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Abstract 

The Heirloom Factor Revisited: Curated Objects and Social Memory in Early Medieval 

Mortuary Practices 

 

In the early 20th century, Baldwin Brown’s investigation of early Anglo-Saxon burials stated that the 

low ratio of deposited swords was likely caused by the inheritance of the weapon by a family member. 

This became known as the heirloom factor and has been a generally accepted summary of early Anglo-

Saxon curation ever since. Chronologically older material culture originating from the early medieval 

period, however, has been consistently noticed within burials but overall neglected. Instead, 

researchers have focused on the reuse and recycling of Roman and Iron Age artefacts in early medieval 

furnished inhumation graves. Heirlooms, however, are biographical objects, imbued with the stories 

and events in which they had been present. Heirlooms from the early medieval period would have a 

known biography to their owners, families and wider social networks, whereas the biographical 

history of Roman or Iron Age objects would have been lost and unknown. Furthermore, the mortuary 

deposition of older objects would likely have made them noticeable and significant effect as a 

mnemonic device of social remembrance by participants and audiences. 

This thesis implemented an original combination of methods to contextually identify curated 

objects, or heirlooms, within the early medieval burials of Kent. The study subsequently interprets 

their roles in terms of social remembrance during the funerary rituals. Evidence from both 

archaeological and historical sources have indicated that swords and brooches were socially significant 

and distinct objects, presenting them as likely candidates as possible heirloom status objects. Early 

medieval cemeteries of Kent (5th–7th centuries AD) were chosen for this study because of the higher 

ratios of the number of swords and types of brooches found within burials compared to other areas 

of early Anglo-Saxon England. Kent is also the region where the first written laws are recorded in the 

beginning of the 7th century AD, with certain codes directly involving the inheritance of property. The 

study also responds to recent work on Kent’s graves in terms of grave re-opening. This research has 

analysed 1743 graves from 20 cemeteries in Kent to identify curation characteristics of either swords 

or brooches. Graves containing these objects were analysed for a series of characteristics to decipher 

chronological disparities within the entire grave context.  

This thesis has discovered that the deposition of curated objects within early Anglo-Saxon 

Kentish burials was a rare but discernible practice in which known biographical objects were utilised 

for several different funerary reasons. Swords and brooches were significant objects chosen to 

continue their circulation within a family or kin group for a period prior to their inclusion within a 

grave. A number of swords, however, have provided evidence that pieces of their hilts were likely 

inherited and continued while the rest of the sword, such as the blade, was included within a burial. 

The thesis argues that these practices facilitated the social remembrance of the significant weapon to 

be present during the funeral, as well as continuing its biography through its hilt fittings within the 

community. It has also been interpreted that the deposition of older brooches within subadult burials 

provides evidence of the effort to bolster the idealised identity of the deceased during the funeral or 

negotiate the relations between familial or kin groups. As the 5th—7th centuries AD were a period of 

social stratification, the utilisation of heirlooms within furnished burials has been found as a strategy 

to significantly influence the social remembrance of the mourners present at a funeral. 
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Chapter 1 – Approaching early medieval heirlooms through burial data 

 

Introduction 

Heirlooms are objects imbued with personal and social significance through their connection to the 

past. They connect their current owners to the previous individuals that owned them, as well as the 

people in which they were was in contact, and the events and stories with which it they were involved 

or present at the time. Heirlooms can be thought of as a specialised type of biographical object, 

relating to specific individuals, people, and narratives. These objects have been studied across multiple 

cultures and time periods through a variety of disciplines (Lillios 1999; Joyce 2000; Komter 2001). 

However, there has not been a dedicated study of heirloom objects from the early medieval period in 

Britain until this thesis. It is understood that the inheritance of objects was an ongoing practice 

throughout the early Anglo-Saxon period as shown by the 6th-century Law Codes of Aethelbert of Kent 

(Whitelock 1930; Härke 2000, p. 378), indicating that heirloom status objects were likely circulating. 

Indeed, for a long time attempts have been made to map these historical sources onto archaeological 

data from furnished inhumation graves. It was, indeed, first noted in 1915 by Baldwin Brown that the 

low ratio of swords within burials was likely caused by the inheritance of the weapon by a surviving 

family member. This has become known throughout early medieval studies as ‘the heirloom factor’ 

(Brown 1915). Throughout the many early Anglo-Saxon cemetery excavations, chronologically older 

objects have been discovered deposited within graves, originating from prehistoric periods, such as 

finds of flints and fossils, the Iron Age, the Roman period, as well as distinguishably older objects from 

their own era. These chronologically older objects like the sword in grave 31 from Brighthampton, 

Oxfordshire (Härke 2000, p. 393), or the cruciform brooch in grave 91 from Empingham II, Rutland 

(Timby 1996, p. 93) have consistently garnered attention for their identifiable age yet have gone 

without further contextual investigations (Meaney 1981; White 1988; Sherlock 2016). The widespread 
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chronological distribution of individual sword parts found within the Staffordshire Hoard have also 

merited a degree of speculation regarding the curation of objects (Fischer and Soulat 2010; Fern et al. 

2019). More recent works have also mentioned a number of older objects within early Anglo-Saxon 

graves as well as the issues in determining the extent of their age (Martin 2012; Brunning 2019, p. 61). 

However, despite these forays into the investigation of old artefacts in graves, there has not been any 

direct study of these older early medieval objects appearing within burial contexts and their curation 

during the early medieval period prior to deposition. This study revisits the theme of ‘the heirloom 

factor’ to enhance our understanding of the early medieval curation of material culture and the 

socially motivated reasons for its deposition. In particular, for the first time this study tackles the 

mnemonic power of old things in the mortuary context of its contemporary period itself. 

It has been stated that once an heirloom enters the archaeological record, such as within a 

burial, it is a sign that it has lost its meaning or significance (Lillios 1999, p. 257). However, in the light 

of recent work on the significance of early medieval mortuary practices as arenas for social 

competition and memory reproduction, the display of a publicly known biographical object, such as 

an heirloom, within a multi-staged funeral and subsequent inclusion within a furnished burial 

assemblage, can be seen differently. Rather than a loss of meaning, selecting items for burial indicates 

the act of deposition was itself a socially significant feature to the funeral. Early Anglo-Saxon 

cemeteries contained graves furnished with objects, considered by a range of scholars to be active 

performative components of the funeral, deployed to display a negotiated or idealised identity at a 

time of gathering and commemoration (Williams 2002; Devlin 2007). These furnished graves have also 

displayed a varying quantity and quality of graves and grave goods, evidence of the choice to deposit 

specific materials signified prominent competition between families or kin groups during the 5th to 7th 

centuries AD, leading to the political stratification of kingdoms during the 7th century AD (Scull 1999). 

Hence, researchers have come to understand funerals as important moments in early medieval social 

life: times of communal gathering for mourning, commemoration, and the enactment of strategies for 

social remembrance through the ceremony of the funeral (Carver 2000; Halsall 2002; Williams 2006, 
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p. 119-20). The objects within the grave were utilised as a ‘technology’ by which certain aspects were 

remembered and enforced, while others forgotten (Williams 2006, p. 220). Yet the role of ‘heirlooms’ 

in this theoretical framework demands further investigation, as the objects imbued with a socially 

known biography would have amplified the social remembrance of the funeral whilst potentially 

renegotiating the family’s political standing within the community. This study was first and foremost 

a methodological study, testing an approach to identify heirloom status objects within early medieval 

burials. The methodological approach was utilised on a sample of 20 cemeteries from early Anglo-

Saxon Kent, one of the most important and wealthiest regions in terms of early medieval burials. The 

study has specifically investigated the deposition of swords and brooches, which have been found to 

be significant social status objects and, in some locations, targeted to be retrieved from graves after 

burial (Kristoffersen 1999; Klevnas 2013). This thesis then interprets the roles of social remembrance 

that these important biographical objects would have had during the funeral proceedings in the 5th-

7th century AD. This study is the first to directly investigate early Anglo-Saxon heirloom objects and 

provides a platform for future research. 

 

Thesis structure 

The thesis begins with a review of past works related to the various themes utilised within this study 

(Chapter 2). It reviews previous studies of early Anglo-Saxon mortuary traditions, the theoretical 

approaches of social remembrance that underpin this thesis, and the interdisciplinary studies of 

biographical objects and heirlooms that provide the framework for my approach. Chapter 3 will 

consider the significance of two key categories of early medieval artefact that provide the focus of the 

thesis and selected because they were commonly placed with the dead in Kentish graves of the 5th–

7th centuries AD: brooches and swords. The evidence from archaeological and historical sources for 

these artefacts is surveyed for Anglo-Saxon England, before the discussion turns specifically to 

addressing the characteristics, the historical documentation, and archaeological research for these 
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artefacts for early medieval Kent. This is the focal landscape for this study, thus identifying how the 

patterns and practices pertain to this specific region. This will be followed by the methods utilised for 

the identification of heirloom status brooches and swords within grave contexts and the interpretation 

of the roles of social memory they enacted during the funerary rituals (Chapter 4). The study also 

created a catalogue of the brooch and sword graves for the analysis of curation characteristics, which 

is also explained and discussed within this chapter. The next chapter reviews and evaluates the 

cemeteries from Kent utilised for this study and selected for the quality and quantity of their excavated 

data (Chapter 5). This is followed by the results of the implemented methods, in which the thesis 

interrogates the graves which contained heirloom status objects, for which some characteristics of 

curation were suggested. The heirloom status of objects is evaluated with regards to their type, 

material, and the timeframe in which they were utilised within a grave context (Chapter 6). This 

chapter will also discuss the differences between sword and brooch heirloom burials, the age of the 

individuals who were accompanied by heirlooms, a comparison between other non-heirloom burials, 

and a reflection of the strengths and limitations of the study. The final chapter (Chapter 7) draws the 

evidence together, presenting the final remarks on the early Anglo-Saxon period utilisation of 

heirlooms for the purposes of funerary performances. It concludes with the discussion of the areas of 

further research involving the expansion of this investigation into other areas of early medieval Europe 

and studies focused on the lack of pommels upon swords within graves and patterns of abrasions as 

revealed from the conclusions of this study. Using the methods outlined in chapter 4, this thesis aims 

to be the first to test a methodological approach in the identification of early Anglo-Saxon heirlooms. 

It then continues to interpret and further our understanding of the social significance of the deposition 

of heirloom status objects within early medieval mortuary traditions from the 5th to 7th centuries AD. 

The successes of the approach utilised will enable this study to be a platform for future research in 

many different research areas, including early medieval inheritance, social and political stratification, 

and the analysis of the abrasion and repairs of material culture.  
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Chapter 2 – Appraisal of previous research 

 

 

Introduction 

 

The study of early medieval heirlooms and their role in social remembrance during funerary 

procedures necessitate the utilisation of a wide range of research areas.  The term ‘heirloom’ is 

problematic in archaeological studies and its use by archaeologists has varied within academic 

contexts (Gilchrist 2013, p. 1). This can be partially attributed to the difficulties encountered when 

older objects are found in later contexts, causing problems for chronological dating and interpretation. 

Another challenge has been the lack of evidence revealing familial structures or inheritance patterns 

of certain past peoples. These obstacles have impacted many studies of the early Anglo-Saxon period, 

where the term heirloom has been used vaguely and implemented as a generalised word for an object 

which appears older than the rest of the grave assemblage (see Hills et al. 1984, p. 15; Huggett 1988; 

Parfitt & Brugmann 1997, p. 50; Härke 2000). However, through the combination of a variety of 

archaeological and historical studies in the Anglo-Saxon period and other related theoretical 

explanations, evidence supporting the understanding and utilisation of early Anglo-Saxon heirlooms 

has become attainable. Therefore, this chapter discusses the previous works necessary for the 

identification and analysis of the roles curated objects would have during the social remembrance of 

the funerary process during the early medieval period. The first section presents the studies of 

biographical objects and heirlooms, followed by early medieval studies involving contextually ‘older’ 

objects within graves. This chapter will then discuss the burials of the early Anglo-Saxon period, 

followed by a review of the theoretical approach of social remembrance. The chapter will conclude by 
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defining the term heirloom from the evidence of the discussed studies for the early medieval period 

and setting up the focus and rationale of the thesis. 

 

  

Heirlooms and biographical objects 

 

The term heirloom is defined by the Oxford English Dictionary as a valued object that has belonged to 

a family for several generations. The etymology of the word ‘heirloom’ originates from a combination 

of two medieval English words: ‘heir’ being the inheritor of property or rank, and ‘lome’ meaning a 

tool (Lillios 1999, p. 241). As demonstrated by this elementary definition, the first defined examples 

of medieval European ‘heirlooms’ were usually tools or weaponry. However, the term has become 

fluid and highly nuanced cross culturally, as heirlooms are signified through a variety of types of 

objects. Heirlooms have been depicted more broadly as ‘curated objects’, or objects selected and 

cared for.  From simple or commonly used objects such as beads or pottery, to objects made from 

selected precious metals or materials such as gold rings or ivory pendants, these objects were 

considered important to the people who owned, curated, and continued their circulation (Lillios 1999). 

Heirlooms can convey vast amounts of information about various cultures or societies and their ideas. 

As many different people from a variety of time periods have curated and passed down objects, the 

broad patterns of material curation and the motives for their continued possession are a valuable 

asset of study to archaeologists. Th many ways in which different groups of people have curated and 

passed on objects to others has been previously evaluated in terms of gift exchange, social structures, 

group relations, and the relationships with material culture (Mauss 1954; Appadurai 1986; Weiner 

1992; Skeates 1995; Lillios 1999). Until the last few decades, heirlooms have been viewed as 

anomalies, inconveniences, or problems for archaeological research. The presence of significantly 

older objects among archaeological assemblages has been considered disruptive to the overall 

stratigraphical sequence and chronology of the sites in which they appear. Thus, many of these 
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artefacts have been recorded as irregularities, forgotten, excluded, or briefly visited and dismissed in 

the investigation of various sites (Gilchrist 2013, p. 170). In some rare cases, heirlooms have appeared 

in archaeological discussions, but as supporting evidence to describe changes to social structures, 

rather than fully explored in terms of the objects themselves or the social meanings they conveyed. 

For example, In the first half of the 20th century AD, Gordon Childe’s work, Progress and Archaeology, 

discussed ‘complex’ and progressing societies and the belief that the disappearance of grave goods 

displayed the survivor’s unwillingness to part with the goods that previously would accompany the 

deceased (Childe 1944, p. 87). With repeated discoveries of older objects in later archaeological 

contexts, processual archaeologists applied the term ‘heirloom’ to summarise and explain any sort of 

materials which contradicted the expected contextual chronology (Binford 1973, p. 242; Gilchrist 

2013, p. 2). This approach, caused the generalisation of many objects as heirlooms, discounting any 

sort of inheritance, curation, or accrediting significance of older objects unrelated to certain contained 

contexts.  

More recent studies have directly addressed the heirlooms of various groups of people (Lillios 

1999; Woodward 2002; Wessman 2009; Gilchrist 2013). Studies of heirlooms have investigated 

interpersonal and personal energy investments such as inherited family histories, memories, and 

emotional attachments (Caple 2006, p. 205). These actions and behaviours surrounding an heirloom 

construct a narrative history for the people to whom it belongs. Inheritance patterns can be 

interpreted and identified through the transfer of portable material culture (Komter 2001, p. 63). 

Heirlooms also elucidate which types of objects or materials were especially valued or considered 

inalienable to their owners or associated societies (Gilchrist 2013, p. 2). These inherited objects served 

as an embodied connection to individual and community pasts, visually and tangibly (Wessman 2009, 

p. 71). The curated objects could also act as negotiators of human relationships, symbolising 

heightened status in socially competitive environments or asserting legitimacy to the owner’s for 

claims to land (Komter 2001, p. 60; Wessman 2009, p. 71). Heirlooms of this type are often not equally 
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accessible to all people within a society, often being exclusively available to privileged social classes 

(Lillios 1999, p. 236; Whitley 2002, p. 226).  

Heirlooms can be considered a subcategory of biographical objects as they have known 

histories connected to a certain family, group, or consecutive individuals (Lillios 1999). The study of 

object biography was first initiated in the collection of works, The Social Life of Things: Commodities 

in Cultural Perspective (Appadurai 1986). Within this volume, Igor Kopytoff discussed that when 

individuals imbue specific objects with meaning, these objects become unique or ‘singularised’ in 

comparison to others of the same type or style (Kopytoff 1986, p. 74) This biographical approach to 

objects reveals that all aspects of material culture, such as portable objects or monuments, can 

accumulate known histories of their own, similar to that of individual people (Kopytoff 1986; Holtorf 

2008). Chris Gosden and Yvonne Marshall expanded this theory in their work within archaeological 

contexts and discussed the relationships between people and objects (Gosden & Marshall 1999, p. 

169). They state that publicly known or famous objects can become directly and mutually connected 

to the people who owned them. The possession of well-known objects by individuals would have 

increased status, as well as objects receiving a more impactful history by being owned by famous 

people (Gosden & Marshall 1999, p. 170). More recently, this biographical approach has been widely 

implemented to examine the relationships between people and material culture with sparse 

supporting evidence, such as Bronze Age portable statues and ring razors, Iron Age mirrors and cattle 

skulls, or early medieval coin necklaces, from across Europe (Joy 2009, p. 544; Gorogianni 2011; 

Hambleton 2013, Burström 2014; Jennings 2014). This has caused a greater understanding of the 

social agency of a wide range of objects and people, rather than focusing upon the materials or 

function.  

However, though heirlooms are biographical objects, not all biographical objects need be 

heirlooms (Whitley 2002, p. 226). In regard to this, James Whitley describes the differences between 

heirlooms and biographical objects. He defines heirlooms as objects originating within the same family 

and being handed down for several generations (Whitley 2002, p. 226). Antiques, Whitley discusses 
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as biographical objects that have not been inherited generationally. Instead, antiques are objects 

curated and circulated because of their age and prestige status (Whitley 2002, p. 226). The biography 

of heirlooms, unlike non-heirloom objects, are directly connected to the biographies of past 

individuals. The specific histories entangled within a family or kin group can enhance the associated 

object’s importance when compared to other socially significant objects.  

Scholarly studies involving heirlooms have been undertaken previously across a variety of 

academic fields, such as sociology, anthropology, and archaeology (Lillios 1999; Gosden & Marshall 

1999; Komter 2001; Gilchrist 2013). However, approaches to the interpretation and implementation 

of the actual term ‘heirloom’ has varied across different time periods and different cultures. For 

example, anthropological studies commonly explore the role of heirlooms in gift exchange, while 

archaeological studies focus on the connections between heirlooms’ roles concerning ancestry and 

views of their own past (Gilchrist 2013, p.2). Despite the disparities in these approaches, both 

anthropologists and archaeologists view heirlooms as biographical objects that act as mnemonic 

devices functioning as conveyers of social memory (Gilchrist 2013, p. 3). However archaeological 

studies further differentiate investigations of heirlooms by cultural variation, such as literate and 

illiterate cultures or mobile and non-mobile cultures (Caple 2010, p. 305). Scholars studying heirlooms 

from historical periods or literate cultures tend to implement the term using its literal definition as an 

object passed down generationally within a family.  

These investigations utilise precise inheritance evidence such as written records, wills, or 

inscriptions to support individual case studies, directly naming specific objects as heirlooms or 

identifying which types of objects were chosen to be inherited. For example, Rosemary Joyce 

discussed how certain Mayan heirloom bone pins from the Classic Period (AD 500–1000), were 

inscribed directly upon the object with their history and ownership (Joyce 2000, p. 210; 2003, p. 106). 

Another related example are the 10th and 11th century AD later Anglo-Saxon wills translated by 

Dorothy Whitelock (1930). These written documents provided instructions for the inheritance of land, 

wealth, and portable objects, such as clothes, swords, and jewellery. In some cases, the portable 
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objects listed were described in detail demonstrating their importance, value, or unique qualities. 

They were to be inherited by their survivors or gifted to their lords or churches (Whitelock 1930). In 

discussion of these wills, Zoë Devlin has made the point that not all the possessions of an individual 

were included. Devlin continues to explain that the objects listed and described in the wills carried 

important social meanings and messages similar to the objects that were interred within the furnished 

inhumation burials of the 5th–7th century AD. Devlin makes the connection that the roles of objects 

still played a major part for the remembrance of individuals, though the methods by which they were 

implemented had changed from the early to late Anglo-Saxon periods (Devlin 2009, p. 29–33). Written 

evidence such as the records of inheritance or the ownership of objects allows archaeologists to 

achieve highly specific interpretations involving social and familial structures or views and beliefs 

surrounding past objects. 

However, studies of the inheritance or curation of heirlooms without accompanying written 

or inscribed evidence, such as in prehistoric, illiterate, or mobile cultures tend to use the definition 

and the term ‘heirloom’ broadly or in a general sense of the meaning.  For example, Anna Wessman’s 

work, “Reclaiming the Past: Using Old Artefacts as a Means of Remembering”, discussed ancient 

artefacts placed within Late Iron Age graves (AD 550—1150) in Finland (Wessman 2007). Most of the 

examples of these ancient objects were Stone Age tools, although some were from the Early Roman 

Iron Age. Though the article is an insightful investigation of the mnemonic roles of older artefacts 

during funerary rituals, Wessman’s options for interpreting how they arrived within the Iron Age 

graves is problematic. Her first explanation was that the objects were taken, or “grave robbed” from 

older grave or grave sites, as many of the Iron Age cemeteries reused prehistoric burial grounds (2007, 

p. 81-2). The second explanation presents the objects as heirlooms. However, this implies that the 

objects were kept in circulation for over a thousand years from the Stone Age to the late Iron Age in 

Finland. Although technically possible, it is highly unlikely that objects were passed down the span of 

years from creation to burial. Despite using the term ‘heirloom’ as an explanation, Wessman never 

directly states that the objects were inherited, and instead returns to the thought they had been 
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scavenged or collected from an ancient cemetery (Wessman 2007, p. 84-5). It is possible that these 

objects were taken from an older cemetery during the Iron Age and then became heirlooms by being 

kept in circulation and passed on for some time. However, as Ann Woodward has previously made the 

distinction in her work, these objects may have been viewed as ‘relics’, coinciding with Whitley’s 

differences between heirlooms and antiques (Woodward 2002, p. 1041; Whitley 2002, p. 226). In this 

context a ‘relic’ has been defined as an object surviving from an earlier time, especially one of 

historical interest, rather than the other definition concerning Christian relics of saints (Oxford English 

Dictionary). Thus, Wessman’s objects would be more appropriately termed ‘relics’ rather than 

heirlooms, as the object’s biography would be unknown due the lengthy expanse of time between the 

Neolithic and Iron Age in Finland (Woodward 2002; Whitley 2002; Eckardt & Williams 2003). Whitley 

discusses this impact of extended time on the status of an object in his article, Objects with Attitude: 

Biographical Facts and Fallacies in the Study of Late Bronze Age Early Iron Age Warrior Graves (Whitley 

2002). Whitley contends that it is highly unlikely for objects to be passed along within the same family 

for over ten generations, and rather than heirlooms, objects such as these may be aristocratic antiques 

of status used in exchange, ransoms, or payments (Whitley 2002, p. 226).  

Many mortuary archaeological studies investigating older artefacts in later contexts tend not 

to use the term ‘heirloom’, describing the artefact as a biographical object, in use for an extended 

period, or recycled, scavenged, or found from an older context (Eckardt & Williams 2003; Wessman 

2009, p. 78). This can be attributed to the absence of written or other definitive evidence in familial 

structures, inheritance patterns, or reasons for extensive object circulation. In past societies the 

familial structures and definitions of ‘family’ or ‘kin group’ differ between cultures, and likely differed 

from familial groups during modern times (Sayer 2009). As previously discussed, Whitley also argues 

that an extensive period of time between the original context of an object and the final context can 

lead to ambiguity or categorized as a relic (Whitley 2002, p. 226).  

A more recent study has again addressed older objects appearing in later contexts (Knight et 

al. 2019). Knight et al. continued to build upon the differences between old objects and created five 



12 
 

distinct categories: objects of memory and heirlooms, objects for securing identity, amuletic or 

magical objects, objects of mythology, and reappropriated, reused and recycled objects (Knight et al. 

2019, p.5). Of these five categories, only objects of memory and heirlooms connected to the recent 

past, known for their familial ownership and ties to lineage. The other categories involved objects of 

a more distant past, with biographies not fully understood or repurposed to suit the needs of their 

contemporary time period. This is understood for amuletic objects, thought to have supernatural 

qualities from their unknown or reinterpreted past (Meaney 1981; Gilchrist 2008), or objects of 

mythology, utilised to legitimise origin stories (Haug 2001). As this research brought together a variety 

of examples of older objects, it highlighted the differences between an heirloom and other older 

objects.  

 One of the few theoretical approaches to the archaeological study of heirlooms has been 

completed by Katina Lillios in her article Objects of Memory: the ethnography and archaeology of 

Heirlooms (Lillios 1999). Her methodology and approach to the identification of curated objects of 

chiefdoms, or societies with hereditary rank, is effective and applicable to other cultures or time 

periods, such as the early Anglo-Saxon period (Lillios 1999, p. 235). Lillios stated that heirlooms were 

not kept in circulation due to their economic value, but for their biographical value and connection to 

the past.  To identify heirlooms, Lillios began with three questions: Which types of objects become 

heirlooms and how do heirlooms “work”?; how do the nature, function, and transmission of heirlooms 

vary cross-culturally?; and how might heirlooms be recognised? (Lillios 1999, p. 239). As all people and 

cultures differ across time periods and areas, these questions are useful to discover the motives 

behind the continued circulation and biography of a certain object. Lillios stressed that to identify an 

heirloom in archaeological contexts, the knowledge and understanding of the object’s biography was 

necessary (Lillios 1999, p. 238). In regard to the types of objects that become heirlooms, Lillios stated, 

“Heirlooms are often items of ornamentation, agricultural implements made of highly valued 

materials, weaponry, textiles, and ceramic or metal vessels used for food production or storage” 
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(Lillios 1999, p. 252). Although Lillios named a broad variety of material culture, this approach is 

appropriate for the study of heirlooms of a wide range of groups of people, cultures, and time periods.  

Lillios suggests that in times of land claiming, social competition, or legitimization, heirlooms 

as mnemonic devices with direct connections to the remembrance of ancestors could be utilised as 

powerful assets (Lillios 1999, p. 258). However, she continues with the statement that it is, “…only 

when heirlooms lose their meaning as an emblem of hereditary rank or when hereditary rank has 

declined that they enter the archaeological record, in burial, or a refuse deposit (Lillios 1999, p. 257)”. 

Regarding heirlooms of the early Anglo-Saxon period, it can be argued that the burial was potentially 

one of the most important moments for these objects with known biographies and public recognition. 

As discussed before, the 5th–7th centuries AD featured inhumation burials as times of social 

competition, stratification, and legitimisation. The inclusion of a known heirloom in a burial could not 

only empower social remembrance of past times, people, and places with the mourners, but cause 

the amplification of such memories. The deposition of an heirloom created a key focal point in which 

the connection to a known past was enhanced for the deceased and their survivors.   

Roberta Gilchrist contributed a different perspective as she contends that aside from the value 

and biography of heirlooms accumulated through processes of exchange, the materiality of the 

objects is also an important factor which has been previously overlooked (Gilchrist 2013, p. 3). Gilchrist 

draws upon Alfred Gell’s theories that objects can bring about emotional reactions, such as feelings 

of remembrance (Gell 1998; Gilchrist 2013, p. 4). Gilchrist suggests that heirlooms can be interpreted 

as public objects with a collective memory (2013, p. 3). She makes the distinction that biographical 

objects that are not heirlooms can be considered more private, with personal histories or 

autobiographies (Gilchrist 2013, p. 3). Gilchrist’s stance that the concept of the materiality of 

heirlooms, with the combination of both physical characteristics and their constructed social value, 

was appreciated by the medieval peoples that possessed them (2013, p. 6). She also comments that 

heirlooms were commonly connected to various life course rituals, such as weddings, births, and as 

previously discussed, funerals (2013, p. 4). As Wessman highlighted, the importance and role of 
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heirlooms for social remembrance during the Iron Age funerals of Finland, heirlooms would have a 

similar effect during early medieval funerals (Wessman 2007; Gilchrist 2013, p. 4). 

 

 

Heirlooms in early Anglo-Saxon England 

 

There have been very few studies which relate or indirectly involve the investigation of heirlooms 

during the early Anglo-Saxon period. The term ‘heirloom’ has been used loosely to describe the 

characteristics of older objects interred in early Anglo-Saxon graves, but no thorough investigation has 

been undertaken regarding heirlooms during this period. This paucity of investigation and use of the 

term ‘heirloom’ is likely due to the absence or tenuous nature of the evidence portraying inheritance. 

The precise patterns of and procedures for the inheritance of portable objects are unclear, but various 

supporting evidence confirms that objects were exchanged and curated extensively. No definitive 

written evidence of inheritance for this period exists until the Laws of King Aethelbert of Kent were 

recorded in the very beginning of the 7th century AD, which confirmed that the inheritance of property 

was an established common practice. Laws 78 through 81 specifically discuss the detailed instructions 

for the inheritance of property in certain situations within a family after a death or the intended 

procedures in the absence of children as heirs (Härke 2000, p. 378; Reilly 2004, p. 20). These laws 

reveal that specific regulations had to have been implemented when a normal inheritance protocol 

was problematic. Although they were written in the beginning of the 7th century AD, the laws show 

that inheritance procedures were a normal occurrence which had been previously established for a 

long period of time (Härke 2000, p. 378).  

 As previously discussed, further issues with the investigations of heirlooms also arise from the 

paucity of evidence revealing the structures of kin groups or families. The linguistics of the Anglo-

Saxons have been studied to better understand these familial structures. Though the word ‘friend’ is 
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defined as a person with whom one has a bond of mutual affection (Oxford English Dictionary), it 

originates from the Anglo-Saxon word “freondas” (Sayer 2009, p. 151). Green believes that the original 

meaning of the term may refer to a wider interpersonal connection, as of all kin or family (Green 1998, 

p. 57). This can mean that a familial structure may have been viewed as a broader group of associated 

people, rather than defined by direct blood relation. Some scholars have investigated the organisation 

of the Anglo-Saxon family, such as Goody (1973) and Wareham (2001), but not directly addressing 

heirlooms. Goody’s discussion involved the roles of family members and the occurrence of the 

payment of the wergild, or payment for the killing of an individual (1973). Wareham focused upon 

inheritance methods in later Anglo-Saxon England (2001). Both studies, however, do not truly 

investigate which objects or by what process they were inherited during the early Anglo-Saxon period. 

Yet, they presented evidence through the later written records which demonstrated the existence of 

established procedures for inheritance within a familial unit that potentially started during the early 

Anglo-Saxon period. 

The defining of early Anglo-Saxon heirlooms has been problematic, and the term has been 

used previously in a generalised sense. Even so, their existence has not gone unnoticed. For example, 

in T.C. Lethbridge’s 1956 work on East Anglian cemeteries¸ he discussed the appearance and 

probability of heirloom objects from a grave in Holywell Row, Suffolk: 

Here a girl, perhaps ten years old, was buried with brooches, girdle-hangers and other things, which 
were worn or patched at the time of burial. She was provided with festoons of beads much too big for 
her. She was not buried with her own jewels, but with old and worn-out objects, which probably had 
not even belonged to her mother. They had been girdle-hangers roughly patched for the occasion – 
these may have belonged once to her grandmother or great-aunt (1956, p. 114). 

From Lethbridge’s research, it was obvious that the objects were likely heirlooms, but not further 

discussion occurred more than identifying the objects as old. The first explicit discussion of early 

Anglo-Saxon heirlooms took place in the early 20th century. This was in Baldwin Brown’s work, The 

Arts in Early England, Volume V, he concluded that the discrepancy between the numbers of swords 

compared to other weaponry in early Anglo-Saxon graves was due to the inheritance of the sword by 

the deceased’s heir (1915, p. 208). This presumption became known as the ‘heirloom factor’ and has 
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continued as a casually accepted explanation and assumption of inheritance patterns for the lower 

ratio of swords and lack of other objects within burials. 

As most of early Anglo-Saxon archaeological data derives from burials, the ability to detect 

the curation of the objects within graves has been problematic. As previously discussed, the problems 

concerning early Anglo-Saxon chronological studies are only beginning to be remedied (Brugmann 

1999; Hines 1999; Bayliss & Hines 2013). Abrasion, though potentially a clear depiction of age, has 

only cautiously been used to characterise curation. In discussing older or worn objects in graves from 

the early Anglo-Saxon cemetery of Finglesham, Kent, Sonia Chadwick Hawkes and Mark Pollard stated, 

“Even in the case of the extremely worn Jutlandic square-headed brooch from Finglesham D3 the most 

scrupulous scholars are hesitant when they try to assess its wear and tear in chronological terms” 

(Hawkes and Pollard 1981, p. 342). Studies of object typology can present a more precise way of 

determining the age of an artefact, rather than abrasion. For example, an elaborate composite disc 

brooch from a 7th century female burial in West Hanney, Oxfordshire, displays abrasion and repairs, 

but the creation of the brooch’s typology only appeared within the timeframe of the burial, indicating 

that though damaged it was not curated for an extended time period (Hamerow et al 2015, p. 100).  

 Chris Caple mentions early Anglo-Saxon heirlooms as a subcategory of what he describes as 

‘ancestor artefacts’ in his work, Ancestor Artefacts – Ancestor Materials (2010). Caple discusses the 

Anglo-Saxon interest in the past, implementing Annette Haug’s concepts of the ‘recent past’ and 

‘distant past’ during the Augustinian Period in Rome (Haug 2001; Caple 2010). In her discussion of 

‘renovatio’, or the political concept of reclaiming the past during Augustus’s reign in Rome, Haug 

explains the distinctive understanding of different time spans (Haug 2001, p. 111). She describes the 

recent past as within the known memory of three generations or approximately eighty years. The 

‘recent past’ invokes the knowledge of the recognised or remembered past, such as family histories 

or events directly related to certain individuals (Haug 2001, p. 112). The knowledge of the ‘recent past’ 

has been implemented to validate social or political status or for the use of inheritance in a society 

(Haug 2001, p. 112). As for the ‘distant past’, Haug describes this as a group’s collective memory, 
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events far from the known memories of any living individuals. Such distant pasts can be comprised of 

extensive past stories, legends and societal myths (Haug 2001, p. 113).  

 Caple describes certain evidence of the interpretation of the views of the recent and distant 

pasts from the Anglo-Saxon period. Examples of interaction with the ‘distant past’ can be revealed 

through the tendency of the early Anglo-Saxons to reuse prehistoric barrows for the location of  

cemeteries and in the reuse or recycling of Roman objects found or scavenged from Roman sites 

(White 1988; Williams 1997; Eckardt & Williams 2003; Caple 2010, p. 306). Older features or 

monuments in the landscape and material culture were not within the boundaries of the early Anglo-

Saxon known memory. The Anglo-Saxons must have interpreted prehistoric barrows in their own way, 

creating their own myths and legends surrounding them, yet still reusing them to connect themselves 

to the land and legitimise their claims (Williams 1997).  

 Heirlooms, which under Haug’s scheme could be defined as curated portable objects of the 

recent past, are only briefly alluded to in Caple’s research. However, he does discuss the broader topic 

of the veneration of materials, which can demonstrate the social curation of selected objects. He 

explains the methods by which objects could be venerated: Retention, cleaning, restoration, re-

enactment, and display (Caple 2010, p. 307-8). Though he discusses heirlooms as a type of venerated 

object of retention, Caple does not expand upon the inheritance of objects during the early Anglo-

Saxon period (2010, p. 315). Rather his case study involves the variance of metallurgy of the early 

Anglo-Saxon saucer brooches created from the recycling of Roman metals, making them ‘ancestral 

objects’ (Caple 2010, p. 314). Caple believes that certain Roman brass objects were split when 

reworked, passing on their ancestral value through the creation of the pairs of saucer brooches (Caple 

2010, p. 314). However, studies have found early Anglo-Saxon metalworking sites to be small-scale 

which reused metals, like that discovered from the early settlement site of West Stow, Suffolk (Wall 

2011, p. 98). This may indicate that the saucer brooches described by Caple were only made from 

Roman material because it was readily available. 
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The burials of the early Anglo-Saxon period 

The early Anglo-Saxon period ranged from the mid-5th to 7th centuries AD, beginning with the 

migration of people from across northwest Europe to the east and south of England following the 

collapse of the Roman Imperial system in Britain (Lucy 2000). The migrative process is still debated 

including such aspects as the areas in which groups originated, the period of time over which it took 

place, the size of migration, and whether it was a process of conflict or acculturation with the native 

Britons (Hines 1984; Hills 1999; Lucy 2000). The migration period was a time of social reconstruction, 

competition, and increased stratification throughout the 5th and 6th centuries AD, leading to elite 

groups consolidating their power into kingdoms in the 7th and 8th centuries AD (Scull 1999, p. 21). The 

majority of the available data for the early Anglo-Saxon period is derived from the archaeological 

record of furnished burials, depicting a shift from the British and Romano-British material culture to 

the adaptation of new styles of objects similar to those from north and west continental Europe. The 

burials were constructed by other individuals, probably family or the household (Welch 2011, p. 266). 

Early Anglo-Saxon inhumation burials followed a similar pattern across the east and south of England 

between the 5th–7th centuries AD, where objects within graves were generally considered to be 

gendered male or female (Fig. 1 & 2; Lucy 2000). The deceased individuals were dressed, adorned, 

and accompanied by selected objects placed in an effort to create a socially remembered, idealised 

identity (Härke 1997; Halsall 2002; Williams 2006; Devlin 2007, p. 35; Sayer & Williams 2009, p. 20-

21).  These visually engaged with the mourners present at the funeral, enacted as mnemonic devices 

for funerary rituals (Williams 2006; Devlin 2007b, p. 41). These mnemonic devices served multiple 

purposes during the funerary performance: the depiction, construction, or transformation of the 

deceased’s identity; the improvement of the surviving family’s social standing; and as a focal point 

used to transmit the social remembrance of past events, people, and legends (Carver 2000; Williams 

2006, p. 40; Devlin 2007, p. 35). The funerary rituals, interred objects, and the gathering of people 
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were believed to be one of the vital platforms in which social competition took place (Scull 1999, p. 

21; Carver 2000, p. 40; Semple 2008, p. 408).  

As previously stated, the predominant source of information for the early Anglo-Saxon period 

has been largely obtained from the burials found in southern and eastern Britain from the 5th to 7th 

centuries AD. The 18th-century antiquarian excavations in Kent conducted by the Reverend Bryan 

Faussett and then the Reverend James Douglas, led to the initial discovery of what would become the 

people known as the Anglo-Saxons (Douglas 1793; Faussett 1856; MacGregor 2007, p. 30). Excavations 

throughout the 19th and 20th centuries revealed Anglo-Saxon cemeteries, settlements, and material 

culture across southern and eastern 

Britain. 

Many Anglo-Saxon burials, 

both cremation and inhumation 

burials, which appear in different 

ratios between burial grounds, 

localities and regions, were found to 

have objects included within the 

grave, providing a wealth of 

information for archaeological study 

(Lucy 2000). This is more apparent 

within inhumation burials, as 

cremation burials necessitated 

multiple processes and only likely 

included a portion of materials within 

the final deposition (Williams 2001; 

2004b; 2005). It is also a factor that 

drastically fewer early Anglo-Saxon 

Figure 1 Example of an early Anglo-Saxon weapons burial from grave 49 of 
Worthy Park, Kingsworthy, Wiltshire (Re-drawn after Hawkes and 
Grainger 2003, fig. 2.9). 
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settlements have been discovered, excavated, 

and studied compared to the many cemeteries 

across England (Hamerow 2011, p. 119). Written 

texts were not present during the early Anglo-

Saxon period only appearing at the start of the 

7th century (Welch 2007; Reilly 2004, p. 16). 

Most written texts were recorded during the 

later Anglo-Saxon period in the 9th, 10th, and 11th 

centuries. However, drastic social and religious 

changes occurred during the mid-/later 7th and 

8th centuries, making these later documental 

sources inadequate as evidence in the 

interpretation of the 5th–7th centuries AD (Sayer 

2009, p. 142). Fortunately, the burials of the 

early Anglo-Saxons present a plethora of data 

including: the reuse of past monuments or 

landscape features (see Williams 1997); the abundant typologies of materials found within graves 

(Lucy 2000); and inequality of included objects and energy expenditure between graves displaying 

that burials can be interpreted as multi-faceted events demonstrating motives of social competition 

and remembrance (Scull 1999, p. 21; Lucy 2000; Williams 2006).  

The Anglo-Saxon migrations have been traditionally identified in the archaeological record by 

a change in the types of burials and cemeteries dated to the middle of the 5th century AD (Lucy 2000). 

The furnished burials characterised the early period (5th-7th centuries AD), until the ‘final phase’ or the 

middle Anglo-Saxon period (7th-8th centuries AD) as the deposition of grave goods diminished leading 

to unfurnished burials becoming the general practice (Welch 2011; Bayliss & Hines 2013). The change 

of burial traditions from furnished to unfurnished between the 7th and 8th centuries AD is understood 

Figure 2 Example of an early Anglo-Saxon burial including 
dress accessories from grave 68 of the cemetery of Worthy 
Park, Kingsworthy, Wiltshire (Re-drawn after Hawkes and 
Grainger 2003, fig. 2.14). 
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to reflect the social and political stratification and formation of Kingdoms (Devlin 2009). The Anglo-

Saxon burials in Britain included both cremations and inhumations more closely related to those of 

northern Germany and southern Scandinavia, rather than their Romano-British predecessors (Lucy 

2000, p. 4). Many early Anglo-Saxon graves in both cremation and inhumation cemeteries included a 

wide variety of burial goods, including personal objects, remains of animals, evidence of food and/or 

drink. Cremation burials slightly predate inhumation practices in the mid-5th century, with inhumation 

burials becoming the dominant practice in the sixth century AD (Williams 2011, p. 242). The population 

of cremation cemeteries numbered from between five hundred to over two thousand burials 

(Williams 2004, p. 114; Squires 2012). With such a large amount of burials, these cemeteries are 

thought to have been communal, serving more than one village, kin group, or area (Squires 2012, p. 

327). Inhumation cemeteries were much smaller in size and are thought to have been used by nearby 

settlements. From the size of cemeteries, it is believed that early Anglo-Saxon settlements were 

agriculturally based farming communities, rarely exceeding over one hundred individuals (Sayer 2010, 

p. 64). 

Besides the new styles of burials, the new cemeteries appearing in Britain in the 5th-7th 

centuries AD displayed patterns in the reuse of visible landscape monuments. Communities were 

deliberately reusing many ancient monuments within the British landscape as sites for their own 

mortuary rites (Williams 1997). Over a third of all early Anglo-Saxon cemeteries utilised past 

monuments and structures (or even landscape features that probably looked like an ancient 

monument) for the location of burials. The most common monument found type selected by 5th-7th-

century communities for the location of cemeteries were Bronze Age round barrows, accounting for 

61% of the total reused monument type (Williams 1997, p. 6). Less often, the reuse of monuments 

took place within Neolithic long barrows, Iron Age square barrows, Iron Age hill forts, and Roman ruins 

(Williams 1997, p. 7-14). Williams attributes the placement of early Anglo-Saxon burials within ancient 

monuments as making a connection with the ancient people and their own histories, legitimising their 

land claims, and reconstructing their own social identity (Williams 1997, p. 25). Towards the end of 
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the 6th century and into the 7th century, the early medieval communities  began creating their own 

barrow monuments for individual burials which have been termed ‘princely’, for the large number of 

wealthy grave goods with which they were furnished (Carver 2000, p. 40; Welch 2011, p. 269). 

‘Princely graves’ are understood as evidence for the consolidation of social and political structures and 

the formation of Anglo-Saxon kingdoms (Scull 1999; Welch 2011; Hines 2013). 

Christopher Scull’s work investigated the emergence of 7th century AD kingdoms arising from 

the social stratification evident within the burials from the 5th and 6th centuries AD (Scull 1993; 1999, 

p. 17). Scull discussed that local competition, rather than regional, was visible within the cemeteries 

through the inequality of ‘wealth’, which is derived from the amount and type of objects included in 

the grave (Scull 1999, p. 21). The use of material culture and grave goods within burials has been seen 

as a characteristic of social competition within a variety of cultures during times of political uncertainty 

(Childe 1945, p. 16-18; Parker Pearson 1999, p. 72-94; Hines 2013, p. 543). The restructuring of social 

hierarchies throughout early Anglo-Saxon England created a socially competitive society during the 

Migration period leading to the formation of kingdoms. The suggestion of competition at a local level 

is assisted by Duncan Sayer’s findings of regional variation of wealth discovered within cemeteries 

(Sayer 2010). In comparing the wealthiest graves of the three regions of Kent, West Sussex, and the 

Thames Valley, Sayer found that Kent contained the wealthiest burials, followed by the Thames Valley 

and West Sussex (Sayer 2010, p. 70). Therefore, the analysis of the deposition of specific material 

across all the Anglo-Saxon regions would produce inconclusive results, as wealth varied in different 

areas of Anglo-Saxon England. Scull also discussed how the funeral was enacted as a stage for social 

competition, as it would have been attended by many or all local people (Scull 2001, p. 123). This has 

further implications for the objects selected for deposition, and what their presence would portray 

during the funeral about the social identities of the deceased and the living community.  
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Issues in the identification of curation 

Before proceeding further and tackling the theoretical frameworks, in the effort to identify curation 

within a period of approximately 200 to 300 years (AD 400-700) an understanding of the chronological 

framework of object typologies is necessary. However, the chronological framework for the 5th to 7th 

centuries AD has constantly had amendments and additions with more excavations and analysis of 

objects (Høilund Nielsen 1997). The interpretation of early Anglo-Saxon social remembrance and 

social competition during the funerary rituals is heavily based upon the inequality of grave goods 

between burials within cemeteries. The chronological timeframe for the early Anglo-Saxon period has 

been derived from the types of objects within those burials (Scull & Bayliss 1999, p. 80). These object 

types included weapons, dress accessories, buckles, and drinking vessels among others. Many were 

either brought over during migration, traded with various continental regions, or manufactured within 

early Anglo-Saxon England (Hines 1999, p. 74). Some Anglo-Saxon made objects copied the stylistic 

designs of continental types, such as radiate headed brooches (Hines 1999, p. 74). Studies of the 

various typologies of objects deposited in burials have received a large degree of attention throughout 

the course of early medieval archaeology. Continental data have created object chronologies which 

have narrowed down time frames to within a decade, whereas Anglo-Saxon chronologies have not 

been as clearly defined (Høilund Nielsen 1997, p. 71). Until recently, chronological studies within 

Anglo-Saxon England had not been able to achieve a more precise dating closer within fifty-year 

timeframe (Hoilund Nielsen 1997; Bayliss & Hines 2013).  

One of the more pronounced issues causing the chronological setbacks for early Anglo-Saxon 

England has been that the settlement of different areas of Britain by the Anglo-Saxons caused regional 

differences in the material culture, dress styles, and burial traditions (Nielsen 1997; Scull & Bayliss 

1999, p. 80). This caused the necessity to investigate regional chronologies, such as the various phases 

within Kent or East Anglia, rather than all early Anglo-Saxon England (Høilund Nielsen 1997, p. 74; 

Parfitt & Brugmann 1997, p. 94). This regionality saw certain object styles originate from areas upon 

the continent, as well as the creation of new styles of the Anglo-Saxon areas. For example, East Anglia 
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saw more Scandinavian objects, such as Norwegian wrist clasps in the late 5th century, whereas Kent 

displays material culture and dress styles relating to the Merovingians (Brugmann 1999, p. 38; Fleming 

2010, p. 76). Though burials across early Anglo-Saxon England followed a general uniform pattern, 

regional differences are apparent (Brugmann 2011, p. 34). Kent displayed the majority of inhumations 

oriented in a supine position, whereas other areas contained a mix of supine, flexed, and crouched 

burials. Høilund Nielsen continued to explain that the various typologies of objects have in many cases 

been studied individually, such as types of brooches (1997, p. 72). This has caused the utilisation of 

multiple chronologies of objects within a single burial, where the chance for error or ambiguity is 

heightened (Høilund Nielsen 1997, p. 72).  

Recently, however, Alex Bayliss and John Hines’ edited volume is a comprehensive 

compilation which intended to create an accurate chronology of material culture within the field of 

study (Bayliss & Hines 2013). Using a large number of suitable graves across Anglo-Saxon England, the 

study implemented radiocarbon dating, seriation, and Bayesian modelling to create a more accurate 

timeframe for material culture found within graves. It also compares the different chronologies 

previously created for object typologies both in Anglo-Saxon England, and on the Continent, such as 

E.T. Leeds’s corpus of great square-headed brooches or Menghin’s chronology of continental sword 

pommels (Leeds 1949; Menghin 1983; Høilund Nielsen 1997). Though debates persist surrounding 

their conclusion that the burial of objects ended in the AD 680s rather than at the beginning of the 8th 

century AD (Harrington 2014; Lucy 2014), the comparison with all other chronological studies of object 

typology, both continental and Anglo-Saxon, has provided an essential instrument for future studies. 

With an appreciation for the caution required because of these chronological issues, we can now 

address the fact that many graves were reopened and consider further how graves operated as 

mnemonic contexts for social remembrance. 
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Interpretive approaches 

Early Anglo-Saxon grave reopening 

In consideration of Baldwin Brown’s assertion that absent grave objects indicated inheritance, the 

consideration of grave disturbance must also be explored. During the 5th to 7th centuries AD, the 

reopening of graves to reclaim objects buried with the dead was a prevalent practice across most of 

north-west Europe (Klevnäs 2013; 2015). It was previously believed that grave reopening was rare and 

less prevalent in Britain compared to the cemeteries of the continent. However, the recent work of 

Alison Klevnäs has revealed that grave reopening did occur in early Anglo-Saxon England, with the 

majority of occurrences taking place in Kent (Klevnäs 2013; 2015, p. 160). She discovered that the act 

of reopening graves occurred within a decade of the burial, indicating that the individuals involved 

probably had the knowledge of where, who, and what was buried.  

Previous interpretations of the act of reopening a grave included: extended burial rite, 

destruction of the grave to exert ancestral power over a social rival, Christianisation, to ward off the 

spirits of the dead, or grave robbing for valued objects or raw materials. However, no archaeological 

evidence has been found which supports any of these interpretations (Klevnäs 2015, p. 160). Klevnäs’s 

research has discovered a new explanation for the reopening of graves during the early medieval 

period; specific graves seemed to be targeted and only two types of objects were recovered from the 

burials. The selection of specific graves is evident by the absence of systematically reopening many 

graves in an area and the avoidance of lesser furnished graves, such as children’s graves (Klevnäs 2015, 

p. 166). The two types of objects which were specifically targeted were swords from male-gendered 

graves and brooches from female-gendered burial assemblages. The removal of these objects was 

identified from the disturbance of the grave and metal staining in the soil signifying the former 

presence of the removed object (Klevnäs 2013; 2015, p. 162–163). Evidence for the specific targeting 

of brooches and swords is indicated by all other valued objects being left behind by the grave 

reopeners (Klevnäs 2013; 2015, p. 163). In all of the disturbed male graves analysed, only one grave 
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still contained a sword, and Klevnäs addresses this as the mistake made by the grave reopeners. The 

grave had a limited cut where the sword was not visible, suggesting the reopeners missed the weapon 

entirely rather than intentionally leaving it within the grave (Klevnäs 2015, p. 163). Klevnäs discussed 

the similar specific targeting of brooches in female graves compared to other objects: 

In one Kentish grave which was disturbed soon after burial, the reopeners handled and moved a whole 
necklace with 78 beads and 6 pendants of silver, silver-gilt ad garnet – but still left it behind. The 
reopeners had already broken into the grave, moved the partially fleshed and decomposing corpse, and 
unfastened the brooches from the decaying clothing (p. 164).  

The handling and ultimate avoidance of the other valuables such as the silver pendants, garnets, or 

even beads demonstrates that the grave was not reopened for the mere recovering of wealthy 

objects. Nor were the re-openings intended for the collection of raw materials such as metals, 

indicated by the fact that in male graves as all other weapons assemblage objects accompanying the 

sword were left behind in the burial (Klevnäs 2015, p. 163). Graves containing swords almost always 

contained accompanying weapons, such as shields or spears, as demonstrated by Härke’s work (1989). 

To explain the choice for reclamation of swords and brooches, Klevnäs suggests that these items must 

have possessed a far greater special meaning than previously believed by archaeologists (2015, p. 

169). Klevnäs suggests that these grave re-openings could have coincided with Baldwin Brown’s 

concept of heirlooms and that certain family members were reopening graves to recover heirlooms 

sometime after the conclusion of the funerary rituals (Klevnäs 2015, p. 168). However, evidence 

suggests that some of the objects reclaimed were likely in a bad state of repair. Some reopened graves 

from which swords were removed contain fragments of the sword broken off since burial. Although 

these reclaimed swords were no longer useful in function, they were still retrieved by the re-openers 

(Klevnäs 2015, p. 165). Thus, Klevnäs believes the practice reveals a deeper meaning than the mere 

retrieval of objects:  

My argument is that the capacity of these possessions for removal from the buried dead, and the 
meaningfulness of the act of removing them, find their origins in the ways in which they served as 
material ties between social actors, as well as stores of memory and prestige for those who succeeded 
in obtaining and retaining them (2015, p. 170). 
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She argues that the exchange and transfer of these objects to new owners is an important factor of 

their agency. The retrieval of these objects after the funeral reveals the desire of the reopeners to 

obtain the socially imbued status of the object, as Klevnäs attributes this practice as a form of ‘keeping 

while giving’ (Klevnäs 2015, p. 171). The burial of these inalienable objects impacts the status and 

identity of the deceased during the funeral, and the meaning and value of the objects were 

remembered during the funerary rituals. But the retrieval afterwards depicts the unwillingness to part 

with the objects by the reopeners (Klevnäs 2015, p. 171). The retrieval of these inalienable objects 

after the conclusion of the funeral signifies that their visible inclusion and participation within the 

burial tableau was necessary to be seen by the gathered mourners. The inclusion of a biographical 

object or heirloom would have been significantly noticeable, but also enact as motivation for the effort 

required in the retrieval of such objects in the time after burial.  

 

Social memory and the early medieval funeral 

If Klevnäs’s work raises the potential for a mnemonic interpretation of grave robbing focused on the 

social ties created and perpetuated by the artefacts retrieved, what does this reveal about the funeral 

and the acts of deposition themselves? We can begin by arguing that funerals were emotional 

moments when communities would gather to bury the dead (Williams 2007). The furnished graves of 

the early Anglo-Saxons provide evidence that there were multiple social negotiations ongoing during 

the burial and commemoration of the deceased. The theoretical approach of social remembrance has 

only been applied to early medieval studies in recent decades, specifically within the mortuary rituals 

of the early Anglo-Saxons. Theories of social remembrance have been implemented with the intent to 

better understand the social implications of the gathering of people at a funeral, the creation and 

negotiation of identities, social views, and social stratification (Williams 2003, p. 89). Studies of 

memory have been revisited by a wide range of social science and humanities scholars, leading to new 

lines of interpretation specifically in archaeological research (Devlin 2007b, p. 1). ‘Memory is defined 
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as the faculty by which the mind stores and remembers information (OED 18/07/2018). Memory is an 

essential part of daily life for individuals, assisting in the formation of their identities and allowing 

social interaction. However, memory is utilised differently within social interactions and mutual 

recollections. Theories of social memory, or groups remembering collectively about relevant topics, 

has been effectively utilised by studies concerning the analysis of mortuary rituals, and has recently 

created new avenues for the investigation into the early Anglo-Saxon burial rites (Chesson 2001; 

Williams 2003; Devlin 2007). Utilising the theories of social remembrance can assist in the 

interpretation and discovery of what was considered socially important to remember, including the 

deposition of unique biographical objects or heirlooms. 

Social memory, or “collective memory” among other terms, refers to the way people 

remember within a social group or community. Maurice Halbwachs first discussed the topic of 

collective remembrance within social classes, religious organisations, or familial units (Halbwachs 

1992). Halbwachs believed that collective remembrance revealed important moments, events, or 

experiences to a social group, rather than an individual memory (Halbwachs 1992, p. 52). Though 

Halbwachs’ work is the basis of most studies of social memory in the fields of social sciences and 

humanities, the vague nature of social memory theory has led to very diverse understandings without 

a clear theoretical body to provide a framework and clarity (Halbwachs 1992; Williams 2006; Devlin 

2007b, p. 39). Some researchers see social memory stemming from individual memory which is 

enacted socially (Basabe et al. 1997), while others interpret it as the creation of social memory as an 

effect from social interaction (Middleton & Edwards 1990). 

Investigating the creation of social memory from social interactions has been useful in 

archaeological and historical studies as it can assist in understanding social identities, ceremonies, and 

the roles of material culture. One sociological approach to social memory by Paul Connerton has been 

beneficial to many archaeological studies of ceremonies and rituals, such as mortuary practices (1989). 

Connerton’s work progressed the theories of collective memory as he discussed the remembrance 

through the performances of the body (1989). Connerton stated that social memory is made possible 
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by the physical actions in which it is perceived and remembered by people (1989, p. 39). This he 

describes as “incorporating practices” rather than “inscribing practices”, which involve written texts 

(Connerton 1989, p. 72-3). 

           Mortuary practices have been seen as an example of these “incorporating practices”, with 

rituals and materials acting as various mnemonics for the remembrance of the past. Archaeological 

and anthropological studies of mortuary practices have utilised the theoretical approach of social 

remembrance to better understand the rituals, ceremonies, and reconfiguration of social relations 

during funerals in a broad range of cultures (Chesson 2001). It must be remembered however that the 

archaeological material presented to archaeologists is only the final context or phase of burials, of 

what may be a multiple phased event containing many different rituals that could stretch over various 

periods of time (Chesson 2001; Williams 2006, p. 33). 

           As previously stated, early medieval burials are interpreted as platforms for social competition 

due to the inequality of grave goods between burials (Halsall 1995; Scull 1999). A gathering of a large 

audience was necessary to create a socially competitive atmosphere (Halsall 1995, p. 247), and the 

quantity and types of grave goods are only one method through which this competitive atmosphere 

was constructed and presented. Evidence of feasting has also been discovered around many early 

medieval burial sites, suggesting a social gathering during which multiple activities were occurring 

(Halsall 1995, p. 247). Other characteristics such as the position and treatment of the body, location 

and placement of grave-goods, and the assemblage of mourners present during the ‘theatre’ that 

were the funerary rituals would influence the social remembrance of the community and the 

reconfiguration of status after the funeral (Halsall 1995; Carver 2000; Semple 2004; Williams 2006). 

These features of early medieval funerals utilise the incorporation of the chosen landscape for the 

burials, such as prehistoric monuments like Bronze Age barrows (Williams 1997; Semple 2004). This 

allowed funerary landscapes to have a multifunctional purpose throughout the early medieval period. 

The choice to reuse a landscape populated with prehistoric monuments for burials may relate to the 

early medieval views concerning the differences of the world of the living and that of the dead (Semple 
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1998; 2004, p. 150). The use of the early Anglo-Saxon cemeteries continued their socially memorable 

importance even after burials ceased, becoming assembly sites in the later Anglo-Saxon period 

incorporating the prehistoric monuments as well as the former mortuary landscape (Semple 2004; 

Semple and Williams 2015, p. 149). Thus, it is apparent that the early Anglo-Saxon funerals were an 

active gathering of the populace to a place where burials were a memorable focal point with a range 

of activities taking place incorporating and modifying the mortuary landscape.  The early 7th century 

AD written source of the Laws of Aethelbert of Kent also provides evidence of a period of time where 

the deceased was on display indicating an active gathering and viewing of the body (Reilly 2004, p. 

18). Therefore, the funeral would have been a socially interactive, multi phased ceremonial event for 

the gathering mourners. 

           Previous studies that have investigated early Anglo-Saxon burials and their displays of social 

remembrance are that of Howard Williams and Zoë Devlin. Howard Williams’s work addressed social 

memory across a broad spectrum, stretching the entire early medieval period. Williams considered 

the social remembrance in funerals and monuments across the British Isles, including the early 

Romans, Anglo-Saxons, Welsh, Scottish, and the Vikings (Williams 2003; 2004; 2005; 2006). Williams’ 

approach included a variety of different aspects which were involved and effected the social 

remembrance of the mourners during the funeral; material culture, the body of the deceased, the 

construction and display of the burial context, the proximity to and relationship with monumental 

structures, and the agency of the surrounding landscape. Williams has depicted early Anglo-Saxon 

funerals as a performance during which memories were created and negotiated by the attending 

mourners (Williams 2006, p. 21). Williams discussed the variety of ways in which this was 

accomplished, termed “technologies of remembrance”, such as language, material culture, landscape 

settings, monuments, structures, and rituals, which actively represented past, present, and future 

memories (Williams 2006, p.20). Through these technologies both ‘retrospective’ and ‘prospective’ 

memories would be recollected, utilised, or created through the funerary procession. The 

‘retrospective memories’ were the memories of the past, including ancestors, personal and group 
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biographies, legends, and myths (Williams 2006, p. 33). The creation of memories for future 

endeavours are described as ‘prospective memories’, which included such subjects as the 

renegotiated social status and identity of the family, the deceased, and their ancestors (Williams 2003; 

2006, p. 33). 

 Many of the suspected technologies of remembrance are unavailable to archaeological 

studies, such as spoken works and certain ceremonial performances, but landscapes, certain types of 

structures, and especially material culture are available for further analysis (Williams 2006, p. 33). As 

previously discussed, the reuse of ancient monuments for burials within the landscape was a pattern 

implemented by the early Anglo-Saxons, comprising of one third of all cemeteries (Williams 1997). 

Funerals reusing these landscape features would have created myths and legends of their origins and 

connections resulting in new memories to be socially learned and remembered by subsequent 

generations. 

           The study of material culture within burials, however, can provide a much more direct 

understanding of their roles during funerary rituals. As a type of “technology of remembrance”, the 

material culture chosen to accompany the deceased within the grave not only created a visual display 

of identity and status of the deceased but acted as mnemonic devices for social memory. Williams 

discussed how the adorning of objects established an image of the deceased recalling past people, 

funerals, and traditions, while still creating an individualistic picture for the deceased individual 

(Williams 2006, p. 78).  The tableau of the grave during the funeral could create a new identity or 

encourage the forgetting certain aspects, through the navigation of selected material culture (Williams 

2006, p. 36).  

Zoë Devlin’s work also discussed the roles of objects within a social remembrance arena 

(Devlin 2007). Similar to Williams, Devlin discussed objects as a type of “technology of remembrance” 

and mnemonic devices for social remembrance but focused upon the negotiation of the identity of 

the deceased (Devlin 2007, p. 21).  Devlin’s work utilised only early Anglo-Saxon case studies, 

investigating the material culture in burials from four cemeteries in England. However, Devlin’s 
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differed from Williams’ approach and stressed the importance of the implementation of objects to 

create an ‘idealised’ identity for the deceased. Devlin suggested that the creation of the burial tableau 

through grave goods and dress signified the choices of the community and family in which the identity 

was displayed. This idealisation would lead to a distinct remembrance of the individual during and 

after the funeral (Devlin 2007, p. 35). 

           Both the work of Williams and Devlin discussed objects imbued with biographies with roles as 

mnemonic devices causing heightened social remembrance of the mourners; whether for the wider 

aspects of the remembrance of the family, the community and their stories, myths, and religious 

aspects (Williams 2006, p. 41), or for the presentation of an idealised identity of the deceased 

individual (Devlin 2007, p. 20). The strategic implementation of biographical objects, especially 

heirlooms, would allow connections to past generations, ancestors, places, and events, causing a more 

direct and specific remembrance during the funeral (Williams 2006, p. 41; Devlin 2007, p. 20). These 

previous studies greatly increased the understanding of the effect of the material culture within the 

grave context and their role in enhancing the social remembrance of the mourners during the funeral. 

Yet neither study set out to analyse which types of objects had connections to the past, such as 

heirlooms. An heirloom that is publicly recognisable, deposited within the grave in a central, more 

visible location would heighten its mnemonic effect, directly relating all past generations to the 

deceased. 

From their known and specific biographies, heirlooms can be understood as “incorporating 

practice” objects enacting not only as mnemonic references to past people, events, and places, but as 

a genealogical history. Connerton discussed how genealogies in the late to post medieval periods were 

public signs of privileged social station (1989, p. 85). The genealogies were announced in ceremony to 

recall an ancestral family, and the merits and privileges that were acquired and inherited (Connerton 

1989, p. 87). These genealogies displayed a direct connection to past relatives, which would also 

socially recollect the achievements of those individuals (Connerton 1989, p. 85). Objects inherited 

within a family or kin group during the early Anglo-Saxon period can be seen to hold a similar role, 
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specifically when enacted in the rituals of funeral. The visual representation of an object owned by 

various members of the deceased’s family would trigger the social remembrance of those individuals, 

connecting their own achievements, stories, and privileges upon the deceased. In a period when 

funerals were used as a platform for social competition and reconfiguration, the genealogical aspect 

of heirlooms would have a direct impact upon the social remembrance of the status of the deceased 

and their surviving family. 

 

Roman material in Anglo-Saxon burial contexts 

A further key interpretive challenge is the focus of previous literature on Roman objects in early Anglo-

Saxon graves. While researchers have long identified the landscapes and monuments associated with 

early medieval graves as commemorative strategies, work on artefacts has been more limited. Indeed, 

previous debates surrounding possible materials which were potential heirlooms involved material 

culture of Romano British and Iron Age origins. Roman and Iron Age materials have been found within 

graves across early Anglo-Saxon England and have received attention from scholars for the role and 

meaning behind their inclusion (White 1988, Eckardt & Williams 2003, Fleming 2010, Swift 2006, 

Sherlock 2012). Beginning with the initial archaeological identification of the Anglo-Saxons by Faussett 

and Douglas, Roman objects were immediately noticed within the Anglo-Saxon burial context. Charles 

Roach Smith concluded that they may have maintained direct relationships with the Romano-British, 

attributing an heirloom status upon the objects, or that the objects must have held a superstitious or 

magical connotation for the Anglo-Saxons (Rhodes 1990). Later in the 20th century AD, Audrey Meaney 

also discussed these Roman objects in a magic sense, deeming them amulets (Meaney 1981). Yet the 

first major publication specifically involving the inclusion of Roman objects was Roger White’s 

catalogue, Roman and Celtic objects from Anglo-Saxon graves: a catalogue and interpretation of their 

use (White 1988). White recorded the presence of over five 500 Roman objects from forty-two early 

Anglo-Saxon cemeteries (White 1988). Some of the Roman objects found within early Anglo-Saxon 
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burials included coins, brooches, urns, and bracelets (White 1988). Unlike Meaney, White’s 

interpretation of the reuse and recycling of Roman goods was practical, suggesting they were used for 

their materials or as economically cheaper replacements for Anglo-Saxon objects (White 1988).  

Hella Eckardt and Howard Williams examined the inclusion of Roman objects in Anglo-Saxon 

burials using a biographical approach, analysing Roman coins pierced and suspended upon beaded 

necklaces and reused Roman brooches within Anglo-Saxon burials (Eckhardt and Williams 2003). They 

believed that the Roman objects would have been found or scavenged from the remains of nearby 

Roman sites (Eckardt & Williams 2003, p. 155-6). The rediscovery of these objects rather than their 

procurement through inheritance or exchange, negates Roman objects from being heirlooms (Eckardt 

and Williams 2003, p. 156). Eckardt and Williams also believe that if these Roman objects were 

heirlooms they would appear in in Anglo-Saxon graves in greater numbers (Eckardt and Williams 2003, 

p. 155). Being found or scavenged from the ruins of Roman sites would cause the biography of the 

Roman objects to be unknown to the early Anglo-Saxon people. This would cause new stories and 

histories to be made for them, similar to the reuse of the ancient monuments previously discussed 

(Williams 1997; Eckardt & Williams 2003, p. 163). Eckardt and William believe that the age of the 

objects and use in the funerary rituals provided a connection to past times and people. With an 

unknown biography, the adornment of Roman objects during the funeral may have been a strategy 

intended to create new stories and memories for the deceased and their families .  

Ellen Swift’s discussion of recycled Roman objects also queried the interpretation of their 

status as heirlooms during the early Anglo-Saxon period (2006). Swift analysed the biography of late 

Roman (4th century AD) bracelets and their modification into smaller rings, many of whichwere 

deposited within early Anglo-Saxon graves.  She cast doubt on the heirloom status of these rings due 

to the fact that the bracelets’ forms were physically modified, altering their original meaning (Swift 

2006, p. 28). Swift concurs with White and Eckardt and Williams’s interpretations, and believes the 

objects were probably scavenged from the remains of past Roman sites (Swift 2006, p. 26). However, 
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unlike Eckardt and Williams, Swift’s view is similar to White’s signalling that the recycling of metals 

was the main objective for the early Anglo-Saxons (2006, p. 36). 

Robin Fleming also believes that the intent for Roman objects was recycling and reusing 

metals for either new objects or cheap replacements during the early Anglo-Saxon period (Fleming 

2010, p. 78).  Fleming also suggested that the decline of smelting in Britain after AD 400 led to 

necessary recycling of metals by the Anglo-Saxons (Fleming 2016, p. 148). Her work demonstrated 

that recycling of Roman building materials which continued until the 11th century AD. Fleming makes 

the point that recycling during the Anglo-Saxon period was a normal, convenient occurrence (2016, p. 

150).  

Stephen Sherlock discussed how Romano-British and Iron Age objects found within Anglo-

Saxon graves in the 7th century held a different meaning than in the 5th and 6th centuries AD (Sherlock 

2016). As previously discussed, most of the Roman objects reused within 5th–6th century AD Anglo-

Saxon graves were worn or adorned upon the costume of the deceased. Sherlock suggested that the 

changing of grave-good deposition in the 7th century in tandem with the ‘conversion period’ also saw 

a change in the reuse of these ‘antique’ objects. He found two ways in which Roman objects were 

reused: concealed within boxes or bags or modified to wear them for the symbols or motifs upon the 

objects. The display of the motifs, such as two Iron Age coins bearing a Christian cross from grave 21 

at Street House, North-East Yorkshire, were perforated to wear up on a necklace, and appear to 

highlight the religious connotations of the objects (Sherlock & Allen 2012; Sherlock 2016, p. 246). 

Sherlock concludes that unlike the 5th and 6th century AD, reused objects in the 7th century had a 

change of meaning, whether religious or symbols of power (Sherlock 2016, p. 260). 

Whether Roman objects included within early Anglo-Saxon burials held symbolic social 

meaning or were simply accessible and useful materials, it is understood that these older objects were 

not considered heirlooms. As Eckardt and Williams suggest, the loss of their biographies through their 

initial deposition prior to the reclaiming by a new people, could give them the status of Whitley’s 
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antique or Woodward’s relic (Whitley 2002; Woodward 2002; Eckardt & Williams 2003). However, the 

creation of new objects from the Roman material during the early Anglo-Saxon period may suggest 

that the material with a prior life history could add significance to the biography of the new object. 

Caple emphasised the use of Roman objects being broken down to create new objects, creating what 

he called ‘ancestor artefacts’ (Caple 2010). Yet with Swift and Fleming arguing that many metal objects 

were created using recycled Roman objects, the social implications or importance may rather 

alternatively have been focused upon the new object (Swift 2006; Fleming 2010). Newly created early 

Anglo-Saxon objects from recycled Roman material may still have imbued the new object with special 

social significance. Like Eckardt and Williams’ thoughts on the unknown biographies of Roman objects, 

newly fashioned objects may have been understood that the material used had a past life history. If 

this object, being created from a previous, may have been kept in circulation and inherited 

generationally within a family. During the funeral, the long and extended biography of the object 

would potentially enact all phases of its existence upon the social remembrance of itself and the 

deceased, with the attending mourners. 

 

Definition of the term ‘heirloom’ 

Through the previous archaeological studies involving older, reused or recycled objects, it is possible 

to define the meaning of the term ‘heirloom’ for the early Anglo-Saxon period. As discussed above, 

heirlooms can differ from culture to culture (Lillios 1999; Komter 2001; Woodward 2002; Wessman 

2007); and the curation of objects depends on the contextual conditions of the society. As the 5th and 

6th centuries had little to no written historical records, knowledge of how and why objects were 

curated and inherited is ambiguous. However, there are clues about the inheritance process from the 

7th century law codes of Aethelbert (Härke 2000; Reilly 2004), and evidence of the types of objects 

curated from the numerous old objects which have been found within burials during excavation. With 

the historical evidence in combination with the social and ceremonial mortuary traditions of furnishing 
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the burials creates a context that suggests curated objects would play an important role during the 

funeral of a socially competitive society of the 5th to 7th centuries AD. Therefore, the definition 

formulated and referred to of an heirloom of the early Anglo-Saxon period is an object created during 

the early medieval period and originating from northwest Europe (specifically the areas of present day 

Scandinavia, France, Germany, and England),  which is older than the chronological context of the 

grave but is adorned in a focal or highly visible manner within the grave context. There are many 

examples of older objects within early Anglo-Saxon graves dating to the Iron Age through to their own 

Anglo-Saxon contemporary material, but many of these objects were utilised as replacements or 

reused for other purposes (Eckardt and Williams 2003; Swift 2006). As discussed, these pre-early 

medieval objects are interpreted as antiques, potentially kept for their age, but lacking a publicly 

known biography (Haug 2001; Whitley 2002). However, older objects with known biographies, kept 

within a family or kin group over multiple generations, may have been treated with reverence. The 

deposition of an heirloom is the inclusion and enactment of the object’s biography in tandem with the 

biography of the deceased, which potentially influenced the social remembrance during the 

ceremonies of the funeral. 

 

Concluding remarks 

Previous studies have found the early Anglo-Saxon period to be a period of social stratification prior 

to the formation of kingdoms in the 7th and 8th century AD (Scull 1993; 1999). This is understood 

through the early Anglo-Saxon burial traditions which were ceremonial times of gathering where grave 

were furnished with a variety of objects (Lucy 2000). The variability of grave goods between individual 

graves, cemeteries, and entire regions, indicate the competitive nature of people and communities 

negotiating their position across Anglo-Saxon England in the 5th and 6th centuries AD.  

 The utilisation of the theories of social memory have revealed a variety of ways in which the 

deceased may have been commemorated during the funeral. These technologies, such as grave goods, 
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negotiated the identity of the deceased and their family or kin group. These grave goods may have 

been biographical objects, connecting their history to the identity of the deceased individual (Williams 

2006; Devlin 2007). Within the small communities of the early Anglo-Saxons a publicly known object 

accompanying the deceased may have been a focal point around which social remembrance was 

enacted among the mourners. An object such as an heirloom could have potentially amplified the 

remembrance of the biography and standing of the deceased and their surviving family.  

 The objects which are likely candidates to have been curated generationally must have been 

socially significant among the early Anglo-Saxons. The reopening of graves in cemeteries within Kent 

revealed that only two types of objects were targeted and retrieved: Swords and brooches (Klevnäs 

2013). Using the historical records of the Law codes of Aethelbert of Kent and the evidence of grave 

reopening in the same area, this study will focus upon 5th to 7th century AD graves containing brooches 

and swords within the region of Kent. The previous studies discussed above indicate that the 

identification of curated objects, or heirlooms, within early medieval burials can reveal the various 

roles of known biographical objects within the social remembrance and competitive climate during 

the early Anglo-Saxon funerals.  
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Chapter 3 – Objects of curation: Locale and Significance 

 

Introduction 

The review of previous research has indicated that the curation of objects is a neglected aspect of 

early medieval studies. It is understood that keeping certain objects in circulation was an ongoing 

process during the early Anglo-Saxon period (5th–7th centuries AD) but has lacked further 

investigations into the types of objects and the significance of their curation. The inheritance of 

objects through family and kin groups as recorded in the early 7th-century law codes, as well as the 

retrieval of socially important objects from graves in the time after the completion of the funeral, can 

be regarded as windows onto an evolving and complex set of relationships between people and 

biographical things. In some instances, chronologically older objects have been found within burial 

contexts, suggesting that some of these curated objects, or heirlooms, were chosen to accompany a 

deceased individual. Yet researchers have not fully evaluated the implications of biographical objects 

on the chronological frameworks of cemeteries. Equally, the inclusion of more obviously older objects 

such as Roman material has been the primary focus, at the expense of other types of old object 

interred with the dead. However, as heirloom status objects are specifically known biographical 

objects, their visibly aesthetic presence during a funeral may have been especially significant, making 

the item operate as a focal point for the social remembrance of the mourners during the funeral. The 

previous works on early medieval material culture has revealed that specifically swords and brooches 

may have borne an especially important significance, more so than many other object types 

(Kristoffersen 1999; Härke 2000; Brunning 2019), and were the sole objects targeted and retrieved 

from graves during the early Anglo-Saxon period (Klevnäs 2013).  

In an attempt to identify the roles of heirlooms in social remembrance, this study will focus 

on the grave contexts which include either a sword or brooch. It will focus on the county of Kent (Fig. 

3), as Kentish cemeteries have presented the widest variety of grave good types (Sayer 2010, p. 70), 
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the highest ratio of swords (Härke 1989; 1990), a particular diversity of brooch types (Richardson 

2005), and an almost near-absence of cremation burials, marking the area apart from other regions 

of early Anglo-Saxon England. Kent is also the region that has indicated evidence for the targeting and 

reopening of graves to retrieve swords and brooches (Klevnäs 2013). While this sets up particular 

challenges when tackling the available data, it also identifies a precise reason why these deposited 

artefacts were afforded a high social and economic value in this region. Therefore, this chapter will 

discuss the context of early Anglo-Saxon Kent followed by a discussion of the archaeological 

significance of swords and sword parts and the utilisation of brooches in specific early medieval dress 

styles. This, then, will continue into the investigation of the historically documentation of swords, 

brooches, and evidence of curation throughout the early medieval period.  

 

Early Anglo-Saxon Kent 

Early medieval studies have had a significant focus within the county of Kent since the initial 

antiquarian excavations began in the 18th century AD (Richardson 2005, p. 3). Some of the major 

cemeteries were discovered and excavated in Kent during the 18th and 19th century, such as Gilton, 

Kingston Down, and Sarre (Faussett 1856; Richardson 2005, p. 3-4). The antiquarian Reverend Bryan 

Faussett excavated and recorded over 730 Anglo-Saxon burials during the second half of the 18th 

century AD (Faussett 1856). His notes on the graves, drawings of grave goods, and general record 

keeping was far ahead of its time, and the fundamentals of his systematic cataloguing of graves is still 

utilised today (Fig. 4). However, Faussett and other antiquarians at this time believed the burials to be 

of Roman origin, until the initial identification of the Anglo-Saxons by James Douglas towards the end 

of the 18th century (Douglas 1793; Hawkes 1990). Most of Douglas’ records, unfortunately, have not 

survived but his contributions in his work, Nenia Brittanica (1793), along with the vast amount of 

detailed records and excavated material by Bryan Faussett created the foundation for the entire 

Anglo-Saxon archaeological discipline (Content and Williams 2010). 
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Figure 3 Distribution of known early Anglo-Saxon cemeteries in East Kent (Base map of historic coastline re-drawn after 
Brookes and Harrington 2010, fig. 10). 

The historical documentation of the transformation of south-east Britain in the 5th and 6th 

centuries AD is limited and generally unreliable as the events were recorded at a slightly later date or 

from continental sources. The earliest source discussing the fall of Rome and the arrival of the Anglo-

Saxons is Gildas’ De Excidio Britanniae (On the Ruin of Britain) dated to the mid-6th century AD. Rather 

than being a historic record, Gildas utilised historic events to preach upon the sins and failures of the 

leaders and clergy of Britain. The 8th century AD work by Bede, Historia Ecclesiastica gentis Anglorum 

(Ecclesiastical History of the English People), had a focus upon the dealings of the church within Britain. 

The 9th century Anglo-Saxon Chronicle (hereafter ASC) however, was a historical record beginning with 

the first Roman landing in Britain and continued into the 12th century AD (Savage 1982, p.10). As the 

ASC started 300 years after the events of the 5th and 6th centuries AD signifies its problematic nature 

as a reliable source for the events which took place. The issues with the historical sources have left 
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the 5th and 6th centuries AD to be described as a ‘protohistoric’ period, between the historic records 

of the Roman period and return of written records in the 7th century AD (Arnold 1997; Lucy 2000; Hills 

2003; Welch 2007, p. 189). From the aforementioned records, a description what can be described as 

an origin myth for the first Anglo-Saxons mercenaries arrived in the region of Kent after the fall of 

Rome, where Germanic mercenaries were invited to settle but led to conflict with the British (ASC, 

449; McClure and Collins 1994, p. 28; Richardson 2005, p. 14).  The return of written records began in 

Kent in the 7th century AD, with the recording of the law codes of Aethelbert of Kent; the first 

historically documented Anglo-Saxon kingdom in 602/3 AD (Reilly 2004; Welch 2007, p. 190).  

 

Figure 4 Journal recording the Kentish cemetery excavations by Bryan Faussett from the 18th century AD (photograph taken 
by author, courtesy of the World Museum Liverpool). 

Excavations, from the antiquarians to the present, have discovered a vast amount of 

archaeological knowledge, mainly through the investigations of cemeteries, mortuary activities, and 

grave goods. However, Kent differs from other Anglo-Saxon areas, such as East Anglia or Northumbria. 
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The material culture of Kent, specifically east Kent, presents a diverse and eclectic culture, with 

objects, dress, and art forms from various regions of the Continent and the rest of Anglo-Saxon 

England (Brookes & Harrington 2010, p. 14). Bede recorded the people that settled in Kent as Jutish, 

which is evident archaeologically from the high number of southern Scandinavian objects confined to 

Kent, such as bracteates and weaving swords (Hawkes and Pollard 1981; McClure and Collins 1994, p. 

27; Richardson 2005, p. 14; Brookes and Harrington 2010, p. 50). It has been found to be the 

‘wealthiest’ of the early Anglo-Saxon regions signified by the higher ratio of overall grave goods and 

status objects, such as elaborate brooches and swords (Stoodley 1999; Sayer 2009). This has led to a 

wide range of archaeological studies giving greater insights into early Anglo-Saxon material culture 

and mortuary practices in Kent. In particular, research such as the catalogue of known early medieval 

burials within Kent by Richardson (2005), the chronological framework of 6th and 7th century grave 

goods created by Bayliss and Hines (2013), and Brunning’s discoveries of abrasion upon on early 

medieval swords (2013; 2019) have all been influential for early medieval studies.  

During the 5th and into the second half of the 6th century AD, the region of Kent was divided 

into two separate and distinct groups. East of the River Medway, Kent (commonly known as east Kent) 

displayed sustained connections across the Channel with the Merovingian kingdoms, copying or 

adapting dress styles and art forms (Welch 2007). West of the River Medway (west Kent), styles were 

congruent with other ‘Saxon’ areas, with a peplos style for female dress (Owen-Crocker 1986, p. 42), 

similar to the graves found at Collingbourne Ducis, Wiltshire (Dinwiddy & Stoodley 2016). In the latter 

half of the 6th century, east Kent is recorded to have taken over the west of Kent, forming what would 

become the kingdom of Kent. At this point, differences seemed to diminish as both west and east 

Kent, along with other regions of Anglo-Saxon England, adapted to a more uniform style for dress and 

object types which persisted throughout the 7th century (Geake 1997; Welch 2007, p. 209).  

 During the first half of the 6th century AD, a large proportion of high quantity continental 

objects were deposited within Kentish burials indicating their close relations, connections and 
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involvement with Western Europe. Materials produced in Kent have also been discovered Northwest 

Europe, indicating the exchange of goods across the channel (Brooks and Harrington 2010, p. 49). The 

exchange of goods was present within a range of areas across the Continent, specifically southern 

Scandinavia, western Normandy, the Rhineland, the Charente region, Thuringia, and Frisia (Brookes 

and Harrington 2010, p. 49).  

Towards the end of the 6th century AD, the continental materials within Kentish burials 

diminished in favour of specifically Kent-/Insular-produced objects, such as Kentish keystone garnet 

disc brooches (Hawkes and Pollard 1981, p. 326; Brookes and Harrington 2010, p. 68). The gradual 

change seen in the types of objects during the 6th century is thought to be evidence for the political 

consolidation and formation of the kingdom of Kent culminating at the turn of the 7th century AD 

(Avent 1975; Welch 2007, p. 225; Brookes and Harrington 2010, p. 65). Let us now review the key 

artefact types selected for investigation in this thesis. 

 

The archaeology of early medieval sword and brooches 

Early Anglo-Saxon swords 

Early Anglo-Saxon swords are a part of a larger cohesive category of swords found across North West 

Europe between the late 4th to 8th centuries AD (Fischer et al. 2013, p. 110). They are recorded in 

various written sources as not only martial objects, but symbols of status which were lavishly 

decorated with precious metals and gems. Coinciding with the distributions of all early Anglo-Saxon 

material culture, swords are mainly found within burial contexts, as stated in chapter 2 with almost 

all early Anglo-Saxon material. Heinrich Härke’s study of 47 Anglo-Saxon cemeteries from different 

regions of early Anglo-Saxon England concluded that about half of all male gendered burials contained 

some type of martial gear (1989). Swords are of the rarer type of weapons assemblage, only found 

within 11% of all weapons burials across all of early Anglo-Saxon England. This, however, contains a 
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regional disparity, as burials in Kent contained the highest ratio of swords compared to all other areas, 

with 20% of weapons burials containing them (Härke 1989, p. 54; Gilmour 2010). The scarcity of sword 

depositions compared to other weapons as well as literary evidence for the importance of swords has 

led to the belief that swords were significant objects of social status. As previously discussed in chapter 

2, various written sources such as the 10th–11th century AD later Anglo-Saxon wills and the epic poem 

Beowulf, describe some swords as objects signifying status and, in some cases, inherited over many 

generations (Whitelock 1930; Bazelmans 1999). However, early medieval swords have been 

problematic in their analyses. This is caused by the various pieces or parts of swords being 

interchangeable, created from a mix of different metals and organic materials, and, in many cases, 

missing from their archaeological context. Many types of sword parts were found within burials 

contexts across chronologically extended time periods, sometimes over 150 years, which has led to 

problems in accurately dating swords within burials (Menghin 1983; Brunning 2013, p. 61).  Swords 

with interchangeable parts with some types utilised for extended periods have made these weapons 

difficult to chronologically analyse within grave contexts. Yet some studies have uncovered interesting 

aspects of swords and their importance in early Anglo-Saxon society.  

Classified as ‘long swords’ early Anglo-Saxon swords ranged between 75 cm to 95 cm from 

end to end and are believed to have evolved from the Roman spathae (Gilmour 2007, p. 92). These 

swords are characterised by their interchangeable parts, which include the blade, hilt components, 

scabbard and belt-fittings, and in some cases attachable hilt rings (Brunning 2013, p. 18; Fischer et al. 

2013; see fig. 6). Many swords have been found with a combination of parts differing in age, making 

chronological dating difficult to determine (Ellis Davidson 1962, p. 52; Fischer et al. 2013, p. 109). The 

majority of early Anglo-Saxon type are ‘pattern-welded’, achieved by hammering and twisting heated 

iron rods together, making intricate designs upon their blades (Gilmour 2007).  

A number of swords have been found which had rings attached to their guard or pommel, 

known as ‘ring swords’; these appear in North West Europe between the 6th and 8th centuries AD 
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(Brunning 2013, p. 26; see Fig. 5). Evison (1967) recorded 18 ring swords across Anglo-Saxon England, 

but more have been found since her work in cemetery contexts, stray finds, and within the 

Staffordshire Hoard (Mortimer and Bunker 2019, p. 194). Debates on the reasons for ring attachments 

have developed throughout the study of early medieval swords. Hilda Ellis Davidson (1962, pp. 76-7) 

believed the rings to be a sign of royalty but Vera Evison disagreed because the swords of the 7th 

century princely burials, such as Sutton Hoo, did not retain ring attachments (Evison 1967, p. 63). 

Evison (1967, p. 63). She instead argues that the rings displayed a retainer status or lord of a king or 

lord. This is still the accepted understanding of these accessories found upon certain swords (Steuer 

1987, p. 203-5; Brunning 2019, p. 50). 

 

Figure 5 An example of a sword pommel with ring attachment, from Bifrons grave 39 (photograph taken by author, courtesy 
of the Maidstone Museum).  
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Most typological studies of early medieval swords have analysed the various components of 

the hilt and scabbard fittings (Fig. 6). This is due to the fact that the iron blades were consistently 

similar across northwest Europe and did not develop distinct and identifiable typologies (Brunning 

2013, p. 118; Fischer et al. 2013; Fern et al. 2019). The blades were created from iron which corroded 

within the soil, making many excavated swords difficult to examine and handle (Fischer et al. 2013, p. 

110). Many hilt pieces, being made from metals like copper alloys, gold, and silver, did not corrode as 

badly iron, and were more likely to survive in better condition within the soil (Fischer et al. 2013, p. 

110).  

The first studies of early medieval swords looked to create typologies through the comparison 

of various sword parts. The initial investigation was the typological study of swords dating between 

AD 400–800 and completed by Elis Behmer in 1939. Behmer analysed and catalogued swords 

depending on their hilts, scabbard pieces, and the blades (1939). Hilda Ellis Davidson’s (1962) work 

discussed the swords in Anglo-Saxon England through their creation and material components, 

through the written records and archaeological contexts in which they appear and have been found. 

This was later followed by Vera Evison’s (1967) research on Anglo-Saxon ring swords, and Wilfried 

Menghin’s (1983) early medieval sword compilation stretching across the Continent, Scandinavia, and 

Anglo-Saxon England. Esther Cameron’s (2000) work was a needed addition cataloguing and 

examining the material and parts of the scabbards found on a number of swords in burials. The results 

of these studies have concluded that most, if not all swords during the 5th to 7th century AD were 

imported from the Continent, supported by the absence of archaeological evidence for the forging of 

swords in early Anglo-Saxon England (Ellis Davidson 1962, p. 34; Gilmour 2007, p. 101). 
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Though the typologies of 

swords have been created and 

implemented for the study of 

early medieval swords, the 

chronological timeframe of early 

medieval swords continues to be 

problematic. Other weapons 

assemblage objects found within 

early Anglo-Saxon graves have 

been successfully categorically 

dated, but as swords are a 

combination of many 

interchangeable parts their 

dating is difficult to pinpoint. The 

different hilt fittings therefore 

must be analysed separately, 

such as the pommel, upper and 

lower guards, grip mounts, ring attachments, and the metal scabbard fittings (Menghin 1983; 

Cameron 2000; Høilund Nielsen 2013). Besides potentially retaining different hilt or scabbard fittings 

of different dates, many parts were kept in use over long periods of time, such as trapezoidal and 

pyramidal pommels (see fig. 7). These pommel caps have been found to be in continuous use for 

almost a century, with some differing utilisation in various regions of northwest Europe (Menghin 

1983, p. 135, 319; Bayliss and Hines 2013). Some sword parts, such as pyramidal studs or buttons, do 

have more of a precise date. These decorative studs have only been found in 7th century burial 

contexts, such as Mound 1 at Sutton Hoo (Geake 1997, p. 101-2). 

Figure 6 Diagram of the various components of an early medieval sword 
(diagram created by author). 
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More recently, Sue Brunning’s multidisciplinary work (2013; 2019) investigated aspects of 

swords which identified that early medieval views of swords were not only as status objects but 

undertook a role in social interactions within communities. Brunning analysed early medieval artwork, 

written sources, 45 early medieval Scandinavian swords, and 198 early medieval swords from Kent. In 

the inspection of the swords themselves, Brunning found certain abrasion patterns upon the hilt 

pieces in both the Scandinavian and Kentish samples and interpreted this as a visible sign of curation 

and effort to extend the ‘life’ of the objects (Brunning 2013, p. 131). Brunning discovered that many 

hilts displayed a certain asymmetrical wearing and abrasion upon one side of the sword, specifically 

upon the pommels and upper guards (fig. 7). Her work concluded that this was caused by daily 

adornment attached to the belt worn regularly on the same side. Brunning inferred that these objects 

would have been known and seen on a regular basis by everyone living in the vicinity. Brunning further 

attributes these signs of abrasion, repair, and modification to swords as traits of curation, signifying 

possible heirloom objects (Brunning 2019). A high-status object such as a sword would not only be 

recognizable displayed publicly on a daily basis, but also would have a known and extended biography. 

This biography of the sword, its own identifiable characteristics and previous owners would work in 

tandem with the sword-bearer, adding gravitas to both sword and sword owner.  

Brunning’s research focused upon the identity and role of the sword in early medieval society. 

Though she does investigate sword curation and swords within burials, Brunning’s research was not 

 Figure 7 Pommel cap from the cemetery of Sarre, Kent, grave 91. Asymmetrical abrasion highlighted by arrows (photograph 
taken by author, courtesy of the Maidstone Museum). 
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focused upon the role of swords during mortuary activities and within mortuary contexts. Brunning’s 

work does contribute to the investigation of early medieval heirlooms, though not directly. Brunning’s 

conclusion that certain swords were recognisable and may have been heirlooms which had their own 

biographies supports the claim that their inclusion in the funerary rituals would have a greater impact 

than a sword that was new or unknown to mourners/survivors. The placement and visibility of the 

sword during the funeral would be an important agent on the effect of social remembrance for the 

mourners, connecting the deceased to the biography of the sword as well as the sword’s previous 

owners. 

Another related study of a certain version of sword type, potentially indicative of curation is 

Sue Harrington’s recent study of the reinterpretation of “weaving battens”, “weaving swords”, or 

“weaving beaters” (Harrington 2016). Many of these iron battens were created from reworked 

swords, signifying an extended biography and multiple owners, with many displaying the stylistic 

feature of pattern-welded blades well known among early medieval swords (Harrington 2016, p. 212; 

see fig. 8). These early medieval versions of weaving battens were found in Scandinavia, Germany, 

Italy and England. Like swords, weaving battens were rarer than other objects included in grave 

contexts, and in Kent they only appeared within cemeteries where swords were also interred in graves 

(Harrington 2016, p. 214). Weaving battens were included within early Anglo-Saxon wealthy female 

graves and were previously believed to have been tools used in textile production (Fig. 8).  

 

Figure 8 Example of a weaving sword, from grave 250 of the cemetery of Buckland (photograph courtesy of the British 
Museum). 

Harrington’s recent work reinterpreted the function of these weaving swords based on their 

size, construction, and their depositional context (Harrington 2016, p. 215–16). Previously, weaving 

swords found upon the continent and within Anglo-Saxon regions were frequently described as weft 
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beaters and used physically in the weaving processes. However, Harrington identifies that the weaving 

swords were created with, or reworked for the addition of another tang where the sword tip would 

normally be present, suggesting it to be unusable as a beater. The tang of the sword is the piece of 

the iron blade which runs through to the end of the handle, giving the sword strength to endure its 

use. The creation of a second tang at the opposite end of the weaving sword provides evidence that 

it would have been used with two hands, questioning the actual technique in which it was used for 

the processes of weaving. Harrington argued that to utilise these iron weaving swords in such a way 

with two hands would necessitate a considerable amount of physical strength, and therefore 

impractical and unlikely (Harrington 2016, p. 214). Harrington concluded that these weaving swords 

were more likely used as a measurement tool to standardise textile production within a village or area, 

identifying the person and their family who possessed such an object as one of authority and status 

(Harrington 2016, p. 216). 

The weaving battens found in wealthy furnished female-gendered graves thus conveyed not 

only their apparent equivalence to the male-gendered high-status object of the sword through its 

form and deposition but can potentially also indicate modification and curation. The modification and 

reworking of the sword into a weaving batten conveys a choice to sacrifice the form of a sword and 

an expertise in reworking it into a weaving batten. This can display an important and noticeable 

physical transformation to a socially significant object. The transformation would result in a longer 

and complex biography of the object with a previous ‘life’, rather than just an object of social status. 

As swords were the main male-gendered status object and were transformed into a female gendered 

status object, it demonstrates a level of importance that excludes the idea that modification was for 

material convenience. As Brunning identified, swords worn daily were highly recognisable and played 

active roles in societies, thus the later reworking of such swords would be known, and the recipient 

would inherit and join the object’s biography (Brunning 2013). These weaving battens, being symbols 

of an individual likely overseeing the local textile production were also likely identifiable within a 

community. The weaving batten created from a sword would likely carry a unique and identifiable 
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gravitas in its role as a ranking status object in its daily adornment of an individual. While it is tempting 

to believe that these objects were inherited by a female gendered individual from a male gendered 

parent or elder relative, not all weaving swords were manufactured from previous swords, but were 

still status objects to standardise production (Harrington 2016, p. 216). However, the fact that some 

of these weaving battens were modified and transformed from a different object does imply a 

lengthened life span or curation for more than one owner. A reworked weaving batten, utilised within 

a funerary context would, like curated swords, mnemonically connect the biography and 

remembrance of the previous owner of the sword to the biography of the deceased during the funeral 

for the mourners/survivors. The combination of the biography of the sword and the status which is 

symbolised by the weaving batten may visibly indicate the social remembrance of a known and elite 

family within the community.  

 

Anglo-Saxon brooches and dress styles 

During the early medieval period, brooches have been central to many studies including typology 

(Avent 1975; Suzuki 2008), ethnicity (Effros 2004; Dickinson 2005), culture-history (Åberg 1926; 

Hawkes and Pollard 1981), and social status (Kristoffersen 1999). The artwork and typologies of these 

dress accessories have also been a key type of object of addressing and creating the chronological 

framework of the 5th to 8th centuries AD (Høilund Nielsen 1997; Brugmann 1999; Hines and Bayliss 

2013). It was posed by Härke (2000, p. 395), that if swords were the male gendered objects of status, 

what were the female gendered status equivalents?  Klevnäs and Martin addressed Härke’s inquiry 

regarding the female equivalent of swords as the objects circulating within the sphere of status and 

exchange through Klevnäs work of grave reopening and Martin’s work on cruciform brooches (Klevnäs 

2015, p. 175; Martin 2015). Klevnäs’ identification of brooches as the targeted female object retrieved 

from graves points to this equivalent. Early medieval brooches functioned as garment fasteners with 
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an iron pin. The face plates were created from 

copper alloys or iron, and sometimes gilded with 

wealthy materials, such as silver, gold, and garnets 

(Owen-Crocker 1986, p. 37). Techniques were used 

to decorate the face plates included inlaying, 

casting, or engraving, with many brooches 

displaying the early Anglo-Saxon zoomorphic art 

forms, such as Salin’s Style I and II (Owen-Crocker 

1986, p. 37; Nielsen 1999; Webster 2011, p. 465). 

These art forms revealed the expert craftmanship 

of their creators and a relationship across much of 

northwest Europe (Fig. 9). The zoomorphic art 

styles of Salin Style I, Nydam style, or Saxon Relief 

style, were early decorative styles originating 

throughout the course of the 5th century. These 

styles originated from the ‘chip carving’ artwork 

styles found on many belt buckles from Roman 

military sites around the Rhine and Danube rivers 

(Haseloff 1974; 1981) with angled cuts, geometric 

motifs, and animalistic designs (Webster 2011, p. 

465). They were adopted and utilised from the late-

4th century across Scandinavia, the continental northwest, and lowland Britain with differing periods 

of chronological usage (Inker 2006; Webster 2011; Høilund Nielsen 2012). In the 6th century AD, Salin 

Style I became the prominent artform with characteristics of animal bodies being intertwined and 

sectioned (Fig 9). The implementation of Salin Style II is believed to have first began in the latter half 

of the 6th century AD utilising long, unnaturalised but symmetrical zoomorphic designs (Webster 2011, 

Figure 9 Great square-headed brooch displaying 
zoomorphic artwork from grave 41 of the cemetery at 
Bifrons (photograph taken by author, courtesy of the 
Maidstone Museum). 
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p. 470). Salin Style II is considered to signify the establishment of an elite social class and the formation 

of kingdoms (Webster 2011, p. 471). 

Brooches displaying these art forms, and specifically Salin Style II in the late 6th to the mid-7th 

century AD, were believed to be status objects as they were usually found in wealthy graves (Nielsen 

1999, p. 195). The origins of these zoomorphic artforms, and the communities that utilised them upon 

their metalwork, have previously been termed ‘Germanic’, but have recently been re-evaluated to 

indicate a much more eclectic background (see Harland 2019). It is now understood that the adoption 

and progression of the zoomorphic art styles across many areas of northwest Europe signified the 

creation of a new, eclectic society that would become the Anglo-Saxons, rather than the unreliable 

recording of ‘Germanic’ migration of tribes to Britain (Harland 2019, p. 965). Many brooches which 

included these zoomorphic art styles indicated a social importance potentially portraying a familial 

emblem of status.  

Another significant supporting factor for the importance of brooches was identified in Toby 

Martin’s work discussing the high frequency of worn, repaired, or the customised brooches found 

within early Anglo-Saxon graves (2012). The repeated effort to extend the use life of a visible dress 

accessory such as a brooch indicates a social importance for its continued public display. He states 

that the large variety of brooches during the early Anglo-Saxon period signifies an effort to obtain 

individuality, and that the various physical changes of brooches have not received much scholarly 

attention (Martin, 2012, p. 53). In his work, Martin discusses the previous explanations for the repairs 

of brooches; such as faulty casting in their creation (Mortimer 1990, p. 111); the limited availability of 

such valuable objects (Leeds 1941); or simply their repeated use over an extended time (Hines 1997, 

p. 237; Martin 2012, p. 54). The repeated use of brooches as an active cause for necessitating repairs 

of brooches can be seen to parallel the asymmetrical wearing on sword hilts discussed by Brunning 

(2013). The daily adornment of such objects would have caused noticeable abrasion on metals such 
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as copper alloys or iron, and may have taken longer than one lifetime of use, implying that the objects 

had more than one owner.  

Figure 10 The back side of a square-headed brooch from the Bryan Faussett collection displaying evidence of breakage and 
repair. The broken corner and a repair to the foot highlighted by the arrows (photograph courtesy of the World Museum 
Liverpool). 

The various types of repairs detected included replacing the pin, soldering, riveting, and filing 

(Martin 2012, p. 56; see fig. 10). Modifications included the attaching of other parts, inscriptions, and 

even the transformation of other objects into brooches. There are cases where objects such as horse 

bridle pieces and even shield boss apexes were remade into female brooches (Dickinson 2005, p. 120; 

Martin 2012, p. 59). Martin also discusses the direct sewing of brooches to clothing, uncertain if this 

was done for daily use or only completed for the funeral procession (Martin 2012, p. 58).  

Martin approaches the various modifications to brooches as part of a direct investigation into 

the biographical story of the object, rather than focusing solely on the inclusion of the objects 

deposited in mortuary contexts (Martin 2012, p. 53; 2015). However, Martin states that though 

brooches were significant markers of individual identity, they were probably not bequeathed or 

inherited by others. He believes that, since brooches are found mainly in burials, rather than in other 
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areas, such as settlements, they were meant to be owned by one individual and consequently 

disposed in burials with their sole owners (Martin 2012, p. 61). As evidence, Martin uses the earlier 

Germanic tradition of hergewede and gerade which define the objects that do not become heirlooms 

and accompany their owners in the grave (Härke 1990, p. 22; Martin 2012, p. 61). However, though 

Martin states that the bequeathing of brooches was not a normal occurrence, many burials containing 

multiple brooches reveal a chronological disparity suggesting that the inheritance of brooches may 

have occurred more than previously believed. He identifies one burial as an example of this rare 

occurrence, grave 156 from Castledyke South, Barton-on-Humber (Martin 2012, p. 59; Drinkall & 

Foreman 1998). This grave contained the remains of a 14 to 15-year-old and contained female 

gendered grave goods (Drinkall & Foreman 1998, p. 79). Included within the grave was a 6th-century, 

openwork disc brooch with a cut-out swastika design. Accompanying this was the footplate of a 5th 

century cruciform brooch with a horsehead design (Drinkall & Foreman 1998, p. 79). As the burial is 

dated to be from 6th century AD and the interred individual was a subadult, Martin agrees that the 

footplate of the cruciform brooch must have had more than one owner.  

However, this chronological disparity in brooch pairs is demonstrated more frequently than 

Martin suggested, as his work was focused upon cruciform brooches. Parfitt and Brugmann discovered 

through the investigation of the brooch combinations from the cemetery of Mill Hill, Deal, Kent that 

at least three female burials contained brooches of differing ages (1997). Brugmann also found other 

examples of different aged brooches throughout Kentish cemeteries, but focused on the chronology 

of the cemeteries and their phases, rather than the curation of the brooches (Brugmann 1999, p. 41). 

Other examples were found in the analysis of a number of female burials containing brooches from 

the excavations at Saltwood Tunnel, Kent (Rogers et al. 2006). Since many brooches were cast in pairs 

(Owen-Crocker 1986; Caple 2010), one brooch could be bequeathed and the other deposited within 

the burial. This would explain the many graves containing pairs of brooches from different casts, areas, 

and time periods. 
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Martin also discusses the modification of other objects into brooches, such as shield boss 

apexes and horse bridles (Martin 2012, p. 59). Tania Dickinson found that the few brooches created 

from shield boss apexes or shield board-mounts appear across all areas of early Anglo-Saxon England 

(Dickinson 2005, p. 162). Dickinson attributed this reuse to the fact that the designs on the apexes and 

shield mounts displayed zoomorphic animal art, seen as symbols of social status (Dickinson 2005 p. 

162). Additionally, the apexes and mounts served a previous use, implying a previous owner, as shields 

were strictly a male gendered object and brooches a female gendered object within early Anglo-Saxon 

burials (Dickinson & Härke 1992). This could signify many connotations towards the intended reuse, 

but a likely explanation is that this remade brooch may have been gifted or bequeathed to the female 

owner in life or at burial. 

Klevnäs mentions that these specific objects, swords and brooches, are described in later 

written sources and named as ‘heirlooms’, but her research was not targeted to explore the concept 

of early Anglo-Saxon curated and inherited objects (2015, p. 170). The evidence for specific retrieval 

of these swords and brooches from furnished burials displays the importance of those objects to the 

early medieval people. In tandem with later written sources and the archaeological evidence for wear, 

repair, and other signs of aging, Klevnäs’s study has presented viable evidence that swords and 

brooches were two accepted types of heirloom objects of the early Anglo-Saxon people. The 

asymmetrical wear on sword hilts and the abrasion and repairs to brooches both demonstrate their 

repeated incorporation into daily attire, as well as the social importance of their display. The 

characteristics of both swords and brooches also coincides with Gilchrist’s stance on the materiality 

of medieval heirlooms, signifying them as visual objects of memory (Gilchrist 2013, p. 3). The 

characteristics of swords with interchangeable hilt pieces, pattern welded blades, scabbard 

accessories, in addition to the evidence of daily adornment indicates a materially visual social status 

object (Brunning 2013; Gilchrist 2013). Brooches demonstrate similar aspects: a variety of design types 

during the early Anglo-Saxon period, with some displaying elaborate decoration with precious stones, 

silver or gold gilding, as well as combinations of the different types or ages also signifying brooches as 
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social status objects (Owen-Crocker 1986; Martin 2012). However, I would argue that Lillios incorrectly 

asserts that the deposition of heirlooms such as early Anglo-Saxon swords and brooches would reduce 

or end their social value (Lillios 1999). As previously discussed, Wessman explained that heirlooms 

possessed important roles during funerary rituals and their deposition was an important and publicly 

noticeable act, influencing the social remembrance of the mourners during the funeral (Williams 2006; 

Wessman 2007). Though brooches are believed to be the female gendered equivalent status objects 

to the male gendered swords, they do not often appear in the early medieval literature. Swords, 

however, are attributed personhood throughout early medieval poetry (Bazelmans 1999; Brunning 

2019), but brooches are absent. However, this does not discount brooches as objects of status, 

identity, and biography. Rather, a different sort of evidence indicates a socially distinct method of the 

utilisation of brooches: the implemented styles of dress. 

In the discussion of heirloom brooches and swords within graves, the identification of various 

styles of Anglo-Saxon clothing can reveal the specific locations of objects within the grave. The styles 

of clothing in which the deceased were buried can be reconstructed by the positions of dress fasteners 

and accessories, such as brooches, buckles, and pins (Owen-Crocker 1986; Rogers 2006, p. 3). This has 

also permitted the interpretation of the body position when no human remains are present (Rogers 

2007, p. 139). Evidence of surviving textiles has been found attached to these metal objects (Rogers 

2007, p. 60). The discovery of textile evidence occurs more frequently in female gendered graves, as 

male gendered graves usually included only a belt buckle, compared to the brooches and pins of 

female gendered costume (Rogers 2007, p. 58). Therefore, clothing types and dress styles have been 

identified by the specific position of brooches within graves.  

Except for east Kent, the dress style identified by the presence and location of brooches 

throughout almost all Anglo-Saxon England between the 5th to the late 6th century AD was a pair of 

brooches at the shoulders. The brooches would attach a type of dress commonly called the peplos 

(Owen-Crocker 1986, p. 42; Rogers 2007, p. 144). A third accompanying brooch was often found, 
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which is  inferred to have been attached to a cloak or cape. The different regions of Anglo-Saxon 

England varied in the type of brooches utilised with the peplos style. In the north-east areas between 

Durham and Norfolk, paired annular brooches were implemented in 78% of brooch burials (Rogers 

2007, p. 144). In the area of the south between Oxford and Hampshire paired saucer and paired disc 

brooches accounted for 63% of burials with brooches. The East Midlands cemeteries yield a mixture 

of annular, saucer, and disc brooches (Rogers 2007, p. 144). This peplos style continued to be the 

general dress style until the 7th century AD, when dress started to become more uniform across 

lowland Britain (Owen-Crocker 1986, p. 128). 

Communities in Kent, however, utilised their own trends of clothing fashion taking some 

aspects of the other Anglo-Saxon areas or mirroring Continental trends of style and a mixture of 

brooch types (Rogers 2007, p. 191). Penelope Walton Rogers categorised the different dress styles of 

Kent into six different groups; Dress Style I-VI (Rogers 2006; 2007; see Fig. 11). Dress style I, appearing 

at the earliest stages (450-500 AD) implemented similar styles as the northeast, with the same textiles 

and annular brooches utilised for the peplos style (p. 189). Dress style I was also implemented west of 

the Medway in Kent, until the latter half of the 6th century AD, when both east and west Kent became 

more uniform (Welch 2007, p. 189). Dress Style II was in use at the same time as Style I, utilising one 
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small button brooch centrally to close a type of dress which attached vertically down the middle (p. 

190).  

Figure 11 Examples of brooch use within the common Kentish dress styles (Based on the reconstructions by Walton Rogers 
2012, fig. 5.26). 

Dress Style III and Style IV were both contemporary and in use between AD 500–550. Dress 

Style III was similar to style II with the addition of another brooch and a belt. One brooch was 

positioned at the throat and the other centrally in the middle of the chest. Dress Style IV added a coat 

or jacket fastened by two more additional brooches to that of style III. These brooches were usually 

bow brooches attaching the coat or jacket near the waist on the outside of the belted garment (p. 

190). Dress Style IV was the first style in Kent to adopt the Merovingian style of four brooches (p. 191).  

Dress Style V began in the mid-6th century AD and continued into the first quarter of the 7th 

century AD. The style is characterised by a single Kentish disc brooch at the neck, a pin, and a belt (p. 

193). This style gave way for the final style, Dress Style VI, which dated to the 7th to 8th century AD. 

This style was characterised by either no brooches, or a plated or composite brooch located around 

the area of the upper chest. At this time, dress styles were or had become uniform across all Anglo-

Saxon England (p. 193).  

There have been variations to the dress styles in Kent throughout the early Anglo-Saxon 

period. In some cases, combinations of styles can be found such as extra brooches being added to the 
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costume, or later brooches included with earlier dress styles. It has previously been stated by Martin 

Welch that these variations may have been early medieval Kentish women who did not properly utilise 

continental brooches in the way they were intended (Welch 2007, p. 220). However, it may display 

the adaptation of a certain style into an eclectic and ‘new’ Kentish culture where social and political 

competition were prevalent, prior to the formation of the kingdom of Kent. This also can be seen in 

the specific patterns apparent in the brooch choice. Continental brooches were only ever in 

combination with either Kentish or other continental brooch types. Whereas Saxon or Anglian 

brooches were not utilised with continental styles (Parfitt and Brugmann 1997, p. 113). There have 

only been three exceptions out of all excavated Kentish burials: grave 39 in the cemetery of Lyminge 

(Warhurst 1955) and graves 73 and 86 at the cemetery of Mill Hill (Parfitt and Brugmann 1997). This 

pattern of a ‘Kentish-continental style’ again indicates close ties between the continent and Kent 

through social traditions.  

The utilisation of continental artefacts, specifically brooches in dress styles, has been 

interpreted as displaying dimensions of social identity linked to both Kent and the Continent (Parfitt 

and Brugmann 1997; Brugmann 1999). Hawkes and Pollard considered the use of continental 

brooches within Baldwin Brown’s concept of the heirloom factor but attributed the deposition of 

continental brooches as an effort by all people to become more ‘Kentish’ (Hawkes and Pollard 1981, 

p. 326). Brugmann suggested that although many continental brooches were worn by women in east 

Kent, the Kentish made materials were generally of a higher quality (Parfitt and Brugmann 1997, p. 

116). However, this does not account for objects that may have been kept in circulation for extended 

periods of time, such as biographical objects. Rather than being seen a lesser quality than newly 

created Kentish brooches, worn and abraded continental brooches may have displayed their 

biography through their tarnished state, conveying their status as an heirloom.  

In response to Härke’s question regarding what was the equivalent female gendered object 

to the sword, it is evident that brooches were the likely candidate over other grave goods. The variety 
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of brooch types and their utilisation within the different dress styles of the 5th–7th centuries AD 

throughout lowland Britain indicates their role as a publicly visible statement of status and identity. 

The archaeological evidence through the high ratio of repairs and modifications, through which their 

use-life was extended, also indicates their importance for their continued use and display. As brooches 

were the only other object type besides swords to be retrieved from graves after burials, it is evident 

that their importance within communities was a significant factor for the display of biography of both 

the owners and the family or kin group. 

 

Evidence within the written record 

As the archaeological evidence for the importance of both brooches and swords has been identified 

and discussed, it is necessary to analyse these objects’ presence within the written record of the early 

medieval period. Three types of written sources involving either swords or brooches were investigated 

signifying their importance from the 7th to 11th century AD. These include the Laws of Aethelbert of 

Kent, the early medieval literature of poetry and riddles, and finally the later Anglo-Saxon wills of the 

10th and 11th centuries AD. The evaluation of these sources reinforces the archaeological evidence 

indicating the social importance of specific object types of brooches and swords and the likelihood 

that they were the chosen material for curation and continuation through inheritance. 

 

The Laws of Aethelbert 

The second half of the 6th century provides some documentary clues through Merovingian historical 

records describing some of the involvement with the region of Kent. It has been debated whether the 

powerful Merovingians controlled the land of Kent for a time, or if Kent was an independent kingdom 

on the periphery (Brookes and Harrington 2010, p. 47). There is documentary evidence from the mid-

6th century of the Merovingians claiming to control portions of southern England, which has been 
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interpreted to be Kent. Though the evidence suggests the Merovingians were never truly ‘in power’ 

in Kent, it does reveal a politically connected relationship between Kent and the Continent (Wood 

1992, p. 235). This is indicated by the political marriage of the Merovingian princess Bertha, daughter 

of Charibert, to Aethelbert of Kent in the late-6th century AD (Wood 1983, p. 15–16). It is believed that 

Aethelbert and Bertha were married around AD 580, while Aethelbert’s father, Iminric, was still in 

power (Richardson 2005, p. 15). This is implied within Gregory of Tour’s History of the Franks, as he 

notes that princess Bertha was married to the son of the king in Kent (History of the Franks, Book IV, 

26). Aethelbert then took the throne of Kent sometime between 590 and 593, as recorded by his 

military victory over Cealwin of Wessex in the Anglo-Saxon chronicle (Brooks 1989; Richardson 2005, 

p. 15). The historical record of Kent and their continental relationship continued through the events 

of the Augustinian mission of conversion to Kent in AD 595-6. The reign of Aethelbert led to the 

creation of a series of law codes, which have been analysed for their relation with ownership and 

inheritance of property and portable objects. 

In the investigation of heirloom status objects and their role in social remembrance during 

early medieval funerals, the first official written document recorded in the kingdom of Kent contains 

evidence of the inheritance of property. It was around the year AD 602/3 that the laws of the kingdom 

of Kent were recorded during Aethelbert’s reign. The laws mainly deal with the monetary payments 

and fines needed to be made for personal harm, theft, marriage and divorce, and finally inheritance. 

There were 90 recorded decrees within the laws indicating a variety of social traditions and practices 

as well as highlighting certain aspects of early medieval families and kinship (Sayer 2009). The 

recording of the laws was the result of Aethelbert’s conversion and relation to the church as the very 

first law explicitly deals within punishment for robbing church property (Reilly 2004, p. 17). The 

following is a summary of the law codes which contain reference to mortuary traditions and 

inheritance after the death of a family member. 
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As discussed in chapter 2, within the law codes is evidence for the grave being left open for a 

period of time, for mourning, commemoration, and in some instances, payment.  

[22]. If a man slay another, at the open grave let him pay 20 shillings, and pay the whole wergeld within 
40 days. 

[23]. If the slayer departs from the land, let his kindred pay half leod (person). 

These laws specifically depict an open grave, indicating evidence for public funerals where the 

furnished burial and dressed deceased was displayed to the gathering of people. The ‘wergeld’ was a 

blood payment for causing of the death of an individual and differed in price by the societal class of 

the person (Reilly 2004, p. 17). It can be interpreted that if the killer left, his family took on the debt, 

suggesting they would also be expected to attend the funeral. It is this law that presents evidence of 

the publiv gathering of people attending a funeral. The grave being left open for the adornment of 

objects upon and around the deceased suggests an expectation of a public event, where the identities 

of the dead and the family were negotiated through social memory. The inheritance of property is 

indicated by a law specifically dealing with the death of a parent: 

 [78]. If she bear a living child, she shall have half the property, if the husband die first. 

[81.] If she bear no child, her paternal kindred shall have the fioh (money and possessions) and the 
morgyn-gyfe (gift to the bride from the husband the morning after the marriage). 

Law code 78 describes the inheritance of property after the death of a family member. It can be 

understood through code 81 that without a living child, the husband’s family is entitled to the 

inheritance of property, rather than solely the wife. The main inference from the recording of this law 

is that there were specific situations where inheritance may be complicated, such as in an untimely 

death of a family member. It also indicates that marriages brought together two separate kin groups, 

and without the creation of a child, the relations between the two groups were likely affected. 

Through these last two law codes and the previous codes dealing with the open grave, it is likely that 

funerals included multiple familial groups in attendance again enforcing the gathering of many people 

for commemoration. 
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 This discussion of early medieval Kent indicates its unique place within early Anglo-Saxon 

England. From their independent connections with the continent compared to other areas, and their 

written records of the earliest Anglo-Saxon kingdom with a written code of laws, Kent provides the 

most suitable location for the investigation of the curation of objects within burials. 

 

Evidence of curation in early medieval literature 

Certain examples of early medieval literature include many specific descriptions of weapons for their 

significance, power, and biography (Davidson 1962; Brunning 2017, p. 409; Sayer et al. 2019). 

Descriptions of famous weapons such as spears, axes, swords, and armour all find their place within 

various poems, stories, or records. However, unlike other areas such as Ireland or Scandinavia, Anglo-

Saxon literature only includes swords rather than other weapons (Sayer et al. 2019, p. 2). From the 

epic poem in Old English, Beowulf, to the wills of the 10th and 11th century AD, swords had always been 

recorded as holding a significant importance within early medieval society (Whitelock 1930; Chickering 

1977; Bazelmans 1999).  

 The epic poem Beowulf, recorded in Anglo-Saxon England in approximately 11th century AD, 

has been analysed for its relation to early medieval society, understanding of material culture, and its 

importance as one of the earliest recorded stories in Old English. Though the poem Beowulf was 

recorded in Old English in Christianised Anglo-Saxon England, the story is believed to recount the 

period of pre-Christian Scandinavia around the 5th and 6th centuries AD (Bazelmans 1999, p. 7). 

Throughout Beowulf, lords are consistently bestowing gifts, notably martial gear, upon their retainers, 

retinue, and peers, such as to other lords (Bazelmans 1999, p. 111; Härke 2000, p. 379). In Härke’s 

investigation of early medieval written sources, including both the will and Beowulf, it was noted that 

the inheritance of weaponry, such as an heirloom sword, was one of the four ways in which weapons 

changed hands (Härke 2000, p. 377). The other methods of exchange included: the gift from lord to 

retainer; the gift from retainer to lord; and ritual deposition (Härke 2000, p. 378). The gifting of 
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weapons and wealth from lords to retainers created the obligation of loyalty, as well as the armament 

of the retinue (Härke 2000, p. 379). Heriot, or the promise of a retainer’s weapons being given back 

to the lord upon the retainer’s death also occurs in Beowulf and is in the later Anglo-Saxon wills of the 

10th to 11th centuries AD (Härke 2000, p. 382). 

Härke also noted the many swords being named in Beowulf as ‘heirlooms’ and recalled 

Baldwin Brown’s point of the lower number of swords within early Anglo-Saxon graves as evidence of 

sword inheritance (Härke 2000, p. 384). Jos Bazelmans also discussed how swords received the most 

attention and descriptive detail in his work, By Weapons Made Worthy, which described the 

relationships between lords and warriors in Beowulf (Bazelmans 1999, p. 150). Swords are also the 

primary focus of weaponry recorded in the later Anglo-Saxon wills, with cases of some as the heriot 

and others inherited by family (Whitelock 1930; Härke 2000, p. 385).  

The written record of swords from Anglo-Saxon literature reinforces Brunning’s work on 

swords given personhood and they may have been understood as its own character (Brunning 2019; 

Sayer et al. 2019, p. 2). A numer of Anglo-Saxon riddles involve swords describing themselves as an 

individual, usually with a ‘warrior ethos’ (Sayer et al. 2019, p. 3). Eighth-century riddles, such as 

Tatwine’s De Ense et Vagina, and Aldhelm’s De Pugione vel Spada both imbue swords with human 

characteristics. Tatwine’s riddle characterises a sword as having ‘the heart of a warrior’, whereas 

Aldhelm’s riddle has the sword take a first-person point of view, ‘I fight to defend the life of my lord’ 

(Sayer et al. 2019, p. 3). The similarity of the descriptions of both warriors and swords throughout 

Anglo-Saxon literature suggests somewhat of an equality between the weapon and living beings. As 

warriors were gifted wealth from their lords (Bazelmans 1999, p. 111; Härke 2000, p. 379), literature 

finds swords also receiving wealth, such as in riddle 20 from the 10th century Exeter Book: 

Often I kill men with war weapons. The King adorns me with jewels and silver and praises me in the 
hall. 

The personification, social importance, and biography of swords may also outweigh or outshine even 

the individuals that own the weapon. Within the poem of Beowulf, Wiglaf is described in brief: 
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He was called Wiglaf, Weohstan’s son,  
A worthy shield-bearer, Scylfing prince,  
Kindsman of Aelfhere (Beowulf, l. 2602-4). 

The description of his sword however, contained a longer introduction: 

… He drew his sword, 
Known to men as Eanmund’s heirloom, 
Son of Ohthere. Weohstan had sland 
That friendless exile by swor-edge in battle, 
Had brought to the uncle the jewelled helm, 
Linked mail shirt, the ancient sword 

Fashioned by giants (Beowulf l. 2610-6). 
The description and story of the sword continued until it was bequeathed to Wiglaf. In comparison, 

the lengthy story of the sword suggests that its important biography was one of the factors for Wiglaf’s 

own legacy and fame.  

The inheritance and age of swords is a common and reoccurring theme throughout much of 

Anglo-Saxon literature. One of the terms in Old English used for a sword, laf, also means ‘heirloom’. 

This term is exclusively used for swords and no other object types (Sayer et al. 2019, p. 4). Throughout 

the epic Poem Beowulf, swords are continuously described as heirlooms or identified as old, such as 

‘eald lafe’ (Beowulf, l. 795) or time-tested heirlooms, ‘gomele lafe’ (Beowulf, l. 2563) or heirloom 

sword (Chickering 1977). In another poem, the Battle of Maldon, which dates to the year AD 991 

(Brooks 1991, p. 212), the Anglo-Saxon leader, Brythnoth, rebukes a Viking messenger prior to the 

battle: 

They will pay you a tribute of good spears, deadly barbs, and ancient swords (Battle of Maldon, l. 46-
8). 

These lines indicate the emphasis on the age of the swords even when listed with other types of 

weapons. The spears and arrows were described by their physical characteristics, rather than any 

notion of biography. This reflects another key component of swords within early medieval literature: 

Old swords were reliable through their testament in battle. The fragmented poem Waldere also 

indicates the success of battle tested swords: 

Thus, Mimming, Waldere’s sword, has cut through countless enemies and will not fail anyone capable 
of wielding it (Waldere, l. 2-5). 
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This is a common theme of swords throughout Beowulf as well, where Beowulf’s promise to fight as 

long as his sword lasts, foreshadowed his death when his sword Naegling was broken in the fight 

against the dragon (Beowulf, l. 2680–1).  

 A variety of Early medieval Anglo-Saxon literature contained similar themes in recording the 

significance of the age and biography of specific swords. Heirloom swords are a common occurrence 

as their extended use by multiple owners indicates their quality and success in battle. It is also evident 

that their personification as speaking characters in certain Anglo-Saxon riddles suggests their identity 

as a social player during the early medieval period. The literature of swords not only presents evidence 

for the weapons being likely candidates for curation, inheritance, and continuity within a family or 

community, but also their importance to within early medieval societies. This personification and 

extended life gained through curation suggest that if finally buried, the publicly known biography of 

swords would be a distinguished and significant focal point during the funeral. 

 

The 10th and 11th centuries AD Anglo-Saxon wills 

Later historical documentation has also revealed the social importance of both swords and brooches, 

as well as objects which were selected to continue circulating in society. The later inheritance patterns 

recorded in the 10th and 11th centuries AD can reveal many similarities of the social importance 

between certain types of material culture of the early Anglo-Saxon inhumation rites. These similarities 

can aid in the understanding of which types of objects were valued enough to be retained and 

remained in circulation. It must be noted that Anglo-Saxon society and culture had undergone some 

dramatic changes over the early period in which are under investigation here (5th-7th centuries AD) to 

the recording of the wills in the later period (10th-11th centuries AD). These included social stratification 

and the formation of kingdoms (Williams 1999; Scull 2001; Sykes 2010); the growth of industry (Hinton 

2011, pp. 426; Wall, 2011); the conversion to Christianity and the changing of mortuary rituals (Welch 

2011, pp. 267); the contact, violence, and relationship with Scandinavian invaders (Williams 1999), 
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and have a period of time under the rule of the foreign Scandinavian king, Cnut (Stafford 1981; Hobson 

2014, pp. 271). The absence of written sources during the 5th–6th centuries AD and the end of the 

furnished burial rite by the 8th century AD resulted in an unclear understanding of early Anglo-Saxon 

inheritance patterns. Taking this under consideration, the thirty-nine wills of the 10th and 11th 

centuries AD, compiled and translated from Anglo-Saxon English to contemporary English by Dorothy 

Whitelock (1930), show that certain types of objects held great personal value and their accompanying 

descriptions imply that these objects were socially important. The intent and act of curation implies 

the inalienable quality of these objects, whether it was due to economic reasons (Martin 2012, pp. 

54), biographic reasons (Kopytoff 1986), or for their material value (Lillios 1999, pp. 236). These 

portable objects named and described in detail are the same types of objects found in the wealthy 

furnished burials of the 5th and 6th centuries AD. The comparison of the early Anglo-Saxon interred 

objects in burials to the objects listed in later Anglo-Saxon recorded wills can assist in the 

comprehension of the heirlooms from the 5th–7th centuries AD (Lillios 1999, pp. 238). 

These wills governed the inheritance of property and ownership upon the death of the 

individual, land being the main focus of the majority of the wills (ibid). Heriot, or the return or gifting 

of weapons from a retainer to their lord, was also a prominent factor of the wills, with payments being 

bequeathed to the individual’s lord (Whitelock 1930, pp. 61; Härke 2000, pp. 382). However, other 

types of property also commonly appear, such as horses, money, buildings, the freeing of slaves, and 

specific types of portable objects (Whitelock 1930, pp. 61; Härke 2000, pp. 382).   

The creation of a will in the 10th and 11th centuries AD was a privilege of the upper classes 

granted by royalty. Many of the wills include the written permission given to create the will, suggesting 

that the documentation of inheritance was a regulated privilege. For example, the will of an 

Ealdorman of Essex, The Will of Aelfgar from the mid-10th century AD, stated such a permission  

“And Bishop Theodred and Ealdorman Eadric told me, when I gave to my lord the sword that King 
Edmund gave to me, which was worth a hundred and twenty mancuses of gold and had four pounds of 
silver on the sheath, that I might have the right to make my will… (Whitelock 1930, pp. 7). “ 
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The portable objects that were specifically described and recorded in wills included many types of 

weaponry: swords, spears, shields, and mail; jewellery: brooches, rings, headbands, bracelets, and 

necklaces; feasting and drinking gear: cups, drinking horns, chalices; and clothing and bedding. Though 

numerous objects were not specified by name or described in the wills as many were summarised as 

“goods” or “possessions”. Land and money were a major portion of most wills, small goods may not 

even be included, or added casually, such as at the end of The Will of Wynflad.  

“Then she makes a gift to Aethelflaed of everything which is unbequeathed, books and such small 
things, and she trusts that she will be mindful of her soul (Whitelock 1930, pp. 15).” 

Comparing the objects included in well-furnished early Anglo-Saxon inhumation graves to the portable 

objects specifically described and recorded in the later Anglo-Saxon wills confirms that these objects 

are nearly identical (Härke 1989, pp. 49; Stoodley 2000; Owen-Crocker 2011, pp. 111; Hamerow 2016, 

pp. 431). Another similarity between the early Anglo-Saxon inhumation furnishings and the objects 

named in the later Anglo-Saxon wills is the rigid gender association of the object. During the 5th to 7th 

centuries AD, the objects in furnished burials were gendered either for males or females. Male 

gendered graves are identifiable by the inclusion of a weapons assemblage, such as spears, shields, 

swords, mail, or helmets. Female gendered burials contained dress accessories and jewellery, such as 

brooches and necklaces of beads and pendants. Other objects such as drinking or feasting gear was 

discovered in both genders. The wills of the 10th and 11th centuries AD also adhere to the gendering 

association of objects (Whitelock 1930; Stoodley 2000; Härke 2011).  

In his study of the exchange and circulation of weapons, Heinrich Härke has discussed how 

the Anglo-Saxon wills passed on the most valuable swords to members of the family, while other 

swords were gifted to retainers, lords, and even priests (Whitelock 1930; Härke 2000, pp. 385). The 

monetary value of swords has been recorded in many of the wills, demonstrating they were one of 

the most expensive portable objects. The sword bequeathed in The Will of Aelfgar was recorded as 

worth one hundred and twenty mancuses (or gold coinage), equal in value to one hundred and twenty 

oxen (Whitelock 1930, pp. 7; Davidson 1962, pp. 118). The Will of Brihtric and Aelfswith details the 
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bequeathing of a seaxe, or short sword, valued at eighty mancuses, to their king (Whitelock 1930, pp. 

27). The record of the monetary value of the swords suggests that there was  wide variation in the 

quality of swords in the later Anglo-Saxon Period. This also relates to the swords of the early Anglo-

Saxon period, as the construction of all sword parts differed. Gilmour found that the pattern-welded 

blades from the cemetery of Saltwood Tunnel differed in quality, with some high end, elaborate 

pattern welded blades and others much simpler (Gilmour 2007).  

The 10th and 11th century AD wills also indicate importance through the quality of the listed 

sword. The recorded will of the son of King Aethelred the Unready, The Will of the Aetheling 

Aethelstan, dated between AD 1013–1015, exemplifies one of the wealthiest and most descriptive 

wills (Whitelock 1930, pp. 57). The will lists eleven swords in total, describing them by their individual 

unique features, such as their hilt ornamentation and blade characteristics (Whitelock 1930, pp. 57). 

The first weapon to be described was, “and the sword with the silver hilt which Wulfric made, and the 

gold belt and the armlet which Wulfric made, …” which was bequeathed to the church where 

Aethelstan would be buried. Not only is the sword identified by its hilt, but by the smith who forged it 

as well as the accompanying belt and armlet. Certain swordsmiths may have become famous for their 

craftsmanship, such as the swords inscribed with the phrases Ulfberht or Ingelrii. These are believed 

to be the names of swordsmiths of the 10th century and were known to be forged of quality steel 

(Davidson 1962, pp. 47). Ulfberht and Ingelrii swords have been discovered over a wide area across 

Europe, displaying their worthy reputation (Davidson 1962, pp. 47). Therefore, the recording of the 

name of the smith in The Will of the Aetheling Aethelstan suggests an expert smith behind the sword’s 

creation and its importance as an object to bequeath. 

 Other 10th and 11th century AD swords included in wills demonstrate value through the 

accumulated biography of the object. Swords previously owned by a different individual had an 

extended history, connecting to the biography of all owners. There are two examples of swords 

accompanied by the name of a previous owner. One of the eleven of the listed swords in The Will of 
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the Aetheling Aethelstan is bequeathed to his father, King Aethelred, and is recorded as, “the silver-

hilted sword which belonged to Ulfketel” (Whitelock 1930, pp. 59). It is believed that Ulfketel was a 

warrior from East Anglia who fought against the Vikings, which provided evidence that the sword was 

successful in combat and wielded by a famed martial individual (Whitelock 1930, pp. 170). The other 

sword with a previous owner again comes from The Will of the Aetheling Aethelstan. This specific 

sword connected Aethelstan to the royalty of 8th century AD Mercia. The will recorded “And to my 

brother Edmund I grant the sword which belonged to King Offa… (Whitelock 1930, pp. 59).” It is 

doubted that the sword was truly the weapon of the Mercian king, but it is probably an older sword 

from the around the Mercian area (Härke 2000, pp. 385). However, by possessing a known, two-

hundred-year-old curated sword, this connected Aethelstan not only to the accumulated biography 

of the object, but to his brother Edmund whom will receive the sword as well. The connection to past 

individuals through objects such as this can be compared to the connection and remembrance of the 

idealised identity through material culture of the early Anglo-Saxon funerals (Devlin 2007, pp. 35; 

Williams 2011, pp. 196).  

 Sword parts were also described in the later Anglo-Saxon wills. Many swords recorded in the 

wills depict the ornamentation of the hilt with precious metals, such as silver. Others depicted rich 

and decorated scabbards, such as the sheath with four pounds of silver from The Will of Aelfgar 

(Whitelock 1930, pp. 7). Another example is the scabbard from The Will of the Ealdorman Aelfeah. 

This will recorded the sheath for a short sword as, “and on the scabbard there are eighty mancuses of 

gold” (Whitelock 1930, pp. 23). There were even occasions of scabbards being listed on their own with 

no accompanying swords (Whitelock 1930, pp. 31), suggesting that these objects may have had a 

social importance as a separate object. Sword components including the scabbard, guard, and pommel 

were known to be interchangeable during the early Anglo-Saxon period (Brunning 2013, pp.137). 

Scabbards and pommels may been have exchanged for others, and there are examples of older 

scabbards which have been found with later swords (Hinton 2005, pp. 13; Annable et al. 2010, pp. 4). 

In other cases, pieces of swords were buried instead of the full weapon, such as a blade without a hilt 
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or vice versa (Hawkes & Page 1967, pp. 3). This may be a sign and the similarity of the importance of 

not only a complete sword, but the pieces which make up the weapon between the 10th and 11th 

centuries AD wills and the disarticulated sword components discovered in early Anglo-Saxon 

inhumation graves. 

Like weapons, jewellery and dress accessories were also described by their value. In The Will 

of Brihtric and Aelfswith, an armlet worth thirty mancuses of gold was bequeathed to the queen, as 

well as a necklace valued at eighty mancuses of gold gifted to Christchurch (Whitelock 1930, pp. 29). 

In The Will of Aelfgifu, a necklace of one hundred and twenty mancuses of gold is also gifted to the 

queen (Whitelock 1930, pp. 21). However, the monetary value of only one brooch is mentioned, and 

it is much less than the other named jewellery. This may imply that the monetary value was less 

important for brooches, but their symbolism of identity and biography were much more appreciated. 

This relates to the evidence of grave reopening in early Anglo-Saxon Kent as valuable necklaces 

containing many beads, gold, and silver pendants were left behind while the brooches were retrieved 

(Klevnas 2015, pp. 164). This example indicates that the monetary value was less important to socially 

significant brooches, which may infer that reason why the monetary value of brooches did not appear 

in the Anglo-Saxon wills of the 10th and 11th century AD. 

There were three wills which included brooches and their description in Whitelock’s 

compilation. The first was discussed previously as it appeared in The Will of Wulfric (Whitelock 1930, 

pp. 51). Two of the brooches were both within The Will of Wynflaed, dated to the mid-10th century 

AD. The first brooch bequeathed to her surviving daughter: 

“And she bequeathes to her daughter Aethelflaed her engraved bracelet and her brooch, and the estate 
at Ebbesborne and the title-deed as a perpetual inheritance to dispose of as she pleases” (Whitelock 
1930, pp. 11).  

The second brooch in The Will of Wynflaed is bequeathed to her apparent granddaughter: 

“And to Eadgifu two chests and in them her best bed-curtain and a linen covering and all the bed-
clothing which goes with it, and….. and her best dun tunic, and the better of her cloaks, and her two 
wooden cups ornamented with dots, and her old filigree brooch which is worth six mancuses (Whitelock 
1930, pp. 15). “ 
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The will clearly demonstrates the direct line of inheritance from mother to daughter, as well as from 

grandmother to granddaughter. The context of the brooches to each surviving family member also 

reveal a few notable points for inheritance and the significance of brooches. The brooch gifted to 

Wynflaed’s daughter lists only the brooch and bracelet preceding the estate. The significance of only 

naming two portable objects, the engraved bracelet and her brooch, suggest that these were 

personally important. The bracelet, being described as engraved, potentially has its importance 

focused upon the engravement, as no other description is given of the materials or worth. As there is 

no description of the brooch, it may indicate that it was the brooch Wynflaed adorned daily and likely 

recognisable by the family or community. The second brooch within the will, bequeathed to 

Wynflaed’s granddaughter, was described as already old and with filigree work, giving the impression 

it was already a family heirloom. Recording the visual characteristics of the brooch indicate that it was 

an identifiable and known object. The fact that this brooch was bequeathed to the granddaughter and 

not the daughter may suggest that the biography of the older brooch could add to the formation and 

growth of the identity of the granddaughter. The daughter, inheriting Wynflaed’s brooch connected 

to her personal identity may display the connection of the daughter taking the mother’s place. 

Whereas the granddaughter obtaining the older brooch suggests the process of creating an identity 

for an individual coming of age. Inheriting a brooch during the later Anglo-Saxon period suggests a 

possible continuation of the early Anglo-Saxon views of brooches being symbols of identity (Martin 

2012, pp. 58).  

 The last two brooches mentioned are included in The Will of Wulfaru, dated between 984-

1016 AD. The section pertaining to the brooches discusses the brooches in relation to clothing and 

dress. 

“And I grant to my elder daughter, Gode, the estate at Winford, with produce and men and all profits; 
and two cups of four pounds; and a band of thirty mancuses of gold and two brooches and a women’s 
attire complete” (Whitelock 1930, pp. 65).  
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The fact that the brooches were listed separately from the “women’s attire complete”, suggesting that 

brooches may have been held within a different category within accessories for the display of identity, 

similar to significance of brooches in the 5th to 7th centuries AD.  

 The analysis of the thirty-nine 10th and 11th centuries AD Anglo-Saxon wills signify the 

continuing importance of both swords and brooches throughout the early medieval period. The wills 

reveal the intent to retain personally important portable objects, suggesting value to themselves, 

families, and communities. The descriptions, detail, and context in which the various swords and 

brooches were named and recorded allude to a continuation of the specific social significance these 

selected objects portrayed three hundred years previously. The similarities highlighted within the 

Anglo-Saxon wills of the 10th and 11th century AD signify not only the importance of the curation of 

objects like brooches and swords, but their familial status within society. As the late Anglo-Saxon 

period wills described and included similar types of objects that were deposited within the furnished 

burials of the early Anglo-Saxon period, it suggests that these objects were long term symbols of 

familial and kin groups throughout the early medieval period.  

 

Concluding remarks 

It is evident in both the archaeological and historical record that brooches and swords were types of 

objects which held great social significance with early Anglo-Saxon communities. As these were the 

objects specifically targeted for retrieval after burial, leaving a variety of other objects types (some of 

significant value) this implies that these objects had roles within the social relations during the early 

medieval period. The objects were necessary to be present within the tableau of the burial to enact 

their presence upon the idealised identity of the deceased and their family during the funeral. In some 

cases, this significant importance necessitated their retrieval, reopening the grave at a later time. 

Archaeological studies have indicated that both object types of swords and brooches were seen and 

recorded as markers of social status. Patterns of asymmetrical abrasion, modifications, and repairs 
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indicate their daily adornment providing evidence that these objects were likely known and 

recognisable throughout early medieval communities. The significance of brooches and swords is 

evident throughout early medieval written texts, with consistency of their status as heirlooms and 

biographical symbols of familial groups. Thus, to investigate the characteristics of the curation of 

swords and brooches and their roles within early medieval funerals, this study necessitates an area 

which includes a higher ratio of swords and a diverse type of brooches within cemeteries. The region 

of Kent therefore is an optimal choice for the investigation of heirloom status objects within the early 

medieval burials. Kent is a location in which grave reopening has been found to be in practice more so 

than other regions, as well as containing a higher ratio of sword burials and a larger variety of brooch 

types. It is also supported by being the region in which historical documents directly relating to 

inheritance are available through the laws of Aethelbert in the beginning of the 7th century AD, making 

Kent the most adequate for the investigation of heirloom brooches and swords within burials. 
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Chapter 4 – Methodology 

 

Introduction 

The previous two chapters of the thesis have highlighted the gaps in knowledge surrounding early 

medieval artefact curation as well as the lack of discussion of the reasons for their final deposition 

within a furnished grave. The term ‘heirloom’, which has carried different meanings and values across 

various times and cultures, has been analysed for its use and meaning in the context of the early 

medieval period in chapter 2. As discussed in chapter 3, previous studies have shown that swords and 

brooches were socially recognised as objects of status during the early Anglo-Saxon period (5th–7th 

century AD). The combination of a higher ratio of the number of swords and the types of brooches 

found within the cemeteries of Kent compared to other regions, as well as potential evidence for 

curation as indicated by the 7th century AD historical documentation make the early medieval 

cemeteries of Kent an appropriate sample upon which to carry out this investigation.  

This chapter will describe the methods used to identify and interpret curated objects within 

early medieval grave contexts. The approach used in this study include a two-step process: firstly the 

identification of curated objects and secondly the interpretation of their roles within the social 

remembrance of the funeral. From the sample of cemeteries, a catalogue of the investigated graves 

was created, which was utilised as a practical tool for the analysis, comparison, and interpretation of 

curation characteristics.  

A grave catalogue was created from the analysis of graves collected the necessary data utilised 

for the identifying of the curation characteristics of brooches or swords. The catalogue style was 

chosen for this study, rather than a database several reasons. The catalogue of brooch and sword 

graves created from the available cemetery data allows an easily accessible and simplified reference 

tool which can be utilised in tandem with any type of data. It has also been noted during the 

undertaking of this project that other databases created by recent PhD theses have been inaccessible 
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to view, utilise, or incorporate within other datasets. Many theses uploaded to EThOS of the British 

library as well as many university theses databases, only include the main body of texts, without 

appendices and databases (see Arce 2007; Raye 2016; Williams 2017).The continuously changing 

electronic programs and formats have made some datasets outdated and incompatible with 

contemporary programs. The grave catalogue created from this thesis is formatted as a simple text, 

allowing its ease of use for any further research and implementation in other software programs. The 

grave catalogue as a text accompanies the written thesis, ensuring its accessibility and use for further 

studies.  

The investigations began with the gathering and evaluation of published excavation reports 

from Kent for a suitable sample. From the selected cemeteries, the analysis of graves containing 

brooches and swords was undertaken in the attempt to identify characteristics of curation. After the 

graves have been analysed using the published cemetery excavation reports and any curated objects 

identified, the heirloom status objects were interpreted for their various roles during funerary rituals 

and their possible effect upon the social remembrance of the mourners. The chapter begins with the 

justification for the selection of excavated early Anglo-Saxon cemeteries utilised for analysis. This is 

followed by the methods utilised in the identification and interpretation of heirloom status objects 

within the burials as focal points of social remembrance during the funeral. Each portion of the 

methods is followed by a description of its implementation within the grave catalogue. Following 

these steps of identification, the chapter concludes on the main points of the interpretation of the 

roles of heirloom status objects during the funerals in early Anglo-Saxon Kent. 

 

Cemetery selection 

As previously discussed in chapter 3, this study will focus on early Anglo-Saxon cemeteries in Kent for 

several reasons: the historical evidence of the written laws concerning property inheritance of King 

Aethelbert of Kent in the early 7th century AD (Härke 2000, p. 378; Reilly 2004, p. 20; Sayer 2009) and 
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the known data compiled on grave re-openings (Klevnäs 2013, 2015). This region displays ‘wealthier 

graves’ containing a higher ratio of certain artefact combinations including weapons and brooches 

(Sayer 2010, p. 70). Compared to other neighbouring regions such as the Upper Thames or Essex, 

Kentish cemeteries also contained a higher frequency of swords found in weapon graves (Cameron 

2000, p. 34; Brunning 2013, p. 116), and a higher variation in female brooches and dress styles (Owen-

Crocker 1986, pp 37, Brugmann 1999, p. 38; Sayer 2010, p. 70).  

The applied methods have compiled and analysed data sets and cemetery reports of early 

medieval burials in Kent from the 5th to 7th centuries AD. Inhumation burials were a focus rather than 

cremation practices, as the positioning and visibility of objects is more accessible through inhumation 

graves compared to cremation burials. The practice of cremation as a funerary rite was rare in Kent in 

comparison to other Anglo-Saxon regions, with inhumations being the dominant style of burial in the 

region (Richardson 2005, p. 97). It is understood that cremation practices involved multiple processes, 

including the preparation of a pyre, arrangement of the body, placement of pyre goods, the period of 

burning, and the collection of remains (and objects) and final deposition within the urn (Williams 2011, 

p. 246; Squires 2013, p. 176). Though it is likely that the cremation pyre was similarly furnished as 

inhumation burials (whether temporarily or for the entire ceremony), the context and differences in 

grave goods within cremation urns would require an entirely different set of methods. Though it was 

likely that inhumation burials also had multiple steps leading up to the funeral, the context of the final 

deposition allows an interpretation of the display of the grave goods adorned upon the body which is 

unattainable from cremation burials. 

Excavated cemeteries with inadequate data will not be utilised, such as the excavations of the 

antiquarians in the 17th, 18th, and 19th centuries, any sites excavated prior to modern techniques, or 

sites that have been poorly recorded (see Roach Smith 1873; Ford 1996; Hollingworth & O’Reilly 2012). 

The knowledge of the full burial context, skeletal data, specific objects, and their locations in the grave 

depend upon detailed records for the identification of curation characteristic and the interpretation 
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of their roles in social remembrance. Cemeteries demonstrating signs of grave re-openings will also 

be noted and assessed as brooches and swords are the focus of this study and were found to be the 

targeted objects in the reopening of graves (Klevnäs 2013; 2015). Cemeteries with a higher ratio of 

grave reopening are likely to have brooches and/or swords missing, skewing the number of graves 

containing those objects. Though not present to analyse, the number of reopened graves can reflect 

a localised pattern of the continuing circulation of an important object.  

Because of the issues with the cemetery excavations stated above, only a portion of the total 

number of early medieval Kentish burials can be effectively utilised. Therefore, these methods will 

focus upon the interpretation of a qualitative analysis as a quantitative or statistical approach is 

limited by the incomplete nature of the available data. There are more than 290 known possible burial 

locations within Kent which in total contained between 5000 to 7000 burials (Richardson 2005, p. 1). 

Less than 3000 of those burials were recorded, with many of those records from dating before the 

20th century AD. This study utilises 20 burial sites which were in use during the early Anglo-Saxon 

period, with a total of 1743 recorded graves. All of the cemeteries with the exception of one were 

excavated under modern conditions of the 20th century AD. The one exception, Bifrons, though 

originally excavated in the 1867 was analysed and catalogued by Sonia Chadwick Hawkes in 1964 

(Hawkes 2000). These excavation reports all contained details describing the context of the grave, 

including the position of the body and the location of grave goods, whether recorded in catalogue 

form and/or in grave plan drawings.  
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Table 1 Early Medieval Kentish Cemeteries selected for study 

Cemetery Number of burials Cemetery Number of burials 

Bay Hill 18 Mount Pleasant 18 

Bifrons 91 Orpington 71 

Buckland 431 Pilgrims Way 11 

Cliffs End 21 Polhill 162 

Cuxton 36 Riseley 112 

Finglesham 216 Saltwood Tunnel 217 

Holborough 39 Seamark 5 

Lyminge 68 Springhead 36 

Mill Hill 76 Temple Hill 56 

Monkton 33 West Hill 26 

Total Burials   1743 

*See appendix for cemetery publications  

These cemeteries, shown in Table 1, were selected because their data is adequate for an analysis to 

identify curation characteristics and the interpretation of aspects of social remembrance during the 

funerary rituals. The data itself varies between and within cemeteries - with some reports more 

detailed than others, as their excavation methods and recording techniques all reflect the time period 

in which they were undertaken. In Richardson’s extensive database of early medieval Kentish burials, 

he noted that there was a lack of thorough and detailed skeletal analyses before the middle of the 

20th century, indicating the reports of the original excavations as unreliable unless reanalysed 

(Richardson 2005, p. 97). All the cemeteries however, included a plan of the cemetery and recorded 

the location of grave goods within individual graves. As previously stated, osteological analysis differed 

between cemeteries and was not always available for analysis. Not only was an osteological analysis 

dependent on the cemetery excavation data, but also upon the survival of human remains within the 

soil.  
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In Richardson’s study, four categories of skeletal data were utilised for analysis: sex, age, 

stature, and burial position. From the 2934 burials catalogued by Richardson, the age at death was 

found in only 1628, osteological sex in only 865, burial position was identified in 595, and stature was 

identified in only 183 burials (Richardson 2005, p. 97). Burials where all four categories were identified 

were only found in 120 burials, or 4% of the sample, Richardson 2005, p. 97). The outcome of 

Richardson’s study again indicates the difficult nature of the data, making certain aspects of analysis 

partial or inaccessible. This specifically affected the outcome of a full contextual analysis of individual 

graves, as many of the earlier excavated cemeteries utilised for this study did not record any usable 

skeletal data. Without even a vague reference to an approximate age of an individual, the 

identification of curation relies upon the comparison of object type chronologies within the grave and 

the cemetery. Within the 20 cemeteries utilised for this thesis, a partial analysis of the grave context 

was still completed where the survival of human remains was poor, incomplete, or did not survive. 

Due to these issues, the statistical analysis and comparisons between the cemeteries utilised for this 

study as well as other quantitative early medieval studies is limited to very specific contexts. 

 Within the grave catalogue, the cemeteries are arranged in alphabetical order and separated 

into two groups, depending on their location in either east or west Kent. This has been undertaken for 

a better understanding and comparison of the mortuary traditions between the two distinct areas of 

what would become the early Anglo-Saxon kingdom of Kent (Welch 2007). As previously discussed, 

east and west Kent displayed differences in the variety of grave goods and dress styles until the mid- 

to late-6th century AD. After the analysis of individual cemeteries they were compared by region of 

either east or west Kent to identify unique or local mortuary traditions, followed by an evaluation in 

relation to cemeteries of the Kentish region as a whole. The summary of each cemetery includes 

reference to the corresponding literature from which the data was collected. As many of the 

cemeteries have had two or more periods of excavation or analysis, the cemetery’s location has been 

used to designate the dataset, rather than separate publications or research projects (i.e. Buckland 

Anglo-Saxon cemetery 1987 vs. 2012). 
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The format of the catalogue follows the style based on previous excavation reports’ grave 

catalogue (see Parfitt and Brugmann 1997; Riddler et al. 2006; Parfitt and Anderson 2012). Within 

each cemetery, all graves that contained brooches and/or swords were recorded and analysed. The 

grave number within the catalogue reflect those recorded in the original excavations and do not 

deviate to prevent confusion between source and analysis. The dates of the graves however have 

been reassessed when the chronological timeframe of objects utilised by the excavation was outdated 

by recent standards (Hines and Bayliss 2013). The reassessment of the date of burials for each grave 

was also necessary as all the cemeteries differ in the time period of when the excavation took place, 

which directly effected some of the chronological frameworks and phases utilised in the original 

reports. The chronological framework for the Anglo-Saxon period has undergone many changes with 

every addition of archaeological finds, which has created a somewhat unclear or unrefined situation 

(Hines 2013, p. 30). As the created terminology of phases, periods, or date ranges of both cemeteries 

and material culture differ quite substantially across excavation reports, the most recent chronological 

frameworks for objects have been utilised to analyse the graves selected for this study. Kent was also 

chosen for this reason, as the region contains more and a wider variety of grave goods overall 

compared to the rest of early Anglo-Saxon regions (Sayer 2010, p. 70). As noted in chapter 3, Kent also 

contains the largest number of continental artefacts found within graves compared to the rest of early 

Anglo-Saxon England (Welch 2007; Brookes and Harrington 2010). This allows the chronologies of 

continental artefacts to be utilised which are much more precise, narrowing an object’s production 

and use to within a decade (Nielson 1997). Therefore, the date of the graves within the catalogue have 

been recorded or updated in a uniform manner, rather than by their publications’ terminology. 

 

The identification of curation characteristics 

The identification of heirloom status objects within early medieval graves is reliant upon a 

combination of various curation characteristics. The entire context of graves is necessary to better 
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evaluate the curation of a specific objects within an assemblage. Therefore, this study focused on four 

key components during the analysis of graves containing brooches and swords within the cemeteries 

of early medieval Kent: 

• chronological disparities between the date of grave goods within the burial;  

• abrasion patterns upon the brooches and sword components within the grave;  

• comparison of the approximate age of the individual compared to the approximate age of the 

brooch or sword;  

• the location of the brooch or sword, indicating its visibility within the grave tableau. 

The following section will explain the aspects of these four key focal points of the methods, and 

discuss the reasons for the exclusion of other object types. 

 

Excluded objects 

As early Anglo-Saxon burials contained a wide variety of different objects of which some originated 

from elsewhere, this study has excluded certain materials for contextual reasons. Although there is 

evidence of other chronologically ‘older’ objects within early Anglo-Saxon graves, the curated object 

types were selected for this study based on the supporting evidence of archaeological and literary 

sources, which will aid in creating a coherent approach to be used in different localities and regions 

from the 5th to 7th centuries AD across early Anglo-Saxon England. This is not to discount possible 

curation of other objects types or heirlooms that were not deposited within graves. However, the 

evidence within the archaeological and historical record disallow their further study within this thesis. 

The specific targeting, reopening of the graves, and reclamation of brooches and swords from burials 

by early medieval people, while continuously leaving behind other weapons assemblage or dress 

accessory items signifies their less likely trend of continued circulation. Thus, objects such as spears, 

shields, necklaces, and rings are not a primary focus for this thesis. The success of these methods on 
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both brooches and swords could then be implemented on other objects to further expand the study’s 

range.  

Certain object types have been excluded from this research, such as organic objects, belt 

buckles, and Roman artefacts. A limitation to all early Anglo-Saxon archaeology is the degradation, 

decay, and destruction of organic objects in cemeteries due to decomposition. Later wills of the 10th 

and 11th centuries AD depict examples of the bequeathing of items of clothing (Whitelock 1930, p. 15), 

and it is reasonable to believe that in the earlier part of the Anglo-Saxon period, clothing and other 

organic objects such as materials made from wood or bone, such as shield boards or drinking horns,  

could also be curated for many years. Though there has been trace evidence of the remains of wood, 

textiles, horn, or residues have been found attached to other objects, the lack of consistency and 

limited overall numbers makes organic materials ill-suited for the objectives of this research.  

Though there have been some cases of chronologically old belt buckles found within early 

Anglo-Saxon burials (Brugmann 1999; Marzinzik 2003), these objects have been excluded within this 

study of heirloom status objects. Belt buckles have a wide variety of types, with many being 

undecorated and of a basic, common type to be accurately chronologically dated, making 

identification of their curation difficult. More definitively, unlike swords or brooches, there is no 

evidence that belt buckles were targeted and retrieved from the reopening of graves during the early 

medieval period. This may suggest that belt buckles did not posess the same social significance as  

brooches and swords, though many display ornate garnet inlays with precious metals. However, with 

the success of this study, further investigations could investigate not only the curation of belt buckles 

but reveal a better understanding of their social meaning and significance within the early Anglo-Saxon 

period (Marzinzik 2003; Parfitt and Anderson 2012).  

The exclusion of Roman objects from this study is also due to the previous discussion of 

whether they were scavenged or potentially curated (White 1988; Eckardt and Williams 2003; Fleming 

2012). The scavenging of Roman material would cause a loss of the knowledge of their biography and 
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history within early medieval communities that came across them in the 5th and 6th centuries AD 

(Eckardt & Williams 2003). These Roman objects have received a large amount of attention in the 

literature, with discussion of their known or perceived uses, adapted functions, and meanings to the 

Anglo-Saxon people (White 1988; Eckardt & Williams 2003; Fleming 2011; Swift 2012). As the use of 

these objects continued into the Early Middle Ages, their long and extended biographies have inspired 

a heightened interest in understanding their use in the early Anglo-Saxon period. However, it is 

believed that many of these objects were used as convenient replacements for other Anglo-Saxon 

objects, such as Roman keys enacted as girdle hangers, and were probably scavenged from the 

remains of Roman settlements, structures, or cemeteries (Fleming 2011, p. 78). This demonstrates the 

loss of their original use or purpose and biographies were left unknown to the Anglo-Saxon people 

who discovered, utilised, and repurposed them (Eckardt & Williams 2003). Though these objects are 

not the focus, the analysis of the burials and creation of the grave catalogue can potentially highlight 

objects types that may necessitate assessment and further investigation. 

 

Chronological disparities 

Though there have been only a handful of cemeteries excavated under modern standards which have 

allowed the analysis of complete cemetery data sets, studies of the typologies of material culture of 

the early medieval period have been numerous. These studies created typologies of objects across all 

regions of Anglo-Saxon England, utilising not only recent excavated objects but the material found 

during Antiquarian excavations. In combination with the wealth of early medieval continental material 

culture studies in which chronologies are thorough enough to identify objects within a decade (Nielsen 

1997), corpuses of object types have progressed the chronological understanding of the early Anglo-

Saxon period. As previously discussed, these have all added to the compilation into the chronological 

framework of early Anglo-Saxon England (Hines and Bayliss 2013).  
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Based on these studies, date-range disparities have been found but generally neglected 

between objects within graves. In the effort to identify heirlooms, grave assemblages indicating 

chronological differences were a main focus and assessed for curation. As this study analyses burials 

accompanied by swords or brooches, each object type necessitates different contexts for the 

investigation in chronological disparities. The various types of brooches found in Anglo-Saxon England 

and across north-western Europe have been analysed in previous studies identifying relative 

chronologies in Britain and continental Europe (Leeds 1949; Avent 1975; Leigh 1980; Dickinson 1993; 

Hines 1997; Bayliss et al. 2013, p. 218). Many of these chronological studies have focused on a singular 

object type under discussion, such as a typological study, or focus upon supplanting the chronologies 

of those typologies into an overarching framework. The identification of chronological disparities 

within individual grave contexts has not previously been a prime focus of material studies. However, 

using the various typological studies, it is possible to distinguish a brooch that was in production and 

use prior to other objects within the grave, such as other brooches or pieces of jewellery (Owen-

Crocker 1986), style of dress (Rogers 2007), belt buckles (Marzinzik 2003), or glass vessels (Evison 

2008).  

The identification of chronological differences within sword burials differs notably from that 

of brooches. As discussed previously, this analysis of curated objects from male gendered burials will 

focus upon swords, as these were regarded as pivotal objects of wealth, status, and power in both 

literature and archaeological evidence (Whitelock 1930; Bazelmans 1999, p. 151; Brunning 2013, p. 

39). However, there are various issues that occur with the investigation and analysis of swords from 

the 5th to 7th centuries AD. The first problem is the low ratio of swords compared to other weapons 

assemblage items found in burials, such as spears and shields. In Heinrich Härke’s analysis of 429 

Anglo-Saxon weapons burials from the 5th to 6th AD century, only 10.5% contained a sword (Härke 

1989; 2000, p. 388). In the 7th century, there was only slight difference in the 109 weapons burials 

containing swords at 11% (Härke 2000, p. 388). On its own, Kent contained a higher ratio of swords at 
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20.5%, noticeably higher than other regions, but still only representing a fifth of Kentish weapons 

assemblages (Richardson 2005, p. 138-9).  

The second problem involves their physical components. As the blades were made of iron, 

they are often severely corroded when excavated and the chronological dating of blades becomes 

difficult (Brunning 2013, p. 131; 2019; Fischer & Fischer 2013, p. 110). The most datable components 

of swords are the hilt and scabbard, including various pieces like the pommel, the scabbard mouth 

pieces, and other attachments like pommel rings or sword pyramids (Menghin 1983; Bayliss et al. 

2013, p. 182). However, these sword parts also bring difficulties of their own. The hilt components 

and scabbards were interchangeable and may not have been the original parts created for that specific 

sword (Brunning 2013, p. 136). The third problematic feature is in some cases, deposited swords had 

their hilt components and/or scabbard removed prior to burial leaving only the iron blade for 

interment, similar to many continental sword burials (Fischer & Fischer 2013, p. 111). The various hilt 

fittings of the sword were the focus for the analysis of date range disparities to identify curation 

characteristics. The relevant chronologies of swords and sword components were utilised for each 

sword burial in the effort to successfully obtain a relative date for the weapon, such as in the studies 

by Behmer (1939), Vera-Evison (1967), Menghin (1983), and the framework established for all 6th and 

7th century grave-goods by Hines and Bayliss (2013). Though men’s dress styles are less identifiable 

due to the lack of prominent dress accessories (Owen-Crocker 1986; Rogers 2007), the hilt fittings 

were compared with other grave goods included within male gendered graves, such as other weapons 

assemblage objects and belt buckles. In most weapons assemblage burials in the early Anglo-Saxon 

period, graves containing swords were usually accompanied by other martial objects, such as shields 

and spears (Härke 1989; 1990, p. 34). In Heinrich Härke’s study of early Anglo-Saxon weapons burials, 

85% of sword burials were accompanied by at least one other type of martial object, mainly spears 

(1990, p. 34). Over half of these sword burials also contained a shield boss (Härke 1990, p. 34). The 

chronological studies of early Anglo-Saxon shield and spear typologies, as they are the most common 
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male grave items, were used to compare to any datable sword parts that are interred in the grave 

(Swanton 1974; Dickinson & Härke 1992; Hines and Bayliss 2013, p. 332). 

The grave catalogue recorded the different contexts which identified chronological disparities, 

including the type and date ranges of the brooches and swords within the burials, any noticeable 

abrasion patterns, and the location of the objects within the grave context. For brooch burials, the 

dress style has been included if it is identifiable. As male burials had less identifiable dress styles 

(Rogers 2007), the records for sword burials include the position of the weapon in relation to the body 

of the interred individual. It is also noted if the blade was pattern welded in their construction. 

Details of other grave goods were also included, such as the material of their construction and 

their location within the grave. These were utilised to compare any disparities of object chronologies 

within the entire context, as well as for the comparison of the number and type of objects between 

burials containing heirlooms. Through the analysis, any date range disparities within the entire grave 

context were then noted and whether any of the objects qualified to be termed an heirloom. As male 

gendered burials had less identifiable dress styles and accessories, a focus upon the chronologies of 

both spear and shield types was used to give a more concise chronological comparison with any sword 

fittings.  

 

Wear, tear, and repair 

A secondary factor used to identify curation characteristics is the abrasion patterns found upon 

brooches and sword hilt fittings. The analysis of abrasion must be approached with caution when 

determining the age of brooches or sword hilt fittings as there are many variables which may 

contribute to the wearing of an object (Leigh 1980; Parfitt & Brugmann 1997, p. 48; Brunning 2019, 

p.62). The quality and type of the casting metal (low-tin bronze, high-tin bronze, debased silver, and/or 

gold) affects the durability of the brooch, namely because metals corrode or erode at different rates 
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(Parfitt & Brugmann 1997, pp 48; Brunning 2019, p. 62). Softer metals, like silver and gold, were apt 

to abrade more so than other metals such as copper alloy (Parfitt & Brugmann 1997, p. 48). Copper 

alloy is more apt to corrode within the ground after deposition in comparison to gold (Brunning 2019, 

p. 62). Yet when abrasion patterns are inspected with caution and across the entire grave context, 

they can be a valuable source of information. The consistent and everyday adornment of a sword or 

brooch can also effect its abrasion rate, as discussed for the variety of brooches found among east 

Kent (Parfitt and Brugmann 1997), and upon the sword hilt fittings (Brunning 2013; 2019). On swords, 

abrasion was more prevalent upon the pommel, lower guard, and ring attachment when present 

(Brunning 2019, p. 62-4). Brooches have displayed a wide variety of abrasion patterns, including the 

loss of gilding, worn edges and decoration, and loss of inlaid material (Parfitt and Brugmann 1997; 

Martin 2012). With these points taken into consideration, abrasion can imply that the brooch has been 

used for an extended period of time which can be emphasized by the context of the grave. For 

example, heavily abraded brooches worn with newly cast brooches would be visibly noticeable to the 

individuals present at the time of the funeral.  

Evidence of consistent use are apparent in the repairs and modifications found upon objects 

which required intent and effort in extending an object’s life use. Repairs and modifications to 

brooches have been encountered in many cases and is a clear sign of the intention to retain the object 

in circulation (Martin 2012, p. 53). However, like the signs of abrasion, repairs to brooches do not 

necessarily signify curation in all instances (Martin 2012, p. 54). Repairs may have been necessary due 

to poor castings of brooches, having faults or damage at the time of their creation. Repairs were also 

necessary to lengthen the life of an important or elaborate brooch even if it was not very old, such as 

the repaired composite disc brooch from West Hanney which was radiocarbon dated as only a decade 

old when interred in the grave (Martin 2012, p. 54; Hamerow 2015, p. 100). However, to repair an 

object is an active choice to continue its existence and use. Repairs to brooches, their continued 

circulation, and extended object biography signifies the social importance of the object and its 

biography and the effort to continue its visible presence (Martin 2012, p. 53). This study will assess 
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the various types of repairs previously discovered on brooches including riveting, soldering, filing, and 

the replacement of the pin (Martin 2012, p. 56).  

Besides the various techniques used for repairs, there have been multiple examples of 

brooches and swords modified or reworked from other objects, from such objects as horse bridle 

pieces or shield boss apexes converted into brooches (Dickinson 2005, p. 120, Martin 2012, p. 59), and 

sword blades reworked into weaving battens (Harrington 2016). As previously discussed, these 

modified objects can be interpreted to have had distinct separate functions as different times, and 

therefore two separate ‘lives’ as objects. The modifications conducted on the objects demonstrate 

various motives, such as economical recycling of broken or unneeded objects (Martin 2012, p. 54), or 

bequeathing unto the opposite gender an important object. For example, female gendered disc 

brooches created from male gendered objects, such as shield boss apexes, may be evidence for 

brooches with longer biographies stretching at least two generations; the first biography being that of 

the male who owned the original shield, and the second that of the female possessing the brooch 

created from the reworked shield boss apex. The shield apex was a sign of male maturity (Dickinson 

& Härke 1992, p. 69), and thus became one of the major female gendered objects in its second life as 

a brooch, revealing various interpretations of the social importance, remembrance, and inheritance 

of these modified objects. The same can be said of weaving battens, as some have been found to be 

reworked from swords, referencing the object’s past life as an important male gendered status object. 

Weaving battens, or weaving swords, are believed to have been status objects themselves, whether 

reworked from a previous sword blade or created anew. They are thought to have been utilised as 

measurement devices, standardizing a community’s textile production, and thus were possibly owned 

by an individual of rank (Harrington 2016). 

The assessment of abrasion patterns upon individual objects from the sites selected for 

analysis in this thesis was undertaken through visual (macroscopic) analysis. Brooches and swords 

were assessed using the published description of the objects, and also, where possible, using 
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photographs of the objects and physical handling and inspection of the object in person, or a 

combination of one or more of these approaches depending on their availability (see Appendix table 

1). In summary, objects from four sites (Bifrons, Lyminge, Riseley, Temple Hill) were 

assessed/inspected in person, 14 sites were assessed based on photographs and textual descriptions, 

and four sites were assessed based on text descriptions alone. 

The visual assessment of the objects (from a photograph or in person) focused upon the 

factors discussed above, recording the presence or absence of any noticeable asymmetrical 

abrasion, abrasion to decoration, and any repairs or modifications. To the unaided eye (and to those 

individuals present during the funeral), asymmetrical abrasion can be identified upon the sides, face, 

or edges of either a brooch or sword hilt fitting. For example, the presence of rounded corners on 

the head of a square-headed brooch, which would commonly be found with a sharp corner, is 

distinctive evidence of use and abrasion. Worn areas of decoration can also easily be identified in 

clear sight in many cases. For example, the smoothing or flattening of filigree beading, or the loss of 

inserted material such as garnets or other cut stones are common among identifiable abrasion 

characteristics (Fern et al. 2019, p. 181). Most frequently, gilding upon the objects can be visibly 

discerned and areas where this has worn away can be identified. Repairs or modification were 

identified through the visible damage and added material used to prolong the use of the object. 

Extra perforations in pommel caps for added ring attachments or rivets and soldering upon the back 

of brooches were common examples of readily visible repairs and modifications.  

The recording of the identified characteristics of abrasion utilised three general categories 

with some additionally noted wearing patterns; minimal, moderate, or heavy abrasion. Minimal 

abrasion consisted of minor wearing, such as slight rounding to the edges and corners, or some 

noticeable changes to the decoration. Moderate abrasion included a more pronounced wearing to 

the edges and decoration with noticeable asymmetry. Heavy abrasion patterns were recorded for 

objects with very worn edges and the almost complete wearing of decoration. Other abrasion 
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patterns were also recorded, such as identified repairs, loss of inserted material, or fragmentation or 

corrosion. 

Osteological age comparison: individual vs. object 

The next focus of these methods is the comparison of the age of the deceased individuals compared 

to that of the brooches or swords. This will depend upon the preservation of the human remains and 

the location of adorned objects within the grave, and cannot be utilised if these characteristics are 

unidentifiable. Previous works revealed that certain objects accompanied the deceased according to 

their approximate age or life cycle, which suggested that certain objects were obtained at certain ages 

(Härke 1989; Stoodley 1999; Gilchrist 2012). An object associated with a specific life stage 

accompanying an individual of a different stage can indicate significance or the object was previously 

owned by a different person. Swords and certain brooch types were not objects found within the 

graves of subadults suggesting that if they were within the burial of a child, the objects were likely 

owned by a previous individual.  

The age of an individual can also indicate the significance of abrasion or repairs to an object. 

It has been found across early medieval burials that patterns of the number and type of objects 

correlated with the age or life cycle of the individual (Halsall 1996, p. 17; Dickinson & Härke 1992, p. 

68; Stoodley 1999). Types of objects like swords, shields, and certain types of brooches were usually 

found within burials of adults. Other objects, such as the number of beads, also correlated with the 

age of the individual, where higher numbers were included in adult burials compared to subadults 

(Stoodley 1999, p. 110). When available, the approximate ages were utilised as recorded within each 

separate cemetery report. During the analysis of the graves, the standard age groupings used upon 

the continent for early medieval studies and by Stoodley’s extensive study across early Anglo-Saxon 

cemeteries, then slightly modified by Richardson’s study of Anglo-Saxon Kent was used to decipher 

life stages (Stoodley 1999, p. 105; Richardson 2005, p. 99; see Table 2). 
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Table 2 Age groups utilised within this thesis, based upon Richardson 2005 

The patterns found by correlating grave good type and number to the stages of life are not definitive, 

and examples of contexts in which objects of a certain life stage were accompanying an individual of 

a differing stage are apparent. For example, grave 50 at Westgarth Gardens contained a child aged 

between 5 and 6 years old who was buried with a shield, which more commonly accompanies adult 

burials. This is pertinent for the investigation of heirlooms, as the shield found with the child at 

Westgarth Gardens was likely owned by another individual prior to its inclusion and deposition within 

the grave. It has also been noted that a brooch acquired at a young age and worn throughout daily life 

to adulthood could reasonably display significant wear and tear (Parfitt and Brugmann 1997). Yet an 

extensively worn and abraded brooch found in graves containing the remains of younger individuals 

(children or sub-adults) make it reasonable to believe that these brooches were bequeathed or gifted 

to the young person, whether it be during life or the dressing and preparation the body for the funeral. 

This is also enforced by the fact that subadults make up just over a quarter (26.63%) of the entire 

cemetery populations excavated across Kent (Richardson 2005, p. 99; see Table 3).  

 

 

Age Group Years of age 

Infant 0-1 

Child 1 1-6 

Child 2 2-12 

Youth  12-18 

Adult 1 18-30 

Adult 2 30-50 

Mature 50+ 
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Table 3 Percent of age groups discovered within excavated burials across all of Kent as compiled by Richardson 2005 

Age Group Ratio of Kentish burials 

Infant 1.43% 

Child 1 8.56% 

Child 2 8.4% 

Youth  8.24% 

Adult 1 36.13% 

Adult 2 34.07% 

Mature 3.17% 

  

This also correlates to the rest of Anglo-Saxon England, where 21.5% of burials are those of subadults 

(Anderson & Andrews 1997). Within the subadult populations, the low percentage of infants 

discovered (1.43%) in Kent suggests that perhaps they were not recognised as members of society 

until they survived the first year (Richardson 2005, p. 99). Therefore, the comparison of the 

approximation of the age of individuals to the objects interred can identify differences in life stages 

between individual and object, or an object with characteristics of age itself, signifying it as older than 

the individual it accompanies.  

The grave catalogue included the recorded characteristics of the skeletal remains including 

the preservation, any skeletal anomalies, the position of the body, and approximate age of the 

individual. These features all depended upon the survival of the human remains and the recording 

techniques of the excavation. In many of the older reports, such as Bifrons (Godfrey-Faussett 1876; 

Hawkes 2000) or Riseley (Cumberland 1938) skeletal measurements and statistics were vague, 

unrecorded, or implemented outdated aging techniques. In other excavations, human remains did not 

survive due to soil acidity or disturbance. However, some patterns across early Anglo-Saxon Kent and 

other clues within the cemetery populations can give an idea of which could be, in some cases, utilised 

for a better interpretation. For instance, the majority of burials in early medieval Kent were placed in 

the supine position (Lucy 2000). The position that the grave goods were found during excavation can 
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also help interpret the position of remains if disturbance or decay have not shifted them extensively. 

As discussed, the Kentish dress styles utilised between the 5th and 7th centuries AD adorned brooches 

in certain, distinct areas, which in a supine position would potentially be identifiable (Rogers 2007). 

This also works with sword burials, as almost all swords were positioned on the left or right side of 

supine placed body, with the pommel by the shoulder (Brunning 2013; Sayer et al. 2019). It has been 

noted that in many smaller grave cuts which lack human remains may present evidence of the burial 

of a child, as the size of burials with the remains of children are markedly comparable. The burials of 

subadults are also much less likely to be furnished than adult burials (Crawford 1999; Stoodley 1999; 

Richardson 2005, p. 97), which may highlight certain aspects of significance when objects were 

included with the burials of young individuals.  

This study had many graves within the cemeteries which did not contain any surviving human 

remains or could not accurately determine the sex of skeletons, the biological sex of the individual 

was not utilised for this study. However, as early Anglo-Saxon burials present a gender identity 

through the furnishing of grave goods, the gender of the burial context was utilised and recorded. As 

stated before, Anglo-Saxon brooches have been found to be one of the key female gendered objects, 

as were swords for their male gendered counterpart within the burials across all areas of early Anglo-

Saxon England. 

 

Interpretation through location in the grave 

The interpretation of heirloom status objects within the burial assemblage is intended to reveal any 

possible roles the objects enacted during the funeral that are evident through the context of the grave. 

In the analysis of the context of the grave as a whole, the interpretation of the location of the objects 

is necessary to have a better understanding of the how the burial tableau would have been viewed by 

the mourners at the funeral. The interpretation of the location of the analysed objects focused upon 

three main components: the aesthetic visibility of the objects within the grave, the relation and agency 
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of the heirloom status objects with other objects within the grave, and the relation of the burials 

containing heirloom status objects to other graves within the cemetery.  

The position of the object within the grave or on the deceased individual is a key area of 

investigation in understanding its aesthetic engagement with the mourners present at the funeral. 

The prominent visibility of an heirloom status object within a grave assemblage is necessary to enact 

the extended biography in the social remembrance of the community. If the object was not visible, 

whether concealed or covered, this would indicate that the object was mostly likely not utilised in a 

role of remembrance or social competition. As objects were potentially moved by the backfilling of 

the grave, the decay of the body or other organic material, or by post burial disturbances, the 

interpretation of where the object originally was located prior to the backfilling the grave is necessary 

for a better interpretation (Duday 2009). As previously discussed, through the dress styles and sword 

placement within the cemeteries of Kent, the position of certain brooches and swords follow certain 

patterns of placement or adornment (Owen-Crocker 1986, p. 90; Rogers 2007; Brunning 2019). In 

Kent, all but 9% of swords deposited in graves are found positioned along the left side of the body. 

This has suggested the possibility of the ‘handedness’ of the individual: placed on the left side 

indicating a right-handed individual and on the right side of the body, a left handed individual 

(Brunning 2013, p. 147). In this 9%, some swords are placed across the body taking a central focus in 

the grave (Brunning 2013, p. 147). These central swords may highlight the object, rather than the 

identity of the deceased as it is displayed in an uncommon and noteworthy position.  

Though the dress style in which brooches were utilised determined more or less their location 

within the grave (Rogers 2007), some brooches were placed or sewn onto a garment in their necessary 

location without actually being attached (Parfitt and Brugmann 1997, p. 48; Parfitt and Anderson 

2012, p 402). This has indicated that their significance was aesthetic rather than functional, suggesting 

their visibility was intended and necessary for the socially driven funerary rituals.  
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The visibility of the objects were key to their focal role during the funeral. It must be noted 

that as the excavations of graves often reveal only the final step of a multi-process event, concealed 

objects may have been visible during other funerary steps. This study will focus upon the evidence 

available and interpret the visibility of objects from the final stage of deposition. However, the 

concealment or lack of visibility of certain objects inhibited their enactment as unique multi-vocal 

mnemonic devices of social remembrance, and suggests potentially different, personal meaning, only 

known by the individuals who prepared the objects and body for the burial. Evidence for any 

coverings, whether the remains of textiles found over certain objects or other objects placed above 

other materials included in the grave was also noted to better understand the visibility of the objects 

during the funeral. For example, the central positioning of shield bosses on the deceased occurred in 

around two-thirds of 245 excavated shield burials, which suggests that the wooden board attached to 

the boss may have covered a portion of the grave and other grave-goods, such as a sword hilt 

(Dickinson & Härke 1992, p. 65). Variability in the position of brooches has been found within Kentish 

cemeteries, where evidence of brooches attached to veils and outer robes have been found dressed 

on deceased individuals (Owen-Crocker 1986, p. 99). In many other cases, brooches were sometimes 

attached or positioned at the waist in the grave and may have been covered by the outer robes if 

present (Owen-Crocker 1986, p. 99). The variability of the brooch location suggests that certain 

positions were perhaps more aesthetically visible, and may have effected their roles as mnemonic 

devices of social memory. 

The identified curated objects will also be assessed for their relation to other objects within 

grave. This includes the comparison of the location and visibility of other types of objects when 

available, such as other brooches. This can assist in the understanding of the agency that the curated 

object would potentially have on the rest of the grave-goods and vice-versa. As many burials utilised 

more than one brooch and many not being identical pairs, brooch combinations suggest specific 

choices in which objects to adorn. This can create an amplified focus upon the age and/or abrasion of 

brooches, highlighting their biography among other objects normally found within grave assemblages. 



99 
 

For instance, a grave that included a number of wealthy and untarnished goods as well as an old or 

heavily abraded object may be emphasized by the contrast between the worn and well used state. 

This also relates to the interchangeability of the various pieces of sword hilts. Differing ages visible 

through abrasion on pommels, attached rings, upper and lower guards, or metal scabbard pieces can 

enhance the appearance of older material proximal to newly created parts.  

The landscape in which the burial took place is also a factor for the identification and 

interpretation of heirloom status objects. As the location of many early Anglo-Saxon cemeteries 

reused ancient landscape features, such as Bronze Age monuments, it is evident that the choice was 

made to bury in specific, distinct areas (Williams 1997). The location of burials was also likely planned 

and decided, rather than randomly chosen. As continued work on familial burial plots, and inter-

cemetery burial clusters suggests, locations of graves were likely thought out in relation to other 

graves (Sayer 2010). Heirloom status objects included within one grave may have been owned by an 

individual buried in a proximal grave, connecting the biographies of the two individuals with the 

biography of the object. This can potentially be revealed through brooches of the same cast found in 

graves buried near to one another, or sword attachments also found within multiple graves. Multiple 

interred individuals, intercutting, or stacked graves can also indicate potential connections. This 

compared to the age of the individuals can reveal clues into the planning and choice of the location of 

burials. The approximate dates of graves was also taken into consideration for this portion of the 

investigation, as a planned, later internment such as a late-6th or early-7th century AD burial within a 

cluster of a late-5th to early-6th century AD burials can also indicate relation, or the choice to relate to 

the earlier burial group. In the interpretation of the funerals which took place during the early 

medieval period, the proximal burials would also add to the ceremonial theatrics. The memory of the 

past individuals, family, objects, and the event of the past funeral would also effect the remembrance 

of the mourners attending the contemporary burial.  
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Within the grave catalogue, the grave type describes the style of burial, whether inhumation 

or cremation, intercutting of graves, or if there was more than one individual interred. The grave 

constructions, such as evidence for coffins, biers, chambers, or any monumentality is also 

incorporated within this section. As it has been found that around a third of all early Anglo-Saxon 

cemeteries were focused around ancient monuments, such as Bronze Age barrows, the location of 

the burial if proximal to such monument is also noted to determine any sort of proximal significance 

within an ancient landscape (Williams 1997). It is also included here whether there was any known 

evidence of disturbance in the past or more modern interventions.  

The final two categories of the catalogue determine whether the grave contains an object 

qualifying of heirloom status and then the reasoning behind the decision. After the analysis of the 

entire grave context, it is concluded if any objects qualified as heirloom status by the methods set out 

in this study. It is then followed by the reasoning for this, whether there were no date range disparities, 

if the object was utilised in a manner which would cancel its aesthetic presence during the funeral, or 

if the context was ambiguous or lacked sufficient data to determine heirloom status. 

 

Concluding remarks 

With the inheritance procedures and curation being unclear during the early Anglo-Saxon 

period (Sheehan 1963, p. 23; Härke 2000, p. 383), these methods will test the ability to identify curated 

objects interred in the early Anglo-Saxon inhumation graves of the 5th to 7th centuries AD. The methods 

have also created a framework for the interpretation of how curated objects enacted during a funeral 

could emphasize the social remembrance of specific past people, places, and stories, as well as amplify 

the idealized identity of the deceased which the object accompanies (Williams 2006, p. 40; Devlin 

2007, p. 40). These methods use both quantitative and qualitative techniques but necessitate a 

contextual understanding of the early Anglo-Saxon funerary rituals to accurately identify curated 

objects.  
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The methods utilised for this thesis are reliant on the knowledge that there was a time period 

where the body was on display, adorned with material culture, and the gathering of people would 

commence to commemorate and mourn the deceased. This is enforced by the record of the grave 

being kept open for a period of time through the Laws of Aethelbert (Reilly 2004, p. 18). As the 

investigation of early medieval curation has been generally neglected, the methods are a test of the 

ability to qualitatively identify heirloom status objects within Anglo-Saxon graves. The successes of 

these methods may also and contributes to the studies of the ceremonial aspects of early medieval 

funerary traditions, specifically the strategies to influence the social remembrance of the mourners 

and negotiate social relations during the 5th to 7th centuries AD. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



102 
 

Chapter 5 – Analysis and Results of the Selected Anglo-Saxon cemeteries 

 

Introduction 

The 20 Kentish Anglo-Saxon cemeteries analysed for this study were in use during the 5th to 7th 

centuries AD (Fig. 12). Burials at a few of the cemeteries continued into the early 8th century, when 

the furnishing of graves came to an end as a social and mortuary practice (Lucy 2000; Bayliss & Hines 

2013). The following cemeteries were all excavated and recorded under modern conditions during the 

20th century, with one exception, as most early excavations between the 18th and 19th centuries did 

not record the necessary contexts for this study (Welch 2007, p. 210). The exception is the cemetery 

of Bifrons which was excavated in the 19th century but was later reappraised by Sonia Chadwick 

Hawkes, rendering the details of sufficient quality for analysis. 

 The overview and analysis of Kentish cemeteries has been organised into two groups; 

cemeteries to the east and west of the River Medway (Hawkes 1986). As previously discussed in 

Chapter 3, eastern and western Kent differed in the material culture and dress styles adopted prior to 

the latter half of the 6th century, when west Kent was incorporated into east Kent and objects and 

dress became more uniform across the region (Welch 2007, p. 190). The sample contained 11 

cemeteries from east Kent and 9 from west Kent. This chapter provides a summary of the excavation 

information and burial contexts of first the eastern cemeteries of Kent, followed by the western 

cemeteries. The cemeteries are discussed in alphabetical order, except for the last two cemeteries in 

both the east and west regions. These cemeteries, Bay Hill and Mount Pleasant on the Isle of Thanet 

of East Kent, and Cuxton and West Hill of West Kent, did not have any swords or burials containing 

sword or brooches. However, as they were excavated by modern standards, contained grave-goods, 

and were in use within the timeframe of this study, they have been included for a comparison of local 

mortuary tendencies and traditions. 
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The 1743 burials from 20 Anglo-Saxon cemeteries yielded 215 graves containing either a 

sword, brooch, or brooches utilised for a qualitative analysis (Table 4). Out of these 215 burials, only 

14 burials contained objects displaying definitive characteristics of curation and have been classified 

as heirlooms. Taking into consideration the cemeteries that were not fully excavated, and the cases 

of grave reopening, the percentage of graves containing either a sword or brooch was very low (12%).  

Table 4 Comparison of the total population and the number of burials including either a brooch or sword within the cemeteries 
utilised within this study. 

 

The low percentage of sword and brooch graves signifies their inclusion as a rare or special significance 

addition during the funeral. Even more pertinent is the very rare occurrence of heirloom status 
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objects, which with a biography that possibly was publicly known, may have been impactful and thus 

memorable during the funerals where the heirlooms were included. There were several additional 

burials containing objects with some characteristics of curation, such as contrasting chronologies or 

heavy abrasion patterns, but either there was insufficient data, such as no surviving human remains 

or any skeletal analysis, or the wider grave context suggests that these objects were not employed as 

mnemonic devices of social memory during the funeral. This chapter presents the results of the 

methods implemented to identify curation from each individual cemetery. This is followed by the 

comparison of the utilisation of heirlooms across east and west, and then Kent as a whole.  

 

Figure 12 Map of Kent with the location of the cemeteries analysed within this study. 
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The Cemeteries of East Kent 

Bifrons, Patrixbourne 

Cemetery overview 

The cemetery of Bifrons is the oldest excavation of a cemetery used for this study. Though the report 

was published in the second half of the 19th century AD., it was revisited and reassessed by Sonia 

Chadwick Hawkes in 1964 and published in 2000, qualifying Bifrons as a useable sample (Godfrey-

Faussett 1876; Cameron & Hamerow 2000; Hawkes 2000). Since its discovery and initial publication, 

objects from the Bifrons cemetery sample have been used separately for various studies, including 

Baldwin Brown’s influential work, The Arts in Early England (Brown 1915; Cameron & Hamerow 2000, 

p. 1) 

Bifrons is located in the village of Patrixbourne in Little Stour valley, 3 miles south-east of 

Canterbury. It was located in the vicinity of other Anglo-Saxon cemeteries excavated by antiquarians; 

Bekesbourne and Howletts Park (Hawkes 2000, p. 4). The cemetery was first discovered in 1866 by 

labourers of the Marquess of Conyngham, uncovering approximately 18 graves. Further graves were 

then discovered but went unrecorded. The objects from these graves went into what became the 

Conyngham Collection. It was then excavated in October 1867 by Thomas Godfrey-Faussett and the 

Kent Archaeological Society (Godfrey-Faussett 1876, p. 329; Hawkes 2000, p. 6). The excavations in 

1867 uncovered 91 graves. With the other discovered graves and graves goods in combination with 

the number and type of objects within the Conyngham collection, Hawkes calculated that the total 

number of graves discovered within the cemetery at Bifrons was approximately 165 (Hawkes 2000, p. 

7). 

The cemetery is believed to have been in use from the mid-5th century and throughout the 6th 

century AD, as no 7th century grave good types were discovered (Hawkes 2000, p. 8). There was no 

original cemetery plan recorded, but Godfrey-Faussett mentions various features throughout Bifrons 
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giving some locations of graves within the cemetery (Godfrey-Faussett 19876, p. 314). This included 

certain rows of graves within the cemetery and neighbouring well-furnished graves (Hawkes 2000, p. 

7). The majority of graves were recorded in a north/south orientation. The four other recorded graves 

included two in an east/west orientation and the other two oriented west/east (Hawkes 2000, p. 7). 

Most of the burials were in an extended supine position, but the analysis of the skeletal material was 

poor or unrecorded.  

The collection of material from Bifrons came together over a period of time within the 

Maidstone museum. It was also problematic that Godfrey-Faussett excavated the cemetery of Sarre 

and mixed together or mislabelled many objects from the two cemeteries (Hawkes 2000, p. 9).  There 

remain groups of objects without any information from which cemetery they were excavated from, 

including contextually important objects such as chronologically early brooches (Hawkes 2000, p. 9). 

However, the grave records as well as the collection of grave goods excavated from the cemetery at 

Bifrons after being sorted and constructed by Sonia Chadwick Hawkes has allowed a partially adequate 

analysis for this study. The cemetery contained four sword burials and 19 graves containing brooches 

among many other objects. 

Sonia Chadwick Hawkes’ (2000) re-evaluation and catalogue of the material from the 19th 

century AD excavation of the cemetery of Bifrons is a valuable undertaking that needs to continue 

with more of the earlier excavations of Anglo-Saxon cemeteries. However, the collection still had many 

drawbacks effecting this present study in identifying curation characteristics and the interpretation 

their social remembrance roles. There was little to no details recorded on the skeletal material during 

the original excavation by Godfrey-Faussett in 1866–1867 (1876). Hawkes only had the collected 

objects found in the grave from the cemetery for her re-evaluation, which excluded any skeletal 

analysis. This impaired the contextual analysis of the Bifrons graves as the approximate age of the 

interred individuals is completely unknown. Therefore, the comparison of the grave good chronologies 

was the main approach in the effort to identify heirlooms or any characteristics of curation for this 
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study. In the analysis of grave goods from the cemetery of Bifrons, no heirlooms were identifiable 

from the available data. However, there were a few graves with some characteristics of curation, such 

as heavy abrasion patterns upon brooches and sword fittings.  

Due to the nature of the data set, some interpretations were taken from the original recording 

of the excavation in the 19th century AD. For instance, it is interpreted that most of the skeletal remains 

were placed in a supine position. Godfrey Faussett had some patterns within his excavation record 

that gave some idea of skeletal position and location and description of the objects. Only when 

skeletons were found in a non-conforming way to the rest was it recorded by Godfrey-Faussett, such 

as grave 3 containing a skeleton placed on its side or the ’mutilated’ skeleton in grave 16 with its skull 

and foot reversed within the grave (Godfrey-Faussett 1876, p. 303-5). As most burials within Kent from 

the beginning of the Anglo-Saxon period in the 5th century AD were placed in the supine position (Lucy 

2000), it is believed that, if not recorded as otherwise, the burials at Bifrons were also placed in a 

supine position. Evidence enforcing this can be taken from the description in many of the graves as 

having objects placed upon the chest (see graves 6, 12, 21, 41, 42, 51, 63, 64A, 71, 74, and 89) or 

between the femurs (see graves 42, 51, and 71), most indicating supine placed skeleton.  

 

Analysis results 

Of the four swords within the cemetery at Bifrons, two with hilt fittings are described in detail 

whereas the other two swords are not described at all. The two undescribed swords were also 

unidentifiable by Hawkes in her analysis of the Bifrons material. As the swords did not contain any 

sword hilt or scabbard fittings, they may have been lost or destroyed by corrosion during the time 

between excavation and Hawkes’ analysis. Unfitted swords have been found in many other Kentish 

graves, such as all four swords at the cemetery of Mill Hill, Deal, and 2 of the 3 at the cemetery of 

Pilgrim’s way, Wrotham, which presents the case that the two lost swords of Bifrons were unfitted as 

well (Parfitt and Brugmann 1997; Stoodley 2015).  
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The two sword graves that did contain sword fittings, graves 39 and 62, both had silver gilt, 

cocked hat pommels with ring attachments of Menghin’s Bifrons-Gilton type (Menghin 1983; Hawkes 

2000, p. 24-42; Høilund Nielson 2013). Both swords also had similar silver scabbard chapes of 

Menghin’s Pouen type (Menghin 1983; Nielson 2013). Grave 39 contained a spear and shield, but were 

unidentifiable in Hawkes’ analysis (Hawkes 2000, p. 24). There were no objects found within grave 62 

suitable for a chronological comparison with the sword fittings, as an iron knife was the only other 

grave good discovered, which had an extensive time period of use (Godfrey-Faussett 1876, p. 553; 

Hawkes 2000, p. 42). Both pommels were engraved, with a swastika decoration upon the pommel of 

grave 39 and three jagged lines split by two straight lines upon the pommel of grave 62. Abrasion was 

apparent upon both hilts as well, with some damage to the upper guard of hilt of grave 62, and heavy 

wearing of the decoration on one side of the pommel of grave 39. With no comparable grave goods 

or skeletal material to age, the identification of curation is inconclusive.  

Two burials, graves 41 and 42, which were recorded as being closely buried next to one 

another, contained wealthy and heavily abraded brooches. Their proximity indicates they were 

contemporary and likely under one burial mound (Brugmann 1999, p. 48). Grave 41 contained two 

heavily abraded, garnet inlaid square-headed brooches, an abraded and broken great square-headed 

brooch, and a bird brooch displaying minimal abrasion (Hawkes 2000, p. 32-4). Grave 42 contained a 

somewhat similarly shaped pair of garnet inlaid square-headed brooches accompanied by two 

continental garnet disc brooches. Of the disc brooches, one was missing its central cell fill, and the 

other had a broken pin and holes drilled evidently to be sewn upon the garment (Hawkes 2000, p. 34). 

Both graves were two of the wealthiest within the cemetery, and their proximity presents a potential 

family or kin group (Sayer 2009). All of the brooch types, as well as the rest of the grave contents, fall 

within the 1st half of the 6th century AD, discounting any curation through chronological comparison.  

Though chronologically the brooches were contemporary, there were some characteristics of 

the graves which suggests the age of the individuals may present potential curation characteristics. 
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Grave 41 contained only 36 beads compared to grave 42’s 188. As the number of beads has been 

found to correlate to the age of individual within graves (Stoodley 2000, p. 463), this may present a 

rough estimate of the ages of graves 41 and 42. Stoodley’s compilation and analysis of gender and 

burials discovered that the average number of beads for an individual aged 15 to 20 years was 32.09, 

whereas a person aged between 20 and 40 years had the highest average of 68.83 beads per burial. 

Individuals aged over 40 had a decrease in the number of beads, containing 42.87 on average 

(Stoodley 2000, p. 463). Hypothetically, if the individual in grave 41 was between the ages of 15 and 

20, the abraded and broken brooches were probably owned by a previous individual, making them 

heirlooms. However, this is solely speculation without a skeletal analysis. Further studies such as 

Stoodley’s (1999; 2000) work on life stages may be an area of beneficial in a more localised setting to 

understand age and grave good correlations.  

 

Buckland, Dover 

Cemetery overview 

The Anglo-Saxon cemetery near Buckland is located on the slope of Long Hill, just north of the River 

Dour and 2 kilometres outside of the Dover city centre (Evison 1987; Parfitt and Anderson 2012, p. 1). 

The cemetery was excavated in two different phases: The first excavation (Buckland I) took place 

between 1951 to 1953 by Vera Evison after human remains and artefacts were found during the 

construction of a housing estate (Evison 1987; Parfitt and Anderson 2012, p. 6). The second excavation 

(Buckland II) took place between June and September of 1994 around 100 metres southwest of the 

1951 excavation. This excavation was again prior to the construction of another housing estate. The 

excavation was undertaken by the Keith Parfitt of the Canterbury Archaeological Trust, assisted by the 

British Museum (Parfitt and Anderson 2012, p. 1).  

The cemetery was in use between the late 5th to early 7th centuries AD. The remains of 431 

individuals were excavated between the two cemeteries: 171 in 1951 (Evison 1987; see Fig. 13) and 
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260 in the 1994 excavation (Parfitt and Anderson 2012, p. 21; see Fig. 14). Bone preservation varied 

throughout the cemetery; some containing moderately preserved remains, and others having no 

remains or were very poor condition (Evison 1987, p. 18; Parfitt and Anderson 2012, p. 21). 

It is believed that more graves were originally present between the two areas of excavation 

but were likely destroyed with the construction of a railway line in the late 19th century (Parfitt and 

Anderson, p. 7). There is evidence that the railway construction had discovered a number of the graves 

within the cemetery. For example, a contemporary Dover newspaper article from 1879 cited the 

discovery of “an antique grave, with a sword…”. In the same year, the British Museum purchased of a 

composite disc brooch from a jeweller in Dover, which also could have been found during the 

construction of the railway (Evison 1987, p. 40; Parfitt and Anderson 2012, p. 6). 

The archaeological evidence of the River Dour valley indicates consistent activity since the 

Neolithic period. Less than half a mile away at the mouth of the river was the location of two Roman 

forts, and the 2nd century AD Roman port (Parfitt and Anderson 2012, p. 2). The evidence for Anglo-

Saxon activity was considerable around the area. The remains of at least 8 Anglo-Saxon settlement 

buildings and large quantities of Anglo-Saxon pottery were found in the vicinity (Parfitt 1995; Philp 

2003), as well as a 5th century AD Anglo-Saxon button brooch, found within one of the Roman forts 

(Willson 1987; Suzuki 2008, p. 357). In the north-west region of the cemetery is a Bronze Age barrow 

where 14 burials are located directly around, displaying the early Anglo-Saxon cemetery pattern of 

the reuse of ancient monuments (Evison 1987, p. 15; Williams 1997). 

There were 5 other cemeteries located along the River Dour as well, presenting a high traffic 

river with a substantial population (Parfitt and Anderson 2012, p. 4). The other cemeteries, Old Park, 

Waters End, Wolverton, Priory Hill, and Lousyberry (Richardson 2005, ii, 77-82; Philp 2007), all lying 

within a 5-mile radius of the Buckland cemetery (Parfitt and Anderson 2012, p. 3). 
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Figure 13 Cemetery plan of the 1956 excavation at Dover. Grey circle indicates Bronze age barrow ditch. Graves containing 
heirloom status objects circled in red. (Base map of the cemetery plan re-drawn after Evison 1987, fig. 2). 
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Figure 14 Cemetery plan of the 1994 excavation at Dover. Graves containing heirloom status objects circled in red. (Base map 
of the cemetery plan re-drawn after Parfitt and Anderson 2012, fig. 2.2). 
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A total of 97 brooches came from Buckland, 23 from Buckland I and 74 from Buckland II. 

Twenty-two swords were excavated from graves; 15 from Buckland I and 7 from Buckland II (Evison 

1987; Parfitt and Anderson 2012). One of the burials recorded as including a sword was actually just 

the fragmented remains of the tang, as the sword was retaken from reopening the grave in antiquity 

(Evison 1987, p. 21). A singular sword pommel was found within a female grave in Buckland II, which 

was believed to have been kept within a pouch at the hip (Parfitt and Anderson 2012, p. 49). 

 

Analysis results 

Buckland had the highest number of burials, as well as the highest ratio of brooches and swords, it 

also contained more heirloom status objects compared to the other cemeteries in this study. The 

analysis of the graves from the cemetery at Buckland yielded 6 graves containing heirloom swords and 

brooches and a few that presented unclear, yet possible curation features. There were 5 graves out 

of the 54 which contained brooches that were of heirloom status. There were 2 graves out of 23 with 

sword fittings that displayed curative characteristics, but the majority of swords were deposited 

without sword hilt fittings.  



114 
 

 Grave 20 presented a very wealthy burial of an infant or child, aged to be 6 years old or less 

(Evison 1987, p. 220; see Fig. 15). The amount and type of grave goods within the burial is very rare 

for such a young 

individual and is usually 

only found associated 

with adult burials 

(Crawford 1997; 

Stoodley 1999). The 

grave contained 2 silver 

gilt square-headed 

brooches and a 

continental garnet disc 

brooch, as well as an 

array of other objects, 

such as a weaving 

sword, 54 beads with a 

gold bracteate, a glass 

claw-beaker, possible key fragments, and a silver wire bracelet among others (Evison 1987, p. 220). In 

general, the contents of the grave depict a person (or more likely, the family) of high social status. Of 

the brooches, the continental disc brooch and one of the square-headed brooches displayed little to 

no abrasion. The other square-headed brooch, however, had heavy abrasion to its edges, worn gilding, 

has a broken footplate and evidence of repair from attached mending rivets (Evison 1987, p. 220; see 

Fig. 16). As the broken and repaired brooch presents a long period of use, it was certainly owned and 

used by a previous individual prior to being deposited with the child in grave 20.  

Figure 15 Recreation of Dover grave 20. (Base excavation plan re-drawn after Evison 1987, 
fig. 69). 
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Figure 16 Broken and abraded square-headed brooch (b) from grave 20 of the cemetery at Buckland (Photograph courtesy of 
the British Museum). 
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Figure 17 Continental garnet disc brooch (a) from grave 20 of the cemetery at Buckland (photograph courtesy of the British 
Museum). 

Another burial of a child, grave 254, also contained some slightly abraded brooches that were 

most likely older than the interred individual. The child was aged between 4 to 5 years old and 

contained 3 brooches with some abrasion. Implementing Kentish Dress Style II, a button brooch and 

a matching pair of small-long brooches all had some evidence of wearing to the gilding and bows. As 

the child was very young, the abrasion may not have been caused during their lifetime. However, the 

types of brooches utilised, button and small-long brooches, have been found with children before 

(Stoodley 1999; 2000). Therefore, it is unclear of the brooches were owned by a previous individual.  
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Figure 18 Recreation of Dover grave 347. (Base excavation plan re-drawn after Parfitt & Anderson 2012, fig. 10.82). 

An heirloom was also present in grave 347 (Fig. 18). A mid-6th century AD burial of a subadult 

aged between 14 and 16 years old, dressed in a variation of Kentish Dress Style IV with 3 brooches 

vertically down the torso (Rogers 2012, p. 225; Fig. 18)). The individual had a wealthy assemblage of 

grave goods overall, similar to wealthy adult females, including a headdress brocaded with gold. The 

brooches were a continental openwork brooch dating to the 2nd quarter of the 6th century AD (Koch 

2001; Brugmann 2012; see Fig. 19), a square-headed brooch from the mid-6th century AD (Brugmann 

2012; see fig. 21), and a radiate-headed brooch from the 1st half of the 6th century AD (Koch 1998; see 

fig. 20). All three brooches had signs of abrasion, but the radiate-headed brooch displayed more than 

the rest, with lost garnets and wearing to the knobs, bow, gilding, and tip (Parfitt and Anderson 2012, 
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p. 422). As the individual was a teenager, it is possible that all the brooches were owned by a previous 

individual, and most likely that the radiate-headed brooch was another’s possession. The heavy 

abrasion to the radiate-headed brooch suggests the objects having a long life of usage, and older than 

the individual it with which it was interred.  

 

Figure 19 Openwork brooch (a) from grave 347 of the cemetery at Buckland. The gilding is noticeably worn on the brooch 
(photograph courtesy of the British Museum). 
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Figure 20 Radiate-headed brooch (c ) from grave 347 of the cemetery at Buckland. The brooch is missing all of the garnets in 
the knobs, worn gilding, bow, and edges (photograph courtesy of the British Museum). 
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Figure 21 Square-headed brooch (b) from grave 347 of the cemetery at Buckland (photograph courtesy of the British 
Museum). 

Grave 391B also contained objects classified as heirlooms from a similar context as grave 347 

(Fig. 17).  Grave 391B was of an individual in their early 20s and dated to the 1st half of the 6th century 

AD (Parfitt and Anderson 2012). A timber lining structure was constructed within the grave on the 

sides of the grave cut. The grave was later reused in the 7th century AD for another burial, grave 391A, 

which was stacked on top of B without disturbing the earlier grave. Whether this was a family member 

or an important individual, it is thought that the original burial was still visible due to the concise 

stacking of the graves (Brugmann 2012, p. 29). Grave 391B was another burial with wealthy 

assemblage of grave goods, including a crystal ball in a silver sling, a type of headdress with gold strips, 

and an elaborate necklace with a Roman intaglio, pendants and a gold slip-knot ring (Parfitt and 

Anderson 2012, p. 436).  
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Figure 22 Recreation of Dover grave 391b. (Base excavation plan re-drawn after Parfitt & Anderson 2012, fig. 10.107). 

Grave 391B also had 5 brooches: 3 silver gilt square-headed brooches (2 with garnets), and 2 

silver gilt, garnet inlaid continental rosette brooches (Brugmann 2012; see Fig. 22). The square-headed 

brooches only displayed signs of slight abrasion, which may match the wearing patterns of ownership 

of an individual in their early 20s. However, the 2 rosette brooches display much more abrasion, with 

wearing to the rims and gilding as well as evidence of breaks and repairs (Parfitt and Anderson 2012, 

p. 436). This suggests the rosette brooches had a longer life span than that of the individual in which 

they were interred. 

In grave 223, a silver gilt continental ‘Rider’ brooch dated to the second half of the 5th into the 

beginning of the 6th century AD, was implemented at the neck in Kentish Dress Style V, instead of the 

commonly found Kentish disc brooch of the 2nd half of the century AD (Koch 1998; Brugmann 2012; 
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see fig. 23). This type of brooch displays a human figure upon a horse with raised arms (Koch 1998, p. 

289). The brooch was heavily abraded, with the gilding only surviving in the crevices of the brooch and 

the tail, leg, and part of the base broken off (Brugmann 2012, p. 78; see fig. 24). This silver gilt, 

continental ‘Rider’ brooch is the first of its kind found within Kent, signifying its possibly uniqueness 

or rarity (Brugmann 2012, p. 78). The grave is dated to the 2nd half of the 6th century AD by the dress 

style, beads, and buckle. Only fragments of the skull and long bones survived within the grave and can 

only be aged as a grown individual (Parfitt & Anderson 2012, p. 392). The use of this heavily abraded 

brooch utilised at the neck instead of a Kentish disc brooch can be interpreted as an important 

statement during the funeral, rather than as a cheap or simple replacement, and can display a familial 

connection to the continent during the funeral.  

  

Figure 23 Recreation of Dover grave 223. (Base excavation plan re-drawn after Parfitt and Anderson 2012, fig. 10.76). 
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Figure 24 Continental Rider brooch from grave 223 of the cemetery at Buckland. Noticeable abrasion, worn gilding, and 
breakage to the leg and base apparent upon the brooch (photograph courtesy of the British Museum). 

The final burial including definitive heirloom status brooches within the cemetery at Dover 

was grave 440 (Fig. 25). Dated to the first half of the 6th century AD, the burial included the remains 

of a 15–17-year-old individual (Parfitt & Anderson 2012; Fig. 25). The individual was adorned with 2 

heavily worn saucer brooches with central settings. Besides the brooches, the burial included few 

grave goods including 11 beads, a knife, and a Roman coin. The individual was dressed in Dress Style 

III, with one of the brooches at the neck and the other below on the chest (Rogers 2012, p. 185). Grave 

440 presents another case of the noticeably worn brooches included within a young person’s burial. 

It is evident that the brooches were likely owned and abraded by a previous individual, prior to being 

given to its final owner.  
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Figure 25 Recreation of Dover grave 440. (Base excavation plan re-drawn after Parfitt & Anderson, fig. 10.117). 

One notable burial with some curation characteristics contained a brooch created from an 

elaborate belt buckle (Fig. 26). This grave 255 contained an adult aged between 30 and 35 years of 

age, in a wealthy female gendered burial. The individual was dressed in Kentish Dress Style IV, 

implementing 5 brooches arranged vertically (Parfitt and Anderson 2012, p. 402). Each of the brooches 

were of a different type: a square-headed brooch, button brooch, S-shaped brooch, a great square-

headed brooch, and the aforementioned converted buckle brooch. On the 4 original brooches, 

abrasion was generally minimal, with the gilding worn on the great square-headed brooch and the 

smaller square-headed brooch (Parfitt and Anderson 2012, p. 402). Three brooches were dated to the 

1st half of the 6th century AD, with exception to the button brooch which had its origins in the late 5th 

century AD. However, the button brooch displayed little to no abrasion (Brugmann 2012).  



125 
 

 

Figure 26 Belt buckle converted into a brooch from grave 255 in the cemetery of Buckland (photograph courtesy of the British 

Museum). 

 

Figure 27 The backside of the converted buckle brooch displaying the attached pin-catch (photograph courtesy of the British 

Museum). 
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 The converted buckle brooch’s form was originally a silver gilt, garnet inlaid on gold foil belt 

buckle, dated to the late-5th century AD (Perin 1975; Marzinzik 2012). This buckle brooch, as well as 

the other two brooches which were worn lower, the button and square-headed brooch, were tied 

onto the garment rather than clasping the garment closed. It is believed they were tied on to keep 

them in the place in which they would have functioned as brooches. The great square-headed brooch 

and S-brooch were utilised as intended to close the garments, with textile remains upon the S-brooch 

displaying it was covered by an outer garment (Rogers 2012, p. 207). The three tied brooches the 

button brooch, square-headed, and buckle brooch, may also have been attached in this manner to 

ensure their visibility during the funeral. The buckle may have been constructed into a brooch because 

of its components of precious gems and metals. This position and uniqueness of the buckle brooch 

suggests a focus for its biography and connection to the individual. 

 Grave 245 contained another elaborate buckle which was chronologically older than the rest 

of the grave context. Although buckles are not a focus for this study as discussed in chapter 4, it is 

necessary to discuss this burial within the analysis. This mid-6th century AD grave contained the 

remains of a female gendered individual aged between 35 and 45 years old, dressed in Kentish Dress 

Style V. The brooches included a rosette brooch at the chest as well as a Kentish disc brooch above 

the skull, probably worn for a veil. The brooches displayed abrasion seemingly normal from daily use 

throughout an adult’s life. Both brooches were dated to the mid- to late-6th century AD and were 

contemporary within the grave context. However, a garnet inlaid buckle dated to the late-5th century 

AD was adorned and potentially visible during the funeral (Marzinzik 2012, p. 127). Though with only 

the 2 cases of heirloom buckles in the Buckland cemetery, this can be an area of further research.  

 Some of the burials presented cases that are difficult to ascertain the curation characteristics 

of objects within the grave contexts. One of these, grave 13, was dated to the 1st half of the 6th century 

AD and contained an adult aged over 35 years with 4 brooches within the burial. Two of these were 

6th century AD, silver gilt square-headed brooches, as well as an annular brooch and a mid-5th century 
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AD small-long brooch (Evison 1987; Brugman 2012). The square-headed brooches displayed 

noticeable abrasion, whereas the small-long brooch did not. Modern disturbance to the grave 

destroyed the lower legs, and though the upper half of the body was not destroyed, the contents of 

the burial may have been shifted by the destruction (Evison 1987, p. 218). The small-long and annular 

brooch may have possibly been a part of a collection of objects near the waist, with the key, knife and 

rod fragment. However, if the small-long and annular brooch were utilised to close an outer garment 

in a Kentish Dress Style IV fashion, the small-brooch may have been a replacement for a higher quality 

brooch. It has been discussed that small-long brooches in Kent possibly represented cheap 

replacement brooches (Webster 1995, p. 1037), and paired with an annular brooch may be the case 

in grave 13.  

The sword burial of grave C presented an unclear context of curation characteristics due to 

the burial being one of the initial discoveries of the cemetery. The grave’s plan was only recorded with 

a secondary excavation by Evison. Some details were lost within this grave, such as the actual position 

of the body and objects, as well as any details of a skeletal analysis for age and sex (Evison 1987, p. 

214). The sword however contained elaborate metal fittings to the pommel and scabbard. The silver 

gilt pommel with a ring attachment is dated by Menghin to the 1st half of the 6th century AD (Menghin 

1983). The silver scabbard bindings of Menghin’s type Alton-Envermeu-Morken were in use 

throughout the late 5th to the 7th century AD (Menghin 1983). The decoration and gilding upon the 

pommel are noticeably worn on the very top and one side of the pommel, displaying an asymmetrical 

abrasion discussed by Brunning (2013). Both the spear and shield types were in use throughout much 

of the 6th and 7th century AD (Swanton 1974; Nielsen 2013), preventing a more concise chronological 

comparison. The limited skeletal data as well as the size of the grave suggests a grown individual, but 

without a more precise knowledge of the age of the individual, the abrasion patterns upon the 

pommel and scabbard bindings cannot be utilised to suggest any period of curation. 
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The only sword burial within the cemetery of Buckland containing concise evidence of 

curation is from grave 96 (Fig. 28). The grave was a double burial which contained 2 adults with male 

gendered grave goods each accompanied by a sword (Fig. 27). The individuals were placed side by 

side, with 96A on the right and 96B on the left. The skeleton of 96A was found to be a mature adult, 

over the age of 40. 96B was younger, aged between 20 to 30 years old (Evison 1987, p. 239). All of the 

grave contents except the scabbard mouth on the sword of 96B were dated to the late-6th to 7th 

century AD (Evison 1987; Nielsen 2013). The sword of 96A had an iron long pommel as well as iron 

rims of an upper and lower guard. As previously mentioned, this type of pommel was found to be in 

use in the late-6th into the 7th century AD (Ager 2012; Nielsen 2013, p. 185). The sword placed with 

96B did not contain any pommel or hilt fittings but did contain a copper alloy scabbard mouth still 

attached to the remains of the scabbard (Evison 1987, p.239). This scabbard mouth is of Menghin’s 

type Kempston- Mitcham and is dated to the late-5th to the early-6th century AD (Menghin 1983; Koch 

2001; Nielsen 2013, p. 187), making it the oldest piece within the grave context. Though the scabbard 

mouth may have been old enough to be an heirloom for either person, it is interesting to see the 

younger of the two individuals to have the older piece, which may suggest a distinct focal point for 

the enactment of social remembrance on the mourners during the funerary rituals. 



129 
 

 

Figure 28 Recreation of Dover grave 96. Heirloom scabbard mouth in yellow (Base excavation plan re-drawn after Evison 
1987, fig. 77). 

There was one mature female burial, grave 360, which included a single sword pommel within 

the burial context. This copper alloy trapezoidal pommel was positioned around the left pelvis area, 

near a set of keys and a knife. The pommel displays some asymmetrical abrasion upon its shoulders. 

No weaving swords or any other sword pieces were within the grave, suggesting that it was not a 

component of any sword-like object. These trapezoidal pommel types were in use throughout the 

early Anglo-Saxon period (Menghin 1983; Hines and Bayliss 2013, p. 183), making their chronological 
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dates difficult to narrow down further than between the late 5th and 7th century AD. The style of dress 

depicts Kentish Dress Style VI, with a smaller necklace than Style V and a pin at the chest (Rogers 2012, 

p. 189-90). This grave was dated to the late-6th century AD in the 7th century AD (Parfitt and Anderson 

2012).  

The pommel was most probably owned by a different, sword-owning, individual prior to the 

deposition within grave 360. However, as it was in the area of the left pelvis near the keys and the 

knife, it may have been concealed within a bag on the belt, thus disrupting its visual effects upon the 

social remembrance of the funeral attendees during its final deposition. If the pommel had been 

visible prior to being placed in the bag or suspended with the keys, it would have been a noticeably 

unique focal point during the funeral. The location of grave 360 is less than 10 metres from grave 

265B, a stacked sword burial dated to the second half of the 6th century AD. The sword within 265B, 

like many others, was lacking a pommel. It would be more than tenuous to link these two graves but 

may be a future line of research. 

Grave 4 had previously contained a sword but was one of the burials disturbed during the 

construction of the railway in the 19th century AD. It is believed to have been looted by the workers 

when the burial was first discovered (Evison 1987, p. 15). The presence of a sword is evident by the 

remaining fragment of a sword tang, which was discovered during the formal excavation. No other 

sword components were discovered within this grave, preventing any further analysis for this study. 

 

Cliffs End Farm, Isle of Thanet 

Cemetery overview 

The early Anglo-Saxon cemetery at Cliffs End is located on the Isle of Thanet overlooking the Pegwell 

Bay. The discovery and excavation of the cemetery was part of a larger investigation of the area by 

Wessex Archaeology in 2004 to 2005, prior to commercial development (McKinley et al. 2015, p. 6-7). 
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The excavated area contained evidence of settlement and mortuary activity stretching from the early 

Bronze Age to the mid to late Anglo-Saxon period (McKinley et al. pg. 3). The site is located in the 

vicinity of other prominent features such as the Roman port of Richborough located just under 5 km 

to the south of Cliffs End (McKinley et al. 2015, p. 5). Other early Anglo-Saxon sites are also near, such 

as Ozengall cemetery lying 1 km to the northeast and Mount Pleasant at 5 km to the west (Millard et 

al. 1969; Bennet et al. 2008; McKinley et al. 2015, p. 6). The excavation discovered 6 early Bronze age 

barrows and 2 Late bronze age enclosures, of which the early medieval cemetery was focused around 

3 of the prehistoric barrows (McKinley et al. 2015, p. 10, 237). 

The early Anglo-Saxon cemetery contained 21 inhumation burials with 3 other features 

displaying possible grave characteristics (McKinley et al. 2015, p. 239). The main group of burials were 

focused around or located within the southern part of the Early Bronze Age barrow to the northwest 

(Barrow 3) (McKinley et al. 2015, p. 239). The most southern 3 burials encroach upon or within Barrow 

2, just below the Barrow 3. There were also 3, possibly 5 graves located south of the main group, 

between Barrows 1 and 2. However, due to the limits of the excavation, it is believed that many more 

burials continued to the northwest of the excavation and the discovered graves were only a portion 

of a larger cemetery (McKinley et al. 2015, p. 239).  

The cemetery was in use between the 6th and 7th century but activity continued in the area as 

evidence for middle to late Anglo-Saxon pits and pottery were found in the southeast portion of the 

excavation (McKinley et al. 2015, p. 269). The preservation of skeletal remains was poor, and bone 

only survived in two burials. The body position has thus relied on the position of the grave goods and 

dimensions of grave cuts, which strongly indicate the bodies being interred in a supine position 

(McKinley et al. 2015, p. 241). 

Most graves (73.9%) contained some sort of grave-good within the burial. Weapons appeared 

in 5 graves, including 3 spears, two shields, 1 seaxe, and 1 sword (McKinley et al. 2015, p. 261). Dress 

accessories accompanied 8 burials including 3 brooches (McKinley et al. 2015, p. 263). As the cemetery 
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at Cliffs End contained only a small number of burials and is suspected as only being a portion of a 

larger cemetery, it is impractical to compare the numbers and combinations of grave-goods found to 

other complete excavations, such as Mill Hill or Saltwood (Parfitt and Brugmann 1997; Riddler et al. 

2006; McKinley et al. 2015, p. 267). 

Analysis results 

The cemetery of Cliffs End Farm had very little surviving human remains; only two graves, grave 2557 

and 2697, contained skeletal fragments (McKinley 2014, p. 258). The identification of curation 

characteristics was hindered without the necessity of the skeletal data from the graves. From the 21 

burials found at Cliffs End Farm, only 2 contained brooches and 1 sword burial. All 3 of the burials 

were on or within the largest of the 3 Bronze Age barrow ditches. One of the brooch burials contained 

some characteristics of curation, however with no surviving human remains, there was not enough 

data to definitively confirm heirloom status. The other two graves did not contain enough evidence or 

data for heirloom identification.  

 Grave 2555 presented a case of recent disturbance, being cut by two modern animal burials 

of a dog and pig. The grave contained a single disc brooch within a central setting, dating to the early-

6th century. It was located along the right wall of the grave cut, but was most likely moved there from 

its original location by the modern disturbance of the dog burial. No other grave goods were found 

within this burial and it is possible that they were removed from the grave during the modern 

disturbances. The brooch was one of the earlier objects within the cemetery and there are few other 

similar brooches of this type from the early Anglo-Saxon period (Brugmann 2012; Stoodley 2014, p. 

263). However, without any other grave context, it was not possible to investigate the brooch for any 

further curation characteristics.  

 Grave 2756 contained two Kentish disc brooches and a necklace with 54 beads (McKinley et 

al. 2014, p. 243). The two brooches were heavily abraded and in a fragmented state. Less than a third 

of the silver Kentish disc brooch survived and the type was unidentifiable according to Avent’s 
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classification (Avent 1975; Stoodley 2014, p. 263). It did however display some Salin Style I artwork 

and was 31 millimetres in diameter, thus most likely within Avent’s first 3 classes of keystone disc 

brooches (Avent 1975; Nielson 2013). The other Kentish disc brooch was of gilt copper alloy and had 

a fragmented rim around its full circumference. It was of Avent’s class 1.1, dating to the mid-6th 

century AD (Avent 1975; Brugmann 2012). One brooch located above the beads would have had the 

necklace strung upon it, with the other brooch below. The upper brooch would have secured a 

garment at the neck with the lower brooch closing a garment at the front (Stoodley 2014, p. 263). This 

may have been similar to Kentish dress style III utilised up to the mid-6th century AD (Rogers 2007). 

The brooch combination and dress style indicate the mid-6th century AD, but some of the beads 

included are dated to the 2nd half of the 6th century AD (Stoodley 2014, p. 267). This gives some 

evidence that the heavily damaged brooches were possibly heirlooms, although the absence of 

skeletal remains renders the heirloom status uncertain.  

The single sword burial at Cliffs End Farm was in grave 2559. The sword only contained a 

simple iron button pommel and no other hilt fittings for comparison. The only other grave goods are 

a knife and a spearhead similar to Swanton’s type H3 (Swanton 1974; McKinley et al. 2014, p. 249). 

While Swanton H3 type spears have been found in late-5th to 6th century AD graves in other Anglo-

Saxon areas, the found in Kent in the 2nd half of the 6th century AD, which coincides with many other 

sword burials with button pommels in other Kentish cemeteries (Ager 2012; Stoodley 2014, p. 261). 

Notably, the sword was excavated in the very centre of the grave cut, running parallel to both walls of 

the grave. Though there were no surviving human remains, this suggests the sword was placed upon 

the middle of the chest of the individual. A central position of swords is very rare in Anglo-Saxon graves 

(Brunning 2013) and may indicate a particular a place of mnemonic focus during the funeral. However, 

without sufficient skeletal remains or any conclusive grave good comparisons within the burial 

context, no further analysis of curation can be carried out. 
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Finglesham, Northbourne 

Cemetery overview 

The Anglo-Saxon cemetery of Finglesham is located 2 kilometres southeast of Eastry and 5 kilometres 

west of Deal. The cemetery is also 1.5 kilometres away from a Roman road (Hawkes & Grainger 2006, 

p. 27). The cemetery was excavated in two phases; first the initial discovery and excavations in 1928 

to 1929 by local archaeologists Stebbing and Whiting, and the later complete excavation by Sonia 

Chadwick Hawkes between 1959 to 1967.  

Quarrying and road construction led to the discovery of burials in 1928. Whiting and Stebbing 

investigated 38 burials, but only recorded 28 of them (Chadwick 1958, p. 7). The ownership of grave 

goods from the 38 graves were divided between the archaeologists and the landowner at the end of 

the excavation (Hawkes & Grainger 2006, p. 23). The 1959 excavation of Finglesham brought the total 

number of burials to 219. From the typology of the grave-goods excavated, it has been determined 

that the cemetery at Finglesham was in use from the late-5th century AD through to the late-7th century 

AD (Hawkes & Grainger 2006, p. 31; Sayer 2009, p. 160). The skeletal preservation varied from having 

almost complete skeletons to only small fragments of bone or teeth (Hawkes & Grainger 2006, p. 313). 

Plots A and C contained all the wealthy burials and grave structures. Both were in use simultaneously 

throughout the 6th century AD, with burials in plot C utilised more in the later stages of the cemetery’s 

development. Plot B, beginning in the late-5th century AD and continuing its use into the 7th century 

AD, contained the ‘poorer’ burials and had many more examples of skeletal damage, such as fracture 

or arthritis (Sayer 2009, p. 161). 

Grave constructions included 11 penannular ditches, 37 coffins, 1 planked burial, and 

interestingly 1 rare square barrow ditch. The only other square barrow ditch discovered from the 5th 

to 7th centuries AD was at Lyminge (Warhurst 1955; Hawkes & Grainger, p. 30). Evidence of post-holes 

also accompanied a number of graves, but frequent ploughing of the site has destroyed most of the 
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evidence of any grave construction, including all of the barrow mounds. Sayer identified 3 separate 

chronological plots within the cemetery, which he labelled A, B, and C (Sayer 2009, p. 160).  

The cemetery of Finglesham displayed a number of graves that were reopened since antiquity 

and throughout until the excavations of 1959-67 (Hawkes & Grainger 2006; Klevnäs 2013). It has been 

difficult to decipher which graves were reopened during the time the cemetery was in use in the 6th 

to 7th century, and which were the graves excavated but unrecorded by Stebbing and Whiting in 1928–

1929 (Klevnäs 2013, p. 108). As discussed in chapter 3, graves reopened in the early Anglo-Saxon 

period targeted swords and brooches for retrieval (Klevnäs 2013). For the size and location of the 

cemetery, the number of brooch and sword deposition is lower than other cemeteries of similar 

chronological date, location, and characteristics, such as Buckland, Saltwood Tunnel, and Mill Hill 

(Parfitt & Brugmann 1997; Riddler et al. 2006; Parfitt & Anderson 2012). This may be evidence of the 

reopening and retrieval of specific swords and brooches from many of the graves at Finglesham. 

Three graves were found to still contain swords or evidence of a sword within them. Only 7 

graves contained 18 brooches in total. The likely grave reopening and retrieval of brooches and swords 

presents many graves that potentially had these objects within, now lost. The grave reopening for 

these objects further emphasizes their social importance within early Anglo-Saxon society.  

Analysis results 

There was no definitive evidence of curation from the brooches and sword fittings within the burials 

from the cemetery at Finglesham. Within the 3 plots of the cemetery, the overall grave good 

distribution limited to a small amount of burials (Sayer 2009, p. 162). However, the high proportion of 

grave reopening and disturbance presents and interesting case within the discussion of heirlooms. 

Outside of the Isle of Thanet, Finglesham was 1 of 2 cemeteries with a high rate of grave disturbance 

(Klevnäs 2013, p. 34). Eight of the 18 graves with evidence of a burial mound were disturbed within 

the cemetery, with many having been reopened within a few years after the original burial (Klevnas 

2013, p. 48). The reopening of the burial mounds reinforces the point that specific graves, or even 
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grave goods, were prioritised and targeted for retrieval despite the difficulty and effort required in 

obtaining them (Klevnäs 2013, p. 39). 

 Out of the 216 graves discovered at the cemetery of Finglesham, only 3 burials (graves D3, E2, 

and 203) contained a wealthy array of multiple brooches (Stebbing 1929; Hawkes and Grainger 2006). 

The disturbed triple burial of grave 205A contained a silver gilt and garnet inlaid radiate-headed 

brooch, which was probably overlooked during the reopening of the grave during the early Anglo-

Saxon period. Regarding sword graves, only 2 contained swords (graves G2 and 204) with another 

burial, grave 22 having scabbard and iron fragments indicating the former location of a sword before 

it was retrieved from a grave reopening (Hawkes and Grainger 2006, p. 45). The lower ratio of 

brooches and swords within the cemetery is likely to directly correlate to the high percentage of grave 

reopening during the early Anglo-Saxon period. As Klevnäs discovered that brooches and swords were 

the specific targets, the 8 barrows that were reopened almost certainly were previously furnished with 

those object types. 

 

Lyminge II, Folkstone and Hythe 

Cemetery overview 

The Anglo-Saxon cemetery at Lyminge II (hereafter Lyminge) is located north of the village centre, 

situated at the top of the Elham valley (Warhurst 1955, p. 2). The burials were first discovered prior 

to the construction of a mushroom shed in 1953. In 1954, the Kent Archaeological Society excavated 

the area around the mushroom shed discovering 44 total inhumation burials (Warhurst 1955, p. 2). 

Continued excavations by Warhurst in 1955 found 20 more graves (Schröder 2007). Further 

investigations in 2002 by the Dover Archaeological Group led by Keith Parfitt excavated 4 more burials 

and identified almost 40 others (Parfitt 2002). However, besides the 4 excavated burials in 2002, the 

rest of the located burials went unexcavated (Schröder 2007, p. 8). Therefore, the total number of 
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burials excavated at Lyminge numbered 68 of the 107 total burials identified. These more recent 

investigations provide evidence that the cemetery at Lyminge is larger than previously thought and 

potentially many more graves unidentified (Schröder 2007, p. 5). 

 

Figure 29 Cemetery plan of the excavations at Lyminge. Grave containing heirloom status objects circled in red. (Base map of 
the cemetery plan re-drawn after Parfitt 2002, fig. 3). 

Other Anglo-Saxon burials have also been found in the Lyminge area, suggesting a larger, more 

complex mortuary landscape. Burials with grave-goods normally associated with 5th–6th century Anglo-

Saxon cemeteries were discovered during the creation of the Elham railway line close to Lyminge 

centre in 1885, and is known as Lyminge I (Meaney 1964, p. 127; Schroder 2007, p. 2). Other stray 

finds usually found in burials have also been found around Lyminge (Ager 1983, p. 59), which 

potentially gives evidence of another or multiple cemetery sites. Taking these other discovered 

burials, and that the cemetery of Lyminge has not been fully excavated may indicate a large, central 

cemetery with smaller fringe burial communities in the surrounding areas (Richardson 2005; Sayer 

2014).  

 From the chronology of the grave-goods excavated from the burials at Lyminge, the cemetery 

was in use between the mid-5th to the end of the 6th century AD. Skeletal preservation varied 

throughout the cemetery, with many well-preserved skeletons and only 1 burial with no bones 

remaining (Warhurst 1955, p. 5). All the deceased were placed in a supine position, except for one 
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burial of a child which was found in a crouched position. There was one coffin burial (grave 44) and 

potentially the body within grave 5 which was placed upon a plank (Warhurst 1955, p. 5). Two 

cremations burials were also found giving evidence of a ‘mixed rite’ cemetery. 

 Though weapons assemblage objects were found, including 2 axe heads, no swords were 

found accompanying the burials at Lyminge. However, three graves (graves 8, 28, and 40) were 

recorded as disturbed (Warhurst 1955, p. 5), potentially presenting cases of grave reopening (Klevnäs 

2013, p. 169), making it unclear if swords were ever present within the Lyminge cemetery.  

 Eighteen brooches were discovered within 8 graves at the cemetery of Lyminge. The brooches 

displayed a wide diversity, both in type and utilisation in dress fashion. One skeleton sexed as a male 

containing male gendered objects such as a spearhead and a shield boss also contained a singular 

brooch, which is a rarity within Anglo-Saxon cemeteries (Warhurst 1955, p. 22).  

Analysis results 

The analysis of the 68 burials within the cemetery at Lyminge revealed 1 grave with brooches that 

were classed as heirloom brooches. A few other graves had some potential traits of curation, but it 

could not be determined sufficiently from the evidence of the grave and/or cemetery context to 

classify an object or objects as heirlooms. 
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Figure 30 Recreation of Lyminge grave 118. (Base excavation plan re-drawn after Parfitt 2002, fig. 4). 

 Grave 118 was the only grave that contained heirloom brooches. The burial was dated by the 

typology of grave goods to the mid-5th to early-6th century AD (Parfitt 2002; Schroder 2007). However, 

this analysis has found the grave to date slightly later. It contained a child in a supine position dressed 

with 4 brooches and few other grave goods. The brooches were a pair of annular brooches and a pair 

of small-long brooches. Annular brooches were used throughout the 5th and 6th centuries whilst the 

type of small-long brooches in Grave 118 were mainly in use through the 5th century AD (Ager 1985; 

Brugmann 2012). All 4 of the brooches displayed a moderate level of abrasion and were found to be 

aligned with 2 brooches utilised for the peplos style (Dress Style I) and 2 brooches positioned vertically 
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upon the body, as in Kentish Dress style III (Rogers 2007, p. 191). As Kentish Dress style III was in use 

from approximately AD 500–550, the burial can be appropriately dated to the first half of the 6th 

century AD, rather than the early date beginning in the mid-5th century AD.  

 

Figure 31 Annular brooch (b) from grave 118 of the cemetery at Lyminge. Abraded decoration and worn rim highlighted by 
the arrows (photograph courtesy of the Dover Archaeological Group). 

 The burials of children were rarely found with multiple brooches or in adorned in Kentish 

Dress Style III (Stoodley 1999; Rogers 2007). Annular brooches and small long brooches have not been 

found to be solely utilised in Kentish Dress style III together. Annular brooches are usually found to be 

worn in pairs in Kentish Dress style I or ‘the peplos style’ or utilised as a belt accessory rather than an 

actual brooch (Ager 1985; Rogers 2007). However, grave 118 ‘mixes’ the pairs, with one small-long 

brooch on the right shoulder, and an annular brooch utilised on the left (Fig. 29). Other graves utilising 

this type of brooch as a belt accessory have not been interpreted as an important biographical object, 

or heirloom, but most likely a belt implement replacement or a pouch opening. In Grave 118 however, 
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their distinct and visibly aesthetic use of mixed brooches within Dress Style I stands out from other 

annular and small-long brooch burials. 

 

Figure 32 Annular brooch (a) from grave 118 of the cemetery at lyminge. Abraded decoration and worn rim highlighted by 
the arrows (photograph courtesy of the Dover Archaeological Group). 
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Figure 33 Small-long brooch (c ) from grave 118 of the cemetery at Lyminge (photograph courtesy of the Dover archaeology 
Group). 

The brooches are suspected to be older than the child in which they were adorned. Both the 

adornment of the brooches similar to Dress Style I and Kentish Dress Style III in combination of the 

moderate abrasion the brooches display present clear evidence of curation. The decision to include 
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the number and type of brooches was a deliberate and active choice by the surviving family or 

mourners. The older brooches adorned upon the deceased in a variation of a contemporary adult 

dress style would have socially connected the short life of the individual to the memory of the previous 

owner(s) of the brooches. 

 Potentially curation was unclear in a number of graves within the Lyminge sample (Graves 24, 

25, 39, 60, and 61). Some heavily abraded brooches were included within the graves of elderly 

individuals, making it undistinguishable of the objects had more than 1 owner. Graves 60 and 61 

however presented a different case. Both were burials of individuals aged in their early to mid-30s 

containing a class button brooch of the same exact mould. The burials were also next to each other 

(the top of grave 61 beginning at the bottom of grave 60) and oriented in the same direction (generally 

east/west) (Schroder 2007). These two burials were located near 2 of the 3 burials surrounded by 

square ditches within the Lyminge cemetery. It is interesting that the two square ditch burials 

excavated were also reopened in antiquity, which gives reason to believe they likely contained swords 

or brooches (Klevnäs 2013; Schroder 2007). The position of the brooches in either grave went 

unrecorded during the excavation in 1955 (Warhurst 1955). In Schroder’s analysis of the Lyminge 

cemetery excavations, he interpreted that having matching brooches of the same mould was evident 

of the production from a single workshop (Schröder 2007, p. 17). However, given their proximal 

location within the cemetery, it is more likely suggesting the two individuals were from the same a kin 

group or had a familial connection. Lyminge cemetery’s graves 60 and 61 may present a further 

addition to family groups through related material culture within cemeteries. As many brooches were 

worn in pairs, the button brooches were potentially owned by one of the individuals prior to being 

given to the other family member. This is supported by the investigation of family plots in kin groups 

undertaken by Sayer through the study of skeletal pathologies of the cemetery at Berinsfield, 

Oxfordshire (Sayer 2009).  
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Mill Hill, Deal 

Cemetery overview 

The Anglo-Saxon cemetery of Mill Hill is located on the east coast of Kent near Deal and Walmer. The 

cemetery was excavated between 1986 and 1989 by the Dover Archaeological Group in preparation 

for housing construction (Parfitt and Brugmann 1997, p. 1). Graves were discovered previously 

between the late 19th through the 20th century, and it is believed that there was a neighbouring 

cemetery about half a kilometre to the northwest of the 1986 excavation. However, these graves were 

not properly recorded, and the finds are now lost (Parfitt and Brugmann 1997, p. 4).  

 

Figure 34 Cemetery plan of the excavations at Mill Hill. Grey circle indicates the Bronze age barrow ditch. Grave containing 
heirloom status objects circled in red. (Base map of the cemetery plan re-drawn after Parfitt and Burgmann 1997, fig. 4). 

The excavation discovered 76 early Anglo-Saxon inhumation burials which reused a Bronze 

Age round barrow for the location of the cemetery site (Parfitt and Brugmann 1997, p. 12; see fig. 34). 

These burials have been dated from the 6th to early 7th century AD (Parfitt and Brugmann 1997; Sayer 

2009, p. 156). Three clusters or burial plots were based around or within the prehistoric monument: 

plot B on the north-east side of the barrow; plot A on the south-west; and plot C staggered across the 

length of the east side. Using the chronologies of grave-goods, plots A and B were likely in use 
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throughout the 6th century AD, while plot C is used from the mid-6th to early 7th century AD (Sayer 

2009, p. 158).   

The skeletal preservation varied from very poor to well-preserved throughout the cemetery. 

The interred remains of all but one grave were buried in a supine position. Grave 84, was the only 

individual placed in the crouched position (Parfitt & Brugmann 1997, p. 26). The graves were generally 

oriented in either an east/west or north-east/south-west position. The north-east/south-west graves 

seem to have been earlier than the east/west as there were a few cases of intercutting of north-

east/south-west graves by east/west graves and no examples of the opposite (Parfitt and Brugmann 

1997, p. fig. 4). 

Only 12 of the 76 burials did not contain any accompanying grave goods with burials (Parfitt 

and Brugmann 1997, p. 26). Weapons assemblage objects included 20 spears, 8 shields, and 4 swords 

were excavated from the cemetery (Parfitt and Brugmann, 1997p. 29). The four swords were all 

included within well-furnished graves. A total of 46 brooches interred were within Mill Hill cemetery. 

The number of brooches per burial varied between one and six, which also contained a wide variety 

of brooch types coming from the continent and other Anglo-Saxon areas (Parfitt and Brugmann, p. 

31). Unfortunately, none of the four swords retrieved at Mill Hill contained any hilt or scabbard fittings 

necessary to analyse the characteristics and contexts of curation.  

Analysis results 

The analysis of the cemetery of Mill Hill revealed 4 graves containing brooches displaying curation but 

only 2 with the characteristics of heirlooms. The swords included within 4 graves were not 

accompanied by any sword fittings or datable evidence allowing a curation analysis. Grave 61 within 

the cemetery has been dated between the early- and mid-6th century AD. It was located inside the 

ring-ditch of the Bronze Age barrow. From the limited preservation of the skeletal remains, the 

individual was estimated to be 20–25 years old at the time of death (Parfitt and Brugmann 1997, p. 

138). The individual was buried with 5 brooches, arranged as two pairs, with a single brooch in 
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between. The pair of bronze gilded square-headed brooches are of the Åberg type 131, dated to the 

early-6th century AD and displayed no signs of abrasion (Åberg 1926; Parfitt and Brugmann 1997, p. 

37; Fig. 35). The single square-headed brooch is of a slightly later type, an Åberg type 132 

chronologically dated to the early to mid-6th century AD. This single brooch displays no abrasion but 

has had its footplate broken off (Parfitt and Brugmann 1997, p. 100). The final two brooches were 

heavily abraded continental bird brooches of the Aubing type (Werner 1961, p. 43; Parfitt and 

Brugmann 1997, p. 45). These two brooches were not a matching set but are from two separate 

brooch casts worn as a pair within the grave (Parfitt and Brugmann 1997, p. 45). One of the bird 

brooches was cast in copper alloy and the other from silver. This Aubing type of bird brooch was in 

use on the Continent from the mid- 5th to early 6th century AD (Pirling 1966, p. 178; Parfitt and 

Brugmann 1997, p. 100). The burial also contained a group of nine beads near the neck of the 

individual, a glass bowl to the left of the skull, a copper and an iron ring, a knife, and a single bead: all 

beside the left hip. There was also a belt buckle which reused an Iron Age/Roman gaming piece within 

its inlaid plate. The grave goods comprised one of the wealthier burials within the cemetery (Sayer 

2009, p. 159).  

The contrasting abrasion patterns upon the brooches in grave 61 presents a peculiar situation. 

The Continental bird brooches were probably adorned often or even daily, potentially recognisable 

throughout the settlement. The abraded bird brooches were most likely older than the individual aged 

in her early 20’s in which they accompanied. In most cases, certain brooch types did were not adorned 

until reaching a certain age making it likely that the bird brooches were not adorned in the individual’s 

childhood (Stoodley 1999). This suggests that the two bird brooches were only worn later in life 

(Stoodley 1999). The heavily abraded bird brooches were gifted or passed on, making them heirlooms, 

to the young adult from a previous generation.  

The supine position of the skeletal remains with the five brooches aligned centrally in a vertical 

row suggests the individual was dressed in Kentish Dress Style IV (Rogers 2007, p. 190) This style 
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adopted the Merovingian vertical four-brooch system to accommodate a cloak or jacket and was 

prevalent in the mid-6th century AD (Rogers 2007: 190). The top two bird brooches would attach the 

vertical opening of a dress, buckled by a belt at the waist. These were followed by the Åberg 132 

square-headed brooch. The bottom two (square-headed) brooches closed the overlapping jacket or 

clock near the waist, allowing all of the brooches to be visible when worn in life and when dressed on 

the cadaver in the grave (Rogers 2007, p. 190–91). This dress style of brooch adornment was found 

elsewhere in East Kent, including other graves within the Mill Hill cemetery (Parfitt and Brugmann 

1997, p. 48; Owen-Crocker 1986, p.92). The dress style allowed all the brooches to be visible, 

highlighting the contrast between their type and age. 
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Figure 35 Recreation of Mill Hill grave 61. (Base excavation plan re-drawn after Parfitt and Burgmann 1997, fig. 64). 

The second Mill Hill burial, grave 102, was just outside the Bronze Age ring barrow, with the 

bottom half of the grave slightly cut by grave 96. Though there was poor skeletal preservation, the 

individual was aged approximately between 35 to 45 years old. The body was in a supine position 

adorned with three brooches, 41 beads in a cluster near the neck, a group of iron objects near the left 

waist, a belt buckle and an iron knife (Parfitt and Brugmann 1997, p. 157–58; Fig. 36). Similar to grave 
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61, the type and amount of grave goods suggests a further example of a high-status grave within the 

cemetery (Sayer 2009, p. 159). The grave goods dated the burial to the second half of the 6th century 

AD (Parfitt and Brugmann 1997; Sayer 2009). 

 

Figure 36 Recreation of Mill Hill grave 102. (Base excavation plan re-drawn after Parfitt and Brugmann 1997, fig. 74). 
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The types of included brooches were diverse, including the only great square-headed brooch 

found within the cemetery, a miniature bow brooch (otherwise known as a Kentish radiate-headed 

brooch), and a Kentish keystone-garnet disc brooch. The great square-headed brooch shows evidence 

of severe abrasion and was found to have been repaired to continue its ability to function (Parfitt and 

Brugmann 1997, p. 37). The stylistic artwork upon the brooch is unique differentiating it from other 

great square-headed brooches. Its closest parallels come from Weimar and Bernburg, Germany 

(Haseloff 1981; Parfitt and Brugmann 1997, p. 37). As the brooch displayed an unusual design and an 

extended time of use, it is very likely to have been known to the survivors thus recognisable and 

memorable upon deposition within the grave. 

The miniature bow brooch is of Werner’s western variant displaying a crouched animal upon 

the head plate (Werner 1961; Parfitt and Brugmann 1997, p. 39). This brooch also displayed heavy 

abrasion as well as a replaced pin catch (Parfitt and Brugmann 1997, p. 49). Miniature bow brooches 

of this type date from the 5th century AD to the first quarter of the 6th century AD (Avent and Evison 

1982; Brugmann 2012, p. 346).  

The third brooch within grave 102 gives us the latest date for the burial. This brooch is a 

Kentish disc brooch of Avent class 1.2 (Avent 1975, p. 24). Avent class 1 brooches date from the mid-

6th century AD and were in use throughout the 2nd half of the 6th century AD. The pin-catch of the 

garnet disc brooch displayed some abrasion but was overall in an untarnished condition compared to 

the other two accompanying brooches (Parfitt and Brugmann 1997, p. 49). 

The brooches in grave 102 were centrally located within the grave, although their 

arrangements suggest a different burial costume to that seen in grave 61: a variation of Kentish dress 

styles IV and V. The adornment of the disc brooch by the neck appeared in the second half of the 6th 

century AD and continued to the beginning of the 7th century AD (Rogers 2007, p. 193). The 

combination of the square-headed brooch and the miniature bow brooch imply they were utilised for 

fastening a jacket or coat as in Kentish dress style IV. The two brooches would have closed the jacket 
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vertically and covered the belt buckle. Six other brooch burials followed this dress style at Mill Hill but 

did not contain any significant signs of curation among the brooches (Parfitt and Brugmann 1997, p. 

47). 

 Grave 105 presented another case of a very wealthy burial implementing an older brooch for 

a different function rather than a dress accessory. The grave was a multiple burial containing a juvenile 

between the ages of 12 and 14, an adult male and a well-furnished adult female. All three were found 

in a supine position with the female positioned slightly more flexed (Parfitt and Brugmann 1997, fig. 

76). The juvenile did not have any grave goods upon or within its proximity. The male was adorned 

with few grave goods positioned upon or around him, with a knife, a pin, and a spear. The spear 

however was on the other side of the adult female, and not on the male’s side. The female within the 

burial was one of the ‘wealthiest’ within the cemetery, according to number and type of grave goods. 

The grave goods included 6 brooches, a cluster of 132 beads, a toilet set, 2 roman coins (1 perforated 

for suspension on a necklace, 1 within a bag of other objects), a set of keys, 2 pieces of gold braid, and 

a collection of objects believed to have been together within a bag around the left waist (Parfitt and 

Brugmanm, p. 159-160). The gold braid was believed to have been a part of a garment/headdress that 

went from around the skull to the midsection (Parfitt and Brugmann, p. 32). It is possible that, rather 

than a family unit, the male may have been a servant to the female, as he as a small number of grave 

goods compared to her ‘wealthy’ assemblage, and the spear being on the female’s side of the grave 

cut.  

 The brooches included two Kentish garnet disc brooches (one Avent class 1.1 and one Avent 

class 2), 2 Kentish square-headed brooches, and continental garnet disc brooch, and a cast disc 

brooch. The Kentish garnet disc brooches and the continental garnet disc brooch all date to the second 

half of the 6th century AD (Avent 1975; Böhner 1958). The Åberg class 132 square-headed brooches 

were also used throughout the 6th century AD (Åberg 1926). The cast disc brooch however was dated 

to the mid-5th-to early 6th century AD (Evison 1978, p. 88), making it earlier than the Kentish disc 
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brooches. However, this brooch was not implemented as a dress accessory or as part of the mortuary 

costume. The brooch was found within the collection of objects near the left hip, believed to have 

been within a bag. The group of objects is believed to be an assortment of keepsakes or ambiguous 

amulets and included a worn 1st or 2nd century AD Roman coin (Holman 1997, p. 249), a rivet and 

attachment, an incomplete strap-end, 2 springs, a wire loop, 2 teeth, and a garnet in gold casing 

(Meaney 1982; Parfitt and Brugmann 1997, p. 78).  

The cast disc brooch may have been pinned to this bag or have been one of its contents. It is 

unknown of these bags would have been worn daily, therefore makes it unclear if the cast disc brooch 

was utilised as an heirloom with a mnemonic role purposed for the social remembrance of the 

mourners at the funeral. It is more likely that the function of the brooch as a fastener was utilised for 

a different purpose, rather than enacting its biography for the funerary performance. 

Another grave revealed a similar use of an older brooch: Grave 95 was a burial of an older 

adult female aged 45-55 and was dated to the late 6th/early 7th century AD (Parfitt and Brugmann, p. 

155; Sayer 2009, fig. 9.2). The grave contained few grave goods, only including a knife, 22 beads, a key 

fragment, a piece of a Roman glass vessel, and a mid to late 5th century AD quoit brooch (Ager 1985, 

p. 18; Parfitt and Brugmann 1997, p. 155-6). The brooch was heavily abraded with a broken pin, notch, 

and pinhole, making it unusable as an dress accessory. The brooch was found around the left area of 

the waist and rather than pinning a garment, it was utilised as a girdle or belt accessories (Evison 1987, 

p. 49; Parfitt and Brugmann, p. 41). The brooch may have also enacted as an opening for a bag 

containing the smaller objects in its vicinity of the left area of the waist. The piece of roman glass, ring 

fragment, and key fragment all may have been keepsakes or have had amuletic purposes (Meaney 

1981), similar to the collection of objects from the female burial in grave 105. The study of such 

keepsakes and what are vaguely called amulet objects hasn’t had much attention or proper analysis, 

and therefore remain ambiguous. Implementation as belt accessories of annular, penannular, and 

quoit brooches has been found in other Kentish burials at the end of the 6th and into the 7th century 
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AD. Rather than enacting their long biographies for the funerary performance, it is more likely that 

they were convenient replacements for belt sets. 

One final grave portrayed some characteristics of curation, but heirloom status remains 

uncertain. Grave 86 was another older adult aged 40 to 50 years old and contained 3 annular brooches 

worn in the peplos style, commonly seen in early Anglo-Saxon east Anglian regions, and with 3 

continental radiate-headed brooches worn vertically as in to Kentish Dress Style IV or continental dress 

styles (Rogers 2007, p. 144, 190). The annular brooches were heavily abraded which contrasted the 

untarnished condition of the 3 radiate-headed brooches. However, as the age of the individual was 40 

to 50 years old, the abrasion cannot be taken as a sign of curation (Leigh 1980, p. 493).  

This combination of regional dress signifies is a unique case across Anglo-Saxon England and various 

interpretations have been discussed upon grave 86. Whether she was a Frankish bride (Brookes and 

Harrington 2010, p. 49), or was originally from the Anglian areas combining both her original dress 

style with the local, Kentish styles, the discussion has revolved around the individual interred in grave 

86’s identity (Parfitt and Brugmann 1997, p. 114). Yet what is not discussed is the choice by the people 

organising the burial in choosing to include both Anglian and Continental brooches, and it is unknown 

whether she wore them both simultaneously during her life. Though doubtful that the annular 

brooches were heirlooms, the choice to dress the deceased with these objects in tandem with the 3 

radiate-headed brooches presents an eclectic identity created from 3 different regions: East Anglia, 

Frankish Middle Rhine, and the place of burial, East Kent. The connection of the places may have 

presented or constructed a complex biography of both individual and brooch assemblage. The 

implementation of the brooches during the funeral, though in a different manner than heirlooms, still 

evoke a social remembrance for the mourners during the funeral of a unique identity. 
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Monkton, Isle of Thanet 

Cemetery overview 

The Anglo-Saxon cemetery of Monkton is located on the southwest portion of the Isle of Thanet. The 

cemetery was first excavated in May 1971, after being discovered during the preparation and initial 

start of the construction of a natural gas pipeline (Hawkes and Hogarth 1974, p. 49). A second 

excavation was undertaken in 1982 prior to another pipeline installation (Perkins and Hawkes 1982). 

As the Isle of Thanet has been known to contain evidence for dense activity during the early Anglo-

Saxon period, the cemetery at Monkton is also located in between other known sites: the cemetery 

at Sarre is 3 kilometres to the west (Smith 1860, p. 36-43); settlement evidence at Minster is 3.5 

kilometres to the east (Hawkes and Hogarth 1974, p. 53). The site was excavated by A. C. Hogarth and 

the Archaeological Society of Chatham House Grammar School, and Mr. Nigel Macpherson-Grant and 

the Quex Park Museum (Hawkes and Hogarth 1974, p. 49). 

 Located on the southern slope of a hill to the northeast of Monkton village centre, the 

excavation discovered 22 graves mostly dating to the late 6th to 7th century AD (Hawkes and Hogarth 

1974, p. 54). There is possible evidence of a cremation burial which may date to the late 5th century, 

suggesting it was a ‘mixed rite’ cemetery (Hawkes and Hogarth 1974, p. 84). It was recorded in the 

late 19th century that a single inhumation burial containing a knife and pottery was discovered 182 

metres south of the extent of the 1971 excavation. This has been accepted as evidence that the 

cemetery continued further south of the excavation limits (Hawkes and Hogarth 1974, p. 51).  

 The initial excavation and recording of the graves at Monkton had various issues which 

created a problematic analysis. The cemetery was heavily disturbed during the construction of the 

natural gas pipe as well as during the excavation of the burials. The majority of graves were heavily 

damaged or even completely destroyed by the construction of the pipe trench. Some of the graves 

were not discovered until human bone and grave goods were found within the spoil heaps (Hawkes 

and Hogarth, p. 49). The burials containing the only sword and only composite disc brooch of the 
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cemetery were also both found within the spoil heap from the construction workers (Hawkes and 

Hogarth, p. 55). Besides the destruction of the burials and their contexts, it is recorded that a number 

of grave goods were believed to have been stolen or lost by the construction workers during the 

excavation. Due to public attention, the final two graves were excavated directly by the construction 

workers, rather than archaeological teams (Hawkes and Hogarth 1974, p. 50).  

One of the 2 swords came from the spoil heap from one of the graves excavated by the 

construction crew. Due to the severance of the sword from its burial context, it cannot be analysed 

any further for its mortuary and social remembrance roles during the funeral. There were 3 graves 

containing brooches but 2 of these, Graves 3 and 12, also had their contents discovered within the 

construction’s spoil heap, preventing analysis within the burial (Hawkes and Hogarth 1974, p. 65). 

Analysis results 

The cemetery at Monkton contained some graves that had partial characteristics of curation but did 

not have any graves with definitive heirloom status objects. It is also unfortunate that 1 of the 2 sword 

burials and 2 of the 3 brooch burial contexts were destroyed, as their contents were found within the 

spoil heap of the pipeline construction (Hawkes and Hogarth 1974, p. 55-8). There was also a case of 

grave reopening soon after burial in Grave 22. This was evident as the left hip and leg bones were 

removed from the skeleton and replaced at the foot of grave, most likely caused by the retrieval of a 

sword from the burial (Hawkes and Hogarth 1974, p. 71; Klevnäs 2013, p. 71). The two other swords 

did not contain any sword fittings and had no other contexts to analyse for curation characteristics.  

 One juvenile burial, grave 12, containing 2 heavily abraded (and one fragment of what seems 

to be another) annular brooches (Hawkes and Hogarth 1974, p. 65). The location of the brooches 

unfortunately was not recorded, and it is unknown if they were worn as dress accessories or utilised 

as girdle implements. Like previously discussed graves within this study, annular brooches were in 

many cases, utilised as belt accessories in Kent in the 6th and 7th century AD, as perhaps a cheaper 
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replacement for other objects. Though these brooches are most likely older than the deceased 

individual, there was insufficient data to determine their identity as an heirloom status objects.  

 Grave 23 utilised an older style brooch in a slightly later dress style. Grave 23 contained one 

brooch at the neck, a necklace of amber beads, and a sort of chatelaine of objects at the left hip 

(Perkins and Hawkes 1984, p. 23). This assemblage and adornment are the same as Kentish dress style 

V (Rogers 2007), except a square-headed brooch was used in place of a Kentish keystone garnet disc 

brooch. While the use of an older style of brooch in a new dress style may indicate a mnemonic focal 

point during the funeral, there was insufficient evidence to confirm that the brooch as an heirloom.  

 

Saltwood Tunnel, Folkstone and Hythe 

Cemetery overview 

The early Anglo-Saxon cemetery of Saltwood tunnel is located near the southern coast of Kent, west 

of Folkstone. It was discovered prior to the construction of railway tracks and was excavated between 

1999 and 2001 (Riddler and Trevarthen 2006, p. 1). Saltwood tunnel is the combination three separate 

cemetery plots, each situated around a Bronze Age ring ditch (Riddler and Trevarthen 2006, p. 26). 

Two hundred and seventeen graves were excavated throughout the three cemeteries. The eastern 

cemetery contained 17 graves (Fig. 38), 141 graves in the central cemetery (Fig. 37), and 59 within the 

western cemetery (Fig. 39). It is believed that the entirety of the eastern cemetery was excavated, 

most of the graves from the central cemetery, but from the limits of the excavation it is expected that 

more graves south of the western cemetery remained undiscovered (Riddler and Trevarthen 2006, p. 

27).  

 The Saltwood Tunnel cemetery was in use between the 6th to 7th century AD (Riddler and 

Trevarthen 2006, p. 27). The phasing of the three proximal cemeteries of the Saltwood Tunnel sample 

have been distinctly identified from the chronology of grave goods and various burial constructions 
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excavated. The western and eastern cemeteries were founded and co-existed in the early 6th century 

AD. The eastern cemetery was only briefly used and burials ceased to be placed here after one or two 

generations of use. The abandonment of the eastern cemetery appears to have prompted the 

beginning of the central cemetery. The use of the western and central cemeteries continued until the 

late 7th century AD (Riddler and Trevarthen 2006, p. 66). The consistent use of two cemeteries 

simultaneously may indicate two local settlements in the vicinity, rather than one (Riddler and 

Trevarthen 2006, p. 67).  

The skeletal preservation was generally poor throughout the cemetery, with most graves not 

containing sufficient remains for the identification of the sex of individuals. However, bone 

preservation varies between the three cemeteries. The majority of graves within the eastern cemetery 

contained at least some preserved bone, whereas the western and central areas contained little or no 

skeletal material (Riddler and Trevarthen 2006, p. 37). 

 The cemetery of Saltwood Tunnel contained a diversity of additional grave constructions, 

including coffins, ring ditches, chamber graves and stone lined graves. The remains of coffins were 

found throughout all areas of the cemetery; 3 in the eastern area, 6 in the western area, and fourteen 

coffins in the central area. The use of coffins totalled 10.7% of all burials at Saltwood Tunnel (Riddler 

and Trevarthen 2006, p. 52). Penannular ditches were also found surrounding 23 graves in the central 

and western areas of the cemetery (Riddler and Trevarthen 2006, p. 55). There were 3 annular ditches 

included within the central area and none in the eastern and western areas (Riddler and Trevarthen 

2006, p. 56). At least 5 graves in the central area contained the remains of constructed timber 

chambers around the graves. No evidence of timber chambers was found in either the western or 

eastern areas of Saltwood Tunnel. Thirty-one graves in the western and central areas had some use 

of stones in the construction of the graves; whether complete or partial grave linings or at the head 

or foot of the grave (Riddler and Trevarthen 2006, p. 54).  
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  The inclusion of weapons were present within 43 graves or almost 20% of all the burials at 

Saltwood Tunnel (Riddler and Trevarthen, p. 58). Spears were the most common weapon type found 

numbering 38. Shields were the next most common type at 14. There were 4 seaxes found in the 

central cemetery, with none in the western or eastern (ibid, p. 59). Eleven swords were found 

throughout the three areas of Saltwood Tunnel; 5 in the western cemetery, 5 in the central cemetery, 

and 1 in the eastern cemetery (Ager et al 2006, p. 4). These dress accessories included 858 beads, 8 

pendants, 2 intaglios, and 15 brooches (Rogers et al. 2006, p. 4). The dress objects were found 

throughout all three of the cemeteries of Saltwood Tunnel (Riddler and Trevarthen 2006, p. 61) The 

15 brooches came from 7 graves and were diverse in both their typology and chronology (Riddler and 

Trevarthen 2006, p. 62; Rogers 2006). 
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Figure 37 Central cemetery plan of the excavations at Saltwood Tunnel. Grave containing heirloom status objects circled in 
red. (Base map of the cemetery plan re-drawn after Riddler & Trevarthan 2006, fig. 44). 

Analysis results 

From the 217 burials excavated within the three cemeteries of Saltwood Tunnel, 7 burials contained 

brooches and 11 swords, which were analysed for curative characteristics. Heirloom status objects 

were found within 3 of 7 burials containing brooches and only 1 of the 11 sword burials. It is notable 

that compared to other large Eastern Kent cemetery populations, such as Buckland or Mill Hill, burials 

containing swords outnumbered those containing brooches at the cemeteries of Saltwood Tunnel. 
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Grave constructions and monumentality such as burial mounds (in the evidence of penannular and 

annular ditches), coffins and chambers were also utilised in higher numbers than in other cemeteries. 

Local traditions such as these contribute to a wide diversity throughout the various Anglo-Saxon 

regions. Therefore, analyses across all, or even regional early Anglo-Saxon cemeteries may not provide 

a useful qualitative approach. As previously discussed, swords outnumbered brooch graves within the 

3 cemeteries at Saltwood Tunnel. As all 3 cemeteries were based around Bronze Age barrow ditches, 

most of the brooch and sword graves were focused around these monuments. However, many of the 

7th century AD graves in the central cemetery tended to be more spaced some distance to the south 

of the barrow ditch, similar to the 7th century AD graves in the cemetery at Mill Hill, Deal. It is also an 

interesting point to note that of the 5 chamber burials within the central cemetery, 4 contained 

swords. One of these, grave C1081, also had by far the largest penannular ditch surrounding the 

chamber and coffin. This correlation of the sword burials monumentality within the central cemetery 

is seen in other cemeteries, like the cemetery of Pilgrims Way in West Kent. 

 

Figure 38 Eastern cemetery plan of the excavations at Saltwood Tunnel. (Base map of the cemetery plan re-drawn after 
Riddler and Trevarthan 2006, fig. 46). 



161 
 

 Of the graves containing heirloom status brooches, 2 were in the western cemetery (graves 

C3762 and C4643) and 1 in the central cemetery (C6421). No heirloom status brooches were found 

within the eastern cemetery. 

 Grave C4643 of the western cemetery was just outside the Bronze Age barrow on the southern 

side. It cut two other graves, C4726 and C4635, which may have necessitated the need for the stones 

lining a portion of the north and west areas of the grave cut. While no human remains survived within 

the grave, the small dimensions of the grave cut suggests the grave of a child (Riddler and Trevarthen 

2006, p. 68). The grave goods included a knife, a single glass cylinder bead, an iron key, and two 

brooches (Fig. 40). The number and type of grave goods follows patterns found in many other child 

burials aged 7–12 found across early Anglo-Saxon England (Stoodley 1999, p. 111).  

The brooches of Grave C4643 were a button brooch and a late Kentish square-headed brooch, 

and thus of markedly different types and appearance, and of divergent dates. The gilded copper-alloy 

button brooch falls into Avent and Evison’s typological class Aii (Avent and Evison 1982), or more 

recently Suzuki’s class A2 (Suzuki 2008). These A2 button brooches have been found to date to the 

mid-5th to the beginning of the 6th century AD (Suzuki 2008, p. 334). Compared to other variants of 

button brooches, A-style button brooches have been known for their high-quality craftsmanship 

(Avent and Evison 1982; Rogers et al. 2006, p. 2). The brooch displays signs of abrasion and wearing, 

as the gilding upon the face of the brooch has mostly been worn away from use (Riddler and 

Trevarthen 2006, p. 68).  
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Figure 39 Western cemetery plan of the excavations at Saltwood Tunnel. Grave containing heirloom status objects circled in 
red. (Base map of the cemetery plan re-drawn after Riddler & Trevarthan 2006, fig. 42). 

The accompanying silver Kentish square-headed brooch is an Åberg Type 133, one of the later 

types of square-headed brooches dated to the late 6th century AD (Åberg 1926, p. 200; Leigh 1980; 

Rogers et al. 2006). Taking the worn state of the button brooch into consideration, the chronological 

contrast between the brooches could be anywhere between 25 to 100 years. In the context of a child’s 

grave, this would mean the button brooch is far older than the deceased, which confirms it was the 

possession of at least one preceding owner (Williams 2006, p. 49–51).  

Without surviving human remains, it is difficult to ascertain the deceased’s location and 

posture within the grave. However, both brooches and the single bead were found centrally within 

the grave, arranged vertically with the square-headed brooch found just about the button brooch. As 

vertically arranged brooches were elements of Kentish dress styles II, III, and IV, it can be argued that 

the body was probably in a supine position in the grave (Owen-Crocker 1986, p. 91; Rogers 2007, p. 

190). This position would also render the brooches visually central during the funeral, allowing the 

brooch’s extended biography to enact upon the social remembrance of the mourners. 
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The second heirloom brooch burial from Saltwood Tunnel, grave C3762, was also located 

within the western cemetery, inside the south-east quarter of the Bronze Age ring-ditch (Fig. 41). The 

grave was dated to the mid to late 6th century AD (Riddler and Trevarthen 2006). From the small 

amount of surviving skeletal remains, the individual was aged between 18 and 25 years at the time of 

death and was buried with a wealthy assortment of grave goods (Riddler and Trevarthen 2006, p. 60). 

These included two different types of brooches (radiate-headed and Kentish disc brooch), a wooden 

casket with bone and copper-alloy mounts, an iron weaving batten, 40 amber and glass beads, a belt 

buckle, a pair of iron shears, a crystal ball within a silver suspension mount, an iron knife, and a ceramic 

vessel.  

 

Figure 40 Recreation of Saltwood Tunnel C4643. (Base excavation plan re-drawn after Riddler & Trevarthan 2006, fig. 108). 

The radiate-headed brooch is believed to have been an earlier variant of Koch’s 1.3.1 or 

1.3.1.5, dating to the late 5th to early 6th century AD, found mainly in the Middle Rhineland (Koch 

1998; Rogers et al. 2006, p. 3). The brooch is very worn, with one of the five radiating knobs broken 
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off completely and another knob missing its garnet. The brooch was cast in silver with further analysis 

has found it was also gilded so it would have been potentially a valuable and distinctive item whilst 

looking obviously worn (Rogers et al. 2006, p. 2). It thus can be regarded as an ‘heirloom’ in the context 

of a grave most likely dating to the mid-/late 6th century AD (Riddler and Trevarthen 2006). 

The second brooch was an Avent class 2.2 Kentish disc brooch, dated to approximately the 

mid- to late-6th century AD (Avent 1975; Brugmann 2012, p. 348; Rogers et al. 2006, p. 19). This brooch 

was cast in silver with a gold inlay around the garnet settings. Some of the abrasion on the gilding of 

the brooch has been attributed to consistent contact with beads when worn, but it would have 

contrasted in appearance with the first brooch in style and degree of wear (Rogers et al. 2006, p. 19). 

The overall dress style utilised in the grave is similar to Kentish dress style V (mid-6th to 7th century 

AD) with the addition of the heirloom radiate-headed brooch, potentially for fastening a jacket or 

cloak, or as an elaborate substitute for a pin (Rogers 2007).  

The tableau of grave goods created by this burial assemblage signified a high social status of 

the individual and/or survivors. This is evidenced by the inclusion of the highly decorative Avent class 

2.2 Kentish disc brooch. Another high-status item is an iron weaving batten which has parallels in some 

of the wealthiest of Kentish burials; this item implies an elevated social status, possibly linked to a 

standardised regime of textile production (Harrington 2016; Rogers and Riddler 2006). Furthermore, 

this was the only weaving batten found at Saltwood Tunnel, also hinting that it denoted an elite 

individual and/or family using the burial ground.  
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Figure 41 Recreation of Saltwood Tunnel C3762. (Base excavation plan re-drawn after Riddler & Trevarthan 2006, fig. 83). 

Within this lavish display was the old, heavily worn, and damaged radiate-headed brooch. 

Repairs were commonly found upon brooches throughout the 5th to 7th centuries AD (Martin 2012), 

as discussed for the brooch from Mill Hill grave 102 (Parfitt and Brugmann 1997). In grave C3762, the 

brooch was retained bearing this wear and placed in this condition within the grave of a young adult. 

The visual aesthetic character of the tarnished and broken brooch gave it a unique appearance among 

the other objects of the grave assemblage, which made it likely to stand out as a unique focal point 

for the enactment of social remembrance by the mourners attending the funeral. 

The last heirloom brooch was within the central cemetery in Grave C6421 (Fig. 42). The grave 

has been dated to the 7th century AD from its dress style, grave good type, and its placement within 

the central cemetery which is the later of the 3 cemeteries (Riddler and Trevarthen 2006; Rogers 

2006). The grave also contained a coin of the Byzantine emperor Maurice, dated to AD 582-602 

(Rogers 2006, p. 27). Though skeletal preservation was very poor with only skull and bone fragments, 

the individual was found to be under the age of 13 (Riddler et al. 2006, p. 40).  

The grave was surrounded by a ring of 8 post holes and had a mound built upon it. There was 

also evidence of either a coffin or wooden bier at the base of the grave (Riddler et al. 2006, p. 40). The 
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grave goods within the burial included the remains of the coffin or bier, the remains of a box with an 

iron lock, a bucket, a necklace, and a plated disc brooch. The necklace contained the coin mentioned 

above, a suspended garnet pendant within a gold mount, and 4 further pendants of garnet, silver, 

amethyst and gold (Riddler et al. 2006, p. 41). The grave goods and the burial construction present a 

very wealthy burial for such a young individual.  

 

Figure 42 Recreation of Saltwood Tunnel C6421. (Base excavation plan re-drawn after Riddler & Trevarthan 2006, fig. 192). 

Plated disc brooches were in use from the late-6th to the mid-7th century AD (Avent 1975; 

Brugmann 2004, p. 58), and were utilised for Kentish dress style VI (Rogers 2007). As this burial also 

contained the necklace of gold, garnets, and amethysts, it is thought to be one of the later plated disc 

brooches (Geake 1997; Brugmann 2005; Rogers 2006, p. 21). The brooch displayed abrasion to its 

outer decoration and is missing 2 of the 4 central garnets (Rogers 2006, p. 21). The abrasion upon the 

brooch makes it likely that it was owned by at least one other individual, such as in grave C4643. Plated 

disc brooches are believed to be one of the most prestigious types of objects, and one with a complex 

biography would have been an important and very noticeable focal point for the social remembrance 

for the funeral. 



167 
 

As stated above, there was only 1 burial containing a sword which displayed characteristics of 

curation. However, the other 10 sword burials presented some interesting aspects of the local burial 

customs involving swords. The fact that 4 out of the 5 chamber burials contained 4 out of the 5 sword 

burials within the central cemetery does present some evidence that individuals accompanied by 

swords were treated and buried in a distinct manner, compared to other object type burials. For 

instance, central cemetery grave C1081 contained a chamber with a coffin inside as well as the largest 

penannular ditch within the entire Saltwood Tunnel cemetery sample. This ditch gives evidence that 

a mound was built over the top of the burial, and provided the size of the ditch, was by far the largest 

mound in the cemetery. Overall, sword burials in the Saltwood Tunnel cemeteries were generally well 

furnished, much more so than other graves within the cemetery population. Three sword burials also 

contained more than one shield, which is a rarity within Anglo-Saxon England. All 3 graves were in the 

central cemetery; grave C1048 and C1081 with 2 shields, and grave C6653 with 3 shields (Spain 2006, 

p. 19). 

The burial that contained the 1 curated sword piece was grave C3779 in the western cemetery.  

It was located within the Bronze Age barrow and contained the remains of an adult aged between 20–

30. It was one of the later graves within the western cemetery, dated to the late-6th to the 1st quarter 

of the 7th century AD (Riddler et al. 2006, p. 62). The furnished graves proximal to C3779 all predate 

it, with many of the other late-6th to 7th century AD western cemetery graves to the southeast and 

outside of the Bronze Age barrow ditch. However, it is next to grave C3762, the wealthy heirloom 

brooch burial. As C3779 is the sole later grave in the near vicinity, it may present evidence of the 

intentional choice to be buried next to C3762.  

Out of all the sword burials in the Saltwood Tunnel sample, the grave C3779 was 1 of 3 with 

very few grave goods or furnishings. Besides the sword and its fittings, the burial only contained a 

spear with a ferrule. The spear was of Swanton’s type F2, dated to the late-6th to early-7th century AD 

(Riddler 2006, p. 28). The blade of the sword has been found to have a ‘lesser developed’ form of 
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pattern-welding, with no forging of composite intertwining of the iron rods, as seen in other pattern-

welded blades (Gilmour 2010, p. 68). The style is comparable to a water-like pattern similar to the 

style utilised in Iron Age swords (Gilmour 2010, 67-8). 

The sword fittings 

included an iron button 

pommel, copper alloy grip 

mounts, and copper alloy 

scabbard mouth. The iron 

button pommel was 

contemporary with the grave 

context and was damaged on 

one side. It is unknown if this 

was due to usage or the 

corrosion of the iron itself. 

One trapezoidal grip mount 

was visible by x-ray on one 

side, and it is believed that 

only partial remains of the 

mount on the opposite side 

survives (Ager 2006, p. 9). 

Grip mounts have been 

found to be rare upon the 

swords in Anglo-Saxon 

England, with the majority of 

them found on swords upon the continent (Ager 2006, p. 9). The grip mount upon the hilt of the sword 

Figure 43 Recreation of Saltwood Tunnel C3779. (Base excavation plan re-drawn after 
Riddler & Trevarthan 2006, fig. 88). 
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in grave C3779 is most similar to Menghin’s Snartemo-Roes type, the Scandinavian form used 

throughout the 5th to 7th centuries AD (Menghin 1983; Ager 2006, p. 9).  

The sword piece which displays curation however is the copper alloy scabbard mouth. It was 

one of two metal scabbard mouths discovered within the Saltwood Tunnel sample. Five other swords 

found in the cemetery contained evidence of scabbard mouths made of organic material, such as 

woven braids (Ager 2006, p. 10). It is of Menghin’s Kempston-Mitcham type which has been dated to 

the mid-5th to the first quarter of the 6th century AD (Menghin 1983; Koch 2001; Nielson 2013, p. 187).  

These types of scabbard mouths are usually gilded, but heavy corrosion did not leave any evidence of 

gilding upon the piece (Cameron 2006, p. 17). Abrasion to the ribs on the back side have left the piece 

asymmetrically worn down.  

As this type of scabbard mouth dates to the 1st quarter of the 6th century AD and is included 

upon a sword in a late-6th to early-7th century AD context accompanying an individual aged 20-30, it 

most likely an heirloom owned by a previous individual. As stated before, the grave itself is one of the 

‘poorest’ of all sword burials in Saltwood Tunnel. With the sword’s ‘simpler’ pattern-weld technique 

and its button pommel, the scabbard mouth was likely the noticeable centre piece of the burial. Its 

location within the grave context as found from the excavation puts it centrally and visibly, the sword 

hilt rested upon the left breast and shoulder (Riddler et al. 2006, fig. 88).  

The grave’s location may also shed some light onto the aspects of social remembrance of the 

funeral. Another sword burial, grave C3826, was also very close to grave C3779. This grave, dated to 

the 1st half of the 6th century AD, also contained a scabbard mouth of the Menghin Kempston-Mitcham 

type. The burial also was also 1 of the 3 sword burials with very few grave goods, including a belt 

buckle inlaid with 2 garnets, 2 belt studs, and a knife placed horizontally across the midsection (Riddler 

et al. 2006, p. 62-3, fig. 91). Though the same type, scabbard mouth in C3826 had different decoration 

and some gilding surviving within the groves (Ager 2006, p. 10). The fact that these graves are the only 

2 within all 3 of the Saltwood Tunnel cemeteries to contain metal scabbard mouths and be buried in 



170 
 

the same vicinity of each other at different times presents evidence that this is not a coincidence and 

was an intentional choice. Whether these were family member or some other relation, it is plausible 

that the burial of C3779 was recalling or remembering the burial and individual in grave C3826. This 

may also have included the choice to select the location which placed grave C3779 equal distance 

between grave C3826 and the wealthy heirloom brooch grave C3762. The funeral of grave C3779 

would have had both other burials in plain sight, creating a platform in which all 3 individuals and their 

families could be socially remembered and connected.  

Compared to the other ‘wealthier’ sword burials in the Saltwood Tunnel, the implementation 

of an heirloom piece in grave C3779 may have been a variant approach to “level the playing field” of 

social competition of the local community. Though not as elaborate as the central cemetery’s more 

well-furnished sword burials with grave constructions, the western cemetery did have a noticeable 

variation and inequality between burials. For example, only ring sword within the Saltwood Tunnel 

sample was located within the western cemetery, grave C3944. The grave contained the remains of 

an adult furnished with sword, shield, spear, and knife (Riddler et al. 2006, p. 64). The pommel of the 

sword was an elaborate silver gilt ‘cocked hat’ pommel with a ring attachment of Menghin’s Bifrons-

Gilton type (Ager 2006, p. 9). It is 1 of the 2 more elaborate pommels within the Saltwood Tunnel. The 

other being another silver ‘cocked hat’ pommel on the sword in the elaborate grave of central 

cemetery’s C1081 (Ager 2006, p. Riddler et al. 2006, p. 18). 

As grave C3944 is dated to the mid-6th century AD and grave C3779 to the late-6th to early-7th 

century AD, it is probable that both burials occurred within living memory, presenting the possibility 

that the funerals had the ulterior motive of social competition or consolidation of a singular family’s 

social standing. The individuals preparing and organising the funeral of the slightly later grave of C3779 

made the intentional choice of the location in which the burial was situated, and to include the 

heirloom for the amplification of the social remembrance of the mourners attending the funeral. 
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Seamark, St. Margarets-at-Cliffe 

Cemetery overview 

The burials in the area of the building known as ‘Seamark’ were located in the vicinity of a residential 

neighbourhood called ‘The Droveway’ at St. Margarets-at-Cliffe, near Dover. The burials were 

discovered and excavated by the Canterbury Archaeological Trust Ltd prior to the construction of new 

housing units (Parfitt 2014, p. 3). Five inhumation graves were discovered, which are believed to have 

been a part of a larger cemetery in the area, now destroyed by consistent ploughing and the 

construction of a housing estates (Parfitt 2014, p. 5; see Fig. 44). Another burial was also found but 

left unexcavated as it was outside of the project boundary limits (Parfitt 2014, p. 7). 

The burials discovered around the ‘Seamark’ residential estate were possibly related to the 

same group of burials upon Bay Hill, which is 300 metres to the southwest upon the same ridge near 

a Bronze Age Barrow (Parfitt 2004; Parfitt 2014, p. 5). A handful of sporadic single burials have been 

found under a 50-metre radius of the Seamark site (Richardson 2005b, p. 69). During the construction 

of the Seamark building in 1927, two other Anglo-Saxon burials were also discovered which could be 

considered as related to the 2012 burial group (Parfitt 2014, p. 5). In total there were 10 discovered 

early Anglo-Saxon burials within a 75-metre radius, as well as an early O.S. map indicating a possible 

prehistoric barrow from an early O.S. map (Parfitt 2014, p. 5). It is plausible that there was a larger 

cemetery group in the vicinity of the Seamark area, but its full extent cannot be determined as 

consistent construction and land terracing have dramatically changed the landscape without proper 

archaeological investigation or recording (Parfitt 2008; 2014, p. 5).  

The 5 excavated inhumation burials and grave goods date to the late 6th to 7th century AD. The 

four burials containing human were in the supine position. The fifth burial, grave 5, did not contain 

any surviving human remains (Parfitt 2014, p. 7). The spacing between graves varied between 20 

centimetres and 5 metres. Graves 2 and 5 were oriented west to east, whereas raves 3, 4, and 6 were 

southwest to northeast oriented, aligned with the ridge axis (Parfitt 2014, p. 7). There was only one 



172 
 

possible sign of intercutting, disturbance, reopening of a grave as grave 4 displayed to have been cut 

directly into a possible earlier grave. Grave 4 contained the remains of a child, making the dimensions 

of the grave cut smaller than an average adult grave. It is believed that the earlier feature was another 

larger grave cut, but no skeletal evidence or objects were present to clarify (Parfitt 2014, p. 8). 

Skeletal preservation was decent when present. Grave 3 depicted land clearance damage and 

grave 1 only contained a fragmented skull (Parfitt 2014, p. 2014). There was no evidence of coffins or 

grave structures within the 5 burials. Two of the burials, graves 4 and 6 were the only graves well-

furnished of the 5 excavated; grave 4 containing a Kentish Disc brooch and a necklace and grave 6 

containing a spear and shield (Parfitt 2014, p. 25). 

 

Figure 44 Cemetery plan of the excavations at Seamark. Grave containing heirloom status objects circled in red. (Base map 

of the cemetery plan re-drawn after Parfitt 2014, fig. 3). 

Analysis results 
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The 5 burials comprising the cemetery of Seamark did contain an heirloom. The single brooch within 

grave 4 of the cemetery had abrasion patterns that were unlikely caused by the child it accompanied 

within the burial. There were 

no sword burials within the 

small sample, but there was 

a single weapons burial 

containing a shield and spear 

dating to the 2nd half of the 

6th century AD into the 

beginning of the 7th century 

AD (Parfitt 2014, p. 22). This 

was one of two burials with 

datable contexts; the other 

being the burial containing the brooch.  

 Grave 4 of Seamark cemetery contained the remains of a child approximately 4 years of age 

(Fig. 45). The burial cut directly through another feature, which potentially was another small child’s 

grave (Parfitt 2014, p. 7). The burial was furnished with an iron knife, a necklace, and an Avent’s class 

7 Kentish disc brooch (Avent 1975, Parfitt 2014; Fig. 45). The class 7 brooches were in use between 

the end of the 6th century AD to the mid-7th century AD (Avent 1975; Nielsen 2013; Parfitt 2014, p. 

12). The class 7 style marked the end of Kentish as plated disc brooches became favoured. The brooch 

was not one of the most ornate of its style, as it was made from copper alloy rather than silver. It did 

have some noticeable signs of abrasion as it had its gild worn away, was missing 2 garnets as well as 

the contents of its central fill (Parfitt 2014, p. 12). The abrasion upon the brooch signals that it was 

not the sole possession of the child and was almost definitely owned by a prior individual, qualifying 

it as an heirloom within this study. The brooches position at the neck would have been easily 

Figure 45 Recreation of Seamark grave 4. (Base excavation plan re-drawn after Parfitt 
2014, fig. 5). 
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noticeable and its biography, being an older type with Salin Style I designs would have made the object 

a focal point during the funeral of the deceased child. 

 

 

Bay Hill, St. Margarets-at-Cliffe 

Cemetery overview 

The burials on Bay Hill at St. Margarets-at-Cliffe, near Dover, were discovered during a series of 

excavations prior to the construction of housing estates, along an area and neighbourhood called ‘The 

Droveway’ (Parfitt 2004; 2014b). A large amount Anglo-Saxon activity, specifically burials, have been 

noted in this area from the 18th century AD (Stukely 1776, p. 126; Douglas 1793; Phillips 1964). Some 

thirty burial mounds were recorded by James Douglas. Fourteen of these he opened in 1782. It was 

also noted that other antiquarians had dug some of the burials in the vicinity of The Droveway 

(Douglas 1793; Parfitt 2004). Other prior excavations of burials took place in 1920, where 6 

inhumations of probable Anglo-Saxon date were discovered in the vicinity of the 21st century 

excavations (Parfitt 2004, p. 1).  

 Two separate excavations by the Canterbury Archaeological Trust discovered related burials 

around a Bronze Age barrow upon Bay Hill. A late 19th century O. S. map displayed the 20-metre round 

barrow which was destroyed by construction of estates in the 1920’s. The estate construction also 

discovered the first 6 inhumation burials (Parsons 1929; Parfitt 2004, p. 3). The first excavation took 

place from May to June in 2004 during the construction of the ‘Eden Roc’ (later called ‘Fountain Bleau’) 

(Parfitt 2004). The second was prior to the construction of ‘Bay Hill House’ in June of 2014 (Parfitt 

2014). The 2004 ‘Eden Roc’ excavation revealed the northeast half of the barrow as well as 14 burials. 

Two of the burials were left unexcavated as they were outside of the project limits. Of the 12 

excavated burials, 6 were prehistoric (probably Bronze Age and contemporary with the barrow), and 
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6 were Anglo-Saxon (Parfitt 2004, p. 3). The 2014 ‘Bay Hill House’ excavation revealed the southern 

portion of the barrow along with 4 more Anglo-Saxon graves (Parfitt 2014b, p. 4). 

 The burials were dated to the late 6th-7th century AD and were furnished with little to no grave 

goods. Four of the burials contained iron knives, the remains of possibly 2 iron buckles, a pin, and one 

pottery vessel (Parfitt 2004, p. 8; 2014, p. 6). When distinguishable, the burials were all in an extended 

supine position. Only one burial displayed deliberate disturbance as is it believed that Grave 16 had 

its body removed and only some long bones and skull fragments being reinterred in a heap (Parfitt 

2014b, p. 5). Other graves were slightly disturbed by the construction during the 1920’s (Parfitt 2004, 

p. 10). Five graves displayed evidence of coffins and two graves (Graves 6 and 7) demonstrated 

evidence of their own small barrow mounds, as they both were within small ring ditches (Parfitt 2004, 

p. 9). 

It is believed that the 18 known burials discovered from 1920 to 2014 are only a portion of a 

much larger cemetery upon Bay Hill, however the high amount of construction in the proximity it is 

unlikely that the extent of the entire cemetery will ever be known (Parfitt 2004, p. 3; 2014b, p. 4). 

 

Mount Pleasant, Isle of Thanet 

Cemetery overview 

The Anglo-Saxon cemetery of Mount Pleasant is located 2 miles east of Monkton and 3 miles west of 

Cliffs End. The large Anglo-Saxon cemetery at Sarre, excavated in the mid-19th, is also 4 miles to the 

east of the Mount Pleasant cemetery. The burials were first discovered during the expansion of the 

roads between Monkton and Mount Pleasant between 1994 and 1995 (Bennett et al. 2008). The 

cemetery was dated to be in use throughout the 7th century, but with few definitive grave goods, a 

more concise date is difficult to determine (Riddler et al. 2008, p. 294).  
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 The Mount Pleasant cemetery was fully excavated and contained 18 inhumation graves 

(Riddler et al. 2008, p. 279; see Fig. 46). The skeletal preservation was poor overall, with only some 

long bones and cranial pieces surviving (Anderson & Andrews 2008, p. 301). Three burials, graves 10, 

18, and 16, were cut by a modern electric cable trench, destroying sections of the burial (Riddler et al. 

2008, p. 279). All but one individual was placed in the extended supine position within the grave. Only 

one burial, grave 16, differed from the rest and was in the crouched position within the grave (Riddler 

2008 et al., p. 280). The graves were generally east/west oriented, reflecting the practice within other 

7th century cemeteries. Evidence of coffin use was found within 3 burials as well as two grave 

structures covering graves 5 and 13 (Perkins 2008, p. 294). The evidence of grave structures similar to 

the type found at Mount Pleasant are almost only exclusive to the Isle of Thanet and its surrounding 

areas (Perkins 2008, p. 294).  

Grave goods were included within 8 of the 18 graves, numbering 15 objects in total (Riddler 

et al. 2008, p. 280). From the typology of these objects, the cemetery was in use from the early 7th 

(possibly late 6th) to 8th century AD. The only object that could offer a date range of the cemetery’s 

use within late 6th century was the spear from grave 12. The spear is a Swanton type D2, though 

present throughout the 7th century, has also been found in late 6th century burial contexts (Swanton 

1974, p. 61-71; Parfitt & Brugmann 1997). Though the cemetery contained grave goods of weapons 

assemblage and dress accessory objects, no swords or brooches were present within the burials of 

Mount pleasant. 
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Figure 46 Cemetery plan of the excavation at Mount Pleasant (Base map of cemetery re-drawn after Bennett et al. 2008, fig. 
3/1). 

Analysis results of Bay Hill and Mount Pleasant 

The cemeteries of Bay Hill and Mount Pleasant did not contain any brooches or swords as grave goods 

within their burials. Both cemeteries were dated to be in use from the late-6th throughout the 7th 

century AD and contained 18 individuals (Riddler et al. 2008, p. 279; Parfitt 2014a, p. 4), although Bay 

Hill is believed to have more undiscovered burials (Parfitt 2014a). In comparison with the other 

cemeteries of East Kent, both Bay Hill and Mount Pleasant had overall fewer grave goods than the 

other cemeteries analysed. Yet they still followed some of the same patterns seen elsewhere, such as 

the Bay Hill cemetery was focused around a Bronze Age barrow, and Mount Pleasant had examples of 

grave structures seen at other cemeteries upon the Isle of Thanet (Perkins 2008, p. 294). This presents 

evidence of the more apparent localised traditions of mortuary customs in the cemeteries of Kent. 

This can also identify that, rather than being ‘poorer’ cemeteries, social competition wasn’t 

participated in as actively. The cemeteries of Bay Hill, Mount Pleasant, and including Seamark did not 

contain as many grave goods on average, but all had a smaller number of burials and may have only 

been utilised by 1 or 2 families. Rather than much larger cemeteries such as Dover or Mill Hill, the 
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groups burying their dead within these smaller sites may not have needed to socially stratify 

necessitating the use of grave goods within a mortuary theatre.  

 

The Cemeteries of West Kent 

Holborough, Snodland 

Cemetery overview 

The initial discovery of Anglo-Saxon material at Holborough Hill was the finding of an Anglo-Saxon 

hone and earthenware pot in 1943. Chalk excavations in 1950 discovered the first human skeletons 

but no archaeological investigation was initiated until after more skeletons were exhumed in 1952. 

From 1952 through 1953, excavations were carried out by the Inspectorate of Ancient Monuments 

uncovering a total of 39 graves (Evison 1956, p. 84; see Fig. 47). From the chronology of the grave 

goods, the cemetery was in use from the late 6th to the 7th century AD (Evison 1956; Dickinson & Härke 

1992; Hines & Bayliss 2014). 
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Figure 47 Cemetery plan of the excavation at Holborough (Base map re-drawn after Evison 1956, fig. 3). 
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The cemetery was located on the west bank of the River Medway was partially focused around 

a Bronze Age barrow. It is believed that the mound of the barrow probably existed during the time of 

the cemetery’s formation as no burials are found within the barrow, and only one grave, grave 18, 

encroaching upon the barrow ditch (Evison 1956, p. 87). There was also a Roman barrow 150 metres 

to the northeast of the Bronze Age barrow. It is believed that much of the cemetery was destroyed by 

previous and continuous chalk excavations to east and south, as most of the hill has been removed by 

the process. The extent of the cemetery is unknown but may have been focused between both the 

Bronze Age and Roman barrows, as more than half of the area in between has been destroyed. 

 All but one grave was east/west oriented, with the exception, grave 31, contrasting to the rest 

in a north/south orientation (Evison 1956, p. 90). Of the 39 surviving graves of the Holborough 

cemetery, two groups can be discerned: one group clustered around the northeast of the Bronze Age 

barrow, and the other to the northeast with burials ending at the limits of the chalk excavations 

(Evison 1956, p. 91). The only grave containing furnishings of the group around the barrow was the 

burial encroaching upon the barrow ditch, grave 18. The other furnished graves were found within the 

further group of burials towards the northeast (Evison 1956, p. 91).  

 The bone preservation throughout the cemetery was generally poor. The bodies were placed 

in the supine position following the pattern of most other Kentish cemeteries (Evison 1956, p. 117; 

Lucy 2000). The burials displayed adequate space between burials and no intercutting was present 

from the sample. There was evidence of possible coffins within 7 of the burials of soil stains and iron 

nails (Evison 1956, p. 91).  

 Only 9 of the 39 burials contained grave goods, with 3 of these burials being destroyed by the 

chalk excavations. Two swords were discovered in well-furnished burials. Unfortunately, the pommel 

from the sword in grave 7 was stolen on site, as the storage unit was robbed during the excavation 

(Evison 1956, p. 92). This grave also contained a unique, inlaid spear which included an inscribed run 
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upon the spear blade (Evison 1956, p. 97). The missing pommel had the potential to derive much more 

information with its contextual relation to the accompanying unique spear. 

Analysis results 

Only 2 of the 39 burials contained objects suitable for an analysis for the characteristics of curation. 

Both were swords interred in burials as no brooches were discovered within the excavated graves of 

the cemetery. As many graves were likely destroyed by consistent chalk excavations, burials 

containing brooches may have been grouped in another area, now destroyed or unexcavated (Evison 

1956, p. 87). Plots of certain groups containing specific objects types have been noted before (Sayer 

2009), and this may be the case with Holborough. However, neither sword displayed any evidence as 

being heirloom objects.  

 The graves containing swords, graves 2 and 7, both had long iron pommels which have been 

dated to the late-6th to throughout the 7th century AD, which were contemporary with the cemetery’s 

time of use (Ager 2012; Nielsen 2013). As previously noted, the pommel of grave 7 was stolen during 

the excavation which has only allowed an analysis from the drawing of the sword within the report 

(Evison 1956, p. 92). The pommel of the sword in grave 2, which was one of the initial burials 

discovered and was not properly recorded, was broken with only little more than half remaining 

attached. It is unknown if this was broken in antiquity or during the chalk excavations prior to the 

cemetery’s excavation. However, no other objects nor grave context presented any evidence as the 

pommels being curated.  

 

Orpington, Bromley, Greater London 

Cemetery overview 

The Anglo-Saxon cemetery at Orpington is located just west of the River Cray, around 7 miles west of 

the Darenth Valley. The town of Orpington today has been incorporated within the Greater London 
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area, but was previously a part of Kent prior to 1965. The cemetery was discovered whilst 

archaeological investigations were investigating materials relating to Romano-British occupation. The 

Anglo-Saxon cemetery was an unexpected find but became the focus of archaeological excavations in 

July 1965 (Tester 1968, p. 125).  The site was excavated and recorded for four seasons by Peter James 

Tester sponsored by the Orpington Museum (Tester 1968, p. 125). 

 The excavations discovered that the Anglo-Saxon cemetery was of ‘mixed-rite’ with 71 total 

burials; 19 cremation burials and 52 inhumations (Tester, 1969, p. 40; see Fig. 48). The chronology of 

the grave goods within the burials present the cemetery’s period of use between the mid-5th and mid-

6th century AD (Tester, 1969, p. 53). Some of the graves (graves 26, 36, 39, 56, and 45) cut into a Roman 

pit and a Roman ditch, but it is unknown if these contexts were visible during the mid-5th–mid-6th 

century AD as they were backfilled prior to the start of the cemetery (Tester, 1969, p. 55). The 

cemetery was not fully excavated as evidence of grave goods and skeletal remains were discovered 

outside the extent of the excavation limits underneath residential buildings to the east and west 

(Tester 1968, p. 130).  

 The inhumation burials throughout the cemetery were either oriented in a north–south or 

east–west orientation. The skeletal material was generally poorly preserved with mostly long bones 

and teeth surviving (Tester 1969, p. 128). Most of the inhumations were positioned in the supine 

position, but a few graves (graves 48, 58, 66, and 69) were found with the individual on their side 

(Tester 1968, p. 130). One inhumation (grave 38) also included the partial remains of a horse upon the 

individual, which is a point of interest as animal remains more often accompanied cremations burials. 

As the cremation burials were interspersed among the inhumations, it is taken as evidence that both 

funerary rites were practiced simultaneously (Tester 1968, p. 127). The grave goods of the cemetery 

were diverse and included 1 sword burial and 9 graves with brooches, with 16 brooches in total. 
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Figure 48 Cemetery plan of the excavation at Orpington. Squares represent the cremation burials (Base map re-drawn after 
Tester 1969, fig. 1). 

Analysis result 

The cemetery at Orpington was the only mixed-rite cemetery containing both cremations and 

inhumations, which were taking place simultaneously (Tester 1969, p. 40). Of the 19 cremation burials, 

none of them contained any brooches or swords, and contained very little material culture at all 

(Tester 1968; 1969). This was the only burial containing the remains of a horse within a grave as well 

within the Kentish cemeteries utilised for this study, making it unique among the sample (Tester 1968, 

p. 127). Out of the 9 burials containing brooches and the single burial containing a sword, none of the 

objects presented characteristics of curation by the measures of this study’s methodology. There 
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were, however, a few objects other than brooches or swords presenting evidence of curation. Overall, 

Orpington is a prime example of the variation of localised mortuary traditions.  

 All of the brooches included in burials were within the contextual chronology of both the grave 

and the cemetery. The single sword only contained a small iron pommel which has been found to have 

a long span of use (5th-7th century AD) (Ager 2012). There was an instance of an intricate Roman belt 

buckle with Quoit style ornamentation dating to the 1st half of the 5th century AD (Tester 1969, p. 40; 

Marzinzik 2003, p. 36). Though in most cases, it has been found that Roman objects were probably 

scavenged rather than curated (Eckardt and Williams 2003), this style of buckle comes from the very 

late to post Roman period, which places it within the ‘recent past’ (Haug 2001). This opens up the 

buckle to a variety of interpretations besides scavenging, including the contact and intermixing within 

the native British and the incoming Anglo-Saxons. It was also noted that these styles of buckles were 

found to have been included in burials within the 6th century AD, which presents evidence of curation 

(Welch 1983, p. 63; Inker 2000, p. 50). This gives precedence for future further studies of the curation 

of buckles. 

 Another interesting burial, grave 58, contained the remains of a female aged in her early 20’s 

adorned within a pair of cast disc brooches. Deriving from the normal supine position, the body was 

placed in the grave flexed on the deceased’s left side. Near the skull was a continental ceramic vessel 

dated to the early 5th century AD (Tester 1969, p. 44). As the burial was dated from the mid-5th to mid-

6th (but more likely in the later to part of 5th to the early 6th century AD) the vessel is believed to have 

been brought over from the continent and curated (Tester 1969, p. 44).  

 The buckle and vessel are interesting cases which are ample evidence for the future expansion 

of this study. The cemetery of Orpington as a whole, stands out within this sample as having very 

distinct localised mortuary traditions, differing from other cemeteries in Kent. It may reflect a 

differentiation of inheritance, as this was a mixed-rite cemetery, objects such as swords present upon 

the cremation pyre may have been recirculated or inherited prior to the final deposition (Williams 
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2005). This necessitates specific further studies into the investigation of the potential presence or 

absence of curated objects within cremation cemeteries.  

 

Pilgrim’s Way, near Wrotham 

Cemetery overview 

The Anglo-Saxon cemetery of Pilgrim’s Way was found north-west of the village of Wrotham in West 

Kent and was named after the nearby prehistoric causeway. The cemetery was excavated between 

2008 and 2009 by Wessex Archaeology in preparation for the construction of a natural gas pipeline. 

Pilgrim’s Way was the third Anglo-Saxon cemetery to be discovered near Wrotham, with White Fields 

and Bradford Platt, known as Wrotham I and II, located on the eastern side of the village (Meaney 

1964; Stoodley et al. 2015, p. 1). The burials included eleven inhumations and the cemetery has been 

dated to be in use throughout the late 6th to 7th century AD (Fig. 49). Due to the limited area of the 

excavation, it is believed that the excavation uncovered only a portion of a larger cemetery (Stoodley 

et al. 2015, p. 2).  

Within the eleven inhumations bone preservation was poor overall. Five other features 

resembling burials contained no human bone. The burial constructions included ring-ditches, 

penannular ditches, and simple grave cuts. The inhumations seemed to be orientated around the 

largest monumental grave structure, grave 7034. This grave was centrally located within a ring or 

potentially a penannular ditch (ibid.). The cemetery also produced evidence of 4 burials within ring-

ditches, as well as evidence of post holes and the addition of timber burial chambers (Stoodley et al. 

2015, p. 7). 

The five ‘empty graves’ had dimensions resembling those of immature individuals, which 

could explain the lack of any surviving bone if in fact these features were burials. As only a part of the 

cemetery was excavated, comparing the population of Pilgrim’s Way to other cemetery populations 
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does not produce useful results. 

 

Figure 49 Cemetery plan of the excavation at Pilgrim's Way (Base map re-drawn after Stoodley et al. 2015, fig. 2). 

 Three of the burials contained a sword. Two of the sword graves, graves 7010 and 7067, were 

accompanied by a spear and shield. However, the sword with grave 7003 was the sole object of 

weapons assemblage kit, which is known to be unusual compared to other early Anglo-Saxon sword 

burials (Richardson 2005; Stoodley et al. 2015, p. 26). The only pieces of jewellery excavated included 

a pin and a pair of beads from juvenile grave 7096, and a single bead from one of the empty graves, 

7115. The lack of jewellery at Pilgrim’s Way, when so commonly found within early Anglo-Saxon 

female burials, can partially be explained by the small extent of the excavation. It has been found that 

other 7th century cemeteries have higher portions of certain burials in different areas of the cemetery. 

One example is at Polhill, where the majority of dress accessory burials were within the eastern 

portion of the cemetery, and the weapons burials being found mostly in the western portion (Stoodley 
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1999, p. 128). As Pilgrim’s Way produced a high proportion of weapons burials, the cemetery may 

have a similar distinction as seen at Polhill.  

 

Figure 50 Recreation of grave 7003 of the cemetery at Pilgrim's Way. The plan displays the rare central placement of the 
sword (Recreated after Stroodley et al. 2015, fig. 4). 

Analysis results 

Out of the 11 excavated burials at Pilgrim’s Way, 3 contained swords within the grave. No brooches 

were included within the cemetery, though it is believed that the cemetery continued beyond the 

excavation limits (Stoodley et al. 2015, p. 2). The 3 swords did not contain or display any curated sword 
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parts, such as pommels, fittings, or scabbard chapes. Two of the 3 swords did not have any sword 

fittings within the grave and only contained the sword blade. The third sword in Grave 7010 was 

pattern welded with a short pommel attached (Fig. 51) and 3 pyramidal sword studs. All the objects 

within Grave 7010 were contemporary with the 7th century AD, and no chronological contexts were 

present (Geake 1997, p. 101-2; Stoodley 2015, p. 33).  

 There are certain aspects of these 3 graves that present interesting contexts for further study. 

Grave 7003 contained an adult aged 35 to 45 with the sword placed centrally upon the body (Fig. 50), 

which rarely found across all early Anglo-Saxon sword burials (Brunning 2013, p. 150). The only other 

grave goods included within the burial were a belt buckle and two strap ends all dating to the 7th 

century AD (Evison 1987, p. 240; 

Stoodley 2015, p. 33). The visual 

aesthetic of the sword placed 

centrally upon the body during 

the funeral may have been 

implemented as a focal point, 

specifically as the two other 

sword burials with the Pilgrim’s 

Way cemetery have the sword in 

the ‘normal’ place on the left side 

of the body. Unfortunately, this 

sword does not have any datable 

sword parts or accessories to 

analyse for the characteristics of 

curation.  

Figure 51 The sword from grave 7010 of Pilgrim's Way with a simple iron short 
pommel. Photograph courtesy of Wessex Archaeology. 
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 Though the cemetery of Pilgrim’s Way is believed to be only a partially excavated cemetery, 

multiple burial constructions were evident. With 5 of the 11 graves within a type of mortuary 

monument (surrounding post holes, penannular or ring ditches), and 3 of these containing evidence 

of a constructed chamber (Stoodley et al. 2015, p. 3), it may present evidence of a localised variation 

or transition in the manner of burial custom. One of the chamber burials, grave 7067, contained one 

of the 3 swords discovered within the cemetery. The deceased was most likely the youngest of the 3 

individuals interred with swords, aged 18-25 and also contained an array of drinking implements. 

These included 2 drinking horns, a glass claw beaker, and fittings believed to be previously attached 

to wooden vessels (Stoodley et al. 2015, p. 13). This was one of the wealthiest burials within the 

cemetery, but the sword blade did not display any pattern welding. This is an interesting distinction, 

as the other sword burials did include pattern welded blades but were not as wealthily furnished. This 

may have been a cheaper sword given specifically for the burial to potentially influence the identity 

of the young adult individual.  

 

Polhill Cemetery, Dutton Green 

Cemetery overview 

The excavations of Polhill cemetery took place between 1839 to 1986 throughout periodic 

construction of roadworks (Philp 2002, p. 1). Located in West Kent, early Anglo-Saxon graves were 

believed to have first been sporadically discovered during a series of roadworks throughout the 19th 

century (Philp 1973, p. 164). Two major excavations uncovered the majority of graves in 1967 (73 

burials) and 1984 (50 burials) (Philp 1973; 2002, p 28; see Fig. 52). With several other small-scale 

excavations throughout the 20th century brought the total number of recorded graves to 162 

containing the identifiable remains of 182 individuals (Philp 2002, p. 31).  
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The cemetery was in use between the 7th and 8th centuries, which has been derived by the 

typology of the grave goods excavated within the grave contexts (Philp 1973, 2002). The cemetery is 

divided into three distinct sections of burials identified by the proximity and clustering of many of the 

graves. These sections have been termed by their positional location, the west area, central area, and 

eastern area (Philp 2002, p. 28). The majority of graves were located in the west and east areas of the 

cemetery, featuring two distinct burial clusters. While the central area contained a much lower grave 

density, the actual number within this section remains unknown due to the construction of roadworks 

(Philp 2002, p. 28).  

Similar to other early Anglo-Saxon cemeteries of Kent, the burials were all placed in a supine 

position with only a few exceptions. Fourteen graves were within penannular ditch barrows, and 

individuals buried within these barrows displayed no material difference to the rest of the cemetery 

(Philp 2002, p. 32). There was evidence a wooden structure on the northwest edge of the cemetery, 

indicated by a series of 16 post-holes (Philp 1973, p. 169). The area of this structure also contained 

few scattered sheep and pig bones, flints, and a mix of Romano-British and Anglo-Saxon potsherds, 

presenting evidence of a possible settlement in the proximity of the cemetery (Philp, 1973, p. 172).  

  Graves goods appeared in 106 of the burials, but no swords interred within any of the burials. 

There were 3 brooch burials within the cemeteries; one in the western group and 2 in the east. One 

type 7 ‘sugarloaf’ style shield boss was also recovered, which is a late shield type of the mid to late 

7th century AD (Dickinson and Härke 1992, p. 21; Philp 2002, p. 16; Høilund Nielsen 2013). Seventeen 

spears were recovered, 13 from the western area and four from the east. Of the five brooches found 

within the cemetery, two of these were reused or recycled Roman brooches (Philp 1973, 2002, p. 32). 

The low numbers of weapons assemblage objects and dress accessories, as well as non-wealthy 

barrow burials displays the characteristics of a later 7th to 8th century AD cemetery with only a few 

graves believed to be early from the 7th century AD (Philp 2002). 

Analysis results 
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The cemetery at Polhill had the largest number of burials out of all of the cemeteries in west Kent 

analysed for this research. Of the 162 burials however, only 3 graves contained brooches (Philp 1973; 

2002). No swords were interred within the burials, but there were 5 seaxes and evidence of one 

reopened grave where a seax was present as well (Philp 1973, p. 190; 2002, p. 16). It is interesting that 

4 out of the 5 pommels of the seaxes were missing, similar to many sword graves seen in other Kentish 

cemeteries. With no swords but seaxes having their pommels removed and evidence of a grave being 

reopened and a seax being retrieved may point to either a local tradition differing to other sword 

owning Kentish areas, or a change or incorporation in the mortuary deposition of weaponry. 

 The three graves containing brooches, grave 37 in the western area of the cemetery and 

graves 24 and 47 in the eastern area, all presented some evidence of curation within their burial 

contexts. Grave 24 contained an elderly individual aged at least 50 years old and contained an 

openwork wheel brooch which was heavily abraded and had part of its rim broken off in antiquity 

(Philp 2002, p. 20). The brooch, however, seems to be part of a belt set, as it was found within the 

direct proximity of a latch lifter and knife (Philp 2002, p. 11). As the individual was a mature adult, 

abrasion cannot definitively be a signal of curation as the damage could have happened in the owner’s 

lifetime. The brooch’s position in the grave and its relation to the belt set present this as not a likely 

candidate for a focal point of social remembrance and not an heirloom.  
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Figure 52 Cemetery map of the excavations at Polhill (Re-drawn after Richardson 2005b, fig. 21). 

 The brooch in grave 47 was a Type E penannular brooch which still had a working pin, 

presenting evidence that it was not recycled as a belt implement substitute as seen in other Kentish 

burials (Philp 2002, p. 20; Booth 2014, p. 198). Though penannular brooches have an extensive 

timespan of use from pre-Roman to the Viking Age, Type E brooches were utilised from the late Roman 

to the beginning of the early Anglo-Saxon period (Booth 2014). In the 7th century AD burial context of 

grave 47, it is unknown of the brooch was utilised as a dress accessory, as it was found near the left 

elbow. The brooch was older than the individual just by its chronology, let alone the interred individual 
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was a child of under the age of 12 years (Philp 2002, p. 5). It is uncertain if the brooch was utilised as 

a focal point for social memory during the funeral, as its location near the left elbow displays a possible 

different use of the object. 

 The brooch within grave 37 was a peculiar context which raises many more questions than 

the analysis can answer. The burial contained no surviving human remains, but had female gendered 

grave goods, such as a necklace of 12 beads, a pendant and 2 copper alloy rings, as well as an Avent’s 

class 7 keystone garnet disc brooch (Philp 1973, p. 176; Avent 1975). The brooch was heavily abraded, 

and not worn in the typical manner of Kentish disc brooches but was found near the area of the left 

waist or femur (Philp 1973, p. 176). It was not utilised as a brooch as it did not have its pin attached 

and its hinge was broken. It also had a replaced central ornamentation, worn gilding and decoration, 

and was also perforated, as if to be hung as a pendant (Avent 1975, p. 52). Avent commented that it 

may have formed part of a chatelaine or was within a bag as a keepsake (Avent 1975, p. 52). If the 

brooch was within a bag it may not have been visible during the funeral. There were no other objects 

usually found near the midsection besides the knife that provide evidence that it was part of a belt set 

or chatelaine. However, the grave was disturbed as the western end was destroyed by the 

construction of a pipeline, which may have moved some of the objects within the grave (Philp 1973, 

p. 176). This may also explain the iron staining upon the back of the brooch, which may be from the 

knife, or objects that did not survive or were not discovered. Unfortunately, the context of grave 37 

did not provide sufficient evidence to confirm that the Kentish disc brooch was curated, though it did 

have some characteristics.  

 

Riseley, Horton Kirby 

Cemetery overview 
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The cemetery of Riseley, Horton Kirby lies in the South Darenth Valley, just under 5 miles south of 

Dartford. It was located on the slope of hill overlooking the River Darent. The burials at Riseley are the 

earliest excavated cemetery used for this study that has not later been re-evaluated, such as the 

cemetery at Bifrons (Hawkes 2000). The cemetery was first discovered in 1937 prior to the 

construction of roads and waterlines (Cumberland 1938, p. 14). The site was excavated by the Dartford 

District Antiquarian Society between 1937 and 1938. The excavation discovered and recorded 112 

burials dating from the mid-5th to late-6th early-7th century AD. Further furnished graves were 

discovered in 1949, displaying that the cemetery was not fully excavated (Tyler 1992). However, no 

record of the graves discovered in 1949 has been found.  

 Riseley cemetery was the second cemetery to be discovered within the area of the Horton 

Kirby Parish. The first cemetery was discovered in 1866 during the construction of a building for 

underprivileged children (Cumberland 1938, p. 14). Approximately 60 graves were uncovered during 

the construction, of which no adequate archaeological recordings exist (Spurrell 1889, p. 319). It is 

recorded that the burials were furnished with dress accessories and weapons assemblage objects as 

well as being oriented in a variety of ways, presenting evidence of an early Anglo-Saxon cemetery 

(Spurrell 1889).  

 Of the 112 burials excavated at the cemetery of Riseley, 5 were cremations and 107 were 

inhumations. The inhumations burials display some group clusters evident by their orientation and 

spacing between other burials. The most western burials display a southwest to northeast orientation, 

whereas the eastern cluster has a variety of different oriented burials clustered together. There was 

also a different pattern of orientation in the northern group, which continued down between the 

western and eastern burials as these were oriented northwest/southeast. Four of the cremation 

burials were located close together around the western side of the eastern burial group. The fifth 

cremation was found within a Roman cremation group on the far western area of the excavation area 

and is believed to predate and not be a part of the Anglo-Saxon cemetery. 
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 Skeletal preservation varied throughout the cemetery; few burials contained almost complete 

skeletons, and others having no to little human remains surviving. Some of the graves were recorded 

as disturbed by modern intrusions, such as truncated from the construction of an air-raid shelter or 

destroyed by the construction of a sewer line (Cumberland 1938, p. 29). From the evidence available, 

it is interpreted that most of the bodies within the inhumation graves were in a supine position. There 

was no evidence of any coffin burials, but some graves displayed some graves with flint coverings or 

flint lined walls as grave constructions (Cumberland 1938, p. 27). 

 The cemetery contained a variety of grave goods, including 6 sword burials and 10 burials 

accompanied by 16 brooches. However, one of the sword burials was recorded in grave 116, whereas 

the report only contains 115 contexts from the excavation. This may be from one of the burials 

discovered in 1949, which went unrecorded. The sword may also be from one of the initial graves 

discovered by the construction workers, as it is recorded as they were handling some of the material 

during the initial discovery (Cumberland 1938). 

Analysis results 

The cemetery at Riseley did not display any definitive evidence of any heirlooms within the 16 burials 

containing either swords or brooches. There was an issue with insufficient data, which directly 

effected the investigation. The early period of excavation in the late 1930s recorded the cemetery well 

enough for the time period (Cumberland 1938) but lacked any sort of skeletal analysis. Therefore, any 

accurate approximate age of the human remains was mostly omitted for the majority of the graves.  
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Figure 53 Applied disc brooch from grave 96 of the cemetery at Riseley. It is unknown if the front of the brooch was lost in 
antiquity or the time since excavation (photograph taken by author, courtesy of the Dartford Museum). 

 

Figure 54 Cast disc brooch from grave 83 of the cemetery at Riseley (photograph taken by author, courtesy of the Dartford 
Musem). 

The brooches within the graves were mostly paired cast disc brooches with simple circular 

designs (Fig. 54 and Fig. 56). Some of the brooches have also been lost since the excavation, including 

the penannular or annular brooches and an unidentified type of brooch (Cumberland 1938, p.26). 
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Grave 96 contained a square-headed brooch paired within a broken applied disc brooch (Fig. 53) which 

was missing its entire front decoration (Cumberland 1938, p. 26-7). It is unknown of the applied disc 

brooch lost its frontal decoration during antiquity or during the post excavation period but comparing 

the abrasion and corrosion between the backside and front, it is likely it was lost after being excavated 

(Fig. 52). The square-headed brooch was the only one of its kind within the cemetery, but without any 

skeletal analysis no further investigations were possible.  

 

Figure 55 Recreation of grave 75 from the cemtery at Riseley (Grave plan recreated from catalogue details after Cumberland 
1938). 

 The swords were present within 5 burials and a 6th sword coming from an unrecorded grave 

at an unrecorded time presented no indication of curation from their burial context. This of course is 

without any skeletal analysis for a more complete burial context. Three of the 6 swords had no fittings 
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accompanying the weapons, and only one sword contained a pommel (grave 75, Fig. 55 and Fig. 57). 

The pommel was a short, iron pommel which saw a long period of use and therefore cannot present 

any further information (Ager 2012). The other sword fittings were two scabbard chapes, two 

scabbard mouths, and scabbard slides, all within the date range of the cemetery and grave contexts. 

 

Figure 56 Recreation of grave 83 from the cemetery at Riseley (Grave plan recreated from catalogue details after Cumberland 
1938).  
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Figure 57 Sword with iron short pommel and scabbard mouth piece from grave 75 of the cemetery at Riseley (photograph 
taken by author, courtesy of the Dartford Museum).  

 

Springhead, Ebbsfleet valley 

Cemetery overview 

The cemetery at Springhead is located in the northern portion of the Ebbsfleet valley in northwest 

Kent. It was discovered during the High Speed 1 excavations (formerly Channel Tunnel Rail Link (CTRL)) 

through the Ebbsfleet valley between 1998 and 2003 by both Wessex and Oxford Archaeology 

(Andrews et al. 2011, p. 1). The High Speed 1 excavations (HS1) discovered a multitude of 

archaeological contexts spanning from the Iron Age to the medieval periods (Andrews et al. 2011). 

The excavation limits spanned from Springhead to the south to Northfleet in the north (Andrews et 

al. 2011, p. 250). 
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 Evidence of Anglo-Saxon occupation was found throughout both the Northfleet and 

Springhead areas, dating from the 5th to 8th centuries AD (Andrews et al. 2011, p. 248). Eleven sunken 

feature buildings were found; 9 in the Northfleet area and 2 in Springhead (Andrews et al., p. 249). 

The cemetery was only found in the Springhead area, with no burials discovered in Northfleet 

(Andrews et al. 2011, p. 259). The burials in Springhead cemetery date to the 7th and 8th century AD 

(Andrews et al., p. 259). 

The Springhead cemetery was located on the ridge of the eastern side of the valley. The 

cemetery was recorded as two separate cemeteries which were 30 metres apart but are believed to 

be the same cemetery (Andrews et al. 2011, p. 259). A total of 36 burials were discovered; 10 in the 

southern group (Fig. 59) and 26 in the northern group (Fig. 58). The southern group was fully excavated 

and was situated near a late Iron Age enclosure (Andrews et al. 2011, p. 259). The 26 burials of the 

southern group were only a portion of the burials, as later investigations by Wessex Archaeology found 

that only approximately 15% of the graves were excavated (Wessex Archaeology 2008; Andrews et al. 

2011, p. 259).  

All but two of the graves were oriented east/west, with other two in a north/south position 

(Andrews et al. 2011, p. 260). One of these north/south oriented burials was within the only annular 

ditches in the cemetery (Andrews et al. 2011, p. 284). There was also evidence of 2 coffin burials with 

the possibility of a third (Andrews et al. 2011, p. 261). Five other ditches were present within the 

cemetery, either penannular, or slightly destroyed or cut annular ditches. Skeletal preservation was 

generally poor with 3 graves containing no human remains and 5 containing only small bone fragments 

(Andrews et al. 2011, p. 261). When skeletal remains were present, the body was in an extended 

supine position (Andrews et al. 2011, p. 260). 

Two thirds of all the burials contained grave goods (Andrews et al. 2011, p. 260). The grave 

goods were mostly datable to the 7th century AD, with few which could possibly be found within the 
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6th century AD. There were however 3 brooches and 1 sword found within the cemetery to utilise for 

the analysis of curation (Andrews et al. 2011, p. 266-282).   

 

Figure 58 Cemetery plan of the excavation at Springhead (northern group) (Base map re-drawn after Andrews et al. 2011, 

fig. 5.19). 



202 
 

 

Figure 59 Cemetery map of the excavation at Springhead (southern group) (Base map re-drawn after Andrews et al. 2011, 

fig. 5.9). 

 

Analysis results 

The analysis of the cemetery at Springhead I the Ebbsfleet valley had 3 burials containing brooches 

and 1 burial with a sword interred. The sword had some surviving evidence of organic material upon 

the hilt but not metal fittings such a pommel or scabbard pieces to analyse for curation (Schuster 2014, 

p. 26). All three brooches displayed age, but none of the grave contexts contained enough evidence 

to confirm curation characteristics of the objects.  

 Of the brooches, one was a Romano-British penannular brooch in grave 2629, and it was 

possibly reused as a necklace ornament as it had no pin and a glass melon bead was fitted upon it. The 

other two graves, 2827 and 3991, both contained abraded Kentish disc brooches. Though both 
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brooches were unclassified according to Avent’s typological framework, they were most similar to 

class 7 keystone garnet inlaid brooches which date to the late 6th to mid-7th century AD (Avent 1975; 

Brugmann 2012; Nielson 2013). The brooch of grave 3991 had elements found on plated disc 

brooches, such as elongated triangle garnets, radiating from the central area. It was missing its central 

fill and displayed damage to the setting. The Salin Style II decoration and gilding upon its front were 

also worn. The burial did not contain many grave goods as expected as the cemetery was dated to the 

7th and 8th century AD. The individual was in Kentish dress style VI with a pin and only a couple beads 

accompanying the brooch near the neck and no belt buckle (Rogers 2007; 2014, p. 29; see Fig. 60).   

 The brooch in grave 2827 was heavily damaged before being interred in the grave (Schuster 

2014, p. 27). It was noted that it was deliberately broken before burial, but no evidence of this was 

provided (Schuster 2014, p. 27). Though of an unclassified type, it has many similarities with Avent’s 

class 7 brooches with 3 trapezoidal garnets and 51 millimetres in size (Avent 1975a, plate 43). 

However, the punch dot decoration on its front is unique for this style of brooch.  The burial also 

contained a limited number of objects, including shears, knife, only 4 beads, and 2 rings. One of the 

rings is potentially a fragmented annular or penannular brooch adorned near the neck, but it was in 

too poor of a state to definitively identify (Schuster 2014, p. 27). The Kentish disc brooch was found 

on the left side of the area of the waist within the grave. This is unique as these brooches are almost 

always found either at the neck, or in tandem with another brooch on the upper half of the body 

(Avent 1975, Brugmann 2012). It was also discovered that the brooch was not deposited to function 

and was not pinning any textile evidence (Rogers 2014, p. 30). Unlike reused annular or penannular 

brooches at the waist, which are believed to be utilised as girdle hangers or pouch opening, this brooch 

was only placed in the grave (Rogers 2014, p.30). It may have been gifted during the funeral or placed 

specifically to employ its unique biography during the funeral. 
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Figure 60 Recreation of grave 3991 from the cemetery at Springhead (Re-drawn after Andrews et al. 2011, fig. 5.15). 

 The dress styles, low number and types of objects within both burials, as well as the 

chronology and objects of the other graves and grave goods, place both grave 2827 and 3991 within 

the 7th century AD (Schuster 2014, p. 28). The two disc brooches, abraded and damaged, present 

obvious candidates for identifying heirloom status objects. However, the skeletal preservation within 

both graves was very poor, and no definite age could be discovered. Therefore, it isn’t possible to 

discover if the brooches were older than the interred, or the abrasion and damaged occurred during 

the deceased’s lifetime.  

 

Temple Hill, St Edmund’s Church, Dartford 

Cemetery overview 

The early Anglo-Saxon cemetery of Temple Hill is located east of the River Darenth and south of the 

Thames Marshes. It is less than two kilometres to the east of the West Hill cemetery, previously 

discussed. The cemetery was found within the modern churchyard of St Edmund’s in the north-eastern 
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area of Dartford. The discovery came through the archaeological investigation of the area before the 

construction of residential buildings and a new church. (O’Brien 2015, p. 1). The excavation was 

undertaken by Archaeological Solutions from August 2002 to February 2003 (O’Brien 2015, p. 2). 

The excavation uncovered 56 graves in three separate sections; the north, east, and west 

areas around the former St Edmunds Church (O’Brien, p. 5; see Fig. 61). Most graves were found in 

the western and eastern areas, with only two burials in the northern areas (O’Brien 2015, p. 6). The 

graves were oriented in two general ways; east/west burials and north/south burials (O’Brien 2015, 

p. 7). It is more than likely that the construction of the original church destroyed graves that would 

have been central to these areas, therefore presenting only a portion of the full cemetery. Besides the 

church construction, there was no evidence of any grave disturbance (such as ploughing or grave 

robbing) (O’Brien 2015, p. 5).  

The Temple Hill cemetery was in use throughout the early 5th to late 6th/early 7th century AD 

(O’Brien 2015, p. 5). It was recorded that variance in grave orientation did not reflect a difference in 

dating, but rather was found to coincide in the area of which the graves were located. However, this 

was determined by only a very few single objects deposited in the graves. The east/west burials were 

found in the east and north areas, whereas the north/south burials were in the western area (O’Brien 

2015, p. 7). The east/west burials contained a lower number of grave-goods overall compared to the 

south-graves. This may be signalling a local difference within two groups of people (O’Brien 2015, p. 

9). 

The graves were equally spaced, with very few cases of burials intercutting. There was no 

evidence of grave markers, therefore the grave diggers had the knowledge of where the burials were 

located (O’Brien 2015, p.13). There were three grave constructions found at Temple Hill; 3 annular 

ditches and 1 penannular ditch. The last ring ditch did not contain a burial (O’Brien 2015, p. 13). One 

of the few instances of intercutting seems to be deliberate, with grave 30 buried directly, but not 

disturbing the remains or grave goods of grave 34. This may signal a familial connection between the 
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two individuals interred (O’Brien 2015, p. 13). The skeletal preservation was generally poor 

throughout the cemetery, with a few graves containing no human remains (O’Brien 2015, p. 5). 

There were 14 brooches within 9 burials at Temple Hill, ranging from early 5th to late 6th 

century AD. Weapons included 4 shields, 10 spears, and 1 ring sword. The sword displayed no pattern 

welding nor pommel fitting but did have a ring attached to the upper guard (O’Brien, p. 44; see Fig. 

62). As the excavation only uncovered part of the cemetery, there is the likely possibility of more 

graves containing goods such as swords or brooches.  
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Figure 61 Cemetery plan of the excavation at Temple Hill (Base map re-drawn after O’Brien 2015, fig. 4). 

Analysis results 

The cemetery of Temple Hill had a few graves depicting characteristics of curation, but no graves 

contained enough evidence to definitively identify any heirloom graves. Many of the graves within the 

cemetery contained low numbers of grave goods, which inhibited a more thorough chronological 

comparison between objects (O’Brien 2015, p. 47). However, the cemetery was in use throughout 
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almost all of the early Anglo-Saxon period, presenting a showcase for a variety of different object 

typologies and dress styles found within the graves.  

As discussed previously, grave orientation was recorded from the excavation to not imply 

chronological difference (O’Brien 2015, p. 7). However, this analysis has reassessed some of the dates 

given to some of the early burials, as the objects used to date some of the burials were not the most 

suited to concisely date the grave. Grave 4 and 28, which were both dated to the 1st half of the 5th 

century AD (O’Brien 2015, p. 22), contained only a spearhead and fragmented knife, with a fragmented 

belt buckle in grave 4. The spearheads were a Swanton type F1 in grave 4 and a Swanton F2 in grave 

28, which were both in use from the 5th to mid-6th century AD (Swanton 1974, p. 16). The fragmented 

buckle was an iron-kidney shaped buckle, which though only a piece survives, is most similar to 

Marzinzik’s type 1.7B, which though mostly found in graves from the 2nd half of the 5th century AD, 

had a use span until the mid-6th century AD (Marzinzik 2003, p. 26-7). There was no evidence that the 

burials of both graves 4 and 28 took place prior to the mid-5th century AD, and may even have taken 

place during the beginning of the 6th century AD.  

The reassessment of these early graves directly effects the curation of objects within a 

proximal grave at Temple Hill. Though noted that the orientation of the graves did not display any 

change in chronology, the east/west oriented graves on the western side of the cemetery seem to 

take place around the 2nd half of the 5th century AD. The group of north/south oriented graves just to 

the south of these have datable objects to the 6th century AD, such as graves 33, 37, and 43 both 

included Swanton type E3 spearheads (Swanton 1974, p. 14). Between these two groups is two north–

south oriented burials with one cutting the other; graves 30 and 34 (O’Brien 2015, fig. 4). Grave 34 

was a double burial of an adult female and an infant. The adult female was adorned with 2 supporting 

arm brooches with wide foot plates, similar to some small-long brooches. Supporting arm brooches 

are a type of the earliest Anglo-Saxon brooches and have had a general date of the 1st half of the 6th 

century AD (MacGregor and Bolick 1993, p. 150). These brooches were likely brought over early during 
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the initial arrivals from the continent, which makes the burial prior to the middle of the 5th century AD 

unlikely. Grave 30, which cuts aligned and on top of grave 34 contained another early brooch type, a 

returned foot brooch (O’Brien 2015, p. 46). The cutting of grave 30 into 34 did not disturb the lower 

burial at all, and it may have taken place soon after grave 34 (O’Brien 2015, p. 14). It was also recorded 

that in the fill of grave 34 was a single pot sherd dating to the 2nd half of the 5th century AD to the 

early-6th century AD (O’Brien 2015, p. 29). This presents evidence that the brooches within grave 34 

may have been heirlooms, as they were dated to the 1st half of the 5th century AD, and the burial likely 

took place form the 2nd half of the 5th to early-6th century AD. However, as the age of the adult female 

was approximately 35 to 45 years, it is unclear if the brooches were owned by a previous individual.  

Another burial potentially displaying curation characteristics is from grave 54. This burial was 

half destroyed by building construction and only the lower have survived. It contained a female 

gendered burial, but no age approximation could be obtained. The burial included objects focused 

around the pelvic region, which may have been hung as a chatelaine or were in a bag (O’Brien 2015, 

p 63). These included a crystal ball in a silver sling, an eagle talon, a copper alloy brush case, latch lifer, 

iron linked rings, and a peculiar damaged silver umbonate brooch (O’Brien 2015, p. 37). Above this 

was a silver square-headed brooch dated to the 2nd quarter of the 6th century AD. The umbonate 

brooch was noted to have the same facial decoration as the faces upon the sceptre found upon the 

Sutton Hoo boat burial in the 1st quarter of the 7th century AD (Carver 2000). If this umbonate disc 

brooch may then be a much later style than the square-headed brooch. However, with little 

comparable data as well as a lack of a skeletal analysis, it remains unclear.  

The single sword burial (grave 10) within the Temple Hill cemetery as an unpattern welded 

blade and did not contain any hilt fittings. There was evidence of organic material utilised rather than 

metal or the guards and handle. There was a scabbard mouth and scabbard slides dated to the mid-

5th to 1st half of the 6th century AD (Menghin 1983; Nielsen 2013), aligning within the chronology of 

the grave context (Fig. 63). There was also an undecorated copper alloy ring attachment from the 
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upper guard (O’Brien 2015, p. 25). It is interesting that no pommel was found upon the hilt, but a ring 

attachment was present (Fig. 62). In other ring swords, the ring was also attached to the upper guard 

and pommel, like the ring swords from Bifrons, Buckland, and Saltwood Tunnel (Evison 1987; Hawkes 

2000; Riddler et al. 2006). Unless the pommel was also created from organic material, it was removed 

before burial while leaving the ring attachment upon the sword. This may present more evidence that 

pieces of swords were curated rather than an entire weapon. 

 

Figure 62 Unique ring attachment from the sword in grave 10 from the cemetery at Pilgrim's Way (photograph taken by 
author, courtesy of the Maidstone Museum). 

 

Figure 63 Scabbard slide from the sword in grave 10 of the cemetery at Temple Hill (photograph taken by author, courtesy of 
the Maidstone Museum). 
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Cuxton 

Cemetery overview and analysis 

The early Anglo-Saxon cemetery of Cuxton is located on the banks of the Medway River valley, 2 

kilometres to the west of Rochester. It was excavated in 1998 prior to the construction of the Channel 

Tunnel Rail Link by the Museum of London Archaeological Service (MoLAS) (Mackinder 2006, p. 7). 

The site contained evidence of an Early and Middle Iron age settlement with 237 pottery sherds within 

4 datable pits. Two undatable features, the remains of an enclosure and postholes believed to be of a 

building, are also believed to be contemporary with the Early and Middle Iron age pits and pot sherds 

(Mackinder 2006, p. 11). 

 

Figure 64 Cemetery plan of the excavation of Cuxton (base map re-drawn after Mackinder 2006, fig.4). 

The early Anglo-Saxon cemetery was located upon the same location as the Iron Age material. 

It is believed that the cemetery served a settlement either in the location of a nearby later quarry on 

the east side of the Medway M2 road bridge, or at the present village of Cuxton. Cuxton is named as 
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an estate (Cucolanstan) in an Anglo-Saxon charter dated to the 9th century AD, which is believed to be 

evidence for the continuation of the settlement to the later Anglo-Saxon period (Mackinder 2006, p. 

12). There was a total of 36 inhumation burials at Cuxton dating between the late 6th to the very 

beginning of the 8th century AD (Mackinder 2006, p. 13; see Fig. 64). Most of the graves were clustered 

together to the right of the railway link, with graves becoming sparser to the east. It is believed that 

the railway link destroyed more graves to the northwest of the excavated graves (Mackinder 2006, p. 

13).  

Skeletal preservation was poor overall and all except one inhumation were placed in the 

supine position (Mackinder 2006, p. 15). The position of the only burial not placed supine is unclear, 

as it displays signs of disturbance, as well as containing a juvenile tooth which may also display the 

possibility of a double burial (Mackinder 2006, p. 15).  

Penannular ditches were discovered around 11 graves. Two penannular ditches were found 

to intercut each other, displaying a difference in the periods of time in which they were buried. Of 

these two graves, grave 283 and 306, their alignment also differed, displaying a change in burial 

practice across the period in which the cemetery was in use (Mackinder 2006, p. 14). The penannular 

ditches though did not display wealthy graves however, as two burials contained objects presenting 

‘wealthy’ graves, were not within penannular ditches (Mackinder 2006, p. 13). The excavation also 

found 7 graves with staining and packing materials, providing evidence of the presence of coffins. One 

interesting burial without grave goods, was buried upon a ‘bed’ of charcoal, revealing a unique burial 

compared to the rest of the cemetery sample (Mackinder 2006, p. 15). Post holes around one grave, 

Grave 316, provided evidence of a timber structure over the grave (Mackinder 2006, p. 14). 

Of the 36 inhumations, there were 9 weapons burials consisting of 9 spears and 4 shields. No 

swords or seaxes were found within the burials. Dress accessories included 4 pendants, 1 bracelet, 

and 48 beads. No brooches were found within the excavated graves at Cuxton (Mackinder 2006, p. 

19). However, there is evidence of contemporary grave reopening. Grave 361 contained an adult 
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female which is believed to have been looted by unauthorised metal-detectorists (Mackinder 2006, p. 

17). As the cemetery has been dated to be in use from AD 580 to AD 700, it is interesting not to find 

one brooch or sword within the cemetery’s population. However, if there were more graves where 

the railway link now lies, burials containing either brooches or swords may have been originally 

present. 

 

West Hill, Holy Trinity School, Dartford 

Cemetery overview and analysis 

The early to mid-Anglo-Saxon cemetery at the former Holy Trinity School was located to the west of 

Dartford, which was a central place throughout the Roman and Medieval periods (Sibun 2009, p. 1). 

The West Hill cemetery was discovered throughout two excavations prior to the construction of 

residential developments (Sibun 2009, p. 1). The first of the two excavations were completed by the 

Dartford District Archaeological Group (DDAG) and included 3 trenches. They uncovered 5 graves, 

which led to the main excavation in 1997 by UCL’s Archaeology South-East. The second excavation 

uncovered another 20 graves, totalling 25 burials (Sibun 2009, p. 2; see Fig. 65). The cemetery was 

dated to be in use from the 7th to 8th century AD (Sibun 2009, p. 10). 

 The site at West Hill also uncovered evidence of settlement occupation dating to the Late 

Bronze Age to the Iron Age. This evidence was in the form of a pit in which its purpose is unknown 

(Sibun 2009, p. 3). The surrounding area of Dartford also displayed evidence of Anglo-Saxon activity, 

such as the cemetery at Temple Hill (see below), just 2 kilometres to the east (O’Brien 2015). The West 

Hill cemetery was located to the right of the pit. The 25 graves contained the remains of 26 individuals. 

All but one of the graves were single inhumations placed in the supine position. The one ‘non-single’- 

inhumation was a double burial of a mature female with the remains of a small coffin positioned on 

her chest containing that of a neonate (Sibun 2009, p. 4). The burials were positioned generally in rows 
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in an east/west orientation, portraying the transition to the mid Anglo-Saxon burial right. The space 

between the burials was even, and there was no evidence of intercutting of graves (Sibun 2009, p. 3).  

 Grave markers were evident for two graves in the form of post-holes on the perimeter of grave 

cuts (Graves 21 and 54) (Sibun 2009, p. 3). Evidence of coffins in the form of iron nails and soil stains 

was present within 3 graves. Shrouds were utilised for burial dress as shroud pins was also found 

within 2 graves (Sibun 2009, p. 4). 

 Grave goods were present within 15 of the 25 graves. Singular knives comprised the majority 

of grave goods, found within 9 of the 25 burials (Sibun 2009, p. 10). The remaining grave goods point 

to the standard 7th to 8th century assemblage, which are very few grave goods such as 3 belt buckles. 

The only objects that may have been from the 6th century was a seax and a pair of shears (Sibun 2009, 

p. 10). Seaxes however, were mainly found within the 7th century, with few late 6th century examples 

(Härke 1992, p. 90). No brooches nor swords were present within any of the graves of the cemetery 

at Dartford. 

 The cemetery displayed organised rows of burials and lack of grave goods found within 5th to 

6th century AD graves and is a possible example of the changing burial tradition within Kent. With only 

two objects that have the possibility of being in use within the 6th century AD, were still present in the 

7th century. 
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Figure 65 Cemetery plan of the excavation at West Hill (Base map re-drawn after Sibun 2009, fig. 3). 

 

Concluding remarks of the analysis results 

As discussed within each individual cemetery above, 14 graves contained objects that could 

definitively be classified as heirlooms set by the implemented methods. Twelve of these graves 

contained heirloom brooches, and only two contained curated sword pieces. There were many more 

graves containing objects that possibly contained heirloom swords or brooches, but certain contextual 

factors made it difficult to ascertain curation characteristics. The low number of identifiable curated 

sword pieces was affected by the overall low proportion of sword depositions within burials, the broad 

and imprecise chronological framework for sword pieces (Brunning 2019, p. 61), and most noticeable 

from this study, swords deposited with fittings missing or taken off prior to deposition. Grave 

reopening was also a likely factor in the cemeteries of Finglesham and Lyminge, among others, which 

meant that brooches and swords were targeted and removed from graves (Klevnäs 2013). It is also 
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necessary to reinforce the point made that the methods utilised for this study necessitated an 

adequate excavation for a full qualitative analysis. It was found that the cemeteries excavated at the 

earliest dates (Bifrons and Riseley) could not fulfil all the requirements of a complete qualitative 

analysis. Specifically, it was a lack of a skeletal analysis or an approximation of the age of the deceased 

which proved problematic the identification of curation among grave goods. Even some of the more 

recent excavations of the early Anglo-Saxon cemeteries also contained this issue but was caused 

rather by natural decay, in that no human remains survived for analysis. However, the results have 

revealed the successes of the utilised methods in that heirloom status objects have been identified as 

well as many other points for discussion. The results of this study have given reason for the 

continuation and expansion of the study of curation within early medieval burials.  

 All 14 of the objects classified as heirlooms came from east Kent. There were many graves 

within west Kent that signified some characteristics of curation but did not have enough data to 

definitively identify them as heirloom status objects. The date ranges of the 14 graves containing 

heirlooms spread across the 6th and 7th century. There were no burials that took place within the 5th 

century that indicated any of the brooches or swords were curated. The only burial of 5th century AD 

date that contained some characteristics of curation was grave 34 at Temple Hill, which contained the 

supporting arm brooches dated to the first half of the 5th century AD, but did not present sufficient 

data to classify as curated. Ten of the 12 heirloom brooch burials took place within the 6th century, 

with only two deposited within the 7th century AD. The 12 graves containing heirloom status brooches 

indicated that there was no specific type of brooch that necessitated curation, as a variety of types 

were found originating in both Kent and the continent. 

The two burials that contained curated sword pieces, grave 96B from Buckland and grave 3779 

from Saltwood Tunnel both dated to the late-6th to early 7th century AD. However, both graves did not 

have curated pommels but contained the same curated scabbard mouth type of Menghin’s Kempston-

Mitchem (1983). Though previous work such as and Brunning’s (2013; 2019) found evidence of 
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extended use on the pommel caps of swords, 27 out of the 61 swords analysed within this study did 

not contain a pommel cap when deposited within the grave. The fact that almost half of the swords 

were without a pommel, and the majority of the others having simple buttons or undecorated short 

iron pommels, suggests that elaborate pommel caps may have been taken off or replaced, and then 

consequently inherited by a survivor. This discovery of the high proportion of missing pommel caps 

highlights an overlooked aspect of the study of swords, an object which has attracted a large amount 

of previous attention. The removal and continuation of pommel caps among other sword parts prior 

to the sword’s inclusion within a burial presents a likely cause or originating circumstance for swords 

containing a variety of pieces not originally created for that particular weapon (Brunning 2019, p. 78). 

Table 5 Date and age at death of individuals within graves containing heirloom status objects 

Grave containing heirloom(s) Date of grave Age at death (years) 

Dover 20 1st half of the 6th c.  0-6 

Dover 223 2nd half of the 6th c.  >12 

Dover 347 Mid-6th c.  14-16 

Dover 391B 1st half of the 6th c.  20-25 

Dover 440 1st half of the 6th c.  15-17 

Dover 96B Late-6th/7th c. 20-30 

Lyminge 118 1st half of the 6th c. <12 

Mill Hill 61 Mid-6th c.  20-25 

Mill Hill 102 2nd half of the 6th c.  35-45 

Saltwood Tunnel C3762 2nd half of the 6th c.  18-25 

Saltwood Tunnel C3779 Late-6th/early-7th c. 20-30 

Saltwood Tunnel C4643 Mid-6th c. <12 

Saltwood Tunnel C6421 Early to mid-7th c.  <13 

Seamark 4 2nd quarter of the 7th c. 4 
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As this study found that all but two heirloom brooches were deposited in the 6th century AD, 

and the two curated swords at the very end to the beginning of the 7th century AD, their 

implementation during the funeral and deposition fit into the timeframe of the ongoing social 

stratification within early medieval Kent (Table 5). This suggests that curated biographical objects such 

as heirlooms were potential tools utilised for the social competition in which led to the political 

consolidation and the founding of the kingdom of Kent at the start of the 7th century AD (Scull 1999; 

Welch 2007). The lack of heirloom status objects in west Kent may indicate the mortuary traditions 

and social stratification differed during the 5th and 6th centuries AD. However, the much-abraded 

Kentish disc brooches found within the 7th-century AD burials of Polhill grave 37 and graves 2827 and 

3991 of Springhead in west Kent suggested that curation was likely occurring, but in what seems to be 

at a slightly later date than in east Kent. Specifically, these 3 graves all contained east Kentish style 

brooches and were interred seemingly after east Kent took control of the western areas (Welch 2007, 

p. 209). This may signify either west Kentish families incorporating east Kentish material or east 

Kentish families migrating west to the newly acquired areas.  

The age of the individuals adorned with heirloom status objects within the grave also revealed 

certain points on the potential intentions of the heirloom’s inclusion. The individuals in both heirloom 

status sword burials were found to be between the ages of 20 and 30 years. This tended to be towards 

the younger age group of sword burials, as more than half of the graves containing enough skeletal 

remains to secure an approximate age were over the age of 30 years. Swords have not been found to 

accompany the graves of children across early Anglo-Saxon England, making it strictly an adult 

weapons assemblage grave good (Härke 1989; Stoodley 1999). However, the 12 heirloom brooch 

burials had only 1 single mature adult, grave 102 from Mill Hill who was 35 to 45 years of age. Three 

other burials, graves 391 from Buckland, 61 from Mill Hill, and C3762 from Saltwood Tunnel were all 

young adults under 25 years of age. Grave 223 from Buckland was class as ‘grown’ and did not have a 

more accurate age of the skeletal remains, but the remaining 7 graves were all subadults, children, or 

infants (Table 6). The percentages of subadult burials (27.4%) compared to adult burials (60.7%) of the 
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cemeteries that contained heirloom status objects reflect to some extent that of the rest of Kent 

(Table 11). The overall proportion of adult burials is slightly lower than the average across the known 

burials of Kent, but this may reflect the inability of older excavations to properly identity subadult 

burials (Crawford 1993; Richardson 2005; Sayer 2014). Whether this is a result of an issue with the 

methodology, as it is difficult to decipher abrasion patterns upon brooches accompanied by mature 

adults, or that chronologies of brooches have found some to be in use for up to a century, it is still 

revealed that younger individuals were accompanied by older objects within the burials. These 

findings have indicated that the previous work on certain object or brooch types generally found to 

be adorned during a certain life cycle of an individual (Stoodley 1999; 2000) needs to be revisited and 

investigated more contextually.  

Table 6 Comparison of age groups within the cemetery at Buckland 

Identified age groups at Buckland Number identified Percent of population 

Infant 1 0.2% 

Child 1 19 4% 

Child 2 25 6% 

Youth  41 9% 

Adult 1 83 20% 

Adult 2 80 19.5% 

Mature 84 20.4% 

Grown 78 19% 
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Table 7 Comparison of age groups within the cemetery at Lyminge 

Identified age groups at Lyminge Number identified Percent of population 

Infant 1 1.4% 

Child 1 6 9% 

Child 2 3 4% 

Youth  2 3% 

Adult 1 13 19% 

Adult 2 25 37% 

Mature 12 18% 

Grown N/A N/A 

 

Table 8 Comparison of age groups within the cemetery at Mill Hill 

Identified age groups at Mill Hill Number identified Percent of population 

Infant 0 0% 

Child 1 5 6% 

Child 2 7 9% 

Youth  19 25% 

Adult 1 8 11% 

Adult 2 10 13% 

Mature 7 9% 

Grown 2 2% 
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Table 9 Comparison of age groups within the cemetery at Saltwood Tunnel 

Identified age groups at Saltwood 
Tunnel 

Number identified Percent of population 

Infant 3 2.6% 

Child 1 10 8.6% 

Child 2 12 10.4% 

Youth  22 19% 

Adult 1 32 28% 

Adult 2 27 23% 

Mature 4 3% 

Grown 2 1.7% 

 

Table 10 Comparison of age groups within the cemetery of Seamark 

Identified age groups at Seamark Number identified Percent of population 

Infant 0 0 

Child 1 1 20% 

Child 2 0 0 

Youth  0 0 

Adult 1 3 60% 

Adult 2 0 0 

Mature 0 0 

Grown 0 0 
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Table 11 Comparison of subadult and adult burials in the cemeteries containing heirloom status objects and across all 
cemeteries of Kent. 

Cemetery Percent of Subadult burials Percent of Adult burials 

Buckland 19% 78.9% 

Lyminge 17.4% 74% 

Mill Hill 40% 35% 

Saltwood Tunnel 40.6% 55.7% 

Seamark 20% 60% 

Cemeteries with Heirloom 
Status burials - average 

27.4% 60.7% 

Kent 26.63% 73.37% 

 

However, the fact that each cemetery displayed unique aspects of the early Anglo-Saxon 

mortuary traditions did not hinder the analysis of the utilisation of heirlooms within graves, but rather 

highlighted some main points. The 20 cemeteries were analysed for the curation and deposition of 

heirloom objects, only five cemeteries contained definitive evidence of heirlooms within burials: 

Buckland, Lyminge, Mill Hlll, Saltwood Tunnel, and Seamark (Tables 7-11). Within those cemeteries, 

three, Buckland, Mill Hill, and Saltwood Tunnel, were large, coastal cemeteries; whereas Lyminge was 

more inland than the rest and Seamark being a partially excavated cemetery only a few miles from 

the large and wealthy cemetery of Sarre. With Lyminge and Seamark only revealing 1 heirloom status 

burial within each, it may present information on the variance of social remembrance roles of 

heirlooms within graves. 

This study tested the possibility to identify curated objects within burials from a selection of 

early medieval cemeteries in Kent. It has been discussed that certain cemeteries such as Sarre, Gilton, 

and Faversham, which contained many burials with a wide range of grave goods, could not be included 

since their excavation recordings from pre-20th century AD were not adequate for this analysis. 

However, this study was successful in identifying heirloom objects within the investigated cemeteries. 

The mortuary utilisation of heirlooms at Buckland, Mill Hill, and Saltwood Tunnel does reveal another 
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dynamic of the social competitiveness during a period leading to the creation of the kingdom of Kent. 

These three coastal cemeteries all displayed an unequal and diversity of wealthy burials within their 

populations, indicating families potentially competing for social importance in an area where trade 

and commerce were common and continuous across the channel. The utilisation of heirlooms for the 

social remembrance during the funeral, though multi-faceted as the performances were, suggest that 

it had a focus upon the social competitive climate rather than an emotional action of adorning a 

biographical object or an effort to bestow a more complex identity to the deceased. Whereas the 

heirloom status burials at Lyminge and Seamark may present evidence for the reasoning of the 

deposition of an heirloom to have emotional or identity ties to the funerary rituals.  
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Chapter 6 - Discussion of heirlooms and social remembrance 

 

Introduction 

As the results of the analysis have revealed, heirloom status objects were identified utilised within the 

early Anglo-Saxon inhumation graves of Kent. The successes of this study present valuable discussion 

points which grant a better understanding of early medieval mortuary traditions, social competition, 

the importance of specific object types, and give insight into the wider understanding of the social and 

political changes throughout the early medieval period. This chapter will discuss the results of the 

analysis in its wider field of study. It will first discuss the interpretation of the various roles in which 

the heirloom status objects were employed during the funeral from the evidence revealed from the 

specific analysed graves. The discussion will continue to explore the various reasons necessitating the 

deposition of biographical objects within a burial. The discussion will then turn to the analysis of 

brooches and swords, such as their differences in curation characteristics and their roles in social 

remembrance during the funeral. The chapter will conclude with a discussion of the importance of the 

family, as signified through heirlooms, and the wider scope of social competition, the beginnings of 

the Anglo-Saxon Kingdoms, and the significance for early medieval north-west Europe.  

 

Social remembrance through Kentish heirlooms 

The visibility and locations of heirlooms 

The analysis of the burials indicated that 14% of graves contained either a brooch or a sword. The 

percentage of sword and brooch graves which indicated definitive evidence of heirloom status was 

6%, which made the deposition of an heirloom a rare occurrence within cemeteries of Kent. This 

suggests this was potentially a rare practice, however it may indicate the fact that the inclusion of a 
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biographical object was a socially noticeable and important, impactful feature for an early Anglo-Saxon 

funeral. From the 14 burials classified as containing heirloom status objects as well as the burials 

displaying some characteristic of curation, it has been found that these objects were indeed likely 

focal points, employed with the intention of influencing the social remembrance of the mourners 

during the funeral. However, the evidence from the contexts of the individual burials containing 

heirloom status objects indicates a variety of different ways in which the heirlooms were utilised as 

technologies of remembrance during early medieval funerals. This included the differentiation of the 

cemeteries in which the curated objects were deposited, the age of the individuals being mostly 

subadults that were accompanied by heirloom objects, and finally, the differences between sword 

and brooch burials. It is apparent that the burials containing biographical objects was a choice with an 

agenda made by the people conducting the funeral, whether to influence the social remembrance for 

political motives, familial identity, or an emotional statement in a time of communal mourning.  

 As stated from the utilised methods in chapter 4, the visible aesthetic properties of the 

heirloom status objects were necessary for their utilisation as a focal point of social remembrance. 

From the excavations of the burial contexts containing heirloom status objects, the locations of the 

14 heirloom status objects were clearly visible during the funeral. Of course, this is accepted with the 

understanding that the body was viewed during the funeral by the mourners, as indicated by previous 

archaeological work and by the historical record of the Laws of Aethelbert. It has been reaffirmed by 

the historical record that the body was visible to the mourners for a period of time during the funerary 

procession throughout the 5th to 7th centuries AD. Therefore, as the excavations revealed the location 

of investigated brooches and swords in a clearly visible position within the burial tableau, it can be 

interpreted that the visual of the objects within the grave would exact their biographies upon the 

social remembrance of the funeral.  

There was no recorded evidence of any objects being covered, except for the ring sword in 

grave 10 of Temple Hill which was found to have been wrapped in cloth within the grave (O’Brien 
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2015, p. 44). However, the remains of the cloth survived upon the scabbard and it is unknown if the 

hilt was also wrapped. There were certain graves that did contain objects which had characteristics of 

age but were concealed or located in an area of the grave in which they were not utilised as a visual 

focus. The context of the graves therefore indicated that these objects were not utilised for their 

biographies or social remembrance of the funeral but were likely included for different purposes. For 

example, grave 95 in the cemetery of Mill Hill contained an adult female aged 45–55 years and was 

dated to the late-6th to 7th century AD (Parfitt and Brugmann 1997, p. 156). Among the grave goods 

was a quoit brooch which dated to the second half of the 5th century, much older than the entire grave 

context (Ager 1985). However, the quoit brooch was utilised as either a belt implement or as a bag 

opening near the left hip, suggesting that this was an example of a recycling of an older object rather 

than highlighting its biography (White 1988). This has also been found in many examples of burials 

including annular brooches within Kent, which also suggests that this type of brooch was not 

necessarily utilised as a brooch of status or identity (Rogers 2007). 

From the timeframe of the burials accompanied by the majority of heirloom status objects 

taking place within the 6th century AD, rather than the 5th or 7th centuries AD, it supports the evidence 

of an heirloom’s social remembrance role to impact the negotiations of familial social standings and 

political stratification (Scull 1999; 2001, p. 123). The fact that there were only two 7th-century AD 

heirloom status brooches within the burials may reflect the changing of mortuary strategies across 

early Anglo-Saxon England. As Kentish society is believed to have been stratified by the end of the 

6th/beginning of the 7th century AD, social competitiveness between families and kin groups is believed 

to have declined as the continuation was unnecessary in the formation of the Kingdom of Kent within 

the written record (Brookes and Harrington 2010, p. 69). The diminishment and eventual 

disappearance of grave goods by the 8th century AD indicates a change from the strategy of furnished 

funerary displays to other avenues, such as inheritance and gifting of wealth through written wills 

(Devlin 2009, p. 33). Yet the majority of heirloom burials which took place within the 6th century AD, 
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displayed a variety of situational contexts where their role in influencing the social remembrance and 

political stratification is evident. 

 

The differentiation of cemeteries containing heirloom status objects 

The location of the different cemeteries in which contained and utilised heirloom status objects also 

indicated different reasoning behind the implementation of important biographical objects. It has 

been found that the largest cemeteries in Kent and elsewhere, had a number of smaller cemeteries 

or burial sites located in the vicinity (Richardson 2005; Sayer 2014, fig. 9). The larger cemeteries are 

believed to have been utilised by multiple communities of families, whereas the small, satellite 

cemeteries were more likely single family or kin group plots (Sayer 2014; see Fig. 66).  It has also been 

indicated that these larger cemeteries, already places of gathering for funerals, were also early likely 

places of continued assemblage sites (Brookes & Reynolds 2011, p. 87-88). With the greater number 

and type of objects found within the larger cemeteries, these are interpreted to be central places and 

burial locations of the elite kin groups (Sayer 2013, p. 95). The smaller cemeteries or burial plots 

contained less grave goods or furnishings, indicating that these central and large cemeteries as the 

main platform of the competition and negotiation of familial gravitas within the region (Scull 2001; 

Sayer 2014). This is also apparent from the discovery of heirloom status objects, as 12 of the 14 were 

identified in large cemeteries (Table 12). Six of the heirlooms status graves come from Buckland, two 

from Mill Hill, and four from Saltwood Tunnel. These three cemetery groups all reveal large variation 

in the types of grave goods and their implementation in the grave, suggesting an intensive competitive 

scenario between kin groups. It must also be noted that Bifrons, also being a large central cemetery, 

displayed many graves with curation characteristics, but did not have sufficient data to fully analyse 

for any heirloom status objects. The two other larger cemeteries of Lyminge and Finglesham, both 

contained the highest frequency of grave reopening outside of the Isle of Thanet and is expected to 
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have had brooches and sword graves targeted and retrieved (Klevnäs 2013, p. 34).

 

Figure 66 Distribution of large east Kentish cemeteries (in red) with smaller proximal cemeteries (black) (Re-drawn from Welch 
2007, fig. 6.5, Brookes and Harrington 2010, fig. 10 and Sayer 2014, fig. 9). 

 However, in the analysis of Buckland, Mill Hill, and Saltwood Tunnel, the inequality of grave 

goods between graves, large numbers of ornate objects and materials, multiple sword burials, and a 

diverse range of brooches, present the visible evidence of social competitiveness within the mortuary 

traditions. Of course, each of these cemeteries presented differences in patterns of mortuary 

traditions, again highlighting the localisation of early Anglo-Saxon cemeteries. Buckland contained the 

largest number of graves including most brooch and sword burials as well. As stated within chapter 5, 
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Buckland also had many smaller peripheral cemeteries around it, indicating this cemetery as one 

serving the elite from multiple areas (Sayer 2014, p. 95). The Saltwood Tunnel group was of course 

three separate but proximal cemeteries, which presented some differences in each burial group. This 

was also the cemetery where sword burials outnumbered the brooch burials, suggesting a difference 

in mortuary strategies than other Kentish cemeteries. Mill Hill was not a largely populated cemetery 

with only 76 graves, which in comparison to Buckland’s 440 graves or the Saltwood groups’ 217 

suggests a much smaller surrounding community. However, the number of wealthy burials within Mill 

Hill indicates it was a politically active location upon the coast, and the use of heirloom brooches was 

utilised to influence that fact.  

The other two heirloom status burials come from the small cluster of burials at Seamark, and 

the cemetery which displayed a high proportion of grave reopening; Lyminge. The burials at Seamark 

may be one of the small cemeteries on the periphery of the much larger cemetery at Dover. The 

heirloom brooch within the Seamark cemetery was slightly later in the 7th century AD and may have 

been utilised for a different reason compared to the burials of the larger cemeteries. The motives for 

the deposition within Seamark grave 4 possibly indicate the maternal mobility and the untimely deaths 

of children (Sayer 2014). 
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Table 12 Percent of heirloom graves per cemetery 

Cemetery Population Graves 
containing 
Heirloom 
status 
objects 

Brooch 
graves 
within 
cemetery 

Sword 
graves 
within 
cemetery 

Percent of 
graves with 
heirlooms 
(brooch or 
sword 
graves) 

Percent of 
graves with 
heirlooms 
(total 
population) 

Buckland 431 6 (5 brooch 
graves, 1 
sword) 

54 22 9% brooch 
graves 

4.5% sword 
graves 

1.3% 

Lyminge 68 1 brooch 
grave 

11 0 9% brooch 
graves 

1.4% 

Mill Hill 76 2 brooch 
graves 

16 4 12.5% 
brooch 
graves 

2.6% 

Saltwood 
Tunnel 

217 4 (3 brooch 
graves, 1 
sword) 

7 11 42.8% 
brooch 
graves, 9% 
sword 
graves 

1.8% 

Seamark 5 1 1 0 100% 
brooch 
graves 

20% 

 

In comparison with the cemeteries that contained heirloom status objects as well as 

cemeteries that did not indicate curation, a few points are evident. The fact that three of the 

wealthiest cemeteries in terms of grave goods (Buckland, Mill Hill, and Saltwood Tunnel) contained 

heirloom status objects indicates that these biographical objects were in fact utilised as technologies 

of social remembrance and an influencing factor of political stratification. It is also to note that the 

other large cemeteries of Finglesham and Lyminge indicated a higher ratio of grave-reopening 

(Klevnäs 2013), indicating that the individuals or groups returned to the burial site and exert effort in 

to reopen the grave for either a brooch or sword. It presents the question of what was special and 

valuable about the brooches and swords within the graves that were reopened. It potentially suggests 

that some of these may have been biographical objects, which after the utilisation as technologies of 
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remembrance, were needed again for the identity of a living individual. If this is the case, then it also 

suggests that heirloom status objects were utilised as impactful technologies of remembrance within 

the larger, central, cemeteries where social and political relations were negotiated between kin 

groups. 

 

Heirlooms included in the graves of subadults 

It is a notable discovery that many of the heirloom brooches were accompanying infants, children and 

subadults, as many of the object types were not generally found with their age groups. As Stoodley 

found that certain dress and brooch types signalled different stages of life, the burials of children were 

not usually well furnished nor did they contain a large quantity or variety of grave goods (Stoodley 

1999, p. 111). However, as the number of heirlooms deposited within graves were rare, so were the 

well-furnished children’s graves. The significance of heirlooms within the graves of children can 

suggest an important factor in the negotiation of social memory during the funeral. There are a 

number of possible interpretations of an heirloom’s role accompanying a young individual, such as a 

physical and public connection to the deceased, the negotiation of familial relations within a 

community, or the compensation of the lack of a fulfilled biography.   

 It has been previously discussed that the placement of objects around or upon the body within 

the grave created an idealised identity during early medieval funerals (Halsall 2002; Devlin 2007). The 

objects suggest a deployment to present a narrative of the biography of the individual and their life 

course. However, the untimely death of a young individual, such as a child or sub adult, would leave 

an unfulfilled biography. The inclusion of a publicly known biographical object such as an heirloom 

suggests an effort to connect the deceased youth to the collective memory of the previous owner or 

owners of the object. The connection and remembrance of the heirloom’s previous owners during the 

funeral can be viewed as a substantial addition to the short life story of the deceased. Whether this 

was intended as an emotional sentiment from the family and/or community or the advancement of 
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the deceased and family’s social identity, the visible presence of a known object had the potential to 

be a major focal point during the funeral of a young individual. 

 An example of heirlooms enacted as a biographical assistant or substitute is suggested by 

grave 118 in the cemetery of Lyminge. Grave 118 contained the remains of a child with only a few 

grave goods consisting of a sliding knot bracelet, 5 beads, and a shell fragment (Schroder 2007). 

However, the child was dressed in 4 brooches arranged in Dress Style I with an extra two brooches 

added vertically down the chest (Parfitt 2002; Schroder 2007; Rogers 2007). The brooch types were a 

pair of annular brooches and a pair of small-long brooches. The brooches displayed some abrasion, 

specifically upon the outer rim and decoration of the annular brooches (Fig. 31 and Fig. 32)., and the 

outside edges of the small-long brooches (Fig. 33) and were likely owned by a previous individual. As 

already discussed, annular brooches were not a usual brooch type to adorn in east Kent and was more 

popular in Anglian areas (Rogers 2007), whereas small-long brooches have been found to possibly 

represent cheap replacement brooches in many Kentish graves (Webster 1995, p. 1037). The location 

of the brooches suggests a unique variation of Dress Style I, as 1 annular and 1 small-long are utilised 

as the main brooches in the peplos style (Fig. 30), instead of one of the pairs used together. The second 

annular brooches either was utilised for attaching an outer garment, such as a cloak, or paired 

vertically with the other small long, indicating a combination of Dress Styles I and III. As discussed in 

chapter 3, Dress Style III was not commonly found adorned upon subadults, making it more of an adult 

or mature identity portrayal (Rogers 2007). The likely older brooches and the possible combination of 

Dress Style I and III suggest that the intent of the burial tableau was to impose a more ‘adult’ burial 

upon the child. The biography of the brooches may have enacted their previous owner’s adult life 

stage through the adornment in Kentish dress style IV, and may have been a unique emotional act by 

the family.  

  Lyminge grave 118 was unique in the fact that the heirloom brooches were of annular and 

small-long type, and the only instance where these types of brooches were adorned as an aesthetic 
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focal point for the funeral. As many burials containing annular brooches were reusing them as belt 

accessories or pouch openings and small-long brooches are thought to have been convenient or cheap 

replacements, these types of brooches perhaps were understood to have less status compared to 

other brooch types, such as square-headed brooches or Kentish disc brooches. Grave 118 was the only 

grave with annular or small long brooches that qualified as heirloom status, with the other graves 

containing more elaborate types and decoration. As the cemetery of Lyminge was one of the two 

cemeteries with the highest ratio of reopening outside of the Isle of Thanet (Klevnäs 2013), it is 

expected that the reopened graves contained either brooches or swords. Grave 118 was untargeted, 

though Klevnas found that children’s graves were not usually reopened. The cemetery did contain 

other more elaborate types of brooches included in wealthy burials, indicating that annular and small-

long brooches were not the only brooch choices. Grave 44 contained 2 Kentish disc brooches of 

Avent’s class 2.1 and 2 silver gilt square-headed brooches among other wealthy grave goods (Schroder 

2007). There was a total of 12 different brooch types found within the cemetery of Lyminge (Schroder 

2007, p 14), which suggests that perhaps the heirloom status brooches of grave 118 were utilised 

uniquely as implements to create a more adult identity for the child.  

 As discussed in chapter 4, subadult burials have only accounted for just over a quarter of all 

early medieval burials within Kent, which is also consistent with the rest of the early period cemeteries 

of the Anglo-Saxon regions (Stoodley 1999; Richardson 2005, p. 99). As well-furnished burials of 

children are scarce (Stoodley 1999; 2000), the adorning of a young individual with heirloom status 

objects could signify the importance of the child and family. It was also a possible strategy within the 

socially competitive theatre of the funeral during the early Anglo-Saxon period. As the formation of 

kingdoms took place during the late 6th and into the 7th century AD, the death of an important child of 

families vying for power would be a platform for the negotiation of influence. This is supported by the 

fact that most of the burials containing heirlooms across all ages were found within the 6th century, 

rather than the 5th century.  
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 This also presents the situation where the child was the product of a politically important 

marriage of the community or surrounding area. This may have held importance both during the 

stratification of society and the maintenance of influence after the consolidation of political 

hierarchies. The 7th-century examples of the deposition of heirlooms within children’s burials may 

suggest this interpretation. For example, Saltwood Tunnel grave C6421 and Seamark grave 4 

contained later examples of older brooches within young individual’s graves.  

 Saltwood Tunnel grave C6421 was a very wealthy burial of an individual less than 13 years of 

age, which including adornments usually seen with older females. The burial also had evidence of a 

structure over or around a burial mound by a series of post holes. Within the burial, evidence of a 

coffin or bier was also present. Next to the coffin or bier was a wooden box with an accompanying 

lock and an iron-bound bucket, with extra space possibly suggesting an area for perishable goods such 

as food offerings. The plated disc brooch accompanying the deceased displayed noticeable abrasion 

to the outer decoration and was missing 2 central garnets (Rogers 2006, p. 21). Potentially, all the 

grave goods within the grave were likely to be owned by previous individuals, such as the gold and 

precious gem pendants, as the individual was of a young age. However, as previously discussed 

brooches held an importance compared to other grave goods and this example is no exception. Plated 

disc brooches chronologically were utilised in Dress Style VI from the late 6th into the 7th century (Avent 

1975; Brugmann 2004; Rogers 2007). This brooch has a corrugated collar, a trait commonly found 

upon composite disc brooches, suggesting a later version of the brooch in the 7th century.  

As this lavish burial including grave structures, precious gems and metals, and an elaborate 

plated disc brooch contained the remains of a young individual, the burial suggests an important 

socially motivated event. Given the 7th century date of the grave, it may suggest the enactment of the 

biographical object as a statement of one of the socially dominant families. Though grave goods start 

to diminish throughout the 7th century, this burial relates to the small number of very wealthy burials 

known as princely burials or final phase burials (Lucy et al. 2009; Welch 2011; Hamerow et al. 2015). 
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Other wealthy furnished female burials similar to grave C6421 have been found across Anglo-Saxon 

England, such as Swallowcliffe Down in Wiltshire (Speake 1989), Street House in North Yorkshire 

(Sherlock 2012), Westfield Farm near Ely (Lucy et al. 2009), and in West Hanney in Oxfordshire among 

others (Hamerow et al. 2015). Grave C6421 may attribute as another example of the prominence of 

females within the Church during the mid-7th century AD (Hamerow et al. 2015, p. 105). Though a 

youthful individual compared to other contemporary well-furnished female burials, it may be an 

example of a ‘child oblation’ in which was the child was given to or ‘adopted’ by the church for a 

monastic life (Crawford 1999, p. 135).  

 The higher number of older brooches included with subadults can also indicate another aspect 

of early medieval social traditions. It has been discussed that after a marriage, women would travel to 

the community of her husband, leaving her family and her original home (Hakenbeck 2009; Hakenbeck 

et al. 2010, p. 247; Sayer 2014, p. 79). This was a process which also was utilised to negotiate relations 

between families and the social hierarchy within a region (Van Gennep 1965; Bloch and Parry 1989; 

Sayer 2014). Sayer and Dickinson discussed how women in childbirth may travel back to their original 

home for the safety, comfort and to be surrounded by known women with experience to give birth to 

their children (Sayer and Dickinson 2013). Yet in the death of a child prior to their reaching adulthood, 

the inclusion of heirlooms may suggest familial ties to communities located elsewhere. The older 

brooches adorned upon these subadults may signify the possessions of the mother, and subsequently 

the identity of her family and the community in which she originated. As the children were the living 

example of the relations between two familial groups, the death of the child could potentially affect 

these relations. The ceremony of the funeral may in fact continue this connection through the grave 

goods accompanying the burial. This is also evident in the heirloom status burials of subadults within 

the larger cemetery groups, rather than within the smaller cemeteries on the outskirts of the central 

groups. The greater number of people were likely to travel and gather for the funerals at the larger 

cemeteries, where social relations were more apt to be negotiated. This may include the families of 
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both parents of the subadult burials, and thus the heirlooms included employing the known identity 

of the families in which they came.  

 However, whether the brooches came from specifically the mother’s familial side is not easily 

deciphered. There is historical evidence from the Law Codes of Aethelbert that may suggest paternal 

care for children. The codes 78–80 depict some instances of the separation of mother and father and 

how it was handled by law: 

78: If she bear a living child, she shall have half the property, if the husband die first. 

79: If she wish to go away with her children, she shall have half of the property. 

80: If the husband wish to keep the children, she shall have the same portion as one child. (Reilly 2004, 
p. 20).  

These laws suggest the fact that the mother is expected to be travelling to the family of the father as 

the option of leaving or staying the children is apparent as well as the father ‘keeping’ the children. 

Another instance that can affect the upbringing of children is the process of the fostering of children. 

There is an equivalent ‘foster’ or ‘step’ term found for almost every familial relative in Old English from 

the later Anglo-Saxon period (Crawford 1999, p. 124). The term foster was used for a variety of 

upbringing cases in children, including a mother’s assistant living in the home, such as a wet nurse or 

a nanny, or the children being raised in a different place by a different family (Crawford 1999, p. 122). 

It was found that in some cases the child living away was due to the death of a parent, usually with 

relatives. This again may indicate the importance of children between familial relations, in the event 

of the death of the parents. If that child dies, it may upset or cause issues between families within a 

region. Therefore the funeral of a subadult with a variety of different objects included heirloom status 

brooches may signify the negotiations of two families in the death of the young individual in which 

they were connected.  

 The burial of Buckland grave 347 present a brooch combination in which may relate to this 

sentiment. The subadult in Buckland died aged between 14 to 16 years and was adorned with three 

different worn and abraded brooches: A silver gilt openwork brooch, a silver gilt Kentish square-
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headed brooch, and a silver gilt radiate headed brooch (Parfitt and Anderson 2012, p. 422-3). As these 

were adorned upon a subadult, the abrasion upon all three brooches indicate ownership by a previous 

individual, which signifies the difference in brooch types as potentially gifted from different groups. 

The openwork brooch is comprised of 6 birds heads revolving around the central setting and is thought 

to originate in Francia (U Koch 2001, p. 106; Brugmann 2012, p. 77). The radiate-headed brooch was 

also originally from Continental Europe with a widespread distribution, but this brooch is the first of 

its type to be found within Kent (Brugmann 2012, p. 81). These two continental brooches paired with 

a garnet inlaid, silver Kentish square-headed brooch, all which were likely owned by previous 

individuals, suggest each brooch group (continental and Kentish) were owned by different people and 

probably different kin groups.  

 The death of the subadult in grave 347 and the burial within the large, central cemetery of 

Buckland, indicate the youth was perhaps the connection between two kin groups through the 

marriage of the individual’s parents. The importance of the individual may also be evident for its 

cutting for the later burial of grave 264. This grave contained the remains of an adult aged 40-45 years 

and contained a sword, shield and spear, suggesting evident status (Parfitt and Brugmann 2012, p. 

405). The dating of the graves puts them within living memory, with grave 347 dating to the 2nd quarter 

of the 6th century AD and grave 264 to generally the 2nd half of the 6th century AD. Grave 264 was not 

perfectly aligned with the cut of grave 347, but was slightly to the right, potentially to join the burials 

together. This may suggest a family plot and the intent of burying a direct relative with the individual. 

However, the differences in brooches may signify the possessions and the act of adorning the 

deceased from both the maternal and females of the paternal families in both an emotional 

statement, while still negotiating familial relations.  
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Heirlooms as technologies of social competition 

From the evidence of the investigation of heirloom status objects included within graves, it is apparent 

that they were likely employed for multiple social remembrance motives, including the effort to 

display a family’s biographical history. As previously discussed, the inequality of grave goods between 

early Anglo-Saxon burials indicated a competitive society in a period of stratification. This has been a 

common archaeological conclusion for the deposition of wealth in the form of material culture in 

periods of political uncertainty (Childe 1945, p. 16-8; Parker Pearson 1999, p. 72-94; Hines 2013b, p. 

543). Though the historical record of politics during the early Anglo-Saxon period is problematic as the 

majority of records began in the 8th and 9th century, recounting the affairs at a later date, certain 

aspects, such as unequal grave furnishings, can reveal societal characteristics which led to the 

formation of the kingdom of Kent in the late-6th/ beginning of the 7th century AD. Political changes are 

also visible through the burials after the 7th century, with the diminishment of grave goods and the 

appearance of ostentatious ‘princely’ burials (Carver 1998; Devlin 2009, p 33; Blackmore et al. 2019). 

This has been attributed to the change in the competitive climate of society in which the upper classes 

were no longer displaying their importance through grave goods to separate themselves from lower 

classes, but rather competing with other families of high society (Hines 2013b, p. 543). This can be 

observed in the diminishment of grave goods within 7th century cemeteries and the extravagantly 

furnished ‘princely’ burials such as Sutton Hoo, which contained both wealthy objects and from distant 

locales (Carver 2017; see Fig. 67).  
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Figure 67 The elaborate pommel of the sword from Sutton Hoo Mound 1. The pommel was still attached to the sword, and 
displayed slight abrasion as noted by Brunning 2019, fig. 37 (photograph taken by author, courtesy of the British Museum). 

As this study has revealed, heirloom status objects were likely also involved with the political 

competitive environment. The majority of graves containing heirlooms took place throughout the 6th 

century, during the time of local societies competing for a place of status. Many of these burials 

displayed similar amounts of grave goods and general wealth of objects within the burials, which 

suggests that the heirloom objects utilised within the burial were focal points intended to ‘stand out’ 

compared to other contemporary burials within their respective cemeteries. This can indicate that the 

families buried in the central cemeteries during the 6th century were competing across the region in 

an attempt to stratify themselves as the upper class or political power in an area. These objects utilised 

as focal points can also be thought of as predecessors to the aforementioned ‘princely’ burials. The 

princely burials have been discussed for their political theatre, both in funerary construction and 

furnishing of objects (Carver 2005; 2017, p. 153-4). The heirloom burials, among other funerals 

utilising socially important objects are a progressive development for the techniques used in such 

burials as Mound 1 of Sutton Hoo.  
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The change of the political motives indicated through burials after the 6th century AD is also 

represented within the two heirloom status burials of the 7th century AD. The Saltwood burial of C6421 

relates to many other 7th century wealthy female burials, including grave structures and the elaborate 

plated disc brooch. The heirloom Kentish disc brooch within grave 4 at Seamark potentially signifies 

an established family reinforcing their stance in an area away from the former central cemetery.  

Political changes are also visible within the later burials in west Kent. The utilisation of late-6th 

to early-7th century eastern Kentish disc brooches within 7th to 8th century graves may present 

evidence of the renegotiation of social stratification in Western Kent. In both Polhill and Springhead, 

Kentish disc brooches of east Kent design were discovered within graves in a very tarnished and 

abraded state (Philp 2002; Andrews et al. 2011). Although these brooches did not contain enough data 

to classify them as heirlooms, the tarnished state of these brooches originating from east Kent 

deposited in west Kent in the 7th and 8th centuries AD may indicate the new authority in the area after 

east Kent’s takeover of the west in the late-6th century (Welch 2007, p. 209). From the study of the 

curation of brooches and swords within burials, specific examples of contextual evidence of political 

strategies during a period of social stratification is evident from the graves discussed. Further research 

of burials and political history will benefit from the continuation of this study. 

 

Comparison of heirlooms with the 10th and 11th century wills 

the similarities between object depositions within early Anglo-Saxon burials of the 5th and 6th 

centuries AD and the objects recorded in the later Anglo-Saxon wills of the 10th and 11th centuries AD 

have been discussed above. Despite multiple drastic social, religious, political, and economic changes 

between the 6th and 10th centuries AD, similarities in material culture are apparent between the two 

contextual sources. As discussed in Chapter 3, the wills mostly included the gifting of land and 

wealth with few specific objects recorded. However, when objects did appear within the wills, some 

included a high degree of detail, relaying the importance of the object not just for its monetary value 
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but for the value of its biography. Upon examination, the wills demonstrate several significant 

similarities when compared to the 14 heirloom objects discovered within the 6th century burials of 

Kent. The first and most overt similarity is the low numbers of heirloom status objects found within 

both the burials and the wills, indicating that their inclusion was a rare and special circumstance. 

This highlights the importance of the objects and the impact they would have upon the mnemonic 

roles of social remembrance of the funeral or the reading of the will.  

A second similarity between the early Anglo-Saxon funerals and the wills of the 10th and 11th 

century is indicated through the social gathering aspects of the events in which heirlooms were 

deployed, recognised and socially remembered. Within the early Anglo-Saxon burials reviewed in 

this study, the public display and deposition an heirloom with a biography enhanced the identity of 

the deceased and their affiliated kin group as well as affected the social negotiations taking place 

during the funeral gathering. The production of a will during the 10th and 11th century can be 

interpreted as a parallel social circumstance, with both wills and burial practices demonstrating the 

social use of significant materials after the death of an individual. The permission granted by royalty 

for an elite individual to create and record their will was a display of high standing and social 

importance. This can be compared to the display of visible wealth and grave goods adorned upon a 

deceased individual within early Anglo-Saxon burials.  

Both of these circumstances or practices can be understood as social statements: the early 

Anglo-Saxon deposition of specific valuable/biographical grave goods in funerary tableaus as well as 

the granting of royal permission for recording of a will, and its subsequent reading, in the later 

Anglo-Saxon period. The wills were likely read publicly or within a social circle which included those 

who were to receive a portion of the will’s contents. This public reading or social gathering to enact 

the deceased’s wishes resembles the gathering and viewing of the grave tableau during the 5th and 

6th century funerals (Carver 2000; Halsall 2002; Williams 2006). As the early Anglo-Saxon funerals 

were platforms for social negotiations and political stratification (Scull 1999), the gifting of land, 
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wealth, and personal possessions within the later Anglo-Saxon wills (Whitelock 1930) resemble a 

comparable event for the display of status. The recitation and possible presentation of the 

specifically described objects would impact the social remembrance of those present. The 

biographies of those objects would then extend from the will’s owner to the new recipient of the 

object, connecting and continuing the biographies of the object and individuals. Therefore, the 

performative nature of the recording and presentation of the wills including socially valuable 

heirlooms directly relate to the performative funerals utilising heirloom status objects within the 

graves of the early Anglo-Saxon period, where social relations were negotiated through the medium 

of material culture.  

 

The typology and materiality of the heirloom status objects 

Typology of heirloom status brooches within graves 

There was no distinct pattern in the specific typology of brooches that were curated and kept as 

heirlooms within the 12 graves that contained them. The variety of curated brooches signifies that 

their biography was the important factor, with their type only being one characteristic of their identity. 

Yet some of these characteristics can reveal some aspects of why and how these brooches were 

utilised as social remembrance focal points. All but one of the graves containing heirloom brooches 

contained more of the ‘ornate’ types, including square-headed brooches, Kentish and Plated disc 

brooches, radiate-headed brooches, among others. Only one grave contained annular and small long 

brooches classified as heirloom status, when many of these brooch types were found not to be curated 

throughout the 5th to 7th centuries AD. Overall, each heirloom status grave presented evidence that 

the curated objects were utilised for their own biography within a funeral-specific, context. Whether 

this was a utilising a curated brooch type originating on the continent or relating to a former burial 
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through object type and/or grave proximity, the context of the burial and heirloom evoked an 

individual attribute to each funeral.  

Of the 12 graves containing heirloom status brooches, 5 contained curated continental types. 

When looking at only the 6th century heirloom graves, half contain continental brooch types. The 

continental curated brooches were found in all 3 of the large cemeteries containing heirlooms, 

Buckland, Mill Hill, and Saltwood Tunnel. None of the smaller cemeteries presented evidence of 

heirloom continental brooches, suggesting these types were intended for the elite within the more 

large and central cemeteries. Finglesham presented some evidence of a curated continental brooch 

in the reopened triple burial of grave 205. Here, a heavily abraded silver gilt continental radiate-

headed brooch seemed to have been missed by the reopeners as it was found towards the foot of the 

grave. There was, however, metal staining on the clavicle of the skeletal remains of the adult female 

within the grave, indicating the original location of the brooch (Hawkes and Grainger 2006). 

It has been previously discussed that a possible reason for the utilisation of continental 

brooches may indicate the importance of ethnic or heritage identity that brooches displayed (Hawkes 

and Pollard 1981, p. 321-2; Stoodley 1999; Martin 2012). The curation of continental brooches not 

only potentially highlight this identity with an added biography of its previous owners. Through the 

typological studies of early medieval objects, including brooches, it has been found where their origins 

began. For example, the heirloom radiate-headed brooch within grave C3762 in the western cemetery 

of Saltwood Tunnel is believed to have originated around the Middle Rhineland (Koch 1998; Rogers 

2006, p. 3). This broken and heavily abraded brooch was paired with a keystone garnet Kentish disc 

brooch of Avent’s class 2.2 which presented a chronological disparity between the two brooches. The 

radiate-headed brooch was left in its deteriorated state, rather than having undergone repairs, and 

was included within a one of the wealthiest burials within the Saltwood Tunnel cemeteries. The 

combination of a Kentish brooch and continental brooch has been found in many cases throughout 

east Kent, but besides the styles, art, and material studies the reasons in why the eclectic mixing of 
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brooches has gone without an in-depth study (Parfitt and Brugmann 1997; Brugmann 1999). In the 

context of the funeral, the young adult female accompanied by a wealthy display of status objects, 

such as the weaving sword (Harrington 2014) and silver encased crystal ball (Brugmann 2012), as well 

as presenting the contemporary fashion of a Kentish disc brooch with an older abraded continental 

brooch, creates a tableau of grave goods connecting the high status of east Kent to a biography of a 

migrating family from the continent.  

There were other heirloom status brooches within graves that potentially directly connected 

to other proximal burials within the cemetery. Grave 440 which also contained heirloom status 

brooches suggests such a lineage through another proximal grave containing similar brooches (Parfitt 

and Anderson 2012). The individual buried in grave 440 was a subadult aged between 15 to 17 years 

old. Besides the brooches, burial did not contain many grave goods, within only a knife, 11 beads, and 

a Roman coin. The brooches were saucer brooches with a central setting; one with a garnet setting 

and the other with a red enamel setting surrounding by Salin Style 1 artwork (Brugmann 2012, p. 75). 

Both brooches displayed heavy abrasion, indicating that they were older than the subadult that were 

adorned upon within the grave. It is unknown if this type of brooch were of Kentish or continental 

Figure 68 Excerpt of the cemetery at Buckland displaying the proximity of graves 440 and 428 (Re-drawn after Parfitt and 
Anderson 2012, fig. 2.2). 
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design, as prior to the 1994 excavation of Buckland, the number of brooches found were equal within 

the two places (Brugmann 2012, p. 75). The garnet inlaid brooch is of the same design as the pair of 

brooches within grave 428 of the Buckland cemetery. Grave 428 was the burial of an adult aged 

between 20 and 25 years and included a slightly larger amount of grave goods than grave 440. These 

included a buckle, 22 beads, a knife, an iron lozenge, a ring, a Roman belt plate, and two Roman coins 

(Parfitt and Anderson 2012). The pair of saucer brooches with a garnet central inlay displayed some 

abrasion to the edges and worn gilding but is noted to be much less worn than the brooches of grave 

440 (Brugmann 2012, p. 75). The graves were both dated to the 1st half of the 6th century AD and were 

just under 10 metres apart on the edges of what seems to be a cluster of two or three rows of graves 

(Parfitt and Anderson 2012, fig 2.2; see fig. 68). Within the excavation, grave 440 was included within 

Plot Y and grave 428 being on the edge of Plot X, adjacent to Plot Y (Parfitt 2012, p. 18). This may 

represent a familial plot or kin group, which may indicate a relation between graves 440 and 428. It I 

interesting to note that out of the 13 graves containing Roman coins, both graves contained one from 

4th century AD. Grave 440 was only 1 of 2 subadult graves containing a Roman coin (Riddler 2012, p. 

174).   

The similarities between graves 428 and 440 may signify not only a relationship, but the choice 

to recall the initial burial which contained the saucer brooches with a central setting. There was only 

one other grave, grave 366, with saucer brooches with a central setting an these were of a different 

design to the those of graves 428 and 440. Though the burials are generally in the 1st half of the 6th 

century AD, Brugmann dated the grave 440 as potentially slightly earlier in Buckland phase 1b-2a. 

Whereas grave 428 was dated to Buckland phase 2 in general (Brugmann 2012, table 8.5). Both 

individuals utilised Kentish Dress Style III which was prominent during the 1st half of the 6th century AD 

(Rogers 2007). The burials therefore took place within the same few decades and were most likely 

remembered by the mourners attending both funerals. The order in which the burials took place 

would affect the role in which the heirloom brooches were utilised in the burials  of grave 440 and 

428: If grave 440 happened after the burial of grave 428, the biography of the heirloom brooches 
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would connect to the matching design brooches as well as the biography of the individual in grave 

428. If grave 440 was buried before grave 428, the utilisation of the same design brooches may recall 

the funeral including the heirloom status objects. Simply put, the burial of heirloom status brooches 

could potentially enact a role within two funerals, with their important biographies being recollected 

after their deposition. As this study has only investigated a portion of burials from a distinct region, 

the further analysis of similar brooches or brooches of the same cast deposited within proximal graves 

may give further insight into familial and kinship burial plots as well as inheritance (Sayer 2009).  

 

Swords as heirloom status objects within graves 

Swords have received a lot of attention throughout early medieval studies, both in the historic and 

archaeological records. It has already been discussed how the inclusion of swords within graves had 

the lowest ratio of objects within the weapons assemblage (Härke 1989; Stoodley 1999), yet were 

almost always found within the burials of the most prestigious male-gendered graves, such as Mound 

1 at Sutton Hoo (Carver 2000) and the Prittlewell chamber burial (Blackmore et al. 2019). Through 

literary evidence, such as Beowulf, later Anglo-Saxon wills, and continental records (Whitelock 1930; 

Bazelmans 1999), as well as their invested physical components of pattern-welded blades and 

precious metal fitted upon the hilt, it is understood that these objects were symbols of social status 

during the Anglo-Saxon period (Ellis Davidson 1962; Brunning 2019). Swords were also the type of 

object which started the first discussions of item inheritance and what objects were not present within 

early Anglo-Saxon graves: Baldwin Brown’s idea of the heirloom factor (1915).  

Yet the academic study of early medieval swords has been dogged by problems by the 

contexts in which they are found, leading to many areas to be neglected (Brunning 2019, p 61; Fern et 

al. 2019). This includes the difficulties in dating the swords leading to the lack of a coherent or precise 

chronology: the poor condition of the iron from its deposition, the interchangeable parts of different 

dates appearing upon one sword, and sword pieces appearing often as loose finds without an 
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accompanying context. As this study investigated their aptitude in displaying characteristics of 

curation, some of these problems prompted a few new strains of thought including some of the named 

issues.  

As discussed previously, the hilt pieces and the scabbard pieces are the most useful to display 

a chronological date. However, as this study has revealed, many of the burials containing swords with 

no hilt pieces upon the weapon (Table 13). Of the 61 sword burials investigated for this study, 23 did 

not contain any sword fittings, and 28 had no attached pommel cap (Fig. 72 and Fig. 73). There were 

also some examples of button caps and burred over tangs, which are potentially efficient 

replacements for pommel caps to hold the integrity of the hilt together. However, it is unknown if 

these button caps and burred over tangs were specifically for the funeral, and a more noticeable cap 

was removed. Besides the cemeteries included within this study, other cemeteries also contained 

missing sword hilt pieces, such as the Kentish cemetery at Eastry contained 3 swords all without 

pommel caps (Dickinson et al. 2011, p. 53), or the cemetery at Collingbourne Ducis, Wiltshire, which 

1 of the 2 swords also had no hilt fittings (Dinwiddy and Stoodley 2016, p. 104). This mirrors the 

situation within the continent as well, as many sword burials contained only the blade (Fischer et al. 

2013, p. 111). There is evidence of organic hilt pieces, such grips and the upper and lower guards being 

made from horn, but no organic pommel caps have been found or have survived. The sword 

accompanying the boat burial, grave 47, in the cemetery of Snape contained surviving upper and lower 

guards carved from cattle horn with an exposed tang burred over at the end (Filmer-Sankey and Pestell 

2001, p. 107). The excellent preservation of the cattle horn guards upon the hilt, yet no evidence of 

an organic pommel suggest that pommel caps were not created from organic material. 

 



248 
 

Table 13 Swords within cemeteries without hilt fittings 

Cemetery Total 

swords 

Swords with no 

pommel 

Swords with no hilt 

fittings (includes swords 

without pommels) 

Percentage of 

swords with no 

pommel 

Bifrons 4 2 2 50% 

Buckland 22 11 9 50% 

Cliffs End 1 0 0 0% 

Finglesham 3 1* 1* 33.3%* 

Holborough 2 0 0 0% 

Mill Hill 4 4 4 100% 

Monkton 2 2 2 100% 

Orpington 1 0 0 0% 

Pilgrims Way 3 2 2 66.6% 

Riseley 6 5 3 83.3% 

Springhead 1 1 1 100% 

Saltwood Tunnel 11 0 0 0% 

Temple Hill 1 1 0 100% 

TOTAL 61 28 23 46% 

* Grave 4 from Finglesham contained only the remains of a tang, as it is suspected that the sword was retrieved and therefore 
not included within the final percentages 

The investigation of swords, including those missing the necessary parts used for 

chronological dating, has led to some new interpretations of swords, sword parts, and their roles 

within society. The removal of pommels and hilt pieces is only one example of a neglected research of 

early medieval swords. Fischer et al. (2013, p. 111) briefly discussed that they may have taken off and 

continued to circulate throughout society. Outside of inhumation burials, Williams (2005, p. 267) 

discussed the collection of weapons from cremation pyres and their subsequent recirculation after 

burial, but the divergent and contrasting nature of cremations cannot assist in the discussion of 

missing sword pieces in inhumations. Though no evidence has been presented or any further 

investigation has been undertaken to date, the finds of this study provides evidence that this was the 

likely occurrence within many swords deposited during the early Anglo-Saxon period.  
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Sword pieces have however been found in other contexts, including singular finds, hoards, or 

other, non-sword burials. A multitude of pommels have been uncovered as isolated finds, rather than 

in a mortuary context, which is a trend that continues well into the 10th century AD (Mortimer and 

Bunker 2019, p. 213). The discovery of the Staffordshire Hoard, revealing a collection of martial metal 

pieces, may have created more questions than answered (Leahy & Bland 2009; Fern et al. 2019). 

Besides other pieces, the hoard contained 97 pommels of both swords and seaxes dating between the 

6th and 7th century AD (Leahy & Bland 2009; Fischer & Soulat 2010; Webster et al. 2011). This has had 

a variety of interpretations, including the accumulation of trophies from wartime victories or a royal 

treasury (Leahy & Bland 2009, p. 12). The large number of pommels found does raise suggest they 

indeed had a specific role or value in Anglo-Saxon society. The collection ranged from silver to gold 

with intricate interlace or garnet work, displaying a variety of value and craftsmanship (Fischer & 

Soulat 2010; see fig. 69). Though the Staffordshire Hoard is a very unique context with no other 

comparable occurrences, which cannot explain the repetitive lack of pommels upon swords within 

graves, but does indicate that pommels were important sword pieces.  

 

Figure 69 6th century AD pommel cap found within the Staffordshire Hoard. Red arrows indicate heavy abrasion to decoration 
and breakage possibly for an attachment of a ring. Abrasion patterns suggest an extended period of use prior to its deposition 
(photograph courtesy of Howard Williams). 
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Ali Klevnäs’ research on grave re-openings in early Anglo-Saxon Kent and the retrieval of 

swords and brooches may again assist in the interpretation of what happened to these pommels 

(Klevnäs 2015). Klevnäs discussed how the deposition of inalienable objects within graves was a form 

of ‘keeping while giving’ in the fact that the prestige, biography, and value is forever bestowed upon 

the deceased individual and the surviving family. Yet the benefits then cannot be seen, but only 

remembered (Klevnas, 2015 p. 171). The reopening of graves to retrieve objects, sometimes in very 

poor condition, depicts a necessity for the object to continue, whether that be for an aspect of societal 

competition or unwillingness to part with the object. This, if publicly known would end or falter the 

social remembrance created during the funeral with the inclusion of the object. However, if the 

funerals were a moment of gathering where most people or families then returned to other areas, the 

retrieving of these objects may go unnoticed by some individuals. Swords however, with their many 

interchangeable parts, could present a variation of ‘keeping while giving’. Rather, removing the 

pommel or other fittings from the sword prior to placement with a deceased individual within a grave, 

and to then have those fittings attached to a new sword could be thought of “giving while keeping”. 

The object is given, is present, and visibly seen during the funeral, enacting its biographical role for 

the social remembrance of the mourners while a piece is continued on within the family and society. 

The pommel, continued upon a new sword by a survivor, may also continue the biography of the 

sword and previous owners while the blade still within the burial. Brunning discussed the hilt of the 

sword as the most publicly visible piece and potentially memorable piece (Brunning 2019). This would 

not only continue the biography of the previous owner and the sword, but directly and publicly 

connect the deceased with the new owner during and after the conclusion of the funeral.  

In certain cases, the missing pommel may have gone unnoticed during the time of the funeral, 

when emotion and social competition were potentially at their height. For example, the sword burial 

in the cemetery at Temple Hill, Grave 10, contained the remains of an individual with a sword wrapped 

in cloth on the left side of the body (O’Brien, 2015, p. 44). This sword had a blade without pattern-

welding, a ring attached to the upper guard, and no pommel. Though the wrapping would have hidden 
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the direct visualisation of the sword, it would still effectively display the presence of the within the 

grave with the deceased. It is peculiar that the ring attached to the guard was still present and the 

pommel removed. Other ring swords, such as those at Buckland (Evison 1987, p. 22) and Saltwood 

Tunnel (Gilmour 2010, p. 61) did still have their pommels attached, making the Temple Hill ring sword 

a unique case. This may point to the difference in the importance of the ring and pommel. The 

interpretation that the ring was gifted for service (Fischer & Soulat 2007, p. 26; Härke 1990, p. 35) or 

a symbol of rank under a lord or king (Ellis Davidson 1962, p. 76; Bone 1989, p. 64) may present social 

status given to a single individual. The pommel, however, may be more directly connected with the 

biography of the sword whereas the ring may signify the allegiances of the deceased.  

Considering this discussion of removed pommels, neither of the two graves identified 

containing heirloom status sword fittings contained heirloom pommels but curated sword scabbard 

mouths. The burials 96B from Buckland and C3779 from Saltwood tunnel both dated to the late-6th to 

early-7th century AD and both contained a copper alloy scabbard mouthpiece of Menghin’s type 

Kemptson-Mitcham attached to the remains of a scabbard. These scabbard mouths dated to the late-

5th but were prevalent within the early 6th century AD (Menghin 1983; Høilund Nielsen 2013). Each of 

the two burials signified some differences which can assist in the understanding of the roles of the 

curated scabbard mouths, as well as suggesting evidence of pommel utilisation.  
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Grave 96 is a particularly rare burial as it is a double burial of 2 adult males both adorned with 

swords (Fig. 28). As discussed, 96B was an adult between the age of 20 and 30 years with a Swanton 

D2 spear (1974), a pin, a knife, and a sword with only the scabbard mouth as a fitting (Evison 1987, p. 

239). There was evidence of the remains of upper and lower guards made from wood, and the end of 

the tang is described by Evison as being ‘beaten slightly flat at the end’ (1987, p. 239). This tang is 

classified as one with a ‘slightly expanded and faceted end’ in Hines and Bayliss’s chronological 

framework (Høilund Nielsen 2013, p. 185), and is described potentially to hold a guard or pommel. 

The tang thus suggests a pommel was formerly upon the sword and was more than likely removed. 

The other skeleton within grave 96 (96A), was an older adult male with an almost identical adornment 

assemblage except with the addition of a silver belt buckle and a shield over the feet. However, the 

sword accompanying 96A had iron and copper alloy rimmed upper and lower wooden guards, as well 

as a long iron pommel (Evison 1987, p. 239). This sword, though containing hilt fittings did not have 

any scabbard pieces within the grave. These long iron pommels are dated to late-6th to throughout 

Figure 70 Excerpt of Saltwood Tunnel west displaying the proximity of graves containing scabbard mouths, graves C3779 
and C3826 (Re-drawn after Riddler & Trevarthan 2006, fig. 42). 
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the 7th century AD (Høilund Nielsen 2013), again displaying a chronological gap between the two 

sword’s fittings.  

Grave C3779 in the Saltwood Tunnel cemetery was within the same age range of between 20 

and 30 years and also was one of the less furnished sword burials, with only one other grave good of 

a spear (Fig. 43). Like grave 96 of Buckland, grave C3779’s scabbard mouth was out of chronological 

context being a late 5th to early-6th century within a late-6th to early-7th century grave context. The 

sword had a damaged iron button pommel as well an attached grip mount to the handle of the sword 

(Riddler et al. 2006, p. 61-2). It is feasible that the button pommel was a replacement for a more 

elaborate pommel that was removed prior to burial. Without the attached pommel, the stability of 

the hilt may have been compromised.  

The interpretations of the various strategies of the social remembrance implications of the 

two graves have been discussed above, but the lack of pommels can add another dimension to the 

choice of technologies of remembrance. In the double sword burial, if the scabbard with its older 

mouthpiece potentially stood out, next to the sword with iron rimmed guards and a long iron pommel. 

It may not have been necessary to include the pommel as well, if there was a need for social or political 

implications to continue the biography of the sword and previous owners. The scabbard mouth 

provided the focal point of social remembrance, while the pommel continued its biography post-

funeral. In grave C3779 of Saltwood Tunnel, it seems to be a similar situation, specifically as the burial 

was proximal to the only other scabbard mouthpiece within the cemetery (Fig. 70). These two burials 

possibly suggest that the interchangeability of the sword fittings provided an effective way in which a 

sword can be an important social remembrance focal point within a burial while simultaneously 

continuing within the community, extending its biography.  

Pommels have, in some rare cases, been found within other burials contexts as well, including 

female graves. In many cases these are included within small collections of items and are thought to 

be keepsakes (Parfitt & Anderson 2012, p. 51). For example, the adult female burial at Buckland, grave 
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360, had a copper alloy trapezoidal pommel cap in the area of the left pelvis proximal to 2 iron keys 

and a knife (Parfitt & Anderson, p. 51; see fig. 71). The cap may have been hung at the belt, but as the 

keys had evidence of textiles upon their face, it was likely within a bag (Rogers 2012, p. 227). As stated 

in the previous chapter, the proximity of grave 360 to the ‘pommel-less’ sword within the grave 265B 

may potentially indicate a connection. Grave 265B is dated to the 2nd half of the 6th century AD while 

grave 360 is dated from the late-6th to the mid-7th century (Parfitt and Anderson 2012). The proximity 

of the burials may suggest a familial plot as seen in other cemeteries (Sayer 2009), and, though at this 

point speculation, may present a situation where the pommel was kept by a female survivor from the 

funeral of grave 265B, and we adorned with it at the belt at the time of the individual’s own funeral. 

A similar example to this is the female cremation C1105 at Spong Hill, which also contains copper alloy 

trapezoidal pommel (Hills & Lucy 2013, p. 69). Pommels appearing within female graves again can be 

considered as the inheritance of a sword and sword owner’s biography after a prior burial of a sword 

owning family member. As cremation burials are a multi-stage mortuary process, the pommel may 
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have been visible upon the funeral pyre and thus enact its biography as a technology of remembrance 

(Williams 2005).  

In the discussion of sword parts within female graves, there have been a number of weaving 

swords which were reworked 

from former swords. These 

objects are found within 

wealthy female graves and are 

believed to signify status. In 

Kent they only appear in 

cemeteries that also contain 

sword burials, though not all 

were created from previous 

swords (Harrington 2016, p. 

214). Previously thought to be 

weaving beaters within the 

creation process of textiles, they 

are now believed to be a 

measurement tool used to 

standardise the textile 

production of a village (Harrington, p. 216). This standardisation of textile production makes these 

objects not only status objects but display a supervisory or authoritative role of the individual (Rogers 

2012, p. 146; Harrington 2016, p. 216). There have been 12 weaving swords found within east Kent 

and 6 others elsewhere in Anglo-Saxon England, suggesting the rarity of the object type (Rogers 2012, 

p. 145). All of the weaving swords are found without any fittings such as those upon swords, but there 

is evidence of organic or wooden grips or handles. Two of the burials containing heirloom brooches 

also contained weaving swords: grave 20 of Buckland and grave C3762 of Saltwood Tunnel. As 

Figure 71 Buckland grave 360. The individual in a female gendered grave included 
a copper alloy trapezoidal pommel cap on the left pelvis (Re-drawn after Parfitt & 
Anderson 2012, fig. 10.101). 
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discussed above, the youthful ages of these individuals suggests they were unlikely to be in a 

supervisory role in the textile production within their community. Grave 20 aged to be no more than 

6 years of age was without much doubt given the weaving sword specifically for the social 

remembrance of the funeral. Whereas it can be argued that grave C3762, being 18 to 25 years of age, 

may have begun taking on supervisory duties prior to death. However, as the weaving swords are 

believed to signify authority, it potentially reveals more about the deceased individuals’ family’s social 

standing, rather just their own. The family, arranging and planning the funeral chose to adorn their 

deceased family members with the status object of the weaving sword, socially displaying their 

importance.  

The low ratio of sword burials, with many swords missing pommels, and pommels and 

weaving battens in female gendered graves present a much more ambiguous understanding of the 

famous weapon than previously thought. Whether the literary evidence of lavishly decorated swords 

were only focused upon unique or famous swords, or perhaps the sword fittings were curated and 

inherited. As this study suggests, the biography of the sword and its owners may not need the entire 

assembled weapon to enact the social remembrance of those who interacted with the object. The 

disassembled sword could therefore continue its ‘life’ after a portion of it, such as the bare blade, is 

deposited with a deceased individual. While the connection of a known piece, such as a pommel cap, 

potentially could recall the biography of the sword and even with a new blade. Therefore, the death 

of a sword owner within a family or group may not necessitate the burial of the entire sword, while 

still attaining an important focal point of social remembrance within the burial tableau. This ‘giving 

while keeping’ could potentially continuously recall the family’s biography through the curated sword. 

This interpretation of the fittings themselves being taken off, passed on, and reused upon new swords 
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suggest Baldwin Brown was in some way correct in his initial observation in ‘the heirloom factor’. 

 

Figure 72 Sword from Temple Hill grave 10. The sword included scabbard pieces and a ring attachment, but no pommel or 
guards (photograph by author, courtesy of the Maidstone Museum). 
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Figure 73 Sword from Riseley grave 87. The Sword contained a scabbard chape but no hilt fittings within the grave context 
(photograph by author, courtesy of the Dartford Museum). 

 

The materiality of heirloom status objects 

Roberta Gilchrist indicated that the materiality of heirlooms is an important factor often overlooked 

within the studies of biographical objects. It is notable that the material from only 4 graves containing 

heirloom status brooches were without gilding. The annular and small-long brooches within grave 118 

at Lyminge were not recorded or showed any evidence of being gilded, nor did the heirloom bird 

brooches from grave 61 and the great square-headed brooch from grave 102 from Mill Hill. The only 

other one that was not gilded due to the decorative style, which was the plated disc brooch in grave 

C6421 of the Saltwood Tunnel cemetery. This brooch, as all plated disc brooches, has gold filigree and 

cloisonné work with garnet settings. There is no evidence remaining upon the brooches from the bird 

brooches and great square-headed brooch from Mill Hill’s graves 61 and 102, as they were heavily 

abraded. They may have originally been gilded but it is now unknown. The bird brooches in grave 61 
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were paired with new, unabraded and gilded square-headed brooches, suggesting that it was likely 

the bird brooches may also have been originally gilded. The heirloom sword burials displayed gilding 

or evidence of gilding to their copper alloy scabbard mouths.

 

Figure 74 Plated disc brooch from Saltwood Tunnel grave C6421 (photograph courtesy of the Canterbury Archaeology Trust, 
Wessex Archaeology, and the Archaeology Data Service).  

With the exception of the brooches from grave 118 from Lyminge, all of the brooches would 

have originally been elaborate and visibly noticeable. Four of the heirloom status graves within 

Buckland contained silver gilt brooches, with the heirloom saucer brooches from grave 440 cast in gilt 

copper alloy (Evison 1987; Parfitt and Anderson 2012). The Mill Hill heirloom graves both were 

constructed of copper alloy (Parfitt and Brugmann 1997). Besides grave C6421 with the plated disc 

brooch, the two graves that contained heirloom brooches contained one silver gilt heirloom status 

brooch in grave C3762 and a gilt copper alloy button brooch in C4643 (Riddler et al. 2006). The Kentish 
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disc brooch from Seamark was also was of gilt copper alloy (Parfitt 2014). Garnets were included upon 

the heirloom status brooches within 7 of the 12 graves.  

 

Figure 75 Radiate-headed brooch from Saltwood Tunnel grave C3762 (photograph courtesy of the Canterbury Archaeology 
Trust, Wessex Archaeology, and the Archaeology Data Service). 
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Figure 76 Button brooch from Saltwood Tunnel grave C4643 (photograph courtesy of the Canterbury Archaeology Trust, 
Wessex Archaeology, and the Archaeology Data Service). 

It has been discussed that brooches and swords are expected to have been adorned daily, 

making them recognisable to the wider community. As almost all of the heirloom brooches and swords 

displayed elaborate designs in combination with abrasion patterns, the objects’ biography was 

potentially an identifiable factor amidst other adorned brooches or swords. When these objects were 

finally included within the funerary context, their materiality and biography may not only have been 

enacted with the rest of the grave goods and the deceased, but with other forms of technologies of 

remembrance. Some of the technologies of remembrance discussed by Williams cannot be revealed 

by archaeological or historical investigations, such as oral traditions or performances (Williams 2006, 
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p. 33). It can be understood that verbal discussions or talks likely took place during the ceremony of 

the funeral during the early medieval period. Though it is speculative to interpret what and how was 

discussed, written stories may again present clues to important focal points of communication. As 

discussed in chapter 3, certain passages within the epic poem Beowulf reveal the importance of 

specific swords, as indicated by the amount of detail the biography and history Wiglaf’s sword received 

(Beowulf l. 2610-6). The detail presented in the poem may reflect detail given to certain contexts 

during early medieval funerals. Heirloom status objects may have also represented genealogies and 

displayed the lineage of heritage during the funeral. The deposition of an important biographical 

object such as a publicly recognisable heirloom for its utilisation for remembrance and social 

competition suggests that it was verbally identified and discussed by the mourners during the funeral. 

This would then target and manoeuvre the heirlooms into a more effective focal point for the theatre 

of the burial. 

 

What have the Romans ever done for us? 

As previously discussed in chapter 2, Roman objects have garnered a lot of academic attention for 

their inclusion within early Anglo-Saxon graves (White 1988; 1990; Eckardt & Williams 2003). Though 

Roman objects were not a direct focus of this investigation, the analysis of entire grave contexts did 

contain Roman material which was reviewed. Besides a number of examples of Roman coins, vessel 

fragments, and other miscellaneous material, only 6 burials contained Roman brooches. Two Roman 

penannular brooches were reused as either a bracelet or ring in grave 6 from Bifrons, and grave 214 

of Buckland. Another two Roman brooches were included within male gendered sword burials but 

were not utilised as a dress accessory. In grave 22 from Finglesham, a Roman bow brooch was found 

at the foot of the grave, outside of the coffin in the grave cut. This burial was also an example of a 

reopened grave where the sword was targeted and reclaimed in antiquity (Hawkes and Grainger 2006; 

Klevnäs 2013). It is unknown if the Roman brooch was originally included within the burial tableau or 
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was in the general fill. An example of this is found in the sword burial of Buckland grave 264, where 

the Roman crossbow brooch was recorded to be within the general fill, rather than a grave good 

(Parfitt & Anderson 2012, p. 405).  

There were only 2 examples of Roman brooches being adorned as such and both were in the 

cemetery of Temple Hill in West Kent (O’Brien 2015). Both grave contexts suggested that they were 

used as replacements rather than to employ an old and known biography. Grave 18 of Temple Hill 

paired a Roman disc-and-trumpet brooch with a cruciform brooch for the peplos style or Dress Style 

1. The only other grave good within the burial was an iron knife. The grave was dated to the 2nd half 

of the 5th century AD which was determined by the chronological time frame of the cruciform brooch 

(O’Brien 2015, p. 27). The disc-and trumpet brooch dated between the 2nd and 3rd centuries AD, 

indicating its unlikelihood as a curated object and more of an antique (Hattatt 1982;2000; Whitley 

2002). Grave 30 of Temple Hill used a single returned foot brooch with no other objects besides 2 nails 

(O’Brien 2015, p. 28-9). The grave was dated to the 1st half of the 5th century AD, though this is may 

be due to the fact that no other grave goods gave any clue to the chronology. The returned foot brooch 

resembles an Aucissa-type brooch from around the 1st century AD. Like the disc-and-trumpet brooch, 

this returned foot brooch was unlikely curated or inherited, dismissing the object as an heirloom. 

discussed in chapter 5, the other burials including brooches mainly adorned 2 ‘Saxon’ style brooches 

in the peplos style, such as saucer or disc brooches. Both of the graves containing the Roman brooches 

suggest that these were likely scavenged from a nearby Roman site and utilised as cheap 

replacements. Though Roman objects have attracted considerable scholarly attention since White’s 

catalogue (1988), this study again has reaffirmed the conclusion that these objects lacked a known 
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biography and were utilised as scavenged substitutes (White 1988; 1990; Eckardt and Williams 2003). 

 

Figure 77 The two graves from the cemetery at Temple Hill adorning Roman brooches. Both grave contexts suggest these 
brooches were not curated and were likely scavenged (Re-drawn after O'Brien 2015, fig. 22 & 24). 

 

Heirlooms and the creation of Kentish culture 

The Anglo-Saxons were an eclectic collection of people arriving in lowland Britain from a variety of 

areas in Northwest Europe. Rather than just the ‘Germanic’ migrants recorded in the early written 

texts, we can anticipate considerable ‘native’ survival too in many regions. The issue with terming the 

Anglo-Saxons ‘Germanic’ has been viewed with scepticism over the last 40 years and has recently been 

reviewed (Hills 1979; Harland 2019), indicating that rather than the continuation of ‘Germanic’ culture 
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through art forms and objects, the Anglo-Saxon migration was the creation of a new culture, visible 

through the combination, adaptation, and chronological progression of materials and artwork from 

across early medieval Europe (Harland 2019).  

As discussed in chapter 3, the idea of a ‘Germanic’ ethnicity was enforced by the consideration 

of furnished burial rites as intrusive, as well as the origins of such artwork as Salin Style I, coming from 

provincial metalwork of Roman military units near Germanic regions of the late-4th century AD 

(Harland 2019, p. 956). However, this artwork was adapted, used, and evolved across northwest 

Europe, and cannot specifically relate to the people in northern Germany. The art styles in which 

would become such as Salin Style I and II, were utilised upon metalwork of belt buckles, shield apexes, 

and of course, brooches and sword hilt pieces. The objects adorned with these art styles were 

displayed within the tableau of burials, where dressed on the deceased were purposely visible to all 

the attending mourners at the funeral. 

As the Anglo-Saxons are now understood as a new, eclectic culture, then was there a reason 

to continue to utilise and evolve the art styles in which they are known. This study of the heirlooms 

has revealed that the majority of heirloom status objects displayed zoomorphic art styles which can 

also be traced back to original provincial Roman military metalwork. It is doubtful that the memory of 

Rome was the reason behind the arts’ implementation but may relate to the martial aspect of its 

beginning. The creation of the Anglo-Saxon culture was also the creation of a new society and social 

hierarchy, where families were competing for power leading to the formation of kingdoms in the 7th 

century AD (Scull 1999). The artwork endowed upon objects of both genders (brooches, swords, 

shields etc.), may rather have been socially remembered as a ‘martial style’, with myths and legends 

of the warriors or even families that first adorned them. In a period of social stratification and creation 

of a new cultural identity, it may rather enforce the remembrance of the family or kin group vying for 

power utilising those memories imbued upon the objects, rather than suggesting a specific ethnicity 

(Effros 2004; Sayer 2009, p. 168-9; Harke 2011; Owen-Crocker 2011, p. 111; Webster 2011, p. 461-2).  
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The heirloom objects identified within this study, signifying familial kinship, relations, and past 

stories support this claim of the families being the focus during this socially turbulent period. The fact 

that many were found with subadults indicates their publicly displayed identity as a part of a more 

important family or kin group. This study then claims that the utilisation of zoomorphic artwork may 

rather portray a semi-martial or claim to power of the family, rather than the indication of a certain 

ethnicity. This is enforced by the many unfurnished graves within early Anglo-Saxon cemeteries, and 

studies providing evidence for the assimilation and acculturation of a small proportion of immigrants 

within a larger, archaeologically invisible native populace (Härke 2011). Evidence such as these, the 

unequal deposition across cemeteries signifying social and political stratification, support this 

argument of the previously concluded ‘ethnically Germanic’ art styles to actually imply the 

remembrance of familial power.  

 

Concluding remarks 

The discussion of heirloom status objects within graves has suggested that these objects were utilised 

for enhancing the role of the social remembrance of the funeral. From the grave contexts of the 14 

burials which included definitive curated objects, the motives for their inclusion were variably 

different depending on their location, the individual which the heirloom accompanied, and the 

timeframe of the burial. This study has revealed that the large central cemeteries within east Kent 

utilised the biography of heirlooms within a socially competitive period, where families and kin groups 

negotiated their relations leading to the stratification of society. The fact that the majority of 

heirlooms were included within subadult burials suggests an effort by the surviving family to enhance 

an unfulfilled identity through connection with a recognisable object such as an heirloom. The reason 

for the choice of objects may indicate the negotiations between prominent families of which the 

parents of the child originated (Sayer 2014). The number of identifiable heirloom brooches compared 

to that of swords is hard to definitively comment, as around half of hilt fittings were either organic or 
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removed before burial. This suggests the continuation of the biography of the sword while still 

including it within the burial.  

 The lack of hilt fittings upon many swords, as well as upon weaving battens reworked from 

swords, indicates the likelihood of their removal and continued circulation within the community. This 

suggests that the significance of the presence of a sword could be utilised during a funeral as a grave 

good whilst simultaneously continue its biography through the continuation of its circulated hilt 

fittings. This discovery on the ambiguous nature of swords and their interchangeable parts is an 

addition to an ever-growing understanding of the early medieval weapons of status (Brunning 2019; 

Mortimer & Bunker 2019; Fern et al. 2019).  

 One of the most prominent discoveries of this study was the identification of heirlooms 

deposited with younger individuals. The two burials containing heirloom sword parts were towards 

the younger side of individuals buried with swords in their early 20s. Seven of the 12 heirloom status 

brooch graves were with subadults, while only one mature adult contained an heirloom object. It 

indicates that heirloom objects were utilised in a way to assist or reinforce the identity of an individual 

who perished at a young age, leaving an unfulfilled biography. The burial of heirlooms with subadults 

also indicates an effort to negotiate the relations between parental kin groups, in the death of a 

related child.  

From the results of this investigation, it is evident that localisation of mortuary traditions 

varied from cemetery to cemetery to a certain degree. The central cemeteries in comparison to the 

smaller satellite or fringe cemeteries not only displayed an overt difference in their funerary inclusion 

of grave goods, but their use of heirlooms as well. The burials that did include heirloom status objects 

have indicated their use as a focal point for the social remembrance of the mourners during the 

commemoration of the dead. It is apparent that heirlooms were employed as a retrospective 

remembrance technology like a genealogy, not only to assist the identity of the deceased, but to 

reinforce the status of the family during a time period of social stratification.  
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In reflecting on the parameters of the study, twenty cemeteries were utilised from the early 

Anglo-Saxon period of Kent. Kent was chosen over other regions for its more uniform burial traditions 

(Richardson 2005), its higher ratio of ‘wealthier’ burials (Sayer 2013), and the higher ratios of the 

numbers and types of grave goods when compared with other parts of early Anglo-Saxon England 

(Brookes & Harrington 2010). The region of Kent also contained the only contemporary written 

records in the Law Codes of Aethelbert, allowing for the supporting analysis of historical documents 

(Reilly 2004). Thus, Kent was the most suitable region over other areas of early Anglo-Saxon England 

to develop and test this new methodological approach. The study’s focus on this single region allowed 

for a regionally contextual analysis and identification and interpretation of heirloom status objects, as 

the different regions of 5th-7th century England exhibit evidence of differing mortuary traditions. With 

the successful completion of this study, these methods can be applied in other regions of early Anglo-

Saxon England and potentially other time periods for the identification and interpretation of heirloom 

status objects.  

However, the parameters were limited by certain issues within the cemetery excavation 

reports. Firstly, many cemeteries were not fully excavated or had portions of the cemetery destroyed 

by construction or post-medieval farming. Secondly, only modern excavation reports were utilised as 

reports recorded prior to the 20th century did not contain sufficient data for a full contextual analysis. 

Therefore, many prominent early Anglo-Saxon cemeteries within Kent could not effectively be utilised 

for this study, such as Sarre, Kingston Down, and Ozengell. With a large portion of cemeteries unfit for 

a full contextual analysis of graves, a full quantitative understanding of object curation in early 

medieval Kent was unobtainable. However, this issue impacts all contextual studies of early medieval 

cemeteries. 

The nature of this study created a new approach within its methods to discover a context that 

has not previously been studied. The study was the first to test the feasibility of the identification of 

curated biographical objects (heirlooms) and their roles in social remembrance during the early 
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medieval funerals of Kent. As discussed in chapter 3, the evidence from historical records (Whitelock 

1930; Bazelmans 1999; Brunning 2019) and grave reopenings (Klevnäs 2013) indicates that swords 

and brooches were the most likely candidates for curation during the 5th and 6th centuries AD. The 

approach was successful in identifying curation of both types of objects, providing evidence to support 

the previous discussions of the social importance of swords and brooches (Härke 2000; Klevnäs 2013; 

Brunning 2019) and the likelihood of their curation was correct.  

This novel approach used a comparative analysis of the chronological differentiation between 

artefacts within a grave, abrasion patterns on objects, and the approximate age of the deceased within 

the grave to successfully identify curated objects within burials. The success of this new approach 

provides a platform for further studies investigating object biography, life histories, and curation of 

material culture. Prior to this study, research identifying older objects usually pertained to objects 

from much older periods (Whitley 2002; Woodward 2002; Wessman 2007), which are not considered 

heirloom objects but relics or antiques. Previous heirloom studies suggested that heirlooms deposited 

within the archaeological record, such as in a burial, must have lost their social value and were no 

longer needed (Lillios 1999). This study however provides evidence for the elevated social importance 

of an heirloom in the rare instance that it was included within a grave. Taking this approach forward, 

past mortuary studies may revisit burial contexts to reveal new interpretations of the deposition of 

objects within graves. This study’s approach can signify a much deeper understanding of social 

negotiations of the people gathered at past funerals and their relationship with biographical objects.  

As discussed in chapter 6, the results of the analysis discovered that 14 of the 215 sword and 

brooch graves analysed contained heirloom status objects.  This relative paucity of heirloom status 

objects identified within graves suggests that the act of depositing an heirloom was a rare and 

significant funerary strategy. The inclusion of these socially recognised and valued objects within 

graves during the funeral would have been a highly noticeable social statement as the study found 

this to be an uncommon mortuary practice. The deposition of an heirloom can be understood as an 



270 
 

important and singular strategy within the setting of social negotiations and political stratification 

during the funerary gathering. As funerals were events where families would display their social and 

political importance through the furnishing of graves for their deceased relatives, strategies were 

likely to involve the choice of which and how many grave goods were placed within the burial. The 

display if wealth through the deposition of elaborate objects, was a strategy utilised by many likely 

powerful kin groups. However, the addition of a valued biographical object within the furnished burial 

rite of the early Anglo-Saxons would make the burial noticeably distinct, and specifically enhanced by 

its rare occurrence when in juxtaposition with other well-furnished graves within the same cemetery. 

Though a rare occurrence, the funerals including heirloom objects were likely to be prominently 

remembered by the people gathered for the burial, due to the strategy involving the biographical 

object. 
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Chapter 7 – Conclusion 

 

This study has identified and addressed the insufficient understanding of the presence of certain 

grave goods which were older than their burial contexts during the early medieval period. Since 

Baldwin Brown first interpreted that the low number of swords included within early Anglo-Saxon 

graves indicated the inheritance of the weapon with a surviving family member, there have been 

few studies which directly investigated heirloom objects included within burial contexts. Across 

many time periods and cultures, it has been understood that once an heirloom object entered the 

archaeological record, such as a burial, it lost its social and biographical significance (Lillios 1999, p. 

257). This is not the case for the early Anglo-Saxon period, where burials were ceremonial times of 

gathering, where the body was adorned and furnished with grave goods for a multitude of social 

reasons, including the negotiation of identity, the display of familial importance in a time of social 

competition, and the commemoration and remembrance of the deceased. As this study has 

revealed, the inclusion of an heirloom created a significant focal point, where the biography of the 

object would amplify the remembrance of the funeral. The social remembrance of the heirloom 

connected the biographies of multiple individuals, related the funeral to past funerals creating social 

traditions, negotiated relations between familial and kin groups, and was utilised as a strategy for 

enhancing the social importance of a family within a community.  

 Challenges in both the small number of modern published excavation reports, the poor 

survival of human remains, and the incomplete and frequently changing nature of the chronological 

framework of object types, did not allow for a more inclusive and qualitative approach to this 

research. Though this investigation utilised only a portion of 5th—7th century AD Kentish burials, it 

succeeded in identifying distinct patterns of curated material, which have been a neglected area of 

research prior to this study. The evidence from previous studies, both archaeological and historical, 

had given evidence of specific object types which were likely selected as heirlooms. The study of 
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early medieval grave reopening discovered that only swords and brooches were targeted (Klevnäs 

2013), suggesting that these types of objects held a social importance that justified their retrieval. 

From the historical records of the 7th century law codes of the Kentish King Aethelbert, it is apparent 

that inheritance was a normal occurrence within early Anglo-Saxon society (Härke 2000, p. 378; 

Reilly, 2004). These objects have been found to hold a higher social status through their material 

construction and design, as well as from the historical records from the later Anglo-Saxon period. 

Abrasion patterns upon brooches and sword hilt fittings within the grave have indicated the daily 

adornment of the objects, further demonstrating these objects of social significance and publicly 

recognisable. These well-known objects carried with them the events, stories, and even legends 

associated with them, circulating significant biographies throughout their communities through each 

object use. Thus, sword and brooch graves from 20 Kentish cemeteries were analysed for evidence 

of curation. The methods utilised for this study were successful in identifying 14 burials which 

included heirloom status objects. Many other objects within this study also displayed certain 

characteristics of curation, but the excavations did not contain sufficient data to classify them as 

heirlooms – but future studies, continued chronological work, additions of modern cemetery 

excavations and advancing scientific techniques could resolve these potential heirloom cases.  

 The 14 burials which included heirloom status objects were then analysed for their 

utilisation as technologies of social remembrance during the funerals that took place at the time of 

deposition. It was evident that heirlooms were intended focal points for the social remembrance of 

the mourners present at the funeral, demonstrated by the comparison of other grave goods within 

the grave context, and other proximal graves in the cemetery. There was a variance to the strategic 

employment of heirloom status objects, as revealed by the differences in burial context containing 

the curated material. The high percentage of subadult burials which included heirloom brooches 

suggests a particular effort exerted to augment the remembrance of the deceased or even to 

substitute the publicly known and extended biography of the heirloom with the unfulfilled identity 

of the dead. Combinations of heirloom brooches originating from different places potentially suggest 
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the maternal and paternal kin groups negotiations during the funeral of the death of a child, as they 

were the connections between families.  

 The utilisation of heirlooms to enhance the social remembrance of the funeral signifies a 

period of intense social competition throughout the 6th century AD, in which families would assert 

their status through the displays of grave goods within the funeral. Though many burials contained 

objects of elaborate artistic designs or inlaid with precious metals, certain heirloom status burials 

indicated that it was the biographical objects which provided the most significant focal point. This 

indicates that the heirlooms utilisation as a retrospective technology of remembrance, allowing an 

interaction with the genealogy and of the family through the biography of an object, provided a 

mnemonic platform to assert and enforce the importance of the family or kin group, past and 

present. As the inclusion of these heirloom objects was a rare occurrence, their presence would 

have been a noticeable and unique approach in negotiating the status of competing families during 

the 6th century AD.  

 

Areas for further research 

Through the identification of heirloom status objects and their roles within the social remembrance 

of funeral during the early Anglo-Saxon period, other areas of study have become more apparent. 

The cemeteries of the early Anglo-Saxons provide the greatest proportion of material culture from 

the 5th to 8th centuries AD, and consequently the main focus of studies available. With a large 

amount of emphasis on typologies of grave goods and their social significance, it is important to 

remember that the material is coming from complex mortuary contexts. Unlike other depositional 

contexts, the material focused upon in this study was specifically chosen to adorn and accompany 

the deceased by surviving individuals for a variety of reasons still under debate. This study has 

revealed that these objects chronologically older than their grave context are not anomalies but 

reveal the specific intent to amplify remembrance of the living individuals present during the burial.  
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However, this study only focused upon two types of objects from one region within a wide 

range of materials found throughout all early Anglo-Saxon cemeteries. This study focused upon the 

region of Kent for its higher ratio of swords, brooch types and dress styles utilised within the 

cemeteries between the 5th to 8th centuries AD. The successes from this study can be utilised within 

other regions of early Anglo-Saxon England and throughout Merovingian and Scandinavian 

cemeteries. Methodologies will need to be adapted to the variations in funerary practices in order to 

effectively examine and interpret the place of curated objects in other local burial traditions.. The 

identification of heirloom status objects in other regions can indicate a difference in the strategies 

employed through the mortuary traditions across early Anglo-Saxon England. This will allow a better 

understanding of contextually specific social remembrance as well as insight into strategies of 

political stratification leading to the princely burials such as Sutton Hoo Mount 1 and the formation 

of kingdoms.   

 The number of swords found without pommels or sword fittings contradicts the historical 

record of elaborately fitted sword hilts (Ellis Davidson 1962; Brunning 2019; Sayer et al. 2019). This 

raises questions regarding the swords described in surviving historical records: perhaps they were 

only discussing noteworthy or elite swords and greater numbers of swords were in circulation. Sue 

Brunning (2013, p. 44) also questioned the ideology of sword constitution during the early medieval 

period with her research on the interchangeability of sword fittings within the archaeological record. 

This study has found that the biography of a sword could potentially continue through a notable 

piece, rather than the whole object. This can be a further subject for a study in which the number of 

swords missing hilt fittings are studied across all early medieval northwest Europe, giving a better 

perception of how swords were viewed and treated within the archaeological record. This may also 

assist in the interpretation of unique cases of large numbers of sword pieces, such as the 

Staffordshire Hoard and other stray-finds.  
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As mentioned previously, belt buckles were not a focus for this study since they were not 

targeted for retrieval during the reopening of graves in the time after burials in early Anglo-Saxon 

England (Klevnäs 2013). However, in many contexts, buckles have been found to indicate they were 

chronologically old when buried and usually the oldest objects within the burial, such as Buckland 

grave 245 (Parfitt and Anderson 2012). The variation of the materiality and type of buckles suggests 

a similarity with that of brooches. From simple iron buckles to buckles with plate attachments, 

precious metals and garnet inlays, the materiality indicates a significant object type to the early 

medieval people. 

The unique case of the buckle plate turned into a brooch from grave 255 from the Buckland 

cemetery presented a situation where curation was unclear, but the significance of the object was 

still evident. The kidney-shaped buckle plate was constructed of precious metals, including silver gilt 

with gold foil and garnet inlays was thought to be a type beginning in the late-5th century. It has 

been discussed previously and in this thesis of the social significance of brooches during the early 

Anglo-Saxon period. The transformation of the buckle plate into a brooch through the addition of a 

pin catch to the back indicates the importance of the piece to the owner. Whether it was 

transformed into a brooch to continue the plate after the buckle fell out of use, or to display the 

elaborate inlaid garnets, the context of the buckle brooch necessitates further research into the 

meaning and significance of elaborate buckles during the early medieval period.   

 This study also relied on abrasion patterns as a factor to identify extended usage and 

curation of certain objects. Though this method has been cautioned by previous studies (Leigh 

1980), Brunning found that asymmetrical abrasions upon sword hilts revealed daily use and likely 

signified public recognition (Brunning 2013; 2019). Through the investigation of entire grave 

contexts, this study found abraded brooches included with younger individuals, indicating curation 

and ownership by previous people. However, there are many contributing factors in the abrasion of 

objects, such as the composition of the metals, the amount and types of use an object undergoes, 
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the other objects it continuously is found within a in context (i.e. beads, other metals, etc.), and the 

overall abrasion to shape (circular discs or squared ends). To fully understand the variability of 

abrasion requires possibly controlled experimental archaeological research. Gilmour and Welton 

both investigated the metallurgy of sword (Gilmour 2010) and spears (Welton 2016), which 

discovered a degree of difference between the forging quality of both weapon types. Similar 

research upon the different brooch types can assist in understanding the rate of abrasion, which 

could potentially enforce the findings of this thesis.  

There are only a small number of Kentish cemeteries excavated using modern techniques 

from which available data analysis can be utilised for further studies (Richardson 2005; Welch 2007). 

The large number of excavations that took place prior to the 20th century have led to the loss of 

entire contexts of burials and cemeteries. Much of the excavated material is scattered across 

multiple museums, either entirely unanalysed or with very few selected objects investigated for 

specific studies. Though there are a large number of impactful studies and corpuses of individual 

object typologies and cemetery chronologies created from all early Anglo-Saxon cemeteries, this 

present study highlighted the importance of full burial contexts for understanding localised 

mortuary traditions. Sonia Chadwick Hawkes began the monumental work to analyse and create a 

catalogue of graves and grave goods from antiquarian excavations in such cemeteries as Bifrons, as 

utilised for this study. It is possible that her work on the Bifrons collection can be emulated, re-

analysing and potentially reconstructing grave contexts, which would greatly contribute to the 

understanding of early medieval material culture and mortuary customs. Antiquarians such as Bryan 

Faussett recorded his excavation in such detail that his notes could assist in determining which 

graves objects were deposited and their position within the grave, allowing such recreation of grave 

contexts.  

 Through this study, it is apparent that more contextual studies need to be undertaken across 

cemeteries to continue to better understand early medieval societies. The identification of heirloom 
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status objects through the analysis of the burial context can assist in other studies to uncover more 

strategies of social remembrance and competition enacted through the early medieval funerals. As 

more cemeteries are being discovered using modern techniques and chronologies of the material 

culture is steadily progressing, these areas present an excellent opportunity for further study. 
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Appendix – Catalogue of selected graves 

East Kent 

 

Bifrons, Patrixsbourne (Godfrey-Faussett 1876; Hawkes 2000) 

 

Brooch graves 

Grave 5 
Date: late-5th to the beginning of the 6th century AD 
Grave type: inhumation 
Preservation: very poor 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position: supine 
Age: unknown 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Button brooch – late-5th to the beginning of the 6th century (Suzuki 2008, class A1) 
a. Material: gilt copper alloy  
b. Abrasion: worn gilding 
c. Location: possibly near waist 

b. Button brooch - late-5th to the beginning of the 6th century (Suzuki 2008, class A1) 
a. Material: gilt copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: worn gilding 
c. Location: possibly near waist 

Grave goods: 
1. 2 keys – copper alloy; between femurs 
2. Buckle – copper alloy; near keys 
3. Pin – copper alloy; left side of chest 
4. Broken wire ring – copper alloy; near left shoulder 
5. Beads – 4; left shoulder 
6. Knife – iron; possibly near waist 
7. Metal fragments – iron; near waist 

Dress style: unknown 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities between grave goods, no skeletal data to compare full grave context 
 
 

Grave 6 
Date: mid-5th to mid-6th century 
Grave type: inhumation 
Preservation: skeletal remains present, unknown condition 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position: supine 
Age: unknown 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Small-long brooch – mid-5th century (Brugmann 2004; 2012) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: none 
c. Location: left side 

b. Small-long brooch – mid-5th century (Brugmann 2004; 2012) 
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a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: heavily abraded 
c. Location: left side 

c. Disc brooch – mid-5th to mid-6th century AD (Dickinson 1979) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: worn edges, some worn gilding and decoration 
c. Location: middle of chest 

d. Penannular brooch – late-4th to early 5th century AD (Booth 2014, Type E) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: no pin, formed into a bracelet 
c. Location: left wrist (reused as bracelet) 

Grave goods: 
1. Pin – iron; left shoulder 
2. Buckle – iron, copper alloy or silver inlay; left side 
3. Spindle whorl – bone; near skull 
4. Spoon – copper alloy; between femurs 
5. Bead – crystal; under spoon 
6. Beads – 40; around spoon 
7. Triangular plate – copper alloy; mid chest 

Dress style: unknown 
Date range disparities: Late Roman penannular brooch reused as a bracelet 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: Roman brooch utilised as a bracelet, not as a brooch.  
 
 

Grave 12 
Date: 5th to 6th centuries AD 
Grave type: inhumation 
Preservation: very poor 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position: supine 
Age: unknown 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Annular brooch – 5th/6th century AD (Leeds 1945; Ager 1985) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: broken pin 
c. Location: near waist 

b. Annular brooch – 5th/6th century AD (Leeds 1945; Ager 1985) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: slight wearing to animal decoration 
c. Location: near waist 

Grave goods: 
1. Bracelet – copper alloy; on right arm 
2. Cloisonné plate – gilt copper alloy; right side of body 
3. Buckle – iron; right side of body 
4. Knife – iron; on chest 
5. Remains of box – wood; right side of body 

Dress style: unknown 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities between grave goods, no skeletal data to compare full grave context 
 

Grave 15 
Date: mid- to late-5th century AD 
Grave type: inhumation 
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Preservation: skeletal remains present, unknown condition 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position: supine 
Age: unknown 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Cruciform brooch – mid- to late-5th century AD (Aberg 1926, type I; Brugmann 2012) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: broken side knobs, worn bow and decoration 
c. Location: left shoulder 

b. Cruciform brooch – mid- to late-5th century AD (Aberg 1926, type I; Brugmann 2012) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: broken side knob, worn bow and decoration 
c. Location: right shoulder 

Grave goods: 
1. Pin – copper alloy; underneath skull 
2. Clasp – copper alloy; underneath skull 
3. Ferrule – copper alloy; near waist 
4. Cloisonné plate – copper alloy; near waist 
5. Disc – copper alloy; near waist 
6. 3 rings – iron; on left forearm 
7. Beads – 35; between legs 

Dress style: Style I 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities between grave goods, no skeletal data to compare full grave context 
 
 

Grave 16 
Date: mid-5th to the beginning of the 6th century AD 
Grave type: inhumation  
Preservation: skeletal remains present, recorded as ‘mutilated’ 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position: on side, with head severed and reversed, and foot also reversed (unknown if this was due to 
disturbance) 
Age: unknown 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Radiate-headed brooch – mid-5th to the beginning of the 6th century AD (Brugman 2012) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: minimal 
c. Location: left shoulder 

b. Annular brooch – 5th/6th century AD (Leeds 1945; Ager 1985) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: missing pin 
c. Location: right shoulder 

Grave goods: 
1. Bead – 1; left hand 

Dress style: Style I 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities between grave goods, no skeletal data to compare full grave context 
 
 

Grave 17 
Date:  
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Grave type: inhumation (possible coffin) 
Preservation: skeletal remains present, unknown condition 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position: supine 
Age: unknown 
Gender: F  
Brooch:  

a. Annular brooch – 5th/6th century AD (Leeds 1945; Ager 1985) 
d. Material: copper alloy 
e. Abrasion: minimal 
f. Location: left shoulder 

b. Annular brooch – 5th/6th century AD (Leeds 1945; Ager 1985) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: minimal 
c. Location: right shoulder 

Grave goods:  
1. Beads – 20; neck 

Dress style: 1 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities between grave goods, no skeletal data to compare full grave context 
 
  

Grave 21 
Date: late-5th to the 1st half of the 6th century AD 
Grave type: inhumation 
Preservation: unknown 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position: possibly supine 
Age: unknown 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Radiate-headed brooch – late-5th to the 1st half of the 6th century AD (Koch 1998) 
a. Material: silver gilt 
b. Abrasion: missing two garnets 
c. Location: possibly near neck/chest area 

b. Radiate-headed brooch – late-5th to the 1st half of the 6th century AD (Koch 1998) 
a. Material: silver gilt 
b. Abrasion: minimal 
c. Location: possibly near neck/chest area 

Grave goods: 
1. Bowl – copper alloy; left side of skull 
2. Fragmented braid – gold; top of skull 
3. Ring – iron; near waist 
4. Key – iron; unknown 
5. Bead – 1; near waist 
6. Beads – 51; neck 
7. Studs – copper alloy; near waist 
8. Knife – iron; near waist 

Dress style: unknown 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities between grave goods, no skeletal data to compare full grave context 
 

Grave 29 
Date: mid-6th century 
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Grave type: inhumation 
Preservation: skeletal remains present, unknown condition 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position: possibly supine 
Age: unknown 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Radiate-headed brooch – 2nd quarter of the 6th century (Hawkes and Pollard 1981) 
a. Material: silver gilt 
b. Abrasion: worn edges 
c. Location: near waist 

b. Radiate-headed brooch – 2nd quarter of the 6th century (Hawkes and Pollard 1981) 
a. Material: silver gilt 
b. Abrasion: worn edges 
c. Location: near waist 

c. Kentish disc brooch – mid-6th century (Avent 1975, class 2.1; Brugmann 2012) 
a. Material: silver gilt, garnet 
b. Abrasion: worn rim 
c. Location: neck 

d. Kentish disc brooch – mid-6th century (Avent 1975, class 2.1; Brugmann 2012) 
a. Material: silver gilt 
b. Abrasion: worn rim, loss of all 3 garnets 
c. Location: neck 

Grave goods:  
1. Fragmented braid – gold; on skull 
2. Buckle – copper alloy; under waist 
3. 4 bracteates – gold; neck 
4. Beads – 68; neck 
5. Bracelet – copper alloy 
6. Pierced Roman coin – copper alloy; left side of body 
7. 2 rings – silver; one on each hand 
8. Knife – iron; near waist 
9. Plate- iron; near waist 
10. Rings – iron; near waist 
11. 3 keys – iron; near waist 
12. Unknown stain from organic remains – above skull 

Dress style: unknown, possibly Style IV 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities between grave goods, no skeletal data to compare full grave context 
 

Grave 41 
Date:  1st half of the 6th century 
Grave type: inhumation (aligned and cut close to grave 42) 
Preservation: skeletal remains present, unknown condition 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position: possibly supine 
Age: unknown 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Square-headed brooch – 1st half of the 6th century AD (Brugmann 2012) 
a. Material: silver gilt, garnet, gold 
b. Abrasion: broken footplate, heavily abraded, lost garnet 
c. Location: chest 

b. Square-headed brooch – 1st half of the 6th century AD (Brugmann 2012) 
a. Material: silver gilt, garnet, gold 
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b. Abrasion: heavily abraded, lost garnet 
c. Location: chest 

c. Bird brooch – late 5th to mid-6th century AD (Brugmann 1999) 
a. Material: silver gilt 
b. Abrasion: minimal 
c. Location: chest 

d. Great square-headed brooch – 1st 3 quarters of the 6th century AD (Hines 1997; Brugmann 1999) 
a. Material: silver gilt 
b. Abrasion: heavily abraded, possibility of being interred in pieces 
c. Location: right side of chest 

Grave goods: 
1. Bell beaker – glass; by skull 
2. Ring – silver on left hand 
3. Ring – copper alloy; left side of body 
4. Counter – shale; at feet 
5. Buckle – copper alloy; at waist 
6. Belt rivet – copper alloy; near waist 
7. Strap end – copper alloy; near waist 
8. Knife – iron; left side of body 
9. Key – iron; left side of body 
10. 2 rings – iron; left side of body 
11. 4 Roman coins – copper alloy; left side of body 
12. Beads – 36; around skull 
13. Fragmented braid – gold; near skull 
14. Buckle – iron; near left side of body 

Dress style: unknown, possibly Style IV 
Date range disparities: 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities 
 
 

Grave 42 
Date: 2nd quarter of the 6th century AD 
Grave type: inhumation (aligned and cut close to grave 41) 
Preservation: skeletal remains present, unknown condition 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position: unknown, possibly supine 
Age: unknown 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Square-headed brooch – 1st half of the 6th century AD (Brugmann 2012) 
a. Material: silver gilt, garnet 
b. Abrasion: minimal 
c. Location: near waist 

b. Square-headed brooch – 1st half of the 6th century AD (Brugmann 2012) 
a. Material: silver gilt, garnet 
b. Abrasion: minimal 
c. Location: near waist 

c. Continental disc brooch – 2nd quarter of the 6th century AD (Brugmann 1999) 
a. Material: iron, silver, garnet 
b. Abrasion: central cell missing garnet 
c. Location: unknown, possibly neck 

d. Continental disc brooch – 1st quarter of the 6th century AD (Koch 1990; Brugmann 1999) 
a. Material: silver, garnet, glass 
b. Abrasion: pin missing, holes drilled and was sewn onto garment 
c. Location: unknown, possibly neck 

Grave goods: 
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1. Ring – silver gilt, garnet; on right hand 
2. Ring – silver; left hand 
3. Buckle – copper alloy; waist 
4. Belt rivets – copper alloy; waist 
5. Spoon – silver gilt, garnet; between femurs 
6. Crystal ball in sling – crystal, silver; between femurs 
7. Counter – glass; left side of femurs 
8. Roman coin – copper alloy; waist 
9. Plate – iron; left side of femurs 
10. Disc – copper alloy; waist 
11. Domed object – iron; left side of femurs 
12. Beads – 188; neck/chest 
13. Key – iron; left side of femurs 
14. Buckle – left side of femurs 
15. 2 knives – iron; left side of femurs 
16. Metal fragments – iron; left side of femurs 
17. Organic fragments – ivory; near feet 

Dress style: unknown, possibly Style IV 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date disparities within grave context 
 
 

Grave 45 
Date: late-5th to mid-6th century AD 
Grave type: inhumation 
Preservation: skeletal remains present, unknown condition 
Skeletal anomalies:  unknown 
Position: supine 
Age: unknown, possibly 12-25 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Bird brooch – late 5th to mid-6th century AD (Brugmann 1999) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: minimal 
c. Location: neck 

Grave goods: 
1. Bottle – glass; left knee 
2. Beads – 32; chest/neck 
3. Nail; iron; right knee 

Dress style: unknown 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities between grave goods, no skeletal data to compare full grave context 
 
 

Grave 51 
Date: late 5th to mid-6th century AD 
Grave type: inhumation (possible coffin) 
Preservation: skeletal remains present, unknown condition 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position: supine 
Age: unknown 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Bird brooch – late 5th to mid-6th century AD (Brugmann 1999) 
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a. Material: copper alloy gilt, garnet 
b. Abrasion: minimal 
c. Location: neck 

b. Bird brooch – late 5th to mid-6th century AD (Brugmann 1999) 
a. Material: copper alloy gilt, garnet 
b. Abrasion: minimal 
c. Location: neck 

c. Square-headed brooch – last quarter of the 5th/ 1st quarter of the 6th century (Brugmann 1999) 
a. Material: silver gilt 
b. Abrasion: worn bow and edges 
c. Location: at waist 

d. Square-headed brooch – last quarter of the 5th/ 1st quarter of the 6th century (Brugmann 1999) 
a. Material: silver gilt 
b. Abrasion: worn bow and edges 
c. Location: at waist 

Grave goods: 
1. Spoon – silver gilt, garnet; between femurs 
2. Crystal ball in sling – crystal, silver; outside left leg 
3. Knife – iron; near right hip 
4. Beads – 51; chest/neck 
5. Fragmented braid – gold; on skull 
6. Spoon attachment – silver; attached to spoon 

Dress style: unknown, possibly Style IV 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities between grave goods, no skeletal data to compare full grave context 
 

Grave 63 
Date: 1st half of the 6th century AD 
Grave type: inhumation 
Preservation:  skeletal remains present, unknown condition 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position: unknown, possibly supine 
Age: unknown 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Great square-headed brooch – 1st 3 quarters of the 6th century AD (Hines 1997; Brugmann 1999) 
a. Material: silver gilt 
b. Abrasion: broken, heavily abraded 
c. Location: chest 

Grave goods: 
1. Bucket – wood, copper ally; right foot 
2. Plate – iron; waist 
3. Ring – iron; waist 
4. Bracteate – gold; chest 
5. Beads – 60; chest/neck 
6. Pot – ceramic; by left foot 

Dress style: unknown 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities between grave goods, no skeletal data to compare full grave context 
 

Grave 64A 
Date: mid-6th century AD 
Grave type: inhumation (stacked burial) 
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Preservation: unknown 
Skeletal anomalies: skeletal remains present, unknown condition 
Position: unknown, possibly supine 
Age:  unknown 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Square-headed brooch – mid-6th century (Brugmann 2012) 
a. Material: silver gilt 
b. Abrasion: worn edges 
c. Location: waist 

b. Square-headed brooch – mid-6th century (Brugmann 2012) 
a. Material: silver gilt 
b. Abrasion: worn edges 
c. Location: waist 

c. Kentish disc brooch – mid-6th century (Avent 1975, class 2.1; Brugmann 1999) 
a. Material: silver gilt, garnet 
b. Abrasion: missing central fill 
c. Location: neck 

Grave goods: 
1. Crystal ball in sling – crystal, silver; possibly near feet 
2. Chain – copper alloy; left femur 
3. Bracteate – gold; chest 
4. Beads – 100; chest/neck 
5. Fragmented braid – gold; on skull 
6. Knife – iron; left hip 
7. Metal fragments – iron; waist 

Dress style: unknown 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities between grave goods, no skeletal data to compare full grave context 
 
 

Grave 71 
Date: mid-5th to beginning of the 6th century AD 
Grave type: inhumation 
Preservation: skeletal remains present, unknown condition 
Skeletal anomalies:  
Position:  unknown, possibly supine 
Age: unknown 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Saucer brooch with central setting – mid-5th to beginning of the 6th century AD (Brugmann 2012) 
a. Material: copper alloy gilt, garnet 
b. Abrasion: minimal 
c. Location: neck 

b. Saucer brooch with central setting – mid-5th to beginning of the 6th century AD (Brugmann 2012) 
a. Material: copper alloy gilt, garnet 
b. Abrasion: minimal 
c. Location: at neck 

Grave goods: 
1. Beads – 6; neck 
2. Chain – copper alloy; chest 
3. Earpick – copper alloy; suspended from chain 
4. Buckle – copper alloy; at waist 
5. Strap end – copper alloy; between femurs 

Dress style: unknown 
Date range disparities: none 
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Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities between grave goods, no skeletal data to compare full grave context 
 
 

Grave 74 
Date: mid-6th century AD 
Grave type: inhumation 
Preservation: skeletal remains present, unknown condition 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position: unknown, possibly supine 
Age: unknown 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Kentish disc brooch – mid-6th century (Avent 1975, class 2.1; Brugmann 2012) 
a. Material: silver gilt, garnet 
b. Abrasion: minimal 
c. Location: neck 

Grave goods: 
1. Buckle – copper alloy; unknown 
2. Belt rivets – copper alloy; unknown 
3. Strap ends – copper alloy; unknown 
4. Keys – copper alloy; unknown 
5. Knife – iron; unknown 
6. Handle – copper alloy; unknown 
7. Wire ring – copper alloy; unknown 
8. Beads – 107; chest 
9. Fragmented chain – iron; chest 

Dress style: unknown, possibly Style V 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities between grave goods, no skeletal data to compare full grave context 
 
 

Grave 76 
Date: late-5th to early 6th century 
Grave type: inhumation 
Preservation: skeletal remains present, unknown condition 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position: unknown, possibly supine 
Age: unknown 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Double bird brooch – late-5th to early 6th century (Schmidt 1961) 
a. Material: copper alloy, garnet 
b. Abrasion: one bird head broken off 
c. Location: waist 

Grave goods: 
1. Clasp – copper alloy; 
2. Shears – iron; waist 
3. Knife – iron; waist 
4. 2 rings – iron; waist 
5. Beads – 2; neck 

Dress style: unknown 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities between grave goods, no skeletal data to compare full grave context 
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Grave 77 
Date: mid 5th to beginning of the 6th century 
Grave type: inhumation 
Preservation: skeletal remains present, unknown condition 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position: unknown, possibly supine 
Age: unknown 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Small-long brooch (or early square-headed) – mid-5th century (Brugmann 2004; 2012) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: minimal 
c. Location: waist 

b. Small-long brooch (or early square-headed) – mid-5th century (Brugmann 2004; 2012) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: minimal 
c. Location: waist 

Grave goods: 
1. Buckle – copper alloy; left waist 
2. Strap ends – copper alloy; left waist 
3. Knife – waist 
4. Club? – wood; right side of body 

Dress style: unknown 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities between grave goods, no skeletal data to compare full grave context 
 

Grave 89 
Date: 2nd half of the 5th century 
Grave type: inhumation 
Preservation: skeletal remains present, unknown condition 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position: unknown, possibly supine 
Age: unknown 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Small-long brooch – mid-5th century (Brugmann 2004; 2012) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: broken catch plate  
c. Location: upper chest 

b. Small-long brooch – mid-5th century (Brugmann 2004; 2012) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: broken foot 
c. Location: upper chest 

Grave goods: 
1. 2 pins – copper alloy; on shoulders 

Dress style: unknown, possible Style 1 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities between grave goods, no skeletal data to compare full grave context 
 
 

Sword graves 
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Grave 24 
Date: mid-5th/6th century 
Grave type: inhumation 
Preservation: skeletal remains present, unknown condition 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position: unknown, possibly supine 
Age: unknown 
Gender: M 
Sword fittings: no sword fittings within grave context 
Pattern welded: unknown 
Sword position: left side of body 
Grave goods: 

1. Spearhead – iron; right side of skull (type unknown) 
2. Flat object – iron; near left foot 
3. Knife – iron; upon sword 

Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no sword fittings for comparative analysis 
 
 

Grave 39 
Date: 1st half of the 6th century AD 
Grave type: inhumation (possible coffin) 
Preservation: skeletal remains present, unknown condition 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position: supine 
Age: unknown 
Gender: M 
Sword fittings:  

a. Cocked hat pommel with ring attachment – 1st half of the 6th century AD (Menghin 1983, Bifrons-
Gilton type; Ager 2006; Høilund Nielsen 2013) 

a. Material: silver gilt 
b. Abrasion: worn decoration on pommel cap and ring attachment 
c. Location: near left shoulder 

b. Upper guard 
a. Material: silver 
b. Abrasion: asymmetrical abrasion to one side of guard 
c. location: attached to bottom of pommel 

c. Lower guard 
a. Material: silver 
b. Abrasion: minimal 
c. Location: near left shoulder 

d. Scabbard chape – 1st half of the 6th century (Menghin 1983, type Pouan) 
a. Material: silver 
b. Abrasion: fragmented 
c. Location: left side of body 

Pattern welded: yes 
Sword position: left side of body 
Grave goods: 

1. Sword belt fittings – silver gilt, copper alloy; left femur 
2. Buckle – iron; near feet 
3. Knife – iron; near feet 
4. Spearhead – iron; near left shoulder (type unknown) 
5. Shield boss – iron; left side of body (possibly vertically placed) (type unknown) 
6. Knife – iron; near feet 

Date range disparities: none 
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Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities between grave goods, no skeletal data to compare full grave context 
 

Grave 62 
Date: 1st half of the 6th century AD 
Grave type: inhumation 
Preservation: skeletal remains present, unknown condition 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position: unknown, possibly supine 
Age: unknown 
Gender: M 
Sword fittings: 

a. Cocked hat pommel with ring attachment – 1st half of the 6th century AD (Menghin 1983, Bifrons-
Gilton type; Ager 2006; Høilund Nielsen 2013) 

a. Material: silver gilt 
b. Abrasion: some wearing to decoration 
c. Location: near left shoulder 

b. Upper guard 
a. Material: silver 
b. Abrasion: fragmented on one side of guard 
c. location: attached to bottom of pommel 

c. Lower guard 
a. Material: silver 
b. Abrasion: minimal 
c. Location: near left shoulder 

d. Scabbard chape – 1st half of the 6th century (Menghin 1983, type Pouan) 
a. Material: silver 
b. Abrasion: fragmented 
c. Location: left side of body 

Pattern welded: unknown, blade lost in 19th century 
Sword position: left side of body 
Grave goods:  

1. Knife – iron; chest 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities between grave goods, no skeletal data to compare full grave context 
 

Grave 72 
Date: mid-5th/6th century 
Grave type: inhumation 
Preservation: skeletal remains present, unknown condition 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position: unknown, possibly supine 
Age: unknown 
Gender: M 
Sword fittings: no sword fittings within grave context 
Pattern welded: unknown 
Sword position: left side of body 
Grave goods: 

4. Spearhead – iron; left side of skull (type unknown) 
5. Ferrule – iron; near left foot 
6. Shield boss – iron; vertically placed on right wall of grave (type unknown) 
7. Knife – iron; on midsection 

Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
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Reasoning: no sword fittings for comparative analysis 

 

Buckland, Dover (Evison 1987; Parfitt and Anderson 2012) 

 

Brooch graves 
Grave F 
Date: late-6th/early-7th century 
Grave type: Inhumation 
Preservation: no skeleton remaining 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position: supine 
Age: unknown 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Plated disc brooch - late-6th/1st quarter of the 7th century (Avent 1975, class 7) 
a. Material: silver and gold gilt, copper alloy, iron 
b. Abrasion: minimal, wearing around the edges 
c. Location: near the neck 

Grave goods: 
1. Pin – bronze; near neck 
2. Ring – silver wire; near neck 
3. Beads – 6; near neck 
4. Wooden box fittings – iron; at the feet 
5. Fragmented keys – iron; near the left hip 
6. Fragmented key – iron; near right hip 
7. Fragmented knife – iron; near left waist 

Dress style: Dress Style V 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities or any characteristics of curation 
 
 

Grave 1 
Date: 2nd half of the 6th century to early 7th century 
Grave type: Inhumation 
Preservation: Moderate 
Skeletal anomalies: none 
Position: Supine 
Age: 45+ 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Kentish disc brooch - 2nd half of the 6th century/early 7th century (Avent 1975, class 3) 
a. Material: silver gilt, copper alloy, garnet 
b. Abrasion: minimal 
c. Location: neck 

Grave goods: 
1. Bracteate – Gold; near neck 
2. Beads – 124; near neck 
3. Pin – copper alloy; near neck 
4. Wire bracelet – copper alloy; left forearm 
5. Knife – iron; left hip 
6. Ring piece – iron; top of left femur 
7. Ring – ivory; near left femur 
8. Ring – copper alloy; near left femur 
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9. Ring – iron; near left femur 
10. Key fragments – iron; near left femur 

Dress style: Style V 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: No date range disparities of objects or skeletal remains, no abrasion patterns 
 

Grave 13 
Date: 1st half of the 6th century 
Grave type: inhumation (modern disturbance) 
Preservation: poor 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position: supine 
Age: <35 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Square-headed brooch – early 6th century (Evison 1987; Brugmann 1999) 
a. Material: silver gilt, copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: heavily worn bow, footplate, and headplate edges 
c. Location: near neck 

b. Square-headed brooch - early 6th century (Evison 1987; Brugmann 1999) 
a. Material: silver gilt, copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: heavily worn bow and brooch edges, specifically on the headplate corners 
c. Location: near neck 

c. Small-long brooch - mid-5th century (Brugmann 2004; 2012) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: minimal 
c. Location: by left humerus 

d. Annular brooch – 5th/6th century (Leeds 1945; Ager 1985) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: minimal 
c. Location: by left humerus 

Grave goods: 
1. Beads – 17; near neck 
2. Fragmented rivet – iron;  
3. Knife – iron;  
4. Rod fragment – iron;  
5. Key - iron 

Dress style: Style III (or IV? Remains disturbed by modern trench. Questionable if the small-long and annular 
brooch were in the vertical line or collected near the left humerus with the knife and key) 
Date range disparities: Yes, the small-long brooch predate the square-headed brooches. 
Heirloom: unclear 
Reasoning: Though the small-long brooch probably predates the two Jutish-Kentish square-headed brooches, 
it cannot be determined if this and the annular brooch were worn with the square-headed brooches, or if they 
were a part of some contained feature with the knife. As the grave was disturbed by a modern trench, it is 
unclear to determine if they were shifted more than from the usual decomposition of the burial. It has also 
been argued that small-long brooches were used as cheap replacements in the 6th century (Webster 1995) and 
in combination with the silver-gilted and heavily worn square-headed brooches, this may be the case. 
 

Grave 14 
Date: last quarter of the 6th/ first quarter of the 7th century  
Grave type: inhumation (modern disturbance) 
Preservation: moderate preservation 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position: supine 
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Age: 20-30 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Kentish disc brooch - last quarter of the 6th/ first quarter of the 7th century (Avent 1975, class 2.1) 
a. Material: silver gilt, copper alloy, garnet 
a. Abrasion: minimal 
b. Location: near neck 

Grave goods: 
1. Perforated Roman coin – AD 319/320; near neck 
2. Beads – 39; near neck 
3. Two strap ends – copper alloy; right of pelvis 
4. Possible fragmented keys – iron; on left pelvis 
5. Wire loop – copper alloy; on left pelvis 
6. Gaming piece – bone; on left pelvis 
7. Perforated iron diamond – iron; under left pelvis 
8. Knife – iron; outside of left elbow 
9. Slip ring – copper alloy; outside of left elbow 
10. Buckle – iron; waist 
11. Copper alloy fragments – copper alloy; outside of left elbow 

Dress style: Style V 
Date range disparities: none besides Roman coin 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities within grave context 
 
 

Grave 20 
Date: 1st half of the 6th century 
Grave type: inhumation 
Preservation: poor, only skull 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position: supine 
Age: 0-6 
Gender: F  
Brooch:  

a. Continental garnet disc brooch – late 5th/1st half of 6th century (Evison 1987; Brugmann 1999) 
a. Material: Copper alloy; garnet 
b. Abrasion: minimal 
c. Location: neck 

b. Square-headed brooch – last quarter of the 5th/ 1st quarter of the 6th century (Evison 1987; 
Brugmann 1999) 

a. Material: silver gilt, copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: footplate broken off, mending rivets present, displaying repair effort. Worn 

edges. Pin catch mended 
c. Location: chest 

c. Square-headed brooch – last quarter of the 5th/ 1st quarter of the 6th century (Evison 1987; 
Brugmann 1999) 

a. Material: silver gilt, copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: minimal 
c. Location: chest 

Grave goods: 
1. Weaving sword – iron; left side of skull 
2. Bracteate – gold; neck 
3. Beads – 54; neck 
4. Pin – silver; neck 
5. Wire bracelet- silver; left forearm 
6. Buckle – copper alloy; waist 
7. Knife – iron; left waist 
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8. Possible key fragments – iron; left pelvis 
9. Two iron diamonds – iron; left pelvis 
10. Claw-beaker – glass; near feet 
11. Bowl – copper alloy; near feet 
12. Belt – wood; underneath bowl 

Dress style: Style III/IV 
Date range disparities: no 
Heirloom: yes 
Reasoning: Very wealthy burial of a young child. Broken, abraded, square-headed brooch which displayed 
repairs most probably older than the individual it was buried with.  
 

Grave 23 
Date: 2nd half of the 6th/beginning of 7th century 
Grave type: inhumation (modern disturbance) 
Preservation: poor, only jaw and leg bones 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position: supine 
Age: 20-30 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Rosette disc brooch – mid 6th/7th century (Böhner 1958, Stufe III) 
a. Material: copper alloy, garnet, gold 
b. Abrasion: worn edges, missing central filling 
c. Location: neck 

Grave goods: 
1. Knife – iron; waist 
2. 2 keys – iron; waist 
3. Ring fragment – iron; waist 
4. Beads – 5; waist 

Dress style: Style V 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities, abrasion not a sign of multiple owners. 
 

Grave 29 
Date: last quarter of the 6th/ first quarter of the 7th century 
Grave type: inhumation 
Preservation: poor 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position: supine 
Age: 20-30 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Kentish disc brooch – last quarter of the 6th/ first quarter of the 7th century (Avent 1975, class 6.1) 
a. Material: Silver gilt, copper alloy, garnet 
b. Abrasion: minimal 
c. Location: neck 

Grave goods: 
1. Beads – 95; upper chest 
2. Ring – silver; upper chest 
3. Wire ring fragment – silver; upper chest 
4. Fragments of 3 pendants – silver; upper chest 
5. Pendant – silver; upper chest 
6. Pendant – copper alloy; upper chest 
7. Keys and lock – iron; left hip 
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8. Knife – iron; left femur 
9. Vessel rim – silver; by feet 

Dress style: Style V 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities within the grave context 
 

Grave 30 
Date: last quarter of the 6th/ first quarter of the 7th century 
Grave type: inhumation 
Preservation: moderate 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position: supine 
Age: 30-45 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Kentish disc brooch – last quarter of the 6th/ first quarter of the 7th century (Avent 1975, class 2.1) 
a. Material: Silver gilt, copper alloy, garnets 
b. Abrasion: repaired pin catch, cracked garnets 
c. Location: neck 

Grave goods: 
1. Comb – bone; under skull 
2. Pin – silver; neck 
3. Beads – 83; neck 
4. Pendant – silver; neck 
5. Buckle – tin alloy; waist 
6. Knife – iron; under left hip 
7. 3Keys – iron; under left hip 

Dress style: Style V 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities within the grave context 
 

Grave 32 
Date: last quarter of the 6th/ first quarter of the 7th century 
Grave type: inhumation 
Preservation: moderate 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position: supine 
Age: 30-45 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Kentish disc brooch – last quarter of the 6th/ first quarter of the 7th century (Avent 1975, possible 
class 3.1) 

a. Material: Silver gilt, copper alloy, garnets 
b. Abrasion: minimal 
c. Location: neck 

Grave goods: 
1. Pin – iron; neck 
2. Miniature spoon – copper alloy; chest 
3. Beads – 143; neck and chest 
4. Disc pendants – silver; near chest 
5. Knife – iron; top of left femur 
6. Fragments of 3 keys – iron; top of left femur 
7. Vessel rim – silver; near left foot 
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8. Box handle and lock – iron; near left foot 
Dress style: Style V 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities within grave context 
 

Grave 35 
Date: last quarter of the 6th/ first quarter of the 7th century 
Grave type: inhumation 
Preservation: poor, skull and long bones only 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position: supine 
Age: 12-18 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Kentish disc brooch - last quarter of the 6th/ first quarter of the 7th century (Avent 1975, class 3.1) 
a. Material: silver gilt, copper alloy, garnet 
b. Abrasion: little to none 
c. Location: neck 

Grave goods: 
1. Pin – iron; neck 
2. Wire ring – silver; neck 
3. Beds – 65; neck 
4. Knife – iron; outside left femur 
5. Keys – iron; outside left femur 
6. Box fittings – iron; by left foot 

Dress style: Style V 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities within grave context 
 

Grave 38 
Date: last quarter of the 6th/ first quarter of the 7th century 
Grave type: inhumation 
Preservation: poor, skull and long bones only 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position: supine 
Age: 20-30 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Kentish disc brooch - last quarter of the 6th/ first quarter of the 7th century (Avent 1975, class 2.5; 
Evison 1987) 

a. Material: Silver gilt, copper alloy, garnets 
b. Abrasion: minimal 
c. Location: neck 

Grave goods: 
1. Pin – copper alloy; neck 
2. Disc fragment – silver; neck 
3. Beads – 77; on torso 
4. Buckle – copper alloy; waist 
5. Ring – gold alloy; left hand 
6. Knife – iron; between femurs 
7. Knife – iron; between femurs 
8. Key fragments – iron; between femurs 
9. Ring- copper alloy – between femurs 
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10. Ring – ivory, under knives 
11. Weaving sword – iron; outside right leg 
12. Cone beaker – glass; outside right foot 
13. Tab – copper alloy; under skull 

Dress style: Style V 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities within the grave context 
 
 

Grave 48 
Date: first quarter of the 6th century 
Grave type: Inhumation 
Preservation: poor 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown  
Position: supine 
Age: 12-18 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Button brooch – late 5th/early 6th century (Evison 1987; Suzuki 2008) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: minimal 
c. Location: neck 

b. Saucer brooch – late 5th/early 6th century (Dickinson 1995, series IIB4.2) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: minimal 
c. Location: middle of chest 

Grave goods:  
1. Chain – iron; between brooches 
2. Beads – 20; between brooches 
3. Buckle – copper alloy; waist 
4. Knife – iron; left hip 
5. Bowl rim fragment – copper alloy; left hip 
6. Metal strip – copper alloy; left hip 
7. Iron diamond – iron; left hip 
8. Disc – iron; left hip 
9. Roman vessel fragment – glass; left hip 
10. Beads – 3; left hip 
11. Spindle whirl fragment – lead; left knee 
12. Buckle – copper alloy; left knee 

Dress style: Style III 
Date range disparities: 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no serious abrasion patterns depicting continuous use of brooches. Both brooches have start dates 
in the late 5th century, and are positioned in Kentish Dress Style III, but no evidence of curation 
 

Grave 59 
Date: 2nd half of the 6th/early 7th century 
Grave type: Inhumation (cut by grave 58) 
Preservation:  skull and arm bones, much missing from intercutting of graves 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position: supine 
Age: 20-30 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Kentish disc brooch - 2nd half of the 6th/early 7th century (Avent 1975, class 2.2) 
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a. Material: silver gilt, copper alloy, garnets 
b. Abrasion: wearing to the outer border and zigzag niello 
c. Location: neck 

Grave goods:  
1. Pin – iron; neck 
2. Beads – 45; neck to chest 
3. Box fittings – iron; originally near the feet, under the right tibia of the skeleton of grave 58 

Dress style: Style V 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities within the grave context 
 

Grave 92 
Date: 2nd half of 6th century 
Grave type: inhumation (modern disturbance) 
Preservation: poor 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position: supine 
Age:  20-30 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Kentish disc brooch – 2nd half of the 6th century (Avent 1975, unclassified; Evison 1987) 
a. Material: Silver gilt, copper alloy, garnets 
b. Abrasion:  
c. Location: neck 

b. Continental garnet disc brooch – 2nd half of the 6th century (Evison 1987, Parfitt & Brugmann 
1997) 

a. Material: silver, iron, garnets 
b. Abrasion: moderate, much rust damage  
c. Location: middle of chest 

Grave goods:  
1. Beads – 85; neck to torso 
2. Buckle – tin alloy; left waist 
3. Ring – copper alloy; left pelvis 
4. Tube – copper alloy; left pelvis 
5. Fragments of 3 rings – iron; left pelvis 

Dress style: Style III 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning:  no date range disparities within grave context 
 

Grave 94a 
Date:  
Grave type: inhumation (cuts grave 94b, modern disturbance) 
Preservation:  poor, upper half destroyed by modern trench. Only lower vertebrae, left pelvis and femur 
survive 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position: supine 
Age:  40+ 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Annular brooch - 5th/6th century (Leeds 1945; Ager 1985) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: minimal, missing pin 
c. Location: near foot, but doubtful it was its original position 
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Grave goods: 
1. Metal fragments – iron; a waist 

Dress style: unknown 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: heavily disturbed grave, destroyed upper half makes the grave difficult to analyse 
 
 

Grave 126 
Date: 7th century 
Grave type: inhumation (modern disturbance) 
Preservation: poor, most destroyed by digger 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position: unknown 
Age: 18+ 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Plated disc brooch – 7th century (Avent 1975, class 2) 
a. Material: silver gilt, copper alloy, gold, glass, garnet 
b. Abrasion: runic inscription, worn on the rim 
c. Location: unknown (most likely at the neck) 

Grave goods: none remain 
Dress style: unknown 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: unknown 
Reasoning: Modern grave disturbance does not allow for analysis 
 

Grave 127 
Date: 7th century 
Grave type: inhumation 
Preservation: poor, only left arm and legs remain  
Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position: supine 
Age: 12+ 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Annular brooch - 5th/6th century (Leeds 1945; Ager 1985) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: unknown 
c. Location: top of left femur 

Grave goods:  
1. Beads – 8; neck 
2. Knife – iron; left waist 
3. Spoon – iron top of left femur 
4. Ring fragments – iron; top of left femur 
5. Possible key shafts – iron; top of left femur 

Dress style: unknown, possible dress style VI 
Date range disparities: Annular brooch predates the grave by large portion of time 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: annular brooch repurposed as a bag implement, containing fragmentary objects, possibly 
keepsakes or amulets. Therefore it is doubtful that it would be a focal point of social remembrance during the 
funeral 
 

Grave 204 
Date: mid-6th century 
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Grave type: inhumation 
Preservation: moderately well 
Skeletal anomalies: none 
Position: supine 
Age: 22-24 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Kentish disc brooch – mid-6th century (Avent 1975, class 1.1) 
a. Material: Silver gilt, copper alloy, garnets 
b. Abrasion: minimal 
c. Location: left torso area (most likely was originally near neck prior to decay) 

Grave goods: 
1. Beads – 130; chest and neck 
2. Roman coin – AD 71; left femur 
3. Fragmented spindle-whorl – shale; left femur 
4. Yellow banded pebble – stone; left femur 
5. Fragmented shell – marine; left femur 
6. Buckle – copper alloy; centre waist 
7. 2 strap ends – copper alloy; between lower legs 
8. Ring – silver; left hand 
9. Chatelaine – iron and copper alloy; left femur 
10. Pin – iron; under lower jaw 
11. Roman coin – late 3rd century; left femur 
12. Bracteate – gold; under lower jaw 

Dress style: Style V 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities within grave context 
 
 

Grave 214 
Date: unknown 
Grave type: inhumation (modern disturbance) 
Preservation: poor, leg bones only 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position:  supine 
Age: 12-18 
Gender: unknown 
Brooch:  

a. Penannular brooch – possibly Romano-British (Leeds 1945; Brugmann 2012) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: no pin, possibly reused as a ring 
c. Location: general fill 

Grave goods: 
1. Knife – iron; pelvis 
2. Staple – iron; left leg 
3. Ring fragment copper alloy; grave fill 

Dress style: unknown 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: unknown 
Reasoning: modern terracing partially destroyed grave not allowing any further analysis. Penannular brooch 
thought to have been repurposed as a ring, rather than a brooch 
 

Grave 219 
Date: 2nd half of the 5th century 
Grave type: inhumation 
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Preservation: very poor 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position: supine 
Age: 20-25 
Gender: F 
Brooch: 

a. Button brooch – 2nd half of the 5th century (Avent and Evison 1982; class A) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: worn gilding, and slight damage to ridge 
c. Location: upper chest 

Grave goods: 
1. Beads – 9; around upper body 
2. Beads – 2; near left femur 
3. Vessel – ceramic; right of skull 
4. Bracelet – copper alloy; lower left arm 

Dress style: Style II 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities within grave context 
 

Grave 221 
Date: early 6th century 
Grave type: inhumation 
Preservation: very poor, fragmented skull and long bones only 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position: supine 
Age: 30-40 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Button brooch – early 6th century (Avent and Evison 1982, class Bi) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: worn gilding 
c. Location: torso area 

Grave goods: 
1. Bead – fossil; left of skull 

Dress style: unknown, possibly Style II 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no comparable contexts within grave 
 

Grave 222 
Date: late 6th century 
Grave type: inhumation 
Preservation: poor 
Skeletal anomalies: none  
Position: supine 
Age: 45-45 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Kentish disc brooch – late 6th century (Avent 1975, class 2.4) 
a. Material: silver gilt, copper alloy, garnets 
b. Abrasion: worn gilding throughout the brooch 
c. Location: neck 

Grave goods: 
1. Beads – 119; neck and chest 
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2. Pin – copper alloy; neck 
3. Knife – iron; left pelvis 
4. Strap end – copper alloy; on right femur 
5. Buckle – copper alloy; centre waist 
6. Ring – copper alloy; between femurs 
7. 3 keys – iron; left femur 

Dress style: Style V 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities within grave context 
 

Grave 223 
Date: 2nd half of the 6th century 
Grave type: inhumation 
Preservation: poor, fragmented skull and long bones only 
Skeletal anomalies:  unknown 
Position: supine 
Age: 12+ (grown) 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Continental ‘Rider’ brooch – mid-5th to early-6th century (Koch 1998) 
a. Material: silver gilt 
b. Abrasion: heavily worn, gilding only remains in crevices, broken tail, leg and base of 

brooch 
c. Location: neck 

Grave goods: 
1. Buckle – copper alloy; right hip 
2. Pin fragment – iron; neck 
3. Beads – 12; neck 

Dress style: possible Style V 
Date range disparities: yes 
Heirloom: yes 
Reasoning: Broken and abraded rider brooch implemented in the Kentish dress style V. Earlier brooch in a mid-
6th century context. The beads and buckle also are of 6th century type, presenting the brooch as older than the 
rest of the grave contexts 
 
 

Grave 237 
Date: 5th to 6th century AD 
Grave type: inhumation (cut by graves 228, 346, and 358) 
Preservation: poor 
Skeletal anomalies:  unknown 
Position: supine 
Age:  30-40 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Annular brooch – 5th/6th century (Leeds 1945; Ager 1985) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: moderate abrasion 
c. Location: left pelvis 

b. Annular brooch – 5th/6th century (Leeds 1945; Ager 1985) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: moderate abrasion 
c. Location: left pelvis 

Grave goods:  
1. Tweezers – copper alloy; left pelvis 
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Dress style: unknown 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: brooches believed to have been kept in a bag, no other comparable contexts 
 

Grave 239 
Date: 2nd half of 5th century  
Grave type: inhumation 
Preservation: poor 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position: supine 
Age: 40-50 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Small-long brooch (matching pair with (b)) - mid-5th century (Brugmann 2004; 2012) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: some abrasion and a repair to faulty headplate 
c. Location: right chest 

b. Small-long brooch - mid-5th century (Brugmann 2004; 2012) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: some abrasion 
c. Location: left chest 

c. Annular brooch – 5th/6th century (Leeds 1945; Ager 1985) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: moderate abrasion 
c. Location: right shoulder 

d. Annular brooch – 5th/6th century (Leeds 1945; Ager 1985) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: moderate abrasion 
c. Location: left shoulder 

Grave goods: 
1. Knife – iron; left pelvis 
2. Pin – copper alloy; chest 
3. Beads – 10; torso 

Dress style: Style I 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparity within grave context 
 

Grave 245 
Date: mid-6th century 
Grave type: inhumation 
Preservation: poor 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position: supine 
Age: 35-45 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Rosette brooch –mid-6th century (Parfitt & Brugmann 1997; Brugmann 2012) 
a. Material: silver gilt, garnet 
b. Abrasion: worn beaded rim 
c. Location: chest 

b. Kentish disc brooch – mid to late-6th century (Avent 1975, class 3.5; Brugmann 2012) 
a. Material: silver gilt, garnets 
b. Abrasion: gilding worn off 
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c. Location: above skull 
Grave goods:  

1. Beads – 114; neck and chest 
2. Bracteate – gold; chest 
3. Pendant – silver; chest 
4. Inlaid buckle – iron, silver, copper alloy, garnets; centre waist  
5. 2 keys – iron; left pelvis 
6. 2 knives – iron; left lower arm 
7. Fragmented chape – silver; left elbow 
8. 3 rings attached to lozenge – copper alloy, iron; left pelvis 
9. 2 studs – silver; left elbow and pelvis 

Dress style: Style V 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no  
Reasoning: Besides the belt buckle, which is of late 5th century date, no date range disparities within grave 
context.  
 

Grave 247 
Date: 1st half of the 6th century 
Grave type: inhumation 
Preservation: poor 
Skeletal anomalies: none 
Position: supine 
Age: 23-28 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Continental disc brooch – 1st half of the 6th century (Brugmann 1999) 
a. Material: iron, copper alloy, garnets 
b. Abrasion: minimal 
c. Location: neck 

Grave goods: 
1. Beads – 6; neck 
2. Nail fragment – iron; general fill 

Dress style: unknown, possibly style II 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities within grave context 
 

Grave 250 
Date: 3rd quarter of the 6th century 
Grave type: inhumation 
Preservation: good 
Skeletal anomalies: none 
Position: supine 
Age:  25-30 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Annular brooch – 5th/6th centuries (Leeds 1945; Ager 1985) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: repaired, very worn 
c. Location: left pelvis 

Grave goods: 
1. Bracteate – gold; neck 
2. Purse ring – ivory; left femur 
3. Pin – iron; neck/chest 
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4. Ring – silver; neck/chest 
5. Weaving sword (pattern-welded) – iron; left foot 
6. Bowl – glass; end of grave 
7. Bell beaker – glass; end of grave 
8. Bell beaker – glass; end of grave 
9. 7 loose garnets – left femur 
10. Pendant – copper alloy; left femur 
11. Lozenge – iron; inside ivory ring 
12. Purse mount – copper alloy; left lower arm 
13. Pendant – antler burr; left lower arm 
14.  Chatelaine – iron; left lower arm 

Dress style: Style VI 
Date range disparities: yes 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: annular brooch repurposed for a different use.  
 

Grave 254 
Date: mid to late-5th century 
Grave type: inhumation 
Preservation: poor, skull and chest fragments only 
Skeletal anomalies: none 
Position:  supine 
Age: 4-5 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Button brooch – 2nd half of the 5th to early 6th century (Avent and Evison 1982, class Aii) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: minimal, worn gilding 
c. Location: left shoulder 

b. Small-long brooch (matching pair with (c )) – last 3rd of the 5th century (Leeds 1945; Bohme 1989) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: minimal, worn bow 
c. Location: left chest 

c. Small-long brooch – last 3rd of the 5th century (Leeds 1945; Bohme 1989) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: minimal, worn bow 
c. Location: central chest 

Grave goods: 
1. Cone beaker -glass; near right shoulder 
2. Beads – 22; left shoulder 
3. 2 pins – copper alloy; left shoulder and jaw 

Dress style: Style II 
Date range disparities: yes 
Heirloom: possibly 
Reasoning: Abrasion on the brooches displays the objects potentially being older than the individual, yet the 
wearing is only on the bow and gilding of the brooches. 
 

Grave 255 
Date: 1st half of the 6th century 
Grave type: inhumation 
Preservation: poor 
Skeletal anomalies: none  
Position: supine 
Age: 30-35 
Gender: F 
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Brooch:  
a. Buckle repurposed into a brooch – possibly late 5th century (Perin 1975; Marzinzik 2012) 

a. Material: silver gilt, copper alloy, gold, garnets 
b. Abrasion: repurposed belt buckle, missing cell fill in centre,  
c. Location: left waist 

b. Square-headed brooch – 1st half of the 6th century (Aberg 1926, type 131, Parfitt and Burgmann 
1997) 

a. Material: gilt copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: worn gilding on bow 
c. Location: left pelvis 

c. Button brooch – late 5th to first half of the 6th century (Avent and Evison 1982, class B) 
a. Material: gilt copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: little to none 
c. Location: left pelvis 

d. Continental S-brooch – 1st half of the 6th century (Werner 1962; Brugmann 2012) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: minimal 
c. Location: above left pelvis 

e. Great square-headed brooch – 1st half of the 6th century (Brugmann 2012) 
a. Material: copper ally, garnets 
b. Abrasion: worn gilding 
c. Location: neck 

Grave goods: 
1. Strap-end – silver gilt; between knees 
2. Ring – copper alloy; left pelvis 
3. Knife – iron; near left pelvis 
4. Buckle – copper alloy; right waist 
5. 3 mounts – copper alloy; right of and under skull 
6. Casket – copper alloy, bone, wood; above skull 
7. Girdle hanger with key – iron; left pelvis 
8. Purse ring – ivory; left pelvis 
9. 2 metal strips – iron; left pelvis 

Dress style: Style IV 
Date range disparities: no 
Heirloom: possibly 
Reasoning: The belt buckle converted into a brooch suggests it also was previously used as a buckle. However 
as the individual was in their 30’s, it is unknown if it was their own belt. 
 

Grave 257 
Date: 2nd half of the 5th century 
Grave type: inhumation 
Preservation: poor 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position: supine, but twisted on left side 
Age: 12+ (grown) 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Small-long brooch – 2nd half of the 5th century (Leeds 1945; Brugmann 2012) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: minimal, broken pin-catch 
c. Location: chest/neck 

Grave goods: 
1. Pin – copper alloy; left chest 
2. Beads – 4; chest 

Dress style: unknown 
Date range disparities: none 
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Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities within grave context 
 

Grave 263B 
Date:  1st half of the 6th century 
Grave type: inhumation (double burial with 263A (stacked with 263A on top of B); cut by grave 264) 
Preservation: poor 
Skeletal anomalies: none 
Position: supine 
Age: 25-30 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Radiate-headed brooch – 1st half of the 6th century (Brugmann 2012) 
a. Material: gilt copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: worn gilding on bow 
c. Location: chest/neck? 

b. Square-headed brooch – 1st half of the 6th century (Aberg 1926, type 131, Parfitt and Burgmann 
1997) 

a. Material: gilt copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: worn gilding on bow and decoration 
c. Location: left pelvis 

c. Square-headed brooch – 1st half of the 6th century (Aberg 1926, type 131, Parfitt and Burgmann 
1997) 

a. Material: gilt copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: worn gilding on ridges 
c. Location: left pelvis 

Grave goods: 
1. Beads – 12; between femurs 

Dress style: possibly Style IV 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities within grave context 
 

Grave 266 
Date: 1st half of the 6th century 
Grave type: inhumation (cuts grave 261) 
Preservation: moderately well 
Skeletal anomalies: none 
Position: supine 
Age: 30-35 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Radiate-headed brooch (Matching pair with (b) – 1st half of the 6th century (Koch 1998) 
a. Material: silver gilt, copper, garnets 
b. Abrasion: worn ridges and bow 
c. Location: upper chest  

b. Radiate-headed brooch – 1st half of the 6th century (Koch 1998) 
a. Material: silver gilt, copper, garnets 
b. Abrasion: worn ridges and bow 
c. Location: lower chest 

Grave goods: 
1. Rod – iron; left femur 
2. Window fragment – glass; near left pelvis 
3. Roman vessel fragment – near left pelvis 
4. Porphyry fragment – near left pelvis 
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5. Buckle – iron; centre waist 
6. Ring – copper alloy; above left pelvis 
7. Knife – iron; above left pelvis 

Dress style: Style III 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities within grave context 
 

Grave 281 
Date: 2nd quarter to mid-6th century 
Grave type: inhumation (cut by grave 325) 
Preservation: moderately well 
Skeletal anomalies: none 
Position: supine 
Age: 25-30 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Disc brooch – 1st half of the 6th century (Brugmann 1999) 
a. Material: iron, silver 
b. Abrasion: unknown 
c. Location: neck 

b. Square-headed brooch – 2nd quarter to mid-6th century (Brugmann 1999) 
a. Material: gilt copper ally 
b. Abrasion: worn gilding, border of headplate partially broken, ridges nicked 
c. Location: right side of body 

c. Square-headed brooch – 2nd quarter to mid-6th century (Brugmann 1999) 
a. Material: gilt copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: worn gilding 
c. Location: right side of body, below (d) 

Grave goods: 
1. Beads – 10; neck 
2. Pin – iron; right chest 
3. 2 mounts – copper alloy; near right wrist 
4. Buckle – copper alloy; centre waist 
5. Nail – iron; left waist 
6. Knife – iron; left waist 
7. 3 rings – iron; left femur 
8. Brush handle – copper alloy; left pelvis 
9. Pin – iron; left femur 
10. Bead – 1; left femur 
11. Armlet – copper alloy; left femur 
12. Tweezers – copper alloy; left femur 

Dress style: Style IV 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities within grave context 
 

Grave 296 
Date: Mid-6th century 
Grave type: inhumation 
Preservation: poor 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position: supine 
Age: 35-45 
Gender: F 
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Brooch:  
a. Quatrefoil brooch – 2nd half of the 6th century (Martin 1994; Brugmann 2012) 

a. Material: silver gilt; garnet 
b. Abrasion: worn on the beaded rim 
c. Location: neck 

b. Radiate-headed brooch – 1st half of the 6th century (Koch 1998) 
a. Material: silver gilt, garnet 
b. Abrasion: worn on ridges and footplate, missing 2 garnets 
c. Location: pelvis area 

c. Radiate-headed brooch (matching pair with (b)) – 1st half of the 6th century (Koch 1998) 
a. Material: silver gilt, garnet 
b. Abrasion: worn on ridges and footplate, missing 1 garnet 
c. Location: pelvis area 

Grave goods: 
1. Beads – 166; neck/chest 
2. Buckle – copper alloy; centre waist 
3. Knife – iron; left pelvis 
4. Chain fragments – iron; between femurs 
5. Bead – 1; between femurs 
6. Stud – iron; left of pelvis 

Dress style: Style IV 
Date range disparities: yes 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: Though the radiate-headed brooches display moderate amounts of abrasion and the high-quality 
quatrefoil brooch is believed to be a later development, the age of the individual equates to the level of 
abrasion upon the brooches 
 

Grave 308 
Date: 2nd half of the 5th century 
Grave type: inhumation 
Preservation: poor 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position: supine  
Age: 50+ 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Annular brooch – 5th/6th centuries (Leeds 1945; Ager 1985) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: none 
c. Location: neck 

Grave goods: 
1. Knife – iron; left pelvis 
2. Buckle – copper alloy: left pelvis, under knife 
3. Beads – 12; right shoulder 
4. Pin – iron; neck 
5. Vessel – ceramic; near left leg 

Dress style: Style I 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities 
 

Grave 326 
Date: 6th to early 7th century 
Grave type: inhumation (cut by grave 313) 
Preservation: poor 
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Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position: supine 
Age: 14-16 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Annular brooch – 5th/6th centuries (Leeds 1945; Ager 1985) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: pin missing, noticeable abrasion where pin was located 
c. Location: left pelvis 

Grave goods:  
1. Ring fragment – iron; left pelvis 
2. Mount – copper alloy; left pelvis 
3. Wrist clasp – copper alloy; left pelvis 
4. 2 rings – iron; left pelvis 
5. Fragmented lozenge – iron; central pelvis 
6. Knife – iron; left pelvis 
7. Oval ring – iron; left pelvis 
8. Wrist clasp – copper alloy; central pelvis 
9. Pin – iron; left pelvis 
10. Bead – piece of roman vessel; left pelvis 
11. Pin – iron; left pelvis 

Dress style: unknown 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: brooch repurposed as a belt implement 
 

Grave 347 
Date: mid-6th century 
Grave type: inhumation (cut by grave 264) 
Preservation: well preserved by damaged by later cut 
Skeletal anomalies: none 
Position: supine 
Age: 14-16 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Openwork brooch – 2nd quarter to mid-6th century (Koch 2001; Brugmann 2012) 
a. Material: silver gilt, gold, glass 
b. Abrasion: worn gilding 
c. Location: left shoulder 

b. Square-headed brooch – Mid-6th century (Brugmann 2012) 
a. Material: silver gilt, garnet, copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: worn gilding and bow, repaired pin-catch 
c. Location: left chest 

c. Radiate-headed brooch – 1st half of 6th century (Koch 1998) 
a. Material: silver gilt, garnet (lost) 
b. Abrasion: lost garnets, worn gilding, knobs, bow, and tip 
c. Location: pelvis 

Grave goods: 
1. Strip – gold; right of skull 
2. Cone beaker – glass; left of skull 
3. Wire fragments – left of skull 
4. Beads – 41; neck/chest 
5. Fragmented chain – iron; left chest 
6. Ring – silver sheet; lower torso 
7. Buckle – iron; left waist 
8. Chatelaine – iron 
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9. Ring – iron; left femur 
10. Spindle-whorl – lead alloy; left of skull 

Dress style: Style IV 
Date range disparities: yes 
Heirloom: yes 
Reasoning: the age of the individual compared to the abrasion on the brooches, presents evidence that these 
were previously utilised by more than one individual. The radiate-headed brooch is (as of now) the first of its 
kind found in Kent. 
 

Grave 351B 
Date: Early-6th century 
Grave type: inhumation 
Preservation: moderately well 
Skeletal anomalies: none 
Position: supine 
Age: 40-45 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Small-long brooch – 2nd half of the 5th century (Leeds 1945; Brugmann 2012) 
d. Material: copper alloy 
e. Abrasion: none 
f. Location: upper chest 

b. Small-long brooch (matching pair with (a)) – 2nd half of the 5th century (Leeds 1945; Brugmann 
2012) 

g. Material: copper alloy 
h. Abrasion: none 
i. Location: pelvis 

c. Radiate-headed brooch – 5th century (Koch 1998; Brugmann 2012) 
j. Material: copper alloy 
k. Abrasion: slight wearing to bow 
l. Location: lower chest 

d. Cruciform brooch – 5th century (Aberg 1926, Group II; Bode 1998; Brugmann 2012) 
a. Material: Copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: worn knobs and footplate 
c. Location: right pelvis 

Grave goods:  
1. Tweezers – copper alloy; right humerus 

Dress style: Style IV 
Date range disparities: no 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities within grave context. Though brooches date to the 5th century, their 
abrasion patterns present evidence of use throughout the individual’s life, into the early 6th century.  
 

Grave 353 
Date: 3rd quarter of the 6th century 
Grave type: inhumation (cuts grave 352) 
Preservation: poor, fragmented skull and long bones only 
Skeletal anomalies: none 
Position: supine 
Age: 30-35 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Kentish disc brooch – 2nd half of the 6th century (Avent 1975, class 1.1 with 4.3 beaded rim added; 
Brugmann 2012) 

a. Material: silver gilt, garnet 
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b. Abrasion: addition of an extra, outer beaded ring 
c. Location: neck 

Grave goods: 
1. Beads – 106; chest 
2. Knife – iron; left femur 
3. Rod – iron; left femur 
4. Lozenge – iron; left femur 
5. Claw beaker – glass; left of left foot 
6. Box fittings – iron; end of grave 
7. Rim-bindings – silver; near claw beaker 
8. Pin – iron; chest 
9. Open ring – silver gilt; around disc brooch 

Dress style: Style V 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities within grave context. Interesting addition of an extra outer ring. 
 
 

Grave 354 
Date: mid-6th century 
Grave type: inhumation (cuts grave 361) 
Preservation: poor, fragmented skull and long bones only 
Skeletal anomalies: none 
Position: supine 
Age: 25-30 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Kentish disc brooch – mid-6th century (Avent 1975, class 1.2; Brugmann 2012) 
a. Material: silver gilt, garnets 
b. Abrasion: worn gilding and pin-catch, central inlay lost, cracked garnets 
c. Location: neck 

Grave goods: 
1. Beads – 70; chest area 
2. Chain – copper alloy; chest area 
3. Buckle – copper alloy; pelvis 
4. Strip – gold; right shoulder and skull 

Dress style: Style V 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities within grave context 
 

Grave 366 
Date: late-5th to early-6th century 
Grave type: inhumation 
Preservation: poor 
Skeletal anomalies: none  
Position: supine 
Age: 20-25 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Saucer brooch with central setting – late-5th to early-6th century (Brugmann 2012) 
d. Material: gilt copper alloy, garnet 
e. Abrasion: worn gilding 
f. Location: neck 

b. Saucer brooch with central setting – late-5th to early-6th century (Brugmann 2012) 
a. Material: gilt copper alloy, garnet 
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b. Abrasion: worn gilding 
c. Location: chest 

Grave goods:  
1. Knife – iron; left pelvis 

Dress style: Style III 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities within grave context 
 

Grave 367 
Date: mid-5th to early-6th century 
Grave type: inhumation 
Preservation: poor 
Skeletal anomalies: none 
Position: supine 
Age: 30-40 
Gender: F (skeleton sexed as male) 
Brooch:  

a. Annular brooch – 5th/6th century (Leeds 1945; Ager 1985) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: worn near area of pin, pin missing, broken 
c. Location: right shoulder 

Grave goods: 
1. Knife – iron; left elbow 
2. Tweezers – copper alloy; left elbow 
3. Fragment of vessel – glass; left elbow 
4. Buckle – iron; waist 
5. Indistinct object – iron; left elbow 
6. Open ring – iron; left pelvis 

Dress style: Style I 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities within grave context 
 

Grave 372 
Date: 2nd quarter of the 6th century 
Grave type: inhumation 
Preservation: poor 
Skeletal anomalies: none  
Position: supine 
Age: 30-35 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Annular brooch – 5th/6th century (Leeds 1945; Ager 1985) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: worn decoration and pin location 
c. Location: right shoulder 

b. Annular brooch – 5th/6th century (Leeds 1945; Ager 1985) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: none 
c. Location: left shoulder 

c. Square-headed brooch – mid-6th century (Brugmann 1999) 
a. Material: silver gilt 
b. Abrasion: worn bow and ridges 
c. Location: under chin 
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d. Continental disc brooch – mid-6th century (Brugmann 1999) 
a. Material: silver, glass, garnet 
b. Abrasion: minimal 
c. Location: under Great square-headed brooch, at chin 

Grave goods: 
1. Collection of sheep bones – over right femur 
2. Knife – iron; left pelvis 
3. Beads – 11; neck and shoulders 
4. Claw beaker – glass; right of skull 
5. Buckle – iron; under right pelvis 

Dress style: Style I 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no  
Reasoning: no date range disparities within the grave context 
 

Grave 373 
Date: 3rd quarter of the 6th century 
Grave type: inhumation 
Preservation: poor, fragmented skull and long bones only 
Skeletal anomalies: none 
Position: supine 
Age: 35-40 
Gender: F (skeleton sexed possible male) 
Brooch:   

a. Kentish disc brooch – mid-6th century (Avent 1975, class 1.1; Brugmann 2012) 
a. Material: silver gilt, garnet 
b. Abrasion: worn gilding, nicked ridges 
c. Location: neck 

Grave goods: 
1. Beads – 66; lower body 
2. Strap-end – copper alloy; left leg 
3. Lozenge – iron; left leg 
4. Shaft – iron; left pelvis 
5. Ring – copper alloy; left pelvis 
6. Knife – iron; left pelvis 
7. Ring – iron; left pelvis 
8. Buckle – right pelvis 
9. Pin – copper alloy; neck 

Dress style: Style V 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities in grave context 
 

Grave 384 
Date: unknown 
Grave type: inhumation 
Preservation: no bone surviving 
Skeletal anomalies: n/a 
Position: unknown 
Age: unknown (length of grave cut suggests >12) 
Gender: unknown 
Brooch:  

a. Button brooch model 
a. Material: lead alloy 
b. Abrasion: unknown 
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c. Location: general fill 
Grave goods: 

1. Vessel – ceramic; end of the grave 
Dress style: unknown 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: model of brooch for brooch production. No other comparative contexts within grave 
 
 

Grave 391B 
Date: 1st half of the 6th century 
Grave type: Inhumation, with evidence of timber lining (stacked burial with 391A, which is dated later to the 
7th century) 
Preservation:  moderately well preserved 
Skeletal anomalies: none 
Position: supine 
Age: 20-25 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Rosette brooch – 1st half of the 6th century (Brugmann 2012) 
d. Material: silver gilt, garnet 
e. Abrasion: worn rim, gilding, and repair to back plate 
f. Location: upper left chest 

b. Rosette brooch – 1st half of the 6th century (Brugmann 2012) 
g. Material: silver gilt, garnet 
h. Abrasion: worn rim, gilding, and part of back-plate, backplate added on 
i. Location: upper left chest 

c. Square-headed brooch – 1st half of the 6th century (Brugmann 2012) 
j. Material: silver gilt, garnet 
k. Abrasion: ridges nicked, worn gilding and ridges 
l. Location: right pelvis 

d. Square-headed brooch – 1st half of the 6th century (Brugmann 2012) 
m. Material: silver gilt 
n. Abrasion: minimal, slightly worn gilding on rim 
o. Location: right femur 

e. Square-headed brooch – 1st half of the 6th century (Brugmann 2012) 
a. Material: silver gilt, garnet  
b. Abrasion: minimal 
c. Location: right femur 

Grave goods: 
1. Beads – 177; across chest 
2. Bucket – wooden with copper alloy bindings; left of skull 
3. Crystal ball in silver sling – rock crystal, silver; lower right leg 
4. Strip – gold; around skull and neck 
5. Roman intaglio – crystal in silver slings; left side of chest, within beads 
6. Pin – iron; chest 
7. Pendant – gold; left side of chest, within beads 
8. Slip-knot ring – silver, gold wire; amongst beads 
9. Pendant – silver; amongst beads 
10. Bead – chalk; pelvis 
11. Buckle – copper alloy; right femur 
12. Roman coin – copper alloy; left knee 
13. Roman coin – copper alloy; left knee 
14. Metal fragments- iron, lead; left knee 
15. Hook – silver; possibly a makeshift brooch; torso 
16. Strip – iron; left femur 
17. Rivet – silver; left femur 
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18. Chain link – iron; left femur 
19. Knife – iron; left femur 
20. Knife – iron; left femur 
21. 2 strips – iron; left femur 
22. 2 rings – copper alloy; left femur 
23. Chain link – iron; left femur 

Dress style: Style IV 
Date range disparities: probable 
Heirloom: yes 
Reasoning: The abrasion upon the continental brooches suggests a long life of use, whereas the individual 
interred is aged between 20-25. The pair of square-headed brooches contrasts abrasion patterns with the 
continental brooches, as they appear fresh. As there were 5 brooches implemented, it may be that the fresh 
pair of square-headed brooches were only used occasionally.  
 

Grave 407 
Date: 1st half of the 6th century 
Grave type: Inhumation 
Preservation: moderately well preserved 
Skeletal anomalies: none 
Position: supine 
Age: 23-28 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Continental bow brooch (matching pair with (b)) – 1st half of the 6th century (Ament 1977; 
Brugmann 2012) 

a. Material: silver gilt, copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: worn bow, foot-plate, and tops of knobs. Some wearing to ridges 
c. Location: left side of body 

b. Continental bow brooch – 1st half of the 6th century (Ament 1977; Brugmann 2012) 
a. Material: silver gilt, copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: worn bow, foot-plate, and tops of knobs. Some wearing to ridges 
c. Location: left side of body 

Grave goods: 
1. Beads – 76; neck 
2. Knife – iron; left pelvis 
3. Iron-age toggle; copper alloy; left pelvis 
4. Buckle – copper alloy; right wrist 
5. Roman coin – copper alloy; left pelvis 
6. Roman intaglio – left pelvis 
7. Chatelaine – copper alloy, iron; left pelvis 
8. Pin shaft – iron; left side of body 

Dress style: unknown, possibly Style III 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: Besides the abrasion, there are no curation characteristics within the grave context 
 
 

Grave 408 
Date: 1st half of the 6th century 
Grave type: inhumation (coffin) 
Preservation: poor 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position: supine 
Age: 30-40 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  
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a. Radiate-headed brooch – late-5th/early-6th century (Brugmann 2012 
a. Material: copper alloy gilt, garnet 
b. Abrasion: worn gilding, garnets, and knobs  
c. Location: left pelvis 

b. Miniature-bow brooch – mid-6th century (Brugmann 2012) 
a. Material: copper alloy gilt 
b. Abrasion: worn gilding and bow 
c. Location: left pelvis 

Grave goods: 
1. Knife – iron; right femur 
2. Pin – iron; between femurs 
3. Buckle – copper alloy, silver; left pelvis 
4. Ring – silver; left hand 
5. Roman coin – copper alloy; between femurs 
6. Bead – fossil; between femurs 
7. Belt-plate – iron; left pelvis  

Dress style: Style IV 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities within grave context 
 
 

Grave 417 
Date: 1st half of the 6th century 
Grave type: inhumation 
Preservation: poor 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown  
Position: supine 
Age: 40-50 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Square-headed brooch – 1st half of the 6th century (Brugmann 2012) 
a. Material: silver gilt, garnet 
b. Abrasion: worn gilding, rim, bow, and decoration 
c. Location: above right pelvis 

b. Radiate-headed brooch – 1st half of the 6th century (Koch 1998; Brugmann 2012) 
a. Material: copper alloy gilt, garnet 
b. Abrasion: heavily abraded, lost 3 garnets, one broken knob (wearing at the break as 

well), worn edges, bow, and gilding 
c. Location: over lower spine (original location was probably at midsection) 

c. Miniature bow brooch – late 5th/early 6th century (Koch 1998; Brugmann 2012) 
a. Material: silver gilt, garnet 
b. Abrasion: 4 lost garnets, worn bow, gilding, and outer edge 
c. Location: neck 

Grave goods: 
1. Ball – quartz in silver sling; between knees 
2. Strap-ends – copper alloy; between knees 
3. 2 Buckles – copper alloy; lower spine 
4. Knife – iron; left pelvis 
5. Ring – copper alloy; left pelvis 
6. Beads – 54; neck/chest 

Dress style: Style IV 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: Though the brooches display signs of heavy abrasion, the progressed age of the individual interred 
suggests this is a normal pattern of wear. 
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Grave 419 
Date: early-6th century 
Grave type: inhumation (coffin) 
Preservation: poor 
Skeletal anomalies: none  
Position: supine  
Age: 30-35 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Bird brooch – 1st half of the 6th century (Brugmann 1999) 
a. Material: silver gilt, garnet 
b. Abrasion: slightly worn gilding 
c. Location: neck 

b. Continental disc brooch – 1st half of the 6th century (Koch 2001; Brugmann 2012) 
a. Material: silver gilt, garnet 
b. Abrasion: worn decoration and gilding 
c. Location: right chest 

Grave goods: 
1. Beads – 22; right chest 
2. Purse ring – ivory; left pelvis 
3. Buckle – copper alloy; left femur 
4. Buckle – copper alloy; right pelvis 
5. Chain – iron; neck 
6. Lozenge – iron; left wrist 
7. Mount – copper alloy; left wrist 
8. Pendant – antler burr; left pelvis 

Dress style: Style III 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities within grave context 
 
 

Grave 428 
Date: 1st half of the 6th century 
Grave type: inhumation 
Preservation: poor 
Skeletal anomalies: none 
Position: supine 
Age: 20-25 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Saucer brooch with central setting – 1st half of the 6th century (Brugmann 2012) 
a. Material: gilt copper alloy, garnet 
b. Abrasion: worn gilding and nicked ridges 
c. Location: neck 

b. Saucer brooch with central setting – 1st half of the 6th century (Brugmann 2012) 
a. Material: gilt copper alloy, garnet 
b. Abrasion: worn gilding and nicked ridges 
c. Location: neck 

Grave goods: 
1. Buckle – copper alloy; right pelvis 
2. Roman coin – copper alloy; left lower arm 
3. Bead – glass; left pelvis 
4. Bead – glass vessel fragment – left lower arm 
5. Knife – iron; left lower arm 
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6. Lozenge – iron; left lower arm 
7. Beads – 20; neck 
8. Lozenge – iron; left pelvis 
9. Binding – copper alloy; left lower arm 
10. Roman belt-plate – copper alloy; left lower arm 
11. Roman coin – copper alloy; left lower arm 
12. Ring – copper alloy; left lower arm 

Dress style: Style III 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities within the grave context 
 

Grave 433 
Date: mid 5th to early 6th century 
Grave type: inhumation 
Preservation: very poor, only a few bone fragments remain 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position: supine 
Age: 12+ 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Animal brooch – mid 5th to early 6th century (Brugmann 2012) 

a. Material: gilt copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: minimal 
c. Location: towards the top end of the grave 

Grave goods: 
1. Bracelet – copper alloy; towards top end of the grave 
2. Knife – iron; central area of grave 

Dress style: unknown 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities within grave context 
 

Grave 440 
Date: 1st half of the 6th century 
Grave type: inhumation 
Preservation: poor 
Skeletal anomalies: none 
Position: supine 
Age: 15-17 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Saucer brooch with central setting – 1st half of the 6th century (Brugmann 2012) 
a. Material: gilt copper alloy, garnet 
b. Abrasion: noticeably worn gilding, garnet, and flange 
c. Location: neck 

b. Saucer brooch with central setting – 1st half of the 6th century (Brugmann 2012) 
a. Material: gilt copper alloy, enamel 
b. Abrasion: noticeably worn gilding, enamel setting, and flange 
c. Location: chest 

Grave goods: 
1. Roman coin – copper alloy; left femur 
2. Beads – 11; right chest 
3. Knife – iron; left pelvis 

Dress style: Style III 
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Date range disparities: yes 
Heirloom: yes 
Reasoning: The age of the interred individual contrasts to the noticeable abrasion on the brooches.  
 

Sword graves 

 

Grave C 
Date: 6th/7th century 
Grave type: Inhumation 
Preservation: unknown 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position: unknown 
Age: unknown 
Gender: M 
Sword fittings:  

a. Scabbard bindings – late 5th to 7th century (Menghin 1983 type Alton-Envermeu-Morken; 
Mussemeir 2003) 

a. Material: silver 
b. Abrasion: worn on the backside of bindings 
c. Location: left side of grave attached to scabbard remnants 

b. Pyramidal pommel with ring attachment– 1st half of the 6th century (Menghin 1983, type 2d) 
a. Material: silver gilt 
b. Abrasion: worn gilding and decoration 
c. Location: left side of the grave 

Pattern welded: yes 
Sword position: left side of grave 
Grave goods: 

1. Spearhead – iron; left of body (Swanton H3) 
2. Spear ferrule – iron; bottom right of grave cut 
3. 14 Roman coins – copper alloy; bottom left of grave cut 
4. Knife – iron; left of body, under sword 
5. Fragmented shield boss – iron; above body (possibly was originally over the skull) 
6. Shield board mounts – copper alloy; around boss (type 3) 
7. Buckle – iron; unknown location 
8. Scale – copper alloy; bottom left of grave cut 
9. Shield boss- iron; location unknown (type 3) (believed to have come from another grave) 

Date range disparities: sword pommel 1st half of the 6th century, shield and spear type throughout the 6th and 
7th century.  
Heirloom: unclear 
Reasoning: Though there are visible abrasion patterns, the lack of a skeletal analysis does not allow any further 
comparison.  
 
 

Grave 4  
Date: 6th/7th century 
Grave type: inhumation 
Preservation:  poor (some evidence of disturbance)  
Skeletal anomalies:  unknown 
Position: unknown 
Age: 30+ 
Gender: M 
Sword fittings: only a fragment of the tang remains, sword thought to have been removed 
Pattern welded: unknown 
Sword position: tang fragment by right femur (disturbed position) 
Grave goods:  
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1. Spearhead – iron; right of skull (Swanton E2) 
2. Buckle – silver gilt, copper alloy; in general fill of grave 

Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: As only a fragment of the tang was found, it is believed that the rest of the sword was removed 
 
 

Grave 22 
Date: late 5th/early 6th century 
Grave type: inhumation (cut by grave 18, disturbed by modern farming) 
Preservation: poor 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position: supine 
Age: 15+ 
Gender: M 
Sword fittings: no sword fittings within grave context 
Pattern welded: yes (inlaid with a ring of either silver or copper alloy) 
Sword position: sword on left shoulder with hilt near head 
Grave goods: 

1. Cone beaker – glass; right of skull 
2. Knife – iron; chest area 
3. Broken spearhead (only socket remains) – iron, copper alloy; left of sword 
4. Spear ferrule – iron, copper alloy; left of body 
5. Oval ring – copper alloy; left side of body (area middle of spear shaft) 

Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no sword fittings for comparative analysis 
 
 

Grave 27 
Date: late-6th to 7th century 
Grave type: inhumation 
Preservation: moderate 
Skeletal anomalies: none 
Position: supine 
Age: 45+ 
Gender: M 
Sword fittings:  

a. Long pommel – late-6th to 7th century (Høilund Nielsen 2013) 
a. Material: iron 
b. Abrasion: unknown (iron naturally corroded) 
c. Location: left shoulder 

b. Scabbard mouth (possible lower guard piece?) – unknown date or type 
a. Material: iron 
b. Abrasion: unknown (iron naturally corroded) 
c. Location: lower left shoulder 

Pattern welded: yes 
Sword position: left side of body, tucked in arm with hilt at shoulder 
Grave goods: 

1. Spearhead – iron; next to left shoulder (Swanton C2) 
2. Spear ferrule – iron; near leave hip (suggesting broken shaft) 
3. Buckle – iron; mid waist 
4. Knife – iron; left waist 
5. Buckle – iron; between femurs 
6. Fragmented shield boss – iron; on lower legs (Type 3) 
7. Boss discs – iron; around shield boss 
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Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities within the grave context 
 

Grave 33 
Date: late-6th to 7th century 
Grave type: inhumation 
Preservation: moderate 
Skeletal anomalies: none 
Position: supine 
Age: 45+ 
Gender: M 
Sword fittings:  

a. Long pommel – late-6th to 7th century (Høilund Nielsen 2013) 
a. Material: iron 
b. Abrasion: unknown (iron naturally corroded) 
c. Location: left side of body, outside left humerus 

Pattern welded: yes 
Sword position: left side of body, laying outside the humerus to knee 
Grave goods:  

1. Spearhead – iron; left of skull (Swanton G2) 
2. Knife – iron; left pelvis 
3. Pin – iron; left pelvis 
4. Buckle – iron; underneath pelvis 

Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities within grave context 
 
 

Grave 41 
Date: mid-6th to 7th century 
Grave type: inhumation (coffin) 
Preservation: poor 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position: supine 
Age: unknown 
Gender: M 
Sword fittings: no sword fittings within grave context  
Pattern welded: yes 
Sword position: left side of body (hilt probably near the area of the skull) 
Grave goods: 

1. Spearhead – iron; right side of body (Swanton D1) 
2. Ferrule – iron; bottom right of grave, (end of spear shaft) 
3. Knife – iron; mid waist 
4. Tweezers – copper alloy; mid waist 
5. Coffin fittings – iron; around the sides of the grave cut 
6. Purse mount – copper alloy; unknown (discovered in post-excavation analysis) 

Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no sword fittings to analyse within grave context 
 
 

Grave 56 
Date: late-6th/7th century 
Grave type: inhumation 
Preservation: moderate 
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Skeletal anomalies: none 
Position: supine 
Age: 35-40 
Gender: M 
Sword fittings: no sword fittings within grave context  
Pattern welded: yes 
Sword position: tucked inside left arm with hilt at left shoulder and bottom of blade between femurs 
Grave goods:  

1. Knife – iron; inside left arm, parallel to sword 
2. Spearhead – iron; right of skull (Swanton E3) 
3. Spear ferrule – iron; right foot 
4. Fragmented shield boss – iron; appears to have been originally leaning vertically on the left side 

of grave cut (Type 3?4?) 
5. Boss discs – iron; near shield boss  
6. Buckle – copper alloy; waist 
7. 5 belt mounts – copper alloy, silver; midsection and near knife 

Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no sword fittings to analyse within grave context 
 
 

Grave 71 
Date: late-6th/7th century 
Grave type: inhumation 
Preservation: good 
Skeletal anomalies: none  
Position: supine 
Age: 20-30 
Gender: M 
Sword fittings:  

a. Long pommel – late-6th to 7th century (Høilund Nielsen 2013) 
a. Material: iron 
b. Abrasion: unknown (iron naturally corroded) 
c. Location: right shoulder 

Pattern welded: yes 
Sword position: right side of body, hilt at shoulder with bottom of blade running on right femur 
Grave goods: 

1. Spearhead – iron; outside left humerus (Swanton E3) 
2. Ring – copper alloy; under sword blade 
3. Band – copper alloy; under spearhead socket 
4. Knife – iron; left waist 
5. Buckle – iron; right waist 
6. Ring – iron; outside left femur 
7. Shield boss – iron; over right lower leg (Type 4) 

Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities within grave context 
 
 

Grave 91 
Date: 2nd half of the 6th century 
Grave type: inhumation 
Preservation: poor 
Skeletal anomalies: none 
Position: supine 
Age: 20-30 
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Gender: M 
Sword fittings: no sword fittings within grave context  
Pattern welded: yes 
Sword position: left side of body, outside arm 
Grave goods:  

1. Shield boss – iron; vertically placed at top of grave above skull (Type 4) 
2. Knife – iron; right elbow 
3. Spearhead – iron; right of skull (Swanton E3) 
4. Spear ferrule – iron; right of feet 
5. Knife – iron; general fill of grave 

Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities within grave context 
 
 

Grave 93 
Date: late 6th to 7th century 
Grave type: inhumation 
Preservation: poor 
Skeletal anomalies: none 
Position: supine 
Age: 30-45 
Gender: M 
Sword fittings:  

a. Short pommel – 5th to 7th century (Ager 2012; Høilund Nielsen 2013) 
a. Material: iron 
b. Abrasion: unknown (iron naturally corroded) 
c. Location: by left shoulder 

Pattern welded: yes 
Sword position: left side of body, outside arm 
Grave goods: 

1. Bead – glass; left of skull 
2. Bent rod – iron; left of skull 
3. Inlaid and rune engraved spearhead – iron; left of body (Swanton L) 
4. Spear ferrule – iron; outside right elbow (shaft broken prior to deposition)  
5. Fragmented bands – copper alloy; around right humerus 
6. Seax – iron; parallel with sword 
7. Fragmented buckle – iron; mid waist 
8. Ring – copper alloy; outside hip 
9. Shield boss – iron; on feet (Type 3) 

Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities within grave context 
 
 

Grave 94B 
Date: 6th century 
Grave type: inhumation (Stacked below 94A) 
Preservation: poor 
Skeletal anomalies: none  
Position: supine 
Age: 18+ 
Gender: M  
Sword fittings:  

a. Lower guard  
a. Material: silver (guard and rivets), copper alloy (upper plate), gold (heads of rivets) 
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b. Abrasion: unknown 
c. Location: near left shoulder 

Pattern welded: yes 
Sword position: left side of body 
Grave goods: 

1. Fragmented spearhead – iron; right shoulder 
2. Spear ferrule – iron, copper alloy; right of feet 
3. Strip – copper alloy; right of right tibia 

Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: tang broken and pommel missing, no other comparable contexts within grave 
 
 

Grave 96A 
Date: late-6th to 7th century 
Grave type: inhumation (double burial with 96B) 
Preservation: poor to moderate 
Skeletal anomalies: none 
Position: supine 
Age: 40+ 
Gender: M 
Sword fittings:  

a. Long pommel – late-6th to 7th century (Høilund Nielsen 2013) 
a. Material: iron 
b. Abrasion: unknown (iron naturally corroded) 
c. Location: left humerus 

b. Upper guard 
a. Material: iron, copper alloy, wood 
b. Abrasion: unknown (iron naturally corroded) 
c. Location: left humerus 

c. Lower guard 
a. Material: iron, copper alloy, wood 
b. Abrasion: unknown (iron naturally corroded) 
c. Location: left humerus 

Pattern welded: yes 
Sword position: left side of body, hilt on left humerus 
Grave goods:  

1. Spearhead – iron; right of skull (Swanton D2) 
2. Pin – iron; right of skull 
3. Buckle – silver, copper alloy; mid waist 
4. Knife – iron; left waist 
5. Shield boss – Iron; on feet (Type 3) 

Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities within grave context 
 
 

Grave 96B 
Date: late 6th to 7th century 
Grave type: inhumation (double burial with 96A) 
Preservation: poor to moderate 
Skeletal anomalies: none 
Position: supine 
Age: 20-30 
Gender: M 
Sword fittings:  
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a. Scabbard mouth – late 5th to early 6th century (Menghin 1983, Kempston-Mitcham type; Koch 
2001) 

a. Material: gilt copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: unknown 
c. Location: outside left humerus 

Pattern welded: yes 
Sword position: left side of body 
Grave goods: 

1. Spearhead – iron; left shoulder (Swanton D2) 
2. Pin – iron; neck 
3. Knife – iron; left waist 

Date range disparities: yes 
Heirloom: yes 
Reasoning: The scabbard mouth outdates all grave goods within the double burial of 96. It is also with the 
younger individual within the grave. 
 
 

Grave 98 
Date: 6th/ 7th century 
Grave type: inhumation 
Preservation: poor 
Skeletal anomalies: none  
Position: supine 
Age: 18+ 
Gender: M 
Sword fittings:  

a. Fragmented pommel – unknown (possibly short pommel) 
a. Material: iron 
b. Abrasion: fragmented, only remnants 
c. Location: on left shoulder 

b. Grip sleeves 
a. Material: silver 
b. Abrasion: minimal 
c. Location: on left shoulder 

Pattern welded: yes 
Sword position: left side of body, hilt on left shoulder 
Grave goods: 

1. Fragmented spearhead (only socket remains) – iron; outside left humerus 
2. Shield boss – iron; on chest (Type 3) 
3. 3 belt mounts – copper alloy; mid waist 
4. Knife – iron; mid waist 
5. Strap end – copper alloy; left pelvis 

Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities within grave context 
 
 

Grave 131 
Date: late-6th to 7th century 
Grave type: inhumation 
Preservation: poor 
Skeletal anomalies: none  
Position: supine 
Age: 18-24 
Gender: M 
Sword fittings:  
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a. Fragmented short pommel – 5th to 7th century (Ager 2012; Høilund Nielsen 2013) 
a. Material: iron 
b. Abrasion: fragmented (iron naturally corroded) 
c. Location: outside left humerus 

b. Lower guard 
a. Material: iron 
b. Abrasion: unknown (iron naturally corroded) 
c. Location: outside left humerus 

Pattern welded: yes 
Sword position: left side of body 
Grave goods: 

1. Spearhead – iron; right of skull (Swanton C3) 
2. Knife – iron; under left forearm 
3. Buckle – iron; mid waist 
4. Fragments and remains of shield boss – iron; right of midsection 
5. Buckle – iron; near shield fragments 

Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities within grave context 
 
 
 

Grave 249C 
Date: 6th century 
Grave type: inhumation (triple burial) 
Preservation: poor 
Skeletal anomalies: none  
Position: supine 
Age: 40-50 
Gender: M 
Sword fittings: no sword fittings, tang burred over in place of pommel 
Pattern welded: yes 
Sword position: over right arm 
Grave goods:  

10. Buckle – copper alloy; right lower arm 
11. Spearhead – iron; left of skull (Swanton H3) 
12. Knife – iron; left elbow 
13. Spear ferrule – iron; left knee 
14. Repair clips – copper alloy; right of skull 

Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no sword fittings for contextual analysis 
 

Grave 264 
Date: 2nd half of the 6th century 
Grave type: inhumation (cuts graves 263 and 347) 
Preservation: poor 
Skeletal anomalies: none 
Position: supine 
Age: 40-45 
Gender: M 
Sword fittings:  

a. Short pommel – 5th to 7th century (Ager 2012; Høilund Nielsen 2013) 
a. Material: iron 
b. Abrasion: unknown (iron naturally corroded) 
c. Location: left shoulder  
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Pattern welded: yes 
Sword position: left side of body 
Grave goods: 

1. Spearhead – iron; left of skull (Swanton D2) 
2. Knife – iron; above left pelvis 
3. Buckle – iron; above left pelvis 
4. Shield boss and grip – iron; between feet (type 3) 
5. Shield board mounts – iron; around boss 
6. Roman crossbow brooch – copper alloy; general fill of grave 
7. Bead – glass; general fill of grave 

Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: pommel is a widely used short iron pommel. No other evidence to compare within grave context 
 

Grave 265B 
Date: 2nd half of the 6th century 
Grave type: inhumation (stacked double burial, 265A above B) 
Preservation: poor 
Skeletal anomalies: none  
Position: supine 
Age: 25-30 
Gender: M 
Sword fittings: no sword fittings, broken tang  
Pattern welded: yes 
Sword position: left side of body with hilt on upper arm 
Grave goods:  

1. Spearhead – iron; left of skull (Swanton H2) 
2. Shield boss and grip – iron; between knees (Type 3b) 
3. Buckle – copper alloy; right pelvis 
4. 2 strap-ends – copper alloy; above pelvis 
5. Knife – iron; above pelvis 
6. 3 metal fragments – copper alloy; above pelvis 
7. Scale – copper alloy; left of skull 
8. Roman coins and various scale weights – copper alloy, lead, iron; left and under of skull 
9. Roman coin – copper alloy – under skull 
10. Firesteel – iron; under skull 
11. Spear ferrule – iron; under skull 

Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no comparative sword fittings within grave context 
 

Grave 346 
Date: 2nd half of the 6th century 
Grave type: inhumation (cuts grave 237 
Preservation: moderately well 
Skeletal anomalies: none 
Position: supine 
Age: 40+ 
Gender: M  
Sword fittings: no sword fittings within grave context 
Pattern welded: yes 
Sword position: sword over left arm 
Grave goods: a 

1. Spearhead – iron; right of skull (Swanton E4) 
2. Knife – iron; left of lower spine 
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3. Rod fragment – iron; above left pelvis 
4. Axehead – iron right of foot 
5. Buckle – iron; right of right foot 

Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no sword fittings for comparative analysis 
 

Grave 360 
Date: late 6th/7th century  
Grave type: inhumation (cuts grave 361) 
Preservation: poor 
Skeletal anomalies: none  
Position: supine 
Age: 30-40 
Gender: F 
Sword fittings: 

a. Trapezoidal pommel – late 5th to 7th century (Menghin 1983, type 3) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: possible asymmetrical abrasion on one side of pommel 
c. Location: left pelvis 

Pattern welded: n/a 
Sword position: n/a 
Grave goods:  

1. Beads – 74; chest 
2. Fragmented pin – copper alloy; neck 
3. Knife – iron; above left pelvis 
4. Nail – iron; under left pelvis 
5. 2 keys – iron; left pelvis 

Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: possibly 
Reasoning: Possible that it was either a gift or a family member’s sword piece inherited by the adult woman at 
some point in life. However, as it is at the hip, it may have been contained in a bag and invisible during the 
funeral. It is also a case that this grave was in the proximity of the other sword burials. 
 

Grave 375 
Date: late-6th/7th century 
Grave type: inhumation 
Preservation: good 
Skeletal anomalies: none 
Position: supine 
Age: 25-30 
Gender: M 
Sword fittings:  

a. Short pommel – 5th to 7th century (Ager 2012; Høilund Nielsen 2013) 
a. Material: iron 
b. Abrasion: unknown (iron naturally corroded) 
c. Location: pommel below left shoulder   

Pattern welded: yes 
Sword position: left of body tucked under left arm 
Grave goods: 

1. Spearhead – iron; right of skull 
2. Shield boss and grip – iron; over sword handle on upper left arm (type 6) 
3. Buckle – iron; left pelvis 
4. Cleat – iron; above left pelvis 

Date range disparities: none 
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Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities within grave context 
 

Grave 414 
Date: mid-6th century  
Grave type: inhumation 
Preservation: poor 
Skeletal anomalies: none  
Position: supine 
Age: 35-45 
Gender: M 
Sword fittings: no sword fittings within grave context 
Pattern welded: yes 
Sword position: top end near shoulder 
Grave goods:  

1. Spearhead – iron; left of skull 
2. Knife – iron; right side of body 
3. Fiche à bélière – iron; right side of body 
4. 2 firesteels – iron; right side of body 
5. Buckle – iron; left forearm 
6. 4 shield board mounts – iron; over left ankle 
7. Shield boss and grip – iron; over left ankle 
8. Fragmented objects – iron; right side of body 

Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no sword fittings for comparative analysis 
 

Grave 437 
Date: 1st half of the 6th century 
Grave type: inhumation 
Preservation: poor 
Skeletal anomalies: none  
Position: supine 
Age: 35-40 
Gender: M 
Sword fittings:  

a. Button pommel – 6th century to mid-7th century (Ager 2012) 
a. Material: iron 
b. Abrasion: unknown (iron naturally corroded) 
c. Location: near right side of skull 

Pattern welded: yes 
Sword position: right side of body 
Grave goods: 

1. Bowl – glass; left side of skull 
2. Fauchard – iron; left femur 
3. Pin – iron; right knee 
4. Buckle – copper alloy; left side of body 
5. Tweezers – copper alloy; right femur 
6. Slip-knot ring – copper alloy; right femur 
7. Pin – iron; right femur 
8. Knife – iron; under sword 
9. Roman coin – copper alloy; under sword 
10. Pursemount/firesteel – iron; under sword 

Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
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Reasoning: no date range disparities within grave context 

 

 

Cliffs End Farm, Isle of Thanet (McKinley et al. 2014) 

 

Brooch Graves 

Grave 2555 
Date: early-6th century AD 
Grave type: inhumation (modern disturbance) 
Preservation: no surviving human remains 
Skeletal anomalies:  
Position:  
Age:  
Gender:  
Brooch:  

a. Saucer brooch with central setting – mid-5th to beginning of the 6th century AD (Brugmann 2012) 
a. Material: silver, possibly garnet or glass (missing) 
b. Abrasion: missing central setting 
c. Location: near northern wall of grave cut 

Grave goods: none 
Dress style: unknown 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: comparable data within grave context 
 
 

Grave 2756 
Date: 2nd half of the 6th century 
Grave type: inhumation (coffin, cut cuts Bronze Age ditch and Romano-British ditch) 
Preservation: no surviving human remains 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position: unknown 
Age: unknown 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Kentish disc brooch – mid-6th century (Avent 1975, unidentified type; Brugmann 2012) 
d. Material: silver 
e. Abrasion: Fragmented 
f. Location: above beads 

b. Kentish disc brooch – mid-6th century (Avent 1975, class 1.1; Brugmann 2012) 
a. Material: copper alloy gilt, glass 
b. Abrasion: fragmented edges 
c. Location: below beads 

Grave goods: 
1. Metal fragment – copper alloy; unknown 
2. Beads – 54; neck/chest 
3. Disc – silver; within beads 
4. Buckle – unknown; right side of coffin 
5. Knife – iron; left side of coffin 
6. Ring – iron; near knife 
7. Toilet set – iron; near knife 
8. Chain – iron; near knife 
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Dress style: unknown 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: unknown 
Reasoning: no date range disparities, although brooches are heavily damaged and no skeletal remains for 
comparison 
 

Sword graves 

Grave 2559 
Date: 2nd half of the 6th century AD 
Grave type: inhumation 
Preservation: no surviving human remains 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position: unknown, possibly supine 
Age: unknown 
Gender: M 
Sword fittings:  

a. Button pommel – 6th century to mid-7th century AD (Ager 2012) 
a. Material: iron 
b. Abrasion: unknown (iron naturally corroded) 
c. Location: central to grave cut 

Pattern welded: unknown 
Sword position: central in grave, possibly was originally on the chest of the deceased 
Grave goods: 

1. Spearhead – iron; right side of grave cut (Swanton H3) 
2. Knife – iron; on top of sword blade 
3. Metal fragments; iron; foot of grave cut 

Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities within grave context 
 

 

Finglesham, Northbourne (Hawkes and Grainger 2006) 

 

Brooch graves 

Grave C2 
Date: 5th to 7th century AD 
Grave type: inhumation  
Preservation: very poor 
Skeletal anomalies: none 
Position: supine 
Age: 25-30 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Annular or quoit brooch – 5th/6th century AD (Leeds 1945; Ager 1985) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: unknown 
c. Location: chest 

Grave goods: 
1. Ring – iron; unknown, possibly near waist 

Dress style: unknown 
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Date range disparities: unknown 
Heirloom: unknown 
Reasoning: no date range disparities within grave context, insufficient data 
 
 

Grave D3 
Date: mid-6th century AD 
Grave type: inhumation (stacked burial under D2, modern disturbance) 
Preservation: very poor 
Skeletal anomalies: none 
Position: supine 
Age: unknown 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

b. Bird brooch – 1st half of the 6th century AD (Brugmann 2012) 
a. Material: silver gilt, garnet 
b. Abrasion: minimal 
c. Location: unknown 

c. Bird Brooch– 1st half of the 6th century AD (Brugmann 2012) 
a. Material: silver gilt, garnet 
b. Abrasion: minimal, missing garnet 
c. Location: unknown 

d. Square-headed brooch – mid-6th century AD (Brugmann 2012) 
a. Material: silver gilt 
b. Abrasion: minimal 
c. Location: unknown 

e. Radiate-headed brooch – 1st half of the 6th century (Brugmann 1999) 
a. Material: silver gilt 
b. Abrasion: minimal 
c. Location: unknown 

f. Radiate-headed brooch – 1st half of the 6th century (Brugmann 1999) 
a. Material: silver gilt 
b. Abrasion: minimal 
c. Location: unknown 

Grave goods: 
1. 3 bracteates – gold; neck/chest 
2. Beads – unknown; neck/chest 
3. Weaving sword – iron; near right femur 
4. Shield boss – iron; over skull 
5. Buckle – copper alloy; waist 
6. Knife – iron; unknown 
7. Metal tube – copper alloy; unknown 

Dress style: unknown 
Date range disparities: unknown 
Heirloom: unknown 
Reasoning: no date range disparities within grave context, insufficient data 
 
 

Grave E2 
Date: 5th to 7th century AD 
Grave type: inhumation (double burial) 
Preservation: very poor 
Skeletal anomalies: none 
Position: supine 
Age: 25-30 
Gender: F 
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Brooch:  
a. Square-headed brooch – 1st half of the 6th century (Brugmann 2012) 

a. Material: silver gilt 
b. Abrasion: worn edges 
c. Location: unknown 

b. Square-headed brooch – 1st half of the 6th century (Brugmann 2012) 
a. Material: silver gilt 
b. Abrasion: worn edges 
c. Location: unknown 

a. Great square-headed brooch – 1st half of the 6th century AD (Hines 1997; Brugmann 2012) 
d. Material: gilt silver, garnet 
e. Abrasion: worn edges 
f. Location: chest 

c. Kentish disc brooch – mid-6th century AD (Avent 1975, class 2.1: Brugmann 2012) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: worn rim decoration 
c. Location: unknown 

Grave goods: 
1. Buckle – copper alloy; unknown 
2. Rivets – unknown; unknown 

Dress style: unknown 
Date range disparities: unknown 
Heirloom: unknown 
Reasoning: no date range disparities within grave context, insufficient data 
 

Grave 8 
Date: 5th to 7th century AD 
Grave type: inhumation (brooch robbed during excavation) 
Preservation: good 
Skeletal anomalies: none 
Position: supine 
Age: 25-30 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Annular or quoit brooch – 5th/6th century AD (Leeds 1945; Ager 1985) 
a. Material: copper alloy or silver 
b. Abrasion: unknown 
c. Location: inside wooden box (stolen) 

Grave goods: 
1. Vessel – ceramic; next to left shoulder 
2. Amulet box – copper alloy; inside vessel 
3. Beads – 11; neck 
4. Shears – iron; outside left waist 
5. Knife – iron; left waist 
6. Pin – copper alloy; left hip 
7. Knife sheath mount – copper alloy, wood; left waist 
8. Chatelaine – iron; between femurs 
9. Box – wood, iron; on lower legs 
10. 2 spindle whorl – ceramic 
11. Pin beater – bone or antler; near or in box 

Dress style: unknown 
Date range disparities: unknown 
Heirloom: unknown 
Reasoning: brooch was stolen 
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Grave 57 
Date: mid-5th to early 6th century AD 
Grave type: inhumation 
Preservation: good 
Skeletal anomalies: none 
Position: supine 
Age: 35 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Annular brooch – 5th/6th century AD (Leeds 1945; Ager 1985) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: worn edges 
c. Location: right clavicle 

b. Annular brooch – 5th/6th century AD (Leeds 1945; Ager 1985) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: worn edges 
c. Location: left clavicle 

Grave goods: 
1. Vessel – ceramic; between feet 
2. Eggshells – near left ankle 
3. Pin – copper alloy; left of skull 
4. Beads – 66; neck 
5. 12 rings – silver, copper alloy; iron; chest 
6. Pendant – silver; neck 
7. Pendant – copper alloy; mid chest 
8. Pouch – leather, inside left elbow 
9. 2 rings – iron; inside pouch 
10. Knife – iron; left waist 
11. Shears – iron; left of waist 
12. Box – coper alloy, organic material; inside left forearm 
13. Buckle – coper alloy; left waist 

Dress style: Style I 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities 
 

Grave 203 
Date: mid-6th century AD 
Grave type: inhumation (coffin) 
Preservation: moderate 
Skeletal anomalies: none 
Position: supine 
Age: 25-35 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Square-headed brooch – 1st half of the 6th century (Brugmann 2012) 
d. Material: silver gilt 
e. Abrasion: worn nielloed decoration, edges, and bow 
f. Location: right chest 

b. Square-headed brooch – 1st half of the 6th century (Brugmann 2012) 
g. Material: silver gilt 
h. Abrasion: worn nielloed decoration, edges, and bow  
i. Location: left chest 

c. Great square-headed brooch – 1st half of the 6th century AD (Hines 1997; Brugmann 2012) 
j. Material: silver gilt 
k. Abrasion: heavily abraded 
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l. Location: at neck 
d. Rosette brooch – mid-6th century (Parfitt & Brugmann 1997; Brugmann 2012) 

a. Material: silver gilt, garnet, gold 
b. Abrasion: worn edges and gilding 
c. Location: neck 

Grave goods: 
1. Comb – bone; outside coffin left of head area 
2. Weaving sword – iron; left side of coffin 
3. Claw beaker – glass; right of skull 
4. Beads – 96; neck/chest 
5. 2 pins – silver; right shoulder 
6. 2 pendants – gold, garnet; neck 
7. 2 bracteates – gold; neck/chest 
8. Belt fittings – copper alloy, garnet; waist 
9. Tinder pouch with firesteel – iron, organic material; left side of waist 
10. Knife – iron; under firesteel 
11. Chatelaine – iron, copper alloy; left hip 
12. Bowl – copper alloy; near right ankle  

Dress style: unknown 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities within grave context 
 

Grave 205A 
Date: mid-6th AD 
Grave type: inhumation (triple burial, robbed) 
Preservation: very poor 
Skeletal anomalies: none 
Position: unknown, possibly supine 
Age: 25-30 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Radiate-headed brooch – mid-6th AD (Koch 1998; Brugmann 2012) 
a. Material: silver gilt, glass, garnet 
b. Abrasion: heavily worn 
c. Location: originally on clavicle 

Grave goods: 
1. Knife – iron; unknown 

Dress style: unknown 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities, grave robbed 
 

 

Sword graves 

Grave G2 
Date: mid-6th century AD 
Grave type: inhumation  
Preservation: poor 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position: supine 
Age: unknown 
Gender: M 
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Sword fittings: no sword fittings within grave context 
Pattern welded: unknown 
Sword position: near shield, or inside coffin 
Grave goods:  

1. Spearhead – iron; near skull fragments 
2. Ferrule – iron; unknown 
3. Buckle – copper alloy; unknown 
4. 2 knives – iron; 1 on belt, the other unknown 
5. Shield boss – iron; over the head 
6. Shield fittings – copper alloy, near shield boss 

Date range disparities: no 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no sword fittings for comparison 
 
 

Grave 22 
Date: mid-6th century AD 
Grave type: inhumation (coffin, broken when robbed) 
Preservation: very poor 
Skeletal anomalies: no skull 
Position: supine, prior to disturbance 
Age: 15+ 
Gender: M 
Sword fittings: unknown, scabbard fragments evidence of sword’s presence. Sword was robbed 
Pattern welded: unknown 
Sword position: near shield, or inside coffin 
Grave goods:  

1. Roman bow brooch – copper alloy; foot of grave 
2. Coffin fittings – iron; corners of grave 
3. Shield boss – iron; vertically placed on left side of grave (Type 3-b) 

Date range disparities: no 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: sword was robbed 
 

Grave 204 
Date: early 6th century AD 
Grave type: inhumation (coffin) 
Preservation: very poor 
Skeletal anomalies: inhumation 
Position: supine 
Age: 25-30 
Gender: M 
Sword fittings:  

a. Cocked hat pommel with ring attachment – 1st half of the 6th century AD (Menghin 1983, Bifrons-
Gilton type; Ager 2006; Høilund Nielsen 2012) 

a. Material: gilt silver 
b. Abrasion: worn decoration 
c. Location: near right shoulder area 

b. Scabbard mouth – late-5th to mid-6th century (Menghin 1983, Type Kempston-Mitcham; Ager 
2006; Høilund Nielsen 2012) 

a. Material: gilt copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: worn gilding 
c. Location: near area of right humerus 

Pattern welded: yes 
Sword position: upon right shoulder 
Grave goods: 



358 
 

1. Coffin fittings – iron; corners of grave cut 
2. Bowl – copper alloy; right of skull 
3. Claw beaker – glass; near bowl 
4. Strap attachment – copper alloy; right of knee 
5. Knife – iron; left waist 
6. Spearhead – iron; on rim of bowl (broken when interred) (Swanton type K1) 
7. Ferrule – iron; near left foot 
8. Shield boss – iron; vertically placed on right wall of grave cut 
9. Buckle – iron, copper alloy, garnet, glass, bone; centre waist 
10. Large ring – iron; left of left foot 

Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities within grave context 

 

 

Lyminge II, Folkstone and Hythe (Warhurst 1955; Parfitt 2002; Schroder 2007) 

Brooch graves 

Grave 10 
Date: Mid- to late-5th century. 
Grave type: inhumation 
Preservation: n/a 
Skeletal anomalies: n/a 
Position: supine 
Age: 45+ 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Applied disc brooch – mid- 5th to early 6th century AD (Evison 1979; Dickinson 1993) 
a. Material: copper alloy, iron 
b. Abrasion: Heavy, fragmented decorative plate 
c. Location: Left shoulder 

b. Penannular brooch – mid 5th century (Ager 1985; Inker 2000) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: Minimal  
c. Location: Right shoulder 

Grave goods: None 
Dress style: Dress style I 
Date range disparities: None 
Heirloom: No 
Reasoning: No date range disparities between artefacts or skeletal remains. Abrasion patterns believed to be 
normal wearing with a mature adult through life. 
 

Grave 16 
Date: 2nd quarter of the 6th century 
Grave type: Inhumation 
Preservation: No surviving remains 
Skeletal anomalies: n/a 
Position: Supine 
Age: unknown 
Gender: F 
Brooch: 

a. Button brooch – early to mid-6th century AD (Avent and Evison 1982) 
a. Material: gilt copper alloy 
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b. Abrasion: minimal 
c. Location: on the chest 

b. Radiate-headed brooch – mid-6th century (Koch 1998; Burgmann 2012) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: little to none 
c. Location: around the waist 

Grave goods: 
1. Belt buckle – copper alloy, silver plated; right of waist 
2. Bracelet – copper alloy; near right foot 
3. Ring – silver; near left foot 
4. Bracteate – gold; on the chest 
5. Knife – iron; at the waist 
6. Beads – 106; on the chest 
7. Pin – iron; location unrecorded 
8. Iron fragments (possible latch lifter) – iron; location unrecorded 
9. Pot sherds – 3; side of grave 

Dress style: Possibly Dress style III 
Date range disparities: None 
Heirloom: No 
Reasoning: No contrasting chronologies 
 

Grave 24 
Date: Mid/late 6th century. 
Grave type: Inhumation 
Preservation: Poor 
Skeletal anomalies: n/a 
Position: Crouched 
Age: 5 
Gender: F 
Brooch: 

a. Equal-armed brooch – mid to late 6th century (Warhurst 1955; Schröder 2007) 
a. Material: copper alloy, iron 
b. Abrasion: little to none 
c. Location: left shoulder 

b. Equal-armed brooch – mid to late 6th century (Warhurst 1955; Schröder 2007) 
a. Material: copper alloy, iron 
b. Abrasion: little to none 
c. Location: right shoulder 

Grave goods: 
1. Beads – 22; on the chest 
2. Pottery – Wheel turned; top left corner of the grave 
3. Iron fragments (possible keys) – left waist 

Dress style: Dress style I 
Date range disparities: Unclear 
Heirloom: Unclear 
Reasoning: The grave goods have no chronological contrast, however, as the individual is a young child and the 
brooches may have been another’s possessions prior to the burial. Therefore, it is unclear to determine any 
sort of curation of the brooches. 
 
 

Grave 25 
Date: late-5th to early-6th century 
Grave type: Inhumation 
Preservation: Good 
Skeletal anomalies: n/a 
Position: Supine 
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Age: 30 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Applied disc brooch – mid-5th to early-6th century (Evison 1978) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: noticeable breaks and wearing; missing decorative plate, broken base plate 
c. Location: right shoulder 

b. Annular brooch – 5th/6th century (Ager 1985, type F) 
a. Abrasion: little to none 
b. Location: left shoulder 

Grave goods: none 
Dress style: Dress style I 
Date range disparities: No contrasting chronologies. The abrasion on the applied disc brooch may display a 
period of curation, but no other contexts are available for comparison 
Heirloom: unclear 
Reasoning: Though there is an abraded 5th century brooch in combination of a brooch in use up to the early-6th 
century, no other evidence can confirm curation  
 

Grave 31 
Date: 2nd half of 6th century 
Grave type: Inhumation 
Preservation: good 
Skeletal anomalies: n/a  
Position: supine 
Age: 40-45 
Gender: M 
Brooch:  

a. Inlaid brooch – unknown type 
a. Material – copper alloy 
b. Abrasion – n/a  
c. Location – right waist 

Grave goods: 
1. Belt buckle – copper ally; right waist 
2. Spearhead – iron; right of skull 
3. Shield boss – iron; left arm, vertically in grave 
4. Shieldboard plates – iron; left arm 
5. Knife – iron; left arm 
6. Box fittings – copper ally, iron; on lower legs 

Dress style: n/a 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: Unique brooch in male grave. With no typological comparisons, no comparison can be made. 
 

Grave 33 
Date: beginning to second half of the 6th century 
Grave type: Inhumation 
Preservation: n/a 
Skeletal anomalies: n/a 
Position: Flexed 
Age: 50 
Gender: F  
Brooch:  

a. S-shaped brooch – mid-6th century (Brugmann 2012) 
a. Material: gild copper alloy, iron 
b. Abrasion:  gold plating well preserved, slight abrasion to hinge and missing pin 
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c. Location: at the neck 
Grave goods: 

1. Beads – 8; at the neck 
Dress style: n/a 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom:  no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities within grave context 
 

Grave 39 
Date: Mid-6th century AD 
Grave type: Inhumation 
Preservation: Good 
Skeletal anomalies: n/a  
Position: supine 
Age: 60 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Saucer brooch – mid-5th to early-6th century (Evison 1978; Dickinson 1993) 
a. Material: Gilt copper allow 
b. Abrasion: Moderate abrasion, gold plating worn 
c. Location: Left shoulder 

b. Saucer brooch – mid-5th to early-6th century (Evison 1978; Dickinson 1993) 
a. Material: Gilt copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: Minimal abrasion 
c. Location: Right shoulder 

c. Square-headed brooch – mid-6th century AD (Aberg 1926; Brugmann 2012) 
a. Material: gilt copper alloy, garnet/red glass inlaid 
b. Abrasion: Moderate abrasion, worn edges, gilding almost all worn off 
c. Location: Lower torso 

d. Square-headed brooch – mid-6th century AD (Aberg 1926; Brugmann 2012) 
a. Material: gilt copper alloy, garnet/red glass inlaid 
b. Abrasion: Moderate abrasion, worn edges 
c. Location: left side of the waist 

Grave goods:  
1. Beads – 9; at the right ankle 
2. Beads – 28; lower torso 
3. Small plate – copper alloy; by right of skull 

Dress style: Dress style I and IV combination  
Date range disparities: There is a contrast between the later 5th century saucer brooches and the mid-6th 
century square-headed brooches. All of the brooches displayed some abrasion, and accompanying a 60-year-
old mature adult, it is unclear if these brooches were curated, or accrued abrasion through consistent, long 
usage. 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: Mature adult accompanied by moderately abraded brooches. There is no other comparative 
contrast within the grave. 
 
 
Grave 44 
Date: Mid-6th century 
Grave type: Inhumation, coffin 
Preservation: Well preserved 
Skeletal anomalies: n/a 
Position: Supine 
Age: 40 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  
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a. Kentish disc brooch – mid-6th century (Avent 1975, type 2.1) 
a. Material: gilt silver, garnet 
b. Abrasion: minimal  
c. Location: near left side of neck/skull 

b. Kentish disc brooch – mid-6th century (Avent 1975, type 2.1) 
a. Material: gilt silver, garnet 
b. Abrasion: minimal, wearing of gilt 
c. Location: torso 

c. Square-headed brooch – mid-6th century (Brugmann 2012) 
a. Material: gilt silver, garnet 
b. Abrasion: Some abrasion, wearing of gilt, missing garnet in head-plate 
c. Location: Around the pelvis 

d. Square-headed brooch – mid-6th century (Brugmann 2012) 
a. Material: gilt silver, garnet 
b. Abrasion: minimal abrasion, wearing of gilt 
c. Location: below brooch c, near pelvis 

Grave goods: 
1. Silver chain with bead – over the chest 
2. Gold braid fragments – gold; underneath and around the side of skull 
3. Sieve-spoon – gilt silver, garnet; between the knees 
4. Crystal ball – crystal, gilt silver; between the knees, under the spoon head 
5. Coffin claps – iron; corners of grave cut 

Dress style: Dress style IV 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: All brooches chronological timeframes of use are proximal around the mid-6th century 
 

Grave 60 
Date: 2nd quarter of the 6th century 
Grave type: inhumation 
Preservation: n/a 
Skeletal anomalies: n/a  
Position: supine 
Age: 35 
Gender: F  
Brooch:  

a. Button brooch – 1st half of the 6th century (Avent & Evison 1982; Suzuki 2008) 
a. Material: gilt copper alloy, iron 
b. Abrasion: little to none 
c. Location: unknown 

b. Button brooch – 1st half of the 6th century ((Avent & Evison 1982; Suzuki 2008) 
a. Material: gilt copper alloy, iron 
b. Abrasion: little to none 
c. Location: unknown 

c. Square-headed brooch – mid-6th century AD (Brugmann 2012) 
a. Material: gilt copper alloy, iron 
b. Abrasion: minimal 
c. Location: unknown 

d. Square-headed brooch – mid-6th century AD (Brugmann 2012) 
a. Material: gilt copper alloy, iron 
b. Abrasion: minimal 
c. Location: unknown 

Grave goods: 
1. Belt buckle – silver plated copper alloy; unknown location 
2. Beads – unknown number and location 
3. Knife – iron; unknown location 
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4. Strap-ends – 2; copper alloy; unknown location 
5. Ring – iron; unknown location 
6. Plate – iron; unknown location 
7. Glass fragments – unknown number and location 
8. Pottery fragments – unknown number and location 

Dress style: unknown 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: unclear 
Reasoning: There was no identifiable characteristics of curation within the grave context. However, one of the 
button brooches is the same mould of a button brooch in the neighbouring Grave 61. This may display familial 
relations and potentially the gifting of one of a pair of brooches. 
 

Grave 61 
Date: 1st half of the 6th century 
Grave type: Inhumation 
Preservation: n/a 
Skeletal anomalies: n/a  
Position: supine 
Age: 30-35 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Button brooch - 1st half of the 6th century ((Avent & Evison 1982, Suzuki 2008) 
a. Material: gilt copper alloy, iron 
b. Abrasion: minimal, partial wearing of the gold plating 
c. Location: unknown 

b. Button brooch – late 5th to the mid-6th century ((Avent & Evison 1982, Suzuki 2008) 
a. Material: gilt copper alloy, iron 
b. Abrasion: minimal 
c. Location: unknown 

Grave goods:  
1. Knife – iron; unknown location 
2. Plate – copper alloy; unknown location 

Dress style: unknown 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: unclear 
Reasoning: There is no chronological difference within the grave context. However, the class Ai brooch is 
identical to the class Ai button brooch within Grave 60. Grave 60 and 61 are located next to each other and 
oriented in the same direction within the cemetery. This may display the gifting of the brooch within a kin 
group. As the class L button brooch displayed slightly less wearing it has been interpreted as a replacement for 
the other class Ai button brooch (Schroder 2007, p. 17), it may indicate that the pair of class Ai button 
brooches were originally owned by the individual in Grave 61.  
 

Grave 118 
Date: 1st half of the 6th century 
Grave type: Inhumation 
Preservation: very poor 
Skeletal anomalies: n/a 
Position: supine 
Age: 5-12 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Annular brooch - 5th/6th century (Ager 1985, type F) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: moderate wearing 
c. Location: above right shoulder 
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b. Annular brooch - 5th/6th century (Ager 1985, type F) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: moderate wearing 
c. Location: right shoulder 

c. Small-long brooch –mid-5th century (Brugmann 2004; 2012) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: moderate wearing 
c. Location: right shoulder 

d. Small-long brooch – mid-5th century (Brugmann 2004; 2012) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: moderate wearing 
c. Location: the pelvis 

Grave goods:  
1. Sliding knot bracelet - torso 
2. Beads – 5; around the neck 
3. Shell fragment – pelvis region 

Dress style: Possibly Dress style IV  
Date range disparities: Age of individual compared to the moderately abraded brooches 
Heirloom: yes 
Reasoning: As this is the grave of a child and the brooches display some abrasion, it is probably that they were 
owned by a previous person. It is interesting that these types of brooches aligned in a ‘peplos’ style with the 
addition of other brooches suggests a combination of Kentish Dress style I and III, which are not common 
brooches implemented this way nor a common dress style found in the graves of children. 
 

Grave 138 
Date: mid-6th century 
Grave type: Inhumation 
Preservation: Well preserved 
Skeletal anomalies: n/a 
Position: Supine 
Age: 18-35 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Equal-armed brooch – mid to 2nd half of the 6th century (Evison 1977) 
a. Material: gilt copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: moderate, wearing to the gold gilt 
c. Location: on the torso 

b. Square-headed brooch – mid-6th century AD (Brugmann 2012) 
a. Material: gilt copper alloy, iron 
b. Abrasion: Moderate abrasion, wearing to the gold gilt; broken below the bow 
c. Location: on the torso, below brooch (a) 

Grave goods:  
1. Beads – 3; near the right leg 
2. Fossil – near the right leg 
3. Garnet plate – above skull 

Dress style: Style III 
Date range disparities: no 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: Both brooches are dated to be around the mid-6th century. This type of equal-armed brooch stayed 

in use throughout the later 6th century, but the context of grave 138 has no supporting evidence of this. 

 

Sword graves 

No sword burials within cemetery 



365 
 

 

Mill Hill, Deal (Parfitt and Brugmann 1997; Sayer 2009) 

 

Brooch graves 

Grave 18 
Date: early to mid-6th century 
Grave type: inhumation 
Preservation: poor 
Skeletal anomalies: none 
Position: supine 
Age: 14-18 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Rosette brooch – mid-6th century (Koch 1990; Brugmann 2012) 
a. Material: Silver, garnet 
b. Abrasion: minimal 
c. Location: neck 

Grave goods: 
1. Spindle whorl – recycled Roman pot sherd; between knees 
2. Square fitting – copper alloy; between knees 
3. Plated stud – copper alloy, iron; between knees 
4. Metal object wit ring and plate – iron; copper alloy; left pelvis 
5. 2 rings – iron; left pelvis 
6. Metal diamond – iron; between femurs 
7. Buckle – copper alloy, iron; right waist 
8. Fragmented ring – copper alloy; left side of skull 
9. Beads – 47; neck area 
10. Clasp – copper alloy; neck area 
11. Spindle whorl – bone; above skull 
12. Chisel – copper alloy; in general fill 

Dress style: possibly Style II 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities within grave context 
 

Grave 25a 
Date: mid-6th century 
Grave type: inhumation (double burial) 
Preservation: good 
Skeletal anomalies: none 
Position: supine 
Age: 35-45 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Bird brooch – 2nd half of the 6th century (Brugmann 1999) 
a. Material: copper alloy, garnet 
b. Abrasion: minimal 
c. Location: neck 

Grave goods: 
1. Buckle – copper alloy; pelvis 
2. Perforated metal diamond – iron; on left hand 
3. Beads – 156; neck and chest area 
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4. Knife – iron; under left femur 
5. Stud – copper alloy; left hand 

Dress style: unknown 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: Multiple burials grave context all fall within the mid to late 6th c. No evident contrasting 
chronological factors 
 

Grave 25b 
Date: mid-6th century 
Grave type: inhumation (double burial) 
Preservation: moderate 
Skeletal anomalies: trepanation on right parietal 
Position: supine 
Age: 20-25 
Gender: F 
Brooch:   

a. Radiate-headed brooch – mid-6th century AD (Parfitt and Brugmann 1997) 
a. Material: silver 
b. Abrasion: slightly worn bow and foot 
c. Location: right hip 

b. Kentish disc brooch – mid-6th century AD (Avent 1975, class 1.2; Brugmann 2012) 
a. Material: silver, garnet 
b. Abrasion: slight wearing to rim 
c. Location: neck/right shoulder area 

c. Square-headed brooch – 1st half of the 6th century AD (Brugmann 2012) 
a. Material: copper alloy, garnet 
b. Abrasion: slight wearing on bow 
c. Location: right waist 

d. Square-headed brooch – 1st half of the 6th century AD (Brugmann 2012) 
a. Material: copper alloy, garnet 
b. Abrasion: slight wearing on bow 
c. Location: right waist 

e. S-shaped brooch – 1st half of the 6th century AD (Brugmann 2012) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: none 
c. Location: right chest 

Grave goods: 
1. Quartz ball in sling – silver gilt, quartz; between knees 
2. Skimmer – silver gilt; between femurs 
3. 2 Strap-ends – copper alloy; between knees/femurs 
4. Fragmented clasp – copper alloy; left hip 
5. Buckle – copper alloy; mid waist 
6. Beads – 75; neck and torso area 

Dress style: Style IV 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: Grave context and brooches all mid-6th century. No contrasting chronological factors 
 

Grave 33 
Date: 1st half of the 6th century AD 
Grave type: inhumation 
Preservation: poor 
Skeletal anomalies: none 
Position: supine 
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Age: 17-19 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Continental garnet disc brooch – 2nd quarter of the 6th century AD (Koch 1977;  
a. Material: silver, garnet, copper alloy gilt 
b. Abrasion: minimal 
c. Location: right upper chest 

Grave goods: 
1. Vessel – glass; left of skull 
2. Buckle – iron; right chest 
3. Brush – copper allow; lower right chest 
4. Knife – iron; left waist 
5. Fragmented strap-end – copper alloy; between lower legs 
6. Metal fitting – copper alloy; right femur 
7. Buckle – copper alloy; right waist 
8. Buckle mount – copper alloy; right waist 
9. Sheet fragments – copper alloy; right waist 
10. Tube – copper alloy; left waist 
11. Fragmented group of objects – iron, bone, textiles; left hip 
12. Beads – 94; neck/chest area 

Dress style: unknown, possibly Style II 
Date range disparities: no 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: Grave context and brooch both early-6th century. No contrasting chronological factors 
 

Grave 39 
Date: early-6th century 
Grave type: inhumation 
Preservation: poor 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position: supine 
Age: 15-20 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Cast disc brooch – mid-5th to mid-6th century AD (Dickinson 1979) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: minimal 
c. Location: left hip 

b. Cast disc brooch – mid-5th to mid-6th century AD (Dickinson 1979) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: minimal 
c. Location: left hip 

Grave goods: 
1. Beads – 45; neck and left humerus 
2. Buckle – copper alloy; right waist 
3. Fragmented knife – iron; left hip 
4. Group of fragmented iron objects; left hip 
5. Rod – iron; lower chest 

Dress style: unknown 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: Grave context and brooches early-6th century. No contrasting chronological factors 
 

Grave 61 
Date: mid-6th century 
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Grave type: inhumation 
Preservation: poor 
Skeletal anomalies: none 
Position: supine 
Age: 20-25 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Bird brooch – late-5th to early 6th century AD (Pirling 1966; Parfitt and Brugmann 1997) 
a. Material: copper alloy, garnet 
b. Abrasion: worn foot and pin catch 
c. Location: upper chest 

b. Bird brooch – late-5th to early 6th century AD (Pirling 1966; Parfitt and Brugmann 1997) 
a. Material: silver, garnet 
b. Abrasion: heavily abraded 
c. Location: lower chest 

c. Square-headed brooch – 2nd quarter of the 6th century AD (Aberg 1926; Brugmann 2012) 
a. Material: copper alloy gilt; 
b. Abrasion: minimal abrasion, foot broken off 
c. Location: above waist 

d. Square-headed brooch – 1st half of the 6th century AD (Brugmann 2012) 
a. Material: copper alloy gilt 
b. Abrasion: none 
c. Location: waist 

e. Square-headed brooch – 1st half of the 6th century AD (Brugmann 2012) 
a. Material: copper alloy gilt 
b. Abrasion: none 
c. Location: hip 

Grave goods: 
1. Bowl – glass; left of skull 
2. Beads – 9; neck 
3. Buckle – copper alloy; right hip 
4. Inlaid belt plate – right hip 
5. Knife – iron; left waist 
6. Fragmented ring – iron; left waist 

Dress style: Style IV 
Date range disparities: bird brooches probably older than deceased; bird brooches and pair of square-headed 
brooches early 6th c., whereas the single square-headed brooch is mid-6th century 
Heirloom: yes 
Reasoning: The heavily abraded bird brooches are probably older than the deceased. The inclusion of 
unabraded Kentish small square-headed brooches also adds an evident comparison.  
 

Grave 63 
Date: late-6th century 
Grave type: inhumation 
Preservation: poor 
Skeletal anomalies: none 
Position: supine 
Age: 13+ 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Annular brooch – 5th to 6th centuries (Ager 1985) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: minimal 
c. Location: left waist 

Grave goods: 
1. Knife – iron; left waist 
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2. Rod – iron; left waist 
3. Buckle – copper alloy; mid waist 
4. Belt plate – copper alloy; left knee 
5. Strap ends – copper alloy; lower leg 

Dress style: unknown 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: Brooch used as a belt implement or girdle hanger 
 

Grave 64 
Date: mid-6th century AD 
Grave type: 
Preservation: very poor 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position: supine 
Age: 18-20 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Kentish disc brooch – mid-6th century AD (Avent 1975, class 2.2; Brugmann 2012) 
a. Material: silver, glass, garnet 
b. Abrasion: none 
c. Location: neck 

Grave goods: 
1. Knife – iron; left waist 
2. Metal fragments – iron; above left knee 
3. Buckle – copper alloy; right waist 
4. Beads – 21; chest 
5. 2 rods – iron; left waist 

Dress style: Style V 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities within grave context 
 
 

Grave 71 
Date:  
Grave type: 
Preservation:  
Skeletal anomalies:  
Position:  
Age: 20-25 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Square-headed brooch – 1st half of the 6th century AD (Brugmann 2012) 
a. Material: copper alloy gilt 
b. Abrasion: none 
c. Location: neck 

b. Square plate brooch – 1st half of the 6th century AD (Parfitt and Brugmann 1997) 
a. Material: copper alloy gilt, garnet 
b. Abrasion: none 
c. Location: chest 

c. Square plate brooch – 1st half of the 6th century AD (Parfitt and Brugmann 1997) 
a. Material: copper alloy gilt, garnet 
b. Abrasion: none 
c. Location: chest 

d. Square-headed brooch – 1st half of the 6th century AD (Brugmann 2012) 
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a. Material: copper alloy gilt 
b. Abrasion: abrasion to bow 
c. Location: waist 

Grave goods: 
1. Buckle – copper alloy; pelvis 
2. Ring – silver; on finger of right hand 
3. Strap end – copper alloy; between knees 
4. Beads – 143; left chest 

Dress style: style IV 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities within grave context 
 
 

Grave 73 
Date: 1st half of the 6th century AD 
Grave type: inhumation (partially cuts Bronze Age barrow ditch) 
Preservation: poor 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position: supine 
Age: 18-21 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Annular brooch – 5th to 6th centuries (Ager 1985) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: none 
c. Location: right waist 

b. Imitation cross bow brooch – 6th century (Parfitt and Brugmann 1997) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: none 
c. Location: lower right chest 

c. Animal brooch – 1st half of the 6th century AD (Werner 1961; Parfitt and Brugmann 1997) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: none 
c. Location: right chest 

d. Button brooch – 1st quarter of the 6th century AD (Avent and Evison 1982; Brugmann 2012) 
a. Material: silver gilt 
b. Abrasion: none 
c. Location: neck 

Grave goods: 
1. Beads – 420; neck/chest 
2. Pendant – bone; neck 
3. Chain – iron; over right femur 
4. Bracelet – copper alloy; right forearm 
5. Buckle – copper alloy; pelvis 
6. Rivets – copper alloy; pelvis 
7. Brush – copper alloy; right shoulder 
8. 2 pins – iron; right shoulder 
9. Knife – iron; left waist 

Dress style: unknown, possibly Style IV 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no abrasion on brooches, no date range disparities within grave context 
 
 

Grave 86 
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Date: mid-6th century AD 
Grave type: inhumation (cuts Bronze Age barrow ditch) 
Preservation: very poor 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position: supine 
Age: 40-50 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Annular brooch – 5th to 6th centuries (Ager 1985) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: worn 
c. Location: left shoulder 

b. Annular brooch – 5th to 6th centuries (Ager 1985) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: worn 
c. Location: right shoulder 

c. Annular brooch – 5th to 6th centuries (Ager 1985) 
a. Material: copper alloy, garnet 
b. Abrasion: worn  
c. Location: right neck 

d. Radiate-headed brooch – mid-6th century AD (Parfitt and Brugmann 1997) 
a. Material: copper alloy  
b. Abrasion: none 
c. Location: right hip 

e. Radiate-headed brooch – mid-6th century AD (Parfitt and Brugmann 1997) 
a. Material: copper alloy, garnet 
b. Abrasion: none 
c. Location: right hip 

f. Radiate-headed brooch – mid-6th century AD (Parfitt and Brugmann 1997) 
a. Material: copper alloy, garnet 
b. Abrasion: none 
c. Location: right hip 

Grave goods: 
1. Knife – iron; left waist 
2. Rod – iron; upper chest 
3. Toilet set – copper alloy; chest 
4. Beads – 87; neck/chest 
5. Buckle – copper alloy; right waist 
6. Firesteel – iron; over knife 

Dress style: unknown 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities within grave context 
 
 

Grave 92 
Date: mid-6th century AD 
Grave type: inhumation (cut Bronze Age barrow ditch) 
Preservation: moderate 
Skeletal anomalies:  
Position: supine 
Age: 40-50 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Garnet disc brooch – mid-6th century AD (Parfitt and Brugmann 1997) 
a. Material: silver gilt, garnet, iron 
b. Abrasion: lost garnet 
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c. Location: neck 
b. Radiate-headed brooch – 1st quarter of the 6th century AD (Parfitt and Brugmann 1997) 

a. Material: copper alloy gilt 
b. Abrasion: missing 2 knobs, missing foot, missing garnets, word decoration 
c. Location: right hip 

c. Radiate-headed brooch – 2nd quarter of the 6th century AD (Koch 1990) 
a. Material: copper alloy gilt 
b. Abrasion: abraded and repaired, missing garnets 
c. Location: right hip 

d. Radiate-headed brooch – 2nd quarter of the 6th century AD (Koch 1990) 
a. Material: copper alloy gilt 
b. Abrasion: worn decoration, only one garnet remains 
c. Location: right hip 

Grave goods: 
1. Bucket – wood, copper alloy; lower left corner of grave 
2. Rod – iron; near left femur 
3. Knife – iron; left hip 
4. Rod – iron; upper chest 
5. Buckle – copper alloy; right waist 
6. Beads – 46; lower chest 
7. Coffin brackets – iron; around grave cut 

Dress style: unknown, possibly Style IV 
Date range disparities: no 
Heirloom: unclear 
Reasoning: The broken and heavily abraded radiate-headed brooch may be older than the deceased. However, 
as the deceased is between 40-50, it remains unclear 
 
 

Grave 94 
Date: 2nd half of the 6th century AD 
Grave type: inhumation 
Preservation: poor 
Skeletal anomalies: none 
Position: supine 
Age: 40-50 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Kentish disc brooch – mid-6th century AD (Avent 1975, class 2; Brugmann 2012) 
a. Material: silver, garnet 
b. Abrasion: abrasion to pin catch 
c. Location: neck 

Grave goods: 
1. Ring – iron; left waist 
2. Knife – iron; left waist 
3. Buckle – copper alloy; mid waist 
4. Rivets – copper alloy; left waist 
5. Keys – iron; left hip 
6. Pin – copper alloy; neck 
7. Beads – 54; upper torso 
8. Strap end – copper alloy; left forearm 

Dress style: Style V 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no  
Reasoning: no date range disparities within grave context 
 

Grave 95 
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Date: late-6th to 7th century AD 
Grave type: inhumation 
Preservation: good 
Skeletal anomalies: none  
Position: supine 
Age: 45-55 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Quoit brooch – 2nd half of the 5th century AD (Ager 1985) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: worn decoration, broken 
c. Location: left hip 

Grave goods: 
1. Knife – iron; left hip 
2. Key – iron; left hip 
3. Beads – 22; neck and left shoulder 
4. Ring – iron; left hip 
5. Piece of Roman vessel – glass; below left hip 
6. Fragmented ring – iron; near left femur 

Dress style: unknown 
Date range disparities: yes 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: Quoit brooch reused as belt implement, may have been used as a bag opening 
 
 

Grave 102 
Date: 2nd half of the 6th century AD 
Grave type: inhumation (cut by grave 96) 
Preservation: very poor 
Skeletal anomalies: none 
Position: supine 
Age: 35-45 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Kentish disc brooch – mid-6th century AD (Avent 1975, class 1.2; Brugmann 2012) 
a. Material: silver, garnet 
b. Abrasion: slight abrasion to pin catch 
c. Location: neck 

b. Miniature bow brooch – late-5th to the 1st quarter of the 6th century AD (Avent and Evison 1982; 
Brugmann 2012) 

a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: heavily abraded bow, replaced pin catch 
c. Location: above Great square-headed brooch 

c. Great square-headed brooch – 1st half of the 6th century (Brugmann 2012) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: heavily abraded and repaired 
c. Location: right waist 

Grave goods: 
1. Beads – 41; neck and right chest 
2. Buckle – copper alloy, iron; right waist 
3. Flat object – iron; left femur 
4. Knife – iron; left waist 
5. Group of objects – iron; left waist 

Dress style: unknown, possibly style IV/V 
Date range disparities: yes 
Heirloom: yes 
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Reasoning: heavily abraded and repaired brooches date earlier than grave context and the other brooch. Most 
likely were owned by another individual 
 
 

Grave 105c 
Date: mid-6th century AD 
Grave type: inhumation (triple burial) 
Preservation: moderate 
Skeletal anomalies: none 
Position: supine 
Age: 30-40 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Kentish disc brooch – mid-6th century AD (Avent 1975, class 2; Brugmann 2012) 
a. Material: silver, garnet 
b. Abrasion: unknown 
c. Location: neck 

b. Kentish disc brooch – mid-6th century AD (Avent 1975, class 1.1; Brugmann 2012) 
a. Material: silver, garnet 
b. Abrasion: minimal 
c. Location: right elbow 

c. Garnet disc brooch – mid-6th century AD (Brugmann 2012) 
a. Material: silver, iron, garnet 
b. Abrasion: unknown 
c. Location: above skull 

d. Cast disc brooch – mid-5th to mid-6th century AD (Dickinson 1979) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: broken pin catch 
c. Location: between femurs (possibly within a bag) 

e. Square-headed brooch – 1st half of the 6th century AD (Brugmann 2012) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: minimal 
c. Location: right hip 

f. Square-headed brooch – 1st half of the 6th century AD (Brugmann 2012) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: repaired 
c. Location: right hip 

Grave goods: 
1. Roman coin – copper alloy; neck 
2. Wire loop – coper alloy; right shoulder 
3. Toilet set – copper alloy; right shoulder 
4. Buckle – copper alloy; right waist 
5. Rivets – copper alloy; right waist 
6. Wire loop – copper alloy; between femurs 
7. Roman coin – copper alloy; between femurs 
8. Strap end – copper alloy; between femurs 
9. Perforated fitting – copper alloy; between femurs 
10. Rivet – copper alloy; between femurs 
11. Spring – copper alloy; between femurs 
12. Case setting – garnet, gold; between femurs 
13. Possible bone piece – between femurs 
14. Tooth – organic; between femurs 
15. Spindle whorl – lead; between femurs 
16. Spring – copper alloy; upper right femur 
17. Keys – iron; left hip 
18. Strips – gold; near skull 
19. Beads – 133; across and around torso 
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Dress style: unknown, possibly Style IV 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities within grave context 
 

Sword graves 

 

Grave 40 
Date: late-6th to 7th century AD 
Grave type: inhumation (cuts graves 38 and 39) 
Preservation: poor 
Skeletal anomalies: none 
Position: supine 
Age: 30-40 
Gender: M 
Sword fittings: no sword fittings within grave context 
Pattern welded: yes 
Sword position: left side of body 
Grave goods: 

1. Spearhead – iron; left of skull (Swanton D2) 
2. Shield boss – iron; over right shoulder (Type 3-c) 
3. Knife – iron; under left forearm 
4. Beads – 2; believed to have come from cut grave 39 
5. 2 clench nails – iron; believed to have come from cut grave 38 

Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no sword fittings for comparative analysis 
 

Grave 81 
Date: late-6th century AD 
Grave type: inhumation (modern disturbance) 
Preservation: poor 
Skeletal anomalies: none 
Position: supine 
Age: 45-55 
Gender: M 
Sword fittings: no sword fittings within grave context 
Pattern welded: yes 
Sword position: left side of body 
Grave goods: 

1. Shield boss – iron; over skull (Type 3-c) 
2. Case – wood; under shield 
3. Tweezers – copper alloy; within case 
4. Shears – iron; within case 
5. Shield mounts – copper alloy; around shield boss 
6. Spearhead – iron; right of skull (Swanton E3) 
7. Ferrule – iron; right ankle 
8. Ring – copper alloy; above left ankle 
9. Hone – unknown material; mid waist 
10. Buckle – copper alloy, iron; mid waist 
11. Rivet – copper alloy; left waist 
12. Sheet fragments – copper alloy; left waist 
13. Tweezers – copper alloy; mid waist 
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14. Knife – under sword 
15. Rim bindings of vessel – silver; left ankle 

Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no sword fittings for comparative analysis 
  

Grave 91 
Date: late-6th to 7th century AD 
Grave type: inhumation (modern disturbance) 
Preservation: very poor 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position: supine 
Age: 12+ 
Gender: M 
Sword fittings: no sword fittings within grave context 
Pattern welded: yes 
Sword position: left side of body 
Grave goods: 

1. Spearhead – iron; right of skull (Swanton E4) 
2. Ferrule – iron; right corner of grave 
3. Bindings – iron; right corner of grave 
4. Shield boss – iron; on chest (Type 4-a1) 
5. Bowl – copper alloy; foot of grave 
6. Ring – copper alloy; foot of grave 
7. Rivets – copper alloy; between femurs 
8. Buckle – copper alloy; upon sword grave 
9. Tweezers – copper alloy; unknown 
10. Buckle – copper alloy; unknown 

Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no sword fittings for comparative analysis 
 

Grave 93 
Date: late-6th to 7th century AD 
Grave type: inhumation (cuts Roman ditch) 
Preservation: good 
Skeletal anomalies: none  
Position: supine 
Age: 40-50 
Gender: M 
Sword fittings: no sword fittings within grave context 
Pattern welded: yes 
Sword position: left side of body 
Grave goods: 

1. Spearhead – iron; left of skull (Swanton E3) 
2. Shield boss – iron; over chest (Type 4) 
3. Bell beaker – glass – between spearhead and skull 
4. Ring – iron; near left elbow 
5. Tweezers – copper alloy; left waist 
6. Buckle – iron; mid waist 
7. Shears – iron; left waist 
8. Rivets – iron; near left humerus 

Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no sword fittings for comparative analysis 
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Monkton, Isle of Thanet (Hawkes and Hogarth 1974; Perkins and Hawkes 1984) 

Brooch graves 

Grave 3 
Date: 1st half of the 7th century AD 
Grave type: inhumation (heavily disturbed by modern trench) 
Preservation:  very poor (fragments recovered from spoil heap) 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position: unknown 
Age: 25-30 
Gender: F  
Brooch:  

a. Composite disc brooch – 1st half of the 7th century AD (Avent 1975, class 2.1; Brugmann 2012) 
a. Material: gold, silver, garnet, glass, shell 
b. Abrasion: damaged by discovery, but no other abrasion present 
c. Location: unknown, probably neck 

Grave goods: 
1. Beads – 12; unknown, probably neck 

Dress style: unknown, possibly Style VI 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities within grave context 
 

Grave 12 
Date: 5th to 7th century AD 
Grave type: inhumation (cut by pipe trench) 
Preservation: very poor 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position: unknown 
Age: <18 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Annular brooch – 5th/6th century (Leeds 1945; Ager 1985) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: very worn outer edge of ring 
c. Location: unknown 

b. Annular brooch – 5th/6th century (Leeds 1945; Ager 1985) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: very worn, one side worn thinner than others 
c. Location: unknown 

c. Annular brooch – 5th/6th century (Leeds 1945; Ager 1985) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: only small fragment remains 
c. Location: unknown 

Grave goods: 
1. Knife – iron; unknown 
2. Vessel – ceramic; unknown 

Dress style: unknown 
Date range disparities: none 
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Heirloom: no, unknown 
Reasoning: Brooches older than interred, but may have been used as girdle implements, rather than brooches. 
Without a known grave plan, heirloom status cannot be given 
 

Grave 23 
Date: mid-6th century 
Grave type: inhumation (skull damaged by machinery) 
Preservation:  very poor 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position: supine 
Age: 18+ 
Gender: F  
Brooch:  

a. Square-headed brooch – 1st half of the 6th century AD (Brugmann 2012) 
a. Material: silver 
b. Abrasion: unknown 
c. Location: neck 

Grave goods: 
1. Beads – 22; neck/chest 
2. Ring – copper alloy; left waist 
3. Knife – iron; left waist 
4. Miscellaneous object – iron; neck 
5. Buckle – copper alloy; left hip 
6. 5 strands of wire – gold; skull 

Dress style: unknown, possibly Style V 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities within grave context 
 

Sword graves 

Grave 1 
Date: 5th to 7th century AD 
Grave type: inhumation (heavily disturbed by modern trench) 
Preservation: very poor (fragments recovered from spoil heap) 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position: unknown 
Age: 20-25 
Gender: M 
Sword fittings: no sword fittings within grave context 
Pattern welded: unknown 
Sword position: unknown 
Grave goods: none recorded 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no data to compare within context 
 
 

Grave 26 
Date: mid-6th century 
Grave type: inhumation (bier, damaged by ploughing) 
Preservation: poor  
Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position: supine 
Age: 18+ 
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Gender: M 
Sword fittings: no sword fittings within grave context 
Pattern welded: unknown 
Sword position: left side of body 
Grave goods:  

1. Shield boss fragments – iron; unknown 
2. Stud – silver; next to sword 
3. Buckle – near left knee 
4. Whetstone – left hand 
5. Bracteate – gold; left hand 
6. Shield board mounts – copper alloy; near shield boss fragments 

Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities within grave contexts 
 

 

Saltwood Tunnel, Folkstone and Hythe (Riddler and Trevarthen 2006; Riddler et al. 2006) 

Brooch graves 

 
Grave Eastern W1453 
Date: 1st half of the 6th century 
Grave type: inhumation (cuts into Bronze Age barrow ditch) 
Preservation: poor 
Skeletal anomalies: none  
Position: supine 
Age: 25-30 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Square-headed brooch – 2nd quarter of the 6th century (Haseloff 1981; Brugmann 1999) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: worn gilding and edges, possible broken disc on footplate 
c. Location: midsection above belt buckle 

b. Square-headed brooch – 2nd quarter of the 6th century (Haseloff 1981; Brugmann 1999) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: worn gilding and edges, possible broken disc on footplate 
c. Location: midsection above (a) 

c. Quatrefoil brooch – 2nd quarter of the 6th century (Koch 2001) 
a. Material: copper alloy, garnet 
b. Abrasion: worn gilding 
c. Location: neck area 

d. Quatrefoil brooch – 2nd quarter of the 6th century (Koch 2001) 
a. Material: copper alloy, garnet 
b. Abrasion: worn gilding 
c. Location: chest area 

Grave goods: 
1. Buckle – copper alloy; mid waist 
2. Fragmented knife – iron; left side of body 
3. Roman coin – copper alloy; unknown 
4. Fragment of Roman spoon probe – copper alloy; unknown 
5. Beads – 201; neck/chest area 

Dress style: Style IV 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
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Reasoning: no date range disparities within grave context 
 

Grave Eastern W1762 
Date: 1st half of the 6th century 
Grave type: inhumation 
Preservation: poor 
Skeletal anomalies: none  
Position: supine 
Age: 25-40 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Square-headed brooch – 2nd to 3rd quarter of the 6th century (Brugmann 1999) 
a. Material: silver gilt, copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: worn gilding, bow, headplate, and footplate 
c. Location: mid torso 

b. Continental disc brooch – 1st half of the 6th century (Koch 2001; Brugmann 2012) 
a. Material: silver, garnet 
b. Abrasion: minimal 
c. Location: neck/chest area 

c. Square-headed brooch – 2nd to 3rd quarter of the 6th century (Brugmann 1999) 
a. Material: silver gilt, copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: worn gilding, bow, headplate, and footplate 
c. Location: above waist 

d. Bird brooch –1st half of the 6th century (Brugmann 1999) 
a. Material: silver 
b. Abrasion: minimal 
c. Location: unknown 

Grave goods: 
1. Beads- 31; unknown 
2. Knife – iron; right side of body 
3. Buckle – copper alloy; near knife 
4. Buckle – copper alloy; mid waist 
5. Fragmented wire – silver; unknown 
6. 2 fragmented metal sheet – iron; unknown 
7. Fragmented wire – copper alloy; unknown 

Dress style: Style IV 
Date range disparities: 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities within grave context 
 

Grave Central C1521 
Date: late-6th to 7th century 
Grave type: inhumation 
Preservation: very poor 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position: unknown 
Age: 5+ 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Annular brooch – 5th/6th century (Leeds 1945; Ager 1985) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: irregular design 
c. Location: possibly by the waist 

Grave goods: 
1. Beads – 26; possibly neck/chest area 
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Dress style: unknown 
Date range disparities: possibly the brooch and the child 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: brooch most likely reused as a belt accessory 
 

Grave Central C6421 
Date: early to mid-7th century 
Grave type: inhumation (coffin or bier; postholes around burial mound edges) 
Preservation: very poor 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position: supine 
Age: <13 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Plated disc brooch – late-6th to mid-7th century (Avent 1975, class 1; Brugmann 2004) 
a. Material: gold, silver, garnet, glass 
b. Abrasion: extensive wearing on outer decoration, missing 2 central garnets 
c. Location: neck 

Grave goods: 
1. Pendant – gold, garnet; neck 
2. Suspended coin pendant – gold; neck 
3. Lock – iron; near box fittings 
4. Box fittings – iron, wood; northeast corner of grave cut 
5. 4 rectangular cleats – iron; two on each side of the body near the north and south sides 
6. 4 fragmented pendants – garnets, silver, glass, gold, amethyst; neck 
7. Incomplete bucket – iron, wood; southwest corner of grave cut 

Dress style: Style VI 
Date range disparities: yes 
Heirloom: yes 
Reasoning: The abrasion upon the brooch makes it doubtful it was the sole possession of one child. Therefore 
it was most likely owned by another individual prior to deposition. 
 

Grave Western C3747 
Date: 2nd half of the 6th century 
Grave type: inhumation 
Preservation: very poor, only skull fragments 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position: supine 
Age: 20-30 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Square-headed brooch – mid-6th century (Brugmann 2012) 
a. Material: silver gilt, copper alloy, garnet 
b. Abrasion: broken footplate, worn edges 
c. Location: mid torso 

b. Square-headed brooch – mid-6th century (Brugmann 2012) 
a. Material: silver gilt, copper alloy, gold, garnet 
b. Abrasion: worn edges 
c. Location: possibly near waist, lower than brooch (a) 

c. Kentish disc brooch – mid-6th century (Avent 1975, class 1.1) 
a. Material: silver gilt, copper alloy, garnet 
b. Abrasion: worn gilding 
c. Location: neck/upper chest area, above beads 

Grave goods: 
1. Beads – 61; neck/chest area 
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Dress style: unknown 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities within grave context 
 

Grave Western C3762 
Date: 2nd half of 6th century 
Grave type: inhumation 
Preservation: very poor 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position: supine 
Age: 18-25 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Radiate-headed brooch – late 5th to the 2nd quarter of the 6th century (Koch 1998; Brugmann 
1999) 

a. Material: copper alloy, garnet 
b. Abrasion: worn bow, broken knob, missing garnet from another knob 
c. Location: above waist 

b. Kentish disc brooch – 2nd half of the 6th century (Avent 1975, class 2.2; Brugmann 2012) 
a. Material: silver gilt, copper alloy, garnet, gold, bone 
b. Abrasion: heavily corroded, worn gilding on one quadrant (believed to be caused by 

beads) 
c. Location: unrecorded but presumed to be near neck/chest 

Grave goods: 
1. Casket – wood, bone, copper alloy; over the feet 
2. Vessel – ceramic; above skull 
3. Shears – iron; below ceramic vessel 
4. Wire – copper alloy; near legs 
5. Buckle – copper alloy; mid waist 
6. Weaving sword – iron, wood; right side of body 
7. Beads – 40; neck/chest area 
8. Knife – iron; location unrecorded 
9. Crystal ball with suspension cage – silver, quartz; outside left arm 
10. Nail – iron; location unrecorded 

Dress style: unknown, possibly style V 
Date range disparities: yes 
Heirloom: yes 
Reasoning: worn and broken radiate-headed brooch is not only potentially older than interred individual, but 
oldest object within grave context 
 

Grave Western C4643 
Date: mid-6th century 
Grave type: inhumation 
Preservation: no surviving human remains 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position: supine 
Age: <12 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Square-headed brooch – mid- to third quarter of the 6th century (Åberg 1926, type 133; Leigh 
1980; Rogers et al. 2006) 

a. Material: silver gilt, copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: slight worn edges, worn gilding 
c. Location: possibly mid torso 
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b. Button brooch – mid-5th to early 6th century (Avent and Evison 1982; Suzuki 2008) 
a. Material: gilt copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: gilding almost completely worn, worn edges 
c. Location: below brooch (a) 

Grave goods: 
1. Knife – iron; outside area of left shoulder 
2. Bead – 1; below button brooch 
3. Key – iron; unrecorded location 

Dress style: unknown 
Date range disparities: yes 
Heirloom: yes 
Reasoning: Brooches older than interred child. 
 

Sword graves 

Grave Eastern W1767 
Date: 6th to mid-7th century 
Grave type: inhumation 
Preservation: poor 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position: supine 
Age: 20-30 
Gender: M 
Sword fittings:  

a. Button pommel – 6th to mid-7th century (Ager 2012) 
a. Material: iron 
b. Abrasion: heavily corroded 
c. Location: near area of left shoulder 

Pattern welded: yes 
Sword position: left side of body 
Grave goods: 

1. 3 nails – iron; at end of sword blade 
2. Buckle – copper alloy; mid waist 
3. Spearhead – iron; right of skull, under shield board (Swanton F1) 
4. Shield boss – iron; placed over the skull (Type 3) 
5. Knife – iron; upon sword (attached to scabbard) 
6. Buckle – copper alloy; upon scabbard 
7. Knife/small seax – iron; upon sword (attached to scabbard) 

Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities within grave context 
 

Grave Central C1048 
Date: late-6th early-7th century 
Grave type: inhumation (chamber with coffin, within the center of Bronze Age barrow ditch) 
Preservation: very poor 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position: supine 
Age: 2-40 
Gender: M 
Sword fittings:  

a. Long pommel – late-6th to 7th century (Hines and Bayliss 2013) 
d. Material: iron 
e. Abrasion: unknown (iron naturally corroded) 
f. Location: near area of left shoulder 
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Pattern welded: yes 
Sword position: left side of body 
Grave goods: 

1. 26 fragmented gaming pieces – antler; near byzantine bowl 
2. Byzantine bowl – copper alloy; left side of grave chamber 
3. Roman coin – copper alloy; above and left of skull area 
4. Spearhead – iron; right of body along edge of grave chamber (Swanton G2) 
5. Angon – iron; right side of body along edge of grave chamber 
6. Shoe or pouch – leather; inside bowl 
7. Harness – iron, leather; right side of body 
8. Shield studs – iron; near shield bosses 
9. Shield boss – iron; vertically placed along right side of the skull (Type 4) 
10. Shield boss – iron; vertically placed along right side of the area of the waist (Type 4) 
11. Shield mounts – iron; near shield bosses 
12. 14 arrowheads – iron; right of body along edge of grave chamber 
13. Cleats – iron; left side of body along grave chamber wall 
14. Buckle – iron; near cleats 
15. 2 rivets – copper alloy; unknown 

Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities within grave context 
 

Grave Central C1081 
Date: late-6th to early-7th century 
Grave type: inhumation (chamber with coffin, within penannular ditch) 
Preservation: poor 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown  
Position: supine 
Age: 30-40 
Gender: M 
Sword fittings: 

a. Pyramidal pommel – late-6th to mid-7th century (Ager et al. 2006) 
a. Material: silver 
b. Abrasion: damaged ends, worn decoration on one side 
c. Location: below left shoulder 

b. Upper guard – late-6th to mid-7th century (Ager et al. 2006)  
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: corroded 
c. Location below left shoulder 

c. Lower guard – late-6th to mid-7th century (Ager et al. 2006)  
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: corroded 
c. Location below left shoulder 

Pattern welded: yes 
Sword position: left side of body 
Grave goods:  

1. Angon – iron; below feet 
2. Byzantine bowl – copper alloy; left of body 
3. Shield boss – iron; right of body placed vertically against chamber wall (Type 3) 
4. Shield boss – iron; placed vertically against bucket (Type 4) 
5. Shield fittings – iron; around shield bosses 
6. Fragmented horse harness – iron; near angon  
7. Bucket – wood, iron; bottom right corner of grave chamber 
8. Knife – iron; under sword 

Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
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Reasoning: Though there is asymmetrical abrasion patterns, no date range disparities within grave context. 
However, the pommel presents the possibility that it was originally a part of a different sword, as its 
attachment is through the top, rather than riveted on. 
 

Grave Central C1145 
Date: late-6th century 
Grave type: inhumation 
Preservation: no surviving human remains 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position: possibly supine 
Age: unknown 
Gender: M 
Sword fittings: 

a.  Trapezoidal pommel – late 5th to 7th century (Menghin 1983, type 3; Høilund Nielsen 2012) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: wearing on sides 
c. Location: near left shoulder area 

Pattern welded: yes 
Sword position: left side of body 
Grave goods:  

1. Bucket mount – iron; left of skull 
2. Spearhead – iron; left of skull (Swanton G2) 
3. Buckle – iron; mid waist 
4. Knife – iron; between legs 
5. Bucket handle – iron; left of skull 
6. Shield boss – iron; left side of body, placed vertically on wall of grave cut (Type 4) 

Date range disparities: unknown 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities identifiable. Undecorated pommel has a long chronological span. 
 

Grave Central C1163 
Date: late-6th to mid-7th century 
Grave type: inhumation (modern disturbance) 
Preservation: no surviving human remains 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position: supine 
Age: unknown 
Gender: M 
Sword fittings:  

a. Button pommel – 6th to mid-7th century (Ager 2012) 
a. Material: iron 
b. Abrasion: unknown (iron naturally corroded) 
c. Location: possibly near left shoulder 

Pattern welded: yes 
Sword position: left side of body 
Grave goods: 

1. Shield boss – iron; right of body area, vertically placed on side of grave cut 
2. Buckle – iron; below sword point 
3. Buckle – iron; underneath shield boss 
4. Spearhead – iron; northwest corner of grave (Swanton D1) 
5. Knife – iron; underneath sword 

Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities within grave context 
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Grave Central C6653 
Date: 2nd quarter of the 7th century 
Grave type: inhumation (coffin or chamber) 
Preservation: no surviving human remains 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position: supine 
Age: unknown 
Gender: M 
Sword fittings: 

a. Short pommel – 5th to 7th century (Ager 2006) 
a. Material: iron 
b. Abrasion: broken, only one end remains. Iron naturally corroded 
c. Location: near area of left shoulder 

Pattern welded: yes 
Sword position: left side of body 
Grave goods:  

1. Spearhead – iron; north wall of grave cut 
2. 4 fragmented staples – iron; around edges of grave cut 
3. Angon – iron; northeast corner of grave cut 
4. Drop handle – iron; near angon shaft 
5. U-shaped staple – iron; northwest corner of grave cut 
6. Shield boss – iron; vertically placed against north wall of grave cut (Type 3-c) 
7. Shield studs – iron; around shield bosses 
8. Shield boss – iron; vertically placed on south wall of grave cut (Type 4-b1) 
9. Shield boss – iron; vertically placed on south wall of grave cut (Type 4-b2) 
10. Ring – iron; hammered into coffin or chamber wood 
11. Bowl – copper alloy; east end of grave cut 
12. Bucket – wood, iron; south east corner of grave cut 
13. Fragmented chain – iron; near angon point 
14. Gaming piece – ceramic; unknown 

Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities within grave context 
 
 

Grave Western C3779 
Date: late-6th to 1st quarter of the 7th century 
Grave type: inhumation (inside Bronze Age barrow ditch) 
Preservation: poor 
Skeletal anomalies: none  
Position: supine 
Age: 20-30 
Gender: M 
Sword fittings:  

a. Button pommel – 6th to mid-7th century (Ager 2006) 
a. Material: iron 
b. Abrasion: damage to one end 
c. Location: near left shoulder 

b. Grip mounts – 5th to 7th century AD (Menghin 1983, Snartemo-Roes type; Ager 2006) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: only one mount survives riveted to one side, with only possible remains of the 

other 
c. Location: near left shoulder area 

c. Scabbard mouth – late-5th to mid-6th century (Menghin 1983, Type Kempston-Mitcham; Ager 
2006; Høilund Nielsen 2012) 

a. Material: gilt copper alloy 
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b. Abrasion: bottom rivet broken; ribs worn down on backside 
c. Location: near left humerus 

Pattern welded: yes 
Sword position: left side of body 
Grave goods: 

1. Spearhead – iron; right of scull (Swanton F2) 
2. Ferrule – iron; south end of grave cut 

Date range disparities: yes 
Heirloom: yes 
Reasoning: scabbard mouth predates grave context and is most likely older than the interred.  
 
 

Grave Western C3826 
Date: 1st half of the 6th century 
Grave type: inhumation (stone blocks lining foot of grave, inside Bronze Age barrow ditch) 
Preservation: poor 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown  
Position: supine 
Age: 18-25 
Gender: M 
Sword fittings:  

a. Possibly short or button pommel (Corrosion makes the pommel unidentifiable) 
a. Material: iron 
b. Abrasion: heavily corroded 
c. Location: near area of left shoulder 

b. Scabbard mouth – late-5th to mid-6th century (Menghin 1983, Type Kempston-Mitcham; Ager 
2006; Høilund Nielsen 2012) 

a. Material: gilt copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: worn gilding 
c. Location: near area of left humerus 

c. Scabbard binding-strips – late-5th century to early 7th century (Menghin 1983; Ager 2006) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: fragmented 
c. Location: below scabbard mouth on either side of sword blade 

Pattern welded: yes 
Sword position: left side of body 
Grave goods:  

1. 2 belt stud – copper alloy; unknown 
2. Buckle – copper alloy, garnet; mid waist 
3. Knife – iron; across torso 

Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities within grave context 
 
 

Grave Western C3885 
Date: late-6th to 1st quarter of the 7th century  
Grave type: inhumation (stone lined, outside the southern portion of the Bronze Age barrow ditch) 
Preservation: poor 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position: supine 
Age: 25-35 
Gender: M 
Sword fittings:  

a. Button pommel - 6th to mid-7th century (Ager 2012) 
a. Material: iron 
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b. Abrasion: unknown (iron naturally corroded) 
c. Location: near left shoulder area 

Pattern welded: yes 
Sword position: left side of body 
Grave goods: 

1. Buckle – iron; unknown 
2. Drinking vessel – wood, copper alloy; right of skull  
3. Shield boss – iron; over torso (Type 4-b2) 
4. Shield studs – iron; around shield boss 
5. Beads – 7; 5 near drinking vessel, 1 near shield boss, 1 at foot of grave 
6. Spearhead – iron; left side of body, outside sword (Swanton E3) 

 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities within grave context 
 
 

Grave Western C3944 
Date: mid-6th century  
Grave type: inhumation (within Bronze Age barrow ditch, slightly cuts grave C3781) 
Preservation: very poor 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position: supine 
Age: 18+ 
Gender: M 
Sword fittings:  

a. Cocked hat pommel with ring attachment – 1st half of the 6th century AD (Menghin 1983, Bifrons-
Gilton type; Ager 2006; Høilund Nielsen 2012) 

a. Material: gilt silver 
b. Abrasion: worn decoration 
c. Location: near left shoulder area 

b. Lower guard 
a. Material: gilt silver 
b. Abrasion: upper plate corroded away 
c. Location: near left shoulder area 

c. Upper guard 
a. Material: gilt silver 
b. Abrasion: upper plate corroded away 
c. Location: near left shoulder area 

Pattern welded: yes 
Sword position: left side of body 
Grave goods:  

1. Fragmented knife – iron; near right waist 
2. Spearhead – iron; left of skull, outside sword (Swanton C3/H3) 
3. Shield boss – iron; right of skull, placed vertically on southwest wall of grave cut (Type 4-b1) 
4. Shield studs – iron; around shield boss 
5. Buckle – iron; at foot of grave 

Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities within grave context 
 
 

Grave C4665 
Date: late-6th to 1st quarter of the 7th century 
Grave type: inhumation (coffin, within the ditch of the Bronze Age barrow on the southeast side) 
Preservation: very poor 
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Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position: possibly supine 
Age: 13+ 
Gender: M 
Sword fittings:  

a. Short pommel – 5th to 7th century (Ager 2006) 
a. Material: iron 
b. Abrasion: unknown (iron naturally corroded) 
c. Location: near left shoulder 

Pattern welded: yes 
Sword position: left side of body, point possibly between femurs 
Grave goods: 

1. Knife – iron; left waist area 
2. 2 fragmented nails – iron; unknown 

Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities within grave context 

 

Seamark, St. Magarets-at-Cliffe (Parfitt 2014) 

Brooch graves 

Grave 4 
Date: 2nd quarter of the 7th century AD 
Grave type: inhumation (cuts earlier feature, possibly another child’s grave) 
Preservation: poor 
Skeletal anomalies: none 
Position: supine 
Age: 4 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Kentish disc brooch – late-6th to mid-7th century AD (Avent 1975, class 7; Parfitt 2014) 
a. Material: gilt copper alloy, garnet, gold, shell 
b. Abrasion: missing 2 garnets and its central fill, worn gilding 
c. Location: neck 

Grave goods: 
1. Fragmented knife – iron; left pelvis 
2. Beads – 7; chest 
3. Pendant – copper alloy; chest 
4. Mount – copper alloy; chest 
5. Tube – copper alloy; chest 
6. Wheel-shaped ornament – copper alloy; chest 
7. Rivet – copper alloy; foot of grave 
8. Fragmented metal object – copper alloy; unknown 

Dress style: Style V/VI 
Date range disparities: yes 
Heirloom: yes 
Reasoning: The brooch displays abrasion and is included with the burial of a child aged 4 years. The brooch 
was owned by a prior individual. 
 

Sword graves 

No sword burials in cemetery 
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West Kent 

 

Holborough, Snodland (Evison 1956) 

Brooch graves 

No brooch burials within cemetery 

Sword graves 

 

Grave 2 
Date: late-6th to 7th century AD 
Grave type: inhumation 
Preservation: poor 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position: unknown 
Age: unknown 
Gender: M 
Sword fittings:  

a. Long pommel – late-6th to 7th century AD (Høilund Nielsen 2013) 
a. Material: iron 
b. Abrasion: half broken, unknown (iron naturally corroded) 
c. Location: unknown 

Pattern welded: yes 
Sword position: unknown 
Grave goods: 

1. Pot-hanger – iron; unknown 
2. Ring – copper alloy; unknown 

Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date rang disparities within grave context 
 

Grave 7 
Date: late-6th to 7th century AD 
Grave type: inhumation 
Preservation: poor 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown  
Position: right side of body 
Age: 20-40 
Gender: M 
Sword fittings:  

a. Long pommel – late-6th to 7th century AD (Høilund Nielsen 2013) 
a. Material: iron 
b. Abrasion: unknown (iron naturally corroded) 
c. Location: right humerus 

Pattern welded: yes 
Sword position: right side of body 
Grave goods: 

1. Inlaid spearhead – iron; left side of body (Swanton G2) 
2. Shield boss – iron; right of sword (Type 4-b1) 
3. Knife – iron; under spearhead 
4. Buckle – iron; near spearhead 
5. Buckle – copper alloy; near spearhed 
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6. Spatula – copper alloy; near spearhead 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities within grave context 

 

 

Orpington, Bromley, Greater London (Tester 1968; 1969) 

 

Brooch graves 

 
Grave 4 
Date: mid-5th to mid-6th century AD 
Grave type: inhumation 
Preservation: very poor 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position: supine 
Age: 12+ 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Cast disc brooch – mid-5th to mid-6th century AD (Dickinson 1979) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: minimal 
c. Location: right side of chest 

b. Cast disc brooch – mid-5th to mid-6th century AD (Dickinson 1979) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: worn decoration 
c. Location: neck 

Grave goods: 
1. Buckle – copper alloy; right femur 
2. Knife – iron; centre waist 

Dress style: possibly Style I 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities within grave context 
 

Grave 21 
Date: mid-5th to early-6th century AD 
Grave type: inhumation 
Preservation: poor 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown  
Position: supine 
Age: 35 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Bird brooch – mid-5th to early-6th century AD (Brugmann 2012) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: slightly worn edges 
c. Location: neck 

b. Bird brooch – mid-5th to early-6th century AD (Brugmann 2012) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: slightly worn edges 



392 
 

c. Location: neck 
Grave goods: 

1. Roman coin – copper alloy; general fill 
2. Knife- iron; left pelvis 
3. 2 rings – copper alloy; left pelvis 
4. Tube – silver; left pelvis 

Dress style: unknown 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities within grave context 

 

Grave 39 
Date: late-5th to early-6th century AD 
Grave type: inhumation 
Preservation: very poor 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position: supine 
Age: unknown 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Saucer brooch – late-5th to early-6th century AD (Dickinson 1993; Høilund Nielsen 2013) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: minimal 
c. Location: right shoulder 

b. Saucer brooch – late-5th to early-6th century AD (Dickinson 1993; Høilund Nielsen 2013) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: minimal 
c. Location: neck 

Grave goods: 
1. Buckle – copper alloy; pelvis 
2. Key – copper alloy; left waist 
3. Key – iron; left waist 

Dress style: Style I 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities 
 

Grave 41 
Date: early-6th century 
Grave type: inhumation 
Preservation: moderate 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position: supine  
Age: 13 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Button brooch – late 5th/early 6th century (Evison 1987; Suzuki 2008) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: minimal 
c. Location: left clavicle 

b. Square-headed brooch – 1st half of the 6th century (Brugmann 2012) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: minimal 
c. Location: right shoulder 

Grave goods: 
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1. Beads- 13; torso 
2. Knife – iron; left waist 
3. Buckle – iron; pelvis 

Dress style: unknown 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities within grave context 

 

Grave 44 
Date: late-5th to early-6th century AD 
Grave type: inhumation (cut by grave 40) 
Preservation: poor 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position: supine 
Age: unknown 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Saucer brooch – late-5th to early-6th century AD (Dickinson 1993; Høilund Nielsen 2013) 
a. Material: gilt copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: minimal 
c. Location: right shoulder 

b. Saucer brooch – late-5th to early-6th century AD (Dickinson 1993; Høilund Nielsen 2013) 
a. Material: gilt copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: minimal 
c. Location: neck 

Grave goods: none 
Dress style: unknown 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities within grave context 

 

Grave 51 
Date: mid-5th to mid-6th century AD 
Grave type: 
Preservation:  
Skeletal anomalies:  
Position:  
Age: 35-45 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Cast disc brooch – mid-5th to mid-6th century AD (Dickinson 1979) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: minimal 
c. Location: left shoulder 

Grave goods: 
1. Inlaid Buckle – copper alloy, silver, iron; pelvis 
2. Bead – 1; under skull 
3. Roman coin – copper alloy; near left hand 

Dress style: unknown 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities within grave context 
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Grave 58 
Date: mid-5th to mid-6th century AD 
Grave type: inhumation 
Preservation: good 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position: Flexed on left side 
Age: 20-24 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Cast disc brooch – mid-5th to mid-6th century AD (Dickinson 1979) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: minimal 
c. Location: near neck 

b. Cast disc brooch – mid-5th to mid-6th century AD (Dickinson 1979) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: worn decoration 
c. Location: near neck 

Grave goods: 
1. Vessel – ceramic; near skull 
2. Beads- 53; around upper torso 
3. 2 tubes – copper alloy; within beads 
4. Buckle – iron; waist 
5. Knife – iron; near buckle 
6. Roman coin – copper alloy; near femur 

Dress style: unknown 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities within grave context 

 

Grave 65 
Date: mid-5th to mid-6th century AD 
Grave type: inhumation (modern disturbance) 
Preservation: very poor 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position: supine 
Age: unknown 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Cast disc brooch – mid-5th to mid-6th century AD (Dickinson 1979) 
a. Material: gilt copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: worn decoration 
c. Location: near neck 

Grave goods: none 
Dress style: unknown 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities within grave context 

 

Grave 68 
Date: late-5th to early-6th century AD 
Grave type: inhumation 
Preservation: good 
Skeletal anomalies:  
Position: supine 
Age: 20-24 
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Gender:  
Brooch:  

a. Saucer brooch – late-5th to early-6th century AD (Dickinson 1993; Høilund Nielsen 2013) 
a. Material: gilt copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: applied decoration mostly destroyed 
c. Location: right shoulder 

b. Saucer brooch – late-5th to early-6th century AD (Dickinson 1993; Høilund Nielsen 2013) 
a. Material: gilt copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: applied decoration mostly destroyed 
c. Location: left shoulder 

Grave goods: 
1. Bead- 1; near skull 

Dress style: Style I 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities within grave context 

 

Sword graves 

 
Grave 36 
Date: mid-5th to mid-6th century AD 
Grave type: inhumation 
Preservation: good 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown  
Position: supine 
Age: 25-30 
Gender: M 
Sword fittings:  

a. Short pommel – 5th to 7th century (Ager 2012; Høilund Nielsen 2013) 
a. Material: iron 
b. Abrasion: unknown (iron naturally corroded) 
c. Location: by left shoulder 

Pattern welded: unknown 
Sword position: left side of body 
Grave goods:  

1. Shield boss – iron; chest (Type 3b-a) 
2. Buckle – copper alloy; underneath shield boss 
3. Knife - neck 

Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities within grave context 

 

 

Pilgrim’s Way, near Wrotham (Stoodley et al. 2015) 

 

Brooch graves 

No brooch burials within cemetery 

 

Sword graves 
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Grave 7003 
Date: 7th century AD 
Grave type: inhumation 
Preservation: good 
Skeletal anomalies: none  
Position: supine 
Age: 35-40 
Gender: M 
Sword fittings: no sword fittings within grave context 
Pattern welded: yes 
Sword position: central upon the body 
Grave goods: 

1. Strap end – copper alloy; upon sword blade 
2. Belt mount – copper alloy; left pelvis 
3. Buckle – copper alloy; right pelvis 

Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities within grave context 
 

Grave 7010 
Date: 7th century AD 
Grave type: inhumation 
Preservation: good 
Skeletal anomalies: none 
Position: supine 
Age: 23-29 
Gender: M 
Sword fittings:  

a. Short pommel – 5th to 7th century (Ager 2012; Høilund Nielsen 2013) 
a. Material: iron 
b. Abrasion: unknown (iron naturally corroded) 
c. Location: by left shoulder 

b. Pyramidal studs – late-6th to 7th century AD (Høilund Nielsen 2013) 
a. Material: copper alloy, silver, garnet 
b. Abrasion: minimal 
c. Location: around sword blade 

Pattern welded: yes 
Sword position: on left shoulder 
Grave goods: 

1. Spearhead – iron; on left side of body (Swanton C2) 
2. Shield boss – iron; on left tibia (Type 4-b1) 
3. Fragmented buckle – copper alloy; next to sword blade 
4. Buckle – iron; midsection 
5. Knife – iron; inside right arm 
6. Shield fittings – iron, copper alloy; around shield boss 
7. Ferrule – iron; near shield boss 

Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities within grave context 
 

Grave 7067 
Date: early-7th century AD 
Grave type: inhumation (within ring ditch, chamber) 



397 
 

Preservation: poor 
Skeletal anomalies: none  
Position: supine 
Age: 18-25 
Gender: M 
Sword fittings: no sword fittings within grave context 
Pattern welded: no 
Sword position: on left shoulder 
Grave goods: 

1. 2 drinking horn mount – gilt copper alloy, silver; either side of skull 
2. Clip – copper alloy; right side of skull 
3. Spearhead – iron; on right shoulder (Swanton E2) 
4. Shield boss – iron; near right tibia (type 4-b1) 
5. Fragmented knife – iron; next to sword 
6. 2 fragmented cruciform fittings – copper alloy; near right knee 
7. Claw beaker – glass; near feet 
8. Ferrule – iron; next to skull 
9. Fragmented knife – iron; next to sword 
10. Shield fittings – iron; around shield boss 
11. Comb – bone; next to claw beaker 
12. Fragmented buckle – iron; near right knee 
13. Vessel fittings – copper alloy; near claw beaker 

Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no sword fittings up sword for comparison 

 

 

Polhill Cemetery, Dutton Green (Philp 1973; 2002) 

 

Brooch graves 

Grave Western 37 
Date: 7th century AD 
Grave type: inhumation (half destroyed by modern trench) 
Preservation: no surviving human remains 
Skeletal anomalies:  unknown 
Position: unknown 
Age: unknown 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Kentish disc brooch – late-6th to mid-7th century AD (Avent 1975, class 7; Brugmann 2012) 
a. Material: gilt copper alloy, glass, garnet 
b. Abrasion: worn gilding, replaced central ornamentation, perforated for secondary use 
c. Location: near area of left waist or femur 

Grave goods: 
1. Knife – iron; centre waist 
2. Beads – 12; chest 
3. Pendant – copper alloy; chest 
4. Rings – copper alloy; chest 

Dress style: unknown 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: unknown 
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Reasoning: the damaged brooch was reused as a pendant or keepsake, without an approximate skeletal 
analysis, curation cannot be confirmed 
 

Grave Eastern 24 
Date: late-6th to 8th century AD 
Grave type: inhumation 
Preservation: moderate 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position: supine (flexed) 
Age: 50+ 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Openwork wheel brooch – mid-5th to mid-6th century AD (Leeds 1945) 
a. Material: Copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: broken, missing 2/5 of rim 
c. Location: left elbow 

Grave goods: 
1. Latch lifter – iron; near left humerus 
2. Knife – iron; near left humerus 

Dress style: unknown 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities within grave context 

 
Grave Eastern 47   

Date: late-6th to 8th century AD 
Grave type: inhumation 
Preservation: very poor 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position: supine 
Age: 6-12 
Gender: F 
Brooch: 

a. Penannular brooch – late-4th to 5th century AD (Booth 2014, Type E) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: unknown 
c. Location: left elbow 

Grave goods: none 
Dress style: unknown 
Date range disparities: brooch older than individual 
Heirloom: unknown 
Reasoning: brooch older than individual, unknown if utilised as a brooch 
 

Sword graves 

No sword burials within cemetery 

 

Riseley Cemetery, Horton Kirby (Cumberland, A 1938) 

 

Brooch graves 

Grave 13 
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Date: late-5th to early-6th century AD 
Grave type: inhumation 
Preservation: well preserved 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position: supine 
Age:  15+? 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Cast disc brooch – mid-5th to mid-6th century AD (Dickinson 1979) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: unknown 
c. Location: right shoulder 

b. Cast disc brooch – mid-5th to mid-6th century AD (Dickinson 1979) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: unknown 
c. Location: left shoulder 

Grave goods: none 
Dress style: Style I 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities within grave context 
 
 

Grave 37A 
Date: mid-5th to mid-6th century AD 
Grave type: inhumation 
Preservation: moderate 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position: supine 
Age: 15+ 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Cast disc brooch – mid-5th to mid-6th century AD (Dickinson 1979) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: slightly worn decoration 
c. Location: unknown 

Grave goods: none 
Dress style: unknown 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities within grave context 
 
 

Grave 69 
Date: mid-5th to mid-6th century AD 
Grave type: inhumation (modern disturbance) 
Preservation:  poor 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position: supine 
Age: unknown 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Cast disc brooch – mid-5th to mid-6th century AD (Dickinson 1979) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: worn decoration 
c. Location: right side of chest 
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Grave goods: 
1. 2 sheets – copper alloy; chest 
2. Ring – copper alloy; chest 
3. Disc – copper alloy; chest 
4. Bow shaped object – copper alloy; chest 
5. 2 nails – iron; unknown 

Dress style: unknown 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities 
 
 

Grave 82 
Date: mid-5th to mid-6th century AD 
Grave type: inhumation (short grave cut) 
Preservation: well preserved 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position: supine 
Age: 12+ 
Gender: unknown 
Brooch:  

a. Unknown type 
a. Material: iron 
b. Abrasion: unknown (iron naturally corroded) 
c. Location: right chest 

Grave goods: none 
Dress style: unknown 
Date range disparities: unknown 
Heirloom: unknown 
Reasoning: brooch type unknown, no comparable data contexts 
 
 

Grave 83 
Date: mid-5th to mid-6th century AD 
Grave type: inhumation 
Preservation: poor 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position: supine 
Age: 13+ 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Cast disc brooch – mid-5th to mid-6th century AD (Dickinson 1979) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: worn decoration 
c. Location: right shoulder 

b. Cast disc brooch – mid-5th to mid-6th century AD (Dickinson 1979) 
d. Material: copper alloy 
e. Abrasion: unknown 
f. Location: left shoulder 

Grave goods: 
1. Buckle – iron; mid waist 

Dress style: Style I 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities within grave context 
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Grave 93 
Date: mid-5th to mid-6th century AD 
Grave type: inhumation 
Preservation: well preserved 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position: supine 
Age: 12+ 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Cast disc brooch – mid-5th to mid-6th century AD (Dickinson 1979) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: worn decoration 
c. Location: right shoulder 

b. Cast disc brooch – mid-5th to mid-6th century AD (Dickinson 1979) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: unknown 
c. Location: left shoulder 

Grave goods:  
1. beads – unknown number; mid torso to waist 

Dress style: Style I 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities within grave context 
 
 

Grave 95 
Date: 5th to 6th century AD 
Grave type: inhumation (Flint packed walls of grave cut, possibility of infant also in grave, no skeletal evidence) 
Preservation: poor (crushed by flint packing) 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position: supine 
Age: 12+ 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Annular or penannular brooch – unknown type 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: unknown 
c. Location: neck/chest area 

Grave goods: 
1. Knife – iron; left pelvis 
2. Pin/nail – iron; left shoulder 
3. 2 pot sherds – general grave fill 

Dress style: unknown 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities within grave 
 
 

Grave 96 
Date: mid-5th to mid-6th century AD 
Grave type: inhumation 
Preservation: well preserved 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position: supine 
Age: 12+ 



402 
 

Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Square-headed brooch – late-5th to early-6th century AD (Brugmann 2012) 
a. Material: unknown 
b. Abrasion: unknown 
c. Location: right clavicle 

b. Applied disc brooch – mid-5th to mid-6th century AD (Dickinson 1979) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: missing entire front decoration piece 
c. Location: left shoulder 

Grave goods:  
1. Buckle – iron; mid waist 

Dress style: unknown 
Date range disparities: 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities within grave context 
 
 

Grave 97 
Date: late-5th to early-6th century AD 
Grave type: inhumation (makeshift cist created from flints and mortar) 
Preservation: poor 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position: supine 
Age: 12+ 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Saucer brooch – late-5th to early-6th century AD (Dickinson 1993; Høilund Nielsen 2013) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: minimal 
c. Location: right shoulder 

b. Saucer brooch – late-5th to early-6th century AD (Dickinson 1993; Høilund Nielsen 2013) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: minimal 
c. Location: neck 

c. Unknown brooch (broken) 
a. Material: unknown 
b. Abrasion: broken 
c. Location: left elbow 

Grave goods: 
1. Buckle – copper alloy; mid waist 
2. Knife – iron; right pelvis 
3. Ring – copper alloy; below knife 
4. Bead – 1; mid torso 
5. Pot sherd – general grave fill 

Dress style: unknown 
Date range disparities: unknown 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities within grave context 
 
 

Grave 111 
Date: mid-5th to mid-6th century AD 
Grave type: inhumation (heavy modern disturbance) 
Preservation: very poor 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
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Position: unknown 
Age: unknown 
Gender: unknown 
Brooch:  

a. Penannular brooch – unknown type, unknown date range  
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: broken 
c. Location: unknown 

Grave goods: none 
Dress style: unknown 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: insufficient data 
 
 

Sword graves 
 

Grave 19 
Date: mid-5th to mid-6th century AD 
Grave type: inhumation (modern disturbance) 
Preservation: very poor 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position: supine? 
Age: 12+ 
Gender: M 
Sword fittings: no sword fittings within grave context  
Pattern welded: unknown 
Sword position: unknown 
Grave goods: 

1. Shield boss – iron; unknown location or type 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no sword fittings for analysis 
 
 

Grave 20 
Date: mid-5th to mid-6th century AD 
Grave type: inhumation 
Preservation: poor, long bones only 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position: supine 
Age: 12+ 

Gender: M 
Sword fittings: no sword fittings within grave context 
Pattern welded: unknown 
Sword position: unknown 
Grave goods:  

1. Ornament – copper alloy; unknown location 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no sword fittings within grave context 
 
 

Grave 75 
Date: mid-5th to late-6th century AD 
Grave type: inhumation 
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Preservation: good 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position: supine 
Age: 18+ 
Gender: M 
Sword fittings:   

a. Short pommel – 5th to 7th century (Ager 2012; Høilund Nielsen 2013) 

a. Material: iron 

b. Abrasion: unknown (iron naturally corroded) 

c. Location: by left shoulder 

b. Scabbard mouth – mid-5th to late-6th century AD (Menghin 1983, type Lavoye-Muids; Høilund 
Nielsen 2013) 

a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: worn edges and decoration 
c. Location: below left shoulder 

Pattern welded: unknown 
Sword position: inside left humerus with hilt near shoulder 
Grave goods: 

1. Spearhead – iron; vertically placed on top left corner of grave (unknown type) 
2. Shield boss – iron; on left knee (Type 3-a) 
3. Knife – iron; unknown 
4. Buckle – iron; mid waist 
5. Brooch – iron; unknown 

Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities within grave context 
 
 

Grave 86 
Date: mid-5th to 1st quarter of the 6th century AD 
Grave type: inhumation 
Preservation: moderate 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position: supine 
Age: 15+ 
Gender: M 
Sword fittings:  

a. Scabbard mouth – unknown type 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: worn and corroded (damaged in storage) 
c. Location: below left shoulder 

b. Scabbard slide – mid-5th to 1st quarter of the 6th century AD (Menghin 1983, type 1d; Høilund 
Nielsen 2013) 

a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: worn edges 
c. Location: near sword blade 

c. Scabbard chape – mid-5th to 1st quarter of the 6th century AD (Menghin 1983, type Pouan; 
Høilund Nielsen 2013) 

a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: fragmented 
c. Location: end of sword 

Pattern welded: yes 
Sword position: left side of body 
Grave goods: 

1. Spearhead – iron; top left corner of grave (unknown type) 
2. Shield boss – iron; on chest 
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3. Fittings – copper alloy; near skull 
4. Buckle – iron; pelvis 

Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities within grave context 
 
 

Grave 87 
Date: mid-5th to 7th century AD 
Grave type: inhumation 
Preservation: very poor 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position: supine 
Age: 15+ 
Gender: M 
Sword fittings:  

a. Scabbard chape – unknown type 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: fragmented 
c. Location: end of sword 

Pattern welded: unknown 
Sword position: left side of body 
Grave goods: 

1. Spearhead – iron; top left corner of grave (unknown type) 
2. Bead – amber; on sword blade 
3. Knife – iron; right side of pelvis 
4. Buckle – iron; pelvis 
5. Shield boss – iron; on knees (unknown type) 

Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities within grave context 
 
 

Grave 116? 
Date: mid-5th to 7th century? 
Grave type: unknown (cemetery report only recorded 115 graves. Museum contained a sword labelled grave 
116) 
Preservation: unknown 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position: unknown 
Age: unknown 
Gender: unknown 
Sword fittings: none 
Pattern welded: unknown 
Sword position: unknown 
Grave goods: unknown 
Date range disparities: unknown 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: insufficient data 

 

 

Springhead, Ebbsfleet valley (Andrews et al. 2011) 
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Brooch graves 

Grave 2629 
Date: 7th to 8th century 
Grave type: inhumation 
Preservation: only tooth fragments 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position: unknown, possibly supine 
Age: unknown 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Penannular brooch – 1st to 3rd century AD (Booth 2014) 
a. Material: copper alloy, glass bead 
b. Abrasion: worn pin attachment site, flattened terminals 
c. Location: near skull 

Grave goods: 
1. Fragmented workbox – copper alloy; below midsection 
2. Fragmented bracelet – copper alloy; left midsection 
3. Knife – iron; left side of body 
4. Chain – iron left side of body 
5. Pin – silver; neck 
6. Pin – silver; neck 
7. Chain – silver; neck 

Dress style: unknown 
Date range disparities: yes 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: reused penannular brooch for possible necklace attachment 
 
 

Grave 2827 
Date: late-6th to mid-7th century AD 
Grave type: late-6th to mid-7th century AD 
Preservation: very poor, only skull fragments 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position: supine 
Age: unknown 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Kentish disc brooch – late-6th to mid-7th century AD (Avent 1975, unclassified (possibly class 7); 
Brugmann 2012) 

a. Material: copper alloy, silver gilt 
b. Abrasion: broken, missing 1/3 of brooch, missing all garnets and centre fill 
c. Location: left side of waist 

Grave goods: 
1. Shears – iron; midsection 
2. Fragmented ring – copper alloy; neck (possibly annular brooch?) 
3. Ring – silver; neck 
4. Beads – 4; neck 

Dress style: unknown, possibly Style VI 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: unknown 
Reasoning: The brooch is heavily abraded and broken and is in an unusual location. It was placed upon the 
textiles and was not actually functioning. Without a skeletal analysis, curation cannot be confirmed 
 
 

Grave 3991 
Date: 2nd quarter of the 7th century to the 8th century AD 
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Grave type: inhumation 
Preservation: very poor 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position: unknown, possibly supine 
Age: 13+ 
Gender: F 
Brooch: 

a. Kentish disc brooch – late-6th to mid-7th century AD (Avent 1975, unclassified (possibly class 7); 
Brugmann 2012) 

a. Material: silver gilt, garnet, gold 
b. Abrasion: missing and damaged central fill, worn gilding and decoration 
c. Location: neck 

Grave goods: 
1. Knife – iron; between femurs 
2. Pin – copper alloy; neck 
3. Beads – 2; copper alloy; neck 

Dress style: Style VI 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: unknown 
Reasoning: Without certainty of the individual’s age, curation cannot be confirmed 
 

Sword graves 

Grave 2643 
Date: late-6th to 8th century AD 
Grave type: inhumation 
Preservation: very poor 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position: unknown, possibly supine 
Age: 20-35 
Gender: M 
Sword fittings: no sword fittings within grave context 
Pattern welded: unknown 
Sword position: left side of body 
Grave goods: 

1. Fragmented spearhead – iron; near sword 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities within grave context 

 

Temple Hill, St Edmund’s Church, Dartford (O’Brien et al. 2015) 

 

Brooch graves 

Grave 3 
Date: late-5th to early-6th century AD 
Grave type: inhumation 
Preservation: moderate 
Skeletal anomalies: none 
Position: supine 
Age: 18-35 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  



408 
 

a. Saucer brooch – late-5th to early-6th century AD (Dickinson 1993; Høilund Nielsen 2013) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: minimal 
c. Location: right shoulder 

b. Saucer brooch – late-5th to early-6th century AD (Dickinson 1993; Høilund Nielsen 2013) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: minimal 
c. Location: left shoulder 

Grave goods: 
1. Bead – 1; chest 
2. Ring – silver; left hand 

Dress style: Style I 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities within the grave contexts 

 

Grave 5 
Date: 5th century AD 
Grave type: possible inhumation, unknown 
Preservation: no human remains discovered within cut 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position: unknown 
Age: unknown 
Gender: unknown 
Brooch:  

a. Quoit brooch – 5th century AD (Ager 1985) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: chipped and fragmented 
c. Location: within cut 

Grave goods: none 
Dress style: unknown 
Date range disparities: no  
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities within cut 

 

Grave 6 
Date: late-5th to early-6th century AD 
Grave type: inhumation 
Preservation: no surviving human remains 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position: supine 
Age: unknown 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Disc brooch – mid-5th to mid-6th century AD (Dickinson 1979) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: minimal 
c. Location: left shoulder 

b. Disc brooch – mid-5th to mid-6th century AD (Dickinson 1979) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: minimal 
c. Location: right shoulder 

Grave goods: 
1. Vessel – ceramic; near head 
2. Bracelet – copper alloy; left wrist 
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3. Beads – 9; pelvis 
Dress style: Style I 
Date range disparities: no  
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities within grave context 

 

Grave 9 
Date: late-5th to early-6th century AD 
Grave type: inhumation (cut by later pit) 
Preservation: moderate 
Skeletal anomalies: none 
Position: supine 
Age: 20-25 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Saucer brooch – late-5th to early-6th century AD (Dickinson 1993; Høilund Nielsen 2013) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: minimal 
c. Location: right shoulder 

b. Saucer brooch – late-5th to early-6th century AD (Dickinson 1993; Høilund Nielsen 2013) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: minimal 
c. Location: left shoulder 

Grave goods: 
1. 2 fragmented slip knot rings – silver; chest 
2. 8 slip knot rings with beads – silver, glass; around midsection 
3. Beads – 10; across torso 

Dress style: Style I 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities within grave context 

 

Grave 18 
Date: 2nd half of the 5th century AD 
Grave type: inhumation 
Preservation: no surviving human remains 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position: unknown 
Age: unknown 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Cruciform brooch – 2nd half of the 5th century (Åberg 1926; Martin 2015) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: worn edges 
c. Location: right shoulder 

Grave goods: 
1. Roman disc-and-trumpet brooch – copper alloy; left shoulder 
2. Knife – iron; left waist 

Dress style: Style I 
Date range disparities: none besides the Roman brooch 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities of Anglo-Saxon objects within grave context 

 

Grave 30 
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Date: 1st half of the 5th century 
Grave type: inhumation (stacked burial, above grave 34) 
Preservation: good 
Skeletal anomalies: none  
Position: supine 
Age: 25-30 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Roman returned foot brooch – 1st half of the 5th century AD (O’brien 2015) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: minimal 
c. Location: right shoulder 

Grave goods: 
1. 2 nails – iron; general fill 

Dress style: unknown 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: Roman brooch probably scavenged or native inhabitant 

 

Grave 34 
Date: 2nd half of the 5th century AD 
Grave type: inhumation (double burial and stacked burial) 
Preservation: good 
Skeletal anomalies: none 
Position: supine 
Age: 35-45 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Supporting arm brooch – 1st half of the 5th century AD (MacGregor and Bolick 1993) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: worn edges 
c. Location: right shoulder 

b. Supporting arm brooch – 1st half of the 5th century AD (MacGregor and Bolick 1993) 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: worn edges 
c. Location: left shoulder 

Grave goods:  
1. Nail – iron; unknown 
2. Pot sherd – ceramic, general fill 

Dress style: Style I 
Date range disparities: unclear 
Heirloom: potentially 
Reasoning: supporting arm brooches from the 1st half of the 5th century, burial takes places in the 2nd half. 

 

Grave 51 
Date: late-5th to early-7th century AD 
Grave type: inhumation (double burial) 
Preservation: good 
Skeletal anomalies: none 
Position: supine 
Age: 35-45 
Gender: M 
Brooch:  

a. Annular brooch – last quarter of the 5th century to the 7th century AD (MacGregor and Bolick 
1993) 
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a. Material: iron 
b. Abrasion: fragmented (iron naturally corrode) 
c. Location: right shoulder 

Grave goods: 
1. Fragmented ring – iron; between femurs 
2. Bead – 2; general fill 
3. Ring – copper alloy; between femurs 
4. Fragmented key – iron; between femurs 
5. Wire – iron; general fill 
6. Buckle – iron; near left hand 
7. Fragmented nail – general fill 

Dress style: unknown 
Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities within grave context 
 

Grave 54 
Date:  2nd quarter of 6th century AD 
Grave type: inhumation 
Preservation: very poor 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position: supine 
Age: unknown 
Gender: F 
Brooch:  

a. Umbonate disc brooch – unknown, possibly mid to late 6th century AD (O’brien 2015) 
a. Material: silver 
b. Abrasion: fragmented edges 
c. Location: near pelvis 

b. Square-headed brooch – 2nd quarter of the 6th century (Brugmann 2012; O’Brien 2015) 
a. Material: gilt silver 
b. Abrasion: gilt mostly worn away 
c. Location: midsection 

Grave goods: 
1. Latchlifter – iron; near pelvis 
2. Linked penannular rings – iron; near pelvis 
3. Beads – 23; near pelvis 
4. Crystal ball – crystal, silver; near pelvis 
5. Eagle talon – organic; near pelvis 
6. Brush case – copper alloy; near pelvis 

Dress style: unknown 
Date range disparities: unknown 
Heirloom: unclear 
Reasoning: though the square-headed brooch shows abrasion and may be old, the abrasion fits the age of the 
deceased. No comparison for the Umbonate disc brooch, but artwork may present late-6th to early 7th century 
AD 

 

 

 

Sword graves 

Grave 10 
Date: 1st half of the 6th century AD 



412 
 

Grave type: inhumation 
Preservation: long bones only 
Skeletal anomalies: unknown 
Position: supine 
Age: 18+ 
Gender: M 
Sword fittings: 

a.  Scabbard slide – mid-5th to 1st quarter of the 6th century AD (Menghin 1983, type 1d; Høilund 
Nielsen 2013) 

a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: worn edges 
c. Location: near sword blade 

b. Scabbard mouth – late 5th to early 6th century (Menghin 1983, Kempston-Mitcham type; Koch 
2001) 

a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: unknown 
c. Location: outside left humerus 

c. Upper guard ring attachment 
a. Material: copper alloy 
b. Abrasion: minimal 
c. Location: attached to upper guard 

Pattern welded: no 
Sword position: left side of body 
Grave goods: 

1. Shield boss – iron; near right tibia (Type 3-b1) 
2. Ring – iron; left knee 
3. Fragmented knife – iron; 
4. Ferrule – iron; near right foot 
5. Knife – iron; waist 

Date range disparities: none 
Heirloom: no 
Reasoning: no date range disparities within grave context 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



413 
 

 

Table 14 Categories of analysis undertaken for each cemetery 

CEMETERY ANALYSED IN PERSON ANALYSED BY 
PHOTOGRAPH 

ANALYSED BY 
DESCRIPTION 

BAY HILL   X 
BIFRONS X X X 
BUCKLAND  X X 
CLIFFS END  X X 
CUXTON   X 
FINGLESHAM  X X 
HOLBOROUGH  X X 
LYMINGE X X X 
MILL HILL  X X 
MONKTON  X X 
MOUNT PLEASANT  X X 
ORPINGTON   X 
PILGRIMS WAY  X X 
POLHILL  X X 
RISELEY X  X 
SALTWOOD TUNNEL  X X 
SEAMARK  X X 
SPRINGHEAD  X X 
TEMPLE HILL X X X 
WEST HILL   X 

 

 


