






road running west from Clapham (Stane Street) to- 
wards Richmond, crossed the valley o£ the Hida- 
burn (G.R. TQ274752)12; and Effingham, also on the 
chalk, this time high above the Mole valley. All these 
sites could fit the pattern of federate settlement in 
the period before 440, protecting the southern 
approaches to London. Surrey names in -ing are 
more widespread, but fall into distinct groups. On 
the Wandle is Tooting, probably to be associated 
with Mitcham. On the Mole are Dorking and 
Cetinges (Cobham), and in the south-west corner of 
the county, near the Hampshire and Sussex borders 
are Binton, Eashing, Godalming, Tyting, with Woking 
further north, all of them in or near the Wey valley. 
Unfortunately there are few archaeological finds to 
enable most of these sites to be even approximately 
dated, and they may be either federate settlements of 
the 5th century (probable in the case of Mole valley 
and ?Waking), or settled from western Sussex in the 
early 6th century when AElle had been coniined east 
of the Arun by the British of Chichester13, and when 
pressure on resources may have prompted migration 
to the empty quarter of Surrey. 

From the evidence available in The Age of Arthur 
it is clear that the English failed to take London and 
its hinterland before the final collapse of the British 
government in the area after c.510-520. Only the 
internal dissensions which preceded and caused the 
death of Arthur, and which figure prominently in 
Gildas' diatribe of c.54014 enabled the Saxons of the 
Middlesex-Surrey area to break out of their imposed 
limits. It is not apparent what political manoeuvrings 
took place in the years between the fall of Arthur 
and 568 in this area. It is unfortunate that this is the 
critical period for those concerned with that bother- 
some question of the relationship between Surrey 
(the south district) and Middlesex. 

We have two known events in the 6th century on 
which to base any theory. The first is the death of 
Arthur at Camlann in c.515. The second is the battle 
of Wibhuntlun in 568, at which AEthelberht, king of 
Kent, was defeated by Ceawlin of Wessex and Cutha 
(? of the Cambridge Saxons). This battle marks the 
first sign of Kentish expansion recorded since the 
days of Hengest over a century earlier. Since the 
battle comes early in the long reign of A'Ethelberht 
(560-616), it may be seen as some part of a con- 
scious strategy to gain control of London. The fact 
that the men of Kent fought against Saxons from the 
west and possi'bly from East Anglia suggests that the 
twc, latter groups had combined to prevent the former 
from attaining their goaI. It is also clear north Surrey 

12. N. Farrant, "The Romano-British Settlement at 
Putney," London Archueol 1 No. 16 (1972) 369 for a 
discussion of this possible road further west. 
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had already passed out of British control some time 
previously. (Although Dr. Morris does not locate 
Wihhundun, he clearly intends it to be Wim'bledon, 
rather than one of the other candidates which have 
been hotly de1bated over the course of the century. 
It is, after all, a logical place for a battle between 
Kent, expanding westwards, and Wessex, coming up 
the main south-western approach to London). No 
mention is made in the sources of subsequent Ken- 
tish campaigns, but by 600 they had gained control 
of the London area, by securing overlordship of 
Essex. 4 

The supposition is therefore that the federate ~ 
Saxom of the areas just north and south of London 1 

took advantage of British weakness to reverse roles 4 

with their political masters. without necessarily 
experiencing any increase in numbers, or even 
occupying the city itself. Assuming that they 1 
remained a congeries of tribes after this event, the 
m c  of the Thames by neighbouring peoples to dis- 
tinguish two groups-one to the north and the olher 
to the south-is quite logical. It may even be that the I 
name Middle Saxons is the original one, for viewed 
from Kent, for example, they lay between the East, , 
West and Chiltern Saxons. In that case, Surrey 
would have been a division of "Greater Middlesex," 1 
of which the present county was the northern part. 
Absence of any mention of kings in this area need 
not deter us too much, firstly because their indepen- 
dence cannot have lasted much more than fifty or 
sixty years, and secondly because there may have 
been sub-kings in one or both parts under the in- 
fluence of Kent or some other kingdom, as happened 
in Surrey in the latter part of the 7th century, when 
we read in a charter of Frithuuald "Subregulus" in 
Surrey 15. 

It will be apparent from the foregoing remarks on 
the London area and its history in the period from 
the end of direct Roman rule to the coming of St, 
Augustine that Dr. Morris's book really is seminal. 
His handling and presentation of the sources will 
necessarily provoke a reappraisal of all local history 
in the Arthurian age. His greatest service has not 
been merely to present us with material in a scholarly 
and objective way, but to show that all of it, even 
hagiography and many so-called "forged" charters, 
contains elements of the truth, dating back in many 
cases to the 5th and 6th centuries. This book is a 
challenge to all London historians and archaeologists 
to look again at their charters and disc-brooches, in 
order to produce a history of the area in the Age of 
Arthur on a par with that of other periods. 

13. Morris. op. cit. in note 4. 94. 
14. Ibid. 35-7. 
15. W. G. Birch. Curtularium Saxonicum nos. 33, 39. 


