THE EARLY ANGLO-SAXON CENSUS: data collection, structure and review, with associated datasets.
Introduction

The methodology for collecting data for the ‘Beyond the Tribal Hidage’ project is based on and developed from that used to assemble the Anglo-Saxon Kent Electronic Database (ASKED) over the period 1998-2001. Designed and built as a collaborative research tool to facilitate two distinct and separate PhD theses utilising with the same geographical area and time frame (Brookes, 2003; Harrington, 2003), the fundamental principles of ASKED were to provide complete data retrieval and the use of a cross comparable format.  It was a reasonably straightforward proposition for the archaeology of Kent east of the Medway. The challenge was to extend and cover a much larger region extending over eight full counties with parts of six more, and include all settlements and findspots along with the cemeteries. This presented a complex series of methodological problems relating to data accessing, retrieval and manipulation. Further, it became necessary to revisit the Kentish archive, in order to include settlement data and new finds that had come to light in the interim. Clearly, new sites are being discovered at a steady rate, reflective of metal detectorist activity and of contract archaeologists working with the building industry, although the rate of finds from the latter is probably already declining. Nevertheless, it is suggested that an average of one, new, early Anglo-Saxon site per county per year is being revealed nationally, whether settlement or cemetery, often as adjuncts of multi-phase sites.  An estimated national total of over 1100 early Anglo-Saxon cemeteries had already been indicated, based on a sites listing provided by the National Monuments Records in 1998, with burial records of varying degrees of completeness for over 25,000 individuals.  Nothing found after August 2007 has been included in the project database.  Numerous but tantalisingly significant new sites have been found since then, but their inclusion into the online database of burial records- ‘The Early Anglo-Saxon Census’ - that is one of the outcomes of the ASKED and the Beyond the Tribal Hidage Project, will have to be held in abeyance.
The decision to attempt total data retrieval rather than a regional sampling strategy for the archaeology of the period AD450-750 across southern Britain should perhaps be justified.  Partly the decision was one of taking up a challenge to determine whether it could be done. Earlier surveys, principally Audrey Meaney’s 1964 national gazetteer of early Anglo-Saxon cemetery sites, have had an enduring value as the only available comprehensive references. Other researchers have advanced the viewpoint that full data listing was actually necessary also in order to gain a full understanding of archaeology of a region.  Here one can cite Tania Dickinson’s unpublished but influential thesis on the sites of the Upper Thames Valley (1976) and Martin Welch’s 1983 work on Sussex as the earliest main examples of this view, latterly followed by Andrew Richardson’s Kent corpus (2005) and Simon Draper’s work on Wiltshire (2006). The availability of a range of new digitial resources and the work of county Historic Environment Records (HERs, formerly Sites and Monuments Records), would, it was proposed, facilitate the compilation of a new dataset.  A sampling strategy was rejected primarily however because ASKED had already demonstrated the value of total retrieval in dealing with the nuances and dynamism of the period in a digital format, by drawing on the compilation of diverse sources of data. Perhaps more importantly it was unclear what types of data were actually available and how much had accumulated in total since the earliest recognition of the Anglo-Saxon period by antiquarian investigators.

Database overview
The purpose of data collection has been to produce a comprehensive list of every site, every stray find, every buried individual and every object associated with those individuals, with each entry recorded spatially as a 12 figure grid reference and placed within a clearly defined dating framework. No attempt has been made to record in detail the objects from settlement sites. The national and county-based sources of information in many ways overlap one another in their data collection policies, but by no means consistently replicate one another. Thye first data source used was English Heritage’s Pastscape online searchable listing, primarily because it offered a full bibliographical listing for each site and easy accessibility to 12 figure grid references. It became clear that this resource was not sufficiently comprehensive however. It lagged behind county data compilations and was selective and partial in its inclusion of the grey literature, that is, those unpublished reports generated by field contract units. So, data lisitngs were requested from individual county HERs. These varied a great deal in content. Many were able to send information electronically, but for others it was necessary to consult their card catalogues.  A major problem for a project concentrating on a restricted chronological period was the clumping together of data into a much broader period of Anglo-Saxon, framed as AD410 – 1066.  This is a protocol used by Pastscape and the HERs. Without any clearer definition of a site’s time frame in its initial Monarch listing, in many cases it became necessary to consult the source material to establish whether or not a site was relevant to the project period. This was a particular problem when attempting to identify Late Roman sites that may have continued in use into the fifth century. 
The process of data acquisition was thus one of desk-based assessment by county, followed by discrete searches for both published and unpublished grey literature and other archived material, held by county arcaheological societies, research libraries, national and county journals, museum day books and accession registers as well as through various personal communications with local researchers.  In general it was possible by this additional level of search to add 10% to the number of sites recorded by national and county resources.  Next, discrete county site lists were assembled and museum and archive visits arranged to review the relevant objects from these initial listings.  Data was collected geographically in county sets, working clockwise around the study region, beginning with East Sussex in November 2006 and finishing in Kent, Surrey and the relevant parts of Greater London in August 2008.  Given the broad strategic approach to data gathering at the sites level, it is estimated that the final total of 3449 site entries probably represents the best that could be achieved in the available time.  As an example of the growth in site numbers over time, Audrey Meaney records 47 locations for East and West Sussex combined, Martin Welch was able to extend this to 135 discrete sites, but the 2007 total is now 338. Nevertheless, 3449 cannot be taken as a definitive number of sites. It was necessary to clump together some entries into a single site, particularly the settlements in and around Lundenwic, for which detailed data was not required. Conversely, in order to include unassociated objects that relate to an area, and thus give an indication of the wealth of that area, a few notional site entries were generated.
Two other sites listings have been incorporated in the final total of 3449 – provided by the Portable Antiquities Scheme (PAS) and the Early Medieval Coin Corpus (EMCC). A listing for the relevant counties was supplied by PAS in 2007, which, when filtered for duplicates already recorded in the SMRs, produced 563 findspots to accurate 12 figure grid references, the dating of which was reconciled into the scheme as outlined below.  The EMCC produced another 816 locations, filtered to avoid duplications from burial records.  As the online listing of the Coin Corpus, for security purposes, provides grid references to 8 figures only, these sites were placed within the second tier of sites in a data-quality assessment exercise.
Data-quality assessment
The standard of recording and the accuracy of information available for the sites and finds entered into the database varied considerably.  The key required attributes for site level entry into the database were accuracy of location and clear identification of the site fitting within the project time frame of AD400-750. In order to avoid presenting a deceptive level of accuracy, each site level entry has been graded according to the following criteria:

Grade 1

Sites which were excavated and recorded by archaeologists, whether published or unpublished, and those where material has been deposited in a museum and verified as relevant to the project during fieldwork. All of these sites are recorded to 12 figure grid references.
Grade 2

Sites where some uncertainties remain over the accuracy of the record, for example, sites with ‘numerous skeletons, swords and spears’.  These are probably but not certainly early Anglo-Saxon and may have an accurate grid reference. Alternatively those sites may have a location to 8 figure grid reference or to parish level only, but are clearly relevant. This group included all of the EMC coin finds and certain of the PAS entries for which ‘unlocated’ has been appended to the site name.

Grade 3

Sites where it is uncertain whether the site is relevant to this project, although claimed as such by the excavator or a recorder. For example, a cemetery of unfurnished burials, which may be later or earlier than the time span of the project, or a secondary inhumation or cremation in a barrow with no diagnostic artefacts, for which ‘Saxon’ is a best guess. This grade includes sites identified only by sherds of Saxon pottery recorded in fieldwalking, but which are insufficiently diagnostic to verify their dating apart from belonging  within the general Anglo-Saxon period.  For some of these sites, the grid reference may only represent an approximation, as an interpretation of the location evidence provided.
As indicated by the table below, 88% of the sites are clearly directly relevant to the project.  As an adjunct of future work it may be possible to make more definitive statements about the value of those sites currently placed at grade 3.

Total numbers of sites for each grade:

	Grade
	Number of sites
	% of total

	1
	1999
	58%

	2
	1018
	30%

	3
	431
	12%


The dating framework
Every site, findspot and individual for whom there are burial records has been placed within the project phasing scheme. Three phases were identified, labelled as A,B and C, in a relative sequence and with notional absolute dates attached for ease of initial data bundling. The three phases are:

A- earliest finds up to AD575

B- AD575-650

C- AD650-750

The three phases are noted as coinciding with already established qualitative terminology. Phase A is coincident with the Migration Period, the Frankish Phase of influence and the main period of furnished burial, whilst phase C covers the Final Phase of furnished burial.  Phase B is a transition period, coincident with the initialConversion period - the first impact of the re-Christianisation process -, the onset of the Final Phase and the first documentation of fully-fledged Anglo-Saxon kingdoms. Helen Geake (1997: 129) notes ‘a number of distinctive changes in the material culture of burial … First is the change from the migration-period to the Conversion period assemblage which takes place c. 580 in Kent and c. 600 elsewhere. Second is the change everywhere in c.650, which sees the introduction of a new range of material. Third is the change after c. 720/30, which results in a sharp drop in the number of furnished graves’.  The project has elected not to refer to these earlier devised terms, because of an ongoing perception of them as too deterministic and restrictive, ‘suggesting that it would be helpful to create a new terminology while investigating the character and appropriate definitions of phases for England without prejudice’ (Hines and Nielsen, 1999; 89, referring to comments by Martin Welch).

Clearly, in any given cemetery there are a number of closely datable graves, which might be placed into a relative scheme, but these form a minority of the known burials from any site. The problems posed by an exercise that seeks to give a date range to every individual, including ones who were poorly furnished or unfurnished at burial, for every findspot and settlement in southern Britain south of the Thames are legion.  They are framed by the requirement to include everything of the period, each item having the potential to inform and the need for a sufficient number of correspondence analyses to have been carried out to begin to fix typologies into absolute date ranges.  Through the process of building the database, dates were entered into the burial records of each individual as published in the excavation reports, with obvious anomalies, for example from antiquarian excavations, adjusted in the light of more recent work.  From the outset it was obvious that a systematic methodology would be needed for an exercise on this scale, but without further work, beyond the remit of this project, fine-grained dating could not be carried out.  A strategic approach established the framework as sufficiently robust to support the research questions of the project, but without compromising the potential for more refined dating as required in the longer term.  All of the artefacts in findspot locations recorded under the auspices of other data collection agencies have had absolute dates or date ranges given to them and these have been accepted or refined where appropriate (primarily these are from the Early Medieval Coin Corpus and the Portable Antiquities Scheme).

An earlier attempt to date a large corpus (3500) of burials was made by the ASKED (Anglo-Saxon Kent Electronic Database) project for East Kent in 2000 and this provided the template for the Tribal Hidage Project.  Here, use was made of Vera Evison’s key publication of the site at Buckland, Dover (1987) and Brugmann and Parfitt’s report on Mill Hill, Deal (1997), both in effect acting as type sites for the range of antiquarian sites and unpublished excavations that had not been closely dated. For ASKED, where no clear dating evidence was available, graves were ascribed to the date range for the site as a whole – this inclusive strategy was sufficiently robust to facilitate statistical analyses, for example of the relative wealth per head of contemporary communities (Brookes, 2007). Through a process of checking and comparing data from different Kentish sites, anomalies and inconsistencies became immediately evident and inevitably suggested the changing of some published dates.  For example, Polhill in West Kent (Philp and Hawkes, 1973) had been dated at AD650-750, but in the light of balancing evidence from sites in East Kent, a revised date of 625-750 was proposed.  In addition, it was argued that Shephard’s (1979) dating of the East Kentish upland sites might be a generation too late, commencing around the start of the seventh century rather than late in the first quarter of that century. 

Problematically, major unpublished sites, such as Broadstairs St Peter’s Tip and Ozengell, under this treatment are not in a position to challenge or refine established chronologies, but are subordinate to them.  If, by this cumulative method, the dates given throughout ASKED prove in the longer term to be in error by one or two generations (20-50 years) in either direction, the basic sequence has been nevertheless held to be generally coherent. Yet, ASKED recorded a distinctively Kentish chronology. The dating of all these sites clearly has the potential for greater refinement and indeed Andrew Richardson (2005: 36-40) has proposed a nine phase scheme for the period AD395-750. This potential, though, is both a problem and a bonus. Kentish-derived chronologies are detailed, due to the sheer number and range of artefacts, the potential to link to Continental chronologies, and the large number of excavated cemeteries and located findspots, but there is an unproven chronological relationship to the whole zone of Anglo-Saxon settlement. There is a significant fall off in the range, type and quantity of material as one proceeds to the west of Kent.  Here, there are two interlinked problems of contemporaneity and regionality.

At present it has not been possible to assess whether all material culture types are contemporary in all sections of the study region. The problem of curated items, with early dress fitments being kept and buried generations after they had fallen out of fashionable use, is more readily overcome by examination of the whole assemblage. It is asserted in the research hypotheses discussed below that the cultural activity in one location will impact on and prompt change within adjacent locations. The degree of time lag in these processes may be relatively short or long and may in any case impact on only certain sections of a community. Nevertheless, by using broad time spans for phasing it is envisaged that the outcomes of such changes, rather than the processes themselves, will be detectable from one phase to its neighbour. 

The second issue of regionality is linked to problems of contemporaneity, but presents the additional feature of differing material cultures in geographical locales.  For example, did Saxon type saucer brooches run in exact chronological parallel with Kentish small square-headed brooches, or were they replaced by new styles at different times?  This question remains to be determined through seriation and correspondence analysis. There are obvious regional imbalances in the evidence. Thus Wessex and the Upper Thames Valley provided ample material for phase A, Kent was best for phase B and both had similar amounts though of differing content for phase C.  The period AD700-750 is dominated by coin finds.  An interesting case in point, though, is that of the Sussex material. 

A thorough review of the Sussex corpus carried out by the research team has not shifted the dating presented by Martin Welch in 1983, except in a few minor cases. The earliest material still could not be placed before the second half of the fifth century and that there wasstill  a paucity of significant seventh century burials. It may be the case that some of the more poorly furnished burials of a site such as The Sanctuary, Alfriston may represent a tailing off of wealth in seventh-century Sussex, but there are no diagnostic artefacts, only those that could be placed to the period as a whole. There are poorly furnished (perhaps more correctly poorly excavated and recorded) barrow burials, primary and secondary, that may represent fully the seventh-century corpus, but again these cannot be tied firmly into an absolute dating framework.  The issue of the longevity of the cremation rite also presents problems. Isolated cremations and those within cemeteries present no distinguishing features that can delimit their date range and therefore must be placed as possibly occurring anywhere in the period AD450-700, for lack of evidence to the contrary.  The bulk of the site locations, objects and people could only be attributed to the whole period, however. An example is undiagnostic potsherds retrieved through fieldwalking, useful only for indicating general activity in a geographical location.  Although a date range and phase entries are given for all sites, these are to be read in conjunction with the data quality level. For example, a site could appear to have been active in all phases, but in reality its specific dates are unknown therefore it appears in all phases, but it is accorded a lower data-quality grading because of this uncertainty.  The numbers of fully and partially datable sites within the study region are given below:

	PHASE
	NUMBER OF SITES
	% OF TOTAL

	Phase A
	575
	17%

	Phase B
	59
	2%

	Phase C
	912
	26%

	Phases A/B
	592
	17%

	Phases B/C
	326
	9%

	Phases A/B/C
	985
	29%

	
	3449
	100%


The validity of the phase divisions for the project is reinforced, however, by comparison with the most recent work to provide dating schema for this period in a more coherent format.  These are Birte Brugmann’s study of glass beads from early Anglo-Saxon graves (2004) and the important English Heritage-funded project combining seriation by correspondence analysis and radiocarbon dating for selected graves nationally for the period AD 450-720, although inevitably that project is dominated numerically by East Kentish graves.  We are grateful to Professor John Hines for providing a basic outline of the preliminary results by gender in advance of the final English Heritage project report (which will appear after the completion of the Tribal Hidage Project).  Two major points at present emerge from the English Heritage project: the decline in furnished burial before AD700 rather than as late as AD720, and the possibility of determining regional sequences. The dating schema used in ASKED, although pre-dating these individual researches, followed much the same format and has not been compromised by these later works. The broad outline of both schemes is presented in fig. X (the phase notation is arbitrary here).

	EH Male Phase
	Date range
to 1 and (2) sigma
	EH Female Phase
	Date range to 1 and (2) sigma
	Bead phase
	Date range

	A
	Pre-518
(pre-528)


	P
	504-534
(511-528)
	A1
	450-530

	B
	518-548
(528-543)


	P/Q
	519-541
(526-537)
	A2
	480-580

	C
	551-568
(554-565)


	
	
	A2b B1
	530-580
555-600

	
	
	
	
	
	

	D
	579-604
(584-599)
	Q/R
	575-606
(582-599)


	B2
	580-650

	E
	615-647
(623-677)
	R/S
	605-636
(612-629)


	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	F
	662-681
(667-677)


	
	
	C
	650-

	
	666-692
(670-683)
	S ends
	675-699
(678-690)


	
	


In essence, the absolute dating and subsequent relative phasing scheme used by the Tribal Hidage project here is an amalgamation of past work by the research community on burials, finds and settlements. Historical endeavours to date individuals in graves from the objects in their assemblages and current best practices that have deployed a range of sampling and scientific strategies to assess dates have been incorporated into the database. Echoing the concerns of Karen Høiland Nielsen (1997) we can note however, that there is as yet no coherent and accessible national framework of dated graves, nor regional and local ones, despite the very large number of finds.  It is to be hoped that the English Heritage chronology project will help to resolve these problems for the longer term. An enduring emphasis by the research community on typological work has produced a number of effective tools with which to work (for an overview see Nielsen, 1997).  These have been significantly added to in recent years (Marzinzik, 2003; Brugmann, 2004) together with identifications of Continental material in English contexts (Brugmann,1999).  Whilst the data phasing exercise has been carried out consistently, it is a reflection of cumulative work to date and can claim no particular analytical advance as it currrently stands.

The sites
A basic level of information is recorded for each of our 3449 site entries.  Twelve-figure references are given for all sites, subject to the data quality assessment outlined above. The most common name for each site is also given, although these vary amongst the published sources. The PAS and EMCC sites are identified as such, without further place-name information. Each site has been ascribed a unique identifier consisting of a three-letter code denoting the pre-1964 county, followed by a three-letter code denoting the pre-1850 parish (its first consonant, the first consonant of final syllable and the final consonant, amended to avoid duplications as necessary), then a site type code and the sequential number of that site type within the parish.

Examples of site codes (for site types see next table below):
	SITE CODE
	COMPONENTS

	BckTPW-FS1
	Buckinghamshire;Taplow;Findspot;1

	BrkLTM-BC1
	Berkshire;Little Wittenham;Burial Cremation;1

	DstDCR-FS9
	Dorset;Dorchester;Findspot;9

	EsxBKG-SET1
	Essex;Barking;Settlement;1

	GlsLLE-MC1
	Gloucestershire;Lechlade;Mixed Cemetery;1

	HtsBSK-IC1
	Hampshire;Basingstoke;Inhumation Cemetery;1

	IoWBST-LE1
	Isle of Wight;Binstead;Linear Earthwork;1

	KntBLD-IC1
	Kent;Buckland;Inhumation Cemetery;1

	MsxCOL-FS12
	Middlesex;City of London;Findspot;12

	OxfOFD-BI3
	Oxfordshire;Oxford;Burial Inhumation;3

	SmtQCL-IC1
	Somerset;Queen Camel;Inhumation Cemetery;1

	SryHAM-SET1
	Surrey;Ham;Settlement;1

	SsxCHC-FS18
	Sussex;Chichester;Findspot;18

	WltEBW-BI1
	Wiltshire;Ebbsbourne Wake;Burial Inhumation;1


In this scheme, the county and parish become the basic geographical units within which sites are clustered together. This is not to imply necessarily that the pre-1964 shire and pre-1850 parish boundaries relate directly to the landholdings of the people represented by the sites.  Rather this system has been developed to facilitate the cross-referencing and checking of entries to ensure accuracy and consistency. Additionally, it allows for tentative groupings together of isolated finds from locations unfamiliar to the research team prior to mapping. It can be noted, however, that in certain areas it was difficult to establish a correct parish location for a site as it was adjacent to, on, or bisected by the boundary.  The use of pre-1964 shire boundaries entailed reconciling any sites found after that date back into the earlier counties.  This was a problem in particular for the Vale of the White Horse, formerly in Berkshire, now Oxfordshire, as well as parts of Dorset and Hampshire and for South Gloucestershire. On the other hand, Sussex is treated as one county. The boundaries were traced and digitised from the early editions of the Ordnance Survey maps.  For pre-1850 parish boundaries, the reference source used was an electronic map of the historic parishes of England and Wales with gazetteer (Kain and Oliver, 2001).  Integral to data entry at site level was the compilation of a bibliography. The entries here relate only to the sources used for compiling the data however and are not comprehensive for each site.  Where appropriate, reference is made to the Historic Environment Records if that provided sufficient information and the HER number is given in each case. This source can be consulted for fuller bibliographic records. Particular use is made of Tania Dickinson’s research on theUpper Thames Valley, Welch’s Sussex gazetteer and Richardson’s Kent corpus.  In each case the relevant site number from these texts is given as the principal bibliographic source. For preference, however, the primary publication was consulted and used for data entry, whenever currently available.
The definitions of the major site types used were ones devised particularly for this dataset, although the existence of the NMR thesaurus was noted.  It was felt that the adoption of this thesaurus would introduce an unnecessary number of defining levels.  Easily searchable short descriptive text of a limited range of site types has sufficed to underpin the requirements of the project, as the main use of the data was to facilitate the mapping of locational similarities between the same site types.  Eleven major site-types were defined.
	SITE TYPE
	Definition

	BC: Burial Cremation 
	A single, isolated cremation burial event, containing the remains of one or more individuals, but not in association with any other contemporary burial events

	BI: Burial Inhumation
	A single, isolated inhumation burial event, containing the remains of one or more individuals, but not in association with any other contemporary burial events

	CC: Cremation Cemetery
	A cemetery consisting exclusively of cremation burials, comprising two or more burial events

	ECC: Ecclesiatical site
	A church or monastic related site with a foundation date within the study period

	FS: Findspot
	A location-only site, where it is not recorded whether more material is in the immediate vicinity that might suggest another type of site. By implication, findspots are the locations of stray objects until detemined otherwise.

	IND: Industrial
	A site where industrial activity took place

	IC: Inhumation Cemetery
	A cemetery consisting exclusively of inhumation burials, comprising two or more burial events

	LE: Linear Earthwork
	An extended earthwork defined as such by its NMR record

	MC: Mixed Cemetery
	A cemetery consisting of both inhumation and cremation burials, even if one rite is in a tiny minority, and comprisong two or more burial events

	SET: Settlement
	A site where there is evidence of human habitation, such as dwellings or workshps (typicaly SFBs) or evidence of and features likely to be associated with human habitation activities, such as ditches or pits

	FILL THIS IN 
	Miscellaneous other sites were noted in publications, for example a shrine or a wreck, whose location might be relevant to the other sites listed


The breakdown of the sites by major type and their grading for information quality is presented below.
	SITE TYPE
	NUMBER
	% OF TOTAL
	Grade 1
	Grade 2
	Grade 3

	Burial Cremation (BC)
	23
	1%
	20
	1
	2

	Burial Inhumation (BI)
	290
	8%
	219
	20
	51

	Cremation Cemetery (CC)
	6
	<1%
	4
	0
	2

	Ecclesiastical site (ECC)
	8
	<1%
	8
	0
	0

	Findspot (FS)
	2262
	66%
	1059
	976
	227

	Industrial (IND)
	13
	<1%
	7
	1
	5

	Inhumation Cemetery (IC)
	469
	14%
	380
	14
	75

	Linear Earthwork (LE)
	15
	<1%
	6
	3
	6

	Mixed Cemetery (MC)
	53
	2%
	50
	2
	1

	Settlement (SET)
	305
	9%
	245
	1
	60

	Other
	5
	<1%
	1
	
	4

	Totals
	3349
	
	1998
	1018
	433


It has traditionally been the case that the archaeology of the early Anglo-Saxon period is dominated by cemetery and related burial sites. Here they comprise only 25% of total sites, however, although they make a major contribution to the grade 1 data.  The relatively large number of settlements, now 9% of the site total, represents an advance on previous awareness of their presence and distribution.   Recently mainly due to their excavation and identification by contractual field units and their publication in the “grey literature”.  Findspots now comprise over 66% of all sites and provide good quality data.  These finds are derived equally from the PAS, the EMCC and earlier reported finds, is now such a considerable resource that it cannot be treated as merely illustrative material to support excavated cemetery distributions.  Rather it has the potential to offer a different set of evidence on its own terms. The integration of these finds into spatial models predicated on cemetery and burial data does present interpretative problems. 
Numbers of site types do vary by county across our study region.  The county site totals are listed in a table below, as burials sites, settlements, findspots and miscellaneous, and also as proportions of the total number of each site-type represented in the study region.  As might be expected, those counties which occupy the margins of the study region contribute the smallest proportions of sites to the total. Of the eight complete county contributions, Kent dominates with 31% of the total, while Hampshire and Wiltshire combined still only comprise 26%, with the remainder contributing less than 10% each to the total. As noted above, however, findspots contribute the greatest number of sites to the total and it could be queried whether they were contributing equally in proportion to the final total.  For example, has particularly intensive metal-detecting activity and good local relations between the detectorists and PAS Finds Liaison Officers resulted in a skewed sample? From the data presented here, it can be observed that some counties are producing only marginally more findspots relative to other types of site, when compared with their total percentage contribution.  This is the  case for Hampshire and Wiltshire, though not to any significant degree.  Local explanations here suffice in that these variations probably reflect the intensity of activity by local and county archaeologiocal societies over time, particularly noticable where thorough programmes of fieldwalking have generated a large number of findspots, primarily of potsherds that may be indicative of settlements and arable farming. As a result it appears that findspot location activity is reproducing a pattern of quantities of site per county, similar to that generated historically by excavation archaeology.

	SHIRE AREA
	COUNTY
	BURIAL SITES
	% 
	SETTLEMENTS
	% 
	FINDSPOTS
	% 
	MISC.
	% 
	COUNTY

SITES TOTAL
	% OF TOTAL

	Major counties
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Kent
	247
	29%
	79
	25%
	733
	32%
	7
	14.63%
	1066
	31%

	
	Hampshire
	63
	8%
	36
	12%
	345
	15%
	5
	12.2%
	449
	13%

	
	Wiltshire
	109
	13%
	29
	9%
	306
	14%
	1
	2.44%
	445
	13%

	
	Sussex
	140
	17%
	23
	8%
	162
	7%
	13
	31.71%
	338
	10%

	
	Berkshire
	74
	9%
	46
	15%
	160
	7%
	2
	2.88%
	282
	8%

	
	Surrey
	70
	8%
	28
	9%
	156
	7%
	2
	4.88%
	256
	7%

	
	Isle of Wight
	20
	2%
	1
	<1%
	118
	5%
	2
	7.32%
	141
	4%

	
	Dorset
	35
	4%
	9
	3%
	75
	3%
	5
	12.2%
	124
	3%

	Marginal counties
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Middlesex
	3
	<1%
	15
	5%
	65
	3%
	1
	2.44%
	84
	2%

	
	Oxfordshire
	29
	3%
	18
	6%
	35
	2%
	0
	
	82
	2%

	
	Somerset
	26
	3%
	8
	3%
	30
	1%
	4
	7.32%
	68
	2%

	
	Essex
	0
	0%
	3
	1%
	52
	2%
	0
	
	55
	2%

	
	Gloucestershire
	19
	2%
	8
	3%
	20
	1%
	0
	
	47
	1%

	
	Buckingham shire
	4
	<1%
	3
	<1%
	5
	<1%
	0
	
	12
	<1%

	
	
	
	100%
	
	100%
	
	100%
	
	100%
	
	100%

	
	TOTALS
	839
	24%
	306
	8.7%
	2262
	66%
	42
	1.2%
	3449
	100%


Findspots
The 2262 sites that are findspots consist of single finds, hoards, or collections of possibly associated material and the database holds object information for approximately 3466 artefacts from these sites.  The latter number can really only be an estimate because some reports of sites only note the presence of  ‘weapons’ or ‘brooches’ without giving precise numbers. The high proportions of sites with either coins and dress fittings is primarily due to the targeted recovery of non-ferrous materials by metal detectorists.

The central problem is how to interpret what the findspots actually represent in archaeological terms.  They might be mainly casual losses along routeways contributing to general distribution patterns and regional artefact densities.  Alternatively they might be relicts of burials and settlements disturbed by animal activity or modern agricultural activity such as ploughing. The sites were designated an intermediate classification within sub-types to provide a means of clustering similar object types together (major types only given in description)
	Sub type
	Description 
	Number of objects
	Number of sites
	% of total sites

	Coin
	All coin types
	1682
	832
	37%

	Mixed
	Associated objects from a shared context, mainly dress fittings and weaponry
	160
	52
	2%

	Personal effects
	Buckles, brooches, other dress fittings, knives
	939
	821
	36%

	Pottery
	Vessels and potsherds 
	318
	287
	13%

	Receptacle (non-ceramic, inorganic)
	Copper-alloy, glass, including vessel mounts
	34
	34
	2%

	Tools (other)
	Loomweights, horse harness, spindle whorls
	38
	38
	2%

	Unclassified
	Unknown artefacts
	16
	16
	1%

	Weaponry
	Swords, scabbards, axes, spearheads, ferrules shields
	279
	263
	12%

	Totals
	
	3466
	2262
	


Coins present the largest category of objects and are discussed separately below (in another chapter yet to be written) as a particular form of artefact loss, most likely to involve casual loss or hoarding. The ‘Mixed’ category was adopted for findspots producing a diverse range of material, for example beads and a spearhead, for which a cemetery would offer the most satisfactory explanation for their co-presence. The personal effects sub-type has the next greatest number of single objects (939).  This is a group dominated by brooches with 523 recorded (brooches from the mixed category are excluded here).  Where types have been identified (471 items, with 52 unknown), the main types present are:
	Brooch type
	Number present 
	% of identified total

	Button brooch
	74
	15.71%

	Saucer brooch
	62
	13.16%

	Cruciform brooch
	59
	12.53%

	Small long brooch
	58
	12.31%

	Disc brooch
	58
	12.31%

	Small square headed brooch
	44
	9.34%

	Other types
	116
	24.63%

	Total
	471
	100%


Those brooch types with an established geographical spread across the study region appear to have a similar frequency within findspots. Small square headed brooches, a Kentish type, have a lower frequency which is perhaps due to a more resticted distribution. Button brooches have a higher frequency than the other types, possibly because they are more easily identifiable, whilst numbers of the other types may be subsumed within the 52 unknown items. At present it is assumed that examples of the first five brooch types listed above are equally likely to be found within the study region.
We need to consider whether the findspots of brooches are likely to indicate the locations of cemeteries, as has been assumed for those objects found in mixed assemblages. The six brooch types most commonly present in findspots were compared by number with those present within the burials over the same region and as proportions of their respective totals.
	Brooch type
	From findspots 
	% of total
	From burials
	% of total

	Button brooch
	74
	20.85%
	123
	10.76%

	Saucer brooch
	62
	17.46%
	354
	30.97%

	Cruciform brooch
	59
	16.62%
	32
	2.8%

	Small long brooch
	58
	16.34%
	163
	14.26%

	Disc brooch
	58
	16.34%
	349
	30.53%

	Small square headed brooch
	44
	12.39%
	122
	10.67%

	Totals
	355
	100%
	1143
	100%


From the above proportions it remains unclear whether the brooch findspots are mirroring the distributions in burial assemblages.  The most obvious anomalies are the very low numbers of cruciform brooches in burials, a point already raised by Richardson and Maclean (forthcoming), and the selection of saucer and disc brooches as preferred types for burial dress.  Cruciform brooches have their highest frequencies amongst burials in Kent (16) and Berkshire (9), but are restricted to single occurrences in cemeteries elsewhere, with none in recorded Hampshire and Wiltshire.  Their numbers might increase however if more fifth century cemeteries wereexcavated in Kent.

Therefore it is deemed unsafe to regard these findspots of dress fittinggs as necessarily being indicators of cemeteries, and their use has been restricted to locational activity mapping only.  Whilst it is not yet clearly understood within this project how findspot data can be best interpreted, it is possible to reflect on this data for specific comparisons. An example is a case study exercise carried out which compared the numbers of objects recorded from cemeteries across East and West Sussex with those found by metal detectorists.  This was presented in a paper to the Sussex Archaeological Society ‘Epic Changes’  conference in September 2007. There is a general parity in terms of the number of recorded individuals between East Sussex and West Sussex for the study period.  On the other hand, these comparable numbers of burials have produced almost three times as many artefacts in East Sussex as occur in West Sussex.  Analysis of the PAS findspots provided a mechanisim for assessing whether this difference was actual or a reflection of different histories of fieldwork.  For the period AD400-600 only 5 new finds from separate findspots had been recorded from West Sussex compared to 18 from East Sussex, accurately reflecting the imbalance in objects already noted and reinforcing the view that, for this period, the principlal focus of early Anglo-Saxon activity was in East Sussex.
The number of potsherds sites generated by fieldwalking programmes has already been commented on above. The Pottery group of finds total of 289 entries includes 222 potsherds and at least 70 identifiable vessels, five of which are wheel-thrown examples.  Given the known friability of early Anglo-Saxon handmade pottery, the identification of only a few sherds probably represents the most that might be expected from fieldwalking and is the result in the main of extremely diligent searching for such material. Unfortunately in most cases a refined dating of this material is not achievable, much of it can only be attributed to all phases. Again, this data adds to locational mapping, but provides little beyond that.
For the weaponry, spearheads dominate with over 200 objects (approximately 75% of the total) amongst the 279 entries, which also include nine sword pyramid mounts, 16 swords and twelve each of seaxes, shields and axeheads.  A substantial number of the weapon findspots, particularly spearheads, appear to be clustered at river crossing points.  Although the possibility cannot be discounted that these particular findspots are the result of the location of cemeteries and isolated burials near the water’s edge which were subsequently flooded or eroded, there is also the possibility that these are ritual deposits.  Therefore we cannot assume that spearheads as a group can be taken to represent burials. Again, this remains an ongoing uncertainty and as a result, until more definitive work is presented, these occurrences are used for locations of activity only.
Various tools, including artefacts related to textile production, might be indicative of either burial or settlement, although loomweights do not appear in burial assemblages and so would appear to indicate settlement, as would the two quernstone fragments.  The finds of non-ceramic receptacles, mainly copper alloy bowls and glass vessels are more difficult to interpret. As isolated finds, apparently unassociated with other funerary material, their deposition is anomalous. Some at least of the copper alloy bowls may represent high status cremation burials, comparable to those found throughout the study region and dating to the late sixth and early seventh centuries. However, it would be atypical if these were unaccompanied objects. A number of entries in this sub type are represented by hanging bowl escutcheons, which may indicate casual losses from objects in transit or represent disturbed or robbed graves.  Again, they might be linked to ritual deposition.
Overall the findspots data, including records from the Portable Antiquities Scheme, have contributed greatly to the overall mapping objectives of this project. It has been used in the main to reflect on the outcomes of other discrete research exercises within the project, for example the mapping of the distributions of raw materials and analyses of the weights of objects within a designated area.
Populating the landscape
It is difficult to arrive at an accurate total for the number of people whose burials have been chanced upon or excavated and for whom we have records, however brief and incomplete. It is still more problematic to estimate the numbers of individuals who were alive within the study region at any given moment throughout the period AD400-750. Expressed in simple terms, there are 839 burial sites identified as relevant to the project.  The majority of these are clearly identified as early Anglo-Saxon and the minority are probably so.  Within this site total, 159 contained an unknown number of individuals, because they have not been excavated, perhaps being visible only as cropmarks, or else being encountered without proper excavation.  Examples are sites revealed through nineteenth century gravel extraction, quarrying or railway cutting, from which artefacts have been retrieved to indicate their early Anglo-Saxon context.  A further 315 sites are listed as isolated single and multiple burials.  These contained perhaps 298 individuals, plus a further 44 individuals from multiple inhumations within a single grave (ten doubles, four triples and three quadruples). There is however, in Kent particularly, a steady conversion rate of these isolated burials into cemeteries, through later and more extensive area excavation. Sixteen of these isolated burial sites also have unassociated additional artefacts recorded, but in insufficient detail to identify full grave groups and thus verify the presence of a cemetery. The number of genuinely isolated burials might therefore be much smaller.  From the remaining 365 cemetery sites we have burial records for 11807 individuals with or without grave finds, making a total number of 12141 people known within the study area, as shown in this table.

	County
	No of burial sites
	% of total burial sites
	No. of individuals
	% of total individuals
	Sites with these individuals
	Sites with unknown number of individuals

	Kent
	247
	29%
	4993
	41%
	194
	53

	Sussex
	140
	17%
	1418
	12%
	112
	28

	Wiltshire
	109
	13%
	807
	7%
	97
	12

	Berkshire
	74
	9%
	1162
	10%
	63
	11

	Surrey
	70
	8%
	896
	7%
	52
	18

	Hampshire
	63
	8%
	1029
	8%
	54
	9

	Dorset
	35
	4%
	258
	2%
	29
	6

	Isle of Wight
	20
	2%
	186
	2%
	17
	3

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Oxfordshire
	29
	3%
	453
	4%
	22
	7

	Somerset
	26
	3%
	416
	3%
	21
	5

	Gloucestershire
	19
	2%
	511
	3%
	14
	5

	Essex
	0
	0%
	0
	
	0
	0

	Buckingham shire
	4
	<1%
	3
	<1%
	3
	1

	Middlesex
	3
	<1%
	9
	<1%
	2
	1

	
	
	100%
	
	100%
	
	

	TOTALS
	839
	
	12141
	
	680
	159


Once again the Kentish archive far outweighs that of other areas in terms of gross numbers of people, with over 40% of those recorded and more than its equitable share of burials, indicating a propensity for larger than average sized cemeteries.  Sussex and Wiltshire have fewer people than might be expected, suggesting relatively small cemeteries as recorded.  For the remaining counties, site numbers and body counts run in parallel. Certain sites with a recent or extensive excavation history can be taken as indicators of the possible extents and potential community numbers for their respective localities. O the whole these indicate far greater numbers of people than simply those for whom we have records. Where extensive excavation has taken place, 160 of these 365 sites have also yielded unassociated material, probably residual material from disturbed or robbed burials, indicating that still greater numbers were buried there.  Additionally, many of the recorded cemetery sites have been only partially excavated, suggesting far higher numbers on each site over a wider area.  An example here is the Wiltshire site at Collingbourne Ducis, which from its first excavation, on a small housing development in this country village, produced just 33 inhumations in 1974, ostensibly an average sized Anglo-Saxon rural community. Subsequent housing estate expansion in 2007 produced a further tranche of approximately 80 burials, probably including both unurned cremations and four-post grave structures. The plan layout of the site would indicate that still more burials lie outside of the excavated area, although perhaps not exceeding a total of 180 for the entire community. This remains, however, one of the largest recorded cemeteries in Wiltshire and would imply that others of the small average size might also be considerably larger, identifiable as such only if further comparable rural housing development were to take place. Here one must note that the 109 burials from Black Patch, Pewsey, Wiltshire probably do represent the full extent of the site (pers. Comm. Bruce Eagles).  These can all be dated within the period AD475-550, leaving as a matter for speculation the whereabouts of burials from the subsequent occupation phases of this community within the landscape of the Vale of Pewsey. The second excavation in 1994 at Buckland Dover has doubled the number of people known from that site to 434. The site plan (Parfitt and Haith, 1995; Welch, 2008: 210) shows that the two excavated areas present different spatial patterning of the graves, and that the newly revealed area of concentrated row-like graves is truncated by a railway cutting and a quarry on either side.  The true number of burials must have been very substantial, perhaps over 600. The 159 sites without further records have the potential to add significantly to the total number of people indicated by the arcaheology. By taking the average number of individuals from each site in a county and multiplying by the number of no-further record sites, as shown below, an additional 4755 people seem to be indicated. Thus for the entire study region there are, in probability over the period AD400-750, burial traces of at least 17000 people.
Overview of burial numbers by county
	County
	No. of individuals
	Sites in sample, excluding isolated burials
	Range
	Average number
	Median
	Potential additional individuals
	No further record sites in county
	Estimated total number of individuals by county

	Kent
	4993
	113
	2-434
	43
	9
	2279
	53
	7272

	Sussex
	1418
	59
	2-254
	23
	7
	414
	28
	1832

	Wiltshire
	807
	40
	2-120
	19
	6
	228
	12
	1035

	Berkshire
	1162
	32
	2-247
	35
	9
	385
	11
	1547

	Surrey
	896
	28
	2-238
	32
	12
	576
	18
	1472

	Hampshire
	1029
	36
	2-161
	28
	10
	252
	9
	1281

	Dorset
	258
	19
	2-54
	13
	5
	78
	6
	336

	Isle of Wight
	186
	8
	2-113
	22
	6
	66
	3
	252

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Oxfordshire
	453
	17
	2-118
	26
	12
	182
	7
	635

	Somerset
	416
	18
	5-116
	23
	10
	115
	5
	531

	Gloucestershire
	511
	11
	2-254
	36
	8
	180
	5
	691

	Essex
	0
	
	
	
	
	
	0
	

	Buckingham shire
	3
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	

	Middlesex
	9
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	TOTALS
	12141
	
	
	
	
	4755
	159
	16884


Although the average number of individuals recorded within each cemetery in the study region is a mere 31, this is clearly not the average for every county dataset, as indicated in the table above.  Kent has the highest average number per cemetery, but not the highest median placing, suggesting the presence of some very large, but also many smaller cemeteries. The counties of Hampshire, Berkshire and Surrey coalesce into a second tier grouping, with average numbers falling between 28 and 35, with a median of between nine and twelve. A third tier comprises Sussex, Wiltshire, the Isle of Wight and Dorsetin which community groups may have been significantly smaller, also showing lower median placings. The greatest number of individuals from any one site, 434, has been recorded from the combined excavations at Buckland, Dover, Kent.  Elsewhere, the greatest number from any single site does not generally exceed 260 people, with some counties containing sites that do not not exceed 150 burials.  As the Collingbourne Ducis example clearly illustrates, however, the excavation history of a site and changes to regional built environment programmes have the potential to skew all such results.

The median number of persons from all sites in the study area is eight, which reflects the very large number of sites with fewer than ten recorded people (excluding isolated burials), as indicated by this table:

	Number of burials
	Fewer than 10
	Between 11 and 50 
	Between 51 and 100
	Between 101 and 200
	Over 201

	Number of sites
	214
	108
	23
	23
	13


It is debatable of course whether the 214 are really small community burial locations, or sites that only appear as such due to the nature of their piecemeal excavation histories.  The top 13 sites with 201 or more burials contain 3633 people, or 30% of those represented here.  Eight of these are in Kent, as is shown in the table below. Each one of these sites has an extensive excavation history and each may have had optimum recovery, although a substantial part of the Ozengell site was lost in railway cutting.  Equally  Mitcham may spread well beyond the bounds of the housing estate that prompted its initial excavation and Butler’s Field in Lechlade  clearly extends well beyond the excavated area, with perhaps as many graves again as recorded through excavation.
	Site name
	Site code
	Number of burials

	Eccles, Aylesford
	KntAYF-IC1
	203

	Saltwood, Stone Farm
	KntSWD-IC1
	220

	Saxton Road, Abingdon
	BrkABD-MC1
	228

	Ozengell, Ramsgate
	KntRAM-IC1
	232

	Mitcham, Surrey
	SryMHM-IC1
	238

	Long Wittenham
	BrkLWM-MC1
	247

	St Ann’s Road, Eastbourne
	SsxEAS-MC1
	254

	Butler’s Field, Lechlade
	GlsLLE-MC1
	254

	Finglesham (Northbourne)
	KntNBN-IC1
	257

	Sarre
	KntSAR-IC1
	319

	Kingston Down
	KntKSN-IC1
	321

	Broadstairs, St Peter’s Tip
	KntBRS-IC1
	426

	Buckland, Dover
	KntBLD-IC1
	434


A considerable number of these large total sites in the table above are mixed rite cemeteries, yet the database records only 53 of these sites, which form only 6% of the total burial sites and 14% of the cemeteries. The database holds records for approximately 800 cremation burials, both in mixed-rite cemeteries and as isolated burials, that is 6% of the total burials. They range in number from 1 to 93 on a mixed-rite site, averaging 16% of the total burials (median at 18%). The average number is 16, with a median at 6. They occur in all sizes of mixed cemetery as shown below (sample size: 44 sites with known numbers of inhumations and cremations), although they appear to be more common the larger the site and thus occur in higher numbers.
	Number of burials on mixed sites
	Fewer than 10
	Between 11 and 50 
	Between 51 and 100
	Between 101 and 200
	Over 201

	Number of sites
	5
	16
	5
	13
	4


Those sites designated as solely cremation cemeteries are both very few in number and small in content. Just six sites account for a mere nine burials, producing only two to three per site, and with uncertain relevance to the overall time frame. Two at least of these are secondary insertions into earlier barrows. Cremation cemteries, if they have any real presence as single-rite sites in the study region, have a distribution restricted to Sussex, Hampshire, Surrey and the Isle of Wight.
These individuals and their graves
The pivotal aspect of the project database is the enumeration of individuals from their burial records. Each person has received a unique identifier, consisting of the site code and a grave number, to which associated artefacts are appended. For each individual there are thus potentially two datasets: 

· personal information regarding age at death placed within a banded group, sex, gender, burial position and grave orientation, date and phase, burial practice, burial structure
· associated material described from the closed find context of the grave, essentially a listing of any grave finds, by type, provenance and raw material
Due to the unevenness of the archaeological record few individuals amongst the 12141 identified possess complete personal record set.  These are mainly those from recent excavations carried out by commercial field units, where full osteo-archaeological data is produced as a norm.  For those individuals where biological sex has been recorded (3037), the relative numbers are female:1429 (47%) and male:1608 (53%). The most complete personal dataset is for age at death, with 6219 entries. The age range present ranges from neonate to approximately 70. The ages at death as given in all reports have been placed into bands, so as to include those for which varying terminologies are used (‘baby’, ‘young’, ‘elderly’ ‘adolescent’ and ‘youth’ are some examples) and can be reconciled to fit, with the following numbers and proportions present:
	Age band
	Number present
	As % of total

	Infant 0-2
	190
	3%

	Child 3-6
	651
	11%

	Juvenile 7-15
	580
	9%

	Young adult 16-24
	619
	10%

	Adult 25-44
	3686
	59%

	Old adult 45+
	493
	8%

	Total
	6219
	100%


As would be expected, the most common age at death was in adulthood, between 25 and 44, with only 8% of people living longer.  Death before full maturity was the case for 33% of the population. Infants and children under six are probably under-represented, as recent intensive osteoarchaeological reporting has generated the majority of these entries, particularly for neonates and infants (Recent examples include Duhig, unpublished; Harman, 1990, 1998; Marlow, 1993; Anderson and Andrews, 1997)
Grave orientations have been inconsistently recorded within data entry, due to historical variations in the recording notation that would have required a lengthy process to reconcile.  Therefore only twenty three of the more recently published sites have collated orientation data, but fortunatley these provide for a good geographical spread, giving a sample of 1149 entries. These entries were adjusted to only eight compass points and are presented as follows, with the head position given first.
	Grave orientation
	Number 
	% of sample

	W-E
	781
	68%

	S-N
	150
	13%

	NW-SE
	87
	8%

	SW-NE
	73
	6%

	N-S
	23
	2%

	SE-NW
	28
	2%

	E-W
	7
	1%


West to east orientations dominate throughout, but with a substantial number of south to north orientations, whilst a significant minority (19%) of the total consists of other variantions. The geographical distribution of the various orientations is not even. The sample is drawn from eight counties, and can be characterised as being divided between those counties with a relatively homogenous set of orientations and those exhibiting greater diversity.
	County
	Entries/sites
	W-E
	S-N
	NW-SE
	SW-NE
	OTHER

	Sussex
	184/7
	102
	50
	1
	14
	17

	Hants
	167/4
	92
	65
	0
	8
	2

	Wilts
	41/2
	22
	6
	0
	7
	6

	Glocs
	248/2
	239
	0
	2
	6
	1

	Somerset
	130/3
	120
	0
	6
	3
	1

	Dorset
	12/1
	12
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Kent
	256/2
	166
	0
	69
	10
	11

	Berks/Oxf
	118/2
	28
	29
	9
	25
	27

	Total
	1149/23
	
	
	
	
	


The absence from the sample of south to north burials in Kent is striking, with its principal alternative being a variant of the conventional west to east orientation, at northwest-southeast. Similarly Gloucestershire, Somerset and Dorset, the far western parts of the study region, focus on the predominant alignment, suggesting a homogenous grouping. Wiltshire, Berkshire/Oxfordshire, Hampshire and Sussex, form a broad central band through the study region, and reveal a greater diversity containing most of the south to north burials sampled here. Whether this initial pattern can be interpreted as a cultural one remains as open to question as the meaning of grave orientation itself. The cemetery size patterning outlined above, being one of smaller sites in the central regions, set together with the diversity of community here, in terms of the range of cultural choices available in the burial rite, begins to identify regional difference in terms of characterisation other than those of artefact style and provenance.
Phasing the burials
The dating and phasing parameters, outlined for sites above, were similarly applied to the individuals with burial records, primarily as a means of phasing the associated artefacts and calculating the relative wealth of communities over time. It was important to the principles of the project to include also those people from unfurnished and poorly furnished graves, for statistical and community profiling purposes.  Only a minority of persons in the study period (25% of the total) could be placed directly into a phase as a result of the dating of associated artefacts as shown below. These were not evenly distributed between phases and highlight the problem of phase B being particularly under-represented, although there is no external evidence to suggest an actual decrease in population numbers at that time and occurring before the widespread use of churchyard and unfurnished burial.
	PHASE
	ALLOCATED TO PHASE
	% OF TOTAL

	Phase A (450-575)
	1681
	54%

	Phase B (575-650)
	427
	14%

	Phase C (650-750)
	994
	32%


For the majority of the people identified no such precise phasing could be applied, so instead they were allocated into phases based on the longevity of the site.  For example, a site dated AD500-700 with 100 unallocated people, covering 75 years of phase A, 75 years of phase B and 50 years of phase C, would have them randomly allocated to the phases in proportions of 3:3:2. Where there were insufficient numbers from a site to spread over a long period, the burials were considered instead in their parish context and spread across phases at this level.  Any remaining single burials were placed into a phase on the basis of the likelihood that they belonged there, for example a burial dated AD500-600 would more likely fall within phase A, AD450-575, whereas one dated AD550-650 would more likely fall within phase B, AD575-650.  By this method fewer than 1% of burials were left unallocated.  These are those single burials with too wide a date range, equally possibly prehistoric or early Anglo-Saxon with no others in the parish and those where there was too little information regarding numbers and dates.  After the allocation exercise the distribution by phase was as follows, giving a more even proportional spread and perhaps one more representative of the population  buried outside of minster churchyards in the seventh and early eighth centuries:

	PHASE
	ALLOCATED TO PHASE
	% OF TOTAL

	Phase A
	5295
	44%

	Phase B
	3656
	30%

	Phase C
	3082
	26%


The artefacts
The database records over 28000 objects from burials and a further 2500 artefacts recorded from findspots.  Each burial object is identified by its owner’s unique grave ID or else by a general site code and ‘other artefact’ designation.  There are at least 220 different artefact types deposited in the burials, including organic objects.  It was necessary to harmonise the terminology into a project thesaurus, which is presented in APPENDIX X, and which was used throughout, due to historical variations in descriptions, levels of recording and the evolving identifications of objects.  Most objects have an individual entry, but in the case of beads, which might number up to 300 components in any single inhumation, grouped entries were used, giving quantities for monochrome, polychrome and amber beads only. Unusual beads, for example barrel-shaped gold beads or melon beads, were tallied separately. Objects were placed into groups by type in an admittedly subjective yet functional manner, depending on their perceived usage in life.  Should knives, for example, count as weapons, personal effects or tools? We opted for the latter.  The grouping categories and their constituent objects are given in APPENDIX X. Some items could fall within several groups, depending on their use in the burial - a flint flake found in the grave fill would be designated as grave equipment, whilst one from a bag assemblage would be interpreted as a personal effect. The Personal Effects category covers all of those objects associated with costume and also everyday objects on and with the body, including coins, toilet picks, amulets, organic bags, pouches and boxes. The Weaponry category covers all of those objects associated with armed combat, such as swords, axes, spears and shields, although shield grips are listed as separate objects.  Decorative features related to weapons such as scabbards, sword beads, pommels and pyramids are listed as Personal Effects, however. Grave Equipment covers coffins, nails and miscellaneous material inserted as part of the burial ritual including the placement of potsherds in the grave fill and animal bones. Tools covers productive and utilitarian objects, regardless of how they are used in the burial. Examples are as awls, shears and horse harness, together with textile making and weaving equipment, such as weaving beaters and spindle whorls although so-called thread boxes are placed in Personal Effects. The Tools category also includes tube-like brush handles, often misleadingly named ‘cosmetic brushes’ in the earlier literature, but here designated as tools with an unknown function. The Receptacles category covers copper alloy bowls, wooden metal bound containers such as cups and buckets, drinking horns, glass vessels and complete pottery vessels other than cremation urns.  Approximately 5% of all objects are regarded as unidentifiable artefacts and thus are placed into an Unknown catergory. The totals for each category are as follows:
	Category
	Number of entries
	% of total

	Personal effects
	12487
	45%

	Tools
	5211
	19%

	Weaponry
	4138
	15%

	Grave equipment
	3250
	12%

	Unknown
	1487
	5%

	Receptacles
	1429
	5%


Although every recorded instance of an object has been entered into the database, many remain ambiguous as to their identification and usage in the burial ritual.  What are noted, for example, as small copper alloy vessel repair clips may conceivably instead be evidence of clips to a veil around the head of a woman. Miscellaneous rivets and studs could relate to shields, belts, bags or vessels. The project is not in a position to rectify all these levels of uncertainty, without further concentrated study of comparative grave plans and illustrations – it is adequate enough here only to note their presence and raw material content. The Grave Equipment category retains a level of ambiguity in its content. Reconstructions of the full complexity of the burial ritual and sequences of deposition to form the full burial tableau are rarely attempted.  Potsherds, flints and charcoal in the fill of a grave are recorded in the database, as it is argued that these have not been proved to be residual in each and every context and require further investigation in the longer term.  The presence of iron pyrites and slag iron in burials also require investigation, in the context of potential smelting activities in the vicinity and meanings associated with metal working. The rarity of metal working tools from burials may perhaps be countered by this evidence.  Perhaps the most problematic to encapsulate is the evidence of organic materials, other than those associated with clothing and personal effects. Here the database records 292 entries under the ‘Other-organic’ as a general artefact type. Where animal bone has been identified, it includes deer, sheep/goat, goose, whale, ox, lark, frog, lobster, dog, cattle, fish, fowl and pig.  The majority of the entries, however,  are for charcoal, for example charred logs lining a burial, or pieces of charcoal found on the skeleton, perhaps associated with burning rituals within the inhumation context. Also recorded are detached fragments of flaxen textile, grasses, seeds, nuts, fruits, rushes and a wreath of leaves. Some of these might be considered as foods, remaining from a burial feast, or for the afterlife of the individual in a new feasting environment, whilst others are clearly used to line the grave and perhaps garland it – impressions of grasses and rushes on the underside of copper alloy bowls is a consistently noted feature (Harrington, 2002: x). Marine resources are present in the form of sea food, for example shells, such as limpet, mussels and oysters, mainly from coastal cemeteries in Kent and Sussex, although the oyster shell from a burial at Purton in Wiltshire again highlights the coastal trading contacts of inland sites in that area. Other-organics have a limited contribution to make to this project, but remain a much under-explored source of potential evidence.
Type

Where typologies are known and have been used in excavation reports, this data has been accepted and entered directly. For unpublished material, standard typologies were followed, but these entries must be regarded as provisional in advance of full site publication. See Appendix X for information of the typologies used for unpublished material, by object. Where possible reference is made to the best published sites in the region, in particular making full use of the works of Vera Evison and the late Sonia Chadwick Hawkes. The project is particularly grateful to Heinrich Härke for access to his database of weapon types and to Sonja Marzinzik for her listings of buckle types from her doctoral research.  Knives, where encountered without already having a type ascribed, have been classified according to Vera Evison’s scheme (1987: 113-5), rather than that of Böhner (1958).  Spearheads similarly encountered have been ascribed a type following Swanton’s 1974 scheme despite its limitations.  Although more recently typologies have been devised for certain other artefact categories, these have not been applied retrospectively to unpublished material.

Provenance
For the purposes of comparing and quantifying the relative access that communities had to different objects over time and to elucidate exchange networks, it has been necessary to attempt to identify the sources of those objects. A small number of artefacts have been shown to originate outside of Britain, others are the product of definable regional stylistic developments within Britain and still more artefacts have no particular distinguishing features to suggest their place of manufacture. To coalesce a range of attributes, comprising raw material content, stylistic and typological developments and function under discrete headings, loosely termed as a ‘culture’, is a speculative process at best.  The best use of this strategy is to separate the spread of externally produced artefacts and the reach of Kentish cultural material across the study region.  A future outcome of the project might be to re-assess regional distributions of multiple object types from this comprehensive distributional database.  To this end a pilot study is discussed below that subdivides spearheads and shield bosses entries by region(yet to do). Nevertheless, out of necessity and in order to unify the data, a provenancing scheme with the following categories was adopted. 
Regional

Where little information is available regarding an object, the term regional is used as a default provenance. In more general terms it is applied to any artefact that could have been produced within a community, or else locally to the community or could have arrived via medium distance exchange within the region.  It covers a wide range of artefact types, including weapons,  tools and domestic objects, such as knives, hand-made pottery and dress fittings.  It assumes that the manufacture and the deposition of the artefact were broadly contemporary processes taking place within a generation.  The application of this term would indicate that most of the ironwork and pottery were the result of localised production and exchange.  Weapons could be the product of a local smithy, but equally well may have been in other cases status items given and received under particular circumstances, from a centralised source or central place such as Faversham within Kent.  Where regional provenances for particular artefact types have been suggested in publication, these have been provided instead.  The term is also used to cover more stylised material with very unclear provenances, but having a wide distribution and little regional variation,  for example copper alloy buckles of the seventh century, lace tags and strap ends.  It includes material requiring more detailed typological analysis. Particular artefacts in this category could be locally made, in imitation of others that were imported.  Generally, there is insufficient information on which to base a more precise provenance.
Kentish; Saxon; Anglian; Wessex
These terms were applied to artefacts where discrete regions are known to be the principal area of distributions and possible manufacture.  For example, we refer to Saxon saucer brooches, Kentish small square-headed brooches and Anglian girdle hangers.  Wessex is applied exclusively to coins in the later phases. The use of such a term denotes artefacts of insular stylistic development, regardless of their material content, for example through the use of imported garnets on Kentish disc brooches or the gold used for gilding on brooches and buckles.  Essentially, given the only sporadic occurrence of Anglian material, the major division is between Kentish and Saxon provenances within the study region. Where an object type clearly has only a minority presence in Kent, it is ascribed a provenance from the Saxon area and vice versa.  Nevertheless these are isolated instances in the overall provenancing strategy.  This strategy begins to illustrate cultural admixture across geographical space.  Where objects have a distribution over all of the areas of lowland Britain outside Kent the term Anglian/Saxon is used.
Romano-British

This rarely used term denotes artefacts that were part of the indigenous culture of southern Britain in the Roman period and were still in active use at the time of deposition, for example, penannular brooches of the fifth or sixth centuries.

British West

A term primarily used for Late Celtic hanging bowls and their attachments, particularly those found in the seventh century, as referenced by Bruce-Mitford (2005; also Brenan, 1991). Other items, encountered during museum archive research, that appear to be copies of Anglo-Saxon material probably produced in workshops in the British West have not been annotated as such at this point, as they would merit detailed further study to reach a fuller  definition.

Curated/Roman; Curated/Jutlandic

The term Curated was applied to objects that were made significantly earlier than their period of deposition in the burial.  Additionally, indicated by /, the period or geographical area from which an object originated is given.  Examples are Roman shale spindle whorls such as occur at Stowting (KntSWT-IC1) and Jutlandic relief-decorated brooches, such as that from Gilton (KntASH-IC2) grave 48.
Kentish/

This term denotes artefacts found in both Kent and elsewhere in Europe, probably coming from the second named area into Kent.  It suggests also that the artefact may have been made in Kent, as a stylistic development of Continental proto-types.  An example is the shield-on-tongue buckle, which with its general distribution as a belt form throughout northern Europe hints at a much wider potential provenancing.
Imported

This term is used for artefacts that were probably neither made nor sourced by raw material in the Anglo-Saxon areas of southern Britain.  Examples are rock crystal spindle whorls and glass beads.  The term suggests that the artefacts may have arrived via trade, exchange or the movement of people through migration or exogamous marriage, without giving any indication or source.
Imported/

Imported followed by / indicates the best available estimate of a possible source, or at least the area within which objects are known to be principally deposited.  An example is the Imported/Frankish radiate headed brooch.  This may be followed by a second / and a more specific source, if identified in a published text.
When provenancing has been applied to the database artefacts, both from burials and findspots, the following totals were found to be present.

	Provenance
	From burials
	From findspots
	Total by provenance
	% of total by provenance

	Regional
	20694
	1574
	22268
	73%

	Imported
	3629
	422
	4051
	13%

	Curated 
	717
	17
	734
	2%

	Kentish
	836
	135
	971
	3%

	Saxon
	1225
	149
	1374
	5%

	Anglian
	37
	15
	52
	>1%

	Anglian/Saxon
	173
	63
	236
	1%

	Wessex (coins)
	0
	83
	83
	>1%

	Kentish/other
	653
	19
	672
	2%

	Romano-British
	26
	0
	26
	>1%

	British West
	39
	21
	60
	>1%

	Total
	28029 (92%)
	2498 

(8%)
	30527 (100%)
	100%


The findspots dataset produces a disproportionate number of imported and regionally specific objects. As has been noted elsewhere, this bias in the dataset is a result of the numbers of finds of silver and copper alloy dress fittings generated by metal detecting.
Position in grave
The position of an object in relation to the buried individual was recorded in 

the ASKED series of cemeteries within Kent, but this data has not been extended much further for this project database, other than to note the location and orientation of spearheads, where given in the publication.

Material component
The primary raw material constituent of the artefact was recorded for 99% of the burial artefacts. The major constituents are iron (48% of recorded objects), copper alloy (21%), ceramic (7%, potsherds and whole vessels) and glass (7%, mainly beads), although more than 60 kinds of raw material are present overall – the full listing is given in Appendix X.  More than 6% of the objects were produced using two or more types of raw material, most commonly gilding applied to dress fittings of silver or copper alloy.
Object weights
A principal objective of the project archive research programme was to record the weight of individual objects. Object weights are rarely recorded in publications, despite the volume of detail given about size and form. As a methodology, the project followed that generated by Brookes (2007), discussed further below.  There was extreme variation throughout the study region in terms of the curation and accessioning of objects, their availability and their physical condition. In any case, not all objects recorded in cemetery publications survived to be deposited in an archive. Nevertheless a total of 11355 (40% of the total recorded) objects have been weighed, including those already recorded for Kent in ASKED.  A sampling strategy was adopted once it was realised that the dataset was too heavily skewed towards both Kent and those recently published sites with better archival availability.  The study region was divided into 21 even grid square units and we ensured that each grid square had weights recorded for a minimum of 28% of the objects within it, by major raw material type (iron, copper alloy, silver). Through this strategy, the unavailability of all the material in the Ashmolean Museum did not have a detrimental impact on the methodology, as its collection area could be covered from other sources.
Late Roman sites
Information on sites from the Roman period has been assembled from data supplied by the National Monuments Records, Swindon.  The initial listing comprised over 15000 sites from within the study region, but covering the period AD43 to 410, prompting the selection of only those sites that could be adjudged to have relevance.  All findspots of single objects were excluded, reducing the final total of sites to 2256.  An assessment of data relevance  has been made to enable the grouping of sites into an upper tier (data quality level 1), comprising all villas, temples and major and minor towns, together with other sites of whatever type, all having a stated endurance into the fourth century (some problems were encountered with NMR dating terminology and their use of inappropriate absolute dates). The second tier of sites comprised all of the villas, temples and major and minor towns which could not be dated other than to the whole period, together with other whole period site types that may have retained a landscape impact throughout the Roman period and were possibly visible as active or inactive monuments into the fifth century. The landscape monuments categories selected were: field systems, barrows, settlements, cemeteries, forts, barns and a range of industrial sites, including pottery, lead, salt and iron workings. The sites data has been organised to be on a level comparable with that for the early Anglo-Saxon sites in the Tribal Hidage database, with only a limited number of searchable fields, that included, however, accurate 12 figure grid references and minor site types, such as a granary or temple associated with a major site type.  The 404 sites that can be designated as upper tier Late Roman are, by type
	Monument type
	No.
	% of total

	Villas
	156
	39%

	Settlement
	75
	19%

	Cemeteries and burials
	57
	14%

	Other
	43
	11%

	Towns, Civitas capitals and Saxon Shore Forts
	29
	7%

	Pottery kilns
	25
	6%

	Temples
	19
	5%


Those additional sites and monuments (1852) that may have had relevance to early Anglo-Saxon landscape structures, but cannot be firmly dated within the Roman period are, by type:
	Monument type
	No.
	% of total

	Villas
	863
	47%

	Field systems and earthwork features
	663
	36%

	Other
	132
	7%

	Cemeteries and burials, including barrows
	48
	3%

	Temples
	55
	3%

	Settlement
	44
	2%

	Forts
	30
	2%

	Towns
	17
	1%

	
	1852
	


COINS
The coins list has been downloaded from a search of the Early Medieval Corpus of Coin Finds www-cm.fitzmuseum.cam.ac.uk/emc/.  The content included single finds and hoards, with approximately 260 Early Continental examples and over 550 Early English sceattas. All of these items were recorded as findspots, but with only 8 figure grid references.
PLACE NAME EVIDENCE

A database of relevant place names has been compiled, each given to a 12 figure grid reference. The major source of information was the Cambridge Dictionary of English Place names (Watts, 2004), which was gleaned for the potentially early place name components of ham, hamm, ing, tun, walh and wic within the study area, producing 1777 entries.  Other, earlier,  listings of these place-name types were integrated, principally from the work of John McNeal Dodgson (1966; 1973) on the south eastern counties regarding ham, hamm and ing, Kirk’s analysis (1972) of Kentish ingas distributions, Cameron (1980) on walh names and Cox’s important list (1976) of pre AD731 names.
CONCLUDING REMARKS

The range of resources needed to build this complex association of data were variable in terms of their availability, accuracy and up-to-datedness.  In the most general terms, for the purposes of comparison over time and space all of the material could be mapped with a good degree of confidence.  Whilst a note of caution was required when assembling data from outside of the specialisms of the research team, most of this material was in the public domain and was assumed to be accurate and valid unless proven otherwise. Sufficient cross referencing had been built in with regard to data quality to ensure that misleading results were not generated.
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