the parish land area, allows identification of those
parishes in Hampshire where the density of PAS finds is greater than or less than
anticipated (Figure 6.10). PAS records can be seen to concentrate across the centre
of the county on the Wessex Downs, and in the Avon valley to the west of the
county. There are fewer records than expected from parishes along the southern
coast and in the New Forest.
One method for exploring these distribution patterns is to identify the extent of the
major constraints acting on the metal detecting. In Hampshire these are: National
Trust land (39.6 km2), Forestry Commission land (337.0 km2), Ministry of Defence
Danger Areas (18.9 km2), SAMs (19.0 km2), SSSIs (498.7 km2), waterways (94.0
km2) and buildings (80.0 km2) (Figures 6.11 and 6.12). Together, this land amounts
to 709km2, or 18.38% of the total land area in the county (Figure 6.13). Of the
15,172 records recovered by metal detector users, 526 (3.46%) fall within the
constrained area (Figure 6.14)115 – as 109 of these are from the Celtic Coin Index
and are only recorded to the centre of parish, and another 10 are accurate only to a
1km square, these 119 records may not have originated from the constrained areas.
In other areas, findspots may predate the SSSI or SAM designation, or may be the
result of permissions to detect being granted by Natural England or English Heritage
respectively. Despite this, with over 96% of the metal detected findspots originating
from the unconstrained land in Hampshire, the constraints map is a reasonably
accurate representation of metal detecting constraints, and will therefore be used to
explore large scale patterns in the distribution of the PAS finds.
Just as findspots are unevenly distributed, so are constraints, with the Hampshire
Basin containing 31.7% of the land area, but 62.6% of the constrained land, and
Portsdown Hill, a chalk outcrop within the Hampshire Basin, covering 2.2% of the
land area, but containing 4.48% of the constrained land (Figure 6.15). The primary
cause of this concentration of constraints in the south of the county is the New
115

Distribution of metal detected findspots in constrained area: National Trust (3), Forestry
Commission (50), Danger Areas (3Scheduled Ancient Monuments (25), SSSIs (300), Waterways
(112), Buildings (109).
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Forest, much of which is both operated by the Forestry Commission and designated
an SSSI. A secondary cause is the location of many of Hampshire’s principal
settlements along the south coast. As well as the buildings, many of the rivers and
harbours around which these settlements cluster are designated as SSSIs, making
much of the area inaccessible for metal detector users. SSSIs also limit metal
detecting in the Sussex Weald, with 14.61% of the geological area deemed
constrained. In contrast, the Wessex Downs occupy the greatest area of the county
(47.6%), but a mere 5.66% of this land is constrained, meaning that large areas of
land are available for metal detecting. The accessibility of land in this area is
attested by the high concentrations of PAS finds across the Wessex Downs in the
parish scale analysis.
Such analysis can clearly therefore aid our understanding of certain gaps in the
distribution of PAS finds, but as the distribution of constraints is in many cases
unrelated to the distribution of the underlying archaeology, mapping them does not
clarify the relationship between that distribution and the spread of human activity in
the past. To understand that, the PAS data must be compared to other archaeological
data.

6.2.3

Analysing the PAS and HER data by archaeological period

The following section compares the distribution of PAS findspots with HER data,
used to represent the known archaeology of the county. Data from three HERs – the
Hampshire HER (Figure 6.16), the Southampton HER and the Winchester HER
(Figure 6.17) – have been combined to create a single comparative dataset for this
analysis116. After removing those findspots or monuments duplicated across the
HERs, a final dataset of 37,342 records was created117, of which 76% could be dated
to one of the nine archaeological periods used in this analysis (Figure 6.18).

116

The bias created by the presence of additional HER data for the Southampton and Winchester
areas will be acknowledged in the analysis where appropriate.
117

Original numbers of findspot and monument records for each dataset: Hampshire HER: 23,947;
Winchester HER: 7,822; Southampton HER: 6,980 – Total: 38,749.
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P ALAEOLITHIC P ERIOD

6.2.3.1

(500,000 – 8300 B.C)
HER findspots and monuments from the
Palaeolithic period are limited in number,
amounting to only 1.67% of the datable records.
The most important of these are thought to
come from the river terraces of the London and
Hampshire Basins, in particular the former
Solent river and its tributaries (Wilkinson,
2007). As the majority of the HER objects have
been

recovered

archaeological

from

gravel

watching

pits

briefs,

and
their

distribution is understandably biased towards
areas of intense quarrying activity, urban
expansion

and

areas

of

coastal

erosion.

Numbers of PAS finds from this period are also
limited, comprising only 0.57% of the datable
records. With 75% of PAS records recovered
from one small area, interpretation of the
distribution of the remainder will be limited.
The most prolific pre-Anglian site from the
Hampshire HER data is the Woodgreen gravel
pit (Figure 6.20), where 409 handaxes and 143
flakes have been recovered from the terrace
gravels of the River Avon. However, despite
the general concentration of PAS finds in this
area, no Palaeolithic finds have been recovered
from the Avon Valley (Figure 6.19).

In

93 PAS records date to the
Palaeolithic period. A density
plot was created using the
ArcGIS Kernel Density tool, and
the maximum density was
50.52 records per km².
A
breakdown of individual PAS
objects and their distribution
across each parish is provided
in Table 6.1. The point pattern
distribution is presented in
Figure 6.19, and the KDE plot of
the
normalised
data
is
presented in Figure 6.21.
476 HER records date to the
Palaeolithic period.
The
greatest density was 11.19
records per km². Figure 6.20
represents the HER data as a
normalised KDE plot.
Records have been used as the
basis of the density calculations
rather than number of finds, to
eliminate the effect that hoards
recorded as a single findspot
could otherwise have on the
density map. This does not
remove the effect of hoards
made of separate records.
A ‘percent clip’ stretch was
applied to all of the normalised
KDE maps, to redistribute the
top 0.5% of the histogram and
enhance the appearance of the
KDE data. The HER and PAS
maps
are
not
directly
comparable with respect to
numbers of records, but rather
show the greatest and lowest
densities of records for each
dataset.

contrast, the Wessex Downs have produced both HER and PAS finds, the most
notable of the former being a Bout Coupe handaxe recovered from Dickett’s Field.
Hampshire’s only in-situ Lower Palaeolithic site, Red Barns (sited on the south
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western side of Portsdown Hill), has produced over 6,000 stone artefacts including
19 bifaces and a Levallois core. Two PAS finds from the area (Figure 6.21, area A)
were recovered by chance, and support the concentration of activity seen through the
HER data.
The greatest concentration of PAS finds is near Fareham on the south coast (Figure
6.21, area B), where 65 handaxes and 5 lithic implements have been recovered from
the coast and further inland. This distribution is supported by the HER data, which
has concentrations of findspots from the ancient river terraces exposed through
coastal erosion.
Hosfield (1999) suggests that artefacts from the Palaeolithic period cluster where
river valleys emerge from the chalk onto Tertiary lithologies, the result of material
being collected there both by hominid activity in that area and by the movement of
artefacts downstream from the chalk uplands. Whilst the concentrations of HER
findspots at sites such as Dunbridge support this, the limited information available
from the PAS dataset makes it impossible to test this theory further.
6.2.3.2

M ESOLITHIC P ERIOD (8300 – 3500 B.C.)

At 2.47% of the datable dataset, the Mesolithic findspots from Hampshire’s HER are
limited in extent, but do have a distinct distribution. Early Mesolithic sites are
thought to be almost exclusively clustered on the greensands of the Sussex Weald, at
sites overlooking watercourses around Petersfield Heath, Trottsford, Kingsley and
Oakhanger (Gardiner, 2006) (Figure 6.23). Whilst significantly fewer in number, the
presence of 78 PAS lithic artefacts from this area (ranging from flint cores to flakes
and blades), recovered through fieldwalking and by chance, reinforces the presence
of activity here that is suggested by the HER (Figure 6.24).
Away from the greensand, known Mesolithic sites recorded on the HER are limited,
and despite the prominent chalk geology of Hampshire, sites tend to be associated
with sands and gravels (e.g. Sandy Lane Shedfield, Abbey Wells and Woolton Hill)
(Gardiner, 2006). In contrast, sites at Salt Hill East Meon, Windmill Hill and Butser
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Hill have produced small numbers of Horsham
points and are part of a widespread distribution
of middle Mesolithic activity across the southern
chalk lands. This is supported by the PAS data,
which sees a small number of Mesolithic
findspots scattered across this eastern side of the
county (Figure 6.24, areas A and B).
Later Mesolithic site locations point towards an
expansion of group territories during this period.
Flints have been recovered both on and off the
chalk, with a generalised scatter of late
Mesolithic

material

spreading

west

from

Oakhanger up onto the Wessex Downs.

184 PAS records date to the
Mesolithic period, with a
maximum density of 11.92
records per km². A breakdown
of individual objects and their
distribution across each parish
is provided in Table 6.2. The
point pattern distribution of
the PAS records is presented in
Figure 6.22. The KDE plot of
the normalised PAS data is
presented in Figure 6.24.
783 HER records date to the
Mesolithic period.
The
greatest density was found to
be 15.72 records per km².
Figure 6.23 represents the HER
data as a normalised KDE plot.

A

concentration of PAS Mesolithic implements from the Winchester area and across
the western chalk lands (Figure 6.24, area C) supports the presence of Mesolithic
peoples on the downland, although further analysis would be required to identify
whether this represented late Mesolithic activity.
Jacobi (1981) noted the presence of Mesolithic flint scatters at or below the current
tide line along the Hampshire coast, including scatters at Portchester Seabanks,
Hayling Island, Rainbow Bar and around Langstone Harbour.

This pattern is

thought to extend from Christchurch Harbour in the west to Chichester and Selsey in
the east, and represents numerous Late Mesolithic sites exploiting this lowland plain.
The concentration of HER finds from Southampton, whilst augmented by the
extensive urban expansion and subsequent excavation in this area, is part of this
pattern. A scatter of PAS artefacts from across the Hampshire Basin (Figure 6.24,
area D) supports this occupation of the lowland zone, and also suggests a preference
towards occupation of the major river valleys, in this instance the River Itchen.
There are few Mesolithic finds in the area of the New Forest. In the PAS data this is
likely to reflect the limited area available for searching with a metal detector, and
similarly, the HER data is thought to be limited by the lack of ploughed land and by
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a lack of interest in the area (Gardiner, 2006). In
both

datasets,

the

Avon

valley

shows

a

continuation of the patterns seen elsewhere in
Hampshire for this period (Figure 6.24, area E).
6.2.3.3

N EOLITHIC P ERIOD
(3500 – 2100 B.C.)

In Hampshire, as in other counties across the
British Isles, the Neolithic appears to mark an
abrupt change from previous ages, shown by the
appearance of earth monuments and technological
developments

in

flint

working.

However,

Hampshire has very few Neolithic monuments in
comparison to the landscapes of Wiltshire, Dorset

257 PAS records date to the
Neolithic period, with a
maximum density of 43.85
records per km².
A
breakdown of individual
objects
and
their
distribution across each
parish is provided in Table
6.3.
The point pattern
distribution of the PAS
records is presented in
Figure 6.25. The KDE plot of
the normalised PAS data is
presented in Figure 6.27.
1710 HER records date to
the Neolithic period. The
greatest density was 37.54
records per km². Figure
6.26 represents the HER
data as a normalised KDE
plot.

and Sussex and, apart from a series of long
barrows and one pit circle, there are no positively identified or dated Neolithic
monuments in the county (Gardiner, 2007). Neolithic settlement, as represented by
the Hampshire HER, appears to have favoured the chalk downlands but, unlike late
Mesolithic sites, is not thought to have been concentrated on the major river valleys.
Likewise, PAS finds from this period (1.38% of the datable dataset) are heavily
biased towards the chalklands, both in central Hampshire and the Avon Valley
(Figure 6.27, area A). Whilst this distribution in part reflects the focus of metal
detecting activity in these areas already discussed, it also supports the occupation of
the downlands seen through the HER dataset.
Flintwork from the early Neolithic has been cautiously identified in surface
assemblages collected from the Wessex Downs in particular on the high downs near
Basingstoke, a concentration attributed to the thorough searching of G.W.Willis
(Gardiner, 2007). Polished and flaked axes from the Neolithic are concentrated
across the northern downs, but very few have been found on the Sussex Weald
greensands, an absence that is reflected in counties to the east. However, 28% of the
PAS findspots (including 8 blades, 2 cores, 34 flakes, and a number of other lithic
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implements) have come from the area of the Sussex Weald. Whilst the diminutive
size of the Neolithic PAS dataset makes it difficult to draw significant conclusions,
this concentration of material does suggest a level of occupation in this area that is
not apparent in the HER records.
Use of the coastal plain continues from the Mesolithic period through to the late
Neolithic, with flint assemblages from the Southampton area dated to this period.
Comparable assemblages in the PAS data do not exist, but a scattering of finds
across the Hampshire Basin support the use of this lowland zone in the Neolithic
period.
6.2.3.4

B RONZE A GE (2350 – 701 B.C.)

The settlement of the chalk lands, started during
the Neolithic, appears to have continued through
into the Bronze Age. Whilst Hampshire has so far
failed to produce any of the enclosed Bronze Age
settlements found elsewhere on the downland,
there is evidence for open settlement sites with

419 PAS records date to the
Bronze
Age,
with
a
maximum density of 64.87
records per km².
A
breakdown of individual
objects and their distribution
across each parish is
provided in Table 6.4. The
point pattern distribution of
the PAS records is presented
in Figure 6.28. The KDE plot
of the normalised PAS data is
presented in Figure 6.30.

post-built round houses, pits, fencelines and
ditches (e.g. Easton Down, Winnall Down,
Twyford Down and Popley) (Gardiner, 2007)
(Figure 6.29). The distribution of round barrows
and ring ditches also appears to favour the chalk

4174 HER records date to
the Bronze Age.
The
greatest density was found
to be 75.33 records per km².
Figure 6.29 represents the
HER data as a normalised
KDE plot.

downs, although this is almost certainly skewed by
uneven aerial survey of the county (Gardiner, 2007). The middle Bronze Age HER
data sees a continued emphasis on the chalk, and whilst there are a lack of
earthworks in comparison to neighbouring counties, and traces of field systems have
often been obliterated by ploughing, there is evidence of hut circles, postholes, pits
and burial monuments at various sites around Winchester, Popley, Basingstoke and
elsewhere on the central and south-eastern downs (Gardiner, 2007). Unlike the field
systems of the middle Bronze Age, the Linear Ditch systems of the later Bronze Age
survive in a band across the central Hampshire downs.
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documented than in other counties from southern England, it is clear that there was a
rapid decline in soil fertility in the later Bronze Age, which may explain the drift
away from the traditional ‘clay with flint’ areas onto the slightly lower chalk soils
and valley slopes (D. Allen, 2007; Gardiner, 2007).
PAS records from the Bronze Age are also overwhelming found on the chalk
downlands (Figure 6.30, area A), with a focus of activity on the southern downs and
in the Avon Valley. Although this distribution pattern supports that seen in the HER
data, it also reflects the pattern seen across the entire PAS dataset, with
concentrations of Bronze Age findspots corresponding to high density clusters of
metal detecting activity.
The coastal plains have produced quantities of Bronze Age flintwork and pottery, but
these are thought to represent seasonal usage of the brackish grasslands for grazing,
hunting and fishing rather than permanent settlements. Metalwork hoards from the
middle Bronze Age have been recovered from this coastal plain – although no
weapon hoards have been found, the palstave hoards from Colden Common,
Owlesbury and Lymington contained broken tools and weapons (Gardiner, 2007).
The only Bronze Age hoard to be recorded in the PAS data is also from the lowland
zone, and was recovered by a metal detector user in Fawley parish (Figure 6.30, area
B). It consists of 68 primarily Armorican late Bronze Age socketed axeheads, dated
to between 1000 – 800 B.C. In general however, the high proportion of constrained
land along the coastal plains limits the recovery of PAS objects from this region, so
just 20 records are spread across the Hampshire Basin. Ranging from early Bronze
Age flat axeheads, to middle Bronze Age palstaves and rapiers, and late Bronze Age
socketed axeheads, swords and penannular rings, these records show that the
lowland plain, whilst perhaps not intensively occupied, was clearly in use across the
entire Bronze Age period.
It is assumed that Hampshire’s waterways were important communication routes
throughout the Neolithic and the Bronze Age, and direct evidence of this was found
at Testwood Lakes, Totton, where waterfront structures and two bridges/causeways
have been dated to 1500B.C. (D. Allen, 2007). Whilst no obvious connection with
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waterways is visible in the objects recorded on the PASD, a number of findspots
appear to cluster on the line of the River Avon (Figure 6.30, area C).
The constraints against metal detecting in the New Forest are such that only two PAS
findspots exist inside the national park, both late Bronze Age penannular rings from
the coastal parish of Fawley. This absence of findspots is not reflected in the HER
data, which has 559 Bronze Age records from within the national park. One class of
Bronze Age site that is particularly prevalent here is the burnt mound or boiling site.
In use from the Neolithic to the Iron Age, the majority of burnt mounds are dated to
the Middle/Late Bronze Age, and are thought to be either sites for cooking food, or
perhaps ‘saunas’ used for ceremonial purposes (Topping, 2011). Burnt mounds are
found throughout England, but appear to be concentrated, or perhaps just survive
well, in the New Forest - 74.5% of the Hampshire mounds in the dataset used here
are within the bounds of the national park.
6.2.3.5

I RON A GE P ERIOD (800 B.C. – A.D. 43)

From the Bronze Age into the early Iron Age, the
chalk downlands of Hampshire underwent a major
change from an open to an enclosed landscape,
settlements became established and land divided.
Aerial survey has enabled large areas of the
downland landscape to be mapped, whilst gravel
quarrying, road building and urban development
have allowed the identification of field systems and
settlements away from the chalk.
Known settlement in the Late Bronze Age/Early
Iron Age began with sites at places like Winnall

2196 PAS records date to
the Iron Age, with a
maximum density of 251.67
records per km².
A
breakdown of individual
objects
and
their
distribution across each
parish is provided in Table
6.5.
The point pattern
distribution of the PAS
records is presented in
Figure 6.31. The KDE plot
of the normalised PAS data
is presented in Figure 6.33.
2605 HER records date to
the Iron Age. The greatest
density was 109.00 records
per km².
Figure 6.32
represents the HER data as
a normalised KDE plot.

Down (Figure 6.32), which had eight circular structures and a number of other
features, surrounded by a bank and ditch (Fasham, 1985). By the middle Iron Age,
hillforts had begun to appear, but although around 40 are known from Hampshire
(Allen, 2007), many seem to have been short lived. Danebury is one exception – the
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hillfort continued to develop and by the 3rd century B.C. saw a major refurbishment,
which appears to have coincided with the abandonment of many of the sites within a
10km radius of the fort (Allen, 2007). Banjo enclosures, not thought to be for
conventional occupation, were also a feature of this period, and evidence from Bury
Hill suggests they may have been used for horse training and chariot manufacturing
(Cunliffe & Poole, 2000). Up to fifty percent of Iron Age enclosed settlements were
in decline by the end of the 1st century B.C. including Danebury, which was
abandoned in favour of a series of smaller settlements such as Suddern Farm and
Meon Hill (Cunliffe, 2000). Away from the chalk, evidence of settlement is more
difficult to find – several cemeteries are known (e.g. Zionshill, and Berry Wood,
Burley) and there is sufficient evidence from the HER data to suggest occupation of
East Hampshire, the Hamble Valley, Southampton, and the Lower Test Valley (D.
Allen, 2007).
Groups of coins recorded on the CCI and subsequently on the PASD confirm the
presence of Iron Age settlements across the country: 93 coins, including 8 gold
quarter staters and 56 silver units, are recorded from the area of Danebury (Figure
6.33, area A); 15 coins have been recovered from around Bury Hill (area B); 59
coins have been recovered from the Silchester area (area C); 17 coins cluster near to
Winklebury Camp, a large enclosure dating to the early Iron Age (area D); 27 coins,
including 23 gold staters, have been recorded around Tichborne Down (area E); 51
coins are located around St Catherine Hill, a hillfort to the south of Winchester (area
F); 16 coins come from the area around Butser Hill, the site of an Iron Age
settlement (area G); 180 coins have been found around Hayling Island (area H); 49
coins have been recovered from Southampton (area I); and finally 251 coins,
primarily copper alloy staters, have been collected from the area around
Fordingbridge in east Hampshire (area J). The high densities created by these
records are slightly misleading, as the majority of the CCI finds are recorded to only
4 or 6 figure grid references. Findspots are therefore artificially clustered together,
and do not necessarily reflect genuine distributions of activity. Despite this, the CCI
evidence (which makes up 83.3% of the Hampshire PAS dataset for the period)
supports the general settlement distributions seen through the HER, with activity
across the lowlands and downlands throughout the Iron Age.
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6.2.3.6

R OMAN P ERIOD (A.D. 43 – 410)

Although the highly socially-ranked landscapes of
the Iron Age decreased in importance over time, it
appears that the most highly ranked settlements
survived well into the Roman period, which suggests
a post-conquest continuation of ownership and
tenure of land (Massey, 2006). Evidence from the
chalk downlands suggests that indigenous field
systems, track-ways and boundaries remained in use
until the end of the Roman period, and in the
Basingstoke and Andover areas the patterns of
Roman domestic buildings closely mirror the
distributions of pre-conquest settlements.
During the early Roman period, urban centres such

15,382 PAS records date
to the Roman period, with
a maximum density of
780.13 records per km². A
breakdown of individual
objects
and
their
distribution across each
parish is provided in Table
6.6. The point pattern
distribution of the PAS
records is presented in
Figure 6.34. The KDE plot
of the normalised PAS
data is presented in Figure
6.36.
4712 HER records date to
the Roman period. The
greatest density was
424.25 records per km².
Figure 6.35 represents the
HER data as a normalised
KDE plot.

as Calleva (Silchester) and Winchester gave a clear
message of power to the local populations, but over time rural villas such as those at
Sparsholt and Rockbourne are thought to have assumed greater significance (S.
Clarke, 1996) (Figure 6.35). In addition to these large villas and urban centres, there
were a number of smaller urban settlements (e.g. Neatham, Clausentum, East Anton,
North Waltham), non-villa rural settlements (e.g. Fernhill Farm, Braishfield,
Abbotstone Down) and military structures (e.g. Porchester Castle, defences at
Calleva and Winchester). Sites were linked by a large road network, constructed
soon after the conquest and partially based on pre-existing routes of communication.
One metal detecting site that falls over such a road has provided over 400 artefacts
including coins, brooches, bracelets, strap fittings and numerous pottery sherds
(Figure 6.36, area A).
The Roman period saw dramatic increases in levels of economic activity – of the
craft and industrial activities, pottery has been best investigated in Hampshire (e.g. at
Alice Holt, the New Forest, and Roland’s Castle). Whilst pottery finds are small in
number on the PAS dataset, 164 pottery records are included in the Hampshire
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Roman dataset, accounting for 2647 sherds distributed across the county. Large
areas of heathland in northeast Hampshire and the New Forest were probably used to
fuel the pottery industry, an idea supported by the PAS finds from the area of the
New Forest which, although limited in number by constraints against detecting,
include two counts of ‘kiln furniture’ and 95 sherds of pottery (Figure 6.36, area B).
In both the HER and PAS datasets, the emphasis on recording findspots and sites
from the chalk downlands, in particular the southern Downs, is clear. In the case of
the PAS data, the majority of the high density clusters spread across the chalk lands
can be identified as metal detecting sites where finds from a number of
archaeological periods are common. Although the distribution of these sites is not
necessarily reflective of the distribution of activity in the Roman period, the numbers
of finds recovered from them gives evidence for a greater use of rural land than
previously understood from the HER data.
6.2.3.7

E ARLY M EDIEVAL P ERIOD
(A.D. 410 – 1066)

The Early Medieval HER data are more sparsely
distributed than those from previous periods, so
what happened in Hampshire during the 5th century
is still relatively unclear – it is not thought to have
been invaded by the Picts from the north, the Irish

610 PAS records date to the
Early Medieval period, with a
maximum density of 44.11
records per km².
A
breakdown of individual
objects and their distribution
across each parish is
provided in Table 6.7. The
point pattern distribution of
the PAS records is presented
in Figure 6.39. The KDE plot
of the normalised PAS data is
presented in Figure 6.41.

from the west, or been subjected to the initial
Germanic and Scandinavian raids.

Limited

settlement is thought to have continued at Roman
sites such as Winchester and Calleva (Silchester)
to the end of the 4th century A.D., but after that

2167 HER records date to
the Early Medieval period.
The greatest density was
found to be 619.51 records
per km².
Figure 6.40
represents the HER data as a
normalised KDE plot.

occupation evidence all but disappears (Figure
6.40) (Hinton, 2007).

The Roman forts at Bitterne and Porchester may have

remained in use, as artefacts have been recovered there from the 6th century A.D.
(Cunliffe, 1976). In the river valleys, ribbon like settlements of timber buildings
began to be established in the mid to late Saxon period, and in other areas
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settlements grew up around manor-houses and churches. Towns began to develop at
the royal estates of Andover, Basingstoke, Odiham and Alton (Neatham), and small
burhs existed at Christchurch (now in Dorset) and Porchester (Hinton, 2007). By the
9th century, Winchester had become the principal store-house of the royal treasury,
making it the pre-eminent town in the county (Hinton, 2007). Southampton was
largely abandoned, but recovered again during the 10th and 11th centuries. By the
end of the Saxon period, it is likely that many of Hampshire’s villages had been
established, and the parish system of modern times was recognisable by 1066 A.D.
(Hinton, 2007).
Cemeteries have been an important source of information on the Saxon period, with
sites noted on the HER at Meonstoke, Micheldever, Breamore, Portway West and
Hamwic (Southampton). Identifying such sites in the PAS dataset is more difficult,
but there are 103 Early Medieval brooches within the dataset which may relate to
such cemeteries - the greatest densities come from Micheldever (Figure 6.41, area A
- 13 brooches), Winchester (area B - 17 brooches) and Twyford (area C - 10
brooches). In general, the distribution of the PAS findspots from the Early Medieval
period is biased towards the chalk downlands and the Avon Valley. These high
density clusters match those seen in other periods and predominantly reflect modern
detecting sites in parishes such as Crawley and Wonston (Table 6.7). Whilst the
distribution of these findspots may not accurately represent the distribution of Early
Medieval activity in Hampshire, the extent of artefact recovery from these sites
expands our knowledge into areas previously unrecorded on the HER.
6.2.3.8

M EDIEVAL P ERIOD (A.D. 1066 – 1499)

Concentrations of Medieval PAS finds follow the distribution of the principal metal
detecting sites across the county, with large numbers of objects from Breamore
(Avon Valley), Crawley, Exton, Headbourne Worthy, Kings Sombourne, Ropley and
Wherwell (southern chalk downlands) and Crondall (north downlands/London
Basin) (Table 6.8). Whilst not indicative of the distribution of human activity in the
Medieval period, the PAS data both add to and support patterns of activity seen
through the HER data. This shows for example that Winchester and Southampton
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remained

the

dominant

towns

in

Hampshire

throughout the Medieval period. Winchester was the
royal, ecclesiastical and commercial centre of the
county until the 13th century, when the royal court
moved to London (Edwards, 2006). The economic
decline and plagues of the 14th century resulted in a
population loss of ~30% - although the town revived
with the cloth trade in the 15th century, it never
regained its former position (Edwards, 2006).
Southampton, on the other hand, became the

4201 PAS records date to
the Medieval period, with
a maximum density of
174.49 records per km². A
breakdown of individual
objects
and
their
distribution across each
parish is provided in Table
6.8. The point pattern
distribution of the PAS
records is presented in
Figure 6.42. The KDE plot
of the normalised PAS
data is presented in Figure
6.44.

foremost port of central southern England, and was a
major centre of trade in the Medieval period
(Edwards, 2006).

The 12th/ 13th centuries saw

considerable growth of other Hampshire towns
(Basingstoke, Alton, Andover, Odiham) and the
bishops of Winchester established settlements at
Overton and New Alresford.

Hampshire had a

number of royal castles, at Winchester, Porchester,

5672 HER records date to
the Medieval period. A
density plot was created
using the ArcGIS Kernel
Density tool. The greatest
density was found to be
1423.28 records per km².
Figure 6.43 represents the
HER data as a normalised
KDE plot.

Southampton, Odiham and Christchurch. The county also contained a number of
important monastic sites – the Old and New Minsters and Hyde Abbey at
Winchester, the Cistercian houses at Beaulieu and Netley and the Saxon nunnery at
Romsey (Edwards, 2006). Whilst there is limited PAS data from many of these sites
due to the constraints on detecting in urban areas, numerous findspots attest to the
importance of Winchester (Figure 6.44, area A) and Bishops Waltham/Meonstoke
(area B) in the Medieval period.
Agriculture was the primary land use across Hampshire during the Medieval period,
with open fields close to settlements in the river valleys, downland beyond for
grazing of sheep, and meadows on the valley floors for cattle. Much of the claylands to the north, east and south were under Forest Law, and a wood-pasture
economy dominated. Medieval fishponds are known from New Alresford, Bishop’s
Waltham and Titchfield Abbey, and watermills were constructed along the length of
Hampshire’s rivers.

Salt-making, fishing and boat-building industries were
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associated with the river estuaries and the coast,
particularly around Portsmouth harbour and on the
Hamble and Itchen rivers. This focus of activity
in river valleys is reinforced by concentrations of
PAS finds in the valleys of the Avon and Test
(Figure 190, areas C and D).
6.2.3.9

P OST M EDIEVAL (A.D. 1500 – 1900)

During the Post Medieval period, HER occupation
evidence spreads further across the county, with
the river valleys and hills, lowlands and uplands
all being utilised for agriculture, industry and
settlement. The dissolution of the monasteries in
the 16th century released large amounts of land,

9848 PAS records date to the
Post Medieval period, with a
maximum density of 73.99
records per km².
A
breakdown of individual
objects and their distribution
across each parish is
provided in Table 6.9. The
point pattern distribution of
the PAS records is presented
in Figure 6.45. The KDE plot
of the normalised PAS data is
presented in Figure 6.47.
6248 HER records date to the
Post Medieval period. A density
plot was created using the
ArcGIS Kernel Density tool. The
greatest density was 581.38
records per km². Figure 6.46

represents the HER data as a
normalised KDE plot.

from which a number of great estates developed
with grand houses and designed gardens such as at Mottisfont and Titchfield (Figure
6.46) (Hopkins, 2006).

The open field system of the Medieval period slowly

disappeared, to be replaced by early Post-Medieval enclosure by agreement, then
enclosure by parliamentary act until the mid-19th century, by which time the majority
of land, including the chalk downlands, had been enclosed (Hopkins, 2006). Sheep
farming declined in favour of arable farming, whilst in east Hampshire, the
greensand deposits allowed the growth of hop gardens and associated oast houses.
The chalk valley bottoms became water meadows, flooded late in the winter to
protect the grass from frost (Hopkins, 2006).
HER records predictably cluster in the main towns of the county, including
Southampton, Winchester, Andover and Gosport. These towns provided a local
market for agricultural goods and were locations of the woollen, tanning and
brewing industries.

Other industries included brick and tile (e.g. Basingstoke,

Fareham, Bishops Waltham), chalk extraction (e.g. Burghclere, Butser), gravel
extraction and Malmstone quarrying (e.g. Selborne). Ship building, including rope
making, canvas sail making, coopering and victualing, was an important industry on
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the south coast, whilst salt-making remained important in the Lymington area until
the early 19th century, when it declined due to changing trading patterns and
technological advances elsewhere (Hopkins, 2006).
The concentration of HER findspots around Selbourne represents artefacts and
monuments recorded as part of the East Hampshire Survey (Shennan, 1985). The
horizontal transects used for this survey are visible in the HER KDE, whilst the
intensive nature of the survey biases the distribution of the HER records towards the
chalk uplands.

PAS data is also biased towards the chalk, showing a similar

distribution to that seen in the Medieval period. There are particular concentrations
of findspots in the parishes of Broughton (Figure 6.47, area A), Crawley (area B),
Crondall (area C), Headbourne Worthy (area D), Kings Somborne (area E), and
Ropley (area F), and, like the HER data, some PAS finds also appear to cluster
within the river valleys, in particular the River Avon (area G) and, to some extent,
the River Test.

6.2.4

PAS findspot distributions: some initial conclusions

This section has aimed to present the PAS data for Hampshire, to explore the
principal factors controlling the distribution of finds, and to place the distribution of
PAS finds within the context of the known history of the county. Although the focus
has by necessity been on general trends and broad patterns, this has been sufficient to
show that the distribution of PAS findspots for each period is strongly influenced by
a combination of the collection factors outlined in Chapter 2 and Chapter 4, with a
particular emphasis once again on the choices governing the locations of sites. For
instance, in the later archaeological periods it is clear that the PAS data are heavily
influenced by the locations of metal detecting sites on the southern chalk downlands
and in the Avon Valley, with finds from a number of periods replicating the
distribution pattern of the entire dataset around these sites.

Notable differences

between the HER and PAS data seen in the lowland zone, can be attributed to the
major constraints against metal detecting that are prevalent in the Hampshire Basin,
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specifically in the New Forest National Park, where land is often an SSSI or owned
by the Forestry Commission, and the urban developments along the south coast.
Despite the influence of modern collection practices on the distributions of finds, the
PAS data have confirmed many of the known distributions of activity in the past, for
example with concentrations of Palaeolithic implements along the south coast, and
collections of Iron Age coins near the hillforts of Danebury and St Catherine Hill,
Winchester. The PAS have also extended the known distribution of human activity
in areas of the county that were previously unsurveyed, and have shown that in some
cases our interpretations of the past need to be reassessed in the light of this new
data.
These density analyses focus on comparing the distributions of two archaeological
datasets, not on the relationship between those data and the surrounding
environment. The next section will analyse a number of landscape features, to
identify specific factors that may affect the distribution of finds.

6.3 EXPLORING THE LANDSCAPE
The distribution of activity in both the past and the present is affected by the
landscape. In the past, activity may have concentrated near waterways, or on high
ground, whilst in the present access to land may contribute to the selection of search
locations. Using the methodology set out in Chapter 3, this section will create a
county-wide picture of the distribution of PAS finds in relation to factors such as the
bedrock geology, land topography, and sites of modern settlements. Whilst the
importance of some of these features has been suggested through the period analysis,
the statistical tests used here will allow more precise interpretations. By comparing
the expected distribution of findspots with the observed distributions seen in the PAS
and HER datasets, it will be possible to assess how representative the PAS data are,
and to further explore the factors that control the distribution of PAS finds.
The PAS data have been divided by archaeological period, by object type, and into
metal detected and non-metal detected data.
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findspots recorded on the HER, to allow investigation of different recovery methods.
This analysis is not intended to explore in detail the specific factors relating to the
siting of activity in each archaeological period, but rather focusses on identifying
collection factors that are influencing the distribution of the PAS finds.

6.3.1

Elevation118

Nearly 30% of land in Hampshire lies below 50m above sea level, with 50% of land
below 80m above sea level. The highest points are found on the edges of the
Wessex Downs, where land reaches 285m above sea level (Figure 6.49).
Three primary factors were identified through the period analysis that may influence
the distribution of PAS and HER finds with respect to elevation.

Firstly, the

concentration of metal detected sites on the higher ground of the Wessex Downs;
secondly, the importance of urban expansion and coastal erosion to the HER dataset,
both of which are focused on lower elevations; and thirdly, the focus of constraints
to metal detecting on the lower ground of the Hampshire Basin. These biases are
clear in Figures 6.50 and 6.51, which compare HER findspots with PAS metal
detected/non-metal detected findspots, and show that metal detected finds are underrepresented at lower elevations, whilst HER finds are over-represented, particularly
between 0-10m.
Exploring the PAS data by object type, it is anticipated that ‘coins’ and ‘metal
objects’ will be biased by the locations of metal detecting sites, but that ‘worked
stone’, ‘pottery’ and ‘other’ may not be.

In fact, Figures 6.52 and 6.53 show

concentrations of all PAS findspots between 60-80m above sea level, corresponding
to a number of metal detecting sites on the Wessex Downs and in the Sussex Weald.
This suggests that, although non-metal finds are unlikely to be restricted by
constraints against metal detecting, many of them are in fact reported by metal
detectors users, and are therefore concentrated in the same areas as metal finds.
118

A 10 metre cell DEM was used, calculated from the OS Landform 1:10,000 scale data (source:
Edina Digimap). The DEM was reclassified into 10metre height intervals (Figure 6.49). Results of
the K-S analyses are given in Figures 6.50 – 6.57 and Table 6.11.
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When the PAS data are divided by archaeological period, the results principally
conform to the patterns seen above.

Notable exceptions are seen: (1) in the

Palaeolithic period, where PAS findspots appear to cluster at lower elevations
(Figures 6.54 – 6.55), a pattern biased by a large concentration of finds at 10-20m
above sea level; (2) in the Bronze Age, where a concentration of over 30% of
findspots between 20-30m represents a hoard (Figure 6.55); and (3) in the Iron Age,
where higher proportions of finds between 0-10m, 20-30m, 120-130m and 140-150m
reflect the concentration of CCI finds at specific grid references, but also suggest a
level of occupation of the lowland zone not normally visible in the PAS data due to
constraints on metal detecting in these areas.

6.3.2

Slope119

Despite having a maximum slope of 32°, 33% of land in Hampshire is below 1° in
slope (1.75% gradient, 1:57 ratio), nearly 60% is below 2° (3.5% gradient, 1:28.6
ratio), 87% is below 4° (6.99% gradient, 1:14), and 95% is below 6° (10.5%
gradient, 1:9.5 ratio). The areas of maximum slope occur on the edge of the Sussex
Weald and in the north of the Wessex Downs (Figure 6.58).
It is anticipated that the biases affecting the distribution of finds with respect to
elevation will have a similar influence on slope, with HER finds concentrated on the
lower slopes occupied by settlements, and PAS finds restricted in these areas due to
the identified constraints against detecting. Comparing the HER findspots with the
PAS data (Figures 6.59 – 6.60) suggests that this is indeed so - HER findspots are
slightly over represented below 1°, whilst metal detected PAS findspots are
significantly under-represented. It is not therefore surprising that ‘metal objects’ and
‘coins’ are similarly limited below 1° (Figures 6.61 – 6.62). In contrast, non-metal
detected findspots are actually concentrated below 1°, supporting the distribution of
finds seen in the HER. This can be attributed to a cluster of ‘worked stone’ on the
south coast identified in the period analysis. The peak of coins and metal objects at
119

Slope was derived from the 10 metre cell DEM, and therefore has a 10metre resolution. The data
was reclassified into 1 degree intervals for analysis (Figure 6.58). Results of the K-S analyses are
presented in Figures 6.59 – 6.68 and Table 6.11.
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11-12° slope is unusual, and represents a concentration of metal detecting sites on
the south slopes of the Wessex Downs.
When the PAS data are analysed by archaeological period, it is clear that the results
are heavily influenced by modern biases inherent in the data. For example, in the
Palaeolithic period (Figure 6.64), finds are concentrated below 1°, the result of a
large collection of records in one location, whilst Roman finds are under-represented
at lower slopes due to the constraints on metal detecting in many of these areas
(Figure 6.66). As with the analysis of elevation, data from the Early Medieval,
Medieval and Post Medieval periods are closely related to the distribution of metal
detecting sites across the county (Figure 6.68).

6.3.3

Aspect120

Land aspect across Hampshire is divided relatively evenly, with 11% of land facing
to the northeast, east, northwest and west, 9% facing north, 14% facing south and
southeast, 13% facing southwest, and 5% deemed flat. The higher proportion of land
facing south, southwest and southeast reflects the drainage pattern in central and
southern Hampshire, with the principal river systems flowing south towards the
Solent. To the north of the county, water flows north and northeast to join the River
Thames. The majority of the ‘flat land’ in fact refers to the Portmouth, Langstone
and Chichester Harbours, and Southampton Water (Figure 6.69).
The biases that have affected the distribution of PAS and HER data with respect to
elevation and slope have less influence when considering aspect. It is therefore not
surprising that the HER findspots and PAS metal detected data follow the underlying
distribution more closely than with either of the preceding landscape elements
(Figure 6.70). Non-metal detected finds display a much more varied distribution,
with high concentrations of finds to the south and southeast. This is caused by
groups of Iron Age CCI coins, which also contribute to the over-representation of
120

Hampshire’s aspect was derived from the 10metre-cell DEM, and therefore has a 10metre
resolution. Eight categories are used to represent 360°, alongside flat land (Figure 6.69). Results of
the X2 analyses are presented in Figures 6.70 – 6.74 and Table 6.11.
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PAS ‘coins’ on southeast facing land, seen in Figure 6.71. The high proportion of
‘metal objects’ on southeast facing land suggests that some of the major metal
detecting sites fall on land facing this direction, and so it is not surprising that this
concentration is also visible in Iron Age and Roman (Figure 6.73), Medieval and
Post Medieval (Figure 6.74) datasets.

6.3.4

Geology121

61 different geological zones are represented in Hampshire: there are 11 chalk
geologies, making up 49.7% of the total land area; 14 clay, silt and sand geologies
(29.6%); 15 sand geologies (12.1%); 5 clay geologies (3.0%); 6 sandstone geologies
(2.1%); and 5 mudstone geologies (1.5%) (Figure 6.75). The ‘Undifferentiated
Lewes Nodular Chalk, Seaford Chalk and Newhaven Chalk formation’ (from now on
the ‘Lewes nodular chalk formation’) is the principal bedrock type in Hampshire,
and covers much of the Wessex Downs. This is followed by the London Clay
formation (primarily found in the London Basin), the Headon and Osbourne Beds (a
clay, silt and sand layer in the New Forest), and the Wittering Formation (a sand
geology from the Hampshire Basin).
The bias of both archaeological research and amateur collection towards the chalk
geologies of the Wessex Basin was established through the period analysis, and is
confirmed through this statistical test, which shows that the metal detected findspots
from the PASD are almost exclusively found on chalk (Lewes Nodular, Culver, Zig
Zag, Holywell Nodular) (Figures 6.76 – 6.77). In contrast, the non-metal detected
finds, whilst well represented on the chalk downlands, are also sited on the Barton
Clay (west side of Southampton Water), the Hythe Formation (part of the Sussex
Weald), and the Marsh Farm formation (Southampton and east of Southampton
Water), each one a site of a large collection of Palaeolithic, Mesolithic, Neolithic, or
Bronze Age artefacts (Figures 6.78 – 6.79). The concentration of HER findspots on
121

The bedrock geology data for Hampshire was provided by the British Geological Society at
1:50,000 scale. Some data cleansing was required due to the differences in data resolution across the
county - where necessary polygons were merged (Figure 6.75). Results of the X2 analyses are
presented in Figures 6.76 – 6.80 and Table 6.11.
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the geologies of the Hampshire Basin reduces, but does not remove, the emphasis on
chalk also seen in this dataset. The lack of finds from the Headon and Osbourne
Beds in both the PAS and HER datasets reflects the lack of survey effort in the New
Forest by archaeologists and metal detector users alike, for reasons discussed in the
period analysis.
The trends seen in the complete PAS dataset are maintained when the data are
divided by archaeological period, with findspots still principally concentrated on the
Lewes nodular, Culver, Zig Zag and Holywell chalks of the Wessex Downs. Where
data diverge from this pattern, this can generally be attributed to a hoard or large
concentration of finds for example the Palaeolithic emphasis on the Marsh Farm
formation, or the Mesolithic concentration on the Hythe formation (Figure 6.78).
However, findspots from the Palaeolithic are less concentrated on the chalk as they
are often recovered from the ancient river terraces found in the Hampshire Basin.

6.3.5

Rivers (waterways)122

25.8% of land is within 400m of freshwater, 51.8% within 900m, and 75.5% within
2km. The maximum distance is 8km, found in the Wessex Downs (Figure 6.81).
The period analysis suggested that human activity in the past may have focussed on
the major river valleys, for example in the Palaeolithic and Mesolithic periods, and
later in the Post Medieval period. Indeed, many of the counties major settlements
are associated with waterways: Southampton sits on the River Test and River Itchen,
Andover lies on a tributary of the River Test, Winchester is located either side of the
River Itchen, Locks Heath is bounded by the River Hamble and River Meon, and
Basingstoke sits on the River Loddon. The concentration of urban areas around
waterways constrains metal detecting in these areas, so it is not surprising that metal
detected PAS finds are generally under-represented close to waterways, instead
122

The dataset was extracted from the OS Mastermap and contains the main rivers and streams of
Hampshire in the present – small ponds have been removed. The distance from each cell to the
nearest waterway was calculated, and the results reclassified into 100m intervals for analysis (Figure
6.81). Results of the K-S analyses are presented in Figures 6.82 – 6.91 and Table 6.11.
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being concentrated on land 1.5-2.9 km and 5.9-6.2 km from a waterway (Figures
6.82 – 6.83). In contrast, 34.8% of the HER findspots, which are biased towards
areas of urban expansion, are within 400m of freshwater. The non-metal detected
PAS data shows a slightly more varied distribution, that can be related to the object
types contained within the dataset (Figure 6.84 and 6.85), with concentrations of
findspots between 400-500m and 900m-1.2km relating to clusters of worked stone,
and the over-representation between 600-700m attributed to the locations of CCI
coins.
As with the bedrock geology, the patterns seen in the complete datasets are
essentially replicated across the nine archaeological periods.

Evidence for

Palaeolithic activity is ordinarily found within Pleistocene deposits, which are
generally associated with modern river systems, so the concentration of these
findspots within 100m of a waterway are to be expected (Figures 6.86 – 6.87).
Mesolithic finds are similarly concentrated near to waterways, with 43.3% of the
PAS findspots within 400m of a waterway. Neolithic occupation appears to have
spread away from the rivers, with over 40% of PAS finds between 400-500m from
water. This trend in the PAS data is continued into the Bronze Age (Figure 6.88 –
6.89) and Roman period. Given this drift away from water, it is surprising that 15%
of Early Medieval finds fall 100-200m from water (Figures 6.90 – 6.91). This
concentration of finds can be attributed to metal detecting sites located on the River
Meon, the River Itchen, and tributaries of the River Test. Whilst these sites have
produced finds from multiple periods, the small size of the Early Medieval dataset
makes them more visible.

6.3.6

Settlements 123

The settlements used for this analysis are concentrated in the river valleys and along
the south coast. Some areas on the Wessex Downs and in the New Forest are as
much as 7.6km from the nearest settlement, but 15.9% of land is within 0-100m of a
123

The settlement data (correct to 2001) was downloaded from MAGIC. The distance to the nearest
settlement from each cell was calculated, and reclassified into 100m intervals (Figure 6.92). Results
of the K-S analyses are presented in Figures 6.93 – 6.102 and Table 6.11.
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settlement, 30% of land is within 500m, 51% within 1.2km, and 75% within 2.2km
(Figure 6.92). The distance to settlements of findspots from the PAS and HER data
may reflect several factors: urban expansion, and the subsequent excavations, means
that large numbers of HER records come from settlement sites; metal detecting is
constrained within settlements reducing the number of PAS finds from such sites;
settlements, and the areas surrounding them, may have been occupied for hundreds,
if not thousands, of years, therefore have a long history available for recording by
both professionals and amateurs; and amateur collectors may search areas near to
settlements for practical reasons, as it reduces travelling distances. A combination of
these factors may be influencing the distributions of the PAS and HER finds.
HER records are predictably concentrated in or near to settlements, with 28% of
HER findspots within 0-100m of a settlement (Figures 6.93 – 6.94). Metal detected
finds are also predictably under-represented on land in or near to settlements, with
concentrations of findspots instead between 100m-2.2km and 3.4-3.5km. These
correspond with peaks in metal objects, pottery and coins, and represent the
distribution of the main metal detecting sites (Figures 6.95 – 6.96).
Despite the restrictions on metal detecting within settlements, the Mesolithic,
Neolithic, Bronze Age and Iron Age see high proportions of PAS finds 0-100m from
settlements, whilst the Iron Age, Medieval and Post Medieval periods are overrepresented 100m-1.3km from a settlement (Figures 6.97 – 6.102). One suggestion
is that this represents specific targeting of sites near to settlements by amateur
collectors, to maximise their chances of recovering objects. Further examination of
the distribution of PAS finds shows that a number of the primary metal detecting
sites are in fact concentrated around settlements such as Winchester, Meonstoke,
Andover, Thruxton, Middle Wallop, Crawley, Alton, and Crondall, to name but a
few (Figure 6.103). Alternatively, it could be argued that these concentrations of
finds represented high levels of activity at these sites in the past.

However,

concentrations of finds are also seen at further distances which can again be
associated with other metal detecting sites, such as the Roman finds at 1.8-2.3km,
Early Medieval finds at 1.9-2km and 4.2-4.3km, and Medieval and Post Medieval
records at 3.4-3.5km.
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6.3.7

Routeways124

Hampshire has two major motorways, the M3 and M27, and numerous A, B and
local roads (Figure 6.104). 57% of land lies within 150m of a road in Hampshire,
whilst 92% is within 500m. The greatest distance from a road (2.109km) is the
centre of the Langstone harbour (Portsmouth), but areas of land in the New Forest
and across the Wessex Downs are between 1-1.2km from a road (Figure 6.105).
Given the association of roads to settlements, it is not unexpected that HER findspots
are concentrated within 50metres of a routeway and under-represented beyond that
(Figures 6.106 – 6.107). It is equally predicted that PAS metal detected findspots
will be limited within the first 50m from a road, for the same reason. However,
whilst only 11% of metal detected finds are within 100m of a settlement, 38.9% are
within 100m of a road (and 49% of non-metal detected), suggesting a concentration
near to the routeways outside of settlements. In fact, with over 50% of metal
detected finds having been recovered from within 150m of a road, including 49.6%
of coins, 57.1% of metal objects, 74.7% of worked stone, 65.6% of pottery, and 45%
of other objects (Figures 6.108 – 6.109), the distribution closely matches that of the
underlying land. This supports the picture seen on the Isle of Wight, with metal
detector users searching areas near to roads more regularly as they move to and from
their starting points.
A number of peaks within the PAS data reflect those large concentrations of finds
previously discussed, e.g. the Palaeolithic findspots at 500-550m (Figures 6.110 –
6.111), and clusters of Iron Age artefacts at 150-200m and 350-400m (Figures 6.112
– 6.113). Perhaps more interesting are the concentrations of Roman finds seen
between 300-750m from the nearest routeway, which can be attributed to a number
of concentrations of Roman artefacts in Nether Wallop, to the east of the county.

124

The ITN for Hampshire was downloaded from Edina Digimap. This included motorways, Aroads, B-roads and all other public roads. These roads were not weighted, meaning that each was
treated equally in the analysis. The distance from each cell to the nearest road was calculated, and the
data reclassified into 100metre intervals for analysis (Figures 6.104 – 6.105). Results of the K-S
analyses are presented in Figures 6.106 – 6.153 and Table 6.11.
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6.3.8

Understanding macro-scale distribution patterns

The tests used here aimed to show how representative a dataset is with respect to
some underlying distribution. Whilst research such as Chester-Kadwell’s analysis of
Anglo-Saxon communities in Norfolk (2009) used these methods to interpret the
place of one period of finds within the landscape, this analysis used them to identify
factors that influence the distribution of an entire dataset. The division of the data
into archaeological periods allowed patterns unique to each time-frame to be
identified where appropriate, whilst the analysis of objects types and methods of
collection focussed on the constraints acting upon the HER and PAS datasets.
Although only 65 of the 119 tests (45%) were statistically significant 125 (Table 6.11),
the interpretation of the relationships is more complex, and dependant on both
modern collection factors and the distribution of activity in the past. Whilst the
importance of understanding the impact of constraints on the distribution of the
metal detected data was made clear throughout the analysis, the variations in the
distributions of finds from different periods showed that modern constraints alone
cannot explain the overall distribution of PAS finds.
The key modern collection biases identified through this analysis were the extensive
urban developments along the southern coast, which limit metal detecting on lower
elevations, lower slopes, and non-chalk geologies, and the large areas of Forestry
Commission land in the west of the county. The level of locational detail recorded
for each findspot in the PAS dataset also proved an important factor, with clusters of
finds recorded to lower levels of accuracy – including hoards or large collections of
objects with multiple findspots on the same location – distorting the distribution of
the dataset across all landscape elements. Large groups of finds spread across small
areas were also shown to distort the data, as they create artificial clusters of objects
based on the choice of search location. Whilst all archaeological survey is by its
nature a mere sample of the landscape, with finds always clustered in specific
locations, the high concentrations of PAS finds at specific metal detecting sites has a

125

i.e. reject H0 (that there is no relationship between the distribution of the two)
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great influence when the data is analysed. The choice of where to search is clearly a
factor in the overall distribution of finds, but is it unclear from this analysis whether
any natural landscape features influence that choice. There was evidence for the
clustering of findspots around settlements and, as on the Isle of Wight, there was a
suggestion that the density of PAS findspots may be in part controlled by the
location of roads, which provide access to sites and therefore form the starting point
for most searches.
Whilst the data are clearly influenced by these modern collection factors, when these
have been accounted for it is possible to identify similarities in the distributions of
the HER and PAS data, e.g. the concentration of Palaeolithic finds at lower
elevations, the use of the chalk uplands during the Bronze Age, and the importance
of waterways to the Post Medieval peoples. These findings are indicative of a more
complex picture, with the distribution of the PAS data reflecting both the modern
collection factors and the underlying archaeological data.
The final two sections present an opportunity to explore some of the factors
identified through the density and statistical analyses in more detail. These case
studies will be used to explore specific factors relating to the distribution of finds
across Hampshire, to enable a greater understanding of amateur collection within the
county. A study of ‘rallying’ will allow an analysis of rates of finds recording, and
will explore the effect such large scale events have on the overall distribution of
finds. Before this, the ‘home ranges’ of amateur collectors will be considered, to
explore another factor acting on individual’s site choices.

6.4 CASE STUDY: HOME RANGES
In Chapter 2 it was noted that search activity was likely to be orientated towards
local areas and known sites, whilst Chapter 4 showed that some metal detector users
were unwilling to travel great distances to sites, with 35% of respondents saying that
they intentionally choose sites close to where they live, and 26.5% of respondents
preferring to travel less than 20miles to their sites. By analysing the distribution of
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findspots with respect to the searcher’s starting location, this case study seeks to
understand the search patterns of amateur collectors across the county.

6.4.1

Method

In his study of Palaeolithic artefacts from Hampshire, Hosfield (1999: 36) sought to
understand the spatial distribution of finds made by specific antiquarians, to analyse
where, when, and for how long each individual searched for palaeoliths.

His

analysis was based on two assumptions: (1) that Palaeolithic findspots were
distributed evenly across the county and (2) that it was equally easy to get to every
location (Hosfield, 1999: 39). This case study will be constrained by the same
assumptions, but whilst Hosfield looked at the relationship between findspots,
antiquarian’s homes and archaeological sites, this case study will focus on the area,
or ‘home range’, searched by amateur collectors, to understand the effect that this
may have on the overall distribution of PAS finds.
974 named individuals have contributed artefacts to the Hampshire PASD – a subset
of 25 individuals has been selected for this analysis, who together account for 40.4%
of records in the Hampshire PAS dataset. The study region was defined by the
county boundary, so finds recovered by each of the finders outside this area were not
taken into consideration. The distance from each finder’s starting point to every
other cell in the county was calculated (see Figure 6.116 for an example distance
raster), and the distance of each findspot from the searcher’s starting point extracted
from the raster dataset. The results were reclassified into a number of distance bands
to explore the relationship between the central points and the findspots (Figures
6.119 – 6.122). The most commonly detected distance bands were identified, and
used to explore the distribution of activity across Hampshire (Figures 6.123 – 6.125).
Finally, the expected distribution of the amalgamated dataset was calculated from the
proportions of land in each distance band, and compared to the observed number of
finds (Figures 6.117 – 6.118).
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6.4.2

Defining home ranges

By comparing the distribution of PAS findspots to the underlying distribution of
land, this analysis has shown that 25.8% of the records are within 5km of the starting
point, 50.5% are within 15km, and 94.7% are within 30km, compared to just 43.5%
of the average land area within 30km (Figure 6.117). The data suggests that there is
a maximum limit of 30-35km (18.5-22miles) for finders based in Hampshire, with
outliers at 45-50km (25-28miles) representing amateur collectors coming into the
county from outside (Figures 6.118). This finding supports the questionnaire data
presented in Chapter 4, bears out Hosfield’s findings with respect to Antiquarian
collectors (1999: 44), and suggests that the bulk of collecting is conducted within
what would now be perceived as ‘local’ areas.
By using different distance bands to represent the combined data from the 25
individuals, it is possible to identify two principal zones within this maximum
extent, in which the majority of finds have been recovered and reported to the PAS
(Figures 6.119 – 6.122). The first, between 0 and 5km (0 – 3.1miles) from each
starting point, is best represented by 1km and 2km distance bands, and includes
25.8% of the artefacts within the case study dataset (Figures 6.121 – 6.122). The
second zone, between approximately 10km and 20km (6.2 – 12.4miles), represents
50.5% of the findspots in the dataset, and is clearly visible in the 0.5km, 1km and
2km distance bands, with the former showing the complex distribution of findspots
within the zone (Figure 6.120). Examples of these two zones are shown in Figure
6.123, which presents the results for three finders based in Hampshire and a fourth
who travels into the county from Surrey. These examples show the accuracy of the
zones, with the majority of artefacts being recovered from within 0-5km and 1020km of each individual’s starting point. Finally, Figures 6.124 and 6.125 show the
extent of Hampshire covered by the 25 finders searching within each of these two
distance bands – the latter covers much of the county whilst the former concentrates
around the main settlement areas.
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6.4.3

Understanding travelling distances

This brief case study has shown that, whilst amateur collection has no legal or
technical limits on its range, searching by the most prolific recorders appears to
occur in areas that would be deemed ‘local’ to the starting point of the collector.
This ‘home range’ is likely to result from both a practical need to travel lesser
distances to get to sites, but also from finders’ desire to explore the archaeology of
the area where they live. Whilst amateur collectors are evidently ‘territorial’ in the
areas that they search, these territories are not distinct but overlapped. Within
territories, precise site locations are still subject to the granting of permission by
landowners, and may be influenced by membership of specific metal detecting clubs,
or knowledge of sites passed on by other collectors.
The case study was restricted to the top 25 finders in Hampshire so the conclusions
are necessarily limited, but it has shown that there are definable patterns in the
distribution of sites that are dependent on the home ranges of individual searchers.
These home ranges cover large areas of the county, but this case study suggests that
there may be some areas which fall outside of this range, as searching is in effect
limited by distance from settlements. Of course, where there are physical boundaries
delineating an area, for example the coastline of the Isle of Wight, ranges may differ
from those discussed here. However, despite the limitations inherent in this analysis,
it has clearly illustrated the importance of collector starting points to the overall
distribution of PAS finds.

6.5 CASE STUDY: THE IMPACT OF RALLYING
There are two different types of metal detecting clubs searching land in Hampshire,
distinguished primarily by the extent of the areas in which they operate.

The

majority of clubs cater to a very ‘local’ membership, have most of their club land
within the ‘local’ area, and hold monthly meetings which are attended by an FLO.
The second type of club, termed ‘rally clubs’ from now on, have a much wider
catchment area, search land spread across several counties, and do not hold other
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meetings. These rallies may be run as a commercial enterprise, or the entrance fee
may be donated to charity. Rallies can produce large numbers of finds, and have the
potential to have a great impact on the distribution of objects across a county, but the
recording of artefacts recovered from these rallies with the PAS is sporadic at best.
This case study will look at the phenomenon of rallying, discuss how it differs from
other metal detecting activities, and explore the numbers of records created by these
events126.

6.5.1

Metal detecting rallies

Rallies ordinarily take place over a weekend and can draw in hundreds of metal
detector users. One of the largest commercial rallies seen in this country was held in
2006 at Letcombe, Oxfordshire, and attracted around 2000 participants over 3 days
(Levick & Sumnall, 2010), whilst a smaller rally held at Water Newton in 2007 was
attended by 324 metal detector users (Thomas, 2007a).
The largest events are usually attended by FLOs from a number of counties, but
smaller rallies may not have a PAS presence at all. Even when the FLOs are in
attendance, it is thought that the percentage of finds reported to them is relatively
small (Thomas, 2007a). The conditions for recording finds are not ideal, and if the
rally is particularly well attended, or the site very rich in artefacts, it can be difficult
to record objects to an appropriate level of detail (Bland, 2008). Despite this, large
numbers of objects have been recorded from rallies held across the country, and they
make an important contribution to the known archaeology of each county.

6.5.2

The Weekend Wanderers

This case study will look at rallies organised by the ‘Weekend Wanderers’ (WW), a
club established in 1990, who search land in Hertfordshire, Buckinghamshire,

126

There will be no discussion of whether such rallies should be supported by archaeologists in
general. For information on the issues surrounding commercial rallies see comments by Thomas
(2007b) or Barford (2011), for example.
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Berkshire, Oxfordshire, Surrey, and Hampshire (Figure 6.126). The WW claim to be
the “largest metal detecting club in the UK” (Welch, 2009), and it is thought that
anywhere between 20 and 200 members attend each rally (pers. comm. Webley Nov
2011). Rallies are generally held on Thursdays and at the weekend, the latter having
an average attendance of between 75 and 100 people.
Eight rally sites in Hampshire can be identified from the WW records (Welch, 2009),
sited in the parishes of Ropley, Bighton, Medstead, Four Marks, Broughton,
Twyford, Crawley, and ‘Otterbourne’ (actually in Compton and Shawford).

A

further three sites have been identified through the PAS data, at Crondall, Nether
Wallop and Whitchurch (Figure 6.127). The site at Whitchurch was a one-off
Christmas rally, whilst that at Crondall is no longer searched (pers. comm. Webley
Nov 2011). These sites are all located on the Wessex Downs, from Nether Wallop in
the west, to Whitchurch and Crondall in the north, and Twyford and Otterbourne in
the south.

6.5.3

Identifying events

2086 records (12.8% of the Hampshire PAS dataset) fall within the areas of WW
rally sites (and are therefore assumed to have been recovered during a WW rally),
with the sites in Ropley and Crawley contributing the greatest number of finds (591
and 606 records respectively) (Figure 6.128). Finds date from August 2000 to
March 2010, with the bulk of objects recovered between 2004 and 2010 (Figure
6.129). This brief analysis will focus on the 446 records recovered in 2009 and
2010, as data from the WW and PAS websites allow identification of when and
where rallies occurred over these years.
Between 11th January 2009 and 28th August 2010, the WW and PAS websites list 36
rallies in Hampshire (PAS Website, 2011; WW Website 2011). It is also possible to
identify rallies from the PAS dataset, which shows that in 2009 and 2010, finds were
recovered from WW sites in Ropley (188 records), Twyford (89 records), Crawley
(82 records), Bighton (74 records), Compton and Shawford (7 records), Broughton
(5 records), and Crondall (1 record). From the PAS data, 22 extra days of detecting
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can be identified that are not recorded on the WW or PAS websites, whilst 23 of the
rallies listed online are not represented in the PAS dataset for the county. Together,
these two sources give a total of 58 WW rally days over the two years (Table 6.12).

6.5.4

Finds recording

WW members are encouraged to “take all recordable finds to [their] local FLO for
recording” if they are not recorded at the rally itself (Welch, 2009), but there is a
clear discrepancy between the numbers of finds recorded when the FLO is able to
attend the rally, and the number recorded when they are not. Of the 58 rally days
listed in Table 6.12, 10 are USA rallies so are removed from the analysis 127, leaving
48 ‘normal’ rally days over the two years. These resulted in 248 records on the
PASD giving a mean of 5.27 records per rally day. Dividing this into rallies with
and without an FLO presence gives a clearer picture of reporting levels from these
events - at the five rallies where FLOs are known to have recorded finds, the average
was 20.6 records per rally day (Table 6.13), whilst those with no FLO averaged only
3.4 records per rally day (Table 6.14)128. Finally, it must be noted that the five
attended rallies occurred at weekend events, so it could be extrapolated that, had
there been FLOs at every WW weekend rally over the two years, 412 records could
have been created on the PASD. This is compared to the 217 actually recorded, and
the 68 that might be recorded at a later date if there was no PAS presence at any of
the rallies129.

127

The USA WW rallies are run slightly differently to the ‘normal’ WW rallies, with finds being
collected together by the organiser and delivered to the FLO for recording before being exported to
the USA (pers. comm. Webley Nov 2011). The 10 days of these USA rallies on the PAS in 2009/10
produced a mean of 18.4 records per day.
128

From the numbers of finds recorded, it is likely that FLOs were in attendance at a further 4 of the
rally days (coloured blue in Table 6.14). If this were so, the average with an FLO would become 22.7
finds, whilst the average without would be 1 find per rally day. As this case study aims to use data
available to anyone using the PAS dataset, no additional information has been collected on which
rallies FLOs attended, so the numbers presented in the main text will be used.
129

Table 6.11 shows that there were 20 non-USA weekend rally days in 2009/2010. 20*20.6 = 412,
and 20*3.4 = 68
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6.5.5

Recording rallies

Rallies are popular events for metal detector users, but the reporting of finds from
them to an FLO is clearly limited if there is not a strong PAS presence at the event
itself. Although WW rally sites are some of the most densely populated metal
detecting sites in Hampshire, the lack of a PAS presence at many of the rallies has
resulted in large numbers of finds going unreported. This is in part because such
events are hard to follow up, as metal detector users may not be members of another
club, and may therefore be unknown to the PAS.
When exploring the distribution of finds across a county, this case study has shown
that understanding the phenomenon of ‘rallying’ is essential, as rally finds can make
up a significant proportion of the dataset. Rally sites are repeatedly visited by large
numbers of people and may cause artificial clustering in the county and parish
distribution of PAS records. At a smaller scale, the presence or absence of the PAS
can suggest the extent of finds recording from the event. This case study has shown
that recording data from rallies – the numbers of FLOs present, the numbers of metal
detectorists attending, the number of finds recorded on the PASD – can aid our
understanding of the distribution of the finds resulting from these events.

6.6 CONCLUSIONS
As with the Isle of Wight, the case studies presented here sought to explore the
potential offered by localised analyses of the PAS data for understanding the
distribution of finds. Section 6.4 looked at the recovery of finds, and showed how
the distribution of individual’s finds can be affected by their starting location, whilst
section 6.5 focused on the process of recording finds, and analysed the numbers of
artefacts coming from metal detecting rallies. Despite the very different subjects
tackled by these case studies, both have shown that the distribution of PAS finds in
Hampshire is heavily influenced by the choices made by individual searchers, either
in where to search for artefacts, or in which artefacts to report to the PAS. This
supports the conclusions reached in Chapter 5, which found that the distributions of
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finds were essentially controlled by the decisions made by individual searchers and
landowners.
The two case studies built on the analyses conducted in sections 5.2 and 5.3, which
showed that the distribution of PAS finds is inherently biased towards the Wessex
Downs. This focus is caused in part by the modern constraints on metal detecting
across much of the Hampshire Basin, of which the lack of detecting in urban areas
(e.g. Southampton and Portsmouth) and on Forestry Commission land (e.g. the New
Forest) were shown to be particularly influential to the distribution of PAS finds. It
was also shown that the lack of constraints on the chalk uplands of central
Hampshire allowed greater levels of metal detecting in this area. The statistical
analysis of the relationship between archaeological finds and the surrounding
landscape was significantly affected by the distribution of these modern constraints,
as well as by a number of large metal detecting sites on the downlands, which biased
the analysis towards these areas.
Whilst the distribution of PAS finds was therefore seen to be inherently biased by the
choices made by individual collectors, the connections between the PAS and HER
data discussed in the period analysis showed that amateur collected data does have
the potential to expand the known pattern of human activity into areas that have yet
to be searched by professional archaeologists.
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CHAPTER 7
Northamptonshire
This chapter will present the results of the analysis of the final study area,
Northamptonshire. It will explore the distribution of finds across the county, to
assess the extent to which any identified patterns result from modern collection
practices, as opposed to past human activity.
Of the projects listed in Appendix B, just one is known to have studied the PAS data
from Northamptonshire in detail, Brindle's (2011) PhD on Roman Britain. His
research highlighted a number of key questions that this chapter must explore in
more detail:
(1) How does the distribution of major constraints against metal detecting affect
the distribution of PAS finds?
(2) Are PAS data in the county particular biased towards areas where there are
known concentrations of archaeological data?
These questions will be explored through six sections. Section 7.1 gives basic
information about the geography and population of Northamptonshire, to provide a
context against which the PAS data can be discussed. These data are introduced in
section 7.2, which considers the general distribution of finds with respect to a
number of the major constraints against metal detecting. The section concludes with
an analysis of the PAS data by archaeological period, which compares the
distributions with those of the county SMR. Section 7.3 looks at the relationship
between archaeological data and a number of physical and man-made landscape
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features, and assesses what such a method can add to our understanding of amateur
collected finds. Sections 7.4 and 7.5 present two case studies that seek to understand
the distribution of metal detected finds in greater detail and at a variety of scales.
The first explores the distribution of search activity across individual fields, whilst
the second looks at the distribution of finds with respect to specific archaeological
features. Section 7.6 concludes the chapter, identifying those factors that have the
most influence on the distribution of the data.

7.1 NORTHAMPTONSHIRE : AN INTRODUCTION
Northamptonshire is a landlocked county in the East Midlands, which is bordered by
eight other counties – Lincolnshire, Rutland, Leicestershire, Warwickshire,
Oxfordshire, Buckinghamshire, Bedfordshire and Cambridgeshire (Figure 7.1). It
has a land area of 913 square miles (2,367km²), divided into 270 civil parishes and 4
non-civil parishes – Northampton, Corby, Wellingborough and Kettering (Figure
7.2). Along with Rushden, Brackley and Daventry, these towns hold much of the
county’s

population,

which

was

estimated

at

638,800

in

mid-2009

(Northamptonshire County Council, 2012). This makes Northamptonshire the least
densely populated of the three study areas.
The Northamptonshire Heights, which are part of a line of limestone hills stretching
from Yorkshire to the Dorset coast, rise to a height of 738 feet (225metres) at Arbury
Hill, near Daventry (Figure 7.3). These hills are the source of a number of important
rivers - the Welland, Nene and Ouse which flow eastwards to the Wash, the Avon
which flows west to join the river Severn, and the Cherwell which flows south to the
river Thames.
Geologically, Northamptonshire dates to the Jurassic period, and limestone and
sandstone beds are visible across much of the southwest and centre of the county
(Natural England, 2012) (Figure 7.4). To the northwest, the county is dominated by
heavy clay soils and is principally laid to pasture, whilst the River Nene and its
environs make up much of the southern side of the county. These are on lighter
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soils, with ironstone and limestone geologies, and have been under arable cultivation
since the Medieval period (Chapman, 1999).

7.2 PAS FINDS FROM NORTHAMPTONSHIRE
An FLO post was established in Northamptonshire in February 1999, as part of the
second group of pilot projects, and there have been four incumbents since then:
Rhiannon Harte (1999 – 2003), Tom Brindle (2003 – 2006), Steven Ashby (2007 –
2008), and Julie Cassidy (2008 – present). The PAS dataset for the county contains
9708 records (12,080 objects), correct to 31st August 2010. Removing finds with
obviously incorrect or missing grid references gives a final dataset of 9042 records
(11,390 objects) (Figure 7.5).
Like Hampshire and the Isle of Wight datasets, the Northamptonshire PAS data are
heavily biased towards finds recovered by metal detectorists, with 95% of records
discovered using a metal detector or by chance whilst detecting130. 52% of the PAS
dataset are attributed to members of six metal detecting clubs – Norton
Northamptonshire Portable Antiquities Search Team (NNPast) (13.33%), the Nene
Valley Metal Detecting Group (10.08%), the Midlands Archaeological Research
Society (MARS) (9.43%), the Northampton Detecting Association (NDA) (9.07%),
the Northamptonshire Artefact Recovery Group (NARC) (8.34%), and the
Northampton Coins and Artefacts Club (1.78%). 1.56% of records are attributed to
members of the Central Searchers, a rally club that searches across the Midland
region131, and 9.46% to independent detectorists132.

130

Remainder: ‘Other chance find’ (2.1%), fieldwalking (1.6%), unknown (0.9%), gardening (0.6%),
building work (0.1%), controlled archaeological investigation (0.03%) and agricultural or drainage
work (0.02%).
131

The club website lists the following counties as within it search area: Northamptonshire,
Cambridgeshire, Leicestershire, Bedfordshire, South Lincolnshire, West Norfolk, West Suffolk, North
West Essex, North Hertfordshire, North Buckinghamshire, North East Oxfordshire, East
Warwickshire and South East Staffordshire (R. Evans & Evans, 2012).
132

The associations of the remaining finders are unknown.

201

CHAPTER 7: NORTHAMPTONSHIRE

Prior to August 2010, the Northamptonshire FLO visited NNPast, NDA and NARC
on a monthly basis, taking finds that metal detectorists wished to record and
returning them at the next meeting. She also held finds ‘surgeries’ in Kettering and
Northampton on a monthly basis, and in Corby, Wellingborough, Oundle, Daventry
and Towcester every two months. These ‘surgeries’ are 2 hour sessions where the
FLO is available in a public location for anyone to report finds to the PAS. These
finds are recorded on the day and returned immediately to the finder. A number of
independent metal detector users report finds to the FLO, either at a finds surgery or
at the FLO’s office in Northampton.

7.2.1

County-scale analysis: finds density

The Northamptonshire PAS data have an average density of 3.82 records (4.81
objects) per km², making it the least densely covered of the three study areas. The
analysis in Chapter 5 suggested that finds density was dependent on three factors –
the size of the county, the length of time the FLO has been in their position, and the
workflow used to receive and record finds – whilst in Chapter 6 it was suggested that
the number of volunteers was also significant. This section will briefly explore these
factors in the context of the Northamptonshire dataset.
Since the size of Northamptonshire suggests it should have a higher density of finds
than Hampshire (which is 63% larger), it is evident that FLO stability, workflow and
volunteer numbers are more influential in this instance than the overall size of the
county. These factors can be assessed by looking in more detail at the rate of record
creation in Northamptonshire. Figure 7.6 shows that, although this rate is increasing,
over the past five years the FLOs from this county have consistently created fewer
records annually than those in Hampshire and the Isle of Wight. Averaged over the
span of the PAS in each county, Northamptonshire has recorded 703 records per
annum, compared to 958 per year for Hampshire, and 988 per year for the Isle of
Wight. This reduced recording rate can be partially explained by looking at the data
for Northamptonshire on a year-by-year basis, which highlights two key factors that
should be taken into account:
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(1) 2002 was a poor year for finds recording in many counties, due to the 2001
foot and mouth outbreak and the resulting ban on access to public footpaths
and bridleways.

Northamptonshire appears to have been particularly

affected by this.
(2) Recording rates are affected by the stability of the FLO, as changes in
personnel result in periods where (a) the outgoing FLO records fewer
objects, then (b) no FLO is in post, and finally (c) the incoming FLO has a
demonstrable learning curve. Northamptonshire has had three changes in
FLO, all of which are matched by decreases and subsequent increases in the
annual rate of record creation – the first in 2003, then in 2006 and finally in
2008.
A final consideration of recording rates is that Northamptonshire has had fewer
volunteers than either other study area, with less than a fifth of the volunteers that
Hampshire had over a five year period133.

With a more interrupted history of

recording, and less assistance for the FLOs, it is not unexpected that the rate of
record creation in Northamptonshire is lower than the other study areas and, as a
result of this, the overall density of finds for the county is a little lower.

7.2.2

County-scale analysis: findspot distributions

Despite the relatively low density of finds seen at a county scale, there are some high
density clusters in Northamptonshire when the data are analysed by parish (Figure
7.7).

Of particular note is Norton parish which has 16.74% of records in the

Northamptonshire PAS dataset, but Paulersbury (6.23%), Islip (6.09%), Thrapston
(4.47%), and Titchmarsh (3.12%) also have significant concentrations of finds. In
contrast, 58 parishes (21%) have no PAS records, 33 parishes (12%) have just one
record each, and a further 78 parishes (28%) have less than ten records apiece.

133

As discussed in section 6.2.1, Northamptonshire has had 0.4 volunteers per year between 2005 and
2010, compared to 2.5 per year in Hampshire and 1.9 per year on the Isle of Wight.
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Comparing the proportion of the PAS dataset within each parish to the portion of
county land area within each parish shows clearly where PAS finds are more or less
densely distributed than anticipated (Figure 7.8).

Twenty parishes, including

Northampton, Wellingborough and Corby, have far fewer finds than expected for
their land area, whilst 26 parishes, including Towcester and Daventry, have more
finds than expected for their land area.

In general, PAS finds can be seen to

concentrate in two areas of the county – the south-west (Watling Street) and the
north-east – whilst broadly speaking there is an absence of finds from the northern
parishes.
The first stage of exploring such distributions is to map the major constraints acting
against metal detecting in Northamptonshire. These are: SSSIs (37.5km²), SAMs
(7.6km²), National Trust land (0.21km²), Forestry Commission land (40.2km²),
buildings (38.8km²), and waterways (34.9km²) (Figure 7.9).

Together these

constrained areas amount to 145.9km², or 6.2% of the total land area, a far smaller
percentage of land than in either Hampshire or the Isle of Wight (Figure 7.10). Of
the 8562 records resulting from metal detecting, only 256 (2.9%) fall within the
constrained area134, most likely resulting from inaccuracies in findspot recording and
changes in landuse over time.

When the PAS data are plotted against these

constraints (Figure 7.11), the reduction in detecting in major settlements is clear, as
is the increase in constrained areas to the north of the county. However, with a far
smaller constrained area than either of the other study areas, this method is less
effective for understanding the distribution of finds in Northamptonshire, as it leaves
much greater areas of land that are neither constrained, nor populated by PAS finds.
The lack of PAS finds from unconstrained areas is not proof of a lack of activity
there in the past. The next section will therefore explore the distribution of PAS
finds with respect to the known archaeology of Northamptonshire, to understand the
relationship between amateur finds, metal detecting constraints and our past.

134

Distribution of findspots in constrained areas: SAMs (70), SSSIs (34), Forestry Commission (6),
buildings (128), waterways (22)
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7.2.3

Analysing the PAS and SMR data by archaeological period

The Northamptonshire SMR dataset contains 24,714 records of ‘monuments’ and
‘findspots’ (Figure 7.12), of which only 8048 records (33%) could be attributed to
one of the nine archaeological periods used in this analysis (Figure 7.13)135. These
data are used here to represent the known
distribution of human activity in the past and
the distribution of professionally collected
archaeological data.

Through comparisons

between the distributions of PAS and SMR
data in each period, the extent to which
amateur collected data represent modern
collection biases rather than historic patterns of
human behaviour will be explored.
7.2.3.1

7 PAS records date to the
Palaeolithic period, with a max
density of 0.95 records per km².
A breakdown of individual
objects and their distribution
across each parish is provided
in Table 7.1. The point pattern
distribution of the PAS records
is presented in Figure 7.14. The
KDE plot of the normalised PAS
data is presented in Figure 7.16.
66 SMR records date to the
Palaeolithic period, with a
maximum density of 5.22
records per km². Figure 7.15
shows the normalised KDE plot.

P ALAEOLITHIC P ERIOD
(500,000 – 8300 B.C)

There has been little systematic research of the
Palaeolithic period in Northamptonshire, and
subsequently evidence for human occupation of
the county during this time is relatively sparse.
SMR records dating to the Lower and Middle
Palaeolithic are primarily associated with the
Nene Valley (Figure 7.15), and have generally
been recovered during gravel quarrying (Kidd,
2000). The ‘Lyngby’ axe, found in Grendon in
1982 and dated to 10,320±150 BP, is the only
certain Upper Palaeolithic artefact to be found
in Northamptonshire (Cook & Jacobi, 1994).

135

A ‘percent clip’ stretch was
applied to all of the normalised
KDE maps presented for
Hampshire, to redistribute the
top 0.5% of the histogram and
enhance the appearance of the
KDE data. The SMR/PAS maps
are not directly comparable
with respect to numbers of
records,
but
show
the
highest/lowest densities of
records.
Records have been used as the
basis of the density calculation
rather than number of finds, to
eliminate the effect that hoards
would otherwise have on the
density map.

The effect of this reduced dataset on the distribution of the SMR data will be discussed where
appropriate.
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The concentration of Palaeolithic finds in the gravels of the Nene valley seen in the
SMR data is not replicated in the PAS dataset.

Instead, the few Palaeolithic

findspots recorded on the PASD for Northamptonshire are spread widely across the
county (Figure 7.16).

The only spatial correlation between the PAS and SMR

datasets is found in a single PAS Palaeolithic bead, recovered from the parish of
Oundle in north Northamptonshire (Figure 7.16, area A), which coincides with a
SMR record of ‘unstratified Palaeolithic finds’. Of the remaining six PAS finds, five
were chance finds made by metal detector users whilst searching for metal objects.
They confirm that there is evidence for Palaeolithic activity beyond the main river
valleys.
7.2.3.2

M ESOLITHIC P ERIOD
(8300 – 3500 B.C.)

The largest sites recorded on the SMR for the
Mesolithic period are those at Duston (a fieldwalking
collection from 1910), Honey Hill (a private
collection published in Saville (1981)) and Brixworth
(excavation data) (Figure 7.18) (Phillips, 2000). In
addition, a number of rapid field walking surveys by
Hall and Martin have added 60 new sites to the
Mesolithic record for the county (Phillips, 2000: 2),
distributed across the whole of Northamptonshire.
These sites have shown that Mesolithic communities
generally targeted light, well-drained soils and
prominent locations for their settlements, avoiding
wetlands and clay (Hall, 1985).

55 PAS records (160
objects) date to the
Mesolithic – they have a
maximum density of
17.17 records per km². A
breakdown of individual
objects
and
their
distribution across each
parish is provided in
Table 7.2.
The point
pattern distribution of
the PAS records is
presented in Figure 7.17.
The KDE plot of the
normalised PAS data is
presented in Figure 7.19.
107 SMR records date to
the Mesolithic.
The
greatest density was
found to be 8.77 records
per km².
Figure 7.18
represents the SMR data
as a normalised KDE plot.

There is SMR evidence for use of river valleys during the Mesolithic period, with
records clustered on the floodplains of the river Nene and river Welland, the former
in part the result of large scale quarrying in the Nene valley. In his summary of the
Mesolithic data for the county, Phillips (2000) suggests that there is a trend towards
locating sites between the headwaters of river valley systems such as the
concentration of sites at the junction of the Welland/Avon/Nene/Ise (Figure 7.18).
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The correlation between Mesolithic activity and waterways seen in the SMR data can
also be tentatively suggested from the PAS data, which has a number of finds from
the Nene valley (Figure 7.19, area A), many recovered from a metal detecting rally
held in and around the parish of Islip. A second concentration of finds in Elkington
(Figure 7.19, area B) correspond to the SMR finds from the nearby Honey Hill –
recovered by a single collector, these 123 objects (18 records) make up the bulk of
the Mesolithic PAS dataset for the county, and confirm the presence of Mesolithic
activity in this area. PAS data also extend the known distribution of Mesolithic finds
south of Watling Street, with a number of records recovered by metal detector users
from areas where there is little SMR data (Figure 7.19, area C).
7.2.3.3

N EOLITHIC P ERIOD
(3500 – 2100 B.C.)

The

intensity

of

arable

agriculture

in

Northamptonshire since the Medieval period is
thought to have destroyed many Neolithic earthworks,
with known examples now limited to a number of
causewayed enclosures (e.g. Briar Hill, Northampton),
henges (e.g. Cotton henge, Raunds), barrows (e.g.
Redland’s Farm, Stanwick), and mortuary enclosures
(e.g. Aldwinckle, Grendon and Tansor) (Chapman,
1999) (Figure 7.21).

157 PAS records (167
objects) date to the
Neolithic period, with a
maximum density of 8.90
records per km².
A
breakdown of individual
objects
and
their
distribution across each
parish is provided in
Table 7.3. The point
pattern distribution of
the PAS records is
presented in Figure 7.20.
The KDE plot of the
normalised PAS data is
presented in Figure 7.22.

A single late Neolithic

‘habitation site’ was discovered at Ecton, a chance
discovery resulting from gravel excavation in the
Nene valley – this is a major source of archaeological
data for this period, but it is thought that much
information was lost in the past (Chapman, 1999).

298 SMR records date to
the Neolithic period,
with a maximum density
of 10.54 records per km².
Figure 7.21 represents
the SMR data as a
normalised KDE plot.

Other significant sources of Neolithic data are the ironstone quarries that were active
in the 19th and early 20th century in Kettering, Weldon, Duston and Hunsbury,
modern road construction and improvement schemes, and fieldwalking. The clear
bias of these activities towards the Nene valley is visible in the distribution of the
SMR data for the period, with many records relating to the river and its environs. It
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has been suggested that this is a genuine reflection of the past, with human activity
prevalent on the lighter soils of the valley, and limited on the heavier soils of the
higher ground to the north and west (Chapman, 1999: 4). Whilst the scattering of
PAS records across these northern clays (Figure 7.22, area A) shows the potential
such areas have for providing evidence of Neolithic activity, like the SMR data there
is a marked tendency towards recovery of artefacts from the Nene valley (Figure
7.22, area B).
Finally a concentration of SMR records in and around the parish of Marsden St.
Lawrence is supported by the distribution of PAS records, which sees a cluster of
Neolithic finds including two arrowheads, a core, an axehead, some scrapers and
other lithic implements, in the south-western corner of the county (Figure 7.22, area
C).
B RONZE A GE (2350 – 701 B.C.)

7.2.3.4

The focus of SMR evidence on the Nene valley
continues into the early Bronze Age, with evidence
for a triple ditched beaker barrow (West Cotton)
and

a

barrow

cemetery

(Stanwick

and

Irthlingborough) at the Raunds Area Project, two
further barrow cemeteries at Aldwincle and
Grendon

(excavated

in

advance

of

gravel

extraction), and Beaker pottery from Briar Hill
(Chapman, 1999) (Figure 7.24). Away from the
Nene valley, flat burials dated to the Beaker/early
Bronze Age period have been discovered by
chance at Cowthick near Weldon.
Evidence for the later Bronze Age in the Nene

70 PAS records (135
objects) date to the Bronze
Age, and have a maximum
density of 5.72 records per
km².
A breakdown of
individual objects and their
distribution across each
parish is provided in Table
7.4.
The point pattern
distribution of the PAS
records is presented in
Figure 7.23. The KDE plot of
the normalised PAS data is
presented in Figure 7.25.
344 SMR records date to
the Bronze Age, with a
maximum density of 7.29
records per km². Figure
7.24 represents the SMR
data as a normalised KDE
plot.

valley comes in the form of two roundhouses discovered during the Raunds Area
Project, and several cremation cemeteries located by chance as a by-product of other
activities: the first, the Chapel Brampton cremation cemetery, lies on the Brampton
arm of the Nene river and was discovered in the 1970s during excavations for a
pipeline; a second cemetery was excavated at Briar Hill, Northampton, before
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housing development; and, away from the Nene valley, a cemetery at Kelmarsh was
excavated prior to road construction (Chapman, 1999).
Bronze Age SMR records of pottery, lithics and metalwork are found across the
county. At Brixworth, which lies on the upper reaches of the Brampton arm of the
river Nene, extensive fieldwalking in the 1970s resulted in a total of 27 flint
concentrations which were interpreted as settlement sites (Martin & Hall, 1980).
Several individual items of later Bronze Age metalwork are scattered across the
county, and a probable hoard was found at Ecton, Northampton, through illegal
metal detecting and was subsequently largely lost (Chapman, 1999). A second hoard
from Northampton comprising 56 cast Bronze Age axes, was recovered through
metal detecting and recorded on the PAS dataset (Figure 7.31, area A). In general,
the PAS data are distributed across the centre and south-west of the county, and do
not appear to be particularly biased towards the Nene valley and its environs. One
exception is the concentration of finds in the parishes of Islip and Lowick (Figure
7.31, area B). These include a flint knife and scraper, two copper-alloy spears, a ring
and a bead, and were recovered by metal detector users during a Central Searchers
rally. Two further concentrations of PAS records are marked on Figure 7.31. The
first (area C) is thought to represent a manufacturing site, containing as it does
several pieces of slag, a flint scraper, a palstave, two socketed axeheads and a chisel.
The second concentration (area D) is more scattered, and represents two arrowheads,
an awl, knife, palstave and chape recovered from Norton and Brockhall parishes by
metal detector users. Whilst the location of these finds coincides with an area that
has been heavily metal detected, they are evidence of the presence of Bronze Age
activity in Northamptonshire away from the Nene valley.
7.2.3.5

I RON A GE P ERIOD (800 B.C. – A.D. 42)

Whilst Iron Age data from the SMR are once again concentrated in the Nene valley,
there is variation in the distribution of occupation evidence across the Iron Age, and
some evidence for the clearance and colonisation of the formerly wooded claylands
(Kidd, 1999) (Figure 7.27). South and west Northamptonshire are relatively underrepresented in the SMR data, which is attributed to “the greater prevalence of
permanent pasture and lower development pressures in these areas” (Kidd, 1999: 4).
209

CHAPTER 7: NORTHAMPTONSHIRE

Early Iron Age sites have been recognised in the Nene
valley and on the higher ground in the west of the
county. Defended sites in the river valley include a
circular

enclosure

at

Thrapston,

and

timber-

strengthened hillfort ramparts at Hunsbury (known
locally as Danes Camp) and Rainsborough in
Northampton.

A number of undefended sites have

been recorded from the claylands, at Gretton, Great
Oakley and Weekley Wood – these are generally less
well represented in the SMR data as they are more
difficult to detect.

443 PAS records (454
objects) date to the Iron
Age, and have a
maximum density of
58.21 records per km².
A
breakdown
of
individual objects and
their distribution across
each parish is provided
in Table 7.5. The point
pattern distribution of
the PAS records is
presented in Figure
7.26. The KDE plot of
the normalised PAS data
is presented in Figure
7.28.

Middle Iron Age occupation evidence is common and
widespread, although once again concentrated on Nene
and Ise valleys. This period saw the development of
defended hillforts at Hunsbury and Rainsborough,
amongst others, and non-defended middle Iron Age
settlements have been recognised at Crick and Raunds.

935 SMR records date
to the Iron Age, with a
maximum density of
31.03 records per km².
Figure 7.27 represents
the SMR data as a
normalised KDE plot.

The later Iron Age sees a continuation of this settlement use, but the defended
hillfort sites are thought to have been largely abandoned. There is evidence for
nucleated settlement at Duston and Stanwick (Raunds Area Project), and large
numbers of Iron Age coins have been recovered from Duston, Evenley, Oundle,
Stanwick and Weekley. Many of these coins were recorded on the Celtic Coin Index
(CCI) and are therefore replicated in the PASD – in fact, 55.5% of the records in the
Iron Age PAS dataset for Northamptonshire originated from the CCI. These records
are restricted to a 4-figure grid reference and are only accurate to within a 1km
square, which artificially clusters the data at specific points. Examples seen in both
the SMR and PAS data include the concentrations of 61 records at Evenley (Figure
7.28, area A), 8 records in Duston (area B), 13 records in Oundle (area C), and 7
records in Stanwick (area D).
The concentration of activity in the Nene valley is replicated in the PAS data, which
sees a large cluster of Iron Age activity in the parishes of Thrapston, Titchmarsh and
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Islip (Figure 7.28, area E). This includes a large number of coins and brooches, a
bead, two sword mounts and a spear butt recovered by metal detector users. Away
from the river valley, a number of brooches, coins and harness fittings from in and
around Norton parish attest to the use of land to the west of the county during this
period (Figure 7.28, area F).
7.2.3.6

R OMAN P ERIOD (A.D. 43 – 410)

In general, Roman SMR records are concentrated in
the lower and middle Nene valley, in and around
Northampton and the Ise valley. Areas to the west of
the county have seen far less work comparatively, and
are subsequently less well understood (Taylor, 2000).
The SMR data are principally concerned with rural
and urban settlement evidence.

Rural settlements

from the Roman period show a distinction between
the south and north of the county: in central and south
Northamptonshire the round houses of the Iron Age
continued to develop alongside the newly introduced
row-type villas such as those at Overstone and
Brixworth, whilst to the northeast round houses are

5032 PAS records (6311
objects) date to the
Roman period, with a
maximum density of
582.24 records per km².
A
breakdown
of
individual objects and
their distribution across
each parish is provided in
Table 7.6.
The point
pattern distribution of
the PAS records is
presented in Figure 7.29.
The KDE plot of the
normalised PAS data is
presented in Figure 7.31.
2708 SMR records date
to the Roman period,
with a maximum density
of 122.08 records per
km².
Figure 7.30
represents the SMR data
as a normalised KDE plot.

replaced in the 2nd century by aisled buildings and
villas (e.g. Apethorpe and Wakerley) (Figure 7.30) (Taylor, 2000). These villas
ranged from large scale complex buildings (e.g. Cotterstock and Piddington) to
simple constructions comprising no more than a small group of rooms. Although
there were no major Roman towns in Northamptonshire, there were a number of
small towns, for example Bannaventa, Irchester, Towcester (Lactodorum),
Titchmarsh, Laxton, Kettering and Duston, which were linked to the Roman road
network (Taylor, 2000). Other important Roman SMR records include the finds of
lead tanks baring the chi-rho motif at Ashton and Rushton, suggesting that there was
a significant Christian community in the county during the late Roman period
(Taylor, 2000).
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Roman data are the most numerous of the Northamptonshire PAS dataset,
accounting for 56% of records. Many of these are concentrated in three locations
marked on Figure 7.31. The first (area A) is within the environs of Bannaventa, and
includes over 1200 objects (principally brooches, coins, rings, nails, pins, vessels and
weights), of which nearly 700 were recovered by just one metal detectorist. The
second concentration (area B) comprises a collection of over 600 objects from
Paulerspury parish recovered by 13 metal detectorists, whilst the third concentration
(area C) is made up of over 900 objects recorded from Thrapston, Islip and
Titchmarsh, many from metal detecting rallies. Like the SMR records, these PAS
data are located on major Roman roads, and whilst it is thought that Roman
settlements grew organically along the road networks (Taylor, 2000), this may also
represent site targeting by metal detectorists, particularly where the site has been
used for metal detecting rallies. Other examples of PAS find concentrations on or
near Roman roads are at Brigstock (area D), Draughton (area E), Towcester (area F)
and Higham Ferrers (area G).
A notable concentration of PAS finds located away from the known Roman road
network is in Wappenham parish, south Northamptonshire (Figure 7.31, area H),
which has produced nearly 100 coins and vessel fragments. Comparison with the
SMR dataset suggests that this could have been a site of Romano-British pottery
manufacture, as ten kilns have been identified there.
7.2.3.7

E ARLY M EDIEVAL P ERIOD (A.D. 410 – 1066)

Evidence for activity in the early Medieval SMR dataset is yet again biased towards
the Nene valley. Data sources include fieldwalking surveys (which have a restricted
distribution), small scale evaluations associated with building works, and larger
excavations for example at Raunds and in Northampton, which have contributed
towards our understanding of rural and urban sites (Foard, 2000a).
Evidence suggests that there was a decline in population in the early Saxon period
(410 – 650AD), with settlement density dropping and Romano-British field systems
being allowed to silt up. There was some continued use of Roman sites, through
occupation (e.g. Wollaston, Brixworth, Redlands Farm at Stanwick) or for burial
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(e.g. Stanwick villa, Piddington villa, Oundle)
226 PAS records (227
objects) date to the Early
Medieval period, with a
maximum density of 13.25
records per km².
A
breakdown of individual
objects
and
their
distribution across each
parish is provided in Table
7.7. The point pattern
distribution of the PAS
records is presented in
Figure 7.32. The KDE plot
of the normalised PAS data
is presented in Figure 7.34.
749 SMR records date to
the Early Medieval period,
with a maximum density of
133.53 records per km².
Figure 7.33 represents the
SMR data as a normalised
KDE plot.

(Figure 7.33). Structural remains from the early
Saxon period attest to the presence of rectangular
timbered halls of various sizes and small subrectangular sunken structures, and early Saxon
settlements have been identified at Raunds,
Brixworth, Higham Ferrers and Northampton.
There are also over 50 cemeteries in the county
dated to the early Saxon period (e.g. Wakerley,
Wollaston,
Aldwincle,
Piddington)

Tansor,

Oundle,

Hardingstone,
(Foard,

North

Raunds,

Stanwick,

2000a),

many

and

identified

through gravel extraction and therefore biased
towards the Nene valley.
Settlement continued at many sites throughout the
middle

Saxon

period

(650-850AD)

(e.g.

Northampton, Raunds, Brixworth, and Higham Ferrers), and land became divided
into major ‘units’ (e.g. the provincia of Oundle), within which centres developed.
Northampton was one such centre, which by the middle Saxon period had a “palace
complex characterised by a large timber hall” (Foard, 2000: 14). Northamptonshire
began the process of Christianisation in the 7th century, and there are three known
middle Saxon monastic sites (Brixworth, Oundle and Weedon Bec) and a number of
churches that can be traced to this period (e.g. Nassington).
In the Late Saxon period (850 – 1066AD), the Roman road ‘Watling Street’ became
the boundary between Wessex to the south-west and the Danelaw to the north-east.
The reality of the Danish presence in north Northamptonshire is shown by the
concentration of place names ending –by and –thorpe. Towcester, which lies on
Watling Street, became a stronghold for the English and a fortified burh was built
there (Foard, 2000a).
PAS data from the early Medieval period are limited, with just 2.5% of the total
dataset. Many of the records are at sites already established in this history as key
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metal detecting areas, for example at Brigstock (Figure 7.34, area A), Islip (area B),
Norton (area C), and Paulerspury (area D). Whilst PAS finds from the main Saxon
settlements are limited due to the continued occupation at these sites, a concentration
of early Medieval brooches at Upton (area E) supports the activity in the
Northampton area seen through the SMR data.
7.2.3.8

M EDIEVAL P ERIOD (A.D. 1066 – 1499)

SMR data for the Medieval period is more
extensive than for previous periods, reflecting an
expansion of activity across north and west
Northamptonshire.

Many records relate to rural

settlements (small nucleated villages or hamlets), of
which

there

were

over

400

in

Medieval

Northamptonshire, often associated with a manor
(Foard, 2000b).

These manors, which increased

substantially in number over the medieval period,
contained a range of buildings including barns,
granaries, dovecotes and malt houses, and were
surrounded by gardens and orchards, sometimes
with rabbit warrens and fishponds (e.g. Nassington
Manor, Fotheringhay, Higham Castle) (Figure
7.36).

1733 PAS records (2203
objects) date to the
Medieval period, with a
maximum density of 78.92
records per km².
A
breakdown of individual
objects
and
their
distribution across each
parish is provided in Table
7.8. The point pattern
distribution of the PAS
records is presented in
Figure 7.35. The KDE plot
of the normalised PAS
data is presented in Figure
7.37.
2015 SMR records date to
the Medieval period, with
a maximum density of
164.19 records per km².
Figure 7.36 represents the
SMR data as a normalised
KDE plot.

Over 60 monastic houses are recorded on the Northamptonshire SMR, which
include abbeys, hospitals, hermitages and colleges. Many were concentrated in
Northampton, and there were major monasteries at Kettering, Wellinborough and
Oundle. In addition, by the late medieval period over 380 churches are known to
have existed, principally within settlements. Major excavations of churches have
occurred at Canons Ashby, Irthlingborough, Brixworth and Raunds (Foard, 2000b).
Agriculture was based on the intensive mixed farming practices established in the
late Saxon period, and between 1000-1300AD it spread onto all but the most
marginal land. Land was divided into ridge and furrow, and woodlands, heathlands
and meadows were used for pasture. The wool trade was perhaps the most important
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commercial activity in many Northamptonshire towns, particularly Northampton and
Brackley, and shoemaking, which would later dominate the county’s industry, is first
recorded during the 13th century (Foard, 2000b). Another industry of note during the
early Medieval period was the iron production of the Whittlewood and Rockingham
forests, but this had disappeared completely by the 15th century. These forests were
extensively assarted during the 11th to 13th centuries to accommodate the growing
population of the county, but the Bubonic plagues of 1348-50AD caused the deaths
of nearly 40% of the population and resulted in a massive economic recession
(Foard, 2000b). Although the majority of the market towns recovered in time, the
wider network of market villages that had characterised the 13th and 14th centuries
never recovered. The large numbers of deserted and shrunken villages across
Northamptonshire attest to the severity of famines and plagues of the 14th century
(Foard, 2000b).
Just as the SMR data are distributed more widely across the county in this period,
so are the PAS data. Yet despite this, the greatest clusters of records result from
previously mentioned metal detecting sites, at Norton (Figure 7.37, area A), Islip
(area B) and Upton (area C) in particular. The concentration of detecting along the
line of Watling Street is also still apparent, with groups of artefacts from
Towcester, Paulerspury and Potterspury (area D), and a number of metal detecting
sites from the Nene valley (area E) have produced high numbers of Medieval
artefacts. Whilst echoing the intensified use of the land seen through the SMR data,
the distribution of the PAS data principally reflects the distribution of metal
detecting activities.
7.2.3.9

P OST M EDIEVAL (A.D. 1500 – 1900)

The distribution of Post Medieval SMR data is significantly affected by the small
proportion of the complete dataset used for this analysis (Figure 7.39). Whilst the
dataset enables discussion of the distribution of human activity in this period, it is
important to note that it is not a complete record.
SMR records predictably cluster in Northampton, which was one of the ten towns
that survived the 14th century recessions, but although the town saw some growth
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during this period, its size remained smaller than in
the 13th century (Hall, 2000). Smaller towns
remained the main commercial and service centres
for their districts, whilst towns on major roads
specialised

on

serving

through-traffic,

with

alehouses, inns and stables growing up to provide
accommodation for visitors (Hall, 2000). The wool
trade, which had become important during the
medieval period, is thought to have been in decline
by the 16th century. Leather became the major
industry in Northamptonshire, and by the 17th
century there was a major leather fair at Rothwell
(Hall, 2000). The 15th and 16th centuries saw a
significant rise in boot and shoe making, but the
broadcloth industry, which was well-established in
the county, had all but vanished by the end of the
18th century. It appears to have been replaced by
weaving,

an

industry

that

was

particularly

1082 PAS records (1215
objects) date to the Post
Medieval period, with a
maximum density of 35.01
records per km².
A
breakdown of individual
objects
and
their
distribution across each
parish is provided in Table
7.9.
The point pattern
distribution of the PAS
records is presented in
Figure 7.38. The KDE plot
of the normalised PAS data
is presented in Figure 7.40.
826 SMR records date to
the Post Medieval period,
with a maximum density of
51.61 records per km².
Figure 7.39 represents the
SMR data as a normalised
KDE plot.
All other PAS data are
recorded in Table 7.10 and
Figure 7.41.

concentrated in Wellingborough, Kettering and the
north-west of the county. Smaller towns had other specialisations – Oundle produced
gloves, Daventry made whips and Kings Cliffe specialised in wood turning (Hall,
2000).
At the beginning of the Post Medieval period, the open field system (ridge and
furrow) was still the predominant method of agriculture, covering 97% of
agricultural land (Hall, 2000). Although Northamptonshire retained this medieval
system until a relatively late date, by 1800AD nearly half the open fields had gone,
to be replaced instead by the landscape of hedged fields that exist today. The act of
enclosing land was the start of a change from small to larger farms that has
continued to the present day.
The constraints acting on metal detecting limit the recovery of artefacts from within
settlements, and it is therefore unsurprising that the distribution of the PAS for the
Post Medieval period shows little relation to the SMR distribution. Instead, the PAS
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data are once again concentrated in and around Norton (Figure 7.40, area A), Islip
(area B), Watling Street (area C) and Upton (area D), attesting to the presence of
important metal detecting sites in these areas.

7.2.4

PAS findspot distributions: some initial conclusions

Sections 7.2.3.1 to 7.2.3.9 have aimed to place the distribution of PAS finds seen in
Northamptonshire in the context of the known distribution of archaeological
monuments and findspots from the Palaeolithic through to the Post Medieval period.
Whilst necessarily succinct, these sections have shown how the distributions of both
SMR and PAS data are biased by the data collection methods. Despite this, there are
some broad patterns in the distribution of SMR data that are reflected in the PAS
dataset.

In particular there is the association between Mesolithic finds and

waterways, the siting of Roman records on or near to known Roman roads, and the
spread of activity across a greater extent of the county in the Medieval period. The
PAS data also extend the known distribution of human activity into the south-west of
the county, which is relatively unrepresented on the SMR.
The constraints that affected the distribution of finds across the other study areas are
less significant in Northamptonshire, with the lack of metal detecting in settlements
the only constraint to have a significant impact on distribution of PAS finds in this
analysis. This is in part because a much smaller percentage of the total land area is
constrained in the county than in either Hampshire or the Isle of Wight. It may also
be related to the relatively low density of finds recorded for Northamptonshire,
which was shown to be linked in part to the turnover of FLOs.
A number of locations have a very high concentration of PAS records, the result of
repeated metal detecting. These sites contain the majority of the county’s dataset,
and are visible in the distribution maps from each archaeological period. Whilst they
show that humans have been using some areas of the county from the Palaeolithic
through to the present day, these sites significantly affect the interpretation of finds
distributions. It is anticipated that the next section, which looks at the relationship
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between finds and their landscape, will also suffer from this, with results highly
biased towards the locations of these metal detecting sites.

7.3 EXPLORING THE LANDSCAPE
The landscape has always had an influence on the location of human activity – in the
past it affected the locations of settlements or industrial activity for example, whilst
in the present both man-made and physical landscape features can influence how
accessible and how appealing a site is to amateur collectors. This section will use
two statistical methods to analyse the relationship between the distributions of
archaeological data and landscape features. This will allow an assessment of the
extent to which one is randomly distributed against the other. The archaeological
data are divided by archaeological period, object type and data source (metal
detected, non-metal detected, SMR findspots), the latter to allow further analysis of
the impact that different recovery methods have on the distribution of records.

7.3.1

Elevation136

Being a landlocked county, it is not surprising that only 7.6% of land in
Northamptonshire is below 50m above sea level. The greatest proportion of land
(20.8%) lies between 90-110m above sea level, whilst 75% of land is below 130m
above sea level.

The highest elevations (220-230m) are found in the

Northamptonshire Hills (Figure 7.42).
Two distinct distribution patterns emerge when archaeological data are compared to
elevation (Figures 7.43 – 7.44). Firstly the SMR data are clearly biased towards the
lower elevations of the river valleys and away from the higher elevations of the
claylands to the north of the county, a pattern which is to some extent reflected in the
PAS data, with much higher concentrations of artefacts below 130m elevations. This

136

A 10metre-cell DEM was used for this analysis, calculated from the OS Landform 1:10,000 scale
data (Source: Edina Digimap). The DEM was reclassified into 10metre height intervals for analysis
(Figure 7.42). The results of the K-S analyses are presented in Figures 7.43 – 7.52, and Table 7.11.
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is in large part due to the focus of data recovery on the Nene valley, discussed in the
period analysis. The second pattern is that large concentrations of PAS data from
specific metal detecting sites can be identified at 30-40m and 90-130m above sea
level - the former is assumed to be the rally site around Islip in the lower Nene
valley, whilst the latter is likely to be the concentration of finds from the area of
Norton parish, which is situated in the Northamptonshire Hills.
When divided by object type (Figure 7.45 – 7.46), the PAS data show a more varied
distribution with respect to elevation, with finds of pottery, worked stone and ‘other’
peaking independently of coins and metal objects. When tied with the analysis of
archaeological periods (Figures 7.47 – 7.52), the concentration of Mesolithic worked
stone at 200-210m is apparent, and although the datasets are too small to be
interpreted confidently, they suggest stone age occupation of the higher ground.
Finds from the Bronze Age to Post Medieval periods principally reflect the location
of metal detecting sites, although some unique patterns can be identified, such as the
concentration of Bronze Age finds at 160-180m, the high numbers of Iron Age finds
from 110-120m and Iron Age/Roman finds from 30-40m, and the concentration of
Early Medieval finds at 100-110m. The concentrations of Iron Age finds can in part
be attributed to the high proportion of the dataset from the CCI, as poorer findspot
details cause clustering of artefacts at specific elevations.

The PAS data are

therefore chiefly reflecting the distribution of modern collection factors, with little
distinction between the finds from different periods visible in this scale of analysis.

7.3.2

Slope137

Whilst some steeper slopes can be found within the main river systems and in the
Northamptonshire hills, 99% of land has below 10° slope, and 50% is below 1°
(1.75% gradient, 1:57 ratio), reflecting the gently undulating landscape that is
characteristic of the county (Figure 7.53).

137

Slope was derived from the 10metre-cell DEM, and therefore has a 10metre resolution. The data
was reclassified into 1 degree intervals for analysis (Figure 7.53). The results of the K-S analyses are
presented in Figures 7.54 – 7.63, and Table 7.11.
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When the distribution of SMR and PAS data are compared to the underlying slope of
the land (Figures 7.54 – 7.55), there is a slight under-representation of all finds on
the flattest land, reflecting the location of many modern settlements on such land and
the constraints on metal detecting associated with them. With little deviation from
the underlying land, this analysis suggests that there is no significant relationship
between these SMR and PAS finds and the underlying slope in Northamptonshire, a
pattern that is continued in the analyses by object type (Figures 5.56 – 5.57) and
archaeological period (Figures 5.58 – 5.63). One variation is the concentration of
Roman finds at 3-4°, which can be seen to be part of a general concentration of finds
on these slopes seen in all coins and metal objects.

7.3.3

Aspect138

Land aspect is divided relatively evenly between north (11%), north-east (11%), east
(11%), south (12%) and north-west (11%), with a slightly higher proportion of finds
facing south-east (14%), and fewer facing south-west (9%) and west (9%), and 13%
of land deemed ‘flat’ (Figure 7.64).

This distribution reflects the lay of the

Northamptonshire Hills and the dominant drainage direction of the River Nene.
Whilst non-metal detected finds are once again clustered in a small number of
locations, a pattern caused by the low number of finds in the dataset, both the SMR
and metal detected data are over-represented from the northwest round to the south,
with particular concentrations of finds on south facing land (Figure 7.65). Since the
biases affecting the distribution of SMR and PAS data to this point are not
influenced by the aspect of the land, it is likely that this over-representation reflects
the preferential use of south facing land for settlement and other activities in the past.
This pattern is reflected in the distribution of coins and pottery finds, although the
remaining PAS finds are more randomly distributed (Figure 7.66). Analysis of the
PAS data by archaeological period also generally supports this preference for
southerly facing land (Figure 5.67 – 5.69), as well as showing large proportions of
138

Aspect data for Northamptonshire was derived from the 10metre-cell DEM, and therefore has a
10metre resolution. Eight categories are used to represent 360°, alongside flat land (Figure 7.64). The
results of the X2 analyses are presented in Figures 7.65 – 7.69, and Table 7.11.
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objects from east facing land for all periods. Whilst there are differences across the
different archaeological periods, the general trend away from westerly land and
towards the north/east/south is likely to reflect the locations of the main metal
detecting sites.

7.3.4

Geology139

There are 28 principal bedrock geologies in Northamptonshire – the most dominant
are the Whitby Mudstone Formation (26.9%), the Blisworth Limestone Formation
(12%), the Oxford Clay Formation (10.8%) and the Northampton Sand Formation
(8.1%). The Whitby Mudstone covered much of central Northamptonshire and the
Nene and Ise river valleys (Figure 7.70). It is surrounded by the Northampton Sand
and to some extent by the Blisworth Limestone. The Oxford Clay makes up parts of
the Northamptonshire Hills to the west of the county, and also incorporates the Fen
Clays along the county’s north eastern border.
Both the SMR and metal detected datasets are under-represented on the Oxford Clay
(Figure 7.71), and whilst the bias against SMR data recovery from these areas was
discussed in the period analysis, this does not apply to the PAS data. When bedrock
geology is compared to elevation data, it is apparent that the clays make up the
higher ground, which may suggest that past human activity, and subsequently any
surviving archaeological artefacts, are concentrated on the lower elevation geologies,
such as mud- or sandstone. SMR findspots have been recovered in greatest numbers
from the Whitby Mudstone and Northampton Sand, which reflects both the extent of
these geologies throughout the county, but also the bias in the SMR datasets towards
data collection from the Nene valley and its environs. In contrast, whilst metal
detected finds are well represented on the mudstone and sand, they occur in lower
proportions than anticipated given the underlying distributions. Instead, they are
concentrated on the Dyrham Formation, a siltstone and mudstone geology of the
139

The bedrock geology data for Northamptonshire was provided by the BGS at 1:50,000 scale.
Some data cleansing was required due to the differences in data resolution across the county, so where
necessary polygons were merged (Figure 7.70). The results of the X2 analyses are presented in
Figures 7.71 – 7.75, and Table 7.11.
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Northamptonshire Hills - this can be attributed to the high levels of metal detecting
in and around Norton parish. The second major metal detecting site (Islip) falls on
the Blisworth Clay (as well as the mudstone and sand formations), illuminating the
higher proportions of finds recovered from that geology.
These patterns are repeated in the analysis by object type (Figure 7.72), and in
general across the archaeological periods (Figures 7.73 – 7.75).

Some notable

patterns include the distribution of Palaeolithic finds across the Whitby Mudstone,
Dyrham Formation and Rutland Formation, proving the spread of activity across
Northamptonshire at this time, and the concentrations of Iron Age activity on the
White Limestone and Kellaways Sand member which result from the poor spatial
detail of the CCI finds.

7.3.5

Rivers (Waterways)140

Land in Northamptonshire extents up to 5.1km from a waterway, in areas located in
the northwest of the county (this is likely to be affected by edge effects resulting
from the lack of data for waterways outside the county boundary). 12.5% of land in
the county is within just 200m of a waterway, whilst 30% is within 400m, 46%
within 600m and 75% within 1.1km (Figure 7.76).
The period analysis showed that SMR data are highly biased towards the River Nene
and its tributaries as a result of the principal methods of data collection, so is it not
surprising that SMR findspots are over-represented within 600m of a waterway, nor
that the proportion of finds tails off after 800m (Figure 7.77 – 7.78). The underrepresentation of metal detected finds within 100m of waterways supports a pattern
seen in both Hampshire and the Isle of Wight, where it was attributed to the
concentration of constraints to metal detecting around each county’s river systems.
As many of the Northamptonshire’s settlements lie near to the Nene and Ise rivers
140

This dataset was extracted from the OS Mastermap and contains the main rivers and streams that
drain Northamptonshire in the present. The distance from each cell to the nearest waterway was
calculated, and the results reclassified into 100m intervals for analysis (Figure 7.76). The results of
the K-S analyses are presented in Figures 7.77 – 7.86, and Table 7.11.
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(Northampton, Wellingborough and Kettering being the largest), as well as the
majority of the SSSIs, this is likely to be the case here as well.

The under-

representation of metal detected finds near to waterways is replicated in the coin and
metal object datasets (Figures 7.79 – 7.80), and whilst pottery, worked stone, and
‘other’ show more varied distributions, this can be attributed to the locations of
certain clusters of findspots.
The period datasets (Figures 7.81 – 7.86) are similarly distributed and, like the metal
detected data in general, are over-represented between 100-800m from a waterway.
This once again reflects a concentration of search activity away from the hilltops, on
the valley sides nearer to the river network. This may reflect a genuine siting of
activity in the past, but the concentration of finds here in the PAS data may also
result from the intentional targeting of land by amateur collectors, or the chance
siting of metal detecting sites in these areas.

7.3.6

Settlements 141

50% of the land in Northamptonshire is within 1.3km of a settlement, with 70%
within 2km. The greatest distance from a settlement is 6.6km, which relates to areas
in the Northamptonshire Hills (Figure 7.87). 13% of land is either within, or within
200m of, a settlement. Four factors will affect the distribution of archaeological
finds with respect to settlements: (1) the bias of the SMR data towards data collected
through urban expansion should result in larger numbers of finds from within and
close to settlements; (2) the constraints on metal detecting within settlements should
result in fewer than anticipated PAS finds; (3) the targeting of known occupied sites
could result in concentrations of PAS finds close to settlements; and (4) the
continuous occupation of many settlements could result in larger numbers of finds in
the vicinity.

141

The settlement data (correct to 2001) was downloaded from MAGIC. The distance to the nearest
settlement from each cell was calculated, and reclassified into 100m intervals (Figure 7.87). The
results of the K-S analyses are presented in Figures 7.88 – 7.97, and Table 7.11.
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Figures 7.88 and 7.89 compare the distribution of SMR findspots, PAS metal
detected and PAS non-metal detected data with the underlying distribution of land,
and show that, as expected, SMR data are concentrated within and around
settlements, reflecting factors (1) and (4) above. The proportion of metal detected
and non-metal detected finds are smaller, but the similarity between them and the
underlying distribution of land suggests that factors (2) and (3) mentioned above are
also true – the constraints are limiting detecting within settlements themselves, but
metal detectorists target the areas around the perimeter, as they are what might be
termed ‘high yield’ sites. This pattern is continued in the analysis of object type
(Figures 7.90 – 7.91), with metal objects in particular being over-represented closer
to settlements. The high peaks in the pottery and worked stone distributions are
caused by large collections of objects with single findspots. The pattern is also seen
in the analysis of the data by archaeological periods (Figures 7.92 – 7.97), where
Bronze Age, Iron Age, Early Medieval, Medieval and Post Medieval data are
actually over-represented below 100m from a settlement, with the latter three
continuing this pattern into the 100-200m and 200-300m categories. A concentration
of finds between 600m-1km from a settlement is particularly visible in the Roman
period, and can be attributed in a large part to the collection of artefacts and coins
from Norton parish, one of the main detecting sites in the county.

7.3.7

Routeways142

Northamptonshire has a number of motorways and numerous A- and B-roads, as
well as smaller local roads (Figure 7.98). As a result, all land is within just 2km of a
road, with 81% of land within 400m, and 37% within 100m, of a road (Figure 7.99).
The association between the locations of roads and settlements means the factors that
control the distribution of archaeological finds should be similar i.e. SMR data
should be clustered near to roadways and PAS data, whilst being constrained away
142

The ITN for Northamptonshire was downloaded from Edina Digimap (Figure 7.98). It includes
motorways (the M1, M40 and M45), A-roads, B-roads and all other public roads. These roads were
not weighted, so each was treated equally in the analysis. The distance from each cell to the nearest
road was calculated, and the data reclassified into 100metre intervals for analysis (Figure 7.99). The
results of the K-S analyses are presented in Figures 7.100 – 7.109, and Table 7.11.
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from many roads by the settlements they are within, are likely to concentrate near to
routeways generally due to choices made by metal detectorists on where to search
for objects.
The analysis of SMR and PAS data (Figures 7.100 – 7.101) show that these
assumptions are correct, with all the data heavily biased to within 100m of a
roadway, and PAS data particular focused to within 300m, with a clear drop off after
that point.

This pattern is replicated across the different objects types and

archaeological periods (Figures 7.102 – 7.109), with only Mesolithic and Neolithic
finds over-represented after the 3-400m category.
Whilst 10.7% of PAS metal detected objects are within 100m of a settlement, 50%
are within 100m of a road, which suggests that PAS finds concentrate near to
routeways outside the built up areas. This pattern supports the picture seen in
Hampshire and on the Isle of Wight, and it is thought that it relates to metal
detectorists habit of searching land near to roads more regularly, as they move to and
from their starting point (i.e. their cars).

7.3.8

Understanding macro-scale distribution patterns

This section, which has analysed the distribution of Northamptonshire’s PAS and
SMR data with respect to a range of landscape features, aimed to understand whether
the former is randomly distributed with respect to the latter. As Table 7.11 shows, of
the 119 tests conducted, 46% did not meet the threshold value, meaning that the
distribution of the archaeological data was not statistically related to the underlying
variable in each instance.

However, the more detailed analysis of the results

presented in this section have shown that the pattern is more complex than appears
from these statistics.
When combined with the preceding KDE analysis, it is clear that the distribution of
the Northamptonshire PAS data is principally controlled by modern collection
factors, such as the decision to search near to routeways and settlements, and the
choice of specific metal detecting sites. These have been shown to have more of an
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influence on amateur collected data at this scale than the distribution of human
activity in the past. Comparing the SMR and PAS data through this analysis has
confirmed that the distributions of the two datasets are in many ways very distinct.
Subsequently the datasets complement one another, and show that together they
datasets add far more to our knowledge of human activity in Northamptonshire than
they do alone.
This macro-scale analysis has identified two key factors which affect the distribution
of finds across Northamptonshire. The first is the relationship between roads and
findspots – the locational bias towards roadways is present in all three study areas,
and needs to be understood further – section 7.4 will use GPS tracks to explore the
distribution of searching across fields, to identify whether efforts are indeed
concentrated near to roadways as has been suggested by these analyses. The second
factor is the clear targeting of certain areas of each county by metal detector users.
The locational bias caused by the granting of permissions at a county scale was
tackled on the Isle of Wight, but this case study did not explore the relationship
between PAS finds and particular archaeological features. Section 7.5 will therefore
explore the extent to which site targeting can be seen in the Northamptonshire PAS
data.

7.4 CASE STUDY: EXPLORING FINDS RATES AND SEARCH PATTERNS
The landscape analyses in the three study areas have shown a relationship between
the distribution of PAS findspots and roads outside of settlements. It is thought that
this relates to the searching of land by metal detectorists to and from their start
location at the side of the road. To test this theory, this case study will explore the
coverage of fields by metal detectorists, to identify variations in the concentration of
search effort around a field. Using GPS tracks provided by a metal detectorist (kept
anonymous to protect the location of fields), this case study will seek to understand
the relationship between search patterns and two potential starting points: (a) the
road network, and (b) field entrance ways.
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7.4.1

Data and methods

The GPS tracks used in this analysis were collected between May 2010 and March
2012. 72 separate tracks have been analysed, spread across six fields of varying
sizes (Table 7.12). The tracks have been combined with road data extracted from the
OS Mastermap Integrated Transport Network (ITN), and with field entrance ways,
mapped using Google Street View and satellite imagery.
For each field the following steps were applied:
(1)

The distance of each cell in the field to the nearest road or entrance way was
calculated. The resulting raster was then reclassified into 10metre distance
bands.

(2)

All GPS tracks within each field were ‘buffered’ to 0.5metres either side, to
represent the swing of a detector, and therefore the area covered by the
detector as the detectorist moved around the field.

(3)

The GPS tracks within each field were merged, to create a single polygon
that represented the total area covered by the metal detectorists in that field.
The resulting GPS polygons therefore represent where the metal detectorist
has been in the field, but not the number of times an area has been covered.
The polygons were clipped to the shape of the field.

(4)

The values from the calculated distance rasters were extracted into the GPS
polygon.

An example showing the distance of each part of the GPS

polygon from the nearest road is given in Figure 7.110.
(5)

The data were exported into a spreadsheet, and the area covered by the GPS
polygons within each of the 10metre distance bands was analysed.

7.4.2

Results

This analysis of the coverage of six fields by a single metal detectorist has shown
that, of the 0.9km² of land available, 0.1km² (12.8%) are covered by GPS tracks.
The percentage of each field to be searched ranges from 10.5% of field two, to 28%
of field four (Table 7.12).
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The distribution of searching over each field is presented in Tables 7.13 – 7.18 –
each table shows the percentage of the distance band covered by GPS tracks, so for
example in field three, 24% of the land within 0-10m of the entrance way is covered
by the GPS polygon, compared to 4% of the land within 0-10m of the nearest road
(Table 7.15). These data have been summarised into 50m distance bands, and
presented in Tables 7.19 and 7.20 and Figures 7.111 and 7.112.
Before discussing these results, there are a number of problems with this
methodology that must be taken in account. Firstly, in this instance, the GPS tracks
represent where the GPS was turned on, which is not automatically synonymous
with where the metal detectorist started searching for artefacts. However, for the
purposes of this analysis, it is necessary to assume the tracks represent the area of the
field searched by the metal detectorist. Secondly, the analysis is biased by the area
of land in each distance band. For example, as the detectorist moves away from an
entrance way, the total area contained within each distance band increases, so they
must search more ground to cover the same percentage area. By amalgamating the
distance bands into larger areas, the effect of this is somewhat ameliorated, but is it
still important to be aware of the comparative size of distance bands when
interpreting the GPS coverage.
7.4.2.1

E NTRANCE W AYS

This analysis shows that the location of entrance ways impacts the distribution of
search activity across a field, with an average of 30% of the land within 0-50m of the
entrance way being covered by the GPS polygons, compared to an average of 9%
within 250-300m of an entrance way (Table 7.19). It is hypothesised that this larger
coverage nearer to field entrances gives a greater chance of buried objects being
recovered and subsequently recorded on the PASD.
Whilst in general there is a drop-off in the proportion of each distance band searched
as you move away from the entrance way, there are exceptions to this (Figure 7.111).
For example field one, which contains 25 GPS tracks covering 13.3% of the field
area, has a relatively even coverage once into the field proper, with between 11-15%
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of each band searched between 100m – 450m from the entrance way. In contrast
field two, which has 27 tracks covering 10.5% of the total area, sees a rapid
reduction in coverage after 250m.
7.4.2.2

R OADS

The coverage of fields with respect to roadways is more complex, as there is more
variation between the six fields. For example, in both field three and field five, there
is an increase in the proportion of each distance band searched as you move away
from the nearest road (Figure 7.112).

However, the remaining fields show a

demonstrable reduction in the percentage area covered as the metal detectorist moves
away from the road, for example in field one coverage drops dramatically after 200m
(Table 7.20). Averaging these results shows that, within 300m of a road, coverage is
relatively consistent, but it drops off after this distance. This supports the picture
seen in the landscape analyses of the study areas, where it was shown that findspots
were concentrated within 150m of a road in Hampshire (section 6.3.7), and within
100m in Northamptonshire (section 7.3.7) and the Isle of Wight (section 5.3.7).

7.4.3

Conclusions

The results presented here are based on the activities of just one individual across six
fields, but they are thought to represent the patterns of searching used by many metal
detectorists. This analysis of the relationship between the GPS tracks, roads and
entrance ways has confirmed the interpretation proposed in the landscape analyses,
by showing that the percentage coverage of fields reduces as the metal detectorist
moves away from both the roads and the field entrance ways. This case study has
demonstrated how patterns at a field-scale can affect the distribution of finds at a
county scale. It supports the results of the analysis of search patterns in section 5.5
(Isle of Wight), which together show the importance of understanding the movement
of metal detectorists around a field when interpreting the resulting distribution of
finds.
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7.5 CASE STUDY: THE INFLUENCE OF KNOWN ARCHAEOLOGY
The ‘constraints against metal detecting’ maps used throughout this thesis aimed to
identify areas in which the lack of PAS finds could be explained through the
presence of certain land types where metal detecting was illegal or less common. In
Hampshire and the Isle of Wight, the presence of such constraints could be seen to
have a significant impact on the distribution of finds, preventing metal detecting
across large areas of each county.

In Northamptonshire, the small extent of

constrained land limited its effectiveness for understanding gaps in the distributions
of PAS finds. However, whilst they may not be constraining the dataset, such
‘constraints’ may still influence the distribution of finds by becoming foci of activity
for metal detector users.

The questionnaire results (presented in Chapter 4)

suggested that, whilst only a small proportion of the respondents intentionally
targeted known archaeological sites, there was some preference for areas with known
archaeology in the vicinity (Figure 4.3). This case study will therefore explore
whether the clustering of finds seen in Northamptonshire is a result of the targeting
of archaeological sites, in particular those constrained sites designated as ‘Scheduled
Ancient Monuments’ (SAMs). This case study will look at the relationship between
finds and the distribution of Roman sites, as this period was shown to be of particular
interest to the survey respondents (Figure 4.20), and Roman finds make up over 50%
of the Northamptonshire PAS dataset,. Finally, when questioned about site-type
preferences, 83% of respondents were particularly interested in settlements, and 52%
in routeways, so Roman towns and roads will be analysed separately.

7.5.1

Data and methods

Four datasets have been used in this analysis, to represent the different groups of
archaeological sites:
1. A shapefile of all SAMs in Northamptonshire was downloaded from English
Heritage (Figure 7.113). This contains 192 records from Northamptonshire,
distributed widely across the country, from Rainsborough Long Barrow in
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the south-west, to Braybrooke Castle and Crow Hill Iron Age hill fort in the
centre, and Fotheringhay motte and bailey castle in the north-east.
2. A map showing the distribution of the principal Roman sites in
Northamptonshire was created, taken from Brindle’s analysis of RomanoBritish finds in Northamptonshire (2011: fig 6.1). This comprises 23 records,
which includes towns, settlements, villas and religious sites (Figure 7.114).
Many of these sites were discussed in the Roman KDE analysis (section
7.2.3.6).
3. A dataset containing just the eight known Roman towns (Bannaventa,
Lactodorum, Irchester, Duston, Titchmarsh, Ashton, King’s Sutton and
Kettering) was extracted from Brindle’s data.
4. A map of the known Roman road network was provided by the
Northamptonshire SMR. This includes the two principal Roman roads that
cross Northamptonshire, Watling Street in the south and the Via Devana in
the north.
The euclidean distance from each of these archaeological sites to every cell in the
county was calculated, and then reclassified in 500m distance bands (Figure 7.115).
The value of these bands was then extracted into the PAS points, to identify the
location of the findspots with respect to the archaeological features. As Roman finds
make up a large proportion of the Northamptonshire dataset, and it is therefore
anticipated that the PAS dataset will be biased towards Roman sites, the analysis was
conducted on two groups of PAS finds. The first comprised all 9042 records from
Northamptonshire, the second a subset of 4015 records which excluded all Roman
finds. A Kolmogorov-Smirnov analysis was used to test for statistical significance.
The null hypothesis (H0) was that there was no relationship between the distribution
of PAS finds and the archaeological features.

7.5.2

Results

When the distribution of PAS finds was compared to the locations of all SAMs in
Northamptonshire, there was evidence for an over-representation of find numbers
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nearer to SAMs, with 10% more PAS finds than expected within 500m (Figures
7.116 – 7.117). This could be interpreted as evidence for a certain level of site
targeting in Northamptonshire, with metal detectorists aware of the locations of these
sites and preferentially searching areas in the vicinity. However as Table 7.22
shows, the relationship is not statistically significant and it is therefore not possible
to reject H0.
However, the analyses of both groups of finds with respect to the three Roman
datasets were statistically significant, i.e. there is a relationship between all of the
distributions, which is apparent when the data are viewed graphically. For example,
there are significantly higher proportions of PAS finds within 2km of the 23
principal Roman sites in the county, with 10% more finds from the complete PAS
dataset within 500m of a Roman site than anticipated (Figures 7.118 – 7.119).
Whilst this might be expected given the high numbers of Roman finds within the
dataset, the over-representation of finds near to Roman sites is also seen in the nonRoman PAS dataset. When the relationship between finds and Roman roads is
analysed, there is again a strong correlation, with over 35% of the complete PAS
data within 500m of a Roman road, which includes nearly 25% of non-Roman finds
(Figures 7.120). In fact, over 70% of the PAS data are within 2km of a Roman road,
in comparison to just 34% of the total land area (Figure 7.121). Finally, 50% of PAS
finds are within 4km of a Roman town (Figure 7.122), which includes 40.95% of
non-Roman artefacts. The greatest proportion of PAS finds are within 500m of a
Roman town, whilst for non-Roman artefacts the greatest proportion are within 1.52km (Figure 7.123).

7.5.3

The importance of site targeting

Whilst many metal detectorists may not target archaeological sites, this case study
shows that, within Northamptonshire at least, there is a focus towards the recovery of
finds from areas of known archaeology. The analysis presented here aimed to
identify the principal foci of metal detecting activity, by analysing four different
groups of archaeological sites. Whilst the analysis of the SAMs was not statistically
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significant, it showed that such ‘constrained’ areas were influencing the distribution
of finds in Northamptonshire. Of the three Roman datasets – sites, towns and roads it is the relationship between findspots and Roman roadways that is the most
interesting. The PAS data are concentrated into an area within 1.5km of the known
Roman road network, and are under-represented at all other distances.

This

concentration of findspots suggests that Roman roads are a major ‘target’ within
Northamptonshire, biasing the distribution of findspots significantly.

7.6 CONCLUSIONS
The case studies presented here sought to explore some of the factors inherent in the
distribution of the PAS data in more detail. Using the themes of ‘people’ and
‘places’ established in Chapter 3, they explored what more localised approaches can
offer to the understanding of amateur collected finds. Section 7.4 looked at the
search patterns of an individual metal detectorist around a number of fields, and
showed how the analysis of finds at a county scale can be influenced by the choices
made by collectors within each field. Section 7.5 focussed on site choices, and
looked at the effect that site targeting can have on the distribution of finds. Whilst
the constraints on detecting in Northamptonshire could not be seen to be restricting
the distribution of finds to the extent that they did in Hampshire and the Isle of
Wight, this case study showed that the archaeological constraints were still affecting
the distribution of amateur data. These case studies were linked by their basis in the
choices that individuals make, as both sought to understand the effect that such
choices can have on county-scale finds distributions.
The case studies built upon the density and statistical analyses conducted in sections
7.2.3 and 7.3, which showed that the distribution of PAS finds in Northamptonshire
is inherently biased towards a few key metal detecting sites in the county. The
density of findspots within these sites was particularly influential within the
landscape analysis, and biased many of the results towards these locations.
Throughout the period and landscape analyses it was shown that the PAS
distributions were more dependent on modern collection factors than on the
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distribution of activity in the past. However, the amateur collected finds also support
the distributions of records seen in the SMR data, for example with the
concentrations of objects from the Mesolithic site at Honey Hill, or the Roman
pottery finds from Wappenham. In contrast, the biases affecting both of the datasets
have created distinct differences in their distributions, with SMR findspots
concentrated in the Nene valley and PAS findspot in the south-west and north-east of
the county, and these differences allow us to expand the pattern of known human
activity further across the county. This analysis has therefore shown that, with a full
understanding of the biases inherent in the dataset, the PAS data can make a valuable
contribution to our interpretations of the past.
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CHAPTER 8
Sampling bias and the PASD
This thesis set out to evaluate how representative the data recorded by the PAS is of
past human distributions of activity, through defining the factors that shape the data.
It sought to present ways through which the inherent biases in the PASD could be
approached and overcome, and to explore a series of key questions concerning the
recovery and reporting of artefacts. This chapter aims to draw together the answers
to those questions, and to critique the approaches adopted by this thesis.
The thesis was structured around four phases of investigation, which were presented
in Chapter 3. Ranging from density analyses of PAS and HER/SMR data, to case
studies of individual factors, these methods were designed to explore a wide range of
the biases affecting the distribution of amateur collected finds through three study
areas: Northamptonshire, Hampshire and the Isle of Wight. Section 8.1 presents the
principal findings of these analyses, and identifies the key factors that control the
distribution of amateur collected finds. This discussion will be grounded in the
studies of professional and amateur collection practice presented in Chapter 2 and
Chapter 4, and will highlight those elements of both that are crucial to the resulting
distribution of finds. This section will also review the effectiveness of the chosen
methods for understanding the bias inherent in the dataset, explore the different
scales at which methods may be most effective, discuss the limitations imposed by
these approaches, and suggest methods for improving them in the future. Section 8.2
considers the wider significance of this work, looking at the place of bias analyses
within studies of our past. It discusses what this thesis can add to other research of
the PASD, and identifies a workflow for others to follow when exploring the
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distribution of amateur collected finds. This workflow is based around a series of
key questions, and provides researchers with a strategy for approaching the problems
of bias within amateur collected datasets. Finally, section 8.3 sums up the principal
conclusions of this thesis, and looks at how the project will be extended in the future.

8.1 FINDINGS
The distributions of PAS findspots within each of the study areas were shown to
reflect both historic patterns of activity and modern collection factors. Whilst it is
often difficult to differentiate between these, it has been possible to show where
modern recovery biases are likely to be affecting the data distributions. The key
factors in the distribution of finds were shown to be the choices made by individuals
at every stage of the collection process - choices about the designation of land by
policy makers, choices on granting permissions to search by landowners, choices on
where to search by the amateur collectors, and finally choices about whether to
record finds with the PAS. These choices affect different stages of the collection
process and impact on different scales of analysis. Whilst such ‘human’ factors can
be difficult to quantify and map, this thesis has explored a number of methods for
understanding and interpreting the resulting distribution of finds. This section will
summarise these methods and critique their effectiveness for understanding sampling
bias at different scales of analysis. Firstly, the key factors affecting the distribution
of finds within the different stages of bias will be discussed.

8.1.1

Stages of bias

This thesis is grounded in the current literature on sampling theory and collection
bias, but as the outline in Chapter 2 showed, there is a lack of information available
on amateur collection practices. This section will explore what this thesis has added
to our understanding of amateur finds distributions, and identify the key factors that
affect the PAS data. It is focussed on those stages of the collection process that are
particularly affected by amateur sampling bias: exposure, recovery, reporting and
recording.
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8.1.1.1

E XPOSURE OF FINDS

As shown in Chapter 2, ‘exposure’ refers to the perception of an artefact by a
collector, and is affected by the artefact’s position within the ploughzone and the
equipment used to detect it. Exposure was shown to be principally controlled by
agricultural activities as these move artefacts vertically and horizontally through the
plough soil.

A key question concerning exposure and amateur collection was

therefore whether the type of landuse, i.e. the agricultural practices, affected the
exposure and subsequent recovery of artefacts.

This question was approached

through both the survey of metal detecting practices and the analyses of the three
study areas.
It was shown that within metal detector users there is a preference for searching
ploughed land, due to the continual movement of artefacts through the ploughzone
and therefore into range of the equipment (Chapter 4). Exposure can therefore
influence the overall distribution of finds on the PASD through its effect on site
choices, as collectors will target sites where finds are plentiful in preference to those
where few objects have been exposed. This results in the concentration of PAS finds
on cultivated land, for example in 2011 this land type accounted for 70% of all PAS
records. It is sometimes assumed that the greater levels of exposure on cultivated
land mean that artefact density is directly related to extent of arable agriculture
within the county. However, whilst this may at times be true, the analysis of the
study areas showed that this is not always the case where other factors come into
play – for example whilst Northamptonshire has the greatest proportions of
agricultural land of the three study areas, it has the lowest density of finds.
This thesis has shown that the perception of artefacts by collectors is more complex
than the discussions of agricultural processes given in Chapter 2, as it is also
dependent on a range of other factors over which the collector often has little control.
Two examples are the influence that weather has on ground conditions, and the
prevalent soil type and its effect on equipment.

The exposure of artefacts is

dependent on the collector’s understanding of these variables, and their ability to
understand the effect they have on the operation of their equipment.
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8.1.1.2

R ECOVERY OF FINDS

The biases of recovery, i.e. the removal of an artefact from the ground by a collector,
are the most extensively documented of the seven stages, and in Chapter 2 it was
shown that recovery is related to five factors – technique, site choices, sampling
methods, visual apparency and individual interests.

Whilst all can affect the

distribution of amateur collected finds, this thesis focussed on two of these themes:
the selection of sites by collectors and the sampling methods used. These topics
were a central component of this thesis, and it was shown that the former has the
most impact on the resulting distribution of finds, for if the collector has not been to
a site it will not be represented on the PASD.
The combination of different analytical techniques used within this thesis has shown
the importance of recovery biases to the distribution of amateur collected datasets,
and in particular has focussed attention on the importance of understanding the site
choices made by these collectors, for these choices define the search area and
provide the boundaries of the findspot distributions. Several key elements of site
selection were explored in this thesis, in particular through the case studies: in
Northamptonshire, the analysis of site targeting showed how recovery at a county
scale was affected by individuals’ preferences for certain periods of archaeological
artefacts; in Hampshire, the discussion of home ranges demonstrated that site
selection is controlled in part by the home location of the collector; whilst the
analysis of permissions on the Isle of Wight showed the importance of search
permissions to the overall distribution of finds. Site choices are also affected by the
distribution of any constraints against metal detecting, which were shown in
Hampshire and the Isle of Wight to have a marked influence on the overall
distribution of finds. Finally, within the period and landscape analyses of each study
area, the importance of site choices was made apparent by the skewing of many of
the results towards particular metal detecting sites in each county, such as the focus
on the Wessex Downs seen in Hampshire, or the concentrations of finds in west
Wight.

What was also clear through these analyses was the bias within

professionally collected datasets such as the HERs, which also results from site
selections. The focus of HER data on interventions funded through PPG-16, and on
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urban rather than rural sites, has a huge impact on the overall distribution of finds,
which has yet to be systematically studied (pers. comm. Bland 2012).
Within the selected sites, the sampling methods used have also been shown to affect
the recovery, and therefore the distribution, of artefacts. For example, the analysis of
GPS tracks in Chapter 7 showed how the search patterns of metal detectorists’ are
biased towards site entrance ways, affecting the distribution of finds at a local scale.
Another example was the analysis of search areas within a single field on the Isle of
Wight, which showed the different ‘return rates’ of independent and club metal
detectorists, and the effect of that on the overall distribution of finds within the field.
Recovery is also dependent on the preferences of each individual collector, and this
thesis has shown that there is a preference for certain periods and types of objects.
The focus on metal objects and coins within the PAS dataset is apparent, and the
variation in the distribution of these and other find types was explored within the
statistical analyses.
Whilst not directly affecting the distribution of artefacts, the numbers of finds being
recovered by detectorists is an importance aspect of metal detecting that also needs
to be understood. Consequently, in Chapter 4 an attempt was made to quantify the
numbers of artefacts being recovered by metal detectorists across England and
Wales. A figure of 9800 active detectorists across England and Wales was proposed,
calculated from a number of other estimates. This was combined with three different
daily ‘finds rates’, of which the ‘Isle of Wight rate’ of 0.73 recordable finds per
person per visit was thought to be the most robust. Whilst a figure of ~265,000
artefacts recovered across England and Wales each year was estimated using this
rate, the uncertainty in the average number of days spent detecting each year places
some doubt on its accuracy.
8.1.1.3

R EPORTING AND R ECORDING OF FINDS

Although recovery controls the collection of artefacts, it is clear that without the
reporting and recording of finds they will not become part of the PASD. This thesis
sought to explore several of the factors that affect the reporting and recording
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processes, namely how the relationship between archaeologists and metal
detectorists affected finds reporting, how the rates of finds recording varied between
FLOs, and the importance of understanding the effect of findspot accuracy on the
data.
The case study of rally sites in Hampshire showed the impact that non-reporting can
have on the numbers of finds on the PASD, whilst the survey of metal detecting
practices highlighted a variety of factors that might influence an individual’s choice
to report their objects to FLOs. Fifteen distinct factors that will influence a metal
detectorists decision to report their finds were taken from the survey results, and then
discussed within seven themes: (1) the different types of metal detector users, and
how their aims and intentions will affect finds reporting; (2) the time available to
collectors to report their finds, and the time available to FLOs to record the artefacts;
(3) the potential for loss of land and loss of artefacts; (4) the knowledge both parties
have of the finds; (5) issues with recording related to trust and confidentiality of
findspots; (6) the historic relationship between FLOs and metal detectorists, which
was also discussed in Chapter 1; and (7) the accessibility and reliability of the FLO.
The reporting of artefacts is highly affected by the characters of the individuals
involved, by their relationships with one another, and their experiences with the PAS
in the past. The effect of such factors on the resulting distribution of finds is difficult
to quantify, but it is clear that good relationships between collectors and the PAS are
essential for increasing the reporting of finds.
The reporting and recording of finds are related, so what affects one can affect the
other. For example, detailed analyses of rates of finds recording in each of the three
study areas showed that changes in FLO result in decreases in record creation rates at
both the beginning and end of their time in office, which are in part related to the
decreased levels of reporting at this time suggested by the survey of metal
detectorists. Recording rates were also shown to be affected by the workflow of
reporting and recording, with the system on the Isle of Wight thought to be
particularly effective. Whilst this thesis touched on issues of recording bias, more
work is required to understand the choices made by FLOs and their impact on the
overall distribution of finds.
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8.1.2

Assessing methodologies

The analyses conducted within this thesis were designed around a series of
established methodologies, with the aim of identifying the most suitable methods for
understanding the bias inherent in the PASD.

The first phase consisted of an

analysis of metal detecting practices, with the results presented in Chapter 4. The
remaining phases were conducted within the study areas, and included: (1) density
analyses of the finds by archaeological period, compared to the distributions of the
SMR/HER data and metal detecting constraints; (2) landscape analyses which used
statistical tests to explore the relationship between archaeological finds and a range
of physical and man-made variables; and (3) case studies, which used various
methodologies to explore factors identified throughout the phase one analysis as key
to the distribution of PAS finds. This section will discuss the effectiveness of each
of these methodologies, identify the scales of analysis at which their use was most
appropriate, and look at potential methods for further analysing amateur collection
bias in the future.

8.1.2.1

P HASE O NE : A NALYSIS OF M ETAL D ETECTING P RACTICES

The analysis of metal detecting practices was based on the work conducted by
Brindle (2011) and Chester-Kadwell (2009) amongst others, who showed that there
is much that can be learned concerning metal detecting knowledge and behaviour.
The phase of analysis was designed to ameliorate the lack of information on amateur
collection noted in the discussions of sampling theory and collection bias in Chapter
2, and to build on the introduction to metal detecting given in Chapter 1. In practice,
information collected through interviews and questionnaires was combined with data
collected from the metal detecting literature, and used to answer a series of questions
ranging from the amount of time spent detecting, to the effect of weather on recovery
rates, and preferred field types. This analysis was conducted at a national scale, and
the results were intended to represent the factors controlling the distribution of finds
resulting from metal detecting across the area of the PAS. However, such data can
(and perhaps should) form part of any analysis of the PAS, at any scale.
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This phase of analysis delivered a much needed background to the practicalities of
metal detecting, through which many of the potential biasing factors specific to this
collection method were identified. The inclusion of information from the metal
detecting literature was a novel technique that provided additional detail and
significantly improved the interpretation of metal detecting methods. However,
whilst responses to the questionnaire were adequate, they were too few for confident
interpretation of the results, and they are not thought to have been representative of
the whole range of opinions and methods within the metal detecting hobby. Further
analysis of amateur collection practices should seek to improve response rates and
ensure the representativeness of the results, including gathering information on
fieldwalkers and chance finders. There is also a need for clarity concerning the
numbers of active metal detectorists searching land in England and Wales, and the
amount of finds being recovered. Finally, whilst the analysis of the metal detecting
magazines was focussed on those published since the PAS began, there is scope for
extending the survey into pre-PAS issues, providing opportunities for exploring
changes in methods, attitudes and equipment over time.

8.1.2.2

P HASE T WO : D ENSITY A NALYSIS

The density analysis conducted within each of the study areas aimed to explore the
relationship between distributions of PAS finds and the known archaeology in each
county. It also sought to understand how the distribution of amateur collected
objects was affected by the presence of certain constraints against detecting. This
method combined two approaches (see Chapter 3, section 3.1.2 and section 3.1.5),
and was based on the work of a number of researchers, principally Brindle (2011)
and Richards et al. (2008). This combination of constraints mapping with a density
analysis allowed quick assessment of the differences between the spatial distribution
of finds from different datasets and different archaeological periods. They were
effective as county-scale analyses, providing a means for interpreting general trends
and broad patterns in the distribution of finds across counties and over time. Such
methods would also be appropriate to smaller-scale analyses, such as those
conducted by Brindle in his analysis of Roman sites in England (2011).
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The constraints mapping allowed rapid interpretation of the distributions of finds, but
this was shown to be dependent on the extent of the constraints within the area being
analysed. In areas where the extent of constrained land was limited and the density
of finds relatively low, this mapping added little to the immediate interpretation of
find distributions. In all of the areas analysed here, there was some recovery of
metal detected finds from within supposedly constrained areas, which is thought to
stem from two faults:
-

Time has yet to be represented in any of the constraints maps so far used with
the PAS data, which can result in the misinterpretation of finds that were
recovered before the constraint existed. There is therefore scope for developing
new methods of constraints mapping that incorporate a temporal element.

-

The spatial accuracy of findspot recording can affect their placement with
respect to the constrained areas. The need for accurate spatial information was
also shown in the density analysis, which was particularly affected by the
recording of hoards as separate findspots in a single location, and by findspots
with poor spatial resolution. Whilst the spatial resolution of data collected in the
past cannot be improved, this thesis would reiterate the call made by Brindle
(2011), that the PAS continues to reinforce to amateur collectors the importance
of recording findspots accurately.

Constraints mapping can be viewed as a form of predictive modelling, i.e. a method
for modelling the characteristics of findspot locations to enable the ‘prediction’ of
findspots in unsurveyed areas (Wheatley & Gillings, 2002), as it allows the
researcher to identify those areas where finds from metal detecting will be limited.
Future work on the bias inherent in the PASD could explore the potential of more
complex predictive modelling techniques for investigating the distribution of
amateur collected data. However, there are of number of criticisms of such an
approach: (1) predictive modelling was designed to locate archaeological sites within
fairly large regions, not the smaller areas usually covered by those using the PAS
data; (2) the method requires an element of stability in the factors modelled, but
factors such as permissions and constraints have been shown to vary considerably
over time; (3) the sheer range of variables involved in the study of collection bias
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would make any model highly complex; and (4) many of these variables are reliant
on individual choices and these are not predictable, for example the largest single
constraint on metal detecting is whether landowners will or will not allow detecting
and this is very difficult to map across large areas. Whilst there is therefore potential
for improving the modelling of constraints (as discussed above), to go further than
that could result in a model that poorly represents the complex issue of collection
bias.
Whilst the KDE used within this phase of analysis divided finds by archaeological
periods, there is potential for more detailed analyses exploring the relationship
between different object types or materials, for example to test the distributions of
Roman coins against Roman brooches, or to compare the spread of pottery across
different periods. Methods such as the ‘cross K-function’ (Lloyd, 2010) explore the
clustering of point patterns across a defined area, and can be used to indicate whether
finds clustering is greater than anticipated (pers. comm. Lloyd 2012).
8.1.2.3

P HASE T HREE : L ANDSCAPE A NALYSIS

The analysis of the relationship between a variety of physical and man-made
landscape features and the PAS and HER/SMR data aimed to identify patterns in the
distributions of finds that could be attributed to either historic activity or modern
collection factors. It was primarily based on Chester-Kadwell's (2009) analysis of
Anglo-Saxon finds in Norfolk, although many other studies have incorporated
analyses of landscape. It used two statistical tests – Kolmogorov-Smirnov and ChiSquared – which were discussed in Chapter 3.
This analysis proved to be very effective at illustrating the influence that man-made
features such as roadways have on the distribution of amateur collected artefacts. It
also enabled comparisons between different groups of finds, and showed how the
source of the data was a significant factor in the overall distribution patterns. The
graphical outputs proved the most valuable, as the statistical results were affected by
the large number of points used in many of the analyses. The results were also
influenced by the strong biases present in the distribution of PAS finds at a county
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scale. The selection of smaller datasets, encompassing particular periods of finds,
object types, or specific locational areas, would perhaps improve the accuracy of
these results.
This analysis showed the potential such statistical methods have for investigating the
distribution of PAS finds, but also suggested that there is a need to explore other
techniques. For example, recent work by Bevan (forthcoming) used multivariate
regression analysis to investigate the correlation between PAS finds and
environmental factors.

There is also potential for analysing a greater range of

features, for example the soil data used by Chester-Kadwell (2009), the ‘Natural
Areas’ studied by (Brindle, 2011), or factors such as landuse and public footpaths.
8.1.2.4

P HASE F OUR : C ASE S TUDIES

Six case studies formed the fourth and final phase of analysis. These were selected
based on information gained from the preceding analyses, and were designed to
further the understanding of specific factors that had proved to have the most
influence on the overall distribution of finds. The case studies were loosely based on
two principal themes – people and places – which were used to provide some
continuity to the analyses. The scale of analysis was dependent on the factor being
explored, with several conducted at a county scale and others focussing on individual
fields.
The use of these case studies allowed the thesis to react to what was being
discovered, and therefore maintain focus on the central questions of bias. Whilst
some of the case studies required additional data sources, in several the data was
limited to that available on the PASD. This was intentional, and was designed to
illustrate the types of analysis that other researchers could explore independently.
The brevity of the case studies was also intentional, but there is a case for expanding
the analysis across other areas in future analyses of the PAS data, to explore further
the impact of the factors identified within them on the distribution of finds.
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8.2 WIDER SIGNIFICANCE
One of the great advantages of the PASD is that it provides a nationwide database
through which a wide range of topics can be explored, from county scale analyses
across all periods, to surveys of specific objects across England and Wales. Studies
of the bias contained within amateur collected data are an essential part of this
research that is often completely side-lined or forms a minimal part of the analysis.
This thesis has argued that this is detrimental to the research of our past, for it is only
with a full understanding of the data that we are using that we can truly understand
how it can contribute to our research. One of the aims of this thesis was therefore to
provide a thorough analysis of amateur collection bias, to act as a reference work for
other researchers wishing to use the PAS data within their analyses.

Through

testing a range of methodologies and exploring a large number of potential biases
influencing the distribution of the dataset, this thesis has expanded the knowledge of
amateur collection bias, and provided a platform on which other analyses of the PAS
can be based.

8.2.1

Workflow

A key element of this project was to establish a ‘workflow’ for analysing amateur
collected artefacts, structured around a number of key questions that should be
considered before using the PAS data. This workflow aims to provide researchers
using the PAS data with a strategy for exploring questions of bias. Whilst this
analysis of the PASD has shown that understanding the distribution of finds is
directly related to a series of choices made by those involved, it is unrealistic to
suggest that every researcher should be contacting each finder and landowner within
their study area. This workflow therefore focuses on three key aspects of modern
collection bias that are within the scope of the majority of researchers.
(1) What is the survey area?
The thesis has clearly shown that, at any scale of analysis, it is imperative to first
define the known survey area for amateur collected artefacts. This means both the
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area in which the collectors can search, and the area that has actually been searched.
However, permission to search does not guarantee that the land has been explored,
and the lack of negative evidence available for amateur collecting means that
defining exactly which areas have been searched is not yet possible. From the
methodologies explored within this thesis, two complementary approaches are
suggested, which will allow the researcher to define the minimum and maximum
extent of the search area. Firstly, the use of constraints mapping has been shown to
be an effective technique for identifying areas where finds are unlikely to have been
recovered. Such mapping should cover a range of physical features and statutory
protections that prevent or discourage metal detecting – whilst this thesis used SSSIs,
SAMs, National Trust Land, Forestry Commission Land, waterways, danger areas
and settlements, other constraints can and will affect different areas. The second
method is to map those fields with PAS findspots recorded to show which fields
have been searched by collectors. However, as the case studies of field search
patterns and GPS tracks, this should still be treated with caution, as finds from a field
do not prove that the entire field has been searched. This leads into the second key
question.
(2) How do the patterns of recovery influence the data?
Within the search area, and particularly within individual fields, patterns of finds
recovery have been shown to vary considerably. At a larger scale it is important to
understand the varying density of activity across the search area, as heavily searched
sites will impact on any analysis of the area. At a smaller scale it is necessary to
consider whether any sorting of artefacts has happened prior to the reporting of finds
to the PAS, i.e. whether the collectors have used their metal detectors to discriminate
against certain find types (many detectorists discriminate against iron objects despite
the higher concentration of this material within professional archaeological
collections), or whether they have only collected particular periods or types of object
(the survey of metal detectorists showed a preference for Roman, Early Medieval
and Medieval artefacts).
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It is also important to understand the different types of collector recovering the
artefacts, and the impact that this may have on the distribution of finds. The aims of
the collector will affect the likelihood of finds reporting, whilst search patterns will
be affected by the length of time a site is accessible. For example, the survey of
metal detectorists within this thesis suggested that search patterns on rally sites will
be more random and more focussed on hot spot areas, whereas land searched by
independents or metal detecting clubs that returned to more regularly might be
searched more methodically.
(3) What are the reporting and recording issues associated with the dataset?
The importance of understanding any potential reporting issues within the study area
should not be underestimated, as this will have a significant impact on the numbers
of objects being recorded on the PAS, and may exclude certain areas from
representation on the PASD. This thesis has highlighted a range of factors which
can affected the reporting of artefacts, which include the length of time the FLO has
been in their post and the impact of this on rates of finds recording, the numbers of
metal detectorists reporting artefacts compared to the known totals in the area, and
the PAS presence at rally sites within the area. The historic relationship between
archaeologists and metal detector users within the study area should also be
considered, and the impact that that may still have on the reporting of finds.
Recording practices within different recording areas may also vary, as some FLOs
are by necessity selective in what they place on the PASD. Whilst this thesis has not
focussed on these issues, research using PAS finds must explore the factors that
control these choices, and the influence that this may have on the analysis.

8.3 CONCLUSIONS
This thesis has sought to explore the nature of the data collected by the PAS, to
understand the relationship between amateur collection methods and the resulting
spatial distribution of finds. It has established a methodology for exploring the
spatial bias within three study areas and, through the ensuing analysis, showed that
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the data have been shaped by a wide range of factors. For example, on the Isle of
Wight, permissions were shown to limit metal detecting to the east of the island,
whilst the strong relationship between the PAS and finders contributed to the high
density of finds from the county.

In Hampshire, the distribution of data was

particularly affected by the concentration of constraints against metal detecting in the
south of the county, and the focus of metal detecting rally sites on the Wessex
Downs. Finally, in Northamptonshire, the focus of activity around areas of known
Roman activity heavily influenced the overall distribution of artefacts. This thesis
has therefore demonstrated the effect that the bias inherent in the PASD has on the
overall distribution of finds, and through this process has illustrated the difficulties
faced by researchers exploring the past using this dataset. The conclusions presented
within this chapter, which highlight the main factors acting on the data and suggest
key questions that must be approached, provide a foundation upon which future
research using the PAS data can be based.
This thesis has acted as a pilot study for a much wider analysis of the distribution of
the PAS data. This further research is being funded by the Leverhulme Trust, and
will expand the analysis conducted here over a larger number of study areas, to
explore in more detail how spatial bias affects the distribution of data within each of
the nine regions of England143 as well as Wales. The project will build upon the
methodologies and results presented in this thesis, and will explore some of the
avenues of future research discussed in this chapter. Analyses will benefit from
more detailed investigations of bias through surveys of FLOs from across the
country, more case studies, and wider incorporation of external datasets144. It is
hoped that together these two projects will strengthen the PAS data, and enable
archaeologists to more effectively employ this unique dataset.

143

The South West, the South East, East Anglia, East Midlands, West Midlands, Yorkshire and the
Humber, the North East, the North West, London.
144

For example: Soil Survey data, archaeological data from the Archaeological Data Service (ADS),
landuse data from DEFRA, Land Registry data.
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SUMMARY OF KEY DEVELOPMENTS SINCE THE 1960S
Table 1: Developments in metal detecting, the PAS, and portable antiquities law, 1960-2011

Year

Event

Further Details

References

1960s

Growth of metal
detecting

The metal detecting hobby became increasingly
popular due to the availability of portable and
affordable metal detectors.

Bland, 2005a

Growth of metal
detecting clubs
(MDCs)

Originally very much an individual activity,
metal detector users began to form into clubs
in the 1960s.

Bland, 2005b

Some archaeologists
and metal detector
users working
together to record
finds

Pioneering attempts on both side to work
together – notably by metal detector users
Dave Haldenby, Chris Marshall, Irene McGrath
and Jim Halliday, and archaeologists Tony
Gregory and Kevin Leahy.

Green &
Gregory,
1978

‘Treasure Hunting’
published

First issue of the popular metal detecting
magazine, ‘Treasure Hunting’, published in
1977.

Treasure
Hunting
Magazine

62 MDCs listed in this magazine in 1978.

Oxford
Archaeology,
2009

1970s

Gregory,
1986
Oxford
Archaeology,
2009

Clark, 2008

1977

Treasure Trove
Reviewing
Commission
established

This committee had a remit of providing
independent advice on the valuation of
Treasure Troves. Previously, such advice had
been provided by the British Museum.

Pers. comm.
Bland July
2011

1979

Ancient Monuments
and Archaeological
Areas Bill

It was now a criminal offence to use a metal
detector on a Scheduled Ancient Monument
(SAM) without permission.

UK
Government,
1979
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Year

1980

1981

Event

Further Details

References

Formation of DIG

DIG resented interference with their hobby and
sought to protect metal detecting from an
outright ban or licensing scheme.

Oxford
Archaeology,
2009

Launch of STOP
campaign

The CBA launched the STOP campaign to draw
attention to the damage that was being done
by uncontrolled detecting. Campaign
effectively ended in 1981.

Thomas,
2010

Kent Bill petition

DIG successfully campaigned against Clause 100
of the Kent Bill, which would have given the
county council more power to control metal
detecting in the county.

Hammond,
1998

Modification of the
Wireless and
Telegraphy Act 1949

It was now no longer necessary to have a
license for operating a metal detector.

Thomas,
2010

Formation of the
NCMD

The National Council for Metal Detecting
(NCMD) is considered the principal body
representing metal detector users in the UK
(excluding Northern Ireland). It aims to:

NCMD, 2007

Abinger Bill

1983

-

promote, protect and encourage the
hobby of metal detecting.

-

protect the metal detecting hobby
from any attack, control or legislation
which compromises existing freedoms.

Lord Abinger introduced an Antiquities Bill in
the House of Lords that sort to reform Treasure
Trove. This was not supported by the
Government. The bill was given a second
reading, but ran out of time and was not
revived.

NCMD ‘Code of
Conduct’ issued

Palmer, 1993

NCMD,
2007b

“The Battle of
Wanborough
Temple”

Looting of the archaeological site and the
subsequent trials resulting in questioning of the
adequacy of the old system of Treasure Trove.

Thomas,
2006

1986

Examination of
Treasure Trove
requested

Surrey Archaeology Society, who had been
heavily involved in Wanborough, called for a
review of the old law of Treasure Trove.

Thomas,
2010

1988

‘Consultation Paper
of Portable
Antiquities’
published

Paper published by the Department of the
Environment (DoE), which summarised key
issues with the current legislation concerning
portable antiquities. The recommendations
made by the paper were limited, and in the end
were not implemented.

House of
Lords, 1989

1992

‘The Searcher’
published

First issue of the popular metal detecting
magazine, ‘The Searcher’ published.

Searcher
Publications
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Year

Event

Further Details

References

1994

Treasure Bill

Despite the change in Government position
from initial opposition to support of this bill, it
failed to pass through Parliament, as it did not
go far enough in its reforms of Treasure Trove.

Pers. comm.
Bland July
2011

Formation of the FID

The Federation of Independent Detectorists
(FID) was formerly part of the NCMD with
responsibility for individual members, but
separated from them in 1994 when the two
groups’ interests diverged. One point of
contention was that the FID disagreed with the
NCMD’s decisions to talk to the DCMS over the
Treasure Trove reforms.

Thomas,
2010

CBA Survey
published

This report attempted to establish the present
position of metal detecting in England, by
surveying both metal detecting clubs and
heritage organisations.

Denison &
Dobinson,
1995

1995

Norfolk SMR
recording ~24,000
metal detected
objects per year

The scheme in Norfolk was to provide a model
for the development of the PAS.

Denison &
Dobinson,
1995

1996

FID issue Code of
Conduct

1997

Pers. comm.
Bland July
2011

FID, 1996

Treasure Act (1996)
replaces the ancient
law of Treasure
Trove

Law came into force in September 1997

Publication of
‘Portable Antiquities.
A Discussion
Document’

This Government discussion document called
for comments on two proposals – one a
voluntary scheme for recording finds, the other
legislation for enforcing recording.

DNH, 1996

PAS Pilot scheme
initiated in 6 areas

Kent, Norfolk, the West Midlands, North
Lincolnshire, the North West (Cheshire,
Lancashire, Merseyside, Greater Manchester
and Cumbria) and Yorkshire

PAS, 1999

Treasure is now defined as: single objects of at
least 10% silver or gold which are over 300
years old; hoards of two or more coins of 10%
silver or gold found in association; hoards of ten
or more base metal coins found in association;
all objects found in association with Treasure;
any object previously classed as Treasure Trove.

UK
Government,
1996

Cassely,
1998

FLOs recording data on Excel spreadsheets
1997 1998

st

1 PAS report

13,500 objects recorded
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Year

Event

Further Details

References

1998

First PASD launched

Based on a series of forms, the database
enabled FLOs to record information on finders,
findspots, finds, organisations and relevant
publications.

Cassely,
1998
Pett, 2010

Each FLO worked on separate databases which
were then collated annually in a central
database and published online.

1999

1998 1999

PAS Annual Statistics

555 finders’ objects recorded on the PASD

PAS website

Expansion of PAS
pilot scheme across
5 further areas

Northamptonshire, Hampshire, Dorset &
Somerset, Suffolk and Wales.

PAS, 2001

PAS Annual Statistics

723 finders’ objects recorded on the PASD

PAS website

11.5 FLOs cover ~half of England and all of
Wales

PAS, 2000

nd

2 PAS report

20,698 objects recorded since the first report
59% of objects recorded to the nearest 100m²
or better
1999 –
2000

rd

3 PAS report

31,783 objects recorded since the second PAS
report

PAS, 2001

60% of objects recorded to the nearest 100m²
or better
2000

2000 –
2001

PAS Annual Statistics

1111 finders’ objects recorded on the PASD

PAS website

Best Archaeological
Project Award

The PAS are awarded the ‘Best Archaeological
Project’ award by the British Archaeological
Awards.

Pers. comm.
Bland July
2011

37, 518 artefacts recorded since the third PAS
report

PAS, 2002

th

4 PAS report

68% of objects recorded to the nearest 100m²
or better
2001

2002

Chitty’s review of
the pilot PAS

Found the scheme had achieved much through
liaison with finders, but that there were some
problems with the quality of the data being
recorded.

Chitty, 2001

PAS Annual Statistics

1128 finders objects recorded on the PASD

PAS website

The Treasure
(Designation) Order

Revision of the Treasure Act following its first
review. The definition of Treasure now
included hoards of two or more prehistoric
base metal objects and single prehistoric
objects which contain any amount of precious
metal.

UK
Government,
2002

Revision of the
Treasure Act Code of
Practice

To reflect changes in the 1996 Treasure Act.

DCMS, 2002

PAS Annual Statistics

910 finders’ objects recorded on the PASD

PAS website
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Year
2001 –
2003

Event
th

5 PAS Report

Further Details

References

12 FLOs covering ~half of England and all of
Wales

PAS, 2004

49,590 objects recorded since the fourth report
Over 60% of objects recovered using a metal
detector
70% of objects recorded to the nearest 100m²
or better
2003

2003 –
2004

PAS extended to
cover all of England
and Wales

36 FLOs now cover a total of 32 recording areas
across England and Wales (see Appendix A for a
list of recording areas).

Specialist Finds
Advisors (FAs)
employed to
monitor data quality

As recommended by the Chitty review, FAs
employed from this point onwards to review all
finds recorded onto the PASD and ensure
accuracy of information.

Second PASD
launched

Oxford ArchDigital created new database
online, enabling live updating of the PASD.

Pett, 2010

PAS Annual Statistics

1843 finders’ objects recorded on the PASD

PAS website

36 FLOs covering all of England and Wales

PAS, 2005

th

6 PAS report

PAS, 2005

47,099 objects recorded since the fifth report
Nearly two-thirds of these objects were
recovered using a metal detector
73% of objects recorded to the nearest 100m²
or better

20032006

Funding from the
HLF

2004

Hawkshead review
of the PAS
PAS Annual Statistics

2004 –
2005

th

7 PAS Report

For the first three years of national coverage,
funding for the PAS was provided through the
Heritage Lottery Fund (HLF)

Pers. comm.
Bland July
2011
Chitty &
Edwards,
2004

2903 finders’ objects recorded on the PASD

PAS website

67,213 objects recorded since the sixth report –
of these, 27,280 are paper records of finds from
Norfolk

PAS, 2006

Nearly 79% discovered using a metal detector
Just under 75% of objects recorded to the
nearest 100m² or better
2005

Launch of the
UKDFD

The UK Detector Finds Database (UKDFD) was
created by Gary Brun. Finds are recorded
directly onto the database by finders.

UKDFD
website

PAS Annual Statistics

3181 finders’ objects recorded on the PASD

PAS website

255

APPENDIX A: THE PAS

Year
2005 –
2006

Event
th

8 PAS Report

Further Details

References

57,556 objects recorded since the seventh
report

PAS, 2007

Just under 70% discovered whilst using a metal
detector
Nearly 86% of objects recorded to the nearest
100m² or better
2006

‘A Code of Practice
for Responsible
Metal Detecting in
England and Wales’
published

An objective statement defining ‘responsible’
metal detecting, endorsed by archaeological,
metal-detecting and land-owners’ organisations

PAS User Survey
th

9 PAS Report

PAS, 2008

Edwards,
2006
37 FLOs covering all of England and Wales

PAS, 2008

58,290 artefacts recorded in 2006
More than 77% recovered by metal detectorists
Almost 90% of objects recorded to the nearest
100m² or better
PAS Annual Statistics

4209 finders’ objects recorded on the PASD

2006 2011

Funding from the
MLA

Funding from 2006 to 2011 was provided
through the Museums and Libraries Association

2007

10 PAS Report

th

66,311 artefacts recorded in 2007

PAS website

PAS, 2009

Of these, just under 85% recovered by metal
detectorists
90% of objects recorded to the nearest 100m²
or better

2008

PAS Annual Statistics

4741 finders’ objects recorded on the PASD

PAS website

Survey: how MDCs
facilitate the work of
the PAS

The PAS is aware of 153 MDCs in operation
across England and Wales.

Vomvyla,
2008

2241 individuals from 134 clubs record finds
with the PAS.
FLOs are in contact with a further 1320
independent detectorists.

Clark’s review of the
PAS

States that the most significant outcome of the
PAS has been to rebuild trust between metal
detector users and archaeologists.

Clark, 2008

Found that the workload for FLOs is too high.
2008

th

11 PAS Report

40 FLOs (some part time) covering England and
Wales
53,346 objects recorded in 2008
Over 87% discovered by metal detectorists
Over 89% of objects recorded to the nearest
100m² or better
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Year

2009

Event

Further Details

References

PAS Annual Statistics

4469 finders’ objects recorded on the PASD

PAS website

Oxford Archaeology
‘Nighthawking’
Report published

Found a reduction in two measures of
nighthawking which were surveyed by the CBA
in 1995:

Oxford
Archaeology,
2009

(1) the number of Scheduled Monuments
that were damaged.
(2) the number of archaeological units
reporting attacks.

2009

Coroners and Justice
Bill

Further amendments to the 1996 Treasure Act
proposed – this bill includes provisions for a
single Treasure Coroner to speed up the
Treasure process, and extends the need to
report Treasure to anyone coming into
procession of it.

Bland &
Lewis, 2009

PAS Annual Statistics

67,066 artefacts recorded in 2009. This
includes the Staffordshire Hoard (493 artefacts)

PAS website

88% recovered by metal detectorists
90% of objects recorded to the nearest 100m²
or better
4099 finders’ objects recorded on the PASD
2010

Crosby-Garrett
Roman helmet sold
for over £2million

The sale of this helmet at Christie’s auction
house to an unknown bidder increased
pressure for another review of the 1996
Treasure Act.

Third PASD launched

New database created for the PAS by Dan Pett,
the ICT advisor for the scheme, with improved
searchability and speed, enhanced record
content with improved spatial representation.

Worrell et al,
2011

Database now part of main PAS website and
includes provision for self-recording.
CCI incorporated
into the PASD

Celtic Coin Index, which has been recording Iron
Age coins since 1960, combined with the PAS
dataset .

Pett, 2007b

IARCW database
incorporated into
the PASD

Iron Age and Roman Coins from Wales –
database of over 50,000 coins incorporated into
the PASD.

Pett, 2010b
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Year

Event

Further Details

References

2010

PAS Annual Statistics

233,306 artefacts recorded on the PASD in
2010. This includes:

PAS website

1.

Celtic Coin Index (CCI): 37,931 coins

2.

Iron Age and Roman Coins from Wales
database (IARCW): 52,812 coins

3.

Frome Hoard: 52,503 coins plus pot

62% recovered by metal detector users
82% of objects recorded to the nearest 100m²
or better
4433 finders’ objects recorded on the PASD
2011

‘Best of the Web’
Award

PASD awarded the ‘best of the web’ for
research/collections by the Museum and Web
conference.

Pett, 2011

Funding through the
BM

In 2011, funding of the PAS was transferred to
the British Museum

Pers. comm.
Bland (July
2011)
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II.

RECORDING AREAS AND FLO POSTS (FEBRUARY 2012)
1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
6)
7)
8)
9)
10)
11)
12)
13)
14)
15)
16)
17)
18)
19)
20)
21)
22)
23)
24)
25)
26)
27)
28)
29)
30)
31)
32)
33)

Bedfordshire & Hertfordshire (1 post)
West Berkshire & Oxfordshire (1.4 posts)
Buckinghamshire (1 post)
Cambridgeshire (1 post)
Cheshire, Greater Manchester & Merseyside (1 post)*
Cornwall (0.8 post)
Derbyshire & Nottinghamshire (1 post)
Devon (1 post)
Essex (1 post)
Gloucestershire & Avon (1 post)
Hampshire (1 post)**
Herefordshire & Shropshire (1 post)
Isle of Wight (0.8 post)
Kent (1 post)*
Lancashire* & Cumbria (1 post)*
Leicestershire & Rutland (1 post)
Lincolnshire (1 post)
Greater London (0.5 post)
Norfolk (2 posts)*145
Northamptonshire (1 post)**
The North East (1.4 posts)
Northern Lincolnshire (1 post)*
Somerset (1 post)**
Dorset (0.8 post)**
Staffordshire & West Midlands (1 post)*
Suffolk (2 posts)*146
FLO in place from 2003
Surrey and East Berkshire (0.6 post)
Sussex (1 post)
**FLO in place from 1999
147
Wales (1 post)**
* FLO in place from 1997
Warwickshire & Worcestershire (1 post)
Wiltshire (1 post)
Yorkshire (North & East) (1 post)*
Yorkshire (South & West) (1 post)

145

1 full time, 2 part time. 2½ further posts funded by Norfolk County Council

146

1 full time, 2 part time.

147

Small grants also provided to the four regional archaeological trusts
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PAS recording areas (coloured) overlaid with modern county boundaries
TM
(Source: OS Boundary-Line )
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III.

AIMS OF THE PORTABLE ANTIQUITIES SCHEME

Copied from PAS report 1998/99 (page 6):
1. “to advance our knowledge of the history and archaeology of England and
Wales;
2. to initiate a system for the recording of archaeological finds and to encourage
and promote better recording practice by finders;
3. to strengthen links between the detector users and archaeologists;
4. to estimate how many objects are being found across England and Wales and
what resources would be needed to record them”

Copied from PAS report 2004/05 (page 9):
1. “To advance knowledge of the history and archaeology of England and
Wales by systematically recording archaeological objects found by members
of the public
2. To raise awareness among the public of the educational value of
archaeological finds in their context and facilitate research in them
3. To increase opportunities for active public involvement in archaeology and
strengthen links between metal-detector users and archaeologists
4. To encourage all those who find archaeological objects to make them
available for recording and to promote best practice by finders
5. To define the nature and scope of a scheme for recording portable antiquities
in the longer term, to access the likely costs and to identify resources to
enable it to be put into practice”
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Copied from PAS report 2006/07 (page 12):
1. “promotes the maximum public interest and benefit from the recovery,
recording and research of portable antiquities
2. promotes best practice by finders/landowners and archaeologists/museums in
the discovery, recording and conservation of finds made by the public
3. in partnership with museums and others, raises awareness among the public,
including young people, of the educational value of recording archaeological
finds in their context and facilitate research in them
4. creates partnerships between finders and museums/archaeologists to increase
participation in archaeology and advance our understanding of the past
5. supports the Treasure Act, and increase opportunities for museums to acquire
archaeological finds for public benefit”
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Research using the PASD
The following table lists the known projects using the PAS data, correct to 10th June
2011. For more information on these projects, and a more up-to-date list of current
research, go to www.finds.org.uk/research. Projects shaded are still on-going at the
time of writing. Where possible, the project title hyperlinks to the PAS website.
Table 2: Known projects using the PAS data
Investigator

Project Title

Project Level

References

Abbott, Will

The correlation between Roman
military presence and Roman
military equipment finds by looking
at the portable antiquities
database

Undergraduate research

Adams, Sophia

A study of late Hallstatt and early
to middle La Tène brooches in
Britain

PhD research: University
of Leicester and the
British Museum

Anderson, Kate

Prehistoric weapons of Northern
Britain.

Masters research

Anderson,
William

Blessing the Fields? A Study of
Late-Medieval Ampullae from
England and Wales

Publication

Anderson,
2010

Andrews-Wilson,
Liz

Iron Age Sword Strap Fasteners

Personal research

AndrewsWilson, 2010

Appleby,
Grahame

Bronze Age weapons and metal
object and their distribution

Personal research

Ascroft, Georgina

Settlement of the Tyne and Wear
area, 600-900 AD

Undergraduate research:
St Hilda’s College, Oxford

Ashby, Steve
Bolton, Angie

Combs recorded on the PAS
database

Personal research

Ashby &
Bolton, 2010
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Investigator

Project Title

Project Level

References

Atherton, Rachel

Research on Viking Torksey

Personal research

Atherton &
Blackburn,
2011

Atkinson, Mike

Land use and settlement in the
Cray and Darenth valleys, Neolithic
to Roman periods

Masters research:
Birkbirk College,
University of London

Awais-Dean,
Natasha

Bejewelled: the Male Body and
Adornment in Early Modern Britain

PhD research

Barton, Caroline

Acquisition for acquisition's sake

Masters research

Basford, Vicky

Medieval and Post-Medieval Isle of
Wight

PhD research

Basford, n d

Beck, Antony

DART

Large scale research

Beck et al.,
2011

Behr, Charlotte

Bracteate research

Personal research

Behr, 2010

Best, Jenny

A GIS study of Late Iron Age and
Early Roman Horse Equipment

Undergraduate research:
King Alfred’s Winchester

Beveridge, Helen

Early Medieval weapons records on
the Portable Antiquities Scheme

Undergraduate research:
University of York

Biddle, Martin

Winchester: from Venta to
Wintancaestir

Publication

Bidmead, Peter

Excavation of the 'chapel' site on
Ewe Down

Masters research:
University of Sussex

Blackwell, Alice

Anglo-Saxon artefacts from
northern Britain

PhD research: University
of Glasgow

Blair, John

Society, economy and environment
in England, c.600-1100: new
evidence and new problems

Large scale research

Blake, Chris

Anglo-Saxon village survey:
Carisbrooke

Undergraduate research

Bland, Roger
Loriot, Xavier

Single Roman gold coin finds

Major publication

Blanning,
Elizabeth

Rural settlement in Kent during the
Roman period

PhD research

Boast, Emma

The Viking Shield: changes in use
from the 8th - 11th Century

Masters research:
University of York

Boldrini, Nick

Mapping Ambiguity: Using stray
finds data to determine
archaeological potential in North
Yorkshire

Masters research:
University of York

Bolton, Angie

Late Iron Age - Early Roman ox/bull
head bucket mounts

Personal research
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Investigator

Project Title

Project Level

References

Warwickshire's PAS IA artefacts
and their contribution to the
archaeological record

Personal research

Bolton, 2010

Bond, Clive

Contribution of the PAS to Lithics
and Lithic Scatters

Personal research

Bond, 2010

Booth, Anna

A new study of the penannular
brooch in Britain

PhD research: University
of Leicester and the
British Museum

Bradley, Richard
and Yates, David

Bronze Age Hoards

Personal research

Yates &
Bradley,
2010

BRICKS
consortium

BRICKS project

External project

Bricks
Project, 2004

Brindle, Tom

Analysis of Roman rural landuse in
Britain comparing PAS and HER
data

PhD research: King’s
College London and the
British Museum

Brindle,
2010; 2011

Brundle, Lisa

Investigating anthropomorphic
representational art on metallic
objects in Coastal Eastern England

PhD research

Buckley, Lynne

Investigating Artefacts: An Analysis
of archaeological archive databases

Masters research: UCL

Burnett, Laura

An investigation of pierced Roman
coins from Britain, concentrating
on copper alloy and silver examples
from the Roman period

Masters research: UCL

Buster, Lindsey

A comparison of early Anglo-Saxon
brooches submitted to PAS with
those excavated from cemetery
sites.

Masters research:
University of York

Cameron, Fiona

A variety of hooks: a study of dress
hooks, c1400-1700

Masters research: UCL

Cannings, Alice

Wiltshire 410-1500AD: A study of
the contributions of metal
detecting to the county

Undergraduate research

Carey, Ann

The relationship between find
spots and landscape features for
hoards & single deposits from the
Bronze and Iron Ages

Undergraduate research

Cassidy, Julie

A Study of Roman Dragonesque
Brooches.

Masters research: UCL

Cawsey, Paul

Environmental change and land use
in the Darent valley in Kent.

PhD research: University
of Sussex

Cherry, John

Research on seal matrices

Personal research
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Investigator

Project Title

Project Level

References

Chester-Kadwell,
Mary

Patterns of Life and Death in the
Early Anglo-Saxon Landscape of
Norfolk

PhD research

ChesterKadwell,
2009

Chitty, Gill
Edwards, Rachel

Review of the Portable Antiquities
Scheme 2004

Commissioned review

Chitty &
Edwards,
2004

Clark, Jane

A study of Romano-British Locks
and Keys

Masters research: UCL

Clark, Kate

A Review of the Portable
Antiquities Scheme

Commissioned Review

Clark, 2008

Cole, Trudie

Taking archaeology to the public

Masters research: UCL

Cole, 2002

Collins, Robert

C4 AD Objects, the Northern
Frontier

Personal research

Collins, 2010

Coppin, Keith

Medieval pilgrim badges in the Low
Countries, Germany, France,
England.

Masters research:
University of Reading

Cowie, Doug

Distribution of Anglo-Saxon
sceattas

Masters research

Coyne, Dominic

Financial effects of the House of
Constantine on East Riding of
Yorkshire, 4th Century AD

Undergraduate research

Cunningham,
Heather

Belt buckles, strap-ends and book
clasps from the Cistercian abbeys
of Yorkshire

Masters research

Curteis, Mark

The Value of Metal Detecting Finds
to Archaeological Research

Conference Paper

Curteis, 2003

Daubney, Adam

Totatis rings

Personal research

Daubney,
2010b

Lincolnshire PAS finds

Personal research

Daubney,
2008

Medieval Mace Heads

Personal research

Daubney,
2010a

Davis, John

History of sundials and
mathematical instruments in
Britain

Personal research

Davis, Nathan
Cripps, Paul

Stonehenge & Avebury Revised
Research Framework

Large scale research

Deary, Matthew

Roman coin analysis

Undergraduate research

Deeprose, Nicola

The Portable Antiquities as a
Research Tool

Undergraduate research
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Investigator

Project Title

Project Level

Devine, Alison

Coin loss in the North West and
possibly also NE; comparing
PAS data to excavated data

Undergraduate research:
Newcastle University

Dickinson, Paul

Has the PAS added to/changed our
understanding of settlement in NE
Leicestershire during the Viking
period

Undergraduate research

Dickinson, Tania

Saucer Brooch Distributions

Personal research

Dickinson,
2010

Dixon, J.

The Portable Antiquities Scheme in
Somerset and Dorset

Undergraduate research

Dixon, 2001

Doshi, Nisha

Research dividends of the PAS,
focusing on Bronze Age East Anglia.

Masters research:
University of Cambridge

Doshi, 2008;
2010

Durham, Emma

Roman figurines

PhD research: University
of Reading

Durham,
2010

Durkin, Dave

Aspects of a Blackmore Vale
Landscape, north Dorset

Masters research:
University of Oxford

Eagles, Bruce

The Romans in Gloucestershire

Personal research

Eckhardt, Hella
Crummy, Nina

Roman nail cleaners and toilet
equipment

Major publication

Edley, Chris

Cornish coins

Masters research

Edwards, Rachel

Portable Antiquities Scheme User
Survey 2006

Commissioned research

Edwards,
2006

Egan, Geoff

Pilgrim Trinkets on the PAS

Personal research

Egan, 2010a

Annual summaries of the PostMedieval PAS data

Personal research

Egan, 2005;
2006; 2007;
2008; 2010b

Evans, Ian

Deliberately concealed objects in
old houses and buildings in the UK
and Australia

PhD research

Fanello, Marta

Later Iron Age Coinage in Britain:
Reconstructing Insular Social
Structures and Endogenous
Aspects

PhD research: University
of Leicester

Felder, Kathrin

Girdle Hangers in 5th and 6th
Century England

PhD research: University
of Cambridge

Ferguson, Chris

Coastal Communities and
Landscapes of Bernicia, A.D. 450900

PhD research: University
of Oxford

Ferguson, n d

Ferguson,
Natasha

Battlefield archaeology

PhD research: University
of Glasgow

N. Ferguson,
2010
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Investigator

Project Title

Project Level

Fillery-Travis,
Ruth

Iron production during the Roman
period

PhD research: UCL

Finlay, John

Iron Age coins found in Hampshire
and the Isle of Wight

Masters research

Fishlock, Emma

Late Iron age/Early Roman material
culture in Essex

Undergraduate research:
Durham University

Fleming, Fiona

Fields of Britannia Project

PhD research: Exeter
University

Forward, Alice

Early Anglo-Saxon Settlement in
North Lincolnshire

Masters research

Garland, Nicky

An analysis of Iron Age Oppida in
SE Britain

PhD research

Garrow, Duncan

Iron Age Celtic Art, GIS analysis and
the PAS

Large scale research

Gerrard, James

Fourth century coin finds from
England and Wales

Personal research

Gibbs, John

Changes in settlement &
communication patterns, Chilterns,
late Roman to early med period

Undergraduate research:
University of Oxford

Gibson, Julie

Personal research into Viking
artefacts

Personal research

Gilchrist, Roberta

Medieval data on the PAS

Personal research

R. Gilchrist,
2011

Gill, David

The PAS and the Treasure Act

Publication

Gill, 2010a;
2010b

Godsen, Chris

Landscape and Identities: the case
of the English Landscape 1500BC –
AD 1086

Large scale research

Gowans, Jenni

Roman brooches found on nonRoman sites, north of Hadrian's
Wall

Undergraduate research:
Edinburgh University

Graabek, Michelle

Cultural Identity within the
Danelaw

Undergraduate research:
Reading University

Graham, David

The archaeology of Surrey and East
Hampshire

Personal research

Grassam, Alex

Database analysis

Masters research:
University of Oxford

Gray, Tom

Updating Anglo-Saxon England's
cartography

Undergraduate research:
University of
Southampton

Green, Tom

Britons and Anglo-Saxons in the
Lincoln Region

Major publication
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Investigator

Project Title

Project Level

Greene, Mike

Rural settlement in Shropshire
during the late pre-Roman Iron Age
to Roman transition period

PhD research: University
of Birmingham

Guerre, Lisa

Roman Brooches recorded by
the PAS in Lincolnshire

Masters research: UCL

Haldenby, Dave

Work on pinhead types and profiles
on a site basis

Personal research

Halkon, Peter

Research for book on the East
Riding of Yorkshire

Personal research

Harkin, Kira

Bronze Age hoards and single finds
in Hampshire

Undergraduate research:
King Alfred’s Winchester

Hewitt, Ella

Research into Bronze Age axes

Masters research

Hinton, David

Gold and Gilt, Pots and Pins

Major publication

Fieldwork Write-Up: Breamore,
Hampshire

Major publication

Hobbs, Tom

Development of Anglo-Saxon
settlement and society in
Nottinghamshire

Masters research:
University of Nottingham

Hoole, Maya

Why do some archaeologists have
reservations about the portable
antiquities programme?

Undergraduate research:
Edinburgh University

Hudson, Zoe

Romano-British Cosmetic Tools
And Their Role in Religious
Performance Activities

Masters research: UCL

Hughes, Rosie

Roman occupation of the Quantock
Hills

A-Level research:
Richard Huish College,
Taunton

Hunter, Fraser

Dragonesque Brooches and Beaded
Torcs

Personal research

Hunter, 2010

Hutcheson,
Natasha

Study of metal detected data from
Iron Age Norfolk

PhD research

Hutcheson,
2004

Hyland, Lee

Roman Period of the Holderness
region of East Yorkshire.

Undergraduate research:
University of Hull

Research into Iron Age Metalwork
of the East Riding of Yorkshire

Masters research:
University of Hull

Jacobsson,
Mattias

Late Anglo-Saxon and Scandinavian
art styles within and outside the
Danelaw

Masters research:
Uppsala University,
Sweden

Jay, Laura

Reece periodisation of PAS Roman
coin data

Undergraduate research:
UCL

Jones, Amy

Looted Art Is Looted History

Undergraduate research:
University of Kent
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Investigator

Project Title

Project Level

Jones, Matt

Roman settlement on Anglesey

Masters research:
University of Leicester

Jones, Shane

A-Level local archaeology project

A-Level research: Christ’s
Hospital, Sussex

Julian, Rose

A-Level local archaeology project

A-Level research: Christ’s
Hospital, Sussex

Kelleher, Richard

Analysis of Medieval coin
distributions

PhD research: Durham
University

Kelly, Margaret

eBay and the Antiquities trade

Masters research: UCL

Kershaw, Jane

Scandinavian & Anglo-Scandinavian
brooches from the Danelaw

PhD research: University
of Oxford

Killick, Sian

Prehistoric Archaeology of the
South Downs in East Sussex

Masters research

Kirton, Joanne

Pre-conquest sculpture of Cheshire

PhD research

Knibb, Phil

Somerset castles in a landscape
setting.

Masters research:
University of Exeter

Kretz, Rainer

Inscribed coinages of the North
Thames region

Personal research

Laakso, Laura

Issues of Intellectual Property and
Cultural Property in Archaeology

Masters research: UCL

Lagen, Chris

The Manufacture and Meaning of
Early Medieval Pewter

PhD research: UCL

Lambert, Mark

Are Roman finds recorded under
the PAS a useful source of
information in advancing the study
of Roman Wales?

Undergraduate research

Laurie, Peter

Roman campaigns and road
systems of Dorset

Personal research

Laycock, Stuart

Research on hanging bowls

Personal research

Lea, David

Bronze age activity in the Weald

Masters research:
University of Sussex

Leicester
University

HALOGEN

Large scale research

Leicester
University,
2011

Leins, Ian

An analysis of Iron Age coinage
recorded by the Scheme and the
Celtic Coin Index

PhD research: University
of Newcastle, Birkbeck
College (University of
London), and the British
Museum

Leins, n d
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Investigator

Project Title

Project Level

References

Levick, Paula
Sumnall, Kate

Metal Detecting Rallies

Personal research

Levick &
Sumnall,
2010; Levick
& Sutton,
2008

Lewis, Christian

Early Medieval period, Isle of Wight

PhD research: University
of Southampton

Lodwick, Mark

Cauldrons, Feasting, Axes & Death
in Later Prehistoric South Wales

Conference Paper

Mark

Potential landing sites for the
Roman invasion of Britain

Undergraduate research:
Bristol University

Marshman, Ian

Biases within PAS data

Masters research:
University of Leicester

Martin, Toby

Identity and the cruciform brooch
in Anglo-Saxon England

PhD research

Matthews, Steven

Chronology and Typology of Carp'sTongue and Ewart Park hoards in
southern England.

Personal research

Maxted, Andrew

Mesolithic in the South East

PhD research: University
of Sussex

McCourt, Charlie

A -Level local archaeology project

A-Level research: Christ’s
Hospital School, Sussex

McFarlane, Siorna

eBay Antiquities trade

Masters research: UCL

McIntosh,
Frances

Wirral brooch project

Masters research

McLean, Laura

A review of Button Brooches in
Kent based upon evidence
reported to the PAS

Masters research: UCL

McLean, Laura
Richardson,
Andrew

Early Anglo=Saxon Brooches in
Southern England

Personal research

McQueen, Mike

Distribution of banjo enclosures in
Dorset, Wiltshire, Gloucestershire,
Hampshire and Oxfordshire

Masters research

Mileson, Stephen

The South Oxfordshire Project

Large scale research

Millum, David

A synthesis of the archaeological
evidence for the parish of Ringmer

Masters research

Minter, Faye

Ansate brooches, East Anglia.

Personal research

Monk, Rachael

Landscape and identity in Neolithic
and Bronze Age Suffolk

Masters research
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Investigator

Project Title

Project Level

Montalbano, Tiva

PAS and the Treasure system

Masters research: UCL

Moore, Tom

Academic research on oppida

Personal research

Moorhead, Sam

Using PAS data to study Roman
coin use in England

Conference paper

Moorhead,
2010

Reviews of Roman coinage in metal
detecting magazines

Personal research

Moorhead,
2009a;
2009b

Morris, Bryn

Roman to Early Medieval
transitional period

PhD research: University
of Exeter

Morris, 2005

Morris, Francis

Study into metalwork recorded in
the Chester hinterland

Personal research

Morrison, Wendy

Thames-side synthesis of finds

Masters research:
University of Exeter

Morrow, Ed

Social, political & cultural impact of
Scandinavian contact & settlement
on Torksey, 9th to 11th centuries?

Undergraduate research

Mortz, Tobias

Late Bronze Age weapon hoards in
the British Isles.

Masters research: Freie
University, Berlin

Mullaney, Des

English Civil War and the Battle of
Maidstone and environs in 1648

Undergraduate research:
University of Kent

Nagouse, Emma

Articles of faith: the Reformation
and the material culture of
devotion in 16th-century England

Undergraduate research

Naismith, Rory

The Coinage of Southern England
796-865

Major publication

Näsman, Ulf

Between Svear and Danes

Major publication

Naylor, John

Early-Medieval Coinage

Personal research

Naylor, 2007

Reviews of medieval PAS data

Personal research

Christie et
al., 2010;
Christie et al,
2008

Nicolay, Johan

North Sea kings

Personal research

Norman, Mark

Roman brooches in East Yorkshire

Masters research:
University of Hull

O'Shaughnessy,
Louisa

Relative distribution of artefacts
found in England decorated with
Viking art styles, in terms of
differences in time, space,
materials and context.

Masters research:
University of York

Owen, Olwyn

Early medieval metalwork

Personal research
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Investigator

Project Title

Project Level

References

Oxford
Archaeology

Nighthawking Project

Large scale research

Oxford
Archaeology,
2009a;
2009b

Parker, Adam

Magic & Identity, Roman Britain

Masters research

Parol, Janina

Who needs Treasure?

Masters research: UCL

Partington, Adam

Thames Foreshore analysis project

Masters research:
University of Oxford

Pavett, Stephen

Bronze Age metalwork from the
river Thames on the Syon Reach

Masters research

Pengelly, Mike

Does the Hog's Back Ridge
(Guildford – Farnham) represent a
tribal boundary or long distance
route, Middle/Later Iron Age.

Undergraduate research:
University of Cambridge

Perring, Dominic

Roman Essex Hinterland Project

External project

Pett, Daniel

Rebuilding of the Portable
Antiquities Scheme database

PhD research

Celtic Coin Index

External project

Petts, David

Medieval settlement activity in the
Northumbria

Personal research

Plouviez, Jude

Roman brooches

Personal research

Pol, Arent

Production & circulation of Early
Medieval gold coins, W. Europe,
6th-7th centuries

Major publication

Pringle, Virginia

Character of the Iron Age
landscape, Alton, Hampshire

Undergraduate research:
University of Winchester

Pudney, Caroline

People and Environment in the
st
nd
Severn Estuary, 1 – 2 Century AD

PhD research

Raffield, Ben

Investigation of Eastern England
during the Viking Age as a
landscape of conflict.

PhD research

Reeves-Whymark,
Felix

Local area study using metal
detecting and field walking

A-Level research:
Colchester sixth form
College

Rhode, Anja

A marginalised collection?

Masters research:
Nottingham Trent
University

Richards, Julian
Haldenby, Dave

Plough Damage and metal
detected assemblages

Personal research
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Investigator

Project Title

Project Level

References

Richards, Julian
Naylor, John

Viking and Anglo-Saxon Landscape
and Economy

Large scale research

Richards,
Naylor, &
Holas-Clark,
2008

A Productive site at Bidford-uponAvon

Conference paper

Naylor &
Richards,
2010

Richardson,
Andrew &
Burnett, Laura

Anglo Saxon brooch project

Personal research

Richardson,
Catherine

Jewellery and the Quality of Early
Modern Relationships

Major publication

Riley, Harriet

Roman military equipment

Masters research

Roberts, Tony

Evidence of Viking occupation in
the SW of England

PhD research: University
of Bristol

Roxborough,
Marcus

Early medieval finds from the
Portable Antiquities Scheme, and
the search for meaning

Masters research:
University of York

Salter, Rachel

Isle of Wight Anglo Saxon
Cemeteries

Masters research:
University of Winchester

Saunders, Gary

Distribution of Iron Age Brooches
in Britain

Masters research:
University of Leicester

Schech, Elizabeth

Study of Iron Age glass beads

PhD research

Seaman, Andrew

Early medieval Wales and the west
Midlands.

PhD research: University
of Cardiff

Sheperd, Camille

Landscape context of Bronze Age
hoards in South Central England

PhD research: University
of Winchester

Shevloff, Victoria

Roman hoards from the fenlands

Masters research

Simmons, Bob

Late Roman finds for South
Western Britain

Masters research: Bristol
University

Simmons, Ian

Medieval landscape development
of part of East Lindsey

Personal research

Slater, Jessie

Envaluing past practice: metal
production in first
millennium BCBritain

PhD research

Sly, Timothy

The nature of Island settlement in
the Middle Ages

PhD research: UCL

Smith, Lindsey

The contribution of seal boxes and
other writing implements to our
interpretation and understanding
of literacy in Roman Britain.

Masters research: UCL

Smith, Stephanie

Small Finds and Identity at Roman
Caerleon, Wales

Masters research: UCL
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Investigator

Project Title

Project Level

Smythe, John

The Archaeology of the Weald for
later prehistoric Kent

Personal research

Spencer, Keith

An analysis of the Scheme and its
use as a tool for archaeological
research

Undergraduate research:
University of Bradford

Unknown project title

Masters research:
University of
Southampton

Standley, Eleanor

Dress Accessories: Fashion and
Identity in England, Scotland and
Wales, c. 1300-1700

PhD research: Durham
University

Statton, Michelle

Dress, Adornment and Identity in
Late Iron Age and Roman Britain

PhD research: UCL and
the British Museum

Suzuki, Seichi

Anglo-Saxon brooches

Major publication

Swift, Ellen

Reuse of late Roman bracelets

Personal research

Talbot, John

A detailed study of Icenian coinage
following a full die study of the
coinage.

Personal research

Taylor, Abby

The transmission of La Téne artistic
styles into early Romano-British
metalwork

Undergraduate research

Taylor, Geoff

A search for possible periodic
markets in England and Wales

PhD research: University
of Southampton

ten Harkel, Letty

Town-country relationships in the
10th century AD

PhD research: University
of Sheffield

Teresa Gilmore

King’s Head Strap Clasps or Buckles

Personal research

Thomas, Gabor

Early Medieval strap ends

Personal research

Thomas, Suzie

Relationships between
archaeologists and metal detector
users

PhD research: University
of Newcastle

Thompson,
Stephen

Plotting Corieltavi coins find sites
using CCI and PAS data

Undergraduate research

Thorogood,
Sophie

The PAS - its progression since its
creation.

Undergraduate research:
University of Exeter

Traherne, Emma

Farming fields of Gold

Undergraduate research:
University of London

Turner, Stuart

Database construction project

Masters research: Luton
University

Twinn, Peter

Vikings in Gloucestershire and
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Undergraduate research:
Bristol University
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APPENDIX C
Materials and Methods
I.

INTERVIEW

Preliminaries:
-

Name

-

Club/Independent

-

Number of years detecting

-

Type of detector used

Questions:
1. How far are you prepared to travel to sites, either by time or distance?
2. Is metal detecting allowed on the following types of land:
- Sites of special scientific interest?
- Country Stewardship Scheme land?
- Farm Environment Plan land?
- Entry Level Stewardship land?
- Higher Level Stewardship land?
3. Are there other types of land in the area you detect in that are off-limits to
you as a result of an official policy, rather than because a private landowner
doesn’t allow you access?
4. What effect do elevation and slope have on where you would detect – is there
any land in your area that is too steep to detect on?
5. Of the following soil types, what do you know about their impact on the
preservation of different materials? Sandy soil, silty soil, Clay soil, Loamy
soil, peaty soil and chalky soil.
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6. Does the location of the FLO affect the likelihood that you would record your
finds with them? How far away would the FLO have to be before you would
consider not reporting finds to them?
7. Would the institution that the FLO is based (county council/museum) in
affect your decision to report finds to them?
8. What types of land would you detect on e.g. woodland, stubble, pasture,
ploughed? please list in order of preference:
9. Site research – do you research potential sites and then try an obtain
permission to detect there, or do you just get whatever fields you can and find
out about them afterwards?
10. Which types of sites do you search for e.g. markets, settlements, cemeteries,
routeways?
11. Do you specifically search for Roman Roads, deserted medieval villages or
crop marks?
12. What sources of information do you use to research potential sites? e.g.
HER/SMRs, Google Earth, County Histories, old maps. Google Earth gives
you access to Google maps taken in preceding years– are you aware of this?
13. Do you have a particular strategy for detecting fields – i.e. if you have a new
field do you do a quick survey of the whole field to establish whether it is
likely to be a productive field and ignore it if it isn’t, or do you search each
field thoroughly every time?
14. Do you divide each field into transects or grids (mentally or physically)?
15. How often do you go out detecting?
16. How long on average do you spend detecting?
17. Does the finding of a ‘good’ artefact lead you towards searching in that
particular location for an extended period of time?
18. How often would you return to a site that has a low yield?
19. How do you record your findspots? GPS? Paper map? Memory?
20. What record do you keep of fields that have repeatedly produced no finds?
21. Do you record this negative evidence with FLOs? Would you consider doing
this?
22. How do you archive the information and artefacts you collect?
23. What affect, in your opinion, does the use of different types of metal detector
have on the types of finds recovered?
24. What effect does the use of different coils have?
25. How does the position of the artefact in the ground affect its ability to be
detected?
26. How deep generally does your detector see into the soil – how does this vary
by soil type/weather conditions/stage of ploughing?
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27. Do you discriminate against certain types of material such as iron?
28. Do you collect all material? E.g. buttons?
29. How do you think your interests affect what you collect and record? Do you
pick up flints or pottery?
30. What percentage of your finds do you think you show to the FLO?
31. What finds don’t you make available for your FLO to record? Why? Do you
filter out finds that you know are too young for the FLO to record?
32. How much do you think the ability of the detectorist affects their ability to
recover certain artefacts?
33. What factors do you think affect whether a detectorist records with the FLO
or not?
34. Ask about completeness of finds - preservation
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II.

QUESTIONNAIRE

Please read the following information carefully before agreeing to take part in this
research. Selection of the box below will be taken as evidence of you giving informed
consent to be included as a participant in this study, for your data to be used for the
purposes of research, and that you understand that the published results of this research
will maintain your confidentiality.
What is this study about?
This survey is being conducted a part of my PhD at the University of Southampton. I am looking
at the spatial distribution of finds recorded by the Portable Antiquities Scheme using Hampshire,
Northamptonshire and the Isle of Wight as case studies. My aim is to understand those biases
that might affect where artefacts are buried, where they survive, where they are recovered by
members of the public and where they are recorded with the PAS.
The vast majority of the data recorded by the PAS are recovered by metal detectorists and
therefore an understanding of your methods and interests is essential for an understanding of the
PAS dataset.
This questionnaire aims to gather information on your choices of sites, detecting practices,
interests and recording habits. The last page provides space for you to comment on any other
aspects of your hobby that I haven’t covered here that you feel are important for me to
consider. The questionnaire may take up to 30 minutes to complete if all questions are answered
fully.
Legal
Once you have completed the questionnaire, your involvement in this project will have finished.
No contact information is collected therefore you cannot be contacted for any further
information.
Your participation in this study is anonymous. All data collected are treated as confidential and
are only accessible to the researcher and their supervisors.
Your participation is voluntary and you may withdraw your participation at any time without
your legal rights being affected.
In case of concern or complaint, please contact Dr Martina Prude on mad4@soton.ac.uk
Where can I get more information?
If you have any questions about this research, or to request a summary of the project and its
results once completed, please contact me at kjr203@soton.ac.uk

Thank you for your help with my research
Katherine Robbins

Please tick this box to indicate that you consent to taking part in this survey
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Section 1: Personal Details
These questions aim to find out something about the range of people who enjoy detecting, and
the distribution of respondents across the UK. Although it would be very interesting for me if
you would provide your postcode, I am aware that some may not want to provide this
information.

Question 1
Gender (please circle)
Male

Female

0 to 10 years
31 to 40 years
61 to 70 years

11 to 20 years
41 to 50 years
70+ years

Question 2
Age group
21 to 30 years
51 to 60 years

Question 3
How many years have you been detecting?
1 to 5 years
16 to 20 years
31 to 35 years

6 to 10 years
21 to 25 years
35+ years

11 to 15 years
26 to 30 years

Question 4
Which of the following best describes you? Please select all that apply:
I am an independent detectorist who searches alone
I am an independent detectorist who searches with one other or a small group of friends
I am a member of a metal detecting club and search club land but also search my own sites
I am a member of a metal detecting club and only search on club sites
I only search at metal detecting rallies
I also search at metal detecting rallies
I never search at metal detecting rallies
Other
If “other”, please specify: ………………………………………………………………………
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Question 5
Please give your county of residence:
Avon
Bedfordshire
Berkshire
Blaenau Gwent
Bridgend
Buckinghamshire
Caerphilly
Cambridgeshire
Cardiff
Carmarthenshire
Ceredigion
Channel Islands
Cheshire
Cleveland
Conwy
Cornwall
Cumbria
Denbighshire
Derby
Devon
Dorset
Durham
East Riding of Yorkshire
East Sussex
Essex

Flintshire
Gloucestershire
Greater London
Greater Manchester
Gwynedd
Hampshire
Herefordshire
Hertfordshire
Isle of Anglesey
Isle of Man
Isle of Wight
Isles of Scilly
Kent
Kingston upon Hull
Lancashire
Leicestershire
Lincoln
Merseyside
Merthyr Tydfil
Monmouthshire
Neath Port Talbot
Newport
Norfolk
North East Lincolnshire
North Yorkshire

Northamptonshire
Northumberland
Nottinghamshire
Oxfordshire
Pembrokeshire
Powys
Rhondda Cyon Taff
Rutland
Shropshire
Somerset
South Yorkshire
Staffordshire
Suffolk
Surrey
Swansea
Torfaen
Tyne and Wear
Vale of Glamorgan
Warwickshire
West Midlands
West Sussex
West Yorkshire
Wiltshire
Worcestershire
Wrexham

Section 2: Site Choices
Questions in this section are designed to find out how you go about choosing sites to search what makes you choose one field over another. Preliminary research suggests that it is these
choices that impact most on the geographical distribution of finds.

Question 1
Which of the following factors affect where you choose to go metal detecting? Please select all
that apply:
Wherever you can get permission to search
Sites close to where you live
Sites with known archaeology near by
Land you believe is likely to have been a settlement in the past even though there is no
recorded archaeology from the area
Other
If “other”, please specify: ………………………………………………………………………..
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Question 2
Do you search outside your home county?
Yes, I have permission to search both in my home county and in other counties
No, I only search in my home county
I only have search permission on sites outside my home county
I am a member of a rally club and therefore search in many different counties
Please select the counties you regularly visit:
Avon
Bedfordshire
Berkshire
Blaenau Gwent
Bridgend
Buckinghamshire
Caerphilly
Cambridgeshire
Cardiff
Carmarthenshire
Ceredigion
Channel Islands
Cheshire
Cleveland
Conwy
Cornwall
Cumbria
Denbighshire
Derby
Devon
Dorset
Durham
East Riding of Yorkshire
East Sussex
Essex
Flintshire

Gloucestershire
Greater London
Greater Manchester
Gwynedd
Hampshire
Herefordshire
Hertfordshire
Isle of Anglesey
Isle of Man
Isle of Wight
Isles of Scilly
Kent
Kingston upon Hull
Lancashire
Leicestershire
Lincoln
Merseyside
Merthyr Tydfil
Monmouthshire
Neath Port Talbot
Newport
Norfolk
North East Lincolnshire
North Yorkshire
Northamptonshire
Northumberland

Nottinghamshire
Oxfordshire
Pembrokeshire
Powys
Rhondda Cyon Taff
Rutland
Shropshire
Somerset
South Yorkshire
Staffordshire
Suffolk
Surrey
Swansea
Torfaen
Tyne and Wear
Vale of Glamorgan
Warwickshire
West Midlands
West Sussex
West Yorkshire
Wiltshire
Worcestershire
Wrexham

Question 3
Thinking about the area that you cover, how far are you willing to go for detecting sites?
Please mark in terms of time taken to get there or in terms of distance travelled:
Local only

less than 15 minutes

under 10 miles

15 - 30 minutes

10-20 miles

30 - 60 minutes

20-40 miles

1 - 1.5 hours

40-60 miles

1.5 - 2 hours

60-80 miles

over 2 hours

over 80 miles

Medium
Anywhere

283

APPENDIX C: MATERIALS AND METHODS

Question 4
Some land is legally off limits to detectorists - have you ever been refused permission to search
an area because the land is one of the following?
Please select all that apply:
A scheduled ancient monument
A site of special scientific interest
Agricultural land under an entry level countryside stewardship scheme
Agricultural land under a higher level countryside stewardship scheme
Agricultural land under a Farm Environment Plan
An RSPB or any other nature reserve
National Trust land
Forestry Commission land
Crown Estate
Ministry of Defence land
Council owned land
Other
If “other”, please specify:…………………………………………………………………………..
Question 5
Access to the majority of land is dependent on the individual decisions of private landowners.
What reasons have you been given by landowners who have refused to allow you on their land?
Please select all that apply:
No explanation given
The landowner has already given search permission to another detectorist/club
The landowner is worried about nighthawking so will not allow anyone on the site
There is a right of way crossing the land and the landowner does not want members of the
public to think that they can stray off the paths
The landowner is concerned that if anything is found on their land it may be scheduled or
investigated by archaeologists
The land is legally protected e.g. by a countryside stewardship scheme or by scheduling
The land is constantly under crop and there would therefore be no opportunity for
searching the land
Other
If “other”, please let me know any other reasons that landowners give for denying detectorists
access to their fields:
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Question 6
Do you know of any large areas of land, such as private estates, that you or another detectorist
has been refused permission to detect on?
Yes
No
If “yes”, please give names where known in the format: [name of estate], near [town], [county]
Question 7
Do you:
Research areas of interest and try to get permission on fields in that area?
Get search permission and then research the area?
Never research sites?
Sometimes research sites before gaining permission to search, and on other occasions
research sites after gaining permission?
other
If “other”, please specify: …………………………………………………………………………..
Question 8
If you do research your sites, which sources of information do you use? Please select all that
apply:
county 'Historic Environment Records' or 'Sites and Monuments Records'
books/magazines on local or county history and archaeology
online maps (e.g. the satellite images on Google Earth)
general research on the internet
old maps of the area (e.g. Ordnance Survey)
information from other metal detectorists
information from landowners on the history of their land
other
If “other”, please specify: ………………………………………………………………………….
Question 9
Do you ever seek out a particular period of site?
Yes

No

Sometimes
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If “yes”, which periods of sites are you particularly interested in?
Palaeolithic
Mesolithic
Neolithic
Bronze Age
Iron Age
Roman
Early Medieval including Anglo-Saxon
Medieval
Post Medieval
Modern
Question 10
Do you ever intentionally seek out a particular type of site?
Yes
No
Sometimes
Which types of sites are you particularly interested in?
market sites
settlements
cemeteries, burial ground, graves
route ways (i.e. roads, tracks)
Other
If “other”, please specify: ………………………………………………………………………….
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Section 3: Detecting Practices
Knowledge and experience vary considerably between detectorists. This section looks at your
methods, your knowledge of the land you search and the variability in the equipment you use.

Question 1
How many times do you get out detecting each month on average?
one weekend a month

3/4 days a week

every other weekend

5+ days a week

1 day a week

other

every weekend
If “other”, please specify:…………………………………………………………………………
Question 2
How long on average do you spend searching when you go out?
2 hours

whole day (8 hours)

1/2 day (4 hours)

other

If “other”, please specify: …………………………………………………………………………..

Question 3
Which land types do you prefer to search? Please rank from 1 (most preferred) to 8 (least
preferred):
other
drilled (under crop)
woodland
beaches
stubble
pasture
rolled
freshly ploughed
Question 4
Different soil types (sand, silt, clay, loam, peat, chalk) may affect the quality and types of finds
that are recovered - what have you observed about different soil types when out detecting? E.g.
are artefacts from chalk more damaged than those from silt or peat? Is silt easier to detect on than
clay?
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Question 5
What strategies do you use when detecting fields? E.g. union jack, grids, lines, none
Do you use different strategies in different situations? E.g. on your own land, on club land, at
rallies?
Question 6
Some sites clearly produce more finds than others. How often would you return to a site that has
a low yield?
Question 7
There are many different types of metal detector available, and various types of coil to go with
them. In your opinion, does the type of metal detector or coil used affect the types or quantity of
finds recovered?
Question 8
Do you use different types of metal detector and/or coil for different conditions?
Question 9
In your experience, how does the response of the metal detector vary with different soil types,
weather conditions or stages of ploughing?
Question 10
In what ways do you think the ability of a metal detectorist will affect the types of artefact they
recover?

Section 4: Individual Interests
This final section looks at individual collecting and recording habits and aims to identify firstly
which types and periods of artefacts are most sort after, and secondly what types of artefacts are
usually reported to the Portable Antiquities Scheme.

Question 1
Which archaeological periods are you most interested in?
Early Medieval (including AngloSaxon)

Palaeolithic
Mesolithic

Medieval

Neolithic

Post Medieval

Bronze Age

Modern

Iron Age

Other

Roman
If “other”, please specify: ………………………………………………………………………

288

APPENDIX C: MATERIALS AND METHODS

Question 2
Which types of finds do you typically pick up whilst out searching?
Metal objects

Pottery

Coins

Tiles

Worked stone

Glass

Other

If “other”, please specify: …………………………………………………………………………
Question 3
Do you ever set up your machine to discriminate against certain objects types or materials?
Always

Never

Sometimes

Please specify what you discriminate against:
Question 4
How do you record your findspots?
(when putting the artefacts on the PAS
database)

With a paper map in the field
With a GPS in the field

No physical record

With a paper map at home

Other

With an electronic map at home
With a map provided by the FLO
If “other”, please specify: ………………………………………………………………………
Question 5
Do you keep a record of (select all that apply):
How much time you have spent searching particular fields?
Exactly where you have searched within a field?
Fields that have repeatedly produced no recordable finds?
Would you consider sharing “negative” evidence with the PAS? If “no”, why not?
Yes

No

Question 6
On average, how many artefacts do you collect each time you go out, including those finds not
usually recorded by the PAS (less than 300 years old)?
less than 10

20-30

40-50

10-20

30-40

50+
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Question 7
On average, how many pre 1700AD finds do you collect each time you go out?
1-2

5-6

9-10

3-4

7-8

11+

Question 8
Do you record your finds with the PAS?
Yes always

Yes but only potential treasure finds

Yes occasionally

No

Question 9
Roughly what percentage of the pre 1700AD finds do you show to the PAS?
none

25-50%

1-10%

50-75%

10-25%

75-90%

90-100%

Question 10
Besides metal objects and coins, what other types of artefact do you show to your FLO? Please
select all that apply
Pottery

Bone

None

Tile

Glass

Worked Stone

Other

If “other”, please specify: …………………………………………………………………………
Question 11
What types of finds, if any, do you not show to your FLO?
Question 12
What factors do you think affect whether someone will record their finds with the PAS or not?

Section 5: Any Other Comments
That's the end of the questions - all that remains is some space for any additional comments you
may have on my work:

Thank you very much for your assistance
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III.

MAGAZINE ARTICLES REFERENCED

The following list details the metal detecting magazine articles studied for the
examination of metal detecting practices presented in Chapter 4. The references
have been divided by magazine, and are presented alphabetically by year of
publication. Articles used to calculate finds rates are given in blue.

TREASURE HUNTING
1996
-

Bailey, G. (1996) A Return to Plough and Pasture: Part 2. TH, June, 22-26.
Bailey, G. (1996) A Return to Plough and Pasture: Part 3. TH, July, 18-22.
Bailey, G. (1996) Everyday Life and Times: Part 21. TH, September, 27-31.
Bailey, G. (1996) The Halcyon Days of Metal Detecting: Part 2. TH, Nov, 3842.
Bailey, G. (1996) The Halcyon Days of Metal Detecting: Part 3. TH, Dec, 1218.
Watkins, A. (1996) A day to remember. TH, June, 13.
Webb, J. (1996) The forgotten art of coin shooting. TH, August, 38-43.
Weston, J. (1996) New sites discovered. TH, September, 46-47.
Whitehead, R. (1996) Stubble Stress. TH, December, 38-41.

1997
- Abbeyville, C. (1997) Beginners Start Here: How to approach a new site. TH,
October, 11-13.
- Bailey, G. (1997) `Secondhand’ Sites. TH, February, 59-63.
- Bailey, G. (1997) Sites for all Seasons: Part 1. TH, March, 4-10.
- Bailey, G. (1997) Sites for all Seasons: Part 2. TH, April, 14-21.
- Bailey, G. (1997) Sites for all Seasons: Part 3. TH, May, 23-28.
- Bailey, G. (1997) Sites for all Seasons: Part 4. TH, June, 30-35.
- Bailey, G. (1997) Sites for all Seasons: Part 5. TH, July, 13-19
- Brady, P. (1997) The Use of GPS in recording and plotting finds. TH,
November, 60-61.
- Crounger, A. (1997) From job seeker to treasure seeker: Part 1. TH, June, 1720.
- Crounger, A. (1997) From job seeker to treasure seeker: part 2. TH, Nov, 1317.
- Crounger, A. (1997) From job seeker to treasure seeker: part 3. TH, Dec, 5-8.
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-

Jobling, M. (1997) Good finds from a good field. TH, March, 38-41.
Kings, B. (1997) Luck or skill? TH, July, 59-63.
Webb, J. (1997) The forgotten art of coin shooting: Part 7. TH, February, 4-9.
Webb, J. (1997) The forgotten art of coin shooting: Part 8. TH, March, 56-59.
Weston, J. (1997) Finding your way to new sites. TH, May, 15-18.
Weston, J. (1997) To search, or not to search. TH, October, 41-44.
Whitehead, R. (1997) Distant Fields. TH, April, 31-35.
Whitehead, R. (1997) Documents for detectorists. TH, January, 17-21.
Whitehead, R. (1997) Persistence Pays Off. TH, June, 42-46.
Whitehead, R. (1997) Research, search and find. TH, December, 17-21.
Whitehead, R. (1997) Second Time Around. TH, July, 23-26.

1998
- Crounger, A. (1998) From job seeker to treasure seeker: part 4. TH,
September, 24-27.
- Whitehead, R. (1998) Metal Preservation In The Ground. TH, December, 6-11.
- Whitehead, R. (1998) Plough and Find. TH, April, 25-29.
- Whitehead, R. (1998) Site Finds and Soil Factors. TH, October, 22-26.
1999
- Bailey, G. (1999) Come Rain or Shine. TH, December, 6-10.
- Lewis, R. (1999) Just another day. TH, October, 68-69.
- Weston, J. (1999) The grass is greener? TH, August, 28-31.
2000
-

Bailey, G. (2000) The Start Of A New Season. TH, December, 47-51.
Bailey, G. (2000) Which Field First? TH, January, 63-67.
Jelbart, R. (2000) Finding the right fields. TH, December, 66-68.
Moran, M. (2000) Finds from river and field. TH, October, 28-30.
Stuckey, D. (2000) The finds are out there - but where do I go? TH, February,
6-9.
Wakeling, A. (2000) First steps: a beginner’s account. TH, February, 15-16.

2001
-

Fletcher, T. (2001) From pasture to plough. TH, January, 56-57.
Jelbart, R. (2001) Wandering the meadows. TH, February, 6-11.
Marsden, B.M. (2001) Successful fieldwalking. TH, December, 22-25.
Mulliner, D. (2001) A brief guide to metal detecting. TH, September, 39-40.
Picton, M. (2001) Some quiet fields that became lively. TH, October, 61-64.
Weston, J. (2001) It never rains but it pours. TH, June, 16-19.
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2002
- Abbeyville, C. (2002) A Beginner’s Guide to Successful Detecting. Part 1:
Introduction. TH, February, 6-8.
- Abbeyville, C. (2002) A Beginner’s Guide to Successful Detecting. Part 2:
Acquiring your first detector. TH, March, 67-70.
- Abbeyville, C. (2002) A Beginner’s Guide to Successful Detecting. Part 3:
How important is depth? TH, April, 36-38.
- Abbeyville, C. (2002) A Beginner’s Guide to Successful Detecting. Part 4a:
Finding Sites to Search. TH, June, 17-21.
- Abbeyville, C. (2002) A Beginner’s Guide to Successful Detecting. Part 4b:
Finding Sites to Search. TH, July, 38-40.
- Bailey, G. (2002) Good and Bad Days. TH, January, 45-47.
- Mulliner, D. (2002) The glory hole. TH, September, 61-63.
2003
- Bissett, S. (2003) After a Bad Start. TH, January, 39-40.
- Fletcher, T. (2003) Detecting on the web: internet site research. TH, Oct, 3940.
- Marsden, B.M. (2003) The history of archaeology in England: Part 1: 1500 1840. TH, August, 45-50.
- Marsden, B.M. (2003) The history of archaeology in England: Part 2: 1840 1900. TH, September, 45-50.
- Marsden, B.M. (2003) The history of archaeology in England: Part 3: 1900 1939. TH, October, 31-36.
- Read, B. (2003) Beggars can’t be choosers. TH, June, 16-20.
- Richards, J.D. & Pollard, T. (2003) Do amateur metal detectors damage
archaeological sites? TH (originally published in BBC History Magazine,
December 2002), March, 11.
2004
-

Clarke, D.V. (2004) The Theory of Successful Detecting. TH, October, 77-79.
Condon, J. (2004) Helpful Hints and Timely Tips. TH, February, 19-20.
Davies, A. (2004) A new detector. TH, April, 37-39.
Lynn, J. (2004) Secrets of successful detecting. part 1: response speed: how
quickly does your detector recover from an iron signal? TH, September, 38-40.
Lynn, J. (2004) Secrets of successful detecting. part 2: depth or finds rate:
which do you want? TH, December, 84-86.

2005
- Bournes, T. (2005) GPS and Metal Detecting. TH, December, 63-64.
- Lynn, J. (2005) Secrets of successful detecting. part 3: discrimination and why
we still dig iron. TH, March, 26-28.
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-

Lynn, J. (2005) Secrets of successful detecting. Part 4: `Iffy’ Signals. TH, May,
21-23.
Wain, D. (2005) `Off season’ woodland searching. TH, August, 35-37.
Webb, S. (2005) Beginners look here. TH, September, 67-68.
Weston, J. (2005) The trouble with stubble. TH, April, 45-48.

2006
- Bailey, G. (2006) Thank Goodness for the Plough. TH, May, 27-30.
- Cotswold Collector (2006) A Beginner’s Diary. Background Research and
Approaching Landowners. TH, November, 69-72.
- Cotswold Collector (2006) A Beginner’s Diary. Detector v Technique - a
Beginner's View. TH, September, 28-30.
- Cotswold Collector (2006) A Beginner’s Diary. Sites Worth Trying. TH,
December, 18-21.
- Cotswold Collector (2006) A Beginner’s Diary. Start Getting Land to Search.
TH, October, 45-47.
- Cuddeford, M. (2006) Plot that grot. TH, June, 21-24.
- Webb, S. (2006) Beginners look here: investigate the land around your best
site. TH, May, 66-67.
2007
- Barrow, B. (2007) Bad Days Can Turn to Good. TH, September, 18-21.
- Bayliss, S. (2007) Love hate relationships - A ridge and furrow paddock. TH,
October, 61-64.
- Bayliss, S. (2007) Love hate relationships - The Medieval field. TH, Sept, 2528.
- Cotswold Collector (2007) A Beginner’s Diary. Tackling Arable Land. TH,
April, 50-52.
- Daubney, A., Bolton, A., Rohde, A., Johnson, C., Leahy, K., Reavill, P.,
Atherton, R., Ashby, S.P. & Scott, W. (2007) PAS regional feature: a word
from the midlands region. TH, August, 45-48.
- Dove, J. (2007) Finds from the Farm. TH, August, 19-22.
- Knight, T. (2007) Set aside - okay! TH, June, 35-37.
- Longfield, M. (2007) PAS 10th anniversary conference. TH, September,
p.p.14.
- Roman Ron (2007) Metal detecting and retirement. TH, November, 16-19.
- Sike, E. (2007) Permission of landowners to record finds. TH, April, 20-21.
- Smith, N. (2007) PAS 10th anniversary. TH, August, 17.
- Webb, S. (2007) How to find more hammered coins. TH, August, 69-72.
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2008
- Dunn, P. (2008) To discriminate or not to discriminate? TH, February pp.15.
- Fletcher, T. (2008) Goodbye set-aside - but a better way to find detectable
fields. TH, August, 32-34.
- John, Richard & Kevin (2008) Three Ordinary detectorists: meet up. TH, July,
71-73.
- Wilson, D. (2008) No Real Progress. TH, December, 9.
2009
- Bailey, G. (2009) Any Old Iron. TH, February, 75-76.
- Bailey, G. (2009) Any Old Iron: Into the age of gunpowder and guns. TH, July,
59-62.
- Bailey, G. (2009) Any Old Iron: 4 - Norman to Medieval. TH, May, 49-52.
- Barrow, B. (2009) The Mystery of Fields. TH, October, 14-17.
- Bennet, D. (2009) Tell Us Your Story: A Novice’s First Year of Detecting. TH,
May, 25-27.
- Brun, G. (2009) UKDFD Statement - The `Nighthawking Survey’. TH, May,
14.
- Davies, G. (2009) Happy days are here again! TH, July, 44-47.
- John, Richard & Kevin (2009) Three ordinary detectorists: enjoy a rush of
hammered silver. TH, August, 25-29.
- John, Richard & Kevin (2009) Three ordinary detectorists: experience
unexpected problems on a roman site. TH, September, 23-27.
- John, Richard & Kevin (2009) Three ordinary detectorists: gain some new
land. TH, April, 27-31.
- John, Richard & Kevin (2009) Three ordinary detectorists: go to rallies. TH,
March, 48-52.
- John, Richard & Kevin (2009) Three ordinary detectorists: hunt some pastures.
TH, January, 34-38.
- Middlemiss, P. (2009) Detectorists and archaeologists. TH, December p, p.p.8.
- Montfalcon, J. de (2009) Weekend Wanderers: Ridgeway Rally 2008. TH,
July, 38-41.
- Moorhead, S. (2009) History of the Roman Coinage III: Tiberius (AD 14-37),
Gaius Caligula (37-41) and Claudius (41-54). TH, May, 64-67.
- Moorhead, S. (2009) History of the Roman Coinage V: The Flavian Dynasty
(AD 69-96), Vespasian (69-79), Titus (79-81) & Domitian (81-96). TH, July,
64-68.
- Ottewell, J. (2009) Metal detectorists or history detectives? TH, May, 8.
- Stuckey, D. (2009) Are detectorists acknowledged at last? TH, December p,
p.p.9.
- Stuckey, D. (2009) More finds from village fields. TH, July, 29-33.
- Stuckey, D. (2009) More finds from village fields. TH, March, 25-29.
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THE SEARCHER
1996
- Croft, W.A. (1996) Detecting for the Disheartened. TS, October, 10-13.
- The Headmaster (1996) Progressing in leaps and bounds. TS, November, 1215.
1997
- Howorth, E. (1997) Getting to know your metal detector. TS, August, 17-18.
- Jordan, D. (1997) `...the law’s delay, the insolence of office...' (Hamlet Act III.
Scene I.). TS, March, 10-11.
- Sinclair, M. (1997) A sense of direction. TS, May, 16-18.
1998
- Sike, E. (1998) The art of communication. TS, October, 10.
- Spencer, P.D. (1998) Detecting: comments from a newcomer. TS, January, 4950.
- Spencer, P.D. (1998) Detecting: my first two years. TS, November, 39-42.
1999
- Bony, P.A. (1999) You’ll not find much on this land lad! TS, February, 6-8.
- Newman, J. (1999) Archaeology and metal-detecting: a personal view. TS
(Originally published in The Archaeologist, Spring 1999), June, 9-10.
- Tovey, K. (1999) Search permission the easy way. TS, March, 43-44.
2000
- Sike, E. (2000) Countryside Stewardship Scheme. TS, July, 42.
- Wright, J. (2000) Crown Lands. TS, August, 39
2001
- Arnie (2001) Where Detectorists Fear to Tread. TS, September, 55-57.
- Cross, B. & Cross, M. (2001) Ending up in Cheshire’s pasture fields. TS,
January, 60-62.
- Dale, G. & Dale, S. (2001) The slumbering past awakens. TS, May, 41-42.
- Martin, C. (2001) Detecting in the frozen north (or how to avoid monkey
syndrome). TS, October, 55-57.
- Postlethwaite, I. (2001) In Praise of FLOs. TS, July, 28.
2002
- Arnie (2002) Big Farms - Big Problems? TS, December, 41-43.
- Attlesey, C. (2002) The Axehead. TS, October, 29.
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-

Darling, M. (2002) Have you got what it takes to be a great detectorist? TS,
January, 49.
Read, B. (2002) Saxons and Vikings in Wiltshire. TS, June, 65-67.
Sinclair, M. (2002) Metal detecting and archaeology: an analysis of a conflict.
TS, August, 16-19.

2003
- Meek, A. (2003) `A very significant find’ part one. TS, March, 60-64.
- Meek, A. (2003) `A very significant find’ part two - one more for the album.
TS, April, 55-57.
- Read, B. (2003) No such thing as a barren field. TS, December, 64-67.
- Spencer, P.D. (2003) The ups and downs of detecting. TS, November, 55-58.
2004
- Bain, C. (2004) Putting detecting on the map? TS, July, 18-19.
2005
- Spencer, P.D. (2005) Will my luck hold? TS, August, 58-61.
- Wight, A. (2005) Reading the signs and signals. TS, May, 27-28.
2006
-

Gallon, M. (2006) Billon pennies on barley stubble. TS, February, 26-28.
Spencer, P.D. (2006) Cut halves and quarters: statistics. TS, July, 19-21.
Spencer, P.D. (2006) More outings more finds. TS, September, 26-29.
Spencer, P.D. (2006) Voided short and long cross coin survey. TS, Dec, 45-47.
Winter, J. (2006) The Digital Revolution: how detectorists may benefit. TS,
December, 29-31.

2007
- Bromley, J. (2007) Research and detecting = results. Part 1: The Mill Track.
TS, June, 29-31.
- Bromley, J. (2007) Research and detecting = results. Part 2: In Search of an
Army. TS, July, 29-31.
- Bromley, J. (2007) Research: Taking the first steps. TS, September, 47-49.
- Bromley, J. (2007) Research: Water water everywhere. Part 1. TS, Dec, 53-55.
- Connolly, D. (2007) Learning from Each Other - A Template for the Future?
Water Newton Rally Report. TS, November, 20-21.
- Farghar, J. (2007) Show it and share it. part one: now that you’ve found it ...
TS, March, 49-51.
- Gaunt, S. (2007) Iron discrimination: Do you know what you are missing? TS,
September, pp.45.
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-

Thomas, S. (2007) Past experiences and future hopes: relationships between
archaeologists and metal detectorists. TS, December, 50-52.
Winter, J. (2007) Despondent Detectorist. TS, January, 49-50.
Winter, J. (2007) Just for the record. TS, April, 22-24.

2008
- Bromley, J. (2008) Research: Fields, Hedges and Ditches. TS, May, 50-52.
- Bromley, J. (2008) Research: Water water everywhere. Part 2. TS, Jan, 54-56.
- Bromley, J. (2008) Turning map findings into search permission. TS, Feb, 2931.
- Gaines, M. (2008) Down Winchester Way. TS, September, 24-25.
- Hall, C. (2008) Return to the South Downs. TS, November, 24-26.
- Paul, R. (2008) Revealed, the secrets of the gravel field. TS, October, 24-27.
- Thompson, T. (2008) What is success? Finds from a small Norfolk dairy farm.
TS, June, 50-52.
- Winter, J. (2008) Just for the record. TS, May, 20-21.
2009
- Abel, J. (2009) Metal detecting and other misc ramblings. TS, Feb, 58-59.
- Bird, J. (2009) Irresponsible representation. TS, February pp.56.
- Brun, G. (2009) UKDFD Statement: The `Nighthawking Survey’
commissioned by English Heritage. TS, May, 7.
- Burdell (2009) Mike Heyworth Interview. TS, February pp.56.
- Davies, P. (2009) Another perspective. TS, April, 21.
- Eckerslike, W.E. (2009) Another waste of money. TS, November p, p.p.30.
- Hawthorne, S. (2009) Diary of a beginner. TS, April, 32-33.
- Hawthorne, S. (2009) Diary of a beginner. TS, June, 34-35.
- Hennell, C. (2009) Conference: How different European countries deal with
portable antiquities held at The British Museum, 7 September, 2009. TS,
November, 22-23.
- McGorry, J. (2009) Transparent propaganda. TS, May, 26-27.
- Radley, A. (2009) PAS Conference. TS, December, pp.59.
- TS (2009) Beginners’ section: a helping hand in getting started. TS, Feb, 6061.
- TS (2009) Beginners’ section: tips - planning and good practice for your new
hobby. TS, March, 44-45.
- The Sussex Pastfinders (2009) The Sussex Pastfinders. TS, May, 50-54.
- Walton, I. (2009) CBA/PAS/UKDFD. TS, February, 56.
-
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CHAPTER 1
Exploring Distribution Patterns

Street Map (top left)
Satellite Map (top right)
Hybrid Map (second row left)
Terrain Map (second row right)
Open Street Map (third row left)
Historical Map (third row right)
Google Earth (bottom left)

Figure 1.1: Screenshots of the mapping options available to registered users of the PASD
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st

Figure 1.2: Findspot precision of all objects recorded/records created before 31 December 2011

Figure 1.3: Method of discovery of non-‘metal detected’ objects recovered/records created before
st
31 December 2011

2
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st

Figure 1.4: Archaeological period of all objects recorded before 31 December 2011
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CHAPTER 1: EXPLORING DISTRIBUTION PATTERNS

st

Figure 1.5: Landuse of findspot for objects recorded/records created before 31 December 2011

st

Figure 1.6: Regions of origin of objects and records from the PASD (correct to 31 December 2011)
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CHAPTER 1: EXPLORING DISTRIBUTION PATTERNS

Figure 1.7: Distribution map showing all finds recorded on the PASD (correct to September 2009).
Colours represent different counties, and findspots located in the sea have been removed (country
boundaries from OS Boundary Line)
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CHAPTER 2
Understanding Sampling Bias

Figure 2.1: The seven stages of collection bias for amateur collected archaeological data
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CHAPTER 2: UNDERSTANDING SAMPLING BIAS

Table 2.1: Outline of the different theories of formation processes, based around the augmented
contingencies used within this thesis

CHAPTER 3
Methods and Materials

Figure 3.1: PAS Recording Areas, highlighting the three study areas (Based on Ordnance Survey
Boundary Line data)

CHAPTER 3: METHODS AND MATERIALS

Table 3.1: Vital Statistics for each of the study areas

Isle of Wight

Hampshire

Northamptonshire

PAS operated in area since

2003

1999

1999

Total land area (square km)

395

3,857

2,367

Objects on PASD (31/08/2010)

10,200

33,256

12,080

Records on PASD (31/08/2010)

6,619

17,163

9,708

Density of objects (per square km)

25.8

8.6

5.1

Figure 3.2: Percentage of PAS finds from each archaeological period for each of the study areas
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CHAPTER 3: METHODS AND MATERIALS

Figure 3.3: Percentage of PAS finds in each object class for each of the study areas (0-40% all ‘coins’
so truncated)

Figure 3.4: Bar Chart showing the discovery method of finds for each study area (0-85% all ‘metal
detecting’ so truncated)

Figure 3.5: Accuracy of findspots in each study area, by NGR length
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CHAPTER 3: METHODS AND MATERIALS

Figure 3.6: Stacked Bar Chart showing the percentage of total land area in each county used for
specific agricultural purposes, averaged from data collected from 2000 to 2009 (data summarised
from the DEFRA June Agricultural Surveys).
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CHAPTER 3: METHODS AND MATERIALS

Figure 3.7: Bar Chart showing the ‘General’ and ‘Specific’ landuse types for each findspot in each
study area, where recorded.
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CHAPTER 4
Detecting Practices

Figure 4.1: Column chart of the average number of ‘events’ for respondents
(57 responses)

CHAPTER 4: DETECTING PRACTICES

Figure 4.2: Column chart showing the amount of time spent detecting at each ‘event’
(58 responses)
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Article
No of visits No of visits no
No of hours
Magazine Issue Author ID
No of ppl
ID
recorded recordable finds
(approx)
001
TH
Jun-96
013
4
0
1
32
002
TH
Jul-96
013
2
0
1
17.5
003
S
Nov-96
035
3
0
1
24
004
S
Nov-96
035
1
0
1
8
005
S
Nov-96
035
2
0
1
16
006
S
Nov-96
035
5
0
1
40
007
S
Nov-96
035
1
0
1
8
008
TH
Dec-96
029
4
1
1
28
009
S
May-97
023
2
0
1
16
010
S
May-97
023
1
0
1
8
011
S
May-97
023
3
2
1
24
012
TH
Jun-97
029
11
2
1
78.5
013
TH
Jul-97
009
3
0
2
20
014
TH
Jul-97
029
7
1
1
56
015
TH
Oct-97
019
1
0
2
3
016
TH
Oct-97
019
2
0
2
16
017
TH
Oct-97
019
4
0
1.5
23
018
TH
Dec-97
029
5
0
1
40
019
TH
Apr-98
029
11
1
1
88
020
TH
Apr-98
029
10
0
1
80
021
TH
Sep-98
005
1
0
2
4
022
TH
Sep-98
005
1
0
2
4
023
S
Feb-99
025
3
0
2
24
024
TH
Aug-99
019
4
0
2
24.5
025
TH
Aug-99
019
2
0
1
8
026
TH
Oct-99
028
1
0
1
8
027
TH
Dec-99
013
5
1
1
40
028
TH
Dec-99
013
4
1
2
24
029
TH
Jan-00
013
6
0
1
43
030
TH
Feb-00
003
3
2
1
24
031
TH
Dec-00
013
5
2
1
40
032
TH
Dec-00
013
2
0
2
16
033
TH
Dec-00
027
4
1
1
26
034
S
Jan-01
007
2
0
2
16
035
S
Jan-01
007
1
1
2
8

Total
finds
19+
14+
16
2
2
10
3+
3
2
1+
5+
61+
87+
42+
1
12
21+
38+
64+
58+
10
44+
50+
25+
9+
18+
97+
320+
34+
24+
123+
10+
40+
2+
3+

Total recordable
finds (approx)
10
14
16
2
2
10
3
3
2
1
5
21
72
19
1
12
18
18
23
22
10
4
2
19
7
1
12
6
18
2
15
9
9
2
1

Finds per person
per visit
2.50
7.00
5.33
2.00
1.00
2.00
3.00
0.75
1.00
1.00
1.67
1.91
12.00
2.71
0.50
3.00
3.00
3.60
2.09
2.20
5.00
2.00
0.33
2.38
3.50
1.00
2.40
0.75
3.00
0.67
3.00
2.25
2.25
0.50
0.50

Avg finds per Avg finds per
8hr day
hour
2.50
0.36
6.40
0.91
5.33
0.76
2.00
0.29
1.00
0.14
2.00
0.29
3.00
0.43
0.86
0.12
1.00
0.14
1.00
0.14
1.67
0.24
2.14
0.31
14.40
2.06
2.71
0.39
1.33
0.19
3.00
0.43
4.17
0.60
3.60
0.51
2.09
0.30
2.20
0.31
10.00
1.43
4.00
0.57
0.33
0.05
3.10
0.44
7.00
1.00
1.00
0.14
2.40
0.34
1.00
0.14
3.35
0.48
0.67
0.10
3.00
0.43
2.25
0.32
2.77
0.40
0.50
0.07
0.50
0.07
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Table 4.1: Summary of the numerical information extracted from the metal detecting magazines
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Article
No of visits No of visits no
No of hours
Magazine Issue Author ID
No of ppl
ID
recorded recordable finds
(approx)
036
S
Jan-01
007
1
0
2
8
037
TH
Feb-01
027
5
0
1
40
038
TH
Jun-01
019
6
0
2
48
039
TH
Jun-01
019
3
0
1
16
040
TH
Jan-02
013
1
0
1
8
041
S
Jun-02
010
1
0
2
4
042
TH
Sep-02
011
3
0
1
24
043
TH
Sep-02
011
1
0
2
4
044
S
Dec-02
006
5
0
1
40
045
S
Dec-02
006
1
0
1
3
046
TH
Jan-03
032
2
1
1
16
047
S
Mar-03
002
1
0
1
8
048
TH
Jun-03
010
1
0
2
8
049
S
Nov-03
026
43
0
1
172
050
S
Nov-03
026
22
5
1
88
051
S
Dec-03
010
7
1
2
49
052
TH
Apr-04
001
2
0
1
16
053
TH
Apr-05
019
7
2
56
054
S
Aug-05
026
44
0
1
176
055
S
Aug-05
026
23
5
1
92
056
S
Feb-06
022
1
0
1
8
057
TH
May-06
013
2
0
1
16
058
S
Sep-06
026
18
1
1
72
059
S
Jun-07
016
4
1
1
28
060
TH
Jun-07
033
7
1
43
061
TH
Aug-07
017
8
1
1
64
062
S
Sep-07
016
3
1
20
063
TH
Sep-07
008
1
0
2
8
064
TH
Sep-07
031
5
1
1
23
065
TH
Oct-07
031
6
0
1
48
066
TH
Nov-07
030
10
1
1
80
067
S
Sep-08
021
1
0
1
8
068
TH
Jan-09
020
2
0
3
16
069
TH
Jan-09
020
5
0
2
30
070
TH
Mar-09
012
6
2
1
48

Total
finds
22+
63+
36+
25+
29+
28+
25+
8
10
11+
15+
41
31+
608
88+
174+
6
31+
953
66+
14
36+
89+
38+
11+
15+
7
8+
23+
13+
21+
6
8+
20+
20+

Total recordable
finds (approx)
3
3
33
21
13
28
24
8
3
2
3
38
24
42
23
162
3
25
99
20
12
13
32
23
8
7
7
5
10
1
12
5
2
8
10

Finds per person
per visit
1.50
0.60
2.75
7.00
13.00
14.00
8.00
4.00
0.60
2.00
1.50
38.00
12.00
0.98
1.05
11.57
1.50
1.79
2.25
0.87
12.00
6.50
1.78
5.75
1.14
0.88
2.33
2.50
2.00
0.17
1.20
5.00
0.33
0.80
1.67

Avg finds per Avg finds per
8hr day
hour
1.50
0.21
0.60
0.09
2.75
0.39
10.50
1.50
13.00
1.86
28.00
4.00
8.00
1.14
8.00
1.14
0.60
0.09
5.33
0.76
1.50
0.21
38.00
5.43
12.00
1.71
1.95
0.28
2.09
0.30
13.22
1.89
1.50
0.21
1.79
0.26
4.50
0.64
1.74
0.25
12.00
1.71
6.50
0.93
3.56
0.51
6.57
0.94
1.49
0.21
0.88
0.13
2.80
0.40
2.50
0.36
3.48
0.50
0.17
0.02
1.20
0.17
5.00
0.71
0.33
0.05
1.07
0.15
1.67
0.24
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Total recordable
No of hours Total
No of visits No of visits no
Article
No of ppl
Magazine Issue Author ID
finds (approx)
finds
(approx)
recorded recordable finds
ID
2
36+
32
1
3
4
020
Mar-09
TH
071
9
30+
32
3
0
4
020
Apr-09
TH
072
3
146
25.5
2
0
6
020
Apr-09
TH
073
4
8
24
1
0
3
020
Apr-09
TH
074
16
36+
40
1
0
5
012
Jul-09
TH
075
21
36+
56
1
0
7
014
Jul-09
TH
076
6
12+
16
3
0
2
020
Aug-09
TH
077
4
6+
8
2
0
1
020
Aug-09
TH
078
4
7+
10.5
1
0
2
020
Aug-09
TH
079
12
15+
31.5
3
1
5
020
Sep-09
TH
080
10
15+
25.5
1
0
5
020
Sep-09
TH
081
7
9
16
1
0
2
008
Oct-09
TH
082
12
12
8
2
0
1
008
Oct-09
TH
083
0
1
8
2
0
1
001
Nov-09
TH
084
13
29+
32
1
0
4
004
Nov-09
TH
085
3
125+
16
2
0
2
015
Nov-09
TH
086
1
4
8
1
0
1
024
Nov-09
TH
087
93
95+
24
2
0
3
018
Jan-10
TH
088
14
25+
54.5
1
0
9
030
Jan-10
TH
089
1
3
8
2
0
1
018
Feb-10
TH
090
10
20+
40
2
0
5
020
Feb-10
TH
091
9
17+
16
3
0
2
020
Feb-10
TH
092
35
37+
56
2
1
7
034
Feb-10
TH
093
1412
4593
2911
39
466
TOTAL
no. recordable
no. hrs per no. finds
ppp = per person per
AVERAGES
finds per visit
per visit
visit
3.03
9.86
6.25

Finds per person Avg finds per Avg finds per
hour
8hr day
per visit
0.07
0.50
0.50
0.11
0.75
0.75
0.07
0.47
0.25
0.19
1.33
1.33
0.46
3.20
3.20
0.43
3.00
3.00
0.14
1.00
1.00
0.29
2.00
2.00
0.44
3.05
2.00
0.15
1.02
0.80
0.45
3.14
2.00
0.50
3.50
3.50
0.86
6.00
6.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.46
3.25
3.25
0.11
0.75
0.75
0.14
1.00
1.00
2.21
15.50
15.50
0.29
2.06
1.56
0.07
0.50
0.50
0.14
1.00
1.00
0.21
1.50
1.50
0.36
2.50
2.50
52.44
367.07
310.67
no. recordable finds no. recordable no. recordable
finds ppp day finds ppp hour
ppp visit
0.62
4.37
3.74
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Table 4.2: Calculating the average number of hours spent detecting each week by the survey
respondents (based on 55 responses)

Figure 4.3: Column chart showing the factors affecting the choice of metal detecting sites
(76 responses)
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Figure 4.4: Column chart showing the percentage of respondents refused permission to access
different types of land due to a ‘legal’ constraints on metal detecting there (53 responses)
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Figure 4.5: Column chart showing percentage of metal detector users given others reasons for
refusal of access by landowners (63 responses)
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Figure 4.6: Column chart showing the amount of research conducted prior to searching metal
detecting sites (74 responses)
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Figure 4.7: Column chart showing the different sources used by metal detector users to research
metal detecting sites (75 responses)
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Figure 4.8: Pie chart showing the percentage of respondents who target sites from specific
archaeological periods (76 responses)

Figure 4.9: Column chart showing the percentage of respondents who target specific types of
archaeological site (76 responses)
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Figure 4.10: Column chart showing the archaeological periods most sort by those respondents who
said that they target specific periods (30 responses)

Figure 4.11: Column chart showing the archaeological site types most sought by those respondents
who said that they target specific types (23 responses)
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Figure 4.12: Column chart showing the extent of metal detector users search ranges
(76 responses)
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Figure 4.13: Map showing the ‘home’ counties and search areas of respondents (county boundary
from OS Boundary Line)
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Figure 4.14: Column chart showing the general search area of respondents
(75 responses)

Figure 4.15: Column chart showing the time respondents are prepared to travel to get to metal
detecting sites (73 responces)
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Figure 4.16: Column chart showing the distances respondents are prepared to travel to get to metal
detecting sites (68 responses)
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Table 4.3: Table showing the number of votes within each category for each land type, and the
resulting average position of that land type.

LAND TYPE
rolled
drilled (under crop)
pasture
stubble
beaches
freshly ploughed
other
woodland

1

2

40
22
14
7
4
7
2
1

10
20
20
16
18
12
6
10

Number of votes for each position
3
4
5
6
7
6
21
27
18
18
24
6
18

16
4
32
44
16
32
8
16

0
20
25
50
50
40
5
20

0
30
18
24
36
12
12
72

0
7
21
35
42
42
28
63

8
24
24
16
8
48
72
56
80

Average
position
1
2
3
4
6
6
7
8

Figure 4.17: Stacked column chart showing the percentage of votes given to each value within each
land type i.e. over 70% of votes for rolled land placed it as number 1 (55 responses)
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Figure 4.18: Example survey patterns from the GPS tracks recorded by an anonymous metal
detectorist:
(A) Searching using the Union Jack method
(B) Concentrating on a wide footpath crossing the field
(C) Focussing on field boundaries
(D) Searching by grids and transects
(E) Random searching with evidence for more time spent at ‘hot spot’ areas
(F) Random searching by lines from a central point
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Figure 4.19: Detecting patterns over about 3 hours of two detectorists (Ploughed field approximately
100m x 500m - copied from The Searcher, November 1998, page 40)

Figure 4.20: Column showing the archaeological periods respondents’ are most interested in
(55 responses)
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Figure 4.21: Column chart showing the object types most sought by respondents
(54 responses)

Figure 4.22: Column chart showing the percentage of respondents who use their machines to
discriminate against select materials (55 responses)
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Figure 4.23: Column chart showing the average number of finds collected at each ‘event’
(54 responses)

Figure 4.24: Column chart showing the average number of PAS-suitable finds recovered at each
event (53 responses)
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Table 4.4: Calculating finds rates from the survey
(53 and 54 responses respectively)

Table 4.5: Calculating finds rates from the Isle of Wight clubs

1

Table 4.6: Calculating total finds rates from the Isle of Wight, Survey and Magazine rates

Days
detecting
84.4
52
12

Isle of
Wight rate
452848
279006
64386

Averages

265413

1426782
879060
202860

Magazine
rate
1879630
1158066
267246

836234

1101647

Survey rate

1

Averages
1253087
772044
178164
734432

Clubs detect twice a week, missing around 5 weeks a year for weather and holidays, and an average
of 15 metal detector users attend each rally (pers. comm. Club chairmen 2010)
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Table 4.7: Calculating the area searched per annum by all active detectorists

average number of days detecting per detectorist:
no of active detectorists:
total number of days detecting per year:
5.5
no. of hours detecting per day:
6.25
average
no. of 30minute sessions:
square metres covered:
square km covered:

49.5
9800
484773
2666253
3029833
2848043
5696087
569608667
569.6

Figure 4.25: Column chart showing levels of reporting to the PAS
(55 responses)
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Figure 4.26: Column chart showing the percentage of recovered PAS-suitable finds reported to PAS
(55 responses)

Figure 4.27: Column chart showing the methods of findspot recording used by respondents
(55 responses)
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Figure 4.28: Column chart showing the types of records kept by respondents
(30 responses – this figure excludes those who don’t keep any of these additional records)
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CHAPTER 5
The Isle of Wight

Figure 5.1: Approximate route of the now extinct Solent River (based on Velegrakis et al, 1999)

CHAPTER 5: ISLE OF WIGHT

Figure 5.2: Principal Settlements and route-ways on the Isle of Wight
(Source: OS Mastermap, OS Boundary Line)
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Figure 5.3: Parishes on Isle of Wight (Source: OS Boundary Line, OS Boundary Line)

43

CHAPTER 5: ISLE OF WIGHT

Figure 5.4: Isle of Wight Bedrock Geology (1:50,000 scale)
(Source: British Geological Society)
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Figure 5.5: Elevation and principal water-ways on the Isle of Wight
(Source: Ordnance Survey, OS Boundary Line)
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Figure 5.6: Frank Basford (Isle of Wight FLO) training members of the Vectis Searchers to use a GPS
(Photo © PAS, reproduced under CC license)

2

Table 5.1: Rate of record creation and object recording for current FLOs in each study area .
Columns show the number of records created and objects recorded by each FLO per year.

2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011 (to 31st July)
Average per month
Average per working day
Hypothesised monthly average

Mr Frank Basford
Records
Objects
23.3
48.2
61.0
157.2
63.3
73.3
79.6
96.0
84.1
145.7
112.8
148.8
125.2
173.1
143.6
224.7
101.7
154.8
5.9
8.9
127.1
193.4

2

Mr Robert Webley
Records
Objects
86.6
92.4
77.8
81.4
84.2
100.1
70.9
98.8
99.7
131.6
106.2
1098.8
69.9
71.7
91.1
283.4
4.2
13.0
91.1
283.4

Ms Julie Cassidy
Records
Objects
3.9
3.9
57.5
62.8
63.1
74.7
130.1
157.0
97.1
114.0
4.5
5.2
97.1
114.0

Per month average calculated from FLOs first complete year to 31st July 2011. Average per working
day = 21.7 working days per month for a 5 day week, and 17.4 working days per month for a 4 day
week.
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(A)

(B)

(C)

Figure 5.7: Record creation per quarter between April 2003 and June 2011, for each of the FLOs from
the Isle of Wight and Lincolnshire (A), Hampshire (B) and Northamptonshire (C).
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Figure 5.8: Percentage of finds from each parish, plotted against the percentage of the total land
area of each parish
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Figure 5.9: Findspot density by parish (high = greater percentage of finds than expected for the land
area, low = lower percentage of finds than expected for the land area) (Source: OS Boundary Line)
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Image contains sensitive data

st

Figure 5.10: All Isle of Wight PAS findspots (correct to 31 August 2010), plotted against parish
boundaries (Source: OS Boundary Line)
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Figure 5.11: Constrained land on the Isle of Wight (Source: OS Boundary Line): National Trust
(Source: National Trust); Forestry Commission (Source: Forestry Commission); SSSIs (Source: MAGIC);
and SAMs (Source: English Heritage)

Figure 5.12: Constrained land on the Isle of Wight (Source: OS Boundary Line): Waterbodies and
buildings (Source: OS Mastermap); Danger Areas (Source: OS Landranger map)
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Figure 5.13: Constrained land (26%) and unconstrained land (74%) on the Isle of Wight (Source: OS
Boundary Line)

Image contains sensitive data

Figure 5.14: All PAS records for the Isle of Wight, plotted against potential constraints to detecting
(Source: OS Boundary Line)
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Image contains sensitive data

Figure 5.15: PAS findspots hug the boundaries of a settlement (Source: OS Mastermap), an SSSI
(Source: MAGIC) and National Trust land (Source: National Trust) (Source: county boundary from OS
Boundary Line)
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Figure 5.16: Line graph showing the cumulative percentage of land and metal detected finds at 25m
intervals from a constrained area (dmax = 23.1)

Figure 5.17: Bar chart showing the percentage of land area and metal detected finds within 25m
intervals from a constrained area
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Image contains sensitive data

st

Figure 5.18: All records from the county SMR for the Isle of Wight (correct to 31 August 2010),
plotted against elevation data (Source: OS Landform Data, OS Boundary Line)
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Table 5.2: Palaeolithic PAS finds from the Isle of Wight

BEMBRIDGE
BRIGHSTONE
CALBOURNE
COWES
FRESHWATER
NETTLESTONE AND SEAVIEW
NEWPORT
ST HELENS
(blank)
Grand Total

Palaeolithic finds
4
7.84%
1
1.96%
1
1.96%
1
1.96%
2
3.92%
1
1.96%
1
1.96%
39
76.47%
1
1.96%
51
100.00%

%area of Parish
2.71%
5.07%
8.49%
0.76%
3.85%
1.70%
12.19%
0.67%
35.46%

Figure 5.19: Distribution of Palaeolithic PAS findspots from the Isle of Wight plotted against parish
boundaries (Source: OS Boundary Line)
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Figure 5.20: SMR Palaeolithic Records displayed as a normalised KDE map, plotted against the
significant constraints against metal detecting identified for the Isle of Wight (Source: OS Boundary
Line)
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Figure 5.21: PAS Palaeolithic Records displayed as a normalised KDE map, plotted against the
significant constraints against metal detecting identified for the Isle of Wight (Source: OS Boundary
Line)
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Table 5.3: Mesolithic PAS finds from the Isle of Wight

BEMBRIDGE
BRADING
BRIGHSTONE
CALBOURNE
NETTLESTONE AND SEAVIEW
NEWCHURCH
NEWPORT
NITON AND WHITWELL
SANDOWN
SHALFLEET
SHORWELL
VENTNOR
WOOTTON BRIDGE
(blank)
Grand Total

Mesolithic finds
4
12.50%
1
3.13%
1
3.13%
2
6.25%
1
3.13%
1
3.13%
2
6.25%
1
3.13%
1
3.13%
1
3.13%
13
40.63%
1
3.13%
1
3.13%
2
6.25%
32
100.00%

%area of Parish
2.71%
3.61%
5.07%
8.49%
1.70%
4.06%
12.19%
3.31%
1.14%
5.38%
4.92%
2.18%
1.91%
56.68%

Image contains sensitive data

Figure 5.22: Distribution of Mesolithic PAS findspots from the Isle of Wight plotted against parish
boundaries (Source: OS Boundary Line)
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Figure 5.23: SMR Mesolithic Records displayed as a normalised KDE map, plotted against the
significant constraints against metal detecting identified for the Isle of Wight (Source: OS Boundary
Line)
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Figure 5.24: PAS Mesolithic Records displayed as a normalised KDE map, plotted against the
significant constraints against metal detecting identified for the Isle of Wight (Source: OS Boundary
Line)
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Table 5.4: Neolithic PAS finds from the Isle of Wight

ARRETON
BEMBRIDGE
BRADING
BRIGHSTONE
CALBOURNE
CHALE
EAST COWES
GATCOMBE
GODSHILL
HAVENSTREET AND ASHEY
LAKE
NEWCHURCH
NITON AND WHITWELL
SHALFLEET
SHORWELL
ST HELENS
TOTLAND
VENTNOR
WROXALL
(blank)
Grand Total

Neolithic finds
3
3.30%
8
8.79%
17
18.68%
8
8.79%
5
5.49%
3
3.30%
1
1.10%
1
1.10%
6
6.59%
2
2.20%
1
1.10%
2
2.20%
1
1.10%
13
14.29%
14
15.38%
1
1.10%
1
1.10%
1
1.10%
1
1.10%
2
2.20%
91
100.00%

%area of Parish
4.90%
2.71%
3.61%
5.07%
8.49%
2.29%
1.42%
2.85%
5.01%
5.04%
0.64%
4.06%
3.31%
5.38%
4.92%
0.67%
1.40%
2.18%
1.91%
65.88%

Image contains sensitive data

Figure 5.25: Distribution of Neolithic PAS findspots from the Isle of Wight plotted against parish
boundaries (Source: OS Boundary Line)
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Figure 5.26: SMR Neolithic Records displayed as a normalised KDE map, plotted against the
significant constraints against metal detecting identified for the Isle of Wight (Source: OS Boundary
Line)
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Figure 5.27: PAS Neolithic Records displayed as a normalised KDE map, plotted against the significant
constraints against metal detecting identified for the Isle of Wight (Source: OS Boundary Line)

64

ARRETON
BEMBRIDGE
BRADING
BRIGHSTONE
CALBOURNE
CHALE
FRESHWATER
GATCOMBE
GODSHILL
GURNARD
HAVENSTREET AND ASHEY
NETTLESTONE AND SEAVIEW
NEWCHURCH
NEWPORT
NITON AND WHITWELL
NORTHWOOD
ROOKLEY
SANDOWN
SHALFLEET
SHORWELL
TOTLAND
WROXALL
YARMOUTH
(blank)
Grand Total

Bronze Age finds %area of Parish
6
2.17%
4.90%
3
1.08%
2.71%
1
0.36%
3.61%
6
2.17%
5.07%
16
5.78%
8.49%
1
0.36%
2.29%
2
0.72%
3.85%
2
0.72%
2.85%
2
0.72%
5.01%
2
0.72%
1.07%
8
2.89%
5.04%
1
0.36%
1.70%
7
2.53%
4.06%
6
2.17%
12.19%
2
0.72%
3.31%
3
1.08%
1.47%
1
0.36%
0.97%
20
7.22%
1.14%
33
11.91%
5.38%
135
48.74%
4.92%
1
0.36%
1.40%
1
0.36%
1.91%
13
4.69%
1.75%
5
1.81%
277
100.00%
85.11%
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Table 5.5: Bronze Age PAS finds from the Isle of Wight

Image contains sensitive data

Figure 5.28: Distribution of Bronze Age PAS findspots from the Isle of Wight plotted against parish
boundaries (Source: OS Boundary Line)
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Figure 5.29: SMR Bronze Age Records displayed as a normalised KDE map, plotted against the
significant constraints against metal detecting identified for the Isle of Wight (Source: OS Boundary
Line)
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Figure 5.30: PAS Bronze Age Records displayed as a normalised KDE map, plotted against the
significant constraints against metal detecting identified for the Isle of Wight (Source: OS Boundary
Line)
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ARRETON
BEMBRIDGE
BRADING
BRIGHSTONE
CALBOURNE
CHALE
EAST COWES
FRESHWATER
GODSHILL
GURNARD
HAVENSTREET AND ASHEY
NETTLESTONE AND SEAVIEW
NEWCHURCH
NEWPORT
NITON AND WHITWELL
NORTHWOOD
RYDE
SHALFLEET
SHORWELL
YARMOUTH
(blank)
Grand Total

Iron Age finds
%area of Parish
6
0.45%
4.90%
25
1.89%
2.71%
2
0.15%
3.61%
1038
78.28%
5.07%
23
1.73%
8.49%
1
0.08%
2.29%
14
1.06%
1.42%
19
1.43%
3.85%
3
0.23%
5.01%
1
0.08%
1.07%
29
2.19%
5.04%
1
0.08%
1.70%
26
1.96%
4.06%
28
2.11%
12.19%
6
0.45%
3.31%
1
0.08%
1.47%
1
0.08%
2.99%
74
5.58%
5.38%
18
1.36%
4.92%
5
0.38%
1.75%
5
0.38%
1326
100.00%
81.25%
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Table 5.6: Iron Age PAS finds from the Isle of Wight

Image contains sensitive data

Figure 5.31: Distribution of Iron Age PAS findspots from the Isle of Wight plotted against parish
boundaries (Source: OS Boundary Line)
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Figure 5.32: SMR Iron Age Records displayed as a normalised KDE map, plotted against the significant
constraints against metal detecting identified for the Isle of Wight (Source: OS Boundary Line)
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Figure 5.33: PAS Iron Age Records displayed as a normalised KDE map, plotted against the significant
constraints against metal detecting identified for the Isle of Wight (Source: OS Boundary Line)
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ARRETON
BEMBRIDGE
BRADING
BRIGHSTONE
CALBOURNE
CHALE
COWES
EAST COWES
FISHBOURNE
FRESHWATER
GATCOMBE
GODSHILL
GURNARD
HAVENSTREET AND ASHEY
NETTLESTONE AND SEAVIEW
NEWCHURCH
NEWPORT
NITON AND WHITWELL
ROOKLEY
RYDE
SANDOWN
SHALFLEET
SHANKLIN
SHORWELL
TOTLAND
VENTNOR
YARMOUTH
(blank)
Grand Total

Roman finds
%area of Parish
68
2.35%
4.90%
60
2.07%
2.71%
12
0.41%
3.61%
130
4.49%
5.07%
883
30.48%
8.49%
7
0.24%
2.29%
1
0.03%
0.76%
1
0.03%
1.42%
23
0.79%
0.60%
45
1.55%
3.85%
19
0.66%
2.85%
32
1.10%
5.01%
6
0.21%
1.07%
275
9.49%
5.04%
6
0.21%
1.70%
124
4.28%
4.06%
151
5.21%
12.19%
39
1.35%
3.31%
4
0.14%
0.97%
4
0.14%
2.99%
1
0.03%
1.14%
606
20.92%
5.38%
1
0.03%
2.02%
200
6.90%
4.92%
3
0.10%
1.40%
1
0.03%
2.18%
183
6.32%
1.75%
12
0.41%
2897
100.00%
91.69%
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Table 5.7: Roman PAS finds from the Isle of Wight

Image contains sensitive data

Figure 5.34: Distribution of Roman PAS findspots from the Isle of Wight plotted against parish
boundaries (Source: OS Boundary Line)
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Figure 5.35: SMR Roman Records displayed as a normalised KDE map, plotted against the significant
constraints against metal detecting identified for the Isle of Wight (Source: OS Boundary Line)
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Figure 5.36: PAS Roman Records displayed as a normalised KDE map, plotted against the significant
constraints against metal detecting identified for the Isle of Wight (Source: OS Boundary Line)
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Early Medieval finds %area of Parish
ARRETON
10
1.69%
4.90%
BEMBRIDGE
2
0.34%
2.71%
BRADING
3
0.51%
3.61%
BRIGHSTONE
19
3.21%
5.07%
CALBOURNE
34
5.75%
8.49%
CHALE
1
0.17%
2.29%
FISHBOURNE
2
0.34%
0.60%
FRESHWATER
22
3.72%
3.85%
GATCOMBE
5
0.85%
2.85%
GODSHILL
7
1.18%
5.01%
HAVENSTREET AND ASHEY
12
2.03%
5.04%
NETTLESTONE AND SEAVIEW
1
0.17%
1.70%
NEWCHURCH
8
1.35%
4.06%
NEWPORT
31
5.25%
12.19%
NITON AND WHITWELL
3
0.51%
3.31%
ROOKLEY
3
0.51%
0.97%
SHALFLEET
130
22.00%
5.38%
SHORWELL
285
48.22%
4.92%
TOTLAND
2
0.34%
1.40%
WHIPPINGHAM
1
0.17%
1.70%
YARMOUTH
10
1.69%
1.75%
Grand Total
591
100.00%
81.82%
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Table 5.8: Early Medieval PAS finds from the Isle of Wight

Image contains sensitive data

Figure 5.37: Distribution of Early Medieval PAS findspots from the Isle of Wight plotted against parish
boundaries (Source: OS Boundary Line)
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Figure 5.38: SMR Early Medieval Records displayed as a normalised KDE map, plotted against the
significant constraints against metal detecting identified for the Isle of Wight (Source: OS Boundary
Line)
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Figure 5.39: PAS Early Medieval Records displayed as a normalised KDE map, plotted against the
significant constraints against metal detecting identified for the Isle of Wight (Source: OS Boundary
Line)
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ARRETON
BEMBRIDGE
BRADING
BRIGHSTONE
CALBOURNE
CHALE
FISHBOURNE
FRESHWATER
GATCOMBE
GODSHILL
GURNARD
HAVENSTREET AND ASHEY
NETTLESTONE AND SEAVIEW
NEWCHURCH
NEWPORT
NITON AND WHITWELL
NORTHWOOD
ROOKLEY
RYDE
SHALFLEET
SHANKLIN
SHORWELL
ST HELENS
TOTLAND
WHIPPINGHAM
WOOTTON BRIDGE
WROXALL
YARMOUTH
(blank)
Grand Total

Medieval finds
%area of Parish
112
4.75%
4.90%
5
0.21%
2.71%
24
1.02%
3.61%
476
20.19%
5.07%
234
9.92%
8.49%
77
3.27%
2.29%
123
5.22%
0.60%
79
3.35%
3.85%
42
1.78%
2.85%
70
2.97%
5.01%
9
0.38%
1.07%
60
2.54%
5.04%
3
0.13%
1.70%
36
1.53%
4.06%
180
7.63%
12.19%
60
2.54%
3.31%
8
0.34%
1.47%
9
0.38%
0.97%
9
0.38%
2.99%
388
16.45%
5.38%
49
2.08%
2.02%
251
10.64%
4.92%
1
0.04%
0.67%
12
0.51%
1.40%
6
0.25%
1.70%
1
0.04%
1.91%
4
0.17%
1.91%
29
1.23%
1.75%
1
0.04%
2358
100.00%
93.85%
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Table 5.9: Medieval PAS finds from the Isle of Wight

Image contains sensitive data

Figure 5.40: Distribution of Medieval PAS findspots from the Isle of Wight plotted against parish
boundaries (Source: OS Boundary Line)
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Figure 5.41: SMR Medieval Records displayed as a normalised KDE map, plotted against the
significant constraints against metal detecting identified for the Isle of Wight (Source: OS Boundary
Line)
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Figure 5.42: PAS Medieval Records displayed as a normalised KDE map, plotted against the
significant constraints against metal detecting identified for the Isle of Wight (Source: OS Boundary
Line)
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ARRETON
BEMBRIDGE
BRADING
BRIGHSTONE
CALBOURNE
CHALE
EAST COWES
FISHBOURNE
FRESHWATER
GATCOMBE
GODSHILL
GURNARD
HAVENSTREET AND ASHEY
LAKE
NETTLESTONE AND SEAVIEW
NEWCHURCH
NEWPORT
NITON AND WHITWELL
NORTHWOOD
ROOKLEY
RYDE
SANDOWN
SHALFLEET
SHANKLIN
SHORWELL
TOTLAND
VENTNOR
WHIPPINGHAM
WROXALL
YARMOUTH
(blank)
Grand Total

Post Medieval finds %area of Parish
123
6.22%
4.90%
14
0.71%
2.71%
10
0.51%
3.61%
348
17.61%
5.07%
214
10.83%
8.49%
39
1.97%
2.29%
2
0.10%
1.42%
1
0.05%
0.60%
42
2.13%
3.85%
85
4.30%
2.85%
70
3.54%
5.01%
16
0.81%
1.07%
51
2.58%
5.04%
1
0.05%
0.64%
3
0.15%
1.70%
24
1.21%
4.06%
176
8.91%
12.19%
64
3.24%
3.31%
28
1.42%
1.47%
11
0.56%
0.97%
8
0.40%
2.99%
1
0.05%
1.14%
302
15.28%
5.38%
5
0.25%
2.02%
256
12.96%
4.92%
13
0.66%
1.40%
1
0.05%
2.18%
12
0.61%
1.70%
5
0.25%
1.91%
48
2.43%
1.75%
3
0.15%
1976
100.00%
96.65%
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Table 5.10: Post Medieval PAS finds from the Isle of Wight

Image contains sensitive data

Figure 5.43: Distribution of Post Medieval PAS findspots from the Isle of Wight plotted against parish
boundaries (Source: OS Boundary Line)
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Figure 5.44: SMR Post Medieval Records displayed as a normalised KDE map, plotted against the
significant constraints against metal detecting identified for the Isle of Wight (Source: OS Boundary
Line)
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Figure 5.45: PAS Post Medieval Records displayed as a normalised KDE map, plotted against the
significant constraints against metal detecting identified for the Isle of Wight (Source: OS Boundary
Line)
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Table 5.11: Isle of Wight PAS finds from other archaeological periods

ARRETON
BEMBRIDGE
BRIGHSTONE
CALBOURNE
CHALE
FISHBOURNE
FRESHWATER
GATCOMBE
GODSHILL
GURNARD
HAVENSTREET AND ASHEY
NEWCHURCH
NEWPORT
NITON AND WHITWELL
NORTHWOOD
ROOKLEY
RYDE
SHALFLEET
SHANKLIN
SHORWELL
WHIPPINGHAM
YARMOUTH
(blank)
Grand Total

Prehistoric Greek and Roman Provincial Byzantine Modern Unknown
1
5
1
1
35
3
16
5
23
4
1
1
9
1
1
4
8
4
1
1
7
1
4
2
1
5
7
3
1
1
1
1
2
1
1
2
49
1
1
4
22
1
6
10
1
5
2
37
47
169

Image contains sensitive data

Figure 5.46: Distribution of all other findspots from the Isle of Wight plotted against parish
boundaries (Source: OS Boundary Line)
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Figure 5.47: Isle of Wight Digital Elevation Model (height in metres above sea level) (Source: OS
Landform Data)
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Figure 5.48: Line Chart showing the cumulative percentage of HER and metal detected PAS finds at
10m height intervals (divided by discovery method), plotted against the cumulative elevation of the
Isle of Wight

Figure 5.49: Line and Column Chart showing the percentage of HER and metal detected PAS finds at
10m height intervals (categorised by discovery method), plotted against the underlying elevation of
the Isle of Wight
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Figure 5.50: Line Chart showing the cumulative percentage of PAS finds at 10m height intervals
(divided by object type), plotted against the cumulative elevation of the Isle of Wight

Figure 5.51: Line and Column Chart showing the percentage of PAS finds at 10m height intervals
(divided by object type), plotted against the underlying elevation of the Isle of Wight
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Figure 5.52: Line Chart showing the cumulative percentage of Palaeolithic, Mesolithic and Neolithic
PAS finds at 10m height intervals, plotted against the cumulative elevation of the Isle of Wight

Figure 5.53: Line and Column Chart showing the percentage of Palaeolithic, Mesolithic and Neolithic
PAS finds at 10m height intervals, plotted against the underlying elevation of the Isle of Wight
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Figure 5.54: Line Chart showing the cumulative percentage of Bronze Age, Iron Age and Roman PAS
finds at 10m height intervals, plotted against the cumulative elevation of the Isle of Wight

Figure 5.55: Line and Column Chart showing the percentage of Bronze Age, Iron Age and Roman PAS
finds at 10m height intervals, plotted against the underlying elevation of the Isle of Wight
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Figure 5.56: Line Chart showing the cumulative percentage of Early Medieval, Medieval and Post
Medieval PAS finds at 10m height intervals, plotted against the cumulative elevation of the Isle of
Wight

Figure 5.57: Line and Column Chart showing the percentage of Early Medieval, Medieval and Post
Medieval PAS finds at 10m height intervals, plotted against the underlying elevation of the Isle of
Wight
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Figure 5.58: Isle of Wight slope (degrees). A Percent Clip of 1% has been applied to the maximum
values to enhance the display (Source: based on OS Landform data, county boundary from OS
Boundary Line)
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Figure 5.59: Line Chart showing the cumulative percentage of HER finds (divided by discovery
method) and metal detected PAS finds at 1° intervals, plotted against the cumulative percentage of
the underlying slope

Figure 5.60: Line and Column Chart showing the percentage of HER and metal detected PAS finds at
1° intervals (categorised by discovery method), plotted against the underlying slope of the Isle of
Wight (long tail removed)
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Figure 5.61: Line Chart showing the cumulative percentage of PAS finds at 1° intervals (divided by
object type), plotted against the cumulative percentage of the underlying slope

Figure 5.62: Line and Column Chart showing the percentage of PAS finds at 1° intervals (divided by
object type), plotted against the underlying slope of the Isle of Wight (long tail removed)
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Figure 5.63: Line Chart showing the cumulative percentage of Palaeolithic, Mesolithic and Neolithic
PAS finds at 1° intervals, plotted against the cumulative percentage of the underlying slope

Figure 5.64: Line and Column Chart showing the percentage of Palaeolithic, Mesolithic and Neolithic
PAS at 1° intervals, plotted against the underlying slope of the Isle of Wight (long tail removed)
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Figure 5.65: Line Chart showing the cumulative percentage of Bronze Age, Iron Age and Roman PAS
finds at 1° intervals, plotted against the cumulative percentage of the underlying slope

Figure 5.66: Line and Column Chart showing the percentage of Bronze Age, Iron Age and Roman PAS
finds at 1° intervals, plotted against the underlying slope of the Isle of Wight (long tail removed)
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Figure 5.67: Line Chart showing the cumulative percentage of Early Medieval, Medieval and Post
Medieval PAS finds at 1° intervals, plotted against the cumulative percentage of the underlying slope

Figure 5.68: Line and Column Chart showing the percentage of Early Medieval, Medieval and Post
Medieval PAS finds at 1° intervals, plotted against the underlying slope of the Isle of Wight (long tail
removed)
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Figure 5.69: Isle of Wight Aspect (Source: based on OS Landform data, county boundary from OS
Boundary Line)
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Figure 5.70: Radar Chart showing the percentage of HER and PAS finds across each of the eight
directions (divided by discovery method), plotted against the underlying data for the Isle of Wight

Figure 5.71: Radar Chart showing the percentage of PAS finds (divided by object type) across each of
the eight directions, plotted against the underlying data for the Isle of Wight
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Figure 5.72: Radar Chart showing the percentage of Palaeolithic, Mesolithic and Neolithic PAS finds
across each of the eight directions, plotted against the underlying data for the Isle of Wight

Figure 5.73: : Radar Chart showing the percentage of Bronze Age, Iron Age and Roman PAS finds
across each of the eight directions, plotted against the underlying data for the Isle of Wight
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Figure 5.74: Radar Chart showing the percentage of Early Medieval, Medieval and Post Medieval PAS
finds across each of the eight directions, plotted against the underlying data for the Isle of Wight
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Figure 5.75: Isle of Wight Bedrock Geology (Source: British Geological Society)
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Figure 5.76: Line and Bar Chart showing the cumulative percentage of HER and metal detected PAS
finds in each geological area (categorised by discovery method), plotted against the underlying
bedrock geology of the Isle of Wight
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Figure 5.77: Line and Bar Chart showing the cumulative percentage of PAS finds in each geological
area (by object type), plotted against the underlying bedrock geology of the Isle of Wight
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Figure 5.78: Line and Bar Chart showing the percentage of Palaeolithic, Mesolithic and Neolithic PAS
finds in each geological area, plotted against the underlying bedrock geology of the Isle of Wight
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Figure 5.79: Line and Bar chart showing the cumulative percentage of Bronze Age, Iron Age and
Roman PAS finds in each geological area, plotted against the underlying bedrock geology of the Isle
of Wight
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Figure 5.80: Line and Bar Chart showing the cumulative percentage of Early Medieval, Medieval and
Post Medieval PAS finds in each geological area, plotted against the underlying bedrock geology of
the Isle of Wight
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Figure 5.81: Distance from the nearest stream or river (metres) (Source: based on OS Mastermap
data, OS Boundary Line). A Percent Clip of 1% has been applied to the maximum values to enhance
the image.
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Figure 5.82: Line Chart showing the cumulative percentage of Palaeolithic, Mesolithic and Neolithic
PAS finds at 100m distance intervals from the nearest waterway, plotted against the cumulative
percentage of the underlying land

Figure 5.83: Line and Column Chart showing the percentage of Palaeolithic, Mesolithic and Neolithic
PAS finds at 100m distance intervals from the nearest waterway, plotted against the underlying land
of the Isle of Wight (long tail removed)
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Figure 5.84: Line Chart showing the cumulative percentage of Bronze Age, Iron Age and Roman PAS
finds at 100m distance intervals from the nearest waterway, plotted against the cumulative
percentage of the underlying land

Figure 5.85: Line and Column Chart showing the percentage of Bronze Age, Iron Age and Roman PAS
finds at 100m distance intervals from the nearest waterway, plotted against the underlying land of
the Isle of Wight (long tail removed)
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Figure 5.86: Line Chart showing the cumulative percentage of Early Medieval, Medieval and Post
Medieval PAS finds at 100m distance intervals from the nearest waterway, plotted against the
cumulative percentage of the underlying land

Figure 5.87: Line and Column Chart showing the percentage of Early Medieval, Medieval and Post
Medieval PAS finds at 100m distance intervals from the nearest waterway, plotted against the
underlying land of the Isle of Wight (long tail removed)
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Figure 5.88: Line Chart showing the cumulative percentage of HER and metal detected PAS finds at
100m distance intervals from the nearest waterway (categorised by discovery method), plotted
against the cumulative percentage of the underlying land

Figure 5.89: Line and Column Chart showing the percentage of HER and metal detected PAS finds at
at 100m distance intervals from the nearest waterway (categorised by discovery method), plotted
against the underlying land of the Isle of Wight (long tail removed)
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Figure 5.90: Line Chart showing the cumulative percentage of PAS finds at 100m distance intervals
from the nearest waterway (divided by object type), plotted against the cumulative percentage of
the underlying land

Figure 5.91: Line and Column Chart showing the percentage of PAS finds at 100m distance intervals
from the nearest waterway (divided by object type), plotted against the underlying land of the Isle of
Wight (long tail removed)
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Figure 5.92: Distance to the nearest settlement (metres) (Source: based on OS Mastermap data, OS
Boundary Line). A Percent Clip of 1% has been applied to the maximum values to enhance the
image.

112

CHAPTER 5: ISLE OF WIGHT

Figure 5.93: Line and Column Chart showing the percentage of HER and metal detected PAS finds at
100m distance intervals from the nearest settlement (categorised by discovery method), plotted
against the underlying land of the Isle of Wight

Figure 5.94: Line Chart showing the cumulative percentage of HER and metal detected PAS finds at
100m distance intervals from the nearest waterway (categorised by discovery method), plotted
against the underlying land of the Isle of Wight
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Figure 5.95: Line Chart showing the cumulative percentage of PAS finds at 100m distance intervals
from the nearest settlement (divided by object type), plotted against the cumulative percentage of
the underlying land

Figure 5.96: Line and Column Chart showing the percentage of PAS finds at 100m distance intervals
from the nearest settlement (divided by object type), plotted against the underlying land of the Isle
of Wight
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Figure 5.97: Line Chart showing the cumulative percentage of Palaeolithic, Mesolithic and Neolithic
PAS finds at 100m distance intervals from the nearest settlement, plotted against the cumulative
percentage of the underlying land

Figure 5.98: Line and Column Chart showing the percentage of Palaeolithic, Mesolithic and Neolithic
PAS finds at 100m distance intervals from the nearest settlement, plotted against the underlying
land of the Isle of Wight
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Figure 5.99: Line and Column Chart showing the percentage of Bronze Age, Iron Age and Roman PAS
finds at 100m distance intervals from the nearest settlement, plotted against the underlying land of
the Isle of Wight

Figure 5.100: Line Chart showing the cumulative percentage of Bronze Age, Iron Age and Roman PAS
finds at 100m distance intervals from the nearest settlement, plotted against the cumulative
percentage of the underlying land
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Figure 5.101: Line Chart showing the cumulative percentage of Early Medieval, Medieval and Post
Medieval PAS finds at 100m distance intervals from the nearest settlement, plotted against the
cumulative percentage of the underlying land

Figure 5.102: Line and Column Chart showing the percentage of Early Medieval, Medieval and Post
Medieval PAS finds at 100m distance intervals from the nearest settlement, plotted against the
underlying land of the Isle of Wight
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Figure 5.103: Isle of Wight Road Network (Source: OS Mastermap, OS Boundary Line)

Figure 5.104: Distance from nearest road (metres) (Source: based on OS Mastermap data, OS
Boundary Line). A Percent Clip of 1% has been applied to the maximum values to enhance the
image.
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Figure 5.105: Line Chart showing the cumulative percentage of HER and metal detected PAS finds at
100m distance intervals from the nearest routeway (categorised by discovery method), plotted
against the cumulative percentage of the underlying land

Figure 5.106: Line and Column showing the percentage of HER and metal detected PAS finds at 100m
distance intervals from the nearest routeway (categorised by discovery method), plotted against the
underlying land of the Isle of Wight (long tail removed)
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Figure 5.107: Line Chart showing the cumulative percentage of PAS finds at 100m distance intervals
from the nearest routeway (divided by object type), plotted against the cumulative percentage of
the underlying land

Figure 5.108: Line and Column Chart showing the percentage of PAS finds at 100m distance intervals
from the nearest routeway (divided by object type), plotted against the underlying land of the Isle of
Wight
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Figure 5.109: Line Chart showing the cumulative percentage of Palaeolithic, Mesolithic and Neolithic
PAS finds at 100m distance intervals from the nearest routeway, plotted against the cumulative
percentage of the underlying land

Figure 5.110: Line and Column Chart showing the percentage of Palaeolithic, Mesolithic and
Neolithic PAS at 100m distance intervals from the nearest routeway, plotted against the underlying
land of the Isle of Wight (long tail removed)
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Figure 5.111: Line Chart showing the cumulative percentage of Bronze Age, Iron Age and Roman PAS
finds at 100m distance intervals from the nearest routeway, plotted against the cumulative
percentage of the underlying land

Figure 5.112: Line and Column Chart showing the percentage of Bronze Age, Iron Age and Roman
PAS finds at 100m distance intervals from the nearest routeway, plotted against the underlying land
of the Isle of Wight (long tail removed)
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Figure 5.113: Line Chart showing the cumulative percentage of Early Medieval, Medieval and Post
Medieval PAS finds at 100m distance intervals from the nearest routeway, plotted against the
cumulative percentage of the underlying land

Figure 5.114: Line and Column Chart showing the percentage of Early Medieval, Medieval and Post
Medieval PAS finds at 100m distance intervals from the nearest routeway, plotted against the
underlying land of the Isle of Wight (long tail removed)
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Table 5.12: Chi-Squared and K-S test results (threshold α=0.05, red = accept H0)

Finds (HER)

Buildings (HER)

Earth/Cropmarks (HER)

Documentary/Oral Evidence
(HER)

Metal Detected Finds (PAS)

Other/Unknown (PAS)

Worked Stone (PAS)

Pottery (PAS)

Metal Objects (PAS)

Coins (PAS)

Post Medieval (PAS)

Medieval PAS

Early Medieval (PAS)

Roman (PAS)

Iron Age (PAS)

Bronze Age (PAS)

Neolithic (PAS)

Mesolithic (PAS)

Palaeolithic (PAS)

Elevation

N=14, threshold=0.233
dmax=0.312
N=23, threshold=0.233
dmax=0.205
N=83, threshold=0.233
dmax=0.163
N=115, threshold=0.233
dmax=0.116
N=262, threshold=0.233
dmax=0.086
N=1390, threshold=0.233
dmax=0.204
N=310, threshold=0.233
dmax=0.264
N=2149, threshold=0.233
dmax=0.107
N=1899, threshold=0.233
dmax=0.121
N=3226, threshold=0.233
dmax=0.114
N=2932, threshold=0.233
dmax=0.137
N=105, threshold=0.233
dmax=0.274
N=145, threshold=0.233
dmax=0.084
N=34, threshold=0.233
dmax=0.181
N=6212, threshold=0.233
dmax=0.127
N=1507, threshold=0.233
dmax=0.126
N=2104, threshold=0.233
dmax=0.322
N=1053, threshold=0.233
dmax=0.228
N=2126, threshold=0.233
dmax=0.097

Slope
N=14, threshold=0.196
dmax=0.220
N=23, threshold=0.196
dmax=0.209
N=83, threshold=0.196
dmax=0.054
N=115, threshold=0.196
dmax=0.114
N=262, threshold=0.196
dmax=0.151
N=1390, threshold=0.196
dmax=0.077
N=310, threshold=0.196
dmax=0.132
N=2148, threshold=0.196
dmax=0.137
N=1899, threshold=0.196
dmax=0.102
N=3226, threshold=0.196
dmax=0.105
N=2932, threshold=0.196
dmax=0.087
N=105, threshold=0.196
dmax=0.119
N=145, threshold=0.196
dmax=0.132
N=34, threshold=0.196
dmax=0.122
N=6212, threshold=0.196
dmax=0.102
N=1507, threshold=0.196
dmax=0.030
N=2104, threshold=0.196
dmax=0.247
N=1053, threshold=0.196
dmax=0.064
N=2126, threshold=0.196
dmax=0.061

Waterways
N=14, threshold=0.183
dmax=0.128
N=20, threshold=0.183
dmax=0.062
N=75, threshold=0.183
dmax=0.158
N=116, threshold=0.183
dmax=0.134
N=258, threshold=0.183
dmax=0.092
N=1378, threshold=0.183
dmax=0.147
N=309, threshold=0.183
dmax=0.106
N=2143, threshold=0.183
dmax=0.105
N=1896, threshold=0.183
dmax=0.102
N=3218, threshold=0.183
dmax=0.092
N=2929, threshold=0.183
dmax=0.094
N=92, threshold=0.183
dmax=0.106
N=140, threshold=0.183
dmax=0.087
N=33, threshold=0.183
dmax=0.140
N=6204, threshold=0.183
dmax=0.094
N=1474, threshold=0.183
dmax=0.098
N=2103, threshold=0.183
dmax=0.302
N=1005, threshold=0.183
dmax=0.104
N=2049, threshold=0.183
dmax=0.048

Settlements
N=16, threshold=0.186
dmax=0.198
N=20, threshold=0.186
dmax=0.210
N=75, threshold=0.186
dmax=0.153
N=116, threshold=0.186
dmax=0.134
N=258, threshold=0.186
dmax=0.069
N=1378, threshold=0.186
dmax=0.204
N=309, threshold=0.186
dmax=0.195
N=2143, threshold=0.186
dmax=0.101
N=1896, threshold=0.186
dmax=0.095
N=3218, threshold=0.186
dmax=0.118
N=2929, threshold=0.186
dmax=0.101
N=92, threshold=0.186
dmax=0.256
N=140, threshold=0.186
dmax=0.115
N=33, threshold=0.186
dmax=0.073
N=6204, threshold=0.186
dmax=0.112
N=1474, threshold=0.186
dmax=0.254
N=2103, threshold=0.186
dmax=0.181
N=1005, threshold=0.186
dmax=0.304
N=2049, threshold=0.186
dmax=0.139

Routeways
N=14, threshold=0.205
dmax=0.173
N=20, threshold=0.205
dmax=0.182
N=75, threshold=0.205
dmax=0.095
N=116, threshold=0.205
dmax=0.110
N=258, threshold=0.205
dmax=0.046
N=1378, threshold=0.205
dmax=0.112
N=309, threshold=0.205
dmax=0.118
N=2143, threshold=0.205
dmax=0.105
N=1896, threshold=0.205
dmax=0.106
N=3218, threshold=0.205
dmax=0.076
N=2929, threshold=0.205
dmax=0.083
N=92, threshold=0.205
dmax=0.201
N=140, threshold=0.205
dmax=0.099
N=33, threshold=0.205
dmax=0.157
N=6204, threshold=0.205
dmax=0.078
N=1474, threshold=0.205
dmax=0.294
N=2103, threshold=0.205
dmax=0.172
N=1005, threshold=0.205
dmax=0.391
N=2049, threshold=0.205
dmax=0.059

Aspect
Χ² = 1812.2
Critical Value (0.05) = 15.5073
Χ² = 13.83
Critical Value (0.05) = 15.5073
Χ² = 7.46
Critical Value (0.05) = 15.5073
Χ² = 6.95
Critical Value (0.05) = 15.5073
Χ² = 42.4
Critical Value (0.05) = 15.5073
Χ² = 113.6
Critical Value (0.05) = 15.5073
Χ² = 61.28
Critical Value (0.05) = 15.5073
Χ² = 137.25
Critical Value (0.05) = 15.5073
Χ² = 59.52
Critical Value (0.05) = 15.5073
Χ² = 112.29
Critical Value (0.05) = 15.5073
Χ² = 87.31
Critical Value (0.05) = 15.5073
Χ² = 73.50
Critical Value (0.05) = 15.5073
Χ² = 12.21
Critical Value (0.05) = 15.5073
Χ² = 5.10
Critical Value (0.05) = 15.5073
Χ² = 184.19
Critical Value (0.05) = 15.5073
Χ² = 28.32
Critical Value (0.05) = 15.5073
Χ² = 177.30
Critical Value (0.05) = 15.5073
Χ² = 62.20
Critical Value (0.05) = 15.5073
Χ² = 96.67
Critical Value (0.05) = 15.5073

Geology
Χ² = 57930
Critical Value (0.05) = 27.587
Χ² = 95154.9
Critical Value (0.05) = 27.587
Χ² = 50.6
Critical Value (0.05) = 27.587
Χ² = 86.7
Critical Value (0.05) = 27.587
Χ² = 191.1
Critical Value (0.05) = 27.587
Χ² =2483.8
Critical Value (0.05) = 27.587
Χ² = 1190.8
Critical Value (0.05) = 27.587
Χ² = 2299.9
Critical Value (0.05) = 27.587
Χ² = 1010.5
Critical Value (0.05) = 27.587
Χ² = 2790.5
Critical Value (0.05) = 27.587
Χ² = 1802.3
Critical Value (0.05) = 27.587
Χ² = 160.5
Critical Value (0.05) = 27.587
Χ² = 83.8
Critical Value (0.05) = 27.587
Χ² = 76.1
Critical Value (0.05) = 27.587
Χ² = 4465.4
Critical Value (0.05) = 27.587
Χ² = 367.4
Critical Value (0.05) = 27.587
Χ² = 4272.6
Critical Value (0.05) = 27.587
Χ² = 351.8
Critical Value (0.05) = 27.587
Χ² = 257.7
Critical Value (0.05) = 27.587

CHAPTER 5: ISLE OF WIGHT

CHAPTER 5: ISLE OF WIGHT

Figure 5.115: Percentage of each groups records from each parish on the Isle of Wight.
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Image contains sensitive data

Figure 5.116: PAS finds from the Isle of Wight displayed by finder, plotted against parish boundaries
(Source: OS Boundary Line)

Figure 5.117: Map of the fields of the Isle of Wight (source: OS Mastermap), showing those where
metal detected finds have been recovered and recorded on the PASD, plotted against the major
constraints to metal detecting (county boundary from OS Boundary Line)
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Figure 5.118: Farmhouses and manors on the Isle of Wight (extracted from OS Explorer Map OL29),
plotted against elevation (Source: Ordnance Survey) (county boundary from OS Boundary Line)
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Image contains sensitive data

Figure 5.119: Farms/Manors which have given search permission to the Vectis Searchers, plotted
against constrained areas (county boundary from OS Boundary Line)

Image contains sensitive data

Figure 5.120: Farms/Manors which have given search permission to the Isle of Wight MDC, plotted
against constrained areas (county boundary from OS Boundary Line)
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Image contains sensitive data

Figure 5.121: Farms/Manors where one or both MDCs have been refused search permission, plotted
against constrained areas (county boundary from OS Boundary Line)

Image contains sensitive data

Figure 5.122: Farms/Manors where search permission has yet to be sought by either club, plotted
against constrained areas (county boundary from OS Boundary Line)
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Table 5.13: Table showing the number of farms/manors within each parish, and the permissions
granted by those farms to the Vectis Searchers and the Isle of Wight MDC

Parish

Arreton
Bembridge
Brading
Brighstone
Calbourne
Chale
East Cowes
Fishbourne
Freshwater
Gatcombe
Godshill
Gurnard
Havenstreet and Ashey
Nettlestone and Seaview
Newchurch
Newport
Niton and Whitwell
Northwood
Rookley
Ryde
Sandown
Shalfleet
Shanklin
Shorwell
St Helens
Totland
Ventnor
Whippingham
Wootton Bridge
Wroxall
Yarmouth
Grand Total

Number of Farms
Permission
Permission
granted:
granted: Isle Permission
Vectis
of Wight
denied
Searchers
MDC
14%
19%
3
4
14%
1
10%
1
7%
47%
20%
1
7
3
9%
29%
18%
3
10
6
25%
44%
4
7
25%
1
100%
2
20%
33%
7%
3
5
1
20%
53%
3
8
3%
22%
31%
1
8
11
80%
20%
4
1
8%
28%
2
7
50%
50%
1
1
56%
28%
10
5
5%
10%
31%
3
6
19
9%
9%
1
1
10%
20%
30%
1
2
3
14%
14%
1
1

6
2
3

1
27

19%
11%

2
1
10

6%
13%
56%

60%

33%
7%

2
1
1
1
83

29%
33%

1
7
1
1
1
1
1
2

22%
13%
6%
20%
33%
14%
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67%

6
4
16

40%

16

64%

3
33
9
4
5
5

17%

86%
90%
27%
44%
31%
75%

27%
44%

54%
82%
40%
71%
100%

17
6
5
1
1
2
4

53%
75%
28%
100%
20%
67%
57%

67%

33%

97

14
6
9
4
15
5
3

100%

11%
20%

No
permission
yet sought

24%

8
1
202

89%
33%
49%

Total no.
of farms
21
7
10
15
34
16
4
2
15
15
36
5
25
2
18
61
11
10
7
5
1
32
8
18
1
5
3
7
3
9
3
409
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Figure 5.123: Map displaying the proportions of each permission response in each parish (source: OS
Boundary Line) as a pie chart. Pie chart size represents the total number of farms in the parish.
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Image contains sensitive data

Figure 5.124: Location of Case Study Field in Shalfleet, on the border with Calbourne (source of
parish boundaries: OS Boundary Line)

Image contains sensitive data

Figure 5.125: Findspots recorded from the Case Study field by Finder 001, plotted against field
boundaries (Source: OS Mastermap)
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Image contains sensitive data

Figure 5.126: Findspots recorded from the case study Field by current and former members of the
Isle of Wight Metal Detecting Club, plotted against field boundaries (Source: OS Mastermap)

Image contains sensitive data

Figure 5.127: Detecting Areas in the case study field, plotted against an aerial photograph of the area
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Table 5.14: Number of visits made to each area of the field each year by Finder 001, based on
numbers of reported finds. 1 = one visit’s reported finds

Area 1
2002
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010

2

Area 2

Area 3 Area 4
1

5.5
1

2

6

2

Area 5

1.5
14

1
0.5
1.5

5
7

2
3

14

Area 6
1
3.5
2.5
2
8
2
8
27

Area 7
1
0.5
1
1

3.5

Area 8

9.5
5.5
3
4
2
1
25

Total Visits
1
2
21
12
6
24
11
13
90

Table 5.15: Number of individuals from the Isle of Wight Metal Detecting Club reporting finds from
each area of the case study field, for each year. 1 = one individual’s reported finds

Area 1
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010

1
2
4
4
1
12

Area 2
2
18
1
20
5
2
48

Area 3
6
3
3
17
5.5
34.5

Area 4

Area 5

1
7
2
9
15
5.5
39.5

8.5
10
3
5.5
8
2
37

Area 6 Area 7 Area 8 Total Visits
1
1
11
1
1.5
32
8
4
52
8
0.5
16.5
38
17.5
1.5
4.5
79
12.5
3
7
57
5.5
0.5
3.5
19
63.5
10.5
33
278

Figure 5.128: Total percentage of visits (that have produced recorded finds) to each area of the case
study field by Finder 001 (2002 – 2010) and the Isle of Wight Metal Detecting Club (2004 – 2010)
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Figure 6.1: Principal Settlements and route-ways in Hampshire (Source: OS Mastermap)
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Figure 6.2: The parishes of north and south Hampshire (Source: OS Boundary Line)
Dark = non-civil parish, Light = civil parish
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Figure 6.3: Principal geological zones in Hampshire (boundaries extracted from geological data
provided by the British Geological Society)
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Figure 6.4: Hampshire’s Bedrock Geology (1:50,000 scale) (Source: British Geological Society)
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Figure 6.5: Elevation and principal waterways in Hampshire (Source: OS Mastermap, OS Boundary
Line)
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Figure 6.6: National Parks in Hampshire (Source: MAGIC, OS Boundary Line)
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Image contains sensitive data

st

Figure 6.7: All findspots recorded on the PASD for Hampshire (correct to 31 August 2010) (Source:
OS Boundary Line)
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3

Figure 6.8: Meeting locations for all metal detecting clubs who have recorded finds from Hampshire ,
plotted against county boundaries (Source: OS Boundary Line)

3

The ‘Weekend Wanderer’s’, the ‘Southern Detectorists Group’ and the ‘Meridian Independent
Detecting Group’ have no fixed based so are not plotted on this map.
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Figure 6.9: Percentage of finds from each parish, plotted against the percentage of the total land
area of each parish
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Figure 6.10: Map summarising the difference between the percentage of PAS records within each
4
parish, and the parish area as a percentage of the county (Source: based on OS Boundary Line data)

4

High > 0.5, 0.49 > Average > -0.49, -0.5 > Low
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Figure 6.11: Datasets used to create the Hampshire ‘Constraints Map’ – SSSIs (Source: MAGIC);
Scheduled Ancient Monuments (Source: English Heritage); National Trust land (Source: National
Trust); Forestry Commission land (Source: The Forestry Commission) (Source: county boundary from
OS Boundary Line)

Figure 6.12: Datasets used to create the Hampshire ‘Constraints Map’ – Waterways (Source: OS
Mastermap); Danger Areas (Source: OS Landranger); Buildings (Source: OS Mastermap) (Source:
county boundary from OS Boundary Line)
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Figure 6.13:Unconstrained and constrained land In Hampshire (county boundary from OS Boundary
Line)

Image contains sensitive data

Figure 6.14: Metal detected PAS records, plotted against the metal detecting constraints map
(Source: OS Boundary Line)
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Figure 6.15: Percentages of constrained land across Hampshire’s principal geological zones
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Figure 6.16: All Findspots and Monuments from the county HER for Hampshire (correct to 31
August 2010) (Source: Hampshire HER, OS Boundary Line)

st

Image contains sensitive data

Figure 6.17: All Findspots and Monuments from the Winchester and Southampton HERs (correct to
st
31 August 2010) (Source: Winchester HER, Southampton SMR, OS Boundary Line)
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Image contains sensitive data

Figure 6.18: Distribution Map showing the final HER dataset for Hampshire, combining information
st
from the Hampshire, Southampton and Winchester HERs (correct to 31 August 2010) (Source: OS
Boundary Line)
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Table 6.1: Palaeolithic PAS finds from Hampshire

Bishopstoke CP
City of Portsmouth
City of Southampton
Fareham
Fawley CP
Froxfield CP
Gosport
Headbourne Worthy CP
Itchen Valley CP
Mottisfont CP
Netley Marsh CP
Rowlands Castle CP
Southsea CP
Steep CP
(blank)
Grand Total

Palaeolithic Finds
1
0.97%
1
0.97%
2
1.94%
76
73.79%
2
1.94%
2
1.94%
1
0.97%
5
4.85%
1
0.97%
2
1.94%
1
0.97%
1
0.97%
1
0.97%
1
0.97%
6
5.83%
103
100.00%

% area of parish
0.15%
1.50%
1.46%
2.02%
0.92%
0.64%
0.71%
0.20%
0.95%
0.31%
0.33%
0.49%
0.06%
0.32%
10.07%

Image contains sensitive data

Figure 6.19: Distribution of Palaeolithic PAS findspots from within the Hampshire county boundary
(Source: OS Boundary Line)
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Figure 6.20: HER Palaeolithic Findspots displayed as a normalised KDE map, plotted against the
significant constraints against metal detecting identified for Hampshire (Source: OS Boundary Line)
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Figure 6.21: PAS Palaeolithic Findspots displayed as a normalised KDE map, plotted against the
significant constraints against metal detecting identified for Hampshire (Source: OS Boundary Line)
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Table 6.2: Mesolithic PAS finds from Hampshire

Breamore CP
City of Southampton
Crawley CP
Fair Oak and Horton Heath CP
Fawley CP
Froxfield CP
Havant and Hayling Island
Headbourne Worthy CP
Horndean CP
Hound CP
Liss CP
Martin CP
Mortimer West End CP
Nether Wallop CP
Olivers Battery CP
Owslebury CP
Petersfield CP
Rockbourne CP
Selborne CP
Soberton CP
Steep CP
Whitehill CP
(blank)
Grand Total

MESOLITHIC
1
0.54%
1
0.54%
1
0.54%
1
0.54%
2
1.09%
4
2.17%
56
30.43%
10
5.43%
1
0.54%
1
0.54%
4
2.17%
15
8.15%
1
0.54%
3
1.63%
1
0.54%
1
0.54%
46
25.00%
1
0.54%
4
2.17%
1
0.54%
7
3.80%
17
9.24%
5
2.72%
184
100.00%

% area of parish
0.38%
1.46%
0.37%
0.24%
0.92%
0.64%
2.06%
0.20%
0.47%
0.27%
0.38%
0.55%
0.24%
0.77%
0.03%
0.64%
0.24%
0.40%
0.52%
0.61%
0.32%
0.52%
12.23%

Image contains sensitive data

Figure 6.22: Distribution of Mesolithic PAS findspots from within the Hampshire county boundary
(Source: OS Boundary Line)
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Figure 6.23: HER Mesolithic Findspots displayed as a normalised KDE map, plotted against the
significant constraints against metal detecting identified for Hampshire (Source: OS Boundary Line)
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Figure 6.24: PAS Mesolithic Findspots displayed as a normalised KDE map, plotted against the
significant constraints against metal detecting identified for Hampshire (Source: OS Boundary Line)
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Badger Farm CP
Basingstoke
Bishops Waltham CP
Bransgore CP
Breamore CP
Brockenhurst CP
Burghclere CP
Cheriton CP
Cliddesden CP
Colden Common CP
Compton and Shawford CP
Crawley CP
Crondall CP
Damerham CP
Dummer CP
East Meon CP
Fareham
Fordingbridge CP
Froxfield CP
Greywell CP
Hambledon CP
Havant and Hayling Island
Headbourne Worthy CP
Headley CP
Hook CP
Hound CP
Kings Somborne CP
Leckford CP
Little Somborne CP
Martin CP

Neolithic Finds
1
0.39%
1
0.39%
1
0.39%
1
0.39%
11
4.28%
1
0.39%
1
0.39%
1
0.39%
2
0.78%
1
0.39%
1
0.39%
6
2.33%
2
0.78%
4
1.56%
1
0.39%
1
0.39%
17
6.61%
10
3.89%
4
1.56%
1
0.39%
1
0.39%
3
1.17%
8
3.11%
16
6.23%
8
3.11%
4
1.56%
2
0.78%
1
0.39%
2
0.78%
48
18.68%

% area of parish
0.02%
0.68%
0.51%
0.48%
0.38%
1.27%
0.55%
0.34%
0.12%
0.18%
0.23%
0.37%
0.62%
0.49%
0.27%
0.90%
2.02%
0.36%
0.64%
0.09%
0.58%
2.06%
0.20%
0.51%
0.24%
0.27%
0.71%
0.24%
0.20%
0.55%
Michelmersh and Timsbury CP
Mortimer West End CP
Nether Wallop CP
Netley Marsh CP
Nutley CP
Odiham CP
Olivers Battery CP
Over Wallop CP
Owslebury CP
Rockbourne CP
Ropley CP
Soberton CP
South Wonston CP
Steep CP
Tangley CP
Totton and Eling CP
Valley Park CP
Warnford CP
West Meon CP
Whitehill CP
Winchester
Wonston CP
Yateley CP
(blank)
Grand Total

Neolithic Finds
1
0.39%
1
0.39%
6
2.33%
1
0.39%
1
0.39%
1
0.39%
1
0.39%
1
0.39%
2
0.78%
6
2.33%
2
0.78%
1
0.39%
1
0.39%
46
17.90%
1
0.39%
1
0.39%
1
0.39%
2
0.78%
2
0.78%
1
0.39%
3
1.17%
8
3.11%
1
0.39%
5
1.95%
257
100.00%

% area of parish
0.29%
0.24%
0.77%
0.33%
0.16%
0.61%
0.03%
0.49%
0.64%
0.40%
0.39%
0.61%
0.14%
0.32%
0.42%
0.34%
0.07%
0.33%
0.39%
0.52%
0.40%
0.77%
0.29%
25.01%
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Table 6.3: Neolithic PAS finds from Hampshire
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Image contains sensitive data

Figure 6.25: Distribution of Neolithic PAS findspots from within the Hampshire county boundary
(Source: OS Boundary Line)
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Figure 6.26: HER Neolithic Findspots displayed as a normalised KDE map, plotted against the
significant constraints against metal detecting identified for Hampshire (Source: OS Boundary Line)
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Figure 6.27: PAS Neolithic Findspots displayed as a normalised KDE map, plotted against the
significant constraints against metal detecting identified for Hampshire (Source: OS Boundary Line)
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Amport CP
Andover
Ashford Hill with Headley CP
Ashley CP
Barton Stacey CP
Bighton CP
Binsted CP
Bishops Waltham CP
Bramshott and Liphook CP
Breamore CP
Broughton CP
Buriton CP
Chilcomb CP
Colemore and Priors Dean CP
Compton and Shawford CP
Corhampton and Meonstoke CP
Crawley CP
Crondall CP
Damerham CP
Denmead CP
Droxford CP
East Meon CP
Exton CP
Fareham
Fawley CP
Fordingbridge CP
Froxfield CP
Greywell CP
Hambledon CP
Hamble-le-Rice CP
Hartley Wintney CP
Havant and Hayling Island
Headbourne Worthy CP
Hook CP
Houghton CP
Hound CP

Bronze Age Finds
6
1.43%
3
0.72%
2
0.48%
6
1.43%
1
0.24%
1
0.24%
1
0.24%
3
0.72%
1
0.24%
3
0.72%
4
0.95%
2
0.48%
2
0.48%
5
1.19%
1
0.24%
2
0.48%
3
0.72%
9
2.15%
1
0.24%
42
10.02%
2
0.48%
2
0.48%
103
24.58%
2
0.48%
70
16.71%
2
0.48%
4
0.95%
1
0.24%
3
0.72%
1
0.24%
3
0.72%
3
0.72%
6
1.43%
3
0.72%
1
0.24%
1
0.24%

% area of parish
0.42%
0.45%
0.43%
0.20%
0.53%
0.30%
0.81%
0.51%
0.68%
0.38%
0.40%
0.55%
0.18%
0.32%
0.23%
0.35%
0.37%
0.62%
0.49%
0.43%
0.26%
0.90%
0.38%
2.02%
0.92%
0.36%
0.64%
0.09%
0.58%
0.14%
0.57%
2.06%
0.20%
0.24%
0.28%
0.27%
Hursley CP
Hurstbourne Priors CP
Itchen Stoke and Ovington CP
Itchen Valley CP
Kimpton CP
Kings Somborne CP
Kings Worthy CP
Langrish CP
Linkenholt CP
Micheldever CP
Mottisfont CP
Nether Wallop CP
Odiham CP
Old Basing and Lychpit CP
Olivers Battery CP
Over Wallop CP
Overton CP
Owslebury CP
Quarley CP
Ringwood CP
Ropley CP
Rotherwick CP
Rowlands Castle CP
Soberton CP
Southwick and Widley CP
Steep CP
Steventon CP
Thruxton CP
Totton and Eling CP
Twyford CP
Wellow CP
Whitchurch CP
Whitehill CP
Winchester
Wonston CP
(blank)
Grand Total

Bronze Age Finds
3
0.72%
1
0.24%
1
0.24%
2
0.48%
4
0.95%
8
1.91%
1
0.24%
3
0.72%
1
0.24%
5
1.19%
1
0.24%
11
2.63%
1
0.24%
1
0.24%
1
0.24%
1
0.24%
1
0.24%
2
0.48%
3
0.72%
2
0.48%
1
0.24%
1
0.24%
2
0.48%
2
0.48%
1
0.24%
8
1.91%
2
0.48%
1
0.24%
2
0.48%
2
0.48%
1
0.24%
1
0.24%
3
0.72%
23
5.49%
1
0.24%
10
2.39%
419
17.18%

% area of parish
0.91%
0.51%
0.42%
0.95%
0.29%
0.71%
0.23%
0.25%
0.11%
1.10%
0.31%
0.77%
0.61%
0.40%
0.03%
0.49%
0.90%
0.64%
0.18%
0.76%
0.39%
0.21%
0.49%
0.61%
0.53%
0.32%
0.26%
0.16%
0.34%
0.33%
0.41%
0.70%
0.52%
0.40%
0.77%
27.83%
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Table 6.4: Bronze Age PAS finds from Hampshire
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Image contains sensitive data

Figure 6.28: Distribution of Bronze Age PAS findspots from within the Hampshire county boundary
(Source: OS Boundary Line)
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Figure 6.29: HER Bronze Age Findspots displayed as a normalised KDE map, plotted against the
significant constraints against metal detecting identified for Hampshire (Source: OS Boundary Line)
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Figure 6.30: PAS Bronze Age Findspots displayed as a normalised KDE map, plotted against the
significant constraints against metal detecting identified for Hampshire (Source: OS Boundary Line)
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Alton CP
Amport CP
Andover
Appleshaw CP
Ashley CP
Ashmansworth CP
Awbridge CP
Badger Farm CP
Barton Stacey CP
Basingstoke
Beauworth CP
Bentley CP
Bentworth CP
Bighton CP
Binsted CP
Bishops Waltham CP
Botley CP
Braishfield CP
Breamore CP
Broughton CP
Bullington CP
Burghclere CP
Buriton CP
Charlton CP
Cheriton CP
Chilcomb CP
City of Portsmouth
City of Southampton
Cliddesden CP
Compton and Shawford CP
Corhampton and Meonstoke CP
Crawley CP
Crondall CP
Curdridge CP

Iron Age Finds
265
12.07%
4
0.18%
16
0.73%
1
0.05%
5
0.23%
3
0.14%
3
0.14%
2
0.09%
3
0.14%
23
1.05%
9
0.41%
3
0.14%
1
0.05%
10
0.46%
1
0.05%
11
0.50%
2
0.09%
1
0.05%
1
0.05%
4
0.18%
1
0.05%
1
0.05%
3
0.14%
1
0.05%
83
3.78%
1
0.05%
23
1.05%
50
2.28%
1
0.05%
9
0.41%
16
0.73%
22
1.00%
11
0.50%
1
0.05%

% area of parish
0.29%
0.42%
0.45%
0.15%
0.20%
0.31%
0.12%
0.02%
0.53%
0.68%
0.15%
0.26%
0.39%
0.30%
0.81%
0.51%
0.23%
0.23%
0.38%
0.40%
0.17%
0.55%
0.55%
0.06%
0.34%
0.18%
1.50%
1.46%
0.12%
0.23%
0.35%
0.37%
0.62%
0.31%
Damerham CP
Deane CP
Denmead CP
Droxford CP
East Dean CP
East Meon CP
Eastleigh
Ellingham, Harbridge and Ibsley CP
Exton CP
Fair Oak and Horton Heath CP
Fareham
Farleigh Wallop CP
Farnborough and Aldershot
Farringdon CP
Fawley CP
Fordingbridge CP
Froxfield CP
Froyle CP
Godshill CP
Greatham CP
Greywell CP
Hambledon CP
Havant and Hayling Island
Headbourne Worthy CP
Highclere CP
Hook CP
Hordle CP
Horndean CP
Hursley CP
Hurstbourne Priors CP
Hurstbourne Tarrant CP
Itchen Valley CP
Kings Somborne CP
Kings Worthy CP

Iron Age Finds
9
0.41%
1
0.05%
1
0.05%
11
0.50%
1
0.05%
28
1.28%
1
0.05%
44
2.00%
8
0.36%
12
0.55%
5
0.23%
1
0.05%
1
0.05%
1
0.05%
5
0.23%
253
11.52%
3
0.14%
1
0.05%
4
0.18%
1
0.05%
3
0.14%
23
1.05%
188
8.56%
11
0.50%
2
0.09%
3
0.14%
2
0.09%
20
0.91%
16
0.73%
3
0.14%
13
0.59%
6
0.27%
6
0.27%
5
0.23%

% area of parish
0.49%
0.18%
0.43%
0.26%
0.11%
0.90%
0.55%
1.39%
0.38%
0.24%
2.02%
0.19%
1.01%
0.22%
0.92%
0.36%
0.64%
0.49%
0.43%
0.14%
0.09%
0.58%
2.06%
0.20%
0.43%
0.24%
0.28%
0.47%
0.91%
0.51%
0.51%
0.95%
0.71%
0.23%
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Table 6.5: Iron Age PAS finds from Hampshire
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Kingsclere CP
Langrish CP
Linkenholt CP
Long Sutton CP
Longparish CP
Longstock CP
Mapledurwell and Up Nately CP
Martin CP
Micheldever CP
Michelmersh and Timsbury CP
Minstead CP
Mortimer West End CP
Nether Wallop CP
New Alresford CP
New Milton CP
Nursling and Rownhams CP
Nutley CP
Oakley CP
Odiham CP
Old Alresford CP
Old Basing and Lychpit CP
Otterbourne CP
Over Wallop CP
Overton CP
Owslebury CP
Pamber CP
Penton Grafton CP
Petersfield CP
Quarley CP
Ringwood CP
Rockbourne CP
Romsey CP
Rooksdown CP
Ropley CP

Iron Age Finds
14
0.64%
2
0.09%
2
0.09%
2
0.09%
1
0.05%
5
0.23%
1
0.05%
3
0.14%
14
0.64%
1
0.05%
119
5.42%
2
0.09%
105
4.78%
23
1.05%
14
0.64%
16
0.73%
1
0.05%
1
0.05%
14
0.64%
4
0.18%
2
0.09%
2
0.09%
3
0.14%
1
0.05%
21
0.96%
1
0.05%
1
0.05%
16
0.73%
3
0.14%
2
0.09%
7
0.32%
3
0.14%
1
0.05%
22
1.00%

% area of parish
0.56%
0.25%
0.11%
0.25%
0.56%
0.31%
0.21%
0.55%
1.10%
0.29%
1.02%
0.24%
0.77%
0.07%
0.55%
0.30%
0.16%
0.42%
0.61%
0.44%
0.40%
0.12%
0.49%
0.90%
0.64%
0.25%
0.20%
0.24%
0.18%
0.76%
0.40%
0.11%
0.04%
0.39%
Rotherwick CP
Rowlands Castle CP
Selborne CP
Shalden CP
Shedfield CP
Sherborne St. John CP
Silchester CP
Smannell CP
Soberton CP
South Wonston CP
Southwick and Widley CP
Sparsholt CP
St. Mary Bourne CP
Steep CP
Steventon CP
Stockbridge CP
Stroud CP
Tadley CP
Thruxton CP
Tichborne CP
Totton and Eling CP
Twyford CP
Upham CP
Upton Grey CP
Vernhams Dean CP
Warnford CP
Weston Corbett CP
Wherwell CP
Whitchurch CP
Wickham CP
Winchester
Wonston CP
Worldham CP
(blank)
Grand Total

Iron Age Finds
% area of parish
2
0.09%
0.21%
2
0.09%
0.49%
1
0.05%
0.52%
2
0.09%
0.23%
5
0.23%
0.27%
2
0.09%
0.36%
57
2.60%
0.20%
10
0.46%
0.24%
4
0.18%
0.61%
6
0.27%
0.14%
2
0.09%
0.53%
3
0.14%
0.38%
6
0.27%
0.77%
1
0.05%
0.32%
3
0.14%
0.26%
1
0.05%
0.15%
1
0.05%
0.05%
3
0.14%
0.19%
20
0.91%
0.16%
10
0.46%
0.32%
2
0.09%
0.34%
4
0.18%
0.33%
3
0.14%
0.32%
2
0.09%
0.27%
8
0.36%
0.41%
3
0.14%
0.33%
1
0.05%
0.05%
4
0.18%
0.38%
145
6.60%
0.70%
13
0.59%
0.40%
66
3.01%
0.40%
10
0.46%
0.77%
3
0.14%
0.41%
79
3.60%
2196
100.00%
19.11%
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Image contains sensitive data

Figure 6.31: Distribution of Iron Age PAS findspots from within the Hampshire county boundary
(Source: OS Boundary Line)
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Figure 6.32: HER Iron Age Findspots displayed as a normalised KDE map, plotted against the
significant constraints against metal detecting identified for Hampshire (Source: OS Boundary Line)
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Figure 6.33: PAS Iron Age Findspots displayed as a normalised KDE map, plotted against the
significant constraints against metal detecting identified for Hampshire (Source: OS Boundary Line)
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Abbotts Ann CP
Alton CP
Amport CP
Andover
Appleshaw CP
Ashford Hill with Headley CP
Ashley CP
Badger Farm CP
Barton Stacey CP
Basingstoke
Baughurst CP
Beauworth CP
Bighton CP
Binsted CP
Bishops Sutton CP
Bishops Waltham CP
Bishopstoke CP
Boarhunt CP
Botley CP
Braishfield CP
Bramdean and Hinton Ampner CP
Bramley CP
Bramshill CP
Breamore CP
Broughton CP
Burghclere CP
Buriton CP
Candovers CP
Chawton CP
Cheriton CP
Chilcomb CP
City of Southampton
Clanfield CP
Cliddesden CP

Roman Finds
1
0.01%
33
0.21%
101
0.66%
11
0.07%
10
0.07%
1
0.01%
103
0.67%
2
0.01%
28
0.18%
32
0.21%
1
0.01%
165
1.07%
214
1.39%
13
0.08%
2
0.01%
153
0.99%
2349
15.27%
3
0.02%
2
0.01%
1
0.01%
3
0.02%
1
0.01%
7
0.05%
53
0.34%
74
0.48%
1
0.01%
7
0.05%
13
0.08%
11
0.07%
57
0.37%
2
0.01%
17
0.11%
49
0.32%
3
0.02%

% area of parish
0.34%
0.29%
0.42%
0.45%
0.15%
0.43%
0.20%
0.02%
0.53%
0.68%
0.41%
0.15%
0.30%
0.81%
0.31%
0.51%
0.15%
0.27%
0.23%
0.23%
0.38%
0.31%
0.23%
0.38%
0.40%
0.55%
0.55%
0.52%
0.23%
0.34%
0.18%
1.46%
0.36%
0.12%
Colden Common CP
Colemore and Priors Dean CP
Compton and Shawford CP
Copythorne CP
Corhampton and Meonstoke CP
Crawley CP
Crondall CP
Crookham Village CP
Curdridge CP
Damerham CP
Deane CP
Denmead CP
Dogmersfield CP
Droxford CP
Dummer CP
East Dean CP
East Meon CP
Ellingham, Harbridge and Ibsley CP
Exton CP
Fair Oak and Horton Heath CP
Fareham
Farleigh Wallop CP
Farringdon CP
Fawley CP
Fordingbridge CP
Froxfield CP
Froyle CP
Fyfield CP
Goodworth Clatford CP
Greywell CP
Hambledon CP
Hannington CP
Hartley Wintney CP
Havant and Hayling Island

Roman Finds
14
0.09%
72
0.47%
53
0.34%
31
0.20%
190
1.24%
134
0.87%
210
1.37%
15
0.10%
13
0.08%
80
0.52%
5
0.03%
1
0.01%
12
0.08%
405
2.63%
4
0.03%
1
0.01%
29
0.19%
6
0.04%
134
0.87%
4
0.03%
14
0.09%
1
0.01%
1
0.01%
19
0.12%
1
0.01%
20
0.13%
7
0.05%
13
0.08%
130
0.85%
149
0.97%
20
0.13%
54
0.35%
1
0.01%
2
0.01%

% area of parish
0.18%
0.32%
0.23%
0.60%
0.35%
0.37%
0.62%
0.11%
0.31%
0.49%
0.18%
0.43%
0.20%
0.26%
0.27%
0.11%
0.90%
1.39%
0.38%
0.24%
2.02%
0.19%
0.22%
0.92%
0.36%
0.64%
0.49%
0.06%
0.30%
0.09%
0.58%
0.57%
0.57%
2.06%
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Table 6.6: Roman PAS finds from Hampshire
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Hawkley CP
Headbourne Worthy CP
Headley CP
Heckfield CP
Hedge End CP
Hook CP
Horndean CP
Houghton CP
Hound CP
Hursley CP
Hurstbourne Priors CP
Hurstbourne Tarrant CP
Hyde CP
Itchen Stoke and Ovington CP
Itchen Valley CP
Kimpton CP
Kings Somborne CP
Kings Worthy CP
Kingsclere CP
Langrish CP
Laverstoke CP
Leckford CP
Linkenholt CP
Little Somborne CP
Littleton and Harestock CP
Long Sutton CP
Longparish CP
Longstock CP
Mapledurwell and Up Nately CP
Martin CP
Medstead CP
Micheldever CP
Monk Sherborne CP
Mortimer West End CP

Roman Finds
5
0.03%
196
1.27%
4
0.03%
1
0.01%
4
0.03%
34
0.22%
1
0.01%
1
0.01%
5
0.03%
79
0.51%
149
0.97%
6
0.04%
108
0.70%
17
0.11%
20
0.13%
21
0.14%
307
2.00%
86
0.56%
21
0.14%
14
0.09%
1
0.01%
108
0.70%
5
0.03%
36
0.23%
1
0.01%
4
0.03%
48
0.31%
3
0.02%
2
0.01%
9
0.06%
4
0.03%
69
0.45%
1
0.01%
7
0.05%

% area of parish
0.27%
0.20%
0.51%
0.33%
0.18%
0.24%
0.47%
0.28%
0.27%
0.91%
0.51%
0.51%
0.46%
0.42%
0.95%
0.29%
0.71%
0.23%
0.56%
0.25%
0.35%
0.24%
0.11%
0.20%
0.14%
0.25%
0.56%
0.31%
0.21%
0.55%
0.30%
1.10%
0.22%
0.24%
Mottisfont CP
Nether Wallop CP
Netley Marsh CP
Newnham CP
North Waltham CP
Nursling and Rownhams CP
Odiham CP
Old Basing and Lychpit CP
Otterbourne CP
Over Wallop CP
Overton CP
Owslebury CP
Pamber CP
Penton Grafton CP
Penton Mewsey CP
Petersfield CP
Popham CP
Preston Candover CP
Quarley CP
Ringwood CP
Rockbourne CP
Romsey Extra CP
Ropley CP
Rotherwick CP
Rowlands Castle CP
Selborne CP
Shalden CP
Shedfield CP
Sherborne St. John CP
Shipton Bellinger CP
Silchester CP
Smannell CP
Soberton CP
South Warnborough CP

Roman Finds
1
0.01%
1022
6.64%
7
0.05%
1
0.01%
1
0.01%
1
0.01%
123
0.80%
1
0.01%
3
0.02%
12
0.08%
8
0.05%
541
3.52%
5
0.03%
7
0.05%
2
0.01%
3
0.02%
1
0.01%
38
0.25%
21
0.14%
2
0.01%
53
0.34%
2
0.01%
245
1.59%
5
0.03%
5
0.03%
36
0.23%
27
0.18%
2
0.01%
9
0.06%
1
0.01%
2
0.01%
27
0.18%
214
1.39%
6
0.04%

% area of parish
0.31%
0.77%
0.33%
0.10%
0.20%
0.30%
0.61%
0.40%
0.12%
0.49%
0.90%
0.64%
0.25%
0.20%
0.11%
0.24%
0.14%
0.30%
0.18%
0.76%
0.40%
0.85%
0.39%
0.21%
0.49%
0.52%
0.23%
0.27%
0.36%
0.27%
0.20%
0.24%
0.61%
0.28%
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South Wonston CP
Southwick and Widley CP
Sparsholt CP
St. Mary Bourne CP
Steep CP
Steventon CP
Stockbridge CP
Stroud CP
Swanmore CP
Tadley CP
Thruxton CP
Tichborne CP
Totton and Eling CP
Twyford CP
Upham CP
Upper Clatford CP
Upton Grey CP
Vernhams Dean CP
Warnford CP
Wellow CP
Weston Corbett CP
Wherwell CP
Whitchurch CP
Wickham CP
Wield CP
Winchester
Wonston CP
Worldham CP
(blank)
Grand Total

Roman Finds
66
0.43%
2
0.01%
13
0.08%
10
0.07%
12
0.08%
10
0.07%
2
0.01%
4
0.03%
68
0.44%
1
0.01%
89
0.58%
2
0.01%
3
0.02%
54
0.35%
100
0.65%
1
0.01%
68
0.44%
7
0.05%
10
0.07%
5
0.03%
58
0.38%
436
2.83%
89
0.58%
1
0.01%
1
0.01%
207
1.35%
29
0.19%
10
0.07%
4845
31.50%
15382
100.00%

% area of parish
0.14%
0.53%
0.38%
0.77%
0.32%
0.26%
0.15%
0.05%
0.25%
0.19%
0.16%
0.32%
0.34%
0.33%
0.32%
0.24%
0.27%
0.41%
0.33%
0.41%
0.05%
0.38%
0.70%
0.40%
0.22%
0.40%
0.77%
0.41%
65.39%
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Image contains sensitive data

Figure 6.34: Distribution of Roman PAS findspots from within the Hampshire county boundary
(Source: OS Boundary Line)
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Figure 6.35: HER Roman Findspots displayed as a normalised KDE map, plotted against the significant
constraints against metal detecting identified for Hampshire (Source: OS Boundary Line), and against
known Roman roads (Source: Hampshire HER)
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Figure 6.36: PAS Roman findspots displayed as a normalised KDE map, plotted against the significant
constraints against metal detecting identified for Hampshire (Source: OS Boundary Line), and against
known Roman roads (Source: Hampshire HER data)
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Abbotts Ann CP
Alton CP
Amport CP
Andover
Ashford Hill with Headley CP
Badger Farm CP
Barton Stacey CP
Basingstoke
Beauworth CP
Bighton CP
Binsted CP
Bishops Waltham CP
Bramdean and Hinton Ampner CP
Breamore CP
Broughton CP
Buriton CP
Chawton CP
Cheriton CP
Chilcomb CP
City of Southampton
Clanfield CP
Cliddesden CP
Colden Common CP
Compton and Shawford CP
Corhampton and Meonstoke CP
Crawley CP
Crondall CP
Damerham CP
Denmead CP
Droxford CP
Dummer CP
East Meon CP
Ellingham, Harbridge and Ibsley CP
Exton CP

Early Medieval Finds
1
0.16%
7
1.15%
16
2.62%
1
0.16%
1
0.16%
1
0.16%
5
0.82%
3
0.49%
1
0.16%
1
0.16%
1
0.16%
2
0.33%
2
0.33%
9
1.48%
9
1.48%
3
0.49%
2
0.33%
7
1.15%
3
0.49%
2
0.33%
5
0.82%
1
0.16%
1
0.16%
5
0.82%
12
1.97%
31
5.08%
4
0.66%
2
0.33%
4
0.66%
7
1.15%
1
0.16%
16
2.62%
2
0.33%
19
3.11%

% area of parish
0.34%
0.29%
0.42%
0.45%
0.43%
0.02%
0.53%
0.68%
0.15%
0.30%
0.81%
0.51%
0.38%
0.38%
0.40%
0.55%
0.23%
0.34%
0.18%
1.46%
0.36%
0.12%
0.18%
0.23%
0.35%
0.37%
0.62%
0.49%
0.43%
0.26%
0.27%
0.90%
1.39%
0.38%
Fair Oak and Horton Heath CP
Fareham
Farleigh Wallop CP
Fordingbridge CP
Froxfield CP
Fyfield CP
Goodworth Clatford CP
Greywell CP
Hale CP
Hambledon CP
Hannington CP
Hawkley CP
Headbourne Worthy CP
Hook CP
Hound CP
Hursley CP
Hurstbourne Priors CP
Itchen Stoke and Ovington CP
Itchen Valley CP
Kilmiston CP
Kimpton CP
Kings Somborne CP
Kings Worthy CP
Kingsclere CP
Langrish CP
Leckford CP
Linkenholt CP
Little Somborne CP
Longparish CP
Marchwood CP
Micheldever CP
Michelmersh and Timsbury CP
Monk Sherborne CP
Nether Wallop CP

Early Medieval Finds
1
0.16%
1
0.16%
1
0.16%
1
0.16%
2
0.33%
2
0.33%
1
0.16%
3
0.49%
1
0.16%
1
0.16%
3
0.49%
1
0.16%
64
10.49%
2
0.33%
2
0.33%
7
1.15%
9
1.48%
2
0.33%
4
0.66%
1
0.16%
8
1.31%
27
4.43%
3
0.49%
1
0.16%
1
0.16%
1
0.16%
2
0.33%
1
0.16%
6
0.98%
1
0.16%
15
2.46%
4
0.66%
1
0.16%
20
3.28%

% area of parish
0.24%
2.02%
0.19%
0.36%
0.64%
0.06%
0.30%
0.09%
0.19%
0.58%
0.57%
0.27%
0.20%
0.24%
0.27%
0.91%
0.51%
0.42%
0.95%
0.18%
0.29%
0.71%
0.23%
0.56%
0.25%
0.24%
0.11%
0.20%
0.56%
0.25%
1.10%
0.29%
0.22%
0.77%
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Table 6.7: Early Medieval PAS finds from Hampshire
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Newton Valence CP
Odiham CP
Old Basing and Lychpit CP
Over Wallop CP
Overton CP
Owslebury CP
Penton Grafton CP
Penton Mewsey CP
Petersfield CP
Quarley CP
Ringwood CP
Rockbourne CP
Ropley CP
Rotherwick CP
Rowlands Castle CP
Selborne CP
Shalden CP
Sherborne St. John CP
Soberton CP
South Warnborough CP
South Wonston CP
Sparsholt CP
St. Mary Bourne CP
Tangley CP
Thruxton CP
Tichborne CP
Totton and Eling CP
Twyford CP
Upton Grey CP
Vernhams Dean CP
Warnford CP
Wellow CP
Wherwell CP
Whitchurch CP

Early Medieval Finds
1
0.16%
3
0.49%
2
0.33%
4
0.66%
1
0.16%
15
2.46%
3
0.49%
1
0.16%
1
0.16%
3
0.49%
1
0.16%
2
0.33%
11
1.80%
1
0.16%
3
0.49%
2
0.33%
1
0.16%
2
0.33%
7
1.15%
1
0.16%
1
0.16%
1
0.16%
2
0.33%
1
0.16%
2
0.33%
21
3.44%
1
0.16%
17
2.79%
3
0.49%
4
0.66%
3
0.49%
2
0.33%
8
1.31%
2
0.33%

% area of parish
0.22%
0.61%
0.40%
0.49%
0.90%
0.64%
0.20%
0.11%
0.24%
0.18%
0.76%
0.40%
0.39%
0.21%
0.49%
0.52%
0.23%
0.36%
0.61%
0.28%
0.14%
0.38%
0.77%
0.42%
0.16%
0.32%
0.34%
0.33%
0.27%
0.41%
0.33%
0.41%
0.38%
0.70%
Wickham CP
Wield CP
Winchester
Winslade CP
Wonston CP
(blank)
Grand Total

Early Medieval Finds
0.16%
1
0.16%
1
2.62%
16
0.16%
1
6.72%
41
4.92%
30
100.00%
610

% area of parish
0.40%
0.22%
0.40%
0.15%
0.77%
45.71%
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Image contains sensitive data

Figure 6.37: Distribution of Early Medieval PAS findspots from within the Hampshire county
boundary (Source: OS Boundary Line)
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Figure 6.38: HER Early Medieval findspots displayed as a normalised KDE map, plotted against the
significant constraints against metal detecting identified for Hampshire (Source: OS Boundary Line)
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Figure 6.39: PAS Early Medieval findspots displayed as a normalised KDE map, plotted against the
significant constraints against metal detecting identified for Hampshire (Source: OS Boundary Line)
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Abbotts Ann CP
Alton CP
Amport CP
Andover
Ashley CP
Badger Farm CP
Barton Stacey CP
Basingstoke
Baughurst CP
Bentley CP
Bighton CP
Binsted CP
Bishops Sutton CP
Bishops Waltham CP
Boarhunt CP
Bossington CP
Botley CP
Bramdean and Hinton Ampner CP
Bramley CP
Bramshill CP
Bramshott and Liphook CP
Breamore CP
Broughton CP
Burghclere CP
Buriton CP
Candovers CP
Charlton CP
Chawton CP
Cheriton CP
Chilbolton CP
Chilcomb CP
Chilworth CP
City of Southampton
Clanfield CP

Medieval Finds
4
0.10%
10
0.24%
84
2.00%
10
0.24%
3
0.07%
11
0.26%
35
0.83%
82
1.95%
2
0.05%
2
0.05%
36
0.86%
5
0.12%
2
0.05%
35
0.83%
3
0.07%
1
0.02%
2
0.05%
13
0.31%
5
0.12%
6
0.14%
1
0.02%
141
3.36%
86
2.05%
2
0.05%
15
0.36%
2
0.05%
1
0.02%
12
0.29%
26
0.62%
1
0.02%
80
1.90%
1
0.02%
16
0.38%
32
0.76%

% area of parish
0.34%
0.29%
0.42%
0.45%
0.20%
0.02%
0.53%
0.68%
0.41%
0.26%
0.30%
0.81%
0.31%
0.51%
0.27%
0.16%
0.23%
0.38%
0.31%
0.23%
0.68%
0.38%
0.40%
0.55%
0.55%
0.52%
0.06%
0.23%
0.34%
0.33%
0.18%
0.28%
1.46%
0.36%
Cliddesden CP
Colden Common CP
Colemore and Priors Dean CP
Compton and Shawford CP
Copythorne CP
Corhampton and Meonstoke CP
Crawley CP
Crondall CP
Crookham Village CP
Curdridge CP
Damerham CP
Deane CP
Denmead CP
Dogmersfield CP
Droxford CP
Dummer CP
East Meon CP
East Woodhay CP
Ellingham, Harbridge and Ibsley CP
Exbury and Lepe CP
Exton CP
Fareham
Farleigh Wallop CP
Farringdon CP
Fawley CP
Fordingbridge CP
Four Marks CP
Froxfield CP
Fyfield CP
Gosport
Greatham CP
Greywell CP
Hale CP
Hambledon CP

Medieval Finds
5
0.12%
4
0.10%
19
0.45%
45
1.07%
3
0.07%
96
2.29%
301
7.16%
104
2.48%
3
0.07%
2
0.05%
29
0.69%
1
0.02%
4
0.10%
1
0.02%
42
1.00%
1
0.02%
69
1.64%
1
0.02%
6
0.14%
1
0.02%
165
3.93%
21
0.50%
4
0.10%
2
0.05%
27
0.64%
14
0.33%
1
0.02%
27
0.64%
4
0.10%
1
0.02%
2
0.05%
11
0.26%
11
0.26%
29
0.69%

% area of parish
0.12%
0.18%
0.32%
0.23%
0.60%
0.35%
0.37%
0.62%
0.11%
0.31%
0.49%
0.18%
0.43%
0.20%
0.26%
0.27%
0.90%
0.46%
1.39%
0.27%
0.38%
2.02%
0.19%
0.22%
0.92%
0.36%
0.16%
0.64%
0.06%
0.71%
0.14%
0.09%
0.19%
0.58%
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Table 6.8: Medieval PAS finds from Hampshire
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Hamble-le-Rice CP
Hannington CP
Hartley Wespall CP
Hartley Wintney CP
Havant and Hayling Island
Hawkley CP
Headbourne Worthy CP
Headley CP
Heckfield CP
Hedge End CP
Hook CP
Horndean CP
Hound CP
Hursley CP
Hurstbourne Priors CP
Hurstbourne Tarrant CP
Hyde CP
Hythe and Dibden CP
Itchen Stoke and Ovington CP
Itchen Valley CP
Kilmiston CP
Kimpton CP
Kings Somborne CP
Kings Worthy CP
Kingsclere CP
Langrish CP
Laverstoke CP
Leckford CP
Liss CP
Little Somborne CP
Lockerley CP
Long Sutton CP
Longparish CP
Longstock CP
Marchwood CP

Medieval Finds
1
0.02%
40
0.95%
5
0.12%
4
0.10%
12
0.29%
7
0.17%
156
3.71%
12
0.29%
1
0.02%
1
0.02%
41
0.98%
5
0.12%
16
0.38%
34
0.81%
66
1.57%
1
0.02%
1
0.02%
3
0.07%
3
0.07%
10
0.24%
2
0.05%
21
0.50%
417
9.93%
46
1.09%
8
0.19%
25
0.60%
1
0.02%
3
0.07%
4
0.10%
3
0.07%
2
0.05%
5
0.12%
5
0.12%
11
0.26%
6
0.14%

% area of parish
0.14%
0.57%
0.14%
0.57%
2.06%
0.27%
0.20%
0.51%
0.33%
0.18%
0.24%
0.47%
0.27%
0.91%
0.51%
0.51%
0.46%
0.41%
0.42%
0.95%
0.18%
0.29%
0.71%
0.23%
0.56%
0.25%
0.35%
0.24%
0.38%
0.20%
0.16%
0.25%
0.56%
0.31%
0.25%

Martin CP
Medstead CP
Micheldever CP
Michelmersh and Timsbury CP
Monxton CP
Mortimer West End CP
Nether Wallop CP
New Alresford CP
North Waltham CP
Nursling and Rownhams CP
Oakley CP
Odiham CP
Old Basing and Lychpit CP
Otterbourne CP
Over Wallop CP
Overton CP
Owslebury CP
Pamber CP
Penton Grafton CP
Penton Mewsey CP
Petersfield CP
Preston Candover CP
Quarley CP
Ringwood CP
Rockbourne CP
Romsey Extra CP
Rooksdown CP
Ropley CP
Rotherwick CP
Rowlands Castle CP
Selborne CP
Shalden CP
Shedfield CP
Sherborne St. John CP

Medieval Finds
6
0.14%
5
0.12%
48
1.14%
29
0.69%
3
0.07%
3
0.07%
72
1.71%
13
0.31%
3
0.07%
2
0.05%
1
0.02%
30
0.71%
5
0.12%
12
0.29%
12
0.29%
17
0.40%
63
1.50%
7
0.17%
9
0.21%
12
0.29%
6
0.14%
13
0.31%
33
0.79%
15
0.36%
21
0.50%
1
0.02%
1
0.02%
102
2.43%
34
0.81%
21
0.50%
2
0.05%
10
0.24%
6
0.14%
11
0.26%

% area of parish
0.55%
0.30%
1.10%
0.29%
0.12%
0.24%
0.77%
0.07%
0.20%
0.30%
0.42%
0.61%
0.40%
0.12%
0.49%
0.90%
0.64%
0.25%
0.20%
0.11%
0.24%
0.30%
0.18%
0.76%
0.40%
0.85%
0.04%
0.39%
0.21%
0.49%
0.52%
0.23%
0.27%
0.36%
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Sherfield English CP
Sherfield on Loddon CP
Smannell CP
Soberton CP
South Warnborough CP
Sparsholt CP
St. Mary Bourne CP
Steep CP
Stockbridge CP
Stratfield Saye CP
Stroud CP
Swanmore CP
Sway CP
Tadley CP
Thruxton CP
Tichborne CP
Totton and Eling CP
Twyford CP
Upham CP
Vernhams Dean CP
Warnford CP
Wellow CP
West End CP
West Meon CP
West Tisted CP
Weston Corbett CP
Wherwell CP
Whitchurch CP
Wickham CP
Winchester
Winslade CP
Wonston CP
Worldham CP
(blank)
Grand Total

Medieval Finds
1
0.02%
3
0.07%
1
0.02%
40
0.95%
18
0.43%
15
0.36%
5
0.12%
17
0.40%
2
0.05%
1
0.02%
8
0.19%
22
0.52%
1
0.02%
2
0.05%
13
0.31%
74
1.76%
10
0.24%
53
1.26%
4
0.10%
7
0.17%
19
0.45%
13
0.31%
1
0.02%
1
0.02%
1
0.02%
2
0.05%
103
2.45%
12
0.29%
4
0.10%
89
2.12%
15
0.36%
35
0.83%
1
0.02%
179
4.26%
4201
100.00%

% area of parish
0.22%
0.24%
0.24%
0.61%
0.28%
0.38%
0.77%
0.32%
0.15%
0.29%
0.05%
0.25%
0.34%
0.19%
0.16%
0.32%
0.34%
0.33%
0.32%
0.41%
0.33%
0.41%
0.32%
0.39%
0.25%
0.05%
0.38%
0.70%
0.40%
0.40%
0.15%
0.77%
0.41%
67.65%
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Image contains sensitive data

Figure 6.40: Distribution of Medieval PAS findspots from within the Hampshire county boundary
(Source: OS Boundary Line)
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Figure 6.41: HER Medieval findspots displayed as a normalised KDE map, plotted against the
significant constraints against metal detecting identified for Hampshire (Source: OS Boundary Line)

185

CHAPTER 6: HAMPSHIRE

Figure 6.42: PAS Medieval findspots displayed as a normalised KDE map, plotted against the
significant constraints against metal detecting identified for Hampshire (Source: OS Boundary Line)
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Abbotts Ann CP
Alton CP
Amport CP
Andover
Appleshaw CP
Ashley CP
Badger Farm CP
Barton Stacey CP
Basingstoke
Baughurst CP
Bighton CP
Binsted CP
Bishops Sutton CP
Bishops Waltham CP
Boarhunt CP
Botley CP
Braishfield CP
Bramdean and Hinton Ampner CP
Bramley CP
Bramshaw CP
Bramshill CP
Breamore CP
Brockenhurst CP
Broughton CP
Buriton CP
Candovers CP
Chawton CP
Cheriton CP
Chilbolton CP
Chilcomb CP
City of Portsmouth
City of Southampton
Clanfield CP
Cliddesden CP

Post Medieval Finds
7
0.07%
6
0.06%
56
0.57%
20
0.20%
1
0.01%
3
0.03%
12
0.12%
10
0.10%
12
0.12%
3
0.03%
45
0.46%
8
0.08%
1
0.01%
7100
72.10%
3
0.03%
2
0.02%
1
0.01%
6
0.06%
1
0.01%
1
0.01%
8
0.08%
42
0.43%
2
0.02%
81
0.82%
11
0.11%
2
0.02%
12
0.12%
10
0.10%
1
0.01%
22
0.22%
1
0.01%
15
0.15%
5
0.05%
4
0.04%

% area of parish
0.34%
0.29%
0.42%
0.45%
0.15%
0.20%
0.02%
0.53%
0.68%
0.41%
0.30%
0.81%
0.31%
0.51%
0.27%
0.23%
0.23%
0.38%
0.31%
0.74%
0.23%
0.38%
1.27%
0.40%
0.55%
0.52%
0.23%
0.34%
0.33%
0.18%
1.50%
1.46%
0.36%
0.12%
Colden Common CP
Colemore and Priors Dean CP
Compton and Shawford CP
Copythorne CP
Corhampton and Meonstoke CP
Crawley CP
Crondall CP
Crookham Village CP
Curdridge CP
Damerham CP
Deane CP
Denmead CP
Dogmersfield CP
Droxford CP
Dummer CP
Durley CP
East Dean CP
East Meon CP
Eastleigh
Ellisfield CP
Exton CP
Fair Oak and Horton Heath CP
Fareham
Farleigh Wallop CP
Farringdon CP
Fawley CP
Fordingbridge CP
Four Marks CP
Froxfield CP
Froyle CP
Fyfield CP
Gosport
Greywell CP
Hale CP

Post Medieval Finds
1
0.01%
7
0.07%
36
0.37%
6
0.06%
52
0.53%
127
1.29%
90
0.91%
2
0.02%
2
0.02%
15
0.15%
1
0.01%
6
0.06%
6
0.06%
26
0.26%
5
0.05%
2
0.02%
2
0.02%
37
0.38%
1
0.01%
1
0.01%
69
0.70%
1
0.01%
33
0.34%
4
0.04%
3
0.03%
23
0.23%
17
0.17%
1
0.01%
22
0.22%
1
0.01%
3
0.03%
3
0.03%
19
0.19%
7
0.07%

% area of parish
0.18%
0.32%
0.23%
0.60%
0.35%
0.37%
0.62%
0.11%
0.31%
0.49%
0.18%
0.43%
0.20%
0.26%
0.27%
0.26%
0.11%
0.90%
0.55%
0.25%
0.38%
0.24%
2.02%
0.19%
0.22%
0.92%
0.36%
0.16%
0.64%
0.49%
0.06%
0.71%
0.09%
0.19%
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Table 6.9: Post Medieval PAS finds from Hampshire
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Hambledon CP
Hamble-le-Rice CP
Hannington CP
Hartley Wintney CP
Havant and Hayling Island
Hawkley CP
Headbourne Worthy CP
Headley CP
Heckfield CP
Hook CP
Horndean CP
Houghton CP
Hound CP
Hursley CP
Hurstbourne Priors CP
Hurstbourne Tarrant CP
Hyde CP
Hythe and Dibden CP
Itchen Stoke and Ovington CP
Itchen Valley CP
Kimpton CP
Kings Somborne CP
Kings Worthy CP
Kingsclere CP
Langrish CP
Linkenholt CP
Liss CP
Lockerley CP
Long Sutton CP
Longparish CP
Longstock CP
Marchwood CP
Martin CP
Medstead CP

Post Medieval Finds
27
0.27%
1
0.01%
12
0.12%
7
0.07%
5
0.05%
4
0.04%
111
1.13%
4
0.04%
5
0.05%
74
0.75%
2
0.02%
1
0.01%
7
0.07%
22
0.22%
33
0.34%
3
0.03%
1
0.01%
2
0.02%
6
0.06%
7
0.07%
11
0.11%
195
1.98%
16
0.16%
1
0.01%
35
0.36%
5
0.05%
3
0.03%
2
0.02%
2
0.02%
1
0.01%
12
0.12%
2
0.02%
3
0.03%
1
0.01%

% area of parish
0.58%
0.14%
0.57%
0.57%
2.06%
0.27%
0.20%
0.51%
0.33%
0.24%
0.47%
0.28%
0.27%
0.91%
0.51%
0.51%
0.46%
0.41%
0.42%
0.95%
0.29%
0.71%
0.23%
0.56%
0.25%
0.11%
0.38%
0.16%
0.25%
0.56%
0.31%
0.25%
0.55%
0.30%
Micheldever CP
Michelmersh and Timsbury CP
Minstead CP
Monxton CP
Mortimer West End CP
Nether Wallop CP
Netley Marsh CP
New Alresford CP
Nursling and Rownhams CP
Nutley CP
Oakley CP
Odiham CP
Old Basing and Lychpit CP
Olivers Battery CP
Otterbourne CP
Over Wallop CP
Overton CP
Owslebury CP
Penton Grafton CP
Penton Mewsey CP
Petersfield CP
Preston Candover CP
Quarley CP
Ringwood CP
Rockbourne CP
Ropley CP
Rotherwick CP
Rowlands Castle CP
Selborne CP
Shalden CP
Shedfield CP
Sherborne St. John CP
Sherfield English CP
Smannell CP

Post Medieval Finds
12
0.12%
36
0.37%
60
0.61%
4
0.04%
20
0.20%
45
0.46%
6
0.06%
2
0.02%
1
0.01%
1
0.01%
1
0.01%
32
0.32%
5
0.05%
2
0.02%
4
0.04%
10
0.10%
22
0.22%
24
0.24%
8
0.08%
12
0.12%
6
0.06%
8
0.08%
26
0.26%
47
0.48%
8
0.08%
86
0.87%
38
0.39%
50
0.51%
4
0.04%
14
0.14%
5
0.05%
14
0.14%
1
0.01%
1
0.01%

% area of parish
1.10%
0.29%
1.02%
0.12%
0.24%
0.77%
0.33%
0.07%
0.30%
0.16%
0.42%
0.61%
0.40%
0.03%
0.12%
0.49%
0.90%
0.64%
0.20%
0.11%
0.24%
0.30%
0.18%
0.76%
0.40%
0.39%
0.21%
0.49%
0.52%
0.23%
0.27%
0.36%
0.22%
0.24%

CHAPTER 6: HAMPSHIRE

188

Soberton CP
South Warnborough CP
South Wonston CP
Southwick and Widley CP
Sparsholt CP
St. Mary Bourne CP
Steep CP
Stockbridge CP
Stroud CP
Swanmore CP
Tadley CP
Thruxton CP
Tichborne CP
Totton and Eling CP
Twyford CP
Upham CP
Upton Grey CP
Vernhams Dean CP
Warnford CP
Wellow CP
West Meon CP
West Tytherley CP
Weston Corbett CP
Wherwell CP
Whitchurch CP
Winchester
Winslade CP
Wonston CP
Worldham CP
Yateley CP
(blank)
Grand Total

Post Medieval Finds
33
0.34%
14
0.14%
2
0.02%
4
0.04%
7
0.07%
4
0.04%
25
0.25%
1
0.01%
7
0.07%
9
0.09%
3
0.03%
7
0.07%
1
0.01%
8
0.08%
40
0.41%
6
0.06%
3
0.03%
14
0.14%
7
0.07%
13
0.13%
2
0.02%
1
0.01%
1
0.01%
36
0.37%
25
0.25%
42
0.43%
19
0.19%
2
0.02%
4
0.04%
1
0.01%
124
1.26%
9848
100.00%

% area of parish
0.61%
0.28%
0.14%
0.53%
0.38%
0.77%
0.32%
0.15%
0.05%
0.25%
0.19%
0.16%
0.32%
0.34%
0.33%
0.32%
0.27%
0.41%
0.33%
0.41%
0.39%
0.31%
0.05%
0.38%
0.70%
0.40%
0.15%
0.77%
0.41%
0.29%
68.19%
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Image contains sensitive data

Figure 6.43: Distribution of Post Medieval PAS findspots from within the Hampshire county boundary
(Source: OS Boundary Line)
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Figure 6.44: HER Post Medieval findspots displayed as a normalised KDE map, plotted against the
significant constraints against metal detecting identified for Hampshire (Source: OS Boundary Line)
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Figure 6.45: PAS Post Medieval findspots displayed as a normalised KDE map, plotted against the
5
significant constraints against metal detecting identified for Hampshire (Source: OS Boundary Line)

5

The large number of artefacts from Bishops Waltham (H) come from a large hoard of 7083 18th
century coins, thought to be counterfeit copies of a 30 denier piece of Louis XIV of France.
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Table 6.10: All other PAS finds from Hampshire
Greek and
Roman
Provincial
Appleshaw CP
Barton Stacey CP
Bighton CP
Bishops Waltham CP
Broughton CP
Chawton CP
Cheriton CP
City of Southampton
Clanfield CP
Cliddesden CP
Corhampton and Meonstoke CP
Crawley CP
Crondall CP
Damerham CP
Droxford CP
Exton CP
Fawley CP
Fordingbridge CP
Greywell CP
Hale CP
Hambledon CP
Havant and Hayling Island
Headbourne Worthy CP
Hook CP
Hursley CP
Hurstbourne Priors CP
Itchen Valley CP
Langrish CP
Linkenholt CP
Liss CP
Micheldever CP
Nether Wallop CP
Owslebury CP
Quarley CP
Ringwood CP
Rockbourne CP
Ropley CP
Selborne CP
Sherborne St. John CP
South Warnborough CP
South Wonston CP
Steep CP
Twyford CP
Wherwell CP
Whitchurch CP
Winchester
Winslade CP
Worldham CP
(blank)
Grand Total

Byzantine

Foreign

Modern

Unknown

(blank)

1
1
1

9
1

1
1
1
1
4

1
4
1

1

1
1
1

1
1

1
2
1
2

5
4

1
1

1
1
3

1

2
1
2
3

2

2
2
1
1

1
2
1
1
1
1

1
2

1
1
1
1

1
1
1
1

1
3
2

1
1
1

2

1
1

1
1

3
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3

9

2
2
23

1
6
49

6
2
20
61
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Image contains sensitive data

Figure 6.46: Distribution of all other PAS findspots from within the Hampshire county boundary
(Source: OS Boundary Line)
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Figure 6.47: Hampshire Digital Elevation Model (height in metres above sea level) (Source: OS
Landform data, OS Boundary Line)

194

CHAPTER 6: HAMPSHIRE

Figure 6.48: Line Chart showing the cumulative percentage of HER Findspots and PAS finds (Metal
Detected and non Metal Detected), plotted against the cumulative percentage of the underlying land

Figure 6.49: Line and Column Chart showing the percentage of HER Findspots and PAS finds (Metal
Detected and non Metal Detected), plotted against the underlying elevation of Hampshire
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Figure 6.50: Line Chart showing the culmulative percentage of PAS finds (divided by object type) at
10m height intervals, plotted against the cumulative percentage of the underlying land

Figure 6.51: Line Chart showing the percentage of PAS finds (divided by object type) at 10m height
intervals, plotted against the underlying elevation of Hampshire
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Figure 6.52: Line Chart showing the culmulative percentage of Palaeolithic, Mesolithic and Neolithic
PAS finds at 10metre height intervals, plotted against the cumulative elevation of Hampshire

Figure 6.53: Line and Column Chart showing the percentage of Palaeolithic, Mesolithic and Neolithic
PAS finds at 10m height intervals, plotted against the underlying elevation of Hampshire
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Figure 6.54: Line Chart showing the culmulative percentage of Bronze Age, Iron Age and Roman PAS
finds at 10m height intervals, plotted against the cumulative percentage of the underlying land

Figure 6.55: Line and Column Chart showing the percentage of Bronze Age, Iron Age and Roman PAS
finds at 10m height intervals, plotted against the underlying elevation of Hampshire
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Figure 6.56: Line Chart showing the culmulative percentage of Early Medieval, Medieval and Post
Medieval PAS finds at 10m height intervals, plotted against the cumulative percentage of the
underlying land

Figure 6.57: Line and Column Chart showing the percentage of Early Medieval, Medieval and Post
Medieval PAS finds at 10m height intervals, plotted against the underlying elevation of Hampshire
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Figure 6.58: Slope (degrees) (Source: based on OS Landform data, OS Boundary Line). A Percent Clip
of 1% has been used on the maximum values to enhance the image.
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Figure 6.59: Line Chart showing the cumulative percentage of HER Findspots and PAS finds (Metal
Detected and non Metal Detected) at 1° intervals, plotted against the cumulative percentage of the
underlying land (long tail removed)

Figure 6.60: Line and Column Chart showing the percentage of HER Findspots and PAS finds (Metal
Detected and non Metal Detected) at 1° intervals, plotted against the underlying slope of Hampshire
(long tail removed)
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Figure 6.61: Line Chart showing the cumulative percentage of PAS finds (divided by object type) at 1°
intervals, plotted against the cumulative percentage of the underlying land (long tail removed)

Figure 6.62: Line and Column Chart showing the percentage of PAS finds (divided by object type) at
1° intervals, plotted against the underlying slope of Hampshire (long tail removed)
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Figure 6.63: Line Chart showing the cumulative percentage of Paleolithic, Mesolithic and Neolithic
PAS finds at 1° intervals, plotted against the cumulative percentage of the underlying land

Figure 6.64: Line and Column Chart showing the percentage of Paleolithic, Mesolithic and Neolithic
PAS finds at 1° intervals, plotted against the underlying slope of Hampshire (long tail removed)
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Figure 6.65: Line Chart showing the cumulative percentage of Bronze Age, Iron Age and Roman PAS
finds at 1° intervals, plotted against the cumulative percentage of the underlying land

Figure 6.66: Line and Column Chart showing the percentage of Bronze Age, Iron Age and Roman PAS
finds at 1° intervals, plotted against the underlying slope of Hampshire (long tail removed)
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Figure 6.67: Line Chart showing the cumulative percentage of Early Medieval, Medieval and Post
Medieval PAS finds at 1° intervals, plotted against the cumulative percentage of the underlying land

Figure 6.68: Line and Column Chart showing the percentage of Early Medieval, Medieval and Post
Medieval PAS finds at 1° intervals, plotted against the underlying slope of Hampshire (long tail
removed)
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Figure 6.69: Hampshire Aspect (Source: based on OS Landform data, OS Boundary Line)
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Figure 6.70: Radar Chart showing the percentage of HER Findspots and PAS finds (Metal Detected
and non Metal Detected) across each of the eight directions, plotted against the data for Hampshire
as a whole

Figure 6.71: Radar Chart showing the percentage of PAS finds across each of the eight directions
(divided by object type), plotted against the data for Hampshire as a whole
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Figure 6.72: Radar Chart showing the percentage of Palaeolithic, Mesolithic and Neolithic PAS finds
across each of the eight directions, plotted against the data for Hampshire as a whole

Figure 6.73: Radar Chart showing the percentage of Bronze Age, Iron Age and Roman PAS finds
across each of the eight directions, plotted against the data for Hampshire as a whole
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Figure 6.74: Radar Chart showing the percentage of Early Medieval, Medieval and Post Medieval PAS
finds across each of the eight directions, plotted against the data for Hampshire as a whole

209

CHAPTER 6: HAMPSHIRE

Figure 6.75: Hampshire Bedrock Geology (Source: British Geological Society)
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Figure 6.76: Bar Chart showing the percentage of HER Findspots and PAS finds (Metal Detected and
non Metal Detected) in each geological area, plotted against the underlying bedrock geology (long
tail removed)
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Figure 6.77: Bar Chart showing the percentage of PAS finds (divided by object type) in each
geological area, plotted against the underlying bedrock geology (long tail removed)
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Figure 6.78: Bar Chart showing the percentage of Palaeolithic, Mesolithic and Neolithic PAS finds in
each geological area, plotted against the underlying bedrock geology (long tail removed)
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Figure 6.79: Bar Chart showing the percentage of Bronze Age, Iron Age and Roman PAS finds in each
geological area, plotted against the underlying bedrock geology (long tail removed)
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Figure 6.80: Bar Chart showing the percentage of Early Medieval, Medieval and Post Medieval PAS
finds in each geological area, plotted against the underlying bedrock geology (long tail removed)
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Figure 6.81: Distance from the nearest stream or river (metres) (Source: based on OS Mastermap
data, OS Boundary Line). A Percent Clip of 1% has been used on the maximum values to enhance the
image
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Figure 6.82: Line and Column Chart showing the percentage of HER findspots and PAS finds (Metal
Detected and non Metal Detected) at 100m distance intervals from the nearest waterway, plotted
against the percentage of the underlying land in Hampshire (long tail removed)
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Figure 6.83: Line Chart showing the cumulative percentage of HER findspots and PAS finds (Metal
Detected and non Metal Detected) at 100m distance intervals from the nearest waterway, plotted
against the cumulative percentage of the underlying land

Figure 6.84: Line Chart showing the cumulative percentage of PAS finds (divided by object type) at
100m distance intervals from the nearest waterway, plotted against the cumulative percentage of
the underlying land
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Figure 6.85: Line and Column Chart showing the percentage of PAS finds (divided by object type) at
100m distance intervals from the nearest waterway, plotted against the percentage of the
underlying land in Hampshire (long tail removed)
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Figure 6.86: Line and Column Chart showing the percentage of Palaeolithic, Mesolithic and Neolithic
PAS finds at 100m distance intervals from the nearest waterway, plotted against the percentage of
the underlying land in Hampshire (long tail removed)
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Figure 6.87: Line Chart showing the cumulative percentage of Palaeolithic, Mesolithic and Neolithic
PAS finds at 100m distance intervals from the nearest waterway, plotted against the cumulative
percentage of the underlying land

Figure 6.88: Line Chart showing the cumulative percentage of Bronze Age, Iron Age and Roman PAS
finds at 100m distance intervals from the nearest waterway, plotted against the cumulative
percentage of the underlying land
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Figure 6.89: Line and Column Chart showing the percentage of Bronze Age, Iron Age and Roman PAS
finds at 100m distance intervals from the nearest waterway, plotted against the percentage of the
underlying land in Hampshire (long tail removed)
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Figure 6.90: Line and Column Chart showing the percentage of Early Medieval, Medieval and Post
Medieval PAS finds at 100m distance intervals from the nearest waterway, plotted against the
percentage of the underlying land in Hampshire (long tail removed)
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Figure 6.91: Line Chart showing the cumulative percentage of Early Medieval, Medieval and Post
Medieval PAS finds at 100m distance intervals from the nearest waterway, plotted against the
cumulative percentage of the underlying land
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Figure 6.92: Distance to the nearest settlement (metres) (Source: based on OS Mastermap data, OS
Boundary Line). A Percent Clip of 1% has been applied to the maximum values to enhance the image
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Figure 6.93: Line and Column Chart showing the percentage of HER findspots and PAS finds (Metal
Detected and non Metal Detected) at 100metre distance intervals from the nearest settlement,
plotted against the percentage of the underlying land (long tail removed)
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Figure 6.94: Line Chart showing the cumulative percentage of HER findspots and PAS finds (Metal
Detected and non Metal Detected) at 100metre distance intervals from the nearest settlement,
plotted against the cumulative percentage of the underlying land

Figure 6.95: Line Chart showing the cumulative percentage of PAS finds (divided by object type) at
100metre distance intervals from the nearest settlement, plotted against the cumulative percentage
of the underlying land
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Figure 6.96: Line and Column Chart showing the percentage of PAS finds (divided by object type) at
100metre distance intervals from the nearest settlement, plotted against the percentage of the
underlying land (long tail removed)
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Figure 6.97: Line and Column Chart showing the percentage of Palaeolithic, Mesolithic and Neolithic
PAS finds at 100metre distance intervals from the nearest settlement, plotted against the
percentage of the underlying land (long tail removed)
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Figure 6.98: Line Chart showing the cumulative percentage of Palaeolithic, Mesolithic and Neolithic
PAS finds at 100metre distance intervals from the nearest settlement, plotted against the cumulative
percentage of the underlying land

Figure 6.99: Line Chart showing the cumulative percentage of Bronze Age, Iron Age and Roman PAS
finds at 100metre distance intervals from the nearest settlement, plotted against the cumulative
percentage of the underlying land
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Figure 6.100: Line and Column Chart showing the percentage of Bronze Age, Iron Age and Roman
PAS finds at 100metre distance intervals from the nearest settlement, plotted against the
percentage of the underlying land (long tail removed)
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Figure 6.101: Line and Column Chart showing the percentage of Early Medieval, Medieval and Post
Medieval PAS finds at 100metre distance intervals from the nearest settlement, plotted against the
percentage of the underlying land (long tail removed)
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Figure 6.102: Line Chart showing the cumulative percentage of Early Medieval, Medieval and Post
Medieval PAS finds at 100metre distance intervals from the nearest settlement, plotted against the
cumulative percentage of the underlying land

Image contains sensitive data

Figure 6.103: PAS sites clustering around settlements in Hampshire
(Source: MAGIC, OS Boundary Line)
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Figure 6.104: Hampshire Road Network (Source: OS Mastermap, OS Boundary Line)
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Figure 6.105: Distance from the nearest road (metres) (Source: based on OS Mastermap data, OS
Boundary Line). A Percent Clip of 1% has been applied to the maximum values to enhance the image
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Figure 6.106: Line Chart showing the cumulative percentage of HER findspots and PAS finds (Metal
Detected and non Metal Detected) at 100m distance intervals from the nearest routeway, plotted
against the underlying cumulative distribution of land

Figure 6.107: Line and Column Chart showing the percentage of HER findspots and PAS finds (Metal
Detected and non Metal Detected) at 100m distance intervals from the nearest routeway, plotted
against the underlying distribution of land (long tail removed)
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Figure 6.108: Line Chart showing the cumulative percentage of PAS finds (divided by object type) at
100m distance intervals from the nearest routeway, plotted against the underlying cumulative
distribution of land

Figure 6.109: Line and Column Chart showing the percentage of PAS finds (divided by object type) at
100m distance intervals from the nearest routeway, plotted against the underlying distribution of
land (long tail removed)
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Figure 6.110: Line Chart showing the cumulative percentage of Palaeolithic, Mesolithic and Neolithic
PAS finds at 100m distance intervals from the nearest routeway, plotted against the underlying
cumulative distribution of land

Figure 6.111: Line and Column Chart showing the percentage of Palaeolithic, Mesolithic and
Neolithic PAS finds at 100m distance intervals from the nearest routeway, plotted against the
underlying distribution of land (long tail removed)
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Figure 6.112: Line Chart showing the cumulative percentage of Bronze Age, Iron Age and Roman PAS
finds at 100m distance intervals from the nearest routeway, plotted against the underlying
cumulative distribution of land

Figure 6.113: Line and Column Chart showing the percentage of Bronze Age, Iron Age and Roman
PAS finds at 100m distance intervals from the nearest routeway, plotted against the underlying
distribution of land (long tail removed)
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Figure 6.114: Line Chart showing the cumulative percentage of Early Medieval, Medieval and Post
Medieval PAS finds at 100m distance intervals from the nearest routeway, plotted against the
underlying cumulative distribution of land

Figure 6.115: Line and Column Chart showing the percentage of Early Medieval, Medieval and Post
Medieval PAS finds at 100m distance intervals from the nearest routeway, plotted against the
underlying distribution of land (long tail removed)
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Aspect
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X²= 30.1
Critical Value=15.507
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Table 6.11: Chi-Squared and K-S test results (threshold α=0.05, red = accept H0)
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Figure 6.116: Example ‘Distance Raster’, showing the distance from the finders’ starting location
(central point) to each location within the Hampshire county boundary (Source: OS Boundary Line)
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Figure 6.117: Line chart showing the cumulative percentage of findspots recovered by 25 individuals,
compared to the distribution of the underlying land with respect to the individuals starting points.

243

CHAPTER 6: HAMPSHIRE

Figure 6.118: Proportions of observed findspots recovered by 25 individuals, compared to the
expected distribution calculated from the underlying land with respect to the individuals starting
points (long tail removed).
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Figure 6.119: Distance between starting points and recorded findspots for 25 individuals, at 1km
distance intervals
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Figure 6.120: Overall proportion of finds across Hampshire, at 0.5km intervals from the relevant
central point
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Figure 6.121: Overall proportion of finds across Hampshire, at 1km intervals from the relevant
central point
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Figure 6.122: Overall proportion of finds across Hampshire, at 2km intervals from the relevant
central point
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Image contains sensitive data

Figure 6.123: Example distributions of findspots within the 0-5km and 10-20km distance bands,
within the Hampshire county boundary (Source: OS Boundary Line)
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Figure 6.124: Land within 0-5km of each central point, within the Hampshire county boundary
(Source: OS Boundary Line)

Figure 6.125: Land within 10-20km of each central point, within the Hampshire county boundary
(Source: OS Boundary Line)
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Figure 6.126: Search area of the Weekend Wanderers Metal Detecting Club, plotted against county
boundaries (Source: OS Boundary Line, data from WW website)
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Figure 6.127: Weekend Wanderer rally sites within the Hampshire county boundary (Source: OS
Boundary Line)
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Figure 6.128: Numbers of WW records from parishes in Hampshire (Sparsholt and Crawley are one
site, as are Crondall and Long Sutton)

Figure 6.129: Date of discovery of finds from WW sites, grouped by year and quarter
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Table 6.12: Dates of WW rallies in 2009 and 2010
(Source: WW website, PAS website, PASD)

Dates
1
01 January 2009
2
11 January 2009
3
01 February 2009
4
14 February 2009
5
26 February 2009
6
06 March 2009
7
07 March 2009
8
08 March 2009
9
09 March 2009
10
10 March 2009
11
12 March 2009
12
13 March 2009
13
14 March 2009
14
15 March 2009
15
19 March 2009
16
21 March 2009
17
26 March 2009
18
02 April 2009
19
09 April 2009
20
16 April 2009
21
11 June 2009
22
19 July 2009
23
23 July 2009
24
26 July 2009
25
06 August 2009
26
13 August 2009
27
08 August 2009
28
15 August 2009
29
16 August 2009
30 06 September 2009
31
13 October 2009
32
18 October 2009
33 16 November 2009
34 17 November 2009
35 01 December 2009
36 20 December 2009
37
28 January 2010
38
31 January 2010

Weekday
Thursday
Sunday
Sunday
Saturday
Thursday
Friday
Saturday
Sunday
Monday
Tuesday
Thursday
Friday
Saturday
Sunday
Thursday
Saturday
Thursday
Thursday
Thursday
Thursday
Thursday
Sunday
Thursday
Sunday
Thursday
Thursday
Saturday
Saturday
Sunday
Sunday
Tuesday
Sunday
Monday
Tuesday
Tuesday
Sunday
Thursday
Sunday

No. of
records
on the
PASD
9
1
45
13
4
57
17
10
19
1
3
30
1
1
14
5
4
26
11
1
1
1
1
4
43
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Rally
Twyford/Ropley
Twyford
Twyford/Crawley
Crawley
Crawley
Ropley
USA Ropley
USA Ropley
USA Ropley
USA Ropley
Otterbourne
Otterbourne
USA Ropley
Otterbourne
Crawley/Otterbourne
Ropley/Crawley/Bighton
Crawley
Soldridge
Soldridge
Soldridge
Medstead
Ropley
Ropley
Ropley
Ropley
Ropley
Ropley
Ropley
Ropley
Soldridge
Crondall
Otterbourne
Otterbourne
Twyford/Crawley
Broughton
Broughton
Four Marks
Twyford

Recorders
present

3 FLOs
2 FLOs
Peter Welch

Peter Welch
1 FLO
Peter Welch
Peter Welch
Peter Welch
Peter Welch
Peter Welch

Peter Welch

5 FLOs
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Dates
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58

Weekday

06 February 2010
11 February 2010
25 February 2010
27 February 2010
28 February 2010
01 March 2010
04 March 2010
05 March 2010
06 March 2010
07 March 2010
08 March 2010
09 March 2010
11 March 2010
25 March 2010
11 May 2010
22 May 2010
15 July 2010
14 August 2010
26 August 2010
28 August 2010

Saturday
Thursday
Thursday
Saturday
Sunday
Monday
Thursday
Friday
Saturday
Sunday
Monday
Tuesday
Thursday
Thursday
Tuesday
Saturday
Thursday
Saturday
Thursday
Saturday
Grand Total

No. of
records
on the
PASD
27
1
22
6
3
14
20
12
9
10
446

Recorders
present

Rally
Crawley
Crawley
Crawley
Crawley
Crawley
Crawley
Crawley
USA Bighton
USA Bighton
USA Bighton
USA Bighton
USA Bighton
Bighton
Crawley
Medstead
Crawley
Soldridge
Four Marks
Ropley
Ropley

1 FLO

Blue = recorded on WW and/or PAS website
White = only known through PAS dataset
Italics = USA WW rally

Table 6.13: WW rallies from 2009/2010 with a PAS presence

Dates
01 February 2009
14 February 2009
21 March 2009
20 December 2009
06 February 2010
Grand Total
Average per rally day

No. of records on
the PASD
45
13
14
4
27
103
20.6

Rally

Recorders present

Twyford/Crawley
Crawley
Ropley/Crawley/Bighton
Broughton
Crawley

3 FLOs
2 FLOs
1 FLO
5 FLOs
1 FLO
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Table 6.14: WW rallies from 2009/2010 without a PAS presence

Dates

No. of records on
the PASD

Rally

01 January 2009
11 January 2009
26 February 2009
06 March 2009
12 March 2009
13 March 2009
15 March 2009
19 March 2009
26 March 2009
02 April 2009
09 April 2009
16 April 2009
11 June 2009
19 July 2009
23 July 2009
26 July 2009
06 August 2009
13 August 2009
08 August 2009
15 August 2009
16 August 2009
06 September 2009
13 October 2009
18 October 2009
16 November 2009
17 November 2009
01 December 2009
28 January 2010
31 January 2010
11 February 2010
25 February 2010
27 February 2010
28 February 2010
01 March 2010
04 March 2010
11 March 2010
25 March 2010
11 May 2010
22 May 2010
15 July 2010
14 August 2010
26 August 2010
28 August 2010

9
1
4
1
3
1
1
5
4
26
11
1
1
1
1
43
1
22
6
3
-

Twyford/Ropley
Twyford
Crawley
Ropley
Otterbourne
Otterbourne
Otterbourne
Crawley/Otterbourne
Crawley
Soldridge
Soldridge
Soldridge
Medstead
Ropley
Ropley
Ropley
Ropley
Ropley
Ropley
Ropley
Ropley
Soldridge
Crondall
Otterbourne
Otterbourne
Twyford/Crawley
Broughton
Four Marks
Twyford
Crawley
Crawley
Crawley
Crawley
Crawley
Crawley
Bighton
Crawley
Medstead
Crawley
Soldridge
Four Marks
Ropley
Ropley

Grand Total
Average per rally day

145
3.4

256

CHAPTER 7
Northamptonshire

Figure 7.1: Principal Settlements and route-ways in Northamptonshire (Source: OS Mastermap)
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Figure 7.2: Northamptonshire Parishes (Source: OS Boundary Line)
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Figure 7.3: Elevation and principal waterways in Northamptonshire (Source: OS Mastermap)
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Figure 7.4: Northamptonshire’s Bedrock Geology (1:50,000 scale) (Source: British Geological Society)
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st

Figure 7.5: All findspots recorded on the PASD (correct to 31 August 2010) falling within the
Northamptonshire county boundary (Source: OS Boundary Line)
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Figure 7.6: Number of new records created per year in each of the study areas
between 1997 and 2010
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Figure 7.7: Percentage of PAS records by parish, plotted against the percentage of the total land area
of each parish (Norton parish results are truncated)
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Figure 7.8: Map summarising the difference between the percentage of PAS records within each
6
parish, and the parish area as a percentage of the county (Source: based on OS Boundary Line data)

6

High > 0.5, 0.49 > Average > -0.49, -0.5 > Low
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Figure 7.9: Datasets used to create the Northamptonshire ‘Constraints Map’ – SSSIs (Source: MAGIC);
Scheduled Ancient Monuments (Source: English Heritage); National Trust land (Source: National
Trust); Forestry Commission land (Source: The Forestry Commission); Buildings (Source: OS
Mastermap); and Waterways (Source: OS Mastermap) (Source : OS Boundary Line)
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Figure 7.10: Unconstrained and constrained land within the Northamptonshire county boundary
(Source: OS Boundary Line)
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Image contains sensitive data

Figure 7.11: Metal detected PAS records within the Northamptonshire, plotted against potential
constraints to detecting (Source: OS Boundary Line)
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Image contains sensitive data

st

Figure 7.12: SMR findspot and monument data (correct to 31 August 2010)
(Source: Northamptonshire SMR, OS Boundary Line)

Image contains sensitive data

Figure 7.13: SMR data assignable to one of the nine archaeological periods
(Source: Northamptonshire SMR, OS Boundary Line)
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Table 7.1: Palaeolithic PAS finds from Northamptonshire

Daventry
Deenethorpe
Gayton
Middleton Cheney
Nether Heyford
Oundle
Stowe IX Churches
Grand Total

Palaeolithic Finds
1
10.00%
1
10.00%
1
10.00%
1
10.00%
1
10.00%
2
20.00%
3
30.00%
10
100.00%

% area of parish
0.62%
0.40%
0.30%
0.34%
0.20%
0.38%
0.31%
2.55%

Image contains sensitive data

Figure 7.14: Distribution of Palaeolithic PAS findspots plotted against parish boundaries (Source: OS
Boundary Line)
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Figure 7.15: SMR Palaeolithic Findspots displayed as a normalised KDE map, plotted against the
significant constraints against metal detecting identified for Northamptonshire (Source: OS Boundary
Line)
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Figure 7.16: PAS Palaeolithic Findspots displayed as a normalised KDE map, plotted against the
significant constraints against metal detecting identified for Northamptonshire (Source: OS Boundary
Line)
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Table 7.2: Mesolithic PAS finds from Northamptonshire

Boddington
Elkington
Evenley
Farthinghoe
Gayton
Irthlingborough
Islip
Lowick
Middleton Cheney
Northampton
Stowe IX Churches
Towcester
Grand Total

MESOLITHIC
2
1.25%
123
76.88%
2
1.25%
1
0.63%
2
1.25%
1
0.63%
14
8.75%
1
0.63%
3
1.88%
5
3.13%
1
0.63%
5
3.13%
160
100.00%

% area of parish
0.54%
0.34%
0.54%
0.46%
0.30%
0.50%
0.24%
0.49%
0.34%
2.33%
0.31%
0.64%
7.01%

Image contains sensitive data

Figure 7.17: Distribution of Mesolithic PAS findspots plotted against parish boundaries (Source: OS
Boundary Line)
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Figure 7.18: SMR Mesolithic Findspots displayed as a normalised KDE map, plotted against the
significant constraints against metal detecting identified for Northamptonshire (Source: OS Boundary
Line)
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Figure 7.19: PAS Mesolithic Findspots displayed as a normalised KDE map, plotted against the
significant constraints against metal detecting identified for Northamptonshire (Source: OS Boundary
Line)
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Abthorpe
Alderton
Aldwincle
Aston Le Walls
Aynho
Benefield
Blisworth
Boddington
Boughton
Braunston
Cogenhoe and Whiston
Creaton
Deene
Denton
Elkington
Evenley
Eydon
Farthinghoe
Gayton
Greens Norton
Harlestone
Hinton-in-the-Hedges
Irchester
Irthlingborough
Islip
Kelmarsh
Kings Sutton
Litchborough
Middleton Cheney
Moulton

Neolithic Finds
1
0.60%
1
0.60%
1
0.60%
1
0.60%
1
0.60%
1
0.60%
2
1.20%
2
1.20%
2
1.20%
1
0.60%
7
4.19%
1
0.60%
1
0.60%
1
0.60%
8
4.79%
4
2.40%
1
0.60%
1
0.60%
6
3.59%
2
1.20%
2
1.20%
3
1.80%
17
10.18%
3
1.80%
1
0.60%
7
4.19%
1
0.60%
1
0.60%
4
2.40%
14
8.38%

% area of parish
0.34%
0.11%
0.49%
0.27%
0.44%
0.97%
0.32%
0.54%
0.23%
0.56%
0.28%
0.22%
0.31%
0.27%
0.34%
0.54%
0.29%
0.46%
0.30%
0.40%
0.48%
0.26%
0.48%
0.50%
0.24%
0.49%
0.70%
0.30%
0.34%
0.46%
Northampton
Norton
Old Stratford
Paulerspury
Pitsford
Raunds
Rushden
Stanwick
Stowe IX Churches
Tiffield
Towcester
Upton
Wappenham
Warkton
Watford
Welton
Wicken
Wollaston
Woodford
Yarwell
Grand Total

Neolithic Finds
10
5.99%
7
4.19%
1
0.60%
2
1.20%
5
2.99%
1
0.60%
9
5.39%
2
1.20%
3
1.80%
4
2.40%
9
5.39%
1
0.60%
1
0.60%
1
0.60%
1
0.60%
1
0.60%
1
0.60%
1
0.60%
8
4.79%
1
0.60%
167
100.00%

% area of parish
2.33%
0.53%
0.18%
0.52%
0.25%
0.76%
0.65%
0.34%
0.31%
0.22%
0.64%
0.23%
0.39%
0.25%
0.56%
0.34%
0.40%
0.52%
0.39%
0.21%
21.92%
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Table 7.3: Neolithic PAS finds from Northamptonshire
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Image contains sensitive data

Figure 7.20: Distribution of Neolithic PAS findspots plotted against parish boundaries (Source: OS
Boundary Line)
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Figure 7.21: SMR Neolithic Findspots displayed as a normalised KDE map, plotted against the
significant constraints against metal detecting identified for Northamptonshire (Source: OS Boundary
Line)
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Figure 7.22: PAS Neolithic Findspots displayed as a normalised KDE map, plotted against the
significant constraints against metal detecting identified for Northamptonshire (Source: OS Boundary
Line)
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Table 7.4: Bronze Age PAS finds from Northamptonshire

Aldwincle
Barby
Benefield
Blakesley
Brockhall
Chelveston cum Caldecott
Cransley
Deanshanger
Easton Maudit
Elkington
Evenley
Gayton
Hackleton
Harlestone
Harpole
Helmdon
Hinton-in-the-Hedges
Islip
Lowick
Middleton
Middleton Cheney
Milton Malsor
Moulton
Nether Heyford
Northampton
Norton
Paulerspury
Pitsford
Potterspury
Preston Capes
Rushden
Sibbertoft
Stoke Bruerne
Towcester
Wappenham
Wellingborough
Welton
Yardley Hastings
Grand Total

Bronze Age Finds
1
0.74%
1
0.74%
1
0.74%
1
0.74%
3
2.22%
2
1.48%
1
0.74%
1
0.74%
3
2.22%
1
0.74%
1
0.74%
3
2.22%
2
1.48%
1
0.74%
1
0.74%
1
0.74%
1
0.74%
4
2.96%
1
0.74%
2
1.48%
1
0.74%
1
0.74%
1
0.74%
17
12.59%
63
46.67%
3
2.22%
2
1.48%
2
1.48%
2
1.48%
1
0.74%
2
1.48%
2
1.48%
1
0.74%
1
0.74%
1
0.74%
1
0.74%
1
0.74%
1
0.74%
135
100%

282

% area of parish
0.49%
0.59%
0.97%
0.41%
0.15%
0.27%
0.32%
0.40%
0.31%
0.34%
0.54%
0.30%
1.11%
0.48%
0.35%
0.66%
0.26%
0.24%
0.49%
0.19%
0.29%
0.34%
0.46%
0.20%
2.33%
0.53%
0.52%
0.25%
0.40%
0.48%
0.65%
0.35%
0.22%
0.64%
0.39%
0.97%
0.34%
0.72%
10.76%
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Image contains sensitive data

Figure 7.23: Distribution of Bronze Age PAS findspots plotted against parish boundaries (Source: OS
Boundary Line)
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Figure 7.24: SMR Bronze Age Findspots displayed as a normalised KDE map, plotted against the
significant constraints against metal detecting identified for Northamptonshire (Source: OS Boundary
Line)
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Figure 7.25: PAS Bronze Age Findspots displayed as a normalised KDE map, plotted against the
significant constraints against metal detecting identified for Northamptonshire (Source: OS Boundary
Line)
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Alderton
Aldwincle
Apethorpe
Ashton
Barnwell
Benefield
Blisworth
Boughton
Brackley
Brafield on the Green
Braunston
Brigstock
Brington
Brixworth
Brockhall
Burton Latimer
Byfield
Castle Ashby
Chelveston cum Caldecott
Clipston
Corby
Daventry
Deanshanger
Deene
Duddington-with-Fineshade
Duston
Earls Barton
Easton Maudit
Ecton
Evenley
Eydon
Farthinghoe
Finedon
Gayton

Iron Age Finds
3
0.66%
2
0.44%
1
0.22%
2
0.44%
2
0.44%
3
0.66%
2
0.44%
2
0.44%
3
0.66%
4
0.88%
1
0.22%
2
0.44%
1
0.22%
1
0.22%
2
0.44%
3
0.66%
3
0.66%
11
2.42%
1
0.22%
1
0.22%
1
0.22%
12
2.64%
6
1.32%
1
0.22%
1
0.22%
5
1.10%
1
0.22%
4
0.88%
1
0.22%
62
13.66%
3
0.66%
6
1.32%
1
0.22%
6
1.32%

% area of parish
0.11%
0.49%
0.30%
0.23%
0.59%
0.97%
0.32%
0.23%
0.29%
0.22%
0.56%
1.05%
0.52%
0.54%
0.15%
0.47%
0.47%
0.34%
0.27%
0.49%
1.01%
0.62%
0.40%
0.31%
0.38%
0.16%
0.39%
0.31%
0.37%
0.54%
0.29%
0.46%
0.63%
0.30%
Geddington
Great Addington
Greens Norton
Grendon
Hackleton
Harlestone
Harpole
Hartwell
Helmdon
Hemington
Higham Ferrers
Hinton-in-the-Hedges
Hollowell
Irchester
Irthlingborough
Islip
Kettering
Kislingbury
Lilbourne
Lilford-cum-Wigsthorpe
Little Addington
Little Houghton
Long Buckby
Lowick
Maidwell
Nether Heyford
Northampton
Norton
Oundle
Paulerspury
Pilton
Pitsford
Potterspury
Raunds

Iron Age Finds
1
0.22%
1
0.22%
1
0.22%
1
0.22%
2
0.44%
2
0.44%
6
1.32%
2
0.44%
1
0.22%
2
0.44%
22
4.85%
3
0.66%
1
0.22%
1
0.22%
20
4.41%
9
1.98%
5
1.10%
3
0.66%
2
0.44%
1
0.22%
1
0.22%
7
1.54%
3
0.66%
2
0.44%
1
0.22%
1
0.22%
12
2.64%
15
3.30%
13
2.86%
8
1.76%
4
0.88%
1
0.22%
4
0.88%
12
2.64%

% area of parish
0.40%
0.22%
0.40%
0.29%
1.11%
0.48%
0.35%
0.38%
0.66%
0.23%
0.36%
0.26%
0.30%
0.48%
0.50%
0.24%
0.73%
0.24%
0.29%
0.32%
0.19%
0.27%
0.42%
0.70%
0.49%
0.31%
0.20%
2.33%
0.53%
0.38%
0.52%
0.25%
0.40%
0.76%
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Table 7.5: Iron Age PAS finds from Northamptonshire
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Rothersthorpe
Rushden
Spratton
Stanwick
Stoke Bruerne
Stowe IX Churches
Sulgrave
Syresham
Thrapston
Tiffield
Titchmarsh
Towcester
Upton
Wakerley
Walgrave
Wappenham
Warmington
Watford
Weekley
Wellingborough
Welton
Weston and Weedon
Whilton
Whittlebury
Wilbarston
Woodford
Yardley Hastings
Grand Total

Iron Age Finds
1
0.22%
5
1.10%
2
0.44%
8
1.76%
4
0.88%
2
0.44%
1
0.22%
1
0.22%
35
7.71%
5
1.10%
25
5.51%
4
0.88%
1
0.22%
1
0.22%
2
0.44%
5
1.10%
2
0.44%
2
0.44%
1
0.22%
5
1.10%
1
0.22%
1
0.22%
1
0.22%
5
1.10%
2
0.44%
1
0.22%
1
0.22%
454
100.00%

% area of parish
0.18%
0.65%
0.38%
0.34%
0.22%
0.31%
0.35%
0.64%
0.24%
0.22%
0.64%
0.64%
0.23%
0.32%
0.41%
0.39%
0.67%
0.56%
0.25%
0.97%
0.34%
0.55%
0.17%
0.55%
0.54%
0.39%
0.72%
6.50%
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Image contains sensitive data

Figure 7.26: Distribution of Iron Age PAS findspots plotted against parish boundaries (Source: OS
Boundary Line)
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Figure 7.27: SMR Iron Age Findspots displayed as a normalised KDE map, plotted against the
significant constraints against metal detecting identified for Northamptonshire (Source: OS Boundary
Line)
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Figure 7.28: PAS Iron Age Findspots displayed as a normalised KDE map, plotted against the
significant constraints against metal detecting identified for Northamptonshire (Source: OS Boundary
Line)
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Adstone
Alderton
Aldwincle
Ashby St. Ledgers
Ashton
Aynho
Barnwell
Benefield
Blakesley
Blisworth
Boughton
Brackley
Brafield on the Green
Brampton Ash
Brigstock
Brington
Brixworth
Brockhall
Bugbrooke
Chelveston cum Caldecott
Chipping Warden
Clay Coton
Clopton
Cogenhoe and Whiston
Cold Higham
Cosgrove
Cotterstock
Cottingham
Cranford
Creaton
Croughton
Daventry
Deanshanger
Deene

Roman Finds
1
0.02%
6
0.10%
13
0.21%
3
0.05%
3
0.05%
10
0.16%
22
0.35%
36
0.57%
2
0.03%
21
0.33%
21
0.33%
3
0.05%
12
0.19%
2
0.03%
100
1.58%
1
0.02%
2
0.03%
8
0.13%
24
0.38%
12
0.19%
2
0.03%
2
0.03%
2
0.03%
1
0.02%
10
0.16%
2
0.03%
1
0.02%
4
0.06%
6
0.10%
5
0.08%
18
0.29%
23
0.36%
69
1.09%
14
0.22%

% area of parish
0.24%
0.11%
0.49%
0.33%
0.23%
0.44%
0.59%
0.97%
0.41%
0.32%
0.23%
0.29%
0.22%
0.36%
1.05%
0.52%
0.54%
0.15%
0.38%
0.27%
0.41%
0.17%
0.33%
0.28%
0.30%
0.29%
0.12%
0.22%
0.54%
0.22%
0.37%
0.62%
0.40%
0.31%
Denton
Dingley
Dodford
Draughton
Easton Maudit
Ecton
Edgcote
Evenley
Eydon
Farthinghoe
Fawsley
Flore
Gayton
Glapthorn
Grafton Regis
Grafton Underwood
Greens Norton
Grendon
Hackleton
Hargrave
Harlestone
Harpole
Harringworth
Hartwell
Helmdon
Higham Ferrers
Hinton-in-the-Hedges
Holcot
Holdenby
Hollowell
Irchester
Irthlingborough
Isham
Islip

Roman Finds
2
0.03%
1
0.02%
6
0.10%
138
2.19%
1
0.02%
1
0.02%
1
0.02%
2
0.03%
22
0.35%
135
2.14%
3
0.05%
1
0.02%
40
0.63%
1
0.02%
12
0.19%
2
0.03%
5
0.08%
16
0.25%
19
0.30%
15
0.24%
23
0.36%
42
0.67%
4
0.06%
12
0.19%
5
0.08%
92
1.46%
50
0.79%
1
0.02%
3
0.05%
11
0.17%
4
0.06%
11
0.17%
13
0.21%
332
5.26%

% area of parish
0.27%
0.26%
0.25%
0.25%
0.31%
0.37%
0.24%
0.54%
0.29%
0.46%
0.32%
0.46%
0.30%
0.25%
0.28%
0.31%
0.40%
0.29%
1.11%
0.24%
0.48%
0.35%
0.59%
0.38%
0.66%
0.36%
0.26%
0.24%
0.32%
0.30%
0.48%
0.50%
0.24%
0.24%
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Table 7.6: Roman PAS finds from Northamptonshire
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Kelmarsh
Kettering
Kings Sutton
Kislingbury
Lamport
Laxton
Lilbourne
Lilford-cum-Wigsthorpe
Little Houghton
Long Buckby
Lowick
Maidford
Marston Trussell
Mawsley
Middleton Cheney
Moulton
Nassington
Nether Heyford
Newbottle
Newnham
Newton and Little Oakley
Newton Bromswold
Northampton
Norton
Old
Old Stratford
Orlingbury
Oundle
Overstone
Pattishall
Paulerspury
Pilton
Pitsford
Polebrook

Roman Finds
1
0.02%
14
0.22%
1
0.02%
33
0.52%
170
2.69%
6
0.10%
88
1.39%
3
0.05%
51
0.81%
65
1.03%
69
1.09%
1
0.02%
1
0.02%
2
0.03%
2
0.03%
171
2.71%
2
0.03%
14
0.22%
21
0.33%
1
0.02%
20
0.32%
14
0.22%
3
0.05%
1146
18.16%
1
0.02%
22
0.35%
1
0.02%
320
5.07%
7
0.11%
6
0.10%
466
7.38%
192
3.04%
1
0.02%
1
0.02%

% area of parish
0.49%
0.73%
0.70%
0.24%
0.79%
0.23%
0.29%
0.32%
0.42%
0.70%
0.49%
0.19%
0.46%
0.04%
0.34%
0.46%
0.43%
0.20%
0.37%
0.33%
0.44%
0.24%
2.33%
0.53%
0.35%
0.18%
0.33%
0.38%
0.27%
0.46%
0.52%
0.24%
0.25%
0.46%
Potterspury
Preston Capes
Raunds
Ringstead
Rothersthorpe
Rothwell
Rushden
Rushton
Sibbertoft
Silverstone
Slapton
Stanwick
Stoke Bruerne
Stowe IX Churches
Strixton
Sudborough
Syresham
Sywell
Thrapston
Tiffield
Titchmarsh
Towcester
Twywell
Upper Heyford
Upton
Wadenhoe
Walgrave
Wappenham
Warkton
Warmington
Watford
Weekley
Weldon
Wellingborough

Roman Finds
111
1.76%
1
0.02%
19
0.30%
18
0.29%
17
0.27%
1
0.02%
9
0.14%
6
0.10%
1
0.02%
14
0.22%
4
0.06%
21
0.33%
135
2.14%
68
1.08%
5
0.08%
5
0.08%
1
0.02%
1
0.02%
395
6.26%
49
0.78%
212
3.36%
157
2.49%
5
0.08%
1
0.02%
59
0.93%
10
0.16%
28
0.44%
106
1.68%
61
0.97%
6
0.10%
49
0.78%
1
0.02%
2
0.03%
2
0.03%

% area of parish
0.40%
0.48%
0.76%
0.34%
0.18%
0.58%
0.65%
0.74%
0.35%
0.32%
0.11%
0.34%
0.22%
0.31%
0.14%
0.31%
0.64%
0.37%
0.24%
0.22%
0.64%
0.64%
0.16%
0.15%
0.23%
0.20%
0.41%
0.39%
0.25%
0.67%
0.56%
0.25%
0.54%
0.97%
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Welton
Whilton
Whittlebury
Wicken
Wilbarston
Wollaston
Woodford
Wootton
Yardley Hastings
Grand Total

Roman Finds
0.30%
19
0.43%
27
1.90%
120
0.17%
11
0.32%
20
0.02%
1
1.81%
114
0.03%
2
0.22%
14
100.00%
6311

% area of parish
0.34%
0.17%
0.55%
0.40%
0.54%
0.52%
0.39%
0.23%
0.72%
58.14%
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Image contains sensitive data

Figure 7.29: Distribution of Roman PAS findspots plotted against parish boundaries (Source: OS
Boundary Line)
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Figure 7.30: SMR Roman Findspots displayed as a normalised KDE map, plotted against the
significant constraints against metal detecting identified for Northamptonshire (Source: OS Boundary
Line)
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Figure 7.31: PAS Roman findspots displayed as a normalised KDE map, plotted against the significant
constraints against metal detecting identified for Northamptonshire (Source: OS Boundary Line)
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Abthorpe
Alderton
Aldwincle
Aynho
Barnwell
Blakesley
Blisworth
Brackley
Brafield on the Green
Brigstock
Brockhall
Clay Coton
Cogenhoe and Whiston
Collingtree
Cottingham
Daventry
Deanshanger
Easton Neston
Evenley
Everdon
Farthinghoe
Farthingstone
Flore
Gayton
Grafton Regis
Greatworth
Grendon
Hackleton
Hardwick
Hargrave
Harpole
Hartwell
Higham Ferrers
Hinton-in-the-Hedges

Early Medieval Finds
1
0.44%
1
0.44%
15
6.61%
2
0.88%
2
0.88%
1
0.44%
2
0.88%
1
0.44%
5
2.20%
17
7.49%
1
0.44%
1
0.44%
4
1.76%
1
0.44%
2
0.88%
1
0.44%
3
1.32%
1
0.44%
1
0.44%
1
0.44%
3
1.32%
2
0.88%
1
0.44%
4
1.76%
2
0.88%
3
1.32%
1
0.44%
4
1.76%
2
0.88%
7
3.08%
1
0.44%
3
1.32%
1
0.44%
2
0.88%

% area of parish
0.34%
0.11%
0.49%
0.44%
0.59%
0.41%
0.32%
0.29%
0.22%
1.05%
0.15%
0.17%
0.28%
0.05%
0.22%
0.62%
0.40%
0.31%
0.28%
0.54%
0.46%
0.31%
0.46%
0.30%
0.28%
0.67%
0.29%
1.11%
0.22%
0.24%
0.35%
0.38%
0.36%
0.26%

Irchester
Islip
Kettering
Kings Sutton
Kislingbury
Long Buckby
Lowick
Moulton
Nether Heyford
Norton
Old
Old Stratford
Overstone
Paulerspury
Pitsford
Potterspury
Raunds
Rushton
Shutlanger
Sibbertoft
Stoke Bruerne
Stowe IX Churches
Thrapston
Tiffield
Titchmarsh
Towcester
Upton
Wappenham
Weedon Bec
Whilton
Woodford
Yardley Hastings
Grand Total

Early Medieval Finds
1
0.44%
11
4.85%
1
0.44%
2
0.88%
2
0.88%
1
0.44%
1
0.44%
2
0.88%
1
0.44%
15
6.61%
1
0.44%
3
1.32%
2
0.88%
19
8.37%
3
1.32%
4
1.76%
2
0.88%
6
2.64%
1
0.44%
1
0.44%
5
2.20%
5
2.20%
2
0.88%
2
0.88%
4
1.76%
5
2.20%
10
4.41%
3
1.32%
1
0.44%
6
2.64%
5
2.20%
1
0.44%
227
100.00%

% area of parish
0.48%
0.24%
0.73%
0.70%
0.24%
0.70%
0.49%
0.46%
0.20%
0.53%
0.35%
0.18%
0.27%
0.52%
0.25%
0.40%
0.76%
0.74%
0.23%
0.35%
0.22%
0.31%
0.24%
0.22%
0.64%
0.64%
0.23%
0.39%
0.34%
0.17%
0.39%
0.72%
26.31%
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Table 7.7: Early Medieval PAS finds from Northamptonshire
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Image contains sensitive data

Figure 7.32: Distribution of Early Medieval PAS findspots plotted against parish boundaries (Source:
OS Boundary Line)
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Figure 7.33: SMR Early Medieval findspots displayed as a normalised KDE map, plotted against the
significant constraints against metal detecting identified for Northamptonshire (Source: OS Boundary
Line)
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Figure 7.34: PAS Early Medieval findspots displayed as a normalised KDE map, plotted against the
significant constraints against metal detecting identified for Northamptonshire (Source: OS Boundary
Line)
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Abthorpe
Adstone
Alderton
Aldwincle
Arthingworth
Ashby St. Ledgers
Aynho
Barby
Barnwell
Benefield
Blakesley
Blisworth
Boughton
Bozeat
Brafield on the Green
Braunston
Braybrooke
Brigstock
Brington
Brixworth
Brockhall
Broughton
Bugbrooke
Bulwick
Castle Ashby
Chelveston cum Caldecott
Church Brampton
Clipston
Cogenhoe and Whiston
Cold Ashby
Cold Higham
Collingtree
Corby
Cosgrove

Medieval Finds
1
0.05%
2
0.09%
16
0.73%
22
1.00%
2
0.09%
3
0.14%
11
0.50%
1
0.05%
1
0.05%
3
0.14%
3
0.14%
16
0.73%
22
1.00%
1
0.05%
30
1.36%
3
0.14%
4
0.18%
23
1.04%
3
0.14%
4
0.18%
5
0.23%
1
0.05%
4
0.18%
1
0.05%
1
0.05%
8
0.36%
1
0.05%
1
0.05%
1
0.05%
1
0.05%
13
0.59%
1
0.05%
6
0.27%
7
0.32%

% area of parish
0.34%
0.24%
0.11%
0.49%
0.30%
0.33%
0.44%
0.59%
0.59%
0.97%
0.41%
0.32%
0.23%
0.44%
0.22%
0.56%
0.50%
1.05%
0.52%
0.54%
0.15%
0.30%
0.38%
0.39%
0.31%
0.34%
0.27%
0.49%
0.28%
0.37%
0.30%
0.05%
1.01%
0.29%
Cottingham
Courteenhall
Cranford
Creaton
Crick
Croughton
Daventry
Deanshanger
Deene
Dodford
Draughton
Duddington-with-Fineshade
Duston
Earls Barton
Easton Maudit
Evenley
Farthinghoe
Farthingstone
Gayton
Grafton Regis
Great Doddington
Great Houghton
Greatworth
Greens Norton
Grendon
Hackleton
Hardwick
Hargrave
Harlestone
Harpole
Harringworth
Hartwell
Helmdon
Higham Ferrers

Medieval Finds
3
0.14%
1
0.05%
14
0.64%
19
0.86%
1
0.05%
12
0.54%
34
1.54%
10
0.45%
4
0.18%
1
0.05%
66
3.00%
1
0.05%
1
0.05%
2
0.09%
5
0.23%
7
0.32%
26
1.18%
13
0.59%
22
1.00%
6
0.27%
1
0.05%
1
0.05%
5
0.23%
10
0.45%
45
2.04%
34
1.54%
2
0.09%
18
0.82%
4
0.18%
12
0.54%
2
0.09%
115
5.22%
8
0.36%
2
0.09%

% area of parish
0.22%
0.20%
0.54%
0.22%
0.57%
0.37%
0.62%
0.40%
0.31%
0.25%
0.25%
0.38%
0.16%
0.39%
0.31%
0.54%
0.46%
0.31%
0.30%
0.28%
0.26%
0.15%
0.67%
0.40%
0.29%
1.11%
0.22%
0.24%
0.48%
0.35%
0.59%
0.38%
0.66%
0.36%
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Table 7.8: Medieval PAS finds from Northamptonshire
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Hinton-in-the-Hedges
Hollowell
Irchester
Isham
Islip
Kettering
Kings Sutton
Kislingbury
Lamport
Lilbourne
Little Houghton
Long Buckby
Lowick
Middleton Cheney
Moulton
Naseby
Nassington
Nether Heyford
Newbottle
Newnham
Newton Bromswold
Northampton
Norton
Old
Orlingbury
Oundle
Overstone
Overthorpe
Pattishall
Paulerspury
Pilton
Pitsford
Potterspury
Preston Capes
Pytchley

Medieval Finds
13
0.59%
3
0.14%
6
0.27%
1
0.05%
70
3.18%
1
0.05%
4
0.18%
55
2.50%
5
0.23%
3
0.14%
11
0.50%
6
0.27%
17
0.77%
6
0.27%
29
1.32%
1
0.05%
2
0.09%
4
0.18%
323
14.66%
1
0.05%
18
0.82%
6
0.27%
221
10.03%
1
0.05%
1
0.05%
2
0.09%
61
2.77%
1
0.05%
3
0.14%
40
1.82%
14
0.64%
9
0.41%
67
3.04%
2
0.09%
2
0.09%

% area of parish
0.26%
0.30%
0.48%
0.24%
0.24%
0.73%
0.70%
0.24%
0.79%
0.29%
0.42%
0.70%
0.49%
0.34%
0.46%
0.58%
0.43%
0.20%
0.37%
0.33%
0.24%
2.33%
0.53%
0.35%
0.33%
0.38%
0.27%
0.06%
0.46%
0.52%
0.24%
0.25%
0.40%
0.48%
0.46%

Radstone
Raunds
Ringstead
Rothersthorpe
Rothwell
Rushden
Rushton
Shutlanger
Sibbertoft
Silverstone
Spratton
Stanion
Stanwick
Staverton
Stoke Bruerne
Stowe IX Churches
Strixton
Sulby
Sulgrave
Syresham
Tansor
Thornby
Thorpe Achurch
Thorpe Mandeville
Thrapston
Tiffield
Titchmarsh
Towcester
Twywell
Upper Heyford
Upton
Wadenhoe
Walgrave
Wappenham

Medieval Finds
1
0.05%
26
1.18%
4
0.18%
22
1.00%
6
0.27%
3
0.14%
2
0.09%
2
0.09%
5
0.23%
3
0.14%
2
0.09%
1
0.05%
5
0.23%
1
0.05%
23
1.04%
82
3.72%
1
0.05%
2
0.09%
2
0.09%
2
0.09%
4
0.18%
2
0.09%
1
0.05%
1
0.05%
24
1.09%
13
0.59%
17
0.77%
23
1.04%
8
0.36%
1
0.05%
66
3.00%
1
0.05%
3
0.14%
5
0.23%

% area of parish
0.23%
0.76%
0.34%
0.18%
0.58%
0.65%
0.74%
0.23%
0.35%
0.32%
0.38%
0.28%
0.34%
0.38%
0.22%
0.31%
0.14%
0.27%
0.35%
0.64%
0.25%
0.21%
0.28%
0.18%
0.24%
0.22%
0.64%
0.64%
0.16%
0.15%
0.23%
0.20%
0.41%
0.39%
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Warmington
Watford
Weedon Bec
Weldon
Wellingborough
Welton
Weston and Weedon
Whilton
Whitfield
Whittlebury
Wicken
Wilbarston
Wollaston
Woodford
Woodford cum Membris
Wootton
Yardley Hastings
Grand Total

Medieval Finds
5
0.23%
17
0.77%
2
0.09%
1
0.05%
3
0.14%
26
1.18%
5
0.23%
7
0.32%
1
0.05%
3
0.14%
2
0.09%
3
0.14%
1
0.05%
13
0.59%
1
0.05%
1
0.05%
10
0.45%
2203
100.00%

% area of parish
0.67%
0.56%
0.34%
0.54%
0.97%
0.34%
0.55%
0.17%
0.17%
0.55%
0.40%
0.54%
0.52%
0.39%
0.48%
0.23%
0.72%
63.29%
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Image contains sensitive data

Figure 7.35: Distribution of Medieval PAS findspots plotted against parish boundaries (Source: OS
Boundary Line)
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Figure 7.36: SMR Medieval findspots displayed as a normalised KDE map, plotted against the
significant constraints against metal detecting identified for Northamptonshire (Source: OS Boundary
Line)
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Figure 7.37: PAS Medieval findspots displayed as a normalised KDE map, plotted against the
significant constraints against metal detecting identified for Northamptonshire (Source: OS Boundary
Line)
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Abthorpe
Alderton
Aldwincle
Ashby St. Ledgers
Ashton
Aynho
Barnwell
Benefield
Billing
Blakesley
Blisworth
Boughton
Brackley
Brafield on the Green
Braybrooke
Brigstock
Brington
Brixworth
Brockhall
Broughton
Chelveston cum Caldecott
Clipston
Cogenhoe and Whiston
Cold Ashby
Cold Higham
Corby
Cosgrove
Cottingham
Courteenhall
Cranford
Cransley
Creaton
Croughton
Daventry
Deanshanger

Post Medieval Finds
1
0.08%
7
0.58%
16
1.32%
3
0.25%
2
0.16%
5
0.41%
1
0.08%
1
0.08%
1
0.08%
3
0.25%
15
1.23%
22
1.81%
1
0.08%
10
0.82%
1
0.08%
13
1.07%
2
0.16%
4
0.33%
8
0.66%
1
0.08%
4
0.33%
19
1.56%
1
0.08%
1
0.08%
7
0.58%
5
0.41%
3
0.25%
1
0.08%
1
0.08%
1
0.08%
1
0.08%
10
0.82%
8
0.66%
43
3.54%
8
0.66%

% area of parish
0.34%
0.11%
0.49%
0.33%
0.23%
0.44%
0.59%
0.97%
0.10%
0.41%
0.32%
0.23%
0.29%
0.22%
0.50%
1.05%
0.52%
0.54%
0.15%
0.30%
0.27%
0.49%
0.28%
0.37%
0.30%
1.01%
0.29%
0.22%
0.20%
0.54%
0.32%
0.22%
0.37%
0.62%
0.40%
Deene
Deenethorpe
Dodford
Duston
Edgcote
Farthinghoe
Farthingstone
Gayton
Grafton Regis
Grafton Underwood
Great Addington
Great Houghton
Greatworth
Greens Norton
Grendon
Hackleton
Hannington
Hardwick
Hargrave
Harlestone
Harpole
Harringworth
Hartwell
Helmdon
Higham Ferrers
Hinton-in-the-Hedges
Holdenby
Hollowell
Irchester
Irthlingborough
Isham
Islip
Kelmarsh
Kettering
Kilsby

Post Medieval Finds
14
1.15%
1
0.08%
1
0.08%
3
0.25%
1
0.08%
8
0.66%
2
0.16%
26
2.14%
20
1.65%
1
0.08%
1
0.08%
1
0.08%
2
0.16%
4
0.33%
17
1.40%
8
0.66%
1
0.08%
1
0.08%
6
0.49%
3
0.25%
8
0.66%
2
0.16%
17
1.40%
2
0.16%
1
0.08%
6
0.49%
3
0.25%
6
0.49%
7
0.58%
2
0.16%
1
0.08%
71
5.84%
1
0.08%
2
0.16%
2
0.16%

% area of parish
0.31%
0.23%
0.25%
0.16%
0.24%
0.46%
0.31%
0.30%
0.28%
0.31%
0.22%
0.15%
0.67%
0.40%
0.29%
1.11%
0.21%
0.22%
0.24%
0.48%
0.35%
0.59%
0.38%
0.66%
0.36%
0.26%
0.32%
0.30%
0.48%
0.50%
0.24%
0.24%
0.49%
0.73%
0.44%
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Table 7.9: Post Medieval PAS finds from Northamptonshire
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Kislingbury
Lamport
Lilbourne
Little Houghton
Loddington
Long Buckby
Lowick
Middleton Cheney
Milton Malsor
Moreton Pinkney
Moulton
Naseby
Nassington
Nether Heyford
Newbottle
Newnham
Newton Bromswold
Northampton
Norton
Old Stratford
Oundle
Overstone
Paulerspury
Pilton
Pitsford
Potterspury
Preston Capes
Pytchley
Raunds
Ringstead
Rothersthorpe
Rothwell
Rushden
Rushton
Shutlanger

Post Medieval Finds
29
2.39%
2
0.16%
2
0.16%
3
0.25%
1
0.08%
6
0.49%
16
1.32%
1
0.08%
2
0.16%
3
0.25%
20
1.65%
1
0.08%
1
0.08%
7
0.58%
3
0.25%
2
0.16%
7
0.58%
3
0.25%
117
9.63%
1
0.08%
2
0.16%
5
0.41%
24
1.98%
6
0.49%
8
0.66%
34
2.80%
13
1.07%
4
0.33%
61
5.02%
1
0.08%
9
0.74%
2
0.16%
4
0.33%
6
0.49%
1
0.08%

% area of parish
0.24%
0.79%
0.29%
0.42%
0.29%
0.70%
0.49%
0.34%
0.27%
0.42%
0.46%
0.58%
0.43%
0.20%
0.37%
0.33%
0.24%
2.33%
0.53%
0.18%
0.38%
0.27%
0.52%
0.24%
0.25%
0.40%
0.48%
0.46%
0.76%
0.34%
0.18%
0.58%
0.65%
0.74%
0.23%

Sibbertoft
Silverstone
Spratton
Stanion
Stanwick
Stoke Bruerne
Stowe IX Churches
Strixton
Sulby
Syresham
Thorpe Mandeville
Thrapston
Tiffield
Titchmarsh
Towcester
Twywell
Upper Heyford
Upton
Wadenhoe
Walgrave
Wappenham
Watford
Weedon Bec
Welton
Weston and Weedon
Whilton
Wicken
Wilbarston
Woodford
Woodford cum Membris
Wootton
Yardley Hastings
Grand Total

Post Medieval Finds
21
1.73%
6
0.49%
3
0.25%
1
0.08%
7
0.58%
17
1.40%
55
4.53%
1
0.08%
1
0.08%
2
0.16%
4
0.33%
9
0.74%
6
0.49%
18
1.48%
26
2.14%
6
0.49%
1
0.08%
57
4.69%
6
0.49%
1
0.08%
10
0.82%
2
0.16%
1
0.08%
21
1.73%
3
0.25%
1
0.08%
3
0.25%
3
0.25%
19
1.56%
4
0.33%
2
0.16%
9
0.74%
1215
100.00%

% area of parish
0.35%
0.32%
0.38%
0.28%
0.34%
0.22%
0.31%
0.14%
0.27%
0.64%
0.18%
0.24%
0.22%
0.64%
0.64%
0.16%
0.15%
0.23%
0.20%
0.41%
0.39%
0.56%
0.34%
0.34%
0.55%
0.17%
0.40%
0.54%
0.39%
0.48%
0.23%
0.72%
54.99%
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Image contains sensitive data

Figure 7.38: Distribution of Post Medieval PAS findspots plotted against parish boundaries (Source:
OS Boundary Line)
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Figure 7.39: SMR Post Medieval findspots displayed as a normalised KDE map, plotted against the
significant constraints against metal detecting identified for Northamptonshire (Source: OS Boundary
Line)
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Figure 7.40: PAS Post Medieval findspots displayed as a normalised KDE map, plotted against the
significant constraints against metal detecting identified for Northamptonshire (Source: OS Boundary
Line)
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Blisworth
Brackley
Brafield on the Green
Braunston
Brigstock
Brixworth
Bugbrooke
Castle Ashby
Cold Ashby
Cosgrove
Cottingham
Creaton
Daventry
Deanshanger
Denford
Duston
East Haddon
Evenley
Eydon
Finedon
Flore
Gayton
Great Doddington
Grendon
Hackleton
Hargrave
Harpole
Hartwell
Higham Ferrers
Irchester
Islip
Kilsby
Kings Sutton
Kislingbury
Lamport
Lilford-cum-Wigsthorpe
Little Houghton
Long Buckby
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1

1

1

Prehistoric
1

1
1

2

1

1

1

30
1

3
1

3

1
1

1

1

Modern

2

1

5

1
5

1

2
2
1

1

1

Unknown

144
2
3

1
42

1
1

3
1
4

1

3
1

1
1
1
1
1

(blank)

Lowick
Moulton
Nassington
Nether Heyford
Newnham
Newton Bromswold
Northampton
Norton
Paulerspury
Pilton
Pitsford
Potterspury
Preston Capes
Raunds
Rushton
Silverstone
Stanwick
Stoke Bruerne
Stowe IX Churches
Syresham
Thrapston
Tiffield
Titchmarsh
Towcester
Twywell
Upton
Wadenhoe
Walgrave
Wappenham
Warkton
Warmington
Wicken
Woodford
Wootton
Yardley Hastings
Grand Total
4

Prehistoric

76

1
1

1

1

1
1
1
1

1
8

2
7

1

Modern

1
149

1

6
3
1
3
1

1

1
1
1

3

14
84

1
1
1

Unknown
1
2

279

2
1
2
1

1

2

5
4
3

1
2

1

1
16
14
4
3
2

1
1

(blank)
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Table 7.10: All other PAS finds from Northamptonshire
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Image contains sensitive data

Figure 7.41: Distribution of all other PAS findspots plotted against parish boundaries (Source: OS
Boundary Line)
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Figure 7.42: Northamptonshire Digital Elevation Model (height in metres above sea level) (Source: OS
Landform data, OS Boundary Line)
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Figure 7.43: Line Chart showing the cumulative percentage of SMR Findspots and PAS finds (metal
detected and non metal detected) at 10m height intervals, plotted against the cumulative
percentage of the underlying land

Figure 7.44: Line and Column Chart showing the percentage of SMR Findspots and PAS finds (metal
detected and non metal detected) at 10m height intervals, plotted against the underlying elevation
of Northamptonshire
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Figure 7.45: Line Chart showing the culmulative percentage of PAS finds (divided by object type) at
10m height intervals, plotted against the cumulative elevation of Northamptonshire

Figure 7.46: Line Chart showing the percentage of PAS finds (divided by object type) at 10m height
intervals, plotted against the underlying elevation of Northamptonshire
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Figure 7.47: Line Chart showing the culmulative percentage of Palaeolithic, Mesolithic and Neolithic
PAS finds at 10metre height intervals, plotted against the cumulative elevation of Northamptonshire

Figure 7.48: Line and Column Chart showing the percentage of Palaeolithic, Mesolithic and Neolithic
PAS finds at 10m height intervals, plotted against the underlying elevation of Northamptonshire
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Figure 7.49: Line Chart showing the culmulative percentage of Bronze Age, Iron Age and Roman PAS
finds at 10m height intervals, plotted against the cumulative elevation of Northamptonshire

Figure 7.50: Line and Column Chart showing the percentage of Bronze Age, Iron Age and Roman PAS
finds at 10m height intervals, plotted against the underlying elevation of Northamptonshire
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Figure 7.51: Line Chart showing the culmulative percentage of Early Medieval, Medieval and Post
Medieval PAS finds at 10m height intervals, plotted against the cumulative elevation of
Northamptonshire

Figure 7.52: Line and Column Chart showing the percentage of Early Medieval, Medieval and Post
Medieval PAS finds at 10m height intervals, plotted against the underlying elevation of
Northamptonshire
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Figure 7.53: Slope (degrees) (Source: based on OS Landform data, OS Boundary Line). A Percent Clip
of 1% has been used on the maximum values to enhance the image.
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Figure 7.54: Line Chart showing the cumulative percentage of SMR Findspots and PAS finds (Metal
Detected and non Metal Detected) at 1° intervals, plotted against the cumulative percentage of the
underlying land (long tail removed)

Figure 7.55: Line and Column Chart showing the percentage of SMR Findspots and PAS finds (Metal
Detected and non Metal Detected) at 1° intervals, plotted against the underlying slope of
Northamptonshire (long tail removed)
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Figure 7.56: Line Chart showing the cumulative percentage of PAS finds (divided by object type) at 1°
intervals, plotted against the cumulative percentage of the underlying land (long tail removed)

Figure 7.57: Line and Column Chart showing the percentage of PAS finds (divided by object type) at
1° intervals, plotted against the underlying slope of Northamptonshire (long tail removed)
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Figure 7.58: Line Chart showing the cumulative percentage of Paleolithic, Mesolithic and Neolithic
PAS finds at 1° intervals, plotted against the cumulative percentage of the underlying land

Figure 7.59: Line and Column Chart showing the percentage of Paleolithic, Mesolithic and Neolithic
PAS finds at 1° intervals, plotted against the underlying slope of Northamptonshire (long tail
removed)
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Figure 7.60: Line Chart showing the cumulative percentage of Bronze Age, Iron Age and Roman PAS
finds at 1° intervals, plotted against the cumulative percentage of the underlying land

Figure 7.61: Line and Column Chart showing the percentage of Bronze Age, Iron Age and Roman PAS
finds at 1° intervals, plotted against the underlying slope of Northamptonshire (long tail removed)
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Figure 7.62: Line Chart showing the cumulative percentage of Early Medieval, Medieval and Post
Medieval PAS finds at 1° intervals, plotted against the cumulative percentage of the underlying land

Figure 7.63: Line and Column Chart showing the percentage of Early Medieval, Medieval and Post
Medieval PAS finds at 1° intervals, plotted against the underlying slope of Northamptonshire (long
tail removed)
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Figure 7.64: Northamptonshire Aspect (Source: based on OS Landform data, OS Boundary Line)
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Figure 7.65: Radar Chart showing the percentage of SMR Findspots and PAS finds (Metal Detected
and non Metal Detected) across each of the eight directions, plotted against the data for
Northamptonshire as a whole

Figure 7.66: Radar Chart showing the percentage of PAS finds across each of the eight directions
(divided by object type), plotted against the data for Northamptonshire as a whole
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Figure 7.67: Radar Chart showing the percentage of Palaeolithic, Mesolithic and Neolithic PAS finds
across each of the eight directions, plotted against the data for Northamptonshire as a whole

Figure 7.68: Radar Chart showing the percentage of Bronze Age, Iron Age and Roman PAS finds
across each of the eight directions, plotted against the data for Northamptonshire as a whole
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Figure 7.69: Radar Chart showing the percentage of Early Medieval, Medieval and Post Medieval PAS
finds across each of the eight directions, plotted against the data for Northamptonshire as a whole
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Figure 7.70: Northamptonshire Bedrock Geology (Source: British Geological Society, OS Boundary
Line)
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Figure 7.71: Bar Chart showing the percentage of SMR Findspots and PAS finds (Metal Detected and
non Metal Detected) in each geological area, plotted against the underlying bedrock geology (long
tail removed)
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Figure 7.72: Bar Chart showing the percentage of PAS finds (divided by object type) in each
geological area, plotted against the underlying bedrock geology (long tail removed)
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Figure 7.73: Bar Chart showing the percentage of Palaeolithic, Mesolithic and Neolithic PAS finds in
each geological area, plotted against the underlying bedrock geology (long tail removed)
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Figure 7.74: Bar Chart showing the percentage of Bronze Age, Iron Age and Roman PAS finds in each
geological area, plotted against the underlying bedrock geology (long tail removed)
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Figure 7.75: Bar Chart showing the percentage of Early Medieval, Medieval and Post Medieval PAS
finds in each geological area, plotted against the underlying bedrock geology (long tail removed)
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Figure 7.76: Distance from the nearest stream or river (metres) (Source: based on OS Mastermap
data, OS Boundary Line). A Percent Clip of 1% has been applied to the maximum values to enhance
the image.
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Figure 7.77: Line and Column Chart showing the percentage of SMR findspots and PAS finds (Metal
Detected and non Metal Detected) at 100m distance intervals from the nearest waterway, plotted
against the percentage of the underlying land in Northamptonshire (long tail removed)
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Figure 7.78: Line Chart showing the cumulative percentage of SMR findspots and PAS finds (Metal
Detected and non Metal Detected) at 100m distance intervals from the nearest waterway, plotted
against the cumulative percentage of the underlying land

Figure 7.79: Line Chart showing the cumulative percentage of PAS finds (divided by object type) at
100m distance intervals from the nearest waterway, plotted against the cumulative percentage of
the underlying land

335

CHAPTER 7: NORTHAMPTONSHIRE

Figure 7.80: Line and Column Chart showing the percentage of PAS finds (divided by object type) at
100m distance intervals from the nearest waterway, plotted against the percentage of the
underlying land in Northamptonshire (long tail removed)
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Figure 7.81: Line Chart showing the cumulative percentage of Palaeolithic, Mesolithic and Neolithic
PAS finds at 100m distance intervals from the nearest waterway, plotted against the cumulative
percentage of the underlying land

Figure 7.82: Line and Column Chart showing the percentage of Palaeolithic, Mesolithic and Neolithic
PAS finds at 100m distance intervals from the nearest waterway, plotted against the percentage of
the underlying land in Northamptonshire (long tail removed)
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Figure 7.83: Line Chart showing the cumulative percentage of Bronze Age, Iron Age and Roman PAS
finds at 100m distance intervals from the nearest waterway, plotted against the cumulative
percentage of the underlying land

Figure 7.84: Line and Column Chart showing the percentage of Bronze Age, Iron Age and Roman PAS
finds at 100m distance intervals from the nearest waterway, plotted against the percentage of the
underlying land in Northamptonshire (long tail removed)
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Figure 7.85: Line Chart showing the cumulative percentage of Early Medieval, Medieval and Post
Medieval PAS finds at 100m distance intervals from the nearest waterway, plotted against the
cumulative percentage of the underlying land

Figure 7.86: Line and Column Chart showing the percentage of Early Medieval, Medieval and Post
Medieval PAS finds at 100m distance intervals from the nearest waterway, plotted against the
percentage of the underlying land in Northamptonshire (long tail removed)

339

CHAPTER 7: NORTHAMPTONSHIRE

Figure 7.87: Distance to the nearest settlement (metres) (Source: based on OS Mastermap data, OS
Boundary Line). A Percent Clip of 1% has been applied to the maximum values to enhance the
image.
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Figure 7.88: Line and Column Chart showing the percentage of SMR findspots and PAS finds (Metal
Detected and non Metal Detected) at 100metre distance intervals from the nearest settlement,
plotted against the percentage of the underlying land (long tail removed)
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Figure 7.89: Line Chart showing the cumulative percentage of SMR findspots and PAS finds (Metal
Detected and non Metal Detected) at 100metre distance intervals from the nearest settlement,
plotted against the cumulative percentage of the underlying land

Figure 7.90: Line Chart showing the cumulative percentage of PAS finds (divided by object type) at
100metre distance intervals from the nearest settlement, plotted against the cumulative percentage
of the underlying land
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Figure 7.91: Line and Column Chart showing the percentage of PAS finds (divided by object type) at
100metre distance intervals from the nearest settlement, plotted against the percentage of the
underlying land (long tail removed)
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Figure 7.92: Line Chart showing the cumulative percentage of Palaeolithic, Mesolithic and Neolithic
PAS finds at 100metre distance intervals from the nearest settlement, plotted against the cumulative
percentage of the underlying land

Figure 7.93: Line and Column Chart showing the percentage of Palaeolithic, Mesolithic and Neolithic
PAS finds at 100metre distance intervals from the nearest settlement, plotted against the
percentage of the underlying land (long tail removed)
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Figure 7.94: Line and Column Chart showing the percentage of Bronze Age, Iron Age and Roman PAS
finds at 100metre distance intervals from the nearest settlement, plotted against the percentage of
the underlying land (long tail removed)

345

CHAPTER 7: NORTHAMPTONSHIRE

Figure 7.95: Line Chart showing the cumulative percentage of Bronze Age, Iron Age and Roman PAS
finds at 100metre distance intervals from the nearest settlement, plotted against the cumulative
percentage of the underlying land

Figure 7.96: Line Chart showing the cumulative percentage of Early Medieval, Medieval and Post
Medieval PAS finds at 100metre distance intervals from the nearest settlement, plotted against the
cumulative percentage of the underlying land
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Figure 7.97: Line and Column Chart showing the percentage of Early Medieval, Medieval and Post
Medieval PAS finds at 100metre distance intervals from the nearest settlement, plotted against the
percentage of the underlying land (long tail removed)
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Figure 7.98: Northamptonshire Road Network (Source: OS Mastermap, OS Boundary Line).
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Figure 7.99: Distance from the nearest road (metres) (Source: based on OS Mastermap data, OS
Boundary Line). A Percent Clip of 1% has been applied to the maximum values to enhance the image
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Figure 7.100: Line Chart showing the cumulative percentage of SMR findspots and PAS finds (Metal
Detected and non Metal Detected) at 100m distance intervals from the nearest routeway, plotted
against the underlying cumulative distribution of land

Figure 7.101: Line and Column Chart showing the percentage of SMR findspots and PAS finds (Metal
Detected and non Metal Detected) at 100m distance intervals from the nearest routeway, plotted
against the underlying distribution of land (long tail removed)
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Figure 7.102: Line Chart showing the cumulative percentage of PAS finds (divided by object type) at
100m distance intervals from the nearest routeway, plotted against the underlying cumulative
distribution of land

Figure 7.103: Line and Column Chart showing the percentage of PAS finds (divided by object type) at
100m distance intervals from the nearest routeway, plotted against the underlying distribution of
land (long tail removed)
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Figure 7.104: Line Chart showing the cumulative percentage of Palaeolithic, Mesolithic and Neolithic
PAS finds at 100m distance intervals from the nearest routeway, plotted against the underlying
cumulative distribution of land

Figure 7.105: Line and Column Chart showing the percentage of Palaeolithic, Mesolithic and
Neolithic PAS finds at 100m distance intervals from the nearest routeway, plotted against the
underlying distribution of land (long tail removed)
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Figure 7.106: Line Chart showing the cumulative percentage of Bronze Age, Iron Age and Roman PAS
finds at 100m distance intervals from the nearest routeway, plotted against the underlying
cumulative distribution of land

Figure 7.107: Line and Column Chart showing the percentage of Bronze Age, Iron Age and Roman
PAS finds at 100m distance intervals from the nearest routeway, plotted against the underlying
distribution of land (long tail removed)
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Figure 7.108: Line Chart showing the cumulative percentage of Early Medieval, Medieval and Post
Medieval PAS finds at 100m distance intervals from the nearest routeway, plotted against the
underlying cumulative distribution of land

Figure 7.109: Line and Column Chart showing the percentage of Early Medieval, Medieval and Post
Medieval PAS finds at 100m distance intervals from the nearest routeway, plotted against the
underlying distribution of land (long tail removed)
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Table 7.11: Chi-Squared and K-S test results (threshold α=0.05, red = accept H0)
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Table 7.12: Area of each field, number of GPS tracks, and percentage of field covered by them

Field 1
Field 2
Field 3
Field 4
Field 5
Field 6
TOTALS

Number of
GPS Tracks
25
27
3
2
5
10
72

Area of field
(m²)
305791.3
380116.2
37689.0
9519.1
105212.9
60448.7
898777.1

Area covered by Percentage of
GPS tracks (m²) land covered
40699.4
13.3%
40090.5
10.5%
5353.9
14.2%
2660.2
27.9%
13395.2
12.7%
12703.1
21.0%
114902.4
12.8%

Figure 7.110: Example showing distance bands from the nearest road (Source: OS Mastermap),
extracted onto the GPS tracks for a single field (Source: anonymous). The image has been distorted.
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Table 7.13: Field 1 – Distance of land from field entrance ways and from roads in 10m bands, and the
percentage of each band covered by 25 GPS tracks. Percentages formatted to highlight coverage
(green=high, yellow=low).

Distance
0-10m
1-20m
2-30m
3-40m
4-50m
5-60m
6-70m
7-80m
8-90m
9-100m
10-110m
11-120m
12-130m
13-140m
14-150m
15-160m
16-170m
17-180m
18-190m
19-200m
20-210m
21-220m
22-230m
23-240m
24-250m
25-260m
26-270m
27-280m
28-290m
29-300m
30-310m
31-320m
32-330m
33-340m
34-350m
35-360m
36-370m
37-380m
38-390m
39-400m
40-410m
41-420m
42-430m
43-440m

Distance from
Entrance Way
(count of cells)
819
1355
1972
2600
3203
3818
4445
5057
5684
6215
6720
7306
7833
8346
8960
9430
10063
10591
11190
11179
11071
11178
11392
11215
11020
10932
10887
10923
10937
9703
8922
8398
7995
7656
7303
7009
6314
5100
4072
2817
1798
1243
773
331
305775

Distance from
Entrance Way
(count of track
cells)
361
419
522
537
660
808
769
884
922
1023
981
1053
1168
1257
1361
1332
1373
1416
1405
1427
1358
1274
1419
1141
1079
910
1035
1174
1295
1329
1388
1062
1111
861
707
770
756
798
640
357
287
150
87
54
40720

GPS tracks as %
of distance band

Distance from
Roads (count of
cells)

Distance from
Roads (count of
track cells)

GPS tracks as %
of distance band

44%
31%
26%
21%
21%
21%
17%
17%
16%
16%
15%
14%
15%
15%
15%
14%
14%
13%
13%
13%
12%
11%
12%
10%
10%
8%
10%
11%
12%
14%
16%
13%
14%
11%
10%
11%
12%
16%
16%
13%
16%
12%
11%
16%
13%

7088
11484
11549
11633
11672
11703
11755
11769
11852
11864
11751
11833
11788
11686
11967
12274
12609
12718
13068
12422
11409
9315
7115
5369
4913
4654
4388
4172
3915
3631
3324
2991
2626
1910
1113
432
34
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
305796

374
1579
2056
1846
1898
1947
1879
1840
1867
2001
1838
1639
1647
1678
2019
2314
2339
2314
2252
1438
1336
1053
469
96
82
155
123
103
141
117
92
92
59
28
0
0
0
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
40711

5%
14%
18%
16%
16%
17%
16%
16%
16%
17%
16%
14%
14%
14%
17%
19%
19%
18%
17%
12%
12%
11%
7%
2%
2%
3%
3%
2%
4%
3%
3%
3%
2%
1%
0%
0%
0%
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
13%
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Table 7.14: Field 2 – Distance of land from field entrance ways and from roads in 10m bands, and the
percentage of each band covered by 27 GPS tracks. Percentages formatted to highlight coverage
(green=high, yellow=low).

Distance
0-10m
1-20m
2-30m
3-40m
4-50m
5-60m
6-70m
7-80m
8-90m
9-100m
10-110m
11-120m
12-130m
13-140m
14-150m
15-160m
16-170m
17-180m
18-190m
19-200m
20-210m
21-220m
22-230m
23-240m
24-250m
25-260m
26-270m
27-280m
28-290m
29-300m
30-310m
31-320m
32-330m
33-340m
34-350m
35-360m
36-370m
37-380m
38-390m
39-400m
40-410m
41-420m
42-430m
43-440m
44-450m
45-460m
46-470m
47-480m
48-490m
49-500m

Distance from
Entrance Way
(count of cells)
278
542
777
1028
1258
1521
1746
1858
1989
2190
2350
2509
2663
2863
3022
3171
3123
3192
3308
3414
3555
3434
3044
2839
2702
2591
2523
2461
2388
2299
2241
2180
2116
2047
2030
1957
1771
1364
1115
977
908
851
789
740
685
634
583
541
247
43
94457

Distance from
Entrance Way
(count of track
cells)
46
158
206
278
288
313
333
401
403
411
433
427
410
415
404
456
393
381
405
411
415
401
352
363
213
169
183
152
130
123
93
71
57
35
32
30
21
8
10
10
17
9
16
15
8
16
13
27
0
0
9961

GPS tracks as %
of distance band

Distance from
Roads (count of
cells)

Distance from
Roads (count of
track cells)

GPS tracks as %
of distance band

17%
29%
27%
27%
23%
21%
19%
22%
20%
19%
18%
17%
15%
14%
13%
14%
13%
12%
12%
12%
12%
12%
12%
13%
8%
7%
7%
6%
5%
5%
4%
3%
3%
2%
2%
2%
1%
1%
1%
1%
2%
1%
2%
2%
1%
3%
2%
5%
0%
0%
11%

5879
10634
10664
10751
10863
10909
11093
11185
11294
11278
11222
11343
11388
11334
11182
10748
10538
10288
10123
9898
9729
10944
12392
13315
13266
12910
12532
11854
10306
7241
6101
5554
5226
5281
5466
5488
5077
4429
3747
2902
2044
1230
465
10
x
x
x
x
x
x
380123

498
2295
1876
1943
1675
1576
1544
1646
1716
1664
1607
1724
1762
1602
1453
1434
1607
1318
1174
1148
1004
1205
1232
1216
916
753
505
390
266
172
144
224
142
112
137
130
82
84
92
37
22
18
11
0
x
x
x
x
x
x
40156

8%
22%
18%
18%
15%
14%
14%
15%
15%
15%
14%
15%
15%
14%
13%
13%
15%
13%
12%
12%
10%
11%
10%
9%
7%
6%
4%
3%
3%
2%
2%
4%
3%
2%
3%
2%
2%
2%
2%
1%
1%
1%
2%
0%
x
x
x
x
x
x
11%
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Table 7.15: Field 3 – Distance of land from field entrance ways and from roads in 10m bands, and the
percentage of each band covered by 3 GPS tracks. Percentages formatted to highlight coverage
(green=high, yellow=low).

Distance
0-10m
1-20m
2-30m
3-40m
4-50m
5-60m
6-70m
7-80m
8-90m
9-100m
10-110m
11-120m
12-130m
13-140m
14-150m
15-160m
16-170m
17-180m
18-190m
19-200m
20-210m
21-220m

Distance from
Entrance Way
(count of cells)
467
787
1042
1324
1587
1853
2130
2304
2437
2539
2644
2791
2894
2591
2350
2225
2181
1933
929
467
198
12
37685

Distance from
Entrance Way
(count of track
cells)
111
200
358
360
216
254
323
339
286
300
281
407
333
241
199
248
280
341
217
23
9
0
5326

GPS tracks as %
of distance band

Distance from
Roads (count of
cells)

Distance from
Roads (count of
track cells)

GPS tracks as %
of distance band

24%
25%
34%
27%
14%
14%
15%
15%
12%
12%
11%
15%
12%
9%
8%
11%
13%
18%
23%
5%
5%
0%
14%

1389
3934
3739
3573
3422
3194
3026
2815
2648
2398
2150
1913
1634
1178
602
61
x
x
x
x
x
x
37676

51
613
598
685
487
452
458
420
230
226
229
204
229
253
195
14
x
x
x
x
x
x
5344

4%
16%
16%
19%
14%
14%
15%
15%
9%
9%
11%
11%
14%
21%
32%
23%
x
x
x
x
x
x
14%

Table 7.16: Field 4 – Distance of land from field entrance ways and from roads in 10m bands, and the
percentage of each band covered by 2 GPS tracks. Percentages formatted to highlight coverage
(green=high, yellow=low).

Distance
0-10m
1-20m
2-30m
3-40m
4-50m
5-60m
6-70m
7-80m
8-90m
9-100m

Distance from
Entrance Way
(count of cells)
439
719
1024
1212
1343
1383
1277
1270
697
155
9519

Distance from
Entrance Way
(count of track
cells)
216
295
290
325
329
391
329
318
163
17
2673

GPS tracks as %
of distance band

Distance from
Roads (count of
cells)

Distance from
Roads (count of
track cells)

GPS tracks as %
of distance band

49%
41%
28%
27%
24%
28%
26%
25%
23%
11%
28%

894
1888
1663
1432
1202
1033
892
503
11
x
9518

181
377
495
581
389
315
226
110
0
x
2674

20%
20%
30%
41%
32%
30%
25%
22%
0%
x
28%
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Table 7.17: Field 5 – Distance of land from field entrance ways and from roads in 10m bands, and the
percentage of each band covered by 5 GPS tracks. Percentages formatted to highlight coverage
(green=high, yellow=low).

Distance
0-10m
1-20m
2-30m
3-40m
4-50m
5-60m
6-70m
7-80m
8-90m
9-100m
10-110m
11-120m
12-130m
13-140m
14-150m
15-160m
16-170m
17-180m
18-190m
19-200m
20-210m
21-220m
22-230m
23-240m
24-250m
25-260m
26-270m
27-280m
28-290m
29-300m
30-310m
31-320m
32-330m
33-340m
34-350m
35-360m
36-370m
37-380m
38-390m
39-400m
40-410m
41-420m
42-430m
43-440m
44-450m
45-460m

Distance from
Entrance Way
(count of cells)
382
467
628
824
1009
1180
1347
1506
1640
1729
1803
1909
1994
2081
2185
2252
2355
2427
2511
2594
2666
2741
2833
2890
2981
3062
3135
3221
3312
3387
3483
3575
3692
3797
3896
4012
4122
3742
2992
2558
2335
1990
940
587
367
69
105208

Distance from
Entrance Way
(count of track
cells)
156
178
226
220
282
283
269
296
253
245
344
464
389
462
551
535
630
652
627
572
678
737
643
569
571
379
326
239
285
169
201
148
112
116
147
118
70
81
35
25
33
13
0
0
0
0
13329

GPS tracks as %
of distance band

Distance from
Roads (count of
cells)

Distance from
Roads (count of
track cells)

GPS tracks as %
of distance band

41%
38%
36%
27%
28%
24%
20%
20%
15%
14%
19%
24%
20%
22%
25%
24%
27%
27%
25%
22%
25%
27%
23%
20%
19%
12%
10%
7%
9%
5%
6%
4%
3%
3%
4%
3%
2%
2%
1%
1%
1%
1%
0%
0%
0%
0%
13%

2321
4635
4637
4463
4315
4210
4133
4014
3920
3777
3658
3583
3474
3359
3312
3182
3112
3017
2923
2838
2749
2679
2575
2462
2377
2277
2185
2087
2014
2070
2168
2232
2334
2067
69
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
105228

38
53
59
55
61
127
83
131
153
228
255
226
138
242
404
536
709
764
811
815
792
715
706
577
498
475
527
514
336
294
419
554
539
488
5
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
13327

2%
1%
1%
1%
1%
3%
2%
3%
4%
6%
7%
6%
4%
7%
12%
17%
23%
25%
28%
29%
29%
27%
27%
23%
21%
21%
24%
25%
17%
14%
19%
25%
23%
24%
7%
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
13%
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Table 7.18: Field 6 – Distance of land from field entrance ways and from roads in 10m bands, and the
percentage of band covered by 10 GPS tracks

Distance
0-10m
1-20m
2-30m
3-40m
4-50m
5-60m
6-70m
7-80m
8-90m
9-100m
10-110m
11-120m
12-130m
13-140m
14-150m
15-160m
16-170m
17-180m
18-190m
19-200m
20-210m
21-220m
22-230m
23-240m
24-250m
25-260m
26-270m
27-280m
28-290m
29-300m
30-310m
31-320m
32-330m

Distance from
Entrance Way
(count of cells)
528
513
670
828
984
1143
1300
1455
1626
1774
1920
2094
2245
2393
2569
2702
2883
3023
3179
3346
3500
3656
3832
3241
2456
2018
1619
1222
848
502
280
99
1
60449

Distance from
Entrance Way
(count of track
cells)
306
257
313
335
353
377
385
387
456
533
572
609
525
517
574
474
630
672
580
506
617
609
618
392
402
266
205
106
66
41
0
0
0
12683

GPS tracks as %
of distance band

Distance from
Roads (count of
cells)

Distance from
Roads (count of
track cells)

GPS tracks as %
of distance band

58%
50%
47%
40%
36%
33%
30%
27%
28%
30%
30%
29%
23%
22%
22%
18%
22%
22%
18%
15%
18%
17%
16%
12%
16%
13%
13%
9%
8%
8%
0%
0%
0%
21%

2197
3497
3372
3282
3223
3099
3011
2918
2859
2740
2650
2566
2502
2379
2247
2102
1957
1842
1692
1560
1431
1314
1163
1037
916
797
674
542
416
288
155
25
x
60453

361
777
1143
1045
1021
1009
765
612
577
570
541
451
459
275
318
225
278
277
293
228
165
215
269
198
158
173
162
110
58
26
0
0
x
12759

16%
22%
34%
32%
32%
33%
25%
21%
20%
21%
20%
18%
18%
12%
14%
11%
14%
15%
17%
15%
12%
16%
23%
19%
17%
22%
24%
20%
14%
9%
0%
0%
x
21%
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Table 7.19: Distance from field entrance ways in 50m bands, showing the percentage of each band
covered by GPS tracks

Distance from
entrance way(s)
0-50m
50-100m
100-150m
150-200m
200-250m
250-300m
300-350m
350-400m
400-450m
450-500m

Field 1
25%
17%
15%
13%
11%
11%
13%
13%
14%

Percentage of distance band covered by GPS tracks
Field 2
Field 3
Field 4
Field 5
Field 6 Average
25%
24%
31%
32%
44%
30%
20%
13%
25%
18%
29%
21%
16%
11%
22%
25%
18%
13%
14%
25%
19%
17%
11%
4%
23%
16%
13%
6%
9%
11%
9%
3%
4%
0%
5%
1%
2%
5%
2%
0%
5%
3%
0%
2%

Figure 7.111: Line chart showing the percentage of each 50m distance band that is covered by GPS
tracks
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Table 7.20: Distance from road(s) in 50m bands, showing the percentage of each band covered by
GPS tracks

Distance from
road(s)
0-50m
50-100m
100-150m
150-200m
200-250m
250-300m
300-350m
350-400m
400-450m

Field 1
15%
16%
15%
17%
8%
3%
2%
0%

Percentage of distance band covered by GPS tracks
Field 2
Field 3
Field 4
Field 5
Field 6 Average
17%
15%
29%
1%
28%
17%
15%
13%
27%
4%
24%
16%
14%
15%
7%
17%
14%
13%
23%
24%
14%
18%
9%
26%
17%
15%
4%
20%
19%
12%
3%
23%
0%
7%
2%
1%
1%
1%

Figure 7.112: Line chart showing the percentage of each 50m distance band that is covered by GPS
tracks
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Figure 7.113: Distribution of Scheduled Ancient Monuments in Northamptonshire
(Source: English Heritage, OS Boundary Line)

Figure 7.114: Location of main Roman sites in Northamptonshire, taken from Brindle (2011) (county
boundary from OS Boundary Line)
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Figure 7.115: Example distance raster, showing the distance of each cell in Northamptonshire from
the nearest Roman town (county boundary from OS Boundary Line)

Figure 7.116: Line graph showing the cumulative percentage of PAS finds recovered from within
500m distance bands from the nearest SAM, plotted against the distribution of the underlying land
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Figure 7.117: Column graph showing the percentage of PAS finds recovered within 500m distance
bands from the nearest SAM, plotted against the distribution of the underlying land

Table 7.21: KS statistics and threshold values (Red = accept H0, green = reject H0)

No. of
categories

Dmax

Threshold value
α = 0.05
α = 0.1

Scheduled Ancient Monuments

15

0.180

0.30397

-

Roman Roads

29

0.365

0.22117

0.27471

Principal Roman Sites

34

0.304

0.20472

0.25429

Principal Roman Towns

43

0.351

0.18257

0.22679

29

0.287

0.22117

0.27471

34

0.259

0.20472

0.25429

43

0.250

0.18257

0.22679

Roman Roads (excluding Roman
PAS data)
Principal Roman Sites (excluding
Roman PAS data)
Principal Roman Towns
(excluding Roman PAS data)
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Figure 7.118: Line graph showing the cumulative percentage of PAS finds recovered from within
500m distance bands from the nearest Roman site, plotted against the distribution of the underlying
land

Figure 7.119: Column graph showing the percentage of PAS finds recovered within 500m distance
bands from the nearest Roman site, plotted against the distribution of the underlying land
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Figure 7.120: Column graph showing the percentage of PAS finds recovered within 500m distance
bands from the nearest Roman road, plotted against the distribution of the underlying land

Figure 7.121: Line graph showing the cumulative percentage of PAS finds recovered from within
500m distance bands from the nearest Roman road, plotted against the distribution of the
underlying land
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Figure 7.122: Line graph showing the cumulative percentage of PAS finds recovered from within
500m distance bands from the nearest Roman town, plotted against the distribution of the
underlying land

Figure 7.123: Column graph showing the percentage of PAS finds recovered within 500m distance
bands from the nearest Roman town, plotted against the distribution of the underlying land

369

