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The political development of the medieval And@oottish border and its
borderland culture has long been of interest to historians. However, because of the
non-monumental nature of théAngloScottish 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, he archaeology of the medieval Angloottish 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 projeahducts the largest crodsorder
synthesiof medievallandscape data to date. This data was organised into a spatial
databaseusing GIS softwanehich isused to explore the AngiScottish bordeiscape
through two case studigscrossborder court sites and fortificationsanda 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 A&gottish border
scape. It distinguishes processes which linkghesical 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 cproduced by communities at nationahd local scales. Finally, the project
LINPLI2ASE Yy WHEOSNYIFGAGS FSasABduhtheke Q 2 F
experience of bordering rather than territorialitand argues for the existence of many
other medieval geographies of the region yet todiscovered. Overall, the project
represents the most sophisticated analysis, to date, of the relationship between
landscape, power, and the formation of political geographies along the Agitish

border.
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Recentpoliticaldebate over international boundaries has forced us to question
what borders are and what they ought to bethe future.Border walls have become
familiar features at international boundaries over the course of th& @énturyt
growing from just five international border walls at the end of World War Il to nearly 70
by 2017. Indeed, seven countries announcéghp for the construction of border walls
in 2015 alongJones 2020, 197 hese changes have led to debate amongst policy
makers and academics about the myriad ways in which the physical landscape helps to
make, maintain, and reinforoeonceptual politichdivisions Yet, despite the advanced
technologesused oncontemporaryborder walls andat border crossings, these are not
new gquestions.

In northernBritain, the 800year history of the Angl&cottish border can tell us
much about the evolution ahternationalborders 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
1237divided a region largely shagrbeliefs and customs, the #4entury Scottish
Wars of Independence introduced political and cultural divisions that only grew in
significance through timd-dowever, the relationship between the development of the
border and the physical landscape in which it existed has seen sogyisitle
research. Moreovempy f A 1S Ala&a Y2ydzySydalf w2Yly LINBR
Wall,the AngleScottish borderemained largely intangiblevhich has further
discouraged researciVery recently, Jackson Armstro(8020, 96noted that acagémic
RSAONALIIAZ2YyE 2F (GKS NBIA2YyQa KAaUG2NRO €I
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 dimensiofBapadopoulos 202@onnan and Wilson
1999 YR GKIFG GKS GFry3aAaoftsS YIyAFSaaliazya 2
can extend well beyond the borderlirffefia 2021)As a result,ite medieval Anglo
Scdtish borderand its borderlanaffer a valuableopportunity to use archaeology to

explore how physical places in the landscape wevelved in the definition and
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enforcement ofa seemingly intangible political boundary during a period when modern
conceptons 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 bordervork?

2) Who were the agents within these landscapes?

3) How were these landscapes used to negotiate and articulate 4roster
power dynamics?

¢2 TFdzxAte& yasSN 0KSasS ljdSadAazyas GKS
archaeologyBarrett 1999)which inegrates the tangible and intangible elements of
fFyRaOlFLIS G2 NBADY AI5NHz@ HBcotiisk SorderirdE XORp I 2
explains this approach and devises a4zt thematic framework through which the
border-scape is analysed throughotltis thesis.

The thesis is organised in two parts. Ranvolvesthe constructon ofthe first
large-scale crosdorderspatial databasef medieval landscape featur@s 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 requiredhe 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 describ@dChapter 3Chapter 3 also analyses this act of
synthesis and asssss 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 crossorder datasets.

Partll of the project uses the information synthesised in thet&dadatabase to
AYGOGSNILINBG Go2 OFrasS addzRASao /AOH LISHNE Fn (1K
AngloScottish borderland by contextualising local defence systems and border
fortifications within the medieval landscape to explore their role in bonderk and the
experienced geographies of a medieval zonal borderland. Chapters 6 and 7 examine the
Wi SI0LISQ 2F GKS 02NRSNJ I YR NB O2asteattishiNHzOG

meeting places, or crodsorder court sites, and bordering processes g@medieval

lSeesectionH ®o ®o F2NJ RSTFAYAGA2Yya 2F Wo2NRSNAY3IAQ | yR Wo
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analysed as part of the Angfecottish bordeiscape in Chapter 8.

This twepart approach means thahts project examinea multiplicity of ways
the medievaborderand its borderlandvere negotiatedand maintainedhrough
landscapes and placeBrevious work on bordering processes have largely been
conducted by historians, so the focus of this thesis on landscape integrates a large body
of under-utiliseddatasts on the archaeology and historic landscape of the region with
existing academic discoursekhe use of these datasetgpands our ability to interpret
historic bordering processes awdfers an exciting opportunity to investigateore
holisticallyhow power and place were used to divide and connect peapline
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 ik project.

1.1 Historical Context

As will be explained in more detail in Chapter 2, the history of the AAgtdtish
borderland has a remarkably complex historiography due to its location on the
boundary between two countries. i at once intrinsicall embedded into the political
histories ofboth the English and Scottigingdoms while also maintaining distinct
regional characteristic#\s a result, it is impossible to offer a complete history of the
region within this thesis. Instead, this sectioropides a brief outline of the main
historic events and socipolitical trends which impacted the development of the Anglo
Scottish borderland between 1200 and 1500.

The region known as the AngRrottish borderland, or the Angl8cottish
Wa | ND K Skiskbofy askalfréntiet landscape that extends well before the delineation
of the AngleScottish border inthe 13" century. In the Roman period, the region
between the Tyne and the Firth of Forth, marked icaffiice 6& | I RNAI yQa&a 2
Antonine Wall, vas the northernmost frontier of the Roman Empire in Britain.
However, despite its geographic proximity, there is no direct continuity between the
w2YlLyYy YR YSRASGIf 02NRSNE® 2KAfS -1 I RNALI
recognised feature in the medial landscape, one which has occasionally been adopted
as a symbol of the medieval, peastedieval, and indeedhe modern border, the

delineation of the medieval borderline had much more to do with medieval landholding
16



and military conquest than the geogpaies of the prehistoric pagHingley 2012;
Hingley et al2012; 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,kimgdoms of
Bernicia and Deira, divided by a boundary near the River Tees, were unified into the
kingdom of NorthumbrigRollason 2003, 48; Phythi#dams 2000, 240)
b2 NI KdzYo NA I Q& LI2 ¢ &ighth@rifurylwifeR i dntrditgtia tefritori K S
stretching from the Humber to the Firth of For{Rollason 2003, 34However,
repeated raids from Vikings weakened the kingdom until it collapsed in theniath
century, dividing the region into four smaller succeddagdoms This collapse created
a powe vacuum which the expanding English and Scottish kingdoms sought to fill
(Oram 2011, 7; Rollason 2003, 256; McCord and Thompson 1698, 6

The history of the Tweed Basin as a medieval borderland begins with the growth
of the Kingdom of Alb&he early $ottish kingdom and the extension of the English
kingdom further north in thelO" and 11™ centuries. The origins of the high medieval
boundary between Scotland and England along the River Tweed are still shrouded in
mystery. While it wasot officially set in writing until thel3" century, the origins of the
borderlineare possibly associated with the Battle of Carham, which was fought along
the River Tweed in 1018, although this is still debdfeetts 2018Barrow 2003, 123;

124; Rollason 2003, 17BhythianrAdams 2000)Meanwhile, tie foundations of the

political relationships that were to define AngBrottish politics throughout the

medieval period were constructed in tHd™ and 12" centuries. In England, the

Norman Conquest significantly changbeé 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 t is arguable how much control ¢hEnglish kingdom had over their

northern territory (McClain 2011, 153ird 1997, 27; Dalton 1997, 1Howeverpy the
mid-12OSy § dzZNBE X (G KS o6dzNHS2y Ay 3 06dz2NBI dzONI O ¢
0KS y2NIKSNYy O2dzy i A Savednyhile?thengseehtiSgotRsR a  LJ2
crown was turning its ambitions souktard.

Scotland underwent its own series afiministrative and cultural reformsa the
11t and 12" centuries particularlyduring the rule oDavid | (r. 1124.153) David |

establisted new bureaucratic administrative systesyand structure®f landholding
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based upon English and European modetth of whichextended the reachof the

ONR ¢y Q& (Oraizii2B1a, 2R {iBEown 208413; Stringefl997, 55) Both Barlow

(1988, 127pnd Oram(2011, 208204)arguethati KS A Y G NBP RdzOG A2y 2 F
administrative systems fahe church andhe state built a foundation upon which a
common Scottish identitgnd a concept of theegnum Scotiegr Kngdom 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, tlese changes werembedded into a contest for hegemony in Britain
which was being fought on multiple frorttgolitical, cultural, martial, and
administrative.Nevertheless, theelationships between the Scottish and English kings
were relativey stableduring the 13" century. ossborder connections prospereand
the regional economy grew.rade throughout the borderland expanded and is most
visibly evident through the rapid growth of burghs in Scotland. Three of the largest
burghs, Berwickipon-Tweed, Roxburgh, and Edinburgh lay south of the Forth,
indicating Scottish interests had walhd-truly moved south(Ditchburn 2017Brown
20043, 98) Social ties also extended across the border in a complicated web of cross
border familialconnections and landholdingHolford et al. 200740; McCord and
Thompson 1998, 37)t is during this long period of cooperation in th8" century
where negotiations between England and Scotland were at their most fruitful. The
officialinternational bader was first delineated in the Treaty of York in 12Bfis fixed
the border on the Tweeolway line, and famost ofi KS 6 2 NRSNDa KA ad 2
borderline remained in much the same location as it is to@grrow 1966)

I £ SEI Yy RS NJ death 1286 dnd tha stiséqaent death of his heir,
Margareti KS Wal AR 2F Db2NBl & Q3 N 3 dfficibsoaghtA y |
the relative peaceof the 13" centuryto a sudden end. In the resulting political turmoil,
13individuals made clens 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 | to arbitrate theuccessiomlecision 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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Balliol as the King of ScotlafBrown 2004, 158;169)

Theseevents initiated a period of violent hostilities between the English crown
and the Scottish nobility known as the Wars of Independemicieh lasted over 50
years Bythe time war officially endeth 1357with signing of the Treaty of Berwidke
Englishcrown controlled much of southern Scotland, and #hegloScottish borddand
fell into a long period of uneasy relative peace. Intermittent fighting between the two
nations continued until 1388 dake Scottish crowrslowly reobtained its lands in
southern ScotlandKing and Etty 2036but campaign warfare continued to become
lessfrequent through thel5" and 16" 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 118 century. One of the most
important of these changes waise breakup of the network of crossorder
landholding that had flourished in earlier centuri€uring the Wars,he English and
Scottish crowns forced lareggeale forfeitures of land held by individuals who had
pledged allegiance to the opposing sideeatingdivisions between people on either
side of the border that had not existed previou@Brown 2008188)

Alongside these social changes, there were also administrative changes. During
the 14" century, both sides of the border were d@ied intounits calledthe Marche€
(Figure 1.1)EachMarch had an individual character determined by its topography,
settlement patterns, and political stabilitand tie boundaries of théarches
fluctuated through time as the political and culturah@onment of the region evolved
(Armstrong 2020; Dixon 2017)he Marches were administered by powerful officials
called the Wardens of the Mareswhose powerexpanded dramatically from the mid
14" century(Genet 2012, 133; Storey 195B)y the reign of Edward Ill, thgardens of
the Marches had the authority to make and enforce truces, they had broad punitive
powers, and they could also make la{ideville 1998, x)Regional lordship had always
been relatively strong along the border,cthis became even more true after the Wars
of Independene when the Scottish and English governments began to rely heavily on
powerful landholding families such as tiiercies, Nevilles, Grays, Dacres, Scropes,
Cliffords, and Roos, who often had their oagendasto maintain control. Wardens
were fregeuntly picked from amonst these leading families, and historical narratives of

the late-14" and earlyl5" centuries often characterise this period as one wéhdbcal
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FAIAZNB A ¢ SNB (KS Bnrdziakl2? s, $98oweyer, Alist&ir NS I A 2
al O5 2 y(2000RvOrkindicates that both crowns probably manipulated and guided
late-14™-century warfare in the borderland more than is generally acknowledged.

By the late14™ century, he deaths of prominent nobles, particularly those of
the powerful Douglas family, &he battles of Otterburn (1388) and Humbleton Hill
(1402) led to a powevacuum on the Scottish side of the border which resulted in
increased feuding and raiding in the borderlaikdng and Etty 2016, §64).
Meanwhile, the English crown was distracted by its ongoing war with France, and its
relationship with Scotland vacillated between uneasy compromise througapt
truces and shorterm military campaigns until the middle of tH&" century. Scotland
finally recovered the last of its EnghbRld territories in the 1460s, but once thenglish
war with France had ended, the Scottish crown reverted to policies which courted
peace rather than wafArmstrong 2008)As a result, largscale battles were rare
between the two kingdoms in th&5" century, but smaitkcale organised raiding
NEYIFAYSR I LINRofSYS tSIRAYy3Qithe1d'KS NAR &S
centuryt a network offamilial clans in the borderlands which competed with the
crowns for politcal authority in the regioifKing 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 aeesmbling
those of southern Englanaiuch more closelyThis was done to enhance the
A32BSNYYSYy (i Qa RANBOENQ299,066RuE it bAcKfigetldnd) K S NI 3
NEIA2Y Il f dzy NBtleimpdsgdiviSion foakTd a8dountfoRtiedredlities and
uniqueness of different frontiesituations, nor of the fact that the frontier inhabitants
al ¢ KAy 3 Z{Powek ahd SaNdery 1999 g1 Djrect government intervention
in the region shifted the sensitive balances of power which held the region together.
However, the role of the gion as a contested border was quickly coming to an end. In
McnoX WHYSa L 2F {O2GfFyRQ&a | O00Saarzy
British Isles undea single monarch whpursued an aggressive policy of pacification
that punished or resettled the most troublesome of local socidtyese policies were
largely successful pacifyingd K S NX 3 A 2 yan abdafit endio]Nide Sdborder
gl & 2(Bpericda EF Q5% ventually, the Acts of Union in 1707 unified the
codzy i NB dzy RSNJ 2yS LI NI AlFYSyld o6FaSR Ay 2S8a

borderland between two separate nations was officially at an end.



1.2 Defining the Project Scope

Examining the bordescapeof the entire borderland from its birth in th&3"
century to the Acts of Union in 1707, when the border lost muatit 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 veetha multiscalar
nature of this projecthat incorporates both largescale mapping and smatale
WAYKFOAGSRQ | LILINRIFOKSa G2 flyRaoOlFLISsE Al

and spatially.

1.2.1 Geographic Scope

Geographically, the projetargets the eastern side of the borderland and is
defined by both topographic and administratitseundaries (Figure 1.2Zyhe medieval
and early modern administrative boundaries of the Marches encompass an area with a
wide range of physical environmentsoin the rugged moorlands of the Cheviot Hills to
the rich agricultural landscapes of the Merse, resulting in complex and overlapping
physical and cultural geographié@ixon 2003Winchester 2008). The Cheviots, which
run roughly northsouth through the nddle of the borderland, has acted as a major
administrative and cultural division since at least the early medieval péio€Cord
and Thompson 1998fast of the Cheviots, the region is easily definethbylimits of
the Tweed watershed, the second lasy watershed in Scotland (4848K) (Gittings
2019) The watershed drains intolmoadbasin, the Merse, surrounded by a ring of
hillst the Southern Uplands to the north and west, including the Lammermuir and
Moorfoot Hills, and the Cheviot Hills to the soutthe alluvial lowland area of the
Merse along the Lower Tweed was a rich agrictlttr K ST NI f F yRX | & L
land, in the medieval period characterised by nucleated settlement and unenclosed
arable fields, although these have since been encl@gBa&don 2003)The surrounding
hills, meanwhile, were typified by moorland and humgiforests rich in natural
resources. Settlementhere was more dispersed, and the economies were
characterised by pastoralism and seasonal transhum#&boen 2017; Winchester
2017 Dixon 2003; Winchester 208D Upland and lowland communities were
conneced in complex economic netwaskhat linked the pastoral farms of the uplands

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

22



Eyemouth
Duns Berwick
SCOTLAND
Lauder
Coldstream "
' ¥
: -3
Bamburgh
Wooler
EINGLAND
Jedburgh \ 4
Hawick
Alnwick
Rothbury
ESTaimTasaaiaats T |
0 5 10 20 Km

Figure 1.2The project aredCralits: Appendix A)

connections, as communication between different rivatleys in the Cheviots was
often restricted. For instance, cultural differences between upland and lowland
communities are very apparent in &entury recordsvhereindividual valleys in the
Cheviots, such as Redesdale and Tynedadeg moted to havedifferent cultural
characteristic§Bowes and Elt&er 1541, 237238)

Because of the importance of topographical barriers in cultural development, it
was decided to limit this thesis to that part of the borderland which draieastward.
This was due in part to the comparative stability of the eastern bondechhas
continued to be aligned very closely to the original medieval border until the present
day, with a few exception@Barrow 2003). In contrastthe boundary on the wstern
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
asadesignatedn¥ | yQa f I yRXZ 1y26y I a (K&boselioe (I 0
was not officially delineated until 1552 odd 2006, 12jack 2004, 298arrow 2008;
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PhythiarAdams 1996)Further political complexity was introduced into the region by
the presence of the medieval kingdom of Galloway in saugistern Scotland until the
mid-13" century, whichwould 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, tieveed wateshed 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
Coldstreanfollows the southern boundary of the Twd watershed. In a project
targeting crossborder landscapes study area defined by the Tweed watershed alone
would not encompass enough land on both sides of the border.

Historians and archaeologisté the regionhave traditionally used historic or
modern political boundaries to determine their project arg&ent 2016 Newman
2014 Arvanigian 2013; King 200Vodd 2006; Maxwelrving 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 themsel¥esa result of these
complexites, it was deemed effective to utilise modern divisions which simplified the
construction of thespatialdatabase. The project area in Scotland was limited by the
pre-1975 county limits of Berwickshire and Roxburghshire, as these two counties
encompass th heartland of the ScottisBast andMiddle 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 higirical 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 inb the Solway and was often administered by a separate Keeper during
the earlymodern periodIn England, the study area was drawn utilising modern parish
boundaries. The project limit in Englafadlowsthe eastern limit of the Kielder Forest
Park to the suthern limit of Northumberland National Park. From there, the project
area extend along parish boundaries directly east to the coast. In total, the project

areacovers 2107krhin England and 2646khn Scotland, for a total of 4Bkm?.

24



1.2.2 Chronological Scope

This thesis targets the yedogtween ¢.1200 and c¢.1508@ 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 aftermattie#gibed
earlier, the society which emerged from the Wars of Independence differed
dramatically, both politically and culturally, from that of theM&entury. As a result,
the targeted centuries represent a fundamental period of change in the developaien
the border and its borderland in the region. Moreover, it was decided to limit the
project to the years before 1500, not only because th&-téntury borderland has
seen far more social research, but because the great cultural and political changes,
including the Reformation, of the T6century had significant and lorAgsting impacts
on societies across Europe. Nevertheless, the rich documentary evidence froni'the 16
century is not ignore@ndis often utilised throughout this thesis to help enhanaur

understandings of the centurighat came before.
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2.1 Introduction

The histories of medieval borderlands are often complex, and as was made clear
in the previous chapter, the Anglecottish borderlad is no exception. The region
between the Tyne and the Forth held a lesignding, if inconsistent, role as a frontier
and borderland from the Roman period onward. Throughout its tumultuous history, the
AngloScottish border was an evehanging testamento 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 cros$order landscapes offers an important new perspezfor 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 mediévalo
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 landscaphbs of
02NRSNI FYRZ FYR O2yaiNdzOia I GKS2NBGAOI €
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 ahtrms.

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 borderlantiidies 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 modsudy of borders and

frontiers in anthropology extends to the end of thel®entury with Frederick Jackson
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Commonly critiqued in modern academic literature for ite@ded EureAmerican

LISNB LISOUGABS OWFYNRBITAF]l HAMMT bl dzY HAMANUL X

implemented in frontier studies in the United States and Europe for much of tHe 20
century. In the 1970s, the development of WeB8gstems Theory by Wallerstg1974)

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

0KS WO2NBQ YR WLISNRARLKSNEQ:S GKIFIG AaxX oS
0 K

FNBFad 2FffSNARISAYQa (GKS2NASa FeadddkhS R
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 Worl@ystems Theory to address questions regardingicall

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 changehe unidirectional 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)

l.:.l
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Schendel 1997, 635). Postmodern and postcolonial studies have successfully looked
beyond the field of archeology 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., 2014fuBkowski 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 egeriences 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 ance&nd 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 derstood. A similar emphasis on historical
rather than archaeological research exists on the Ai8ylottish border. There is a vast
body of literature investigating wideanging aspects of politics and life on the border
including identities, political ansocial 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 theseepious 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. hdeed, 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-pestieval period (Lau
Ozawa andRoss 2021; Sunseri 2017; Voss 2016; N2@bh3a,2013b; Gilchrist 2005,
331¢332), 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 erspective, 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 specialisi@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 chanigpg, and there are a growing number of theargnscious
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, m®dil archaeologists have only very recently
begun to adopt more transnational perspectives through work such as Aleks
tfdza126a1AQa NBa&ASFNOK 2y ONHzalRAYy3I {AYy3IR
al. 2015; Pluskowski et al. 2014; Pluskowski 2B1iBskowski 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; MtkFtats and
Williams 2017; Rippon 1996) but transnational perspestiare largely missing from

medieval AngleScottish archaeology.
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In part, this pattern of largely nationallyefined AngleScottish research is due
to a number of important methodological obstacles. On the Ar&gottish border,
barriers to archaeologicaésearch 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 crosslisciplinary heories 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, worlshargely concentrated on tracing distributional
patterns and stylistic changes of artefacts, buildings, or sites which were used as
Wol RISa 2F ARSYOGAFTFAOFIGA2YQ 06SG6SSy OdzZ dz
¢CKS I NOKIFS2ft23A86aQl y2dzEa Rl OKSO®&8st PaNRE | y
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 reg. Ylimaunu et al. (2014) similarly uses church
0dzA f RAy3a FyR o0dzNAFfa Ay /KNRaAGALFY OSYS
on the late medieval northern Ostrobothnia borderland in modday Finland. When
analysed within historical contexiof 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 cultusach 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 Ang&cottsh 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 An§loottish borderland generally @ets
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 sepastiges
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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 statistica
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 19
century (see also Dalglish and Driscoll 2@@scoll 2010; Kocka and Haupt, 2009, 17;
Juneja and Pernau, 2009, 108). Naomi Standen (Power and Standen 195D), 265
argued that there is an institutionalised connection between the development of the
KAad2NR23INI LKA G & | dPER®SdatoiR oF acaénsic digciplinds2 y°
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)as that amongst the national boundaries
of the British Isles, the Anglo O2 G G A A K 062 NRSNINA KA &dG2NR 23N
nationalised and contends that this national division is a primary reason there have
0SSy F¥S¢ LINR2SOGa OAYLI A BELENE SYyDS B 6 Q2
living alongside the various English frontiers in the medieval and early modern periods.

Much like historical scholarship, archaeology, both academic and commercial, in
the AngleScottish borderland has also fallprey 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 archaeolodidata 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, 433). These divisions can impact not only how archaeological
work is performed in the field owvhether 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 infrastructuraimechanisms 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 todifferent 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 institutionssuch 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 TilTweed Geoarchaeology Project, one of the most recent and

most exensive landscape studies to date in neghst 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 fundig 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 sidéseoborder have never been
O2YLJI NBR® LYRSSR> (KS flad GeSyiaue &SI Na
in history, and there are numerous examples of fine work targeting a variety of subjects
in both England and Scotland, especially in recents/éammstrong 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 congplistorical narratives
(e.g. Boardman and Goodare 2014; King and Pen(iiads.2007). Of these, one of the
most recent has beeNorthern England and Southern Scotland in the Central Middle
Ages(Stringer and Winchest&017) which explores case studiesm preeminent
experts in the history and archaeology of the Ar§lmttish borderland to highlight
promising directions for future research. However, this is just a first step toward
developing rigorous crodsorder dialogues. For instance, the perioteafl200
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 crosborder projects, mirroring the advances in documentary
scholarship. TBimovement 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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NEIA2Y Aa [/ NBfft Ay SRrehistdrydvhdut BordersaThé S RA (0 SR
Prehistoric Archaeologyf the TyneForth Regiopwhich provides a valuable theoretical
and methodological model for future cros®rder projects and collaborations. For
medievalists, crosborder projects have tended to either be community archaeological
projects or surveys garticular 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 prigct 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 nuancedew of the medieval past of the region. All three of the
primary research frameworks for souttast Scotland and northast England the
North-East Regional Research Framework for the Historic Environment (NERRF) (Petts
and Gerrard 2006), the Scottish Arcbémgical Research Framework (SCARF) (ScCARF
2012), and the Archaeological Research Framework for Northumberland National Park
(ARFNNP) (Young et al. 200.@ygue for a general need for synthesis and
contextualisation in the region (see Appendix B for a camspa 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 patrticularly strongly. As a result, although onedegect growing
momentum toward synthesis, crosmrder 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 bekm lit
integration of landscap&ased archaeological work with documentdrgsed historic
narratives. One of the most important trends woven throughout all three of the
research frameworks is the need to move beyond-bi#sed approaches which have
largely claracterised 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
Armgrong (2020, 98106) argues that modern historians tend to propagate a simplified
GASE 2F (KS LKeaAOlf Syg@ANRYYSyd & dzLJ |
cultural package of dispersed settlement, spsalale hill farming and transhumant

pasbralism. 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
productivityin 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
T 2 NJ wWhuantezl Mierpretation of what late medieval borderers said about life at
GKS FTNRBYGASNODO®

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 2@p0n part, this has been due to the
AyTtdzSyOS 2F GKS LRaAGAGAAG aldNIyR 27F Wt
environmental, ecological, and economic hurdandscape interactions. Traditionally,
there have been disions amongst landscape archaeologists between practitioners of
positivist epistemologies and humanist, pdsiNE OS &d adz- f 2y Sa G KF G S
SELINASYGAFIfte Sy3alrasSrR LI OSQ 2N Odz G dzNF
Strang 2008, 51). Tke 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 rifhger in academic scholarship and have partially
contributed to the separation of historical narratives and archaeological data in the
AngloScottish 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 spailitical narratives of
history with the physical environments reconstructed by archaeologists. This landscape
I LILINB I OK AY(iUNRRdzOSa yS¢ YSiK2R2f23ASa €S
allow us to explore archaeologically the material components of the political

geograples 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 i®otlyr 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 bordeds. Finally, it

critiques medieval borderland research within the context of modern border studies
and introduces the concept of the bordsecape as a useful framework to improve our
understanding of the role of landscape in the development of mediesaldrs 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 useéduently in modern political discussions
and currentevents journalism and will be familiar to most people. However, this
familiarity masks intersections and inconsistencies in the way these terms are used.
¢SNX¥a &adzOK | & WTNRY ek SatByndnymivught acadeiRiS NI | y R
literature but alschave different definitions depending on the discipline and the
nationality of the researchefYlimaunu et al. 2014; Naum 2010; Parker 2006; Brunet
Jailly 2005Lightfoot and Martinez 1995This impreaion can be problematic in
technical discussions about historic borders, borderlands, and frontiers, attese
terms must be defined before any further examination of borderlgedgraphiesan
occur. This work utilises a combinationdsfinitions fromboth archaeologist Bradley
Parker(2006)and modern historians MichidBaud andVillemvan Schendg|1997)

Parket Baud andvan Schenddl ANBSS (G KIF G Wo2dzy RF NEQ A&
terms. It is used for a divisional line between peopldtures, 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 u(ftswer and Standen
1999, ix) They also agree that W o asMInBaNd@nceptual line of separation
defining the territories of two or more different political entities or administrative units
YFETAY3 AG F adeyz2yeyY.sisapg&grapKiSlineiaSweNas®d 2 NR S
institution which marks politicadnd administrative boundaries between states.

t F NJ SNR& RSTAYAIGAZ2Y 2F WFIFNRYUGASND | a
distinct political or cultural entities, or between a political entity and empty spaidé

be used within this work. Accordirto 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
GKAOK KS OFffa dKISNE 25@8VIyM2da @& Ly (KAA
boundary can be charted on a scal@nging from static to fluidko compare different
boundaries within a single borderland or to compare between frontiers. He isolates five
RAFTFSNByYy G (e LlSa2 &R I0REzyRS NAGSWH =3 NI NE LIKA O
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 nieu (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 instan@mgdalenaNaum(2010)

writes that frontiers are areas whicld5 RS TAY SR W a | fAYAQG 27
frequently but not always between two or more political territories. Frontiers can

change in magnitude theycan expand to the point of becoming their own political

territories or they can narrow and bente a linear borderline. Frontiers are also often
conceptualised as a zone of interactioncontrast tothe divisivequalities insinuated by
termsWo 2 dzy Rl NB QFe@®ND1%,d2 Rdv& hidd Standen 1999, ix; Donnan and
Wilson 1999, 48)

W, 2NRSNIIFYRQ A& | Y2NB LINRofSYIFGAO 4GS
RSTAYAGAZ2Y 2F WOo2NRSNIIFYRQE 4gKAOK A& dza$s
frontiers. In his work, borders and frontiers are types of borderlands existing on a
sliding scalérom linear (borders) to zonal (frontiers). This work will instead adopt Baud
YR @Iy sin@®&spegifit Sdfirftion which is more usefat explairing
distinctions between different types of boundaries. Baud and van Schendel define a
borderland asa geapolitical region directly affected by the presence of a border. A
borderland is a type of frontier which requires a defiledalborder to exist. Similar to
a frontier, the unit of analysis is a regiar zonewhich extends across the boundary,
whether welldefined (border) or tIRSFAY SR OFNBYGASND a2 OKI(
borderareti I { Sy | & { K S(BalaydndiVa Schehdgl 11992 A18)d0M
practice and function, the AngiScottish 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 imther geographical and temporal contexts, the two terms
are not alwayssynonymous.

Finally,i KS #IS NIW&s®sed during the medieval period across western
Europe and had a variety of meanir(@lis 1999, 160; Power and Standen 1999)nx)
the medieval Angl&scottish borderland, it was often used relativeiynonymously with
GKS GSNXY:I WFNRYGASNRE odzi AG Ffaz2 KIFER LI
administrative structures of the region, the Marchege¢ Figure 1)1 that were used to
manage the specific administrative challenges of the évsglottish borderland
(Armstrong 2020, 5&4)d ! & | NBadzZ 46X 6KSyYy dza Swibey (K
used either as a synonym with frontier and borderland or as a reference to the

I RYAYAAGNT G§ADBS Wal NDKSaQo
2.3.2 Characteristics of Medieval Borde rs

Traditionally, the fundamental concept which has structured our understanding
of borders and borderlands is territorya bounded geepolitical space within which a
governing entity, often a state or natiestate, exercises power (Pefia 2021; Donnan
and Wison 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, 6€61;). This concept should not be confused with national identities,
which developed much earlier in the medieval period (Driscoll 2010¢448, 1998).
The incongruity between the use of stdbased territorial paradigms in a supposedly
pre-territorial context has often made it easier to define medieval borders by what they
were rot 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 intthe 13
century, AngleScottish nobility, including the Scottish king, held lands andigges on
both sides of the border, and many of them owned extensive properties as far away as

southreast 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 falkimys.
9@Sy GKS {O020GAaK 1Ay3Qa | dziK2NARGe gl a O
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 corgplex le
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 th&ngloScottish border, Jackson Armstrong (2020, 42)
critiques the utility of corgperiphery territorial models. Instead, he argues, that
medieval geographies were based on a different conception of spane which was
moved through rather than viewed frombove like a map. This has been noted in other
medieval contexts and is described by Franklin (2020, 853) within her work on medieval
I NY¥SYAl Fa | WEFyRAOFILIS Ay Y20iA2yQd ¢KS
AK2dzf R 0S OASOSR2FALRPYNRPUWAIDCLYSERI SADK 2y
YR dzNBlFy KAyYyGSNI Iy REEE ARKAIGK adH Af aSi SR SNIS
f20Ff YR yridA2ylFf AYyGSNIrOGSRQ 6! NYaliNRy
cultural effects of these geographiasoting that they were much more fluid and
flexible than the cartographic territories of the 16th century, but also suggests that this
glre 2F dzyRSNRGFYRAY3 3S23aNIF LIKAO aLl OS ¥R
NAIKGQ OHAHANZ ToOoO®

However, these congists 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 geographicaéttern 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 theAngloScottish border, this can be sedmwoughthe
liberties and regalities, particularly those of the Prisishops of Durham, which were
dispersed across the borderland and came with special legal and administrative
privileges that limited the effecterreach of the bureaucratic machine of the medieval
state (Holford and Stringer 2010; Grant 2008; Barrow 196@).3n these traditional
historical narratives, the end of the medieval period is a watershed moment where

political geographies shifted frormes 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 Sctiein1997, 223; Sahlins 1990, 142428).

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 waganised in these regions. In his
exploration of medieval borders through the"l-4¢entury peace treaty between
Sweden and Novgorod, Katajala (2012) identified four types of medieval borders: linear,
zonelike, spotlike, and vertical. Of these, only thest three are considered within this
thesis, as it was found within an Anglaottish context that vertical barriers overlapped
problematically with the other three types of border geographies in analysis. Linear and
zonelike borders were introduced irhe previous section through discussions of the
difference between borderlines/borders (linear) abhdrderlands/frontiers/Marches
(zonelike). However, spelike borders deserve further explanation. The spke
border is conceived not as territorial linbst 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 (Pefia 2021; Paasi 2@01),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 @ations. 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 df@wty 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 byrtamtenance
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, becau&®a®r and Standen
OMpPhPPE HTO AaSNIZI WwW2S INB f221Ay3 G LIN
FOO0dzai2 YSR (2 yI GA2yLl {-ddybdogplidnSdlEontiers aseK S NB

firstly as lines, and the ramifications of their existence flodvff G Kl 6 Q® | 246S O
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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 reedli 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 cont¢emtsring
02NRSNJ fFyRaOlILISazr | O2yOSLIJi FNBIljdsSSyiaft e
1994, 2015). Since then, a large body of research in border studies has focussed on
identifying alternative types of geographies of political power, mappingtlas
processes of bordering rather than as spatial lines (e.g. Krichker 2021; Pefia 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

GKAOK LINRLSfa Fylfeara Ay (GKAa (GKSaira oS
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
WRAAYdzE GF yS2dzat e aidNHzOG dzNB a1999y6R). ThayBrOS & a4 S &
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 ABgtitsh border have largely
overlooked the involvement of the physical landscape. However, the reinforcement of
02NRSNE 2FGSy Ay@2ft @Sa GFry3aArAofS WikKAy3Iax
well as places and landscapes. This thesis adopts a cdinoceppostmodern (post
territorial) border studies, the bordescape, 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 mstatiens of borderland
sociapolitical dynamics through crodsrder landscapes. These ideas are then
developed in the following section into a fipart thematic framework which explains
how these concepts shape how the landscape of the ABglattish boderland is

explored within this thesis.
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The borderd OF LIS A& O2y OSAGSR Fa | WY20Af S |
0§KNRdAK LINRPOSaasSa 2F Wo2NRSNAYy3IQ 2NJ Wo 2N
people and/or places (Pefia 2021,(18; Papadopoulos 202Mecause the concept of
the borderscape emerged as a reaction to traditional territorial conceptions of
02NRSNIIYR fFyRaoOlILISasr OSNIIFAYy-aDLILEROKE ®
tended to deemphasise the material elements of a border andatsdscapes in favour
of tracing relational processes which happen in spaces that may or may not be physical
(Krichker 2021). However, as Pefia (2021, 2) argues through an autoethnography of his
SELISNASYOSa tAGAY3A YR 62NIOSYy RGAEZY I TGS
part of the lived experience of the border and borderland. As a result, the bachgre
is defined within this thesis as a conceptual and physical geography of the Anglo
Scottish borderland where bordering processes/border workenexperienced.

Conceptions of space in postmodern border studies thiedoost-processual and
phenomenological movement in archaeology tend to be influenced by many of the
same theorists (i.e. Giddens, Foucault, Lefebvre, Deleuze, and Guattari). Conisequen
concepts of landscape commonly used in pagicessual archaeology connect neatly
to the idea of the borde& OF LJIS® ! & RSFAYSR gAUOKAY GKAA
entityt it is a subsection of the physical world that people inhabit and @amhbade up
2T UGKAy3a fA1S GKS SINIKQa adz2NFIFOS:T (GNBS
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
meaningt | RSy SyiGAde WiKFIG SEA&ada o0& @ANIdzS
O2y (i SEldzZ t ATSR 6& LIS2LX SQ oYYl L) FYyR ! &K

[ F YRaOlILISa FNBE YIRS dzZlJ 2F WL | O0SaQ |y
landscape derive from embodied expances within specific locations, or plates
imbuing them with meanings in a recursive process of pd¢e] Ay 3o t £ I OSa |
F2N) 0KS LINRPRdAzOGA2Y 2F YSIYyAy3as AyldSydazy
1994, 17). Space, on the other haimgisometimes 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
aLJ OS WAa (K Sehav ygfdite thinds Bnud béds ghysical and cultural
NBfldA2y G2 SIOK 20KSNID 652yyly FYR 2Afa

space as the relational structure within which meaningful places are situated. Space can
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both constrainthelim 6 & 2F WLX I OSQ FyR O2yySOG LX IO
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 shapsks an
is shaped by human action (Hicks 2016; Gillespie 2008, 110; Bender 2002; Knapp and
Ashmore 2000, 4; Tilley 1994). Zedefio (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 helpfudne within the context of this project, as it enables the physical
world to connect to the experienced world of the historic gaalitical borderscape
through the interactions between humans and the physical world around them. These
ideas have beendevdldSR o6& . I NNBIdG omddpdy Fa Fy WAy
which the physical landscape is interpreted through a plurality of different perspectives.
Ly GKA& FLILINRIFOKSE GKS I NOKFS2t23A0Ff Y2y
trail of debris3ISY SN} G SR o6& GKS LIl aaiy3da 2F GKS LINZ
WaAldza GSR Ay (GKS O2yGSEG 2F LI@E). HugY |l y dz
archaeological landscapes can have numerous meanings at once, and these meanings
can change throughme 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

¢KAa (0KSaAa FR2LWG&a | GKS2NBOGAOFE FNI Y
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)
arglSa GKFd 0KS AYKFOoAGSR fFyRaoOlILIS 2yfe W
0SU6SSY RAFFSNBY(H FNIYSa 2F NBFSNBYyOS:zIQ
the world filtered through interpretive frameworks constructed at the individual and
societal évels 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 bordscape, is analysed through a
framework where the bordesO | LIS A d 02 Y LIR2&AGIRLIZFQ SY d& NUAQUIE &
which target different processes of borderiAglwo-scapes are targeted by this
project: the defencescape and the legalcape (Figure 2.1). The medieval experience
and understanding of thesescges 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 rvoitial
interpretations of inhabited landscapes withe 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.

THEMES CASE STUDIES
Physical Defence-scape
Perspective \
Inhabited Landscape = | Scale Border-scape
Movement
Time/Temporality Legal-scape

Figure 2.1 Diagram of the theoretical framework of the thesis

2.5 Project Themes

Understanding the conceptual and emotional relationships between people and
flryRaOILIS Oty 65 I OKIFtfSy3aSo 'a SESYLX A
problems with concepts of territoriality in medieval border studies, early modern and
mediewal 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 theovezd S 2 F G KS GSNY WwaoOl LISQ F2NJ RAf
experienced landscape, it is sometimes useful to distinguish the conceptual and physical landscape in
archaeologicahnalyses. As a result, the case studds S 0SSy RSaA3IYyF ISR o0& GKS
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
earlymodern periods. As a result, careful contextualisation is of vital importance in the
study of medieval socipolitical 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 800year history were subjected to a bridfeématic 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 tke 13
and the 2% centuries were used in this analysi®4b (Stones 1965, §57), 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 élyetlve AngleScottish
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 physiaatlscape, scale,

perspective, movement, and time/temporality.

2.5.1 Theme 1: The Physical Landscape

All of the surveys describe the Angbaottish border as an institution which is
experienced as part of the physical landscape of the borderland througthvitiey
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 woodtaddmo
both the 16thcentury and 23-century surveys (Crofton 2014, 107; Bowes 1541, 205).
.2NRSNB SEAalG 2y F aLISOGNHzY FNRBY WKINRQ
a2YSUAYSA AYLISNNYSIFIOfSET RAGAAAZYA 2F &Ll O
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 suveys. 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
WK NRQ 02NRSNA® Ly 9y3aflyRTE (KS LINBGJItSy
targela | I RNAFYyQa WS RMKBI 0¥ (2 RYSIFYR (KS
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 medieontexts. 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 199®yeuise 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 walkedlibundaries 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 crosseksmoa trees,
footpaths and roads, hedges, ditches and dikes, and linear embankments like those
described in the Angi&cottish surveys were used as boundary markers at both local
and regional scales across Europe (Johnson 2017; Jones and Coquetdale @pmmun
Archaeology 2017, §57; 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 locatiomsici
were anchored against immovable natural features like hills and mountains. Rivers were
especially important for demarcating boundaries. In England, Phy#hiEms (2000)
identified at least 15 rivers which demarcated a major territorial boundatiien
Middle Ages.

However, soft borders could also have material components that become part
of the process of political and social borderiag evidenced bthe differences
between English and Scottigloodland noted in the surveys. Sunseri (2017) exmlore
the intersection between landscape and identity formation on the colonial frontier of
18"-century New Mexico, finding that a palimpsest of different natural and maidle
features of the landscape cumulatively contributed to the formation of group itiesti
FYR O2yOSLIJiAz2ya 2F W20KSNYySaaQ 6KAOK SN
y24 & | tfAYySE NI 02dzy Rl NBeontuvlbarder® in iokttQa o H N
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eastern Europe noted a similar pattern where the physical infrastructurecat |
geographies was adopted in the demarcation of largeaile 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 tegown.

There is no doubt that physiciandscapes were deeply influential in medieval
fAdSa FyR OGSR Fa Y2NB GKIFy 2dzaid | ol O
(200@8) work on rural uplands of, primarily, northern England has illustrated how the
landscape was not only intrinsically cauted to the seasonal lifeways of agrarian and
pastoral communities but also was connected to the negotiation of local power
ReEYyl YAOa GKNRdzZAK (GKS NB3IdzZ FdAz2y FyR 02yl
recent work reveals that law in medieval Englaacgeemingly ephemeral concept, was
grounded in the embodied experiences of landscape much more closely than is typically
FOly2¢6ft SRAISR® !4 | NBadzZ 6 A4 A& LISNKI LA
most interesting contributions to our undstanding of the formation of medieval
political landscapes.

2 KSGKSNJ GKS YIFIYyAFSaidlidAaz2y 2F WKINRQ 2
landscape and the entanglement of local and international geographies also offers the
opportunity to explore changs 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 dithes, 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 (Agnewd94; Papadopoulos 2020). The scars of these
processes are often left visible in the landscape, either through abandoned
Y2ydzySyGdaz tA1S GK2asS y20SR o0& al 01X 2NJ
landscape, as is visible along sections of the formelirBérall 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 geltigsaof the

AngloScottish border.
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2.5.2 Theme 2: Perspective

One of the most pervasive themes woven through the historic accounts of the
Anglof O2GGAaK 02NRSNJI A4 K2g LISNELISOUAOS Tdz
understanding of the bordescape 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
borderd OF LIS& @ C2 NJ A ideéniity csgn&ve a significi®tNidipacyon their
experience of the border, the borderland, and their relationship with border work. In
his autoethnography of crossing the modern-M8xican border for work, Pefia (2021)
noted that the border he experiences 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 borderarges 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 20Y8hile the infrastructure of the modern US
Mexico border is far more complex than that on the historic Argottish border, the
historic border also was not experienced similarly by all. For many, the medieval and
early modern border was frequently igred. There are numerous documentary
references that indicate that Scottish livestock were regularly pastured illegally on the
English side of the border (CBP, ii.129536 Schultz 2019, 193). However, there are
other cases where the presence of the berdvas felt much more sharply. Aeneas
Sylvius Piccolomini (later Pope Pius Il), 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, 664)3 In anotherinstance 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;73). It & clear from these examples that each of these

3 Piccolomini had been sent to Scotland in 1435 on a specialanibut ran into difficulties on his
journey into Scotland. He had originally planned to cross the Channel to London and travel overland to
{O02Gf+FYyRZ o0dzii dzLR2Y | NNAGFE Ay 9y3AflyRZI KIFIR NPz
(Bates 181, 6J). Instead, he took a boat to Flanders, and from there endured-dal/Zourney to Lothian
2y AdAG2Nyeée aSrao ! FiSNI GKAAYE KS RSOARSR Wy20KAy3 |
disguise to avoid further troubléBates 1891, 61)

46



individuals experienced a very different boregrape because of differences in the way
bordering processes interacted with their sogolitical identities.

The previous examples all indicate that the enéanent of the border through
bordering processes could influence the experience of the border, but bordering could
Ffa2 o6S AYOaSNylrtte adAaydZ ISR 'y AYRAJA
significant impact on their understanding or interpretatiohborderscapes. For
AyaidlyOSs Ay SELX 2NAYy3I K26 | | RNA yikely 2 | ¢
(2009, 381) noted a difference in the way the historical significance of the wall was
understood between antiquarian William Hutton and locabpke. Hutton situated the
wall within a much grander historical framework than local people did, bdssg
interpretations on the familiar symbolism of netassical architecture in towns and
cities and granting it a much more significant role in the taaghe than the locals.

These differences in perception resulted in distinctions between the way Hutton and
the local people physically interacted with the monument.

The 2@'- and 2F-century travel accounts also reveal that geographic proximity
totheregh 2y OlFy OKlFy3S 2ySQa dzyRSNEGFYRAYy3 2
AAlbdzr SR AYGSNIINBGIFGA2Ya 2F | FRNRAFYyQa g1
border in c. 2006, the most ardent argument for the symbolic importance of the border
came not froma resident of the borderland but from a history teacher from Glasgow,
gK2 KSfR GKS 02NRSN) G2 0SS I aevyoz2t 2F WO
o9y 3If AakKe GKIOG aK2gSR GKS { @l)iaVeankidle, 6 a o
Crofton performed higperambulation shortly before the Scottish Independence
referendum in 2014, and his conversation with a local drum major while attending
/| 2t RA&GNBIFYQa / AQGAO 2SS1T AYRAOFGSR GKIG Y
implications of Scottish independee to be more significant than any national feeling.
Wae 4SyasSzQ (KS RNHzY Yl 22N SELX FAYSRSZ WA
they get it | live in England, just, and | get a lot of work in Scotland. So where do | pay
my taxes? Do | pay ém to Scotland, do | pay them to England? Do | have to show my
LI 4aaL2 NI SOSNE GAYS L ONR&aa UGUKS ONARISKQ
results of the referendum indicate that the drum major was not alone in his practical
concerns. The border caoail 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 theltiplicity 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 archaiealqyojects.

However, scale has particularly important implications within borsiEapes.
¢CNFyayFdA2ylrt FYR 02NRSNIIFYR LINRP2SOGa yS
truly effective in achieving their research aims (Crang and Ashmore 200558

Frontier dynamics act on multiple scateom 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 +scdtiar approacis

that small and largescale projects differ in both the evidence that can be used and the
types of arguments that can be made. Laggale 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 209,
Smaliscale 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 analysievdn

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 rauttcality into the landscapes
and to undestand the region not simply from a tegoown 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
environmentengendered 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 bundaries. Based on the language of locally written sources like Thomas
D NJ &célacronicaKing (2000) argues for the existence of regional identities in the
14" and 18" centuries founded on shared experiences across the national border.
Meanwhile, futher 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 rational scalethe 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
geographidimits of individual valleys, rather than the region or even the nation. At this
GAYSs Oflya (y2s6y a WiKS adNylYSaQ gSNS
these networks also had blurred geographic territories. This conflation of identity and
geagraphy led toward contemporary conceptions of geographically defined
LISNB2Y |t AGASEa 2F OdzZ GdzNBd C2NJ Ayaidl yoSs
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
1SSLISNE o6& FT2NOSo® 'yR Oy AY y2 6AaS 0S8

Local agency emerged from the thematic analysis as an important component in
the use of theborder-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
Wi KANR & LIKGEINBQ ANKBS B/ A lj dzS WwWLl2 aaAoAt AGASaA
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 birtto new solutions, where redefinition of self and creation of new
ARSYGAGASAE Yl & Gl 1S L¥Sdothsh toderland, batipast andd A y 3
present, found ways to negotiate the legal quirks of the region. For instance, in the 21

century, Rbson (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 crdssrder travel would then force them to take a
ten-mile detour from Coldstream bridge to Kelso in order to have an English pint.
Theconflation 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 borderwork at different levels of society. In most research on the medieval Anglo
Scottish border, only the top two levels of society are preseitKk S WONR sy Q |y
WSt AGSQE | YR AIB" cerdury n/ihére I @MmuiiieSbedin ( S

appearing afluential agents in historical narratives. Intensive cross border

landholding and social ties in the

medieval period have been used

by many historians to argue that
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mattered. Including scale as part o
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power relations across medieval borders (after E
this argument. and van Schendel 1997, 219, Fig.1)

framework will allow critique of

2.5.4 Theme 4: Movement

If inhabitation istheunddB G YRAY 3 2F (GKS f I yRaoOl LIS
FYR 20KSNJ LJX FOS&aQ o. FNNBGG mMmdddE HcecnoZ
within this framework. The sources analysed here indicate that the significance of a
border is often felt most clearlyiits crossing, making clear the position of the

individual within the wider bordescape. Historians of travel literature have long
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recognised the value of these accounts in understanding the landscapes of the past and
how people engaged with them becaudeK S& RSLIA OG0 WSY062RASR Sy
landscape (Franklin 2020; Nesbitt and T#l&ly 2009). The freedom, or lack thereof, of
movement across a border and the way it changes how people move through space,
a2YSUAYSA RSAONR o6 &Rrircipal pdetstsmbbirdering Pefay S 2
2021). Along many borders, the borderland becomes a midgddeind between
GSNNAG2NRSAZ || LI FOS ¢ KSNB RravSr3yyyASiaAaSad L
state of inbetweenness that is one of the key facs 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 fromsingle 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 pichtl, economic, and social

connections stretching across boundaries (Baud and Van Schendel 1997, 220). It often
YFYyAFSada +Fa | WT NP-éitarislisgd dddt@yofidbeivieénbesss K A O
(Mullin 2011, 5). Fragmentation often occurs aldragders which act as barriers. As

contact decreases, perceptions of those living in the opposing territory change. They
Oy 06S02YS | YeadSNAR2dza YR LRISY(GAltfe@
OAYIFNE ARSYGAGASE 27F Wdrzaehtres of jowewfieguéniyQ @ D 2
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 bordet @an 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 interatted

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
LINPf 2y3SR O2yFt A0l 6KSy O2y OSLI denénfleS W2 i
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
WYATAGFYG LIGNR2GAAYQ O0YAYy3 | yRwasSagedl y H
2y YIFNIOAFE FOGAGAGE 3AFAYyald WGKS 20KSNRO®
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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 crosdorder relationships in thavider landscape, but as Jim Leary (2014,
4) has recently argued, the traditional sitased approach of many archaeological
projects means that movements between sites are frequently left unacknowledged
WEryYyR | atAftfySaa Aa AYLRaSR 2y G(GKS LI aidQ
The movemat of people across the border was certainly a concern for border
officials throughout the medieval and pestedieval periods. For instance, in 1340,
important fords of the Solway Firth were entrusted to John de Stratford, who was
instructed by the Englistrown to arrest any Scotsman entering England without safe
conduct in order to prevent the sale of arms and food to Scottish enemies. This sparked
O2y FEtAOG 6AGK (GKS 9FNXI 2F b2NIUKFIYLG2Yy> ¢
prevented lawful movement aoss the border (Neville 1998, 881). It is widely
assumed that people moved relatively freely across the ABglaitish border (e.g.
Armstrong 2020; Rees Jones 2017; Rae 1966), and aspects di@masmobility have
been investigated previously. Faistance, Bennett (2018) used English alien subsidies
to trace the distribution and demographics of Scottish migration in northern England in
the15"OSy (i dzZNBE X LI NI AOdzE F NI & GKIG 2F 62YSy=>
factors which impacted th#ows 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 identites & WLJ GNA2GAaYaQd ¢KS RAA
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 alopgths, 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
SEFYLX S& | & SELIX 2N, Yedause khy infpimluSthiat rBo¥emang @S Y
KFILIWISY SR odzi y2d ySOSaalNAfe K2g Ad KI LI
a key question. Typically, researchers jump straight from the evidence of movement to
thinking about why people moved. But, steppinack and asking how this movement
occurred is important, because it can present new information about why movement

200dzNNBR® Ly STFFSOUI KS adaAa3asSaida dzaiay3a i
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Y2OBSYSYGQ 0!t RNER HAHAZ rspactivetandicnsider hovik S & A a
people were moving about the landscape to expose the relationship between

movement and bordering processes.

2.5.5 Theme 5: Time/Temporality

I FAYlLIEf GKSYS Aa GAYS FYyR GSYLRNIfAGESE
chronology wheretime is linear and can be measured in defined intervals.
Temporality, on the other hand, is the experience of time, which is oftenlimear.
These two concepts and their relationship to the Argtmttish bordeiscape are
explored in this section.

In much of the research relating to the development of the Arggottish
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 wel as in the evolution of the landscapes that archaeologists investigate. The first
theme explored geographical scales of analysis, but besdapes 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 Il and Robert Bruce in
1314, raise the potential for understanding important moments in the histories ofthes
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.

. FNBFNYF . SYRSNIOHANAHIE {mMno0O FNBdJZSR K
landscapes of the AngiBcottish border have never been stable, but rather, are
constantly changing. Robson (2006), on his journeygatba border, noted the drastic
OKIy3aSa @OAaArotS Ay GKS fIyRaoOFILIS aiAyOS a
Conifer plantations that had been planted across much of the region and obscured the
landscapes described by Mack, and the construction efielder Reservoir along the
02NRSNJ AY (GKS miptna ONBFISR GKS ! yAGSR Y
there were farms and fields. It was argued in Theme 1 that borders frequently go
through phases of materialisation and dematerialisation. Hesvethe 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 Toklielly 2009; Whyte 2009), ndimear temporalities
are closely connected to memory, and the material workdther landscapes or
objects often act as mnemonics to conceptually connect the present to the past (Van
Dyke 2008; Schama 1995). The boundaries being negotiated and assetied in t
medieval and 18-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
presented St 2y SQa FOlA2ya OFly 6S 3IdzARSR o6& (R
(2008, 27¢278) 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 ad creates the meaning that makes a place. This is seen very visibly in
w20a2y Q38 RSAONRLIIAZ2Y 2F GKS SIFadSNYy GSNY
north of Berwick when he describes the moment of reaching the end of his journey:
W, dzii  ( K 3 N&Btdemndlishéd-stbiof wall on a low ledge above
the sea. Inthe league table of aslif A Y E A G 62dzf R 65 KI NR
walked more than a hundred miles to see a slumped wall. Even Logan Mack, the
introspective traveller, was more than usually uhls K St YSR® Gl | gAYy
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
KFE@Ay3a NBFOKSR (KS SFadSNYy GSNXYAydza 2
book ended No fanfare. No drama. No conclusion.
| 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.
.dzi Ay 2fR 38T AGQa 2dzad LRIGGSNAYy3a O
yourd A0 SND ow2a@2®.y HANNACI HPH
Robson had arrived at a location which in a purely physical form was the
dzy RSNBIKSf YAy3d SyR 2F | aidz2yS sglfttd 126S0Q
location became a meaningful place, if only a temporary and personabgne,
interpreting it within the context of not only the personal journey he had just finished,
odzi GKS KAAG2NE 27T -280céug and devddedpditeal Ay G KS
history it represented. These examples illustrate how the past was a fundanent

component in the interpretive processes which create the borsieape.
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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 Andoottish borderland. However, in order
to trace the specific roles of these processes in the ASglattish bordesscape, the five
project themes will be applied tthe interpretation oftwo case studies the deferce-
scape and the legacape. The case studies were selected because of their differing
Faa20AF0A2ya 6AGK GNIXRAGAZ2YIE WwWialkSaQ 27F
introduced above. This enables the project to contrast the results ofhhited
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 Angk&cottish research on each.

2.6.1 Case Study 1:.Defence-scapes

In this thesis, the defenescape is an element of the bordecape which relates
to fortifications, their connections with their surrounding landscape, and organised
RSTSyaAr@gsS aedaidsSvyao !'a y2G0SR Ay cangtrGetioRA & Odz
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 anegtiwhether
they are practically effective or not (Jones 2020). Although traditional narratives often
RSAONAROS YSRASGIE OlFadtsSa Fa FOGAy3a tA1S
239), the centralisation of defence networks is much more commaridature of early
modern states than medieval kingdoms. Instead, the medieval and early modern
defences of the Angp O2 G A aK 02NRSNI I YR | NERSATKSN R
type of zonal, nodinear borderland rather than a borderline (Ellis 20EG®odman
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 om olrerall
geography of the bordescape. 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 acadsmdy in
England and Scotland since thé"i&ntury. 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)
andothers, these social archaeologies of castles have revealed new complexities to the
use and meanings of castles in the medieval parittht they were at once
administrative, social, political, and military symbols experienced by men and women
from all le\els 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 werecarefully 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 inpant 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 ArR§tmttishborderland has a long
history (Bates 1891), it has yet to withess 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 courdrieiith 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 ofifmation in this
region has had a much more substantial crbesder 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 rdse@a&cotland
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 $esusn architectural

typologies and military technology (e.g. Spencer 2014; Maxwatlg 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;Zi0¢; Oswald et al. 2006).
hF LI NGAOdz F NI y23S A& [/ FTGKSNAYS YSyiQa N
OSy (i dzNIB d#K RoekyS Odzf GdzNBFQ 2F (KS 9y3If AaK 9
characteristics of houses as well as the influencesidér 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 mestavations 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 reshére 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 wedescribed as being formed of relationships
between people as well as between people and places. Previous-8ngttish
research (e.g. Dixon 2013, 1977; King 2007) describes how border society impacted the
chronology of castle building, but do not oftennsider 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 arportant influence over the allegiance of the
people of Teviotdale during the Wars of Independence as the garrison was utilised as a
F2NOS 2F LKeaAOlf O2SNODAZ2Yy D | 26SOSNE y2i
Alistair MacDonald (2018) has arguedttbantinued fighting over Roxburgh, even after
the burgh had disappeared, indicates it may also have carried a greater political, and
perhaps even culturar symbolic importance within the kingdom of Scotland. These
studies only capture a glimpse of theope 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 och more about the way places were used to negotiate power
alongthe Angld O20GA &K 02NRSNXY . 20K wl OKIFSt { gl f
StAGS Odzf GdzNB Ay [/ KSAKANB 2y (KS 2StaK o
of the Campbells of thel@norchy 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 wa 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 sitbased and hastgely 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 greamount of research on the role of the
border fortifications in largescale 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 fliscale war in this region (Armstrong 2020, 2224).

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, buhese 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 farsteads of the postedieval 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 BARpendix B).

2.6.2 Case Study 2: Legalscapes

The second case study investigates the lasgabes of the eastern Anglo
Scottish borderland. The Ang&cottish border hosted a unigue system of law known as
the Laws of the Marches, deges Marchiarumrhis system developed in response to a
need to facilitate the smooth handling of crassrder legal suits in a region where
English and Scottish common laws intersected. Odgees Marchiarurwere first
codified in 1249, although many elements of it are mbly 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 meetingsaarged by the wardens which

were held at a network of traditional places scattered along the medieval border. These
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YSSUAYy3 LI I O0Sa IINB ¢KALIOSEE Qo wlih 5 &0 @ K
processes at multiple scales exist simultaneously, ssdborder bridges or
checkpoints. The history of the courts and laws are relatively well understood, but both
0KS LKeaAOlrt IyR AYyKFIoAGSR I yRaAOILISAs K
have seen little previous research. Furthermore, because thitss were often located
directly on the political borderline, the legatape investigates how linear or sgike
medieval borders were experienced.

The extensive corpus of legal documentary material related td_tges
Marchiarum in combination witithe general improved survival of governmental
documents in both England and Scotland in th# &éntury (many of which were also
helpfully collected and published in the'18entury), have proved a tempting target for
historians. As a result, most histoal research on theeges Marchiarumntil very
recently has concentrated almost exclusively on th8-téntury laws (e.g. Jack 2004;
Fraser 1971; Rae 1966; Tough 1928). Research on the medieval legal system has largely
concentrated on its origins arourtde 13" 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 legakearch on the 18and the 18 centuries.
C2NJ 6KS YSRASOIf LISNA2RZ (KS Yz2al O2YLNS
on the development of the medievakeges Marchiarupparticularly her bookKiolence,
Custom, and La\{1998, but see also: 2002994, 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 th& ééntury,
resulting in a body of materials scattered ag@svariety of archives and collections.
bSOATTSQa oOmMphy o 62NJ] NBLNBaSyda GKS FAN
scattered documents to piece together a detailed narrative of the history of dges
Marchiarum

However, historical researdtas largely focussed on the laws themselves and on
the written records of the 16 century. The role of the places these courts have been
held, not only in the development of tHeeges Marchiarupbut also in the role these
court sites played in wider bder processes has not yet been assessed in detalil
Ol fiK2dzaAK &aSS tSG4Ga wnmyT hQDNIR& HAanyT

the settings of these sites). However, space is often an intrinsic component of legal
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systems. Practically, territorial jisdictions 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 cotsite or courtroom could be used to influence
conceptions of authority or @mote 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
FILOG AdG o1 & | SYILIKNS @ BelietiEaglahdhnvasiméade
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 thlaése 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 archaettogay not yet
have significantly looked at threle of place in borderland legal systems, archaeologies
of assembly and legal systems elsewhere offer some important insights into methods
useful to the study of Angt&cottish meeting places.

The idea that written or oral law has a material compondrdttcan 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 iDkhkas been
WHfY2a0G SYGANBte& 20SNI221SRQP ¢KS& | NHdAzS
discouraged archaeological enquiry. This has changed slightly over the past decade,
particularly for the early medieval period, as archaeologists have becoone 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 typcal 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 Reynokland Stuart Brookes (Smith and Reynolds 2013; Reynolds
2013; Brookes and Reynolds 2011) has harnessed the power oSleaespatial data
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Medieval Atlas (Reynolds amtookes 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 Englisitate (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 éis 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 des.

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
placesm Europe has witnessed a great amount of growth in the last few decades. These
aAiSa FINB (y26y o6& | @GFINASGeE 2F ylIYSa adz
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;
h Q D N2O@R &r 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
medievaland 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 volumeAssembly Places and Practices in Medieval E{Ra&os and
Semple 2004), whicmtended 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 theiesults as a series of volumesTihe Journal of the
North Atlantic(Sanmark et al. 2015, 2013) and a bdgk&gotiating the Norti{Semple
et al. 2021). Projects like these and the Landscapes of Governance project (UCL 2018)
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have produced methodologies fatentifying and locating opeair assembly places
across northwest Europe (Baker and Brookes 281Brookes and Baker 2011).

In the United Kingdom, research on assembly and meeting places has largely
targeted southern England (Baker and Brookes 201dm&gk and Semple 2008;
Williams 2004; Semple 2004; Pantos 2004a, 2004b, 2003; Adkins and Petchey 1984),
Ff 0K2dzZaK { 1AYYSNDRDa NBOSyld ¢2N)] o6{SYLXS S
2014) has extended research northward into Yorkshire. Northumbénamains 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 intachagsembly
practices. Some of the Danish areas of the northern islands have been explored (Semple
SG 1t ® HAUMT {FYYIN] HAMOOX 0dzi hfABSNI h
atdzRe (G2 RIFGS 2y aaSvyofe 2y pRShQDRIIRA &
hQDNJ} Re& Hnnyo® . FaSR 2y AYyAGALFET @g2NJ] o0&
conducted a survey of opesir assembly sites across the entirety of mainland Scotland,
locating sites based on place name evidence and historical douaten. He noted a
scarcity of sites in the soutbast of Scotland but thought it unlikely that this pattern
was due to a historical absence of opain assemblies in that part of the country. There
is still a significant amount of room to explore queataelated 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 thissis can explore for the first time how
landscape was integrated into the border work that made the A18glottish border

and its borderland.

2.7 Project Structure

This chapter has made two key arguments. First, it argued that there are great
historiogrgphical and methodological divisions which have hindered the integration of
geographical narratives across the An§loottish border and have separated discourses
in fields of history and archaeology in the An§loottish 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 bo=pe which can be
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reassembdd within this thesis through a fiveart theoretical framework. To fulfil both
of these goals, this project takes a tyart approach: Part | involves the construction
andevaluationof a crossborder spatial database which includes qualitative,
guantitative and spatial data about the physieald historidandscape within the
project area. This represents the most substantial collation of doosder spatial data
in the region to date. Part Il then utilises the database to reconnect the physical
landscae of the spatial database witihe social aspects of political history through a
thematic analysis of the two case studies. This approach allows overlooked
3S23ANI LIKAOKE LI GGSNya G2 SYSNHS 6KAOK

help reveal n& characteristics of the medieval Anglzottish bordeiscape.
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An overarching analytical synthesis of the late medieval archaeology of the
AngloScottish borderland is long overdue. Edited volumes for both prehistoric periods
(Crellin,etal. 2018) Y R G KS W/ Sy (i NI f-13a0)(RrRdesand 3Sa Q 0!
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 dataset®ne from ather side of the border. As
described in the previous chapté2.2), this has disincentivised crebsrder research in
the past. Nevertheless, a greater degree of integration between nationalised datasets is
a necessary step in the analysis of the cilossler borderscape.

As introduced in the previous chapter, Part | of this project consists of & large
scale exercise igynthesising archaeological data to construct a spatial database which
can be utilised in Part Il for case study analyses. This process of synthesis included both
the collation of preexisting datasets and the creation of new datasets that together
recorda wide range of elements of the physical medieval landscape in the project area.
First, a working list of prexisting archaeological, historical, and environmental
datasets within the project area were collated. This revealed the vast amount of
existingspatial data that has been underutilised in previous Argtmttish 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
landscapealata which were necessary to fill to effectively analyse the case studies and
the borderscape. In response, original datasets were created, usually from relevant
primary historical sources, to fill these gaps. All ofda¢asets (TablelRL) were then
cleaned and compared before being integrated into a citossler spatial database
which could be used within ArcGIS Pro 2.8.0 software

The construction of the crodsorder spatial database coincides with a wider
movement in archaeology and history towattetcreation and reuse of large digital
spatial datasets, and there are numerous examples relating to medieval landscapes.

While bigdata projects like the UCL Early Medieval AfReynolds and Brookes 2019)
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and the Rural Settlement of Roman Britain projgdlen et al. 2018l 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 thesiBhe 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 coengild 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 initilS a dzft 614 2F GKA & LINRP2SOU ¢
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 placéise transportation network, and religious

buildings and boundaries) and identifies a number of important regional patterns that

inform the use of these datasets analyses in later chapters
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Table P.1: List of Sources Integrated into the Crd&srder spatial database

Theme Region Source Name Date Source Type Reference
General Archaeologice Scottish Borders Historic Environment Records 2019 Vector Point (Scottish Borders Council
Data Data 2019)
General Archaeologice Northumberland = Historic Environment Records 2018 Vector Point (Northumberland County
Data Data Council 2018)
HLA Scottish Borders Scottish Borderslistorical Landscape 2015 Vector Polygon (HES 2015)
Assessment Data
HLC Northumberland NorthumberlandHistoric Landscape 2015 Vector Polygon (Williams 2015)
Characterisation Data
Elevation Data Northumberland/ Shuttle Radar Topography Mission 2008 Raster (90m (Jarvis et al. 2008)
Scottish Borders resolution)
Elevation Data Northumberland/ OS Terrain 5 n.d. Raster (5m (Digimap n.d.)
Scottish Borders resolution)
Parish Boundaries Scotland Civil Parishes n.d. Vector Line (NRS n.d.)
Data
Parish Boundaries Northumberland 1851 England and Wales census 1851 Vector Line (Satchell et al. 2018)
parishes, townships and places Data
Churches and Chapels Northumberland/ Safe Sanctuaries: Security and Defer 2000 Gazetteer (Brooke 2000)
Scottish Borders in AngleScottish Border Churches
12901690
Churches and Chapels Northumberland The Old Parish Churches of 2002 Gazetteer (Salter 2002)
Northumberland
Churches and Chapels Scottish Borders Atlas of Scottish History to 1707 1996 Atlas (MacQueen and McNeill
1996, 34¢360)
DefensiveStructures  Northumberland Castles and Fortalices in 1415 1415 Historic Survey (Bates 1891, 1219)

Defensive Structures Northumberland Survey of Tevedale and the Mense 1509 Historic Survey (Bates 1891 24)



Defensive Structures

Defensive Structures

Defensive Structures

Defensive Structures

Defensive Structures

Defensive Structures

Roads

Roads

Fords

Rivers

Northumberland

Northumberland

Northumberland

Northumberland

Northumberland

Scottish Borders

Scottish Borders

Northumberland

Northumberland/
Scottish Borders

Northumberland/
Scottish Borders

Sir Robert Bowes and Sir Raufe Ellel

Yye3aKhaz

/| 2Y@8&aaQ¢

H. S. Cottom MS. Caligula, B. S.

A Book of the state of the Frontiers
and Marches betwixt England and
Scotland, written by Sir Robert Bowe
Knight, at the Request of the Lord
Marquis Dorsett, the Warden Genera
1550, 5°. E. 6.Cotton M.S. Titus F.

13.

The Survey book of Norham and

Islandshire

Report of the Commissioners on the

Borders

Notices of Ruined Towers, Chapels,
etc., in Northumberland circa 1715

The Border Towers of Scotland 2: Th
Evolution andArchitecture
Roy Military Survey of Scotland, 174"

1755

A Map of the County of

Northumberland

Sir Robert Bowes and Sir Raufe Ellel

YyedaKiaz

/| 2Y8aaQ¢

H. S. Cottom MS. Caligula, B. S.

OS Open Rivers

1541

1550

1561

1584

1715

2014

17521755

1769

1541

2019

Historic Survey

Historic Survey

Historic Survey
Historic Survey

Historic Survey

Gazetteer
Historic Map
Historic Map
Historic Survey

Vector Line
data

(Hodgson 1828 1%242)

(Hodgson 182871¢248)

(Bates 1891 554)
(Bates 1891 6€80)

(Hodgson 1916)

(Maxweltrving 2014)
(Simpson 2020)
(Armstrong 1769)

(Hodgson 1828 19202)

(Ordnance Survey 2019)
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3.1 Introduction

Five key datasets were compiled for use within this prajddistoric
Environment Records, fortifications, cressrder meeting places, the transportation
network, and religious buildings and boundaries. Each of these datasets has a unique
history which iduilt of three different factors the 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
beenrecoRSR YR LINBGA2dzate AYUGSNILINBGSR® ¢KAAZ
(Cooper and Green 2016hich have complex and frequently obscured biographies
that affect their structure and content. Anwen Cooper and Chris G(2eh6) as part
of the English Larstape and Identities Project (EngLald), 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 EnglLald project synthesised archaeological records
across Egland, developing methodologies which used GIS to help to make the
Wi2L23INF LIKASE YR KAAG2NARSEAQ 2F GUKS&AS Ay
GKS dziAtAaite 2F GKSANI YSUK2Ra A y(Greenktlaly OA Yy
2017; Coopeand Green 2016While 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 Scottlatasets, 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 th& ¢8ntury. As a result,
GKA& LINRP2SO0 | R2LJIa %ohfadterfuRdath andl adjudsthatd G A O
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. Th#ore, this chapter maps the Angfcottish

border in two ways. First, it describes the methods used to clean, digitise, and integrate

68



English and Scottish data to identify the layers of bordering within each dataset,
revealing what each dataset can armhoot say about the medieval crebsrder
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@border work in the Angk&cottish

borderland, which will be investigated in subsequent chapters of this thesis.

3.2 Dataset 1: Historic Environment Records (HERS)

Digital dataset$ield by local Historic Environment Record (HER) offices in
Northumberlandand the Scottish Bordersake 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 dabases 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 andlonuments Records (SMRs) which developed in the 1960s and
1970s in England and the 1980s in Scotland to improve access to archaeological
landscape information by localuthority planning systems to prevent unnecessary
destruction of existent archaeology dag 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 Environme®totland, 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 regartj 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 so(&iésan
and Newman 2019; Historic England 21

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 cbelohtegrated into a
spatialdatabase 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, wheras 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 differems have historic origins. Hallidé3016, 44notes that in the
Scottish Borders, the methods used to record antiquities during the initial surveys for
the 18tedition Ordnance Survey maps, an important data source for HERs, were
unevenly implemented andriprecise in their use of vocabularjhese inconsistencies
are then replicated in the HER3ettlement data taken from #6century maps is
similarly fraught with inaccuracies and inconsisten¢igot 2019) As a result, this
means that while combininglER landscape data is a useful way of synthesising cross
border archaeological knowledge, the construction of a ctumsler spatial database
from this data requires a significant amount of assessment to understand and mitigate
the irregularities betweenhe two datasets.

Due to the large number of data points and the amount of cleaning necessary to
make the datasets usahblé was deemed unfeasible to clean the entire HER dataset.
LyadSrkrRX NBEO2NRa RI (weng axtracted afddieposdtvaS RA S G| f
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 (Appendicess} which define terms used in the datse.

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 catses of specific patterns within the datasets. As a result, this section conducts a
systematic analysis of HER datasets across the Augitiish border and identifies the
artefacts of the complex histories of these inherited datasets. It uses a methodalogy
combining HER datasets first applied in the EngLald pr{freen et al. 2017which
used density maps to compare the distribution of archaeological sites through time. The
EngLald project restricted its analysis to England and did not consideisBatztasets
or records relating to sites more recent than theMdentury. 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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Todo 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 @017, 24¢248), kernel density estimates of the
total crossborder HER dataset and datasets of different historic periods were
calculated within the project area (see Appenbifor definitions of the historic periods
used in the project). These maps were then normalised to make them comparable by
subtracting the meanvadzS F¥2NJ S OK RSyaAide NI&AGSNI oe
also known as the-gcore. The resulting maps depict areas where the distribution of
archaeological sites are denser (positive values) or less dense (negative values) than the
average for theperiod (Figure3.1).

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 (FigBizs andb). When
YSRASOIE aArAGSa 62N Porfurttekexgaddiiihwers sode8 S | LI
into themes based on typical thematic divisions in medievalist academic research,
patterns largely reflect those one would expect to see in a medieval landstzdpset
(Figure3.3). 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 sedtier
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 instanceljriiiged
representation of the industrial theme is a known gap in research in the(&raaiels et
al. 2006; see also Appendix B)verall, 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 Brders, a pattern which is certainly not prehistoric in origin since the
national border postlates these periods by at leasPDO0 years. A similar pattern is
visible in the PosMedieval distribution of sites. In contrast, the Unassigned distribution
depicts an inverse pattern, with a greater concentration of Unassigned sites on the

Scottish side athe border. This indicates that there is a difference in the way
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Total HER Distribution

Prehistoric Distribution Roman Distribution

Medieval Distribution Post-Medieval Distribution

Density of Sites

- High: 3+
- Low: -3

Unassigned Distribution

Figure 3.1Density of sites by periofCredits Appendix A)
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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
Of FaaAFASR a 0St2gRAFEAlI i@ BSHNXKBERI & KIS KA
a specific periodSites 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 comparethe ten most commonly listed Pedtedieval and Unassigned
site types in the Scottish and English datasets (Takle they include very similar types
of sites such as farm buildings and agricultural features like sheepftyges of sites
that can be veryifficult to date precisely. However, while many of these sites are
categorised in Scotland as Unassigned, these same sites are listed-deldoestal in
9y 3Af I yR® ¢KAA AYRAOF(GSa d(dKIG GK$ETQyIO&asH
for sitesthat have not been precisely dated in the Scottish Borders, whereas many of
the same monument types are assumed to be Rdetlieval in Northumberland. Thus,
the two categories are serving similar purposes in the different datasets. This particular
pattern does not necessarily affect the content of tHERJataset 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
crebk S F ASYSNIf NBLINBaSyidlFrdAz2y 2F WYSRASOQ
need to be closely referenced alongside Unassigned sites on the Scottish side of the
border and with PosMedieval sites in Northumberland.

In addition to the way archaeologica&formation 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.(2017,2530F tf £ W FrowhNdrRpesf ashatspabs 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 archdegy (Petts and Gerrard 2006put also due to
the presence of upstanding remains in these areas, as indicated by the mirroring hot
spots on the PosMedieval distribution. The impact of particular field methodologies
such as earthwork survey or aerial pbgraphy analysis is also apparent in the

concentration of prehistoric sites around the edges of the Cheviot (dids/ley 2016)
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Table 3.1 Comparison of the ten most commonly listed Rbitdieval and Unassigned
site types

Northumberland Scottish Borders Northumberland Scottish Borders

PostMedieval PostMedieval Unassigned Unassigned
Site Type Count Site Type Count Site Type Count Site Type Count

House 939 | House 389 Enclosure 311 | Findspot 764
Wreck 545 | Terraced 159 Linear 212 | Enclosure 590
House Feature
Boundary 403 | Tenement 140 Site 202 | Farmstead 527
Stone
Building 359 | Cottage 110 Pit 125 | Term 370
Alignment Pending
Well 315 | Shop 102 Trackway 91 Settlement 298
Sheepfold 235 | Farmstead 84 Circular 80 Cottage 266
Enclosure
Findspot 221 | Church 82 Cultivation 79 House 256
Marks
Farmstead 209 | Country 70 Watermill 73 Farmhouse 252
House
Wall 190 | Farmhouse 56 Rectilinear 71 Cairn 212
Enclosure
Farmhouse 179 | Road 50 Bank 64 Sheepfold 193
Bridge (Earthwork)

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 $atial 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 afeas
known archaeological potential, creating hotspots of archaeological acttvitwley
2016) and Romanists frequently target urban centres, militzgptres,and major
roadways for their research. In fact, Green et(2017, 271noted a similar pattern in
their Englandwide distribution of Roman sites. While one would expect Roman activity
to be clustered along major Roman infrastructure, Roman activitiesd®n these

places have seen far less reseafeassmore and Waddington 2012, 259; Petts and

4THs 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 perfaroging the
TilkTweed Aerial Photography Project, but is also a reflection of differences in what is
NEO2NRSR a WYw2YlIyQ 06SG¢6SSy 9y3IfttyR IyR
narrower and does not typically include Rorqaeriod British sitegPets and Gerrard
2006; Passmore and Waddington 2009, dP&0) 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 blurued@ges
between the past and the present, this does not mean that comparing archaeological
RAAGNRAOdzIA2Y & A& | dzaStSaa GlFrailoe 2KAES W
processes [influences over archaeological distributions] can be reliablrdes from
GKS adzy G20Ft 27 (Gréeb dt AlJ200B OPNdeStandinghties® S a X Q
WOKI N} OGSNFdz Q RIGFraSdida SyKFIyOSa 2dzNJ I 6A
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 offtezy
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 o
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 source&ee Figures 3.8 and 3.24), whas for earlier periodone
must rely on the archaeology alone. However, despite these similarities, there are
subtle differences between some of the thenteat indicatethat the data is not
AYYdzyS G2 GKS AYLI OG 2F I NOKFS2f23A0Ff W
is theconcentration 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 (Figu@3), but they are heavily clustered in the Scottishamols
(Figure3.4).This is due not only to historical patterns and the preservation of

agricultural features in the uplan@dyut alsoto 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 3.4Density of Medieval sites by theni€redis: Appendix A)
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recorded between England ar®totland, 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 regionebllection 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 medievalata 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 bosbape.

3.3 Dataset 2: Fortifications

The fatifications dataset is the principal dataset used for the defeacape
analysis of Chapters 4 andThis 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.
Forb 2 NIi K dzY 6 S NI I {(BB)WCKSE DU IBK@MHBS Q ¢ a | dz
for generating a list of faifications in the county. The website includes a table of
1y26y F2NIAFTASR aAidSa Ay b2NesspemibaNI | vy R
catalogue of castles in Englar@hstellarium Anglicanutm 5 GA &2 Q fAal o1 &
with information from the HERs, which provided most of the locational data, as well as
a series of historic fortification surveys dating to thé"Hnd 16" centuries produced
by administrative officials of the English royal government. For Scotland, which lacks
similar historic sweys, the fortification list was generated from catalogues produced
by regional experts in castle studies such as Philip O®ri7)and Alistair Maxwell
Irving(2014)(see Table P.1 fa full list of sources).

The fortifications dataset includes infoation on the location of the site (this
was checked against modern and™entury OS maps, and in some cases, the HER

coordinates were changed), whether it is still extant, known histories of ownership,
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Table 3.2Fortificationtypology utlised in the spatial database

0

1

2

3

4

Unknown

Castle

Tower House

Tower

Pele/Bastle

+A O NRa
Pele/Fortified
Ecclesiastical Site

Other

the absence of evidence makes it impossible
determine the original form of the building
Royal or baronial in status

Include substantial perimeter defences such as
curtain walls and moats.

Often include a keep and additional towers,
sometimes gatehouses

Baronial status often the seat

Usually 34 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,
shaped tower houses are fairly common.
Usually surrounded by a defensive barmkin
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 1.3@axweltrving
2014)

Usually 18 or 17" 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 (Maxweltirving 2014, 226)

Peles tend to be square (often squarer than
towers).

Peles have a length to width ratio of 1.16
(MaxwelHrving 2014)

Tower associated with a church or other
ecclesiastical building.

sometimes have domestic features like fireplace
and garderobes.

include other types defensible buildings recorde
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
abandonmentThese last two categories required standardisation within the dataset.
Fortification type was classified using a setiened typology based on a combination

of architectural qualities (size, shape), terminologies used in historical references to the
struaures, and the social status of tleecupier (Table 3.2)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 constructioks 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 Id®i#7, 2013yvhich

uses major events and the dates of important defensiveseys as logicérmini

(Table 3.3).

Table 3.3Periodsation offortifications within the spatial database

1 Before 1290 Before the Wars of Independence

2 12901415 2 NB 27F Ly RSLISydeiEngeShvey
3 14151485 15" century

4 148517 century  PostMedieval Period

Overall, the fortification dataset contains a total of 366 fortifeductures
(Figure 3.5JAppendixH). However, many of these sites, such as urban defemqedss,
and bastles, which date to the #&nd 17" centuries, were not integrated in much of
the analysis within this thesis because they pdate the centuries targeted by this

project. After these types of fortifications are removed, the spatial dasebacludes a

® Note on AngleScottish fortification typologies: Thiza S 2 F G SN¥a & dzOK I a WOl aif
Woladt SQ KFE@S 6SSy OKINIYOGSNAT SR o6& AyoO2yaraisSyd
the less prestigious of these buildings such as bastles and pele towers (Dixon 2013; R¢fBa2d 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 greataypological 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; Ryderit®90937) 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 aitectural 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 thdswbuwhere

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 structur including construction/reconstruction date, builder, size, and shape.

" Even for the larger, more prestigious fortifications, chronologies are often difficult to establish. Where
documentary evidence is absent or inconsistent, a problem particularlyafgst/on the Scottish side of

the border, many sites are dated using architectural analogies and typologies.
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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.

a
Elevation (m) —— Anglo-Scottish Border Frrrrrrrr
e 0 5 10 20 Km
£100 @ Fortifications
[ <250
I <500
B <750
I < 1000

Figure 3.5Fortified structures recorded in the spial databasgCredits 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 defenseape in Chapters 4
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and 5. The load chronological and spatial distributions of Ar§loottish fortifications
has been previously discussed by two researchers in particular, Philip 03
1977)and Andy Kin¢2007) These two studies highlighted both the chronology of
fortification-building in the region and social and political influences over sequences of
construction5 A E2y Q& adGdzReé 61 & AYLERNIFYyd Ay o6S3:
chronologies of fortified architecture along the Angdoottish border and connected
RAAGNRAOdzAA2Y LI GOGSNYya G2 KAaAG2NRO S@Syida
spatial, butsynthesised evidence for the social meaning and purposes of castles within
this heavily contested regiofNeverthelessbecause this thesis is looking at
fortifications over the longue durée of the high and late medieval periods, it is
necessary to provida basic chronology of fortification construction in the Anglo
Scottish borderland between c¢.12@01500. The patterns within this chronology can be
linked to wider patterns in the construction of castles and other fortifications
throughout the British I€ls, but it also differs in significant ways.

The earliest castles in the region warenstructedon the English side of the
border and appear in the fMand 12" centuries as timber structures which were later
replaced with ston&keeps (Figure 3.6 aste-building in Scotland lagged behind that of
England, and stone castles did not appear in southern Scotland until theetury
(Dixon and Tabraham 2017, 34Djxon(2013, 248249)has recorded at least 45
mottes scattered across the Marches, although 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 latel 1™ century. Manycastles fell into disrepair in the relative peace of the
13" 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 sitesitoughout the medieval period, although even these sites
were occasionally neglectd&ent 2016) Nevertheless, prior to the Wars of
Independence, the Angi§cottish border was unddortified in comparison to other
regions like the Welsh Marches and ewssnme areas of central England (Dixon 2016,
129).

Figure 3.7 illustratethe distribution of fortifications in Period 2 (12940115).

The years following the Wars of Independence witnessed Northumberland transition
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Figure 3.6Period 1 (prel290) fortifcations(Credis: Appendix A)

from a region of relatively little fortification to one of the most densely fortified
counties in Englan¢King 2007, 373)The majority of these new Northumberland
fortifications were constructed after.1350 when most of the major hostilities between
England and Scotland had ceagBixon 2013; King 2007; Lomas 1992je type of
people living in fortified houses had expat] and Lomagl992, 71notes that the

vast number of towers in existendey the end of the 14" century indicate that
Wirtually every landedamily and institution in the county had provided for its own
RS T S passthiada partial result of tidemographic shift in fortification
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Figure 3.7Period 2 (12941415) fortificationgCredits Appendix A)

construction, thetypes 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 architeture 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 {a#' century some

tower houses were frestanding), surrounded by an outer line of defences in the form

of a comparatively small curtain wall or barmkiRyder 1990; Dixon 2016here is still
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debate over when the construction of towers and tower houses began in
Northumberland, but the earliestocumentary evidence dates to 1305 (Shortflatt
tower) (Dixon 2013, 250Many of these 14-century towers and tower houses
remained in use until the ¥6century.

Building patterns on the Scottish side of the border were much diffaresety
few new fortfications were built in the 1@ century(Dixon 2013, 252However, he
reasons behind this difference are not entirely cldaona Watson (1998) has argued
that castles did not serve the same roles as status symbols in Scotland as they did in
England, prticularly for wellestablished nobles. Moreovetére is evidence that the
{O02G0AaK 200lFaAazylffe LWz2NEIdZSR gKId A& 27
the countryside was cleared of its food and people before English invasions to disrupt
the supply chains of the invading forcefich probably impacted fortification
distributions(Caldwell 2010, 78Additionally,from the start of the Wars of
Independence, the Scottish military use of castles differed markedly from that of the
English. Whilelte 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 forcé€ornell 2008)In general, military tactics in f'4century
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 ardt8sh 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 foesle 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 thosthat still exist, 60% have substantial abeyeund
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 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, Meh47.4% 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 thecdmentary record in Scotland is far more
FNFIYSYGlFrNE GKNRdAzZZK GKS YSRASJI-mhedied8INA 2 R
changes to the landscape were particularly acute. Previous studies have struggled to
guantify the number of Scottish fortifications the region, even in the comparatively
well-documented 18 century(Maxweltrving 2012a)and archaeological surveys in

Scotland have uncovered previously undocumented towerg. RCAHMS 1994)

Elevation (m) © Earthwork L L
. o 0 5 10 20 Km
<100 @® Incorporated in later building
[ <250 @ Standing remains
I <500 @ Non-extant
B <750 ——— Anglo-Scottish Border
I < 1000

Figure 3.8Distribution of extant andon-extant fortifications (from all periods and all
fortification types)(Credits Appendix A)
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During the 1% century, English tower building continued its process of
democratisation as smaller satellite towers continued to be built acrosseien
(Figure 3.9). Manwhilg in Scotland, the greater lords of the region began to construct
large towers, such as tHeouglagamily castle of Threave, as the seats of their
baronies. These towers apossiblythe result of the weakening control of the crown
over the Scottish nobilitgnd increasing competition between rival powerful families in
the region inthe 15" century (Jamroziak 2011, 195Jhese towerseem to mark a

change in fortification practices in the Scottish Bordé&ecause fier 1485, there is a

proliferation of towers on the Scottish side of the border, particularly after the

L L L L
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Figure 3.9Period 3 (1418.485) fortificationgCredits Appendix A)
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Figure 3.10Period 4 {48517 century) fortificationgCredits Appendix A)

Reformation when monastiand was redistributedMaxweltirving 2012, 22p(Figure
3.10).Architectural styles also changed in both England and Scotland in the 16
century.New towerswere 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 flarresistant turf which have yet to be made
visible in the archaeologicatcord (Bowes and Ellerker 1541, 2323). Construction of
thesenew types obuildings spreadhroughthe 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 cetury which forced small farm holders to find ways to protect

their valuablegFrodsham 2004)

3.3.2 Patterns of Destruction

The questions over the distributional patterns of Scottish fortifications in the
14™ and 18" centuries (Periods 2 and 3) discudstbove suggest that patterns of
destruction are potentially just as important as patterns of construction when
understanding elements of fortification and defence in the bordeape. However,
previous research on fortifications largely concentrates andRtant 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 lessatiitiquiry,
LI NG A Odzf F NI @ F2NJ LISNA2RA LINRA 2'Nenilirg(Nevedl S WR
2020) And yet, the fortifications dataset indicates the destruction or abandonment of
fortifications was not unusual in the medieval period (Tedh). Between 15% and 30%
of castle or tower sites were abandoned per century between thearsd 16"
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 (tHeckhitury), when the
02NRSNIIYR ¢Fa aSSy |a o0SAy3 I NBSftod Ay
the most investment in new castle and tower sites88%o of sites appear to be new in
the transition from Period 1 to Period 2 and 25% of sites in the 1541 s(megy
counting bastles and peles which would raise this percentalge) 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 ges would have been nearly as familiar a feature of the medieval
landscape as the construction of new fortifications, even in the periods before the
WRSOI&Q 2F GKS al NOKSao

There were numerous reasons fortifications could be abandoned or destroyed.
In somre cases, the decision to abandon a site was a deliberate choice either made by
the lord or with their consent. For instance, Consta(@e04, 182186)argues that
early mottes were sometimes willingly abandoned due to a changing relationship

between the lod and nearby settlements. At Caerlaverd@g&stlein 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 tbe built at a less exposed location less than 200m a@awnifore,

66100 and 66101Castle Studies Trust 202However, the destruction of a castle could
also be an emotionally charged and traumatic event, carrying powerful symbolic
meanings which definecklationships between people. For instance, when the crown
decided to slight a castle rather than to simply confiscate it, it was a deliberate act
GKAOK WwWaevYoz2fAaSR y2iKAy3a fSaa GKFy GKS
seatforfuture geS NI G A2y & 2 F (CreightanoahdIVrighe2016,5 iAhen
Edward Il was informed of the loss of Roxburgh and EdinbDagties in Scotland in

1314, it was claimed that he nearly wept, and that by slighting the castles, the Scots had
denied himtts 2 L2 NIl dzyA e (2 NBOfIFAY (GKS K2y 2dz
(Nevell 2020, 125)

Table 3.4:Patterns of abandonment in th@roject areain Northumberland Note:
Periods 24 are drawn from Northumberland dataue to the better chronological
predasion of that dataset, but @riod 1 includes Scottish fortifications due to the small
number of castleand the fluidity of landholding patterns during this period.
Total # # of
fortifications fortifications
existing in not appearing in # of new
period later periods fortifications
6

*
(pre-1296)
70 13 55 18.6%
(12961415)
68

Period 3 10 5 14.7%
(14151485)
Period 4 60 (in 1541) 20 (listed as 15 (in 33.3%

(1485 c. 1600) decayed) Northumberland)
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 ingteibiand
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 Anroottish region and ly®nd, has
experimented with the utility of different scales of analysis when considering groupings

of fortifications. Examples range from singular s{g. Oram 2014Yo groups of
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fortifications owned by particular familige.g. Dalglish 2005 regonal or national
datasets(e.g. Dixon 2013; Constable 200dpwever, 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 networksrifidations

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 Warn&mith(2020b)who mappedconceptions of
WE20fQ YR WNBIAZ2YI f Q TFiNdnturyehdlkra eépifigmica 2 dzN.
in the Caribbean. She argues that these scales are far more fluid and contingent
KAAG2NARAOlItte dKFy Aa G&LAOL f ayesindidgr? 6t SR
scholarship. Therefore, we need to look more carefully at the contingencies of networks
of fortifications in the medieval period.

I O2YyAARSNI A2y 2F F2NIAFAOIGA2y A | a
analyse medieval networks ofistles and towers. The assemblage, understood as a
collection of things (often material, but not always) which are related by some
underlying logic, is a lorgtanding concept in archaeology. But recently, archaeologists
have reexamined this concept anchallenged the idea of the assemblage as a defined
O2ft SOGA2Y 2NJ I WaAiAy3aAt S g KRS and CipplaRAF A y A
139) Largely based on the ideas of Gilles Deleuze and Bruno Latour, amongst others
archaeologists have reintpreted 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 reassenideds 2019, 38; Jervis
2017; Franklin et al. 2016yrankin et al.(2016, ix)argue that archaeologists can extend
these ideas even further by shifting our focus to the process of assembling to explore
howgroupsofii KAy 3a WoS02YS>ZQ Ay 020K (KS LI ad
they claim, provides indiK i Ay id2 G(KS wO2YLX SEAGeZ GSYL
datasets we use as archaeologists.

The assemblage is a useful concept for the study of medieval fortifications for
G2 NBlFIazyad CANBGE AdG Fff2ga dggald2 ONRI
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 acisgssembling),

FOly2¢t SRAIAYI GKIFG 06aSyoSaz 2NJ waatSyosS
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past, a type of critical cartography more often seen in pamdbnial archaeologiesee
examples and discussion of this in WarSnith 2020a, 769; Nayh 2020; Platt 2020)
Importantly, this connects the fortifications dataset and the defescape to crucial
bordering processes. In Chap®2(2.5.1 and 2.5.5), was argued that borders

experience cycles of materialisation and dematerialisation wheeeatbsence 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 teyhah will be explored

further in Chaptei8

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 surveyof defences in Northumberland in 1415 and a plan of defences for
Northumberland developed in 1584. This section outlines some of the characteristics of
the defencescapes these sources reveal and introduces some of the questions these
surveys lead us to ksabout the defencescape 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 publiction of the first detailed survey of fortifications in the county. The
Wh2YAYl OF AG4NRNYzY SO F2NIIF  Avad daddizng priory T NI
to the Englishcampaign in France which led to the Battle of Agincgérmstrong 2020,

68; Bates 189, 13)and represents a snapshbke picture of the fortified landscape of
Northumberland. It lists the location, custodian, and type of each fortification,
beginning with the largest castlesastrun) and decreasing in sizeo(taliciumand

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
administraive boundaries. Armstron(2020, 6&72) 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
spatialpatterns 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
margns. 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(200F, 396§397)has
tried to trace he 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\othe 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 nmerous castles and towers in the Angdaottish Marches
such as Thirlwa(Rushworth and Carlton 2004gtal, and ChillinghaxiKing 2007)
indicate that design decisions to the structures were often inspired by competition
between local families. In facth¢se 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. Thisis bed#d RSy OS R (i K2QR4aFakysistoMie Y Q &
chronology of landscape development around Hermitage Castieeh indicated that
design elements of the castle and its landscape fluctuated between favouring defensive
elements and those making clear soctaltements 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 socidiactors in the development of the defenseape. These
subjects will be investigated further in Chapters 4 and 5 as part of the detaagee

and contextualised as part of the bordscape in Chapter 8.

3.3.3.2 Plan of the seats of the fortresses and caslkes upon the borders (1584)

The second important source is a proposed plan for county defences at the end

7 A

ofthe 18" century.¢ KS LJ Iy W2 7F (K asSrkrda 2F GKS T2
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0 2 NR S NE QSPA5/27B19192) was proposed by Christopher Daamdio came
from a subsidiary line of an important Cumbrian family with strong connections to the
administration of the English borderlarifummerson 2004; Sargent 2011,.8®ound
1583, Dacre conducted a survey of the border defences in the West Matehti#As,
he was put on another commission for the East and Middle Marches, compiling a
similar report(Merriman 19849 ¢ KA & NBLIZ2 NI Ay Of dzZRSR 'y I
R2ySZQ o6& 5 ONB 6KAOK ¢l a IO02YLI yAE&R o8
the plan(Bates 1891, 77)

The plan included a linear string of fortifications and settlements along the
Tweed and the edge of the Cheviots (FiguBd4 and3.12). This string of fortifications
was to be enhanced by a long defensive ditch and easthvbank which both
Merriman (1984)and Bateg1891, 7578, 80)argue is clearly based on the Roman
F2NIATFAOL GA 2 vidhe &all wduld FadkeFoéey @@ farilkaf td Dacre who
was raised near Lanercosthich islocated adjacent to the Roman monemt. The
portion of the map depicting the region within the project area included a total of 50
fortifications®5 A 4G yO0OSa FFINB y20d RSLIAOGSR G2 | 02
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
referencemap 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 actudl-téntury defence
systems, but a design created &ymall committee. Elements of the plan proposed a
number of new constructions. The proposed linear ditch and bank feature was certainly
yS6> YR 5FONBQa NBLER2NI aLISOATAOLFf T & LINE
alongside costed repairs to etirgy structure(SPO TNAP15/27B/9192). 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 lmations) are known, and many of these known locations do not
have substantial standing remains. In some settlements, such as Mindrum and
| SR3ISEtSe> 5F0ONBQa YILI Aa (GKS 2yfteée SOARSY

there was ever possibly a towerdre. It has beemargued (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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of these places may have been proposals for suitable places for towers. A closer
O2YLI N az2y 2F (GKS I yR&aOI sifgestspFsibleK S&S & A
solutions to this poblem.

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. Thesestgpe
indicated on theplan (Figure 3.11) byrange of icons that depict a rough gradation of
size. Largeastles like Bamburgh and Berwick have unique icons depicting the facade of
the castlessurrounded by crenelated walls. Smaller castles and towears a
distinguished with varying numbers of turrets. A third type of icon is more difficult to
interprett these look like clusters of houses, possibly depicting settlements, and it is
difficult to determine whether these icons were intended to depict fortifioas.
| 26 SGSNE YlIye 2F (KSaS RSLIAOGSR wasSiiaftSy
Pawston and Alnham, appear to have taken a more traditional tower form. However,
YIye |faz2z FLLSFEN G2 KFE@gS Gl 1Sy GKS F2N¥Y
structures which came into use in the lat&" or early16™ 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 gar(isents2016)

Possible strong houses on the plenished ring include Heaton, where in theeh€ury

a strong house stood amidst the ruined remains of a larger castle, Akeld (Bitj8)ye
Pressen, and Yeavering (Fig8rtn 0 @ Cl ¢ RSy A& f A&l SeRingyy 51
analysis of aerial photography during the-TiWeed 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
Akdd 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
K2dzaSa aaz20ArGddSR gAGK GKS aSaitSySyid ae
depicted wit both a tower and a settlement symbol. Wooler tower is known to have

been located in the centre of the settlement, but Catherine K@0tL6, 70Fig. 3.3has

identified a possible strong house located adjacent to the tower from a drawing of the
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village dating to ¢.1570. Additionally, many fortifications which certainly had
aSGGftSYSyiaxr adzOK |a b2NXKFYZ FNB y2i RSLJ
NBadzZ 6 AG asSSvya tA1Ste GKFEG GKSasS wasSid
fortifications, possibly ones which had a history of being more communal than private
in function(seeKent 2016, 6§71).

Overall, an analysis of the way the defersmmape is portrayed by these two
sources illustrates that the development of the defersmape was entagled 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 conakdetence
AYyTtdzSYOSR RAAGONROdziAZ2Ya 2F F2NIAFAOI GA2
between the physical requirements of an effective defence system and the practical
considerations of implementing the plan within the context of the-pxisting
landscapeThese influences will be considered in the defeiscape analysis of

Chapters 4 and 5.

3.4 Dataset 3: Cross-Border Meetings and Meeting Places

The legakcape investigated in Chapters 6 and 7 targets the landscapes used for
crossborder AnglaScottish legal meetings through the medieval period. Currently,
there is no published database of An@oottish meetings, so a dataset of medieval
meetings and their locations between 12@600 needed to be constructgdppendix
). A variety of sorces were used in the development of this datasgynthiab S A f £ S Q3
(1998)work, Violence, Custom, and Larepresents the most comprehensive source on
medieval meeting places to date and is based on her work with hundreds of medieval
documents. She cafelly 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 pHsoarge
references for thee meetings were recorded and the majority of the primaoyurce
references were then checked to ensure the robustness of the dataset (see Appgendix
for a full list of sources consulted). These sources included a variety of different
document types suchsaindentures, commissions, letters of safe conduct, treasury
NEO2NR&> FyR LISNE2YIlIf fSGGSNAED® ¢KAA LINRO
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and offers useful contextual information, including the names of attendees, details of
travel, and details laout 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, excépg a few exampleéuch as the description of the
truce negotiations in Kirk Yetholm and Carham in 1401, published in Stones 1965, 346
365), the medieval documents proved to be fairly reticent sources for the use of place
and landscape within border meaags. However, these sources can be supplemented
with additional contextual evidence. A second dataset df-t6ntury meetings was
ONBIFGSR FTNRBY GKS f Si0SNRE Caleyidar ofBdroedNapeysi & O
(18941896)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, 985) (Appendixd ® . I Ay Qa ¢2NJ I 6KAOK O2YLJ
the papers of the English border administrators in thé" b@ntury, has historically been
one of the most important and widely cited compilations of primary documents relating
to early modernAngloScottishhistory. 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. Howetleg,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, otthe 346 meetings included in the medieval dataset, only 2@
O2yaARSNBR W02NRSN)I YSSiAy3azQ I GSNXY 4KA
these, 175 60%) of the border meetings have locational information which connect the
meeting to a placén 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 medievhAnglaScottish border meeting places, and it provides a framework
upon which wider landscape interpretations of the legahpe and its relation to the

border-scape can be constructed.
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c8t8p S$SAAETEIC A O0"1 OAAO - AAQETC

The creation of the Angi8cottishmeetings dataset introduced questions about
how an AngleScottish meeting should be defined within the project, which highlighted
important characteristics of the organisation of the crdmsder legal system. In
particular, this process forced a confration with the historicity of the concept of a
Wo2NRSNJ YSSGAY3IQ YR K2g G2 | 002dzyi ¥F2NJ
past within the rigid structures of a spatial database.

The sites utilised as meeting places developed as a compohantrossborder
legal system known as the Laws of the Marches,eges Marchiarumwhich was
unique to the AngleScottish border. This system developed in response to a need to
facilitate the smooth handling of legal suits in a region where Englistsaotlish laws
intersected. They were first codified in 1249, although many elements of it are probably
much older(see Barrow 2003b; Neilson 1971; Neville 20G2a) was elaborated slowly
until the Union of the Crowns in 1603.

There were a number of défent 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 ahe Leges MarchiarumThe second were formal
diplomatic meetings attended by conservators or commissioners. These were arranged
for specific reasons, usually to negotiate diplomatic agreements and agreelumbsr
policies. However, there were other typ@f meetings occurring on the border.
2 NRSyaQ O2dzNIia ¢ S NBegesyMarshialuigriing wlangsidé NI 2
the Days of March. They were intended to redress crime under the jurisdiction of the
Leges Marchiarurbetween parties of the same nanality and were not crosborder
courts. Little is written about these courts, but evidence from th& &éntury indicates
GKFG 2FNRSyaQ O2dz2NIia FdzyOilA2y SR YdzOK GKS
although without some of the ceremonial trappin@@owes 1849)The meeting places

were also used for more informal meetings on occasion. A complaint filed against the

{KSNATF 2F /I NI AaftST ' yYRNBSG RS | I NOf X QA
brother, organised a number of illegal activitedin YSSGAy 3 LI I OS 2y
2 0SNR® !'Y2y3a (KS&aS ¢la | {ARYIFLWAY3I yR

Carlisle castle and an illegal crdssder cattle purchas@\eville 1998, 18)egislation

throughout the medieval period attempting to restrittte trade of horses and other
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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 tnetié 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@aretlapping
jurisdictions and codes, the divisions between which were rarely entirely (Beadie
et al. 2016, 84; Ormrod 2005, 8; Musson 2001, Surthermore, the legal mechanisms
of the Leges Marchiarurshanged dramatically through time. The smoaotimning of
the border courts required cooperation by both realiNeville 1998)and legal
systems were deeply embedded within the growing concepts of nationalism and
sovereignty emerging during the medieval per{dpteville 1998, 2, 2002b, 1§B863) 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 (FigLrs).
Consequatly, the relationships between the different types of events under the
jurisdiction of theLeges Marchiaruravolved between the 18and the 1% centuries,
and there were many overlapping responsibilities between these meetings. Treaties
might be negotited at Days of March and crime might be redressed at diplomatic
events. Sometimes multiple levels of border meetings were being arranged
simultaneously. Thus, thHeeges Marchiarurwere often conflated with international
law.

The structure of medieval arscles also does not necessarily help define the
fAYAOEA 2F gKIG Oy 0S O2yaARSNBR | Wo2NR
courts. It was not until the 6century that the English crown systematically archived
b2 NRSNJ O2 dzNIi & Qis hdlchrdSsNdnding arghiRe far BcStiseville 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 andollections
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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. Stange, the
decline in meetings at the beginning of the&entury is likely to be at least partially
caused by a real decrease in the number of meetings along the border. N&9Bkg, 96

97) notes that the period between 1399 and 1424 was markedbbth 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 numbénse®tings into

the later-15" century is likely an artefact of documentary preservation

Certain types of meetings are less likely to be recorded in the documentary
NEO2NR® 2 NRSyaQ O2dzNliazx fiK2dzaK 2NHI yA
less han ten times in the dataset. Furthermore, trysts, or unofficial cltossler
meetings, are also few and far between, although Armstr@@20)notes that
additional English sources such as gaol delivery and, more riikely, Bech records,
do preservescattered 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 ctussler
events WNRSY a4Q O2dzNIav® ¢KS&S RAAUGAYOUA2yada C
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 mangf these events were taking place at the same locations as the
Y2NB RALI 2YIFGAO YR WAYOISNYIFGA2Y I EQ YSS
included. Their inclusion generates a dataset that it is neither too prescriptive nor so
broad that it becones unwieldy and oveengineered for the questions being pursued
by this project.

From this process of databasing, research questions were refined and a working
definition of an AngleScottish meeting was constructed: a meeting had to be both

within the bounds of the Angt&cottish Marches and related to legal crissder
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transactionsi 2 06S O2yaARSNBR I W62 NRSNmMeesSndsi A y3IQ
inthe Angle{ O2GGA&aK YSSGAYy3 RFEGFASG NB RSaiAdy
an awareness that this is an imperfect dataset and is one which should be refined as

more is earned about these events through smalkrale case studies. Exploring the
relationships between different types of meetings returns as an important theme in the

case study analysis of Chapérand 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 legacape case study. First, considering the use angsecof
meeting places neeals 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 AngleéScottish Marches for crodsrder meetings between
1200 and 1500 (Figes3.16and3.17). 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. Thigas a pattern also apparent in the 1-@entury 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 greategree 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 placesrceeveal 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, 18 were able to be associated with a specific type of setting.
These were broadly defined into three categories: oémnsettings, church/churchyard
settings, or castle and public buildings settings. Of the three, there was a clear
preference for operair 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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@1 <100
@ 28 I <250
@ 915 B <500
@ 1522 s
I < 1000

. Berwick

. Ayton and Habchester

. Billymire

. Norham, Ladykirk, Upsettlington West

. Coldstream and Cornhill

. Reddenburn, Haddenstank, Birgham, Carham

. Kirk Yetholm

. Kelso and Roxburgh

. Jedburgh

. Lilliot's Cross, Moorhouselaw, Fairnington

Crags

11. Lauder

12. Cocklaw

13. Gamelspath

14. Alnwick

15. Morpeth

16. Newcastle

17. Belford

18. Kershop Brig

19. Kirkandrews

20. Solway, Lochmabenstone, Gretna, Chapel
of Salom

21. Carlisle

22. Lochmaben

23. Dumfries

Figure 3.16Anglo Scottish Meeting Places c. 12ABD0(Credits Appendix A)
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Figure 3.17Number of meetings recorded at each meeting place (12B00)
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likely an artificially low number. An additional 39 niegs 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 meetingse comparable use of castles for
meetings is evidenced by the use of Norham and Berwick castles during the Great Cause
negotiations of 1291Stones and Simpson 1978, 286)wvhen commissioners were
FGdlr O18SR Ay (KS YAy3Qa 49(ERRK$AG, 883, 892Nalille/ I NI
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 coutdealaimed with certainty in
most cases.

This mixture of indoor and outdoor spaces is significant because the late
medieval period witnessed a transition from large og@ncourt settings to indoor
settings where existing buildings would be temporardpurposed for courts and other
diplomatic meeting® . NERAS S I f® HamcT hJBNI R& H AN
transition is poorly understood and has resulted in an unlikely dichotomy where the
interpretation of late medieval opeair sites influenced bgrchaeological 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 Ar§loottish meéing places was
02y RdzOlU SR (20@B)fohhis PMNJ-tHesis on Scottish assembly sites. However, it
only considers sites which were used as ojpé@mmeeting places. As a result, the late
medieval transition between open air and indoor court sites presidn 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 borderscape.

3.5 Dataset 4: The Transportation Network 2 Fords and
Roads

Because movement is one of the five themes targeted by this project, the spatial
database required a dataset which represgtite medieval transportation network. In
fact, the transportation networkecorded in the spatial database made up of two

separate datasets one of fords and the other of historic roads.
107



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
specift paths. Rivers and their crossings were a significant concern for medieval
travellers in the eastern borderlands, as will be evidencethapter 7 (7.3).

Furthermore, their impact in the medieval landscape extends well beyond the
transportation networkIt was noted in the previous chapt€2.5.1)that rivers

influenced the organisation of territories and administratig@hythianAdams 2000)

On a smaller scale, fords frequently influence the way settlements and fields were
physically organised in the ldecape(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). Thesame from two different sources. 30 fords along the
lower Tweed were mapped from &t 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 1@century OS maps. Elsewhere, fords were mapped from the first
edition OS maps for the region. Not altds on the OS maps were included in the
RIGFLaSiod wA@SNBR ¢6SNBE RAGARSR Ayid2 G§KNBS
width as measured in the Qfaps (Figure 3.19able 3.5 Fordswere only mapped

along Level 1 and 2 rivetShis is because mg Level 3 rivers are often easily crossable
by foot or by horseback, evidenced in thé&ntury 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 produed 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 TweeBasin, 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.

91t 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 3.8: Fords mapped in the project aré@redits Appendix A)
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