Late prehistory, the Roman period and the Early Anglo-Saxon archaeology of Britain south of the Thames
The extent to which the political and tribal structure of southern Britain can be reconstructed in the centuries either side of the birth of Christ has been a matter of some debate. We have some information from Roman written sources, including the tribal-name elements in the names of Roman towns, many of which appear to have functioned as regional civitas capitals (Jones and Mattingly, 1990: map 3:2; Rivet and Smith, 1979: fig.33; Wacher, 1975: 22, fig.1).  The civitas was a key unit of Roman provincial administration, which attempted to merge the urban-centred structure of Mediterranean society (the polis) with the pre-urban tribal organisation of its northern provinces.  A civitas was administered by the local landed class, the decuriones, who were encouraged to adopt a Mediterranean aristocratic lifestyle.  This included the provision of public town buildings, such as a forum and basilica, temples, amphitheatre, theatre and baths.  These provided an alternative mechanism for public display by landed aristocrats to replace the use of martial equipment that probably featured in the pre-Roman period.  A council or curia was elected from these decurions, as were annually elected magistrates, usually appointed in pairs, the duoviri (Millett, 1990: 65-6).  
Examples of civitas capitals within our study region (ibid: figs.16-17; Rivet, 1958: fig.9) are provided by Canterbury (Durovernum Cantiacorum), Silchester (Calleva Atrebatum), Winchester (Venta Belgarum), Chichester (Noviomagus Regnensium) and Dorchester in Dorset (Durnovaria).  Additionally Ilchester (Lindinis) might represent a further example, if there were two civitates for the territories of the Durotriges, though this suggestion has been questioned.  Beyond the limits of the study region we can note Exeter (Isca Dumnoniorum) in the territory of the Dumnonii to the west of the Durotriges, where a former legionary fort was redeveloped as a town (Millett, 1990: 75, fig.21) and Cirencester (Corinium Dobunnorum) close to the sources of the Thames.  The territory of the Dobunni clearly extended far into the study region.  Some of these political units appear to have originated as unified pre-Roman entities.  Examples are the civitates of the Cantiaci and the Durotriges.  In other cases, however, larger tribal septs may have been separated as independent civitates. Thus the client kingdom of Cogidubnus, a firm ally of Rome, has been seen as divided between the Belgae and the Regni or Regini (ibid: 68).  The ‘tribal’ names of the Cantiaci, the Atrebates, the Belgae, the Regni or Regini, the Durotriges, the Dumnonii and the Dobunni often, but by no means always survive in the later medieval and modern names of counties and their associated towns.  A well-known example is Kent and Canterbury derived from the Cantiaci and Cantia via the Old English Cantware.  Then there is Dorset and Dorchester from the Durotriges and Devon from the Dumnonii. 
Next we have the pre-Roman coin distribution patterns, particularly the late issues that name rulers and sometimes the location of mints.  It has been argued that these provide valuable clues as to the extent of the pre-Claudian tribal territories regularised into the Roman pattern of  civitates (Cunliffe, 2005: 141-5, figs.6.9, 7.9; Millett, 1990: fig.3; Rudd, 2006: figs.5-9).  Additionally other changes in material culture have been identified in the form of pottery types, quernstones and other artefact forms and argued to reflect tribal divisions or sub-divisions (e.g. Cunliffe, 2005: fig.7.14).  An example occurs in a change of late Iron Age pottery and quernstone sources within what became Surrey either side of the Mole valley.  This feature might suggest that we are viewing the western limits of the Cantiaci (Bird, 2004: 29).  Another is provided by the use of different tempers in pre-Roman pottery within Kent that can be used to define three overlapping zones.  Taken together with similar pottery found in the downlands of East Sussex these zones imply four territories.  In turn these might equate with historical evidence for four kings of the Cantiaci in Julius Caesar’s account (Cunliffe, 2005: 165-8, figs.7.13, 7.14; Jones and Mattingly, 1990: map 3:1). 
A series of standardised surveys of the Roman archaeology of individual civitates was established from the 1970s onwards, though universal coverage was not achieved.  Unfortunately within our region volumes have only appeared for the Cantiaci (Detsicas, 1981) and the Regni (Cunliffe, 1973) and we lack volumes for the Atrebates, the Belgae, the Dobunni and the Durotriges.  Other regional surveys have adopted a modern county basis, such as the reviews of Roman Kent (Millett, 2007), Roman Surrey (Bird, 2004), a published dissertation on Roman and Early Medieval Wiltshire (Draper, 2006) and volumes on Roman Gloucestershire (McWhirr, 1981) and Roman Dorset (Putnam, 2007).  These suffer from being restricted by boundaries created typically many centuries later, whereas the civitas-based volumes instead present uncertain and sometimes controversial boundaries that can make working assumptions that are not easy to justify.  For example, Eagles has made interesting cases for conjoined boundaries between the Atrebates, the Belgae, the Dobunni and the Durotriges within what became Wiltshire.  By contrast, Rivet viewed the territory of the Belgae as extending from Winchester right across to the Bristol Channel in Somerset.  He accepted the attribution of Bath (Aqua Sulis) to the civitas Belgarum made by Ptolemy (Rivet, 1958: 51), but the distribution of pre-Roman coins implies that northern Somerset belonged instead to the Dobunni of Gloucestershire and Worcestershire.  All of the arguments concerning Wiltshire involve accepting various probabilities and possibilities, however, rather than particularly firm evidence (Eagles, 2001: 212-4, fig.11.3).   Similarly, how should we seek to locate a frontier between the territories of the Belgae and the Regni or Regini?  Should it be placed roughly halfway between Winchester and Chichester or can we be more precise?  To what extent can Roman roads and milestones provide a viable guide as to the extent of civitates (Jones and Mattingly, 1990: map 5:23)?  If they do have some validity, then the paved roads in the eastern Sussex Weald certainly indicate that its district belonged to the Cantiaci rather than the Regni/Regini, for the roads link this part of the Weald firmly to modern Kent in the form of the Roman ‘small town’ at Rochester (Durobrivae) and the civitas capital of Canterbury.  
By contrast, all the other major roads further west that crossed the Weald are centred on Londinium.  The special status of this very important lower Thames bridging point and port in Roman Britain, with its suburb in Southwark, cannot be underestimated.  Despite its description by Ptolemy as a polis of the Cantii (for Cantiaci), it is not generally viewed as a civitas capital.  Instead it has been argued that its early commercial development as a trading port was possible because it was on the margins of the various precursor tribal territories (Millett, 1990: 88-91).  Although we lack any specific epigraphic evidence for London, by c.AD 60 it was the headquarters of the imperial procurator and by the early second century it was the seat of the provincial governor.  Probably designated a municipium, either late in the first century or early in the second century, it was promoted to the rank of a colonia perhaps in the late second or early third century, which might explain the title of Augusta used in the fourth century with its name (Wacher, 1975: 18).  
The ‘small town’ category covers a wide range of settlements, some of which were enclosed by defenses at some point in their history.  The possible civitas at Ilchester has already been mentioned and has been classified as a  ‘potential city’.  This settlement on the Fosse Way occupied ground slightly raised above the floodplain of the Yeo in Somerset.  Although an early Roman military origin has been proposed, it was only in the third to fourth centuries AD that civilian occupation expanded to cover some 20 hectares (50 acres) including extensive suburbs.  Its defences have not been dated convincingly, however, and these enclosed a mere 10 hectares (25 acres) at the centre of the settlement excluding its northern and western suburbs.  They may well originate in the late second to early third-century period (Burnham and Wacher, 1990: 62-70, fig.12).  Although settlement appears to have continued here into the early fifth century, there is little convincing evidence for any post-Roman urban occupation (ibid: 69-70).
The other ‘potential city’ within the study region is at Rochester (Durobrivae) in Kent, which was subsequently redeveloped as an important regional centre on the Medway and was the location of an episcopal see founded in the early seventh century.  Much of its Roman walled circuit still stands and it occupies an area of around 9.5 hectares (23 acres) commanding a bridging point across this major river that was first established in the Roman period.  There has been relatively little excavation within the town itself and more effort has gone into revealing the defensive sequence.  Its ragstone walls have been attributed to the third century and were preceded by earthwork defences incorporating turf laid on top of flints in two locations.  It has been suggested that these earthwork defences were military in purpose and datable to the late second and early third-century.  If this is correct, then Rochester (together with Brough-on-Humber and Caister-by-Yarmouth), may have functioned as a secondary fortified naval base.  Its presumed role would have been to supplement and support the principal bases of the Roman fleet at Dover and Lympne in Kent and at Boulogne across the Dover Straits (ibid: 76-81, fig.16).  Another, less controversial function for Rochester would have been to act as an administrative centre for a secondary pagus of the civitas of the Cantiaci (ibid: 39).     
Smaller bridgehead towns occur on the north bank of the Thames at both Staines (formerly in Middlesex) and Dorchester-on-Thames.  The former appears to be the Pontibus of the Antonine Itinerary.  Its ribbon-type settlement occupied a group of gravel ‘islands’ along the Roman road linking Silchester to London.  Presumably it used the multiple bridges referred to in its Latin name, but seemingly never acquired defences.  There is limited evidence for subsequent early Anglo-Saxon occupation here (Bird, 2004: 40-2, 55-60, fig.15; Burnham and Wacher, 1990: 306-10, fig.105).  By contrast, we do not know the Roman name for Dorchester-on-Thames, which was formally laid out and fortified.  It was located adjacent to the Iron Age oppidum of the Dyke Hills (Burnham and Wacher, 1990: 117-22, fig.32).  Like Rochester it was chosen for a seventh-century episcopal see, but in this case a rather short-lived one, and it is Bede who names it for us as Dorcic (HE III.7).  Archaeologically the nearby Dyke Hills site has produced evidence implying a particularly early Anglo-Saxon cemetery, while Anglo-Saxon sunken-featured and post-built buildings have also been excavated within the Roman walled area.  There are also several other sites producing Early Anglo-Saxon burial evidence in the district centred on this former Roman town (Hawkes, 1986: 69-71, 88, fig.7).  Additionally the antiquarian record of a cloisonné-decorated sword pyramid has led to the suggestion that Dorchester was a ‘princely’ or even royal centre in the early seventh century (Dickinson, 1974).  The record of a now-lost third-century inscription from an altar found in 1731 relating to a provincial police or army official (Beneficiarus Consularis) suggests the town did possess a local administrative function during the Roman period. Its earliest defences consisted of an earthwork dated to the late second century with a masonry wall being inserted into the front of the rampart in the second half of the third century. No trace of external towers have been identified as yet here nor any gates. The defence line is clear on the north, west and south sides, but has yet to be located on its eastern side. The Queensford Mill extramural cemetery some 700 metres to the north-east has produced radiocarbon dates suggesting Roman-style burial continuing into the fifth century and possibly even later.  Dorchester is also one of the rare settlements where Theodosian coinage increases rather than declines as a proportion of the total sample implying the receipt of coin batches to the end of the fourth century and perhaps extending into the early fifth century.  
Another minor town has been identified at Mildenhall in Wiltshire, which was the Cunetio of the Antonine Itinerary (Burnham and Wacher, 1990: 148-52, fig.42).  A recent Time Team project has sought to explore the extensive open area early Roman settlement that developed along the main road system.  It contrasted this with its fortified replacements.  The former may relate to two associated hoards of third-century coins producing a total of 54,951 Antoniani that was located immediately outside the southern entrance through the earliest defences.  These consisted of a double ditch with rounded corners, perhaps containing an area of some six hectares.  Only one entrance or gateway was located on the south side by a causeway across the ditches.  Unfortunately the eastern and northern sides of this first defence system are not clearly defined and its associated rampart seems to have been levelled subsequently. No reliable dating evidence is recorded for it, but it is replaced by a stone wall circuit on a subtly different alignment with external towers.  Both the south and west gates have been excavated here.  This enclosed 7.5 hectares and produced dating evidence indicating construction in the fourth century that included a coin from the primary silt of a ditch sealed beneath the wall by the west gate. This coin issued in 354-8 implies a relatively late date for such a defence.    
Still in Wiltshire and located to the south-east of the civitas capital of Cirencester, the small town at Wanborough on Ermine Street near Swindon has been associated with the Durcornovium of the Antonine Itinerary (ibid: 160-4, fig.46).  The function and dating of a large courtyard building or mansio on an air photograph sited to the north of the main excavated area within the settlement may be of key importance.  Its construction may have provided a reason for the development of a civilian settlement here in the late first and early second century period.  There is evidence from a large ditch to suggest that the centre of this small town was fortified in the late second or early third century.  Subsequently building activity continued in the later Roman period mostly using masonry foundations for timbered structures.  The coin sequence includes the later emperors and there is also Late Roman pottery here.  It has been suggested that this settlement became uninhabitable in the late fourth or early fifth centuries due to a rising water table.       
There is a minor settlement at Neatham in Surrey (ibid: 264-72, fig.90), close to Alton, which might be the Vindomi of the Antonine Itinerary.  It was located at the junction of the principal Roman road from Silchester to Chichester (Margary, 1973: no.155) with another road from Winchester to London (Whaley, 2010).  Occupation began c.AD 70-90 with ribbon development continuing in the second to third centuries and further expansion in the third and fourth centuries.  There was a short-lived defended enclosure of 2.5 hectares centred on the north-south road immediately north of the crossroads indicated by a pair of defensive ditches.  These were backfilled with material containing mid third-century pottery and some coins dating as late as AD 270-3.  Little is known about the end of its occupation, however, though coins continue down to AD 388-402 implying occupation extending into the fifth century.  Two separate locations of Early Anglo-Saxon sunken-featured buildings have been excavated, but the Area B example contained pottery of sixth- to seventh-century date, so no continuity need be assumed here.   
The equivalent minor settlement on the Fosse Way at Camerton in Somerset to the south-west of Bath lacks any defences (Burnham and Wacher, 1990: 292-6, fig.99).  Again occupation begins in the first century, but it is after the middle of the third century that the settlement here both expanded and changed its character.  Many more masonry buildings appear which contained hearths and furnaces perhaps implying an industrial function taking over from a primarily agricultural site.  There is a fragmentary inscription dated to AD 235 which mentions a pair of consuls by name.  Such inscriptions are rare in rural settlements.  Further building activity occurred in the early fourth century, but its coin sequence degenerates after the Constantinian period.  The dating of the Anglo-Saxon cemetery a short distance to the north is centred on the seventh century, so continuity seems very improbable here. 
The best known of the specialist religious sites is that developed on the thermal baths at Bath (Aqua Sulis) with its impressive temple dedicated to Sulis Minerva (Cunliffe, 1985-8; Jones and Mattingly, 1990: maps 2.5, 2.8 and 2.13; Burnham and Wacher, 1990: 165-76, figs.48 and 49).  Located adjacent to the Fosse Way at strategic bridging points of the Bristol Avon, the stone defences were added probably in the later third or early fourth century, but no external towers or gates have been recorded as yet.  The religious activities here attracted soldiers in particular to visit, but also Roman citizens from northern Gaul according to the epigraphic evidence.  There is evidence to suggest continuing occupation well into the fifth century while a nunnery was founded here in AD 676 under Hwiccan patronage (Sawyer, 1968: S51).   

Within Greater London and former Surrey, the extensive Roman settlement at Ewell represents another probable religious centre with its ritual shafts (Bird, 2004: 60-2, fig.22), as do the settlements at Frilford in Berkshire (now Oxfordshire), Nettleton in Gloucestershire and Springhead in Kent.  The Frilford site is very extensive, covering some 30 hectares of occupation debris around a temple area, a temenos compound and an amphitheatre (Burnham and Wacher, 1990: 178-83, fig.54).  This is taken to represent ribbon development along the main roads, as does the extramural cemetery which was reused in the Early Anglo-Saxon period with both cremations and inhumations dated between the fifth and the sixth centuries.  Coin evidence on the site included 78 fourth-century items, with some for which use may have continued into the early fifth century.  Back on the Fosse Way to the north-east of Bath at Nettleton (ibid: 188-92, fig.58) is a further settlement centred on the shrine or temple dedicated to Apollo Cunomaglos.  An altar, a copper-alloy intaglio ring and a copper-alloy plaque all mention Apollo, but other deities appear in epigraphic evidence here, including Silvanus, Diana, Mercury and Rosmerta, while a fragmentary statue of Diana and a hound was recorded around 1911.  A large number of coins from the period AD 330-402 have been recorded implying occupation into the fifth century here.  The settlement at Springhead on Watling Street between Rochester and London is one of the most fully recorded of these religious ‘small towns’.  Named as Vagniacis in the Antonine Itinerary, it is interpreted as primarily a religious sanctuary associated with the natural springs supplying the Ebbsfleet, that flows northwards from here to the Thames (ibid: 192-8, fig.59).  While its origins go back into the pre-Roman Iron Age, the site appears to enter a decline after the second century and came to an end around the late fourth century or the beginning of the fifth century.  Recent excavations in advance of the Channel Tunnel Rail Link have demonstrated some Early Anglo-Saxon activity in the vicinity of one of the springs in the form of a sunken-featured building and the site is also overlooked by a seventh-century double cemetery (Millett, 2007: 160-1; Welch, 2007: 207, 234-5).  The significance of this later occupation for the Roman roadside settlement remains unclear, however, and there is no clear case for urban continuity.  The last of the specialist ‘small towns’ in the study region is the industrial site associated with lead mining in the Mendips at Charterhouse, Somerset (Burnham and Wacher, 1990: 208-11, fig.65).  Occupation here extends over at least 12.1 hectares and continued into the fourth century according to the coin list, though there are no later fourth-century issues.  There is also an amphitheatre a short distance to the west of the main site.   

Moving on from the major civilian cities and towns, there are also the coastal defences constructed at different times within the Late Roman period.  These have been linked to the command of the Comes Litoris Saxonum in the Notitia Dignitatum military lists (Jones and Mattingly, 1990: maps 2:16, 4:67 and 4:70).  Within the study region, the principal coastal forts are limited to east Kent, Sussex and Hampshire.  Those at Reculver (Regulbium) and Richborough (Rutupiae) guarded the northern and southern entrances to the Wantsum Channel, which provided a sheltered seaway linking the Dover Straits to the Thames estuary.  The remainder commanded ports at Dover (Dubris), Lympne (Portus Lemanis), Pevensey (Anderida) and Portchester within Portsmouth Harbour (Portus Adurni).  The so-called Roman ‘tower’ at Shadwell by the Thames is unlikely, however,  to represent a signal station from a defensive system guarding river access to Londinium.  More probably it is a mausoleum belonging to the Early Roman period, or else just possibly the cella of a temple (Lakin, 2002). 
We should not forget that the provincial administration of Roman Britain changed quite radically over its four centuries of existence. The assignment of particular civitates to the two, later four and finally possibly five provinces that replaced the original single province of Britannia poses various issues.  Fortunately there is a broad agreement on the big picture when it comes to Caracalla’s reforms of AD 211 or later.  These provided the context for the separation of Britannia Superior, probably governed from London and including the legionary bases at Caerleon and Chester, from a Britannia Inferior administered from York with its own legionary fortress (Jones and  Mattingly, 1990: maps 5:4 and 5:5).  No later than AD 314 and now as part of the Prefecture of the Gauls, the new Diocese of Britain was ruled by a Vicarius Britanniarum.   It consisted of Britannia Prima in the west, a Britannia Secunda in the north, a Flavia Caesariensis centred on Lincoln and a Maxima Caesariensis in the south-east corner of Britain that was closest to the continental provinces (ibid: maps 5:7 and 5:8).  On the margins of the study region, Cirencester appears to have been the capital of Britannia Prima, which extended as far east as Hampshire on the south coast, but also as far north as the Mersey and of course included Wales.  It is probable that London was the capital of Maxima Caesariensis, as the Notitia Dignitatum locates the Imperial Treasurer (Praepositus Thesaurum Augustensium) in Londinium.  This key province seems to have included the east Midlands and East Anglia as well as south-east England (Mann, 1961: map VII).   We need not concern ourselves here with the location of a possible fifth province, seemingly renamed after AD 367 by Theodosius as Valentia as a location in the north of Britain seems most likely (Jones and Mattingly, 1990: 148).  
For the present project we have mapped all the major sites and the paved roads that linked them. Moving down in scale from the largest urban settlements or towns, mostly civitas capitals, the sites mapped are the small towns or vici, the roadside settlements or mansiones, the more substantial villas (country houses which may also be associated with working farms) and temples (often presumed to be built by the patrons who owned villas and town houses in civitas capitals).  It has been argued that archaeological use of the English term villa and villas is sufficient to cover the fact that we do not know in most cases whether contemporary Romans would have described them as villa or villae implying the country houses of members of the landowning class rather than as examples of a fundus or farm.  The term villa estate is a potentially dangerous one, as it is difficult, if not impossible, to reconstruct the extent of a farm attached to a ‘villa’.  Indeed leading landowners would probably own several estates, but perhaps have just one principal country house in the territory of an individual civitas to match their town house as decurions (Millett, 1990: 91-2).  In any case, such sites typically produced solid remains in the form of wall footings or internal pillar supports, as well as mosaic floors or floors of opus signinum, which have proved relatively easy to detect.  They also provide visible and identifiable cropmark evidence from air photographs (Frere and St Joseph, 1983).  While these do not tell us all that much about the majority of the rural population that farmed the agricultural landscape of Britain and whose settlements have proved so illusive (Detsicas, 1981: 84-5; Millett, 2007: 156), they do provide us with a broad framework for mapping the settlement patterns of the southern part of Roman Britain.  They allow us to explore why some Early Anglo-Saxon archaeological sites are adjacent to or even re-occupy Roman sites, as is the case in the eastern sector of walled urban Canterbury (Welch, 2007: 201-2), whereas elsewhere the Anglo-Saxon distribution is distinctly different from the earlier Roman pattern.  In addition, we have examined the distribution of Roman coin finds, typically from casual losses, which the national Portable Antiquities Scheme has proved very successful in recording in recent years.  As the vast majority of Roman coin finds belong to the Late Roman period, this provides further guidance as to settlement patterns within Britain south of the Thames in the third and fourth centuries AD (Moorhead, 2001). 
Iron-Age Pottery and Celtic Coins in southern Britain
As noted above, distributions of pottery styles can provide us with distinctive regional patterns across much of the Iron Age in southern and eastern Britain (Millett, 1990: fig.2).  In turn, these can be linked to the patterns of British-made coinage when these emerge (ibid: fig.3).  So if we look at the map produced by Cunliffe of pottery datable to the eighth and seventh centuries BC, we can see distributions along the coasts of Dorset, Hampshire and Sussex of the ‘Kimmeridge-Caburn’ group and then in eastern Kent and the Lower Thames valley of the ‘Highstead 2’ group.  Inland within Somerset, Wiltshire and Hampshire there is the ‘Later All Cannings Cross’ group, while north of the Thames there is the ‘Ivinghoe-Sandy’ group and finally along the east coasts of Essex, Suffolk and Norfolk we find the ‘West Harling-Fengate’ group (Cunliffe, 2005: 90-7, fig.5.3).
Moving on to the sixth-century to fourth-century BC pottery styles, the ‘All Cannings Cross’ pottery tradition continues, but there are now Somerset and Dorset variants.  The coastal pottery of east Hampshire and Sussex (the ‘Park Brow-Caesar’s Camp’ group) is matched the other side of the Weald in Surrey, where it overlaps with the ‘Darmsden-Linton’ group, which is found mostly north of the Thames and up the coast from Essex to Norfolk. The Hampshire, Sussex, Surrey pottery also overlaps with the ‘Chinnor-Wandlebury’ group, most of which again occurs north of the Thames. Then the Upper Thames region has the ‘Long-Wittenham-Allen’s Pit’ group and eastern Kent the ‘Highstead-Dolland’s Moor’ group (ibid: 97-103, fig.5.4).  

A simplified assessment of the fourth-century to second-century BC pottery styles in central southern Britain has the ‘Glastonbury-Blaise Castle’ group in Somerset and southern Gloucestershire and the ‘Yarnbury-Highfield’ pottery in Dorset, Wiltshire and Hampshire.  The latter overlapped in Hampshire with ‘St Catherine’s Hill-Worthy Down’ pottery forms that extend as far north as the middle Thames region and also eastwards into western Sussex.  In the upper to middle Thames region there is also the ‘Southcote-Blewburton’ pottery, then in Surrey the ‘Hawk’s Hill-West Clandon’ wares and in central coastal Sussex the ‘Caburn-Cissbury’ pottery group (ibid: 103-7, fig.5.5). The fourth- or third-century BC period further sees the emergence of the ‘Maiden Castle-Marnhull’ pottery group in Wiltshire, Dorset and Somerset (ibid: 107-8, fig.5.6). 
Finally Cunliffe maps the eastern British decorated pottery of the first century BC to first century AD with ‘Late Caburn-Saltdean’ style pots in the South Downs of central and east Sussex, the ‘Mucking-Crayford’ style in central and west Kent and the Thames estuary coast of Essex and then the ‘Stanton Harcourt-Cassington’ style in the upper Thames region (ibid: 111-116, fig.5.9).  Continuing on into the first century AD, he separates out the ‘Aylesford-Swarling group’ particularly visible in funerary contexts and associated with Belgic Gaul across the Channel.  This pottery is located in Kent, Surrey, Berkshire and north of the Thames (ibid: 116, 151-9, figs.7.1, 7.6).  Then there are the Atrebatic groups found in Sussex, Hampshire, Wiltshire and Berkshire (ibid: 117, 168-76, fig.7.17), the Durotrigan group developing from the ‘Maiden Castle-Marnhull’ style in Dorset with some Armorican influence (ibid: 117, 178-89) and the South-Western Cordoned wares associated with the Dumnonii (ibid: 117).  In conclusion, we can observe provincial pottery groups which are primarily coastal in distribution, particularly along the Channel between Dorset and Sussex and linking east Kent with the Thames estuary.  These coastal groups can be contrasted with the inland pottery traditions centred on what became ‘Wessex’ (i.e. Hampshire, Wiltshire and Somerset) on one hand and in the Thames valley on the other, extending back over many centuries prior to the Claudian invasion.     
We can then relate these ceramic distributions to the coinage, starting with imported Gallo-Belgic issues that first appear in south-eastern Britain between the end of the second century BC and the last fifty years of the first century AD.  While some immigration by Belgic peoples may be associated with this phenomenon, particularly movement into the Hampshire regions associated with the subsequent Roman civitas of the Belgae at Winchester and the Atrebatic civitas at Silchester, other factors such as gift-exchange, trade in high-value goods and the payment of British warriors for military service against Julius Caesar’s campaigns in Gaul have been argued to provide additional explanations here (ibid: 125-33, figs.6.1-5).  More significant for our purposes of defining pre-Roman polities are the insular British attempts to develop imitative coinages.  These begin with the high-tin bronze issues copying Massilliote prototypes known as Kentish Cast Bronzes and formerly referred to as ‘potin’ coins.  Found in Kent, the Lower Thames valley and East Sussex, these are difficult to date, but are considered to start in the late second century BC and continue for a decade or so after Caesar’s Gallic Wars.  
The parallel development of putative ‘proto-urban’ centres enclosed by banks (referred to in the archaeological literature as oppida) may provide a plausible role in facilitating trade and exchange in this region and may well relate to this low-value bronze coinage (ibid: 133, 402-6, fig.6.6: no.1).  The two decades prior to the Gallic Wars see several British ‘tribal’ regions producing coinages.  These usually copy Gallo-Belgic C coins and by the 40s or 30s BC, the names of rulers and occasionally the  locations of mints appear on coins.  The earliest of these appeared c.70 BC in central southern Britain in what became the Atrebatic region.  These were followed quickly by Durotrigan issues, but in Kent Gallo-Belgic staters and local bronze coins were utilised instead (ibid: 133-4, fig.6.6).  There has been a recent attempt to differentiate coins that might have been issued for the tribe of the Regni or Regini in a territory centred on Selsey in West Sussex from the general series of Atrebatic coins (Rudd, 2006).  Several of the oppida acted as precursors to Roman civitas capitals (Bigberry and Canterbury for Roman Canterbury, Chichester Dykes for Roman Chichester, also Silchester and Winchester).  The remaining oppida within the study region were located at Loose and Oldbury in Kent, the Dyke Hills by Dorchester-on-Thames and finally at Hengistbury (Millett, 1990: fig.6 & table 2.4).  Coin legends referring to Callev[a] (Silchester) and Duno[vernum] (Canterbury), together with equivalents for St Albans and Colchester outside our region, help to confirm that oppida were related to tribal territories and to individual social leaders named on coins, but it would seem that the precise functions of these oppida still remains poorly understood (ibid: 23).
For the period between the Caesarian raids and the Claudian invasion, Cunliffe distinguishes between tribes of a ‘core region’ in the south-east of Britain (represented by the Cantiaci and Atrebates south of the Thames and the Catuvellauni and Trinovantes mostly to the north of that river) and peripheral regions beyond.  The periphery included the Durotriges and the Dobunni within our study region, but also the Corieltauvi and Iceni north of the Thames.  The core region is typified by the pottery and the burial practices of the ‘Aylesford-Swarling culture’ with their Gallic antecedents.  It is characterised as being open to continental Belgic and also Roman cultural and political influence.  
This core region has been sub-divided further by Cunliffe into sixteen socio-economic zones.  For most of these there is an association of the zone with a central place, taking the form of a nucleated settlement with presumed proto-urban functions (ibid: 149-77, fig.7.1). Within our study region there are ten such zones.  These are linked to Abingdon and the Dyke Hills by Dorchester-on-Thames in the Upper Thames valley (1); to Marlborough in north-east Wiltshire (2); to Silchester on the Berkshire and Hampshire border (3); a gap centred on Surrey without a defined central place (4); to Oldbury in west Kent (5); to Rochester and Loose in the Medway valley (6); to Bigbury and Canterbury in east Kent (7); to Winchester in central Hampshire (8); to Selsey in West Sussex (9); and finally to Castle Hill near Newhaven in East Sussex (10).  

The peripheral tribes in this scheme include the Durotriges of Dorset and southern Somerset, whose territory included the cross-Channel trading places at Hengistbury Head and Poole Harbour, which seem to have gone into a terminal decline following the Armorican uprising against Caesar in 56 BC.  Although this tribe attempted to resist the Claudian conquest, this proved to be very short-lived and futile (ibid: 178-89, figs.8.2-3).  The Dobunni appear to have extended from northern Somerset and Gloucestershire into the West Midlands and are argued to have possessed two principal central places.  The northern one was probably sited at Bagendon in Gloucestershire and was replaced in the Roman period by Cirencester.  The location of the southern centre remains less certain, though a case can be made for Camerton in Somerset  (ibid: 189-93, figs.8.2, 8.10).  
Further west again in the Devon-Cornwall peninsular are the Dumnonii, a people with virtually no coinage and two successive pottery traditions.  The earliest are the ‘South-Western Decorated Wares’ (formerly known as ‘Glastonbury wares’) from the fourth to the first century BC and these are followed by a ‘Cordoned Ware’ tradition (ibid: 201-6).  As the Dumnonii fall outside our study region and subsequently survived in Cornwall as independent neighbours of the West Saxons as late as the beginning of the eighth century AD, their pre-Roman past need not be discussed further here.  
It is perhaps the Cantiaci among the core tribes for whom the most obvious case can be made for a continuing relevance in the post-Roman period, with their name being refashioned into the Cantware.  On the other hand, on both historical and archaeological evidence, the original Anglo-Saxon kingdom of Kent appears to be restricted to Kent east of the Medway, incorporating both Canterbury and Rochester (e.g. the Chatham Lines Anglo-Saxon barrow cemetery).  This represents only a sector of the pre-Roman tribal territory, although admittedly at its greatest extent, during the first half of the seventh century, Anglo-Saxon Kent probably came to resemble the territorial range of its Iron Age precursor.  What post-Roman Kent also shares is its openness to continental influences, now in the form of both Frisian and Frankish material culture.  For other Anglo-Saxon territories across southern Britain, their Late Roman regional precursors may be more relevant, insofar as we can map them, whatever their ultimate pre-Roman tribal origins.                
Roman roads and roadside settlements
Roads radiated from Roman London to the principal towns and ports of southern Britain. Their routes are generally well established wherever they enter and leave major settlements (the civitas capitals and the so-called small towns) or the numerous smaller roadside settlements that have been located.  These are typically located at the junction of roads with river crossings. Many of these roadside settlements would have had official functions, in particular providing facilities for those on imperial business to change horses, eat and sleep (mansiones and mutationes: Burnham and Wacher, 1990: 36-8). Others had a primary religious role, however, as we have seen to be the case at Springhead (Vagniacis) on Watling Street (Millett, 2007: 160-1). Roman roads are only one of the modes of overland travel that we have mapped, however, as we have also included long-distance high-level trackways of presumed antiquity, such as the Pilgrims Way in Kent, and droveways associated with transhumance practices, which are typically first documented in the Late Anglo-Saxon and Post-Norman Conquest periods (e.g. Witney, 1976).  
Much research was carried out in the last century with the aim of reconstructing the precise positions of Roman roads (Margary, 1973).  Sections of known roads are also regularly re-discovered, as can be seen in the regular updates to the ‘Roman Roads Abstracts’ compiled by the North East Hampshire Historical and Archaeological Society (Whaley, 2010).  Completely unrecorded paved roads are also being revealed through excavation.  A recent example occurred on the west bank of the Ouse above Lewes in East Sussex.  This is located on the opposite bank to Margary’s proposed line for the London to Lewes road (Rob Wallace pers. comm.).  The identification of a road through excavation does not confirm necessarily that it continued to operate as a viable and used route through the Early Anglo-Saxon period.  Nor indeed should we assume that all of the mapped minor roads were relevant to our project, unless they are found to be associated with relevant dated sites.  Margary (1973: 23) suggested that in the period following the demise of Roman authority in Britain, long stretches of what had been substantial metalled and ditched roadways would have fallen into disrepair, turned into green lanes or come to form the boundary banks between later land holdings.  Sections of them may have become subsumed into parish and shire boundaries.  Route reconstruction, based on known rigid alignments that are allowed to deviate only in order to avoid steep slopes, is not a problem-free process.  It is difficult to establish whether these routes would still have remained viable through the Early Anglo-Saxon period.   We should note, however, that the substantial cross-sectioned structure of Roman major roads in southern Britain, consisting of between 56 and 81 cms of metalling, with paved sections and other hard surfaces designed to prevent rutting (Davies, 2002: 56-66) represented substantial and significant features within the landscape.

For certain locations it is clear that the layout of field boundaries could respect a Roman road, suggesting continued use into the medieval period.  An example occurs on the North Downs at Cudham, where the road marked the county boundary between Surrey and Kent (Harrington, 2004: 43).  A critical assessment of Margary’s proposed routes has indicated that some appear to traverse unfeasibly steep inclines and so cannot be taken to be necessarily accurate (Kris Lockyear pers. comm.).  Nevertheless a basic structure of major routes has been established and is available for mapping, presented in [Map **].  Necessarily this has been derived mainly from Margary’s published descriptions (Margary, 1973), including his pioneering study of the Wealden roads (Margary, 1965).  All were annotated onto the First Edition Ordnance Survey base-maps and then digitised. Amendments and new sections of road identified since 1973 have been incorporated, where published.  

Nor should we underestimate the amount of traffic in both the Roman and Anglo-Saxon periods that used the major waterways and coastal routes.  Sea-going ships and smaller river craft will have provided the most cost-effective way of transporting bulk goods whether manufactured on an industrial basis as with Roman pottery or imported from other provinces as with wine transported in barrels (Ellmers, 1972: 153, Abb.125).  Agricultural surpluses in grain would ideally be transported by boat, whereas livestock could often be delivered on the hoof using overland routes.  Indeed it has been suggested that large quantities of grain were exported in the Late Roman period to supply the army on the Rhine frontier and that a primary function of the coastal forts was to provide secure granaries associated with ports to manage the transportation of grain.  Reconstructing the original breadth and water flow of the rivers and of sheltered seaways such as the Wantsum Channel presents some problems and we have made some educated guesses in devising our base maps for GIS analysis purposes. 
The end of Roman material culture and the first appearance of an Anglo-Saxon material culture in southern Britain
As the discussion above indicates, the dating of archaeological features such as ditch or pit fills, or graves or cremation deposits to particular periods within the overall Roman period is primarily dependent on finds of coins and/or pottery, both of which can occur in considerable quantities.  That is not to say that other artefact types, whether other vessels manufactured in glass or metal, or dress fittings including belt equipment and beads, or military fittings from armour and weaponry, cannot be assigned to date ranges as well.  Nevertheless coins and pottery dominate and it is therefore particularly significant that coins stop being imported in bulk from north Italian mints c.402 and that mass-produced pottery ceases to be produced in southern Britain either side of c.400 (Welch, 1999: 31).  The former presumably reflects the severely diminished scale of the imperial administration and army within the British provinces during the first decade of the fifth century. The date for coin importation is based on hoard evidence and it is hoard evidence that shows the occassional presence of small quantities of imported Roman coins in precious metals as late as the middle of the fifth century, as at Patching in West Sussex (White, 1998; White et al, 1999).   These are, however, the exceptions that help to prove the rule that a working coin-based economy ceased to exist within the first third of the fifth century in lowland Britain.

There is some disagreement as to how much of the army stationed in Britain was transferred to Gaul in AD 406-7, but it may well be that only some of the frontier troops, the limitani, remained along the northern wall and in the coastal forts.  Presumably most, if not all of the field-army units, the comitatenses, left with Constantine to help defend the western provinces of Gaul and Spain.  The coin list for the coastal fort at Richborough certainly suggests that troops were still stationed there throughout and even a little beyond its first decade, but this evidence is unique at present (Reece, 1968).  Written accounts of a British rebellion, the expulsion of foreigners and a letter urging the British civitates to look to their own defence c.410 have been much discussed and debated.  What any comparison between Roman Britain and Roman Gaul and their post-Roman counterparts reveals is the absence of continuity of civitates and bishoprics in the former in contrast to the almost total preservation of the civitates in the episcopal structure of medieval Gaul.  Most archaeologists agree that Roman towns in Britain entered a long period of decline beginning within the fourth century, if not earlier.  That large zones within their walled urban precincts were left unoccupied is confirmed by the so-called ‘dark-earth’ deposits.  For example, in Canterbury all the recorded Early Anglo-Saxon sunken-featured buildings had been excavated through the ‘dark earth’, which appears to confirm a discontinuity of occupation here (Welch, 2007: 201-2).  Admittedly a case has been made for a much slower and less extreme decline across the fifth century at Silchester, which has been the subject of extensive recent excavations.  On the other hand, unlike Canterbury, Silchester was not reoccupied at the end of this period of decline and decay, nor was it reutilised as a fortified burh between the eighth and tenth centuries.  
There are scholars who advocate a ‘long chronology’ for the latest forms of recognisably Romano-British pottery, including handmade wares, in the period before their successor British societies become thoroughly aceramic (Going, 1992).  Equally there are others who see a rapid end to the circulation of mass-produced pottery and link it to the collapse of the coin-based market in Britain. Against a long chronology, it needs to be noted that such pottery certainly does not occur in Early Anglo-Saxon burial contexts of the fifth to sixth centuries, any more than do coins of the late fourth and early fifth century.  Indeed it is rare to find any Roman industrially-manufactured ceramic vessels in Anglo-Saxon cemeteries.  On the rare occasions we do find such containers, as at the urnfield site at Caistor-by-Norwich, these are much earlier in date of manufacture.  Thus at Caistor, it appears that intact second-century vessels, probably obtained by searching long-abandoned kilns for wasters, had been acquired (Myres and Green, 1973, 74-6).  Similarly the coins we find in Early Anglo-Saxon burials usually belong to issues of the third to early fourth centuries.  So whatever date we assign to the earliest Anglo-Saxon cemeteries and settlements in southern and eastern Britain should postdate the circulation of both Late Roman ceramic products and the later Roman coins here.  The contrast with contemporary cemeteries within northern Gaul is marked (Böhme, 1974).
Late Roman belt equipment associated with officers in imperial service can be found selectively both in Late Roman burial contexts and those of the earliest Anglo-Saxon cemeteries (Welch, 1999: 31).  Their presence in Early Anglo-Saxon adult male burials may indicate warriors who had been in Roman service at an earlier stage of their career or else their near kin had obtained such experience.  There is a case for regarding insular Quoit Brooch Style metalwork and in particular the belt equipment found in Early Anglo-Saxon cemeteries within southern Britain as issued by British authorities as a local substitute for the ‘official’ dress fittings issued to Roman officials (Inker, 2000).  Some have gone as far as to define a mixed culture blending Roman (male) and Germanic (female) cultural elements represented by these first- and second-generation graves, notably at Mucking in Essex (Hirst and Clark, 2009: 766). 

Such belt equipment, though of forms datable to c.400 rather than any later, can occur in Late Roman cemeteries (Böhme, 1986: 471-2, Abb.1 & 3; Barber and Bowsher, 2000: 206-8, Grave B538).  Contemporary female furnished burials are relatively rare, but contain dress assemblages based on pins, rather than brooches (Swift, 2000a and 2000b).  Another distinctive feature of Late Roman burial is the presence of hobnails from hobnailed boots.  We have to be cautious when attempting to date such booted individuals that we do not assume that such burials can occur no later than the fifth century in Britain.  A radiocarbon date for a hobnailed burial excavated at Frome in Somerset indicates that these continued to be manufactured and worn in the sixth century (Bruce Eagles pers. comm.).  We should also be prepared to be sceptical about claims of continuity of burial across the fifth century within a single burial ground from unequivocal Late Roman inhumations through to Early Anglo-Saxon inhumations and cremations which appear to belong within the second half of the fifth century.  The Wasperton site in the Warwickshire Avon valley is the classic example here (Carver, 2009; Scheschkewitz, 2006; Welch, 1992: 104-7).  An equally valid argument can be made that a Late Roman burial ground was abandoned and then reused after a gap of at least a generation by a new community.  

One of the characteristics of the earliest Anglo-Saxon cemeteries is the mixture of continental north German and southern Scandinavian cultural labels represented in the artefact assemblages.  It is commonplace to find both ‘Anglian’ and ‘Saxon’ decorated handmade pots utilised as cremation urns or as accessory vessels in inhumation graves within a single cemetery.  The partially-investigated cemetery at Fordcroft in Orpington is a good example (Welch, 2007: 230-3).  Similarly it should be no surprise to find the occasional ‘Anglian’ brooch from adult female graves within other cemeteries located south of the Thames, as at Temple Hill in Dartford (ibid).  The implication is that migrants arrived in southern Britain in culturally-mixed groups.  The same cultural mixture can be observed in some continental north German cemeteries, notably those in the eastern half of the Weser-Elbe estuary ‘triangle’, as at Issendorf (Hills, 1998; Weber, 1998).  This suggests that this mixture was a function of an extended and multi-staged migration process that might begin with communities abandoning settlements on the Jutland peninsular, joining other communities in the lower Elbe region and then sailing and/or rowing down the sheltered seaways to Friesland, where some may have stopped off again, before continuing to the short Channel crossing to south-east Britain. 
The initial ‘Anglian’ and ‘Saxon’ cultural labels of the fifth century refer to comparisons with the material culture represented in the cemeteries (predominantly urnfields) of Schleswig-Holstein and neighbouring regions (the continental Anglian Kulturkreis) and those of Lower Saxony (Niedersachsen) including the Weser-Elbe ‘triangle’ region.  In his Ecclesiastical History composed in the first third of the eighth century, Bede defines the geographical zones in lowland Britain occupied by three gentes, the Angles, the Saxons and the Jutes.  The East Angles, the Mercians, the inhabitants of Lindsey and the Northumbrians are the principal peoples of the Angles, while the East, South and West Saxons are the principal Saxons with the Jutes attributed to east Kent, the Isle of Wight and southern Hampshire. While those zones make only limited sense in terms of their fifth-century material cultures in either furnished burial or urned cremation, they do match surprisingly well to the emerging regional material cultures at the very end of the fifth century and the beginning of the sixth century.  Equally interesting is the fact that by the seventh century the sixth-century regional cultural symbols had been replaced by new dress fashions and other material culture which were to become uniform across the whole of Anglo-Saxon England.  In other words, Bede appears to be describing political and social regional divisions that had effectively ceased to be expressed in terms of material culture well before his own lifetime.  Although he thought of the Angles of his day as the whole English population, he was aware of the previous underlying regional pattern, though he expressed this in anachronistic terms.  For example it is unlikely that the Northumbrians started to refer to themselves as such much before the 690s, when it had become clear that lordship over Lindsey had passed permanently to the Mercian sphere of influence.  Similarly the very labels of East Angles, West Saxons etc. are artificial and seem to have been popularised by Bede in his writings (see the next chapter).   

The Anglian material culture characteristics have been described by Vierck (1977) and more recently and in greater detail by Hines (1984).  It looks as if culturally ‘mixed’ communities made conscious and uniform decisions to adopt uniform regional identities around the end of the fifth century, though some marginal territories retained an ambiguity during the sixth century drawing to some extent on more than one regional identity (e.g. Cambridgeshire and Essex).  Thus  previous continental ‘tribal’ cultural symbols were abandoned and new ‘English’ regional identities were adopted.  This sees the women in Anglian communities who use pairs of wrist clasps, the cruciform brooch or a relief-decorated brooch combined either with annular, small-long or smaller cruciform brooches together with other symbols to represent themselves (Rogers, 2007: e.g. 181, fig.5.37). At the same time within east Kent, a new Kentish identity evolves, which includes the adoption of Scandinavian gold D bracteates as well as both Scandinavian and Frankish brooch forms, initially imported and subsequently developed in a distinctively Kentish manner (Welch, 2007: 223-7).  In the rest of southern England communities develop a distinctive ‘Saxon’ identity, though this can include their own version of a Scandinavian relief-decorated brooch or great square-headed brooch (Hines, 1997; Welch, 1983).  

Further changes occur within the second half of the sixth century.  Thus in much of the ‘Saxon’ region distinctive brooch forms disappear after its middle decades.  Indeed it is only in the Upper Thames region centred on Berkshire and Oxfordshire that saucer brooches attributable to the second half of the sixth century can be  identified as a regular feature.  Brugmann has identified changes that correlate with contemporary changes in the burial assemblages found in Frankish cemeteries in the period 560-570 (the end of Ament’s phase AMII) in Kent (Parfitt and Brugmann, 1997: 99-101; Brugmann, 1999: Table 3.3).  Further modifications occur within the seventh century and in particular the emergence of the classic so-called ‘Final Phase’ female dress assemblages around the middle of that century.  This in turn is followed by a gradual winding down of furnished burial that occurs in the decades either side of c.700, though there are regional variations here with Kent standing out as relatively well provided for in terms of burial contents.  Phasing inhumed weapon assemblages has proved rather more challenging than is the case for the adult females, but we have still been able to define three broad phases for the present project across the study region.  Cremation can no longer be assigned in a simplistic fashion as an early characteristic of Anglo-Saxon burial practice.  In east Kent, there are sufficient examples of cremations associated with sixth-century artefacts to demonstrate that c.500 is far too early for this practice to have been abandoned.  Similarly the cremation evidence from Appledown in West Sussex indicates its continuation there into the second half of the seventh century (Down and Welch, 1990).  With so many cremations being deposited in undecorated pots or in organic containers (e.g. leather bags or wooden vessels: the ‘unurned’ cremations), dating is problematic or impossible in most cases.  
So far we have referred to a distinctive Anglo-Saxon material culture as defining archaeological sites that are different from those of previous periods including the Roman period in lowland Britain.  One of the major debates in recent decades has been the extent to which communities represented by culturally Anglo-Saxon furnished burials and/or handmade urned cremations are dominated by immigrants from the continent beyond the Roman Rhine frontier and their descendents.  As a significant proportion of adult inhumations have no visible furnishings or are accompanied by little more than a domestic knife, could a significant proportion of these burial communities consist of native British people and their descendents with a certain amount of intermarriage or at least child production in or out of wedlock.  We do not have the tools to reach definitive answers at this stage. Working back from modern DNA examining Y-chromosomes suggests that a substantial immigration took place around the right time, which relates to modern populations in Frisia (Weale et al, 2002; Thomas et al, 2006).  In turn, Frisia is on the coastal migration route and its modern language is the closest to modern English amongst all the Germanic languages.  The extraction and analysis of DNA from ancient bone is in its infancy in this country and it has yet to be systematically undertaken across whole cemeteries.  More typically it is used selectively to determine the biological sex of an ambiguous burial, as was the case at the Pewsey (Blacknall Field) cemetery in Wiltshire (Annable and Eagles, 2010: 137-8). The analysis of trace elements (notably oxygen and strontium isotopes) recovered from teeth has proved to be a potentially exciting development.  It is possible to discover from this the region in which a human individual developed through the first decade of life from minerals absorbed in drinking water. This can demonstrate whether the individual was born and grew up in the same region in which they came to be buried as an adult or whether they appear to be immigrants from a distinctly different region.                    

It can be argued that the dress fittings any given individual is buried wearing are not necessarily a secure indicator of the ethnic identity of that individual. Indeed isotope evidence from recently-excavated furnished burials in the Late Roman extramural cemetery at Lankhills, Winchester appear to demonstrate that the real immigrants are not necessarily always the individuals buried with imported artefacts or unusual burial practices (Clarke, 1979: 389-98; Baldwin, 1985; Swift, 2000a: 208 and 113; Swift, 2000b: 69-77 for the archaeology and Evans et al, 2006; Eckardt et al, 2009 for the isotopic evidence).  On the other hand, where there is a consistent picture of imported dress fittings and weapons, etc. across a cemetery, it may be considered perverse to argue that the immigrant component of the burial community comprised a tiny minority or that the entire community was native and had been acculturated.  A complication is that peoples in northern Germany and southern Scandinavia were adopting aspects of Late Roman inhumation burial practice prior to the Anglo-Saxon migration.  Nevertheless, there are distinctive aspects to Anglo-Saxon inhumation practice and it should be noted again that the vast majority of Late Roman burials were unfurnished and probably wrapped in a winding-sheet, while those accompanied by dress fittings reveal a very different costume to those in Anglo-Saxon cemeteries.  
Turning to the urned cremations, not only do the earliest of these match almost precisely with the associated structures, the forms and burial practices found in the contemporary urnfields of north-western Germany (e.g. Süderbrarup and Issendorf), but they also contrast with the virtual total absence of cremation in Late Roman cemeteries in Britain.  Also, there are sound ethnographic grounds for arguing that handmade pots, whether plain or decorated, were produced by women and that particular forms and types of decoration spread from community to community through exogamy with newly-married teenagers taking their mother’s pottery style with them to their husbands’ households.  The sorts of arguments used by Myres (1969 and 1977) to define pottery workshops from the late fifth century onwards were heavily influenced by the interpretation of industrially produced wheelthrown pottery in the Roman world by men and are quite simply inappropriate.  An equally dubious assumption that is still frequently stated is that pottery vessels used as cremation urns were normally purpose-built for that function.  The argument goes that as a high percentage of cremation urns were decorated, whereas the percentage of decorated vessels in settlement site contexts is rather low, decorated urns may have been produced in anticipation of or immediately following a death and that the form and detail of the decoration might even describe the individual who had been cremated (e.g. Richards, 1987: 63, fig.7).  On the other hand, the clear similarity at Mucking (Essex) between the best decorated pots in both settlement and cremation contexts suggests that a process of selection of the best domestic pots from existing stock within a household is an equally, if not more valid explanation.  

If it is accepted that continental Anglian, Saxon and later regional Anglo-Saxon handmade pottery developed at its own pace within a context of small-scale domestic production by women to meet local household needs, then the presence of urned cremations provides a clear marker for immigration and the continuing traditions of the lineal descendents of immigrants.  Admittedly cremation and in particular urned cremation is relatively rare in Early Anglo-Saxon cemeteries south of the Thames, nevertheless up to 50% of burials may originally have consisted of cremations in certain cemeteries (e.g. Appledown in West Sussex).  If we add in to the equation, the small square or rectangular timber structures indicated by postholes and/or trenches that are being recognised in increasing numbers of Anglo-Saxon cemeteries both within and beyond the study region (Welch, 1992: 66-70), these can be matched to contemporary examples in cemeteries from the Netherlands to Denmark as well as at Haudricourt in northeastern France (Welch, 2002: 129, fig.1).  So whatever the ambiguities with the inhumations, the situation for the cremations appears to be fundamentally sound.        
So far the emphasis has been put on the burial archaeology of the Anglo-Saxons, but their settlement archaeology based on timber buildings with earthfast foundations and structures constructed around an elongated pit, the Grubenhaus or sunken-featured building, is fairly well understood now.  It should be noted that the Grubenhaus represents a new building type introduced from the Germanic continent and that the ground-level rectangular buildings can also be matched on mainland Europe, and in particular by comparable buildings excavated in the Netherlands (Hamerow, 2002: 46-51).  When we have the opportunity to excavate extensive areas at the centres of Early Anglo-Saxon settlements, we can detect normally farm or household units with a rectangular ground-level building, typically with evidence for a hearth acting as the principal dwelling.  The subsidiary structures are provided either by smaller ground-level buildings or by sunken-featured structures, the latter probably functioning as general-purpose shelters, suitable for craft work such as weaving.  It should be emphasised that such thatched shelters could have been left open at either or both ends, allowing plenty of natural light in for craft activity.  When interpreting the function of these Grubenhäuser we have to recognise that the bulk of the finds recovered from their fills represent material from nearby above-ground middens that have been used to backfill these pits.  Separating this rubbish from finds that indicated activity undertaken whilst the building was still in use requires some care.  So, quite how we should interpret small scatters of sunken-featured buildings without any ground-level dwellings is problematic.  These could well represent short-lived discrete areas of specialist activity that were deliberately kept separate from the principal settlement.  
Settlement sites are still emerging at a steady rate, though in many cases this might only amount to the recognition of one or two sunken-featured buildings, some rubbish pits, lengths of ditch or some other minor features.  Nevertheless, frequently they seem to occupy similar positions in the landscape to the contemporary cemeteries and to match in scale the cemetery communities.  Hamlets of between two and six farm units are typical, while ten units seem to represent the maximum as at Mucking in Essex (Hamerow, 1993).  In the case of Mucking and an increasing number of sites we can trace the physical relationship between the settlement and cemetery.  This allows us to assume that settlement and cemetery were normally located within a 150 metre radius and probably no more than 500 metres apart from one another.  From this we can go on to argue that the location of an either principal settlement or more commonly of a cemetery enables us to map the settlement pattern as revealed by archaeological investigation. 
In terms of our research project, the aim is to establish the placement of culturally identifiable Early Anglo-Saxon archaeological sites in the landscape and in particular to identify their relationships with the landscape in the preceding Roman period.  We will not prejudge whether any individual site represents a community founded either exclusively by immigrants or else represents an acculturated community that found it preferable to adapt to political and social realities by adopting the ethnic identity of newcomers.  Rather we will seek to interpret the settlement patterns that emerge over time within the Early Anglo-Saxon period in relation to the topography, underlying geology and soil types that characterise the landscape.  This will be analysed with particular reference to mappable communication routes, including trackways, Roman paved roads, inland waterways and coastal seaways with both sheltered and open shipping routes.  
We will also consider to what extent Roman administrative units, whether at the level of Late Roman provinces, entire civitates or their sub-units, the pagi, were taken over by Anglo-Saxon communities in such possible contexts as an act of conquest or cession.  For example, it has been argued that the core kingdom of the Cantware in east Kent represents the absorption of a pagus of the Cantiaci (Yorke, 1990, 26-7).  So could it be the case that the South Saxon kingdom should be equated with the civitas centred on Chichester or that the East Saxon kingdom is essentially the same as the civitas of the Trinovantes and ultimately preserves a pre-Roman polity north of the Thames extending into modern Suffolk (Dunnett, 1975: 27-9; Pearson et al, 1993)?  On the other hand, it is not always so obvious that we can equate other seventh-century polities in southern Britain with the probable boundaries of the previous civitates, even when we feel reasonably confident of their extent.  A case in point is the civitas of the Atrebates centred on Silchester, which seems to have disappeared leaving no obvious political successor.  
Winchester has often been cited as an example of partial continuity of occupation between the Late Roman and Late Anglo-Saxon periods in the interpretation of extended excavation campaigns mounted there in the 1960s and 1970s.  Its interpretation needs to be viewed in the light of attempts by British archaeologists to match the evidence for continuity of occupation from cities in the former Roman provinces of the Continent.  It has been argued that there was evidence for an overlap between the latest Roman occupation and the deposition of Anglo-Saxon artefacts in the first decades of the fifth century within Winchester’s walls followed by a period lacking Anglo-Saxon artefacts within the walls, but with a concentration of rural activity in its immediate hinterland.  In turn, this was followed by the first indications of a renewal of urban occupation occurring in the middle decades of the seventh century associated with the foundation of a cathedral there (Biddle, 1975: 232-43).  

It should be noted, however, that general similarities between Early Anglo-Saxon handmade pottery sherds recovered from the Lower Brook Street site and pottery from the last settlement horizon at Feddersen Wierde (ibid: 233-4, fig.4) does not justify restricting this pottery to the first half of the fifth century, let alone the first decades of the fifth century.  We exercise more cautious now about our ability to date and phase such pottery in southern Britain.  It would be safer to attribute this Winchester handmade pottery more broadly to the fifth century as a whole.  As at Canterbury, we should be aware of the possibility, indeed probability, that there was a period of discontinuity between the end of Roman urban occupation and the foundation of small-scale settlements that made and used Anglo-Saxon pottery vessels within the former Roman civitas of Winchester.  In particular, there is no archaeological necessity to propose an overlap between the latest furnished Roman inhumations at the Lankhills extramural cemetery, which may well include Sarmatians and other ethnic groups rather than Saxons (Clarke, 1979).  For example, similar handmade pottery does not occur in this particular Late Roman cemetery.  So while an intact Anglo-Saxon-type triangular antler comb was recovered from the Winchester Roman forum site (Biddle, 1975: fig.3), apparently little or nothing has been traced of handmade pottery or other Anglo-Saxon finds attributable between the sixth and seventh centuries within the walls (ibid: 234-6, fig.6).  By contrast, rural Anglo-Saxon cemeteries were founded in the basin of the Itchen around Winchester, notably at Worthy Park, Kingsworthy, which may be associated with a settlement by the river at Abbots Worthy, as well as Winnall I, St Giles Hill and West Hill.  These have been interpreted as implying a unique focus of Anglo-Saxon settlement within its immediate hinterland, centred on the former Roman city and attributed to an “ancient territorial division” with a Roman origin: the Late Anglo-Saxon Chilcomb estate (ibid: 237-41, fig.1).  
A relatively rich, classic ‘Final-Phase’ female dress assemblage recorded from a small group of inhumations in Lower Brook Street (ibid: 242-3, fig.5) may well represent archaeological evidence for a renewed occupation that is related to and even predates the mid seventh-century foundation of an episcopal see for the West Saxon kingdom at Winchester by AD 648 (ibid; Fig.7).  Subject to the final full publication of these Winchester excavation reports and the Lower Brook Street site in particular, we can suggest instead the alternative of an initial discontinuity within the fifth century between the Late Roman levels and subsequent occupation within the fifth century by individuals who utilised handmade Anglo-Saxon pottery.  Indeed, as we have seen, those who manufactured such pottery (probably women) may well have been ethnically Saxon in this case.  There is no reason to assume that the earliest culturally Anglo-Saxon communities within Winchester were operating on more than a rural scale of settlement units.  Following this relatively brief episode, there is no positive evidence for Anglo-Saxon settlement within the city walls prior to the middle third of the seventh century.                    

Returning to the regional scale, there seems to be some equation between emerging ‘tribal’ British kingdoms in the west of Britain (in particular the former province of Britannia Prima) and former civitates in the post-Roman period (White, 2007).  This is notably the case for Dumnonia in the south-western peninsular and for the territory of the Dobunni, the southern part of which falls within our study region (Dark, 1994: 102-11, fig.27).  It is by no means certain that the civitas structure survived as an effective mechanism into the sixth century in most territories to the east of these.  Instead in some cases the Tribal Hidage text and other later Anglo-Saxon written sources perhaps describe British sub-kingdoms that became Anglo-Saxon ‘peoples’ during the seventh century, notably Elmet in Yorkshire.  There are the Cilternsæte centred on the Chilterns north of the Thames (significantly an upland region), the Dorsæte and the Sumorsæte that give their names to Dorset and Somerset and the Hwicce who appear to be the successors of the Dobunni in northern Somerset and Gloucestershire (ibid: 152-5, fig.35).  It cannot be assumed automatically, however, that these represent British polities taken over intact by Anglo-Saxon rulers.  They might equally represent a process of “colonization” by Anglo-Saxons who both renamed and redefined these territories (ibid: 154).   By concentrating on the distribution and character of the post-Roman archaeological evidence, however, we will seek to test the political and place-name evidence for settlement and political continuity across the whole of southern Britain with the aim of addressing just these issues.  
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