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ABSTRACT: The study ofibded polities is dominated by research which focuses on those landscapes
FyR GK2a$S aridsSa o0StASOSR G2 tAS G GKS GSNNRG2
units. This research, in contrast, advocates that for a new perspectiveeodevelopment of socio

political units, studies which concentrate on frontier zones should be prioritised. Consequently this
thesis refocuses attention on the frontier zones between polities, proposing a methodology for
working in and identifying frontiezones and promoting these areas as dynamic landscapes, integral

to the emergence, development, and maintenance of squatitical units during the early medieval

period.

This methodology combines investigation of the distribution of distinct materialumeyl burial
practices, and patterns of landscape use with an approach more frequently used by anthropaogists
the identification of processes characteristic of frontier environments. The Avon Valley, the landscape
through which the historically atteste@ century frontier between the Hwicce and Mercia ran,
provides the ideal environment in which to explore the origins of early medieval polities. A dataset of
58 sites within this study area is analysed. The focus on the Avon Valley also aims tothighligh
potential of this oft overlooked part of the country. It aims to show the wealth of archaeological and
toponymic data available and the contribution this region can make to the study of the early medieval
period.

The results of this analysis demorat that the Avon Valley was divided into an eastern and western
zone as early as thé"@and 6" centuries. This has direct implications for the later emergence of the
kingdom of the Hwicce. It suggests that between these two zones lay an area of canthct
coalescence. This evidence, along with conclusions drawn from comparative studies of placenames,
the western Severn Valley, and the middle Trent Valley, was used to set forth two new models for
kingdom formation. These models focus on the interactitva$ween polities, foregrounding the
significance of external relations alongside internal developments.
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Chapter 1. Introduction.

1.1 Introduction

Traditional approaches to the study of bounded polities tend to focus on those areas and those sites
GK2dAKG G2 tAS G GKS O2NB® {dzOK YSUK2PRBié¢s2IASA
discussing frontier zones only to draw lines on maps, if, indeed, they are discusseoatad early

medieval period, see various chapters in Bassett, 1989a; and papers in Dickinson and Griffiths, 1999)
With the emphasis placed on the territorial centre, these approaches propagate gpedphery style

of research. Successive challenges to this econontdcsanioepolitical model have afforded greater
agency to frontier zones, which are increasingly seen as feeding back and influencing developments at
the core(c.f. Flad, 2013; Franconi, 2014; and Lightfoot and Martinez, 1995 for excellent overviews of
this topic) From this new way of thinking about frontier zones a new way of thinking about bounded
polities can be offeredthrough analysing how people distinguish themselves from their neighbours,

new insights can be gained as to the origins of polities, their development, and their maintenance.

The central aim of this research, therefore, is to advance an alternative frankefar the study of

polity formation. This framework focuses on what evidence from frontier zones, rather than territorial
cores, can tell us about the origins and development of distinct sadglitical units. Before this
framework can be applied, howexet is necessary to identify a frontier zone. Consequently, the
second aim of this research is to develop a methodology for working in and identifying frontier zones

using archaeological data.

Whilst any period would benefit from this research, the gariedieval period provides the focus for
this thesis. As a period of migration, colonisation, and interaction, the early medieval period lends itself
to a study of polity formation. In this cultural milieu, social identities morphed and were juxtaposed

aganst those of their neighbours, giving rise to the precursors of the kingdont&-cémtury Britain.



One such kingdom was the kingdom of the Hwideigure 1.) Historical sources suggest that the
north-eastern part of this kingdom lay within the vallglythe River Avon but, crucially, did not extend

along its full lengti{Ford 1976, pp. 27@278; Hooke, 2009, pp. £37; Stenton, 1971, p. 44)

Wreocenszie

MERCIA
Magonsate EAST ANGLES

Hwicce

WESSEX

0 100 miles
I

Figure 11. The early medieval kingdoms of England in theéhtury, showing only the subkingdoms of Mercia. After Yorke
(1997, Map 1

The earliestwritBy NBFSNBy OS G2 GKS { Ay 3R 2HMstodatEcclesfaStical 6 A OO0 S

GKSYS AYy cno !5 1daAdzAaGAYS 61a alFAR (2 KF@S YSi
1AY3IR2Y¢ G | LX I OS O fft SR ! dzadzandkhf Svesh Sakohs] 2 Y
(Colgrave and Mynors, 1969, p. 13%Yhilst the location of this oak has not been conclusively
establishedjt has been suggested that it lay near the Gloucestershi@xfordshire county border,

close to the villages of Down Ampney or Kem(idagles, 2003, p. 178; Smith, 196539). The first

charter attributed to a king of the Hwicce, Osric, is in 676 AD (S. 51) and, despite the uncertainty of
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this particular chartet,. SRS Q& NBO2NR 2F GKS NHzZ S 2F (G662 0N
suggests the existence of a rogghasty by the mie''" century(Stenton, 1971, p. 45 he foundation

of the Diocese of Worcester before 680 AD to serve the king(®tenton, 1971, p. 134)dditionally

suggests that the kingdom of the Hwicce was, by the close of that century, a significant polity. The
Tribal Hidage, whilst of debatable origin and date (see Chapter 2.2.3.2 for discussion), dppears
support this, assessing the kingdom of the Hwicce at 7,000 hides and making it comparable to the
kingdoms of Lindsey and the east and west SaxBeatherstone, 2001, p. 24)hewritten sources

also suggest a setting within which the kingdom of the Hwicce developed: iff'tbenBury the region

is believed to have been conquered by the Saxon king Ceawlin after his victory over the Britons at
Dyrham in 577 AD, then, only half entury later, in 628 AD, Penda wrested control from the Saxons

at the Battle of CirencestdASCStenton, 1971, p. 45)

Stenton(1971)and Hooke(2009)have used three pieces of evidence to establish the extérthe
kingdom of the Hwicce: the borders of the Diocese of Worcester; the tribal group of the Dobunni; and
placenames. Founded to serve the kingdom of the Hwicce in theenhtury, the close relationship
between the Diocese and the kingdom was arguethgigplacenames from within the diocesan
boundaries which refer to the Hwicce and charters granted jointly by the rulers of the Hwicce and the
church at WorcestefHooke, 2009, pp. 137). Based on this evidence, Hooke argued that the diocesan
boundaries reconstructed from 112", and 18'-century sourcesHeref Tax EccValor Ecgalso
reflected the boundaries of the Hwicqélooke, 2009, pp. ¥37). Furthermore, as the diocesan
boundaries encircled the core distribution of Dobunnic coinage, she made a link between the two
territories (Hooke, 2009, pp.@&3). The argumentan be summarised as: the Dobunnic tribal territory
became the early medieval Hwiccan kingdom which, in turn, became the religious diocese of
Worcester. Thus, the extent of the kingdom of the Hwicce can be established using archaeological

evidence for the Dbunnic territory and the Diocese of Worcester. The final pieces of evidence used

1 Seehttp://www .esawyer.org.uk/charter/51.htmlfor discussion.



were two place names which lay near to the frontier identified by Hq@K@9, p. 13)The first was a
field name documented ina f@OSy G dzZNE OKI NI SNJ ¢ KAOK Yl & YIS NBFTSI
aSNOAI Yy e KE{ @608y R gl a | fFGSNILINRAK yIYSI W, AaK
O2yiGlAy GKS hitR 9y3fAakK StSYSyd FT2NJ aaz2YSiKAy3 (K|
elements of the name W. A & K 2 LI @niblyimlicate a watercoussthat marked the extent
2T GKS W, AaK2LIQaQz A oS qHookk 2008, p. 28 BiadSthesge ieces2oNID S a G S N.

evidence, Hooke placed the western frontier of the Hwicce approximately in the centre of the Avon

Valley, running from northwest to southeastigure 1.2

7th CENTURY N

Mercia

&)

C

e Place Name

—et— el 20 kilometres

Figure 12. The mid7th-century frontier after Hooke (2009)

2 5.773 describes the grant of land by King Edgar to Aelfwold at Kineton and includes detailed boundary clauses. The beeswtdréss d

AyOf dzRS GKA& SEGNI OG 6 KAOK NBWF SNES (25 NIB/SinefasEsmdaf ns ritSiaBnGiofaN) Wo 2 dzy R NEB
LG 2F adz00Fy LR{G 2y 3INHzyRf Ay3l 0 NR(Qtp:AwihReshwyef.ag.uk/hakder7Rdeni#)THs Kl Y ad NS Y
Ad OGN yatldSR o6& 2 KAG S boar@ary ofthe Mérgian® from fihk Soundarghiithe Marciainsto Sugiedirom

Succarpitto Grundlingg®d NB 21 X2 Ff2y3 GKS a0 NBI YOBFNBY (KS aGNBFY (2 CARSadGlyé
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In another attempt to identify the extent of the Diocese of Worcester, Ford mapped the western
02dzy R NBE 6AGK NBFTSNBYOSI b2y o(EreiipR@278) §is DdukentS R | &
was that the boundary probably used existing prominent monuments in the landscape, in this case
YOI YLIAQE (2 YIFEN] Ada NRdziSo bstdthaRtBeybduhdary ®dk al Y dz
course between the valleys of the Blythe and Arrow, crossed the Avon at its confluence with the Leam,

cut across the upper course of the Dene to run along the Avon/Thames watershed, and then
descended into the Evenlode Vallelo support the position of this boundary, Ford observed that

estate linkages described in charters appeared to define zones of common rights, a method for
recognising early polities which Oosthuizen believed has some (264, p. 181)which respected

his proposed division of the vall€$976, pp. 28§281). Significantly, using a different methodology,

C2NRQa RA20Saly o02dzyRINER tF& oNRFIRf& Ay GKS &l

The suggestion is, therefaréhat the Avon Valley may have lain on the northern edge of the kingdom

of the Hwicce; however, the methodologies employed in making this interpretation are far from
rigorous. The written sources used by Hooke to recreate the boundaries of the Dioddsmaafster

date to centuries after the foundation of the kingdom of the Hwi(2@09, pp. 1817); the place hames

used are also not contemporary and are just two examgtésoke, 2009, p. 13}the use of the

territorial extent of the Iron Age Dobun@Hooke, 2009, pp.&.3)relies on an unsubstantiated claim

that there is a direct relationship betweentfds g2 3INR dzZLJAT C2NR IaxehSa y 2
OF YLIQE y2NJ R2Sa KS 2daAaiGATe KAa aStSOlArz2p7&F ahii
pp. 27%278) and, finally, the focus is on written sources with very little attention given to the
archaeological evidence in the region. It is, however, these written sources and these problems which
make the Avon Valley the ideal testing ground for explopolity formation processes. The written

sources can also offer a chronological framework for this research, indicating a highly developed
kingdom in the latter half of the'7century and, thus, implying that the origins and evolution of this

kingdom layin the preceding centuries. It is, therefore, to th&, %", and early to mie/™" centuries



that this research takes its evidence, drawing additional information from the late Roman period

whenever possible.

The development of polities in the early medat period is a popular subject with academics and many
books and papers have touched on the tojicf. Bassett, 1989b; Brooks, 1989; Draper, 2004;
Hamerow et al., 2013; Petts, 2013; Pretty, 1989; Semple, 2008; Yorke, RGOy different regions

and many different datasets have been investigated, but the processes of faolitation proposed

tend to follow a similar pattern. The point of inception often relates to either the control of late Roman
centres or the control of significant landscapes, usually focused on river valleys, or a combination of
both. From this initial bse of power certain families rose to dominance, presumably by outcompeting
their neighbours on social or economic terms. Through agglomeration, either via violence, treaty,
perception of mutual benefit, marriage, or a combination of these, dominant grgtgs and formed

the basis of the kingdoms we recognise in the historical sources of'theritury. This research makes

no objection to this model of polity formation, but instead questions the reliance of many of these
models on historical sources andh NBf | 1 SR F@f(Bawks, 29§9, pi.11GAGSH Areédty,

1989, pp. 176178; Yorke, 2001, pp. ¢£389), along with the reliance on evidence from regions thought

to have been territorial corefc.f. Bassett, 1989b (Hwicce); Brooks, 1989 (Mercia); Hamerow et al.,
2013 (Wessex))Instead, this research sets out a methodology which focuses on archaeological
evidence. This is set within the context of what we know fromadnisl sources, but does not seek to
necessarily corroborate one dataset with the other. It uses archaeological evidence from sites of all
statuses and does not focus wholly on the elites, proposing a battopapproach to the investigation

of polity fomation. Finally, it considers evidence from a complex and dynamic landscape on the edge
of the historically attested kingdoms of the Hwicce and Mercia and moves away frorpedpheral

models inherent in many studies of polities.



1.2 Research Questions

In order to achieve the two main aims of this reseatdb advance an alternative framework for the
dddzRe 2F LRtAGeE F2NXIGA2Y YR G2 ARSYOGATe | YSi

¢ six questions are defined:

1) What were the charactéstics common to the Avon Valley in thé ® mid-7"" centuries?

2) Can any patterns be observed in the distribution of these characteristics? If so, is it possible to
define any distinct zones?

3) How was authority expressed in the Avon Valley during tharsl 6" centuries?

4) How did the expression of authority change in theceéntury and what might this say about
the development of society?

5) Can a framework be developed using the Avon Valley dataset to explain the growth of the
kingdom of the Hwicce?

6) Cana®@ SPARSYOS 2F FTNRBYGASNIT2yS WLINROSaasSaqQ

Avon Valley?

1.3 Study Area

The Avon Valley was selected as the focus of this research for two reasons. Firstly, it is a valley and,
secondly, this particular valleyolds significant potential to advance our understanding of kingdom

development and the early medieval period in Britain.

The River Avon meanders as a classic lowland river, rising near the Northamptonshire and
Leicestershire county boundary and flowing @nsouthwesterly direction for approximately 130

kilometres to its confluence with the River Severn at Tewkesfrigure 1.3
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Figure 13. The Avon Valley Study Area

Its valley lies between the upland formations of Bemingham Plateau to the north, a Carboniferous
and Permian outcrop of sandstones, and the younger Cotswold Plateau of Jurassic limestones to the

south. Between these uplands the Triassic Mercia Mudstone forms a low lying and rolling vale overlain



in plaes by Lower Jurassic Lias group cliguge 1.4 Glaciofluvial deposits and river terrace gravels

predominate in the bottom of the valley creating the fertile Vale of Eves(Radley, 2011)
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Figure 14 The Bedrock Geology thie Avon Valley. After BGS 1:625,000 scale geology data (Geological Map Data © NERC
2016)

The river divides the valley into a northern region of rising ground and woodland, the Arden, and a
southern region of wide valleys and open fields, the Fel@@arver et al., 2009, p. 12Roberts and

2 NI GKYSt f Qa ¢ 2'nanfry BrEnkrokSuniay Bads tmdpfine topographical provinces,
identified three main sufprovincesin the valley: the Inner Midlands, the Cotswold Scarp and Vale,
and the West Midlandéin Lowerre et al., 2011)he Inner Midlands was characterised by nucleated
villages and alternating valesié ridges; the Cotswold Scarp and Vale with a high density of hamlets
and villages which extended onto the wide Severn plain; and the West Midlands with dispersed

hamlets between tracts of woodlan@Figure 1.5)Even to the present day this landscape sinsta



largely rural population, with Coventry being the only major urban centre located within the valley,

and developed agricultural industriés.

East Midlands

West Midlands
Inner Midlands

Cotswold Scarp & Vale

) )t f—] 20 kilometres

Figure 15 The SulProvinces of the Avon Valley, after Roberts and Wrathiindlowerre et al., 2011)

The selection of a valley was favoured over an anthropogenic unit, such as a county or 4 Phaissh.
attempted to remove the bias placed on a dataset by a study area defined by modern administrative
units which hold little relgance to the early medieval perigd/heatley, 1993, p. 137The Modifiable

Areal Unit Problem recognises that the selection of a study area is arbitrary and influenced by the
preconceptions of the researcher. As such, they are subjective and can affect the results of analyses

(Harris, 2006, p. 49By selecting a natural rather than a human unit of land it was hoped that this

3 See Plates & 9 for images characterising the Avon Valley.
4The Avon Valley actually incorporates most of Warwickshire, large parts of Wordesteand Gloucestershire, and smaller areas of
Oxfordshire, Leicestershire, Northamptonshire, and the West Midlands, see Figure 1.3.
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problem will, in part, have been mitigated. Furthermore, it has Giegfly been shown that river valleys
were central to the development of early medieval politi&raper, 2006; Hamerow et al., 2013;
Hooke 2009, p. 85; Semple, 2008hus, the selection of a valley as a unit of study should hold some
relevance to the 8 to mid-7"" centuriesand should assist research focussed on the growth of early
medieval kingdoms. The nature of archaeological recoakxy supports the selection of a river valley
as a study area. The frafraining character of river gravels, which leads to the development of
distinctive cropmarks, largecale gravel extraction, and modern development in the-lamds means
that the ardaeological dataset is biased towards river vall@smondeCleary, 1982, p.% Leech,
1977, p. 3) Such a bias, whilst problematic for studies of uplands, benefits a \atgyic study with

many more sites identified in these environments than elsewhere.

Having decided that a river valley should be used to define the areaseéreh, this particular valley

was chosen for its potential to add to our understanding of the early medieval period. This part of
England suffers from a general lack of research when compared to other regions, such as the Upper
Thames Valley, Kent, andgEAnglia. There is no book titldahgloSaxon Warwickshirer Anglo-Saxon
WorcestershirenoWest Midlands: a gazetteer of AngRaxon and Viking Sites y 2 -SHXoy \Adst2
aARflyRad 9f SOGNRBYAO 51 GForasSQs | yYRosgqentlyithey & T3
frameworks by which we attempt to understand the early medieval period rarely incorporate evidence
from this region. Sites like Wasperton and StretmmFosse are sometimes chefpjcked to illustrate
specific points, namely ideas of padebman continuity, but they are removed from their regional
context and lose their true significance. Not only does this mean that the Avon Valley is under
represented in current scholarship on the period, but that narratives developed for early medieval

WoIfFYRQ FNB NBLEffe 2yfe NBESOHyld G2 OSNIIFAYy LI

5c.f. AngleSaxon OxfordshiréBlair, 1994)AngleSaxon Cambridgeshi(@aylor, 1978)Early Angl&saxon SusséXVelch, 1983)Y orkshire:

a gazetteer of Angl®axon and Viking SitéBoints, 2007)A Gazetteer of AngiBaxon and Viking Sites: County Durham & Northumberland
(Points, 2012 i K$ I BRyatySy i 9t SEdabkeRafid Harrifgton] 2068)nd Th@Origins allessex ProjeqiHamerow
etal., 2013)

11



The reasons behind this neglect by archaeologists are not obvious to this author. There is not a lack of
evidence in the area as there is a wealth of toponymic, histhrecal archaeological data to draw from

in the Avon Valley. The English Plhme Society has conducted and published surveys of all the
counties which fall within the valle§Cox, 1998; Gelling and Stenton, 1953; Gover et al., 1936, 1933;
Mawer and Stenton, 1927; Smith, 196&)d both Gelling1992)and Hooke(2009)have devoted
FAINIKSNI FGdSyaAzy 2Congues chdrlers hatedal@airecéived d2gpadl Wealdf t NB
scholarly attention thanks to the Worcester Cartulary and the survival of over 4ZCqmgquest

documents relating to thevest Midlands(Hooke, 2009, p. 52, 1999, 1990, 1984jchaeological

studies have been conducteddpbut for various reasons these have failed to make the impact on

scholarship that the valley deserves.

YFGS tNBGdGeQa R2002NIf dKSaAas WeKS 28gna® . 2 NRSNJ
OSylGdzNAS&a ! 5Q | G0SYLIsDRthergon BaNey ifi Bne $t@qP935) KBS NJ (1 KS &
research into the Welsh Borders and the Severn and Avon Valleys iff %" centuries showed

both the importance of broadening our research into westerly regions and the benefit of a coherent

study. Yet, her work remains unputitied and little known. Furthermore, a number of significant sites,

sites which potentially alter the interpretation of the region, have been identified since the time of her

research, such as Waspert@arer et al., 2009)A greater number of sites have also been written up

YR LMzt AAaKSR aAyO0S t NB-GniFéssHiords 2008)BeckifFRANIBS/isdnY LI SY {
and Hill, 19961 . A & K 2 (BQlBrook, 2080Fa@dSAlveston ManofFord, unpub.fC2 NRQ& | NI A Of
FNRY wmpdc NBLNBaSyida || aSO2yR FGdSYLW -Saion I O2KS:
OSYSGUSNASE Ift2y3 (GKS ! @2y =+t f SeparkcularigfacusSedonz yf & |
the distribution of material culture; it made no reference to settlements, the landscape, or even wider
OdzNAFf LINF OGAOSad !'a gAlGK tNBGGEQa GKSairaz C2NRQ

published only in aagional journal seemingly overlooked by early medieval archaeologists, the

6 The Alveston Manor report iy to be published, and with the death of Bill Ford it remains to be seen if it ever will be, but the write up
has been completed and is accessible at Archaeology Warwickshire.
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Transactions of the Birmingham and Warwickshire Archaeological Sdttetyhas become otdated

and a number of burial sites have been identified since its publication, ingu8itiesleyPalmer,

2003) Bank Farm, near Dumbletd@oleman et al., 2006Walton Cardif{Hart and McSloy, 2008)

FYR GKS odaNAFE Oft2alsS (2 GKS YAy3aQa {iG2ySz wz2ff

despite possessing sigicdint potential for archaeological research, the Avon Valley remains an enigma

G unappreciated and overlooked.

IRON AGE o

el 20 kilometres

Figure 16 The Iron Age frontier in the Avon Valley after Todd (1973), Whitwell (1982), Van Arsdell (1994)] #3&)ttand
White (2007)

Such an oversight on the part of archaeological research, if not a result of a lack of data, is perhaps a
consequence of the peripheral nature of the Avon Valley, with a number of researchers having asserted
that the valley lay whin frontier zones in the Iron Age and Roman periods, as well as in the early
medieval period. In the Iron Age, To@®73, pp. 1815), Whitwell (1982) Booth(1996, p. 53)Van

Arsdell(1994, p. 24)and White(2007, pp. 3842), whilst not in total agreement regarding the exact

13



location, have all argued that the frontier betweéhe Corieltauvi and the Dobunni lay in the north

eastern part of the Avon Valley, broadly in the region of Watling Stfegti(e 1.5.

In the early Roman period, Webster asserted that the Fosse Way road formed a military ffoe&5i&y

p. 49) However, this interpretation of the Fosse Way has garnered criti@dimBooth, 1996, p. 28;

Frere, 1999, p. 62)f the Fosse Way was at one point a frontier, it was a temporary one and the

emphasis was on forard movement, with the forts of the Avon Valley attesting to Bsoth, 1996,

p. 28) Given that the identification of the Fosse Way Frontier is questionable and that, should it have

existed, it was likely to have been shdixted, it is all the more interesting that a distinction can be

observed tloughout the Roman period between the Avon Valley and the rest of the west Midland

region. Esmond€leary regardedthenorth SA G SNy T 2yS 2F (KS 6Sad aARtly
with its social and ideological structures based on a late Iron Agenaastonomy that did not fit with

Roman conceptual frameworks. This contrasted with his seastern zone which he characterised as
WAYY20F GABSQ 'yR GSEKAOAGAGEE tyg a0 dzO f(EaNdNde EMEdryNIK S NA & L

2011, pp. 138142)" Recently, data brought together by the Roman Rural Settlement Project has

O

supported Esmondé f S NE Q& 20aSNIPI A2y asy aKz-gastypadofkhes (KS
west Midland region, in which the Avon Valley lies, contrasts with the patterns seen to thewesth
rectangular and masonry buildings are more common onvitla farms; coins are found more widely;

more villas have been identified; and complarm types are more common than elsewhere in the

region. These characteristics mean that the see#tstern part of the west Midland region, and
particularly the Avon Valley, share more in common with the south east of England than with the rest

of the west Midlands(Brindle, 2014) Thus, whilst the Fosse Way Frontier, if it existed, is likely to have

been transitory in its nature, the Avon Valley does appear to have represented a watershed between

two characteristically distinctanes in the Roman perioérigure 1.7.

"The Avon valley liesonthe nosthSa G SNy SR3IS 2F 9-daveniéh8 / f S NBQa azdziK
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Figure 17. The Fosse Way Frontier after Webster (1958) and Esnttliedey (2011)

If the Avon Valley was, or was perceived to have been, a peripheral landscape, then the lack of research
into this valley may be a result of greater weight afforded in academic research to territorial cores at
the expense of frontier areas. This investigation aims to refocus research and to use the peripheral
position of this valley to its advantage. Theeatition in historical sources to &"-¢entury socie

political boundary in the valley attracted rather than deterred this research, providing the perfect
environment in which to study polity formation from a new perspective and to test a new
archaeologicly driven methodology for the identification of frontier zones. At the same time this

research will advance the study of this neglected region.

1.4 Archaeological Background: the Avon Valley in the Roman period

Before any study of a place and a periodh t& commenced it is essential to give an overview of the

environment from which it evolved. For any study of the early medieval period this entails the daunting

15



task of summarising the Roman period. Having expanded into the Avon Valley in the earlylfd mid
century, the Roman armies would have encountered a landscape divided between the two late Iron
Age tribal units of the Dobunni and the Corieltauvi (Booth, 1996, p. 26). This landscape was populated
by widespread but patchy settlements which, given tidesence of evidence for nucleated sites,
apparently lacked significant social stratification (Booth, 1996, p. 28). Roman expansion into the valley
was facilitated and maintained by the extensive network of roads which-arissed the landscape
(Booth, 2002, p. 5). These roads supported the development of the two main forts in the valley,
Baginton and Alcester, and possibly two further smaller forts or temporary camps at Budbrooke,
Warwick, and Orchard Hill Farm, Stratford (Booth, 1996, p. 28). Witkessibly four) forts, the Avon
Valley appears to have represented an area of lower density military presence compared to elsewhere
in the west Midlands (Esmonde Cleary, 2011, p. 128). This military presence was not only scarce, but
seems to have been shelived and periodic, confined to the mitf century, the late T and early 2
century, and then the late"8century(Booth, 1996, pp. 280; Booth and Evans, 2002, pp. §803;

Hobley, 1975, 1973, 1969)

The concentration of known sites may be partially due to recovery biases, sughvat extraction

and modern development; however, a distinction can still be made between the density of sites known
from the Avon compared to say the Severn Valley (Esmonde Cleary, 2011, p. 128), which implies the
apparent settlement focus in the Avon, iat least in part, a true reflection of identifiably Roman
settlement patterns. This distinction has been borne out by the findings of the Roman Rural Settlement
Project, whose data suggest that this part of the west Midland region had quite a diffdrardater,

having more in common with the souttast region of the country than with the rest of the west

Midland region(Brindle, 2014)

Nucleated sites, such as Alcester, Chesterton, Tripontium, Princethorpe, Dorn, and Tideiegton
with the exception of the latter, found beside the main roads and in locations where no late Iron Age

activity has been identified (Booth, 2002, p. 9, 1996, p. 51). Within the valley, however, Alcester
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dominates discussion. Its size, complexity ahpldiversity of building forms, number of late Roman
stone buildings, possible mansio and substantial stone warehouse, ariétasrury defensive circuit

¢ extensively reinforced and rebuilt in thé' 4enturyg have led excavators to describe the siethe
principal Roman settlement in the region and amongst the upper orders of the small towns identified

in Roman Britain (Booth, 2002, p. 5, 1996, p. 32). Furthermore, it has been argued that the mansio and
the unusually large warehouse, the continugditary presence into the™ century, and the apparent
significance of the town regionally might reflect a local government function, perhaps within the
northern territory of the Dobunni (Booth, 1996, p. 32). However, the warehouse, evidence for a large
YIFEN] SG LX I OS:T FyR GKS {(26yQa LRaArAGdAz2y 06SaAiARS |
or alternatively functioned as a major regional economic centre (Cracknell, 1996, p. 134, 1989, pp. 58

59; Cracknell et al., 1994, pp. 2ZH8).

The othemajor nucleated sites in the valley are less well understood, but seem to share a number of
characteristics: unlike Alcester, there is no evidence of a military phase; they possessed defensive
circuits of likely 3 or 4" century date; there is evidencef substantial buildings; and, with the
exception of Tiddington, they lay beside ledigtance roadg Chesterton, Princethorpe, and Dorn on

the Fosse Way and Tripontium on Watling Street (Booth, 1996, g883Burnham and Wacher, 1990,

pp. 249;255; Hingky, 1985; McWhirr, 1981, pp. §61; Palmer, 2009; Stanley and Stanley, 1960, 1959;
Taylor, 1967). The direct relationship between the Roman road network and these sites, excluding
Tiddington, has led to the interpretation that these settlements fulfillefuaction related to the
collection of tolls or taxes from travellers (McWhirr, 1981, pp;@l). Tiddington, on the other hand,

has been interpreted as a market which brought together agricultural produce from the local area and

attained a moderate levelf wealth (Booth, 1996, p. 38; Palmer, 1981, p. 23).

Additional sites, such as Brailes, StretmmFosse, Marlcliff and Staple Hill south of BidfordAvon,
Billesley, and Bidfordn-Avon itself, might usefully be described as minor nucleated settlements

(Booth, 1996, p. 39). Again, the Roman road network seems to have been an influencing factor for
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growth, with Bidfordon-Avon apparently developing due to its location where Ryknield Street fords
GKS 1 @2y yR . Aff Sat Se Qa osHioh®bmwthekSaltvdy Snkayybaniiedn STFSOG &
the markets at Alcester and Tiddington (Booth, 1996, p. 39; Palmer, 2003).

Away from these roads the Avon Valley was dotted with rural settlements and villas, the latter of which
were rare in the west Midlands andrfoed distinct clusters in the Avon Valley, the Cotswold Fringe,
and in the hinterland of Wroxeter (Booth, 2002, p. 6; Copeland, 2011; Hurst et al., 2002; Lockett, 2002;
McWhirr, 1981). A study of the villas in the valley is severely hampered by a laxgawgton and

their role within the local economy is poorly understood (Booth, 2002, p. 7). The complexity of some
of the villa sites, particularly the villas of Spoonley Wood and Wadfield outside Winchcombe,
Gloucestershire (McWhirr, 1981, pp.@), sugests a degree of wealth, but how this related to the
wider economic landscape remains uncertain. Lower status rural settlements are similarly obscure. In
the Avon Valley, the use of rectilinear enclosures in the middle Iron Age and late Iron Age litesites
Brandon Grounds and Park Farm, BidfordAvon and the use of curvilinear enclosures on Roman
sites such as Bidford Grange makes the dating of sites by their morphology incredibly challenging
(Booth, 1996, p. 42). Where Roman dates have been establish is possible to observe
concentrations of occupation in the bottom of the Avon Valley and in the valleys of its southerly
tributaries extending up on to the edges of the Cotswolds. Careful surveys using aerial photographs in
the upper Arrow and Alnealleys have also suggested that occupation stretched north of the Avon
towards the Forest of Arden (Booth, 1996, p. 44). At sites such as Furzens Farm, Wyre Piddle and
Throckmorton Airfield, both in Worcestershire, it has been demonstrated that, unlikemthjpr
nucleated settlements, some of the rural settlements had their origins in the late Iron Age (Lockett,
2002, p. 3) and there also appears to have been a dislocation of rural settlements iff ten@iry

which was not seen at the major settlemends few continued through into the4century (Booth,

2002, p. 7).
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Very little can be said about Roman burial sites within the Avon Valley as so few examples have been
identified. Whilst scattered burials have been identified at Alcester and Tiddingtese thre likely to

belong to the later Roman period; no formal cemeteries similar to the type known to ring the small
town of Dorchesteton-Thames in the Upper Thames Valley have been found (Booth, 1996, p. 45;
Harman et al., 1978). Burials have been repdrirom outside the enclosed settlement of Tripontium,

but again these are likely to belong to the late Roman period (Cameron and Lucas, 1966¢hp4139

as are the rural cemeteries of Wasperton and StrettonFosse (Carver et al., 2009, p. 135; Foo@3?

p. 3). Thus, the funerary practices of the earlier Roman period remain elusive and it has been suggested
that the people of the Avon Valley may have continued to practice late Iron Age burial customs (Booth,

1996, p. 45).

More data are available fondustry and trade, though the extensive investigations into Alcester

continue to bias research. Four industries or resources are said to have characterised the valley and its

immediate surrounds: salt, timber, pottery, and agriculture. Immediately to tbghawest of the

valley lay Droitwich, Roma®alinae a major inland salt production site in the Roman pefiddrst et

al., 2006; Hurst and Aitken, 1997; Woodiwiss et al., 19892)Droitwich was linked to the Avon Valley

by a number of roads, it is highlikely that salt was an important commaodity traded through the Avon

markets, such as Alcester (Cracknell et al., 1994, pw288J. Plentiful timber resources would have

been provided by the Forest of Arden which swept along the northern slopes ofalhey vand

EsmondeCleary has suggested that wood may have been exported from here to the less forested

areas to the south and east (2011, p. 131). The Arden also provided wood for pottery kilns which

developed along its fringes at Mancettelartshill, Wappnbury, Rytoron-Dunsmore, Bubbenhall,

and Lapworth (Booth, 1996, pp. d®; Esmonde Cleary, 2011, p. 128). The extensive industry at

MancetterHartshill, which consisted of at least 61 kilns (Booth, 2002, p. 8), lay immediately beyond

the northern edge othe valley and dated to the early®o mid-4™ centuries. It produced tile and

glass along with ceramics and its mortaria were circulated across the Midlands and into the north of
NAGIAY Fa FIENIFA | FRNARFYQa 2dalfinfscalé, B&oth arguEd thathdc =
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agriculture would probably have been the most important resource in the valley. Using the faunal
assemblages at Alcester he concluded that there was a substantial rural economy supporting urban
market centres (Booth, 1996, g7). This seems to be sustained by the excavations at Billesley in the
hinterland of Alcester, which identified corn drying ovens, a feature which was absent at Alcester
(Palmer, 2003, p. 72), and marries with the interpretation of Tiddington (Palm8d,, 19 23). Spelt
appears to have been the dominant cereal crop, but local variations from this were apparent at sites
like Dunsmore where barley was more common (Booth, 2002, p. 8, 1996, p. 46). Cattle dominated the
faunal assemblages at Alcester, with giatterns indicating that cows were kept for meat, dairying,
and as draught animals. A lower number of sheep were represented, particularly older sheep; this
contrasts with the interpretation that the development of a concentration of palatfaténtury villas

in the Cotswolds, immediately south of the Avon Valley, was related to wool production (Henig and

Booth, 2000, pp. 445).

Whether or not the west Midlands and the Avon Valley were major exporters to military consumers in
the north (Esmonde Clear2011, p. 132), the pottery evidence demonstrates how the area was linked
to the rest of Roman Britaig the Oxford, Severn Valley, Malvernian, Dorset, and Nene Valley
industries, in particular, though imports from beyond the province and exotica areatigkly rare
(Booth, 1996, p. 51; Lockett, 2002, p. 7). In the Avon Valley, as in the late Iron Age, the pottery evidence
is slightly different from the surrounding region and Lockett remarked upon the higher percentage of
Oxfordshire wares here compared in the rest of Worcestershire (Lockett, 2002, p. 7). Proposing that
there may be a link between the distribution of Oxfordshire wares and the concentration of villas in
the Avon Valley, Lockett suggested that this part of the west Midlands may have rhesmn
economically developed than its neighbours (Lockett, 2002, p. 7). The propensity for the Avon Valley
to stand out within the wider west Midlands region and its apparent ties to the Upper Thames Valley
and the valleys of eastern England endured inte #arly medieval period and provide an important

line of enquiry in this research.
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1.5 Thesis Outline

To best address the aims of this research this thesis is broadly arranged in the following manner.
Chapter 2 describes the methodology and datasets usghlirwthis research. It also sets out the
theoretical framework which guided the development of this methodology and the criteria for data
selection. Given the reliance of this research on secondary data, collected by others, a review of the
various source of archaeological data is also presented in this chapter. Chapter 3 and Chapter 4
present the first set of results from a vallgyide survey, investigating the distribution of burial
practices and the distribution of patterns of landscape use, respdgtii@king the results from the
preceding chapters, Chapter 5 examines the role of routeways and existing communities fratie 5

6" centuries in more detail. To compare and contrast patterns observed in the archaeological data,
Chapter 6 then explorethe distribution of Brittonic, partly Brittonic, and Old English names which
make reference to Brittonic communities or institutions. Chapter 7 presents another comparative
study, but this time compares archaeological data from another region, the weSwrarn Valley, to
assess the strength of any conclusions drawn in the Avon Valley and to set the valley within its wider
context. This chapter concludes by offering some interpretations for the similarities and the
differences observed between the two i@&fs. Moving in to the '7 century, Chapter 8 explores how
elites developed in the Avon Valley using case studies of the great hall complexes at Hatton Rock and
Long Itchington and elite burials. Similar to Chapter 7, Chapter 9 presents data from a ngigtnbo
region, this time the middidrent Valley. The purpose of this case study is to explore the relationship
between the two regions which were to become the kingdoms of the Hwicce and Mercia. Similarities
and differences between the two datasets are simered and the process of Mercian expansion
considered. Drawing together results from all the preceding chapters, Chapter 10 sets out the evidence
for discreet zones in the Avon Valley, assesses the possible identification of frontier zone processes,

andproposes two models to explain the development of the kingdom of the Hwicce.

Finally, the thesis is brought to a close in Chapter 11 which summarises the conclusions drawn from

this research, their implications for the wider study of bounded polities artyenedieval kingdoms,
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and the areas of further research that this thesis highlights. The data used in this research are

presented in Cataloguescl5. Plates illustrating the Avon Valley landscape are found in Catalogue 6.

22



Chapter 2. Methods and Datasets.

2.1 Introduction

This chapter reviews approaches to the study of polities and frontier zones, proposes a methodology
for the investigation of these, and describes the data used. The methodology, which analyses whether
distinct sociepolitical units existed priaio the 7" century, can be used to set out a new way of thinking
about the origins and development of early medieval kingdoms. Scull has argued that whilst the study
of early medieval kingdoms often focuses on thHe& éntury, when written sources attesheir
existence(see various chapters in Bassett, 1989¢arly those kingdoms did not simply spring into
existence around 600 A(3cull, 1999; Yorke, 2001, pp. 13 &.1%)e methodology proposed here will

be applied to the investigation of the origins of one such kingdom, the kingdom of the Hwicce.

It has been asserted by Stent(®71)and by Hook&2009)that the 7"-century frontier between the
Hwicce and Mercia ran through the Avon Valley. Thus, the study area spanned both aesliippoter

zone and, importantly for comparison, areas within two distinct kingdoms. In the Avon Valley, these
historically attested kingdoms belonged to th& Zentury onwards, yet what is explored here is
evidence from the preceding two centuries. Thigddence is used to assess whether it is possible to
identify the existence of distinct polities prior to the aforementioned kingdoms and whether a frontier

zone, identified by specific processes, lay between them.

Afrontier zonds defined within thisNS & S NOK | & | (Farkér)2008, Ip. 7@Heré cuu@ly ¢
practices meet, mix, rad react to external influencegNaum, 201Q) In anthropological and
archaeological schools of thought they are characterised by both hybridisation and fragmentation
(Lightfoot and Martinez, 1995, p. 472; Naum, 2010; Parker, 2006, p. 86; Ylimaunu et al.|r2681dh
environments, the anthropologist Michaed S| N}y Se& 0SSt ASOSR GARSYGAGAS:
gAGKKSE R | (¥oR1, NEBPAS wiih & sgocial groups they delimit, frontier zones can exist

and operate at various scales, between neighbours and between pdqi@ewver, 2011, p. 187; Petts
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and Turner, 2011, p. 6; Smith, 1996; Toop, 2011, p.A@ntier zones are areas whiake fluid and
permeable(Booth, 1996, p. 53; Todd, 1973, p.T2) § KS& I NB (GKS WSt adAoO | NB
medieval kingdoms identified in the Tribal Hidg@avies and ¥rck, 1974, p. 228nd are certainly

v2i Wo2NRSNEQZ F GSNY 6KAOK AYLX ASé#arker, FORESR | YR N

Significantly, frontier zones are now recognised as places of immense social importance, with changes

within them feeding back to affect developments at the core of s@dilitical units(Flad, 2013; Hall,

2009; Lightfoot and Mdinez, 1995; Reilly, 1988Yhus, patterns observed in frontier zones can be

informative elsewhere in the socimolitical units they define. In addition to being integral to core

politics, frontier zones are essential in the definition of sequmiditical identity. As Sarah Semple
Affdza0NI GSR 6A0GK KSNIIFylLteara 2F {dzaaSEsX K2g {SNN
2FFSNI Ayardakada Aydz2 GKS SYS208BAp/ 209)Edaniplesiditadlby A RSy
Semple include Sutton Hoo and Bishopstone etmies, placed deliberately so as to be viewed by

those entering the kingdoms of East Anglia and the South Saxons, respe(@d@8y pp. 416418)

These cemeteries demonstrate the importance of frontier zones as places for polities to corataunic

their identity to outsiders, whether they be merchants, missionaries, or raiders. Furthermore, a

territorial frontier serves to both divide and bring people togettiReilly, 1988, p. 16haking thes

places dynamic and vibrant locations intrinsically linked to spolgical identity and essential to the

development of political units. Thus, these interfaces between polities offer an opportunity to explore

how polities emerged, their characteristji@nd their development.

Whilst the examples used by Semple lay on the coast, a frontier zone which is easier to identify, this
research sets out a methodology by which the possible presence of inland frontier zones can be
explored using archaeologicalidence. This methodology suggests that frontier zones need not be
marked by imposing landscape features; they might be more fluid and liable to change. To recognise
these frontier zones and the distinct polities they define requires careful examinatiotieof

distribution patterns of practices; such as burial practices, material culture, landscape use,
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monumental reuse, and place namego define distinct zones, followed by the examination of the

interfaces of these zones to see whether processes chaiatiteof frontier zones can be discerned.

2.2 Methodological Approach for the Definition of Zones
addzReé 2F LRt AGAS:

(p))

I GNIRAGAZYFE FLILINERFOK G2 (K
WL O1 1 3SaQ 2F LINI OUAYIazA DKFROBNR RSY S A FK SRdzNK R |
Y2y dzYSyidlt @FINAFOoOAfAGE (G2 RA&AGAYy3IdAAK WizySa 2
behaved the samg2011) He argued that the differences in furnished burial, sculptural traditions,
building styles, and manuscripts, when combined, might be used to define intellectual territories in
early medieval Northumberlan@Carver, 2011y [ SY2y (i 52042y Qa GKSaixa 2y
in the Eat Riding of Yorkshir@008)F Yy R LIy { YA (KQ& stN&@irShurildites iR y § K
southreast Scotland1996) also utilised monumntal variability to identify different socipolitical
if2ySad {AYAfTINIe&x wAOKIFNRA FyR ble&f2NRa 62N] Ay
Antiquities Scheme (PAS) finds to establish a fingerprint for the use of material culture intarder

define a distinct Northumbrian zon@011) In the Adur Valley, Sarah Semple investigated how the
position of cemeteries and settlements in relation to each other, existing monuments, and routeways,

might be linked to the definition of an earlyedieval territory(2008)

¢ KS aGNBy3ilK piach is tkak itidrawd upoyi 8atia®@ont lardie areas and a range of site
types, contextualising interpretations and establishing general patterns; it demonstrates how various
types of evidence might be incorporated into the study of sqmititical units, paticularly burial
practices, artefact distributions, and the positioning of sites; and it combines evidence of these
LIN} OGAOSa (G2 RSTAYS RAAUGAYOG WLIO1l3SaQ 6KAOK
related to sociepolitical groups, for eémple Northumbria, in the case of Richards & Nayfx11)

This framework contributes to the research conducted here.
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2.2.1 Cemeteries and Social Signalling: The Distribution of Burial Practices

Burial practices were chosen for analysis due to thbility to inform on communal identityDevlin,
2007; Hakenbeck, 2007; Harke, 2007; Scull, 2013; Stoodley,. 20818)recent publication on this
theme, Scull concluded that the dirsity apparent in the furnished burial rite of the early medieval
LISNA2R aYlFe 6S NBFR Fa NBLINBaSydAy3a StSyYSyida
I FF A f(2003(iph 22@)k other words, that differences observed within burial practices could be
seen as evidence of membership to different cultural groups. Furtheemtine complexity and
diversity in these practices should be able to shed light on the societies that created $teatley,
2010, p. 87) Thus, the buriapractices of this period can inform on communal narratives and
communal membership. Through analysis of the distribution of different burial practices over time and

space, therefore, the evolution of communities might be seen and patterns might be eolsefich

could signal the presence of distinct zones where people viewed and treated their dead differently.

Recorded for each site

Recorded for each burial (where possible)

Date Range of Activity on Site

Date

Number of burials
Cremation : Inhumation

Radiocarbon Date

Dominant Position of Body Deposition
Supine, Prone, Side, Flexed Cremation : Inhumation
Dominant Orientation of Burials Position

Supine, Prone, Side, Flexed, Decapitated

Number of Rows

Orientation

Inhumations containing Charcoal

Grave Structure or Lining
Barrow, Coffin, Plank or Stone Lined,

Charcoal
Decapitations Age
Demographic Composition Sex
Child and Juvenile / Adolescent / Young Adult and
Adult
Number of Weapon Burials Gender
Number of Weapon Burials as a % of Male Population | Stature
Weapon Types Isotope (Wasperton Only)
Swords Weapons

Saxon Jewellery Types

Other Grave Goods

Anglian Jewellery Types

Unfurnished Burials

Unfurnished Burials as a % of Buried Population

Associated Monuments

Associated Sites

Table 21 Data recorded for each burial site and for each burial
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Whilst all aspects of the burial rite were recorded each site and, where possible, each burial, not
all the information recorded was analysed in terms of its spatial distribution in the Avon Valley (Table

2.1).

Firstly, in order to characterise patterns common to the Avon Valley, only those practessnpat

more than one site were considered, e.g. rows were not used as they were only attested at Lower
CI NXI . AaRSdcdd due tope@Sation and reporting quality, there was simply not
enough information to analyse some practices, e.geoklgical data. Third, the uniformity of some
practices, namely burial position and the treatment of different genders, means that, whilst they can
usefully be included within the characterisation of the practices of the Avon Valley, their distribution
did not need analysing. Fourth, associated sites and monuments were not considered in the section
on burial practices and instead formed an integral part of the analysis of landscape use. Finally, there
was no intention to use all the data collected and sadtetailed dataset was only created so that it
might enable future researchWith these caveats in mind, the burial practices analysed were: the
ratio of inhumation to cremation burials; the orientation of inhumation burials; the presence of
charcoallined inhumation burials; the relative frequency of weapon burials; and the distribution of
dress accessory types. The extents of Alveston Manor, Strettdrosse, Lower Farm, Wasperton, and
Beckford A along with the majority of burials from Beckford B aliebed to have been identified and
cemetery size is considered throughdBarnard,1925; Carver et al., 2009, p. 132; Cook, 1958; Evison

and Hill, 1996, pp. 36 & 39; Ford, 2003, p. 77, unpub., p. 95)

2.2.1.1 Cremation Burials

Carver et al., drawing upon the rarity of the cremation rite in the Avon Valley, suggested that where it
doesoccur it may indicate the presence of a different burial custom practiced by a different social

group (2009, p. 135). This interpretation, however, has it problems and, whilst it has been recognised

8Bill Ford argued that burials at Strett@m-Fosse were arranged into rows but this author remains unconvif@2@@3) Looking at the
cemetery plan and, in particular, the orientation of graves, it seems possible that the inhumations were laid out arourmva dadence
of which might have been removed throughodernquarrying prior to excavatio(see Catalogue 1 for plan)

9 The complete dataset is found in Catalogue 1
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that the introduction of this cremation rite to Englanmthe 5th century and its maintenance through

0KS cUuK OSyiddnNE ¢l a tA1Ste G2 oS + aqadlaSySyd 27
amongst the North Sea communities (Williams, 2002, p. 68), it would be a mistake to solely assign
expressions asocicpolitical identity to this burial rite. Sites where it has been possible to demonstrate
progression from cremation to inhumation practices, for example, suggest that changing beliefs within

one community may affect the choice to cremate or to inhuaral that the arrival of a new social

group is not necessary to explain the introduction of a new rite (Scull, 2013). To explore these opposing

views, data will be collected from the Avon Valley to analyse temporal and spatial change in the use of

the cremation burial practice.

2.2.1.2 Orientation of Inhumation Burials
l'd LINI 2F GKS &adzA S 27F LINI @i AOdda2008,pA18K Javids,] S  dzLJ

1988, p. 220; Lucy, 2002)he predominance of a particular orientation of inhumation may be
instructive of evolving beliefs or ¢hpresence of different groups of people. Aékauville, in north
western France, for example, two distinct phases of burial were apparent: one dated to theé%late 3
Century, with inhumations aligned norouth, and another dated to the mi&" Century, with
inhumations aligned westast (Effros, 2003, pp. 14B). Aralysis of whether the orientation of
inhumation burials is dictated by geographical or chronological factavbether it is likely to be a
02y aSljdzSyO0S 2F | o0dzNRARIf Qa mightSthegeie, Advance ldBearghii A 2 Yy A Y
into the intemal development of a group or, alternatively, provide evidence for the existence of distinct
groups. To conduct this analysis, negthuth and soutknorth burials were assessed together, as were
eastwest and weskast burials. This was on account of nbtthe excavation reports recording the
position of the head in the burial.

2.2.1.3 Charcodlined Inhumation Burials

Charcoalined inhumation burials are defined as inhumations where there is evidence for spreads of
charcoal either lining the whole gramenderlying the head or pelvis, scattered across the whole grave,

or focussed in particular areas around the body. These burials should not be confused with the charcoal
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burials of the 9th to 11th centuries which are often associated with Christian peacéind found on
consecrated ground. Examples of this later type of practice have been found in burials at the cathedrals
in Oxford, Hereford, Worcester, and York (Richards 2002:164; Hadley 20@2-2)18nd the monastic

site at Bath (Peter Davenport peSomm. Feb 2015). It has been argued by Richards (2002:164) and
Hadley (2002:21-219) that this rite may have had a symbolic meaning linked to preserving the
individual from corruption and securing the integrity of the soul. These burials were, therefore,
intrinsically linked to Christian belief in the afterlife. In the qoanversion period, a different

explanation must be sought.

No study into the origin and distribution of charcéi@ed burials in the early medieval period appears

to have been conductednd this unusual practice remains enigmatic. In his musings on the topic, Ford
has variously suggested a Roman or a Merovingian influence, which came into England via Kent, for
the origin of this practicg-ord, 2003, p. 103By studying the distribution ohese burials in England

and by comparing early medieval data with Romdritish evidence, it is possible to assess the validity

2F C2NRQa OflAvyao LG Aa Ffaz2 LkRaairofsS G2 lFaaSa

burials which may iridate the presence of distinct zones within the Avon Valley.

2.2.1.4 Frequency of Weapon Burial

Harke has suggested that variability in the frequency of weapon burials was not solely linked to wealth
but also to the contrasting social structures found iffatent regions(1989, pp. 5051). In other
words, that the skection of individuals for burial with weapons was dependent on social factors
dictated by local or regional agend@sarke, 1989, p. 59)t follows, therefore, that mapping weapon
burial frequencies may be able to reveal geographical patterns which might be linked to different

sociapolitical groups.

Heinrich Harke has been analysingweapon burial rite in early medieval England since the late 1980s
(Harke, 2014, 2005, 2001, 1997, 1992, 1988) his extensive research has led him to the conclusion

0KIF GY &Jaxon ihhynihfiog was furnished with wisns not because it was the burial of an
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individual warrior- it was furnished with weapons in order to display the status of a family which was

2F DSNXIYyAO RSaOSyd IyR gK2aS adl (dz992 p.as53) t a2 Ay
¢Kdzaz GKS AyOfdzaAizy 2F ¢gStLRya Ay | o6d2NARIFE 06SI N&
experience of fightingH&ke, 2005, p. 205, 1992, p. 15Eurthermore, the peak of the weapon burial

rite in the late ¥' to mid-6" centuries suggests that the presence of warfare was not a determining

factor in the deposition of weapons; at this time there is an interlude leetwvdocumented battles

and it appears that the period was one of relative peéldérke, 2005, p. 199, 1997, p. 12%he

provision of weapns, therefore, was a display of social and political alignment, one that particularly
emphasised perceived decent from Germanic lineages. However, the correlation between peak
weapon burial and the interlude in warring might suggest that the burial fge acted as a proxy for

war; whereby the heroic ideology of the Germanic conquest could not be expressed through battles

and was, therefore, ritually expressed through the display of weapons, themselves a material
manifestation of violence, in the grayelarke, 1997, p. 125Yhe inclusion of weapons indtburials

of the Avon Valley should consequently be seen as evidence of male individuals, or groups of male
individuals, with greater disposable wealth, who perceived themselves to be the descendants of
Germanic migrants and inheritors of the Germanic amsl myth. These men were buried in

cemeteries alongside people not afforded burial with weapgiisese graves may be those of both
RomaneBritons and lower status migrantsiarke, 2005, p. 202, 1992, p. 1%3)hus, the wapon

burial rite might additionally be seen as evidence of mixed societies.

In order to explore this possibility, data was collected to investigate the frequency of the weapon burial
rite within the Avon Valley. To analyse the frequency of weapon burialengst the total male
population, 50% of the ugendered or ursexed individuals at each Avon Valley site were assumed to
be male. Weapon burials were then assessed as a proportion of the maximum number of burials
assigned a male gender/sex plus half & thdividuals where no gender/sex could be established. This
method attempts to correct the lack of consideration given to unfurnished graves or graves containing
only gender neutral grave goods. It is appreciated that this is a simplified methodology,vioas
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hoped that, through considering this alongside proportions of weapon burials per total population and

total male population, a more nuanced picture of the weapon burial rite might be achieved.

2.2.1.5 Dress Accessory Types

John Blair explored theosial and commercial contacts of the people of tled@ntury Upper Thames
Valley through the distribution of a dress accessory characteristic of the¢arasat saucer brooches
(1994, p. 16)In developing his argument, Blair stated that the scarcity of Anglian rabierihe %'-
century Upper Thames Valley was evidence of much weaker links between these culturally distinct
regions at this time, a situation which he saw as changing by thesfhimbntury as interegional
exchange systems expandéP94,pp. % 16). Thus, the distribution of dress accessory types can be
used to investigate both the presence of sepulitical units and the development of inteegional

contacts.

It is understood that dress accessories moved for a variety of reasonsabakchanged objects and

worn ornaments. Without being able to differentiate between the two means of travel on the current
available evidence, no comment is made here on how this material entered the Avon Valley. What was
considered was the distributionf enaterial indicating different areas of influence and contact within

the Avon Valley. For this analysis, dress accessories were grouped according to generally recognized
types and assigned a region of ori@fliable 2.2; Aberg, 1926; Carver et al., 2009; Dickinson, 1993, 1979;
Ford, unpub.; Hines, 1997; Leeds, 1945; Martin, 20%9he number of each dress accessory type was
then recorded. This was not possible at all burial sseaot all contained dress accessories and not all

reports recorded the type of dress accessory present.

10 Al the Great Square Headed brooches known from the Avonval®f 2y 3 G2 | Ay Sra Derafokellikel$ th berofah y R 6
eastern origin.
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Focus of Distribution Dress Accessory Type

East Anglia and East Cruciform Brooch, Small Long Brooch, Swastika Brooch, Great Square
Midlands Headed Brooch, Wrist Clasps, Girdle Hangers

Upper Thames Valley Disc Brooch, Saucer Brooch, Small Long Square Headed Brooch

Kent Composite Brooch, Great Square Headed Brooch

Widespread Annular Brooch, Penannular Brooch

Table 22. Categories of dress accessory and their assigned focus of distribution.

2.2.2 Analysing Patterns of Landscajse

Active use of both the human and physical landscape played an important role in the creation of early
medieval authority, identity, ideology, and ancestGarver, 2011, p. 187; Harke, 2001, p. 19; Semple,
2013, pp. 1459). In her recent publication, Sarah Semple argued that the use of monuments and the
wider landscape were drawn into the creation and maintenance of regicarahtives which actively
shaped the world views of early medieval communi{ig@13) Thus, the way in which the landscape
was organised can inform upon the communities who made it their home. Additionally, by including
evidence from the landscape, the focus of research was not solely placed on burials nor wasetconfin

to within early medieval sites, being able to instead incorporate data from outside these sites.

The approach adopted here used methodologies developed by studies across early medieval England:
Semple for West Sussex, Yorkshire, and north Wilt§a0&3) Draper for Wiltshiré2006) Dobson for

East Yorkshirg2008) and Smith for soutleast Scotland(1996) These methods included the
establishment of distinct patterns of landscape use which can then be defined as characteristic of
separate early medieval communities. Semple, for example, with reference to the reuse of prehistoric
monuments defined patterns of landscape use and burial traditions that were typical of the territories

of West Sussex, Deira, and North Wiltsli2@13, pp. 2@26, 2438, 4@45 respectively)in contrast,

but to the same end, Draper focused on the regional pattern of early medieval settlement to identify

a distinct signature within Wiltshir€2006) The aspects of the landscape analysed here are: the
topography at each site; the reuse of extant sites; the focumctifity on routeways; and the position

of great hall complexes.
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2.2.2.1 Site Topography

The topographical setting of early medieval sites is a relatively new area of research within the
discipline. Howard Williams, whilst acknowledging the importancehgtjzal landscape features for

the development of burial sites in thé"So 7" centuries, only cited studies of prehistoric landscapes
(1998, p. 92)Indeed, it does appear to be a more frequently studied topic amongst prehistorians, and
Parkert S NRIQPO¥ R ¢ (AME)pSperQadre good examples, but it is a topic which is starting

to be addressed by those studying the early medieval period. Williams himself stated that grave
orientations were often influenced by naturkndscape feature§1998, p. 97)thus recognising the
importance of the landsape for the development of sites. Draper has taken the study further and
argued that nodal places in the early medieval landscape usually developed where three topographical
characteristics combined river crossings, natural springs, and low hills surdmdchby marsi{2004,

p. 188) Furthermore, he pointedo the topographical elements in many of the earliest Old English
settlement names as evidence of the importance of the physical landscape in the shaping of the human
landscapgDraper, 2004, p. 78Baker and Brooks also argued that specific topographical features, in
particular, hanging promontories, were favouremt the holding of moots in the AngiBaxon period
(2013, pp. 148152). Most recently, Harrington and Welch explored the topography at sites across the
south of Britain to assess continuity and discontinuity between the late Roman andneedigval
periods(2014, p. 74)Importantly, through their case studies they demonstrated how the positioning

of sites might be linked to the political strategies of early political urrrington and Welch, 2014,

p. 94) In these studies, it was illustrated how the landscape was used teedebddal points, meeting
places, and political strategies. It could be argued, therefore, that these studies demonstrate how the

position of sites within the landscape can be linked to sqilitical agendas.

2.2.2.2 Monumentality and the Reuse of Monuntse

The creation and maintenance of communal and elite identity through the reuse of monuments, or

WSEGIyG aaiasSaqQ 6488 o0St26 F2NI | ST A YK Bradey, 0 I A\

1987; Carver, 2011, p. 187; Halsall, 2010, ppg258; Harke, 2001, p. 19; Semple, 2013; Williams,
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1998; Yof¢, 2007%p wA OKF NR . N} Rf S@Qa LJ LISNJ SELX 2NAYy3 GKS N
structures and the prehistoric monuments in the Yeavering landscape brought the subject to the fore

S GAld &S S Yhmole activk ManreKiSordelttaa i 6 1 &
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who expanded the purpose of monumental reuse to include the construction and negotiation of origin

myths, identities, and social structurés998) In addition, Williams identified a chronological aspect

to the practice, with communal burial grounds focusing on th@smuments in the 8 to 7" centuries

and the rise of an elite practice in thé" Tentury (1998, p. 103) This, he argued, reflects the

development of new elite groups at this time. Finally, research into this practice culminated with Sarah
{SYLX SQ&a Lzt AOFGA2Y AYy HnAnMoXI 6KAOK &daNadé&e SR O NR
able to demonstrate both the cohesiveness of the practice and its regionality. Thus, within the Avon

Valley, any patterns in the construction of monuments and reuse of extant sites may be demonstrative

of particular sociepolitical ideals or conages and any spatial differences observed in these may

represent the presence of different sogmmlitical groups. Given the scarcity of possible examples of
monumentality in the Avon Valley (see discussion of two possible sites in Chapter 4.3), thishresear

focuses on monumental reuse.

2.2.2.3 Landscapes and Movement

The importance of main rivers and Roman roads in the early medieval period has often been inferred
from the archaeological record. The rivagntric nature of early medieval communities andiries,

for example, has been widely recognisgghker and Brookes, 2013, p. 149; Draper, 2004, p. 117;
Hamerow, 2012, p. 3damerow et al., 2013, p. 51; Hooke, 2001, p. 161; Semple, 2013, 56,19
2008, p. 418)Early territorial units appeared to focus on river catchmdbBusaper, 2004, p. 118nd

the place names of such territories often reflected tlgsthe Arosazetna in the Arrow Valley,
Warwickshire, the Pencerseetan in the Parddley, Staffordshire, and the Tomsaetan in the Teme
Valley, ShropshiréHooke, 2001, p. 1615ettlements, meeting places, and battles have frequently

been evidenced at nodal points along the cousenajor rivers such as at fords and confluen@sker
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and Brookes, 2013, p. 149; Hamerow et al., 2013, p. 51; Hooke, 2009, p. 102; Semple, 2013, pp. 85 &
91). Similarly, Roman roads have been identified as important foci of early medieval 48aksr and

Brookes, 2013, p. 149; Palmer, 2003, p. 51; Reynolds, 2009; Reynolds and Langlands, 2011; Semple,
2013, p. 34) In particular, crossroads have been highlighted as places of significance within the
landscape(Reynolds, 2009; Reynolds and Langlands, 200Hgse thoroughfares, main rivers and
Roman roads, provided access and opportunities for greater visibility and control. They were,
therefore, integral to the emmunication of information between and within early medieval
communities(Reynolds and Langlands, 2011, p. 428)w these major routeways were used in the

Avon Valley could, therefore, be indicative of wider sqmititical agendas andoasequently, any

differences in their use may imply the presence of distinct communities.

2.2.2.4 Great Hall Complexes
¢KS WANBIG KFEfftQ O2YLX SESa 2F 1 Fid2y"waid I yR

century sites where occupation agitly (or nortburial activity) has been identified in the Avon Valley.

In a dataset dominated by cemetery evidence, their importance for providing information about the
living population cannot be overemphasised. Significantly, these sites also allovt ingigh period
integral to this thesis: the'Tcentury. For it was within the socjmlitical climate of this century that
both the hall complexes and the boundaries of the diocese of Worcester, believed to delimit the

kingdom of the Hwicce, were estadtied.

Great hall complexes are characterised by a number of features which are found in various
combinations (James et al., 1984, p. 184These include: exceptionally large rectangular and
substantial eartiast foundation timber buildings with a large focal building;npled layouts, often
AK2gAy3 FEAAYYSYyld 2N wO2dzNIi & NRQ |+ NNJayiasethasSy G aT
1984,p.184p ¢KS f I NBHS GAYOSNI 6dzAf RAy3da YA3IAKGE 68 ARS
h9 WKdza QOX 6AlGK Tt ¥2amerowNa11 3. 1AppSBikgeSt@nceways in then n Y
centre of the long walls, and often with annexes at one or both gddmes et al., 1984, p. 184)

excavationit has been repeatedly observed that these buildings were made up of combinations of
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square modules, a phenomenon which has apparently been borne out by the evidence from aerial
photographs, with the double square being most comnfdameset al., 1984, pp. 188.89) These

great halls first appeared at the very end of tHed early 7' century(Brennan and Hamerow, 2015,

p. 345; Hamerow, 2012, p. 103; Thomas, 2013, p. &2id) Marshall and Marshall have argued that

the tradition spread to the Midland region of England from the south and the nd®93, p. 395)
However, the strength of their argument is uncertain and obscured both by a lack afatian at

these sites and the paucity of dating evidence sufficient enough to make such claims. In addition,
where this building practice arrived from in the north and south of England has been the source of
some serious debatgHamerow, 2011, p. 130; James et al., 1984, ppg206; Marshall and Marshall,

1993) One of the most recent contributionst&th & RSo6 I 4GS gl a . fFANRa 02y O0Sa:

or influence must be considered a possibi(@p13, p. 25)

14 ¢gA0K GKS 2NARA3IAyaEa 2F INBI G KIff &2adsasolbBeyspry NBIIF N
Whilst all agree that they were higgtatus sites, opinion is divided as to the identity of the kétgitus
individuals at these sites: kings, tribal lead@f®odges, 1982, p. 49; Marshall and Marshall, 1993, p.
400;Rahtz, 2014; Wilson, 2014nd aristocratic familieBrookes, 2010, pp. 667; Hamerow, 2012,

p. 103; Millett, 1984, p. 249; Welch, 1992, ppcBY) have all been propounded. Whilst the precise
nature of the status of thendividuals controlling these sites is debated, all are in agreement that these
sites represented the upper echelons of early medieval society. As described in Beowulf, these halls
were central to kinship and the creation and maintenance of-fatdiner rdationships through the

acts of feasting, gift giving, judicial hearings, land granting, and law m@katgz, 2014; Ware, 2005,

p. 154) They were also intrinsically linked to cultic activities: the careful alignment of buildings, which
may have facilitated procession; placed deposits such as the cache of cattle skedverting D2;
tentative evidence of gold smithing at Sutton Courtenay; the association of halls wibxfstng
monuments; and the medium of wood have all been suggested as evidence for ritual at these sites
(Bintley and Shapland, 2013; Crewe, 2012, pp.¢208; Hamerow, 2012, pp. 1§¥09; Shapland,

2013) As Hamerow concluded at Sutton Courtenay, these were composite sites earthe of
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functions would have been carried out at them as part of an elite system of cq®rehnan and
Hamerow, 2015, p. 34®» 9aaSy dAlt G2 GKA& aeaidisSy sFa GKS

authority of the elite to a wider audience, something which was achieved using a variety of methods.

The ways in which great hall complexes conveyed elite power were numerous and range from physical
size, manipulation of resources and labour, organised layouts, prastuatid storage of goods, and
public assemblies. Ulmschneider has warned, however, that there has been an overemphasis on the
buildings themselves, a potential mistake given increasing discussion about the possibility that high
status sites of the period we ephemeral in natur¢2011) She, therefore, suggested that settlement
location, association with high status burials, diversity of craft and production, intended display, and
patterns ofconsumption should also be consider@dimschneider, 2011)The nature of these elite
signifiers were considered in turn and applied to the two Avon Valley sites to assess the pasgnce

role of highstatus individuals in this landscape.

2.2.3 Comparative Research

To assess the strength of any interpretations made in the Avon Valley and to contextualise findings
within a wider regional setting, two comparative case studies were achaig: the first compared the

Avon Valley with the west of the Severn Valley and the Malvern Hills and the second compared data
with the middle Trent Valley. The Severn Valley and Malvern Hills were selected for comparison due
to the argument made using s$torical sources that the Avon and the Severn valleys broadly
represented the eastern and western extents of the Diocese of Worcester and, therefore, the kingdom
of the Hwicce(Stenton 1971, p. 134)Conversely, the middle Trent Valley, between Lichfield and
Newark, was selected as it is believed to have been the territorial core of the kingdom which was to
subsume the Hwicce Mercia(Brooks, 1989, p. 162; Yorke, 2001, p. dZ@gether these case studies

allow patterns observed in the Avon Valley to be compared and contrasted against a second proposed
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frontier zone and a proposed heartland. These studies hteaden our understanding of this west

Midland region and situate the Avon Valley within its wider geographical and-gotiiral setting.

2.2.3.1 The western Severn Valley and the Malvern Hills
Historical sources, such as the™dentury hagiographeD 2 8 OSt A y Q& [ AGPsSelijgad { G aAf F

the Taxatio Ecclesiastia# 1291 Tax Ecg suggest that, in the laté™century the western part of the

Severn valley and the upland of the Malvern Hills separated the kingdoms of the Hwicce and the
kingdomreferred to here as the Magonseetan. The area that becomes the Magonsaetan was first
recorded as the West Hecani or the Westeththough these names seemed to go out of use before

the 9" century (Finberg, 1972, p. 217Their lands covered the plain of Herefordshire and southern
Shropshire to the west of the Severn Vall8tenton, 1971, p. 46\Very littleis known about the

reigning family and it is likely that they would have been lost to history had three women of their line

not risen to fame within the church and had histories written of thg@tenton, 1971, p. 47fhe 1¥-

century Life of St Mildburg3osceliprecords the first king of the Magonsaetan as Merewalh who lived

c. 625685 AD and has variously been identified as either the third son of Penda of Mercia or the leader

of a lo@l noble dynastyfFinberg, 1972, 217; Pretty, 1989, p. 176; Stenton, 1971, p.®#7)DSf f Ay I Qa
AYOSNLIINBGIFGA2y 2F GKS yIFYS a WF¥lY2dzaAa 2SfakKyYlyQ>
political expediency on the part of the leaders of this kingdom which neighboured the Vitedglokns

(1978, p. 95)Whether part of the Mercian royal house or not, the rulers of the Magonsaetan, like the

Hwicce, had been demoted to ealdorman by th® &ntury as Mercia consolidated its strength

(Finberg, 1972, p. 224)

A survey of the archaeological data from this region, which appears in its historical trajectory to be
comparable with the Avon Valley, allows the ebstions made in the Avon to be contextualised and
the strength of any interpretations tested. Furthermore, this analysis permits a wider understanding

of the kingdom of the Hwicce, advancing this research beyond the confines of one small valley.

11 Pretty suggests that these various names may represent different smaller kingdoms, see her defjiérg the Magonseaetarior
further discussior{1989)
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2.2.3.2The middle Trent Valley

Mercia has been obscured from history; it had no contemporary chronicler, no informant to which
Bede turned for evidence, and no ecclesiastic who left behind instructive collections of (Biteaks,

1989, p. 159; Browand Farr, 2001, p. 1Even the charters issued in the name of the Mercian kings
were not for lands within the Mercian heartland; they instead belonged to the kingdoms of Kent and
the Hwicce(Brooks, 1989, p. 159Yarious reasons haween put forward to explain this historical
black hole: Yorke wondered whether the Mercian foundation myth has simply beef2@s}t, p. 15)
Stafford suggested that a tradition of history writing never developethe first placg1985, p. 67)

Tyler even speculated whether the Mercian elite may have beedifgmate (2005, p. 3)and John

Blair simply thinks the destruction of the archives from key Mercian ecclesiastic centres is to blame
(pers. conm. Mar 2016). Which of these, if any, is true is uncertain, but we can be more sure of the
impact of Viking territorialisation on the region, with the renaming of estates and the reordering of
the landscape in a way that concealed the earlier historhefMidlandgBrown and Farr, 2001, p. 1;

Welch, 2001, p. 148)

An historical source which has in the past been held up as an example of an early medieval Mercian
document is now a subject of debate. The origin of the Tiiidhge, once believed to have been a
Mercian tribute list(Davies and Vierck, 1974, p. 227; Featherstone, 2049 been brought into

guestion by Nicholas Brook&989, p. 159)Brooks argued that if the Tribal Hidage was a list of tributes

owed to Mercia then the inclusion of Mercia itself makes no sense. This and the absence of Deira and
Bernicia from the list, he believed, point to a Northumbrian origfi989, p. 159) Such conflicting
GKS2NASE FyR 101 2F &adzZlJR2NIAy3d SHARSYyOS Kl a f
GKS 3+ dSél e (2 dzyRSNERUOI YRAY3I GKS 2NRIA yoditt@ F a S\
& dzLJLJ2 NI & S O dzieBo1, K.820y2\Vie mSsk $harefore, seek the roots of this kingdom

elsewhere.
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One such alternative source of information is the medieval Welsh poem, the Marwnad Cyriddylan
but eventhis is not free from controversy. A cursory glance at writings on the origins of Mercia
immediately identified conflicting interpretations of this Welsh raid, the battle of Maserfelth c.642,
commemorated in the poem. Gelling, following Rowland, interpdetiee poem as an account of a
battle fought between a noble of Powys and Mercia against a Northumbrian army. This Northumbrian
army had pushed deep into Mercian territory, bringing their supply train and their monks into the core
of Mercia where the alliedlercian and Welsh forces met them in bat{fe992, p. 73)Basset(2000)

and Brooks(1989, p. 169)in contrast, preferred an interpretation which saw the Welsh battle
occurring during tl time of Northumbrian supremacy over Mercia, with the vengeful Welsh raiding
deep within Mercian territory to exact damage upon their enemy Northumbria and the Northumbrian
puppet king in Mercia, Eowa. However, they disagreed over the monks: Bassegitéter these as
British monks native to Merci@000)whilst Brooks saw thesderics as northerners who had arrived

as part of the overlordship of Northumbr{@989, p. 169)Such a brief look at the historical sources
does little justice to the wealth of scholarship expounded upon the subject of tiggnerof Mercia,

but it did highlight the potential problems, the contradictions, and the lack of evidence. To counter

this it was to archaeology that this research turned.

As with the historical sources, however, the archaeology was not without its lioriat The most
significant of these was the paucity of data: the north and central midland regions showed scant
evidence of 8 and early &-century activity, especially when compared to their neighbours in the east
(Brooks, 1989, p. 162; Gelling, 1992, p. 29; Stafford, 1985, p. 83; Welch, 2001,. dBe)have
attributed this to the late arrival of AngiBaxons into the regiofc.f. Stafford, 1985, p. 83vhilst
others have favoured the dominance of traditional local practices which kept the practices of the
migrants at bayBassett, 2000, pp. 1£415) Whickever interpretation proves more accurate, the fact

remains that there was very little archaeological evidence in the Mercian heartlands whiclatee

2¢KS alNBYyFrR /@yRREt I YySZ 2mdesHiKcBpy bf the eyl BookoFHergastyardRne Whitg® Bbak ofiRyziderch
copied by John Davies before 1631 (National Library of Wales manuscript 4973). For a translation of the poem and dis¢hesilabeo
of its writing segRowland, 1990, pp. 12041 & 174189)
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the first historical sources to refer to this kingdom. This problem was compounded by the lack of a
cohesive study of the sites that we do know of and the reliance on antiquarian re(@m®eks, 1989,

p. 162; Welch, 2001, p. 149)

Even combined, the historical and archémgcal sources left very little information to work with. What

they did communicate was that a king, Penda, ruled over a people known as the Mercians from c.626
ADZ At least one king may have preceded him: Cearl who, according to Bede, harboured ehe exil
Edwin and gave his daughter in marriage to Edwin during the first decades df tdemfliry (Higham,

1992; Yorke, 2001, p.%®) / S NI Qa FoAfAGe (G2 2FFSNINBFdzAS {2
of Northumbria, would imply that Cearl wielded considerable authqitigham, 1992and it might
reasonably be assumed, therefore, that the Mercian royal dynasty was not in its infancy. Pédraps t

a date for the foundation of this lineage in the laté& &ntury would be appropriate. Geographically,

the core of the Mercian territory is thought to have lain in the middle Trent Valley which was to be
later marked by the major Mercian royal centie#sRepton, the royal monastery established in the late

7" century; Lichfield, the bishopric established by Chad c. 669 AD; and Tamworth, the royal vill in the

8" and 9" centuries(Brooks, 1989, p. 162; Yorke, 2001, p. 20)

An archaeological investigation, therefore, that focuses on the few sites that lie between Newark,
Nottinghamshire and east Staffordshire and which date to thared 7" centuries not only contributes

to2 dzNJ dzy RSNE Gl yRAYy3 2F (KSasS F2NNIGASBS @8SIENE AY

made with the Avon Valley, another area which was to come under Mercian rule iff' tbenfury.

2.2.4 Frontier Zone Processes

A major shortcoming of the dimition of zones approach outlined above, however, is that too little
attention is given to the archaeology on the edges of zones. Across Britain, lines have been drawn on
maps between Angles, Saxons, Jutes, and Britons and between Wessex, Mercia, tarlitkem

consideration has been given to the archaeology on these lines. In focusing only on defining zones,

1Br 88 RAaOdzaaizy 2y GKS RI98DDp. 1685M6)t SYRI Qa NBAIY Ay . NR2{a
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archaeologists have assumed the presence of frontier zones and overlooked their significance. To
explore these dynamic parts of the landscapesthesearch, therefore, attempts to apply a new
methodology for the identification of processes characteristic of frontier zones to the Avon Valley
dataset. The aim is to test whether these processes can be found in the archaeological data from this
case didy area and, should they be evident, to assess the implications of this in relation to the

development of sites in the valley and the kingdom of the Hwicce.

Cronon, Miles, and Gitlin identified six processes at play in frontier zones: species shiftikgt m
making, land taking, boundary setting, state forming, and-se#fping(1992) These formed the basis

2F /EFN]JQa Fylteara 27T ¢S aipsiNdR0)ANilEHCHzK vasTatie A y
to demonstrate an early medieval archaeological applicatiothieee of these processedand taking,
boundary setting, and sefhapingg the lack of written sources which refer to the Avon Valley prior to

the formation of the Hwicce restricts analysis here to only one, the process efregfngt* Cronon

et al. define selfshaping as the creation of new social identities through increased social interaction
(1992) Clark used seffhaping at the small settlement of Fremingtoretxplain the presence of Anglo
Saxon building types alongside Romdritish style pottery. She argued that this was evidence of the

mixing of cultural practices at a social interfd2611, pp. 124126).

Lightfoot and Martinez developed the idea of seltfaping further, envisaging frontiees places of
heightened social interactior{1995, p. 472) In their review of the study of frontiers within
archaeology, they argued that three flaws pervade traditional approaches: the-pesighery
dichotomy which treats frontiers as passive recipients of core innovation; the analysimtéifs at

the macrescale of regions or paregions; and the expectation of clearly defined groups visible in
material culture(Lightfoot and Martinez, 1995, pp. 4@882) These criticisms were founded in the

assumption that frontrs define the outer limits of homogenous groups with archaeologically visible

14 The other three processes defined by Cronon el#192)are also not applicable to the Avon Valley. 8tataking is specific to the
American state system; species shifting relies upon biological differences which cannot be observed using the Avonasaipsrdit
there are no confirmed market sites in the valley until the lafeo¥ 8" century to the eat of Bidfordon-Avon(Naylor and Richards, 2010;
Wise and Seaby, 1995)
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boundary structures. Traditionally, the people at these frontiers were thought to merely absorb

innovations developed at the core and not engage with the people on the otheis$ithe boundary.

Having identified the shortcomings of traditional approaches, Lightfoot and Martinez argued that
FTNRYGASNI T 2ySa aK2dzZ Rdz8A {398y 2P8 NI LIS (BBSHENRE QNI
p. 488) where processes and material culture are affected by differentlioations of peoples.

Il OO2NRAyYy3Ife&s FNRBYIGASNER IINB GKS FNRBYy(GtAyS 27F
GNF yaF2NXIFGA2YS | yR aeéy ONNlightfodt dntl Baftinez, 199¥, . 474)0 dzf (i «
Conversely, this heightened social interactidsodeads to active resistance to new ideas, perhaps by
communities who stand to gain little from engaging with outsiders. These communities were described

& Wi NI Rughtiba? ghd MartnézQ1995, p. 485Thus, rather than being places where
archaeologists i@ able to distinguish distinct edges of material culture distributions, or zones, they

I NBdzSR GKIF G FTNRYGASNIT 2ySa | NB OKI NI O{Lmhos SR 0 ¢

and Martinez, 1995, p. 482)

To explore this new approach they presented titedy of Fort Ross, a #@entury furtrade outpost

in northern California(Lightfoot and Martinez, 1995, pp. 48486) Here, local leaders actively
arranged marriages between their daughters and the men of the fort. These alidedte¢o cultural
exchange, visible in the adoption of new materials and the proliferation of-gitamic families. At the
same time, those people who did not recognize an advantage from rejecting their traditional base of

power and influence refused tadapt the culture of the fuitraders.

bl dzYyQa LIemé®NE FrodtierS: Postcolonial Theory and Historical Archaeology of the

0 2 NR S NROLOY RHil<R using a different lexicon, was fundamentally in agreement with the
conceptual framework developed by Lightfoot and Martiri@295)and, indeed, acknowledged the
influence of this pape(2010, p. 108p 2 K G G KS S| NI A SNJ LI LISipablem f £ SR
bl dzyQa dza$S 2F GKS WeKANR { LI OSQ YR 620K LI LISNZ

of frontiers. Using the work of the posblonial theorist Bhabha, Naum described the Third Space as a
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place of hybridity, tension, and innovatioNaum argued that, as places of negotiation and personal
and communal réd K LJA Yy 3 6 NB 02 IyKlalIoy BQ A/T1I99RNERyiesSHEsd | f @

be seen at’ ¢ K A NR(Nduml-2@18, #.Q07)

NF dzY | LILX ASR (GKS O2yOSLJi 2F (GKS We¢KANR {LI OSQ G2
southrwestern Danish islands in the"12entury (2010, pp. 108116) Naum argued that this process
GO02yGNROGdzi SR (2 (KS SYCNBSYDOS NP yAONHHILNTAAR ai @ANLIS ¢
historical sources described contradictory accounts of this frontier, one emphasising its permeability

through evidence of extensive migrations, the other painting a picture of two opposed units facing

each other across a fixed lineatin attributed these conflicting interpretations to the agendas of the

chroniclers and, thus, highlights the difficulty of understanding frontier zones from the evidence of

history along(2010, p. 111)To correct this, Naum drew place names and excavated evidence of Slavic
technologes into the analysis, demonstrating the coexistence of separate Slavic and Danish
settlements(2010, pp. 114112) In contrast, material culture, in the form of the Slavic pottery styles

which arrived on the Danish islands, showed cultural mixivey ime (Naum, 2010, pp. 11A15)

bl dzy 02y Of dZRSRY GKe@oNARAGEXS AyoSiteSSySaa FyR Yo,
FNRYGASNRE GKIG tFO1 O2f2yAlf aidlAyXFtiaK2dzaAK St OK
specific historic context, ¢&in cultural and social processes seem to be a common feature of many

T NP vy {2018, pEL26)

Ylimaunu et al(2014)RS @St 2 1LISR bl dzyQa (GKS2NAS&a 2F ek ¢ KANR {
exploring how these processes evolved. Whilst recognising the importance of material culture in the
demonstration of these processes, their paper instead focused on how the materiality of space might

be studied in order to explore these concepts. Yiagplied this to their case study of the expansion

of the Catholic Church into the area of modern Finland in tH&td316" centuries(Ylimaunu et al.,

2014, pp. 1817). They explored the stylistic development and the changing physical position of these

OKdZNDKSa Ay GKS tFyRaOlILIS GKNRAdAK GKS siwigha 2F (K:

44



GKSe GSNXYSR Wi KANRAawIEeDal I291R p. Bfhddardest drdeché<sv@re small

and unimpogig structures interpreted as the work of individuals seeking to ally themselves with the
newly arrived and powerful representatives of the church. These churches were often found beside
major Iron Age socieconomic and ritual centres, and were thus talashevidence of the blending

and hybridisation characteristic of thirding. In contrast, the apparent absence of these churches
outside of the coastal areas was regarded as evidence of the rejection of the ideals propagated by the
spread of these churcheshils, the landscape became fragmented or fractured between those coastal
areas that embraced these churches and the inland areas which rejected them. The authors went on
to consider cemeteries associated with some of these churches and were able to dem@rise
continuation of local burial traditions in the shadow of these new religious centres. These burial
practices were found alongside markedly Christian ones and showed the creation of a new and hybrid
burial practice. Finally, Ylimaunu etal. also &mpa A 8 SR G KS AYLRZ NI I yOS 27F S,
3S2L3t AGA Qa01420F 17)dRiehSeF achieved through reference taritten sources.
Combining historical narratives and their theoretical framework, they suggested that the growing
ostentation of the churches in this region in the aii" century and the increasing adherence to
Christian burial practices was a featuretloé instability of this borderland. Faced with violent border
disputes between the Swedish and Russian kingdoms, the people of this area chose to seek protection
from the church and the political power it was allied with, the Swedish Kindttimaunu et al., 2014,

p. 16) Therefore, what appeared to have been a process of Christianisation was much more tied into

sociopolitical changes.

The most recent contribution to the discussion of processes at cultural interfaces has come from

[ ASO YLl Yy QA& JduNdh ot Sbtidh Ardhgeolai®R1S) Liebmann critiqued the use of the term
WKEONARAGEQS RSTFAYAY3I (GKS GSNY¥Y I a ramivoSr nib&Y o A Yy |
different social groups in ways that challenge{&& A 3 G A y 3 LIX20NI. 39BHelargued® v 4 ¢
that hybridity is a practice and not merely a quality of an object. It combines, transforms, and can
concurrently imply disruption. With this dieition in mind, hybridity is recognizable in the frontier
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processes described above: it is characterised simultaneously by cultural mixing (thirding), the
development of new practices (innovation), and the process of cultural renegotiation which
incorporates tension and fragmentation (fracturingliebmann, 2015, p. 324)iebmann himself linked

the occurrence of hybridity and situations of cultural interaction, stating that cultural hybridity occurs

from the coming together of different people, objects, and ide@hus, colonial contexts are an ideal

area in which to study cultural hybridit2015, p. 327)When identifying hybridity archaeologically,

Liebmann looked for differences from the norm, which he argued was essential as all cultural
phenomena are communal iheir nature and, therefore, a mixture of influencdsebmann, 2015,

pp. 33%338p LYy GKAA gl &> [ASoYlIyyQa FLILINRIFOK KAIKEAIF
LINPOEfSY 6AGK GKS WLINE OS3a aS aQtheldadgdN®f siroy idénkigng | LILIE A ¢
cultural diversity instead of a frontier zone. Following Liebmann, in order to explore whether hybridity

is the result of cultural mixing, itis essential to firstly consider the wider practices within which cultural

hybridity is believed to have occurred, thus establishing a norm against which to compare uncommon

practices.

¢KS WLINRPOS&aaSaQ I LIINRIFOK LINRPOPARSA | ydzYoSNI 2F 2 LI
the Avon Valley. Primarily, it defines procestest are both common features of frontier zones and

are archaeologically visible. These features, although a number of different terms were used, might be

called: thirding, fracturing, and innovation, the identification of which will be discussed beatow. |

addition, as processes, frontier characteristics are not necessarily aregattic and can be explored

using combinations of material culture, practices, and landscape use patterns. As Liebmann
highlighted, this approach, however, should not stanchaland must be considered alongside wider
SOARSYOS 27F Odzf GdzNF £ LINF OGAOS&ad Ly 20KSNJ g2NRasz
Wi2ySaQ FLIINRIFOK® hyte 2y0S 6S ARSyGATe RAaGAYyOD

morepolitSa Oy ¢S (GSald OdzZ GdzNF £ KEBONARAGE F3IFAyald GKS
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Where distinct packages of practices defining spatial zones could be identified within the Avon Valley,
data from sites on the interfaces of these zones was further investigatasisiess whether the frontier

zone processes of thirding, innovation, or fracturing could be distinguished. The results of this analysis
can be found in Chapter 1Within this research, the process of thirding is believed to be evidenced
archaeologically byhe mixing or combining of cultural practices from different zones. This might
manifest in the inclusion of uncommon burial practices alongside practices typical of that zone. It was
anticipated that, archaeologically, the processes of innovation anduirag would be difficult to
distinguish between. For example, the development of a new burial practice may be the result of a
RSAANBE (2 ONBIGS I ySg GNIRAGAZ2Y 2NJ 6KS NBadz i
As archaeologists, it ignlikely that such a distinction would be preserved for us. Thus the two
processes, where there is no information from additional sources, must be considered together.
Archaeologically these processes are believed to be visible in the development of wmidbe

development of new ways of using existing practices.

2.3 Datasets: Sources and Preparation

To achieve the aims of this research, two datasets were needed: the first consisting of a selection of
early medieval sites and the second cataloguing fesgf the physical and human landscape in which

the sites were set. The primary criteria for the selection of sites was that they needed to be datable

to the 5" to mid-7"" centuries. Secondly, sites had to be precisely located geographically, at l@ast to

six figure grid reference. Those sites located only to a parish, for example, could not be used to analyse
how landscape use varied due to the imprecise recording of their position. Thirdly, sites had to be
reported to a sufficient level so as to all@malysis of the archaeological features and finds present.
Single finds, therefore, where no contextual information was recorded, were of limited value. Finally,
these sites had to be set within their surrounding landscape. This landscape consisteebristirey
aAiSa FyR Y2ydzYSyidaszs NBFSNNBR (2 KSNB Fa WSEGL

such as hills, valleys, and different soil types. As such, to place the early medieval sites within their
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context it was necessary to model bothet sites themselveg their location, size, and dimensioqs

and their landscape.

What follows are details of specific terminology used; a description of the data sources; an explanation
of how sites and the landscape were modelled; a reassessment ofafiegdof some of the early

medieval sites; and a description of any limitations of the data.

2.3.1 Terminology
¢KS GSNY WSEGllIyd &aA0GSQ A& dz&ASR NI GKSNI (KFYy WY2ydzy
period which are likely to have leftsible remains in the'S¢ 7" landscape. They include two types of

AAGSaY Y2ydzySyida FyR w2Yly 200dzLdr A2y aAiasa y2id A

I NB STAYSR o6& |1 A&ai2NRO 9y3flyR |a alyeé edAf RAY
adzNFIFOS 2F GKS I yRE 0 KG G LJaY k wdéfigitipsMm)a Thd NA OSy 3 €

RSTAYAGARZ2Y 61 & NBFTAYSR 0@ al NIAY /I NBSNJI gK2 RS&AON
KAIK Ay@SadySyd Ay NBaz2 dzZNDSce@01E g NIl iher an@iysiy éf i NHzO G A 2
monumental reuse, SaraBemple included barrows, henges, stone circles, hill forts, linear ditch

systems, Roman villas, and Roman temf2€4.3, p. 13)In line with these definitions, the monuments

included in this analysis incorporate Roman forts and those used by Semple, with the exception of

linear ditch syems which are not present in the study area. The former were included as the
O2yaiNUzOGA2Yy 2F | F2NI g2dzf R NBIdZANB GKS Y20AfAa
definition of a monumenf2011, p. 191)So defined, the monuments of the Avon Valley comprise both

prehistoric and Roman sites.

In additon, Roman occupation sites, not including villas or forts, were also incorporated into the
Fyrteaira 2F tFyRaOlFILS dzasSe® ¢KSasS aSaiatSySyida OF y
included here due to evidence of reuse in the early medieval Avdaywdlt Billesley, for example, a

Roman corn drying oven in a roadside settlement was reused in théfegntury as the grave of a

male individual who was accompanied by weap{falmer, 2003)Thus, Roman occupation sites, as
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foci of early medieval activity, were considered alongside and in contrast to the use of monuments.

Collectively, these monuemts and Roman occupation sites are referred to as extant sites (Table 2.3).

Prehistoric Extant Sites

Roman Extant Sites

Barrow Barrow
Cursus Fort
Henge Temple
Hill fort Villa

Stone Circle / Standing Stone

Occupation Site

Table 23. The type of extant sites included

Wal 22NJ NRdziSgleaQ NBETFTSNI (2

0KS ySig2N] ReEan w2 Y

roads were used) and main rivers that traverse the Avon Valley. Only the larger rivers were selected

for analysis due to their role in the facilitation and control of movement through the landscape and

their greater potential for influencing human activityegtricting analysis to only the River Avon and

its major tributaries was also necessary due to the character of the study area. As a river valley, the

study area is saturated by hundreds of watercourses, with most parts lying within a few hundred

metres ofa brook or a stream. The ubiquity of small watercourses across the study area made analysis

of regional variation impossible, with any perceived relationship between early medieval sites and

watercourses likely to be merely the result of the high frequeofthe latter. With analysis restricted

to just the main rivers of the Avon Valley, those used here are: Avon, Leam, Sowe, Stour, ltchen, Arrow,

Alne, Dene, Swift, Isbourne, Sherbourne, and Swilgate.

Jones concluded that the Avon was navigable toagti&vesham in the medieval period with accounts

from the monastery at Pershore detailing goods brought to the site by water from Bristol, Tewkesbury,

and Evesham, the latter of which lies upstream from Pershore. Further upstream, however, the

navigability2 ¥ G KS NA GSNJ A &

RSol Gl of S

YR W2ySas OAGAY

river at Warwick to allow larger vessels to pass in the 15th century, errs on the side of caution, listing

only the Lower Avon (below Evesham and) as navigabled#ierl7th century2000, pp. 6869).
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The topograpical situation of early medieval sites incorporated analysis of the aspect, the general
landscape setting (valley bottom, slope, ridge/hill top), the position on a slope (base, lower, middle,
upper, crest), a description of slope on site (flat, gentleep), riverside and fordide locations,

liability of flooding, geology and land use at each site.

Finally, all dates used within this thesis, unless otherwise stated, are given as Anno Domini (A.D.).

2.3.2 Data Acquisition

Various sources were consultéd create the datasets, including both published and unpublished
material. Different methodologies were employed to create the two datasets reflecting the individual
purposes of the data: the first dataset, the early medieval sites, formed the focus ifgbarch whilst

the second, the landscape, contextualised and allowed more detailed analyses of the former. Historic
Environment Records (HER) were used in both datasets whilst the Excavation Index (El) and the
Archaeological Investigations Project (Aiefe used in the first and the National Mapping Programme

(NMP), PAS, and topographical data were used in the second.

The early medieval dataset focussed on the distribution and characteristics of archaeological sites

dating to the %' to mid-7" centuries across the Avon Valley. As such, the dataset was primarily
O2yOSNYSR gAUGUK RIGF gKAOK OFY AYLINR@S 2dzNJ dzy RSNA
level of a particular archaeological evefirhe distinction between these two types of recordést

illustrated by an example: an archaeological investigation commissioned during the laying of a pipeline

might consist of three excavations and 35 watching briefs, but might uncover just two sites. This

research is concerned with those two sites amd the 38 events that located them. Due to this, it was

appropriate to use the local HERs as the main data source as these represent the most complete
inventories of sites. To make this survey more robust, the data provided by the HERs were cross

referencal with event based databases: the El and the AIP.

By WSPSyiQ NBTSNAR (2 ofcgrlucteddgKan Sxdvatiah watthing brief, @rSidldivalking suivey on a discrete
piece of land and consisting of only one type of techni¢fExans, 2013, p. 21)
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Through the source information detailed in the HER reports it was possible to further investigate the
identified sites. This included consultation of the regional archaeological joutnialsest Midlands
Archaeology, Transactions of the Birmingham and Warwickshire Archaeological Society, Transactions
of the Bristol and Gloucestershire Archaeological Society, Northamptonshire Archaeology, Transactions
of the Leicestershire Archaeological and Historical See@atjOxoniensia; along with published site
reports, e.g. WaspertofCarver et al., 20089nd BeckfordEvison and Hill, 1996and regional and

national surveys, g. Gazetteer of Early Angidaxon Burial Sit§dMeaney, 1964)

This research methodology identified 58 early medieval sitdsimvihe Avon Valley (Figure 2.1). These
comprise of 48 sites which contain burials and 14 sites with settlement features dsural activity.

The dataset (presented as a gazetteer in Catalogue 1), therefore, represents the most comprehensive
inventory d the early medieval Avon Valley so far assembled. It aims to engage researchers with the
archaeology of this often overlooked region; to facilitate further work in the valley; and to contribute

to wider discourse on the'Bto 71" centuries in Britain anth Western Europe.

Type of Site
@ Burial Activity

Q Settlement Features /
Non-Burial Activity

B Burial Activity &
Settlement Features

it 00 kilometres

Figure 21. The early medieval sites of the Avon Valley included within this thesis
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Moving on to the second dataset, the landscape, the HERs were again used as the main source of data.
Unlike the early mdieval sites, however, given the time constraints of the project and the nature of
the research questions, a less detailed level of information was required. Monument level recording
and accessibility are once again reasons why the HERs were used alotigeveitiditional advantage

of the incorporation of NMP data in some parts of the Avon Valleg.NMP records all archaeological

sites and landscapes identified in aerial photographs from the Neolithic to the@ttury. The Avon

Valley study area was Bject to the projects in Soutkast Warwickshire and the Cotswolds and in
Northamptonshire along with a review of an existing survey of aerial photographs taken as part of the
Aggregates Levy Sustainability FyRdiest and Dickson, 2013fombined, these projects cover the
south east part of the survey area, but leave the onigy of the valley, as yet, unsurveyed (Figure 2.2).

The results of the NMP, which have been recorded on the HERs in the Avon Valley, were included

within the dataset.

Figure 22. Areas of the Avon Valley where aerial ggraphs have been reviewed and transcribed as part of the NMPs and
ALSF schemes
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In addition to HER data, evidence of extant sites recorded in reports of early medieval sites was also
included. The quality of this information varies, with some featuresiisdy identified and located, as

at Wasperton, and others inferred from plagel YS& 6[ 26SNJ CIFNXI . AaK2LIQa&
suggestive of an existing structure (Beckford A & B). The reliability of each identified extant site was,
therefore, consideed in any discussion of an apparent relationship between said site and any early

medieval sites.

Data from the PAS formed part of the analysis of the landscape surrounding early medieval sites along
with providing supporting evidence for the use of routexga The PAS is opening up exciting
opportunities across the UK, not least in the Avon valRoiton, 2010p CA Y R& FNRY {(KS
YR WSIFNI& YSRASQJEkih Qe colbtNdf dandickshidlonkeJithSrg areh 50 fihds

datedto between 350 and 800 A.D.

It is, however, well known that there are weaknesses inherent in the database that must be
acknowledged if they are to be mitigatéMaylor, 2013, p. 52; Robbins, 201Bespite weaknesses,

recent work in the Avon valley, by Bolt(2010)and by Naylor and Richar{010) has advanced our
understanding of how the landscape was used in the Iron Age and the -8agtm period,
respectively The methodology used here, which used data from the PAS with that from the HERS, has
0SSy LINRPOGSR (G2 0SS SaaSyidialrf o6& . NRY ROS®EPAS2 N]|
WK 2 (1 & LJ2 (i &fE a @loula®BdNddckground density of Roman finds, coincided with areas that

had undergone intensive metdletector activity, and may, therefore, be a result of recovery rather

than new sites(Brindle, 201Q) This crossnalysis helps to prevent the identification of patterns

created solely by recovery biases rather than genuine archaeological patterns.

The final aspect of the landscape dataset concerns the topography of the Avon Valley. Information

regarding éevation, aspect, slope, and the position of watercourses was derived from theRanu

53



PROFILE Digital Terrain Model (DTM), a 1:10,000 scale mapping dafdsstspatial dataset was
utilised within ArcGIS 10.1, a Geographic Information System. Th&iatewras made not to use the
position of watercourses shown on modern maps as this has been affected not only by natural
processes of erosion, but also by human intervention, such as weirs and canalization. Instead, the
watercourses used were mapped withArcGIS using a tool which extrapolated the path of the

watercourse from the shape of the landscape.

NATMAP data was also added to the DTM to facilitate analysis of soil distributions. NATMAP Vector is
a 1:250,000 scale map showing the different soil aisgimns within England and Wal&dmportantly
for this research, each soil association includes a description of the crop and land use it can support.

Thus, this dataset allowed the mapping of modern agricultural regimes within the Avon Valley.

Once alkxtant sites, Roman roads, main rivers, and the topographical situation at each early medieval
site had been identified, information on each was recorded within two Excel databases. Firstly, the
extant sites database records the HER number/name, spat@adowtes, site type, period, and
additional notes (Catalogue 2). In total, 273 sites were identifid®9 monuments and 74 Roman
occupation sites. The monuments included: 111 barrows, 9 cursus monuments, 6 henge monuments,
20 hill forts, 4 stone circlesfanding stones, 5 Roman forts, 3 Roman temples, and 41 Roman villas (see
Figure 4.10. Divided into chronological periods, there were 149 prehistoric sites and 50 Roman sites.
Second, the topographical database records the aspect, position on slope, randrgling landscape

of each early medieval site in the Avon Valley (Catalogue 4).

2.3.3 Data Preparation and Digitising the Landscape

Analysis within a GIS was deemed the most appropriate way to explore landscape use and to

characterise various practicesrass a wide survey area and between a number of sites. Firstly, spatial

16 | andForm PROFILE DTM with scale 1:10,000. © Crown copyright/database right 2014. Ordnance SurveyfipléNAewice. This

DTM has a cell size of 10 metres and horizontal precision of 0.1 metres.

171n places the modelled course of the River Avon did take a different route to that shown on modern maps. This was ltkely due

modifications to the course ohe river and the effect of locks and weirs constructed in the Industrial and Modern periods. However, the
O2AYyOARSYOS 2F (KS Y2RStftSR NAGSNI IyR F2NRa NBO2NRSRo®ky (KS | 9waz
suggested that the wdelled river provided aolidrepresentation of the course of the River Avon for this research.

18 http://www.landis.org.uk/data/nmvector.cfm
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analysis within a GIS allows the teasing out of patterns of correlation that traditional mapping alone
cannot. Second, the strength of any observed patterns can be tested to ensutbdly are not merely

a product of chance. Thirdly, a GIS enables the clear presentation of any identified patterns, facilitating
discussion and interpretation. To use spatial analysis within a GIS it was necessary to first digitise the
location of earlynedieval sites and landscape features and then to map, where possible, the extent of
the early medieval sites. These digitised sites assisted in the characterisation of Avon Valley practices,
such as the size of cemeteries and halls. It is the distributidhese characteristics that determine
whether any patterns were discernible within the valley. Secondly, once digitised, it was possible to
more accurately investigate the relationship between sites and the landscape. Sites are not points on
the ground,which is what an uncritical use of the HER and AIP spatial data would create. They are
complex and varied, stretching along riverbanks, overlying different soils, and positioned deliberately
to create relationships with significant landscape featuressthdetails of a site would be lost if they

were reduced to a single, ordimensional point.

To digitise early medieval sites the location first had to be mapped using the recorded grid reference.
To this was added any information regarding the size angesléthe site included in the site report.

In the case of the halls at Hatton Rock, and Long Itchington it was also possible to propose height
information. This information was essential for the purposes of this research as the size of a site affects
its proximity to other landscape features, its visibility, and the soil associations present. A common
problem with establishing the extent of a site is methodologicaiany sites were not excavated in

their entirety and extents were either not establishedwere projections, as at Beckford(Evison

and Hill, 1996) Extents, therefore, were not possible to plot for all sites within the database.
Fortunately, they were available for the more intensively excavated/reseat and major sites within

the region. To those sites where the extent could not be established an arbitrary buffer with a diameter
of two metres was added to the single coordinate point. This was to remove some of the bias created
by sites which could beigitised to their full extent and which were, therefore, much larger than those
that could not. Whilst two metres is an arbitrary number, the sites it was applied to were mostly
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individual or small groups of burials and two metres was thought to be eepsable size for these
sites. The exceptions to this were the cemeteries at Rollright, Longbridge Park, and Emscote which
would have been larger. However, with no information regarding the dimensions of the cemetery

recorded in their reports, they weresd assigned the two metre buffer for reasons of consistency.

Modelling the height of a structure was more difficult and less accurate as original height is rarely
deducible from archaeological remains. To model the height of the southerly hall at HatténtRe
footprint of the building, as seen on aerial photographs, and a wall height of four metres was used.
CKAA oFff KSAIKG 6Fa RSNAOSR FTNRY (KS NBO2yadNuzOi
chain(Wilson, 1976, p. 96f To these walls were added roofs with three different pitches creating
halls that stood seven, nine, and twelve metres tall. It was thotigt, in reality, a building with four

metre high walls and an eight metre high roof was unlikely and so it was dismissed from further
analysis. To decide which of the two shorter halls should be used in analysis, the buildings were
modelled in ArcGIS ingy an offset DTM to create a three dimensional rendering. It was then possible
to test how sensitive the visibility of the hall was using the different heights. This showed that there
was very little difference between the visibility of a hall that stemyen metres tall and a hall that

stood nine metres tall. As such, for the purpose of this analysis, the nine metre tall hall was used.

Rivers were also modelled within ArcGIS in an attempt to remove changes to their courses created by
postmedieval and mdern interventions. Elevation data contained within the DTM for the Avon Valley
was used to calculate surface roff.?° Through the calculation of flow direction and flow
accumulation, stream channels could were identified. The threshold for the valudeoffldw
accumulation was then increased so that only major rivers were displayed. This produced a network
to which stream orders could be added using the values of the flow direction already calculated. These

orders divided the rivers into their upper, nal, and lower courses. As rivers flow downstream,

19The suspension chain, the cauldron, and the gbulearance over a hearth gageminimum height for the suppting crossbeam of
between 4¢ 4.3 meters. This would put the walls at a similar height.

20 An overview of the Hydrology toolbox can be found here:
http://resources.arcgis.com/en/help/main/10.2/index.html#//009z20000004w000000
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through each course, their size increases; it was, therefore, possible to add &buaffeach course
of the river to reflect the general increase in the width of the river as it flows towards its mébts.
is a simplified methodology and does not take into account any nuances in the profiles of individual
rivers, but, short of measuring the width of each river at regular intervals, this is the most accurate

representation of the rivers of the Avon Vallthat could be achieved within the scope of this research.

A similar methodology was used to more accurately digitise the Roman roads. Using spatial data
provided by the HERs, the width of the roads was added using information recorded by Ma8§aty
Margary recorded the agger at various points where it was still observable and where it had been
established during investigations. For the Avon Valley dtechthe following widths: Fosse Wagy27-

40 feet, Watling Street 24-33 feet, Ryknield Street20-30 feet, The Saltway 21-24 feet(1967, pp.
150¢288) The smaller road near Marlcliff was recorded at South Littleton as having a width of 10 feet
(Margary, 1967, p. 288With this information, the main and minor Roman roads in the Avon Valley

were assigned a buffer of 30 feet (9.144 metres) and 10 feet (3.048 metres), respectively.

2.3.4 Chronologies

Only those sitebelonging to the B to mid-7"" centuries were included within this research; therefore,

it was essential that the date of each potential site was scrutinised and reassessed in light of recent
research. In the case of Hatton Rock, for example, the halplmvas originally thought to have been

of an 8" or 9"-century date due to a single radiocarbon date obtained from a piece of charcoal slag in
the 1970s(Hirst and Rahtz, 1973, p. 16%lore recently, however, investigations of similar sites
suggest that the form and layout of thesemplexes were typical of the latef"@&nd 7" centuries??

This is a limitation of the sources used within this researtiey are frequently not updated when

new evidence is brought to light which affects their interpretation. Furthermore, a numbeitesf s

2 Details on how to use the Eer tool can be found here:
http://resources.arcgis.com/en/help/main/10.2/index.html#/Buffer/000800000019000000/
22 seediscussion ilChapter8.3
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the nuances of this period and which prevented detailed analysis within this research.

For those sites which could only be dated broadly to théyaaedieval period, their finds assemblages

were reanalysed using national brooch typologies developed by Ab82§) Leed$1945, pp. £105),

Dickinson(1993, pp. 1&44, 1979, pp. 380), Hines(1997) Bayliss et al2013) and Martin(2015)

This created a basic chronology of the main brooch types present in the Avon Valley (Table 2.4) which

could be offset against my own corpus of waHatified brooches from graves within the study area

(Table 2.5).

Date Range (A.D.

Object <400 400- | 425- | 450- | 475- | 500- | 525- | 550- | 575- | 600- | 625-
Type Sub Type 424 449 474 499 524 549 574 599 624 650

>650

Penannular

Annular

Disc

Cast Saucer

Geometric

Zoomorphic

Kentish
Influence

Cruciform
(Martin 2015) Phase A
Phase B
Phase C

Small-Long
Great Square-
Headed

Wrist-Clasp

Table 24. National Brooch Typologies
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Date Range (A.D.)

Object <400 400- | 425- | 450- | 475- | 500- | 525- | 550- | 575- | 600- | 625- 5650
Type Sub Type 424 449 474 499 524 549 574 599 624 650
Penannular
Annular
Disc
Cast Saucer

Geometric

Zoomorphic

Kentish

Influence
Cruciform
(Martin 2015) Phase A

Phase B

Phase C
Small-Long
Great Square-
Headed
Wrist-Clasp

Table 25. Avon Valley Brooch Typologies

These Avon Valley brooches have been dated by their association with other grave goods, their
position within the cemetery sequence, and thaiwn typological classification. Brooches from
Wasperton(Carver et al., 20095trettorron-Fosse(Ford, 2003) Beckford A and BEvison and Hill,
1996) and BroadwayCook, 1958)vere used. The combined chronologies allowed thassessment

of both burials which include brooches and single finds.

In general, pattern®bserved followed the national brooch typologies although there were some
delays where new brooch types took time to enter the burial record in this westerly region. The earliest
examples of disc and saucer brooches, for example, were not representeohfndne example of

) 0 SNHQA& DNRdzZL) modm O NUzO AcTn2HeIparish NIECRUGKOS4 9265 p. 85§°0 S Sy
Disc and saucer brooches, where present, may indicate a date as early as tiedatélsy, whereas
cruciform and smallong brooch types seem to date most frequently to post 500 A.D. The results of

this reanaysis are summarised in Table 2.6.

23 Martin categorised this brooch in his subgroup 1.2.1, leaving the subgroup 1.1 absent from th¢2@ill&yp. 244)
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Site Previous date | Object(s) used for dating Suggested | Reference
new date
Kinwarton Early Disc Brooch Late 5t"— | Stoke &
Medieval Early 6 Brownsword 1984
Aston Cantlow | Early Pair Saucer Brooches > Late 5% | Meaney 1964:257
Medieval Ring/Dot cruciform motif Mid-6t
Saucer Brooch
Cotesbach Early Small-Long and Cruciform >¢.500 Finds Report, Leics
Medieval fragments A.D. 2410 & 2878
Princethorpe Early Cruciform Brooch >c. 500 Meaney 1964:262
Medieval A.D.
Churchover Early Small-Long and Cruciform 6t — Early | Meaney 1964:259
Medieval Brooches (with Annular 7
Brooches and Wrist Clasps,
found in 6™ — 7t century
contexts in the Avon valley)
Longbridge 5th— gth Florid Cruciform Brooch €.550 — Meaney 1964:261;
Century (with Saucer Brooches which | 600 A.D Vierck 1970; Aberg
include central garnets Group V 1926:56;
dated to the late 6%) Dickinson 1993:17;
Martin Sub-group
4.,7.12015:293
Upton gth— 7t Florid Cruciform Brooch ¢.500 - Ponting 1866:342;
Snodsbury Century 600 A.D Aberg Group V
1926:56; Meaney
1964:281; Martin
Sub-group 4.1.2
2015:287
Offchurch 5th_ gth Great Square — Headed Mid-6t Meaney 1964:262;
Century Brooch Hines 1997:63-7
Emscote 5th_ 7th Great Square — Headed Early 6 Chatwin 1926;
Century Brooch (accompanied by Meaney 1964:260;
Disc and Saucer Brooches Hines 1997:58-63
which may suggest late 5%
century activity)
Ragley 7t Century Great Square — Headed Late 6% Meaney 1964:262
Brooch Hines 1997:94-100

Table 26. Reassessed dates of Avon Valley sites.

It is acknowledged that using brooches alone to date sites is over simplistic. It was not possible,
however, to use weapon typologies as d&aif shield boss and spear head types were rarely recorded
amongst the older and smaller sites within the Avon valley. New dates derived from these brooches
were used only to narrow date spans for these sites and were not taken as definitive. The Aeyn val
sites would benefit from close dating analysissing both radiocarbon dating and by creating regional

typologies for the major artefact typesit is proposed that this could form the basis of future work.
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2.3.5 Limitations

No claim is made that this a definitive dataset of all'sto mid-7"-century sites in the Avon Valley;
however, it is hoped that the methodology employed has identified all those sites where a report has
been written (published or unpublished) and all sites which fit the ddteised here. Within this
dataset of sites the main limitation is a strong bias towards burial sites. Only 14 sites with evidence for
non-burial activity have been identified and interpretations regarding the living population must

acknowledge this.

Furthe limitations exist within the second dataset, the landscape. Firstly, the HER online summary
reports on Heritage Gateway were used rather than requested full reports from the local HERs. It is
acknowledged that this will incorporate a weakness into tlitadet, but it is thought that the data is
sufficient to afford analysis of the landscape in which the early medieval sites were set. Secondly,
despite the problems associated with using a single coordinate to represent a whole site, the HER
coordinate wasised to map the location of extant sites. It was additionally thought to be misleading
to add an arbitrary buffer, as was done with early medieval sites where the extent was unknown, given
the diversity of site types represented. For example, the extém@t Bronze Age round barrow would

be significantly different to that of a Roman small town. Whilst using the HER coordinate introduces a
weakness to any subsequent analysis, it was hoped that, given that the digitisation of the precise limits
of extant sies would reduce the distance between them and the early medieval sites of the Avon
Valley, any patterns observed would still exist if more accurate representations of extant sites were
used. Thirdly, NMP data is biased towards those parts of the vallehwigre surveyed by the project

¢ the southeast. A further problem associated with NMP data was the problem of dating. Sites
identified purely through this programme can only be assigned tentative dates through the
morphology of visible features. This isth imprecise and possibly misleading as some site types can
belong to more than one periogiround barrows, for example. In light of this, information was drawn
from the early medieval site reports, where possible, to assess the dates offered by therd\tirea

HERs.
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In addition, the NATMAP data used to characterise soil and agricultural regimes uses modern data and
its use within the early medieval period has limited applications. For example, more sophisticated
modern farming techniques allow for winterops in areas that would have been unsuitable in the
early medieval period (Mark Robinson pers. comm. Jul 2015). Additionally, NATMAP plots land use
which can, hypothetically, be supported by the soils present, it makes no account for human
preference. 1 is, therefore, the optimum land use and not necessarily representative of actual
agricultural regimes in the early medieval period. However, without environmental sampling at each
of the Avon Valley sites, it was thought that this dataset provides tHg opportunity to analyse

agricultural regimes at and around sites.

Finally, for a number of reasons, it was necessary to use Roman roads in analysis rather than possible
early medieval roads. Firstly, the identification and mapping of early medieval iadshallenging
endeavour(Hooke, 1976, p. 212; Pelteret, 1985, p. 162; Taylor, 1979, pD@5pite the difficulties,
using historical sources, Hook#981, 1976)nd Pelteret(1985)attempted to map rods through
references in charter boundary clauses, pkaeenes which included references to roads, and early
estate boundaries which followed noticeably linear routes. In the Avon Valley, Hooke identified a
number of possible early medieval routes; theseravthe streets, the wegs, and the paeths described

in charters(1976) These possible routes, however, necessarily depend'da 81"-century charters

for their identification and were deemed, for the purposes of this study, to be of limited use. Secondly,
the routes identified by Hooke were frequently found to follow the main Roman roads that span the
Avon Valley the Fosse Way, Watlirtreet, Ryknield Streéf,and the saltways of Droitwic{1976)

It is, therefore, possible to suggest that the Roman roads in existertbe i4" century and visible, if

not in use, in the 8to 11" century, were used as routeways in the intervenifig® 7*" centuries.

Using historical accounts, Higham for Northumi§tie93, p. 122and Bishop across the rest of England

(2014, pp. 7874) have olserved a close relationship between major Roman roads and the sites of

2ARyknield Stree I & T2NNSNI & 1y26y Fa .dzO1ftS {GNBSGZ A(BRFycRENFIMHER TNRY Y. dZ
1965, p. 16)See also Plates 10 & 11 for the Fosse Way and Ryknield Street.
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early medieval battles. Bishop argued that this pattern reflects continued use of the Roman road
network at not just the local, but the inteegional scal€2014, pp. 7&74). Archaeological evidence

for the use of these roads into thd"Sentury has recently been suggested by the find of a coin during
excavations at the RomarRritish small town of Dorchester upon Thames. The coin of the House of
Theodosius, dating to AD 383402, was found beneath the last in a sequence of road surfaces and
implies that the major road that passes through the town from Silchester to Alchester was maintained
at least into the & century?® This appears to be supported by evidence from the PAiShwrecords
concentrations of early medieval metal finds along the courses of these larger, regional roads in the

Avon Valley (Figure 2.3).

Figure 23. The distribution of early medieval finds recorded on the PAS (May 2015

25This coin is yet to be published but was excavated during the Discovering Dorchester Project in July 2014
http://discoveringdorchester.blogspot.co.ukPaul Booth pers. comm. Jul 2014).

26 Forfurther informationon the limitaions of PAS data, s¢Robbins, 2013)
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Thus, given the uncertain projection of identified early medieval roads back intd'ttee?' centuries,

Roman roads which were likely to have remained visible in the landscape were used instead. This does
mean that smaller, local roads were overlodkey this research. It is thought, however, that for the
purpose of assessing landscape use, the larger, regional roads represented a greater opportunity for
the communities of the to 7" century to consolidate their influence and express their idgnfithis

might have been achieved through the control of movement along these roads or the expression of
authority and identity at these highly visible parts of the landsog@peynolds and Langlands, 2011, p.

413)
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Chapter 3. Characterising the Avon \ay in the 3" to mid-7™
Centuries: The Burial Evidence.

3.1 Introduction

This chapter explores the distribution of various burial practices across the Avon Valley and examines
whether any distinct zones can be distinguished. The burial practiceseslectanalysis here were:

the ratio of inhumation to cremation burials; the orientation of inhumation burials; the presence of
charcoallined inhumation burials; the relative frequency of weapon burials; and the distribution of
dress accessory types. Tiaionale behind the selection of these practices is described in Chapter

2.2.1.

In total, there were 48 sites in the Avon Valley which have evidence of funerary activity dating to
between the ¥ and mid7" centuries (Figure 3.1). Due to the antiquity ome investigations,
however, and the incomplete and variable quality of others, only nine cemeteries and four other burial
sitesc three single burials and one site with two isolated buriisive been sufficiently well excavated
and recorded to be uskin a detailed analysis of burial practices. The reports on these 13 sites
contained indepth information on a wide range of aspects of burial and, key to the study of the rite
as a whole, did not confine reporting to grave goods al@ney, 2002, pp. €B6). As the majority of

the burials from these 13 sites were found in the nine cemeteries, tfiesaed the focus of this

analysis. These cemeteries comprise approximately 755 inhumations and 228 cremations (Table 3.1).
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® Other Cemeteries
Y Main Cemeteries

Il ———— bl 20 kilometres

Figure 31 Early Medieval Sites with burial activity in the Avon Valley. Main Cemeteries: 1) Ldldér2Fa . A & K2 LJYa

Beckford A; 3) Beckford B; 4) BidfordAvon; 5) Broadway; 6) Blockley; 7) Alveston Manor; 8) Strettdfosse; 9)

Wasperton.

Date of Number of Burials % of Total Burials
sitell afeliame Bu.rltal Inhums. Crems. Inhums. Crems.
Activity
1 Alveston Manor | L5th - 7th 81 38 68.1 31.9
7 Beckford A 5th - 6th 28 0 100.0 0.0
8 Beckford B 5th - 6th 108 4 96.4 3.6
10 Bidford-on-Avon | L5th - 7th 264 158 62.6 37.4
13 Blockley 6th 5 1 83.3 16.7
15 Broadway L5th - 6th 8 0 100.0 0.0
38 Lower Farm Mé6th - 7th 26 0 100.0 0.0
53 Stretton-on-Fosse | L5th - 6th 52 0 100.0 0.0
56 Wasperton 5th - 7th 183 27 87.1 12.9
Total 755 228 76.8 23.2

Table 31 Number of burials at the wetecorded cemeteries of the Avdfalley (arranged alphabetically).
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From east to west these cemeteries are: Wasperton, Strettofrosse, Alveston Manor, Blockley,
Broadway, Bidforebn-! @2y s . SOl F2NR !> . SO1F2NR . |YyR [29
these cemeteries and thiur other burial siteg; Billesley, Aston Cantlow, Walton Cardiff, and Bank
Farm, Dumbletorg can be found in Catalogue 1. It was recognised that 13 sites were too few for
meaningful analysis, therefore, the remaining 35 burial sites were brought istuskion wherever

there was sufficient detail included within their reports.

3.2 Results

3.2.1 Ratio of Inhumation to Cremation Burials

The %' to mid-7""-century Avon Valley is characterised by a preponderance of inhumation burials and
a lack of crematin burials, with approximately 980 inhumations compared to 278 cremations
currently identified across 48 sitééBefore considering whether the distribution of inhumation and
cremation burials can indicate the presence of distinct zones, it was necessaxariine whether
differences in distribution were, instead, the result of date. Most of the burials in the Avon Valley date
to the 6" century, a time when cremation burial was in declig8eull, 2013, pp. 52526) and it
remains possible that the limited distribution of these burials is a reflection of their. dédavever,
across England, cremation burial does continue throughout thecéntury, albeit with reduced

frequency(Scull, 2013, pp. 52526; Williams, 2002, p0;62). It seems, therefore, that the date of

27 I Milcote Hall has beeoorrectly dated to the early medieval period we can add a further 46B¢mationsto this figure.However, the

date of this sié was solely derived from the possible presence of weapons with two of the skel@fdekstood, 1923)One ofthese
WgSHLRyaQ Aa F YSGlLt 60FNE AYGSNILINBGSR Fa | fFNBS 0 tderiaobwdasy R (G KS
not sufficient to reassess these interpretations and | do not believe there is enough evidence to suggegssbatrtefacts are weapons,

let alone that they are early medieval in date.
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the burials in the Avon Valley should not necessarily preclude the inclusion of cremations and that

their scarcity in this valley is likely to be the result of another factor.

On current evidence, a progress from cremation to inhumation burial is not clearly demonstrable
within the Avon Valley. The 23 cremations found at Wasperton were inserted into an existing cemetery
in the late &' century and form a spatially distinct group which may even have besreteoff from

the surrounding inhumationgCarver et al., 2009, p. 135\t Alveston Manor, the 38 cremations
identified also do not belong to the earliest phases of the etary, instead they date to the mildte

6" century, coinciding with the height of the inhumation practice on the ¢Ferd, unpub.) In
contrast, a different picture ipresented at Bidforebn-Avon and one which allies more closely with
the theory that there was progression from cremation to inhumation burials: Wellstood has argued
that the fragmentary nature of the cremation urns is evidence that theydaee the mainphase of
inhumation at this cemetenycited in Humphries et al., 1922, p. 9However, putting aside the
methodological difficulties associated Witthis deduction, this would date the Bidfeah-Avon
cremations to before the late5century and make them the earliest Anghaxon style burials in the
valley. Given the westerly position of Bidfemd-Avon, this seems unlikely. On balance, it appears
more probable that the 120 cremations at Bidfewd-Avon, as at Wasperton and Alveston Manor,
belong to a later period and were contemporary with the inhumation burials; their poor state of
preservation is perhaps the result of disturbance by lateio6 7"-century inhumations rather than

late 5"-century burials. To summarise, what these admittedly few sites imply is that cremation and
inhumation were contemporary practices in the Avon Valley during therid 6" centuries. Their
distribution withinttS @ f t S& g ax GKSNBT2NBI dzyft Al1Ste (2

iKS S@g2tgAy3a o0SEtAST

ax

perceived membership, to the burial traditions and the sewiditical grou where the cremation rite

was predominant, eastern Englan@Scull, 2013, p. 525)
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With thisin mind, the spatial distribution of cremation and inhumation burials in the Avon Valley was
analysed. The geography of the study area, which is broadly oriented east to west, dictated the
ordering of the data. Amongst the nine wedcorded cemeteries ivas possible to discern a pattern

in their distribution: west of Bidfor@n-Avon there were only 4 cremations recorded whilst at Bidford

on-Avon and to its east there were 224 (Figure 3.2).

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

Site Name (Listed East - West)

Wasperton
Stretton-on-Fosse
Alveston Manor
Blockley
Broadway
Bidford-on-Avon
Beckford B
Beckford A

Lower Farm

M Inhumations ™ Cremations

Figure 32 Percentage of inhumath and cremation burials at the wetcorded cemeteries

This pattern continued to be apparent when information from the less well understood sites was
considered. Cremations were reported at the possible mixed cemeteries of Wegltmigson, 1956;
Meaney, 1964, p. 196 Churchove(Meaney, 1964, p. 259nd Marton (Bloxam, 1875, p. 37}he
mixed cemetery at Baginto(Ford, 1996, p. 70; Meaney, 1964, 267) and the possible double
cremation burial in a barrow at Long Itchingtffdooke, 1999, p. 112; Meaney, 1964, p. 214) of
these sites lie to the east of Waspan. From this limited evidence it was possible to define an area

where cremations occurred and where they did not (Figure 3.3). Perhaps unsurprisingly, the area in
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which they did occur was in the eastern and central part of the valley, the part clost twre of

the cremation rite in the east of England.

1. Alveston Manor N
2. Baginton

3. Beckford A

4. Beckford B

5. Bidford-on-Avon

6. Blockley
7.Broadway

8. Churchover

9. Long Itchington
10. Lower Farm

11. Marton

12. Stretton-on-Fosse
13. Wasperton

14. Welton

©® Mixed
® Cremation
@ Inhumation

I ——— bl 20 kilometres

Figure 33. Distribution of Inhumation and Cremation burials across the Avon Valley

A further observation can be made with regards to the distribution of cremations:dfsthe main
cemeteries which fall within the area identified as the cremation zone did not contain any cremations
¢ Stretton-on-Fosse and Broadway. These were not the only sites without cremations in this zone, but
they were the only weltecorded cemetees. The lack of cremations at these two sites is mentioned
here as subsequent evidence, presented below, also highlights the presence of different practices in
this southern part of the valley. Two scenarios are suggested to explain this absence aiamema
First, Strettoron-Fosse and Broadway lie on the Cotswold Escarpment which represents the southern
limit of the Avon Valley; this area is topographically different to the rest of the valley and is marked by
the route of the Fosse Way. The differgmiactices evident at these sites may be suggestive of a
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RATFSNBY(G FyR RAaA(GAYO(d 3ANRdzZI AY GKA& NBIA2Y 4K
IVOANRYAQd {SO02yRs Al A& LRaairotsS GKFG Avohd SNI I
Valley influenced the practices present at sites. If the inclusion of cremations was reserved for
OSYSGSNASA gAGK &aLISOAIlf &8 descdbddby SaFERM 4, hFda9GAINGT G K S
then the lack of cremations at Stretton and Broadwagynjust reflect their lower status. If a hierarchy

did exist which affected the presence of cremations then a difference can still be discerned across the
valley: to the east of Wasperton sites of various sizes included cremations; in the centre ofi¢lge val
between Wasperton and Bidfordn-Avon, only the major cemeteries included cremations; and to the

west of Bidfordon-Avon, cremations were almost entirely absent. These scenarios will be returned to

using further evidence below.

3.2.2 Orientation of lnumation Burials

As with the distribution of cremation burials, chronological developments provided an unsatisfactory
explanation for the variation between the predominant orientation of inhumations at the sites across

the Avon Valley. At the contemporarsites of Alveston Manor and Strettan-C2 84 SX C2 NF
chronology of the burial sequenteshowed that there was no progression from one orientation to

the other over time; instead, inhumations favouring the nestbuth axis and those favouring the west
eastaxis were contemporaryFord, 2003, 1996, unpub.Another explanation, therefore, must be

sought. The late®-century burials at Strettoion-Fosse were oriented westast(Ford, 2003, p. 101)

whilst the contemporary burials at Wasperton were predominantly neith (Carver et al., 2009, p.

135) At both of these sites, therefore, the dominant orientations in tffeafid 6" century followed

B 8 SNRa WOSYGNI t LI I OS atecertuNdBemétériSs faurd gilehdSout viviln ¥add régibonalftedritofy BB S ¢
surrounded by smaller cemeteries. Theskr cemeteries appear to have served as a meeting place and commemorative space for more

than one communitf2014, p. 95)

2C2NRQ& O0dNAFE aS1ljdzSyO0S Aa RSNAGSR FTNRBY FNISTIFOG (@ L@Rofd22B0B,SE T 0 dzNJ
1996, unpub.Bee discussion of ihdating method in the analysis of the weapon burial nit€hapterl0.4.1.2
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the precedent set by the late Roman buria®onsequently, it is possible that it was local tradition

which dictated the orientation of burials in the early medieval Avon Valley.

Whilst showing variability, Figure 3.4 suggests that there was some correlation between the most
common orientation of nhumation at a site and position within the valley. The cemeteries of
Wasperton, Alveston Manor, and Bidfeoti-Avon form a core of mixed orientations within an area of
westeast/eastwest burials. In contrast, those cemeteries in the extreme saudist ofthe valleyg

GKS . SO1TFT2NRa | yR [ 2 aSvbe dmihaéd by inkuinéiansI®ith nortth SS S
south/southnorth orientations. The quality of recording to the east of Wasperton is not as detailed as
elsewhere and only two reports contain informati@n orientation¢ Mount Pleasant and Blacklow

Hill. These two sites were not enough to draw conclusions about common practices in this part of the

valley, but it is worth noting that at both sites burials were oriented wessdt.
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1. Alveston Manor N
2. Beckford A

3. Beckford B

4. Blacklow Hill

5. Bidford-on-Avon
6. Lower Farm

7. Mount Pleasant
8. Stretton-on-Fosse
9. Wasperton

® Mixed

@® West-East
@ North-South
5 - No Data for Site
North-Sout
Zone bl 20 kilometres

Figure 34 Distribution of the dominant orientation of inhumations at each early medieval burial site
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3.2.3 Charcoadlined Inhumation Burials

Charcoalined inhumations were found in five of the nine wedlcorded Avon Valley cemeteries,
representing40 inhumations (Table 3.2). In addition, further examples may have been identified at

two of the cemeteries recorded in the #@enturyq Kineton and Lighthorne (Figure 3.5).

Date of Burial % of Buriats
Site ID Site Name . which contain
Activity
Charcoal
1 Alveston Manor | Late 5th - 7th 7.4*
10 Bidford-on-Avon | Late 5th - 7th 10.8*
38 Lower Farm Mid 6th - 7th 3.8
53 Stretton-on-Fosse | Late 5th - 6th 21.2
56 Wasperton 5th - 7th 0.5

Table 32 The welrecorded cemeteries which caiirt charcoalined inhumations. * Percentage is underestimated due to
lack of detail in the Wellstood reports (Humphries et al .1922 & 1923). This number, therefore, represents an absolute
minimum.

1. Alveston Manor N
2. Bidford-on-Avon .

3. Kineton

4. Lighthorne

5. Lower Farm

6. Stretton-on-Fosse
7.Wasperton

® North-South
No Data for Site or No Charcoal-Lined Inhumations

Il 20 kilometres

Figure 35. Distribution & Charcoalined inhumation burials across the Avon Valley
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At Strettonon-Fosse, Ford argued that the practice may have developed from a ReBrdish

tradition and drew parallels with the RomaiBritish barrow burial at Knobbs Crook, Dor&2203,p.

103). However, within the Avon Valley, and as his own report concééex!, 2003, p. 103}his is not

a burial practice known from late Roman burials. The two RonBxitish cemeteries, sites 2 and 10,

from Strettonon-Fosse contain no evidence of chaatdeliberately included within the inhumations

(Ford, 2003, pp.@0). Similarly, at Wasperton none of the late Roman inhumations contain charcoal
(Carver et al., 2009Although theburials in the late Roman cemetery at Tripontium were not well
recorded, a few burials were discussed in detail and no report of charcoal was (@aderon and

Lucas, 1966, pp. 18844) At Tiddington and Alcester the late Roman burials are also poorly
understood and it is possible that the practice of including charcoal in burials did exist, but again no
mention of it was made in the repor{@ooth, 1994, p. 8; Hughes, 1962; Palmer, 1981, pg2)7
C2NRQ& | NHdzYSyid GKIFIG GKS o6dz2NARFf LINF OGAOS KI &
unsubstantiated by the evidence in the Avon Valley.

Ford also suggested that this pr&dts Yl & KIF @S KIFIR | aSNRGAYIAlLY
RAAGNROdzIAZ2Y 2F (KSaAS o0daNAIFfas oKAOK JIR6E pil SN a
16¢17). Instead of a focus of these burials in the sea#tst, as we might expect if Ford was correct,
aSlySeQa OFdlf23dzS &K 2 gakin thertiddngliaik So&hSrn WestNERxorf, & O 72
and Hwiccan areg®1eaney, 1964, pp. a7 and see Figure 10.2 in Chapter 10.4. 1§ distribution

of these burials in England and their sigdfice will be considered in Chapter 10.4.1.1 as part of the

examination of evidence of frontier zone processes in the Avon Valley.

Returning to the use of this practice within the Avon Valley itself, the half cremation rite was used in
different ways (Tal@l 3.3). At Strettoron-Fosse 21.2% (11 of 52) of the inhumations contained
significant deposits of charcoal (although Ford stated that all inhumations contained small amounts of

charcoal (2003, p. 103) In three of these the deposit was over thead, a further four had
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concentrations over the pelvis, and three others had deposits over both the skull and pelvis. In one
grave, 88, the burial was lined with a substantial charcoal deposit. No unfurnished graves contained
charcoal spreads and grave ®@s described as the wealthiest burial in the cemetery. Additionally,
only adults were afforded this rite. There was no correlation between sex and position of charcoal and,
chronologically, the burials spanned the r@# century, c.536680AD, the perioaf greatest activity

within the cemetery. This suggests that the charcoal rite might be restricted to a social group within
the community, one that may have wielded a certain amount of status, included both men and women,

excluded noradults, and continuedb distinguish itself throughout the life of the cemetery.

It is probable that the number of charcoal lined burials has been underestimated at Baliokgon

and Alveston Manor. Both sites were excavated by Wellstood in the 1820d, unpub.; Humphries

et al., 1923, 1922and whilst his report on the latter site showed no charcoal lined burials, later
investigations recorded sever@lones, 2010)Despite this, the burials with charcoal at Alveston and
Bidfordon-Avon showed different members of the community marked out by this rite and,
consequently, do suggest that Strettom-C 2 & & S Qa O KslumNEdal within tNéwvll&y. Thd date
range at Alveston was much more restricted, focussing on the last quarter of'tbendury; included

an adolescent and an unfurnished grave; and more varied locations for the position of the §poedd
unpub.) The Bidforebn-Avon burials cannot be dated with the same precision but they also showed
differences: charcoal was found in many more locations within the grave, a numhefwhished
graves were included, and a child had been buried with chafctahphries et al., 1923, 1922Jhe
individuals includd in this practice at these two sites were, therefore, quite different to those at
Strettonon-Fosse. Furthermore, the cemeteries at Wasperton and Lower Farm each contained only
one burial with significant deposits of charcoal and Beckford A, BeckforddBBm@adway did not
contain any. The burial rite, therefore, does not appear to be the same across the valley. Stretton
C2aaS5SQa NBAGNAROGSR I'yR FTNBIdzSSyid OKI NOZKifetoNR S | LIL

and Lighthorne.
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Sex /

Burial ID Date Position |Orientation Grave Structure or Lining Age Gender Weapons Other Gravegoods
Charcoal below skull - possibly
38.16 |M6- 7th? S-N the remains of wooden Child
headrest
10.26 | L5- 7th? SW-NE Charcoal over pelvis Cu frag
10.46 | L5- 7th? S-N Charcoal in area of pelvis F Bds
10.59 | L5- 7th? SSW-NNE Covered by charcoal layer M 1Sp 1Kn
10.67 |L5- 7th? S-N Charcoal near head
10.71 | L5- 7th? W-E Charcoal throughout
10.74 | L5- 7th? S-N Charcoal between legs 1Kn
10.75 | L5-7th? S-N Charcoal and wood frags F 2Cr, Bds
1079 | L5- 7th? SN Charcoal between legs. I-}rrow E 1Kn, 1Bu, 2Sa, 24Bds,
and pottery above burial. bronze bound bucket
10.83A | L5- 7th? SW-NE Charcoal in area
1086 | L5- 7th? SSW-NNE Charcoal to right and above
feet
10.89 | L5- 7th? SW-NE Charcoal 1Kn
10.91 | L5-7th? W-E Charcoal in area
10.92 | L5- 7th? SSW-NNE Lots of Charcoal M 1Sp
10.106 | L5- 7th? W-E Charcoal layer above skeleton
10.108 | L5- 7th? S-N Charcoal layer above body 1Kn
10.129 | L5- 7th? WSW-ENE | Large amount charcoal in area
10.130 | L5- 7th? SW-NE Fregs Charc,oa" poti-enkene Child 1Kn
in area
10.135 |L5- 7th? W-E Charcoal at left elbow and leg F 1Kn, 2Ann, 1Bd
10.138 | L5- 7th? W-E Charcoal in area F 1Pin, 1Ring, 1Pot
10.153 | L5- 7th? SSE-NNW Charcoal between legs F 1Ko, ijeezers 2
Toilet set
10.154 | L5- 7th? SW-NE Charcoal under feet F 1Kn, 1Bu, 2 SqHd, 21Bds
10179 | 15- 7th? WSW-ENE Charcoal evident and two
stones over lower half
. Right Charcoal over skull and pelvis. 1Bd, 1pot sherd,
1.F1(ii) 577 . NNE-SSW Adult
Side Wood headrest Icherrystone
1.F13 576 L;zf;ie' SSW-NNE | Charcoal flecks throughout Adult F Mnni;;clj:', ;\:z:zers,
1.F53 580 Supine | SSW-NNE | Charcoal flecks throughout M 2Sp, 1Sh 1Kn, belt fittings
1.F57(i) 589 Supine SW-NE Charcoal traces Adult 1Kn, 1Bu
Right
1.F57(ii) 589 Side, SW-NE Charcoal layer Adoles.
flexed
2Di, 1Scoop, 1Pin, 1
53.37 530 Supine | WSW-ENE Charcoal over skull 25-30+ F Ring, 1Kn, Cleats, 1
Rivet, 21Bds, Wd obj
53.51 560 Supine | WSW-ENE Charcoal over skull 28 M 1Sh 1Kn
53.61 550 Supine W-E Charcoal over pelvis 22 F 1Bu
53.68 550 Supine SW-NE Charcoal over pelvis 28 M 1Kn
53.87 565 Supine | WSW-ENE Charcoal over skull 35 M 1Sp 1Kn
53.88 580 Supine | WSW-ENE | Charcoal Lining, Decapitated. 25+ M 1Sp, 1Sh
53.93 550 Supine | WNW-ESE Chames Ovsglt?sth sullend 25 F 2Sa, 1Pin, 1Bu, 1Kn, 1Bd
53.94 550 Supine | WNW-ESE | Charcoal over skull and pelvis A0+ M 1Sp
53.95 555 Supine SW-NE [ Charcoal over skull and pelvis | 20-25 M 1Sp, 1Sh 1Kn
53.97 565 Supine W-E Charcoal over pelvis 40-45 M 1Bu
53.102 570 On Left | WNW-ESE Charcoal over pelvis, Head 30-50 F? .25a, 19Bds, 1scoop, 2
cradle Pins, 1 Rock Crystal, 1Kn
56.71 6th Supine S-N Charcoal Adult M 1Sp 1Bu, 1Kn

Table 33 Charcoal lined inhumations in the Avon Valley
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The report from 1861 of quarrying at Pittan Hill, Kineton described ten skeletons with weapons lying

on a black substance. Similarly, works on the brow of a hill near Lighthorneelds46 located two

418t Si2ya SYOSRRSR Ay aa2Y$S OdNR2dza  RENJ
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(Meaney, 1964, p. 217\lthough less clearly understood there are similarities with Strettosfrosse.

Firstly, there is evidence of high social status represented within these burials: Kineton included a

sword and the burials at Lighthagrnwere found close to a hanging bowl with escutcheons. Secondly,

these sites are on high ground and not in a valley. Finally, all three sites are found in the vicinity of the

Fosse Way. Although these sites might suggest a localized pattern, any intégorataust be

tentative. Strettonon-C2 34 SQ& OKF NO2Ff o6dz2NAIFf NRGS 61 a OSNIL A
cemeteries in the valley and similarities might exist between this site and Kineton and Lighthorne, but

they remain just three sites. Howeverjstinteresting that these sites also cluster along the Fosse Way

(see Figure 3.5 above).

3.2.4 Frequency of Weapon Burial

Analysis of weapon burial frequency showed considerable variability amongst theeamited

cemeteries of the Avon Valley (Table)3Bhe practice ranged from 7.7% of all burials at Lower Farm,

(s}
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was considered. This evidence would suggest that the criteria for burial with weapded across

the Avon Valley. To explore this, the spatial distribution of weapon frequency was analysed (Figure

3.6). Although Figure 3.6 shows significant difference between sites, it also demonstrated that there

was no apparent geographic patterningttee data. Once, the landscape of the valley was taken into

account, however, a slight pattern could be discerned (Figure 3.7). The Cotswold Escarpment runs in a
north-easterly direction, defining the southern limit of the valley and, when this landscaperéewas

considered, there was a small amount of evidence for an emphasis on weapon burials in its vicinity.

Stretton-on-Fosse and Blockley both lie in this area and were the sites with the highest proportion of

weapon burials amongst the maximum male ptaiion (66.7% and 80% respectively). Yet again, sites
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within the Fosse Way Environs, which encompasses this escarpment, showed characteristics not seen

elsewhere in the valley.

Weapon —_— % of Male Population with Weapons
Site ID Site Name Burial & & Burial ko i 0%
of . Max Min [unsexed burials
. Activity
Population are Male

1 Alveston Manor 30.9 L5th-7th | 104.2 100.0 45.5
7 Beckford A 35.7 5th - 6th 76.9 62.5 58.8
8 Beckford B 25.9 5th - 6th 103.7 73.7 58.9
10 Bidford-on-Avon 15.7 L5th-7th | 109.7 91.9 33.5
13 Blockley 40.0 6th 100.0 100.0 80.0
15 Broadway 12.5 L5th - 6th | 100.0 100.0 33.3
38 Lower Farm 7.7 Méth - 7th|  100.0 100.0 25.0
53 Stretton-on-Fosse 32.7 L5th - 6th | 89.5 85.0 66.7
56 Wasperton 18.3 5th - 7th 91.7 91.7 41.0

Table 34 Percentage of weapon burials at the imecorded cemeteries of the Avon Valley.
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Figure 36. Percentage of weapon burials at the weltorded cemeteries of the Avon Valley, presented in order from east
to west and from north to south
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1. Alveston Manor N
2. Beckford A

3. Beckford B

4. Bidford-on-Avon
5. Blockley

6. Broadway

7. Lower Farm

8. Stretton-on-Fosse
9. Wasperton

® Higher than Average Frequency of Weapon Burials
>60% Male Population @ Lower than Average Frequency of Weapon Burials
D Insufficient data

It ] 20 kilometres

50-60% Male Population

Figure 37. Distribution of weapon burials across the Avon Valley

The frequency of different types of weapon set was analysed to further investigate spatial patterns
within the Avon Valley but uniformity in the assemblages prevented the observaftitvands (Figure

3.8). Across the valley, the most common combinations were single spears and single spears with a
single shield. Beckford A was the only exception, with single shields and double spear and shield
combinations being more common than eldsave. This evidence from the Avon Valley was in line
with data from England as a wholElarke, 1983p | N NJ af&cR dsing\s8 @timation and mixed
cemeteries across England showed that c.44% of weapon set combinations contained single spears
and c.26% contained single spears and a shield. All other combinations were less than 109adach

1989, p. 52)The Avon Valley fits this pattern, perhaps with a slightly greater emphasis on shields than
elsewhere. The lack of swords might be indicative of a regional trend but, given the sword

combinations in Anglian and Saxon (2.9% and 10% respectively) territories calculated bl Bg®ke
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distinct practice in the valley.

Percentage of Total Burials containing each weapon set
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Figure 38. Weapon sets as a percentage of total weapon burials at each of theewelded cemeteries

3.2.5 Distribution of Dress Accessory Types

In total, reports from 29 sites included information which could be used in the analysis of dress
acaessories. However, before exploring the distribution of dress accessory types it was again necessary
to assess the impact of chronology. Although any conclusions based on chronological analysis must be
tentative as sites were listed based on when they wienended, not taking into account longevity of

use, Figure 3.9 does show broad patterns which suggest a shift in sources of material over time. In
general, the earliest influences were from the Upper Thames Valley, shifting in thé'lateearly &

cerntury towards the east, towards the south again in the latter part of that century, and, finally,
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swinging further east and to Kent in th& entury. This same pattern was described by Ford in his
consideration of the sequence of burial and of grave assages at Strettoron-Fosse and Alveston
Manor (2003, p. 109, 1996, p. 99)hus, despite Figure 3.9 being rather crude, its correspondence with
the evidence from one of the best studied sites in the valley might suggest a certain degree of reality
reflected in the paterns shown. From this evidence we might infer that the Avon Valley was situated
on the edge of two major production zonesi KS W! y3t Al yQ SIad FyR (GKS
time the influences of these areas ebbed and flowed, perhaps demonstratiaggiofy political

allegiance or investment in the valley.
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Figure 39. Percentage of dress accessories from each focus of distridligied,by date of site foundation

With an understanding of how the distribution of matgrchanged over time it was possible to assess
any spatial patterning. If the sites with only’-@éentury material were temporarily disregardeg
Marton, Compton Verney, Ragley, Littlehampton, and possibly Upton Snodshugttern might be

observed (Figre 3.10). The burial assemblages east of Wasperton were dominated by dress
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accessories from East Anglia and the East Midlands whereas those burials to the west contained a
higher proportion of items from the Upper Thames Valley. The distribution of d@ssssory types
can, therefore, be arranged into an East Midland/East Anglian zone, a Upper Thames zone, and

, A A~
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parts in the burial assemblages (Figure 3.11).
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Figure 310. Percentage of dress accessories from each focus of distribution, listed by position of site
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1. Alveston Manor  16. Longbridge 24.Ragley 5th - 6th Century N

2.Baginton 17. Lower Farm 25. Rollright E Midlands /
3. Beckford A 18. Lutterworth 26. Stretton-on-Fosse > E Anglian Zone
4. Beckford B 19. Marlcliff 27.Upton Snodsbury ; —

5. Bennet’s Hill 20. Marton 28.Wasperton . 7 /
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© Mixed
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Figure 311 Distribution of dominant dregecessory type across the Avon Valley

3.3Summary

This chapter has examined five aspects of the burial ritual in the Avon Valley, the distributions of which
were not ubiquitous. From the data analysed, distinct zones have begun to emerge: a cremation zone
and a norcremation zone; a predominantlyorth-south oriented inhumation zone and an opposing
eastwest zone; a concentration of charcdaded inhumations; an area with a higher frequency of
weapon burials; and zones where different ratios of dress accessories from the Upper Thames Valley
or the east of England exist. These zones overlap to create distinct packages of practices characterised
by different combinations of burial customs and material culture. In the west of the valley, cremations
are very rare; inhumations in cemeteries are predoamitly oriented on the nortksouth axis; and

dress accessories from the Upper Thames Valley dominate. In the east of the valley, cremations are
found in cemeteries of all sizes and may also appear on their own;eassoriented inhumations are

most common and dress accessories from the east of England are more frequent than those from the
Upper Thames. Between these two areas, in the central Avon Valley, cremations occur but only in the
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large cemeteries; there is a more even number of wesstt and northsouth oriented inhumations;

and, similarly, the ratio of dress accessories from the Upper Thames and east of England is more equal.
In this part of the valley there appears to have been a coalescence of different peoples and ideas. A
F dzNJi K S NJ Y pdissiblly beF&eRtedyirt tie south of the valley, in the area of the Fosse Way, for
here there is a concentration of charcdaded burials and a higher frequency of weapon burials than
seen elsewhere in the valley. The emerging pattern from the burial, dataefore, is that distinct

zones are identifiable within the Avon Valley where people treated their dead in different ways.
Whether these zones or any others can be detected using evidence of landscape organisation is the

subject of the following chapte
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Chapter 4. Characterising the Avon Valley in thé'%o mid-7®
Centuries: the Landscape Evidence.

4.1 Introduction

Having considered the distribution of burial practices across the Avon Valley, the focus of analysis now
turns to patterns of landscape use. Spegifly, this chapter seeks to characterise the organisation of
the landscape during the™sto mid-7"" centuries and to assess whether any distinct patterns can be
observed. Firstly, the topographical setting of each early medieval site is analysed apédnap
Secondly, evidence for direct relationships between extant sites and early medieval sites is considered.
Thirdly, how the proximity between extant sites and early medieval sites changes is examined across
the valley. This is followed by analysis oé ttelationship between early medieval sites and major
routeways¢ Roman roads and main rivers. The chapter concludes with consideration of any patterns

observed between the'Sand 8" centuries and the 7 century.

4.2 Site Topography

Analysis of the topgraphical setting of each early medieval site in the Avon Valley was severely
restricted by the type of study area, a river valley; its position in lowland Britain; and the use of modern
datasets. The first two problems meant that landscape diversity wastsfor example, no upland

areas are present, there are no steep slopes, and no areas of moorland or scrub. Instead the study area

is characterised by mostly low lying terrain with gentle slopes and wide river plains. Naturally, there
areareasof highei NR dzy RY odzi (GKSaS INB T¥S¢ | yRI SgAGK NIN
watershed. Whilst across the valley the height above Ordnance Datum (OD) ranges between seven
metres and 330 metres, the average is just 95.8 metres, emphasising thef kigh@round and the

general gentle nature of the landscape (Figure 4.1). In addition, the focus on one river system created

a study area oriented towards a single feature, the River Avon. Consequently, the landscape tends to

follow a strict pattern: highr ground in the east, near the headwaters of the Avon; southerly facing
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slopes to the north of the Avon and northerly facing slopes to the south; flat or gently sloping terrain
in the centre of the study area and slopes towards the edge; and pastorahiemdyhout (Figures 4.2

¢ 4.4). The result of this was that the landscape of the study area displayed a level of uniformity which
prevents archaeologists from observing distinct patterns of landscape use. Furthermore, in such an
unchanging landscape it witrl have been difficult for early medieval groups to use site topography to

distinguish their practices, their choices, and potentially their identities from their neighbours.

Slope
B Fiat
- Gentle

[ ] Medium
- Steep
- Very Steep

i 20 kilometres

Figure 41. The Topography of the Avon Vallegvation
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Figure 42. The Topography of the Avon Valley: slope
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Figure 43. The Topography of the Avon Valley: aspect
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Agricultural Regime
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Figure 44. The Topography of the Avon Vallmyodern agricultural regime

The third problem derived from our reliance on modern datasets to recreate early medieval
topography. In Chapter 2.3.3 it was described how the problem of using modern maps to define water
courses was mitigated by modellingete in a GIS, but the problem of soil datasets has not been
overcome. Without taking samples at each site it was not possible to identify the soils present in the
past and, therefore, the agricultural regimes they supported. Data from the modern NATMI&P ser
was, consequently, of limited use and is presented here only to demonstrate the dominance of pastoral
land, a pattern which, given the nature of the landscape, is likely to have been similar to that in the

past.

These limitations were substantial, yato patterns were observed in the selection of different

topographical settings of sites (Figures 4.51.8)3° Firstly, when site aspect was considered, it

30 Topographical data for each site is presented in Catalogue 4.
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appeared that major routeways were particularly influential. Across the whole valley, sites seemed t
be placed on ground which sloped towards a Roman road or a main river. Secondly, whilst we would
expect valley bottom sites to dominate in the west and hill and ridge top sites to dominate in the east,
the pattern observed was not so simple. To the wafdRyknield Street, in the lowest and flattest part

of the valley, there were a number of hill and ridg@ sites in addition to the anticipated valley
bottom sites. Furthermore, in this same area there were a lack of sites placed on the upper part or on
the crest of slopes. This created a polarising effect with hill and iolgesites dislocated from and
substantially elevated above the more common valley bottom, lower slope, and base of slope sites.
Interestingly, no similar division was observable asrany other part of the valley as sites positioned

on mid-slopes predominated.

Figure 45. The Topographical Setting of Sites: position
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