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‘... The practice of archaeology is itself a form of dwelling ... For both the
archaeologist and the native dweller, the landscape tells - or rather is - a story. It
enfolds the lives and times of predecessors who, over the generations, have moved
around in it and played their part in its formation. To perceive the landscape is
therefore to carry out an act of remembrance, and remembering is not so much
matters of calling up an internal image, stored in the mind, as of engaging
perceptually with an environment that is itself pregnant with the past’ (Ingold 1993:
152)



ABSTRACT

This thesis is entitled ‘Landscape and Social Practice: the production and consumption of
pottery in tenth century Lincolnshire’. It explores the ways in which early historic communities
structured their landscape. Landscapes are perceived and understood by people through social
manipulation of material culture: the paving of roads; the planting of hedges; the issuing and
checking of passports at borders. This thesis explores ways in which archaeologists can
investigate past understandings of landscape through patterns of material culture. It focuses
on the socikal practices of pottery production, trade and consumption in tenth century
Lincolnshire in order to address three themes: the perception of place, the construction of
territory and mobility through the landscape. It further investigates cognitive approaches to the
analysis of material culture through the integration of Geographic Information Systems (GIS)

and statistical techniques.

This thesis is divided into five chapters. Chapter I addresses current theoretical approaches to
the study of landscapes, both in archaeology, and in the humanities and social sciences as a
whole. It addresses past and present archaeological approaches to Anglo-Saxon landscapes.
It further outlines the theoretical agenda and themes of the thesis. Chapter II establishes the
historical and geographical context of the thesis. It explores the ways in which tenth century
society understood the places and territories in which they lived. It also discusses travel in
early historic and medieval England. Chapter III discusses the practices of pottery production
and consumption in tenth century Lincolnshire. It introduces the pottery typology used in the
analyses in Chapter IV. Chapter 1V explores the ways in which archaeologists can research
cognitive understandings of landscape in the past. It discusses limitations in the data to which
the analysis must be adapted. Through the use of GIS and statistical methods, this chapier
explores the themes of place, territory and mobility introduced in Chapter I. Chapter V
provides a discussion of the previous four chapters, integrating the historical and analytical

contexts of the research. It further offers suggestions for future research.
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CHAPTER 1

THE GEOGRAPHY OF LANDSCAPE
SOCIAL SPACE AND THE ANGLO-SAXONS

‘Land is not land alone, something that simply is itself. Land partakes of what we
breathe into it, it is touched by our moods and memories’ (Naipaul 1987: 30).

‘The landscape is the world as it is known to those who dwell therein, who inhabit its
places and journey along the paths connecting them’ (Ingold 1993: 156).

Landscape and Social Practice

Landscapes are structured spaces perceived by people as individuals, communities and
societies. Interpretations of landscape can be highly symbolic, such as the visual impression
of a minster, whether from the surrounding countryside, or from the interior iconography. But
a hill may simply be understood as part of the onerous walic to work, to be trudged up in the
winter amidst the ice and slush, not as the body of a celestial Dreamtime being. A stone may
be a place to sit on for a hurried lunch, not part of a stone circle suggesting esoteric relations.
Landscapes are both produced and consumed. Meanings are constructed and placed on
buildings, artefacts, natural features and life forms. As Bender notes, ‘people’s experience of
the land is based in large measure on the particularity of the social, political and economic
relations within which they live out their lives, while at the same time their individual actions
form part of the way in which these relations are constructed and changed’ (Bender 1993: 246).

Humans perceive the areas around them and through this perception reconstruct and alter their

landscape.

Landscape is interpreted through the social knowledge held by individuals and communities.
This is expressed by Giddens when he asserts that ‘all human action is carried out by
knowledgeable agents who both construct the social world through their action, but yet whose

action is also conditioned or constrained by the very world of their creation’ (1981: 54; ¢f.

/




Barrett 1987: 8). The social practices which construct landscape are based on the individual
actions which, through their repetition, become understood as patterns of social behaviour.
These practices are further actions of inhabitation (Ingold 1993: 152, 154; Barrett 1999: 257).
Thus, the landscape is understood through the situated perspective of the people who dwell
within it, move through it and through their actions change and alter it.

The social construction of landscape was recently addressed by Ashmore and Knapp (1999).
They structured their discussion around four themes (landscape as memory, landscape as

identity, landscape as social order and landscape as transformation) (Ashmore and Knapp 1999:
13-9). These capture the ways in which landscape is constructed, interpreted, perceived and

negotiated by individuals and their communities. Indeed, social knowledge of landscape is
constructed by the memories of people whose identity is based in their understanding of their
‘place’ in the world. This knowledge is not static but changes as the actions of people produce

the experiences which comprise that memory of past social practice.

Memory is integral to the understanding of landscapes. Indeed, ‘landscape is often regarded
as the materialization of memory, fixing social and individual histories in space’ (Ashmore and
Knapp 1999: 13). This is supported through cognitive research which ‘suggests that human
memory constructs rather than retrieves, and that the past thus originates from the elaboration
of cultural memory, which is itself socially constituted (Holtorf 1997: 48-50)’ (Ashmore and
Knapp 1999: 13). As Barrett comments ‘action draws initially upon, and is guided in
anticipation by, the subject’s memory of previous experience’ (1987: 8; Giddens 1984: 377).

Thus, the social structures which condition and constrain human action exist in the memories

of their practitioners and can, therefore, be reproduced, altered and forgotten. Interpretation
of landscape and social practice is based on past experiences: the knowledge of the estate
boundary is held within the memories of the individuals who rode and re-rode the bounds,

establishing and re-establishing a knowledge of landscape through their actions (Robertson
1986: 162-3).

Ashmore and Knapp link the importance of memory and landscape to the construction of social
identity (1999: 14). Through the social practices structured by previous experiences, social
identity is established within the landscape. Indeed, ‘people recognize, inscribe, and
collectively maintain certain places or regions ... conversely, these places create and express
sociocultural identity’ (Ashmore and Knapp 1999: 15).' Social identity, in its guise as ethnicity

or as community, structures the landscape, creating boundaries maintained through a variety

of practices from regional differences in dialect to the construction of ditched enclosures.
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While many archaeological studies have focussed on the use of monuments as signifiers of
social identity (Tagon 1999; Barnes 1999; Barrett 1999), others have used material culture
(Jones 1997) or a cultural association with a particular compass direction (e.g. north) (Shields
1991) to study social identity. Landscape is understood by its inhabitants through their own
understanding of their place within it. Thus, ‘landscape provides a focus by which people

engage with the world and create and sustain a sense of their social identity’ (Ashmore and

Knapp 1999: 15).

Social practices are not only held within the memory of their practitioners, they are encouraged

by the collective acknowledgement of the social structures and conditions which enable the
continuation of those practices. This 1s demonstrated in a charter for the property at Inkberrow,
Worcester where following a dispute between the bishop of Hereford and a Wulfstan and his
son over land boundaries, the shire court ‘appointed a day for going to the estate’ and declared
that ‘the same people who had traced the boundaries for him [should do so again], and if the
boundaries were the same as when they were first traced, the bishop was the rightful owner of
the estate’ (Robertson 1986: 162-3). The act of re-riding the bounds of the property by the
original witnesses re-establishes the authority behind both the witnesses and the act of granting
land itself. These structures of practice, Bourdieu’s habitus, produce a social understanding
of thought and action supported and reinvented through individual and corporate activities.
Thus, ‘habitus, a product of history, produces individual and collective practices - more history-
in accordance with the schemes generated by history .... a present past that tends to perpetuate
itself into the future by reactivation in similarly structured practices’ (Bourdieu 1990: 54).
Walking the bounds reasserts the structures of authority which enable the witnesses -
individually and collectively - to determine the division of landscape, the production of locale,
the creation of spaces and boundaries. Social practice is reproduced through an
acknowledgement of the authority and power of individuals and institutions. Indeed, ‘it is
through the capacity of incorporation, which exploits the body’s readiness to take seriously the
preformative magic of the social, that the king, the banker or the priest are hereditary
monarchy, financial capitalism or the Church made flesh’ (Bourdieu 1990: 57).

Landscape is structured through a situated knowledge of space and place held by people
interacting within their communities. As that knowledge changes through social action, so the
landscape changes and alters from the desolate murky fen of Guthlac’s retreat to the heavenly
glory of the Abbey of Crowland (Colgrave 1965: 89; Darby 1974: 54). The transformation of

landscape (Ashmore and Knapp 1999) is bound up with issues of memory, identity and social

order. Changes in social practice mean that former practices and interpretations of landscape
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are not necessarily sustained by the individual or the community. These re-definitions of

landscape can be extremely visible such as with the re-writing of territorial boundaries, the
destruction of national monuments or the construction of new sacred monuments on culturally
virgin ground (Ashmore and Knapp 1999: 19; Richards 1999:98). However, as Barrett notes

in his discussion of Bronze and Iron Age monuments:

‘the earlier remains were no longer absent from the later period for the simple
reasons that the Iron Age was actually an inhabitation of Bronze Age residues.
Indeed we might go further and recognize that the Iron Age could only have
arisen in the way that it did as an interpretation or as a reading of the physical

manifestation of its own landscape heritage’ (Barrett 1999: 258).

Renegotiations of landscape through changes in social practice - signified today through a
change in cultural nomenclature: Bronze versus Iron; Late versus Early - do not completely
eradicate what went before. Instead, societies restructure and inhabit previous landscapes,

constructing their own landscapes and social practices through their use (or non-use) of past

arenas of social action.

Social practice is enacted through discourse. Itis expressed through ‘all the ways in which we
communicate with one another ... that vast network of signs, symbols and practices through
which we make our world(s) meaningful to ourselves and to others’ (Gregory 1994: 11). Itis

embodied through the interaction of people across the landscape, through their day-to-day

routines and encounters. Social discourse is structured through the manipulation of material
culture, through the exchange of coin in a market place which recognises a designated trading
locale or the building of a wall which signals the political and cultural separation of a people.
Landscapes are produced through social discourse, through ‘human conversation over space
and time ... [which creates] landscapes through metaphors and comparisons whose outcome is

the building of roads, towns, and cultures’ (Folch-Serra 1990: 255-6). Furthermore, landscape:

‘acts as a storage of cultural resources, including architectural forms of spaces
and boundaries and the temporal cycles of day/night and seasonality in which
people pass through, and are held in place by, this architecture. The material
world therefore acts as a complex series of locales within which meaningful

and authoritative forms of discourse can be sustained’ (Barrett 1987: 8).

The manipulation of space and material culture constructs landscape through the
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communication of social practice. In turn, practices are held within the memory of the
individuals and communities which enacted them, allowing landscape - its places and spaces -
to be meaningfully understood and to influence future social practice. Thus, the building of a
stone church evokes the power of the Church, creating a ritual landscape in which certain acts,
certain mysteries, are performed and communicated, re-establishing the structures of

ecclesiastical authority which suffuses the space created through the construction of that

church.

Through investigating the patterns of material culture, the day-to-day routines and actions
which constructed these patterns can be recovered. As Barrett notes, archaeology is concerned
with ‘the surviving fragments of those recursive media through which the practices of social
discourse were constructed’ ~(1987: 9). Societies are structured through material social
practices, through the lifting of a glass of wine in celebration or the smashing of that glass for
good luck. Material culture is invested with meaning, the knowledge of which is understood
by the people using it in the practices of daily life. This use of material culture in social
practice is, thus, spatially meaningful whether it is used across a region or within a building.
Indeed, ‘space is constituted through social relations and material social practices’ (Massey
1994: 145). The distribution of material culture across the landscape is influenced by how that
landscape is understood and negotiated by its inhabitants.

Recent archaeological studies of landscape have stressed the importance of social practice in

the construction of landscape. This is a reaction against seeing landscape either as a passive
backdrop against which cultures migrate and diffuse, or as a determiner of culture against

which societies have no independent recourse of action. Thomas, in his critique of Aston

(1985), remarks that ecological and systemic analyses of landscape:

‘detail the titanic forces which surround these individuals - population levels,
climate, land use patterns, technology, settlement patterns and the organisation
of focal places ... [as a] huge Heath-Robinson apparatus, within which human

beings have the metaphysical status of the ghosts in the machine’ (1993: 26).

Indeed, the aim of processual archacology was not the individual but the system which operated
behind the society. As Hodder notes, ‘in the New Archaeology, the individual was avoided,

argued out of social theory’ (Hodder 1986: 6). Processual approaches were interested in
explaining how the landscape impacted on the economic, political and social asbects of human

culture.



Conversely, current approaches emphasise the importance of individuals and communities,
whose social practices structure landscape and whose actions are, in turn, structured by their
knowledge and memory of landscape and social practice. Instead of seeing monuments and
artefacts as a way of categorizing time periods, landscai)e archaeologists are now interested in
how people interact with their landscape, how they structure and appropriate it through
constructing buildings and roads or through the definition of territory and locale (Barrett 1999;

Scull 1993).

Much of the archaeological literature on landscape focusses on ritual and monumental
landscapes. While there has been some attempt to broaden the discussion of ideological
landscapes through words such as ‘ideational’ (Ashmore and Knapp 1999: 12), landscape
archaeology is still dominated by the study of built heritage rather than artefact distributions
(Barrett 1999; Buikstra and Charles 1999; Tilley 1994). It is ironic that by seeking to redress
the concentration on politico-economic systems and settlement analysis adhered to by
functionalist studies, landscape archaeologists have excluded the social practices which formed
the settlements, which structured the political and economic interactions. The landscape

portrayed is full of tombs and mounds, ‘symbolic meeting points on paths of movement’ (Tilley
1994: 109), and absent of the places in which people lived and interacted, in which the social

structures which produced those tombs were negotiated. Archaeological investigation must be
directed towards particular questions of social discourse and patterns of material culture, such
as the use of monumental sites. However, it is important to draw discussion of these particulars

into a wider framework, to contextualise them within a broader understanding of past social

practice.

It is important to conceptualise landscape as a structured space which is not necessarily
inhabited but forms part of the knowledge of the people who move through it and negotiate it.
Archaeologists have often concentrated on those areas of high material consumption, the towns
or the graves where large quantities of artefacts have been deposited (Biddle 1976; Carver
1998). This has meant that the peripheral areas which form the majority of the landscape have
been ignored and are often left as blank spaces on distribution maps. They become
archaeologically uninhabited and ignored. Approaching landscape through social practice,
while still often focussing on areas of high consumption, recognises that landscape, in its

entirety - from towns to tundra - needs to be socially understood and acknowledged.

Archaeology is unable to recover the ‘ideas in people’s heads’, as Hodder aspires to do (1984:
25; Barrett 1987: 8). While individual action can be seen through the thumb impressions along
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a ceramic vessel rim, the thoughts which passed through the potter’s mind as he shaped the

clay, and the conversation he had with the pig, the impression of whose hooves were found in
the kiln floor (Barley 1982: 275), are lost. Thus, individuals occasionally can be recognised
but it is repeated individual action, the action of the community which can be discerned.
Archaeology can interpret patterns of social behaviour, but individual thought must remain
supposition even with the aid of history. While history is an immense aid to the reconstruction
of past social practice, historical records only represent a fragment of society and must still be
filtered through centuries of change in social knowledge and perspective. Indeed, it is this

discourse between individual and communal action which archaeology investigates: the coin

dropped by the merchant participating in the communal restriction of trade to the town.

This discussion has emphasised the importance of landscape and social practice to the study

of past societies. Ithas established that acknowledgment of the social construction of space and
- place is a foundation for archaeological research. However, research into social space was
developed primarily in late historic and twentieth century studies (Gregory and Urry 1985).
These time periods have a wealth of information which is absent for the early historic or
prehistoric practitioner. Social theory works best with data-rich research where multiple
identities and constructions of space, place and landscape can be explored. The archaeological
landscape is, by its nature, fragmented, and often archaeologists must struggle to find
expression of an identity, much less a multiplicity of identities. The acknowledgment of the
problems of applying social theory in research agendas is noted by Gregory, who despite his
avid promotion of social theory maintains that ‘social theory is not a Noah’s Ark that can

magically save human geography (or any other discipline) from its flood waters. Or at any rate,

if it is, then its hull is so riddled with woodworm that major reconstruction is necessary to keep
it afloat’ (1993: 275). However, Gregory goes on to state that engaging with these difficulties
is an important reason to employ social theory - ‘because it needs so much work’ (1993: 275).

The use of social theory in archaeology has been criticised on the grounds that it attempts too
much and cannot support its claims. Part of this discrepancy between social theory and data
is the lack of analytical techniques used by social theorists to explore concepts of social
practice and landscape (Yoffee and Sherratt 1993a: 5; Bradley 1993: 131). Processual
archaeology found much of its appeal in statistical and other mathematical techniques of
analysis (Clarke 1972) and the subsequent use of these techniques within social theory has been
slow to be adopted due to this association with processual theory (Whiteley 1998: 12). While

there has been confusion between scientific procedures and hypothetico-deductive

methodologies ‘the use of scientific means of analysis, whether involving the use of statistics,
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quantification, chemical or physical studies, is equally relevant with a hermeneutic approach’

(Hodder 1986: 185). Analysis is important in elucidating patterns of social practice which then
need to be interpreted within a social theoretical framework. As Bourdieu notes ‘theory
without empirical research is empty, empirical research without theory is blind’ (Bourdieu
1988: 773-787; cf. Jenkins 1992: 10). The use of social theory in archaeology requires the

analysis of data in order to explore social practice and the construction of landscape.

This thesis is interested in exploring techniqués which can be used to investigate the social
production of landscapes in the past. The use of social theory can be problematic in landscape
archaeology due to the difficulties of exploring concepts which do not always have the data or
analytical techniques to support them. Early historic landscapes have the added complication
of documentary knowledge of the period which supplements the archaeology. Historical

agendas do not always coincide with archaeological interpretations - not because of a
discrepancy of understanding, but because of two very different sets of data. Hodder recognises
this when he notes that ‘there are distinct differences between material culture and spoken or
written language... in contrast to the majority of words, many material culture signs are iconic’
(1986: 191). The use of historical comprehension of the pést is vital in the study of early
historic landscapes in order to provide a further depth of social understanding of the societies
which inhabited those landscapes. The integration of archaeological evidence with the
historical can be problematic when the archaeological data-set is not sufficient to support the

historical agendas. Therefore, techniques of analysis need to be developed which incorporate

both historical and archaeological evidence.

The focus of this thesis is the development of an approach to early historic landscapes which
links social theory with the analysis of landscape through the practices of production and
consumption of material culture. This is based on the ways in which the analysis of artefact
distributions (in this case, pottery) can contribute to further understanding the ways in which
people negotiated and understood their landscape - the way in which they moved through the
landscape; the places they travelled to and from; and the way in which these movements

structured their understanding of territory, place and social identity. This involves the
contextualisation of pottery production and consumption within the historical and
archaeological understanding of the tenth century landscape of Lincolnshire. It furtherincludes
the analysis of pottery distributions and assemblages in order to discern patterns of social
practice which can then be interpreted within a social understanding of landscape. This is

accomplished through the use of GIS and statistical methods which are aimed at investigating

the social perception and construction of landscape. Finally, a critique of these methods will

~8~



be offered to discuss the success of this approach and the ways in which future research

agendas could add to our knowledge of early historic landscapes.

Virtual Landscapes

Patterns of material culture are produced through social practice. The pot, deposited in a pit,
was produced, traded, distributed, used and discarded. While the most visible of these
processes is that of deposition and subsequent disturbances, the social practices which led to
that deposition can be discerned. Much of the symbolism inherent in social practice is lost to
the archaeologist. The gestures which accompanied trade, the actions which ensured a good
harvest, the bribery of witnesses can rarely be recovered through archaeology. However, the
communal movement through territory, structured by social identity and mobility, is visible in
the distribution patterns of artefacts. The way places and locales were. perceived can be
recognized through the distribution of artefacts. The social practices associated with the
production and consumption of artefacts are held within their distribution: the tolls levied on
the salt cart travelling to the town from the coast, the restrictions on trade within towns, the
traders’ interaction with the settlements along the salt road or their avoidance of the ferry into
another territory. Concepts of territory and place, the perception of mobility and social
orientation are enacted through the everyday use of artefacts, through the practices associated

with the production and consumption of material culture.

Social perception of place is understood through the practices which occur there.
Communication between places also articulates the ways in which places are understood by
their inhabitants. As Ingold notes ‘there can be no places without paths, along which people
arrive and depart; and no paths without places, that constitute their destinations and points of
departure’ (1993: 167). Production, exchange and consumption of material culture is thus
" involved in the social construction of place and impacts on the communication and mobility of
agents within and around that place. Human mobility is further structured through territorial
identity and boundary interaction. Indeed, the movement of people through the landscape
participates in the construction of territorial identity. Restrictions of movement across
boundary structures serve to reinforce an identification with that territory, encouraging

movement within it rather than across it. Throu gh the exploration of the analysts of the patterns



of pottery production and consumption within tenth century Lincolnshire, social perception of

territory, place and mobility in Anglo-Scandinavian society can be addressed.

Such patterns can be discerned through visual and mathematical analysis. Through the
interpolation of visual mapping and spatial trends, the social construction of space can be
addressed (Green 1990: 4-5). While Thomas maintains that archaeological landscapes ‘cannot
be understood entirely from plans and distribution maps, but [require] a consideration of the
positioning of persons in relation to the monuments’ ('fhomas 1993: 30), the distribution map

can be a powerful analytical tool. Indeed, distribution maps do provide perspective from an

interactive three dimensional representation of a monumental landscape (Yorston 1999; van
Leusen 1999) to the two dimensional display of artefacts across the landscape (Richards 1997).

The distribution map allows archaeologists to visualise patterns of social practice enabling the
discussion of social positioning which Thomas advocates. The distribution map situates

artefacts and other forms of material culture in its geographic position, permitting spatial

patterns to be recognised and interpreted.

Mathematical patterning of the relations between material culture is equally useful. The ability
to isolate factors such as distance and artefact quantities from their geographic context allows

the relationship between these elements to be discerned. Furthermore, the mathematical
mapping of assemblages based on degrees of similarity and difference is important in
characterising the places from which they were recovered. Statistical analysis explores patterns

in the data not readily visible from the distribution map.

Both methods of visualising spatial data, the geographic and the mathematical, allow social
patterns and relationships to be discerned and explored. The integration of statistics and
mapping technologies through such tools as statistics packages and GIS are invaluable to
landscape research. Indeed, ‘the combination of landscape archaeology and GIS is one of the
most profound and stimulating combinations in archaeological theory and method in the

twentieth century’ (Green 1990: 5). Through the use of GIS, archaeologists are able to

manipulate the large data-sets needed to approach landscape and the social practices which

constructed it.

Indeed, the development of cognitive GIS has been a topic of much discussion (Gaffney et al.
1995; Green 1990; Boaz and Uleberg 1995). Debate has focussed on the extent to which GIS

research 1s environmentally deterministic (Gaffney and van Leusen 1995; Wheatley 1993).

This discussion has its roots in a dissatisfaction held by archaeologists using GIS of the limited
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use of theory by many of their colleagues. The use of GIS to expound its virtues rather than
to contribute to archaeological knowledge has meant that many studies have lacked the
theoretical structures needed to take archaeological arguments beyond the results produced
using GIS applications (Gaffney and van Leusen 1995: 372). The use of theory-led, rather than
application-led™ analysis in GIS has increasingly demonstrated the benefits of using GIS to
research cognitive landscapes (Llobera 1996; Boaz and Uleberg 1995; van Leusen 1999). The
ability of GIS to combine environmental and cultural phenomena has allowed archaeologists
to critically address the social construction of landscape (Gaffney et al. 1995: 212-3; Boaz and
Uleberg 1995:251-3; van Leusen 1999: 219-20; Llobera 1996: 622). The spatial representation

and manipulation of artefact distributions along with other cultural and natural features is

important to the interpretation of past social practice through patterns of material culture.

The use of GIS to contextualise patterns of pottery distribution within the landscape is
invaluable. Nevertheless, many of the uses of GIS to approach cognitive landscapes have been
through viewshed analyses (Llobera 1996; Wheatley 1995; Boaz and Uleberg 1995) rather than
artefact distributions. Viewshed analysis directly interacts with the physical landscape and is
able to visually situate the archaeologist within it. In order to address the social construction
of landscape through the production and consumption of artefacts, traditional methods of
quantification (such as cluster and regression analyses) in conjunction with GIS applications
have “been used in this thesis to elucidate patterns of social practice. Indeed, this thesis is
interested in addressing the ways in which the analysis of pottery distribution patterns can

contribute to discourse on social practice and landscape.

The Landscape in Anglo-Saxon Archaeology

Theoretical agendas have rarely been explicitly raised in Anglo-Saxon archaeology. Amold

suggests that:

‘the principal reasons for that state of affairs [occurs because] scholars with

museum backgrounds laid the foundations for an artefact-based subject in the
first half of the twentieth century [which was] heavily influenced and directed
by the written sources ... [Indeed] it is only in the 1990's that it has been

possible to see the more widespread adoption of contemporary archaeological
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thinking’ (Arnold 1997: 13).

Anglo-Saxon archaeology spans the gap between the theoretically driven prehistoric period and
the text-based historical period. As students of a proto-historic era, Anglo-Saxon
archaeologists have not felt comfortable in either camp and have chosen to adopt the general

trends of the day without specific reference to the theoretical arguments that have been and are

being explicitly explored in other periods of archaeology.

The image of the Anglo-Saxon landscape, which arose from pre-twentieth century scholarship,
was one based in early and middle Anglo-Saxon England, with its urns and barrows which
tempted Antiquarians through the possibility of riches. It was structured by topography, by the
mounds, ridges and depressions which originally led excavators to put spade to soil. From the
antiquarian inquest into the legendary British past arose the beginnings of seriation and
typological techniques which were important for the subsequent rise of cultural historicism.
The Anglo-Saxon landscape discovered by the antiquarians was being structured into an
understanding of cultural development from prehistoric to medieval times. It was a landscape
of treasure, based on the excavation of artefacts rather than the reconstruction of cultures, social
sysfems or social practice. The fragmentary remains of the Anglo-Saxons were being

recovered through an archaeology of death and burial more concerned with riches than with the

people buried within the urns and beneath the barrows.

This landscape of discovery changed with the advent of culture historic research. It became
a backdrop of geographic boundaries defined by diagnostic burial deposits against which the
politics of history were enacted. Tribes, defined and delineated by their brooches (Leeds 1946:
81-2) or pottery (Hurst 1956; 1957), dug ditches and dykes to establish the limit of their
territorial coﬁtrol. Inter-tribal communication was primarily militant, one culture suppressing
the other. The culture historic landscape was one of cemeteries (communities of death), one
where settlements (communities of life) had little voice. The broad tribal brush strokes of the
culture historians were primarily focussed on the early and middle Saxon periods from which
most of their material came. It was oniy with the development of settlement archaeology in the

mid-twentieth century that the late Saxon period came into its own.

During the mid-twentieth century, a ‘new’ archaeology emerged based on scientific analysis

and systemic reasoning. This processualist debate for many Anglo-Saxon archaeologists
‘passed by like a skirmishing army on a distant ridge’ (Arnold 1997: 14). Despite the lack of

explicit theoretical agendas, processualist techniques and approaches were incorporated within
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Anglo-Saxon archaeology. Much of this literature was engaged with the function and
development of the town in late Anglo-Saxon society. Nevertheless, archaeologists continued
to be interested in the territorial dynamics of Anglo-Saxon England. Early Anglo-Saxon
settlement expansion was explained through site catchment analysis and the Principle of Least
Effort (Ellison and Harriss 1972). Boundaries were further investigated by Arnold (1976) who
was interested in the articulation between settlements and burial sites on the Isle of Wight.
Through the application of Thiessen polygons, Amold proposed that he could chart the
development of territorial divisions from numerous small kingdoms to larger territorial
agglomerations. He further suggested that originally territories were delineated by natural
boundaries and that as territories became subsumed into larger divisions, artificial markers such
as dyke systems were employed (Arnold 1988: 123). In these examples of territorial
development, the influence of environmental determinism and of information theory can be
observed. Society was directly linked to resources and its ability to expand was based on the
amount of energy it could command. These models also demonstrate the increasing amount

of cross-disciplinary study which characterised processualism. Environmental evidence,

geographical, historical and place name studies were brought to bear on archaeological

scholarship.

These studies continued to stress early and middle Saxon territorial development and
expansion. With the intercession of Alfred the Great, interest turned to urban development and
proto-state models for the late Saxon period. This dichotomy between cemetery/early and
town/late is extremely apparent. Environmental deterministic models accounted for much of
the early and middle Saxon scholarship. During this time, the landscape determined the
locations of settlements and cemeteries while being responsible for the extents of regional
territories. Research into the landscape of late Saxon England, dominated by Systems Theory
and state models, focussed almost exclusively on urban archaeology. Rural excavations were
rare, concentrating on large, politically important sites such as Cheddar (Rahtz 1979). Indeed,
the landscape of late Anglo-Saxon England became a series of points (towns) linked together

by a network of roads and rivers down which the information of the English state was

disseminated.

During the 1980's, there was a reaction against modernity throughout the social sciences and

humanities. There was a growing dissatisfaction with the hypothetico-deductive methodologies
of the mid-twentieth century. Emphasis changed from artefact and individual being ‘passive
reflections of the socio-cultural system’ (Hodder 1986: 7) to an agenda which stressed the
importance of individual and collective agency (Barrett 1987; Hodder 1986). Through this
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emphasis on the individual, academics began to explore the multiplicity of social meaning and
interaction. Locale was recognised as important to social practice. Material culture became
a text to be read by the archaeologist through symbology inscribed on the artefact itself or
through its context (Carver 1998; Hodder 1986). A certain amount of knowledge is needed to
construct these cultural narratives, to express the multiple individual interpretations of life. It
is with this in mind that Arnold comments that ‘it has taken the better part of a century to reach
the stage where such studies are possible, during which time the evidence has been described
and ordered’ (1997: 15). The importance of data to the post-modern movement can easily be

overlooked with its tendency to shun quantitative analysis and focus on an imaginative

expression of social action. Yet the areas of its most extreme expression are those situated in

the present or the recent past where information comes readily to hand (Haraway 1991; 1997;

Gregory 1994).

Post-processualism has not had the impact on Anglo-Saxon archaeology that it has had on
prehistoric archaeology. Where post-processualism has been embraced, it has often been
implicitly, without specific reference to theoretical arguments. Indeed, Anglo-Saxon
archaeology, the archaeology of the proto-historic, is in many ways proto-theoretical. Despite
this outwardly ambiguous stance, there have been changes of approach, alterations in the way
Anglo-Saxon archaeologists are writing about their period. There is a concern to situate the
individual, both the Anglo-Saxon and the twentieth century reader, within the past. Ideology
and symbology are seen as important mediums of social expression. There is more emphasis
on ‘horizontal’ regional studies rather than on the ‘vertical’ typological studies which
characterised Anglo-Saxon archaeology earlier this century (Arnold 1997: 14).

Recent Anglo-Saxon archaeology has focussed on studying individuals and communities within

the landscape. This is demonstrated through Carvers’ work both in urban archaeology (1993)
and in his excavations at Sutton Hoo (1992; 1998). Carver is interested in ideology and
symbolic transmission. He appropriates the textual metaphors so commonly incorporated

throughout the post-modernist movement. Carver comments that ‘in short, the [Sutton Hoo
Mound I] burial is itself a poem, full of references that are interlaced with each other:
references to life in the hall, to how a ship is stowed, to the status of the dead person, in reality
or aspiration, and at a more personal level to the foibles and achievements of the individual’
(1998: 129). Here, the multiple expressions of social discourse are flagged and explored.
Carver 1s concerned with the individual and how that individual negotiated the landscape. In

a fanciful allusion to an eighth century inhabitant of Suffolk as he gives directions to Sutton

Hoo, Carver writes:
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“There are six main reaches from the sea, until the river narrows enough to be
fordable; just before the ford, look up to the east; on the terrace above the river
there you will see a number of burial mounds. They say the pagan kings of
East Anglia are buried there. Beach your boat beneath them, but pull it well
up because the tides still run high at this point. Then walk along the path you
will find climbing the scarp; our farm lies in the hollow. It has a hall and

seven outbuildings ..." (1998: x).

By situating the eighth century traveller in his landscape, Carver is able to insert the reader into
the past, commenting on the social memory of the East Anglian kings, the seasonal change of

the tides, the description of the farm. He 1s not concerned solely with the limits of excavation

but with the scope of life within the region of Sutton Hoo.

This concern with visualizing the landscape is something which Blair has also incorporated into
his studies of ecclesiastical and urban archaeology. Here, the vehicle for visualizing the

landscape comes from a fictional Mercian herdsman travelling to Oxford in 1050:

‘The wide road ahead may have been clustered with the stalls of market
traders. The frontages on either side would have been a dense, almost
unbroken huddle of small timber buildings: shops selling clothes, shoes and
other consumer goods, butchers and victuallers stalls, workshops of weavers,
smiths and brasiers ... If the herdsman happened to come between 10 and 16
of July, he would have to steer his flock though the crowds converging on the
annual fair. Beyond the South Gate, even the boggy ground along the
approach to the ford would already be lined with suburban dwellings’ (Blair

1994: 146).

Blair uses similar techniques to Carver: seasonality, individual activity, description of the
environment and structural development. Through these, he is able to orientate the reader
within eleventh century Oxford. The underlying foundation to these insights into the past,
however, are the lists of artefacts, the masses of data accumulated through the century, which

have been collated and interpreted to reconstruct this landscape.

Hadley (1996) addresses ethnicity within the Anglo-Saxon landscape. Through her research
in the East Midlands, she demonstrates the existence of an Anglo-Scandinavian identity. She

criticises the traditional ‘correlation between numbers, impact and the ethnicity or identity of
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the Scandinavian settlers’ as being ‘too simplistic to be useful’ (Hadley 1996: 83). Instead of
seeing the Scandinavians and the English inhabitants of the Danelaw as two separate cultures,
Hadley argues for the development of an Anglo-Scandinavian ‘community bound together
primarily by a shared and subjective sense of common interests vis-a-vis others’ (1996: 83-4).
Hadley suggests that the distinctive nature of material culture, place-names and linguistic
characteristics of the Danelaw do not indicate either a large influx of Scandinavians into the
area or an aristocratic takeover, rather they were social strategies in ‘a period when two groups
of peoples with different belief-systems worked out a common means of existence’ (1996: 94).
Hadley is not interested in proving or disproving the impact of the Scandinavian settlement

during the late Saxon period. Instead, she concentrates on the social practices in which the

population of the Danelaw engaged.

The last few decades have also seen a return to typological studies. However, the concern 1s
not with dating or style developments as much as the symbolism being transmitted through the
designs. This stresses the horizontal relationships rather than the vertical, placing emphasis on
regional understandings rather than historical developments. Richards (1988; 1992) discusses
the signalling of identity through design. In one of the more explicitly theoretical studies, he
suggests that ‘symbolic systems operate to categorise information as an aid to the regulation
and direction of appropriate behaviour. Language is just one means by which the world is
classified and made understandable and controllable. Artefacts are also tools for thinking about
the world’ (Richards 1992: 133). Richards goes on to explore the symbolism embedded in
Anglo-Saxon material culture, noting totemic association of animals and status in mortuary

contexts, the transmission of age, sex and status through inscription on cremation urns and the

associated imagery on metalwork (1992: 137-147).

These examples demonstrate the growing concern to illustrate social understanding and
interaction within Anglo-Saxon archaeology. Scholars are interested in individual
communication through material culture and landscape construction: the folk-memory of the
East Anglian kings situated in the burial mounds on the hills above the River Deben; the
deliberate signalling of status through the inscription of a horse on metalwork and pottery, the
innovation of the god Tiw, and the delineation of power through the erection of a wall around
a developing town. This concentration on social activity further aids to situate the reader within
the Anglo-Saxon community, providing cross-temporal understandings of the signalling of

social identity and association within Anglo-Saxon life.

In the last number of decades, the Anglo-Saxon landscape has become populated. It is

~16~



conceptualised as a palimpsest of features which were constructed and negotiated by its
inhabitants. Communication and mobility are aspects of the landscape. Symbols are used to
transmit knowledge. Artefacts are now being studied, not for the sake of chronology or as
indications of cultural technology, but rather as objects that were created, used and discarded

by people in the past.

In summary, different approaches to the past have presented various understandings of the
Anglo—Saxon landscape. The Antiquarians identified the barrows and sepulchres of the early
and middle Saxon populations. This landscape of death continued into the late nineteenth and
twentieth century where culture history assigned racial and ethnic values to the artefacts,
tracing cultural interaction through the development of styles. Scholarship was historically
driven, appropriating the writings of the Anglo-Saxons and mapping the politico-cultural
records onto artefact typologies. Settlements were added to this vision of the landscape during
the mid-twentieth century. Towns became functional communities, ‘islands of royal power’
(Abels 1988: 80). The environment, geology and geography determined where the Anglo-
Saxon settlements were placed and what territories each settlement controlled. It has been only
in the last few decades that the landscape has become populated, that the blank areas between
the towns and cemeteries have been addressed. Although rarely explicitly stated, the Anglo-

Saxon landscape has become perceived as a socially constructed space, both by its past

inhabitants and the present-day scholars who study it.

Landscape and Material Culture

The concepts behind social practice and landscape were introduced at the beginning of this
chapter. Theoretical approaches to the Anglo-Saxon landscape were then discussed with the
emphasis placed on current agendas. The following section delineates the specific agendas of
this thesis. It begins with a theoretical discussion of landscape and social practice. It then
moves to areview of the current themes inlate Anglo-Saxon archaeology before addressing the
rationale of Lincolnshire for a regional study. Consideration of how the social practices of
pottery production and consumption during the tenth century are able to inform archaeologists
about how the landscape was structured by its inhabitants will follow this. Discussion will then
turn to the strategies used to analyse the patterns of pottery distribution and to contextualise

them within the historical landscape of tenth century Lincolnshire. These sections will then be
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drawn together into a summary statement leading into the following chapters.

Human agency is involved with material objects, be they the corn which was grown, harvested,
consumed and burnt in a hearth or the axe which was used by a guildsman to hew timbers for
a house. The construction of space and landscape is inherently bound up with the social use
of artefacts (Massey 1994: 145; Barrett 1987: 6). While the material remains of past cultures
are never complete, they do provide evidence of past social practice and the locale in which it
was enacted (Barrett 1987: 6). Social action is constructed through a spatial medium and by

the physical manipulation of material culture. Artefacts, their production, consumption and

deposition, are part of social practice. Patterns of material culture thus represent the actions

of past individuals and their communities within the landscape.

The social concept of territory is bound up with issues of spatial identity. Individuals associate
themselves with a particular spatially understood community. This territorial identity, which
could in some cases be described in ethnic terms, is contained within Bourdieu’s concept of
habitus (1990: 56; Jones 1997: 88-92). While habitus was primarily developed to address
household communities, it has subsequently been used as a flexible way to approach landscape
identity (Jones 1997; Llobera 1996). Instead of starting with the premise of bounded
communities, which implies territorial closure and often asserts the primacy of politically
imposed boundaries, habitus is concerned with social identity. This allows for multiple
associations with places within the landscape by individuals and communities. This
multiplicity is discussed by Bentley, who asserts that ‘since ethnic identity derives from
situationally shared elements of a multidimensional habitus, it is possible for an individual to
possess several different situationally relevant but nonetheless emotionally authentic identities
and to symbolize all of them in terms of shared descent’ (Bentley 1987: 35; ¢f. Jones 1997: 91).
Landscapes are constructed through the articulation of multiple identities: those of the walled
town, the monastic promontory, the hundredal organisation, the kingdom or shire. These

identities are formed through shared social practices, enforced and altered by the changing

discourse of power.
Territorial identity is structured through material practices. Indeed:

‘the material world, permanent and decaying, constructed and demolished,
exchanged and accumulated, is a potentially powerful system of signification.
It is inhabited by actors whose practical understanding of their daily routines

1s constructed with reference to a material architecture and their temporal
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movement through those spaces and across their boundaries’ (Barrett 1987:9).

The use of particular material items articulates social identity. These can be overt symbols such
as sculpture or dialect which are meant to signal ethnic affiliation or less strident practices such
as regional trade which is influenced by social perceptions of movement and direction.
Structures of power and authority strengthen social identification with a territory. Indeed,

political or economic boundaries help to reinforce social movement within a territory rather

than across it through such measures as border patrols and toll booths regulating and restricting

travel.

Landscape is also constructed through the organisation and social perception of place. Places

or locales are understood through the social practices enacted within them: the act of plowing
is associated with the open field above the village, the Benedictine rule with the monastery, the

striking of a coin with a town. Bourdieu notes this when he speaks about the dichotomy of

sexual space within the Kabyle culture:

‘the opposition between the sacred of the right hand and the sacred of the left
hand, between nif and h’aram, between man, invested with protective and
fertilizing powers, and woman, who is both sacred and invested with
maleficent powers, is materialized in the division between masculine space,
with the assembly place, the market or the fields, and the female space, the

- house and the garden, the sanctuaries of A’aram’ (Bourdieu 1990: 76).

Places are structured through the practices enacted in them and through the identity of the
participants. The use of material culture in these practices further defines locale, leaving
visible traces for the archaeologist to uncover and to interpret: the coin on the cobbled street,

the hearth in the beaten house floor, the grave cover in the church yard.

Place and locale are spatially oriented and geographically distinguished through social practice.
Places are understood through the ways of life associated with them (Ingold 1993: 155).
Giddens emphasizes this in his remark concerning the North-South divide in Britain: ‘the North
is not just a geographically delimited area, but one with long-established social traits’ (1985:
275). Knowledge of locale involves direction, a social orientation towards certain locales and
away from others, an association with North or South, with city or village, field or market.
Place and locale are understood by the spatial orientation of the people engaged in the social

practices which construct their identity (Giddens 1985: 281-2; Bourdieu 1990: 77).
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Furthermore, those social practices are enacted because of the geographic place in which they
occur. Part of the social perception of towns in tenth century Britain would have been their
positioning on Roman roads and on navigable rivers, along which traders travelled in their carts
and boats, participating in marketing activities which structured town identities. Other social
practices would have been associated with this movement which are archaeologically invisible.
Indeed, social practice would have also been articulated through gestures and postures, through

the presence of certain individuals as well as through physical architecture which has not

survived the centuries.

Giddens further raises the concept of spatial visibility. In his discussion of core-periphery
relations in twentieth century cities, he notes that ‘ghetto areas may be rendered ‘invisible’ by
their regional enclosure in neighbourhoods having both very low rates of property transfer and
of daily mobility from those neighbourhoods into other parts of the city’ (Giddens 1985: 281).
Locales are therefore made visible through social practice which focuses attention or relegates
marginality. In a more complex discussion on spatial visibility, Bourdieu notes the association
of the Kabyle house with the female (dark/nocturnal/damp) and the outdoors with the male
(bright/day/dry) and remarks on the lack of male knowledge and visibility of the house and the
activities which occur therein (Bourdieu 1990: 76, 276). Landscapes are understood through

the social actions which make them visible or marginal to their inhabitants.

The geographic orientation of place and locale is further articulated through mobility and
communication. This is partially constructed through perceptions of distance and time, of how
long it takes to get from A to B along which route (Giddens 1985: 268). However, mobility is
also influenced by territorial identities, boundary structures and locale. Movement is
associated with direction, with the spatial orientation of social practice towards and away from
places. The movement of people along roads towards towns impacts on the social perception
of the places which lay along the route. The association of villages with travel towards towns
influences how those places are geographically perceived, bringing them socially ‘closer’ to
the town. Boundary structures, imbued with restrictions such as tolls, can encourage movement
within territories rather than without, further strengthening the sense of territorial identity.
Indeed, mobility and communication articulate the geographic relation of places and territories

and of the practices associated with them.

Landscape is constructed through the social practices associated with place, territory and
mobility. These issues structure the following discussions of landscape and social practice

within tenth century Lincolnshire. They are based on the premise that the Anglo-Saxons
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participated in social discourses which formed and transformed the communities, the places and
landscapes in which they lived and died. These activities took place within a social landscape
of culturally understood behaviour. The tenth century potter threw his pots in an emerging
town, his waste was discarded in pits, his pots and bowls were traded throughout the region, to
be used and then also discarded. The eleventh century trader may have greeted by name the
man collecting tolls at the gates of Lincoln, participating in practices enacted daily, seasonally
or annually by the late Anglo-Saxon communities. He may have been jostled while reaching

for his coins, dropping one by mistake to lie forgotten for the trowel of the twentieth century

archaeologist to discover.

~The landscape of late Anglo-Saxon England-~

Despite the recent publication of a number of regional studies (Stafford 1985; Gelling 1992;
Blair 1994; Yorke 1995), the landscape of the late Anglo-Saxon period is still dominated by the
emergence of towns. Indeed, while rural and ecclesiastical studies have increased in the last
two decades, archaeological debate is still primarily concerned with the rise of towns in the
tenth and eleventh centuries. The great surge of urban excavations during the 1960's and
1970's uncovered a wealth of information about the Anglo-Saxon town despite the fact that
these excavations sometimes represent only 0.025% of the potential archaeology (Hall 1988a:
125). The archaeological focus on town development has created a dichotomy between the
burgeoning urban landscapes and equally important rural developments. Only a small
percentage of Anglo-Saxons lived in towns. The bulk of the population inhabited the manorial
settlements in the rural landscape (Darby 1971: 51). This infatuation with urban development
has encouraged such assertions that towns were ‘islands of royal power through which the king
and his agents, ealdormen, bishops, and reeves, were able to dominate the countryside’ (Abels
1988: 80). Statements such as this have been influenced by those excavations, such as York
(Hall 1988a; b), Winchester (Biddle 1966; 1972) and London (Dyson and Schofield 1984:
Vince 1988; Hobley 1988), which have demonstrated the requirements for generalized models
and which have become the ‘type’ sites for such arguments. These descriptions of late Anglo-
Saxon England say little about the people who were inventing and re-inventing these towns
through their actions and perceptions. They disregard the settlements and landscape against
which the towns are being defined. Indeed, the preoccupation of late Saxon archaeology with

urbanisation has tended to ignore the intricate associations being articulated in the documentary
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sources which are for the most part located in the rural rather than urban landscape.

The continuity of towns from the Roman period through the so-called ‘Dark Ages’ into Hodges’
Age of Emporia (1989a; b) and the re-emergence of urbanism in the tenth century has been an
area of archaeological interest. The social changes during this period were immense and the
towns which developed in the husks of the Roman coloniae were very different from those at
the turn of the previous millennium. The vast differences in the representation of Roman and
Anglo-Saxon urbanism prompted debate on the nature of towns (Biddle 1976; Hill 1988;
Haslam 1987; Carver 1993). This debate has hinged on whether the Anglo-Saxon town, or its

European counterpart, qualifies as ‘urban’. It has been claimed that British scholars

optimistically claim the tenth and eleventh century town as urban since they are more

comfortable with equating rubbish pits and rows of post-holes with urbanity. Nevertheless:

‘it is also possible that we are too readily impressed by all traces of post-

Roman continuity in Italy ... [and] are rendered a little starry-eyed, in a vaguely
Europhile way, by the idea that people in Piazza delle Erbe at Verona (the site

of the ancient forum) may have been sipping Campari sodas and admiring the

fruit-stalls continuously since Roman times’ (Ward-Perkins 1996: 13).

The establishment of continuity (of urbanism or of habitation of urban settlements) from the

Roman period is also important to modern society which wishes to link its present concepts of
civilisation to the ancient world in a search *for stability in an unstable world’ (Roskams 1996:

263). Indeed, the Roman gate, the fortress tower and the fortified wall are still visible today,

the works of the giants, the reliquaries of modern civilisation.

In the last decade, there has been some concern to work towards a flexible definition of a town,
one which also includes contemporary concepts of towns and urbanism (Carver 1993: 1-5;
Halsall 1996: 236). Indeed, ‘a town, like any settlement, is a complex of significant things, a
conversation in matter, in which the various elements, from monuments to midden heaps,
communicate different messages in different ways’ (Carver 1993: 4). Less intent on ideological
interpretations of towns, Halsall suggests that towns must satisfy five criteria: they must be
perrnaneni settlements, they must support a larger population than other contemporary
settlements, they must be socially differentiated from other contemporary settlements, they must

have an economy based on more than subsistence, voluntary or tribute-based supply, and they

must be the foci of regional congregation for the provision of ‘higher order’ services (Halsall
1996: 236).
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This definition of a town is oriented more towards the society which lived in or travelled to the
town than the earlier definitions which focussed on urban attributes such as a market, a minster,
a mint and a wall (Hill 1988: 201, 211; Heighway 1972: 8). Furthermore, it demonstrates an
awareness that a town is not a unitary settlement but one which interacts and is defined by its
relation to a hinterland (Halsall 1996: 237). The concentration on towns to the exclusion of
other settlements has generated an abstract concept of ‘the town’ which is projected in an ad
hoc basis upon all urban settlements and has little to do with contemporary geographic context
(Roskams 1996: 263-4). Indeed, archaeolo gists must ‘stop seeing the town as a thing-in-itself,
a generic social reality, and recognise that such settlements do not indicate the arrival of
urbanism with a simple, single relationship with general social development. ‘The town’ is not
a social process; towns are a product of such processes’ (Roskams 1996: 264). These social
processes structure the entire landscape. They are not isolated 1n particular settlements or
abstract ideals. Instead, the social practices occurring in the landscape, in the fields and in the

fens, structure the organisation of settlements, both urban and rural, within the landscape.

The re-emergence of towns in Britain during the late Saxon period is not concerned simply with
whether towns were continuously occupied from the Roman period. Indeed, there is little

question that town life ceased at the end of the Roman period, coinciding with a fundamental
shift in social practice towards a local and regional organisation (Esmonde Cleary 1995:; 22-3;
Scull 1993: 70). Excavations of towns indicate continued or sporadic use of towns but not in
any way that could be characterised as ‘urban’ (Hinton 1990: 6-7). Indeed, the Roman town
‘was not devoid of people... None the less, the recycled building material, haphazard appearance
and asymmetrical plans of any buildings suggest, at best, a settlement with quite different
investment and maintenance strategies’ (Roskams 1996: 277). Social construction of landscape
rested not in the use or non-use of the town, but in the social strategies practised throughout the
landscape. This is true both for the decline of urbanism after the Roman period and its re-
emergence in the late Anglo-Saxon period. Instead of characterising society solely by the
presence or absence of material culture in towns, archaeology should be interested in how the

use of material culture structured the landscape and in how this informs archaeologists of the

social practices enacted in the past.

Recent contributions in rural and ecclesiastical archaeology have helped to redress the early and
continued interest in urban strategies (Blair 1988a; b; Stocker 1993; Beresford 1987; Loveluck

1997; 1998). Regional studies have also directed attention away from the town and towards

other social uses of landscape (Stafford 1985; Gelling 1992; Sawyer 1998; Blair 1994; Yorke
1995). This has begun to fill the blank spaces in Anglo-Saxon social geography left by the
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concentration of research on towns. Furthermore, these works bridge the gap between
archaeologist, historian and linguist to begin to address the Anglo-Saxon culture as a society
whose gestures and speech, artefact and architecture, field and house; charter and lawcode

structured the landscape in which they lived.

The rural landscape has been primarily represented by a few major excavations such as
Cheddar, Somerset (Rahtz 1979) and Goltho, Lincolnshire (Beresford 1987). Recently Raunds
Furnells, Northamptonshire (Boddington 1996) and Flixborough, Lincolnshire (Loveluck 1998;
1997) as well as the Cottam excavations in the Yorkshire Wolds (Richards 1997) have begun
to alleviate the lack of knowledge of rural settlements in the middle and late Saxon period.
However, the questions raised by the Flixborough and Cottam excavations concerning the
continued use of a locale through a variety of settlement shifts (Richards 1997: 238; Loveluck
1998: 150; 1997: 181) highlight the 1ack of current knowledge about rural settlement strategies.
This is also demonstrated through the query raised by Loveluck as to what constitutes a secular
or monastic settlement (Loveluck 1998: 158). Indeed, little 1s known about the archaeological
composition of the rural landscape. The scant archaeological knowledge of this area has been
offset by the documentary knowledge of late Saxon and early medieval England. With their
detailed descriptions of the beekeepers, swineherds and cheesemakers (Douglas and Greenaway

1953: 813-6), these sources have perhaps obscured the fact that little archaeological knowledge

is available concerning the inhabitants of the rural settlements.

One of the difficulties with the current understanding of the late Saxon rural landscape is the
concentration on sites rather than their locales. The rural map is much like the urban: a
scattering of places with blank spaces between. Place-name evidence has contributed to the
knowledge of the landscape by associating places with particular peoples and ethnic groups

(Fellows Jenson 1972) as well as providing a picture of the woods and fields recorded within
the names and boundary clauses (Gelling 1984; Hooke 1981). These studies are important for
their representation not only of rural settlements but also of the landscape in between which was

as inhabited as the settlements in which people built their homes.

It is important to approach the Anglo-Saxons through the practices of social behaviour which
structured their landscape and society. By approaching the Anglo-Saxon landscape and the

social practices which constructed it, one does not lose sight of the furrow or the plow, the

parish church and sundial, the cobbled street or the market, or indeed, the needle used to patch

the nalbinding sock to be worn while skating on the river, While it is impossible to address the

Anglo-Saxon culture in the way that anthropologists are able to study present day societies or
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to incorporate the entirety of the patchy and incomplete nature of present knowledge of the
Anglo-Saxon past, it is important to adopt an approach which recognises the many ways in
which the Anglo-Saxons constructed their culture. The archaeological study of past landscapes
does not end at the town or the manor but seeks to understand the practices of the people who
built the houses, travelled the roads, and collected the tolls. Social practice is structured
through the spatial manipulation of the material world. By addressing the practices surrounding
the production, distribution, consumption and deposition of material culture, the archaeologist

is able to address the ways in which people constructed and understood their landscape.

~Artefact and region: Pottery production in tenth century Lincolnshire~

Mellor noted the importance of pottery to landscape studies when she remarked that pottery
‘studies corresponded with, and complemented the development of landscape archaeology’
(1994: 4). The production and consumption of this ubiquitous artefact is bound up in some of
the most observable changes in material social practices. Pottery production was focussed in
the emerging towns. Craft techniques altered at the same time through the introduction of
Continental potting traditions, likely caused by the immigration of potters from the Low
Countries (Kilmurry 1977a: 184). These changes in craft practices, both in technique and
locale, took place within larger social transitions. During the ninth to eleventh centuries, the
feudal relations practised in the medieval period developed from the early and middle Saxon
tributary organisation. Corresponding shifts in settlement strategies, characterised by the
emergence of towns, manors and parishes, were connected with the transformation of the
middle Saxon kingdoms into a nation of shires. The activities associated with the production
and consumption of pottery were bound up in these changes in social practice. Through the
examination of pottery distributions, the ways in which people during the late Saxon period

understood and negotiated their surroundings can be explored.

Approaching the whole of the late Saxon landscape through pottery production and
consumption would require more time and space than this thesis allows. Furthermore,

archaeological understanding of pottery during this period is structured around county

boundaries and regional consultancies. This has produced a patchy awareness of the pottery
trade. Access to county records is just beginning to be made practical through the work of such

data resource services as the Archaeology Data Service (ADS). However, the exchange of

information across county boundaries is still problematic. This is also due to the lack of




funding avgilable for the reassessment of the pottery assemblages. This desperately needs to
be done, especially as the East Midlands Pottery Project (EMPP) discovered a significant
amount of late Saxon pottery stored within Roman collections (J. Young pers com).
Furthermore, museums have large numbers of unrecorded artefacts in storage such as the eight

tons of unclassified pottery in the Scunthorpe Museum (Ulmschneider 1998: 31). Pottery
analysis is also complicated by the differing typologies used and the different recording

methods employed. Indeed, there is no standardized pottery analysis methodology and thus,
currently, the data are not available to make a useful national study of pottery production and

consumption practices across the late Anglo-Saxon landscape.

A regional study is therefore more appropriate for this project. Lincolnshire (Figure 1) was
selected for this research. The changes in pottery production first occur along the eastern coast
of England during the mid-ninth century, presumably because of the Scandinavian activity in
the area. While not specifically a ‘Scandinavian’ phenomena, the changes in the pottery craft
reflect the more general emergence of towns which occurs slightly earlier in this area than in
Wessex and English Mercia (Vince 1993a: 161; 1994: 115). Addressing pottery production and

consumption in Lincolnshire, therefore, provides the opportunity to investigate Anglo-

Scandinavian social practices both in terms of town life and the development of the manor and
the parish in the rural landscape. While part of the wider late Saxon culture, the Anglo-
Scandinavian society of Lincolnshire did have distinctive ethnic overtones and the term Anglo-

Scandinavian will be used to reflect this when referring specifically to Lincolnshire.

The importance of addressing the social implications of the pottery trade was also raised by
Mellor who noted that ‘only occasionally have the wider issues, not simply of date, but also of

iconography and design, technology, cultural and economic links, patronage, social and political
implications, been included. It is precisely this explanation of the wider issues and questions
that seems to be lacking in many pottery reports’ (1994: 16). There is a clear need for pottery

to be contextualised within social practice.

Lincolnshire has the pottery data to support such a study of landscape. While there are a

number of conflicting pottery typologies (Chapter II-IlI; Appendix II), the EMPP has developed
a good understanding of pottery production in the region. Despite the cancellation of the
project due to lack of funding, new pottery data have been continually added to the database as

it was catalogued. This has provided a unique resource of pottery data unequalled in other parts
of the country. Unfortunately, the cancellation of the EMPP has meant that Lincolnshire is the

only county in the East Midlands which can be examined in this way and cross-county
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comparisons have had to rely on published archaeological accounts. Thus, this project has been
unable to address pottery production and distribution outside of Lincolnshire in detail, although

the pottery trade within Lincolnshire has been placed in context within late Anglo-Saxon

England as a whole.

However, Lincolnshire still allows investigation into the territorial changes occurring in the late
Saxon period. During the middle Saxon period Lincolnshire was comprised of a number of
Anglo-Saxon kingdoms, the most historically notable of which was Lindsey, a territory which

existed until the creation of the county of South Humberside in 1974. The county of

Lincolnshire in unique in that it incorporates two of the Danelaw Five Borough territories:
Lincoln and Stamford. While Stamford fell early in the tenth century to Edward the Elder, the
territory of Lincoln (previously the kingdom of Lindsey) remained under Anglo-Scandinavian
rule until the mid to late tenth century. The territories were finally joined in the early eleventh

century with the creation of the shire of Lincoln. These changes in political boundaries were
part of a larger shift in social identity encompassing the transition from villa regalis and minster
parochiato town, parish and manor. The practices of pottery production and consumption were

embedded in the construction of territorial identity and community interaction.

The importance of pottery to archaeological research was re-iterated in the 1994 report on
medieval ceramics (Mellor 1994). It highlighted the use of pottery to establish the date of a site,
the deposition processes at that site, as well as 1ts socio-economic context within the trading
networks, production technologies and cultural tradition associated with the use of pottery
(Mellor 1994: 9). It further emphasised the fundamental involvement of county and regional
archaeologists as well as academic institutions in the development of ceramic studies (contra
Hodges 1995: 105). Most pottery research has been developed through couﬁty and private
archaeological firms such as City of Lincoln Archaeology Unit (CLAU), Heritage Lincolnshire
and Yorkshire Archaeological Trust and through externally funded projects such as Flixborough
(Loveluck 1998; 1997); Goltho (Beresford 1987); Coppergate (Mainman 1990) and especially
the East Midlands Pottery Project (EMPP) (Vince and Young 1991). The other important

resource for pottery studies has been in doctoral research such as that by Kilmurry (1980);
Coppack (1980) and Hayfield (1985).

Much of the project-based and commercial research focuses on the use of pottery to provide a

temporal and regional context for particular sites (Beresford 1987; Loveluck 1997; Palmer

Brown 1996). Urban excavations continue to expand knowledge of pottery typologies and

production practices (Adams Gilmour 1988; Miles et al. 1989; Mainman 1990) through pottery
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reports which detail the wares in the assemblages typologically and chronologically. They
assess the relationship between the site and those places which produced the wares found at that
site. These reports provide a local and regional context for the site. They do not assess the
region as a whole. Indeed, the value of these reports lies in the integration of pottery with

knowledge of other forms of material culture recovered from the site.

The doctoral theses and works resulting from doctoral research which focus on pottery
production within Lincolnshire have been primarily engaged with the development of pottery
typologies and particular ceramic industries (Coppack 1980; Hayfield 1985; Kilmurry 1980).
While trade and distribution have been considered by these studies, they have not focussed on

the social landscape but rather on probable mechanisms of exchange (Kilmurry 1980: 171;
Hayfield 1985: 408). These mechanisms of exchange have been discussed through the
application of trade models to the data. Where distribution maps have been included, they
demonstrate the extent and regional proportions of trade (Kilmurry 1980: 161, 167) or fabric
percentages (Hayfield 198S5: figs. 250-255). The regional ‘zones of influence’ discussed by
Hayﬁeld are not linked to territorial development and expression (1985: 406-419) nor are the
transportationroutes raised by Kilmurry explored through further data analysis (Kilmurry 1980:
171-175). Indeed, these projects were concerned with the development of the pottery industry

not the social construction of landscape.

The models of exchange used by Kilmurry (1980) and Hayfield (1985) do not explore the social
issues involved in the construction of landscape and settlement. Hayfield concentrates on
historical references to market towns although he notes that the trade of pottery does not
conform to a central market town distribution (Hayfield 1985: 406-419) Hayfield does not
discuss the reasons for this except to suggest that ‘markets could, therefore, be encapsulated
within a zone of influence or lie on an interface between them’ (Hayfield 1985: 410). Thus, the
distribution of pottery is not interpreted in terms of the social construction of space and
geography. Kilmurry provides a much more historically integrated discussion ranging from
transportation to the trade of specific wares outside the town. However, she does not explore
those networks nor the social construction of territory and place within the landscape (Kilmurry
1980: 171-5; Chapter III). While both Kilmurry and Hayfield discuss regional trade
distributions and mechanisms of trade, they do not place them within their historical or social
context.

While primari}y concerned with discussing the use and origin of pottery in the London region

during the early medieval and medieval period, the studies done by Vince (1984; 1985)

28



illustrate the applicability of using pottery to discern directions and methods of travel, as well
as social associations between and within places. Through petrological analysis, Vince
established that the predominant ware consumed within London (Late Saxon Shelly (LSS))
during the late ninth and tenth centuries was produced in the Oxford region, if not at Oxford
itself (1984: 35-6). This shelly ware was then transported along the Thames, a route clearly
associated with the LSS distribution (Vince 1985: 31; 1984: 36). This demonstrates a clear
connection between Oxford and London via the Thames, a relationship which was not apparent
from the middle Saxon trade axis towards Ipswich (Vince 1985: 34). It also implies that

London, despite its prominence as a town and port, was supplied through trading connections

with Oxford.

Furthermore, Vince was able to characterise the development of London as a town which, like

its immediate hinterland, consumed and traded in one primary ware during the tenth century,

but which during the eleventh century was engaged with wider trade and whose consumption
patterns differed appreciably from nearby settlements (Vince 1985: 31, 38, 42). This
demonstrates the increased distinctiveness of urban settlements from their rural counterparts
during the eleventh century. Both the riverine connection between London and Oxford as well
as the changing consumption patterns of the London inhabitants from the tenth and eleventh

centuries, suggest that pottery can be used to discern social perception of place and mobility

within the Anglo-Saxon landscape.

The use of pottery in the study of landscapes corresponds with many of the future research
agendas detailed by the Mellor report (1994). Indeed, she notes that ‘the study of landscapes
(eg. the integration of the study of towns and their hinterlands, the evidence for change in rural

settlement patterns) is required if research is to proceed in a coherent rather than piecemeal
fashion’ (Mellor 1994: 28). The relevance of establishing the production and distribution of
pottery within a regional context and withip other artefact traditions was highlighted as an area
which needed more attention (Mellor 1994. 9, 16). However, the shortage of such studies
corresponded with the lack of available data and the difficulty of integrating that data into a

form which could support such a study (Mellor 1994: §, 14-5).

Indeed, Lincolnshire is one of the few regions which has the data infrastructure to support
landscape research in conjunction with practices of pottery production and consumption. The
data compiled through the EMPP enables the social construction of landscape to be approached
through the exploration of pottery distributions. While the Lincolnshire EMPP data-set is

stable enough to support a landscape study focussing on territorial identity, social mobility and
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settlement interaction, its integration within other collections is problematic. This 1s partially

due to the wide range of data standards and recording methodologies in Lincolnshire and other
counties. The EMPP database only covers Lincolnshire and other counties were not included

due to lack of funding.

Investigation into the practices associated with the distribution of pottery offers a chance to
examine the social activities of Anglo-Saxon communities. Individuals can be recognised in

the pottery craft through personal techniques of potting. However, for the most part, pottery

is a domestic item used by numerous individuals as part of communal consumption practices.
The value of pottery lies in its practicality, its everyday usage, its commonality. This thesis
explores the practices of pottery production and consumption as an avenue for addressing

community interaction and identity in landscape.

~The social geography of Anglo-Scandinavian Lincolnshire~

During the late Saxon period there were a number of important changes in social practice which
were conveyed in the landscape. The renegotiation of land tenure from large estates held by
the king and his ealdormen, to smaller holdings based within a growing aristocratic nobility,
who also had investments in town properties, was bound up in the shift from tributary to feudal
relations (Stafford 1985: 60-2; Blair 1994: 140; Saunders 1990: 168, 282). The increased social
mobility during the tenth century saw a rise in the nobility as more ceorls became thegns. As

Blair remarks ‘this was bound to intensify exploitation of lords’ directly-managed land, and
hence the demands on their dependants’ labour... [thus] small manors were more productive
than great ones, and were better managed’ (1994: 140). The emerging towns, with their hagae
and markets, were part of this shift to feudal tenure practices. The towns were linked to the
growth in royal control from the early tenth century hegemonic rulership to an acknowledged
monarchy during the eleventh century. Indeed, during the late Saxon period ‘noble society
experienced a period of rapid social mobility, with a burgﬁoning lesser nobility and the
emergence of an exceptionally powerful greater one. The former was largely the result of

changes in economy and land-holding; the latter was effected primarily by unification’
(Stafford 1989: 155). These changes in social practice were manifested through an increased

privatisation of land holdings which resulted in the development of the medieval manor, town

and parish.



Alongside these more general changes in late Saxon society, Lincolnshire was involved with
the social changes occurring with the Scandinavian settlement and the establishment of the
Danelaw territories. Urbanisation was accelerated in the Danelaw through increased
investment in craft production and trade (Vince 1994: 113-15). Towns such as Lincoln and
Stamford emerged as focal settlements for the territory and region. Parochial development
appears to be linked with the sharing out of lands by Scandinavian leaders (Sawyer 1998: 55-7).
The fragmentation of lands is archaeologically visible in the stone sculpture presumably
commissioned by the founders of the parish churches (Everson and Stocker 1999: 79;
Boddington 1996: 67). Sculptural traditions exhibit territorial differences between the
territories Sf Lindsey and that of Stamford (Everson and Stocker 1999: 81-87). Although both

territories were part of the Five Borough confederacy, Stamford was conquered early in the

tenth century by Edward the Elder linking it more closely with Wessex. Indeed, Lindsey
appears to be more strongly oriented towards the north and Yorkshire, while Stamford and its

territory are more southward looking (Everson and Stocker 1999: 81-87).

Summary

The social identities being created through territory, town, manor and parish were expressed
through the varying practices associated with each place and the ways in which communities
from these places interacted. Lincolnshire is dominated by the geographié discourse between
watery fen and limestone wold, through which rivers such as the Trent, Witham and Welland

flow. Roman roads, built along the upland surfaces, took advantage of the dry land. The

interaction between road and river transport was important to this region during the tenth

century. While more regional pathways and fenland waterways are difficult to discern, local

communication between manorial settlements would have utilised these less trodden, though

no less important, routes.

The Anglo-Scandinavian production and consumption of pottery were involved in these social

practices structuring territorial identity and community interaction. Pottery productionis linked
to the emerging urban communities. It is bound up in the change of craft traditions and

practices which occur during the late Saxon period. The introduction of a dramatically
different manufacturing technique, involving the use of a fast wheel and structured kiln,
differentiates these vessels from the previous middle Saxon hand-made pottery which was fired

in a clamp-kiln. The Continental influence in the style of the late ninth and tenth century

pottery in the East Midlands is suggestive of Scandinavian influence, not only in the
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transmission of craft skills and/or craftsmen, but also in the increased development of urban
traditions 1n the Danelaw boroughs. The production of this pottery is associated with the

Anglo-Scandinavian identity of the Danelaw and in the emergence of a rural interaction with

urban-based craft production.

Investigation into practices of pottery production and consumption in tenth century

Lincolnshire therefore focuses on assessing the interaction between towns, their associated
territories and their settlements. Inquiry into community interaction between rural settlements

is established through other documentary sources such as Domesday and the Rectitudines

Singularum Personarum. Indeed, it is important to highlight not only the present limitations
of pottery analysis but also to characterise those social practices unable to be discussed through
the practices of pottery distribution. Nevertheless, there is an immense amount of knowledge
which pottery analysis is able to contribute to the understanding of past societies. The common

occurrence of pottery on all Anglo-Scandinavian sites allows a unique opportunity to consider

the regional construction of landscape.

The exploration of the practices of production and consumption within Anglo-Scandinavian
Lincolnshire involves quantitative analysis of the patterns of material culture. GIS were chosen
to facilitate the study of the pottery distributions and to aid in their contextualisation within the
landscape. The visualisation capabilities of GIS are important to the study of landscape and
allow interactive exploration of a wide variety of data-sets and statistical results. However, GIS
were not designed to incorporate cognitive information and must be adapted to address social
practice within the landscape. Much of the cognitive analysis of landscape has been based in
viewshed analyses rather than studies of artefact distribution. This thesis explores the ways in

which GIS applications can be used to address the social construction and understanding of past

landscapes through the distribution of artefacts.

This thesis develops ways in which the production and consumption of pottery can be used to

examine 1ssues of social change within the landscape. Most landscape studies have focussed
on monuments and built heritage rather than on the social practices involved with the trade of

goods. The practices surrounding the trade in pottery participated in the construction of
landscape through the places in which it was produced, the ways and means in which it

travelled, the places where it was traded and those where it was consumed and discarded.
Archaeological interpretation of these practices is dependant partially on how receptive pottery

analysis is in discerning social action and communication within the landscape and partially on

the present knowledge about the landscape. This thesis seeks to explore the relationship
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between the pottery trade and the construction of landscape as well as to suggest avenues for

future research.

The tenth century was a century of change. It encompassed the demuse of kingdoms, the
establishment of shires and parishes, the development of a northern Anglo-Scandinavian
culture, a shift in settlement patterns from that of middle Saxon England to Domesday with its
manors, berewicks and sokeland that reflects that of moderm-day England, the emergence of
urban society with its influence over production and distribution patterns and the development
of an English identity. These developments occurred through the changing social practices of
people whose understanding of the places in which they lived and from which they travelled,
shifted as did their lifestyle, the food they ate and the items they made or bought. These
decisions and actions produced patterns of material culture which can then be interpreted in
terms of the people and of the society who established them. However, they must not be

considered in isolation but as situated within the cultural geography of tenth century England.



CHAPTER I

" THE SOCIAL GEOGRAPHY OF LINCOLNSHIRE
c. 850-1100

‘There is in the midland district of Britain a most dismal fen of immense size, which
begins at the banks of the river called Granta not far from the camp which is called

Cambridge, and stretches from the south as far north as the sea. Itis avery long tract,

now consisting of marshes, now of bogs, sometimes black waters overhung by fog,
sometimes studded with wooded islands and traversed by the windings of tortuous

streams’ (Felix’s Life of St. Guthlac; trans. Colgrave 1956: 87).

‘Any fool can appreciate mountain scenery, it takes a man of discernment to
appreciate the fens’ (Harry Godwin 1978; ¢f. Coles and Hall 1998: 1).

This chapter discusses current understandings of Anglo-Scandinavian geography and social
structure in order to establish a context for the analysis of pottery below (Chaptef ITI and IV).
While pottery production and consumption patterns are extremely informative about social
practice, their placement within a wider context of social behaviour is important to
archaeological research (Mellor 1994: 25). Furthermore, investigation into past landscapes
must draw together a wide range of evidence in order to present a coherent understanding of
the social practices through which the Anglo-Scandinavian inhabitants of Lincolnshire (c. 850-

1100) structured and negotiated the space around them. The integration of archaeological,
geographic, historical and linguistic sources in this discussion of social geography is important
in a period where sparse historical references survive, and where archaeologically, there are

many questions to be answered and much knowledge to be gained.

This chapter begins its discusston with the social topography of Lincolnshire. This serves as
an introduction for the subsequent section dealing with settlements and communities. The

manner in which hydrological and terrestrial landscapes influenced the social geography are

considered. This then leads into a discussion on territorial developments from the middle
through the late Saxon periods before turning to the social interaction between rural settlements

and the emerging towns. While the production and consumption of pottery was embedded in

the changes in social practices from the middle to late Saxon periods, it will be considered in
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the following chapter and emphasis here will be placed on a general discussion of material

practices of production and consumption.

Social Topographies

Landscapes are socially created. They cannot be divorced from the people who lived in and

traversed them. Social understanding of landscape is influenced by how people visualize the

land. Topographical features, such as rivers or ridges, can become imbued with social meaning.
The River Humber is not simply a major river but also the boundary between north and south.
It is integrated into the social identity of those who live to the north -the Northumbrians- an
identity first articulated by Bede in the eighth century, and still recalled in the name of the
twentieth century county of Northumberland.

The importance of the visual characteristics of landscape in the construction of social space in
the Anglo-Saxon period is clearly demonstrated in the charter bounds and place-names of these
people. The bounds of the twenty hides at Ham convey the immediacy of the Anglo-Saxon

landscape in its personal names and in the features which it records:

‘First into Mercecumb, then to the greenpit, then onto the tor at Mercecumbes
spring, then to Denewald’s stone, then to the ditch where Esne dug across the

road ... thence on to the old way towards the white stone ... thence along the

highway to the ditch, thence down to Weakdenesford, thence on to the hollow
way ... and there to the sea’ (Whitelock 1968: 482-3).

Social practice both constructed topography and was structured by it. Indeed, the architecture
of Offa’s Dyke was a distinguishing feature separating the Mercian kingdom from the kingdoms

of the Welsh in much the same way that the ditch of Esne, du*g across a road, delineated the

boundary of his estate.

This section introduces the topography of Anglo-Scandinavian Lincolnshire through an
exploration of how the geography was understood by its inhabitants. It is divided into two
sections. The first is concerned with the rivers and fens of Lincolnshire and the second with
the terrestrial topography. Integrated into this description of the natural geography of
Lincolnshire are issues of mobility (the navigability of rivers and the evidence for roads) and
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territory (the topographical delineation of boundaries) (Figure 2).

~Geographies of water~

The rivers of Lincolnshire played an active role in the definition of Anglo-Saxon territorial

boundaries (Figure 3). This is most apparent in the extent of the Anglian kingdom of Lindsey
in the northern half of Lincolnshire. The northern and eastern bounds of Lindsey were

comprised of the river Humber which leads into the Trent towards Torksey (Figure 4). The
Trent was one of the major water routes running from the Humber estuary and was possibly
navigable to Burton-upon-Trent, Staffordshire (Edwards and Hindle 1991: 131). This river
passed Nottingham and flowed near Derby, both of which were important Danelaw towns.

Indeed, the Nottingham Domesday notes that ‘in Nottingham the river Trent and the dyke and

the road to York are so protected that if anyone hinders the passage of ships, or if anyone plows
or makes a dyke within 2 perches of the King’s road, he has to pay a fine of £8’ (Parker and
Wood 1977: 280a.20). At Torksey, the Roman-built Fosse Dyke formed the southwest
boundary of Lindsey running west toward Lincoln where it met the Witham at Brayford Pool.

From Brayford Pool, the southern boundary of Lindsey followed the Witham southwest into
the Wash and then turned northwards along the coast to the Humber estuary.

Surrounded by rivers and the coast, Lindsey was essentially an island, a characteristic which
was captured in the suffix -ey (-ig/eg) meaning ‘island’. This suffix is generally associated with
a promontory of land jutting out into a marsh, suggesting that the reference to the province of
Lindsey as an island might be misplaced. Nevertheless, whether the -ig/eg element originally
referred to the entire kingdom or ‘to the dramatic hill, rising up from the surrounding marsh,

on which the Roman town was situated’ (Yorke 1993: 143), it eventually gave its name to a

territory bounded by rivers and sea. Lindsey’s connection with water does not end here,
however. The first element lind- also came from an allusion to water. Lindum originally meant
‘pool’ and is thought to refer to Brayford Pool beneath Lincoln which also takes its name from
this feature. Lindsey or Lindesig, therefore, may have meant ‘the island of the people of
Lincoln/the pool’ (Yorke 1993: 143). The Witham, moreover, was recorded by Leland in the

sixteenth century as the ‘Lindis’ directly associating the river with Lincoln and Lindsey
(Chandler 1993: 292).

The boundaries of Holland were also strongly associated with water. The Wash and the
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Witham provided Holland with its eastern and northern limits, Holland was defined by fenland
separating it from the woodiands of Kesteven to the west and Cambridgeshire and Norfolk to
the south and east. The Car Dyke, a Roman canal, delincated the western fen edge which was
parallel to the border of Kesteven, further into the fen. Whether the Car Dyke was used for
navigation is debatable. Indeed, the Car Dyke was originally constructed for drainage purposes
by the Romans (Everson and Stocker 1999: 9). Nevertheless, while documentary evidence for
its use during the medieval period is slight, there is an allusion to the transportation of bells
from Peterborough to Lincoln (Barley 1936: 17). Furthermore, a load of dressed stone was
recovered from its bed at Morton, again suggesting the use of the Car Dyke for navigation
(Barley 1936: 17). Based on research into court and patent rolls, Edwards and Hindle have
proposed an extent of navigation along the Car Dyke to Swaton during the medieval period
(Edwards and Hindle 1991: 131). Thus, the possibility of navigation along the Car Dyke

during the Anglo-Scandinavian period is questionable and further excavation is needed to

determine its use.

With the exception of the western edge of Kesteven, the internal and external boundaries of
Anglo-Scandinavian Lincolnshire were primarily defined by waterways and fenland. Indeed,
most of Kesteven was defined by the parish bounds of Ness, Beltisloe, Winnibriggs, Loveden
and Graffoe, differentiating it from Rutland and Nottinghamshire. While the Trent would seem
to provide an ideal boundary, it tums into Nottinghamshire just beyond Torksey. The rivers of
Lincolnshire were integrated into the territorial dynamics of the Anglo-Saxon period and,

indeed, remained an important part of boundary formation until the late twentieth century with

the establishment of the county of Humberside, and the resultant reorganisation of Lindsey iato

a truncated North Lincolnshire,

Waterways in Lincolnshire were important routés of communication during the Anglo-
Scandinavian period. Current understanding of Anglo-Scandinavian navigability relies heavily
on medieval sources. Edwards and Hindle (1991; 1993) have been instrumental in assessing
heads and potential heads of navigation. According to their reading of medieval documents
most of the major rivers of Lincolnshire were partially navigable (Figure 5) with the exception
of the Bain, The Trent was one of the major arteries of travel, Indeed, the Domesday notations
for Torksey and Nottingham guaranteed the supply and transportation of the king’s messengers

along the Trent to York and ensured that the Trent was free from obstructions to navigation
(Fostes and Longley 1924, 11: Parker and Wood 1977; 280a.20). The suitability of the Trent

to travel and communication was no doubt why the Romans constructed the Fosse Dyke,
connecting the Trent to the Witham at Torksey and Lincoln respectively. Indeed, this allowed
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access directly from the North Sea to the heart of the East Midlands and into Yorkshire via the

Humber.

The fens of Lincolnshire would have made a significant impression on the early medieval
population (Figure 6). Indeed, prior to the eighteenth and nineteenth century reclamation
projects which drained the fens, the fenlands were a substantial part of the topography of

Lincolnshire. Holland was primary composed of fenland stretching from the Witham in the
north to the Welland in the south.

The fens were at once both inhospitable and full of many resources to be exploited. As Hugh
Candidus of Peterborough Abbey writes in the twelfth century:

‘floods and overflowing rivers cause the water to stand on all the land forming
a deep marsh which is uninhabitable, except at certain places ... However, the
fen is at the same time useful for men; from it they obtain wood and rushes for
fires; hay and fodder for draught beast, and thatching for house roofs and many
other uses’ (Coles and Hall 1998: 68; Mellows 1949: 204).

Travel in the fens was primarily accomplished by boat (Coles and Hall 1998: 68; Mellows
1949: 204; Bradley 1982: 282). Little 1s known about the types of boat which would have been
used to navigate the fens or the inland nivers. Indeed, the Graveney boat (Fenwick 1978), a
tenth century boat found in the marshes of Kent, is the only example from England of a small
merchant ship. However, with its cargo of quern stones from the Middle Rhine (Fenwick 1978:
175), the Graveney boat was probably used as a cross-Channel ship like that described by the
Hmerchant in Alcuin’s Colloquy (Mitchell and Robinson 1986: 178-9). Whether the Graveney
boat, which was longer than five metres and would have carried at least seven tons (Fenwick
1978: 175, 201), was a craft which would have also been used to navigate the rivers and
marshes of Lincolnshire is difficult to discern given the lack of evidence. Certainly, the fenland
boats would have been shallow draughted vessels, as demonstrated in the Guthlac poems when
Guthlac’s servant drew his boat up on the gravel to bring word of Guthlac’s death (Colgrave

1956: 159). However, little else can be said of the actual boats used for inland water travel

during the tenth century.

Travel in the fens could be an onerous task, as the fens, ‘neither land nor water’ (Darby 1974

03) were not stable. As Darby writes:
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‘ofttimes, the streams lost their definite channels, or broke their banks and
spread “into black pools as much as two or three miles in breadth”, or into

“deep and boggy quagmires in breadth about two bowshot™’ (Darby 1974: 95-
6).

This liminal wilderness was what encouraged St. Guthlac, a solider-turned-monk, who wished
to devote his life to solitary devotion to God, to inhabit what was to become the site of the great
monastery of Crowland. Indeed, the fens are still ‘thought of as a formerly intractable and
uninhabited, waterlo gged wilderness, one that owes its existence to the skills of post-medieval
drainage engineers’ (Hayes and Lane 1992: 1). Thus, while only inhabited on the raised
outcrops of land - often homes of monastic communities such as Crowland, Peterborough and
Ely - the fens during the late Saxon period were areas where sedge and rushes were gathered,

where fish and wildfowl were caught and cattle were grazed. These activities were no doubt

tied to the seasons as the fens were highly susc:,eptible to flooding.

Mapping of the Domesday settlements demonstrated that fenland settlements such as Kirton-in-
Holland, Dowdyke, Gosberton and Holbeach were originally bounded on the east by the sandy
coast of the Wash while Quadring, Donington, Bicker and Spalding to the west lined the fens
creating a semicircular strip of habitation along the Wash (Figure 7). Across the Witham, the
fens ran along the edge of the limestone wolds from Tattershall to Mareham le Fen and Thorpe
St. Peter meeting up with the coastal crescent along the Wash on which settlements such as
Fishtoft, Leverton, Wrangle and Wainfleet were built. None of these settlements were located

directly in the fens but instead were situated-along the fen edge. Indeed, the Fenland Survey
indicated that the small middle Saxon settlements in the fens were abandoned during the late

Saxon period presumably in favour of villages on the edge of the fenland (Hayes and Lane
1992: 215; Lane and Hayes 1993: 69)

These coastal settlements along the Wash were protected by banks raised before the end of the
Anglo-Saxon period (Coles and Hall 1998: 66-7). Erosion of the off-shore shoals had increased
during the Roman period and had significantly increased the dangers of flooding (Stafford
1985: 6). Indeed, excavation suggests that these banks were erected during the late Anglo-
Saxon period along with other land reclamation works (Coles and Hall 1998: 67). The Hafdic
(OD haf ‘sea’) stretched along the Lindsey coastline. Another bank ran from Fleet to Holbeach

along the Wash (Stafford 1985: 6). In the medieval period, the Witham would have been lined

with fenland until Tattershall where the limestone ridge of Kesteven met the eastern Wolds of

Lindsey, emphasising the importance of such settlements as Fishtoft situated along the stable

~30~



T T A R T I R T T S W

coastline to movement along the Witham, Marshland would also have surrounded the Isle of
Axholme, now an island only in name. The River Ancholme, with its British morpheme an,
meaning ‘marsh’ further suggests a marshy river between the Wolds and the limestone ridge

leading to Lincoln (Sawyer 1998: 44). Marsh and fenland comprised a great deal of the
geography of Anglo-Scandinavian Lincolnshire.

Information about activities associated with waterways and fenland comes primarily from
medieval sources. Domesday indicates that fisheries were found near marshes on the Isle of
Axholme and along the fast moving rivers of the Trent and Witham (Figure 8). Geoffrey de
Wirce appeared to have a monopoly on the fisheries of Axholme holding fisheries at Crowle,
Belton, Eastlund and Graizelund, Epworth, Owston and Haxey (Foster and Longley 1924: 191-
2). Torksey was the site of a further eleven fisheries, and along with the fisheries at Tattershall
Thorpe, demonstrates the importance of the Witham to the fish trade (Foster and Longley 1924:
13). Fenland fisheries were primarily engaged in catching eels which are recorded as renders

in Domesday for places such as Pinchbeck, Stenning in Bicker and Bourne (Foster and Longley

1924: 163, 156, 83).

One of the most important resources in the early medieval period was salt. As previously noted,
salt appears to have been taxed exclusively by tlie king (Whitelock 1968: 498) and many roads
and settlements take their name from their participation in the movement of salt across the
landscape (Blair 1994: 86; Sawyer 1998: 15; Rudkin and Owen 1960: 84) Domesday records
a large number of salterns along the eastern fen edge and the Lindsey coast (Figure 9). Salt
processing was a seasonal activity associated with the summer use of marshy pastures for
grazing livestock. Sommercotes or ‘summer huts’ with its saltern mounds recalls this
summertime activity. It has been suggested that the sea banks and dykes which were built
during the Anglo-Scandinavian period were part of a permanent settlement strategy which
developed from an earlier seasonal movement to the coast for salt extraction and summer
grazing. With the stabilisation of the early medieval rise in sea level during the tenth century,
settlement aloﬁg the coastal areas might have become more reasonable (Owen 1984, 46-7).
This argument is given credit by archaeological investigation into the Sea Bank or Dyke
surrounding the Wash. This was not a Roman construction as had been supposed by the
antiquarians but was part of a coastal strategy against flooding implemented during the Anglo-

Scandinavian period. Indeed, many of the earthworks in the fens and along rivers, date to this

period when a concerted effort began to reclaim and manage the fen and marshland for arable
farming (Coles and Hall 1998: 66-7).
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Water was an intrinsic part of social life in tenth century Lincolnshire. The rivers and coastline

represented territorial boundaries and structured the social identity of the inhabitants of
Lincolnshire. Movement along the rivers was facilitated by the king, ensuring that not only his
messengers were able to reach their destinations, but that those activities such as trading, which
depended onriverine travel, were not impinged upon by other aquatic practices such as fishing,
which inhibited mobility through the construction of weirs. The fens provided retreats for soul-
weary saints and resources such as meadowland, sedge, reeds, eels and waterfowl] for the other
inhabitants of the fen-edge. Indeed, while rivers and fen could represent boundaries of social
identity and places of isolation, in other ways they were far from liminal. The rivers were

places of great activity and movement, while the fens held valuable resources to be harvested

by monk and merchant alike.

~Geographies of land~

The sharp limestone ridge running the length of Lincolnshire is perhaps its most striking
feature. A narrow crest above the Witham, it broadens out in Kesteven further emphasizing the
descent into the fens of Holland to the east and the flood plain of the Trent to the west. In
Lindsey, the River Ancholme runs along the eastern side of the ridge separating it from the
chalk wolds further to the east in the North Riding. Today, after massive fenland reclamation,
Lincolnshire is considered to be a ‘flat” county. However, in the tenth century, the landscape

of Lincolnshire was adialogue between watery fens and marshland, and upland hills and wolds.

“The Roman roads accentuate the outline of the uplands (Figure 2; Figure 10). Ermine Street
runs along the top of the limestone ridge from the ferry at Winteringham to Lincoln and then
on to Stamford. Just north of Lincoln, Ermine Street is met by a Roman road, branching off to
the west in an arch, skirting the edge of the lowland river estuaries of the Trent and Don as it
heads eventually towards York. This provided an alternate route north to Ermine Street, which
depended on the ferry linking Winteringham and Brough. There is one, possibly two, Roman
roads branching off to the east of Ermine Street. While there is little doubt of the one leading
from Ownby Cliff to Usselby, there 1s some doubt about the Caistor - North Kelsey road. The
Ordnance Survey lists this as a Roman road joining Caistor with Ermine Street (Ordnance

Survey 1973). Both Margary and Stafford list it as a Roman road between Caistor and North

Kelsey but do not link it to Ermine Street (Stafford 1985: 10; Margary 1973: 192). This road
has been left off of more recent maps (Sawyer 1998: 17) which implies that Caistor was only
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associated with the Roman road leading from Horncastle to North Ferriby and that there were
no Roman roadworks leading to or across the Ancholme. Just below Lincoln, Ermine Street
is met by the Foss Way coming in from the south-west. In Kesteven, Ermine Street is
parallelled by the extension of King Street and a road connecting the two which forms a double
diamond across the iaroad limestone uplands. Ermine Street is further crossed at Saltersford by
a Roman road heading east towards the Wash across King Street (Sawyer 1998: 17; Margary

1973: 192).

The Foss Way continues its north-easterly movement just above Lincoln, branching at

Bullington. The lower branch lines the edge of the northern fens towards Burgh-le-Marsh,
while the northerly road continues through the wolds towards Grainthorpe. The prehistoric
pathway, now called High Street, which was presumably used as a Roman road, follows the
edge of the Wolds from near the mouth of the Ancholme at South Ferriby to the beginning of
the northern fens at Horncastle crossing both branches of the Foss Way (Margary 1973: 192;
Sawyer 1998: 17; Ordnance Survey 1973). A ferry is recorded in Domesday at South Ferriby;
its importance as a ferry port obvious in its name (Foster and Longley 1924: 106)." This ferry
would have provided an alternate link to Brough (or North Ferriby) on the north shore of the
Humber (Margary 1973: 192). However, the Yorkshire Domesday does not mention a ferry for
either settlement (Faull and Stinson 1975: 6N77, 6N64, SE3).

Parallel to this is another Roman road running through the wolds. This road crosses the
branches of the Foss Way before arriving near the coastline at the northern fen edge at
Donington. One final road begins at Stixwold on the northern fen edge and runs parallel to the
northern branch of the Foss Way towards Saltfleetby. This road crosses the lower branch of
the Foss Way as well as the Roman road running parallel to the prehistoric pathway (Margary
1973: 192). The Roman roads provided a good internal coverage of Lincolnshire and the East

Midlands, linking the inlands to the coast.

The coastal termini of the Roman roads which end at Grainthorpe, Saltfleetby and Burgh-le-
Marsh are all associated with salt manufacture in the Roman, late Saxon and medieval periods
(Owen 1984: 48; Figure 11). Indeed, Saltergate (the street of the salters) in Lincoln is part of
the road leading to Grainthorpe, at which point it is called Salter’s Lane emphasizing the

movement of salt from the coast to the town (Rudkin and Owen 1960: 84). The Roman road
crossing the Witham near Grantham is called Salter’s Way reflecting the inland movement of

salt. The importance of salt to the early medieval economy is indicated through the names of

roads and settlements which give voice to the movement of the salt-carts across the landscape
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(Blair 1994: 86).

Unfortunately, little is known about the local roads and pathways which would have

complemented the Roman roads and formed communications routes between settlements.
These route-ways (OE streets, wegs, pads and herepads) are recorded in southern England in
boundary clauses along with fording places and other features. However, few such records can
be attributed to Lincolnshire. Communication and mobility across the rural landscape primarily
occurred along roads and pathways between settlements. While rivers were an important
medium of transport, navigability was most likely limited to the major arteries such as the Trent

and Witham.

Charter evidence suggests that route-ways were visually distinguished, a difference which is
articulated through their nomenclature (Hooke 1981: 101). Indeed, streets were often associated
with Roman roads, the paved surfaces of these routes making them important for long distance
travel (Hooke 1980: 43; 1981: 100-1). The combined use of port and stret further link these
roads to the Roman network with a renewed focus towards the late Anglo-Saxon port or market

town, so often founded in previous Roman fortresses (Hooke 1980: 45). The paved nature of

these roads and the stonework of the Romans is remarked upon by Anglo-Saxon poets who
recalled ‘the ancient work of giant’s within the fortress, streets stone-paven’ (Hooke 1981:
301). Streets are often called ‘great’ which ‘was probably an indication of both size and status
-and perhaps, too, of standard, a meaning also implied by the adjectival use of ‘high’’ (Hooke
1981: 306). Certainly, the streets are linked to the salt trade, a resource jealously guarded by
the king (Whitelock 1968: 498). Indeed, Hooke suggests that ‘salt was the major commodity

to be carried for long distances across the kingdom and beyond its confines’ (1981: 306).

Hereped was also used to refer to a Roman road. The word hereped, or ‘army road’, is often
linked to the movement of armies and the importance of the route to strategic defence (Hooke

1981: 307). However, one wonders if this places too much emphasis on military action rather

than military service. The trinoda necessitas of armywork, bridgework and fortresswork were
the three public duties owed to the king. It would not be surprising if armywork also extended

to the upkeep of roads so vital to trade and communication as well as to the movement of

troops.

Another word frequently used in reference to route-ways was weg. These appear to have been

unpaved paths running between settlements often along ridgeways (Hooke 1981: 308-10). The

association of adjectives such as ‘clay’, ‘wooden’, ‘red’ or ‘green’ with the wegs demonstrates
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the difference between these roads, occasionally lined with logs, and the stone paved strets and

hereped (Hooke 1981: 308). Unfortunately, these are the route-ways which are the least visible
archaeologically, especially in absence of local landscape studies which are able to identify

these routes.

The integration of road and waterway coincided at fords, bridges and ferries. Hooke notes that
bridges were rarely used except to span small streams (Hooke 1981: 312). Instead, a river
crossing was either referred to as a ford (ford) or a gelad (lode or ferry). Fords were often
associated with a particular person, and sometimes served as meeting places (Hooke 1981:312).
Settlements at the crossing point of a river often recalled that practice in their name. Thus,
Waithe, Stenwith and Langworth incorporate the Old Norse word vad or ‘ford’ (Gelling 1984:
82; Sawyer 1998: 18). Stapleford combines the Old English version of ford with ‘staple’,
suggesting that posts were associated with the crossing (Gelling 1984: 69). Market Rasen, at
the head of navigability of the Ancholme takes the last part of its name from the Old English

word reesn or ‘plank’ and probably refers to a plank or wooden bridge which crossed the

Ancholme at this point (Sawyer 1998: 18).

Domesday records ferry points at Lea, South Ferriby, Barton-upon-Humber, Winteringham and
Grimsby (Foster and Longley 1924: 61, 106, 45). Other references to ferries are recorded
within the place-names themselves. Indeed, Kinnard’s Ferry (documented to the twelfth
century) derives its name from the Old English personal name Cyneheard, thus suggesting that
the ‘ferry’ place-name was there during the Anglo-Scandinavian period (Barley 1936: 7;
Sawyer 1998: 18). Other likely ferry points were at Littleborough where the Roman road of
Tillbridge Lane crosses the Trent; Newton-on-Trent which is mentioned in the twelfth century;
and possibly Newark where the bridge was built during the twelfth century (Sawyer 1998: 17-
18). Tolls would have likely been taken at ferry points and bridges. Gilbert de Gand was
accused of taking uncustomary tolls on ‘bread, fish, hides, and very many other things’ (Foster
and Longley 1924:215) at Barton-upon-Humber and South Ferriby during the eleventh century.
Thirteenth century practice indicates that taxes were levied on the use of bridges and ferries in
addition to the price paid to the ferryman for passage (Stenton 1965: 258-9). While the
documentary evidence for Anglo-Saxon taxing practices has rarely survived, the movement of
people and goods across rivers provided an obvious opportunity for kings and aristocrats to

raise revenues.

Roads and rivers were an inte gi'ated system of travel along which people, goods, and armies
travelled. Roads would have been negotiated by cart, packhorse and foot travel.
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Archaeologically there is little evidence indicating the use of ox-and-cart or of horse-riding due
to the lack of surviving material. However, the Cheshire Domesday notes that oxen were used
to pull carts of salt while the horse was used instead as a pack animal (Douglas and Greenaway
1953: 871). Horses were commonly used for transport as indicated in the Rectitudines
“Singularum Personarum (The Rights and Ranks of People) which often notes the use of the
horse in manorial life (Douglas and Greenaway 1953: 813-817). However, while horses may
have been used to transport people or packs, oxen were primarily used for hauling goods before
the twelfth and thirteenth centuries (Langdon 1986: 49, 114). This was especially true for the
Anglo-Saxon period when the horse ‘tended to be very much a luxury beast, primarily a riding

animal for the well-to-do’ (Langdon 1986: 26).

The calculations done by Langdon suggest that the average rate of travel was two miles per
hour for ox and cart and twice that for horse wagon (1987: 56; 1986:162-3). Stenton further
suggests that horses were easily able to be ridden at a rate of thirty miles per day and faster if
necessary (1965: 255). Carters travelled in groups as is noted by the law codes (Attenborough
1922: 79). This is not surprising considering the notation in the Cheshire Domesday of carts
being overloaded to the point of the axle breaking (Douglas and Greenaway 1953: 871), or in
the 1294 journey to Norwich where extra help was hired because of the difficulty of travel and

the consequent strain on the horses (Stenton 1965: 256).

Travel during the late Anglo-Saxon period was a daily activity, from the movement of salt carts
along the streets and herepads, to the daily movement around manorial lands along wegs and
lanes. Interaction between road and river was regulated through the taking of tolls at bridges
and ferries. There is little documentary evidence for Lincolnshire which would further

complete the picture of travel taken from the Roman roads, navigable rivers and place-names.
However, one can envisage the carts and horses moving salt from the coast along the Roman
roads towards Lincoln and down through Grantham, or the fisherman rowing his boat to
Lincoln from the fisheries along the Witham. The landscape of Lincolnshire was not static but

filled with movement, not only along the roads and rivers but in daily movement of people in

the fields, villages and towns.

These people lived in a changing landscape increasingly oriented towards privatisation of land.
Through the breakup of the middle Saxon estate system and minster parochiae, the landscape
became dominated by the manor and the parish (Sawyer 1998: 155; see below). Tenth century
administration tended to be located in vills rather than in the landscape, bringing the locale

jurisdiction of hundred and wapentake under the king (Sawyer 1998, 136). Domesday
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addresses the hundreds within the Danelaw at twelve carucates to the geld, recognising an

Anglo-Scandinavian land division of sixes and twelves, rather than the Anglo-Saxon division

of fives and tens found in the south of England (Stenton 1924: xii-xiv).

The Scandinavian colonisation transfigured the toponomy of Lincolnshire, the Anglo-
Scandinavian population adopting the Scandinavian village suffix nomenclature -by and the
associated outlying settlement suffix of -thorpe. These settlements often recorded the
appearance of their locale within their names. Thus, Birthorpe was ‘the outlying farm by the
birch trees’ and Fenby and Moorby were the villages by the fen and moor respectively
(Cameron 1961: 78-9). Other names recorded landholders, such as Afi, now contained in the
wapentake Avelund (lundr ‘wood’). The wapentake of Lawress originally meant Lag-Ufr’s
(Law-wolf’s) coppice (Cameron 1961: 61-2; Sawyer 1998: 102-4). The settlements of Hawerby
and Hawthorpe, derived from the personal name Havardr, imply both an exchange of land
during the Anglo-Scandinavian period and a change of local dialect through the addition of the
Scandinavian suffixes -by and -thorpe. These names for village (-by) and outlying farm (-

thorpe) are common throughout Lincolnshire and the Danelaw (Cameron 1961: 78-81).

Despite the impact of Old Norse on the language and placenames of tenth century Lincolnshire,
many of the wapentakes retain Old English names which recall the names of meeting-places as
particular trees, hills or burial mounds. As Sawyer notes: ‘Calcewath was a ford, Lovedon a
hill, Louthesk and Aswardun refer to particular trees, an ash and a thorn, and several were
named after hills, or perhaps, burial mounds: Aslacoe, Haverstoe, Candleshoe, Wraggoe,
Beltisloe, Langoe, Threo’ (1998: 136). Allusion to the brandishing of spears at wapentake
assemblies 1s found in the wapentake of Gartree or ‘spear tree’ (Stafford 1985: 143).

While Domesday was written after the tenth century, it still provides one of the best records for
the use to which the land was put and to the resources it held during the early medieval period.
Woodland (both coppice and pasture) is recorded in Domesday, with high densities in lower
Kesteven (the area just below the Wolds before the northern fens and above Toiksey) as well
as at the Trent estuary. The woodlands of Kesteven are no surprise considering that the first
part of its name is British for ‘wood’ (Cameron 1961: 57). Nevertheless, the Domesday figures
for Lincolnshire indicate that only 3.5% of Lincolnshire was woodland, half the amount of the

national average for England in 1086 (Rackham 1976: 59-61; ¢f. Sawyer 1998: 22).

Arable farming was not heavily practised in Lincolnshire. Most of Lincolnshire ranges from
30-50% arable land during the eleventh century with an area below Sleaford remarkably
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reaching 90% arable land (Figure 12). Associated with arable farming was the use of the

meadow to feed oxen during the winter. Indeed, those areas with more arable land also register
higher amounts of meadow (Sawyer 1998: 25). Arable land was divided into hides and acres
during the Anglian period in Lincolnshire. Terminology changed during the Anglo-

Scandinavian period to from hides to ploughlands which were comprised of eight oxgangs

(Stenton 1924: x). Reference at Domesday alters yet again to the carucate and bovate of the
Norman administration (Darby 1971: 37; Sawyer 1998: 137). The Danelaw organisation of
carucates differed from those in the south in that they were distributed in sets of six and twelve

rather than in sets of five and ten which was the common practice in Wessex (Darby 1971: 37).

Lincolnshire participated primarily in a pastoral agricultural practices. Sheep were the
predominant animal and were grazed on the salt marshes along the coast and in the limestone
and chalk wolds and uplands (Sawyer 1998: 25-27). Indeed, the decrease of cattle farming from
the late ninth century and the subsequent rise in shepherding during the tenth century has been
suggested as one of the reasons for the low amounts of woodland. The rise in sheep is also
linked to a decrease in pigs who used woodland as pannage (O’ Connor 1982: 12). The amount
of 1and needed to support the Anglo-Scandinavian population of Lincolnshire would have been
immense. The rural population estimated from Domesday figures equals approximately
100,000 people. A further 10,000-20,000 towns-people living within Lincoln, Stamford and
Torksey can be added to this number (Sawyer 1998: 27). The town of Lincoln (comprising a
seventh of the population of Lincolnshire) would have needed approximately 700 sheep not to
mention the 500 cattle and 400 pigs. This number of sheep would have been culled from an

collective herd of 5,000 head of sheep grazing over 5,000-10,000 acres of land (O’Connor
1982: 48).

The landscape of Lincolnshire was full of activity during the Anglo-Scandinavian period. It
was a landscape of agriculture, of shepherds, of cowherds and swineherds, of cottars and boors |
who ploughed and maintained the land. Scandinavian colonisation transformed the landscape
through nomenclature and dialect, renaming and re-organising the landscape. Regional
assemblies still met at, or retained the names of meeting-places, so important to Germanic
administration, while settlements, fords and bridges took on the names of local landholders.
The tenth century inhabitant of Lincolnshire would have recognised the palimpsest of Anglian
features, still visible through the reinscription of the landscape through Anglo-Scandinavian

social practice, brought through the colonisation of Vikings, and the transformations occurring

throughout England during the late Anglo-Saxon period.

~dT~



Settlements and Communities

Chapter I introduced the concepts of social practice and the construction of social identity. It
explored the ways in which people - as individuals and as parts of communities- structure their
landscape through their daily practices and interactions. Much of the discussion focussed on
the importance of material culture to social practice and the construction of landscape. This
section seeks to explore the ways in which the Anglo-Scandinavian population understood their
landscape. It concentrates on the issues outlined in Chapter I: territorial identity and
community interaction, interweaving concepts of mobility and social orientation. The rural and
urban landscapes are discussed in separate sections due to the complexity not only of the
information concerning manorial and town development, but also, of the archaeological debate

surrounding towns and their hinterlands. These will be brought together in the concluding

section to reconcile this artificial separation between rural and urban social practices.

There are a number of important themes which are developed throughout this section. The first
one concentrates on the shift from the Anglian kingdom to the English county. The territorial
development of Lincolnshire evolved from the middle Saxon kingdom of Lindsey to become
the Danelaw territories of Stamford and Lincoln. These territories were then amalgamated into
a single county with its administrative centre located in Lincoln during the 11" century. These
developments were interrelated with the change most concisely expressed as a shift from a
tributary to a feudal society. There was an increased privatisation of land by the aristocracy.
Their investment in surplus exchange influenced the emergence of the town, the manor and the
parish. Amongst these general themes are the people who lived in the landscape. It is their

understanding and interaction with their landscape, within the developing manors and towns,

which this section is interested in elucidating.

~Kingdoms and counties: territorial identities within Anglo-Scandinavian

Lincolnshire~

The first mention of Lincolnshire in the Anglo-Saxon Chronicle is in the year 1016 where it

is recorded that:
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‘prince Edmund rode to Northumbria to Earl Uhtred, and everybody imagined

that they would collect levies to oppose king Cnut, but they went into
Staffordshire, and to Shrewsbury and to Chester and harried on their side and

Cnut on his. He went through Buckinghamshire into Bedfordshire, thence to
Huntingdonshire, along the fen to Stamford, then into Lincolnshire, and thence
into Nottinghamshire, and so to Northumbria towards York’ (Garmonsway

1953: 147-9)",

Until this time, Stamford and Lincoln are mentioned as members of the Five Boroughs and
Lindsey (the territory of Lincoln) is often noted as a territory in its own right. The exact date
of the creation of Lincolnshire is difficult to determine. Sawyer rightly notes that the change
in terminology mentioned in the Chronicle only says that by the time the section including 1016
was compiled, Lincolnshire was in existence (Sawyer 1998: 134). However, in 1015, Lindsey
is mentioned as a separate territory suggesting that the change occurred during the second
decade of the eleventh century. The delineation of shires was a process that began in the tenth
century under the Wessex administration. However, during the tenth century, the Danelaw
appears to have been under a separate organisation governed by the Five Boroughs of Lincoln,
Stamford, Derby, Leicester and Nottingham (Garmonsway 1955: 110). The one reference in
the Anglo-Saxon Chronicle to seven boroughs for the year 1015 is thought to refer to York and
Torksey. Torksey is assumed to be the one of the additional boroughs as it was later included
in Domesday with a population of approximately 200 burgesses. York is presumed to be the
seventh borough due to the amount of land held by Mercian thegns under Edward the Confessor
(Garmonsway 1955: 146; Stenton 1971: 388, note 2; Figure 13). East Anglia does not appear
to have been part of this Danelaw administration despite its location within the area of
Scandinavian colonisation. This distinct nature of the Danelaw is articulated through the law

codes. It is first noted in the treaty between Alfred and Guthrum (886-900) and was still in
existence by 1020-3 in the laws of Cnut (Whitelock 1968: 380, 421).

The delineation of the shires in the East Midlands during the eleventh century presumably
required little more than a change of name from territory to shire, each borough administering

the same lands as it had during the tenth century. The exception to this is Lincolnshire. It

1

‘Pa fyrdedon hi into Stztfordscire and into Scrobszton and to Legceastre, and hi heregodon on heora
healfe and Cnut on his healfe. Wende him ut puruh Buccingahamscire into Bedanfordscire, and 8anon
to Huntadunscire, swa into Hamtunscire andlang fennes to Stanforda, and ba into Lindcolnescire,
panon 3a to Snotingahamscire, and swa to NorShymbran to Eoferwic weard’ (Old English Corpus

1998)
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amalgamated the territories of Stamford and Lincoln within a single shire centred on the

borough of Lincoln. Politically, the creation of the East Midland shires effectively dismantled
the Danelaw and brought the East Midlands and Yorkshire under the administrative

organisation of Wessex, a Wessex governed by the Danish king Cnut. While the laws of Edgar
clearly indicate a separate territorial and ethnic identity for the Danelaw, this ceased to be

important by the reign of Cnut when the Five Boroughs were renamed as shires. Indeed, the

need for the Danelaw to exist as a distinct society may have been removed under the rule of a

Scandinavian king (Sawyer 1998: 133).

The amalgamation of Stamford and Lincoln into a single shire is curious considering that the

other members of the Five Boroughs became the central settlements of their own shires.
Moreover, the territories of Holland, Kesteven and Lindsey still retain separate identities in
documents such as Domesday and the Lindsey survey (Foster and Longley: 1924). Indeed, a
territory the size of Lincolnshire was administratively unwieldy (Sawyer 1998: 134). Lindsey
was governed through its riding organisation, which presumably originated under Scandinavian
rule, as did the Yorkshire Ridings. Kesteven was once referred to as a riding in Domesday and
certainly ‘business concerning it that was normally a matter for the shire court at Lincoln was
occasionally dealt with in Kesteven’ (Sawyer 1998: 134). While subsumed under a single
administrative unit during the eleventh century, the earlier territories within Lincolnshire were

still active throughout the medieval period and, indeed, until the 1974 reorganisation of local

government.

Lindsey was a strongly articulated territory during the tenth and eleventh centuries, as can be

seen both in the documentary sources and in the archaeology (below; Chapter IV). Lindsey

further appears to have had a separate identity from the other burghal territories in the East
Midlands. In the Anglo-Saxon Chronicle citations of the Five Boroughs, Lindsey was often
singled out, as in 1012, when ‘at once Earl Uhtred and all the Northumbrians submitted to
[Swein] as did all the people of Lindsey, and then all the people t:;elonging to the Five
Boroughs, and quickly afterwards all the Danish settlers north of Watling Street’ (Whitelock
1968: 223). The agreement between Cnut and the men of Lindsey against ZEthelred in 1014
is indicative of the strong territorial identity within Lindsey during the Anglo-Scandinavian
péﬁod. Unfortunately, their support was misguided as Cnut fled leaving the men of Lindsey
to face the army of ZEthelred. Lindsey was ‘ravaged and burnt, and all the men who could be
got at were killed’ (Whitelock 1968: 224). Originally a middle Saxon kingdom subsumed into
the Mercian hegemony, Lindsey continued to assert a strong political identity within the Anglo-

Scandinavian territories.
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This is not the case with the territory of Stamford which was allied with Wessex during the
early tenth century. In the spring of 922, Stamford was taken by Edward the Elder, who built

a burh on the southern bank of the Welland to accompany the Danish burh already established
on the north bank (Garmonsway 1955: 103; Figure 14). Previously, Stamford had been
specifically associated with the Danes, as can be seen by Athelweard’s 894 report that, in York,
he met ‘the enemy, who possessed large territories in the kingdom of the Mercians, on the
western side of the place called Stamford ... between the streams of the river Welland and the
thickets of the wood called Kesteven by the common people’ (Campbell 1962: 51). With
Edward’s conquest, Stamford, along with Kesteven and Holland, therefore, appears to have

redirected its allegiance towards the house of Wessex.

Conversely, Lindsey was more strongly linked to Yorkshire. While little is known from
documentary sources, Northumbrian coinage was occasionally minted in Lindsey. Sihtric (921-
7) appears to have struck coins based on the York ‘St. Peter’ coinage in Lincoln (Blackburn e?
al. 1983: 14). Indeed, it was not until the fall of Eric Blood-axe that English coinage was
minted in Lincoln under Eadred (Blunt et al. 1989: 192, 313; ¢f. Sawyer 1998: 124). These St.
Martin coins were one of the few issues attributed to Eadred, and it has been suggested that this
coinage with its profile of Eadred with his crown was a deliberate signal to the north that
Wessex now ruled there. Subsequently, Lincoln became one of the largest mints in England.
Indeed, between Lincoln and Stamford, Lincolnshire produced a quarter of the coinage during
the reign of Edward the Confessor (Metcalf 1981: 74-7; cf. Sawyer 1998: 185).

The tenth century political separation between the territory of Stamford and Lindsey is likewise
demonstrated by the sculptural traditions. Early in the tenth century, a social elite in Lindsey

identified themselves with the kingdom of York through Hiberno-Norse memorial stones,
including Borre-style covers from Hackthorn and Lincoln (Everson and Stocker 1999: 82 ).
There are very few Borre style monuments within England, and they are often directly
associated with Norway. Their early date and connection with Northumbria, Cumbria and the
Isle of Man has been interpreted as an expression of Norse influence and identity (Bailey 1980:
54-5,216-222). The examples of Hiberno-Norse sculpture in Lindsey demonstrate social links
with the kingdom of York through their petrology. The stones found at Holton-le-Clay and
Thornton Curtis parallel the stones buried under York Minster both in design and in petrology
(Everson and Stocker 1999: 50, 172, 265). The cross-shaft at Crowle was originally cut from
the millstone grit outcrop at Knaresborou gh, West Yorkshire, a petrology also familiar in the
city of York (Everson and Stocker 1999: 28, 147). While Hiberno-Norse influence can be seen
in sculpture throughout the Five Borough territories, these Lindsey examples a