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Impact and Change: Assembly Practices in the Northern

Danelaw
Alexis Tudor Skinner

Abstract

This thesis investigates the form, function and development of
assembly practices in the Ridings of Yorkshire, a region of significant
Scandinavian settlement from the ninth century onwards. It
investigates the extent to which these demographic and cultural
changes affected existing assembly practices and also the degree to
which one can identify the introduction of Nordic conciliar mores. In
particular, it focuses on the assembly sites and territories associated
with the hundreds and wapentakes outlined in Domesday Book. These
are considered in terms of their emergence and context in early
medieval law, their relations to earlier accounts of assemblies and their
subsequent reception in historical scholarship. The forms and
distributions of both documented and assembly-attesting place-names
are assessed. These demonstrate significant Anglo-Saxon and
Scandinavian influence on the nomenclature.

Consideration of the immediate form of the documented and place-
name attested assemblies has revealed both variety and patterning, not
least in terms of the recurrent cultic elements associated with trees,
crosses, and plausibly mounds, each of which often served as the
monumental focus of a given assembly. Consideration of the assembly
territories demonstrated differing ways of framing the landscape, likely
reflecting settlement and agricultural routines but also at times
providing evidence for the abrupt imposition of territorial schemata.
The most vital finding is the widespread prevalence of assembly in
ancillary situations to significant settlements and estate-centres. The
use of prominent ridgelines above and apart from settlement in the
East Riding shows that there was a clear symbolic role to this separation
of activities. Assemblies on estate borders appear to reflect analogous
practice. Finally, Scandinavian influence was found at all levels in the
surviving evidence for assembly practices in the Northern Danelaw, but
this almost certainly reflects active engagement with existing practices
rather than the imposition of new customs on a newly settled land.
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Chapter One. Introduction

1.1 Research background

One of the recurrent attributes of the emerging polities of post-Roman Europe was
the assembly. These took many forms and operated at different levels. These could
comprise national assemblies, exemplified by the Icelandic alping, nationally-
significant royal assemblies such as the witan of later Anglo-Saxon England (Roach
2013), synodical conventions at a commensurate scale like the Synod of Whitby
(Cubitt 1996) and even large scale military musters, as demonstrated by the annual
convention of the Carolingian Placitum Generalis at the Marchfield (Fouracre 2004:
7). However, there were also popular, local conventions recorded at an early date.
These included the courts of the Frankish mallus, documented from the early-sixth
century (Barnwell 2004: 234), the emergence of the hundred and wapentake in
tenth-century Anglo-Saxon law-codes, and the haerred and hundari of Scandinavia.
A consistent relationship can be noted between these assemblies and related, often
eponymous territories. This was certainly the case for the hundred and wapentake
in England, and the presence of the cognate term centena in the Frankish law-codes
would imply in turn an analogous territorial aspect (Drew 1991: 158). These early
Frankish comparisons also highlight the role of officers, such as the centenarius (ibid),
likewise a parallel to the hundredman of Anglo-Saxon England. These exemplify the
four principal aspects of these assemblies: the court itself, the territorial jurisdiction
of the court, the corporate body convened at the court, and finally the officers of the

court. What however was the role of the assembly?

The short answer to this is that they were nodes for the negotiation, imposition and
display of political power, predominantly but not always underwritten by a territorial
aspect. As such they were an essential component in the emergence and expansion
of the post-Roman kingdoms of Europe. This is not however their first appearance in
the historical record. The Germania of Tacitus records popular assemblies in northern

Europe convened in the first century AD (Germania 11). These were convened on



fixed days and the agreement or otherwise with proposals was marked by the use of
weapons. This is most reminiscent of the post-Roman outline of assembly, not least
in the name ‘wapentake’ itself. As a result there has been a longstanding current in
historical scholarship that has framed the assembly as a tenacious and abiding folk-
institution, a manifestation of the innate democratic leanings of the Germanic
peoples (Grimm 1828; Kemble 1849; Stubbs 1874; see Section 2.3.1). This
perspective has latterly fallen from favour as research has highlighted the manner in
which these assemblies served to facilitate top-down control in the localities (Sawyer
1983; Wormald 1986; Keynes 1990; see Section 2.6.1). They formed venues for the
imposition of law, theatres for royal display and they facilitated centralised systems
of taxation. The assembly was a means for extending both political and territorial
control. It was crucial to the development of the post-Roman kingdoms and thus
essential to understandings of these developments. Nonetheless one must also
recognise that conceptions of top-down control are as equally skewed as the earlier
Germanic tradition of scholarship. The business of assemblies like the hundred was
predominantly local, and in many ways it was a means to regulate patterns of local,
often agricultural, activity (Faith 2009: 29). As such the importance of assemblies
extends even beyond understandings of kingdom development. It represented a
nexus not just for top-down and bottom-up political initiatives, but in fact for all

aspects of society and activities in the lived landscape.

This thesis was undertaken as part of the wider programme of The Assembly Project
- Meeting Places in Northern Europe AD 400-1500, funded by a grant from
Humanities in the European Research Area. This project has sought to identify
assembly practices in those parts of north-west Europe that formed the Scandinavian
heartlands and also areas witness to subsequent Scandinavian colonisation. It has
aimed to characterise their development over the course of the medieval period and
better understand their role in the developing territories of kingdoms and other
polities in the study area. The Assembly Project has focused in particular upon local
and sub-regional assemblies, investigating evidence for their immediate form,

landscape location and associated activities, by way of historical, toponymic,



topographic and archaeological materials. This latter category of archaeological
material is particularly important as, up to now, archaeological approaches to
medieval assemblies have been necessarily limited, due to the absence of a known
type-site, or “fingerprint’, of assembly practices in the archaeological record. Instead,
understandings of form, not least the prevalence of an emphasis on mound
assemblies, has come about through the long-term concretion of tradition with latter
insights from place-name studies (Pantos 2001: 7). An archaeological approach can

evaluate these conceptions and illuminate further aspects of the form of assemblies.

1.2 Research area

As part of this project the present thesis has investigated the development of
assembly practices in the Danelaw (Figure 1). This was a region of northern and
eastern England, first documented in the early eleventh century (Hadley 2000: 2),
that was subject to conquest and colonisation from Scandinavia in the ninth century.
Its southern boundary roughly corresponds to the line of the rivers Thames and Lea,
running up along Watling Street towards Chester, as recounted in the Treaty of Alfred
and Guthrum (Keynes and Lapidge 1983: 171). This included East Anglia, the
territories of the Five Boroughs — Derby, Lincoln, Nottingham, Leicester and Stamford
— and the Kingdom of York. It corresponds to variant legal ordinances of the tenth
century, such as the Wihtbordesstan and Wantage codes (Liebermann 1903: 210-1,
228) and circumscribes an area displaying moderate to high levels of Old Norse
influence in the disposition of place-names. Despite the absence of a significant,
distinctly Scandinavian component to the archaeological record of the period it is
clear that it represented a severe cultural, and potentially demographic, shift in the
region (Hadley 2000: 340-1). Whereas in English-controlled areas of the country
assemblies and their related territories were known as hundreds, in the Danelaw the
prevalent and seemingly analogous territory and judicial institution was known as
the wapentake. This was first recorded in the Wihtbordesstan code of 962-3 as
waepengetace (Liebermann 1903: 210). This is thought to mean ‘the taking of

weapons’ and is paralleled by the Old Norse term vdpnatak (lversen 2013: 9).



However, whereas in England it occurs as the name of a territory, court and corporate
body, in Scandinavia it is found only as a signal of assent and marker of judgement at
the pings documented in the law-codes and sagas (e.g. Schlegel 1829a: 81, 123, 194;
Asmundarson 1911: 23). Thus one finds oneself with a seemingly Scandinavian

institution better paralleled in the juridical practices of Anglo-Saxon England.

The Danelaw presents a fusion of conciliar practices. The objective of this thesis is to
characterise the nature and development of these practices and their inter-relations
through their form and functioning as manifest in historical, toponymic, topographic
and archaeological materials. The thesis focuses upon the three Ridings of Yorkshire
within the Danelaw (Figure 1). This represents the core territory of the Viking
Kingdom of York and exhibits the most visible demonstration of the pridjungr, a
territorial division known in Scandinavia and also found in Lincolnshire (Ilversen 2013:
7). It is bounded to the south by the river Humber and Dore Gap, to the north by the
river Tees, to the west by the Pennines and to the east by the coast of the North Sea.
The central portion of the study area is defined by the Vale of York. To the east one
finds the two massive outcrops of the North York Moors and the Yorkshire Wolds,
while to the west the ground gradually rises onto the Magnesian limestone belt and

then the Pennines.

Diversity also characterises the sub-Riding administrative frameworks that define the
Yorkshire of Domesday Book. Whereas the North and West Ridings of Domesday
Book were divided into wapentakes, the East Riding was instead disposed towards a
larger number of smaller, often disjointed, hundreds (Figure 7; Table 1). A similar
scheme is also witnessed in Domesday Lincolnshire as wapentake sub-divisions — by
the twelfth century the East Riding of Yorkshire was in turn also assessed by
wapentake (Figure 18; Table 2). Yorkshire offers a level of complexity and detail,
reinforced by the information from the Domesday ‘satellite’ known as the Yorkshire
Summary (Roffe 1991b), that allows especial attention to be given to the wider
relationships between assembly sites and territories, in particular their relationships

with respect to landed tenure. The selection of study area also reflects previous and



current work on assemblies. Aliki Pantos’ earlier survey (2001) extended only as far
north as the Humber, and so the present study has aimed to tackle the districts
further to the north. However, only Yorkshire is recorded in Domesday Book beyond
this point (see Section 4.1.4), and so offers the only region where detailed territorial
analyses of the hundred and wapentake assembly sites can be undertaken without
recourse to regression from practices and records recorded a number of centuries
after the Norman Conquest. UCL's Leverhulme Trust-funded Landscapes of
Governance project has also recently re-evaluated 0.S. Anderson’s earlier
nationwide survey of the English hundred and wapentake names —the present thesis

aims to contribute material to this for the region of the study area.

1.3 Research questions and thesis outline

The over-arching aims of this thesis can be broken down into a series of questions:

1. How did assembly practices develop in the area of the Northern Danelaw over
the early medieval period?

2. To what extent were Scandinavian conciliar norms imposed upon this region
and to what extent did Anglo-Saxon assembly practices in the region demonstrate

continuity?

The answers to these questions are contingent upon a better understanding of the
form of both the assembly sites themselves and their associated territories. As such,

the thesis also asks

3. What can be determined of the forms of documented and place-name
attested assembly sites, and the practices associated therein, in historical, place-

name and archaeological evidence?

To achieve this a GIS database of site and territorial assessments has been produced

alongside a gazetteer, based upon archaeological records derived from the National



Monuments Record and regional Historic Environment Records, in conjunction with
collated material from varied historic, topographic and toponomastic sources for the
study area. The thesis considers and contextualises this evidence within previous
work in England, Scandinavia and Iceland on the form, function and development of
assembly practices, including the wider distribution of place-name elements and
recent archaeological discoveries. Alongside a primary concern with the
development of assembly practices in the study area, the study also considers the
extent to which the varied aspects of assembly sites and their territories reflected
the influence of top-down versus bottom-up political initiatives. These results are

presented in Chapter Seven.

In the next chapter (Chapter Two) the origins of the hundred and wapentake are
considered, as is their specific context in early medieval legislation and their
subsequent historical reception. In particular this charts the rise and decline of the
idea that the hundred and the wapentake were manifestations of an abiding
Germanic praxis of local democracy. Consideration then turns to corollary
developments in toponomastic and archaeologically-driven assembly studies,
throughout north-west Europe. In Chapter Three the methodology is expounded.
This concerns the identification of assembly sites, the reconstruction of assembly
territories, and the construction of a GIS database of the archaeological landscape
within which this information is contextualised. Subsequent diachronic analysis has
then proceeded at site, unit and regional levels in order to characterise the form,
function and development of early medieval assembly in this region of the northern
Danelaw. The character of the historical and toponymic material is reviewed in
Chapter Four. Early sources, such as Bede, are compared to the later evidence from
Domesday Book and the sparse charter material for the north. Attention then turns
to the distribution and character of documented and assembly-attesting place-
names in the three Ridings of Yorkshire. In Chapter Five the place-name and
immediate landscape character of the documented and place-name attested
assembly sites is examined. This is structured to consider monumental foci before

turning attention to the relationship between assembly sites and lines of



communication. The chapter concludes with extensive consideration of the wider
landscape and the topographic aspect of the assembly territories and their
boundaries. Chapter Six extends consideration of the wider landscape of assembly to
other historical and archaeological features, specifically focusing on the related
evidence of estates and minster territories, and the locations of settlements, markets
and churches. This concludes with Chapter Seven, where the results are considered
consecutively in terms of the historic evidence, the place-name evidence, the
immediate form of the sites, the location and wider landscape of the sites, and finally
the character of their associated territories. These are reviewed in the conclusion in
terms of the implications they have for the functioning and development of assembly

practices in the study area and the Northern Danelaw for the early medieval period.



Chapter Two. The origin, and subsequent reception, of the hundred and wapentake

in Anglo-Saxon England

The hundred and the wapentake first appeared in Anglo-Saxon lawcodes of the tenth
century, though aspects of each related to anterior practice both in the Anglo-Saxon
kingdoms and in the wider sphere of north-west Europe. These relationships are
considered in depth below, as is their reception in subsequent scholarship. This not
only charts changing historic attitudes but also considers the inception of place-name
and latterly archaeological studies into assembly practices. It is evident that the
differing aspects of the historically constructed hundred must be teased apart if the

toponymic and material evidence is to be deployed effectively in this arena.

2.1.1 The hundred and the wapentake in early medieval law

The earliest unequivocal evidence for the existence of the hundred in Anglo-Saxon
England comes from the law-code known as the 'Hundred Ordinance'. It has
frequently been assigned to the reign of Edgar (c. 959 — 975) though no better
indication is given than that the Ordinance was made subsequent to the reign of
Edmund (c. 939 — 946) (Wormald 1999: 378). The ascription to Edgar remains a well-
disposed possibility, though it is also unclear whether the Ordinance is in fact even a
royal proclamation rather than more localised guidance (ibid; see the London Peace
Guild below). It commences with “This is the ordinance on how the hundred is to be
held” (Liebermann 1903: 192-4). It is clear from the outset that no attempt has been
made in the Ordinance to differentiate between the territory, the corporate body or
the court itself (cf Pollock and Maitland 1898: 547). While the assumption of the unity
of these aspects may be an anachronistic one, they are nevertheless all apparent
within the selfsame document. After specifying that the hundred should convene
every four weeks for the purposes of justice it proceeds with the main matter of the
Ordinance and the explicit subject of four of the ten clauses — police action with

regard to cattle theft (cf Loyn 1974: 4).



Much detail is provided for more general proceedings. A number of involved parties
are specified. A hundredman and tithingmen were obligated to involve themselves
(and gather others of the hundred) in the pursuit of thieves and were required to act
as witness to any who kept unidentified cattle. The hundredman was further obliged
to join the hue and cry when an external hundredal pursuit crossed into their own
hundred. If they did not a fine was owed to the king. The resultant compensation
from a pursuit was divided in half between the hundred and the hlaford (lord — lit.
‘loaf-giver’). The hundredman and tithingmen were clearly of the hundred. The king
evidently was not. The hlaford's claim on compensation owed the hundred indicates
a position set apart from the rest of the hundred, reinforced by their ability to
countermand the 50 shilling fine for failing to resolve proceedings of a suit. Repeated
neglect of the pursuit could lead to the outlawry of reticent individuals, at the mercy
of the king. The king does not appear distant, instead another recipient of hundredal
fines. The role of the hlaford is more problematic. Private or proprietary hundreds,
units divorced from the crown by franchise, did proliferate from the tenth century
onwards (Cam 1932; 1957a) but many more remained ostensibly in the hands of the
king. There is also no doubt that tenure and hundredal jurisdiction were not directly
related (Maitland 1897: 136; Cam 1957b). The presence of this position seems highly
unusual unless the Ordinance circumscribed an administrative entity that was
already in certain cases in private hands whether or not the law-code is marking the

inception or formalisation of the hundred.

The hundred of the Ordinance was also evidently involved in judicial procedure
beyond cattle theft. It was obligated to hold individuals awaiting justice, presumably
either by oath or by more material means. If one was accused of abetting an escape
one could clear oneself in the hundred, intriguingly, “by means established in the
region” (Liebermann 1903: 194-5). The hundred also exacted fines and compensation
while the final clause of the Ordinance, whose inclusion has been much debated,
concerns trial by ordeal. Patrick Wormald has taken this to emphasise the role of the
hundred in “law enforcement and its rewards” by way of the manuscript context of

the Ordinance; collected (but not necessarily contemporary) with the smaller legal



ordinances known as Forfang and Be Blaserum (1999: 379). Ultimately though the
purpose of the hundred is best defined by clause 8, specifying that public law is to be
declared with respect to a suit, as is a concomitant timetable for its resolution. It is
unclear whether the competencies of the hundred described in the Ordinance
extended beyond the criminal sphere but otherwise it is clear that this was a body
involved in all stages of the judicial process. It is also explicitly one of several types of
court in a province of heterogeneous legal practice, at least at the level of the
hundred. It has a character that would appear to stress regional diversity and local

agency.

It cannot be stated with certainty that the Hundred Ordinance was promulgated
during the reign of Edgar. Nonetheless it is with the law-codes of his reign that the
hundred can first be associated with confidence. His Andover decree, known as //-1lI
Edgar, evidently sought to consolidate the ecclesiastical and secular legislation of the
preceding reigns (Wormald 1999: 316). When it states in clause 5 “sece man
hundredes gemot swa hit aer geset waes” (‘one should seek a hundred court as was
previously instituted’; Liebermann 1903: 202), arguably reference is being made to
the Ordinance. Clause 7 recapitulated the division of fines between the hlaford and
the hundred in the case of the seizure of property of a tyht-bysig (lit. ‘often accused’)
man (Liebermann 1903: 205). Notably an almost identical clause is found in /I
Aethelstan 20 with respect to an unspecified gemot (ibid: 160). Clause 5.1 links the
schedule of hundredal conventions into a wider system by stating the need for a
scyregemot (‘shire meeting’) twice annually and a burhgemot (‘town meeting’) on

three occasions each year (ibid: 202).

In the subsequent code issued at Wihtbordesstan (IV Edgar) the analogous
connection with the burhs is reinforced. While 36 witnesses under borh (lit. ‘pledge’)
are required for witness in each burh, only twelve are required for either a ‘small
burh’ or a hundred (Liebermann 1903: 210-11). This may indicate a degree of
equivalence between the two (cf Britnell 1978: 187). The Latin and Old English

versions of IV Edgar appear to be contemporaneous. Each is found in the Cambridge
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Corpus Christi MS 265 and the former glosses the ‘small burh’ as a civitatulis in
distinction to the civitate of the burh (Wormald 1999: 219; Liebermann 1903: 210-
11). It also omits all mention of the hundred in this clause despite the occurrence of
the term later in the same text (ibid). Civitatulis is a rare element, though not one of
a particularly illuminating bent, found in Apuleius’” Metamorphoses and Seneca’s
Apocolocyntosis, in each case meaning ‘small town’ (Zimmerman 2000: 57). Britnell
has taken this omission to indicate an equivalence of function, especially in the later
medieval period (1978: 187). The geographical focus of the Wihtbordesstan decrees
was clearly upon the Danelaw (Wormald 1999: 317) and one could equally argue that
this indicates the concentration of hundredal powers within settlements (rather than
designated hundred courts) in the late tenth century. This is overshadowed
somewhat by the following clause 6. This demands that witness is required for all
commercial transactions that take place in a “burge 0dde on waepengetace” (‘town
or in a wapentake’; Liebermann 1903: 210). This is the first known instance of the
term ‘wapentake’ in the corpus of Anglo-Saxon documentation and the only one in a
law-code that otherwise makes repeated reference to the hundred. Again the
parallel Latin gloss muddies the waters. This instead limits transactions to the
“civitate, rure aut hundrode” (ibid: 211). It is most significant that the first occurrence
of ‘wapentake’ is contemporaneously glossed as ‘(country or) hundred’. Secondly,
while in the Old English versions the wapentake is distinct from the burh, in the other
the hundred is distinct from both town and country. Finally clauses 8 to 11 specify
retrospective witness from one’s township and hundred if one carries out a
transaction without witness [implicitly of cattle] while on a journey. In this one
instance there is almost parity between the Old English and Latin versions of IV Edgar.
Again though the reference to witness in a burh or hundred in the Old English clause
10 is simply rendered as 'hundred' in the related Latin passage. It would seem that
the Old English version is stressing both equivalence and division between the
pledging of witness in the burh and the hundred. In clauses 5 and 10 of the Latin
version it instead conflates the two. There are more grounds to consider the ‘burh-
hundred’ conflation a reflection of realities on the ground than there are to treat the

‘country or hundred’ of clause 6 as a straightforward rendering of wapentake.
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Nonetheless it may be significant that in one the burh is conflated with the hundred
and in the other, the hundred with the burh. It would seem that in some quarters the
distinction was an academic one (cf Britnell 1978: 187). While the Wihtbordesstan
code appears to have been directed towards the Danelaw the Latin text likely better
reflects ecclesiastical involvement (Wormald 1999: 219). One can possibly draw from
this the influence of the potentially varying imposition of a hundredal structure on
the country. One cannot however infer that this represents a differing situation

specific to the Danelaw.

The law-codes of the subsequent reign of Aethelred Il elaborate only slightly on what
has gone before. The Woodstock decree (I Aethelred) requires the aforementioned
tyht-bysig man to seek the surety of “two trustworthy thegns” in the hundred
(Wormald 1999: 324). If so he must undergo only the single ordeal or else pay the
“pundes wurbne ad innan bam brim hundredan” (‘oath worth a pound within the
three hundreds’; ibid; Liebermann 1903: 216). Where before the Hundred Ordinance
required neighbouring hundreds to provide relevant assistance in the pursuit of
thieves, | Aethelred would indicate that surety and warranty had acquired an extra-
hundredal dimension. One may speculate that the timetable of the scyregemot in II-
Il Edgar presupposes this, but one surely finds surer footing for this as an early
instance of a tri-hundredal model witnessed profusely in Domesday (Cam 1963: 100).
There is little else explicitly concerning the hundred in the law-codes of Aethelred.
Note must however be made of the short tract Hit Becwaed, tentatively dated to the
reign of Aethelred or Cnut, between the late tenth and early eleventh centuries
(Wormald 1999: 385). This concerned purview over landed property. With the crucial
phrase “for there is no man alive who ever heard it [the land] claimed or craved in
hundred or any other meeting, in market-place or church-congregation” (ibid) it
reveals the presumed suitability of a property dispute to the jurisdiction of the
hundred court. While the presence of the hlaford in the Hundred Ordinance implied
a relationship between the corporate body of the hundred and a separate land-
owner Hit Becwaed affirms that such a relationship extended to jurisprudence. It

does not however confirm the presence of the territorial hundred as a unit.
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The lawcode known as /I Cnut (c. 1020x1021) is the latest and most detailed
document of early medieval date to expand upon and clarify matters of the hundred.
With the exception of reference to counter-charges in the hundred (Liebermann
1903: 330) it is almost in its entirety a synthesis of the decrees of earlier monarchs,
in most but not all cases of reigns contemporaneous to or later than the Hundred
Ordinance. As Il Edward 8 prefigures the four-weekly timetable of the Ordinance (see
Section 2.1.3), so Il Aethelstan 20 preceded later statutes concerning non-attendance
(Liebermann 1903: 160). This favours both a model of an earlier ‘proto-hundred’ in
the folcegemot (see below) yet also the consolidation of diverse conciliar procedure
into a late period administrative construct. In summary it takes Edgar’s generalised
prohibition of direct pleas to the King (/I-/ll Edgar 2) and relates it for the first time to
the repeated pursuit of justice in the hundred and shire courts (/I Cnut 19;
Liebermann 1903: 320-2). The timetable of the burhgemot and scyregemot is re-
affirmed, noting the presence of the bishop and ealdorman at the latter (cf /I-/ll Edgar
5and Il Cnut 18) as is II-1ll Edgar 7 concerning the apprehension of non-attendees of
the hundred and the seizure of their property (// Cnut 25). As noted in Section 2.1.3
below, this also appears with reference to an unspecified gemot in Il Aethelstan 20.
Il Cnut 20 states that all men over the age of twelve were required to be part of a
tithing and hundred (Liebermann 1903: 322). While this directive is ostensibly novel,
it also reflects well I Aethelstan 1’s concern that only those over the age of twelve
could be charged as a thief. Admittedly a more tenuous connection, it at least
indicates that the age barrier was not an innovation. Where clarification is needed of
Aethelred’s laws, these are provided. Where | Aethelred 1 presented the hlaford in
an ambiguous position with reference to the free man and the tyht-bysig man of the
hundred, Il Cnut 31 makes a very specific case for the household (‘hiredmen’) of said
hlaford to be judged within his own hundred. More intriguingly it says they are to be
on his aganan borge (‘in his own borh [pledge]’ [Liebermann 1903: 334-5). This would
appear to indicate that the hlaford was considered integral to the hundred rather
than outside of its membership, despite being the recipient of a proportion of the

fines from its actions. In turn I/l Cnhut 30 elaborates upon the list of punishments
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relevant to | Aethelred 1, citing again the oath of three hundreds before providing a
detailed listing of possible mutilations if this oath was not upheld (ibid: 1903: 330).
There is finally one last clause that appears to be novel. This is Il Cnut 27 (ibid). By
detailing the consequences of failing in an adversarial suit it demonstrates both the
presence of adversarial justice in the hundred and the existence of proxies, those
who would advocate on another’s behalf. Ultimately the hundred of Cnut is the same
one found in the Hundred Ordinance. Where one witnesses seeming additions, they
do not conflict with what has gone before. Where additions are noted they also tend
to represent, as found in Il Aethelstan 20, a transition from a point of law for an
unspecified gemot to that of a hundred-gemot. This does not however resolve the

issue of a proto-hundred versus a consolidated hundred.

Beyond this point hundredal legislation belongs to the later medieval law-codes. In
William the Conqueror’s Episcopales Leges bishops and deacons were first prohibited
from holding pleas in the hundred court (Liebermann 1903: 485). In his Articles the
murdrum fine was first espoused (ibid: 490). Stubbs made much of this as a way of
linking instances of the collective responsibilities of the hundred with the dawn of
feudal mores (Stubbs 1906: 52, 83). Liebermann’s Die Gesetze demonstrates that
collective hundredal responsibilities, not least in terms of police actions, date back at
least as far as the mid-tenth century, if not before, when analogous constructs like
the London Peace Guild are considered (Section 2.1.3), rendering this earlier view
untenable (1903; 1906; 1916). These articles also attempt to summarise the types of
administrative district in William’s new kingdom. They are divided into civitates,
burgs and castella alongside hundreds and wapentakes (Liebermann 1903: 490). The
first two are of particular interest as this may comprise a later rendering of the earlier
civitate-civitatulis division of IV Edgar, indicating again the contrast between the
burh, with complementary legal powers to the hundred, and more prominent urban
locales. The Articles also repeat earlier exhortations to exhaust hundredal justice
before taking pleas to the crown (Liebermann 1903: 488). These belong to the later
eleventh century as does the Instituta Cnuti which, despite its name, is strongly

connected to the aforesaid Articles. It was an attempt to summarise English law prior
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to the Conquest though it contains little on the hundred itself. Salient detail includes
a concern with breaches of the king’s peace in the counties and hundreds
(Liebermann 1903: 614) but more usefully it outlines the range of liberties a bishop
could enjoy, including toll, team, weights and measures and serves as a
demonstration of the ecclesiastical dimension to private hundreds before the

Conquest, as viewed in the dying days of the Conqueror’s reign.

There are no definite legal decrees in relation to the hundred in the reign of William
Rufus. Despite the title of the Leges Henrici Primi the only act that can be securely
linked to the reign of Henry | is a writ dated from 1108 that commands that the
counties and hundreds met in the same places and to the same timetable as they
were accustomed in the reign of Edward the Confessor (Liebermann 1903: 524).
Wormald has viewed this as an attempt to protect a “medium designed for
communication between throne and people” against the depredations of the
aristocracy (1999: 402). This is a view that tallies well with the distinction made by
the Chancery between the Honour of Richmondshire (TAC-0) and the co-extensive
wapentakes of Gilling (GIL-0), Hang (HANG-0) and Halikeld (HAL-0) for instance (Gale
1722: 22-3). It does not follow however that the private hundred was an undesired
consequence of the initial hundredal framework in the early medieval period (cf Cam

1932; 1957a).

Subsequently it is difficult to determine what constituted a survival of early medieval
law as opposed to a later medieval introduction or innovation. This is compounded
by the nature of the early twelfth-century expositions of law, not least the
misleadingly titled Leges Edwardi Confessoris (O’Brien 1999). Despite this their
attempts to explain certain legal mechanics and variant details can be illuminating.
The Leis Willelme cites an equal fine of 30 shillings whether one avoids the judgement
of the hundred court or a court that enjoys a liberty from the hundred (Liebermann
1903: 516-7). It is in the exhaustive Leges Henrici Primi that mention is first made of
the division of shires into hundreds and ‘shipsokes’ (ibid: 552). Hundreds in turn are

divided into tithings and fees. This same document introduces the practice of the
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twice annual ‘sheriff’s tourn’ into the workings of the hundred. Clause 8 seeks to
differentiate the tithing-man from the hundred-man while in clauses 9.4 and 57.8
(ibid: 555, 577) an exhaustive list is given of court types, that apart from the hundred
and county include the halimot of soke, certis agendorum locis adiacens (‘established
places for court proceedings’), the divisae (‘boundary courts’) and courts of several
hundreds. The wapentake is notable by its absence, an omission made more
conspicuous still by the repeated mention of the practice of lah-slit (‘legal fine’) in
the Danelaw (ibid: 565). The mention of the divisae is particularly intriguing, not least
due to the noted liminal settings of many identified assembly sites (e.g. Bolesford,
North Riding [BOL-1] and Strafford Sands, West Riding [STR-1]). In the Leges Henrici
Primithey are mandated when a dispute occurs between two lords of equal standing
(Liebermann 1903: 576). It is only if this was impossible that the dispute would be
directed towards either a lord common to each of them or else the hundred court.
This law-code is the first to identify and name such a venue of justice. Despite this
Maitland tentatively linked the divisae to the practice documented in a charter of
849 that makes mention of boundary tribunals when the member of a household
within an immunity (a private territorial franchise) was to be tried for thievery (51272;
Maitland 1897: 325; cf Stubbs 1906: 51-2). It remains speculative and little
referenced but may provide a more pragmatic explanation for the known physical
phenomena of assembly. Among the more unusual connections to early medieval
legislation is the list of venues suitable for the emancipation of slaves in the Leges
Henrici Primi. This is identical to that found in Hit Becwaed, thus making a potential
equation between property in landed tenure and property in slaves (Wormald 1999:
385). As with Cnut a century earlier, the Leges Henrici Primi appears to be clarifying
certain aspects of an existing institution, while making some allowances for the
growing power of feudal jurisdictions. Nonetheless it is clearly evidence of tinkering
rather than wholesale change. It is also worth noting the single reference to the
tungrevii in clause 7.2 of this compendium, the single instance that seems to directly

connect the gerefa (‘reeve’) to an unqualified ping assembly (Liebermann 1903: 553).

The Leges Edwardi Confessoris also dates from the early twelfth century and unlike
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the Leges Henrici Primi demonstrates an explicit interest in the divergent workings of
the Danelaw. As discussed below it provides an early twelfth-century view on what
the wapentake was thought to be. While it does not attempt to explain the hundred
it does argue the tithing system to be a system for policing good behaviour instituted
by sapientiores (‘wiser men’) to guard against “fools who freely committed offences
against their neighbours” (O’Brien 1999: 187). It was said to deal with matters at the
level of the vill, handing more serious cases on to the hundredmen (ibid). Crucially it
is not noted as an initiative of the crown. Clauses 22.5 and 24 make clear that the
hundred was the default court in the early twelfth century, avoided only by
possession of legal privileges, or by fealty to one who held such privileges
(Liebermann 1903: 648, 650). Further, clause 9.3 even commands that ordeals must
be undertaken in the nearest church of the hundred if no such privilege was held (ibid:
633). It gives a strong impression of private encroachments upon a royal tableaux.
Conversely while clause 13 reserves the boundaries of shires for the crown, the
boundaries of hundreds and wapentakes are instead within the purview of the
relevant earls and sheriffs (ibid: 640). Attention now turns to the uses of the terms

wapentake and gemot in the same lawcodes.

2.1.2 The term ‘wapentake’ in the Anglo-Saxon laws

‘Wapentake’ first appears in the Wihtbordesstan code of Edgar between 962 and 963
(IV Edgar; Liebermann 1903: 210). It is cited as one of two places, alongside the burh,
that financial transactions could be witnessed. The absence of the hundred from
these categories is unusual considering its use elsewhere in the same code. It is very
likely that this passage was specifically directed towards the Danelaw. There is
likewise evidence that in the tenth century the burh and the hundred were
somewhat interchangeable terms in the lawcodes (Britnell 1978: 187). That said, the
contemporaneous Latin gloss to IV Edgar renders it as hundrode, indicating that
parity was seen between them from its earliest known appearance in surviving
documentation. In the Wantage decree of Aethelred Il the fine for breaking the peace

of a wapentake was set at a rate six times lower than that of a burhgapinde (‘burh
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assembly’). This would imply that the wapentake was not accorded the equivalence
to the burh witnessed in respect to the hundred above. Clause 3 of the same law-
code would seem an attempt to encapsulate the workings of the wapentake. It
begins by citing the types of law relevant to the body — land-cop (‘land purchase’),
hlaford-gifu (‘lordly gifts’), lah-cop (‘law purchase’), wit-word (‘wise words’) and
witness — before specifying that the wapentake should convene a gemot of twelve
senior thegns and a reeve (ibid: 228). Ordeals are described much as for the hundreds,
as is the two-fold division of fines between the wapentake and the land-rica
(synonymous with hlaford) but it instead indicates prices for the purchase of
judgement, a significant deviation from the hundredal model. The types of law listed
are, with the exception of lah-cop, Old English (Liebermann 1903: 228; Vinogradoff
1908: 9; Bjorkman 1900: 68). However lah-cop, the purchase of law, is a distinct
distinguishing element that sets the wapentake apart from the hundred at this
apparent early stage. While much is made of lah-slit in the codes of Edward the Elder
and later Cnut (Liebermann 1903: 130, 345-6), it makes no appearance here. The final
early medieval ordinance that mentions the wapentake is found in the Northumbrian
Priests’ Law, a largely ecclesiastical text that chimes well with the themes espoused
in the lawcodes of Cnut (Wormald 1999: 397). The wapentake is cited on a single
occasion, namely that two thegns from each were expected to collect 12 ores in fines
from those who broke fasts and did not observe religious festivals (Liebermann 1903:
384). As with the hundred it indicates some ambiguity as regards the role of the land-
rica (and indeed the king’s thegn) who were to be charged a higher fine by the same
body if the original fine of 12 ores was withheld (ibid). It would seem then that, as
with the hlaford of the hundred, the lord was beholden to this conciliar body at the
same time that they enjoyed special privileges within it. It is surely worthy of note
that the wapentake only occurs in documentation concerned with the Danelaw. With
the exception of the Northumbrian Priests Law, these are certifiably of royal origin.
In a final and obvious point, it first appears, as with the hundred, in the lawcodes of

Edgar (noting the ambiguity of the Hundred Ordinance).

One must wait until the later eleventh century before, in the Willelmi Articuli
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Londiniis Retractati, it is reckoned alongside the hundred as a constituent jurisdiction
of England (Liebermann 1903: 490). The early twelfth-century Leges Henrici Primi and
the later Leges Anglorum Londiniis collectae (of the reign of John) continue this
theme, each specifying an identical timetable of wapentakes to hundreds (ibid: 553,
657). It is in the Leges Edwardi Confessoris that some of the most valuable
information is found, not necessarily on the workings of the wapentake, but rather
of the opinions and views of it in the twelfth century. The compiler of this synthesis

of current law sought to explain to the reader what the wapentake was:

“Yorkshire, Lincolnshire, Nottinghamshire, Leicestershire, Northamptonshire up to
Watling Street and the eight beyond Watling Street are under the law of the English.
And what others call a hundred, the counties named above call a wapentake. And
this is not without reason; for when someone received the reeveship [prefecturam]
of the wapentake, all the more substantial men gathered on the established day
opposite him in the place where they were accustomed to assemble, and while he
dismounted from his horse, all would rise to meet him. And he would lift high his
lance and all would touch his spear with their lances, and so they confirmed
themselves to him and with respect to weapons, since they call arms wapa and to

confirm taccare.” Leges Edwardi Confessoris. Clause 30 (O’Brien 1999: 188-9).

The author then continued:

“There were still other jurisdictions over the wapentakes that they called trehings,
namely the third part of the district. And those who presided over it were called
trehinghef, to whom were referred the cases that could not be decided in the
wapentakes. And what the English called a hundred, these called a wapentake; and
what the former called three hundreds, or four, or many, the latter called trehing.
And what could not be decided in the trehings was reserved for the shire” Leges

Edwardi Confessoris. Clause 31 (O’Brien 1999: 189-91).

The Leges Edwardi Confessoris is known for its greater emphasis on northern legal
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matters (Wormald 1999: 411). As such it is unusual that the wapentake is not
accorded a Scandinavian origin. However one could equally argue that neither is the
hundred accorded an English origin. Indeed one has to turn to the pages of William
of Malmesbury’s 1127 work, the Gesta Regum Anglorum (Mynors et al 1998), before
any attempt is made to provide for the origin of the latter. More likely the description
reflects a wider current whereby many are seen to engage with these jurisdictions,
but none claim ownership. The author of the Leges Edwardi Confessoris also makes
the first substantial attempt to present a hierarchical model of jurisdiction. It is
implicit in the prohibition of direct pleas to the king found in /I-lll Edgar 2 and later
law-codes, but as Maitland pointed out, the competencies of the hundred as
opposed to the shire court are distinctly blurred (Pollock and Maitland 1898: 530,
547).

The final passage quoted in the Leges Edwardi Confessoris is of relevance to all of the

pertinent jurisdictions:

“Greve, moreover, is the name for an official; among us there seems to be nothing
more useful [to call him] than prefect. The name in fact has many meanings, for one
is called a greve of the shire, of wapentakes, of hundreds, boroughs, [or] of vills. And
it seems to us to be composed of grit in English, which is peace in Latin, and woe [ue€]
in Latin, that is to say one ought to make grit, that is peace, from those who would
introduce woe, that is misery and pain, into the land (by the highest authority of our
Lord, Jesus Christ, who said, “Woe to you Beth-saida, woe to you Chorazin!”). The
Frisians and the Flemings call their counts mere-graves, because [they are] greater
or good, peaceful men. And just as now those who have governing responsibilities
over others are called greves, so at that time some were called aldermen, not
because of their age, but because of their wisdom”.

Leges Edwardi Confessoris. Clause 32 (trans. O’Brien 1999: 190-1).

An incautious approach to the etymology nonetheless conceals an assumption that

the office of greve was primarily an office of justice. Moreover it is a demonstration
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of a common theme to the competencies of the various courts. This does not mean
that analogous procedure was current at the time of the Leges Edwardi Confessoris,
but it does indicate a common influence, either as an originator or modifier of early
medieval jurisprudence in England. It is finally important for drawing links to
practices across the Channel. These are not explored in any depth but do represent

an early consciousness of a wider praxis.

2.1.3 The term ‘gemot’ in the Anglo-Saxon laws

The Old English term gemot (‘meeting’) is common to both the hundred and
wapentake in the extant law-codes. While each of these is only documented from
the mid-tenth century onwards, the term for the court itself has a far longer history
in Anglo-Saxon jurisprudence. It first appears in the laws of Wihtraed of Kent of the
late seventh century as pis gemot, presumably in reference to the declaration of the
said law-code (Liebermann 1903: 12). It is next mentioned in the Laws of Alfred, in
particular the prohibition of fighting within the gemot of an ealdorman (ibid: 70-2).
This same clause (No 38) then specifies that a weapon drawn in the folcgemot will
incur the same penalty. This would seem to be a specific precursor to the more
generalised ordinance against breaches of the king’s peace found in later law-codes.
In Clause 34 of Alfred’s code it was the folcgemote before which a merchant’s
household was presented and vetted (ibid: 68). In the later Il Aethelstan 2 it is the
folcgemote at which all lordless men were to be enjoined in folcrhyte (‘folk-right’). In
Il Aethelstan 12 all purchases over 20 shillings needed to be witnessed by this body
(ibid: 160). The folk-moot then is, at an earlier stage to the hundred, described as a
place of witness, surety and peace. While this would accord with the hundred it
would equally concur with a shire court and thus one cannot draw a straightforward

connection.

That said there are more specific connections to hundredal affairs. Il Aethelstan 20
concerns the seizure of property of those who fail to attend the gemot in identical

terms to those who eschewed the hundred in I/ Chut 25. The most frequently cited
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connection however is that of /| Edward 8, a clause that commands that each reeve
hold a gemot every four weeks. The similarities with the Hundred Ordinance are
unmistakeable. Further links have been drawn with the London Peace Guild of
Aethelstan’s reign. The Ordinance for this body includes folk-right for those over
twelve years of age, groupings of ten men, a duty of thief-pursuit and monthly
gatherings. It is strongly redolent of the hundred. The resort to aid from adjacent
reeves with their manungs (a corporate and/or territorial body within the shire) is
highly reminiscent of clause 5 of the Hundred Ordinance (ibid: 192-4). In turn the
payment of twelve pence to the slayer of a thief and the convention of twelve at
these monthly gatherings chimes well with what little is known of the early medieval
wapentake. The congruences are so striking that it is significant that this body was
neither referred to as a hundred or wapentake. Following from this it is clear that the
functionality, constitution and oversight of the hundred and wapentake was
evidently in place prior to the Hundred Ordinance. Notwithstanding this there is no
evidence that it was all drawn together under the rubric of the ‘hundred’ or

‘wapentake’ prior to the tenth century.

The gemot was deployed as a name for the courts of hundreds, shires, burhs, royal
councils and in the case of Il Edward 8, a hundred court in all but name (Liebermann
1903: 144). In the latter half of his reign in VIIl Aethelred 37 the clause laments that
“gemots though deliberately held in places of note, after Edgar’s lifetime, the laws of
Christ waned, and the king’s laws were impaired” (Liebermann 1903: 267). No doubt
indicative of the tumultuous events at the turn of the millennium, it evidently
considered the proper working of the undifferentiated gemot to be under the aegis
of the crown. A similar distribution of usage is found in Il Cnut and it is only following
the Conquest that unqualified occurrences of gemot diminish sharply. That said, the
early thirteenth-century Leges Anglorum Londiniis does, in clause 82 B 5, command
that all men were to have peace travelling to and from gemots (Liebermann 1903:
657). As a compendium of numerous earlier laws this does not necessarily reflect the
then current usage. It seems reasonable to assume that gemot ceased to be a useful

term on its own.
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The earlier mentioned folcgemote, despite similarities to the hundred and shire, does
not disappear as these latter constructs emerge in the law-codes. Instead it is
presented in the decrees of Aethelred Il and Cnut in one restricted context in that it
is, alongside the market and the hunt, forbidden to convene on a Sunday (V Aethelred
13; VI Aethelred 22, 44; | Cnut 15; Liebermann 1903: 240, 252, 258, 296). Later, in
Henry I's Charter of London and the Libertas Londoniensis the folkesmot is listed
alongside the husting as one of the constituent courts of the city. As it would appear
above that gemot has been used to gloss hundred-gemot (Il Edward 8; Liebermann
1903: 144), it is impossible to determine whether the folcegemot in these contexts is
a generalised gloss or a specific sort of court. This in turn counsels against ascribing

specific qualities to the folcgemot of Alfred and Aethelstan.

Final mention must be made of other references to courts. The seventh-century laws
of Hlothere and Eadric of Kent refer to legal proceedings “in medle odde an pinge”
(Pantos 2004: 183) though neither term appears again until the gepincda of the Five
Boroughs in /Il Aethelred 1 (Liebermann 1903: 228). In the corpus of Anglo-Saxon
charters there are two references freeing a participant from the burden of
popularium concilium. One is contained in a charter of Cenwulf of Mercia, dating to
around 801 AD, essentially updating a grant of Offa of the 760s (S106; Reynolds 2009:
18). The second, in identical terminology, is found in a 747 charter of Eadberht of
Kent, addressed to the abbot of Reculver (S1612: Whitelock 1979: 451). While it is
tempting to link these (non-Wessex) charters to the folcegemot this assumes that the
latter term indicated a low-level assembly of popular attendance. In fact the best link
to the popularium concilium is found in the popularibus placitis of the late twelfth-
century Pseudo Cnuta de Foresta (Liebermann 1903: 621). The name is certainly
reminiscent of the plataea populi of the Anonymous Life of Gregory the Great
(Colgrave 1985: 96-7; see Section 4.1.1). Crucially the relevant clause states that the
placitis in question were known to the English as the hundredlaghe (ibid). The
temporal gap between the eighth and twelfth centuries weakens attempts to equate

the two. Conversely this equation was evidently an uncontroversial one in the
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context of the twelfth-century forest laws.

2.1.4 Summary

It is surely significant that the hundred receives no mention until the tenth century.
Nearly all aspects of the legal entity can be espied in prior legislation. This included
aspects of the folcgemot of Alfred’s reign (Liebermann 1903: 70-2) and later the even
more compelling links with the London peace-guild of Aethelstan (ibid: 173-83). It is
eminently reasonable to treat the hundred as a rubric that consolidated and
formalised existing legislation, an entity with strong etymological, juridical and
territorial links to the Continent. It is likely of a piece with the strong Carolingian
influence on Anglo-Saxon legislation that Wormald has identified as present at least
by the reign of Edgar (1999: 320, 379). The presence of the hlaford in the hundred is
problematic. They appear to be of the hundred while enjoying special privileges — it
is unclear whether the hlaford represents a position of coincident tenure or evidence
of proprietary hundredal control from its inception. The popularium concilium of
Cenwulf in 801 AD would indicate an earlier obligation on landholders to maintain
courts (S106; Reynolds 2009: 18). Conversely the role of the gerefa in the four-weekly
gemot of /| Edward 8 demands that one query the extent to which this entailed
control of the court (Liebermann 1903: 144). Further ambiguity and overlap is found
between the respective legal communities of the burh and the hundred, not least in
matters of witness. Britnell (1978: 187) in particular has stressed these
commonalities and these links have led several to treat the hundred as a rural
territorial development of the burghal system (see below, e.g. Roffe 2010: 40-1;
Molyneaux 2011: 83-6; Baker and Brookes 2013b). Finally, with the notable
exception of the Sheriff’s Tourn, the officers, the venues and the attendance of the
hundred does not appear to change. While there are demonstrable instances of the
wapentake being treated as a functionally identical legal community to the hundred
(e.g. IV Edgar 6; Liebermann 1903: 211) it is also clear in variant legislation and the
restricted scope of the wapentake that the two were not indistinguishable in practice.

It is also clear that the folcgemot, an earlier recorded popular assembly, recurs in the
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post-Ordinance legislation of Aethelred and Cnut, albeit in a restricted context,
indicating its continuation. This would strongly suggest that the ‘roll-out’ of the
hundred (and indeed wapentake) was an ongoing process. Ultimately, these

inferences can only apply to the hundred and wapentake as idealised constructs.

2.2.1 The origin of the term ‘hundred’

The hundred first emerges as an Anglo-Saxon political unit with the promulgation of
the Hundred Ordinance in or near the reign of Edgar (Wormald 1999: 378). The term
‘hundred’ is found only once before the Ordinance, as the numeric hundred in the
Laws of Ine (Liebermann 1903: 100) and even then in only one of the surviving
manuscripts (Corpus Christi 383), of twelfth-century date (Wormald 1999: 228-36).
However its restricted temporal scope in England is strikingly narrow in comparison
to the Continent. The hundred, as the centena; and the hundred-man, as the
centenarius, are present in a number of post-Roman lawcodes. The fines stipulated
by the Frankish Lex Salica for failing to assist a hundredman in the apprehension of a
thief are most familiar (Drew 1991: 158). It also specifies that another official, known
as the thunginus, could convene a court in analogous fashion to that of the
hundredman (Eckhardt 1969: 108). It is unclear whether these two offices were of
equal standing (Barnwell 2004: 234). Certainly Brissaud posited the thunginus as a
level above the centenarius, in similar fashion to the graf (1915: 91-2). There is also
no consensus over the etymology of thunginus. While Barnwell takes it as an early
iteration of ping (2004: 243), Maurizio Lupoi has stressed a divergent proto-Slavic
origin of *teng — ‘to weigh’ (2007: 209n). At any rate this document purports to
originate in the early sixth century (Drew 1991: 53). While the oldest manuscript is
of eighth-century date, the decrees of Childebert Il of 596 AD also make reference to
the centena and the centenarius (Boretius 1883: 17) — it is beyond doubt that the
hundred had a presence as both territory and court by at least the late Merovingian
era. It is likewise present in the Leges Alamannorum (Lehmann and Eckhardt 1966:
87, 94-6) and in a large number of Carolingian and Ottonian capitularies (see Estey

1947; Boretius 1883; 1897). The mid seventh-century Leges Visigothorum (King 1980:
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148-9) meanwhile frames the centenarius as one of several military officers,
alongside the millenarius (lit. ‘thousand-man’) and the quingenarius (lit. ‘five-
hundred-man’) who nonetheless appears to possess some judicial powers (Zeumer
1902: 366-9). Wallace-Haddrill suspected that the hundred was at least as old as the
early Merovingian period (1962: 193). In this Alexander Murray has demonstrated
how the Merovingian hierarchy of military offices — dux, comes, tribunus and
centenarius — was derived directly from the late Roman Empire (1988: 73) — a
conspicuously expedient endeavour that legitimised Merovingian rule through
evocations of Romanitas. Nonetheless this only serves as an explanation for the
terminology — it is far more difficult to demonstrate Roman links to the functionality
and disposition of these hundreds. The hundred and its cognate iterations also have
a far wider distribution in the British Isles outside of England. The cantref of Wales —
or ‘100 settlements’ — and later the cantred of Ireland continues the numeric theme
but does not necessarily represent analogous divisions (MacCotter 2008: 109). In
Sweden one finds the hundare, first recorded in the eleventh century (Sawyer and
Sawyer 1993: 85; Brink 2008: 109) and in Denmark and Norway the herred, which
Brink has proposed is derived from a military rather than numeric root (ibid: 95). The
cognate huntari and hunderi are found in what became Germany from the eighth
century onwards (Andersson 1999: 5-12; 2000: 233-8) and it seems reasonable to
assume that the terminology was used at an earlier point. Indeed Lindquist has
proposed their emergence in Scandinavia in the mid-first millennium (1968: 112-20).
However, in the Anglo-Saxon domain, characterised by copious vernacular
documentation prior to the Hundred Ordinance, this does not seem to be the case,
either as ‘hundred’, ‘centena’ or variants thereof. The earlier law-codes demonstrate
that while the hundred’s functionality was already present in various forms the
likelihood is that the terminology was not. One severe problem with this, especially
notions of an early Scandinavian inception, is that the development of the
terminology and the development of the related territory are being conflated (see
Line 2007: 208-10). It is certain in Anglo-Saxon England (Yorke 1995: 127; Brooks
1998: 268-70) and highly probable elsewhere that an existing district could acquire

new terminology.
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2.2.2 The origin of the term ‘wapentake’

There are several ways in which the early medieval wapentake can be differentiated
from the hundred as legal communities beyond reference to lah-cop — the buying of
law (Bjorkman 1900: 68). Domesday Book indicates that while, like the hundred, the
wapentake comprised sub-shire divisions, it tended to be substantially larger in area
and predominant in the northern half of England. However, while the hundred
appears to enjoy a wide and early distribution in Western Europe dating back at least
to the fifth century AD, the wapentake possesses both a far narrower distribution
and range of meanings. The seemingly cognate ‘wappenschaw’, found from 1425 in
Scotland, was a type of meeting that took place “in each sheriffdom...thrice in the
year or four times” (Brown 2013: 1425/3/24). Despite the etymological similarities
with the more southerly ‘wapentake’ it is strikingly clear (e.g. ibid: 1426/20; 1471/5/6)
that the 'wappenschaw' has more in common with the Old Norse vdpnping, a
weapon-inspection found in the Laws of Magnus the ‘Law-mender’ (Taranger 1915:
3.12). Much has been made of the fact that, while the term ‘wapentake’ accounted
for an administrative and judicial body and territory in England, further north in
Scandinavia and its colonised territories it merely indicated an action at an assembly,
presumed to be the taking/clashing/brandishing of weapons at the closing of a ping.
It was a term that could foster diverse meanings across regions. It is not inconceivable,

though difficult to demonstrate, that this divergence was contemporaneous.

The vdpnatak of the Grdgds, later thirteenth-century compendiums of older Icelandic
law, was an action that signified the closing of a ping (1829a). In one passage no
execution could take place until the vdpnatak (ibid: 80). More commonly a fourteen
night period following judgement was cited, timed from the vdpnatak (ibid: 81, 123,
194). This is no better illustrated than in Hrafnkel’s Saga, wherein the protagonist’s
outlawry is finalised fourteen days after the vdpnatak at the previous Althing

(Asmundarson 1911: 23). Schlegel (1829a: Ixxxix; 1829b: 193), the nineteenth-century
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editor of the Grdgds, inferred from the prohibition of weaponry at pings that
vdpnatak specifically indicated the close of this ban and the taking up of arms. It is
also noted in Norwegian contexts. The earliest extant manuscripts for the laws of the
Gulathing and Frostathing date from the mid-twelfth and mid-thirteenth centuries
respectively though again each undoubtedly reflects far older practices (Larson 1935:
26-7). However the emphasis in each is instead placed on land conveyance, namely
its ratification by vdpnatak (ibid: 174-5, 182, 187). The Frostathing further indicates
the wider prevalence of the custom, referring to vdpnataks beyond the law-court in
relation to matters beyond that of land (ibid: 292). The near contemporaneous Saga
of King Sverri Sigurdsson refers to the vdpnatak as the confirming action of vows of
fealty at regional assemblies including the Eyrarping and Alpti in Helsingaland

(Jonsson and Sephton 1899: 548, 557).

The vdpnatak evidently had its place in legal procedure in the twelfth and thirteenth
centuries and it would seem reasonable to treat it as a reflection of earlier practice.
One such instance is found in the Orkneyinga Saga. Despite the manuscript again
being thirteenth century in date it makes reference to a vdpnatak following a battle
with the Normans off Anglesey (Unger and Vigfusson 1862: 429). In this case however
it does not refer to legal procedure but instead to a military muster, posing a far
stronger semantic link with what is witnessed in the Anglo-Saxon law-codes. This is
the sole instance where vdpnatak names a meeting. Note must also be made of the
vdpnping. Detailed instructions are provided for the convention of this assembly in
the later thirteenth-century laws of King Magnus the ‘Law-mender’ (Taranger 1915:
3.12). It was an annual assembly of freemen which met after Candlemas and was
primarily concerned with the inspection of weaponry under the oversight of the
sysselmanden. More interestingly the law was declared at such gatherings. A
convention of such is also cited in the Saga of Haakon Haakonarson (Fornmanna
So6gur 1835: 478). Nonetheless its parameters seem too limited to draw substantive
lines between this and the wapentake. Vdpnatak, and by extension wapentake,
would appear to signal the judgement rather than comprising the name of a given

assembly and/or its members. One may speculate over the descriptive as opposed
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to appellative qualities of the name in an English context but more substantially the
documented material would guard against any model of the substantial import of
administrative practice. It appears to be more a means to distinguish the attendees

of these sub-shire meetings.

2.2.3 Summary

Territorial constructs cognate, and in some cases synonymous, with the hundred
were present on the Continental shelf from at least the sixth century A.D. They bore
sufficient resemblance to late Roman military organisation that there is no doubt a
relationship existed between the two. It is however impossible to determine the
extent to which this relationship marked the continuation or appropriation of earlier
nomenclature and practices. The hundred is conspicuous by its absence in Anglo-
Saxon documentation prior to the tenth century though its individual attributes can
almost all be located in earlier textual contexts. It seems eminently reasonable to
treat this construct as a Carolingian import of the late ninth or early tenth century, in
line with the growing Frankish influence on law-making at the time (Wormald 1999:
320, 379). The wapentake is more problematic. First found in Edgar’s Wihtbordesstan
code, it is plausibly contemporaneous with that of the Anglo-Saxon hundred.
However it is not encountered on the Continent and as vdpnatak is present almost
solely as a signal of judgement in later documented Norse law-codes and Sagas. This
undoubtedly reflects earlier practice but as such also precludes any notion of a
Scandinavian territorial and judicial construct adopting the wapentake nomenclature.
It is far more likely that the name is indicative of the southerly reception to the
judgements of Danelaw assemblies and the consequent slide of this signifier from
legal principle to territorial practice. It is likely that the territorial nomenclature
encountered in the Yorkshire Domesday was no older than the tenth century.
Conversely, the associated territorial and administrative practices could potentially

be of far greater antiquity.
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2.3.1 Assembly scholarship after the Norman Conquest

One of the earliest chroniclers to engage with the hundred was William of
Malmesbury, writing in the early twelfth century. In De Gesta Regum Anglorum,
completed in 1126 (Thomson 1987: 6), he sought to acknowledge Alfred of Wessex
as the instigator of the hundredal system. He described centurias, which were called
hundrez, and decimas, known also as thethingas (Stubbs 1887: 129). He posed these
as a system of collective responsibility. Omnis Anglus had to belong to each and fines
were paid to the king (ibid: 130). More intriguingly he also describes it as a system in
tandem of religious worship and military discipline (ibid: 129). It may not have been
unusual for a monk to stress the ecclesiastical aspect to a hundred, but neither of
these aspects feature strongly in the early medieval law-codes. In fact it is only in the
presence of the bishop in the shire court that any spiritual hint is given. Malmesbury
may be alluding to a time before William the Conqueror’s prohibition of ecclesiastical
pleas in the hundred court (Liebermann 1903: 485). At any rate it is an unusual view
of the institution. The ascription of the hundred to Alfred has drawn doubts from
many quarters, although Stubbs (1874: 109) was willing to concede that this king may
have had a hand in its development. Scepticism of an Alfredian genesis has in turn
intimated a long history to the hundred, or at least hundredal procedure. There is
little else novel in the pages of the Anglo-Norman chronicles. Roger of Wendover
simply quotes Malmesbury on the hundred (Luard 1890: 357-8) while Roger of
Howden incorporates large portions of the Leges Edwardi Confessoris into his
narrative (e.g. Stubbs 1868b: 233-4). The Itinerary of Giraldus Cambrensis does make
a point of explaining the Welsh cantreds, indicating that they were proportionate to
100 vills, a term derived from the British and Irish languages (Rhys and Llewellyn
Williams 1908: 158-9). Otherwise hundreds and wapentakes are marginal within the
annals. Nonetheless, certain details can still be espied. The Annals of Burton Abbey
for 1255 make a point of dividing the hundreds into those royal and those set to fee
farm and that they were the foundation of Inquisitions Post Mortem, estate
assessments following the death of a tenant-in-chief (Luard 1864: 330, 338). In the

Annals of Winchester, ascribed to Richard of Devizes, Malmesbury’s explanation of
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Alfred as originator of the institution is followed, adding that they were primarily
formed to tackle robberies. This follows a passage where the author explains how
this monarch based the laws of Wessex off the translated “laws of Britain” (Luard

1865: 10). It is the sole instance where the hundred is ascribed a British origin.

Instead in this period the most informative account comes from one of the earliest
pedagogical legal compendiums, the late twelfth-century Dialogus de Scaccario
(‘Dialogue concerning the Exchequer’; Fitzneal et al 1902). The better known work of
Glanvill touches upon neither the hundred nor the wapentake (Glanvill and Hall 1965).
Bracton’s early thirteenth-century De Legibus et Consuetudinibus Angliae presents
various instances where the hundred and wapentake are treated as functionally
interchangeable (Bracton and Woodbine 1915: 329, 487) and indeed one instance
where a meeting at Hackthorpe in Cumbria is described as a “hundred and
wapentake” (Bracton and Maitland 1887: 202). These do not constitute great insights
— Bracton’s notebook is of most use in the present study for identifying Cawthorne
(STC-2) as a wapentake venue of Staincross wapentake (STC-0; Bracton and Maitland

1887: 184). But to return to the Dialogus...

When the pupil directly asks the teacher in the dialogue, “What is a hundred”, the
teacher in fact bats away the question before commencing a long digression into the
origins of the Danegeld in the tumultuous events of the eighth and ninth centuries
(Fitzneal et al: 101). The pupil then repeats the question, asking also after the origins
of the county and the hide. On this occasion the teacher replies “ruricole melius hoc
norunt” (‘The country people know this better’; ibid: 108). No attempt is made to
articulate the structure or functioning of the hundred — it is merely framed as a
reckoning of several hundred hides. This approach recognises the variance in size of
these territories by saying that counties are comprised of varying numbers of
hundreds in like fashion to hundreds with hides (ibid: 108-9). It is an interesting
insight into how top-level engagement with the hundred by the Chancery was
seemingly focused solely upon its outputs, at the expense of hundred and wapentake

process. By the late twelfth century there had still been no serious attempt to
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evaluate the hundred.

Scholarship in the later medieval and early post-medieval era could be divided
between those engaging with the contemporary hundredal structure and those
incorporating it into broader historical accounts. For the former, the jurist Edward
Coke is most informative, insistent that the suitors were the judges and that it was a
devolved assembly of the shire court, decoupled via the valences of the assigned
officers (1669: 267). The need to provide information and advice on the hundred in
the early modern era was demonstrated by the publication of Modus Tenendi Unum
Hundredum at the end of the reign of Henry VIII, effectively a manual on the chairing
of hundredal sessions in the Motehall (Anon 1525). Historical accounts of the
hundred and the wapentake meanwhile were quite evidently beholden to William of
Malmesbury and the compiler of the Leges Edwardi Confessoris in their
understanding of how the hundred and wapentake originated. Furthermore there is
a nagging sense that these institutions were in contemporary terms simultaneously
familiar and obscure. Leland’s Itineraries of the early sixteenth century frequently
note the hundred as a structuring principle yet one also finds him at one point
puzzled, unable to determine whether the Harthill of the East Riding (HAR-0) was in
his own time a hundred or a wapentake (Leland and Smith 1907: 45). The Chronicles
of his near contemporary, Raphael Holinshed, in pursuit of a synthesis of nationwide
administration, writ large William Lamparde’s earlier Perambulation of Kent (1576:
esp. 18-20), purporting the Kentish lathes to be a nationwide sub-shire unit, set
between the county and the hundred (Holinshed 1807: 257). In like manner he
uncritically equates the hundred with the wapentake and asserts that Alfred was
responsible for England’s shiring as a reaction to the Viking threat (ibid: 257, 264).
However he also stresses the etymological link between the Welsh cantreds and the
English hundred and here it is evident that inspiration has been drawn instead from
the Annals of Winchester and Giraldus Cambrensis. Despite these examples the most
interesting development is in Camden’s Britannia (1586), where alongside the usual
citations of Malmesbury and the Leges Edwardi Confessoris, the author for the first

time draws a connection between the supposedly Alfredian reforms (Camden 1701:
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61) and the conciliar descriptions in Tacitus’ Germania: an idea that would exert a

profound influence across the succeeding centuries.

This theme was developed by antiquaries in the seventeenth century. As doubts
arose over Alfred’s seemingly all-pervasive reforms (Selden and Bacon 1739:40;
contra Spelman 1664: 302) a far stronger current was developing of a Germanic
origin to these assemblies, driven by the work of Tacitus (Selden and Bacon 1739: 36).
In large part this must reflect the rediscovery of this manuscript in the mid fifteenth
century in Hersfeld Abbey (Robinson 1991: 1-8). Despite this a far wider range of
Continental sources were evidently drawn upon. Both Selden (1739: 42) and Spelman
(1664: 303) drew links between respectively the Germanic centgravius and the
hundred-man of the early medieval laws, and the cantons/centengriecht with the
territorial hundred. Spelman in particular makes much of the Carolingian and
Ottonian material for court procedure (1664: 304). Meanwhile Twysden, in his
Glossarium, connects both ‘gemot’ and ‘hundred’ to Belgian comparanda (1652). It
is also clear that this reflects an early surge in the current so manifest in the later
work of Grimm, Kemble and Stubbs, that of an Anglo-Teutonic continuum, otherwise
a Germanitas, distinct from Rome. Thus Selden segues between the German and
Anglo-Saxon material without notice, citing Mosaic influence at the expense of
Roman law where Germanic influence could not be so readily demonstrated (1739:
43). Spelman meanwhile cleaved to a similar theme of Germanic tradition but
nonetheless also pointed out etymological and procedural similarities with the civil
century assemblies of the Roman Republic (1664: 302, 563). Scandinavian influence
is largely noted by its absence, possibly subsumed within this poorly defined
Germanic world, and no doubt poorly favoured by the consistent equation of the
hundred with the wapentake. This was not merely a convenient recasting of the
Leges Edwardi Confessoris. By doing so one such as Selden could take Aethelred II's
Wantage decree of twelve senior thegns for each convention of the wapentake
gemot to apply equally to the hundred and so assign the much-extolled tradition of
the twelve-man jury an antiquity of notably English flavour. This led to a most fertile

current in legal thought in eighteenth- and nineteenth-century Britain and America
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but ultimately it stems from an uncritical reading of the source texts (e.g. Hume 1754:
72; Penn 1782: 213; Hawles 1764: 5; Wilson 1804: 325). Conversely Selden instead
frames Danish influence as a vainglorious effort to destroy the ancient liberties of a
Saxon commonwealth (1739: 70). It is only really with the prominence of scholars
such as Palgrave and Worsaae in the early and mid-nineteenth century that anything
approaching a serious view of Scandinavian influence on local administration

emerges in English scholarship.

In his History of the Anglo-Saxons (1831) Palgrave imagined a figure of the Anglo-
Saxon royal court addressing a visiting Norwegian. “We had law before we had
prerogative, and Folk-Moots long before he had kings; and in your country, Haco,
they exist in great measure unimpaired” (ibid: xvi). In this view the Scandinavian
incursions into England were a vital act in refreshing ancient Germanic practices. He
expanded links previously noted in English scholarship between the hundred and
Continental comparanda to include the haerred and hundari, though scepticism is
shown of a specifically numerical link with the haerred, which is deemed more likely
to denote a host (Palgrave 1832: 92-6). The laghmen of the Five Boroughs were
indicated as another clear line of Scandinavian influence in governance (ibid: 51) but
Palgrave pulls away from any firm notions of imposition, instead contrasting a
colonising influence on a developed English landscape with a so-called Scandinavian
tabula rasa (ibid: 103). In his view the question is moot — the specific age of the
hundred was of no matter when it represented a general principle surviving amid the
emergence of both the state and private land ownership (ibid: 134). Even with J.J.A.
Worsaae’s Account of the Danes and Norwegians in England, Scotland and Ireland
(1852: 159-63), a crucial influence on notions of divergent Scandinavian incursions
(Downham 2009: 158), the Ridings, or pridungar, and the twelve-man jury are
claimed as Scandinavian, but not the wapentake and certainly not the hundred.
Limited to the Danelaw, the name indicated Scandinavian practice but not
necessarily provenance. Much the same line was followed by Alexander Bugge a half-
century later who proposed that the wapentakes may originally have been called

“Wapentake-Hundreds” (1904: 325) resultant of the interaction between a more
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southerly territorial schema and Scandinavian legal mores. Bugge also presented that
many of the wapentake appellations referenced personal names, including
Maneshou in the North Riding of Yorkshire (MAN-0), and that this indicated the
presence of a chief of the wapentake district analogous to Scandinavian landowners
known as Holds (ibid: 317-8). In essence these were attempts to promote rather than
contrast Scandinavian influence within that longer current of thought stressing so-
called Germanic qualities of free assembly. Worsaae was certainly keen to paint
Scandinavian settlement as the reinvigoration of this tradition in a land that had
become decadent, in contrast to others who viewed “Danish” settlement as a vain
attempt to thwart these conventions (Worsaae 1852: 152-3). It is however with John
Michel Kemble that Whig History and notions of Germanic tradition became so firmly

wedded in English scholarship.

John Kemble, by his own admission, wrote on Anglo-Saxon England at a crucial
juncture when many of the primary sources first became available to study (1848:
vii). His three volumes of the Codex Diplomaticus Aevi Saxonici (1839-1848) brought
these new materials to wider attention. Conversely The Saxons in England (1848,
1849) is better known for its enthusiastic but incautious propositions. Kemble’s main
contention was that the political landscape of Anglo-Saxon England, like other parts
of the Germanic world, was underpinned by a system of Marks (1848: 36, 53). More
precisely Kemble is promoting an earlier thesis of Jacob Grimm’s Die Deutsche
Rechtsaltertiimer (1828: 496). These were presented as associations of free
households reflecting patterns of the initial post-Roman settlement and disposed
territorially to an agricultural core and a liminal ‘wild’ boundary (Kemble 1849: 47).
This is the foundation for an explicitly bottom-up model of state development. The
Marks would in time coalesce into Gaue, or shires, which would in turn come
together to form kingdoms with hierarchical administrative divisions (ibid: 36, 66).
Both the Mark and the Gau would convene meetings. The name-element Mark is
arguably exemplified by mearcmot, a boundary clause in a 971 grant of Edgar in
Barrow-on-Humber (1849: 55-6; Everson 1984: 123-7; S782; but see below).

Meanwhile the Ga would convene the ‘markmen’ at a “ping, placitum or court”
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characterised by “the lands necessary for the site and maintenance of a temple, the
supply of beasts for sacrifice, and the endowment of a priest or priests: perhaps also
for the erection of a stockade or fortress, and some shelter for the assembled
freemen in the ping (Kemble 1849: 74). It is strikingly similar to elements of the more
recent multi-functional Central Place model of southern Scandinavia (Vang Petersen

1994; Hardh and Larsson 2002; Jgrgensen 2003).

The relationship to the hundred is more problematic. Kemble notes that (unspecified)
Marks of Germany were rated in tens and hundreds and that this equated to a
territorial hundred (1849: 238). Conversely he also frames the initial hundred and
tithing organisations as solely corporate bodies within a given Mark that made up
“the public units in the state itself” (ibid). This corporate primacy is the reason given
for the divergent size of the Anglo-Saxon hundreds, as the Mark and the hundred
slowly converged (ibid: 246). It is important to note that in Kemble’s arguments the
hundred diverges from the bottom-up model in this conception, instead appearing
as a direct product of the convergence of local and state governance. This again
followed Grimm who posed the hundred as a hierarchical administrative
intermediary wherein coincidence with the Mark would be a purely expedient affair

(1828: 532-3).

The Mark model was highly influential and drew insular scholarship (e.g. Maine 1861;
1883; Seebohm 1890) into a longer standing current of thought in Germany (cf Nasse
1872; Gneist 1886). The crucial link however is with Jacob Grimm, a frequent
correspondent with Kemble (Wiley 1971), whose Die Deutsche Rechtsaltertiimer
(1828) and Weisthiimer (1840-1869) examined ancient legal practices throughout
northern Europe. These works comprise the modern well-spring of the school of
thought favouring Germanic democracies, strongly influenced by Tacitus’ Germania
and influential in turn on the works of Kemble, Stubbs and others in England. Without
descending into a critique of this model of common northern legal and political
practice, there is the more prosaic matter that there is no serious evidence for the

Mark in England. The cited mearcmot in Lincolnshire could as easily refer to an
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undifferentiated boundary meeting place while Kemble’s mearcbeorh (1849: 55-6) is
more convincingly translated by Bosworth and Toller as ‘boundary hill’ (1882: 674).
Instead what one witnesses is a German model inserted wholesale into an Anglo-
Saxon context for two reasons: Bede tells us that the Anglo-Saxons had sailed from
the Continent (Colgrave and Mynors 1969: 50) and that the tenth-century Hundred
Ordinance bears some relation to practice detailed in the Salic Laws and earlier, the
Germania. It is untenable. The relationship proposed between the hundred and the
Mark is largely speculative and it is unclear whether Kemble considers the hundred
a dormant, abiding principle that becomes active in the process of state formation,
or else a late introduction. The distinction made between the corporate and
territorial hundred does reflect the real and continuing problem of contextualising
the hundred in relation to landed property, though the link he makes between the
northern Tenmanetales and southerly tithings does strengthen the case of corporate
primacy for at least this construct (Kemble 1849: 243). Overall the hundred is a side-
issue in The Saxons in England to the main matter of articulating his theory of the

Mark.

The floruit of the Germanic tradition in English constitutional scholarship is marked
by William Stubb’s Constitutional History of England (1874). Stubbs is avowedly of
the opinion that the hundred represented the original folk districts and communities
of settlers from the Continent in the fifth and sixth centuries and that they echoed
the pagi of Tacitus (Stubbs 1874: 77, 103-4). The phrase “centeni ex singulis pagis”
from the Germania (Mattingly 1970: 6.5) then leads him to draw connections
between this and the hundred on the one hand, and the mallus of Frankia, haerred
of Scandinavia and huntari of parts of Germany (Stubbs 1874: 103). Etymological links
are posited between the maedel of the Laws of Hlothere and Eadric of Kent
(Liebermann 1903: 10; Stubbs 1874: 114) and the Frankish mallus to strengthen this
connection. Other links are drawn between the analogous roles of the
centenarius/thunginus and graf of the Salic mallus and the hundreds-ealdor and
gerefa of the hundred and wapentake in the late Anglo-Saxon law-codes (ibid: 112;

Drew 1991: 158; cf Stubbs 1908: 135). Despite this the origin of the application of the
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term hundred is presented in a more confusing way. The pagi, or by whatever other
name the older districts went, were termed hundreds after the erection of the
hundred court in that district, according to Stubbs (1874: 103-5). After a
hypothesised period of re-organisation by Wessex prior to the Hundred Ordinance,
noted from William of Malmesbury’s ascription of the hundredal system to Alfred
(Stubbs 1887: 129), the name was then applied to older districts conquered or
reconquered by Wessex in southern Mercia and the Danelaw (Stubbs 1874: 108). In
variant fashion the hundred is then an ambiguous category, somewhere between an
imposed or renamed administrative construct. In corresponding fashion he proposes
that it emerged from an idealised warrior band of one hundred, while acknowledging
deviations from this. This disparity in practice is deployed to explain, to an extent,
the great variation in the size of hundreds, at least in the kingdom of Wessex (ibid:
77, 105). The placement of the court in an older district and the northern expansion

is taken to explain the rest of the diversity.

Stubbs does make an important point. The hundred was clearly a widespread,
ancient and abiding organisational concept in parts of central and north-western
Europe (cf MacCotter 2008: 109-24). It does not, however, automatically follow that
this was characteristic of Anglo-Saxon England prior to the tenth century. Stubbs
presents the hundred as an ancient institution which for puzzling reasons appears to
be applied in England only from the tenth century onwards. In order for the argument
to persist the Anglo-Saxon territories need to be framed as part of an ancient
Germanic continuum. In contrast to Kemble (1849), the Constitutional History
demurs over the presence of the Mark in England (Stubbs 1874: 89-90). That said, in
a later lecture series Stubbs enthusiastically supported the very same theory (1906:
11). He is more wedded to the pagus and its roots in military bands of centeni. Thus
the weaponry referenced in the Old Norse term vdpnatak is taken to support this
view but is also treated ultimately as a gloss, again for an older district. It likewise
treats Scandinavian influence in the administration of the north as at best superficial
while the potential subdivision of wapentakes into hundreds in Lincolnshire is framed

as analogous to the shipsokes of Wessex. Stubbs is in general wary of positioning the
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various districts within a hierarchical schema (1874: 112), probably because he
perceives the larger part of this political landscape as formalisations of ancient,
popular, local and autonomous courts, a view tinged by Teutonic leanings and

nationalistic sentiment (Stubbs 1908: 136-7, 150-1).

Frederic Maitland's best known contribution to conceptions of Anglo-Saxon law was
in the jointly authored A History of English Law Before the Time of Edward |, with
Frederick Pollock (1898). It is therefore surprising that in the opening chapter on
'Anglo-Saxon Law' the hundred merits hardly any attention. Maitland glosses the
contents of the Hundred Ordinance before stating that it was “the judicial unit, so to
speak, for ordinary affairs” (1898: 42). It is expressly linked with archaic, implicitly
primitive, conciliar practice as one of several types of assembly when it is stated that
“probably the public courts were always held in the open air” (ibid: 37-8). More
helpfully Maitland points out that Anglo-Saxon law-codes in general were dominated
by the themes of cattle-theft and wounding and thus one should not take the
Hundred Ordinance at face value in its treatment of the hundred as primarily an anti-
rustling device. This chapter also highlights elements of collective responsibility in
the hundred from the Laws of Cnut, contrasting with Stubbs’ claim that this was a
Norman innovation (Stubbs 1906: 52, 83). Patrick Wormald has subsequently
explained that this light treatment was a result of an uneven division of labour
between Pollock and Maitland (1999: 16). Even so Maitland appears to have had a
chance to redress the balance somewhat in a later chapter on judicial structures. This
stresses the great similarities found between the hundred and shire courts, operating
in a very similar fashion at a wider geographical scale (Pollock and Maitland 1898:
530). As with the hundred, the shire in law-codes referred to each of the territory,

corporate body and court (ibid: 547).

One must look elsewhere for a more cogent analysis of this unit. In his lecture series
on the Constitutional History of England in 1887-8 Maitland proposed that the
hundred in England dated to post-Roman settlement in the fifth and sixth centuries

by way of the similarities found with synonymous administrative constructs on the
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Continent (Maitland 1908: 44; cf MacCotter 2008: 109-24). This theme is not
explored further in the lectures but evidently he borrowed heavily from Stubbs'
enthusiasm for ancient Germanic popular democracies (1908: 136-7). Much of what
Maitland has to say hinges upon the uneasy and shifting relationship between tenure
and jurisdiction. On the one hand the private hundred did not necessitate tenure or
lordship within its geographical ambit (Pollock and Maitland 1898: 558). However,
there was clearly also a link between ‘free” hundreds and royal or comital manors on
the one hand, and private hundreds and private manors on the other (Maitland 1897:
126). Certainly it is clear that hundredal jurisdiction did not in principle have a
tenurial basis. Instead lordship of the hundred developed as the understanding of
jurisdiction changed. In short it was progressively acknowledged that all jurisdiction
devolved to the crown and so the crown could alienate and apportion this to others
of high rank (Maitland 1908: 44). Further Maitland argues that the distinction
between the profits of jurisdiction (as outlined in the Hundred Ordinance) and
jurisdiction proper became confused (Maitland 1897: 328-9). The two in tandem

made the hundred ripe for acquisition.

While there is copious evidence from both Domesday Book and the later medieval
period to support Maitland’s assertion that “the two courts [manorial and hundredal]
arise from different principles” (1897: 124), Maitland’s proposal would have it that
the hundred was once a reified sphere independent of property rights. He states that
“the shire and the hundred...which in times past have been constituted by the free-
men of the district...are now constituted by the freeholders of the district” (Maitland
1908: 105). In essence popular folk and ancient assemblies of the type evoked by
Stubbs have been aggressively compromised by the twin assaults of tenure and royal
power. Yet, the presence of the hlaford in the Hundred Ordinance would suggest that
this process was already well under way in the early tenth century with no prior
evidence to demonstrate the ostensible independence of an analogous gemot, ping
or maedel from proprietary control. Despite positioning the hundred within an
ancient Germanic milieu Maitland is more cautious about whether it is a top-down

or bottom-up construct. He stresses, controversially, that deliberations continued to
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be held at a local level, while royal and/or lordly officials ‘merely’ presided (Maitland
1897: 133). Conversely he is keen to demonstrate, by way of the Oswaldslaw charter
and its relations to the Domesday Worcestershire assessments, that the hundred was
a division of the shire rather than an accretion of hundreds, in contrast to the pagi of
Stubbs and the marks of Kemble (Maitland 1897: 519-524; cf Wormald 1995; Brooks
1998). Maitland is most convincing in articulating the position of the hundred with
respect to the manor at the turn of the first millennium, less so with regard to its

origins.

Before turning to matters of the twentieth century, Lawrence Gomme’s Primitive
Folk Moots (1880) must be considered. Through a panoply of references to Grimm'’s
Die Deutsche Rechtsaltertiimer (1828) Gomme chiefly saw the ancient character of
hundredal and other assemblies in their ‘primitive’ aspect. Most notably this was by
way of outdoor assemblies, such as Aethelwine’s hundredal meeting outside of the
north door of Ely (e.g. Gomme 1880: 66). Where Liebermann (1913: 40) saw this
simply as a practical matter Gomme perceived the outdoor assembly to be a practice
steeped in a symbolism ubiquitous to the spread of the so-called Aryan peoples (ibid:
11-3). Gomme proceeded to conceive of the hundred as a marriage between the
primitive features of an earlier patriarchal society and the supposedly Roman norms
of hierarchical territorialisation found in the developing state (ibid: 223-5). While the
inferences derived have been of little subsequent influence in historical scholarship,
Primitive Folk Moots was the first work to seriously attempt a synthesis of assembly
form and was much more important in developing toponomastic and archaeological
approaches to the subject of assembly practices (e.g. Anderson 1934; Mortimer and

Sheppard 1905: 395).

It has been proposed that hundredal scholarship in the later twentieth century made
quite the about turn, shifting from the Whiggishness of enduring Germanic
commonwealths to the incursions of royal power into the varied iterations of local
governance. As ever this, distinction is too simple. Maitland made much of the

ambiguity to be found in evidence that could be presented for models either of top-
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down or bottom-up governance and even in Stubbs a significant period of re-
organisation is cited at a time prior to the production of the Hundred Ordinance. The
significant difference in early twentieth-century scholarship is the increasing focus
upon specific hundredal aspects — the court, the corporate body, the presiding
officers and the territory. In this Gomme was very much a pioneer. William Morris’
The Medieval English Sheriff (1927: 20) highlighted the overlapping aspects of the
role of the gerefa in the hundred and the shire respectively in order to argue for an
archaic reeveship imperfectly divided between the two spheres. Consideration of
territorial qualities also proceeded, with W.J. Corbett linking the centesimal
underpinnings of the Tribal Hidage with the later recorded hundred (1900: 198; see
also Oman 1910: 374). However Chadwick had already dismissed any formal link
between this organisational principle and territorial practice, at least prior to the
tenth century (1907: 154-5). He was in fact sceptical of any enduring format of local
government prior to the documented emergence of the hundred. Paul Vinogradoff
granted the household an analogous primacy in the local sphere in the early part of
the period but saw the hundredal territories as enduring reflections of far older
household federations (1913: 639). Conversely Jolliffe framed the territorial hundred
as a royal creation. In this view it was a rural reaction to the peace-guild and other
legislation of Aethelstan, formalised in the Hundred Ordinance (1937: 116-8). Royal
power in the localities was both enabled and also contingent upon the territorial
manifestation of the hundred (ibid: 120). Clarity demands it be said that this was an
argument for a kind of bespoke territoriality, whereby the statutes of the Ordinance
were deliberately limited to theft in order to effect a complementary imposition
north of Wessex upon older territories (ibid: 121). It is a strikingly different reaction
to the problem of irregular Wessex hundreds and Mercian uniformity. Many have
taken the latter to indicate that their disposition reflected new creations, or at least
the subdivision of far larger precursors (e.g. Christy 1928; Stenton 1943: 293).
Assessment is difficult when there is no clear scheme of a territorial model prior to
that displayed in Domesday Book, yet it does demonstrate that the royal dimension
to the hundred was gaining a credence it had not previously enjoyed. In this the

influence of Helen Cam’s 1932 paper ‘Manerium Cum Hundredo’, which exposed the
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seemingly routine links between manorial estates and hundredal jurisdiction, cannot
be overstated. The occurrence of the private hundred in the early medieval sources
indicated that the link was present in or near the time of the Hundred Ordinance and
so it yet again could be framed as a tool of elite control. This also meant that the
hundred was not necessarily an ancient embodiment of free local government,
partially fallen to the depredations of lordship, but rather a deliberate tool in the
exchange of administrative competencies between the manor at the local level and
the crown at the top. The manorial connection is very real, yet the idea of the
hundred as a tool of lordship depends on a ubiquity which cannot be found in any
county (Taylor 2012: 110). Ultimately this better serves as evidence of a fragmenting
consensus rather than the straightforward continuance of nineteenth-century norms.
It is Stenton (1943), in his great synthesis of Anglo-Saxon England, who arguably fails
to reflect this properly. He is right to stress that there are no known formal links
between the hundred and the folcgemot but elsewhere he states that “the Old
English court has all the features of an ancient popular assembly” (1943: 299) — the
lines of influence are very clear and in turn had a great impact on assembly studies

in toponomastics and archaeology developing at that time.

2.3.2 Summary

For much of the last millennium conceptions of the hundred have been as much, if
not more, shaped by the words of William of Malmesbury as they have by surviving
convention and procedure. Understandings of the hundred slowly developed
through a growing awareness of contemporary and past procedure on the Continent,
not least with Tacitus’ immortal phrase “centeni ex singulis pagis” (Mattingly 1970:
6.5). However their influence is largely a consequence of the consistently vague and
uneasy fashion in which the actual hundred was treated. While Leland may be
forgiven for his confusion over the status of Harthill wapentake (HAR-0) the damning
phrase of the earlier Dialogus, “ruricole melius hoc norunt” (Fitzneal et al: 101)
cannot so easily be excused from an official of the twelfth-century Exchequer. One

can only conclude that hundredal procedure was and remained a profoundly local
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affair, in some contrast to recently favoured notions of the extent of royal power in
the localities. This latter theme itself supplanted the idea that the hundred was but
one aspect of an enduring Germanic tradition of local democracy. While this strongly
accorded with the developing tradition of so-called ‘Whig History’ in England
(Butterfield 1931) its rise and subsequent fall in the mid twentieth century better
reflected the mores of German scholarship. Greater stress was placed on the specific
Scandinavian contribution to legal custom in England as part of this current but it
does not appear ever to have been pursued with particular vigour. The question of
hundredal origins has rather focused on assessing the relative proportions of
influence between Francia and insular innovation; of its development, few eyes have
been able to avert their gaze from the House of Wessex. One of the main problems
with all of this has been the frequent conflation of the varying aspects of the hundred
and wapentake — the court, the territory, the officers and the corporate body. Later
and contemporary work has begun to reveal the fruits of this process of division. The
chapter now turns to parallel work in place-name study and archaeological

endeavour before considering the contemporary activities of each.

2.4.1 Place-name study and assembly practices

The obvious starting point for any discussion of place-name evidence is with Olof
Anderson (later Arngart). The three volumes of English Hundred-names (1934; 1939a;
1939b) remain the only comprehensive study of the names of hundreds and
wapentakes in England, representing a point both of culmination and stasis in the
interplay of toponomastics and assembly studies. The methodology he employed to
identify documented (and to a lesser extent place-name attested) assemblies and fix
their location in the landscape has never truly been challenged despite significant
problems. Both the survey and its methodology remain current today, for instance
forming the basis of UCL's Landscapes of Governance project. Indeed it can be argued
that Anderson was in fact merely elaborating upon the nineteenth-century work of
Isaac Taylor (1864). Many of these issues derive from earlier assumptions as to the

character of outdoor assemblies, as exemplified in John Kemble's The Saxons in

44



England (1849) and Lawrence Gomme's later Primitive Folk Moots (1880).

This section considers developments prior to the foundation of the English Place-
name Society in England and more specifically in the north of the country. In
particular this concerns how the methodology Ekwall employed for the Place-names
of Lancashire (1922) set the template for the subsequent Survey. It then turns to
examine how the early medieval themes espoused by the society and its
organisational principles have influenced assembly studies before moving to discuss
Anderson's English Hundred-names (1934) in depth. The section concludes with a
brief examination of place-name based assembly studies parallel to Anderson's own

work before considering the more recent work of Audrey Meaney and Aliki Pantos.

2.4.2 The background to English place-name study

The foundation of the English Place-name Society represented the formalisation and
systematisation of existing currents of place-name analysis in England. The earliest
significant example comes from Bede himself who sought, in his Historia Ecclesiastica,
to provide solutions to a number of toponyms (Colgrave and Mynors 1969). These
included Gateshead, rendering it as ad caprae caput - “the Goat's Head” - and
Hartlepool, interpreting Hereteu as “the island of the Hart” (ibid: 280, 293). There
was a notable resurgence in concern for place-names in the sixteenth century, as
demonstrated by such luminaries as Archbishop Matthew Parker (Spittal and Field
1990: 3) and works including John Leland's Itinerary (Leland and Smith 1907;
Fitzsimons 1944: 455) and William Lamparde's Perambulation of Kent (1576; Terrill
1985: 165). However, interest in the field was not matched by a commensurate
understanding of linguistic development and it was only in the later nineteenth
century that philological advances in European scholarship facilitated incisive
toponomastic analyses. That said, the significance of assembly-attesting elements for
‘assembly’ like ping and (ge)mot had been long known, and was engaged with by
John Kemble (1849) and Francis Palgrave (1832) among others, while Old English

elements such as (ge)mot had survived in the language as 'moot'. This is no better
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demonstrated than in Skene's description of 'the mute hill of Scone' (quoted in
O’Grady 2008: 11) in Scotland and later in the same country in Hibbert's 'Memoir on
the Tings of Orkney and Shetland' (1831) in which he sought to set the 'tings' within

a three-fold hierarchy of administration.

The inception of a systematic approach to English place-names is marked in particular
by the work of three scholars in the late nineteenth century. Henry Bradley had
attempted an early synthesis of the topic in his English Place-Names (1882) while
Walter Skeat had gone so far as to propose a methodology for further work in
Principles of English Etymology (1891), developing this with toponomastic county
surveys for Cambridgeshire and Bedfordshire respectively (1901; 1906). The third,
Canon lIsaac Taylor, was the first to specifically gather together hundred and
wapentake names and in this sense can be considered Anderson's direct precursor.
Words and Places (1864) considered not only these but also other assembly-attesting
place-names, e.g. mot (ibid: 200), and even sought to set these names in categories
(ibid: 197). This had a notable influence on Gomme's Primitive Folk-Moots (1880:
198-259) and Taylor returned to the topic with a dedicated chapter in Names and
their Histories (1896: 358-365). As such it can be argued that while the studies of
Anderson (1934; 1939a; 1939b), and later Meaney (1993; 1997), have benefited from
subsequent developments in toponomastic scholarship their assembly

methodologies do not significantly differ in quality from that of Taylor.

There had been a number of studies particular to northern England in the late
nineteenth and early twentieth century before the foundation of the English Place-
name Society. One of the earliest was E. Maule Cole's study On Scandinavian Place-
names of Yorkshire (1879) — vicar of Wetwang and frequent collaborator with John
Mortimer. Further works on Yorkshire were later produced by Moorman for the West
Riding (1910) and Goodall for the southern portion of the selfsame district (1913).
Meanwhile Charles Jackson had produced one of the earliest surveys for County
Durham (1916). Yet, it is the surfeit of activity in the north-west that brought about

the society proper.
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The Place-names of Lancashire (1922) by Eilert Ekwall, a philologist from the
University of Lund, set the standard for the proposed county-by-county survey of the
English Place-name Society. Ekwall sought to apply a more comprehensive approach,
granting commensurate attention to the topographic aspects of toponyms alongside
greater cognizance of Scandinavian and Brittonic language-elements. This built upon
the parallel eponymous survey of Wyld and Hirst (1911), which itself was shadowed
by the Reverend Sephton's own Handbook of Lancashire Place-Names (1913).
Crucially, he organised the Lancastrian survey according to the division of hundreds,
a pattern that continued through subsequent volumes of the English Place-name
Society survey. However, while there was an increasing tendency, e.g. in the surveys
for Surrey (Gover et al 1934) and Worcestershire (Mawer, Stenton and Houghton
1927), to pose meeting place solutions for the district names, Ekwall made no such
attempt (1922: 23, 65). In a similar fashion there was little engagement with the few
identifiable place-name attestations of assembly in Lancashire, such as Spellow,

Moothaw and Thingwall (ibid: 258).

As mentioned, the Place-names of Lancashire (1922) formed the template for the
county surveys of the English Place-name Society. This structure was reflected in the
earlier-published Place-names of Northumberland and Durham (1920) by Allen
Mawer. The methodology that was to set the agenda of the society was outlined by
Walter Sedgefield in the Introduction to the Survey of English Place-names (1924: 2).
Sedgefield, the previous author of the Place-names of Cumberland and Westmorland
(1915), specified the need to trace the earliest known forms of toponyms, divide the
names into habitative and topographic terms and subsequently categorise and
inspect sub-groups within these, e.g. OE dun and ON bwait in light of the physical
topography. Mawer's Place-names and History (1922) shadows much of this, but also
presented the first 'official' view of the society on what were considered the
appropriate characteristics of an assembly. In summary this was an outdoor
landscape focus such as a tree, mound or stone, in a position both remote and

accessible. This increased interest is also reflected in the study area in both Hugh
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Smith's Place-names of the North Riding of Yorkshire (1928) and Mawer's study of
Northumberland and Durham (1920), each of which attempted to fix the associated
locations of the place-names. Outside the English Place-name Society survey, Christie
proposed topographic solutions for the Essex hundreds, for instance connecting the
ford name element in Uttlesford hundred with a Mutlow hill just north of a crossing
of the river Cam (1928: 188-9). This was followed a year later by Reaney who took a
particular interest in the site of Mustow in Essex, proposing the name to be derived
from OE mot-stow (1929: 63). At any rate where consideration was applied to the
meeting places of hundreds, it was either attempted piecemeal or at a local scale. As
will be shown below, this particular interest developed strongly in toponymic studies
in the first half of the twentieth century, reaching its zenith in Anderson's English
Hundred-names (1934; 1939a; 1939b). First however, consideration must turn to

related foci of study in toponomastics.

2.4.3 Place-name approaches to Anglo-Saxon and Scandinavian settlement

The methodological focus on the earliest identifiable name elements echoed
analytical concerns that dominated the proceedings and work of the English Place
Name Society then and to a certain extent now. Ekwall firmly stated that “the English
place-names, with the exception of pre-English ones, cannot be older than the fifth
century” (1962: 1). Thus, the earliest period of Anglo-Saxon settlement drew the
majority of attention. This stood alongside a concomitant focus upon the potential
survival of Brittonic-speaking communities (Cameron 1996: 44; Faull 1980: passim;
Coates 2007: 51) and the later initial phases of Scandinavian settlement (Fellows-
Jensen 1972; 1978a; 1985). Early phases of Anglian settlement were scrutinised
through the attempted identification of the earliest name-elements. John Kemble
had earlier specified two. The first was the element geé, as found in the Kentish
toponyms Eastry and Lyminge, which he argued was cognate with the German Gau
(1849; Copley 1963: 43). The second was the Old English -ingas name element,
supposedly indicative of the earliest tribal groupings after the adventus saxonum in

their respective Marks (Kemble 1849). Both these views were espoused by Ekwall
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(1936: xxvii-xxviii; 1962: 111) and reiterated in the mid twentieth century by Graham
Copley (1963: 34) and Kenneth Cameron (1961: 64). Ekwall went further and sought
to demonstrate this conclusively by comparing the distribution of the -ingas name
element and the sites of early Anglo-Saxon cemeteries (1962: 113; Cameron 1996:
67). Despite the qualms of J.N.L. Myres about this potential correlation (1986: 36) it
stood unopposed until John Dodgson presented a systematic re-examination of this
supposed pattern (1966). In short, the locations in question either bore traces of the
-ingas element, or else mortuary activity, but rarely both (Gelling 1978: 109). Further,
Joost Kuurman then showed that, in contradiction to earlier conceptions of a
chronological development from -ingas to -ingham and thence to further iterations,
e.g. Woking, Wokingham, Wokingfield (Copley 1963: 38), -ingham names were in fact
likely to be earlier (Kuurman 1975). Despite these critiques, the -ingas and -ingham
elements are still considered early, e.g. Bede's Ingetlingum, just not indicative of the
earliest phase (Colgrave and Mynors 1969: 256; Cameron 1998: x). Other elements
have been argued to enjoy an earlier provenance. Barrie Cox (1973) has proposed
that the Old English name element -ham as found in the Midlands is liable to be
earlier than the -ing formation, though some caution is required given its identical
pronunciation to the Old English -hamm, meaning promontory (Watts 2004: xlv).
Likewise Ekwall's other argument for an early date for the -wic element has largely

stood unopposed (1964: passim).

The implications of these inferences for the Yorkshire area are twofold. First of all,
Cox's -ham pattern simply does not apply for the East Riding of Yorkshire (Faull 1984:
140). Secondly, setting a later estimate for the occurrence of the -ingas element in
southern and eastern England still means that they would date to the earliest phase
of Anglian expansion in the north-east, if these are to be equated with the reign of

Aethelfrith (Faull and Moorhouse 1981: 181).

Given the emphases and biases found in the early medieval written record, place-
name material also forms the primary source of evidence for Scandinavian

settlement in the former Anglo-Saxon kingdoms (Cameron 1965: 4; Ekwall 1936:
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xxviii). It also exists in a complex relationship with what is known of the extent of
Anglian settlement, masking its distribution to a degree and thus making estimates
of settlement disposition difficult to gauge (Fellows-Jensen 1978b: 46). Scandinavian
name elements are even more important to the present study in terms of their
distribution as regards territorial nomenclature and its relations to the wider
distribution of name elements (Cameron 1965: 6; Fellows-Jensen 1972: 229; 1978a:
344; 1985: 381). This also has an effect on the interpretation of other assembly-
attestations. For instance, Allen Mawer's dismissal of Dingbell Hill in Northumberland
(see Section 2.4.5 below) as an assembly site is based largely on the assumption that
it is situated outside the then known regions of Scandinavian settlement (Mawer

1919: 95).

The most significant study in recent years on the intensity of Scandinavian settlement
patterns has been that of Gillian Fellows-Jensen, who examined the distribution of
the elements by and borp in the Midlands and Yorkshire, considering instead the
elements by and tun in the counties of north-west England (1972; 1978; 1985). This
was combined with an examination of the relevant wapentake names, revealing
patterning that was unusual to say the least. First of all, Scandinavian-influenced
wapentake and hundredal names demonstrated significant clustering. Thus, in the
region of the Five Boroughs, the Lincolnshire wapentakes were overwhelmingly
Scandinavian in nomenclature, in marked contrast to the Old English forms of many
of their analogues in Northamptonshire (Fellows-Jensen 1978a: 344). This is also
reflected in the meeting-place names themselves. Fourteen are Old English in origin
in Northamptonshire, compared to the thirteen that are Scandinavian in appellation
in Lincolnshire (ibid). Old English territorial names predominate in the north-west,
though the frequent use of the Old English element -dalr is suggested by Fellows-
Jensen to indicate Anglian co-option of the Brittonic strath and thus pre-Anglian
territorial arrangements (Fellows-Jensen 1985: 384). In Yorkshire, only one of the
North Riding wapentakes is considered to be Scandinavian — Maneshou (MAN-0;
later Ryedale [Faull and Stinson 1986]; Table 13) —though debate continues over the
status of Halikeld (HAL-0; Fellows-Jensen 1972: 229). The West Riding wapentakes
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host two definite Scandinavian names — Staincross (STC-0) and Osgoldcross (OGC-0)
— though there are three candidates — Agbrigg (AGB-0), Ainsty (AIN-0) and Barkston
Ash (BARK-0) — that could be hybrids (Table 13; Table 14; ibid). Finally, at least five of
the Domesday East Riding hundreds are argued to bear Scandinavian names — Scard
(SCAR-0), Holderness (HOL-0; actually three units), Turbar (TUR-0), Toreshou (TOR-0)
and Sneculfcros (SNE-0; ibid). If this pattern were not unusual enough, the county of
Leicestershire predominates in Scandinavian toponyms, while its wapentakes bear a
majority of Old English name elements (Fellows-Jensen 1978a: 344). This is evidently
a complex picture and one that has yet to be adequately explained. Fellows-Jensen
herself readily accepts a significant degree of co-option of existing territorial
arrangements by incoming migrants, but its intensity and character remains largely
opaque (Fellows-Jensen 1985: 383-384). Considering the difficulties in distinguishing
Danish and Hiberno-Norse settlement patterns, alongside recent scepticism over the
Scandinavian character of the so-called “Grimston hybrids”, the picture becomes yet
more trying (Fellows-Jensen 2008: 126). The next theme to be considered is

Anderson’s work itself.

2.4.4 Anderson and the English hundred names

Anderson outlines no explicit methodology in the introduction to the first volume of
English Hundred Names (1934), describing it as an “etymological investigation” (ibid:
xvii) though it is clear that in most respects it follows the pattern of Ekwall’s Place
Names of Lancashire (1922), with the increased topographic focus evident in the
work of Mawer and Smith. While a good deal of the introduction is devoted to the
form and topography of hundredal meeting places, Anderson is careful to broaden
his terms of reference, investigating instead names that could signify “a district, a
meeting place or a manor” (Anderson 1934: xxvi). It is explicitly concerned with the
names of pre-Conquest hundreds, including those considered analogous, such as the
northern wapentakes and Sussex rapes, across the entirety of England. On occasion
Anderson considers proximate place-names attesting to assembly practices (what

Pantos later referred to as ‘Type 2’ assemblies; 2001), such as Spellow Clump (SPC-1)
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near Driffield (DRI-1), though there is no attempt at systematisation in this respect.

Anderson's approach is best illustrated by the way he tackles the study area of the
present thesis. There are no entries for Northumberland, as its wards are considered
a post-Conquest arrangement (1934: xxiv). The wards of County Durham meet a
similar fate, with the sole exception of Sadberge wapentake, a unit first documented
in the post-Conquest period that receives a cursory entry. There is no accompanying
toponym solution, presumably as its inclusion rested entirely upon the wapentake
nomenclature. Interestingly, Bamburgh ward in Northumberland was occasionally
referred to as Bamburgh wapentake (Bateson 1893: 1) and its absence here serves

to demonstrate the inconsistency of the approach.

The Ridings of Yorkshire receive a good deal more attention, not least due to Hugh
Smith's then on-going place-name survey, a source of intermittent disagreement
over topographic identifications in the text (Anderson 1934: 7n). In the Yorkshire
ridings the organisation is fairly standard, indicating the extent of the district, the
etymology of the name, the proposed origin and finally the solution of the toponym.
That said, it is a flexible system, outlining the etymology of divergent earlier names,
e.g. Bulmer and Bolesford wapentake in the North Riding (BOL-0; ibid: 6) and Claro
Hill/Burghshire wapentake (CLA-0/BUR-0) in the West riding (ibid: 21). Full entries
are not always given and where they do appear, usually favour the toponymic-
topographic relationship of the earlier (read Domesday) entry. The organisation
becomes more puzzling still in the East Riding, where the Domesday hundreds are
grouped under their coterminous wapentakes and afforded only brief summaries,
despite Anderson's explicit rejection of Isaac Taylor's proposition of the East Riding
hundred as a sub-wapentake unit (Anderson 1934: 11; Taylor 1888). The
identification of the hundredal and wapentake meeting places ideally depended on
the acquisition of place-names identical or cognate to the district name. However
there are numerous examples of ambiguous identifications in the north-east. In the
East Riding of Yorkshire no less than four sites are submitted by Hugh Smith as

plausible locations for the meeting place of Buckrose wapentake (BUC-0). Solved as
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ON “Bukki's cross” (Smith 1937:119-120), a monument likely to have fallen foul of
time, the element Bukki was instead sought in two separate “Bugdales” on the 1%
edition Ordnance Survey maps as well as the modern settlements of Buckton Wolds
and Bugthorpe (ibid). This profusion related greatly to the perceived need for a
centrally placed wapentake assembly, an ideal that favoured Buckton Wolds (ibid). It

is these conceptions that concern the next section.

2.4.5 Assembly characteristics in place-name research

Anderson's approach to the identification of meeting places merits the most
attention for the purposes of the present study. There is compelling evidence of an
underlying conception of the form of the assembly, one that guided both Anderson,
and contemporaries such as Mawer and Smith, in the attribution of a location for a
given meeting place. In one of Mawer's earlier works, in relation to Dingbell Hill in

Whitfield, Northumberland, he writes:

“It is not probable that a Scandinavian thing was ever held in Whitfield. Rather the
hill was so-called because it reminded some Scandinavian settler, possibly Ulfr of
Ouston...of the hill on some far-distant plain of assembly in his own home-land”

(Mawer 1920: 63),

This comes with no accompanying explanation, just a firm conviction as to the form
of an assembly. Anderson himself writes in relation to Skyrack wapentake in West

Yorkshire (SKY-0):

“Burcheleiam he [Hugh Smith] would take to refer to Burley in Wharfedale, which for

several reasons would be a good meeting place” (Anderson 1934: 22-23).

While Anderson is rarely explicit about the process of reasoning in the survey itself,
he does attempt to outline myriad aspects of the form of a hundredal meeting place

in his introduction to English Hundred Names when discussing types of hundredal
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names (1934: xxxiii-xxxix). Practical identification has been more difficult. Where
there were no clear toponymic connections between a hundred/wapentake name
and a focal point in the district, 'appropriate' sites of assembly were sought, based
on the perceived aspects of these assemblies. Not all of these aspects deployed by
Anderson and his contemporaries were however made explicit. Some, such as the
outdoor character of assembly, are applied without any critical explanation or
mention of any kind. Below, a number of these aspects are illustrated through their
use in English Hundred Names and Smith's English Place-name Society volumes for
the Yorkshire ridings. This identifies a number of the key features of what was

considered a suitable assembly site.

A Centrality appears to have been of key importance. “The most normal type of
hundred consisted of a more or less circular area surrounding a central meeting place,
but there are frequent variations from the type” (Anderson 1934: xli). Peripheral
locations are ascribed to shifting territorial arrangements, with centrality acting as
the guiding principle. For instance, Shiregreen in the West Riding is dismissed by

Hugh Smith as significant due to its peripheral location (Smith 1961a: 213).

A Neutrality is also an abiding theme throughout all three of the volumes of
English Hundred Names. In the many instances of ambiguous locations, common land
was treated as a suitable candidate for an otherwise lost location. As Anderson states,
“hundreds often met on the boundaries of parishes, or on commons, so as to be on
neutral ground” (1934: 159). Sharrow Head, again in the West Riding, is posited as
the district meeting place, following the solution of its toponym as ‘share of common

land’ (Smith 1961a: 196).

A Accessibility is the next concern. “A good meeting place should be easily
accessible from different quarters” (Anderson 1934: xxxiv). Communications form
another principal component. The location of Wingate Hill (WEST-1), the post-
Conquest Riding court for West Yorkshire, is reinforced by the presence of a Roman

road that crosses over it (Smith 1961d: 76). Further afield, difficulties in the
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identification of the meeting place for Plomesgate hundred, Suffolk, are resolved by
noting an eighteenth-century “Plomesgate Mill” near a meeting of two roads (ibid:

90).

A Distinctive landscape markers naturally play a strong part in toponyms, both
in general and for meeting places in particular. This component has in fact been
crucial to those who have attempted to make the transition from place-name based
assemblies to their material correspondences. Of course these approaches all rely
overly on both a seamless transition between media that is illusory, and the
predominance of the view of the assembly as a single focal point. At any rate certain
landscape markers recur frequently in the corpus of place-name evidence. Trees, for
example in the name Gerlestre (GERL-0; OE eorls-treow) in the North Riding
(Anderson 1934: 7), and mounds, especially prehistoric burial complexes, drew the
place-name scholars’ attention. Craike Hill (CRA-1) in the East Riding has its
importance emphasised for just this reason (Smith 1937: 167). Stones, poles and
woodland clearings also feature, and the list goes on. This has latterly been
developed by Meaney (1993) into a threefold categorical schema, discussed more

fully below.

A Aspect is an important related feature to the preceding category, in particular
the need for broad and open landscape views from the assembly location. Fingay Hill
(FGY-1) in the North Riding is described as the only prominent hill in the district
(Smith 1928: 128), while Landmoth (LAND-1), or ‘Land-meet’, again in the East Riding
is accorded significance by Smith in his Place Names of the North Riding for
overlooking Cod Beck (ibid: 206). To an extent this factor can be flagged up as another
novel landscape feature with which to focus attention; a mnemonic that contributes
towards the genius loci of the location. However this is often taken further,
particularly by Anderson, with sweeping views argued as a means to ensure meetings

were not disturbed by unwanted parties (1939a: 157).

A Territoriality also dominates conceptions of assembly in these place-name
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studies. When Smith drew up the EPNS volume for Westmorland, in the absence of
the standard hundred and wapentake divisions of earlier works, he found a striking
drop off in identified district names, with two Moota Hills being nigh the exception
to the rule (Smith 1967: 38, 119. The hundredal nature of many sub-shire divisions
would appear to have been encouraging hundredal identifications. Further, the
districts are generally considered to have been named after their meeting places,
allowing for subsequent renaming strategies (Anderson 1934: xxvii), a thesis
continued by Gelling (1978: 209). Certainly the presence or otherwise of a boundary
directly relates to the perceived centrality discussed above. It is an essentialist
assumption of a one-to-one relationship between unit and focal site which, though a

sometimes useful device, is dangerous to assume.

Conceptions of rural, open-air, small-scale monumentality have been so powerful it
has been difficult to evaluate their actual prevalence, given their influence in latter-
day hundredal identification. The varied aspects of this have wielded a powerful
influence, albeit one that inserted substantial circularity into the reasoning behind a
given location, especially considering the lack of any but circumstantial evidence for
the actual form and landscape disposition of an assembly. It seems relatively clear
that this model derives largely from nineteenth-century conceptions of the early
medieval assembly, as promoted by Kemble (1849), Grimm (1828) and later Gomme
(1880), and considered in more detail above in Section 2.3.1. One other line of
influence worthy of mention and more specific to those studying toponyms came
from the Norwegian historian Alexander Bugge, who proposed that the location of a
given assembly was to be found at the residence of a chieftain whose name was
taken for the district. Bugge argued this case for East Riding wapentakes such as
Buckrose (BUC-0), and his influence is variously evident in Ekwall (1924b: 87-8),
Mawer (1913: 143) and Anderson (e.g 1934: 14 for Buckrose, East Riding of Yorkshire).
Ultimately this issue illustrates both the limitations of place-name study and the
dangers of over-reliance on less-than-firm inferences from another discipline. The
topographic qualities of documented assembly sites have overly informed the

identification of territorial names (e.g. hundredal) with ‘suitable’ locations of dubious
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confidence. It is essential that there is either documented evidence for the location
or else longstanding evidence for the position of an assembly-attesting toponym, as

practiced in the methodology of the present study (see Section 3.1.2).

2.4.6 Summary

The first apparent problem with Anderson's survey is the nature of the dataset. Given
the notable caprice of the wapentake and, especially, the hundred (cf Cam 1932: 353),
a survey using this terminology to set the parameters of its focus will inevitably
conflate different types of unit over a broad span of time into an illusory patchwork
of territories. There is no clear means to establish parity between, say, the twelve-
carucate hundreds of parts of the Danelaw and their namesakes subsidiary to the
rapes and lathes of Sussex and Kent, let alone the “model” hundreds of later Mercia
(ibid). The justification of “etymological investigation” (Anderson 1934: xvii) can only
go so far, especially in the face of a highly irregular dataset that does not suit this

spartan methodology.

Further, it is difficult to offer an objective evaluation of Anderson's conclusions.
There is little attempt to calculate the frequency and distribution of various place-
name elements in the hundred names, nor does analysis extend solely to place-name
attested sites, such as Spellow Clump (SPC-1) near Driffield (DRI-1; Anderson 1934:
15n). This in fact extends beyond the hundred names themselves to the wider corpus
of English place-name data, where again matters of frequency and distribution were
poorly understood. Gelling (1981: 40) complains of a lack of quantification with
regard to Smith's English Place-Name Elements (1956), highlighting for instance the
chasm between the stated abundance of the OE treow place-name element and its
actual scarcity. In the first place then, patterns within the hundred names themselves
were not examined with sufficient rigour, presumably because of the influence of the
historically-driven model of assembly outlined above. Secondly, there was evidently
no clear way to contextualise these results within the wider corpus of English place-

names, a process which would have established hundredal toponymic and
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topographic properties on a more objective footing.

The clearest signifiers of assembly come from explicit documentation, two obvious
examples being charters with assigned locations and meetings recorded in the corpus
of annals. The most obvious is Domesday, outlining sub-shire units associated by the
Hundred Ordinance and its analogues with OE gemots. The ON bing is well attested
in both Norse and English literature, ranging from the post-Conquest Leges Henrici
Primi to the seventh-century Laws of Hlothere in Kent (Downer 1972; Oliver 2002:
126-146). Other common elements associated with assembly include OE spraec and
spell. However, the validity of others is debatable. Gomme (1880: 209-213)
enthusiastically vouched for OE scir as an element attesting to assemblies, such as at
Skyrack (SKY-0) in the West Riding of Yorkshire (Smith 1961b: 88). Later however,
Smith pointed out that as well as indicating 'shire’, it could also be used to mean

'shining' and areas of common and boundary land (Smith: 1956: 109-111).

Anderson was primarily concerned with the names of documented hundreds, though
he was keen to point out proximate names that attested to assembly, utilising a wide
range of elements, including OE stow (1934: xxxiv). It is a thesis that has now been
dealt considerable injury by Cederlof's re-evaluation of the word (1998). Pantos
(2001) examined a deliberately limited group of attesting names, including OE
(ge)mot, spell and the ON ping in order to avoid these pitfalls, noting that OE ping
and maedel in fact predominate in Anglo-Saxon literature rather than place-names.
It is a gradual process of re-evaluation, and it is largely impossible to draw a line
between direct attestations and attestations of related practice, such as the possible
boundary racetracks indicated by ON skeid (Atkin 1978). Place-name attestations

require a good deal of caution.

There is also the more general issue of chronology in place-name studies. As
mentioned above there has been considerable critique for the proposition that the
Old English —ingas and —ingham name elements highlighted the earliest sequence of

settlement (Ekwall 1936: xxvii-xxviii; Dodgson 1966). Margaret Gelling (1978) has
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identified three other areas where place-name evidence has been used as a temporal
marker on an uncritical basis. The first is Ekwall’s assumption that pagan names
indicated an early date (1935). Gelling points out that the distribution of the known
canon of heathen names does not match areas of early Anglo-Saxon settlement
(Gelling 1978: 110). Likewise the identification of obscure and archaic words with
early origins loses ground as more and more cease to be obscure (ibid). This is in part
a product of an emphasis on the earliest word forms, espoused by Sedgefield (1924:
2) and one that Victor Watts in the recent Cambridge Dictionary of English Place-
names (2004) sought to challenge, highlighting instead the toponomastic elements
“regardless of their antiquity” (ibid: vii). Place-names almost certainly have much to
offer in terms of honing and reworking chronologies of the early medieval period,
but it has not yet been able to situate toponymic developments within a detailed

chronological framework.

2.5.1 Early recognition of assembly within the archaeological record

The excavation of Mutlow Hill in Cambridgeshire by R.C. Neville in the mid nineteenth
century is arguably one of the earliest English examples of the incidental investigation
of an assembly site (1852). The nomenclature went without mention — Mutlow
equating to OE (ge)mot + hlaw [assembly mound] — as the excavator outlined the
discovery of a number of Bronze Age cinerary urns indicative of a prehistoric barrow.
Less attention was given to the circular foundation structure 35ft (c. 10.5 m) in
diameter constructed from chalk blocks and contiguous with the base of the mound
(Neville 1852: 229). Neither was much time spent on the assemblage of Roman
pottery, fibulae and coinage associated with both the mound and the circular
structure (ibid: 230). The absence of a primary interment and the respective 'halo'
distributions of Roman and Bronze Age material found around, rather than in, the
mound caused Adkins and Petchey to argue many years later for a post-Roman origin
for the complex (1984: 249). The claim is difficult to substantiate given that the
evidential base relies upon a poorly recorded antiquarian excavation. However

Neville, and later Adkins and Petchey, missed the earlier discovery of Anglo-Saxon
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burials on the north side of the hill in 1847 (Meaney 1964: 89).

John Mortimer specifically sought to investigate the large clusters of burial mounds
and other monumental structures found across the East Riding of Yorkshire in the
nineteenth century (Mortimer and Sheppard 1905). In three specific cases his
interpretation led to an assembly attribution, with explicit reference to Gomme's
Primitive Folk Moots (1880). The first was at the suggestively titled Moot Hill in
Driffield (DRI-1). The large number of Anglo-Saxon inhumations found in and around
this location in the nineteenth century, including some proximate to the mound,
encouraged Mortimer to link it with a presumed late seventh to early eighth-century
residence associated with Aldfrith of Northumbria (1905; Swanton 2000). Later
excavation revealed the mound to be a castle motte, although one with unusual
relationships to several Roman buildings and an early medieval ditch (Eddy 1983: 44-
45). Mortimer was also keen to suggest that the embankment crosses of North and
East Yorkshire — deeply puzzling and understudied cross-shaped earthworks —
reflected Christian-influenced places of local assembly (Figure 144; Mortimer and
Sheppard 1905: 388-96). Mortimer included in this category the rock-cut chalk
crosses found beneath mounds such as the Mill Hill in Kirkburn and Wetwang Cross
in Wetwang (WTW-1), both in the East Riding (1905: 261, 396). These rock-cut
crosses are now accepted as post-mills (NMR 2013: MON#64518), while the
embankment crosses such as at Wheldrake Ings, have been tentatively reinterpreted

as artificial rabbit warrens of monastic origin (NMR 2013: MON#1317511).

Harlow Hill, by contrast, represents an instance of a potentially assembly-driven
project waylaid by misfortune and shifting academic emphases. Miller Christy's early
synthesis of the Essex hundreds included mention of Harlow hundred, and the then
recent reports of Roman remains on top of Harlow Hill (1928: 190-1). Christy
subsequently undertook to investigate these reports, though regrettably he passed
away during the course of the dig. An interim report was published by Mortimer
Wheeler in the Antiquaries Journal, though this focused solely upon the architecture

of the uncovered Roman temple complex, an emphasis later repeated by France and
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Gobel in their report of the site (Wheeler 1928; France and Gobel 1985). Likewise,
while Jacquetta Hawkes took the time to consider the toponym of Mottistone on the
Isle of Wight, OE motere + stan (speaker's stone) — her excavation was entirely
focussed upon proving the artificial nature of the mound upon which the stone
rested (Hawkes 1957: 147, 155). Conversely, an earlier field report by O.G.S.
Crawford had at least considered the prospect of assembly, suggesting a nearby bank
as a possible amphitheatre (NMR 2013: MON#460354). Assembly aspects in all these
works were entirely contingent upon the competencies and cognizance of the

investigators.

The results from Yeavering, Northumberland, like those at Cheddar, attest to the
completion of excavations at a site which is known through documentary sources to
have been a place of royal visitation and gathering (Colgrave and Mynors 1969: 188).
Assembly was however, only one of its functions. The excavations conducted by Brian
Hope-Taylor at Yeavering in Northumberland in the 1950s sought to demonstrate
that the cropmarks earlier photographed by Kenneth St Joseph (Knowles and St
Joseph 1952: 270-271) were not that of a monastery but rather the villam regiam of
Adgefrin in Bede's Historia Ecclesiastica, where Paulinus baptised “those who flocked
to him from every village and district” (Colgrave and Mynors 1969: 188). Working
against an encroaching quarry, the excavation team revealed a striking layout of halls,
enclosures, earthworks and ancillary buildings. Hope-Taylor (1977) sought to phase
the site in accordance with the successive wars and successions of seventh-century
Northumbria as an enduring royal centre, but a number of the structures defied
simple categorisation. One such was building E “a structure of quite extraordinary
character and size” (Hope-Taylor 1977: 119), consisting of the foundation trenches
of what appeared to be a wooden theatre (Figure 2). Hope-Taylor considered it to
form a monumental focus for display and assembly. Paul Barnwell has latterly
compared it to stone-built examples of theatres in both Roman and post-Roman
Britain and France, though it as yet lacks suitable wooden comparanda (Barnwell
2005: passim). Like Mortimer, novel archaeological material drove an assembly

interpretation — in this case the evidence was more compelling but the emphasis in
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the interpretation was to deliver corroborating material evidence for an historic
framework for the age of Bede: assembly practices themselves were of little interest

in their own right.

The excavations of a royal palace at Cheddar, Somerset, between 1960 and 1962 by
Philip Rahtz presents an example that is difficult to categorise but represents deeper
engagement with assembly practices than other projects. While interpreted as a villa
regia its importance and presence in the Anglo-Saxon Chronicle was determined by
its function as a place for assembly, with meetings recorded in 941, 951 and 956 AD
(Rahtz 1979: 6). Its importance to the recognition of assembly as a facet of
archaeological research and practice can be found in the contrast drawn by Rahtz
between phases | and Il of the palace site. The initial ninth-century palace is discussed
as a royal residence of the House of Wessex in terms of architectural elaboration
(specifically the long hall and chapel), prestige goods, and the inclusion of a drainage
system (ibid: 373). The archaeological material also indicated that occupation of the
site may have been continuous to a degree, in marked contrast to periodic activity in
what the excavator refers to as a “clean” Phase Il (ibid: 374). In this tenth-century
phase the site had been fundamentally re-ordered. The old chapel was demolished
with a replacement built on the site of the old hall. The hall itself was replaced by an
elaborate successor to the south of the previous site (Figure 3). As mentioned, only
periodic evidence for occupation could now be found on an otherwise clean site (ibid:
374-375). Rahtz argued that this indicated a shift from a 'domestic' to a ‘ceremonial’
residence (ibid: 375). Crucially, phase Il represented the re-articulation of the entire
palace site in order to fulfil the needs of the witenagemot. In short, while Hope-Taylor
considered that Building E at Yeavering fulfilled an assembly function, Rahtz
presented the entirety of phase Il at Cheddar as a still unique morphological

exemplar for the tenth-century royal assembly.

The last example is Lowbury Hill, Oxfordshire. Atkinson excavated a rectangular
enclosure with a mound abutting its eastern side between 1913 and 1914 (Fulford et

al 1994). The enclosure was interpreted as a Romano-British farmstead on the basis
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of supposedly exiguous structural traces within, while the mound was revealed to
contain an early medieval, high-status burial (Rivet 1958: 140). Later Davies (1985)
argued that the enclosure formed the temenos for a temple, on account of the
significant coin-finds, including within the matrix of the barrow. Heinrich Harke (in
Fulford et al 1994: 203) argued that the barrow was a high-status burial of the
seventh or eighth century that sought to appropriate the enduring genius loci of this
one-time Romano-British site. Howard Williams took this one stage further,
indicating the wider position of Lowbury Hill at the southern extent of Blewbury
Hundred (from Blewburton Hill) and positing the barrow burial as an act of symbolic
control of the landscape (Williams 1999: 77). However there is evidence that there
was persistent low-level activity on the site across the Roman and early medieval
periods as evidenced by scattered and abraded Anglo-Saxon pottery types
throughout and a sub-Roman burial inserted into the wall of the enclosure (Fulford
et al 1994: 201). A tentative link was also drawn to Lewis' suggestion that the
Romano-British temple complexes served as nodes of popular assembly that may
have endured beyond the fall of the empire in Britain (Lewis 1966; Fulford et al 1994:
198).

2.5.2 Summary

Early archaeological approaches to Anglo-Saxon assembly were largely opportunistic.
Assembly was either a means of explaining novelty, or else a tertiary research
consideration to the matter of excavating a royal palace. Assembly practice as an a
priori archaeological research objective is very much a contemporary phenomenon,
detailed in Section 2.8.1 below. As such there has not been a large well-spring of
specifically archaeological scholarship from which to draw. However, assembly as an
explanation for ‘novelty’ in the archaeological record has continued, as seen with the

‘productive’ sites, detailed below (see Section 2.8.3).

2.6.1 Assembly in contemporary historical scholarship
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In the latter half of the twentieth century there was a distinctive turn in European
scholarship over the structure of governance in the developing kingdoms of Europe.
Where before royal power was conceived as emerging piecemeal from a widespread
tradition of Germanic egalitarianism, instead the active agency of the crown was
granted primacy, as control was extended into local government (Harding 1973; Loyn
1962; 1974; Sawyer 1983; Wormald 1986; Keynes 1990). Of course, as pointed out in
Section 2.3.1, this could be identified in the earlier work of Cam (1932: 1935; 1957b),
Morris (1927) and Sayles (1948) as the differing aspects of the hundred were teased
apart, yet a broad sense of consensus took time to develop. This transition, as one
hundred and fifty years before with Grimm, was paralleled, if not prompted by, a re-
conception of Germanic society as defined by “noble lordship, originating in domestic
authority over the household” (Murray 1988: 62; see also Schlesinger 1968;
Kristensen 1975).

In the Anglo-Saxon kingdoms it was argued that the hundred as a system was rolled
out and northwards in the tenth century as the House of Wessex established its
dominance over English Mercia and the wider Danelaw. Henry Loyn in particular
(1974: 4) conceived this as a scheme to regularise witness and discourage cattle-
rustling, a model that latterly displayed what could only be described as ‘mission-
creep’. In turn both David Roffe (2007: 195-6) and Peter Sawyer (1998: 138) have
argued the emergence of carucate assessment in northern England to be a
complementary and near contemporaneous process. In particular Roffe (2007: 194-
5) has highlighted the twelve carucate vill/hundred of the Danelaw identified by
Round as an analogous framework, at least in Lincolnshire (Roffe 1981) and the Five
Boroughs. It is not readily identifiable in the Ridings of Yorkshire. Consideration of
the differing aspects of the hundred has largely concentrated upon territorial
morphology. There have been no serious claims that the hundred was imposed on a

tabula rasa though much dispute as to what came before (Campbell 2000: 16). Loyn

L An interesting parallel can be drawn with the application of Marx’s ‘Germanic Mode of Production’
in recent Iron Age studies (1964). In essence the concept has been deployed to argue against existing

hierarchical models of Iron Age society, instead favouring conceptions of more levelled, segmentary

societies. See Hill (2011) for a fuller summary.
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took the divisions and taxable assessments of the Tribal Hidage to necessitate a court
of sorts as far back as the seventh century (1984: 140). He earlier suggested that the
regiones recorded in Bede may have served as a partial template (1962: 302). Cam’s
work on the tenurial connections between manorial estates and hundreds has
influenced several who have proposed the villa regales as one of the prime lynchpins
of the hundredal model (see Harding 1973; Reynolds 1999: 77). However precisely
the same evidence has led Loyn (1984: 141) and Roffe (2007: 283-4; 2010: 43-4) to
propose that this spatial coincidence in fact does not represent organic emergence
but rather the expedient imposition of a recent territorial construct over an older
situation. This is an excellent example of the maddening difficulties to be found in

the dating of boundaries (cf Bonney 1966; Goodier 1984).

Much recent attention has been given to the hundred as a product of the burhs and
here one should note the fluidity of functionality between the two evident in the
lawcodes (see Britnell 1978: 187; see Section 2.1.1). Both Roffe (2010: 40-1) and
Molyneaux (2011: 83-6) perceive a network of burhs commencing in Wessex before
spreading northwards. The legal practices associated with these were then
formalised and territorialised within the wider countryside as the hundred. Where
each frames hundredal development as an initiative of Wessex — the burh writ large
on the country - Roffe argues again that this process in Wessex occurred subsequent
to that witnessed north of the Thames. This argument is again based on the irregular
nature of the southern hundreds — one can as easily argue these to be indicative of
great age as later expediency. Conversely the presence of eighth- and ninth-century
execution sites on the boundaries of a number of these hundreds has been argued
to indicate their greater age (Reynolds 2009: 222). Yet again the controversies of

boundary dating prevent an easy resolution.

Comparatively less attention has been paid elsewhere within the strictly historical
setting. The consideration of names and places has necessarily been better suited to
the domain of the archaeologist and place-name scholar (e.g. Meaney; 1993; 1995;

1997; Turner 2000). Harding conceived the Wessex roll-out of the hundred as borne
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upon a “thegnly class of reeves” (1973: 17), in some cases purchasing lands in the
north to be consolidated within the crown of Wessex. There has not been the same
sort of debate over the roles of the officers of the hundred and this paucity is
evidently worthy of future attention. As for the functioning institution, Wormald has
conceived it as the formalisation and territorialisation of, in many cases, existing or
analogous legislation, tied together under the Carolingian rubric of ‘hundred’ (1999).
There is no readily perceivable opposition to this as an ideal of the hundred though
recently Levi Roach (2013: 4) and before that Timothy Reuter (1998; 2001: 433) have
counselled caution over any straightforward assumption that the matter of the law-
codes related in a consistent manner to actual hundredal practice on the ground prior

to the Norman Conquest.

2.6.2 Summary

What is clear is that the primacy of royal agency perceptible in these approaches is
tied strongly to the notion of the ‘Wessex roll-out’, whatever hue of that the author
may have chosen. The limitations of these analyses are also very evident. The dating
of the formalised hundred to the tenth century is contingent on the first appearance
of the terminology. All other aspects, in various guises, emerge earlier. The age of
the territories cannot be readily resolved and where they do show associations, be it
with executions, royal manors, and so on, these inevitably form distinct minority
patterns. Nothing appears to be ubiquitous - this was the same Achilles Heel that
afflicted Cam’s Manerium Cum Hundredo model eighty years previously. One may
yet firmly assert that hundredal morphology maintained a variety of relationships

with historical constructs.

2.7.1 Modern developments in place name study

Anderson's survey has remained the standard source of information for the

toponymy and topography of the English hundreds and wapentakes (Gelling 1978;

Sandred 1994), as has the methodology so employed. Subsequent English Place-
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name Society volumes have maintained much the same organising principle, divided
into these sub-shire units, engaging to a greater or lesser extent with their associated
toponymic and topographic solutions (e.g. Cox 1998-2011 for Leicester and Mills
2010 for Dorset). That said, one can detect a certain reticence to engage with
assembly in the more recent work of some of the luminaries of the English Place-
Name Society. Thus, in the chapter ‘Boundaries and Meeting Places’ in Gelling’s
Signposts to the Past (1978), assemblies themselves are only considered in brief at
the end (ibid: 211-214). Likewise Victor Watts, in his Dictionary of County Durham
Place-names (2002), singularly refuses to engage with potential assembly-attesting
names such as Sockburn (ibid: 115). There have been a number of small-scale
investigations, such as Davenport (1948) and Draper’s (1948) respective surveys of
the Middlesex hundreds and Barrie Cox’s consideration of the Leicestershire
wapentake names (1971). Unlike Anderson, Cox made a significant effort to integrate
consideration of assembly-attesting names alongside those documented as
wapentake assemblies. This consolidated a growing awareness of the importance of
such locations, as demonstrated by Dorothy Nail's own examination of the
Nutshambles (OE (ge)mot-sceamols) earthwork at Copthorne hundred in Surrey
(1961). This in turn advanced on the earlier work of Harvey (1947) in the selfsame
hundred which stuck more rigidly to the line espoused by Anderson. In large part this
was a product of the greater emphasis placed on field-names, such as Ye Spellow
Field (SPF-1) found near South Stainley in the West Riding of Yorkshire, a sub-
category of place-name studies that has received much attention from John Field

(1993: 237).

More recently Nicola Whyte has examined Smethdon hundred in Norfolk (2004)
while Gilbert has considered the distribution of place-names in and around Cresselau
hundred in Worcestershire to argue for disparate multi-functional conciliar activity
in its surrounds (2004: 217). Hundredal considerations have been extended further
by Cavill, who has used the word dingesmere in the poem the Battle of Brunanburh
to fix the location at Thingwall in the Wirral (2007: 41); and Balkwill (1993: 12), who

has proposed that the distribution of wic sites in fact indicates Roman and sub-
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Roman assembly centres. These studies have been small-scale, and where the form
of the hundred has been discussed, Anderson's conclusions largely remain
unchallenged, albeit on occasion given differing emphases. See for instance Gelling,
in Signposts to the Past (1978) who stresses liminal ‘nomansland’ qualities to the
hundredal assembly rather than centrality. At any rate Anderson remained the
standard work. Consideration finally turns to the two crucial works on English
assembly place-names in the last twenty-five years, that of Audrey Meaney and Aliki

Pantos.

In the mid-1990s Audrey Meaney produced a series of papers examining the names
of hundred-moots in the Cambridgeshire area (Meaney 1993; Meaney 1997).
Following on from the categories of meeting places developed by Anderson, of “a
district, a meeting place or a manor” (1934: xxvi), Meaney attempted to review this
by placing far greater stress upon the material aspects of hundredal assemblies
reflected in the place-name evidence. In so doing the assemblies of Cambridgeshire
could be compared to one another. The identified hundredal names were divided
into a primary category referring to nodes of communication; a secondary one of
natural landscape features; and a tertiary set of artificial landscape structures. In the
primary category one finds fords, bridges, road junctions and river mouths. In the
second, trees, springs, hills and assorted distinctive topographic features. Finally, the
third category comprises both purpose-built assembly structures — platforms, non-
sepulchral mounds and buildings and other structures adapted and/or adopted for

the purposes of a meeting place.

Quite before considering how these place-names relate to potentially associated
archaeological aspects, a number of problems become apparent. The categorical
divisions are simply not as clear as they may at first appear. In the arena of
communications an artificial road junction and the confluence of two navigable rivers
possess differing qualities. Further, as the strong evidence from early medieval
secondary barrow burials has shown, natural hillocks and earthworked

protuberances could be and were used in similar ways (Williams 1997; Turner 2000).
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The final category also places undue emphasis on a place, a hall say, as adapted for
meetings, rather than as a potentially multi-focal arena. Pantos has further pointed
out that the groupings Meaney sets are not based strictly on the nomenclature. Using
the example of conflated ford names and actual fords that do not bear such names,
Pantos argues that Meaney’s study has “moved almost imperceptibly from a
consideration of names to one of sites” (Pantos 2001: 18). Related to this is a failure
to engage with the presence of multiple foci at these sites, treating them instead as

singular locales (ibid: 21)

There is a greater issue however, and one which has re-emerged since Meaney’s
work. The sheer breadth of features listed in her tripartite formulation captures
nearly every single distinctive topographic and artificial feature in a given landscape.
It effectively neuters a detailed archaeological perspective and highlights well the
dangers inherent in the position of ‘handmaiden’ as much to toponyms as
documentary sources. It also ultimately does not stray very far from Anderson's own
approach. Without detailed further consideration of differing signals of assembly, it

will be very difficult for the archaeologist to determine what is not a meeting place.

A more recent attempt at re-evaluating and comparing the topographic elements of
the hundreds and wapentakes was made in the doctoral thesis of Aliki Pantos.
Despite the title, Assembly Practices in the Anglo-Saxon Period: Aspects of Form and
Location (2001), like its predecessor English Hundred Names (1934) is primarily a
work of place name study. However Pantos was well aware of the issues in both
Anderson and Meaney of cross-media inferences — of the slide from the name to the
site - and thus generating problematic locational attributions. Pantos' thesis
attempted to rectify some of the issues with the frequency and distribution of
hundredal names in central and southern England, for instance noting that “though
many assembly-places are centrally located within the hundred they belonged to, a
substantial number are not” (Pantos 2001: 169). Pantos also mapped the differing
name elements, drawing up graphs to indicate their relative proportions (ibid: 576-

583). It is vitally important that hundredal and other assembly names are
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contextualised within the wider body of place-names if the circularity of the

aforementioned assembly model is to be ameliorated.

Pantos' thesis also engaged with undocumented place-name attested assemblies
that Pantos called 'Type 2 sites', such as Landmoth, North Yorkshire (LAND-1) and
Thinghoudale (Lincolnshire) containing elements like OE (ge)mot and ON ping. Even
more valuable was the extended emphasis, building considerably on Meaney's
approach, upon the landscapes of assembly locations. The focus was still primarily
upon place names, but it would be the first work on English assembly studies to begin
to put into practice the potential to be harnessed in the archaeological record for the
characterisation and analysis of landscapes of assembly. A good example of this
comes from the in-depth examination of Mangrove Knob, Northamptonshire, in

terms of early medieval execution sites in its surrounds (Pantos 2001: 152-166).

Another line of investigation in the thesis looked at the views from a number of
assembly sites in order to assess intervisibility with other potentially related features
of the landscape. This goes some way towards developing a theme of aspect so
prevalent in Hugh Smith’s volumes on the West Riding Place-Names (1961a-f). Set
within a historic and place-name based research background however, it takes no
note of the severe critique found in archaeological visibility studies (see Wheatley
and Gillings 2000) and serves better as a line of inquiry than as a methodology. This
thesis is still primarily concerned with the assembly as a focal point, but considers it

in terms of a wider network of landscape features that ranged considerably in date.

Outside of England, O'Grady has proceeded in an analogous manner in his doctoral
survey of Scottish place-names associated with judicial practice (2008). Many of the
same elements in play in England are found north of the border, but in Scotland there
appears to be a greater diversity of name types, in particular Gaelic names such as
comhdhail for 'assembly' and eireachd for 'court or gathering' (ibid: 125, 134). His
thesis gathers them together for the first time, expanding on previous work by

Barrow on the distribution of comhdhail names (Barrow 1981). Like Pantos, the

70



distribution is examined, but a good deal of attention is also paid to landscape
features and structures in the surrounding locale of a given place-name. Given the
relative paucity of early sources for Scotland, a sturdy chronological framework
cannot be constructed from the material available. However, O'Grady went further
than Pantos in conducting topographic and geophysical survey on his sites, and
speculated about the possibility of incorporating metal-detected and other wider
forms of archaeological data, an approach which was extended considerably in the

present thesis.

2.7.2 Summary

There has been no survey subsequent to Anderson at a comparable scale. Where
smaller-scale place-name studies have considered assembly practice, they have
benefited greatly from the redoubled concern of the English Place Name Society with
field names. In turn this has driven a newer focus upon poly-focal assembly
characteristics (Gilbert 2004; Whyte 2004) and in tandem more detailed
consideration of the landscape context of these toponyms (Pantos 2001; O’Grady
2008). However, as Audrey Meaney had demonstrated in Cambridgeshire it is
difficult to draw many substantive points from the patterning of the nomenclature

alone.

2.8.1 Recent archaeological research in England

The excavation of Secklow mound in 1977 marked a significant turning point in the
archaeology of assembly sites in England (Adkins and Petchey 1984). It represented
the first occasion when a modern excavation methodology had been deliberately
steered towards the examination of a known assembly site. It also marked the first
significant attempt to synthesise previous archaeological interventions on assembly
mounds in England. The work was undertaken as part of a general response to urban
development in the centre of Milton Keynes, but one aspect was specifically aimed

at the identification of a “Selly Hill” on Bradwell Common, depicted on a 1641 map
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of Great Linford. Anderson (1939: 15) had previously suggested that the meeting
place for the Domesday hundred of Sigelai was to be found here, central to the
district, following an earlier proposal by the eighteenth-century antiquarian Browne

Willis (Adkins and Petchey 1984: 243).

The levelled mound itself was identified through trial-trenching, before being subject
to full excavation. Romano-British pottery was found beneath the base of the
structure, and thirteenth-century ceramic wares were identified in the surrounding
ring-ditch. Further, no evidence of mortuary activity was uncovered and this led the
excavators to raise the possibility that the mound was a purpose built non-sepulchral
structure erected between the fourth and thirteenth centuries (ibid: 246). From this
they suggested a tenth-century date, a product of a hundredal system imposed in
orderly fashion. Comparative material from other excavated assembly mounds was
then gathered to support this proposition. Seven excavated mounds were identified,
alongside three possible examples, all from central and southern England. Bledisloe
Tump, within Bledisloe hundred, appeared to be a medieval structure that had
latterly been converted into a mound (Dornier 1966: 68), while Grimshoe in Norfolk
was included as a doubtful prehistoric barrow sharing its name with the hundred of
Grimshoe (Adkins and Petchey 1984: 248; Clarke 1963: 27). Romano-British material
had also been found in the pre-earthworked ground surfaces of the mounds at Blyth
Low Hill and Hawkeslowe, while the unusual nature of the Romano-British midden
mound at Catteshill appears to have been the sole justification for its inclusion
(Adkins and Petchey 1984: 249; Smedley and Aberg 1957). Also, significant
prehistoric activity was argued to be absent in the examples presented, with the
exception of the mound associated with Culliford Tree hundred in Dorset, where
excavation uncovered prehistoric mortuary activity (ibid: 247; Grinsell 1959: 143). It
was finally concluded by Adkins and Petchey that the purpose built mound was

probably a common feature of the hundredal landscape.

It is an important paper and has set the scene for subsequent archaeological

evaluations of assembly practices in England. However, the problems with it are
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numerous. First of all, their comparisons are drawn from a small dataset of often
poorly recorded excavations. Indeed the re-excavation of Scutchamer Knob revealed
the ring-ditch to be of Bronze Age date and reworked in the post-Roman period
(Sanmark and Semple 2008: 253). Court Hill in Norfolk, now destroyed, is included
purely because no residue of antiquity was recovered (Adkins and Petchey 1984: 248;
Anon 1859: 357). Secondly, the validity of some of the hundredal identifications is
debateable. Aliki Pantos (2001: 15-16) has highlighted David Crook's suggestion that
the wapentake meeting place associated with Blyth Hill, Nottinghamshire, could
instead be at a nearby Beacon Hill (1982: 112-4). The same issue applies to Lexden
Mount in Essex (Morant 1768: 159). Even if this is the correct meeting-place for
Lexden hundred Christopher Hawkes had taken issue with the non-sepulchral post-
Roman attribution (Hawkes 1947: 13). The supposed meeting-place of Mursley
hundred in Buckinghamshire was considered by the excavator to be a windmill
mound (Mawer and Stenton 1925: 69; Griffiths 1969). Thirdly, Adkins and Petchey’s
stress on a tenth-century date for the establishment of hundredal mounds applies a
sort of tunnel vision to the archaeology that adheres uncritically to an historical
model of the hundred as a de novo creation of the late Anglo-Saxon state on a tabula
rasa (contra Maitland 1908 and Harding 1973). In so doing they push the
archaeological evidence beyond its useful limits. Finally, little if any attention was
given beyond the earthwork itself and this is reflected in the comparative material
brought to bear on assembly mounds. While Adkins and Petchey (1984: 246) offer
Tynwald on the Isle of Man as an example of an assembly, there is no consideration
of Secklow mound as part of a wider complex of activity. As a result the hand-list of
assemblies produced by Adkins and Petchey does not present such a compelling
argument for purpose-built assembly mounds as may initially appear to be the case.
In fact it may offer a better review of the varied engagement with assembly
perspectives in English archaeological practices of the mid nineteenth to mid

twentieth century.

Most recently, attention has been called to a cluster of Anglo-Saxon cemeteries

discovered at Saltwood in Kent during the course of building work on the Channel
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Tunnel Rail Link (Booth et al 2011; Brookes and Reynolds 2011). Four separate areas
of early medieval inhumations were discovered in the vicinity of the distinctive
Summerhouse Hill, with three focused upon prehistoric barrows. Stuart Brookes,
Andrew Reynolds and John Baker have pointed out that this cluster of funerary
activity is in close association with the meeting place of the Heane hundred of
Domesday Book. The four burial clusters are argued to indicate the gathering of
separate communities, the “coincidence recording the transition from a pagan-
period folk cemetery to a hundred meeting-place” (Brookes et al 2011).These results
are intriguing and represent a much-needed engagement between the evidence of
the historic, archaeological and toponymic landscapes. However it is a re-
interpretation and there is no evidence that excavations were undertaken mindful of
assembly as an active element. While some attention was given to the relationship
between the cemeteries and earlier earthworks, and the cemeteries and wider
patterns of settlement, this was a study concerned with funerary character, an
objective made clear in McKinley et al's summary publication The Prehistoric, Roman

and Anglo-Saxon funerary landscape at Saltwood Tunnel, Kent (2006).

2.8.2 Execution cemeteries

The relationship between execution cemeteries and hundredal (and more generally
assembly) practices has been mooted for some time. Tanya Dickinson wrote in 1974
that “execution cemeteries, mostly dating from the middle to late Saxon periods
onwards, were often associated with isolated hill-tops and particularly with barrows
or ditches...finally, the sites are often associated with a hundred meeting-place, a
market or a major highway” (1974: 23). The unusual burials found at Bran's Ditch,
Cambridgeshire, in the mid-1960s were explicitly presented as a cwealmstow —killing
place — the excavator even citing a nearby mound as the seat of judgement (Hope-
Taylor and Hill 1976: 127). However, there is little evidence for executions and
assemblies being juxtaposed. Rather, with the exception of Wandlebury Hillfort in
Cambridgeshire and possibly Sutton Hoo in Suffolk, many execution sites appear to

be located in the landscape in relation to the concomitant territorial aspects of
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hundredal and estate administration. There are numerous examples of deviant
burials found on hundredal boundaries (Reynolds 2009). These include Chesterton
Lane Corner on the boundary of Cambridge and Chesterton hundreds (Cessford et a/
2007), Old Dairy Cottage, Hampshire, on the boundary of Falemere and Barton
hundreds (Reynolds 2009: 119) and Crosshill, Nottinghamshire on the boundary of
Rushcliffe and Bingham hundreds (ibid: 123).

The late Anglo-Saxon execution cemetery found in association with the monumental
seventh-century mound complex at Sutton Hoo has been tentatively proposed as a
venue for assembly activity (Carver 2005: 325; Reynolds 2009: 238) though the only
certain and clear intersection of deviant burial and assembly known is to be found at
Wandlebury hillfort. Here two assemblies are recorded, one in 990 in the Liber
Benefactorum of Ramsey (Reynolds 2009: 111-2) and the second in a charter of
Edward the Confessor of 1049 (S1123; Harmer 1952; 315-6). Undated burials
showing signs of execution were found interred in the side of the hillfort in 1977
(Taylor and Denton 1977: 1) and Reynolds has linked these with the two shire courts
hitherto detailed (2009: 111).

The only clear example of an early medieval execution cemetery north of the Humber,
and indeed the only one in the study area, is that of Walkington Wold. It consists of
two Bronze Age barrows, one of which was excavated by Bartlett and Mackey in the
late 1960s (Bartlett and Mackey 1973). It was associated with a number of secondary
early medieval inhumations, which were latterly re-evaluated as deviant burials of
the seventh century onwards, including several instances of decapitation (Buckberry
and Hadley 2007: 310). It was also evidently a site of long-term significance, turning
up over 700 Roman coins and suggested variously as an earlier Roman signal station
(Barlett and Mackey 1973: 27) or temple (Bailey 1985). It is also significant in early
medieval terms due to its position within Harthill wapentake (HAR-0) on the
boundary between the hundred of Cave (CAV-0) and a detached portion of Welton
hundred (WEL-0; Buckberry and Hadley 2007: 312). Andrew Reynolds has contrasted

the seeming peripheral location of these execution cemeteries with the frequent
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central location of hundredal focal points, (Reynolds 1999: 75-84). More recently
Aliki Pantos has argued that execution sites and meeting-places share many
locational properties, such as at Mangrove Knob, Northamptonshire (2001: 161-162).
It is posited that similar locational attributes could be harnessed to evoke both

themes of community and exclusion, a thesis that requires expansion.

2.8.3 ‘Productive’ sites

The assemblages of so-called ‘productive' sites have been tentatively interpreted as
a signal of the convention of assemblies since the mid-1990s, though it has not been
an insistent school of thought (cf Newman 1995). However the seeming disjuncture
between an abundant finds assemblage and a negligible structural repertoire for the
early medieval period at Lake End, Dorney, in Oxfordshire, led investigators to re-
engage with this hypothesis. The evidence for weaving, iron slag and personal
possessions were reminiscent more so of a wic than what would be expected of
transient activity at an abandoned Roman farmstead (Hiller et al 2002: 67). The rural
location of Lake End mitigated against Richard Hodges' model of emporia-based
trade (1982) while the paucity of coinage made a case for rural market activity even
harder to formulate (Hiller et al 2002: 69). Thus it was proposed that the early
medieval disposition of the excavated remains at Lake End were indicative of an
outdoor assembly, a “temporary occupation site” that set the stage for acts of
conspicuous consumption and secondary craft activity (Hardy and Petts 2002: 431).
It was effectively framed as analogous to the recent emergence of the so-called
‘productive' site, a phenomenon that has been linked by several, directly or

otherwise, to assembly activity (Ulmschneider 2002; Newman 1995).

The term 'productive’ site first emerged in numismatic studies in the early 1980s, in
reference to 'bountiful' concentrations of coinage discovered primarily by metal-
detectorists in places like Barham, Suffolk (Pestell 2003) and Bidford-on-Avon,
Warwickshire (Naylor and Richards 2010). As archaeological attention grew, the

definition shifted beyond numismatic material alone to consider also the frequent
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commensurate quantities of non-ferrous metalwork, generally copper or copper-
alloy personal effects (Ulmschneider 2000: 62). In the late 1990s Julian Richards
dismissed the specific character of '‘productive’ sites, arguing that this was too much
a function of their metal-detected means of discovery (1999a: 79). Richards argued
instead that the assemblages associated with so-called 'productive' sites were simply
a common signal of mid-Saxon settlement, illustrating this with the results of recent
excavations at Cottam, East Yorkshire, a settlement which had produced a diagnostic
‘productive’ site assemblage prior to invasive procedures (1999b). It was deemed
preferable to refer to the character of the Cottam assemblage as indicative of an
“economic central place” (1999a: 71), a category which, like the ‘central places’ of
southern Scandinavia, serves as much to occlude as include variety in the character
of the archaeological record. The illusory homogeneity of the sites was critiqued by
Kevin Leahy in his examination of the assemblages from South Newbald (2000), while
Naylor (2004) has reiterated the importance of the distinct coin assemblages. In a
similar line, Pestell has more recently stressed the divergence between mid-Saxon
domestic assemblages and the high-status goods found at 'productive’ sites such as
Bawsey in Norfolk (2011: 563). These latter approaches have ameliorated Richards'
scepticism to an extent and subsequent site-based work has concentrated on teasing
out information from the finds themselves and their spatial distribution (Naylor and
Richards 2010; Richards et al 2009). At this point in time at site level, little more can
be said with confidence than that the 'productive’ sites represent rural activity with
a significant economic component as seen through the specific 'lens' of the metal-

detector.

More wide-ranging interpretation of 'productive' sites, and interpretations more
relevant to the assembly perspective, have emerged through consideration of the
wider landscape context. The implication in such a link is that large and significant
conventions of people, such as at an assembly, are potentially reflected in the
archaeological record through concentrations of coin-loss and associated detritus.
Both Katharina Ulmschneider (2000: 63), Tim Pestell (2011) and John Naylor (2004)

have cited the spatial acquiescence of ‘productive’ sites to major lines of road and
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riverine communication. Indeed Naylor has taken this further to show the high
incidence of 'productive' sites, like Sandtun in Kent and South Newbald, East
Yorkshire, found within fifteen kilometres of the coast, within a day's travel (Naylor
2004: 146). Ulmschneider has also argued that the position of the 'productive’ site of
Barcombe on the Isle of Wight at an ecological faultline indicates an emphasis on the
exploitation of local resources (2002: 531). In terms of artificial structures Pestell and
Ulmschneider (2003) have highlighted both place-name and archaeological
connections between 'productive' sites and churches, such as the high
concentrations of coinage found outside the excavated precincts of Whitby (Cramp
1976a; 1976b: 457) and Whithorn (Hill 1997). Richards et al have also more recently
pointed out that the sheer range of activities that the Church was involved in makes
it difficult to determine the nature or intensity of the connection (2009: 4.1.2).
Ulmschneider has also posited Bowcombe's likely proximity to the meeting-place of
the eponymous hundred — though does not consider the 'productive’ site itself to be
that meeting-place (1999: 11; 2002: 337). Ultimately though the landscape context
and subsequent interpretation of the 'productive’ site has been dominated by market

activity and settlement patterns.

Katharina Ulmschneider argues for market activity at Bowcombe at two different
scales. At one the site is well-connected, exploiting its surrounds, with a large and
varied numismatic assemblage enjoying a possible administrative connection to
Bowcombe hundred (2002: 535). At the second, it is slightly inland from the river
Medina on the Isle of Wight, and so within the sphere of influence, albeit indirectly,
of the emporium at Hamwic (ibid). In a similar fashion John Naylor and Julian Richards
have viewed the concentration of coinage in and around Bidford-on-Avon in
Warwickshire as evidence of a dispersed satellite to the saltworks at Droitwich,
functioning as a mid-Saxon settlement and centre for secondary market activity,
before coalescing later into the fixed settlement (Naylor and Richards 2010: 199).
This relationship with settlement patterns reached its apotheosis in Ulmschneider's
consideration of mid-Saxon Lincolnshire in which the 'productive’ sites handlist was

integrated into a hierarchy of settlements, with the excavated evidence from
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Flixborough at the top of the pyramid (2000: 71).

All this leads to a growing consensus of the 'productive’ site as a settlement type, an
inference that extends beyond the abiding relationship with settlement patterns. It
is far easier to argue what they are not. Barcombe is not considered a site of mortuary
practice due to contrasts with the well-studied assemblages of excavated Anglo-
Saxon cemeteries (Ulmschneider 2002: 336). Other dismissals are not quite so
convincing. The same site is not considered to be a meeting place for the hundred
due to it being insufficiently prominent, with Ulmschneider clearly taking her cue
from the uneven syntheses of Anderson (1934: 1939a; 1939b) and Meaney (1993;
1997). The hundred of Barcombe is cited in connection however, to draw the
‘productive’ site within the model of an economic central place, reminiscent of
Richards' appraisal of Cottam (Ulmschneider 2002: 337; Richards 1999a: 71). Given
the range of functions ascribed to the hundred, once talk shifts to a model of a central
place, discrete categories swiftly wither and die. Thus, the proposed extra-mural
activity at Whitby and Whithorn, noting also analogous evidence from Caistor-by-
Norwich and Burgh Castle (Ulmschneider 2000: 68), can as easily be linked to
executions and assemblies outside monasteries, such as that held by Aethelwine
outside the entrance of Ely (Stewart 1848: 131). Proximity to communications has a
longstanding association with many proposed assembly sites and market activity
itself can arguably be linked within the activities of the pre-twelfth-century system

of hundredal administration (Britnell 1978: 187).

Hutcheson's (2006: 102) proposal that the 'productive’ sites represent centres of
estate administration is arguable more sympathetic to an assembly perspective but
ultimately such argumentation rests on grounds as weak as those utilised by
Ulmschneider (2000; 2002), Pestell (2003), and Naylor and Richards (2010). There is
not enough comparative excavation evidence to say whether these artefact
distributions are the corollaries to unexcavated settlements. In the absence of this
the basis on which they argue for a settlement attribution could as easily be

marshalled for an assembly interpretation. Co-option within a ‘central places’
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perspective unhelpfully dodges the ontological issues and occludes variety in the
corpus of sites. Thus, until more work is done on the assemblages themselves
(widespread excavation being prohibitively expensive) care must be taken to treat

these sites simply as signals of activity.

2.8.4 Research further afield

Work outside of England has however often granted assembly practices greater
prominence, for instance due to their position in the Irish dindshenchas or indeed
their presence as national monuments, such as the Moot Hill of Scone. In Scotland,
archaeological work led by Stephen Driscoll in Govan in the mid-1990s sought to
investigate the site of the Doomster Hill, recorded on a number of maps and
illustrations from the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries (Driscoll 2003: 77). The
work revealed both a large curving quarry ditch at the base of the putative site of the
hill, and also a metalled road of early medieval date connecting it to the south-
eastern corner of the present churchyard (Driscoll 2003: 80). It has been argued to
represent part of an inauguration complex of the kingdom of Strathclyde, at a
crossing of the Clyde and connected to an ancient church, and further that this
mound possessed a stepped profile similar to that found at Tynwald on the Isle of
Man (Figure 4). Lesley Alcock has argued this latter aspect to be a characteristic of
political and administrative monumentality in a Hiberno-Norse “Irish Sea Province”
(Driscoll 2003: 83; Alcock 1970). Driscoll later reconsidered the site of the Doomster
Hill, using cartographic evidence to place it instead on previously open ground some

60 metres east of its former supposed location (O'Grady 2008: 33-4).

The stepped mound at Tynwald, on the Isle of Man, has loomed large in British
assembly scholarship. While no significant excavation has been undertaken here,
geophysical, topographic and other forms of survey were carried out by Timothy
Darvill in the early 1990s on the stepped mound itself and its wider surrounds
specifically to determine a developmental sequence for this monumental complex

(2004: passim). The present day complex is dominated by the stepped mound of
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Tynwald Hill and this is set opposite a chapel, each enclosed within the same dumb-
bell shaped enclosure. The resultant geophysical survey of the site appeared to show
an earlier rectangular enclosure linking the mound at Tynwald instead with a Bronze
Age barrow to the north. Darvill then tentatively assigned a second phase of funerary
monumentality within the vicinity of Tynwald Hill, possibly including a chapel (ibid:
221). At some point the older enclosure was abandoned and Tynwald Hill was linked
instead to the chapel. The linking enclosures have intriguing parallels with paired
mounds at Tara and Emain Macha (Warner 2004). Darvill also posits a link to the
layout of the Yeavering complex (2004: 221). The application of a battery of
archaeological and documentary survey methods at Tynwald has produced exciting
results, though the lack of excavation means that the conclusions drawn must remain

tentative.

Assembly archaeology in Ireland, as elsewhere, has been heavily influenced by the
surviving documentary material. The Annals, such as that of Ulster and Tigernach,
recount various assemblies spanning the medieval period, not least the Oenach
Tailten ('Fair of Teltown'; Swift 2000), the royal early medieval gatherings of the
airecht (FitzPatrick 2004b: 16) and the numerous inauguration ceremonies of a
profusion of Irish kings. The prominence of the medieval assembly in the written
record, reflected also in the place-name lore of the Dindshenchas, is heavily
influenced by the mythical centres of proto-historical Irish kingship, represented by
the prehistoric complexes at Tara, Knockaulin and Navan Fort among others. Long-
term regal-cultic associations have indeed played a significant part in the
interpretation of Irish assembly archaeology and this emphasis can be found in the
interpretative schemes deployed in a number of Irish excavations in the early
twentieth century (Schot 2011: 87-88). Thus the stepped mound at Cromwell Hill, Co.
Limerick, was associated with a documented assembly at 'The Mound of the Fiana'
by Westropp, while Macalister considered the stepped mound at Masonbrook Ring,
Co. Galway, as an assembly, largely due to the absence of mortuary traces (Westropp
1924; Macalister 1917). The analysis of the large-scale excavations of the prehistoric

complex of Uisneach in the 1920s drew heavily upon reference to assemblies in the
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Annals, a source that favoured the subsequent interpretation of continuity in use

from the prehistoric period (Macalister and Praeger 1929).

The two most striking influences upon understandings of Irish assembly practices in
recent years have come respectively from Elizabeth FitzPatrick's work on sites of
inauguration and the growing body of excavation data from the so-called 'royal’ sites,
especially Tara and Navan Fort. The former has deployed an innovative multi-
disciplinary survey of the 'cultural landscape' in order to identify and analyse
inauguration sites, though as Macdonald has indicated, the diversity of the dataset
may work against the establishment of firm conclusions (2008). Work on the 'royal’
sites, not least through the Discovery Programme at Tara has reinforced both the
importance of the wider topographic and monumental landscape, and also a striking
concordance in monumental choreography between sites such as Navan Fort, Tara
and Rathcroghan in the later Iron Age (Warner 1988: 52; Lynn 2003: 127; Fenwick et
al 2006).

Alongside the many denach and aireacht assemblies recorded in medieval Irish
documents, there are numerous references to the inauguration ceremonies of the
kings of the medieval Gaelic polities. Most recently, Elizabeth FitzPatrick has sought
to undertake the archaeological, or more properly 'cultural landscape’, analysis of
the locations of these public acts of theatre (2004a; 2004b). For instance the
inauguration site of the territory of Siol Muireadhaigh (Co. Roscommon) in 1189 was
a mound called Carn Fraich, which the Rennes Dindshenchas would appear to treat
as synonymous with a Cnoc na Ddla, or 'Hill of the Assembly' (FitzPatrick 2004b: 49-
53). FitzPatrick consi