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!ÂÓÔÒÁÃÔ 

The political development of the medieval Anglo-Scottish border and its 

borderland culture has long been of interest to historians. However, because of the 

non-monumental nature of the Anglo-Scottish border, archaeology is seldom 

incorporated into their political narratives. And yet, modern border studies indicate 

that even seemingly ephemeral borders have important physical components. 

Therefore, the archaeology of the medieval Anglo-Scottish borderland offers a valuable 

opportunity to investigate relationships between physical landscapes and the 

development of medieval political international boundaries.   

To do this, the project utilises an idea from contemporary border studies, the 

border-scape, to construct a more holistic picture of the landscapes of the Anglo-

Scottish borderland. Concentrating on the eastern half of the borderland and the 

formative years between 1200 and 1500, the project conducts the largest cross-border 

synthesis of medieval landscape data to date. This data was organised into a spatial 

database using GIS software which is used to explore the Anglo-Scottish border-scape 

through two case studiesτcross-border court sites and fortificationsτand a five-part 

theoretical framework that reveals how landscape was involved in the creation and 

enforcement of the medieval border. 

This project exposes important characteristics of the Anglo-Scottish border-

scape. It distinguishes processes which link the physical medieval landscape to medieval 

bordering, and, moreover, the intersections of these bordering processes with other 

medieval cultural processes. It also identifies mechanics through which the border-

scape was co-produced by communities at national and local scales. Finally, the project 

ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜǎ ŀƴ ΨŀƭǘŜǊƴŀǘƛǾŜ ƎŜƻƎǊŀǇƘȅΩ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƳŜŘƛŜǾŀƭ ōƻǊŘŜǊΣ ƻƴŜ based on the 

experience of bordering rather than territoriality, and argues for the existence of many 

other medieval geographies of the region yet to be discovered. Overall, the project 

represents the most sophisticated analysis, to date, of the relationship between 

landscape, power, and the formation of political geographies along the Anglo-Scottish 

border.  
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Figure 8.2:  Meeting places and disputed territories along the Anglo-Scottish 

borderline 

Figure L.1:  Process used to calculate fortification viewsheds  

Figure L.2:  The impact of trees on the visibility of Spylaw and Beacon ridge 

Figure L.3:  Process used to calculate cost-distance contours 
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#ÈÁÐÔÅÒ ρȡ )ÎÔÒÏÄÕÃÔÉÏÎ 

Recent political debate over international boundaries has forced us to question 

what borders are and what they ought to be in the future. Border walls have become 

familiar features at international boundaries over the course of the 20th centuryτ

growing from just five international border walls at the end of World War II to nearly 70 

by 2017. Indeed, seven countries announced plans for the construction of border walls 

in 2015 alone (Jones 2020, 197). These changes have led to debate amongst policy 

makers and academics about the myriad ways in which the physical landscape helps to 

make, maintain, and reinforce conceptual political divisions. Yet, despite the advanced 

technologies used on contemporary border walls and at border crossings, these are not 

new questions.  

In northern Britain, the 800-year history of the Anglo-Scottish border can tell us 

much about the evolution of international borders over time. However, the medieval 

period is particularly important. The region witnessed massive cultural and political 

change between the years 1200 and 1500. Where initial delineation of the border in 

1237 divided a region largely sharing beliefs and customs, the 14th-century Scottish 

Wars of Independence introduced political and cultural divisions that only grew in 

significance through time. However, the relationship between the development of the 

border and the physical landscape in which it existed has seen surprisingly little 

research. Moreover, uƴƭƛƪŜ ƛǘǎ ƳƻƴǳƳŜƴǘŀƭ wƻƳŀƴ ǇǊŜŘŜŎŜǎǎƻǊ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǎƻǳǘƘΣ IŀŘǊƛŀƴΩǎ 

Wall, the Anglo-Scottish border remained largely intangible, which has further 

discouraged research. Very recently, Jackson Armstrong (2020, 96) noted that academic 

ŘŜǎŎǊƛǇǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƎƛƻƴΩǎ ƘƛǎǘƻǊƛŎ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜ ŀǊŜ ƻŦǘŜƴ ƻǾŜǊƭȅ ǎƛƳǇƭƛŦƛŜŘ ŀƴŘ Ŧŀƛƭ ǘƻ 

account for the complexities and variability that actually existed on the ground. And 

yet, modern border studies inform us that even intangible boundaries can have 

complex and influential spatial dimensions (Papadopoulos 2020; Donnan and Wilson 

1999) ŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǘŀƴƎƛōƭŜ ƳŀƴƛŦŜǎǘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ΨǘƘŜ ōƻǊŘŜǊΩ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎŜǎ ƻŦ ΨōƻǊŘŜǊƛƴƎΩ 

can extend well beyond the borderline (Peña 2021). As a result, the medieval Anglo-

Scottish border and its borderland offer a valuable opportunity to use archaeology to 

explore how physical places in the landscape were involved in the definition and 
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enforcement of a seemingly intangible political boundary during a period when modern 

conceptions of geographic borders were first developing. 

The project is guided by three research questions which reconnect the physical 

landscape of the borderland with processes of bordering: 

1) What physical aspects of regional landscapes were used in border work?1  

2) Who were the agents within these landscapes?  

3) How were these landscapes used to negotiate and articulate cross-border 

power dynamics?  

¢ƻ Ŧǳƭƭȅ ŀƴǎǿŜǊ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎΣ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ǳǘƛƭƛǎŜǎ ŀƴ ΨƛƴƘŀōƛǘŜŘΩ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ǘƻ 

archaeology (Barrett 1999) which integrates the tangible and intangible elements of 

ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜ ǘƻ ǊŜŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘ ǘƘŜ ΨōƻǊŘŜǊ-ǎŎŀǇŜΩ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ !ƴƎƭƻ-Scottish borderland. Chapter 2 

explains this approach and devises a five-part thematic framework through which the 

border-scape is analysed throughout this thesis.  

The thesis is organised in two parts. Part I involves the construction of the first 

large-scale cross-border spatial database of medieval landscape features in the eastern 

borderland. As will be introduced in Chapter 2, there are numerous historiographical 

and administrative pressures which have created divisions in previous archaeological 

work that mirror the modern borderline. As a result, the creation of the spatial 

database required the collation and synthesis of a variety of historical and 

archaeological datasets that record elements of the physical landscape on both sides of 

the modern border, a process described in Chapter 3. Chapter 3 also analyses this act of 

synthesis and assesses how different layered acts of border work have impacted 

landscape data in the region, which in turn, informs us about the potentials and 

limitations of these new cross-border datasets.  

Part II of the project uses the information synthesised in the spatial database to 

ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘ ǘǿƻ ŎŀǎŜ ǎǘǳŘƛŜǎΦ /ƘŀǇǘŜǊǎ п ŀƴŘ р ƛƴǾŜǎǘƛƎŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ΨŘŜŦŜƴŎŜ-ǎŎŀǇŜΩ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 

Anglo-Scottish borderland by contextualising local defence systems and border 

fortifications within the medieval landscape to explore their role in border work and the 

experienced geographies of a medieval zonal borderland. Chapters 6 and 7 examine the 

ΨƭŜƎŀƭ-ǎŎŀǇŜΩ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ōƻǊŘŜǊ ŀƴŘ ǊŜŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇǎ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ !ƴƎƭƻ-Scottish 

meeting places, or cross-border court sites, and bordering processes along a medieval 

 

1 See section нΦоΦо ŦƻǊ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ΨōƻǊŘŜǊƛƴƎΩ ŀƴŘ ΨōƻǊŘŜǊ ǿƻǊƪΩΦ  
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ΨƭƛƴŜŀǊΩ ōƻǊŘŜǊΦ .ƻǊŘŜǊƛƴƎ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎŜǎ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘ ƛƴ ŜŀŎƘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎŀǎŜ ǎǘǳŘƛŜǎ ŀǊŜ ǘƘŜƴ 

analysed as part of the Anglo-Scottish border-scape in Chapter 8. 

This two-part approach means that this project examines a multiplicity of ways 

the medieval border and its borderland were negotiated and maintained through 

landscapes and places. Previous work on bordering processes have largely been 

conducted by historians, so the focus of this thesis on landscape integrates a large body 

of under-utilised datasets on the archaeology and historic landscape of the region with 

existing academic discourses. The use of these datasets expands our ability to interpret 

historic bordering processes and offers an exciting opportunity to investigate more 

holistically how power and place were used to divide and connect people in the 

medieval past. The rest of this chapter outlines the historic context within which the 

analyses of this thesis are set and defines the geographical and chronological 

parameters which structure this project.  

1.1 Historical Context  

As will be explained in more detail in Chapter 2, the history of the Anglo-Scottish 

borderland has a remarkably complex historiography due to its location on the 

boundary between two countries. It is at once intrinsically embedded into the political 

histories of both the English and Scottish kingdoms, while also maintaining distinct 

regional characteristics. As a result, it is impossible to offer a complete history of the 

region within this thesis. Instead, this section provides a brief outline of the main 

historic events and socio-political trends which impacted the development of the Anglo-

Scottish borderland between 1200 and 1500. 

The region known as the Anglo-Scottish borderland, or the Anglo-Scottish 

ΨaŀǊŎƘŜǎΣΩ Ƙŀǎ ŀ history as a frontier landscape that extends well before the delineation 

of the Anglo-Scottish border in the 13th century. In the Roman period, the region 

between the Tyne and the Firth of Forth, marked iconicalƭȅ ōȅ IŀŘǊƛŀƴΩǎ ²ŀƭƭ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ 

Antonine Wall, was the northernmost frontier of the Roman Empire in Britain. 

However, despite its geographic proximity, there is no direct continuity between the 

wƻƳŀƴ ŀƴŘ ƳŜŘƛŜǾŀƭ ōƻǊŘŜǊǎΦ ²ƘƛƭŜ IŀŘǊƛŀƴΩǎ ²ŀƭƭ ŀǇǇŜŀǊǎ ǘƻ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ŀ ǿƛŘŜƭȅ-

recognised feature in the medieval landscape, one which has occasionally been adopted 

as a symbol of the medieval, post-medieval, and indeed, the modern border, the 

delineation of the medieval borderline had much more to do with medieval landholding 
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and military conquest than the geographies of the prehistoric past (Hingley 2012; 

Hingley et al. 2012; Woodside and Crow 1999). 

After the collapse of Roman power in Britain, early medieval territories gradually 

redrew the political map of the former Roman frontier. On the east, the kingdoms of 

Bernicia and Deira, divided by a boundary near the River Tees, were unified into the 

kingdom of Northumbria (Rollason 2003, 48; Phythian-Adams 2000, 240). 

bƻǊǘƘǳƳōǊƛŀΩǎ ǇƻǿŜǊ ŜȄǇŀƴŘŜŘ ǳƴǘƛƭ ǘƘŜ eighth century when it controlled a territory 

stretching from the Humber to the Firth of Forth (Rollason 2003, 34). However, 

repeated raids from Vikings weakened the kingdom until it collapsed in the late-ninth 

century, dividing the region into four smaller successor kingdoms. This collapse created 

a power vacuum which the expanding English and Scottish kingdoms sought to fill 

(Oram 2011, 7; Rollason 2003, 256; McCord and Thompson 1998, 6ς7).  

The history of the Tweed Basin as a medieval borderland begins with the growth 

of the Kingdom of Alba (the early Scottish kingdom) and the extension of the English 

kingdom further north in the 10th and 11th centuries. The origins of the high medieval 

boundary between Scotland and England along the River Tweed are still shrouded in 

mystery. While it was not officially set in writing until the 13th century, the origins of the 

borderline are possibly associated with the Battle of Carham, which was fought along 

the River Tweed in 1018, although this is still debated (Petts 2018; Barrow 2003a, 123ς

124; Rollason 2003, 176; Phythian-Adams 2000). Meanwhile, the foundations of the 

political relationships that were to define Anglo-Scottish politics throughout the 

medieval period were constructed in the 11th and 12th centuries. In England, the 

Norman Conquest significantly changed the political landscape, but these changes 

occurred much more slowly at the limits of their power in the north. The Domesday 

book of 1086 extends only as far north as Yorkshire and a small portion of southern 

Cumbria, so it is arguable how much control the English kingdom had over their 

northern territory (McClain 2011, 153; Aird 1997, 27; Dalton 1997, 19). However, by the 

mid-12th ŎŜƴǘǳǊȅΣ ǘƘŜ ōǳǊƎŜƻƴƛƴƎ ōǳǊŜŀǳŎǊŀŎȅ ƻŦ IŜƴǊȅ LLΩǎ ǊŜƛƎƴ ƘŀŘ ŦƛǊƳƭȅ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘŜŘ 

ǘƘŜ ƴƻǊǘƘŜǊƴ ŎƻǳƴǘƛŜǎ ƛƴǘƻ 9ƴƎƭŀƴŘΩǎ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ƴŜt. Meanwhile, the nascent Scottish 

crown was turning its ambitions southward.  

Scotland underwent its own series of administrative and cultural reforms in the 

11th and 12th centuries, particularly during the rule of David I (r. 1124-1153). David I 

established new bureaucratic administrative systems and structures of landholding 
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based upon English and European models, both of which extended the reach of the 

ŎǊƻǿƴΩǎ ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘȅ (Oram 2011, 211; Brown 2004a, 13; Stringer 1997, 55). Both Barlow 

(1988, 127) and Oram (2011, 203ς204) argue that ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ΨƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭƛǎŜŘΩ 

administrative systems for the church and the state built a foundation upon which a 

common Scottish identity and a concept of the regnum Scotie, or Kingdom of the Scots, 

could be constructed. It enabled a series of disunited regions to become a single 

powerful entity capable of resisting English power to the south.  

Although the Scottish crown had readily used English models for its political and 

cultural reforms, these changes were embedded into a contest for hegemony in Britain 

which was being fought on multiple frontsτpolitical, cultural, martial, and 

administrative. Nevertheless, the relationships between the Scottish and English kings 

were relatively stable during the 13th century. Cross-border connections prospered, and 

the regional economy grew. Trade throughout the borderland expanded and is most 

visibly evident through the rapid growth of burghs in Scotland. Three of the largest 

burghs, Berwick-upon-Tweed, Roxburgh, and Edinburgh lay south of the Forth, 

indicating Scottish interests had well-and-truly moved south (Ditchburn 2017; Brown 

2004a, 98). Social ties also extended across the border in a complicated web of cross-

border familial connections and landholding (Holford et al. 2007, 40; McCord and 

Thompson 1998, 37). It is during this long period of cooperation in the 13th century 

where negotiations between England and Scotland were at their most fruitful. The 

official international border was first delineated in the Treaty of York in 1237. This fixed 

the border on the Tweed-Solway line, and for most of ǘƘŜ ōƻǊŘŜǊΩǎ ƘƛǎǘƻǊȅΣ ǘƘŜ ƻŦŦƛŎƛŀƭ 

borderline remained in much the same location as it is today (Barrow 1966). 

!ƭŜȄŀƴŘŜǊ LLLΩǎ ǳƴǘƛƳŜƭȅ death in 1286 and the subsequent death of his heir, 

Margaret, ǘƘŜ ΨaŀƛŘ ƻŦ bƻǊǿŀȅΩΣ ǊŜǎǳƭǘŜŘ ƛƴ ŀ {ŎƻǘǘƛǎƘ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎƛƻƴ ŎǊƛǎƛǎ, which brought 

the relative peace of the 13th century to a sudden end. In the resulting political turmoil, 

13 individuals made claims to the Scottish throne, but Robert the Bruce and John Balliol 

quickly emerged as the two leading contenders. The Guardians of Scotland, a 

committee of earls acting as the temporary head of the government, requested the 

help of Edward I to arbitrate the succession decision before Scotland became embroiled 

in civil war. Edward instead forced the Guardians of Scotland to accept him as Lord 

Paramount of Scotland, legally ensuring Scottish submission to the English crown. He 
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ǘƘŜƴ ŀǊōƛǘǊŀǘŜŘ ǘƘŜ ΨDǊŜŀǘ /ŀǳǎŜΩ of Scottish succession, eventually choosing John 

Balliol as the King of Scotland (Brown 2004a, 158ς169).  

These events initiated a period of violent hostilities between the English crown 

and the Scottish nobility known as the Wars of Independence which lasted over 50 

years. By the time war officially ended in 1357 with signing of the Treaty of Berwick, the 

English crown controlled much of southern Scotland, and the Anglo-Scottish borderland 

fell into a long period of uneasy relative peace. Intermittent fighting between the two 

nations continued until 1388 as the Scottish crown slowly reobtained its lands in 

southern Scotland (King and Etty 2016), but campaign warfare continued to become 

less frequent through the 15th and 16th centuries (King and Penman 2007, 6).  

The society which emerged from the sustained warfare of the Wars of 

Independence was much changed from that of the 13th century. One of the most 

important of these changes was the breakup of the network of cross-border 

landholding that had flourished in earlier centuries. During the Wars, the English and 

Scottish crowns forced large-scale forfeitures of land held by individuals who had 

pledged allegiance to the opposing side, creating divisions between people on either 

side of the border that had not existed previously (Brown 2008, 188). 

Alongside these social changes, there were also administrative changes. During 

the 14th century, both sides of the border were divided into units called Ψthe MarchesΩ 

(Figure 1.1). Each March had an individual character determined by its topography, 

settlement patterns, and political stability, and the boundaries of the Marches 

fluctuated through time as the political and cultural environment of the region evolved 

(Armstrong 2020; Dixon 2017). The Marches were administered by powerful officials 

called the Wardens of the Marches whose power expanded dramatically from the mid-

14th century (Genet 2012, 133; Storey 1957). By the reign of Edward III, the Wardens of 

the Marches had the authority to make and enforce truces, they had broad punitive 

powers, and they could also make laws (Neville 1998, x). Regional lordship had always 

been relatively strong along the border, and this became even more true after the Wars 

of Independence when the Scottish and English governments began to rely heavily on 

powerful landholding families such as the Percies, Nevilles, Grays, Dacres, Scropes, 

Cliffords, and Roos, who often had their own agendas, to maintain control. Wardens 

were freqeuntly picked from amongst these leading families, and historical narratives of 

the late-14th and early-15th centuries often characterise this period as one where Ψlocal 
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Figure 1.1: Map of the region (Credits: Appendix A) 
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ŦƛƎǳǊŜǎ ǿŜǊŜ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŀƭ ǇƻǿŜǊ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƎƛƻƴΩ (Jamroziak 2011, 195). However, Alistair 

aŀŎ5ƻƴŀƭŘΩǎ (2000) work indicates that both crowns probably manipulated and guided 

late-14th-century warfare in the borderland more than is generally acknowledged.  

By the late-14th century, the deaths of prominent nobles, particularly those of 

the powerful Douglas family, at the battles of Otterburn (1388) and Humbleton Hill 

(1402) led to a power vacuum on the Scottish side of the border which resulted in 

increased feuding and raiding in the borderland (King and Etty 2016, 59ς64). 

Meanwhile, the English crown was distracted by its ongoing war with France, and its 

relationship with Scotland vacillated between uneasy compromise through ill-kept 

truces and short-term military campaigns until the middle of the 15th century. Scotland 

finally recovered the last of its English-held territories in the 1460s, but once the English 

war with France had ended, the Scottish crown reverted to policies which courted 

peace rather than war (Armstrong 2008). As a result, large-scale battles were rare 

between the two kingdoms in the 15th century, but small-scale organised raiding 

ǊŜƳŀƛƴŜŘ ŀ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳΣ ƭŜŀŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǊƛǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŦŀƳƻǳǎ ΨǎǳǊƴŀƳŜǎΩ of the 16th 

centuryτa network of familial clans in the borderlands which competed with the 

crowns for political authority in the region (King and Etty 2016; Armstrong 2008).  

By the Tudor period, the English government had changed the way it managed 

its northern territories, replacing regional administrative systems with ones resembling 

those of southern England much more closely. This was done to enhance the 

ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩǎ ŘƛǊŜŎǘ ŎƻƴǘǊƻƭ ƻǾŜǊ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƎƛƻƴ (Ellis 1999, 166), but it backfired, and 

ǊŜƎƛƻƴŀƭ ǳƴǊŜǎǘ ƛƴǘŜƴǎƛŦƛŜŘ ŦƻǊ Ψthe imposed vision took no account of the realities and 

uniqueness of different frontier situations, nor of the fact that the frontier inhabitants 

ǎŀǿ ǘƘƛƴƎǎ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘƭȅΩ (Power and Standen 1999, 17). Direct government intervention 

in the region shifted the sensitive balances of power which held the region together. 

However, the role of the region as a contested border was quickly coming to an end. In 

мслоΣ WŀƳŜǎ ±L ƻŦ {ŎƻǘƭŀƴŘΩǎ ŀŎŎŜǎǎƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ 9ƴƎƭƛǎƘ ǘƘǊƻƴŜ ǇƭŀŎŜŘ ǘƘŜ ƪƛƴƎŘƻƳǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 

British Isles under a single monarch who pursued an aggressive policy of pacification 

that punished or resettled the most troublesome of local society. These policies were 

largely successful in pacifying ǘƘŜ ǊŜƎƛƻƴ ōǳǘ ƳŀǊƪŜŘ Ψan abrupt end [to] the old border 

ǿŀȅ ƻŦ ƭƛŦŜΩ (Spence 1977, 159). Eventually, the Acts of Union in 1707 unified the 

coǳƴǘǊȅ ǳƴŘŜǊ ƻƴŜ ǇŀǊƭƛŀƳŜƴǘ ōŀǎŜŘ ƛƴ ²ŜǎǘƳƛƴǎǘŜǊΦ ¢ƘŜ ǊŜƎƛƻƴΩǎ ǊƻƭŜ ŀǎ ŀ ŦǊƻƴǘƛŜǊ ŀƴŘ 

borderland between two separate nations was officially at an end.  
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1.2 Defining the Project Scope  

Examining the border-scape of the entire borderland from its birth in the 13th 

century to the Acts of Union in 1707, when the border lost much, but not all, of its 

political importance, is too large a task for a single project. Indeed, because of the many 

cultural, environmental, and political divisions in the region, as well as the multi-scalar 

nature of this project that incorporates both large-scale mapping and small-scale 

ΨƛƴƘŀōƛǘŜŘΩ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘŜǎ ǘƻ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜΣ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ ŘŜŎƛŘŜŘ ǘƻ ƭƛƳƛǘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ŎƘǊƻƴƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭƭȅ 

and spatially. 

1.2.1 Geographic Scope 

Geographically, the project targets the eastern side of the borderland and is 

defined by both topographic and administrative boundaries (Figure 1.2). The medieval 

and early modern administrative boundaries of the Marches encompass an area with a 

wide range of physical environments, from the rugged moorlands of the Cheviot Hills to 

the rich agricultural landscapes of the Merse, resulting in complex and overlapping 

physical and cultural geographies (Dixon 2003; Winchester 2000a). The Cheviots, which 

run roughly north-south through the middle of the borderland, has acted as a major 

administrative and cultural division since at least the early medieval period (McCord 

and Thompson 1998). East of the Cheviots, the region is easily defined by the limits of 

the Tweed watershed, the second largest watershed in Scotland (4843km2) (Gittings 

2019). The watershed drains into a broad basin, the Merse, surrounded by a ring of 

hillsτthe Southern Uplands to the north and west, including the Lammermuir and 

Moorfoot Hills, and the Cheviot Hills to the south. The alluvial lowland area of the 

Merse along the Lower Tweed was a rich agriculturŀƭ ƘŜŀǊǘƭŀƴŘΣ ŀ ǘȅǇŜ ƻŦ ΨŎƘŀƳǇƛƻƴΩ 

land, in the medieval period characterised by nucleated settlement and unenclosed 

arable fields, although these have since been enclosed (Dixon 2003). The surrounding 

hills, meanwhile, were typified by moorland and hunting forests rich in natural 

resources. Settlement there was more dispersed, and the economies were 

characterised by pastoralism and seasonal transhumance (Dixon 2017; Winchester 

2017; Dixon 2003; Winchester 2000a). Upland and lowland communities were 

connected in complex economic networks that linked the pastoral farms of the uplands 

to the trading centres of the coastal lowlands. Topography influenced the flow of these 



23 

connections, as communication between different river valleys in the Cheviots was 

often restricted. For instance, cultural differences between upland and lowland 

communities are very apparent in 16th-century records where individual valleys in the 

Cheviots, such as Redesdale and Tynedale, were noted to have different cultural 

characteristics (Bowes and Ellerker 1541, 237ς238).  

Because of the importance of topographical barriers in cultural development, it 

was decided to limit this thesis to that part of the borderland which drained eastward. 

This was due in part to the comparative stability of the eastern border which has 

continued to be aligned very closely to the original medieval border until the present 

day, with a few exceptions (Barrow 2003a). In contrast, the boundary on the western 

side of the border is much more difficult to trace, and its high medieval location is still 

debated by scholars. By the late medieval period, much of the western border emerged 

as a designated no-ƳŀƴΩǎ ƭŀƴŘΣ ƪƴƻǿƴ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ 5ŜōŀǘŀōƭŜ [ŀƴŘΣ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǿƘƛŎƘ a borderline 

was not officially delineated until 1552 (Todd 2006, 12; Jack 2004, 298; Barrow 2003b; 

Figure 1.2: The project area (Credits: Appendix A) 
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Phythian-Adams 1996). Further political complexity was introduced into the region by 

the presence of the medieval kingdom of Galloway in south-western Scotland until the 

mid-13th century, which would have caused additional interpretive challenges to the 

project (Oram 2011, 194). 

However, a purely topographical delineation of the project area was 

problematic for two reasons. First, the Tweed watershed is unmanageably large, and 

second, the majority of it is located in Scotland. Only a small portion of the east coast of 

northern Northumberland drains into the Tweed, while much of the border west of 

Coldstream follows the southern boundary of the Tweed watershed. In a project 

targeting cross-border landscapes, a study area defined by the Tweed watershed alone 

would not encompass enough land on both sides of the border. 

Historians and archaeologists of the region have traditionally used historic or 

modern political boundaries to determine their project areas (Kent 2016; Newman 

2014; Arvanigian 2013; King 2007; Todd 2006; Maxwell-Irving 2000). Indeed, this is a 

logical method to restrict the scope of many projects, as it can help isolate the number 

of variables influencing a study. The medieval landscape was layered with a multitude 

of administrative units such as dioceses and parishes, liberties and baronies, townships 

and estates, and the administrative Marches themselves. As a result of these 

complexities, it was deemed effective to utilise modern divisions which simplified the 

construction of the spatial database. The project area in Scotland was limited by the 

pre-1975 county limits of Berwickshire and Roxburghshire, as these two counties 

encompass the heartland of the Scottish East and Middle Marches. The modern 

territories do resemble the medieval sheriffdoms bearing the same names, however, 

they are also expansive enough to incorporate many of the other administrative units. 

In keeping with the historical importance of topography, it was also decided to remove 

the modern parish of Castleton, roughly equivalent to the historic district of Liddesdale, 

from the Scottish project area. This parish forms the only part of Roxburghshire which 

drains west into the Solway and was often administered by a separate Keeper during 

the early modern period. In England, the study area was drawn utilising modern parish 

boundaries. The project limit in England follows the eastern limit of the Kielder Forest 

Park to the southern limit of Northumberland National Park. From there, the project 

area extends along parish boundaries directly east to the coast. In total, the project 

area covers 2107km2 in England and 2646km2 in Scotland, for a total of 4753km2. 
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1.2.2 Chronological Scope 

This thesis targets the years between c.1200 and c.1500, a period encompassing 

the formal establishment of the border in the Treaty of York (1237), the tumultuous 

years of the Scottish Wars of Independence, and their long aftermath. As described 

earlier, the society which emerged from the Wars of Independence differed 

dramatically, both politically and culturally, from that of the 13th century. As a result, 

the targeted centuries represent a fundamental period of change in the development of 

the border and its borderland in the region. Moreover, it was decided to limit the 

project to the years before 1500, not only because the 16th-century borderland has 

seen far more social research, but because the great cultural and political changes, 

including the Reformation, of the 16th century had significant and long-lasting impacts 

on societies across Europe. Nevertheless, the rich documentary evidence from the 16th 

century is not ignored and is often utilised throughout this thesis to help enhance our 

understandings of the centuries that came before.   
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#ÈÁÐÔÅÒ ςȡ $ÅÆÉÎÉÎÇ !ÎÇÌÏȤ3ÃÏÔÔÉÓÈ 
"ÏÒÄÅÒȤÓÃÁÐÅÓ 

2.1 Introduction  

The histories of medieval borderlands are often complex, and as was made clear 

in the previous chapter, the Anglo-Scottish borderland is no exception. The region 

between the Tyne and the Forth held a long-standing, if inconsistent, role as a frontier 

and borderland from the Roman period onward. Throughout its tumultuous history, the 

Anglo-Scottish border was an ever-changing testament to the power of political 

constructs. Its role as a borderland directly impacted the development of regional 

cultures and identities in numerous ways. This thesis argues that investigation of 

medieval cross-border landscapes offers an important new perspective for our 

understanding of this region. However, to argue this, it is necessary to evaluate former 

scholarship upon which current understandings of the borderland has been 

constructed.  

This chapter reviews the existing body of literature on the medieval Anglo-

Scottish border in both history and archaeology and outlines current understandings of 

the geographies of medieval borders and borderlands. It then introduces the idea of the 

border-scape, which integrates the physical and conceptual landscapes of the 

ōƻǊŘŜǊƭŀƴŘΣ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘǎ ŀ ǘƘŜƻǊŜǘƛŎŀƭ ŦǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ΨƛƴƘŀōƛǘŜŘΩ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘŜǎ ǘƻ 

landscape. The final part of the chapter introduces and rationalises the selection of the 

two case studies evaluated in this project and explains the structure of the thesis. 

2.2 Previous Research on the Anglo -Scottish Border  

The study of medieval frontiers and borderlands inherited conceptual 

frameworks from a long line of anthropological literature on the subject. Detailed 

overviews of the development of borderland studies and its relationships to both 

medieval studies and archaeology have been published elsewhere (Jamroziak 2011; 

Naum 2010; Kolossov 2005; Lightfoot and Martinez 1995) and will only be briefly 

summarised here. The theoretical foundations for the modern study of borders and 

frontiers in anthropology extends to the end of the 19th century with Frederick Jackson 
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¢ǳǊƴŜǊΩǎ Ψ¢ƘŜ {ƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ CǊƻƴǘƛŜǊ ƛƴ !ƳŜǊƛŎŀƴ IƛǎǘƻǊȅΩ ƛƴ муфо ό¢ǳǊƴŜǊ мфсоύΦ 

Commonly critiqued in modern academic literature for its one-sided Euro-American 

ǇŜǊǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜ όWŀƳǊƻȊƛŀƪ нлммΤ bŀǳƳ нлмлύΣ ¢ǳǊƴŜǊΩǎ ƛŘŜŀǎ ǿŜǊŜ ƴŜǾŜǊǘƘŜƭŜǎǎ 

implemented in frontier studies in the United States and Europe for much of the 20th 

century. In the 1970s, the development of World-Systems Theory by Wallerstein (1974) 

spurred on a new era in frontier studies which emphasised the relationships between 

ǘƘŜ ΨŎƻǊŜΩ ŀƴŘ ΨǇŜǊƛǇƘŜǊȅΩΣ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǎΣ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ŎŜƴǘǊŜǎ ƻŦ ǇƻǿŜǊ ŀƴŘ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭƭȅ ƳŀǊƎƛƴŀƭ 

ŀǊŜŀǎΦ ²ŀƭƭŜǊǎǘŜƛƴΩǎ ǘƘŜƻǊƛŜǎ ŦƻǊƳŜŘ ǘƘŜ ŦƻǳƴŘŀǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ ŀ ƭŀǊƎŜ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ Ǌesearch 

projects regarding economic and political relationships between colonial populations 

and their original motherlands (Lightfoot and Martinez 1995, 476; Green and Perlman 

1985). The inability of World-Systems Theory to address questions regarding cultural 

and social processes in borderlands in the 80s and 90s led to widespread 

disenchantment with the study of frontiers and borderlands in archaeology (Naum 

2010; Parker 2006). However, postmodern and postcolonial theories since the 1980s 

helped change the uni-directional perspective (from core to periphery) of most previous 

research and have slowly spurred a revival of the topic. In archaeology, numerous 

papers (e.g. Naum 2010; Baud and Van Schendel 1997; Lightfoot and Martinez 1995) 

encouraged others to ΨǊŜŘǊŜǎǎ ǘƘŜ ƛƳōŀƭŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ άǎǘŀǘŜ-ŎŜƴǘǊŜŘέ ǎǘǳŘƛŜǎΩ ƛƴ ƻǊŘŜǊ ǘƻ 

ŀǿŀǊŘ Ψŀƴ ŀŎǘƛǾŜ ƘƛǎǘƻǊƛŎŀƭ ǊƻƭŜ ǘƻ ōƻǊŘŜǊƭŀƴŘǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴǎΩ ό.ŀǳŘ ŀƴŘ ±ŀƴ 

Schendel 1997, 635). Postmodern and postcolonial studies have successfully looked 

beyond the field of archaeology into literature from other disciplines. As a result, 

modern research often investigates borderlands and frontiers as regions unto 

themselves and grants agency to the populations living within them (e.g. Sawicki et al., 

2015; Ylimaunu et al., 2014; Pluskowski et al. 2011; Naum, 2010). Such analyses allow 

for multi-directional flows of political power and cultural change across borderlines, 

enabling researchers to ask questions not only about the mechanics of frontiers, but 

about the multiplicity of experiences which occur in populations on either side of 

borders. 

Until recently, research concentrating on medieval frontiers and borderlands of 

the past has been largely monopolised by historians through a number of influential 

volumes (e.g. Abulafia and Berend 2002; Goodman and Tuck 1992; Bartlett and MacKay 

1989). These volumes sought in different ways to bring together research from across 

Europe, and occasionally beyond, to compare broad themes about how medieval 
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borders were created, negotiated, and understood. A similar emphasis on historical 

rather than archaeological research exists on the Anglo-Scottish border. There is a vast 

body of literature investigating wide-ranging aspects of politics and life on the border 

including identities, political and social networks, warfare, law, and administration. 

However, as both Armstrong (2020) and Houston (2016) argue, territoriality and the 

connections between politics, law and space in these regions has not yet been 

sufficiently addressed. In most of these previous studies, landscapes beyond basic 

political geographies have been ignored. 

Archaeological work in the region remains much narrower in focus. This is not 

due to fundamental inabilities of archaeology to grapple with similar types of research 

topics. Indeed, there is a large collection of archaeological work on Roman frontiers 

across Europe (e.g. Verhagen et al. 2019; Collins and McIntosh 2014; Collins 2012; 

Galestin 2010), on colonial and diasporic communities of the post-medieval period (Lau-

Ozawa and Ross 2021; Sunseri 2017; Voss 2016; Naum 2013a, 2013b; Gilchrist 2005, 

331ς332), and on the archaeology of contemporary borders and refugee communities 

(Kiddey 2020; McAtackney and McGuire 2020; Kourelis 2019). Many of these studies 

are transnational in perspective, reflecting the geographies of borders which, by 

definition, transgress international boundaries. Medieval archaeologists have generally 

not contributed to wider theoretical debates as substantially as early medieval or post-

medieval specialists, and in general, medieval archaeological outputs have frequently 

not been as explicit in acknowledging and critiquing theoretical influences as those of 

their temporal neighbours (Dempsey 2019; McClain 2011; Gilchrist 2005). However, this 

is rapidly changing, and there are a growing number of theory-conscious 

interdisciplinary projects that have great potential to greatly enhance our 

understanding of the medieval world (e.g. Dempsey et al. 2020; Dempsey 2019; Jervis 

2017; Gilchrist 2009). As a result, medieval archaeologists have only very recently 

begun to adopt more transnational perspectives through work such as Aleks 

tƭǳǎƪƻǿǎƪƛΩǎ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ƻƴ ŎǊǳǎŀŘƛƴƎ ƪƛƴƎŘƻƳǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ .ŀƭǘƛŎ {ǘŀǘŜǎ ŀƴŘ LōŜǊƛŀ ό{ŀǿƛŎƪƛ Ŝǘ 

al. 2015; Pluskowski et al. 2014; Pluskowski 2013; Pluskowski et al. 2011). Medieval 

communities on the Welsh border have also started becoming the targets of recent 

research (Williams and Delaney 2020; Williams and Delaney 2019; Murrieta-Flores and 

Williams 2017; Rippon 1996) but transnational perspectives are largely missing from 

medieval Anglo-Scottish archaeology.  
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In part, this pattern of largely nationally-defined Anglo-Scottish research is due 

to a number of important methodological obstacles. On the Anglo-Scottish border, 

barriers to archaeological research have taken two forms. First, there are the 

longstanding methodological difficulties in distinguishing political borders from the 

cultural borders visible through material culture. A small number of recent projects 

integrating cross-disciplinary theories with modern archaeological methodologies have 

been conducted on medieval and early modern borderlands across Europe (Sawicki et 

al. 2015; Pluskowski et al. 2014; Ylimaunu et al. 2014; Naum 2014, 2012, 2010, 

Pluskowski et al. 2011). To date, work has largely concentrated on tracing distributional 

patterns and stylistic changes of artefacts, buildings, or sites which were used as 

ΨōŀŘƎŜǎ ƻŦ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴΩ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ƎǊƻǳǇǎ ό[ƛƎƘǘŦƻƻǘ ŀƴŘ aŀǊǘƛƴŜȊ мффрΣ пулύΦ 

¢ƘŜ ŀǊŎƘŀŜƻƭƻƎƛǎǘ Ŏŀƴ ǳǎŜ ǘƘŜǎŜ ΨōŀŘƎŜǎΩ ǘƻ ǘǊŀŎƪ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ŀƴŘ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇǎΦ CƻǊ 

example, Naum (2010) analysed pottery styles along the Danish and Western Slavic 

frontier in the medieval period as objects of multiple meanings and of negotiation 

between cultures in a borderland region. Ylimaunu et al. (2014) similarly uses church 

ōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎǎ ŀƴŘ ōǳǊƛŀƭǎ ƛƴ /ƘǊƛǎǘƛŀƴ ŎŜƳŜǘŜǊƛŜǎ ǘƻ ǘǊŀŎŜ ΨǘƘƛǊŘ ǎǇŀŎŜǎΩ ŀƴŘ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ 

on the late medieval northern Ostrobothnia borderland in modern-day Finland. When 

analysed within historical contexts of the frontier and with a solid grasp of border 

theory, these types of studies have been successful in illustrating important 

characteristics of frontier communities, including the complex processes of 

hybridisation. However, utilising material culture such as artefacts and building types to 

determine the boundaries of frontiers can be problematic. Badges of identification have 

been difficult to observe in frontier contexts where cultural signatures are not as clearly 

defined, such as on the Anglo-Scottish borderland where it has been very difficult to 

identify clear cultural divisions materially (Kent 2016; Steingraber 2014; Standley 2010; 

Lightfoot and Martinez 1995, 479). 

The second major barrier is the presence of the modern national border and the 

historiographical divisions it has produced. This is a problem both in historical and 

archaeological research. In the field of history, it has been acknowledged that research 

on the high and late medieval period in the Anglo-Scottish borderland generally targets 

one side or the other of the border (Ellis 1999; Stringer and Winchester 2017; Jamroziak 

2011). In some cases, this pattern is reflective of historical divisions. As independent 

countries, the documentary records of Scotland and England have separate histories 
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which directly impact the way primary sources can be used. English and Scottish 

archives possess different patterns of preservation, the most prominent of which is the 

scarcity of Scottish records prior to 1300 (National Records of Scotland 2019). 

Additionally, English and Scottish records are not always directly comparable. The two 

kingdoms had different administrative systems which either recorded entirely different 

information or recorded similar information in different ways, making statistical 

comparisons difficult (Dixon 2017; Rorke 2006). 

However, some of the current historiographical division is also reflective of 

nationalist narratives that have dominated as historical paradigms since the 19th 

century (see also Dalglish and Driscoll 2010; Driscoll 2010; Kocka and Haupt, 2009, 17; 

Juneja and Pernau, 2009, 108). Naomi Standen (Power and Standen 1999, 26ς27) has 

argued that there is an institutionalised connection between the development of the 

ƘƛǎǘƻǊƛƻƎǊŀǇƘƛŎŀƭ ΨƛŘŜŀ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƴŀǘƛƻƴ-ǎǘŀǘŜΩ ŀƴŘ the creation of academic disciplines 

which matured at approximately the same time. This has led to a research environment 

of highly specialised scholars with regional interests that often mirror national and/or 

cultural boundaries. Ellis (1999, 157, 176) notes that amongst the national boundaries 

of the British Isles, the Anglo-{ŎƻǘǘƛǎƘ ōƻǊŘŜǊΩǎ ƘƛǎǘƻǊƛƻƎǊŀǇƘȅ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊƭȅ 

nationalised and contends that this national division is a primary reason there have 

ōŜŜƴ ŦŜǿ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ ŎƻƳǇŀǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ΨǾŜǊȅ ŎƻƳǇŀǊŀōƭŜ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜώǎϐΩ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎ 

living alongside the various English frontiers in the medieval and early modern periods.  

Much like historical scholarship, archaeology, both academic and commercial, in 

the Anglo-Scottish borderland has also fallen prey to national geographical divisions. A 

national perspective has been supported not only by academic traditions rooted in 

documentary history, but also by modern heritage infrastructures. In many countries, 

the collection and recording of archaeological data is organised at the state and local 

levels, leading to inconsistencies in the type and quality of data that is available to use 

(Haselgrove et al. 2016, 18ς23). These divisions can impact not only how archaeological 

work is performed in the field (or whether it is performed at all), but also how this work 

is published and disseminated. In combination, these forces have encouraged national 

rather than transnational perspectives in archaeology. Haselgrove et al. (2016, 23) note 

that the infrastructural mechanisms encouraging compartmentalisation are particularly 

acute in the United Kingdom in comparison to other European countries. Grey literature 

and other unpublished archaeological data stored in local archives across the country 
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adhere to a variety of different standards of practice (see ALGAO 2010, 2012 for further 

information), disconnecting resources and making synthesis even within England 

challenging. The boundary between England and Scotland divides a variety of important 

national institutions, such as Historic England and Historic Environment Scotland, the 

leading public bodies in charge of archaeological materials in their respective countries. 

As a result, many management policies and recording practices differ on either side of 

the borderline. Funding bodies, which are frequently national or regional in scope, can 

also limit projects to specific regions. For example, funding restrictions were particularly 

problematic for the Till-Tweed Geoarchaeology Project, one of the most recent and 

most extensive landscape studies to date in north-east England (Passmore and 

Waddington 2012; Passmore and Waddington 2009). This project intended to study 

landscapes of the Rivers Till and Tweed from prehistory to the early medieval period. 

However, their funding from English Heritage restricted their investigations to the 

English side of the Tweed (Gates and Deegan 2009, 126).  

Despite these challenges, these overarching divisions in the historiography of 

England and Scotland does not mean that the two sides of the border have never been 

ŎƻƳǇŀǊŜŘΦ LƴŘŜŜŘΣ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǎǘ ǘǿŜƴǘȅ ȅŜŀǊǎ ƘŀǾŜ ǎŜŜƴ ŀ ƳƻǾŜƳŜƴǘ ǘƻǿŀǊŘ ŀ Ψ.ǊƛǘƛǎƘ ǘǳǊƴΩ 

in history, and there are numerous examples of fine work targeting a variety of subjects 

in both England and Scotland, especially in recent years (Armstrong 2020, 2008; Beam 

et al. 2018; Jones and Coquetdale Community Archaeology 2017; Stringer 2017, 22; 

Winchester 2000a; Davies 2000). Edited volumes including the work of both Scottish 

and English researchers represent a useful way to begin comparing historical narratives 

(e.g. Boardman and Goodare 2014; King and Penman (Eds.) 2007). Of these, one of the 

most recent has been Northern England and Southern Scotland in the Central Middle 

Ages (Stringer and Winchester 2017) which explores case studies from preeminent 

experts in the history and archaeology of the Anglo-Scottish borderland to highlight 

promising directions for future research. However, this is just a first step toward 

developing rigorous cross-border dialogues. For instance, the period after 1200 

targeted by this thesis has yet to be thematically interrogated in a similar way.  

In archaeology, there has been a gradual movement in the region toward 

developing more cross-border projects, mirroring the advances in documentary 

scholarship. This movement is particularly strong amongst scholars of prehistory and 

the early medieval period. One of the best syntheses of archaeological data in the 
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ǊŜƎƛƻƴ ƛǎ /ǊŜƭƭƛƴ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦΩǎ όнлмсύ ŜŘƛǘŜŘ ǾƻƭǳƳŜΣ Prehistory without Borders: The 

Prehistoric Archaeology of the Tyne-Forth Region, which provides a valuable theoretical 

and methodological model for future cross-border projects and collaborations. For 

medievalists, cross-border projects have tended to either be community archaeological 

projects or surveys of particular site or material types (e.g. Standley 2010; Crow 2007; 

Brooke 2000). Two of the former include a series of projects on ancient roadways in the 

Cheviots (Jones and Coquetdale Community Archaeology 2017) and the Flodden500 

project, a community project which investigated Scottish and English sites related to 

the battle of Flodden (Flodden 1513 Ecomuseum 2019). Both projects successfully 

integrated documentary research and archaeological fieldwork across the border to 

help construct a more nuanced view of the medieval past of the region. All three of the 

primary research frameworks for south-east Scotland and north-east Englandτthe 

North-East Regional Research Framework for the Historic Environment (NERRF) (Petts 

and Gerrard 2006), the Scottish Archaeological Research Framework (ScARF) (ScARF 

2012), and the Archaeological Research Framework for Northumberland National Park 

(ARFNNP) (Young et al. 2010)τargue for a general need for synthesis and 

contextualisation in the region (see Appendix B for a comparison of the content of 

relevant regional research frameworks). NERRF and ARFNNP consider comparisons with 

Scotland to be a crucial context for the medieval research agenda, and NERRF pushes 

this agenda particularly strongly. As a result, although one can detect growing 

momentum toward synthesis, cross-border researchers must still tread between the 

historiographies of England and Scotland, which both begin and end at the border. 

Finally, the disciplinary divisions outlined here mean that there has been little 

integration of landscape-based archaeological work with documentary-based historic 

narratives. One of the most important trends woven throughout all three of the 

research frameworks is the need to move beyond site-based approaches which have 

largely characterised research in this region, particularly outside of the upland areas of 

the Cheviots. Instead, the frameworks encourage approaches which synthesise and 

contextualise. Similarly, in his recent book on local society in northern England, Jackson 

Armstrong (2020, 93ς106) argues that modern historians tend to propagate a simplified 

ǾƛŜǿ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇƘȅǎƛŎŀƭ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘ ŀǎ ǳǇƭŀƴŘ ΨǿŀǎǘŜΩ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ 

cultural package of dispersed settlement, small-scale hill farming and transhumant 

pastoralism. This image of the north is not without historic precedent, and indeed, is 
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also professed in historic documents from the medieval period onward. He notes that 

this has led to an emphasis on deprivation and impoverishment rather than on 

productivity in historical scholarship, when in fact the region sustained many different 

economies and ways of life. This has meant that the fertile lowlands are often 

overlooked in analyses of life on the frontier. As a result, Armstrong (2020, 103) pleads 

ŦƻǊ Ψŀ ƳƻǊe nuanced interpretation of what late medieval borderers said about life at 

ǘƘŜ ŦǊƻƴǘƛŜǊΩΦ  

On the other hand, archaeological research in the region tends to have a much 

more sophisticated understanding of the environment, both upland and lowland (Dixon 

2017, 1984; Tipping 2010; Winchester 2000a). In part, this has been due to the 

ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾƛǎǘ ǎǘǊŀƴŘ ƻŦ ΨƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜ ŀǊŎƘŀŜƻƭƻƎȅΩ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǘŀǊƎŜǘǎ 

environmental, ecological, and economic human-landscape interactions. Traditionally, 

there have been divisions amongst landscape archaeologists between practitioners of 

positivist epistemologies and humanist, post-ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎǳŀƭ ƻƴŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŜȄǇƭƻǊŜ ΨǎƻŎƛŀƭƭȅ ŀƴŘ 

ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴǘƛŀƭƭȅ ŜƴƎŀƎŜŘ ǇƭŀŎŜΩ ƻǊ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜǎ ό5ŀǾƛŘ ŀƴŘ ¢ƘƻƳŀǎ нллуΣ офΤ 

Strang 2008, 51). These two strands of landscape archaeology are no longer as 

diametrically opposed as they once were in the wider field of archaeology (Rippon 

2009, 243, 245; Fleming 2007; Johnson 2007a, 2007b; Ashmore 2004, 255), but the 

divisions of the epistemological rift linger in academic scholarship and have partially 

contributed to the separation of historical narratives and archaeological data in the 

Anglo-Scottish borderland. 

As a result, this project fills multiple gaps which exist in both historical and 

archaeological research in the region. It performs much needed synthesis of landscape 

data which have been separated by numerous historic and modern processes, and it 

employs the results of this synthesis to reconnect the socio-political narratives of 

history with the physical environments reconstructed by archaeologists. This landscape 

ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ƛƴǘǊƻŘǳŎŜǎ ƴŜǿ ƳŜǘƘƻŘƻƭƻƎƛŜǎ ƭŜǎǎ ǊŜƭƛŀƴǘ ƻƴ ΨōŀŘƎŜǎ ƻŦ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴΩ ǿƘƛŎƘ 

allow us to explore archaeologically the material components of the political 

geographies of a primarily political, rather than cultural, border. 

2.3 Geographies of Medieval Borders and Borderlands  

To reconnect the physical archaeological landscape and the ideological 

landscape of political history, it is necessary to introduce what is currently known about 
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the geographies of medieval borders and borderlands. To do this, this section first 

introduces the definitions of important terms related to borderland geographies. Next, 

it identifies important spatial characteristics of medieval borderlands. Finally, it 

critiques medieval borderland research within the context of modern border studies 

and introduces the concept of the border-scape as a useful framework to improve our 

understanding of the role of landscape in the development of medieval borders and 

borderlands. 

2.3.1 Definitions  

Thus far, this thesis has used numerous words to refer to the political division 

between England and Scotland: border, borderline, borderland, boundary, frontier, and 

March. The first four of these terms are used frequently in modern political discussions 

and current-events journalism and will be familiar to most people. However, this 

familiarity masks intersections and inconsistencies in the way these terms are used. 

¢ŜǊƳǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ΨŦǊƻƴǘƛŜǊΩ ŀƴŘ ΨōƻǊŘŜǊƭŀƴŘΩ ŀǊŜ ƻŦten used synonymously in academic 

literature but also have different definitions depending on the discipline and the 

nationality of the researcher (Ylimaunu et al. 2014; Naum 2010; Parker 2006; Brunet-

Jailly 2005; Lightfoot and Martinez 1995). This imprecision can be problematic in 

technical discussions about historic borders, borderlands, and frontiers, and so these 

terms must be defined before any further examination of borderland geographies can 

occur. This work utilises a combination of definitions from both archaeologist Bradley 

Parker (2006) and modern historians Michiel Baud and Willem van Schendel (1997).  

Parker, Baud, and van Schendel ŀƎǊŜŜ ǘƘŀǘ ΨōƻǳƴŘŀǊȅΩ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 

terms. It is used for a divisional line between people, cultures, or other entities. It does 

not necessarily denote a major international divisional line, but it can also be used for 

lines between properties and smaller internal administrative units (Power and Standen 

1999, ix). They also agree that ŀ ΨōƻǊŘŜǊΩ is a linear conceptual line of separation 

defining the territories of two or more different political entities or administrative units, 

ƳŀƪƛƴƎ ƛǘ ŀ ǎȅƴƻƴȅƳ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ ΨōƻǊŘŜǊƭƛƴŜΩ. It is a geographic line as well as an 

institution which marks political and administrative boundaries between states.  

tŀǊƪŜǊΩǎ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ΨŦǊƻƴǘƛŜǊΩ ŀǎ ŀ ȊƻƴŜ ƻŦ ŎƻƴǘŀŎǘ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ŜƛǘƘŜǊ ǘǿƻ ƻǊ ƳƻǊŜ 

distinct political or cultural entities, or between a political entity and empty space, will 

be used within this work. According to Parker, a frontier may incorporate many 
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different types of boundaries within its geographical extent, so it is not necessarily a 

linear feature. He incorporates five different categories of boundaries into his model 

ǿƘƛŎƘ ƘŜ Ŏŀƭƭǎ Ψ¢ƘŜ /ƻƴǘƛƴǳǳƳ ƻŦ .ƻǳƴŘŀǊȅ 5ȅƴŀƳƛŎǎΩΦ Lƴ ǘƘƛǎ ƳƻŘŜƭΣ ŜŀŎƘ ǘȅǇŜ ƻŦ 

boundary can be charted on a scale, ranging from static to fluid, to compare different 

boundaries within a single borderland or to compare between frontiers. He isolates five 

ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ǘȅǇŜǎ ƻŦ ōƻǳƴŘŀǊƛŜǎΣ ƻǊ ΨōƻǳƴŘŀǊȅ ǎŜǘǎΩΥ ƎŜƻƎǊŀǇƘƛŎΣ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭΣ ŘŜƳƻƎǊŀǇƘƛŎΣ 

cultural, and economic. Each frontier need not have all of these divisions, and some 

divisions are more important than others, which stresses the need to understand a 

frontier within its own historical milieu (Baud and Van Schendel 1997; Lightfoot and 

Martinez 1995). It is also important to note that frontiers are frequently defined by 

their peripheral location to centres of power. For instance, Magdalena Naum (2010) 

writes that frontiers are areas which aǊŜ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ Ψŀǎ ŀ ƭƛƳƛǘ ƻŦ ǇƻǎǎŜǎǎƛƻƴ ƻǊ ǎŜǘǘƭŜƳŜƴǘΩΣ 

frequently but not always between two or more political territories. Frontiers can 

change in magnitudeτthey can expand to the point of becoming their own political 

territories or they can narrow and become a linear borderline. Frontiers are also often 

conceptualised as a zone of interaction in contrast to the divisive qualities insinuated by 

terms ΨōƻǳƴŘŀǊȅΩ ƻǊ ΨōƻǊŘŜǊΩ (Feuer 2016, 12; Power and Standen 1999, ix; Donnan and 

Wilson 1999, 48). 

Ψ.ƻǊŘŜǊƭŀƴŘΩ ƛǎ ŀ ƳƻǊŜ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳŀǘƛŎ ǘŜǊƳΦ tŀǊƪŜǊΩǎ ǿƻǊƪ Ŏƻƴǘŀƛƴǎ ŀ ǾŜǊȅ ōǊƻŀŘ 

ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ΨōƻǊŘŜǊƭŀƴŘΩΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ ǳǎŜŘ ŀǎ ŀ ōƭŀƴƪŜǘ ǘŜǊƳ ŦƻǊ ōƻǘƘ ōƻǊŘŜǊǎ ŀƴŘ 

frontiers. In his work, borders and frontiers are types of borderlands existing on a 

sliding scale from linear (borders) to zonal (frontiers). This work will instead adopt Baud 

ŀƴŘ Ǿŀƴ {ŎƘŜƴŘŜƭΩs more specific definition which is more useful for explaining 

distinctions between different types of boundaries. Baud and van Schendel define a 

borderland as a geo-political region directly affected by the presence of a border. A 

borderland is a type of frontier which requires a defined legal border to exist. Similar to 

a frontier, the unit of analysis is a region, or zone, which extends across the boundary, 

whether well-defined (border) or ill-ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ όŦǊƻƴǘƛŜǊύ ǎƻ ǘƘŀǘ ΨōƻǘƘ ǎƛŘŜǎ ƻŦ ŀ ǎǘŀǘŜ 

border are ǘŀƪŜƴ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ǳƴƛǘ ƻŦ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎΩ (Baud and Van Schendel 1997, 216). In both 

practice and function, the Anglo-Scottish border region acted as both a borderland and 

a frontier simultaneously, so the two terms will be used relatively interchangeably 

throughout this work. However, it is important to note the distinctions between the 
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two terms here, because in other geographical and temporal contexts, the two terms 

are not always synonymous.  

Finally, ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ ΨMŀǊŎƘΩ was used during the medieval period across western 

Europe and had a variety of meanings (Ellis 1999, 160; Power and Standen 1999, ix). In 

the medieval Anglo-Scottish borderland, it was often used relatively synonymously with 

ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳΣ ΨŦǊƻƴǘƛŜǊΩΣ ōǳǘ ƛǘ ŀƭǎƻ ƘŀŘ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊ ƭŜƎŀƭ Ŏƻƴƴƻǘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǳƴƛǉǳŜ 

administrative structures of the region, the Marches (see Figure 1.1), that were used to 

manage the specific administrative challenges of the Anglo-Scottish borderland 

(Armstrong 2020, 53ς54)Φ !ǎ ŀ ǊŜǎǳƭǘΣ ǿƘŜƴ ǳǎŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ǘƘŜǎƛǎΣ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ ΨaŀǊŎƘΩ will be 

used either as a synonym with frontier and borderland or as a reference to the 

ŀŘƳƛƴƛǎǘǊŀǘƛǾŜ ΨaŀǊŎƘŜǎΩΦ  

2.3.2 Characteristics of Medieval Borde rs 

Traditionally, the fundamental concept which has structured our understanding 

of borders and borderlands is territoryτa bounded geo-political space within which a 

governing entity, often a state or nation-state, exercises power (Peña 2021; Donnan 

and Wilson 1999; Agnew 1994). However, medieval political geographies are commonly 

contrasted with this concept of clearly defined political space. It is widely argued that 

territorially-defined states developed sometime towards the end of the medieval or the 

beginning of the early modern period, depending on the author (Jones 2020, 200; 

Taylor 2016; Hirst 2005, 28; Berend 2002; Abulafia 2002, 1; Power and Standen 1999, 5; 

Agnew 1994, 60ς61;). This concept should not be confused with national identities, 

which developed much earlier in the medieval period (Driscoll 2010, 446ς447, 1998). 

The incongruity between the use of state-based territorial paradigms in a supposedly 

pre-territorial context has often made it easier to define medieval borders by what they 

were not rather than what they were. For instance, the spatial division between the 

territorial core and its periphery, frequently used in models of borderland processes, is 

often difficult to define in the medieval period. The complex spatialities of medieval 

landholding amongst the nobility was not usually limited to one region, but a lord could 

hold lands scattered across a kingdom. Prior to the Wars of Independence in the 13th 

century, Anglo-Scottish nobility, including the Scottish king, held lands and privileges on 

both sides of the border, and many of them owned extensive properties as far away as 

south-east England (MacQueen and McNeill 1996, 420). In such situations, land would 
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be held under multiple legal frameworks and a lord could be a vassal of multiple kings. 

9ǾŜƴ ǘƘŜ {ŎƻǘǘƛǎƘ ƪƛƴƎΩǎ ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘȅ ǿŀǎ ŎƘŀƴƎŜŀōƭŜ ŘŜǇŜƴŘƛƴƎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊǊƛǘƻǊȅ 

considered. Throughout much of the high medieval period, he was king in Scotland, but 

considered a vassal in England for his English properties. Within such a complex legal 

framework only intermittently tied to geography, it is difficult to define where the 

periphery of one kingdom ends and the core of another begins.  

Alternatives to the territorial model have been proposed. In his analysis of 

conflict management on the Anglo-Scottish border, Jackson Armstrong (2020, 42) 

critiques the utility of core-periphery territorial models. Instead, he argues, that 

medieval geographies were based on a different conception of spaceτone which was 

moved through rather than viewed from above like a map. This has been noted in other 

medieval contexts and is described by Franklin (2020, 853) within her work on medieval 

!ǊƳŜƴƛŀ ŀǎ ŀ ΨƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜ ƛƴ ƳƻǘƛƻƴΩΦ ¢ƘŜ ƎŜƻƎǊŀǇƘȅ ǘƘƛǎ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǎǇŀŎŜ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜŘ 

ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǾƛŜǿŜŘ ŀǎ ŀƴ ΨŀƎƎƭƻƳŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǇƻǊƻǳǎ ŎŜƭƭǎΩ ŜŀŎƘ ƻƴŜ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ōȅ ǿŀǘŜǊǎƘŜŘǎ 

ŀƴŘ ǳǊōŀƴ ƘƛƴǘŜǊƭŀƴŘǎΩ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŜȄƛǎǘŜŘ ŀǘ ŀ ǉǳŀǎƛ-ǊŜƎƛƻƴŀƭ ǎŎŀƭŜ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǘƘŜ Ψƛƴ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǘƘŜ 

ƭƻŎŀƭ ŀƴŘ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƛƴǘŜǊŀŎǘŜŘΩ ό!ǊƳǎǘǊƻƴƎ нлнлΣ пнύΦ !ǊƳǎǘǊƻƴƎ ŜȄǇƭƻǊŜǎ ǎƻƳŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 

cultural effects of these geographies, noting that they were much more fluid and 

flexible than the cartographic territories of the 16th century, but also suggests that this 

ǿŀȅ ƻŦ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ ƎŜƻƎǊŀǇƘƛŎ ǎǇŀŎŜ ΨŘŜǎŜǊǾŜǎ ƳǳŎƘ ŎƭƻǎŜǊ ŀǘǘŜƴǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ƛǘǎ ƻǿƴ 

ǊƛƎƘǘΩ όнлнлΣ тоύΦ 

However, these contrasts between modern and medieval political geographies 

have allowed scholars to identify general patterns in the topography of political power 

at the somewhat blurry edges of medieval kingdoms. Many scholars argue that there is 

an overarching geographical pattern across medieval European frontiers indicating they 

were usually decentralised zones where regional landholders often held such a degree 

of power that their holdings could almost be considered separate states (Power and 

Standen 1999, 21). Along the Anglo-Scottish border, this can be seen through the 

liberties and regalities, particularly those of the Prince-Bishops of Durham, which were 

dispersed across the borderland and came with special legal and administrative 

privileges that limited the effective reach of the bureaucratic machine of the medieval 

state (Holford and Stringer 2010; Grant 2008; Barrow 1992, 5ς6). In these traditional 

historical narratives, the end of the medieval period is a watershed moment where 

political geographies shifted from ones where the kingdom was conceived of as a 
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collection of communities united under spatially unconsolidated networks of tenurial 

rights and privileges, to one which placed a greater emphasis on the importance of 

consolidated territories (Baud and Van Schendel 1997, 223; Sahlins 1990, 1427ς1428). 

The territorial framework of borderlands has also been useful in identifying 

some of the geographical characteristics of individual medieval borderlands that are 

important for understanding how political space was organised in these regions. In his 

exploration of medieval borders through the 14th-century peace treaty between 

Sweden and Novgorod, Katajala (2012) identified four types of medieval borders: linear, 

zone-like, spot-like, and vertical. Of these, only the first three are considered within this 

thesis, as it was found within an Anglo-Scottish context that vertical barriers overlapped 

problematically with the other three types of border geographies in analysis. Linear and 

zone-like borders were introduced in the previous section through discussions of the 

difference between borderlines/borders (linear) and borderlands/frontiers/Marches 

(zone-like). However, spot-like borders deserve further explanation. The spot-like 

border is conceived not as territorial lines but as particular places, or points on a map, 

which may not be located on the borderline but represent the border in microcosm 

(Katajala 2012). In the modern world they can manifest as customs barriers in airports 

or as embassies (Peña 2021; Paasi 2009), and in the medieval world they are often 

associated with international diplomatic events (Benham 2011). 

However, despite the previous utility of territorial paradigms in identifying types 

and characteristics of medieval borders, it also has a number of limitations. While 

borders exist in space, they are fundamentally processes of human behaviour. Borders 

and borderlands may follow topographic divisions that appear natural, but all political 

borders and their borderlands are made through the assertion of authority onto the 

landscape (Kolossov 2005, 620; Baud and Van Schendel 1997, 242). Boundaries 

between territories have very little meaning unless the behaviour of those living either 

at the core or on the periphery is controlled or altered in some way by the maintenance 

of the border (Mullin 2011, 5). In essence, it is the processes of bordering which defines 

a border. However, territoriality is just one way of making a border. It is an obvious 

place to begin exploring historic border geographies, because as Power and Standen 

όмфффΣ нтύ ŀǎǎŜǊǘΣ Ψ²Ŝ ŀǊŜ ƭƻƻƪƛƴƎ ŀǘ ǇǊŜƳƻŘŜǊƴ ŦǊƻƴǘƛŜǊǎ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜ ŜȅŜǎ ƻŦ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ 

ŀŎŎǳǎǘƻƳŜŘ ǘƻ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŦǊƻƴǘƛŜǊǎΣΩ ǿƘŜǊŜ ΨƻǳǊ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘ-day conceptions of frontiers are 

firstly as lines, and the ramifications of their existence flow frƻƳ ǘƘŀǘΩΦ IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ǿŜ 
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should not limit ourselves to this conception of frontiers and borders.  The geography of 

state-based territoriality is frequently a poor fit for the political mechanics of medieval 

borderlands and can mask the distinctiveness of medieval bordering processes and lead 

to problematic misinterpretations (see Katajala 2012, 40 for examples). 

Fortunately, recent decades have seen debate amongst modern border studies 

scholars over the primacy of territory as the defining geographic concept structuring 

ōƻǊŘŜǊ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜǎΣ ŀ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘ ŦǊŜǉǳŜƴǘƭȅ ǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ ǘƻ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ΨǘŜǊǊƛǘƻǊƛŀƭ ǘǊŀǇΩ ό!ƎƴŜǿ 

1994, 2015). Since then, a large body of research in border studies has focussed on 

identifying alternative types of geographies of political power, mapping them as 

processes of bordering rather than as spatial lines (e.g. Krichker 2021; Peña 2021; Paasi 

2009). The plethora of new geographic models emerging from border studies offers 

opportunities for enhancing our understanding of medieval borderland geographies 

which do not fit within territorial models. The following section explores how they can 

be integrated with archaeological methodologies into a useful theoretical framework 

ǿƘƛŎƘ ǇǊƻǇŜƭǎ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ǘƘŜǎƛǎ ōŜȅƻƴŘ ǘƘŜ ΨǘŜǊǊƛǘƻǊƛŀƭ ǘǊŀǇΩΦ 

2.3.3 The Border-scape and the Inhabited Landscape  

The previous discussion of territoriality and medieval borderland geographies 

has highlighted two fundamental features of medieval borders. First, borders are 

ΨǎƛƳǳƭǘŀƴŜƻǳǎƭȅ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎŜǎΩ ό5ƻƴƴŀƴ ŀƴŘ ²ƛƭǎƻƴ 1999, 62). They are 

institutions that have to be made and reinforced. And secondly, they are relational and 

are defined by connections between people and between people and places. Thus far, 

discussions of the processes of bordering along the Anglo-Scottish border have largely 

overlooked the involvement of the physical landscape. However, the reinforcement of 

ōƻǊŘŜǊǎ ƻŦǘŜƴ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜǎ ǘŀƴƎƛōƭŜ ΨǘƘƛƴƎǎΣΩ ƭƛƪŜ ƳƻƴǳƳŜƴǘǎΣ ǿŀƭƭǎΣ ƻǊ ƭƛƴŜŀǊ ŜŀǊǘƘǿƻǊƪǎΣ ŀǎ 

well as places and landscapes. This thesis adopts a concept from postmodern (post-

territorial) border studies, the border-scape, and combines it with the methodologies of 

post-processual landscape archaeologies to bridge the gap between English and 

Scottish historiographic divisions and explore the physical manifestations of borderland 

socio-political dynamics through cross-border landscapes. These ideas are then 

developed in the following section into a five-part thematic framework which explains 

how these concepts shape how the landscape of the Anglo-Scottish borderland is 

explored within this thesis. 
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The border-ǎŎŀǇŜ ƛǎ ŎƻƴŎŜƛǾŜŘ ŀǎ ŀ ΨƳƻōƛƭŜ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǎǇŀŎŜΩ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ ƳŀŘŜ 

ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎŜǎ ƻŦ ΨōƻǊŘŜǊƛƴƎΩ ƻǊ ΨōƻǊŘŜǊ ǿƻǊƪΩ ǘƘŀǘ ƎŜƴŜǊŀǘŜ ŘƛǾƛǎƛƻƴǎ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ 

people and/or places (Peña 2021, 18ς19; Papadopoulos 2020). Because the concept of 

the border-scape emerged as a reaction to traditional territorial conceptions of 

ōƻǊŘŜǊƭŀƴŘ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜǎΣ ŎŜǊǘŀƛƴ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ΨōƻǊŘŜǊ-ǎŎŀǇŜΩ ƘŀǾŜ 

tended to de-emphasise the material elements of a border and its landscapes in favour 

of tracing relational processes which happen in spaces that may or may not be physical 

(Krichker 2021). However, as Peña (2021, 2) argues through an autoethnography of his 

ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜǎ ƭƛǾƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ǿƻǊƪƛƴƎ ŀƭƻƴƎ ǘƘŜ ¦{κaŜȄƛŎƻ ōƻǊŘŜǊΣ ΨǎǇŀŎŜ ǎǘƛƭƭ ƳŀǘǘŜǊǎΩ ŀƴŘ ƛǎ 

part of the lived experience of the border and borderland. As a result, the border-scape 

is defined within this thesis as a conceptual and physical geography of the Anglo-

Scottish borderland where bordering processes/border work were experienced.  

Conceptions of space in postmodern border studies and the post-processual and 

phenomenological movement in archaeology tend to be influenced by many of the 

same theorists (i.e. Giddens, Foucault, Lefebvre, Deleuze, and Guattari). Consequently, 

concepts of landscape commonly used in post-processual archaeology connect neatly 

to the idea of the border-ǎŎŀǇŜΦ !ǎ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ǘƘŜǎƛǎΣ ŀ ΨƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜΩ ƛǎ ŀ ǇƘȅǎƛŎŀƭ 

entityτit is a subsection of the physical world that people inhabit and can be made up 

ƻŦ ǘƘƛƴƎǎ ƭƛƪŜ ǘƘŜ ŜŀǊǘƘΩǎ ǎǳǊŦŀŎŜΣ ǘǊŜŜǎΣ ǊƛǾŜǊǎΣ ǊƻŀŘǎΣ ŀƴŘ ōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎǎΦ IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ŀ 

landscape is more than just a physical area where human activities take place. A 

landscape in the full sense of the word also has a conceptual element that makes it a 

meaning-ƭŀŘŜƴ Ŝƴǘƛǘȅ ΨǘƘŀǘ ŜȄƛǎǘǎ ōȅ ǾƛǊǘǳŜ ƻŦ ƛǘǎ ōŜƛƴƎ ǇŜǊŎŜƛǾŜŘΣ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜŘΣ ŀƴŘ 

ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘǳŀƭƛȊŜŘ ōȅ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩ όYƴŀǇǇ ŀƴŘ !ǎƘƳƻǊŜ нлллΣ мύΦ  

[ŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜǎ ŀǊŜ ƳŀŘŜ ǳǇ ƻŦ ΨǇƭŀŎŜǎΩ ŀƴŘ ΨǎǇŀŎŜǎΩΦ ¢ƘŜ ǎƛǘǳŀǘŜŘ ǉǳŀƭƛǘƛŜǎ ƻŦ 

landscape derive from embodied experiences within specific locations, or placesτ

imbuing them with meanings in a recursive process of place-ƳŀƪƛƴƎΦ tƭŀŎŜǎ ŀǊŜ ǘƘŜ ΨŦƻŎƛ 

ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƳŜŀƴƛƴƎΣ ƛƴǘŜƴǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǇǳǊǇƻǎŜ ƻŦ ǎƻŎƛŜǘŀƭ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴŎŜΩ ό¢ƛƭƭŜȅ 

1994, 17). Space, on the other hand, is sometimes viewed as the opposite of place. In 

this view, meaningful places are created from natural spaces (Whitridge 2004, 213). 

However, this oversimplifies the relationship; space, too, is socially constructed because 

ǎǇŀŎŜ Ψƛǎ ǘƘŜ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ ƛŘŜŀ ǇŜƻǇle have of where things should be in physical and cultural 

ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ŜŀŎƘ ƻǘƘŜǊΩ ό5ƻƴƴŀƴ ŀƴŘ ²ƛƭǎƻƴ мфффΣ фύΦ ¢ƛƭƭŜȅ όмффпΣ млύ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘǳŀƭƛǎŜǎ 

space as the relational structure within which meaningful places are situated. Space can 
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both constrain the limƛǘǎ ƻŦ ΨǇƭŀŎŜΩ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴƴŜŎǘ ǇƭŀŎŜǎ ǘƻƎŜǘƘŜǊΦ ¢ƘǳǎΣ ǇƭŀŎŜǎ ŜȄƛǎǘ 

within and between spaces. 

As a result, landscapes are things you can see and touch as well as imagine and 

are defined by the reciprocal relationships in which the material world both shapes and 

is shaped by human action (Hicks 2016; Gillespie 2008, 110; Bender 2002; Knapp and 

Ashmore 2000, 4; Tilley 1994). Zedeño (2000, 107) argues that landscape has three 

main components: 

1. Formal: the physical characteristics or landmarks of the environment.  

2. Relational: links of human interaction between landmarks 

3. Historical: connections through time created by the repeated use of 

elements in the landscape. 

This definition of landscape, which combines both material and cognitive 

elements, is a helpful one within the context of this project, as it enables the physical 

world to connect to the experienced world of the historic geo-political border-scape 

through the interactions between humans and the physical world around them. These 

ideas have been develoǇŜŘ ōȅ .ŀǊǊŜǘǘ όмфффύ ŀǎ ŀƴ ΨƛƴƘŀōƛǘŜŘΩ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ǘƻ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜ ƛƴ 

which the physical landscape is interpreted through a plurality of different perspectives. 

Lƴ ǘƘƛǎ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘΣ ǘƘŜ ŀǊŎƘŀŜƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ƳƻƴǳƳŜƴǘǎ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘ Ƨǳǎǘ Ψŀ 

trail of debris ƎŜƴŜǊŀǘŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǎǎƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎŜǎ ƻŦ ƘƛǎǘƻǊȅΩ ōǳǘ ƛƴǎǘŜŀŘ ŀǊŜ 

ΨǎƛǘǳŀǘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘ ƻŦ Ǉŀǎǘ ƘǳƳŀƴ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎΩ ό.ŀǊǊŜǘǘ мфффΣ нртς258). Thus, 

archaeological landscapes can have numerous meanings at once, and these meanings 

can change through time because they are created by people, both as individuals and as 

collectives, as they interpret and experience the world around them. 

2.4 Theoretical Framework  

¢Ƙƛǎ ǘƘŜǎƛǎ ŀŘƻǇǘǎ ŀ ǘƘŜƻǊŜǘƛŎŀƭ ŦǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƛŘŜŀ ƻŦ .ŀǊǊŜǘǘΩǎ 

inhabited landscape. However, to avoid falling into a rabbit hole of cultural relativism, 

we must refine the situated and relational nature of this approach. Barrett (1999, 259) 

arguŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ƛƴƘŀōƛǘŜŘ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜ ƻƴƭȅ ΨōŜŎƻƳŜǎ ƳŜŀƴƛƴƎŦǳƭ ǿƘŜƴ ƛǘ ƛǎ ǎƛǘǳŀǘŜŘ 

ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ŦǊŀƳŜǎ ƻŦ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜΣΩ ōȅ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƘŜ ƳŜŀƴǎ ƛǘ ƛǎ ŀƴ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ ƻŦ 

the world filtered through interpretive frameworks constructed at the individual and 

societal levels in a dialectic relationship with material conditions that are both spatially 

and temporally situated. Both Barrett (1999) and Nicola Whyte (2009) in her study of 
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inhabited early modern landscapes of Norfolk, use time and memory as the reference 

through which they assess historic experiences of landscape. However, there are others 

frames of reference that can be used and will be adopted here.  

In this project, the inhabited borderland, or border-scape, is analysed through a 

framework where the border-sŎŀǇŜ ƛǎ ŎƻƳǇƻǎŜŘ ƻŦ ƳǳƭǘƛǇƭŜ Ψ-ǎŎŀǇŜǎΩΣ ƻǊ ŎŀǎŜ ǎǘǳŘƛŜǎΣ 

which target different processes of bordering.2  Two -scapes are targeted by this 

project: the defence-scape and the legal-scape (Figure 2.1). The medieval experience 

and understanding of these -scapes are deconstructed for analysis through five themes 

which represent different frames of reference through which the world can be 

interpreted. As a result, this structure connects the situated and multi-vocal 

interpretations of inhabited landscapes with the broader geographies of the medieval 

border-scape. The rest of this chapter explains the rationale for the choice of themes 

and case studies within this project.  

 

 
Figure 2.1: Diagram of the theoretical framework of the thesis 

 

2.5 Project Themes 

Understanding the conceptual and emotional relationships between people and 

ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ŀ ŎƘŀƭƭŜƴƎŜΦ !ǎ ŜȄŜƳǇƭƛŦƛŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ŎƘŀǇǘŜǊΩǎ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 

problems with concepts of territoriality in medieval border studies, early modern and 

medieval concepts of place, space and landscape were different in many ways to those 

of modern Western society, and it is important to critically examine the historicity of 

the concepts we apply to the past (see also Giles 2007). It is also important not to over-

generalise, as concepts of space and place were not identical across the medieval 

 

2 Although Ingold (2017) critiques the over-ǳǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ ΨǎŎŀǇŜΩ ŦƻǊ ŘƛƭǳǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 
experienced landscape, it is sometimes useful to distinguish the conceptual and physical landscape in 
archaeological analyses. As a result, the case studies ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ŘŜǎƛƎƴŀǘŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ ΨǎŎŀǇŜΩ ǘƻ 
differentiate purely physical landscape from the blended physical, conceptual, and experiential elements 
of inhabited landscapes within this text.  
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world. For instance, Houston (2016) argues that the relationships between people and 

legal spaces differed in practice between England and Scotland in the medieval and 

early modern periods. As a result, careful contextualisation is of vital importance in the 

study of medieval socio-political landscapes (e.g. Jamieson and Lane 2015; Hansson 

2009; Giles 2007). Fortunately, the material and documentary record of the medieval 

period offer ample threads of evidence to use.  

To avoid projecting modern assumptions of borderland geographies onto 

medieval borders, a selection of texts written by people travelling along the border 

through its 800-year history were subjected to a brief thematic analysis. This process 

allowed particularly impactful aspects of the landscape to emerge from the sources. In 

total, seven different sources which record perambulations dating to between the 13th 

and the 21st centuries were used in this analysis: 1245 (Stones 1965, 55ς57), 1541 

(Bowes and Ellerker 1541), 1550 (Bowes 1550), 1920s (Mack 2011), 2006 (Robson 

2006), and 2014 (Crofton 2014) (see Appendix C for descriptions of each of these 

sources). Together, these surveys offer a layered account of the way the Anglo-Scottish 

border was encountered, experienced, and negotiated within and through landscapes 

by individuals over the course of its history. Five themes were identified which form a 

framework for future analyses within this thesis: the physical landscape, scale, 

perspective, movement, and time/temporality. 

2.5.1 Theme 1: The Physical Landscape 

All of the surveys describe the Anglo-Scottish border as an institution which is 

experienced as part of the physical landscape of the borderland through which they 

walk. Sometimes the border was experienced through barriers such as fences, rivers, 

and ditches. At other times it was experienced through more subtle differences in the 

landscape, such as changes in the types of trees and prevalence of woodland noted in 

both the 16th-century and 21st-century surveys (Crofton 2014, 107; Bowes 1541, 205). 

.ƻǊŘŜǊǎ ŜȄƛǎǘ ƻƴ ŀ ǎǇŜŎǘǊǳƳ ŦǊƻƳ ΨƘŀǊŘΩ όŎƭŜŀǊƭȅ ŘŜƳŀǊŎŀǘŜŘ ŀƴŘ ŜƴŦƻǊŎŜŘΣ ƻǊ 

ǎƻƳŜǘƛƳŜǎ ƛƳǇŜǊƳŜŀōƭŜΣ ŘƛǾƛǎƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǎǇŀŎŜύ ǘƻ ΨǎƻŦǘΩ όŦƭǳƛŘΣ ŜǇƘŜƳŜǊŀƭΣ ƻǊ ǳƴŜƴŦƻǊŎŜŘ 

and permeable divisions) (Parker 2006). The enforcement required for hard borders 

means that borders on this end of the spectrum tend to have a greater degree of 

physical infrastructure associated with them, such as the fences, rivers, and ditches of 

the surveys. The relative monumentality of these types of borders has meant that most 
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archaeological analyses of border landscapes concentrate on demarcated and relatively 

ΨƘŀǊŘΩ ōƻǊŘŜǊǎΦ Lƴ 9ƴƎƭŀƴŘΣ ǘƘŜ ǇǊŜǾŀƭŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ŀǊŎƘŀŜƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ŦǊƻƴǘƛŜǊ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ǿƘƛŎƘ 

targeǘǎ IŀŘǊƛŀƴΩǎ ²ŀƭƭΣ ǘƘŜ !ƴǘƻƴƛƴŜ WŀƭƭΣ hŦŦŀΩǎ 5ȅƪŜ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƳƛƭƛǘŀǊȅ ƛƴŦǊŀǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ 

integrated with them are good examples. 

This widespread fixation on linear, monumentalised borders has led to 

longstanding debate over the presence of linear borders in medieval contexts. It is 

generally agreed that clearly demarcated and enforced linear international borders did 

not exist in the medieval period, despite their occasional appearance in documentary 

records (Katajala 2012; Benham 2011; Power and Standen 1999), but precise linear 

boundaries did exist at the local level. These were often delineated not simply through 

text but through the practice of perambulation whereby representatives on behalf of 

interested parties in a land transfer or in land disputes walked the boundaries of the 

property in question and negotiated their exact limits. Descriptions within charters 

indicate that boundaries became fixed to the landscape through physical markers that 

could be both natural and manmade. Boundary stones and crosses, marks on trees, 

footpaths and roads, hedges, ditches and dikes, and linear embankments like those 

described in the Anglo-Scottish surveys were used as boundary markers at both local 

and regional scales across Europe (Johnson 2017; Jones and Coquetdale Community 

Archaeology 2017, 53ς57; Jamroziak 2011, 11; McCarthy 2008). Natural features were 

also commonly used, and Neville (2010, 60) notes that Scottish charters indicate a 

preference for natural linear features like rivers, lakes, and burns, the locations of which 

were anchored against immovable natural features like hills and mountains. Rivers were 

especially important for demarcating boundaries. In England, Phythian-Adams (2000) 

identified at least 15 rivers which demarcated a major territorial boundary in the 

Middle Ages. 

However, soft borders could also have material components that become part 

of the process of political and social bordering, as evidenced by the differences 

between English and Scottish woodland noted in the surveys. Sunseri (2017) explored 

the intersection between landscape and identity formation on the colonial frontier of 

18th-century New Mexico, finding that a palimpsest of different natural and man-made 

features of the landscape cumulatively contributed to the formation of group identities 

ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ΨƻǘƘŜǊƴŜǎǎΩ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǿŜǊŜ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜŘ ǎǇŀǘƛŀƭƭȅ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŦǊƻƴǘƛŜǊΣ ŀƭōŜƛǘ 

ƴƻǘ ŀǎ ŀ ƭƛƴŜŀǊ ōƻǳƴŘŀǊȅΦ YŀǘŀƧŀƭŀΩǎ όнлмнύ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ƻŦ мпth-century borders in north-



45 

eastern Europe noted a similar pattern where the physical infrastructure of local 

geographies was adopted in the demarcation of larger-scale cultural and political 

divisions. These examples indicate that border work can be performed as much from 

the bottom-up of power politics as from the top-down.  

There is no doubt that physical landscapes were deeply influential in medieval 

ƭƛǾŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŀŎǘŜŘ ŀǎ ƳƻǊŜ ǘƘŀƴ Ƨǳǎǘ ŀ ōŀŎƪŘǊƻǇ ŦƻǊ ƘǳƳŀƴ ŀŎǘƛƻƴΦ !ƴƎǳǎ ²ƛƴŎƘŜǎǘŜǊΩǎ 

(2000a) work on rural uplands of, primarily, northern England has illustrated how the 

landscape was not only intrinsically connected to the seasonal lifeways of agrarian and 

pastoral communities but also was connected to the negotiation of local power-

ŘȅƴŀƳƛŎǎ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴǘǊƻƭ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜΦ ¢ƻƳ WƻƘƴǎƻƴΩǎ όнлнлύ 

recent work reveals that law in medieval England, a seemingly ephemeral concept, was 

grounded in the embodied experiences of landscape much more closely than is typically 

ŀŎƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜŘΦ !ǎ ŀ ǊŜǎǳƭǘΣ ƛǘ ƛǎ ǇŜǊƘŀǇǎ ǘƘŜ ǎǇŀǘƛŀƭƛǘƛŜǎ ƻŦ ΨǎƻŦǘΩ ōƻǊŘŜǊǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƻŦŦŜǊ ǘƘŜ 

most interesting contributions to our understanding of the formation of medieval 

political landscapes.  

²ƘŜǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ƳŀƴƛŦŜǎǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ΨƘŀǊŘΩ ƻǊ ΨǎƻŦǘΩ ōƻǊŘŜǊƛƴƎ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎŜǎΣ ǘƘŜ ǇƘȅǎƛŎŀƭ 

landscape and the entanglement of local and international geographies also offers the 

opportunity to explore changes to the material manifestations of the medieval Anglo-

Scottish border. In his perambulations of the 1910s and 20s, James Logan Mack (2011) 

described the physical remains of layers of historic bordering constructed piecemeal 

through the centuries with ditches, hedges, and boundaries markers and then 

subsequently abandoned. Borders frequently go through phases of materialisation and 

dematerialisation, often in relation to political anxieties over perceived threats to the 

authority of the government (Agnew 1994; Papadopoulos 2020). The scars of these 

processes are often left visible in the landscape, either through abandoned 

ƳƻƴǳƳŜƴǘǎΣ ƭƛƪŜ ǘƘƻǎŜ ƴƻǘŜŘ ōȅ aŀŎƪΣ ƻǊ ŜǾŜƴ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ŜƳǇǘȅ ΨǾƻƛŘǎΩ ƭŜŦǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 

landscape, as is visible along sections of the former Berlin Wall which are now 

preserved as green spaces (Papadopoulos 2020; McWilliams, 124). Rather than simply 

acknowledging that change occurred, assessment of the physical landscape can help us 

understand the processes of change and add dynamism to the geographies of the 

Anglo-Scottish border. 
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2.5.2 Theme 2: Perspective  

One of the most pervasive themes woven through the historic accounts of the 

Anglo-{ŎƻǘǘƛǎƘ ōƻǊŘŜǊ ƛǎ Ƙƻǿ ǇŜǊǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜ ŦǳƴŘŀƳŜƴǘŀƭƭȅ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ƻƴŜΩǎ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ 

understanding of the border-scape. Multiple types of borders can exist and be 

experienced simultaneously within the same landscape (Parker 2006), and an analysis 

which concentrates on the multiplicity of perspectives enables us to see these manifold 

border-ǎŎŀǇŜǎΦ CƻǊ ƛƴǎǘŀƴŎŜΣ ŀ ǇŜǊǎƻƴΩǎ identity can have a significant impact on their 

experience of the border, the borderland, and their relationship with border work. In 

his autoethnography of crossing the modern US-Mexican border for work, Peña (2021) 

noted that the border he experiences as a Mexican academic living in the US and 

working in Mexico is much different from someone attempting to cross illegally who 

must pass through multiple barriers including fences, rivers, and busy roadways. He also 

notes that his experience of the border changes depending on with whom he travels. 

While he rarely gets checked crossing the border with his American wife, the opposite is 

true when he crosses the border alone. This is a type of embodiment of the border and 

its processes (Sheridan and McGuire 2019). While the infrastructure of the modern US-

Mexico border is far more complex than that on the historic Anglo-Scottish border, the 

historic border also was not experienced similarly by all. For many, the medieval and 

early modern border was frequently ignored. There are numerous documentary 

references that indicate that Scottish livestock were regularly pastured illegally on the 

English side of the border (CBP, ii.129, 56-57; Schultz 2019, 193). However, there are 

other cases where the presence of the border was felt much more sharply. Aeneas 

Sylvius Piccolomini (later Pope Pius II), in order to avoid a long and uncomfortable sea 

voyage, famously crossed the border by boat in secret in 1435 or 1436 disguised as a 

merchant (Bates 1891, 61ς64).3  In another instance in 1581, a man named Roger Aston 

was chased across Northumberland by a group of men from Alnwick who had just sold 

him a horse after they mistook him for a Scot (it was illegal to sell English horses to 

Scots at the time) (CBP, i.104, 72-73). It is clear from these examples that each of these 

 

3 Piccolomini had been sent to Scotland in 1435 on a special mission but ran into difficulties on his 
journey into Scotland. He had originally planned to cross the Channel to London and travel overland to 
{ŎƻǘƭŀƴŘΣ ōǳǘ ǳǇƻƴ ŀǊǊƛǾŀƭ ƛƴ 9ƴƎƭŀƴŘΣ ƘŀŘ ǘǊƻǳōƭŜ ǘǊŀǾŜƭƛƴƎ ƴƻǊǘƘ ŘǳŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ΨǎǳǎǇƛŎƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 9ƴƎƭƛǎƘΩ 
(Bates 1891, 61). Instead, he took a boat to Flanders, and from there endured a 12-day journey to Lothian 
ƻƴ ǎǘƻǊƳȅ ǎŜŀǎΦ !ŦǘŜǊ ǘƘƛǎΣ ƘŜ ŘŜŎƛŘŜŘ ΨƴƻǘƘƛƴƎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ƛƴŘǳŎŜ ƘƛƳ ǘƻ ǊŜǘǳǊƴ ōȅ ǎŜŀΩ ŀƎŀƛƴ ŀƴŘ ŘƻƴƴŜŘ ŀ 
disguise to avoid further trouble (Bates 1891, 61). 
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individuals experienced a very different border-scape because of differences in the way 

bordering processes interacted with their socio-political identities.  

The previous examples all indicate that the enforcement of the border through 

bordering processes could influence the experience of the border, but bordering could 

ŀƭǎƻ ōŜ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀƭƭȅ ǎǘƛƳǳƭŀǘŜŘΦ !ƴ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭΩǎ ǇŜǊǎƻƴŀƭ ƘƛǎǘƻǊȅ ŎƻǳƭŘ ŀƭǎƻ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ 

significant impact on their understanding or interpretation of border-scapes. For 

ƛƴǎǘŀƴŎŜΣ ƛƴ ŜȄǇƭƻǊƛƴƎ Ƙƻǿ IŀŘǊƛŀƴΩǎ ²ŀƭƭ ǿŀǎ ǾŀƭǳŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǎǘΣ bŜǎōƛǘǘ ŀƴŘ ¢ƻƭƛŀ-Kelly 

(2009, 381) noted a difference in the way the historical significance of the wall was 

understood between antiquarian William Hutton and local people. Hutton situated the 

wall within a much grander historical framework than local people did, basing his 

interpretations on the familiar symbolism of neo-classical architecture in towns and 

cities and granting it a much more significant role in the landscape than the locals. 

These differences in perception resulted in distinctions between the way Hutton and 

the local people physically interacted with the monument. 

The 20th- and 21st-century travel accounts also reveal that geographic proximity 

to the regƛƻƴ Ŏŀƴ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƻƴŜΩǎ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ōƻǊŘŜǊΦ wŜƳƛƴƛǎŎŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 

ǎƛǘǳŀǘŜŘ ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ IŀŘǊƛŀƴΩǎ ǿŀƭƭ ŀōƻǾŜΣ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ wƻōǎƻƴΩǎ ǇŜǊŀƳōǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 

border in c. 2006, the most ardent argument for the symbolic importance of the border 

came not from a resident of the borderland but from a history teacher from Glasgow, 

ǿƘƻ ƘŜƭŘ ǘƘŜ ōƻǊŘŜǊ ǘƻ ōŜ ŀ ǎȅƳōƻƭ ƻŦ ΨŎŀǇƛǘŀƭƛǎǘ ƻǇǇǊŜǎǎƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŘƻƳƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ ώōȅ ǘƘŜ 

9ƴƎƭƛǎƘϐ ǘƘŀǘ ǎƘƻǿŜŘ ǘƘŜ {Ŏƻǘǎ ǿƘƻ ǿŀǎ ōƻǎǎΩ όwƻōǎƻƴ нллсΣ мртς158). Meanwhile, 

Crofton performed his perambulation shortly before the Scottish Independence 

referendum in 2014, and his conversation with a local drum major while attending 

/ƻƭŘǎǘǊŜŀƳΩǎ /ƛǾƛŎ ²ŜŜƪ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ Ƴŀƴȅ ŀƭƻƴƎ ǘƘŜ ōƻǊŘŜǊ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŀƭ 

implications of Scottish independence to be more significant than any national feeling. 

Ψaȅ ǎŜƴǎŜΣΩ ǘƘŜ ŘǊǳƳ ƳŀƧƻǊ ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴŜŘΣ Ψƛǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ .ƻǊŘŜǊŜǊǎ ŀǊŜ ŘŜŀŘ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ƛǘΦ /ƻǎ ƛŦ 

they get itτI live in England, just, and I get a lot of work in Scotland. So where do I pay 

my taxes? Do I pay them to Scotland, do I pay them to England? Do I have to show my 

ǇŀǎǎǇƻǊǘ ŜǾŜǊȅ ǘƛƳŜ L ŎǊƻǎǎ ǘƘŜ ōǊƛŘƎŜΚΩ ό/ǊƻŦǘƻƴ нлмпΣ нллύΦ LƴŘŜŜŘΣ ǘƘŜ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ 

results of the referendum indicate that the drum major was not alone in his practical 

concerns. The border council areas of Dumfries and Galloway and Scottish Borders held 

the second and third highest proportion of votes against independence in the country 

after Orkney (Jeavans 2014). 
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2.5.3 Theme 3: Scale 

Another influential theme to emerge from the sources is the multiplicity of 

geographic scales at which bordering processes function. Archaeologists are generally 

comfortable working within and between different geographic scales of analysis, and 

scale is a fundamental consideration in the design of most archaeological projects. 

However, scale has particularly important implications within border-scapes. 

¢Ǌŀƴǎƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŀƴŘ ōƻǊŘŜǊƭŀƴŘ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ ƴŜŜŘ ΨŎŀǊŜŦǳƭ ŀƴŘ ǎǳōǘƭŜ ǎǇŀǘƛŀƭƛȊŀǘƛƻƴΩ ǘƻ ōŜ 

truly effective in achieving their research aims (Crang and Ashmore 2009, 568ς569). 

Frontier dynamics act on multiple scalesτfrom individuals integrating a new type of 

pottery into their daily lives (Naum 2012) to regional upheaval due to war between 

kingdoms (Sawicki et al. 2015; Pluskowski 2013). Archaeological methodologies have 

the potential to capture these scales and everything in between (Sunseri 2017). As 

Stringer (2017, 29) notes, just as it is important to expand research beyond national 

boundaries, it is also important not to entirely erase those boundaries in research. The 

careful use of scale can help identify areas where the border had a very real impact on 

material culture, but also prevents oversimplified interpretations where the border 

becomes the only reason for these patterns. The strength of a multi-scalar approach is 

that small- and large-scale projects differ in both the evidence that can be used and the 

types of arguments that can be made. Large-scale projects can be useful in 

understanding wider trends and in building grand narratives. However, the quantity of 

data at large scales comes at the expense of detail, meaning much of the data becomes 

abstracted from the influences of its original context. This runs the risk of inadvertently 

replicating preconstructed historiographical narratives (Kocka and Haupt 2009, 14). 

Small-scale analyses, on the other hand, have the benefit of detail. They enable projects 

to engage more critically with primary sources and make the agency of individual 

groups or people more visible, adding nuance and depth to the final analysis. However, 

the small number of case studies which can be interrogated in this kind of detailed 

analyses can make it difficult to distinguish the typical from the atypical.  

Particular geographic scales are also more likely to capture the voices of 

different social groups (e.g. Meniketti 2009; Katajala 2012). As a result, working 

between these scales has the potential to integrate multi-vocality into the landscapes 

and to understand the region not simply from a top-down perspective, but to contrast 

the prevailing national rhetoric regarding frontiers and borderlands against the 
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experiences of communities living within those regions. For instance, the chaotic social 

environment engendered by the Wars of Independence was characterised by shifting 

and seemingly contradictory national and local identities. National identities were 

beginning to divide along the borderline at this time, but regional or local identities 

often crossed boundaries. Based on the language of locally written sources like Thomas 

DǊŀȅΩǎ Scalacronica, King (2000) argues for the existence of regional identities in the 

14th and 15th centuries founded on shared experiences across the national border. 

Meanwhile, further afield in the heartlands of England and Scotland, royal policies drew 

distinctions between Englishmen and Scotsmen and divergent vilified stereotypes 

began to appear more frequently in literature (King and Penman 2007, 4; Ruddick 2007, 

199).  

At the national scale, the 16th-century surveys paint a picture of the borderland 

as a region the English crown had trouble controlling (Ellis 1999; Fraser 1971). However, 

the 16th-century surveys also include descriptions of subcultures defined by the 

geographic limits of individual valleys, rather than the region or even the nation. At this 

ǘƛƳŜΣ Ŏƭŀƴǎ ƪƴƻǿƴ ŀǎ ΨǘƘŜ ǎǳǊƴŀƳŜǎΩ ǿŜǊŜ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŜŘ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪǎ ƻŦ ƪƛƴǎƘƛǇΣ ōǳǘ 

these networks also had blurred geographic territories. This conflation of identity and 

geography led toward contemporary conceptions of geographically defined 

ǇŜǊǎƻƴŀƭƛǘƛŜǎ ƻŦ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŜΦ CƻǊ ƛƴǎǘŀƴŎŜΣ .ƻǿŜǎ όмррлΣ нппύ ƴƻǘŜǎΣ Ψ¢ƘŜ wƛŘŘŜǎŘŀƭƭ ƳŜƴ ōŜ 

even of like nature and qualities as the Tyndall men save that they be not soe trusty of 

their words and promise and have often tymes attempted to disobey and refuse theire 

ƪŜŜǇŜǊǎ ōȅ ŦƻǊŎŜΦ !ƴŘ Ŏŀƴ ƛƴ ƴƻ ǿƛǎŜ ōŜ ƪŜǇǘ ƛƴ ƻǊŘŜǊ ōǳǘǘ ōȅ ŎƻǊǊŜŎǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŘǊŜŀŘΩ.  

Local agency emerged from the thematic analysis as an important component in 

the use of the border-scape. The influence of a border is visible not through the 

enactments of the state alone, but through the ways they were enforced, accepted, and 

resisted by local communities. Magdalena Naum (2010, 127) describes borderlands as 

ΨǘƘƛǊŘ ǎǇŀŎŜǎΩ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ǳƴƛǉǳŜ ΨǇƻǎǎƛōƛƭƛǘƛŜǎ ǘƻ ŀŎǘ ƛƴ ǿŀȅǎ ƛƳǇƻǎǎƛōƭŜ ƻǊ ŘƛŦŦƛŎǳƭǘ 

to do in other places, creating hybrid solutions pregnant with potential for new 

worldviews and discourses. They are confusing places where the merging of some 

elements can give birth to new solutions, where redefinition of self and creation of new 

ƛŘŜƴǘƛǘƛŜǎ Ƴŀȅ ǘŀƪŜ ǇƭŀŎŜΩΦ ¢ƘƻǎŜ ƭƛǾƛƴƎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ !ƴƎƭƻ-Scottish borderland, both past and 

present, found ways to negotiate the legal quirks of the region. For instance, in the 21st 

century, Robson (2006, 196) noted that when Scottish laws forced pubs to close earlier 
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than their English counterparts, the Scottish drinkers would cross the bridge to England. 

However, English laws restricting cross-border travel would then force them to take a 

ten-mile detour from Coldstream bridge to Kelso in order to have an English pint.  

The conflation of geographic scale and social position means that geographic 

scales of analysis are not independent of each other. Baud and Van Schendel (1997) 

argue that power in borderlands is uniquely structured, with power flowing both within 

a territory and across its boundaries (Figure 2.2). A consideration of power structures 

enables the researcher to explore the social and political relationships which bind and 

connect these scales together and identify who was performing and who was impacted 

by border work at different levels of society. In most research on the medieval Anglo-

Scottish border, only the top two levels of society are presentτǘƘŜ ΨŎǊƻǿƴΩ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ 

ΨŜƭƛǘŜΩΣ ŀƴŘ ƛǘ ƛǎ ƻƴƭȅ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǘŜ-15th century on where local communities begin 

appearing as influential agents in historical narratives. Intensive cross border 

landholding and social ties in the 

medieval period have been used 

by many historians to argue that 

the border prior to the 16th 

century held little meaning 

within regional society (Stringer 

2017; Jack 2004). It was instead 

those acting on the behalf of the 

crown to whom the border 

mattered. Including scale as part 

ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ ŀƴŀƭȅǘƛŎŀƭ 

framework will allow critique of 

this argument. 

2.5.4 Theme 4: Movement  

If inhabitation is the undeǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜ ƛƴ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ǘƻ ΨƻǘƘŜǊ ǘƛƳŜǎ 

ŀƴŘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǇƭŀŎŜǎΩ ό.ŀǊǊŜǘǘ мфффΣ нслύΣ ǘƘŜƴ ƳƻǾŜƳŜƴǘ ƛǎ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ǘƘŜƳŜ 

within this framework. The sources analysed here indicate that the significance of a 

border is often felt most clearly in its crossing, making clear the position of the 

individual within the wider border-scape. Historians of travel literature have long 

/Ǌƻǿƴ /Ǌƻǿƴ 

9ƭƛǘŜ 

tŜƻǇƭŜ 

Figure 2.2Υ 5ƛŀƎǊŀƳ ƻŦ ǘȅǇƛŎŀƭ ΨŘƻǳōƭŜ-ǘǊƛŀƴƎƭŜΩ 
power relations across medieval borders (after Baud 
and van Schendel 1997, 219, Fig.1) 
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recognised the value of these accounts in understanding the landscapes of the past and 

how people engaged with them because ǘƘŜȅ ŘŜǇƛŎǘ ΨŜƳōƻŘƛŜŘ ŜƴŎƻǳƴǘŜǊǎΩ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ 

landscape (Franklin 2020; Nesbitt and Tolia-Kelly 2009). The freedom, or lack thereof, of 

movement across a border and the way it changes how people move through space, 

ǎƻƳŜǘƛƳŜǎ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜŘ ŀǎ ΨŦƭƻǿǎΩΣ ƛǎ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ ǘhe principal processes of bordering (Peña 

2021). Along many borders, the borderland becomes a middle-ground between 

ǘŜǊǊƛǘƻǊƛŜǎΣ ŀ ǇƭŀŎŜ ǿƘŜǊŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎ ŀǊŜ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜƛǊ Ψƛƴ-ōŜǘǿŜŜƴƴŜǎǎΩΦ Lǘ ƛǎ ǘƘƛǎ 

state of in-betweenness that is one of the key factors contributing to the development 

of the unique traits visible in many borderland and frontier societies. The porosity of 

the border both directly influences whether a frontier experiences fragmentation (the 

development of two or more cultural units from a single parent culture), hybridisation 

(the process through which two or more unique cultures merge to become a new 

cultural entity), or a combination of the two. Hybridisation is often observed along 

highly porous borders where it is the result of political, economic, and social 

connections stretching across boundaries (Baud and Van Schendel 1997, 220). It often 

ƳŀƴƛŦŜǎǘǎ ŀǎ ŀ ΨŦǊƻƴǘƛŜǊ ƛŘŜƴǘƛǘȅΩΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ ŀ ŘŜ-territorialised identity of in-betweenness 

(Mullin 2011, 5). Fragmentation often occurs along borders which act as barriers. As 

contact decreases, perceptions of those living in the opposing territory change. They 

Ŏŀƴ ōŜŎƻƳŜ ŀ ƳȅǎǘŜǊƛƻǳǎ ŀƴŘ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭƭȅ ŘŀƴƎŜǊƻǳǎ ΨƻǘƘŜǊΣΩ ǊŜǎǳƭǘƛƴƎ ƛƴ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜƭȅ 

ōƛƴŀǊȅ ƛŘŜƴǘƛǘƛŜǎ ƻŦ ΨǳǎΩ ŀƴŘ ΨǘƘŜƳΩΦ DƻǾŜǊƴƛƴƎ ōƻŘƛŜs at centres of power frequently 

exploit binary identities to create antagonism between groups on either side of the 

border (Power and Standen 1999, 24; Newman 2003, 20). Therefore, concepts of 

otherness are both maintained by the presence of the border and can also help 

maintain the border itself. This pattern was visible in the difference between the 

development of national stereotypes between communities within and beyond the 

borderlands. For medieval borderers like Thomas Grey, who frequently interacted with 

those across the border, it might be more difficult to believe the vilified stereotypes 

professed from afar, where contact was far less frequent, particularly during times of 

ǇǊƻƭƻƴƎŜŘ ŎƻƴŦƭƛŎǘ ǿƘŜƴ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘǎ ǘƘŜ ΨƻǘƘŜǊΩ ōŜȅƻƴŘ ǘƘŜ ōƻǊŘŜǊ ŀƴŘ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ enemies 

intersected. This resulted in complex local identities where one could simultaneously 

identify as a person of the wider borderlands, as well as subscribe to identities of 

ΨƳƛƭƛǘŀƴǘ ǇŀǘǊƛƻǘƛǎƳΩ όYƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ tŜƴƳŀƴ нллтΣ оύ ƛƴ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛŘŜƴǘƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ǇƻǿŜǊ was based 

ƻƴ ƳŀǊǘƛŀƭ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘȅ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ΨǘƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊΩΦ 
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From an archaeological perspective, this emphasis on mobility has important 

methodological and theoretical ramifications. It is often movement between places 

which define cross-border relationships in the wider landscape, but as Jim Leary (2014, 

4) has recently argued, the traditional site-based approach of many archaeological 

projects means that movements between sites are frequently left unacknowledged 

ΨŀƴŘ ŀ ǎǘƛƭƭƴŜǎǎ ƛǎ ƛƳǇƻǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǎǘΩΦ  

The movement of people across the border was certainly a concern for border 

officials throughout the medieval and post-medieval periods. For instance, in 1340, 

important fords of the Solway Firth were entrusted to John de Stratford, who was 

instructed by the English crown to arrest any Scotsman entering England without safe 

conduct in order to prevent the sale of arms and food to Scottish enemies. This sparked 

ŎƻƴŦƭƛŎǘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ 9ŀǊƭ ƻŦ bƻǊǘƘŀƳǇǘƻƴΣ ǿƘƻ ŎƻƳǇƭŀƛƴŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ {ǘǊŀǘŦƻǊŘΩǎ ŘŜǇǳǘƛŜǎ 

prevented lawful movement across the border (Neville 1998, 30ς31). It is widely 

assumed that people moved relatively freely across the Anglo-Scottish border (e.g. 

Armstrong 2020; Rees Jones 2017; Rae 1966), and aspects of cross-border mobility have 

been investigated previously. For instance, Bennett (2018) used English alien subsidies 

to trace the distribution and demographics of Scottish migration in northern England in 

the 15th ŎŜƴǘǳǊȅΣ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊƭȅ ǘƘŀǘ ƻŦ ǿƻƳŜƴΣ ƘƛƎƘƭƛƎƘǘƛƴƎ ǎƻƳŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ΨǇǳǎƘΩ ŀƴŘ ΨǇǳƭƭΩ 

factors which impacted the flows of people across the border. Cross border marriages 

(McCord and Thompson 1998, 37), trade (Rorke 2006), and criminal collusion 

(MacDonald 2000, 214) have also been investigated, often as part of studies of the 

nature of medieval border identities anŘ ΨǇŀǘǊƛƻǘƛǎƳǎΩΦ ¢ƘŜ ŘƛǎǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǊŀƛŘǎ ƘŀǾŜ 

also been used to trace geographic patterns of illicit movement in the region (Dixon 

1977; MacDonald 2000). However, for the most part, these studies trace mobility 

through its endpoints. Life is lived along paths, an idea propounded by Christopher 

Tilley (1994) and Tim Ingold (2011), and places are created through the confluence of 

numerous paths of movement. Aldred (2020) refers to types of studies like the above 

ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜǎ ŀǎ ŜȄǇƭƻǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ΨŦŀŎǘ ƻŦ ƳƻǾŜƳŜƴǘΩ, because they inform us that movement 

ƘŀǇǇŜƴŜŘΣ ōǳǘ ƴƻǘ ƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊƛƭȅ Ƙƻǿ ƛǘ ƘŀǇǇŜƴŜŘΦ ¢ƘŜ ΨƘƻǿΩ ƻŦ ƳƻǾŜƳŜƴǘΣ ƘŜ ŀǊƎǳŜǎΣ ƛǎ 

a key question. Typically, researchers jump straight from the evidence of movement to 

thinking about why people moved. But, stepping back and asking how this movement 

occurred is important, because it can present new information about why movement 

ƻŎŎǳǊǊŜŘΦ Lƴ ŜŦŦŜŎǘΣ ƘŜ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘǎ ǳǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ΨƘƻǿ ŀǎ ŀ ǿŀȅ ǘƻ ƎŜǘ ōŀŎƪ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǿƘȅ ƻŦ 
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ƳƻǾŜƳŜƴǘΩ ό!ƭŘǊŜŘ нлнлΣ снύΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ǘƘŜǎƛǎ ǿƛƭƭ ǘŀƪŜ ǘƘƛǎ ǇŜrspective and consider how 

people were moving about the landscape to expose the relationship between 

movement and bordering processes. 

2.5.5 Theme 5: Time/Temporality  

! Ŧƛƴŀƭ ǘƘŜƳŜ ƛǎ ǘƛƳŜ ŀƴŘ ǘŜƳǇƻǊŀƭƛǘȅΦ Lƴ ǘƘƛǎ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΣ ΨǘƛƳŜΩ ǊŜŦŜǊǎ ǘƻ 

chronologyτwhere time is linear and can be measured in defined intervals. 

Temporality, on the other hand, is the experience of time, which is often non-linear. 

These two concepts and their relationship to the Anglo-Scottish border-scape are 

explored in this section.  

In much of the research relating to the development of the Anglo-Scottish 

border, time is presented as a linear force which passes from one period to another. It 

is used as a tool to measure changes in social and political dynamics in the borderland 

as well as in the evolution of the landscapes that archaeologists investigate. The first 

theme explored geographical scales of analysis, but border-scapes are impacted not 

only by geographical scales but by temporal scales. Like geographic scales, temporal 

scales are a useful tool for contextualising analyses. Close analysis of a single event, 

such as the Battle of Bannockburn between the forces of Edward II and Robert Bruce in 

1314, raise the potential for understanding important moments in the histories of these 

regions (Tipping et al. 2014; Goodman and Tuck 1992). Meanwhile, studies spanning 

significant time scales can look at change and continuity through time (Ylimaunu et al. 

2014; Naum 2010). Throughout this thesis, chronologies are often assembled to 

facilitate the interpretation of temporalities.  

.ŀǊōŀǊŀ .ŜƴŘŜǊ όнллнΣ {млоύ ŀǊƎǳŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ΨƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜ ƛǎ ǘƛƳŜ ƳŀǘŜǊƛŀƭƛǎŜŘΩΦ ¢ƘŜ 

landscapes of the Anglo-Scottish border have never been stable, but rather, are 

constantly changing. Robson (2006), on his journey along the border, noted the drastic 

ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎ ǾƛǎƛōƭŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜ ǎƛƴŎŜ aŀŎƪΩǎ ǇŜǊŀƳōǳƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ мфмлǎ ŀƴŘ нлǎΦ 

Conifer plantations that had been planted across much of the region and obscured the 

landscapes described by Mack, and the construction of the Kielder Reservoir along the 

ōƻǊŘŜǊ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ мфтлǎ ŎǊŜŀǘŜŘ ǘƘŜ ¦ƴƛǘŜŘ YƛƴƎŘƻƳΩǎ ƭŀǊƎŜǎǘ ŀǊǘƛŦƛŎƛŀƭ ƭŀƪŜ ǿƘŜǊŜ ƻƴŎŜ 

there were farms and fields. It was argued in Theme 1 that borders frequently go 

through phases of materialisation and dematerialisation. However, the experience of 

these phases of materialisation and dematerialisation are not always chronological. 
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Temporality is an intrinsic component of being within a landscape (Barrett 1999). In 

much literature (Nesbitt and Tolia-Kelly 2009; Whyte 2009), non-linear temporalities 

are closely connected to memory, and the material worldτeither landscapes or 

objectsτoften act as mnemonics to conceptually connect the present to the past (Van 

Dyke 2008; Schama 1995). The boundaries being negotiated and asserted in the 

medieval and 16th-century sources were not simply boundaries of the present. These 

boundaries were based on the idea that the contemporary boundaries had value 

because they had been set in the past. Thus, while in a landscape, one can be in the 

present, ȅŜǘ ƻƴŜΩǎ ŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ƎǳƛŘŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘƛƴƎǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƘŀǇǇŜƴŜŘ ƭƻƴƎ ŀƎƻΦ ±ŀƴ 5ȅƪŜ 

(2008, 277ς278) argues that it is this intersection of landscape and memory that creates 

places, because memory is the mechanism which connects the landscape to social 

engagement and creates the meaning that makes a place. This is seen very visibly in 

wƻōǎƻƴΩǎ ŘŜǎŎǊƛǇǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŜŀǎǘŜǊƴ ǘŜǊƳƛƴǳǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƳƻŘŜǊƴ ōƻǊŘŜǊƭƛƴŜ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ Ŏƻŀǎǘ 

north of Berwick when he describes the moment of reaching the end of his journey: 

Ψ.ǳǘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǘ ǿŀǎΦ A part-demolished stub of wall on a low ledge above 

the sea. In the league table of anti-ŎƭƛƳŀȄ ƛǘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ƘŀǊŘ ǘƻ ōŜŀǘΦ ²ŜΩǾŜ 

walked more than a hundred miles to see a slumped wall. Even Logan Mack, the 

introspective traveller, was more than usually undeǊǿƘŜƭƳŜŘΦ άIŀǾƛƴƎ 

accomplished this feat, he may seat himself thereon, and for the time being 

claim the distinction of occupying the most northerly point of England, and 

ƘŀǾƛƴƎ ǊŜŀŎƘŜŘ ǘƘŜ ŜŀǎǘŜǊƴ ǘŜǊƳƛƴǳǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ .ƻǊŘŜǊ [ƛƴŜΦέ !ƴŘ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ Ƙƻǿ Ƙƛǎ 

book ended. No fanfare. No drama. No conclusion. 

I sat on the wall, dangling a leg into each country and watched the 

steady advance of the sea. The Border, snaking a hundred and some miles 

through the landscape behind me to the mud of Sark, still does all manner of 

little jobs. Like a pensioner trying to fill his days. It divides Euro electoral regions 

and unitary authorities, constituencies and counties, parishes and private land. 

.ǳǘ ƛƴ ƻƭŘ ŀƎŜΣ ƛǘΩǎ Ƨǳǎǘ ǇƻǘǘŜǊƛƴƎ ŎƻƳǇŀǊŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƘŜƭƭ ǊŀƛǎƛƴƎ ƛǘ ŎŀǳǎŜŘ ŀǎ ŀ 

younƎǎǘŜǊΩ όwƻōǎƻƴ нллсΣ нрнς253). 

Robson had arrived at a location which in a purely physical form was the 

ǳƴŘŜǊǿƘŜƭƳƛƴƎ ŜƴŘ ƻŦ ŀ ǎǘƻƴŜ ǿŀƭƭΦ IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ wƻōǎƻƴΩǎ ƴŀǊǊŀǘƛǾŜ ǊŜǾŜŀƭǎ Ƙƻǿ ǘƘŜ 

location became a meaningful place, if only a temporary and personal one, by 

interpreting it within the context of not only the personal journey he had just finished, 

ōǳǘ ǘƘŜ ƘƛǎǘƻǊȅ ƻŦ aŀŎƪΩǎ ƧƻǳǊƴŜȅ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŜŀǊƭȅ-20th century and the wider political 

history it represented. These examples illustrate how the past was a fundamental 

component in the interpretive processes which create the border-scape. 
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2.6 The Case Studies 

Scale, perspective, movement, and temporality are common, one could argue, 

to the inhabitation of all landscapes, but this chapter has interpreted how they 

intersect with bordering processes in the Anglo-Scottish borderland. However, in order 

to trace the specific roles of these processes in the Anglo-Scottish border-scape, the five 

project themes will be applied to the interpretation of two case studiesτthe defence-

scape and the legal-scape. The case studies were selected because of their differing 

ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘǊŀŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ΨǘȅǇŜǎΩ ƻŦ ǘŜǊǊƛǘƻǊƛŀƭ ōƻǊŘŜǊǎ όƭƛƴŜŀǊΣ ȊƻƴŀƭΣ ŀƴŘ ǎǇƻǘ-like) 

introduced above. This enables the project to contrast the results of its inhabited 

approach with those of more territorial approaches. The rest of this section explains the 

specific rationale for the selection of these case studies and explores the individual 

historiography of Anglo-Scottish research on each. 

2.6.1 Case Study 1: Defence-scapes 

In this thesis, the defence-scape is an element of the border-scape which relates 

to fortifications, their connections with their surrounding landscape, and organised 

ŘŜŦŜƴǎƛǾŜ ǎȅǎǘŜƳǎΦ !ǎ ƴƻǘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ΨƘŀǊŘΩ ōƻǊŘŜǊǎ ŀōƻǾŜΣ ǘƘŜ construction 

of modern border infrastructure is often related to political, economic, and social 

insecurities which promote the construction of monuments, such as walls, dikes, and 

military outposts, in performative behaviours that alleviate these anxieties, whether 

they are practically effective or not (Jones 2020). Although traditional narratives often 

ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜ ƳŜŘƛŜǾŀƭ ŎŀǎǘƭŜǎ ŀǎ ŀŎǘƛƴƎ ƭƛƪŜ ΨŦƻǊǘǎ ŀƭƻƴƎ ǘƘŜ aŀƎƛƴƻǘ [ƛƴŜΩ ό[ƻǿŜǊǊŜ нллтΣ 

239), the centralisation of defence networks is much more commonly a feature of early 

modern states than medieval kingdoms. Instead, the medieval and early modern 

defences of the Anglo-{ŎƻǘǘƛǎƘ ōƻǊŘŜǊƭŀƴŘ ŀǊŜ ƻŦǘŜƴ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜŘ ŀǎ ΨŘŜŦŜƴŎŜ-in-ŘŜǇǘƘΣΩ ŀ 

type of zonal, non-linear borderland rather than a borderline (Ellis 2015; Goodman 

1998). This case study will critique these assertions and reconstruct the relationships 

between the physical landscapes of these defences, the types of border work in which 

they were involved, and the effect this military infrastructure has on the overall 

geography of the border-scape. The rest of this section reviews the historiography of 

castle studies in the region to provide the context within which future analyses are 

situated.  
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Castles and fortifications have been a popular topic of academic study in 

England and Scotland since the 19th century. Traditional approaches to their study 

concentrate on documentary and architectural evidence to explore their roles in 

military history, but over the past few decades, these traditional functionalist 

approaches have been challenged by both historians and archaeologists interested in 

the social histories of these sites. Spearheaded by scholars such as Charles Coulson 

(2003, 1979), Oliver Creighton (2002), Robert Liddiard (2005), Matthew Johnson (2002) 

and others, these social archaeologies of castles have revealed new complexities to the 

use and meanings of castles in the medieval periodτthat they were at once 

administrative, social, political, and military symbols experienced by men and women 

from all levels of medieval society. Contextualising castles within their landscape 

settings has been a particularly fruitful endeavour, and there is an exciting new group of 

female castle studies scholars now revealing that many of the landscapes around 

castles were carefully designed and controlled (Jamieson and Lane 2015), and that 

these designs harnessed the political power of not just martial symbols but romantic 

chivalric symbols and ancient landscapes (Swallow 2019; Jamieson 2019). These 

approaches have been important as they have introduced a dynamism to castle studies 

in which fortifications are active tools that were manipulated as their keepers both 

influenced and reacted to the world around them.  

While the study of castles specifically in the Anglo-Scottish borderland has a long 

history (Bates 1891), it has yet to witness much application of these social approaches. 

England and Scotland each have unique national histories of castle scholarship that 

have impacted the trajectory of research in the two countries, with Scottish studies 

generally remaining much more conservative in nature (Oram 2008, 2010), although 

this is currently changing. However, in comparison to many of the other topics 

mentioned earlier in this thesis, investigation into the history of fortification in this 

region has had a much more substantial cross-border character, and castle specialists in 

the borderlands are relatively comfortable looking across the border for analogous 

comparisons. In fact, Oram (2008, 355) argues that castle research in Scotland 

frequently relies too heavily on analogies from outside the country, particularly from 

England, to guide its interpretations on castle histories and architecture. In line with 

castle studies more broadly, academic research still largely focusses on architectural 

typologies and military technology (e.g. Spencer 2014; Maxwell-Irving 2014, 2000; Petts 
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and Gerrard 2006; Dixon and Marshall 1993), although recent scholarship has expanded 

to consider the social roles of castles (e.g. Oram 2014; King 2007; Oswald et al. 2006). 

hŦ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊ ƴƻǘŜ ƛǎ /ŀǘƘŜǊƛƴŜ YŜƴǘΩǎ ǊŜŎŜƴǘ tƘ5 ǘƘŜǎƛǎ όнлмсύ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŜȄǇƭƻǊŜǎ ǘƘŜ мсth-

ŎŜƴǘǳǊȅ ΨƘƻǳǎŜ-ōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŜΩ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 9ƴƎƭƛǎƘ 9ŀǎǘ aŀǊŎƘ ŀƴŘ ŘŜŦƛƴŜǎ ǊŜƎƛƻƴŀƭ 

characteristics of houses as well as the influences of wider national styles. This general 

delay in the integration of new approaches is partially influenced by geographical biases 

in data collection. For instance, socially informed English castle studies tend to be 

concentrated in southern England where most excavations have occurred (Creighton 

2008, 82). Although architectural castle studies in Scotland have been keen to integrate 

new technologies and methods, landscape approaches in castle studies have been 

slower to take hold (Dixon 2018, 119). As a result, there is still much to learn about the 

landscape settings of castles for both northern England and southern Scotland which 

was targeted as a research theme in both the NERRF and ScARF research frameworks 

(Appendix B). 

Earlier in this thesis, borders were described as being formed of relationships 

between people as well as between people and places. Previous Anglo-Scottish 

research (e.g. Dixon 2013, 1977; King 2007) describes how border society impacted the 

chronology of castle building, but do not often consider in great detail the influences of 

castle landscapes over border society in return. For instance, some places on the border 

were particularly important both tactically and symbolically. Brown (2004b, 227) argued 

that holding Roxburgh Castle was an important influence over the allegiance of the 

people of Teviotdale during the Wars of Independence as the garrison was utilised as a 

ŦƻǊŎŜ ƻŦ ǇƘȅǎƛŎŀƭ ŎƻŜǊŎƛƻƴΦ IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ƴƻǘ ŀƭƭ ƻŦ wƻȄōǳǊƎƘΩǎ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴŎŜ ǿŀǎ ǘŀŎǘƛŎŀƭΦ 

Alistair MacDonald (2018) has argued that continued fighting over Roxburgh, even after 

the burgh had disappeared, indicates it may also have carried a greater political, and 

perhaps even cultural or symbolic importance within the kingdom of Scotland. These 

studies only capture a glimpse of the scope of possibilities along this line of research. 

Research on fortifications in other parts of the British Isles have indicated that greater 

integration of the martial and social aspects of these fortifications have great potential 

to help us understand much more about the way places were used to negotiate power 

along the Anglo-{ŎƻǘǘƛǎƘ ōƻǊŘŜǊΦ .ƻǘƘ wŀŎƘŀŜƭ {ǿŀƭƭƻǿΩǎ όнлмуύ ǿƻǊƪ ƻƴ ŎŀǎǘƭŜǎ ŀƴŘ 

ŜƭƛǘŜ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŜ ƛƴ /ƘŜǎƘƛǊŜ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ²ŜƭǎƘ ōƻǊŘŜǊ ŀƴŘ 5ŀƭƎƭƛǎƘΩǎ όнллрύ ǎǘǳŘȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎŀǎǘƭŜǎ 

of the Campbells of the Glenorchy kindred in the Scottish Highlands identified the close 
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connection between the distribution and siting of castles and the political relationships 

and aspirations of those who built them. In both cases, the castles revealed how the 

physical world was manipulated to define relationships between people.  

Further research needs to be done on the diverse, situated experiences of 

border fortifications. In the field of archaeology previous work on medieval landscapes 

has been primarily site-based and has largely targeted the largest royal or baronial 

castles (Dixon and Tabraham 2017; Creighton 2008, 84; Dixon and Marshall 1993), 

although there have been a few exceptions, primarily for the earliest castles (Wyeth 

2018; Constable 2004). This has led to a greater amount of research on the role of the 

border fortifications in large-scale royal military campaigns and siege warfare. However, 

violence in this region occurred on multiple scales, as did fortifications. Localised raiding 

was far more frequent than full-scale war in this region (Armstrong 2020, 242ς244). 

Smaller fortifications take numerous forms including not only castles and towers, but 

also fortified churches, smaller pele towers and beacons. These sites have numerous 

relationships to each other, but these relationships have yet to be explored in great 

detail. The role of smaller towers and defended religious sites in systems of local 

defence is frequently assumed, but in general, is poorly understood. Previous research 

has targeted the fortified farmsteads of the post-medieval period known as bastles 

(Christopherson 2011; Ryder 1992; Ramm et al. 1970), but research on smaller 

medieval defensive sites and their connections to these larger fortifications is noted as 

a research gap by both NERRF and ScARF (Appendix B).  

2.6.2 Case Study 2: Legal-scapes 

The second case study investigates the legal-scapes of the eastern Anglo-

Scottish borderland. The Anglo-Scottish border hosted a unique system of law known as 

the Laws of the Marches, or Leges Marchiarum. This system developed in response to a 

need to facilitate the smooth handling of cross-border legal suits in a region where 

English and Scottish common laws intersected. The Leges Marchiarum were first 

codified in 1249, although many elements of it are probably much older (see Barrow 

2003a; Neville 2002; Neilson 1971). It was elaborated slowly until the Union of the 

Crowns in 1603, and by the end of the medieval period, this legal system had developed 

a complex hierarchy of courts and diplomatic meetings organised by the wardens which 

were held at a network of traditional places scattered along the medieval border. These 



59 

ƳŜŜǘƛƴƎ ǇƭŀŎŜǎ ŀǊŜ ǿƘŀǘ tŜƷŀ όнлнмΣ оύ Ŏŀƭƭǎ ΨƳƛŎǊƻ-ǎǇŀŎŜǎΣΩ ǇƭŀŎŜǎ ǿƘŜǊŜ ōƻǊŘŜǊƛƴƎ 

processes at multiple scales exist simultaneously, such as border bridges or 

checkpoints. The history of the courts and laws are relatively well understood, but both 

ǘƘŜ ǇƘȅǎƛŎŀƭ ŀƴŘ ƛƴƘŀōƛǘŜŘ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜǎ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƘƻǎǘŜŘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŎƻǳǊǘǎΣ ǘƘŜ ΨƭŜƎŀƭ-ǎŎŀǇŜΩΣ 

have seen little previous research. Furthermore, because these sites were often located 

directly on the political borderline, the legal-scape investigates how linear or spot-like 

medieval borders were experienced. 

The extensive corpus of legal documentary material related to the Leges 

Marchiarum, in combination with the general improved survival of governmental 

documents in both England and Scotland in the 16th century (many of which were also 

helpfully collected and published in the 19th century), have proved a tempting target for 

historians. As a result, most historical research on the Leges Marchiarum until very 

recently has concentrated almost exclusively on the 16th-century laws (e.g. Jack 2004; 

Fraser 1971; Rae 1966; Tough 1928). Research on the medieval legal system has largely 

concentrated on its origins around the 13th century (e.g. Barrow 2003a; Scott 1993). 

Thus, although some historians such as Neilson (1971) and Summerson (1991) traced 

the general development of the medieval laws, these were largely broad overviews 

which connected the more detailed legal research on the 13th and the 16th centuries. 

CƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƳŜŘƛŜǾŀƭ ǇŜǊƛƻŘΣ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ŎƻƳǇǊŜƘŜƴǎƛǾŜ ǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ ŀǊŜ /ȅƴǘƘƛŀ bŜǾƛƭƭŜΩǎ ǿƻǊƪǎ 

on the development of the medieval Leges Marchiarum, particularly her book Violence, 

Custom, and Law (1998, but see also: 2002, 1994, 1991, 1988). One of the primary 

barriers to medieval research on the Leges Marchiarum is that there was no systematic 

preservation of medieval court documents from the borderland until the 16th century, 

resulting in a body of materials scattered across a variety of archives and collections. 

bŜǾƛƭƭŜΩǎ όмффуύ ǿƻǊƪ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘǎ ǘƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ ǎȅǎǘŜƳŀǘƛŎ ŀǘǘŜƳǇǘ ǘƻ ŦƛƴŘ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘ ǘƘŜǎŜ 

scattered documents to piece together a detailed narrative of the history of the Leges 

Marchiarum. 

However, historical research has largely focussed on the laws themselves and on 

the written records of the 16th century. The role of the places these courts have been 

held, not only in the development of the Leges Marchiarum, but also in the role these 

court sites played in wider border processes has not yet been assessed in detail 

όŀƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ ǎŜŜ tŜǘǘǎ нлмуΤ hΩDǊŀŘȅ нллуΤ .ŀǊǊƻǿ нллоō ŦƻǊ ǎƻƳŜ ōǊƛŜŦ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎƛƻƴǎ ƻƴ 

the settings of these sites). However, space is often an intrinsic component of legal 
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systems. Practically, territorial jurisdictions decided which courts of law were available 

to an individual, but space also plays important symbolic functions. For instance, the 

construction and organisation of a court-site or courtroom could be used to influence 

conceptions of authority or promote equity amongst groups (Brodie et al. 2016; 

Graham 2016). Meanwhile, Tom Johnson (2020, 181) argues that while law is often 

considered to be an intangible cultural or psychological institution by most historians, in 

ŦŀŎǘ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ ŀ ΨǇƘȅǎƛŎŀƭƭȅ ǇǊƻȄƛƳŀǘŜ ǇǊŜǎŜƴŎŜΩ in medieval England and was made 

tangible in a variety of ways, one of which was through the landscape. Conceptions of 

legal space also varied by place. In his comparisons between English and Scottish legal 

systems, Houston (2016) argues that these connections between law and space were so 

important that distinctions of legal space in the two countries led to differences in the 

structure of their respective legal systems. However, while archaeologists may not yet 

have significantly looked at the role of place in borderland legal systems, archaeologies 

of assembly and legal systems elsewhere offer some important insights into methods 

useful to the study of Anglo-Scottish meeting places.  

The idea that written or oral law has a material component that can be traced 

and used to understand how law was produced, enforced, and received through time 

has been studied in a variety of different ways around the world. However, Smith and 

Reynolds (2013, 687) claim that the archaeology of legal culture in the UK has been 

ΨŀƭƳƻǎǘ ŜƴǘƛǊŜƭȅ ƻǾŜǊƭƻƻƪŜŘΩΦ ¢ƘŜȅ ŀǊƎǳŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŀōǎǘǊŀŎǘ ƴŀǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ ƭŀǿ Ƙŀǎ ƭŀǊƎŜƭȅ 

discouraged archaeological enquiry. This has changed slightly over the past decade, 

particularly for the early medieval period, as archaeologists have become more willing 

to experiment with seemingly ephemeral subjects. Of particular relevance to this 

project is recent work on the connection between law and landscape through two very 

different lenses. The first is the use of archaeology to investigate crime and 

punishment. This is best exemplified through a handful of different projects studying 

the landscapes of gallows and sites of corporeal punishments (Tarlow and Lowman 

2018; Tarlow and Dyndor 2015; Coolen 2015, 2013). Using the interdisciplinary 

methods typical of historical archaeology, these researchers explore the way 

governments utilise landscape to enforce law, while simultaneously acknowledging the 

multiplicity of meanings these same landscapes develop over time. Additionally, the 

work of Andrew Reynolds and Stuart Brookes (Smith and Reynolds 2013; Reynolds 

2013; Brookes and Reynolds 2011) has harnessed the power of large-scale spatial data 
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ǘƻ ŜȄǇƭƻǊŜ ǘƘŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ŜŀǊƭȅ ƳŜŘƛŜǾŀƭ ƭŜƎŀƭ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŜΦ ¢ƘŜƛǊ ǿƻǊƪ ƻƴ ¦/[Ωǎ 9ŀǊƭȅ 

Medieval Atlas (Reynolds and Brookes 2019) brings researchers together to explore a 

multitude of aspects of early medieval governance, territoriality, and defence utilising 

spatial data from a variety of sources, offering up new interpretations of the 

development of the early English state (UCL Institute of Archaeology 2019; Brookes and 

Reynolds 2011). Overall, the results of the project highlight the important role 

archaeological theory and method can contribute to the study of past assembly 

practices, and therefore, inform useful lines of interrogation for this study. Both of 

these themes highlight that the archaeology of legal culture has the ability to contribute 

alternative interpretations to the relationships between governments, law, and the 

governed at a variety of different scales.  

Methodologies to examine the connections between place, law, and power have 

been developed by early medieval archaeologists through their work on assembly 

places. Like the archaeology of law more broadly, the archaeology of historic assembly 

places in Europe has witnessed a great amount of growth in the last few decades. These 

ǎƛǘŜǎ ŀǊŜ ƪƴƻǿƴ ōȅ ŀ ǾŀǊƛŜǘȅ ƻŦ ƴŀƳŜǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ΨƳƻƻǘƘƛƭƭǎΩΣ Ψ¢ƘƛƴƎΩ ǎƛǘŜǎΣ ƻǊ ŎƻǳǊǘ ƘƛƭƭǎΣ ōǳǘ 

are all sites where large groups of people would gather at designated times for 

important legal proceedings. Early research on assembly sites was largely based on 

documentary or place name evidence, as the ephemeral nature of these meetings was 

considered to constrain the efficacy of archaeological methodologies (see Semple 2018; 

hΩDǊŀŘȅ 2008 for more detailed discussions of the historiography of assembly studies). 

However, this changed in the late 1990s and early 2000s when a number of researchers 

began instigating a series of independent archaeological projects targeting early 

medieval and Iron Age assembly sites in England and Scandinavia. Some of the 

similarities between these projects were striking, and this inspired the publication of 

the edited volume Assembly Places and Practices in Medieval Europe (Pantos and 

Semple 2004), which intended to begin comparing assembly practices in the two 

regions. This project eventually inspired the much larger The Assembly Project, which 

constructed a consortium of researchers exploring assembly practices across north-

west Europe who published their results as a series of volumes in The Journal of the 

North Atlantic (Sanmark et al. 2015, 2013) and a book, Negotiating the North (Semple 

et al. 2021). Projects like these and the Landscapes of Governance project (UCL 2018) 
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have produced methodologies for identifying and locating open-air assembly places 

across north-west Europe (Baker and Brookes 2015a; Brookes and Baker 2011).  

In the United Kingdom, research on assembly and meeting places has largely 

targeted southern England (Baker and Brookes 2014; Sanmark and Semple 2008; 

Williams 2004; Semple 2004; Pantos 2004a, 2004b, 2003; Adkins and Petchey 1984), 

ŀƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ {ƪƛƴƴŜǊΩǎ ǊŜŎŜƴǘ ǿƻǊƪ ό{ŜƳǇƭŜ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦ нлнмΤ {ƪƛƴƴŜǊ ŀƴŘ {ŜƳǇƭŜ нлмрΤ {ƪƛƴƴŜǊ 

2014) has extended research northward into Yorkshire. Northumberland remains a 

glaring hole in the distribution of assembly place studies, excepting some brief 

consideration by David Petts as contextual evidence for his paper on the setting for the 

Battle of Carham (2018). Scotland, too, has seen some research into historic assembly 

practices. Some of the Danish areas of the northern islands have been explored (Semple 

Ŝǘ ŀƭΦ нлнмΤ {ŀƴƳŀǊƪ нлмоύΣ ōǳǘ hƭƛǾŜǊ hΩDǊŀŘȅΩǎ ǿƻǊƪ ŦƻǊ Ƙƛǎ tƘ5 ƛǎ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ǘƘƻǊƻǳƎƘ 

ǎǘǳŘȅ ǘƻ ŘŀǘŜ ƻƴ ŀǎǎŜƳōƭȅ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ {ŎƻǘǘƛǎƘ ƳŀƛƴƭŀƴŘ όhΩDǊŀŘȅ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦ нлмрΤ hΩDǊŀŘȅ нлмпΤ 

hΩDǊŀŘȅ нллуύΦ .ŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ƛƴƛǘƛŀƭ ǿƻǊƪ ōȅ {ǘŜǇƘŜƴ 5ǊƛǎŎƻƭƭ όнллпύΣ hΩDǊŀŘȅΩǎ tƘ5 όнллуύ 

conducted a survey of open-air assembly sites across the entirety of mainland Scotland, 

locating sites based on place name evidence and historical documentation. He noted a 

scarcity of sites in the south-east of Scotland but thought it unlikely that this pattern 

was due to a historical absence of open-air assemblies in that part of the country. There 

is still a significant amount of room to explore questions related to the siting of Anglo-

Scottish border meetings, the legal hierarchies of these sites, chronologies of use, and 

the way space influenced activities at these sites. With these themes in mind, the in-

depth analysis of these meeting places in this thesis can explore for the first time how 

landscape was integrated into the border work that made the Anglo-Scottish border 

and its borderland. 

2.7 Project Structure  

This chapter has made two key arguments. First, it argued that there are great 

historiographical and methodological divisions which have hindered the integration of 

geographical narratives across the Anglo-Scottish border and have separated discourses 

in fields of history and archaeology in the Anglo-Scottish borderland. In order to fully 

understand the geographies of the medieval borderland, we need to reach across these 

divisions to reconnect the physical and social elements of the borderland. Secondly, it 

argues this is achievable through the concept of the border-scape which can be 
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reassembled within this thesis through a five-part theoretical framework. To fulfil both 

of these goals, this project takes a two-part approach: Part I involves the construction 

and evaluation of a cross-border spatial database which includes qualitative, 

quantitative and spatial data about the physical and historic landscape within the 

project area. This represents the most substantial collation of cross-border spatial data 

in the region to date. Part II then utilises the database to reconnect the physical 

landscape of the spatial database with the social aspects of political history through a 

thematic analysis of the two case studies. This approach allows overlooked 

ƎŜƻƎǊŀǇƘƛŎŀƭ ǇŀǘǘŜǊƴǎ ǘƻ ŜƳŜǊƎŜ ǿƘƛŎƘ Ŏŀƴ ŀƴǎǿŜǊ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ 

help reveal new characteristics of the medieval Anglo-Scottish border-scape. 
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0ÁÒÔ )ȡ 4ÈÅ 3ÐÁÔÉÁÌ $ÁÔÁÂÁÓÅ 

An overarching analytical synthesis of the late medieval archaeology of the 

Anglo-Scottish borderland is long overdue. Edited volumes for both prehistoric periods 

(Crellin, et al. 2016) ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ Ψ/ŜƴǘǊŀƭ aƛŘŘƭŜ !ƎŜǎΩ ό!5 флл-1300) (Stringer and 

Winchester 2017), bringing together the work of regional specialists in history and 

archaeology, have begun to synthesise the archaeological record of other time periods, 

but this has yet to be done for the late medieval record. The presence of a modern 

national border across the project area complicates matters, as each category of data 

often requires two corresponding datasetsτone from either side of the border. As 

described in the previous chapter (2.2), this has disincentivised cross-border research in 

the past. Nevertheless, a greater degree of integration between nationalised datasets is 

a necessary step in the analysis of the cross-border border-scape. 

As introduced in the previous chapter, Part I of this project consists of a large-

scale exercise in synthesising archaeological data to construct a spatial database which 

can be utilised in Part II for case study analyses. This process of synthesis included both 

the collation of pre-existing datasets and the creation of new datasets that together 

record a wide range of elements of the physical medieval landscape in the project area. 

First, a working list of pre-existing archaeological, historical, and environmental 

datasets within the project area were collated. This revealed the vast amount of 

existing spatial data that has been underutilised in previous Anglo-Scottish research. 

From the list generated in the collation exercise, relatively equivalent datasets from 

either side of the border were matched. This process exposed gaps in the existing 

landscape data which were necessary to fill to effectively analyse the case studies and 

the border-scape. In response, original datasets were created, usually from relevant 

primary historical sources, to fill these gaps. All of the datasets (Table PI.1) were then 

cleaned and compared before being integrated into a cross-border spatial database 

which could be used within ArcGIS Pro 2.8.0 software.  

The construction of the cross-border spatial database coincides with a wider 

movement in archaeology and history toward the creation and reuse of large digital 

spatial datasets, and there are numerous examples relating to medieval landscapes. 

While big-data projects like the UCL Early Medieval Atlas (Reynolds and Brookes 2019) 
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and the Rural Settlement of Roman Britain project (Allen et al. 2018) all have different 

aims and objectives and utilise a variety of different collection and interpretive 

methodologies, there are several consistent methodological problems tackled by these 

projects which are mirrored within this thesis. The first are the challenges in combining 

pre-existing datasets. Even datasets attempting to accomplish the same goal will 

inevitably have differences in their data structures, often derived from the numerous 

choices researchers must make when they compile and organise data. Thus, combining 

datasets must be done with a careful awareness of the histories and structural quirks of 

each dataset, and changes made to the data must be explicitly documented. As a result, 

the following chapter presents the initial ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ ǎȅƴǘƘŜǎƛǎ ƻŦ 

archaeological data in the project area. It characterises the histories and structures of 

the five central datasets incorporated into the spatial database (Historic Environment 

Records, fortifications, meeting places, the transportation network, and religious 

buildings and boundaries) and identifies a number of important regional patterns that 

inform the use of these datasets in analyses in later chapters. 
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Table PI.1: List of Sources Integrated into the Cross-Border spatial database 
 

Theme Region Source Name Date Source Type Reference 

General Archaeological 
Data 

Scottish Borders Historic Environment Records 2019 Vector Point 
Data 

(Scottish Borders Council 
2019) 

General Archaeological 
Data 

Northumberland 
 

Historic Environment Records 2018 Vector Point 
Data 

(Northumberland County 
Council 2018) 

HLA Scottish Borders Scottish Borders Historical Landscape 
Assessment 

2015 Vector Polygon 
Data 

(HES 2015) 

HLC Northumberland Northumberland Historic Landscape 
Characterisation 

2015 Vector Polygon 
Data 

(Williams 2015) 

Elevation Data Northumberland/ 
Scottish Borders 

Shuttle Radar Topography Mission 2008 Raster (90m 
resolution) 

(Jarvis et al. 2008) 

Elevation Data Northumberland/ 
Scottish Borders 

OS Terrain 5 n.d. Raster (5m 
resolution) 

(Digimap n.d.) 

Parish Boundaries Scotland Civil Parishes n.d. Vector Line 
Data 

(NRS n.d.) 

Parish Boundaries Northumberland 1851 England and Wales census 
parishes, townships and places 

1851 Vector Line 
Data 

(Satchell et al. 2018) 

Churches and Chapels Northumberland/ 
Scottish Borders 

Safe Sanctuaries: Security and Defence 
in Anglo-Scottish Border Churches 
1290-1690 

2000 Gazetteer (Brooke 2000) 

Churches and Chapels Northumberland The Old Parish Churches of 
Northumberland 

2002 Gazetteer (Salter 2002) 

Churches and Chapels Scottish Borders Atlas of Scottish History to 1707 1996 Atlas (MacQueen and McNeill 
1996, 347ς360) 

Defensive Structures Northumberland Castles and Fortalices in 1415 1415 Historic Survey (Bates 1891, 12ς19) 

Defensive Structures Northumberland Survey of Tevedale and the Mense 1509 Historic Survey (Bates 1891 23ς24) 
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Defensive Structures Northumberland Sir Robert Bowes and Sir Raufe Elleker, 
YƴȅƎƘǘǎΣ /ƻƳȅǎǎΩŜǊǎΣ н 5ŜŎΦ мрпнΣ оо 
H. S. Cottom MS. Caligula, B. S.   

1541 Historic Survey (Hodgson 1828 171ς242) 

Defensive Structures Northumberland A Book of the state of the Frontiers 
and Marches betwixt England and 
Scotland, written by Sir Robert Bowes, 
Knight, at the Request of the Lord 
Marquis Dorsett, the Warden General, 
1550, 5°. E. 6.τCotton M.S. Titus F. 
13. 

1550 Historic Survey (Hodgson 1828 171ς248) 

Defensive Structures Northumberland The Survey book of Norham and 
Islandshire 

1561 Historic Survey (Bates 1891 52ς54) 

Defensive Structures Northumberland Report of the Commissioners on the 
Borders 

1584 Historic Survey (Bates 1891 69ς80) 

Defensive Structures Northumberland Notices of Ruined Towers, Chapels, 
etc., in Northumberland circa 1715 
 

1715 Historic Survey (Hodgson 1916) 

Defensive Structures Scottish Borders The Border Towers of Scotland 2: Their 
Evolution and Architecture 

2014 Gazetteer (Maxwell-Irving 2014) 

Roads Scottish Borders Roy Military Survey of Scotland, 1747-
1755 

1752-1755 Historic Map (Simpson 2020) 

Roads Northumberland A Map of the County of 
Northumberland 

1769 Historic Map (Armstrong 1769) 

Fords Northumberland/ 
Scottish Borders 

Sir Robert Bowes and Sir Raufe Elleker, 
YƴȅƎƘǘǎΣ /ƻƳȅǎǎΩŜǊǎΣ н 5ŜŎΦ мрпнΣ оо 
H. S. Cottom MS. Caligula, B. S.   

1541 Historic Survey (Hodgson 1828 194-202) 

Rivers Northumberland/ 
Scottish Borders 

OS Open Rivers 2019 Vector Line 
data 

(Ordnance Survey 2019) 
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#ÈÁÐÔÅÒ σȡ -ÁÐÐÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ !ÎÇÌÏȤ
3ÃÏÔÔÉÓÈ "ÏÒÄÅÒȤÓÃÁÐÅ 

3.1 Introduction  

Five key datasets were compiled for use within this projectτHistoric 

Environment Records, fortifications, cross-border meeting places, the transportation 

network, and religious buildings and boundaries. Each of these datasets has a unique 

history which is built of three different factorsτthe medieval context it represents, the 

characteristics of the primary sources from which the data was initially gathered, and 

different academic historiographies through which the data making up the datasets has 

been recorŘŜŘ ŀƴŘ ǇǊŜǾƛƻǳǎƭȅ ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘŜŘΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƳŀƪŜǎ ǘƘŜƳ ΨŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊŦǳƭΩ ŘŀǘŀǎŜǘǎ 

(Cooper and Green 2016) which have complex and frequently obscured biographies 

that affect their structure and content. Anwen Cooper and Chris Green (2016), as part 

of the English Landscape and Identities Project (EngLaId), have argued that researchers 

tend to focus on the inadequacies of these types of datasets without fully exploring the 

potential of their current forms. The EngLaId project synthesised archaeological records 

across England, developing methodologies which used GIS to help to make the 

ΨǘƻǇƻƎǊŀǇƘƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƘƛǎǘƻǊƛŜǎΩ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƛƴƘŜǊƛǘŜŘ ŘŀǘŀǎŜǘǎ ƳƻǊŜ ǘǊŀƴǎǇŀǊŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ǘŜǎǘŜŘ 

ǘƘŜ ǳǘƛƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƳŜǘƘƻŘǎ ƛƴ ŜƴƘŀƴŎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŘŀǘŀΩǎ ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘƛǾŜ ŎŀǇŀōƛƭƛǘƛŜǎ (Green et al. 

2017; Cooper and Green 2016). While their methods could not completely unentangle 

the artefacts of archaeological recording practices from historic patterns, it did make 

some of these artefacts more explicit.  

The differences between English and Scottish datasets, it is argued here, are 

part of a variety of processes of bordering, both deliberate and unintentional, which 

have occurred since the delineation of the borderline in the 13th century. As a result, 

ǘƘƛǎ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ŀŘƻǇǘǎ 9ƴƎ[ŀLŘΩǎ ƻǇǘƛƳƛǎǘƛŎ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ to characterful data and argues that 

rather than simply being a limitation, the differences in the national datasets exposed 

by their integration within the spatial database offers the opportunity to uncover these 

complex layers of historic bordering. Therefore, this chapter maps the Anglo-Scottish 

border in two ways. First, it describes the methods used to clean, digitise, and integrate 
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English and Scottish data to identify the layers of bordering within each dataset, 

revealing what each dataset can and cannot say about the medieval cross-border 

landscape. Next, it briefly identifies and contextualises apparent regional patterns in 

the dataset. These patterns are then used to formulate a series of questions that can 

help us understand historic bordering and border work in the Anglo-Scottish 

borderland, which will be investigated in subsequent chapters of this thesis. 

3.2 Dataset 1: Historic Environment Records (HERs)  

Digital datasets held by local Historic Environment Record (HER) offices in 

Northumberland and the Scottish Borders make up the principal source of 

archaeological data around which the rest of the spatial database was structured. HERs 

have a long and complex history which directly impacts the quality of their data. HER 

offices hold geospatial databases and archives of known archaeological and historic 

landscape information within the jurisdiction of the Historic Environment Record office, 

typically a county, a unitary authority, or similar administrative district. They evolved 

from the Sites and Monuments Records (SMRs) which developed in the 1960s and 

1970s in England and the 1980s in Scotland to improve access to archaeological 

landscape information by local-authority planning systems to prevent unnecessary 

destruction of existent archaeology during modern development. As a result, they are 

maintained and controlled by local authorities rather than national bodies. Even today, 

while HERs nominally fall within the oversight of national heritage bodies like Historic 

England and Historic Environment Scotland, this oversight is generally limited. As the 

role of commercial archaeology within the planning process expanded, SMR and HER 

offices took on more advisory responsibilities, and they have become vitally important 

repositories of knowledge regarding not only the ancient environment, but also of local 

archaeological practice and research. Now, HER offices often act as important 

intermediaries, connecting interested parties with local datasets and sources (Gilman 

and Newman 2019; Historic England 2019).  

Unfortunately, the relatively organic and independent development of local 

HERs means that the datasets provided by the two HER offices initially contained many 

inconsistencies which needed to be resolved before they could be integrated into a 

spatial database. Because of their largely local oversight, HER databases are built from 

inherited datasets developed by a variety of different parties. One of the most 
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important distinctions between the datasets was the way sites were listed. For 

instance, whereas the Northumberland HER dataset would often include multiple 

points for each site, multiple sites were recorded on a single point in the Scottish 

Borders HER dataset. Additionally, the content included in the datasets also varied. 

Some of these differences have historic origins. Halliday (2016, 44) notes that in the 

Scottish Borders, the methods used to record antiquities during the initial surveys for 

the 1st edition Ordnance Survey maps, an important data source for HERs, were 

unevenly implemented and imprecise in their use of vocabulary. These inconsistencies 

are then replicated in the HERs. Settlement data taken from 16th-century maps is 

similarly fraught with inaccuracies and inconsistencies (Elliot 2019). As a result, this 

means that while combining HER landscape data is a useful way of synthesising cross-

border archaeological knowledge, the construction of a cross-border spatial database 

from this data requires a significant amount of assessment to understand and mitigate 

the irregularities between the two datasets.  

Due to the large number of data points and the amount of cleaning necessary to 

make the datasets usable, it was deemed unfeasible to clean the entire HER dataset. 

LƴǎǘŜŀŘΣ ǊŜŎƻǊŘǎ ŘŀǘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ΨƳŜŘƛŜǾŀƭΩ ǇŜǊƛƻŘ were extracted and exposed to a 

rigorous sequence of cleaning strategies detailed in Appendix D. This process identified 

problematic inconsistencies, errors, and missing elements and generated a collection of 

metadata catalogues (Appendices E-G) which define terms used in the database.  

Because the types of data recorded in the HERs and how they were collected 

differed between the two datasets and changed through time, in order to identify 

medieval patterns present in historic environment data, it is necessary to distinguish 

the causes of specific patterns within the datasets. As a result, this section conducts a 

systematic analysis of HER datasets across the Anglo-Scottish border and identifies the 

artefacts of the complex histories of these inherited datasets. It uses a methodology in 

combining HER datasets first applied in the EngLaId project (Green et al. 2017), which 

used density maps to compare the distribution of archaeological sites through time. The 

EngLaId project restricted its analysis to England and did not consider Scottish datasets 

or records relating to sites more recent than the 11th century. Therefore, this section 

extends some of the methodologies of their work across the border into Scotland and 

into later periods to expose new spatial patterns and their origins. 
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To do this, duplicate site numbers were removed from both HER datasets so 

that each archaeological site was represented by just one point. Following the 

methodology described by Green et al. (2017, 247ς248), kernel density estimates of the 

total cross-border HER dataset and datasets of different historic periods were 

calculated within the project area (see Appendix D for definitions of the historic periods 

used in the project). These maps were then normalised to make them comparable by 

subtracting the mean vaƭǳŜ ŦƻǊ ŜŀŎƘ ŘŜƴǎƛǘȅ ǊŀǎǘŜǊ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ǊŀǎǘŜǊΩǎ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘ ŘŜǾƛŀǘƛƻƴΣ 

also known as the z-score. The resulting maps depict areas where the distribution of 

archaeological sites are denser (positive values) or less dense (negative values) than the 

average for the period (Figure 3.1).  

Sites dating to the medieval period represent over 10% of both the English and 

Scottish datasets, which is about equivalent to what one would expect if sites were 

distributed evenly across all eight period categories (Figures 3.2a and b). When 

ƳŜŘƛŜǾŀƭ ǎƛǘŜǎ όƻǊ ΨaŀǘŎƘ ¢ȅǇŜǎΩΣ ǎŜŜ !ǇǇŜƴŘƛȄ D for further explanation) were sorted 

into themes based on typical thematic divisions in medievalist academic research, 

patterns largely reflect those one would expect to see in a medieval landscape dataset 

(Figure 3.3). Specialised types of sites like military/defensive or religious sites are 

represented far less than more ubiquitous site types like agricultural and settlement 

sites. In a healthy dataset, there should be far more evidence of settlement or 

agricultural practice in the medieval landscape than sites of administration or religious 

practice, where one site often served multiple communities. Other trends match known 

patterns identified in the regional research frameworks. For instance, the limited 

representation of the industrial theme is a known gap in research in the area (Daniels et 

al. 2006; see also Appendix B). Overall, there is little which would indicate problematic 

or significant biases in the medieval period HER data.  

However, the artefacts of both modern and historic processes of a variety of 

sorts are visible in the archaeological distributions for other periods. For instance, both 

Prehistoric and Iron Age sites are more common in Northumberland than they are in 

the Scottish Borders, a pattern which is certainly not prehistoric in origin since the 

national border post-dates these periods by at least 1,000 years. A similar pattern is 

visible in the Post-Medieval distribution of sites. In contrast, the Unassigned distribution 

depicts an inverse pattern, with a greater concentration of Unassigned sites on the 

Scottish side of the border. This indicates that there is a difference in the way  
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Figure 3.1: Density of sites by period (Credits: Appendix A) 
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Figure 3.2a: Proportions of Northumberland HER sites by period 

 

 
Figure 3.2b: Proportions of Scottish Borders HER sites by period 

 

 
Figure 3.3: Number of Medieval sites per theme 
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archaeology is recorded by heritage practitioners in England and Scotland.  

The key to understanding some of these differences are through the sites 

ŎƭŀǎǎƛŦƛŜŘ ŀǎ ōŜƭƻƴƎƛƴƎ ǘƻ ŜƛǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŜ Ψtƻǎǘ-aŜŘƛŜǾŀƭΩ ǇŜǊƛƻŘ ƻǊ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŀǊŜ Ψ¦ƴŀǎǎƛƎƴŜŘΩ ǘƻ 

a specific period. Sites dating to these two period categories make up the largest 

proportion of sites in Northumberland and the Scottish Borders, respectively. The Post-

Medieval and Unassigned categories include hundreds of different monument types, 

but when one compares the ten most commonly listed Post-Medieval and Unassigned 

site types in the Scottish and English datasets (Table 3.1), they include very similar types 

of sites such as farm buildings and agricultural features like sheepfoldsτtypes of sites 

that can be very difficult to date precisely. However, while many of these sites are 

categorised in Scotland as Unassigned, these same sites are listed as Post-Medieval in 

9ƴƎƭŀƴŘΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ¦ƴŀǎǎƛƎƴŜŘ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅ ƛǎ ǳǘƛƭƛǎŜŘ ŀǎ ŀ ΨŎŀǘŎƘ-ŀƭƭΩ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅ 

for sites that have not been precisely dated in the Scottish Borders, whereas many of 

the same monument types are assumed to be Post-Medieval in Northumberland. Thus, 

the two categories are serving similar purposes in the different datasets. This particular 

pattern does not necessarily affect the content of the HER dataset itself, but it does 

impact the network of relationships between different elements of the dataset, which 

in turn affects how the data can be used to best effect. For instance, if one wanted to 

creŀǘŜ ŀ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ΨƳŜŘƛŜǾŀƭΩ I9w ŘŀǘŀΣ ǘƘŜ ƳŜŘƛŜǾŀƭ ŘŀǘŀǎŜǘ ǿƻǳƭŘ 

need to be closely referenced alongside Unassigned sites on the Scottish side of the 

border and with Post-Medieval sites in Northumberland. 

In addition to the way archaeological information is assembled in HER offices, 

the way it is created in the field also has a visible impact on these distributions. There 

are numerous forces which foster opportunities for archaeological work, what Green et 

al. (2017, 253) Ŏŀƭƭ ΨŀŦŦƻǊŘŀƴŎŜǎΩΦ Towns appear as hotspots on most of the distribution 

maps, particularly on the Scottish side of the border, although Alnwick and Berwick are 

also prominent in Northumberland. This is due not only to the connection between 

development and commercial archaeology (Petts and Gerrard 2006), but also due to 

the presence of upstanding remains in these areas, as indicated by the mirroring hot 

spots on the Post-Medieval distribution. The impact of particular field methodologies 

such as earthwork survey or aerial photography analysis is also apparent in the 

concentration of prehistoric sites around the edges of the Cheviot Hills (Cowley 2016).  
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Table 3.1: Comparison of the ten most commonly listed Post-Medieval and Unassigned 
site types 

Northumberland 
Post-Medieval 

Scottish Borders 
Post-Medieval 

Northumberland 
Unassigned 

Scottish Borders 
Unassigned 

Site Type Count Site Type Count Site Type Count Site Type Count 

House 939 House 389 Enclosure 311 Findspot 764 

Wreck 545 Terraced 
House 

159 Linear 
Feature 

212 Enclosure 590 

Boundary 
Stone 

403 Tenement 140 Site 202 Farmstead 527 

Building 359 Cottage 110 Pit 
Alignment 

125 Term 
Pending 4 

370 

Well 315 Shop 102 Trackway 91 Settlement 298 

Sheepfold 235 Farmstead 84 Circular 
Enclosure 

80 Cottage 266 

Findspot 221 Church 82 Cultivation 
Marks 

79 House 256 

Farmstead 209 Country 
House 

70 Watermill 73 Farmhouse 252 

Wall 190 Farmhouse 56 Rectilinear 
Enclosure 

71 Cairn 212 

Farmhouse 179 Road 
Bridge 

50 Bank 
(Earthwork) 

64 Sheepfold 193 

 

The HER distributions may well tell us more about modern archaeological 

practice than they do about patterns of landscape use in the past. It is very challenging, 

if not impossible, to disentangle historic and modern patterns from each other, because 

new spatial patterns introduced by more recent recording practices can mask earlier 

patterns. The Roman dataset is a good example of this. Roman infrastructure, 

particularly Dere Street, is clearly depicted in the Roman distribution as a roughly north-

west/south-east aligned linear hotspot on the west side of the project area. However, it 

is difficult to determine whether this pattern is a reflection of historic distributions of 

Roman activities, or archaeological intervention. Archaeologists often target areas of 

known archaeological potential, creating hotspots of archaeological activity (Cowley 

2016), and Romanists frequently target urban centres, military centres, and major 

roadways for their research. In fact, Green et al. (2017, 271) noted a similar pattern in 

their England-wide distribution of Roman sites. While one would expect Roman activity 

to be clustered along major Roman infrastructure, Roman activities between these 

places have seen far less research (Passmore and Waddington 2012, 259; Petts and 

 

4 This Site Type is given to sites which do not yet have complete records. 
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Gerrard 2006). In the project area, the cluster of Roman sites along the Rivers Till and 

Tweed is partially the result of earthwork and aerial survey work performed during the 

Till-Tweed Aerial Photography Project, but is also a reflection of differences in what is 

ǊŜŎƻǊŘŜŘ ŀǎ ΨwƻƳŀƴΩ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ 9ƴƎƭŀƴŘ ŀƴŘ {ŎƻǘƭŀƴŘΦ ¢ƘŜ {ŎƻǘǘƛǎƘ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ƳǳŎƘ 

narrower and does not typically include Roman-period British sites (Petts and Gerrard 

2006; Passmore and Waddington 2009, 126ς130). As we begin to better understand the 

relationship between Romans and the native British, then the divisions between the 

Iron Age and Roman datasets may also shift. However, despite the blurred boundaries 

between the past and the present, this does not mean that comparing archaeological 

ŘƛǎǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴǎ ƛǎ ŀ ǳǎŜƭŜǎǎ ǘŀǎƪΦ ²ƘƛƭŜ Ψƛǘ ƛǎ ŦŀǊ ŦǊƻƳ ŎŜǊǘŀƛƴ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ƴŀǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘƻǎŜ 

processes [influences over archaeological distributions] can be reliably discerned from 

ǘƘŜ ǎǳƳ ǘƻǘŀƭ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǊŜŎƻǊŘŜŘ ǘǊŀŎŜǎΧΩ (Green et al. 2017, 270), understanding these 

ΨŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊŦǳƭΩ ŘŀǘŀǎŜǘǎ ŜƴƘŀƴŎŜǎ ƻǳǊ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ƴŜƎƻǘƛŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ŀǊǘŜŦŀŎǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ 

processes to extract the most potential from the datasets. 

This leads us to question whether there are hidden biases present in the 

medieval data which initially seemed to be fairly robust. Many of the thematic 

distributions of the medieval period data bear striking similarities to each other. They 

depict clusters of archaeology in the lowlands, particularly around major settlements in 

the region, a pattern which one might expect of the medieval landscape. The 

similarities between the distributions of these different themes could be indicative of 

the impact of documentary sources in filling gaps in the archaeological record. For 

instance, numerous churches and fortifications in the medieval HERs are known only 

from documentary sources (see Figures 3.8 and 3.24), whereas for earlier periods, one 

must rely on the archaeology alone. However, despite these similarities, there are 

subtle differences between some of the themes that indicate that the data is not 

ƛƳƳǳƴŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻŦ ŀǊŎƘŀŜƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ΨŀŦŦƻǊŘŀƴŎŜǎΩΦ ¢ƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ƻōǾƛƻǳǎ ŜŦŦŜŎǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ 

is the concentration of agricultural sites on the Scottish side of the Cheviots which stops 

at the national boundary. Agricultural sites make up one of the two most common site 

types in the dataset (Figure 3.3), but they are heavily clustered in the Scottish uplands 

(Figure 3.4). This is due not only to historical patterns and the preservation of 

agricultural features in the uplands,5 but also to a difference in the way upland sites are 

 

5 Tipping (1998, 45) argues that the Scottish uplands were much more populous than the English uplands 
during the medieval period. 
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Figure 3.4: Density of Medieval sites by theme (Credits: Appendix A)
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recorded between England and Scotland, since a similar pattern is visible in the HER 

data of other time periods.  

Overall, this section has highlighted some of the historic and modern factors 

which have influenced the regional collection of archaeological data that will be used to 

analyse the medieval landscape. While modern and historic influences were not able to 

be completely distinguished, a careful use of scale through analysis of both the internal 

relations of the medieval data and its external relations with data from other periods of 

did expose some of the many layers of bordering to which this dataset has been 

subjected which improves the rigour of future analyses of the border-scape. 

3.3 Dataset 2: Fortifications  

The fortifications dataset is the principal dataset used for the defence-scape 

analysis of Chapters 4 and 5. This section reviews the methods used to construct the 

fortifications dataset for this thesis, identifies important patterns about the medieval 

use of these buildings, such as chronologies of construction and patterns of destruction. 

It also poses questions about the way fortification datasets have been used in the past 

and highlights particularly important sources which can be used to reinterpret the 

medieval fortified landscape in subsequent chapters of this thesis.  

A dataset of defensive structures was created using a combination of sources. 

For bƻǊǘƘǳƳōŜǊƭŀƴŘΣ tƘƛƭƛǇ 5ŀǾƛǎΩ (2016) Ψ¢ƘŜ DŀǘŜƘƻǳǎŜΩ ǿŀǎ ŀ ǳǎŜŦǳƭ ǎǘŀǊǘƛƴƎ Ǉƻƛƴǘ 

for generating a list of fortifications in the county. The website includes a table of 

ƪƴƻǿƴ ŦƻǊǘƛŦƛŜŘ ǎƛǘŜǎ ƛƴ bƻǊǘƘǳƳōŜǊƭŀƴŘ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ 5W /ŀǘƘŎŀǊǘ YƛƴƎΩǎ (1983) seminal 

catalogue of castles in England, Castellarium AnglicanumΦ 5ŀǾƛǎΩ ƭƛǎǘ ǿŀǎ ǎǳǇǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŜŘ 

with information from the HERs, which provided most of the locational data, as well as 

a series of historic fortification surveys dating to the 15th and 16th centuries produced 

by administrative officials of the English royal government. For Scotland, which lacks 

similar historic surveys, the fortification list was generated from catalogues produced 

by regional experts in castle studies such as Philip Dixon (1977) and Alistair Maxwell-

Irving (2014) (see Table P.1 for a full list of sources).  

The fortifications dataset includes information on the location of the site (this 

was checked against modern and 19th-century OS maps, and in some cases, the HER 

coordinates were changed), whether it is still extant, known histories of ownership, 

destruction 
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Table 3.2: Fortification typology utilised in the spatial database 

PROJECT TYPE TYPE DESCRIPTION 

0 Unknown - the absence of evidence makes it impossible to 
determine the original form of the building  

1 Castle - Royal or baronial in status 
- Include substantial perimeter defences such as  
             curtain walls and moats. 
- Often include a keep and additional towers,  
             sometimes gatehouses 

2 Tower House - Baronial statusτoften the seat 
- Usually 3-4 stories tall and capped by a parapet,  
             sometimes with bartizans 
- Residential areas are above the ground floor 
- Usually have vaulted basements 
- Often have a length/width ratio of 1.5 
- Sometimes solitary, but often was attached to a  
             hall block 
- Additional wings may be present. For example, L- 
             shaped tower houses are fairly common. 
- Usually surrounded by a defensive barmkin  

3 Tower - Often the residences of the gentry and lesser  
             nobility 
- 3-4 stories 
- Sometimes solitary, but often was attached to a  
             hall block 
- Often surrounded by a defensive barmkin  
- Length to width ratio around 1.33 (Maxwell-Irving  
             2014) 

4 Pele/Bastle - Usually 16th or 17th century in date 
- Usually 2 stories  
- Bastles are more elongated than the peles and  
             towers. Ratio of length to width could extend to    
             2.6 (Maxwell-Irving 2014, 226) 
- Peles tend to be square (often squarer than  
             towers).  
- Peles have a length to width ratio of 1.16  
             (Maxwell-Irving 2014) 

5 ±ƛŎŀǊΩǎ 
Pele/Fortified 
Ecclesiastical Site 

- Tower associated with a church or other  
             ecclesiastical building.  
- sometimes have domestic features like fireplaces  
             and garderobes. 

6 Other - include other types defensible buildings recorded  
             in the HER such as moated sites, hall houses,  
             urban defences, and fortified bridges  
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architectural typologies, and chronologies of construction, destruction, and 

abandonment. These last two categories required standardisation within the dataset. 

Fortification type was classified using a seven-tiered typology based on a combination 

of architectural qualities (size, shape), terminologies used in historical references to the 

structures, and the social status of the occupier (Table 3.2).6 Dates of construction and 

use, where known, were included in the dataset, but many of the fortifications lack any 

evidence which would precisely date their construction.7 As a result, chronologies of 

defences in this thesis are often referred by period rather than date. The periods 

applied in this thesis are based on a periodisation defined by Dixon (1977, 2013) which 

uses major events and the dates of important defensive surveys as logical termini 

(Table 3.3).  

 

Table 3.3: Periodisation of fortifications within the spatial database 

Period # Date Range Date Range Description 

1 Before 1290 Before the Wars of Independence 

2 1290-1415 ²ŀǊǎ ƻŦ LƴŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴŎŜ ǘƻ IŜƴǊȅ ±Ωǎ defence survey 

3 1415-1485 15th century 

4 1485-17th century Post-Medieval Period 

 

Overall, the fortification dataset contains a total of 366 fortified structures 

(Figure 3.5) (Appendix H). However, many of these sites, such as urban defences, peles, 

and bastles, which date to the 16th and 17th centuries, were not integrated in much of 

the analysis within this thesis because they post-date the centuries targeted by this 

project. After these types of fortifications are removed, the spatial database includes a 

 

6 Note on Anglo-Scottish fortification typologies: The ǳǎŜ ƻŦ ǘŜǊƳǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ΨŎŀǎǘƭŜΩΣ ΨǘƻǿŜǊΩΣ ΨǇŜƭŜΩΣ ŀƴŘ 
ΨōŀǎǘƭŜΩ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊƛȊŜŘ ōȅ ƛƴŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴǘǊŀŘƛŎǘƻǊȅ ǳǎŜ ƛƴ Ǉŀǎǘ ǎŎƘƻƭŀǊǎƘƛǇΣ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊƭȅ ŦƻǊ 
the less prestigious of these buildings such as bastles and pele towers (Dixon 2013; Ryder 2004; Ramm et 
al. 1970). As a result, it was necessary to define the use of these terms within the spatial database. Each 
of these categories incorporates many subtypes of fortification, but in most cases, HER and historic 
descriptions do not allow for greater typological precision, especially for Scotland where there are fewer 
historic records. Terminological problems regarding fortifications in the region have been previously 
reviewed by several scholars (Armstrong 2020; McKean 2015; King 2007; Ryder 1990; Dixon 1977) who 
have proposed numerous typologies. Reliance on historical terminologies is problematic as the medieval 
use of specific terms was inconsistent (Armstrong 2020; King 2007). Previously developed typologies 
range between complete reliance on architectural features (e.g. Ryder 1990) to ones which combine 
architecture and the presumed social status of the builder (Davis 2014). All of the typologies previously 
used have strengths and weaknesses and are complicated by the fact that many of these buildings, where 
they still exist, have complex histories which have significantly altered the fabric of the structures and 
their functions over time. In many cases, it is a combination of factors which are most helpful in defining 
the typology of the structure including construction/reconstruction date, builder, size, and shape. 
7 Even for the larger, more prestigious fortifications, chronologies are often difficult to establish. Where 
documentary evidence is absent or inconsistent, a problem particularly prevalent on the Scottish side of 
the border, many sites are dated using architectural analogies and typologies. 



81 

total of 277 fortifications ranging from castles to small towers. 56.3% (156) of these are 

located on the Scottish side of the border while the rest (121) are located in 

Northumberland.  

 

 
Figure 3.5: Fortified structures recorded in the spatial database (Credits: Appendix A) 

 

3.3.1 Chronology  

The fortifications dataset enables us to map chronological patterns in the 

construction of medieval fortifications within the project area, which provides 

important historical context for the interpretations of the defence-scape in Chapters 4 
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and 5. The broad chronological and spatial distributions of Anglo-Scottish fortifications 

has been previously discussed by two researchers in particular, Philip Dixon (2013, 

1977) and Andy King (2007). These two studies highlighted both the chronology of 

fortification-building in the region and social and political influences over sequences of 

construction. 5ƛȄƻƴΩǎ ǎǘǳŘȅ ǿŀǎ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ƛƴ ōŜƎƛƴƴƛƴƎ ǘƻ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊƛǎŜ ǘƘŜ ǎǇŀǘƛŀƭ 

chronologies of fortified architecture along the Anglo-Scottish border and connected 

ŘƛǎǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ ǇŀǘǘŜǊƴǎ ǘƻ ƘƛǎǘƻǊƛŎ ŜǾŜƴǘǎ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎŜǎΦ YƛƴƎΩǎ ǿƻǊƪΣ ƳŜŀƴǿƘƛƭŜΣ ǿŀǎ ƭŜǎǎ 

spatial, but synthesised evidence for the social meaning and purposes of castles within 

this heavily contested region. Nevertheless, because this thesis is looking at 

fortifications over the longue durée of the high and late medieval periods, it is 

necessary to provide a basic chronology of fortification construction in the Anglo-

Scottish borderland between c.1200-c.1500. The patterns within this chronology can be 

linked to wider patterns in the construction of castles and other fortifications 

throughout the British Isles, but it also differs in significant ways.  

The earliest castles in the region were constructed on the English side of the 

border and appear in the 11th and 12th centuries as timber structures which were later 

replaced with stone keeps (Figure 3.6). Castle-building in Scotland lagged behind that of 

England, and stone castles did not appear in southern Scotland until the 13th century 

(Dixon and Tabraham 2017, 347). Dixon (2013, 248ς249) has recorded at least 45 

mottes scattered across the Marches, although the greatest density of these is south of 

the project area along the River Tyne and Solway Firth. Dixon argues that many of these 

early castles probably relate to the early baronies and lordships that were carved in the 

area in the late-11th century. Many castles fell into disrepair in the relative peace of the 

13th century but were later rebuilt after the Wars of Independence. A handful, such as 

Wark and Norham were maintained as impressive and strong stone fortifications and 

remained key military sites throughout the medieval period, although even these sites 

were occasionally neglected (Kent 2016). Nevertheless, prior to the Wars of 

Independence, the Anglo-Scottish border was under-fortified in comparison to other 

regions like the Welsh Marches and even some areas of central England (Dixon 2016, 

129).  

Figure 3.7 illustrates the distribution of fortifications in Period 2 (1290-1415). 

The years following the Wars of Independence witnessed Northumberland transition  
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Figure 3.6: Period 1 (pre-1290) fortifications (Credits: Appendix A) 

 
from a region of relatively little fortification to one of the most densely fortified 

counties in England (King 2007, 373). The majority of these new Northumberland 

fortifications were constructed after c.1350 when most of the major hostilities between 

England and Scotland had ceased (Dixon 2013; King 2007; Lomas 1992). The type of 

people living in fortified houses had expanded, and Lomas (1992, 71) notes that the 

vast number of towers in existence  by  the  end of  the 14th century  indicate that 

Ψvirtually every landed family and institution in the county had provided for its own 

ŘŜŦŜƴǎŜΩΦ Possibly as a partial result of this demographic shift in fortification 
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Figure 3.7: Period 2 (1290-1415) fortifications (Credits: Appendix A)  

 

construction, the types of buildings being erected changed, and the castle was largely 

replaced with towers and tower houses built on the sites of earlier unfortified manors 

(Dixon 2016, 139). These towers represented an architectural shift in the focus of 

defensive architecture from an emphasis on the strength of curtain walls toward a 

strengthening of the defences of the tower itself. These towers were often part of a 

complex with other less fortified structures (although by the late-14th century some 

tower houses were freestanding), surrounded by an outer line of defences in the form 

of a comparatively small curtain wall or barmkin (Ryder 1990; Dixon 2016). There is still 
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debate over when the construction of towers and tower houses began in 

Northumberland, but the earliest documentary evidence dates to 1305 (Shortflatt 

tower) (Dixon 2013, 250). Many of these 14th-century towers and tower houses 

remained in use until the 16th century. 

Building patterns on the Scottish side of the border were much differentτvery 

few new fortifications were built in the 14th century (Dixon 2013, 252). However, the 

reasons behind this difference are not entirely clear. Fiona Watson (1998) has argued 

that castles did not serve the same roles as status symbols in Scotland as they did in 

England, particularly for well-established nobles. Moreover, there is evidence that the 

{ŎƻǘǘƛǎƘ ƻŎŎŀǎƛƻƴŀƭƭȅ ǇǳǊǎǳŜŘ ǿƘŀǘ ƛǎ ƻŦǘŜƴ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ΨǎŎƻǊŎƘŜŘ ŜŀǊǘƘΩ ǘŀŎǘƛŎǎΣ ǿƘŜǊŜ 

the countryside was cleared of its food and people before English invasions to disrupt 

the supply chains of the invading forces which probably impacted fortification 

distributions (Caldwell 2010, 78). Additionally, from the start of the Wars of 

Independence, the Scottish military use of castles differed markedly from that of the 

English. While the English crown relied on castles to hold territory in Scotland, the Scots 

often slighted castles, particularly ones in Scottish territory, after their capture (or 

recapture) from English forces (Cornell 2008). In general, military tactics in 14th-century 

Scotland seem to have been less reliant on fortifications than they were in England, 

relying instead on the forests and caves of the region as the bases for military activities 

(Brown 1997, 6; Cornell 2008).  

However, differences between the English and Scottish use of castles are not the 

only factors contributing to the distributional disparities across the border. There are 

also differences in the preservation of fortifications on either side of the border. 

Unfortunately, while we can see evidence for these differences, it is difficult to quantify 

their real impact. Only 48.6% of fortifications (from all periods and of all types) are still 

extant either as upstanding masonry incorporated into later structures, or as 

earthworks (Figure 3.8). Of those that still exist, 60% have substantial above-ground 

remains, 20% are preserved as earthworks, and 20% are incorporated into later 

structures. The other 51.4% of structures are no longer extant and are evidenced from 

documentary sources, historic photographs, or sometimes, local knowledge. In many 

cases, the exact location of the structure has been lost. There is a slight difference in 

the loss of fortifications between the Scottish Borders and Northumberland. 54.9% of 

Scottish structures are no longer extant, while 47.4% of Northumberland fortifications 
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have been lost. The Scottish figures, in particular, probably significantly underestimate 

the number of fortifications that existed in the medieval period, especially for the 

earlier periods. This is because the documentary record in Scotland is far more 

ŦǊŀƎƳŜƴǘŀǊȅ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜ ƳŜŘƛŜǾŀƭ ǇŜǊƛƻŘ ǘƘŀƴ 9ƴƎƭŀƴŘΩǎ ŀǊŎƘƛǾŜǎ ŀƴŘ Ǉƻǎǘ-medieval 

changes to the landscape were particularly acute. Previous studies have struggled to 

quantify the number of Scottish fortifications in the region, even in the comparatively 

well-documented 16th century (Maxwell-Irving 2012a), and archaeological surveys in 

Scotland have uncovered previously undocumented towers (e.g. RCAHMS 1994). 

 

 
Figure 3.8: Distribution of extant and non-extant fortifications (from all periods and all 
fortification types) (Credits: Appendix A) 
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During the 15th century, English tower building continued its process of 

democratisation as smaller satellite towers continued to be built across the region 

(Figure 3.9). Meanwhile, in Scotland, the greater lords of the region began to construct 

large towers, such as the Douglas family castle of Threave, as the seats of their 

baronies. These towers are possibly the result of the weakening control of the crown 

over the Scottish nobility and increasing competition between rival powerful families in 

the region in the 15th century (Jamroziak 2011, 195). These towers seem to mark a 

change in fortification practices in the Scottish Borders, because after 1485, there is a 

proliferation of towers on the Scottish side of the border, particularly after the  

Figure 3.9: Period 3 (1415-1485) fortifications (Credits: Appendix A) 
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Figure 3.10: Period 4 (1485-17th century) fortifications (Credits: Appendix A) 
 
Reformation when monastic land was redistributed (Maxwell-Irving 2012, 229) (Figure 

3.10). Architectural styles also changed in both England and Scotland in the 16th 

century. New towers were often much smaller than their predecessors and were joined 

by a new type of fortified farmhouse called the bastle. There are also references to 

timber houses that were roofed in flame-resistant turf which have yet to be made 

visible in the archaeological record (Bowes and Ellerker 1541, 232-233). Construction of 

these new types of buildings spread through the uplands and are often interpreted as a 

reflection of the collapse of traditional political structures and increasingly endemic 
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raiding through the century which forced small farm holders to find ways to protect 

their valuables (Frodsham 2004).  

3.3.2 Patterns of Destruction  

The questions over the distributional patterns of Scottish fortifications in the 

14th and 15th centuries (Periods 2 and 3) discussed above suggest that patterns of 

destruction are potentially just as important as patterns of construction when 

understanding elements of fortification and defence in the border-scape. However, 

previous research on fortifications largely concentrates on the extant structures and 

their development, such as the motivations behind castle construction and how 

architectural features were added or changed through time. The abandonment, 

destruction, and decay of fortifications has been subjected to much less critical inquiry, 

ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊƭȅ ŦƻǊ ǇŜǊƛƻŘǎ ǇǊƛƻǊ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ΨŘŜŎŀȅΩ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ōƻǊŘŜǊƭŀƴŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ мсth century (Nevell 

2020). And yet, the fortifications dataset indicates the destruction or abandonment of 

fortifications was not unusual in the medieval period (Table 3.4). Between 15% and 30% 

of castle or tower sites were abandoned per century between the 13th and 16th 

centuries. Abandonment of sites is highest in the transition between Periods 1 and 2 

(the period of the Wars of Independence) and in Period 4 (the 16th century), when the 

ōƻǊŘŜǊƭŀƴŘ ǿŀǎ ǎŜŜƴ ŀǎ ōŜƛƴƎ ƭŀǊƎŜƭȅ ƛƴ ΨŘŜŎŀȅΩΦ ¢ƘŜǎŜ ŀƭǎƻ ƘŀǇǇŜƴ ǘƻ ōŜ ǘƘŜ ǇŜǊƛƻŘǎ of 

the most investment in new castle and tower sites, as 80% of sites appear to be new in 

the transition from Period 1 to Period 2 and 25% of sites in the 1541 survey (not 

counting bastles and peles which would raise this percentage) also have no known 

evidence for earlier fortifications. This means that the periods of the most 

abandonment were followed by periods of the most investment in new castle and 

tower sites. As a result, it is important to acknowledge that abandonment and decay of 

administrative sites would have been nearly as familiar a feature of the medieval 

landscape as the construction of new fortifications, even in the periods before the 

ΨŘŜŎŀȅΩ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ aŀǊŎƘŜǎΦ 

There were numerous reasons fortifications could be abandoned or destroyed. 

In some cases, the decision to abandon a site was a deliberate choice either made by 

the lord or with their consent. For instance, Constable (2004, 182ς186) argues that 

early mottes were sometimes willingly abandoned due to a changing relationship 

between the lord and nearby settlements. At Caerlaverock Castle in Dumfries and 
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Galloway, recent geochemical analysis suggests that extreme flooding events and storm 

surges at the mouth of the River Nith may have impacted the earlier castle and caused 

a second castle to be built at a less exposed location less than 200m away (Canmore, 

66100 and 66101; Castle Studies Trust 2021). However, the destruction of a castle could 

also be an emotionally charged and traumatic event, carrying powerful symbolic 

meanings which defined relationships between people. For instance, when the crown 

decided to slight a castle rather than to simply confiscate it, it was a deliberate act 

ǿƘƛŎƘ ΨǎȅƳōƻƭƛǎŜŘ ƴƻǘƘƛƴƎ ƭŜǎǎ ǘƘŀƴ ǘƘŜ ŜƳŀǎŎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀ ƭƻǊŘΣ ŜǊŀŘƛŎŀǘƛƴƎ ŀƴ ŀƴŎŜǎǘǊŀƭ 

seat for future genŜǊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ŀ ƴƻōƭŜ ŘȅƴŀǎǘȅΩ (Creighton and Wright 2016, 114). When 

Edward II was informed of the loss of Roxburgh and Edinburgh Castles in Scotland in 

1314, it was claimed that he nearly wept, and that by slighting the castles, the Scots had 

denied him thŜ ƻǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǘȅ ǘƻ ǊŜŎƭŀƛƳ ǘƘŜ ƘƻƴƻǳǊ ƘŜ ƘŀŘ ƭƻǎǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎŀǎǘƭŜǎΩ ŎŀǇǘǳǊŜ 

(Nevell 2020, 125). 

 
Table 3.4: Patterns of abandonment in the project area in Northumberland. Note: 
Periods 2-4 are drawn from Northumberland data due to the better chronological 
precision of that dataset, but period 1 includes Scottish fortifications due to the small 
number of castles and the fluidity of landholding patterns during this period. 

 

Total # 
fortifications 
existing in 
period 

# of 
fortifications 
not appearing in 
later periods 

# of new 
fortifications 

% abandoned 
by next 
period 

Period 1  
(pre-1296) 

21 6 21 28.6% 

Period 2  
(1296-1415) 

70 13 55 18.6% 

Period 3  
(1415-1485) 

68 10 5 14.7% 

Period 4  
(1485- c. 1600) 

60 (in 1541) 20 (listed as 
decayed) 

15 (in 
Northumberland) 

33.3% 

 

Destruction and abandonment of sites, the consequence of relations of power 

of a variety of types, had a significant impact on the medieval landscape at multiple 

scales. However, these impacts are sometimes only detectable in the historic and 

archaeological record as absences in broader distributions of sites. This means we need 

to consider how networks of fortifications will be handled in this project. Previous 

research in castle studies, both within the Anglo-Scottish region and beyond, has 

experimented with the utility of different scales of analysis when considering groupings 

of fortifications. Examples range from singular sites (e.g. Oram 2014), to groups of 
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fortifications owned by particular families (e.g. Dalglish 2005), to regional or national 

datasets (e.g. Dixon 2013; Constable 2004). However, these scales of analysis are 

imposed upon the dataset by the modern researcher. While these groupings do tend to 

make sense within historical contexts and can tell us how networks of fortifications 

developed, it is also possible that there is a wider range of useful scales of analysis 

within a medieval context that have yet to be explored. The concept of historic scales 

was critiqued in another context by Warner-Smith (2020b) who mapped conceptions of 

ΨƭƻŎŀƭΩ ŀƴŘ ΨǊŜƎƛƻƴŀƭΩ ŦǊƻƳ ǿǊƛǘǘŜƴ ǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎƛƴƎ ŀ мфth-century cholera epidemic 

in the Caribbean. She argues that these scales are far more fluid and contingent 

ƘƛǎǘƻǊƛŎŀƭƭȅ ǘƘŀƴ ƛǎ ǘȅǇƛŎŀƭƭȅ ŀŎƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜŘ ōȅ ΨƭƻŎŀƭΩ ŀƴŘ ΨǊŜƎƛƻƴŀƭΩ ŀƴalyses in modern 

scholarship. Therefore, we need to look more carefully at the contingencies of networks 

of fortifications in the medieval period. 

! ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŦƻǊǘƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀǎ ΨŀǎǎŜƳōƭŀƎŜǎΩ ƻŦŦŜǊǎ ŀƴ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘƛƴƎ ǿŀȅ ǘƻ 

analyse medieval networks of castles and towers. The assemblage, understood as a 

collection of things (often material, but not always) which are related by some 

underlying logic, is a long-standing concept in archaeology. But recently, archaeologists 

have re-examined this concept and challenged the idea of the assemblage as a defined 

ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƻǊ ŀ ΨǎƛƴƎƭŜ ǿƘƻƭŜΩΣ ǊŜŘŜŦƛƴƛƴƎ ƛǘǎ ŀƴŀƭȅǘƛŎŀƭ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ (Harris and Cipolla 2017, 

139). Largely based on the ideas of Gilles Deleuze and Bruno Latour, amongst others, 

archaeologists have reinterpreted the assemblage to be not simply a collection of 

things, but a continuously evolving set of relationships between things which are 

constantly being assembled, disassembled, and reassembled (Jervis 2019, 38; Jervis 

2017; Franklin et al. 2016). Franklin et al. (2016, ix) argue that archaeologists can extend 

these ideas even further by shifting our focus to the process of assembling to explore 

how groups of ǘƘƛƴƎǎ ΨōŜŎƻƳŜΣΩ ƛƴ ōƻǘƘ ǘƘŜ Ǉŀǎǘ ŀƴŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ǇŜǊǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜΣ 

they claim, provides insiƎƘǘ ƛƴǘƻ ǘƘŜ ΨŎƻƳǇƭŜȄƛǘȅΣ ǘŜƳǇƻǊŀƭƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴǘƛƴƎŜƴŎŜΩ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 

datasets we use as archaeologists. 

The assemblage is a useful concept for the study of medieval fortifications for 

ǘǿƻ ǊŜŀǎƻƴǎΦ CƛǊǎǘΣ ƛǘ ŀƭƭƻǿǎ ǳǎ ǘƻ ŎǊƛǘƛǉǳŜ Ƙƻǿ ŀƴ ΨŀǎǎŜƳōƭŀƎŜΣΩ ƻǊ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ Ŏŀse, a 

network, of fortifications could have been identified and conceptualised in the medieval 

period. Second, it grants equal weight to both the construction of fortifications (an act 

of assembling a network) and their destruction/abandonment (an act of disassembling), 

ŀŎƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀōǎŜƴŎŜǎΣ ƻǊ ΨǎƛƭŜƴŎŜǎΩΣ Ŏŀƴ ǘŜƭƭ ǳǎ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ 
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past, a type of critical cartography more often seen in post-colonial archaeologies (see 

examples and discussion of this in Warner-Smith 2020a, 769; Norton 2020; Platt 2020). 

Importantly, this connects the fortifications dataset and the defence-scape to crucial 

bordering processes. In Chapter 2 (2.5.1 and 2.5.5), it was argued that borders 

experience cycles of materialisation and dematerialisation where the absence of a 

physical barrier is just as important as the presence of one. Therefore, a consideration 

of bordering through transformations to the networks of fortifications enables us to 

consider alternative and situated narratives of bordering, a topic which will be explored 

further in Chapter 8 

3.3.3 Important Sources for  the Defence-scape 

During the construction of the dataset, two sources emerged as being 

particularly useful in interpreting medieval conceptions of the geographies of defence: 

a survey of defences in Northumberland in 1415 and a plan of defences for 

Northumberland developed in 1584. This section outlines some of the characteristics of 

the defence-scapes these sources reveal and introduces some of the questions these 

surveys lead us to ask about the defence-scape which are explored in more detail in 

Chapters 4 and 5.  

3.3.3.1 Nomina castrorum et fortaliciorum infra comitatum Northumbriae 

(1415)  

1415 is a key moment in the history of fortifications in Northumberland, as it 

marks the publication of the first detailed survey of fortifications in the county. The 

ΨbƻƳƛƴŀ ŎŀǎǘǊƻǊǳƳ Ŝǘ ŦƻǊǘŀƭƛŎƛƻǊǳƳ ƛƴŦǊŀ ŎƻƳƛǘŀǘǳƳ bƻǊǘƘǳƳōǊƛŀŜΩ was drawn up prior 

to the English campaign in France which led to the Battle of Agincourt (Armstrong 2020, 

68; Bates 1891, 13) and represents a snapshot-like picture of the fortified landscape of 

Northumberland. It lists the location, custodian, and type of each fortification, 

beginning with the largest castles (castrum) and decreasing in size (fortalicium and 

turris). This list has received some attention from historians who have identified several 

important features. First, it provides some clues about how networks of fortifications 

may have been imagined in the medieval period and how they interact with 

administrative boundaries. Armstrong (2020, 68ς72) has noted a geographic logic to the 

order in which the structures are listed which depicts an understanding of space that is 
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itinerant, or moved through, rather than cartographic. He also notes that prominent 

spatial patterns become much less apparent toward the end of the list, indicating, 

perhaps, the influence of oral input from informants after the initial list was created. 

Indeed, there is evidence of alterations to the list in the form of annotations in the 

margins. Interestingly, there is no distinction between fortifications within and without 

the liberties along the border, despite their differing legal status.  

The list also appears to be influenced by social aspects. King (2007, 396ς397) has 

tried to trace the logic behind the typological terms used in the list and argues that 

while there seems to be a general organisation of the list based on architectural details, 

the use of typological terms was somewhat inconsistent and probably influenced in 

some cases by the aspirations of the lords rather than architectural realties. This 

illustrates the complex entanglements between martial and social concerns 

represented in the defensive architecture of the medieval period. Analysis of the 

construction histories of numerous castles and towers in the Anglo-Scottish Marches 

such as Thirlwall (Rushworth and Carlton 2004), Etal, and Chillingham (King 2007) 

indicate that design decisions to the structures were often inspired by competition 

between local families. In fact, these studies indicate that it is often impossible to 

distinguish between defensive concerns and social competition in many elements of 

castle and tower architecture due to the conflation of martial aesthetics with lordly 

ambitions and power. This is best eǾƛŘŜƴŎŜŘ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ hǊŀƳΩǎ (2014) analysis of the 

chronology of landscape development around Hermitage Castle, which indicated that 

design elements of the castle and its landscape fluctuated between favouring defensive 

elements and those making clear social statements as the political context of the region 

changed through time. 

As a result, the 1415 survey includes important evidence illustrating the 

relationships between medieval conceptions of geographic space and the entanglement 

between martial and social factors in the development of the defence-scape. These 

subjects will be investigated further in Chapters 4 and 5 as part of the defence-scape 

and contextualised as part of the border-scape in Chapter 8.  

3.3.3.2 Plan of the seats of the fortresses and castles upon the borders (1584)  

The second important source is a proposed plan for county defences at the end 

of the 16th century. ¢ƘŜ Ǉƭŀƴ ΨƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎŜŀǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŦƻǊǘǊŜǎǎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŎŀǎǘƭŜǎ ǳǇƻƴ ǘƘŜ 
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ōƻǊŘŜǊǎΩ ό{th ¢b! SP15/27B/91-92) was proposed by Christopher Dacre, who came 

from a subsidiary line of an important Cumbrian family with strong connections to the 

administration of the English borderland (Summerson 2004; Sargent 2011, 89). Around 

1583, Dacre conducted a survey of the border defences in the West March. After this, 

he was put on another commission for the East and Middle Marches, compiling a 

similar report (Merriman 1984)Φ ¢Ƙƛǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ŀƴ ŀƴƴƻǘŀǘŜŘ ǇƭŀƴΣ Ψƴƻǘ ŎǳƴƴƛƴƎƭȅ 

ŘƻƴŜΣΩ ōȅ 5ŀŎǊŜ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǿŀǎ ŀŎŎƻƳǇŀƴƛŜŘ ōȅ ŀƴ ŜȄǇƭŀƴŀǘƻǊȅ ƭŜǘǘŜǊ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōƛƴƎ ŦŜŀǘǳǊŜs of 

the plan (Bates 1891, 77).  

The plan included a linear string of fortifications and settlements along the 

Tweed and the edge of the Cheviots (Figures 3.11 and 3.12). This string of fortifications 

was to be enhanced by a long defensive ditch and earthwork bank which both 

Merriman (1984) and Bates (1891, 75ς78, 80) argue is clearly based on the Roman 

ŦƻǊǘƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ IŀŘǊƛŀƴΩǎ ²ŀƭƭτthe wall would have been very familiar to Dacre who 

was raised near Lanercost, which is located adjacent to the Roman monument. The 

portion of the map depicting the region within the project area included a total of 50 

fortifications.8 5ƛǎǘŀƴŎŜǎ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘ ŘŜǇƛŎǘŜŘ ǘƻ ŀ ŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴǘ ǎŎŀƭŜ ƻƴ 5ŀŎǊŜΩǎ ƳŀǇΣ ōǳǘ ƛƴ 

general, the spatial relationships between fortifications are accurate. This indicates that 

Dacre, or his informers, were either deeply familiar with the landscape or had a 

reference map close to hand when the plan was made.  

There are questions over the historic existence of some of the features of this 

map. It must be remembered that it was not a map of actual 16th-century defence 

systems, but a design created by a small committee. Elements of the plan proposed a 

number of new constructions. The proposed linear ditch and bank feature was certainly 

ƴŜǿΣ ŀƴŘ 5ŀŎǊŜΩǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎŀƭƭȅ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜǎ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŦƻǳǊ ƴŜǿ ǘƻǿŜǊ ǎƛǘŜǎ 

alongside costed repairs to existing structures (SPO TNA SP15/27B/91-92). It is more 

difficult to determine if all of the named structures on the map existed at the time the 

plan was drawn. The precise locations of only 23 of the 47 fortifications on the map (not 

counting the proposed locations) are known, and many of these known locations do not 

have substantial standing remains. In some settlements, such as Mindrum and 

IŜŘƎŜƭŜȅΣ 5ŀŎǊŜΩǎ ƳŀǇ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ƻƴƭȅ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ ǘƘŀǘ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ŦƻǳƴŘ ǘƻ ŘŀǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘǎ 

there was ever possibly a tower there. It has been argued (Dodds 1999, 77) that some 

 

8 Towers depicted south of Harbottle on the plan extended beyond the project area and were not 
integrated into the analysis.  
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Figure 3.11: /ƘǊƛǎǘƻǇƘŜǊ 5ŀŎǊŜΩǎ plan Ψof the seats of the fortresses and castles upon the bordersΩ (SPO TNA SP15/27B/91-92).
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Figure 3.12: Map of the ŦƻǊǘƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŘŜǇƛŎǘŜŘ ƻƴ 5ŀŎǊŜΩǎ Ǉƭŀƴ ƻŦ ŦƻǊǘǊŜǎǎŜǎ (Credits: 
Appendix A) 
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of these places may have been proposals for suitable places for towers. A closer 

ŎƻƳǇŀǊƛǎƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǎƛǘŜǎ ŀƴŘ 5ŀŎǊŜΩǎ ƳŀǇ suggests possible 

solutions to this problem. 

While the architectural form of many of these buildings are not known, the ones 

that do exist or have documentary evidence for the form of their structure indicate that 

this ring of fortifications consisted of a variety of building types. These types are 

indicated on the plan (Figure 3.11) by a range of icons that depict a rough gradation of 

size. Large castles like Bamburgh and Berwick have unique icons depicting the façade of 

the castles surrounded by crenelated walls. Smaller castles and towers are 

distinguished with varying numbers of turrets. A third type of icon is more difficult to 

interpretτthese look like clusters of houses, possibly depicting settlements, and it is 

difficult to determine whether these icons were intended to depict fortifications. 

IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ Ƴŀƴȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŘŜǇƛŎǘŜŘ ΨǎŜǘǘƭŜƳŜƴǘǎΩ ŀƭǎƻ ƘƻǎǘŜŘ ŦƻǊǘƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎΦ {ƻƳŜΣ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ 

Pawston and Alnham, appear to have taken a more traditional tower form. However, 

Ƴŀƴȅ ŀƭǎƻ ŀǇǇŜŀǊ ǘƻ ƘŀǾŜ ǘŀƪŜƴ ǘƘŜ ŦƻǊƳ ƻŦ ΨǎǘǊƻƴƎ ƘƻǳǎŜǎΩΣ ŜƭƻƴƎŀǘŜŘ ǊŜŎǘŀƴƎǳƭŀr 

structures which came into use in the late-15th or early-16th centuries. These buildings 

were often at least twice as long as they were wide, although some were much longer, 

such as at Akeld, and had a vaulted basement which housed garrisons (Kent 2016). 

Possible strong houses on the plenished ring include Heaton, where in the 16th century 

a strong house stood amidst the ruined remains of a larger castle, Akeld (Figure 3.13), 

Pressen, and Yeavering (Figure 3.1пύΦ CŀǿŘŜƴ ƛǎ ƭƛǎǘŜŘ ƻƴ 5ŀŎǊŜΩǎ ƳŀǇ ŀƴŘΣ ƛƴǘŜǊestingly, 

analysis of aerial photography during the Till-Tweed Project identified a 20x11m 

rectangular structure near the earthwork remains of Fawden village. This structure 

approximately matches the strong house at Pressen which measured 17.2x7.9m and 

Akeld which measured 19x7.3m and is also on a different alignment than the nearby 

farm. Although further archaeological investigation is required, it could be that this 

feature is the remains of a former strong house. If confirmed, other villages on the ring 

may have also hosted strong houses which have been lost to time. In other places, 

documentary evidence has identified the existence of previously unknown strong 

ƘƻǳǎŜǎ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǎŜǘǘƭŜƳŜƴǘ ǎȅƳōƻƭǎΦ hƴ 5ŀŎǊŜΩǎ ƳŀǇΣ ²ƻƻƭŜǊ ƛǎ ǳƴǳǎǳŀƭƭȅ 

depicted with both a tower and a settlement symbol. Wooler tower is known to have 

been located in the centre of the settlement, but Catherine Kent (2016, 70, Fig. 3.3) has 

identified a possible strong house located adjacent to the tower from a drawing of the  
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Figure 3.13: Akeld strong house (Photo by author) 
 
 
 

 
Figure 3.14: ̧ ŜŀǾŜǊƛƴƎΩǎ ǎǘǊƻƴƎ ƘƻǳǎŜ (Photo by author) 
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village dating to c.1570. Additionally, many fortifications which certainly had 

ǎŜǘǘƭŜƳŜƴǘǎΣ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ bƻǊƘŀƳΣ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘ ŘŜǇƛŎǘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ΨǎŜǘǘƭŜƳŜƴǘΩ ǎȅƳōƻƭΦ !ǎ ŀ 

ǊŜǎǳƭǘΣ ƛǘ ǎŜŜƳǎ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ΨǎŜǘǘƭŜƳŜƴǘΩ ƛŎƻƴǎ ǇǊƻōŀōƭȅ Řƻ ŘŜǇƛŎǘ ǎƳŀƭƭŜǊ 

fortifications, possibly ones which had a history of being more communal than private 

in function (see Kent 2016, 69ς71).  

Overall, an analysis of the way the defence-scape is portrayed by these two 

sources illustrates that the development of the defence-scape was entangled with 

many aspects of medieval life, all of which would have influenced the way the physical 

landscape was involved in processes of bordering. The 1415 survey suggests that non-

cartographical conceptions of space and social competition beyond concerns of defence 

ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜŘ ŘƛǎǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ŦƻǊǘƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎΦ aŜŀƴǿƘƛƭŜΣ 5ŀŎǊŜΩǎ Ǉƭŀƴ ƘƛƎƘƭƛƎƘǘǎ ǘƘŜ ǘŜƴǎƛƻƴ 

between the physical requirements of an effective defence system and the practical 

considerations of implementing the plan within the context of the pre-existing 

landscape. These influences will be considered in the defence-scape analysis of 

Chapters 4 and 5.  

3.4 Dataset 3: Cross-Border Meetings and Meeting Places  

The legal-scape investigated in Chapters 6 and 7 targets the landscapes used for 

cross-border Anglo-Scottish legal meetings through the medieval period. Currently, 

there is no published database of Anglo-Scottish meetings, so a dataset of medieval 

meetings and their locations between 1200-1500 needed to be constructed (Appendix 

I). A variety of sources were used in the development of this dataset. Cynthia bŜǾƛƭƭŜΩǎ 

(1998) work, Violence, Custom, and Law, represents the most comprehensive source on 

medieval meeting places to date and is based on her work with hundreds of medieval 

documents. She carefully cites these documents throughout the text, so her book was a 

useful starting place for the construction of the dataset. The book was systematically 

surveyed for any reference to border meetings. Dates, locations, and primary-source 

references for these meetings were recorded and the majority of the primary-source 

references were then checked to ensure the robustness of the dataset (see Appendix J 

for a full list of sources consulted). These sources included a variety of different 

document types such as indentures, commissions, letters of safe conduct, treasury 

ǊŜŎƻǊŘǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǇŜǊǎƻƴŀƭ ƭŜǘǘŜǊǎΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ŜȄǇŀƴŘŜŘ ǘƘŜ ŘŀǘŀǎŜǘ ōŜȅƻƴŘ bŜǾƛƭƭŜΩǎ ǘŜȄǘ 
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and offers useful contextual information, including the names of attendees, details of 

travel, and details about the negotiations over the locations of the meetings.  

The vast majority of medieval documents used to build the dataset were official 

government documents like commissions and safe conducts. These are often formulaic 

in form and function. Alone, excepting a few examples (such as the description of the 

truce negotiations in Kirk Yetholm and Carham in 1401, published in Stones 1965, 346ς

365), the medieval documents proved to be fairly reticent sources for the use of place 

and landscape within border meetings. However, these sources can be supplemented 

with additional contextual evidence. A second dataset of 16th-century meetings was 

ŎǊŜŀǘŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ƭŜǘǘŜǊǎ ŀƴŘ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘǎ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘŜŘ ƛƴ .ŀƛƴΩǎ Calendar of Border Papers 

(1894-1896) and two lists of meetings between 1536 and 1538 which were compiled by 

the wardens of the English East and Middle Marches (Letters Henry VIII, xiii.i.489, 179-

189; xiii.ii.241, 94-95) (Appendix KύΦ .ŀƛƴΩǎ ǿƻǊƪΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŎƻƳǇǊƛǎŜǎ ŀ ǇǊƛƴǘŜŘ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ 

the papers of the English border administrators in the 16th century, has historically been 

one of the most important and widely cited compilations of primary documents relating 

to early modern Anglo-Scottish history. Many of these documents are letters which 

provide exceptional and often quite personal details about the organisation of border 

meetings and the landscapes in which they took place. Again, this dataset is not 

intended to provide a complete list of border meetings. However, the dataset created 

from these documents provides topographical and contextual details lacking in the 

medieval documentation, and when analysed contextually with the medieval evidence 

can be useful for understanding the organisation and experience of medieval meetings. 

Overall, of the 346 meetings included in the medieval dataset, only 293 are 

ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ΨōƻǊŘŜǊ ƳŜŜǘƛƴƎǎΣΩ ŀ ǘŜǊƳ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴΦ hŦ 

these, 175 (60%) of the border meetings have locational information which connect the 

meeting to a place in the landscape. These numbers are a significant underestimate of 

the actual number of meetings that were occurring along the border over this period. 

Nevertheless, this dataset represents one of the most comprehensive datasets, to date, 

of known medieval Anglo-Scottish border meeting places, and it provides a framework 

upon which wider landscape interpretations of the legal-scape and its relation to the 

border-scape can be constructed.  
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σȢτȢρ $ÅÆÉÎÉÎÇ Á Ȭ"ÏÒÄÅÒ -ÅÅÔÉÎÇȭ 

The creation of the Anglo-Scottish meetings dataset introduced questions about 

how an Anglo-Scottish meeting should be defined within the project, which highlighted 

important characteristics of the organisation of the cross-border legal system. In 

particular, this process forced a confrontation with the historicity of the concept of a 

ΨōƻǊŘŜǊ ƳŜŜǘƛƴƎΩ ŀƴŘ Ƙƻǿ ǘƻ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŦŀƛǊƭȅ ŦƭǳƛŘ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 

past within the rigid structures of a spatial database.  

The sites utilised as meeting places developed as a component of a cross-border 

legal system known as the Laws of the Marches, or Leges Marchiarum, which was 

unique to the Anglo-Scottish border. This system developed in response to a need to 

facilitate the smooth handling of legal suits in a region where English and Scottish laws 

intersected. They were first codified in 1249, although many elements of it are probably 

much older (see Barrow 2003b; Neilson 1971; Neville 2002a) and was elaborated slowly 

until the Union of the Crowns in 1603.  

There were a number of different types of border meetings. Two types appear 

most prevalently in the documentary record. The first are border courts known as the 

Days of March (or the Days of Truce) organised by the wardens which settled cross-

border crime within the jurisdiction of the Leges Marchiarum. The second were formal 

diplomatic meetings attended by conservators or commissioners. These were arranged 

for specific reasons, usually to negotiate diplomatic agreements and agree cross-border 

policies. However, there were other types of meetings occurring on the border. 

²ŀǊŘŜƴǎΩ ŎƻǳǊǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŀƴ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ Leges Marchiarum, running alongside 

the Days of March. They were intended to redress crime under the jurisdiction of the 

Leges Marchiarum between parties of the same nationality and were not cross-border 

courts. Little is written about these courts, but evidence from the 16th century indicates 

ǘƘŀǘ ²ŀǊŘŜƴǎΩ ŎƻǳǊǘǎ ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴŜŘ ƳǳŎƘ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳǊǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 5ŀȅǎ ƻŦ aŀǊŎƘΣ 

although without some of the ceremonial trappings (Bowes 1849). The meeting places 

were also used for more informal meetings on occasion. A complaint filed against the 

{ƘŜǊƛŦŦ ƻŦ /ŀǊƭƛǎƭŜΣ !ƴŘǊŜǿ ŘŜ IŀǊŎƭŀΣ ƛƴ момф ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜǎ Ƙƻǿ WƻƘƴ ŘŜ IŀǊŎƭŀΣ !ƴŘǊŜǿΩǎ 

brother, organised a number of illegal activities in ŀ ƳŜŜǘƛƴƎ ǇƭŀŎŜ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ Ψ{ƻƭǿŀȅ 

²ŀǘŜǊΩΦ !ƳƻƴƎ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǿŀǎ ŀ ƪƛŘƴŀǇǇƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ǊŀƴǎƻƳ ƻŦ {ŎƻǘǘƛǎƘ ƻŦ ǇǊƛǎƻƴŜǊǎ ŦǊƻƳ 

Carlisle castle and an illegal cross-border cattle purchase (Neville 1998, 18). Legislation 

throughout the medieval period attempting to restrict the trade of horses and other 



102 

livestock across the border, as well as references in English court records indicate that 

such trade probably remained a common practice throughout the Middle Ages. 

The jurisdictional line between cases which should be tried in the common law 

courts and those tried in the border courts was poorly defined throughout the medieval 

period (Neville 1998). Medieval legal systems never existed in isolation, and medieval 

law in Great Britain was composed of a patchwork of different and overlapping 

jurisdictions and codes, the divisions between which were rarely entirely clear (Brodie 

et al. 2016, 3ς4; Ormrod 2005, 8; Musson 2001, 9). Furthermore, the legal mechanisms 

of the Leges Marchiarum changed dramatically through time. The smooth running of 

the border courts required cooperation by both realms (Neville 1998), and legal 

systems were deeply embedded within the growing concepts of nationalism and 

sovereignty emerging during the medieval period (Neville 1998, 2, 2002b, 163ς163). As 

a result, the justice system of the borderlands completely broke down during periods of 

war (Barrow 2003b, 306), and so the development of the Laws of the Marches followed 

the ebb and flow of peaceful relations between the two kingdoms (Figure 3.15). 

Consequently, the relationships between the different types of events under the 

jurisdiction of the Leges Marchiarum evolved between the 13th and the 15th centuries, 

and there were many overlapping responsibilities between these meetings. Treaties 

might be negotiated at Days of March and crime might be redressed at diplomatic 

events. Sometimes multiple levels of border meetings were being arranged 

simultaneously. Thus, the Leges Marchiarum were often conflated with international 

law.  

The structure of medieval archives also does not necessarily help define the 

ƭƛƳƛǘǎ ƻŦ ǿƘŀǘ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ŀ ΨōƻǊŘŜǊ ƳŜŜǘƛƴƎΩΦ ¢ƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ƴƻ ŀǊŎƘƛǾŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ōƻǊŘŜǊ 

courts. It was not until the 16th century that the English crown systematically archived 

bƻǊŘŜǊ ŎƻǳǊǘǎΩ ǇŀǇŜǊǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜǊŜ is no corresponding archive for Scotland (Neville 1998, 

146). Nevertheless, hundreds of references to medieval border meetings exist, but they 

exist in an assortment of different forms and are scattered across a variety of different 

archives and collections. 
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Figure 3.15: Number of meeting place records per decade. One must carefully 
contextualise the reasons for increases and decreases in the number of records as the 
relationship between records and the number of meetings is not direct. For instance, the 
decline in meetings at the beginning of the 15th century is likely to be at least partially 
caused by a real decrease in the number of meetings along the border. Neville (1998, 96ς
97) notes that the period between 1399 and 1424 was marked by both a renewed 
campaign for English lordship over Scotland, which disrupted diplomatic negotiations, 
and by an increasing sense of rivalry between border magnates who usually facilitated 
the organisation of the meetings. However, the continuing low numbers of meetings into 
the later-15th century is likely an artefact of documentary preservation 
 

Certain types of meetings are less likely to be recorded in the documentary 

ǊŜŎƻǊŘΦ ²ŀǊŘŜƴǎΩ ŎƻǳǊǘǎΣ ŀƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŜŘ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ƳŜŘƛŜǾŀƭ ǇŜǊƛƻŘΣ ŀǇǇŜŀǊ 

less than ten times in the dataset. Furthermore, trysts, or unofficial cross-border 

meetings, are also few and far between, although Armstrong (2020) notes that 

additional English sources such as gaol delivery and, more rarely, KƛƴƎΩǎ Bench records, 

do preserve scattered references to local trysts. These differences probably represent 

different historic processes of archiving, because these particular events were either 

beyond the reach of formal documentation (informal trysts) or were not cross-border 

events (waǊŘŜƴǎΩ ŎƻǳǊǘǎύΦ ¢ƘŜǎŜ ŘƛǎǘƛƴŎǘƛƻƴǎ ŎŀǳǎŜ ǳǎ ǘƻ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ǿƘŜǘƘŜǊ ǎǳŎƘ 

meetings should be eliminated from the border meetings dataset. However, because 

the purpose of the dataset is, eventually, to investigate the place these meetings were 

occurring and many of these events were taking place at the same locations as the 

ƳƻǊŜ ŘƛǇƭƻƳŀǘƛŎ ŀƴŘ ΨƛƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭΩ ƳŜŜǘƛƴƎǎΣ ƛǘ ƛǎ ŀǊƎǳŜŘ ƘŜǊŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ 

included. Their inclusion generates a dataset that it is neither too prescriptive nor so 

broad that it becomes unwieldy and over-engineered for the questions being pursued 

by this project. 

From this process of databasing, research questions were refined and a working 

definition of an Anglo-Scottish meeting was constructed: a meeting had to be both 

within the bounds of the Anglo-Scottish Marches and related to legal cross-border 
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transactions ǘƻ ōŜ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ŀ ΨōƻǊŘŜǊ ƳŜŜǘƛƴƎΩΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴǎ ǿƘȅ ƻƴƭȅ нф3 meetings 

in the Anglo-{ŎƻǘǘƛǎƘ ƳŜŜǘƛƴƎ ŘŀǘŀǎŜǘ ŀǊŜ ŘŜǎƛƎƴŀǘŜŘ ŀǎ ΨōƻǊŘŜǊ ƳŜŜǘƛƴƎǎΩΦ ¢ƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ŀƭǎƻ 

an awareness that this is an imperfect dataset and is one which should be refined as 

more is learned about these events through smaller-scale case studies. Exploring the 

relationships between different types of meetings returns as an important theme in the 

case study analysis of Chapters 6 and 7. 

3.4.2 Brief Overview of Meeting Places  

Furthermore, a review of the characteristics of the meeting places which are 

recorded in the dataset highlights some important patterns which will be targeted for 

further analysis in the legal-scape case study. First, considering the use and re-use of 

meeting places reveals some interesting patterns. There is a fairly large range of places 

which were used for border meetings. In total, 39 separate locations are recorded 

within the limits of the Anglo-Scottish Marches for cross-border meetings between 

1200 and 1500 (Figures 3.16 and 3.17). However, nearly half of the locations are only 

used once or twice, indicating that many of these locations were probably not 

customarily used but were instead places where meetings were relocated temporarily 

for particular reasons. This was a pattern also apparent in the 16th-century meetings 

dataset. The wide range of locations and their disparate frequencies of use suggest that 

the network of meetings places was prone to adjustment. Perhaps this should not be 

surprising given the great degree of change which occurred within the medieval cross-

border legal system. However, many of the mechanics of these changes remain poorly 

understood, and their reflection within the meeting places dataset indicates that an 

analysis of meeting places can reveal a new range of important mechanisms which 

influenced the evolution of diplomatic and criminal legal systems in the region.  

There are also regional patterns in the type of sites which were being used. Of 

the border meetings, 116 were able to be associated with a specific type of setting. 

These were broadly defined into three categories: open-air settings, church/churchyard 

settings, or castle and public buildings settings. Of the three, there was a clear 

preference for open-air settings, with 74 (64%) of the meetings occurring outside. 33 

(28%) of the meetings happened in churches or in their churchyards, while only 9 

meetings (8%) were associated with castles or public buildings. This last category is very
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Figure 3.16: Anglo Scottish Meeting Places c. 1200-1500 (Credits: Appendix A)
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Figure 3.17: Number of meetings recorded at each meeting place (1200-1500)
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likely an artificially low number. An additional 39 meetings were located in urban 

settings such as Berwick or Carlisle, but the specific locations used for the meetings 

were not identified. In many of these cases, it is likely that the major castles in these 

towns were used for at least some of the meetings. The comparable use of castles for 

meetings is evidenced by the use of Norham and Berwick castles during the Great Cause 

negotiations of 1291 (Stones and Simpson 1978, 226) or when commissioners were 

ŀǘǘŀŎƪŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ YƛƴƎΩǎ 9ȄŎƘŜǉǳŜǊ ŀǘ /ŀǊƭƛǎƭŜ ŎŀǎǘƭŜ ƛƴ мо44 (CPR 1343-5, 383, 392; Neville 

1998, 34). However, other medieval urban meetings are known to have occurred in 

parish churches, monastic sites, or even fields on the boundaries of the of the towns, 

and so the use of castles and public buildings could not be claimed with certainty in 

most cases. 

This mixture of indoor and outdoor spaces is significant because the late 

medieval period witnessed a transition from large open-air court settings to indoor 

settings where existing buildings would be temporarily repurposed for courts and other 

diplomatic meetings ό.ǊƻŘƛŜ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦ нлмсΤ hΩDǊŀŘȅ нллуΣ отфΤ DǊŀƘŀƳ нлмсύ. This 

transition is poorly understood and has resulted in an unlikely dichotomy where the 

interpretation of late medieval open-air sites influenced by archaeological landscape 

theory and early medieval assembly research are often granted a much more symbolic 

and meaningful purposes than late medieval buildings that were used for similar 

activities. The most thorough review, to date, of Anglo-Scottish meeting places was 

ŎƻƴŘǳŎǘŜŘ ōȅ hΩDǊŀŘȅ (2008) for his PhD thesis on Scottish assembly sites. However, it 

only considers sites which were used as open-air meeting places. As a result, the late 

medieval transition between open air and indoor court sites provides an important 

opportunity to investigate a pivotal period of change in medieval legal systems and 

explore more thoroughly and more holistically the connections between place, law, and 

power in the border-scape. 

3.5 Dataset 4: The Transportation Network ɂFords  and 
Roads 

Because movement is one of the five themes targeted by this project, the spatial 

database required a dataset which represents the medieval transportation network. In 

fact, the transportation network recorded in the spatial database is made up of two 

separate datasetsτone of fords and the other of historic roads.  
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3.5.1 Fords 

Fords are a fundamental component of the medieval transport network as 

nodes in the landscape where movement is particularly confined and directed along 

specific paths. Rivers and their crossings were a significant concern for medieval 

travellers in the eastern borderlands, as will be evidenced in Chapter 7 (7.3). 

Furthermore, their impact in the medieval landscape extends well beyond the 

transportation network. It was noted in the previous chapter (2.5.1) that rivers 

influenced the organisation of territories and administration (Phythian-Adams 2000). 

On a smaller scale, fords frequently influence the way settlements and fields were 

physically organised in the landscape (Edgeworth 2014). As a result, fords were 

incorporated into the spatial database as a dataset. In total, 414 fords were included in 

the dataset (Figure 3.18). These came from two different sources. 30 fords along the 

lower Tweed were mapped from a list of fords recorded by Bowes and Ellerker in 1541 

(194-202) by matching the names of fords and descriptions of their locations with 

placenames on 19th-century OS maps. Elsewhere, fords were mapped from the first 

edition OS maps for the region. Not all fords on the OS maps were included in the 

ŘŀǘŀǎŜǘΦ wƛǾŜǊǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŘƛǾƛŘŜŘ ƛƴǘƻ ǘƘǊŜŜ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊƛŜǎΣ ŎŀƭƭŜŘ ΨƭŜǾŜƭǎΩΣ ōŀǎŜŘ ƭƻƻǎŜƭȅ ƻƴ 

width as measured in the OS maps (Figure 3.19; Table 3.5). Fords were only mapped 

along Level 1 and 2 rivers.9 This is because many Level 3 rivers are often easily crossable 

by foot or by horseback, evidenced in the 19th-century OS maps by the change in the 

depiction of river crossings along streams and burns of less than 15m as unimpeded 

footpaths rather than fords. 

The maps produced as part of the digitisation of fords within the project area 

highlight differences in the physical environment between the Scottish Borders and 

north Northumberland. River catchments in north Northumberland are much smaller 

than that of the massive Tweed Basin, and so there are fewer Level 1 and 2 rivers in 

north Northumberland. Therefore, major fords probably were a more frequent and 

significant component of travel on the Scottish side of the project area than they were 

in Northumberland. 

 

 

9 It should be noted that some fords along Level 3 rivers were mapped in the eastern portion of 
Roxburghshire. This was part of a brief pilot study through which the ford digitisation methodology used 
by this project was developed. 
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Figure 3.18: Fords mapped in the project area (Credits: Appendix A) 
 

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 








































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































