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Abstract

This work studies religious change through the aectogy of death and burial. In the
period after the fall of Rome and before the Vildn§cotland became a Christian society,
but there are few historical documents to help wstdad how this happened. The process
of conversion to Christianity in Scotland has Idr&gn a contentious issue, but until recent
years, there was simply not enough reliable ardogeal evidence to test the accepted
narrative of conversion by missionaries from Irelaand Gaul. A number of key
excavations over the last two decades have crélag¢eapportunity to reassess the evidence
and test existing models. The earliest inhumatiemeteries in Scotland emerge in the
period c. AD 400-650, and a large number of radioma dates from these sites now
provide a sturdy chronological framework for studyithe effects of the conversion to
Christianity. This is the first full-length study the early medieval burial evidence from
Scotland, and the first comprehensive revisionhef archaeological evidence for early
Christianity since the work of Charles Thomas i71.9

A review of the latest historical research suggtsis Christianity arrived in Scotland from
at least the 8 century AD, which coincides with the emergencénblimation cemeteries.
In order to contextualise this material, a datalasall burial evidence from Scotland in
the first millennium AD was constructed to traceampes in ritual practice over the long
term. A multiscalar analysis of this data — frondiindual graves, to ‘family plots’, to
entire cemeteries — revealed new insights intoramyeituals and significant corrections of
previous studies. Covering all of Scotland but kegpthis in its wider northwestern
European context, the theoretical framework adopi@ follows the latest research on
Anglo-Saxon England and early medieval Ireland, amalyses the material for what it can
tell us about people’s memories, hopes and featserahan the usual political and
economic narratives.

The Scottish burial evidence takes on a wide wanétforms, from long cists and log
coffins to square barrows and cairns, generalljcgdaaway from settlement. New
radiocarbon dates show conclusively that theseabrites predate Christianity in Scotland,
and this study includes a crucial new review of@eistian funerary practices. Sequences
of radiocarbon-dated burials from early Christisessof the 5-7 centuries provide new
evidence for what can and cannot be construed ‘@hmstian’ burial. Throughout the
radical changes taking place in this period, inclgdhe origins of the Picts, Scots and
Anglo-Saxons, funerary rituals helped create newasaelationships, and mediated the
tensions these could create, during times of ugdle&ather than reflecting the arrival of
Christianity, this complex network of social praets reveals the way Christianity was
accommodated within Iron Age societies, and the wawas continually reinvented
throughout the early medieval period into the Vikiige.

In adapting the new religion to existing lifewayhristianity itself was ‘converted’, and

this is the key to understanding changes in théamwlogical record in Scotland and
beyond. The Scottish evidence should now be seancascial dataset for the study of the
wider transformations of the post-Roman world. Receendations for further research
were proposed, including the need to expand relsdsgond the modern Scottish border.
To promote continuing research, the burial databals&e made available online.
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Conventions
Following the conventions used by the Scottish &lzame Society, all place-names in

Scotland will be cited along with their pre-1974unty, using the standard three-letter
abbreviations as listed below.

Figure i: Pre-1974 county map of Scotland used byt  he Scottish Place-name Society.
Source: http://www.spns.org.uk/ScotlandCounties09.h tml, accessed Feb 2011.

ABD Aberdeen ELO East Lothian PEB Peeblesshire
ANG Angus FIF Fife PER Perthshire

ARG Argyll INV Inverness-shire RNF Renfrewshire
AYR Ayrshire KCD Kincardineshire ROS Ross and Cromarty
BNF Banffshire KNR Kinross-shire ROX Roxburghshire
BWK Berwickshire KCB Kirkcudbrightshire ~ SLK Selkirkshire

BTE Bute LAN Lanarkshire SHE Shetland

CAIl Caithness MLO Midlothian STL Stirlingshire

CLA Clackmannanshire = MOR Moray SUT Sutherland

DMF Dumfriesshire NAI Nairnshire WLO West Lothian

DNB Dunbartonshire ORK Orkney WIG Wigtownshire
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Chapter 1: Historical approaches

The study of Christianity in Scotland has a londigeee, beginning with Adomnan abbot
of lona (d. 704). In writing the story of lona’suiader St Columba, Adomnan captivatingly
described the world of the previous century, prmgdtantalising glimpses of what he
believed to be the earliest Christianity in north&cotland. Not long afterward, the monk
Bede of Jarrow (d. 735) would supplement Adomnagsount with the story of St Ninian
of Whithorn who was believed to have evangeliseatlsarn Scotland. Over a thousand
years later, when practitioners in the new fielcgadhaeology began to discover numerous
early medieval burials scattered across the lapdsdhey turned to the work of Adomnan
and Bede to provide these graves with a date alrigtian context, creating a tantalising
narrative of the slow but inevitable triumph of @kianity over the pagan past. But over
the last century, targeted excavations and scierdiéiting techniques have produced a
complex set of data which can no longer be usefellplained by the activities of a
handful of missionary saints. This study present$oae look at the burial evidence as a
way into the tricky question of how to see religgooonversion in the archaeological

record.

Before looking for evidence of Christianity in Skeotd c. AD 400-650, we should perhaps
ask whether there is likely to be any. The mateynaes us mixed messages. Hints of early
Christianity abound: in the sculptured stones Imgarosses in rural churchyards, in
churches with dedications to obscure Irish saiats] especially in the place-names
beginning withkil- and egles which would seem to take us back to a period when
churches were still referred to with words deriyemin Latin. But as we will see, recent
excavations have turned up no securely datablechtstructures in Scotland before tHe 8
century, and the production of much of the scukptoearing Christian crosses also seems
to belong to this later era. The well-known storésaints like Columba and Ninian have
been shown to be the product of later remembraandspseudo-history, and the early
ecclesiastical place-names are no longer thoughe tguite so early. Indeed, only the Latin
inscriptions found between the Roman walls andaimbiguous burial evidence take us

back any further. Is it not just safer to assunee@conversion to Christianity in Scotland?

It arguably would be, were it not for the suddemdespread appearance of graves across
Scotland. Around the "5 century AD, it seems the idea of burying the deedain

cemeteries became popular across Britain; whitauch of England these could consist of



Chapter 1: Historical approaches 14

cremation or inhumation in various positions, wgtlaves often furnished with weapons or
jewellery, in northern and western Britain they &econsistently east-facing and
unfurnished. By the "7 century, inhumation cemeteries, sometimes aloegdietin-
inscribed pillar stones, dotted the landscape &yobd the reaches of the last Roman
military outposts. In Scotland, Audrey Henshall§&P was the first to seriously consider
these burial sites potential evidence for earlyistianity, and scarcely fifteen years later,
Charles Thomas could argue convincingly that theysbf these burials was nothing less
than the archaeology of conversion (1971: 48-51horias’ work was a major
reinterpretation of a newly-emerging class of ene locating the rural north as an active

participant in the broad sweep of Christianity otrer Roman world (Thomas 1981).

As has been pointed out since, Thomas’ argumernth&continuity of Roman Christianity
in rural post-Roman Britain was based on precidttie kevidence (Faulkner 2004; Frend
2003). But since 1981, new discoveries and critieappraisals, notably of inscriptions in
Latin and the Celtic languages, have indicated ptesence of early Christianity even
beyond the Roman frontiers from as early as tHecéntury (Charles-Edwards 2000;
Forsyth 2005; Harvey 1992; Thomas 1998b). For ava#isin the Roman Empire, the
argument for a certain amount of cultural contipnditom late Roman Britain into the
centuries that followed, while not necessarily iegi the term ‘Late Antiquity’ in the
sense of the continuation of imperial socio-ecomostiuctures (cf. Dark 1994), has now
found widespread favour (Rob Collins 2006; Esmor@eary 2001; Henig 2004;
McCarthy 2009; Petts 2003; Sharpe 2002; Turner 2004od 1987). In southern
Scotland, the appearance of Latin-inscribed steasing Latinate personal names in the
5-7" centuries alongside inhumations at sites likeGhestane (Cowie 1978) seemed to be
evidence for early Christianity rooted in late Ronmactice (Figure i). However, it has
also become clear that the presence of inhumatometeries cannot prove or disprove
religious affiliation (Lane 2001; Parker Pearso@20Samson 1999; Schilke 1999).

Christianity and cemetery burial both appear intlaoal in the mid-first millennium AD,
at the uneasy crossroads between our archaeolagdahistorical understanding of the
past. Excavators of early cemeteries find themseh@king in a liminal period for which
there are few interpretative models: Iron Age splests (Armit 2005; Harding 2004) often
present the cemeteries as the end of their erde velairly medievalists (Foster 2004;
Thomas 1971) have them at the start of theirstiveebppearance of inhumation burial has
become so tied up with the narrative of Christiarhiat it is difficult to discuss one
without the other; for instance, in Leslie Alcockkemprehensive overview of the period,
the Catstane cemetery is discussed under the lpddif century: Ninian” (2003: 64),
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even though there is no evidence that this sigmjsearlier than the5century, and there
IS no connection to St Ninian whatsoever. The $edoc Christianity among the dead
continues to exercise the minds of many commergatarguably because they are

attempting to create a single narrative out of different and ongoing processes.

Because so much weight has been placed on Christenpretations in the past, this has
tended to limit the questions we can ask of thigdeme. The peril of labelling the
archaeology this way is that specialists in prehstcan disregard the cemeteries as
beyond their scope (most recently Hunter 2007), wheuseful dialogue needs to be
maintained with early medievalists. Furthermoracsithese graves tend to be simple and
unfurnished, recent scholarship has tended to theraessimistic about their potential to
reveal any new insights on religious practices, foodis on social or political structures
instead (Williams 2007a; Winlow 2010). But the eannde must be approached both ways:
these cemeteries extend into the historical pebattheir origins lie in a deeper past that
must be understood archaeologically. In what fopwhis study will argue that the
ambiguity of these sites lies not with the burilemselves, but in our assumptions about
Christianity and the process of conversion. To etjie following chapter will propose a

new chronology that allows for more interactionassrthe Iron Age/early medieval divide.

1.1. Missionary Christianity: the origins of an ide a
Even though the history of Christianity in Britabegins with the attendance of three

British bishops at a council in Arles in AD 314 épe 2002: 76), histories of Christianity
in Scotland often begin with tHdfe of St Columbawritten in 697. The author, Adomnan
abbot of lona, most likely undertook missionary kvor Scotland among the Picts, and so
his testimony, however late, provides us with thdiest secure witness to the state of
Christianity in Scotland (Sharpe 1995: 42-53; Tayl®99: 57-60). It is largely due to this
fact that studies of the early church in Scotlaagehlong tended to be lona-centric, with
Christianity coming from across the western seabofarly work on the origins of lona
and its implications for the conversion in Scotlaard manifold and ongoing, but it must
be recognised that they only form a part of theystdhich begins centuries before tiiga
Columbag(hereafteNC, referring to Sharpe 1995).

James Fraser has comprehensively reviewed theibgtaphy of conversion in Scotland
as part of his doctoral research (2003), and ak gus review will primarily focus on a
single pervasive theme running through the litemtthe missionary model of conversion.

Modern scholarship on the subject begins with \AfifliForbes Skene’s three-volume work
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Celtic Scotland: a History of Ancient Alb&h876-1880), which devotes an entire volume
to the early Church. His model, based on a lifetiofiehistorical research, became the
standard for years to come. In brief, it proposéidshabortive mission to the southwest by
St Ninian in the late@or early %' century, followed by the decisive arrival of trepbstle

of Scotland,” St Columba to lonabd., v. 2, 39-40, 78-93). This model of conversion
exclusively by missionaries, and its vision of ai run by monastic abbots rather than
bishops, was based on ancient texts such agGland Bede’'€cclesiastical History of the
English Peopleglc. 730; hereafteHE, referring to Colgrave and Mynors 1991). Skene’s
outlook was staunchly nativist, creating a romanition of an indigenous church only
swept away by the incoming Normans (Hammond 20@8gther despite or because of
this, it has been vastly influential and still lexg over the discipline, despite many

challenges over the years (most recently Frase9&2®B-93).

)/
Y there is no custom in the history
of human progress which serves so
=, much to connect the remote past with
the present time as the erection of pillar-
stones to commemorate events ; for while
the hoary monuments of the East and
- | West combine to show its universal adop-
tion by the human family, and while we
meet with it in the infancy of history,
it is even yet, in some shape or other,
the means by which man hopes to hand
down his memory to future times.
Throughout Scotland there appear
many rude unsculptured pillars, both
single and in groups, such as are found
il in many countries of Europe and the
East ; while, in certain districts, there
are numerous and varied sculptured
i stones which, besides the interest at-
tached to them as records of the thoughts,
il and specimens of the art, of the early

| tribes of Alba, provoke especial atten-

Figure 1.1: The first page of Stuart's  Sculptured Stones of Scotland, v. 2 (1867).

If Skene’s three-volume work represents the firsidern historical analysis of early
Christianity in Scotland, the ground had been pregbay years of fascination with its
material remains, particularly the carved stoneSréiser 2008). The systematic survey of
these began with StuartSculptured Stones of Scotla(tB56-1867), which was initially
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conceived as an illustrative work, but by its setealume combined art historical analysis
with archaeological and historical enquiry to eBgdibthe specifically Pictish origin of the
symbol stones. While his use of the sources wakeratincritical, and the result
delightfully antiquarian in presentatio&rfor! Reference source not found), the artistic

links he discerned with Irish and Northumbrian msoript art would have knock-on

effects for future scholarship on the conversioSaotland.

Figure 1.2: Joseph Anderson at the Royal Institutio n, Edinburgh in 1890 (Clarke 2002, 6). |
am grateful to the Society of Antiquaries of Scotla  nd for permission to reproduce this
image.

Joseph Anderson’s archaeological review of earlyris@ihnity built on Stuart's

conclusions. In scope and breadth of research, kodes landmark Rhind Lectures,
published in a series of volumes beginning vdtdotland in Early Christian Timg4881),

were the archaeological equivalent of Skene’s hisdb review. A prominent theme
running through Anderson’s work was the fundamentaiqueness of Scotland’s
archaeology (Clarke 2002), a matter previouslyssed by Stuart, whose work had
included a passionate plea for the recognitionhef Rictish sculpture as “a national art”
(1867, 20). Both men were prominent figures in Soxiety of Antiquaries of Scotland,
and played a fundamental role in creating a did{in8cottish, rather than a British,
archaeological identity (Cheape 2010). This oftezant looking to the ‘Celtic’ area for
inspiration and direction; as Anderson succinctiyctaimed, “[n]either the history nor the
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remains of the early Christian period in Scotlarah de studied apart from those of
Ireland” (1881, 76).

As curator of the National Museum of Antiquitiesidinburgh and one of the luminaries
of the burgeoning field of archaeology, Andersoaypll an outsize role in the promotion
of the missionary model as seen in the materigupail(Figure 1.2). Becausgcotland in
Early Christian Timeswas the first volume of a series based on the estibpf
archaeological enquiry, its opening chapter acyuadigins by defining archaeology, “the
science of things that are old”, and the best nuktbb its execution: “an exhaustive
collection of the materials from the whole countrf&nderson 1881: 1, 27). In this
statement of purpose, he leaves no doubt that estdgy is the scientific study of the
progress of “that civilisation which now spreads lieneficent influences over all lands”
(ibid.: 13). So when, for instance, he followedstby declaring that the “establishment of
the Christian Church in this country was the woirkrish ecclesiastics” and outlining what
we would now call a core-periphery model of cultwtdfusion (ibid.: 76-77), it carried
considerably more scientific heft than Stuart’s tlaesc approach. The empirically-
demonstrated artefactual and architectural linké Wweland would thus form the basis of

all future work on the subject.

In keeping with Anderson’s method of rigorous syrvieecording and classification, the
following decades saw the production of large caapaompiling the evidence for early
Christianity in accessible printed formats. MacG@ibb and Ross’sEcclesiastical
Architecture of Scotland, from the Earliest ChastiTimes to the Seventeenth Century
(1897) presented architectural surveys of upstandmrches, beginning with the drystone
chapels and beehive cells of the Hebrides on tenagtion that these, as in Ireland,
represented the earliest Christian structures. &\this was being prepared, the Society of
Antiquaries commissioned J Romilly Allen to survayd illustrate the pre-Romanesque
sculptured stones in Scotland, prefaced by a lgndigcussion by Joseph Anderson, and
resulting in the still unsurpassed collectidime Early Christian Monuments of Scotland
(1903). Finally, the widespread evidence of eadynts’ cults from place-names and
church dedications were collected in James MacKmlAncient Church Dedications in
Scotland (1910-1914) and W J WatsonBhe History of the Celtic Place-Names of
Scotland(1926), still the most complete studies of Scbtésclesiastical toponyms.

Altogether, these works stand as a testament toutiigue character of the Scottish
evidence, but ironically their typological approadfstead reinforced the historical

paradigm of missionary saints by implying trajesr of diffusion and evolutionary
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models of cultural change. Despite their authontentions, new research using these
corpora actually found it easier to see the one-twaf§ic of Irish and English influence
into Scotland. A good exampleTée Celtic Church in Scotland: a Study of its Peat&in
Lines and Art RelationshipEl935) by W Douglas Simpson, a pioneer in mapyhey
distributions of sculpture and place-names in orttertrace the movements of early
Christianity. Importantly, Simpson presented thestficogent argument against Skene’s
model of Columba as the primary ‘apostle’ of Saadlabut it merely replaced him with a
still less believable emphasis on widespread misgiowork by St Ninian, St Kentigern

and a number of Bangor saints.

Of course, these early works were the product efpfevailing paradigms of nationalist
history and the emerging cultural-historical mooearchaeology, and cannot be judged by
modern standards (Fraser 2010; Gillett 2002a; N@blecb; Williams 2008). However,
they set a train of thought in motion which wouledcbme increasingly difficult to stop.
Continuing echoes of diffusionist models of Chasity would reverberate even through
the most careful revisions later in the century g@hick 1961; Radford 1971; Thomas
1971). An renewed backlash against Columba asateder of Christianity in Scotland
came only in the early 1970s, when textual stuthegan to favour Bede as the most
reliable source, a model which essentially servedreplace Irish missionaries with
Northumbrian ones (Duncan 1975; Hughes 1971; Kir®y3), and has only recently been
deconstructed (Clancy 2004; Veitch 1997). The shmember, and thus perceived

authority, of Irish and Northumbrian documents cwmd to dominate research.

The main problem with such models of conversionasjust whether it was possible one
or two charismatic people to evangelise an entjgufation, especially in the days before
cohesive, centralised nations and certainly befioeee was anything resembling an over-
king of Scotland (Anderson 1980; Evans 2008; W@l00). A larger issue is how this
became enmeshed with the ‘official’ history of Sant. The notion of ‘national saints’
emerged alongside the concept of ethnic nationtinothe 7' and & centuries (Pohl
1997), exemplified by the work of Bede, who usetbilend credence to his theological
argument that the English were God’s chosen pe@&ibncliffe 2003; 2007). These ideas
clearly resonated in the late ™ @entury with the emergence of modern nationaligm,
which the military expansion of nations was justifiby the ‘scientific’ study of the past
using history and archaeology (Geary 2002; Inn€&92Williams 2008).
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( (0} Resource from Scran. For licensed use onlda wu scram.ac.ub
) 000-000-100-021-R 1 01740021, jpa | 27-Jan-2011

Figure 1.3: A matter of national importance: Queen Elizabeth Il surveying the remains of the
early church at Whithorn WIG, excavated by C A Rale  gh Radford (to her left ), c. 1955 (image
© Whithorn Photographic Group. Licensor www.scran.a c.uk).

In the post-war era, the quest for national historiell out of favour, but nationalist
paradigms remained. These were now submerged witteirstudy of ethnic origins, still
being debated in a number of recent volumes (Gil602b; Goetzt al. 2003; Goffart
2006; Noble 2006a; Theuws and Nelson 2000). Butientiie ethnogenesis debate has
mainly concerned the emergence of ‘Germanic’ aiteups, nationalist paradigms were
also being played out in the burgeoning archaeolmiggonversion in Britain. Leading
church archaeologists of the post-war era inclu@ed Ralegh Radford (Figure 1.3),
whose work in ‘Celtic’ areas was fitted into a widBritish’ church which looked to Gaul
and Rome (Radford 1971; Thomas 1998a), and Ch&@Hemas, a self-confessed Celtic
nationalist whose work primarily promoted an inaigas Insular Christianity with close
links to Ireland (Thomas 1971: 6). Despite thedigpensable work on the early Christian
remains of northern and western Britain, Radford @homas, like Anderson before them,
advanced notions of Scotland as looking towardaneor Gaul for reasons that cannot be
fully divorced from the dominant historical discearin which they worked, nor the
political discourse they wished to promote (disedsturther below, 2.1).
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1.1.1. The myth of the Celtic Church
The missionary model has been so influential argubabcause of the idea that Scotland
was somehow different from the rest of the Britiskes in resisting Christianity for
hundreds of years. This is partly based on theasvdifferences in material culture of this
period, specifically the lack of richly-furnishedages as found in Anglo-Saxon England
and on the continent (Halsall 1995). But one ofriwst pervasive theories in the study of
the conversion of Scotland has been the idea @fedtic Church,” whereby the liturgical
and administrative elements of Christianity in Atéantic fringes of Europe were isolated
from, and peripheral to, Roman orthodoxy. For yetrs accepted nomenclature for the
pre-Norman period wa€eltic Scotland, a term used uncritically throughout g@
century, tacitly sponsoring a notion of othernesthiw a prevailing racial framework of
history (Hammond 2006; S James 1999). Celts, sd thentheory, were defined against
‘Germanic’ peoples, both having inherent racialrabteristics; this was ‘proven’ by their
superficially different archaeologies. The timelessherness’ of Scotland was also
reinforced by Scottish historians’ views on thewromedieval past, coloured by centuries
of religious change and tensions across a percdiligldland/Lowland cultural divide in
which a ‘Celtic’ identity was seen as backwardnat dangerous (Broun and MacGregor
2007; Cowan 2005; 2008; Dalglish 2010; Sellar 200he physical remains of the past,
including Pictish sculpture, were always implicated these struggles, often with
deleterious effects for the archaeology (Clarke7200Fraser 2005). Only with Thomas’
Early Christian Archaeology of North Britai(l971) was there any serious attempt to
avoid using Celtic terminology to describe the yathurch in Scotland. It was a radical

break, and is deservedly still required reading.

The ‘Celtic’ model was thus reinforced by threerksiiof history that seem to make early
Christianity in Scotland different from the restidrope. First, due to differential survival
over the centuries, the primary sources for Scdtlare monopolised by texts written in
Irish and Northumbrian monastic contexts (Chadviiekl1; Clancy 2002a; Sims-Williams
1998; Veitch 1997); secondly, the remaining texteaidence for early Christianity in
Scotland is largely bound up in the (primarily Ge)eblace-names and dedications to early
saints scattered across the landscape (Taylor 1P8@8; 1999; 2000); and thirdly, the
depopulation of the Highlands in the™and 18' centuries left the majority of the physical
evidence for the early church in romantic desofatim the Atlantic coasts and upland
areas (Cowan 2005; Dalglish 2010). In the last tl®oades, the idea of an isolated and
unorthodox ‘Celtic Church’ has been thoroughly destoucted, and the term will be
avoided here (Bradley 1999; Davies 1992; Edward®B0Markus 2005). As Clancy has

pointed out, even careful use of Celtic as a shodican be misleading, and the supposed
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Celticity of the church still forms a “conceptuaadblock” to our understanding of early
Scottish history (2002a: 5-6).

Since Wendy Davies’ seminal paper ‘The Myth of @adtic Church’ (1992), the argument
against ‘Celtic Christianity’ has been tempered satmat. However, the term ‘Celtic’ is
again being used with care (e.g., Boardnenal. 2009; Edwards 2009a; O’Loughlin
2000), often accompanied by the term ‘Insular erghg at once to both Britain and
Ireland (Sharpe 2002). Neither term is ideal, ashbstill carry connotations of
peripherality on the one hand and overarching umitythe other. The result of the debate
over the use of the word ‘Celtic’ has largely beerecognition that the Celtic-speaking
world did have its own take on early Christianibyt also that this did not make it
unorthodox, seeing as there was no such thing isodox’ Christianity in this period
(Clancy 2002a; Pluskowski and Patrick 2003). A newderstanding of western
Christianity is best expressed by Peter Brown’mtanicro-Christendoms’ (2003: 13-17),
or more recently, ‘Christianities’ (Noble and Smi#908). These terms express the
fundamental variety of practice in the early medlaeligious world; Christianity was not
then, nor is it today, a monolithic body of doctiirand local difference did not imply
isolation (Markus 2005; O’Loughlin 2000).

Proponents of the ‘Celtic Church’ model invarialdgmpared it to the ‘orthodoxy’ of
Roman practice, but even Rome was not an unquestisource of authority in this period.
The rise of Christianity as the official religiof the Empire in the @ century prompted a
messy revision of history which continued to begioiuover for centuries (Brown 1995). A
case in point is the depiction of Jesus: sinceetlage no surviving contemporary portraits
of the man, Roman artists of th& dentury had to invent a new Christian iconography
from scratch. The freedom to imagine Christ asungohero or a bearded philosopher also
produced images of Jesus as a woman or a magi¢&dinvg a wand (Mathews 1993).
Even within the See of Peter itself, deviant pgiand antiauthoritarian beliefs resulted
from the conversion to Christianity, and we shoubd doubt that such complex responses

to the new religion occurred everywhere it went.

Such is the difficulty in believing that a natioral ‘state’ church could be founded solely
by a few well-connected missionaries on diplomatissions to kings in hillforts. With
regard to Christian mission as a wider Europearttioe it needs to be stressed that
missionary work was not the primary concern of thenastic church until the 78
centuries (Wood 1994; 2001). In fact, tH&-century Pope Celestine, who presided over
the missions of Germanus and Palladius to Britaid &eland, explicitly stated that
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bishops could not be imposed on communities withpoidr invitation (Charles-Edwards
2000: 205). Such rules were reinforced even withiBeltic’ setting, as%and '-century
Breton and Irish church councils repeatedly forbambaks to work beyond the monastery
without explicit permission from the abbot or bigh(De Paor 1996: 66-69, 135-138;
Herren and Brown 2002: 27-32). Of course, the cgoégment of such rules hints that the
problem remained, as embodied by Patrick’'s seemiaghtroversial mission to Ireland
(Charles-Edwards 2000: 214-232). We even know af 8f-century British churchmen,
Lovocat and Catihern, who are castigated for periiog the Mass in private homes in
Brittany, using portable altars and with the hefgeanale conhospitag(Stancliffe 2005:
442). Pilgrims in search of desert places are de=tras normal by AdomnaNC II: 42),
and concerns about wandering monks do need toiteeated during 8-century reforms
(Herren and Brown 2002: 35-38; Yorke 2006: 248-23\)t they are not a ‘Celtic’
phenomenon by any means: Peter Brown's seminal warkSyrian holy men (1971)
shows these figures were perhaps endemic to thaetrgside from the early days of
Christianity, and were generally a positive foroe donversion; indeed, we still find traces

of them from Scotland to Francia as late as theedtury (Fouracre 1999).

Many documented ‘missions’ like those of Columba (tohristian) Dal Riata and
Columbanus to (Christian) Gaul were not primarilyests to evangelise but acts of self-
exile, known as the ‘white martyrdom’ of moving flmsom home; they did not go alone,
but with a community of brethren to set up centodslearning and worship. The
monasteries they founded at lona and Luxueil weeated to this end, amongst existing
Christian communities and with full patronage apdrsorship of the ruling class (Brown
2003: 248-249; Charles-Edwards 2000: 344-390; Fr28@9a: 94-115; Markus 1999). In
fact, it is becoming clear that when proselytismgiside the monastery became a core
aspect of the monastic vocation, missions were mofieh directed from one ‘micro-
Christendom’ to another (Brown 2003: 355-379; Sli#fec2005; Wood 2001). In other
words, by the 8 century, western Christians were not defining thelres against pagans,
but against other Christians (Palmer 2007). Thesimmgry ideal was not a defining
characteristic of the earliest days of Christianity Ireland or Scotland, but a later

development of the period of consolidation of Ciraisity across western Europe.

As we will see, this is the context in which much aur textual evidence for early
Christianity was produced. While we have corroliaganotices of Patrick and Palladius
(Charles-Edwards 1993b; Dumville 1993), our conterap/ evidence for Columba and
Ninian is almost exclusively in the form of theatérvitae or dossiers of miracles (Clancy
2001; Clancy 2002b; Sharpe 1995). These ‘livesthef saints were often written down
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long after their subjects died, and were not mearite factual biographies as much as
devotional tools (O’Loughlin 2000; Sharpe 1995)eifhistorical value does not lie in
what they say, but what they represent: the neleoity spiritual and temporal, of the
communities which created them (Hayward 1999; Srh@B0). As such, our difficulty
with understanding the role of the Scottish saliets not with the dearth of saints’ lives,
but in our interpretation of these sources, to Whwe must now turn.

1.1.2. The textualisation of the saints
The vitae are by their nature secondary accounts, writtecommemoration of a beloved

patron. Any review of the hagiographical evideneeg( Boardmanet al. 2009;
Macquarrie 1997), will soon resolve into a distipettern: in the case of Scotland, the
existing vitae mostly seem to have been composed, or date baekeimplars, from the
period c. 650-750, and are otherwise the produdhef1?' century (Table 1.1). This
accords with the late™century dates for the Iristitae of Brigit and Patrick (Charles-
Edwards 2000: 428-440) and the earfsd@ntury Northumbrian hagiographical tradition
culminating in the work of Bede (Kirby 1993). Itsal coincides with the introduction of
Pictish and British events into the Irish annaladArson 1980; JE Fraser 2005; Henderson
1971), and the possible composition of the Pickstg-lists and origin myths (Clancy
2004; Evans 2010; Miller 1979), both beginninglie tate ¥ century. This activity was
thus part of a wider upturn in literary production650-750, an aspect of the ongoing
formation of kingdoms based on the notion of a ethathnic origin, and with associated
national saints, exemplified by Bedé&sclesiastical History of the English Peopte 730
(Clancy 2002b; Clancy 2004; Higham 1997b; Starel@007; Veitch 1997). Thus, the
‘literary cults’ of these saints, regardless of whbey were actually active, began in a
burst of political and religious consolidation withthis crucial hundred-year period
(Thomas 1971: 212-220). The products of this bmeiment have coloured our view of
early Christianity ever since. If we knew nothirlgeeabout them, we would conclude that

this was the real age of saints.

But we do know more about them. For instance, Mag,lKentigern, Drostan, Ethernan,
Blane, Mael Rubha and others can be stabilisecbbigas in the contemporary annals, and
were mainly active in the7century (Clancy 2002b; Clancy 2008a; Woolf 20070 of
the best-documented saints, Patrick and Columbae wertainly commemorated soon
after their deaths, yet they did not receive dffigitae until the late ¥ century, when their
cult centres at Armagh and lona, respectively, begging for diocesan supremacy
(Charles-Edwards 2000; Dumville 1993; Herbert 198Barpe 1995). The cult of Ninian



Chapter 1: Historical approaches 25

of Whithorn is also instructive here. Ninian mayaeorruption of Uinniau, the Brittonic
name of Finnian of Moville, a British churchman knoto have worked in Ireland in the
mid-6" century but whose cult was popular throughout leastern Scotland (Clancy
2001; Dumville 1984). However, by the time hita was written in an Bcentury
Northumbrian context and again in thé"I&ntury, the need to promote him as a national
apostle had created an entirely new character whwithin the prevailing discourse of
missionary saints (Clancy 2001; Fraser 2002). Tiits of Kentigern, Serf and even the
apostle Andrew follow similar trajectories, withrg@ 12'-century hegemonies being
constructed on hazy™7or 8" century commemorative origins (Clancy 2002b; Dsvie
2009; Fraser 2009b). The emerging picture resemviieg Thomas deemed a “period of
incomprehension” between the earliest saints’ ligad the later consolidation of these
traditions (Thomas 1971: 215-217). But it is thgtualisationof these saints, or the initial

establishment of an official literary cult, whiokquires further analysis.

Saint Obit. Text dates Notes Reference

Patrick 493 678-695 British missionary active in NE Ireland; | Charles-Edwards 2000
Tirechan’s Collectanea and Muirchu's Vita S.
Patricii both composed in Armagh

Brigit 524 675-686 Possibly pseudo-mythical saint of Kildare; Vita | Charles-Edwards 2000;
S. Brigitae by Cogitosus Mc Carthy 2000
Ninian/Uinniau 579 720-730 Founder of Whithorn; details from lost vita by | Charles-Edwards 2000;

Bede c. 730; 8th-century poem Miracula | Fraser 2002
Nynie Episcopi possibly also based on vita
but only attested in late-8th century

Columba 597 640-697 Founder of lona; De uirtutibus Sancti | Herbert 1988; Sharpe
Columbae by Cumméne Find c. 640s;Vita | 1995
Columbae by Abbot Adomnan c. 697

Columbanus 615 639-642 Irish abbot of Luxueil (Francia) and Bobbio | Charles-Edwards 2000
(Lombardy); Vita S. Columbani by Jonas of
Bobbio

Cuthbert 687 699-721 Bishop of Lindisfarne; anonymous prose Vita | Yorke 2006

S. Cuthberti composed at Lindisfarne c.
699x705; metric vita by Bede c. 721

Wilfrid 709 715-730 Bishop of Northumbria; Vita S. Wilfrithi by [ Yorke 2006
Stephen of Ripon c. 715; revised version by
Bede c. 730

Table 1.1: Vitae of the ‘textualisation period’, c. 650-750.

To explain the complex motivation behind the prdduc of a saintly dossier, we must
look beyond pious veneration and enter the worldpofitics and power. Modern
hagiographical research has shown that periodstefse literary production can be tied in
with rivalry and competition surrounding the grovathnew power structures, both secular
and ecclesiastical (Goffart 1988; Smith 1990; W@601). The first flourishing of martyr
cults in Late Antique Gaul was led by increasingigbinstability and the rise of urban
bishops as a new aristocracy after the collapgbeoRoman villa economy (Pearce 2003;
Van Dam 1993). Studies of relic distribution haswh how closely the emergence of
saints’ cults in the west corresponded with periwtien Rome was asserting its authority
(Charles-Edwards 1993b; Geary 1994: 177-193). leidthee cult of relics in Britain and

Ireland seems largely to begin with the distribataf relics of universal saints like Peter
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and Paul under Pope Gregory the Great (590-604hand'-century successors (Charles-
Edwards 2000: 428-429; Sharpe 2002: 151; Smith ;Z00&cker 2002: 16-20).

It is only in the aftermath of this Gregorian refgrwhich set out to unify western
Christendom under Rome (Herrin 1987: 145-182), that variety of practices within
Britain and Ireland became a cause for concernn¢Btie 1999). Recent historical
syntheses have interpreted the textualisationinfssan Scotland, Ireland and Northumbria
as a product of the political tensions in the afi@h of the creation of new archbishoprics
in the 7 century, coinciding with the emergence of new, amgionist royal dynasties
(Blair 2005: 79-100; Charles-Edwards 2000: 416-44@ser 2003: 118-148; 2009a: 175-
199). The late 7 century was the period of growing royal patronafjthe church, as seen
in the Synod of Whitby of 664: although this wadistinctly theological debate over the
calculation of Easter, it was convened and chdigdNorthumbrian King Oswiu (Yorke
2006: 127, 161-163). The increasing royal involvemme church foundation meant that
the saintly hegemonies began to match politicaitéeres, which inevitably resulted in
disputes and negotiation, in which the saints’ divaten played a key mediating role
(Thacker 1989; Wood 2008a; Yorke 2006: 166-169pRetary motives can be perceived
in the lives of many Scottish saints, including @oba: the creation of théC was partly

to reassert lona’s influence in the face of risitigtish and Patrician churdamiliae but
also cannot be divorced from the changing fortwfake Irish Cenél Conaill dynasty who
were its patrons and who feature prominently in tlagrative (Charles-Edwards 2000;
Fraser 2007; Herbert 1988: 134-150; Ni Dhonncha&i2;]1 Sharpe 1995; Veitch 1997).
Similarly, the introduction of the cults of apostlandrew and Peter to Scotland can only
be understood within the context of #-8entury diocesan restructuring and the claims of
Northumbria over the Scottish church (Clancy 2(éser 2009b).

What all this shows is that the commissioning aofita could often be a power-grab, and
had as much to do with popular devotion as muclegalistic land claims; they were
‘proofs of sanctity’ aimed at centralising both répial and terrestrial power (Fouracre
1999; Hayward 1999). But lest we completely sedsgaiour understanding of early
medieval Christianity, we should heed O’Loughli®@®) and Stancliffe’s (2007) forceful
arguments for reading these texts as Biblical esiegeased on rigorous study of scripture.
As we will see repeatedly in the course of thislgiduhe secular and religious realms of the

early medieval period cannot be so easily compartatised.

By realising that the production ofitae is just one aspect of the wider history of

Christianity, we can see that our period of texsaion, c. 650-750, is just a snapshot of a
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time when these cults were being consolidated asiitutionalised within the framework
of western Christendom. The image of wandering reard hermits seeking solace at sea
is an idealised image created largely by theses tédesed not on historical reality but the
subjects pertinent to the F&entury audience (Dumville 2002; Kirby 1993). Thiais
process was also underway in Ireland and Anglo-8d&agland shows that Scotland was
active in the wider Insular ecclesiastical politi¢se period c. 650-750 is also the ‘classic’
Pictish era, the time of the Class Il stones amddteation of a tangible Pictish identity
(Fraser 2009a; Henderson and Henderson 2004)hartd/d processes cannot be divorced.
The textualisation of the saints parallels the ueksation of high-status kin-groups
through cross-bearing carved stone memorials,af th the symbols’ function (Forsyth
1998). It is also in this period that most of Sand’s saints, from Argyll to Aberdeenshire,
received obits in the contemporary Irish annaldicating that these figures were operating
within a well-connected Insular network (Clancy 2B602008a). The hagiographical texts
are only the end result of this period of instidatlisation, not an accurate record of the
conversion. But it is not the only surviving sounceaterial, and the place-name and

dedication evidence provides a potential altereatiew.

1.1.3. The spatialisation of the saints
The landscape setting of Christianity is cruciabtw understanding of the conversion and

establishment of religious practices. Recent warkwiestern Ireland and Cornwall has
stressed the active role these distinctive landscdqad in both shaping the process of
conversion and being shaped by the developmenbaxl IChristianities (O Carragain

2003a; 2003b; 2009c; Turner 2006). In Scotlandntlest distinctive feature of the human
landscape is arguably the survival of place-nanmeschurch dedications dating back to
the medieval period. This resource has been mugbeabin the past and nearly fell out of
favour, but critical new research is currently umdey (i.e., Taylor and Markus 2006-

2009). Although place-names and dedications aratette as a historical subject, the
complex processes behind their formation and salvieveal the way the landscape was

implicated in the progress of Christianity acrosstiand.

The work of Simon Taylor is worth special noticeéneThe long list of names that can be
gathered from the place-name record in Scotlanones of the distinctive quirks of the
evidence handed down to us over the centurieshasderved to reinforce the notion of a
‘Celtic Church’ of wandering saints (Bowen 1977mBson 1935; Watson 1926). While
this evidence is often frustratingly obscure far garly medieval period, Taylor (1999: 36)
reminds us that the dearth of evidence we havéhtearly church in Scotland means we
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do not have the “luxury” of ignoring the place-naratogether. When placed in their
proper historical contexts and tracked meticulouslgr time, there are discoveries yet to
be made (Barrow 1983; Clancy 1995; 2008a; Wats@b)LFor instance, Taylor (1999)
was able to trace commemorations to a number & &bots across Scotland, and found
they largely corresponded with the overland rodtesh lona to important church centres
at St Andrews and Lindisfarne (Figure 1.4). Comunihis with the spread of Gaekd-
names and the abundant evidence for the cult airGlod, a picture of the physical spread
of lona’s influence in Pictland began to emergey(da1996; Taylor 2000). However,
along with his work on theegles place-names, it became clear that the saints
commemorated in both types of names belonged ttatbe” and &' centuries rather than
the earliest phase of Christianity (Taylor 1998ketestingly, this corresponds with the
textualisation period of c. 650-750, and these ieklyl ecclesiastical toponyms seem to
relate the period of the consolidation of the chuas described above (1.1.2). The Latinate
origin of these elements may yet point to a distvecearly phase when Latin was still
widely spoken, largely obscured by a later peribdhurch-building and the expansion of
relic-cults (Sharpe 2002: 146-154), but only closgegration with archaeological survey

and excavation can resolve this.

Figure 1.4: Map of land routes from lona to Lindisf  arne and Atholl, including places with
toponymic commemorations of lona abbots (Taylor 199 9).

The earliest stratum of Latin loan-words for chuiokludes the term$asalec(from
basilica) anddomnach(from dominicum ‘belonging to God’), both only in regular use up
to the &' century (Charles-Edwards 2000: 45, 184-185; ShafA@®: 138-147; Thomas
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1998b). Watson (1926: 194) noticed long ago thasalecmay form the root of the
modern place-name Paisley RNF, yet as recently G82,2Sharpe ilfid.) could cite
basilica-names in Ireland and Wales without mermigrihis crucial Scottish example. In
recent years, Clancy (2001: 26) has highlightediniy@ortance of Paisley’'s nhame and its
implications for an early conversion in Scotlandg anstances alomnachin Scotland are
being investigated as well (Alex Woolf, pers. comnilhe late recognition of such
elements in Scotland is a good example of the ‘eptu@al roadblock’ of the Celtic Church
model, limiting research largely to place-nameshwstints in them. Yet the relative
paucity ofbasalee anddomnachnames in Scotland could still indicate a differpricess
of early church foundation here than in Irelandnly be significant that important early
monasteries like lona, St Andrews (originagnnrighmonaiyl Dunkeld, Whithorn and
Kingarth all retain their locational or tribal nameather than acquiring ecclesiastical
elements (Watson 1926). Mining place-names fortsaimay only have limited use for

characterising the earliest church, but other s@dtical elements may yield new insights.

The church dedication evidence can also be eithiggheening or misleading, and there are
a numerous range of factors to consider beforanthe used productively. The heuristic
that the more obscure the saint, the more likelgrasient dedication, can only be taken so
far in Scotland, where there are many later lapér€eltic’ or local saints’ cults, aptly
highlighted in two recent volumes on the subjeagiimanet al. 2009; Boardman and
Williamson 2010). Perhaps the first flush of cukixpansion was the textualisation period
of c. 650-750 (above, 1.1.2), in which personages MNinian and Columba were brought
to the fore by the commissioning witae, accompanied by the reorganisation of the main
cult site (e.g., P Hill 1997). In Scotland as ielénd, this may have come at the expense of
earlier cults, which were overwritten or forgottenthe process (Sharpe 1995: 4-5). Some
of the named saints may also be based on hazilgmdrared traditions bordering on
fabrication, like the case of Ninian (above, 1.1@&) more extreme cases like Brigit of
Kildare, possibly the euhemerised Iron Age goddBrggantia (Mac Cana 1996: 34-35).

A second phase of textualisation began in theehtury. The formation of new kingdoms
like Alba and Strathclyde saw the reaffirmatiorod cults and the expansion and apparent
migration of others (Bannerman 1999; Broun 1998nCYy 2002b; Davies 2009; Driscoll
1998a; Lamb 1998; Woolf 2007); this was accompabigdhe large-scale shift in power
centres which may have all but erased the memosgpimie earlier church centres and cults
(Driscoll 1998a; 1998b). A widespread restructuriighe church followed, fuelled in part
by the Céli Dé, a consciously archaising reform ement based in Ireland that was
involved in the creation of official martyrologiesr lists of saints’ feast days (O Riain
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2006). The Céli Dé were active in Scotland as veit] their influence may be seen in the
possibly §'-century ‘Dunkeld Litany’ of regional saints (Clant996; 2002b). By creating
‘official’ lists of universal saints combined witbcal figures, these documents celebrated
the ‘Celtic’ past in a way which served to createaara of timeless power in a time of
rapid change (Carey 1994; O Carragain 2005; O Gaima2007), and a similar impulse
has been identified in Scottish reuse of prehistanonuments at this time (Driscoll
1998c).

Even the Norman reforms of the 11" 2enturies accommodated veneration of local
saints. The incoming Norman ruling class oftenfaegited existing cults to help legitimise
their rule, as with the cult of Brendan and otheel& saints in Bute under the Stewarts
(Boardman 2007). The widening of ecclesiasticalwoets in the 12 century also
paradoxically galvanised the largest burst of hggiphy regarding local saints in Scotland
since the first textualisation period (Macquarr@1), and facilitated the construction of
towering Romanesque churches on ancient ‘Celtie’ssin Ireland (O Carragain 2010).
While the later medieval period saw an increasgeiications to universal saints like John
the Baptist and the Virgin Mary, some local cultéyogrew stronger or were re-established
(Clancy 2006; Hall 2005; Lockhart 1886; Taylor 2Dp01

These episodes of reform together create an almssperable barrier to reconstructing
the earliest Christian commemorations. But they dgghlight the extent to which the
church in Scotland participated in the wider trenfisvestern Christendom, and did not
stubbornly cling to a ‘Celtic’ heritage. The texigation period and its concomitant
expansion of cults such as Columba and Peter has d&eplained here as resulting from
diocesan restructuring across Britain and Irelateinming from papal reforms initiated by
Gregory the Great and his successors (above, 1Th2)expansion and migration of older
cults from the 8 century can only be understood with referencdrtolar reforms across

western Christendom at this time (Clancy 1996; Lara88). These include the Council of
Frankfurt in 794, which effectively banned the fatron of new saints’ cults, in the
attempt to standardise and monopolise cultic dgtiacross the Carolingian empire
(Fouracre 1999; Geary 1994: 177-193), and whichelc®es in the production of Insular
martyrologies and litanies. The Norman restructyriaf the church included the
establishment of reformed monastic orders fromdhetinent in a conscious attempt to
participate in wider ecclesiastical networks (Barr®2003). But as in medieval
Scandinavia, where entry into the wider Catholicurch also accompanied the
textualisation of the pagan Old Norse sagas andhsn{aldellis 2009), participation in

expanding networks could often galvanise the caledr of past local heritage.
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Thus, the perils of tracing saints around the aguate manifest, but this need not lead us
to disregard the evidence altogether. To underdtamdomplexities of the dedications, we
need to know why churches were dedicated to sairttse first place. We know from the
‘First Synod of Patrick’ (a list of canons from dag" or early &-century Ireland) that
every church needed to be consecrated (Dumvill&)19fut the assumption that this was
always done using the relics of a particular saitiased on Carolingian reforms of the late
8" century (Fouracre 1999; Geary 1994: 177-193; Ora@ain 2010: 190-191). In™9
century England, it was acceptable to consecratalan simply by performing the
Eucharist on it, substituting the ‘relics’ of Jedas those of the saints (Geary 1994: 185).
In fact, it has been suggested that in Wales, #nkest churches were dedicated only to
God, with devotion to local saints coming with 8-@ntury reforms alongside the spread
of llan- names (Chadwick 1954: 176-179; Davies 2002).

Thus, the notion of the association of a specHiatswith every church may well be a late
one, with implications for the dating of place-namecluding saints. With only very few
texts or charters from early medieval Scotland gt way to date a dedication is through
the study of saintly place-names, or ‘hagio-toposyifmow subject to a Leverhulme-
funded project led by Thomas Clancy at the Universi Glasgow). In essence, this is the
study of the ‘spatialisation of charisma’ in whidaintly virtues are applied to the
landscape, creating places where these can besadcesd experienced (O Carragain
2009c: 216-217). The dedication of churches toifipesaints is thus more likely to belong
to the institutionalisation of Christianity rathéhan its origins. Whether all hagio-
toponyms necessarily date to this period is sabatable, but it is increasingly likely that
the earliest Christianity in Scotland may be rea#edoy other name forms.

However, the study of hagio-toponyms can still &l insights into the nature of early
Christianity. Smith (1990: 343) notes the importa€ oral traditions in later saints’ cults
in Brittany, lamenting that much of this is nowr&coverably lost.” In Scotland, this type
of devotion can still be gleaned from the rich seainGaelic religious poetry that has
survived from lona (Clancy and Markus 1995). Clan(@®99) has emphasised the
intensely personal nature of this devotion, and hlo@se invocations of the saints could
become as useful for protection as relics themselVais phenomenon is echoed in the
Anglo-Saxon medicinal texts, which record, amongyndubious balms and potions, the
efficacy of chants, spells, and prayers (Rubin 19%tke 2006: 250); the power of oral
devotion to the saints is thus not unique to thelti€ realm. In a similar vein, Taylor’s
work on hagio-toponyms suggests that these aréhedbotsteps of the saints themselves,
as many have thought them to be, but a form ofgraywhich a patron saint was invoked
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to protect a community or a landscape (Taylor 19¥9:2001: 191-194). The markedly
fissile nature of the saints in Scotland, such thaniau is variously known as Ninian,
Finnan, Findbarr, Winning, or Winnock, and the féztt Kentigern is also commemorated
as Mungo, Machar and Mo Cha, may also illustragepiimarily orally-propagated nature
of these early cults (Butter 2007; Clancy 2010)dh still be enlightening to study them
for the complexities of remembering and forgettspgcial places of the conversion period
(Taylor 2001). If early Christianity manifestedalsin personal and communal devotion as
well as institutional church-foundation, any stuidgusing on one or the other will be

missing part of the story.

Recent work on the pilgrimage landscapes of wedteland has demonstrated the late
first-millennium AD date for such ‘folk’ devotionsdeachta(outdoor prayer stations) and
tomb-shrines remembered as the burial places ofss@D'Sullivan and O Carragain 2008;
O Carragain 2003b; 2009c). The lack of any credédamples of these from Scotland,
despite recent excavations at early monasteriegytspdo a different tradition of
pilgrimage, with devotion concentrated around sitwkgx stone monuments within church
sites themselves (Fisher 2002; Foster 1998; RittB&5; Ritchie 1999). Along with the
late date of the hagiographical literature, it @&dming clear that the study of the saints
will likely not take us back to the very earliestyd of Christianity in Scotland; nor do
these place-names lead us to their tombs. Howévsrreveals how the new religion was
likely spread and reinforced by communication frperson to person and eventually
through interaction with a Christian landscape ta@alargely through such popular
devotion. Recognising this allows us to move thbjextt forward from the missionary

model of conversion described above.

1.1.4. A new early phase
The removal of the ‘conceptual roadblock’ of thdti€eChurch and the missionary model

has opened up a world of possibilities for theadtrction of Christianity to Scotland that
is still being assessed, but which can be sumntbrisere before turning to the
archaeological evidence. New documentary researdate Roman Britain is building up
a picture of a vital ecclesiastic network. Britiskergy were present at councils on the
continent since the‘h40entury, and by the”50entury, some of them, like Faustus of Riez
and Patrick, were primarily based abroad whilel &deping in contact with Britain
(Sharpe 2002; Wood 1987). Travel also went theratlivection: the famous missions to
Britain of Victricius of Rouen in c. 397, GermamifsAuxerre in c. 429 and c. 440, and the

deacon Palladius to Ireland in c. 431 can be rsaevalence of continuing contacts and
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participation within the wider church (Charles-Eddsa2000; Markus 2005; Wood 2004).
These missions may have been as much diplomaspiatial: Thomas (1981: 301-312)
argued that Palladius in particular played a kdg i instigating the B-century missions
based on previous experience working among thestdms of these areas, but Charles-
Edwards (1993b) and Brown (2003: 130) have alssssé&d the propaganda value for the
pope in sponsoring such a mission to the edgeeoktiown world. While these missions,
especially those of Victricius and Germanus, arwgalg seen as signs of a deviant Insular
church that needed fixing, it is important to nthat the emphasis was on maintaining
contacts and this was apparently done by shariicg mather than application of unilateral
force: Victricius and Germanus both made a pointisiting the famed tomb of the British
martyr Alban atVerulamium(modern St Albans), and both seem to have takiers ref
Alban back to Gaul (Sharpe 2002: 83-89; Thomas 198} Furthermore, Palladius was
sent to minister to an existing community of Chaiss in Ireland, “the Irish who believe in
Christ,” not as an evangelist (Charles-Edwards 2@08-205).

This helps contextualise the mission of Patrickétand in the late'® century. The details
of his early life are hotly debated, but it is c¢léee was from a Christian community of
northern or western Britain, probably near the emsterminus of one of the Roman walls
(Clancy 2009; Thomas 1981: 313-314). We can asnodhnia later years more securely. It
is clear that Patrick worked among both the comeer@nd unconverted, and brought
people into the fold of Christianity who were praysly beyond any episcopal see. But it is
also clear that his mission was based in the rafrireland, whereas tenuous clues in the
historical record indicate that Palladius had wdrkemarily in southern Ireland (Charles-
Edwards 2000: 223-240; Thomas 1998b). It is lesgiceto what extent the mission of
Patrick was continued by his disciples, but mergtioha ‘St Mochta disciple of Patrick’
who died in 535x537 in the annals and i€ seem to link Patrick with the better
understood B-century church (Sharpe 1990). Earl{f-@entury writings confirm that
Palladius was still remembered as one of the fatlérthe church in Ireland, although
Patrick’s fame would soon surpass his; by the @didation period, Palladius was written
out of the story, replaced by an image of Patrisklee sole apostle of Ireland (Charles-
Edwards 2000: 182-240). This is partly to do whle thanging circumstances of church
organisation in the'&century.

Ever since the time of Bede, monasticism was thbtale the defining characteristic of
the 6"-century Irish church, making it fundamentally difnt from the episcopal church
of Rome and the continent; however, recent schulafsas emphasised the complexity of
the Insular church, which included overlapping egs of monastic and episcopal
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authority (Charles-Edwards 2000: 241-281; Etchimgh994). Charles-Edwardsbid.,
290-293) has shown that thB-6entury Irish church, with its famous bishop Uiunj was
closely associated with the British church of GddBumville 1984). Their influence was
carried on by Columba, who is said to have traineder Uinniau at Movilla in County
Down, and through the writings of Columbanus (d7)6Wwho frequently references Gildas
and may even have brought Britons along on hisians® the continent (Sharpe 2002:
109). This Uinniau may be the same figure vener&tmad Whithorn to the shores of the
Clyde, showing the interconnectedness of the charchoth sides of the Irish Sea in the
6" century (Clancy 2001). Similarly, recent studies the Latin-inscribed stones
demonstrate the participation of Britain within wrdtrends of the late Roman west,
reducing the need for a Gaulish reintroduction bfi§ianity to Britain (Forsyth 2005;
Handley 2001; cf. Thomas 1971: 101-106). As Shduge concluded, British links with
Gaul were certainly real, just not new: the rigomgpularity of monasticism in Britain in the
6™ century was not an intrusive break, but part ofoagoing process across Europe
(Sharpe 2002: 94-97; cf. Thomas 1981: 347-353).wBreimilarly reads the gradual
progress of monasticism across the Mediterraneamdisative of a vital network of
Christian churches instead of a linear diffusiomigsionaries (2003: 111-113).

As such, the conversion of Ireland took place imatous complicated steps, none clearly
following on from the other: the ‘believers in Giéttipresent before any official mission;
the papally-sanctioned establishment of a hieraathichurch under Palladius; the
seemingly unsanctioned missionary work of Patriekid the foundation of large
monasteries by both British and Irish churchmethim 8" century. At every stage in the
process, the involvement of clergy from Britairattested, and rather than drawing arrows
tracing the ‘transmission’ of Christianity from oneuntry to another like an epidemic, a
more reflexive model of the conversion in Irelared now in place. This has serious
implications for how we envision the progress ofri€tranity in Britain itself. The
archaeological evidence for Roman Christianity inté®n has increased since Thomas’
landmark review in 1981, and new work indicates ¢betinuity of the church, in limited
form, into the & century (Bassett 1992; Gilmour 2007; Petts 2008mtt 2000). All of
this prepares the ground for imagining an activcekgenous church in Britain, staffed with
a functioning hierarchy from bishops on down, vdfore the time of Columba. None of
this evidence is new. The crucial thing to notice that only recently have these

developments begun to include Scotland, as wesedlbelow.
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1.2. After the missionary model: before the saints
The historical narrative of the early church in ad is no longer limited to the

missionary model. Alex Woolf's (2003) study of tfeemation of the Britons as an ethnic
group typifies the new paradigm. Even after thehdnawal of the Roman military, this
was a population that still spoke, wrote and reatin.,. but created a new sense of identity
by consciously rejecting Rome and its associatiatih \&n ultimately failed system of
government. The new social structure that wouldrgmén the & century incorporated
Roman titles and the ‘epigraphic habit’ of erectingcribed stones, but the authority these
signalled was for the new, local ruling class, aalavish imitation of a lost Roman past.
The latest revision by James Fraser (2009a: 83:88¢ls on these insights to create a
gradual model of conversion by indigenous agenc8adntland, stressing the role played
by the social obligations and loyalties of the egiveg kinship-based power structure of the
emerging northern Britons. In this model, Chrisitiars no longer just a Roman import,

but a British lifestyle choice.

The work of Katherine Forsyth on the Latin-inscdlsones of southern Scotland (2005),
particularly Whithorn’s Latinus stone (2009), bdsmonstrates this model in action. The
Latinus stone (Figure 1.5) is probably the earlfesbttish example, potentially dating to
the late 8 century. But the kinds of cultural links it expsesl were not limited to
Christianity orRomanitasn general. Its opening invocatiohe Dominum laudamusve
praise thee, O God’, clearly marks it as a Chmstsatement; however, by using an
undressed pillar of stone, it evoked the prehiststanding stones that still dotted the
landscape, slighted examples of which have beemdfauexcavations at Whithorn (P Hill
1997: 27, 74-76; McComish and Petts 2008: 6.2).eised reading of the inscription
identifies the commemorand as Latinus, a descenafaB&arrouadus, the latter a Celtic
name, perhaps showing that Latin names were a aatngy recent fashion. Crucially, it
is clear the stone was dedicated to Latinus, ratted by him. If, as seems likely, it was
the remaining descendants of Barrouadus who coroness it, this was an assertion of
their local kin-group’s authority on the occasidntlte death of one of them, Latinus. To
do this, they used the Roman language of legitinfaatin, Christianity, writing), but in a
British idiom (standing stones, lettering style amdrding), to announce the new local
patrimony (of the kin of Barrouadus who erected lab). This being one of the earliest
in the northern British series of Latin inscript&grthis is an example of a group identity
just being formed, not one that is dying out. lwerth stressing that the expression of

Christian identity is just one among many functitims inscription served.
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Whether or not this is the stated purpose of thresent studies, Christianity is rightly
being ‘downgraded’ to just one aspect, rather than driving force, of the cultural
transformations that northern Britons underwentha post-Roman centuries (Esmonde
Cleary 2001; Woolf 2003). Importantly, this mod#bwas for the first time a more bottom-
up process of conversion grounded in the increasingement of people and changing
identities of the frontier zone as seen through ahehaeological record (Collins 2008;
Cool 2000). Again, such ideas have long been apphidengland and Wales, but are only
just beginning to be considered for Scotland. Thighere the missionary model has had
its greatest effect: in making Scottish Christiprdompletely indebted to Irish or Gaulish
‘influence’, this has allowed scholars working a&soregions to generalise about the
Scottish church by simply discussing Ireland andilGar their supposed proxies at lona
and Whithorn. Hence, the crucial review of the ewice in Sharpe 2002 largely leaves out
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the Picts and Britons beyond Hadrian’s Wall; indPd&rown’s definitive historyrhe Rise
of Western Christendorf2003), Scotland is only mentioned in discussioh€£olumba,
lona, or the Dal Riata; and finally, only two akéig in the collaborative workhe Cross
Goes North(Carver 2003) deal explicitly with Scotland, bath the Norse period of
church foundations. A knock-on effect can be seesther fields of inquiry as well; Chris
Wickham’s magisteriaFraming the Early Middle Age&@005), extending from Egypt to
Britain, also does not include Scotland.

We have seen that the missionary model not onlgsgl® over the complexities of
conversion, but it has also limited the kinds oésfions we can ask of the evidence, and
stunted our capacity for answering them. A textdederstanding of the physical remains
led to a ‘timeless’ sort of early Christianity whiavas always dominated by wandering
missionary saints, never very committed to the eosion, and in constant need of reform
from outside (Clancy 2002a; Hammond 2006). We caw rplace Scotland more
confidently within developments in the Insular atturbut also in the wider European
setting. The biggest change to come out of thi$isaeon, only hinted at in previous
research, is that the story of Christianity in $owd need not begin with the cults of St
Columba and St Ninian as it has for so long. Urtdaeding conversion must now involve
the same longer processes taking place in theRasian centuries across Europe which
allowed for Christianity to become more than jusbther set of gods to placate, but creep
into the moral fabric of society itself (Brown 2Q0Bffros 2002a; Reynolds 2009). The
question to ask now is not if but how Scotland ipgrated in this broader European

phenomenon.

1.2.1. Revised chronology and proposed terminology
To do so, we first need to build a new tentativeonblogy of the conversion of Scotland.

It should be noted that this should only be used asganisational shorthand rather than
implying any inherent unity of practice, much littee traditional Anglo-Saxon chronology
of early, ‘final-phase’ and later Anglo-Saxon pelsoof burial, which are no longer used as
rigid categories but still provide a basic framekv@oddington 1990; Williams 2006). In
his review of the evidence for Insular Christiani§harpe (2002: 135-136) proposes a
three-phase model. The first is the late RomantdBrichurch, in parallel development
with the church in Gaul and organised enough tdagsusnissions to Ireland; this phase
ends with Gildas (d. 570), in whose lifetime moiastn becomes popular. The second
phase, roughly 540-640, is characterised by thewntiroof powerful new monastic
settlements, and ends with the arrival of Romaarne$ to Ireland. The third phase from
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640 onwards is characterised by the creatiowitafe and other texts, which subsume
earlier cults and begin the process of centratisadind institutionalisation of the church.

This is a useful beginning, and with some minorisiew, can be broadly applied to a
Scottish context. Sharpe’s third phase correlatéb whe start of our ‘textualisation
period,” c. 650-750, and while an active Romandi#ti church can be perceived in
southern Scotland, its existence is yet to be detrated further north. Because of the
nature of the Scottish evidence, which can onlydbeed using archaeological and art
historical means, we cannot yet be too chronoldigigaecise. As such, a chronology for
the conversion in Scotland should arguably comi@harpe’s first two phases into one
longer ‘conversion period’ of c. 400-650, untilghgan be refined further. This period sees
the emergence of burial in cemeteries, the foundatif the first monasteries, and the
erection of the first inscribed stones. The majoof the documents relating to the
conversion period were actually produced in thetttalisation period’ of c. 650-750, and
this period also saw the hardening of ecclesidstiod royal authority via the production
of vitae and king-lists, the new Class Il Pictish stonedidating greater aristocratic
sponsorship of the church, and the re-foundatiormohasteries as centres of specific

saints’ cults (see above, 1.1.2).

In order to facilitate discussion of these pericgsne terminological choices must first be
made. In recent scholarship, the ‘Celtic period's Haeen replaced by the largely
interchangeable terms ‘early medieval’, ‘early Ghan’, and ‘Early Historic’ for the
period c. AD 400-1100 (Hines 2003). The term ‘Eafligtoric’ refers to the appearance of
indigenous texts (Alcock 1981a), but given the eéweaised above, it is clear that with
the exception of the few inscribed stones, all priyrtexts from Scotland date from th& 7
century onwards, and so calling th® &nd é" centuries a ‘historical’ period is almost a
misnomer; to a lesser extent, this objection cdadchapplied to the entire Insular world up
to the 7' century but for the work of Patrick and Gildasaty Christian’ subjugates every
aspect of this period to the arrival of Christignénd will be avoided as a chronological
term. ‘Early medieval’ is more appropriate, butoatends to reinforce a vision of this
period as a precursor to what comes after, atxtperse of what comes before. As we will
see, the distinctive archaeology of the periodd@-850 owes much to the Roman and Iron
Age past, and the field can only benefit by intéigrait within a wider chronological
framework. Scholars of Atlantic Scotland have loagognised this, and use the term ‘Late
Iron Age’ to denote the period c. AD 300-800 in@rdo emphasise broad continuities
over expectations of immediate change on the drolv€hristianity (Downes and Ritchie
2003; Harding 2006).
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This study thus proposes a compromise betweemihacthools of thought, and ‘Late Iron
Age’ will be used here to denote the period c. 880-across Scotland. This is not meant
to denigrate or de-Christianise the period beforé50, but merely to emphasise the point
that, in Scotland as elsewhere in Britain, Irelamt the continent, the nature of the
archaeological and historical evidence fundamentiianges from the latd"Zentury, and

it is this break more than any other which reallarks a transformation of social,
economic and political structures (Fyfe and Rip@@94; Hanson and Wickham 2000;
McCormick and Murray 2007; Stocking 2007; TurneB02p It is worth noting that this
proposed chronology correlates with the traditioAaglo-Saxon chronology of burial,
organised to either side of a distinétdentury ‘final-phase’ roughly correspondent to our
‘textualisation phase’ (Boddington 1990). It seestesr that the processes being described
correspond to wider Insular trends, and the terbage’ Iron Age’, ‘Late Antique’ and
‘early Anglo-Saxon’ are simply regional labels @nmuch bigger process. For the sake of
clarity, this study will use ‘early medieval’ to fee to the period c. 650-1100 (e.g.,
Stocking 2007), and ‘Middle Iron Age’ for the pattic. 200 BC — AD 400, which forms a

separate archaeological phase (as will be argueap€hapter 4).

The idea that Scotland was fundamentally diffefeorh the rest of Britain has indeed been
hard to cast aside. But the archaeology and insmmigevidence has made such critical
thinking necessary. The way forward is to keep imdrthe parallel development with

Gaul stressed by Sharpe, but also keeping a ptacdidtinct local traditions based on
existing practices (Carver 2009). The distinctivearacter of the Scottish evidence is
where more research is still required — otherwige risk replacing the missionary model
with a ‘continuing Iron Age’ model. Is Scotland f@ifent? In all probability, yes, but in

ways that have yet to become clear, and which ds@em to exclude it from the wider
narratives of the Insular world. But the one thihgt surely makes Scotland different from
the rest is its late arrival into the scholarlyatdission of post-Roman Christianity. To
explore this potential, we must now turn to the haseological evidence.
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Chapter 2: Archaeological approaches

The previous chapter laid the historical groundwdok the strong probability that
Christianity was established in Scotland in theiquerAD 400-650. However, within
Scotland, the question of religion, and specificiie conversion to Christianity, has yet to
be problematised archaeologically within this nastdrical framework. Before we begin
to look for the archaeological evidence for Chasity, we must first be clear about what
we will be looking for. It is at this point whereewmust ask what early Christianity may
have looked like, and how can we expect to find the material record. This chapter will
first review previous archaeological approache€hastianity in Scotland, then present a
new theoretical framework and methodology for mipteting the evidence.

2.1. Previous work and recent developments
In the late 18 century and through most of the"™2@ven the most careful archaeological

studies described Scotland’s early medieval remasnCeltic’, a modern construct laden
with unintentional stereotypes (1.1.1). After thedse of racial discourses of history in
the post-war era, diffusionism remained the primpayadigm for explaining cultural
change, as can be seen in studies of early medieuldture (Stevenson 1955) and church
dedications (Bowen 1977), showing unidirectionabass pointing towards Scotland from
elsewhere, usually Ireland. The notion of ‘Cel8otland lingered on within the concept
of a ‘Celtic Church’ established and maintainedhtey work of missionary saints (Radford
1967). This new paradigm tended to marginalise dtugly of Scottish Christianity in
favour of its presumed roots in Ireland, Northurakand Gaul.

However, taking shape within this narrative was éhgerging archaeology of burial, and
its significance to the question of conversion wgeasdually recognised. A good starting
point is perhaps the year 1866, in which severdependent finds of burials in stone
coffins, now deemed ‘long cists’, were reportedhiia same volume of tHeroceedings of
the Society of Antiquaries of Scotlaad the medieval abbey of Kelso ROX (Turner 1866),
in a prehistoric settlement at Hare Law BWK (Stub866a), and near Latin-inscribed
stones at Yarrow SLK (Smith 1866) and the CatsMh® (Hutchison 1866). These early
archaeological reports were commendably measurethair interpretations, and only
cautiously posited that these were the graves ofi&@u’s earliest Christians. One of these
scholars was John Stuart, who was also in the psogkecompleting the second volume of
his Sculptured Stones of Scotla(iB56-1867), to be published the following yedrdfee,

1.1). As part of that survey, he had commissiora@lbagues to excavate the surroundings
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of the Pictish stones, and confirmed that some wsseciated with human remains (1867,

4). A short discussion was added to the sculptstedes volume, and is perhaps the first
scholarly analysis of the Scottish long cist cemes$g which, like the Pictish stones, were

often attributed to ‘Danes’. Firmly ascribing bdtie stones and the graves to indigenous
agents, Stuart proposed a model of ‘Celtic’ eartyi€tians who venerated the graves of
their ancestors and erected large sculptured grear&ers in the period before consecrated
churchyardsibid., lix-Ixiv).

Just over a decade later, Joseph Anderson presthietdilst archaeological study of early
Christianity in Scotland (1881), which focused niaion upstanding churches and related
artefacts rather than the scattered burial evidésioeve, 1.1). The meagre burial evidence
was discussed in an earlier essay on conversi@htistianity (Anderson 1876), in which
he noted that the use of stone-lined graves sedmedimic the short cists of the
prehistoric period, and argued by analogy withye@ttristian art and grave types found in
the catacombs beneath Rome that early Christianialburwould initially be
indistinguishable from ‘pagan’ burials. This evadumary perspective, with the long cist
form ‘degrading’ from the short cist form over timavas taken up by Alexander
Hutcheson, whose reports in PSAS included earlgngits at establishing a datable
chronology of cist types (Hutcheson 1903; Hutche$8@9). Like Anderson, Hutcheson
stressed the fact that pre-Christian burials céoddk deceptively Christian-like, with the
extended posture and east-facing orientation ocagaly found among prehistoric burials;
for him, the decisive factor for determining Chasity was the occurrence of such graves

in cemeteries rather than as isolated instances.

Occasional reports of graves continued to trickle@s modern development stretched into
the fields of eastern Scotland, while the discovdrgraves underneath cairns in Caithness
continued to be ascribed to Scandinavian migrdadsvards 1926; Edwards 1927). It was
not until the discovery of long cists in Argyll théhe phenomenon again piqued the
interest of modern archaeologists (Craw 1929; Siewe 1952). Briefly summarising the
finds of long cists up to 1952, Robert Stevensoteddheir distribution weighed heavily
towards the Lothians rather than the west of Sodtl®8y this time, the study of Anglo-
Saxon and related ‘Germanic’ cemeteries on theirmemt had led to a scholarly consensus
that these were the graves of the barbarians wboght down the Roman Empire, and
Stevenson floated the idea that the Scottish cisttsd well relate to this wider tradition

rather than a strictly Christian interpretation.
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The modern study of early medieval burial in Scudlaeally began with Audrey Henshall,
in the report of the excavation of a long cist ceaneat Parkburn, Lasswade MLO (1956).
By comprehensively gathering and mapping for the& time all previous reports of long
cists in Scotland, she was able to argue that these indeed the Scottish equivalent of
the ‘Germanic’ cemeteries, but by noting their edgtorientations and lack of grave
goods, that they were Christian graves. By compariwith graves found in Ireland,
Cornwall and Man, she concludes that the long fosh “must be derived from local
pagan customs” but was also favoured by the “Caltiarchmen” ipid., 274). Their
position away from known churchyards was explaibggbositing that early churches had
simply gone unnoticed due to lack of open-plan eatan. In keeping with the prevailing
historical paradigm of the missionary model (1she unquestionably associated the Latin-
inscribed stones of southern Scotland to the pséisglorical mission of St Ninian in the
5" century, and due to their association with longtscin at least two instances, these
cemeteries could thus be dated and classifiedras@aristian. The abandonment of these
cemeteries in favour of parish churchyards she Igiagributed to the eventual success of
the mission of St Columba, and thus the emergichamology was used to support the
meagre literary evidence. The picture she envisiaie'small scattered communities with
their own nearby burying ground, perhaps in thed 7" -century building a tiny wooden
chapel, surely suffering at first from a chronicKaof priests” {bid., 276) would remain
influential until recent years (Alcock 2003; ClarkeQ7).

The newly-emerging burial evidence in eastern @aodtlthus seemed to be readily
explainable within the framework of the missionangdel of Christianity. It was around
this time that research excavation of early chuisdhewvestern Scotland began in earnest,
and these two processes were inextricably linkadmioating in Charles Thomas’
landmark workThe Early Christian Archaeology of North Britai@d971). His major
contribution was to consolidate the scrappy rurehaeological evidence and mould it into
an indigenous Insular Christian tradition. The asblogical data he utilised were the well-
known early Irish monasteries of County Kerry, @amith his own church excavations in
Scotland, Cornwall and the Isles of Scilly. Butvaes heavily influenced by the work of C.
A. Ralegh Radford, his contemporary and informahtoe (Thomas 1998a). Like most
scholars of the time, Radford’s (1971) vision ofotand’s early Christian origins was
heavily coloured by the notion of a monastic ‘Geffihristianity’ nurtured by missionaries
trained on the continent, but his firsthand experée of its archaeological signature
through excavation at key sites such as GlastonBbbey and Tintagel gave his opinion
greater scientific heft. Thomas’ view was rathdfedent, in that he wished to promote an

active, and crucially indigenous, Christianity tatech any elsewhere in Europe (Thomas
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1981), and in doing so, he often looked to the natyendant evidence from Ireland and
southwestern Britain to fill in the gaps.

Throughout the 1950s and 1960s, Thomas and Ragi@slded over a number of key
excavations of churches and other early mediets $n Scotland, including at Whithorn
WIG (Radford 1950), the Brough of Birsay ORK (Radfdl959), and Ardwall KCB
(Thomas 1966; 1967). The sites they chose wererefdmous monasteries or simple,
ruined island chapels, similar to the early moméesdeof southwestern Ireland (eg., O'Kelly
1958), and so the picture they inevitably formed whaikingly similar to the old ‘Celtic’
stereotypes they were trying to demolish: Scotlaretirly Christians were ascetic, even
heroic in seeking out windswept retreats in thetseaase their preaching of the Gospel,
just as St Patrick had done in Ireland.

Radford lived to see many of his ideas overturmadst crucially the theory that the
promontory fort of Tintagel was a ‘Celtic’ monastdiounded by Gaulish missionaries
(Barrowmanet al. 2007; Burrow 1973; Morris 1989b). But in the 1959%d 60s, the
situation was different. In Scotland, Henshall’9%@&) distribution of long cist cemeteries
seemed to provide evidence for St Ninian’s misgiprativities as far as the ‘southern
Picts’ as related by Bed®lE lll: 4), while excavations at the early churchSatNinian’s
Point BTE confirmed that early burials predated thedieval chapel (Aitken 1955).
Meanwhile in Ireland, O’Kelly’'s (1958) excavatiorsdé Church Island (County Kerry)
provided an almost identical layout to those uncegteat St Ninian’s Point and later at
Ardwall, bolstering theories of ‘Irish influencehiScotland (Thomas 1967). Wooden
structures and burials preceded stone churchebese three sites, which also seemed to
confirm Bede’s comment that ‘Celtic’ churches weealitionally builtin more Scottorum

in timber, just as contemporary excavations at Beol@n monastery at Jarrow verified his
account of -century Anglo-Saxon churches buiitt more Romanorumwith mortared

masonry (Cramp 1969).

However, the archaeological evidence also providedew conundrum in that burials
always seemed to predate churches. But even theésewplained within the missionary
paradigm, deftly tied into a plausible ‘Celtic’ native by projecting a cult of ancestor
burial back into the conversion period, just asa8thad done in 1867. In the era before
radiocarbon dates, it was presumed that the loshbtshrines and founders’ graves so
common on early church sites were among the prinfeald monuments of early
Christianity (O Carragéain 2003a). Regardless ofthwrethere was a church on site, the
existence of a cemetery was evidence for Christvanship of a venerated ‘saint’ or



Chapter 2: Archaeological approaches 44

‘founder’. As such, all early burial grounds couie classified as either undeveloped
(lacking any evidence for a church) or developessdaiated with a church) by Charles
Thomas (1971: 48-90). It was a simple model thatres to explain the evidence in a
neat, chronological fashion: the ‘special grave’ affounder attracts the burials of

followers, growing into a cemetery; after the camsuen to Christianity, these special

graves become the focus for early churches; thate® become the basis of medieval
parishes. Like Joseph Anderson and John Stuartébdiion, he had made the case for
extending quintessentially Christian beliefs andctices back into the Iron Age (above,

1.1). As radiocarbon dating began to trickle imdaveloped’ cemeteries like the Catstane
MLO were increasingly shown to date to as earlthass" century (Cowie 1978), seeming

to confirm the theory of an indigenous cult of $sin

In recent decades, however, rigorous new survegsacavations have begun to question
the chronology of the Irish evidence which had fedrthe basis of Thomas’ argument.
The drystone oratories of Gallarus type, thoughtbécamong the earliest churches, were
among the first casualties, and some of these raaypiausibly date to as late as thé"12
century (Hamlin 1985; Harbison 1970). Radiocarbatind) of mortar samples from a
number of small burial chapels began to indicae12" centuryfloruit (Berger 1995), and

a similarly late date is now preferred for the v$enortared masonry in all but the most
important church centres in Ireland (Manning 2009;Carragain 2003a; O Carragain
2005). As for the outdoor tomb-shrines and fouridgmaves that formed such a prominent
part of Thomas’ argument, a few recent excavati@we not borne out Thomas’ presumed
early chronology. Inishmurray (Co. Sligo) is araisd monastery associated with tHe 6
century St Molaise, whose cult centres on the Tddchaise shrine chapel within a
drystone cashel, surrounded by satellite opentairsaorleachtg bones from théeachta
and associated graves were dated no earlier traf"tkientury, and some as late as the
10" (O'sullivan and O Carragéain 2008). lllaunlough&o.( Kerry) is another island
monastery with a drystone chapel, cell and gahimsi{White Marshall and Walsh 2005);
the shrine contained translated remains datecet&'ticentury, but the structure may be as
late as the 1.century (Bourke 2004). These two remarkable igesformed the lynchpin
of Thomas’ argument for a continuous developmeoinfivenerated grave to Christian
altars and reliquaries as occurred in the Mediteraa (1971: 138-144, 169-172), but have
now been demonstrated as much later additionsetgetkites. The associated chapels are
more difficult to date; a post-built predecessoth# church at Caherlehillan (Co. Kerry)
may date to the"century (Sheehan 2009); the primary turf-builttorg at Inishmurray is
7-8" century (White Marshall and Walsh 2005: 23-27)d anortar from Inishmurray’s

Teach Molaise and the Men’s Church returned radimea dates centring on the 8-9
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centuries (Berger 1995). Thomas, Radford and nunseothers had leant heavily on the
Irish evidence, presuming it to be the earliestratrospect, it is clear they relied on the
island sites most evocative of a ‘Celtic’ Christtgnbut which had in fact been recreated
as such in the 8-fDcenturies for the benefit of the growing numbefspigrims.
Furthermore, the sites they used to make this vase largely from a single unique
context, the Iveragh and Dingle peninsulas of Ke(mycluding Caherlehillan and
lllaunloughan), an area now understood as rathematous even within Ireland (O
Carragain 2003b; Sheehan 2009).

Given these revisions, a fresh look at the Scottgdence is needed, particularly at the
series of sites excavated by Thomas, Radford asid tbntemporaries in the southwest
(Chapters 7, 8). Their case for the antiquity & tthurches excavated at Whithorn and
Ardwall was made a time when no other early chuisdheScotland had received targeted
modern excavation. As such, the analogies theyhtangluded Radford’s own work at
Tintagel, and other stock early churches suchasitidated but archaic-looking Eileach an
Naoimh ARG. But the excavators of St Ninian’s P@nd Church Island had also used the
same comparanda, and the argument for their atyticpuihus revealed to be quite circular,
based on evidence from only a handful of excavates. Using such analogies, Thomas
was able to propose a missionary model of a manastirch based around the cult of
corporeal relics, which as we have seen was orévaat from the 7 century onward
(above, 1.1.2).

Recent excavations of early cemeteries and momasterboth Scotland and Ireland have
only just begun to provide reliable data which questioning these models. The work of
Martin Carver with regard to the conversion of fiets forms an interesting example of
how quickly things have changed. In an early essayis excavation at Portmahomack
ROS, Carver stressed the existence of a reactiqreggn element in the archaeological
record, which he saw in the square barrow traditibeastern Scotland (1998). This view
was certainly influenced by his earlier interprnetatof the Sutton Hoo barrow cemetery in
Suffolk, which was then believed to be an emphHyigaagan riposte to the growing
Christian hegemony over Saxon England (Carver 1982ffect, he believed the Pictish
barrows to be a similar process occurring in thelmdased on the now-debunked belief
that the Picts clung stubbornly on to paganisml tiné 7" century (above, 1.1.1). In this
view, Carver rightly repudiated the missionary moafeconversion, but then fell into the
very trap he wished to avoid by positing three ietty-determined ‘Christianities’ in
early medieval Scotland: a pastoral ‘Northumbriafiurch, a monastic ‘Columban’
church, or a secular ‘Scandinavian’ church. Rigiegories like these had already been
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deconstructed in previous years (above, 1.1.4)claarly continued to be influential. In
the years after this paper, Carver revised his viesnsiderably with regard to Sutton Hoo
(2005), and now proposed a more dynamic, integrationodel of how the conversion to
Christianity can be perceived archaeologically.edvremphasis on the ‘biography’ of each
site, taking into account its context before, dgramd after the conversion to Christianity,
can be seen in his most recent work on the cororersi Pictland (2008; 2009). The final
publication of his Portmahomack excavations is dggawaited, but Carver’s own
interpretive journey is indicative of how the figids evolved in just the last decade. What
remains to be done is to formulate a new theoteftiamework for tracing the conversion
to Christianity in Scotland, but before we can dsgthis complex issue, we need to be
clear on what is being converted as much as wihhen.

2.2. Religion and Christianity: theoretical approac hes
It is no exaggeration to say that everything haaged in the last two decades. The study

of every aspect of early medieval Scotland, muké the rest of Britain, has undergone a
paradigmatic overhaul in this short span. Thisdmsuch to do with the development of
new theoretical approaches as with the publicatbrvoluminous new evidence. It is
difficult to imagine the early medieval period itddland without picturing the Gaelic
royal centre of Dunadd ARG (Lane and Campbell 20@B¢ Pictish monastery of
Portmahomack ROS (Carver 2008), or the long cishetery of Hallow Hill FIF
(Proudfoot 1996). Yet these excavations have ordgns publication and serious
interdisciplinary discussion in the last fifteenay® Whereas major works of synthesis on
early medieval Britain could once leave out anyuaésion of Scotland (e.g., Dark 1994),
this is no longer the case (e.g., Williams 2006).

Yet Christianity itself remains under-theorisedisTmay be because of the difficulties of
finding Christianity in the material record, or ihay be a deeper issue. Historical
paradigms are as much ways of explaining the wemddind us as they are of the past, and
because Christianity remains an active part of evastociety, it is difficult to disassociate
our modern experience of it from its past formsng&001). The fact that scholars (this
author included) presume to be able to isolate sindy Christianity with a measure of
academic detachment, despite being Christian (hexwwaeminally) and operating in a
(nominally?) Christian society speaks volumes atlmutassumptions about religion. We
can try to separate religion from our work and gslay life today, but does this mean

people in the past could do the same? And if metywee justified in doing it for them?



Chapter 2: Archaeological approaches 47

It has been argued that ‘religion’ is itself a madeonstruct, with no applicability to the
past (Hinnells 2005; Nongbri 2008). Attempts toidkefreligion as a set of beliefs and
associated rituals actually make the problem woasesuch definitions are essentially
describing the Judeo-Christian experience of mtigiand have little bearing on eastern
religions like Confucianism or Buddhism (Insoll 2005-9; Nongbri 2008: 452-456).
There is also the possibility that before the ‘wiartligions’ like Christianity, religion was
not a single, bounded entity but a series of opgileg “approaches to the divine” (Rives
2007: 23), but even this concept of ‘embedded imligmposes a bounded system on the
beliefs of past peoples which allows modern sclsotar avoid the “much harder (but
perhaps more necessary) task of re-imagining -tdmuts the framework of religion — how
humans and superhumans might have interacted irartbhent world” (Nongbri 2008:
455). As Fiona Bowie has put it, “any attempt tdirte the subject matter too narrowly
risks giving a positivist stamp to what is in faot interpretative process” (2006: 25).
Heeding such precautions, it will suffice to sagttivhat is under study here is not what
religion is, but what it does, and we must expéeit this will not conform to modern

notions of religious worship.

Christianity, however, is surely in more urgent che@é definition if we are to effectively
seek it in the archaeological record. Howevers iatiguably this kind of reasoning which
has hindered the study of Christianity in the pBst. instance, a recent erudite discussion
of Christian burial in Roman Britain expends gretiort in tracing literary evidence for
Christian beliefs about burial and the afterlifecss the continent, and then imposes them
wholesale on the British archaeological evidengea(8y-Green 2003). But Christianity in
the 3% and 4" century was a disparate network of beliefs, despié standardising efforts
of Constantine and his successors; by theéntury, it was not pagans who threatened the
stability of the church, but Christian sects deernerktical (Clark 2004: 78-92). In a time
when Roman provincial culture was increasingly fin@gting into regional idioms (James
2001; Wells 1999; Woolf 1997), it is striking th@he Church’ is still perceived as a
monolithic authority. Despite the number of studiegerating the fact that there was no
ecclesiastical interest in controlling burial ritestil late in the millennium (Effros 2002a;
O'Brien 1999; 2003; Samson 1999), one can still eorguments for a Christian prohibition
of grave goods and cremation and enforcement afifsperientations (Hoggett 2007;
Petts 2004).

Again, no single definition of Christianity is pdisie or even desirable; attempts to narrow
it down to a list of criteria, beliefs and prac8cdo not stand up to scrutiny and must also
be abandoned (Lane 2001). In fact, if there istangtthat defines Christianity, especially
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in the period under consideration, it is precisédyvariability (Brown 2003; Pluskowski
and Patrick 2003), although it is also clear thutpaability and variation is not exclusive to
Christianity (Insoll 2001b). Indeed, Fenella Cahii2006) has persuasively deconstructed
the idea of Christianity’'s exceptionalism as anotf@#ristian-derived myth. In other
words, Christianity is no better or worse for aistycthan the belief system it replaces, and
it does not automatically ‘change everything’ abawgociety after conversion, as has long
been assumed by archaeological studies. But the theat it is difficult to define
Christianity or any other identity should not datsrfrom studying it (Insoll 2007). Clearly
Christianity was important to the societies whoduge tenets to explain the world around
them, seen in the spatialisation and textualisatiothe saints in the early medieval world
(above, 1.1.2, 1.1.3). We simply have to preparéhfe complexity of the issue, rather than

always explaining variation as deviance.

For archaeologists, interrogating the material enct for an abstract concept like ‘faith’
can be especially perilous (Crumley 1999). But mogiblogists of religion have repeatedly
shown that religion affects all aspects of lifeeevamong those who claim to be non-
religious but still live according to the expeatas of a society based around religion-
informed values (Insoll 2004: 12-14). As such, waymeasonably expect to see the effects
of conversion in everyday activities like eatingoking, dressing and building houses
(Comaroff and Comaroff 1991). While this may beetrit is also true that numerous other
factors can equally affect these social processes) this sense it is not strictly possible to
isolate religion in this way (Insoll 2001b). Furtheore, these existing practices must exert
their own influence on the character of any relgiocluding Christianity (Insoll 2004;
Lane 2001; Nongbri 2008; van Dommelen 1999).

It is clear that religious beliefs are contingepbn historical and social contexts. In the
case of Christianity, we can actually trace its danternal changes over its early history,
showing that it was never a set list of doctririas, was created and recreated continually
depending on the socio-political context in whitfound itself (Cannell 2006). We know,
for instance, that it was in origin the teachindsaocharismatic Judaic prophet, whose
followers elaborated it into one of a number of teyg cults popular in the Graeco-Roman
world. This cult, like many others, struck a cherith existing millennial anxieties within
the Roman Empire, and soon developed into a safvatifaith with an eschatological
bent, its group identity hardening largely throubk persecution of its members but still
subject to local variations of practice (Clark 20Bédves 2007: 158-180). In thd'4entury,

it became the official religion of the Roman Empinehich involved great changes in its
structure and central tenets, not least of which igapoliticisation (Brown 1995). Even at
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this point, it was not imposed unilaterally acrdlss Empire, but appropriated unevenly
and unpredictably across its vast area, such toat the 4' century onwards, we can
describeChristianities rather than a single, monolithic Christianity (Mokand Smith

2008). Regardless of its context, by this poinhatl become inextricably linked to the
Roman Empire, and the reception of Christianityoasr western Europe was now
enmeshed with the concept BRbmanitas But there are numerous difficulties with even
this term from the % century onwards, and discussing the concept afgbBoman, both

within and beyond the frontier, can help clarifyr @pproach to Christianity.

2.2.1. Romanisation and Christianisation
The term ‘Romanisation’ emerged as a way to chariaet the archaeological changes that

occurred in areas in contact with the Roman Emhfidlett 1990). However, in light of
postcolonial theories of culture contact, it hasrbeejected as a useful model of culture
change. The reasons for this are manifold, and h&es rehearsed at length elsewhere
(Hill 2001; Hingley 2005; Mattingly 2004; Mattingl2006; Wells 1999: 126-128; Woolf
1997; Woolf 1998: 1-23). Here it will suffice tormmarise some of the conclusions of this
debate. As we will see, this has many implicatitorsthe study of the related concept of
‘Christianisation’.

The problem with Romanisation is that it creatdalse dichotomy between Roman and
non-Roman, both of which are oversimplified catézg®r and then presumes an
evolutionary progression from ‘native’ to ‘RomaiDavid Mattingly (2004) in particular
has deconstructed the various ways a person ceulddman’ in Britain, from governor to
soldier to peasant, while also pointing out thatrethese categories are too simple. He
goes on to list a variety of other factors that everore salient in constructing identities
than the broad categories of Roman or native: Sf@ttien linked with occupation), wealth
(and how it was obtained), location (and freedommtive), religion (particularly within an
exclusive cult like Christianity), origin (much nercomplex than just Roman or
indigenous), language (and how one expressectitjdmg literacy), gender (differentially
expressed according to the above categories), gadilid: 10-11). Peter Wells (1999:
127-128) argues that much of what we think of asn&n’ culture actually originated in
its provinces, such dsrra sigillata or samian ware, so indicative of Roman culturerwhe
found in Britain, yet primarily produced in Gauh this same vein, it is worth noting that
by the late Roman period, the Roman army was piliyneonstituted of recruits from the
provinces, and many from beyond the frontiers (khi§§999: 8-10). Particularly in this
later period, the Roman army itself should actubyunderstood as a network of armies,
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each with their own peculiar views of what it metmbe a Roman soldier (James 2001).
The subject of military diplomacy is another import issue, as it further blurs the line
between Roman and non-Roman. The Roman practidiploimacy with tribes beyond the
frontiers was not a single foreign policy, but gtlan array of improvised and constantly
negotiated strategies (Heather 2006; Hunter 20020IA\L998: 34-40).

Excavation along the line of Hadrian’s Wall and etsvirons has also revolutionised our
understanding of late Roman Britain over the lagt tdecades (i.e., Wilmott and Wilson
2000). It has become apparent that the frontieezeaw dramatic changes from tHg 4
century onwards, including the remodelling of theadiquarters of several forts as large
aristocratic residences (Bidwell and Speak 1994ris~and Jones 2000; Wilmott 2000).
This corresponds with wider changes in Roman fesnstrategy, most notably the
replacement of a standing army with locally-re@ditind hereditarymitanei troops, with
implications for whom (or what) we label ‘Romanofn the &' century (Rob Collins 2006;
Collins 2008; Fraser 2009a: 56-57). Thus, the Ramaast likely to be engaging with the
peoples of southern Scotland were these distincivemunities of indigenous extraction
who were nevertheless defenders of the Empire, withtinuing implications for the
centuries following Roman rule (Dark 2000; Esmofidieary 2001; Woolf 2003).

This deconstruction has revolutionised our undaditay of the process of interaction with
the north. It is well known that a reasonable qgiyardf Roman material culture was
circulating in Scotland after the withdrawal of teny in the late century, and that this
was reused in a number of ways not necessarilteceta their original function (Campbell
2011; Hanson 2004). Some of this material was edrédr an period of time before being
reworked into fine metalwork and craft-working irapients (Campbell 2011; Hunter
2007: 37-38). How this material became availablansther question. Market-based trade
does not seem to explain its distribution, leavdifgomatic gifts and ‘bribes’ to buy peace
as the best explanation (Hunter: ibid.). Such héyel negotiation with Roman officials
may indicate more common ground between both gattian is generally assumed, and
more movement across the frontier (cf Heather 20@6¥% important to stress that this
movement went both ways, as recent material cutturdies have begun to show (Allason-
Jones and Jones 1994; Heald 2001). In this kireheironment, some cultural similarities
might be expected to exist on either side of tloatfer. Evidence for this comes in the
form of the later practice of erecting Latin-inbad stones, seen on both sides of the
frontier beginning in the'Scentury (Forsyth 2005; McCarthy 2009).
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Just as the Romans cannot be seen as a singlegboous culture, our image of the
‘natives’ has also undergone a radical restructurill the identifying factors listed by
Mattingly (above) apply to them as well, so sim@8fining a Briton as a hon-Roman is a
an oversimplification of a complex reality (Wool@@3). Scholars of later prehistory have
established ‘different Iron Ages’ across Britainafding 2006; Haselgrove and Moore
2007; Hill and Cumberpatch 1995; Sharples and PdPkarson 1997), and even within
Scotland, the appearance of Roman material coudd ghstly more complex responses
than the simple categories of assimilation andstasce (Harding 2004; Hunter 2007;
Macinnes 1984). ‘Resistance’ could often be nonevih and even take place within the
context of ‘assimilation’, such as the ‘Romano-&lteities which kept their Celtic
names while being inscribed on Roman altars (Webk®#95). Even resistance from
beyond the frontier could be within a Roman idiaas, when the southern Irish began
erecting inscribed stones, but using their own Uagg and alphabet instead of Latin
(Charles-Edwards 2000). Interaction with Rome waswn to have ranged from military
conflict to strategic alliance to what we might swer a ‘bribe’, with certain tribes being
paid off for peace (Hunter 2007). However, Heathevbrk (2006) introduces a level of
complexity to these diplomatic pay-offs, as pofitisho were to be paid tribute attained a
certain legal status, afederatj meaning that they were now part of Rome, with
obligations imposed on both sides. While these gatibns were often ignored or
renegotiated, this practice had a long-rangingcefte Roman-indigenous relations. The
very process of negotiation implies that while bsithes should not be seen as equal, there
was at least some amount of mutual understandiddaaniliarisation, which will be seen

to be important when it comes to studying conversio

Another important corollary of the Romanisation aebhas been the realisation that the
Roman soldiers were not the only highly mobile gapon in this period. It has been
noted that Late Iron Age societies across northvii@gsbpe also began to experience
radical changes in material culture and settlenpattern in the centuries before Roman
intervention, or in the case of Ireland and Scaana with no direct Roman intervention
at all (Andrén 2007; Armit and Ralston 2003; Chsifglwards 2000; Haselgrove 1997;
Heald 2001; Tipping 1997). It is now recognisedtthi@ese societies were linked by
complex networks of gift-exchange, fosterage artmopractices that involved material
and people moving long distances (Campbell 200¢hiBgham and Swift 2004; Karl
2005; Nieke 1993). As Rome shifted more from beangroducer to a net consumer of
resources, it required a wider pool of producerading to disturb pre-existing networks
far beyond the frontier (Cunliffe 2008).
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To come back to Scotland, the implications of gostcolonial paradigm shift are various.
Firstly, it has to be noted that the Roman impaciScotland can no longer be seen as a
purely short-lived military intervention (Fraser@&: 116-117). Nor is ‘Roman influence’
likely to be linear and diffusionist: Hunter's (200research on Roman finds has shown
that there is evidence for continued, if constamtyanging, contact with Rome, with a
significant focus on the northeast as well as theas closest to the Roman walls.
Meanwhile, work on the Latin inscribed stones ofiteern Scotland shows a vibrant
Latinate culture still existing between the walfs the 5-7' centuries (Forsyth 2005;
Handley 2001), at roughly the same time as thadRislymbol stones of the northeast were
being erected (Forsyth 1998).

But the spectre of war and colonial exploitatioowdd not be forgotten: Hunter (2007) and
James Fraser (2009a) have reinterpreted the scsatital and archaeological evidence
for the late Roman period and made a persuasive foasthe hardening of communal
identities across central Scotland as being dubotbh Roman diplomacy and Roman
depredations. The reception or rejection of Ronagnib Scotland will often be down to
forces beyond their control as subjects to a gnaspolonial project. The recognition that
Scotland was an active participant in the worldaté Roman Britain, with its various
shades of accommodation, adaptation and resistameans that we must allow for the
possibility that Scotland participated in Romarnigielus practices as well. This includes,
but should not be limited to, Christianity, as demstoated by the recent find of two altars
to Mithras in Musselburgh ELO (BBC 2011). Indeekle tpossibility of a late Roman-
period conversion to Christianity should not bemdgsed out of hand (and will be dealt

with below, 2.2.3), but neither will this have oo@d uniformly or predictably.

The term ‘Romanisation’ is thus not a useful one tfte processes of cultural change
across Europe in the early to mid-first millennikD. Yet certain ‘Roman’ mores and
ideas, Christianity not least among them, certapdysisted. How are we to explain this
process? From a theoretical standpoint, what nieelds remembered is that these changes
are also due to a complex interplay between powtrrctsires, settlement patterns,
cosmologies and ideologies. Theories that try folar religious changes solely in terms
of Roman collapse, provincial uprisings, or a gmyviethnic consciousness beyond the
frontiers are mistaking the result for the causell{(@ 2008; Hingley 2005; Pitts 2008).
Yet it cannot be denied that after th8 dentury, Christianity became a symbol of the
prestige and legitimacy of the Roman emperors, vaasl adopted by certain groups as a
tool for self-differentiation and authority (Brow2003; Herrin 1987; Higham 1997a). The
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history of Christianity in ‘barbarian’ Europe carnrixe divorced from the changing power

structures of the post-Roman period.

2.2.2. Ethnicity, memory and personhood
Before moving on to the role of Christianity in s$eechanges, we must take into account

the growing body of literature on the emergencetbhic groups which characterises the
transformation of the Roman to the early medievaiqul. This field has undergone a
massive paradigm shift in the last two decadegelgrcharacterised by the series of
studies that formed the European Science Foundati®ransformation of the Roman
World’ research project (Noble 2006b; Wood 199#®)isTproject has not pushed a single
interpretation of these vast changes, but collebtj\the publications embody the approach
that must now be taken: put simply, it is a proaeissitensive “deconstructing and then
reconstructing” (Wood 1997: 226). It has long beecognised that ethnic identities, or
rather, traits perceived (from within or without) belong to a collective rather than
individual identity and believed to be acquiredd®scent (Jones 1997), became enmeshed
with power structures across Europe in the mid-findlennium AD (Gillett 2002b). But
the academic construct of racial differences asdiingng force for historical processes
was formulated in the f9and 28 centuries, during the birth of modern nationalisnu
Darwinist theories of essentially unchangeable humeature. Scholarly criticism of racial
theories increased in the post-war era, and totayg clear that ethnic identities are
comprised of fluid, situational, historically-comgient choices; as such, the concept of
‘barbarisation’ is as unhelpful a concept as ‘Romsaion’ (Brather 2002; Curta 2007;
Diaz-Andreu and Lucy 2005; Driscoll 2000; Gille®d(®a; Jones 1997; Noble 2006b;
Wood 1997). The danger lies with looking for thegimrs of any ethnicity or the ‘moment’
of ethnogenesis, since ethnic identities are caatip being formed and renegotiated
through actions and rituals (Curta 2007; Jones 18@FKon 2000). Further, such a search
will tend to favour the narratives of peoples whappened to leave behind texts or
distinctive artefact types; in other words, thoséhwhe means to ensure the survival of
their version of events (Gillett 2002a; Goetz 2003)

Like any other identity, ethnicity is more usefubgen as a dynamic body of ritualised
behaviours, but ones that are actively chosen gir@onstant renegotiation and recreated
at every expression (Insoll 2007; Theuws 2000)nkeity can be seen as ecledbiccolage
cobbled together (not always consciously) from tudtural and social backgrounds
available to people at a particular moment, in pitdeachieve a particular goal (Carey
1994; Carver 2005; Curta 2007; Insoll 2007; Woo@87)9But even if this sounds cold and
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calculating, we should not forget that the socidah that requires the formation of such
identities also creates strongly-held beliefs whigre very real to those who used them,
and as such cannot be casually disregarded (Clz0@gb; Wolfram 1994). While these
choices and the mentalities they engender may eatdmpletely comprehended using
material culture alone, it is still an importantctar in our understanding of the way
societies saw themselves and communicated witranather, and as such remains a valid
if not crucial object of study (Curta 2007; Drisc@000; Lucy 2002). Their constantly
negotiated, and not endemic, identities must alvilykept in mind, as is the power of the

material culture itself in this negotiation (Jor2897).

The formation of new identities and their reinfar@nt over time is inextricably bound
with the material world. This realisation const@sitanother important paradigm shift in
recent years, as articulated most coherently inkwam memory and materiality in
archaeology (Bradley 2000a; 2002; Devlin 2007a;ld&ader and Oestigaard 2008; Jones
2007; Van Dyke and Alcock 2003; H Williams 2003ailliéims 2006). By the nature of
their permanence, material objects link momenthénpast to the present, and in turn can
be said to influence future activity. The creatmnspecific class of object, for instance a
sword, constitutes ritualised activity, in thatréquires knowledge of past swords to be
recalled in the present and projected into futuemufacture of swords. Howard Williams
has shown how this approach can be applied toi@tharial rites such as weapon burials,
Anglo-Saxon cremations, or Pictish cairns (2003)52; 2007a); each instance references

past graves and is recalled and reconstructed tisgnignaterial culture as a mnemonic.

Studies into memory and ritualised activity strélse essentially creative rather than
constraining nature of recall and reproduction @Bri1999; Halsall 2003; Insoll 2004;
Insoll 2007; Nelson 2000; Theuws 2000). Researcleagnition and recall in the human
brain may provide a useful analogy: the brain dusssimply store information in a single
place; rather, each memory is a network of relatedcepts and emotions which are
activated together upon recall (Sweatt 2010). Furtlevery act of remembering adds
another layer of meaning to that memory; in effegry time a memory is recalled, it is
also changedil§id., 7-9). This effect has often been perceived ittucal studies or
memory and ritual behaviour (Devlin 2007a; Hal24D3; Jones 2007; Theuws 2000; H
Williams 2003c), and the character and frequencsnemory recall is as important as the
formation of the memory in the first place. Ritsalil production of material culture is thus
not a slavish reproduction of past forms, but ative act linking perceived pasts and
aspired futures (Jones 2007: 53-54). Material cajtirom brooches to graves, can thus be
seen not as a reflection of ethnic identities,dsué process of creating them.
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In this light, it is worth discussing the notion ledw the self was constructed, as a parallel
process to the creation of the collective self. $tuely of personhood is particularly useful
here, since cultural change is often coincidenhwhanging perceptions of the body and
one’s role within a society (Brown 1981; Briick 289€lark 2004; Hamilakist al. 2002;
JD Hill 1997; Williams 2007c). Chris Fowler's antipological work on personhood in
past societies (2004) emphasises that the seltreased not only through the modern lens
of individuality, the perception of a person as iadivisible unit, but also through
‘dividuality’, in which identity is derived from ah reinforced by social and material
entanglements. A good example is gift exchangeeltkmown aspect of early medieval
social reproduction which involved binding the giftver and receiver in a relationship
embodied within the object (Alcock 2003; Nieke 1P9B effect, this social act gave
objects their own biographies, which then becanregfahe identity of the owner (Harke
2000). Similarly, in Anglo-Saxon England, grave deavere seen as actively creating a
new social bond between the living and the deceéseduse they retained part of the
identity of the both giver and receiver (Crawfo@D2; King 2004). Conceptions of family
and friendship also defined one’s identity: in gamedieval Ireland, kinship was the
primary basis of one’s social standing (Charles-&dls 1993a), while in Late Antique
Gaul, status could be defined through the bondsatitia, literally friendship, embodied
in a network of letter-writing correspondents (®l&001; Pearce 2003; Wood 1992).
People thus acquired their identity through bondb weople and through the transfer of
certain classes of objects; the loss of peopleutjitradeath, or the destruction of objects,
could effectively alienate a portion of the selé such, identity was not fixed at birth, but
was a relational angartible entity (Fowler 2004; Insoll 2007). It is in thisay that we
have to consider ethnic and religious identitied: jost as static categories but fluid social
processes that people continually renegotiated twercourse of their lives by ritual

actions and other social acts.

So what does this have to do with ChristianityZHristianity from the % century was
equated with the Roman Empire, then Christianisatmuld be seen as going hand in hand
with Romanisation. But given the problems with twcept of Romanisation and other
ethnocentric models as described above, the impita for the concept of
‘Christianisation’ should then be obvious (Kilbrid200). It should not be seen as a
straightforward, steady progress from ‘pagan’ tdwri€tian’; both categories should be
seen as too imprecise to describe religious ideatamong the provincial cultures of this
period (O Riain 1995; Palmer 2007; Williams 2002ood 2008b). Further, no
monolithic Christian or pre-Christian identity cdée presumed, since even those who

considered themselves Christian could choose teradio certain practices others would
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consider non-Christian, and vice versa. The diVidkadure of the self meant that identities
were not merely chosen but structured through sotibgations; the bonds of marriage,
kinship and power could be a significant deterngniactor for one’s identity, including

religious identity (Fraser 2009a: 83-93). Theottieat presume a society was inherently
predisposed to, or aligned against, Christianityusth also be rejected as not taking into
account the complexities of the situation. Thergdgéng thing about ‘Christianisation’ is

not just that it was happening across Europe, lmit the term itself continues to be used

uncritically. This is arguably due to a misundemstiag of the nature of conversion itself.

2.2.3. Conversion
Along with ethnicity and Romanisation, the studyreligious conversion has undergone a

paradigmatic overhaul in recent decades. The gbaitnow almost does not need to be
made is that conversion is a long process, nobhg@lesievent (Bowie 2006; Cannell 2006;
Cusack 1998; Mills and Grafton 2003; Muldoon 199Cjucially, this process is not
progress, in either of its meanings. The conversioa person, let alone an entire society,
IS unique to every situation, with false starts aekersals along the way; but crucially, the
outcome is never inevitable, and indeed, one magie that it is always ongoing without
a discernible outcome. Like Romanisation and etbnegis, conversion does not have an
archaeologically discernible origin point, nor apservable end point. In other words, a
society’s conversion is not a watershed momentjusiitone aspect of its multifaceted and

continually renegotiated image of itself.

The problem with understanding conversion in thist fmillennium AD, in Scotland as
elsewhere in Europe, is the paradoxical situatiorwhich Christianity is known to be
widespread, but conversion is often portrayed asmplete or improperly executed (EIm
2003; JMH Smith 2003). The debate over pagan, €etti Germanic ‘survivals’ in
Christianity (Angenendt 1998; Cusack 1998; Fletch®87; Flint 1991; Holtorf 1997,
Mathews 1993; Murray 1992; O Riain 1995; Petts 20RGssell 1994; Thomas 1971;
Williams 2002b) is based on the assumption thatctvererted have done so without full
understanding or acceptance of Christian doctitmvever, this begs the question of how
a ‘full understanding’ of Christianity could evee Imeasured, or if it is even possible. The
discourse of early medieval ‘inauthentic’ convensitas fuelled innumerable theories of
syncretism, a word which tends to oversimplify bgiagan’ and ‘Christian’ and should
perhaps be avoided (Goldberg 2009; cf. Shaw anda®td 994; Webster 1997). Similarly,
the debate over whether conversion to Christiatotyres from popular pressure (bottom-
up) or political power (top-down) essentialises hbatides and oversimplifies the
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complexity of the process (Bowes 2008). In a pdetual paradigm, we would more
correctly argue thatboth bottom-up and top-down forces play their role ivery

conversion, and neither occurs without exertingnttience on the other (Fraser 2009a:
83-93). The reality is that no conversion is eveomplete’, and that even among
Christians, the work of ‘Christianisation’ is nevénished, as it must be continually
reinforced by prayer, sacraments, and rites of gges¢Muldoon 1997). This applies as

much to internal or personal conversion as to treversion of an entire society.

Recent work in the archaeology of religion is begig to pave the way toward a practical
method of detecting religious change in the mateeeord (Goldberg 2009; Insoll 2004;
Lane 2001; Parker Pearson 2006). Generally speathigginvolves the recognition that
context and practice are all-important. Materialtune itself does not simply reflect
religious identity, just as it does not reflectretity, but rather helps create it; indeed, with
sacred objects, we may be justified in saying Haatrality is partly bound within certain
objects, such as relics and altars. But this seglsninnate characteristic is itself socially
constructed by its ritualised use and by commuonabkensus, itself not static through the
biography of the object (Insoll 2004; Jones 20@4) such, it is how the material is being
used at any given time that is important, not arganing inherent in the material itself
(Mawer 1995). Religious affiliation must be arguked, rather than assumed, in every
instance. But beyond this, we should not blindlsumse a purely religious motive behind
any aspect of the material culture, even of thetrassuredly religious type. For instance,
the construction of a church is bound up with ecoiep political, and social structures as
much as religious ones (O Carragain 2010). Evemisggy ‘supernatural’ or ‘ritual’
practices may only appear as such to us today; witbra practice as emotionally charged
as human burial, the motivation could be as mudteretvordly as this-worldly (Briick
1999; 2006a; Harke 2001; James 1989; Parker Peaffi®) Rebillard 2003).

In the light of these critiques, some of the mosingnent historical revisions of early
medieval conversion fail to convince. For instaneey model developed solely for
‘Germanic’ or ‘Celtic’ peoples quickly limits itseto modern ethnic constructs, and the
usefulness of such categories for understandinigioak practice has been rejected
(Clancy 2002a; Davies 1992; Goffart 1988; Parkearfan 2006; Smith 2001). Their
limitations can be seen in the selective applicatid theory to fit the evidence. For
instance, Cusack’sConversion among the Germanic Peoplé€s998), later more

dramatically re-tittedThe Rise of Christianity in Northern Europe, 30®Q0 and

Higham’s The Convert Kingg1997a) both review the anthropological literatungh an

eye towards how specific ‘Germanic’ societies, eatlhan individuals, converted to
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Christianity. However, it is no coincidence thayedto a reliance on the conversion
narratives of Bede and Jordanes, both authors fatapidown models of conversion
flowing from the royal court. In contrast, Micha&ichter's (1995) review of the

anthropological literature with regard to the camswen of Ireland favours a more
fragmented, bottom-up approach which mirrors thatikeely unstratified society of petty

kingdoms that characterises many ‘Celtic’ countakthe time.

Because of the lack of clear textual or materiadlence for the social structures of Late
Iron Age Scotland, the Scottish burial evidencevigtes a way to test the usefulness of
both top-down and bottom-up models. In Cusack’s ehodonversion can be seen as a
long process comprising of three basic steps: fanshation by contact with Christians,
followed by targeted evangelisation by Christian ssmonaries, resulting in the
“indigenization” of Christianity (Cusack 1998: 1-2d passim). The last point is worth
expanding on: this is based on the influential wafrdames Russellhe Germanization of
Early Medieval Christianity(1994), which argues that every Christian societgrprets
doctrine (as well as the narrative of its own caBsian) in its own unique way. This theme
is persistently found in anthropological literat€@annell 2006), and it emphasises the fact
that the conversion of a social group is also tteatoon of a new ‘imagined community’
(Barth 1992), with all the tensions that can ca@esack is certainly correct in including a
section on the different ways Christianity was lipteted within each regional case study,
and an important lesson should be to seek out aptbre variety rather than expect
religious homogeneity. It is also stresses thengftelitical nature of conversion, in which
Scotland is not likely to differ. On the other haRichter’'s model is also crucial for toning
down the royal rhetoric in literary accounts of zersion; he stresses that early medieval
kings tended to derive their legitimacy by colleetassent, and the model of kings as all-
powerful deciders of what religion the entire kingd would subscribe to is perhaps
anachronistic in the™and " centuries (Fraser 2009a: 63-67, 86; Harding 2092:297).

In this, he is followed by Thomas Charles-Edwamlsp stresses that the conversion of
Ireland was neither wholly top-down nor bottom-ialladius ministered to an existing
Christian community, and Patrick did not evangekisgs, but lower members of the royal
aristocracy (Charles-Edwards 2000: 182-240). Funtbee, it was the existence of a
powerful learned class, which valued literacy ahd bpportunities represented by the
world of Latin learning, which fuelled the drivewiards monastic foundations from within
Irish society rather than by outside missionariébatles-Edwards 1998). The Irish case
shows that missionaries played a role in the caneerof Ireland, but it was indigenous

agency which made the new religion its own.
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The lesson to be learned here is that both ‘botipmand ‘top-down’ models are too
simplistic and a combination of both is likely abrk in every case. Further, the pagan or
Celtic ‘survivals’ in the later hagiography are miog of the sort; the heroic literary motifs,
holy wells and euhemerised pagan deities fountienetarly saints’ lives and origin myths
are more understandable as the Christian creafian'wsable past’ or pseudo-history for
the purposes of the present (Brown 2003; Carey ;1R8klellis 2009; McCone 1990). A
similar process of mixing contemporary Christiantifisowith pre-Christian styles of art
can be seen in the manuscripts, sculpture andniietalwork of Ireland and beyond, and
should be interpreted as one of the most successfyd in which a new social fabric was
being created in early medieval Europe (Driscol0@0Goetz 2003; Henderson 1996;
Henderson and Henderson 2004; Nieke 1993; Wood )19Bfis creative blending
occurred at all levels, from folk tales to churgineds (Meens 1998; Smith 1990; 2003).

Another crucial point made by Richter (1995) istttieere was often no formal doctrinal
control involved in the spread of religious ideasy introduction of Christianity into a
new context necessarily involved the translatiowofds and concepts into a language that
may not have had a way of expressing them. Howehrerprocess of ‘translation’ can be
an act of resistance as much as a force for dommg¥ebster 1995), which must be
assessed in every case. The initial spread of @@mty throughout Rome before
Constantine, even beyond the frontiers as showthéexistence of Christians in Ireland
before the mission of Palladius (Charles-Edward¥00s further evidence of the mobility
of religious ideas by ‘word of mouth’ and other gmn-to-person means (Rives 2007).
Thus, the process of ‘indigenization’ was not alavélye last step of conversion, but began
from the very first contact and continued inexoydbbm then on (Elbourne 2003).

In every society, we should see the tensions ateaieonly between the powerful and the
powerless, but within and among all their constitugroups. The survival in our period of
‘official’ histories, including saints’ lives andrigin myths, is a product of this tension
since they were invariably the product of a literalass largely for a literate audience, and
the ones that survived mainly did so because thexg wromoted by those with an interest
in monopolising perceptions of the past. Ancientrataves of conversion, based as they
are in such contexts, must be treated as biasedsewonly with care. In our period, it is
not enough to study how societies converted to dflanity; there is a pressing need to
show how these societiesnverted ChristianityMaldonado 2011). Archaeology provides
the best tools for this, and one of the best wais this question is through the material
culture of death and burial. The last two decadagehseen an explosion in newly-

published archaeological excavations of inhumatioaves in Scotland, but these have
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largely been studied on a site-by-site basis amgpgkha without the application of a rigorous
theoretical framework. Furthermore, burials arecaufor studying the conversion in
Scotland since they form the bulk of the evideraretlie period in question. Therefore, the

Scottish burial evidence provides an ideal datagbtwhich to test new approaches.

2.2.4. Burial and Christianity: a new approach
As has long been recognised in anthropological issudhe study of a community’s

treatment of the body is always the study of th@mrimunal body’ (Bowie 2006: 34-61).
The 8"-century emergence of cemeteries, or the accuroalafi graves in specific places,
can seem deceptively Christian-like, given our niodeperience of burial in graveyards.
But the uncritical use of the terms ‘Christian’ aipde-Christian’ for these practices is
unhelpful. The early church did not seem to hawe dorctrinal restrictions on burial until
at least the '8 century, and until then Christians could and ditpey a variety of burial
rites according to family traditions (O'Brien 2009) fact, a recent study of late Roman
legal evidence shows that burial was not considevrigdin the realm of religion at all;
what mattered were familial traditions and the dedsaof society (Rebillard 2003). In
other words, vernacular burial practices are ssmpgly resilient despite great changes in
cosmological and social structure (Pearce 19970R0& crucial concept noted over a
century ago by Joseph Anderson (1876). Furthernsimee the chronology of conversion
in Scotland is so poorly understood, the term @heistian’ for any practice other than

orientated, unfurnished inhumation is at best seful, and at worst misleading.

So can we use the cemeteries as expressions gfousli belief? Within the current
paradigm described above (2.2.2), we need to beeawfathe way material culture does
not merely reflect identities and beliefs, but $2d to create and reinforce them. Given the
origins of many of Scottish burial rites in the Igatenturies AD (Ashmore 1980), the
discussion can no longer begin by looking from mhedieval period back, but from the
Iron Age forward, and so we must not limit ourselve Christian interpretations and
assumptions. One of the most long-lived of thedhas the veneration of corporeal relics
implies that Christian graves were believed to dered (Sparey-Green 2003). While we
can be certain that some graves or human remaires we@erated as cult objects, this did
not occur everywhere nor at the same time (BrowBil1€lark 2001). As such, a crucial
test of this hypothesis will be to ask, when, iegvhe grave became ‘numinous’, a fixed
location connecting this world with the supernalt@irasoll 2004: 19-20).
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Other interpretations can be pursued when we meyeridl expectations of Christianity.
For instance, the work of Howard Williams (200611¥444) has stressed the agency of the
material culture of the grave itself. The rituatissction of sourcing stone and constructing
a long cist grave, for instance, may have been eadlwith supernatural overtones which
would not have been lost on the mourners as thdydach new grave. The excavator of
Hallow Hill FIF argued that each of the dozensistxon site was built with side slabs set
in a specific order (Proudfoot 1996: 403-404). Saate indicates that there was an image
of a ‘proper’ burial which involved lining the cae with stone slabs, and the widespread
use of the long cist across Scotland is possikilteece for a shared ritual which may have
played a key role in mediating the transformatiémhe corpse into an ancestor (Williams
2007a). Given the dividual nature of early mediadantity (above, 2.2.2), the use of a
distinct burial ritual can be seen as a necessacialsact, a way of reconstructing the
personhood of the deceased by renegotiating tleidwith the living (Fowler 2004: 79-
100). As Insoll (2004: 12) reminds us, “ritual is alement of the wider whole, and its
archaeological recovery should be a reflectiorhed tather than an end in itself.” In these
terms, burial rites can be seen as technologiesaokformation. To demonstrate these
processes at work, we must be able to study thstiwarion of the individual grave as a
meaningful act. When graves are found in cemeteahes relationship to others should be
studied as a selective remembering and forgettipgevious burial events (Halsall 2003).

Application of such theories has led to a greapg@reciation of landscape location and the
way the cemeteries created special places over (Ghadren and Nash 1997; Williams
2002a). Across Britain, it has been noted thatyez@meteries were often located adjacent
to prehistoric ritual landscapes and monumentss@oti 1998c; James 1992; Williams
1998). This is often interpreted as a politicalyamged strategy of appropriation of the past
to legitimise the rulers of the present, but thisw tends to secularise the complex
emotional and spiritual context of death and intamtmin a specific landscape (Effros
1997). The problem with studying cemeteries in Wy is that they tend to be dealt with
as a single entity that arrived fully made, instedchs a long process developing over
generations, even centuries. More usefully, we khtnace the creation of the special
‘place’ in order to find out how this happens. hiler to do so, we need to track the use of
the place throughout its entire ‘biography’, fromfdre, during, and after its use for burial
(Carver 2005; Fletcher 1994; Gosden and Marsh&9)L9

Analysing the cemeteries from a landscape peryecti seeing them as socially
constructed places instead of cemeteries, singedhly became cemeteries over time —
frees us from the notion that every burial clust@@msund one ‘saintly’ founder or other
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venerated ancestor, a notion imposed on cemetbyiemodern assumptions (Williams
2005b). The fact that cemeteries were often coaderito expressions of later identities,
such as the appropriation of themedor sacred grove for a church Bglesnamin or
Hallow Hill FIF (Barrow 1983; Proudfoot 1996), is good example of selective
remembering and forgetting over time. When mategture is approached as a dynamic
participant in the burial ritual, we can see thed places of the dead were being actively
used by the living and not simply for the benefitlee corpse. The potential for changing
function and meaning over time must not be ignofadally, burial places need not be
strictly religious or secular sites; whether Chaist royal or otherwise, it is clear this
distinction only becomes important to those whoseethese sites, and those who study
them later on (Maldonado 2011).

A fluid, case-by-case methodology focusing on tbeiad practices involved in creating
graves and cemeteries will help avoid generalisintp broad labels, and show how
regional differences informed the development afdduites (Goldberg 2009; Lucy 2002).
To do this, a multiscalar approach must be usedlystg burial from the level of the
individual grave through to the study of the cemetas a whole. A landscape-based
approach will help shed light on the way the cemetedid not just appear on the
landscape, but actually helped create it over tifrtee fact that inhumation cemeteries
appeared across Britain and Europe in the mid-firiennium AD shows that this is a
wider trend not limited to Christian areas (Randgh®91). Accordingly, we should think
of burial as a religious act as much as a techiyotdgsocial differentiation, like wearing
fine metalwork and commissioning monumental architee, which became increasingly
important during the early medieval period; Chastty itself may be seen as another
enabling technology (Driscoll 2000). The appearaot&emeteries beyond the Roman
frontier may thus be explained not by the conversm Christianity (contra Petts 2004),
but by changing social structures that requiredenfizquent and elaborate expressions of
certain rituals, Christian and otherwise (Seamad620The dearth of historical sources for
Scotland in the Late Iron Age and the lack of auallly diagnostic material culture from
the graves in this part of Britain provides a umigesource on which to test models
without the biases and assumptions fostered byléeixhotions of missionary Christianity

or ‘Germanic’ migrations.

2.3. Conclusion
In summary, theoretical approaches in archaeolaye Hargely abandoned monocausal

explanations for changes in patterns of materiilcel This is as true of ‘Christianisation’
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as it is for ‘Romanisation’ or ‘ethnogenesis’. Whamderstood on a social level, these are
all longer, gradual processes, with no fixed ensultesuch as becoming completely
Christian, Roman, or Pictish, since these categaie themselves always in flux. Further,
these processes do not occur in a vacuum, bunplhge on one another as they develop.
A more fruitful approach is to expect many diffaréacal Christianities in the period
before religion became part of the process of nabwilding from c. AD 650, when

nonconformity began to be a threat to centralisdilsr power.

Religion is not a simple mirror for society, butsjuone of the many ways a society
continually defines and redefines itself. The diffties in defining belief from the mute
material record remain, but the question is mongr@chable if we study the effects of
these beliefs on the more observable aspects oydaaelife that we have available. In a
Scottish context, the evidence from the Late IrogeAthe period of conversion to
Christianity, is largely limited to burials, andighwill form the primary dataset for this
research. By interrogating this dataset, we camithate how burials fit into the Late Iron
Age cosmology, rather than imposing one on them se®ing how the material fits. A
methodology that does not just accommodate contglexit anticipates it, is the only way
to maturely deal with the material record. The gjoesmust now be about how different

peoples convert Christianity, and how burial rge$ used for this purpose.

2.4. Methodology

For the reasons delineated above (2.2.3, 2.2.4)stady uses the Scottish burial evidence
as its primary dataset. In order to keep the wodused on the material culture of burial,
other forms of commemoration, including inscribéahes and documentary evidence, will
be cited where useful (e.g., 5.3.4; 6.3; 6.4),\velltnot be analysed beyond the review in
Chapter 1. Under the guiding principles that cosnar is a long process, and that the
formation of cemeteries did not happen overnighis icrucial to approach this material
from a long-term perspective. In order to provideettively unbiased and contextual
approach, the dataset covers a wide time spangrgathnto a database of all burial
evidence in Scotland from the entire first millesnmi AD, from the first scattered instances
of burial in the Middle Iron Age, to the full-blowproto-parochial churchyards of the
Norse period. The database also includes all radion dates from human bone within

this period in order to track change over time.

The decision to limit this study to the modern $sbtborder admittedly introduces an

arbitrary modernist bias on the data. However, mive historically nationalist approaches
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used in previous studies of ‘Celtic’ and ‘Anglo-®ax burial archaeology (Chapter 1), it
was decided that the present work should obsemedme constraints in order to better
highlight the flawed nature of this limitation, atite need to transcend such constraints in
future work. Furthermore, the Anglo-Saxon burialdewce is much better documented
and studied, whereas the Scottish evidence hagetdieen given a full-length analysis,
and so this work should be seen as an attemptirig bre subject area up to speed with
developments elsewhere. Nevertheless, certainildison maps will go beyond the
Scottish border into England and Northern Irelamdrder to place the Scottish material in
its wider context; this will only be for mainly utrative purposes, and all new analysis

presented here will be limited to the Scottish make

The data was gathered primarily from the Royal Cagsion on the Ancient and Historical
Monuments of Scotland (RCAHMS), using their onliB&NMORE database, and the
annual gazeteebiscovery and Excavation in Scotland/here sites have no published
material pertaining to them (e.g., only noted byARIBIS), the National Monument
Records of Scotland (NMRS) site number is providedtead. Where distribution maps
contain sites beyond the Scottish border, theseectnom well-known national and
regional catalogues published previously (HamlirD@0INSTAR 2011; Lucy 1999;
O'Brien 1999), and are not intended to be exhaeisag such, the English and Northern
Irish sites are not included in the final database.

2.4.1. Structure of the database
The database was built using Microsoft Access Xifivare, and consists of two tables:

‘All Burial Evidence’ and ‘C14 dates’. These ardated via the use of randomly-generated
three-digit Site ID, in a one-to-many relationskifh the C14 table subsidiary to the All
Burial Evidence table. Due to space constraintsgdegision was made to record
demographic and other details of individual graf@sradiocarbon-dated graves only; in
this way, long-term changes in age, sex, and gtgpe can be traced over time. This

information can be found in the C14 Dates table.

The primary table is All Burial Evidence, and thkeSD for each entry is unique. Each
entry in this table includes the basic locatiomébimation, including site name, council,
pre-1974 county, national Ordnance Survey gridregfee (under the heading ‘NGR’), X
and Y coordinates for the creation of GIS-basedridigion maps, and modern parish.
Under the heading ‘references’ are included onlg firimary published sources of

information in abbreviated format, following thew@ntions cited in the bibliography.
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Under the heading ‘size’ is the number of individua each site, and only included where

confirmed by modern excavation; otherwise, thelfislleft blank.

Each site is assigned a broad type: barrows, crensatcairns, inhumations, long cists,
and stray find, each defined briefly here and dised further below (Chapter 5). This
approach admittedly essentialises sites with varigies in use, so where necessary the
database includes duplicate entries for a givenvdgitere it can be justifiably categorised as
more than one simple category. While this introduaecertain level of subjectivity to the
data collection, the analysis is limited to thehtemlogical constraints of the software used.
Each of these categories (except for ‘stray finsljurther subdivided by population size.
As such, each site type is deemed a ‘cemetery’ vithexaches the arbitrary limit of five
for flat grave (inhumation, long cist and cremajieemeteries and three for monumental
(barrow and cairn) cemeteries. The limit of five flat grave cemeteries is the convenient
middle ground between Henshall's (1956) definitadra cemetery as six or more graves,
and Rees’ (2002) definition as four or more. Teitlifor barrow and cairn cemeteries is
lower, since these tend to be fewer on any givem as discussed further below (5.3.2). In
the occasion where a site has both above-groundimemnts and flat graves, precedence in
terms of categorisation is given to the monumehisally, each site is categorised as to
whether they are confirmed and unconfirmed. Geheisgleaking, confirmed sites are
those investigated via modern excavation (eg.r 4847, or the first volume dES); all
others are qualified with ‘(poss)’. In the casebafrows, sites known only through aerial

photography are qualified with ‘(cropmark)’.

Under the heading ‘Site type’ are found the follogvcategories:

e Barrow: a mound of earth marking a burial or bwrian the ground surface.
Because the majority of such sites are now plougletn, the majority of these
are found not by excavation but by aerial recorszise in the form of cropmarks.
As such, site types will be differentiated betwe&arrow (cropmark)’ and
‘Barrow’, in the latter case when they are confidngy excavation or remain
upstanding. Each is further defined by populatiae £g., ‘Barrow (<3)’ where
there are fewer than three barrows, not individuaials, and ‘Barrow cemetery’
when there are three or more barrows.

» Cairn: a mound of stones marking a burial or bar@h the ground surface. The
same numerical constraints apply as with barrolsye.

e Cremation: the burial of burnt human remains. Wik apply regardless of the
grave type used, whether urns, cists, or pits.r@teon cemetery’ refers to a site
with five or more individual humans represented.

e Inhumation: the burial of unburnt human remainsisTdategory includes unlined
articulated burials, burials in timber linings, abdrials of disarticulated, unburnt
human bone. Where both stone-lined and unlinedalsuare found on a single site,
the category will be defined by the majority of gga of either type.
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Long cist: the burial of unburnt human remainstons-lined graves. Where both
stone-lined and unlined burials are found on alsirsite, the category will be
defined by the majority of graves of either type.

Stray find: only used in the rare occasion whereadefact strongly indicative of
burial, such as cremation urns and artefacts ysaa#iociated with furnished burial
elsewhere, is found in association with other hunegnains, and is likely to hint at
fugitive burial activity. As these finds usuallyauo singly, no distinction will be

made according to number of finds.

Each site is then briefly described under two hegsli ‘Notes’ is limited to 255 characters

and provides only an abbreviated account of thierdafeatures of each site. ‘Keywords’

contains standardised terms relating to the gréoresase of use, defined below. In many

cases, these give straightforward information onsual categories relating to positions

(prone, laid on side, North-South, etc), grave sype defined herein (see 5.1.3; boulder

cist, masonry cist, short cist, head box, log cofétc), age groups (juvenile, infant), and

site location (broch, hillfort, souterrain, chursite, etc). Occasionally, one-off keywords

are used to describe a specific site. More spek#fyavords are described below:

Burning: where traces of burning in and aroundgteere(s) has been noted.
Causewayed corners: where a square barrow haseuvigips in the corners.

Corner posts: where a square cairn or barrow sty upright stones or timber
posts at each corner.

Enclosure: where the area of burial is delimitechbyenclosing feature.

Exposure: where there is evidence that human resrtzane been exposed for a
period of time before burial.

Furnished: where deliberately-placed objects haenladded to the grave(s)
Multiple: where more than one individual is foundhian a single grave.
Penannular: where a ring-ditch with an entranceayaoses a grave.

Post-built structure: where a structure of thisetyip found marking or in the
immediate vicinity of the grave(s).

Pictish stone: where a Pictish symbol stone (ClamsClass II) is found within,
above, or in the vicinity of the burial(s).

RC dates: denotes sites where a radiocarbon datéden obtained from human
bone. The dates themselves are stored in a sepaldte(see below). Since the
primary objective of this database is early Chaistburial, sites where dates are
primarily outwith this period will de differentiadeas follows: ‘Iron Age’ for sites
where the majority of dates are pre-400 AD; ‘Nopseiod’ serves as a shorthand
for sites with dates primarily AD 800-1000; and gHdimedieval’ for when the only
dates obtained have been post-1000 AD.

Reuse: where burials reuse a monument or site quslyi used for non-burial
activity. These are qualified by the addition ofodd chronological terms
(Neolithic, Bronze Age, Iron Age).

Settlement: where traces of domestic or indus#cdivity have been found in the
vicinity of burials.

Square: to differentiate square barrows or squares.

The subsidiary table is C14 Dates. This table metuall radiocarbon dates as unique

entries. The primary identification for each ensythe unique lab code attached to every



Chapter 2: Archaeological approaches 67

date, while the Site ID refers to the parent emrthe All Burial Evidence table. The raw
data recorded for each date is the following: CRlrBcords the calibrated radiocarbon date
in BP time scale; Lab error is the standard dewmtdf calibrated dates in years as
provided with every date; ‘C14 2 sigma min’ and 4C4 sigma max’ record the minimum
and maximum calendar date range to two standarnati@vs, as calibrated using the most
recent calibration curve (Bronk Ramsey 2009) usihgal Online software version 4.1
(cl4.arch.ox.ac.uk/oxcal.html).

More information is then provided about the indiwadi grave. ‘Grave type I’ includes the
following categories of grave architecture, as mdi in Chapter 5: Long cist; Masonry
cist; Boulder cist; Composite cist; Oval cist; Hdaak; Dug grave; Pit/shaft; Coffin/log;
Pebble/shell layer; Boat grave; Cremation; Unshame. ‘Grave type II' refers to the
upstanding or surface element of a grave, as dkfineChapter 5: Barrow; Barrow
(round); Barrow (square); Cairn; Cairn (square)ir€é&ound); Kerb/platform (for graves
marked by a stone kerb or flat cobble platformyu&ure (for graves marked by a post-
built or other built element). ‘Grave marker’ indkes the following: Orthostat; Pictish
stone; Inscribed stone; Cross slab; Post; Qualiblps. Keywords provide other incidental

information, as described above for the Keywordaroo of the All Burial Evidence table.

Demographic information is provided where availabllenk when this was indeterminate
or unavailable. ‘Age’ is divided into the followingasic categories (after Sinfield 2002):
neonate/infant (5 years or below); juvenile (5-y§ung adult (17-25); middle adult (25-

45); mature adult (45+); and adult (17+, othernimgketerminate). Sex is male or female.

Finally, more information is given on the placemehthe body and the grave. ‘Position’
records the following: crouched/flexed, extendedynp, laid on side, or disarticulated.
‘Furnished’ records whether objects were found ivitthe grave (yes/no); ‘Orientation’
records the position of the body where articulatedabbreviated cardinal directions

beginning with the position of the head (e.g., Mi&ans head to north, feet to south).

2.4.2. Structure of the thesis
This research began with a review of the historaggiroaches to Christianity, in order to

define the processes and paradigms which haveedkefire study of the subject in the past
(Chapter 1). The current chapter discussed previachaeological work on early
Christianity, primarily on the burial evidence, aodtlined new theoretical approaches to

this evidence and the way the data has been aadle€he remaining chapters present the
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analysis of this data. The burial data is introduge Chapter 3, including the range of
radiocarbon dates obtained and the problems ene@ahtiuring data collection. Chapter 4
presents a brief summary of burial practices ingegod before AD 400-650 in order to
contextualise the Late Iron Age. Chapters 5 ande6gnt an analysis of the Late Iron Age
data on three levels: first at the level of thevidbial grave (Chapter 5), the position of the
grave within the cemetery (Chapter 6.4), and atl¢hrel of the entire cemetery and its
position in the landscape (Chapter 6.3). Thesetenapre laid out thematically rather than

regionally, in order to emphasise wider patternisurial practices.

The final two chapters then describe the eviderma £cclesiastical sites excavated within
the last two decades. This is laid out in a segbsase studies: first, an extended
discussion of the largest published monastery te,dhat at Whithorn WIG (Chapter 7);
then, the remaining ecclesiastical sites with buédence, focusing on three case studies
covering the west, east and north of Scotland: redimock BTE, Isle of May FIF, and
Portahomack ROS (Chapter 8). In this chapter, eash study is followed by a discussion
of other excavated ecclesiastical sites in the midgion. Finally, the concluding chapter
brings together the evidence from ecclesiastical mon-ecclesiastical sites, and offers
some conclusions about the relationship betweeralband Christianity, before making

recommendations for future work.
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Chapter 3: Introduction to the data

The burial evidence of Late Iron Age Scotland isstradten discussed under the heading of
religion (Alcock 1992; Carver 1998; Foster 200478/ Mulville et al. 2003; Thomas
1971: 48-90). Given the complexity of the buriataed in the first millennium AD, this
broad categorisation requires a detailed anali&istwo regions of Scotland treated their
dead in quite the same way, and even within thegems, variety of practice was the
norm; there are local idioms rather than monolittiaditions. Yet our interpretive
framework rarely goes beyond the choice betweeistdmity or non-Christianity (neither
very clearly defined). Given the multiplicity of pywaches to death we can see in the
archaeological record, we are arguably not entitbedeat binary distinctions (for example,
Figure 3.1). The question of which grave type isstiikely to be used by a Christian has
not gotten us very far, since each type is usedurh a multiplicity of ways that it is
unlikely we will ever reach a conclusion acceptaterywhere; the problem, it would
seem, is in the question. Only by introducing cawjy into the discussion will we come
closer to using the evidence productively (Figu.3dn this way, it will become clear that
we can ask more useful questions of the burialrtgaghich can in turn reveal more about

Christianity than just when and where it arrivecdSeotland.

3.1. Problems of the sources
The study of Scottish burials is beset with methaogical problems. Drawing this research

together has highlighted the most obvious of th#se:fact that the majority of sites are
actually unconfirmed by excavation (compare Figdue and Figure 3.3). This is because
they are either from old reports, like the vaguaes of ‘stone coffins found here’ on"19

century Ordnance Survey maps, or they are only knasvcropmarks, as with the majority
of barrows. Antiquarian finds, even when excavateeke often poorly recorded and can
be hard to relocate; quite often, these noticesisbnf nothing more than the testimony of
local informants. Barrows and cairns bring theimoproblems as well, since mounds are
known to have been used for burial since the Naoliperiod, and vague reports of
‘tumuli’ could refer to any period unless diagnostnaterial culture is found. Of course,
only those mounds that turned up ‘relics’ were litgkeo have been reported in the first
place, and so unfurnished graves of the first millem AD may be under-reported.

Despite these issues, unconfirmed burials oftenentlagir way onto distribution maps, and
so the database had made this distinction cledr1(2.This research will thus focus on

confirmed sites, while acknowledging the backdrbpuzh unconfirmed burial evidence.
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Figure 3.3: The distribution of burial sites confir med by modern excavation highlights how
much of the evidence is based on antiquarian report s and unsubstantiated cropmark data;
compare to Figure 3.1.

Another limitation that needs to be confrontedhis poor preservation of bone in much of
Scotland, in upland areas where acidic soils predat® Combined with the general
preference for unfurnished burial, unlined or ‘dggaves’ are likely to be under-

represented in the archaeological record. Croprdat is also problematic. The advent of
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aerial archaeology in the mid20century led to the discovery of a previously-
unrecognised grave type: the square barrow (Ashmi®&0). This distinctive burial
monument is easily spotted in cropmarks, and alagnber are recorded in the National
Monuments Record of Scotland (NMRS). The problerthwising this data is that it is
confined to areas where cereal crops are grown vamere aerial reconnaissance is
undertaken. Furthermore, at least some of thegararks may turn out to be other forms
of enclosed settlement or structure once excavatedites known only from cropmarks
should be treated only with care (Cachart 2008litkgt 2006: 12-13).

Round barrows are also attested at early medietes ke Redcastle ANG (Alexander
2005), but an isolated ring ditch seen as a cropmdl rarely be interpreted as a Late Iron
Age barrow — without excavation or a telltale cehtgrave pit, ring ditches are often
assumed to be prehistoric burials or settlementav(€y 2009). A number of the ring

ditches in the NMRS may be contemporary with theasg barrows but will not be

interpreted as such unless they are in close agswtor in a linear arrangement, typical of
barrow cemeteries (6.4.3). There is also the quesif scale: while round barrows are
typically 5-10m across, there are some larger dieesnstance at Back Park, Kettlebridge
FIF where the cropmark cemetery includes what seebe round barrows 25-35m across
(DES 1997: 39); such huge ring ditches would berpreted as prehistoric barrows or
roundhouses if found in isolation. Thus the alresklgwed distribution of barrows, found
largely by aerial photography, will be biased tosvHre more diagnostic square barrows.

Cairns, on the other hand, are unlikely to creadBnitt cropmarks. Instead, these are most
often found either by ploughing or coastal erosibime distribution of cairns is markedly
coastal (Figure 3.2), bringing to mind sand dunesslike Lundin Links FIF (Greig 2000)
or Ackergill CAl (Edwards 1926). The kerbed cairayrwell have been an adaptation for
coastal areas, where sandy soils do not lend theaesse® mound-building, but the small
number of inland cairns shows it is not restridiedeaches. However, these inland cairns
are much harder to spot; very few have been fosral r@sult of archaeological survey, the
rest being reported by farmers who have come a@d3gtish stone or a long cist. If a
cairn covered only a dug grave, the odds it wowddported or even noticed during field

clearance are quite low. This may explain the nedatcarcity of cairns in lowland sites.



Chapter 3: Introduction to the data 74

Figure 3.4: The square and round barrows at Fortevi ot focus attention away from the more
numerous dug graves, in green; polygons in red indi cate areas excavated in 2007 and 2009
(after Campbell and Gondek 2009).

Finally, our neat dichotomy of flat grave vs. mouwametery does not always stand up to
scrutiny (Williams 2007a: 149-150). It should bdet first of all, that the vast majority of

the barrows and cairns under discussion here cottiai same kinds of extended, supine,
orientated (west-east) inhumation burials as ftavg sites. Further, excavations of barrow
and cairn cemeteries regularly turn up a numbeadjcent flat graves alongside the
mounds. For instance, at Forteviot PER, the twgotoad barrows each cover a single dug
grave, but directly north of these barrows is géanhumation cemetery of which ten dug

graves were excavated in 2007 (Figure 3.4; Po0é8%

3.2. Dating

The general lack of grave goods or related maten#ilire in most Scottish burial sites
meant that in the past they were only roughly ddtedhe early medieval period by
association with cross-slabs, Pictish stones, dral expectation of conformity to a
‘Christian’ burial rite (Anderson 1876; Henshall58). It was not until the advent of
radiometric dating that a mid-to-late first milleam AD floruit was confirmed (Cowie
1978). In just the last two decades, a substabtidly of dates obtained from human bone

has built up, and this research compiles themargmgle database (2.4.1).

But there are still problems of coverage. The tiagtron of radiocarbon-dated sites is
biased by three factors, first and most importahtwbich is bone preservation. The
limitations caused by this are most apparent insthigthwest, where despite the sizable

cemeteries excavated, only later medieval radiacadates have been obtained (e.g., P
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Hill 1997). A second factor is fieldwork bias: raseh excavation in recent decades has
tended towards northern and Atlantic coastal siegg]ing to the conspicuous cluster of
dates from the Orkneys; meanwhile, commercial exitan following population
expansion helps account for the number of dates fr@ Central Belt. A third factor is the
availability of funding for large suites of radioban dates: only a few recently-excavated
cemeteries have been subjected to such scruting. ddtabase currently has 291
radiocarbon dates from 79 sites, but over halfllofl@es come from just ten sites (Table
3.1). Overall, these factors mean that the chranolaf burial described below is heavily
weighted towards the Forth/Tay zone and Orkney Fsgere 3.5).

County | Site name Site type Church? | C14 dates | % of total
ANG Lochhead Quarry Long cist cemetery N 10 3.39%
FIF Lundin Links Cairn cemetery N 10 3.39%
SHE St Ninian's Isle Long cist cemetery Y 11 3.73%
ANG Redcastle Barrow cemetery N 13 4.07%
ELO Auldhame Inhumation cemetery Y 13 4.41%
ROS Portmahomack Long cist cemetery Y 12 4.41%
ORK Newark Bay, Deernes§ Inhumation cemetery Y 14 4.75%
FIF Hallow Hill Long cist cemetery N 19 6.44%
ORK Westness, Rousay Inhumation cemetdry N 22 7.46%
MLO Thornybank Long cist cemetery N 30 10.17%

TOTALS 152 52.23%

Table 3.1: Of 79 sites with radiocarbon dates, thes e ten sites account for over half.

Despite these problems, some generalisations caazseded. Using a simple summary of
the probability distributions of all radiocarbontels, we can visualise the entire database at
once (Figure 3.6). This provides a good index of laoirial practices change over the long
term. While inhumation can be seen to originatéhm early centuries AD, burial activity
shows a distinclioruit in 400-800, reaching a peak at 550-650 befordllageout. While

this is only a measure of statistical probabilitisgbject to constantly-refined calibration
curves (Bronk Ramsey 2009), the overall chronologly now be more clearly defined as
three broad periods: dispersed burials before 408urge linked to the emergence of

cemeteries c. 400-800; and a period of steady akofuburials after c. 800 (Figure 3.7).
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Figure 3.6: Top: sum of the probability distributio ns of all radiocarbon dates obtained from
human bone from first millennium AD Scotland. Botto m: estimated number of dated burials
per century (using median calendar dates at 95.4% p  robability).

Certain broad patterns can now be described anchiegd. The Forth/Tay zone has the
most dates in the AD 400-800 range, with very féessoutside this range. In contrast, the
Northern and Western Isles include numerous dates &ll three periods. To deal with
this obvious disparity, an imaginary line can bavdr diagonally across the country to
refine our approach. For the purposes of this reke@he zone north of this line will be
referred to as ‘Atlantic Scotland’, the other hadfing ‘Lowland Scotland’. This will help
to deal with the potentially obscuring differenaasised by, on the one hand, the large
suites of dates from field cemeteries like Thormfpand Lundin Links in the Lowlands,

and on the other, good coverage of the Iron AgeNorde periods in the Atlantic zone.
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Figure 3.7: Simplified chronology of sites based on radiocarbon dates; dashed line marks
division into approximate ‘Atlantic’ and ‘Lowland’ zones.

Dividing the results of the database into Atlargitd Lowland zones throws up the stark
differences between them (Figure 3.8). The reladmminance of the Lowland curve when
placed alongside the Atlantic curve is not indiatof actual population sizes as much as

different statistical probabilities. Lowland busabre much more likely to trend in the
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middle of the millennium due to recent excavatioh&ate Iron Age cemeteries, whereas
in the Atlantic zone more frequent excavation anlAge and Viking Age sites flattens
the curve across the millennium. Both distributiohewever, begin and end at similar
levels, peaking at c. AD 600, showing that there wider trends underlying these

variations.

A good example of these wider trends is the appearaf church cemeteries. If we filter
the results again into two broad categories, chaitds and non-church sites, we begin to
see the detail within the original distribution dkre 3.9). The resulting distributions
indicate that church burial begins in th8 &entury and reaches peak levels in tHe 7
century in both zones; similarly, non-church bugko flourishes in the 5 7century, but

on a different scale. After théhkentury peak, church burials level out, while robwrch
burials decrease. Interestingly, church burial amhgrtakes non-church burial in earnest
toward the end of the millennium. There are mamybf@ms with such a broad binary
distinction, as will be discussed using the ecakgsial case studies in Chapters 7 and 8,
but as a temporary heuristic, it brings up intengspatterns which can then be tested on a

site-by-site basis.

CxCal wd 1.7 Bronk Ramsey (20103, 1.5
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Figure 3.8: Sum of dates for the Lowland and Atlant  ic zones superimposed (drawn by the
author based on calibrated results from OxCal v. 4.  1.7; Bronk Ramsey 2010).
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Figure 3.9: Comparison of church and non-church bur ial in the Lowland (top) and Atlantic
(bottom) zones (drawn by the author based on OxCal v. 4.1.7; Bronk Ramsey 2010).

3.3. Discussion
Some conclusions can now be made and built uptmeifiollowing chapters. The increase

in burial activity in the 8 century is due to the emergence of inhumation tefies.
Although it is clear that burial began in the Middron Age in both the Atlantic and
Lowland zones, the ™5century saw the foundation of numerous new sigghker than

continuing usage of existing burial grounds, intdica a widespread shift in attitudes
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towards death. The distribution of dates from chusttes shows that these may also
originate in the % century, although admittedly this is still onlyrizkle of burials until the
7™ century. This may indicate that the conversiorCtwistianity is not a visible event
within the burial data. Rather, it seems that batbrch and field cemeteries begin to be
populated simultaneously, with the popularity (arcessibility) of churchyard burial
eventually catching up to field cemetery levelstie 7" century. At that point, church
burial begins to overtake non-church burial, algfout is important to note that burial
outside of churchyards continues through to thearidle millennium. The implications of

this are numerous, and will be dealt with furthreCihapters 7 and 8

Returning to the overall distribution of dates asrdéhe millennium (Figure 3.6), we can
now begin to explain its shape. The apparent ovdegirease in burial activity toward the
end of the millennium is thus due to a lack of nmadexcavations in churchyards, while
the large peak at mid-millennium is largely duéhte ready availability of burials from the
abandoned field cemeteries of this era. But anathegial feature of the distribution is that
inhumation burial in Scotland begins long before ATD. Now we must turn to this early
period to understand the origins of the rites imedl
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Chapter 4: Iron Age origins: 200 BC-AD 400

A rapidly changing aspect of the burial recordhis €mergence of more Iron Age evidence
from Scotland. Until quite recently, it used to de&commonplace of the scholarship that
Scotland had an archaeologically invisible burniatition between the late Bronze Age and
the early medieval period (Armit 1997: 95-98; samly in Ireland: Raftery 1994: 112-
146). What burials were known were considered plaat “peripheral” practice to the well-
known burial traditions in England (Whimster 19872-174). The last review of the
Scottish Iron Age burial evidence (Close-Brooks 4)9fresented the few radiocarbon
dates then available, but the evidence was tolot@tilmeagre to call this any more than
sporadic and unusual activity (see also Hardingt2@9-81). Largely due to more frequent
radiocarbon dating of human remains under Hist8dotland’s Human Remains call-off
contracts, this view is beginning to be challengaad the results of doctoral research
projects are eagerly awaited (Gooney in prep; Tu2ka0). Only a prospective summary
can be made here. It is clear there was no sitigldition’ of Iron Age burial in Scotland,
but also that there were certain situations in Wwhic deposit of human remains was
considered necessary. These may not always contormhat we might think of as a
‘formal’ burial, but it is perhaps our expectati@mi a single funerary ritual that is
misleading (Wait 1985: 121). For the sake of djarihe term ‘Middle Iron Age’ will be
used to distinguish the beginnings of inhumationadrom c. 200 BC — AD 400.

4.1. Burial rites

4.1.1. Excarnation
Disarticulated human bone is often found scatta@dss Iron Age settlement sites, often

in abandonment layers but also during occupatianigddens (Harding 2004: 79-80); these
are often interpreted as ‘foundation’ or ‘closindgposits, but may also relate to the
efficacious use of human remains for other purp@asit and Ginn 2007). A recent suite

of radiocarbon dates from human bone in museumvaglsuggests that similar deposits
continued to be made throughout the millennium KBn@and Armit 2009), a reminder that
the adoption of Christianity did not change conme of death overnight. Even if the

meaning behind these practices remains obscurg@réitice is worth noting, as it reveals
something of later prehistoric attitudes to deafiecifically how far removed it is from the

Romano-Christian tradition of separating the livirgm the dead (Esmonde Cleary 2000).
The use of articulated burials in ‘formal’ gravesrass Scotland began in the early
centuries AD, and it must be studied within theteghof existing depositional practices.
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Lab Code Site name Cl4 date® |Grave type | Grave type Il |Orient. [Position Age Sex| Furn|Source

SUERC-2985 Ackergill Links CAl AD 256-530 | Unstratbe ? ? ? ? ? (DES 2004)

OxA-8803 An Corran, Boreray INV AD 86-327 Long cist NW-SE [flexed mid-adult | M (Badcock and Downes 2000
OxA-8802 An Corran, Boreray INV AD 29-241 Long cist W-E |crouched mat-adult| M (Badcock and Downes0200
GU-15000 Balnabruach ROS AD 259-533| Long cist W-Hextended yng-adult (M (Carver 2008)

GU-14999 Balnabruach ROS AD 251-412| Long cist S-Nextended mid-adult| F (Carver 2008)
SUERC-8411 Berst Ness, Westray ORK AD 4-211 Pelalyler ? crouched ? ? (DES 2005)
SUERC-8396 Berst Ness, Westray ORK AD 242-404 Relalyer ? crouched ? ? (DES 2005)

GU-1550 Birsay Brough Road ORK AD 244-564| Longcist |Cairn (rd) S-N extended ng-adult (M (Morris 1989a)
GrA-27259 Craigie, Dundee ANG AD 88-324 Long cist W-E |extended adult ? Yeg (DES 2004, 176)
SUERC-27353 | Blackness Castle WLO AD 50-220 Bouditgtr N-S prone mid-adult| F | Yes| (M Goldberg pers. comm.)
SUERC-23663 | Crosskirk Broch CAl AD 263-534| Longcis SW-NE |seated mat-adult| M (DES 2009, 215)
SUERC-9160 Drimore, South Uist INV AD 242-405| Usastbone n/a n/a ng-adult |[? (DES 2005)

GU-9150 Dunbar Golf Course ELO AD 77-238 Masonist Ci SW-NE|prone juvenile  |? Yes | (Baker 2002)

OxA-9378 Easter Broomhouse ELO AD 63-315 Long cist W-E [extended ng-adult [F (Cressegt al.2003)
GU-2115 Galson, Lewis ROS AD 133-532| Composite ci§lairn W-E |extended mid-adull M| Yeg (Neighbetial.2000)
OxA-10164 Galson, Lewis ROS AD 28-221 Long cist BVN- |extended adult F (DES 2001)

GU-7400 Galson, Lewis ROS AD 93-407 Dug grave SWikexed mat-adult | M | Yes | (Neighboet al.2000)
SUERC-25599 | Howe ORK 37 BC-AD 210 Pebble layer ? |lexeld mid-adult | M (Ballin-Smith 1994)
SUERC-27351 | Inchtuthil PER 20 BC-AD 130 Bouldetcis [Barrow (rd) |[W-E | extended ? ? (Winlow 2010)
OxA-10253 Loch Borralie SUT 40 BC-AD 20[7 Pebbleday |[Cairn (sq) E-W | extended mat-aduft M (MacGregan3)
GU-2718 North Belton Farm ELO AD 20-245 Masonry cist S-N flexed duka M (Crone 1992)
SUERC-23671 [Northton, Harris IN\ AD 245-406 | Oval cist ? crouched |juvenile [? (DES 2009, 216)
OxA-10163/8413| Redcastle ANG AD 261-429 Long cist SW-NE [extended mid-adult| F (Alexander 2005)
OxA-8412 Redcastle ANG AD 86-327 Long cist Barrad)( |SW-NE|extended adult ? (Alexander 2005)
AA-26244 Sanaighmor, Islay ARG AD 257-536 | Cremation n/a n/a yng-adult |F (Cook 1999)

AA-11691 Sands of Breckon, Yell SHH AD 93-531 Lanigt Cairn SW-NHdisart. mid-adult | M (Carter and Fraser 1996)
SUERC-10745 | Sandwick, Unst SHE AD 130-390, Dug grave |Cairn W-E |extended mat-adulf M| Yes (Lelong 2007)
GU-12535 Sangobeg SUT 171 BC-AD 25 Pebble layer| rnGaq) NE-SW [flexed juvenile  |? (Bradyet al.2007)
OxA-8152 Thornybank MLO AD 235-427 Long cist SW-N&tended yng-adult |? (Rees 2002)

OxA-8668 Thornybank MLO AD 261-534 | Log coffin SWENextended adult ? (Rees 2002)
OxA-18378 Whitegate Broch CAI AD 259-432 | Unstrahbo ? ? ? ? (DES 2008)

GU-2596 Winton House ELO AD 5-341 Long cist N-S extended adult F (Dalland 1991)

Table 4.1: A selection of Iron Age burial dates obt

ained since Close-Brooks 1984.

€8
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Figure 4.1: Curve plot of all radiocarbon dates 160 0 cal BP and older (61 dates).

4.1.2. Inhumation
The move towards articulated inhumation may mackange in attitudes towards the dead

related to changing material and architectural ®ffocusing on the individual (Gilmour
2000; Hunter 2007; Sharples 2003), but an evolatpprogression from disarticulated to
articulated burials should not be imposed on thgeadragmentary evidence. In a time
when human remains are found in middens, pits atilesients as often as in isolated
‘formal’ burials, we should be alive to the posbipithat death in the Iron Age did not
trigger any predictable emotional, let alone religg, response, which we might seek in a
normative burial rite. Rather than the simple dsgdoof a cadaver, the use of human
remains in the Iron Age can be read as the useramhgement of the ‘powerful dead’
who could still intercede within the world of theihg (Parker Pearson 1993; 1995).

In northern and western Scotland, the upstandinghs and other monumental Iron Age
structures often attracted inhumations after abamgmt. This did not constitute a

coherent funerary rite, as the inhumations werd lai any number of positions and
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orientations, with or without cists, articulated atherwise. However, the placement of
articulated human remains into and around the rmubdfi collapsed buildings is a
remarkably widespread phenomenon (Mulvideal. 2003), hinting at a conceptual link
between the dead and ‘dead’ buildings. One key isitdlowe ORK, where articulated
burials were inserted into the drain of a roundlecstsucture and the rubble layers of the
collapsing broch (Ballin-Smith 1994; Lorimer 1994nother is Berst Ness, Westray
ORK, where a collapsed drystone structure was fdondontain dozens of adult, child,
and neonate inhumations inserted into the rubbEES(R005; Dawn Gooney pers. comm.).
Examples of articulated inhumations within demotitilayers of Iron Age sites are also
found in mainland brochs, as at Crosskirk CAIl (Raist 1984; Tucker and Armit 2009),
Hurly Hawkin ANG (Taylor 1982) and Torwoodlee SLKyhere a cist grave was
seemingly integrated into the process of demolifidiggott 1951: 105-107). Beyond the
brochs, other derelict structures continued toaetthuman burial in their immediate
vicinities, a related but potentially very diffetestatement. There are cist burials adjacent
to abandoned structures at An Corran, Boreray (@adand Downes 2000) and Redcastle
ANG (Alexander 2005), in the latter case beginnivithin a century of abandonment of
the souterrain. The integration of human remainghie process of the foundation or
demolition of buildings is a widespread practicdater European prehistory, and recent
work comparing this practice with the depositionfraigmented human remains indicates
that even articulated inhumations continued to laa ‘structured deposits’ than the
commemoration of a lost loved one (Bruck 2006b;ghan 2000; Hingley 1992).

There was no shared mortuary ritual involved inséhdepositions, and local idioms are
beginning to emerge. Recent excavations of buaahs near Durness SUT (Table 4.1)
have returned radiocarbon dates extending to tHg eanturies AD (Bradyet al. 2007,
MacGregor 2003). At both Sangobeg and Loch Borraieumations were laid on a
platform of stones, then capped with a layer ofilstsand capped with a subrectangular
cairn. One of these was associated with a ring4tadn pin comparable to one found in
the square barrow at Boysack Mills ANG, both brgatiteable to the early centuries AD
(Murray and Ralston 1997: 364-366). Taken togetiieds like these are increasing
evidence that both the square barrow and the sqaanre tradition had their origins in the
Middle Iron Age. However, these may not be commextinog of powerful or high-status
figures. In all cases, the restricted number ohduarials means that individuals who were
deposited in formal graves were being treated wdiffdy from the vast majority of
individuals in death. For instance, all three indiials in the Durness cairns showed signs
of poor health in life (two died before reachingturay), and the bones had evidence of

posthumous gnawing from rodents or small mammatiicating that the bodies were left
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exposed for a period before being covered with amdoThis description is very similar to
the ‘Kilpheder Kate’ square cairn built centuriegelr at Cille Pheadair, South Uist INV
(Mulville et al. 2003), and blurs the boundary beéw inhumation and excarnation rites.
After being exposed for a period of time, the stenrwas removed, the body repositioned,
and a square cairn raised over the grave. Thig atnble also displayed signs of avulsion,
the modification or removal of teeth for culturabsonsibid., 27), meaning she may have

had a unique liminal status in life as in death.

The Durness cairns are analogous to contemporamegrecently excavated in Shetland.
Sandwick, Unst SHE is known for having the mosttmenly iteration of the ‘Pictish’
square cairn tradition (Bigelow 1984; 1985), butvnBnds have shown the tradition
actually predates the Picts. A cairn just 80m fitbese ‘Pictish’ cairns, along with a round
kerbed cairn at Breckon Sands, Yell SHE have baéeddo the early first millennium AD
(Carter and Fraser 1996; Lelong 2007). These andasi dates to the earliest obtained
from a round barrow at Redcastle ANG (Alexander220D6), indicating a widespread

but infrequent emergence of monumental gravesstithe (see Table 4.1).
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Figure 4.2: Cairn above Cist 2 (dated AD 130-530) a t Galson, Lewis INV (Ponting 1989: 96). |
am grateful to the Society of Antiquaries of Scotla  nd for permission to reproduce this
image.

Simple flat graves also occured in the Middle Ibge. A key site here is An Corran,
Boreray on North Uist INV, where an orientated lanigt and a short cist were dated to
this period (Badcock and Downes 2000). Along witlddile Iron Age orientated long cists
from Balnabruach ROS, Easter Broomhouse ELO, Galkewis INV, it is becoming
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clear that the most common grave type of the Leda Age has its origins in Atlantic
Scotland in the centuries before Christianity (§able 4.1). The cemetery at Galson forms
a remarkable link from the earlier to the latemlige practices. The cemetery consisted
of 14 graves, 13 in long cists, and one undernaathrefully-built cairn as noted by the
original excavator (Figure 4.2) but not by a latvrision; the single dug grave contained a
flexed burial furnished with a decorated pot (Né&ighr et al. 2000). The radiocarbon dates
closely overlap and there seems to be no real ologital distinction between these three
types of burial (Table 4.1). It is worth stressthgt with the exception of the furnished dug
grave, all other dated graves were extended andthesupnd all faced east. Without
radiocarbon dates, Galson may simply have beenddmpth sites of the Late Iron Age;
the main difference with later inhumation cemeteng in its context, associated with
contemporary settlement evidence, unlike the fedctheteries elsewhere in the mid-first

millennium.

4.1.3. Cremation
A similar change in recent years is the discovémyroed cremations radiocarbon dated to

the Iron Age, including Sanaigmhor, Islay ARG (Cob899), Acharn, Morvern ARG
(Ritchie and Thornber 1988), Uyea SHE (Sherigdnal. 2005), and Stromness ORK
(ibid.). At Sanaigmhor, a cremation dated cal AID-B30 was placed in a reused Bronze
Age urn, while at Acharn, an Iron Age urn with at@al dated cal AD 17-388 was inserted
into a Bronze Age cairn. At Uyea, a steatite urnsopposed Bronze Age type had its
contents radiocarbon dated to the mid-first milianm BC, while at Stromness, a similar
steatite urn from a short cist under a cairn wasd¢o the Late Iron Age (cal AD 390-
600). In all four cases, a prehistoric monumenirorwas deliberately reused, representing
a clear desire to recreate the past in the prgstingley 1999). When considering the
options of how to dispose of the dead in the firstlennium AD, those who chose
cremation were most concerned with manipulating orgge and reconfiguring existing
monuments. Along with the reuse of prehistoric mmoaats for articulated burial discussed
above, this interest in past landscapes may beobtige factors which catalysed the re-

emergence of formal burials in the early first erilhium AD.

4.1.4. East Lothian: a unique burial tradition?
If all these scattered notices seem too haphazasghy anything meaningful about, the

situation in East Lothian is slightly more coherértte southern coast of the Firth of Forth
has long been known to have Middle Iron Age inhuomet, and if any part of Iron Age

Scotland can be said to have a burial ‘traditionis here. The rites involved are quite
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numerous, however, with pit graves, short cistsl amasonry cists all found on one site
(Dalland 1991). But some rites recur often enoughshow an emerging normative
influence on burial in this area. Early Iron Agenederies of simple graves can be found in
the defended enclosures of Broxmouth (Ashmore aidLBB83; Hill 1982) and Dryburn
Bridge (Dunwell 2007), the latter continuing to ea® burials throughout the Middle Iron
Age. Although the small number of these shows mest occurred only sporadically over
long periods of time, an overall tendency towatdsgdd burial in pits indicates a pervasive
social memory of these events which can now be doeisewhere in East Lothian (cf.
Harding 2004: 80). There is a parallel traditiorirdfumations in massive cists built with a
combination of orthostats and coursed masonryt a®&end (Longworth 1966), North
Belton Farm (Crone 1992), Winton House, CockenBalland 1991) and Dunbar Golf
Course (Baker 2002). The East Lothian evidence Ignaisters around Dunbar, which
may simply be a product of a burst in developmerihe last few decades (D Cowley pers.
comm.). But the fact that ‘formal’ burials, in digtt and recurring grave types, are taking
place here throughout the Iron Age and increasimglyhe early first millennium AD

shows that various mortuary rites had developdterarea before Christianity.

4.1.5. Discussion
A tighter chronology is still needed. The low cairrecently excavated at Durness and

Shetland look like variations on the ‘Pictish’ caitradition, and were it not for their
radiocarbon dates, would probably be consideretisRjdndeed, the Sangobeg excavation
report does anachronistically use the term (Bradgl. 2007). The corbelled masonry of
Cairn 6 at Ackergill CAI (discussed further below)part of a ‘Pictish’ cairn cemetery, but
resembles the massive cists of East Lothian andwedlybe Middle Iron Age instead; this
may be bolstered by the radiocarbon date of calAB-530 (Table 4.1). The cremation at
Sanaighmor is a particular problem, since it loekactly like a Bronze Age grave. The
long cist and related flat graves of Broxmouth &walson could easily be interpreted as
early examples of the ‘Early Christian’ long cistdition. As Audrey Henshall (1956: 268-
269) warned half a century ago, the long cist is exxlusive to the first millennium in

Scotland, and we can now add platform cairns ancblwa to that observation.

Despite these issues, it can now be argued thaEdréy Historic’ burials of Scotland,
whether in cairns, barrows or cists, representflitheishing of rites developed locally in
the Middle Iron Age, emphasising the usefulnesshefterm ‘Late Iron Age’ preferred
here for the period 400-650 (above, 1.2.1). Thetigh’ cairn seems especially to be an
Middle Iron Age innovation that spread quickly asAtlantic Scotland and remained in
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use until the Viking Age. But this excursus int@ tlion Age past is not intended as an
argument for direct continuity of burial practicasd belief structures across Scotland. It is
merely to show that there is no longer any needr¢pe for a distant, foreign influence
when discussing what looks like the sudden appearah cemeteries in the post-Roman
era. As interment of human remains became incrgigsacommon in the Late Iron Age, it
was to their own past that these communities rederBut it is crucial to note that even
though these burial practices may look superfigiaiimilar, their contexts show that their
meanings vary radically over time: a long cist gneged into the demolition of a broch is

certainly a different statement than an identioabl cist within a large field cemetery.

4.2. The Roman interface, c. AD 80-400

It is interesting to note that the radiocarbon sla@mmarised in Table 4.1 and Figure 4.1
cluster in the 2 to 4" centuries, since this are the main period of Ropwrupation and
invasions beyond Hadrian’s Wall; it is also the ipér when inhumation becomes
widespread in the Roman Empire and Roman BritdmiBtt 1991: 53). Is it possible that
inhumation was a Roman fashion that spread nodhgaWith the Empire? It is worth
discussing the Roman evidence to address thisigne$he late Roman period was a time
of great change in terms of burial practice actbesRoman Empire, and Britain was no
different. These centuries see a gradual adopfiextended inhumation in cemeteries as a
standard rite, often on newly-founded sites cahgfaid out and managed, with a general
decrease in the provision of grave goods (Clea020236-137; Philpott 1991: 225-228;
Thomas 1981: 232). To gauge local attitudes toetlveslespread changes, we must first

review the scanty evidence for Roman burial in ook

4.2.1. Conquest-period burial
There is a small but significant body of Roman gsdones in Scotland, and a growing

corpus of cremations from near Roman forts (culyekhown from Camelon STL,
Cramond MLO, Newstead ROX and Croy Hill DNB) whiotay represent the burials of
Roman soldiers during the incursions into Scotlianghe £-2" centuries AD (Collard and
Hunter 2000). These are quite clearly ‘intrusiviéés brought in by the Roman soldiers,
with seemingly no impact on burial rites outsidelitany contexts, bar one instance
example of a cremation including Roman materiatural At High Torrs WIG discussed
below Error! Reference source not found). Roman inhumations are elusive in Scotland.
The area around the fort at Inveresk MLO has predugvidence for civilian settlement
and a number of stray burials interpreted as ailpesextramural military cemetery
(Bishop 2002; Gallagher and Clarke 1993). Longscestd dug graves found within the
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fortlet of Burnswark’s South Camp (RCAHMS 1997)dam the annexe of a Roman
temporary camp at Little Kerse near Falkirk STL @Gécd and Tait 1978) almost certainly
represent secondary reuse. We are thus left with @rhandful of uncertain conquest-

period Roman burials in Scotland.

Figure 4.3: The 'Alloa Warrior', Marshill STL,ina  masonry cist (photo courtesy of Susan
Mills, Clackmannanshire Museum).

This diverse group should perhaps be differentifiat the more formal ‘warrior graves’.
These are massive cists containing one or moredléxhumations with conquest-period
weaponry. There are now three known from Scotl&amelon STL (Breezet al. 1976),
Marshill, Alloa STL (Duffy 2003) and Dunbar ELO ([3£2005); a possible pre-conquest
outlier has been posited at Merlsford FIF, whetmugaal underneath a cairn contained an
iron spearhead and an earl§ dentury AD Roman fibula brooch (Hunter 1997b). The
Marshill example (Figure 4.3) has been radiocarthated to cal AD 90-130 (Susan Mills
pers comm.), placing it squarely in the period adn&n occupation. Of these, only
Camelon is associated with a Roman site, thoughauld be noted that the sword from
this grave was not of Roman type (Breetal.1976). With the exception of the Merlsford
burial, the context of which was not properly retaat, these warrior burials are found in
very similar coursed masonry cists, and have betrgreted as a hybrid of Roman and
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indigenous rites found elsewhere along the Romantigrs (Whimster 1981: 129-146).
However, within an East Lothian context, where sedrmasonry cists are how an attested
in non-Roman contexts (4.1.4), it can be argued the is simply a variation on
indigenous practices performed within a militarigese (e.g., Wells 1999: 238-244). This
has implications for our understanding of the Ronmdarface with indigenous cultures:
instead of imposing its own rituals on subject pespnew rites were developed or
existing ones elaborated. This is perhaps in resptmthe appearance of Roman material,

but could also be due to social tensions only exdly caused by Rome.

NO

Figure 4.4: The legionary fortress of Inchtuthil PE R with evidence for pre- and post-Roman
activity. Q: 1/2 nd century 'Women's Knowe' and a second barrow; P: cr  opmark ring ditch; N:
Neolithic mortuary enclosure; J: post-Roman hillfor t (RCAHMS 1994, 78). Image Crown
copyright © RCAHMS.

The case of Inchtuthil PER supports this hypothésigure 4.4). There are at least two
post-Roman barrows at this-tentury Roman legionary fortress, both enclosedity
ditches and capped with stone layers includingagd®oman masonry (Pitts and St Joseph
1985; RCAHMS 1994). Upon excavation, the 16m-widdmmen’s Knowe’ was found to
cover a W-E boulder cist containing an extendedinméition and fragments of wood; the
burial has now been radiocarbon dated to 20 BC -18D (Winlow and Cook 2010). The
second barrow was built directly over the demolishemparts (Abercrombgt al. 1902:
197-202), and so the case can be made that bothmsts are post-Roman. A possible
third barrow is indicated by a 15m cropmark ringcldiwithin the fort, but this could be
either pre- or post-Roman (RCAHMS 1994: 19, 157kohspicuous reuse of the Roman
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fort is also seen in the hillfort overlooking thiges which was reinforced with multiple

ramparts and reused Roman masonry as paving pogteRoman period (ibid: 52-55).

m| 50 100

Figure 4.5: The Hallhole PER possible square barrow , with adjacent round barrow
cropmarks (RCAHMS 1994, 18). Image Crown copyright © RCAHMS.

The placement of these barrows and the seemingly-bted reoccupation of the adjacent
hillfort is likely to represent a specific eventgrpaps reclaiming what appears to be a
ritually-charged prehistoric mortuary landscape tba Inchtuthil plateau (Pitts and St
Joseph 1985: 248-251; RCAHMS 1994: 28-29). Thigyests a local re-appropriation of
these Roman sites, more evidence for the purposs@ubf burial in the Middle Iron Age.
The 16m-wide Women’s Knowe barrow may well be edato a series of large square-
ditched barrows nearby at Hallhole PER (Figure dAhercromby 1904; RCAHMS 1994:
149-150), Wester Denhead, Coupar Angus PER (RCAHBEBI: 156-159), and Melville
Home Farm FIF (NO21SE 27; Murray 1991). Typolodicaithese large barrows form a
distinctive group: they do not easily fit withinethmore normative square barrows of later
centuries, and may well be prototypes of the |&Reatish’ rite. Again, these illustrate the
complex relationship between the Roman invasiond emanging indigenous social
practices at this time (Harding 2004; Wooliscraftlddoffmann 2006).
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4.2.2. Reuse of Roman artefacts
There is an as yet undefined Roman interface wittigenous burial rites after thé“2
century, evidenced mostly in scattered finds of Ronmaterial culture in non-Roman
contexts (Campbell 2011; Curle 1932; Robertson L9#free instances possibly related to
cremation may be among the earliest. A two-tieteattscist (grave 54) at Hallow Hill FIF
contained a collection of cattle bones and polighelobles along with" and 3-century
Roman artefacts, including a ‘purse’ containing ranize finger ring, disc brooch and
millefiori seal box, and a disarticulated child skeletonhe lower tier; the upper tier
contained burnt human and animal bone and sherdamofan (Proudfoot 1996: 413-414).
A short cist adjacent to a Clava-type cairn at Mdritier ABD contained a similar
collection of Roman and other artefacts and maydmparable to Hallow Hill, but is
otherwise difficult to interpret (Anderson 1902;e®¢nson 1967). Finally, a richly
furnished cremation at High Torrs WIG included-2® century Roman metalwork and
pottery, but remains problematic; this has beearpneted as an instance of thestum a
Roman cremation rite (Breeze and Ritchie 1980),thatsubsequent capping with of a
cairn of quarter-ton boulders is harder to explaia Roman funerary context, and finds a
closer parallel at the square barrow of BoysackdMurray and Ralston 1997). None of
these represents a recurring normative rite, atidatiwely they seem more like locally-
specific ‘one-offs’; as for their date, the Romaatarial culture found in each case only

serves as terminus post quem

There are a small number of furnished inhumationt Wate Roman artefacts found
throughout the country, even in areas with no knd®aman sites (Collard and Hunter
2000; Hunter 1997a). Most of these are antiqudirats, so it is difficult to rely on them
as a group. At Whithorn WIG, there are more exampltegraves furnished with Roman
artefacts, but none of these has been radiocarétenl ddiscussed in depth below, Chapter
7). Amidst a cemetery dated stratigraphically te 7" centuries (P Hill 1997), two
graves contained fragments of "/2entury Roman glass bangles, well-worn as if kept
heirlooms (ibid.: 294-296). Another two graves @méd sherds of samian, again well
worn in both cases. Neither grave is likely to @tedthe 5 century, and the site had no
underlying Roman layers, so this material is highikgly to have been imported from
elsewhere. Samian bowls curated for up to hundeedsywere also reused in cremations at
the Roman cemetery at Brougham, Cumbria (Cool 2@84:452). The potentially late
reuse of Roman material in graves has implicatimmsother examples from Scotland,
particularly the long cist with a late Roman glasssel from a cemetery in Airlie ANG
(Davidson 1886) and the glass bowl from a posgide&e at Kingoldrum ANG (Chalmers
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1854). It seems that Roman exotica were specialgcted for other purposes, often
centuries after their original manufacture (Campb@l1; Wallace 2006).

In this context, it is worth revisiting the furnesth graves at Hallow Hill. Adjacent to the
short cist with Roman artefacts (grave 54) desdrad®ve, a N-S child burial in a long cist
(grave 51b) was found to contain a®/dentury Roman glass cup, among other objects
(Proudfoot 1996: 413-422). However, mixed bone frims context, a cluster of three
intercutting graves, was dated to cal AD 600-73Bictv fits comfortably within the wider
range of dates from the cemetery (ibid.: 422-4Z/)e two-tiered short cist remains
anomalous, and may well be earlier than the resheftemetery, but the use of ‘purses’
including heirlooms and keepsakes can also belpk@lin early Anglo-Saxon England
(Williams 2006: 77-78), and Grave 54 may yet beekated type (6.4.3). A potential
parallel is the ‘deviant’ Inhumation 18 at Lechlad&doucestershire (Boylet al. 1998),
which also included a bag-collection including Ronwdjects and animal bones; the grave
was packed with large stones, an example of Anghm8 ‘stoned burials’ possibly meant
to keep the spirit of the dead securely within gh&ve (Reynolds 2009: 81-85). It is worth
noting that both graves 54 and 51 at Hallow Hilll lae remains of rough cairns over them
(Proudfoot 1996: 413).

The reuse of Roman artefacts as grave goods, wiéery centuries after their manufacture,
is well known from Anglo-Saxon contexts and mayaeif circulation or curation of this
material in the early medieval period (Eckardt &dliams 2003; White 1988); in Fife,
we have an example of just this sort of curationthe late Roman material that was
included in the N?‘-century Norrie’s Law silver hoard (Graham-Campb®l91). It is
therefore likely that the special graves at Halldif and elsewhere in Scotland represent
later reuse of Roman material rather than conteamgouse. Seen in this light, these
furnished burials may represent another way of madating available material culture
with strong links to the past in order to createvnedentities in the medieval period
(Williams 2004a), and will be discussed furtherdve(5.2.3).

4.2.3. Roman influence?
Scotland can thus be seen to have two broad pludsesrial activity linked with the

Roman presence in Britain. The first consists baadful of military burials, along with a
smattering of contemporary graves furnished witim&o military material culture, such as
the ‘warrior graves’. These are surely to be asdedi with the period of Roman

occupation in Scotland from the latd tb the early % century AD. The second phase, only
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dateable from the"2 century and later, consists of graves reusing Rositas, and graves
with Roman material culture as grave goods in aemtise indigenous style of burial. It is
this second phase that needs to be discussedrfusthee a model of continuing ‘Roman
influence’ on southern Scotland has frequently besed to explain the appearance of
unfurnished inhumation cemeteries (Alexander 20DBt; Greig 2000: 609; Stevenson
1952: 109-110). This is largely due to the assuomptinat all Romans buried their dead in
the manner found in large late Romano-British cemes like Poundbury, Dorset and
Cannington, Somerset (Rahtz 1977). But as discuss®dously (2.2.1), the late Roman
north of Britain experienced a unique cultural écapry resulting in the hybrid ‘British’
culture which rejected the socioeconomic normshef Empire while carrying on certain
aspects of it, including, to a certain extent,réity and Christianity. But can this be seen
through burial practices?

4.2.4. Burial in the late Roman north
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Figure 4.6: Late Roman penannular ditched barrow (b urial 15) over a cremation at Petty
Knowes, High Rochester, Northumberland (Charlton an ~ d Mitcheson 1984).

Contrary to stereotypes of Roman burial, it nownseelear that inhumation was rare in
the late Roman north, cremation being the preferitedon military sites through the"4
century (Caruana 2004; Cool 2004; cf Philpott 199iumation in long cists was largely

used in the post-Roman centuries (Crow and Jack88ii), meaning that the emergence
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of inhumation cemeteries occurred at roughly threeséime on both sides of the frontier
zone. Furthermore, a characteristic of the late &omremation cemeteries of the north
was a scattered, unmanaged layout, unlike the no@agrave layouts of Poundbury and
Cannington. This is not to say that the late Romanth was any less ‘Roman’ than the rest

of the province, but that what is taken to be ‘Rahpaactice needs to be reassessed.

Another peculiarity of the burials of the late Ramaorth deserves mention: the
construction of low ditched barrows in crematiormegeries (Struck 2000). At Petty
Knowes, High Rochester (Figure 4.6) there are dieermounds, many with enclosing
ditches (Charlton and Mitcheson 1984), while at LBarrowbridge, Tebay, penannular
and rectilinear ditches are also found (Hair andvilal-Davis 1996). At least 32 barrows
have been identified from the air at Four Laws, &r€hesters, including 2-3 possible
square barrows (NY 76 NW 35, aerial photograph NNNR7066/19). These sites were all

in use in the 34 centuries, and many are still conspicuous in hel$cape.
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Figure 4.7: Barrows in southern Scotland and northe rn England.

This tradition of low ditched barrows becomes mimteiguing when placed alongside a
group of otherwise outlying barrow cemeteries thatve recently been identified from
aerial photographs just beyond Hadrian’s Wall imiues and Galloway (Cowley 1996;
Cowley 2009). While these are morphologically diéiet, being mostly square and

seemingly used for inhumation, it is tempting te skem as further evidence for a
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distinctive desire to mark and enclose individuavgs being expressed to either side of
the Roman frontier (see Figure 4.7). This trend rbayanother indication of the shared

culture of the frontier zone and southern Scotlantie late Roman period.

Rather than the tidy historical narrative that locigt cemeteries show “Romanising
tendencies” whereas barrows represent a “rejecticomanitas (JE Fraser 2008: 37-38),
it is now likely that low, ditched barrows are maecurately a distinctive feature of the
frontier zone of northern Britain, whereas buriallong cists derives from Middle Iron
Age practices primarily attested in Atlantic Scotla Burial in row-grave cemeteries

became widespread in both areas only after theetury.

4.3. Conclusion
The distribution of radiocarbon dates from all bigiacross the first millennium AD in

Scotland has shown more clearly than ever the chwgg of mortuary practices. All the
major grave types of the Late Iron Age and earlydieeal period, including cairns,
barrows, and orientated, unfurnished long cists,lim®mseen to originate in the Middle Iron
Age; the 8' century saw the emergence of cemeteries of vakgs across Britain, in
both ‘pagan’ and ‘Christian’ contexts. It is clehat Roman mortuary rites did not diffuse
from military settlements in Scotland during theipe of occupation, nor was there a
single ‘Roman influence’ in the late Roman peridd.indirect impact may be seen in the
appearance of warrior burials and burials with Roragefacts, both creative responses to
the availability of new material culture. It maylldbe significant that new forms of burial
like individual barrows and cairns seem to appeaimd the Roman Iron Age, sometimes
even reusing Roman sites. Even where such graes tygn be shown to date to the period
of Roman occupation, their non-Roman contexts intipdycreation of new identities rather
than Romanisation or Christianisation (i.e., W&®99: 119-121, 159-163). In fact, it can
now be posited that the practice of marking inhuomast with low mounds, both round and
square, is a regional phenomenon across northetairBthat occurs within the Roman
period but not solely in ‘Roman’ areas, but onlgaation of the southwest Scottish series
can take this further. The emergence of large irdiion cemeteries is a wider trend
occurring on both sides of the frontier from tfecgntury, making dynamic use of existing
burial practices. The distribution of new buriahgiices across such a wide area precludes
any ethnic or religious affiliation. We can now bego trace the development of these
practices in the Late Iron Age and beyond.
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Chapter 5: Burial ways of the first millennium AD

We can now say with confidence that extended inliemalid not simply appeax nihilo

in Late Iron Age Scotland (above, Table 1.1), dngstneed not have been introduced by a
single event of conversion or outside influencethRg it seems the familiar cemeteries of
the early medieval period are more like an extensamd elaboration of existing
approaches to death. This is in line with recemittsgses of burial evidence across the
continent, where by and large theories involvingrlsive’ rites transmitted by migrating
peoples have fallen out of favour (Halsall 1992)t ®e need to be more specific than this,
since only some Middle Iron Age rites continuedfltmurish and develop. By looking
closely at the processes involved in the mortudnalr we can discern what continuities
and discontinuities exist in the burial recordtasmerges in the early medieval period. To

begin with, we will examine each individual riteturn before looking at wider trends.

5.1. Burial rites

5.1.1. Long cists

OxCal v4.1.7 Bronk Ramsey (2010); r:5
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Figure 5.1: Sum of all dates from long cists (exclu  ding those under barrows and cairns).

Long cists, or stone-lined pits containing extenadaimations, are the most characteristic
grave type of the Late Iron Age in Scotland (Fighrg, Figure 5.5). Long cists can come
in a variety of shapes, from rectangles to trapkzthat taper towards the feet, to ‘coffin-

shaped’ cists with sides that expand in the midadbge of these variations seems to have
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any clear chronological or regional significanceg @ome or all can be represented within
a single cemetery (e.g. Dalland 1992). Althoughythee often thought of as coffins of
stone, it is crucial to note that they do not alsvagt as a sealed container. They are found
with or without paved floors, and they are ofteddkd with flagstones, although at
Whithorn WIG wooden lids were encountered (P HE8BT: 72-73). When cists are found
without lids, this is usually attributable to pldugamage; however, at Kingston Common,
North Berwick ELO, lidless cists seem to have atigpand chronological distinction
within the cemetery, and may well represent anrewgtiseparate grave type (Suddaby
2009). Given that long cists are mainly discovedeé to plough disturbance, we should
not spend much effort in splitting our existing demce into lidless long cists and lidded
‘lintel graves’ (cf O'Brien 2009), as this distirat has not been recorded everywhere.
However, the possibility that some graves onlyrtfea the corpse with stone slabs, while
others seal the grave, means we are potentialkiigaat two very different approaches to

death, perhaps reflecting variations of belief.

5.1.2. Stone sources
The stone used for these cists is generally ofl jocavenance, which begins to explain the

distribution of this burial type to places wherelsstone is readily obtainable. The slabs
used for cists were rarely, if ever, formally dexsswith the notable exceptions of
Lasswade and Thornybank MLO, each with one casehuilt cist with base and lid neatly
dressed to a coffin shape; both burials have noenbadiocarbon dated to the 8-6
century (M Goldberg, pers. comm.; Henshall 1966eR28002: 331). At the Catstane
MLO, it was noted that cists made primarily of €hahstead of the usual sandstone,

clustered at one end of the site (Cowie 1978).

The search for stone of appropriate size and shaps have been a principal part of the
burial rite for those involved in the long cistdidon (Williams 2006: 142-143). Usually
this appears to be locally available stone, as aighiddry where the barnacles still
adhering to the surface of some slabs indicatgs\wleee sourced by the shore some 200m
to the north (Dalland 1992: 200). This begs thestijae of whether family members or a
‘specialist’ were charged with sourcing appropria®ne, and whether there were
dedicated sources used only for funerary purpddasonry from nearby Roman structures
is reused as cist material at Thornybank, Lasswawle,Abbey Knowe, Lyne PEB (DES
1998, 1999). Abbey Knowe is adjacent to a Romakt faut the source for the Roman
material at Thornybank and Lasswade is presumalgintiaugh, 2-3km away from either
site. The reuse of Roman masonry and even entinrraRcoffins is known from Anglo-
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Saxon contexts as well (Bell 2005; Boye al. 1998), and hints at a targeted search for
specific sources of stone for stone-lined gravaseg.

Cist graves sometimes incorporate domestic stopé&ements like quernstones or pot lids.
At Lasswade, one cist was patrtially lidded withreken quernstone, while two other cists
incorporated fragments of querns; a few more stfagrn fragments were also found
within the cemetery (Henshall 1956: 256-61). Sinhylaa cist at Camptoun ELO reused
broken quern fragments for side and lid slabs (il#82-283). A long cist at Pitlochry Golf
Course PER was reported to have had the upperoavet ktones of a rotary quern in it
(Mitchell 1921). Possibly related to such quernseeis a fragment of a dressed stone disc,
possibly a broken pot lid, reused as a cist ligigt R at Lundin Links FIF (Greig 2000:
592). In later periods, querns and millstones veemmetimes reused as grave markers; a
plain example was found if"&entury levels in Whithorn's Fey Field, but ind&d and
decorated examples are known from Ireland (LiorE®d1; McComish and Petts 2008:
6.4.3). Ewan Campbell (1987) has discussed theals@ignificance of querns and
millstones in early medieval Scotland and beyoriihg broken or abandoned querns as
symbols of death. Intact querns could certainlyyma actively symbolic role, like the
cross-marked quern at Dunadd (Lane and Campbe0:2I8b) or the quern or millstone
reused to hold up a wooden cross noted by Adomhé&ma (VC 3:24); at Clonmacnoise,
County Offaly, the North High Cross is set in ased millstone (King 1997). The
inclusion of these kinds of ‘mundane’ objects witlaist architecture shows the potential
for these stone linings to be imbued with meanogj to us today. The association with
food production is relevant, and hints that staned graves were perceived as a similarly
transformational or productive technology.

The mnemonic aspect of the material used in gragseecome an important factor in the
study of the early medieval period (Williams 200é)d the reuse of Pictish stones as cist
material provides a good example of this in actfolass | stones are incorporated into cist
graves at Easterton of Roseisle MOR (Walker 19B8)mbuie INV (Mackay 1886), and
Dunrobin SUT (Close-Brooks 1980). All three exansptecycle their Pictish stones in
rather exotic circumstances: the Easterton cist tved partial cremations; Drumbuie had
two Class | stones capping a cist-like structura gairn, which was found to contain burnt
material but no human bone; the Dunrobin cist wasensngly disturbed by a later
interment with an iron spear socket. Furthermdre, Easterton stone was already reused
once before it was buried, having symbols at irerggesitions on two faces; in this it
parallels the Inchyra PER Pictish stone, reusedetwiefore ending up atop a burial cairn
(Clarke 2007). The deliberate recycling of Pictslulpture as cist material seems only to
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occur on rare occasions, in one case possibly dinkith the reopening of a cist for a
secondary interment; this is discussed further wéfard to cremation burials below
(5.1.7). It shows that some care was taken to tseteae for lining graves, and that the
stone lining doubtless performed a powerful symtbodie in the mortuary ritual. Further
study into the source of cist materials is seripuatking, and could be an avenue for

further research.

5.1.3. Other stone-lined graves

OxCal v4.1.7 Bronk Ramsey (2010); r:5
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Figure 5.2: Sum of all radiocarbon dates from other stone-lined graves.

Variations on the long cist form can be categorigsed the following: masonry cists,
composite cists, oval cists, and boulder cists.oAllhese are primarily attested in Middle
Iron Age contexts, but some continue to a lessé&ngxacross the first millennium AD
(Figure 5.2). A masonry cist is one that is bujt of coursed stones rather than upright
slabs. This grave type seems to be exclusive toMiuglle Iron Age based on dated
examples such as the warrior grave at Mars HillopaICLA (above, 4.2.1), but the
massive corbelled chambers beneath cairns at Aidk€yl (Edwards 1926) may be a
related Late Iron Age type (but see below, 5.3Aljare variant of the masonry cist can be
called the composite cist, using upright slabs ¢appy a few courses of flat stones, then
lidded with flagstones. Middle Iron Age example® dound at Galson ROS (Ponting
1989), North Belton Farm ELO (Crone 1992), and Ehebar ELO sword burial (DES
2005), while a single example has been dated t®‘theentury at Hermisgarth, Sanday
ORK (Downes and Morris 1997: 611). Oval cists aregularly shaped stone-lined pits
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which contain crouched or flexed inhumations. Thegefound predominantly at Iron Age
sites, including Broxmouth ELO (Hill 1982), Portt8e ELO (Dalland 1991) and East
Coldoch PER (DES 2000); ‘pagan’ Viking graves sames use oval cists as at Westness,
Rousay ORK (Sellevold 1999). Boulder cists are mapeof irregular, rounded stones
rather than flagstones; these are primarily foumtiddle Iron Age graves like Blackness
Castle WLO (Richardson 1925), and the Women’s Knawiachtuthil PER (Abercromby
et al. 1902; Winlow and Cook 2010), but continue into tize Iron Age at Garbeg INV
(Stevenson 1984) and the Isle of May (James andndad2008). Graves outlined with a
simple setting of boulders or cobbles, as at Haltblly FIF (Proudfoot 1996), could be the
remains of a wood-lined grave, the cobbles beiregl s ‘chocking stones’ to help hold
planks in place (Webster and Brunning 2004). Thesgations on the long cist help
illustrate the Middle Iron Age origins of the burrite (see below, Figure 5.18). However,
it is also worth noting how these variations seerdwindle over time in favour of a more

standardised, flagstone-built long cists and dayes.

5.1.4. Head-box graves

DxCal vd 1.5 Bronk Ramsey (2010} 5 Abnosphedc data Fom) Relmer et al (20049),
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Another variation on the long cist rite is the wdépillow stones’, ‘head boxes’ or stone
‘ear muffs’ which were meant to protect the head atop it from rolling during the
process of decay. To date, these have been foundstlexclusively on church sites,
including St Ninian’s Isle SHE (Barrowman 2003),rBa@bble WIG (Cormack 1995),
Portmahomack ROS (Carver 2004: 12); St Andrews HlirlelF (Wordsworth and Clark
1997), Whithorn Fey Field WIG (McComish and Pet@0&), St Ninian’s Point BTE
(Aitken 1955) and St Magnus Kirk, Birsay ORK (Barli®96); the only examples from a
field cemetery come from the 9fi@entury enclosed burial ground at Balblair, Resoli
ROS (Reed 1995). As such, these will be discussdler in Chapter 8, but it is worth
noting their exclusively early medieval dates (Feg6.3). This indicates that the creation
of an appropriate and recognisable funerary tabbemame of prime importance, but only
once burial in cemeteries had become common atinessountry. It shows the way that,
over time, repeated inhumation burials creatednaage of a ‘proper’ or correct burial,
until it became a crucial part of the burial rit&/ifliams 2006: 108-111). In the later
medieval period, high-status burials use sarcophaitin head-shaped recesses, but
elsewhere, the use of stone becomes limited totleshead-box itself; examples of these
include Skaill House, Sandwick ORK (HF James 19986-761), Stromness ORK
(Stevenset al. 2005), and Kintradwell SUT (Lelong 2003); simildates can be found at
the late Saxon cemetery at Raunds Furnells, Nogit@mshire (Boddington 1996).

5.1.5. Wood-lined graves and log coffins
Wood-lined graves are rare in Scotland, but thisy lh@ a consequence of poor

preservation. Unlike stone-lined graves, wood-ligeaves are rarely attested in Scotland
until the 7-8' century, and would seem to be largely an innowatibthe early medieval
period. The earliest instances are simple, un-thglank-linings thus far only recognised
at Whithorn, but the presence of boulder-lined ggaat many sites, for instance at Hallow
Hill FIF (Proudfoot 1996: 399-403), may be an iradion of decomposed wood lining or
timber lid. Nailed coffins are found mainly in Nbumbrian (post-700 AD) phase
Whithorn WIG (P Hill 1997; McComish and Petts 2008jth unique, undated instances at
Kirkhill, St Andrews FIF (Wordsworth and Clark 199@nd Kingston Common ELO
(Suddaby 2009: 9). Wood coffins are known from amhar of early Anglo-Saxon
inhumation cemeteries, like Mill Hill, Deal (Patfiand Brugmann 1997: 24-25), while
chest coffins, in Scotland found only in Northunaloriwhithorn, more certainly represent
a high-status Anglo-Saxon rite (Ottaway 1996). Eviactoring in problems of
preservation, in Scotland it seems that timbemgsi were not considered necessary or



Chapter 5: Burial ways of the first millennium AD 104

appropriate as burial containers outside thesectweteries. The exception to this is the
emerging tradition of log-coffin burial.

Log coffins, made from hollowed-out tree trunkse aommon in the Bronze Age (Childe
1946: 119), but re-emerge in the first millenniu® Across Britain and beyond. These are
found in a ‘special’ grave Tandderwen in Wales ket al. 1991), from the cemetery at
Scotch Street, Armagh, near an early medieval ntmnage (Lynn 1988), and possibly
from the royal Anglo-Saxon barrow of Sutton Hoo mdwB, though this may still be a
dugout boat on analogy with the rich boat-buriaistiois site (Carver 2005: 67-69). But
they are now increasingly being recognised in &oak| beginning with a Middle Iron Age
example from a square barrow at Boysack Mills, AfNBrray and Ralston 1997), and
including dozens from the earliest phases at bolithirn and Thornybank. At the latter
two sites, log coffin grave cuts were marked outhmir greater depth (presumably due to
the size of the logs used) and rounded profilegrdls nothing otherwise ‘deviant’ about
the orientation, date or layout of these graveberathey seem to be just another choice of
grave type within the larger cemetery. Only onghaf five excavated square barrows at
Redcastle ANG was in a log coffin, although thig @ould not be dated (Alexander 2005:
107). Recently, a log coffin was excavated adjatert round barrow at Forteviot PER; it
was found to be charred on the inside, which malcate the trunk was hollowed out
using fire prior to its use for burial (Campbellda@Gondek 2009); charcoal samples were
dated to the 5% centuries (T. Poller, pers. comm.). Importantlye tadjacent barrow
contained a simple dug grave, indicating that loffits do not necessarily signal the
highest-status graves within a site. We might, herenote that a late Irish elegy
remembers the Pictish king Bridei son of Bili (@3¢ as being buried on the isle of lona in
a “block of hollow withered oak” (O Riain and Herbd988). Although this seems to
indicate the use of naturally-decayed tree truntkee Forteviot example indicates
preparation from freshly-cut timber. More well-peeged examples are needed before we
can say more about the sourcing of wood for lofireef

Log coffin burial was thus allocated to a numbegrves south of the Forth, but north of
the Forth it seemed to be reserved for a select éew possibly to a king. Another late
notice of log coffin burial is in 12 century Glastonbury, Somerset: in 1191, the marfks
the abbey there allegedly discovered the graveiog Krthur, who had been buried in a
log coffin (Ashe 1971). Regardless of what it wiasyt found, it was thought appropriate
that the legendary hero should have been laidlag aoffin. It is interesting to recall the
Bronze Age origins of the burial rite. As such,skort-lived reappearance in Scotland may
be a way of forging links to prehistory, and theasation with famous figures like King
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Arthur and Bridei son of Bili many centuries lateray represent a hazily-remembered

mark of venerated antiquity.

5.1.6. Dug graves
At the other extreme from the log coffin rite isetBimple dug grave. The treatment of

these graves seems no different from those in &stg: the W-E orientations, dates and
distributions are all similar, and dug graves c#so @e found within many long cist
cemeteries. This rite also has its origins in thdde Iron Age, with furnished dug graves
found at Galson INV (Neighbouet al. 2000) and Sandwick SHE (Lelong 2007); ‘pit
graves’, or crouched inhumations in oval pits, gokoeven further to the earlier Iron Age
on sites like Dryburn Bridge, Innerwick ELO (Dunwel007) and Port Seton ELO
(Dalland 1991). It is worth noting that althougleyioften appear on the same sites as long
cists, cemeteries will generally favour one riteothe other. Some sites that make use of
both have shown evidence for clustering or segregéaty type (Proudfoot 1996).

OxCal v4.1.7 Bronk Ramsey (2010); r:5
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Figure 5.4: Sum of all dates from dug graves (exclu  ding those under barrows and cairns).

There may yet be some ideological distinction betwanlined and lined graves. It has
been pointed out that dug graves predominate atrebar of early Christian monasteries
(Alcock 1992), including Kirkhill, St Andrews FIFNordsworth and Clark 1997) and
Ardwall Isle KCB (Thomas 1967), and the spreadaafiocarbon dates obtained from dug
graves is predominantly early medieval rather tbate Iron Age (Figure 5.4). However,

the earliest burials at early church sites likehmarnock BTE, Portmahomack ROS,
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Whithorn WIG and the Isle of May FIF are in longtsi It is thus not necessarily that dug
graves are more Christian, but that long cistsnamee diagnostic of Late Iron Age burial
rites. These examples merely reinforce the observéthat one grave type generally tends
to predominate within every given cemetery. Howevke variable distribution of dug
grave cemeteries is also intriguing. While longtipredominate everywhere in this
period, once across the border it is dug gravesclwipredominate, with long cists
occurring only in a minority of cases (Figure 5.9ithin a northern British context, it
seems the use of long cists is primarily a featfréhe Forth-Tay zone, their use rather

exceptional elsewhere.

" Legend " Legend
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Figure 5.5: Distributions of burial sites using pri marily long cists and dug graves.

5.1.7. Cremation
Extended inhumation dominates the burial recortheffirst millennium AD, but this was

not the only way of depositing the body in the Litsn Age. While cremation was found
to be a minority rite in the Scottish Iron Age (abp4.1.3), there is a growing body of
evidence that it continued to be utilised spordtjida the north of Scotland in the mid-
first millennium AD. Within the palisaded encloswaeDoon Hill ELO, an Anglian timber
hall and inhumation cemetery was preceded by aateddsquare enclosure and cremation
cemetery (Wilson and Hurst 1966: 176-177). The tedl@alcined remains in Cist 54 at
Hallow Hill FIF may represent another example (Pifoot 1996), but the best evidence so

far comes from Hermisgarth, Sanday ORK where c#td cairns were discovered
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alongside what appear to be two kerbed stone pyithsevidence for human cremation
(Downes and Morris 1997). One of the cists conthiaa orientated, extended juvenile
where only the head had been cremated. The Herrtlisgartial cremation is so far
unparalleled, but may be comparable to the enigmaport of two skulls accompanied
with ashes found in a cist at Easterton of Rosetslgsing a Class | Pictish stone as a side
slab (Walker 1968). 8century reports of charcoal alongside bones furmith at
Graves Knowes, Mid Calder MLO and Addinston BWK &aalso been interpreted as
partial cremations, although these antiquarian ntspoould easily be describing Bronze
Age graves (Henshall 1956). Intriguingly, prehigtanonuments were sometimes reused
for cremation deposits: a pyre within a Bronze Agé at Rhiconich, Sutherland was dated
to cal AD 400-640 (Donnelly in prep. cited in Dradic1998c), while within the ring-cairn
at Balnauran of Clava INV, wood from a spread anbwrganic material including human
bones was radiocarbon dated to cal AD 250-900 ahAld 600-980 (Bradley 2000b).

We can now add an emerging tradition of cremationstone urns, again from the
Northern Isles: at Stromness ORK, a steatite usmfa short cist under a cairn had its
contents radiocarbon dated to cal AD 390-600 (8heet al.2005). Two other sites reuse
Pictish stones as cinerary urn lids. Oxtro Broclrs® ORK, excavated in the "9
century, was apparently reused as a cremation eeymehese cremations were in stone
urns and one was lidded with a broken Class I$hcttone (Petrie 1890). Another instance
of a steatite urn lidded with a fragment of Pictshulpture comes from Uyea SHE (Allen
and Anderson 1903). A possibly related site is Oyui®, Drumnadrochit INV, where a
cairn covered a cist containing only charcoal, éddvith two symbol stones (Mackay
1886). Less readily explainable is the fragmerd fictish stone reportedly found between
two massive capstones of a Bronze Age cist at thiela ANG (Stuart 1866b). Without
scientific dating, we cannot assume all of these ‘Rictish’ deposits, as the stones in
guestion may represent later reuse. The crema@n®xtro seem to come from a
stratigraphically Norse context (Morris 1989a: #);2and this may also be the case at

Uyea.

This potentially Norse-period reuse of Pictish s®io lid cremation deposits is paralleled
by the few examples of Pictish stones reused ag st material (above, 5.1.2). As
suggested above, these may represent Norse-pexiworking of the existing Pictish

landscape, best seen at Dunrobin SUT where theveistreused for a secondary, ‘pagan’
Viking burial. The link between reused Pictish g®rand cremation could then be a

deliberately archaising choice, making a powerkwrstatement through a pastiche of past
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practices by an incoming ruling class. There mtistremain some doubt as to when these

deposits were made, but a Norse-period contextidmmi be discounted.

N A Cremation
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Figure 5.6: Cremation in the first millennium AD; L ate Iron Age and Anglo-Saxon cremations
represented by red triangles.

The use of cremation thus continues throughoufiteemillennium AD, though only on
one site (Uyea) can we see anything like continfugyn the Iron Age (Figure 5.6). It may



Chapter 5: Burial ways of the first millennium AD 109

be significant that this activity seems to be coedi to the far north of Scotland, as
cremation remained one of the dominant mortuaggiim Sweden and Norway throughout
the first millennium AD (Richards 2004: 93-96). Evd the case for a Norse-period
context for these deposits is not accepted, ieastlshows some cultural affinities with
areas that were, after all, just a short sail afsay the Shetlands. Where cremation does
occur, it seems clear that unique ideological statdgs are being made. Rather than any
sort of unified tradition or continuation of a native rite, the evidence for cremation in
this period shows it was reserved for special dépoaither forming focal graves at long
cist cemeteries as at Hallow Hill, or reusing psétric monuments like Rhiconich and
Balnauran of Clava. Where Pictish stones are rewsedt Oxtro and Uyea, we may well
be seeing a Norse-period burial custom, but one dbatinues this tendency of reusing
prehistoric landscapes. It would be an oversingaifon to argue that these cremations are
the last gasp of a prehistoric tradition. In eveage, the reality is much more interesting:
they are attempts at manipulating memories of thst,psometimes even reconfiguring

prehistoric monuments.

5.1.8. Excarnation and alternative rites
As is clear from any distribution map of Scotlasdme regions did not have established

traditions of formal burial at all (4.1). Even ireas with an abundance of burial evidence,
we cannot assume that these cemeteries represigt @mmunities (see below, 6.5).
This then begs the question of how everyone efsesome places the majority of the
population, was treated after death. Given thetifiestion of pyres at Hermisgarth and
Rhiconich, we might expect that cremation followmsdscattering of ashes is a possibility,
but until more pyres are found, it remains debatatdhether this was practiced widely.
Armit and Ginn’s (2007) study of disarticulated hammremains in Atlantic Scotland has
shown that exposure, or excarnation, was practicetthese areas, with the bone being
deposited in special contexts within settlemer@sent radiocarbon dating of disarticulated
bone from museum collections has confirmed thasdhdeposits carry on being made
throughout the first millennium in sites like theobh of Howe ORK and the Iron Age

settlement at Lower Dounreay CAI (Tucker and Argti09).

A remarkable instance of exposure is Cille PheadlaiSouth Uist INV, where a long cist
containing a female inhumation was left open fgreaod of time before the sternum was
removed and the body repositioned, and a square bailt over the cist (Mulvilleet al.
2003). Partial exposure and subsequent cappingangtdirn was also noticed at the Middle
Iron Age burials at Sangobeg and Loch Borralie, riegs SUT (Bradyet al. 2007,
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MacGregor 2003). It may then be the case that landit Scotland exposure remained a
viable if sporadic choice of burial rite into theddfirst millennium AD. However, we are
only likely to find evidence for this when the benare reused in structured deposits, or
when their exposure platforms are later marked &yns. Could this help explain the
relative dearth of burials in other parts of Sautlalike Aberdeenshire? And is the
continuing curation of human remains at Cille Plaa@nd other sites evidence for
continuing non-Christian religious practices (cftcRie 2003)? For the moment, we must

simply note that the burial evidence does not ielthe entirety of the population.

5.2. Displaying the body

With or without a cist, the body in Late Iron Aged®ish burials is most often laid on its
back (supine) and fully extended, although the amag be laid in a variety of positions.
Wrapping of the body, possibly in shrouds, is aeljehoted practice, although no textile
has been recovered from Late Iron Age graves. Exere wrapping is not noted, there is
very little evidence for burial fully clothed be#othe Viking period in Scotland, and only
rarely are personal ornaments or garment fastdoargl, like the single iron pins from

Lundin Links (Greig 2000: 599) and Boysack Mills &N(Murray and Ralston 1997).

Coupled with reports of ‘scrunching’ of the bodyifsvrapped in a shroud, the general
absence of shrouds, pins, or fasteners must megenior materials were used, then
fastened by tying or sewing. Other options besgl@®suds, including animal hides and
tree bark wrappings as attested in Scandinaviad@ide and Gulliksen 2007), should be
considered. An important™century reference to shrouding is found in Adomsan
description of St Columba’s burial on lon€gQ Ill: 23); however, the Christian links

should not be over-emphasised, as the rite longgpes Christianity in the Mediterranean.

5.2.1. The grave as container
Inhumation does not always imply a desire for tagptual preservation of the corpse. As

discussed above, not every cist was a sealed oentaind some were deliberately left
lidless. This implies that the cist could be mora pragmatic boundary, shoring the grave
cut and framing the corpse for onlookers to creabeemorable scene to be reproduced in
future burials (Williams 2006). A crucial componentthis tableau would have been its
backdrop: the interior of the grave. While somé gisves incorporate flagstone paving,
many are ‘lintel graves’ where the body was laidaonatural earth floor. Other attested
forms of paving include pebble layers (Rees 2038) 3sea shell layers (Greig 2000: 595),
charcoal layers (Rosehill 1873), and soft lininge Iturf (McComish and Petts 2008:
Section 4a) or textiles (Downes and Morris 19973-614). The intriguing possibility that
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some cists were lined with textiles comes fromithpression left on the sand inside a cist
at Hermisgarth, Sanday; this grave contained aanebed orientated female radiocarbon
dated to the 56 century AD (Downes and Morris 1997). Soft graverigs and even bed
burials are known from Anglo-Saxon graves in soutHengland (Harrington 2007), and
the provision of a comfortable resting place inthsaa belief in a transformational period
between life and death that needed to be mediatexth lappropriate funeral (cf Williams
2006: 123-134). This will be discussed furtherhia tontext of church burials (Chapter 8).

5.2.2. Dressed burial
There is only a small corpus of dress-related actsffrom graves in Scotland. Since the

majority of these were found in antiquarian excenwed, only very few can certainly be
said to derive from objects or fabrics worn at tinee of burial. Two bronze chains were
certainly worn by the deceased: one was aroundédhk of a female at Ackergill CAl, the
stratigraphically latest burial within a large ea{Edwards 1926), and another was found
at Kingoldrum ANG (Chalmers 1854). Both chains difécult to date, and could be either
Iron Age or Viking Age. A group of beads in a loaigt from St Ninian’s Isle SHE were
not recorded in situ, but may be part of a burtedtame and are of pre-Norse date, inviting
comparisons with Anglo-Saxon burial rites (Barrownfarthcoming-b). A disturbed cist
at Keiss CAIl was found wearing a copper ring (Bal®83); a copper ring, iron bracelet
and cannel coal ring pendant were found within dgrayes at Elliot ANG, but the human
remains did not survive (Camerat al. 2007). A similar cannel coal ring-pendant was
found while digging for graves at St Andrews CataédFleming 1909). Dating is a
recurring problem with artefacts from Scottish ggvgiven the overall lack of available
comparanda, but the furnished graves at Elliotagljacent to long cists dated to the's-7
centuries. On the other hand, brooches seem tphersmenon of the 2"enturies AD,
as confirmed by radiocarbon dates from Galson IR¥4igie, Dundee ANG and Dunbar
Golf Course ELO (above, 4.1).

Other than these possible instances of dressedlptire lack of clothing at the time of

interment would seem to be a peculiarity of thettio evidence, given the prevalence of
the rite in Anglo-Saxon areas (Lucy 2000). A proneial at Blackness Castle WLO with a
bronze armlet, long thought to be Anglo-Saxon (8&btson 1983), has recently been
radiocarbon dated to cal AD 50-220 (M Goldbergspeomm.). However, a good parallel
is Hound Point, Dalmeny WLO, where an orientatetglaist contained a string of beads
including reused Roman glass (Brown 1915). Thisldeses interpreted as an Anglo-Saxon

ornament, and would certainly fit within a wideadition of fashioning new jewellery
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from Roman materials (Meaney 1964: 304; White 19B8)and large, dressed burial does
not seem to be practiced in Late Iron Age Scotlavitere it does, it most often seems to

represent an Iron Age or culturally Anglo-Saxonialunite.

5.2.3. Anglo-Saxon furnished graves?
The existence of an ‘Anglo-Saxon’ grave at HounthPwould at first seem like an outlier

of what is essentially a foreign custom. The stgraf culturally Anglo-Saxon graves in
Scotland despite a long period of Northumbrian petion from the Tweed valley to Fife
in the 7" century is perhaps surprising. It has been argbatigrave goods were already
going out of fashion by the time of these incursigqAlcock 1981b). Less historically-
contingent theories can be sought; for instancehlyifurnished Anglian graves are
relatively rare in the north of England compare@iteas like Kent (Lucy 1999), and so we
should perhaps not be surprised to see fewer exsngplen further north. Yet there are a
number of Anglo-Saxon finds scattered thinly acr&tland, dating from the fifth
century onwards (Blackwell 2007; Proudfoot and éédigKelly 1996). Only few of these
come from burials, and indeed, very few of the $imited by Proudfoot and Aliaga-Kelly
need be Anglo-Saxon, given that we have so few ples1of contemporary weapons and
dress styles from Scotland (Blackwell in prep), demmonstrated by the example of
Blackness Castle (5.2.2).

One way to test whether grave goods represent inamtidpurial rites is to explore known
Anglo-Saxon cemeteries in Scotland. Neither thenaetéons nor inhumations adjacent to
the Anglian timber hall at Doon Hill ELO containedy grave goods (Wilson and Hurst
1966: 176-177). The excavation of the Anglian meergsat Auldhame ELO found only
one furnished burial: a dug grave richly furnistveith Viking Age artefacts, dated to cal
AD 770-970 (DES 2005; 2008). The monastery at Whith/VIG is known to have been
re-established under Northumbrian rule in the e&flycentury, but curiously, the few
furnished graves here belong largely to the Phageribls (below, 7.3), with only one
possible instance, an infant with beads of ambdrsdate, in Northumbrian levels (P Hill
1997). The site at Barhobble WIG may have beenmedusince the 8 century, but the

graves, including furnished examples, are mostylike belong to the 9-1 centuries

(Cormack 1995). Finally, an Anglian rune-inscribidany and a circular enamelled mount
from Cramond Kirk MLO may indicate early burial &y here, which would be doubly

interesting as it is within a Roman fort (Bourkedaose-Brooks 1989; Stephens 1872).
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N Legend

@  Furnished graves

A Anglo-Saxon finds (poss burial)

Figure 5.7: Pre-Norse furnished graves and Anglo-Sa  xon stray finds that may have come
from burials.

Looking for migrants is perhaps not productive,tiasories regarding the use of grave
goods indicate they were not reflective of migratentities but symbolic strategies of
corporeal transformation and social differentiatigilliams 2004a). A small but

significant sample of weapon-bearing graves maybgébdng to this period, and none of

these are from church sites. These include buridlls Anglo-Saxon shield bosses at



Chapter 5: Burial ways of the first millennium AD 114

Ballindalloch MOR and Lamlash, Arran BTE; with spe@ads at Castle Hill, Dalry AYR,
Loch Watten CAl, and Catacol, Arran BTE (Cessfo@®@ Proudfoot and Aliaga-Kelly
1996); with a seax at Dunrobin Castle SUT (Griegt9163-64); and a stray find of a
gold and garnet sword jewel near long cists at ¥eStaigie WLO (Alcock 1981b). The
appearance of these scattered across the eastdyoas# of Scotland argues against a
single population of migrants, but rather a widentc(huum of furnished burial customs
across Britain (Figure 5.7). The occurrence of twothe Isle of Arran may hint at a

localised funerary rite in an area underrepreseydulrials in the first millennium AD.

Knife burials are another occasional find oftenoasged with Anglo-Saxon graves (Blair
2005, 240) but also found in many late Roman ar@Roman cemeteries in western
Britain (Farwell and Molleson 1993; Philpott 199Rahtz et al. 2000). Pieces of iron,
probably corroded knives or spear-related implesyearie known from an orientated long
cist at Lasswade MLO (Henshall 1956: 261), an ¢aieal dug grave in a square barrow at
Pityoulish INV (Rae and Rae 1953), an orientatatylcist capped by a Class | Pictish
stone at Dunrobin Dairy Park SUT (Close-Brooks 29860d the furnished dug grave from
Auldhame ELO mentioned previously. The only on¢hefse to be radiocarbon dated is the
9™ century example at Auldhame. The Pityoulish anityDRark graves both show signs of
disturbance and reuse, so the finds there maytbénimusions. Knife and spear burials are
well-known from Anglo-Saxon cemeteries, and it may significant that the Scottish
examples are all from ‘special’ graves — a reusadiolw at Pityoulish, a reused Pictish
stone at Dunrobin, and, at Lasswade, a long ciat‘string’ of graves separated from the
rest of the cemetery by a drystone wall. The heafdat string-grave layout is rare in
Scotland, but another example can be found at dlyal rAnglian site of Yeavering in
Northumberland (Hope-Taylor 1977), and so perhhjgspart of the cemetery at Lasswade
represents an Anglo-Saxon phase of burials; re@etdcarbon dating of this assemblage
has already hinted at two phases of burial her&s@tiberg, pers. comm.). However, the
presence of iron knives in orientated Viking Ageawg@s at St Ninian’'s Isle SHE
(Barrowman 2003: 57-58), Midross DNB (DES 2005; Gd@&regor, pers. comm.), and
Auldhame provide another alternative. Thus in Secwt] where they are only found in rare
and often special circumstances, knife burialspaesibly indicators of period of social
tensions rather than migrant identities.

5.2.4. Heirlooms and grave gifts
Rather than expect to find richly-furnished Anglaxgn style burial in which the deceased

was dressed and other intact objects such as semsglweapons were added to the grave,
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in Scotland the use of grave goods is much rardradtien consists of fragmented objects
instead. One Another class of grave goods coméseiform of reused Roman artefacts.
These have been discussed above (5.2.4), wherasitangued that fragments of fine
vessels like samian bowls and glass cups foundawmeg at Whithorn WIG and Hallow
Hill, FIF represent early medieval reuse of curamman material (see also Campbell
2011). The best example of this is Whithorn WIGs¢dissed in depth in Chapter 7), where
four graves contained Roman artefacts: two witlrdhef abraded samian, and two with
well-worn fragments of Roman glass bangles (P 28B7: 294-296). No radiocarbon dates
were obtained from the earliest graves at Whithbut they are unlikely to be earlier than
the late §' century, the date of the Latin inscription on theinus Stone (Forsyth 2009),
so Roman inclusions are best interpreted as cuddigatts. Whithorn is, however, unique
in many ways, yet there are nearby parallels. ldotfrom Whithorn is the 9-fLcentury
church at Barhobble, Mochrum WIG, where an undaiede contained a fragment of a
Romano-British glass bangle among other objectanf@ok 1995: 72). Another 9-11
century church at The Hirsel, Coldstream BWK hagrds of samian in graves, and a stray
find of a Romano-British glass bangle, althoughhis case, the site reused an Iron Age

settlement platform and the finds may be residGahuhp 1985).

Many Anglo-Saxon graves include curated Roman nahtas grave goods, and whether
these were intended as amulets, grave gifts, atstieel possessions, it seems to be the
antiquity of the objects which tie them into widetterns of funerary deposition, rather
than any knowledge of their cultural origin (Eckiaadd Williams 2003; White 1988). The
most northerly instance of such Anglo-Saxon reus&aman material is actually from
Scotland, where the Hound Point, Dalmeny WLO stofideads has a pierced sherd of
Roman glass as its centrepiece (Meaney 1964: 304@ng cist in Airlie ANG also
contained a Roman glass cup (Davidson 1886), aisdikely to be another example. The
curation of such wares for eventual depositionagottand would tend to argue against this
being solely an Anglo-Saxon practice. Furtherm@véjthorn, Hallow Hill and Barhobble
also include other instances of furnished burradjdgating that the reuse of Roman material

is simply part of the funerary practice in thesmeteries.

A wider trend of commemorating the dead with heins and other keepsakes (Williams
2006: 77-78) can be seen in Scotland. Fragmentagems to be an important part of this
process, and this ties in with wider patterns ofilAge ritual deposition (Hunter 1997a).
Among the objects in the ‘purse’ in cist 54 of téall Hill was a third of a silver bracelet
(Proudfoot 1996: 418, 437). A fragmented iron rnmgs included in a grave at Whithorn
WIG (P Hill 1997: 88). A small number of fragmentahale or cannel coal armlets have
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been found in or associated with graves at Lassviid® (Henshall 1956), Whithorn
WIG (P Hill 1997: 441-443), St Ninian’s Point BTRitken 1955), the Isle of May FIF
(James and Yeoman 2008) and Yarrow SLK (Smith 185§ grave at Lasswade has
now been radiocarbon-dated to the ™5dentury (M. Goldberg, pers. comm.). Like the
Roman glass bangles at Whithorn and Barhobble, ethasnlets were invariably
fragmented; only at Elliot ANG and possibly St Aedrs FIF are complete shale ring-
pendants found associated with graves (5.2.2). iidg®s the possibility that fragmented
jewellery functioned within the funerary ritual as sort of ‘gift’ distributed among
mourners, perhaps as keepsake joining them witlielceased (cf Briick 2006b). Another
possibility is that shale-working went on eithefdse or during the use of the place as a
cemetery, as is the case with a number of earlyastan burial grounds; it may be
significant that shale-working occurs at a numbgkrearly monastic sites in the west
(Hunter 2008a), and the earliest graves at thése are often associated with craftworking

areas (Chapter 8).

Whatever their association with the dead, the namtufe of some shale/cannel coal
jewellery on holy sites may mean they retained atiwbr symbolic properties, and their
presence at non-monastic burial grounds may befisgm. The best example of this may
be the monastery at Inchmarnock BTE, which may bere the shale armlet found in a
grave at nearby St Ninian’s Point BTE was madeo{beB.1.3). A parallel may be found
at Lochhead ANG: a single amber bead was associatieén individual with a cyst in the
skull, and amber was thought to have healing pt@sem the medieval period (Dunbar
forthcoming). Shale and glass are not known torensically amuletic materials, but
their production on high-status holy sites in tlee_lron Age may have lent them some
added value. The partition of such valued ornanhestigects, then, may be significant
when found in burial contexts, and may have carsiggificant mnemonic associations,
whether as a protective amulet, or as a symbohefpartible, dividual identity of the
deceased (2.2.2). This may be paralleled by thiision of broken querns and Roman

masonry in long cist graves (5.1.2).

As Figure 5.7 shows, the appearance of grave gdéalttsvs a thin but widespread
continuum along the eastern coast from Northumtarighe Northern Isles. The Anglo-
Saxon charcater of much of this material is a aurgas issue that must await fuller
discussion elsewhere (Blackwell in prep). But tee af grave goods in pre-Anglian layers
at Whithorn shows the need for a more nuanced apprd-urnished burial may not be the
reliable ethnic marker it is thought to be; whatesecial role they had was presumably
performed in other ways in north Britain, perhaps the sculptured stones (Driscoll
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1998c). Rather, we should see the act of furnisl@ngrave as one of many options
mourners had when deciding how to display the baidye time of the funeral. This also
links burial rites with wider patterns of votivemesition, a reminder of the continuing Iron

Age ritual activity we can see amidst the chandebe5" century.

5.2.5. Crouched and flexed burial
The posture of the cadaver was another importamideration when making a grave. The

vast majority of burials in Scotland are extendsmrf the Late Iron Age onwards, but
crouched or flexed positions were employed in aaomiiy of cases. Most famously, the
cemetery at Addinston near Lauder BWK seems to ek crouched burials amongst
extended ones, though all were orientated (Ros#&8ill3). There were also Bronze Age
graves in the vicinity, as well as cairns with ndxeurnt human and animal bone, so it is
difficult to conclude much in terms of dates héfewever, the inclusions of ‘burnt sticks’

at Addinston (Wallace 1968) and across the LeadateY\at Nether Howden BWK (Allan

1900: 659), along with the lining of some cistshwiaiyers of charcoal which also has

Anglo-Saxon parallels (Williams 2006: 129), woulsks to point to a date in our period.

OxCal v4.1.7 Bronk Ramsey (2010); r:5
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Figure 5.8: Radiocarbon dates from crouched or flex  ed graves; marine reservoir correction
not applied to Norse-period graves in this distribu tion, so the gap may be even wider.

Crouched burial in Scotland is largely indicativiepoehistoric graves, and experiences a
revival in the Norse period (Graham-Campbell anted998: 145). However, this was

not limited to pagan graves, and there are instaifrten established ecclesiastical sites
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such as St Ninian's Isle SHE, where a group ofdteinhumations were marked with™0
century cross slabs (Barrowman 2003; Barrowmarhéorning-a), and Auldhame ELO,
where a single crouched, furnished grave was dattte 8-8' century (E Hindmarch pers.
comm.). Outside the churchyard of St Peter’s, To@Al an 1i"-century rune-inscribed
cross slab was found over a crouched burial (Arateis897). This may help date the short
cist apparently lidded with a cross-incised stoearna 18-century cross slab in Alloa
CLA (Miller 1889), and the orientated crouched intations found near St Orland’s Stone,
a Class Il Pictish cross slab in Cossans ANG (dertB57). Crouched burial does seem to
have some chronological significance, as these pbemindicate it was largely abandoned
by AD 400, only to return with the changes in bupeactice seen in the Viking period.
The radiocarbon distribution presented here (Figu8g seems to show a revival before the
Viking period, but these later dates, from Vikingrials such as Kiloran Bay, Colonsay
ARG and Westness, Rousay ORK skew earlier duestontrine reservoir effect caused by
a primarily marine-based diet; recent recalibratdrthese dates places them squarely in
the Viking period (Barrett and Richards 2004). Eweth this bias in the calibration above,
there is a striking absence of dated examples ftmnLate Iron Age, which hints at a
deliberate suppression of the rite. However, asbwwe examples show, this need not be a

Christian prohibition.

5.2.6. Prone burial
Another possible ‘deviant’ practice is prone buridhese are more widespread than

crouched burials in Late Iron Age Scotland, bufl stire. Undated examples are known
from an early church site at Ardwall Isle KCB (Thasn1967), one at the possible ‘mixed
rite’ cemetery of Addinston BWK (5.2.5), and one Galson, Lewis (Neighbouet al.
2000: 576). Recent finds are summarised in Talle IB. Anglo-Saxon cemeteries, prone
burials are also in the minority, but are oftenfdun ‘deviant’ contexts away from the
main burial area, and have been theorised as ma#at to “render the corpse safe for the
living” (Reynolds 2009: 68-76). It is striking that Scotland these graves seem to cluster
in the 7" and & centuries (Figure 5.9). This is also the periocemIChristianity was
developing a strong penitential outlook, in whible tmethod of burial impacted directly on
one’s chances for resurrection (Effros 2002a; Theon®004). As such, the use of deviant
burial rites may be a form of punishment or perdégrand illustrates the way that long-

held rituals could be subverted to special mnemefiect for onlookers and mourners.
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Figure 5.9: All dated prone burials in Scotland.
Site name Lab Code Cl4@ | Grave type Sex | Orientation
Dunbar Golf Course ELO| GU-9150 77-238 Masonry cist | ? SW-NE
Hallow Hill FIF GU-1854 465-670| Long cist F NW-SE
Bay of Skaill ORK GU-7245 544-687| Long cist M W-E
Portmahomack ROS OxA-13509 657-771  Dug grave 7 W-E
St Ninian's Isle SHE SUERC-5442 655-755  Boulder cis F N-S
Isle of May FIF GU-4965 783-944] Dug grave ? ?

Table 5.1: Summary of dated prone burials.

5.2.7. Laid-on-side burial
A rare variation on the extended burial posturehgn the body is laid on one side. This is

a peculiarity of the early cemeteries at the Narthdan monasteries of Monkwearmouth
and Jarrow, where the majority of all pre-Normaavgs were laid on their right side
(Cramp 2005). Burial on the left or right side alstcurs among the Iron Age barrow
cemeteries of East Yorkshire (Stead 1991). In &nodil this is found in only a small

number of cases, summarised in Table 5.2. Thaldisivn of these is markedly northern,
and many of them were beneath stone cairns. Only iave been dated so far (Figure
5.10), and with one exception, these cluster inLidwte Iron Age. Until more are found, it

can only be concluded that this was a very locdliserial rite connected to the use of
cairns. The link with burials in northern Englandynwequire future study.

OxCal

4.1.7 Bronk Ramsey (2010}, r:5 Atmospheric data from Reimer et al (2009):
laid on side
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Figure 5.10: All dates from burials laid on side.
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Site name Lab Code Cli@ Sex | Grave types Side Orient.

Skara Brae ORK SUERC-24240|  432-604 F Long cist RigN-S

Birsay Brough Road | GU-1551/TO- Long cist,

ORK 7047[mean] 422-596 M round cairn Right | SW-NE
Dug grave,

Sandwick, Unst SHE GU-1291]mean] 433-637 F| square cairn Left NW-SH
Long cist,

Cille Pheadair INV AA-48605 632-800 F | square cairn Left S-N
2 dug graves,

Ackergill CAl n/a n/a M, F| round cairn Left E-W
Long cist,

Keiss CAl n/a n/a n/a | cairns Right | various

Balblair ROS n/a n/a n/a| various L,R various

Isle of May FIF n/a n/a M Long cist Left W-E

Table 5.2: Summary of all burials laid on side.

5.2.8. Discussion
Thus far, we have focused on the ways the body tneeted after death. This has

introduced considerable complexity to what had jesly been generalised as simple,
unchanging burial rites. There is growing evidetiw ‘formal’ or normative burial rites
began to be implemented in the Late Iron Age, idicig the seemingly deliberate rejection
of crouched burial and the more frequent use of losts as opposed to other stone-lined
graves. But more than anything, we have seen tkatnmient of the body varied even
within cemeteries, and rather than displaying ettomireligious affiliations, variations in
body position, dress and other furnishings wer¢ @iahe array of choices available to the
mourners to differentiate a funeral from the oriet tame before. This impulse for subtle
variation within increasingly normative rituals ¢es the process of new identities being
formed in the mid-first millennium AD (Theuws 2000)he increasing use of head-box
graves over time may be a sign of growing Christidluence, but the reintroduction of
crouched burial on ecclesiastical sites shows d@hetnge of ideological statements were
being made using burials, not limited to the conmgeitdeologies that have come down to
us in historical narratives. In order to exploréstfurther, we need to turn to the way in

which burials fitted into the landscapes of thénlg
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5.3. Monumentalising the grave
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Figure 5.11: Simplified distribution of barrows and cairns in the first millennium AD.

The burial ritual did not always end with the baltikig of the grave. While many graves
are unique as we have seen above, once closedp#oayne anonymous to all but the
mourners. Yet some graves were clearly set apam the rest above ground. While in

other parts of Britain, special graves entail tee of different orientations, peculiar body
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positions, or lavish grave furnishings, in Scotlahey could be marked with surface
features like enclosure ditches or mounds of eartstone (Ashmore 1980). These are not
generally very large monuments, barrows generall®m across and cairns often 5m or
less, and where upstanding they are no more theaif @ meter high. Barrows and cairns
are often discussed in the same breath, with atefdcused on whether they are round or
square (Greig 2000). However, this glosses overfdloe that cairns and barrows seem
rarely to appear on the same site. Figure 5.11 sheownarked preference for cairns in
Atlantic Scotland and barrows in the lowlands nartlithe Forth; the overall impression is
that barrows and cairns are almost mutually exetusee also Figure 5.17). This is in part
due to the geological constraints which limit thsetribution of cropmarks to the eastern
coastal zone, and the barrows in southwest Scotlend only recently identified (Cowley
1996; Cowley 2002). But the fact that barrow andnceemeteries are distinctly absent in
the Lothians and Borders despite comprehensivalaerconnaissance indicates a real
absence there, and perhaps a conscious rejectiatidgy 2006); the square-ditched
graves at Thornybank MLO may be the exception,tbese were interpreted as sleeper-
trenches for a timber structure (Rees 2002: 335-331s regional disparity has attracted
ethnic and religious explanations, but it couldatyube due to different commemorative
strategies. In order to elucidate what these migghtwe must look closely at the rituals

involved.

5.3.1. Platform cairns
Like the Pictish symbols, the construction of ‘fdat cairns’, or low, often flat-topped

mounds of stone, seems to be quite standardised avess remarkable distances
(Ashmore 1980; 2003). The rite begins with a buirah long cist, or more rarely a dug
grave, followed by the backfilling of the grave euth clean, sterile sand. Unlike shallow
flat graves, those under cairns can be up to arnbelew ground level, and often more
sand had to be brought in to fill the void (Edwat®@27). The use of sterile sand layers is
nearly ubiquitous, which points to its ritual sifigance, found even in the Middle Iron
Age cairns of Durness SUT (4.1.2); if this is metmbe a protective boundary against
pollution, it may help explain the function of a@st The next step is the cairn itself:
whether round or square, a kerb of upright stomesoarsed boulders is first set out. In
square cairns, the corners are often emphasiseg@right corner-posts, and sometimes the
midpoints as well. A pavement of close-set flat Idets is then laid within the kerb,
topped by a layer of smaller, water-worn pebbles.nmany cases, these pebbles are
carefully chosen quartzite or otherwise uniformliite stone. The widespread occurrence
of this carefully planned ritual, from Fife (Gre2§00) to Sutherland (Close-Brooks 1980)



Chapter 5: Burial ways of the first millennium AD 123

to Shetland (Bigelow 1984) to South Uist (Mulvile al. 2003), shows that the use of this
monument made a clear statement, perhaps markipgitecal affiliation; due to their

distribution, they are often dubbed ‘Pictish’ cairn

OxCal v4.1.7 Bronk Ramsey (2010); r:5
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Figure 5.12: Sum of all radiocarbon dates from cair  n burials in Scotland.

The earliest dated ‘Pictish’ cairn, using the comgdhayering sequence described above, is
grave 89/2 at Galson, Lewis INV, radiocarbon datedal AD 133-532 (Neighbouat al.
2000; Ponting 1989), and Middle Iron Age precurd@ge now been excavated in Durness
SUT (above, 4.1.2), which make use of the termtight to describe them largely
anachronistic (viz., Bradgt al. 2007). They way they were seen is an interesbpgtto

be discussed further below (5.3.5), but the way thiere used is a different matter. A hint
comes in the form of pot lids inserted into cairBath the cairn above Galson 89/2
(Ponting 1989: 96) and Cairn 1 at Lundin Links EGteig 2000: 590-592) have a dressed
sandstone disc carefully placed in the body ofdhen. As mentioned earlier, a broken
stone disc was also found capping long cist R betain 5 at Lundin Links (5.1.2). If
these were pot lids, then their use for ‘cappingfidis just as they once capped pots or
urns may be a hint of the kinds of rituals surrangdthese funerary events, usually
obscured to us. This image of a cairn as a vesstlel ground may reference prehistoric
cremation practices, as the kerbed cairns alreagynsto in their architectural form.
Alternatively, the vessel may be seen as a foothawer, symbolising or even ensuring the

continuation of life.
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Figure 5.13: Composite plan of the Ackergill CAl ca  irn cemetery (Williams 2007b after
Edwards 1926, 1927). Grave 6, not shown, is roughly ~ 53m NW of the main group.

But as with any ritual practice, each instance isnaue statement within an accepted
norm. The best example of such variations at woaly tve found in the cairn cemetery of
Ackergill Links CAI (Edwards 1926; Edwards 1927).Ithough the cemetery was
excavated before scientific dating was possiblés tonsidered a classic example of the
‘Pictish’ square cairn tradition due to the usedwgnostic corner-post kerbs and the
association with two Pictish symbol stones. Theradpction of Edwards’ 1926 plan
(Figure 5.13) over the years has made the imagdidano any scholar of the Picts.
However, given the variety of cairn types, with tiplé layers of burials flattened by the
plan view, Ackergill is anything but typical, an layout is worth discussing at length.

The majority of the cemetery is cut into a largéural sand mound on the shoreline at the
point where Sinclair's Bay changes from sandy bdachocky shore. At the northwest
extremity of this mound is ‘grave 6’, a 5.4m rouetbed cairn (Figure 5.14) containing a
massive sub-oval corbelled drystone chamber. Th&amber contains four unprotected
burials at different levels in a clean sand filheThighest two burials were laid on their left
side: one is a flexed male, the other an extendethlie wearing a bronze chain around the

neck. The lower two burials were supine, extendatesm All were oriented E-W (heads to
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east). The shared orientation links the occupahtki® corbelled chamber but the change
in body position from supine to flexed to left-siqdressed) burial may reflect a

chronological development.

Figure 5.14: Ackergill ‘grave 6’ (after Edwards 192  6). | am grateful to the Society of
Antiquaries of Scotland for permission to reproduce these images.

Near the centre of the sand mound is the coreen€déimetery, consisting of five cairns and
two isolated long cists, all in a line roughly faling the NW-SE axis of the mound. Even
within this area, no two cairns were alike. Cairrirg only round cairn, was separate from
the main group, as were small square cairns 9 Gn€dirns 3 and 6 had kerbs of coursed
masonry, while cairns 4 and 5, and to a lessenexlisturbed cairns 8 and 9, had kerbs of
upright slabs of stone. Corner posts were useaims 3, 4 and 5, with additional upright

posts at the mid-points of the kerbs of 4, 5, anGf&ves were incorporated into these
monuments in various ways. Cairns 5 and 6 incotpdreorbelled inner chambers holding
multiple graves; cairns 2 and 4 contained longsargthin the body of the cairn material,

the remaining cairns have long cists in sand lapereath them, from directly below the

cairn surface in cairn 10 to as much as 2 metexp telow cairn 8.

Edwards only discovered a cist over a meter beneailm 3 in a second season of
excavation (1927), and so cairns 2, 4, 5 and 6 yedyhave long cists beneath them as
well. A further complication is that many of theages beneath cists do not match the
orientations of the cairns above them, and so thay not all have been built at the same
time. However, the orientation of graves B and €amn 4 were clearly determined by the
kerb of the cairn; grave C uses the kerb as arskafd Grave A, a small, tent-like cist, was
placed directly over grave B, and so this cairpanticular demonstrates a long sequence

of reuse. The interment of four individuals in vary positions in corbelled cairn 6 also
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seems to be an example of a grave that built up @yeriod of time, as do cists 3 and 10
where the orientations do not match the overlyiaigns.

A more intriguing example of the long-term reusetls site is in the use of Pictish
symbol stones (Figure 5.15). The largest (I Fr@888: 96.1) was apparently once upright
near the NW edge of the sand mound, close to tHeelted cairn 6, but the slab was found
in pieces; only the fragment which remains, beatimg rectangle symbol, bottom of a
salmon symbol and an ogham inscription reading NEFRI (Forsyth 1996: 227-242),
was ever recorded. A second broken fragment (FigLUr®, 96.2), also bearing a rectangle
symbol and the hint of a second, was found neah#a& end of long cist 1 (Figure 5.13).
These would appear to be marking the graves oviahatals interred here, but they have no
stratigraphic relationship to any graves. Instetits arguable that these stones have also
witnessed periods of reuse, like the cairns thevesellt is difficult to tell whether the
ogham on 96.1 postdates the symbols, but one tthiaglinks both stones is that the
second symbols have been broken off, leaving omctangle on each. It is possible that
this was no accident, and it is striking that eveigtish stone found associated with a cairn

or built into a cist is fragmented or shows sighseoaise (Clarke 2007).

96.1¢7

Figure 5.15: Pictish symbol stones from the Ackergi Il mound. Numbering after RCAHMS
(Fraser 2008, 76); not to scale. Image 96.1: © Hist oric Scotland, licensor www.scran.ac.uk.
Image 96.2: Crown copyright © RCAHMS.

The reason for describing this cemetery at suchtltems to emphasise that while the
‘Pictish’ cairns display some overarching similiest (corner posts, use of orientated long
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cists, carefully layered cairn material, sterilexcsdayers), there is plenty of scope for
variation. Just in this one cemetery, each monunseatmost unique in its layout while
still corresponding to the recognisable ‘Pictislirricatype. Like the nearby cemeteries at
Keiss and Stain CAl (Laing 1866; 1868), the ciseravcut into a natural sand mound
parallel to the coastline, which is what largelgtdies their orientations; hence most of the
burials here are NW-SE, while at Keiss the S-N gsagcho the axis of the mound. At
Ackergqill, we get a glimpse of the long time-depththe mortuary ritual involved in the
construction and use of these monuments, somesa@&used two, even three times. Given
the lack of radiocarbon dates, we cannot be suve damtemporary these graves all are,
but stray bone eroding from the mound in 2004 vealsocarbon dated to cal AD 256-530
(DES 2004, 165); the bronze chain around the néthkeohighest burial in cairn 6 has been
variously dated to both theé'®2and 18 centuries (Close-Brooks 1984; Edwards 1926).
Given the complex layout and stratigraphy discusasalve, it would be irresponsible to
assume anything other than a very long time-sparered by the activity here. More
interesting is the possibility that this site, ahd others like it, was continually accessed,
reused, and its significance recreated for manyuces, as seems to happen at a number
of cairn sites (discussed further below, 5.3.4).dApet throughout the changing
significance of these monuments, some patternsinechaincluding the use of long cists
and a general tendency for burials to face east.

5.3.2. Low mounds and ditched burials
Moving on to the mounds of earth, it is quite cldaat the burial rite is similar to that of

cairns. Like cairns, there are some unique instancéhe early centuries AD, and flourish
into a normative type in thé"sand &' centuries. Where upstanding they are also low, fla
topped mounds built over the same kinds of extendgiefdirnished inhumations; at Garbeg,
postholes were found at the corners of an excavededre barrow, indicating a similar
desire to emphasise the corners. Plough damagetiased many of these monuments to
cropmark ditches, and it is difficult to tell wheththese all necessarily represent barrows
at all; at the upstanding cemeteries of Garbegvehidebridge INV which survive without
plough truncation, there are a few examples ofhegcwith banks but no interior mound
(Stevenson 1984). The difference may lie in thehdian uninterrupted trench is likely to
enclose a mound, whereas a penannular ditch ouaresglitch with a single gap may
indicate a need for an entrance or restricted act®sn interior area, more akin to the
square-enclosed graves of Wales and the southweasgley 2009). Excavated examples
of continuous square-ditched graves at BoysacksMAING (Murray and Ralston 1997)
and Pityoulish INV (Rae and Rae 1953) revealed dimaipd internal features, including
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fire pits, massive wooden posts, and standing stomenay be that such graves were
purposefully different, perhaps much earlier, th#oose with causewayed corners.
However, a square barrow with a continuous ditcti munded corners similar to these
was recently excavated at Forteviot and had nornatefeatures (E. Campbell, pers.
comm.). Annular ditched graves have been excaat&ddcastle ANG (Alexander 2005),

Forteviot PER (DES 2009) and Inchtuthil PER (Abernsby et al. 1902); one example at

Redcastle and one at Inchtuthil provided Middlenlvage radiocarbon dates (see Table
4.1), although a second annular barrow at Redcéatd@g with many others in England

and a few in Ireland) are dated to the'5e@nturies (O'Brien 1999; 2009).
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Figure 5.16: Sum of all dates obtained from barrow graves in Scotland.

Causewayed ditches are found in most square bgrriomieed, the square ditch with
causewayed corners seems to be the standard rigrtimeast Scotland, and evidence for
corner-posts at Garbeg would indicate these didaabtas entrances (Ashmore 1980).
Penannular ditched enclosures are also commonghhiew have been excavated; in fact,
the largest concentration of these is outside &odtlin Kent, with further outliers in
Ireland (O'Brien 1999); more excavation is needed sbrt out the chronological
relationship between these areas. Square barrots causewayed corners have been
excavated at Redcastle, Forteviot, and Garbeg,ewtmtnd barrows with penannular
ditches have only been excavated at Garbeg anddadevelay ARG (McCullagh 1989). It
is perhaps too early to map the distribution ofgmenlar ditched graves in Scotland as

only very few have been excavated, but an incrgasimmber of Irish examples have been
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dated to the Middle Iron Age (McGarry 2009), and@lsan exercise may be misleading
without further research.

Unfortunately, another shared feature of such earthonuments is poor preservation of
skeletal remains, and so it is still unclear whetiese variations have a chronological
significance. Thus far, the only radiocarbon détesm human bone obtained from barrows
or ditched graves are from Redcastle ANG where ttamge from the ¥ to the &
centuries AD (Alexander 2005), and now from InchtuPER where a ditched round
barrow was dated to thé'dr 2% century AD (S Winlow, pers. comm.). Recent example
of annular and causewayed square barrows excaaatedrteviot PER have had organic
materials dated from thé"8o the §' centuries, indicating that here, as at Redcatstise
were only used sporadically but over long periofildime, again similar to the cairn
cemetery of Ackergill (5.3.1).

Where excavations have been undertaken, or thenendgs are clear enough, barrow are
most often seen to cover a single burial. This faay be the clearest distinction between
the use of cairns and barrows. It is also raresge eccentric layouts in barrow graves,
where the inhumations are more consistently cerdral once again we may conclude that
the choice between barrow and cairn was highly niég@et on the function the grave was
meant to serve: to restrict or encourage accesheodead. Perhaps due to practical
reasons, barrows were less likely to receive seamgnidterments, but at Forteviot, we can
perhaps see the development of genealogies inrdhmd), to paraphrase Williams (2007a),
as square barrows are adjoined to one anothertioner(Poller 2008) and created a vast
landscape of burials around the prehistoric crogntamplex (discussed further below,
6.3.4). At Garbeg, the platform mound was seemingdyle of upcast from the ditch, and
was thrown up in a single construction event (Welgien and Grime 1984); but the
fragmented Pictish symbol stone placed atop bafrasweminiscent of the ‘multiple lives’
these stones could have (Clarke 2007), as discdssé¢le Pictish sculpture at Ackergill
(5.3.1). At Pityoulish, the complex stratigraphyymadicate that the barrow monument
was indeed used more than once, wiping out almbsvidence of the primary phase (Rae
and Rae 1953). The problem is in the relationsHighe graves with the surrounding
barrow ditches, and future excavations need toemsddthis question more carefully by
planning a full section across both grave and euck
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5.3.3. Structures
Barrows and cairns are not the only ways of mondatising a grave in Late Iron Age
Scotland. Other above-ground structures, seenwaspfust settings or square foundation-
trenches around individual graves, are thus fay ogpresented at two sites, Thornybank
MLO (Rees 2002: 335-339) and Forteviot PER (Po#608). However, the four-post
setting from Forteviot is within a square barromdavas not certainly a free-standing
structure. At Thornybank, one dug grave was emphkdswith four posts around it, but no
enclosure ditch (Rees 2002: 337). Parallels fos thpe of grave monument are known
from southern and western England (Hogarth 1973pate and Brunning 2004). No
structural evidence has been linked with these-past settings, but an above-ground
mortuary house seems most likely; another possibigi a temporary structure related to
the funeral ritual (E Campbell, pers. comm.). Iimsort of ‘shrine’ can be posited, this
could have interesting implications for the issdehow these monuments were used as
places to contact or intercede on behalf of theestiocs. This is especially relevant in the
case of Thornybank’s square-ditch burials (Figudb} which have been interpreted by
the excavator not as denoting a barrow but as léeper-trench of a wooden structure,
with parallels in Wales and Somerset (Rees 2003-38¥). These currently have no
parallel in Scotland, but if the Thornybank examspkere architectural rather than a
southerly iteration of the square barrow, this wotié Midlothian more strongly into a
sub-Roman tradition afella memoriaeor mortuary enclosures (Thomas 1971). However,
the Welsh examples often have openings or doorwagd, contain multiple burials
(Longley 2009), which the Thornybank examples lagk.present, they can only be

described as square-ditched graves.

Post-defined enclosures near graves are foundered#hliest phases of the cemetery at
Whithorn WIG, where they have been interpreted lasnes (P Hill 1997), which is
disputed below (7.4), as they do not cover graventain human remains. We would do
well to avoid loaded terms like ‘shrine’ in desanidy these features (Insoll 2004: 5-7), but
it is clear the four-post structures seen at Fasteand Thornybank were at least meant to
draw attention to individual graves. If we can dode that these, along with the square-
ditched burials at Thornybank, are commemorativacsires, then this gives us a rare
insight into the social function of these monumenithin their wider cemeteries. Such
monuments show both a desire to access the detdlsbuto protect or even restrict such
access (see also 6.4.3). Since these structurdeuarg amidst many other unembellished
flat graves, they imply a certain tension withie gtommunity of mourners, and that some

of the dead could have very different ‘afterlivésn the rest.
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5.3.4. Grave markers
Fundamental to our understanding of how the ddaidth the landscapes of the living is
the use of grave markers. Graves rarely interctdiaingrave cemeteries, so some level of
management or above-ground grave marker must hese &mployed. Given the lack of
evidence for these, an ephemeral monument likevanbound or surface marker can be
posited in most cases; one long cist at Portmahknvas covered by a low mound capped
with stone slabs (Carver 2008: 77), while a fewgsaat Whithorn were covered by a flat
layer of white pebbles (P Hill 1997). Our familianage of an upright stone at the head of
every grave was certainly not the case the Late Kge. Even at early monastic sites,
where simple cross slabs are found associatedgratres (Aitken 1955; Barrowman 2003;
Carver 2008; Rennie 1999; Thomas 1967), these tieit of later types where closely
datable (discussed below, 8.1.3). Outside of m@nhstial grounds, in situ grave markers
are very few, and more likely to be simple, undatent standing stones, as at Pityloulish
INV (Rae and Rae 1953) and Boysack Mills ANG (Myriand Ralston 1997), both of
which are likely to be earlier than the Late IrogeAPictish’ barrows (5.3.2).

Yet theories of stone grave markers abound. A smathber of Class | Pictish symbol
stones have been found in close association witlnszamost notably at Dunrobin SUT
where the stone was apparently laid atop the ¢@ilwse-Brooks 1980). This has led to the
argument that some at least of the symbol stonee weended to be grave markers
(Ashmore 1980; Close-Brooks 1984). But seeing asynwuch examples were found
broken or lying unceremoniously face down on arcaather than standing upright (eg.,
Gourlay 1984), these stones should be seen asghhaoh ‘multiple lives’ (Clarke 2007),
and their association with burials may be more demthan the gravestone model allows.
As argued previously (5.1.2), the association betwRictish stones and cists seems to be
one of later reuse rather than their primary fuorgtia similarly complex relationship
between symbol stones and cairns is a more usgfldmation (5.3.1). The juxtaposition
of a sculptured stone with a cemetery does not niteserved as a grave marker as such;

the Latin-inscribed stones of southern Scotlandigeoa plausible alternative.

As these inscribed stones often commemorate nanaedduals, it has been assumed that
they were erected to mark individual graves (egm&a® 1971: 62-63). However, more
recent excavations at the Catstane MLO have shdwah the Latin-inscribed stone
probably did not overlie a contemporary grave hatiafact, it seems most likely that it is a
standing stone set into a Bronze Age kerbed cairpaorow, carved with Latin lettering
only in the %' or 6" century (Cowie 1978). In this scenario, the staneot physically

covering the tombtgmulg of ‘Vetta daughter of Victricius,” but claimingm@ehistoric site
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as an ancestral place of burial, a common occuerentreland and Anglo-Saxon England
(O'Brien 2009; Williams 1998). These kinds of ‘dearinscriptions, often associated with
graves and frequently located at territorial bouresalike the Catstane, thus have both a
funerary as well as a more ‘civic’ function (Fosya005). The recent close reading of the
Latinus stone found near the early cemetery of Wénit WIG has argued that the
eponymous commemorand was being cited, almostalilkegal charter, to legitimate land
claims on behalf of the descendants of the widergkoup (Forsyth 2009). In this scenario,
the inscribed stones created a space for a comyntmitongregate, reinforced by the
repeated use of the site for burials, and struzgurnovement across the landscape for

future generations.

The Yarrow Stone SLK is another inscribed stoné thdound near to, but not directly
over, long cist graves (Smith 1857). Rather, ttoss seems to be placed along a routeway
that also passes by the place of burial, and serites as a sort of way-marker announcing
the entrance to a specific territory, again reioéaor by the accrual of a possible long cist
cemetery. Perhaps the Class | stones should barr@asimilar way: not as tombstones as
we recognise in modern cemeteries, but as signpostdandmarks, with an acquired but
often indirect funerary role. They should perhapsuinderstood as akin to Roman civic
inscriptions, like theitulus slabs recording the foundation of a burial grougreécted by a
specifically named patron, but for the use of aewidommunity (MacMullen 1982;
Thomas 1992). A similar argument has been madgeh@tater hogback stones, which are

often found in churchyards, but rarely associatét any single burial (Stocker 2000).

5.3.5. Discussion
Monumental graves are thus set apart from flateg@meteries not by an inherent ethnic

or religious antagonism, but by a fundamental déifiee in function. Barrow cemeteries
like Forteviot PER and cairn cemeteries like Lundinks FIF are both adjoined by
contemporary flat graves, and we should not prediatethey were two mutually opposed
social practices. A more reflexive attitude towathdese monuments needs to be taken,
along the lines of the arguments put forward fag thnultiple lives’ of Pictish stones
(Clarke 2007), and the way they actively structypedceptions of the landscape (Gondek
and Noble 2010). Barrows and cairns seem to haee lbsost susceptible to changing
perceptions and reuse by their very monumentatityBradley 2002).
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Figure 5.17: Distributions of barrows and cairns in Scotland.

But even within this model, a difference of functiocan be seen between barrows and
cairns, and can possibly be seen in their varididgibutions across the country (Figure
5.17). One way of distinguishing between them maydosee them as eithefausor a
locus of attention, the former indicating direct reudeaomonument, the latter a more
indirect association with it (Clarke and Carlin 8)0For instance, many of the Ackergill
cairns cover multiple cists. In this it is similer Lundin Links FIF where one structure
contained five cists, cairn 5 was reused at leas¢ cand various cairns were adjoined into
monumental complexes over time (Greig 2000). Thendbell complex’ at Lundin Links
has been interpreted as a way of creating a gemeaicsstone as graves gradually accrued
until they formed a distinctive three-part unit (idims 2007a). A variation on this
repeated use of a cairn occurs at the Isle of MRy Wwhere the earliest burials are in cists,
but these are cut into a natural cobble beachwhatartificially revetted, creating what is
essentially one huge kerbed cairn (James and Yeo2@88). Interestingly for an
ecclesiastical site, many of the graves in thisncagem to have been purposefully built to
receive multiple burials, with sand layers and tayef quartz pebbles being the only
boundary between repeated uses (discussed bel@w8).8Viultiple graves under cairns
also occur at Birsay Brough Road ORK, where thems@ary graves were added in the
Late Iron Age and later in the Norse period (Mofr#89a), and Hermisgarth ORK, where
one cairn contained two female burials (Downes Modris 1997). Cairns may even have
been conceived as communal monuments, able todessex continually and even reused

for further burials, as seems likely at Lundin Lsréind Ackergill. Even if they were meant
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to be sealed containers, their upstanding naturdentem intofoci of attention, and
allowed for future generations to ‘rewrite’ theiagt as seems to have occurred with the
addition of broken Pictish stones at Ackergill. dontrast, earthen barrows or ditch-
enclosed burials tend to contain only single barialthough the long-lived barrow
cemeteries at Redcastle (Alexander 2005) and Rotté€ampbell and Gondek 2009;
Poller 2008) show that instead of receiving secondi@erments, these places accrued
further barrows over long periods of time (discas&elow, 6.3.4). In effect, barrows
tended to form docus of attention. The question that remains to be dskaevhether the
form of the grave dictated how it was used, or Whetach form was intended to fulfil a

different purpose.

5.4. Conclusion
In the previous chapter, the emergence of formalnmation burials was placed squarely in

the Middle Iron Age of Scotland, particularly the8 century AD. This comparative study
of the rituals involved in constructing these gmas shown how these deposits changed
and developed from the earliest examples onwarthéstart of the first millennium, fully
articulated inhumation was a rarity, perhaps usdyg im certain specialised situations. By
the end of the millennium, inhumation was seen pivélege afforded to many, and which
those in power could withhold as a form of punishin@Reynolds 2009: 214). In the
interim, the societies of northern Britain had ayesh from a relatively loose collective of
tribal groupings to a hierarchical kingdom with esread familial and political
entanglements. During this process, numerous clsangmnceptions of self, not just what
we loosely refer to as identities but what consgupersonhood, needed to take place.
Central to these changes were perceptions of tdg. bo the Middle Iron Age, the few
people who were deposited in a grave represent conties who were increasingly less
inclined to disturb certain cadavers; whatever @amt to bury an articulated corpse, it
seems that as time went on, it could only fulfillst purpose if the body was deposited
looking as it had in life, down to the inclusiondress objects like brooches and items of
everyday use. The deposition of articulated inhuonatin recently abandoned settlement
contexts indicates that these people were stilugho to ‘inhabit’ the landscape; the
frequent enclosure of these deposits in cists amfhee-marking with mounds shows a
desire to ensure their integrity, both physicalhdan the minds of those who survived
them. Over time, these ‘inhabited landscapes’ woblave become part of the
consciousness of all who lived in them and paskesligh them (Williams 1998; 2006:
198-211). Remembering where previous interment® weade, the act was repeated and

future deceased could be sent to ‘inhabit’ the sahaee. The repeated performances
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slowly became ritualised, as seen in the graduabwing down of grave types and body
positions to the increasingly normative extendedented inhumation (Figure 5.18).
Around the &' century, a break in this process seems to ocoumhich the Middle Iron
Age mortuary rituals such as the use of long amtse maintained, but new places of
burial were chosen away from settlements (6.2,2K.3This intimates a significant
conceptual shift: from a general tendency to linevgs with stone, to a widely accepted

‘image’ of a correct or appropriate stone-linedvgra

Iron Age C14 Dates (>1600 Cal BP) Late Iron Age/Early Medieval C14 Dates (<1600 Cal B P)

Dug Coffin/log Dug
2.1% grave/pit
35.0%

Coffin/log

Pebble/shell 2.2%

Other cist layer 22.9%
12.5% Other cist

3.1%
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Cremation
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Head box

Unstrat bone 4.9%

8.3% Boat grave

0.9%

Long cist

45 8% Long cist

47.5%

Figure 5.18: Standardisation of grave types overti  me.

Cist graves still have much to offer future stufy:instance, the apparently deliberate use
of cists without lids shows that were not alwaytemiled as ‘coffins’ or sealed containers
for the dead. The sources of stone for cists vemynfnaturally occurring slabs, reused
Pictish symbol stones, and reused domestic tokadsduernstones and pot lids. This begs
the question of where and how stone for these graaas sourced, and the ritualised nature
of this part of the funerary ritual may lead to nesight into the way death fitted into the
lifeways of the Late Iron Age. Long cists have iededominated the discussion of the
burial evidence in Scotland, yet dug graves ancctiffins, not to mention other variations
of stone and wood-lined grave, play an equallyifigant role. In this respect, the Scottish
evidence has the potential to revolutionise ourewstéinding of changing beliefs over the
long term. For instance, the radiocarbon dateildigions of prone burial (5.2.6) and head-
box burial (5.1.4) indicate their popularity latethe millennium. If it is only from roughly
the 7" century onward that the dead begun to be diffextst by their burial posture, it is
likely this is related to changing ideas of Chaastisalvation and bodily resurrection in
which the transit of the soul to heaven was inénggyg believed to be influenced by the
treatment and condition of the corpse (Effros 20@axton 1990). Certain burial rites

such as the use of dug graves (5.1.6) seem toaserby the end of the millennium,
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whereas other rites such as log coffins (5.1.5y0ves (5.3.2) and cairns (5.3.1) seem to be
more restricted to the Late Iron Age.

The choice of burial rite was not random; crematjofor instance, are rarely found
alongside inhumations, in contrast to the mixed-cémeteries of Anglo-Saxon England.
The crucial factor behind the increasing use ofrrmative’ burial rites is surely the
emergence of cemeteries in which the sporadic igtiems of the Middle Iron Age
became ritualised practices, creating certain efpfieas for future interments. The
structuring role of memory and the active role afrigls in the landscape has been
highlighted here, and will be further developedtie following chapter. But lest we
exaggerate the constraining effect of a normatiwveiab rite, this chapter has also
emphasised the various ways this template was r@edabthrough the display of the body,
including the posture and orientation of the grate; use of internal linings like textiles,
turf, pebble, shell or charcoal layers; the wragpor clothing of the corpse; and the
occasional addition of grave gifts as part of tineefrary ritual. Burial rites like the simple,
unfurnished inhumations that predominate the Stotévidence can be seen to have a

complex trajectory across long periods of time.

Howard Williams (2006) has forcefully argued thatthis period, funerary rituals were
ways of mediating the difficult transition betwelkving kin and venerated ancestor, and
graves served as technologies of remembrancedmthbress. But other needs could also
be met using such ‘technologies’; it is interestitog note that the increasing use of
cemeteries seems to tie in with anxieties overasam, including a rise in the belief in
revenants or the return of the spirits of those died a ‘bad’ death (Dunn 2009; Reynolds
2009). Can we then distinguish between burial as expression of familial
commemoration (Halsall 2003), an expression ofhfgBchilke 1999), an efficacious
deposit for to ensure fertility (M Williams 2003); a placatory deposit to remove spiritual
pollution (Reynolds 2002)? And what of those whaeveot afforded burial rites at all?
These issues can only be resolved by placing iddali graves within their immediate

settings and wider landscape contexts, as williseudsed in the following chapters.

In discussing each of these aspects, repeate@neteto practices attested in Anglo-Saxon
and Norse burials were made. This is largely duthéobetter preservation of burials in
Anglo-Saxon England and Norse-period Atlantic Suoadl providing more scope for
analogy. But it also brings up the possibility tisaime of the inhumed were expressing
their knowledge of outside practices, and may rewen been immigrants themselves. The

early medieval cemeteries of Scotland have tenddokettreated as closed communities,
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despite vast literature on early medieval mobisitd migration. Targeted studies of bio-
cultural skeletal markers and stable isotopes aiatdthding geographic origins have so
far largely been undertaken on sites already knawvrhave Norse immigrants, like
Westness ORK and Cnip, Lewis INV (Barrett and Rids&2004). Without more rigorous
scientific studies across a number of sites, wk &clear control group for determining
what a migrant would look like in the first placguch studies as have been undertaken
elsewhere have led to fascinating and unexpectadhits, and show that the ‘catchment
zone’ of any given cemetery could go far beyond lingal area (Buddet al. 2004;
Montgomeryet al.2005).

The burial rite did not end with the interment bketdeceased, as many graves were
presumably marked above-ground in some form oremoT hese are more varied than the
usual distinction between gravestone, barrow anc&ach of these broad categories can
be broken down to smaller constituent parts andvehim be far more complex than is
generally assumed. Barrows and cairns in parti@raralmost mutually exclusive, and the
reasons for this were explored. Cairns were shownattract multiple burials and
sometimes even invasive reuse, whereas barrowsrajgndorm long-lived ritual
landscapes. The choice between barrow and cairntimeybe more than just pragmatic
use of available materials, but a question of $darection. Highly visible and longer-lived
grave monuments have a different social role thenflat grave, and this distinction of
purpose must be taken into account when studyieghtfChapman 1997). Monuments
may have served a ‘private’, commemorative purpodele at the same time fulfilling a

‘public’ role, acting as boundary markers or megfitaces (Driscoll 1998c; 2000).

We can take this analogy with civic architecturerefurther. Howard Williams (2006) and
others have recently argued that large Saxon bareowd elaborate boat burials like the
ones at Sutton Hoo played an important ‘publiceralrhe richly furnished barrows there
are seen to create a visible genealogy on the drdaurt this is not simply to commemorate
the magnificence of the royal lineage. Rather dheows should be read as expressions of
the legitimacy of the rulers in the most highlyilsle way, which not only implies a large
audience for the funerals themselves, but alseipectation of future use for assembly
and other ritual purposes (Devlin 2007b). The oVdesigeness and ostentation of the
display also acknowledges the power of the audienes the performers; without the

audience, there is no show.

The later reuse of Sutton Hoo as a place of exatutas serious implications on the

continued use of such sites for civic purposeserathan as simply very large grave
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markers (Carver 2005). Barrow mounds are partigulvoured as royal inauguration

sites in contemporary Ireland, and later in Scatlas assembly places and court sites
(Driscoll 2003; Driscoll 2004a; FitzPatrick 2004;awier 2004; Williams 1999). It seems

clear that these monuments, ‘inhabited’ by theitspaf the deceased, remained in use for
centuries after the memory of their initial funetioras perhaps forgotten. The supernatural
element, which we deride as mere superstition, Idhoat be cast aside so easily. To
further explore the questions of how these sitea®wsed, it will be necessary to focus on

their landscape settings (6.3).

The emergence of ritualised mortuary practicesdupfly becoming cemeteries, are
possibly due to changing beliefs regarding puritd gollution as much as political

affiliation (Parker Pearson 2003). This allows ostie the burial evidence into other
changing perceptions of the body and personhodderiron Age (Armit and Ginn 2007;

Haselgrove 1997; JD Hill 1997; Mulvillet al. 2003; Pearce 1997; Williams 2004a).
Parallels with Anglo-Saxon mortuary rites like regs Roman artefacts or burial with

weapons may be to do with wider shared beliefs ali@nsforming the potentially

dangerous dead body into the venerated soul adribestor (H Williams 2003b; Williams

2007c). It may be that different mortuary ritesresgent different supernatural or spiritual
requirements. But this study has shown how chaimgkarial rite can change and develop
both gradually, as in the increasing standardisatd stone-lined graves, or quite
suddenly, as with the abandonment and reappeadino®uched burial. These changes
are not being caused by a single factor such asttoeluction of new religious beliefs, but
have more to do with wider social changes. As swah,need to study the way graves
interact with other graves in the context of cemesg within which the vast majority of

these graves are found. The emergence of cemaienl Is potentially one of the factors

necessitating these changes as much as the aofiviaéw belief systems or migrant

identities (Theuws 2000). The following chapter|vidllow study the most important of

these changes: the move from isolated burialsrg®leemeteries.
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Chapter 6: Burial in cemeteries

We have seen that Late Iron Age burial rites int@od derive from existing local
practices (above, Chapters 3 and 4). Given the watety of the Iron Age mortuary
practices discussed in the previous chapter, iulshby now be clear that no single
‘source’ for long cist or square barrow grave typesd be looked for, as it will not fit all
the evidence. Nor is there a monolithic ‘Romanuefice’ that created a preference for
inhumation in cemeteries (above, 4.2.3). Ratherneed to understand these changes as
arising from local circumstances and developingn@lwith local needs. The presence of
prehistoric monuments, existing patterns of votikeosition and the wider, social and
political transformations of the late Roman worldpdayed a role in the formation of new

identities in the mid-first millennium AD.

One particular trend across much of Europe ingbisod was the emergence of cemeteries
(Halsall 1995). This seems to have occurred ingamavith the process of standardisation
of grave types from the variety seen in the Miditlen Age to the more normative
orientated, extended, supine burials of the Laia lkge (5.4), and both trends are crucial
to our understanding of the way Late Iron Age sgcveas changing in this period. Both
developments also occurred during the period olvewmion to Christianity, and so it is
crucial we try to understand what, if any, corrielatexists between these processes. For
simplicity, the cemeteries under study here will deided into two broad types: ‘flat
grave’ or ‘monumental’, as defined previously (2)4To begin with, we shall discuss both

kinds of cemetery together as part of a wider phesrmn.

6.1. Distribution and regionality
As shown in Figure 6.1, the distribution of cemietei(as opposed to sites with fewer than

five burials) is similar to the overall distributief burials across Scotland (Figure 3.2), but
with subtle differences. As expected, the majaoitzemeteries occur in the area with the
highest density of burial sites: the Lothian plaffet the reverse is not always true; for
instance, the Solway Firth zone has a relatively density of burial sites, yet the majority
of these are medium to large cemeteries. In cantitess Angus area has a high density of
burial sites, but cemeteries are the exception.s@hdifferences may not be entirely
‘cultural’, however, and are subject to fieldworkad In the southwest, relatively less
modern development and arable agriculture mearnsstray burials are less likely to be
discovered by accident, and relatively high rainfaillitates against cropmark formation

(Cowley 2002). The 18century zeal for agricultural improvement in thece-boggy
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fields of Angus and southeast Perthshire meanttiaaly sites were cleared before the rise

of academic interest in them (RCAHMS 1994: 4-5).
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Figure 6.1: Burial sites by size (confirmed siteso  nly).
Despite these difficulties, the distribution of esit by size highlights the different

approaches to burial across Scotland. Almost exegion tends toward a certain size of
burial site (large cemeteries in the southwestitesed burials in Angus, almost no burials



Chapter 6: Burial in cemeteries 141

in the northeast), except most strikingly in thetHians, where sites of all sizes cluster
together. In the context of the rest of northeritadr, the sheer density of burial in this
region begins to look rather anomalous. The aburelahevidence here has dominated the
discourse on early cemeteries, but should now hken ses a distinctive regional

characteristic instead of the ‘normal’ pattern agaivhich other regions are measured.

6.2. Dating
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The problem with the above distribution map is thdbes not allow us to see change over
time. To do so, we must return to the few sitesiwatdiocarbon dates. Although a small
number of cemeteries existed in the Middle Iron Agable 6.1), cemetery burial is really
an innovation of the post-Roman period in Scotlamayever, some areas embraced the
idea more enthusiastically than others (Figure.6M)ile much of this disparity is due to
fieldwork bias, as discussed above (3.1), it isicthat the Lowland zone takes a markedly
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more enthusiastic approach to burial in cemetexégty/ on, with only a relative trickle in
the Atlantic zone until the 6¥7centuries. This summary of radiocarbon dates shbuats
the period AD 400-800 represents that majority wf evidence. However, it is important
to note the continuing use of cemeteries througtihéoend of the millennium. While this
research focuses mainly on the period AD 400-680erst features of cemeteries in use
beyond this period will also be discussed here ribeo to trace the evolution of the

phenomenon over the long term.

County | Site name Cemetery type Size  Source

ELO Winton House Cist T (Dalland 1991)

ELO Dryburn Bridge Pit grave 1D (Dunwell 2007)
ELO Broxmouth Oval cist 13 (Hill 1982)

ROS Galson, Lewis Long cist 14 (Neighbatral. 2000)
ORK Berst Ness, Westray Rubble layer c.[50 (DES200

Table 6.1: Cemeteries (5 or more graves) before c.  AD 400.

6.3. Location in the landscape
In order to understand why cemetery burial appaarsss such a vast area at roughly the

same time, we need to understand how these nevesplaere created. The previous
chapters traced changes in burial practice ovetahg term, establishing the continuing
use of funerary rites developed in the Middle IrAge. But within the context of
cemeteries, the burial ritual itself took on newamegs. The repeated performance of the
rite by a community in a setting that was alterethwach subsequent event added a new
dimension to existing funerary rituals (Halsall 30@illiams 2007b). The social memory
of the audience brought new requirements and nesides with each performance, as
well as new ways of remembering the dead, congtamthsforming the landscape setting
(Williams 2004b). Before peeling back the layerstioése events, we must begin by
describing these settings.

6.3.1. Natural topography
The location of a cemetery needs to be considemedvery case, as it is clear that

cemeteries were most often spaces deliberatelpaaéd from agricultural or other use.
The wide geographic and temporal span covered égetlites inevitably undermines any
attempt to undertake a statistical analysis of $aage location. As will be argued below
(6.4.4), each cemetery should be thought of asrganac development within historically

contingent and localised circumstances. But for thement, there is scope for the

discussion of the kinds of issues that the studgrmdscape location can elucidate.
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A preference for coastal or riverine locations demeteries has often been noted (Pollard
1999; Proudfoot 1996), and indeed a close coroalatiith rivers and river valleys is borne
out by a cursory glance at a map (Figure 6.1). Tihismust be qualified with the more
restricted availability of arable land in the noathd west, which tends to cluster into low-
lying coastal areas, river terraces and glens. tBatoccurrence of cemeteries at river
mouths, especially where they open into sandy lmaysnding places, is a remarkably
common feature north of the Forth and in the Attaabne. Examples include Galson,
Lewis INV (Neighbouret al. 2000), Lundin Links FIF (Greig 2000), Redcastle @GN
(Alexander 2005), Newton, Islay (McCullagh 1989)g$thess, Rousay ORK (Sellevold
1999), and Na Sidheanan, Laig Bay, Eigg INV (RCAHRI®3). The abundance of place-
names inaber or inver- shows that these communities acknowledged themmpsrtant
places, either as liminal zones where at the mgeiiriresh water and salt water, or where
routes across the landscape converged (Nicolai88i)1More prosaically, coastal river
mouths may simply be good landing places wherectimebination of sand for beaching
small crafts, and fresh water for drinking, willveaattracted seafarers. The presence of
males with evidence of heavy shoulder use, pos$inlyowing, indicates the use of these
sites by people accustomed to travelling by boaighbouret al. 2000: 572). It may not
be a coincidence that some of the earliest monastgrew up around good harbours,
including St Andrews FIF (Wordsworth and Clark 199®Portmahomack ROS (Carver
2008) and the Isle of May FIF (James and YeomarBR0On lona ARG, despite the
existence of numerous cemeteries surrounding theastiz settlement, one can still find
burials at both the crossing place on Mull (Slu@arbh, south of the modern pier: DES
2001) and the landing place, the evocatively naRetl nam Mairtir (Reece 1981).

The correlation with rivers may also be partly exped by the placement of cemeteries at
fords and other crossing places, as has been afguachumber of sites including Govan
LAN (Driscoll 2004b), Hallow Hill FIF (Proudfoot %), the Catstane MLO (Forsyth
2005), Cramond Bridge MLO (Henshall 1956), Inchyw&R (Stevenson 1959), and
Philliphaugh SLK (Smith 1991). A possibly relatedrtd is the incidence of burial along
routeways (Close-Brooks 1984; Proudfoot 1996). Aterest in movement across the
landscape seems to be a recurring theme. The piaterh burials at such nodal points,
where people were certain to pass through andhssm, tbetrays a concern for constant
interaction with the living, a further indicatiorf the ‘powerful dead’ interceding in the
affairs of the living (Parker Pearson 1993). Tlsisn contrast to many high-status Anglo-
Saxon burials, for which visibility would seem te khe driving concern and thus often

appear on prominences overlooking wide areas (&viki 1999).
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Although no statistical analysis was performed héres clear the majority of flat grave
cemeteries are found in low-lying, arable land. ldwer, this is perhaps due more to the
circumstances of how these sites are discoveregidmughing, development, or quarrying
for sand and gravel. In the Lowland zone, cemetaarel isolated burials are found in low
hillocks or locally prominent areas, like the Catst MLO (Cowie 1978), Redcastle ANG
(Alexander 2005), Hare Law BWK (Stuart 1866a), arkburn, Lasswade MLO (Henshall
1956). It seems it was important in this area lfigr temeteries to have a good prospect but
without sacrificing accessibility. The propensity these hillocks to be described as sandy,
gravelly, or as being discovered due to quarryirgylel tend to show that perhaps more
than just prominence, it is marginal land that &nly used for these burials; examples
include Parkburn, Lasswade (Henshhld.), Thornybank MLO (Rees 2002), Lochhead
Quarry ANG (Dunbar forthcoming), Mare’s Craig FIEI¢se-Brooks 1986), and any
number of other sites reported only iscovery and Excavatioirantallen Hill WLO,
1964; Avonglen Quarry, Polmont STL, 1973-76; Ablkeyowe PEB, 1998-99; Powmyre
Quarry, Glamis ANG, 2007). The general preferermeddw altitudes and a lack of overt
monumentality still needs to be demonstrated ewglyi, but it seems to indicate a need
for constant access and display to passers-by (8sh@980; Close-Brooks 1984). Despite
their ‘peripheral’ locations, cemeteries were rettaside from everyday life, but entwined

with their contemporary landscapes.

6.3.2. Relationship with settlement
The placement of cemeteries along roads, oftefrdan known contemporary settlement,

is presumed to relate to a presumed medieval avetsithe dead, echoing ancient Roman
prohibitions on burial within the walls of a settlent (Esmonde Cleary 2000). But recent
finds of cemeteries within settlements raise newstjons about the relationship between
the living and the dead (O Carragain 2009a). Reercavations in the west of Scotland
have turned up three cemeteries where the gravesaraidst evidence for settlement
(Figure 6.3). At Midross near Luss DNB, a Viking &gemetery was found within a
curvilinear enclosure, with the burials seeminggtricted to a specific zone amidst the
surrounding structures and workshops (DES 2005)ntbfode, Ardrossan AYR is a
similar enclosed site, but with burials radiocarlutated to the 67 centuries. The reused
prehistoric enclosure was found to contain 60 H&iriagain confined to a specific zone
amidst evidence for timber structures (Hatherleg @O Finally, at Bruach an Drumein
ARG, an enclosed Iron Age hilltop settlement wasseel as a burial place and high-status
metalworking site in the 7¥9century (Abernethy 2008). All three sites are camaple to
the layout of the enclosed cemetery and metalwgrgite at Knowth Site M, Co. Meath in
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Ireland (Stout and Stout 2008). Along with a numiieother enclosed sites with evidence
for settlement without a church, Knowth is one afeavly-recognised type of ‘settlement
cemetery’ in Ireland (Kinsella 2010; O Carragair094). Midross, Luss and Bruach an

Drumein may show that this type of site may yetduand across the Irish Sea.
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Figure 6.3: Three possible 'settlement cemeteries' in Scotland. Top left: Midross DNB, with
conjectural rectilinear structure (G MacGregor, per  s. comm.); top right: Montefode,
Ardrossan AYR (Hatherley 2010); bottom: Bruach an D ruimein ARG (Abernethy 2008). | am
grateful to the authors and the Society of Antiquar ies of Scotland for permission to
reproduce these images.

These new finds come just as scholars are reasgédhbsi relationship between burials and
settlement; living amongst the dead may not hawm liee taboo is it sometimes made out

to be (Reynolds 2002). The large Anglian-periodatoyalace complexes at Yeavering
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(Northumberland), Sprouston ROX, and PhiliphaughK &l include large enclosed
cemeteries, although these are fenced off fromréisé of the structures (Smith 1991).
However, recently excavated monastic sites revelliurial often shared the same space
with metalworking and other industrial activities will be discussed further in Chapters 7
and 8. Most revealingly, at Barhobble, Mochrum Wi@& Whithorn WIG so many of the
excavated burials included slag and other residehtis that it was difficult to tell which
graves were deliberately furnished (Cormack 199%5ilP1997: 34-38). The association
between burial places and metalworking activityas limited to monastic sites, and also
occurs in post-Roman field cemeteries such as @gton, Somerset, where part of the site

was seemingly reserved for smithing and antler-imgrkRahtzet al.2000: 400).

It is also worth noting that the majority of settlent cemeteries are within enclosures;
instead of ditches to separate the dead from Wegli these enclosures seem to delineate
areas where the living and the dead could co-e¥thin these enclosures, the burials
often fell within a discrete zone, usually in trese as in the Irish examples (O Carragain
2009a). Internal divisions between burial and indalsareas can be seen at Whithorn’s
Fey Field and Inchmarnock, Bute (see below, 7.5&fdL). In light of this, the drystone
wall at Parkburn, Lasswade MLO, which cuts acrbesdite dividing the burials into two
zones, becomes evocative of Christian practice gh@h 1956). The excavations at
Parkburn also found two graves with quernstonese@was cist material, and four other
guerns were obtained as surface finds (Henshab)1®% structures were found here, but
the finds of quernstones at other cemeteries ng@&bwie 1978: 169; Henshall 1956: 261)
indicates a link, whether spatial or metaphoritetween burial and the processing of
grain. The connection between burial places anftwaregking may also reinforce the view
that both processes were seen as kindred techaslogjireproduction and transformation
(Bruck 2006a; Hingley 1997; MacGregor 2008; Willen2006). The ‘settlement
cemeteries’ may then not be as secular as thayafigear. The act of preparing the ground
with a massive ditch and demarcating specific zaakss on an added ritual significance
in quite a different manner than the gradual acdatimn of unenclosed field cemeteries.
With comparison to enclosed monastic sites, theohctreating an enclosure implies the
use of a site for both burial and settlement, andld/thus appear to be indicative of overt

Christian practice. The use of enclosed burial gdsus discussed further below (6.4.1).

6.3.3. Burials and boundaries
It can be maintained with some certainty that cenest were formed at nodal points in the

landscape, be they prehistoric monuments, crogmings, or assembly places. Their often
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peripheral location has led to the theory that tinre deliberately placed on estate
boundaries (Goodier 1984; Petts 2002; Proudfoo6l9Burposeful burial at boundary
locations is well-known from early Irish and Andgiaxon contexts (Charles-Edwards
1976; O'Brien 2003; Reynolds 2002), and indicatased for continuing engagement with
the ‘powerful dead’ (Parker Pearson 1995), whettoer legal, judicial or protective
purposes. The correlation with burials and latedienal parish boundaries has often been
noted, but proving direct continuity is fraught kvidifficulty as parishes were formalised
centuries after the cemeteries under study (Goddig84). However, the correlation is too
frequent to dismiss, and may best be understoddeaparish boundaries forming around
existing landscapes of assembly and movement, ithal sites (contemporary and
ancient) playing a key role in negotiating thesall{s¥ns 1999; 2006: 186-187, 195-198).
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Figure 6.4: Pictish stones and medieval parish boun  daries in Aberdeenshire (RCAHMS
2007). Image Crown copyright © RCAHMS.

To gauge whether parish boundaries and cemeteaias dény correlation in Scotland we
must ideally use the oldest possible records andnstruct medieval parish boundaries.
This is particularly difficult in Atlantic Scotlandvhere parish formation seems to have
taken place later than other parts of the courlgw@an 1967; Gibbon 2007). In upland
areas, the diminishing availability of good landyuges a different sort of territorial
management that may not be readily archaeologivaiigle.

In parts of the Lowland zone, we are on safer gilo@s recent studies have shown the
long-lived nature of the existing territorial orggation (Barrow 2003; Rogers 1997; Ross
2006). For instance, Pictish sculpture has beempetapnto reconstructed medieval parish
boundaries in the Don valley of Aberdeenshire, destrating a strong correlation there
(RCAHMS 2007); however, there are too few burialghie area to test for these (Figure

6.4). Luckily, the medieval parishes of Fife hageantly been reconstructed as part of the
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research on place-names (Taylor and Markus 2006gnMurials are mapped onto this, a
disparity between types of cemeteries emerges (&idu5). Some parishes, like St
Andrews/St Leonards and Crail, have various flatvgrcemeteries scattered within them.
However, square barrows tend to occur in clustengchvcorrelate closely with parish
boundaries. The correlation with Pictish sculptisenot borne out as strongly as in
Aberdeenshire, and it may be that these are falfillower-level estate-marking roles (cf.
Driscoll 1998c; Halliday 2006). Alternatively, theypay be marking much higher-level
boundaries: the distribution of symbol stones axrb® neck of the peninsula seems to
echo the boundary of the deanery of St Andrews ¢Bkbn2003: 232), which may
perpetuate the boundary between the ancient Pirskories of Fife and Fothrif (Taylor
and Mérkus 2006). It is interesting that the squEeows also cluster along this line, as
well as the county boundary itself, which mean tlaeg playing a similar boundary-

marking role.
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Figure 6.5: Burials and early carved stones on Fife reconstructed medieval parishes; the
boundary between ancient Fif and Fothrif are in hea vy black (boundaries after Taylor and
Markus 2006).

The modern region of Dumfries and Galloway also &agood deal of closely-dateable
early sculpture, diagnostic early burial, and @édlti reconstructed parish boundaries
(Brooke 1994). Unfortunately, all of the squarerbass in this area remain unconfirmed
cropmarks (Cowley 1996), but if we accept for ndwe possibility that they are indeed

contemporary burial sites, we can say that, mukb Fkife, the correlation between
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sculpture and flat graves is rather weak, but rathenger with regard to barrows (Figure
6.6). However, the distribution of cropmark sitaghis area is severely restricted (Cowley
2002) and sites found thus far correlate strongti wiajor rivers, which in turn are often

used as parish boundaries. In this region, bum&sdnot correlate strongly with parish
boundaries, and these sites may have been momalbetdcated than in eastern Scotland;
however, it is worth noting the different levelssaill acidity, land-use, and development in
both regions which may affect the nature of thalalike evidence (above, 3.1).
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Figure 6.6: Burials, early sculpture and parish bou ndaries in southwest Scotland; heavy
black lines indicate reconstructed medieval boundar ies (after Brooke 1994).

If we attempt the same kind of comparison in ame#ls good evidence for burial and early

sculpture but without reconstructed medieval pabsiindaries, we get a hint of what

future study may reveal. A model of one-cemetenygaeish has been proposed for the
Lothians by Audrey Henshall's landmark study (1939@)t discoveries since then mean
this can no longer be sustained. Being the arela thé strongest tradition of inhumation

burial, the Lothian evidence must be sorted intafiomed and unconfirmed sites (as

discussed previously, 3.1). Rather than one cemegter parish, we can see that some
parishes have a number of cemeteries with a péatlgistrong correlation with boundaries

(Figure 6.7). Where a site is not on or near aspaooundary, it is most often because it is
on a river crossing, church site or other nodahpdihere are too few early carved stones
in the area to test for a correlation, althougmated above, the"5or 6" century Latin

inscription on the Catstane is in a long cist c&meplaced near a crossing of the river
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Almond (Cowie 1978; Forsyth 2005). Once again, sitgation in the Lothians proves
unique within a Scottish context: in no other regis the correlation between flat grave

cemeteries and (modern) parish boundaries quis&isg.
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Figure 6.7: Burials and modern parish boundaries in the Lothians.

In contrast, the Atlantic zone shows a much gretedency toward clustering of sites at
parish centres rather than peripheries (Figure. 6#wever, as discussed above, this
clustering may be more to do with the combineddiecof restricted availability of well-
drained arable land and modern normalization oishas due to the reduced population.
Despite this, it is clear that, just as in the Lamds, the natural geography was a strong
factor of the placement of cemeteries and earlyezthstones, as the majority were placed

at the mouths of rivers and coastal landing places.

These last three maps can only be a tantalisingpgke into the history of territorial

organisation until medieval boundaries are fullgomstructed. In most cases, however, it is
safest to assume that parish boundaries did naintedormalised until centuries after

these cemeteries were in use. The strength or weakof the correlation then must be
explained by the lingering cultural memory assa&datvith these sites after they are
‘abandoned’ in the late first millennium AD. Whevarish boundaries form on the sites of
cemeteries no longer in use, the ‘use’ of theseetemnes can be said to continue,

outlasting their physical function as burial plac@ghere burial does not correlate with
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parish boundaries, the chronological gap betweemuse of the cemetery for burial and the

formation of bounded territories may have beenlaoge to be bridged by local memories.
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Figure 6.8: Burials, Class | stones and modern pari  sh boundaries in Caithness and
Sutherland.
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What we can say with some confidence is that tieeegestrong correlation between burial
and parish boundaries in the Lowland zone, but ttiatchanges depending on the local
traditions of monumental territorial markers. Ire thothians, an area with few inscribed
stones or monumental graves, long cist cemeterieie wsed to mark out territorial
bounds. In the southwest, where barrows, inscrétedes, and inhumation cemeteries are
all in use, only barrows seem to correlate withitnial bounds, however weakly, while
the inscribed stones like the Petrus Stone (P H997: 616) instead marked individual
estates within the larger parish. In Fife, barronsre clearly served as parish boundary
markers, with long cist cemeteries and early scugpplaced at other nodal points in the
landscape, including church centres, landing plaaed river crossings. Why barrows and
sculpture seem to play similar roles yet rarelyegpptogether (as they often do in the
Atlantic zone) has yet to be explained, and médutther exploration. In Aberdeenshire,
the strong correlation between Pictish stones amhp boundaries may indicate a closer
relationship with burial sites in this area, butrexburial evidence is still needed. In all
cases, we can be sure that burial played an immortdluctuating, role in the creation and

negotiation of contemporary and later boundariearidB in cemeteries was a new
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statement in Scotland in th& 5and &' centuries AD, and we can now begin to glimpse the
reasons behind such purposeful burial practices.

6.3.4. Monument reuse
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Figure 6.9: Prehistoric features at Thornybank (Ree

s 2002, 316). | am grateful to the Society
of Antiquaries of Scotland for permission to reprod

uce this image.

Territorial limits were not the only boundariestive Late Iron Age; upstanding prehistoric
monuments could form a boundary between the pasttlaa present, places where the
natural and supernatural met (Bradley 2002; McCbe@0; Newman 1998). The reasons
behind the reuse of ancient monuments are bourdghdaoge from site to site given the
wide range of structures in question, from Neatitbursus monuments to Roman camps.
Whatever the reasoning, the answer may lie in thieninality, whether spatially,
temporally or socially (Williams 2006: 181-185).chumarginality can lead to a number of
responses, though: an ancient monument may betsgamovide supernatural protection

and legitimacy to aspiring elites (Driscoll 1998EjtzPatrick 2004; Smith 1991);
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alternatively, it may be a dreaded place assocwmitdfear of the dead and the unknown
(Holtorf 1997; Semple 1998); it may require a detdie ‘forgetting’ or re-writing of the
past (Whitley 2002); or it may simply be reusedaadsandy landmark and meeting place
(Sanmark and Semple 2008; Williams 2002a). A comtimn of some or all of these
factors should always be considered (Driscoll 2004&lliams 2004b). The complex
relationship of burials and prehistoric monumentssinbe analysed on a case-by-case
basis.

Burials in Scotland rarely reuse prehistoric monote@s ostentatiously as in Anglo-Saxon
England; for instance, there are no confirmed msta of Bronze Age barrows cut into by
early medieval graves (cf. Williams 1997). Only anfew instances do burials actually
infiltrate ancient monuments, as at the henges afnBapple WLO (Piggott 1948) and
North Mains of Strathallan PER (Barclay 1983); btwa Age fortifications of Castle Park,
Dunbar ELO (Perry 2000) and Trohoughton DMF (Sinmpand Scott-Elliott 1964); or the
Roman camps at Little Kerse, Polmont STL (McCord &ait 1978) and Burnswark DMF
(Jobey 1978). It is more often the case that minetre placed adjacent to prehistoric
monuments rather than in them, like the souterraindVest Grange of Conon ANG
(Cameron 2003; Jervise 1862) and Redcastle ANG x@heer 2005), or the large
prehistoric settlements at Garbeg INV (Wedderburd &rime 1984) and Newton, Islay
ARG (McCullagh 1989). Sometimes, reuse can be @untbiguous or even accidental; for
instance, at Thornybank MLO, where the long cishetery is apparently bounded by a
Bronze Age bank and pit alignment, but cuts othrehistoric structures indiscriminately
(see Figure 6.9; Rees 2002). Square barrows age eéien clustering around prehistoric
landscape as at Forteviot PER (Figure 6.10), buhamy cases this may be a fortuitous
artefact of cropmark formation (Halliday 2006).the case of Forteviot, this seems to be a
deliberate reuse of a ceremonial landscape (Dtid®&88c), and will be discussed further
below (6.4.3).

Due to land constraints, in some places, it is utmutommon to find settlement of all
periods in close proximity, and hence it is hazasdto attempt to see continuity in the
landscape (Cowley 2003; Lowe 2002). In Atlantic tBowd, the correlation with Iron Age
settlements can be quite frequent: in parts offDais with numerous upstanding brochs,
it is commonplace to find human remains in thesectiires, and radiocarbon dates are
beginning to show that this practice continuesughmut the first millennium AD (Armit
and Ginn 2007; Tucker and Armit 2009). In the saubt, cropmarks reveal a number of

late prehistoric enclosures reused as foci forab@owley 2009).
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Figure 6.10: At Forteviot PER, square barrows are a  rranged around the large prehistoric
ceremonial complex and the large square enclosuret o the north (Driscoll 2010).

The question of monument reuse has long been deediray sites from the deep and
forgotten past, but these examples of the reus®ofan and other later prehistoric sites is
perhaps an entirely different social statementhds recently been argued that the
curvilinear form of early Christian monastic enaleess in Ireland and Scotland directly
references the duns, raths and related Iron Agkesents in these areas (Carver 2009).

This also seems to apply to southern Scotland, evag¢er prehistoric settlement often took
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a rectilinear form (Halliday 2002), and where eseld cemeteries also tend to be
rectilinear (see below, 6.4.1). From the barrowsrahhe Roman fort of Inchtuthil PER
(4.2.1) to the reuse of abandoned brochs in Casthmaost instances of explicit monument
reuse are in Iron Age or Roman monuments, indigaéircomplex relationship with the

remains of a more recent past, discussed furthttieicontext of early monasteries (8.3.4).

6.4. Cemetery layout and use of space
The landscape-based approach taken thus far allews see some spatial patterns in the

placement of cemeteries. But it also risks theragsion that these sites exist only as fully-
fledged entities, when of course they began witkt ja single grave. A burial in a

‘greenfield’ site is certainly a different staterhéom one in an existing family plot, and a
different one altogether from a new plot addedn@xisting cemetery. Having established
the kinds of places where cemeteries form, we nmustto the way the cemeteries took

shape over time.

6.4.1. Enclosures
The cemeteries under discussion are primarily unead groupings of inhumations. Very

few sites have any vestige of an artificial bankddch specially constructed to define a
burial space (as discussed above, 6.3.2). They tiasein common with many early
Anglo-Saxon cemeteries aneihengraberfeldeor row-grave cemeteries on the continent.
Where boundary features occur, these tend to bexiséing structures, such as the Iron
Age enclosures reused as monasttia at lona and Portmahomack (Carver 2009: 335-
336) or the prehistoric bank at Thornybank (seeifeéd.9; Rees 2002: 316; 326-327).

The majority of non-church cemeteries were unemclos Figure 6.11 shows how few
burials actually were — although cemeteries inilieetir enclosures have now been
recognized from the air in southern Scotland: #&sesf small burial enclosures of about
10m across cluster in the Rhinns of Galloway (Cowg®09), and large enclosures
containing several hundred inhumations appear aldaghe royal ‘palace’ complexes at
Philliphaugh SLK and Sprouston ROX (Smith 1991)e Téiter two cemeteries may yet be
associated with churches as has been argued forsithdar site at Yeavering,
Northumberland (Blair 2005: 54-57). The need tardiglthe burial area may indicate a
desire either to guard from outside pollution, orconstrain the dead within a settled
landscape. Regardless, their rectilinear ditchesvsh shared desire to reference and
recreate later prehistoric settlement enclosures &bove, 6.3.4). The enclosed cemeteries

of southern Scotland thus simultaneously createnantunal identity, highly charged with
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the memory of past practices yet ostentatiously. fidve high-status associations of these
cemeteries indicate that they may not be negogjamethnic identity, but a religious one,

the concern with pollution and purity being a ssifiscious way of demonstrating control

over the supernatural as well as the physical leaquss (Turner 2003).
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Figure 6.11: All non-church cemeteries in ditched o r walled enclosures in Scotland, showing
that newly-created burial enclosures (green dots) w  ere primarily used in southern Scotland.
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Field cemeteries rarely display any need for enckss until late in the first millennium,
for instance at Midross DNB (DES 2005) and BalbR@®S (Reed 1995). This supports
recent work in England suggesting that the consiearaf burial grounds largely began
during 9-18' century reforms (Gittos 2002). A late date forlesares has also been noted
in Wales (Longley 2009; Petts 2002), although ialand, enclosure seems to be a
widespread Late Iron Age practice (Kinsella 201P2-126; Stout and Stout 2008). The
use of enclosed burial grounds is otherwise charatt of church sites, and may well be
a diagnostically Christian practice (see above,2§.30ur modern conception of burial
places as hallowed or sacred ground may be andsticon a Late Iron Age context. But
it is clear that for a select few, represented bgnall number of enclosed cemeteries
among the many open ones, enclosure of cemeteassone of the ways in which their

religious identity could be expressed (Turner 2003)

6.4.2. Orientation

Orientation (C14 dated burials only)
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Figure 6.12: Overall distribution of grave orientat  ion (radiocarbon dated burials only).

Across the first millennium AD, grave orientatios almost universally east-facing.
However, it seems there was a marked preferenceri@ntations north of east as well as
true west-east (Figure 6.12). This preference rallgded in North Wales, and has been
explained as indicative of a special significanoaeg to the midsummer sunrise (Longley
2002; Longley 2009). If we refine this further apbbt the radiocarbon dates obtained
among all east-facing graves, a striking pattererges (Figure 6.13). The SW-NE graves
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cluster about the middle of the millennium, but areentually overtaken by W-E
orientations. When compared with the overall disttions of radiocarbon dates from
Scotland (3.2), it is clear what these two trergfgesent. The spike at mid-millennium is
caused by the rise of field cemeteries like ThoempMLO and Redcastle ANG, both of
which display a predominant SW-NE orientation. Twninance of W-E graves by the
end of the millennium probably reflects greater rchucontrol, as shown by the
orientations of graves at church sites from Auldad&hO to St Ninian’s Isle SHE.
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Figure 6.13: Top: Sum of all radiocarbon dated buri  als facing east in Scotland. Bottom: all
distributions superimposed; drawn by the author bas ed on the above.

This analysis is only intended as a first step, anlg includes radiocarbon dated burials.
But the difference between NE- and E-facing gravesld appear to be a conscious choice
as demonstrated on sites with long chronologiegsef A good example of this is in the
Fey Field at Whithorn WIG (McComish and Petts 20@@)ere the 5-7 century phase of

burials were orientated SW-NE, and later (Northuerbphase) burials show a marked
shift to W-E orientation (Figure 7.7). Howeverjstalso clear that cemetery organisation

was not always based on celestial observations, raay reference the surrounding
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landscape or pre-existing features instead, sing@lb at the adjacent Glebe Field at

Whithorn do not follow these same trends (7.6).

Despite a widespread preference for W-E burialHey énd of the millennium, it should
also be noted that this orientation is also usednlyy Middle Iron Age graves (Table
4.1), and so orientation alone is not diagnostiebfjious affiliation. For instance, Thomas
(1971: 56) made much of the apparent switch fromhrsouth to east-facing burials at St
Ninian’s Point BTE as indicative of conversion (#eh 1955), but it is equally possible
that the deviating orientations are instead carefplaced to follow the curve of the
enclosing ‘cashel’ wall rather than any imposedtdoe (8.1.3). In Caithness, where a
number of cemeteries were inserted into naturatl saounds, the orientation of graves
was adjusted to fit, even if it meant not facingteat all: at Keiss, the graves are laid S-N
to parallel the coastline (Edwards 1926; Laing )86& Hallow Hill FIF (see below), the
graves face SE along the long axis of the hill, anBlairhall PER, the linear arrangement
of the barrow cemetery seems to be deliberatebreating the cursus monument directly
adjacent (RCAHMS 1994: 17-18).

It is therefore perilous to make much of statidtan@alyses of orientation alone. But given
the peculiarities of cemetery layout (below, 6.4i8will become clear that referencing
past practices is key to understanding the devedoprof cemeteries. Following a pre-
ordained orientation was as powerful a statemedesagting from it. We must always ask
why separate groups of people choose to congragatsimilar place and follow a similar

burial practice.

6.4.3. Cemetery management
Two important features of the cemeteries undemdsion are that graves are rarely seen to

cut each other, and their orientations are broadiijorm within each site. This would
seem to imply some level of management, likely égitg above-ground grave markers;
this type of careful layout is seen across Brifemm the late Roman period (Thomas 1981.:
232). Such organization is in stark contrast terlathurch or monastic burial grounds,
where the burials often heavily intercut due toeaigk to bury in proximity to a church
(below, Chapters 7 and 8). Like ecclesiastical dlugrounds, the field cemeteries were
able to attract dozens, sometimes hundreds oflbubkat unlike them, the spaces chosen
for burial were not restricted to a closely defirzede.
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The classic example of a row-grave cemetery inl&adtis surely the Catstane, Kirkliston
MLO (Figure 6.14). In 1864, a cemetery of long iat equal distances apart in regular
north-south rows was excavated near a large bobkhaing a Latin inscription (Hutchison
1866). Rescue excavation in 1974 revealed a muthrbied site due to many antiquarian
interventions, but confirmed the rows of cistsaléo revealed more long cists seemingly
arranged around the inscribed Catstane itself (Ed®i78). Unfortunately, only a few cists
were able to be radiocarbon dated, and these heryewide margins of error; still, the
dates are roughly contemporary with the propos8aehtury date for the inscription
(Forsyth 2005).
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Figure 6.14: Simplified interpretive plan of the Ca  tstane MLO cemetery after Cowie 1978
(redrawn by the author).

The dates obtained cannot be relied on too clobeltycan be split into two groups: three
broadly centred on the™scentury AD, and two closer to thd' Zentury. As shown in
Figure 6.14, the dates are from a single clusteshafe cists, yet they span a wide period.
This may indicate that this sector of the cemeteag used by a group of people who built
cists in shale instead of the usual sandstonengdilirials here over a long period. During
this period, an inscribed stone was added to tee and a group of graves began to be

arranged around it. Here, then, we may be seeiagethployment of two separate but
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contemporary layouts at work: a dominant row-griay®ut, alongside a cluster of graves

aligned on a focal point. The fact that the cistthest from the inscribed stone are the
only ones proven to be contemporary with it castsbd on the theory that the cemetery

began by clustering around the stone. Insteadspinead of dates among the shale cists
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Figure 6.15: The Thornybank MLO row-grave cemetery
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Another Midlothian cemetery with a row-grave layasifThornybank (Rees 2002). While

this site does not appear as orderly as the Catstametery, the graves are generally

may point to the existence of separate zones whék in contemporaneous operation.
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arranged side-by-side (Figure 6.15). Three gravexe wingled out for some elaboration,
whether by an enclosing rectangular ditch (gravdesdnd 62) or by a setting of postholes
(grave 16). These graves, while certainly ‘specidd not seem to be focal; rather than
attracting a radial layout of graves, they havgdasterile zones surrounding them, as does
the simple dug grave 84. They are otherwise inqatpd into the predominant SW-NE
orientation and E-W rows of the rest of the cemetérlarge suite of radiocarbon dates
was obtained at Thornybank which helps elucida¢gevihy this site developed over time.
Barring two outliers at either extreme, all datesf the cemetery cluster neatly into the 5-
7™ centuries, with notable concentrations in tHeafid 6" centuries (ibid.: 342-344). When
these dates are plotted onto the plan of the ceymetee overall layout begins to resolve
itself (Figure 6.15). Instead of the expected lmearadial expansion of graves from a
single focus outward, the dates show that conteampdourials are scattered across the
field. While there is significant statistical ovagpl among these dates, it seems that no
single focus existed, and the cemetery accruecepieal over the centuries. This is seen
most dramatically at the southern end of the tremdtere graves 1, 2, 4 and 67, covering
the entire chronological span of the cemetery, sitigated in a neat row alongside one
another. Like the cluster of shale cists at thestaak, this is one cluster among many in

simultaneous operation across the length of teld fi

Further afield, the cemetery at Hallow Hill, St Aedis FIF (Figure 6.16) shows how a
large excavation can discover many organisatioolaémmes in use on a single site. The
predominant layout appears once again to be lineass, with most burials aligned
towards the southeast. Despite this overall progranthere is at least one smaller sub-
group arranged around a special or focal gravelattge dug grave 119 (Proudfoot 1996:
415-416), which seems to attract a haphazard clogtatercutting graves. The two-tiered,
furnished grave 54 should perhaps be expectedttasaa focal grave if it was among the
earliest burials here, but instead it is simplyreunded by a large sterile space like the
enclosed graves at Thornybank, perhaps indicativiheo rough cairn which may have
existed over itipid., 413). Only grave 119 and the putative chapet ghown in Figure
6.16, flanked by graves on a more W-E alignmeng)rs¢o interrupt or alter the overall
organisational scheme. Furthermore, the earliestegr do not appear be those nearest to
special graves 119 and 54, and so it is unlikeBytformed the primary foci of the

cemetery.
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Figure 6.16: Plan of excavated graves at Hallow Hil | FIF (Proudfoot 1996, 404). Interpretive
colour-coding based on median radiocarbon dates add ed by author. | am grateful to the
Society of Antiquaries of Scotland for permission t o reproduce this image.

These special graves should thus be seen as slaaitdxperiments within the overall
programme. Each of them even had a separate ‘$pg@sie around it: near 119 is the
cluster of three intercutting graves 51A/B/C, whigtre probably once capped by a cairn;
and near 54 is grave 96, a possible log coffin Wihilso may have been capped by a low
cairn (Proudfoot 1996: 413-416). The fluctuatingaation of the focal graves at Hallow
Hill should make us begin to question the neat mhewf cemeteries growing around
‘founder’s graves’ put forward by Charles Thomakere were clearly a number of ways
that focal graves influenced the layout of graverehinstead of a single ‘founder’s grave’,
Hallow Hill seems to have many ‘founders’ whose ¢éawaxed and waned over time, and

were sometimes even superseded by new foci.

The use of barrows and cairns within cemeteria®dlices an alternative form of grave
layout than that of the row-grave cemeteries, dmmilsl perhaps be considered separately.
Instead of burials laid shoulder to shoulder, moental graves are often arranged head to

foot, forming long ‘strings’ of conjoined monument$hese occur as simple linear
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alignments easily spotted from aerial photographataBlairhall PER or Sheriffton PER
(RCAHMS 1994: 17-18). Strings of graves occur snaall minority of flat grave sites, for
instance at Parkburn, Lasswade MLO (Henshall 1986).with monumental cemeteries,
this organisational scheme provides a new way fergece past funerary events in an

ostentatious, permanent fashion.
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Figure 6.17: Different kinds of focal grave at Lund  in Links FIF (Greig 2000, 591). Interpretive
colour-coding based on median radiocarbon dates add ed by author. | am grateful to the
Society of Antiquaries of Scotland for permission t o reproduce this image.

The cairn cemetery at Lundin Links FIF providesomd) example of a multitude of foci
operating within a very short period of time. Thea&vated area (Figure 6.17) seems only
to be the most visible sector of a much wider inhtiom cemetery, as long cists in neat
rows have been found over the years from as féneasld railway station nearly 100m to
the north (Greig 2000: 586). These flat graves iernadated, as are the scattered long
cists found in the main site, but the stone cailaie to the Late Iron Age, c. 400-650. As
all the radiocarbon dates from the eastern endhefsite are very similar, we cannot be
more specific than this. However, the fact thatadtmall of the cairns are conjoined in
some form or another indicates a complex chronolaghin this time span. The two
largest monuments, the cairn complexes, would seerorm the initial focus of the
cemetery, but it is difficult to tell how these mwmnents developed; for instance, the
Horned Cairn Complex holds at least eight inhunmegtidive of them in the central element

alone, but all seemingly deposited within a shparsof time.
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The most plausible interpretation is that thesencaomplexes were ‘family plots’, but
even this interpretation may be too simplistic. Taek of children and infants in this
cemetery means that it was not intended to be shauof entire family groups (Williams
2007a: 157). Every burial in this cemetery was dulteof 18-45, with the majority falling
within the 25-35 age group (Smart and Campbell-8¥il2000), indicating that these were
not immediate family but perhaps drawn from an edésl kin group. A high-status
interpretation is also problematic: nine individualffered from osteoarthritis in the lower
vertebrae, including three severe cases and twcotufies, all potentially caused by
excessive load-bearing or repetitive strain. Thede in cist O of the Horned Cairn
suffered from long-term muscular paralysis of tbf $ide, as shown by the shortening of
the bones (ibid.: 613). The most elaborate grawe triple-kerbed cairn at the east end of
the Dumbbell complex (Cist G), contained a malehvpibssible evidence for tuberculosis
(ibid.: 625). It is worth repeating that the caoemetery is only one part of a wider flat
grave cemetery, and so it can be argued that thosed here are not necessarily the
highest ranking members of a family group, but peepthin the community who died in
certain ways at certain times, requiring a moréailate burial rite than the rest. The linked

cairns may then be referencing these circumstaiatiesr than familial relationships.

These cairn complexes did not form the only foctlus site. Cairns 1 and 2 at the western
end of the site are somewhat isolated from the, rastl seem to represent two
contemporaneous burials added to the site up teerduxy after those in the cairn

complexes. These reference the pre-existing gramesnstead of aligning with any pre-

existing focus, they created a new one altogetArother short-lived focus is Cairn 5,

containing a young male in a long cist (S); thisrcavas later reopened for the insertion of
a mature adult male in a long cist (R). The isalatairn C remains undated, but its long,
rectangular form may indicate a later departurenfrthe round cairn standard. The
possibility remains for a much greater time-degthant revealed by the few dated graves
from this site. At Lundin Links, rather than anygle founder, there were numerous foci
in operation, and new foci could be added to the sver the long term. The age and
gender restrictions seen in the Horned Cairn Coxngit@w than not all focal clusters were
the result of familial veneration. The careful stilen, by age, sex and perhaps even
pathology means that these cairns acted more likectgred depositions of human

remains, managed by age and gender, perhaps to amaldgeological statement on the

seaward-facing extent of a wider cemetery.



Chapter 6: Burial in cemeteries 166

C14 dates JAN ,
< §th century / "~ . unexcavated
== 5/6th century ’
e 6/7th century
>7th century

e

"~
—

Figure 6.18: Plan of Redcastle ANG barrow cemetery  (Alexander 2005, 44; dashed lines and
colour-coding added by author). | am grateful to th e Society of Antiquaries of Scotland for
permission to reproduce this image.

Redcastle ANG provides an interesting example of lsonjoined monumental graves
built up within a larger cemetery. The graves & #ite appear at first glance to be laid out
almost at random, but are in fact a set of clusitersnear arrangements (Figure 6.18).
These ‘string’ layouts only seem to apply to grawvebarrows on this site, if graves 105
and 100 are interpreted as barrows with ditchesevated by ploughing (Alexander 2005:
99). But the largest square barrows, 1 and 2, doseem to be aligned on one another,
showing that not every barrow was able to attrachsstrings, a situation paralleled at
Lundin Links. Others only accrued them over longqgus: for instance, round barrows 1

and 2 are dated centuries apart (ibid.: 106). The-tag between burial events here helps
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explain the changes in orientation, but also makesersistence of the square and round
barrow forms that much more important. The cemetiegs not seem to have accrued in a
linear fashion outward from the two large centravgs; instead, after a period of many
centuries in which square barrows seem to have theenorm, there was a return to the
round form of barrow 2. Despite this quirk, the Bastle clusters indicate a tendency for
short-lived linear arrangements of no more thaadHhsurials. Triple conjoined monuments
are also discernible at Lundin Links and a numlfeotber barrow cemeteries; in fact,
strings of more than three monuments are excegdrage. This limitation is not visible at
flat grave sites, where some clusters can conkissi rows, as at Thornybank MLO, thus

indicating a very different approach to burial lato

In this respect, it should be noted that barronsnséo have been used in a different
manner from other grave types (5.3.2). A good exang at Forteviot PER, where the
‘barrow cemetery’ is more like a scattered punadtuatof the landscape at irregular
intervals arranged around prehistoric monumentgufei 6.10). The large henges were
certainly still visible in this time, since thers inow evidence for early medieval

disturbance of them (DES 2008, 2009). Much like piaeallel arrangement of barrows
outside the cursus at Blairhall PER (RCAHMS 1994:18) or the scattered arrangement
of barrows around the prehistoric Falcon Stone RBihlow 2010), it seems barrows

accrued in small clusters over vast landscapegnralfian in large cemeteries. If barrows
are high-status or royal monuments, as has beeare@drypr Forteviot and Redcastle, the
hierarchy they illustrate in these sites is onavinch lineages did not last much longer
than two or three generations. The barrows aretasdly differentiated from one another,
indicating that legitimacy may have derived frome thelatively static referencing of

previous practices rather than ostentatious eléibataHowever, their scattered placement
at sites like Forteviot shows that they could al®sive meaning from their settings as

much as their use for marking individual burials.

One final foray slightly beyond our period of stughll suffice to demonstrate the power

of the past in Late Iron Age cemeteries. The langd inhumation cemetery at Westness,
Rousay ORK began as an easily-recognisable satfofnished, oriented dug graves, and
continued in use through the period of Viking ssttént in the area (Barrett 2000). Despite
the influx of migrants with their own mortuary ptaes and beliefs, burials continued to
be added here until the end of the millennium. Thest obvious change was the
appearance of ostentatiously furnished boat grawes oval cists containing crouched
burials on a new south-easterly alignment. Thesavag were also highly visible

monuments, with boat-shaped mounds and orthostdtensa But a close skeletal study
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combined with stable isotope analysis to test figtady preferences revealed that the
indigenous population was not replaced by the \gkimcomers, nor did their burial ways
die out (Barrett and Richards 2004; Sellevold 1999)

14 dates
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Figure 6.19: The Pictish-to-Norse cemetery of Westn  ess, Rousay ORK (Sellevold 1999).
Colour-coding added by author based on radiocarbon dates calibrated for combined
terrestrial and marine diets (Barrett 2000; Barrett and Richards 2004).

The primary phases of burial here, from roughly 6s8" centuries, can be seen to have
taken place contemporaneously in two separate @fegsre 6.19). These were mainly in
dug graves placed on an axis slightly north of.g&stm the 8 century, the space between
these zones was filled in with Viking graves, aed nadiocarbon dates show that burial in
the old manner persisted alongside these new buted, even outlasting them as
individuals eating a marine diet, the hallmark mimigrant Viking customs, continued to
be buried in east-west dug graves. Rather tharatefh the assimilation of the Vikings
over time, it shows the conservative effect whigisting burials within a cemetery could

have on communal social memory (cf. Devlin 2007a).

6.4.4. Discussion
Clustering of graves is therefore apparent all s£tbe Scottish burial evidence, and it has

this in common with post-Roman cemeteries elsewhefritain (Petts 2004). What this
indicates is still open to debate. The presencelusters may be the social practice that
leads to the formation of cemeteries over timeseéms that these cemeteries grow up
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organically as various groups congregate at a Speitace to bury their deceased using
similar depositional practices. But at certain nenique to each site, one of these groups
will deliberately try something that strays fromethorm while still remaining within local
tradition. At Thornybank, the ‘special’ graves eysgd by mortuary structures are set apart
from the rest by these elaborations, but on therotiand they fit neatly into the larger
layout of neat rows. In other words, they are motal’ graves, but experiments within the
wider project of the cemetery, in line with the ialirites observed within the site, yet in
tension with them. At Lundin Links, the highly-spaised monumentality of the site may
be explained if the cairn cemetery is only the sedwside of a larger burial ground, as
appears likely. At Hallow Hill and Redcastle, fogahves do occur, but can often be as
short-lived as the memory of the deceased, replaceie time by new foci. Finally, at
Westness we can see that normative burial ritesl me# flow out from a single,
prototypical focal grave, but rather carry on tlgbuhe years via repeated use among a
community, even after newer, grander foci were dddehe site. In this way, the study of
monumental graves alongside flat graves helps derstand the practices that led to the
formation of cemeteries over time. To paraphraswatd Williams, monumental graves
within cemeteries are not simply commemorating vitilials, but the relationships
between them (2006: 167). As such, they are fufjlla rather different purpose despite
the superficially similar burial rites involved.

This model of cemetery-formation by a process aigbuated burial events has much to
recommend it. It helps explain the layouts of amynber of sites beyond those discussed
here. For instance, the presence of barrows aeWottPER scattered across a wide area
militates against there being a single funeraryu$pchere it seems the barrows were
arrayed piecemeal around the limits of the largehistoric ceremonial complex. The
same can be applied to flat grave sites: findsrabes far beyond the main excavated area
at Lasswade MLO also indicated a more scatterecetmmnthan was originally proposed
by the excavator (Henshall 1966), and recent radimn dates obtained by the National
Museum of Scotland show that burials in the mametery and scattered further down the

ridge were roughly contemporary (M Goldberg, pecsnm.).

It has already been noted that field cemeteriegaedy enclosed and the burials not so
tightly clustered that they intercut. This tells tisit there was not necessarily a defined
‘burial ground’ set aside, and if there was, orfge imit was met, burial simply carried on
elsewhere. That would certainly explain the tightonological span of many of our
cemeteries, which often seem to be in use for femtwries before stopping abruptly. A

model of punctuated burial events instead of analest sacred burial grounds also helps
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explain why ‘special’ graves were not always fodalalso helps explain the dispersed
character of many cemeteries, of which Forteviat basswade are again good examples,
with graves appearing hundreds of meters aparn Bethis light, the numerous finds of
stray or seemingly isolated clusters of graves doahot add up to full cemeteries, which
form a large part of the burial evidence acrosstl&ced (see Figure 6.1), begin to make
more sense. These may be outliers of dispersedteease but more probably these show
that burial location was not centrally controlled ‘©hristian’ or other authorities in the
centuries before the parish. Burial ways could ahd change from generation to

generation, but this occurred in a way that wagumwithin every site (cf. Lucy 2002).

In summary, a close study of the development ofatenes over time shows that these
develop according to a multifocal layout. Radiocaridating shows how relatively quickly
these foci can appear and disappear within a Ri#ther than looking for ‘founder’s
graves’ around which a cemetery develops, a malifarrangement should be expected,
with clusters of graves accruing in an unpredi@aiblnner around certain points in the
topography of a site. Remarkably, these can provernain foci for long periods of time,
or as brief as a single event. The amalgamatiomasmative burial rites out of this
fragmented picture still requires some explanatidimat we are seeing is not political or
cultural alliance so much as pluralities of locedupings in constant negotiation over how
to construct their own communities. As shown byc¢hse of Lundin Links, whether these
clusters need represent family groups is still ap debate, and whether special graves
represent ‘saints’ or other ‘very special dead’ s qualified by using a bio-cultural
approach to the remains of all the individuals Iaed, including analysis of age, gender,
pathology and other and osteological markers (sg@dr below). To find out why these
cemeteries emerge at all, we must be clear on vdsob&ing buried within them.

6.5. Cemetery populations
One final, but crucial, area of study within thentext of cemeteries concerns the actual

individuals involved. The above discussion of ceanetorganization, which highlighted
the organic, multifocal accumulation of graves othex centuries, may indicate that these
cemeteries were open to anyone. At first glanaesdttemeteries do seem quite inclusive,
unenclosed and with all ages and genders represdBid occasionally there is evidence
of segregation by sex or gender which implies séone of social filtering and control.
Put another way, despite the seeming absence sigalhypoundaries in many cemeteries,
there were certainly social boundaries in operaijbamont and Molnar 2002). It is

notable, for instance, that despite the open-emadtare of many cemeteries, there are few
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mixed-rite cemeteries involving contemporary useckmation and inhumation (5.1.7).
Some of these boundaries were clearly biologicatl,defining these through osteological
study is frustratingly difficult due to the gendyaboor preservation of bone; the severity
of the problem is aptly demonstrated by the casdhairnybank MLO, where of 108
excavated graves, only 25 had enough bone lefigorous analysis (Sinfield 2002: 339).
As such, the large database of radiocarbon datesdiatively few accurately aged or
sexed individuals, and so it is only cautiouslytteame potential patterns are presented
here. This will serve to make clear the non-rand@ture of burial practices in the Late
Iron Age, and provide the context for dealing watepecific subset of the population, those
afforded overtly Christian burials, in the followgrchapter.

Site name Individuals | Male | Female| Age | 3-17 17-25 25-45| 45+
studied 0-3
Whithorn Priory WIG 118 15 10 39 30 4 33 8
Whithorn Fey Field WIG 116 25 27 3 13 20 34 3
Montefode AYR 14 2 3 0 0 4 4 0
Auldhame ELO 13 0 0 5 3 3
Thornybank MLO 25 6 11 1 6 5 9 3
Catstane MLO 13 0 2 0 6 4 2 0
Hallow Hill FIF 80 17 23 3 9 32 28 6
Lundin Links FIF 22 8 14 0 0 7 15 0
Isle of May FIF 42 32 4 1 2 8 14 11
Kirkhill FIF 282 44 104 17 39 28 166 32
Lochhead ANG 18 5 8 0 0 4 8
Redcastle ANG 11 1 5 0 0 3 3
Portmahomack ROS 75 56 4 0 1 5 29 26
Galson INV 10 4 5 0 1 2 3 1
Westness ORK 29 11 12 5 2 6 11 5

Table 6.2: Age and sex statistics from selected pre  -11th century cemetery populations.

6.5.1. Gender

Segregation by sex is primarily seen as indicat¥e€hristianity, specifically monastic
control over burial (O'Sullivan 1994; O Carraga®092b). This is borne out by evidence
for groups of all-male burial within early monassites on the Isle of May FIF (Battley

al. 2008) and Portmahomack ROS (Carver 2008). Buteyerettainly played a significant
role in the structuring of field cemeteries in Amgaxon contexts (Stoodley 1999), and we
should expect to see some of this occurring beyGhdstian sites. Some monumental
cemeteries include hints of such gender boundawesnstance within Lundin Links FIF
where the Horned Cairn Complex contained only atkritales (Figure 6.20; Williams

2007a), or the Birsay Brough Road ORK cairns, wisiebm to be exclusively male (Lunt
and Young 1989).

Given the poor preservation of human bone at mitss$, ssuch spatial analysis is rarely

possible. However, we can postulate long term gerteends by utilising dated burials
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from the database. Among radiocarbon dated indalgjuhere are more females (91) than
males (79). This is a trend that has been noted nmmber of Late Iron Age cemeteries
across Scotland and beyond; indeed, in Anglo-Sac@mtexts, the seventh century is
notable for its ‘disappearing men’, as more wealbayrow burials were allocated to
women (Geake 2002: 147-148). The two leading explans are either that more men
died ‘in the field’ (whether in battle, hunting, ttading), or that women were not initially
allowed to be interred in churchyards (Alexande020110). The latter theory is only
plausible if it can be demonstrated both field @hdrch cemeteries drew their numbers

from the same social strata.

Figure 6.20: Map of sexed burials in Lundin Links F  IF (Williams 2007a).

A more measured approach is that the social sseasd dislocations of the seventh
century led to a new need to express social statasagh ostentatious burial rites, and that
“‘complex signalling appears to be done more throfeghale graves than through male
graves” (Geake: ibid.). In other words, it was kbes of a female of child-bearing age that
could cause the most disruption to the social abibgps of a community. Across Scotland,
we begin to see a distinctive pattern of genderalarices that may help flesh out this
picture (Figure 6.21). The Atlantic zone has moiwdasn overall, while the Lowland zone

has almost twice as many females as males. Ong tinat both areas have in common is
the occurrence of more males in Middle Iron Ageiddar But it should be noted that in

both regions, some of the most elaborate monumgrdsies of the 5%7centuries were for
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adult women (see Figure 6.22): the isolated Ciledelair cairn, South Uist INV (Mulville
et al. 2003); the large and well-built square barrow Raticastle ANG (Alexander 2005);
the entire Horned Cairn Complex at Lundin Links Kreig 2000), the isolated cairn
possibly marked with a Pictish stone at the DaigykiP Dunrobin SUT (Close-Brooks
1980); the corner-post cairn at Sandwick, Unst §Bigelow 1984); and the focal ‘short

cist’ at St Ninian’s Isle SHE (Barrowman forthcomia).
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Figure 6.21: Gender imbalances in Atlantic and Lowl  and Scotland.

It is clear from the summarised radiocarbon ddtes the societal transformations of the
mid-millennium AD included the creation of more ailly-defined gender roles.
Segregation by sex occurs not just in monasticabugrounds, but also in the field
cemeteries with which they are contemporary. Thiswot distinctive to Scotland, and
seems to be part of the wider social processeg lsggmalled by cemeteries across Britain
and the continent (Bowes 2008; Geake 1997; Gowkfii¥; Halsall 1996; Smith 2000;
Stoodley 1999; Yorke 2006). In monastic and othemrch sites, the separation of genders
was one of the rules imposed by the community efrven. Outside these, segregation by
gender largely took place using monumental buitalsy with women playing a highly
visible role in the negotiation of new identitiesRedcastle and Lundin Links, as in the
inscriptions on the Catstane MLO and Latinus SMH& (Forsyth 2005; 2009).
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Figure 6.22: Radiocarbon dates from all burials in barrows, cairns, and other monumental
graves in Scotland, by sex.

6.5.2. Age
The clearest sign that early medieval cemeteries wet open to just anyone is the overall

dearth of infants and juveniles. Much like cemeterelsewhere in Britain and across
Europe, these sites were primarily fields of disseuor certain groups of adults, and the
occurence of large amounts of subadults is usuatignected to the conversion to
Christianity (Stoodley 2000; Watts 1989). The suinalbradiocarbon dated infant graves
from Scotland does seem to bear this out, as ey to cluster in the late millennium;
however, due to factors of preservation, thesesdateme from only three (primarily
Viking-Age) cemeteries: Newark Bay, Deerness ORKgstiess, Rousay ORK and St
Ninian’s Isle SHE. However, we now know that infarwere present, often in large
numbers, on Middle Iron Age burial sites like Bexgtss, Westray ORK (DES 2002), early
field cemeteries like Thornybank MLO (Rees 2002)d gagan Viking sites like Cnip,
Lewis INV (Dunwell et al. 1995). Clearly, burial of children and infantsnist a fail-safe
indication of Christian communities. In fact, iteses that even Christians had alternative
ways of dealing with their deceased children, sith@esmall proportion of subadults, and
especially infants, from early church sites is lsanghat we would expect from a pre-
modern society where child mortality could accouot the majority of deaths
(Chamberlain 1997).

The lack of infants at most sites is not likelyjust be a product of preservation, and other
explanations must be sought. Nick Stoodley’s stoflyage among early Anglo-Saxon
cemeteries showed that the infant age group wasrheone treated as “totally separate
from the rest of society” (2000: 469), rarely ifeevafforded a burial with the typical
funerary rites. In Scotland, this also seems tdheecase, even though infants and even
neonates are present in the skeletal analysesiwiai number of early cemeteries (Table
6.2). Not unexpectedly, only church sites like Whbin Priory WIG and St Andrews
Kirkhill FIF have a significant proportion of infés) although in contrast, the Isle of May
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FIF only had a single instance from disarticulabexhe (Battley et al. 2008). The field

cemeteries of Hallow Hill FIF (Lunt and Young 19968hd Westness, Rousay ORK
(Sellevold 1999) would seem to be exceptional,caltiin the former seems at one point to

have become a church site.
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Figure 6.23: Sum of all radiocarbon dates from infa  nt burials in Scotland.

But these numbers can be misleading: whether incbhar field cemeteries, infants mostly
appeared in special circumstances. The high nundievghithorn Priory are due to the
creation of a dedicated children’s cemetery in8Aeentury, and it is worth stressing that
before this neither the priory nor the adjacent Feyd cemeteries had any infants present
(Cardy 1997; Tucker 2008). Another cemetery withigh count of infants is St Ninian’s
Isle SHE, another early church with the majorityevound in a single monument: a box-
like construction with six compartments, cappechvginall pebbles and marked by cross-
slabs (Barrowman 2003). Even before and after Hamges of the Late Iron Age, infants
were treated differently. At the 11 2entury enclosed cemetery of Newhall Point,
Balblair ROS, the infants were most often ‘pairedongside adult graves, which the
excavator posits were possible ‘mother and chitdvgs (Reed 1995). This phenomenon is
not unique to this site, and occurs in various way®ss the first millennium AD. In the
Middle Iron Age cemetery of Winton House, CockerzlgO, two multiple graves include
young adult females and very young children (Dallaf891); there is another instance of
this kind of multiple grave at nearby Longniddry @L(Dalland 1992); at Kirkhill FIF

there were three cases of adult female graves pocating disarticulated infant bone
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(Bruce et al. 1997); and at Kirkhill and Westness ORK, there iastances of females
buried while still pregnant (Sellevold 1999). Theegnant women aside, these multiple
graves bear a whiff of structured deposition in thieumation of newborns alongside
females of child-bearing age, a recurring ritualeu powered by its emotive force (cf.

Williams 2007b) rather than any fixed religiousiegl
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Figure 6.24: Sum of all radiocarbon dates from matu  re adult burials, Atlantic and Lowland
zones compared (drawn by author).

After infancy, subadults tended to be treated miuah every other age group, although
they too were perhaps underrepresented, as soewlikik Redcastle ANG and Lundin
Links FIF do not have any (Table 6.2). Some egpcsgal graves make interesting use of
children, including: the child ‘reconstructed’ ugigoat and cattle bones in the lower tier of
short cist 54 at Hallow Hill (Proudfoot 1996: 4134); the child left exposed before being
capped by a cairn at Sangobeg SUT (Bradyal. 2007); the child furnished with a
specially-made miniature brooch at Dunbar Golf Geu{Baker 2002); and the child in a
square-ditched enclosure at Thornybank (Rees 288@:337). In contrast, most of the
adolescents from Hallow Hill and Thornybank werecists, log coffins and dug graves
indistinguishable from the rest but for their sraabizes; they were thus more likely to be
treated similarly to adults in field cemeteriesn&oof these cemeteries do tend to favour
the young, and it may be that certain places weteaside for them. For instance, of the
thirteen graves with human bone excavated at thst&@®e MLO, fully ten of these were

adolescents or young adults (Lunt and Young 19¥VBg. cairn cemetery at Lundin Links
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FIF was also seemingly restricted to individualed&d7-35 (Smart and Campbell-Wilson

2000). Otherwise, young adults were treated intidahways to other adult groups.

Mature adults, aged 45 and up, were an underregezb@ge group (Table 6.2; Figure
6.24), potentially due to a lower life expectaneg these individuals are most often
marked by severe pathologies such as degeneratitedjsease and periodontal infection.
However, there is some indication that mature ddedrly individuals were singled out for
special graves in the early centuries AD, primainlyhe Atlantic zone. These include the
‘seated’ burial in a roundhouse at Crosskirk Br@l and the elderly individuals under
cairns at Loch Borralie, Durness SUT (MacGregor30Birsay Brough Road ORK (Lunt
and Young 1989), Sandwick, Unst SHE (Bigelow 198&H)d various other graves at
Middle Iron Age sites like Galson, Lewis INV (Neigbur et al. 2000) and An Corran,
Boreray INV (Badcock and Downes 2000). Once thiel fiemeteries of the Late Iron Age
came into use, this accordance of ‘special’ staiusature adults seemed to subside. In the
Lowland zone, mature adults only began to be remtesl in the latter half of the
millennium, largely on monastic sites like WhithodlG and the Isle of May FIF. It
would appear that people of advanced age werdralated differently from other adults.

6.5.3. Health, disease, trauma
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Figure 6.25: Radiocarbon dates from burials showing violent bone trauma.

One final aspect of the burial record that requitgsher analysis is the occurrence of
disease, trauma and activity-related pathologiethénburial record. It may be significant

that war and raiding are a feature of any histdrthe period from the Roman conquest to
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the Viking period, yet the war dead are rarely fbum Late Iron Age cemeteries. While
there is now considerable evidence for decapitatidron Age Scotland (Armit and Ginn
2007; Armit and Schulting 2007), violent traumarsthe whole not a frequent occurrence
in Late Iron Age and early medieval burial (Fig@.€5). In fact, of the few radiocarbon-
dated instances of blade wounds, the majority akéking Age date. For instance, amidst
the later burials at Westness, Rousay ORK thereaaerprisingly high amount of bone
fractures, along with incontrovertible evidencevmiient death from a boat grave of a male
with four arrow points seemingly lodged in the sissue, and a prone burial of a torture
victim (Sellevold 1999: 13-14, 43-44). In the chHurcemeteries of Portmahomack ROS
and St Andrews Kirkhill FIF, it is crucial to notleat skeletons with blade injuries all come
from later levels; in the former site, the excavaiosits a catastrophic Viking raid which
caused a 200-year hiatus in burial in the gravey@atver 2008: 80). It seems victims of
violent trauma only began to be included in thessssn specific circumstances of social

upheaval, and even then, mainly in church cemeterie

Besides these extraordinary deaths, the genertirpiof life and death from skeletal
analysis is one of relative good health, despie ¢lidence for hard physical labour
combined with periods of restricted diet often exgeced in childhood. The most common
pathologies on any given site are degenerative ghgeases, most commonly in the lower
vertebrae, associated with repeated heavy liftthgor oral hygiene is also noted in a
majority of cases (Lunt and Young 1996), and lik&eoarthritis, dental pathologies
increased with age. A high prevalence of dentalopigsia andcribra orbitalia bear
witness to episodes of restricted nutritional ietand vitamin deficiencies (Bruad al.
1997). There are even a handful of possible caté&sberculosis: grave LL5 at Lundin
Links FIF (Smart and Campbell-Wilson 2000), 22&akhill FIF (Bruce et al. 1997), 7
and 28 at Westness ORK (Sellevold 1999), and tpossible cases at Whithorn Priory
WIG (Cardy 1997). Despite the grim prognosis thesem to present, in the era before

modern medicine, these were the realities for thgrty of people.

Occupational pathologies include possible rowerGason, Lewis INV (Neighbouet al.
2000: 572-573), archers at the Isle of May (Bat#ééyl. 2008: 88-89), and the frequent
occurrence of compression fractures of the lowekbassociated with heavy lifting, seen
particularly at Portmahomack ROS (Carver 2008: @GR-8n interesting possibility is that
cases of severe sinusitis causing the growth of lmawe were caused by breathing in soot
or smoke, as seen in grave 54, Thornybank MLO {@dh®2002) and SK1637 at Whithorn
Priory WIG (Cardy 1997). The occurrence of five mydes of this condition in the
Whithorn Fey Field WIG cemetery (Tucker 2008), iapersed as it is with episodes of
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metalworking, may indicate the graves of smithss linteresting that the graves for these
specialised labourers and craftworkers are maialynd in church sites; it is therefore
possible that field cemeteries largely consistedanfagrarian elite instead of skilled

labourers.

All told, these and other disorders remind us #aan though we may be dealing with
high-status individuals in many cemeteries, fewpbediad an easy life, and many had
extremely difficult ones. The relatively infrequesdteological evidence for violent trauma
shows another aspect of the population we are rdpalith, and may be evidence for

restrictions on burying the war dead, or perhap front-line soldiers were treated

separately in death. More targeted research isate@d markers of activity and occupation
to discern the societal strata from which theseeateres are drawing; one potentially
fruitful method is the use of stable isotope analys combination with other biological

markers to see if, for instance, there were disureies regarding those who ate primarily
plant or meat-based diets, the distance peoplelteglvto these cemeteries, or whether

certain occupations were associated with itinenaditviduals (Montgomeryet al. 2005).
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Chapter 7: Burial and Christianity: Whithorn

Thus far, this close study of burial rites has ede@ the complexity of the practices
involved and the very different ways they were esgptl in different times and places. But
the question of whether the emergence of cemetames their distinctive burial rites

represents the influence of Christianity cannotabeswered until we have looked at the

sites we can be reasonably sure contain the bafi&$ristians.

The last three chapters have dealt with the eveldac burial outside of churchyards,
focusing on the Late Iron Age (c. 400-650). It wagued that the burial rites of this period
are based on existing Iron Age practices, althaltgred to suit the social requirements of
the time. In this view, burial is a ‘technology @membrance’ used by past societies in
order to create new identities, including but mwited to Christianity. The Scottish burial
evidence provides a key test of this model, withrge set of radiocarbon dates spanning
the millennium from both church and non-church ssitBy comparing and contrasting
these two broad categories, we can begin to definat it means to have a ‘Christian
burial’ in the Late Iron Age.

The term ‘church site’ is used herein to referng archaeologically investigated site with
evidence for church construction occurring withie first millennium AD. In this way, we

can constrain the dataset from the hundreds ofnpatemedieval churches across the
country to the select few that have received modaterventions. Sites with only early
Christian sculpture but no certain evidence forre&orman church, like the numerous

evocative but undated West Highland chapels of Wrgse excluded for the time being.

The main problem with the designation of ‘churckesi is that there are actually no
churches dated to before th® &ntury in Scotland, the earliest being the Narthrian
structures at Whithorn itself (P Hill 1997). If veannot place a church on any excavated
site before c. AD 700, are we justified in labedlithe preceding centuries of burial at these
sites as ‘Christian’ burials? The majority of chursites that have received modern
archaeological interventions have been presumedasteres, largely on islands and
promontories, which represent a very specific faihChristian project, one that is often
tied closely to secular power struggles and palitideologies as much as the quest for
salvation (Carver 1998). A pattern which emergemfthese sites is that almost invariably
burials appear along with or before any recognesalurch structures. Charles Thomas
(1971) took this to indicate the importance of Buplaces to pre-Christian societies, in
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that these were the sites that missionaries choseolbnise. Recent work in Ireland
suggests a rather more nuanced model in which remeswere laid out with a separate
burial and cult focus in mind, and with burials evft being secondary to the initial
settlement (O Carragain 2010: 70; Sheehan 2009j. bo¢h models are primarily
concerned with the activities of missionary monksd their presumed control over the
practice of burial. This study will strike the bate between these two views, and relate
the burial evidence to its changing context. Indted seeing all burials as explicitly
‘Christian’, allowing for the agency of the burjalactices themselves will show how they

helped form what it meant to be a Christian (ambogser social identities) in this period.

The last fifteen years have seen the publicatiolargfe-scale excavations at a number of
early church sites in Scotland, England and Irelahath allow us to reinterpret the largely
undated evidence used by Thomas (1967; 1971), Rh{f867) and others on which our
understanding of the early church has been builb\e, 2.1). There is not enough space
here to critically assess all the important isstssed by these excavations, such as the
liturgical implications of the architectural forms; the art historical links presented by the
early sculpture {O Carragain, 2003 #1072; , 20030%1 Henderson, 2004 #257}. Instead,
this study will focus on the treatment of human aeme and use of space in these recent
excavations, before discussing them within the exdntof previous excavations in
Scotland. Studying the burial practices and cemédsgout within these sites will allow us
to pose new questions about the origins of Chnggian Scotland, and begin to answer a

few old ones.

The current chapter will introduce the potentiatl dhe limitations of the evidence from
church sites in this period by discussing a simglee study, Whithorn WIG. This evidence
will be used to reassess the dominant paradigmhefniissionary model in Scotland
(Chapters 1 and 2), before we can move on to th& recent excavations.Whithorn WIG
is at once the best and worst place to begin. dtsevlies primarily in the amount of
surviving archaeological material, providing a stnaphic sequence reaching back to the
Roman period. However, the sequence is not stfaigtdrd, and there are many problems
with the site chronology suggested by the excayatbich is beginning to be reassessed
(McComish and Petts 2008; Toop 2005).
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7.1. Phasing
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Figure 7.1: Whithorn Glebe Field after Hill 1997, 7 6, 140. Top: Period I, Phase 0-1.1-3, the
earliest settlement, c. AD 500. Bottom: Period Il,  Phase 1, the first stage of Northumbrian
reorganisation, c. AD 735.

Hill's proposed chronology, based mainly on excewet in the Glebe Field south of the
medieval priory, is as follows. Period |, coveritige 5-7" centuries, is divided into four
phases, themselves subdivided into numerous stBgspite a scattering of'2and -
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century Roman pottery and some ephemeral roundhstrsetures which may be
contemporary (P Hill 1997: 296-297), the monastemyresumed to have been founded on
a virgin site. There are indications of pre-exigtioads and possible standing stones, but
the earliest certain phase of activity on sitetieation marks, already cut into these
features. One of these standing stones may haverb&eshioned into what is now called
the Latinus Stone, bearing a lengthy Latin insaripdating to the Iate”Scentury (Forsyth
2009). This earliest phase is then cut by ploughksma@and ephemeral subrectangular
structures associated with iron smelting, ferrond aon-ferrous metalworking and glass-
working. These putative structures are very sheed, and their associated boundary

ditches and fence lines flit in and out of existetiwroughout the period described by Hill.

Later on in Period |, three larger fenced enclosuaed platforms are described as
‘shrines’, even though they are all as short-liesdhe other structures across the site, and
are largely associated with the same kinds of domaad industrial middens; one of the
Phase 3 ‘shrines’ seems to be built directly abmgass workshop and continues to get
waste material deposited against it (P Hill 19902-109). In recent years, reinterpretations
of this site have cast significant doubt over tHentification of the various shrines and
enclosure ditches of Hill’s interpretation (Gond2B03: 271-282; Toop 2005: 279-286).
These revisions tend towards the view of Ewan Caihplvho has repeatedly argued
(1991; 1997; 2007; 2008a) on the quantity and guah imported material that the site is
probably not a monastery but a high-status settiénte its earliest phases. A more
balanced view is that such high-investment sitegnoblurred the line between the
trappings of secular and religious authority, aséhwere mutually dependent categories in
the early medieval period (Driscoll 1988; Gondek20Loveluck 1998; Morris 1989b).

The use of the site as a cemetery begins only aff@riod of settlement, since the earliest
burials disturb extant structures and many includdeposited plough pebbles and
metalworking waste in their fills (P Hill 1997: 887, 108). The development of the early
cemetery is rather implausibly divided by Hill ini@ discrete stages, ending with the
Northumbrian reorganisation of the site in the & century. At that time, the site is
given a regimented linear layout, with rectilinesione and timber structures laid out
between stone walls and timber fences. These iachie first recognisable church
structures, as well as large timber halls. Bunaihe cemetery appears to cease, restricted
now to a small clay-bonded stone burial chapel aitrandful of high-status graves within
and a children’s burial ground outside (P Hill 19967-172). These may be the earliest
verifiable instances of burial within a church iodBand. Around this time, the continental

imports of ceramic and glass cease, and Anglo-Segmage appears across the site.
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Figure 7.2: Top: reconstruction of the Period I/2*  shrine’; bottom: Period 1/2 graves cutting
into the Period 1/2 'shrine’ (Hill 1997, 94, 99).

The difficulty in defining a coherent sequencexaaerbated by the ephemeral but constant
nature of all activity in the Glebe Field. The lewé disturbance this creates does not lend
itself to the kind of micro-stratigraphy that Hiittempts to impose on the excavated
material. This can be seen most clearly througtudysof the burials alone. The cemetery
consists of 118 graves of various types, brokenndowo two broad categories: ‘lintel

graves’ and log coffins (below, 7.3). Given the psarvival of bone, these graves were

unfortunately not radiocarbon-dated. Instead, Blil-phase, 17-stage chronology of the
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burial ground is largely based on two overarchisguanptions: first, that burial grew up

around focal graves or ‘shrines’, and secondlyt traves progressed neatly from long
cists to log coffins. In this model, some (but ab} of the SW-NE lintel graves near the

Phase 2 ‘shrine’ are the earliest, drawn therehlysanctity of its fenced enclosure. This
‘shrine’ consists of rather fugitive gullies, fentiees and areas of paving which are
heavily disturbed by burial activity (P Hill 19992-97). The strongest argument against
the Phase 2 shrine is that Phase 2 itself begitis avispecial grave’ (18) and a row of

aligned graves, all of which cut the gullies andckes of the ‘shrine’, raising doubts as to
whether a shrine existed here at all (Figure 7S2jsequent burials steadily eat into the
shrine before engulfing it altogether. Further icestioubt on the existence of the shrine,
the Phase 2 graves are on a distinctly differenE \&ignment, whereas the shrine and

Phase | graves had been on a SW-NE alignment.

In Hill's Phase 3, graves unaccountably reverhsm$W-NE orientation of Phase 1 and are
now scattered across the trench, occasionallyngu®hase 2 graves (P Hill 1997: 103-
109). A new kind of ‘shrine’ is erected in the aahtplateau near the north end of the
trench, consisting of a small four-post setting.Q38. The interpretation of this as a shrine
is hard to sustain given that this was previous$lg site of a structure (Building 9)
associated with industrial debris (89) in Phasaril its intimate link with the altar of the
Period Il minster raises doubts as to how cledrhelongs to Period | at all (P Hill 1997:
98-103). Finally, towards the end of Phase 3 atwl Rhase 4, there is a large-scale switch
to log coffin burial, along with yet another shifck to the neat rows and W-E orientation
of Phase 2. This switch in orientation and layoaswnterpreted as a sign of a new ‘Irish
influence’ on the site, largely because at thahiplmg coffins had mainly been recognised
in Ireland, for instance at Armagh, Co. Down (PIH®97: 37; Lynn 1988). Now that
Scotland has dozens of log coffins from flat graeeneteries like Thornybank MLO and
square barrow cemeteries like Redcastle ANG, weal med consider this burial rite a

particularly ‘Irish’ import (5.1.5).

Towards the end of Phase 4, yet another ‘shrinatfgym shrine 83) is built, cutting into
the previous Phase 3 shrine. If the four-postrsgttif the Phase 3 shrine is supposed to
have lasted long enough to become the central fottise Period Il church, it is hard to
explain why it is now overlain by an entirely nelrrise, and the phasing of these features
is best considered doubtful. Furthermore, if thatgdu on which both these shrines are
built is a particularly sacred precinct, this makedifficult to square with context 85.04, a
layer of glass-working debris and specialized nemefus metalworking, including a gold

ingot, which is found banked up against the fentcéhis last ‘shrine’. Rather, it would
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seem to imply the continuation of industrial adfiMiere, seemingly in operation since the
beginnings of the settlement (for instance, defpiead 85.04 is directly above Phase 2/3
debris spreads 85.01 and 85.02, which were theesalver Phase | debris 94.01: Hill
1997: 83-85, 108, 116-117). Burial in Phase 4 dagscut into the Phase 3 and 4 shrines,
but neither can they be said to be focused or efigm them. The fact that burials never
encroach into this zone further strengthens therththat this is a dedicated, long-lived
craftworking zone before it was supplanted by tlethlUmbrian minster.

The phasing of burials outlined above is mostlyeblasn the fact that some lintel graves
are cut by log coffins, but there is otherwise eal evidence for the cemetery beginning in
one end and spreading in a linear fashion to therofThe rather arbitrary rule followed
here, that log coffins postdate lintel graves, $etml some special pleading to argue that
adjacent graves on similar orientations, like gsateb or 6-8, belong to entirely separate
phases. It also requires an unfeasible level c¢drsion as the orientation of the graveyard
has to shift from SW-NE in Phase 1, to W-E in Phiiaskack to SW-NE in Phase 3, back
to W-E in Phase 4, and finally back to SW-NE ini&@&dl. The fleeting ‘shrines’ are all
quickly replaced by other shrines, or cut into bgvgs, and the Phase 3 and 4 shrines seem
to act as foci for industrial debris more than bisti The ‘shrines’ posited here are thus
probably not related to burial activity in any reahse, and are more likely just artefacts of
a very long and jumbled stratigraphy. Removing ititerpretive crutches of ‘founder’s
graves’ or shrines considerably aids in the in&adron of the site.

7.1.1. Reappraisal of the burial sequence
It is clear that the model of burial growing up @mnd shrines, and a permanent shift in

orientation and grave type sometime in tHec@ntury, does not stand up to close scrutiny.
It is undeniable that there is a shift to a W-Eeotation, and that this is followed by a shift
back to a SW-NE orientation. It is also clear thoa coffins and lintel graves occur in
more or less discrete clusters, and that log coffut into earlier lintel graves. But it is also
clear that both log coffins and lintel graves aué lay later lintel graves, so one type does
not simply replace the other. Hill's argument ttreg rows of lintel graves near the Phase 2
‘shrine’ are earlier than the rows of log coffinean the Phase 3 ‘shrines’ is based on an
evolutionary progression from lintel graves to logffins, but this is not provable since
neither group can be stratigraphically relatednt® ather. By analogy with the multifocal
layout seen in the contemporary field cemeteribs\a, 6.4.3) it is highly likely that burial
grounds of this period were made up of separatsanisi of graves in simultaneous use. In

this model, the northern group of log coffins ahd southern group of lintel graves can be
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seen as contemporary clusters rather than a lpregression across the site. Armed with
this framework, we can propose a much simpler tstage chronology of burial at
Whithorn, based solely on the stratigraphy of icuéting burials (Figure 7.3).

In this proposed new phasing, the primary gravéd/lsithorn are largely in SW-NE lintel
graves, as Hill proposed, but not all graves os tientation need be contemporary (cf. P
Hill 1997: 102-109). Rather, this new ‘Stage 1’ regeto consist of scattered burial in
poorly-defined clusters, cutting earlier buildingsd incorporating metalworking debris in
their fills, and so are clearly secondary to thenpry settlement (P Hill 1997: 79-89). The
proposed ‘Stage 2’ is characterised by a largeessiaift to a truer W-E orientation and a
row-grave layout. These burials cut into some ef $tage 1 graves, indicating that there
was some desire for continuity of burial locati®ut despite the overall change of layout
and orientation, this stage does not indicate mamagt by a single central authority, as
there are at least two discrete clusters in opmratbone of primarily log coffins to the
north, and one of primarily lintel graves to thaigo Despite Hill's attempts to make the
‘special grave’ 18 into a primary focus of the Rh&s'shrine’, it is clear this grave cuts
into the ‘shrine’ enclosure, and can now be sedpetong to a secondary stage of burials
on the site. Finally, the proposed ‘Stage 3’ ofifusccurs primarily in the southern half of
the trench, characterised by a shift back to a S¥VeNentation, using both lintel graves
and log coffins. Many of these are demonstrablgrldtan the W-E graves in the southern
half of the trench, but some have no clear strapigic relationships, and could admittedly
belong to either the proposed Stage 1 or StageSpil2 this caveat, it is clear that a three-

stage phasing of the cemetery is more plausible tthe published 17-stage phasing.
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Figure 7.3: Summary and reinterpretation of burial at Whithorn. Top: all Period | burials (Hill
1997). Bottom: simplified chronology (colour-coded by the author based on Hill 1997, 71).

This new chronology of burial agrees in many caaés Hill's phasing: the earliest graves
are still largely lintel graves; and there is naibibthat orientation changes a number of
times in the Glebe Field. It simply serves to remdlve essentialising nature of a model
that requires a strict separation in time of lirgedves and log coffins, even when they are
aligned with one another. This new phasing is alselative one, freeing the graves from
historical narratives based on the close datingosed by Hill's model. Further, this new
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model does not base a chronology on a specificegtgpe or orientation, showing that
burial practices such as the use of lintel graves &W-NE orientation could be quite
tenacious even after a period of large-scale clmanijrich like the field cemeteries
discussed previously, here we see clear evidendeuoél being structured in clusters
rather than a centralised top-down management3(6.4iven the multifocal layout
attested at contemporary field cemeteries, Hiliterapt to impose a linear development of
graves was perhaps too idealistic. Looking badkatl7-stage chronology, it is clear that
what Hill was describing was not a progressionulgirotime, but the existence of a number

of grave clusters in roughly simultaneous operation

7.2. Cemetery population reappraised
Under this new three-stage phasing of burial attidénn, we can begin to be clearer on

what the burial rites can and cannot tell us alloeitcommunities using this site. Because
the anatomical report is divided into Hill's Peribend Period Il, we cannot unfortunately
discuss these within the proposed three-stage olugy (Cardy 1997). Period | had very
little evidence for grave reuse, except for ther imdividuals in ‘special grave’ 18 (P Hill
1997: 95-96). The majority of burials may have beellt males, although out of 118
graves, only 21 individuals had sufficient bond&sexed, so this may not be statistically
significant (Cardy 1997: 552-556). Only 53 gravesl lenough surviving bone to age the
skeleton, and of these only 13 were sub-adultsy ®@aty few mature adults (age 45+)
were reported, and there were no juveniles youtigan the age of seven. The trend
towards adults of roughly 25-45 fits well with centporary field cemeteries like
Thornybank MLO (Sinfield 2002). However, skeletaaterial also showed a surprising
amount of trauma and disease, something not pkachleE contemporary field cemeteries
(6.5). This also differs with the four adults frahe Period II burial chapel, all relatively
tall, robust adults, but again the numbers are high enough to make broad
generalizations (Cardy 1997: 556-560). The Periazhildren’s burial ground just outside
the burial chapel tells a different story altogethieis seems primarily to be for infants and
neonates, comprising 39 of the 56 inhumationspovedld by a phase consisting of 17
juveniles of up to age ten (P Hill 1997: 170-1733.expected, the skeletal material betrays
extreme ill-health and malnutrition. The Glebe &ieemetery is thus a shifting pattern of

numerous selective populations, rather than aeimgirmal’ population distribution.
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7.3. Burial rites reappraised
In terms of grave types, these are more varied tirassimple distinction of lintel graves or

log coffins. The ‘lintel graves’ actually considt @ variety of lined graves, including long
cists, partial cists, boulder-lined graves, staned graves with timber lids, and plank-
lined coffins (P Hill 1997: 70-73). The early gravare termed ‘lintel graves’ due to their
use of lids of stone or timber supported on siddswaVithin Scotland, the use of cists
combining wood and stone is almost unique to this, and plank-lined graves are
exceedingly rare, surely due in part to poor pregen (5.1.5). Other organic materials
may also be present, including special grave 1Bntal grave containing two primary

inhumations possibly wrapped in leather (P Hill 7995-96).

The other major grave type is the log coffin, coisipg nearly a third of all graves, and
possibly even more if some of the unlined graves laoulder-lined graves are poorly-
preserved examples. These are characterized gldalleep, round-sectioned grave cuts,
and a small number of these were marked on thewtby marker posts or stones, or
quartz pebble layers (P Hill 1997: 73). They repnesa very different approach to burial,
requiring a high level of effort to build and a hidevel of resource consumption,
consisting of split and hollowed-out tree trunksetYas we have seen above, these are
roughly contemporary with simple dug graves anteligraves, though they tend to cluster
in the northern half of the proposed Stage 2, nmgathere was some special significance
attached to the rite in this cluster. Stage 3, ahave seen, incorporates both lintel graves
and log coffins, so there is no direct chronolobgignificance to the grave type. One of
the Period Il graves, 1I/5 south of the burial oblajs also in a log coffin, proof that local

burial rites continued even after the site wasonamtled as a Northumbrian monastery.

Grave # | Stage (this study) Finds

1/52 1 Worn fragment of Type 2 Roman glass barigte, f'-early 2 century AD
1/56 1 Copper needle

1/9 2 Riveted copper plates

1/25 2 Sherd of samian ware, lat¥& 2entury AD; barb and tang iron arrowhead
1/32 2 Iron stick pin; iron brackets

/74 2 Copper alloy wire and plate

/87 2 Silver bead; dark blue glass tessera; bois pRoman?

1/89 2 Iron snaffle bit

1/207 2 Iron heckle

1/108 2 Fragment of Type 3A Roman glass bangle,ﬂmarly 2 century AD

1/4 3 Iron finger ring

1/66 3 Sherd of samian ward° Zentury AD

I/a 3? Iron key (chest burial)

/6 3? Two glass beads, 1 perforated phyllitedlak

Table 7.1: Possible grave goods from the Whithorn G lebe Field, after Hill 1997.
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Only chest burials correlate well with Hill's phagi Burials in reused wooden chests or
nailed timber coffins number only six in the Gldbeld, but these all belong to Period Il
(P Hill 1997: 412-415). Since there are so fewlwse graves on site, it is difficult to
generalize about the social status of the internedyever, it is clear that chest burial is
predominantly a late Anglo-Saxon high-status burid, occurring mainly in northern
England (Ottaway 1996). Whether these graves arsetlof migrants is impossible to
prove without undertaking stable isotope analyBig, it is clear that the four adults (2
female, 1 male, 1 indeterminate) buried insidestiome chapel are given special treatment,
as there are no other burials within a church is pleriod. The two graves outside the east
wall include a juvenile in a chest locked shut (@& #/54), and a neonate no older than six
weeks in a wood box with iron fittings (Grave IIjJ1&vidence for locks was found in three
of these chests, and Grave 11/4 even included #yeitk the grave fill, after possibly being
deposited on top of the lid before backfilling tiggave (P Hill 1997: 169). Their
association with the burial chapel could mean thaist burial, with keys laid on the chest,
is a potentially Christian rite, a question tha¢d®to be explored alongside other evidence
for intentional grave deposits.

While many graves included redeposited industriakte in their fills, a small number
contained exotic material not common elsewhereitntbat are most likely intentional
deposits (Table 7.1): these include two graves shitbrds of Z-century samian ware (25
and 66), two graves with fragments of Romano-Britigass bangles (52 and 108); and
grave 87 with a possibly Roman silver bead and we ljlass tessera made in the
Mediterranean in the 6%8centuries. With the exception of the tessera, whiay relate to
medieval pilgrimage activity, it is striking how mga of these potential grave goods are
Roman artefacts. While there is a possibility tthetse finds were displaced from ¥-2
century settlement context, they fit in with a wideadition of the reuse of fragmented
Roman material from graves elsewhere in southeotl&w and Anglo-Saxon England
(see above, 5.2.4). Less ambiguous evidence fentiohal grave deposits comes from
Period II, where the locked chest burial 11/4 irdda a key, and possibly the two glass
beads and pierced phyllite flake found in gravé fouth of the burial chapel (P Hill 1997:
143). Other graves in the Glebe Field with possiiberate furnishings, such as those
with tools like the iron heckle in grave 107 ané ttopper needle in grave 56, are more
likely to be related to redeposited industrial delayers these graves were cut into. To
separate intentional from accidental deposits, vleneed to be clearer on the use of space
in the Glebe Field (below, 7.4).
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In light of the new proposed phasing outlined abdves worth noting that furnished
burials can be found in all stages of burial, a#l a®the Period Il graves associated with
the burial chapel (Table 7.1). Although most of thnishings seem to be in the proposed
Stage 2, some of these are probably residual dsgosin the disturbed workshops these
graves were cut into. The inclusion of curated Romeaterial seems to continue into
Stage 3, and this may be further evidence for scoméinuity of burial rites even after the
Anglian colonisation of the site. Although furnishgraves are not generally characteristic
of the early medieval Scottish burial record (52#here is ample evidence for this

practice at Whithorn before and after the Northuarbphase.

7.4. Zonation and the use of space
The use of furnished graves is just one of mantufea which set Whithorn apart from the

field cemeteries; another divergence is the wayctraetery seemed to undergo various
shifts in orientation over time. The difficulty assigning dates using only diagnostic finds
and stratigraphy opens up the possibility thatatiahe graves need belong to Hill's Period
|. Given the presence of at least two churchesterasany given time from théh8:entury
onward, it would be very odd indeed if these weot associated with contemporary
burials. The assumption that the Period Il burralugd lay beyond the trench edges does
not fit well with other evidence from contemporadprthumbrian minsters, where burial
grounds built up outside the east end, and oftehasouth of the church (Cramp 2005). It
is worth investigating whether some of Hill's Pefibgraves actually belong to Period IlI.

In the new phasing proposed above, Stage 3 invav&uft back to a SW-NE orientation,
and these late burials were seen to occur onligarsbuthern part of the trench (7.1.1). As
these quite clearly overlay many previous gravess inotable that they seem to be
restricted to the southern half of the trench; éherust have been a reason why the
northern plateau was avoided. Indeed, when seengsilie field cemeteries like
Thornybank MLO, where graves do not intercut, thegd@ient intercutting of graves at
Whithorn seems quite anomalous. This is even ogden the evidence for grave markers
at Whithorn (P Hill 1997: 73), in contrast to camjgorary field cemeteries, where there is
almost no evidence for grave markers (see 5.3.B¢ ffequently intercutting burials

therefore require further explanation.
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The problem lies in Hill's phasing of the burialognd, placing the majority of burial

activity in the Glebe Field within Period I. If waverlay the plan of all graves alongside
Hill's plan of the early stages of Period Il, aneresting correlation arises (Figure 7.4).
The proposed Stage 3 graves not only respect titprfots of both churches and timber
halls, they are also on the same SW-NE orientafibe.graves within and without the new
stone burial chapel are also on this new oriemgwompare Figure 7.3 and Figure 7.4), so
it is not a stretch to say that the reorientatiérburials was part of the Northumbrian

reorganisation of the site. A late date for theg8t8 graves is actually supported by the
discovery of a stone slab with incised crossesathdr graffiti reused as cist material in
grave 45, which must postdate the foundation ofoaastery on site (Craig 1997). If the
alignment of the proposed Stage 3 graves with txhNmbrian oratories is more than just
a coincidence, it would certainly help explain gteft in orientation and the reuse of an
already-full burial ground: on church sites, it vibe location of burial that mattered more

than the sanctity of each individual grave (9.3)

7.4.1. Settlement and burial
Like the practice of furnished burial, the appeaeanf domestic and industrial activity

alongside burials is another peculiarity of Whitholt is clear that the Glebe Field had
separate zones, which Hill deems the inner and quéeincts, but this did not necessarily
conform to the idealised notion of a sacred ceriperating more along the lines of a
“polyfocal” ecclesiastical landscape such as tlwaitpd for Ripon, North Yorkshire (Hall
and Whyman 1996). At Whithorn, it is clear thatrthevas more than one cult focus at any
given time, and that burial and industrial activitifen shared rather closer quarters than
that predicted by Hill's radial model. For instanedile the ‘outer precinct’ of the Glebe
Field is consistently domestic and agriculturalnature, the ‘inner precinct’ is actually
defined by the presence of craftworking, domestd imdustrial middens, churches and/or
burial. Frequent finds of crucibles, moulds andystathe Whithorn graves shows that it
was these industrial areas, rather than domestieszof the ‘outer precinct’, that were
reused as burial places. A separation of the abofit® living and the dead would seem
to be in place at Whithorn, but craftworking andtahgorking could still take place near
burials. This would seem to place these activitiea sort of liminal zone between sacred
and profane (Aldhouse-Green 2002; Gillies 1981 gitip 1997).

However, there is more to be teased out from thi@bevidence. Even though this study
proposes an extended chronology of burial in theb&lField, it is clear that the majority
of burials still belong to the 5%%7centuries. This is also broadly the period in Wwhilce
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Mediterranean and continental imports of potteny giass were arriving on site (Campbell
1997; 2007). While some of the eastern Mediterransad North African wares could
feasibly have arrived and been used before buaghb on this site, the E-Ware pottery
and Group C and D glass vessels are certainly egoaeaneous with the burial activity. It
is clear from the distributions of such vesselst thy the end of the "7 century, the
majority are found in the ‘outer precinct’ of dortiesstructures (P Hill 1997: 325-326).
But there are two distinct spreads of imports atherodomestic refuse amongst the burials
which casts doubt on the labelling of this as aeshtnner precinct’, as shown by a rough
visual approximation of these spreads in Figure THe larger western spread correlates
with a succession of structures in Period | whioh l&kely to represent specialised craft
activity, including the Phase 2 glass workshop (P 1997: 99-101). The smaller eastern
spread consists largely of sherds of Mediterrareaphorae, and corresponds with Hill’'s
description of this area as a “hollow...covered wéhlayer of charcoal into which
numerous sherds of pottery (and a few of glass) hadn pressed” (1997: 88).
Interestingly, this ‘hollow’ is associated with arespected by the earliest stage of burials
within the revised chronology proposed above, wdmerater burials cut through these

spreads indiscriminately.

Site North

Stage 1 & period| |
@=» Stage 2 imports |
e Stage 3 (5-7thc) |

Figure 7.5: New phasing of burial at Whithorn, plus 5-7th century imported pottery and glass
(drawn by the author based on Hill 1997).

Alongside the evidence for furnished burial presdnabove (7.3), it seems there were

more complex funerary rituals taking place at With perhaps including graveside
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feasting. Sherds of B-ware amphorae pressed inéo glound near graves at the
contemporary church site of St Materiana’s oppogSitetagel in Cornwall have been
interpreted this way (Nowakowski and Thomas 1982pasting also took place alongside
graves in the contemporary ‘settlement cemeterKmdwth Site M, Co. Meath (Stout and
Stout 2008), and there is ample evidence for tlaetipe among Merovingian cemeteries
(Effros 2002b). Even if it is accepted that thigwsdence for funeral feasting at Whithorn,
it should be noted that this was a short-lived ficachere, which perhaps fell out of favour
around the time when the shift to W-E burial occlirgs tempting to link this change with
the foundation, or perhaps just reorganisationthef site as a monastery, but this is

entering the area of conjecture (cf. Effros 2008-187).

7.5. Evidence from the Fey Field excavations, 1992- 96
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Figure 7.6: the location of the excavations in the Fey Field (trenches A and B) with all
previous interventions (McComish and Petts 2008). |  mage © York Archaeological Trust.

Thus far, this chapter has set out to questionreimtierpret the chronology and function of
burial rites at Whithorn. We now have further evide to draw upon: the recently
published excavations at Whithorn’s Fey Field (Mo@gh and Petts 2008). These were
undertaken mainly by the York Archaeological Trg¢AT) on behalf of the Whithorn
Trust, independent of Peter Hill's work as it waaing prepared for publication. Hill's
excavations had previously included a trial tremcthe Fey Field (marked 1987 in Figure
7.6 below) which did not turn up any certain evickeof early medieval occupation (P Hill
1997: 277-291). In contrast, a new trench was pladeser to the medieval priory,
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unearthing a similar assemblage to that in the &kebkld. While these excavations were
on a much smaller scale than those in the Glebd,Rleey provide a useful comparison

and, in some aspects, a corrective to the prewiqusdlished phasing.

Human activity in the Fey Field begins with Peri@d poorly-defined and undated
settlement traces directly above the natural bédidtcComish and Petts 2008: 6.2).
Similar to Period I/0 in the Glebe Field, these sishof ephemeral traces of sub-circular
and sub-rectangular structures, alongside possil@ldways and slighted standing stones
(P Hill 1997: 74). In neither excavation could thesadways be securely dated, but they
appear to predate any settlement on site and wesed&n to be primary features at
Whithorn. It is tempting to ascribe these featumeshe Romano-British period for which
there is some evidence in the Glebe Field (P K97t 296-297); however, there were no
Roman ceramics in the Fey Field assemblage, aigl duite likely these represent’5
century occupation of this part of the site. Thésaqguent early medieval deposits are
arranged into three stages: Period 3 correspondts Mill's Period I, roughly 5-%
centuries AD; Period 4 corresponds to the Periddaiithumbrian monastery, c. AD 730-
845; and Period 5 rationalises Hill's Period llidaly monastic town into one phase, c. AD
845-1250/1300.

7.5.1. Zonation and enclosure
Crucial to establishing the status of Whithornha 6-7" centuries is the study of its use of

space. Fey Field Trench A was positioned to te#itsHiroposed concentric enclosure
system (P Hill 1997: 33), as previous geophysioa/ey in the area had failed to verify it
(McComish and Petts 2008: 2, Fig. 3). Of the prepasner and outer enclosures, only the
inner enclosure boundary was found in the Fey Field this was of a slightly different
form than expected. The excavations showed thaaaly medieval activity in this part of
the site was divided into two zones, suggestingng-lived zoning of the site, potentially
in place from the earliest phase of settlement. 8dudiest boundary feature demarcating
these two zones is the Group 4 ditch (context @H)ch could belong to either Period 2 or
3 (ibid., 6.2, 6.3). This would seem to relate to Hill'gpbthesised inner precinct
enclosure, although it does not appear to be dnest. In Period 4 (8'9century AD), this
ditch is replaced by a well-built stone wall difgatomparable to the stone wall enclosing
the Northumbrian churches in the Glebe Field, apgears to correspond to Hill's
proposed Period Il rectilinear enclosure (P HilDZ941). That the stone wall and the pre-
existing G4 ditch seem to be on the same alignisgmizzling given Hill's theory that the
site changed from a curvilinear to a rectilineamolat in the 8 century; the evidence from
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the Fey Field seems to show that the Northumbreorganisation reused an existing
boundary rather than imposing a new one altogeBemarkably, this boundary continues
in use down to Period 5 (9-£Xentury AD), although it is now represented by attie
fence on a slightly different alignment (McComistmdaPetts 2008: 6.5.2, 6.5.4). This is
important because it disproves Hill's model of anpdetely new enclosure away from the
main church in the for 11" century (P Hill 1997: 51); despite intermittenteufor
industrial and domestic activity, some memory o$ threa as a burial ground must have
remained (McComish and Petts 2008: 6.5.1-5).

Importantly, in no period was the hypothetical oweclosure of the monastery found, and
so Hill's proposed concentric layout for Whithomstill debatable (McComish and Petts
2008: 14.2.1). This model seems to have been lyeiadiienced by the existence of these
in Irish sites like Nendrum, Co. Down, but such pde enclosures like these have proven
difficult to date and some were more likely buift aver time rather than primary features
(McErlean and Crothers 2007; Stout and Stout 208), the excavations at the Fey Field
seem to show that a certain level of internal zonatan be seen at Whithorn from the
start, possibly evidence for a planned settlementwauld be expected for an early
medieval ecclesiastical site (O Carragain 20105%8Sheehan 2009).

But the reality is not so straightforward. The et use of the southern part of Trench
A for burial would seem to argue for a primary, @dated monastic burial ground.
However, throughout the early medieval period, tayef burial in this zone were
interleaved with episodes of industrial and doneeattivity (McComish and Petts 2008:
6.2; 6.3.3; 6.5.1; 6.5.3; 6.5.5). This apparentigg-lived burial ground is paradoxically
characterised by rather short-lived burial eveali®wed by episodes of ‘secular’ use. The
exception is Period 4, the roughly hundred-yeanspssociated with the Northumbrian
reorganisation (c. 730-845), where only burial\attitakes place here. But even within
this short period, there are five distinct tiershofrial activity, with some evidence for
ground levelling using redeposited earth in betwksers (McComish and Petts 2008:
6.4.3, 6.4.8). We can thus posit that ‘episodediwfal at Whithorn last about a century at

a time, but even within these periods, burial dtstan wax and wane.
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Burial in the Fey Field seems to be arranged ar@atilement activity, not the other way
around. While certainly long-lived, the ‘burial gmed’ at Whithorn can more realistically
be characterized as a series of episodic, supesiedgpourialgrounds Similarly ephemeral

and overlapping burial episodes have been repateather Anglo-Saxon monastic and
urban sites, and indicates that there was no fhatbn of ‘*hallowed ground’, even on
church sites, until much later (Boddington 1990;e@¥son 2007; Cramp 2005; Gittos
2002; Hadley 2007; Hall and Whyman 1996; Morton 299 his model would also help

explain the superimposed ‘clusters’ of burial foumdhe Whithorn Glebe Field (7.1.1).

7.5.2. Burial rites
There are certain small but significant divergenicelurial rites in the Fey Field relative

to the Glebe Field. Once again, bone preservatias markedly poor, and there are no
radiocarbon dates; all phases have been datetystpdtically using diagnostic finds from
within and around the graves, and by referenceilits ighasing. Furthermore, there were
serious issues of rationalising the largely handemi archival data between the
excavations and their eventual publication, sopthesing of the burials is still a hypothesis
rather than a certainty (McComish and Petts 2008334). But by comparing these results
to the revised Glebe Field sequence, we can use tmsome general conclusions.

Beginning with Period 3, the earliest phase of dluit should be noted that as with the
Glebe Field, these took place in areas previousgdudor domestic and industrial activity.
For instance, out of the 28 Period 3 graves, 1Qatoed residual iron slag and copper-
working debris (ibid., 6.3.2). Two graves also hsttkrds of E-ware or Late Roman
amphorae in their fills, and since three of thdssrds could be assigned to specific vessels
with adjoining fragments found elsewhere on sitegse are likely residual deposits
(Campbell 2008b), indicating potentially domesscveell as industrial activity in this area.
However, it should also be noted that the Perigpia®es are partially overlain by a layer
of levelling material, a dump of soil including esscharded crucible and slag (Set 59), which
may explain some of these inclusions (ibid., 6.313)is levelling was seemingly not in
preparation for future burials, since Period 3 ewith the burial ground reused for the
construction of a corn-drying kiln. Given the ambahlevelling and reuse, it is significant
that no graves in the Fey Field include clear awgeof intentional deposits. This differs
from the situation in the Glebe Field, where it veagued that a small number of Period |
burials included exotica such as sherds of samiarevand fragmented Roman glass

bangles as grave furnishings (see above, 7.3).



Chapter 7: Christianity and burial: Whithorn 201

The Period 3 graves differ from the Glebe Fieldesi®d | by the notable absence of long
cists, log coffins, and evidence for grave markimghe form of quartz pebble covers. In
fact, the only instance of a grave marked with artgupebble layer in the Fey Field comes
from as late as Period 5 (context 1087). Also lgrgeissing are Hill's ‘lintel graves’

except for one instance of a stone-lined, timbdotdd grave (Set 43), and one plank-lined
grave (Set 46); the rest are simple dug graves. tDymor preservation, only one grave
was able to be accurately sexed (Set 64, male)adullging by grave size alone, there
seem to have been few or no children buried helngghnis also reminiscent of the earliest

graves in the Glebe Field.

In terms of layout, the graves seem to have na deganisational scheme, only delimited
to the north by the Group 4 ditch, with a possitllestering of graves near the southern
extent of the trench. A similarly scattered layaais also seen among the proposed Stage 1
graves at the Glebe Field (Figure 7.3). The usedéposited soil to raise the ground level
was also seen in the later stages of Period |, lgntorcreate the large platforms on which
the Period Il Northumbrian churches would be bgglHill 1997: 109-118).

Fey Field’s Period 4 graves represent enough adpardure in orientation and grave type
to lend credence to a distinct reorganisation ef ghe, concordant with Hill's Period II
Northumbrian monastery (McComish and Petts 2008:366.4.8). The earlier boundary
ditch (G4) is infilled, but a stone wall (482/211&long its outer edge perpetuates its
roughly east-west line, suggesting continuity a$ ihternal division. The most significant
change is the quantity of burials, with 146 addedust this hundred-year period. This
invariably meant a more intense level of intercgticomprising at least five layers of
burial, and some evidence for the artificial ragsof ground level to accommodate them.
There is also a more mixed population than beforduding roughly equal amounts of
males, females and sub-adults. Intriguingly, thevgs shift from a SW-NE to a more W-E
orientation, which remains the case in this areandthough Period 5. This single, lasting
reorientation differs from the Glebe Field, whdnere were numerous shifts in orientation
over time. Given the use of clustered, polyfocaidda at Whithorn, it would be a mistake
to expect the Fey Field and Glebe Field cemetédes/olve in lockstep. The differences
in burial practice in these two excavations indictite usefulness of interpreting these as
contemporary but separate burial grounds.

Some Period 4 graves were marked with low moundstafy upcast, and there was one
instance of a grave marked at the head by a remdlédione set upright (Set 175). The
continuing inclusion of metalworking debris anddin@ented pottery in many grave fills
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would seem to imply the introduction of soil forisiag and levelling the ground in
preparation for further burials, or the presencewofkshops beyond the trench edges.
There is a clear example of this practice amonghitelatest tiers of burial (Period 4e),
where the levelling consists of “stony soil” comiag “some slag, furnace lining
fragments and hearth base fragments, all of whicbldc have originated from the
settlement to the north-west” (McComish and Pe@882 6.4.8). However, iron coffin
fittings were also found in these levelling depssihdicating that they partially consist of
redeposited grave soil as well as earth broughftam other parts of the site (Rogers
2008). Like the zoning of the Glebe Field, a comiig correlation between burials and
industrial activity can be seen here, even thotgly tire separated by a wall.

Most Period 4 burials are in dug graves and pogsshrouded, meaning burial rites
maintained some continuity despite broader changesss the site. Significant
innovations include the first appearance of ‘eaffmatones and stone head-boxes
intended to stop the skull from rolling. Anothemndevelopment is the occasional use of
organic paving material, most likely turf, and dnstance of a burial with large amounts
of charcoal in the fill (Sets 97, 126, 127). Buthmgps the most diagnostically new grave
types are the nailed coffins and chest burials\(@p@.3). Eleven instances of these were
found in Periods 4a and 4b, along with two othenerg Period 3 graves which may date
to this period (Rogers 2008). In the Glebe Fieixl ferther examples all dated to the early
Northumbrian period, c. AD 710-845 (P Hill 1997:24415), and these are likely
contemporary with those in the Fey Field. The ommre of this new grave type in both

burial grounds implies some correlation in termshef social status of the interred.

The occurrence of chest burials, charcoal burrasssive grave markers and soft linings
all raise important historical questions of Anglax8n influence at Whithorn. The
documentary evidence is clear that the Northumbkiagdom of Bernicia had annexed
Whithorn by the early '8 century and the reorganisation of the site intoeformed
monastery had begun by the time Bede wroteEkdesiastical Historyn c. 730 (Clancy
2001; Fraser 2002; P Hill 1997: 16-18). Are these burial types evidence for incoming
Anglo-Saxons? Chapter 5.2 discussed the appeacdustdt linings and charcoal burial in
the context of wider Anglo-Saxon burial practicesich are relevant here (cf. Buckberry
and Cherryson 2010). However, the appearance of h@ees and related settings has been
seen on a number of other sites from tle@ntury onwards, appearing almost exclusively
on church sites (5.1.4). Thompson’s pioneering \stoidthese burial rites alongside the
documentary evidence has described a growing angir salvation and the ways the
grave could help or hinder this process. More themply announcing social standing,
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these kinds of graves betray a perceived neechéocdrpse to remain intact and correctly
positioned even after the grave is closed (Thom@2af4: 117-126). As such, what these
new practices are signalling is Christian beliefgarding penance and the afterlife, and
they are best interpreted as ways to ensure tliended process of transformation is
completed with minimal interruption. Locked chestisarcoal burial, and soft linings can
all be seen to have a similar liminal function, just to conserve the integrity of the corpse
but as reassurance for the mourners, whose lasbmeshithe deceased as securely resting
in the grave will help mediate their own anxietsésout the afterlife. These concerns are
part of the wider changes in Christian doctrinéhis period, and their association with any
ethnic identity or social status is perhaps seconda their primary salvific function
(Brown 2003: 262-265; Effros 2002a; Paxton 2008).

In comparison to the first phase of graves, sigaiit trends include the increasing
densities of burial, a more mixed population, amel appearance of burial rites associated
with anxieties over salvation. The placement okéhgraves over areas previously used for
smoky, noxious industrial activity such as metaking and corn-drying may be a
significant and lasting feature (Stout and Stoud&0 and a level of concern over the
intercutting of graves may be seen in the levelldeposits of stony soil mixed with
metalworking debris. If these are correctly atttdalito the period of the Northumbrian
monastery, it is a good indication of the emergeoic@otentially ‘Christian’ modes of
burial, and this will be discussed using the evagefiom contemporary church sites in the

following chapter.

7.6. Discussion and implications
The burial evidence from Whithorn thus introdudes problems but also the potential of

the evidence from church sites. Despite initialiksirties to a field cemetery like The
Catstane MLO, with its Latin-inscribed stone andHgrave layout, Whithorn is actually
rather anomalous as a burial site in"5¢&entury Scotland. The amount of intercutting
graves, the association with settlement and in@dlisdctivity, and the use of enclosure
walls and boundary ditches all set this site afparh contemporary field cemeteries. Less
certainly, the evidence presented here for the aisgrave goods and funeral feasting

further differentiates it from the sites this stuths considered thus far.

The consumption of exotic foodstuffs such as difiriander and mustard (P Hill 1997:
124), the importation of Mediterranean and contiaegoods such as wine brought in

ceramic vessels, and the use of fine glass vedsals,imported and made on site, already
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sets Whithorn apart as one of only very few witbrsmaterial from Scotland (Campbell
2007). Among sites with comparable imported matenaScotland, Whithorn is one of
very few with evidence for burial activity, includj only lona ARG, Birsay ORK, and
Bruach an Druimein, Poltalloch ARG. Interestinglythese, only lona is still considered a
monastery during the period of importation of thegetic goods; Bruach an Druimein is
potentially the first ‘settlement cemetery’ in Atggabove, 6.3.2) and Birsay has also been
reinterpreted as a high-status settlement in gsNorse phase (Morris 1989b), similar to
Campbell’s interpretation of Period | at Whitho@afnpbell 1997; Campbell 2008a).

The site is difficult to categorise because it \aagslace of burial as well as a high-status
settlement; elsewhere in the Insular Late Iron Abe,juxtaposition of early imports and
burial is attested at a variety of sites includithg cemetery at Cannington, Somerset,
which also had a metalworking area (Radital. 2000); the monastery at Armagh (Gaskell
Brown and Harper 1984), and the ‘settlement cernpetdr Knowth Site M, Co. Meath
(Stout and Stout 2008). It is clear from these lpggathat no single label will do for this
kind of site, and that in the Late Iron Age, budakes not reliably indicate the presence of
an early church. Even though the Latinus Stone ev@dem to indicate a Christian
community here from the very start, and there wmany adult males in the earliest
graves, it is also true that neither the contenthef inscription nor the scanty skeletal
material can prove this was a monastery (Forsy@®pd-inally, it is also becoming clear
that we should not be too quick to distinguish lestv ‘secular and ‘religious’
settlements; in the Late Iron Age, these two roleyy have bled into one another and as
such, this distinction may perhaps be anachron{8&rowmanet al. 2007; Blair 2005;
Morris 1989b; Rahtz 1973).

One approach to the identity of those buried hige ih the layout of burials within the

site. As mentioned above, burials in field cemetenarely intercut and were laid out in
clusters, whereas the burials at Whithorn were elgstered but also frequently intercut.
As such, it appears that burial in a specific lmsatvas more important here, even if burial
grounds were not permanently ‘sacred’ places. Rigss of whether Whithorn is a
monastery from its inception, it is arguably a commity of Christians from the start (see
papers in Murray 2009). If this is accepted, thaa worth noting that the use of both long
cists and log coffins was acceptable among Chnstiawith implications for the

community using the same two grave types at ThankiMLO at this time (Rees 2002).
A complex relationship with the Roman past is ataplied: at Thornybank via the reuse
of Roman masonry for cist material (Rees 2002: 328y at Whithorn by the use of

curated Roman material culture as grave goods.otharrence of Latin epigraphy itself,
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here in the area beyond Hadrian’s Wall, providasseful way into an understanding of
this relationship with the past. Forsyth’s (2006Inprehensive study of the Latinus Stone
shows how the dedicators of the monument combihedvisual language of Roman
monumental epigraphy with the venerable local syimboof standing stones to create a
new identity: that of the post-Roman Britons (covBes 2007; cf. Woolf 2003). The point
was not to ape the authority of Rome but to use idolster a new legitimacy. Christianity
was part of this process, but not necessarilyntargy force, as has been assumed in the
past. The community gathered for funeral feastsgusnported foodstuffs, but this was not

simply to be like ‘Romans’, but to reinforce angmeduce social bonds.

It is arguable then that shifts in orientation, firequent intercutting of graves, and the
occurrence of settlement and industrial activignagiside graves can be seen as indicative
of the presence of Christian attitudes towardsabuti the evidence for grave goods and
funeral feasting is also accepted, then these easdbed to that list. This may come as a
surprise, given later medieval documentary evideliocerestrictions on many of these
practices (Effros 2002a; Thompson 2002). Howevas, also clear that Whithorn is a very
anomalous site in many ways, and these generalisatvill be discussed further in the

following chapter, in light of new excavations @fry monasteries.

The new extended chronology of burial proposed tfee Whithorn Glebe Field is
significant in that it shows the limitations of iwging text-led chronologies on sites
without radiocarbon-dated burials. Given the recsatk on the typologies of masonry
churches and shrines in Ireland (O Carragain 264®);an now also begin to question the
early date of the clay-bonded structure seen bkrikatcrypt of Whithorn Priory (Radford
1957), and hence also of such undated ‘monasteaesArdwall KCB and St Ninian’s
Point BTE (Thomas 1971). Furthermore, if the pr@ub$tage 3 burials at Whithorn
belong to the period of the Northumbrian minstee, @an see that the shift to burial near
churches did not have an appreciable effect oratbleaeologically visible component of
the burial rite; in other words, graves from chusites will look practically identical to
graves on non-church sites; only the setting ie#ht. This only begins to change from
the 8" century onwards, with the introduction of new graypes such as head boxes and
chest burial in the Fey Field, which may reflecxiahies about salvation and the increasing
disturbance of graves on church sites. Only thenwdaosee the change from burial as a
‘technology of remembrance’ to a ‘technology ofvsdibn’, discussed further below
(Chapter 9). The recently-published sequence ofegrdrom the Fey Field thus helps us
understand the evidence from the Glebe Field, agins to hint at what a ‘Christian’

burial may look like, something which has eludedhuss far.
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If the extended chronology of burials at Whithoastshown that diagnostically Christian
burial rites may not appear until th8 8entury, it is also clear that these new gravesyp
build on a foundation of long-lived burial practicelating back to the origins of the
cemetery in the % century. The use of long cists and log coffinsnseéo be restricted to
the Glebe Field, but these rites continue into Nherthumbrian period amidst the
introduction of chest and coffin burial. New funegraituals for the preparation and above-
ground marking of graves appear along with the Afghxons, but they do not replace
earlier practices. And while certain shifts in thientation of graves seems to coincide
with the Northumbrian colonisation of the site,gbelo not coincide across the separate
burial grounds: while burials shift to a SW-NE atigtion in the Glebe Field, they become
increasingly W-E in the Fey Field. In all aspectsither the foundation of churches nor the
arrival of migrants seems to fundamentally chamgenbultifocal, ultra-local nature of the
burial rites in use at Whithorn. It seems that meligious and ethnic affiliations do not
impose top-down restrictions on burial here. Thidowang chapter will test this model
using recently-excavated church burials in Scotland
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Chapter 8: Burial and Christianity: Recent

Excavations at Ecclesiastical Sites

Having shown the potential of reappraising the dwvidence from Whithorn WIG in the
previous chapter, this chapter will synthesise disduss the burial evidence from church
sites across Scotland. The focus will be on thesent excavations of early ecclesiastical
settlements: Inchmarnock BTE, the Isle of May Ff¢g Portmahomack ROS. After an in-
depth summary of each case study, the implicatfiongheir regional contexts will be
considered. Although these ‘regions’ cover vasagréhis should not be taken as implying
cohesive local ‘traditions’, but rather to provideframework which takes into account
long-lived maritime and overland networks insteadtle usual cultural affiliations
deduced from documentary or art historical evide(iderthumbrian, Irish, Columban,
Ninianic, etc). The focus remains on the period 4ID-650, but like the previous chapter,

occasional forays beyond this will prove usefulracking changes over time.

8.1. Inchmarnock
Inchmarnock is an island 1.2km off the west cod®ude in the Firth of Clyde. A church

here was first documented in a charter of 1391thieytime of the first OS map in the™9
century, it was simply a turf-covered foundationowm as St Marnock’s Chapel,
accompanied in the literature by the occasional fof early medieval carved stones
nearby. Ground clearance in 1970s confirmed itsiewatidate, but it was not until a large-
scale excavation in 2001-2004 that the importari¢cbeosite was realized. The result was a
thousand-year sequence of burial, with occupati@tching back to the"scentury (Lowe
2008). A unigue collection of early inscribed statnd early sculpture proves this was a
monastic settlement with evidence for the schoobhghildren. Importantly, one of the
epigraphically earliest inscriptions includes tlzen® Ernan no less than three times, which
in the early Irish hypocoristic forivo-Ernég meaning ‘my dear Ernan’, could form the
root of the place-name Inchmarnock (Butter 2008s¥b and Tedeschi 2008). If so, this
would imply the existence of a cult of the sainicsi the 7 century, not long after the

foundation of the settlement.
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Figure 8.1: Inchmarnock Phase 1 features, c. AD 600

-1000 (Lowe 2008, 76). | am grateful to
Dr Lowe and the Society of Antiquaries of Scotland

for permission to reproduce this image.

The upstanding remains of the church are no edhér the 1% century, but it was found
to be built over a 1century mortared stone nave-and-chancel churchis iFhturn
overlay a smaller stone foundation of a buildingedano earlier than the 2@&entury. In
addition, the church seems to have had a complexdmghly concentric subrectangular
enclosure system of modest size; charcoal sampes the outer ditch fill show it was
used from the 7 to the 18' century (Lowe 2008: 250-255). More early Christi@ulpture
was found in secondary contexts during the excamatiut all pieces were roughly from
within the main enclosure, and a cist-like featairéhe north end of the site may have been
a cross-base. Survey and excavation beyond thé&sstediscovered remnants of a wider

monastic estate, including medieval corn-dryinqi&iand a possible hermitage: a rock
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shelter to the south of the island, in an areallppcaferred to asdDysart uncovered a
hearth which was radiocarbon dated to thé" @&ntury, broadly contemporary with the
foundation of the monastery (ibid.: 223-230). Allall, the evidence allows us to be fairly
certain that this was a planned eremitic settleroémniddling size, dating back to th&'6
or more likely the # century. Similarities of date and material cultlin this site with the
nearby monastery of Kingarth BTE, which has regem#d-emerged as a significant
regional hub of early Christian activity (Campb2010; JE Fraser 2005; Laing 1998). As
such, the likeliest scenario would have Inchmarnasla subsidiary or daughter church of
the larger ‘mother church’ at Kingarth, which iscoeded as a bishopric from thd' 7
century. That presents us with a unique opportuniipvestigate the setting of a lower tier
of early Christian site, rather than the top-dowpraach encouraged by the greater

archaeological visibility of larger sites like Whitrn WIG and lona ARG.

8.1.1. Use of space
Even with modern scientific dating techniques, yathurch sites in Scotland are

notoriously difficult to date due to the prefererfoe organic building materials and the
intensive disturbance and redeposition of soils lamg-lived burial grounds. At
Inchmarnock, the most careful excavation and rigereampling strategy still did not
allow the excavators to confidently subdivide tlagliest layers to anything broader than
an early medieval Phase 1 (Figure 8.1) and a laetieval Phase 2 (Figure 8.3). The
earliest evidence for occupation on the site isalmpsest of postholes and associated
hearths, representing at least three successivetigies, to the north of the medieval
church (Figure 8.2). This area produced metalwgrldebris indicative of iron smelting
rather than smithing, but the associated finds dfetatones indicate that the full
metalworking process from start to finish took gldere, the hallmark of a self-sustaining
monastic community (Lowe 2008: 81). Study of thagshnd crucibles show that some
copper was also being worked, suggesting specialiattworking beyond everyday
blacksmithing, indicative of a high-status settleméHeald 2008). Evidence for cannel
coal jewellery production also abounded in thisaarehich for this period strongly
indicates an ecclesiastical context, and the spoéadliated material in the Clyde estuary
suggests participation in an existing network dafistibution (Hunter 2008a). Organic
material from this industrial zone returned theliest radiocarbon dates from the site,
reaching back to thé"6or 7" century.
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Figure 8.2: Inchmarnock Phase 1 metalworking area, possible enclosure boundary, and
associated graves (Lowe 2008, 77). | am gratefulto  Dr Lowe and the Society of Antiquaries
of Scotland for permission to reproduce this image.

A SW-NE-running gully seems to have formed the lseut boundary for this activity; the
purpose of the ditch seems to be to separate thestiial zone from the burial zone, as a
cluster of ten burials appears on the other side(6igure 8.2). A division between spaces
of the living and the dead is a well-known aspdgblanned Irish monastic sites (Doherty
1985), but there is room for ambiguity here. Baggbosits from the ditch were dated to
rather later than the industrial activity, in the&" centuries, and cist grave G11 included
redeposited slag and charcoal in its fill which wadiocarbon dated to the -@enturies,
indicating that metalworking continued near theidar No bone survived from the graves,
but the presence of slag and metalworking debrismamy of them suggests broad
contemporaneity, or the reuse of former craftwagkareas as was reported at Whithorn
(7.4). The division of space between the living dne dead may be partly illusory, or
perhaps a later development, since grave G22 iaiakrwithin the industrial zone, and a

number of elongated pits north of the ditch mayp aépresent graves (Figure 8.2).
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Further evidence for 6%7century occupation at Inchmarnock was found bénehae
medieval church, where a stone-lined pit and clardems were dated to this period. Much
like Whithorn, the overall impression here is oneimdustrial or domestic activity,
followed only later by burial and internal divis&nThis industrial activity need not be
solely ‘secular’, as the production of black jewe}l has also been noted from early
medieval ecclesiastical sites like Govan, Kingamid Barhobble (Hunter 2008a). At least
one of the finished products, a fragment of an atnénded up in a grave on the Bute
mainland just opposite from Inchmarnock, at St &lrs Point (Aitken 1955). While
secular sites in the southwest were also involvegroducing black jewellery in this
period, it seems the church sites were the mosinsite production centres, and the
finished products must have carried with them adg@utropaic value by association, with

implications for other finds of lignite jewellery iearly graves across Scotland (5.2.4).

As mentioned earlier, the evidence of the inscrigkte plagues and early Christian
sculpture confirms this was an ecclesiastical eemtir some importance in the early
medieval period. However, the evidence for a platsahurch from this period remains
elusive, and its relationship to burial ambiguous tb the lack of radiocarbon dates. The
earliest church on site seems to be the stone &iomddeemed Structure 4, a rectangular
building overlain by the later church and alignedhwa narrow, rectilinear stone-lined
palisade slot (4565/4484) enclosing the structkrgufe 8.1). Only when Structure 4 was
replaced by a larger, bicameral stone church orsdéinee alignment did it begin to attract
burials, cutting into earlier features includingetlenclosure palisade. This later stone
church is fairly reliably dated to the “L2century based on architectural parallels,
corroborated by the radiocarbon date of grave wbi;h cuts its foundation trench, to cal
AD 1020-1210. Structure 4, on the other hand, waly dated stratigraphically: it
postdates pit 4619, a context radiocarbon datexdité\D 650-780. A church on site from
the 9-13' century is assumed to be the context for mucthefearly medieval sculpture,
but burials did not certainly take place aroundritil later in the 19 century. Of course,

heavy disturbance from late- and post-medievalegaould obscure earlier layers.
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Figure 8.3: Inchmarnock Phase 2 graves, paths and ¢ hurch (Lowe 2008, 86). | am grateful to
Dr Lowe and the Society of Antiquaries of Scotland for permission to reproduce this image.

All graves near the church and to the north haenladtributed to the later medieval Phase
2 (12-18" century), since many graves cut early medievdlifea. The argument for their
overall lateness stems largely from the alignmémhany of these later graves on features
which can be feasibly dated to the"i&ntury, including the stone church and the paved
paths leading to it (Figure 8.3). However, juskli&ntemporary cemeteries at Whithorn
and elsewhere, the evidence suggests a multifagalut at Inchmarnock. The Phase 2
graves are clearly a series of separate clusteekding the tightly intercutting group to
the south of the church, the more scattered arraageto its north, the graves aligned on

stone paths, and two tightly-clustered foci in theial ground to north and west of the
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church. Each of these clusters can be said to beemporary with or postdate Phase 2
structures, except for the cluster of graves dyesbuth of the Phase 1 burials. In fact,
there is no convincing reason provided by the eatmag why this cluster belongs to Phase
2, except that they did not include residual mevaking debris in their fills. However, the
overall spread of this material does not reachftmdeyond the boundary ditch anyway
(Lowe 2008: 79), so this argument does not stani gprutiny. Most tellingly, grave 30 is
directly in line with the earlier row of Phase lages, and it also included an iron
arrowhead of broadly 9-1century type (ibid., 181-183).

Figure 8.4: Selection of cross slabs from Inchmarno ck, dated from the 7-11th centuries
(Fisher 2008, 100). | am grateful to the Society of  Antiquaries of Scotland for permission to
reproduce this image.

If we accept that at least some of these gravesatg medieval, we would have a clearer

context for the remarkable number of cross-markademarkers found at Inchmarnock:
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at 34 pieces dated to the 7%ltenturies, the collection is now one of the larges
Scotland (Fisher 2008). Rather than being conceatraround the church, these were
scattered across the site, indicating a multifdagbut of burial throughout this period.
Clustered burial even within church sites has dsen reported in northern England
(Cramp 1993), as well as in Whithorn, where busegmed to occur in short-lived, discrete
episodes rather than a continuous use of a singt@albground (above, 7.4). This is
significant as it implies that even within a pladrexclesiastical settlement, burial was not
always as rigorously managed as may be expectezh Bvthe carefully managed rows of
the contemporary Late Saxon churchyard of Raundaels in Northamptonshire, it is
clear that not everyone was equal even in the eygse church, and that churchyards
became the new setting for the performance andagisy status by the end of the first

millennium (Boddington 1996).

8.1.2. Burial rites
Unfortunately, due to the lack of skeletal mateatlnchmarnock, we cannot be too clear

on chronology, nor on the differences of demogrephimong these clusters. It is,
however, significant that the only well-made lorigt found at Inchmarnock are from
Phase 1 graves. Much like at Whithorn and on a mumb other church sites discussed
below, the use of long cists does indeed seemue adzhronological significance.

Little evidence for furnished graves was recordednahmarnock, except for the iron
arrowhead in grave 30, which may instead be eveldoica fatal wound (Franklin 2008).
However, the use of cross slabs as grave markexs deem to be practiced here as
elsewhere in the southwest. The quantity of theskes this supposedly middling
monastic site comparable to collections from largemdations like Whithorn, Hoddom
and Govan (Gondek 2003; P Hill 1997; Lowe 2006¢Ré& 1994). The remarkable variety
of form and size of the cross slabs is worth contmirseems likely that many grave
markers were madad ho¢ and not always by well-trained craftspeople, jaddoy the
occasional use of simple cross-marked stones |l B and 2 (Figure 8.4). Indeed,
diminutive stones like EMS 2 are more accuratelgnded cross-marked pebbles, and
could have served as amulets inserted in the gather than surface grave markers, a
possibility first mooted by Lionard (1961) and orbdyiefly entertained by later scholars
(Kelly 1988; Thomas 1971: 114). Similar cross-mdrkeebbles and plaques have been
found at a number of sites in the southwest, inomdne each from Hoddom (Craig 2006:
131-132) and Ardwall (Thomas 1967). Interestinghe pebble from Hoddom was found

in the demolition layer of an early stone buildifigppwe 2006: 43-45). There is also
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evidence for the use of such cross-marked stoneseaular’ contexts, for instance at the
fort of Dunadd ARG: there, a cross-marked querrestomd a hand-sized pebble inscribed
with the abbreviated praydNOMINE hint at personal devotion (Lane and Campbell
2000). A cross-marked pebble was also found in mstratified context at the Mote of
Mark (Laing and Longley 2006). At Inchmarnock ifsallate IS 35 had the name Ernan
inscribed on it three times, along with the waakag possibly meaning church, and this
may also have served as a portable amulet (Foasytiledeschi 2008: 133-137).

Unfortunately, none of the cross slabs were fountheir primary contexts — only EMS 23
was found face-down over a grave (Fisher 2008:,1drid the cross slab over a cist in the
chancel may be a fortuitous juxtaposition: cises ased only in Phase 1, and the church
potentially postdates the grave by a century oremior the context of the paved chancel,
this cross slab may simply have been used as pavatgrial. This echoes the situation at
Ardwall KCB where the majority of the cross slabsres found in odd locations with
regard to the graves: many were found face-downebeoaves, or in the grave fills at foot
level (Thomas 1967: 161). Given the small size ahynof the cross slabs at both Ardwall
and Inchmarnock, they were likely laid recumbeniabthe backfilled grave, or perhaps
even deliberately inserted in the grave facing deand toward the body, rather than set
upright in the ground. A possible parallel can bersin the inclusion of a portable altar in
the coffin of St Cuthbert (d. 687) at Durham (Ceatgh 1989), and another more locally
at Ardwall (Thomas 1967: 162-163). It may be thestéad of furnished graves as we find
at Whithorn, a key part of the commemorative ritoalsome sites was the provision of a
cross-marked stone for placement in or on a gréeshould not limit our interpretation
of these as simple grave markers, and a salvif@ttwer apotropaic function should also be
considered. If so, then in contrast to the receikeowledge that Christian graves were
always unfurnished, the burial ritual for many pleoin the 7-11 centuries included the
use of a simple cross-marked stone, which can d @s a kind of grave furnishing (e.qg.,
Thompson 2004: 107-108, 88-91).

8.1.3. Discussion: reinterpreting the early church in
Strathclyde and the southwest

The use of space at Inchmarnock echoes what we demre at Whithorn: graves predate
the churches on this site, but they do not occua aingle ritual focus which eventually
becomes the church. Instead, they follow a simégout to the early field cemeteries,
appearing in clusters, some in neat rows, some rscatiered, all short-lived. Despite

being on an ecclesiastical site, there is littlelence for any sort of centralised control of a
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fixed burial location until the later medieval pmti Another interesting pattern that is
emerging is the association of graves with crafkia and industrial activity; in fact,
much like at Whithorn, the graves are in such clssociation that they end up churning
up slag and other debris in their grave fills. Attbsites, it is clear the industrial activity
came first, any enclosures or internal divisionsose and seemingly after burial had
already begun near the workshop area. The sepamttitne living from the dead that has
been posited on analogy with Roman practice or eainic Irish monasteries is not so
clear-cut on early medieval Scottish church sitedeed, it seems Thomas’ ‘developed
cemetery’ model may require some modification: whilis true that burial here predates
the church, it was not the primary function of #ie and as such burial is more of a side-
effect than the sole motivation for the locatiorchtirches in the early medieval period.

25 50

Figure 8.5: Sites discussed in Strathclyde and the southwest.

0 Ardnadam; 1 Ardwall; 2 Barhobble; 3 Brydekirk; 4 Chapel Finian; 5 Chapelhall; 6 Eilean
Mor, Islay; 7 Glasgow Cathedral; 8 Govan; 9 Hoddom; 10 Inchmarnock; 11 Kingarth; 12
Kirkmirran; 13 Montfode; 14 St Ninian's Chapel, Isl e of Whithorn; 15 St Ninian’s Point; 16
Whithorn.

One difficulty with Inchmarnock is that none of theoss slabs were found situ. The
ambiguous context of the early Christian sculptachoes that at Whithorn, Ardwall,
Govan and Barhobble, where despite the substamsgmblages of graves and carved
stones, only in a vanishingly few cases can oneedastone be directly related to one

grave. Disturbance caused by the long reuse of siteh is only part of the explanation. It
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is also clear that not every piece of sculptureestras a surface grave marker, and there
are other documented uses for sculpture from tHg eeedieval period, such as boundary-
marking, prayer stations, and marking the sitengpartant events in the site’s history
(Fisher 2001; King 1997; O Carragain 2009c). A déessiown but potentially relevant
function is the use of carved stones as gravedhimgs. The accumulated finds of cross-
marked pebbles and plaques within grave fills e dbuthwest suggests a more varied use
for these items, with interesting implications fbe development of Christian burial rites
from pre-existing depositional practices. Alterraly, it is possible that due to their small
size and recumbent position, they were quickly grewrn and forgotten, which may
explain the findspots of some in awkward positiabsve or in the upper fills of graves.
However, the dense arrangement of graves, frequertércutting, is difficult to square
with the regular use of individual surface graverkees, and many cross slabs and free-
standing crosses may be more usefully thought afa@ging burial clusters or family plots

as individual graves (cf. Stocker 2000).

The dense layout of intercutting graves impliest,tha contrast to the earlier field

cemeteries, it was more important to be buried gpecific location than to preserve the
integrity of each individual grave. The use of spaa church sites seemingly required the
revisiting of past graves rather than their preston in perpetuity. In other words, this

layout implies the existence of a cult focus foridlu One question to ask of church sites
studied below is when a focal layout emerges. Bypdiaing excavations on church sites,
Thomas and other scholars of early Christianityehagsumed that a focal layout is a
primary feature of all early cemeteries, but it meethat the earliest graves at both
Whithorn and Inchmarnock were scattered at filsgnging to a row-grave layout before
giving way to a focal layout where graves frequenttercut. This last stage only seemed

to occur once there was evidence for a churchtenisiboth cases from th& 8entury on.

Unfortunately, due to a combination of acid soilsthwrelatively sparse modern
excavations in the southwest, we have only very fadiocarbon-dated burials from
church sites in this region, even when we include single date from the enclosed
cemetery at Montfode AYR (Table 8.1). So far, wa oaly assume a broad chronology of
burial based on circumstantial evidence and analegyally by comparison with the early
church sites of Ardwall KCB (Thomas 1966; 1967)Ngtian’s Point BTE (Aitken 1955)
and Ardnadam ARG (Rennie 1984; 1999). These thites snclude all the expected
hallmarks of an early foundation, including cuméar enclosures and possible shrines,
similar to early Irish churches. But a number détigely little-known church excavations

in the area highlight the problems with using Ir@hother analogues as a way of dating
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these sites. Many minor churches with curvilineaclesures and seemingly early
dedications preserved in their names, includindyiStan’s Chapel on the Isle of Whithorn
WIG (Radford 1950), Chapel Finian WIG (Radford 199rydekirk DMF (Crowe 1984)

and Kirkmirran KCB (Crowe 1986), have been pariadixcavated. In each case, the
evidence for an early medieval origin was slighintmexistent. Importantly, on none of

these sites do the physical church structures preda 12' century.

This would then accord well with the rather morensive excavations at Barhobble WIG,
another early Christian site which also ended umgodater than expected. Here,
radiocarbon dates, carved stones and materialreudiili point to a 10-12 centuryfloruit

for the site, with a masonry church replacing ab&émone only in the f2century. A
mortared stone altar including the disarticulatedyients of at least three individuals was
at first considered evidence for a cult of a ‘foandaint’ or disturbed ‘founder’s grave’,
but later radiocarbon dating of these bones cowfitim 18-century date (Oram 2009). The
only evidence for earlier activity on the site isiagle Anglo-Saxon coin of the mid'8
century in a redeposited context, and ambiguouststral evidence underlying the 32
century church (Cormack 1995). Given the evidenme féirnished graves among the
earliest burials at Whithorn (7.3), it may be ieing to note that fragments of Roman
glass bangles and iron tools were also found atbetate inclusions at Barhobble,
indicating a particularly local but long-lived formf commemoration of the dead via

meaningful deposits of material culture.

Had this site been excavated before the adventiehtdfic dating techniques, it may
simply have been considered an early monasteryigif type. Thanks to the important
work on the early Christian sculpture of the sowdbirby Craig (1991; 1992), it is clear
that Barhobble, Chapel Finian and a number of ottterrches with 9-11 century
sculpture represent a distinctive period after heak-up of the large monastic estates,
with burial rights now granted to a number of serlproprietary churches on secular
estates. This provides an alternative framework ifberpreting the early remains at
Ardwall and St Ninian’s Point. Inchmarnock was clgaan early foundation, but the
addition of a church which became a focus for Bsirialy dates to after the @@entury,
showing that even important monastic sites didrequire masonry churches until quite
late in the millennium; it is then difficult to ingane that minor sites like St Ninian’s Point
and Ardwall had them much earlier.

Inchmarnock eventually became a parish church dgdrpage site due to the existence of

a long-standing cult focus. However, this earlyu®nieed not be a founder’s grave or any
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single burial at all, but the long-standing traalitiof veneration of St Marnock dfo-
Erndc attested since thé"Zentury. Barring a lost timber church, the eatltmsials here
are not only secondary to the settlement of thes #itey are also not associated with the
church but with the workshop area. Indeed, theiesarevidence for burial focused on a
church anywhere in the southwest is from thec8ntury chapel at Whithorn (above, 7.1),
itself quite an exceptional site. The early chaggeArdnadam was sited in a reused Iron
Age enclosure with a drystone cellular structuret & grave, acting as the focus for a
possible shrine or chapel, and the previous chapigrconsiderable doubt on the presence
of ‘founder’s graves’ at Whithorn (7.4). Thus, wotlt additional excavation further away
from the church at Barhobble, Ardwall, and St Nm&aPoint, the burial activity cannot be
demonstrated to be as early as tHec@ntury as proposed by their excavators, and the
strongly focal layout of burial on these sites &iat their association with the church rather
than a single special grave. Furthermore, it isloraer likely that the early masonry
chapels and enclosures on these sites are muchthlte the 18 century, given recent
revisions of the chronology for masonry architeetimr Ireland (O Carragain 2003a; 2005).
At Ardwall, the presence of the ‘Cudgar cross slakith an inscription dated
paleographically to the"™8or 9" century (Okasha 1971: 48; Thomas 1967), is thg onl
indication of an earlier foundation there. The hesbuth graves at St Ninian’s Point BTE
need not be pre-Christian (see above, 6.4.2);dbethat two of these graves have head-
support stones, a grave type consistently datettha@date first millennium AD (5.1.4),

would tend to argue for a later rather than eadae.

The lack of diagnostically monastic features likn@entric enclosures and craftworking
areas at the smaller church sites indicates theg wet monasteries at all. The status of
such early chapels in southwest Scotland has yeetolearly resolved, but given their
relative austerity, they are neither comparablnéoregional mother churches of Kingarth,
Hoddom, Govan and Whithorn, nor subsidiary sitke Inchmarnock (Lowe 2008: 250-

255). There are other models outside the rigidahadical minster system in which they
may fit: for instance, Blair (2005: 376-373) debes a continuing tradition of “folk-cult

sites” such as holy wells and other places of leealeration, which accrued small chapels

that remained outside the emerging parochial sysisirare often now abandoned.

Another category to consider is the proprietoriakstate church characteristic of Norse-
dominated areas of northern Britain (Barrow 198&rBw 2000; Morris 2004). Barhobble,
for instance, was intensively used for burial ie ®11" centuries, and seems a viable
candidate for a proprietary church of the incomi@gll-Ghaidheil lords, staffed and

administered at the behest of a local landownear(€t 2008b). Barhobble is also just 3km
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inland from the contemporary foundation of Chapéhidh on Luce Bay, and the
relationship between these two sites, and that bittMgrn, was surely more complex than
mother and daughter (Radford 1951; 1967). It spaaka church hierarchy that was

continually developing from the ground up rathartheing managed from above.

A similar situation may exist at Inchmarnock, whighile clearly a subsidiary of Kingarth,
neighbours the early foundation at St Ninian’s Bottirectly opposite on the Bute
mainland (Aitken 1955). While the settlement at NBhian’s Point remains undated,
Radford and later scholars argued based largelth@nsimplicity’ of the remains that it
dates as far back as the B-@entury, and by its name, again not strictly daleathat it
was founded from Whithorn (Radford 1967; Thomas1)9AIlthough the simple enclosed
oratory and burials here are often treated as ampbe of an early hermitage, it is unclear
how they relate to the nearby monastic settleméninchmarnock. There is no early
sculpture that might help reconstruct its ecclegiakties, nor is it likely to be an eremitic
retreat for the Inchmarnock community, who made afsthe caves on the south coast of
the island (Lowe 2008: 223-230). Inchmarnock alad b complex relationship with the
lost Bute chapel of Kildavanan which remains unine=ib (Butter 2008).

What all this demonstrates is that the hierarchigdts between church sites in the
southwest were not set in stone in the early madligeriod — in fact, they were still in the
process of being created and rationalized downhwt X2th century and beyond, as
evidenced by the apparent abandonment of both Ardwe St Ninian’s Point around this
time, and this is partly due to the disruptionshaf Viking Age (Dumville 1997). To return
to the burial evidence, it should by now be clé@t the ecclesiastical sites we are dealing
with were also being created and recast in newsritlieoughout this period. In every case,
we cannot simply attach a simple label of ‘mothéurch’ or ‘hermitage’, and both
monastic and proprietary chapels could either becparish churches or be abandoned
altogether. Instead, we need to contextualise tatemal remains of the burial rite on a

site-by-site basis.

Using radiocarbon-dated burials as a starting paiatcan begin to reinterpret the progress
of Christianity in this region (Table 8.1). Thanks the Latin-inscribed stones of the
southwest, we can be quite sure that Christianéy present from thé"century (Forsyth
2005), and a similarly early presence can be iatein the Clyde Firth area based on
careful study of the historical evidence (Clanc@20Clancy 2009; JE Fraser 2005). But
the context of the burials from this period is manebiguous. It was argued previously that

the earliest phase of burial at Whithorn relatea tugh-status enclosed settlement before
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the site became a monastery in the 1dteo 8" century (Chapter 7). The 8Zentury
burials at Govan and Montfode also occur withinleswres, although in both cases, the
dating of the enclosure ditch is inferred from gsetary deposits and stratigraphic
relationships (Driscoll 2004b; Hatherley 2010). Ooth sites, the primary burials are
contemporary with domestic and industrial activity;luding lignite jewellery production
at Govan as at Inchmarnock in this period. But &l@ovan and Inchmarnock became
major ecclesiastical centres later on, Montfoderditd

OxCal v4.1.7 Bronk Ramsey (2010); r:5 Atmospheric data from Reimer et al (2003);
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Govan LAN GU-9024/9025[mean]| 432-6041 Dug grave fadul ? W-E
Montfode AYR SUERC-11308 441-646 Long cist adult ?[ WISE
Eilean Mor, Islay ARG GU-8675 602-771 Long cist digladult | F NW-SE
Glasgow Cathedral LAN GU-4746 657-93%  Dug gravd ? ? W-E
Chapelhall, Innellan ARG | AA-28727 891-1145 Long cist | young adult F W-E
Chapelhall, Innellan ARG | AA-28728 897-11%5 Dug graveg juvenile ? W-E

Table 8.1: All radiocarbon dated burials from churc h sites in Strathclyde and the southwest
to AD 1000, including the enclosed cemetery of Mont  fode AYR.

The only other early radiocarbon dates come frorms@w Cathedral LAN and Eilean
Mor, Islay ARG, where they suggest a primary octiopano earlier than the 78
centuries. This seems to be a crucial period ofisfmmation at Inchmarnock and
Whithorn, including the earliest dated evidence hofrial enclosures and cross-slab
production. As such, the available dating evidenteStrathclyde and the southwest
suggests an early period of burial in small cenedealongside settlements, after which the
majority of burials are found on monastic or otkeclesiastical sites, dating from th8 7
century onward. On balance, it seems that whileisGiéinity accompanied the earliest
burials in this area, monasticism may only havenbaesecondary development (contra
Thomas 1971), and other explanations need to bghsdar the ambiguous settlement

evidence which characterises the earliest depats&asgow, Inchmarnock, and Whithorn.
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One way to do this is to return to their use ofcegpand consider the impact of an open-
plan excavation on our interpretation of Inchmakadmn excavation of just the church and
its immediate surroundings would have spotted thiesdly packed medieval and post-
medieval graves only. Without the late radiocarbates from these simple, unfurnished
graves, the fragments of early sculpture and ihsedrislates in this area could have been
used to date burial activity to the early mediepatiod. In fact, this is precisely what
seems to have occurred at Ardwall Island KCB, wfidremas’ excavation was focused on
the church, and both the masonry structure anégskeciated graves were assigned dates
as early as the™century based on the redeposited early sculptutehaavily intercutting
graves (Thomas 1966). The clay-bonded masonry efdmapels at Ardwall and St
Ninian’s Point now fits more comfortably in the 8M.century based on analogies with
small chapels at Whithorn (P Hill 1997) and BarhHeblIG (Cormack 1995), and recent
work in Ireland which suggests a similarly lateed&br the construction in masonry of
local churches like these (O Carragain 2005). AhtB®arhobble and Ardwall, there is
limited sculptural or artefactual evidence for qeation in the 8/8 centuries, but these are
from unstratified contexts, and cannot be preciselgted to the excavated burials. St
Ninian’s Point has no sculpture to help date i #me chapel at Ardnadam is associated
only with late medieval pottery, casting doubt tsngresumed early date (Rennie 1999). In
fact, given the small size of the graves at Ardnadia is possible this undated cemetery
was a medievatilleen or infant burial ground, as often found aroundralmmed church

sites in Ireland (Finlay 2000).

In contrast, the large-scale excavations beyondlhech at Inchmarnock and Whithorn
provide enough evidence to say that these werdfoudt burial grounds, with only some
later burial clusters relating to the church. Agkxscale excavation allows us to see things
very differently from excavations that chase thdlsvaf a medieval church. Not only are
the earliest churches on both sites later thars#B century period with which this study
is concerned, there is no longer any need to preghat burials are the primary feature of
either site: in both cases, burials were precededdmestic and industrial activity. In
southwest Scotland, the ‘developed cemetery’ maslgiving way to a more nuanced
monastic model like that being proposed for westestand (O Carragain 2010; Sheehan
2009), where the settlement is planned and laidimsit and burials are only a secondary
concern. This differs from the field cemeteries eafstern Scotland, where burial was
apparently the only concern and evidence for seditd activity is almost completely

lacking. To discuss this further, we can now twrthie church sites of eastern Scotland.
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8.2. The Isle of May

Ten kilometers off the coast of the East Neuk &€ Fies the Isle of May, or simply the
May as it is known locally, a narrow rocky stripS&m long and only 400m wide.
Although the May is closest to Fife, it lies at tmeuth of the Firth of Forth and is clearly
visible from both Fife and Lothian. Documentary dance attests to the existence of a
Cluniac priory here since the mid-12th century,idad to St Ethernan, latterly known as
St Adrian. The dedication seems to relate to a spoEad early medieval cult of a
churchman who “died among the Picts” in 669, asnded in the Annals of Ulster (James
and Yeoman 2008: 3-5). The ruins of a medievalctine deemed ‘St Adrian’s Chapel’,
presumed to be the site of the priory, were ingaséid in a trial season of excavation
undertaken by GUARD as part of a wider survey @& tsland commissioned by Fife
Regional Council in 1992. This was then expandéal anprogram of four further years of
excavation which resulted in an archaeological sege covering roughly the"so the
18" century (ibid.: 1-13).

The medieval priory overlay an early medieval mdicasettlement including a 10th-
century stone church and a burial ground from witBéharticulated inhumations were
excavated (Figure 8.6). The site appears to hase freinded on a sheltered, raised pebble
beach which had been revetted on the east sideetieca level platform (James and
Yeoman 2008: 16-17, 37-38). Surprisingly for anyearedieval monastic site, there were
no cross slabs or carved grave markers exceptri@rvery dubious fragment (James and

Yeoman 2008: 77), and none have been found elsevamethe island.

Seventeen skeletons were radiocarbon dated, pngvidi tight chronology for the
development of the burial ground (Table 8.2); hosvethe structures were largely dated
by stratigraphic relationships to pottery and comsking them difficult to relate directly
to the burials. A case in point is the drystoneetment wall and the kerbed, paved stone
roadway. The road is respected by early burials, sm is presumed to predate burial
activity. However, the revetment seems to have bebkuilt and expanded in at least three
phases of construction predating the medieval yrior two areas the revetment can be
shown to predate burials 832 and 386, radiocarladeddto cal AD 430-853 and 899-1220,
respectively (James and Yeoman 2008: 37). The exae/conclude that the roadway and
the revetment are the earliest evidence for ocoupdtere, followed by burial activity.
This would indicate a planned conceptualisationhef site as a large cobble platform, at
least 60m N-S and 22m E-W, with a road leadingdaéntre around which burials were
placed. A contemporary parallel for a primary roagivean be found at Hallow Hill FIF,

where the cobbled road is also respected by alhlsualthough there is no evidence for an
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enclosure or other boundary (Proudfoot 1996). ld€gment on a revetted cobble beach,

essentially creating a large platform burial caismtherwise unique to this site.
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Figure 8.6: Isle of May excavated burials (James an  d Yeoman 2008).

In a few areas, the earliest burials were sealedlibgontinuous areas of burning. The
charcoal retrieved from these layers contained hstsuntial timbers, indicating rather
ephemeral structures possibly made from driftwodaimes and Yeoman 2008: 77-78).
Small finds from these layers were very few, buttests 459 and 826 beneath the priory
church included bone spindle whorls and butcherech@ bone including mammals, fish
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and seabirds, while in Trench L at the northerremixiof the excavation (Figure 8.6),
context 879 contained a bone pin of broadly earbdieval type and evidence for iron
smelting (James and Yeoman 2008: 38). One of thslsg layers, context 420, contained
finds datable to the f0century, including possibly Late Saxon shell-terepepottery and

a Frankish silver coin (Bateson 2008; Will and Hayg 2008: 142). Intriguingly, this
context also included a worn fragment of a tegulef ttile of a type found in nearby
Roman forts, which appears to have been importethdoisland (Hunter 2008b). The
foundations of the earliest stone church on siteimto the 18-century context 420, as
does burial 442, dated cal AD 680-1010; the chwanh thus be dated roughly to the late
10" century or later (James and Yeoman 2008: 21, 38).

Despite difficulties in relating structures to lals, the early medieval chronology of the
site can be divided into two broad phases: befodeadter the burning episode. In Phase 1,
the stone revetment and kerbed road were laidfalidyed by the first burials (Group 1),
covering roughly the 5% centuries. Phase 2.1 represents the areas ofngumamid
settlement dated artefactually to the & 1@nturies, sealing some of the graves in Group
3. Burials in Group 2, a discrete cluster betweeou@ 1 and Group 3, seem to overlap
these first two phases of the site. Phases 2.2epresent the construction of a series of
churches dated stratigraphically to the lat&" 1® 13" centuries. Although the site was
colonised by Cluniac monks in the™2entury, they do not appear to have replaced the
church until the 18 century (ibid.: 38-41).

8.2.1. Use of space
The foundation of the site consisted of laying batundaries, with a drystone revetment

wall to the east and a kerbed road to the weshimvthe excavated area, all early medieval
activity seems to have been confined to these dimiihe creation of a clearly-defined
platform and regimentation of movement through #pace by use of a road suggest this
was a planned settlement, possibly even a monashenygh it should be noted that early
roads at Whithorn WIG and Hallow Hill FIF also paté burial activity. Unlike at
Whithorn and Inchmarnock, the early graves areawabmpanied by industrial activity:
the only evidence for metalworking comes from Tteh¢ far beyond the northern extent
of the cemetery, possibly indicating effective sapian of burial and industrial activity on
this site. However, butchered animal bone and $pimdhorls were found in Phase 2.1
layers beneath the church, just south of the Gdobprials and near to Group 3 graves, S0
a short period of settlement activity seems to falkee between Phase 1 and Phase 2. The

group of 1(‘5‘-century imports under the first church, roughlytla centre of the cairn,
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indicate this was a focus for activity in the lafiest millennium AD. This seems also to be
the endpoint of the kerbed road, indicating a éasty focus, much like the endpoint of the
road at Hallow Hill now obscured by modern hougiRgpudfoot 1996: 416).

OxCal v4.1.7 Bronk Ramszy (2010): r6 Atmespherie data from Reimer ot al (2009];
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GU-4965 | 690-1014 442 ? ? ? Dug grave None
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Table 8.2: Radiocarbon dated burials from Isle of M ay Groups 1-3.

Clearer evidence for zonation on the May comes ftbenburial evidence. Early burials
across the site are categorised into discreteecthig¢Groups 1-3). The clusters are grouped
according to spatial relationships rather than cbiagically, since the radiocarbon dates in
each of these groups often overlap (Table 8.2)eihe evidence for a multifocal layout
seen on other contemporary sites discussed insthdy, this grouping is more realistic

than those often proposed for early cemeteriesclwhisually involve a regular, radial
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accumulation from the church outwards. These thhesters were bounded on the west by
the kerbed road and on the east by the drystoretmewnts. Nine inhumations from these
three groups were radiocarbon dated, providinggaesgce of burial activity covering the

second half of the first millennium AD (Table 8.Bowever, it should be noted that at
least two Group 3 burials may be as late as tffeckRtury, and indicate some continuity

of burial location even after the constructiontod first stone church.

Each group of burials was laid out differently. Gos 1 and 2 were laid out in neat, N-S
rows without intercutting, and aligned roughly tve kerbed roadway; however, the Group
2 burials were placed markedly closer togetherhajacent cists often sharing side or
end slabs. There is no visible dividing featurensen Groups 1 and 2, but there is a small
sterile area which hints at the presence of anrapha boundary. The row-grave layout
employed here is reminiscent of contemporary loisy) cemeteries in Fife and Lothian
(6.4). In contrast, Group 3 burials were scatteress the centre of the platform, beneath
what would later become the church, cloister araptdr house. What started as a managed
burial ground later became sporadic burial in teeggal location of the cult focus. As we
saw at Inchmarnock, burial focused on the churdi wery late in the sequence.

There is a small shift in orientation between thst ftwo groups, with Group 1 graves
aligned SW-NE and Group 2 aligned closer to W-Es 8hift to a truer orientation was
also seen at the Whithorn Fey Field (7.5) and Paimomack (below, 8.3.1), and now
appears to be a wider trend of the"7e®nturies on all three sites. The constructiom of
new church is often the explanation sought for sshufts in orientation, but here as at the
Fey Field, there is no evidence for a church foand other explanations can be sought.
One similarity with the shifts at Whithorn is thitis change only seems to relate to a
discrete burial cluster or burial episode rath@ntleccurring across the entire site. Given
the overlapping dates between Groups 2 and 3 oll#yeit is clear that burial on both W-
E and SW-NE orientations occurred contemporaneonstyeighbouring burial grounds
(Table 8.2). Perhaps then, there is no need toedttat burials were always oriented on a
single location such as a church, but that theffesdtad some other social significance.
One might posit that the different burial groundsrevallocated for different sectors of

society, but to show this we must look at the deraplgics of the population.

8.2.2. Cemetery population
On the May, each burial group had a distinctive ographic profile (Battleet al. 2008).

Group 1 consisted of 18 inhumations, and of thevihith could be sexed, all were male.
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Moreover, of these, six were mature adult males-\4Bd only one was an adolescent.
Mature adults are generally under-represented anommgemporary field cemeteries,
making this highly selective assemblage distinctiva Scottish context (6.5.2). Group 2
burials, in contrast, consisted of a more mixedyteon: of 22 individuals, there were 19
adults and 3 adolescents, as well as a singletiafamong the disarticulated bone. Of the
adults, 14 were males, but despite continuing roake-representation, this 7 &entury
phase presents a markedly more inclusive demogragbioup 3, which is partly
contemporary with Group 2, was once again dominbtecthale adults: of 20 individuals
analysed, there were only two females, and no sutsadBecause this group covers the

widest date range (7-{Zenturies), this selectivity is all the more sfigaint.

Another important difference between the groupsishe health of the deceased. The
sample size is very small, but there were a sigikimmber of pathological conditions
noticed among Group 2 burials, including severaksaof severe infection, in some cases
probably fatal (sk. 997), and rarer abnormalitisshsas acrocephalosyndactyly causing
congenital skeletal deformities (sk. 971). Thereenaso a large number of fractures and
cut marks, including at least one fatal blade wogsid 959). The possibility that this
burial ground also included soldiers, not oftennidun contemporary field cemeteries, is
further supported by the two young adult males fi@mup 2 with evidence for repetitive
stress to the right shoulder, which has been assacwith the use of a longbow (Battlety
al. 2008: 90-91). Group 2 also had a high proportiéndegenerative diseases and
metabolic disorders, such as rickets (sk. 1023)raladed nutritional deficiencies (sk. 957).
It is clear from this evidence that Group 2 was aotinclusive, ‘normal’ population, but
made up of those needing special treatment and €arethis evidence, the excavators
argue for the existence of a famous healing cuk hed we should consider the possibility
that this island site was the early medieval edaiaof later leper colonies, in that it cared
for the socially outcast as well as the infirm (ésnand Yeoman 2008: 34-35, 177). A high
rate of disease and trauma has also been notdtlemtexclesiastical cemeteries (Bruete
al. 1997; Cardy 1997); one notable example is thddoém’s burial ground’ at Whithorn,
dating to the 8-8-century, and a good indicator of care for the nvoserable at roughly

the same time as on the May.

Considering the demographic profile of the sepdbatél groups, we can see a long-lived

segregation by certain criteria. The male-domin&eaups 1 and 3 are in stark contrast to
the more mixed but sicklier population of Group8d we can reasonably argue that 1 and
3 were the burial grounds used by the monastichimetthemselves. It will be worth

asking, then, whether we can see any differendbarburial rites afforded to each group
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(see below). The layout may be a clue: the positgpof Group 3 burials in the centre of
the platform, to the east and south of the laterdn indicates that among the brethren,
there was a desire to be buried closer to thefoults of the site, but only from thd"7

century onwards.

Overall, the Isle of May is a male-dominated cemeteith an overall male to female ratio
of 4:1 (James and Yeoman 2008: 173); in fact, neteabogical research by Marlo
Willows (Edinburgh University; pers. comm.) suggesh even lower count of females
than the published report. The selection of masssdmerged as a distinct pattern of early-
phase burials on presumed monastic sites in Schthaith a similar situation seen at
Portmahomack and Whithorn. A preponderance of reafdults is another important
factor, as is the almost complete absence of @rildFhe appearance of the injured and the
sick, including many rare diseases and abnormslitreakes it likely that this was a place
of healing (James and Yeoman 2008: 34-35). The romuce of rare diseases only
increases in the later medieval period, perhapgatidg that this reputation grew over
time (Battleyet al. 2008: 91). In contrast, the survival to old agedbyost half of the
excavated individuals in Group 1 is a good indmatthat this cemetery’s 5"7century
origins were as a separate place of sepulture foala-dominated group of elders, a group
rarely attested in the contemporary field cemeseridie mostly male Group 3 may well be
the continuation of the monastic burial ground, it appearance of a multiple grave with
two females (431) and one possible prone buriaR)4hows that the dominant social

boundaries could occasionally be subverted.

8.2.3. Burial rites
All graves on the May are categorised into longsciboulder cists, and dug graves, with

long cists largely used in Group 1. But the mostidctive aspect of this site is the use of
the cobble platform itself. Since the primary alcsettlement on the May was revetment of
the cobble beach, it is clear that the intentiors Wwacreate what is essentially a massive
platform cairn. While there is some evidence foretenent of raised beaches to create
platforms in Scotland, this site is so far unignets use for burial. Its closest comparison
is Port an Fhir-bhreige, lona ARG (Figure 8.7)raup of cairns on a raised cobble beach
near a good landing place, but it is still uncike@ether these are graves or later pilgrimage
activity (James and Yeoman 2008: 173). Given tijiet tspacing of graves in Groups 1 and
2 — especially in Group 2 where the graves ardagedhat they share side and end slabs —

it is unlikely that each grave had its own cairntio@ May.
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Figure 8.7: Cairns at Port an Fhir-Bhreige, lona AR  G. Is this what the Isle of May platform
cairn originally looked like? Image Crown copyright © RCAHMS.

Group 1 cists were laid in close proximity but waith intercutting, akin to other nearby
long cist cemeteries like The Catstane MLO (Cowir8). However, a significant
difference here is the common occurrence of dalgted bone, sometime representing up
to four separate individuals in a single grave. Baeixture of bones is a well-known
feature of long-lived church cemeteries, but theoamts of disarticulated and disturbed
burials is rare for the 5%7century in Scotland (6.4). A handful of cists ained spreads
of white quartz pebbles in their fills; the use qpfartz pebble markers for graves was
attested in the Whithorn Glebe Field (P Hill 1993; 143). However, quartz pebble layers
seem to occur mainly in cists with multiple inhuroas (James and Yeoman 2008: 16).
Some of these inhumations were laid on layers efl sand, which was widely available
on the island; however, quartz pebbles would haae to be carefully gathered and
brought to the grave from elsewhere (James and ¥ed008: 33). It seems that special

treatment was required for these multiple gravass far unique to the May.

Despite their later date, Group 2 graves were diitélar to those in Group 1. Again, they
were primarily in cists, in neat rows aligned oe #erbed road, although these had a truer
W-E orientation than the earlier graves. Howevke, organisation is much denser here,
with graves sharing end slabs, and with many irssrof multiple burials. Almost all
Group 2 graves have skeletal evidence for more dgmanindividual, and again the use of
quartz pebbles seems to be a feature of thesepteulturials (James and Yeoman 2008:
20). The shift to a truer orientation and a denksmout is characteristic of the
contemporary ‘Northumbrian’ phase at the Whithomey Frield (McComish and Petts
2008), and may thus have a chronological signifteaacross Scotland. The density of the
graves may be due in part to the opening up ofkimeal ground to a more mixed

demographic (8.2.2). Whether the cramped layout wassed by anxiety over the
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provision of space or the introduction of a non-@stit population, it is clear that a vast

change in conceptions of the burial community la&en place between Groups 1 and 2.

Group 3 burials are different altogether. Thesepairaarily uncisted graves but for the few
early examples. Group 3 graves were scatteredsatliescentre of the platform rather than
in neat rows. There is very little evidence of itdting and multiple graves, and markedly
less use of white quartz pebbles (James and Ye@®@8: 21). The move to this part of
the site, underneath the later stone church, may t@nscious move toward a cult focus,
whatever form this may have taken. The preseneeka&rbed road leading to this general
area, and the occurrence of imported material 8fcetury date beneath the church may
point to this part of the site being a central plaven before our first recognisable church
structure. If we are correct in assuming Groupsnd & were monastic burials, we may
propose a sequence by which the earlier monastiallaone was now handed over to the
population of the infirm, while the monks would nde buried nearer to the centre of the
site. It may then be significant that Group 3 metai Group 1's preference for SW-NE

orientation down to the I2century, even after the switch to W-E orientaiioGroup 2.

8.2.4. Discussion: Christianity in the southeast
Only very few ecclesiastical sites in the southezfsiScotland have seen large-scale

excavation to date, and of these, even fewer has®cearbon-dated burials (Figure 8.9).
Recent additions to this assemblage are the eatlysdobtained from beneath the later
medieval churches of Ballumbie ANG (Derek Hall pessnm.), and St Nicholas Farm, St
Andrews FIF (DES 1999), which are included herectumtext.

When compared to the abundance of evidence foaldarthe 5-1' centuries in this region
(6.1), the relative lateness of the ecclesiastimatials becomes apparent. With the
exception of the May and perhaps St Nicholas Farsgems that burial on church sites is
a product of the 7 century and after. Even recent excavations of adhites in the
Borders, where there is evidence of a Christiasemee since thé"xcentury in the Latin-
inscribed stones (Forsyth 2005), excavations atli@gham Priory BWK (Stronach 2005)
and The Hirsel BWK (Cramp 1985) have only turned hipts of early medieval
occupation. Besides the Isle of May, the most cetmnsive excavation of an early
medieval monastery in this region is at Auldham®Ewhich has yet to be published fully
(Hindmarch and Melikian 2006). This site has turngd a crucial sequence of burial
around a 18-century chapel, but because the excavation wasnedmplete, both the

enclosure ditch and the burials currently date bazurther than the™century (Erlend
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Hindmarch, pers. comm.). Similarly, the enclosuedisvand ditches recently encountered
at Abernethy PER (Fyles 2008) and Dunning PER (C2@®8) date back no further than
the 8" century. What is emerging from this region is Hyfdeveloped monastic church
structure being developed from th8 @entury onwards, possibly due to ongoing Pictish
and Northumbrian church reforms (Blair 2005; Cla@é@4; JE Fraser 2008; Lowe 1999).

Figure 8.8: Sites discussed in the southeast.

15 Abernethy; 16 Auldhame; 17 Ballumbie; 18 Colding  ham Priory; 19 Hallow Hill; 20 Isle of
May; 21 Lundin Links; 22 Skeith Stone, Kilrenny; 23 St Andrews Kirkhill; 24 St Nicholas
Farm, St Andrews; 25 St Serf’s, Dunning; 26 The Hir  sel.

In order to trace the impact of Christianity beftnes reform period, we will have to look
beyond the ecclesiastical sites. The excavationhif early island monastery in Fife
introduces a very different image of early Chrisiia than that seen at Whithorn and
Inchmarnock. Indeed, in its use of multiple graaesl a possible platform cairn, it has
more in common with the ‘Pictish’ cairn cemeterylLoindin Links, a short journey by sea
on the south coast of Fife (Greig 2000). The raaliban dates from that site correspond
quite neatly with the Group 1 dates on the May, Hretwo sites have been compared
elsewhere (Maldonado 2011). Beyond their genenaletoporaneity, their similarities can
be summarised briefly. Both sites utilize long sistometimes reopened for multiple
interments; while at Lundin Links these were codesgth kerbed cairns, the May platform
can also be compared to a large kerbed cairn,lgheaible to sea travellers. On both sites
we find layers of sand and seashells used to hd&/idual graves, linking the dead with
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the sea (Greig 2000: 595). This association issmoprising, since both sites are coastal
and sited adjacent to good landing places; it maygignificant in terms of a long-lived
association of death with a sea-journey in Scotl@allard 1999). In this respect, it is
surely significant that the May would in later aemgs be the end-point of a pilgrimage
involving a sea journey, and for the ‘lay’ poputatiof Group 2, the importance of the

journey to their final resting place was surely lost on the mourners (Yeoman 1998).

In terms of cemetery layout, both sites show ewedor clustering (for Lundin Links, see
above, 6.4.3), and within these clusters, themvidence for segregation by sex: the May
includes all-male clusters, while the Horned Catomplex at Lundin Links was
exclusively used for females (Smart and Campbelsdi 2000). Finally, the sites are
linked by their association with the Pictish saithernan: the church on the May was
dedicated to him, while an ogham inscription begrinis name appears on the symbol
stone at Scoonie (RCAHMS 2008), 3km down the LaBgy coast from Lundin Links.
Since Ethernan probably died in the latecéntury (Yeoman 1998), we cannot know how
much earlier than this we can project the link lestwthe May and the Largo Bay area, but
the place-name evidence seems to suggest a stoomgation between the saint of the

May and southeast Fife from early on (Taylor andkda 2009).

In the 5-7' centuries, then, both these cemeteries would hmked very similar indeed.
Both were part of the explosion of cemeteries isiguin the %' century seen elsewhere in
Scotland (Chapter 6). On both sites, what may hlaegun as individual graves in
monumental settings soon became a series of lim@tlments creating and reaffirming
some form of group identity. On the May, the revettnof the pebble beach to form a
massive platform cairn was seemingly the initial @coccupation; at Lundin Links, the
conjoined cairn complexes form distinctive clustefgraves. Indeed, the central element
of the Horned Cairn Complex is itself a multiplege, containing five females in separate
long cists laid in a sand layer within a circularltk, possibly an unfinished cairn. The use
of communal monuments may indicate that the creatib collective identity through
cemeteries was perhaps more important than the eomonation of individuals on these
two sites. Furthermore, both sites show some wtliess for the living to revisit old graves
and add to them, particularly on the May, where ldrge assemblage of disarticulated
bone is unlike any from contemporary field cemetgriAlong with the frequently
intercutting and overlapping graves seen at Whitteord Inchmarnock, frequent reuse of

graves is now recognisable as a characteristiary ehurch sites.
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Figure 8.9: All radiocarbon-dated burials from eccl esiastical sites in southeast Scotland; for
Isle of May, see Table 8.2.

The major difference between the two sites is ieirthdemographic profile: the
predominantly female Lundin Links cairns containimhayoung adults and no subadults,
whereas the male-dominated May cemetery has mater aldults and a few subadults.
Another difference is that, like other field cemete in Fife including Hallow Hill
(Proudfoot 1996), Lundin Links seems to go out sé falthough not all burials were
dated) after the™ century, with local monumental expenditure nowftsitj to the nearby

sculptured stones at Scoonie and Upper Largo (RCAHM08). On the May, burial
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carried on through to the later medieval periodstso seems to be the case at the early
cemetery at St Andrews Kirkhill FIF, certainly aucbh site since the"8century if not
earlier (Anderson 1976; Wordsworth and Clark 1980t one thing to notice about the
cemetery at the May is that, while burial did con#é here beyond thé'Zentury, it did not

do so in the same space. Unlike at Whithorn anéHlly the Group 1 cluster of all-male
graves on the May is not reused for later burialdact, this part of the site actually goes
out of use after the™7century, replaced by at least two burial clusterther south: Group

2, used for the wounded and infirm, and Group 8spmably for the monastic brethren. In
this sense, the site is comparable to Inchmarnatiere the Period 1 burials are not

overlain by future burials: on both sites, the ®éor burial shifts toward the church.

| Lab Code Cld Context  Sex Age Grave type Orientatiori
SUERC-13822 651-773 321 middle adult  Dug grave -SkV
SUERC-13841  655-775 755 mature adult  Dug grave  EW-
SUERC-13825 656-810 394 middle adult  Dug grave -SkV
SUERC-13291 660-860 455 young adult Dug grave W-E
SUERC-10475 684-878 289 middle adult  Dug grave -8RV
SUERC-10477  689-891 641 adult Dug grave W-E
SUERC-13303 691-937 843 mature adult  Dug grave E W-
SUERC-13824  720-965 352 young adult Dug grave SHRV-
SUERC-13292  727-970 752 young adult Dug grave W-E
SUERC-13313 880-1014 104 adult Dug grave SW-NE
SUERC-13314 881-1019 122 young adult Dug grave EW-
SUERC-10470 895-1030 219 young adult Dug grave EW-
SUERC-13317 975-1155 626 mature adult  Dug grave W-NE

WV T TN Oz 0TMTTM VT VTZT

Sample 1 563-658 747 ? Long cist W-E
GU-1679 646-880 SK105 adult Head box W-E
GU-1461 588-993 SK326 adult Dug grave W-E
GU-1677 655-984 SK143 adult Dug grave W-E
GU-1462 642-1026  SK306 ? Dug grave W-E
GU-1676 684-1025  SK300 mature adult  Long cist W-E
GU-1678 723-1020 SK226 adult Dug grave W-E
OxA-8638 134-380 n/a ? Unstrat bone  n/a

OxA-8662 441-646 n/a adult Unstrat bone  n/a

OxA-8814 443-654 n/a ? Unstrat bone  n/a

Table 8.3: All radiocarbon-dated burials from eccle siastical sites in southeast Scotland; for
Isle of May, see Table 8.2.

However, the use of separate burial grounds rdbizer a single burial place on the May is
also similar to the situation at Whithorn, as wiltle early ecclesiastical site at St Andrews,
where early burials have been reported not justhenKirkhill, but also at nearby St
Nicholas Farm (DES 1999); St Leonard’s School (Fgni931); St Rule’s church (Foster
1998); and the supposed site of a lost chapel degicto St Peter near the medieval
cathedral (Yeoman 2009: 234-235). The burial groan8t Nicholas Farm is particularly
intriguing, as radiocarbon dates obtained fromrtimdated bone were as early as the"3-4
centuries AD (Figure 8.9; Table 8.3). Here, as vilésee at Portmahomack (below), it is

clear that ecclesiastical settlements had to magp @xisting landscapes of burial.
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Multifocal sites like these are indeed better peexk as Christian landscapes rather than
individual sites, as has been noted on many othdy enedieval monastic settlements
(Cramp 1993; O Carragain 2009c; Stronach 2005; @n2006). As Blair succinctly put it,
“some minster enclosures were merely the nuclalifbfise constellations” which could
extend far beyond the vallum (1992: 257). It is aripnt to note that such ‘constellations’
did not arrive fully formed, but accrued organigatbver time during repeated ritual
activity (Hall and Whyman 1996; O Carragain 2008b;Carragain 2009c). Within the
early phases of this process, a ‘shift’ to buridurer to a church can be more reasonably be
explained as the cyclical use and abandonmentceftain burial ground or burial cluster
(Boddington 1990; Buckberry 2007; Daniels 1999).

Another similarity the May shares with other ecidstical sites in Scotland is the
association of burials with evidence for settlemétdwever, unlike the primary burials at
Inchmarnock, Whithorn, and Kirkhill, the Group lages at here are not preceded by
domestic or industrial activity, but are kept separ In this, the early burials at the May
are more akin to a monumental cemetery like Lurndgnks than other ecclesiastical sites,
and this may cast doubt on the role of the firsiabsi made on the island. The overall lack
of carved or inscribed stones also sets this pdaticburial ground apart from other
ecclesiastical sites studied thus far, although tiay be due to a lack of suitable stone. In
contrast, the Group 2 and 3 burials were certaasiociated with industrial and domestic
activity, and are overlain by a charcoal layer agative of ephemeral structures nearby. If
burial amongst the living was not a primary featof¢he cemetery on the May, it certainly

was in later centuries.

But the first burials on the May were not the esmtlievidence for settlement there: the
excavators conclude that the kerbed roadway andtalrg revetment of the cobble
platform cairn are the primary features of the.diteidence for a planned settlement and
management of space is more in line with ecclasasites elsewhere (P Hill 1997; Lowe
2008; O Carragain 2010; Sheehan 2009). The Isl&aj cemetery thus emerges as
somewhere between an ecclesiastical site and amental field cemetery in the 57
century. However, it is worth remembering that tlsisonly the island side of a larger
monastery. The evidence for a corresponding managg on the mainland, at Kilrenny
near Anstruther FIF, which is still the site of theodern ferry to the May, has been
discussed elsewhere (Trench-Jellicoe 1998). Theromuce of «il- place-name alongside
early Christian sculpture and traces of a curvidmenclosure suggests that the monumental
expenditure usually associated with an early medimonastery, including a largallum

marked at nodal points with sculptured stones, egaxentrated at Kilrenny instead. The
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association of large monastic settlements with kmaland offshoots used as hermitages
has long been noted elsewhere in western Britath legland (Edwards 2009b; Fisher
1996; Horn 1990; Macquarrie 1992), and it seems ithiwhat we are dealing with here,

rather than a self-sustaining island monasterylbtke.

Rather than see this island settlement as the dfemdhonasti¢amilia, we would be closer
to the mark in suggesting it was one of many inmgurinodes in the distinctive early
Christian landscape of eastern Fife (Gondek 20G8/)loF 1996; Taylor 1999; Trench-
Jellicoe 1998; Yeoman 1999). In this, it is simid@ainchmarnock, itself a subsidiary to the
mother church of Kingarth (see above), but fulitfia different role: where Inchmarnock
was a centre of monastic training and productibe, May was a place of refuge and
healing. Both sites eventually grew into importaigrimage centres in their own right,
obtaining well-built bicameral mortared stone ctes in the 10 or 11" century. Before
this, however, they fit into a poorly-understoodtegmry of Christian settlement in
Scotland, hierarchically subsidiary but increagmgiportant focal points of local
veneration, and we are fortunate to have well-eatsay and promptly published accounts
of their use over the long-term. It is crucial tiheg do not back-date their later function and

importance into the period of their foundation mspde cemeteries and craftworking sites.

What is emerging through the study of these cenesteis the way that eremitic
missionaries were not the only driving force foe Zimergence of Christian burial practice
in Scotland. Our models of neatly hierarchical nsteaes, mother churches, daughter
houses and hermitages do not always fit the evalefasely, and we should allow for a
more organic formation of these sites over timeictvlwere only later rationalized into a
hierarchical church structure. The role of burralcreating these landscapes and the way
these were remembered and referenced as partiottminuing spiritual function makes
ecclesiastical sites different from the field ceeniets of the Late Iron Age. What is missing
from the eastern sites is clear evidence of howdlsites were conceptualised before their
use for burial. The presence of Middle Iron Ageidluat St Andrews Kirkhill, St Nicholas
Farm and possibly Hallow Hill hints at some reoatign of existing ritual landscapes. To

find clearer evidence of the Iron Age predecesadsothese sites, we must head north.

8.3. Portmahomack
The excavation at Portmahomack ROS is criticabtarunderstanding of how Christianity

came to Scotland. Because the site was largelyaumdented, its potentially early origins

were only hinted at by the occasional finds of yeadulpture in the vicinity (Allen and
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Anderson 1903). One fragment in particular excitedsiderable interest: the piece of a
high cross bearing a relief inscription in Latinsglay lettering, similar to the finest
illuminated manuscripts of the time, dated to thte 8" century (Higgitt 1982). Since its
discovery in the 19 century, it formed part of the push and pull oé thebate over the

extent of Irish and Northumbrian ‘influence’ on ttleurch in Scotland.

SECTOR 4
[© | INTERVENTION 27 INTERVENTIONS 17,19,20, 22

INTERVENTION 26
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Figure 8.10: Location of trenches at Portmahomack ( Carver 2008; image courtesy M Carver
and University of York).

In 1991, a curvilinear feature to the south of ¢therch spotted in aerial photography was
excavated and found to be a large ditch, perhapsraasticvallum, although it returned
Middle Iron Age radiocarbon dates (Harden 1995)sTgaved the way for a large-scale
excavation of the church and fields to the southictvtook place from 1996-2004 (Carver
2008). As part of the project, St Colman’s Churets bbeen refashioned into the Tarbat
Discovery Centre, which is now known to stand oseaes of nine churches, possibly
dating as far back as th& 8entury (ibid.: 49). The associated sequence dibcarbon-
dated burials takes us back further still to tffecéntury {bid.: 207-209). Crucially, an
extensive industrial and craftworking zone was alsgcovered south of the churchyard
which allows us to contextualize these burials mprecedented detail. The full results of
this work have not been published yet, and so tlewing discussion can only be
considered preliminary, but there is already enoegidence available to initiate some

reinterpretation of its regional context in north&cotland.
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8.3.1. Use of space

The excavations at Portmahomack took place in tima@e areas (Figure 8.10): the interior

of St Colman’s Church (Sector 4), a large trenchithe south field incorporating the

cropmark of the enclosure ditch (Sector 1), andraomw trench in the Glebe Field between

these two areas (Sector 2). Beyond a narrow setwéceh (int. 22), no archaeological

investigation of the churchyard was possible. Akvahmarnock, the project also included

archaeological survey elsewhere on the Tarbat palan

Unsurprisingly, the majority of burials were foubeéneath the church, but three graves
were also encountered at the north edge of Sec{big2re 8.11). Human remains have

also been found at the fringes of the modern \éllagcluding antiquarian notices of bones
at Chapel Hill to the northwest, and three cistsnfb during drainage works in 1977 at

Balnabruach, near the shoreline west of the ch(€anver 2008: 80-81). Interestingly, the

cists at Balnabruach were radiocarbon dated tdfiddle Iron Age (Table 8.4).
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Figure 8.11: Burials adjacent to the workshop in Se  ctor 2 (Carver 2006). The central
inhumation (F515/Cist 186) was radiocarbon dated to cal AD 430-610 (GU-14997). Image
courtesy M Carver and FAS-Heritage.

Figure 5

Because the churchyard could not be excavatedaweot know whether the graves near
the Sector 2 workshops were part of the same ceynasethe ones beneath St Colman’s; at
least one of these graves is exactly contempordtty the earliest burials in the church,
roughly the 5-8 centuries (Table 8.4). However, despite their jmity, the relationship
between the workshops and the associated burialaime unclear. These three graves

were on the same axis as the adjacent Structubeit4he excavators dated this leather-
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workshop to the 7 or 8" century based on radiocarbon dates from relatatexts (Carver
2008: 208). Indeed, radiocarbon dates of both hubmares and organic material suggest
the most intensive settlement of the site was érog from the late " to late & century.
Only a timber-lined gully beneath the church, contey charred grain dated cal AD 540-
650, can be considered contemporary with the sarlerials; otherwise the earliest
features seem to be scattered pits containingastdgworked animal bone (ibid.: 76-77).
Much like the Isle of May, the first phase of ocatipn here consisted of a few burials and
ephemeral settlement evidence. If the leather vinmkspostdates the cluster of three
burials, it is still worth noting the use of spdhes implies, with only a small kerb of stones
separating it from the existing burial ground. 3amy, corn-drying kilns overlay the
earliest graves at Whithorn’s Fey Field, indicategnore permeable boundary between
spaces of the living and the dead on early monagges (Cherryson 2007; McComish and
Petts 2008: 6.3.3).

The outer enclosure ditch excavated in Sector 1 atg&ty be a primary feature of the site.
When it was first trial-trenched, it was found tavke been re-cut several times, yet basal
peat deposits returned very early radiocarbon dateanning the ™ to 6" centuries
(Harden 1995). However, it would be unwise to Iéam heavily on dates from organic
material from a heavily disturbed feature. Latecaasation found that certain parts of the
ditch were lined with wattles, some of which weagiocarbon dated to the T:8entury.
Later excavations in Sector 1 also found that theae an earlier, smaller inner enclosure
ditch preceding the outer one; this was not datedtlcut a series of ard-marks, and was

certainly infilled by the time a glass workshop vessablished over it in the T:&entury.

If the date of the successive enclosure ditchssilidlebatable, the combined stratigraphic
and radiometric evidence certainly suggests verly egricultural activity in Sector 1. The
discovery of a saddle quern reused as buildingestorthe churchyard wall suggests an
Iron Age occupation of the site, as does the ‘rivnde’ found beyond the enclosure ditch
in Sector 1 (Carver 2008: 73-76). The existencardfmarks cut by the inner enclosure
ditch and many stray plough pebbles across thealstehint at early agricultural activity.
These features strongly echo the earliest evid&raeccupation at Whithorn (P Hill 1997:
74), though these remain undated and could jusasity represent Iron Age occupation as
the earliest monastic settlement. Still, the stradt evidence from Whithorn and the
Middle Iron Age long cists at Balnabruach strongigdicate pre-monastic settlement at
both sites. Similarly, a sherd of Roman pottery aady radiocarbon dates from the outer
vallum ditch at lona also suggest some form ofrpotastic settlement there (McCormick
1993; Reece 1981). The origins of Portmahomacle those of lona, Whithorn and St
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Andrews, may thus belong in the early centuries ABich begs the question of what the

nature of these sites was before their transfoomatito monasteries.

OxCal v4.1.7 Bronk Ramsay (2010); r:5 Aimospheric data from Reimer et al (2003);

Phase Balnabruach

R_Date GU-149Dg & il |

R_Date GU-150D0 —

Phase Workshop|(Sector 2)

R_Date GU-14997 R e

Phase St Colman''s Church (Sector 4)

R_Date GU-14996 —— (S|

R_Date OxA-13483 B e

R_Date OxA-13487 - =

R Date OxA-13484 -

R_Date OxA-13509 D

R Date OxA-13488 S

R Date OxA-13486 T

R_Date OxA-13489 Lt . 0

R Date GU-9295

R Date OxA-13485 e

R_Date GU-9297 — ”
calBClicalAD 201 a1 601 8ol 1001 1201

Calibrated date (calBC/calAD)

Site name Context Lab Code Cl4 at® | Sex | Orientation | Grave type
Balnabruach Burial B GU-14999 261-390 F S-N Lorg ci
Balnabruach Burial C GU-15000 358-424 M W-E Longf ci
Portmahomack | Cist 162 GU-14996 417-570 M W-E Loisy ¢
Portmahomack | Cist 186/F515 GU-14997| 431-606 M SW-NE | Long cist
Portmahomack | Cist 172 GU-9699 430-650 F SW-NE Laiay
Portmahomack | Burial 128 OxA-13487 614-759 M W-E tHbax
Portmahomack | Burial 163 OxA-13484 633-763 M W-E Duave
Portmahomack | Burial 165 OxA-13509 657-771 ? W-E Draye
Portmahomack | Burial 144 OxA-13488 659-772 M W-E Duave
Portmahomack | Burial 116 OxA-13489 666-854 M W-E tHbax
Portmahomack | Burial 160 OxA-13486 667-776 M W-E Dugve
Portmahomack | Burial 158/F138 GU-9296 689-891 M W-E Dug grave
Portmahomack | Burial 147 OxA-13485 693-890 M SW-NE ug@rave
Portmahomack | Burial 152/F132  GU-9297 782-1013 M W-E Head box

Table 8.4: Radiocarbon dates from Portmahomack and Balnabruach (after Carver 2008).

Unlike at Whithorn, most of the burials were inddaeheath or aligned on the earliest
church. These largely occurred in the ¥-€enturies, but it is clear that burial in this



Chapter 8: Burial and Christianity: recent excavations at ecclesiastical sites 242

location began in the 5%6century, precisely when the long cist cemeteriesevemerging
across Scotland (6.2). In landscape setting, a ipeme overlooking a harbour, they recall
the early cemeteries of the Isle of May, Inchmaknand Kirkhill, but also monumental
cemeteries like Redcastle and Lundin Links. Wh&d #ee church cemeteries apart is the
adjacent evidence for settlement or industrial vitgti This disconnect between the
diagnostically Christian use of the site, in tharicof large vallum ditches, early sculpture
and related craftworking activity, and the primaggtlement of the site, consisting of a few
burials and poorly-defined settlement traces, i thiat we have seen on other church sites,

and will be discussed further below.

8.3.2. Cemetery population
Like the Isle of May, it is clear that the earlydaieval burials at Portmahomack were those

of a monastic community, given the unusual prepoamte of middle-age and mature
adult males, while the later medieval burials wrese of a parish church including a
more ‘normal’ distribution of age and gender. Theeburials can be subdivided into two
phases, easily visualised in the distribution aigearbon dates (Table 8.4): Phase 1
consists of the sporadic burials of the "5egnturies, while Phase 2 includes the majority
of burials, mainly of the 7*9centuries (Carver 2004: 11-14). This corresponils the
broad periodisation of burials at Whithorn and tek of May, and corroborates the
distinction between Late Iron Age and early medi@eaiods proposed at the start of this
work (1.2.1).

The available skeletal report (summarised in CaR@4; 2008) only differentiates early
from later medieval burials, so a fine-grained gsial of burial clusters must await full
publication. However, it should be noted that aliffio adult males dominate the
assemblage, women and children were not entiredertb and females appear among the
very earliest graves in Phase 1. Since the Bala&bruaists included a middle adult female
and a young adult male, the likelihood is that &lutias not segregated until th® @entury
(Table 8.4). Also intriguing is the complete absewnt infants, but again, burials beneath

the church may represent only one specialised sobsiee population.

In terms of health, the high occurrence of backrieg and repetitive “battering” of the left
clavicle and right fibula suggests these individuahdertook repetitive, arduous labour,
possibly related to the use of large stones foldmg and carving on site (Carver 2008:
76-80). Another interesting feature of this assemmélis the appearance of blade wounds.

The two from the monastic burial phases were batin fadult males: the individual in dug
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grave 158 (GU-9296) survived the blade wound, wifieeone in head box grave 152 (GU-
9297) died of a particularly vicious attack. Notghthese are among the latest monastic
burials on site, and both dates would be considietit with the period of Viking attacks
on monasteries in the north of Scotland (Dumvil@97), as well as the widespread
burning found across the site, dated cal AD 780-&3@rver 2008: 209). A Viking silver
hoard found outside the churchyard in thé" ¥@ntury shows that Portmahomack was
certainly part of the wider Scandinavian maritimaede network of the 10-f1centuries
(Graham-Campbell 1995), and it is possible thatagarent hiatus in burial between the

10-12" centuries was part of the reorganisation of tteeigithis period (Carver 2008).

Violent trauma is rare among contemporary burialScotland (6.5.3), so the appearance
of two instances here is of interest. Even the ratimdurial ground at the Isle of May,
with its abundant evidence for chronic disease rmatformation among Group 2 burials,
does not include many certain instances of mofddowounds until the later medieval
period (Battleyet al. 2008), and the excavators are sceptical of anyexiion of these
with Viking raids (James and Yeoman 2008: 176)hRagtwe should see the inclusion of
such instances of ‘bad deaths’, generally margedliin field cemeteries due to fear of
revenants or death pollution (Reynolds 2009; Wilka2006: 99-100), as evidence of
attitudes to churchyard burial becoming more ingkiss the doctrines of purgatory and
constant penance steadily took hold among the gepepulation, leading to a desire to be
buried in churchyards (Effros 1997).

8.3.3. Burial rites
Only some general points on burial rites can besgeed here, as the sample sizes are

small and only published in fragments, but the oppuoty to track changes from the Iron
Age to the Viking Age cannot be missed. The edrl@sumation in the area is a crouched
young adult male in a short cist from Balnabruatdted to 410-200 BC (Burial A, GU-
14998). Near this early grave were two further &lsriboth fully extended, within long
cists, and dated to the early centuries AD (CaR@d8: 81, 207). One of these was
oriented west-east, the other south-north, and &isthincluded disarticulated fragments of
other individuals, indicating long-lived burial agty in this location. Extended
inhumations within cists from roughly the same tipggiod have been found elsewhere in
the Atlantic coastal zone in Scotland, usually elts Iron Age settlements (above, 4.1).
The proximity to Portmahomack is more evidence thatunfurnished, extended long cist
inhumation is indeed an indigenous developmentratthan an innovation of missionary
Christianity (4.1.2).
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Returning to early medieval Portmahomack, some rg¢émends differentiate the Phase 1
and 2 burials. Long cists are primarily a featufePbase 1, while Phase 2 graves are
mostly in dug graves or head box graves (Table 8dyvever, there are cists in Phase 2
and dug graves in Phase 1 as well. For instanadjnwihe cluster of graves near the
workshop, two were in long cists, while one wasaidug grave marked at ground level
with a low earth mound capped with stones (Cangf62 15-19). Even though we have
seen at Inchmarnock and the May that long cistgarerally the earliest grave types on
early church sites, they remained in use throughetid of the millennium. Orientation is
also not a reliable chronological marker: manyhef ¢arliest graves were oriented SW-NE,

but again, both northeast and east-facing grave®edound in Phases 1 and 2.

The only grave type that acts as a clear chroncébgnarker is the head box grave:
inhumations with upright stone settings placed aliba head, either in ‘boxes’ or in a
simpler ‘ear-muff’ setting (5.1.4). Head box grawe consistently dated to the later part
of the millennium and are largely found on churdtess making them a potentially
diagnostic ‘Christian’ rite. At Portmahomack, theamples have been radiocarbon dated
to Phase 2 (Table 8.4). An interesting connectidth Wortmahomack and this burial rite
comes from the nearby 11*12entury enclosed cemetery of Balblair, Newhall®P&OS

on the Black Isle (Reed 1995). Of 58 excavatedaga®l had head boxes, indicating that
by the end of the millennium, this rite had spréadhe small secular burial grounds that
presumably sprang up in the aftermath of the brgakef monastic estates like
Portmahomack after thd"@entury (Carver 2008).

8.3.4. Discussion: burial and Christianity in the Atlantic zone
Portmahomack is the first ‘Pictish’ mother churohréceive a large-scale excavation, and

there is much that is unique to this site thuslfais interesting to see how interpretations
of it evolved over the years of the project. Iditescussions rather relegated its importance
to that of a subsidiary of the major monastic cendf lona ARG (Carver 2004),
demonstrating the lona-centric missionary modelciwiwas still influential within the last
decade (2.1). Happily, the singular importanceheffinds have recently been emphasised,
and the site is now a part of a general reawakenifisgholars to the potential of the Pictish
contribution to the progress of early Christiartityough Europe (Carver 2009; Driscel

al. 2010; Forsyth 2008; Meyer 2010; Spall 2009). Ietihlooms large in this discussion,
however, due largely to the expectation that Clangtly can only have arrived this far
north through the work of Irish missionaries. Désphe undoubted importance of lona in

this process, its archaeological potential haselsrdgpeen wasted through decades of
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keyhole interventions (O'Sullivan 1999), and it$ueaas a point of comparison for early
church sites is much less than is often presume&yh#le excavations are particularly
unhelpful for finding and understanding burial @ityi, and thus lona can unfortunately be
discussed only briefly in the space available herdact, thanks to recent discoveries at
Portmahomack and elsewhere in the Atlantic zonecave now begin to understand the

archaeology of lona better by putting it in itsice@l context.

On lona itself, there is sufficient evidence forlganedieval activity, as summarised most
recently by O’Sullivan (1999). The complex enclasuditch system may predate the
monastery, as some parts were dated to the eartyrees AD (Barber 1981). In terms of
burial though, excavations have uncovered onlyteset early graves and only two
possibly early chapels. The small square chapelvkres St Columba’s Shrine was found
to predate the medieval abbey which now incorperéteand may be as early as tHe 9
century (O Carragain 2010: 69-70; Redknap 1977).early cemetery of oriented dug
graves was found to underlie St Ronan’s Churchjgineg a clay-bonded masonry church
dated roughly to the 10-f1century (O'Sullivan 1994). More oriented inhumasipsome
in long cists, were reported from beneath the flwidhe medieval abbey during restoration
in the early 28 century (Chalmers 1923: 114; RCAHMS 1982). Twaystburials (an
oriented dug grave and a north-south long cistevieund south of the ‘Old Guest House’,
west of the medieval cloister, associated withyearédieval post-built timber buildings,
but without any surviving bone or other dating evide (Reece 1981: 29-31). Finally, a
natural sand mound on the coast near the modeboivaat Martyr's Bay locally known as
An Eala incorporating the Gaelic word for coffin, was fmlto cover a dense group of
female adult burials in long cists; when two ofs¢hevere radiocarbon dated, one returned
late medieval dates, while the other centred on7t#88 century AD (Reece 1981: 63-66,
106). The overall picture which emerges from losaof a multifocal burial landscape,
much like the large monasteries discussed prewiotklwever, not all of these burials are
in the satellitecladh cemeteries and chapels which surround the abbeéycan be found in
a variety of contexts, whether wedged in betweenrtitcks at Martyr’'s Bay, or associated
with domestic activity at the Old Guest House. Enhéster graves are reminiscent of
graves near workshops at Inchmarnock and Portmatignmend should by now be
recognisable as a peculiar feature of burial intt&to early Christian sites (see above,
7.5.1;7.4;8.1.1).
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Figure 8.12: Sites discussed in the Atlantic zone.

29: Balblair, Newhall Point; 30 Baliscate, Mull; 31  Balnahanaid; 32 Brough of Birsay; 33
Brough of Deerness; 34 Bruach an Drumein, Poltalloc  h; 35 Fortingall; 36 lona; 37 Kebister;
38 Killevin; 39 Newark Bay, Deerness; 40 Portmahoma  ck; 41 St Adamnan’s, Dull; 42 St
Boniface, Papa Westray; 43 St Nicholas, Papa Strons  ay; 44 St Ninian's Isle; 45 St Ronan’s
Church, lona.

Despite the limited archaeological data obtainednfiona, its influence over the rest of

Atlantic Scotland should not be understated. Rea@mk in toponymics has confirmed an
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8"-century stratum of place-names and dedication&idgrfrom connections to lona,
particularly in the Great Glen and Highland Peritesi(Taylor 1999; Taylor 2000);
Portmahomack itself is one such site (Higgitt 19&)t a great deal of new work has also
been done in Highland Perthshire around Loch Tal @len Lyon, where the numerous
Columban dedications are bolstered by finds ofyeadulpture and a series of early
Christian handbells (Bourke 1983; Watson 1930)ul\ éxcavation of the interior of the
parish church of St Adamnan in Dull PER revealedihéansively used burial ground and a
fragment of an 8-century inscribed cross-slab (W&t al. 2003). During the recent Ben
Lawers Historic Landscape Project on the north ehafr Loch Tay, a small long cist
cemetery was excavated at the evocatively-namedtBalnahanaid PER, which includes
the elemenannat possibly denoting an early church (Atkinson 198&ncy 1995). These
were too degraded to date, but it increases thenpat for finding early remains in this
area. Finally, deep within Glen Lyon, the smalliglarchurch of Fortingall PER has turned
up dozens of fragments of early medieval sculpawer the years (Robertson 1997), and
recent aerial photography (Brennan 2003) and gesapdilysurvey (Oliver O’'Grady, pers.
comm.) have confirmed the presence of an extersyistem of enclosure ditches around it.
In terms of burial evidence, there is not much morgo on just yet, but it is clear that
should large-scale excavations take place at Faitinit is now to Portmahomack rather

than lona that comparison should be made.

Despite the abundance of surviving medieval charchitecture catalogued by the Royal
Commission on the Ancient and Historical MonumenftsScotland since the 1970s (i.e.,
RCAHMS 1982), outside of lona, the Atlantic zoneaafstern Scotland has seen relatively
few modern church excavations. The burial recordhia region is largely made up of
unsubstantiated notices of stone cists, here redd®ren less reliable than usual given the
substantial number of surviving prehistoric ciste.( RCAHMS 1988). Otherwise, our
main evidence for burial in this region consistsled hundreds of early medieval carved
stones, often found in church sites and burial@ngokes (Fisher 2001). However, these are
notoriously difficult to date, and even the plantised crosses generally thought to be of
early type can be seen to be used as late as theehury in sites like St Ninian's Isle

SHE (Barrowman 2003; forthcoming-a).

One of the earliest sculptured stones in Argylthe fragment of an ogham inscription
found at Bruach an Druimein, Poltalloch ARG, pobsittating to the 6 century (Craw
1932; Forsyth 1996: 443-447). Further excavatioth lassessment of the site has shown
it to be a relict Iron Age enclosure reused foityearedieval occupation (Abernethy 2008).

This included a small group of long cist burialeanwhich the ogham stone was found,
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and a craft area including high-status metalworldated to the 7-fbcenturies AD. The
area had been known locally ld8-y-Kiaran or Kilchiaran, raising the possibility that this
was a lost church; however, there was no certaimcthstructure on site, and it has been
interpreted here as a ‘settlement cemetery’ ohltigpe (above, 6.3.2). This raises the
guestion of whether the numerokis names of Argyll are all necessarily ecclesiastical
sites (cf. Butter 2007). Anothé&il- name that shows potential is Killevin, Crarae ARG
Loch Fyne, where a 7%9century radiocarbon date was obtained from thefia possible
monasticvallumditch (Kirby and Alexander 2009). But not all cbiarsites will necessarily
bear such evocative names; a recent Time Team atgavof a previously unknown
chapel at Baliscate on the Isle of Mull obtained"acentury radiocarbon date from a grave
beneath the chapel wall (DES 2009).

The evidence from the west of Scotland and HighRerthshire thus accords well with the
7M-century expansion of monastic sites seen elsewfiereScotland, as discussed
previously. But none of these sites yet providedear parallel for the earliest burials at
Portmahomack and Balnabruach, although lona may ledse its origins in the Middle

Iron Age. In order to better contextualise the $raon from the Iron Age to the Christian

era at Portmahomack, we must head even furthddafie

Possibly the most important advances in the ardbggmf the Atlantic zone have come
from the ongoing reinterpretation of early Christig in Orkney, Shetland and the
Western Isles. The evocative sea stacks and hemdlath upstanding turf-covered
remains of chapels and huts so common to this hes@ fuelled over a century of
speculation on their supposed ‘Celtic’ monastiogios (Anderson 1881; Lamb 1973;
Radford 1959). This interpretation has been bastdyy the relationship of many such
sites with early sculpture and place-namegpapar- a Norse element meaning monk or
priest (Fisher 2002; MacDonald 2002). Excavationgulad these chapels seemed to
support monastic origins, based largely on the ueet] encounter of long cists and
drystone architecture seemingly akin to the beehwts known from Irish eremitic sites
like Skellig Michael (Morris and Emery 1986). Farstance, a large Pictish stone was
found near the cemetery of the chapel at the BraafgBirsay in 1935, leading to the
persistent theory of Pictish monastic occupatiorihef site before the Viking settlement
(Curle 1982). Similarly, in 1958, a remarkable ltbaf ecclesiastical silver was found
buried in a larch box within the church at St Nm&lsle SHE (Smalét al. 1973); this was
dated to c. 800, inspiring tales of hurried deposiby Celtic monks in the face of Viking
raids (McRoberts 1963).
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Continued research on these headland sites hasighigld the overwhelmingly Norse
character of the archaeological remains, and ibasoming clear that any ‘Pictish’
occupation was ephemeral and almost certainly rotastic (Lamb 1974; Morris 1989Db;
Morris 1996b). More recently, targeted excavatiod ee-excavation of a number of chapel
sites on Orkney and Shetland has clarified theiomblogy significantly with radiocarbon
dates. On Papa Westray ORK, the medieval chur@t 8oniface, associated with Pictish
sculpture, is adjacent to a broch-like structurd arffarm mound’ of Norse type. Coastal
erosion threatening the survival of these depostsessitated thorough recording of the
site and tapestry excavation of the cliff faceuh@sg in a nearly continuous stratigraphic
sequence extending back to the Bronze Age (LoweB)ldespite the evidence fof"8
century sculpture found nearby, and the potenti8ligtish’ dedication to Boniface (Lamb
1998), the late first millennium layers seemedhove decline if not abandonment. Instead,
a continuous sequence of occupation around thehbfasted into the early centuries AD,
followed by a series of ‘plaggen soils’ associameth manuring and cultivation, dated by
radiocarbon to the 5'8centuries, which may yet be evidence for pre-Narsmastic
agricultural improvements (Bondt al. 2004). The site was later reoccupied with a

mortared stone church and fish-processing statighe 11-12 centuries.

Figure 8.13: Excavated area at St Nicholas Chapel, Papa Stronsay ORK, showing Late Iron
Age structures underlying the Romanesque church (DE S 2000, 67). | am grateful to Dr Lowe
and Headland Archaeology for permission to reproduc e this image.
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Figure 8.14: Radiocarbon dated burials in Orkney an  d Shetland. Top left: non-church sites;
top right: church sites; bottom: both distributions superimposed (drawn by the author).

Excavations at anothgrapar- site with &' century sculpture took place at St Nicholas’
Chapel, Papa Stronsay ORK (Figure 8.13), and desenva mortared stone church which
overlay a series of earlier drystone structurestanals (DES 1999, 2000). One of these is
a corbelled circular hut with a drystone path legdup to it, which is evocative of an
eremitic site; however, this was associated wittagment of imported green porphyry of
a kind often found on Norse-period ecclesiastigassin Ireland and Scotland (Lowe
2002). Post-excavation work is still ongoing, blé tpreceding settlement seems to be
potentially ‘Pictish’ in date: small finds includeate Iron Age material such as bone
combs, and one hearth setting was radiocarbon datda mid-first millennium AD. Yet
the associated inhumations have thus far have tangd up 11-12 century radiocarbon
dates (DES 2003, 163-164). It is too early to codel much about this site, but it is
plausible that this was an ecclesiastical reoccopatf an abandoned Iron Age settlement
in the 11" century, with only minimal evidence for earlierucbh structures (Lowe 2002).

Both St Boniface’s Church and St Nicholas’ Chapel faund on some of the most fertile
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land in the Orkneys, and it is clear that whateter date and nature of the pre-Norse
occupation, they were high-status sites long betbee arrival of Christianity. Is the
apparent hiatus in occupation due to abandonmensimply, as at Portmahomack,

evidence of changing use in the late first millemni?

Excavations of ecclesiastical structures at KebiStdE (Owen and Lowe 1999), Birsay St
Magnus Kirk ORK (Barber 1996), Newark Bay ORK (Batr2000), Brough of Deerness
ORK (Morris and Emery 1986) and St Ninian’s IsleES@Barrowman 2003) have revealed
burials, but where dated, they are overwhelmindlyhe Norse period. The only earlier
dates come from St Ninian's Isle SHE (discussedhéur below) and Newark Bay,
Deerness, where only two of ¢. 250 burials centre@ 18" century chapel were certainly
pre-Norse (Barrett 2000; Barrett and Richards 2004is is at odds with other radiocarbon
dated burials from non-ecclesiastical sites in @wkand Shetland (Figure 8.14), which
provide sufficient evidence that this region pap@ted in the wider trend for oriented,
unfurnished inhumation beginning in the Late IrogeA(Ashmore 2003; Bigelow 1984;
Morris 1989a: 109-127, 131). On the other hand, &lctivity was largely not found at later
church sites, which become foci for burial largelythe period of Norse lordship from the
9™ century onwards (Morris 2004). As we have seeth@ southwest of Scotland, it is
increasingly likely that most of the excavated @lajn this area also belong to this period,
and this speaks to a wider trend of $“2ntury local church-building activity across
northern Britain (Barrow 2000). Crucially, just teere are almost no surviving ‘Pictish’
place-names in Orkney, the evidence for an existimgrch in Orkney may have been
largely wiped out by the re-conceptualisation oé tandscape by the Norse settlers
(Abrams 2007; MacDonald 2002; B Smith 2003).

Yet there is undeniably a Late Iron Age presenceath many of these Norse chapel sites.
The classic example is the Brough of Birsay, withmassive Pictish stone, bronze Celtic
handbell, and Pictish-style metalworking (Morris968). However, much of this material
has been found in residual contexts, and is nowtesed across the headland in no
coherent fashion. The overall picture this suggéstef high status settlement with a
Christian flavour rather than a monastery on treesof Portmahomack (Morris 1996b).
Re-excavation of the Brough of Deerness is curyemtigoing, but middens beneath the
Norse structures have been radiocarbon dated ®-#ieentury (Barrett and Slater 2009).
Once again, the domestic character of this mathdalbeen stressed; a residual find of a
sherd of 6-7 century glass vessel adds to the vision of thiaraslite settlement, possibly
similar to that at Whithorn in this period (see Qteat 7).



Chapter 8: Burial and Christianity: recent excavations at ecclesiastical sites 252

The best evidence for pre-Norse Christian buriaaécclesiastical site in Shetland is at St
Ninian’s Isle SHE. While the recent re-excavatibase largely taken place in and around
the stone church, and are nowhere near as exteasii@ose at Portmahomack, they
suggest a sequence of activity that will surelydoee crucial to our understanding of
Pictish Christianity in the north when they arelyffupublished (Barrowman 2003;
forthcoming-a). The upstanding medieval church Wasd to overlie an earlier stone
structure containing the famous Pictish silver ddagneath a cross slab. This church was
associated with long and short cist burials togbeth and east, and underlying this were
the middens, drystone cellular structures and mpwina Late Iron Age settlement. The
sequence is very complex due to previous distudband layers of blown sand across the
site, but the small finds suggest the underlyintjesaent covers the period roughly AD
300-800 (Barrowman forthcoming-a). A number of otél long cists on site date from the
7-9" centuries, and one was seemingly furnished witriag of glass beads with Anglo-
Saxon parallels, making them broadly contemporaitl e ‘Pictish’ silver of the hoard
(Batey forthcoming). The mixed nature of this trgas including church plate (in the form
of decorated silver bowls and spoons) as well asopal items like brooches and sword
chapes, suggests it was the combined portablehweb#t Christian community rather than
the furnishings of a monastery (Graham-Campbell3208 more unusual burial also
belongs to this period: a prone, flexed adult fen@iented north-south in a cist built into
a wall was dated to cal AD 655-755. This may wellvd been a ‘foundation deposit’
integral to the enclosure wall, as all future bigrig@spected its position. Expectations that
the short cists belonged to the preceding Iron sgiement were confounded when one
turned up a Viking Age date, and a kerbed cairntaioimg six infant burials marked by
upright cross slabs was found to date to the ®ehtury, implying continuing use of this
site for Christian burial even after the Viking asions (Barrowman 2003). Importantly,
the infant burials were all found to have stone dheexes, discussed above as a

diagnostically Christian burial rite.

At St Ninian’s Isle, we may have the clearest enadefor the complicated process of
conversion of an existing Iron Age community. THeurch was built over an existing
settlement in the Late Iron Age, and burials soegan to accumulate. The presence of a
‘deviant’ burial and a furnished long cist alongsidnfurnished graves and Christian
metalwork shows how Christianity did not imposecfie burial rites, but mapped onto
existing social practices and belief structuresh&gs more interestingly, the site allows us
to see a second ‘conversion’ in progress, as tieecsintinued in use into the period of
Norse hegemony. Isotope analysis shows that dfeeg't century, a more marine diet was
consumed by the inhabitants (Barrowman forthconaijyga change seen in other Norse-
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period populations in the north (Barrett and Ridsa2004). Whether or not these
individuals represent newcomers or a continuinggeous Christian community with a
changed diet, it is clear from the innovative usbuwrial in the Norse period, including an
11" century flexed burial in a short cist furnishedtwa knife, and the special grave for
infants, that social upheavals could also affetat#shed Christian burial traditions. In
both periods, the local community buried their deatlaccording to an orthodoxy imposed
from above, but as an expression of their own héprethe salvation of the deceased.

It is in this light that we can begin to reinterptiee ephemeral Late Iron Age and ‘Pictish’
levels at sites like Papa Westray, Papa StronsdyKabister, Birsay and Deerness. The
reuse of upstanding Iron Age monuments, especlaibchs, is certainly a distinctive
characteristic of the Atlantic zone, and has loagrban area of study (Lamb 1973; Lamb
1998; Lowe 1998). It is notable how frequently VAgi burials and longhouses reuse
existing burial and settlement mounds in Atlantaotfand, for instance near the cairns at
Sandwick, Unst SHE (Bigelow 1984; Lelong 2007), tteerns at Birsay Brough Road
(Morris 1989a), the barrow cemetery at Newton,yisd&RG (Anderson 1880; McCullagh
1989); and near the cairn and Pictish stones ofd@hin SUT (Close-Brooks 1980; 1984).
This was certainly a purposeful aspect of the cdsgyoof the immigrant population, a
way of writing themselves into the timeless, antipast (cf. Driscoll 1998c; Griffiths
2004). The placement of well-built Romanesque clsape such sites should be seen as a
continuation of this strategy.

In light of the sequence now seen at St Niniars e lack of an archaeologically-visible
Late Iron Age church in Orkney and Shetland matead be that it took a distinctive form
based upon existing architectural and domestictipesc The cellular drystone structures
and related material culture underlying Papa Sagm@sd similar sites have only begun to
be reinterpreted regarding changing religious prast and cosmological structures
(Brundle et al. 2003; Gilmour 2000; Ritchie 2003; Sharples 20QR)t it is clear they
assume unique local forms in every case. The ptamuof fine metalwork, bone combs
and related material on these sites is reminisoktite ‘secular’ phases identified beneath
Whithorn and elsewhere, and future work should wdiscthe Late Iron Age of Atlantic

Scotland along with its wider Scottish context.

Going beyond the northern isles, the possibilitgt ttona was a reused, pre-existing Iron
Age enclosure now has wider regional parallels. ttWinh was also interpreted as being
founded on or near a Roman Iron Age settlementhamd of earlier occupation, including

burial activity, were also noted at St Andrews Kitk Returning to Portmahomack, we
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have seen that the sequence of burial and othertpdiegins in the early centuries AD,
and this fits in with the picture that is emergioiglarge monastic foundations across the
country. The excavations at Papa Westray and Paipasay highlight the possibility that
when Christianity arrived to these sites, it was @risting, potentially high status
settlements that it flourished. However this e&lyristianity manifested itself, it was not
by the construction of an Irish-style chapel, aotl @ven by the use of the site for burial,
which may have continued in familial burial grouradgay from settlement (O'Brien 2009).
More likely, this early Christianity probably lookelike a continuation of vernacular
building forms such as drystone cellular structutles production of metalwork and other

crafts, and intensive farming and food processing.

Much like the evidence that has been presentetieaearly church sites of Whithorn,
Inchmarnock, the Isle of May, and Portmahomack, diertly Christian evidence from
many of these sites overlies a period of epheméashestic and industrial activity
alongside burial. Similar evidence for early ‘seculactivity has been found beneath or
alongside early burials at lona ARG, Glasgow CathledAN, St Andrews Kirkhill FIF,
and Govan LAN. The close study of the burial eviem the Atlantic zone does indeed
have implications for our understanding of sitesewlhere in Scotland, and for the nature

of the conversion to Christianity among Iron Ageisties elsewhere.
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Chapter 9: Conclusions

This work began by asking whether there is likelyoe an archaeology of Christianity in
Scotland in the period c. 400-650. Having establision historical grounds, the feasibility
of the study, it went on to analyse the archaecbigipproaches to this question and how it
has helped shape the practice of archaeology ibs€lf the last century. The underlying
guestion of whether we can see the complex progkessligious conversion in the mute
material record led to the selection of the arclapgoof death as the best way to trace
long-term variation in social practices. The rerdainof the work produced the first
synthesis of the evidence for human burial acrosditst millennium AD in order to place
this short period into perspective. With the rapigticreasing availability of radiocarbon
dates and new excavations in recent decades, d@nhisooly serve as a first attempt at
bringing new archaeological paradigms to bear omesdong-held assumptions. The
conclusions presented here are thus hypotheses ttedted, and to this end, some

recommendations for future work will be presentetbty.

9.1. A new chronology
An important conclusion reached in reviewing pregiovork was the importance of

chronology. The historical documents and materalence all show a significant burst of
activity in roughly AD 650-750. Almost everythingevthink of as characterising a ‘Celtic
Christian’ society can be dated to this periodifrine emergence of saint’s cults, the use
of Class Il Pictish symbol stones, to the earliesular illuminated manuscripts, to the
nucleation of hillforts (Alcock 2003: 190; Hendensand Henderson 2004). This cannot be
divorced from the wider transformation of societyScotland in this period, particularly
with the emergence of an ethnic consciousnessidsreed by the appearance of an over-
kingship and the earliest Pictish king-lists (Eva&®)8). Similar transformations were
taking place across Europe, from the emergencen 6Eaglish’ identity in the work of
Bede (Pohl 1997), to the rise of hereditary kingstrom Visigothic Spain to Carolingian
Francia (Roger Collins 2006; Fouracre 2004).

The vast range of material dating to this hundredryperiod has influenced our view of
everything that came before it. The model of misarg Christianity as the driving force
for the conversion in Scotland was based on textsace-names largely formulated in
this period. This highlights a more pervasive peoblin perceptions of the early medieval
period: while neighbouring areas in Ireland and larffgaxon England have an abundance

of relevant texts and material culture which allfow a relatively tight chronology of the
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early medieval period, Scotland has long been sesehaving a rather timeless ‘Celtic’
past. For instance, any discussion of the Pictiglaie barrows has traditionally included
Iron Age barrows from Yorkshire from hundreds o&sseearlier. This is also why Charles
Thomas could argue for an indigenous cult of grsereeration based on ideas of relic-cults
and ‘founder’s graves’ developed in Ireland cemmiafter the earliest long cist cemeteries.
The collection of radiocarbon dates from Scotlamousd now begin to emphasise the need
for greater chronological precision.

The task now is to build up a picture of the distive archaeology of the"5and &'
centuries. It was argued that this period shouldelberred to as the ‘Late Iron Age’ rather
than the Early Historic period, given that the segénerally postdate it (above, 1.2.1); this
is not to deny the possibility that there wereréite Christians at this time, but to
emphasise that the arrival of Christianity did nohstitute a sudden break with the past.
The review of the historical evidence establisheel ltkelihood of a 8 and &' century
Christian population in Scotland, and the mateoam of this Late Iron Age Christianity
should be the focus of future research. The costettthe Latin-inscribed stones of
southern Scotland and the Pictish Class | symloolest of the northeast, which are in use
at roughly the same time as the long cist and sgbamow cemeteries, would seem like an
obvious place to start. However, given the recextaeation of early ecclesiastical
settlements like Whithorn and Portmahomack, mougféidi comparisons may now be
made with the so-called secular evidence. Inhumdiigials flourish across the country in
the 8" and &' centuries, and how we interpret this phenomengemids on how much we
know of the archaeological context of this peribldt enough use has been made of the
‘long Iron Age’ sequences of the northern and wesiges, and the nature of the mid-first
millennium occupation of these sites may shed lgghsocial changes elsewhere.

One distinctive aspect of the earliest burials fidfhithorn WIG, Inchmarnock BTE, the
Isle of May FIF, Portmahomack ROS, Govan LAN, andABdrews Kirkhill FIF is their
association with craftworking, domestic and indastactivity, especially metalworking
(Chapters 7, 8). While this may have significangraological implications which we will
return to, it is worth stressing that the naturetltdse monastic sites was essentially
productive and redistributive in thé"sand &' centuries. While we tend to see early
monasteries as eremitic sites, isolated from wprédfairs, the inhabitants of these sites
were also busy crafting lignite jewellery, glassnkiing vessels and bronze implements.
Processing of grain on an industrial scale beydme fubsistence needs of a single
community can be seen at Portmahomack, WhithornHoatdom DMF from early on,

comparable to that from secular sites like Duna&zALane and Campbell 2000). It has
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long been noted that the line between ‘secular’ ‘aeliyious’ sites was blurred in this
period, but perhaps we can do away with this blling altogether and attempt a more
focused view of what we rather crudely call ‘moesists’ in the & and 6 centuries.

9.2. Burial rites and identity

To return to the burial evidence, this work haghkdldisprove the old trope that Iron Age
burial was archaeologically invisible in Scotlafbughly a sixth of all radiocarbon dates
in the database predate tHe&ntury, and more continue to be obtained (Armi &inn
2007; Tucker and Armit 2009). The preliminary stwdyhis material presented here found
that almost all grave forms in use in the early i period, from cairns to barrows to
long cists, and even burial rites such as extersigaine, and east-oriented inhumation, all
originate in this period. The difference betweeesth early graves and later ones is
primarily one of context: Middle Iron Age inhumati® of articulated and disarticulated
human remains are most often found in recently-dbaed settlement contexts, whereas
Late Iron Age graves tend to be in new burial pdaddiddle Iron Age burials are often
more like ‘closing deposits’ as at Crosskirk BrdgAl (Fairhurst 1984), and this may have

interesting implications for the deposition of humramains in cemeteries later on.

The question of Roman influence on the rise of deméburial was found to be a complex
one deserving of further study (above, 4.2). Bunahe late Roman frontier zone did not
tend to be in managed inhumation cemeteries likeghn southwestern British sites like
Poundbury (Rahtz 1977), but in scattered cremabiamals, sometimes elaborated with
barrows (e.g., Charlton and Mitcheson 1984). Irt,fdte emergence of long cist burial
seems to occur simultaneously along Hadrian’s Vealll Northumbria as in southern
Scotland, showing that diffusionist theories of Ramnfinfluence’ do not hold up with
regard to the new burial rite, with implicationsr fany comparable models involving
Christian ‘influence’ spreading uniformly beyoncetfrontiers (cf. Petts 2004; cf. Sparey-
Green 2003).

Across Scotland, inhumation burial away from setdet became common in thd' 5
century, and these ‘field cemeteries’ were ofteruse until the ¥ century before being
abandoned for new sites. The close study of butesd turned up many interesting trends,
such as the lack of evidence for head stones arajrave markers, a minority rite
involving the use of curated, fragmented objectgr@ve goods, and some evidence for
more unusual practices such as cremation, pronalbamd multiple graves (5.1). The

relationship between burial and Pictish stones mesnambiguous, but it is interesting that
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in most cases, the association is with fragmentedl reaused symbol stones rather than

upright ‘stelae’ marking a grave (5.1.2; 5.3.4).

The various sources for the material culture ofdheve are indicative of how the burial
ritual was organised in the Late Iron Age. A goadraple is Lasswade MLO, where the
various forms of long cist included one built witkused Roman masonry, probably
brought from Elginhaugh MLO 2km away; another relaebroken quernstone; and one
cist had a carefully dressed lid and paving sl&bsthermore, at Lasswade there were two
instances of furnished burial, one with an ironfé&nand one with a fragment of
shale/lignite armlet. As was argued here, the fexgation of black jewellery in a funerary
context is a rare but widespread practice in sootli&eotland, as is the reuse of Roman
materials for use as grave goods. Rather thangde®se necessarily as signs of status or
ethnic identity, such practices reveal somethinthefsocial bonds that came together and
were forged anew at the graveside. Combined wplssible funeral procession to these
field cemeteries, even the simplest stone-linedrggrean reveal a myriad of personal

memories, biographies and relationships which coalén the material culture of death.

The clustered layout of these cemeteries (6.4.3) ingportant implications for the

differential distribution of burial evidence acroSsotland. If burial was managed at the
level of small groups of people, the density of etmnes in the Lothians becomes
remarkable evidence of community-building and dooieraction unparalleled elsewhere
in northern Britain. This may have been occasiobgdheir location between two often
rival powers: Bernicia to the south, and the Piotthe north, creating constant instability
mediated by periodic, ritualised gatherings sucHuaerals. In this respect, it is worth
noting that these cemeteries are rarely associathdsettlement evidence; if they were
deliberately placed away from settlement, then gssions with the cadaver would be

required, adding to the communal involvement irefamy rituals.

Monumental graves were found to perform related distinct social functions. It is
significant that the posture of the cadaver anddiave architecture beneath cairns and
barrows are identical to those found in ‘flat grsly@nd indeed many monumental graves
are adjacent to flat graves, so the two are nouatiyt exclusive practices (contra Carver
1998). Barrows were found to have distinct regiatisiributions from cairns, which could
indicate an ethnic significance, but a differengefunction may also explain their use:
barrows are usually found in small groups scatterest large areas, while cairns are fewer
but more likely to contain multiple burials or aitt episodes of reuse. Cairns are also more

likely to be embellished with fragmented Pictisbr&s, and the occurrence of incomplete



Chapter 9: Conclusions 259

examples at Ackergill CAl among many other cainesishould be seen as a powerful

instance of revisiting and rewriting the social nogynof these monuments.

The elaboration of certain graves with an abovexgdoelement is indicative of a different
commemorative strategy rather than variations idigiceis systems. A ‘royal’
interpretation does not always fit the barrow emitke given the number of square barrows
known from across the country with little evidenakelocal elaboration on the scale of
Sutton Hoo (Carver 2005). Rather, the repeated afisarchitectural features such as
causewayed corners and corner posts, with littideexe for much further elaboration,
would tend to argue for a ‘flatter’ shape to sodmérarchy: “self-governing farmer
republics’ in which there were few or no formal tdistions between normal freemen”
(Fraser 2009a: 34). Only their placement in thedsaape, often arranged around

prehistoric monuments as at Forteviot PER, sets tgart from the flat grave cemeteries.

However, 8-8 century radiocarbon dates from Forteviot and RstiaANG are
beginning to show the longevity of the square barrite, and their reuse of prehistoric
landscapes may indeed be evidence of what Dri¢t®88c) has seen as a collapsing of
time between the present and the ancient past etby these monuments. If this is the
case, it is then crucial to note that the architedtsymbolism these monuments use, much
like the symbolic language of Pictish sculpture@dd in 9" century monuments like the
Dupplin Cross, was by this time ‘ancient’ in itseM| this indicates a dynamic change in
the function of the square barrow over time; in #fecentury, these can be seen as
attempts to conflate not just the prehistoric phst, the proto-historic Pictishness of the
Late Iron Age also being claimed in the king liatsl saints’ lives being composed at this
time (Broun 1998; Clancy 2002b).

While barrows, cairns and cists are all preseth@Middle Iron Age burial record, with
very few exceptions these are found in small groapgven single ‘stray’ burials until the
5" and &' centuries. The real innovation of this periodds the appearance of inhumation
burial, but the emergence of burial in cemeteridse long cist cemeteries of Lothian
appear at the same time as the square cairns amavib@emeteries further north, and with
some exceptions, seemingly go out of use at the seme (Chapter 6). This broad pattern
is not unique to Scotland, but also appears inemedBritain and across the continent to
North Africa (Petts 2004). That the trend for intatran in cemeteries is not limited to
‘Celtic’ populations shows that it is a social gree which transcends religious and ethnic
boundaries. These kinds of widespread, coincideahges across vast areas require more

reflexive models for cultural change than theorésnonolithic ‘Roman’ or ‘Christian’
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influence (Williams 2005b), especially when it hbeen demonstrated that Christian
doctrine was not concerned with burial practiceiluate in the millennium (O'Brien
1999). In many cases, from the Merovingian sarcgptwathe Anglo-Saxon boat-graves to
the reuse of prehistoric hillforts, what these alupractices are referencing is their own
perceived ‘Iron Age’ pasts as much as much as ogpeary identities. Burial rites were
generative rather than conservative strategiegwincemoration. Christianity was just one
social identity being cited and recreated usingéhrges.

9.3. Cemetery layout

In studying the way these sites built up over tiere was no evidence for Thomas’
model of accrual around founder’'s graves or spegialves; burials were laid out in
multifocal clusters instead, as has been noticeshanmy contemporary Anglo-Saxon and
Welsh cemeteries (cf. Petts 2004). With few exo#sti cemeteries did not seem to emerge
from clustering around an Iron Age special grave] tine use of Roman and other artefacts
in supposed focal graves at Hallow Hill was argteetdle contemporary with the rest of the
Late Iron Age cemetery (4.2.2). Even carefully ‘raged’ cemeteries like the Catstane
MLO were seen to have clustered rather than faoaluts: contemporaneous but clearly
defined burial ‘plots’ accrued into neat rows aé@nd of the site, while other ‘plots’ grew
up radially around the inscribed stone (6.4.3) sTihsight has only been possible with the
recent availability of large suites of radiocarbdates at sites like Thornybank MLO,
where it was shown that separate clusters weramultaneous operation for long periods
of time. Within these clusters, each grave refezdrand respected the others, and there
was little evidence for multiple graves or intetowg so often seen at later churches and
tomb-shrines. The interaction between these clugterinteresting as well, since they
generally used identical burial practices and @lsirorientation is generally adhered to
across each cemetery, indicating a higher ordecoofimunity organisation. However,
sometimes this consensus could be subverted; tpeasgnce of ditched graves at
Thornybank and an internal dividing wall at Lasseaddicates an attempt to control or
limit access to certain graves. Like any other camah gathering, cemeteries were
contested spaces in which social tensions couldnaeted, reinforced or mediated. But
there is little evidence for what we might describg a top-down organisation and
management of any site, with implications for ourderstanding of the social order,
concordant with Fraser’s (2009a) model of ‘fullyitsocieties’.

Early medieval grave clusters are often interpreasd'family plots’ on analogy with

modern burial practices, but a closer look at cenyetpopulations has made this
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interpretation untenable (6.4.3). Where good skeketidence is available, Late Iron Age
cemeteries represent only a highly selective portd the population: primarily young
adults and females of generally fair health whoemtheless died in their prime. The low
number of mature adults may be explained by a |difeeexpectancy rate, but the dearth
of subadults indicates that these cemeteries simplyot represent entire populations.
Further, the very low incidence of violent traunra’lwad’ deaths in field cemeteries sets
them apart from later medieval assemblages, furith@icating that not everyone was
allowed to be buried in these sites. Rather, therri@d seem to be from a small subset of a

relatively well-off and healthy rural class.

9.4. Landscape location
Several interesting patterns can be seen in thas¢ape location of burial. Burials were

not usually found at high altitudes or inaccessilieations, but locally conspicuous
terraces and knolls. An association with fords d#amading places is also significant,
showing that cemeteries accumulated at nodal poirttse landscape, integral to everyday
movement and as such highly visible even afteraburad ceased. Reuse of existing
monuments is rarer than has been presumed; whaoestoccur, it tends to be in Iron Age
settlement sites like brochs, hillforts and sowatieis more often than barrows or henges
(6.3.4); a complex relationship with the recenheatthan the distant past can be discerned
(Maldonado forthcoming). The exception would seerbé with barrow cemeteries, which
are generally arranged around existing monumentvaoious periods: the cursus at
Blairhall PER, the souterrain at Redcastle ANG,Rioenan fort of Inchtuthil PER.

Cemeteries eventually became an important aspebedandscape in their own right, and
continued to be referenced even after their abandan Burial sites were found to
correlate with medieval parish boundaries, indrgatihat long-deserted field cemeteries
were remembered when these began to be drawn apiriathe millennium (6.3.3).
Boundary burial in Anglo-Saxon England and Ireléwad been shown to constitute a belief
in the continuing agency of the dead on the liviagd their presence at such liminal
locations was seen as a legally-recognised forntewoftorial claim (Charles-Edwards
1993a; Reynolds 2002). Such documents originasmiavertly Christian context from the
7™ century onwards, and as such these beliefs cagldably have been formulated within
a context of a landscape already thoroughly inlkdbiith ancient cemeteries and burial
monuments. However, Reynolds (2009) has convingittgced the origins of later Anglo-
Saxon judicial practices in the earlier field ceemigs; the power of regular gatherings at a

specific place can be seen to have significant nemémeffects long after such sites are
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abandoned. In this respect, it is worth noting geaty court sites in Scotland demonstrate

a tangible link with previous and existing buriédges (O'Grady 2008).

Newly-built enclosures around cemeteries are exungbdrare; enclosed burial grounds
tend to reuse pre-existing enclosures and are a@fenciated with monasteries like lona
ARG and Auldhame ELO (6.4.1). New enclosures aratéid to ecclesiastical sites until
the end of the millennium, when penannular ditcli@sdug to receive graves at Balblair,
Newhall Point ROS and Midross, Luss DNB (6.3.2)lafe date for burial enclosures has
also been argued for western Britain (Petts 2088) it may be that this is another
development of the 7¥8century which has often been projected back iheoltate Iron

Age (e.g., Thomas 1971). Recent studies have atged for the late date for the practice
of consecration of churchyards (Gittos 2002), dreddvidence from Scotland would seem
to support this. Otherwise, enclosure only seem$doa concern at the level of the

individual grave or grave cluster as discussed abov

9.5. Burial within the church

The final two chapters reviewed the evidence faidbon ecclesiastical sites. An entire
chapter (7) was devoted to disentangling the lagek&hithorn, and the resulting tentative
chronology of burial has many implications for wka think of as ‘Christian’ burial, and
for the nature of the site. It was argued that Wit was not a monastery until thd 7
century, even though the existence of"acBntury Latin inscribed stone indicates the
existence of a Christian population. The existentesarly ‘shrines’ proposed by the
excavator were also rejected, and the layout ofabus comparable to that found in
contemporary field cemeteries. The burial ritesduse also superficially similar, but there
is a higher than usual incidence of grave goodsnatusing fragmented Roman material,
and some evidence for funeral feasting using ingabceramic vessels (7.3). While funeral
feasting in Scotland is so far unique to Whithatas been noted at another import site at
the churchyard of Tintagel (Nowakowski and Thom892); the use of curated Roman
material was noted at a number of other non-chbrefals in Scotland as in Anglo-Saxon
contexts (Eckardt and Williams 2003), providing ther evidence for the complex

interplay between burial practices, material c@tand Christianity in this period.

Some general points can be made about church kagiaks Scotland (Chapter 8). The
burial rites used are generally the same as thds¢he field cemeteries and are
contemporaneous, demonstrating the way both easl&sal and non-ecclesiastical burial

rites were being developed at the same time. Ornjermddference lay in the number of
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interments, usually very few in Late Iron Age chumsites. Unlike in field cemeteries,
burial in ecclesiastical sites occurred in closexpnity to domestic and industrial activity;
there was little evidence for the strict separatibrspaces of the living and spaces of the
dead. In fact, it was argued that certain gravesewgurposefully integrated into
craftworking areas, especially metalsmithing anels§ng activity. A minority of graves in
field cemeteries were also associated with quenestand stone pot lids (5.1.2). Together,
these associations between burial and productitigitgcmay indicate that inhumation
burial was also seen as having transformative ggmrerative properties, and could be more
complex than just the commemoration of the deads Mhs implications for the way we
interpret the social practice of metalworking ae@e¢llery production in the Late Iron Age,
and the significant ceremonial aspects of othedyective sites like Dunadd ARG, Little
Dunagoil BTE and the Mote of Mark KCB cannot beessily separated from ‘monastic’

sites like Whithorn and lona.

The demographics of church burial are also diffefiemm the field cemeteries (6.5). In the
Late Iron Age, ecclesiastical burials tend to bmaat exclusively male, but this may be
due to our selection of monastic sites for largges@xcavations. Also intriguing is the
appearance of many mature adults in ecclesiasite$é, when they are so rare in the
contemporary field cemeteries. Another aspect wketls ecclesiastical sites apart is their
use for burial over long periods of time, unlikee theld cemeteries, which tend to be
abandoned by thé"&century. This allows us to trace the changing dgayghic profile of
ecclesiastical cemeteries, and it seems that #fer?" century, these become more
inclusive of age, gender and status: for the firsie, larger numbers of juveniles and

victims of violent trauma begin to appear in theidluecord.

With this new openness came increased social tensamd from this point on,
ecclesiastical cemeteries were characterised byamped, heavily intercutting, focal
layout, indicative that the function of burial hadanged. Whereas in the Late Iron Age,
the construction of the grave was of primary imaoce, after the"7century it was the
location of burial that became the overriding cancesven when it meant disturbing
previous graves. As Reynolds (2009) has shown fagglésSaxon England, by the end of
the millennium, church control over burial locatibad grown to such an extent that the

denial of burial in a churchyard could be usedwasghment.

From this period on, new kinds of burial rite emeztgvhich may be seen as indicative of
increasing anxiety over the integrity of the bodyhim the grave. These include the use of

cross slabs, in most cases seemingly meant toetiemtbent over a grave rather than
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upright at head end; ‘head boxes’, or upright stcam®und the head to preserve the correct
burial posture; and burial in padlocked wooden thesnailed coffins. However, there are
other ways of interpreting these new burial ritédseo than bodily preservation. They can
be seen as expressions of status, especially ircabe of reused, possibly decorated
wooden chests, and more certainly in the use toedde carved cross slabs (8.1.3). While
many cross slabs used simple incised or sunkes&spsome were executed in relief and
bore inscriptions using a variation on the legemédy for [personal name]’. The kind of
status these were meant to display was as muchifoworld as the next; those who could
afford such elaborate grave furnishings did so lleviate increasing concern over the
prospect of salvation emerging along with the cphas purgatory in the "7 century
(Effros 2002a; O’Loughlin 2000; Paxton 1990; Thomps2002). Head box graves are
most indicative of this; they are consistently datethe ¥ century and later, showing that
by this point the posture of the corpse was diyaatiplicated in Christian expectations of
bodily resurrection (5.1.4). Head box graves, chwestal, and cross-marked gravestones
are almost exclusively found on ecclesiasticalssitethis study has found any conclusive
evidence of ‘Christian’ burial practices, it is gritom the 7' century and later.

9.6. Converting Christianity
This brings us back to the relationship betweeriaband Christianity. This study has

clearly demonstrated that certain aspects of thenmaarecord, such as long cists, appear
across wide areas without any evidence for the-tagexssociated with diffusionist models
of cultural change. However, cemeteries are momfullg interpreted for the social
interactions played out within them (Lucy 2002)dan this respect, the organic accrual of
burials in contemporaneous but exclusive ‘clustéists at the structure of the societies
creating these places. While there were some higttEr organisational properties
structuring Late Iron Age inhumation, such as afgmemce for generally east-facing
orientations, there was otherwise no evidence dprdown control over burial. In this
context, it is difficult to imagine conversion bgimmposed from above. Rather, until the
7™ century, the burial evidence tends to confirmadtdr, more egalitarian social structure
than the highly stratified picture created by tlaelye Anglo-Saxon burial evidence (Lucy
2000). Regional differences, such as the densitiyuoial in the Lothians, the preference
for dispersed burial in Angus, and the reuse o€lsan the north, show that approaches to
death varied according to local circumstances (@n&). It is clear that when Christianity

came to these societies, it had to map onto egiséigional practices.
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Burial in the Late Iron Age seemed to be a way reating and reaffirming communal
identities, and this study has focused on changtrafegies of coping with death, rather
than the imposition of rites by an authority sushtfee church (2.2.4). Generally speaking,
only a highly selective class of people, drawn fraroertain age group, were included in
these cemeteries, unlike the oft-cited universakptance attributed to Christianity. The
most plausible explanation is that burials were enadly in certain social situations, for
instance at the loss of a woman of child-bearing @ga male of warrior age, which could
disrupt existing social obligations (Halsall 20P81). Late Iron Age burial was thus more
concerned with maintaining peaceful social relaioamong the scattered, rural
communities involved, than with any religious metivit achieved this by creating
memorable scenes which were retained and frequestblled by mourners, such that the
dead ‘lived on’ in the landscape (Halsall 2003; Ragls 2009; Williams 2007b). Burial in
turn played a large role in the growing ethnicigielus, and socio-political discourses that
characterised this period in history; it servedaasenabling technology of remembrance
(Jones 2003).

As for burial in ecclesiastical sites, despite exaegons of Christian brotherhood within a
monastery, there is evidence for a multifocal ldyewm these sites as elsewhere.
Furthermore, while burials in field cemeteries haiatercut, at Whithorn, Portmahomack
and the May there is evidence for frequent reusbuoial locations and even individual
graves — ironically, given the supposed Christiaandate of preservation of the body in
hopes of the eventual resurrection (Sparey-Gre@8)2 is the explicitly Christian graves
which were less likely to respect the integritytioé grave. Furthermore, on many church
sites, burials often reused areas previously usedindustrial and domestic activity,
perhaps indicating that burial was not always enpry concern during the planning of the
site, and adding complexity to the supernaturahotations of inhumation. In this light,
the association with metalworking and other tramsftive processes was perhaps
intentional; burial near areas of production aidled transformation of the body into a
member of the community of the saved, just as @ tnansformed into metal, after which

the disturbance of the grave was no longer an igsubke ‘soul’ had already passed on.

It is only after the ¥ century that we see an explicitly Christian apptogo burial, with
the anxieties over salvation mediated by placemeat a church, or the use of cross slabs
which elicit prayers for the safe passage of thd. $8ut it is worth noting that this was a
wider process occuring across Europe (Brown 2083, given the variety of cross-slabs
in sites like Inchmarnock, there is no indicatidratt these were top-down regulations

imposed by the church (8.1.2). Rather than a tdolggoof remembrance, the focus on
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church sites was on forgetting: burial was instaaelchnology of salvation, a casting aside
of the corporeal form. From this point on, buriablan to focus on a church, but even when
it did not, as in the new enclosed field cemeteokeMidross and the Anglo-Saxon proto-
urban cemeteries diamwic (Southampton), forgetting and disturbance of humeamains
became a normal occurrence (Cherryson 2007). b dbntext, the ‘very special dead’
whose remains were miraculously preserved becamsowace of fascination and
veneration, leading to the increasing conceptioncaftain graves as numinous sites,
embellished with reliquary shrines and shrine-clape can see being built in Ireland and
Scotland from the late millennium (Brown 1981; Ori@gain 2010; Thomas 1998c). From
its Iron Age beginnings to its widespread accemaacross Europe, inhumation burial
continually converted Christianity itself.

9.7. Future research
Overall, this study has introduced complexity imtbat are often thought to be static and

unchanging burial rites; the simple, unfurnishedvgrthat characterises the evidence in
Scotland still has much more to offer. To this eadew suggestions for future research
can be offered.

* For reasons of time and space, this study wasddid the boundaries of modern
Scotland, but the potential for extending the dasabto include neighbouring
regions such as Northern Ireland, the Isle of Mand northern England is

demonstrated by the few distribution maps whicluided sites across the border.

* The crucial period c. 650-750 has been shown te s&ongly clouded our view of
what came before, in both an ecclesiastical andlaesetting. A full reappraisal of
all the archaeological evidence for the period 880-still needs to be done, which
does not discriminate between ‘secular and ‘religi sites. Only by taking into
account aspects of both lowland and Atlantic Sootléogether can the wider

transformations across Europe at this time be apyissl.

* Recent work by Sarah Winlow (2010) in Perthshire Baown the value of close
regional studies of the burial evidence for drawiagt the complex local
trajectories of the wider trends noted in this gtudiore such work needs to be

undertaken, preferably using a long-term perspeas/adopted here.
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This study has argued that there is a strong @mel between burial and parish
boundaries, but with only a few exceptions, mogerish boundaries were used in
this study. Only by reconstructing medieval parigiundaries can this be taken
further; recent work in Aberdeenshire has createth a framework (RCAHMS

2007), but the archaeological record for buriaeh@mains to be populated.

Field cemeteries were shown to be abandoned b§'ticentury, but burial outside
of churchyards carried on through the end of thkermium in sites like Midross,
Balblair, and Redcastle. A closer study of the @locdntext of such sites, and how
they relate to the emerging tradition of richlyfighed Viking burials in this
period, is badly needed.

The subject of paganism in Scotland has yet toivecany full-length treatment
(Ritchie 2003). This study has cited a variety adyw in which pre-existing
depositional practices carry on in different waysurial rites, while emphasising
that a distinct ‘religious’ label cannot be assigiie any continuing ritual activity.
Rather than proposing research into some phantdegay of ‘paganism’, more
fruitful avenues would be the study of long-termahes and continuity of
depositional practices, including but not limitedthe treatment of human remains.
In this regard, finds of Christian material cultune'secular’ contexts, such as the
Birsay bell (Morris 1996a) or the Buckquoy ogharsenbed spindle whorl

(Brundleet al.2003) must also play a role.

As noted at the outset of this work, the story aflye Christianity in Scotland has
traditionally begun with St Columba of lona. Howevargyll and the west have
only figured in fleeting glances herein due to ldek of excavated burial evidence
from this region. It is still only an assumptionathColumba arrived to a fully
Christian Dal Riata territory (Sharpe 1995), andegithe revisions presented here
and elsewhere (Campbell 2001; JE Fraser 2005),garous archaeological
chronology for Christianity in Argyll remains to lestablished.
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