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Foreword

We are very pleased to have been asked to write a foreword
to introduce this scholarly work which is the product of
painstaking analysis by a talented research team.

It was by pure chance that we found ourselves
involved from the very start of the events that led to the
very long road culminating in the publication of this
work and indeed to the further fieldwork that has been
undertaken here at Rendlesham in 2021, 2022 and 2023.
Our family has owned the Naunton Hall Estate for nearly
100 years. Although the reference to the vicus regius by
Bede was well known - and I understand that my
grandfather hosted Rupert Bruce-Mitford during his
investigations after the Second World War - no
conclusive evidence for its existence on our estate had
been forthcoming until, in 2006/7, we began to suffer a
spate of illegal metal-detecting at night on our fields.
Perpetrators arrested by the police for their illegal activity
proved to have travelled to Rendlesham from many miles
away. Why were they drawn to Rendlesham? Well
obviously the grapevine told them that the journey to
steal valuable items for illegal gain was worthwhile.

Thanks to the initiative of Jude Plouviez of Suffolk

County Council’s Archaeological Service a team of four
dedicated and expert metal detectorists arrived - in
daylight - in 2008 and began the painstaking and detailed
investigation of the site as described in this book which is
dedicated to them. Without the hundreds of hours that
they toiled for, and then meticulously recorded their
findings, neither this book nor the subsequent work
undertaken here would have been possible. We wish to
emphasise our admiration for them and are proud that
they have become friends. We also wish to thank Suffolk
County Council Archaeological Service, initially Jude
Plouviez and, after her retirement, her successor Faye
Minter, for their unstinting support.

Once the importance of Rendlesham began to become
apparent the County Council asked Professor Scull to
help guide the project and we have been privileged to
watch the unfolding of the academic enterprise which has
resulted in the publication of this book.

Michael and Caroline Bunbury
Rendlesham
March 2024
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Introduction

0.1 Project funding, project team
and research contributions

The project Lordship and Landscape in East Anglia

CE 400-800 was funded by the Leverhulme Trust
through a Research Project Grant (RPG-2017-172) and
was based at the Institute of Archaeology, University
College London in partnership with the University of
East Anglia and the Fitzwilliam Museum, University of
Cambridge. It was originally scheduled to run for 30
months from November 2017 but was extended to April
2021 to compensate for delays arising from the COVID-
19 pandemic.

The Principal Investigator was Professor Christopher
Scull (University College London), the Co-Investigators
Professor Tom Williamson and Dr Tim Pestell (University
of East Anglia) and Dr Martin Allen (Fitzwilliam
Museum). Research Associates were Dr Eleanor
Blakelock, Dr Stuart Brookes, Faye Minter and Judith
Plouviez (University College London), Dr Andrew Woods
(Fitzwilliam Museum), and Dr Eleanor Rye (University of
East Anglia). Additional expert advice was provided on a
consultancy basis by Dr Richard Kelleher, Dr Kelly
Kilpatrick, Dr Sam Moorhead and John Newman. The
project benefitted from an Advisory Board chaired by
Professor Andrew Reynolds (University College London)
whose other members were Professor Marcos Martinon-
Torres (University of Cambridge), Dr Sam Lucy
(University of Cambridge) and Professor Barbara Yorke
(University of Winchester).

Christopher Scull was responsible for the overall

direction of the project, and had particular oversight of
analysis of the material culture assemblages, modelling
Rendlesham and the other settlement complexes chosen
as case studies, and characterising the broader social,
economic and political dynamics bearing on the
development of the early East Anglian kingdom. Stuart
Brookes was responsible for the GIS environment that
integrated and underpinned the project as a whole, and
undertook the spatial modelling and statistical analysis as
well as contributing significantly to the project’s
conclusions on pathways to lordship and regional
rulership. Faye Minter and Judith Plouviez—with Tim
Pestell for the Norfolk sites—led on the collation, data-
cleaning and analysis of the material culture assemblages
from the sites chosen as case studies, with advice from
John Newman on sites investigated during the South-east
Suffolk Survey. Work on reconstructing and modelling
past landscapes, and on the relationships between terrain
and human geographies, was led by Tom Williamson
with analysis of place-names by Eleanor Rye and advice
on the place-names of Suffolk from Kelly Kilpatrick.
Numismatic and monetary analysis was undertaken
under the overall guidance of Martin Allen by Andrew
Woods, Richard Kelleher and Sam Moorhead. Analysis of
non-ferrous metal objects and metalworking waste was
carried out by Eleanor Blakelock with guidance from
Marcos Martinon-Torres and advice on the results of
isotopic analysis from Zofia Stos-Gale. Barbara Yorke re-
examined from first principles the early history of the
East Anglian kingdom from the written sources.

The project team’s breadth of expertise across
conventional disciplinary boundaries allowed a cross-
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fertilisation of ideas and perspectives that generated new
insights and new methods and approaches. As well as
day-to-day collaboration between colleagues, the project
team met as a whole, and with the Advisory Board, on a
regular basis to review progress and discuss emerging
results, and to develop interpretations and conclusions.
All involved appreciated the opportunities to approach
common questions from a range of perspectives, with
expert support as needed from allied specialisms. With a
collegiate inter-disciplinary project of this nature it is
difficult to disentangle individual contributions from
group effort: it is no exaggeration to say that every
member of the project team contributed in some way to
every major aspect of the analysis and interpretative
narrative presented in this publication. Consequently,
authorship is credited where one, two or three
contributors are primarily responsible for a chapter or
text section, but where no author is credited the text
should be considered the joint product of collegial
working by the project team as a whole, narrated by the
Principal Investigator in the role of rapporteur.

The majority of plans, maps and plots were originated
or prepared for publication by Stuart Brookes. Object
photographs are by staff of Suffolk County Council
Archaeological Service, and line illustrations of objects
are by Donna Wreathall. Aerial photography by drone
of key sites was undertaken by Jim Pullen and Geoff

Lunn.
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0.3 Publication scope, structure
and conventions

This publication presents the principal results of the
project Lordship and Landscape in East Anglia CE 400-
800, the aim of which was to investigate pathways to
socio-economic complexity and regional rulership in
early post-Roman Britain through the lens of the early
medieval settlement complex at Rendlesham, Suffolk.

Following an exposition of the main research themes
and methodological issues in Chapter 1, we present out
our findings in two main sections: Part One (Chapters
2-7) deals with Rendlesham and its landscape; Part Two
(Chapters 8-11) with the wider East Anglian contexts, the
early East Anglian kingdom, and its place in the wider
North Sea world. Supporting datasets and analyses, too
large for conventional publication within the printed
volume, are made available as digital resources through
the Archaeology Data Service (below).

The Rendlesham Survey has generated a powerful
dataset bearing on human settlement and activity across
the landscape of a circumscribed locality from prehistory
until the present day. Consequently, although our
primary focus is the fifth to eighth centuries AD, when
dealing with Rendlesham we have taken the long-term
perspective, setting the early medieval settlement
complex against antecedent and successor activity, and
examining changing configurations of settlement,
economy and material culture up to the nineteenth and
twentieth centuries. For comparative studies and our
broader contextual analyses, however, the chronological
range is the fifth to eighth centuries AD. Earlier and later
evidence is considered where relevant, and especially
where it establishes a diachronic context, but the focus of
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our enquiry is the East Anglian kingdom of the seventh
and eighth centuries, and the origins of regional rulership
in the fifth and sixth centuries.

0.3.1 Chronological and cultural terminology

The conventional tri-partite chronological scheme which
divides the ‘Anglo-Saxon’ or ‘Saxon’ period into Pagan or
Early (fifth to seventh centuries), Middle (seventh to
ninth centuries) and Late or Saxo-Norman (ninth to
eleventh centuries) does not offer useful precision for the
period of the fifth to eighth centuries with which we are
primarily concerned. Moreover, because the different
aspects of material culture and cultural practice held to
define these sub-periods changed at different rates, and
because the dating of these defining material and cultural
characteristics is itself subject to change as understanding
develops (cf Blinkhorn 2012; Hines and Bayliss 2013),
there is no agreement on precisely where the horizons
between them should be drawn (Scull 2023a, 131-2, 137).
Such blunt periodisation masks more complex realities
and can be seriously misleading. Alternatives such as
‘Migration Period’ and ‘Conversion Period’ pose similar
problems and raise some of their own (see, for example,
Hines 1999a, ix; 1999b, 65-7; Geake 1997, 1; Scull 20094,
3-4; 2015, 76-7, 80; 2023a). According to these
chronological schemes the settlement complex at
Rendlesham has both Early or Pagan Saxon and Middle
Saxon phases, and its incarnation as a major focal place
straddles the interface between Early and Middle Saxon,
or between the Pagan Saxon or Migration Period and
Conversion Period. None of these labels is useful when
we seek to characterise the archaeology and understand
the past social realities it represents, nor do they provide
an adequate framework for diachronic analysis, and the
potential for confusion or misinterpretation is clear. The
terms ‘Anglo-Saxon, ‘Saxon’ and ‘Anglian” have cultural as
well as chronological connotations which bring a further
element of ambiguity to their use. The dissonance
inherent in referring to a major central place of the early
East Anglian kingdom as ‘Early Saxon’ is obvious on a
moment’s reflection.

For these reasons we have tried as far as possible to
avoid traditional cultural-chronological terms in this
publication, giving instead absolute dates or date-ranges,
or explicit citation of detailed chronological schemes.
This allows us to undertake fine-grained synchronic and
diachronic analysis within a consistent framework as far
as current understandings of the archaeological material
permit, and has the added advantage of separating for
analytical purposes chronology from cultural-historical
preconceptions, enabling a critical evaluation of the
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archaeology as evidence for past social practice at a given
time without embedded prior assumptions of cultural or
ideological significance. The term ‘early medieval’ is
preferred for the period of the fifth to the eleventh
centuries AD. Where alternative phraseology is
prohibitively clumsy we use ‘Anglo-Saxon’ to refer to the
early medieval of eastern England in the fifth to seventh
centuries, and to the early medieval of England as a whole
from the eighth to the mid-eleventh centuries. AD (Anno
Domini) is used rather than CE (Common Era) to accord
with international conventions for the citation of
radiocarbon dates. The terms ‘Anglian, ‘Saxon, ‘Kentish’
and so on are used strictly as a shorthand to differentiate
between major material-culture provinces recognised in
the archaeology of the fifth to seventh centuries (Leeds
1945; Hines 1984; Hoilund Nielsen 1997) but
geographical terms are preferred when discussing the
spatial patterning of material culture types and cultural
practices. We recognise that similar critiques may be
applied to Continental and Scandinavian cultural and
chronological terminologies and so have tried wherever
possible to apply the same principles.

0.3.2 Archaeological recording and citation
conventions

The Rendlesham metal-detector survey was undertaken
systematically, with a single recording system aligned
with that used by Suffolk County Council Archaeological
Service. Each field surveyed was treated as a survey unit
and allocated a Historic Environment Record (HER)
number; individual finds were then allocated a four-digit
observed phenomenon (OP) number within a series for
each survey unit (see fig 2.1.3 and tab 2.3.1 for a full list
of survey units). In this publication, finds from the
Rendlesham Survey are identified by a survey unit
identifier followed by the OP number. Thus RLM 036
1156 is a fifth-century silver brooch fragment from Dog
Kennel Field in Rendlesham parish, and EKE 019 1134 is
a seventeenth-century trader’s token from Steeple Tye in
Eyke parish.

The majority of finds from Hoxne, all from a single
field, were recorded in the same way as for Rendlesham
with a four-figure numerical ID (1001-1255) attached to
the HER reference (HXN 051). A minority, however, were
recorded through the Portable Antiquities Scheme (PAS)
and are identified only with a PAS database reference
number. The list of non-ferrous artefacts from Ipswich
compiled for the project was collated from the Ipswich
1974-1990 Excavation Archive (SCCAS 2020) and every
item is identified to site with a unique object number.

All of the finds from Barham and Coddenham are

from fields with an HER reference and most, but not all,
have an identifying number allocated by the finder. In
this publication, therefore, they are identified using a
similar formula to that for Rendlesham finds: thus BRH
016 0309 is a sixth-century harness mount from Barham,
and CDD 022 2179 is a small-long brooch from
Coddenham. Some of the finds from Coddenham
without a finder’s reference have been recorded on the
PAS database and are identified here by their PAS
reference. It was not felt sensible to overlay a further
project-specific numbering system.

The metal-detected and surface finds from Burnham
and Caistor-by-Norwich were collected by a number of
individuals at different times and with greatly differing
standards of recording, and in each case material from
multiple locations with separate HER references is
represented. Every find in the site assemblages collated
for the project has been securely attributed to an HER
site. Where there is a finder’s reference or PAS reference
these are used for citation but there is no single
comprehensive reference system for these assemblages
and a majority of finds have no unique identifier. Again,
it was not felt sensible to overlay a further project-specific
numbering system on multiple identifiers from a range of
different sources, especially as there is no danger of
duplication or confusion within the project databases,
and so for the purposes of publication objects are
identified simply to HER site if there is no finder’s
reference or PAS reference.

For studies of the early medieval coinage, and our
broader samples of sites and finds for contextual and
comparative studies, we have drawn information from the
Corpus of Early Medieval Coin Finds (EMC), the PAS
database, Suffolk Historic Environment Record, and
Norfolk Historic Environment Record. Suffolk HER
identifies sites and finds by a three-letter parish code and
number (eg CDD 050: the early medieval cemetery at
Shrubland Quarry, Coddenham), Norfolk HER by a
single county-wide numerical sequence (eg 39278: a
seventh-century inhumation at Bayfield, Letheringsett-
with-Glandford).

For clarity, EMC and PAS references are always so
designated (eg EMC 2009.0352; PAS SF-EE2953). HER
identifiers are prefaced SHER (Suffolk) or NHER
(Norfolk) only where there might otherwise be some
confusion or ambiguity.

0.3.3 Digital resources and archive

The publication has two components: the printed volume,
which presents methodological and interpretative
narratives, and supporting data in digital format which

are available for download from the Archaeology Data
Service (ADS) at https://doi.org/10.5284/1083483.
The digital resources are:

E-Appendix 1: Summary catalogue of finds (Excel
spreadsheet listing metal-detected finds from the
Rendlesham Survey).

E-Appendix 2: Analysis of copper-alloy objects and
metalworking waste from Rendlesham, Hoxne and
Coddenham (pdf document).

E-Appendix 3: Analysis of precious metal objects and
metalworking waste from Rendlesham and Hoxne
(pdf document).

E-Table 1: Copper alloys: results of SEM and XRF
analysis (Excel spreadsheet).

E-Table 2: Copper alloys: results of isotope and trace
element analysis (Excel spreadsheet).

g-Table 3: Silver alloys: results of SEM and XRF
analysis (Excel spreadsheet).

E-Table 4: Gold alloys: results of SEM and XRF
analysis (Excel spreadsheet).

E-Figures: Photographic images of all early medieval
metal-detected finds.

In addition, Excel databases holding full details of the
finds assemblages from Rendlesham, Barham, Burnham
Market, Caistor-by-Norwich, Coddenham, Hoxne and
Ipswich, compiled for the project, are held by Suffolk
County Council Archaeological Service and are available
for consultation by genuine researchers.

Finds from the Rendlesham Survey are held at
Ipswich Museum and the finds from Hoxne at Suffolk
County Council Archaeological Service.

0.4 Summary / Résumé /
Zusammenfassung

Summary

This is an inter-disciplinary study of pathways to regional
rulership and territorial lordship in early post-Roman
Britain which takes as its starting point the East Anglian
royal centre at Rendlesham and its contexts.

Rendlesham was an important centre from the end of
the fourth century AD, and was a periodic elite residence,
and the economic and jurisdictional centre of an
extensive territory broadly equivalent to the catchments
of the rivers Deben and Alde, between the late sixth and
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early eighth centuries AD. The late sixth century marks
the point at which impermanent local hegemonies
crystallised into permanent regional rule with a
significant territorial dimension and this coincides with
the emergence of the historically attested East Anglian
kingdom and its ruling dynasty. At this time, south-east
Suffolk appears to have been a polity comprised of
formerly autonomous regions united under a single
ruling dynasty and each looking towards a central place.
In addition to the Deben territory, focused on
Rendlesham, we are able to identify a territory based on
the catchment of the river Gipping, with Coddenham as
its central place, and one encompassing the catchment of
the river Blyth, centred on Blythburgh. These early
territories influenced, and are fossilised in, later
hundredal arrangements.

The central places at Rendlesham and Coddenham
lost both their high-level administrative functions and
their economic centrality in the early eighth century. This
appears to have been linked to wider changes in patterns
of landholding and royal administration which saw
jurisdictional functions distributed across a range of
other places, and to changes in the patterns and scale of
production and exchange seen, for example, in the
dramatic expansion of the manufacturing centre and
international trading port at Ipswich in the early eighth
century. We can place this in the 720s and 730s, and
identify both the changes at Rendlesham and
Coddenham, and the expansion of Ipswich, as royal
initiatives of King Alfwald (713-49).

Comparative studies of Hoxne, Burnham and Caistor-
by-Norwich identify similar administrative territories and
central places elsewhere in East Anglia, but show a
diversity of pathways within a common trajectory of
development and illustrate the complexity of relationships
between landscape, social aggregates and geographies of
power. Different relationships between early medieval
power centres and important late Roman places offer
insights into the transitions of power and political
identity in the aftermath of Roman rule, with indications
that early medieval geographies of power inherited more
from late Roman rural magnate power than from the
formal administrative structures of the Roman state.
Integrating archaeology, numismatics and textual history
at the regional scale also allows the identification of a
significant threshold of political integration ¢ 670 which
may mark the point at which the wider territorial
authority of the ruling dynasty, with its original power
base in south-east Suffolk, became fully established and
accepted over what is now Norfolk.

The study also seeks to test and refine the perspectives
offered by the ‘river-and-wold’ and ‘peer-polity’ models,
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and to evaluate the ‘deep-history” agenda. The inter-
disciplinary approach to landscape history and
archaeology allows the identification of post-Roman
social aggregates and administrative territories that were
structured in part by environment and topography, and
that had a long-term influence on subsequent
administrative geographies. It has also been possible to
identify recurrent patterns of association between human
settlement and activity and soils and terrain. The
comparative case studies, though, show that ‘river-and-
wold” must be applied critically and flexibly if it is to
accommodate the wide range of covariation between
environment and human agency. One clear conclusion is
that where topographies are more marked, and the range
of environmental affordances more limited, then the
spatial expression of social aggregates is more likely to
conform to terrain. Another, that although early medieval
conditions may structure later patterns of settlement and
activity the trajectories of development are complex and
there is no simple way of predicting earlier post-Roman
human geographies from tenth-century and later sources.

Diachronic analysis has identified changing patterns
of social and settlement hierarchy, with a trend to fewer,
richer centres over the course of the fifth to seventh
centuries. This is consistent with new levels of social
stratification and political centralisation, and the
concomitant control of landed resource and external
exchange contacts by an increasingly powerful elite.
Particularly clear in the Deben valley and its relationships
with neighbouring territories, this appears to confirm the
usefulness of the ‘peer-polity’ model.

Working with datasets of varying quality at a range of
scales has required the development of new approaches
that allow consistent quantification and characterisation
for the purposes of comparative and integrated analysis,
and spatial interrogation. Of particular value have been
aoristic analysis to characterise activity trends over time,
normalised presentation of spatial densities to investigate
activity zoning within sites, and the semi-quantitative
integration of data from single-finds, excavation and
survey to chart changing regional patterns of human
settlement and activity.

Résumé

Cet ouvrage est une étude interdisciplinaire des voies qui
ont mené a la domination régionale et a la seigneurie
territoriale au début de la période post-romaine en
Grande-Bretagne qui prend comme point de départ le
centre royal de Rendlesham en Est-Anglie et les contextes
qui lui sont liés.

Rendlesham fut un centre important a partir de la fin

du I'Ve siécle apr. J.-C. et par intermittence une résidence
de Iélite, ainsi que le centre économique et juridictionnel
d’un vaste territoire correspondant pour lessentiel aux
bassins versants des rivieres Deben et Alde, entre la fin du
Vle et le début du VIIlIe siécle apr. J.-C. La fin du VIe
siecle marque le moment ou les hégémonies locales
impermanentes se sont cristallisées en une domination
régionale permanente avec une dimension territoriale
importante, ce qui coincide historiquement avec
Iémergence du royaume d’Est-Anglie et de sa dynastie
dirigeante. A cette époque, le sud-est du Suffolk semble
avoir opéré sous un régime composé de régions qui
étaient autrefois autonomes mais ensuite unifiées sous
une dynastie régnante unique, chacune axée sur un lieu
central. Outre le territoire de la riviére Deben, centré sur
Rendlesham, il est possible d’identifier un territoire basé
sur le bassin de la riviere Gipping, avec Coddenham
comme lieu central, et le territoire englobant le bassin de
la riviere Blyth, avec Blythburgh comme point focal. Ces
premiers territoires ont influencé mais se sont aussi
fossilisés ultérieurement dans des unités territoriales
dénommées « hundreds ».

Les lieux centraux de Rendlesham et de Coddenham
ont perdu a la fois leurs fonctions administratives de haut
niveau et leur centralité économique au début du VIIIe
siécle. Cette situation semble avoir été liée a des
transformations plus profondes dans les formes de
propriété fonciére et dadministration royale dont les
fonctions juridictionnelles ont été réparties sur plusieurs
autres lieux ainsi qua des changements dans les modéles
et niveaux de production et déchange observés, par
exemple, dans la croissance spectaculaire du centre
manufacturier et port de commerce international
d’Ipswich au début du VIIIe siecle. I est possible de situer
cette période entre les années 720 et 730, et ainsi
d’identifier autant les changements a Rendlesham et
Coddenham que lessor d’Ipswich comme représentatives
des initiatives royales du roi ZAlfwald (713-749).

Les études comparatives de Hoxne, Burnham et
Caistor-by-Norwich identifient des territoires
administratifs et des lieux centraux semblables ailleurs en
Est-Anglie mais démontrent aussi une certaine diversité
des parcours au sein d’'une trajectoire commune de
développement et illustrent la complexité des rapports
entre le paysage, les agrégats sociaux et les géographies du
pouvoir Les différentes relations entre les centres de
pouvoir du début du Moyen Age et les lieux importants
de la fin de 'Empire romain offrent un apercu sur les
transitions du pouvoir et I'identité politique apres la chute
de la domination romaine, avec des indications que les
géographies du pouvoir du début du Moyen Age auraient
davantage hérité de lemprise des magnats ruraux du Bas-

Empire que des structures administratives formelles de
[état romain. Lincorporation de larchéologie, de la
numismatique et des sources écrites historiques a Iéchelle
régionale permet également d’identifier un seuil
significatif d’intégration politique vers 670 qui pourrait
marquer le moment a partir duquel l'autorité territoriale
de la dynastie régnante, avec sa base de pouvoir a lorigine
dans le sud-est du Suffolk, se serait pleinement établie et
aurait été acceptée dans ce qui est aujourd’hui le Norfolk.
Cette étude cherche également a tester et a affiner les
perspectives offertes par les modeles « riviére et terrain »
et « politique par les pairs » et a évaluer le programme

« histoire profonde ». Lapproche interdisciplinaire
comprenant I'histoire et I'archéologie du paysage permet
d’'identifier des agrégats sociaux et des territoires
administratifs post-romains, structurés en partie par
lenvironnement et la topographie, dont I'influence sur les
géographies administratives ultérieures fut durable. Il a
également été possible d’identifier des modeles récurrents
diassociation avec les habitats et les activités de leurs
occupants, ainsi quavec les sols et le terrain. Les études de
cas comparatives montrent cependant que le modéle

« riviere et terrain » doit étre appliqué de maniére critique
et flexible si lon veut prendre en compte le large éventail
des covariations entre lenvironnement et la capacité
d'action humaine. Il en ressort que la ot les topographies
sont plus marquées et Iéventail des possibilités
environnementales plus limité, lexpression spatiale des
agrégats sociaux est plus susceptible de se conformer au
terrain. De plus, bien que les conditions du début du
Moyen Age puissent structurer les modeéles ultérieurs
d’implantation et d’activité, les trajectoires de
développement sont complexes et il nexiste pas de moyen
simple de prédire les géographies humaines post-
romaines antérieures sur la base des sources du Xe siécle
et plus tardives.

Lanalyse diachronique a identifié des transformations
dans la hiérarchie sociale et I"habitat, avec une tendance
vers des centres moins nombreux et plus riches entre le
Ve et le VIle siécle. Ceci correspond a de nouveaux
niveaux de stratification sociale et de centralisation
politique, ainsi qua un contrdle connexe des ressources
fonciéres et des échanges avec lextérieur par une élite de
plus en plus puissante. Ceci est particuliérement clair
dans la vallée de la riviere Deben et dans ses relations
avec les territoires voisins, ce qui confirmerait l'utilité du
modele de « politique par les pairs ».

Travailler avec des ensembles de données de qualité
variable a différentes échelles a nécessité le
développement de nouvelles approches permettant une
quantification et une caractérisation cohérentes a des fins
d'analyses comparatives et intégrées conduites dans le but
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d’interroger lorganisation spatiale. Canalyse aoristique
pour caractériser les tendances de l'activité au fil du
temps, la présentation normalisée des densités spatiales
pour étudier le zonage des activités au sein des sites et
lintégration semi-quantitative des données provenant de
découvertes uniques, de fouilles et de prospections pour
documenter [évolution des modéles régionaux
d’implantation humaine et d’activité ont été de grande

valeur.

Zusammenfassung

Dies ist eine interdisziplindre Studie zur Herausbildung
regionaler Oberhoheit und Territorialherrschaft im
frithen nachrémischen Britannien, die das ostanglische
konigliche Zentrum in Rendlesham und sein Umfeld als
Ausgangspunkt nimmt.

Rendlesham war seit dem Ende des vierten
Jahrhunderts n. Chr. ein wichtiges Zentrum und
zwischen dem spiten sechsten und dem frithen achten
Jahrhundert n. Chr. eine periodische Elite-Residenz sowie
das wirtschaftliche und juristische Zentrum eines
ausgedehnten Gebiets, das in etwa dem Einzugsgebiet der
Fliisse Deben und Alde entspricht. Das spate sechste
Jahrhundert markiert den Zeitpunkt, an dem sich
unbestindige lokale Hegemonialstrukturen zu einer
dauerhaften regionalen Herrschaft mit einer bedeutenden
territorialen Dimension herauskristallisierten, und dies
fallt mit der Entstehung des historisch belegten
ostanglischen Konigreichs und seiner Herrscherdynastie
zusammen. Zu dieser Zeit scheint das stidostliche Suffolk
ein Gemeinwesen gewesen zu sein, das aus ehemals
autonomen Regionen bestand, die unter einer einzigen
Herrscherdynastie vereint waren und jeweils auf einen
zentralen Ort ausgerichtet waren. Neben dem Deben-
Territorium, das sich auf Rendlesham konzentrierte,
konnen wir ein Territorium im Einzugsgebiet des Flusses
Gipping mit Coddenham als zentralem Ort sowie ein
Territorium im Einzugsgebiet des Flusses Blyth mit
Blythburgh als Zentrum ausmachen. Diese frithen
Territorien beeinflussten die Herausbildung der spateren
Hundertschaften und haben sie quasi fossilisiert.

Die zentralen Orte Rendlesham und Coddenham
verloren im frithen achten Jahrhundert sowohl ihre
hochrangigen Verwaltungsfunktionen als auch ihre
wirtschaftlichen Schliisselstellungen. Dies scheint mit
weiterreichenden Verdnderungen der
Landbesitzverhiltnisse und der koniglichen Verwaltung
einherzugehen. Dieser Wandel fithrte zur Verlagerung
von Rechtsprechungsfunktionen auf eine Reihe anderer
Orte sowie Verdnderungen in Auspragung und Umfang
von Produktions- und Austauschstrukturen, die sich
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beispielsweise in der dramatischen Expansion des
Produktionszentrums und internationalen Handelshafens
in Ipswich im frithen achten Jahrhundert zeigten. Wir
konnen dies in die 720er und 730er Jahren datieren und
sowohl die Veranderungen in Rendlesham und
Coddenham als auch die Expansion von Ipswich als
konigliche Initiativen von Konig Alfwald (713-49)
identifizieren.

In vergleichbaren Studien zu Hoxne, Burnham und
Caistor-by-Norwich konnten dhnliche
Verwaltungseinheiten und zentrale Orte in anderen
Bereichen East Anglias identifiziert werden, sie
illustrieren jedoch eine weite Bandbreite moglicher Pfade
innerhalb eines gemeinsamen Entwicklungsverlaufs und
veranschaulichen die Komplexitit der Beziehungen
zwischen Landschaft, sozialen Gruppierungen und
Geografien der Macht. Unterschiedliche Beziehungen
zwischen frithmittelalterlichen Machtzentren und
wichtigen spatromischen Orten bieten Einblicke in die
Ubergiinge von Macht und politischer Identitit nach dem
Ende der romischen Herrschaft, wobei es Hinweise
darauf gibt, dass frithmittelalterliche Machtgeografien
mehr von der Macht spatromischer landlicher Magnaten
als von den formalen Verwaltungsstrukturen des
romischen Staates gepragt waren. Die Integration von
Archiologie, Numismatik und Schriftquellen auf
regionaler Ebene ermdglicht dariiber hinaus die
Identifizierung einer bedeutenden Schwelle der
politischen Integration um 670, die den Punkt markieren
konnte, an dem die weiter ausgreifende territoriale
Autoritét der herrschenden Dynastie mit ihrer
urspriinglichen Machtbasis im stidostlichen Suffolk auf
das Gebiet des heutigen Norfolk vollstindig etabliert und
akzeptiert wurde.

Die Studie versucht auch, die Perspektiven der
Modelle ,,Fluss und Hiigelland“ und ,,Peer-Polity“ zu
priifen und zu verfeinern und die ,,Deep-History“-
Agenda zu bewerten. Der interdisziplindre Ansatz der
Landschaftsgeschichte und der Archéologie erméglicht
die Identifizierung von nachrémischen sozialen
Aggregaten und Verwaltungsgebieten, die zum Teil durch
Umwelt und Topographie strukturiert waren und einen
langfristigen Einfluss auf spitere Verwaltungsgeografien

hatten. Des weiteren war es moglich, wiederkehrende

Muster des Zusammenhangs zwischen menschlicher
Besiedlung und Aktivitit sowie Boden und Geldnde zu
erkennen. Die vergleichenden Fallstudien zeigen jedoch,
dass das Konzept von ,,Fluss und Hiigelland*“ kritisch und
flexibel angewandt werden muss, wenn es dem breiten
Spektrum von Wechselbeziehungen zwischen Umwelt
und menschlichem Handeln gerecht werden soll. Eine
eindeutige Schlussfolgerung ist, dass dort, wo die
Topografie stirker ausgepragt und die Bandbreite der
Umweltmoglichkeiten begrenzter ist, die raumliche
Auspréagung sozialer Aggregate eher dem Terrain
entspricht. Ein weiteres Ergebnis ist, dass die frithmittel-
alterlichen Bedingungen zwar spitere Siedlungs- und
Aktivitatsmuster strukturieren kénnen, die
Entwicklungspfade jedoch komplex sind und es keine
einfache Moglichkeit gibt, frithere nachrémische
Humangeografien anhand von Quellen aus dem zehnten
Jahrhundert und spéter vorherzusagen.

Die diachrone Analyse hat verdnderte Muster der
Sozial- und Siedlungshierarchie aufgezeigt, mit einem
Trend zu weniger und reicheren Zentren im Laufe des
finften bis siebten Jahrhunderts. Dies steht im Einklang
mit neuen Abstufungen sozialer Schichtung und
politischer Zentralisierung und der damit verbundenen
Kontrolle der Landressourcen und der externen
Austauschverbindungen durch eine zunehmend miéchtige
Elite. Besonders deutlich wird dies im Deben-Tal und
seinen Beziehungen zu den benachbarten Territorien,
womit sich die Nitzlichkeit des Modells der ,,Peer-Polity“
zu bestdtigen scheint.

Die Arbeit mit Datensitzen unterschiedlicher Qualitat
in einer Reihe von Maf3stdben erforderte die Entwicklung
neuer Ansitze, die eine bestindige Quantifizierung und
Charakterisierung zum Zwecke der vergleichenden und
integrierten Analyse sowie der raumlichen
Untersuchungen erméglichen. Von besonderem Wert
waren aoristische Analysen zur Charakterisierung von
Aktivitatstrends im Laufe der Zeit, die normierte
Darstellung raumlicher Dichten zur Untersuchung von
Aktivititszonen innerhalb von Fundstellen und die semi-
quantitative Integration von Daten aus Einzelfunden,
Ausgrabungen und Surveys zur Darstellung sich
verdndernder regionaler Muster menschlicher Besiedlung
und Aktivitt.

Rendlesham and the investigation
of social and economic
complexity in early England

1.1 Background and significance

Archaeological fieldwork at Rendlesham, in south-east
Suffolk, since 2008 has identified a major elite settlement
of the fifth to eighth centuries AD (Scull et al 2016),
almost certainly the East Anglian royal establishment
recorded by Bede in the Ecclesiastical History (111, 22;
Colgrave and Mynors 1969, 284-5). Unique in England at
this time in its spatial extent, material wealth and
longevity, Rendlesham invites comparison with the
central place complexes known in contemporary
Scandinavia, where it would certainly be interpreted as
the centre of a regional kingdom (Hardh 2002; Jergensen
2010; Ljungkvist and Frélund 2015; Stidsing et al 2014).
The artefact assemblage, which is outstanding in its
quality and composition, speaks of a range of social roles
and identities, and of a wide spectrum of activities. There
is evidence for fine metalworking, early coin use and
monetisation, links with northern and western Britain
and across the English Channel and the North Sea, and
exchange contacts with the Mediterranean world. Survey
evidence for antecedent and subsequent settlement
activity allows the site to be placed within a long-term
local context from late prehistory to the present day.
Narratives of the early post-Roman centuries in
south-east England generally emphasise political, social
and economic dislocation after the end of Roman
Imperial rule, the impacts of migration from the
Continent, and the subsequent re-emergence of socio-
political hierarchies and economic complexity (Esmonde
Cleary 1989; Hodges 1989). Initially, the kin- and client-
based power structures of these ‘small worlds’ (Gerrard

2013) are thought to have sustained only local, personal
and impermanent rulership, with the reach of social
networks moulded by local geography and environment
to the extent that river valley and watershed might
effectively define local identities and polities (the ‘river-
and-wold’ model: 1.6.2, below). By the later sixth century,
through competition and conflict with their peers, some
local rulers were able to impose their authority more
widely, establishing patterns of territorial lordship and
regional hegemony which appear in the documentary
record as the earliest Anglo-Saxon kingdoms (the ‘peer-
polity’ model: 1.6.1, below). In the fifth to seventh
centuries, according to this perspective, surplus was
extracted through impermanent tributary arrangements,
production was organised on a predominantly domestic
basis, coins were primarily used in social and symbolic
rather than monetary or commercial transactions, and
exchange was essentially embedded in social relationships
(Arnold 1988; Wickham 2005). Settlement is
characterised as dispersed and shifting, with transient
high-status centres (Hamerow 2012; Blair 2005; 2018). By
contrast, the long eighth century’ (680-820) is seen as
the key period for transformations of production,
exchange and social relations (Hansen and Wickham
2000; Hodges 2012). This period saw the development of
a monetised economy, commercial bulk trade and
incipient taxation, an intensification of agricultural
production and economic specialisation, and the
beginnings of a shift from extensive lordship to a system
of smaller proto-manorial estates.

The evidence from Rendlesham, however, suggests

that these narratives may need substantial revision. They
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may underestimate the degree of economic and
administrative sophistication in the fifth to seventh
centuries, and the extent to which there was already
significant socio-political differentiation and some degree
of territorial lordship. The evidence also suggests that
Rendlesham’s importance and longevity may have owed
something to its character in the late Roman period,

raising questions about the origins of power, and polities,

in early medieval England. As something hitherto
unrecognised in the archaeology of early medieval
England, Rendlesham therefore poses a series of
challenges to current understandings of society, economy
and polity in the fifth to eighth centuries in south-east
England, and for broader models of developing socio-
economic complexity and state-formation around the
North Sea.

Rendlesham must be seen in the context of the early
East Anglian kingdom, which offers an optimal case
study for exploring such new perspectives (Fig 1.1).
Locally, south-east Suffolk has unique archaeological
evidence for the key institutions of an early kingdom,
including the princely cemeteries at Sutton Hoo and
Snape, and the emporium or port-of-trade at Ipswich.

Fig 1.1 Map of the early East Anglian kingdom and adjacent polities showing the territorial locations of groups recorded in the Tribal Hidage and

other early sources, and main places mentioned in the text

East Anglia more widely possesses rich Historic
Environment Record (HER) and Portable Antiquities
Scheme (PAS) datasets, nationally important but
unstudied or under-studied comparative assemblages (eg
Coddenham and Barham: West 1998), and a number of
recent studies of early medieval sites, monument types
and landscapes (Carver 2005; Williamson 2008; Scull
2009a; Davies 2010; Hills and Lucy 2013). Nationally and
internationally, there is a body of recently published
research that provides a baseline of interpretation to be
tested against, and against which to test, new findings
(Nicolay 2014; Carver 2015; Daubney 2015; Stidsing et al
2014).

Rendlesham and its contexts thus offer an opportunity
to study the development and character of a regional
polity — the early East Anglian kingdom — through scaled
analysis of its cultural landscapes, and to situate it within
the broader Insular, North Sea and Channel worlds. Such
an investigation requires a comparative and integrative
approach that aims to root grand narrative in fine-
grained readings of the local and the regional, which
recognises contingency and human agency as well as
environmental determinants, and which acknowledges
that high-level social and economic processes are the
aggregates of a multiplicity of individual actions. Current
models of socio-political development in the fifth to
seventh centuries in England rest heavily on studies of
cemetery data that privilege ideologically constructed
funerary display (eg Harrington and Welch 2014). For a
fuller understanding we need to re-balance our
perspectives, focusing as much on the settlement and
landscape data that are more representative of a living
society. Situating early medieval social actors in their
economic landscapes should allow the examination of
critical but neglected relationships between landed
economy and the establishment — and reproduction — of
early lordship (cf Faith 1997). But the modelling of local
and regional trajectories of economic and political
development must involve a critical re-examination of a
range of widely accepted approaches, including the ‘peer-
polity’ model and the idea that early geographies of
identity and lordship were moulded by topographic
patterns and physical geography. Of fundamental
importance is the question of how far the economic and
administrative geographies of Late Antiquity may have
conditioned post-Roman circumstances, and how
movements and contacts across and around the North
Sea from the fifth century may have shaped social
identities and configurations of power. The belief that
long-term regional identities — social and political — can
be identified in the archaeology of lowland Britain from
late prehistory, through to the early Middle Ages, is well-

Research agenda

established in some archaeological circles, but rather less
attention has been directed towards the question of what
such apparent continuities might mean (cf Rippon 2018).
These questions — which encompass contested narratives
to be tested against modern data — go to the heart of
current debates about early post-Roman Britain and the
origin myths of the modern United Kingdom.

Although tested by small-scale excavation, the data
from Rendlesham are mainly the product of systematic
metal-detecting and non-intrusive survey techniques. The
artefact assemblage is from the ploughsoil and so its
contexts are its own internal spatial and chronological
relationships, and spatial relationships with the natural
topography and the archaeological features identified by
the programme of remote sensing and aerial survey. This
situation presents methodological and interpretative
challenges, but also opportunities. It invites the
integration of data from excavation, field survey, metal-
detecting, chance finds and remote sensing in order to
characterise and investigate human behaviour at a
landscape scale. Indeed, the chronological range, size,
structure and contextual understanding of the
Rendlesham assemblage establishes a scale for calibrating
other ploughsoil assemblages, especially those derived
from so-called ‘productive’ sites, in terms of function and
status (cf Ulmschneider 2000; Chester-Kadwell 2009).
Two elements of the Rendlesham assemblage stand out as
having particular significance. Very unusually for early
medieval England, Rendlesham has produced good direct
evidence for non-ferrous metalworking, and the
technology, scale and organisation of production have
been investigated through a combination of
metallographic, compositional and morphometric
analyses. In addition, the coin assemblage, which includes
material from the first century BC to the end of the
seventeenth century AD, is unique in its size,
chronological depth and range of types and issues, and in
the spatial precision with which it has been recorded. As
well as being critical for understanding the Rendlesham
site and landscape, it represents a benchmark numismatic
resource of national and international significance.

1.2 Research agenda

Our aim is to characterise and understand the elite
settlement at Rendlesham and its place in the early East
Anglian kingdom, and from this to develop a new
understanding of how territorial lordship and regional
kingship developed in post-Roman eastern England. Our
emphasis is on the human agency represented by material
evidence, and our study period, AD 400-800, defined by
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the lifetime of Rendlesham as a major centre, spans the
period from the end of Roman authority to the
imposition of Mercian hegemony over East Anglia. To
characterise and compare configurations and trajectories
of economy and power we must examine not only the
landscape of Rendlesham itself but also wider, nested
spatial contexts embracing south-east Suffolk, East Anglia
more widely, and the broader North Sea world. Our
approach was structured around three strands of
questioning that, in our judgement, could be addressed
successfully through the material evidence, approaches
and techniques at our disposal.

Firstly, in thinking synchronically about the nature of
settlement, community and identity we asked: what was
the socio-economic character of the Rendlesham
complex, and how does it compare to other elite centres
regionally and inter-regionally? What was Rendlesham’s
place in the social and settlement landscapes of south-
east Suffolk, and how does this compare to other sites and
areas? And to what extent do the spatial expression of
social and settlement networks confirm the determining
influence of topography and environment, and conform
to the predictions of the ‘river-and-wold’ model?

Secondly, in thinking diachronically about developing
social and economic complexity we asked: does
Rendlesham represent a uniquely sophisticated early
lordship in south-east Suffolk, or does the critical
assessment of other assemblages identify similar places
elsewhere? What networks of surplus-extraction,
production and exchange — local, regional, inter-regional
— sustained such elite settlements and allowed magnates
to exert social and political influence, and how did these
develop? And how did early economic specialisation and
coin use at elite centres influence the wider development
of monetisation and markets?

Lastly, in thinking about territory and place we asked:
to what extent do regional geographies of power and
wealth conform to the ‘peer-polity’ model? Do elite
settlements have specific morphological and locational
characteristics, and how do these compare to those of
other kinds of settlement and place? How did elite
settlements of the fifth to eighth centuries influence
subsequent patterns of settlement and activity in their
hinterlands?

In the event it was not possible to address all of these
questions with equal degrees of success, not least because
many of them subsume in turn a range of more specific
and detailed queries and issues. Moreover, during the
course of our work new questions arose, and some
directions of enquiry proved more profitable than others.
Nevertheless, these represent the core of enquiry around
which our data-collection and analysis were structured.

1.3 Approaches and methods

Our research agenda required an inter-disciplinary
approach, integrating archaeology, landscape history,
name-studies, history, numismatics and materials science
both with each other, and with an awareness of physical
geography (topography, drainage, soils, landcover) and
landscape character. Not all specialisms were directly
relevant to all aspects of the research, but all researchers
were kept engaged with all work strands through regular
review meetings, in order to ensure that everyone was
able to contribute cross-disciplinary insights, and that no
opportunities for inter-disciplinary working were missed
that might not have been identified at the outset. We
adopted a scaled diachronic and comparative approach,
enabled by Geographic Information Systems (GIS), which
integrated four levels of analysis designed to interlock and
build upon each other.

1.3.1 Rendlesham and its locality

The aims at this first level were to characterise the
material signature, layout and topography of the
Rendlesham site; to locate it within its immediate
physical, economic and cultural landscapes; and to
identify and elucidate the local factors that determined
the development of this specific settlement and
community.

The first step was to employ GIS to examine the
archaeological evidence within its topographic and
environmental contexts, creating dynamic maps of soils
and drainage, significant features from historic mapping,
place-name data, and other sources relevant to an
understanding of the medieval and earlier landscape.
Detailed qualitative and quantitative analysis of the
material culture assemblage was undertaken to establish
its chronology, the range of activities and social identities
it represents, and the cultural and economic contacts it
demonstrates; this included scientific analysis of the
metalworking evidence, and detailed study of the coin
finds.

Spatial and density analyses were undertaken of
artefact types and materials across the site, evaluating the
extent to which different combinations may define areas
of activity and how these changed over time. The patterns
revealed were integrated with the evidence of aerial
survey and remote sensing to model the spatial
development of the settlement complex. In addition,
landscape history approaches were used to model the
wider physical, environmental, settlement and land-use
contexts of the elite complex and its situation in the
Deben catchment. This latter aspect of the research also

allowed the elite complex to be set within its long-term
context, allowing investigation of its ‘afterlife’ and thus
addressing aspects of the broader ‘deep-history” agenda —
testing, in particular, the extent to which post-Conquest
territorial and administrative arrangements might throw
light on the social and economic patterns of the fifth to
eighth centuries.

As part of this historical landscape analysis, an in-
depth study of place-names was undertaken, including
minor names and field names, to assess what they reveal
about past landscape, land use and settlement, and about
resources and their exploitation at the local level. Major
names were extracted from published sources (eg Ekwall
1960; Watts 2004; Briggs and Kilpatrick 2016), minor
names and field names from a fresh review of
documentary and cartographic sources of the fifteenth
century and later held at Suffolk Record Office and The
National Archives.

1.3.2 Rendlesham in south-east Suffolk

Our aim here was to investigate socio-economic
networks, hierarchies and dynamics at a supra-local but
sub-regional scale, including the relationships between
Rendlesham, Sutton Hoo, Snape and Ipswich. The study
area, comprising the catchments of the rivers Alde,
Butley, Deben and Gipping, has long been identified as
the early territorial focus of East Anglian royal power
(Warner 1996; Carver 2005). Archaeological,
topographic and toponymic mapping was undertaken,
and a comprehensive corpus of early medieval sites and
tinds compiled and analysed: once again, varied ranges
of data were integrated, compared and contrasted using
GIS. The archaeological corpus was derived from HER
datasets, enhanced through the addition of key attribute
data such as more precise location information and
more precise dating; data from the Portable Antiquities
Scheme (PAS) and the Corpus of Early Medieval Coin
Finds (EMC); and unpublished data from the South-east
Suffolk Survey (Newman 2005). Unpublished material
held in museum and private collections was also
recorded as necessary, and additional information
abstracted as relevant from both published and grey-
literature reports.

The important comparative assemblages from
Coddenham and Barham, and their immediate contexts,
were subject — as far as possible within the constraints of
assemblage size and recovery methods — to the same level
of characterisation and analysis as Rendlesham, including
historic landscape and place-name analysis.

Distributional analysis (Hirth 1998; Garraty 2010),
which defines and contrasts patterns of consumption,

Approaches and methods

informed our assessment of the assemblages and thus our
comparative analysis of the status, function and economic
reach of the various settlements, allowing us to
characterise their communities and social relationships,
and to model how these may have changed over time. All
were examined within their topographic contexts,
including access to possible communication routes; and
assessments were made of trajectories of growth or
contraction, and of specialisation and diversification,
both within and around the target sites.

Historical landscape analysis was used to search for
common patterns in the setting and location of these
elite settlements, and neighbouring cemeteries, in terms
of terrain, land use and human geography, with the
particular aim of modelling their possible social and
political territories. Phenomenological and cognitive
approaches to landscape, using techniques such as
visibility studies (Wheatley and Gillings 2000) and
routing and movement analyses (Bell and Lock 2000;
Palmisano et al 2015) which model how these sites may
have been encountered and perceived by
contemporaries, also informed our narrative. The spatial
relationships of important fifth- to eighth-century sites to
later centres such as Domesday minsters, hundredal
centres, royal manors and early markets were considered
to assess trajectories of continuity and change in the
landscape of the later first millennium AD and, once
again, to test the extent to which patterns revealed in
Domesday Book and later documents might legitimately
be read back into the earlier past. Major place-names,
most of which were recorded by 1086, were interrogated
for information about pre-Conquest settlement,
landscape and land use, with a particular emphasis on
assessing what they might or might not say about social
and administrative arrangements of the seventh century
or earlier.

1.3.3 North Folk and South Folk: comparative
case studies

The approach taken for south-east Suffolk was applied, as
far as possible, to three comparative case studies in East
Anglia. These were selected on the basis of their potential
to address our research agenda, to represent contrasting
landscape zones, and to provide a sample of possible early
polities or territories which may have been incorporated
as constituent elements of the early East Anglian
kingdom. The sites chosen, and their associated localities,
are Hoxne and the Dove valley, Caistor-by-Norwich and
the Tas basin, and the Burnhams and north Norfolk

(Ch 10). Other possible focal places and their associated
territories are also considered.
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1.3.4 Regional and inter-regional comparisons

Finally, our key findings from the case studies were
drawn together, focusing on the date, function and
trajectories of development of elite sites, and their place
in regional and inter-regional socio-economic networks,
in order to characterise at a regional scale the dynamics
governing the emergence of local and regional rulership
and the developing social and economic complexities
with which they were entangled. From this, we are able to
offer a detailed interpretative narrative of how the early
East Anglian kingdom was created and constituted that
accommodates the diversity, complexity and contingency
of pathways to lordship, and so provides a new level of
understanding against which received narratives of socio-
political development in post-Roman England, and

around the North Sea, can be re-evaluated.

1.4 Methodological issues

1.4.1 Comparative and landscape approaches
to archaeological data: quality, comparability
and scale

One of the challenges of a project which explores past
human activity at the landscape scale, and so goes beyond
the individual site or intervention, is how to integrate
archaeological data from different sources and contexts
(excavation, chance find, metal-detecting, field survey,
remote sensing) and combine these effectively with
information from written accounts, cartographic sources
and place-name information. Geographic Information
Systems provide a powerful tool for the mapping,
integration and analysis of spatial data but there are
inherent problems in the acquisition and use of data
derived from diverse sources, the quality and locational
accuracy of which are often highly variable (cf Cooper
and Green 2016; Gattiglia 2015; Smith et al 2016). These
issues had to be taken into account when framing our
levels and scales of analysis, and are important in defining
what can and cannot be established from the data we
have considered.

Metal-detecting finds from Rendlesham are located
with greater consistency and precision than those from
the comparative sites, and the contextual data are richer.
From the outset of the Rendlesham survey it was
understood that the interpretative value of the assemblage
would depend upon systematic coverage and consistent
and accurate recording, and protocols were put in place
to ensure this (Ch 2.3.1). This was not the case at the
other sites, and even where systematic metal-detecting

has been undertaken, as at Caistor-by-Norwich, coverage
is limited and represents only one episode in a much
longer sequence of opportunistic detecting, sometimes by
several detectorists working in isolation. At Rendlesham,
decisions on what to record and what to discard were
made on an explicit and consistent basis, and so we can
be sure that the assemblage is representative of the total
population of non-ferrous metal objects present in the
ploughsoil. Elsewhere, there is evidence that retention is
biased towards the complete, the recognisable and the
exciting: even where less distinctive and appealing
material has been retained it may not be recognised as of
potential significance, and so may not be declared or
recorded. In the case of Coddenham, for example, where
there is a good record in the HER and the finder has gone
to considerable efforts to catalogue the material
recovered, rapid visual examination of bags of ‘grot’
which he retained identified unrecorded copper-alloy
casting sprues, important evidence for fine metalworking.
At Rendlesham, the quality of the data is such that
detailed interrogation of chronological and spatial
patterning is possible, and in consequence the sequence,
morphology and character of the settlement can be
modelled with considerable precision and confidence.
Elsewhere, the data are more variable. We have been
obliged to date and characterise each of the comparative
sites to the level of precision that the data allows, and to
undertake comparative analysis at this level. Thus the
structure of the assemblage allows us to compare
chronology and activity profiles in all cases, and to be
reasonably sure about the overall extent of settlement and
related activity, but our ability to compare the internal
spatial structure and development is much more limited.
We have used aoristic analysis of the metalwork
assemblages (Ch 4.1.1) to model activity over time, and to
provide a robust basis for inter-site comparisons in this
respect.

When situating sites in their immediate context, and
for comparative analyses within East Anglia, we collated
archaeological and numismatic data from the Norfolk
and Suffolk HERs, the PAS database, and EMC. This
required significant cleaning and harmonisation of
datasets (cf Robinson 2000; Cooper and Green 2016), and
judgements to be made on the levels of characterisation
to be employed. Even so, there are cases where we have to
treat the HER and PAS data as complementary but
distinct datasets, even though we know that much PAS
data is incorporated within the two HERs. In using this
data we have adopted a pragmatic distinction between
sites, where excavation or recording has produced
unequivocal evidence for the nature of past activity at a
location (eg settlement, burial), and finds, lacking

diagnostic contexts or associations, where interpretation
is less secure — for example, where metalwork might
derive from settlement or cemetery contexts or both, or
where pottery might indicate a settlement site or the
manuring of fields. This approach allows us to interrogate
spatial evidence for human activity at the intra-regional
and regional scales while still retaining the ability to
interrogate in greater detail, and to offer further levels of
interpretation, in the finer-grained analyses of our case-
study sites and their immediate contexts. For higher-level
mapping of excavated sites and finds clusters, location
was generated by linking data to digitised centroids
(Conolly and Lake 2006, 24-6). In effect, this approach
allows us to pull-out, and zoom-in, without losing
precision at the site and local levels, yet without drowning
in point-data at the intra-regional and regional scales.

We could not have undertaken this project without
the ability of computerised GIS to store information as
different layers, to integrate a range of datasets at different
scales, and to compare with ease different data types
(Gregory 2009, 36-9). There is, however, always a degree
of inaccuracy when locating data within a digital
environment due to issues of scale, precision, and map
projection. To ensure the levels of locational accuracy
necessary for our analyses, site locations and findspots
were assessed against other cartographic data (eg modern
and historic maps, parish and administrative boundaries,
and aerial imagery) in order to rectify such issues as
multiple entries for the same data within and across
datasets, or incorrect grid co-ordinates giving an
obviously wrong location such as in a different county or
out to sea. Where such issues were identified the data

were corrected and normalised.

1.4.2 Modelling past landscapes

Discussions of early patterns of land exploitation, in
contexts in which direct evidence in the form of field
systems is lacking, are usually based on a consideration of
soil types, sometimes analysed by drawing ‘catchments’
around known settlement sites. Such approaches often
involve untested assumptions about past agrarian
practices and they usually fail to allow for complexities of
access, and the intricacies of resource distribution. For
example, it is unclear how far, where small ‘islands’ of
tractable land existed within more difficult agricultural
terrain, farming and land clearance would expand on a
broad front, or instead leap-frog the less attractive
ground. The methodology adopted here is grounded
more in the practices of landscape history than in those
of archaeology. We have used early maps and place-
names in a retrogressive manner in order to distinguish

Methodological issues

likely zones of fifth- to eighth-century cultivation from
areas occupied by woods and pastures. Only to a limited
extent have we attempted to differentiate between the
latter two environments: during the periods in question
most woodland was grazed, rather than managed as
coppice, and the two thus lay on a continuum with the
extent of tree cover doubtless changing over time.

Wood-pasture zones were identified by mapping a
range of information: place-names; commons, heathland
and areas of probable ancient, semi-natural woodland
surviving into the post-medieval period; and the sites or
areas of pre-fourteenth-century deer parks. Mapping of
common land was primarily based on the late eighteenth-
century county maps for Norfolk (Faden 1797) and
Suffolk (Hodskinson 1783), adjusted to allow for inherent
inaccuracies and supplemented with information from
the tithe maps of ¢ 1840 (using the copies held at the
National Archives, Kew, accessed online at
https://www.thegenealogist.co.uk/search/advanced/land
owner/tithe-records/) and a significant sample of
manuscript maps held at the Norfolk and Suffolk Record
Offices. Hodskinson, and to an extent the tithe maps, are
unreliable for plotting the extent of the Suffolk coastal
heaths (many of which were private property rather than
common land), and these were accordingly mapped, in
part, from the late nineteenth-century 6-inch Ordnance
Survey maps. Ancient woods were mainly mapped using
information from Natural England’s Ancient Woodland
Inventory (https://magic.defra.gov.uk/MagicMap.aspx),
with the addition of woodland areas no longer extant, but
shown on early maps, which could be confidently
identified as ‘ancient’ on the basis of name, shape and
location. Lastly, early deer parks were mainly mapped
from the detailed county studies made by Liddiard for
Norfolk and Hoppitt for Suffolk (Hoppitt 1992; 2020;
Liddiard 2010).

The use of place-names for reconstructing wooded
areas has been discussed on many occasions and need not
be rehearsed here (Gelling and Cole 2000; Hooke 1989a;
2011). The assumption that parks, woods and commons
known from medieval or post-medieval sources represent
the remains of — and thus indicate the broad location of —
early medieval wooded tracts requires more justification.
All tend to occupy land which was, because of drainage
or acidity, difficult to cultivate in the Middle Ages, but it
is possible that earlier phases of cultivation changed soil
character, and that in the sixth or seventh centuries much
of this land was used for arable. Archaeological
investigations elsewhere in England have certainly
revealed earthworks of later prehistoric and Roman field
systems within some ancient woods, although very little
evidence for early medieval settlement or land use
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(Bannister 1996; Morris and Wainwright 1995; Rackham
2006, 212-15; Rotherham and Ardron 2006, 238). But in
East Anglia relatively few such woods seem to occupy
abandoned farmland of early date. A recent survey of fifty
Norfolk examples revealed that around two-thirds were
largely or entirely ‘primary’ in character, in the sense that
they contained no earthwork evidence that their areas
had formerly been settled or cultivated (Barnes and
Williamson 2016, 48-55). The remaining third were all
small — with an average area of 6ha, as opposed to over
20ha for ‘primary’ woods — and all overlay medieval or
post-medieval, rather than demonstrably earlier,
settlement or farmland: all of the largest woods, such as
Foxley (124ha) or Tindall (44ha), were entirely ‘primary’
in character. This kind of archaeological analysis cannot
be carried out in the case of commons or deer parks, as
most were destroyed, and usually ploughed up, in the
course of the post-medieval period. But an examination
of the county HERs reveals that, while settlement sites of
late prehistoric and Roman date are sometimes found
within their former areas, these are not abundant. Finds
of early medieval date are almost unknown, one of the
rare exceptions being the burials and probable settlement
discovered within the former deer park at Winfarthing in
Norfolk (Ch 10.1.4).

When these sources are combined it is striking that
woods, commons and parks are generally clustered in the
same areas, resembling the remains of once continuous
blocks out of which ‘islands’ of cultivated land had been
carved by the time the earliest maps were surveyed. Even
where these apparent encroachments contain parish
churches, fieldwalking reveals — unusually for East Anglia
— no evidence of Ipswich ware scatters in their immediate
vicinity, but instead only later ninth- to eleventh-century
or post-Conquest material. Extensive tracts of early
‘waste’ thus appear to have been progressively eroded in
the period between the eighth and the thirteenth
centuries and, as this occurred, some portions were
brought into lordly control and more intensively
managed, as coppice or hunting ground, while others
evolved into common land, exploited and managed on a
local — parochial or manorial — basis (Barnes and
Williamson 2016, 38-48). Not surprisingly, as we shall see,
major place-names containing elements with woodland
associations tend to cluster in the same general areas.

Place-names were also examined for the information
they could provide more generally about early medieval
landscape, land use and human geography. They were
analysed at two scales. An in-depth collation of minor
place-names was undertaken for the parish of
Rendlesham in order to help set the early medieval elite
settlement within as fine-grained a landscape context as

possible. Minor names and field-names were extracted
from the tithe apportionment and associated map (1840),
and from a handful of maps and plans pre-dating these.
There are also nine surveys detailing field-names and
datable to between 1793 and 1828, six similar but
undated plans, and a 1738 glebe terrier (with plans)
probably compiled and surveyed by John Kirby. There
are, in addition, a number of medieval surveys and
extents. Undertaking analysis at this level of detail on a
regional scale would have been impossibly expensive and
time consuming, and so for broader landscape modelling
of south-east Suffolk, and for other regional case studies,
only the major place-names have been investigated, with
field names recorded on tithe maps occasionally used to
supplement these.

Many place-names in Norfolk have been collected
and analysed as part of the English Place-Name Society’s
(EPNS) Survey of English Place-Names, which includes
detailed etymologies of major and minor place-names,
including extensive collections of both historic and
modern field-names (Sandred and Lindstrom 1989;
Sandred 1996; 2002). However, coverage of East Anglia is
currently limited to areas of north-east Norfolk so other
resources were used to supplement the ongoing Norfolk
EPNS survey. The main sources used were national and
county-scale place-name dictionaries (Briggs and
Kilpatrick 2016; Ekwall 1960; Mills 2011; Watts 2004),

a regional survey of Deben valley place-names (Arnott
1946), the collection of historical spellings of Norfolk
place-names collected by O K Schram and Karl Inge
Sandred (held by the Institute for Name-Studies,
University of Nottingham), and ongoing unpublished
work by Keith Briggs on a survey of Suffolk place-names.

These sources have been combined with other
evidence to extrapolate further aspects of the historic
landscape. Although early medieval roads and tracks are
notoriously elusive archaeological monuments, with later
surfacing and use eradicating any trace of earlier
properties, the coincidence of travel-related place-names
with routeways recorded in later medieval and early
modern sources provides a good indication of the course
of former routes (cf Witney 1976, 16-30; 189-95; Cole
2013; Langlands 2019). Retrogressive mapping of
routeways can be combined with an assessment of the
topological relationships between roads and other linear
features in the landscape such as boundaries and other
routeways to establish the primary framework of routes
(Brookes 2013, 49-51; Rippon et al 2015; Brookes and
Rye forthcoming). These in turn can be compared with
the distribution of place-names and name elements that
might be associated with medium- and long-distance
routeways (eg street ‘main/paved road, here-pad ‘army

path’) and river crossings (eg ford ‘ford, brycg ‘bridge’)
whose earliest recorded dates provide termini ante
quem for the existence of the associated route sections
(cf Cole 2013).

Other aspects of the historic landscape have been
mapped with recourse to existing digital datasets:
administrative divisions, including Domesday shires and
hundreds (Brookes 2020), ecclesiastical parishes and civil
parishes or townships (Satchell et al 2016); navigable
waterways (Oksanen 2019); soils (Cranfield Soil and
AgriFood Institute (CSAFI), license UCL Rendlesham
project, 151060). Digital elevation models created from
Ordnance Survey (OS), Space Shuttle Radar Topography
Mission (SRTM; https://www2.jpl.nasa.gov/srtm/), and —
in places — LiDAR data, provided the basis for geological
characterisations discussed in Chapters 2, 4, 6, 9, and 10.
Hydrological data was mapped from OS OpenData
(https://www.ordnancesurvey.co.uk/opendatadownload/
products.html).

1.5 The written sources for the
East Anglian kingdom

Barbara Yorke

The province of the East Angles is unfortunately the most
poorly recorded of the major southern Anglo-Saxon
kingdoms. As there is every reason to think its churches
were comparable with those of other kingdoms, and as
literate, the almost complete loss of any records created in
the province itself is presumably to be linked with
disruption following Viking attacks and settlement that
particularly affected those east coast areas where many of
the major churches of the East Anglian kingdom were
situated (Whitelock 1972). The cessation of the two
bishoprics of Dommoc and Elmham is likely to have been
particularly calamitous for the survival of local records.
Elmham was subsequently revived, but Dommoc was
apparently so comprehensively erased that even its
location remains uncertain (Ch 8.2). Particularly to be
regretted is the absence of any charters from the period
before 900 as these can be so informative about the
personnel, administration and major locations within
kingdoms. A royal genealogy survives as part of the so-
called Anglian collection of genealogies, but no regnal list
(Dumville 1976). It has sometimes been assumed that an
East Anglian regnal list was used in the appendix to John
of Worcester’s Chronicle (Thorpe 1848-9, 1, 260-2), but it
has none of the kings known only from coins and all its
information could have been compiled from written
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records assembled at Worcester. Bede knew the sequence
of East Anglian kings, but not the length of their reigns.
He cites the lengths of the episcopates of the first three
bishops of Dommoc, but does not seem to have had
complete episcopal lists for either see (Whitelock 1972;
Platts 2022). There are therefore likely to be major
problems with the dates Bede provides for East Anglia
which should be seen for the most part as approximations
based on synchronisations with better-dated events from
other kingdoms suggested by the narratives available to
him (which are considered further below).

No East Anglian chronicle survives, although records
of East Anglian affairs are included in various later
compilations from eastern Britain that might conceivably
derive from one. These include Byrhtferth’s Chronicle
(Ramsey) (Hart 2006), the Annals of St Neots (Bury St
Edmunds) (Dumville and Lapidge 1985), the Liber
Eliensis (Ely) (Blake 1962), and the ‘F’ version of the
Anglo-Saxon Chronicle (Canterbury) (Baker 2000). Later
Lives of East Anglian saints who died before 900
(considered further below) — Botwulf, the Ely princesses,
King Athelbert and King Edmund — have disappointingly
little of substance to add to the history of the times in
which they lived but do refer to a few places and
traditions associated with their subjects. Anglo-Norman
historians such as William of Malmesbury and John of
Worcester seem to have had no greater access to
significant written sources for the East Anglian kingdom
than we do today (Mynors et al 1998; Darlington and
McGurk 1995), and their inferences must be used with
the greatest of caution (Whitelock 1972). The St Albans
historians provide dates for the earliest rulers, but it
seems doubtful if these are actually based on reliable
evidence (Ch 8.2.1.2).

The East Angles are listed as one of the larger
kingdoms in the Tribal Hidage, a document that is
usually interpreted as a list of peoples or units that were
autonomous for the payment of tribute under either
Mercian or Northumbrian overlordship in the seventh or
early eighth centuries (Davies and Vierck 1974; Higham
1995, 74-111). Three versions survive, the earliest of
which is from the first half of the eleventh century, and
over time the document may well have been altered from
its original form (Dumville 1989; Rumble 1996; Baker
2017). One example of this may be that the majority of
the listed smaller units, such as the North and South
Gyrwe of 600 hides, were at some point in the province of
the Middle Angles, although in fact most, if not all, of the
early medieval English kingdoms contained such units.
Bede confirms some of the hidages and may well have
had access to a similar list. In one case, that of the Isle of
Wight (IV, 16; Colgrave and Mynors 1969, 382-3), the
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hidage he gives is double that of the Tribal Hidage list,
perhaps implying that hidages could be halved or doubled
depending on circumstance. The East Anglian assessment
was 30,000 hides, while that of Kent was 15,000 and the
East Saxons 7,000, but this does not necessarily mean that
East Anglia was twice as large or twice as wealthy as the
Kentish province.

Most of the earliest sources for East Anglian history
were in fact compiled outside the kingdom. There are
references to East Anglia in the period before 900 in the
administrative records of the English church and in
occasional annals in the common text of the Anglo-Saxon
Chronicle, but the major source for its early history today,
as it was also for late Saxon and Anglo-Norman writers, is
Bede’s Ecclesiastical History (Colgrave and Mynors 1969).
Bede himself identifies an account he received from
Abbot Esi, whose monastery is unfortunately unknown,
as one of his main sources of information for the history
of the province, together with information from
Canterbury (preface; Colgrave and Mynors 1969, 6-7). It
would appear likely that the monastery of Lastingham,
North Yorkshire, was the source of the all-important
reference to the royal vill of Rendlesham (Ch 7.1.1).
Material relating to Fursey and his royal patrons Sigebert
and Anna was taken from the Transitus Beati Fursei
which survives independently in a number of
manuscripts (Rackham 2007). This Life provides a
welcome opportunity to see how Bede made use of a text
available to him, and it is evident that in III, 19 he
followed it very closely indeed (Colgrave and Mynors
1969, 269-77). 1t is the Transitus that supplied the
statement that ‘Anna and his nobles ... adorned [Fursey’s
foundation at Cnobheresburg] with buildings and gifts’
(Rackham 2007, 52-3), a possible allusion to lost East
Anglian charters. Bede was particularly interested in King
Anna and his saintly family, especially his daughter
Zthelthryth who founded the monastery of Ely in 672/3
and who had previously been the wife of King Ecgfrith of
Northumbria (670-85). Bede produced a lengthy chapter
on Athelthryth, and included a poem in praise of her as a
queen who preferred to become a bride of Christ that he
had composed some years before (IV, 19-20; Colgrave
and Mynors 1969, 390-401). Some of his information
about ZAthelthryth came from Northumbria, and Bede
specifically mentions Bishop Wilfrid as a source for the
translation of her incorrupt body in 695. He also knew of
Zthelthryth’s steward Owine who had accompanied her
from East Anglia and became a monk of Lastingham, a
rare reference to a non-royal East Anglian layman (IV, 3;
Colgrave and Mynors 1969, 338-45).

Rather surprisingly, Bede has nothing to say about
Botwulf (St Botulph/Botulf) although he seems to have

been a significant figure in the early history of
monasticism in England (Newton 2016), described by the
biographer of Bede’s own abbot, Ceolfrith, as ‘a man of
unparalleled life and learning, and full of the grace of the
Holy Spirit’ (Grocock and Wood 2013, 82-3). The Anglo-
Saxon Chronicle describes Botwulf’s foundation of a
monastery at Icanho in 654 (Whitelock 1961, 20), and
Ceolfrith visited him there around 670. A Life of Botwulf
(Vita Beati Botulphi Abbatis) was written, perhaps
between 1070 and 1071, by Abbot Folcard of Thorney
(Love 2015; Newton 2016, 526-30). The monastery had
been the recipient of at least some of the remains of
Botwulf in the early eleventh century, possibly with some
documentation concerning him. The Life appears to
provide information about an otherwise unknown East
Anglian ruler, possibly a son of King Anna, called
Zthelmund who as a minor ruled with his two elder
kinsmen, Anna’s brothers Zthelhere and Athelwald, with
the support of his mother. Athelmunds sisters are said to
have recommended Botwulf, whom they had encountered
when travelling in Francia. The migration of East Anglian
princesses to Francia in order to join the nunnery of
Faremoutiers comes from Bede’s Ecclesiastical History
(111, 8; Colgrave and Mynors 1969, 236-9). The Life’s
information is plausible and potentially has valuable
information to supplement Bede (Love 2015; Newton
2016), but there also has to be a suspicion that the
supplementary information could be an invented gloss
based on Bede’s text (Whitelock 1972, 10-12), and that
this is an example of the proliferation of the saintly
family of Anna that was a feature of the hagiography of
eastern England in the tenth and eleventh centuries (see
further below).

Bede’s information on the East Anglian kingdom
ceases towards the end of the seventh century, and
records after that time are meagre. The Vita Sancti
Guthlaci, probably written in the 730s (Colgrave 1956),
has little directly to say about the province, but is
dedicated to King Zlfwald (713-49) by its author Felix,
who has the same name as the first East Anglian bishop
and so was perhaps one of the episcopal clergy of
Dommoc. There is reference to a sister of ZAlfwald called
Ecgburh who was an abbess and a patron of St Guthlac,
the hermit of Crowland (Lincolnshire) in the territory of
the Gyrwe (Colgrave 1956, 146-9). The interest in
Crowland probably reflects East Anglian overlordship
among the Gyrwe, evidently disputed with Mercia, and
implies that Alfwald’s father Aldwulf had been in a
position to protect the exiled Mercian princes Guthlac
and Zthelbald (the latter became king of Mercia in 716).
The Anglo-Saxon Chronicle provides brief details of the
rivalry between Mercia and the East Angles in the reign

of Athelbald’s successor Offa which led to the murder of
King Zthelbert in Herefordshire in 794 (James 1917), and
of some notable East Anglian victories against the Mercians
in the ninth century, though for the names of some of the
later East Anglian kings we are dependent on the
evidence of coinage (Pagan 1982; Naismith 2016, 49-51).

The Anglo-Saxon Chronicle sketches in something of
the last days of the East Anglian kingdom under Viking
attacks which forms the backdrop to the Lives and
legends surrounding the martyrdom of King Edmund by
the invaders in 869 (Whitelock 1969). The main source is
the Passio Sancti Eadmundi written by Abbo of Fleury in
the 980s (Winterbottom 1972, 65-87). Although the
location of events has been much disputed, it seems likely
that Edmund was killed near the royal vill of Bury St
Edmunds and was subsequently buried in its church; the
Passio was probably composed at a time of a major new
promotion of the cult (Ridyard 1988, 211-34). Although
Abbo’s information is said promisingly to come from
what Archbishop Dunstan had heard at King Athelstan’s
court from Edmund’s armour-bearer, recent analyses have
emphasised the derivative nature of his account
(Gransden 1985; Barrow 2015). This and other sources
relating to the ninth century might seem to stray beyond
the 800 cut-off date of the volume, but they do refer to
places that were royal residences at that time which, in
the absence of earlier information, may be of value for
identifying centres of royal authority (Ch 8.2.2.4).

Bede’s fulsome praise for Athelthryth and her
community at Ely is likely to have been a major spur for
its re-foundation by Bishop Athelwold of Winchester as a
Benedictine community, probably in 970 (Keynes 2003,
18-22). The Libelli Athelwoldi, incorporated into the
twelfth-century Liber Eliensis, records Athelwold’s
enthusiastic recovery of lands that it was claimed had
been part of the original endowment of Ely (Kennedy
1995; Blake 1962; Fairweather 2005). Among these lands
were the five-and-a-half hundreds of Wicklaw that
included Rendlesham and Sutton Hoo (Warner 1996,
152-6; Williamson 2008). The Liber Eliensis is a major
source for later pre-Conquest East Anglia and its
administrative structures, some of which may be of much
older origin, but it has relatively little to add on the earlier
history of the province. However, its information that
King Anna and Turminus’ were buried at Blythburgh (Ch
8.2.3.3), King Sigebert, King Edmund and St Zlgetus at
Bury St Edmunds (Liber Eliensis chs 1 and 23), and the
East Anglian princess Wihtburh at her monastery in
Dereham (ch 40) may well be based on local traditions.
On the other hand, the claims that Turminus’ was a son
of Anna, that Zlgetus was a steward of St Athelthryth
and that Wihtburh was also a daughter of King Anna (in
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spite of a record that implies her death in 743: Baker
2000, 58) are more suspect and likely to be examples of
the trend at Ely, and in other eastern religious houses
from the tenth century onwards, to relate any remnants of
early East Anglian history to King Anna and his saintly
daughters. Ely went on to produce a host of Lives and
other commemorative material relating to ZAthelthryth,
her sister Seaxburh and the latter’s daughter Eormenhild
and granddaughter Waerburh, who were all, or were at
least claimed to be, successive abbesses of Ely (Love
2004). This material adds nothing of historical value for
the history of the East Anglian kingdom. More reliable,
perhaps, is material relating to St Wihtburh which does
seem to draw on traditions recorded at her foundation of
East Dereham in Norfolk where she was buried and
venerated until her body was moved to Ely in the late
tenth century (to the fury of the local inhabitants) (Love
2004, Ixxxvi-ci, 53-93, 204-17; Williamson 1993, 145-6
for debates on location). Included are references to a
childhood spent at Holkham, but unfortunately little that
adds significant insight into the early kingdom.

Norfolk is particularly poorly represented in such
written material as we have. This may be a result of early
royal and ecclesiastical power being concentrated in the
south-east of the kingdom, and to relatively substantial
Scandinavian settlement in parts of Norfolk (Margeson
1996; Abrams and Parsons 2004; Pestell 2013a; 2019), but
does not necessarily reflect a lack of significant wealth or
activity (Williamson 1993). There are further possibilities
for recovering aspects of the history of the East Anglian
kingdom with the aid of written sources. Domesday Book
and other medieval records of royal or local
administration contain information which when
combined with place-names, archaeology and landscape
studies can throw light on aspects of East Anglia’s pre-
Conquest past, as is demonstrated by case studies in this
volume, as well as by publications such as Williamson
1993 and Warner 1996.

1.6 Power and territory

The existence of kingdoms in England, with rulers who
claimed Continental Germanic ancestry, is securely
documented from the beginning of the seventh century
(Kirby 1991; Yorke 1990); their counterparts in west and
north Britain, ruled by British potentates, are attested
from sixth-century and later sources (Alcock 1988; Yorke
2006, 5-40). Changes in the archaeological record of the
later sixth and earlier seventh centuries, in particular the
phenomenon of princely burial and the development of a

settlement hierarchy indicative of territorial authority and
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formalised surplus extraction, suggest that this threshold
of historical visibility genuinely coincides with a new
degree of social differentiation and political power in
eastern, central and southern England (Arnold 1988;
Scull 1993; 1999; Carver 2005, 497-9).

There is, however, little reliable documentary
evidence for the fifth- and sixth-century societies from
which these polities emerged (Yorke 1993; 1999a; Ch
8.2.1). Archaeology is our prime source, and our
understanding relies on models that marry the material
evidence with both historical perspectives and
generalising explanations from the humanities and social
sciences (Scull 1993, 65-7). This said, no single simple
model can adequately describe or explain change across
the former provinces of Britannia. Circumstances in
eastern areas, which saw substantial migration from the
Continent in the fifth century (Gretzinger et al 2022;
Scull 2023b), were different from those in areas of
western and northern Britain, which did not come under
Anglo-Saxon political control until the seventh century or
later. Within these latter zones there were many local and
regional complexities, and varying dynamics and
chronologies of change. The experiences of societies
beyond Rome’s northern frontier were different again.

In what follows we set the scene for contextual
interpretation of the archaeology at Rendlesham by
summarising current thinking about the development of
social and political hierarchies, culminating in regional
rulership; how this process may have been linked to
changes in rights to landed resource and surplus
extraction; and how this may in turn have been related to,
or promoted, the territorialisation of authority. The
discussion draws heavily on Williamson (2013a; 2013b)
and Scull (2019a).

1.6.1 Social hierarchy, lordship and hegemony

Prevailing models of social and political development in
early post-Roman Britain take as their starting point an
extreme fragmentation of political power and
jurisdictional authority in the immediate aftermath of the
rupture between the Diocese of the Britains and the
Western Empire. Under this scenario administrative
structures of state disappeared, devolving effective power
to local magnates, embedded in long-standing networks
of clientage and patronage; or, in the northern military
zone, to garrison commanders (Gerrard 2013; Collins
2012; 2017). It is within this context that the impact of
migration from what are now the Netherlands, northern
Germany and south Scandinavia, and the new North Sea
networks that this established, needs to be considered.
The long-standing view that the appearance of new
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material culture types and cultural practices in the
archaeology of lowland England from the earlier fifth
century represents a sizeable movement of people is now
strongly supported by biomolecular studies (Gretzinger et
al 2022), but this did not amount to simple population
replacement. The ‘Anglo-Saxon’ archaeology of the third
quarter of the fifth century onwards should be seen as
representing societies that had adopted the broad
material culture norms of the North Sea cultural
province, but which were made up of individuals of
Continental, native and mixed descent whose lifestyles
and material worlds were shaped by dynamics of
emulation and acculturation as well as cultural
inheritance (Scull 1995, 78-9; 2023b; Gretzinger et al
2022).

In essence, general models that seek to explain the
emergence of regional elites and polities by the late sixth
century in England emphasise processes of competitive
exclusion whereby some groups were able to establish
increasing social distance and wider political power
culminating in regional hegemonies (Arnold 1988;
Bassett 1989a; Scull 1993; 1997). Such models back-
project the trends apparent in rulership and geo-politics
in seventh and eighth-century England, in particular the
dynastic conflicts that permeate Bede’s Ecclesiastical
History, the nested levels of lordship and overlordship
apparent in Bede’s hierarchy of reges, sub-reguli and
principes (Campbell 1979a), and the smaller groups
recorded in the Tribal Hidage and other sources that can
be viewed as a residual stratum of formerly autonomous
local entities that were subsumed into regional kingdoms
(Davies and Vierck 1974; Bassett 1989a, 17-19; Dumville
1989; Scull 1992, 6-7; Baker 2017). Such essentially
historical perspectives are consistent with the material
evidence from eastern England in the later sixth and
seventh centuries, in particular the evidence in burial
practices for increasing degrees of social distance and for
significant levels of portable wealth at the disposal of
elites, and the increasingly centralised elite control of a
landed surplus implied by the emergence of a clear
settlement hierarchy.

Such perspectives do not imply a post-Roman ‘year
zero or envisage trajectories of social development which
begin with pristine or egalitarian societies. Post-Roman
British society retained intrinsic structures and
infrastructures of power, and had in the Roman state
powerful models of authority. Continental settlers in
eastern England came from hierarchical societies which
in some cases demonstrably had the capacity to impose
and maintain authority over considerable geographical
areas. They possessed models of authority both in their
own societies and, like the British, in the late Roman army

and state. Nor is there any reason to exclude indigenous
British leaders from the power games of the fifth century,
or to assume that their descendants were not represented
among the upper echelons of sixth- and seventh-century
English society. The perspective allows for the negotiation
and transformation of cultural identities, and recognises
that individuals might achieve positions of leadership
regardless of ancestry or cultural background.

It is sometimes assumed that the cremation rite, the
predominant burial practice of the earliest settlers from
the Continent in eastern England, reflects a broadly
egalitarian society. In fact, as with the furnished
inhumation which becomes common from the third
quarter of the fifth century, the cremation record shows,
from the outset, clear evidence for significant degrees of
social differentiation and demarcation, expressed in the
character and value of accompanying artefacts (Hills and
Lucy 2013). By the beginning of the sixth century, when
the horseman in Eriswell grave 323 was buried on the
western margins of what would become the East Anglian
provincia (Caruth and Hines 2024), the burial record
signals a ranked society whose leading members enjoyed
preferential access to valuables and prestige items, and
whose higher-status masculine identities were defined by
weapon-bearing and an equestrian culture (Scull 1993,
72-3; Harke 1992; Fern 2005).

The funerary evidence stands in apparent contrast to
the settlement record for eastern England in the fifth and
sixth centuries, which shows little differentiation in
building size and organisation within or between
settlement sites, even where associated burials show
access to portable wealth and express clearly differentiated
social identities and ranking. The social model that best
tits this evidence is that of a society in which social
eminence, power and leadership at any but a local level
were temporary and circumscribed: a society of internally
ranked descent groups, within which the basic socio-
economic unit was the ancestral farm or holding, rights
to which were embodied in a central family but which
was worked by a household which might include
extended family, more distant kin, and a range of unfree
dependants (Scull 1993, 72-3; Hamerow 2012, 70-2).
There is little evidence from plan-form or the size and
range of buildings for a settlement hierarchy prior to the
inception of the great hall complexes in the later sixth
century (1.6.2, below), but there are other indicators of
earlier configurations of differentiation and centrality in
social geography, and evidence that some elite sites were
directly rooted in these (Thomas 2017; 2018, 266-73;
Thomas and Scull 2021, 6-9). How and why these
changes came about are central to our enquiry.

Within such societies the dynamics of social
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reproduction, played out between locally dominant
families through networks of alliance and obligations, and
sometimes involving competition and outright conflict,
would over time act to tip the balance of reciprocity and
power in such a way that individuals or lineages might
establish wider power and authority (Scull 1993; 2011a).
Initially, any leadership that was more than local would
be personal and impermanent, but as powerful
individuals sought to perpetuate their positions, new
relationships of power and lordship would develop,
locking more and more lineages into subordinate
positions and ultimately resulting in a regional dynastic
hegemony. This is to offer a key refinement to the
influential model articulated by Steven Bassett (1989a) by
emphasising the importance of dynastic competition in
which the losers became subordinate to the winners
rather than focusing solely on wars of conquest between
territorial entities. It is a perspective which
accommodates social transactions and competition
within and between lineages at a range of scales and
social levels (Scull 1993; 2011a; Reynolds 2018) as well as
integrative and collaborative social mechanisms — such as
assembly — that might underpin contingent political
relationships (Semple et al 2021).

Conventionally, attention has been focused on how
elite exploitation of long-distance exchange contacts, and
intensification of inter-regional trade (whether in luxuries
or prestige items, bulk commodities, or slaves), may have
acted to promote socio-economic complexity in the sixth
and seventh centuries (Arnold 1988; Hodges 1982; 1989).
But such processes cannot, in themselves, be convincingly
adduced as causal explanations for increases in social
ranking or the emergence of royal power. A socially
embedded prestige-goods economy — if such did indeed
exist in sixth- and seventh-century England — implies
pre-existing socio-economic ranking, while regulation
and taxation of inter-regional trade requires power and
authority. It is therefore significant that the major emporia
- considered the main archaeological manifestation of
royal regulation of international commerce in seventh- to
ninth-century England - all show the planned expansion
associated with royal interest in the final decades of the
seventh century or the early eighth, long after the
establishment and consolidation of regional kingdoms
(Birbeck et al 2005; Malcolm et al 2003; Cowie and
Blackmore 2012; Scull 2002; 2009a, 313-16).

Explanations for increasing social hierarchy in the
emergence of regional elites are rather to be sought in
how motivations to social reproduction were played out
through the structures of early medieval society, and in
the relationships between land as a social resource,
farming and extractive production, and elite consumption
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(Scull 1993, 77-9; 2011a, 853-5; Brookes 2007a). The
broad social dynamics outlined above would intensify the
capacity to accumulate social capital and human
resources through the increasing numbers of lord :
retainer relationships in the higher segments of the social
hierarchy, and through the enhanced ability to reward
followers and retainers which this necessitated.
Intensifying and increasing these social relationships
would in turn amplify the resources that those at the apex
of the social and political hierarchy could accrue and
redeploy. The combination of social capital, exercised
through bonds of lordship, obligation, reciprocity, self-
interest and kinship, and the ability to attract and retain
valued specialists in war and craft through maintenance
and reward, together served to translate a landed surplus
into political and military muscle. This could be deployed
in the wider dynastic arena, and the material benefits of
access to inter-regional exchange networks would buttress
the effects of success in war or diplomacy. Even the
evangelisation of the English can be seen in this light,
with royal support for the mission inviting the church’s
sanction of new elites and polities, royal acceptance or
rejection of conversion signalling political affiliation or
fault line, and individual royal baptisms firmly enmeshed
within the diplomatic relations of overlordship (Yorke
2006, 122-8; 2019).

There are, however, alternative perspectives. Some
emphasise the perpetuation of Roman administrative
geographies into the fifth and sixth centuries (Dark 1994;
Baker 2006), or argue that regional hegemonies in eastern
England developed not from smaller, less permanent
political groupings but from a fragmentation during the
sixth century of such wider configurations of rulership
(Halsall 2007, 311-19). This raises the important question
of how, and at what scales, fourth- and early fifth-century
jurisdictional and economic landscapes structured
subsequent configurations of power, but the reversal of
perspective raises at least as many questions as it answers
and does not find support in the archaeological record.
There was undoubtedly a fragmentation of power
structures, whether early or late in the immediate post-
Roman period, and models of peer-competition, of the
kind just outlined, provide powerful explanations for the

subsequent reconfiguration of regional hegemony.

1.6.2 Settlement hierarchy, territory and
central place

The term ‘central place’ derives from Central Place
Theory, developed by the German geographer Walter
Christaller to explain patterning and hierarchy of
settlement (Christaller 1933; 1966; 1968). Christaller’s
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original thesis, that central places providing market and
administrative functions to surrounding areas will emerge
at roughly equidistant locations, was based on modern
settlement patterns in the South German plain. Its
application to earlier societies and differing physical
geographies, for example in models of settlement
hierarchy and territory in the classical world and
medieval Europe, has shown that the approach must be
adapted to context. Consequently, the term as applied to
non-urban societies in early medieval Europe has taken
on looser and somewhat protean meanings, being applied
to places that served in a specialised capacity for a wide
population as foci for undertaking or enacting one or
more of a range of social, ideological, ritual, economic or
jurisdictional transactions (Denecke 1975; Austin 1986;
Hoilund Nielsen 2014). In this sense, central place
functions might be dispersed or combined across the
landscape at a range of settlements and places. In the Late
Roman Iron Age (LRIA) and Migration Period of south
Scandinavia, poly-focal central place complexes, argued
to be foci of regional polities, combine functions of
rulership, exchange and cult. In fifth-century eastern
England, where no settlement hierarchy is apparent, it is
argued that large cremation cemeteries such as Loveden
Hill, Lincolnshire or Spong Hill, Norfolk, serving
dispersed populations, provided a mnemonic focus that
acted to sustain local social networks and identities
(Williams 2002; Hills and Lucy 2013, 293-4).

In modelling social and political dynamics and
seeking to identify geographical expressions of power in
the archaeology of the fifth to eighth centuries, it is
important to remember that lordship was primarily
exercised directly over people and only indirectly over
territory. This brings in to question the extent to which it
might be realistic to expect some simple spatial
expression of rulership or a territorial administrative
hierarchy (Davies and Vierck 1974, 228-9). Power may be
exercised at varying scales, and transacted at different
places. Just as lordship was devolved, so landscapes of
jurisdiction might be dispersed, and different functions
exercised at different places and social levels. There is also
an important distinction to be drawn between central
person and central place. Networks of social and
economic relationships might focus on elite individuals
regardless of where they are at any one time, on
individuals performing specific actions at specific places
such as residences, assembly sites and cult sites, or on
specific places in ways which do not require the presence
of the central person. These overlapping social
geographies are further complicated by the fact that
where the roles of central persons are linked to specific
places these may or may not be at the same site, and

because some central place functions fixed to specific
places, notably agrarian administration and the gathering
of dues and renders, were very likely the province of
delegated authority. None the less, the material and
onomastic evidence for these functions and transactions
have a spatial dimension that must be rooted in social
aggregates and entities of rulership: however
conceptualised, central places were focal points of
something (Gringmuth-Dallmer 2011, 437).

A key element of the ‘peer-polity’ model outlined
above is the crystallisation of new relationships of power
in ways which allowed the winners to extract and
redeploy surpluses on an increasingly large scale. It is
important to emphasise, though, that this need not in its
earlier stages have involved any significant intensification
of agrarian production, although it would probably have
promoted this in the longer term. The ability to tax, or to
acquire tribute or renders, across a larger area through
new levels of domination would in itself have placed
surpluses on a new scale at the disposal of the new elites.
It is widely accepted that as a part of these changes the
later sixth and seventh centuries saw reconfigurations of
landholding and settlement as arrangements were put in
place to facilitate regularised surplus extraction from
ancestral holdings or ‘folk-territories’ that had previously
been subject to intermittent or periodic tributary
demands, culminating in a pattern of complex or multiple
holdings administered from estate centres (Carver 1989,
156-8; Scull 1993, 77-9 ; Brookes 2010; Dickinson et al
2011, 71-3; Blair 2018, 104-8; Rippon 2022).

Across central and eastern England there is clear
evidence for greater settlement diversity and complexity
in the archaeological record from the later sixth century.
Great hall complexes, such as those at Yeavering, Sutton
Courtenay / Drayton and Lyminge, were a novel feature
of the settlement landscape, monumental statements of a
new level of elite power and centralising authority (Blair
2018, 103-30; Scull and Thomas 2020). The later seventh
century saw the physical expansion of the major
international trading sites or emporia, and below the level
of the great hall complexes differentiation and complexity
in rural settlement is evident through the seventh to
ninth centuries both in the excavated record and in the
metal-detecting evidence — the so-called ‘productive sites’
(Hamerow 2012; Pestell and Ulmschneider 2003;
Ulmschneider 2000). Current thinking would link the
great hall complexes to ‘extensive lordship. They were the
places from which large territories (regiones)
encompassing multiple holdings, devolved lordship and a
tiered range of rights and obligations were administered.
They also acted as the centres at which peripatetic
rulership was exercised (Faith 1997, 1-14; Blair 2018,
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103-30). The great hall complexes seem to have become
redundant after the turn of the eighth century, when their
functions and roles were met in different ways and at
different places, reflecting the transition from extensive to
increasingly fragmented and locally distributed systems of
lordship in which the church, monasteries and secular
lords were all players (Faith 1997, 153-64; Hooke 1997,
76-81; Lavelle 2007; Scull and Thomas 2020).

It is important, however, not to assume a simple
correlation between settlement hierarchy and social
hierarchy. A magnate residence would house a population
drawn from all social levels, and there are distinctions to
be drawn between its economic and jurisdictional
functions and the social make-up of its population. Royal
centres were not deserted between episodes of residence:
as farms, and centres for taxation and renders, as well as
residences, they had a permanent population (including
slaves and tied labour and an aristocratic reeve) which
was periodically augmented by the presence of the ruler
and retinue. We might legitimately envisage lesser
magnate establishments being similarly constituted, and
even farms at the lower end of the social and economic
scale probably embodied social distinctions between
central family, dependants and slave labour. It may also
be possible to see an emerging differentiation between
social and administrative hierarchies in the evidence for
rural centres where farm renders were collected and
processed but which may not have functioned as elite
residences, as has been suggested in the case of Higham
Ferrers, Northamptonshire or Sherburn, North Yorkshire
(Hardy et al 2007; Powlesland 2011). In characterising
higher-status establishments it is therefore important to
acknowledge the range of linked functions they may have
performed, and to envisage multiple and shifting
valencies (Pestell 2004, 59-64). These were nodal places
where social, economic, political, jurisdictional and
customary landscapes intersected, but they were not the
only places of importance in these different geographies,
and not all would, at all times, have had the same range of
significances and attributes.

We are able to recognise potential central or focal
places in the archaeology of early East Anglia but how, in
the near-complete absence of contemporary written
records, can we model the social and administrative
territories they represent?

Discussions of early medieval settlement and
territorial organisation are often framed in terms of a
contrast between ‘light;, freely draining soils, formed in
permeable geologies, which are generally thought to have
been suitable for arable land use; and poorly draining
clays, considered inimical to it. Hypothetical boundaries
of early territories are drawn accordingly, defining areas
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whose cores approximate to tracts of light land. But some
light soils were too acidic for regular cultivation; the
cultivability of clay soils was critically affected by
subtleties of gradient; and successful use of an area as
arable is in part a function of its distance from a
settlement whose location might itself be fixed by some
non-agrarian factor, such as the availability of water.
Simple analysis of soil type thus needs to be
supplemented by other approaches. One is the concept of
‘river-and-wold, first developed by regional historians like
Everitt and Phythian Adams in the 1970s and 1980s, and
widely adopted by landscape historians thereafter (Everitt
1977; Phythian Adams 1987; Fox 1989). This model
emphasises the importance of topographic context, and in
particular the enduring contrast between river valleys and
intervening uplands. It assumes that, in general terms, the
larger Roman and early medieval settlements were
located in major valleys (often on well-drained gravel
terraces) where there was also usually a good supply of
water, with the main areas of arable land lying beside
them. The higher interfluves, in contrast, were occupied
by tracts of woodland and pasture. Such upland ‘wolds’
were either unsettled, or exploited by minor settlements
which were only seasonally occupied. They corresponded
to tracts of well-drained but acidic drift, as much as to
areas of heavy clay, and were spatially as well as
agriculturally marginal.

As the upland wolds were at most only sparsely
settled, they tended to constitute cut-off points in
patterns of human interaction — to form, that is, the
margins of social territories. Communities were focused
on particular valleys, or valley systems, developing
identities distinct from those dwelling the other side of a
watershed. Even when the interfluves came to be more
intensively exploited, established patterns of social
interaction tended to continue, not least because some of
the valley settlements evolved into market centres, with
important roles as the social and economic foci for local
communities. Over time, in other words, social territories
tended to approximate to drainage basins. This model has
been used to study the spatial configuration of regional
polities in early medieval England, in the work of Bassett
and others (Bassett 1997; Short 1987; Warner 1988;
Williamson 1993, 92-104; 2010, 119-41). “Tribal groups,
early territories and estates, and the patterns of
ecclesiastical provision associated with these have, in a
number of areas, been shown to be nested within
topographic structures. The boundaries of medieval
administrative units, especially hundreds, frequently
follow watersheds, suggesting that rather than being
arbitrarily imposed they developed organically from the
territories of local communities, which had themselves
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been shaped by local topography (Williamson 2013a,
86-8). In the studies that follow we employ these
approaches — critically, and with due caution - to inform
our understanding of the wider landscape contexts both
of Rendlesham and the various comparison sites.
Retrogressive analysis of boundary patterns, analysis of
tenurial and ecclesiastical connections indicated by
Domesday Book and other early sources, the distribution
of place-names, and the mapping of early wooded zones
(above, 1.4.2), are all used to reconstruct their probable
economic, and possible political, territories.

1.6.3 Conclusions

The emergence of regional elites and polities in late sixth-
century England can be explained by the amplification of
power relationships rooted in social structures and local
lordship. There is strong evidence that even major
kingdoms of the eighth and ninth centuries were partible,
and it is highly likely that the early provincia of the East
Angles that we know from Bede and the Tribal Hidage
was more a patchwork of local entities over which a
dynastic hegemony was recognised than an integrated
territorial kingdom. Under such circumstances one would
expect the superstructure of wider hegemony to have
developed from small-scale extractive and jurisdictional
networks embedded in essentially local identities and
relationships. The seventh-century kingdom may
therefore have included a core area or areas in which the
ruling lineage and its close supporters were first
established as local powers; groups over which lordship
had been established at an early stage of ‘peer-polity’
competition and over which it was now consolidated; and
groups over which lordship had been more recently
imposed and was less securely established — and on
whom the rulers of other kingdoms may have had
designs.

The ‘peer-polity’ perspective privileges leaders as
movers of social change, but we also need to be sensitive
to the often unknowable balances between degrees of
customary and communal rights, economic and social
autonomy, and obligation and lordship. Rule may be
imposed but at some level, in almost all circumstances,
rulership exercised over a group is vested in and derives
from that group, and we should not overlook the role of
the ruled as well as the rulers in setting conditions of
power: it is the societal structures of influence and
authority that enable power to flow (Parsons 1963; Mann
1986; Barnes 1988). It has been argued that persistent
features of the farming landscape reflect long-standing
communal rights (Oosthuizen 2013; 2019) but neither are
incompatible with lordship: at issue are degrees of

economic autonomy and levels of surplus extraction, and
the extent to which it is valid to envisage different levels
of local and regional lordship, each taking its cut and
passing on its dues. The nature of ownership of (or rights
vested in) land at the time we are concerned with is a
complex and vexed question. Current scholarly
perspectives (often implicit) range from widespread elite
control to a free peasantry farming ancestral territories.
There is uncertainty over the structure and extent of
estates, and a degree of ambiguity in the very term:
should we envisage vast tracts of royal-owned land,
elements of which might be held for life by aristocrats, or
envisage a patchwork of holdings with varying ownership
or tenurial status and a range of obligations which were
focused on specific farms for the purpose of collecting
and redeploying a surplus? Either way, did any elements
of the agrarian landscape lie outside such structures?

We find it useful, therefore, to adopt a social model
which can accommodate and integrate the range of
possibilities, in which semi-free to magnate lineages are
seen as enjoying rights vested in ancestral land, and are
themselves subject to degrees of lordship and obligation
which may be manifested at any time in different ways

which embody different degrees of formal administration.

Such a model is scalable in that it is applicable both to
small-scale and localised socio-economic structures and
more complex regional hegemonies, and it allows for the
development (and periodic disintegration) of greater
degrees of spatial and hierarchical lordship. As such, it is
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consistent with the dynamics of competitive exclusion
envisaged as governing developing social and economic
complexity in the later sixth and seventh centuries, which
would increasingly concentrate direct and indirect
control on the land’s resources in the hands of lords and
overlords. We also adopt as an heuristic for the

late sixth to eighth centuries the perspective provided by
the general model of ‘extensive lordship’ (Barrow 1973;
Faith 1997), while recognising that the articulation of
authority and its commensurate geographies varied with
time and place, and that over the latter part of our study
period there was an increasing formalisation of landed
rights and territorial jurisdiction, and a progressive
development of service and labour obligations. It seems
probable that seventh-century lords had ancestral farms:
a successful lineage is unlikely to have lost core holdings
as it expropriated property from, or established ties of
obligation over, neighbouring magnates. From this
perspective, we argue that grants to the church of
bookland from the seventh century might be seen not as
the inception of heritable land rights in English society
but a response to specific circumstances whereby new
corporate ecclesiastical entities were gifted the
fundamental rights to social and economic resources long
enjoyed by secular elite lineages, with attestation by
diploma witnessing the transaction in a form
understood and acceptable to literate and Latinate
recipients (Campbell 1986, 134; Wormald 1984, 20-2;
Scull 2019a, 400).
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Part 1

Rendlesham: the site and its landscape



Setting, survey and investigation

2.1 Landscape and history

2.1.1 Location, terrain and historic land use

The modern civil parish of Rendlesham lies in south-east
Suffolk, on the east side of the river Deben some 7km
north-east of the town of Woodbridge (Fig 2.1.1). The
area surveyed for this project (covering 170.46ha)
occupies the western side of the parish and also embraces
four fields in the adjacent parish of Eyke to the south.
The survey area extends for ¢ 3km from south to north
along the east side of the Deben valley, and for up to
1.3km from west to east.

Rendlesham has usually been examined by
archaeologists and historians within the context of the
‘Sandlings’ or ‘Sandlands’ region, the strip of light, acid
soils, formed in glacial outwash overlying Eocene Crag,
which runs down the coast of Suffolk (Fig 2.1.2). This
was first identified as a distinct geographical entity by
the anonymous author of the Chorography of Suffolk in
1605, who described it as fitte for sheep and corne’ It was
thus distinguished from the clayland area of ‘Woodlande
& High Suffolcke, running through the centre of the
county, which was more devoted to cattle husbandry
(MacCulloch 1976, 19). ‘Sandlands’ first appears as a term
in the writings of John Kirby in 1735, later replaced — in
the course of the nineteenth century — by the less
evocative ‘Sandlings’ (Kirby 1735, 1-2). The emphasis on
the sandy nature of the terrain obscures important
variations in topographic detail and especially the broad
contrast between the higher ground, dominated by soils
characterised by the Soil Survey as belonging to the
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Newport 4 Association (deep, acid and very infertile), and
the lower ground featuring the slightly more attractive
sandy soils of the Newport 2 and Newport 3 Associations,
as well as loams formed in thin layers of till or
glaciofluvial drift (Hodge et al 1984, 272-3; 277-8). More
important, though, is the fact that Rendlesham is actually
located on the south-western margins of the ‘Sandlings’
region, close to the junction with ‘Woodland’ Suffolk,
and in an area of mixed soils lying in and around the
valley of the river Deben. This major watercourse has its
source around Debenham, in the heart of ‘High’ Suffolk,
and flows south and east through the claylands before
reaching the ‘Sandlands’ near Rendlesham. It then
continues for a further 20km, passing the barrow
cemetery at Sutton Hoo some 5km downstream from
Rendlesham, until it meets the sea close to the site of
Walton Castle, near Felixstowe, a Roman fort of the
Saxon Shore now lost to coastal erosion.

The western boundary of Rendlesham parish is
formed by the Deben, the broad valley floor of which lies
at around 6m OD (Figs 2.1.3-4). The ground rises to the
east, reaching 25m OD in the north-east of the survey
area; still further to the east, beyond the area studied, the
terrain is more level, forming part of the broad interfluve
between the Deben and the Butley river systems. The
topography is, however, made more complex than this
simple description suggests by the presence of two
tributaries of the Deben, which have carved out minor
valleys running back from the river. One, to the north of
Naunton Hall, runs approximately south-east-north-west;
the other, in the north of the survey area, runs roughly
east-west. The former is the more significant feature and
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Fig 2.1.1 Location map showing Rendlesham in south-east Suffolk and the survey area. Contains OS data © Crown copyright and database right 2024
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Fig 2.1.2 The ‘Sandlings’ region of south-east Suffolk showing main
soil types

runs through the core area of fifth- to eighth-century
activity identified by the survey.

The locality is still essentially rural, although much of
the east of Rendlesham parish is occupied by the
redundant Bentwaters air base — originally a Royal Air
Force station, later United States Army Air Force — and
associated housing, now privatised and its area expanded.
This in turn lies to the south of what was formerly the site
of Rendlesham Hall, once the centre of an extensive estate
which had gradually emerged in the course of the
eighteenth century through the amalgamation of a
number of smaller properties, a process completed at the
end of the century by the merchant and banker Peter
Isaac Thellusson. Like many others in East Anglia, the
Rendlesham estate was gradually broken up in the 1920s
and 1930s, the hall itself becoming a sanatorium for a
period before it was finally demolished in 1949 (Roberts
2016, 130-4). The modern Naunton Hall estate is one of
the successor properties.

The ‘Sandlands’” was, by the nineteenth century,
characterised by a relatively nucleated pattern of
settlement, with few farms and hamlets lying outside the
principal villages. In this respect it contrasted with
‘Woodland’ Suffolk to the west, where isolated farms and
common-edge hamlets dominate the modern as they did
the medieval settlement pattern (Martin 2001). In fact,
although it has been suggested that this distinction
‘reflects a thousand or more years of development’
(Roberts 1999), it was much less marked in the Middle
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Ages. Fieldwalking for the South-east Suffolk Survey
identified numerous isolated scatters of medieval pottery
on the light land in Sutton and neighbouring parishes,
indicating the sites of farmsteads and hamlets, many
located beside what are still roads and lanes (Newman
2005; Williamson 2008, 44-7). Seventeenth-century
maps, like that made in 1601 by John Norden of the
Stanhope estates in the southern ‘Sandlings’ parishes,
show that the settlement pattern even then remained
relatively dispersed (SRO V5/22/1; EE5/11/1). They also
indicate that large areas of open field, mixed with the
enclosed land, existed on the better ‘Sandlings’ soils, those
of the Newport 2 Association, with extensive tracts of
heathland on the higher, more acid ground. The medieval
and early post-medieval landscape of Rendlesham (and
the adjacent parts of Eyke) displayed many of these more
general ‘Sandlings’ characteristics but — and not
surprisingly, given its location and soils — some which
aligned it more with the claylands of ‘High’ Suffolk.

By the time the tithe map was surveyed in 1840
(TNA, PRO IR 30/33/334) much of the parish had been
transformed by the creation of an extensive landscape
park around Rendlesham Hall, with its associated
plantations (covering nearly 2sq km) and by various
‘improvements’ made to the wider agricultural landscape
by the Thellusson family. As we have already seen (Ch
1.4.2), much of the parish — including almost all of our
survey area — was mapped by John Kirby around 1730,
while the far south of the survey area, within Eyke parish,
was included in Norden’s survey of the Stanhope estate in
1601. Kirby’s maps show that Rendlesham parish church
was already, as now, isolated and that there was no village
in the parish, but instead a scatter of farms and cottages.
Within the survey area, these scattered dwellings included
Naunton Hall and High House, a number of cottages, as
well as a small farm, now lost, lying on the western side
of a green which then occupied much of the area between
the church and Naunton Hall, and which survived until at
least 1798 (SRO HD 427/3) (Fig 2.1.5). Norden’s map
shows that in 1601 large areas of open field remained in
the north of Eyke, one section of which lay within EKE
022 (Figs 2.1.6-7). The maps of Rendlesham drawn up
¢ 1730 (SRO HD 427) show a landscape entirely of
enclosed fields, although with hints (in the sinuous
boundaries, sometimes displaying small kinks) that open
tields had once existed in the parish. This is confirmed by
court rolls and other documents from the thirteenth,
fourteenth and fifteenth centuries, which bear witness to
a complex mixture of enclosed and open arable land, the
latter indicated by references to parcels lying ‘in’ certain
fields, like the two pieces of land granted in 1409 ‘which
contain la. 3r., lying in field called Aayescroft’ (SRO HD
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Fig 2.1.3 Map of the survey area and surroundings, showing metal-detecting survey units. Contains OS data © Crown copyright and database right 2024
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Fig 2.1.4 The

Rendlesham

landscape: (a) looking

north from the south

end of Park Field (RLM

013); (b) looking south-

west from Sand Walk

(RLM 044). Jim Pullen Fig 2.1.5 John Kirby’s map of a farm in Rendlesham in the tenure of John Wade, ¢ 1730, covering most of the survey area and showing Rendlesham
Green, the parish church of St Gregory, and the site of the current Naunton Hall. © Suffolk Archives

Fig 2.1.6 Detail of John Norden’s map of 1601 survey, showing the parish church of St Gregory and fields in the south of Rendlesham parish and the
north of Eyke parish. © Suffolk Archives; reproduced by kind permission of New Orford Town Trust
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Fig 2.1.7 Early field boundaries from the Kirby and Norden maps shown against the survey area. Contains OS data © Crown copyright and database
right 2024
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1538/329/7). These open fields were, typically for this
part of Suffolk, complex and multiple in character
(Burrell 1960; Williamson 2005, 86-97; 2008, 44-52),
with some confusion between large open fields, smaller
subdivided fields enclosed with hedges (‘crofts’) and
individual furlongs.

Key to understanding the development of settlement
and land use within the study area is the character of the
local soils. The Soil Survey of Great Britain employs two
units for analysing and mapping soils: series, and
associations (Avery 1980; Clayden and Hollis 1984). A
series is a soil with a particular mineral content, structure
and other characteristics; an association is a group of
series that regularly occur together. Few areas in the
country have been mapped in terms of series and
Rendlesham is not among them. Instead, published maps,
at a scale of 1:250,000, feature associations only. This can
cause problems in interpreting archaeological data
because relatively minor differences between series —
unimportant in the context of modern agricultural use —
may have had a determining effect on patterns of
settlement and land use in the past.

The valley floor of the Deben comprises a wide
(0.3km-0.4km) strip of peat and alluvium and narrow
ribbons of similar land occupy the floors of the tributary
streams. The lower valley sides are characterised by
mainly sandy drift, giving rise to Newport 2 Association
soils. Only towards the south — in Eyke parish, and
outside the survey area — do the poor, acidic soils of the
Newport 4 Association occur. Instead, reflecting the fact
that Rendlesham’s landscape is not typical of the wider
‘Sandlings,, the higher ground is mainly occupied by
clayey rather than sandy drift, giving rise to soils of the
Burlingham 3 Association. The transition from the lighter
Newport 2 to the heavier Burlingham 3 soils was noted on
the ground during the metal-detecting survey, particularly
in the east of EKE 019, and was recorded in RLM 013
during excavation in 2013-14, where a sandy drift subsoil
was found in Trenches 5 and 6, in the west of the field,
but a clayey drift subsoil in Trench 7, in the north-east.

t is with the Burlingham 3 Association that the lack of
detailed soil mapping causes the most significant
problems. The association includes the Burlingham,
Ashley, and Honingham Series, stagnogleyic argillic
brown earths which are seasonally waterlogged and
tenacious. These occur where the terrain is more level. On
the valley sides, in contrast, more loamy and better-
drained soils are found, including those of the Maxted
Series (Hodge et al 1984, 136-8). These differences within
the Burlingham 3 Association can, therefore, be broadly
mapped by distinguishing between those on slopes greater
and lesser than 1.75 degrees (Fig 2.1.8).

Landscape and history

Medieval documents suggest that the most extensive
and continuous areas of arable land were concentrated on
the Newport 2 soils and on the more sloping areas of
Burlingham soils. In contrast, references to woodland, or
to place-names which suggest its former existence, occur
on the more level areas of higher ground, although
precise locations are elusive. Norwoodes is mentioned in a
number of court rolls (eg SRO HB 416/B1/57/2) and a
late fourteenth-century extent, surviving as an annotated
sixteenth-century copy and apparently relating to a minor
manor not noted by Copinger or other historians (SRO
HB 416/B4/1/30), refers to Tunley (‘the farm clearing’),
Wrangtunley and Overtunley, Northwood Croft and
Close, and Netherwood Croft. Most of their locations
cannot be identified but Tunley is probably preserved in
the too tullyes mentioned in a sixteenth-century list of the
lands of John Latton Esq in Rendlesham (SRO HB 416/
B4/7/5), identifiable with the fields called Great Tilley,
Little Tilley and The Tilley on the 1840 tithe map (TNA,
PRO IR 29/33/334), in the far east of the parish near the
now lost Walnut Tree Farm

Further information is provided by one of Kirby’s
maps from the 1730s, which shows Whitmore Wood in
the east of the parish, later incorporated into th