COPPER ALLOYS
The relationship of iron-rich communities to Roman sources of secondary material, if this was indeed the source, rather than a mere coincidence of preference for particular landscape environments, should in theory be paralleled by the relative distributions of wealth in copper alloy.  This is particularly so, as the raw-material components for manufacturing such alloys are not present in the study region.  Therefore they could only be sourced either from re-used scrap or by importation from mainland Europe.  Copper-alloy artefacts in general have limited relationship to the everyday tasks of social replication that are more readily associated with items made in iron.  Rather, their forms are such as to highlight display and personal adornment of individuals.   So they might be considered to have a higher value related to the esoteric and brighter nature of the finished articles, particularly if they were also gilded, silvered or tinned.   The project database records 21% of all objects in burial assemblages for the study period as being made of copper alloy, both as sheet metal and cast objects.  Where they occur in phased burials, they are distributed as follows:

	Phase
	Ae objects
	Total objects
	Ae as % of total
	Curated Roman artefacts
	As % of Ae total

	A
	3573
	12455
	29%
	316
	1%

	B
	1069
	7684
	14%
	71
	0.06%

	C
	677
	5331
	13%
	38
	0.06%


Copper-alloy artefacts are thus relatively common in Phase A and become much rarer thereafter, as a proportion of the total number of objects deposited.  The evidence would suggest that either the types of artefacts for which copper alloy was the major component were no longer being buried, or that there was a reduction in the supply of the component raw materials at the interface between phases A and B.  That interface was essentially contemporary with the transition from Style I to Style II in Kent, possibly a little later elsewhere within the study region.  The fall-off in the real number of copper-alloy artefacts deposited in Phase C is also noticeable.   Interestingly the relative number of curated Roman copper-alloy artefacts deposited throughout the three phases mirrors that of the early Anglo-Saxon manufactured copper-alloy objects.  This again highlights a cultural change that was taking place towards the end of the sixth century.   How then might we explain these very broad shifts in the deposition of copper alloy through the study period?

European copper-alloy production

The main areas of copper production in the Roman world had been in Spain, central Europe and Cyprus.  Although in the Roman period there was centralised production of types of object, or central sources of raw material, however, by the later stages of the Empire there is increasing evidence for mixed alloys.  This suggests an increase in recycling (or conversely some stress on raw-material mined sources), a situation which continued into the early Anglo-Saxon period (Bayley, 1998: 167).  The eastern Mediterranean mine workings in Cyprus may have re-opened from the late sixth century, but documentary sources indicate a widespread shortage of alloyed copper for the Eastern Empire in the seventh century (McCormick 2001: 52).  The extent to which people and exchange systems were dependent on scrap for the manufacture of copper-alloy artefacts in the post-Roman period is a consistent feature of interpretations presented on a Europe-wide basis dealing with the period through to the eighth century.   In northern Europe excavation evidence from a range of elite settlement sites illustrates that non-ferrous metalworking was closely linked to the upper strata of society between the fifth and seventh centuries and this elite achieved a near monopoly over the manufacture and distribution of fine metalwork.  The finished products of cast copper-alloy ornamented metalwork indicate that larger scale centralised production was certainly in place by the sixth century (Hamerow, 2004: 117).  The sources of raw materials for the alloys in this manufacturing model was again scrap, as evidenced by cut-up brooches, ingots and possibly coins at the fifth-century craftworking site at Gennep on the river Maas in the Netherlands (ibid).

Copper-alloy production in Britain
While mineral deposits are present within the British Isles, in Shropshire, North Wales and Anglesey, published metallurgical studies have determined that the raw-material content of early Anglo-Saxon copper-alloy artefacts was generally derived from recycled material (Mortimer 1991: 162).  Metallurgical comparisons of the northern European corpus of cruciform brooches have shown that, whilst the chemical composition was similar throughout in the earliest phases of their production, a decline in the quality of metal used was apparent from the late fifth century onwards, identifiable with the presence of more impurities in the alloy.  The evidence would suggest a problem with the supply of metal, rather than ineptitude on the part of the Anglo-Saxon metal-workers (ibid: 167).  More recent work has highlighted that such an early shift in metal content might only relate to cruciform brooches and that shifts in other brooch forms may more likely relate to the early sixth century (Mortimer, 2007).  Metallurgical analyses of the corpus of great square-headed brooches illustrate the point that the alloy compositions were randomly constructed.   Apparently the brooch-casters exercised little or no precise control, regardless of whether the brooch was to be gilded or not (Hines, 1997: 211-3; Mortimer 1993: 30, who considered a wider range of brooch forms).   Brownsword and Hines (1993) established that great square-headed brooches might share a similar metallurgical composition to one another, yet be stylistically different and vice-versa.  Metallurgical analyses of the copper-alloy buckles from the late fifth to sixth-century cemetery at Mill Hill, Deal, Kent (KntGMM-IC1) were carried out by Halliwell (1997: 261-6).  The results caused him to question the received opinion that Anglo-Saxon copper alloys were essentially the same as those of the Late Roman period and were produced from vast quantities of low value copper-alloy coinage.  Instead, it appeared that a decrease in the copper content occurred over time, suggesting that, at this Kentish site at least, there was a gradual change in the supply of scrap or the use of more from one particular source than another.  Nevertheless, here the manufacturing source of the cast buckles may have been in Francia, as their composition was broadly similar to those from the cemetery at Saint-Sulpice VD near Paris (ibid: 265).

Mortimer (1999: 88-9) in her discussion of cruciform brooches, identified that the earlier types had a purer alloy composition than the later types, which were more frequently of mixed alloys.  Again, the absence of fresh sources of metal, until the Middle Saxon period, is a causal explanation for the need of craft metalworkers to re-cast previously-alloyed materials.  No regional variations in the alloy composition were detected, although a wide range of construction techniques can be demonstrated in this particular brooch form.  Intensive and enforced recycling appears to have been the norm (ibid: 89), though she did tentatively note (Mortimer, 1990: 393) that Kent may have received a limited supply of copper alloy from Frisia, identified by a small corpus of zinc-rich alloys among its cruciform brooches.  Nevertheless metalworkers could produce alloys with predictable qualities even when assembling batches of disparate raw materials. The final appearance of the metal may well have been a primary consideration here (Mortimer 1988: 233).

The tinning on brooch and buckle surfaces and on other fitted mounts was probably carried out to simulate the appearance of silver in the early Anglo-Saxon period.  This typically used the application of molten tin to a copper-alloy object, but the selective use of the technique suggests a limited availability of tin in a raw state, while of insufficient quantity to be a component of the copper alloys themselves.  The technique used for gilding has proved to be invariably that of mercury-gilding or fire-gilding, in which an amalgam of mercury and gold could be rubbed onto the surface and then heated.  As the gold was applied as a paste, there was little difficulty in using it on uneven and angular (chip-carved) cast surfaces.  Alternatively, and more rarely, the surface of an object was amalgamated using clean mercury, after which layers of gold leaf could be added, then finally it was heat-treated to drive off the remaining mercury ready for burnishing.  Both techniques give virtually indistinguishable results on the finished item (Oddy, 1980: 131).  Clearly, gilding was a ubiquitous technique in the production of early Anglo-Saxon ornamented artefacts throughout the study region, but it was one that required access to a reasonably wide range of raw materials.  The source of tin would most probably be in Cornwall (Mortimer, 1988: 229), although there is no direct evidence for continuing production there after the Roman period other than from indications from written sources (Gerrard, 2000: 23).   Mercury may have been sourced from Spain, where there are suitable deposits. Alternatively, one might also suggest the substantial deposits in Carinthia, southern Austria as a possible source (Bowie, et al 1978: 37). Mercury was found in a glass phial in a contemporary metalworker’s toolkit in Grave 10 at Hérouvillette in Lower Normandy and also later in the study period from the Six Dials site at Hamwic (Oddy,1996: 82), thus demonstrating its circulation as a material over a long period.  It must, however, always have been the province of the specialist craftsperson, whether in its acquisition, curation and usage.

A detailed consideration of the copper-alloy brooches and other personal artefacts from the cemetery at Butler’s Field, Lechlade (GlsLLE-MC1) (Mortimer, 1988: 230-233) concluded that different alloys were chosen for different object types.  The disc brooches may have shared a single point of origin, as they have compositional similarities.  Then the cast saucer brooches exhibit a compositional change over time, with purer alloys in the earlier examples and higher levels of zinc in the later forms (Dickinson, 1993: 34).  Pairs of saucer brooches with the same design have been identified within this research rarely to share the same weight, with a variation usually within three grams.  Given the similarities in the alloy compositions of matched pairs, it is therefore implied that they were produced unevenly from the same batch of scrap metal in each case.  Non-identical brooch pairs tend to have different alloy compositions, although there are even variations within this scenario (Dickinson, 1993: 34)

Weights of copper-alloy artefacts
The metallurgical and other analyses of copper alloys discussed above suggest a hiatus in the supply of the raw material by the late sixth century.  This interpretation of the evidence can be deconstructed further through a review of the weights of copper-alloy artefacts over the three phases.

	Phase
	Ae objects
	Total weight of Ae
	Average weight of object
	Weight range of objects
	Median weight

	A
	3573
	53741g
	15.04g
	1-647g
	8g

	B
	1069
	39869g
	37g
	1-2550g
	6g

	C
	677
	7157g
	10.6g
	1-218g (2000g)
	3g


For each phase the heaviest object present is a copper-alloy bowl. In Phase A this vessel is a bossed-rim bowl, an unusually heavy example with a foot ring presumably from the Rhineland, in Phase B it is an eastern Mediterranean ‘Coptic’ cast bowl and in Phase C it is a ‘Celtic’ hanging-bowl weighing in at 218g.  Admittedly Phase C also contains an anomalously heavy bowl at 2000g from Buckland, Dover, grave 137, although this may represent a repaired and curated Roman object (Evison, 1987: 103).  Away from these extremes, the median weights, representing the most common everyday finds such as buckles and pins, reveal a diminishing copper-alloy content by weight over time.  The sudden leap in the average weight of objects in Phase B is entirely attributable to the presence of the particularly heavy imported eastern Mediterranean cast bowls, within a context of far fewer objects being in circulation.  The distribution of copper-alloy bowls will be discussed separately as a case study below.

If it is accepted that the accumulation of scrap copper alloy was the main source of raw material for the range of artefacts deposited in burial assemblages, then it might be argued that those areas and communities with the greatest average weight of copper alloy present would share a locational relationship to the Late Roman sites from which the material might have been scavenged.  This would be to present just one model of procurement, assuming a range of abandoned sites from which the material might be readily picked up or excavated.  It might be suggested, however, that portable valuables such as dress fittings and even statuary, would be transported away 
at the time of site abandonment by their owners, unless the occupants were forcibly and violently removed and unable to return.  The discard pattern for copper alloy seems likely to have been very different to that from iron, based on size, weight and purpose, although both materials could and did occur in hoard contexts.  An alternative model would be to suggest the exchange (voluntary or otherwise) of copper alloy by a post-Roman population in return for other goods or services from migrant north Europeans (the first Anglo-Saxons), over whom the latter may have exercised dominance or had some other form of control.

Gross-Domestic Consumptions and Inverse-Distance-Weighted regressions for copper alloy practiced by communities over time (Maps 9 and 10)
As the next table illustrates, the average consumption of copper alloy varied greatly between contemporary communities.  The drastic reduction in the average by Phase B in terms of the lowest amount and diminished median is partly off-set by the huge increase from the copper-alloy bowls.  In itself, however, this last factor was insufficient to reverse a region-wide trend for lower availability of this particular material.

	Phase
	Lowest average per community
	Highest average per community
	Median per community

	A
	0.24g 
	95.67g 
	8.22g 

	B
	0.11g 
	2020g 
	4g 

	C
	0.13g 
	33.43g
	1g 


In order to investigate this trend further, both chronologically and spatially, Inverse-Distance-Weighted (IDW) regressions were plotted for the Gross Domestic Consumption (GDC) recorded by phase for copper alloys, for all those communities with two or more burials, in order to illustrate the spread of access to manufactured artefacts.  The weight of copper alloy for a phase was divided by the number of people in that phase on a site and sites with no copper alloy were included in the process. The data has been ranged equally about the median GDC in each case, in order to aid visual comparisons on the four maps.  

The regression map for Phase A (Map 9) shows that there are five main concentrations of copper alloy, each set within a concentric ring of diminishing access over space.  As might be expected, the concentrations are centred on east Kent in the southern hinterland to the Wantsum Channel, with high points at Beakesbourne (KntBKB-IC2), Mill Hill, Deal (KntGMM-ICF1) and Finglesham (KntNBN-IC1).  Next is East Sussex between Pevensey and the River Adur, with high points at Alfriston and Brighton.  There is a more diffuse area consisting of southern Hampshire and the Isle of Wight, possibly extending westwards, with an uncertain northern limit around Laverstock and Old Sarum (WltLVK-IC2).  Then a polyfocal area of north Wiltshire and Berkshire is based respectively around Wroughton (WltWGN-IC1) and Goldbury Hill, West Hendred (BrkWHD-MC1).  Finally a less clearly defined area covers the Darent Valley (KntDRH-IC1) across to Croydon (SryCYN-MC1).  Several ‘dead zones’ are also generated here from the presence of cemetery communities poor in copper-alloy terms.  These are western Surrey around Shepperton, Esher and Fetcham; the western Holmesdale through to the Weald; western Sussex and the South Downs through to Winchester, though with a slightly higher point of consumption around Droxford in the Meon valley (HtsSBT-IC1); and the entire western section of the study region.   It should be noted, however, that this last zone did not reveal much impact from Anglo-Saxon settlements in this early phase.  These ‘dead’ areas might be considered either as peripheral to the main concentrations of settlement wealth or else as buffer zones between them in Phase A.

If the major source of copper alloy was from recycled Roman artefacts, it can be inferred that these items were most probably scavenged from deserted and derelict Roman sites in the vicinity. This proposition has been tested by overlaying the Roman sites onto the GDC/IDW Phase A map (Map 10).  There is a striking overlap between some of the ‘dead zones’ of copper-alloy usage and the densest concentrations of whole-period Roman sites.  These occur in western Sussex, western Surrey, a south-western sector of the study region to the west beyond Hampshire, also the territory enclosing Winchester and the western part of the Vale of Holmesdale.  The coincidence of early Anglo-Saxon copper-alloy wealth with Roman sites open to potential scavenging really only occurs in north Wiltshire.  On this basis, it can be suggested that proximity to deserted sites may not have been the principal means by which Anglo-Saxon communities accessed scrap for recycling.  This point will be tested further below (Ch.Y) through site-location analyses to test for relationships between single early Anglo-Saxon cemetery sites and Roman villas. 

In Phase B (Map 9), a period of diminished general use of copper alloy and thus inferred reduced availability, the concentration of wealth in east Kent and the Holmesdale is based primarily on imported items.  The cemetery at Breamore in Hampshire continues to dominate the western distribution, whilst Beddington, Surrey still maintains a profile.  The region-wide pattern is one of reduced access to this material, as the range of weights is negligible everywhere.  As no discernable relationship to Roman sites could be deduced from this distribution, it is not presented here in map form.  Moving on to Phase C, there is a general smoothing away of access to what is now a scarce material.  The only high spots are ones which would have been barely visible in Phase A.  These are located at Basingstoke, at Gally Hills near Banstead and Buckland, Dover, all by virtue of copper-alloy bowls recorded within cemeteries of more than two inhumations.   Once again Roman sites cannot be demonstrated to contribute to this pattern.

Copper-alloy Case Study 1: Buckle loops and plates
Given Kent’s wealth in iron, we might expect it to be relatively wealthy in copper alloy in comparison to the rest of the study area.  Problematically, however, Faversham, which is by far the best endowed site in Kent in terms of metalwork, does not appear as a hot-spot for copper-alloy wealth throughout the three phases.  This is solely due to the fact that there are very few individual recorded grave groups available for analysis here.  Over 41% of its finds without context (156 out of 376) are made of copper alloy, however, which suggests ease of access to the constituent raw materials, whether from its hinterland or through trade or gift exchange with Frisia or Francia, in common with other east-Kent communities.  Given the overlying and statistically-skewing presence of heavy, imported copper-alloy bowls in east Kent, the issue of general trends in wealth in copper alloy can be best addressed through contextual and morphological comparisons of buckles as an artefact type that reflects better the overall wealth positions of cemetery communities.

The term buckle is used here to include both simple buckle loops (Marzinzik type I series) and those combined with a fixed or hinge-attached plate (Marzinzik type II series).  It excludes from the analysis, however, copper-alloy studs and rivets.  Copper-alloy (Ae) buckles make up 37% of all buckles recorded in individual grave groups, excluding those from separate findspots and unassociated material within cemeteries.  The comparison made here is between Kentish-located buckles (from both west and east Kent) and those found elsewhere within the study region.  It uses the attributes of weight, count and provenance.  The buckles were divided into three main provenance categories.  The first are regional, which covers many of the utilitarian forms, which fall within Marzinzik’s (2003) typology, but are without any clear geographical associations and are assumed therefore to be of indigenous manufacture.  Secondly there are Kentish/Frankish (K/F) buckles, which are more esoteric objects that share stylistic associations with northern European types but may still have been manufactured in Kent.  Finally we have the Imported buckles, probably not manufactured in Britain and strongly associated with either Francia or Byzantium and the Mediterranean basin.

Ae buckle weights and provenances in Kent and the non-Kent area

	Ae buckle provenances
	Phase A
	Phase B
	Phase C

	Kent regional
	15.75g
	13.7g
	4.3g

	Non-Kent regional
	12.5g
	12g
	4g

	Kent Imported and K/F
	18.75g
	22.2g
	7.6g

	Non-Kent Imported and K/F
	22.4g
	11g
	18g


Comparison of the weights of differently-provenanced copper-alloy buckles, shown in the above table, serves to demonstrate that, in Phase A, the more common regional buckles are slighter heavier in Kent.  The more esoteric, imported and Frankish-influenced versions are slightly heavier outside of Kent, although this group includes objects that may well have been manufactured in Kent.  Thus we are led to conclude that objects travelling outside of their proposed zone of manufacture are more substantial than those retained for local Kentish use.  In Phase B, the regional types are similar everywhere in terms of weight, but the weightier imported items are retained for use in Kent.  The imported copper-alloy buckles available outside of Kent in Phase B are slight by comparison and suggest that Kent is restricting the flow of these buckle types outside its sphere of influence.  By Phase C, the regional copper-alloy buckles are small and lightweight, with the Kent imported items slightly heavier. The apparent anomaly of substantially heavier imported items in the non-Kent area in Phase C is a result of the weights of just three buckles, all of which appear to have been curated as ‘heirlooms’ from an earlier period until their eventual deposition.

The copper-alloy buckles are numerically unevenly spread across the phases, as shown in the next table, with 351 recorded for Phase A, 200 for Phase B and 145 for Phase C, thus reflecting the general decline in the presence of copper-alloy artefacts over time in grave assemblages.  On the other hand, Kent actually increases its proportion of the available copper-alloy buckles over time.  This suggests that, although copper alloy was less readily available or less frequently used, Kent’s population was able to access a greater proportion of what was available.  Such a result is not a direct reflection of the greater relative number of burials in Kent, as a simple correlate of more people equating with more buckles, for the proportions of population to buckles are as follows:

	Phase 
	Kent population as % of total 
	% of Ae buckles total
	Non-Kent population as % of total
	% of Ae buckles total
	Total Ae buckles

	A
	26%
	59%
	74%
	41%
	351

	B
	52%
	84%
	48%
	16%
	200

	C
	60%
	77%
	40%
	23%
	145


The deployment of copper-alloy buckles appear then to be a distinctive trait of Kentish culture from Phase A onwards.  Consideration of the provenances of these buckles shows that there was differential access to different types across time and space, however, as can be seen from the next table:

Numbers of Ae buckles by provenance in Kent and elsewhere: Phase A

	Provenance
	Kent
	Non-Kent
	Total

	Regional
	88
	112
	200

	Kentish/Frankish
	107
	17
	124

	Imported
	7
	7
	14

	Other
	4
	8
	13

	Totals
	206
	144
	351


The regional-type buckles in Phase A are widespread in their distribution, with Kent having the single greatest total (88), followed by Sussex with 46.  The remaining counties have produced no more than nineteen each.  Clearly Kent also has by far the most of those types provenanced as being Kentish/Frankish (107), but the remaining 17 buckles have a distinct distribution, in Sussex, on the Isle of Wight and in Hampshire at Breamore, and also at Mitcham in Surrey.  There is only one example from an area further away from Kent and that occurs in Oxfordshire.  Of the imported items, all from Francia, the seven that were not found within Kent, are distributed along the south coast.  There are two in Sussex, four on the Isle of Wight and just one from Hampshire (HtsADV-MC1).  The ‘Other’ category here is populated by Curated/Roman buckles, with four in Kent and the remaining eight elsewhere, although interestingly none from sites in Wiltshire.

Numbers of Ae buckles by provenance in Kent and elsewhere: Phase B

	Provenance
	Kent
	Non-Kent
	Total

	Regional
	93
	29
	122

	Kentish/Frankish
	68
	2
	70

	Imported
	6
	0
	6

	Other
	1
	1
	2

	Totals
	168
	32
	200


Here, Kent continues to lead numerically in its access to the regional types (93), with Sussex again the next in line with ten out of twenty nine.   Kent wholly dominates in the Kentish/Frankish category (68), with the remaining two being from Surrey (Mitcham) and East Sussex (Selmeston), again well within the Kentish sphere of influence.  All six of the distinctively Imported Frankish buckles were located unsurprisingly in Kent.

Numbers of Ae buckles by provenance in Kent and elsewhere: Phase C

	Provenance
	Kent
	Non-Kent
	Total

	Regional
	91
	30
	121

	Kentish/Frankish
	7
	1
	8

	Imported
	14
	2
	16

	Other
	0
	0
	0

	Totals
	113
	32
	145


In Phase C Kent appears to have retained its dominance in the acquisition of copper-alloy buckles.  It has most of the regional types (91), with eleven of the remaining thirty coming from Hampshire, including a clutch of four from Snell’s Corner near Horndean (HtsHND-IC1).  Kent has virtually all of those available of its own types, apart from a singleton from Wiltshire.  Kent also enjoys a near monopoly over the imported types, retaining two of the three Frankish artefacts, the other occurring in Southampton at Hamwic (St Mary’s Stadium site).  There are twelve buckles of the new openwork types (Marzinzik type II.XXX) from the eastern Mediterranean, but the only outlier is recorded from the Butler’s Field, Lechlade cemetery in Gloucestershire (GlsLLE-MC1). 

Conclusions on Buckle Production
Kentish dominance through all phases in the deployment of copper-alloy buckles is the most obvious outcome of this exercise.  As such it mirrors Marzinzik’s identification of a Kentish-dominated buckle ‘fashion zone’ that included Sussex and the Isle of Wight (Marzinzik 2003: 88).  Unfortunately, metallurgical analyses of copper-alloy buckles are rare events, but it is helpful to consider the implications of Halliwell’s investigations of the corpus of finds from the Mill Hill, Deal cemetery (Halliwell 1997: 261-266) for the use of copper alloy within the study region as a whole.  It can be considered probable, for this artefact type if not for others, that the main supply source of scrap was from the near continent across the Dover Straits.  If so, then any disruption to supply from within and throughout the rest of the study region, as seems to be indicated from Phase B onwards, does not seem to have unduly affected Kentish manufacture and usage of copper alloy.  Kent may well have directly imported finished objects from the continent through all periods.  

There is an anomaly in that those areas within the study region with the highest densities of Roman sites, which might be viewed as putative sources of copper-alloy scrap, do not appear to have been able to mobilise these resources in order to manufacture their own buckles. This could have been the result of insufficient numbers of specialist metalworkers, or restricted access to the sources of scrap that were available, or a preference to convert the available copper-alloy material into different artefact types, such as brooches.  If copper-alloy scrap became an important medium for exchange transactions, then those areas best able to scavenge this material may have traded it on, rather than seeking to re-cycle it into non-essential, or perhaps culturally less-significant artefacts.

Copper-alloy Case Study 2: Bowls (Maps 11-14)
The complete and fragmentary copper-alloy bowls deposited throughout the study period were in all probability imported into the study region as finished artefacts, albeit repaired locally when necessary.  The bowl from Grave 91 at Mill Hill, Deal (KntGMM-IC1), although a rare find “had been cheaply produced from a series of mis-matched spare components” (Halliwell, 1997: 245).  The database lists 107 copper-alloy bowls, although only 66 are recorded within datable graves.  A selection of the items from individual findspots were also broadly datable and have been included in the analysis here, providing 33 in Phase A, 32 in Phase B and seven in Phase C (total 72).  Also included in our study are 42 examples of escutcheons from ‘Celtic’ hanging-bowls, from both burials and findspots.  Excluded are those other receptacles or vessels for which there are only one or two examples, such as the bowls and skillet from Chessell Down, Isle of Wight and the Glastonbury, Somerset censer, which are Imported/Byzantine in origin.  The focus of our analysis is on the collective and typological distributions of bowls over time and space and their locational relationship to major routes.

A number of objects in the ’unidentified artefact’ category of the database may also actually represent fragments of copper-alloy bowls, or other vessels such as stave buckets or pails with copper-alloy fittings and bindings.  These items are not included in the discussion here, but some observations about them are pertinent now.  Each fragment or group of fragments from a burial, when variously described as sheet; rim; plate; binding, typically weighed less than five grams.  The main question here is whether the presence of these fragments represented an intention to deposit a complete vessel, without actually having sufficient material to do so, and whether there is evidence of a stress on available resources reflected over time.  As the next table illustrates, the rate of fall-off over time for this artefact category is no different to that outlined for complete copper-alloy objects, but does itself suggest that copper alloy may have had a variable availability for particular communities at different times.

	Phase
	No. of fragments

	A
	99

	B
	52

	C
	41


The main types of copper-alloy bowl present between AD 400 and 750 are curated Roman artefacts, ‘Celtic’ hanging-bowls, imported Byzantine bowls, Gotland and Vestland-type cauldrons, omega drop-handled bowls and bossed-rim bowls.  In general terms, the imported Byzantine cast bowls are considerably heavier than all other types, the weighed items registering in excess of 2,000 grams.  The Wilton ‘Celtic’ hanging-bowl, which is the most complete of the extant examples within the study region, together with its escutcheons, weighs 890 grams.  The omega drop-handled bowls imported from the Rhineland weigh 727 grams, whilst the complete bossed-rim bowls from the same region are lighter, between 418 and 647 grams. The Gotland and Vestland cauldrons are lighter again at between 130 to 336 grams.  All these figures are based on actual weights and proportional estimates from fragmentary examples.  Some bowls were clearly in a well-used state when deposited, so that their original weights when new may well have been significantly greater.  Nevertheless, bowls are the heaviest copper-alloy objects present and as noted, it appears that none were manufactured within the study region. Therefore their varying distributions reflect on trade or gift-exchange patterns over time.

Phase A distribution of copper-alloy bowls (Map 11)
Two distinct groupings of bowls are evident in Phase A.  The eastern group is centred on east Kent and extends with gaps along the south coast via East Sussex (the Ouse/Cuckmere site-complex) to the Isle of Wight, while a second strand runs along the north Kentish coast and on into eastern Surrey. Mortimer (2006: 381) in comparing the two Phase A copper-alloy bowls from Finglesham (KntNBN-IC1), found that the compositional variability between them did not preclude a similar area and period of production.  All contemporary imported bowl types are represented in this eastern group, although the only ‘Celtic’ hanging bowl from this group occurs at its westernmost point at Chessell Down on the Isle of Wight (Bruce-Mitford, 2005: 154-6 no.32).  The unassociated hanging-bowl from Faversham in Kent has been considered to originate from a Late Roman or sub-Roman context rather than the Anglo-Saxon cemetery there (Bruce-Mitford, 2005: 165-7 no.38).  Continuity of production from the Roman period is indicated, albeit probably imported into Kent through trade or dynastic intermarriage (ibid: 40, contra Brenan 1991).  A very recent metal-detected find of a Gotland-type caudron from an inhumation context on the east side of the Ouse Valley in East Sussex (Martin Welch, pers. comm.) strengthens this distribution pattern here.  The grave probably belongs with others to a sector of the Beddingham cemetery first recorded in the nineteenth century.  It is located significantly at the intersection of a Roman road and a tidal inlet.

The second grouping is focussed on the Upper Thames Valley, from Berkshire’s Long Wittenham (BrkLWM-MC1) to Gloucestershire’s Fairford (GlsFFD-MC1), but the distribution appears to be more closely related to the Roman road network than to riverine connections.   So perhaps these relate to continuing links to areas beyond the study region to the north and west using the Fosse Way (Margary 5).  Once again, all imported contemporary types are represented, although the unassociated Wilton bowl (Bruce-Mitford 2005, 291-3 no.97) stands out as the isolated example of a Celtic hanging bowl in this second group, located along a major Roman road to the west.  Its early dating might be contested, however, as it would coalesce more readily with the phase B examples and distribution. The absence of copper-alloy vessels from the central part of the study region underlines the distinctiveness of the two groupings.

Phase B distribution of copper-alloy bowls (Map 12)
The east-Kent cluster is the most dominant numerically in Phase B, with 23 bowls, including two ‘Celtic’ hanging-bowls and seven imported ‘Byzantine’ bowls, but no Gotland or Vestland-type cauldrons.  The distribution in east Kent now extends over the North Downs into the Vale of Holmesdale, but the southern coastal distribution has disappeared and there is a more diffuse distribution elsewhere in the study region.  The westernmost ‘Byzantine’ bowl appears in the ‘Princely’ barrow chamber at Taplow overlooking the Thames. Increasingly such bowls are present in high-status isolated burials dominating the landscape rather than within communal cemeteries.  The ‘Celtic’ bowls show a relationship with major routes for this very reason.  As a whole, the distribution of imported ‘Byzantine’ bowls in Britain is centred on Kent and the eastern seaboard of East Anglia and is principally limited here to just one of the vessel types available in the broader European context.  This is the B1 bowl, which is also a widespread find in the cemeteries of the Middle Rhineland region (Harris, 2003: 67).

Phase C distribution of copper-alloy bowls (Map 13)
Of the seven bowls from this phase, one is a ‘curated’ Roman item, two are unidentified and the remainder are ‘Celtic’ hanging-bowls.  The Kentish near monopoly in the possession of copper-alloy vessels has all but disappeared.  The association with major inland routes as opposed to coastal or riverine ones, appears to be firmly established, particularly along the Roman road into and from Somerset (Margary 45).

Escutcheons (Map 14) 
The majority of the ‘Celtic’ hanging-bowl escutcheons and mounts occur as poorly-dated individual findspots and so these are best considered as a group.  What this artefact type actually represents is unclear for they might be treated as an artefact type in their own right with a particular value to their owner.  Alternatively they might simply be the relicts of complete bowls that were no longer extant, perhaps the product of grave-robbing or else unburied items intended to be converted as scrap into other artefacts.  Their geographical distribution does fall within two distinct regional frameworks, however, and where datable they appear to be present in both zones from Phase A.  The eastern group is Kentish dominated, with 24 examples, including seven from Faversham and with a spread over sites open to Kentish influence, from Surrey round to south Hampshire.  
The conjunction of their findspots with Roman and prehistoric routes leading into and away from the core area of eastern Kent provides a consistent pattern here.  The find from Kemsing in west Kent illustrates this point.  Although this is an unassociated object, there is quite possibly an early Anglo-Saxon cemetery in its vicinity, as evidenced by two inhumations, one orientated east-west, the other west-east, discovered together with a spearhead in the 1880s.  Another potential cemetery, possibly practising mixed burial rites, lies close by at Otford near the river Darent.   A Roman villa evidenced by a detached bath-house excavated in the 1940s lies further down the slope to the south.  The North Downs east-west trackway runs near the Kemsing escutcheon findspot and the site is adjacent to the Darent valley which runs north to join the Thames near Dartford.  It is also situated above a trackway crossing point for the river.  The junction with a major north-south trackway leading into the Weald is located just to the east of the findspot.  A further single escutcheon find from Hayes in Kent shares a similar landscape situation with a Roman road and routeway providing access through the North Downs.  The western group of escutcheons is located primarily in northwest Wiltshire and Somerset, however, with a central cluster that appears to follow the line of the Ridgeway, a prehistoric trackway.  Others here are located on or near the major Roman roads. 

Conclusions on Bowl Distributions
Whether the actual type of bowl was an important factor in its inclusion in a burial assemblage is uncertain.  It may simply be that a large receptacle was appropriate for inclusion as a symbol of elevated status.  Fortunately, the distribution of the bowls illustrates an inter-linkage of trading, exchange or booty networks from east and west across the study region.  The match between copper-alloy bowls or their escutcheons with major routes is amply demonstrated here and forms a consistent feature of their distribution from Phase A onwards.  By Phase C the Celtic West appears to be the sole source for this artefact type, although some curation of heirlooms from Phase B, when such bowls were most common, cannot be discounted.

AMETHYST BEADS (Map 15)
Little has changed regarding our knowledge of the frequency and distribution of amethyst beads in the study region since Jeremy Huggett’s seminal article on imported Anglo-Saxon grave goods (Huggett, 1988).  Probably sourced from India via the eastern Mediterranean and Francia, they occur either as single pendants or drops, or else in groups strung on a necklace, usually with other beads and pendants.  E.T.Leeds’s observation that they may have been re-cycled from Frankish looting of Roman sites does not necessarily explain their appearance on the continent in the late sixth century and concerted usage late into the seventh century (Leeds, 1931: 131-2; see also Koch, 1977).   Such material may even have been available on Romano-British sites or retained as curated items much earlier in the study period.  Alternatively, and more likely, they may be linked to the same patterns of gift-exchange or trade which brought the Byzantine cast bowls to Kent towards the end of the sixth century. 
The total numbers in Kent have been added to lately by the second excavation in 1994 at Buckland, Dover and other occasional items from the series of recently discovered and excavated cemeteries that appear so regularly in Kent.  Regardless of that factor, Kent and in particular east Kent dominates the distribution of this object type.  Thus of the 132 database entries for amethyst beads, only 12 are not from Kent.  Amethysts make a marginal appearance in west Kent, as at Horton Kirby, Riseley (KntHKY-MC1) and Polhill (KntOTF-IC1), both in the Darent valley.   Outside of Kent, as noted by Huggett, two amethyst beads is still the upper benchmark for a burial context.  Within the rest of the study region, only five burials contain more than one amethyst bead.  One occurs in Grave 172/2 at Butler’s Field, Lechlade (GlsLLE-MC1) accompanying a child in a double inhumation with an older spear-and-seax male burial.  Her neck adornments also included a Kentish/Frankish cabochon garnet pendant.  It is tempting here to suggest a role for exogamy (arranged marriages) in facilitating the spread of Kentish influence to the Upper Thames Valley.  Another instance is from an isolated burial at Longcot in Berkshire (BrkLCT-BI1) within a sparse assemblage that included a penannular brooch.  Further afield, the Somerset cemetery of Buckland Dinham (SmtBDM-IC1) also includes a female with two beads. Of the non-Kentish burials accompanied by a single amethyst, none occur in Hampshire or on the Isle of Wight.

The amethysts share a uniformity of shape, although not size, which suggests a common manufacturing procedure, probably outside Britain.  There are variations in their weights, however, ranging between 1g and 11g, of those weighed in museum archives, with the median being at 2.3g.  Of the seven weighed sets of amethysts from outside of Kent, all bar one ranged above this median weight.  Kentish sites with larger numbers of amethysts, such as Sarre, tend to have a greater number of the lighter-weight beads.  

The Phase B distribution (Map 15) is dominated by Kentish cemeteries and also extends into Sussex and Surrey.  The sole Sussex example is from an antiquarian-dug and imprecisely located cemetery in the vicinity of Lewes, standing out as an extremely rare indication of a significant seventh-century female-gendered burial.  The two westernmost finds in Phase B seem to be unrelated to the Kentish corpus.  This is a point reinforced by the Phase C distribution pattern (Map 15).  Two discrete distributions can be noted in Phase C.  There is the ubiquitous Kentish group, which is numerically greater, and a western group, well spaced and running from the upper reaches of the Thames valley south down through to Dorset.  The latter example is from an unpublished site at Bradford Peverell, whose cemetery dominates the Roman road running northwest from Dorchester and the ford across the river Frome here.  The absence of amethysts from much of Hampshire, Wiltshire and Berkshire substantiates the division between the western and Kentish groups.  To date no amethysts have been forthcoming from the seventh-century St Mary’s Stadium cemetery associated with the precursor to the major emporium at Hamwic, nor indeed from the contemporary burials associated with Lundenwic with the exception of a recently excavated female grave at St Martin-in-the-Fields at its western edge (Lyn Blackmore, pers. comm.).

AMBER BEADS (Map 16)
The major distribution areas for amber beads lie beyond the study area, occupying a broad swathe of territory to the north and west of the Icknield Way across the Midlands and East Anglia (Huggett, 1988).  The greatest number from any single site has been given as the 981 from Sleaford in Lincolnshire, followed by Bergh Apton in Norfolk with 517 beads.  Within the study region, the main concentrations occurred in Kent and across a broad band running through Hampshire and Wiltshire (Huggett, 1988: 64). Nevertheless, there were three sites within the study area in Berkshire and Wiltshire, which contained relatively high numbers of beads per site as recorded nationally in 1988.  These were the Saxton Road, Abingdon cemetery (BrkABD-MC1) with 386, Collingbourne Ducis (WltCBD-IC1) with 340 and Long Wittenham (BrkLWM-MC1) with 339.  Unusually, on the evidence presented by Huggett, Kent appears to have played only a minor role in the importation and distribution of this particular raw material.  Amber has been designated as an imported material, traded from the Baltic region and as yet no significant exploitation of amber washed up on Britain’s east coast has been demonstrated for this period.
The national pattern for their deposition in burials revealed that we find an average of between one and twenty amber beads per grave.  A few burials contained very large numbers, but this is frequently offset by contemporaries in the same cemetery possessing markedly fewer.  This is interpreted by Huggett as suggesting differential access within communities to the supply of amber beads (ibid: 66).  Various other explanatory inferences might be added here, however.  For example, it might represent a practice of curation of beads by a kin group, which were eventually deposited as heirlooms with a single individual.  Alternatively there might be changing trends over time in the kinds of material deposited and the reasons behind the selection of certain materials (due to their colour or amuletic value, for example).  Then there might also be changes in the regional mechanisms for the supply and distribution of amber beads. 

The database records the presence of amber in burials mostly as beads, but they are also occasionally designated as spindle-whorls or sword-beads.  Estimates of actual numbers of beads in a burial are uncertain, unless precisely and accurately recorded in a cemetery publication.  In many instances, an accurate count of beads per grave has not been determinable whether from antiquarian or indeed some later excavated material held in museum archives.  That there might be considerable discrepancies in the numbers of amber beads reported to have been in circulation and used for statistical analyses is a point that emerged from the excavation report of the cemetery at Butler’s Field, Lechlade (GlsLLE-MC1).  When entered into the database, this report provided an accurate total of 1,476 amber beads spread across two phases and divided between 47 burials, with Grave 10 containing 307 beads.  This placed this ‘Saxon’ site on a par with contemporary ‘Anglian’ cemeteries in eastern England.  By counting total numbers as the basis for analysis, however, we ignore the fact that amber beads are highly variable in both size and weight and therefore did not necessarily represent an equivalent value with each other. Unfortunately, the weighing of individual beads in museum archives proved in many cases to be completely impractical.  This is due to the friable nature of the material, occasional museum practices of re-stringing sets of now de-contextualised beads from separate grave assemblages for display purposes, as well as the time constraints on unpacking individual beads in museum stores and the very large numbers of amber beads that weighed only fractions of a gram.  Where weighing could be carried out, it was established, for example, that a single bead of 10 grams (the heaviest weighed) was the equivalent of over 50 much smaller beads.  This leads to a sense of uncertainty as to whether count or weight can provide a meaningful statistical component in these analyses.  For the bead strings from Lechlade Grave 10 (GlsLLe-MC1), Collingbourne Ducis Grave 31 (WltCBD-IC1) and Long Wittenham Grave 71 (BrkLWM-MC1), the average weight per bead was less than a gram, although each string included both very large and very small beads.  The shape and form in which the amber arrived in these communities is unknown, but it may have been already prepared into beads, so at this point the count of beads presumably reflects on an unknown gift-exchange or trade-transaction event.  Alternatively a substantial weighted lump of amber, as the product of such an exchange, might be converted into innumerable beads through the application of simple lathe-turning and drilling techniques required in bead production.

The mapped distributions of amber (Map 16) illustrate its very general spread throughout the study region in Phase A, with no significant spatial gap present apart from the unoccupied territories of the Weald.  Its westernmost limit might be taken to coincide with the furthest reach of early Anglo-Saxon activity, be it through exchange or settlement.  The Phase B distribution is not substantially different, apart from a further westwards extension and the beginnings of a central zone devoid of amber extending through much of Sussex, Hampshire, Surrey and Berkshire. The amber beads mapped in Phase C are few in number and are interpreted here as primarily curated items, with Kentish cemeteries presenting the strongest representation.

The extent to which Kent was actually deficient in amber can be questioned. The actual number of beads from the Bifrons cemetery (KntPXB-IC1), including the nineteenth-century unassociated finds gathered up by the Marquis of Conyngham’s gardener and held in Maidstone Museum, together with those from Brent’s excavations, totals 835 items (Hawkes, 2000).  This makes it easily comparable in numbers to those from ‘Anglian’ cemeteries.  Yet, the recently excavated cemeteries at Saltwood (KntSWD-IC1) conform more readily to Huggett’s pattern indicating differential access to amber. Here there are fourteen burials and a total of 310 beads.  One grave contained 161, ten burials had fewer than twelve beads and the remainder contained 26, 31 and 61 respectively.  Conversely, the Mill Hill, Deal community (KntGMM-IC1) produced 698 beads rather more equitably spread amongst 25 burials.  Of these, three contained over 90 beads each (94, 106 and 107 beads), five had over twenty and two over fifty.  The unassociated material from Faversham includes a mere 52 amber beads, although these are of substantial size (though unweighed), hinting that many more must have been discarded by collectors or lost from the site during its excavation.  The Isle of Wight, which matches contemporary Kentish material culture in most respects, has produced only four amber-bearing graves however.

The major Kentish cemetery at Buckland, Dover (KntBLD-IC1) offered, from its first excavation in the 1950s, only twenty amber-bead graves. The second excavation in 1994 has produced (based on data in the public domain, although not yet available in full publication) an estimated further 47 such graves.  This provides a site amber total in the region of 1,150 beads, with approximately 900 in Phase A and over 200 in Phase B.  The spread pattern in numbers of beads between graves in Phase A here is similar to that recorded for the Mill Hill, Deal cemetery.  The Buckland, Dover Phase A amber-bead graves contained between 1 and 125 beads, but only half of these burials have seven or fewer beads, with the remaining half producing incrementally increasing numbers of beads.  In Phase B there is much more of a split in the range of one to 70 beads, with two-thirds of the burials having fewer than seven.  Grave 38 with its 70 beads is probably datable to c.590 at the latest, leaving the next Phase B burial containing only 44 beads.  Apparently no Phase C amber-bead graves are recorded from this cemetery, although they do occur elsewhere within the study region.

Huggett’s assertion regarding the extremes of differential access to amber beads was tested here using the available data of counts of amber beads in burials.  County datasets were prepared and no division was made by phase here, in order to identify whether there were broad geographical differences in the range of numbers of beads that were deposited with women and to account in part for the issue of amber curation.  The results are shown in the next table (X), being expressed as the percentage of the total number of graves analysed that fell within each number range.  The highest number of amber beads in a grave within each county is also shown here.

It emerges that the majority of women accompanied by amber beads possessed only ten or fewer.   Regionally these account for two-thirds of all amber burials.  The differentiation noted by Huggett, in which one or two burials occur with an abnormally large number of beads and the remainder have far fewer, is by and large supported by the data in this table.  The major difference revealed, however, is that in Kent there are more burials with beads within the 31-100 range.  Elsewhere within the study region, this pattern is only replicated in Wiltshire, thus mirroring the early regional patterning also observed in iron deposition.  Sussex, which might have been expected to have access to an overflow or trickle-down of wealth from Kent along its south coast and to deploy this wealth in a similar manner, actually has relatively few amber beads.  The greatest number is present at Alfriston (SsxALF-IC2) with just 57 beads.  

Percentage of graves in that county with the number of beads in that range

	
	Amber 

graves
	1-10
	11-20
	21-30
	31-40
	41-50
	51-60
	61-70
	71-100
	101+
	Most

	Berks
	77
	65% 
	13%  
	10%  
	3%  
	1%  
	0%  
	1%  
	3%  
	4%  
	281

	Dorset
	2
	100%  
	0%  
	0%  
	0%  
	0%   
	0%  
	0%   
	0%   
	0%   
	7

	Glos
	53
	60%  
	13%  
	8%  
	4%  
	0%  
	4% 
	0%  
	2% 
	9% 
	307

	Hants
	46
	70%  
	17%  
	2%  
	7%  
	0%  
	0%  
	0%  
	2% 
	2% 
	139

	IOW
	3
	67%  
	0%  
	0%  
	33%  
	0%  
	0%  
	0%  
	0%  
	0% 
	34

	Kent
	256
	64%  
	14%  
	8%  
	4% 
	2% 
	2% 
	2% 
	3% 
	2% 
	161

	Oxon
	41
	68%  
	17%  
	5%  
	2% 
	2%
	0%  
	0%   
	2% 
	2% 
	105

	Somerset
	4
	100%  
	0%  
	0%  
	0%  
	0%  
	0%  
	0%  
	0%  
	0%  
	2

	Surrey
	8
	100%  
	0%  
	0%  
	0%  
	0%  
	0%  
	0%  
	0%  
	0%  
	9

	Sussex
	73
	78%  
	12%  
	1%  
	5% 
	1% 
	1% 
	0%  
	0%  
	0%  
	57

	Wilts
	76
	64%  
	14%  
	3%  
	7% 
	3% 
	3% 
	3% 
	3% 
	1% 
	216


The flow of amber beads into lowland Britain seems then to have been focussed on the eastern seaboard and routes inland from there, but this extended only as far south as Kent and not significantly beyond.  The ability of communities in Kent and Wiltshire to spread their amber resources in greater numbers amongst more women might indicate differing societal structures for their territories in contrast to those where greater extremes in deposition numbers were present.  We might contrast this perception as one between areas with a tiered society above a base (indicated by gradation of bead numbers) and areas where more clearly demarcated and hierarchically opposed structures were the norm (marked by extremes of bead numbers).  These comments pertain primarily to Phase A, perhaps indicating the very early process of disjunction of society into different patterns over geographical space.

Conclusions concerning amethyst and amber beads
Amber and amethyst beads present a series of contrasts through their patterns of usage within early Anglo-Saxon society.  The numerical abundance of amber in the sixth century is replaced by the relative scarcity and esoteric nature of amethyst in the following century.  Amber has a variable usage over space, in that it was either gradated through a society as an exhibition of wealth for all, or it was restricted, with most women having access to very little and just a few women having lots, thus underlining the hierarchy within that society.  The gradation for all is reflected in a spatial pattern centred on east Kent and Wiltshire as the focal areas of two distribution networks within the study region.  The Kentish domination of amethyst distribution calls into question the means by which the few sites further to the west might have acquired them.  Reference to Huggett’s map (1988: fig. 2), confirms the existence of a parallel distribution extending from Anglia and Mercia through into the study region in the west.  Mercian expansion along the Thames and to its south seems to be reflected here.
THE ROLE OF PRECIOUS METALS: GOLD AND SILVER
In the fifth and sixth centuries access in Britain to new supplies of gold and silver were limited and certainly not available on the scale of contemporary Merovingian kingdoms, as evidenced in the descriptions by Gregory of Tours of sumptuous and weighty treasures.  Within continental Europe there is some archaeological evidence to suggest continuity of precious-metal production based on coin finds related to known mining complexes.  Examples have been cited of late sixth-century coins at Roman tin mines in the Loire Atlantique region and of Visigothic coins in Iberian silver mines (La Salvia, 2007: 75).  Additionally, both Frankish and Visigothic mints tend to be located in mining regions known from the Roman period.  Nevertheless, much of the treasure circulating on the Continent took the form of booty, including plate and coins and of subsidies paid by the Eastern Roman Empire in particular.  Some of this could have trickled into lowland Britain, most probably through Kent, in the form of diplomatic and other reciprocal gifts.  Precious metal for recycling was certainly available in post-Roman Britain.  It is evidenced by a gold and silver hoard dated to the late 460s from Patching in West Sussex (White, 1998), although admittedly this is an isolated example within the study region.  Some of its silver pieces appear to relate to a weights system and two of the gold pieces are conspicuously pure, perhaps derived from Visigothic mined sources.

Silver relief-decorated brooches of Scandinavian type and gold disc pendants also of Scandinavian origin referred to as bracteates feature in the wealthiest burials in Kent in the early sixth century (Axboe, 1999; Hines, 1984 and 1997).  Indeed silver continues to be used on a substantial scale in brooch production within Kent through the remainder of the sixth century (Leigh, 1980; Avent, 1975).  But gold and silver are rare materials in Anglo-Saxon burial assemblages outside Kent (Webster, 2000: 54).  It is in Kent that a regular supply of Byzantine gold solidi and plate appears to have been arriving as diplomatic gifts, in other exchanges and perhaps in the form of marriage dowries, some of which percolated through into burial assemblages here.  Many of the other exotic and esoteric raw materials present in Kentish burials, such as cowrie shells, ivory items and garnets, probably arrived through the same route (Huggett 1988).  Increased Byzantine gold subsidies to the Franks from the mid sixth century may have benefited Kent as it became “awash with the new gold filigree and Style II jewellery” (Webster, 2000: 54).  Any gold that arrived in the early seventh century in the form of East-Roman and Frankish gold coinage was treated as bullion to be used to produce jewellery fitted with imported garnets and other semi-precious stones or else with coloured glass settings.  The Kentish kingdom moved towards a coin- and market-based economy, first minting gold coins in the first half of the seventh century until available supplies of gold solidi and trientes ceased (Williams, 1999).  By the late seventh century they were minting silver pennies, better known as sceattas, in Kent and elsewhere in south-east England.  The distribution of the earliest sceattas indicates that Kent had developed trade links with both Frisia and Francia (Metcalf, 1993:174-183).

In national terms, the archaeological and metallurgical evidence for the working of precious metals is meagre at best.  Settlement sites have sometimes produced a few crucibles, but these are small, handmade cups with a capacity of about 20ml.  Although a few of these can be dated before c.700, none of those listed occur within the study region (Bayley, 1991: 117).  Burials that contain artefacts described as either a bell or a crucible appear on closer inspection to be a bell in every case (e.g. Grave 259 at Sarre: KntSAR-IC1).  Hamwic is the only Middle-Saxon manufacturing site to have produced a concentration of crucibles, which have been used in casting silver and a range of copper alloys, but all of these dated to the eighth or early ninth centuries (ibid).  Beyond the study region, contemporary evidence for the working of precious metals has been found at Dinas Powys in south Wales, on the Isle of Man and at various sites in Scotland and Ireland.  In contrast extremely rich evidence for metalworking in precious metals has been excavated from contemporary Scandinavian settlement sites, most notably at Helgö in the Malär region of central Sweden (Lundström, 1988).  These have produced a wide range of material, including workshops, firing pits, casting moulds and crucibles.

The geographical distribution of small balances and weights deposited in Anglo-Saxon burials has not been extended significantly since Christopher Scull’s reviews (Scull, 1990 and 1992).  The only new set within the study region comes from the second excavation at Buckland, Dover, in a sword-burial context at present only broadly dated to the sixth century.  So they remain centred on two areas, in east Kent and the Upper Thames Valley.  Touchstones, which were used to assess the purity of precious metals, are restricted to coastal communities in Kent, although unfortunately none of these burials can be precisely dated.  If, as Scull suggested, the balances and weights were used to effect bullion transactions within a non-monetary economy, although one based on the standards of contemporary gold coinages elsewhere in Europe, then we might expect to find the Upper Thames Valley as well as Kent as a major area for finds of gold and silver.   This is not the case however.   Scull contextualised the finds of these balances as occurring within essentially agrarian societies, whose elite members were engaged in inter-regional or even long-distance trade, in order to acquire prestige items, through the use of agents or officials (the balance-set owners), who dealt with their foreign equivalents (Scull, 1990: 202).  What goods were used to balance the exchange remains unknown.  An alternative use or additional use of balance sets and bullion was the payment of fines or compensation to mitigate socially-disruptive feuds, as indicated in the earliest law codes of Kent and Wessex.  
The presence of small and very lightweight caches of garnet gemstones sharing much the same distribution pattern as the balances and weights, from Butler’s Field, Lechlade in the Upper Thames region and both Buckland, Dover and St Peter’s, Broadstairs indicates an extension to the types of material that may have had a marketable weight value.  Both amber and glass beads have similar characteristics in terms of their value to size-and-weight ratios.  Here it is tempting to also insert copper-alloy scrap as a further possibility.  It is the only other material that appears to have possessed a high value and yet be relatively light in weight, although of course it was both more common and widespread than true bullion. This last suggestion introduces the idea of a more purposeful and worthwhile acquisition of scrap material.  If indeed there were real differences in the sophistication of monetary and value transactions between Kent together with the Upper Thames Valley and elsewhere within the study region, points that are examined further below, then here we might have another indicator of geographically-varied complexities of social organisation within the pathways leading to the formation of the earliest kingdoms.

GOLD (Maps 17 and 18)
Whilst there are some gold deposits in western and northern Britain, there is little evidence for their exploitation within the study period.  Such indigenous gold working as may have been carried out in the British Isles early in the study period, for example on Pictish monastic sites, probably exploited re-cycled Roman antiquities (Spall, 2006: 44).  By the mid-sixth century, however, the gold that was available in southern Britain has been determined by X-ray fluorescent analysis to be derived from imported Late Roman and Byzantine solidi and from related Merovingian coins imitating Byzantine issues (Hawkes et al, 1966; Hawkes and Pollard, 1981). Goldsmiths are elusive in the archaeological record, although the evidence of jeweller’s rouge adhering to the edge of a fifth century Visigothic gold coin from the Marlowe’s Car Park excavtion in Canterbury, might indicate a workshop in the vicinity, as might the copper alloy die for making decorative gold foil mounts found at Rochester (Coatsworth and Pinder, 2002,:21). Indeed, the Tattershall Thorpe itinerant smith may have been skilled in working a range of metals that included gold.
In Phase A the principal manufactured gold objects present in Anglo-Saxon burial assemblages are south Scandinavian-type gold bracteates (die-stamped disc pendants with looped mounts).  Their ornamentation imitates images found on fourth-century Imperial Roman medallions and coins and their iconography has been interpreted as depicting a Germanic deity, in particular Woden (Axboe, 2007).  As both these bracteates and Roman and Merovingian coins were commonly incorporated into bead strings and necklaces, their significance was non-monetary, but not necessarily non-economic.  They can be seen as a medium for both creating and maintaining social and political relations through personal gift-giving and have been characterised as special-purpose money used to indicate linkages between the many small kingdoms within Scandinavia and beyond.  This particular use of coins and bracteates appears to represent a translation of Roman customs and means of exchange (Gaimster, 1992).  

Within Kent and East Anglia, their main distribution centres in England, these bracteates appear in burial assemblages from the early sixth century (Axboe 1999).  Very few Anglo-Saxon bracteates are the products of precisely the same die.  Multiple types can appear on the same necklace, perhaps indicating that accumulation processes were taking place.  The question arises as to whether any other categories of artefacts, such as beads, might also be considered as forms of special money, to be collected through particular social interactions.  Within Kent, no Class C bracteates are known, and the only recorded Class B bracteate from the study area comes from Bifrons Grave 29 (with the only other example nationally from Norfolk. Charlotte Behr, pers.comm.).  Kent produced what some scholars have identified as insular copies of south-Scandinavian D bracteates, with the production of new types continuing into the seventh century (Hines, 1984; Hawkes and Pollard, 1981, Arnold, 1991).  Die links exist between the bracteates found in Bifrons graves 29 and 64 and in Lyminge Grave 16, which form a group, and similarly between the four fine-quality items from Finglesham graves D3 and 203.  Whether the English-provenanced bracteates originated from a batch production carried out at a single point of origin, whether locally or in Scandinavia, and were retained as heirlooms over time with sequential deposition in graves as indicated at Finglesham, or were the products of curated dies and were manufactured sequentially remains a matter for conjecture.  A copper-alloy die for the production of D bracteates has been reported recently as a metal-detector find in north-west Essex (Axboe, 2007: 15, fig.4, IK609).  

Gaimster’s interpretation of bracteates as having a significant role in the “reproduction of regional social structures and hierarchies” (Gaimster, 1992: 21) suggests a context in which commodity and gift-exchange may have existed simultaneously.  Their distribution across the study region (Map 17) serves to highlight the Kentish density of finds, although modern metal-detecting is beginning to produce isolated finds considerably further to the west, for example in Wiltshire at Kingston Deverell (WltKDV-IC1).  The new finds might well be explained in the context of other Kentish and pseudo-Kentish material which is located along the southern inland strand of the study region in the sixth century, highlighting the reach of Kentish contacts at this time.

The seventh-century process of the monetarisation of the economy of northwestern Europe was probably neither uniform nor necessarily coherent.  The laws attributed to Æthelberht, ostensibly dated to the first two decades of the seventh century is a text that may well have been subject to later insertions and alterations.  It required financial compensation for offences in terms of scillings, despite the fact that no coinage is evident here much before c.625.   Any system of bullion equivalencies operating in the late sixth century might have been indicated by reference to weights, hence perhaps the incidence of balances and weights within Kentish graves and those in cemeteries within the Upper Thames valley.  Indeed Scull (1992) has noted the equivalence between the balance weights found in these two areas and the bullion standards of contemporary continental and Byzantine finds.

A greater amount of gold may have become available in the later sixth century, as more of it began to be used for decorated metalwork (Mortimer, 1990: 297), although gold coins continued to be used as ornaments on necklaces  (Gannon, 2003: 8).  Stuart Brookes has demonstrated that in east Kent the average weight of gold deposited per individual remained fairly static from the later sixth century until the debasement of the Merovingian coinage over the course of the greater part of the seventh century (Brookes, 2007: 118).  He noted that wider Anglo-Saxon consumption of gold ran in parallel with seventh-century Continental inflation.  A change in the distribution of gold coins to include most Anglo-Saxon areas of Britain after c.625 is perhaps a result of a geographical change in the Continental source mints, involving a shift from those in southern Francia and the Mediterranean region to mints in the Meuse and Moselle valleys (Blackburn and Grierson, 1986: 108-9).  The point at which debasement of the Merovingian gold coinage occurred is reflected in the emergence of Anglo-Saxon gold coins, although Gannon (2003: 10) attributed this to the demand for coinage outstripping the metal supply.  Brookes (2007: 119) concluded that Anglo-Saxon exchange rates for gold and silver were directly tied to an international balance of trade and, therefore, that changes in consumption patterns of these materials were economically-driven rather than fashion-led.

In essence the study region database records gold in three forms.  It exists firstly as solid objects or as a major raw-material component.  Secondly it can contribute as a minor raw-material component, for example as gilding on a decorated surface.  Thirdly it can occur in the form of a coin and coins as a class of object will be considered separately below (pp.**).  The second minor component element is of limited relevance in statistical terms, neither is it viable outside of Kent (although it was included in Brookes’ calculations for Kent).  Therefore consideration is given here solely to solid gold artefacts and their distribution over time and space.  The central issue is the extent to which areas outside of Kent were included or excluded in terms of access to this precious metal, when it is assumed that Kent mediated any such access through its close Continental contacts.  There is also a clear gender component in the gathering of certain raw materials into burial assemblages.  Hence we find sumptuous collections of diverse materials including gold bracteates, woven gold braids and gold pendants associated with certain women and girls.  These are particularly visible in sixth-century cemeteries in Kent and in the series of high-status isolated female burials belonging to the later seventh century.  This specific issue is addressed below, stating the case for viewing these displays as indicators of exogamous marriage arrangements and political alliance building across southern Britain.  Throughout the study period shifts in the associations of different raw materials and object types occurred as components of gender identity (Harrington, 2002), but, whilst it is important to acknowledge such trends, the focus maintained here is on whole-community wealth over time and space.

Kent dominates in both the number and weights of predominantly gold artefacts in all phases, although the relatively small total number at 255 objects from burials and other findspots emphasises the rarity of its actual use.  Apart from the occasional coin on a necklace, there is only one definitely identified curated Roman object.  This is an intaglio finger-ring from Milton Regis in east Kent.  In Phase A Kent has 86% of the 79 gold objects.  The list mainly comprises Imported/Jutlandic bracteates (each of which weighs only 2g-6g) and gold braid (left unweighed).  Beyond Kent the eleven listed artefacts consist of beads, finger-rings (some possibly Roman) and more bracteates.  The distribution (Map 18) reveals a spatial division between a Kentish/South Coast zone, which now includes the unpublished site at St Ann’s Road, Eastbourne, and a western zone running obliquely north-eastwards from Dorset up through Wiltshire to Berkshire and presumably further on into the Midlands (and the future Mercia).  The gold bead from Grave 78 at Guildown in Surrey (SryGDN-MC1) is therefore unusually placed between these two zones.  Its female was buried additionally with a disc fitting from a Late-Roman military belt set, so perhaps again this gold bead might represent a curated item.

The Phase B regional profile is slightly different.  Its 109 artefact entries are dominated numerically by the Kentish jewelled disc brooches and filigree pendants, as might be expected. Yet the non-Kent area now contains 20% of the finds, which is mainly due to the widespread distribution of findspots of gold sword fittings, with seven of the eight listed.  Several of these have garnet inlays with gold-foil reflectors similar to those from Sutton Hoo mound 1.   There is only one sword fitting from Kent and that is an uncertainly located find from ‘near Maidstone’.  Once again, metal detection is generating new finds of this type, the furthest west example coming from Dorset at a potentially strategically important location at the junction of a Roman road out of central Wiltshire continuing to the southwest (Margary 4e) and a network of prehistoric trackways.  This particular findspot is probably of similar importance to the contemporary site at Bradford Peverell in both its visual and actual domination of traffic through its area.  The Kent/South Coast axis for the distribution of gold artefacts is maintained in Phase B, although the western region distribution appears to have become more diffuse.  Also a new central area for finds distribution is now visible in Hampshire.  By Phase C, however, there are still fewer artefacts (67), but then 37% of them (25 items) are from outside of Kent.  A very similar range of artefact types, mainly consisting of pendants, is evident across the whole study region by this time.

SILVER (Map 19)
The only workable deposits of silver within the study region lie in the Mendip Hills.  Although lower yielding than elsewhere in the Roman Empire, silver and lead production provided some prosperity and economic stability for the area, to judge by the large quantities of late fourth-century silver coins found there (Frere, 1967: 286).  Although half of the proceeds from such activities accrued to the state, the remainder circulated within the general economy, and in all probability mining and metal production continued after the official end of Roman administration in the early fifth century (ibid: 291).  Production was probably primarily organised under local enterprise, de-centralised arrangements, such as are widespread within cottage industries (Ellis 1992: 32-34).  Additionally these mines may have been a focus for post-Roman trade routes and commodity exchange.  The post-Roman earthwork enclosure at Charterhouse, northwest of Cheddar is possibly of fifth or sixth-century construction.  It was built perhaps under the authority of a local lord with his power derived from control of the mines and their output (ibid).  In Europe, the main contemporary sources of silver were in the Harz Mountains of the Thuringian region, Saxony, Bohemia and Austria, areas much in evidence as resources for Carolingian and later Medieval coin production.  Other silver deposits are noted in Ireland, Sweden, Finland and Norway – the latter having a wide spectrum of mineral resources that include iron, tin, nickel, copper, lead and molybdenum. (Bowie, et al 1978).  In contrast, Denmark has only iron and manganese, suggesting that its early silver brooch forms were more likely to have been made from re-cycled Roman coin.
Although very little metallurgical work has been carried out on silver artefacts from early Anglo-Saxon burial contexts, the general assumption is that the major source for this material was scrap, primarily recycling Roman coins as bullion.  It is noted here that the six instances of pierced Roman silver coins in burial contexts in the database all occur in Kentish river-based and coastal communities, with further examples amongst the unassociated finds in the Upper Thames Valley cemetery at Wally Corner, Berinsfield near Dorchester-on-Thames.  The hoard at Patching in West Sussex contained over 300g of high-purity silver, roughly equivalent in weight to a Roman pound (Johns, 1999: 312).  It also included a Continental silver scabbard-chape fitting datable to the second half of the fifth century (Webster in White et al, 1999: 312-3).  In northern Britain in the fifth century silver was available to the Picts, as evidenced by over 400 ounces of mainly Late Roman tableware found in the hoard at Norrie’s Law in Fifeshire, probably acquired via raiding territory to the south of Hadrian’s Wall (Hinton, 2005: 43).  The overall pattern for silver is that it was only rarely used for casting decorative artefacts.  For example, only five out of the 28 complete quoit brooches recorded were in silver.  The complete brooches occurred in Kent (two – Sarre and Howletts, with another fragmentary brooch there), Sussex (two - Alfriston and Highdown) and Hampshire (one - from the second excavation at Mount Pleasant, Alton, 1992). Indeed only 8% of all brooches recorded were cast in silver (167:2073).
It was proposed in the early 1990s that further research was needed into the debased silver alloys used to cast selected ‘Anglian’-type great square-headed brooches, together with other contemporary artefacts that were also common in Scandinavia, such as scutiform pendants and wrist clasps, in order to establish whether standard alloys were being used (Brownsword and Hines, 1993: 9).  It was suggested that immigrant Scandinavian craftsmen were attempting to maintain their craft in a new context in eastern Britain, but with only limited success, due to a scarcity of silver here other than in south-east England.  In the late seventh century Merovingian realms the minting of gold coin ceased in favour of silver issues, a process broadly contemporary with the devaluation of the gold alloy used in the production of Anglo-Saxon jewellery and other fine metalwork and the transition from ‘pale gold’ coins to silver pennies (known as sceattas).  There appear to be very few Continental silver coins in England in the last quarter of the seventh century, but by the early eighth century a huge influx of coins from Frisia presumably implied intensifying trade links, presumably underpinned by an expansion of mining activities in the Harz Mountains. The expansion of coin circulation led to more widespread minting activity, however, including for Wessex the ‘secondary phase’ of silver sceatta coinage (Gannon, 2003: 11).  However, numismatic evidence ‘provides no suggestion of the use of newly-mined English silver, with a large proportion of the metal being cjannelled to the country by way of the Rhine valley’  (Peter Claughton, pers. Comm.)
The distribution of silver artefacts throughout the whole study period is overwhelmingly focussed on Kent, making the absence of comparative metallurgical studies with northern Frankish material an issue, particularly if we wish to accept the assertion that much of Kent’s wealth in this material will have been derived from Francia.   Nevertheless, reflection on the types of artefact manufactured in silver and their distribution patterns, however limited throughout the study region, serve to contextualise Kentish wealth and its geographical networks.

Phase A silver distributions (Map 19)
The database holds records for 349 primarily silver artefacts from burials and individual findspots for Phase A.   Kent has 234 (67%) of these objects rising to 77% (a further 35 items) if the Isle of Wight is included as effectively Kentish.  Certainly the Isle of Wight appears to possess a disproportionate amount of silver in relation to other raw materials with 7% of all its finds in this precious material.  Of course this feature may be primarily a function of the nineteenth-century excavation and the archiving history of most of the cemetery sites here.  Imported items, mainly from Francia, but including isolated examples of Jutlandic and Thuringian brooch types, account for 20% of the total (72) in the study region.  Given the presence of silver within Thuringia, from which the four known brooches may have been manufactured, is is significant to note that these brooches are not distributed further inland than the east Kent coast.

A further 29 items (100%) are designated here as culturally wholly Kentish or Kentish/Frankish in style.  It is difficult, however, to group the distributions into coherent units.  Kent extending on into Surrey, but also along the south coast to the Isle of Wight forms a readily determinable unit.  We might include additionally finds from eastern Hampshire and West Sussex opposite the Isle of Wight.  Examples would be the Jutlandic relief-decorated bow brooch from Apple Down Grave 14 and a Kentish small square-headed brooch from Highdown.   The next three southernmost finds, all from individual findspots, might be argued similarly to demonstrate Kentish influence.  There is an Avent Class 3.1 keystone-garnet disc brooch from Ampfield in Hampshire (HtsAMP-FS1) to the west of Winchester.  Further west still there is a small square-headed brooch from Breamore (HtsBMR-FS5) and another from Ilchester (SmtICR-FS4), although the latter is an uncertainly provenanced, nineteenth-century find.   A northern Wiltshire and Berkshire grouping is also proposed here, but with the majority of items coming from sites in the Upper Thames Valley.

The objects vary in weight, but the heaviest items are mostly curated bow brooches from southern Scandinavia, together with the stylistically early great square-headed brooch at 30g from Grave 225 at Mitcham in Surrey (SryMHM-IC1), or else perforated spoons designated as Kentish/Frankish (five items weighing between 30g and 94g).  Brooches comprise the largest category of silver finds, with 145 items (41% of the total) and most of them weigh between six and ten grams.  The types of finds that occur outside of the Kentish zone are all relatively lightweight, i.e. under six grams in weight.  These include beads, pendants, finger-rings and various unidentifiable fragments of silver sheet and wire.  In Phase A silver finger-rings represent the single most numerous artefact type with 76 (22%) of all recorded items, but only 39 or roughly half of these are from sites in Kent.  Elsewhere they have a very widespread distribution that would merit further research, particularly if viewed as a special category of artefact that might relate to allegiances, royal contacts and possibly an indicator of hierarchical land-holding arrangements.

Phase B silver distributions 
Phase B offers only 185 silver objects, generally less substantial in weight than earlier, ranging between 1g and 28g for those items weighed in museum archives.  Kent again contains the heaviest objects, in this case the range of jewelled and plated disc brooches.  Outside Kent, the heaviest artefacts are a composite-jewelled disc brooch (28g) from Milton in Berkshire (BrkMTN-IC2) and a large triangular-plated buckle (10g) from Alton in Hampshire (HtsALT-MC1).  A case can be made for both of these items being Kentish in manufacture and origin, as the same can be claimed for the drinking horn mounts (10g) from the ‘Princely’ barrow at Taplow in Buckinghamshire  (BckTPW-BI1). 

There is a degree of overlap with the object types found in Phase A.  Kent maintains its overwhelming proportion of the number of finds with 139 items (75% of those discovered).  In general the same areas possessed silver artefacts as in Phase A, although there is precious little in both Sussex and Surrey.  Further west and closer to the Mendip mines, rather more objects are in evidence, but yet again these are neither weighty nor substantial items, mainly consisting of wire rings, pins and earrings.   A new artefact-type in silver emerges with sword pyramid mounts.  There are four such metal-detected findspot examples with one each from Kent, the Isle of Wight, Somerset and Wiltshire.  The Isle of Wight find represents the only silver artefact there in Phase B and in contrast to Phase A is located on the southern side of the island.  Significantly both the Wiltshire and Somerset finds were uncovered in the vicinity of a major Roman road or prehistoric trackway, in common with their gold counterparts.
Phase C silver distributions
The Phase C distribution of silver artefacts presents three clear geographical groupings.  There is Kent extending into Surrey.  Next there is the Upper Thames Valley.  Thirdly there is a more diffuse distribution covering Wiltshire, Somerset and Dorset.  Of the 181 entries for silver in Phase C, Kent has 131 (72%).  The weight range of items is mainly between 1g and 12g, but most of them, the pendants, rings and pins, weigh less than two grams.  The heaviest items all come from Wiltshire sites.  There are the seax-scabbard fittings (30g) from a barrow at Ford near Laverstock (WltLVK-BI2) and the combined weight of a spoon and safety-pin brooches (36g) accompaying the woman in the Swallowcliffe Down secondary-barrow bed-burial (WltASY-BI1).  This last assemblage shares clear affiliations with Kentish material.  Within the study region the only other recorded safety-pin brooches are those from Grave 205 at Kingston Down (KntKSN-IC1).  There is also a similar spoon at Broome Park near Barham (KntBHM-FS1), which was dated by G. Baldwin Brown as c.500 representing a development from Late-Roman type spoons, but has been attributed instead to the seventh century by George Speake (1989: 46).  Given the limited range of weights for silver objects in this period, it is tempting to favour an interpretation of these two spoons as curated Roman-manufactured items.  Sixteen burials in Phase C contained silver sceatta coins.  Of these, however, only one did not occur in Kent.  This was the woman in Grave 4202 from the St Mary’s Stadium cemetery (HtsSTN-MC1) near Hamwic whose burial contained three Series B sceattas and an imported Frisian gold pendant.

CONCLUSIONS

Kent and in particular its eastern half stands out throughout all three phases as very much wealthier than its neighbours across southern Britain.  Whether in terms of the numbers of items buried with each individual or the quantity of their material content, there is no doubting the reality of the situation here.  Further wealth is relatively evenly distributed through the burial population.  The extremes with just a few richer grave assemblages accompanied by mostly fairly basically furnished burials typical of much of the overall study region is not a feature here.  Thus copper-alloy access as represented in Kent consists of Frankish buckle and belt-set types, many of them imports, or else bowls and other vessels, particularly in phases A and B.   Silver and gold are also available in much greater quantities than elsewhere, again particularly in Phase B.  Access to iron is also excellent in all three phases, yet it seems unlikely that Wealden mined sources are being exploited at this time, although the more marginal resources of the North Downs, Blean and Dover may have been in use, although prehaps not to an extent that would necessarily explain Kentish wealth in iron.  Instead a more probable explanation lies in the proximity of east Kent by sea to large-scale ironworking centres such as the Veluwe region in the Netherlands and beyond that could have been accessed through the Frisian trading network.   Such ironwork may have been traded on into other areas of Kentish influence as an exchange good.  There are obvious changes to the availability of all raw materials over time, but Kent is never disadvantaged and continues to percolate wealth down through and within its communities.  Elsewhere, apart from the north-Wiltshire area, a restricted access to all materials has faciliated a more hierarchical societal structure.

The geography of the study region presents variable distributions of raw materials, all of which were exploited duting the Roman period. Mining could have continued into the post Roman period as it was in part a decentralised entrepreneur-led activity in its latter stages. Given the range of potential scrap and mining resources in the study region, is it feasible to suggest that all raw materials were imported from mainland Europe and mediated through Kent, apart from a specific and exceptional material such as amber? But, is scrap a viable basis for a society that has such a display of metalwork in the burial as well as furnishing social replication in the everyday? Rather is scarcity of resources the real issue, leading to selective and controlled deployment from the fifth century onwards? Indeed, how might we characterise relationships with the Celtic West throughout the study period.
We propose that different layers of circulation existed geographically for iron and copper alloy, which did not of necessity overlap.  Evidence for iron smithing on settlement sites presents it as a local activity for the production of domestic wares, tools and agricultural implements.  The iron requirements for warfare perhaps operated within a different sphere of circulation, given the need to accumulate larger amounts of raw materials for their manufacture and the metallurgical evidence which has identified composite constituent raw material. The fact of regional types of shield fittings and spearheads, particularly with standardised if irregular shaping such as the H series, would suggest that a common template was used in their manufacture, rather than reliance of the occasional activities of the multi-skilled farmer.
Indeed, despite the documentary sources indicating their activities, are we seeing in the archaeological record realistic evidence for itinerant smiths travelling in circuits around the byways in the expectation that someone would have sufficient copper alloy or silver for them to produce some brooches?  If indeed they were present, were they paid by being able to retain part of the metal supplied or by some other mechanism?  Were they fed, presented with textile or clothing?  In any case how much could they carry with them by way of tools, metal material and scrap?  Did they use pack animals or a wagon and did they carry sufficient stock to exchange items on the circuit?  Rather are we seeing evidence of agents for the exchange of copper alloy, bullion and other light-weight, but valuable goods such as semi-precious stones?
The mechanisms that can be proposed for the control or access to supplies of copper alloy include scavenging for personal use, although those cemeteries with copper alloy wealth are not located within the densest zones of relict Roman sites.  Perhaps we can suggest scavenging for the exchange value of the metal retaining only a portion of the metal objects for their own use, which in turn might lead to purposeful asset stripping/recycling from derelict Roman sites, much as has been proposed for ironworking in Silchester in the post Roman period.  Finally we might suggest that copper alloy objects in particular may have been still active in cultural usage, obtained by Anglo-Saxon peoples through exchange (or theft) from the post-Roman British population.
A centralised manufacture of high-status items and of standard fittings, such as brooches on the Helgö model, appears to be indicated.  Here Faversham readily presents itself as a central place for these activities.  The temporal framework within which centralisation of production might occur is conjectural, but its effects are visible in the distribution pattern of high-status material occurring on nodal points in the landscape.  Did power came from the ability to dominate the layers of circulation and manipulate distribution?

The consumption pattern that operates at its most obvious and widespread after c.525 was already in place within the second half of the fifth century, but apparently not before then.  Already the amount of copper alloy in circulation by the later fifth century suggests a boom in its availability.  Perhaps we can assume therefore that iron working, be it as a result of iron mining, smelting and forging, or simply the recycling of scrap from derelict Roman sites, had also become a necessary and more intensive activity in the second half of the fifth century.  Perhaps this was when many of the Roman objects available hitherto became no longer usable and needed replacing.  Clearly, much more iron was needed to furnish the proliferation of weapons visible in burial assemblages, particularly if those arms imported by migrants had already been consigned to grave.  There could have been competition now for these vital source materials, in the process enhancing their value as commodities and offering the potential for wealth enhancement for those able to control the supply. The accumulation of metalwork raw material as an integral part of exchange and tribute systems from the fifth century onwards is inferred.  Shifts in the availability of these key resources are evidenced in the late fifth to early sixth centuries and again in the interface between phases A and B at the end of the sixth century.
NOTE:

Two other sections of text have been withdrawn for the moment, pending further examination of the data. These are:

· A discussion of the distribution of Late Roman coins in relation to phase A burials with Roman coins – trying to avoid the pitfalls of a non-specialist commenting on specialist material

· An analysis of the raw material content of the earliest burials to AD475 – we have to stipulate some clear parameters as to which burials genuinely relate to the earliest phases – we tend to exclude button brooches and the suspiciously early dating of some sites such as Alton, Hants, which leaves us with …?
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