A review of Frankish influence within Southern Britain
Literature review and research questions
Although our key research hypotheses are concerned with the mechanisms of state formation primarily functioning as internal processes within the societies of lowland southern Britain, we cannot ignore and therefore must assess, the potential influence of external polities on these societies and nascent polities.  The Merovingian Frankish realms (Neustria, Austrasia, Burgundy etc.), often referred to collectively as Francia, were the most immediate and powerful neighbours of populations in the hinterlands of the British south coast.  Hence our need to establish the extent of Frankish imports and influences on the material culture of insular Anglo-Saxon populations.  Next we must consider whether the distribution of Frankish objects in Phase A is related to pre-existing Late-Roman settlement patterns and landscape structures.  In assessing whether Frankish influences might have acted as an external driver for economic and political change in southern Britain, we need to evaluate whether an established complex society in northern Gaul, utilising Roman administrative systems through a Roman aristocratic landowning elite, could provide a model for social change in southern Britain, where no such elite survived within the Anglo-Saxon settlement zones.  We must consider to what extent such a process would have resulted from the extension of Frankish interests into such peripheral territories as southern Britain and Frisia.  If Frankish interests were chanelled through particular territories in southern Britain, then we need to establish whether archaeological evidence of Frankish imports and cultural influence coincided with the territories or wider zones of influence of individual Anglo-Saxon kingdoms.  
We can then discuss whether Francia possessed an independent range of interests that interacted with a number of emerging polities across lowland Britain in the sixth to seventh centuries.  Certainly the formation of the Kentish kingdom within the sixth century has been linked consistently over time by historians and other modern researchers to the expansionist policies of Francia (e.g. Brooks 1989; Yorke 1990).  More recently it has been established for eastern Kent that economic development that communities in particular areas with unevenly-spread resources and populations actually shaped the history of an entire region by stimulating change in its neighbouring communities (Brookes, 2007: ***).  We need to establish what a Frankish elite had to gain from interactions with southern Britain.  Freedom from fear of piratical raids on the exposed coastline of northern Gaul is one possibility that has been mentioned (Wood 1992).   Another is that the Franks, by developing a coherent polity in Kent, could obtain access to particular resources that they could not supply in abundance for themselves, though it is difficult to think what those would be.  If Francia acted as a catalyst for change with its neighbours, both within and beyond mainland Europe, then it may have stimulated change through Kent and beyond it to the rest of southern and eastern Britain.  Here the key issue for us to consider is the spatial range and nature of links that Francia may have utilised within the study region independentally of those it had clearly made with Kent.  If we can postulate unequal links between the external superpower and its clients, whether in cultural, social, economic or political terms, we can query whether the formation of kingdoms within the study region was a uniform and coherent process over time and space.  To what extent is it even realistic to postulate that kingdoms can be formed without the influence of external models?  Thus we can explore the role Francia might have played in the development of hierarchically-structured societies across Wessex and in Sussex and whether this involvement occurred contemporaneously with Frankish interaction with Kent.
Following the influential theories of Pirenne (1937), it has long been argued that Roman economic institutions were still effective within the former Empire until the impact of Islamic expansion on the Mediterranean basin in the seventh century.  The effect of the Arab invasions of north Africa, Spain and southern Gaul was to cut off northwest Europe from the flow of prestige goods through the Mediterranean.  This compelled societies in northern Europe to develop a new economic area around the margins of the North Sea under the patronage of the Merovingian monarchy and aristocracy and more dynamically its Carolingian successors  (Hodges, 1982: 7; Hodges and Whitehouse, 1983).  More recently, Wickham amongst others has robustly questioned the value of Pirenne’s thesis, despite, or perhaps because of, its deceptively attractive contribution to a trajectorial meta-narrative leading to the medieval ascendancy of northwest Europe.  He has argued that the focus for explanation should not be centred on long-distance trading relationships, which he sees as rather superficial and essentially irrelevant.  Instead he has placed his emphasis on the internal mechanisms of demand, resource exploitation and wealth accumulation within regions across mainland Europe.   He used these to explain the emerging economic and cultural complexity of the early medieval period across Europe as a whole (Wickham, 2005: 821-2). 
Initially, however, it would appear that the communities around the North Sea were marginal to Frankish concerns, although Francia has been characterised as being located at the centre of  “a diffusionary pattern of social and economic developments” (Brookes, 2007: 8).  Its highly-crafted and standardised material culture was regarded enviously as high status by the emerging elites settled around its periphery, including those of Kent.  If we compare visually the extraordinary range and sophistication of the artefacts recovered from grave assemblages at Herpes-en-Charente in the Saintonge with those from Faversham, the greater wealth of the continental site is immediately obvious.  While Faversham is relatively rich in the context of Kent and southern Britain, it appears relatively meagre in both range and content by comparison.  This particular evaluation is based on a visual inspection made in 2008 of the material from both sites in the public displays and the reserve collections of the Sturge Basement in the British Museum.  Wickham has cautioned that in considering luxury goods, for example wine, fine cloth and jewellery, we are not of necessity examining the economies of consuming communities, although such items can be instrumental in providing markers of contact and influence (Wickham, 2005: 701).  Rather the crucial component of regional economic systems was the demand for bulk goods that were internally distributed.  Thus the scale of bulk exchange provides the principal marker of economic complexity.  It underpinned the wealth of the landowning aristocracy, who both created demand and used demand to create their wealth through taxation (ibid.: 819).  The earlier structures of developed Frankish economic activity should be seen as responsible for all the bulk production identified to date then and also for exchange mechanisms across northwest Europe, at least until the early eighth century AD.  Goods that were sent across the Channel and around the North Sea in all likelihood formed only a small part of total Frankish production.  They may well have been used to enhance Frankish political and diplomatic contacts and prestige in local contexts, through gift-exchange processes.  
Nevertheless we still need to determine whether the artefacts recovered in the archaeological record were traded or exchanged goods per se, rather than merely the personal effects of individual ‘Franks’ who possessed some local influence within the study region and went on to die and be buried here.  What, if anything, did the Franks in northern Gaul get in return for the prestige items that were shipped across the Channel?  It is widely accepted that Frankish material culture was influential in southern Britain throughout the study period (Welch, 1991: 261).  On the other hand, the precise and changing natures of that influence and the contingent impacts requires further research elucidation.  Frankish relationships with Kent, as the major point of contact, are well established archaeologically from the fifth century onwards.  If Francia did exercise influence over Kent, we should ask as a corollary to what extent in turn did Kentish influence extend spatially within the study region.  Did the Kentish elite deploy particular aspects of their relationship to Frankish culture in order to enhance their regional status?  Additionally, can we observe evidence of direct Frankish influence further westwards into the study region beyond Kent?

Although most evident through the wide range of high-status and exotic traded goods that may have percolated through the economies of the Kentish coastal communities into the wider region of southern Britain, more substantially, although less readily detectable, there might have been a range of social connections that promoted the relationships between the earliest Anglo-Saxon kingdoms on the periphery and their powerful, if only marginally interested, continental neighbours at the centre.  The Merovingian hegemony over Britain, though actual, appears to have been both “vague and inconstant” over time, however (Wood, 1992: 241).  A contemporary Mediterranean written source, the Greek secretary and historian Procopius, provided apparent evidence for a claim of authority over Brittia, probably part of southern Britain, as exercised by Theudebert early in the 550s.  This revolved around an alleged reverse Germanic migration from Britain to the continent, involving the settlement of Angles in Francia, bringing with them their title to their previous domicile (Procopius, History of the Gothic Wars **).  Intermarriage, primarily exogamous, involving females from Francia can be detected in the archaeological record of southern Britain.  In all likelihood these were not women of the highest status within the royal court, however, as the evidence involves the presence of relatively ordinary sixth-century artefacts, such as gold-braided headbands and matched pairs of both miniature and radiate-headed bow brooches (Crowfoot and Hawkes 1967; Brugmann 1999).  Nevertheless the physical and notional content of the associated doweries can only be conjectured.  It may have comprised esoteric personal artefacts and perhaps entitlements to land over here and wealth in terms of treasure.  
Intermarriage may have been something of a one-way street, however, it  has been suggested that “Saxon women brought no prestige to Merovingian men” (Wood, 1992: 240).   On the other hand, an attractive Saxon slave girl could become a queen and queen regent in the seventh century, as apparently might be the case with Bathild (Nelson 19**).  In any case, at the local level, the relative political values of ethnically different potential spouses may have been more nuanced.  We could conjecture a strategy involving Kentish women marrying Saxon men or vice versa to achieve or cement local political alliances within southern Britain.  Even the much heralded alliance between Bertha, the daughter of a deceased Merovingian king of Paris and the Kentish prince and heir to the throne Æthelbehrt in the later sixth century involved the cementing of bonds between dynasties of unequal status.  On the other hand, there are hints that it occurred within a sequence of events that saw Æthelbehrt’s father use a Frankish form for his name as Irminric and Æthelbehrt’s son and successor Eadbald’s subsequent marriage to another Frank Ymme (Welch 2007, 190-1).  It has also been noted that the Frankish authorites were concerned to achieve the return of errant slaves in the Salic Law Code.  This reference possibly relates to east Kent and in particular both Thanet and the Wantsum channel.  It seems that there was an expectation that Frankish law codes could be enforced beyond the formal limits of their territories.  There is also evident interest taken by the Franks in the Christian conversion of the Anglo-Saxons.  This involved the activities of Frankish missionaries amongst the Angles and also the Saxons of the Gewissae from the late sixth century onwards (Mayr-Harting, 1991; Yorke, 2006).  There was also their role in the Augustinian mission of AD597 to Kent.  Overall, the cultural impact of the triumvirate of marriage, law and Christian religion may have been impossible for the nascent elites of the study region to withstand.  Indeed these events may also have had direct economic consequences.
Although Hines (1994), amongst others, has rightly stressed the continuing relevance of the Scandinavian heritage in the material culture of the Anglo-Saxons in the late fifth and sixth centuries, nevertheless the impact of explicitly Frankish material culture, both in terms of form and raw material content, had a culturally transformational effect.  Its most direct effect was the evolution of distinctively Kentish styles.  We need to establish wheher Kent was falling under an irresistable influence from Francia or was merely assimilating current continental styles which were to be adapted and utilised by association in order to enhance its own status as a regional power.  It has been suggested by Welch (1991: 267) that the Frankish-Kentish monopoly over cross-channel trade may have developed from Kentish acceptance of Merovingian overlordship.  Then we might conjecture that a formal marriage treaty with the Merovingian royal houses might have signalled a move towards greater independence and regional standing on the part of Kent.  We must also consider the issues of exchange between a lesser and a greater power, overlying a presumed network of various minor and localised movements of food rents, goods, gifts and labour obligations within and across the study region.  There is no clear evidence of enforced obligations in the form of tribute payments made on behalf of Kent, at least, towards Francia, but the flow of goods that brought Merovingian culture to Britain must have been off-set in the other direction and probably in a greater abundance of value.
Which raises the crucial question of what lowland Britain could provide that would have prompted the development of exchange mechanisms with its continental neighbours and thus dramatically enhance the wealth of Kentish communities? Additionally what form did the exercise of Kentish and Frankish interests take within the study region of southern Britain?  At certain stages in our period we may conjecture roles for Frankish and Kentish entrepreneurs as trading with Saxon communities west of Kent. They might also have operated as landowners or military overlords protecting their economic interests.  We are already able to suggest that certain raw materials utiilised within the study region, such as iron with its status as a valuable bulk good and its visibility in the archaeological record of contemporary burial, notwithstanding the potentially largescale ore resources in the Weald, together with other rarer metals, might have been derived mainly from Continental sources.  This certainly could have been the case in the coastal areas, removing the need for wholesale scavanging from minor Roman sites, other than for very limited domestic purposes.  Evaluations of documentary sources have suggested that cloth, fur, hides, hunting dogs and slaves may have had a role to play in the other direction (Hinton, 1990: 23).  Certainly cloth, hides and slaves might be considered as bulk goods, whilst other organic products, such as cereal grain, may also have fallen into the equation.  Surplus production of cereals is probably impossible to determine from the currently available archaeological evidence from burial and settlement sites, however, although the landscape placement of early sites and the productive capacity of the associated soils could play a major part in exploring such issues further.
Although contacts with Merovingian society at the highest levels of insular Anglo-Saxon society might fluctuate with the twists and turns of internal politics within the regional superpower, more basic links between a broader layer of society might have continued uninterrupted.  For example, in the sixth-century Kentish material in Francia, extending as far south as the dozen or more Anglo-Saxon burials recorded at the cemetery of Herpes-en-Charente, near the Atlantic seaboard in southwest France (Haith 19**), and including many other sites along the northern Channel coast, might have represented trading enclaves (Welch, 1991: 263-4).  An alternative interpretation is that we are viewing here families or households linked to other traders by marriage ‘striking up private arrangements’ (Hawkes, 1982: 72). The settlement of successive groups of Saxons from lowland Britain along the northern coast of Gaul from the mid fifth century onwards might have enhanced such exchanges or facilitated specific links, within a complex of interactions.  A hiatus in the sequence of objects present is noted from sites along the northern Gallic coast between c.450 and 475. Prior to this time slot, Saxon cultural material is present, but it was derived directly from the northwest German homelands.  After this date, however, the material is culturally Anglo-Saxon, being manufactured in Britain (Soulat, 2009: 7).  Again, explanations which suggest either the arrival of dress fittings as traded goods or alternatively as  components relating to exogamous marriage between communities in southern Britain and culturally similar communities in northern France might be equally valid in this context (Welch, 1991: 265).  The geographical locations from which settlers moved into northern Francia included east and south Kent and the Hampshire/Isle of Wight region, but excluded West Sussex.  This left a significant gap in evidence for the sector of northern France, known today as Upper Normandy, that lay directly across the Channel from West Sussex (Soulat, 2009: figs. 6 and 7).  Whilst the identification of distinctively Jutish burials in Kent to match those recorded in the Jutland peninsular of Denmark has defeated modern researchers (Sørensen, 1997; Welch 2007), it has been possible to identify continental Saxon and Anglo-Saxon burials within the cemeteries along the Frankish Channel coastline, including urned and unurned cremations (Soulat, 2009: figs. 86-89, 123).
Equally it has been argued that the presence of Frankish cultural material from burial sites along the southern coast of Britain, e.g. at Alfriston and Highdown in Sussex, might been a result of Kentish hergemony here, rather than an indication of direct contacts with Francia (Welch, 1991: 268).  The apparent breakdown of a Kentish trading monopoly during the seventh century took place at a time of emerging new patterns of trade within the study region.  Particularly important here was the late seventh-century foundation of Hamwic by the West Saxons, which provided direct access to the northern French emporia of Quentovic on the Canche and Rouen on the Seine.  Equally important was East Saxon control over London or Lundenwic, a trading place acquired by the Mercians relatively late in the seventh century and the Mercians also sought with varying degrees of success to control access to Kent during the eighth century.
There is an issue as to how far back we should go in exploring the presence of continental artefacts and especially dress fittings in burials within lowland Britain.  Furnished burials datable to the end of the fourth century and the first half of the fifth century that contained military-style belt sets might indicate the presence of federate troops of the Roman army.  These will have been transferred from Gaul, most probably from the Rhineland frontier zone or else from north-eastern France and Belgium.  We should not confuse such individuals with persons buried within a ‘Frankish Phase’ of influence attributed to the later fifth and early sixth century period (Hawkes, 1982: 72-4).  Certainly the material culture of the earlier group has clear connections with that of northern Gaul.  We must recognise, however, that distribution maps of Late Roman ‘military’ fittings do not necessarily equate with the postings of military units, as belt sets may well have been worn as symbols of office by civil administrators in imperial service bearing quasi-military ranks (Böhme, 1974, 1986 and 1987; Welch, 1993: 270).  Additionally large quantities of such fittings were deposited in graves in the Saxon homelands of northwest Germany and particularly between the Weser and Elbe estuaries.  Similar belt sets may have been brought direct to Britain by warriors from the north German region who had previously been in Roman service (Welch, 1993: **).  
When we turn to burials with belt fittings in Late Roman cemeteries in lowland Britain, we cannot assume that all of them were of north German origin.  For example, the case made for ‘Saxons’ being buried in the Lankhills extramural cemetery at Winchester (Venta Belgarum) remains far from convincing (pace Clarke, 1979) and study of teeth from more recently excavated inhumations there seems to indicate that some of those buried with imported metal fittings had spent their childhood in southern Britain, whereas others buried with Romano-British fittings had been born outside Britain (Current Archaeology 2009).  The case from the same cemetery for Sarmatians recruited in Pannonia being stationed at Winchester remains plausible, however, though they may well have intermarried with other Roman and British communities whilst based there.  Confirmation of a Gothic origin for the man buried with a ‘east Germanic’ silver belt set at Kingsholm near Gloucester (Glevum) has also come from the dental evidence (Current Archaeology 2009).  More probably of north German origin is the weapon burial containing a sword, spear, shield and a pewter bowl from an extramural site by the coastal fort at Richborough in Kent.  Taken together with other weaponry recovered from this fort, there is a clear suggestion of a Saxon or Frankish component to the final garrison here (Böhme, 1986: **; Welch, 1993: 270).  On the other hand, there is no secure archaeological evidence to support the suggestion that this garrison remained there throughout the first half of the fifth century and gradually developed into a settler community. 

Further an updated listing of artefacts from Late Roman ‘military’ type belt sets that includes metal-detected findspots confirms the distributions as presented c.1960 (Hawkes and Dunning, 1961).  There is a clear focus on east Kent and the Watling Street route to London as well as the Upper Thames Valley (fig. 4). Although the finds from sites in Surrey at Croydon, Wallington and Guildown would appear to be set away from this major routeway, nevertherless all of them were adjacent to Roman roads and the cemetery communities in which they appear may have exercised explicit control over these roads.  A strategic positioning of military capacity offers the best explanation for their location. On the other hand, the absence of such material from other inland sites may be due to a lack of modern construction development and associated archaeological investigation.  If so, it can be envisaged that future metal detecting will add to this corpus in the medium to longer term.
Large-scale invasion and settlement are unlikely to be represented by the relatively few burials containing fifth-century Frankish material.  Evison’s attempt in the 1960s to relate their distribution to the ‘origin myth’ entries preserved in the Anglo-Saxon Chronicle seems extremely dated now (Evison, 1965: 79).  Her subsequent discussions of Frankish material in Anglo-Saxon period burials across the study region published since the 1970s sought deliberately to place this material as early as possible within the fifth century.  This had the effect of conflating it with and viewing it as a direct temporal continuation of Late Roman ‘military’ type fittings.  In turn this supported a particular view of invasion and settlement.  As we will argue below, however, much of this material need not be dated so early.  Indeed some of it first appears in the burial record within the last quarter of the fifth century.  For example, there is no evidence to suggest that Kent ever received large-scale settlement directly from Francia itself.  Individual weapon assemblages (Evison, 1987, 134-6) or female dress combinations (Brugmann, 1999) have been attributed to migrants, but these are relatively few in number.  

On the other hand, Frankish influence in the mobilisation of migrant peoples around its borders and margins cannot be discounted. Indeed, an early connection between the ‘Jutes’ of Kent and the ‘Franks’ of the Rhineland has been claimed in the past (e.g. Leeds, 1936: **; Stenton, 1943: 14-15).  Likewise it has been disputed at different times whether the ‘Jutes’ of southern Britain came directly from southern Scandinavia (Jutland).  Stenton’s preferred route for these migrants was via the mouth of the Rhine.  This point is reinforced by the close parallels between the Jutlandic square-headed plate brooch from grave 14 at Apple Down (SsxCPT-MC1) and its equivalent from grave 10 at Tournai Saint-Brice in Belgium (Brulet, 1990; Down and Welch, 1990).  As mentioned earlier, a recent review of the burial evidence from the fifth to sixth centuries in east Kent and the Jutland peninsular has made it clear that entire communities from mainland Denmark were not transplanted to Kent with their burial practices unchanged (Sørensen, 1997).  Rather the available evidence suggests that the Jutes of Kent may have been resident in Frisia or northern Gaul for more than one generation before they moved to Britain (Welch, 2007).  
On the issue of reverse migrations in the sixth century, presumably implying conflicts within southern Britain that encouraged less successful Germanic groups to return to mainland Europe, Stenton found support in the writings of Procopius for his suggestion that “the Franks planted the immigrants in the more deserted parts of their own territory” (Stenton, 1943: 7).  This would suggest that the Franks were well versed in the colonising techniques previously used by the Romans and later adopted on a global scale in the later British Empire of transplanting ethnic groups between territories, even whole continents for economic gain. 
Our approach instead will be to focus on those individual burials, who can be clearly identified according to specific criteria as sharing close affinities with the cemetery material culture of Francia.  The Frankish Phase was a term adopted by E.T. Leeds in order to explore the presence of Frankish artefacts within burial sites in Kent and to a lesser extent elsewhere in lowland Britain (Leeds, 1936: 44-58).  His terminology for the Kentish sequence has continued in use following on from the initial Jutish phase of settlement and developing into the floruit of Kentish styles.  Discussions of this Frankish Phase have tended to concentrate on stylistic issues and their impact on high-status craft production with access to significant quantities of silver and garnet being seen as an adjunct of trade (Hawkes, 1982: 72-4).  The earliest specifically Frankish artefacts recovered from an Anglo-Saxon context are ***** attributed to Böhme’s Stufe ? (AD ****-**).  Numbers of Frankish artefacts increase as the fifth and sixth centuries progress, but imports of brooches in particular tail off during the second half of the sixth century and they become relatively rare after c.575.   Thus the majority of Frankish imports belong within our project Phase A.  So we need to establish whether Frankish interest in southern Britain abruptly changed at this juncture of c.575 or whether its involvement was displayed thereafter in other ways.  
It has been suggested (Wood, 1992: 237) that there was a consistency in the exercise of Merovingian regional hegemony in the late sixth to the mid seventh centuries, taking in lowland Britain’s Phase B.  If that was the case, however, we might have expected to see more evidence for the presence of ‘Frankish’ individuals through the later burial records.  Admittedly Anglo-Saxon belt fittings and buckles in the seventh century continue to be heavily influenced by Frankish forms (Marzinzik, 2003) and the range of iron buckle sets inlaid with silver from the coastal region of Kent in phase B may signal continuing Frankish influence (Hawkes, 197*/8*).  Likewise imports of continental wheelthrown pottery first appear in quantity around the end of the sixth century (Evison, 1979).  Earlier Frankish material culture does not appear to have enjoyed the same cultural caché accorded to Scandinavian-influenced material.  Thus it is rarely curated beyond its main circulation and ‘sell-by’ date range, in the manner of, for example, the ‘Finglesham Man’ buckle (Finglesham grave 95) or indeed the Roman objects that recur in some seventh-century assemblages (e.g. Hawkes & Grainger *****).
The available archaeological evidence can only provide a partial picture of Frankish engagement with the study region of southern Britain, as we are missing direct evidence for the balance of trade.  Even gift exchange will have involved reciprocation in kind and it is difficult to see Frankish interest in Britain, mediated through Kent, as being anything other than one of usage and exploitation of resources on whatever scale.  This is particularly the case if we accept that peoples settled in Britain will either have posed little military threat to Francia or else will have been strategically stationed to prevent incursions into Francia from bases on the southern British coast.  Nevertheless, a central concern for the Franks must have been to secure control of the the North Sea littoral and of the trading routes across the Channel against the threats of piracy and coastal raids (Wood, 199*). The corresponding archaeological data from across the Channel in northern Gaul is now more readily available and research is in progress to explore the full range of Frankish material in Britain, based in part on our Tribal Hidage project database (Soulat, 200*; Soulat, pers. comm.).  For our present purposes, however, the issue is to establish the scale and nature of these external contacts and the impacts these may have contributed to the formation of kingdoms, it is argued that, given that our database holds the burial records of over 12,000 individuals, some Franks should figure amongst them.  On the other hand, the criteria for identifying these persons is necessarily subjective within a context of ever-changing cultural identities.  
A series of queries were posited for our data and map resources, in order to track where the Frankish material was located, to examine the types of site where it has been recorded and to infer some preferences with regard to their positioning in the landscape.  A central concern was to establish whether Frankish material was restricted to the wealthiest sites in southern Britain, or whether it was the presence of Frankish material that made a site wealthy.  Conversely for those cemeteries which produced no Frankish finds, did they also lack any significant material wealth as a result?  In particular, two datasets were mapped.  The first recorded Frankish objects across all three phases and the second the location of spear burials in which the spearhead occupied a reversed position point down by the feet, which was a recognisably Frankish trait.
The first problem proved to be to define those artefact types that are unambiguously Frankish in manufacture and can contribute to an analysis of the geographical spread of any possible direct Frankish influence on the study region.  Underlying this task, and recognisably untested, is the assumption that certain artefacts can be taken to equate with individual agents, against the background noise of artefacts arriving from Francia via Kent and being utilised within predominently Saxon communities. Only those objects that fell within the weaponry and personal effects categories of the database were considered.  These were seen as most likely to reflect personal contacts with Francia, through gift exchange, trade or marriage, even if, certainly in the case of some brooches, they were not positioned in their traditional Frankish manner in the burial (Brugmann, 1999).  As a basis for selection, the phased artefact groupings for the French regions between the Channel coast and Lorraine (Legoux et al, 2004) were used to produce the following lists of relevant, culturally Frankish artefacts. Phase A objects which are equivalent to French pre-Merovingian and Merovingian phases PM, MA1, MA2 dated up to c.570 consist of francisca-type axeheads, S-shaped brooches, buckles of iron and silver, spindle whorls of black and white glass or facetted rock crystal, pursemounts of iron with silver inlays, selected buckle types, earrings, bird brooches, radiate-headed brooches, garnet disc and rosette brooches, garnet inlaid pins,  spearheads of Swanton classes A1 and B2, crystal balls and perforated spoons, as well as selected swords.  The Phase B objects equivalent to phases MA3 and MR1 up to c.640, are seaxes, certain buckle types, wheel ornaments, inlaid sword pommels, triangular silver inlaid buckles plates and any of the earlier personal items or weapons which continued into this phase.  The Phase C objects equivalent to phases MR2 and MR3 up to c710 are anseate brooches, buckles with multiple long plates and any of the earlier personal items or weapons also dated to this phase.
It can be questioned whether Swanton Series A throwing spears are Frankish imports, but they certainly reflect a Frankish mode of warfare and this will be discussed further below in relation to spear positions in burials. A proportion of the background material recorded in the database was designated as  Kentish/Frankish, particularly buckle loops.  These might be seen as a secondary diffusion of continental styles throughout the Anglo-Saxon littoral region via Kent.  A further group are clearly Kentish in manufacture.  The collected types provide the principal context for the deployment of the primary Frankish material throughout the study region, in order to test the hypothesis that Frankish and Kentish influence was synonymous over time and space. Types of buckle loop with or without plates have been listed by Marzinzik and these can be designated as most probably of Frankish manufacture, when compared to the northern French chronology.  Essentially these are the buckles with wire inlay (Marzinzik types I.7a; II.4; II.5; II.8; II.9; II.10; II.11a; II.11b; II.12; II.13).  More culturally widespread types here designated as Kentish/Frankish coincide with other Marzinzik types (I.2, I.3, I.4, I.5, I.6a, I.7b and c, I.9).  Distinctively or most probably Kentish types are all provided with a fixed plate (Marzinzik II.15a and b, II.23).
The total numbers of personal and weapon artefacts falling within the designated provenances and used for mapping across the study region are tabulated below. The items include all contexted and unassociated burial material and all relevant findspot artefacts.
	Phase
	Imported Frankish
	Kentish/Frankish
	Kentish

	A
	409
	409
	352

	B
	67
	195
	285

	C
	23
	53
	126


A control group of Imported/Frankish items that fell outside of the main categories was also mapped by phase.  These were glass vessels, although it is accepted that a proportion of these may have been manufactured in lowland Britain before the seventh century (Evison, 2008), and also wheelthrown pottery vessels, possibly with the same caveat (Evison, 1979).  In nither case has direct evidence for vessel production been recovered from archaeological sites of this period within the study region.
Phase A (Maps F1-F4)
Overview (Map F1)
Of 247 excavated cemetery and burial sites with a presence in Phase A, only 43 (17%) present Imported/Frankish artefacts.  The total number of locations of this type of material is actually greater than this, however, due to the number of metal-detected findspots.  As each findspot may represent a larger burial context, it is merely chance that has revealed Frankish artefacts for the present distribution pattern and only time will tell whether some of these will develop into more significant sites upon further investigation. Taking an overview of the entire study region, it can be observed that there are five major clusters of Frankish material.  These are firstly the coast of east Kent through to east Surrey, secondly the Upper Thames Valley, thirdly central Wiltshire and the uplands of the Salisbury Plain, fourthly westwards from the east Sussex coast and finally the Isle of Wight, which on this particular distribution appears rather isolated.  Each area exhibits different characteristics regarding the presence and absence of the Frankish and Kentish artefacts, either in combination or separately.  Also within each spatial cluster there are sites in which neither type of material is present.  
Outside of Kent, there are 62 burial sites (i.e. excluding individual findspots) that have Frankish or Kentish material present.  Of these, 27 sites possess both types of material, 20 sites have Kentish material, but no Frankish items and 15 sites have Frankish material, but no Kentish finds (Map F2). Many of these sites occur in the same geographical districts within the Saxon littoral and they are assumed to be broadly contemporary.  The westward reach of all this material merits some comment as two notional extents can be traced on the map. The Frankish material does not extend westwards beyond a south-north line extending essentially from the Avon on the south coast, through Salisbury and on up to Fairford and Lechlade in south Gloucestershire. The principal sites along this western edge are in Wiltshire at Winterbourne Gunner, Petersfinger and Pewsey, each of which contained a francisca-type throwing axe.  Another such axe is recorded at a findspot in North Bentley Wood, Hampshire near the junction of two Roman roads (Margary, 1973: 422 and 424).  It is tempting therefore to see this north-south line as marking a significant frontier.  Overall the distribution of franciscas is limited to this western line, the east Kent coast and the easternmost part of the east Sussex downlands.  Nevertheless, further to the west of this notional frontier across central Wiltshire there are other relevant finds.  These are Kentish in character, however, and not Frankish, consisting of a keystone garnet disc brooch and a small square-headed brooch and significantly they are of a distinctly non-military nature. There are also two further finds in this western zone of Kentish/Frankish buckles. 
Axeheads appear in northern-French burials throughout the period AD 440 to 610 (Legoux et al, 2004), and in the main can only be attributed to Phase A in our study region.  The examples from Alfriston in East Sussex, including a prestigious axe hammer, are typologically early, however (Evison, 1965; Welch, 1983; Böhme, 1986).  They also include one associated with a sword and appear to represent fifth-century males of equal importance to those deposited in the sixth century with swords. Several of the corpus of 35 examples in the database have not been matched into a typology and many are from poorly-dated contexts.  Where identifications of the axehead type can be made, however, they are all consistent with Frankish types (25 out of the 35).  So there does not appear to have been an indigenous axe type, although the place of manufacture using Frankish prototypes could conceivably have been within the study area.  Nevertheless, given the considerable quantity of iron that they represent, it is reasonable to look critically at their provenances.  With an average weight of 557 grams (with a range of 317 to 810 grams from 15 weighed examples), these are substantial weapons.  Their raw material content by weight is well in excess of that for shield bosses and is only outstripped by long swords.  The weight range is comparable to that for contemporary continental finds, with six examples being in excess of 700 grams, though admittedly the British corpus does not contain any examples comparable to the very heaviest continental axes (Hübener, 1981).

Although Hübener identified regional differences in the distribution of axe weights in the regions of the Lower Rhine and northern France, this information does not readily transpose to our study region, due to a much smaller sample size.  The bearded axe from an unknown context at Hardown Hill, Dorset may well fit with the francisca group in being an import, as its closest comparator is from grave 1 at Welschbillig in the Trier region (Böhner, 1958: Tafel 33:1; Evison, 1968: 236) and it is unduly heavy at 740g.  If correct, this find adds an irregular zone of Frankish association through north Dorset to the identified south Wiltshire pattern.  So, assuming that all axeheads in the study region are of Frankish origin and were meaningful as an expression of Frankish identity, their distribution as a group adds to the developing pattern of Frankish influence in Phase A (Map F3).  Unfortunately axes do not extend into Phase B within the current dating scheme, being replaced as a secondary prestige weapon in the warrior repertoire by seaxes from the late sixth century onwards (Härke, 19**;  Hübener,1981: 89-90).  It is their distribution around the edge of the study region in Phase A that appears key, focussing on the two major coastal access points in east Kent and East Sussex (Ouse-Cuckmere region) as well as the dominant fluvial network of the Thames.  Taken together with the western boundary cutting through Wiltshire, their distribution appears to delineate an entire territory.  In particular they enclose an interior landscape within which this weapon form is entirely absent.  By contrast more personal kinds of material culture are present within that enclosed region, perhaps implying a settled territory with naturalised social reproduction amongst varied cultural groupings.  Presumably these axe burials looked outwards to impress territories beyond their bounds including those across the Channel, rather than inwards over less individualistic weaponed communities.    

It is tempting, therefore, to invoke a centre-periphery relationship in which those occupying a marginal territory used public deposition of key artefacts, in this case symbolic weaponry, to reinforce the perception that they as individuals exercised real authority, when in reality their hold on power and their ability to pass on their control of land and other resources to the next generation was far from secure.  A parallel is perhaps provided by the distribution of helmets in sixth to seventh-century burials across Francia, lowland Britain and Scandinavia (Hedeager, 1992).  The absence of helmet burials in the heartland of the Neustrian kingdom within northern France and again in Denmark with only a single helmet from Jutland (J. Ljungkvist, pers. comm.) contrasts with their deposition within the Rhineland and south-west Germany and in both Norway and Sweden.  The few seventh-century helmets recorded within the territories of Anglo-Saxon kingdoms imply that their rulers exercised a similarly insecure, ephemeral and peripheral authority on the margins of two continental superpowers (Francia and Denmark).  In addition to the Sutton Hoo helmet, these are represented by the boar figurine from Guilden Morden in Cambridgeshire, the Wollaston helmet in Northamptonshire and the Benty Grange example from the Derbyshire Peak District, to which the parts of helmet fittings present in the 2009 Staffordshire hoard can now be added.  The absence of hemets from any burial in Kent or indeed within the study region can be noted, whilst Anglo-Saxon ‘princely’ burials of the early seventh-century typically lack a helmet (Hirst 2004), the Sutton Hoo mound 1 context being exceptional here.             
Additionally, however, it is possible to define three major routeways or corridors of activity through the study region (Map F4):
· A northern diagonal route from east Kent through to the Upper Thames Valley, utilising a combination of coastal routes, transhipment points on the north Kent coast, Roman roads and the River Thames;
· A parallel diagonal route to the south of the Weald, from the East Sussex coast overland via high-level routeways to Winchester and beyond, but not engaging with the West Sussex coastal area, though this route may be discontinuous;
· A minor linking avenue which joins the northern diagonal route to the southern diagonal route running between the North Downs and the Hampshire Downs via the Hog’s Back in Surrey, based on a Roman road and prehistoric trackways;
· A broader route running south to north linking the sector of the south coast to the west of the Isle of Wight and the New Forest with the westernmost parts of the Upper Thames Valley.

The Frankish and Kentish material is buffered against these linear routes, spreading to either side, yet retaining proximity and ease of access for trade and exchange. It is suggested here that we might have two potentially competing models to explain this pattern:

· A military encirclement of a large territory and subsequent infilling settlement, mediated through marriage treaties or
· Opportunistic trading by armed settlers using a network of links along the most viable routeways. 
Frankish identity here may be piggy-backing on Kentish expansion along these routes, for the men of Kent could be demonstrating their Frankish connections in order to reinforce their own hegemony and cultural advancement within Saxon settlement contexts. Conversely, the men of Kent might be operating in the slipstream of Frankish activity, being dependent on Frankish control over the territory to enable them to act as middlemen with local producers in the exchange of goods.  Nevertheless independent contact between local Saxons and the Franks, without any Kentish involvement, cannot be ruled out.  The reach of Frankish and Kentish influence into central Wiltshire, and also far into the Upper Thames Valley suggests a need to access goods and staple materials that were not being produced, certainly in sufficient quantity, in the hinterland of their base in coastal east Kent.  This is evidenced more clearly in Phase B by the distribution of Celtic hanging bowls and escutcheons in the eastern part of the study region (Map *).  The spatial pattern for Phase A swords follows broadly similar lines, with coastal, riverine and western concentrations, although the provenence of these artefacts as specifically Kentish, Frankish or Saxon is uncertain.
Wheelthrown pots that can be assigned within Phase A are few in number (just five) and restricted to east Kent, the Isle of Wight and the Upper Thames Valley.  Glass vessels are much more in evidence, but their Phase A distribution is clustered around three principal areas on the south coast of east Kent, Sussex and the Isle of Wight. They are also found inland along some, but by no means all, of the major Roman and riverine routeways, and unlike other Frankish material do not extend into Hampshire and Wiltshire.  More helpfully, another artefact type in the form of gold braid reveals a very distinctive distribution throughout Phase A.  The published 1960s listing (Crowfoot and Hawkes, 1967) can be added to with further finds from Kent and an extension of the range into Sussex.  This brings the total within the study region to 25 examples.  Gold-threaded braided textile borders to female head-dresses and edgings to the garments of both men and women have been found in continental Germanic graves between the late fifth to early sixth centuries and on the eighth century.  Their distribution in burials was centred in Francia, including the Lower and Middle Rhine regions, Thuringia, and both Alamannic and Lombardic graves either side of the Alps.  Gold-brocaded garments had been worn by the wealthier classes of Roman and Byzantine society between the fourth and sixth centuries, as exemplified by a fourth-century female grave from Spitalfields in London excavated in 1999.  It seems likely that the Merovingian Franks adopted the use of gold-threaded cloth as a consequence of their occupation of northern Roman Gaul.  Whether there was continuity of Roman craft production into the Merovingian period or whether skilled Germanic craftswomen imitated this technique has yet to be determined, but the former seems probable.  There is a significant degree of similarity between Kentish and continental braids, in which the braid had its surface brocaded with flat gold strip.  Kentish production within the study region has yet to be demonstrated and no inference has been drawn here of the potential for continuity of Roman production within the British study region.  Instead the assumption made is that these are imports of mostly female apparel.  
The principal use of gold braids in the early Anglo-Saxon period appears to have been as a short brocaded fillet worn around the head as a vittae, symbolic of betrothal and marriage.  The relatively large numbers found in burial contexts indicate that women continued to wear them after marriage and on into the grave.  That they could have a less restricted function in Kent than elsewhere in the Germanic continental world is suggest by two females with gold-brocaded wristlets (Chatham Lines grave 18; Sarre grave 4).  This is a function for which there are no contemporary continental parallels, although they do occur in Francia as costume sleeve borders.   The Anglo-Saxon burials have been interpreted as exogamous brides, cementing marriage links with local landholding families on behalf of the Kentish royal house and in the process emphasising their Frankish cultural and political links (Crowfoot and Hawkes, 1967: 65).  The Kentish females were all adults, young adults, or else juveniles.  

The sole incidence of gold braid with a man within the study region is from the early seventh-century burial at Taplow in Buckinghamshire.  The braid here might have been used for a belt, a baldric, or more probably a jacket or cloak edging for the costume of a regional ruler or ‘prince’, whose isolated burial mound dominated river access to the Upper Thames Valley (Webster, 1992; Rogers, 2007: pl.*).   Broadly contemporary is the Prittlewell princely burial within the Southend conurbation in Essex (Hirst 2004).  The earliest continental uses of gold braid in burials are also from high-status male graves, all probably datable before c.525, with the oldest being the Merovingian ‘king’ Childeric I who died in 481-2 and was interred under a great mound at St Brice across the river from Roman Tournai.  Gold braid predominates in female graves of the sixth century, however, and Kent has approximately half of those recorded for that period, the remainder being distributed across Francia and the Middle Rhineland.  By the end of the sixth century, gold braids have a very diminished presence in Kentish female cemeteries, but their use continues in the Frankish heartlands into the seventh century, as at St Denis near Paris, and in Langobardic graves in Italy.  There is a perceptible shift from an association predominantly with women in the sixth century, most evident in east Kent, to a situation throughout the seventh century where men regained equal or indeed greater access to this high-status cultural symbol.  The evidence from Taplow and Prittlewell therefore fit this continental pattern. 
There are multiple occurrences of gold braid on just three Kentish sites with five examples from Bifrons and four each from Buckland near Dover and from Sarre.  Each of these sites was adjacent to or located on a major element of the Kentish routeway network.  Only two Kentish women can be argued to be buried as late as the early seventh century at Breach Downs grave 1 and Sarre grave 90.  Within the Anglo-Saxon corpus of gold-braid burials, two of the non-Kentish examples (a child in grave 11 at Holywell Row, Suffolk, and an adult at Chessell Down, Isle of Wight grave 45), can be demonstrated to possess Kentish cultural links.  The case for the Holywell Row example is assisted by the presence of a Kentish-type iron weaving beater, which is an artefact type shared with the Chessell Down grave, both burials being datable to the middle third of the sixth century.  The Sussex example of gold braid from Eastbourne grave 655 is probably contemporary with these other outliers, if not slightly earlier, and is Kentish-associated through its small square-headed brooch.

1: Frankish artefacts in Kent and Surrey
So far, little Frankish material has been recorded from the Holmesdale in Kent, apart from that area closest to the coast near Saltwood.  This was excavated recently as a result of the Channel Tunnel rail-link.  Most of the Kentish artefacts in the Upper Holmesdale have been metal detected and many of these stray finds may well prove to relate to more extensive burial and cemetery sites.  Virtually nothing has been found along the major inland route of the North Downs Way, although Kentish cultural material is certainly present there.  The stream of Frankish finds into eastern Surrey appears to coincide with the major Roman roads running south from London.  We should note here the glass vessels recovered from isolated burials on the southern side of the North Downs at both Dorking and Bletchingley.  

Major Kentish cemeteries on the coast, the Wantsum and also along Watling Street as far west as Dartford and the mouth of the river Darent have invariably produced Frankish material from excavation.  Admittedly of 47 excavated sites with Phase A burials only 17 (36%) contained Frankish material.  On the other hand, the remaining 30 should in all probability be viewed as sectors of more extensive cemeteries, for which only an isolated burial has been recorded to date.  Nevertheless this statistic does raise a note of caution that not every Phase A cemetery in east Kent will automatically produce Frankish material.
Many of the Surrey Frankish artefacts fall within the personal effects category, but the only specifically Frankish weaponry was recorded well to the west in the Guildown cemetery.  This rather isolated site fits well as being located on an overland link between the main Kentish/Surrey cluster and the tranche of finds from sites extending through Sussex to Wiltshire.  Its position at the nexus of a major route from the North Downs trackway where it meets the Roman road south to Winchester (Margary, 1973: ***), on a viable river route north to the Thames and at a gap through the Downs and the Greensand to the Weald, does imply an early and deliberate strategic location for this key community.
2: Isle of Wight 
The Phase A artefact provenances and raw material profiles of the Isle of Wight are directly comparable to those of east Kent. The presence of Kentish and Frankish material on the Isle of Wight, together with some Frisian material, highlights its extended links via maritime trade routes, despite its apparent isolated situation.  The presence of franciscas and swords illustrates the defensive requirements of these communities.  Although the principal cemeteries are located along the chalk spine of the island, their general positioning face west-north-west, across the western approaches to the Solent and clearly they were visible from the opposed mainland shore. 
On a mapped basis, the focus appears to lean towards the coastal access point of the identified major south-north routeway corridor, which would have been effectively accessed via Hengistbury Head and the Avon.  Surprisingly the Wight cemeteries are positioned on the end of the island furthest from the sea lanes linking it to Kent and Sussex, if such existed, while overland routes do not seem to have been the preferred means of movement here.   Prevailing winds, such as those experienced continuously over the summer of 2009, may have precluded easy and predictable maritime movement in either direction along the Channel coast, however.  Additional sites on the eastern half of the island around Carisbrooke and the harbour at Bembridge are indicated by findspots of further material.  For the Middle Saxon period emphasis has been put on sites perhaps representing a central place in the Carisbrooke and Bowcombe valley area where the river Medina cuts through the main chalk ridge (Ulmschneider, 1999; 2000: 48-50)  Perhaps we can raise the possibility of the chalk spine providing a short overland route linking embarkation points at either end of the island providing equally short ship-based crossings to the mainland (illustrated by Ulmschneider, 1999: fig.4).  Such a route, extending perhaps from the east via Chichester or Portsmouth harbours, might provide long-distance access to the south-west of Britain without the need to travel across the Winchester area.
3: Westwards from the East Sussex coast
The amount of sixth and seventh-century wealth and cemetery evidence in East Sussex, in contrast to the relatively meagre amounts in West Sussex, has been noted elsewhere (Harrington and Welch, forthcoming).  In terms of both object numbers and burial count eastern Sussex outscores the western half by 2:1.  The isolated cemetery at highdown is the exception here (Welch, 1983: ***).  Frankish material too is most frequent in the downlands between Eastbourne and the Ouse, particularly occurring in sites that can be argued to have a strategic location or at the very least are related to the main routeways.  These are Rookery Hill in Bishopstone  parish above the Ouse confluence with the Channel, Alfriston by the tidal head of the Cuckmere and adjacent to the main east-west Roman road, the coastal location of Eastbourne commanding perhaps a natural inlet providing safe access for coastal traffic, various brooch finds along the tidal Lower Ouse valley, including a probable embarkation point onto the Roman road at Beddingham and Glynde.  This eastern area is also characterised by a concentration of sword burials.  It is noticable that the upland cemetery communities here produce neither Frankish not Kentish artefacts, particularly those sites located to the west of the main group beyond the Ouse valley.
Kentish artefacts are recorded along the two main routeways either side of the South Downs, whereas excavated cemeteries and burials along the top of the Downs and on the upper slopes above the rivers that intersecting the downland are more sparsely furnished, and thus poorly datable, although some weapons are present.  In West Sussex, the Frankish finds from Highdown and Chichester can again be related to the Roman road skirting the southern edge of the Downs, but otherwise there is no density of finds at all in this area.  Indeed there is virtually nothing that is distinctively Kentish until sites and other findspots become more frequent within the presumed zone of Jutish settlement situated between the Hampshire and Sussex boundary and the Meon Valley: the territory of the Meanware.
The area around Winchester might be seen as a logical extension of the East Sussex group, linked by the principal trackway along the ridge of the Downs, with a bridging community at Appledown with its early Jutlandic plate bow brooch and a Kentish/Frankish buckle loop.  Kentish and Frankish finds are centred here not only along the trackway, but in the Meon and Itchen valleys advancing into the Dever valley.  Once again the Frankish artefacts were associated with both male and female burials.  Nevertheless, further to the north west by the Roman road running from Portchester through Winchester to Mildenhall [?] (Margary, 1973: 420 and 43) is a potentially large cemetery site at Barton Stacey in Chilbolton parish, Hampshire.  The key finds here are a Frankish B2 spearhead, a Saxon class K1 spearhead and a Saxon cast five-spiral saucer brooch.  The distribution of Frankish finds here extends in a more westerly direction than the Kentish artefacts which centre around Winchester. 
4: Central Wiltshire and the Salisbury Plain
The westernmost distribution of Frankish material presents a more coherent pattern in relation to those excavated sites with neither Frankish nor Kentish material. The main focus is on sites around Old Sarum and the confluences of the rivers Avon, Wylye, Nadder and Bourne together with the principal Roman road from Winchester (Margary, 1973: road 45).  Excavated burials that lack either Kentish or Frankish material on the upland area to the north west of Old Sarum are mainly isolated graves, comprising no more than a few female inhumations.  The majority of these burials are men equipped with spearhead and shield, together with just three sword burials that form an outer perimeter at the junction of trackways with river headwaters along the western scarp.  Other poorly-furnished excavated cemeteries in this Wiltshire landscape belong to what might be best characterised as ordinary rural communities.  An example is the contemporary cemetery and settlement at Market Lavington.  There are also three Frankish brooches recorded as individual findspots on the adjacent Berkshire Downs, but with little Kentish material present in the vicinity.

5: Upper Thames Valley
This is the only sub-region in which a definite spatial separation between Frankish and Kentish artefact types can be established, though this may well be the overall pattern across the study region as a whole.  The Frankish finds are mainly distributed along river-valley sites, but while Kentish artefacts are present there too, they also occur towards the upland scarp away from the river, whereas no Frankish material is recorded there.  Interspersed with these sites are Saxon cemeteries with neither Frankish nor Kentish-provenanced material.  The westernmost limits of Frankish material coincides with the Kentish finds recorded at Fairford and Lechlade in south Gloucestershire and also at the nearby partially-excavated cemetery in Oxfordshire at Watchfield.  Here the Frankish element is represented by a silver decorated buckle set in grave 67, significantly associated with a set of scales and weights and also with what appears to be a Kentish-type Group 3 shield boss.  Again, individual findspots have revealed a significant number of Frankish brooches from sites close to the Thames.  The recent metal-detected find of a composite jewelled disc brooch near the Roman road at Milton in Berkshire (Sally Worrell, pers. comm.) can be linked to an earlier find of a Kentish small square-headed brooch.  Together they suggest a substantial cemetery and an enduring Kentish presence in this area between the sixth and seventh centuries.
Finally perhaps we can observe a possible relationship between the deposition of Frankish artefacts and a high individual consumption of iron and copper alloy.  In the case of copper alloys, no determining relationship could be established as cemetery communities with a full range of copper-alloy wealth do not appear to have been dependent on the presence of Frankish copper-alloy artefacts to constitute that wealth.  Of course such Frankish copper-alloy artefacts might indeed be present, but such items tended to belong to the same artefact categories of brooches and buckles that did constitute metal wealth.  The situation regarding iron consumption distributions and the presence or absence of Frankish and indeed Kentish artefacts is, however, a little more complex.  Areas of high iron consumption throughout the study region tend to coincide with the presence of Kentish artefacts, but in many instances the Kentish items fall within the weaponry category.  The key exception is an area of high iron consumption in which neither Frankish nor Kentish material present. This is located to the west and north of their furthest reach in the study region, around the cemeteries of Bassett Down and Overton Hill in northern Wiltshire. 
Conclusions relating to Phase A
To summarise, once away from the coast of Kent, where the overlap between Frankish and Kentish material is commonplace, we begin to observe a spatial separation in their distributions.  They are not indivisibly linked, suggesting that some Saxon communities may have possessed their own direct links with Francia, unmediated by Kentish, Frankish or Frisian shippers.  It is possible that we are seeing evidence of very localised distributions that do not readily transpose into regional patterns, however.  A core and periphery pattern can be proposed, with Kentish and or Frankish artefacts found on sites surrounded by other contemporaries that contained no such material. The focus on nodal points on the routeways through the study region suggests the early formation of localised central places.  One notable feature is the number of findspots of Frankish material occurring at a considerable distance from their presumed point of origin.  This is particularly the case on the central uplands and western part of our study region.  
Elsewhere the coincidence of Frankish artefacts with Roman roads and major riverine networks is clearly demonstrable.  Both male and female associated artefacts are present at such sites, but with different overall distribution patterns.  Whether there is sufficient material to reconstruct patterns of landholding and intermarriage within Saxon communities at such an early stage seems unlikely.  Where neither Frankish nor Kentish material occurs, we can suggest that these are tracts of landscape that presented no special attraction for either traders or landholders.  Examples are the south Hampshire coastlands opposite the Isle of Wight and the landscape enclosing Silchester (Calleva Atrebatum), although the low level of modern archaeological activity has also been noted for these areas.  The primary mechanism for the movement of these artefacts is considered to be human agents transporting personal items rather than merchants delivering traded goods.  Thus people were moving across the study region for specific purposes rather than undertaking an organic, cost-benefit settlement pattern of activity.
Phase B (Map F5)
The Phase B distribution map (Map F5) reveals a spatial contraction of the Frankish material. Although still much in evidence in east Kent between the coast and Canterbury, it no longer extends west much beyond Winchester in Hampshire.  In any case, it could be argued that the Frankish items present occur only early in Phase B rather than later or else represent curated artefacts from Phase A.  The reach of the Kentish finds matches the same overall extent into the periphery of the western sector of the study region, although with nothing present within the middle sector.  Frankish material is noticably absent in the Upper Thames Valley, although the Kentish cluster around Abingdon and Milton merits some comment in the light of the high-status hall-based settlement at Drayton/Sutton Courtenay (Antiquity ref. ****) and the princely assemblage at Taplow further downstream in Buckinghamshire.  Perhaps here we can see evidence of a Kentish displacement of previous Frankish interests in the Upper Thames region.
Also altered from the Phase A situation is the distribution pattern along the South Downs.  While Frankish and Kentish material is still present between Eastbourne and the Ouse estuary, notably at the Saxonbury (Kingston) cemetery on the western edge of Lewes which is on the approaches to a high-level trackway, there is little further along this downland scarp for some considerable distance.  Otherwise we have to wait until we reach the West Sussex border with Hampshire and the sequence of Kentish-type weaponry at Apple Down, Horndean and Droxford, as well as the Kentish-type gold bracteate from an isolated burial at Exton in Hampshire.  Yet there are substantial numbers of excavated and contemporary cemeteries occupying the intervening landscape.  This evidence may provide an explanation for the continued presence of Kentish artefacts at Alton, Hampshire in Phase B, principally evidenced by a seventh-century triangular plated gold and garnet buckle.  If the Meon area had been separated from the main Kentish lands by the Saxon cemetery communities to their east, then the obvious alternative route would use the Roman road between Winchester and Guildown in Surrey (Margary, 1973: road **).  This passed through Alton on its way north and then skirted the Weald using the North Downs trackway, continuing thence to the north Kent coast.
There is no relationship at all in Phase B between areas of high consumption in iron and copper alloy and the presence of Kentish and Frankish artefacts.  Outside of Kent,
the most significant find of a Frankish artefact is a silver-inlaid iron buckle loop and plate dated c.570-610, from Manor Farm, Monk Sherborne.  This was located near the Roman road from Winchester to Silchester (Margary, 1973: road **), but formed part of a hoard rather than an interment.  Once again, this may be indicative of a reduction and retraction of access to high-status Frankish material from this area.  Its value lay as scrap, rather than as a symbol of continuing and meaningful social contact.  Wheelthrown imported pottery is present within the main areas of Kent and also in the communities along its northern coastal inlets, but inland does not extend further west than Stane Street in Surrey.  The glass vessels possess the same overall distribution as before, though now they extend for the first time up the Hampshire/Wiltshire Avon routeway with a palm cup from Shallows Farm, Breamore, Hampshire dated to the second half of the sixth century and a further palm cup recovered with a cone beaker from the isolated weapon burial on Salisbury Racecourse at Coombe Bissett in Wiltshire.  The latter grave may belong a generation or more later, however, in the second quarter of the seventh century.
Phase C (Maps F6-F8)
The distribution evidence for Frankish contacts in Phase C (Map F6) has been compared here with the distribution of early continental and regionally-manufactured coins, which offer a context to the burial and other findspot data (Map F7).  Taking only the Frankish and Kentish artefacts, three main yet spatially-constricted groupings emerge.  An eastern group is present between the coast of Kent and Stane Street in Surrey to the west. Two main concentrations are identifiable here.  One is based on Thanet and on the downs between the coast and the Roman road to the southwest of Canterbury.  The other is centred around Rochester between Watling Street and the North Downs trackway where both routes cross the Medway.   The westernmost artefact is a B1 spearhead from a weapon assemblage at Banstead in Surrey.  Wheelthrown pots occur in the same areas as do most of the contemporary glass vessels.  Thus we have a relatively homogenous zone of activity in Kent that still extends into eastern Surrey. 
A second grouping appears in the Upper Thames Valley beyond Reading, with two female-associated Frankish artefacts present in the cemeteries to the west beyond Oxford.  A B1 spearhead and three Group 7 shield bosses are present in the cemeteries on the scarp of the uplands overlooking the Thames further downstream, although whether these weapons can be claimed to be truly diagnostic of Kentish identity is a moot point, as Group 7 bosses are the most common of seventh-century shield types.  The third grouping pivots around Southampton (Hamwic), again with a B2 spearhead at its eastern limit, in the cemetery at Appledown.  This last area does not extend any further north than Winchester (the location of a jewel plated disc brooch), however, but it does bulge out to the west to include a Group 7 shield boss context at Hicknell Slait.  Indeed there is a recorded sword burial at Queen Camel still further to the west.  Only three glass vessels occur outside of Kent within the study region proper.  All of them are palm cups that might be of Frankish manufacture, namely a pair from the female bed burial on Swallowcliffe Down (Speake, 1989: 81) and a single unsociated find from Hamwic (the Golden Grove, Southampton excavations: Morton, 1992: 194).  To these we can add the older and the modern finds of palm cups from a peripheral site, the seventh-century cemetery by the London church of St Martins-in-the-Fields on the western edge of Lundenwic.  Such a distribution around the south coast and its hinterland might suggest a bounded territory here or at least one with clear cultural limits.  Again the absence of Frankish and Kentish material in Sussex between Chichester and Eastbourne is noted (unless the B2 spearhead from the Brighton cemetery belongs to this period: Welch 1983: 127, fig.76a).  There is a similar absence for west Surrey, although there are excavated cemeteries in both Sussex and Surrey.  On this basis there would appear to be an overall contraction and localisation of both Frankish and Kentish material culture in Phase C. 
Coinage presents us with a rather different picture, however (Map F7).  Kentish and other Anglo-Saxon Regional coins (including some from West Saxon and Anglian mints) are broadly spread throughout the study region.  Indeed they are now to be found in western coastal districts, for example at Cannington, Somerset.  They also occur in the Kentish Weald, although not in the Sussex sector of the Weald, recorded along the main Roman and prehistoric trackways, indicating more securely the exploitation of its resources of seasonal grazing, timber and iron by the second half of the seventh century. The previously void area around Silchester has produced coins along its major arterial roads.  Perhaps this supports the case for continuity of recovered scrap resource exploitation of the former civitas which can be dated through as late as the seventh century.  What had appeared to be inland routeways previously unused for the movement of distinctively Frankish and Kentish artefacts based on the Phase C cemetery evidence, now provide linear findspots along their lengths.  An exception is the area around east-central Wiltshire and north-west Hampshire, despite the presence of excavated cemeteries and isolated burials there.  Again, concentrations of finds occur in the Upper Thames Valley around Abingdon and Milton and also in the area of north Wiltshire bounded by the Ridgeway trackway to the west and the intersection of the main Roman roads passing through.  Strikingly, the adjacent area further to the south has no such material present  The importance of trading locales such as Lundenwic and the Isle of Wight are evidenced by concentrations of these coins.  On the basis of this distribution, the main riverine and routeway communities of Sussex are also included in the network of Kentish coinage, despite the absence of well-dated contemporary mortuary material.
The Early Continental coinage adds a further layer of complexity throughout the study region in Phase C, although its distribution broadly mirrors the spatial patterning of the indigenous coinage, except in two respects.  As Map F7 reveals, to date no Early Continental coins have been found beyond the Holmesdale extending into the Weald. More significantly, the western reach of the Early Continental coinage is not found beyond an arc running from Oxford, along the line of the Ridgeway through to the Dorset coast at Chickerell near Weymouth. The Regional coinage extends well to the west of this arc, in a manner redolent of the relative distributions of Kentish and Frankish material in Phase A.  There are also no Early Continental coins in the void zone for Regional coins of central Wiltshire and north-west Hampshire.  There are a mere two examples in the area to its north dominated by the Regional coins.  In the Upper Thames Valley these coins are only found to the south of Oxford, mainly along the course of the Thames and clustering with the Regional coinage in the Abingdon and Milton district.  Once again, Sussex produces a good representation of these coins.
As a test of the trajectorial nature of the data organisation, the Phase A Kentish and imported Frankish artefacts have been mapped against the Phase C coin distributions (Map F8).  Without the insertion of Phase B, which appears to show a contraction of Kentish and Frankish interest beyond Kent, this new map would only show a sequential movement of activity to the west in Phase C. Here the western limit of the Frankish material moves from the routeway through the Avon to the Upper Thames Valley to the western edge of the Wiltshire uplands. In advance of it is the Kentish material, which offers a pattern that the Frankish coinage appears to consolidate behind this advance guard.  Do changes in burial practice in Phase B disguise a reality that the coins attributed here to Phase C reveal? 
Frankish weapon burials (Maps F9A-C)
Whilst gold braid acts as a useful indicator of the possible presence of female Franks married exogamously into Kentish families in the sixth century, for male Franks the most practical and convincing identifier is the spearhead position in the burial.  Although a positioning of a spearhead with its point upwards near the skull is not unknown in continental cemeteries, there is a preference in others for the spearhead to point downwards and be placed close to the feet.
As has been pointed out long ago, no true angon of Frankish manufacture with a pyramidal barbed head has ever been recovered from an Anglo-Saxon grave (Schnurbein, 19**; Welch, 1983, ***).  Where the spearhead position is known for the Swanton-type A1 and A2 barb-headed equivalents of the Frankish throwing spear (5 examples), however, the orientation of the head is consistently downwards to the feet.  It can be asserted, therefore, that all 14 examples of this spear type should be included in the analysis of the spatial distribution of this particular cultural trait.  The orientation evidence calls further into question whether any examples of this spear type are of local Kentish manufacture, although they could have been made there to the specification of a Frankish client. Another 24 spearheads of other and varying types were placed in the downward position within the study region. They include examples of Swanton’s C, E, F, G and H series, together with a single B1, all types for which the normal orientation is upwards by the head.  The date range for burials with downward placed spears can only be conjectured.  Where dates have been ascribed to the A series throwing-spear burial assemblages, many of the Kentish examples have been placed within Phase B.  The remainder there and elsewhere have generally been attributed to within the date range of an entire cemetery spanning both phases A and B, given the absence of other datable artefacts within the particular burials.  We can tentatively suggest that this throwing spear type is more likely to have been in use in Phase B, but probably not much earlier.  As throwing spears go out of fashion entirely in Francia in the early seventh century (Härke, 19**: ***), it is almost certain that they ceased to be buried in Anglo-Saxon contexts after Phase B.  For mapping purposes, however, the previously attributed phase of the consituent burials for throwing spears has been adhered to in the present exercise.
Of the remaining downward-pointing spearhead burials, the earliest is most probably the child buried in grave 93 at Long Wittenham (BrkLWM-MC1).  An E1 spearhead was found here with two imported containers.  One was a copper-alloy Vestlandkessel and the other a fifth-century Christian stoup, reminiscent of the Lavoye grave 319 pouring jug (refs.).  This assemblage has been dated to the second half of the fifth century (Dickinson, 1976, 2: 161) and the boy child identified as an immigrant from the Namur region (Evison, 1965: 32, 42) or at least from north-east Gaul.  On the other hand, this is the only example in the corpus of a very early dating given to an E1 spearhead.  Others fall within the sixth century and deposition can extend on late into the seventh century.  Thus the copper-alloy ‘cauldron’ and the sheet-metal decorated stoup provide the main dating determinates for this burial.  Both are products of the fifth century and the greatest concentration of the angular cauldron within the study region occurs around Long Wittenham and the Upper Thames Valley (Dickinson, 1976, 1: 364-5, 367).  It is questioned here, however, whether this burial is quite as early as the late fifth century.  Both the stoup and the cauldron may well have been treasured status items and accompanied a child rather than an adult.  A dating in the first half of the sixth century is favoured here, although clearly this burial still falls firmly within Phase A.

Overall there are few closely datable burials with the reversed spear position, indicating the frequent absence of other diagnostic and higher-status artefacts within these particular burials from which to derive a dating assessment.  Some twenty examples plausibly fall within Phase B, with four more that were clearly deposited after c.650 in Phase C.  Of the twenty Phase B spears, only eight may have shared a dating footprint with Phase A.  A few burials had mismatched pairs of spears placed with the heads orientated towards the feet of the interred.  In Phase A there is one such example from Saxton Road, Abingdon, Berkshire, grave 69, dated c.525-600 (ref. ??), but nevertheless placed here in Phase A.  The weapon set consisting of A1 and A2 throwing spears included a Group 3 shield boss, identified in the project database corpus as a primarily Kentish type.  Thus this example might well fit better with the Kentish Phase B throwing-spear grouping.  This would place this particular Abingdon burial as a broadly contemporary adjunct of the Taplow burial further downstream and evidence for continuing Kentish influence in the Upper Thames Valley.  The Taplow burial itself contained a throwing spear in the ‘Frankish’ reversed position, perhaps placed on top of the burial chamber that may in turn have contained a bed or bier covered in textile and other furniture.  Two other spears were present here, which on visual inspection in the British Museum appear to be fragmentary G1/2 types.  The extensive weapon assemblage include two Group 6 shield bosses and part of a third, as well as a sword with Frankish style fine braiding bound around the scabbard mouth (need to check Cameron, 2005).  CAMERON REF?
Two other males with multiple spears in the reversed position are recorded in the corpus from the east Kentish cemetery in the Holmesdale at Saltwood.  The male in C6653 had multiple weapons, including three shield bosses, G2 and A1 spearheads, a sword and appropriately a high-status object in the form of a copper-alloy bowl, as indeed can be matched by the Taplow male.  Another male in C1048, possibly buried a generation earlier within Phase B, has the same spear-type combination, multiple Kentish-type shield bosses, a sword, a copper-alloy bowl and a gaming piece.  The third grave …. INSERT TEXT.  Thus demonstrable similarities are shared by these three high-status weapon burials and it is tempting to suggest that at least one of these individuals was a Frank rather than a man of Kent adopting continental fashions in spear positions.  It has been argued, however, that the Taplow burial represents an exclusively Kentish assemblage drawn from over two generations of acquisition including heirlooms such as the drinking horns (Webster, 1992).  The key point here, however, is that there is nothing to suggest the Taplow barrow contained a high-status Saxon burial that related to the antecedents of its surrounding communities.
The spatial distribution of reversed spear burials, grouped by the attributed phases is presented in Maps F9A-C.  In Phase A (14 examples) these only occur on sites where both Frankish and Kentish artefacts are also present.  Surprisingly there is only one of these relatively early examples from east Kent, though small clusters occur around the east Surrey/west Kent area and in the Upper Thames Valley (from Long Wittenham as discussed above as well as Abingdon and Berinsfield).   A couple are recorded from Sussex, while the furthest west such burial is that from grave 15 at Andover in northern Hampshire (Map F9A).  Phase B is more fully populated with reversed spear burials (25 examples), which are most frequent in east Kent.  Their clearest association throughout the study region is their presence in cemeteries with Kentish finds, but no Frankish material.  This is most markedly so in the ‘princely’ assemblage at Taplow commanding riverine access to the Upper Thames Valley.  This is matched also in the otherwise unremarkable grave 146 at Burghfield in Berkshire on the Roman road between the Thames at Reading and Silchester (Margary, 1973: **).  The most westerly outlier is by the Thames at grave 191 in Lechlade.  Once again this is a poorly dated assemblage, although probably belonging in Phase B or later.  One reversed spear burial also occurs at grave 14 in Snells Corner, Horndean in the proposed district for Kentish settlement, whilst further to the east in Sussex an unprovenanced findspot of a throwing spear is located in the environs of Lewes (Map F9B).
The five examples from Phase C offer no opportunity for the spatial analysis of meaningful distributions, nor of exploring associations with regional and imported coinages.  Nevertheless, certain observations can be made regarding unusual features of these five broadly contemporary burials. They represent a more diverse group than the earlier individuals and were associated with a wide range of esoteric material.  The two examples with F2 reversed spearheads from Sibertswold (graves 176 and 150) were each accompanied by an imported Byzantine buckle indicating continental and long-distance trading associations.  Then the male from grave 114 at Buckland, Dover also had a lyre.  The crouched burial from Harwell, Berkshire was otherwise poorly furnished, but the two Hampshire burials, in a county which produced none in the previous phases merit further comment.  The Oliver’s Battery isolated burial overlooked the Roman road south from Winchester (Margary, 1973: road 42b) contained a Celtic hanging bowl and a seax as well. The Hamwic burial (from the St Mary’s Stadium, Southampton cemetery) produced nothing else of note, but there is an inference to be drawn regarding the likely presence of other buried individuals with Frankish associations there.  The seax from grave F183 is a Frankish object, the female in grave 4202 had two Series B sceattas and the seax scabbard with one of the males in the double burial grave 3520 has distinctive Frankish affinities (Loader et al, 2005: 59-60). All of these can be dated in the late seventh or early eighth century.
Conclusions
The above discussion is in the main predicated on the assumption that Frankish-type artefacts within the weaponry and personal effects categories would most likely represent people with a vested interest in expressing that particular cultural contact, whatever their ethnic identity.  Whilst there is a large degree of overlap between Kentish and Frankish material culture for a number of sites, most evident in the east Kent area, the two types do not invariably coincide.  This points to differing spatial relationships with Saxon cultural groupings beyond the bounds of the early Kentish kingdom.  The geography of Frankish contacts changed over the three phases.  In Phase A there was an early focus on the perimeters of the study region exploiting well-defined corridors of activity to access the westernmost part of the Anglo-Saxon settled areas.  Within Phase A and each successive phase we can also identify contemporary sites that had no access to this imported cultural material and in the case of West Sussex, there was a whole district that failed to obtain a significant quantity of such material.  Phase B appears to demonstrate a spatial retraction of the Frankish material, together with a consolidation of the Kentish finds, particularly in the Upper Thames Valley.  Yet it is at this point in time that we can point more clearly to weapon-bearing men making a concerted appearance around east-Kent coastal sites.   In Phase C, although there were fewer objects, there appears to be direct contact with the Frankish continent, in particular through Hamwic.  The range of evidence over the three phases of the study period appears to demonstrate the sustained presence of a small number of Frankish people, whose societal roles in Britain can only be conjectured.  They seem to appear as spouses, as free weapon-bearers, in some cases as probable lords (whether as warlords or as landowners) and perhaps even as entrepreneurs and traders.
RESEARCH HYPOTHESES AND QUESTIONS
The archaeological biographies of specific places will exhibit clear continuity or discontinuity with Late Roman landscape structures. 

· The use of the Roman road network in the dissemination of Frankish influence and access of its material culture to certain areas.
· Are new routeways established to access new areas?

· Is there a relationship between the distribution of Frankish material and Late Roman sites? Examine local patterns.
There existed definable relationships between the creation of economic systems and state formation processes.  

· The external factor – how to assess this? – does Francia drive the economic exploitation of lowland Britain? – the imposition of a hierarchical structure – does engagement with a hierarchy cause a lower tiered hierarchy to develop in order to manage these relationships?
· The economic relationship with Francia is present from c.500 onwards –how to define what that economic relationship consisted of?
· First evidence of relationship with Francia and Kentish expansion into west Kent and beyond are essentially contemporary events

The scale and extent of kingdoms will be discernable qualitatively or statistically from the geographical distribution of burial and settlement data. 

· To what extent does the Frankish material coincide with the perceived boundaries/zones of influence of kingdoms?
Communities in particular areas with unevenly-spread resources and populations shaped the history of entire regions by stimulating change in their neighbouring communities

· To what extent did access to Frankish material stimulate change further to the west within southern Britain?
· What was the Frankish relationship with the Upper Thames Valley?
· Did Francia have links to communities outside Kent independent of Kentish links?
Was the formation of kingdoms a uniform and coherent process over time and space?

· If Francia had a role in the formation of the Kentish kingdom, did it have a role in the formation of Wessex? What was its relationship with Sussex?

· Could Anglo-Saxon kingdoms access long-distance trade without the mediation of Frankish interests?
· What part did the Frisians play in this trade as middlemen?

· Can we achieve the formation of kingdoms without these external links?

· Are we actually arguing for a solely internal mechanism of state formation?
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