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Appendix I.15: The Bishop’s Chapel of SS Katherine and Mary Magdalene,
Hereford Cathedral
Introduction
A centrally-planned two-storey chapel was constructed at Hereford Cathedral by Bishop
Robert the Lotharingian (1079-1095). It was demolished in 1737, but is relatively well
understood from antiquarian studies. It was described by the RCHME (1931, 115) and
Drinkwater (1954), and has been the subject of detailed discussions by Bandmann
(1965), Gem (1986) and Böker (1998). Only the north wall of the Chapel survives,
which has been recorded by Shoesmith (1996), incorporated into the south wall of the
Cathedral cloister.

Fig. I.15.1 – Reconstruction of the Bishop’s Chapel (Drinkwater 1954 134).
Description
The Bishop’s Chapel (fig. I.15.1) has been reconstructed and thoroughly described by
Drinkwater (1954), so only a summary will be given here. The main body of the Chapel
was square in plan and arranged into nine bays, with a small square-ended chancel to
the east and an elaborate porch to the west. It was vaulted in stone and two stories in
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height: one floor was dedicated to St Katherine and the other to Mary Magdalene,
although it is uncertain which was which. The central bay of the Chapel was framed by
four large pillars which carried a large octagonal lantern that rose above the roof of the
building. There is some evidence that these central columns were re-used Roman spolia.
The Chapel was entered by small doorways in the centre of each of its north and
south walls, and by a main entrance via the western porch. This was two stories in
height with a pair of newel stairs flanking an imposing and deeply-recessed entrance.
The whole structure was constructed from local tufa stone.
Discussion
The chapel in context
The Bishop’s chapel lay on the south side of the Anglo-Saxon and Norman cathedrals,
adjacent to the medieval bishop’s palace (fig. I.15.2). The early origin of the palace is
suggested by its probable alignment with the Anglo-Saxon rather than the Norman
cathedral church. Both chapel and palace were separated from the cathedral by a wall of
at least 12th-13th century date, and both faced west across a courtyard towards medieval
Hereford’s main north-south road (Blair 1987; Shoesmith 2000, 297-9).

Fig. I.15.2 – The location of the Bishop’s Chapel within the episcopal palace at
Hereford (Blair 1987, 69).
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The Bishop’s Chapel as a model of Aachen
The date and interpretation of the Bishop’s Chapel has been the subject of some debate,
central to which is William of Malmesbury’s note that Robert of Lorraine:
Built in Hereford a church rounded in form, modelled, so far as he could,
on the basilica at Aachen.
Qui ibi aecclesiam tereti edificavit scemate, Aquensem basilicam pro
modo imitates suo.
(Gesta Potificum iv.164; Winterbottom 2007, 458-9).
This comment is widely thought to have referred to the Bishop’s Chapel (Clapham
1934, 112; Drinkwater 1954; Bandmann 1965; Gem 1986). This provides us with a
secure date of construction of 1079 x 1095 and an explicit link between the Chapel and
the Imperial palatine chapel at Aachen. The Chapel shares many of the characteristics of
the towers of this study, in that it was centrally-planned and arranged over more than
one level, and its lantern means that it would have been taller than it was broad. Robert
the Lotharingian had been a royal chaplain before being made bishop, and was involved
at court (Gem 1986, 94). He seems also to have constructed a two-storey private chapel
at his estate in Bampton, Oxfordshire (Barrow 2004), but the details of this structure are
unknown. The choice of a recognisably tower-nave church for the private, statusaffording chapel of this worldly and political ecclesiastic concords with one of the main
themes of this study.
Despite its square plan, the Bishop’s Chapel shares many similarities with
Aachen (fig. 5.12). It has a similar two-storey western porch flanked by newel stairs, a
small two-storey chancel (fig. I.15.1). Its centrally-planned two-storey form echoes
Aachen’s arrangement of a private upper chapel with a public chapel beneath. As at
Aachen, the Bishop would have been able to sit in lofty isolation in the west of his
church with a view of the services at the altars to the east. The octagonal form of
Hereford’s belfry also makes obvious reference to its exalted antecessor (Drinkwater
1954, 130; Bandmann 1965).
The Bishop’s Chapel in north European tradition
In addition to its reference to Aachen and the tower-nave form, the Bishop’s Chapel
appears to have been part of a north European tradition of two-storey centrally-planned
chapels associated with palaces and cathedrals in the period c. 1000-1250. These are
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detailed by Gem (1986) and Böker (1998); the 11th century examples are (figs I.15.3 &
I.15.4):

Fig. I.15.3 – The north European tradition of centrally-planned palatial and episcopal
chapels of the Hereford type.


The archiepiscopal chapel at Cologne Cathedral (999-1021). This had a square
ground plan with a projecting eastern apse, and a central square formed by four
columns that may have supported a lantern. It is only known from excavation, so
its original form is unknown.



The south transept of Paderborn Cathedral (c. 1000-1015). This was a twostorey chapel added to the existing cathedral transept, although its rectangular
form and the fact that it is not free-standing and lacks a prominent or elaborate
entranceway makes it a unconvincing exemplar of the form.



The palace chapel of Goslar (c. 1034-8). This is a two-storey rectangular
structure with four central piers.



St. Emmeram's chapel at Speyer Cathedral (c. 1100). This is a double-storied
building over a square ground-plan with four columns surrounding a central
opening.
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Fig. I.15.4 – Chapels of the Hereford type dating to before c. 1100 (Thompson 1994
428; Böker 1998, 49-51).
In his discussion of the origins of the Bishop’s Chapel, Gem (1986) notes its similarity
to these structures, but remains unconvinced that they were its direct inspiration. As a
Lotharingian, Roger is likely to have had a working knowledge of both Aachen and the
German chapels, and to have drawn upon them in his chapel in Hereford (Barrow 2000,
24). Richard Gem (1986), on the other hand sees no reason to disbelieve William of
Malmesbury: the Bishop’s Chapel was not an inaccurate copy of a German original but
a deliberate version of Aachen which retained certain key features of the original, but
which was executed in Anglo-Norman fashion by native masons.
Hans Böker (1998) has sought to overturn this interpretation, arguing that the
Bishop’s Chapel was indeed based upon this German chapel form rather than upon
Aachen, and that it was mid-12th century in date. His argument relies on the passage by
William of Malmesbury – quoted above – not in fact being a reference to the Bishop’s
Chapel, since William describes a church ‘rounded in form’, whereas the Bishop’s
Chapel is clearly square. However, Böker fails to supply a convincing alternative as to
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which church William was referring to, and the presence of an early Norman church
known throughout the Middle Ages as the ‘Bishop’s Chapel’ which is sited within the
early Norman Bishop’s Palace complex must make it a strong contender.
Böker develops his argument by questioning both the architectural dating of the
Bishop’s Chapel and the strength of its supposed references to Aachen. On the first
point, he suggests that the Chapel’s deeply recessed western doorway is more in
keeping with mid-12th century architecture than that of the late 11th century. Böker
further takes a series of mid-12th century donations to the Chapel as evidence for its
recent completion, but this is an unsafe assumption. Against this must be the Chapel’s
use of double-splay windows, which are unknown in ecclesiastical architecture after the
11th century (Gem 1986, 93). Either way, the dating of buildings on art-historical
grounds alone is notoriously uncertain: the Bishop’s Chapel is consistent with early
Norman architecture, and it is probably safest to leave it at that.
On Böker’s second point, the similarity of the Bishop’s Chapel to Aachen,
Böker stresses the differences in the spatial organisation of both buildings. Whilst
Aachen was designed for the emperor to prominently enthrone himself above his
people, the central lantern at Hereford would have been sufficient only for the bishop
seated high up in his western porch to have overseen the service in the lower chancelspace alone. However, this potentially misunderstands the function of each building:
Hereford was the private, albeit impressive, chapel of a bishop set adjacent to the large
congregational church where he would have sat upon his cathedra in front of the
population. The basilica and courtyard at Aachen, on the other hand, was itself the main
congregational focus of its complex, where the emperor would have sat enthroned
overseeing great occasions of state. Either way, the apparent arrangement of each
building is not dissimilar, with sight-lines from a raised western massive, accessed by
twin newel stairs, allowing a great man to participate in services over two levels of a
centrally-planned church. The differences are surely more a matter of degree and
context than overall function, and Böker’s failure to satisfactorily rule out the testimony
of William of Malmesbury must allow us to emphasise the two churches’ evident
similarities over their undoubted differences.
One final comment of Böker’s is worth consideration, since it comes to the heart
of this discussion. The construction of the two-storey chapel of St Mary at Goslar (c.
1034-8), mentioned above as one of the possible antecessors of the Hereford chapel,
was followed c. 1111-1125 by a second chapel, dedicated St Ulric. This was essentially
similar in form but bore arguably greater similarity to Aachen in its incorporation of
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prominent internal niches and an octagonal upper storey. A third chapel, to St George,
has been excavated nearby: its wholly octagonal floorplan gives it a greater similarity to
Aachen again. Böker argues that since the latter church was the closest match to Aachen
the others must have been influenced from a different source, since it would have been
illogical to build three copies of the same exemplar within a hundred year period which
did not themselves closely resemble one another. Hence, the chapels of St Mary and St
Ulric must have been part of the tradition of two-storey chapels originating in Cologne,
all of which were constructed by either the Emperor or the leading ecclesiastics of the
Holy Roman Empire in order to enhance their political prestige (Böker 1998, 51). It is
not, however, clear why these churches cannot have sprung from both of these highstatus, centrally planned traditions: it is never clear in Böker’s reasoning why the
original two-storey chapel at Cologne itself came to embody high-status secular and
religious power, and his reasoning also ignores the fact that Aachen was itself a product
of earlier traditions of centrally-planned high-status religious buildings (see here chapter
six). In short, the Bishop’s Chapel at Hereford was a continuation of a European and
Anglo-Saxon tradition of tall, centrally-planned churches that embodied high-status
secular and religious power. We should be mindful of the near-contemporary testimony
that the Bishop’s Chapel was built with the palatine chapel at Aachen in mind, but
essentially it little matters whether its immediate inspiration was indeed Aachen, or the
two-storey chapels of Germany, or the episcopal tower-naves of Anglo-Saxon England,
since they were each different manifestations of the same underlying ideas.
The Bishop’s Chapel at Hereford may have inspired the construction of that at
Durham Cathedral, which formed part of Durham’s episcopal castle and residence. It
was probably built by Bishop William of St Calais (1080-96), and only its lower half
survives. It was a two-storey chapel of unknown height, with a rectangular twelve-bay
floorplan and and a single newel stair adjacent to its southwest corner. It was also not a
free-standing structure but adjoined a two-storey range of buildings within the castle
courtyard (Thompson 1994), so it has not been included in this study as a tower-nave
church. It does however provide a second English example of a high-status two-storey
private chapel of the Hereford type adjoining an episcopal residence. In view of the
renowned secular power and authority of the Norman Bishops of Durham, the choice of
a private chapel with possible ancestry in the tower-nave form is a fitting one in the
context of this study.
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Landscape Context
Communication routes
Hereford lies in the Welsh marches, on the limits of late 11th century Norman control.
The Bishop’s Chapel would have been visible for two or three miles in the vicinity,
including along the two main roads which converge on Hereford, and the navigable
River Wye. Having said this, the great bulk of the rebuilt Norman cathedral would have
been far more prominent in the local landscape.
Assembly-sites
Hereford lay in the Domesday hundred of ‘Cutestornes’, which merged in the 12th
century with ‘Stepleset’ hundred to form the hundred of Grimsworth. The latter met at
Credenhill (Anderson 1934, 165), which was not intervisible with the Bishop’s Chapel.
Beacon sites
There are no known early beacon sites in the vicinity of Hereford.
Fortifications
Hereford was an Anglo-Saxon fortified town, and was surrounded by a large number of
early medieval burhs and early Norman castles, as befitted a strategic border region.
The Bishop’s Chapel had very poor intervisibility with these sites.
Estates
There is little correlation between the viewshed of the Bishop’s chapel and the estates of
Hereford Cathedral in 1086, as recorded in the Domesday Book. The cathedral itself was
a more obvious territorial marker.
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Key to fig. I.15.5
Assembly-sites
1. The hundred of Grimsworth assembled at Credenhill (Anderson 1934, 165).
2. In the Domesday Book, the entry for Hereford states that the men of the city
would accompany the Sherriff three times a year to the court at Wormelow
(Williams and Martin 2002, 493). This was presumably the shire court.
Burhs
1. Aconbury (Caer Rein 1128) (Coplestone-Crow 1989, 22).
2. Auldberrow (Bur(e)hop(e) 1101-2), Wellington (Coplestone-Crow 1989, 199).
3. Backbury (Bach(k)ebur 1138-58), Mordiford (Coplestone-Crow 1989, 148).
4. Burcott (La Burcota 1163), Holmer (Coplestone-Crow 1989, 105).
5. Burghill (Burgelle 1086) (Coplestone-Crow 1989, 50).
Anglo-Norman castles
1. Hereford
2. Grafton Court Farm
3. Much Dewchurch
4. Didley Court Farm Motte
5. Thruxton Court
6. Cobhall motte, Allensmore
7. Lyde Castle
8. Madley Motte
9. Bridge Sollers Knapp Farm
10. Kilpeck Castle
Conclusion
The Bishop’s Chapel was a square, free-standing chapel two stories in height with a tall
central lantern tower. It was constructed by Bishop Robert (1079-1095) as a private
chapel adjacent to his cathedral, in explicit imitation of the imperial chapel at Aachen. It
may also follow a tradition from the bishop’s homeland of two-storey centrally-planned
royal and episcopal chapels. The Bishop’s Chapel had little significant role in its local
landscape.
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Appendix I.16: St Mary’s, Hexham, Northumberland
Introduction
Hexham abbey is one of the key sites of early Anglian Christianity, founded c. 671-4 by
St Wilfred (634-709) on the south banks of the Tyne. The abbey was rebuilt in the later
12th and 13th centuries: its only significant surviving Anglo-Saxon masonry is the 7th
century crypt. The site was partially excavated in the earlier part of the 20th century
(summarised in Taylor and Taylor 1965, 297-312), and limited excavations carried out
since (Cambridge and Williams 1995). There is documentary evidence to suggest that
Wilfred constructed a tower-nave church at the abbey, dedicated to St Mary.
Description
St Mary church was built by Wilfred between 705 and 709 adjacent to the east gate of
Hexham abbey. The 12th century abbot Ælred of Rievaulx, a native of Hexham, says it
was built:
with round work, and four porticus facing the four corners of the world
surrounded it.
opere rotundo quam quatuor porticibus, quatuor respicientes mundi
climata, ambiebant
(Raine 1864, 183; trans Gem 1983a, 11).
According to the mid-12th century Prior Richard of Hexham, it was:
erected in the form of a tower and nearly round, having on four sides as
many porticus, and dedicated in honour of Holy Mary ever Virgin
in modum turris erecta, et fere rotunda, a quatuour partibus totidem
porticus habens, in honorem sanctae Mariae semper Virginis dedicate
(Raine 1864, 14-15; trans Gem 1983a, 12).
It is also mentioned in Bede’s lost Liber Epigrammatum, fragments of which survived
in a mid-8th century manuscript that was later copied by the antiquary Leland:
Versus eiusdem in porticu ecclesiae S. Mariae, ab Wilfrido episcopo
constructa in quibus mentionem facit Accae episcopi.
That same verse mentions the porticus of the church of St Mary,
constructed by Bishop Wilfred and completed by Bishop Acca
(Lapidge 1975, 804).
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On the basis of these admittedly late accounts, St Mary’s seems to have consisted of a
circular tower with four porticus surrounding it. It survived until at least the 13th
century, when the existing church was St Mary was constructed on the site. It is
unknown whether Wilfred’s church was curated beyond this date.
Discussion
The tower in context
St Wilfred
The Wilfred portrayed by his contemporary biographer Eddius was closely involved in
the dynastic and political life of Northumbria (Kirby 1974, 10-11). Born in 634 to a
noble family, he was raised in the royal court before taking holy orders. ‘In his early
manhood he was perhaps more like a grand seigneur or a prince-bishop than a monk’
(Farmer 1974, 39-40). His temporal power is related by the Northumbrian queen
Iuminburh:
[She] used all her eloquence to describe to Ecgfrith all St Wilfred’s
temporal glories, listing his possessions, the number of his monasteries,
the vastness of the buildings, his countless followers arrayed and armed
like a king’s retinue.
(Eddius 24; Webb 1988, 130).
In 666 Wilfred was shipwrecked on the hostile coast of Sussex with 120 of these
followers who, ‘well armed’, were thrice able to fight off a pagan army sent against
them (Eddius 13; Webb 1988, 118-20). In 676, Wilfred supplied men and arms to the
Frankish king Dagobert II to assist the recovery of his throne (Farmer 1974, 48). He was
also responsible for the martial training of the sons of noblemen:
Nobles, men of high position in the world, sent their sons for him to tutor
so that they might have the choice either of giving themselves to God or
else of returning as grown men with Wilfred’s recommendation to enter
the king’s service as warriors.
(Eddius 21; Webb 1988, 128).
This image of Wilfred as a powerful secular lord is borne out by his evident personal
wealth. It is clear from the negotiations at the Council of Austerfield (702-3) that
Wilfred did have private land as well as controlling that belonging to his monasteries,
which he regarded very much as his personal possession (Eddius 47; Webb 1988, 155;
Roper 1974a, 63). His episcopal ideal seems to have had much in common with
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Continental practice, where the bishop was a landowner and local ruler within his see
(Farmer 1974, 37-8). He was certainly both lord and ring-giver to his men: during his
deathbed munificence he ‘appears very much like a secular lord with his treasure and
his comitatus’ (Campbell 1986, 50).
St Mary’s and Hexham abbey
Wilfred founded the abbey at Hexham in the early 670s on the probable site of a royal
vill, within an estate granted to him by Æthelthryth, Ecgfrith’s queen (Gilbert 1974, 81;
Campbell 1986, 140). Its name (Hagustaldes ea 681; Hagustaldes ham 685;
Hagustaldensis ecclesia 730) means ‘the stream/manor/church/enclosure of the warrior’
(Ekwall 1960, 237; Cambridge and Williams 1995, 73).

Fig. I.16.1 – Hexham abbey in the early 8th century (based on the 1st edition OS map of
Hexham; data from Cambridge and Williams 1995).
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Wilfred’s tower was located to the east of the abbey church, on the site of a 13th
century and later church of St Mary (fig. I.16.1). Early foundations were traced beneath
this church in the 19th century, and an Anglo-Saxon cross-fragment and a triangularheaded window recovered (Raine 1864, 14-15; Taylor and Taylor 1965, 298). Crossshafts dating to the 8th or 9th centuries have been found in adjacent streets (Cramp 1984,
177-9). This accords with the location in a 12th century account of Wilfred’s church by
Ælred of Rievaulx:
There is in the city of Hexham a church in honour of the Holy Mother of
God, built to the east of the greater church, separated by so great a space
that there is a churchyard between and no lack of way open for people
passing through.
(Cambridge and Williams 1995, 101).
A small detached apsidal chapel, known from excavation, also lay immediately to the
east of the abbey church (fig. I.16.1). It is thought to be the Anglian chapel of St
Andrew (Cambridge and Williams 1995, 76).
Wilfred’s tower appears to have stood at the entrance to the later medieval abbey
precinct (fig. I.16.1). Cambridge and Williams (1995, 89-91) have suggested that the
abbey precinct was only constructed in the 12th century when Hexham was re-planned
by the Normans. Before this, the natural topography of the site was sufficient for the its
delineation. This is unconvincing since the precinct wall ignores both the Cockshaw
Burn to the west and a probable Roman road to the south, which would have been the
obvious limits of a ‘natural’ enclosure. According to Richard of Hexham, albeit a mid12th century account, the abbey precinct was fortified under Wilfred with a wall of great
strength and thickness (Raine 1864, 13). Burials belonging to the Anglian cemetery
thought to lie to the east of the Abbey church have also not been recorded outside the
line of the later precinct wall.
As well as apparently marking the entrance to the monastic precinct, St Mary’s
is likely to have been a mortuary chapel due to the quantity of early burials and funerary
sculpture found in its vicinity (Cambridge and Williams 1995, 101-2).
The origin of St Mary’s church
Wilfred had brought masons and craftsmen from the Continent to Northumbria in 666 to
work on his churches (Roper 1974a, 68): the surviving crypts at Hexham and Ripon are
executed in a deliberately Roman style with re-used Roman masonry. He was not able
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to enjoy his new foundation long, since he was expelled from Northumbria in 678 for
meddling in dynastic affairs. That year, Hexham was made an episcopal see, apparently
as an explicitly ‘Roman’ diocese to rival ‘Irish’ Lindisfarne to the north (Kirby 1974, 9;
Phythian-Adams 1996, 61).
Wilfred was restored to his northern abbeys of Ripon and Hexham in 705. By
this time he had visited Rome three times; according to Eddius’ Life of Wilfred (ch. 56;
Webb 1988, 168), written shortly after the saint’s death, he promised to build St Mary’s
in 705 whilst he was in northern France, on the return from the third of these trips.
Overall, it seems sensible to look to the Continent for the origin of St Mary’s church,
whose tower form seems to have been unparalleled in Britain at the time of its
construction. Also, the non-axial arrangement of churches at a monastic site of this date
is best paralleled at royal foundations in Merovingian Gaul (Cambridge and Williams
1995, 74-6).
McClendon (2005, 71) suggests that the source for Wilfred’s tower was the
church of S. Stefano Rotondo in Rome, constructed 468-83 to hold the relics of St
Stephen (fig. I.16.2). It is similar to St Mary’s with its circular plan and porticus,
although it has a cupola rather than St Mary’s tower, and elaborate concentric arcades.
McClendon ascribes their differences to the ‘considerable simplification’ in design
necessary for the Anglo-Saxons to have been capable of such a building: the
weaknesses of this argument are obvious.

Fig. I.16.2 – Reconstruction of S. Stefano Rotondo, Rome (468-83) (McClendon 2005,
76).
Richard Gem (1983, 12) also suggests a Continental inspiration for Wilfred’s church:
Mary’s tomb in the Valley of Josaphat, near Jerusalem. Rebuilt in the mid-7th century
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and destroyed in 1187, it is mainly known from a description written down c. 683-686
by Adamnan:
The church of the holy Mary… is two-storied and the lower storey, which
has a stone ceiling, is built with wondrous roundness. In the eastern
portion of it is an altar, and at the right-hand side of the altar is the empty
stone sepulcher of the holy Mary, where she was once laid to rest…. Then
in the upper church of the holy Mary, likewise round, four altars are on
view.
Sanctae Mariae eclesiam . . . cuius dupliciter fabricatae inferior pars sub
lapideo tabulato mirabili rotunda structura est fabricata; in cuius
orientali parte altarium habetur, ad dexteram uero eius partem Mariae
saxeum inest uacuum sepulchrum . . . In superiore igitur aeque rotunda
eclesia sanctae Mariae iiii altaria inesse monstrantur.
(De Locis Sanctis 12; trans. Meehan 1958, 56-9).
It is likely that Wilfred would have been aware of Adamnan’s work, which was
circulated in Northumbria by the end of the 7th century. Although this building lacks the
four porticus of Wilfred’s church, it shares its circular tower-chapel form and its
association with the Virgin Mary.
Overall, it is probably futile to attempt to identify the exact building copied by
Wilfred for his innovative church at Hexham, even assuming this is a helpful question
to ask. It is likely that Wilfred was constructing something inspired by his considerable
experience of Continental church architecture, but he was not – as McClendon implies –
merely an impressionable yokel. Rather than inexpertly copying an exotic building from
his travels, Wilfred was engaging with the iconography of centrally-planned churches
such as Mary’s tomb and S. Stefano Rotondo as part of his championing of Roman
Christianity. This is explored further in section 5.1.
Landscape context (fig. I.16.3)
Communication routes
Hexham lies in the Tyne valley four miles south of Hadrian’s Wall. The Tyne was a
navigable trading route in the early medieval period (Blair 2007, 18). A Roman road (M
85a) probably ran through Hexham, although its exact route is uncertain. It is followed
by modern roads along most of its route, so is likely to have been in use in the early
medieval period. Dere Street (Margary 8), the main route between York and the North,
ran a few mile to the east. Assuming Wilfred’s tower was c. 10 m high, it would have
been visible for up to six miles downstream of Hexham as well as from the intersection
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of Margary 85a with Dere Street. However, its probable location in a river valley
surrounded by high ground implies that it was not built with general visibility in mind.
Four miles north of Hexham the Battle of Heavenfield had been fought c. 633,
considered by Bede to have been pivotal to the maintenance of Christianity in
Northumbria. After the battle Oswald caught up with and killed Cadwallon at
Deniseburn, that is Rowley Burn, six miles southwest of Hexham (Kirby 1974, 7).
Again, however, neither site would have been clearly visible from Wilfred’s tower, so it
is unlikely to have been constructed as a monument to this Christian victory.
Fortifications
There is an impressive multivallate Iron Age hillfort at Warden Hill (Waredun 1175)
(Mawer 1920, 206) three miles to the northwest of Hexham. It is unknown whether it
remained in use into the Anglian period, although the adjacent church of St Michael
may have 7th century origins (Taylor and Taylor 1965, 632).
Estates
The extent of the abbey’s original 7th-century estates are uncertain, but they may be
preserved by what was known in the 10th century as ‘Hexhamshire’. This was a separate
administrative unit with its own reeve, granted to the see of Durham in the 9th century
when Hexham fell vacant. At this time the see of York also laid claims upon Hexham.
This is a good indication of the antiquity of Hexhamshire, since this claim was
presumably based on the fact that Wilfred had been Bishop of York as well as abbot of
Hexham (Roper 1974b). Whatever their extent, there would have been very little
intervisibility between Wilfred’s tower and the abbey’s estates.
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Fig. I.16.3 – The landscape context of Hexham
Conclusion
The church of St Mary was constructed in the early 8th century by St Wilfred, a
powerful and worldly prelate. It took the form of a circular tower surrounded by four
porticus, and is likely to have been inspired from Continental practice. It was probably
constructed at the main entrance of the abbey precinct where it would have acted as a
landmark to those approaching from the east. It was located adjacent to an Anglian
cemetery, indicating that it may also have served as a mortuary chapel.
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Appendix I.17: St Andrew’s, Jevington, East Sussex
Introduction
Jevington lies in the South Downs three miles north of Beachy Head. St Andrew’s
church (fig. I.17.1) is described by Baldwin Brown (1925, 461-2), Fisher (1962, 374-5)
and Taylor and Taylor (1965, 349-50), but it has never been recorded in detail. It has,
however, been interpreted as a watchtower and a manifestation of lordly status
(Reynolds 1999, 96). Attention has instead focussed upon an ex-situ 10th century
sculpture of Christ, presently set into the nave wall (Talbot Rice 1952, 95; Tweddle et
al. 1995, 191-2). The church was restored in 1872-3 (Hodge 2002) and again in 2004-05
(Hodge 2005).

Fig. I.17.1 – General view of the church from the north
Description
The plan of the church (fig. I.17.2)
The church presently consists of a nave, north aisle, long chancel, south porch and a
large western tower. The tower measures 7.20 m east/west by 7.15 m north/south, with
wall thicknesses of 0.90 m (north), 0.80 m (east), 0.85 m (south) and 0.80 m (west). It is
accessed through a Victorian west doorway, and opens onto the nave with a tower-arch
flanked by two smaller, Victorian openings.
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Fig. I.17.2 – Plan of St Andrew’s, Jevington
The external elevations of the tower
The tower is of two stages with a later pyramidal roof, and is constructed of flint and
sandstone, with sandstone dressings. It has undergone two known restorations. That of
1872-3 was thorough even by Victorian standards, and involved the rebuilding of an
unknown amount of the fabric of the tower, making its interpretation potentially
unreliable. However, it is likely that the fabric of the tower is itself largely original,
since no sandstone occurs in the rest of the church, and the new flints used there are
carefully squared. This restoration also involved the insertion or renewal of all the
tower’s present openings, and a reduction in ground level of up to 1.20 m (Hodge 2002,
7). The 2004-05 restoration involved the removal and re-setting of a few areas of the
tower’s flint, mainly around the lower window on the south wall. The west jamb of the
blocked Saxon window on the south wall was also reconstructed. None of the quoins
were removed and no flint or sandstone was removed on the west, east or north walls
(Hodge 2005 and pers. comm.).
North elevation (figs I.17.3- I.17.5)
The north elevation has small, irregularly-sized well-dressed sandstone quoins, with
sporadic long-and-short work. The eastern quoins, partially obscured by the nave, run to
ground level, implying that the tower was originally wider than any eastern structure.
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Fig. I.17.3 – The north elevation of the tower
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The lower stage of the elevation is 8.75 m tall, and displays a number of changes of
masonry. Up to a level of 4.60 m, the wall is of small, densely-packed flint with the
remains of four decorative bands of dressed sandstone c. 0.65-0.75 m apart. They are
interrupted by a window of 1872-3, which is surrounded by an area of disturbed
flintwork. It replaced an earlier, Decorated, window visible in this location on an 1804
watercolour of the church (fig. I.17.5). This window cuts an original window, now
blocked, 0.85 m wide and up to 3.40 m from ground level. It has a round head with
voussoirs of Roman brick. Its width implies that it was double-splayed (Baldwin Brown
1925, 461-2; Taylor and Taylor 1965, 349-50). Above lies a continuous band of
irregular sandstone up to 1.40 m broad, which may be decorative or the result of the
availability of building materials.
Above, at a height of c. 6.25 m, the sandstone and small, densely-packed flint
gives way to larger and more irregular flint nodules with occasional sandstone. The
lower two courses of this change in fabric are laid herringbone-fashion, and more
herringbone may have been lost in 1872-3. This pattern of a band of sandstone below a
break in construction is repeated to some extent over the other elevations, and indicates
that the upper half of the tower belongs to a different phase of construction.
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Fig. I.17.4 – Drawing of the north elevation of the tower
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Fig. I.17.5 – Watercolour of the church from the northwest, dated 1804 (Sharpe
Collection no. 191: Sussex Archaeological Society).
The upper stage of the elevation is stepped back from the lower, and is divided
from it by a modern string-course at a height of 8.90 m. A large belfry opening is
carried across both stages. It is entirely of 19th century and later construction, but
replicates the original opening visible in this location in an 1804 watercolour of the
church (fig. I.17.5). It consists of a pair of round-headed lights divided by a turned
column with an oculus above. In the 1804 watercolour it was framed by a round-headed
opening with engaged columns, now absent. A lathe-turned column shaft of local
Greensand survived from this original opening (Tweddle et al. 1995, 192) until it was
replaced in 2004 (Rosalind Hodge, pers. comm.). There are no known incidences of
windows bisecting string-courses in Anglo-Saxon architecture (Taylor 1978, 903-14).
The fabric of the upper stage of the elevation is of similar flintwork to the upper
part of the lower stage, albeit with no herringbone-work. There is a relatively high
incidence of irregularly-sized dressed sandstone in this stage. A pair of 1872-3 oculus
windows complete the elevation, which may (as on the east elevation) have been rebuilt
from medieval originals.
East elevation (figs I.17.6- I.17.9)
The majority of the lower stage of the east elevation is plastered and visible only from
inside the present nave (fig. I.17.6). The only potentially original feature of the lower
stage is the tower-arch, which is flanked by smaller arches inserted in 1872 (Hodge
2002, 10). The tower-arch is of two orders on a chamfered plinth and has megalithic
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through-stone jambs, four to the north and five to the south, laid Escomb-fashion, an
indication of Anglo-Saxon work. It measures 1.65 m wide and up to 3.95 m high. Its
distorted round head springs from a broad chamfered impost-bands: their cavetto
moulding is consistent with Anglo-Saxon work (Taylor 1978, 1051). The jambs alone
of the tower-arch are considered to be original by Fisher (1962, 374-5), whilst both the
jambs and the impost bands are thought to be original by Baldwin Brown (1925, 461-2)
and the Taylors (1965, 349-50). Its small, ashlar voussoirs are Victorian work.

Fig. I.17.6 – The lower half of the east elevation of the tower, from within the church
nave.
The rest of the east elevation is visible above the nave roof (fig. I.17.8). The
lower stage has dressed sandstone quoins, of which those to the north are smaller and
more irregular than those to the south. The southern quoins are long-and-short work.
The flint of the lower stage is of the slightly larger and more irregular type seen at this
level on the other elevations. A roof-raggle was visible above the present nave roof
prior to the 1872-3 restoration (fig. I.17.9), which may belong to the tower’s original
chancel.
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Fig. I.17.7 – Drawing of the east elevation of the tower
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Fig. I.17.8 – The east elevation of the tower, above the nave roof, from the northeast.

Fig. I.17.9 − The church from the southeast engraving by W. J. Quartermain, 1856
(Hodge 2002).
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The upper stage of the east elevation is again of larger and irregular flintwork,
with some irregular dressed sandstone. A small area of Roman brick at the top of the
elevation is difficult to understand, and may be an artefact of the tower’s restoration.
The tower is pierced by a pair of small oculus windows, rebuilt 1872-3 (fig. I.17.9).
South elevation (figs I.17.10- I.17.12)
The quoins of the south elevation are laid in a generally face-alternate fashion, aside
from the pair directly beneath the string-course, which may represent long-and-short
work. Those in the southeast corner of the tower extend below the level of the nave,
demonstrating that the tower is the earlier structure.

Fig. I.17.10 – The south external elevation of the tower
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Fig. I.17.11 – Drawing of the south external elevation of the tower.
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On the lower stage of the tower – as on the north elevation – are the remains of
four sandstone bands between 0.60 m and 0.85 m apart. There is a window of 1872-3
which cuts an original window in the wall above. It is of the same construction of that
on the north elevation, with Roman brick voussoirs, and is 0.95 m wide and at least 1.60
m tall with a sill approximately 3.40 m from the ground. Its width again suggests that it
was originally double-splayed. A 1784 painting of the tower indicates that it was open
at this time (fig. I.17.12). These windows were restored in 2004-5, and the vertical line
of sandstone in the original window’s blocking inserted (Rosalind Hodge, pers. comm.).
Above, the 1856 view of the tower (fig. I.17.9) shows a pair of narrow openings – not
shown in the earlier painting (fig. I.17.12) – which may be part of the original belfryopening.

Fig. I.17.12 – View of the church from the north by S. H. Grimm, 1784 (courtesy of
Rosalind Hodge, Jevington church warden).
Above this window, at a level of c. 5.65 m, there is a change of construction to larger
and less regular flint and a greater amount of dressed sandstone. It is accompanied by a
small area of herringbone-work, 8.15 m high, to the east of the belfry window. This
corresponds with the break on the north and west elevations.
The second stage has a belfry-opening of 1872-3 which cuts across the tower’s
string-course. The Corpus volume for the area reports that this opening, like its northern
counterpart, incorporated an early turned column-shaft (Tweddle et al. 1995, 192).
However, the present shaft appears to be modern. This belfry-opening is not visible in
Grimm’s 1784 view of the tower (fig. I.17.12), but it may be visible in the 1856
engraving (fig. I.17.9), which also shows a gap in the string-course in this location. The
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fabric of the upper stage is of the larger, less regular flint and sporadic sandstone
familiar from the other elevations. The oculus windows date to 1872-3, and are not
shown in the early views of the tower (figs I.17.9 & I.17.12).
West elevation (figs I.17.13 & I.17.14)
The west elevation is partially obscured by vegetation. Its southern quoins are laid in
face-alternate fashion to shortly below the level of the string course; its northern quoins
are more haphazard and irregular. As with the north and south elevations, the lower part
of the lower stage, up to an approximate height of 4.25m, is of smaller, more regular
and more densely-packed flint than the fabric above. It also contains less sandstone.
There is little evidence for the fragmentary sandstone banding seen low down on the
north and south elevations, although this may be due to the 1872-3 insertion of the
tower’s west doorway. The fabric of the upper part of the lower stage, as on the north
elevation, bears a broad band of sandstone 5.40 m from ground level, and has areas of
herringbone work. The break of construction seen on the other elevations at this level is
visible here.
The west doorway and large window above both date to 1872-3: it is unknown
whether they resemble original openings in these locations. Above. at a height of height
of 7.70 m, is a blocked window 0.80 m wide with sandstone jambs. Its width suggests
that it was double-splayed. It is cut by the restored string-course and by a window of
1872-3 above. Its upper half is visible above the string-course on the 1804 watercolour
of the church (fig. I.17.5). However, it is too narrow to have originally been a belfryopening of the elaborate type seen on the north and south elevations.
The upper stage of this elevation is similar in form to the other three, and is of
similar construction to the upper part of the lower stage. It lacks the oculus windows
seen elsewhere, and has a window of 1872-3 inserted into it.
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Fig. I.17.13 – The tower from the northwest, showing the visible part of the west
elevation.
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Fig. I.17.14 – Drawing of the west external elevation of the tower
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The internal elevations of the tower
Ground floor level
The internal floor levels of the tower date from 1872-3. The previous floor lay just
above the level of the tower-arch and was described as ‘very ancient’ when it was
removed. Its timbers were made into the present choir stalls (Hodge 2002, 8-9),
providing scope for future dendrochronology.

Fig. I.17.15 – The south internal wall of the tower-space.
The internal north and east elevations of the tower-space are plastered. The
plaster has been partially removed on the south internal elevation (fig. I.17.15),
confirming that the present window cuts an early blocked opening above. The voussoirs
of the blocked opening are of stone rather than Roman brick here, indicating that its
external voussoirs were meant for display. The southern third of the west elevation is
also free from plaster, but nothing of interest is visible.
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Belfry level
The internal north elevation echoes its external fabric, with a high incidence of
sandstone below and above the belfry opening, separated by flint. Some large chalk
rubble is present around the low half of the opening and around the oculus windows at
the top of the elevation. Also present are a small number of modern bricks, indicating
that the 1872-3 restoration involved extensive rebuilding of the tower’s fabric. The
string course and the break between the tower’s two external stages are not visible
internally on this or any of the other elevations. The Victorian belfry-opening shows no
sign of being an insertion.
The internal east elevation, like the north, echoes its external fabric, with a high
incidence of sandstone at the top with flint below. Like the north also, it has chalk
rubble internally, in the lower half of the elevation. There is no evidence in this fabric
for any former openings or windows, which supports the existence of an eastern
structure from the time the tower was built.
The internal south elevation is mainly of flint with isolated sandstone. Some
chalk blocks are also visible, particularly around the oculus windows, of smaller size
and frequency than on the other internal elevations. Modern bricks are visible,
especially below the belfry-opening. As on the north elevation, the Victorian belfryopening shows no sign of being an insertion.

Fig. I.17.16 – The chalk ‘Celtic’ head in the jamb of the blocked opening, first-floor
level, west internal elevation.
The internal west elevation repeats the pattern of flint and sandstone seen
externally, and has a high incidence of chalk in the lower half of its fabric. As on the
north and south elevations, the Victorian opening shows no sign of being an insertion.
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The original, blocked, opening cut by this window is clearly visible: it has chalk rubble
jambs and its internal width indicates that it was double-splayed. One notable feature is
a small carved head of a bearded man in a chalk block in the jamb of the blocked
opening (fig. I.17.16). It is ‘Celtic’ in appearance, but is suggested as post-medieval
(David Stocker, pers. comm.).
The rest of the church
The majority of the rest of the church is Early English, 13th century in date. It was so
heavily restored in 1872-3 that little original masonry survives. One exception is a small
area of masonry on the south wall of the nave, just east of the south porch (fig. I.17.17).
It has been suggested as Anglo-Saxon by Baldwin Brown (1925, 461-2), and Fisher
(1962, 374-5). It is of markedly different character to the rest of the church fabric, being
of small, regular, squared and dressed green sandstone. It is cut by the Perpendicular
windows to either side. It bears no resemblance to the fabric of the tower, and so is
unlikely to be contemporary with it. It therefore represents a fragment of the church’s
original nave, which was a later addition to the tower.

Fig. I.17.17 – Area of early sandstone construction in the south wall of the nave,
adjacent to the porch. The rest of the church – except the tower – is flint.
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One final element worth description is the eroded Saxon sculpture presently set
into the north wall of the nave. It was found in 1785 beneath the tower floor and depicts
a full-length Christ with two beasts at his feet, interpreted as an asp and a basilisk. It is
executed in the Scandinavian Urnes style, which developed in the early-mid eleventh
century, and which is not commonly found in England. Dates for it have varied from c.
1050 (Talbot Rice 1952, 95) to the early post-Conquest period (Tweddle et al. 1995,
191-2). In the most recent discussion, the earlier date is preferred (Norton 2009).
Discussion
Building materials
The main building materials of the tower are flint and green Eastbourne sandstone,
quarried locally since Roman times. It may have been re-used from a Roman site,
potentially one of the several villas known from this part of Sussex, like the brick
voussoirs in several of the tower elevations. The small, dressed Greensand on the south
wall of the nave is very similar to the masonry of Pevensey Castle (Shaffrey 2011), and
may well have come directly from there. Both the brick and the sandstone are used on
for decorative effect, particularly on the upper, more visible parts of the tower. This
indicates that that the re-use of this material was not casual but a conscious act, perhaps
an evocation of Roman authority.
Building sequence
Phase 1
The first phase of construction probably consisted of a tower-nave church with a smaller
eastern chancel. The evidence for the tower pre-dating the present nave is as follows:
1. The northeast and southeast quoins of the tower are abutted by the nave.
Therefore, the nave is later and any original eastern structure was narrower than
the tower, probably a chancel.
2. The nave makes minimal contact with the tower, only being incorporated into it
on the south side due to a later buttress, which argues against it having been
conceived as part of the same structure.
3. The nave has subsided markedly in the past (visible in fig. I.17.7), whereas the
tower has apparently stood firm. it is therefore unlikely that they share the same
foundations
4. The surviving early fabric of the nave (fig. I.17.17) bears no resemblance to the
fabric of the tower.
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The tower is likely to have been constructed with a chancel. There is no evidence for
any openings in the upper levels of the east wall of the tower, indicating that an eastern
structure was originally present. Although there is nothing to demonstrate that the
existing, much-restored, tower-arch is original, its Escomb-style megalithic throughstone jambs indicate that it is of Anglo-Saxon construction. Its roofline may have been
visible prior to the restoration of the tower (fig. I.17.9).
Phase 2
The change in fabric approximately half way up the three visible elevations of the tower
suggests that it was either rebuilt above this level, or that there was a hiatus in
construction with an accompanying change in the supply of materials. Below this break,
the tower-arch and the putative double-splay windows with Roman brick-voussoirs are
of Anglo-Saxon construction. Above this break, the tower’s original belfry-openings
(fig. I.17.5) appear to be of Norman construction. However, the one surviving balustershaft from the original belfry-openings was lathe-turned – indicative of Anglo-Saxon
work – and the width of the blocked window in the west wall implies it was doublesplayed. There is also no apparent break in the construction of the tower’s quoins.
Overall, the duration of time represented by this break in the tower’s fabric cannot be
known without directly dating the mortar on either side.
Phase 3
The second phase of the church consists of the removal of the putative original chancel
and the addition of the nave. The surviving early fabric adjacent to the south porch
suggests that it was built on the lines of the present, much-restored, nave.
Phase 4
That nave was rebuilt in flint prior, or during, the addition of the present chancel, which
has an Early English chancel-arch dateable to the decades around 1200. The church was
subsequently expanded to the north and east, but this work is probably 13th century and
need not trouble us here.
Dating
Published dates for the tower are as follows: it is Anglo-Saxon (Fisher 1962, 374;
Service 1982, 165), mid-late 11th century (Taylor and Taylor 1965, 349-50) or that it is
Norman, on the basis of its squat proportions and belfry-openings (Baldwin Brown
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1925, 461-2). More recently, Tweddle et al. (1995, 192) interpreted the proportions of
the tower and the dressed nature of its quoins to be Norman in appearance, but they also
considered the belfry column-shafts to be Anglo-Saxon. They cite St Albans Abbey as
an instance of the re-use of similar pre-Conquest shafts in a post-Conquest building.
Other dateable features survive. The possible long-and-short work just below the
string-course on the southeast and southwest corners is Anglo-Saxon, but too
fragmentary to be reliable. The north, south and west windows are likely to have been
double-splayed, which is indicative of a late Anglo-Saxon date (Taylor 1978, 836).
Their prominent re-use of Roman brick is also more of an Anglo-Saxon than a Norman
habit. The oculus windows, known to have been present on the east elevation, are not
uncommon in Anglo-Saxon churches (Taylor 1978, 846). The jambs of the tower-arch
are Anglo-Saxon in construction. Overall, therefore, a mid-11th century date for the
construction of the tower seems sensible due to its incorporation of both Anglo-Saxon
and Norman work. If, however, the phase 2 heightening of the tower did indeed take
place significantly after its original construction, an earlier date is implied.
The original nave (phase 3) is difficult to date as no original features survive.
The possibility that it was constructed using stone from Pevensey Castle may date it to
shortly after 1100, when that castle was rebuilt by the Count of Mortain, no doubt
releasing a supply of building stone. According to the Domesday Book, Jevington was
in the lands of the Count of Mortain at this time (Williams and Martin 2002, 50). If
indeed this nave was built with stones from the refurbished castle of the new Norman
landowner, then a more strident architectural symbol of domination can hardly be
imagined.
The nave was then rebuilt in flint prior to the addition of a chancel, dated by the
Early English chancel-arch to the decades around 1200. This supports an early 12th
century date for the construction of the nave.
Interpretation
The tower in context
The church stands on the South Downs way adjacent to Jevington Place, a substantial
medieval manor-house (Nairn and Pevsner 1965, 546). An ovoid manorial curia is
visible around Jevington place (fig. I.17.18), measuring c. 115 x 160 m across. The
main route through the settlement from the north deflects at it meets this presumed
enclosure, which is evidence for it having been a delineated feature in the landscape. It
lies on high ground to the north of the main focus of the village, c. 200m to the
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southeast. The church stands on the southern edge of this postulated enclosure, where it
meets the South Downs Way. Since this is a likely location for the enclosure entrance,
the tower may have acted as a burhgeat, guarding or embellishing this entrance.

Fig. I.17.18 – Modern OS map of Jevington
The tenurial history of Jevington
Jevington (Loveingetone 1086), ‘the farm of the people of Geofa’ is first mentioned in
the Domesday Book (Mawer and Stenton 1930, 421-2). It was divided into several
manors, with one major landowner:
Ralph holds of the count [of Mortain] 7½ hides in Jevington. Cola held
them of King Edward as a manor. Then, as now, they were assessed at 7
hides. [There is] land for 14 ploughs. In demesne is 1 plough; and 16
villans with 5 bordars have 4 ploughs. There is 1 slave, and a mill
rendering 8s. TRE it was worth £6; and afterwards £3; now £4.10s.
(Williams and Martin 2002, 50).
A ‘Cola’ also held six other estates in Sussex in 1066: Twineham (£3); Ashcombe
(£1.6s); Preston (£4); Brambletye (£1.10s); Poynings (£12) and Berwick (5s). The name
is not uncommon in the Domesday Book1, so it is unlikely that these refer to the same

1

There are a further fifteen individuals named ‘Cola’ in the Domesday Book according to the
Prosopography of Anglo-Saxon England [http://www.pase.ac.uk].
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individual. Even so, Jevington would have been Cola’s most valuable estate in that part
of Sussex.
Turning to Jevington’s holder TRE, a ‘Ralph’ held other manors in the vicinity,
but the name is too common to be certain whether they were the same person. There are
43 ‘Ralphs’ holding land in Sussex in 1086, some of whom are explicitly not the same
person (as in the entries for Streat, Lancing, Hamsey, Renching and Sompting), and
some of whom bear different names, such as Ralph the Priest in Elsted and Ralph
fitzTheodric in Lower Cokeham. It is therefore impossible to tell whether we are
dealing with a major land-owner, or where the centre of his holdings was. However, the
value of Jevington is certainly enough for it to merit consideration as an estate centre at
this time.
The tower in its landscape (fig. I.17.19)
Communication routes
Jevington is well served by long-distance routes. The South Downs Way runs past St
Andrew’s church and on through Sussex into Hampshire. The Roman road (M 142)
from Pevensey to Stane Street, and on to London, runs two miles to the north. It is
described in a Royal Charter of 1252 as the ‘Old Road’ and was used as a boundary,
implying its continuing use (Margary 1973, 71). A second Roman road (M 143) runs
through Jevington, linking the main Pevensey road with the landing-place at the Birling
Gap.

It also appears to have been in use in the medieval period: the field-name

‘Castleway Furlong’ (the road to the castle) occurs along its route, and it meets
Jevington at ‘Street Farm’ (Margary 1973, 71). Nevertheless, Jevington’s tower-nave
had little visibility from these routes, and none from the landing-place at Birling Gap or
from the sea.
Assembly-sites
Jevington lies in Willingdon Hundred, named after the village of Willingdon
(Wilendone 1086), meaning ‘Willa’s Hill’. This probably refers to the spur of the hill on
which the village stands (Anderson 1939a, 95). A likely location for the hundred
assembly-place is on the parish boundary half a mile to the east, where the Roman road
to Jevington runs west past the Neolithic camp at Tas Combe. This was only a mile
north of St Andrew’s, and is intervisible with it.

Appendix I.17: Jevington

572

Beacon sites
Despite its general lack of landscape visibility, St Andrew’s could have watched an
early beacon-system which ran east into Kent (see Hastings [14]) and west to link up
with the Hampshire system (Hill and Sharp 1997).
Fortifications
Jevington’s tower-nave would have made a poor watchtower. If it had been intended as
such it would have been placed on high ground within the parish with clear views over
the Roman road to the north, the river valley to the west and the sea to the south. As it
is, there is not even visibility with a possible fortification in the parish.
Estates
Jevington’s tower-nave would have made a poor territorial marker in the landscape.
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Fig. I.17.19 – The landscape context of Jevington
Key to fig. I.17.19
Assembly-sites
1. Willingdon Hundred probably assembled at Tas Combe (see above).
2. Eastbourne hundred assembled at the top of Borough Lane, near the Old Town
(Mawer and Stenton 1930, 426).
Beacon sites
1. Totnore (Totenore 1086; Mawer and Stenton 1930, 357). Probably refers to what
later became Firle Beacon on this site.
2. Tas Combe (Tottscampe 1261; Mawer and Stenton 1930, 425).
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3. Wartling is recorded as a beacon in 1617 (Kitchen 1986, 189). The ‘ware’
element in its early place-name (Werlinges 1086; Wareling’ 1201) (Mawer and
Stenton 1930, 483) is potentially indicative of an Anglo-Saxon origin.
4. Beacon Hill (la Bekne 1374), Bishopstone (Mawer and Stenton 1930, 365).
Fortifications
1. Broughton (Bertone 1086) contains a burh place-name element (Mawer and
Stenton 1930, 422).
2. Westburton (Westbortone 1086), near Crowlink Farm (Mawer and Stenton 1930,
421).
Conclusion
Jevington’s tower-nave was constructed in the mid-11th century on the edge of a
probable manorial enclosure containing a manor-house of medieval origin. It lay a few
miles from the sea on or near several two regional routes, although its location in a
valley would have made it a poor watchtower and territorial marker. Despite this, it
would have had sight over its adjacent hundredal meeting-place and early regional
beacon-system, which would have been invisible at ground level. It gained a nave in the
early 12th century, possibly built with stones from the castle of its post-Conquest tenantin-chief.
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Appendix I.18: St Matthew’s, Langford, Oxfordshire
Introduction
The church of St Matthew (fig. I.18.1) lies in the Thames Valley at the junction of four
counties: Oxfordshire, Gloucestershire, Berkshire and Wiltshire. Famous for its early
medieval sculpture (Tweddle et al. 1995, 213-5), the church is been the subject of
several extended descriptions (Paintin 1911; Baldwin Brown 1925, 463; Mackay 1963;
Fisher 1962, 228-231; Fisher 1969). Taylor and Taylor (1965, 367-72) were the first to
plan of the tower and to speculate on its origin as a tower-nave church. The only
recorded archaeological intervention at the church recorded the footings of the south
wall and porch, but uncovered nothing of relevance here (Mitcheson 2010).

Fig. I.18.1 – General view of the church, from the southeast
Description
The plan of the church (fig. I.18.2)
The church’s mid-11th century tower presently stands axially between a late Norman
nave with contemporary north and south aisles and a 13th century chancel. The nave has
west windows and a porch of probable 13th century date, and a 15th century clerestory.
The tower-space measures 3.80 m north/south by 4.30 m east/west, and the tower has
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walls 1.0 m thick. It has a tower-arch and a chancel-arch in its west and east walls
respectively, and a north doorway – presently occupied by an organ – not noted in
previous studies.

Fig. I.18.2 – Phased plan of St Matthew’s, Langford
The external elevations of the tower
The tower rests on a stepped stone plinth and is divided into three stages by string
courses. Its fabric is obscured by plaster. It has broad projecting quoins like simple
clasping-buttresses

which

meet

the

tower’s

plinth

and

string-courses

with

characteristically Anglo-Saxon double-stepped bases and capitals. The tower’s lower
two stages are divided vertical by a central pilaster-strip of the same design as its
quoins, excepting that it is of irregular long-and short construction. These were renewed
in the late 18th century (Paintin 1911). Together, these features give the tower a simple
stripwork decoration that divide the tower into panels always intended to be plastered.
The church’s visible stonework is of local oolitic limestone (Tweddle et al. 1995, 215).
The topmost, belfry, stage of the tower is stepped back from those below. It
retains the stripwork quoins of the lower elevations; distinctive round-headed two-light
belfry-openings replace the central strip on each elevation. They are of through-stone
construction, and have no obvious parallels in Anglo-Saxon architecture (Taylor and
Taylor 1965, 368). Each light is of three orders, the outer and inner of which take the
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form of engaged columns. Their round heads spring from frieze-like foliate impostmouldings resembling simplified anthemion and palmette work; the central moulding
where the two lights meet is topped by a an acanthus leaf in low relief.
The tower is topped by a low ashlar cap with a corbel-table decorated with
human and beast heads; its lack of stripwork or quoins suggest that it is a later addition,
although still Norman in date. Much of this fabric was replaced during the 18th century
restorations of the tower, retaining some of the corbel-heads (Paintin 1911). The present
low gabled roof is post-medieval in date.
North elevation (figs I.18.3 & I.18.4)

Fig. I.18.3 – The north elevation of the tower. Vegetation prevents a unified view.
Much of the lower half of this elevation is obscured by the church’s north aisle and by
the stair turret to the belfry, which of 13th century date. From within the north aisle a
doorway is visible at the west end of the elevation, presently occupied by the church
organ (fig. I.18.4). It has a round head, ashlar voussoirs and plain chamfered imposts,
although it is impossible to tell whether it marks the original entrance to the tower or an
archway to an early north porticus for which no other evidence survives. Above, each
panel of the second stage of the tower formerly bore a round-headed double-splay
window with a sloping stone sill. The western of the pair survives intact, and retains its
keyhole-shaped mid-wall slab; the eastern window has been partially truncated by the
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doorway to the later stair-turret, and is visible from inside the tower’s first-floor
chamber (fig. I.18.13).

Fig. I.18.4 – The doorway or archway in the north wall of the tower, from within the
north nave aisle.
East elevation (figs I.18.5 & I.18.6)
The east elevation is largely obscured by the present chancel, which is a 13th century
replacement of the 11th century original. The present steep chancel roof belongs to a
restoration from the mid-1860s, before which antiquarian illustrations show it to have
been lower and more shallow-pitched (Anon 1996, 3). An area of plaster has been
removed within the tower above the chancel arch; the scar of the original shallowpitched roof of the present chancel is visible bisecting the original doorway into the 11th
century chancel roofspace, now blocked (fig. I.18.5). More clearly visible is a steeplypitched roof-raggle which belongs to the 11th century chancel. Taylor and Taylor (1965,
371) note that this original chancel was narrower than the tower. A dressed stone sill
lies in the wall above the apex of the 11th century chancel roof, belonging to an original
window whose jambs are also partially visible. Unfortunately, the present roof truss
obscures any other detail.
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Fig. I.18.5 – The east elevation of the tower, from within the present chancel.
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Fig. I.18.6 – The east elevation of the tower above the present chancel roof.
South elevation (figs I.18.7 & I.18.8)
As with the north elevation, much of the lower half of this elevation is obscured by the
church’s south aisle and chancel. A 13th century lancet window has been inserted into
the visible part of the lower stage of the elevation. The second stage retains both its
double-splay windows, of similar type to those on the north elevation. The lower part of
its central pilaster strip bears a heavily weathered sundial, supported by a pair of
cloaked figures of firmly Anglo-Saxon style (fig. I.18.8). It may have been re-used from
a previous structure (Tweddle et al. 1995, 214).
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Fig. I.18.7 – The south external elevation of the tower.
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Fig. I.18.8 – The (re-used?) sundial on the south external elevation of the tower.
West elevation (figs I.18.9- I.18.12)
The west elevation is largely obscured by the present nave which, importantly, abuts the
northeast and southeast pilaster-quoins of the tower. These quoins continue to ground
level on both sides of the tower, indicating that the present nave walls are a later
addition, and that the church’s original western structure was narrower than the tower.

Fig. I.18.9 – The west external elevation of the tower, above the present nave roof. Note
that the nave abuts the tower (see also figs I.18.11 & I.18.12).
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Fig. I.18.10 – The west elevation of the tower, from within the present nave
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Fig. I.18.11 – Detail of the southwest corner of the tower, from within the present south
aisle of the nave. The nave wall abuts the tower’s pilaster-strip, which extends to ground
level (see also figs I.18.9 & I.18.12).

Fig. I.18.12– Detail of the northwest corner of the tower, from within the present south
aisle of the nave. The nave wall abuts the tower’s pilaster-strip, which extends to ground
level (see also figs I.18.9 & I.18.11).
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The internal elevations of the tower
Ground floor level
The tower-space, which is topped by a 13th century or later vault, retains its original
round-headed tower and chancel arches, which are both of through-stone construction.
The tower arch (fig. I.18.10) has square chamfered imposts and is decorated with
stripwork on its western face, which is carried up the arch as a hood-mounding. The
chancel arch (fig. I.18.5) is more elaborate and strongly resembles in style the tower’s
belfry-openings (e.g. fig. I.18.6). It has chamfered imposts with more elaborate
mouldings than its western counterpart, resembling a simplified Classical cornice. The
arch is of two orders. On its west face this takes the form of engaged columns with a
stepped bell-shaped bases and cubical capitals. On its east face the arch’s outer order is
unadorned aside from the return of its impost-mouldings.
Above both the tower and chancel arches are plain flat-headed doorways facing
into the present nave and chancel respectively (figs I.18.5 & I.18.10). The visible face
of the western doorway bears dressed stone with jambs laid Escomb-fashion, which is in
contrast to the rubble finish of the eastern doorway and of the faces of both doorways as
visible inside the first floor chamber. This suggests that the western doorway was meant
to be seen, and was perhaps approached via a stair or gallery, whilst the eastern
doorway simply gave access to the roofspace of the chancel (Taylor and Taylor 1965,
371).
First-floor level
The first-floor chamber is wholly plastered, but the interior splays of the north (fig.
I.18.13) and south windows are visible, as are the rubble-built doorways facing into the
present nave and chancel. These are presently above the level of the chamber’s floor,
indicating that the tower’s 13th century vault is lower than the level of the tower’s
original floor.
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Fig. I.18.13 – The internal north elevation of the first-floor chamber of the tower.
Second floor level
The interior of the tower’s belfry was inaccessible for survey.
The rest of the church
Of note in the rest of the church is a fragment of a large 10th-11th century crucifixion
scene, now built above the entrance to the 13th century south porch. A second
crucifixion, of 11th century date, has been incorporated into the porch’s south wall
(Tweddle et al. 1995, 213-14). They are both likely to have been re-used from a
previous church from this or another location.
Discussion
Building sequence (fig. I.18.2)
Phase 1
The first phase of the church seems to have consisted of a tower with a narrower eastern
chancel. The fact that the tower’s southeast and southwest pilaster strips run to ground
level demonstrates that its original western structure was narrow than the tower. It may
have resembled the baptistery of St Peter’s, Barton-upon-Humber [3]. The roof-raggle
of the 11th century chancel and the similarity of the chancel arch to the tower’s belfryopenings means that we can be confident it belongs to the first phase of the tower. We
can also assume that the tower arch is original to the construction of the tower.
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Phase 2
The second phase of the tower saw the replacement of its narrow western structure with
a nave and aisles, and the addition of its parapet and corbel-table. Both of these are
dated to the late Norman period, the nave on the basis of the aisle arcades and south
doorway (Sherwood and Pevsner 1974, 678-9).
Phase 3
The third phase saw the rebuilding of the church’s chancel on a much grander scale.
This is not stratigraphically later than the construction of the phase two nave: it is
assumed to be later on the basis of its 13th century south doorway and re-set east
windows.
Phase 4
The fourth phase saw the and the addition of a vault, new south window and stair turret
to the tower. The stair-turret abuts the phase three chancel, and is likely to have been
installed at the same time the tower vault changed the floor level of the first floor
chamber of the tower. It is dated to the 13th century on stylistic grounds.
Dating
The architectural date of the tower presents a very confused picture. On the one hand its
pilaster strips, long-and-short work, double-splay windows and the through-stones of its
chancel and tower arches are indicative of Anglo-Saxon construction. This is supported
by its – potentially re-used – Anglo-Saxon sundial. On the other hand, the upper belfryopenings and chancel arch are strongly Norman in style, and the tower’s corner pilasterstrips resemble Norman clasping buttresses. The consensus is that that tower was
constructed soon after the Norman Conquest, but under strong Anglo-Saxon influence
(Baldwin Brown 1925, 280; Fisher 1962, 228-9; Taylor and Taylor 1965, 367-72;
Sherwood and Pevsner 1974, 678; Tweddle et al. 1995, 64). This is exemplified by the
belfry-opening’s foliate capitals, which are of mid-11th century or later date, but which
look back to earlier Anglo-Saxon decorative styles (Tweddle et al. 1995, 215).
Interpretation
The tower in context
At the time of the Conquest, Langford (Langefort 1086), ‘the long ford’ (Gelling 1953,
327) was held by Earl Harold of Wessex, later King Harold. Langford interlocks
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topographically with the neighbouring estate of Broadwell, which had been held by the
Earl of Mercia TRE. Prior to the acquisition of Langford by Earl Harold, the two may
have formed a compact comital estate of 50 hides belonging to successive Earls of
Mercia (Blair 1994, 111). The Domesday Book account of Langford is as follows:
The king holds Langford. There are 15 hides. [There is] land for 15
ploughs. Now in demesne [are] 5 ploughs, and 12 slaves; and 21 villans
with 4 bordars have 5 ploughs. There are 2 mills rendering 20s, and 40
acres of meadow and 5 acres of pasture. TRE and afterwards, as now,
worth £18…. Earl Harold held [this manor]; now Ælfsige of Faringdon
holds [it] at farm.
(Williams and Martin 2002, 424).
Since the architecture of the tower is indicative of an early post-Conquest date, its
builder is likely to be Ælfsige of Faringdon. Faringdon lies to the south of Langford,
and was probably incorporated into it Langford by Ælfsige (Blair 1994, 212 n. 65).
Ælfsige himself had been a minor Anglo-Saxon thegn who had held two hides in
nearby Longworth TRE. By 1086 his holdings had increased to 49½ hides in the region,
indicating that he had made himself useful to William the Conqueror and had flourished
as a result. His suggested identity as the constructor of the Langford tower-nave, which
incorporates many distinctively Anglo-Saxon features into its evidently Norman fabric,
is therefore extremely appropriate (Blair 1994, 175-80). Indeed, his incorporation of reused pre-Norman sculpture so prominently in his church may have been a powerful
symbol of Ælfsige’s Anglo-Saxon identity.
Langford was Ælfsige’s most valuable holding: at £18 it value was twice that of
his next most valuable, eleven miles to the north at Shipton-under-Wychwood. This
suggests that Langford was the location of his principle residence; the settlement
topography may indicate that a manorial curia encompassed the church (fig. I.18.14). A
curving boundary encloses the church c. 100 m to the north. The location of Langford’s
manor house is unknown, but ‘Manor Farm’ is marked adjacent to this putative curia on
the first edition OS map of the settlement.

Appendix I.18: Langford

589

Fig. I.18.14 – Interpretation of Langford’s manorial curia, based on the 1st edition OS
map.
The tower in its landscape (fig. I.18.15)
Communication routes
Langford lies in the Thames Valley with the Cotswolds and the Marlborough Downs to
the north and south.The tower would have had a good view along the wide river valley
itself, which was navigable as far as Cricklade (Blair 2007, 18). The other major longdistance route in the area was Akeman Street, four miles to the north of Langford, over
which the tower could also have kept watch.
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Assembly-sites
Langford sits at the former intersection of four counties; it is presently in Oxfordshire,
but was in the Berkshire hundred of Farringdon until 1844 (Crossley and Currie 1996,
1). The meeting place of this hundred is not known, neither are the meeting-places of
the other hundreds in the area.
Beacon sites
The tower was in a position to watch a regional beacon-system that led south and east
into Berkshire and Oxfordshire.
Fortifications
The tower also had intervisibility over most of the burh place-names and AngloNorman castles in the area, including the Burghal Hideage fort at Cricklade and the
medieval crossing of the Thames at Radcot.
Estates
At the probable time of the construction of his tower, Ælfsige held land in Windrush
and Great Barrington in Gloucestershire, and Langford, Milton and Shipton-underWychwood in Oxfordshire, and Faringdon, Littleworth and Barcote in Berkshire, all as
a subtenant in 1086 (Williams and Martin 2002). The tower could not have acted as a
landmark over these estates.

Appendix I.18: Langford

Fig. I.18.15 – The landscape context of Langford.
Key to fig. I.18.15
Beacons
1. Warboro’ Bank (n.d.), Idbury (Gelling 1953, 358).
2. Watchfield (Wachenesfeld 1086) (Gelling 1974, 382).
3. Totterdown Lane (1870), Kempsford (Smith 1964a, 39).

591

Appendix I.18: Langford

592

Burhs
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Burford (Bureford 1086) (Gelling 1953, 310-11).
Burroway Bridge (Burweia 1210), Bampton (Gelling 1953, 304).
Burwell Farm (Burewell 1226), Curbridge (Gelling 1953, 315).
Black Bourton (Bortone 1086) (Gelling 1953, 306).
Badbury Hill, (1539), a hillfort in Great Coxwell (Gelling 1974, 363-4).
Cherbury Camp (cerenburhg 1200), a hillfort in Charney Basset (Gelling 1974,
390).
7. Burytown (Buribluntesdon 1279), a hillfort in Blunsdon (Gover et al. 1939, 31).
8. Greenberry House (Greenbury 1723), Eastleach Turville (Smith 1964a, 34).
9. Bibury (Beagan byrg 899) (Smith 1964a, 26).
Anglo-Norman Castles
1. Radcot
2. Leafield Barrow
3. Ascott Earl
4. Bibury
5. Buckland
6. Hinton Waldrist
Conclusion
The tower at Langford is a remarkable example of an Anglo-Saxon ‘survivor’ lord
constructing a tower-nave church after the Conquest in a distinctively transitional style,
incorporating both Anglo-Saxon and Norman architectural elements and sculpture. It
lay in his most valuable estate at the probable location of his residence, and would have
made a useful watchtower over strategic places in the local landscape, although was not
a landmark over local estates.
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Appendix I.19: St Lawrence’s, Morland, Cumbria
Be't their comfort
We are coming thither: gracious England hath
Lent us good Siward and ten thousand men;
An older and a better soldier none
That Christendom gives out.
(Macbeth IV: 3)
Introduction
The church of St Lawrence (fig. I.19.1) lies in Westmorland, where the Lyvennet Valley
joins the Vale of Eden. The church was briefly described by Baldwin Brown (1925,
472) and Fisher (1962, 112), and in greater detail by the RCHME (1936, 175-7) and the
Taylors (1965, 446-8), both of whom include measured plans. The church and parish are
also the subject of an unusually detailed guidebook (Markham 2003). The church was
extensively restored in 1896. The only recorded excavation opened four trenches against
the south external wall of the chancel and the south aisle of the church. They were
excavated to an arbitrary depth and no medieval remains were found (Town and
Scurfield 1999).

Fig. I.19.1 – General view of St Lawrence’s, from the southwest.
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Description
The plan of the church (fig. I.19.2)
The tower measures 5.90 m square externally with walls 1.25 m thick, except the east
which is up to 1.40 m thick. This is unusually substantial for a tower of this date,
leading to the perhaps simplistic suggestion that it was erected for defence (Taylor and
Taylor 1965, 447). It stands at the west end of an aisled nave with transepts, chancel,
vestry and south porch which are on a similar alignment, excepting the south aisle. The
tower is at a different level to the rest of the church, which presently lies 1.00 m below
the tower-space down a short flight of steps. There is no tower-arch: the tower
communicates with the nave via a narrow doorway.

Fig. I.19.2 – Phased plan of the church
The external elevations of the tower
The original fabric of the tower is 12.20 m tall externally, and is constructed from
roughly squared and dressed rubble of varied sized and geologies. Four original belfryopenings survive a little below this level, indicating that this approximates its original
height. A 16th century belfry stage lies above, raising the tower to a present external
height of 14.75 m. Its corbel-table incorporates 13th century dogtooth ornament
(RCHME 1936, 176). The tower is divided into two stages at a height of 9.15 m by an
unadorned off-set with no string-course. Its quoins are of similar fabric to the rest of the
tower, and are marked out by their comparatively large size. The upper stage of the
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tower has more modest and irregular quoins than the lower, and is constructed from
smaller stones laid in less regular fashion than the lower stage. However, there is little
else to demonstrate that they are of different phases of construction.
North elevation (figs I.19.3 & I.19.4)

Fig. I.19.3 – The north external elevation of the tower
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Fig. I.19.4 – Drawing of the north external elevation
At the base of the north elevation, on the eastern side, the Taylors (1965, 448) observed
a chamfered plinth, which is presently obscured. It continues round the east side of the
tower. Above, the lower stage of the tower is constructed from markedly larger blocks
up to a level of 2.8 m, which is more likely to represent an initial campaign of building
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with a desire to underpin the structure with more substantial masonry rather than the
survival of an earlier construction. The quoins of this lower stage are abutted by the
west wall of the later church nave, evidence that it was free-standing when first built.
One, 3.2 m up on the west side, has an eroded lewis hole in its face, indicating that it
has been re-used. The only feature in this lower stage is a small round-headed window
0.20 m wide by 0.65 m tall, 3.15 m above ground level. It has no sill-stone, and is
formed from five substantial blocks of red sandstone. Its megalithic round head is cut
through one of these blocks rather than being formed from individual stones. The
window has a modest internal splay and a sloping sill.
The tower’s upper stage has a large area of rebuilding above the early belfryopening, which is presumably associated with the addition of the post-medieval belfry.
The early belfry-opening is a version of the ‘Lincolnshire’ type (Stocker and Everson
2006), of two lights separated by a central column supporting a projecting through-stone
slab. Like the window in the lower stage, its lights have round heads carved from single
megalithic stones. The column separating them appears to have a bell-shaped base and
capital, although it is partially obscured, and a shaft formed from a single stone which
may have been turned.
East elevation (figs I.19.5- I.19.7)
The lower half of the tower’s east elevation is visible from inside the present nave;
differential weathering and low light levels have made it impossible to distinguish
different stone types at this level, or to examine the part of the elevation lost in the
shadow of the nave roof. The elevation’s north quoins are partially visible, which is
further evidence that the tower was originally constructed as a free-standing structure.
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Fig. I.19.5 – The lower part of the east elevation, from within the church nave.
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Fig. I.19.6 – Drawing of the east elevation of the tower
The base of the elevation is dominated by a substantial plinth of two orders, the
upper chamfered and the lower squared. It is up to 1.30 m tall from the level of the nave
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floor, which is significantly below the level of the ground outside the church. It has
been noted on the tower’s north elevation (Taylor and Taylor 1965, 448), and the fact it
runs round the east face of the tower precludes the original existence of a nave or
chancel. Its exaggerated height indicates that the ground level on the east side of the
tower was terraced when the nave was built, revealing more of the plinth than was
originally meant to be seen.
As on the north elevation, the lower few courses of the wall are of generally
larger than those above, presumably to provide a strong foundation. The only visible
feature is the round-headed doorway to the tower-space, where a tower-arch should be.
It is 0.75 m wide and up to 2.80 m tall, although its height has again been exaggerated
by the artificial drop in ground level on this side of the tower: the tower-space itself is
accessed up a short flight of presumably inserted steps. The doorway’s jambs are of
roughly dressed rubble, continuous with the surrounding wall; its head is of more
accomplished large dressed stone voussoirs which are set back from its jambs. The
doorway is rebated on its west side for the hanging of a door and provided with sockets
for substantial draw-bars, in keeping with its interpretation as an external entrance
(Taylor and Taylor 1965, 448).
At the top of the lower stage a roof-scar is evident above the present nave, at a
sharper pitch to it. This is clearly not associated with a nave original to the construction
of the tower, since its apex would have obscured the lower belfry opening. The likely
explanation is that the medieval nave was lowered – its present timbers are postmedieval – perhaps when the church was extensively restored in 1896.
The upper stage of the tower, as on the north elevation, is more raggedly built
than the lower but there is no other evidence that it belongs to a subsequent phase. It
upper part may, however, have been rebuilt when the later belfry stage was added. Its
belfry-opening is of the same type as the lower: notable is the presence of a second midwall shaft supporting the central through-stone. It consists of two sections of a cut-down
and re-used moulded polygonal sandstone shaft of probable 11th century date. It was
probably originally shaped to be engaged into a wall as a string or plinth, and could
have been added at any time after the church’s construction (Bailey and Cramp 1988,
167-8).

Appendix I.19: Morland

601

Fig. I.19.7 – The upper part of the east elevation, above the present nave roof.
South elevation (figs I.19.8- I.19.10)
The fabric of the south elevation is similar to those already described, with a base of
larger stones and a less regularly constructed upper stage characterised by smaller, more
varied masonry. As on the north elevation, its east quoins run to ground level, indicating
that the tower is earlier than any nave. Notable amongst these quoins a fragment of
walling 2.10 m tall (fig. I.19.10). It is bonded with both the nave west wall and the
tower, although it abuts the quoins of the latter. It has therefore been interpreted as the
south wall of the nave prior to a significant episode of rebuilding; any counterpart to
this stub on the north side of the tower would be concealed by the west wall of the north
aisle (Taylor and Taylor 1965, 447-8). Also evident in the lower stage, 2.90 m above
ground level, is a small round-headed window of similar size and construction to its
northern counterpart.
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Fig. I.19.8 – The south external elevation of the tower
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Fig. I.19.9 – Drawing of the south elevation of the tower

603

Appendix I.19: Morland

604

Fig. I.19.10 – Stub of walling at the junction between the south wall of the tower and
the west wall of the south aisle of the church.
In the upper stage, the central through-stone of the belfry-opening retains a
socket visible from the inside of the tower for a second column behind the first. The sill
has been modified internally and is presently rendered with cement, so it is not possible
to say whether this second column was ever actually installed, or whether the throughstone has been re-used, or even that it was used as a ‘test piece’ for the column that is
present. Above the opening is evidence for rebuilding, associated with the addition of
the 16th century belfry.
West elevation (figs I.19.11 & I.19.12)
The west elevation is of similar construction to those already described. It has a small
window in its lower stage, 2.55 m above ground level. It is 0.40 m wide by up to 1.00 m
tall, and has a segmental head formed from a single block of stone; it is not in course
with the rest of the wall, and appears to be a later insertion (Taylor and Taylor 1965,
446). Below and to the north is an arrangement of three blocks with lewis holes,
indicative they were re-used from a Roman context.
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Fig. I.19.11 – The west external elevation of the tower
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Fig. I.19.12 – Drawing of the west elevation of the tower
The upper stage is again less well constructed than the lower, and bears a belfryopening of the type already familiar. It has a single central column which, like the
others, has marked entasis, and may have been lathe-turned.
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The internal elevations of the tower
Although the internal elevations of the tower have escaped plastering they reveal little
of interest not visible externally. The exception is an apparent small blocked window in
the centre of the east wall of the tower-space. It measures 0.6 m wide by 0.75 m tall and
has a long, flat lintel; it is 4.20 m above the floor of the tower-space, meaning that it is
obscured externally by a post-medieval panel hung in the nave. It appears to have been
an external window comparable to those in the tower’s other elevations, and was
presumably blocked up when the church nave was built.

Fig. I.19.13 – The blocked opening in the east wall of the tower-space.
The rest of the church
The earliest features in the church apart from the tower are the nave arcades, which are
late 12th century in date, and were rebuilt in the 13th century. The church’s north and
south transepts are early 13th century. Its chancel was probably rebuilt in the early 14th
century, and again in the 16th century. The south porch dates to 1679, the north aisle was
rebuilt in 1758 and the vestry added in 1896 during a thorough restoration of the church
which involved the rebuilding of the chancel-arch and the west walls of the aisles
(RCHME 1936, 175).
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Discussion
Building materials
Published accounts of the tower describe it as built of local sandstone rubble (Fisher
1962, 112; Taylor and Taylor 1965, 446), but limestone, gritstone and various a hard
stone in various shades of pink and red are also present. Morland lies in the Vale of
Eden, whose geology is carboniferous limestone; Silurian gritstone lies in the adjacent
foothills of the Lake District (Prosser 1977, 13). The other stone is likely to be Shap
granite, a distinctive stone that is still quarried five miles southwest of the Morland,
whose strata run from pink to red (Prosser 1977, 130-2). Several of the stones on the
tower’s external elevations have lewis holes, and its east elevation – sheltered since the
12th century by the church nave – preserves a variety of tooling. The construction of the
tower therefore involved an unknown proportion of re-used Roman stone.
Building sequence (fig. I.19.2)
Phase 1
The church was certainly built as a free-standing tower with no associated nave or
chancel. The evidence for this is as follows:
1. The tower’s northeast and southeast quoins extend to ground level, indicating
that any former structure to the east would have been narrower than itself. There
is no evidence for such a structure in the fabric of the tower’s east wall.
2. The tower’s eastern doorway is too narrow to have ever served as a chancelarch. It is 0.25 m narrower than even the tower-arch at roughly contemporary
church at Hough-on-the-Hill in Lincolnshire, and was meant to be secured from
the inside. As the only entrance to the tower, it was probably constructed as an
external doorway.
3. The tower’s plinth runs around its east face, precluding the sensible presence
there of a contemporary eastern structure.
4. The ground floor blocked window obscured by the coat-of-arms in the tower’s
east elevation appears to have been an external window.
Phase 2
There is no evidence that the tower was modified until it gained a nave The earliest
surviving evidence for this is a part of its late 12th century arcade, indicating either that
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the nave was constructed with aisles from the start, or that it was of earlier 12th century
date and gained aisles subsequently.
Phase 3
One it had gained its nave the church underwent a number of additions and rebuildings,
summarised above.
Dating
The first mention of a church at Morland is contained within the registry of the Priory of
St Bees, which records that a local nobleman called Ketell granted St Laurence’s to
Wetheral Priory in 1120 (Wilson 1915, 233-4). The church was presumably already in
existence when granted (contra Thurlby 2004, 276-7), providing a terminus ante quem
for the construction of its tower. Published dates for this on architectural grounds are
that it represents the survival of Anglo-Saxon work in a Norman church (Baldwin
Brown 1925, 472), that it is probably pre-Conquest (RCHME 1936, 175), and that it is
Anglo-Saxon work of the later 11th century (Taylor and Taylor 1965, 446-8).
The tower’s belfry-openings are of the ‘Lincolnshire’ type, which have recently
been dated in that county to the early Norman period (Stocker and Everson 2006).
Cumbria is not Lincolnshire, but this indicates that St Laurence’s dates to the second
half of the 11th century. The megalithic columns within these belfries appear to have
been turned, which – assuming they were not re-used – which is indicative of AngloSaxon practice. The tower’s only other architecturally dateable feature are its megalithic
window heads, which is again an Anglo-Saxon practice. In all, the tower can be dated to
the mid-late 11th century, which coincides with increased Northumbrian influence in the
area after its conquest by Earl Siward in 1041.
Interpretation
The tower in context
The manorial curia
With its unusually thick walls, small high windows and single secure doorway, the
tower at Morland is one of the strongest candidates in this study to be interpreted in
simplistic military terms. Nevertheless, its belfry-openings indicate that it was always
an ecclesiastical structure. There is no evidence for Phythian-Adams’ (1996, 95)
suggestion that it originally comprised the western element of a linear arrangement of
church buildings.
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The tower lies adjacent to Morland House, a medieval manor house rebuilt in the
16th century and used as the vicarage. This provides a lordly context for the construction
of the church. Morland Hall, nearby, is a later foundation (Hyde and Pevsner 2010, 5334). Both St Laurence’s and Morland House lie within a possible curvilinear boundary c.
200 m east/west by 120 m north/south (fig. I.19.14), which may preserves the medieval
manorial curia.

Fig. I.19.14 – Interpretation of Morland’s manorial curia, based on the 1st edition OS
map.
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Morland in the British and Anglian periods
Morland lies in the Lyvennet Valley in the late 12th century county of Westmorland,
which until its conquest by the Normans in 1092 was not part of the English state, but
part of the client kingdom of Cumbria ruled by Earls of Northumberland. Before 1092
the Norman Ivo de Taillebois, steward of William II, may have held estates around
Kirby Stephen, eleven miles southeast of Morland, but that was the extent of immediate
Norman influence (Phythian-Adams 1996, 24). Unfortunately, Westmorland was not
therefore included in the Domesday Book, and its early documentary history is thin. It is
therefore worth briefly rehearsing the place of Westmorland within the greater kingdom
of Cumbria, so as to best place Morland within its social and historical context.
Early medieval Westmorland was bounded to the east, west and south by a
horseshoe of high ground formed by the Lake District and the Pennines, and to the north
by the R. Eamont. Its central axis was the Lyvennet Valley, which rises from the fells
seven miles south of Morland and flows into the R. Eden two miles to the north (fig.
I.19.16). There is evidence that kings of Rheged had a residence Lyvennet Valley in the
6th century (Phythian-Adams 1996, 49). In the parish of Morland is ‘Powdonnet Well’
(Powdonet 1637; Smith 1967, 143), which probably refers to King Dunod the Stout (d.
595), thought to have been a late 6th century king in Cumbria (Phythian-Adams 1996,
49, 85-6). Early medieval Morland may therefore be a place of long-standing secular
power.
Westmorland was annexed to the territory of the Anglian kings in the early 7th
century. Some degree of continuity of political organisation from the British to the
Anglian period is suggested by the intermarriage of the House of Rheged with King
Oswiu of Bernicia (642-670), which resulted in the absorption of the lands of the former
by the latter. Continuity of the high-status occupation of the Lyvennet Valley is
suggested by the presence of ‘Bolton’ (Boelton 1100-1133) in Morland parish (Smith
1967, 139), two and a half miles east of St Laurence’s church (fig. I.19.16), which
derives from the OE bōthl, bōtl or bōld, ‘a superior hall or mansion’. In Cumbria, these
are thought to be akin to the royal vills of Anglo-Saxon England, and to date to the
Anglian period (Phythian-Adams 1996, 88-9). Additionally, the Lyvennet Valley
contains a cluster of dedications to St Laurence. The relics of that saint were sent by the
Pope to King Oswy in 667: assuming the Anglians then established Lawrence’s cult at a
monastery in the Lyvennet Valley, it ‘would have branded a key royal estate of Rheged
with the stamp of a Northumbrian royal vill’ (Phythian-Adams 1996, 99).
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An early minster at Morland?
Both Morland’s long-standing high-status associations and the cluster of potentially
early Anglian dedications to St Laurence in the locality led Phythian-Adams (1996, 958) to suggest that Morland was the site of an early minster church. Its minster parochia
would have been a topographically coherent district some five miles in diameter
bounded by the R. Leith to the west and the R. Eden to the east, centred on the Lyvennet
Valley around Morland (fig. I.19.16). Although the area is presently divided up into
numerous small parishes, the only other churches of any apparent age or size in the
region are at Crosby Ravensworth to the south of Morland and Appleby St Laurence to
the east, suggesting that these formed the three earliest parochial subdivisions of the
area. Phythian-Adams’ argument for a coherent early minster parish in the locality of
Morland is as follows:
1. There is a vill with the name ‘Meaburn’ (OE ‘meadow-stream’) on the east bank
of the Lyvennet: King’s Meaburn (Mebrun(n) 1158-66; Smith 1967, 141) and
Mauld’s Meaburn (Mebrun(e) 1153-82; Smith 1967, 156. ‘Meaburn’ is argued
to have partially displaced the British river-name ‘Lyvennet’ as the Anglian
name for the area. The presence of this name in the Eden Valley indicates an
early common identity for the area.
2. In the Norman period, tithes were paid from Mauld’s Meaburn to the church at
Appleby St Laurence.
3. Crosby Ravensworth may have been carved out of a pre-existing parish, since
there are two other examples of places with ‘Crosby’ elements in Cumbria for
which this seems to be the case.
4. The three churches of Crosby Ravensworth, Appleby St Laurence and Morland
share a dedication to St Laurence, implying a coherent ecclesiastical identity.
However, there is a fourth such dedication six miles to the north at Kirkland,
outside the area of the suggested minster-parish.
Phythian-Adams (1996, 95-8) suggests that Morland was the minster-church of this
early parish, due both its impressive early tower and the fact that it hosted the ordination
of Bishop Michael of Glasgow between 1109 and 1117, who was later buried there.
Further episcopal ordinations are known in Morland in the 14th century.
There are problems with this theory. The first is that the inclusion of Appleby St
Laurence in the putative parochia is doubtful due to the adjacent presence of Appleby
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St Michael east of the R. Eden, which is distinguished in early sources as ‘vetus’ (old)
Appleby. This implies that Appleby St Laurence, which contains a Norman castle and
planned town, was a 12th century imposition upon a strategic crossing-place rather than
an early centre of ecclesiastical importance dependent upon Morland. Secondly,
Mauld’s Meaburn does not share a parish with Crosby Ravensworth, and it is the wrong
side of the R. Lyvennet, an obvious natural boundary, for this to have been likely in the
past. If anything, Mauld’s Meaburn is more likely to have been dependent on Appleby
St Laurence, which removes the only example of inter-parochial dependency between
the three early churches in the putative Lyvennet Valley minster-parish.
Where, then, was the region’s early ecclesiastical centre? One candidate is
Lowther, five miles to the west of Morland, which is rich in Anglian sculpture,
conspicuously absent at Morland. However, Lowther lies in a valley with few obvious
routes of communication with the Lyvennet Valley (fig. I.19.16). A better candidate is
Penrith itself, a place of local importance through the Roman and later periods. St
Andrew’s church in Penrith is the site of a late 8th or early 9th century cross shaft, as well
as four or five 10th century cross shafts and four hogback tombs (Bailey and Cramp
1988, 134-42). The Anglian occupation of the Lyvennet Valley may well have involved
the foundation of a minster, but there is little evidence that it was at Morland.
Morland in the Scandinavian period
Westmorland came under Scandinavian control in the 9th century, and the region
fragmented into smaller parishes. Even Lowther failed to retain its apparent early
ecclesiastical importance: the sculptural evidence indicates Scandinavian aristocratic
patronage and burial there in the 10th-11th centuries, indicating that it had become a
proprietary church (Bailey and Cramp 1988, 127-133). The Lowther valley contains the
name Great Yarlside ‘the Jarl’s Seat’ (1865; Smith 1967, 38), and Lowther itself
remained the caput of one of the greatest families of Cumbria in the later middle ages
(Phythian-Adams 1996, 98-9). Slender evidence for high-status aristocratic burial at
Morland is provided by a sword of 10th-11th century date and Scandinavian style, found
in Morland House, where it seems to have been kept from the mid-19th century. Despite
its lack of provenance, the house was owned at this time by an antiquarian family active
in the locality, implying that the sword came from Morland (Bailey 1984). The sword is
of a type almost invariably known from contemporary high-status furnished burials (Sue
Brunning, British Museum, pers. comm.).
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The Lyvennet Valley retained its high-status associations in the Scandinavian
period. Five and a half miles to the southeast of Morland lies ‘Hoff’ (Hofes 1158-66;
Smith 1967, 97), which derives from the ON hof, ‘hall’, indicative of a high-status
residence (Phythian-Adams 1996, 92-104). More tenuously, in 927 the kings of
Cumbria and Scotland and the Earl of Northumberland gave homage to King Æthelstan
of Wessex at Dacre, on the north side of the R. Eamont near Penrith, on which occasion
Æthelstan is likely to have stayed in the Lyvennet Valley. Their subordination was only
temporary, and for much of the 10th and the earlier 11th centuries Westmorland seems to
have acted as a ‘buffer-state’ between Scottish-dominated ‘Cumberland’ northeast of
the R. Eamont, centred on Carlisle, and the Anglo-Scandinavian and Anglo-Saxon kings
and earls of Northumberland to the south and east.
Morland into the 11th century
Cumbria and Westmorland were ravaged by King Edmund of Wessex in 945, and by
successive earls of Northumberland thereafter. Earls Ealdred (1018-39) and Eadulf
(1039-41) both launched attempted takeovers of the kingdom, but it was not until Earl
Siward (1041-55) that this overlordship was achieved as far as the Solway Firth,
including Westmorland. Siward was succeeded in his new possessions not by Earl
Tostig (1055-65) but by his relation, the local Cumbrian lord Gospatric (1055-72), who
was descended from both the kings of England and Scotland. Gospatric is notable for
having issued a writ in his own name (S 1243) granting land, sake and soke and toll and
team to various of his retainers, which is a good illustration of his power and effective
autonomy in the region. He purchased the Earldom of Northumberland in 1067, and
following an invasion of the King of Scots in 1069 he re-took Cumbria before being
deposed by William the Conqueror in 1072. He had three sons, Gospatric, Dolfin and
Waltheof, who succeeded him as lords of Cumbria, but the end of Cumbrian
independence was not long in coming.
Duncan, the future King of Scotland, married the daughter of Waltheof in 1091
as part of his plan to gain sufficient support to win the Scottish throne. He achieved his
goal in 1092 and, as part of a bargain he had made with William II, Gospatric’s son
Dolfin was driven out of Cumbria and Westmorland, which passed to the Normans.
This seems to have been a peaceful takeover executed with the support of the local
aristocracy: there is no indication of any sort of military conquest or occupation. It is
clear also that the autonomy enjoyed by the lords of Cumbria continued under the
Norman viceroy Ranulf le Meschin (d. 1129). It is therefore interesting that Ranulf had
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his castle not in the Cumbrian capital of Carlisle but at Appleby St Laurence, six miles
southeast of Morland, which represents the persistence of high-status occupation in the
Lyvennet Valley (Kirkby 1962, 88-93; Phythian-Adams 1996, 110-162).
Despite the presence of the Ranulf’s castle, Morland remained in the hands of
an important local aristocratic family, as befitted the Normans’ policy of operating
within existing power structures (Phythian-Adams 1996, 150-1). The registry of the
Cumbrian priory of St Bees, one of the few early documentary sources for the region,
provides us with our first documentary evidence for the church of St Laurence (Wilson
1915, 233-4). It was given in 1120 to Wetheral Priory, a daughter-house of St Mary’s
Abbey in York, by Ketell, son of Eltreth. Ketell was one of the richest landowners in
Cumbria, and was evidently an established member of the local aristocracy: his son
married the daughter of Earl Gospatric (Phythian-Adams 1996, 95, 126, 136).
The mid-late 11th century date of the tower-nave indicates that it was constructed
during the period of the supremacy in Westmorland of the Earls of Northumberland (c.
1041-92). It was even suggested in a seminar held in the church in 1983 attended by,
amongst others, Professor Rosemary Cramp and Dr Richard Bailey that the tower was
built c. 1050-55 by Earl Siward himself to assert his new-found authority over the area.
The seminar proceedings are unfortunately preserved only in brief notes by the local
vicar (Markham 2001; 2003, 10-11). However, there is no evidence connecting Siward
with Morland. Indeed, the evidence points against him as the builder of St Laurence’s
church, since it is reasonable to assume that when Ranulf le Meschin supplanted Dolfin,
son of Gospatric and grandson of Siward, and assumed control of Cumbria, he also took
Dolfin’s lands. Morland was never held by Ranulf, but was instead in the hands of
Ketell at this time. As we have seen, the Norman takeover of Cumbria was apparently
achieved in concert with the local aristocracy, so it is hardly likely that Ketell would
have been rewarded with vast new estates by Ranulf, especially if he then promptly
gave them away again to Ranulf’s new foundation at Wetheral. It is also unlikely that
the Normans would have rewarded a family linked by marriage to Gospatric, who had
killed the Norman Earl of Northumberland and sacked York in 1069 before plundering
St Cuthbert’s church in Durham in 1070. There no reason to disbelieve that Ketell was
the established lord of Morland, and that Eltreth had been lord before him, in a line
presumably stretching back either to the companions of Earl Siward or to the preexisting Scandinavian aristocracy of Westmorland. It is this family that must have been
responsible for building a tower-nave at Morland in an area of long-standing royal and
high-status occupation. The tower was not, however, ‘native’ Cumbrian architecture,
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which would is a meaningless concept at this time. It should be thought of as an
aristocratic building of the Anglo-Scandinavian milieu dominant in northern England in
the 10th and 11th centuries, presumably executed in contemporary Anglo-Saxon style in
the period of dominance by the Northumbrian earls.
The tower in its landscape
Communication routes
Two Roman roads run in the vicinity of Morland, Margary 7d which heads north to
Carlisle and Margary 82 which runs east though the Pennines to Yorkshire. Of the two,
Margary 82 is closely followed by modern routes and is likely to have remained in use
in the early medieval period, whilst Margary 7d is only followed by modern routes
north as far as Morland, after which it seems to have been replaced by the later road to
Bolton. All the local roads converged on the R. Eamont at Penrith, ‘the chief ford’ in the
British tongue (Penred 1167; Armstrong 1950, 229-30), which had been a local Roman
centre and which remained a key regional crossing-place at the intersection of the routes
north to Carlisle, east to the Pennines and west over the fells along the ‘Paved Way of
the Britons’ to the coast. It was ‘the keys to Westmorland’, and was a fortified burh
from the 10th century (Phythian-Adams 1996, 28, 92-3, 121). St Laurence’s church was
neither intervisible with the majority of this road system, nor with the important
crossing places at Penrith and Appleby St Laurence.
Assembly-sites
Morland lies in the West Ward of Westmorland, which encompassed the area west of
the R. Eden, including the Lyvennet Valley. Wards, which are common also to the
counties of Durham, Cumberland and Northumberland, are thought to be comparable to
the hundred or the wapentake, albeit of later origin (Anderson 1934, xxiv): ‘West Ward’
itself is only noted from 1523 (Smith 1967, 127). The early meeting-places of these
wards are unknown, but it is might be related to local ‘caer’ place-names. These were
significant places in the early medieval landscape of Cumbria, and are located at early
fortified sites such as prehistoric hillforts. They appear to have marked individual
British territories, acting as refuges and military and political assembly places. Given
the apparent locational continuity of assembly-places in early medieval England (e.g.
Reynolds 2011), it is not unreasonable to assume that this was also the case in Cumbria.
The closest caer site to Morland is ten miles to the west at Carhullan, with which St
Laurence’s tower-nave is not intervisible. A second caer site, Caraverick, is also known
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to have been in the proximity of the Lyvennet Valley, but its exact location is unknown
(Phythian-Adams 1996, 84-5).
Beacon sites
St Laurence’s only utility as a watchtower was over an early beacon-system which
seems to have run through the region. These three beacon-sites link in with a chain
which stretches southeast up the Eden Valley and west round the Lake District to the
coast (figs I.19.15 & I.19.16). A seven miles to the southeast of Dufton are two further
beacon place-names in close proximity, Warcop (Wardecop 1197), ‘Hill with a varða’
and Tutt Hill, Kaber parish (1844; Smith 1967, 8, 82), which overlook the passage of
Margary 7d across the Pennines. Turning to Blencarn, twenty miles to the west lies
Toothill (tutehill 1585) in Caldbeck. Ten miles to the west again is Ward Hill
(Wartheholis 1210) in Plumbland; six miles to the south is Tute Hill (Toot-Hill 1794) in
Cockermouth.

Fig. I.19.15 – Suggested beacon sites in the vicinity of Morland. See also fig. I.19.16.
An interesting sidelight on this system is the potentially ancient duty of
‘seawake’ (vigilia maris) which was performed in the coastal Cumbrian districts of
Allerdale and Copeland (Winchester 2008, 17-18). This is referred to by a local
antiquary for Bothel, in Allerdale:
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The towne stands on the side of a hill, where in old tyme the watch was
keept day and night for seawake, which service was performed by the
country beneath Derwent at that place, and above Derwent in Copeland
att Bothill in Millam and att Bothelton in Egremont barrony.
(Ferguson 1887, 50).
Bothel lies only two miles from the early beacon place-name of Ward Hill (fig. I.19.15).
It is quite possible that the medieval ‘seawake’ system preserves something of
Cumbria’s early beacon-system. The explicit association of ‘seawake’ beacons with
‘Bolton’ place-names indicates an early origin for the beacon place-name in Cliburn
parish, adjacent to Morland, and the participation of the lord of Morland in this system.
Fortifications
The tower-nave would have made a poor watchtower over the burh place-names in the
locality.
Estates
The estates of Ketell and Eltreth, the suggested builders of St Laurence’s church, are
unknown, but their tower-nave would have made a poor territorial marker nonetheless.

619

Appendix I.19: Morland

Fig. I.19.16 – The landscape context of Morland
Key to fig. I.19.16
Assembly-places
1. Carhullan may be an ancient assembly-place (Phythian-Adams 1996, 84-5).
Beacon sites
1. Wardlands (undated) in Cliburn (Smith 1967, 112, 128).
2. Tottle Hill (19th century) in Blencarn (Armstrong 1950, 215).
3. Watch Hill (Wæcce Hill 1859) in Dufton (Smith 1967, 112, 128).
4. Penrith Beacon (1619) (Armstrong 1950, 229-30).
Fortifications
1. Boroughgate (Burghgate 1390), Appleby St Laurence (Smith 1967, 92).
2. Brougham (Bruham 1130), a Roman fort near Penrith (Smith 1967, 127).
3. Mayburgh (Maburgh 1671), a hillfort in Barton (Smith 1967, 205).
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Conclusions
The tower-nave of St Laurence’s tower was built in the mid-late 11th century in a place
of long-standing secular power. It was under the auspices of a powerful AngloScandinavian lord of Westmorland, apparently within his manorial curia. It has little
visibility in the wider landscape and would have been a poor watchtower over the local
road network. However, it would have been intervisible with the region’s beacon
network.
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Appendix 20: St Michael-at-the-Northgate, Oxford
The church of St Michael stands adjacent to the north gate of the Anglo-Saxon burh of
Oxford (fig. I.20.1). Its 11th century tower has been comprehensively recorded (Durham
et al. 2003), building upon earlier work by Baldwin Brown (1925, 474-5), the RCHME
(1939, 140-3), Fisher (1962, 232-5) and the Taylors (1965, 481-2). The tower’s location
clearly lends itself to a defensive or secular explanation, which was first explored by
David Parsons (1994), who also suggested that it may have been a free-standing tower.

Fig. I.20.1 – Reconstruction of St Michael’s at the north gate of Oxford in the 11th
century (Dodd 2003, cover image).
Description
The following summary is drawn from Durham et al. (2003). The tower presently
serves as the western tower of St Michael’s church, whose oldest fabric is 13th century.
It is c. 6.0 m square with walls 1.2 m thick at ground level, and its early fabric survives
to a height of 18.0 m. It communicates with the church’s 15th-century nave via a towerarch of the same date.
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Fig. I.20.2 – Plan of the tower of St Michael (Parsons 1994, 195). See also fig. I.20.4.

Fig. I.20.3 – External elevations of the tower of St Michael (adapted from Durham et al.
2003, 158-9).
The tower is of four storeys internally. At ground floor level it had an off-centre
doorway in its west wall and a window in its north wall (fig. I.20.2). A second doorway
may have existed in its south wall, the lower part of which has been rebuilt, removing
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any original evidence. However, there is a break in the tower’s external plinth at this
point, indicating that one may formerly have been present (Parsons 1994). At first floor
level it had windows in its north and west walls, and an above-ground doorway in its
south wall (fig. I.20.3). There is another above-ground doorway at second floor level, in
the north wall. The second and third floor chambers both had two-light belfry-openings
in each of their four walls. The tower has been dated on architectural grounds to c.
1010-1060.
Interpretation
Interpreting St Michael’s as a tower-nave church is reliant on its position within the
topography of late Anglo-Saxon Oxford. It lies immediately adjacent to the east side of
the former location of the town’s north gate, which was moved c. 15 m to the north
during a late 11th century extension of the town defences (fig. I.20.4). The main body of
the present church of St Michael lies along the course of the town’s original 10th century
or earlier defences, which were observed in excavations immediately east of the present
chancel (Dodd 2003, 399-400). It is not credible that the Anglo-Saxon rampart was
flattened to make way for a conventional church until after the town’s defences were
moved north to their present alignment. This leaves three possibilities for the original
form and construction of St Michael’s church, discussed by David Parsons (1994).

Fig. I.20.4 – St Michael’s church and Oxford’s medieval defences (Durham et al. 2003,
154).
Possibility # 1 – The tower had a nave from the start
The first possibility is that the Anglo-Saxon rampart was levelled and the town wall was
moved northwards before the church was built, forming a convenient churchyard
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enclosure for a conventional congregational church with a nave and western tower. The
ground-floor window in the north elevation of the tower supports this interpretation,
since it renders the tower less credible as part of a defensible town gate (fig. I.20.3).
This interpretation turns on the date of the tower relative to the date the town
wall was extended to the north, leaving room for a nave. The tower is clearly AngloSaxon in construction, and does not support a date beyond the middle decade of the 11th
century. Limited excavation of the extended defences showed two phases of
construction, of which the earlier was dated to the late 11th century on the basis of
limited pottery evidence (Dodd 2003, 399-400). This indicates that the tower and its
putative nave were constructed before the town defences were extended (fig. I.20.4).
Possibility # 2 – The tower originally had a nave to the south
The second possibility is that the tower was indeed incorporated into the town’s north
gate, as its location and date suggest, and that a nave originally lay to the south, cut into
the earthen bank of the Anglo-Saxon town defences. The tower’s above-ground south
doorway would have communicated with a gallery at the west end of this nave. This
interpretation is favoured by Durham et al. (2003, 164) on the grounds that the longand-short quoining on the north side of the tower is not present to the south on account
of the presence of this putative nave (fig. I.20.3). However, the upper stages of the
tower, which also lack long-and-short quoins, would still have been perfectly visible
above any nave, so this is not persuasive evidence.
There are additional problems with this second interpretation. A nave in the
suggested southern location would be unique in Anglo-Saxon England, as far as is
known, and it would have involved great effort levelling the rear of the town’s
defensive bank. It is also a rare church indeed which moves the location if its nave and
sanctuary once they are set, however much its fabric may be rebuilt. It is also not clear
why such immense effort would have been expended to construct a church in such an
inconvenient location, only to rebuild it again on an adjacent site soon after. In the
absence of any positive evidence for this putative southern nave we must discount this
theory.
Possibility # 3 – The tower was originally free-standing
The third possibility for the original form and construction of St Michael’s church is
that it was constructed as a free-standing tower-nave (fig. I.20.5). This study has
hopefully demonstrated that such towers were not unusual in Anglo-Saxon England,
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removing the implicit assumption of Durham et al. (2003, 164) that a nave must have
been present from the start. As discussed above, the tower is too early to have been
constructed after the ramparts were extended in the late 11th century, meaning that there
was no room for a nave when the tower was built.
The tower has belfry-openings and was almost certainly an ecclesiastical
structure, rather than being a convenient gate-tower utilised by a later church.
Nevertheless, it seems to have been incorporated into the north gate’s defensive
arrangements. The tower’s ground floor west doorway is off-centre to the northern half
of the tower (fig. I.20.2). David Parsons (1994) has suggested that it formerly acted as a
pedestrian entrance when the main town gate was shut, linking with a possible second
ground-floor doorway in the south wall of the tower. It is also likely that the tower’s
western above-ground doorway communicated with the parapet of the Anglo-Saxon
town gate; the suggestion that its northern doorway communicated with the town’s wallwalk should be discounted on the grounds of its height (fig. I.20.3) (Durham et al. 2003,
163). As at Wickham [29], the tower’s chapel was presumably in one of its upper
chambers.

Fig. I.20.5 – Interpretation of the development of St Michael’s church and Oxford’s
north gate defences (plan based on Durham et al. 2003, 154).
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Discussion
The tower in context (fig. I.20.6)
Archaeological and topographical evidence suggests that Oxford was not denselypopulated until the end of the Anglo-Saxon period. Written sources suggest that the
town was instead characterised by hagae containing the urban manors, and often the
private churches, of the important men of the region. The whole of the west side of
Cornmarket Street, adjacent to St Michael’s, probably consisted of these aristocratic
enclosures (Blair 1994, 150-9).

Fig. I.20.6 – St Michael’s in late Anglo-Saxon Oxford (Blair 1994, 147).
John Blair has suggested that the tower’s obvious defensive location implies that
it was in the hands of just such a nobleman, perhaps Godwine, port-reeve of the town in
1050-2, or Wulfwine, ‘the earl’s reeve’ at the same time (Durham et al. 2003, 163). The
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town wall of Oxford does not seem to have been a common burden of the townsmen, as
was usually the case with Anglo-Saxon urban burhs. The Domesday Book records that
the upkeep of its defences was instead the responsibility of a select number of the
aristocratic holders of the wealthy urban manors that characterised the town (Blair 1994,
153-4; Williams and Martin 2002, 422-3). This provides an obvious aristocratic context
for the construction of St Michael’s tower at the north gate of the burh, and is supported
by the evidence from Oxford’s western and eastern gates. The imposing tower-nave of
St George [21] dominated the west gate in association with a presumed Anglo-Saxon
aristocratic residence, the forerunner of the Norman castle. At the east gate, the church
of St Mary was held TRE by Earl Aubrey along with a valuable Oxfordshire estate. St
Mary’s was incorporated into the town defences, and may have been part of the Earl’s
urban residence (Haslam 2010, 31). Likewise, Oxford’s south gate may also have been
associated St Aldate’s church – the ‘old gate church’ – but this is disputed and available
evidence is thin (Dodd 2003, 25).
Further evidence for aristocratic involvement at Michael’s church is the
reference in the Domesday Book of an independent community of clergy, the presbiteri
Sancti Michaelis, who held two houses in Oxford (Williams and Martin 2002, 422).
There was an 11th century fashion for founding collegiate churches at aristocratic
residence in both England and France, and there may well have been such a residence
adjacent to the church (Durham et al. 2003, 163). In all, the church has been described
as a highly promising example of a burhgeat of the type known from the Promotion
Law (Baxter 2007, 102; Williams 2008, 91).
The tower in its landscape (fig. I.20.7)
Communication routes
The most significant road in the vicinity of Oxford was the M 160, which led south
from Akeman Street to the ancient episcopal seat of Dorchester and the Alfredian burh
of Wallingford. It is followed by minor roads and parish boundaries for much of its
route (Margary 1973, 163-5). The main north/south route through Oxford itself was a
post-Roman road which runs south from the junction of the M 160 and Akeman Street,
down via the crossing at Abingdon, and re-joins the M 160 at Dorchester. It is notable
that the route of the M 160 is best preserved south of this junction, implying that it was
superseded by the Oxford road in the Anglo-Saxon period. The east/west road through
Oxford seems to have been less important, and there is a lack of obvious major
destinations west of the town. The relatively minor M 164 once crossed the ford where
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Oxford would later develop, but its route is fragmentary and it appears to have survived
only as an alternative route to Abingdon (Margary 1973, 170). The east road out of
Oxford presumably provided a quick route to the M 160, but there are no obvious major
destinations beyond this. The Thames was navigable beyond Oxford, as was the River
Cherwell (Blair 2007, 18).
St Michael’s tower lay at the north gate of Oxford, so we can assume that its
main potential audience in terms of its wider visibility in the landscape would have been
from this direction. The viewshed on fig. I.20.7 does not take into account the
intervening townscape to the south of the tower, and indeed its three miles of potential
visibility from the road south of Oxford is much poor compared to the eight miles’
distance from which it could be seen by travellers from the north. Its visibility along the
northern river routes was also excellent: again, it is unlikely it would have been clearly
visible over the intervening buildings from the Thames to the south, although this is
possible. If the tower had indeed been constructed as part of Oxford’s policy of the
aristocratic maintenance of its defences, then it would have been well able to telegraph
these efforts to all those approaching the town from the north. It was equally well placed
to mark the transition into the sanctity and order of the Anglo-Saxon town from the
chaos of the outside world (see section 2.3.3).
Assembly-sites
Oxford lies in the hundred of Bullingdon, which assembled at Shoteslaw, near
Chesterton (Gelling 1953, 159-60). This was not intervisible with St Michael’s tower.
Interestingly, the late 12th century saw the institution of Northgate hundred, which
assembled at the north gate of the city, adjacent to St Michael’s tower (Cam 1944, 107123). However, there is no evidence that this reflected arrangements at the time the
tower was built.
Beacon sites and fortifications
St Michael’s would have been able to supplement its role in the defence of Oxford by
acting as a watchtower. It had good views over the northern approaches to the town as
well as over two beacons and a scatter of fortified places marked by burh place-names.
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Fig. I.20.7 – The landscape context of Oxford.
Key to fig. I.20.7
Assembly-sites
1. Hormer hundred met near Sandford Mill in Marcham (Gelling 1974, 432-4).
2. Ock hundred met at Ock Bridge in Abingdon (Gelling 1974, 400).
3. Bulendon hundred may have met at Bullingdon Green (Gelling 1953, 159-60).
4. Bulendon hundred may have met at Bullsdown Barn (Gelling 1953, 159-60).
5. Ploughley hundred met in Bletchindon parish (Gelling 1953, 196).
Beacon sites
1. Doddele (Doddeleye 1264-8), Woodeaton (Gelling 1953, 196).

Appendix 20: Oxford, St Michael’s

630

2. Weardstige (1005), Eynsham (Gelling 1953, 258-9).
3. Tatlings Mere (Totlynch 1390-1), Steventon (Gelling 1973, 421).
4. Warborough (Wardeberg 1200) (Gelling 1953, 138).
5. Toot Baldon (Baldedone 1086) (Gelling 1953, 163-4).
6. Toot Hill Butts (19th century), Headington (Gelling 1953, 30).
Fortifications
1. Bigberry (bicanbyrig 1005), Shipton-on-Cherwell (Gelling 1953, 280-1).
2. Burleigh Farm (Burgesia 1200), Cassington. Refers to the hillfort at Bladon
(Gelling 1953, 252-3).
3. Burford Bridge (vadum de Burford 1261-2), Abingdon (Gelling 1974, 436).
4. Albury (Aldeberie 1086), Tiddington with Albury (Gelling 1953, 191).
5. Wendlebury (Wandesberie 1086) (Gelling 1953, 241).
6. Kyngesbur’ (1270), a field-name in Newington (Gelling 1974, 132).
Conclusion
St Michael’s church stands at the north gate of Oxford, and it appears to have been
constructed in the first half of the 11th century as a tower-nave incorporated into the
burh’s defences. It is possible that a nave associated with the tower lay adjacent, but this
was probably not the case until at least the late 11th century. St Michael’s may have
been constructed by one of the several lords whose residences characterised late AngloSaxon Oxford, and who were responsible for the upkeep of the town defences. In this
respect it would have made a useful watchtower over the routes leading north of the
town as well as over two arms of a regional beacon-system which ran through Berkshire
to the south coast.
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Appendix I.21: St George’s, Oxford
Introduction
St George’s tower (fig. I.21.1) comprises the chapel of Oxford Castle, which was for
centuries used as a prison. Until recently, therefore, little work had been done on St
George’s tower (e.g. RCHME 1939, 158-9). A significant campaign of excavation and
recording of the castle was undertaken between 1999 and 2005 after the
decommissioning of the prison. This coincided with the realisation that the tower, long
considered to have been constructed as an early Norman keep, may in fact be preConquest in date (Renn 1994, 179-81; Blair 2000, 5-6; Dodd 2003, 49-50; Baxter 2007,
102). The recent work on the tower seems to have confirmed this theory, and has been
published in interim form (Poore et al. 2009).

Fig. I.21.1 – St George’s tower, Oxford Castle, from the northeast.
Description
St George’s tower is 10.50 m east/west by 11.30 m north/south with walls 2.70 m thick,
and survives to a height of 24.40 m. It is built of coursed rubble with rubble quoins, and
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has a stair-turret added to its southeast corner. The tower is wider at the base than the
summit with six off-sets in its external walls, lending the appearance of a pronounced
batter. It is presently divided into four stories internally. It has a round-headed window
in its west wall at ground level and a number at its present, probably truncated, summit
which may have served as belfry-openings. A Romanesque tower-arch survives in its
east wall at ground level (RCHME 1939, 158-9). The architecture of the tower in
keeping with late Anglo-Saxon practice, and construction of this date is suggested by
the lack of alignment between the tower and the adjacent chapel of St George, founded
in 1074 (Renn 1994, 179-81) (fig. I.21.2). Two burials radiocarbon dated to between
949 and 1028 adjacent to the tower indicate the presence of an Anglo-Saxon church on
the site. Whilst is unlikely that the extant tower is contemporary with these burials, this
is further evidence that the tower is pre-Norman in date (Poore et al. 2009, 5-6).

Fig. I.21.2 – Plan of St George’s tower and the later chapel (RCHME 1939, 158).
An aisleless nave, apsidal chancel and crypt were added to the tower in the early
Norman period, of which only the crypt survives, partially rebuilt (Crossley and
Elrington 1979, 381). The foundations of prison’s ‘D Wing’, which overlies the crypt,
follow the line of this church (Poore et al. 2009, 18) (fig. I.21.2). The fact that the
original tower had a chancel-arch and presumed belfry-openings in its four wallsshows
that it was constructed as an ecclesiastical structure, and the presence of a nave added
on a different alignment so soon after it was built indicates that there was no such nave
present originally, and that the tower was a therefore a tower-nave church, presumably
dedicated to St George.
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Discussion
The tower in context

Fig. I.21.3 – St George’s in late Anglo-Saxon Oxford (Blair 1994, 147).
In the mid-11th century the site of Oxford Castle comprised the west gate of the late
Anglo-Saxon burh (fig. I.21.3). Much of the castle bailey has been subject either to
small trenches or larger area excavation, giving a partial picture of the area before
construction of the castle began in 1071 (fig. I.21.4). Four cellared structures interpreted
as urban houses, were found 100 m northeast of the tower. The area was crossed with
roads, including that ringing the burh’s internal rampart and others which formed part of
the grid of urban streets.
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Fig. I.21.4 – Excavations in the castle area, 1999-2005 (Poore et al. 2009, 4).
The main east/west road through Oxford ran through the site, along one of two
suggested routes (marked ‘A’ and ‘B’ on fig. I.21.4). ‘A’ represents a continuation of
the line of Castle Street and the Anglo-Saxon burh’s street grid, whilst ‘B’ is suggested
by the later location of the castle’s west gate. The interim report does not weigh these
alternatives (Poore et al. 2009), so the location of the west gate of Anglo-Saxon Oxford
is uncertain. Either way, the tower would have been in close proximity to the gate and is
likely to have been directly associated with it, like the tower-nave of St Michael at the
north gate of Oxford [20], the church of St Mary at the east gate (Haslam 2010, 31) and
possibly St Aldate’s church – the ‘old gate church’ – at the south gate (Dodd 2003, 25).
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Excavation 80 m southeast of the tower uncovered post-built structures
indicative of a substantial late Anglo-Saxon domestic hall and chamber annexe, together
with the metalled traces of one of the burh’s roads (fig. I.21.4). It was overlain by the
Norman castle’s rampart. It is difficult to know whether this was an aristocratic
precursor to the Norman castle: the question may depend on the alignment of the late
Anglo-Saxon burh’s east/west road (fig. I.21.4), discussed above. If this road ran along
route ‘A’ then the tower would have been separated from the hall; if it ran along route
‘B’ then the tower and hall would have been part of the same urban block and may
therefore be related. At c. 100 m long by 20 m wide this putative aristocratic haga
would have covered a significant area, comparable with those identified near Oxford’s
north gate (Blair 1994, 156).
As with St Michael-at-the-Northgate, there is compelling circumstantial
evidence for an aristocratic presence in the vicinity of St George’s tower. The argument
is rehearsed in appendix I.20. Briefly, the defences of late Anglo-Saxon Oxford were
unusual in being the responsibility of the aristocratic holders of the burh’s urban
manors, rather than falling to the townsmen. Oxford’s four gates would clearly have
been focal points in this arrangement, and indeed the burh’s eastern gate seems to have
been in the hands of an earl, and associated with his residence, shortly before the
Conquest. This has been proposed by Stephen Baxter (2007, 102), who also reports the
suggestion by Julian Munby and Julia Barrow that Earl Ralph of Mercia was in charge
of St George’s tower by 1066.
The fact that St George’s became the site of Oxford Castle is further
circumstantial evidence that it was an Anglo-Saxon aristocratic residence. Begun in
1071 by the Norman Robert d’Oilly, it consisted of a substantial earthen motte and
ditched bailey which incorporated St George’s tower on its west side. Soon after, in
1074, the church of St George in the Castle was founded as a college of secular canons,
incorporating the apparently pre-existing tower-nave. A cemetery dating either to the
Anglo-Saxon tower-nave or to the early years of this college was found during
excavation (Poore et al. 2009, 11).
The tower in its landscape (fig. I.21.5)
The landscape context of St George’s tower is the same as for St Michael’s tower [20],
also in Oxford, and so will only be summarised here. It was not intervisible with its
hundred meeting-place, but would have made a useful watchtower for the roads and
rivers which converged upon Oxford, as well as over a chain of early beacon place-
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names in the region. St George’s tower was around six metres taller that St Michael’s
and at the burh’s west gate rather than the north gate, but this would have made little
difference in landscape terms. Interestingly, however, St George’s would only have
been visible for the last couple of miles along the approach to Oxford from the west,
compared to up to eight miles for St Michael’s from the north, questioning its potential
as a marker or symbol to approaching travellers.

Fig. I.21.5 – The landscape context of Oxford.
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Key to fig. I.21.5
Assembly-sites
1. Hormer hundred met near Sandford Mill in Marcham (Gelling 1974, 432-4).
2. Ock hundred met at Ock Bridge in Abingdon (Gelling 1974, 400).
3. Bulendon hundred may have met at Bullingdon Green (Gelling 1953, 159-60).
4. Bulendon hundred may have met at Bullsdown Barn (Gelling 1953, 159-60).
5. Ploughley hundred met in Bletchindon parish (Gelling 1953, 196).
Beacon sites
1. Doddele (Doddeleye 1264-8), Woodeaton (Gelling 1953, 196).
2. Weardstige (1005), Eynsham (Gelling 1953, 258-9).
3. Tatlings Mere (Totlynch 1390-1), Steventon (Gelling 1973, 421).
4. Warborough (Wardeberg 1200) (Gelling 1953, 138).
5. Toot Baldon (Baldedone 1086) (Gelling 1953, 163-4).
6. Toot Hill Butts (19th century), Headington (Gelling 1953, 30).
Fortifications
1. Bigberry (bicanbyrig 1005), Shipton-on-Cherwell (Gelling 1953, 280-1).
2. Burleigh Farm (Burgesia 1200), Cassington. Refers to the hillfort at Bladon
(Gelling 1953, 252-3).
3. Burford Bridge (vadum de Burford 1261-2), Abingdon (Gelling 1974, 436).
4. Albury (Aldeberie 1086), Tiddington with Albury (Gelling 1953, 191).
5. Wendlebury (Wandesberie 1086) (Gelling 1953, 241).
6. Kyngesbur’ (1270), a field-name in Newington (Gelling 1974, 132).
Conclusion
St George’s tower was constructed on an impressive scale matched in this study only by
towers commissioned at important ecclesiastical centres. It marked the west gate of the
Burghal Hideage town of Oxford from c. 1050, just as the tower-nave of St Michael
[20] marked the north gate; the south and east gate may have been similarly adorned. It
may have been part of an urban lordly residence: archaeological evidence has indicated
an Anglo-Saxon hall in the vicinity, and the walls and gates of Oxford would have been
an aristocratic responsibility in this period. Significantly, and the tower was
incorporated into a Norman castle soon after the Conquest.
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Appendix I.22: St Nicholas of Myra, Ozleworth, Gloucestershire
Introduction
The church of St Nicholas (fig. I.22.1) lies in a secluded Cotswold valley. Notable for
its hexagonal tower, shared in Britain only by the church of St Lawrence in nearby
Swindon [27], it was the subject of some antiquarian interest (Perkins 1893-6; Harvey
1904-8; Anon 1912; Wilkinson et al. 1926). Other than the present church guide (Bettey
2000) and an entry in Pevsner (Verey and Brooks 1999, 539-41), it has received little
attention since.

Fig. I.22.1 – St Nicholas’ church, from the northeast.
Description
The plan of the church (fig. I.22.2)
The church presently consists of a central tower with a chancel to the east and a later
nave and south porch to the west. The tower is an irregular hexagon 5.70 m east/west
and up to 6.85 m north/south. Its walls measure 2.95 m (northeast), 5.65 m (east), 2.90
m (southeast), 3.10 m (southwest) and 3.35 m (west). Its walls are 0.95 m thick, except
its east wall which is 0.75 m thick at ground level. The earlier phase of its chancel is
4.90 m east/west by 3.60 m north/south at its west end, tapering to 3.40 m at its east
end, with walls c. 0.95 m thick. It was extended by 2.50 m in the in the 14th century. The
13th century and later nave measures 11.35 m east/west by 3.80 m north/south, and
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communicates with the tower via an inserted arch, presumably the location of the
original entrance of the tower.

Fig. I.22.2 – Plan of St Nicholas’ church (Wilkinson et al. 1926, 368).
The external elevations of the tower
The tower presently stands to a height of 8.90 m. It is divided into three stages by plain
string-courses 4.00 m and 6.80 m above ground level. It is constructed from coursed and
roughly dressed Cotswold Stone rubble with irregular ashlar quoins. It is topped by a
stone-clad roof. Each of its faces has a recessed two-light round-headed belfry-opening
with a plain chamfered hood-mould, impost-stones and a central column.
Northeast elevation (figs I.22.3 & I.22.4)
The lower stage of the tower’s northeast elevation has signs of a possible blocked
opening c. 0.70 by 1.35 m, 6.90 m above ground level. Its east quoins are off-set by 0.30
m from the external east face of the tower, indicating that the tower rests upon the west
wall of the chancel and is contemporary with it. The tower’s middle stage has a blocked
flat-headed window 5.80 m above ground level which measures 0.50 m by 0.45 m. Its
head and surviving west jamb are of megalithic rubble (fig. I.22.4), indicative of an
early date. The central column of the belfry-opening has a plain squared base with a
simple torus moulding and a stylised Ionic head with a cable-moulded astragal.
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Fig. I.22.4 – Detail of the blocked opening in the northeast wall of the tower.
East elevation (fig. I.22.5)
The tower’s east elevation is largely obscured by the chancel, and it is unclear whether
it was formerly divided into one or two stages. Of note is the cutting of the upper stringcourse and belfry-opening by the present chancel roof, which indicates that it is a later
feature. The belfry-opening has a broad, squat base with a cable-moulding above, and a
stylised Ionic head with a plain astragal.

Fig. I.22.5 – The east elevation of the tower. Left: View from within the chancel.
Right: View from the northwest.
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Southeast elevation (figs I.22.6- I.22.8)
The east quoins of this elevation match their northern counterparts in being off-set by
0.30 m from the external east face of the tower. This indicates that the tower was not
constructed as a free-standing building, but rests upon the west wall of the chancel. At
the junction between the southeast and southwest walls of the tower is a low clasping
buttress with a plain plinth (fig. I.22.7, left). A late medieval window formerly sat in the
wall above, visible on the 1847 sketch of the church (fig. I.22.8). Above again is a
blocked flat-headed opening of the type visible on the northeast elevation (fig. I.22.7,
right). The elevation’s belfry-opening has a heavy squared base with a torus-moulding,
and a stylised Ionic head with a thick cable-moulded astragal.

Fig. I.22.6 – The southeast and southwest elevations of the tower.
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Fig. I.22.7 – Left: The plinth and buttress at the south corner of the tower. Right: The
blocked window in the southeast elevation.

Fig. I.22.8 – View of the tower from the southeast, 1847 (Anon 1912, 146).
Southwest elevation (fig. I.22.6)
The tower’s southwest has an inserted 14th century window, which cuts the stub of the a
former string-course which previously extended along this face of the tower. it is visible
in the 1847 sketch of the church (fig. I.22.8). The elevation’s belfry-opening has a
square base with a torus moulding and a stylised Ionic head, of different type to those
seen elsewhere, with a slender cable-moulded astragal.
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West elevation (figs I.22.9- I.22.10)
The west elevation is largely obscured by the present nave, and cut by an elaborate later
medieval tower-arch. The nave roof cuts the tower’s upper string-course and the lower
half of its belfry-opening, which has been blocked up and its column truncated
accordingly. Its capital is of a different stylised Ionic form again, and has a very heavy
cable-moulded astragal (fig. I.22.10).

Fig. I.22.9 – The west elevation of the tower, from the nave.
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Fig. I.22.10 – The west elevation of the tower, above the present nave roof.
Northwest elevation (fig. I.22.3)
The lower two stages of the northwest elevation is featureless. Its belfry-opening has
what appears to be a bell-shaped base with no moulding, and a stylised Ionic column of
the same type as that seen on the northeast elevation.
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The internal elevations of the tower
Internally, the tower is open to the roof with no internal flooring; its belfry stage is
demarcated by a substantial torus-moulded internal string-course (fig. I.22.11). It is
wholly plastered, so the only visible feature is a 15th century recess in its southeast wall,
presumably mean to accommodate an altar (Wilkinson et al. 1926, 363). A small aboveground doorway of 15th century date gave access to a former rood-screen via a newelstair inserted into the thickness of the tower wall. The wide (3.50 m) chancel-arch (fig,
I.22.5, left) is simple with a round head and chamfered imposts, and appears to be
original to the tower.

Fig. I.22.11 – The upper stage of the internal elevations of the tower.
The rest of the church
The chancel is of similar construction to the tower; stray quoins and a break of
construction 4.90 m along its north and south walls indicate that it was extended in the
14th century, judging by the style of its present east window. The east wall of the tower
is built atop the west wall of the chancel (fig. I.22.3 & I.22.6), indicating that they are of
one phase of construction. To the west, the church nave is of 13th century date with a
14th century porch and a 19th century western extension.
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Discussion
Building sequence (fig. I.22.2)
Phase 1
The first phase of the church consisted of the tower with a small chancel and
presumably a west doorway in the location of the present 13th century tower-arch. There
is no evidence for Wilkinson’s (et al. 1926, 359) suggested western porch or narthex. It
has been also been suggested that the tower was originally two stages high, and that the
present belfry-stage was a later addition (Wilkinson et al. 1926, 359; Verey and Brooks
1999, 539-41; Bettey 2000). The discrepancy in style between the belfry openings and
the blocked windows below (e.g. fig. I.22.6, right) makes this probable.
The awkward junction between the abutting quoins of the tower and chancel has
been taken to suggest that the two are not contemporary, and that a small apse or similar
preceded the present eastern structure (Bettey 2000). It is true that the tower was never a
free-standing building, due to the off-set of its northeast and southeast quoins from the
face of its east wall, and the fact that its east wall is of exaggerated length in order to
accommodate such a structure. The present chancel is presumably original, but is likely
to originally have had a shallower roof.
Phase 2
The second phase of the church consisted of the addition of the present belfry-stage to
the tower. Despite the rather heterogeneous style of its belfry-openings they are
probably contemporaneous.
Phase 3
A nave was added to the church in the early 13th century, judging by the style of its
tower-arch. As mentioned above, there is no evidence for an earlier nave: the abutting of
the nave with the west belfry opening and the shortness of the tower’s west wall make
one unlikely.
Subsequent phases
The subsequent phases of the church consist of the lengthening of the chancel (14th
century), the construction of the south porch (14th century), the insertion of an altar
alcove and rood-screen stair in the tower (15th century) and the lengthening of the nave
in the 19th century.
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Dating
The most obviously dateable feature of the tower is the style of its phase 2 belfryopenings, which are agreed to be early-mid 12th century in date (Wilkinson et al. 1926,
359; Service 1982, 173; Verey and Brooks 1999, 539-41; Fernie 2000, 243). This leaves
the blocked openings in the stage below and the present chancel arch to date the
construction of the tower. The windows are crude and megalithic, indicative of AngloSaxon work, but the chancel arch appears to be early Norman. This indicates that the
tower dates to the late 11th or early 12th centuries. This is in keeping with the first
documented mention of the church in 1131 (Wilkinson et al. 1926, 356).
Interpretation
The tower in context
The church stands is a circular churchyard adjacent to Ozleworth park, a manor house
dating only from the late 18th century (Verey and Brooks 1999, 539-41), but which may
preserve a much older church-manor relationship. This is indicated by the place-name
evidence: Ozleworth first appears as Oslan wyrþ (940), ‘Osla’s enclosure’ or possibly
‘blackbird enclosure’ (Smith 1964b, 246-7). This enclosure is doubtless preserved by
the church’s remarkable circular churchyard: features of this type can be associated with
early Christian sites (Blair 2005, 19-21), but there is no archaeological or place-names
evidence to suggest this at Ozleworth.
Osla’s presumably manorial enclosure is first mentioned in an authentic charter
of King Edmund (S 467) dated to 940. It leases land at adjacent Wotton-under-Edge to
his minister Eadric for a term of four lives. A note at the end of this charter indicates
that Ozelworth was included in the lease even though it is not within the charter bounds:
‘… the Church Hide and all that belongs to it and Osla’s enclosure (wyrth) and all that
belongs to it, and a fourth share at Bourne Springs goes with Wotton’ (Grundy 1935/6,
284). The term ‘church hide’ refers to a parcel of land set aside for the maintenance of a
priest, presumably that of Wotton: it should not be taken to mean that there was a
church at Ozleworth itself by this date (contra Bettey 2000). Presumably this estate was
named after its eponymous enclosure, in which Osla had lived and where the church
now stands.
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Fig. I.22.12 – 1st edition OS map of Ozleworth. Note the circular churchyard and its
proximity to the manor-house.
The four-life term of S 467 suggests that Ozleworth was back in royal hands in
the mid-11th century. By 1086 half a hide at Ozleworth was an outlying estate of the
large and valuable Domesday estate of Berkeley, which was royal land tenanted by
Roger I de Berkeley, Lord of Dursley (d. 1093) from c. 1070 (Williams and Martin
2002, 448). Ozleworth’s separate mention here is presumably a relic of its reservation in
S 467: it is still visible as a separate entity in a Berkeley family return of 1166
(Wilkinson et al. 1926, 356).
The Berkeleys were important Norman magnates based at their castle in the
town of Berkeley, which had belonged to Berkeley Minster until c. 1050. Roger II de
Berkeley (1093-1131) provides us with our first direct mention of the church at
Ozleworth, which he gave it to the priory at Leonard Stanley before his death in 1131,
making him or his father Roger I a likely candidate to have built the church (Wilkinson
et al. 1926, 355-6). Ozleworth is therefore an unusual example of a Norman tower-nave
church constructed away from the main castle or fortified residence of the Norman lord.
One link the family had with the Anglo-Saxons was the marriage of Roger I de
Berkeley to the English noblewoman Rissa, which brought him the lordship of Durseley
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– the location of a castle – which borders Wotton-under-Edge. The Berkeley family was
deposed in 1152 during the Anarchy and replaced by the Fitzhardings under Robert,
grandson of Eadnoth the Staller (d. 1068), a king’s thegn under Edward the Confessor
and ally of William the Conqueror (Patterson 2004). However, none of this evidence is
sufficient to place an Anglo-Saxon presence at Ozleworth between the time the church
was constructed and when it was given to Leonard Stanley priory in 1131.
The tower in its landscape
Communication routes
Ozleworth lies within a valley in the Cotswold Hills, served by several Roman routes.
M 542 provided an alternative route to the Foss Way from Cirencester to Bath, and is
followed by later roads and parish boundaries. M 543 connects the Foss Way and M 542
with the Severn and the M 541 to Gloucester, and is again followed by later medieval
routes and boundaries. There is no evidence that the adjoining M 544 remained in use
after the Roman period (Margary 1973, 144-5).
Assembly-sites
Ozleworth lies within the post-Conquest hundred of Upper Berkeley, centred on
Berkeley itself; its meeting-place is unknown.
Beacon sites
There are two beacon place-names to the northwest of the tower, although since the two
sites are not intervisible they are more likely to have been look-out sites over the Severn
Valley than the remains of an ancient beacon-system.
Fortifications
St Nicholas’ church had no intervisibility with the several burhs and Norman castles
that lay in the vicinity.
Estates
St Nicholas’ tower was not constructed as a landmark for the Berkeley estate and the
lands additionally held by Roger de Berkeley in the Domesday Book.
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Fig. I.22.13 – The landscape context of Ozleworth.
Key to fig. I.22.13
Beacon sites
1. The Toots (la Toote 1374), Stinchcombe (Smith 1964b, 253).
2. The Toots (n.d.), King’s Stanley (Smith 1964b, 200).
Fortifications
1. Burleigh (Burley(e)), Minchinhampton (Smith 1964a, 96).
2. Brackenbury (1830), North Nibley (Smith 1964b, 241).
3. Uley Bury (The Berry 1779), Uley (Smith 1964b, 254).
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4. Hawkesbury (Havochesberie 1086) (Smith 1964c, 29).
5. Buristude (1250-90), Cromhall (Smith 1964c, 6).
6. Oldbury (Ouldbury 1641), Wickwar (Smith 1964c, 42).
7. Oldbury on the Hill (Ealdanbyri 10th century), Didmarton (Smith 1964c, 28).
Anglo-Norman castles
1. Berkeley Castle.
2. Ringwork at Damery Old Castle, Alkington.
3. Hillesley Ringwork, Hawkesbury.
4. Motte at Lasborough, Westonbirt.
5. Motte at Newington Bagpath, Kingscote
Conclusion
The church of St Nicholas of Myra was constructed as a rather squat hexagonal towernave with a small chancel, probably in the years around 1100 by the Norman magnate
Roger II de Berkeley. It is located in a probable Anglo-Saxon lordly enclosure adjacent
to a later manor-house, but its position in a valley would have made it useful neither as a
watchtower nor as a landmark for the Berkeley estate. It was given to the priory at
Leonard Stanley in 1131, around which time it was heightened with a belfry stage; a
nave was added in the early 13th century.
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Appendix I.23: Portchester Castle, Hampshire
Introduction
Portchester Castle is a remarkably well preserved 4th century Saxon Shore fort
overlooking the superb natural harbour of what is now Portsmouth. It was certainly
occupied into the 5th century, and seems to have had some degree of continuous use into
the middle Anglo-Saxon period. The entry in the Anglo-Saxon Chronicle for 501
records that:
Here Port and his two sons, Bieda and Mægla, came with two ships to
Britain at the place which is called Portsmouth, and immediately seized
land and killed a certain young British man – very noble.
(Swanton 1996, 15).
This reference may refer to Portchester Castle. More certain is the fort’s inclusion in the
late 9th century Burghal Hidage as part of the organised defence of Wessex; it reappears
in historical sources in 1133 when an Augustinian priory was founded in its southeast
corner. Its NW corner was converted into a castle first mentioned in 1163, but probably
of early Norman date (Renn 1973, 281-285). Between 1961 and 1972 much of the SW
corner of the fort was excavated, uncovering a late Anglo-Saxon settlement with a stone
tower – a probable tower-nave church – surrounded by burials (fig. I.23.1) (Cunliffe
1976).

Fig. I.23.1 – Reconstruction of the late Anglo-Saxon occupation of the Roman shorefort of Portchester, by Peter Dunn (Welch 1992, plate 9).
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Description
Earlier Anglo-Saxon settlement
Anglo-Saxon settlement within the fort is summarised in Cunliffe 1976, esp. 56-60,
301-4). It began in the late 7th or early 8th century with the construction of several
substantial post-built houses. Settlement continued until the mid-9th century, and the
coin evidence and presence of imported Mediterranean glassware indicates that it was
quite wealthy. It was probably under the ownership of the Bishop of Winchester at this
time: a genuine charter of 904 (S 372) records that king Edward the Elder granted the
Bishop land in Waltham in exchange for ownership of Portchester. The acquisition of
the fort by the king was presumably for strategic reasons against the Viking threat
(Fleming 1985, 253-4), and may have signalled the decline of the existing settlement.
The period after the mid-9th centuries the site is characterised by layers consistent with
transitory rather than domestic occupation and there is no evidence for any structures,
although of course less than an eighth of the total area inside the fort has been excavated
(fig. I.23.2).

Fig. I.23.2 – The location of the excavated late Anglo-Saxon seigneurial residence in
Portchester Castle (from Cunliffe 1976, 4).
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Fig. I.23.3 – The development of the late Anglo-Saxon settlement (Cunliffe 1976, 125).
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The late Anglo-Saxon seigneurial residence
Settlement was resumed in the latter part of the 10th century with the construction of a
large aisled hall (S15) surrounded by three subsidiary structures (fig. I.23.3). The hall
was soon rebuilt (building S16). The end of the century saw the construction of a
masonry tower (S18) adjacent to the aisled hall (S16), and aligned with a second
potentially high-status hall (S13). It was rebuilt in the mid-11th century following the
demolition of the surrounding timber buildings.
The tower (fig. I.23.4) was of two phased of construction, described by Cunliffe
(1976, 49-52). The first phase had trench-built foundations of mortared flint 0.61 m
wide; these were enclosed in the second phase by more massive flint foundations c. 0.91
m wide. The walls of the rebuilt tower partially survived above these foundations: they
were of externally rendered flint c. 0.76 m thick and incorporated a block of possibly reused Roman greensand in their southeast corner. They measured 6.10 m north/south by
5.79 m east/west. It was not possible to distinguish the location of the doorway, but it
was in either of the west end of the north wall, the or the centre of the east or south
walls. Of these, the centre of the south wall was though most probable due to a
misalignment between the surviving mortar wall renderings in this location. The floor of
the first-phase tower was of chalky mortar; there was no surviving evidence for the floor
of the rebuilt tower, except that it contained nine postholes running in parallel to one
another These were tentatively interpreted as supports for side galleries, partitions or an
upper floor. Since an upper floor could easily have been carried on joists in the normal
way, the previous two explanations are to be preferred.
The tower was associated with a small cemetery of 21 burials which post-date
the first-phase aisled hall (S15) (fig. I.23.3). One grave was cut by the rebuilt tower (fig.
I.23.4), whilst subsequent graves cut construction layers associated with the tower’s
rebuilding, and were themselves sealed by collapsed rubble from its demolition. The
cemetery therefore seems to have developed whilst the first-phase tower and adjacent
halls were still standing. The rebuilding of the tower was dated by 11th century pottery
in its construction layer. It appears to have fallen into disuse in the 12th century and
demolished by the 13th century.
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Fig. I.23.4 – The late Anglo-Saxon tower (S18), with associated cemetery. Note the two
phases of the tower’s construction (Cunliffe 1976 50).
The Roman fort itself underwent rebuilding in the Anglo-Saxon period (Cunliffe
1976, 8-10). At some stage its western land gate was replaced with one of timber, which
remained in use until the 12th century. Its eastern watergate was also rebuilt, in stone, reusing a considerable amount of Roman material. Its early fabric survives to a height of
1.8m, and there is no evidence for its original height or form above this level. Its datie is
uncertain: Cunliffe suggests the use of the site as a Burghal Hidage fort in the early 10th
century, its occupation as a high-status residence in the later 10th-11th centuries, or its
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transformation into a Norman castle as likely contexts for the gate’s rebuilding,
although he thinks the latter explanation the least likely due to its lack of similarity with
the architecture of the Norman castle. However, the use of alternating geologies in its
voussoirs to form a coloured pattern has been used to suggest that it was nevertheless of
Norman construction (Hare 1984, 78-9); Reynolds (1999, 125-130) nevertheless
suggests the establishment of the Burghal Hidage fort as its probable context.
Interpretation
The tower in context
Portchester’s late Anglo-Saxon tower is thought to have been a freestanding turriform
chapel on the basis of its cemetery. Earls Barton [8] has been suggested as its closest
parallel (Cunliffe 1976, 60; Turner 2006 152). It has further been interpreted in the
context of the Promotion Law (see section 2.2) as fulfilling the function of belhus; the
rebuilt watergate, depending on its date of construction, may have been the burhgeat
(Cunliffe 1976, 303; Yorke 1995, 251). In this context the arrangement of posts within
the tower is interesting, since in addition to the excavator’s suggestions they may have
supported a bell-frame, as was interpreted of the postholes found within the
contemporary lordly chapel at Raunds (Northamptonshire; Boddington 1996, 24). If so,
as at Raunds, the installation of the bells may have marked the chapel’s assumption of
burial-rights as well as the status of its thegn.
The seigneurial nature of the late Anglo-Saxon settlement is supported by the
documentary evidence. The Domesday Book entries for Portchester describe how it had
been divided into three manors by the mid-11th century under the ownership of the king.
One of these contained the fort, which would have acted as its manorial centre,
presumably based at the hall mentioned in the entry. This can be associated with the
excavated seigneurial structures (Cunliffe 1976, 303; Reynolds 1999, 125-130).
William [Manduit] himself holds Portchester. 3 free men held it as
manors of King Edward. It then paid geld for 5 hides; now 2½ hides; and
it is 1 manor. There is land for 5 ploughs. In demesne are 2 [ploughs].;
and 5 villans and 4 bordars with 1 ½ ploughs. There are 4 slaves and a
fishery for the hall, [and] woodland for 5 pigs. Of this manor, Durand
holds 1 hide of William, and he has in demesne 1 plough, and a mill
rendering 30d. The whole was worth TRE £4.10s; and afterwards 100s;
now £6.
The same William holds 1 hide, and Fulcold [holds] of him. Alweard
held it of King Edward. It then, as now, paid geld for 1 hide. There is
land for 1 plough. In demesne is half a plough; and 2 villans and 2 slaves
with half a plough. It is worth 15s.
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The same William holds 2 hides less 1 virgate. Ælfric held it as 1 manor
in alod of the king. Then, as now, it paid geld for 2 hides less 1 virgate.
There is land for 2 ploughs. In demesne is 1 [plough]; and 3 villans and 4
bordars with half a plough. There are 2 slaves, and 2 mills rendering 5s,
and 2 acres of meadow. TRE, and afterwards, it was worth 25s; now 30s.
In Portchester is another part of [the royal manor of Cosham]. It was
never assessed in hides. There is in demesne 1 plough; and 1 villan with
6 bordars with 1 plough. There is 1 acre of meadow, [and] woodland for
10 pigs.
(Williams and Martin 2002, 90, 114).
There are several other indications of the seigneurial nature of the late AngloSaxon settlement at Portchester. The alignment of its tower and hall has been seen as
foreshadowing later bishops’ palaces in which a courtyard arrangement with a corner
tower dominated (Blair 2003, 319-20). This can also be seen at the late Anglo-Saxon
seigneurial towers at Bishopstone [A], Ketton Quarry [C] and West Cotton [D]. As at
Caistor [6], the inhabitant of the site would not only have benefitted from the surviving
Roman enclosure in practical terms, but they would also have been in a position to
enhance their authority from the site’s Roman origins (Hansson 2006, 91). Finally, the
tower’s cemetery contains one the burial of a young adult male (burial 8), who was slain
with a sword (Hooper 1976, 241-2). Swords were the weapons of the Anglo-Saxon
aristocracy, and this burial is in keeping with the martial nature of contemporary
aristocratic practice.
Following the Norman Conquest the manor of Portchester passed into the hands
of William Manduit (d. 1100), a powerful magnate and close associate of William the
Conqueror, who was probably responsible for building the first castle on the site.
Initially this probably consisted of timber buildings contained within the earthwork in
the northwest corner of the Roman fort (fig. I.23.2); the present stone buildings are
likely to have followed in the early 12th century (Goodall 2003). The Anglo-Saxon hall
complex may have been demolished shortly after the Conquest when the aristocratic
buildings moved into the Norman castle enclosure; the Anglo-Saxon tower may have
also been rebuilt at this time. The tower remained the religious focus of the site until
1133, after which it presumably fell into disuse (Cunliffe 1976, 303-4).
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The tower in its landscape (fig. I.23.5)
Communication routes
Portchester is well served by communications, as might be expected from a Roman
shore fort. It lies adjacent to a superb natural harbour, known to have been in use in the
Anglo-Saxon period. By land, it was served by Margary 420, which may have partially
utilised the Ports Down ridgeway. This road continued north to Winchester, and its
route is sporadically followed by lanes, parish boundaries and visible earthworks.
Judging the importance of Winchester in the early medieval period, it is very likely that
it remained in use. It crossed Margary 421 which ran east to Chichester along a route
followed by present roads, indicating its continued use. The road originally continued
west from the junction with Margary 420, but no trace remains in the landscape and it is
therefore unlikely to have fallen out of use by the medieval period (Margary 1973, 924). The tower is not well placed to keep watch over these roads: the Ports Down
ridgeway and much of the road to Chichester would have been visible from its summit,
but not the all-important road to Winchester. Far more likely is that the tower was used
to keep watch over the Solent, potentially even over the ‘secure base’ of the Viking
army on the Isle of Wight mentioned in the Anglo-Saxon Chronicle for 1006, and
implied for 998 and 1001 (Swanton 1996, 131, 133, 136).
Assembly-sites
Portchester lies in the hundred of Portsdown. Anderson (1939b, 179-80) suggests that
its meeting-place was along Ports Down itself, a short ridge which runs a little to the
north of Portchester itself. The exact location may have been adjacent to the present
Fort Southwick, which lies at the highest point of the ridge at the junction of three
parishes, near the junction between the ridgeway and the Roman road to Portchester.
Wherever the meeting-place lay, the full length of the ridge is intervisible with the
tower.
Beacon sites and fortifications
Portchester’s tower was in a position to see several Armada beacon-sites (Hill and
Sharpe’s 1997, 159), but none with early beacon-names are visible from the tower.
Wards Farm in Southwick (le Warde 1365) is not visible, but it probably refers to Henry
de la Warde (1216-72) rather than to an early beacon-site (Gover 1961, 23). However,
the absence of a published place-name survey for Hampshire affects the understanding
of its beacons and burhs.
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Fig. I.23.5 – The landscape context of Portchester.
Conclusion
The tower at Portchester appears to have acted as the free-standing chapel of a highstatus late Anglo-Saxon residence and estate centre within an imposing and strategic
enclosure. It was probably adjacent to, and intervisible with, a hundred meeting-place,
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and it would have been a valuable watchtower over the region’s vulnerable coastline.
Following the Conquest the Anglo-Saxon lordly residence on the site was replaced by a
Norman castle; the tower was curated as a chapel until an Augustinian priory was
constructed on the site in 1133.
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Appendix I.24: All Hallows’(?), Sherborne abbey, Dorset
Introduction
The Anglo-Saxon cathedral at Sherborne was founded in 705 by St Aldhelm, probably
on the site of an earlier Christian site. It marked the division of the West Saxon
kingdom into two diocese, the other being Winchester. The Anglo-Saxon church
underwent monastic reform under Bishop Wulfsige III (c. 993-1002) in 998. The church
was subsequently renovated and extended under Bishop Ælfwold II (1045-58) before
being rebuilt in the early 12th century, after the removal of the see to Old Sarum in 1075.
Limited excavations in the 1870s and in 1949 uncovered the foundations of a
substantial Anglo-Saxon tower at the west end of the cathedral, which was partially
preserved in the masonry of the standing structure of the Norman church (fig. I.24.1)
(Carpenter 1876-7; RCHME 1952). Further excavations in the 1960s confirmed that the
tower had been incorporated into the Anglo-Saxon Cathedral as an elaborate westwerk
by the mid-11th century (Gibb 1969; 1975). The parallels with the westwerk at
neighbouring Winchester Cathedral [30] are compelling.

Fig. I.24.1 – West elevation of St Mary’s Abbey, preserving the east wall of the AngloSaxon westwerk and its porticus. Note the two-light window and blocked round-headed
doorways (Gibb 1969).
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Description
The archaeological evidence

Fig. I.24.2 – Excavation plan of the tower at the west end of the cathedral (Gibb 1975, 76).
The following account is drawn from Gibb (1975): letters used in this text correspond to
his labelling system (fig. I.24.2). The remains of a plinth can be seen a little to the south
of the external west doorway of the present church, running to the west. A break in the
upstanding masonry above this plinth shows that it belonged to an earlier structure
whose east wall survives incorporated into the west the front of the Norman church. The
change of thickness of the wall in this area and the presence of a two-light window of
Anglo-Saxon construction above the west doorway of the church, discovered during
restoration work in 1849, both support this interpretation (fig. I.24.1).
The 1960s excavations revealed a solid raft of stone c. 9 m square that were the
foundations of a substantial tower (fig. I.24.2, F). The height of the window uncovered
in 1849 supports this interpretation. The foundations were only partially excavated and
gave no clear indication of the width of the tower walls, but they presumably
corresponded to the c. 1.20 m thickness of the upstanding masonry in the west wall of
the church. A narrow extension ran 2.0 m west of the main body of the tower (fig.
I.24.2, M), interpreted as a small porch. Further walls ran westwards again from this
porch (fig. I.24.2, N), but it was not ascertained whether they were Anglo-Saxon in date
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or belonged to the construction of All Hallows’ church in the 14th century. Either way,
their narrowness relative to the tower implies that they were not part of a lengthy
western nave contemporary with the tower.
Abutting the tower foundations to the north and south were the walls of two later
porticus (fig. I.24.2, E & G). Like the tower, their eastern walls survive incorporated
into the upstanding west wall of the Norman church, in which a pair of doors of late
Anglo-Saxon construction are visible (fig. I.24.1). The excavated north porticus overlay
earlier burials and was itself used for burial at least as early at the 13th century. It also
contained a contemporary plaster plinth, interpreted as the base of a high-status tomb.
The porticus also overlay earlier masonry foundations c. 0.75 m thick, which resembled
the foundations of the original western tower (fig. I.24.2, F) and may have belonged to a
structure contemporary with it, although the limited archaeology makes this uncertain.
Several walls extended from the north transept. Running from its western face
was a wall interpreted as the north wall of an early medieval courtyard or enclosed
atrium (fig. I.24.2, J). The walls of a late Anglo-Saxon cloister range (fig. I.24.2, H &
H1) extended north from the porticus. Both these structures were contemporary with the
north porticus, indicating that all three were part of a significant campaign of building
work during the late-Anglo-Saxon period. The existing 8th century cathedral church also
seems to have been extended west to join with these new structures at the same time
(fig. I.24.3). This resulted in an enlarged cathedral church with aisles, a north cloister, a
possible atrium and a turriform westwerk with flanking porticus. The westwerk appears
to have survived until at least the 13th century, and was presumably incorporated
wholesale into the design of the rebuilt Norman church.
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Fig. I.24.3 – The excavator’s reconstruction of the Anglo-Saxon Cathedral shortly
before the Conquest (Gibb 1969). See also figs I.24.1 & I.21.4.
The documentary evidence
Goscelin and the Anglo-Saxon cathedral
The account of the cathedral given in Goscelin’s Life of Bishop Wulfsige, of c. 1078,
has been explored by Richard Gem (1975b):
1. Goscelin records that upon his death c. 1002, Bishop Wulfsige was buried ‘in a
porticus, that is, the one chosen by him’ (in porticu, uidelicet siba preelecta).
2. Around ten years later his successor, Bishop Æthelric, moved Wulfstan’s relics
into the main body of the church to the north of the high altar, leaving his
sarcophagus behind.
3. Subsequently, Bishop Ælfwold II (1045-58) decided to recover this sarcophagus
from the porticus where it still resided and set it up north of the high altar to
receive Wulfstan’s relics. This seems to have been a temporary measure, since
Aelfwold’s episcopacy was marked by extensive building-works: he ‘joined the
new monastery to the old, translated again the most holy patron [Wulfsige] into
the new one, the old being dilapidated’ (ubi nouum monasterium ueteri adiunxit
iterum sanctissimum patronum in nouum ueteri dilapsum transpouit).
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Goscelin’s account therefore tells us that prior to c. 1002 the cathedral consisted of pair
of churches, one new and one old, of which one was presumably Aldhelm’s original
church of 705. The new church had at least one porticus at this date, in which would be
placed the rich sarcophagus of Wulfsige. Decades later, in the period 1045-58, this
sarcophagus was removed whilst this ‘new’ church was remodelled and joined onto the
older church in which Wulfsige’s relics by then lay. The sarcophagus and relics were
then reunited and restored to the remodelled ‘new’ church.
The ‘old’ church was the main cathedral church of St Mary (fig. I.24.3). The
‘new’ church was presumably the excavated tower (fig. I.24.2, F; fig. I.24.3) with a
porticus presumably represented by the masonry foundations underlying its later north
porticus (fig. I.24.2, E). That the tower was remodelled with the addition (or rebuilding)
of its porticus at the same time it was connected to the nave of the old church is
demonstrated archaeologically. Wulfsige’s sarcophagus was then restored to its former
location in the north porticus of the west tower, where it is presumably represented by
the rich plaster tomb-plinth uncovered during the excavations (fig. I.24.2, b). The ‘old’
church of St Mary was swept away by the Normans, and the newly-refurbished
turriform westwerk with its important burial remained standing.
All Hallows’ church
A church dedicated to All Hallows was constructed in the late 14th century immediately
to the west of the Norman church (fig. I.24.5); it was demolished after the Dissolution.
A church of that dedication is first mentioned here in 1288 (Mills 1989, 357), so this
was clearly not the first church on the site. The lower part of its north aisle wall (fig.
I.24.2, K) survives as a boundary wall. The north lateral chapel of the church was
partially formed from the north porticus of the Anglo-Saxon westwerk: it was converted
into a dwelling in 1540 and pulled down in 1845.
The pictorial evidence
Sherborne’s 11th century seal (fig. I.24.4) gives us an idea of its early form. It depicts a
church, apparently viewed from the south, with an apsidal chancel, a lantern tower and a
west tower with a smaller porch to the west. The south face of the west tower also
appears to show the gable end of a south transept or porticus, although the wax in this
area is damaged. It is tempting to relate this image with the excavated evidence of a
western tower with flanking porticus and a western porch (fig. I.24.2). Caution is
necessary: the two-storey porch on the seal (fig. I.24.4) seems larger than the excavated
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western structure (fig. I.24.2, M). Nevertheless, the similarities between the seal and the
excavated evidence are convincing.

Fig. I.24.4 – The 11th century seal of Sherborne Cathedral (Gibb 1969). See
reconstruction in fig. I.24.3.
Dating evidence
In terms of date, the surviving Anglo-Saxon east doorway of the tower’s north porticus
(fig. I.24.2, A) is indicative of 11th century construction. This can also be applied to the
Anglo-Saxon cathedral’s south porticus (fig. I.24.2, G), cloister (fig. I.24.2, H, H1),
atrium wall (fig. I.24.2, J) and the extended western part of the cathedral nave, since all
these structures appear to be contemporary with one another. This accords with the
evidence from Goscelin’s Life of Wulfsige, discussed above, that this part of the
cathedral was remodelled and joined to the main cathedral church of St Mary c. 104558. This date is also consistent with the 11th century depiction of the cathedral on its seal
(fig. I.24.4). The original western tower (fig. I.24.2, F) is therefore likely to belong to
the earlier 11th century or before, which again accords with Goscelin’s testimony that it
was already standing in 1002, but that it was still a ‘new’ church. It is therefore
tempting to relate its origins to the Monastic Reform of the Cathedral in 998, during
which time Wulfsige presumably directed the construction of his own turriform
mortuary chapel.
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Discussion
Two different interpretations of the western tower (fig. I.24.2, F) were offered by the
excavator (Gibb 1975, 100-104):
1. The western tower formed the lantern tower of a cruciform church with a nave to
the west, a chancel to the east and transepts to the north and south. The main
evidence for this is the unusually close proximity of All Hallows’ church to the
west end of the Cathedral: it is argued that its location must be due to the
presence here of a much earlier church, presumably of pre-Conquest origin. The
walls extending west from the tower porch (fig. I.24.2, N) represent the nave
walls of this church. However, as has been mentioned, these walls are too
narrow to have formed a convincing nave relative to the width of the tower. The
Cathedral seal (fig. I.24.4) also indicates that a small structure lay to the west of
the tower, more consistent with the excavated porch (fig. I.24.2, M) than a fullscale nave. Indeed, the main basis of Gibbs’ first interpretation seems to be the
assumption that the church of All Hallows, which is indeed likely to have
existed in this location from an early date, must have had a conventional
congregational plan. The wider study attempted here has hopefully removed the
need to make this assumption by demonstrating that free-standing towerchurches were not unusual in the Anglo-Saxon period.
2. The excavator’s second interpretation is that the cathedral western tower was a
pre-existing structure (fig. I.24.5) which was enlarged with transepts and
incorporated into the Anglo-Saxon cathedral when it was extended westwards by
Bishop Ælfwold (1045-58). This is the favoured interpretation of the RCHME
(1952, xlvii), and appears to be supported by the documentary evidence
discussed above. The excavations showed that that the west end of the Cathedral
is contemporary with the construction of the tower’s transepts, and that both
were later than the west tower itself (fig. I.24.2). This indicates that the tower
was a free-standing structure and not an axial western tower attached to the
Anglo-Saxon Cathedral nave. The fact that the tower is off-set north of the line
of the Cathedral nave by c. 0.80 m further supports this interpretation.
There is no evidence that the tower was constructed as the western tower of a
conventional church distinct from the cathedral church, although this possibility cannot
be ruled out without further excavation. The extent of the original Anglo-Saxon
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cathedral church is unknown, but it is probable that there would have been little space
for a full-sized nave between the two structures (fig. I.24.5). It is also likely that any
former nave would have been incorporated into the western extension of the Cathedral
nave, which does not appear to have been the case. It is quite possible that the tower had
an eastern chancel to balance its western porch, but again more excavation is required.

Fig. I.24.5 – The suggested development of the Anglo-Saxon cathedral (modified from
Gibb 1975, 99). For phase 2 see also fig. I.24.3, above.
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Conclusion
The excavated tower appears to have originated as a free-standing structure with a
western porch (fig. I.24.5). The extent of its porch is uncertain due to our ignorance of
the relationship between wall ‘M’ and wall ‘N’ (fig. I.24.2), but both the cathedral seal
(fig. I.24.4) and the relative width of this structure compared to the tower suggest that it
was not a full-scale congregational nave. The interpretation offered above of Goscelin
of St-Bertin’s Life of Wulfsige further indicates that the tower had at least one porticus,
which were rebuilt when the tower was connected to the Abbey church c. 1045-58. All
Hallows’ church was constructed against the west front the of the Cathedral in the 14th
century: the awkwardness of its location suggests a pre-existing foundation, which is
confirmed by the fact that All Hallows’ was first mentioned in 1288. The obvious
candidate for this church is the western tower itself (fig. I.24.5).
Interpretation
The tower in context
As has been mentioned, the date of the construction of the western tower of Sherborne
cathedral as a free-standing tower-church, probably dedicated to All Hallows, is
uncertain. It is thought to have been in existence by c. 1002 when Wulfsige seems to
have selected it as his burial-place, which implies that Wulfsige had a hand in its design
and construction. The reform and rejuvenation of the cathedral during his episcopacy (c.
993-1002) is the obvious context for its construction. Although it is dangerous to peg
archaeological evidence onto abstract historical narrative, there are a number of
persuasive reasons why this period may indeed have led to the construction of such a
distinctive and remarkable building.
A relatively large amount is known about the life and career of Wulfsige
(summarised in Keynes 2005b). He had been a favoured disciple of St Dunstan, who
engineered the Reform movement at Glastonbury abbey (see section 5.7). He went on to
be abbot of Westminster from the 960s before his ascent to the see of Sherborne in 993.
In that year also he was present at the dedication of the great new westwerk at
Winchester cathedral [30]. Both Glastonbury [12] and Winchester [30] had axial
western tower-nave chapels, both of which were constructed at the behest of the great
Monastic Reform figures of Dunstan and Æthelwold respectively, and Wulfsige would
have witnessed the construction of both. Simon Keynes (2005b, 62) suggests that
Wulfsige would not have wanted to have been out-done by the tower at Winchester: it
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may instead be that Wulfsige intended to physically embody the Reform movement
with a tower in the manner of both his mentor and his West Saxon episcopal neighbour.
The similarities between the Sherborne tower and those at Winchester and
Glastonbury extend beyond their architectural form. St John’s tower at Glastonbury
[12] seems to have performed a similar role to that at Sherborne: both were axial
western towers which framed the entrance into their respective Abbey churches.
Although no doorways were uncovered at Sherborne, the proximity of the church to the
Cathedral church and the presence of the probable walled atrium enclosure implies that
the tower would have acted as a gateway. The Sherborne tower may even have shared
Glastonbury’s antae, which would explain the projecting walls found in excavation (fig.
I.24.2, N).
With regards to Winchester [30], Bishop Wulfsige would have witnessed the
translation of the relics of the episcopal saint Swithun into the new westwerk there in
993, following its reconstruction and the addition of flanking porticus. This may have
informed his decision to choose burial in the western tower at Sherborne. Richard Gem
(1975b) has noted on the similarity of Goscelin’s account of this event with his account
of Bishop Aelfwold’s re-translation of the relics of Wulfsige into the Sherborne
westwerk following its reconstruction and the rebuilding of its porticus (discussed
above). Aelfwold had been a monk at Winchester before he ascended to the see of
Sherborne, and it appears that the great west towers at each of these Wessex cathedrals
may have been perceived in similar ways. Finally, and perhaps more simply, it is a
theme of this study that monastic tower-nave churches were used as burial-chapels of
very high-status individuals (see section 5.6), which appears be the case at Sherborne.
The tower in its landscape (fig. I.24.6)
Communication routes
Sherborne lies on the northern edge of Dorset near the border with Somerset. It is not
near any navigable rivers, but is well-served by land routes. The M 47 ran between
Glastonbury and Dorchester, past the intersection of major routes at Ilchester. It was in
use in the early medieval period, and is followed by modern roads. An early medieval
trackway ran east from Ilchester to eventually become the North Downs Way through
Surrey into Kent (Hill 1981, 135-7). Sherborne itself connected with the M 47 via a
known herepath (Mills 1989, 360), which continued to Shaftesbury.
Judging by the height of the Anglo-Saxon windows uncovered in 1849
(Carpenter 1876-7), the cathedral’s western tower would have been at least 12 m high.
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Its full height at the end of the Anglo-Saxon period has been estimated at 37 m by Gibb
(1969), based on its probable relative proportions compared to the rest of the Cathedral.
The scale of the tower’s foundations certainly indicate that the tower was tall: a
conservative estimate of 20 m has been used to calculate its viewshed (fig. I.24.6). This
shows that the tower would only have been visible for the six miles west along the road
to Sherborne from its junction with the M 47, as well as from a few miles to the east.
The ASC records that the Vikings came up the Frome and ravaged Dorset in 998, but
the tower would not have made a useful watchtower to guard against this threat.
Beacon sites
The Cathedral’s foundation charter of 998 (S 895) contains the usual clause reserving
the three burdens of military service, maintenance of bridges and fortress-work. It also
says that the monks ‘are to owe no-one any service in the construction of a beacon
(rogus), because we recognise that the monastery needs this work’ (Keynes 2005a, 12).
This indicates that the practice of beacon-construction was sufficiently important to the
monks that they should not be distracted from carrying it out. The ‘Bishop’s Beacon’
recorded on bubdowne hill in Melbury Bubb in 1570 is likely to preserve these
arrangements. A second is implied by the Bishop’s estate at Holcombe Rogus in Devon
(Barker 2005a). A third beacon belonging to the Bishop was probably present at Lyme,
shown on a map of 1539 (Barker 2005b, 202). Unfortunately, study of the place-names
of Dorset is incomplete and very little work has been undertaken for Somerset, so the
cluster of beacon place-names south of Sherborne is unlikely to be exhaustive. It is
interesting that these putative beacons occur on the probable route of the Viking assault
of 998, the same year as beacons were given particular mention in the cathedral charter.
However, none of these sites were visible from the cathedral tower.
Fortifications
The cathedral’s western tower would have made as poor a watchtower over burhs as it
did over the region’s beacons and road network.
Estates
The tower would have made as inadequate territorial marker as it would have made a
watchtower. The cathedral’s estates in 998 have been studied by Barker (2005a):
although its core home territory would have been mostly intervisible with the tower, its
lands to the east and west were not.
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Fig. I.24.6 – The landscape context of Sherborne.
Key to fig. I.24.6
Beacon sites
1. Totnell (Totenhulle 1327), Leigh (Fägersten 1933, 224).
2. ‘Bishop’s Beacon’, Melbury Bubb (Barker 2005a).
3. Wardon Hill in Sydling St Nicholas is also likely to have come from weard-dün.
4. Totcombe (totecumbe 1130) lay near the bounds of Nether Cerne (Fägersten
1933, 193).
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Fortifications
1. Melbury (Meleberie 1086) (Fägersten 1933, 224).
2. Ramsbury (Remmesberi 1412), Lydlinch (Fägersten 1933, 218).
3. Burton (Buretune 13th century), Marnhull (Fägersten 1933, 42).
Conclusion
Archaeological and other evidence suggests that a substantial tower-nave chapel was
constructed immediately to the west of the old cathedral church of Sherborne, possibly
under the episcopacy of Wulfsige III (c. 993-1002). It seems to have had a west porch
and flanking porticus, and may have been dedicated to All Hallows; it was remodelled
and joined to the main cathedral church c. 1045-58. It was probably constructed under
the auspices of the Monastic Reform movement. Its immediate function was probably as
a high-status burial-chapel for Bishop Wulfsige, but its location in the landscape also
suggests that it acted as a marker to those approaching the cathedral along the main road
from the west, which again echoes the arrangement at Glastonbury. At any rate, it had
little obvious use either as a watchtower or a territorial marker.
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Appendix I.25: South Cadbury, Somerset
Introduction
The imposing hillfort at South Cadbury was excavated in the mid-1960s by Leslie
Alcock (1995). A succession of occupation phases was uncovered: the Iron Age
construction and occupation of the hillfort, its refurbishment under the Romans and
again in the late 5th century. Occupation culminated in the site’s refortification under
King Aethelred II (978-1016) as an ‘emergency’ burh against renewed late 10th century
Viking attacks. It was abandoned in the 11th century. In the centre of the burh lay a
small masonry cruciform structure (fig. I.25.1) interpreted as a tower-nave church
belonging to this late Anglo-Saxon period of occupation.

Fig. I.25.1 – The excavated areas of South Cadbury hillfort (Alcock 1995, 11).
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Description
The cruciform structure is described by Alcock (1995, 52-3, 157-160). It consisted of a
trench with sloping sides and an average width of 1.60-1.80 m. It defined a building 24
m north/south by 24.5 m east/west, with four roughly equal arms measuring between
7.7 and 8.8 m in width externally (fig. I.25.2). This seems to have been the construction
trench for a stone building with walls c. 1.2 m thick. The structure may never have been
built: its foundations appear to have lain open to the elements for a significant period of
time before being filled in, with no sign of intervening construction work. It is
noticeable that the outside angles of the structure are sloped rather than right-angles,
implying that the central part of the structure stood on substantial piers, indicating that it
was intended to be a tower (fig. I.25.3). The foundations in this location were also 0.20
m deeper than in the rest of the structure. Both the form and intended masonry
construction of this building strongly suggest that it was a church.

Fig. I.25.2 – The excavated foundations of the cruciform structure (Alcock 1995, 52).
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Fig. I.25.3 – Interpretation of the excavated foundations of the cruciform structure
(Alcock 1995, 158).
The structure was not dated either directly or stratigraphically, but it presumably
belonged to one of site’s several distinct phases of occupation. It does not fit with the
site’s Roman archaeology, and its tower form is thought to be too early for c. 500 AD. It
probably belongs to the late 10th/early 11th century burh, whose occupation was shortlived. This corresponds with the evidence that the tower was never completed but left
open to the elements, presumably upon the abandonment of the burh.
Interpretation
The tower in context
The late 10th century burh at South Cadbury was an imposing and highly defensible
place which was further augmented by masonry defences. Its place within the late
Anglo-Saxon defensive network is covered elsewhere (e.g. Hill and Rumble 1996;
Baker et al. 2011) and will not be rehearsed here. Suffice to say that it contained a mint
and a water supply, but the limited excavations revealed only indirect evidence for its
buildings. The burh is not thought to have ‘succeeded’ as an urban centre, even if it had
been intended as such (Alcock 1995, 157, 168). The excavated church has been
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suggested as a minster-church to served this intended town, but its Domesday Book
value is unremarkable and does not imply the wealth of a former monastic estate.
Alcock’s (1995, 160) suggestion that the church was a royal chapel, supported by John
Blair (quoted in Alcock 1995, 168), is more likely due to the apparent absence of a large
urban population at the hillfort who would have required a substantial congregational
church.
The tower in its landscape (fig. I.25.4)
Communication routes
The Fosse Way (M 5) ran five miles northwest of South Cadbury. The M 47 ran
between Glastonbury and Dorchester; both were in use in the early medieval period and
are followed by modern routes. They intersect at Ilchester, east from which place ran an
early medieval trackway which runs past South Cadbury and eventually becomes the
North Downs Way through Surrey into Kent (Hill 1981, 135-7). A herepath is recorded
on the southern boundary of Glastonbury Abbey (Hollinrake and Hollinrake 2007, 2401) Finally, the route of the modern A30 is likely to have been in use in the early
medieval period, connecting Sherborne and Shaftesbury to the M 47. It was also a
herepath (Mills 1989, 360). There are no navigable rivers in the vicinity.
Beacon sites and fortifications
There were several major settlements in the vicinity of South Cadbury. Bruton was a
royal vill with a mint, and an adjacent burh name suggests that it was fortified. Ilchester
lay at an intersection of several early routeways, and was an important early medieval
town with a mint. Milborne Port also had a mint, under Aethelred II and Cnut, and was
presumably of some Anglo-Saxon significance (Aston 1984). The tower-naves at the
important abbeys of Glastonbury [12] and Sherborne [24] are also in the vicinity.
It is unfortunate that the place-names of Somerset have been little-studied: only
a handful of burh place-names and one tentative beacon site are known from the vicinity
of South Cadbury. Therefore, all that can be said of the strategic value of the excavated
tower is that, if built, it would have made a superb watchtower over the important routes
which ran through Somerset between South Cadbury and Glastonbury. However, the
viewshed from the hillfort alone is much the same as that simulated for the tower with a
height of 10 m, so it cannot be primarily interpreted as a watchtower. This said, if it had
been built it would have made a magnificent a landmark from the north and west,
comparable to the later tower of St Michael on Glastonbury Tor.
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Fig. I.25.4 – The landscape context of South Cadbury.
Key to fig. I.25.4
Beacon sites
1. Dundon Beacon (unknown date).
Fortifications
1. Baltonsborough (Bealdhere’s burh) is known from 744 (Grundy 1935, 61).
2. Cullanbeorh (Culla’s burh or barrow), East Pennard (Grundy 1935, 65).
3. Tolbury (unknown date).
4. Glastonbury (Glestingaburg 732-55) (Ekwall 1960, 198).
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Conclusion
A tower-nave church was planned, but apparently never built, in Æthelred II’s shortlived burh at South Cadbury hillfort. Little is known of the relationship between the
tower and the layout of the burh, since no other structures relating to this period of
occupation have been uncovered. It has been suggested that the tower served as a
private chapel for this royal fortification, but this cannot be proven. The tower would
also have been redundant as a watchtower, given the view provided by the hillfort itself.
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Appendix I.26: Springfield Lyons, Essex
Introduction
Springfield Lyons underwent open-area excavation between 1979 and 1991, which was
published in interim form (Buckley and Hedges 1987; Tyler 1996) prior to the final
report (Tyler and Major 2005). The excavations uncovered a Neolithic causewayed
enclosure, a substantial late Bronze Age enclosure, a large mid-5th to late 6th century
Anglo-Saxon cemetery, and a small late Anglo-Saxon seigneurial settlement with a
structure regarded by the excavators as a possible tower. This is uncertain, but it is
included here for the sake of debate and comparison with other sites. The settlement
may have continued to the east of the excavated area (fig. I.26.1). The archaeology was
shallow and heavily plough-damaged meaning that surviving stratigraphy was minimal,
adversely affecting the phasing and dating of the site (Tyler and Major 2005, 1-5, 197).

Fig. I.26.1 – The excavations at Springfield Lyons. Red = Bronze Age activity; Black =
Anglo-Saxon cemetery and late settlement (Tyler and Major 2005, 3).
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Description
The late Anglo-Saxon settlement is relatively poorly dated, but on the basis of the
pottery evidence it seems to have been occupied from the mid-9th to the 12th centuries.
The bulk of this pottery was 10th century in date, implying that this was the apogee of
the settlement activity. The settlement phasing is equally uncertain, but the following
sequence is suggested by the excavators (Tyler and Major 2005, 192-202):
1. A large timber hall 20.80m in length, a suggested tower and annexe (building
1/1a, described below) and a detached square structure interpreted as a kitchen
(fig. I.26.2).

Fig. I.26.2 – The late Anglo-Saxon settlement: phase 1 (Tyler and Major 2005, 195)
2. Phase 2 was located slightly to the southwest of the settlement focus of phase 1.
It consisted of a smaller hall, a second possible kitchen and a couple of
agricultural buildings. It was bisected by a ‘D’-shaped enclosure. It is possible
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that the tower and previous hall may have been curated into this phase (fig.
I.26.3).

Fig. I.26.3 – The late Anglo-Saxon settlement: phase 2 (Tyler and Major 2005, 196)
3. A similar range of buildings to phase 2, with the addition of a possible windmill,
and was also centred a little to the south of the phase 1 settlement focus (fig.
I.26.4).
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Fig. I.26.4 – The late Anglo-Saxon settlement: phase 3 (Tyler and Major 2005, 196)
The identification of three discrete phases is uncertain and they are not closely dateable;
the excavators emphasise that other interpretations are possible (Tyler and Major 2005,
195-6).
Building 1 (fig. I.26.5)
Building 1 was located towards the north end of the late Anglo-Saxon settlement, within
the Bronze Age ditched enclosure (fig. I.26.2). It lay on the site of building 11, a
relatively insubstantial post-built structure measuring 5.70 m east/west by 4.80 m
north/south, with which it shared its orientation (Tyler and Major 2005, 131). The
excavated remains of building 1 consist of a gully with rounded corners measuring
5.40m east/west by 4.20m north/south. The gully itself measured 0.80m to 1.10 wide by
0.35 to 0.47m deep, which represent substantial foundations for such a modest-sized
building. It was regarded by the excavators as having been of more than one storey,
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presumably a tower, hence its inclusion in this study, although it is by no means a
certain example. A number of internal postholes were also found, but they were
probably not associated with this building. Finds from the building consist of a single
sherd of presumably relict early Anglo-Saxon pottery, 49 sherds of late AngloSaxon/early medieval pottery, two kilograms of baked clay, a stone spindlewhorl and a
small quantity of ironwork including a possible hinge and a buckle and plate (Tyler and
Major 2005, 127).

Fig. I.26.5 – Composite plan of buildings 1 and 1a (Tyler and Major 2005, 128).
The foundations of the building appear to be cut by building 4 (fig. I.26.4) and
by pit 2799 (fig. I.26.5), although the poor stratigraphy of the site makes this uncertain.
Building 4 was of less substantial post-and-slot construction and measured 8.80m
east/west by 5.00m north/south, and lay on the same alignment as building 1, suggesting
that it was its direct replacement (Tyler and Major 2005, 131). Pit 2799 was roughly
circular with steep sides, measuring 1.64m x 1.40m, and was 0.85m deep. It contained
quantities of late Saxon pottery, baked clay, animal bone and flint (Tyler and Major
2005, 147, 193).
Building 1a (fig. I.26.5)
Building 1a abutted the east end of Building 1 and seems to have been an annexe. It
measured 5.90 m east/west by 4.30 m north/south and was on the same alignment as
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building 1, with walls slightly offset to the north. It was of quite different, post-and-slot,
construction to building 1 and was less substantial, implying that it was single-storey.
Three sherds of late Anglo-Saxon/early medieval pottery and some baked clay were
found associated with it. Also in association, and of particular interest, was grave 4860,
which coincided with the inner fact of the building’s north wall (fig. I.26.5). It was on
the same alignment as the wall and appears to have been dug whilst the building was
standing. It measured 2.26m x 0.66m x 0.17m and contained a coffin stain but no
surviving bone or grave-goods (Tyler and Major 2005, 18, 127-8).
Buildings 1 and 1a: building materials
The gully of building 1 contained no evidence of any post-holes, suggesting that it was
of timber ground beam construction. There is no mention of any stone within the
homogenous backfill of its foundations (Tyler and Major 2005, 127), and there is a lack
of natural building-stone in the area. On the other hand, the rounded corners of the
foundation trench appear to be more in keeping with stone foundations rather than sillbeams. It is therefore unknown whether the tower was constructed from stone or timber.
Dating
The dating of buildings 1 and 1a is inconclusive. Although a quantity of 10th century or
later pottery came from both buildings, it may be intrusive. The metalwork from
building 1 was not closely dateable. We therefore have to assume that the buildings
belong to the settlement’s 10th century apogee. The fact that building 4 and (more
certainly) pit 2799 cut the foundations of building 1 further suggest that it was
demolished prior to the final, presumably 11th/12th century, phase of the settlement.
Interpretation
The tower in context
Building 1/1a has been suggested as a tower with a modest eastern annexe containing a
single burial. This is the clearest example of a burial associated with the late AngloSaxon settlement: three cremations and a burial were located adjacent to the phase 1 hall
(building 3), but there is no stratigraphical or chronological association between them
(Tyler and Major 2005, 127). The excavators therefore suggested that the building was a
church with a western tower (Tyler and Major 2005, 193): given the size of building 1a,
it makes more sense as a tower-nave church with an eastern chancel. However, the
offset of building 1a with the suggested tower means that, given the poor site
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stratigraphy, it cannot be certain that they were contemporaneous, which would affect
the interpretation of building 1 as a tower-nave. It may therefore have been a simple
lordly tower (see section 6.2). Even then, the successive construction of a burial-chapel
and a tower on the same location may still imply that the tower was a consecrated
building. Either way, building 1/1a is the only possible church on the site and the only
building containing a burial.
The suggested tower stands at the northern edge of the settlement, within the
area of the late Bronze Age enclosure. This feature had a diameter of c. 65 m and
consisted of a ditch averaging 5.0 m wide and 1.5 m deep, with a ploughed-out internal
bank up to 6.0 m wide. The ditch shows no evidence of having been re-cut, and appears
to have silted up naturally. Nevertheless, the enclosure appears to have remained a
significant feature into the early medieval period since the 5th/6th century Anglo-Saxon
cemetery respected it for all but a section of the southwest side of its circumference (fig.
I.26.1; Tyler and Major 2005, 2, 197). This gap was presumably an entranceway. It is
possibile that this enclosure was curated into the later Anglo-Saxon period, although it
is cut by a phase 2 pit (2577), a phase 3 posthole fence (feature 6002; Tyler and Major
2005, 139) and a large hall assigned to phase 1 (building 3).
To the south of the ring ditch was a second, less substantial, D-shaped enclosure
(gully 2643) approximately 0.3m wide (Tyler and Major 2005, 143). It was thought by
the excavators to have continued across the late Bronze Age enclosure, but was not
visible in the fill of this feature and was not convincingly traced on its northern side,
providing some evidence for the curation of the Bronze Age enclosure into the late
Anglo-Saxon period. The gully was dated to the late Anglo-Saxon settlement period by
the fact it cut an early Anglo-Saxon grave; it was cut by two third-phase buildings (nos
15 and 16), suggesting that it belongs to the earlier occupation of the settlement. The
excavators tentatively assigned it to phase 2, presumably due to its alignment with the
west wall of the phase 2 hall (building 18). However, a phase 1 origin seems more likely
since it comfortably encompasses the buildings of phase 1 whilst awkwardly bisecting
the settlement focus of phase 2 (compare figs I.26.2 & I.26.3).
To summarise, the first phase of the late Anglo-Saxon settlement is suggested to
have consisted of a tower-nave standing at an entrance to a potentially curated late
Bronze Age ring ditch enclosure. A second, less substantial, enclosure seems to have
encompassed the hall and kitchen that may have made up the other buildings of this
phase. The high status of the settlement is suggested by the numerous fragments of
imported lava quern stones and Rhenish pottery, the latter typical of major ecclesiastical
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sites in the area (Rippon 1996, 124; Tyler and Major 2005, 166-73). The site’s three
phases are by no means certain, but we can be sure that this tower was associated with a
high-status late Anglo-Saxon settlement, presumably a seigneurial estate centre.
The documentary evidence
The parish of Springfield is in Chelmsford hundred and contains three Domesday
manors: Cuton, Springfield Hall and Springfield Barns. The excavated settlement is
most likely to have been associated with Cuton, which survives as Cuton Hall 100 m to
the south of the site; Springfield Hall and Springfield Barns are 2 km away to the west
and the southwest respectively (Tyler and Major 2005, 200). The Domesday Book entry
for Cuton is as follows:
Toli held Cuton as a manor and as 2 hides and 1 virgate. Now Osbert
[holds it] of G[eoffrey de Mandeville] in exchange, as he says. Then as
now [there was 1 villan. [There were] then 6 bordars; now 4. Then as now
[there were] 3 slaves and 2 ploughs in demesne. Among the men [there
was] then 1 plough; now half a plough. [There are] 18 acres of meadow.
Then as now [there was] 1 mill. [There were] then 2 cows, 13 sheep, 12
pigs. [There are] now 8 head of cattle, 32 sheep, 20 pigs, 14 goats, 2
horses, 5 hives of bees. It was then worth 40s; now 60.
(Williams and Martin 2002, 1013).
This is the only recorded ‘Toli’ in the Domesday Book for Essex, making it unlikely that
he was a major landowner. This is in keeping with a generalized picture of Essex as
consisting of a large number of estates held by lords of no great regional importance,
rather than by a few powerful magnates (Rippon 1996, 125). It is therefore not unlikely
that the small excavated settlement at Springfield Lyons, with its tower and succession
of halls, was the residence of a local thegn. If it is to be identified with ‘Cuton’
(Keuentuna in 1086), the name translates as ‘Cyfa’s tun’, that is ‘Cyfa’s enclosure’ or
‘settlement’ (Reaney 1935, 258). ‘Cyfa’s enclosure’ may well refer to the Bronze Age
ring ditch, assuming it was curated into the medieval period (Tyler and Major 2005,
200).
The tower in its landscape (fig. I.26.6)
Communication routes
The site was well-connected with the East Anglian Roman road system. The most
important regional thoroughfare, the ‘Great Road’ connecting London with Colchester
via Chelmsford (Margary 3), runs 400 m to the northwest of the site. Chelmsford itself
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lies at the junction of Margary 33a, which runs north into East Anglia via Stane Street;
Margary 300 branches off this to join Stane Street further to the west (Margary 1973,
243-57). Assuming the Springfield Lyons tower was a conservative ten metres high, it
would have had a good view over the immediate three mile stretch of the Great Road
east to the burh at Witham, arguably the most likely land invasion route from the Essex
coast, but it cannot be claimed that tower was particularly well-placed for visibility over
this road system in general.
The Blackwater valley would have been a key strategic route in the AngloSaxon period, and it is recorded as a route of Viking incursion into East Anglia, of
which the Battle of Maldon is perhaps the most famous example. Although the
Springfield Lyons tower had a relatively limited view of its landscape, it would have
had a clear view four miles along this valley.
Assembly-sites
The location of Chelmsford hundred is unknown.
Beacon sites
There are no known beacon place-names within a ten mile radius of Springfield Lyons.
Fortifications
A number of names in the vicinity of Springfield Lyons may support the interpretation
of the site as the residence of a petty thegn, with the belhus, burhgeat, church and
kitchen of the Promotion Law to display his status. Less than two miles northwest of the
site in Broomfield parish lies Belstead Hall (Belestedam 1086), which derives from
belhus-stede, ‘the site of the bell-house’. Belstead Hall appears as a Domesday Book
manor (Reaney 1935, 241). There is also a Belsteads in Little Waltham parish,
Chelmsford hundred (Reaney 1935, 274), but this is less than a mile north of Belstead
Hall and is presumably a derivative name. Further place-name evidence for the type of
site that Springfield Lyons seems to represent can be found in the quantity of early
burhgeat place-names known from Essex. Only one lies in Chelmsford hundred:
Buckhatch Farm (Burgatesfeld 1336) in Rettendon parish, which lies atop a hill adjacent
to a manor-house (Reaney 1935, 263). More burhgeat place-names are known from
Essex than the other counties for which place-name surveys have been published, which
supports the picture of Springfield Lyons set in a fragmented landscape of numerous
petty thegns vying to demonstrate their status.
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Springfield Lyons looks across to Danbury hillfort, which may have been reoccupied in the Anglo-Saxon period, and which remained an important feature in the
landscape as the site of a later medieval fair (Cunliffe 1993, 119-21). Its place-name
(Danengeberiam 1086), ‘the stronghold of the Dæn(n)ingas’ (Reaney 1935, 248) also
implies its continued early medieval occupation. Nearby were the royal vills of Maldon
and Witham, both of which became fortified burhs at the instigation of Edward the
Elder in 912 (Rippon 1996, 121); together with Danbury the three sites guarded the
Blackwater (Tyler and Major 2005, 200), but only Danbury would have been
intervisible from Springfield Lyons, making it unlikely that the suggested tower had
regional defensive role.
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Fig. I.26.6 – The landscape context of Springfield Lyons.
Key to fig. I.26.6
Assembly-sites
1. Witham hundred assembled at Witham (Reaney 1935, 282).
Fortifications
1. Mashbury (Maisseberia 1068) (Reaney 1935, 262, 278, 488).
2. Greenberry Lodge (Grenebery 1283), Writtle (Reaney 1935, 262, 278, 488).
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3. Bury Wood (birigwode 1250), Mountnessing (Reaney 1935, 262, 278, 488).
4. Buckhatch Farm (Burgatesfeld 1336), Rettendon (Reaney 1935, 263).
5. Danbury (Danengeberiam 1086) (Reaney 1935, 248).
Bellhus
1. Belstead Hall (Belestedam 1086), Broomfield, ‘the site of the bell-house’
(Reaney 1935, 241).
Conclusion
The site excavated at Springfield Lyons is probably the residence of the Domesday
manor of Cuton, which was owned by a minor thegn in a fragmented landscape of
similar petty landholdings. The 10th century first phase of its late Anglo-Saxon
occupation is suggested to have consisted of a tower – interpreted as a tower-nave
church – and a hall and kitchen. It may have lain within a curated Bronze Age ditched
enclosure. There is place-name evidence to suggest a number of similar manorial
residences in the region. The suggested tower was neither highly visible nor an
exceptional watchtower, although it would have been intervisible along major road and
river routes to the east. This is in keeping with its interpretation as a primarily local
gesture positioned within the constraints of a small estate as the symbol of a minor
thegn. It was demolished prior to the final, 12th century, phase of the settlement.
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Appendix I.27: St Lawrence, Swindon, Gloucestershire
Introduction
The church of St Lawrence (fig. I.27.1) has received little attention despite its curious
hexagonal tower, of which the only comparable known example is at nearby Ozleworth
[22]. The only studies of the church are brief descriptions by Harvey (1904-8) and in the
Buildings of England series for Gloucestershire (Verey and Brooks 2002, 704-6). The
church, excepting the tower, was entirely rebuilt between 1844 and 1846.

Fig. I.27.1 – General view of the church from the north.
Description
The plan of the church (fig. I.27.2)
The external measurements of the tower are 2.85 m (northeast), 5.10 m (east), 2.65 m
(southeast), 4.00 m (southwest) 4.55 m (west) and 4.00 m (northwest), with walls 0.85
m thick. It is accessed via an original doorway in its northeast wall, which is obscured
by a 19th century porch. A 19th century newel stair is built on to the southeast wall of the
tower, which gives access to its upper stages. The rest of the church consists of an aisled
nave, chancel and vestry. It is mainly of 19th construction, although the north wall of its
chancel appears to be original work, and both it and the church aisle have 13th century
Decorated windows inserted into them.
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Phase 1

Fig. I.27.2 – Plan of St Lawrence’s church. Compare with fig. I.27.3.
There is some evidence for the form of the church nave before its rebuilding. A
description (Davies 1834) notes that the earliest part of the nave was only two bays
long, with a chapel on its south side. A plan of the pre-1844 century church (fig. I.27.3)
does indeed show a curious pier between the nave and south aisle, absent on the north
side of the church, which may preserve the return of the original chancel, which would
have measured c. 5.10 m long by 4.50 m wide.

Fig. I.27.3 – Plan of the pre-1844 church, presently on display in the vestry. Note the
probable return of the east wall of the former chancel.
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The external elevations of the tower
The tower stands to a height of 12.35 m, of which the topmost 0.60 m is a postmedieval rebuild. It is wholly constructed from limestone ashlar and appears to be of a
single phase of construction, aside from a 14th century Perpendicular window inserted
into its west face. Hence, it has not undergone measured drawing, and merits only rapid
description.

Fig. I.27.4 – Left: The northeast and northwest elevations of the tower. Right:
Detail of the doorway.
The tower is presently divided into two stages by an iron band, but it is unclear
whether this replaced an earlier division since the upper, belfry stage is not stepped back
from the lower. Each face of the upper stage has a two-light round-headed belfryopening, supported by a central column with a cushion capital and simple splayed base,
set back within a single-splayed aperture. Several of these openings appear to have been
restored.
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Fig. I.27.5 – Left: The west and southwest elevations of the tower. Right: Detail of the
west window. Note the re-used grave-cover forming the lintel.
The external entrance to the tower is, curiously, located in its northeast elevation
(fig. I.27.4). It is largely obscured by a 19th century Romanesque porch, but it does not
appear to be a later insertion. It is of two orders, of which the inner is plain and the outer
is a roll-moulded, supported by a pair of engaged columns with cushion-capitals, incised
chamfered imposts and a simplified Attic base.
The only other feature of note on the tower exterior is a simple round-headed
window (fig. I.27.5) with a slight external chamfer, 6.0 m above ground level,
measuring 0.40 m wide and up to 1.10 m high. It is notable in that its lintel is formed
from a cut-down grave-slab bearing what appears to be an incised wheel-cross, of
probable 11th or early 12th century date (Aleksandra McClain, pers comm.). It is
therefore broadly contemporary with the construction of the tower.
The internal elevations of the tower
Ground floor level
The ground floor of the tower is almost wholly plastered, so few original features are
visible. The substantial chancel arch is 3.05 m wide, and is notable in being decorated
only on the side facing into the tower (fig. I.27.6), in keeping with the church’s original
tower-nave form. On this more elaborate side it is of two plain orders springing from
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simple, chamfered imposts. The outer order is supported by engaged columns of
identical size and type to those flanking the northeast external doorway, which is good
evidence that it is original to the tower’s construction. Also visible are five potentially
original ovolo-moulded corbels supporting the floor above.

Fig. I.27.6 – Left: The interior of the tower’s northeast doorway, also showing the
reveal of the chancel-arch. Right: The reveal of the southern half of the chancel-arch.
First-floor level
The upper stages of the tower are accessed via a 19th century external staircase and
triangular-headed doorway. Its wall are painted; visible is the wide internal splay of the
west window, and the upper part of a blocked opening low down in the middle of the
east wall. It has a flat head and appears to be c. 1.0 m wide; the considerable change in
floor level indicated by the corbels visible at ground floor level indicate that it was
probably a doorway either looking down over the original chancel or providing access
to its roof-space.

Appendix I.27: St Lawrence, Swindon

699

Fig. I.27.7 – Left: The internal splay of the tower’s west window. Right: The blocked
opening low down in the interior of the east wall.
Second floor level
The fabric of the belfry stage of the tower is large obscured by the bell frame, and
contains notable features.
Discussion
Building sequence
Phase 1
The first phase of the church seems to have consisted of the present hexagonal towernave with an external doorway in its northeast wall and a narrow chancel to the east
(fig. I.27.2). The west face of the chancel-arch, rather than the eastern, is elaborated,
indicating that it was intended to be viewed from within the tower-space.
Phase 2
The 19th century rebuilding of the church has made the identification of its later phases
difficult. The antiquarian mention of an early chapel on the south side of the putative
original chancel (see above) may indicate that this was the first expansion to the church.
Alternatively, the north wall of the present chancel has been claimed as 12th century on
the basis of the small Early English window in its north wall (Verey and Brooks 2002,
704-6), but the moulded imposts which flank it in the surrounding masonry suggest it is
a later insertion.
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Phase 3
It is likely that the church reached its present extent by the 13th century, judging by the
re-set windows of that date in the aisles and the south wall of the chancel.
Dating
The tower is has most recently been suggested as early 12th century in date on the basis
of its northeast doorway and chancel-arch (Verey and Brooks 2002, 704-6). The tower’s
extensive use of ashlar masonry is firmly indicative of Norman construction. A date of
c. 1100 is further supported by the great similarity of the form of this church to the
nearby tower-nave at Ozleworth. This may be pushed into the 12th century depending on
the date of the re-used cross slab in the tower’s west window (fig. I.27.5).
Interpretation
The tower in context
St Lawrence’s church lies on the southwest side of the village of Swindon, within what
may have been a manorial curia (fig. I.27.8). The present manor-house dates from the
17th century: nearby Swindon Hall is of later origins (Verey and Brooks 2002, 704-6).
The tenurial history of Swindon is complicated (discussed in Thompson 1921).
The Domesday Book records it as a manor belonging to the priory of St Oswald in
Gloucester, from whom it was held by the Archbishop of York:
Archbishop Stigand held Swindon. There were 3 hides, and 2 ploughs in
demesne; and 7 villans and 2 bordars and they have 7 ploughs. There are 4
slaves. Then it was worth £3; now £4.10s. Archbishop Thomas holds this manor
from the land of St Oswald and it pays geld.
(Williams and Martin 2002, 452).
St Oswald’s Priory had held Swindon in the earlier 11th century. Together with three
other manors, collectively known as the Barony of Churchdown, it was acquired before
the Conquest under obscure circumstances by Archbishop Stigand of Canterbury (10521070). After his deposition and disgrace in 1070 the Barony was transferred to Thomas,
Archbishop of York (1070-1100), who would gain complete ownership of the Priory of
St Oswald and all its lands, granted to York by the king in 1094. Part of the Barony of
Churchdown was subsequently given by Thomas to St Peter’s abbey in Gloucester in
1095, but Swindon was amongst the manors he retained, which now formed an outlying
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part of his archdiocese. By the 12th century Swindon was tenanted by the Moryn family
– about whom little is known – for half a knight’s fee: it seems likely that they had
taken possession of the manor from Archbishop Thomas in 1094 or shortly after
(Thompson 1921). After the tribulations of the previous decades, their stable presence
provides a possible context for the construction of St Lawrence’s church.

Fig. I.27.8 – First edition OS map of Swindon, with interpretation of the former
manorial curia.
The tower in its landscape (fig. I.27.9)
Communication routes
The tower could have acted as a watchtower over the main road north to Worcester.
However, it would not have been ideally suited to this role given its lack of visibility to
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much of the River Severn itself, as well as to any traffic approaching from the Severn at
Gloucester up the strategic ridgeway to the defended town of Winchcombe.
Assembly-sites
Swindon lies in the hundred of Cheltenham, the meeting-place of which is unknown.
Beacon sites
The tower has had a good view over the Severn Valley to the north and west, as far as
Gloucester and Tewkesbury, including a possible early beacon system.
Fortifications
The tower had sight of several early burh place-names in the vicinity, but few AngloNorman castles.
Estates
St Lawrence’s is unlikely to have been constructed as a statement of lordship or
ownership in the wider landscape. It would have been visible from only one of the
Anglo-Norman castles in the area. Furthermore, although the landholding of the Moryn
family is unknown, they are likely to have tenanted other lands of the Archbishop of
York, only around half of which would have been visible from the tower.
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Fig. I.27.9 – The landscape context of Swindon.
Key to fig. I.27.9
Beacon sites
1. Tuts Hill (Toteshill 1549), Eldersfield (Mawer and Stenton 1927, 199).
2. The Mythe Tute (1830), Tewkesbury (Smith 1964b, 68).
3. Belas Knap (Belknap 1361) ‘beacon hill’, Charlton Abbots (Smith 1964b, 5).
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4. The Toots (1830), Whaddon (Smith 1964b, 173). This presumably refers to
adjacent Robins Wood Hill.
Fortifications
1. Burhill (1780), Buckland (Smith 1964b, 4).
2. Norbury (Norberry 1839), Colesbourne (Smith 1964a, 155).
3. Prestbury (Preosdabyrig 899-904) (Smith 1964b, 110).
4. Stanbro (Stan(e)burcmere), Elmstone Hardwicke (Smith 1964b, 82).
5. Banbury Stone (Baenintesburg 779), Kemerton (Smith 1964b, 60).
6. Cockbury (Coccanburh 11th century), Southam and Brockhampton (Smith
1964b, 90).
7. Kimsbury (Kynemaresburia 1263-84), Painswick (Smith 1964a, 133).
8. Oldbury (Aldeburhe 1185), Dowdeswell (Smith 1964a, 170).
Anglo-Norman castles
1. Brimpsfield
2. Hailes
3. Sudeley
Conclusion
The tower-nave of St Lawrence was built under rather obscure circumstances in the
years around 1100, within a possible manorial curia. It would have made a reasonable
watchtower over the Severn Valley, including over a possible beacon-system, but is
neither ideally placed for this function nor for general visibility in the landscape. The
reason for its hexagonal curious form is unknown, and there is no obvious link other
than proximity with the similar early Norman tower-nave at Ozleworth [22].
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Appendix I.28: Thorney Abbey, Cambridgeshire
Introduction
Thorney Abbey was founded in the 7th century by Saxulf, the first abbot of
Peterborough, as an anchorite community. It dwindled in the later 9th century and was
re-founded by Bishop Æthelwold in 972 under the auspices of the Monastic Reform (J.
Thomas 2006, 186). He seems to have intended the secluded Thorney, which was a low
island surrounded by marshland in the early middle ages, as a place to which he could
retire for prayer and meditation during Lent. He erected the abbey church of St Mary
there, and buildings for twelve monks; the church’s dedication was soon changed to St
Mary and St Botolph when that saint’s relics, amongst those of several others, were
translated into it (Prior 2008).
The Abbey buildings were removed in the late 16th century, aside from part of
the nave of the Abbey church, which became a parish church. Only one archaeological
excavation of note has occurred in Thorney, on Church Street, a little to the north of the
Abbey church, an area of peripheral settlement on the northern edge of the late AngloSaxon abbey (J. Thomas 2006).
Description
According to the manuscript Of the Translation of the Saints who Lie in Thorney Abbey,
written c. 1100 but probably based of earlier material, Bishop Æthelwold constructed a
private chapel at the Abbey between 973 and 984 for his own use:
A small church of stone in the fashion of a tower, divided into chambers
by most delicate little screens with a double floor dedicated with three
very small altars.
Lapideam ecclesiolam in modum piramidis, delicatissimis cameratam
cancellulis, et duplici area tribus dedicatam altaribus permodicis.
(Birch 1892, 290, trans Gem 1983a, 15).
Æthelwold was of aristocratic stock and an intimate of King Edgar. He pursued a
secular career in Æthelstan’s court before beginning his ecclesiastical life at
Glastonbury Abbey [20] under Dunstan (Pope 1994, 174). He was made abbot of
Abingdon [1] c. 946 x 955, bishop of Winchester [30] from 963 (Lapidge and
Winterbottom 1991, xliii). All three places gained tower-churches whilst Aethelwold
was present, implying his agency in the construction of the Thorney example. The
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dedication of this church, which was distinct from the main abbey church, is unknown,
but it is known to have housed the relics of St Toua, a female hermit from the earlier
incarnation of the abbey supposedly martyred by the Vikings in 870 (Birch 1892, 290).
Interpretation
The tower in context

Fig. I.28.1 – 1st edition OS map of Thorney, showing the possible extent of the original
island and the location of the later abbey precinct and abbatial dwelling.
There is also no record of the early medieval precinct of Thorney, but a map of 1652
shows the post-Dissolution abbey in the early street layout, which seems to preserve a
coherent bounded space (J. Thomas 2006, 189). An uncertain post-medieval source
refers to a moat 20 feet broad and a mile in length as defining the Abbey precinct, which
may relate to a curved linear feature visible on aerial photos to the southwest to the
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church (J. Thomas 2006, 192-3). However, this evidence is uncertain without
excavation so that of the 1652 is preferred here (fig. I.28.1).
The location of Bishop Æthelwold’s tower-chapel is unknown. It is not even
certain that it would have lain within the Abbey’s reconstructed precinct, since the route
and date of this is unknown. Although Thorney abbey was a foundation of the Monastic
Reform movement, which favoured the demarcation of monastic communities from
secular life (see section 5.7), the entire island on which it sat may have comprised its
original precinct (fig. I.28.1). Indeed, William of Malmesbury described the island as
‘the image of paradise, and its loveliness gives an advance idea of heaven itself’
(paradisi simulacrum, quod amenitate iam caelos ipsos imaginetur) (Gesta Pontificum
186.1; Thomson 2007a, 492-7): the Heavenly City was a common metaphor for early
medieval monasteries (see section 5.3).
The obvious candidate for the site of Æthelwold’s tower-chapel is adjacent to his
lodging, since he constructed the chapel for his personal use. The later medieval
abbatial lodging was located a little to the west of the Abbey church; its origins are
obscure (J. Thomas 2006, 191). Another possibility is that it was located on the site of
Toneham Farm, which lies on the southern side of Thorney Island. Although the name
only dates from 1825 it preserves the name ‘Toua’, and there is a 14th century tradition
that this was the site of a chapel built on Toua’s monastic cell (Reaney 1943, 282; Prior
2008, 3). Not only is this the only mention, however slender, of a second chapel on
Thorney Island, but also the relics of St Toua are known to have at one time lain within
Æthelwold’s tower-chapel. Both these possibilities are speculative without better
evidence.
The tower in its landscape (fig. I.28.2)
Communication routes
Thorney lies in the flat topography of the Cambridgeshire fens, with several longdistance routes in the vicinity. The Fen Road (M 25) runs east from the major
north/south routes of Ermine Street (M 2) and King Street (M 260), through
Peterborough and into Norfolk. It is followed by trackways and hedgerows for much of
its route, and it seems to be preserved by the place-name ‘Fengate’ in Peterborough
itself, and so was presumably in use (Margary 1973, 230-232). Other roads are also
assumed to have linked the abbeys of Crowland, Peterborough and Thorney either with
each other or with these routes, all of which are intervisible with Thorney.
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Assembly-sites
Thorney lies in the hundred of Wisbech, whose assembly-place is unknown.
Beacon sites
There is tenuous evidence for early beacon-sites in the vicinity of the Abbey. Within
Thorney parish is Ward’s Causeway (1825), and ten miles to the southeast lies
Doddington (Dundingtune 975) (Reaney 1943, 251-2, 282). Four and a half miles
southwest again is Warth’s Old Halves, Chatteris (marisco de Ward(e) 1378), which is
interpreted as deriving from OE warođ, ‘low-lying land’ (Reaney 1943, 250). However,
low-lying land would hardly have been unusual in the Fens, suggesting that the name
may have derived from OE weard. It is only three miles to the southeast again, at Wardy
Hill, Coveney (Wardey(e) 1251) (Reaney 1943, 230), that a truly convincing beacon
place-name occurs. A second, Wadloo in West Wratting (Ward(e)lou(h)(e)feld c. 1250),
lies a further twenty miles to the southeast; Beacon Course Road, Swaffham Prior
(1825) may have bridged the distance between the two (Reaney 1943, 122-3, 137).
Overall, whilst the place-name evidence for a medieval beacon-chain running through
Thorney is tenuous, the possibility is improved by the presence of so many names
relatively evenly-spaced in a line, one of which is of comparatively early date.
Fortifications
Thorney was intervisible with the one burh place-name in the region, as well as with the
fortified town of Peterborough.
Estates
Æthelwold’s tower would have been visible for at least fifteen miles in every direction,
including from almost all of the medieval abbey’s holdings. Thorney’s initial 972
endowment consisted of land at Whittlesey, Water Newton, Woodston, Yaxley, Farcet,
Barrow, Wittering, Oxney, Thorpe, Titchmarsh, Gedney, Lutton, Tydd, Broughton,
Teafolscet and two hides in Huntington. This is recorded in a charter (S 792) which is
thought to be dubious in form but to have an authentic basis. This visibility of the
Abbey with its holdings would have been particularly important here due to the fact that
when Æthelwold re-established monastic communities at Thorney, Peterborough and
Ely between 966 and 973 it was with property acquired in common for all three
foundations. Their individual endowments subsequently emerged only after a period of
negotiation, and are markedly different by the time of the Domesday Book (Raban 1977,
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8). The potential importance of not only the proximity but the visibility between each
abbey and its lands during the presumably fraught negotiation process is obvious. It is
interesting in this respect that the estates not intervisible with the Abbey, Thorpe and
Titchmarsh in Northamptonshire and Barrow in Lincolnshire, are not listed in its
Domesday holdings. However, the flatness of the regional topography also means that
Thorney abbey church itself would have made a prominent landmark without
Æthelwold’s tower.

Fig. I.28.2 – The landscape context of Thorney.
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Key to fig. I.28.2
Beacon sites
1. ?Ward’s Causeway (1825), Thorney (Reaney 1943, 282).
2. Doddington (Dundingtune 975) (Reaney 1943, 251-2).
Fortifications
1. Burrow Moor (Bir(e)were 1175), March (Reaney 1943, 254).
2. Peterborough (Burh 972) (Ekwall 1960, 364).
Conclusion
The Thorney tower-nave was constructed by Bishop Æthelwold, one of the highest
ranking ecclesiastics in the land, to act as his private chapel. It was presumably located
on Thorney Island itself, although its exact location is unknown. It would have made a
superb landmark in the flat landscape of the Fens, including over much of the abbey’s
estates. However, the abbey church itself would also have been very prominent in this
landscape, meaning that little can be said of the purpose of this tower-nave beyond its
recorded function as a high-status private chapel.
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Appendix I.29: St Swithun’s, Wickham, Berkshire
Introduction
The tower of St Swithun’s church (fig. I.29.1) was the only part of the medieval fabric
to survive a drastic rebuilding of 1845 (surveyed in Batson 1892). The tower has
previously been described (Page and Ditchfield 1924 116-125; Baldwin Brown 1925,
486; Fisher 1962, 385-6; Taylor and Taylor 1965, 660-2), and a conservation plan
undertaken (Chapman 2010b), but it has not been satisfactorily recorded. Aside from
numerous antiquarian discoveries of Roman material, the only recorded excavations in
the area is in the grounds of adjacent Wickham House, at which the only significant
finds were Roman (Pine 2007; Pine and Mundin 2008).

Fig. I.29.1 – View of St Swithun’s church from the west, with the manor-house in the
background.
Description
The plan of the tower (fig. I.29.2)
The tower measures 5.00 m east/west by 5.15 m north/south. Its wall-thicknesses are
0.85 m (north), 0.95 m (east), 0.90-1.00 m (south) and 0.95 m (west), c. 0.10 m thicker
than the walls of the present church nave. It is presently entered via the tower-arch of
1845; it has a blocked above-ground doorway in its south wall.
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Fig. I.29.2 – Plan of St Swithun’s church.
The external elevations of the tower
The tower stands upon a simple chamfered plinth and survives to a height of 11.10 m,
above which its original fabric gives way to a 19th century string-course and belfry. The
1845 work is reported as uncovering beam-slots and a coping associated with the
original roof, which implies that the tower survives to something approaching its
original height. This original roof was interpreted at the time as having been flat with
the coping forming a parapet, but in the absence of surviving structural or pictorial
evidence this is conjectural (Batson 1892, 42; Page and Ditchfield 1924 116-125). The
visible fabric of the tower consists of small, roughly-coursed flintwork with dressed
long-and-short limestone quoins.
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North elevation (fig. I.29.3)
The tower’s north elevation is largely obscured by the present north aisle of the church,
which abuts the early fabric. The only visible feature is an apparently original belfryopening, the counterpart to that on the south elevation. It consists of two round-headed
lights divided by what Baldwin Brown (1925, 486) interpreted as a re-used Roman
column-shaft (fig. I.29.4) which is stepped-back from the outside face of the wall. It
stands upon a plain base and supports an eroded through-stone slab which projects from
the elevation. It has chamfered, projecting impost-stones, dressed voussoirs and
megalithic jambs which are not through-stones, (contra Taylor 1978, 876).

Fig. I.29.3 – The north and west external elevations of the tower

Appendix I.29: Wickham

714

Fig. I.29.4 – Left: The belfry opening in the north elevation. Right: Drawing of the
suggested re-used Roman column in the belfry-opening (Baldwin Brown 1925, 60).
East elevation (figs I.29.5 & I.29.6)
The tower’s east elevation is obscured by the present nave roof, and from within the
nave by plaster and an enthusiastic confection of 1845. The present tower-arch dates to
1845; it is recorded the original was a later insertion to the tower (Batson 1892, 42). The
former chancel-arch is described as ‘plain, of a single sweep or soffit, springing from
square piers, with a plain abacus or impost’, of suggested Anglo-Saxon date (Batson
1892, 41, 63). The opening above the present tower-arch may preserve the location of
the blocked double-splayed window visible inside the tower’s upper chamber, which is
an indication that the tower was originally constructed without a nave. It does not align
with the present tower-arch. Above the nave roof no features or breaks in construction
are visible.
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Fig. I.29.5 – View of the east elevation of the tower from within the present nave. The
visible fabric dates from the 1845 rebuilding of the church.
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Fig. I.29.6 – The east elevation of the tower, above the present nave roof
South elevation (figs I.29.7- I.29.9)
The lower four courses of flintwork are more regular and tightly-packed than above,
suggesting a break in construction, probably a seasonal building lift. Above is a simple
round-headed blocked doorway, 2.05 m tall by 0.95 m wide, whose sill is 2.20 m above
ground level. It has been wholly restored, having been uncovered in 1845 (Batson 1892,
42). The elevation’s two-light belfry opening of the type seen on the north elevation, but
has here been heavily restored. Its central column is a modern replacement, and its
original, presumably megalithic, jambs have been rebuilt with smaller modern stones. It
is 0.95 m wide and up to 1.50 m tall, and 8.80 m above ground level.
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Fig. I.29.7 - The south elevation of the tower
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Fig. I.29.8 – Drawing of the south elevation of the tower.
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Fig. I.29.9 – The church from the south in 1831, painted by Miss Sawbridge (courtesy
of Michael Smallwood, churchwarden).
A view of the south face of the tower dated 1831 (fig. I.29.9) appears to show a
small round-headed window in place of the blocked doorway. It is surrounded by a
triangle of smaller openings. The painting also shows a break of construction below the
belfry-opening. No evidence survives for these features in the present fabric. The tower
is known to have been plastered until 1845, when the doorway was apparently
discovered (Batson 1892, 42). It is difficult to know what to make of this painting;
perhaps the window had been inserted into the blocking of the doorway, and the
apparent break of construction was in fact a difference in the external plaster.
West elevation (figs I.29.3 & I.29.10)
As on the south elevation, the flintwork of the lower 1.20 m of the west elevation is
more regular and densely-packed than above, which probably represents a seasonal
building lift. The elevation has two round-headed double-splayed windows. The lower
has been heavily restored, and is 0.70 m wide and up to 1.10 m tall, with an aperture
0.50 by 0.20 m. It is 5.95 m above ground level. The upper window preserves its
sandstone jambs, quoin and sill: it is 0.85 m wide and up to 1.30 m tall, with an aperture
0.55 by 0.20 m. It is 8.45m above ground level. The lower window differs from the
upper not only in dimensions, but in its rebuilt brick jambs and sill, and its dressed
limestone voussoirs. This upper window is in the place of the belfry-openings in the
north and south elevations.
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The internal elevations of the tower
The tower is presently divided into a tall ground-floor tower-space and a belfry c. 8.00
m above floor level. Due to the presence of two windows high up on the west elevation,
one above the other, it is likely that the church was originally divided into three internal
stages. Fisher (1962, 385) has dismissed this on the grounds that the lowest level would
have been unusably dark, but if illumination had been a priority then another window
would have been provided at the same level on the south-facing elevation where the sun
would have shone most often. Instead, light presumably came in through the southfacing doorway and through any windows on the east elevation, long-since replaced by
the later tower-arch.
Ground floor level
The present tower-space is entirely obscured by plaster and matchboarding, inserted in
1886 (Batson 1892, 43). Despite this, Keyser (1922, 118-9) and Fisher (1962, 386) note
traces of a blocked round-headed doorway in the north wall, opposite its southern
counterpart. Fisher describes it as being wider than the southern doorway, but does not
mention whether it too was above ground-level. The present north aisle obscures what
would have been the external north wall of the tower, so he must have observed this
feature from inside the tower.
Upper level
The present upper level presently acts as a bell-chamber and is unplastered, but a survey
was not possible. No breaks in masonry are visible aside from the obvious one between
the original fabric and the 1845 belfry stage. A blocked opening is visible in the east
elevation (fig. I.29.11), which is at the same level and has similar dimensions as the
double-splayed window in the upper part of the west elevation. It is noted by Fisher
(1962, 386).
The original function of this upper chamber is problematic, since it only has
belfry-openings in the north and south walls, but not the east and west. Of the 43 extant
early medieval square towers with this type of opening, only one does not have them on
all four sides of the tower. This exception is Bardsey (Yorkshire), where the east face
has a large, unsplayed opening that would have been perfectly able to project sound
(Taylor and Taylor 1965, 40). This raises the possibility that the belfry-openings at
Wickham were decorative, and that the upper stage was not a functioning belfry. There
are four examples of belfry-type openings in the naves of Anglo-Saxon churches
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(Taylor 1978, 874): perhaps the upper chamber of Wickham’s tower was used as a
chapel, which is why no thought was given to lighting the tower at ground-floor level.

Fig. I.29.11 – The blocked round-headed opening in the east wall of the tower’s upper
chamber.
The rest of the church
Before 1845 the church consisted of a small nave, chancel and north aisle as well as the
surviving tower, about which very little is known (fig. I.29.9). The north aisle was
added in 1827 (Batson 1892, 42-3). The only fragments of this church to survive are
two trefoil lancets rebuilt into the north wall of the present chancel, and an early font,
found nearby in the early 19th century (fig. I.29.12) (Batson 1892, 43). It is octagonal
with a simple heavy rim. One of its sides has been modified into a sunken panel,
perhaps to fit against another feature or to hold a plaque. The lack of evidence for
Anglo-Saxon stone fonts (Blair 2010) suggests a Norman date.
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Fig. I.29.12 – The church’s former font, discovered nearby in the early 19th century and
stored in the south aisle.
Discussion
Building materials
The principle building material of the tower is flint, which is available locally. Its
quoins and dressings are of Wheatley limestone, quarried near Oxford since at least the
11th century (Jope 1964, 111; Howe 1910, 243). Perhaps surprisingly, considering its
location on a probable Roman settlement on a major Roman road, there is very little
evidence for spolia incorporated into the tower. The major exceptions are the Roman
shafts of the tower’s north, and formerly south, belfry-openings.
Building sequence (fig. I.29.2)
Phase 1
This tower was probably only a little taller than the present surviving early fabric, which
appears to be of one build. There is some antiquarian evidence that it had a flat roof
surrounded by a parapet. Access was via an above-ground doorway in its south wall; a
doorway may also have existed opposite, in the north wall. There is no evidence for
there having been a chancel to the east: the tower was described before the 1845
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restoration as having been built ‘complete in itself’, and it is stated that the former
tower-arch was a later insertion (Batson 1892, 42). The tower probably had three stages
internally, of which the upper may have been c chapel rather than a functioning belfry.
When the church nave was demolished in in 1845, it was discovered that the
tower had been built as a separate structure to the rest of the church, which abutted it
and was therefore the later structure (Batson 1892, 41). This is supported by the fact that
the original tower-arch was a later insertion, and by the presence of the blocked external
window in the east wall of the tower, obscured by the later nave. The original church
therefore consisted of a free-standing stone tower.
Phase 2
The second phase of construction consisted of the addition of a nave and chancel to the
tower, although not necessarily at the same time, Unspecified elements of the original
church aside from just the chancel arch were described as being of potentially AngloSaxon workmanship (Batson 1892, 41), which implies that the tower was expanded into
a conventional church around the time of the Conquest.
Dating
The tower’s belfry-openings are thought to be early examples of the type, which are
common to a number of late Anglo-Saxon and Norman churches in England. The
Taylors (1965, 660; 1978, 883) cite their through-stones and ‘quasi-ashlar’ reveals,
neither of which were evident when the church was visited in 2009, and their re-use of
the Roman column-shafts. Baldwin Brown’s (1925, 486) observes that they appear to be
earlier than the quite homogenous group of similar openings in Lincolnshire towers.
These have recently been studied in detail by Stocker and Everson (2006, 36-45) and
found to be late 11th century in date on the basis of comparison with Lincoln Cathedral.
At Wickham, the megalithic jambs of the unrestored northern belfry-opening differs
from all of the Lincolnshire examples, indicating that it is not part of the same tradition.
In view of the tower’s double-splayed windows and long-and-short quoins, Baldwin
Brown’s (1925, 486) suggestion of a late 10th or early 11th century date for the tower is
credible.

Appendix I.29: Wickham

725

Interpretation
The tower in context
The tower as a refuge
The tower’s above-ground doorway has led to suggestions that it was a stronghold or
refuge (Batson 1892, 42; Page and Ditchfield 1924 116-125; Betjeman and Piper 1949,
151), and that it is the best known candidate for a defensive Anglo-Saxon tower (Fisher
1969, 86). This is too simplistic: that the two metres separating the doorway at
Wickham from the ground rendered the occupants of the tower safe from harm is not
credible, and there appears to have been a second doorway on the north side of the
tower. This study intends to move beyond functionalist interpretations of medieval
defensive buildings, and see them as architectural statements of social power (discussed
in section 2.6). With its presumed pair of above-ground entrances, opposing each other
in the manner of many contemporary secular buildings, and its rather grim and blank
exterior, unbroken by windows or decoration for the first six metres of its height, the
tower certainly projects secular power.
Was the tower at Wickham constructed as a chapel at all, given its apparent lack
of a chancel and its unusable bell-chamber? The tower-nave at Earls Barton [8] provides
a useful analogy here. It was divided into two parts, a ground-floor chapel and an
above-ground refuge with a separate entrance (Audouy et al. 1995, 87-9). Perhaps at
Wickham the opposite was true: the lower half of the tower acted as a refuge, or at least
projected a message of security with its windowless exterior and above-ground
doorway(s). The upper chamber has two belfry-openings of a type common to many
contemporary churches, with prominent re-used Roman material which may have
further emphasised the Christian message. This implies that the upper chamber was a
chapel, of which several are known in the upper rooms of Anglo-Saxon towers
(Shapland 2008, 500). The tower may therefore have incorporated the functions of
chapel and refuge into one ostentatious structure.
The church and the manor-house
There is evidence for an enclosure around the church and Wickham House, though to be
of Roman origin (Batson 1892, 41). The first edition Ordnance Survey map of the area,
compiled by O. G. S. Crawford before 1899, shows a linear earthwork running
immediately next to the tower, on its west side (fig. I.29.13). It is with this earthwork
that the buildings of the adjacent manor seem to be aligned, rather than with the church,
implying that the earthwork was a significant feature.
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Fig. I.29.13 – Plan of Wickham, based on the 1st edition OS map.
John Church’s 1791 map of the area (fig. I.29.14) is the earliest to show Wickham in
any detail. It shows a ridge of high ground to the west of the church, which continues
along its north side.

Fig. I.29.14 – Detail from John Church’s 1791 map of the Wickham area. Note the
ridge of ground to the north and west of the church and the mound to the east of the
manor-house. The vertical line running between the manor-house and the mound is a
crease in the map (courtesy of Michael Smallwood, churchwarden).
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The enclosure was described in 1931:
The road past Wickham church runs just to the north of a rectangular area,
which seems to have been surrounded by a bank, for a steep slope is still
visible around most of it.
(Peake 1931, 92).
Although the enclosure is no longer visible, it is credible that it represents the former
camp of the Roman settlement, later occupied as a manorial enclosure. The tower does
not stand on the circuit of this enclosure, and so cannot be interpreted as a burhgeat.
The earthworks of a medieval settlement lie a short distance to the northeast of
the church (fig. I.29.13).1
The tenurial history of Wickham
Wickham lies in the parish of Welford, which was a valuable manor held by the abbey
of Abingdon TRE:
The abbey itself holds Welford, and has always held it. TRE it was
assessed at 50 hides; and now at 37 hides. There is land for 24 ploughs. In
demesne are 5 ploughs; and 33 villans and 34 bordars with 22 ploughs.
There are 9 slaves, and 5 mills rendering 60s, and 2 churches, and 40 acres
of meadow, [and] woodland for 20 pigs. TRE and afterwards, as now,
worth £27.
(Williams and Martin 2002, 142).
St Swithun’s church is presumably one of the two mentioned: the other is St Gregory’s,
Welford, which was found to overlie Anglo-Saxon foundations when it was demolished
in 1852 (Page and Ditchfield 1924 116-125). St Swithun’s has no burial-ground, and
was presumably a dependent field-chapel of St Gregory’s.
A charter purportedly of 821 (S 183) confirms Wickham, amongst other places,
to the possession of the Abbey of Abingdon, to which they had first been granted by
king Cædwalla of Wessex in 686. However, the abbey’s later written sources describe it
as lying abandoned with its possessions largely dispersed by the mid-10th century
(Stenton 1913, 30-44; Thacker 1988). The charter of 821 is therefore widely thought to
be a 12th century or earlier forgery (Stenton 1913, 23; Gelling 1979, 26-7, 125; Keynes
1980, 11 n.; Wormald 1985, 117 n.; Thacker 1988, 53; Dumville 1992, 40 n.), albeit
containing contains elements of genuine 7th or 9th century privilege (Edward 1988, 1891
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93; Kelly 2000, 42-5). Interestingly, the charter lists Wickham as a separate holding to
Welford, indicating its distinct identity as an early medieval manor.
The abbey’s Chronicle, which is thought to have been fabricated in the mid-12th
century using original documents (Stenton 1913, 8), provides an alternative tenurial
history for Wickham. Shortly before 999, a woman named Eadflæd gave the abbey
extensive estates, including land in Wickham. She may have been the widow of
ealdorman Ælfhere of Mercia (d. 983), one of king Edgar’s three chief noblemen and a
previous benefactor of Abingdon (Stevenson 1858a, 428; 1858b, 282; Kelly 2000, 147;
Williams 2004). In order to veil its interrupted history, the abbey may have made this
gift appear ancient.
To conclude, Wickham had been incorporated into the manor of Welford by
1086, but it had a distinct identity before this date, which is corroborated by the
presence in Welford parish of two churches of Anglo-Saxon date. Wickham appears to
have been granted to the abbey of Abingdon in the late 10th century by the widow of
ealdorman Ælfhere. The tower-nave of St Swithun may therefore have been constructed
by either Ælfhere or his wife in the last decades of the 10th century, before the church
and manor were subsumed by Welford. This fits in with the tower’s suggested late-10th
or early 11th century date of construction.
Wickham as a centre of power
The name ‘Wickham’, one of twenty-eight known examples in England, has been
suggested as being of considerable significance and antiquity (Gelling 1967). Whilst the
second element is clearly hām, ‘settlement’, the first is not the obvious wīc, ‘tradingplace’ but a derivation of vicus, the Roman term for the smallest unit of local selfgovernment. This has been used to suggest continuity between certain Roman and early
Anglo-Saxon administrative centres.
Wickham was a settlement of Roman origin: it was on a major Roman road, and
Roman material has been found there. Although Wickham had dwindled by the time St
Swithun’s was constructed, there are signs of long-standing landscape significance. To
the east of the church is a prominent burial-mound, depicted both on the first edition OS
map of the area and on John Church’s map of 1791 (figs I.29.13 & I.29.14). ‘Gold
coins’ were found there in the mid-19th century (Page and Ditchfield 1924 116-125),
although these do not survive. An hundredal assembly-place lay on the parish boundary,
with a possible execution-site nearby (see below). In all, St Swithun’s tower-nave and
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its presumed manorial enclosure appear to have stood at a longstanding power-centre in
the early medieval landscape.
The tower in its landscape (fig. I.29.15)
Communication routes
Wickham lies upon the highest point of Welford parish, between the valleys of the
rivers Kennet and Lambourn. It is on the Ermine Way between Cirencester and
Silchester (M 41b), which was in use from at least the 12th century (Peake 1931, 92).
The Icknield Way ran eight miles to the north, and the ridgeway along the
Berkshire/Hampshire boundary six miles to the south. Lambourne, Bedwyn, Kintbury,
Ramsbury, Newbury and Wantage were all small towns or royal centres in the late
Anglo-Saxon period (Hill 1981, 136, Astill 1984), and several are likely to have been
linked by roads. The tower’s commanding affords it a good view over these routes for at
least six miles in every direction.
Assembly-sites
Wickham’s Domesday hundred was Rowbury, which is thought to have assembled near
Court Oak Farm, to the northeast of Welford (Gelling 1973, 231). The exact place may
have been on the nearby intersection of the parishes of Welford, Leckhampstead and
Boxford. In the surviving bounds of Leckhampstead in this location, ‘Wine’s Tree’
(wines treowe) is mentioned (Gelling 1976, 662), which may well be the tree
remembered in the name ‘Court Oak Farm’.
Beacon sites
The tower would have had a clear view over several beacons, links in systems which
stretched from Oxford to the south coast, Yatesbury (Wiltshire; Reynolds and Semple
forthcoming) in the west and Reading in the east. Not all these beacons are intervisible,
but in 1845 the original roof of the tower was found to have been the flat, and was
interpreted as the base for a beacon. Soot was found on its internal walls at this level
(Batson 1892, 41). It is conceivable that the tower comprised the missing link in this
system, standing as it does at a strategic place on a Roman road at the highest point in
the locality. Beacon towers are known at later medieval churches (Johnson 1912, 12731; Davies 1968, 94), and the Roman lighthouse in Dover Castle may have remained
functioning when it was incorporated into the late Anglo-Saxon church of St Mary
(Booth 2007).
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Judicial sites
Adjacent to the hundredal assembly-site near Court Oak Farm is a standing stone called
‘Hangmanstone’. Although it was first attested only in 1761 (Gelling 1973, 257), it may
represent an older tradition. In Welford parish also, to the east of the church, is Rood
Hill (‘Rodehull’ in 1241), which refers to a hill with either a cross or a gallows upon it
(Gelling 1973, 274).
Fortifications
There are a number of fortified sites in the vicinity of Wickham, many of which are
hillforts. They are all intervisible with the tower.
Estates
The estates of neither Eadflæd nor ealdorman Ælfhere are known, but the tower’s
visibility gives it potential as a territorial marker.
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Fig. I.29.15 – The landscape context of Wickham
Key to fig. I.29.15
Assembly-sites
1. Rowbury hundred assembled near Court Oak Farm, Welford (Gelling 1973,
231).
Beacon sites
1. Tothull (1848), Lambourne (Gelling 1973, 211).
2. Leckhamstead (þeardan dune 943) (Hill and Sharpe 1997, 161).
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3. Totterdown (no early form, but an Old English name), Chieveley (Gelling 1973,
244).
4. Cuckhalmsley Barrow in Chilton was the major beacon of Berkshire (Hill and
Sharpe 1997, 163).
5. Totterdown Copse (1841), Inkpen (Gelling 1974, 311).
Fortifications
1. Segsbury hillfort, Letcombe Regis.
2. Bussock Camp hillfort, Chieveley.
3. Membury hillfort (Minbiry 1066) (Ekwall 1960, 321).
4. Ramsbury (Reammesburi 947) (Ekwall 1960, 380).
5. Chisbury hillfort (Cheseberie 1086), Little Bedwyn (Ekwall 1960, 106).
6. Walbury Hill (unknown; associated with Walecot 1284, ‘farm of the British’),
Combe (Gelling 1974, 317).
7. Burghclere (Novus Burgus de Clere 1218) (Ekwall 1960, 111).
8. Kintbury (Cynetonbyrig 935) (Gelling 1974, 313; Astill 1984, 58).
9. Newbury (Neuberie c. 1080) (Ekwall 1960, 339).
Conclusion
The late 10th or early 11th century tower at Wickham is convincing as a refuge, with its
above-ground opposing doorways, as well as a chapel, which would fulfil two of the
requirements of the Promotion Law. It probably stood within a Roman enclosure
adjacent to a manor-house, and may have been built by Earl Ælfhere of Mercia. It
stands in a highly strategic location, on high ground adjacent to a Roman road and near
a hundred meeting-place, surrounded by major beacon-chains, with a commanding view
of the surrounding area. The may even itself have been crowned by a beacon.
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Appendix I.30/I.31: The Old and New Minsters, Winchester
Introduction
In 1957, R. N. Quirk published a discussion of the Winchester’s Old Minster in the 10th
century which predicted the existence of a westwerk of the type familiar from
Carolingian and Ottonian architecture (section 5.4), developed from a pre-existing freestanding tower. He followed this up in 1961 with an article on the adjacent New
Minster, which also had an elaborate free-standing tower. Between 1961 and 1972 an
extensive campaign of excavation was undertaken in Winchester, which included the
area immediately north of the Norman cathedral (fig. I.30/31.1). An estimated three
quarters of the Anglo-Saxon Old Minster and part of the New Minster was uncovered,
confirming the presence of the predicted westwerk. The excavation is published only in
interim form (Biddle 1970; 1975; Biddle and Kjølbye-Biddle 1993).

Fig. I.30/31.1 – The excavated Old and New Minsters to the north of Winchester’s
Norman cathedral (Biddle 1970, 311).
Description
The Old Minster
King Cenwalh of Wessex built a church on the site of the later cathedral around 648,
possibly as a chapel and mausoleum for the royal palace that may have laid adjacent
(Biddle 1975, 125). It was made a cathedral in 660. Cenwalh’s original church survived
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incorporated into the east end of the Old Minster (fig. I.30/31.2) until the demolition of
the whole structure in 1093-4 and the erection of the Norman cathedral.

Fig. I.30/31.2 – The suggested development of the Old Minster (Biddle 1970, 319).
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St Martin’s tower
To the west of Cenwalh’s church a tower dedicated to St Martin was later constructed,
possibly in the 8th century, and certainly before construction started on the Old
Minster’s westwerk in 971 (figs I.30/31.2 & I.30/31.3). St Martin’s tower was on an
axial alignment with the earlier church, and a path passed through it directly to the west
door of the nave, reminiscent of St John’s tower-nave at Glastonbury abbey [12]. St
Swithun, patron saint of the Old Minster, would be buried on this path between the two
structures in 862 (Biddle and Kjølbye-Biddle 1993, 14). St Martin’s tower is mentioned
in two reliable late 10th century accounts of the miracles of St Swithun, both written by
monks of the Old Minster. Wulfric the Cantor describes:
A great tower with beaked roofs stood before the beauteous threshold of
the church.
Turris erat rostrata tolis quia maxima quaedam illius ante sacri
pulcherrima limina temple.
(Quirk 1957, 38-9).
Lantfred also describes the saint’s grave as being:
Between a tower, dedicated to St Martin, and the great doorway of the
church.
Quaedam turris erat ante predicti januam coenobii dicata Deo in honore
ejusdem venerabilias viri [Martini], inter quam et temple regiam sanctus.
(Quirk 1957, 39).
Lantfred goes on to recount that the tower was topped by a ‘pyramid’ (pyramidis),
presumably a reference to its roof. A rectangular structure excavated 19.8 m west of
Cenwalh’s church has been identified as St Martin’s tower (figs I.30/31.2 & I.30/31.3)
(Biddle 1970, 316).
The westwerk
The Old Minster was extensively rebuilt in the period 971-94. A substantial square
structure 23.8 m across with northern and southern apsidal porticus and buttresses to the
east and west was constructed on the open ground between Cenwalh’s minster and St
Martin’s tower, directly over the tomb of St Swithun (Quirk 1957, 48-50; Biddle 1970,
316-20). It is thought to have been 30.3 m high (fig. I.30/31.3) (Biddle and KjølbyeBiddle 1993, 16).
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Fig. I.30/31.3 – Suggested development of the Old Minster c. 648-994 (Biddle and
Kjølbye-Biddle 1993, 15).
The west end of the Old Minster complex was further remodelled 974-980,
probably as a result of a change in the construction plan. It is thought that the structure
of 971-74 was intended solely as a shrine-church for St Swithun, whose posthumous
miracles had grown increasingly important to the Old Minster in its rivalry with the
adjacent New Minster. The 974-980 additions made the structure suitable for the use of
king, who would have had a throne there looking down upon the high altar at the
crossing of Cenwalh’s minster, in the manner of Continental westwerke (fig. I.30/31.4;
see section 5.4). The structure incorporated both St Martin’s tower and the turriform
chapel above St Swithun’s tomb, and contained numerous chapels over two floors. It
measured 22 m square and probably stood 40-50 m high; it was fronted by a pair of
western towers 30.17 m high. The dedication ceremony was held in 980 in the presence
of King Æthelred, Archbishop Dunstan, Bishop Æthelwold, seven other bishops and
most of the English higher nobility (Biddle 1970, 320-1; Biddle and Keene 1976, 307;
Biddle and Kjølbye-Biddle 1993, 16).
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Fig. I.30/31.4 – Reconstruction of the Old Minster westwerk, c. 994 (Biddle and
Kjølbye-Biddle 1993, 17).
After 980 attention turned to Cenwalh’s church, which was extended to the east
and remodelled with the addition of new crypts and lateral apses. The work included a
crossing-tower, described in 992-4 by Wulfstan the Precentor:
Moreover you have had a lofty temple added where continued day remains
night. A tower springs forth from the axis, where the sun rising shines and
throws out the first rays of its light. It contains five stages illuminated by
open windows, and through its four faces it opens ways on all sides. The
lofty tops of the tower stand crowned flanked by domes, and they shine
forth, curved with various arches: that skilful ability which is accustomed
to add beautiful things in beautiful places accustomed taught them thus to
curve. There stands above this structure of a rod with golden rings, and a
golden splendour adorns the whole work.
Insuper excelsum fecistis et addere templum/ Quo sine nocte manet
continuata dies./ Turris ab axe micat, qua sol oriendo corruscat,/ Et
spargis lucis spicula prima suae./ Quinque tenet patulis segmenta oculata
fenestris,/ Per quadrasque plagis pandit ubique uias./ Stant excels tolis
rostrata cacuminal turris,/ Fornicibus uariis et sinuate micant,/ Quae sic
ingenium docuit curuare peritum,/ Quod solet in pulchris addere pulchra
locis./ Stat super auratis uirgae fabrication bullis,/ Aureus et totum
splendour adornat opus.
(Campbell 1950, 70-1; trans. Gem 1995, 44).
This passage implies that the tower stood at the east end of the cathedral, at the ‘axis’ or
crossing of the old minster church, and so does not pertain to the other towers in this
study (Gem 1995, 44; Biddle and Kjølbye-Biddle 1993, 20).
The rebuilding of the Old Minster was completed and the structure rededicated
by 994 (Biddle and Keene 1976, 307). A century later it was in the process of demolition
and replacement with the present Norman cathedral.
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The New Minster
Winchester’s New Minster lay immediately adjacent to the Old Minster, on its northern
side (fig. I.30/31.1). It was probably founded in the reign of Alfred as the
congregational church and burial-place of the people of the new burh of Winchester
(Biddle 1975, 131). It was completed by Edward the Elder and used as a burial-church
for his line: he translated his father Alfred there, where he would later be buried
together with his mother, brother and sons. This act has been seen as a rejection of the
Old Minster, due to bad relations between the king and the bishops in the ninth century
and a desire to assert royal over episcopal power (Yorke 1984, 67-8). The scale of the
rebuilding of the Old Minster towards the end of the 10th century may have been in
competition with this newer and larger church. The New Minster survived until 1109 or
shortly after, when the monks moved outside the city walls to the newly-founded Hyde
Abbey.
The New Minster seems also to have gained a freestanding tower (fig.
I.30/31.5). It was added at the expense of King Æthelred II between 979 and 988 at the
west end of the existing church, apparently before the west front. The tower was
described in the Minster’s Liber Vitae, which was compiled c. 1020-30 from earlier
sources:
So when the most seemly youth Æthelred had been chosen by the general
decision of the nobles of his realm to dispose of the welfare of the
commonwealth and, as befitted his royal majesty, had been happily raised
to the kingship by the oil of the church’s blessing, he, as king, following in
the steps of his father’s great virtue and piety, decided to bestow on this
place an outstanding gift of especial munificence: and first he wished to
adorn signally by his own liberality the lord and venerable father Ethelgar
by the grant to him of the honour of episcopal dignity, to match the
jurisdiction of that distinguished place: and, excelling all his predecessors
in the beauty of a work of greater nobility, for the praise and glory of the
name of Christ and his holy mother and all the saints, with earnest zeal and
at the strong insistence of the venerable father, erected at great expense a
fabric in the form of a tower of marvellous height and extraordinary
beauty, the like of which never existed in this country in times past, and
which appears unique to travellers over manifold regions and holy places.
When the long desired growth of such a marvellous tower had at last been
completed and had been gloriously embellished with suitable adornments
on every side, the most reverend bishop of Christ Ethelgar… skilfully
divided the totality of the elegant fabric itself… by six carvings of the
storeys… [the Liber Vitae then goes on to describe the dedication of each
of the chapels on these storeys: from bottom to top these were the Virgin
Mary, the Holy Trinity, the Holy Cross, All Saints, the Archangel Michael,
and the four evangelists at the summit]. …May those most glorious
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princes of the eternal king and supreme citizens of the heavenly Jerusalem,
under the primacy of the all-surpassing mother of God, Mary, assist most
benignly in the course of this life him who zealously honours their
memory, and happily introduce him to the heavenly kingdom.
(Quirk 1961, 39).

Fig. I.30/31.5 – Reconstruction of the Old and New Minsters, from the north (Biddle
and Kjølbye-Biddle 1993, 15).
That this tower was detached is suggested by a manuscript of c. 1000 which describes
the route followed by funeral processions in Winchester and the successive churches at
which prayers were offered along the way (Turner 1916; Quirk 1957, 64). One was
dedicated to the Virgin and all the Holy Virgins, and the phrasing of the passage implies
that this chapel – presumably tower described in the Liber Vitae (above) – was distinct
from the New Minster itself.
Interpretation
The towers in context
The royal palace
To the west of the buildings of the Old Minster probably lay Winchester’s royal palace,
which is first mentioned in the 970s but which may have had its origins in the 7th
century. It is thought to have been located c. 40 m west of Cenwalh’s minster, in the
immediate vicinity of the 10th century westwerk (fig. I.30/31.6).
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Fig. I.30/31.6 – The suggested location of Winchester’s Anglo-Saxon royal palace
(Biddle and Kjølbye-Biddle 1993, 14).
Here the witan met and the royal treasury was housed. The palace may also have
contained a chapel: there is an otherwise unlocated chapel of St George documented c.
1000 as lying in the vicinity of the palace. Together, the Old and New Minsters and the
royal palace itself were part of the same royal complex and ‘formed a group of
buildings on a monumental scale apparently unequalled elsewhere in the country’ (fig.
I.30/31.5) (Biddle and Keene 1976, 307-8). The Old Minster westwerk, in common with
many Continental examples, was presumably therefore intended as a royal chapel and
used as a setting for the king’s throne, in addition to its role as a martyrium for St
Swithun (fig. I.30/31.4) (Biddle and Keene 1976, 307-8; Fernie 1983, 100-101).
King Edgar, Bishop Æthelwold and the Old Minster
The Old Minster’s western structure of c. 971-74 was intended as a turriform shrinechapel for the relics of St Swithun, in presumed competition with the upstart New
Minster adjacent (figs I.30/31.2 & I.30/31.3). In 974 the plans changed and construction
began on the great royal westwerk and throne room which would provide King Edgar
(958-75) and his successors with a version of Aachen (fig. I.30/31.4) (discussed in
section 5.4.2). The events leading up to this date offer an explanation for this radical
change. Edgar had presumably been consecrated as king upon his assumption to the
throne in 958, but in 973 he was given an imperial coronation ceremony in the Roman
surroundings of Bath, based on that of the Carolingian emperors. Shortly afterwards, no
doubt as part of a carefully orchestrated chain of events, he travelled to Chester to
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receive the submission of, or form an alliance with, eight other kings of Britain and the
Isles. He subsequently styled himself in his coins and laws as a king over many nations;
contemporaries referred to him in according to Jeremiah 1:10: ‘I have this day set thee
over the nations and over the kingdoms’ (Nelson 1986, 296-304; Barrow 2001). The
development of the new westwerk the year after these momentous events at the Old
Minster, the traditional church of the West Saxon kings, can be linked with Edgar’s
assumption of imperial grandeur in suitably Carolingian style (Biddle and Keene 1976,
290, 308; Nelson 1986, 303).
Bishop Æthelwold was closely involved both with these events and with the
reconstruction of the Old Minster. Interestingly, he had worked with St Dunstan at
Glastonbury, builder of the Abbey’s turriform gateway of St John [12], and when Abbot
of Abingdon after 954 he had been responsible for the construction of the tower-church
there [1]. Upon his elevation to the See of Winchester he became closely involved with
the Reform of English Monasticism, and it was in Winchester that the Regularis
Concordia was promulgated in the late 960s under the auspices of King Edgar. The date
of the construction of St Martin’s tower is unknown, but it might have been an
architectural expression of the Reform, as has been suggested for St John’s gate-tower
at Glastonbury [12]. There, the tower seems to have acted as the very visible transition
to the conceptually distinct inner precinct of the monastic complex, as befitted the
integrity of monastic space demanded by the Regularis Concordia. The Old and New
Minsters and the Nunnaminster were brought into a single ditched and fenced enclosure
by Bishop Aethelwold (Biddle and Keene 1976, 308), and it is interesting that in
Lantfred’s Miracles of St Swithun the term civitas is used to refer to Winchester as a
whole, but the monastic area is termed urbs. This deliberate change in terminology
suggests that monastic precinct was both physically and conceptually distinct from the
rest of the city (Maddox 2009, 177-80). St Martin’s gate-tower may have been
constructed to delineate the transition into this sacred space from the secular palace
beyond.
Edgar’s elevation to emperor in 973 by the chief agents of the Monastic Reform
appears to have been a quid pro quo. The king had lent his full backing to the efforts of
Æthelwold, Dunstan, Oswald and the rest. He gained an imperial westwerk as the
architectural manifestation of his new imperial status, set up at the heart of England’s
new capital. It was also the place from whence the Regularis Concordia was
promulgated; not only did the westwerk mark Edgar’s imperial status but also it very
visibly emphasised his place at the centre of the Reform Movement.
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St Martin’s Tower and Edgar’s westwerk had roles beyond the powerful
architectural statements that they made. As has been mentioned, the king seems to have
had an elevated throne in his westwerk. The late Anglo-Saxon and Norman kings held
an annual crown-wearing ceremony at Winchester as a very public demonstration of
their authority, with the westwerk as its likely setting (Hare 1997, 48). It has also been
suggested as a setting for the Easter Vigil celebrating Jesus’ resurrection (Petersen
2003, 110-11); a more general role in funerary liturgy is suggested by the presence of a
cemetery around St Martin’s Tower and the westwerk (Biddle 1970, 316).
The Old Minster was demolished in stages at the end of the 11th century to make
way for the Norman cathedral. Although the replacement by the Norman regime of such
a potent symbol of Anglo-Saxon royal authority and achievement can be seen as a very
visible act of domination, this is not borne out by the evidence. The Anglo-Saxon royal
and ecclesiastical burials were translated into the Norman cathedral and St Swithun
remained the focus of devotion. ‘Suppression of the past was not indeed required, for the
immense new church was itself a monument to the Norman acquisition of the Old
English kingdom, and even of the relics of its departed saints and kings’ (Biddle and
Keene 1976, 311-12). The Norman cathedral may have had a monumental axial west
tower in the Anglo-Saxon style rather than the twin-towered arrangement familiar on the
Continent. Despite the difference alignment of the new church, this putative tower
overlay the location of the Anglo-Saxon westwerk, and may have preserved the
suggested former relationship between the Old Minster and the adjacent royal palace,
which was itself rebuilt by the Norman kings. It is also possible that the new Norman
west front, which was ‘more advanced’ than any earlier or contemporary church in
Normandy, contained a gallery for royal crown-wearings, as has been suggested for its
predecessor (Biddle and Keene 1976, 310-11).
Interpreting the New Minster tower
The tower of the New Minster tower unfortunately remains unexcavated, and the New
Minster as a whole is far less well understood. Its external elaboration and vertical
arrangement of chapels was clearly of liturgical importance. A manuscript of c. 1000
indicates that it had a funerary function (Turner 1916; Quirk 1957, 64), as does the
presence of a chapel of St Michael – the bearer of Christian souls to heaven – near its
summit (Stocker and Everson 2006, 79-91). If the New Minster was indeed the burialchurch of the Alfredian and later burh then such a role is relatively likely. It is also
interesting that in the Liber Vitae’s description of the tower Æthelred constructed it ‘as
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befitted his royal majesty’ in the name of the ‘commonwealth’ of England. Æthelred
was no doubt as eager to use architecture to demonstrate his authority and pseudoimperial status as his celebrated predecessor Edgar.
The tower in its landscape (fig. I.30/31.7)
Communication routes
Winchester was a hub of the regional Roman road network, all of which are followed by
modern routes and boundaries in the vicinity of the town, and so are likely to have
remained in use in the early medieval period. The River Itchen was navigable as far as
Winchester, connecting it with Southampton and the coast (Blair 2007, 18). Both the
Old Minster and the New Minster towers would have been considerable structures: the
former has been estimated at 40-50 m tall (see above), and the latter has been
reconstructed at a similar height (Biddle and Kjølbye-Biddle 1993, 15). Despite this,
Winchester’s location in a gap in the South Downs means that the towers would have
had limited visibility in in the landscape almost regardless of their height.
Assembly-sites
No study has been made of the assembly-sites of Hampshire.
Beacon sites
Hill and Sharp (1997) reconstruct the Anglo-Saxon beacon system through Hampshire,
which would not have been visible from the cathedral towers.
Fortifications
The place-names of Hampshire have undergone only limited study (Coates 1989, 128),
but sufficient to demonstrate the presence of a number of burh place-names in the
vicinity, notwithstanding the fact that Winchester was itself a highly fortified and
strategic place. Only one would have been visible from the town.
Estates
Neither the Old nor New Minster towers would have made a credible marker over their
respective estates, reconstructed here using the 10th century or earlier charters of each
house (Sawyer 1968).
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Fig. I.30/31.7 – The landscape context of Winchester.
Key to fig. I.30/31.7
Beacon sites
1. Beacon Hill, Farley (Hill and Sharp 1997, 161).
2. Toot Hill, Nursling and Rownhams (Hill and Sharp 1997, 159).
Fortifications
1. Hiltingbury (Hiltinynegebury 1233), Chandler’s Ford (Coates 1989, 92).
2. Woolbury Ring (Welnabyrig 947), Little Somborne (Coates 1989, 181).
3. Owlesbury (Owlesbury 963-75) (Coates 1989, 128).
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Conclusion
There appear to have been two tower-nave churches in late Anglo-Saxon Winchester.
The first was St Martin’s tower, constructed prior to 971 in axial alignment west of the
Old Minster, probably to frame its entrance from the adjacent royal palace. It was
located in a cemetery and may have had a funerary role. Between 974 and 980 it was
incorporated into the Old Minster as a royal chapel and westwerk which enabled king
Edgar appear in splendour over his people, possibly to mark his elevation to emperor of
Britain and his sponsorship of the Monastic Reform movement. It also housed the tomb
of St Swithun, former bishop of Winchester. Soon afterwards, between 979 and 988, an
elaborate tower containing numerous chapels was constructed for the adjacent New
Minster, the burial-church of late Anglo-Saxon Winchester. It is more difficult to
interpret, but it seems to have been constructed by Edgar’s successor Æthelred, perhaps
in imitation of his predecessor’s works. It had a funerary function. Despite their
undoubted scale neither tower would have been particularly prominent in the local
landscape, and they cannot be interpreted either a watchtowers or territorial markers.
Their construction was overseen by Bishop Æthelwold (963-984) who was also
responsible for a number of the other towers in this study.

746
Appendix I.32: Holy Rood, Woodeaton, Oxfordshire
Introduction
The church of the Holy Rood at Woodeaton is presently a small church of 13th century
and later date, but salvage trenches excavated in 1993-4 beneath the nave and
immediately around its external walls revealed an earlier stone church interpreted as a
tower-nave (Blair 1998). No other relevant archaeology has been undertaken at the site.
Description
The following description is taken from Blair (1998). Four apparent phases were
excavated beneath the present church (fig. I.32.1).
1. A small church of daubed plank construction, destroyed by fire (c. 1000-1080).
2. A probable tower-nave church (c. 1070-1120.
3. The addition of a south aisle and possible chapel (c. 1180-1220).
4. The enlargement of the chancel to the east and south (c. 1200-1250).

Fig. I.32.1 – The excavated phases of the church of the Holy Rood.
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The church was preceded by a cemetery, presumably associated with the phase 1
timber church. An adult burial was stratigraphically later than the construction cut of the
timber church, but was overlain by the burnt daub associated with its destruction. Its fill
contained a sherd of Saxo-Norman pottery. A child burial lay alongside the timber
church construction cut, and was presumably associated with it. To the south of the
chancel of the phase 2 church an adult male burial was cut by the phase 3 aisle, and so
belonged either to the phase 1 or 2 churches. It was radiocarbon dated to 1060-1384 at
2-sigma (Blair 1998).
The phase 2 church consisted of a western cell, interpreted as a tower, and an
eastern chancel. Only the western half of the putative tower was excavated, which
revealed walls of pitched rubble bonded with white mortar a little over a metre thick.
At the southwest corner was an integral west-facing projection 1.75 m wide, interpreted
as a buttress or stair-turret foundation on account of its awkward location and unusual
width. A second buttress may have existed on the unexcavated northwest corner of the
church.
The north wall of the chancel lay on footings of the same construction as the
putative tower, indicating their contemporaneity. It partially survives above ground
level, and contains an apparently original round-headed doorway of crude rubble
construction (fig. I.32.2). The interpretation of the western cell of the phase 2 church as
a tower doubtless rests upon the fact that its walls are markedly thicker than those of its
chancel.

Fig. I.32.2 – The phase 2 doorway in the north wall of the chancel (see fig. I.32.1).
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It is unfortunate that the junction between the tower and its chancel remained
unexcavated, resulting in two alternative interpretations of the original plan of the phase
two church (fig. I.32.3). The first is that the tower was square, as would have been
expected, with a relatively elongated chancel. This does not take into account the fact
that the location of the chancel-arch is normally a fixed point in the development of a
church, implying instead that the tower was rectangular in the manner of Broughton [4]
and St Martin’s tower, Winchester [30]. This interpretation was the favoured by the
excavator.

Fig. I.32.3 – The two interpretations of the phase 2 church (Blair 1998, 234).
Interpretation
The tower in context
The tenurial history of Woodeaton
Holy Rood stands in Woodeaton (Etone 1086), ‘tün by a river’ (Gelling 1953, 194-5).
An incomplete charter relating to Eatun (S 1569), thought to be Woodeaton, survives as
a set of detached bounds contained in the Abingdon Chronicle. Unfortunately, they shed

Appendix I.32: Woodeaton

749

no light on the pre-Conquest ownership of the estate (Kelly 2000, 576-8). The
Domesday entry for the manor is as follows:
Fulk holds of Roger [d’Ivry] 3 hides in Woodeaton. [There is] land for 4
ploughs. Now in demesne are 2 [ploughs], and 2 slaves; and 13 bordars
with 2 ploughs. There are 18 acres of meadow, and 26 acres of moor,
[and] woodland 6 furlongs long and 4 furlongs broad. It was and is worth
60s.
(Williams and Martin 2002, 435).
Fulk also held Brize Norton from Roger d’Ivry in 1086, some 18 miles to the west, a
much richer manor of 14 hides worth £13. It is the only other holding by a 1086
subtenant of this name in Oxfordshire. It is unfortunate that the TRE holder of
Woodeaton is not named, but 14 thegns are noted as having held Brize Norton TRE, so
it is unlikely that both manors belonged to the same Anglo-Saxon lord in 1066. We can
also assume that Fulk would have been based at Brize Norton, by far his more important
holding, but he may also have had a residence at Woodeaton.
Woodeaton is subsequently mentioned as an estate of Eynsham Abbey in 1228,
and may have come into its possession as early as 1160 (Lobel 1957, 309-17). The
addition of a south aisle and chapel at the end of the 12th century (fig. I.32.1) may be
ascribed to Eynsham Abbey turning the tower-nave into a congregational space, before
rebuilding it completely in the mid-13th century.
The manorial context of Woodeaton
The church lies at the centre of the village, which grew up around a minor road junction
(fig. I.32.4). A large manor-house constructed in the 1550s lies adjacent (Lobel 1957,
309). There is evidence in the village plan for a small enclosure round the church, c. 65
m in diameter, which may preserve Woodeaton’s former manorial curia. The 16th
century manor-house is far too large to have lain within this putative enclosure, and
stands adjacent in a sprawling, undefined plot. As at Ozleworth [22], it appears that
Woodeaton’s manor-house outgrew its small early enclosure in the post-medieval
period.
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Fig. I.32.4 – 1890s OS map of Woodeaton, showing the putative enclosure around the
church.
The tower in its landscape
Communication routes
Woodeaton lies in between the presumably Anglo-Saxon road north out of Oxford and
the Roman M 160, which links Akeman Street (M 16) to the north and the Port Way (M
4) to the south. The important road junctions at Bicester and the Burghal Hideage fort
of Oxford lie to the north and south. A large stretch of the Oxford Road all the way to
Oxford itself would have been visible from the tower, as would a stretch of the M 160.
However, the Holy Rood lies immediately to the south of a prominent hill which is
partially within its parish, implying that general prominence or utility as a watchtower
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were not prime considerations in its siting. Surrounded as it is by major overland routes,
Woodeaton appears rather marooned.
Assembly-sites
Woodeaton lies in Bullingdon hundred, which is formed from two early medieval
hundreds: Shoteslaw in the north and Bulenen in the south. Shoteslaw met at a site near
Chesterton, north of Woodeaton, whilst Bulendon met either at Bullingdon Green or
Bullsdown Barn, east of Oxford (Gelling 1953, 159-60). None of these sites is near
Woodeaton.
Beacon sites
There is an early beacon place-name in Woodeaton parish which links with an early
beacon-system stretching through Berkshire, Wiltshire and Hampshire. Despite its
imperfect location, the tower-nave therefore had a potential role as a watchtower.
Fortifications
The tower-nave was not intervisible with any fortifications in the locality.
Estates
The early estates of Woodeaton are uncertain, but had the tower-nave been intended as a
territorial marker it would have been located atop the adjacent hill.
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Fig. I.32.5 – The landscape context of Woodeaton.
Key to fig. I.32.5
Assembly-sites
1. Shoteslaw hundred assembled near Chesterton (Gelling 1953, 159-60).
2. Bulendon hundred assembled either at Bullingdon Green or Bullsdown Barn,
east of Oxford (Gelling 1953, 159-60).
3. Ploughley Hundred assembled on Spelsbury Hill in Bletchingdon (Gelling 1953,
280-1).
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Beacon sites
1. Doddele (Doddeleye 1264-8), Woodeaton (Gelling 1953, 196).
2. Weardstige (1005) in Eynsham (Gelling 1953, 258-9). This may in turn have
linked south to Tatlings Mere (Totlynch 1390-1) in Steventon (Gelling 1973,
421) and on to the beacons around Wickham [29].
3. Toot Baldon (Baldedone 1086) (Gelling 1953, 163-4).
4. Toot Hill Butts (19th century), Headington (Gelling 1953, 30).
Fortifications
1. Bigberry (bicanbyrig 1005), Shipton-on-Cherwell (Gelling 1953, 280-1).
2. Burleigh Farm (Burgesia 1200), Cassington. Refers to the hillfort at Bladon
(Gelling 1953, 252-3).
3. Albury (Aldeberie 1086), Tiddington with Albury (Gelling 1953, 191).
4. Wendlebury (Wandesberie 1086) (Gelling 1953, 241).
Conclusion
The excavations at Holy Rood, Woodeaton revealed what appears to have been a late
11th century tower-nave church, constructed on the site of an earlier timber church and
cemetery. The identity of the church’s builder is uncertain, but the church appears to
have lain within a former enclosure, suggested as an early manorial curia. The towernave would have made a relatively poor watchtower, the more so given the presence of
an adjacent hilltop, albeit one with a possible beacon name associated with it.
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Appendix I.33: St Michael’s Belltower, Worcester Cathedral
Introduction
Worcester Cathedral has been in existence since at least the 680s. The community there
was refounded as part of the Monastic Reform in the 960s under Bishop Oswald (961992) before being rebuilt in the late 11th century. Aside from the original church of St
Peter, several other churches and buildings are known from the early medieval
Cathedral precinct. A church of St Mary was added by Oswald by 983 somewhere close
to St Peters and within its cemetery. A third church, to St Michael, may have been
housed within the cathedral belltower, demolished in the 1750s but surviving in
antiquarian drawings. The cathedral was surveyed in the 1860s (Willis 1863). The only
major excavation to have been undertaken in the Cathedral precinct is the chapter house,
although a small trench opened near the site of the belltower may have uncovered an
associated building (Guy 1998; 2010).

Fig. I.33.1 – Hollar’s mid-17th century engraving of Worcester cathedral belltower,
from the northeast (McAleer 2001, 57).
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Description
The belltower
The tower is principally known from a mid-17th century engraving by Wenceslas Hollar
(fig. I.33.1) and a late 17th century sketch by Thomas Dingley (1868, 254) (fig. I.33.2).
There are also a few brief antiquarian references to the tower (Strange 1900, 14, 94;
McAleer 2001, 56-7). It was octagonal in plan and was topped by a spire, simply
constructed from axe-hewn oak, which gave the whole structure a height of 64 m. The
spire does not appear on Dingley’s sketch, indicating its demolition by the late 17th
century.

Fig. I.33.2 – Thomas Dingley’s late 17th century sketch of Worcester cathedral, from
the north. The belltower, missing its spire, is on the left of the image (Dingley 1868,
254).
The lower part of the tower is featureless aside from a round-headed doorway set
in its northwest face. It appears to have plain protruding jambs and voussoirs, simple
megalithic imposts, and a similar megalithic keystone. A second doorway presumably
led to the covered walkway that communicated with the Cathedral itself, but this is
known to be a late medieval feature, so this doorway may have been an insertion. A
small part of the walkway has been excavated (Guy 1998). Indeed, the doorway visible
in Hollar’s engraving may be the later insertion, due to its awkward position in the
tower’s northwest face, making the presumed doorway to the walkway the original, but
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without further excavation this is uncertain. Neither the doorway nor the covered
walkway are shown on Dingley’s sketch, implying their removal soon after Hollar’s
engraving was made.
The upper stage of the tower was marked by a heavy plain string-course, and
contains simple round-headed windows in each of the visible faces of the tower.
Dingley’s sketch implies that they did indeed extend around the structure. Immediately
above was an angled coping from which the spire rises: it is not possible to tell whether
this represents a change of building phase. The spire is divided in two by a pair of
decorative bands. The lower half has a pair of windows in each of its visible faces,
consisting of a plain square opening above a simple round-headed window. The latter
are apparently identical to those on the tower, which implies that the spire is
contemporary with at least the upper stage of the tower.
The belltower and St Michael’s church
The tower was abutted on its eastern side by St Michael’s church: the east wall of the
tower appears to have formed the west wall of that church, which was pulled down in
1842 (Strange 1900, 94; McAleer 2001, 56-7). It does not appear on Hollar’s engraving,
and is shown on Dingley’s sketch only as a small, low, chancel-like structure (fig.
I.33.2), implying that the cursory plan on Willis’ (1863) survey of the cathedral (fig.
I.33.3) depicts a post-medieval enlargement of the church.
Brief antiquarian descriptions indicate that St Michael’s church contained 12th13th century architecture (Buchanan-Dunlop 1942; Baker 1980, 120), but documentary
sources indicate that a church dedicated to St Michael was present in this location much
earlier. William of Malmesbury made apparent reference to the church in his early 12th
century Life of Bishop Wulfstan, which narrates events of the previous century (Barrow
1996, 90). After 966 a formula begins to appear in the cathedral charters invoking the
protection of SS Mary, Michael and Peter. SS Mary and Peter must refer to the old
church of St Peter and the new church of St Mary, completed in 983. A chapel of St
Michael was presumably therefore in existence from this date, presumably in the
vicinity of its 12th/13th century incarnation. It lay in the cathedral cemetery and appears
to have served as a burial chapel, for which its dedication would have been appropriate
(Barrow 1996, 89-90).
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Fig. I.33.3 – Survey of Worcester cathedral (Willis 1863).
The date of the belltower
The date of the tower is not known, and there has been no archaeological work
undertaken on it. The simple round-headed doorway and windows are consistent with an
Anglo-Saxon or Norman date, and the fact that the 12th-13th century church of St
Michael abutted it gives a terminus ante quem for its construction. Two documentary
may refine this date. The first is the early 12th century Chronicle of John of Worcester,
which recounts the fate of two of King Hardacnut’s housecarls in 1041:
Feader and Thurstan were slain on Monday 4th May by the country people
of Worcestershire and the townspeople, in an upper room in one of the
towers or Worcester monastery to which they had fled to hide when a
disturbance had broken out.
Feader scilicet et Turstan, Wigornenses prouinciales cum ciuibus, sedition
exorta, in cuiusdam turris Wigornensis monasterii solario quo celandi
causa confugerant iiii nonas Maii, feria ii permerunt.
(Darlington and McGurk 1995, 532-3).
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The identity of this tower is unknown, but the passage is a useful indication that the
cathedral had more than one tower associated with it at this date.
The second source is William of Malmesbury’s 12th century Life of Wulfstan,
which relates that the bishop:
…was devising over the roof of the church a structure in which the bells
might hang – that sort of structure by the proper name of which I might
correctly call it, which I do not have in readiness.
Illud fuit tempus quo super ecclesie tectum machinabatur fabricam, in quo
dependeret campane. Eam uero fabricam quo proprio nomine quam
proxime apellem, in prompt non habeo.
(Darlington 1928, 15; trans Gem 1995, 48).
Again, it is not clear to which church this passage refers, and it is not known whether
the churches of St Mary or St Peter had belltowers of their own. One possibility is that
the ‘church’ in this passage was St Michael’s, which would therefore have been housed
within a pre-existing octagonal tower, presumably dating to 966 or soon after. Wulfstan
may then have added a machina – the term has been explored by Richard Gem (1995) in
the context of early medieval spires – to house bells. The spire depicted by Hollar has an
opening in each of its faces consistent with this function. The post-medieval church of
St Michael could have grown from the small chancel-like structure belonging to the
tower, as depicted by Dingley (fig. I.33.2).
Interpretation
The tower in context
The belltower and St Michael’s church stand on the north side of Worcester cathedral,
near the northern edge of its precinct enclosure (fig. I.33.4). This was the location of the
lay cemetery in which all Worcester’s dead were compelled to be buried from the early
medieval period onwards (Barrow 1996, 96): archaeology has borne out this
documented medieval monopoly with the sheer density of bodies on the site (Baker and
Holt 2004, 154-6).
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Fig. I.33.4 – Medieval Worcester, showing the locations of the cathedral and belltower
(Baker and Holt 2004, 189).
The cathedral’s medieval precinct and cemetery were probably laid out when the
northern part of Worcester’s Roman defences were flattened to make way for the
developing town, under the episcopacy of Oswald (961-992). This reduced the size of
the precinct, but enabled its clearer delineation as a sacred vallum. It also provides a
context for the construction of St Michael’s church, which was the cathedral burialchapel (Baker 1980, 120; Barrow 1996, 89-90). As such, it belongs to a group of early
cemetery chapels dedicated to St Michael and associated with belltowers (Stocker and
Everson (2006, 84-5). In the case of Worcester it may be that the funerary chapel was a
turriform church, later heightened into a belltower topped by an imposing spire.
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Worcester Cathedral had sole burial-rights to all the dead of the town, and many of the
local nobility were also brought there to be buried (Barrow 1996, 96). Regardless of its
wider landscape visibility, the tower, which lay on the town-facing side of the cathedral
precinct, would have served as a powerful symbol and reminder of this right.
It is worth mentioning that a common context for the construction of the other
tower-naves in this study, as private high-status chapels (see section 5.5.4), is not
relevant at Worcester. The bishop’s palace, which may date back to the time of Oswald,
lies in the northwest corner of the cathedral precinct some distance from the belltower,
from which it is separated by a wall (Baker and Holt 2004, 156-7).
The tower in its landscape (fig. I.33.5)
Establishing the wider landscape visibility of Worcester cathedral belltower presents a
problem in that is it uncertain whether its spire was original to the main body of the
structure. As has been discussed, the term machina – indicative of a spire – may have
been used in the 12th century in connection with the belltower, and the round-headed
windows in the spire mimic those on the tower itself. The existence of such an
enormous spire in Anglo-Saxon England would not be unprecedented, as the crossing of
Winchester’s Old Minster [30] demonstrates. Caution must be exercised, so it is
assumed that if the tower was utilised as a watchtower then its lower part would have
been the viewing-platform. If the 64 m spire did indeed exist at this time then it would
have been constructed to be visible from the regional landscape, not to provide views of
it, so a separate map has been prepared to analyse this (fig. I.33.6).
Communication routes
The M 180 runs through Worcester from Gloucester in the south to Lichfield in the
north, and is followed by modern routes. The M 56 runs from Droitwich, a significant
Anglo-Saxon industrial town, and heads east into the Midlands. The M 192 runs due
north from Droitwich before turning west into Wales, but it is not followed by modern
routes and has no obvious early medieval destination and so has not been shown on fig.
I.33.5 (Margary 1973, 283-8, 295). Both the Rivers Avon and Severn were navigable
beyond Worcester (Blair 2007, 18). The tower would have made a useful watchtower
south over the M 180 and the River Severn, which is the likely direction from which
any Viking incursion would have come, but it would have made a poor watchtower over
routes coming in from the north.
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Assembly-sites
Worcester lay in the semi-autonomous triple-hundred of Oswaldslow, which had been
granted to the Cathedral by King Edgar in 964 (S 731). Whilst the authenticity of this
charter and the extent of the freedoms that it granted are contested (e.g. Wormald 1996),
it is clear that the Cathedral had exceptional legal, economic and military power and
responsibility over this core estate, which remained intact in 1086 (Williams and Martin
2002, 475-81).
Beacon sites and fortifications
The tower would have been well placed to aid the cathedral’s military responsibilities. It
had good views over several burh sites in the region, as well as over a beacon-site three
miles to the north, although this would also have been visible in Worcester at street
level. The beacon seems to have been part of a chain stretching north along the Roman
road to Lichfield: beyond the sites marked on fig. I.33.5 lie Wassell Grove (Warselde
1275) in Hagley, Warshill Top (Warseld) in Kidderminster and Titford (Tottefordfeld
1299) in Oldbury and Langley Wassell (Wearsetfeld 780) in Alvechurch (Mawer and
Stenton 1927, 253, 292, 299, 336).
Estates
The triple-hundred of Oswaldslow represented the Anglo-Saxon Cathedral’s core estate
at the earliest reasonable date for the construction of St Michael’s belltower. However,
even if the spire had stood to its full height of 64 m in the early medieval period, the
belltower would not have been visible over much of this territory and so does not make
a convincing territorial marker (fig. I.33.6). Having said this, the addition of the spire
means that the belltower would have been visible from the meeting-place of
Oswaldslow, where the Bishop would have wielded his considerable power: the
Cathedral would not otherwise have been visible from this critical place.
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Fig. I.33.5 – The landscape context of Worcester.
Key to fig. I.33.5
Assembly-sites
1. Oswaldslow met at Low Hill in Whiteladies Aston (Mawer and Stenton 1927,
87).
2. Pershore Hundred met at Pinvin (Mawer and Stenton 1927, 184).
3. Doddingtree Hundred met at Great Witley (Mawer and Stenton 1927, 23).
Beacon sites
1. Tutnall (Totenhulle 1275), North Claines (Mawer and Stenton 1927, 115).
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2. A weard-setl appears in the charter bounds of Crowle (S 1591; Hill 1997).
3. There is a possible site at Dodderhill (Dudrenhull 1096-1180) (Mawer and
Stenton 1927, 281).
4. Tutnall (Tothehal 1086), Tardebigge (Mawer and Stenton 1927, 363).
Fortifications
1. Banbury Stone (Bænintesburg 778), Eckington (Mawer and Stenton 1927, 196).
2. Fladbury (Flædanburh c. 1000) (Mawer and Stenton 1927, 126).
3. Libbery (Hleobyri c. 1050), Grafton Flyford (Mawer and Stenton 1927, 201).
4. Elbury (Elebury 1299), North Claines (Mawer and Stenton 1927, 111).
5. Eastbury Manor (Earesbyrig 11th century), Hallow (Mawer and Stenton 1927,
129).
6. Buryendbush (la Buriende 13th century), Wichenford (Mawer and Stenton 1927,
180).
7. Woodbury Hill (de Oldbury 1275), a hillfort in Great Witley (Mawer and
Stenton 1927, 86).
8. Hanbury (Heanbyr(i)g 831) (Mawer and Stenton 1927, 321).
9. Upton Snodsbury (Snoddesbyri c. 1050) (Mawer and Stenton 1927, 230).
10. Comer Gardens (Comberie 1240), St Johns in Bedwardine (Mawer and Stenton
1927, 91).
11. Oldbury Farm (Holebure 1275), St Johns in Bedwardine (Mawer and Stenton
1927, 94).
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Fig. I.33.6 – The potential of the cathedral belltower to act as a territorial marker over
Oswaldslow, assuming an intact spire 64 m in height.
Conclusion
The detached belltower at Worcester Cathedral does not survive, but pictorial evidence
is consistent with a 12th or 13th century terminus ante quem for its construction provided
by the church of St Michael, which abuts the belltower, and which may have originally
been housed within the belltower itself from c. 966. This church was the medieval
cathedral’s burial-chapel, implying that if the belltower had indeed been constructed as
a tower-nave dedicated to St Michael then it would have fulfilled this role. It lay too far
from the medieval Bishop’s Palace to have served as a chapel, and it would not have
been vital to the town’s ability to keep military watch. Despite the potentially AngloSaxon origin of its enormous spire, it would have made a surprisingly poor marker for
the Cathedral’s extensive home estate.
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Appendix I.34: St Mary Bishophill Junior, York
Introduction
The church of St Mary Bishophill Junior (fig. I.34.1) stands in the middle of the
southwest suburb of York, on high ground within the former Roman colonia, adjacent
to what was formerly Holy Trinity Priory (figs I.34.1 & I.34.2). St Mary’s was first
recognised as being of Anglo-Saxon construction in 1843 (Wenham et al. 1987, 170 n.
3) and was partially described by Baldwin Brown (1925, 489), and again in more detail
by Fisher (1962, 143-4), the Taylors (1965, 697-9) and the RCHME (1972a). It has
since undergone comprehensive recording and partial excavation, the results of which
are published by Wenham et al. (1987).

Fig. I.34.1 – View of St Mary Bishophill Junior from the east. Note the curving
boundary of its churchyard.
Description
St Mary’s has been thoroughly described elsewhere, and its visible fabric drawn
(Wenham et al. 1987); only a summary of this work is given here.
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The plan of the church
The church presently consists of an aisled nave, a chancel with a chapel to the north, a
south porch and a western tower. The tower is 8.00 m square externally with walls 0.901.00 m thick at ground level, reducing to 0.70-0.80 m at the level of its belfry stage. It
was formerly accessed via a doorway in its west wall, which was removed in 1908.

Fig. I.34.2 – Reconstructed plan of the first phase of St Mary Bishophill Junior (Briden
and Stocker 1987, 133).
The external elevations of the tower (fig. I.34.3)
The tower is presently 23.40 m tall; its early fabric survives to a height of 19.15 m,
above which there is a late medieval parapet. It is separated externally by a stringcourse 13.50 m above ground level which divides the tower into two stages. Both stages
have predominantly side-alternate gritstone quoins, some of which are megalithic, many
clearly re-used from Roman buildings. Aside from these, the stages are of markedly
different fabric. The lower stage is mainly characterised by roughly squared and coursed
limestone, laid with gritstone and other limestones to create a deliberate, if somewhat
uneven, decorative banding effect. The upper stage is constructed from massive coursed
and squared rubble, mainly gritstone, with no attempt at decorative banding.
There were formerly two small, square-headed single-splayed windows in each
of the tower’s north, south and west elevations, one each at first- and second-floor level.
Above, each face had a large round-headed two-light belfry-opening of a type similar to
those that characterise the Lincolnshire group of towers (Stocker and Everson 2006).
Their mid-wall shafts were probably re-used from a Roman building.

Appendix I.34: York, St Mary’s

767

Fig. I.34.3 – Reconstruction of the tower-nave of St Mary Bishophill Junior (Briden and
Stocker 1987, 135).
The internal elevations of the tower
The tower was originally divided into four floors. Its internal elevations are only
partially visible, but it is clear that the banding of the external elevations is not visible,
reinforcing their interpretation as a decorative effect. It communicates with the nave
through a large and relatively plain gritstone tower arch 5.00 m high and 3.00 m wide,
thought to have been re-used in toto from a Roman building (Briden and Stocker 1987,
98). It is decorated on its western face, visible from the tower-space, as well as to the
east. A vertical scar in the wall-fabric adjacent to the east elevation of the chancel-arch
is indicative of the original eastern structure of the tower having been a narrow chancel
rather than a nave, something supported by evidence for extensive re-facing of the
masonry in this area. A single stone interpreted as belonging to this structure survives
protruding from the base of this elevation (fig. I.34.2). A roof-scar above the present
nave roof is also congruent with this postulated chancel, which would have been
approximately 6.00 m across with walls 0.80 m thick and 4.50 m tall (Briden and
Stocker 1987, 137-9). Additionally, a pair of blocked features, interpreted either as a
recess or an external doorway with a small window above, are also partially visible in
the south wall at ground level.
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At first-floor level the tower seems originally to have been plastered. An aboveground doorway in the east wall, constructed using a quantity of Roman stone including
a monumental slab and part of a later cross-shaft, would formerly have looked out over
the tower’s chancel (Briden and Stocker 1987, 101). There is no evidence for a liturgical
use for the upper chambers of the tower, and the size of the windows was not
particularly suited to lighting an altar. However, the presence of wall-plaster in the first
floor chamber does indicate that it had a level of importance, possibly as a dwellingplace; the second floor chamber does not appear to have been similarly treated (Briden
and Stocker 1987, 142).
Building sequence and date
Despite the apparent break in the fabric at the level of its string-course, the tower is
thought to have been constructed with the belfry-stage conceived from the start. There
was no identifiable difference in the tower’s petrology, no break in the internal fabric of
the tower was recorded, and the distribution of putlog holes either side of the string
course was relatively consistent (Briden and Stocker 1987, 130). A narrower chancel lay
to the east of the tower (fig. I.34.2), which seems to have been enlarged by a south aisle
in the mid twelfth century before being replaced in the late twelfth or early thirteenth
century by a wider nave, whose north aisle arcade survives.
The tower itself has been dated to the second half of the 11th century on the basis
of the construction and style of its belfry-openings and tower-arch, tentatively refined to
the period c. 1060-80 due to the presence of stripwork on both these features (Briden
and Stocker 1987, 143-6). This date is supported by the apparent mention of the church
as already existing in a survey of the rights and laws of ‘Archbishop T’, assumed to be
Thomas of Bayeux (1070-1100), thought to date from c. 1080:
These are the rights and the laws which archbishop [Thomas of Bayeux]
has throughout York, within the borough and without. That is first
Layerthorpe, and on the north side Monkgate, and from Thurbrand’s
House all as far as Walmgate, and all Clementhorpe and around St Mary’s,
with sake and with soke, with toll and with team, and every third penny
from the fishery throughout the bishop’s ditch(?), and the third penny
which comes from the Gildegarthes.
This syn that gerihto and tha laga, thet archebiscop T. ah ofer eal Euerwic
bynan burh and butan. Tæft is, ærest Legerathorp and on nordhealf
Munecagate and fra Thurbrandes hus eal up on Walbegate and eal
Clementesthorpe and Sancte Marie circa, mid sace and mid scone, mid
tolle and mid teme, and alcne thriddle penig of thonne fiscoup
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scrasudwrasas forth y’ b. dic and throne thidde, the up cumð of les
Gildegarde.
(Rollason 1998, 210-11).
‘St Mary’s’ has been identified with St May Bishophill Junior on the basis that it was
reconfirmed to the possession of the archbishops of York in 1194, and was known as ‘St
Mary of the Bishop’ after this date, before gaining in its present name after the
Reformation. However, some doubt must remain due to the existence of at least six
medieval churches dedicated to St Mary in York, of which St Mary Bishophill Senior
and St Mary Castlegate are known to have existed in the 11th century (Harvey 1965,
380-1; Briden and Stocker 1987, 88).
The excavations
Excavations in the 1960s encompassed a small area of the churchyard to the north of the
tower (Wenham and Hall 1987). They uncovered the remains of a high-status Roman
house with a worn opus signinum floor that had undergone several phases of subsequent
modification and repair, indicating that the structure remained in at least perfunctory use
as late as the Anglian period before being abandoned or dismantled. Previous
interpretation of the building as part of a late Anglian or Anglo-Scandinavian fishprocessing factory is now thought to be incorrect, and it is now thought to have been
used for this purpose in the late-Roman period. Within its walls were four burials dated
by a coin of c. 905-915, and a further four burials thought to be of broadly
contemporary date were uncovered on the same alignment in an adjacent trench.
Interestingly, their broadly east/west alignment neither respected the Roman building
nor the later church of St Mary, implying that they were not associated with either
building. They do however align with Holy Trinity Priory, in whose truncated precinct
St Mary’s church stands, suggesting that they may have belonged to this important early
institution. The relationship between St Mary’s and Holy Trinity in discussed further
below.
Interpretation
The tower in context
St Mary’s stands on the southwest bank of the Ouse within the area of the Roman city’s
former colonia, on the crest of some of the highest ground within the walled city (fig.
I.34.4). The character of this part of the city in the late Anglo-Saxon period is still
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debated. It has been suggested as a commercial area serving the main area of the city
across the Ouse (Palliser 1984, 107), and although the archaeological evidence for this
is still equivocal, it was certainly likely to have been relatively intensively settled by the
11th century (summarised in Moulden and Tweddle 1986, 13-14; Hall 2004, 490-1).

Fig. I.34.4 – Medieval York southwest of the Ouse (from Briden and Stocker 1987, 84).
The Bishophill area and the archbishops of York
The former colonia area is also likely to have been one of the seven ‘shires’ (scyre) that
the Domesday Book records the city of York as being divided into (Williams and Martin
2002, 785). Although the location of these shires is not stated, the term itself is thought
to roughly equate to an urban ward rather than a large area extending outside the city:
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‘Marketshire’ is used in the later medieval period as a term for the commercial area
around Pavement and the Shambles, which would seem to support this theory (Dickens
1953, 140-3). The Domesday Book further states that the archbishop held one of these
shires together with the third part of the revenues of one other. This latter shire has been
persuasively identified by Dickens (1953, 139-40) as encompassing the Walmgate and
Fishergate areas, on the basis that the archbishop was due one third of the revenue from
these areas in a later copy of a inquest for the year 1106, only two decades after the
Domesday Book was written.
The ‘archbishop’s shire’ itself is thought to have consisted of the area of the city
around the cathedral, and it is difficult to resist the assumption that the part of the city
most likely to have belonged to the archbishop would have been here (Dickens 1953,
140-3). Despite this, Harvey (1965) later suggested that the ‘archbishop’s shire’
consisted of the Bishophill area, but his theory has since been overturned by the more
detailed study of Jones (1987, 106-8) and is now generally rejected (Palliser 1990, 1112; Rollason 1998, 185-6). It must also be said that the name ‘Bishophill’ is a red
herring in this debate, since it is first recorded only in 1271. The area was previously
known as Bichill (‘Bitch Hill’), and it has been suggested that the name ‘Bishophill’
arose as an amalgamation between the name of the hill and the name of the church of St
Mary of the Bishop, that is St Mary Bishophill Junior (Palliser 1978, 5).
Nevertheless, Harvey (1965) did uncover evidence that the Bishophill area was
of particular importance to the archbishops from an early date. In 1276 it was noted that
the Church of St Peter owned an important prebend in the parish of St Mary Bishophill
Senior, centred on properties on what is now Victor Street and Bishophill Senior (fig.
I.34.4). The acquisition of many of the cathedral’s prebendal properties is thought to
have occurred following the reformation of its clergy in the early Norman period,
implying that this holding was of this date (Harvey 1965; Jones 1987, 83-8).
Additionally, as had been mentioned, St Mary Bishophill Junior seems to have been in
the archbishop’s possession in c. 1080, and was reconfirmed into his possession in
1194. More tenuously, the archbishop also held much of the land outside the city walls
to the southwest of the colonia at the time of Domesday, including the parish of Upper
Poppleton, which later became part of the parish of St Mary Bishophill Junior (Harvey
1965), although it must be said that the archbishop had considerable estates in all the
city’s suburbs at this time (Jones 1987, 99).
To summarise, it seems that the archbishop had important holdings southwest of
the Ouse during the middle ages which may have dated back to the late 11th century and
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which may have centred on the church of St Mary Bishophill Junior, but we cannot be
certain of this. Although the church seems to have been in the archbishop’s ownership
in c. 1080, it was not necessarily constructed by the archbishop in the first place. Since
no reference to the church can be taken back to before c. 1080, it is possible that the
church only came into the ownership of the archbishop around this time. The obvious
context for this is the mass confiscation of property in the aftermath of the 1069
rebellion centred on York; the urban residence of Marlswein, one of the leaders of this
rebellion, was confiscated at this time and incorporated into the Old Baile, York’s
second castle (Williams and Martin 2002, 785).
The monastery of Christ Church/Holy Trinity
The reason for suspecting that St Mary’s has a different owner prior to its first
appearance as the property of the archbishop is that the major ecclesiastical power in the
Bishophill area until the late 11th century was not the archbishop at all but the monastery
of Christ Church, refounded as Holy Trinity Priory in 1089 (fig. I.34.4). Although it was
certainly in existence before this date there is little firm information about it. Its 1089
foundation charter tells us that it had formerly been served by canons, that it had
enjoyed the rents of estates, and that it had been embellished by ecclesiastical
ornaments. It also had immunities from secular interference, something shared in
Northumberland at the time of Domesday only by Durham, Ripon, Beverley and York
Minster itself, suggesting that Christ Church was of some regional significance (Morris
1986, 82; Briden and Stocker 1987, 86). This has led Richard Morris (1986) to suggest
that it was the location of the church of the ‘Alma Sophia’ (Divine Wisdom), mentioned
by Alcuin as having been consecrated in 780 in York (Godman 1982, 118-21). It is
described by Alcuin as a large, impressive building and is presumed to have been
constructed on a pre-existing religious site able to support the thirty altars that it is
supposed to have contained, but there is no subsequent record of it and York contains no
subsequent record of its dedication. There are however references to an unnamed
monasterium in York, seemingly distinct from St Peter’s Cathedral, from as early as the
late seventh century (summarised in Morris 1986 80-2), and although these references
cease after 852, a vill called Monechetune, ‘tun of the monks’ appears in the Domesday
Book in the possession of Christ Church, indicating the presence of a monastic
community there well established by 1086. Furthermore, Alcuin was the author of a
treatise developing the Biblical idea equating Christ with the concept of Divine
Wisdom, implying that what he termed Alma Sophia was in fact a foundation
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consecrated to Christ, which would explain why there is no subsequent recorded
mention of the ‘Alma Sophia’ dedication (Morris 1986, 82-3).
Further evidence for the pre-Scandinavian ecclesiastical importance of the
Bishophill area is provided by the sculptural evidence. 9th century cross-shaft fragments
have been recovered from St Mary Bishophill Junior and St Martin-cum-Gregory and
fragments of 8th century cross-heads were recovered from the northern stretch of the city
wall in this area and from land outside of Micklegate Bar (Lang 1991, 80-95, 115-6).
The centre of a late 8th/early 9th century cross-head was also found in the area, probably
from St Mary Bishophill Junior. It is of particular interest not only on account of its
early date, but also due to the presence upon it of a small inscription reading ‘Hail,
gracious priest, on account of your merits’ (SALVE PRO MERITIS PR(E)S(BYTER)
ALME TVIS), executed in lettering is of an unusual type more familiar from
manuscripts than sculpture (Lang 1991, 85-6). Morris (1986, 86) has pointed out the
similarity of the vocabulary with the known writings of Alcuin, suggesting that it was
written by someone associated with the academic milieu of York at this time, which
accords with the date of the piece. Although this fragment and the other early
ecclesiastical sculpture in the area could have been moved to Bishophill from
elsewhere, the fact that the only other location of comparable sculpture in York is from
the Minster does reinforce the interpretation of the Micklegate area as the location of the
city’s second monastic centre. centre, presumably centred on Christ Church/Holy
Trinity.
Even though Christ Church seems to have been a foundation of some wealth and
importance, potentially even the ‘Alma Sophia’ itself, its 1089 charter tells us that by
then it had fallen upon hard times, necessitating its refoundation (Clay 1939, 67-8). It is
likely that Christ Church’s decline would have involved the erosion of its presumably
extensive original territories, and the parochial arrangement of the area southwest of the
Ouse, thought to date from the eleventh and twelfth centuries (Morris 1986, 85),
certainly seems to suggest this. Both the refounded Holy Trinity and St Mary Bishophill
Junior had large parishes which extended outside the city walls, and together with St
Mary Bishophill Senior the three had extensive extra-mural parishes (fig. I.34.5).
Several of these out-parishes, belonging to both St Mary Bishophill Junior and Senior
and to the nearby church of St Martin, were reconfirmed to Holy Trinity in 1089,
implying its original ownership of them (Harvey 1965, 86; Morris 1986, 84-5). Morris
(1986, 85) has suggested that the presence of these extra-mural parishes belonging to
this concentrated group of city churches reflects the fragmentation of a large, early
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estate centred on the Bishophill area, presumably associated with the undoubtedly
important monastery of Christ Church.

Fig. I.34.5 – The extra-mural parishes of SS Mary Bishophill Junior and Senior, and
Holy Trinity Priory (Briden and Stocker 1987, 87).
The secular fragmentation of the Bishophill area
Morris’ (1986, 85) suggested context for the fragmentation of Christ Church is the
Scandinavian conquest and settlement of York. Indeed, many of the churches present in
York prior to 1100 appear to have been founded as private churches by AngloScandinavian lords whom we have every reason to believe were firmly Christian
(Stocker 2000, 194-5; Rollason 2004, 318-20, 322). Lordly foundation in York is
demonstrable in the case of St Olave and St Mary Castlegate, as related in the AngloSaxon Chronicle in 1055 for the former (‘D’ Chronicle; Swanton 1996, 185) and in the
surviving foundation inscription of the latter. The Domesday Book also includes a
reference to an unidentified church in the ownership of an ‘Odo the Crossbowman’
(Williams and Martin 2002, 785).
The origins of the church of St Mary Bishophill Senior, which lies adjacent to St
Mary Bishophill Junior (fig. I.34.4), are in keeping with a local picture of AngloScandinavian secular patronage of a fragmented early monastic estate centred on Christ
Church/Holy Trinity. Sculpture from a total of fifteen monuments dating from the late
ninth century onwards were recovered during its demolition in the 1960s (Lang 1991,
80-95, 116), considerably more than the 3.1 fragments per church that is the average
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from Anglo-Scandinavian Yorkshire and Lincolnshire. A few other churches in these
counties have also produced unusually large quantities of sculpture of this date. In a
study of this phenomenon David Stocker (2000, 200-207) has proposed that these
particularly productive churches were constructed as a result of communal patronage by
the Hiberno-Norse trading community, citing the close proximity of each site to
contemporary beach-markets – the Skeldergate area in the case of St Mary Bishophill
Senior.
As an aside, like the name ‘Bishophill’ itself, the name of the church of St Mary
Bishophill Senior is potentially confusing and need not indicate any early importance.
The church is first recorded as ‘St Mary in Lounlithgate’ between 1180 and 1202, and
was subsequently referred to as ‘St Mary the Old’ after 1252, presumably due to the
close proximity of the Old Baille (Briden and Stocker 1987, 88). Although excavations
of the site have shown that it overlay and partially incorporated a 4th century Roman
house, there is no evidence for continuity of worship between the two structures and, as
at St Mary Bishophill Junior, the first certain ecclesiastical evidence on the site was a
small enclosed cemetery with stone crosses dating to the tenth century (Moulden and
Tweddle 1986, 25-8). Despite its name it was not a foundation to rival Christ Church.
Further evidence for Stocker’s theory can be found in the late eleventh century
‘Rights and Laws of Archbishop T.’, related above. It mentions les Gildegarde, (‘the
enclosures of the guild’), as an aspect of the city quite distinct from the trading area of
Walmgate and Fishergate from which the archbishop was due a third part of its revenue.
The term implies the existence of one or more guild-houses established before c1080,
and indeed the Hanse house of the guild merchant of York is referred to in an
archiepiscopal charter of c. 1130 (Farrer 1914, 90-92). The location of one of these
guild-houses is indicated by the documented sale to York’s Vicars Choral of ‘the
Gildgarthes’ on Bishophill between 1355 and 1364. A 19th century plan of Bishophill
locates the only property of the Vicars Choral in the area to be a little to the north of
Lower Priory Street, between the churches of St Mary Bishophill Junior and Senior
(Dickens 1953, 133, 137-41; Jones 1987, 87, 211). Later, a will of 1426 leaves a garden
in ‘les Gyldgarthes lying between the King’s street of Besyngate and land belonging to
the Mayor and Commonality of York’. The location of ‘Besyngate’ is uncertain, but it is
thought to survive as the present Bishophill Senior, again between the churches of St
Mary Bishophill Junior and Senior (Raine 1955, 236-7; Palliser 1978, 5). Assuming that
this was the location of an early medieval guild-house, then the close proximity of a
guild-chapel in the form of St Mary Bishophill Senior is a sensible suggestion.
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Like several of the churches in the Bishophill area, the tower-nave church of St
Mary Bishophill Junior therefore seems to have been constructed on the fragmented
estate of the formerly wealthy early monastery of Christ Church (later Holy Trinity),
which appears to have been broken up during the 9th and 10th centuries by the agency of
Anglo-Scandinavian secular powers. The sculptural evidence recovered from St Mary
Bishophill Junior fits in with this picture of Anglo-Scandinavian secular patronage.
Aside from the early inscribed cross mentioned above, several fragmentary cross-shafts
and heads of mid-9th to 11th century date, part of a late 9th to mid-10th century gravecover, part of a tenth-century hogback tomb and fragments of an 11th century screen
have been found there (Lang 1991, 83-7, 115-16). The original context of this body of
sculpture, which was mainly found re-used in the fabric of the tower, is uncertain
(discussed in Briden and Stocker 1987, 122). Nevertheless, assuming it came from a
common location in the immediate vicinity of St Mary Bishophill Junior, it is consistent
with ‘a single elite family burying in their own ‘proto-parish’ church’ (Stocker 2000,
200). Only further excavation could establish whether St Mary Bishophill Junior was
indeed preceded by an Anglo-Scandinavian aristocratic chapel or cemetery.
Nevertheless, the sculptural evidence does seem to indicate Anglo-Scandinavian
aristocratic activity in the area, which provides further context for the break-up of Christ
Church before the time when the tower-nave of St Mary Bishophill Junior was built.
An enclosure around St Mary Bishophill Junior
What makes St Mary Bishophill Junior special is that not only does it arguably inhabit a
former estate of Christ Church monastery, like several of its neighbouring foundations,
but it also occupies a part of Christ Church’s probable monastic precinct. The 1st
Ordnance Survey map of the Bishophill area has the ‘remains of the Priory Wall’
marked upon it (fig. I.34.4). It is precisely respected by the parish boundary on its
northeast and southeast sides, meaning that we can be confident that the wall marked on
the map preserves at least its 12th century alignment in the vicinity of St Mary
Bishophill Junior. At the eastern corner of this precinct both the wall and parish
boundary zigzag around St Mary Bishophill Junior, which seems to indicate that the
churchyard of the latter was cut out of the precinct of the former.

Appendix I.34: York, St Mary’s

777

Fig. I.34.6 – 1st edition OS map of Christ Church/Holy Trinity, showing the ‘bite’
taken out of its precinct enclosure by the churchyard of St Mary Bishophill Junior,
respected by the city’s parish boundaries.
It should be remembered that the early 10th century burials found on the north side of St
Mary’s church respect the alignment of Holy Trinity Priory rather than St Mary’s. These
burials almost certainly also lie within the original precinct of Holy Trinity (Briden and
Stocker 1987, 78). It therefore appears that sometime before York’s parish boundaries
solidified in the 12th century a section of the precinct of Holy Trinity Priory was carved
away to make room for the foundation of the small tower-nave of St Mary Bishophill
Junior. Not only had St Mary’s apparently appropriated the earlier institution’s lands,
but it had taken a piece of its very precinct.
A tantalising piece of topographical evidence supports the idea that St Mary
Bishophill Junior was founded, perhaps by an Anglo-Scandinavian lord, as a private
lordly chapel on the remains of Christ Church’s monastic estate. As far back as the
oldest plan of York – that by John Speed dated to 1610 – the street to the south of St
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Mary’s has a pronounced curve. This is indicative of a small ovoid enclosure,
potentially the urban curia of an early medieval lord (figs I.34.1, I.34.6 & I.34.7).

Fig. I.34.7 – John Speed’s 1610 map of York, indicating St Mary Bishophill Junior with
its curved street.
An alternative possibility, raised by Briden and Stocker (1987, 89), is that St Mary
Bishophill Junior was the proprietary church of the archbishop rather than of a secular
lord. Although this makes sense with regards to the proximity to the church of the
prebendal estate described above, it seems unlikely that the archbishop would have been
responsible for the fragmentation of his own daughter-house of Christ Church, even
being so flagrant as to demolish part of its precinct for the construction of his unusual
tower-nave church. It has also been suggested by Christopher Norton (quoted in Hall
2004, 496) that St Mary Bishophill Junior was built as a part of the complex associated
with the newly refounded Holy Trinity Priory in 1089, although again it seems unlikely
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that the church would have been constructed in such a curious location, or without
reuniting its parish or ownership with Christ Church/Holy Trinity. The idea that St
Mary Bishophill Junior was constructed on a lords’ estate before being surrendered to
the Norman archbishop, presumably after the rebellion of 1069, as one of a number of
churches in the city he would acquire through the medieval period (Jones 1987, 113-4),
is a more credible one.
St Mary’s in its landscape (fig. I.34.8)
Communication routes
St Mary’s stands on some of the highest ground in the early medieval city. It would
have been intervisible with all the many important roads which converged upon York in
the early medieval period, as well as from much of the navigable River Ouse. It would
therefore have made a useful watchtower.
Assembly-sites
St Mary Bishophill Junior lies within the Wapentake of Ainsty, which met at Ainsty
Cliff in Bilbrough, six miles to the southwest of York and intervisible with St Mary’s
tower (Smith 1961d, 216). The inhabitants of Ainsty wapentake would therefore most
likely have mustered the fyrd at Ainsty Cliff, but there is a tantalising possibility that the
citizens of York would have first gathered adjacent to St Mary Bishophill Junior. In
1307, York’s Black Friars were refused permission to build on Toft Green, an area of
open land just north of Micklegate (fig. I.34.4), on the grounds that this was where
‘from time immemorial’ the people of the city had been accustomed to assemble in time
of war (Palmer 1881, 400).
Beacon sites
Although Yorkshire is rich with place-names indicative of the former presence of
beacons (fig. I.34.7), only one, Warthill (‘Wardhill’ 1086) in the parish of Gate
Helmsley to the east of York, is in the vicinity of the city (Smith 1928, 11). The obvious
context for this site is the vulnerable and strategic east coast of Yorkshire, which bears
two beacon-names: ‘Tod Howe’ near Hartlepool and ‘Totleys’ near Spurn Head (Smith
1928, 149; 1937, 35), and it is possible that coastal erosion, which has taken 300 m of
coastline since the Anglo-Saxon period in some places (Bell 1998, 313), has accounted
for more. This coastline had been protected by a chain of Roman signal-stations,
probably running from Hartlepool, near Hadrian’s Wall, in the north to Flamborough
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Head in the south, and possibly beyond (fig. I.34.9) (Bell 1998; Mason 2003, 182-3).
Like the example preserved adjacent to the church of St Mary-in-Castro in Dover, a
number of these Roman signal-towers seem to have remained in use into the early
medieval period. The tower at Scarborough was rebuilt as a small chapel in the late
Anglo-Saxon period, possibly in 965 (Collingwood 1925; Bell 1998, 308-11).
Interestingly, according to chapter 83 of the Heimskringla (Magnusson and Pálsson
2005, 142), King Harald Hardrada lit a great fire on Scarborough Head when he landed
there in 1066, which may represent the continuation of a beacon-site there.
The presence of a burh place-name at Scarborough, which is indicative of its
continuing strategic importance, is shared by Flamborough Head (Flaneburg 1086),
‘Flein’s Burh’ (Ekwall 1960, 181) and Goldsborough (Goldeburg 1080), ‘Golda’s burh’
(Smith 1937, 137). Flamborough was also refortified in the Anglo-Saxon period by a
substantial linear earthwork 2½ miles in length, cutting off the headland upon which the
watchtower stands, although its precise date is uncertain (Ramm 1984). The ditched
enclosure of the tower at Filey was refurbished and a substantial earthwork, surviving to
a length of 30m and a height of 2m, was added to the tower. Again, the exact date of
these works is uncertain, although they are thought to be early medieval in date
(Ottaway 1997). Whitby was known to Bede as the ‘Haven of the Watchtower’ (HE III.
25), and the present name may derive from the Old Scandinavian Vite, ‘warningbeacon’, suggesting the curation of this tower into the Anglo-Scandinavian period
(Lindkvist 1912, 37; evidence summarised in Bell 1998). The further coincidence of
early beacon place-names near Hartlepool and on Spurn Head is further tantalising
evidence of the survival of some form of warning-system along this coastline into the
late Anglo-Saxon period. It seems possible that other sites, now lost, formerly
connected the Gate Helmsley beacon site with this coastline.
There is a much greater concentration of beacon place-names to the west and
south of York than there is to the east and north (fig. I.34.9), which may partially be
accounted for by the eight volumes of the English Place-Name Society’s survey of the
West Riding of Yorkshire, compared with only one for each of the North and East
Ridings. Broadly speaking, these names cover the western half of the Vale of York
before running west across the Pennines, but the closest site to York itself is
‘Tottelandes’, a field-name of 1541 in the parish of Great Ribston twelve miles to the
west of the city. Although this would have been visible from St Mary’s, much closer is
the beacon recorded in the parish of Bilbrough, adjacent to York’s meeting-place at
Ainsty Cliff. Record of the royal command establishing a beacon-system across
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England in 1546 survives in the civic records of York, which includes a note to the men
of Ainsty wapentake, including York, that they should meet in Bilbrough to set their
beacon in a suitable place (Raine 1943, 140-3). The first edition Ordnance Survey map
of the parish confirms that this beacon was located on Ingrish Hill, a short distance to
the north of the meeting-place; it is tempting to see here the late echoes of a much older
system whereby the men of York made sure of their western defence by setting a
beacon adjacent a Roman road and to their meeting-place, which is itself the location of
Bilbrough, a burh place-name first recorded in 1086 (Smith 1961d, 235). In York itself,
St Mary Bishophill Junior would probably have been the closest church tower to
Bilbrough in the eleventh century, and its elevated location overlooking the rest of the
city means that it would have been ideally placed to sound its bells to raise the alarm.
The men of York may then have assembled at Toft Green, adjacent, before leaving the
city at Micklegate.
Fortifications
In the vicinity of St Mary’s are a number of other burh-names, Most are intervisible
with the tower, and the fact that they all occur either on major roads or navigable rivers
implies that they may have marked locations of some strategic significance in the early
medieval period.
Estates
The estates of the putative lordly builder of St Mary’s tower-nave are unknown, but it
would have been a fine local landmark. However, since St Mary’s would have marked
his urban residence, it is quite possible that these estates were elsewhere in the county.
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Fig. I.34.8 – Landscape context of York
Key to fig. I.34.8
Assembly-sites
1. The assembly-site of Ainsty wapentake (Smith 1961d, 216).
2. The assembly-site of Barkston Ash wapentake (Smith 1961d, 1).
3. The assembly-site of Bulmer wapentake (Smith 1937, 8).
Beacon sites
1. Warthill (‘Wardhill’ 1086) in Gate Helmsley (Smith 1928, 11).
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2. Bilborough (1546) (Raine 1943, 140-3).
Fortifications
1. Benningbrough in Newton-on-Ouse (1086; Smith 1937, 19).
2. Burton Fields in Low Catton (12th century; Smith 1928, 188).
3. The Roman camp at Long Brough in Newton Kyme (1684; Smith 1961d, 80).
4. The late field-name ‘Burton Garth’ in Dringhouses (1842; Smith 1961d, 230).
5. Bilbrough (1086) (Smith 1961d, 235).

Fig. I.34.9 – Place-name evidence for beacons in the Yorkshire area
Key to fig. I.34.9
1. Warthill, Gate Helmesley (1086; Smith 1928, 11)
2. Warthermarske, Mashamshire (1198; Smith 1928, 235)
3. Tod Howe, Guisborough (1200-1222; Smith 1928, 149)
4. Totleys, Burstwick (1086; Smith 1937, 35)
5. Tooth Hill, Bowland Forest Higher (1642; Smith 1961f, 214)
6. Toot Hill, Sowerby (1316; Smith 1961c, 155)
7. Toothill, Rastrick (1290; Smith 1961c, 40)
8. Toothill Ridge, Hartlington (no date; Smith 1961f, 91)
9. Toot Hill, Great Mitton (no date; Smith 1961f, 199)
10. Tootles Hill, Guisburn (no date; Smith 1961f, 36)
11. Ward Green, Worsborough (1817; Smith 1961a, 295)
12. Warth Mills, Saddleworth (no date; Smith 1961b, 317)
13. Weardley, Harewood (1086; Smith 1961d, 185)
14. Tottelands, Great Ribston (1541; Smith 1961e, 22)
15. Beacon, Ainsty Cliff (1546; Smith 1961d, 236)
16. Beacon Hill, Barkisland (1775; Smith 1961c, 59)
17. Beacon Hill, Conisbrough (1625; Smith 1961a, 127)
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18. Beacon Hill, Otley (1817; Smith 1961d, 205)
19. Beacon Hill, Southowram (1771; Smith 1961c, 90)
20. Beacon Plant, Ledsham (1841; Smith 1961d, 50)
21. Beacon Wood, Bradfield (1841; Smith 1961a, 231)
22. Beaconsfield Road, Badsworth (1840; Smith 1961b, 96)
23. Pry, Morley (1843; Smith 1961c, 198)
24. Pry Barn, Buckden (1844; Smith 1961f, 120)
25. Pry Gill, Bentham (no date; Smith 1961f, 258)
26. Pry Hill, Garsdale (1846; Smith 1961f, 262)
27. Pry Ho, Stonebeck Up (1840; Smith 1961e, 1840)
28. Wardgarth, Laukland (1610; Smith 1961f, 228)
29. Pry Hill, Ingleton (no date; Smith 1961f, 247)
30. Wardla Hill, Beamsley (no date; Smith 1961e, 72)
31. Ward Hill, Draughton (1730; Smith 1961f, 67)
Conclusion
St Mary Bishophill Junior appears to have been built as a tower-nave church in the
second half of the 11th century, in the aftermath of the Anglo-Scandinavian secular
fragmentation of York’s second monastic centre: the adjacent Christ Church/Holy
Trinity. The sculptural evidence from the church is consistent with a private, lordly
foundation, and a possible ovoid enclosure around the church may mark the former
location of this putative lord’s urban property. The nearby church of St Mary Bishophill
Senior also seems to have been built on the former territory of Christ Church by a
secular power, this time by a merchants’ guild rather than by a single lord.
St Mary Bishophill Junior was constructed on high ground overlooking the rest
of the city, which gave it an exceptional view over the surrounding landscape, including
over the numerous major roads converged on York and over the trading artery of the
Ouse. It also had visibility over possible early beacon-sites communicating with the
Pennines to the west and, potentially, with the East Coast, as well as over a number of
strategically-placed burh sites. Finally, it was intervisible with the meeting-place of the
city, as well as with other meeting-places in the surrounding area. The tower’s
landscape context would therefore have been ideal for a lordly tower until it passed into
the ownership of the archbishop of York around 1080.
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Appendix I.35: St Michael-le-Belfry, York
Introduction
The present church of St Michael-le-Belfry lies to the south of York Minster (fig.
I.35.1). St Michael’s was wholly rebuilt in 1525, but its medieval form has recently
been reinterpreted by Norton (1998) as having been a free-standing chapel-cumbelltower of potentially eighth-century origins, built to serve the adjacent Anglo-Saxon
cathedral of St Peter. The Anglo-Saxon cathedral survived until it was largely destroyed
by fire in 1069, and was replaced in the late 1070s by the great Norman minster of
Archbishop Thomas of Bayeux (Hall 1994, 20; Norton 1998, 1).

Fig. I.35.1 – York’s minster area, showing the presumed location of St Michael’s belfry
(adapted from Norton 1998, 6).
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Description
Much of what follows is summarised from Norton’s (1998) discussion of St Michael-leBelfry, which relies on documentary and topographical evidence. There is no surviving
physical or pictorial information about the church prior to its 1525 rebuilding, meaning
that excavation is needed to verify Norton’s hypothesis.
The name St Michael-le-Belfry
St Michael-le-Belfry has traditionally been thought to have gained its unusual name
from a small timber bellhouse which formerly topped the gable of the adjacent
thirteenth-century south transept of the minster, removed c. 1750. However, there is no
evidence that this structure was in existence prior to the installation of its associated
clock in 1370, and anyway this feature seems strangely insignificant to have given its
name to a church. There is no other evidence that York Minster had a free-standing
belltower, of the type discussed in section 7.3.1.
The name ‘le Belfry’ (de Berefrido) denotes a distinguishing characteristic rather
than a preposition: ‘St Michael of the Belfry’ rather than ‘St Michael by the Belfry’.
Significantly, two 14th century documents refer to the church as ‘St Michael in the
Belfry’.
The early form of St Michael-le-Belfry
15th and 16th century and documentary evidence (summarised in Norton 1998, 5-9)
suggests that by the time of its 1525 rebuilding St Michael’s consisted of an aisled nave,
porch, chancel, vestry and western bell-tower (campinale). In 1409 this bell-tower was
described as being in a state of considerable disrepair, such that its movement in high
winds deterred parishioners from attending services. It is stated that both the church
nave and the bell-tower lacked timber, and carpenters’ reports condemned the structure.
These reports reoccur over the succeeding century, which culminated in the eventual
rebuilding of the entire church to form the present structure. Mention of carpenters’
reports and significant movement in high wind suggests that the pre-1525 church
belltower was made of timber, and that it was relatively tall. Its decrepitude further
suggests that it was old by the 15th century. Exactly how old might St Michael’s tower
have been?
York’s Norman and later cathedral is unusual in that it lacked a bell-tower until
its southwestern tower was completed in the mid-15th century. Prior to this, St Michael’s
church appears to have housed the cathedral bells. A document of 1293-4 records that at
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the festival of St Peter – the patron saint of the cathedral – the archbishop claimed the
right to a one-day fair beginning ‘at the hour of vespers when they ring at the church of
St Michael’s York’ (English 1996, 258). Since St Michael’s has otherwise no
connection with this festival, it appears that it acted as the cathedral bell-tower until its
decrepit state precipitated the transfer of the bells to the adjacent and newly-constructed
southwest tower of the cathedral itself. The fact that the Norman cathedral was built in
1070s without a belltower implies that St Michael’s was already in existence by this
date (Norton 1998, 5-8).
There is evidence for the tower in the Anglo-Saxon period. In 946 King Eadred
gave two large bells (duo signa non modica) to the cathedral, presumably to be hung in
a tower, potentially that of St Michael (Coxe 1841, 399). In 801, Alcuin gifted
Archbishop Eanbald:
A hundred pounds of tin for carrying out the necessary works, and four
lattice-work screens. It seems right that the bell-house (domuncula
cloccarum) be covered in tin, as a fitting adornment in view of the
reputation of the place.
(Epistola 226; Duemmler 1895, 370).
Alcuin’s use of the word ‘domuncula’ is indicative of a free-standing structure (Norton
1998, 8). Finally, St John of Beverley, Bishop of Hexham (d. 721) used to pray in an
unidentified church dedicated to St Michael not far from his residence in York
(contigua… suae mansione), although this is contained within a much later source and
cannot be relied upon (Raine 1879, 257; Norton 1998, 4-5).
Although it stretches credibility that the decaying structure swept away in 1525
was the cathedral’s Anglo-Saxon bell-tower, these references combine to suggest that St
Michael’s originated as a chapel within a free-standing bell-tower of possible 8th
century origin. ‘At the time of the Conquest there already existed a church of St Michael
incorporating a large belfry (or a large belfry incorporating a chapel of St Michael)’
(Norton 1998, 7).
The topographical evidence for St Michael-le-Belfry
The topographical setting of St Michael’s also suggests an ancient origin. The church
does not follow the east/west axis of the rebuilt Norman cathedral (fig. I.35.1). Instead,
it is aligned along York’s Roman street grid, which Norton (1998) argues was followed
by the Anglo-Saxon cathedral. Additionally, St Michael’s was constructed on the site of
the entrance to the courtyard of the Roman principia, potentially re-using its walls as
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foundations. The principia was regarded by its excavators as still standing into the 9th
century (Philips 1995, 65-6), although Carver (1995, 189-90) views the few potsherds
upon which the dating of this interpretation is based as intrusive, arguing instead that
the principia had been demolished prior to the 8th century. Either way, the principia was
still very much part of the conceptual landscape of the area even if it no longer
physically dominated it. It formed the boundary and determined the alignment of the
Anglo-Scandinavian cemetery (Carver 1995, 192-3), and it defined the entrance to the
cathedral precinct at the intersection of the two main streets of the Roman fortress
(Norton 1998, 8). Although the lines of these streets, represented by the modern
Stonegate and High Petergate (fig. I.35.1), have deviated since they were first laid out, it
is thought that this only occurred in the 9th century following the relocation of the main
Ouse bridge (Addyman 1982, 166). St Michael’s would have framed the approach to the
main cathedral – formerly principia – entrance, up one of the city’s principle main
Roman roads.
York’s Anglo-Saxon cathedral
Since this interpretation of St Michael’s rests upon the proximity of the Anglo-Saxon
cathedral, it is worth noting that no direct evidence for this structure was uncovered
underneath the south transept of the present Minster when it was excavated in the 1960s
(Philips 1995). This led David Palliser (1984) to suggest that the Anglo-Saxon cathedral
was actually located on the southwest bank of the Ouse, in the Micklegate area (fig.
I.35.2). Palliser cites a mid-10th century document which preserves a grant of 685 of ‘all
that land in the city of York that lies from the wall of St Peter’s church to the great gate
towards the west, and from the wall of St Peter’s church to the city wall towards the
south’ (Arnold 1882, 199; Palliser 1984, 104). The present Minster has no city wall in
its vicinity to the south, and although the ‘great gate towards the west’ is explicable in
terms of the later Bootham Bar, the term ‘great gate’ translates as OE Mikel lith:
Micklegate Bar lies on the western edge of the Micklegate area. There are also a number
of churches of probable early origin on the west bank, some of which had close links
with the archbishops (see discussion of St May Bishophill Junior [34]), although none is
dedicated to St Peter. However, in the absence of positive archaeological evidence this
reference is probably not sufficient to overturn the likelihood that the Norman Minster
was rebuilt on its original location. This is supported by the discovery of a high-status
Anglo-Scandinavian cemetery on the Minster site, together with a number of re-used

Appendix I.35: York, St Michael-le-Belfry

790

stelai of late 7th/early 8th century date which imply the presence of an earlier Anglian
cemetery (Philips 1995, 75-92, 191-4; Norton 1998, 4).

Fig. I.35.2 – York in the 12th century (Norton 1998, 2).
Interpretation
The tower in context
Early medieval York
St Michael-le-Belfry may have originated as early as the 8th century. During the Anglian
period Rollason (2003, 205-7) argues that, instead of being a royal capital, York was an
‘ecclesiastical city’ comparable to Metz or Trier in which the archbishop wielded
considerable power in the relative absence of a strong royal presence. St Peter’s, unlike
Canterbury cathedral, was not a significant royal mausoleum, there is no recorded royal
patronage of the church there after the time of King Oswald (633-42). The following
letter of Alcuin is eloquent as to the ambition, military power and political
independence of Archbishop Eanbald II (796-808):
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I fear [Archbishop Eanbald] may be suffering in part for taking land or
supporting the king’s enemies. Let him be content with what he has, and
not grasp at the property of others, which is often a dangerous
proceeding…. Why has he so many soldiers in his retinue? He seems to
keep them out of charity. He is harming the monastics who support him
and his men. I hear he has many more than his predecessors had, and they
likewise had more rank and file [soldiers] under them than is proper.
(Alcuin, Letters 21; Allot 1974, 30).
A major factor in the pre-eminence of the archbishops was the elevation of their
see to archiepiscopal status in 735 (Rollason 1999, 127). This ascendancy continued
into the Anglo-Scandinavian period during which time the archbishops administered
York in the absence of a stable secular presence, aligning the city with successive
competing Viking rulers to whom they lent their legitimacy and authority (detailed by
Rollason 2004, 313). This is visible in the explicitly Christian coinage from the city at
this time (Blackburn 2004, 331), to the extent that in the temporary absence of a Viking
overlord of York c. 905-919, and again c. 921-927, the archbishops appear to have
assumed control of the city, minting their own coinage in their own name (Rollason
2004, 313-4). Their dominance seems only to have declined following the conquest of
York by Wessex in 954, in the aftermath of which the see of York was joined with that
of Worcester, seen as an attempt by the new regime to reign in the dangerous political
force that the archbishops had become (Rollason 2004, 313).
Despite the numismatic evidence, Blackburn (2004, 332-3) has expressed doubt
that the archbishop was the dominant power in Anglo-Scandinavian York. His
reservations are based upon his belief that the devolvement of minting rights would
have been unique in Europe at this time, even though it is also visible in mid-11th
century Bury St Edmunds [5], which is argued in this study to have been a similarly
independent ecclesiastical power. Blackburn also suggests that the coinage may have
been issued by a secular power under the archbishop’s name, and points to the relative
illiteracy of the surviving coins. The former is speculation, and the latter assumes that
the existing infrastructure and personnel of the city mint would have been replaced by
ecclesiastics when St Peter’s coinage was being produced, which is unsafe.
St Michael-le-Belfry as a gate-tower
St Michael-le-Belfry appears to have been constructed as a chapel contained within the
bell-tower of York’s Anglo-Saxon cathedral, of possible 8th century origin. It appears to
have acted as a gate-tower for the main entrance of the cathedral precinct, approached
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up the main Roman road from the southwest. The entrance that the tower flanked was
framed by, or at least partially incorporated, the entrance to the city’s Roman principia
building. St Michael’s may therefore have been constructed as a conceptual gateway to
the City of God in the manner of several of the ecclesiastical towers in this study (see
section 5.3). Norton (1998, 8) has suggested that St Michael’s was built in imitation of
the gate-tower of St Peter’s at the Vatican itself, built 752-7 at the entrance to the atrium
courtyard (see section 5.3.4 & fig. 5.9).
An indication of the status of York and its walls can be found in Alcuin’s (c.735805) late 8th century poem On the Bishops, Kings and Saints of the Church of York:
At the coming of Easter throughout the world,
the king decided to be baptised together with his people
under the lofty walls of the city of York; there,
in the little church which he had swiftly built in honour of God,
to receive the waters of the holy baptism.
When the festive day of that hallowed season dawned,
with his children and nobles and a train of his people,
in the eleventh year of his reign, Edwin was dedicated to Christ
at the font of salvation, beneath the walls of that city,
whose heights he then raised to greater eminence,
by choosing to make it the chief city of his realm.
Affuit interea tempus paschale orbem,
Quo rex cum populo statuit baptisma subire
Euborice celsis etiam sub moenibus urbis,
in qua tecta Deo iussit cito parua locari,
sumeret ut sub eis sacram baptismatis undam.
Dum festiua dies inluxit temporis almi,
cum gnatis ducibusque simul, cum plebe sequenti,
Undecimo regni Christo sacratus in anno est
fonte salutifero prefate in moenibus urbis,
cuius abhinc culmen sublimius extulit ille,
metropolimque sui statuit consistere regni.
(Lines 194-204; Rollason 1998, 125).
Although the poem is ostensibly about King Edwin (616-33), the raising of the status of
York to that of a ‘chief city’ has instead been argued to reflect its advancement to the
level of an archiepiscopal see around the time Alcuin was born in the city (Rollason
1998, 126). Notable here is the metaphorical association between the heightening of
York’s walls and its advancement as a City of God: it may be that the cathedral precinct
had become an inner level of the increasing bounds of sanctity surrounding the
cathedral’s inner sanctum, marked by the gate-tower of St Michael.
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St Michael-le-Belfry as a funerary chapel
St Michael’s lies adjacent to the cathedral’s Anglo-Scandinavian cemetery (fig. I.35.1),
implying that it acted as a cemetery chapel. This is also indicated by the tower’s
dedication to St Michael, used for medieval funerary chapels due to the archangel’s role
as the bearer of souls to heaven (Norton 1998, 8-9). It is closely paralleled in this study
by the suggested 10th century chapel-cum-belltower of St Michael at Worcester
cathedral [33]. There is a close association in post-Conquest England between freestanding monastic belltowers and cemeteries (discussed in section 7.3.1): St Michael-leBelfry and St Michael’s in Worcester prefigure this association.
The tower in its landscape (fig. I.35.3)
St Michael-le-Belfry would theoretically have been visible along many of the routes
converging on York, including rivers, particularly from the west and north. However, it
would probably have been obscured by the bulk of the cathedral itself.
Consideration of the tower’s utility as an estate-marker is difficult due to
ignorance of both the tower’s construction date and the cathedral’s early estates. The
first indication of its holdings (S 1453) comprises land widely spread over Yorkshire, so
it can never have acted as a general landmark.
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Fig. I.35.3 – The landscape context of St Michael-le-Belfry
Conclusion
The church of St Michael-le-Belfry appears to have originated as the free-standing timber
belltower of the adjacent Anglo-Saxon cathedral, potentially as early as the 8th century. It
guarded the main entrance to the cathedral precinct, formerly the entrance to York’s Roman
principia, along the main Roman road through the town. It may have imitated the 8th
century gate-tower of St Peter’s in Rome. Its location adjacent to the cathedral’s early
medieval cemetery further suggests a mortuary function.
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Appendix II.A: Bishopstone, East Sussex
Introduction
The Bishopstone excavations took place between 2001 and 2005 around the standing
Anglo-Saxon minster church of St Andrew (fig. II.A.1) (G. Thomas 2008; 2010). A
high-status settlement was uncovered a with an enigmatic cellared structure, interpreted
as a tower (fig. II.A.2). Earlier excavation had uncovered an early Anglo-Saxon
settlement and cemetery on nearby Rookery Hill, deserted in the 6th century (Bell 1977).

Fig. II.A.1 – The early minster at Bishopstone, showing the location of the excavations
(adapted from Thomas 2008, 336).
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Description
The following summary is drawn from G. Thomas (2010). Occupation at Bishopstone
started with the establishment of a minster in the later 7th century, associated with a
cemetery that fell out of use c. 900. The standing fabric of the church of St Andrew
probably dates from the 10th or 11th centuries rather than from its foundation as a
minster. The site came under the ownership of the South Saxon bishops of Selsey c. 800
as a 25 hide estate called Denton. That its name then changed to Bishopstone suggests
that the estate was set aside, in full or in part, for the use or maintenance of the bishop.
The settlement that grew round the church need not have been essentially ecclesiastical,
but may have been occupied by priests, secular tenants, or the bishop himself (Blair and
Pickles 2010).

Fig. II.A.2 – Reconstruction of the settlement and tower adjacent to Bishopstone’s early
minster church. View looking southeast (G. Thomas 2010, 206).
The excavated part of the minster’s associated settlement was occupied from the
th

early 9 century until the late 10th or early 11th centuries. It was characterised by tightly
integrated buildings, indicative of reasonably intensive occupation, although its full
extent was not established. It appeared to be concentrated on a group of structures
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arranged around a courtyard, with domestic hall structures to the north, east and south, a
smaller chamber to the west and a probable mid-9th century cellared tower (structure W)
at its northeast corner (fig. II.A.2). This courtyard arrangement is paralleled at
Portchester [23], Springfield Lyons [26] and West Cotton [D], all characterised by
lordly towers, as well as at the enclosed lordly residences at Goltho and Raunds
Furnells. It is indicative of seigneurial planning (G. Thomas 2010, 204 and refs therein).

Fig. II.A.3 – The excavated remains of the tower (structure W) (G. Thomas 2010, 63).
As excavated, structure W consisted of a cellared structure 4.8 m in diameter
and up to 1.8 m deep, surrounded by smaller postholes and accessed by a step on its
north side (fig. II.A.3). The base of the cellar measured 3.0 m east/west by up to 2.8 m
north/south. The building’s superstructure was supported by four posts c. 0.5 m in
diameter cut into the corners of the cellar. The southwest posthole, which was deeper
than the others, contained a deposit of iron objects. The building was interpreted as a
cellared tower surrounded by a broad lean-to structure (fig. II.A.2). Radiocarbon dating
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of deposits within the cellar gave a late 9th or early 10th century terminus ante quem for
its abandonment following an episode of burning (G. Thomas 2010, 61-3, 193-7).
Interpretation
The tower in context
On the basis of the excavated evidence, Bishopstone was interpreted as a high status
estate-centre consistent with a manorial or episcopal residence. Despite its association
with an early minster church it cannot be interpreted as a distinctively ecclesiastical
settlement, but as the result of seigneurial planning by the bishop, his reeve, or a secular
lordly tenant (G. Thomas 2010, 197, 206). The tower itself, which was one of the
structures marking Bishopstone’s central seigneurial courtyard, was interpreted as ‘an
architectural embodiment of seigneurial identity’ on the basis of comparison with
Portchester [23], Earls Barton [8] and Springfield Lyons [26] (G. Thomas 2010, 196-7;
see also section 6.2, above).
The hoard found in the southwest posthole of the tower is in keeping with its
interpretation as a significant building for the Bishopstone estate (Thomas 2008).
Consisting of 25 iron objects including hinges, locks and agricultural tools. It was
deposited between the dismantling of the tower and the backfilling of the cellar, and its
very particular location is indicative of deliberate placement rather than casual loss or
burial for safekeeping. This suggests a ritual dimension to the find as a termination
deposit, which has parallels throughout early medieval England, and before. These have
been interpreted as being analogous to grave-goods marking the ‘death’ of significant
buildings, mindful of the unhelpfulness of making dogmatic distinctions between
buildings which were perceived as ‘sacred’ and those which were perceived as ‘secular’
(see section 2.10.2). In this case, the finds were tentatively interpreted as referring to
aspects of the economy and wealth of the estate at whose centre the tower stood,
marking the tower out as a particularly important structure within the settlement whose
passing merited fitting observance (Thomas 2008, esp. 382-93). The tower may
therefore have embodied the lord’s estate as well as indicating the status of the lord
himself, which is of evident importance on the interpretation of these structures.
The tower and hall complex was not surrounded by a defensible enclosure, as at
Goltho, Sulgrave and a number of the lordly towers sites in this study. No certain
evidence any boundary ditches was uncovered (G. Thomas 2010, 71-2), although the
site was only partially excavated. However, there is topographical evidence of an ovoid
enclosure up to c. 175 m in diameter centred on St Andrew’s church (fig. II.A.1),

Appendix II.A: Bishopstone

799

indicative of an early minster precinct (Blair 2002). This presumably also bounded the
associated residential complex, although it remains archaeologically unexplored.
The tower in its landscape (fig. II.A.4)
Communication routes
Bishopstone lies a mile north of the English Channel surrounded to the north, east and
west by the high ground of the South Downs. The tower would not have been
particularly visible in the landscape, and little of the Channel and the South Downs
Way, three miles to the north, would have been visible.
Assembly-sites
Bishopstone lay in Flexborough hundred in the medieval period, the location of whose
assembly-place is unknown (Mawer and Stenton 1930, 362).
Beacon sites
An early beacon system ran through Sussex across the North Downs (see Jevington [17]
and Hastings [14]), which would only have been visible from Bishopstone using the
tower. A late medieval beacon lay in the parish adjacent to the settlement, which was
intervisible with the northern system. The argument for beacons being active in the late
9th century in England is less certain than for the 10th and 11th centuries, when most of
the towers in this study were constructed. It would therefore be tenuous to suggest that
the Bishopstone beacon was managed by the settlement whilst the tower was standing,
but it is more probable that the northern system was in use and overseen by the tower.
Fortifications
The tower does not relate to any local fortified sites.
Estates
The tower would therefore have made a poor territorial marker over the Bishop of
Selsey’s estates (Kelly 1994).
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Fig. II.A.4 – The landscape context of Bishopstone.
Key to fig. II.A.4
Assembly-sites
1. Swanborough hundred met in Iford (Mawer and Stenton 1930, 317-8).
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Beacon sites
1. Beacon Hill (la Bekne 1374), Bishopstone (Mawer and Stenton 1930, 365).
2. Totnore (Totenore 1086; Mawer and Stenton 1930, 357). Probably refers to what
later became Firle Beacon on this site.
3. Tas Combe (Tottscampe 1261; Mawer and Stenton 1930, 425).
Fortifications
1. Westburton (Westbortone 1086), near Crowlink Farm (Mawer and Stenton 1930,
421).
2. Broughton (Bertone 1086) contains a burh place-name element (Mawer and
Stenton 1930, 422).
Conclusion
The tower at Bishopstone was constructed at the site of an enclosed minster and
episcopal residence in the later 9th century as part of an episode of seigneurial planning.
Although not an ecclesiastical structure, it was evidently a significant building within
the settlement, as suggested by its elaborate termination deposit. This indicated that the
tower embodied the lord’s estate, although it would not have been particularly visible in
the landscape. Despite this, it would have been useful as a watchtower over a beacon to
the north which, if it was in use at this relatively early date, would not have been visible
at ground level from within the settlement.
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Appendix II.B: The Cockfield Tower, Bury St Edmunds, Suffolk
Introduction
Aside from the lordly tower-nave at Bury St Edmunds abbey [5], there is record of a
second early medieval lordly tower within the town, the wooden belfry of Adam of
Cockfield. Only known from documentary sources, its form and location are unknown,
and there is no evidence that it functioned as a chapel.
Description
Around 1201 a note on the tenancy of the noble Cockfield family was appended to
Jocelin of Brakelond’s late 12th century Chronicle of the abbey. It records that in 1188
Robert of Cockfield testified to the abbot that he had no hereditary rights to a certain
two manors which had been granted to his father, Adam of Cockfield, who had probably
died in the 1150s. These villages had been rented to Adam on the condition that he
would be responsible for their defence and protection. This can be placed in the context
of the ‘Anarchy’ under the reign of King Stephen (1135–1154), which was
characterised by a breakdown of central government and a devolution of power to the
local level. In the course of his evidence Robert lists the lands to which his family did
have hereditary claim, and the charters to prove it. These were the Suffolk villages of
Lindsey and Rougham, land in the town of Cockfield which his ancestor Leofmær had
held, and a residence in Bury St Edmunds itself. This comprised of:
The large messuage [residential complex], where the hall of Adam I of
Cockfield formerly stood, with its wooden belfry 140ft [42.6 m] high.
Magnum mesuagium, ubi aula Ade de Kokefelda primi quondam sita fuit, cum
berefrido ligneo septies xx pedum in altitudine.
(Butler 1949, 139).
Interpretation
The tower in context
The Cockfield family
The Cockfields, a long-established Anglo-Saxon family which had weathered the
Norman Conquest, were military knights of Bury St Edmunds abbey (Thomas 2003,
126). In the early 12th century, abbot Anselm confirmed that Adam of Cockfield, ‘his
military tenant’, held land in Cockfield and Lindsey, and that his father held it, and that
his grandfather, Leofmær, had held it before him in the time of Edward the Confessor. It
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was held in return for the service of one knight. The charter and ends with the
sentiment: ‘I wish and order that he and his heir may hold it well and peaceably and
honourably and freely as do his peers, that is to say the knights of the abbey’ (Douglas
and Greenaway 1953, 925).
Adam of Cockfield presumably built the tower at the family’s urban residence
sometime during the later 11th or early 12th centuries. The location of the Cockfield
residence is unknown: perhaps it was constructed during the re-planning of Bury St
Edmunds in the late 11th century (described by Gauthiez 1998). At over 40 m high –
nearly the height of Nelson’s Column – the description of the tower cannot be taken at
face-value, but we can nevertheless be confident that it was an impressive and
prominent structure. The Cockfield family had been knights of the abbey since before
the Conquest, fulfilling the abbey’s military responsibilities over its vast estate of eightand-a-half hundreds. The Cockfield’s construction of a strong tower adjacent to the
abbey whose military interests they served would have been an appropriate
manifestation of this role.
Lordly towers at Bury St Edmunds
The Domesday Book records that in Bury St Edmunds ‘there are thirteen reeves in
charge of the land [of St Edmund’s Abbey] who have their houses in the same town’
(Williams and Martin 2002, 1249). These were the lords of the Abbey who, like the
Cockfields, ran its territories and had residences in the town itself. Urban lordly
residences of this date were presumably furnished with all the architectural statements
of lordship that we should expect from an early medieval lordly residence (see section
2.3), including towers. The Cockfield’s tower may have been a demonstration of status,
presumably executed in Anglo-Saxon fashion as would befit the residence of an AngloSaxon ‘survivor’ family. It has therefore been interpreted in the context of the
Promotion Law (see section 2.2) as the status-affording structure of a nobleman
(Williams 1992a, 225-6). A second example is known: the tower-nave of St Benedict
[5] was constructed within the abbey precinct by Earl Ælfric, a reeve of the abbey. Like
the Cockfields, Ælfric was a knight with military responsibility over the abbey estates,
whose tower was also at his residence in the town.
The tower in its landscape (fig. II.B.1)
For the purposes of figure II.B.1, the Cockfield tower’s reputed height of c. 40 m has
been reduced to the more realistic figure of 10 m.
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Communication routes
Bury lies in a valley at the junction between the Lark and Linnet rivers, with high
ground to the east and west. To the north and the west lay the thinly-populated
Brecklands and fens; most of the area’s population was concentrated in land to the south
and east (Carr 1975, 46). Two important long-distance routes ran through the area: the
Icknield Way from Cambridgeshire to the Wash lies six miles to the northwest, and the
main Roman road network from London into East Anglia, centred on Margary 33a, lay
four miles to the east. Bury communicated with these routes via several later roads,
which would also have continued to the early medieval trading centre at Ipswich and the
East Anglian royal vill at Thetford, a bishopric between 1075 and 1094. The river Lark
was also navigable as far as Bury St Edmunds, and was used in the later middle ages for
the transportation of building materials for the abbey (Blair 2006). Despite these
important routes, the tower-nave would not have a useful watchtower, and would not
have been prominent for travellers.
Assembly-sites
Within the Banleuca lay the Thingoe, the assembly-site for all West Suffolk. Its location
was marked by a group of four mounds, no longer extant, to the northwest of the town
(Warner 1996, 150). The tower-nave would have been clearly visible from this place.
Beacon sites
The Cockfield tower had no view of the one beacon-site in the locality. However, study
of Suffolk beacons is hampered by the county’s present lack of coverage by the English
Place-Names Society.
Estates
According to the 1188 appendix to the Chronicle of Bury St Edmunds abbey, the
Cockfield family claimed ancient rights to the Suffolk estates of Semer, Groton,
Cockfield and Barton [Mills], as well as their urban residence (Butler 1949, 138-9).
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Fig. II.B.1 - The landscape context of Bury St Edmunds
Key to fig. II.B.1
Assembly-site
The Thingoe was the assembly-site for all West Suffolk (Warner 1996, 150).
Beacon site
Tostock (Totestoc in 1086) (Ekwall 1960, 478).
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Conclusions
The Cockfield family were knights of Bury St Edmunds abbey and Anglo-Saxon
‘survivors’ of the Norman Conquest. They constructed a great timber tower at their
urban residence, probably in the later 11th or early 12th centuries. It may have been in
competition to a lordly tower-nave and residence [5] constructed adjacent in the mid11th century by another of the abbey’s noble families. It would have been intervisible
with the adjacent assembly-place, but had little landscape visibility and was not a
marker for the Cockfield family estates.
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Appendix II.C: Ketton Quarry, Rutland
Introduction
Ketton Quarry was excavated in the late 1990s, uncovering late Iron Age and RomanoBritish occupation, a late Anglo-Saxon settlement with a possible timber tower (fig.
II.C.1), and a later medieval village occupied until the 14th century. The site remains
unpublished aside from a brief interim report (Meadows 1999), an article in the parish
magazine (Jones 1999) and a note in Medieval Archaeology (Bradley et al. 1999, 278).

Fig. II.C.1 – The Anglo-Saxon settlement at Ketton Quarry (Blair 2005, 381).
Description
The following summary is taken from Meadows 1999. The late Anglo-Saxon settlement
consisted of a timber church, cemetery and at least four timber buildings (fig. II.C.1).
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Three buildings lay immediately southwest of the church: an aisled hall 12.0 m long by
8.0 m wide with a possible further post-built structure adjacent, a second hall 14.0 m
long by 5.0 m wide, and a structure suggested as having been a tower (building 3) 4.0
m2 in linear alignment with the second hall and structurally distinct from it (fig. II.C.2).
A further hall 12.0 m long by 5.0 m wide with a hearth and distinct chamber lay beyond
a linear ditch to the northeast of the church. The church measured 7.0 m long by 5.0 m
wide with a doorway in its western wall; its cemetery was also clustered around a large
tree adjacent to the church, which may have been the primary focus of the cemetery
(Blair 2005, 381-2). There were further settlement plots beyond the excavated area. The
site’s pottery assemblage indicates that it was in use some time between c. 900 and 1100
before being abandoned.

Fig. II.C.2 – Detail of the hall and suggested tower (building 3) on the south side of
Ketton Quarry (courtesy of Andy Chapman, Northamptonshire Archaeology).
A more detailed description of building 3 exists at draft stage (Meadows
forthcoming). It was founded on four principle corner-posts: the posthole at its
southwest corner was 0.40 m in diameter by 0.48 m deep with a pointed base, indicating
that its post had been driven into the ground at this depth and was the same diameter as
its hole. The building’s west, east and south walls consisted of flat-bottomed
construction slots up to 0.4 – 0.5 m wide and 0.15 m deep, with smaller postholes up to
0.3 m in diameter identifiable along their length. The north wall was defined by a pair of
postholes 0.65 m and 0.5 m in diameter, and up to 0.16 m deep. The building’s post pits
and slots were heavily truncated by plough damage, so their original dimensions are
unknown, although the four principle posts at its corners are indicative of it being a
tower (Andy Chapman, pers. comm.).
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Interpretation
The tower in context
Ketton Quarry appears to have been the site of a late Anglo-Saxon manorial complex.
Its suggested tower appears to have flanked a gap in its boundary enclosure which was
elaborated with secondary earthworks, and so may have functioned as a burhgeat.
Although the origin of the settlement’s church is unknown, it may date either to the
establishment of this residence or to a pre-existing ritual focus or cemetery on the site
(Blair 3005, 381). Either way, the size of the church and its association with the lordly
residence suggests that it became a private estate chapel with burial-rights in the late
Anglo-Saxon period, even if it had not been constructed as such. The later medieval
occupation to the north of the late Anglo-Saxon settlement, which consisted of a range
of four domestic buildings, may represent the continuation of this manorial complex,
but its incomplete excavation makes this uncertain (Jones 1999).
The tenurial history of Ketton Quarry
Ketton Quarry lies at the western edge of Ketton parish, bordering the parishes of Edith
Weston and Normanton. The Domesday Book entry for Ketton is as follows:
The king holds Ketton. There are 7 hides. There is land for 13 ploughs. In
demesne are 2 [ploughs], and 3 slaves; and 12 sokemen and 24 villans and
5 bordars, with a priest, having 11 ploughs. There is a mill rendering 6s8d,
and 40 acres of meadow. There are 16 acres of scubland.
To this manor belongs Tixover. There are 2 hides. There is land for 8
ploughs. There 16 sokemen, with 4 bordars, have 6 ploughs. There is a
mill rendering 5s, and 8 acres of meadow, and 3 acres of spinney. The
whole TRE was worth 100s; now £10.
(Williams and Martin 2002, 590).
Ketton was the site of a probable minster church, on the basis of sculptural evidence and
the fact that it was granted as a prebendal estate to Lincoln cathedral in the 12th century,
an indication of its early value (Parsons 1996b, 27). Ketton’s later medieval manor
house was located adjacent to this church, within its apparent curia (Page 1935, 254).
The origins of this arrangement are unknown, but may represent the residence of the
prebend next to his church from the 12th century. Either way, Ketton minster had clearly
declined in importance during the late Anglo-Saxon period with the establishment of the
estate church and associated cemetery at nearby Ketton Quarry, within the same parish.
Ketton’s possession of Tixover in 1086 indicates that it was by then an estate centre of
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some local importance, but there is no indication in the Domesday Book that it had more
than one lord requiring more than one manorial complex or estate church, making the
apparent presence of two such complexes a puzzle.
It is possible that Ketton and Tixover had only recently reverted to royal hands
after being divided amongst several putative lords as loanland, at some time prior to
1086. Some indication of this is provided by the place-name Fregesthorpe (Frygisthorp’
1300-1320), ‘Friðegist’s outlying farmstead’, which lay c. 500 m northeast of Ketton
(Cox 1994a, 150): a man called Fredgis or Friðegist held land in Empingham, which
borders Ketton to the north (fig. II.C.3), under Edward the Confessor. Place-names in
the parish indicate the existence of a further four ‘lost’ hamlets or farmsteads (Cox
1994a, 150-2): Manthorpe (Manthorpe Br[idg]e 1677, ‘Manni’s farmstead’), Kilthorpe
(Ketelistorp c. 1250, ‘Ketil’s farmstead’), Geeston (Gyston 1286, ‘Gyssa’s farmstead’)
and Soulthorpe (1919, ‘Súla’s farmstead’). These places are indicative of early medieval
Scandinavian settlement, and several have been identified in the locality from
earthworks (Hartley 1983). Tenurial fragmentation such as this would explain the
presence of two manorial complexes in Ketton, one adjacent to the minster church and a
second further north at Ketton Quarry. The latter has been identified with Newbottle
(Neubottle 1297; Cox 1994a, 151), presumably on the basis of its derivation from bōtl,
‘a superior hall or mansion’, although this is unstated (Jones 1999).
Ketton was bordered to the west by the royal estate of Hambleton and Oakham
(fig. II.C.3), which had been part of the dowry of Æfthryth, mother of Ethelred the
Unready. The estate became part of Queen Emma’s dowry and was granted to Edith,
Edward the Confessor’s queen, until it passed to Westminster Abbey in 1075; the
adjacent parish of North Luffenham was part of this holding (Page 1935, 66-72, 195203). Although Ketton was also in royal hands in 1086, it was not part of the same
demonstrably stable and long-standing royal estate as adjacent Hambleton, and so may
well have been divided up amongst several lords prior to 1086. Having said this, Ketton
Quarry lies only metres from the boundary with the Hambleton estate, suggesting some
common relationship. Equally, since the Domesday Book mentions only one priest, the
Ketton Quarry church and residence may have been abandoned prior to 1086 in favour
of worship at Ketton. Without a firmer dating of the Ketton Quarry complex, and ideally
investigation of the manorial complex associated with the probable former minster at
Ketton, this question must remain unanswered.
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Fig. II.C.3 – Royal estates in early medieval Rutland
The tower in its landscape (fig. II.C.4)
Communication routes
Ketton Quarry lies in the Welland Valley at the southeast edge of Rutland, near the
county boundaries of Northamptonshire and Lincolnshire. The only major road in the
area would have been Ermine Street, which runs three miles northeast of Ketton Quarry.
Only short stretches would have been visible from the suggested tower. The River
Welland, less than two miles to the southeast, was an important route as far as Stamford
in the early medieval period (Blair 2007, 18), but would have been largely invisible
from the suggested tower. The River Nene, also invisible seven miles to the southeast,
was also navigable at this time.
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Assembly-sites
The residence at Ketton Quarry is in the northwest corner of Ketton parish, adjacent to
the meeting-place of Witchley hundred at Witchley Heath or Witchley Warren. This
would become part of East Hundred after the Conquest (Page 1935, 231).
Beacon sites and fortifications
The suggested tower would have made a useful watchtower over a nearby beacon
system which, further west into Leicestershire, could have communicated with Hoothill
Slang (Hoothills 1708) in Skeffington (Cox 2004, 221) and Whardloe (1374) in
Somerby (Cox 2002, 230). There are a number of other early beacon place-names in
Leicestershire which seem to have formed a significant regional system.
The two major centres in the vicinity of Ketton Quarry are Stamford, one of the
‘Five Boroughs’ of the Danelaw, and the burh at Hambleton, which may have been the
early caput of the Anglian kingdom of Rutland (Cox 1994a, 10-11). Ketton Quarry
would have been intervisible with the latter, but not the former.Unfortunately, the placenames of south Lincolnshire remain unstudied, the presence of beacons and burhs there
is uncertain.
Estates
The suggested tower at Ketton Quarry would have been relatively visible in the local
landscape, especially to the north and west, so it is unfortunate that it is no longer
possible to reconstruct the estates of its lord.
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Fig. II.C.4 – The landscape context of Ketton Quarry.
Key to fig. II.C.4
Assembly-sites
1. The hundred meeting-place was held at Witchley Heath or Warren in Edith
Weston and Ketton parishes (Page 1935, 231).
2. Alstoe hundred met at Alstoe House in Burley (Cox 1994a, 4).
3. Martinsley Hundred met at Martinsthorpe (Cox 1994a, 171).
Beacon sites
1. Twitch Hill (Toteshulgate 1332), Ridlington (Cox 1994a, 207).
2. Tirtle Meare (1602), a field-name in Morcott (Cox 1994a, 289).
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3. Wardley (Werlea 1067). The parish contains a further tōt field-name (Cox
1994a, 126-30).
4. Tottenhoe Lodge (Totenho 1205), Southwick (Gover et al. 1933, 207).
Fortifications
1. Burley (Burgelai 1086) refers to Hambleton (Cox 1994a, 10-11).
2. Bussack Barn (Bursyke c. 1295), Barrow (Cox 1994a, 8).
3. Burton Hill fur’ (1779), a field-name in Morcott (Cox 1994a, 286).
Conclusion
The excavated structure at Ketton Quarry has been interpreted as a tower, and lies
adjacent to a hall and church as part of an apparent late Anglo-Saxon manorial complex,
possibly the lost settlement of Newbottle. Ketton Quarry lay immediately adjacent to an
hundred meeting-place and its tower would have made a useful watchtower over a
probable regional beacon-system, although it was by no means positioned for maximum
landscape visibility.
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Appendix II.D: West Cotton, Northamptonshire
Introduction
The settlement site at West Cotton was excavated between 1977 and 1982 as part of the
Raunds area project, which also investigated the late Anglo-Saxon church and manor
site at nearby Raunds Furnells (Boddington 1996; Audouy and Chapman 2009). A late
Anglo-Saxon settlement was found at West Cotton, consisting of a high-status complex
of buildings adjacent to a watermill. It lay on the site of extensive prehistoric
earthworks and sporadic occupation and activity stretching into the 8th century, but there
was no continuity between these phases and the high-status settlement. The site has
previously been published in interim form (Windell et al. 1990) before the recent
monograph (Chapman 2010a).
Description
The development of the site is described by Chapman (2010a, esp. 30-42), from which
this summary is taken. The site originated in the mid-10th century as part of a planned
settlement grid which was divided into northern and southern holdings, together with a
complex of enclosures to the east. The settlement under discussion here represented the
northern holding of this plan, and was wholly excavated; the southern holding was only
partially investigated but is thought to have contained a residential complex of
comparable status. Each holding appears to have been controlled by a separate lord
throughout the medieval period.
The first phase of the northern settlement lay within a substantial ditched, and
probably banked, enclosure up to 4.0 m wide set within a larger network of bounded
yards and plots (fig. II.D.1). The enclosure did not extend around the settlement, and
would be gradually abandoned and filled in through the 11th century. The site was
bounded to the north, west and east by the mill, pond, river and leat, and to the south by
the long-lived boundary with the southern holding, which survived into the postmedieval period. The first building on the site appears to have been a modest square
timber structure (building T31) which was soon enclosed within a timber palisade. The
ditched and probably banked enclosure together with the palisade would have provided
an ‘imposing façade’, but was not defensively viable due to the open space to the east. It
was followed shortly after by a timber hall which clipped the northeast corner of the
original palisade. At this time, the original square building (T31) was rebuilt with
principle posts indicative of an upper storey, indicative of a tower. The entrance to the
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ditched enclosure was narrowed at this time also. This initial phase of development
culminated in a range of domestic buildings which replaced the northern side of the
timber palisade.

Fig. II.D.1 – The first phase of development of the north holding, dating to the mid-10th
century (Chapman 2010a, 35).
Building T31 was initially constructed as a modest single-storey structure up to
8.7 m long and 7.2 to 7.9 m wide with a 1.70 m wide doorway in its southern wall (fig
II.D.2). A second doorway, 2.5 m wide, may have lain in the north wall. The east wall
of the original structure was replaced with a deeper foundation trench inside its
predecessor, reducing the plan of the building to dimensions of 5.1 m by 5.9 m. This
second phase of construction is interpreted as the heightening of this structure to form a

Appendix II.D: West Cotton

817

tower. New internal slots and post-pits defined a central bay 3.0 m wide, which are
interpreted as having supported an upper storey. The north end of the western wall was
abutted by a construction pit containing two posts, interpreted as an external stair.
Extensions to the palisade ran 4.0 m from the northeast corner of the building, replacing
that lost by the construction of the phase 1 hall adjacent (fig. II.D.1) (Chapman 2010a,
47-50).

Fig. II.D.2 – Detail of the phase 1 tower (T 31) and the phase 2 barn (T34) which
replaced it, and which may have had a turriform western annexe (Chapman 2010a, 57).
The tower was demolished in the late 10th century, soon after the construction of
the domestic range at the end of the first phase of the settlement’s occupation. The
settlement continued to develop with the addition of further domestic buildings (fig.
II.D.3). The phase 1 domestic range was retained, the hall was modified to carry an
upper story, and the watermill was replaced. The phase 1 palisade was removed and
replaced by a kitchen and barn (building T34) around a central courtyard. The semidefensive ditch system was removed and backfilled as the century progressed, and the
site developed into a partially stone-built Norman manor-house.
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Fig. II.D.3 – The second phase of development of the north holding, dating to the late
10th century (Chapman 2010a, 37).
The barn which replaced the tower (building T34) was a two-celled structure
12.8 m long and up to 6.0 m wide, with evidence of a hearth in its western cell (fig.
II.D.2). Interestingly, this square western cell, which measured 5.3 m long by 4.9 m
wide with a doorway 1.3 m wide in its southern wall, was supported by four substantial
corner-posts 1.0 m in diameter. Its wall-trenches were also of a similar width and depth
to the tower (building T31) and thus seems to have had more than one storey. The
eastern cell of the building was interpreted as a barn on the basis of a doorway 4.0 m
wide in the southern wall of its eastern cell; it also had doorways 1.7 m wide in its north
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wall and 1.0 m wide in its east wall. The presence of a hearth in the western cell implies
that it this part of a building was not a barn, but a domestic structure. It is therefore
possible that this was the successor to the phase 1 tower, demolished when this building
was constructed, although the absence of internal supports make the case less
convincing that that for building T31. It was demolished in the 11th century and replaced
with a more conventional rectangular timber building (Chapman 2010a, 51-3).
Discussion
The tower in context
At both West Cotton and nearby Raunds Furnells in the mid-10th century we can trace
the replacement of a dispersed settlement pattern with planned settlements and probably
an open field system. This is clear evidence of top-down, presumably high-status
management. This is corroborated by the planned and bounded nature of the settlement
plans at both settlements (Chapman 2010a, 30-1).
West Cotton does not appear as a separate manor in the Domesday Book, and the
status of its holder is uncertain. He may have been a minor thegn or wealthy freeman;
the nature of the excavated residence at West Cotton, with its associated mill, implies
that he had unfree tenants who rendered labour and service to him (Courtney 2010, 22).
The holder of the unexcavated plot to the south controlled no such mill, implying his
lower economic power and social status. Overall, the lord of the excavated residence,
mill and tower of the northern plot is likely to have been a minor thegn (Chapman
2010a, 241).
The tower in its landscape (fig. II.D.4)
Communication routes
West Cotton lies on the slopes of the Nene valley in Northamptonshire, near the county
boundary with Cambridgeshire and Bedfordshire. Several Roman roads, all followed by
medieval roads and boundaries, run in the vicinity of West Cotton. M 170 runs south
towards Watling Street, M 570 heads northeast to Peterborough and M 57 runs to meet
Ermine Street to the east. The latter may formerly have crossed the Nene and continued
west to Leicester, but there is no continuity with later roads or boundaries (Margary
1973, 188, 213-6). The settlement was clearly located to exploit the river, which
resulted in poor intervisibility between its tower and this road network. It would have
had a good view over up to four miles of the River Nene, which was navigable at this
point, and over a lone early burh two miles to the southwest, but its utility as a general
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watchtower or territorial marker was limited. Nevertheless, it would have been able to
display the status of its presumed thegn to the southern holding, to the manorial
residence at Raunds and to the royal centre at Higham Ferrers.
Assembly-sites
West Cotton lay in the hundred of Higham, which had its estate centre at the former
royal manor of Higham Ferrers. West Cotton, together with a number of surrounding
late Anglo-Saxon holdings in the area, are probably the direct result of the 10th century
re-planning of the landscape following the break-up of this estate (Courtney 2010, 22).
The location of Higham’s meeting-place is unknown.
Beacon sites
There are no known beacon place-names in the vicinity of West Cotton.
Fortifications
The tower had little intervisibility with known fortifications in the locality.
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Fig. II.D.4 – The landscape context of West Cotton.
Key to fig. II.D.4
Assembly-sites
1. Huxloe hundred met at Huxlow Cross in Islip (Gover et al. 1933, 177).
Fortifications
1. Sudborough (Suthburhc 1065) (Gover et al. 1933, 187).
2. Irthlingborough (Yrtlingaburg 780) (Gover et al. 1933, 182).
3. Wellingborough (Wendle(s)berie 1086) (Gover et al. 1933, 140).
4. Burton Latimer (Burton(e) 1086) (Gover et al. 1933, 180).
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Conclusion
The tower at West Cotton lay within the northern of a pair of planned settlement
holdings laid out in the mid-10th century. One of the earliest buildings on the site, it was
initially constructed as a probable timber tower within a palisade, and lay adjacent to a
domestic hall. This would develop into a small residential complex with a watermill
mill throughout the late Anglo-Saxon period, interpreted as belonging to a minor thegn.
The hall and tower were initially surrounded by an earthwork enclosure which appears
to have been more for show than defensive utility; equally, the tower itself would not
have been particularly useful either as a watchtower or a territorial marker. It had been
demolished by the end of the 10th century.

