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On 11th July 2014, the entire library as well as
pictures, silverware, medals, stewards’ badges
specimen bovine skulls and clocks which had been
collected and donated to the RASE over 150 years
were put up for auction in central London.
There had been little warning of the sale and interested
public bodies had no time to seek out the funds to
purchase the collection for the nation and thus its
integrity as a valuable national resource for the study of
agriculture as been lost. At the last minute some of the
items such as the series of 45 portraits of the founding
members and forty of the trophies were withdrawn
from the auction following challenges from the art
gallery that had loaned the group of pictures to the
RASE and the livestock societies which had donated the
trophies in the first place. Dr Clare Griffiths of Sheffield
University went to the sale. Auctions and farm sales, as
she wrote afterwards on the History Department blog,
are part of farming life, but they can be melancholy
affairs and this was no exception. It lasted five hours
and was justified by the RASE as a financial necessity.
‘They sized up their furnishings and contents of the
library as financial treasures rather than cultural and
historical ones.’ The sale of the library was particularly
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painful. The collection once graced the Society’s
Belgrave Square headquarters, tended by its dedicated
and courteous volunteer librarian, and was used by
many historians, including this editor. As Clare wrote,
‘it is hard for historians to see books going under the
hammer’. The books included titles not in the British
Library and others such as Richard Eburne’s A Plaine
Path-way to Plantations (1625) which existed only in
collections in the United States. It was particularly hard
to see the 149 volumes of 18th and 19th century
pamphlets meticulously collected by a previous president
of the RASE being sold to the highest bidder for a price
far above anything a public body could have raised.
Although committed from its inception to promoting
and researching modern methods (its motto is ‘Practice
with science’) the RASE had shown a healthy respect for
the past as its collection of old books and pamphlets
illustrates. As Clare Griffiths wrote, ‘That legacy is now
scattered among dealers and collectors far and wide. In
its place the RASE has a fighting fund intended to meet
its financial obligations and to launch a new initiative,
‘Innovation for Agriculture … to foster new science and
innovation on our farms’ – but at what a price to our
understanding of agricultural history and particularly of
the proud role of the RASE’s contributions to that history.
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Was sheep farming really a
‘risky business’ on the southern
chalks in the late medieval period?
Gavin Bowie uses evidence
From the Winchester estates
to show that chalkland sheep
farming was
not the risky business
suggested elsewhere.
John Hare and John Coutts
provided advice.
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There is a current view that sheep farming in late
medieval England was an unreliable high risk
business activity, an interpretation expressed about
sheep management in southern England in a recent
publication (Aberth 2013, 157–8).
The author claims that sheep-rearing was a ‘risky
business’ in the late medieval period, and that ‘the
biggest threat to the wool trade was the devastating
sheep murrains, especially among large flocks’.
Furthermore it is claimed that lamb mortality rates
in southern England in the late medieval period were
such that it was ‘nearly impossible for flocks to be selfreproducing’. This is emphasised with the statement
that ‘even on the well-run Winchester bishopric estates
the entire flock of ewes and wethers needed to be
replaced every five years’. This interpretation may be
appropriate for other parts of southern England, but
is not supported by documentary evidence from the
Winchester ecclesiastical estates.
This short paper will use evidence from the records
of the Winchester ecclesiastical estates to challenge
these suppositions. Firstly, both the management of
flocks and flock structure on these estates will be
explained. Secondly, the mortality rates of a typical
flock will be considered. Thirdly, it will be shown how
a whole estate management strategy was adopted for
demesne flocks in order to limit internal risk.
The Winchester ecclesiastical estates consisted of
the bishopric manors but also included those of St.
Swithun’s Priory, which serviced Winchester Cathedral.
The latter was managed in parallel with the bishopric
estate. These manors were concentrated on the chalk
hill and vale country of Wiltshire and Hampshire.
There is no evidence, periodic or otherwise, for
the re-stocking of flocks with sheep bred elsewhere.
In fact this dry upland pasture was ideal for grazing
sheep and rearing lambs, and an important function of
the ecclesiastical demesne flocks on this hill and vale
country was to produce lambs: most of the ewe (female)
lambs were used to replenish the breeding flocks, and
most of the wether (castrated males) lambs kept on to be
replacements for the wether flock. Separate and distinct
wether flocks were a feature of the farming system, and
these were invariably supplied with replacements from
ewe flocks on the chalks.
The idea that ‘entire flocks of ewes and wethers
needed to be replaced every five years’ is misleading,
and the ‘five years’ here may possibly be the result of

Issue 28 | February 2015

misunderstanding the normal replacement system
within a flock. The prevailing flock structure is best
described in terms of a three part or a three- flock flock:
this consisted of breeding ewes, a hogg flock (ewe and
wether lambs up to 15 months old) and a wether flock.
The ewes were normally worn out after 5 years and
disposed of, but older ewes could be retained within the
flock provided their udders and teeth were sound. The
wethers were also normally disposed of after 5 years
– they were generally worn-out by this age because
they were subject to a harsh management regime, and
expected to survive on the scantiest of feed. These
wethers not only provided an annual wool crop, but
were also the mainstay of the prevailing arable folding
system (Bowie February 2014, 2–3).
It can now be appreciated that what has been
described above was a robust sheep farming system that
was developed to be self-sustaining and to maximise
wool production. For example between the mid-13th
and the mid-14th centuries on the bishopric manor of
Crawley on the Hampshire Downs, the average gross
annual return for sheep sold (these were lambs surplus
to flock requirements for rearing elsewhere, and old
sheep for finishing as mutton) was £6, and the wool
crop realised £24 (Stephenson August 1988, 385-6;
Gras 1930, 43).
The emphasis on “devastating sheep murrains”, in
the late medieval period, should also be treated with
caution. In fact both the incidence and the overall
impact of infectious diseases on the Winchester
ecclesiastical flocks should not be exaggerated. A
preliminary study suggests that there is only limited
evidence for unmanageable lamb mortality rates,
and that flock mortality rates actually reflect a more
complex situation.
The returns for the Michaelmas audit at the
Winchester priory manor of Silkstead on the southern
edge of the Hampshire downs, are available for between
1267 and 1384 and illustrate this. The Silkstead demesne
flock can be regarded as a typical three- flock flock of
about 600 sheep. The average mortality rate during
this period was wethers 6.5%, ewes 7%, hoggs 20.5% and
lambs (before weaning) 15.5%. It is not known why the
hogg losses were so high.
Firstly It is evident that the only year that the flock
was “practically wiped out” by an infectious sheep
disease was 1280; the wethers suffered losses of 68%, the
ewes 81%, the hoggs 96%, and the lambs 85%. It would
appear that the flock was gradually built up again over a

R u r a l

H i s t o r y

T o d a y

The breed of sheep kept on the
south central chalks in the latemedieval period was probably
horned in both sexes and was
a short-wool. The fleece weight
was about 2lb.

number of years, using the surviving ewes.
Secondly it can be shown that normally only one
part of the Silkstead flock suffered serious losses in any
one year, and that generally a different part of the flock
was affected in the successive year. For example in 1314
the ewe and hogg losses were below average, the wethers
slightly above average at 10% and the lambs 60%, and
in 1315 the wether and ewe losses were below average,
the lamb losses about average and the hoggs 41%. Such
heavy losses that affected only one part of a flock
could be accommodated within the system.
Assuming a 5-year replacement cycle the critical
annual losses percentage for each part of the flock
would be about 55%; with a percentage below that
the surviving stock would be sufficient to sustain the
overall flock structure.
Thirdly it was only rarely that more than one part
of the flock suffered critical losses in the same year at
Silkstead, and even these crises appear to have been
managed effectively. One of these years was 1335 when
wether losses were 19%, ewes 10%, hoggs 67% and lambs
66%; such high hogg and lambs losses in the same year
threatened the flock structure, and 44 lambs were
bought in as replacements. Another such year was 1381
where ewe losses were 34%, hoggs 38%, lambs 63% and
wether losses below average. However the remaining
hoggs were still sufficient to provide the replacement
stock necessary for the ewe and wether flocks. It should
also be noted that the flock recovered its structure and
numbers in less than 2 years (Drew 1947).
Furthermore there does not appear to be evidence of
a major crisis in flock numbers at Silkstead after 1384.
The demesne farm was leased at Michaelmas 1384, but

the priory kept the sheep flock in hand. Sheep numbers
were sustained, with only short-term fluctuations,
until 1434. Thereafter the flock was reduced to about
400 sheep, and in the late 1460s handed over to the
care of the demesne tenant farmer. There is negligible
evidence for instability here, and the decline in the size
of the flock after the 1430s can be largely explained by
less favourable market conditions for sheep products
(Drew nd).
It would also appear that sheep rearing on the
Winchester ecclesiastical estates did not actually
involve an unusual element of risk. Business or
contextual risk is particularly difficult to assess, being
dependent on the state of external markets and the
necessity to make a profit from the sale of the sheep
products. In any case the records necessary to study
this have not survived. However internal risk, or the
limitation of risk in the maintenance of livestock, is
easier to appreciate, and practical and fairly simple
strategies were adopted to reduce the risk of managing
such a large number of demesne flocks.
Take for example the management of sheep on
four adjacent bishopric manors on the northern edge
of the Hampshire downs in the early years of the 14th
century. The organisation of the flocks maximised
productivity and minimised labour input. Each of the
four manors had its own flock of about 500 sheep, but
the 2,000 sheep were managed as a three-flock flock.
The ewes, rams and lambs were kept at Highclere and
Burghclere, and the hoggs and wethers at Ecchinswell
and Ashmansworth. All the lambs bred at Highclere
and Burghclere were sent after weaning to Ecchinswell
or Ashmansworth, where they were overwintered as
Continued on page 7
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new books
The Archaeology of Hill Farming on Exmoor
Cain Hegarty and Rob Wilson-North
English Heritage 2014, £20

 English Heritage is delighted to offer members of the

BAHS a 20% discount and free postage on this new book.
Please e-mail orders@marston.co.uk or telephone
01235 465577 or and quote reference number 722010026
to obtain your copy for £16. Offer expires 31st March 2015.

This beautifully illustrated volume from English
Heritage is the result of two years of meticulous
field survey work which reveals evidence for the
pioneer farmers of the medieval period through to
the inexhaustible energy of the Victorian improvers,
first described in C.S.Orwin’s classic book on the
reclamation of Exmoor Forest. The book is divided
into three sections, the first describing the history of
the Royal Forest from its medieval origins through
its decline during the Commonwealth and final sale,
enclosure and attempts at reclamation. Case studies
consider routes across the forest, peat cutting, Pinkery
pond, sheep stells and steam reclamation. Section
two covers the commons with case studies looking
at common rights, manorial courts, peat cutting and
enclosures. Section three looks at farming with case
studies covering the deserted medieval village of North
Thorne and the Victorian farm of Emmett’s Grange.
The use of aerial photographs, reconstructions and
detailed maps and plans make this an attractive as
well as informative volume for those interested in the
history both of Exmoor itself and more generally, hill
farming and the role of Victorian innovation.

Coping with Crisis; The Resilience and
Vulnerability of Pre-Industrial Settlements
Daniel R.Curtis
Ashgate 2014
This book considers the fundamental question of why
some pre-industrial settlements were resilient and
stable over long periods while others were vulnerable
to crisis, decline or even total collapse. As well as
environmental hazards such as climate change and
soil erosion there was warfare and expropriation of
property to contend with. The book concentrates on
societies in England, the Low Countries and Italy to
argue that the most resilient societies were those where
power and property were most equitably divided. This
tightly-argued book is of interest to all those studying
and interested in the reasons behind the rise and fall
of rural populations and settlements.
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BAHS
website
Online Work in
Progress on
British and Irish
Rural and
Agrarian History

Conferences and
Initiatives Fund
Are you planning to hold a
conference, workshop, special meeting
or something similar?

December saw the start of a new version of the old ‘Work in Progress’ list
that was formerly published in Agricultural History Review, the last one
being included in 2007. The list will no longer be published in the Review
but online, on the BAHS website at www.bahs.org.uk
We are grateful to those researchers who responded earlier in 2014 to a
printed survey that was distributed with part 1 of the Review and to those
who have filled in the online form on the website itself. The form is very
simple to use, and normally your information will be added to the list within
a day or so. The result will be a much more up-to-date list available to all. No
one is excluded: we would like to hear from all scholars of rural society, based
anywhere in the world, concerned with the rural or agrarian history of the
British Isles. We encourage all researchers to respond: postgraduate students,
established academics and non-university scholars. Whether you have
contributed to our work-in-progress list before, or are a new or returning
researcher in these fields, please fill in the form on the BAHS site.

The BAHS is keen to encourage otherwise unfunded
conferences and other interesting initiatives in
British rural history or comparative rural history
including a British element. Activities that might
encourage wider participation in the Society and
innovative research proposals (particularly from
those who are not full-time university academics)
will be particularly eligible for support. The Society
is especially keen to encourage one-day workshops
that might generate articles for the Agricultural
History Review. For more information about how to
apply, see the BAHS Web site at www.bahs.org.uk

Forthcoming conferences
After Margaret Stufford:
English Local History Now
University of Roehampton
19–20 June 2015
Call for papers in postgraduate session.
Margaret Spufford is recognised as the historian of
the unconsidered people of 16th- and 17th-century
England and this conference aims to celebrate and
commemorate as well as to assess and evaluate
her contribution to early modern history in both
its content and its methods. The conference will
have three sections:
• Local history
• Financial/hearth tax history and
• Social/religious history.
 Interested postgraduate students, or recently

completed PhDs are invited to send a title and
brief abstract to Professor Trevor Dean, Dept of
Humanities, University of Roehampton, London
SW15 5PH. Bursaries may be available.
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BAHS Spring Conference
University of Bangor
30 March – 1 April 2015
The conference will feature papers by Dr Matthew Tompkins
(University of Winchester) on ‘The online 15th-century Inquisitions
post mortem database: a new tool for rural history’, Dr Carin
Martiin (Swedish University of Agricultural Sciences) on Swedish
dairy farming: the parallel existence of two different systems
of production, 1890s-1960s’ and Executive Committee member
Ruth Tittensor on ‘Twenty shades of Green: the Changing Roles of
Woodland in Upland Britain and Ireland since 1800’.
We will also be joined by Lowri Rees and Nia Powell of Bangor’s
History Department and Institute for the study of Welsh Estates.
There will be a New Researchers’ session which will include
papers on science and seed improvement in the sixteenth
and seventeenth centuries, the place of women in watercress
production between 1860 and 1945, and Lower Wharfdale’s farming
community, 1914–1950. Back by popular demand will be the
conference field trip on the Tuesday afternoon: we will be
visiting Hafod y Llan farm – for more details see
www.nationaltrust.org.uk/article-1356395976028
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British Agriculture in WWI –
an ‘Experiment in State Control’
Professor John Martin
reminds us of the
importance of home food
production in the First
World War and the lessons
it provided for management
in the Second.

For virtually the next 70 years following the repeal
on the Corn Laws , the national policy for British
agriculture was dominated by that of Free Trade,
where the prices farmers received for their produce
was determined by competition in markets,
dominated by low cost overseas producers. By
the outbreak of the First World War, as a result of
Britain’s historic commitment to free trade, and the
influx of cheap food in the late nineteenth century
more than 60 per cent of the country’s total food
requirements originated from overseas.
Britain’s dependence on imports was particularly
evident in the case of the staple components of the
British diet; wheat, sugar and meat. Nearly 80 per
cent of wheat used in bread making was sourced
from overseas. Immediately prior to the outbreak of
the First World War Britain was the world’s single
largest importer of wheat. Imports of wheat into
Britain amounted to three-quarters of the combined
amount purchased by Belgium, Italy, France, Holland,
Switzerland and Brazil. In the case of sugar more than
half of the country’s supplies were produced from beet
sugar grown in Germany and the Austro-Hungarian
Empire; the very countries with whom Britain would
be at war. Even in the case of meat, a product for which
the country was famed because of the high quality of
its livestock, imports still accounted for nearly 40 per
cent of total consumption. It was only in the case of
heavy bulky low value commodities such as potatoes
or perishable products such as milk that the country
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was virtually self-sufficient. However, imports of milkbased produce, cheese and butter still amounted for
more than 65 and per cent of total consumption.
Such a precarious state of affairs did not appear to
unduly worry the country’s ruling elites who initially
rather naively assumed that the powerful British
Navy, assisted with its extensive merchant fleet, would
be able to keep the sea lanes open and ensure that
food continued to flow into Britain. Indeed pre-war
government planners had paid limited attention to the
subject of food security.
In an effort to stimulate domestic production, in 1915
County War Agricultural Committees (CWAC) were
established to encourage expansion of arable farming.
Each county appointed a committee consisting
of representatives of local landowners, farmers
and agricultural workers to provide information
for the Board of Agriculture on the needs of their
area in respect of machinery, fertilizer and feed. In
consultation with the district labour exchanges and
recruiting offices these committees were also directed
to curb enlistment and to devise plans to ensure
optimum food production in their particular region. In
practice their wide ranging terms of reference coupled
with their large size and unwieldy nature meant that the
committees failed to live up to expectations.
Indeed, even in 1916, two years into Britain’s
involvement in the greatest military conflict the
world had previously endured; there was still strong
opposition to any policy which would provide financial
support for British farmers by guaranteeing agricultural
prices. It was not until 1917, when the country was
faced with a widespread lack of imported foods that
Lloyd George’s coalition government finally, and even
then with a degree of reluctance, embarked upon a
food production campaign intended to encourage the
increase in output of grain and potatoes. This was to be
achieved partly by the fixed prices paid by the Ministry
of Food and partly through the Corn Production Act of
1917 which introduced guaranteed prices for wheat and
oats up to and including that of 1922.
Lloyd-George appealed for extra labour, declaring;
‘I want the country to know that our food stocks are
low, alarmingly low... it is essential therefore that we
should put forth every effort to increase production
for this year’s harvest and next, and we should do it
immediately’.
In an effort to supplement the depleted agricultural
labour, the forerunner of the Women’s Land Army
was established, designed to recruit women for work
in agriculture while also trying to combat the antifeminine bias that was associated with working on the
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land. This was also accompanied with the employment
of prisoners of war and schoolchildren.
Efforts, mainly on a piecemeal and ad hoc basis,
were also made to introduce a food rationing system,
in order to ensure a more equitable distribution of
available supplies and to prevent the food shortages
which were undermining the commitment to the war
effort which was taking place in many other countries.
Most of the wartime initiatives were rapidly
dismantled in the aftermath of the First World War, and
agriculture was once more allowed to revert back to a
free enterprise, free trade system. Indeed critics might
suggest that the Government had learnt few if any
lessons from allowing the country to be so abnormally
dependent on imported food. In 1939, Britain was more
dependent on food imports that it had been in 1914.
Nevertheless the wartime experiment in state control
did have a long term legacy in that it provided the
blueprint for state control of agriculture in the
Second World War.

Women’s agricultural competion at Springfield, Oakham,
27 September 1917. (Leicestershire Record Office).

Continued from page 3

hoggs. After shearing the next year, the ewe hoggs and
young rams were sent back to join the two breeding
flocks, and the wether hoggs added to their own stock
(Page 1996, 110,117,120,131).
Risk would be contained here because all the
famuli (salaried staff) involved had clearly defined
responsibilities, which varied little from year to year,
and also formed part of a team which had simple and
clearly defined objectives. It would seem that, with
such a staff structure in place, an organisation would
normally be capable of responding effectively to crises
such as sheep murrains as and when they arose.
The ultimate expression of the management strategy
adopted is evident in a comprehensive audit of livestock
on the Winchester priory estate in 1390. This shows
that there were about 21,000 sheep kept on the various
granges and manors with about 7,000 each of breeding
ewes, hoggs and wether sheep. This was simply the
normal three-flock flock made large, where the
individual manorial flocks were managed on a whole
estate basis (Hare 2006, 206).
It should also be recognised that some of the
fluctuations in sheep numbers on the Winchester
ecclesiastical estates were not caused by incidents of
famine, murrain, plague and other calamities, but
rather due to human intervention. For example, total
sheep numbers might be rapidly reduced after the
death of a bishop as executors sold livestock to pay off
his debts. It is evident that there was buoyancy in the
management system that belies the idea that sheep
farming on the Winchester ecclesiastical estates in the
late medieval period lurched from crisis to crisis.
To conclude, the evidence from the Winchester
ecclesiastical estates does not support the contention
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that chronic instability was a feature of sheep
farming on the southern chalks during the late
medieval period. On the contrary it has been shown
that the dry chalk country of these Winchester
ecclesiastical estates provided an appropriate
environment for breeding lambs, and it is evident that,
far from requiring constant re-stocking with sheep
bred off the chalks, these demesne flocks normally
produced both sufficient lambs for replacement stock
and a surplus of lambs for disposal at Michaelmas. The
sheep farming management system described above
provided the basis of the export trade in wool that was
an important feature of the southern chalks in the
late medieval period.
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Reflections on Joan Thirsk’s legacy
Rural History Today is published
by the British Agricultural
History Society. The editor will
be pleased to receive short
articles, press releases, notes
and queries for publication.
Articles for the next issue
should be sent by
30 June 2015 to
Susanna Wade Martins,
The Longhouse,
Eastgate Street,
North Elmham,
Dereham, Norfolk
NR20 5HD
or preferably by email
scwmartins@btinternet.com

Membership of the BAHS is
open to all who support its
aim of promoting the study
of agricultural history and the
history of rural economy and
society. Membership enquiries
should be directed to the
Treasurer, BAHS,
Middle Blakebank,
Underbarrow,
Cumbria, LA8 8HP
Email: hfcmbb@aol.com
Enquiries about other aspects
of the Society’s work should
be directed to the Secretary,
Dr Nicola Verdon
History Subject Group,
Department of Humanities
Sheffield Hallam University,
City Campus
Howard Street,
Sheffield S1 1WB
Tel: 0114 225 3693
Email: n.verdon@shu.ac.uk
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Enjoyable as the conference at Leicester in September
to promote Joan’s relevance for present and future
historians was, I had the uneasy feeling that it was
part of a process of narrowing and shaping her legacy.
Subtitled ‘the world of Joan Thirsk’, the prospectus for
the conference describes her as ‘the leading agrarian
historian of the late 20th century’ and goes on to list
her subsidiary interest in ‘rural industry, changing
tastes and fashions, ‘projects’, and innovations in the
rural economy’. I would totally agree with all that.
But the prospectus makes no mention of Joan’s deep
interest in horticulture, (maybe one could just about
squeeze gardening into the last phrase). Similarly, the
introduction to the day covered her many publications
on agriculture and also mentioned her work on
industries in the countryside. Gardening appeared in
almost the last sentence of the address – no hint that
in her closing years she was looking for evidence that
exiles from Spain were instrumental in spreading
advanced horticultural techniques to England in the
sixteenth century. Food history was reduced to barely
one word, although there was one food related paper in
the afternoon session.
It is as if the period of her life from the time of
her Festschrift in 1990 until her recent death is being
cleansed of any non-agrarian history, and particularly
of food history. Lack of interest in her food history
is not a recent phenomenon. The bibliography in
the 1990 festschrift English Rural Society 1500–1800,
ed. John Chartres and David Hey, omits her essay
‘Preserving The Fruit and Vegetable Harvest’, in, The
Country House Kitchen Garden, 1600–1950, ed. C Anne
Wilson, of 1989. In the most up-to-date database, the
Bibliography of British and Irish History, (Brepolis),
one looks in vain for a reference to her essay ‘Food In
Shakespeare’s England’, in, Fooles and Fricasees, Food
in Shakespeare’s England, ed. Mary Anne Caton, Folger
Shakespeare Library, 1999. And her last book

@BAHSoc
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(a major work of almost 400 pages) was, after all Food
in Early Modern England, (2007). The Joan I remember
in recent years is the one described by Liz Griffiths in
the February issue, delighted in 2002 by the kitchen at
Felbrigg and enraptured by the autumn vegetables at
Wolterton Hall, eager to learn of the organic garden’s
business plan.
I must, of course, declare an interest in both food
and horticulture, which in recent years has enabled me
through exchanges of letters and emails to keep track
of her research. But let us not forget her deep interest in
these subjects.
Malcolm Thick
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and on Facebook…

Did you know that the BAHS is on
Twitter? And that we have over 360
followers? If you have something to
say, and you can say it in fewer than
140 characters, tweet it @BAHSoc
and we will pass it on. If you want to hear what’s going
on in the world of rural history and related topics such
as countryside, heritage, museums, archives etc., get
yourself onto Twitter (easier than ordering a pair of
wellies online) and follow @BAHSoc

Or perhaps you are
a Facebook user
instead? Here too
you can find updates
and news about the BAHS and rural history. This is
a growing community and you are welcome to join
and participate. You’ll need to ‘Like’ the ‘page’ (the
thumbs-up at the top of the page to the right of our
logo and title rather than an individual post) and you’ll
receive news in your timeline.

 Go to twitter.com to sign up.

 Go to www.facebook.com/bahsoc to like our page
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