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ABSTRACT

This thesis seeks to establish how to set up chronologically reliable classifications of fifth-
and sixth-century metalwork, using square-headed brooches as the principal example. The
problem arises from the absence in this period of the usual, more reliable, dating tools such as
documents, coins and pottery. As a primary dating tool metalwork is therefore unsupported,
and 1t 1s crucial that classification is carried out with great rigour and objectivity. The first
half of this thesis (chapters 2 to 7) discusses various requirements which need to be met if
classification is to be rigorous and objective. The overall conclusions are that:

- existing classifications, not just of square-headed brooches but of all fifth- and sixth-century
metalwork, may be unreliable;

- reliance on existing chronologies, not just of square-headed brooches but of all fifth- and
sixth-century metalwork, should be suspended for the time being;

- the entire system should be re-assessed from first principles.

The first stages of such a re-assessment are attempted in the second half of the thesis.
Chapter 8 attributes much of the faulty existing methodology to a misunderstanding of the
method devised and practised by Montelius 1n the late nineteenth century, compounded by a
false analogy with biclogical evolution; and in chapter 9 a revised version of Montelius’
actual methed i1s proposed as a sound basis for re-assessing early Anglo-Saxon metalwork
classifications. Chapters 10 to 12 then exemplify various attempts to classify a corpus of 95
complete great square-headed brooches by rigorous, objective methods. In chapter 13,
however, it is shown that further progress 1s likely to be limited, for the time being, to
applying the suggested methods to other artefact-types, thus producing groups of various
artefacts all free-floating and awaiting evidence that will tie them down chronologically.
Finally, in chapter 14 it is recommended that classifications of early Anglo-Saxon metalwork
currently in use should be re-examined and if necessary revised; that (except for tentative
dates for the beginning and end of Salin’s Style I) the attaching of even suggested dates to
artefacts of this period and their find contexts should be suspended; and that archaeologists
should make an urgent search for objective methods of demonstrating contemporeamty of
objects in addition to decorative similarity, especially toolmark hinks.
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Four notes on terminology

1. 'Great' square-headed brooches

These artefacts, which are referred to with great frequency in this thesis, were so called by
Leeds (1949), and almost all the brooches he dealt with were large, that is at least 7.8 cm in

length (see further chapter 2). Though all those dealt with by Hines (1984) were large, he
called them simply square-headed brooches. In this thesis those either he or Leeds dealt with
will, except where appropriate in quotations, be called great square-headed brooches,
abbreviated to GSHBs. Leigh (1980), on the other hand, was dealing mainly with a corpus in
which only a minority were GSHBs, the rest being smaller. He therefore logically called
them simply square-headed brooches. When either his corpus or the totality of square-
headed brooches 1s being referred to, that is what they will be called, with SHBs as the

abbreviation.

2. Brooch names and references

The standard archaeological system for referring to metalwork objects is name of cemetery
plus grave number, with adjustments for objects whose findspots are uncertain or unknown,;
brooches which are the only representative of their type from a cemetery may be known
simply by the name of the cemetery. However, several of the cemeteries which have yielded
more than one GSHB were excavated before rigorous recording of findspots or allocation of

grave numbers was routine, so that there are, for example, several brooches known simply as

Tpswich'. Also, none of the three previous classifiers of SHBs followed this system

exclusively, and each adapted it in a different way.

(1) Leeds (1949) used, overlappingly, both the standard system, where he could, and a
system of his own. The latter was the sequence of ordinary numbers, allotted to brooches in
the order in which they appeared in the Plates at the back of his book. These ran from1 to
143, with four late additions to the corpus distinguished by an A suffix (12A, 15A, 59A,
107A). This system seems to have been partly intended to avoid confusion where there was

more than one brooch from a cemetery and grave numbers were unknown.



(2) For brooches outside his main corpus, Leigh (1980) followed Leeds' practice. For
brooches in his main corpus, however, he used the standard system only for reference within
lms Catalogue. For references to the brooches in his main corpus throughout the rest of his
thesis, he gave each cemetery represented in that corpus a two-letter code, and then added
either a decimal pont plus numeral, for brooches whose grave numbers were securely known

(e.g. Sa.159 for Sarre 159), or a numeral without decimal point, for brooches whose grave

numbers were not known (e.g. He2 for Herpes 2).

(3) Hines (1984) also followed the standard system where he could. Where grave numbers
were not known, and there was more than one GSHB from the same cemetery, he suffixed to
the cemetery name in square brackets the Roman number of the group within his own
classification to which he had allocated the brooch, e.g. Chessell Down [III]; or one of the

suffixes [sb] (for 'small brooch’) or [uc] (for 'unclassified’) for brooches which he had not
allocated to groups.

Even though cross-references between these systems are given in the various parts of
Appendix 1, an attempt has been made to adopt a consistent system for use in the text, so that
the same brooch is not referred to in different ways, and so that references to other authors’

work can be followed up as easily as possible.

Since Leigh's codes are more easily understood from the full cemetery names than vice versa,
his system is not followed, and references to brooches in his main corpus are converted into
the more familiar form of cemetery name plus grave number, where known, or Leigh's
distinguishing numeral, where the grave number is not known. For a few of the brooches
which are in both his and Leeds' corpuses this makes the references less ambiguous, and

easier to use to refer between the two corpuses.

It is not necessary to use Hines' bracketed suffixes, because all the brooches in his corpus
have either a Leeds number or a grave number (or both). There are some brooches in Leeds’
corpus whose grave numbers were not stated by mm but are deducible from Hines;, wherever
appropriate, these are added to Leeds’ brooch names.

10



context;

- Otherwise, that is in most references in the text to individual brooches, the system 1s

cemetery name plus grave mumber where known (or Leigh mumber, where needed) plus
Leeds mumber where it exists. Every such brooch reference is thereby provided with at least

one distinguishing suffix (e.g. Dover 1), and many with two (e.g. Finglesham D3 [1]).

There are a few cemeteries which have two names, e.g. Richborough/Goldstone Cop Street.

Where essential, both are given.

3. Montelius (1885/1986)
The book by Montelius published in 1885 is referred to several times in this way, especially

in chapters 8 and 9. This form of referencing is used to make explicit the fact that exact
details and verbatim quotations are taken from the English translation of 1986.

4. "Typology’

In most vaneties of English, this term means little more than 'classification’, and it is
sometimes used 1n this sense 1n archaeology, e.g. ... a classification based on types’ (Vossen,
1970: 31-2); a method of grouping 'specifically for the purpose of sorting entities into
mutually exclusive categones’' (Adams, 1983: 43; cf. Dunnell, 1971; Klejn, 1982: 1).
However, among the archaeologists discussed in this thesis it 1s more often used in the sense
of a sequenced, i.e. chronologically ordered, classification, e.g. ‘A first rapid survey of the
members of this group suggests little difficulty 1n arniving at a conclusive typological
arrangement 1n accordance with a process of artistic evolution’ (Leeds, 1949: 45; cf. Fish,

1978). The term 1s used 1n the latter sense 1n this thesis.

11



"Man approaches the

unattainable truth through

a succession of errors.”

Aldous Huxley.
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Chapter 1

PART A: DEFINING THE PROBLEM
Chapter 1: The problem and its background

1.1 How can chronologically reliable classifications be devised?

The question that this thesis seeks to address 1s how to devise reliable classifications of

Anglo-Saxon artefacts of the fifth and sixth centurnies in order to provide an outline

chronology for the period. By areliable classification is meant one that 1s arrived atn
such a way that any information that is derived from it reflects the sitnation as 1t was

when the artefacts were made.

Put in this way, the question may seem both unsettling and out of date. Why should such
a study be necessary when classifications of fifth- and sixth-century artefacts have
existed, and have been providing outline chronologies for the period, for many years?
(See, for example, Aberg, 1926; Leeds, 1936, 1949; Kendrick, 1938, Evison, 1955,
1958, 1963, 1967, 1968; Swanton, 1973; Avent, 1975; Avent and Evison, 1982: Hines,

1984). There are two reasons, one general, the other more specific, why this study 1s

necessary.

The general reason is that no discipline is ever so securely based that its practiioners can

afford to rule out re-inspection of their assumptions.

The more specific reason is that existing classifications of fifth- and sixth-century
artefacts, and the chronologies based on them, may not be as reliable as they are generally

thought to be: the purpose of sections B and C of this thesis is to explore this 1ssue.

1.2 Dating the Dark Ages

In fact, this whole thesis arose out of concern with the problems of dating in Britain in the
fifth and sixth centuries AD, and about the reliance that was being placed on artefact

classifications for this purpose. About twenty years ago, some scholars seemed to believe

13



Chaprer ]

that, because of apparent advances in the interpretation of both archaeological and
historical evidence, a connected account of this period was at last possible: the apogee of
this approach was I'he Age of Arthur by John Morris (1973), in which, among other
things, archaeological data were used to produce maps of the extent of Anglo-Saxon

settlement at various (approximate) dates and of its relentless march from eastern and

central England westwards.

More recently, much of this optimism has gone, dampened by more cautious research.
The documentary evidence for the period was always acknowledged to be thin: but the
only surviving British text from the peried, Gildas' De excidio Britonum, has been shown
to be a political sermon, not a history (Brooks, 1983/4; <f. Lapidge and Dumville, 1984);
and the mgh value placed by Morris on later texts has been shown by, for example,
Dumwille (1977) to be greatly exaggerated. Successive attempts to derive historical
information from placenames have foundered (Higham, 1992, chapter 7).

Archaeological evidence has also been subject to more stringent interpretation. For

example, 1n the 1970s and 1980s several archaeologists specialising in the Romaneo-
British period (e.g. Wacher, 1974; Biddle, 1976; Frere, 1983) convinced themselves and

others that life in Roman towns 1in Britain had survived the end of Roman rule, and that

therefore continuuty of settlement into the Anglo-Saxon period was a possibility. This

belief has since been shown to rest on far too strong an interpretation of sparse evidence

(Brooks, 19860, 1988).

A warning about the archaeological evidence for the period should have been taken from

the earlier re-assessment of the coinage: since Kent's (1961) overturning of Mattingly and
Stebbing's (1931) theory it has been known that no indigenous coinage was produced 1n
Britain in this period, and any imported coinage provides only the vaguest of terrmini post

quos.

When a period 1s almost totally lacking in documents and coinage, the next resort for

dating purposes 1s usually pottery. But again, for these two centuries pottery (in general)

14
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cannot play its usual role. A very small quantity of fairly precisely datable Mediterranean
wares has been found in the west of Britain (C. Thomas, 1976, 1981): but the amounts
are small, and the entire set of evidence is in the wrong area to support any account of the
early Anglo-Saxons. Locally-produced Anglo-Saxon wares of this period are largely
unclassifiable. The analysis by Macpherson-Grant (1984-5) of local wares found in Kent
seems reliable - cf the use made of this evidence in Brooks (1988) - but it still illluminates

only one small part of the country and for only a few decades.

Dating methods derived from the natural sciences are in no better position. Thermo-
luminescence, remanent magnetism and radiocarbon dating may, in favourable cases, lead
to a reasonably confident attribution of some remains to the fifth and sixth centuries as a
whole: but their inherent errors of measurement are too large ever to permit more precise
dating within the period. Dendrochronology may permit ths, if securely-dated pieces of
timber can ever be tied into a sequence stretching back so far: this may soon be possible,
but seems not yet to have been achieved. Even when it is, it may not provide an outline
chronology for the early Anglo-Saxon period because the amount of timber may be too
small, and/or may not provide cross-dating for settlements or cemeteries. Amold, while
analysing data from late Roman and early Anglo-Saxon cemeteries, speculated that

particularly useful would be an accurate means of dating skeletal
material from cemeteries, which would make the nature of the
accompanying grave-goods irrelevant in understanding their
chronology; but scientific methods of dating are not sufficiently

precise to make this possible.
(Arnold, 1982: 134-6)

It is uncertain how soon this may be possible.

1.3 Dating from metalwork

Those attempting to provide even an outline chronology for this period are therefore at
present forced to look solely to metalwork for an answer. The implied chain of reasoning
appears to be as follows. Styles of ornamentation change within the hifetime of any type

of artefact. It should in theory be possible to use the different styles of ornamentation

found on any one type of Dark Age metalwork to classify that type of metalwork 1nto

15



Chapter I

groups. Then, if 1t were possible to deduce the sequence 1n which the various groups
occurred (1n other words, to set up a typology, in the specific sense that term has acquired

1In some archaeological usage), and also to peg the two ends of the sequence to rough
dates, then an outline chronology would have been achieved. Typologies of different
types of metalwork could be set up independently and then checked against each other.

Two problems with this chain of reasoning need to be pointed out. First, for the Dark
Ages 1t may not be possible to peg the beginnings of sequences of artefacts. This is
because not even the apparently earliest Anglo-Saxon artefacts are found reliably

associated with late Roman or immediately post-Roman material. Archaeologists can

therefore only guess at the length of time that separates what are perceived as the latest

Roman sites and the earliest Anglo-Saxon ones, or whether they perhaps overlapped in

time (cf. Hills, 1979).

The problem that this creates for the Dark Ages was pointed out by Wilson:

If typology is to be used for dating purposes, we must have two fixed
starting points, a known starting point (prototype) and a known point
later on, preferably at the end of a phase. If we have not these two
points we cannot use typology, for differences may be contemporary

branches from the main root.
(Wilson, 1959: 115)

The implication is that, evenif a valid classification and sequencing of early Anglo-Saxon

metalwork types could be arrived at, it might still not be possible to say more about them
than that they belong somewhere within the fifth and sixth centurnies, thus denying both

archaeologists and historians of the period the much more finely differentiated chronology
that they need.

Secondly and even more crucially, the later part of the chain of reasoning sketched above
depends absolutely on the earlier part. If reliable classifications of types of metalwork
canmot be arrived at, no amount of sequencing or of pegging of the ends of sequences will
be worthwhile in any case. That is why this thesis concentrates on the methodological

question of whether reliable classifications of undated metalwork can be achieved.

16
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The inclusion of "'undated’ in the previous sentence is intended to reinforce the attention

that is being drawn to an oddity in this whole process. In periods for which documentary,
numismatic and ceramic evidence exists, metalwork derives its dating from them, through
correlation and co-occurrence, and can then be used reliably as a dating tool when found
alone (as Adams was able to use Nubian pottery - see Adams and Adams, 1991). The
fifth and sixth centuries AD in England are manifestly not such a period. Failing this, in a
period where such primary dating material is lacking, but its metalwork's developmental
sequence can be deduced and tied into the preceding and following periods, then (as the
quotation above from Wilson implies) some outline division of the period might be

achievable. But again the fifth and sixth centuries AD in England are not such a period.

However, the fifth and sixth centuries on the continent have been thought by some to meet
this description. The amount of documentary, numismatic and ceramic evidence is small,
but attempts have been made to devise a rough chronology for brooches starting from the
late Roman period (where such goods can be reasonably securely dated) through the fifth
and s1xXth centunies (where most such indicators are absent) to the seventh century (where
datable objects begin to be found in association with brooches again). Some British
archaeologists (Ieigh, 1980, in particular) have therefore attempted to make good the
deficiencies of the Anglo-Saxon material by trying to show similanties in the stylistic
development of Anglo-Saxon and continental metalwork and deducing the chronology of
the former from the latter. It will be argued in chapters 6 and 7 below that this attempt

has not succeeded, because the continental chronologies are themselves not as reliable as

has been thoughit.

In its use as a primary dating tool, early (fifth- and sixth-century) Anglo-Saxon metalwork
is therefore unsupported. As such, it is being subjected to a great, perhaps an excessive,
interpretive weight. It is therefore crucial that the process of classification 1s carnied out
with great care and as rigorously and objectively as possible, so that sources of error are

avoided wherever possible, and so that the classifications are not themselves "artefactual’,

that is, created by the process of arnving at them and not inherent 1n the matenal.

17
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The possibility that dating by artefact classifications in the fifth and sixth centuries is
unreliable has already become a source of concern to some archaeologists (e.g. Dickinson,
1979). Amold (1982, 1984: 14), on the other hand, while recogmsing the unreliability of
dating in this period, attempted to sidestep the issue, both by claiming to be interested in

much broader questions and by analysing a whole century's-worth of data at once. Yet

even his analyses were often dependent on being able to ascribe early Anglo-Saxon

Having, earlier in his book, rehearsed many of these problems, Amold (1982: 164)
concluded that the fifth century (though not, for some reason, the sixth century) merits the
description ‘proto-historic’. The position adopted here is that even this description is
msufficiently radical. Given the absence of the usual materials for writing a connected
hstory of the period, or even for providing independent dating of metalwork, it seems
more prudent to treat both the fifth and the sixth centuries as though they were prehistoric.
That 15, it seems advisable to treat the dating of the artefacts as though no other
information at all were available, as though archaeologists of the period were being forced
to return absolutely to first principles. If existing classifications then turn out to be
reliable, this 'back to square one’ approach will have done no harm, and may even increase
confidence m the classifications. But if analysis demonstrates that confidence in the
existing classifications 1s misplaced, then this approach will have been shown to be

absolutely essential to any attempt to reconstruct them on a sounder basis.

So far from being an old-fashioned topic, therefore, an investigation into the methodology

of classifying Anglo-Saxon metalwork is fundamental to any analysis of the period, and
more necessary today than it has ever been, if only because of the quantity of excavation
of sites of this period that has recently been undertaken, and the numbers of reports and

analyses that are arising from these excavations.

18
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1.4 Why great square-headed brooches?

Much of this thesis (except chapter 7) focuses on just one type of metalwork, GSHBs
(which will be defined in chapter 2). There are four reasons for this emphasis:

(1) GSHBs are of great interest in their own right because, as Leeds (1949: vi) said, they
provide one of the principal fields for the study of Teutonic zoomorphic art as practised
in England’. This opinion was echoed by Leigh:

The square-headed brooch provides the medium, par excellence, for
the understanding of Style I art. We do find the style on other objects
- sword fittings, buckle-plates, saucer brooches, clasp buttons,
dninking-horn mounts, and so on - but not in anything like such
abundance and variety as on the square-headed brooch. It was

probably also used on matenal of organic origin - wood, leather,
textiles and tapestries - but few of these survive. In their absence we

must see the Style I of the square-headed brooch as the highest form of
visual art in the sixth century of which evidence survives.
(Leigh, 1980: 423)

(2) SHBs are important to the theory of archaeological classification, since they have
been classified on three previous occasions (Leeds, 1949; Leigh, 1980; Hines, 1984), and
always with the needs of chronology in mund.

(3) It would have been impossible to apply the analyses 1n this thesis to more than one

form of metalwork satisfactorily. It has proved more fruitful to apply them 1in full to one
brooch type; the conclusions seem applicable to all Dark Age metalwork classifications.

(4) Finally, GSHBs turn out to be pivotal in a network of interdependences of existing

classifications - see chapter 7, where a necessary but strictly limited amount of broademng

out from SHBs is undertaken.

However, this thesis is principally concerned not with the classification or chronology of
GSHBs, but with the theory and methodology of classification. But to discuss that in the
abstract would be vacuous. Therefore GSHBs have been used only to demonstrate
methodological deficiencies and to illustrate methodological improvements.
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1.5 Structure of this thesis

The thesis consists of six Parts, A to F.

Part A consists of this chapter, 1, which sets the scene and defines the problem to be
addressed.

Part B consists of chapters 2 to 4:

- chapter 2 sets out a number of requirements on classifications of metalwork, and
provides a detailed analysis of existing defimitions and corpuses of SHBs, plus the
definition and corpuses to be used in this thesis;

- chapters 3 and 4 give a detailed analysis of the clarity and consistency of existing
methods of arriving at classifications of SHBs, and find them lacking.

Part C consists of chapters 5 to 7, and contains a consideration of three defences of

existing classifications, and of the chronologies based on them, leading to the rejection of

all three defences.

Part D (chapters 8 and 9) provides an analysis of the historical reasons for the failure to

produce reliable classifications, in the hope of avoiding them, and a proposal for starting

again.

In Part E (chapters 10-12), several new methods of classification are tried out and
evaluated, and the results of the most promising (analysis of decorative simmilarity

measures, plus similarity clustering) are compared with existing classificatons of GSHBs.

Part F (chapters 13 and 14) provides suggestions for further progress, plus overall

conclusions and recommendations.
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Chapter 2

PART B: EVALUATING EXISTING
CLASSIFICATORY METHODS

Chapter 2: Defining and compiling artefact-types

2.1 Requirements on classifications of metalwork

What are classifications of fifth- and sixth-century metalwork required to do?
Unsupported, subdivide the (roughly) 200 years into subperiods, as a basis for drawing

mstorical inferences:

The map of Anglo-Saxondom in Bede's day is reasonably agreed; ...
the boundaries of the different kingdoms were fairly well established
... I'o draw such a map for the period between 500 and 650 is not so
easy a task, so any factor that may contribute towards a determination

of the divisions between the various groups is worthy of examination.
(Leeds, 1949: 105)

The aim is clear, and must be extended to cover the fifth century tco. But how many
subperiods of how many years? Three of about 70 years? Six generations of about 35
years? Phases of variable length? Amold (1982, 1984) operated with the mimmal
division of the material into two centunies, but probably few other archaeologists would
be content with that. At the other extreme, as will be shown in chapter 6, Leigh (1980)
attempted to produce a sequence 1n which every one of 98 brooches had an individual
position within the 70-year timespan he posited for SHBs. If that is thought to be going

too far in the other direction, where in between can archaeologists decide that they have

enough subperiods to write a plausible, connected account?

To this basic question perhaps the only defensible answer, in the present state of
knowledge, is only as many subperiods as seem to emerge reliably from the material. An
immediate prerequisite for allowing this to happen is that the analysis (classification) of
the material should be separated as far as possible from the drawing of chronological
conclusions from the classification, in order to avoid biasing the classification or the

process of arriving at it, 1.e. to avoid building chronological conclusions into the
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assumptions on which the classification is based. This is a reasonable requirement on the

procedure; 1t can be considered as acting in an objective and scientific manner.

In this section, therefore, existing methods of classifying Anglo-Saxon metalwork, using

SHBs as the example, are evaluated for their scientific rigour, without reference to the

chronologies that have been derived from them.

2.2 Archaeology and science

Most archaeologists would agree that their subject should be scientific. By this some
might mean adopting a hypothetico-deductive approach (e.g. Binford, 1968; Clarke,
1968, Hill, 1968, 1972; Fritz and Plog, 1970), others a less stringent approach
concentrating on full explanations, that is a 'process that is rendered public and communal'’
(Doran and Hodson, 1975: 344), and others again an objective (as opposed to a
subjective) approach to constructing classifications and chronologies (for example,
Dickinson, 1976). Immediately, therefore, a 'scientific approach’ in archaeclogy may not
mean the same thing to one archaeologist as it does to another. However, 1n practice there
1s a considerable amount of consensus on the basic features of a scientific approach (see,
for example, Popper, 1959, 1963), which most archaeologists aim to follow, and for
present purposes this consensus will be relied upon. It 1s common ground, for instance,
that all scientific work should keep subjectivity to a mimmum, and be set out as fully and
clearly as possible, so that future scientists can both evaluate it and if necessary replicate

it, and that scientists should strive to be rigorous - in particular, that they should actually
follow the procedures they lay down for themselves.

Existing classifications of SHBs are examined from this point of view in the next three

chapters, as follows:

chapter 2: how explicit were previous definitions and corpuses of SHBs?

chapter 3: how explicit were previous classifiers of SHBs in setting out their methods®

chapter 4: how rigorous were previous classifiers of SHBs in applying their stated

methods, or, to put that another way, how internally consistent were they?
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2.3 Need for definition

When an artefact-type is being compiled and defined, it is necessary to decide which
artefacts should be included (and which others should therefore be excluded), and why,
for two main reasons. First, this is one of the agreed requirements of scientific method, as
pointed out above. Secondly, the act of definition is by no means neutral: the act of
choosing which artefacts count as undoubted members of a corpus may itself constrain or
at least predispose the possible cutcomes of the analyses applied to that corpus. Choice
1s, of course, inevitable: itis impossible to treat all artefacts as one undifferentiated
corpus. But provided that the choices, and the reasons for them, are set out fully and

clearly 1t 1s possible for later classifiers to re-work the field with secure knowledge of

what has already been done.

For the purposes of this thesis, the question "What is an Anglo-Saxon GSHB?' will be
addressed via an analysis of four previous definitions and corpuses, those of Aberg

(1926), Leeds (1949), Leigh (1980) and Hines (1984), followed by a statement and

justification of the definition to be used 1n thus thesis.

2.4 Aberg's definition and list
Many SHBs were of course known before 1926, but Aberg was the first to publish an

extensive list of such brooches. He included most of them 1n a much larger category to

which he gave the label brooches with downward-biting animal heads between bow and
foot' (Aberg, 1926: 61). In this category he listed about 180 brooches in all, and provided

Tustrations of 47. The first two had semi-circular headplates. All the remaimng

brooches in the group had square or, more accurately, rectangular or near-rectangular
headplates, but there was great variety in size among them. A comparison with Leeds’
corpus shows that Leeds included 82 of Aberg's brooches with downward-biting animal
heads' in his corpus of GSHBs. These all appear to be the larger brooches.

Immediately before his list of 'brooches with downward-biting amimal heads’ Aberg
provided an even longer list of cruciform brooches. He divided these into five groups:
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Within his brooches with downward-biting animal heads Aberg distinguished 11 groups.

The last of these was an overtly miscellaneous category (‘brooches of different types'), but

even some of the other groups were identified by demonstration rather than by defimition.
That 1s, he called them, for instance, 'brooches of the types of figs. 112-115' (1926: 70).

It would be fair to say, therefore, that Aber g did not have an artefact-type corresponding
directly to GSHBs or even to SHBs more generally, and that his list including them did
not advance far beyond a catalogue, with some categories sketched out, but left for others

to work out more fully. His work will therefore feature in this thesis as background, not

as one of the main classifications to be analysed.

2.5 Leeds' definition and corpus

Leeds’ classification of GSHBs, in his book A Corpus of Early Anglo-Saxon Great

Square-headed Brooches, has proved very influential since its appearance in 1949,
principally because of its (then) completeness and his intimate knowledge of the material.

The book contains photographs and descriptions of 147 GSHBs defined as such by Leeds,

a classification of the brooches, and an interpretation of what information could be gained

both culturally and chronologically from the classification.

Leeds (1949: 1-2) defined the basic form' of the square-headed brooch as

composed of three elements, a rectangular head-plate, an arched bow,
and a lozenge- or diamond-shaped foot-plate. On this foundation the
artificer proceeded to build up his brooch, concealing the attachments
for the spring-coil behind the head-plate, and the pin-catch behind the

foot-plate.
A typical example, Bidford-onAvon [71], 1s shown in Figure 2.1, and Leeds’ corpus 1s
listed in Appendix 1.1.
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classifiers of the artefact type.

Figure 2.1 serves to illustrate a further feature mentioned by Leeds that he seems to imply
all GSHBs share, namely 'the animal heads springing from or clinging to the upper edges
of the lozenge' (1949: 4). These are, in other words, Aberg's downward-biting amimal
heads’, but not so called by Leeds because he interpreted some of them differently, as
rampant beasts’. However, it is not true that all the artefacts counted by Leeds as GSHBs
have animal heads on the upper edges of the footplate. Some of those with cruciform foot

(particularly in his group C1) have no decoration on the upper edges of the footplate that
can by any stretch of defimition be called 'animal heads’.

Leeds went on to say that

only from a full appreciation of the above-mentioned features in the
construction of these brooches is it possible to proceed to a
satisfactory classification of the large number of examples found in

this country.
(1949: 4)

So this description of the brooch would seem to represent the common denomunator for

entry to his corpus, or what might be called his formal critena.

How far do these criteria apply to the brooches in LLeeds’ own corpus? This question may
seem superfluous, since if Leeds included a brooch then 1t mught seem that 1t quahified as
a GSHB by virtue of his including it. However, there are brooches in Leeds’ corpus to
which his own criteria do not apply straightforwardly. In particular, the description of the
footplate as lozenge- or diamond-shaped’ fits one of the three main classes of Leeds’
corpus (class C, brooches with 'cruciform’ foot) less well than the other two (A: brooches

with undivided foot; B: brooches with divided foot).
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Leeds expanded his description of the shape of the footplate as follows:

Except late in its known history, when it diverged from the traditional
form, this was lozenge-shaped and, 1n the series under review,

terminal lobe, to corresponding points on the lateral lobes.
(1949 3)

In analysing GSHBs for this notional lozenge, it has to be assumed that the points [eeds
described as just above the junction of the bow with the foot-plate’ and ‘on the terminal
lobe’ are on the mid-line of the brooch. Then the four sides of the resulting rhombus can
be seen as joining those two points to the mid-points of the inner area of the side lobes
where they touch the main body of the footplate. Since the three points of the lozenge
that are envisaged as being near the lobes are on the inner edge of those lobes, the shape

of those lobes was immaterial, as I.eeds went on to say:

The addition of disks as lateral and terminal points of the lozenge

represents ... embellishment, and they are lacking on the prototype.
(1949 3-4)

All the complete brooches in Leeds’ classes A and B (A: 29; B: 66; total: 95) have a
footplate of sufficient width to allow a notional lozenge to be drawn on them. In some
cases the sides of the footplate curve inwards so much that the sides of the notional
lozenge would actually pass outside the body of the footplate. Nevertheless, the footplate
of GSHBs of classes A and B 1s always widest at its mid-point, half-way between the bow

and the end.

The 15 complete brooches of Leeds’ class C resemble those of classes A and B closely in

having a rectangular headplate and an arched bow, but in most cases the footplate 1s wider

just below the bow and near the end than at the mid-point. In this respect the brooches of
class C have a much closer resemblance to florid cruciform brooches, as Leeds said.
Because of their narrowing at the mid-point, it is therefore difficult to see how a notional

lozenge could be drawn on the footplates of class C brooches. This can be seen clearly in

the typical example, Kempston [141], reproduced as Figure 2.2.
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These brooches with cruciform foot seem to be those which in Leeds' opinion were 'late in
[the artefact-type's] known history, when it diverged from the traditional form' (1949: 3).

Leeds (1949: 78, 80) did express doubts about the inclusion of groups C1 and 2 (brooches
12°7-137) 1n his corpus, partly on stylistic grounds. About group C3 (nos 138-143), on the
other hand, he seems to have had no doubts. Yet the looseness of the fit of the

lozengiform foot' critenon to the brooches with cruciform foot must raise a doubt over

Leeds’ inclusion of them in the artefact-type, or at least over the consistency with which

he applied his own critena.

In contrast with the hybrid square-headed/cruciform brooches, there are brooches which
undoubtedly are GSHBs by Leeds' criteria but which he nevertheless did not deal with.

He pointed out that his corpus was

more restricted than Aberg's, because its primary concern is with the
examples found outside Kent. Only such portion of the Kentish

material is included as has a direct bearing upon the problems
involved 1n this survey.
(1949: 5)

Leeds nowhere defined what distinguished Kentish GSHBs from others: those without

his access to and knowledge of the material have to deduce it or take it on trust.

It should also be noted that Leeds included in his survey of this Anglo-Saxon brooch type
one example from outside England, found at Herpes, Charente, France (Herpes 2, [83])).
This brooch bears so many similarities to English GSHBs, and 1s so unlike corresponding

continental types, that its inclusion seems entirely reasonable.

I eeds split the square-headed brooches listed by Aberg (and those he had added) into
GSHBs and others, thus implying a size criterion for distinguishing them. He alluded to
such a criterion (e.g. 1949: 5, 25, 29, 78), but he nowhere actually stated what the s1ze

criterion for qualification as a GSHB was. However, the smallest brooches in Leeds’
corpus are the pair to which he gave the joint label Guildown 206 [7]: these brooches are

almost exactly 7.5 cm long. The second smallest 1s Fordham [16], at 7.8 cm. Otherwise
all Leeds' brooches are at least 8.3 cm long.
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In common with all classifiers of brooches, Leeds included in his COIpUS Various

incomplete brooches (see Appendix 1.1). Itis, of course, not to be expected that every
brooch should have survived complete, and it is remarkable that as many as 110 of those
Leeds 1llustrated have done so. However, since Leeds’ criteria relate obviously to
complete brooches, his inclusion of 37 brooches for which the complete form cannot be
deduced creates a problem. Despite the damaged state of these brooches, Leeds was
sufficiently sure of his identification of most of them to assign them to the corpus. The
implication of this must be that he felt that the corpus was distinctive enough and

sufficiently clearly differentiated from other brooch types for identification of GSHBs to
be unarguable.

The clue to his confidence seems to lie in a remark in his Foreword (1949: vi), following
the reference, already quoted, to the fact that "these square-headed brooches provide one
of the principal fields for the study of Teutonic zoomorphic art as practised in England'.
He continued by saying that this art is 'otherwise restricted to some saucer and applied
brooches, mounts, dnnking vessels, belt trappings, and other such gear." (Compare the
very sumilar sentiments of Leigh already quoted in chapter 1.) This seems to imply that in
Leeds’ opinion the decoration on the incomplete brooches he included was sufficiently
distinctive to rule out their belonging to any other artefact-type. Inspection of the
incomplete brooches within Leeds’ classes A and B suggests that, with the exception of

Barrington A [125] and Barton Mills [126], about which Leeds did express doubts (1949:
77), they resemble the complete brooches so closely that Leeds’ conclusion was justified.

However, this does mean that in the case of fragmentary brooches Leeds was operating an
extra, decorative, criterion in defining his corpus. The style of classification Leeds was
practising, characterised by Hines (1984: 111) as "one of authoritative pronouncement
rather than methodical exposition’, uses whatever information, however limited, 15
available even from small fragments. In such a method it is clearly an advantage to

enlarge the corpus by including incomplete brooches. In methods of classification wiich
rely on the analysis of all the characteristics of every brooch, however, incomplete

brooches cannot be used.
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Within I eeds’ total of 147 brooches, the three main classes of his classification were: A
(brooches with undivided foot: nos 1-40, plus 12A and 15A, total 42); B (brooches with
divided foot: nos 41-126, plus 59A and 107 A, total 88); and C (brooches with cruciform
foot: nos 127-143, total 17). The three main classes were subdivided into several smaller
groups (five for class A, eight for class B - with a further set of six unclassified brooches
at the end of class B - and three for class C); see again Appendix 1.1. The six
unclassified brooches constituted 4% of the corpus. Within class A there were two

brooches, Litle Wilbraham 6 [26] and Barrington A [27], with divided foot; Leeds felt
that their other sitmilarities with brooches with undivided foot overrode this difference.

In brief, therefore, Leeds did state a largely explicit and clear general definition of

GSHBs, but
- he stretched the main definition to include a mumber of brooches with cruciform

footplates

- there were a number of Kentish brooches he did not deal with even though they fell
within lus definition

- he omitted to state how large a brooch needed to be to be considered a great square-

headed, and

- he operated an extra unstated criterion (decoration), in order to include incomplete

brooches.

2.6 Leigh's definition and corpuses
Leigh's classification of SHBs formed part of his Ph.D. thesis, The Square-headed

Brooches of sixth century Kent, completed in 1980. He defined the SHB as

a somewhat ornate safety pin, the pin spring or axle being hidden by a
usually rectangular headplate; the pin catch being similarly disguised
by a lozenge-shaped footplate; and these two components bemng
joined by a forward curving bow, the curve permitting room for the
bundle of cloth spanned by the pin.

(1980: 2)

This was very similar to Leeds' defimtion, but added to it the functions of the bow and of

the brooch as a whole.
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Leigh omitted any reference to the 'animals on the upper edges of the footplate’ in his
defmition of SHBs (though giving them copious attention, under the name ‘below-bow
ammals’, in his analysis). For him the criterion was perhaps superfluous, since in his
work all the brooches which are SHBs by the form criteria and of which the footplate
upper edges survive have animals in that position.

This was a more logical position than that of Leeds, who had stated the animal heads
criterion but had included some brooches which did not meet it. It might be argued that
Leigh could have included the animal heads criterioen without difficulty, precisely because
1t would not have altered the membership of his set of SHBs: but he may not have wanted
to mix decorative criteria with those based on form and function; and there is always the
possibility that a brooch may be found which is an SHB by the form and function criteria
but which lacks the amimal heads. The brooch-type should not be so defined as to exclude

such a brooch.

Leigh did not extend his defimtion of SHBs to cover square-headed/cruciform hybrids.
Indeed, when he dealt with Leeds’ corpus, he excluded Leeds’ class C brooches from

consideration. Again, this seems a more logical position than Leeds'.

As would be expected from the title, Leigh's work dealt mainly with Kentish SHBs.
However, in his chapter II Leigh did deal also with non-Kentish brooches, and there were
therefore in effect two (slightly overlapping) corpuses within his thesis. The first
consisted of the 130 brooches of Leeds’ classes A and B, together with 16 more recent
discoveries, most from the Upper Thames region. (The figure of 16 is deduced from the
12 non-Leeds brooches named by Leigh in Tables 4 and 5 in volume 1I of his thesis, plus
four others mentioned in his Table 1; the figure of 14 given in his main text (volume I,
p.42) appears to be an error.) These 16 brooches are listed in Appendix 1.2. Like almost
all of Leeds' brooches, these 16 are over 8 cm in length. Leigh provided illustrations of
six of them, within his Plates 69, 70 and 72.
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Leigh's second (and principal) corpus consisted of 86 definitely and 13 possibly Kentish
SHBs, as defined by him, and which he catalogued and illustrated. These 99 brooches are
listed in Appendix 1.3. Leigh's definition of Kentish' is difficult to establish. In his

Appendix 1 was the assertion that:

Even a novice in the field of brooch studies could fairly readily
distinguish between [other] English, Kentish and Scandinavian
brooches. His or her chief means of doing this would be by

assessment of the overall proportions of the brooch. The distinction
can often be made on the basis of the silhouettes alone, without any
consideration of appendages, decorative motifs or technique. What is
more, any experienced researcher will know that if he meets a brooch
of unknown provenance (or even of known provenance) the property
which gives that brooch its distinctive regional character or feel’ can
usually be narrowed down to its overall proportion.

(Leigh, 1980: 551)
Yet the evidence of his own analysis in the following pages was that regional groups of
SHBs cannot ngorously be distinguished on this basis. (On this, and for an analysis of
non-Kentish GSHBs by proportion, see chapter 10.)

More prominently, at the very beginning of his main text, L.eigh declared that for him the

term Kentish'

refers not wholly to the present county of Kent, but to the probably
shared cultural origins of brooches from cemeteries whose greatest
concentration is found in present north east Kent, while other
examples come from the Isle of Wight, Sussex, Essex,

Cambridgeshire, and France... A few of the brooches ... are
unprovenanced and are designated Kentish by common consent,

according to acknowledged, though as yet undefined qualities which
they share with the more securely provenanced brooches... [and which

are] elaborated later in this work.
(1980: 1)

I cigh elaborated the qualities at great length, but nowhere set them out concisely, and it
would require the detailed analysis of hundreds of pages of his thesis to deduce them. It1s

clear that they consisted largely of methods of working and stylistic qualities which might
be unmistakable to someone with intimate knowledge of the brooches, but which would

have been more useful to others if made explicit and therefore more accessible, e.g.1n a

SUMMAry.
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The 'expert knowledge' nature of Kentishness' is illustrated by part of Leigh's judgment
on one of the brooches which he classified as possibly but not definitely Kentish:

Its discovery in a Kentish grave, combined with a certain Kentish
quality 1n its general proportions incline me to think of it as Kentish,
but this is a subjective judgment, and itself begs the question of what
1s meant by this term in this context.

(1980: 122-3)

Though more honest, this represents little advance on Leeds’ method of distinguishing
Kentish and non-Kentish brooches.

However, whatever their criteria were, Leeds and Leigh seem to have largely agreed on

where the boundary lay: the overlap between Leigh's Kentish corpus and Leeds' (and
therefore Leigh's) mainly non-Kentish one consisted of only 10 brooches. (These are
indicated in Appendices 1.1 and 1.3.)

Within his Kentish corpus, Leigh included 11 brooches from outside England. From the
cemetery at Herpes in France he included not just the one large example picked out by
Leeds but all 10 SHBs found there, and he added Preures 65, found in Haut-Boulonnazs,

also 1n France. As with Herpes 2 [83], the separation of these brooches from continental

series, and their inclusion in Anglo-Saxon corpuses, seems fully justified.

Leigh's term for all other, that is non-Kentish, Anglo-Saxon SHBs was 'English’. Thus

usage appears not to have found any followers, and will not be followed here.

Leigh implied an average size difference between Kentish and other SHBs ("T'he other

English brooches, being generally larger, are conventionally described as "great™, 1980:
2), but did not quantify this. Kentish examples are indeed shorter on average than non-
Kentish ones, but the ranges overlap considerably: Leeds’ brooches (excluding Kentish
ones) range between 7.8 and 22.5 cm, while Leigh's Kentish examples range between 3.7
and 13.7 cm. As Leigh implied, not all non-Kentish SHBs are GSHBs - indeed Leigh
mmself discussed (1980: 564-5) and illustrated a few 'mitations’ of Kentish SHBs that are

definitely small.
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As already mentioned, LLeeds included in lus corpus a pair of brooches to which he

nevertheless gave a single label. Leigh also followed the convention of giving a single
label to multiple but very similar brooches reliably recorded as found in the same grave.
Indeed, within lus Kentish corpus multiples are very frequent. Of his 99 ‘brooches’, 57 are
singletons, 39 are pairs, and there are even three 'trios’, sets of three very stmilar brooches
found in the same grave. There is a noticeable tendency for Leigh's larger brooches to be
singletons. Also, his smaller singletons often look so similar to pairs of a simular size that
one suspects the surviving small singletons were originally members of pairs. In fact, 1n
one case, Leigh re-constructed’ a pair (Stowting 2/9) which, though now 1n separate
museums and not explicitly recorded as having been found together, are so similar that he

considered they must have come from the same grave.

Leigh's treatment of the brooch fragments was similar to Leeds". he accepted all of those
in Leeds’ classes A and B into his corpus, and indeed added at least two non-Kentish
fragments unknown to Leeds (see again Appendix 1.2). His Kentish corpus contained 12

brooches for which the complete original form cannot be seen or deduced (see again
Appendix 1.3 - one of these was also in Leeds' corpus). It seems therefore that Leigh was

using decorative criteria in the same way as Leeds to justfy the inclusion of fragments 1n

lus corpuses.

The total number of SHBs discussed by Leigh in his two corpuses was 235 (130 from
Iceds, plus 16 later non-Kentish GSHBs, plus his 99 Kentish examples, minus the overlap

of 10). The problem of how many of the Kentish group might be considered GSHBs will
be discussed later in this chapter.

Recause non-Kentish brooches were not his principal concern, Le gh did not seek to re-
classify them, but used Leeds’ groups when he needed to. In his Table 1 he assigned ei1ght
brooches unknown to Leeds to groups within Leeds’ classification, but left the other eight

'wew' brooches unassigned to any of Leeds' groups. Of the eight he did assign, he

explained the basis of his decision in only one case. He described in some detail (1980:
52) the points of resemblance between Bidf ord-on-Avon 88 [71] and Beckford All which
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e1ght unassigned brooches increased the number of unclassified brooches in that corpus to
14 (10%).

Within his Kentish corpus, Leigh distinguished four groups: three main Series (I - 23
larger silver brooches:; II - 35 smaller silver brooches; III - 28 copper alloy brooches),
plus an ungrouped residue of 13 possibly but not defimtely Kentish examples, of which

seven are silver and the rest copper alloy. The non-Series set constituted 13% of this

COTpUS.

In general, then, Leigh provided a clear and consistent set of criteria for defining SHBs as
an artefact-type. His criteria justified the inclusion of certain SHBs found on the
continent, and the exclusion of square-headed/cruciform hybrids. However, within the
artefact-type so defined,

- the distinction between Kentish and non-Kentish brooches was described at great length
and never summarised

- the distinction between great and small SHBs was not explained, and

- like Leeds, he operated an extra unstated criterion (decoration), in order to include

incomplete brooches.

2.7 Hines' definition and corpus

Hines' classification was contained 1n his Ph.D. thesis, The Scandinavian Character of
Anglian England in the pre-Viking Period, published in 1984 as BAR British Series
no.124. He gave the following definition of 'the common characteristics’ of SHBs:

Principally a headplate, behind which the spring or axis of the pin is
fixed, of fundamentally quadrangular form, usually rectangular or
trapezoid, separated by a bow from a footplate, covering the catch for

the pin, of fundamentally rhomboidal form.
(1984:110)

Like Leigh's defimtion, this was similar to Leeds’. It was clearer than Leigh's in defining
the shape of the headplate. On the other hand, it was less explicit than Leigh's about the

shape and function of the bow.
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downward-biting animal heads between bow and foot': but in fact Hines' corpus was, like

Leeds’ and both of Leigh's, confined to one part of the group to which Aberg had applied
that l1abel.

Like Leigh, Hines omitted any reference to the 'animals on the upper edges of the
footplate’ in his definition of SHBs, probably for the same reasons.

Hines appears to have had doubts about most of the hybrid square-headed/cruciform
brooches in Leeds’ clags C: he omitted from his corpus 14 of the 17 in this class (see
Appendix 1.1). Of nos 127 and 128 he said: They have nothing to contribute to a study
of Anglo-Saxon square-headed brooches' (1984: 163); of nos 129-137 that they "have no
place, as far as I can see, within a corpus of square-headed brooches' (1984: 165); and of
nos 138-140 that they are 'too dissimilar to [nos 141-143] to be counted as one group'
(1984: 165). However, he said of the remaining three hybrids (nos 141-143):

There are a few ... examples of hybrids of the square-headed brooch ...
with the flond cruciform brooch which ought to be included in any

corpus of either brooch type.
(1984:110)

This does not seem to constitute a reason for choosing just these three hybnid brooches to

include in a corpus of SHBs, and the procedure seems inconsistent: it would be more

consistent to include all of the hybnid brooches rather than just a few. More consistent

still, since none of the hybrids conforms to Hines' own form critenia for SHBs, would

have been to include none of them.

Hines' aim was to concentrate on the Scandinavian influence on Anglian England in the

pre-Viking period, and he therefore excluded from his corpus
(1) all but five of Leigh's Kentish brooches - the five he included had all been in Leeds’

corpus too, and are indicated in Appendices 1.1 and 1.3. However, like both Leeds and
[ .eigh, Hines did not set out clearly how he distinguished Kentish from non-Kentish

brooches;

37



Chapter 2

(2) Leeds nos 1-5 and 7, on the grounds that they were of foreign origin. These
constituted all but one of Leeds' group Al.

Of the SHBs found outside England Hines included, as Leeds had. only Herpes 2 [83], but

among those he added (see below) was a lead model of an SHB recently found in Geneva,

Switzerland.

Unlike Leeds and Leigh, Hines gave an indication of the size criterion he used to
distinguish great from small square-headed brooches:

Small ... square-headed brooches ... are ... dimimutive brooches,
usually less than [7.5 cm] long, related to the larger series ..., but

generally sismpler and often found in pairs.
(1984: 176)

Hines pointed out that some possible GSHBs are not much larger than this: his 'possible
small-brooch group’ are

relatively small, generally between 9 and 12 cm long, although such
sizes are not terribly unusual for square-headed brooches: 11-12 cm,
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