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ABSTRACT

This thesis explores the alignment of medieval rurakates and discusses whether
their differing alignments have any specific meaning. 4o axamines the location of
rural church sites and the chronology of church creatiorelation to the process of
settlement nucleation, the topography of church sitddlair possible reuse. A survey

of almost 2000 rural medieval churches provides the basthifostudy.

Part | provides a broad context for the detailed corsiaer of the results of
the survey and their significance. It summarises eacherch alignment studies and
the issues that they raise; the practice of alignmeme rgenerally; studies of the rural

church and its place in the landscape; and earlier stoflimedieval rural settlement.

Part Il describes the survey methodology and its basutseapplies the results
to the theories advanced in earlier studies and evaltlaas in the light of this new

evidence.

Part Il discusses and analyses two significant vanatiwhich have been
uncovered: the clear pattern of spatial variation in a@halignment between the east
and the west of the country, and the fact that betweenand three times as many
churches were built on east-facing slopes as on wesigfa@pes. Possible reasons for
these variations are evaluated and discussed. It sugbastisarvest dates may have
been a factor in the decision to build a church and thatcbes appear to be aligned
with sunrise at early harvest completions. It alsangines the chronology of the
adoption of church sites and the development of lo@abin rural areas. The possible
relationship between earlier pagan sites and church, site part of the process of
“Christian substitution”, is discussed, particularlyreiation to the use of east-facing
slopes. It proposes that local burial sites were adapteillages early in the settlement
nucleation process and that these graveyards provided thdositée later building of
churches, resulting in a bias of churches on east-facopeslas the middle-Saxon

burial sites seem to have sought them out previously.
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GLOSSARY & TERMINOLOGY

Throughout this thesis when there are key numericakbdisscal references in the text
to important data which are contained in the relevaesathese are highlighted in the
same colour in both text and table to improve readabilihere is no significance in

the particular colours used in any instance.

Alignment

Arc of sunrise

Azimuth

Calendar (Julian)

The term ‘alignment’, when used in relation to chuecle this
thesis, refers to the line parallel with the walls tbé nave or
chancel to the point on the horizon, measured in degreas f
North, rather than using the more traditional terme-cttientation
of a church, which in its strictest sense refers gnafient towards
east.

The portion of the horizon where the sun appears to betgveen
the Midsummer andMidwinter Solstices.

The actual position of sunrise, measured in degrees Korth
when horizon elevation and the position of the obseavertaken
into account. Azimuth values for the latitudes surveyegkr @
level horizon, are shown in Appendix 2. The effecitthorizon
elevation has on the azimuth of sunrise is explaine@hapter
One.

The Julian calendar, instigated by Julius Caesar,ureshe year

at 365.25 days (approximately eleven minutes too long). This
resulted in a gradual drift between solar time and calernoaha, t
such that by the late sixteenth century there was ad#gn
difference between the two (Cheney 2000, 17-19).

Calendar (Gregorian)

The Gregorian calendar, proposed by Pope Gregory, wasddsig
to put the sun and calendar back into synchronizatiothabthe
date of Easter could be calculated correctly. In Europeai
adopted in 1582, but in Britain, with a doubt of all thingshGhc,

it was not adopted until 1752, when eleven days were reinove
from October that year (Cheney 2000, 17-19).

Declination (magnetic)

The amount by which North, as indicated on a magmeticpass,
varies in an east-west direction from the position afeTNorth. It
was first measured in 1576 in London. Since this datealtgevat
Meriden (the geographic centre of England) has varied ketwe
12° east in 1576 and 24° west in 1820 (Clatlal. 1988, 659). It
currently (June 2010) stands at2?® west'. The values for each
area for the years surveyed are shown in Appendix 4lifagon,
taken together with Inclination (variation in a nosibuth
direction), makes uBecular Magnetic variation

lhttp://qeomaq.nrcan.qc.ca/apps/mdcal—enq.[:Itapt accessed {8une 2010)



Declination (star) Measures the position of a star in the sky in relatmthe North
Star and the celestial equator.

Ecliptic Represents the plane of the Earth’s orbit around thelsis only
when the moon crosses this plane that it can bpseci

Equinox (Autumn and Spring)

The two days in the year when day and night are of dgogth,

each is halfway between the summer and winter sadstigpring
equinox is towards the end of March (around thé) 2ind the
autumn equinox towards the end of September (around ffje 23
On these two days the sun rises due east and sets due west
wherever the observer is on the Earth (see Kaler 169&2;
Heilbron 1999, 56).

Moonrise standstill (major and minor)

In a similar pattern to the movement of sunrisewben the
summer and winter solstices, the moon rises and Isstgeen
certain positions. Over a period of 18.6 years, thesdslimary
between the widest range (major standstill at each) and the
narrowest range — the minor standstill. This pattershswn in
diagram 2.2 in Chapter Two (Ruggles 1999, 36-37).

Orientation The state of being orientated, in other words, facing dast
(Chambers Twentieth Century Dictionary, revised edil®70,
London: Chambers). In modern times its use has beeddmed to
include leanings or affinity in many situations.

Orbital PrecessionThe result of the same phenomenorPakr Motion. It causes the
equinoxes to appear to move relative to the stars iskjaebut has
no effect on the relationship between poles, equator dipdie for
an observer on earth, which “will maintain their &am
configurations relative to the horizon year after yg#tdler 1996,
151), so has no effect on sunrise for the purposes dhesss.

Polar Motion The rotation of the polar axis over a period of 26,000 ysarshat
North is indicated by different points in the sky (Kal®96, 149-
151), but has no effect on the relationship on compasstidine
and sunrises for the purpose of this thesis.

“Remote” and “Isolated” churches

Throughout this survey when discussing churches that ame so
distance from their settlemememote has been used where only
one or two other buildings are close to the church,lswldted has
been used where the church is completely by itself.

Saxon period The terminology and dates used during this thesis, aree thos
adopted by both the NorfolER and the SuffollSMR for Early
Saxon €¢€.411-650 CE), Middle Saxorc.651-850 CE) and Late
Saxon ¢.851-1100 CE).

Xi



Secular Magnetic variation

The amount by which the position of True North and Magneti
North differ; it is made up of figures foDeclination, which
measures the difference in an east-west direction]rathigation,
which represents the difference in a north-south dinect

Solstice (Summer)The point at which thazimuth of sunrise changes from moving

northwards to moving southwards, signifying the longest day,
usually June 21

Solstice (Winter) The opposite of the summer solstice, signifying thetskb day,

Statistical tests

usually around December 21

Standard Deviation - Provides a measure of the amount by which a

group of figures is spread about its mean (average) vakidgridrer
the standard deviation, the wider the spread of figures.

Confidence- An arithmetic mean is a point estimate of the ayenalue

True bearings

of a sample group of figures, and degrees of confidenceaitedi
how much reliance can be placed on the mean valuadftitional
cases. Confidence coefficients or ‘degrees of confidgmmoside a
range within which the mean value of the whole grougkedytito

fall — the greater the confidence required, the wider rdmge
(Hayslett 1973, 150). For example, an arithmetic meansahaple
group of figures might be 55, but the actual value for thelev
group will be in a range of 53 to 57 at 95% confidence amahge

of 52-58 at 99% confidence — in other words, there is a 95%
chance that the actual mean for the whole group lidsniihe first
range and a 99% chance that it lies within the wider range.
Generally, as the number of figures in the sample grooywgrthe
more confident is the calculation of the mean valuettie whole
group and the narrower its range becomes (see Hayslett 180-3,
162 for a more detailed explanation of the methods clition).
Throughout this thesis the automated methods of caloolaif
confidence levels within Microsoft Excel have been us@dDEV

and CONFIDENCE).

Where the whole group has been surveyed (such as tlehehlun
western Cornwall or in Norfolk) the use of confidenggufes is
not applicable as the ‘sample’ and the ‘whole group’ heesame,
as there are no other churches in the county to susegyhe
calculated mean value is accurate and correct.

The direction, measured in degrees from North aftevdhae for
the current MagnetidDeclination has been subtracted, usually
noted as “ °True”.
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ASPECTSOF THE ALIGNMENT AND LOCATION
OF MEDIEVAL RURAL CHURCHES

GENERAL INTRODUCTION

One end of every Church doth point to such a place wiheresun did
rise at the time the foundation thereof was laid ... ... lanthe standing
of these churches, it is known at what time of yéar foundations of
them were laid.

(Sir Henry Chauncy 1700, 43)

For at least three hundred years, the alignment ofcbksr has been variously
considered by antiquarians, ecclesiologists, folklorisistorians, archaeologists and
has recently been investigated by geologists. Many studiée alignment of churches
have been published since the late nineteenth century invesjigarious ideas that
churches were aligned towards specific points on thedmreach of which will be
examined in detail. Chauncy’s conclusion, quoted above, geod example of the
apparently definitive results that many of these stud#& produced. Like Chauncy,
the majority of these earlier researchers investigaligdments with sunrise, but many
concentrated on sunrises that occurred on the feastdhg patron saint to which the
individual churches were dedicated. Almost two thousandiewadrural churches
have been surveyed for this thesis and their alignmemishy up to ninety degrees,
which is exactly one quarter of the entire horizons ltherefore easy to see why, over
the years, reasons for this variation might havenlsmight when it was generally

accepted that churches were aligned eastwards.

The location of rural churches has also been studiechdory years. Landscape
historians have investigated the links between churchidocaind possible previous
ritual use of the site in question, whether through danstubstitution, readoption of a
site or as an expression BRbmanitagfor example: Bell 1998, 4; Eaton 2000, 14-17;
Blair 1992; 2005, 377; Morris 1989; Rattue 1995; Stocker & Everson 2aipugh
recent work at Shapwick in Somerset (Gerrard and Aston 2@ )shown that care
has to be taken when drawing conclusions based only ocutinent siting of the



church and settlement (because both are now known &rhaved). Writers have also
commented on the relationship between the site ofitlae church and that of the
manor house (including Dymond 1968, 29; Morris 1989, 131; Blair 2005, 385;
Williamson 1993; Scarfe 1987) and the location in relatmnhe village which the
church currently serves (Morris 1989, 235-252; Ellison 1983; Wadiidal980b;
Williamson 1993). Medieval settlement patterns and se¢te movement, particularly
between mid-Saxon times and the twelfth century, lads@ been studied in detail and
are intimately involved with the location of the chwshwhich serve them. Other
examples illustrate the complexity of the situation nghidne siting of churches can be
explained by more than one possible reason, such asnbiraiion of Christian
substitution and the use of a locally prominent site.

This thesis explores whether the differing alignments neédieval rural
churches have any specific meaning. In the past it hers \@riously considered that
churches faced east for liturgical reasons or reasb@histian religious belief; that
they faced Jerusalem; that they faced sunrise on théhda building started; or that
they faced sunrise on their patronal-saint’s feast dag, in the cases where nave and
chancel were aligned differently, that this represendédious symbolism. In addition
it has been suggested that churches were set out wittmpass and therefore towards
magnetic east when they were built, rather tham ¢ast.

This thesis also explores the location of rural cheschespecially the
topography of their sites and the sites’ possible retisésd explores the timing of the
adoption of the sites that now contain village churcpasticularly in relation to the
processes of settlements fixing their position andeseéht nucleation, which, together
with topographical elements, suggest that there areaitolis that some church sites
may have determined the location of the settlementhkgtnow serve rather thaice

versa



THESIS STRUCTURE

Part | (Context) provides a broad context for the detailed consideratfathe results
of the survey and their significanc€hapter One briefly considers references to
church alignment in church texts, and examines spestiidies of church alignment in
more detail. The methodology of these earlier studiedescribed along with their
results and conclusions. The issues that are raisdtebesults of these studies, and in
some cases the issues that their methodologies eamselso discussed. Chapter One
also considers the factors concerning the position ofisgjnsuch as the changing
seasons, elevated horizons and calendar change, as wahsidering the issues
surrounding church dedication, all of which are elem#rdsare central to the basis of
most of the earlier church alignment research anccatsclusions.Chapter Two
discusses the background to the subject of alignment gnénaluding Palaeolithic
and Bronze Age examples; and it covers aspects afradigt between two or more
objects, and the alignment of objects towards distamtiies, both on the ground and
in the sky.Chapter Three outlines the historiography of the origin of rural churches
especially the ‘minster model’; it also considers tleatmn of churches, particularly in
relation to the possible reuse of earlier ritual sstied the proximity of both the village
and the lordly residence. It also outlines the hisgyaphy of rural settlement studies
between the eighth and twelfth centuries, a time wthrchurch building.

Part Il describes the author’s survey of almost two thousand medlieval
churches.Chapter Four outlines the sample selection as well as the procedures
adopted for the survey itself, and provides an overallysis of the basic survey
results. InChapter Five the results of the survey are applied to the varibesrtes of
alignment outlined in the earlier studies described in Ch&pte. In particular, it uses
the survey results to consider whether churches wegeealitowards sunrise on their
patronal-saints’ feast day; whether churches that haves and chancels with different
alignments represent religious symbolism; whether chsreleze aligned with sunrise
on the day they were set out; whether churches wigneedl towards sunrise at Easter
and whether churches were aligned towards Jerusal@mndtudes that none of these
earlier theories can be supported by the results obktinigey, and that there is a more
rational explanation for the observed alignment vimest



Part Il (Analysis & Synthesis) enumerates and discusses two significant
variations in alignment which were uncovered during thelysis of the results. In
Chapter Six, the first of these variations — a clear patterrsdtial differences in
church alignment between the east and the west aédtetry — is considered. This
disparity has been revealed for the first time dueht® size of the survey; three
possible reasons for it are evaluated and discussetly,Rire possible influence that
the variation in the position of magnetic north may hhad in the setting out of
church buildings is considered. Secondly, the possilitigy there is a chronological
element to the variation in alignment is examined, by stigating a possible
chronology of church building and then comparing the algmsiof the churches built
in the different periods. Finally, the likelihood thair@te played a part in the spatial
pattern of the alignment of churches is investigated bByneing whether harvest dates
may have been affected by climatic differences adtfwsgountry. The possibility that
churches may have been first set out after a paatigutarly and successful harvest is
then investigated, which might have been seen as arcmuspiime to build a church.

Chapter Sevenexpands on the second significant variation uncoverethdy
survey — that of churches sited on sloping land. The gueseealed that between two
and three times as many churches were built on eastjfabpes as were built on
west-facing slopes; possible explanations for this ardgrutard and discussed. The
differences between this pattern, and the differertriloigion of churches built on
artificially levelled platforms on sloping sites, is@ considered. To test whether the
bias of church sites towards east-facing slopes is @nealor whether there is actually
more land that slopes eastwards which may account fom#gpiality, a computer
based analysis of the topography of the entire countdarfolk is undertaken. In
addition, the significant humbers of lost and ruined ches in Norfolk which were
located in the same parish as an extant church ardagadestigate whether the slope
of their sites played any part in the selection of omerch for retention over the one
which fell into disuse.

Chapter Eight develops the ideas raised in the previous chapters concerning
the relationship between the siting of the church, ithengy of the adoption of church
sites, settlement nucleation, and east-facing sloges.timing of the selection of the
church site, and the development of local burial inlram@as, is discussed, particularly
in relation to the apparent adoption of religious siesy early in the settlement



nucleation process. The proximity of the church and mamoeséand the sequence in
which they were built is also examined, as it is usuedigsidered that many of the
country’s small rural churches were sited by the mahlomd on his own land, usually

close to the manor house, which has been referredthe afiurch/hall focus. The issue
of possible pre-Christian use of church sites is alscudsed and is related to the
reported attempts of the church to incorporate earliealrgites as part of Christian

substitution. It also explores whether there is anycatehn that the origins, and

hierarchy, of medieval rural churches influence spectiierch locations, by attempting

to establish whether there were different factorsciiig the location of different types

of church, for example, were the influences on the aewsthat were taken when

siting a minster church, the same as those when dec¢itergite of a field church?

Finally, in Part IV (Conclusions), Chapter Nine draws together the
considerations of the previous chapters. In additiond@ating that the conclusions of
many of the previous studies of church alignment can be rshowbe in error, it
proposes that in many situations there is a more pasciiod simpler, set of influences
on alignment than previously supposed. The overall aim appwarhave been
alignment eastwards, including aligning closer to east whenopportunity arose
through rebuilding or extension, but it is suggested thaspla&al variation in church
alignment identified in the results of this survey carkglained by climatic variations
reflected in harvest dates. An alternative processdanminster model in relation to the
creation of some local church sites is also proposeteddsof churches being built,
and presumably their sites selected, later and latdreirSaxon period as lower and
lower levels of the lordly hierarchy are consideréduggests that many religious sites
were selected by local villagers in their settlementa geaveyard which later became
the site for the building of what is now the villagesath.



PART ONE

CONTEXT



CHAPTER ONE

HISTORIOGRAPHY OF CHURCH ALIGNMENT
STUDIES

‘There is no one but knows that every old church i# bast and west.’
(John Mason Neale 1841b, 7)

INTRODUCTION

This chapter outlines the historiography of church alignni®ntexamining earlier
studies and surveys of church alignment and by summariziegenees to alignment
in broader church-related texts. It also considersrabsociated aspects which impact
upon church alignment and its research; the position ofssuand the factors which
affect it, such as horizon elevation and calendangdaboth of which alter the actual
position on the horizon where the sun appears; and leldedication, which is at the
centre of many of the previous theories of the reasoggecific church alignments and

the variation between them.

Despite the apparent certainty of the quotation fromH&nry Chauncy in
1700, noted in the General Introduction to this thesis, lichvhe concluded that
churches were aligned with sunrise on the day thgtwese set out, Chauncy himself
did not publish any corroborative details or explanatibisstatement appears to have
been made to try and explain the obvious differenceshéhditad noticed between the
alignments of individual churches. After this refereribe,subject of church alignment
appears to have been largely ignored for almost 200 yepest from a poem by
William Wordsworth about Rydal chapel written in 1823. Exba Ecclesiologists
during the middle decades of the nineteenth century ignbiadthe main, although
Richard Morris has commented that “alignment intrigud@nt (Morris 1989, 208).
The Cambridge Camden Society (CCS) did prodite Orientatof to measure church

alignment as part of a church recording exercise suggestau early publication by

2 The Orientator — a piece of equipment produced by the @Gigh was designed to assess the
alignment of a church and compare it with the poirdgusfrise
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John Neale (Neale 1841a, 10), but the survey seemed to rigpletely (White 1962,
60), probably due to difficulties in data collection. Hoeevapart from this exercise
andvery brief mentions of alignment in the pamphlets they aieedhurch builders,
the CCS not only had little to say about the subjéarentation but did not try and
influence Victorian church builders either; in otheords, they were only descriptive
not prescriptivd They were abrupt and forthright in their commentstamy aspects
of architecture and building form, particularly which agpe#f pointed architecture was
used, the size of the chancel, the chancel window dtyealtar’'s position and its
height above the nave floor, but they did not appeaotoment about the alignment of
the church, or mention any requirement for new buildingace east (or indeed any
other direction, such as a saint’s-day sunrise).

It has also been suggested that the Oxford Movement waested in the
orientation of churches. As Johnson wrote in 1912, quofietprian authors, “the
practice of orientation had grown lax in the years mhgcethe founding of the Oxford
Movement in 1833” (Johnson 1912, 206), although the Oxford Movesssams to
have concentrated on liturgy and belief rather thachmnch buildings, apart from their
decoration. In his book on the Oxford Movement, the DBt Paul's, R. W. Church,
wrote a 24-page chapter entitlétie ideal of the Christian Churdin which church
buildings are not mentioned at all (Church 1892, 360-384) anasitohen suggested
that the Oxford Movement was on an altogether mordsglirand less material plane
than the CCS (Brine 1990, 15). The fact that neither Qéord nor Cambridge
movements were really interested in alignment is fiéist by the results of the survey
of Victorian churches described in Appendix 1, where ish®wn that alignment
towards east in Victorian times was rathessrigorously observed than by medieval
church builders; indeed the only examples of churchebisnsurvey that are aligned
towards north or south are from the Victorian periotie Tack of influence over
alignment, particularly by the CCS, is also illustcatey the fact that there is no
difference in alignment between the churches designedarbliitects who were
members of the CCS and those who were not (see tdb®iA Appendix 1 on page

309). Taken together, these clearly confirm the absen@nyfinstruction from the

% see Appendix 1 for a more detailed examination and asalf$he writings of the Victorian
Ecclesiologists, including their few references tgraiient and the details of the survey form they
developed
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Society in this matter and probably reflects the truedvian interest in the issue,
rather than that commented on by Morris (1989, 208) and dol{t812, 206).

Interest in church alignment appears to have re-emergedgdtine late
nineteenth century after which time a few local detasled/eys were published (Shore
in 1886, Eeles in 1914, and comments on alignment in passing dgrgam (1898,
154) and Griffith (1908, 37)). There was a revival in intesdgiwn by increasing
numbers of published studies after the middle of the te#nttentury which has
continued until the present day (published studies by Cave B&5Bpn 1956; Searle
1974; Davies 1984; Abrahamsen 1992; Dymond 1999; Hoare & Sweet 2008; Al
Cunich 2001, 2005; Hinton 203Muirden 2005; Wall 2006 and comments by
Trubshaw in 1989). Some of these studies suggest alternséisens why churches are
aligned in different directions, frequently arriving at aessvas definite as, but
different from, Chauncy’s conclusion. The majority thlese earlier surveys also
investigate alignments towards sunrise, particularly santhat occurred on the
feastday of the patron saint to which the individual chescwere dedicated; others
investigate sunrise on the day that building startedesoeme studied sunrise at Easter
and others have suggested that churches faced Jerusaleddition, several have
investigated the often-noticed difference in alignmentvbeh the nave and chancel in
a single church and the proposal that this has religioubdism (Cave 1950; Benson
1956; Hoare and Sweet 2000; Muirden 2005), with varying conclusions.

This chapter will examine each of the studies of alignmeutlining the main
issues that they raise and their main conclusionsr&\ihés felt that there are errors in
the data, or that erroneous conclusions have been diranwnthe data, these are
identified and discussed briefly. Additional commentsttoa quality of the results of
these studies will be raised in the following chaptersnwtine results of this much
larger survey are applied to the earlier theories. SUramarised alignment results of
all of these studies are shown in Table 1.3 on page 47priut to their detailed

examination, mentions of church alignment in more gdrnexkts are outlined.

Several general works concerning churches mention chuligmment,
sometimes only in passing; for example, John Blaifl@ Church in Anglo-Saxon
Societyonly refers to alignment once, in a footnote, as “tiffecdlt topic” (Blair 2005,

416). Earlier writers such as Baldwin Brown and Walter Johmsferred to orientation

* An unpublished Masters Dissertation (Hinton 2003)
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at greater length. Brown thought that “orientation waslenmuch of in the later days
of universal Christendom, although the church in the e=arlimes, and the Roman
Church throughout, were indifferent to it” (Brown 1903, 22phnson, writing in 1912,
devoted a whole chapter to the subject (1912, 204-242), in whitistée the findings
of earlier surveys and the discussions of earlieoribis, especially the possibility of
saint’'s day sunrise alignments and the phenomenon fefetfitly aligned naves and
chancels, but ultimately sat on the fence by conctuthat “it would be a bold man ...
who should affirm [a single] explanation [for alignnesriation], and harder still ...
to dismiss every case as the result of chance oragee” (Johnson 1912, 242). John
Harvey in 1974 referred to “the much disputed question of varyrmentation” and
that it had now been “settled in favour of patronaltsaumrise” (Harvey 1974, 60),
accepting the results produced by Rev. Benson in his 1956 sftu@xfordshire
churches which is examined later in this chapter. Hawegt on to refer to two
Cathedrals (York and Winchester) which were realigneth¢e east when rebuilt by
the Normans, where the earlier Saxon cathedrals haavedl the general alignment of
the Roman street pattern (Harvey 1974, 74-75, 90-92). RichardsMmtes the same
change in the adoption of alignment eastwards, partigida York (Morris 1979, 116-
119) and he suggests that this was part of “a new concenmnalignment during the
eleventh and twelfth centuries ... evident in cathedrals lwkiere rebuilt and re-
orientated” (Morris 1989, 208). Nevertheless, this new coneeth alignment, if it
existed, was not universal even amongst larger churchest @l cathedrals rebuilt at
this time were realigned; for example at Canterbury,revtie walls of the final phase
of the Anglo-Saxon cathedral lay parallel to the Nanrsathedral ... but five metres to
the south” (Blockley 1993, 126; also in more general tenn®ounds 1994, 29), so the
realignment appears to have been limited to cathedraiswins with Roman street
grids which were significantly different from east-webtorris goes on to say that
“there are signs that similar changes [in alignmemije made at village level” (1989,
208), this aspect is discussed further in Chapter Three. Stdpfar lists most of the
possible explanations for alignment that were discudsgdearlier writers, but
concludes that the reason for orientation has “rerdaan@ystery” (Friar 1996, 326).

According to Cruden'sConcordance there are six references to East in the
New Testament Gospels (Cruden 1769, 127-128) and a furtherithRevelation.
Most refer to the Second Coming on Judgement Day, for@ram
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Acts |, v.11, “[the second coming] shall so come in likanner as you
beheld him going into heaven [to the east]”

Matthew XXIV, v.27, “For as the lightning cometh out bétEast ...
so shall also the coming of the Son of Man be”.

References to East in the Bible cannot have beenerefes to buildings or their
orientation, as purpose-built churches did not existhattime the New Testament
Gospels were written. The quotation below is taken ftheDictionary of Liturgy &
Worshipand is followed by an acknowledgement that Constantifdibgs had their
sanctuary at the west end, but that from the middteeofourth century, the practice of
locating the sanctuary at the east end was adopted agdnjaht] became almost
universal “but without complete accuracy in every caBa\Vfes 1972, 303).

The siting of a building so that its sanctuary pointthoeast derives

from the Christian practice of facing east for prayer. the Christian

eastern tradition could well have developed in contrashdalewish

custom [praying towards the temple at Jerusalem], but vadsitdhave

been influenced by the general pagan understanding ofnieethiat

the east is the direction in which the good divine powessta be
found, a view connected with sun worship (Davies 1972, 303).

However, even though the Jewish religion required tipoaging to face the temple at
Jerusalem, east was also obviously very importarteédHebrews; Cruden noted that
they referenced all compass directions with relatmreast; using words to signify
‘before’ for east, ‘left’ and ‘right’ for north andosith and ‘behind’ for west (Cruden
1769, 127), and the Old Testament Books of The Bible contaief@8nces to east
(Cruden (1769, 127-128), reflecting its apparent importance; begimwith Genesis

[, v.24, “God was placed at the east end of the Garéi&nlen” (Cruden 1769, 127).

Almost all of the church alignment studies discussethim chapter focus on
sunrise on specific days, so, prior to the summary aswlssion of their conclusions,
two specific issues which impact on the position ofrisenon the horizon need to be
considered — horizon elevation and calendar change — hasam@lgeneral explanation
of how the azimuth of sunrise moves throughout the drsazsons. In addition, as the
authors of many of the studies of church alignment denshat churches faced sunrise
on the feastday of their patronal saint, the issdesh@n churches were originally
dedicated, and whether they were subsequently rededlidaeome important. This
section briefly discusses these issues, avoiding timplexities of the variations in the
orbital motion of the Earth and of spherical trigonameand summarises the relevant

aspects of church dedication.
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THE POSITION OF SUNRISE

Seasonal changes

Sunrise at the Spring and Autumn Equinoxes over a lew@ton occurs due east and
sunset occurs due west everywhere on the planet, aighef the planet during the
equinoxes is at right-angles to both the plane oBheh’s orbit and to the sun itself
(Heilbron 1999, 56). From the Spring Equinox, the positibsumrise moves north
along the horizon, at a rate which is dependant otatliede of the observer, until the
Summer Solstice. At this point it reverses, moving saltimg the horizon, through
east at the Autumn Equinox, until it reaches its nsmaitherly point at the Winter
Solstice, whereupon it turns north again. All over Baeth the sun is always due east
at 6 a.m. (solar time), due south at midday, due we& p.m. and due north at
midnight, although at England’s latitude it is below ti@rizon, and therefore not
visible, for some of this time. The actual length of dag night is again dependent on
the latitude of the observer, as well as the seasdheoyear (for a more detailed
explanation see Kaler 1996, 61-80). The further north teerger’s position, the more
quickly the position of sunrise moves northwards fieast as the year progresses after
the Spring Equinox, and the wider is the arc of surbvedgveen the two solstice dates.
In extremis at the Arctic Circle, the sun just sets on mid-s@amsneve at midnight and
immediately rises again, therefore rising due North; anly just rises above the
southern horizon at midday on mid-winter’s day, ankstween sunrises of 180° (90°
either side of East). In England, the extreme passtiof sunrise for the counties
examined in this survey are at the most southerly pai@drnwall (50°N latitude),
where the sun rises between 54° at midsummer and 1268\wainter (an arc of 72°,
36° either side of east), and at its most northerly poi@umbria (55°N latitude) where
the range varies between 49° and 131°, an arc of 82°, 4&f sitle of east(full

weekly sunrise details are shown in Appendix 2 on page 324).

® Sunrise Positions based on local sunrise time takentfrerdS Navy website
http://aa.usno.navy/mil/cgi-bin/aa.rstablewlgst accessed Aug 2008, and converted using calculations
from Davis 2004 (Appendices) — the formulae are showrpjpeAdix 6 of this thesis.
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Horizon elevation

In addition to the changes due to the seasons, the pasit&umrise on the horizon is
also affected by the height of the eastern horiztative to the observer. An elevated
horizon delays sunrise and makes the sun appear sligtaty therefore further south
on the horizon, with a delay at England’s latitude ppraximately 1.5° along the
horizon for every degree of horizon elevafiofihis effect is illustrated in Figure 1.1,
showing a 17° delay in sunrise over a horizon elevatetByfor a church that would
have faced sunrise due east (90°) had the horizon kegehwith the church. The
delay is caused by the fact that the Earth rotates letehp every 24 hours — a rate of
15° every hour (360°/24) — so that at this latitude the suremovan arc, therefore
during the delay of the sun’s appearance caused by the dldnaireon, the Earth has
continued to rotate. This delay would apply to the many churldueded in valley
bottoms or on slopes that rise in an easterly daect Therefore a church with an
elevated eastern horizon aligned with sunrise on iteopal-saint’'s day would be
facing in a different direction from a church alignedhasunrise on the same day but

with a level (0°) horizon.

Path of the Sun

12 degree horizon ("“ﬁ

0 degree horizon

I I I I R e i T T L ey U S S S -
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Figure 1.1 —The delaying effect on sunrise of an elevated horizon

® The detailed calculations were based on formulae sapp}i®r John Davis (British Sundial Society)
in a pers. comm., October 2002, and (Davis 2004, Appendicesgérteral spherical trigonometry is
discussed in Kaler 1996, 198-201 and 467-472 (Kaler: Appendix 3)
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The opposite situation, where the church is higher tisa@astern horizon, would have
the reverse effect, advancing sunrise relative todbat a level horizon and making it
appear slightly more to the north. This has been obdearvvery few cases as part of
the horizon measurements made in this survey, as a chartbp of a hill is much
more likely to be facing a similar hill the other swfethe valley (effectively making its
horizon level, or even elevated) than to be locatetbp of a hill facing out over a flat
plain, or on the edge of a high cliff overlooking tleas

Calendar Drift

The second issue concerning the position of sunrise isndaledrift, which
progressively affected the relationship between thendaledate and the solar date
before it was corrected in England in 1752 (Cheney 2000, 18)diift impacts upon
the exact position of sunrise on a specific date, siscla saint’s feastday, particularly
when attempting to relate it to modern sunrise on éimeesdate. The calendar date in
medieval times was several days ahead of the sametatddyg, after the calendar
correction. In the medieval period there was con@dvaut the calculation of the
liturgically correct day for Easter which required a ecreckoning of the Spring
Equinox (Heilbron 1999, 24-28; Cheney 2000, 4-6), the details of vanelkliscussed
in a later chapter. The error grew steadily afterintr@duction of the Julian calendar in
45 BCE and the adjustment to the calendar in mosteoRthman world was made in
1582 CE by deducting ten days, but in the Protestant parts op&irwas rejected at
that time, not because it was inaccurate, but becauses popish (Heilbron 1999, 45).
The change was made in 1752 CE in Britain, when the ersw ®orrected by

deducting eleven days from the calendar (Cheney 2000, 18).

As part of their investigations to correct the calenBamnaissance astronomers
used churches as observatories to establish the exact fd#lye oEquinox by
constructingmeridiana(Heilbron 1999, 62-68). These consisted of a line on the church
floor which had to run due north-south, along which wastitdbe position of the sun
at midday each day, by projecting the sun through a smiallihn@ south-facing wall.
This enabled the solstices, the shortest and longest tiayise identified and by
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inference the equinoxes. Incidentally, these constmg highlight the range of very
different alignments of Italian churches, reflectingd®ah Brown’s comment, noted
earlier, about the Roman Church being indifferent tgpnafient. The requirement for a
north-south direction for the meridian line meant thavould normally be expected to
be roughly at right-angles to the axis of the church naisch would be expected to
be constructed close to east-west. However, the metida at Santa Maria Novella in
Florence “stretched 58 metres up the nave, which waseaigear north-south, just
reaching the choir” (Heilbron 1999, 69). At Palermo CatHetlna meridian line runs
diagonally across the nave and into the north transéptving the church to be aligned

approximately southwest-northeast.

Figure 1.2 —Meridianaat Santa Maris Novella, almost directly up the n@get) and
almost diagonally across Palermo Cathedral (riglatit&Maria Novella image
sourced fronmhttp://math.nus.edu.sg/aslaksen/pictures/10143-s.jpg
(accessed 24th July 2009)

The calendar change has a particular impact when sumige specific date,
such as a saint’s feastday, is considered, as the seargpg a different place on the
horizon today from where it did on the same calendste oiathe year that the church
was set out. During the period between the middle ofehth century and the middle

of the fourteenth century, when most churches were liriilig the error grew from six
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days to nine days (Duncan 1999, 41-52). The difference betvseecific date in the
twelfth century, a period of much church building, and #Hame date today, is
approximately seven days — sunrise, according to the caledw&, occurring
effectively seven days earlier then. Seven dayseeananslates to a difference in
sunrise position of approximately further north on the horizon around the autumn
equinox, when the sunrise position is moving south, bdtudher south at the spring
equinox, when sunrise is moving north, and virtually rfiéedénce (a tiny fraction of
one degree) at the summer and winter solstices, wieza ts little day-to-day change
in sunrise position (see Figure 5.1 on page 130 for an illistrat the movement of
sunrise on the horizon and Appendix 2 for the actual figu®s) if churches were
aligned with their patronal-saint’s feastday sunrisenedieval times, the calculations
and adjustments required to establish where moderrssuwrzcurs on the day are fairly
simple, depending only upon the year that the church wiisHowever, it is far more
difficult to assess the adjustments required if chuigetere aligned with sunrise on the
day that the building was set out, as the sun risggeaame point on the horizon twice
in every year. Therefore, the changes in sunrise podiiought about by calendar
change relevant to each individual church depend not anlthe year in which the
church was built, but also on which season, as thesadgnt would need to be made in
the opposite directions for churches set out in Sprimythose set out in Autumn, as
sunrise is moving north in spring, day by day, and soututnmn. This means that
any adjustment of sunrise position to correct foewwdhr change when attempting to

prove building-start sunrise alignment is as accuratesaing a coin.
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THE HISTORIOGRAPHY OF CHURCH DEDICATION

The final subject considered here as part of the backgrouttltch alignment studies

is that of the dedication of churches. When, and bhom churches were dedicated
forms an important part of the topic of church alignnmsnte much of the earlier work

has made one of two assumptions; either that chutdes always been dedicated to
the same saint, or that churches that are alignedasiynimust once have been

dedicated to the same saint if they have differenicdédns now.

The Reformation of the Church of England, the Purieena and the
Commonwealth period caused the knowledge of many churchadiedis to be lost or
altered. John Ecton and Browne Willis worked in thehignth century to establish
lists of dedications which had been lost. They had diffies in some areas where
dedications had been lost completely from folk memaowy ‘@made many assumptions”
(Orme 1996, 47-50). Frances Arnold-Forster published a list ofatéxhs in the late
nineteenth century, but Francis Bond commented in thg eadntieth century that
Arnold-Forster’s volumes also contained a large peagenof dedications of doubtful
authenticity, as well as many still unknown (Bond 1914, IMhre recently,
dedications in specific counties have been investigate@ thoroughly, for example
by Alan Everitt in Kent (1986), Nicholas Hoggett in Hertishire (1988), Peter
Northeast in Suffolk (1995) and Reverend Linnel in Norfolkovwalso acknowledged
that Arnold-Forster was less accurate than Bond (Lid®&2, 4). In addition, the
dedications of Saxon and Norman Monastic Houses haare dtadied by Alison Binns
(1989) and Tim Pestell (2004). Much of this recent work hasededeeper into early
documentary records, particularly the work of Richard Cla®92) in Derbyshire,
identifying high levels of rededication; Wilhelm Levison (1958) ninth-century
churches; Lawrence Butler (1985) on the Anglo-Saxon clegrsrveyed by Harold
Taylor; and of particular saints, such as Oswald, bgoiiBinns (1995). The West
Country has been particularly well studied, with regarddlication of work by Nicholas
Orme (1996), Susan Pearce (1985, 2003), Catherine John (2001) andu8amn
(2006). Most recently, Trevor Jones’ work, (Saints Cultswvards an Electronic Atlas
[TASC online database] and Jones 2007), has altered thenthiakout rededications,
and has, in particular, pointed out the possible error dfyimgpresults based on the
proportions of rededications identified in the work of Clarkli Orme to the rest of the
country. This is discussed in more detail in later easti
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Definition of Dedication

The reference to a church being dedicated to any saimensly convenient shorthand,
as early writers held that no early church was oaifyrdedicated to a saint, but only to
God. Both Bond and Muncey quoted Hooker (the Protestargnywwiriting in the late
sixteenth century, as saying that “Churches were consdcta none but the Lord
only” (Bond 1914, 1; Muncey 1930, 2). Bond quoted Saint Augustineigbo as
saying “To the saints we appoint no churches, becausetbayt unto us as gods, but
as memorials as unto dead men, whose spirits with @Godtiél living.” (Bond 1914,
3), whereas Muncey expressed it slightly more generdllys not properly correct to
speak of a church being dedicated to a particular sainteoit evit is a convenient way
of expressing that we mean that it is dedicated to Gaaeimory of a particular saint
or event” (Muncey 1930, 3). The practice of dedication taiat may have originally
been confined to the altar of the church, particularly ¢gbntained relics. Certainly in
later years, as altars and cults proliferated, thguist side altars in a church were
dedicated to a range of saints, different from the deedc of the high altar (Duffy
1992). This aspect is confirmed by Graham Jones’ definitiodegdlication as “the
commemoration of a saint, angel or aspect of the DiNogenaming a place or object
of devotion in their honour, part of a larger phenomesiforeligious cult” (Jones 2007,
16). Richard Hooker devoted two chapters, albeit sho @keble 1888, 44-51), of
his eight volumeEcclesiasticaPolity to the issue of the dedication of churches, which
included an explanation that it was now the church tlaat s® named and not the altar,
which would have been too idolatrous for the Protestanasdtept, although he did say
that as far as dedication was concerned “sometim®g [idolaters] may judge as
rightly what is decent about such external affair&otl” (Keble 1888, 49). His writing
certainly implied that originally it was only the altt#nat was the subject of the
dedication.

The incumbents, churchwardens and parishioners encounteredy dhan
survey for this thesis have universally referred to tlebiarch by the name of its
dedicatee only, for example St Mary's or St Peteaisgd they almost universally
assume that the dedication of their church has remathedsame since time

immemorial.
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Why dedicate a church?

A church was supposed to be consecrated before Mass @uakldbrated in it. This
task had to be undertaken by a bishop and originally had &élssseciated ceremonies:
Dedication of the church to God; frequently [but not alwass,is shown below]
naming the church in honour of a saint; and consecrafidhe altar and enclosure of
any relics within (Orme 1996, 4-5). The chosen saint would 8wt as an intercessor,
or intermediary, between the prayers of the individuad &od, with the aim of
magnifying their power. In addition it was believed thiaé¢ tpresence of the saint
magnified the effectiveness of oaths and contractsiwlias one of the reasons for the
proximity of churches and market places and churchyard faire$J2007, 17), still
seen today by the use of The Bible on which to swetirsodhe choice of saint in
early days was most likely to be made by the patrahefchurch, whether thegn or
bishop, but by the High Middle Ages, the views of the bistawe likely to have been
decisive in many cases, though paying careful attentiathgowishes of influential
individuals, particularly those providing funds” (Jones 2007, 20).

The selection of a particular saint to act as theopdbr a church was made for
a variety of reasons. Dedicatees could be selectpbtote Christianization, by using
the apostles such as Peter, Andrew or Bartholomewrefasons of practicality, by
using saints whose feast days coincide with specifictpamthe farming year which
reflect the local needs, such as Brigid and Anthonyysghfeastdays occur during the
birthing of different animals, or for supporting localdes, such as Peter for fishing.
Graham Jones expresses this as “it is permissiblmagine that the feast saint was
more likely to be chosen for their appropriateness I $ecular seasonal cycle,
especially the agrarian calendar” (Jones 2007, 51). In addiche reasons noted
above, the choice of saint might reflect the comerary popularity of a particular
saint or cult. Saints such as George and Mary waxed aneldaa popularity both over
time and geographically (Jones 2007, 13), and Giles and Leearsae popular in the
twelfth century with monastic founders, and may alseehbeen chosen as parish
church patrons during the same period (Orme 1996, 31). Alismms Becorded 514
dedications of monastic houses between 1086 and 1216, 235 of whiehondary,
49 to Peter and Paul and fifteen to Andrew (Binns 1989, 18-19)pdptlarity
changed during this period, Peter and Andrew were populdreabdginning (1066-

1100) but almost no dedications are recorded to them towaedatter end, between
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1150 and 1216 (Orme 1996, 27), emphasising changing popularities. Rimaiéy
might be political reasons for a choice of dedicagher nationally or locally. At a
national level, there were dedications to Thomas Beekeose death “evoked one of
the most popular movements in Christian history” (John 2001, #0%ist at a local
level, a favourite saint of a major patron might used, such as at the churches in
manors controlled by the Beaufoy family of Norfoll, @ which were dedicated to St
Andrew (Linnel 1962, 9). Another example would be the choicthe same patron
saint for daughter churches as the one venerated atdtreer church, such as at the
cluster of ten adjacent dedications to St Mary in sobtiffolk and north Essex,
attached to the minster church of St Mary’s, Stoke byldta (Cooper 2000, 161-168,
Webb 2006, 27-28). The popular explanation for the predominardedafations to St
Mary on the roads to the shrine at Walsingham in Niori® that they reflect the
pilgrimage routes to the shrine, which is dedicated te Assumption, but Reverend
Linnel thought this was purely conjectural as only two of ¢harches dedicated to
Mary can be definitely linked with the Assumption ratliban one of her other
festivals (Linnel 1962, 8).

When were churches dedicated?

Any one of the reasons noted above could have bedratig for the final selection of
the dedicatee for a church, but when was this choicgefhalf the saint was not
selected, and known by the builder, before the foundatdnhe church were set out,
then the building could not have been laid out on greect alignment for the patronal-

saint’s sunrise, and any sunrise alignment could only baga correct by chance.

Churches have apparently been dedicated to saintly figures sery early
Christian times. By the end of the fourth century isviecoming usual to place the
church under an additional saintly patron (Orme 1996, 4). Bedalled a few
churches dedicated to particular saints — Alban and Marti St Albans and
Canterbury; whilst in Cornwall, the first dedicatiorceeded was to Docco, in the early
sixth century (Orme 1996, 12). Certainly by the ninth centargaintly dedication
appears to have been the norm, as the Synod of Chel8&é CE decreed that “when
a church is built, it shall be consecrated by a proper siogavho shall take care that
the saint to whom it is dedicated be pictured on thié waon a tablet, or on the altar”
(Muncie 1930, 89).
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Nevertheless, despite Anglo-Saxon law and Synods, roamsches remained
undedicated as late as the twelfth and thirteenth cesfufprobably because the
ceremony of consecration became so long and elabqtateel 1962, 8). Butley
Priory in Suffolk was still undedicated seventeen yeaiter its foundation and
Cirencester Abbey in Gloucestershire remained undedicatezhfeven longer period
(Orme 1996, 5). It seems unlikely therefore, if large mobmand abbey churches
could remain undedicated for decades, that parish churchdd Wwave been treated
very differently. If anything, parish churches would be eniikely to escape ‘under the
radar’, perhaps with greater numbers not dedicated ton& \when originally built,
although this is difficult to substantiate since few gaablurch records survive from
before the thirteenth century. One example of a pacisbrch which remained
undedicated is at Leuchars in Fife; it was still uncorsded 60 years after its
completion in 1184 (Linnel 1962, 9). In 1237 the Papal legate, i@&@tho, required
that all such churches should be dedicated within twosyear without it no masses
would be allowed (Orme 1996, 5). This implies that the probéfnundedicated
churches was considered both important enough, and stélspiead enough, to have
required intervention at the highest level. Once deelitathe annual patronal festival
was obviously important to the church hierarchy, as indukgemeere offered by the
Bishop of Exeter to people for keeping them — 24 days in Exefi231 and 30 days in
St Buryan in Cornwall in 1238 (Orme 1996, 8).

Were dedications changed?

There are many ways in which the rededication of a ¢huright occur. Many of
these are true rededications, either at a change ofrownas part of the rise of a
specific cult, but in other cases, where the modemh medieval dedications are
different, the change may well have been caused byndtaods used by eighteenth-
century antiquarians in ‘discovering’ lost dedicationsedéh methods are discussed
below.

All of the factors affecting the possible choice ofnsafor the original
dedication, noted earlier, could also apply if a chur@s wededicated; changes in
farming patterns in the area, changes in the popularifyadicular saints and cults,
changes in politics and even at a change of owner, plarig in early times. The
Reformation of the Church in England saw an increasne number of changes to
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dedications to apostolic saints, and to All SaintalbHallows, that had started in the
fourteenth and fifteenth centuries (Bond 1914, 191), which sees as part of the
reduction of idolatry and image worship, particularly undsdward VI, when
“dedication was further marginalized” (Orme 1996, 42). Tlebsages throughout the
Reformation, and after, meant that the original deeas were gradually lost from
folk memory. The reduction in the number of mentionshaf name of the church in
testator’s wills in Derbyshire illustrates this, witidications “that perhaps by the end
of the sixteenth century, church dedications were ngdo part of popular knowledge”
(Clark 1992, 54). A similar pattern was noted in wills aroBedcles in Suffolk during
the later sixteenth century all of which refer to bwriahly in unnamed churchyards
(Pers. Comm. David Lindley, Oct 2007). The loss from folkmory of dedications is
also illustrated elsewhere in Suffolk, when the nevawet Exning in 1823 found that
“not one parishioner knew the saint-name of the chufidibitheast 1995, 201).

In some churches, the political importance attachedlitsrand the veneration
of saints, meant that devotion to a particular figcweld cause the dedicatee of the
church to be altered. This “proactive use of dedicatisnsiitnessed at Hoxne in
Suffolk”, where dedications changed from Ethelbert to Edmarféeter and Paul over
a period of about 300 years between 800 CE and 1100 CE, “and pravpsent
example of the dynamics behind the choice of the paaamt of a church” (Pestell
2004, 94). Politics also influenced cases where the dedicatia wealthy and popular
chantry overshadowed the dedication of the church in whickas founded, the
chantry saint’s name ultimately taking the placéheforiginal dedication for the whole
church (Muncie 1930, 99). Muncie quoted examples where thish@asse in the City
of Cambridge, at Hitchin in Hertfordshire and at Waltor d@riston in NorfolK
(Muncie 1930, 99-100).

Once consecrated, a church may not be consecrated ag#n,a few
exceptions; if it was “polluted by blood”, had fallen inteins or had been almost
entirely destroyed by fire (Muncie 1930, 94-95). Whether tttersion of a church
through the addition of an aisle required re-consearabo just consecration of the
new, previously unconsecrated, floorspace, is unclearjnbahy of these situations
where a re-consecration was performed, it could havaedadl a rededication. Alison

Binns, writing about churches dedicated to Oswald, notdspiiecise evidence for the

" The last two examples were cited by Muncie from Bloaie® History of Norfolk Vol Il, 290 & 316
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year of dedication for churches dedicated to St Oswaldves only in very few cases
—in 1241, 1349, 1447 and a rededication in 1287. She feels thatwhsrégood
reason” to suppose that each of these was a redediaatia new building on an old
site (Binns 1995, 243) and assumed that this indicated a cdmmwéd popularity of
Oswald, but does not offer any evidence that supports aal@<ledication before
these dates.

Feastdays were also moved, without changing the dedic@tiparishes where
the patronal feast happened at an inconvenient time ifath@ng year, such as at
seed-planting or at harvest time. It became normdransfer the feast to a more
suitable time of year, often around Michaelmas at titead September, when harvest
gathering in was completed (Muncey 1930, 32-33). This periodasvdien the later
annual labouring contracts were coming to an end and igdeoed to be the end of the
farming year, before the winter activities startedtfoe new farming year (Kussmaul
1981). Orme quotes an example at St Dominic in Cornwdlerevthe feastday was
allowed to be altered in 1445, from™@ugust, during harvest time, to th& Blay, a
slacker time in the agricultural calendar (Orme 1996, 8)a $imilar vein, at Hatfield
in Hertfordshire in 1226, a fair was granted for four dayshenfeast of St John the
Baptist (24' June). In 1318 this was altered to the vigil of St Ehteela (October 1
and the two days following (Doggett 1989, 10). Doggett wentoospeculate that the
dedication of the church was changed at the same torgve impetus to the cult of St
Etheldreda” (Doggett 1989, 10), but the change also shiftsgaHoliday from the time
of the hay harvest to an agriculturally quieter timehef year. To complicate matters
further, by the time of the Reformation, fairs werdycheld in Hatfield on the feasts of
St George (28 April) and St Luke, an apostolic saint, whose feast camseniently on
the 18" of October (Doggett 1989, 10), and presumably more acceptable a
celebration than for a female saint. The fact #eth of these revised feastdays and
fairs would have indicated to the antiquarians John EatwhBrowne Willis, when
collating their lists of dedications, that the chudedlication itself had been altered will
be discussed below, however, the church at Hatfieltliglsdicated to St Etheldreda

today, thus avoiding misinterpretations by Ecton or Willis

Richard Morris quotes examples from all over the coumthgre settlement
names, with continuity since Domesday, are based@prégsence of a church and its
owner’s/founder’'s name such as Baschurch, Shropshixve dedicated to All Saints),
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Colkirk, Norfolk (now dedicated to St Mary), and OffchiurdVarwickshire (now
dedicated to St Gregory) (Morris 1989, 157 and the rele®amsne). The fact that
these settlements were known by these names couldtirathe churches themselves
were not dedicated to a saint at the time. Morris glsotes two similar examples —
Alvechurch in Warwickshire and Pucklechurch in Gloucestershivat as names from
pre-Conguest sources. He goes on to suggest that “idveeuinteresting to know who
the dedicatee of the church at Pucklechurch was at tf@% slace it was rededicated to
Thomas Becket in the twelfth century (Morris 1989, 157). s now been truncated
to just St Thomas (Verey 1970a).

Whilst in some areas of the country up to two-fifths leé pparish churches
appear to have been rededicated at some point in thigrhig is becoming apparent
that this level of change was not necessarily univeRsahard Clark has identified that
forty per cent of the churches in Derbyshire have chardgsication between the
sixteenth century and the present day (Clark 1992, 49-61); M&rme has showed
that almost thirty per cent of the modern dedicatidridevon’s churches are different
from pre-Reformation ones — 140 out of 482 — and even in Gdiinwhere many
patron saint names are preserved in the name of tlageyilBO out of 218 churches
(14%) are dedicated to different saints now from whervilteeges gained their name
(Orme 1996, xii). In Kent, however, according to Alan Hvgetvery few [dedications]
seem to have been altered at the time of the Reafaym in most cases they are
recorded in early wills or other early documents; and isignificant number in the
Domesday Monachorumr in other pre-Conquest sources” (Everitt 1986, 227). Other
researchers do not quantify levels of rededication, ¥fample Sam Turner in the West
Country “does not rely heavily” on church dedicationshis investigation of the
medieval church in the west because there is “nornmallyvay of discovering when
they [dedications] were first used at any specific chuin so many of them have
changed over the years (Turner 2006, 9). Despite some fmuees in other counties,
it might still be assumed that the level of rededaratiliscovered in Derbyshire and
Devon was common in all areas, but Graham Jonessdtadt “Assuming that this level
of change was universal, is inaccurate” (Jones 2007, 48yolde on to list several
counties where rededication rates are far lower timarbevon and Derbyshire;
particularly in Worcestershire, with “attrition rates¥f less than ten per cent,
rededications of just under a quarter of the churches ineteishire, and post-
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Reformation changes in dedication in the West Midlasdem to have affected
between ten and fifteen per cent of parochial churchese$J2007, 49 — based on
TASC figures). Whether these lower rates will applyotber areas of the country

remains to be seen.

Even today, 26 of the 1,926 churches in the survey forthasis have no
current dedication recorded either in PevsnBugdings of Englandr on the notice
board, or in the porch, of the church itself. Two ofsthevere described by Pevsner as
“old church”, where the original church had been remlalbg a later church in the
parish, leaving 24 churches, most still consecrated and wigbdut a dedicatee. This
either reinforces the suggestion that some dedicabename lost from folk memory
after the Reformation and in these cases were newevered or reinstated, or that
some churches were never dedicated to a saint inrtdtglkace and these escaped the
pressure of the medieval church hierarchy to rectifystfuation.

Establishing lost dedications

Reference was made earlier to the work of John EctdBemwne Willis in attempting
to identify dedications that had been lost. There wagwaal of interest in the
eighteenth century in church dedications and Ecton, aed\idillis, began to compile
gazetteers of church dedications and festivals. In doindhesp used the eighteenth-
century parish feast dates to conjecture the date ofntbeieval patronal-saint’s
feastday (Orme 1996, 48; Jones 2007). For many reasons, stathigiain many cases
the feast day had been altered, and that there was monfas to exactly what the
parish feast was celebrating, these lists were inaecuraDevon only 54 (31%) of the
known medieval dedication feasts coincide with the teghth-century parish feast
date (Orme 1996, 48/9). Willis assumed “without exceptiont tha parish wake
(feast) occurred on the nearest Sunday to the patrosal(@ark 1992, 52). Clark then
guoted examples in Derbyshire where the wakes took placat@s which did not
reflect the medieval dedications, known by evidencenfiills. The fact that Ecton
had had to use wakes as an indicator of the saints m@jies that the clergy and
parishioners at this time did not know the true datecorRled by post-Reformation
wills, almost all of the wakes fell between June &wember, with September the
peak month, an influence of seasonal activities (Clark 1992, 983 matches well
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with the attempt by Henry VIII to move the annual feabtthe dedication for all
churches to the®10ctober from “that called commonly the church holy’d@rme
1996, 10). This refers to the celebration on the anniversiatiieooriginal date of
dedication, rather the celebration of the feastdath@fpatronal saint. Since a church
should not have been used for Mass before it was craaisd, it is unlikely that
consecration would have been delayed until the sdewstday, so there are likely to
have been two separate feast dates in most parish€&raham Jones put it “Patronal
festivals need to be distinguished from feasts on the asameof [the churches’]
consecration — known as the dedication festival’sThay have caused confusion in
later times when the date of the parish wake was takeepresent the feast of the
patron saint (Jones 2007, 18).

These factors contribute to the considerable inaccwranighe eighteenth-
century lists, carried through into Frances Arnold-Faoist gazetteer in the late
nineteenth century. Many writers since then have commeonethe detailed local
work required to establish documentary evidence of mediettasdn order to have
any likelihood of establishing the original date and satiark concluding “never
assume continuity, unless it can be palpably proved” k892, 54).

CHURCH DEDICATION : CONCLUSIONS

It appears that some, possibly many, churches may netldeen dedicated to a saint
when they were first built. Some churches have beéuilt, and some of those may
have been rededicated. Although not unusual, rededicasionoi apparently as
common as had been thought, and Graham Jones’ work aagagsst the previous
thinking — that between a third and a half of all medietairches were once dedicated
to a different saint from their current dedication — butill appears that at least some
rededication took place in all parts of the country.hBps it is not unreasonable to
estimate that around 20% of all churches have been retidlisimce they were first
built, whether their original dedication was alteratentionally by the owner or the
authorities, or altered unintentionally by antiquarians arith provide a complete
list.

Despite the possible problems that rededication mighsecavhen assessing
patronal-saint sunrise alignments, it is still impottt use the large dataset provided
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by the survey for this thesis to examine whether cheréee specific sunrises. If the
proposal that churches do face their patronal-saint'sise is true, then whilst the
churches may not face sunrise of their current descahe range of overall alignment
should reflect a pattern of saints that were popular ga any rededication. It will
also allow the results of all the earlier alignmstodies to be placed in context.
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EARLIER CHURCH-ALIGNMENT STUDIES

Each of the published studies of church alignment that mastioned in the
introduction to this chapter is summarised below and rtfen arguments and
conclusions are considered and commented upon. Prihtistoa poem by William
Wordsworth which mentions church alignment is analyselthoAgh not strictly
speaking a study of church alignment, Wordsworth’s poenttenrin 1823, has been
guoted as a source in several of the later studies onhfeesland so is discussed here

as the first in chronological order.

William Wordsworth ‘On the same occasion’, The Literary Associations of Rydal
Church, E. Jay, editor, Rydall: Armitt Trust, 1993, unpag

This extract is from the second of two poems writehady Fleming of Rydal Hall
entitled “On seeing the foundation preparing for the erectbrRydal Chapel,
Westmorland” in 1823. This second poem was subtitled, f@rmsaime occasion” (the
second, third and fourth stanzas are quoted below).
Then, to her Patron Saint a previous rite
resounded with deep swell and solemn close,

through unremitting vigils of the night,
till from his couch the wished-for sun uprose.

He rose, and straight — as by divine command,
they, who had waited for that sign to trace
their work’s foundation, gave with careful hand
to the high altar its determined place;

Mindful of Him who in the Orient born
there lived, and on the cross his life resigned,
and who, from out the regions of the morn,
issuing in pomp, shall come to judge mankind.
This poem has been quoted in earlier work on church alignf@ave 1950,
47; Benson 1956, 206; Ali & Cunich 2001, 155; 2005, 56), but was it poatiock ?
Did Wordsworth actually see this process — a vigil watchamg@inrise on the feastday
of the patron saint and the subsequent fixing ofpthation of the altar and alignment
of the church — or was he converting Simon Domville’'seséeenth-century idea,
which uses many of the same words, into poetry? Dorwittenuscript, which was

sold at his death in 1678, is cited in Johnson (1912, 225), aw$oll
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In the days of yore, when a church was to be buigy twvatched and
prayed on the vigil of the dedication, and took that pointhe horizon
where the sun arose from the East ... . | have expated §ic) some
churches and found the line to point to that part of thedo where the
sun arises on the day of the saint to whom the chardidicated.

At Rydal, the theory of patronal-saint sunrise aligntmactually appears to
work. The church is dedicated to St Mary, and is atigae 66° True, but with an
eastern horizon elevated by 12°, thus delaying sunrise by apptekm7°, as shown
in Figure 1.1 earlier, which means that to appear at thateld horizon at 66° True,
sunrise at a level (0°) horizon would have to have bed®° True (66° minus 17°). At
this latitude, this is close to the summer solsticaratind the end of June. There are
two feast days for St Mary at this time of year; Setloh on June 25and Visitation
on July 2°. Unfortunately, this fairly well publicised nineteenth-te event has been
seen as the proof of what had gone before and has gedance to the theory, despite
the fact that the measurements here, which appeamftornogatronal-saint sunrise at
this site, are the first time that such statistigabof has been published for this key
site. Previously it had only been taken on trust, probbaged on the authority of the
reporter (Wordsworth), which has been enough for somenstib be convinced that it
must have been an ancient ceremony and applied at mast,all, churches and in all

periods.

However, whilst Rydal chapel apparently faces closautoise on one of two
midsummer Marian festivals, they are not the mosportant ones. After the
Reformation, Mary's Assumption (August ®)5was omitted from the list of festivals
and her Nativity (Septembef"Bwas then considered the most important (Friar 1996,
277), rather than her Salutation or Visitation, so why thaschurch not aligned with
sunrise on her Nativity? The fact that it is builtrigthtangles to the axis of a 1 in 15
slope (6.6%), as shown in Figures 1.3 and 1.4, probably hadgaetater influence in
the final alignment and position of the church than anyiqudar sunrise date. If the
church had been aligned with sunrise on Mary’s Natiwtfien sunrise would have
appeared at 100° True (Sefit funrise at 83®% +17° horizon “delay”), it would have
been aligned much closer to east, but it rotates theckkh34° to the south of its
existing alignment; almost diagonally down the slopéerathan along it. Building at
such an angle to the axis of the slope would make titdiry process more difficult in

terms of buttressing for twisting loads, and, equally irtgugly, it makes the internal

8 See Appendix 2 for sunrise details at 55° North
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liturgical layout difficult, with the chancel floor geral feet lower down the slope than
the floor of the nave. So even here at Rydal, whegechurchs actually aligned with
one of the feastday sunrises of its patron saint,stiet’s day sunrise alignment is
probably coincidental and the result of other much moaetical factors.

NAR TR

Figure 1.3 —St Mary’s, Rydal — built along the 1 in 15 slope

4

Figure 1.4 —St Mary’s, Rydal — looking up the slope
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There are also doubts about whether Wordsworth actsallythe process of
the setting out of the foundations at this church in thg h& describes. A seven-
volume anthology of the letters of the Wordswortimifg enables another view to be
taken. William Wordsworth, his wife Mary and his sist@orothy lived in a house
named Rydal Mount adjacent to the church site for 3rsyéetween 1813 and 1850.
They were tenants of Lady Fleming of neighbouring Rydal, kaih whom they fell
out in May 1822 as a result of their complaints aboatdabndition of the house (de
Selincourt 1939, 71). The poem about the setting out of theclechmust have been
written towards the end of 1822, certainly after Augd%t when Dorothy wrote to
Edward Quillinan “my brother has not composed a singtseveince you left us [in
May 1822]” (de Selincourt 1939, 88); and before February 1823, whey Wtate to
Lady Beaumont, enclosing copies of the two poemsngatyiat she “hoped that they
had the power of a peace offering [to Lady Fleming]” (dénSeurt 1939, 104). On
November 19 1822, in the middle of a long letter to Edward Quillinanyd@hy wrote
an apparently disconnected sentence “The chigrod be built, in the orchard next to
our field” (her underlining) (de Selincourt 1939, 98), implying thare had been
some doubt about whether the church was to be buibrand also where it was to be
built. In February 1823, building work on the church had applrestill not been
started as Mary, in a letter, asked Lady Beaumontdiif gr Sir George could send us
any hints, or sketch for a chapel that would look wethis situation, it is possible that
it could be made useful through her [Lady Fleminglentified in a footnote] agents”
(de Selincourt 1939, 104). In November 1823, Dorothy wrote to Ga¢h€larkson
“our church is near finished on the outside and is veryypagtd you can have no idea
how beautiful in connexion with the village, especiallyjan seen from the other side
of the Lake” (de Selincourt 1939, 126). These are the ofdyamces to the church in
the published letters of this period of eighteen months.

This raises several questions about the whole buildiogess at this site. The
church was built during 1823, and the setting out referrad tbhe poem, if it took
place at all, must have happened in late June 1822 to coimgideone of the
midsummer Marian feasts.

Firstly, if the church was to be built in the orcharcrevthe trees grubbed out

before the vigil was undertaken so that sunrise couldele® over the horizon,
effectively marking the site, or afterwards, just befbuilding started?
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Secondly, if Wordsworth had actually witnessed the agthe location where the
church was to be built (to set its alignment), why \Rasothy later expressing
surprise that it was to be built in the orchard nexh&house?

Thirdly, why didn’t this unusual action (Wordsworth beingt in an orchard
around 3:30 a.m.) feature in the letters of one of thase prolific letter writers,
when many other minor events, including several memgonine church, were
included?

Although there is no reason why Wordsworth should han#en the poem
soon after he had witnessed the overnight vigil, itdd that such an unusual action
went unrecorded until the poem was written the followiegry It seems eminently
possible that this poem was just that — poetic licenced-that Wordsworth was
putting in to words an idea that had certainly been aroundtfteast a century and a
half. The possibility that it is just a story is strengie by the fact that Wordsworth
himself admits to using such license in some of his poemsriiing to Isabella
Fenwick in 1843 that “I do not ask for pardon for what theref untruth in such
verses, considered strictly as matters of fact.dnisugh if, being true and consistent in
spirit, they move and teach in a manner not unworthya dPoet’s calling” (de
Selincourt & Darbishire 1947, 415; Nuttall 1974, 114). However, vdnatiwas real or
not, many subsequent church researchers have treagdit actual observation, and
more importantly, as proof of a centuries-old tradition.

Shore T., 1886, ‘Orientation of Churches in Hampshire’ Walford’s Antiquarian
Magazine and Bibliographer 10105-108

Shore measured the alignment of over ninety churches inpsfare and Wiltshire.
Fifty-seven named churches, plus “others”, were medsasebeing aligned between
20° and 22.5° north of east and were described as “Saxotée8 named churches,
again plus “others”, were aligned between 10° and 15hmdréast. Both these groups,
according to Shore, were aligned “east-northeast”. Sledtréhat this pointed either to
a Celtic survival, in that this was the position of ssmien May T ° and these churches
“were aligned with the sunrise on a continuation of teltic spring festival’ [of
Beltane]; or that they are part of “the Anglo-Saxoorship of the Virgin, the
beginning of May being particularly dedicated to her” (1886, 1B@).differentiated
between these seventy-three churches, and thosedrédbddsas “Norman”, thirteen of

which he measured “to have an east-west alignment, vditdteir usual direction, or

® In fact, the position of sunrise on Ma¥ at this latitude is 66° (24° north of east) see Appenghix324
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are built on a line south of east” and that “I have migh no church built entirely in
Norman time, or begun in that age, which has an eatteast orientation” (1886, 97).
He felt that this therefore confirmed his assertiort tie churches aligned east-
northeast were Saxon — and that east-northeast wdsighal line of orientation of a
West Saxon church” (1886, 107).

However, eighteen churches in Shore’s survey hawelsden surveyed as part
of the survey of churches carried out for this the€i§.these eighteen, only six
alignment readings in the two surveys are within 3° ohestber, six are between 4°
and 10° apart, and the largest difference is 17°. The mdtigydior the measurements
for this survey, outlined in Chapter Four, ensures consigtbatween readings at
different churches, casting doubt on these particulaasarements of Shore’s, and
therefore perhaps, all of Shore’s readings. One of3&ron’ churches he described in
the east-northeast group (20°-22.5° north of east)risallity very close to due east —
All Saints’ Minstead (85°- while another at Corhampton (no dedication), which he
measured at “10°-15° north of east” (1886, 106), is actuatiynedi slightly south of
east, at 92°. If the reason for the differences twasShore did not allow for magnetic
declination in his measurements, then all the readingddwary by the same amount
and in the same direction, rather than by up to 9° tedbéh and up to 17° to the north,
so it is most likely that his readings were affectédeziby iron in, or near, the walls,

or were due to faulty equipment.

Without publishing any details, he also concluded that ttheal explanation
that the line of old churches is in the line of sunosghe day of the saint to whom the
church is dedicated, does not hold good in Hampshire” (1886, $0@j)e’'s use of the
term “usual explanation” here seems to point to ahmwider knowledge of, and
perhaps an on-going general discussion of, this issue. Bicastudy was the first
published presentation of survey results in England, rbngty indicates that
Wordsworth’s poem was not the only earlier referencthis topic, and that it was a
subject that had been considered by a wider audience, lihQutvany earlier
measurements with which to assess it and without any empaublished discussion,

patronal-saint sunrise alignment appears to have beeratig@ecepted as the norm.
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Eeles F., 1913-14, ‘The orientation of Scottish ChurchesRroceedings of the
Society of Antiquaries of Scotland 4869-183

Eeles published a survey of 62 churches in north-easternaftotAberdeenshire,
Banffshire, and Morayshire), only 30 of which were mediewalbuilt on medieval
foundations, as “so many of the ancient churches haes lbestroyed or rebuilt”
(1913, 169). He referred to the orientation (here meanirefaang) of churches as an
“almost universally adopted practice”, and noted that thene exceptions “chiefly in
Italy” (1913, 169) and “in the Scottish Episcopal Church in ¢ghteenth century
[when] orientation was impossible under the Penal Lg#813, 174). He stated that
his intention was “not to advance any theory ... but merelyite exact orientation of
a group of churches” (1913, 176), but he did mention the “thieagrin England” about
church alignment with the sunrise on the festivahefpatron saint, and went on to say
“This has been vehemently denied, and with good read®13( 176).

The sample of 62 churches varied in alignment between 569 H0P, with a
mean direction of approximately 83°. Almost two-thirds @hth(61%) were aligned to
the north of east, and while he measured eight chueshdsie east, he noted that three
of these had “older stones” aligned to the north adtg1913, 182-183). The 30
medieval churches within the sample also ranged from 55-Witf the same mean
alignment (83°) while 63% of them were aligned north ait.elle extracted twelve
churches dedicated to three particular saints — Andrealudd and Drostan — and
showed that churches dedicated to Andrew and Drostardvayid5° (St. Andrew 65-
110°, St. Drostan 55-100°) and those dedicated to St. Molugeddmm 70° to 95°. In
general terms he showed that there are many churcesawel to saints with winter
festivals that had alignments to the north of east envithe sunrise is far to the south
of east — and “whilst it is not possible to prove a negah all cases ... we may safely
say that we find nothing here to warrant the holdinghefsaint’s day sunrise theory”
(1913, 180).

Eeles briefly mentioned the variation in the positidnn@agnetic north over
time, but erroneously assumed that the variation egaslar both in period and within
a specific range; and he discussed the possibilitgeotise of a compass in the original
building of the churches, noting that “this theory i$ sopported by the facts, even if
we could believe that the compass was known and used hiergysago” (1913, 180).
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Cave C., 1950, ‘The Orientation of Churches’Antiquaries Journal 30,47-51

The first of the modern surveys of church alignment wasompass survey of 642
churches conducted before and after the Second Worldwhienty gave results for 633
churches. It appears to have covered much of the counfudgie from the specific
churches that were mentioned in the text. The alignmearts between 39and 130,
with a mean of 86 (The data presented in the article were amalgamatedfive
degree groups and the calculation of this mean is basessamgtion that the original
data were distributed evenly within each group). The sumelded many urban
churches, where Cave noted local influences on alignnme@ttioning churches in
Winchester and Chichester aligning with the Roman spragérn at 100-10%nd 94-
100 respectively, although he said that this did not appear ty applork where his
measurements varied between 39 and 1&ilar to the author’'s measurements noted
in Chapter Five). He also noted that site restrictivexd appeared to affect alignment,
quoting effects on several larger churches, including Rigva#ddbey which is
orientated close to north-south because of its narribev $his is confirmed by
Anthony New, who states that “because of the steep sibpechurch [Rievaulx]
actually lies almost north-south”. (New 1985, 312) (Measumedhe author at 163
True in June 2000)

Cave also addressed the issue of alignment with sumigbeopatron-saint’s
feastday. He used a subset of 151 churches dedicated ébegt$ Andrew and All
Saints taken from his survey and found that “not one chairghed with sunrise on its
patronal-saint’s day” (1950, 48-49). For each of these sdlms,patronal sunrise was
outside the most extreme range of alignments. He rafewred to suggestions that
churches were aligned with sunset, rather than symnsthe feast day of their patronal
saint. Again he found no evidence for this, “all the alignta for churches dedicated
to St Peter fell south of sunset, whilst all the chusathedicated to St Andrew were
aligned to the north of their feastday sunset” (1950, 5@. chHncluded that the
“deviation from orientation due east” was “due to thedio: of sunrise when the line
of the foundations were first laid out” (1950, 50) — thuseagrgy with Sir Henry

Chauncy, writing two and a half centuries earlier.

Cave identified 99 churches in his survey where the navechadcel had
different alignments, which he called “skewed”. The dehnvas aligned to the north
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of the nave in 56 cases, and 43 were aligned to the.sbhithaspect is considered in
more detail in Chapter Five when the possibility thatdifierent alignments represent
religious symbolism is discussed. Cave felt that theatspercentage of churches with
skew chancels and the way that the numbers fall off increasing deviation shows ...
that the deviations were accidental, due to faulty laying-dde went on to say that

“there is nothing to show any symbolic meaning was in qu&sti®50, 55).

Cave also stated that he “could not make his measutsmmgree with [those of
Shore]” but it is not clear whether he meant measuresvarspecific churches or that
his overall results were different. Cave assumed thist lack of agreement was
“because he [Shore] was not aware of the magneta fiich is found in so many
churches and which may cause the deviation of the conipasmany degrees”.
However, as already noted, Shore’s results ardla $itispect, but more importantly,
the results of this survey will show that there issiderable variation in mean church
alignment across the country, so the fact that Caneasurements did not agree with
those of Shore could easily have been because theysweseying in different areas.

Benson H., 1956, ‘Church orientations and patronal festivals/Antiquaries Journal
36, 205-213

Benson’s survey of 237 churches in Oxfordshire was undertakéimeopremise that
there was a definite link between church alignment andsaion the patronal-saint’s
day. Specifically, he quoted Cave’s earlier (and threestila®ger) survey, as failing to
find any churches that aligned with their patronal-saistinrise, but suggested that this
was because there are other feast days for the saimpsestion that Cave did not
consider. In particular, Benson quoted two additional felasts for St Peter, 5%
February and 3L August; in addition to the near midsummer date of Juffengt “its
extremely northerly sunrise” (1956, 206). He then founcesgwout of 25, churches
dedicated to St Peter that aligned with sunrise oretlases; so, even after including
these additional feast days, eighteen of the 25 churdbdgated to St Peter in
Oxfordshire still did not face a St Peter’s sunrise.

He explained away the negative result by saying that diereehurch on the
site would have “provided years of opportunities to sightsiine on the correct day”
(1956, 206). This appears to ignore the fact that if theie amaearlier church on the
same site that was dedicated to the same saintuitdvadready be pointing in the right
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direction, but it shifts the problem one step furtherkbachow was the alignment of
that earlier church established? If the new church teabe a rebuild and was to be
dedicated to a different saint, perhaps at an earlpgehaf owner, how would the
builders have ‘spent years’ looking in a different diaeactbefore knowing in which
saint’s direction to look?

The details of Benson’s results were used in such a wayp assume that
churches aligned in the same direction, irrespectivinar current dedication, were
once dedicated to the same saint, which he termedu%tec!; for example a St.
Michael cluster for churches aligned at 96° (correct dmrise at the end of September
— St Michael’'s day), with the assumption of, but midence for, a later change in
dedication.

To locate the exact sunrise point at each of the blegrBenson used details of
horizon elevation and the shift in dates involved in theptdon of the Gregorian
calendar in 1752 (outlined earlier) and came to the cooclusiat 212 of his 237
churches faced sunrise on only eleven different datése of which happen to be
festivals of the Holy Church — a very significant fa(956, 210). Many of the details
of his argument do not stand up to close scrutiny. Aparh fthe 25 churches that do
not face sunrise on a specific date, mentioned ab®%@ (nhinus 212), which were
“isolated cases, or difficult to measure” (1956, 210), aed3th churches aligned with
sunrise on the two dates that are not “festivals efHloly Church”, the remaining
dates of the festivals he identified are not neceggariihcipal ones; he uses February
22nd as a festival of St Peter (his chains), not meadliat all in the calendar ifhe
Oxford Dictionary of Saintsand as Petrus in cathedra in AntocHian Cheney (2000,
81); and he uses August 22nd as the “octave day of the Assuinf@ne week later).
Octave days were introduced after the seventh centurgofoe saints’ days; “among
the oldest being SS Peter and Paul, St Lawrence tAdi®s, ... from the twelfth
century the custom was extended to observing the dayswedre the first and eighth
days. The number of feasts with Octaves was greathgased in the Middle Ages;
they were reduced, however, by the Breviary reformsagfePPius V [after 1566]”
(Cross 1957, 974-975). At best then, Februaf @2s only a minor festival and less
likely to be celebrated in place of the main feastdagtoPeter on June 99If the
intention was to align the church with the saingadtday, why not align it with sunrise
on the main feast in June? Similarly, the Octavehef Assumption, on August )
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was not only unlikely to have been a celebrated evéwnwhe churches in question
were first being built and their alignments fixed, but wkaswhe church not aligned 4°
more northerly, in other words one week earlier, tgredith sunrise on the day of the
Assumption itself? This example particularly, appearbdaa case of stretching the
argument to breaking point, when the real focus, ffelaetually was one, was so close

by.

Benson'’s limited ‘eleven festival sunrise dates’ aMeen seven and fourteen
days apart, therefore he was effectively adding togetharches into 5° or 10° groups,
as the sunrise point is moving along the horizon avsir8° per week around the time
of the equinoxes. This amalgamation of results runsteoua the whole tenet of his
paper which extols the need for accuracy by taking ddtaitde of calendar changes
and horizon elevations. Further examination of somth@fother details in Benson’s
study highlights other areas of concern; in particula, data he quoted for churches
dedicated to St Peter where Cave “failed to identiiynahents” (noted above). Of the
four churches that Benson stated faced sunrise onitiwe fastival of St Peter on 22nd
February (1956, 206-207), three were measured as part of thss thes/ton St Peter,
South Newington St James and Wilcote St Peter adigtied at 103° True, which is
close to the expected level-horizon position of sunoise22nd February (details of
sunrises shown in Appendix 2). However, the church at dtéldaces an eastern
horizon elevated by 1°, South Newington faces a homrgevated by 4° and Drayton’s
is elevated by 8°. This has the effect of delaying theisu@at each of these sites, as
shown in table 1.1 and Figure 1.5 below. This means thathbech at Wilcote
actually faces sunrise 7" February(rather than 2% February), South Newington
faces sunrise on and onMarch 16" at Drayton (three weeks after the St
Peter’s feastday), effectively removing all three frBemson’s “St Peter cluster”. In
order for these three churches to be aligned withisimegrsun on February 22nd over
their elevated horizons, they would need to be aligheghproximately 105°, 109° and
115° respectively (Drayton’s sunrise details are shawikigure 1.5). Notice also that
the church at South Newington (dedicated to St Jamesihlys in Benson’s group
because of its similar alignment to the others — Berdtered no evidence for any
rededication from St Peter, other than its alignmemerhaps St Felix (March™
would have been a more applicable dedication here.
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Table 1.1 Benson’s survey - sunrise and St Peter

Church| Sunrise | Actual Delay of Actual Alignment
Align- date — | Horizon sunrise sunrise | required for 22
ment level elevation| (to nearest  date Feb sunrise (to
horizon degree) | (at103°)| nearest degree)
Drayton 103° | 229 Feb| &° 12° | 16" Mar 115°
St Peter
S. Newington| 103° | 22%Feb 40 6° 109°
St James
Wilcote 103° | 229Feb 10 2° 27" Feb 105°
St Peter
Path of the Sun on:-
Movement of sunrise 16th March 22nd February
along the horizon in Spring = . 7
- ’15 degree ‘delay’ .~ -
8 degree horizon r'\'\ ('_‘ﬁ -
Ly - : 7 8 dedree
& 1 & elevation
- I ~
Vs i P
0 degree horizon o o |' / |
5% , i
¢ i
g .7 dggrsee

115
degrees

Figure 1.5— Sunrise movement and elevated horizon at St Peedgton,
Oxfordshire — aligned with sunrise three weeks later dtigetelevated horizon

Benson dealt in depth with churches that had naves amtels with different

alignments — which he called “crooked churches” — and la¢ellehem as an extension

to his patronal-saint alignment argument. He explaineddtfierence in alignment

between nave and chancel by the movement of sunriseodizdendar change and that

a later rebuild, particularly when chancels were leswgéld or rebuilt after the Fourth

Lateran Council of 1215, was still aligned with the pattesaint sunrise, which had

moved slightly along the horizon. He suggested that féag in the first half of the
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year, when sunrise is moving northwards from the exdrsouth of midwinter sunrise,
require a sunrise correction to the north sim@ versa Where this idea did not fit, as
with the three churches where the nave and chancahmadigned “by 4° or 5° 7,
Benson acknowledged that for these churches this was téma much for the
requirements of the Julian calendar [shift]”, and codetl that “this must indicate a
change of dedication” (1956, 212) — another example ahditthe data to the

assumption.

Searle S., ‘The Church points the way’New Scientist3® Jan 1974, 10-13

Searle was the first to consider seriously the poggiiiat churches had been set out
by magnetic compass, and that the known movement of etiagmorth over time
explained the variation in church alignment. His samyds very small and included
only nineteen churches, but he concluded that there wag@& dorrelation between
date of building and the alignment of the church reffgcthe changes in the position
of magnetic north. Unfortunately, Searle dated four es¢hchurches because they
fitted in a particular place on his alignment curve — “atithdating, within the century
the church was said to have been built, as indicatet$ lmyientation” (1974, 11, table
1 footnote) — thus using a circular argument to position thHEm small sample of
churches only had a range of alignments of 23° (withnetg north between 5° west
and 18° east of true north) rather than the range of @@frehce in alignments
observed in the larger surveys. Magnetic variationssussed in greater detail in later
chapters, but the lack of scientific rigour in Searktisdy means that his conclusions

can be safely set aside.

Davies R., 1984, ‘Church Orientation in Rutland’,Rutland Record Vol. 4142-143

In 1984, Davies, with sixth form students at Oakham School, uodkra compass
survey of the 46 churches in Rutland. Converting his magnate\s results to true
bearings, by deducting the local declination at the tini§*%6the churches ranged
between 57° and 108 with a mean of 85 His starting hypothesis was that the
alignment of the chancel coincided with sunrise onstiat’s day to which the church
is dedicated, but he found “no correlation” in the ressul

10 http:/geolab.nrcan.gc.ca/geomag/e_cgrf.htadcessed I5April 2002)
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Abrahamsen N., 1992, ‘Evidence for Church Orientation by Magnigc Compass in
Twelfth Century Denmark’, Archaeometry 34 (2)293-303

Abrahamsen’s survey included 572 twelfth-century churches immagk. His
particular interest was magnetic changes, and inittaldysurvey was conducted from
early maps. A sample of 204 of these churches in twoiaisswas measured on the
ground using a compass. The results for the differents aaea shown in table 1.2
below. Abrahamsen discounted the accuracy of the ureagnts from maps due to
the magnetic bias of many of the eighteenth-century mabih confused magnetic
and true North and appeared to rotate the churches clockwis¢her words, align
them even further to the south of east.

He mentioned three studies in Germany and Denmark caruédnothe
nineteenth and early twentieth centuries which propolsatd adhurches were aligned
with patronal-saint sunrise, but found that “typicadules are a normal distribution,
symmetrical around 0° ” this would be “hard to explain, agsaays are scattered all
over the year and no biased orientation would resi/@92, 300)

Much of the article is concerned with trying to extreatatistical patterns from
the alignment data. In the two areas he measured ogroled, Thisted and Aarhus,
there appeared to be two different underlying patterns — inethgarticularly — which
he suggested could have been caused by different methodsttofg out. The
histogram for the alignment of churches in Aarhus appeab® tfar more regular —
almost a bell-curve. He found that the simplest expiandor the clockwise rotation
of the alignments “appears when comparison is madh thé general magnetic
declination in the Danish area, being systematically &asbrth between 1000 CE and
1600 CE” (1992, 301). He noted “that the mean direction ofl[&rjgchurches of all
periods was approximately 85°, and wondered whether “[th&] tdagnetic
declination of a few degrees west during the fourteeattiucy provided a possible
magnetic explanation for the difference in orieatatifrom the Danish churches”
(1992, 294). Magnetic changes and the effect that this migv# had on church
alignment are discussed later in Chapter Six. What Abmaba did not take into
account, however, was that during the eleventh, twelftd thirteenth centuries
magnetic declination in England was to the east ohn@tarket al 1988, 659; Merril
et al 1996, 3), the same as in Denmark, though slightly leseregtrso is unlikely to
explain the difference.
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He concluded that “some churches were probably laid ouivpsstars ... ...
the remaining strongly rotated group may have been laid adog ws magnetic
compass” (1992, 302). He felt that his results “indicatedidyfcommon use of the

magnetic compass soon after its appearance in Europe”, Q3R

Table 1.2 — Summary of Abrahamsen’s Danish survey results

Measured on the ground

Area name Number| Range Mean % N of East
Thisted 88 78-120 97.3 25.0
Aarhus 116 68-116 91.8 40.5

Mean 204 94.2 33.8
Measured from Maps

Mean 368 | 58140 | 98.8 |  26.1
OVERALL | 572 | | 972 | 288

Dymond D., 1997, ‘Churches and Churchyards’ Historical Atlas of Suffolk D.
Dymond (ed.), Suffolk County Council, 54 &197

Dymond undertook a survey of 23 churches in the Thedwas@eddy in central West
Suffolk, measured from 1/2500 scale maps, using a “best4fi€ 1o represent the
alignment. The alignments ranged between 69° ang With a mean of 86 Sixteen
were north of east and seven south of east. Littleat@n was noted in alignment
between churches of different sizes, or in thosehhd different floorplans. Similarly,
there was little difference between the alignmentshefrches that were mentioned in

Domesday (85% of the total) and those not mentioned:® 8@®86.5 respectively.

Hoare P. & Sweet C., 2000, ‘The Orientation of Early MedievalChurches in
England’, Journal of Historical Geography 26 (2)162-173

Hoare and Sweet’s survey, consisting of 183 churches whktantial elements of
visible Saxon or Saxo-Norman fabric identified in THeaylors’ Anglo-Saxon
Architecture produces a mean alignment of°88vith individual churches ranging
between 42° and 128°. The results were analysed by Sablgresads and indicated
similar results irrespective of period, from the eatli\’ period (600-800 A.D.) at
88°, to 87 for the latest, Saxo-Norman, period (1066-1116). This rdisoity shows

that any variation in the alignment of churches is atatted to the period in which they
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were built. Their mean result was approximaté€liyaBove the mean of 8@om Cave’s
larger survey, but their sample excluded large areaseofvdst of the country which
have no extant Saxon buildings (2000, 165), areas whicheamtlysis of this survey
will show, contain churches which exhibit a numericallwdo mean alignment. They
discuss the possible use of the compass in the settiraf the churches, but discount
it on the basis that magnetic east was well to thehsof true east during the Saxon
period, and this would have resulted in churches alignedidayably further south
than they are (2000, 167). They also conclude that the-tioneured support for the
various sunrise models is misplaced (although an octdmilding may have been so
aligned)” (2000, 168).

There were few churches with different nave and chaadaggiments measured
in this survey — which they called “crooked” — as the spwas only concerned with
elements of surviving Saxon fabric, and few churchesbmd a Saxon chancel and
nave. The few that did have both were dealt with byntakin average reading for both
parts if they fell into the “crooked” category.

Ali J., & Cunich P., 2001, ‘The Orientation of Churches: me New Evidence’,
Antiquaries Journal 81 155-193

Ali and Cunich’s survey investigates the alignment of 148elgrarish and Monastic
churches with known dedications that were built betwiaenmid eleventh and late
twelfth centuries. They conclude that 33 (almost a gyadkethese churches were
aligned with sunrise on the day of their patronal saittwever, they also conclude
that 28 others were aligned with their patronal-san’g sunset; 37 were aligned with
Easter sunrise; 25 were orientated east-west; twelve algned with magnetic east;
five were aligned for topographical reasons; 31 wergnal with Julian calendar
sunrises or sunsets and only 20 of the sample of 143 weressifialale. This would

seem almost to be a return to the 1960s, when alignmemes ‘discovered’ in every

direction (such as at Stonehenge — see Chapter Thnekjnportance was given to the
fact that an alignment match existed, without inveshgatwhether it had any

significance, or had occurred through chance. No explanataanoffered as to why

different church builders might have employed so mafigrdnt alignment formulae.
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Muirden J., 2003-5, ‘Crooked Churches and Saintly Sunrises’ Church
Archaeology 7-933-43(published 2005)

No church alignments were included in the article fort®é churches surveyed, the
data had been converted to sunrise dates; but an unpublishach wmesion of the
survey shows data from the first 49 churches surveyed irahge 46° — 123°,
although there are no rural churches with alignmentthéonorth of 52°, the two
churches aligned at 46° being located in Ex&tepparently aligned with the Roman

street pattern.

Muirden adopts Benson’s earlier methods [of deducing thecalgain of the
church by the sunrise direction it faces] “becausedsslts were so impressive” (2005,
33). Since “fewer than one-fifth of Devon churches hadedication record pre-dating
1300, the number that can be traced back to Norman tinieg’ishe states the subject
has to be tackled from the “opposite direction” (2005, Bhjs involved “determining
their alignment sunrise data, to see if [this] suggesidavoured festivals” (2005, 35).
According to the table of results, (2005, 35) none of thech@dches surveyed faces
sunrise between May Ttand August %, or between November 9&nd January 18
a total of 20 weeks, amounting to almost 40% of the y&aning these 20 weeks, there
are only six days when no principal saint's feast iskrated — July 12, Nov 26",
December #, 19" and 28' and January 1L(as recorded in the feastday calendar in
Farmer 1987, 474-478). This period is when the sunrise is closesdrth-east or
south-east, rather than due east, and includes the feagidays of several of the most
popular current dedications — John the Baptist, Peterr Reig Paul, Margaret,
Andrew, Nicholas and John the Evangelist. If the theadrpatronal festival sunrise
alignment was true, then these major festivals shbalk at least some churches
aligned with their sunrise. All of this also assunthat churches were originally
dedicated to a specific saint when they were firskt,bas was discussed earlier in this

chapter.

Muirden deals with churches with different nave andncka alignments —
which he calls “crooked” — in detail. There are 53 such adies in Devon and he
extends the proposal that churches face their patsamatls sunrise in order to explain
such churches by suggesting that differences in alignméweées nave and chancel
reflect calendar drift during the period between thedmgl dates of the two parts of

1 pers Comm. James Muirden - Interim version of theesureceived July 2003
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the church; usually a later chancel built on a negnatient to maintain its alignment
with the shifted sunrise of the original patronal festiin nine cases this proposal was
stretched to the extreme to include churches wheraatie and chancel wallsere
built parallel to each other, but the east wall & thancel was not built at rightangles
to the north and south walls (2005, 36-37). It was assumdtk$e tcases that a line at

rightangles to the east wall of the chancel was aiat¢de shifted sunrise.

He identifies a concentration of churches “that slaapepular sunrise window”
(2005, 41), and he notes that Benson found a similar grouphah he presented a
persuasive argument ... that they faced sunrise on the édtgvof the Assumption,
though there seems to be no discernible reason whyettisal should attract more
reverence than the Assumption itself” (2005, 41). His fioahclusion is that “If
churches were carefully aligned on their patronal sentigeen analysis ... could throw
light on matters beyond the scope of present orthode&arch, since their original

patron saint and approximate date of foundation could be ded(R&@B, 41).

Ali, J. & Cunich, P., 2005, ‘The Church East and West: O®nting the Queen Anne
Churches 1711-34’Journal of the Society of Architectural Historians 6466-73

This article starts by reiterating the statisticahgigance of the patronal-saint sunrise
alignments, as well as the Easter Sunday and patronal-sanset alignments,
discussed in their earlier article on large churchéis&ALunich 2001, 155-193).

The basis for this study was eighteen eighteenth-cewturrches which “the
Church Commissioners and [major architects] thought ougbe taligned east-west”,
but whose actual alignments range between 57° and 115% ihkiestigation of
individual sites and church dedications shows that “suntrgb can be largely
discarded as the principal control ... for [the alignméhtueen Anne Act churches”
(2005, 66). Sir Edmond Halley was appointed to the Church Gssiumers in 1712,
and the authors thought it “inconceivable that he would awe loffered the practical
solution of declination-corrected compass bearings tardete the geographic axes of
the church sites” (2005, 67). Their conclusion, for thegbteen churches, which vary
in alignment by up to 58°, is that “in all cases an east&digjnment was achieved”.
Further, that “there is a considerable gap in our knowledgeh® underlying
architectural precepts in common usage during the [medigaipd. That such
knowledge had already been lost when Wren commencecdehislding ... seems
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almost certain” (2005, 70). As can be seen from the restiffse survey of Victorian
churches shown in Appendix 1 of this thesis, the ovelghments of medieval
churches and those of the Victorian era are, apam &tcsmall number of churches,

very similar, so it is difficult to see what knowledigad been lost.

One of their final conclusions is that “It has alwdgsen assumed that an east-
west alignment was important in church building, we noaveh quantitative
information with which to amplify that assumption” (2003,). This does seem a little
presumptuous from a sample of eighteen churches whagenaints vary by such a

large amount.

Wall J., 2006, ‘Church Orientation’, Bulletin of the British Sundial Association
18(i), 16-17

As might be expected from the name of the journal in whigvas published, this was
not a survey of churches, but the article refers ters®enth- and eighteenth-century
sundials, particularly those that are set at an ategtee church wall (canted-out), or
had offset (or declining) gnomons, in order to compensateh®rpoor east-west
alignment of the churches involved. Whether or not this Weely to be due to an
improved ability to measure east accurately at the Gfrthe creation of the sundial

was not explored.

Figure 1.6 —Sundials compensating for the poor east-west alignmaheathurch -
“canted-out” at St Mary’s, Gilcrux, Cumbria (church@@’) (left),
“offset gnomon” at St John's, Ickham, Kent (church @ 1Q8ght)
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Table 1.3 — Summary results for each of the surveys discussedhis chapter

% aligned
SURVEYS in U.K. Location | Number of | Range | Mean North
churches of East

Shore Hampshire 90+ See text
Eeles Scotland 62 55-110P 83° 62
Cave England 633 |39-130 | (86°) 63
Benson Oxfordshirg 229 | 45-117 83 72
Searle Various 19 See text
Davies Rutland 46 57-108 85° 65
Dymond Suffolk 22 69-103 86° 69
Hoare & Sweet (Saxon) England 183 | 42-128 88° 60
Ali & Cunich (Monastic) | England 143 | 49-163 90° 51
Ali & Cunich (18" C) London 18 57-115° 87° 63
Muirden Devon 49(see text)46-123° 86° 58

TOTAL 1,386 39-130°| 86.C° 63
This survey 1,926 38-128f 86.1 63
Surveys elsewhere
Abrahamsen (Denmark) | Thisted 88 78-120 o7 25

Aarhus 116 68-116 | 92° 40

Mean 204 94° 34
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CHURCH ALIGNMENT STUDIES: CONCLUSIONS

In terms of the data they employ, some of the eaalignment studies outlined here
are better than others. Some leave accuracy to beedlemnd others seem to have
allowed the stated aims of the work to influence themclusions. As an overall body
of work however, the results seem to indicate thatrétw data have real value as the
sample size grows, in that the bottom-line resultalbthe surveys added together
exactly match those of the survey for this thesigh an identical range of alignments,
the same mean value and the same proportion of chuatigaed to the north of east.
What all these surveys do seem to confirm is thaethas a general focus for church
alignment which was close to east, as each of theestedihibits a mean value a few
degrees to the north of east (bar one, which was lg>east). The details will be more

closely examined in later chapters.

Wordsworth’s poem about sunrise on the saint’s day daRshurch has been
used as the proof that the method must have been used lagibrigas given credence
to the theory, which seems to have convinced some withat it must have applied at
most, if not all, churches in all periods, despite ab@ious evidence to the contrary
and Wordsworth’s own admission about his use of poeende. The fact that some
churches do face sunrise on the patronal-saint’'sdagsioes not mean that they were
actually meant to. Some churches are bound to facéssumn their patronal-saint’s
day, purely by chance, since only eight (0.4%) of the 1,926hbbarin this survey are
aligned outside the sunrise arc during the year for tbeation. With a maximum of
only 80° between midwinter and midsummer sunrises in muéngtand, and almost
2000 churches surveyed for this thesis, it would statisticamarkable if none at all

faced the relevant sunrise.

Benson’s work appears to be founded on minute accuracieyvimyalulian
date alterations; discussions of whether the upper lingbhalf orb or full orb of the
sun should be used for assessing the exact moment cdeswammd the elevation of the
horizon. However, he then proceeded to generalize gbiglts by amalgamating the
data into 5° or 10° groups and concluded that almost all c228echurches that he
surveyed face sunrise on only eleven specific days, mbsthich conveniently
correspond to particular saints’ feastdays. As has sleewn, some of these dates are
at best doubtful as celebrated festivals, and othens e ignore the impact of the

Chapter 1 48



elevation of the horizon which had been so carefudiys@ered earlier in the article.
Muirden supports the majority of Benson’s methods and lgsiomis and criticises
others for “wholesale methods of analysis [which] mayehserved to conceal, rather
than reveal, the case for patronal saint sunrise” (2005,but analysis to substantiate
an argument of this sort, which both Benson and Muirdamcapplies to most
churches, requires the broader picture, rather thanthesinvestigation of a small
sample of individual churches that happen to fit the raaite

Identifying a group of churches that face the same dirgchiot are dedicated
to different saints, and concluding that they must langanally been dedicated to the
same saint because of their alignment, seems ligieebthan the circular argument
used by Searle, noted earlier, to date churches by tigrieent, and is one way of
ensuring that the proposal that churches faced their p&sana sunrise is true. In
fact, based on the results of all the other survieys,the only way that it can be true;
patronal-saint sunrise alignment will always be waifficult to prove when the results
of the other surveys noted here have shown, and sidtgef this survey will show,
that the great majority of churches are aligned clossast.

It is just possible, as Muirden argues (2005, 39-41), that Keaochurches
represent realignments in order to continue to aligtih \ai specific sunrise as the
calendar shifted in relation to the sun, and thoseligwsal to the right are dedicated to
summer saints, and those to the left to winter saiut since this idea is based on
dedications that can often no longer be traced andthbatvhole idea of saint’s day
sunrise alignment does not appear to be supportable, thesmpéer idea that this
pattern represents a desire to face closer to eassdae more attractive and will be
shown by the results in this survey in Chapter Five ttabenore likely. It also ignores
the obvious fact that some of the churches that haaecelfs that are misaligned to the
right (which according to Muirden must have been dedinatio summer saints) are
aligned well south of east and therefore aligned towardsise during the winter
months, so the realignment is in the wrong directaang it even further away from
the sunrise of a summer saint. Similar cases exishwiches with chancels misaligned
to the left, therefore dedicated to winter saintsoatiog to Muirden, but are aligned

towards summer sunrises, so are also realigned theywray.

Abrahamsen’s reference to the differences in magragclination between
England and Denmark cannot explain the difference imatigggment of English and
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Danish churches. He referred to the westward declinatioingland during the
fourteenth century, but this was only for a very shortgggrand for at least 500 years
before this magnetic declination in England was todhst of north, the same as in
Denmark, though slightly less extreme.

The fact that the results of the surveys noted hereexy similar in the patterns
of alignment that they exhibit has led the majorityhef authors to similar conclusions
— that the general focus for church alignment was jushmdreast and that some of the
theories suggesting specific targets for church alignmeuit gt be supported. The
similarity of their results also lends weight tocleaof them in that none is glaringly
different, although there are minor differences betwthem in different areas of the
country which will be explained by the analysis of thiacim larger survey in later
chapters. Two of the authors, Benson and Muirden, bagd their data to arrive at a
very different conclusion — that patronal-saint sunres@gnment is not only
supportable, but probable — this will be examined more clasetlye analysis of this

survey’s results in later chapters.
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CHAPTER TWO
THE HISTORICAL USEOF ALIGNMENT

Each generation has the Stonehenge it deserves — oisdesire
(Jacquettddawkes 1967, 174)

INTRODUCTION

This chapter outlines the issues that will be considemediare detail later when
applying the results of this survey to the alignment, padicularly the location, of
churches. It considers the background to the use of aligngaemerally in history and
prehistory by identifying the objects and features that haea hssumed in the past to
have had intentional alignments and explores the gignide that has been placed on
them.

Alignment appears to have been part of most aspectebisporic life; from
the houses that people lived in, the monuments assoaiatiedhe ceremonial and
ritual aspects of their lives, and even after death s ftloe tombs or memorials in
which they were buried to the specific ways that theidiks were laid out in the
ground. Not all of these aspects necessarily applidteatame time, but examples can
be found from the Palaeolithic period, through the NeiglitBronze and Iron Ages, the
Roman and post-Roman periods, and right up to modern taspscially in relation to
death, burial and worship. Alignment has also been tgcemnsidered as part of some
fringe mystical aspects of modern life, such as ley lmas orthotonies (lines along
which UFOs were believed to appear).

Jacquetta Hawkes’ comment, quoted above, could probably apphgany
other monuments as well, but at Stonehenge, intermnaesaliave ranged from a Pagan
Temple — Aubrey (1693), a Druidic temple — Toland (1726), arsolbservatory —
Lockyer (1909) and Somerville (1927), a hub for ley-lines — WatkL925) to a lunar
eclipse predictor or computer (amongst other things) — leswkl966) and Thom
(1967), or even the possibility that it was just builaasoffering to the Gods and had
no practical function — Johnson (2008, 254).
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Research work is always open to reinterpretation, edjyecidhen new
evidence is discovered; when research methods chargjengrove; when new
methods of analysis are invented or developed; or the fafcmsestigations changes.
It is also open to reinterpretation if faulty reseanséthods or assumptions are made,
or if relevant data are ignored because they do ndtefibtiginal presumption. Some of
the Stonehenge interpretations noted above have beemowid or altered by later
researchers by tightening research criteria and exglallraspects, even those that do
not apparently fit the required pattern. These last &speere used particularly by
Williamson and Bellamy (1983), Ruggles (1999) and Burl (2000), whemining
aspects of previous work in their area of study whicl beal covered in more detail
below.

ALIGNMENTS

In the following sections, each type of subject notedvab- houses, monuments,
tombs and burials — will be considered in turn, roughly chiagiodlly within each. In
some instances the alignments are towards objects iskthesuch as the sun, moon
and stars; in others the alignments are towards otijects on the ground; and in other
cases it is a combination of both, for example in gheation when the moment of
sunset combines with a topographical feature on the morBmce in each of these
cases it is the alignment itself which appears to baesm important to the builder, they
are all discussed together.

1) Houses

In the Bronze Age and later, most houses were cictite majority having their
entrances facing eastward, mainly due east, perhapsngvaldgosmological metaphor
for the house and the universe (Bewley 2003, 88; Parker Ped®83b), where east
was associated with light, warmth, life, and good, whiést was associated with the
opposite in each case (Parker Pearson & Richards 1994r6@).a practical point of
view, however, a southeast-facing doorway, rather thareast-facing one, would
allow in far more midwinter light at a time of yeahen light was short-lived. It has
also been suggested that an east-facing door was used tawfagdrom prevailing
southwesterly winds (Bewley 2003, 88), also proposed by Pofie aveiample of 690
prehistoric houses from 253 sites in north and centrédiBr{Pope 2008, 19-20) where
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the large majority have entrances facing eastwards, hwhias attributed to a
combination of the maximization of light and winteekar from the wind. Pope felt
that houses that did not face this way in the survey wearealing the importance of
local topography in those cases (Pope 2008, 20).

2) Monuments

Prior to the appearance of cursuses there is litdeiggest that Neolithic builders were
concerned with precise layout at all — “houses, barramgs causewayed enclosures
were all less than regular and displayed little sefsdignment” (Loveday 2006, 114).
Good indications of this are the Neolithic ‘Long mortuagclosures’, of which
Loveday shows 42 examples in a diagram, distributed @conash of the Midlands and
East Anglia, which are aligned towards every point ofdtwmpass (Loveday 2006, 55-
58). However, recent work at the Ness of Brodgar on Madh Orkney has discovered
elements of alignment involving a large stone building ted¢detween the Stones of
Stenness and the Ring of Brodgar which “is aligned oivilies Howe cairn” (Catling
2009, 6) although, as Maes Howe is almost due east of ldenguit cannot be certain
which was the target — Maes Howe or east — but there ¢pesmato have been a

purposeful alignment.

Cursuses, by virtue of the nature of their linearity, pgsse obvious capacity
for alignment with distant features. Unlike long barrpthwswever, the ‘business end’ is
more difficult to establish, so there are “no indi@as as to which of the two opposing
alignments was considered important” (Loveday 2006, 132). Irti@aldihey were
overwhelmingly constructed in flat gravel landscapes felskyline features were few
and decidedly unimpressive ... but where it is certain saam svill fall into line”
(Loveday 2006, 132). Several cursuses are associated with, rpaaticularly river
confluences (Loveday 2006, 133). Excavating at Maxey in Cambrittgacis Pryor
found the cursus alignment there was manifestly illdgalggned diagonally across an
island which was later more practically divided by fietnlibdaries at right angles to
the waters edge; perhaps it was originally aimed at ier RVelland, but the end was
obliterated by the movement of the river (Prgbal. 1985, 17-21). There has also been
discussion about the length of time that cursuses wewserand it is difficult to tell
when they were superseded. When henges were builtwdrey‘usually” located some
distance from cursuses (Harding 2003, 89-90), but at Dorchadbenge was built
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alongside the cursus (Harding 2003, 89), while at Maxey thgehtihere was built over
the cursus (Prioet al 1985, fig 40), which presumably prevented its subsequent use

completely.

Loveday refers to the heavens as “a bran tub from whiehtation can always
be plucked, if the rising points of the sun and moon arectowtrained, there are
myriad stars to choose from” (Loveday 2006, 137). He gods say that claims for
the Dorset cursus as an astronomical observatory éoyyP& Wood in 1973) are
difficult to accept, as some elements of their ols®ny were not fixed. In addition,
their claims for meaningful alignments for one parthaf cursus were not reflected in
the other arms of the same complex, which had no signifialignments at all
(Loveday 2006, 137). There are other cursuses which are tolosignificant solar
alignments, but “wilfully miss them” (Loveday 2006, 138); &xample “the western
section of the Dorchester cursus aligns broadly witdsmmmer sunset/midwinter
sunrise, but it is awkwardly realigned halfway alongeatggkh, which is in itself odd, as
the builders seem to have an impressive ability to blalhthy straight lines”
(Loveday 2006, 138), although Barclay and Harding note thatcoas@mn cursuses
have only one ditch that is straight, the other meamgleslightly (1999, 2-3). Other
cursuses, at Maxey, Fornham, Buscot and Scorton ariggak@ in a similar direction,
roughly northwest/southeast, but also “miss the sigmfic midsummer
sunset/midwinter sunrise solar alignment, and the aajaneonset alignments, by a
few degrees” (Loveday 2006, 138). There are also a signififtamber of cursuses
aligned north/south, for example at Rudston in Eask3uore (Harding 1999, Fig 3.1
page 31), both of which are points where neither sun nonmweer rise or set so make
unlikely alignment focuses. There is a possibility thihttreese sites which are not
aligned with the sun or moon are aligned towardsrastaroup of stars, but since it is
very difficult to see even the brightest star filseveday 2006, 139), a point that is also
emphasised by Ruggles (1999, 52) and Burl (2000, 205), a stellar ahgrimas to
reflect a star’s transit rather than its rising dtisg, which basically means that such
an alignment could point to a wide arc of the sky whiist $tar or group is above the
horizon, making conclusions about the target impossisiether difficulty is that due
to polar motion, the position of the stars in thg skanges, varying by up to 22° in
1500 years (Ruggles 1999, 52; Burl 2000, 24), thus altering the nigbosipletely.
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Loveday finally downplays the whole idea of intentibaignment of cursuses
and avenues by concluding that “The fact that cursusdg veatle the first monuments
to override regional patterns of construction and ahbera type recognizable from
Devon to Dumfries is of hugely greater significance thdimmately irresolvable
guestions about how precisely they were used” (Loveday 2006, 143)

3) Megalithic Monuments

Megalithic monuments are the features about which mastdeen written on the
subject of alignments. The comments by Jacquetta Hawkeerrong Stonehenge,
guoted at the beginning of this chapter, are mirrored by &sssent by Aubrey Burl

of the descriptions of the monumentGatlanaison the island of Lewis in the Hebrides,
with similar uses and properties ascribed to the monubyerarious writers over the

last 300 years to those at Stonehenge (Burl 2000, 202).

Many, if not most, of the alignments described as sicaniti by writers such as
Gerald Hawkins irStonehenge Decodéfirst published in 1965) and Alexander Thom
on ‘Megalithic Astronomy’ during the 1960s (Thom 1967 and 1971) Haaen
reassessed, and largely dismissed, by Clive Ruggles in 192@historic Astronomy
in Britain and Ireland and Aubrey Burl in the 2000 revised edition die Stone
Circles of Britain, Ireland and BrittanyBurl points out that astronomy is one of the
most contentious aspects of the study of stone ciraleb,n the absence of evidence,
modern man is denied “the likelihood of rediscovering ¢tbemology of the early
people” (Burl 2000, 117-118), something which Ruggles refers to asaectsfor lost
knowledge” (Ruggles 1999, 3). Ruggles suggests that the differehaginion
between Archaeologists and Astronomers about the mgawfi monuments arose
because of “parallel but very different views of thenesamonument” and as simply
seeing their own reflection in the past (Ruggles 1999, 8)injua prolonged
discussion since the 1970s, each side has “largely argued @adhén, starting from
different tenets, addressing different aspects of evejeuging different methods, and
has come to very different conclusions” (Ruggles 1999, 9).

Gerald Hawkins arrived at two major conclusionsStonehenge Decoded
Having identified several sun-based alignments, he woddehat other alignments
might exist. To do this he decided that “we need thehmat (Hawkins 1970, 127-
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128). Using an early IBM mainframe computer, a total of 120spaf points were
assessed for azimuths and declination (1970, 136-137). This resulteulltiple
alignments towards sun rise/set and towards the risidgetting moon in its extreme
positions (1970, 140), but even with the computer, only fiftdehe eighteen possible
alignment positions were identified (1970, 171).

Figure 2.1 —Twelve of the eighteen major sun and moon positiRuggles 1999, 37)
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Figure 2.2 —The 18.6 year lunar cycle (Ruggles 1999, 36)
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The second conclusion was that Stonehenge was usedeadipme predictor.
Hawkins wrote “There can be no doubt that Stonehenge amasbservatory; the
impartial mathematics of probability and the celeddiere are on my side” (Hawkins
1970, preface), but as Ruggles demonstrates, errors in Hawhkatsématics reduced
the chances of Stonehenge being an eclipse predictwortge than evens (Ruggles
1999, 42-43). Due to the way the moon moves around the Hazéim only be eclipsed
when it is opposite the sun, in other words at full mang only then in the years
when it is at the extreme ends of the range of riamd)setting (when it is on the same
plane as the Earth’s orbit around the sun, known asdif&ic) (1970, 176). According
to Hawkins, the 18.61 year cycle of movement of the riammd) setting positions of the
moon is most accurately made up of three figures — 19, 19 ayebi8 — totalling 56,
the number of Aubrey holes at Stonehenge, and thahdynbvement of six stones
around the Aubrey holes in a certain way, Stonehengeldchave predicted — quite

accurately — every important moon event for hundredgarfsy (1970, 178).

Alexander Thom proposed a consistent unit of length — tegahthic yard
(2.72 feet) — which he said was in use in the Neolithic antZ&r Ages for the erection
of stone monuments over a wide area (Thom 1967, 34-55alddecoined the term
‘Megalithic Astronomy’ which involved the use of stonec@s as indicators of sun,
moon or star rising and setting points. Apart from dedadlaims that they were used
for identifying the solstices and the major and minoitnm the rising and setting of
the moon, he claimed to identify other functions at#esites. For example, the Nine
Maidens stone circle at Stanton Drew in Oxfordshire agpbr marks a complete
sequence of star risings and settings in the early mohongs at midwinter, “when
any community wants to have a method of telling thetififaom 1967, 105), perhaps

a rather overwhelming solution to such a small problem.

The two principal problems identified by Burl and Rugglesuttboth of these
works are those of spurious accuracy and the selectivefusata, each of which is
expanded below. In addition, they have noted other probleithsinterpretations of
megalithic sites, such gmst hocjustification, circular argument, and the tendency to
emphasize those data which confirm a pre-conceivedf sg¢as while ignoring those
that do not (Ruggles 1999, 41; Burl 2000, 63).
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Spurious Accuracy
The frequently identified connection between chambered toens the sun’s
penetration on specific days is often counted as afectoaa few fractions of a degree
by Thom, but in reality, is rarely accurate to betbem 5° (Burl 2000, 60). Thom also
favoured alignments using stones which indicated “sliveteeo$un tracing hill slopes,
or momentarily appearing in notches” at the solsticex000 BCE, but Burl is
convinced that this level of accuracy is not possible usingh stones as markers, and
felt that it is difficult to measure alignments froneathered stones to better than 2°
(Burl 2000, 60) and much of Thom’s survey data is accuratattinvone minute of
arc, which is “so exact that it would take 180 years téecbthe data to position the
marker in the first place” (Ruggles 1999, 52). Some of #Husuracy is further
compromised by the fact that recent evidence about atmusoattering of light,
particularly near the horizon, shows it to be moneese than Thom realised — which
“make his stellar alignments particularly problematict@gles 1999, 50-51).

The moon has particularly complex changes in its rising setting positions
over an 18.61 year cycle. Added to this complexity is tbetfet many of these events
occur in daytime, when the rising and setting could natdieseen, so it would take at
least double the length of this cycle, in other words ¥@&s, to confirm the full
details, with 13,577 risings and settings to record, with latedg no evidence that
records were ever kept (Burl 2000, 60). Even Hawkins ackupstéthe difficulty that
the Babylonians had with eclipse predictions, showing lgtlecess until a thousand
years after Stonehenge (Hawkins 1970, 175).

Selective use of data
The selective use of data has been highlighted many timedaition to the work of
Hawkins and Thom. Ruggles and Burl have both identified instergi treatment of
similar monuments and the apparent working backwards daymlusions to determine

where to survey in other cases.

If specific aspects, such as stone outliers, were tesedark alignments, and
there was communication between the various builders¢chwThom insisted was
present by the use of consistent measurement units @galibhic yard (Thom 1967,
34-55)), it seems reasonable to assume that there wooldhale been a consistent
approach to the use of the monuments. However, Thopopea that of eighteen stone
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circles in Cumbria, only nine had an astronomical use — fourthe sun and the
remainder had targets including the moon and several stansotSanly did nine of the
monuments produce no alignments at all, those that diel @@mpletely inconsistent in
their application. The specific alignments at these sitess were formed by outliers
(three times), stone to stone across the circler (fones), circle to circle (ten times)
and centre to entrance (twice) (Burl 2000, 117-118). In additidhe selective use of
different markers at each of the sites, many of thlmake unsatisfactory foresights.
Burl cites problems with outliers particularly and poiatg that parallel entrances are
better; an entrance stone with a portal outside #tesean unequivocal sightline with
no need to establish the centre of the ring, which effits often difficult (Burl 2000,
119).

Care also has to be taken with interpretation of dalae Ruggles identifies
groups of Scottish tombs which appear to show a regiottdrpathe alignment of
Clyde-Solway tombs is clustered around northeast, #8mster tombs in Caithness are
clustered on due east and cairns in Shetland are cldistavards southeast. However,
he goes on to show that there are other groups of tanthe same areas within which
the alignments are not clustered (those on the Islari@in and many of the Clava
cairns of Inverness) (Ruggles 1999, 130), thus reducing the impdlbbse that are
clustered together. Similarly, ignoring data that didfitatas also seen as a problem at
Calanaisin the Hebrides, where the southern orientation®ftfenue was emphasised
by Hawkins and Thom as a lunar standstill orientatiath valignments to local
mountains; this attempts to integrate the monumett igtlandscape and the broader
sky, but its contextual reasoning ignores data that dditnguch as other stones and
other similar mountains, and is therefore guilty of datacsion (Ruggles 1999, 136).

Megalithic Monument Alignment: Conclusions
A few alignments, particularly solsticial sunrise spnean be shown to exist, but there
needs to be a consistency of approach and method intorgeove that that was the
intention of the builders, rather than just happemrstabDispersion is a problem; similar
attributes have been ascribed to most stone circleg ebwmhich are recumbent, some
with cairns; some have sightlines from circle to leirothers from circle to outlier, or
from stone to stone or even from stone to hilltopftah the skyline or a slope with a

specific angle. All this “provides very weak evidence forc@herent calendrical
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function” (Burl 2000, 61). However Burl does not dismiss tha ittt circles had
some function, by saying “If there was an astrononfizattion to any of the circles it
can only have been a minor part” (Burl 2000, 61). If astronasay one of the major
functions of a stone circle, it would be reasonableximect that most, if not all, of the
stones would be involved in forming alignments, rathen tive minority, or in some

cases just single pairs of stones.

Burl also asks the question: “If astronomical sightlides exist, what are they
for? Was it for scientific study of the heavens, @revthe lines symbolical — if so, for
the dead or for the spirits of an Other-World?” (B2000, 59). Ruggles takes a similar
view, by asking “If astronomy really was involved [at Npange] the possible reasons
why it was important that sunlight around midwinter shdigtit up the interior of a
tomb need to be established. What is certain is tbatgkange was not an observatory
... its chief function was as a tomb for the dead. Yetpgewople ... have doubted that a
powerful astronomical symbolism was deliberately incoafed into the monument”
Ruggles 1999, 19).

Apart from the site-specific problems of accuracy oudingy Burl and
Ruggles, it has also been suggested by others thatdiheaeay required for some of the
events has put them out of the reach of prehistoric peopbr example, the 18.6 year
period between some of the moon-based events thatblesveidentified as the focus
for certain alignments causes problems for Anthony Joh(2008, 254), when he
suggests that “the idea that Neolithic people had to waito half their lifetime to
witness a particular lunar event, which may not evese leeen visible on the day, casts
doubt on the whole idea”. John Oswin felt that the ekathg details of solar events
were secondary, that it was more important to markniaén dates for the year,
especially the farming year, and “it was enough to knaa# titee sun had reached and
passed its solstice” rather than to know exactly whemag (Oswin 2009, 37).
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4) Burials

Prior to the building of permanent religious buildingegranent of burials and burial
chambers seems to have been important since verytimaely. From the Palaeolithic to
modern times some burials appear to have been assowititedastward alignments

with purpose.

Tombs in the Western Mediterranean
The alignments of over 2,000 Neolithic and early Bronze-égamunal burial tombs
and other megalithic features on the Iberian Peninsuld &n the western
Mediterranean have been measured by Hoskin (2001). Weiv anoted exceptions,
particularly in Provence, where all 214 entrances faetset or west, 93% of the
remainder (2,130 of 2,290) [author’s calculation from varigusphs in Hoskin’s
study], are aligned very close to the arc of sunregevéen midwinter and midsummer,
centred on east (Hoskin 2001, 21). Hoskin also comment&higtange was identical
with the range of sunrise at the time when churche® wenstructed” (2001, 7-8).
(This is actually not quite true, as the results of shivey will show; there are a small
number of churches in this survey that are outside thé docaf sunrise, the furthest
by 12°) The placement of the vast majority of tombthiw this arc cannot have
happened by chance, and Hoskin infers a significancdasita that found in the
alignment of the churches in Britain towards east,nbggining a future archaeologist
finding the ruins of thousands of Christian churches andlading that “sunrise must
have played a fundamental role in church orientatibieaest in the symbolism of the
religion served by these churches” (Hoskin 2001, 7-8).disisoncerting that, time and
time again, turning the pages of Hoskin’s book reveals h@nograph of tomb
orientations, each of which could easily be a grapBrgflish church alignment, with

similar ranges and distributions of alignments.

In many cultures around the western Mediterranean tleaeconsistency of
orientation over a wide geographical region and it setrat only in the sky can the
explanation of such uniformity be found (Hoskin 2001, i&)example, there are 177
seven-stoneantas over a wide area of Portugal and Spain, every one ofhwisic
orientated east or southeast over a range of 60°, skirHteels “confident, indeed
certain, that we are engaged in archaeo-astronomy’k{fl@)01, 16), and that the

same purpose was communicated over a broad area.
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It seems reasonable that the Winter solstice cowd haen of great concern to
early people because of its decisive importance in itidg#éhe change of seasons. The
Summer solstice and lunar standstills may also have dieieterest (Hoskin 2001, 19);
but just why prehistoric people should have found [equindetimnments of interest
iS not obvious; the precise position is difficult taaddish and “does not signify the sort
of change that the solsticial changes of the direatiosunrise do” (Hoskin 2001, 18).
This whole subject also raises the question of why ldhany change of season be
important to the dead? Facing eastwards could be pdteolight/rebirth idea that
appears to have been important to the Egyptians, whleaeaohs were buried with
their feet pointing east so that they would faceritiag sun on revival (Parker Pearson
2003, 59). Mike Parker Pearson also points out that whilstddwways of the
Mediterraneartholoi, a subset of the tombs measured by Hoskin at Los rgkllan
southern Spain, face east or southeast, the tombseass built to the west of the
settlement, which would have allowed the dead to ovkrthe living [through the
entrance of the tomb] (Parker Pearson 2003, 130), indic#tat close consideration
had been given to the precise situation of these toelatve to the settlements, as
well as to the orientation of their entrances.

Chambered cairns of the central Scottish highlands

Although not recorded in similar numbers to those in tlestern Mediterranean, the
majority of the Highland chambered cairns, or passage gjrave aligned in a similar
way to them, that is, within the quadrant centred on dse ékenshall and Ritchie
consider that the fact that there are equal numberthaonorth and south of east
“reflects no more than a broad preference rather trandesigned with a specific
celestial movement in mind [although they are alhwitthe arc of sunrise] (Henshall
& Ritchie 2001, 119).

Boyle Somerville claimed that the azimuths of two [@lype] cairns at
Balnuaran near Inverness were aligned precisely with midwsunset and that this
could “scarcely be a more convincing proof of orientdti@omerville 1923, 207),
although sunset later proved to be viewable in 1997 for “atdays” before and after
the actual solstice (Henshall & Ritchie 2001, 120); whataresnof one of the two

tombs is shown in Figure 2.3.

Chapter 2 62



Figure 2.3 —Remains of one of the ‘Clava’ cairn pair atalnalfmm inside and
outside, showing the width of the entrance passage iatioive sunset to be
viewed for several days

These results are similar to those at Maes HowéJlainland, Orkney, where
the solsticial alignment is only a generalised one sth@s rays in fact strike the rear
wall of the chamber for “three weeks either sidehef actual solstice” (Foster 2006,
18), although others have noted this event as many asfihetgays either side of the
solstice (Henshall & Ritchie 2001, 121). Despite these ltegsthe solstice was
obviously still the focus, especially since the sunset appees are equally spaced
either side of the event itself, and given the timgear, an insurance that improves the
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chances of the sun actually appearing. Far more of hea®@ype cairns face slightly
further south than the two that convinced Somerville @wimter-sunset orientation.
The remaining seventeen appear to be targeted on majog geisitions in the lunar
cycle, according to Ruggles (1999, 130) and confirmed by Burl (2000, 238).

Notwithstanding the possible sun-based or moon-based a&gsnior these
tombs, there are others which appear to have been ioflden other ways. Some of
them, particularly a group of long cairns, are thought teeHaeen influenced by the
topography of their site rather than any sky-based fodesghall & Ritchie 2001,
119), and Ruggles noted that, in most regions, thereamalete avoidance of aligning
tombs close to north (Ruggles 1999, 130).

Inhumations
As far back as 60,000 years ago, the funerary practicesgatritie Neanderthals seem
to indicate a strong preference for west-east oriedtaurials. Mike Parker Pearson
describes this as an “unlikely chance occurrence”, adthahe whole issue is still
controversial and “there are still many unanswered guest (Parker Pearson 2003,
149). In the early Bronze Age, inhumations in cemetenieoutheastern Europe were
crouched and facing east. Men were placed on theit sigle with their head to the
south, and women were placed on their left side g thead to the north, but “it is
difficult to draw universal conclusions as there wasraménse variation in practices

within the same societies” (Parker Pearson 2003, 54).

It has been argued that up to one quarter of all knowroA®gxon burials in
Britain have relationships with older monuments, modByonze-Age barrows
(Williams 1998, 92). This relationship does not just corsigiroximity, but in many
cases involves alignment as well. At Mill Hill, De&lgnt), all the Anglo-Saxon burials
within the barrow ditch were aligned towards the ceatr@ a significant proportion of
the burials outside the ditch were laid with head poghtowards the barrow (Lucy
2000, 130). There are many recorded examples of alignment afpdreing used to
differentiate between burials of different types. dmg instances, alignment appears to
have been used to differentiate between adult and childlduAt Wittenham in
Berkshire, most of the adult burials were alighed wast-®r southwest-northeast,
whilst the children were usually buried north-south. Simgatterns were found at

West Heslerton in Yorkshire, where “orientation segntebe quite heavily structured
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by age, as well as assemblage” (Lucy 2000, 131-132). Elsewhergaton seems to
have been used to differentiate by gender, as at Seweidyrkshire, where “burials

with jewellery were more likely to be orientated teetsouth or southwest, whilst
burials with weapons seemed actively to avoid this deat{iLucy 2000, 132).

In a study of seventh- and eighth-century burials iaglEsham in Kent by
Sonia Hawkes (1976, 33-51), it was argued that although generatyeast, 90% of
burials were aligned between midsummer and midwinterigel azimuths (the arc of
sunrise), and were therefore deliberately aligned withiseion the day of the burial,
the variations in grave alignment reflecting the tiofeyear of the burial (Hawkes
1976, 50-51). It was subsequently argued by Martin Welch (1992, 74-75h¢bayse
of the lack of graves aligned at the southern endhefdunrise range, this model
significantly under-represented the number of death$ were likely between
November and February, and that the variation in aligimvas due to inaccuracies on
the part of the burial party in assessing the direatiogast, or to using a local referent
[the barrows located close to the cemetery]. Welsbh @ointed out that west-east
burials cannot all be assigned to Christianity, as ahisntation seems to have been
widely used before Augustine’s mission to England in 597 &, it is not known
when Christian communities in Europe adopted west-easalbas their exclusive
method, “but there is a suspicion that it was ataiwly late date” (Welch 1992, 74).

With such variation in alignment of early Anglo-Saxdnrials, it seems
obvious that there were a number of different influenceslved. Any number of
reasons for specific alignments might have been cereid which could have been
regional, local or personal, for example, towards t¢ingin of his/her ancestors;
towards former burial places; facing the deceased’s hmufsaourite place; towards a
natural feature; following local existing practice; atigngicant time of day (sunset
etc); using the lie of the land; facing down hill; facengay from the prevailing wind;
or facing away from the settlement (as with theloi mentioned earlier). As Ruggles
puts it (1999, 89), “some of the possible methods are onlyfisigmi to the deceased
and their close family, others have a slightly widgnificance — how can we know
which of these situations applies for any given burial?”

Excavations of Anglo-Saxon inhumations in Norfolk seemhave produced
slightly less variable results. At Spong Hill, the B38el fifth- to mid sixth-century

graves excavated in 1974 were arranged approximately westreasnajority within
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20° of east, and almost all within the arc of sunrisdaitmean direction slightly south
of east (Hillset al. 1984, 21). At Sedgeford, the middle-Saxon burials were aligne
either side of east, the later burials aligned sotithast, although the earlier burials
appear to follow the local contours. It was also aber®d that some burials may have
been aligned towards a local referent on the sumnidasvie Hill (Davies & Hoggett
2001, 18; Wilcox 2002, 38).

Richard Morris suggests that the cemetery in early Gdmigimes fulfilled
some of the ritual functions that were eventually setwedhe church (Morris 1983,
33). Certainly by this time alignment eastwards had beaowpertant. This practice
of eastward burial alignment continues today, althougtiferchurchyards which are
part of this survey, visible burial monuments (mainlytpb&00) appear to be aligned
with local ecclesiastical east, in other words, paralith the church and other burials,
irrespective of the actual alignment of the church.sTisi a pragmatic approach,
avoiding the requirement for the gravediggers having to finel ¢ast, and one which
was mentioned by Rahtz (1978, 1-14) as a considerationatioreto Saxon grave
alignments. In one or two extreme cases in this surmeyery steep slopes, the graves
have been aligned parallel with the contours, rétiean west-east.

Despite the west-east pre-requisite for Christian yriaurials have still been
used to indicate hierarchy; the lord of the manor wegukently buried in the church,
the well-to-do buried on the south side of the churatsecto the door, and the poor
were often buried on the darker north side, which hasyswbeen associated in
folklore with the devil and evil (Parker Pearson 1999, 14).
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5) Mystical

Alfred Watkins interpreted the straight lines he idesdifoetween objects and features
in the landscape, such as horizon notches, as tracisrupeehistory linking ancient
sites and he named them ley lines, but even he recoghizesvhen these lines were
close together and close to parallel, such as the opanvees he noted at Stonehenge,
that they could not have been tracks (Watkins 1925). Theagktr lines were
reinterpreted by John Michel (Michel 1969) as lines of gnar the landscape utilised
by prehistoric people (fitting Ruggles’ concept of lost-kietige (Ruggles 1999, 3)).
Subsequent careful statistical analysis has disprovedtibé concept of the existence
of these straight lines between ancient features asingful. Comparing the ‘actual’
ley markers identified on a particular 1:50,000 Ordnance Swshiegt, with a similar
number selected for different reasons (named buildingsieg with certain letters),
Forrest managed to produce more ‘ley lines’ with the et (cited in Williamson
& Bellamy 1983, 97). Similarly, Williamson and Bellamy clucted their own
experiment with ley marker data, identifying all the suppdegdines on a specific
1:50,000 Ordnance Survey sheet, then randomised each markienpeghin its 1km
grid square, and found an equal number of six, seven, aghhine-point lines. This
led them to conclude that “there is thus not the slgihéeidence for the deliberate
alignment of ancient sites on the map” (1983, 101-102). Iniaddib the statistical
dismissal of the idea, much of the original survey workMighel was apparently
subject to similar data selection problems to thosdiftksh earlier by Ruggles (1999,
41) in relation to stone circle alignments. Michel's emien that he only used
prehistoric markers as primary evidence, and other feagresnfirmation, has been
shown to be false. Later checking by Williamson andaBey showed that he not only
used some later features as primary markers, but alsse@yrioanumerable large
stones” as possible primary markers, but which did roinfo any of his lines
(Williamson & Bellamy 1983, 104-115).

The concept of Orthotonies, straight lines along whiclOb ere supposed to
have travelled, briefly became of interest in the 19@0; it was rejected [even within
the fringe] because of its poor statistical basis” (Mffison & Bellamy 1983, 15).
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ALIGNMENT : CONCLUSIONS

There is clearly a general concentration of eastwhgthments for each of the subjects
examined in this section; some are practical whilst otherssymbolic. In the case of
house doorways, the selection appears to be practicélisagasy to see why they
should face east, to let in the maximum amount ot ligithe winter and face away
from the prevailing wind, but the majority of eastwardy@tents are symbolic and
seem to have been important for thousands of yearan&oy of the burial practices,
facing east can be seen as part of a light/rebirth/messtion focus, aimed at the rising
sun, emphasising the positive, and easing the deceasedig@a#® the next life. The
interpretation of, and even the existence of, alignmansome monuments, however,
such as at Stonehenge a@dlanais is more problematic. Some of the examples
discussed here, such as many of the claims for megaditiionomy and the multiple
alignments in stone circles, have been shown to lerefanciful or grossly over-
exaggerated, but there are still many situations in ehtite aspects of prehistoric life,
such as burial tombs, where similar and specific aligmsnewer a wide geographic
area cannot have been arrived at by chance. If they dediberate they must also have
held meaning for the people who set them out, but itas meaning which appears to
elude modern man. Hoskin’s example of a future archamsblegcountering ruined
Christian churches and arriving at a sun-based conclusidhdir alignment highlights
the problem. Of course, in a non-prehistoric contex fiture archaeologist could use
the written history to establish why churches were aligrastwards, except, as will be
demonstrated later, there is none.
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CHAPTER THREE

HISTORIOGRAPHY of CHURCH ORIGIN,
CHURCH LOCATION and RURAL SETTLEMENT

Bor, ha’ yew noticed yew hin't far t'saarch
in Norfick, if yew wanter see a chaarch?
Jus yew go up ena little hill
an yew’ll see savrel chaarches, that yew will.

(Norfolk Churches — John Kett)

INTRODUCTION

This chapter examines the origin of churches and espethiallgattern of hierarchical

development, broadly described as the ‘minster modetprding to which, church

building was spread down the social scale as time progre3ses chapter also

explores earlier work on the location of churches &ed¢asons for the choice of site,
ranging from the very broad plans of the early churchalody to incorporate earlier

pagan religious sites, to the site-specific choices mgdeach local church builder. In
addition, it also briefly outlines earlier explanasonf the patterns of settlement
development from the seventh century to the twelfthtwog, a time of much church

building. Each of these subjects will be developed indter chapters of this thesis by
using the results of this survey to test whether trelasions drawn by earlier writers
can be expanded or refined, particularly concerning tbatitsn of churches and the
timing of their building.

CHURCH ORIGIN

This section outlines the historiography of the hierarcldy @igin of a range of rural
church buildings, from minster church to field churclefibing either of these types of
church is not simple, as the “lack of generally accepe&thihology for religious
institutions has caused terrible confusion” (Foot 1992, 21@){lee term seems to have

been used in several different ways over the yearthd early days of the Conversion,
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minsters — to which large parochial territories were b#dc- facilitated the conversion
of the population and their integration into the churchtdgms of clergy based at
important early churches (Radford 1973; Blair 1988a, 2005; M@#&9; Blair and
Sharpe 1992; Foot 1992). Initially, their parochiae often siehave extended to the
whole Hundred, based on a seventh- or eighth-centurglRay (Barlow 1979, 169-
170; Morris 1983, 64; 1989, 128). In recent times, “Minster has hbsed as a
specialized sense by some scholars to refer to AnglorSagttutions that lay behind
the mother churches in Domesday Book” (Foot 1992, 215-216), butlifranggested
that, in the most general terms, “a minster is aahthat originally, or vestigially, had
pastoral responsibilities for an area larger than glesivillage” (Franklin 1984, 69).
Summed up neatly by John Blair, “the generally accepted wéwow England
acquired its rural churches was that Kings, and bishops tingiempatronage, founded
churches in important administrative centres. By thé eighth century all, or most,
English Kingdoms had established a network of minster parodieally covering
between five and fiteen modern parishes, served bytpriesn the central church”
(Blair 1991, 91).

At the other end of the scale, field churches are defiyetheir lack of burial
rights and therefore their lack of churchyard. King Edgbeaw codes of 960 CE show
‘churches without graveyards’ as the last of the listrmrch categories (Barlow 1979,
187; Gem 1996, 22; Morris 1989, Blair 2005). This categorizationiesphat thegns’
bookland churches without graveyards would be included weld thurches, along

with chapels, such as monastery gate chapels and chépalseo

There has been a wide range of influences on the arfgshurches as well as
on their location. The origin of churches and their gomsiin the hierarchy, which in
turn is determined by the position in the hierarchy of gmnsor/owner, are so closely
linked and inter-related as to be difficult to separ&ateother words, the origin of a
church on a particular site is likely to be affecteditigyposition in the hierarchy;
whether it was an early minster church built on a nagde® royal estate, or one of the
thousands of lesser churches built later on smaltetess Below minster-church level
it is difficult to explain the background to a churchcdogse there is little direct or
specific evidence for the origin of most English pawsiirches (Owen 1971, 11-13;
Morris 1985, 47; Blair 2005, 373). Exactly what constitutes tiggroof a church on
any site can also be difficult to assess, as theesuoghurch may have been preceded
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by an earlier church, which may itself have been precedeah lparlier religious use of
the site, such as a graveyard which could have beenagsagreaching location, and
which itself might have been associated with an egvégan ritual or burial site.

Church Hierarchy

There were two broad phases of church building in Englalodely connected to the
ecclesiastic hierarchical structure. The first phasgub soon after the Conversion,
established the ecclesiastic framework by setting up micsigrches (Morris 1989,
93-139; Blair 2005, 79-290) and the second phase in the late-Sartod paw the
minster system begin to fragment, and the parochia¢sydevelop, as churches were
built by those further down the lordly hierarchy (Morii889, 140-167; Blair 2005,
368-504).

Late-Saxon Law codes mention church hierarchy sevenaisti King Edgar’s
Law codes of 960 CE list three categories of churcld-nonsters, thegns’ bookland
churches with graveyards and churches without graveyam$o(B 1979, 187; Gem
1996, 22). Archbishop Dunstan at the end of the tenth centasgiftéd churches as
head, middling or lesser-minsters, with a fourth clasBetd churches with no burial
grounds (Braun 1970, 38; Barlow 1979, 187). Some six decades after theégewmdes
of Cnut (1014) and Ethelred (1020) list four church categoriesad minsters, lesser
minsters, still smaller minsters and field churchesi{E@05, 368; Morris 1989, 129;
Gem 1996, 22; Braun 1970, 38). John Blair (2005, 368) argues thatrtheftthe four
levels of church mentioned in the law code of 1014 mushéd¢hegn’s estate church,
redefining the other levels as cathedral, clerical rmmand finally the field church,
whereas Barlow referred to them as Episcopal minstéhgr old minsters, manorial
churches with burial rights and “the rest” (Barlow 1979, 187)

By the tenth century there were many large rural pasechand tithe,
churchscot and soulscot from local churches werepstitl to the old minster (Morris
1989, 228), unless the church had a graveyard, in which caséimheftthe Lord’'s
tithe went to his own church (Barlow 1979, 195; Morris 1989, 2@8ed A. 2002, 49).
Subsequent devolution of power and the fragmentationtafess referred to by Blair
as “manorial fission” (2005, 372), along with the requiretsai a rapidly expanding
population, gradually increased the number of churches buituccessively smaller
and smaller estates. At the lowest end of the manspiactrum, this expansion of
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church building sometimes meant multiple churches insetilement — a process seen
in the extreme in East Anglia (Warner 1986, 45-46; Williank®93, 158-161; Groves
1995, 108-115) — in some cases with three or four churcheslosé together. There
are seventy-nine villages in Norfolk alone that had ntben one church (Batcock
1991, 10-11), and three neighbouring parishes in west Norfolk, roxgb, Barton
Bendish and Beechamwell, had at least three churaads(Rogerson 1987, 1).

The position of a church (or patron) in the hierarchpasticularly important
where church sites are concerned, and can be demodsivaibave had an effect in
many cases — although these are frequently concentratgthan areas. In York, for
example, the only church that is not constrained bgittsis York Minster, which is
aligned at close to 90° (commented on by Harvey and Maowiged in Chapter One),
compared with all the remaining churches in the city, sohdewhich follow the
Roman street grid (Holy Trinity, Goodramgate (36°), &w®, Marygate, at (41°), St
Mary, Bishophill (42°), and at right-angles to themSts Michael le Belfrey (127°),
author's measurements June 2001), and others which “toolctigeirom the nearby
streets and properties of the Anglo-Scandinavian aitgl, are angled this way and that,
like so many weathercocks” (Morris 1989, 209), the alignmexitsvhich range
between St Cuthbert, Peasonholme, at 56° and St Helenggate at 83° (author’s
measurements June 2001). In reality this seems to réfiedact that the builders of
the minster had the power to clear a large site, ratlae be forced to build within the
confines of the city’s existing topography. St Michael Belfrey, adjacent to the
minster but aligned at 127°, was rebuilt as late asdHg sixteenth century, between
1525 and 1537 Pevsner & Neave 1999), but remains parallel with the Rostr@et
alignment within the confines of its earlier site, shdefow in Figure 3.1.

12 http://stmichaelsyork.org/cps/history.httaccessed 12June 2008)
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Figure 3.1 —Alignments of York Minster and St Michael le Belfrey
(right foreground) comparéd

At the foot of all the hierarchical lists, the fielductbhh seems to have been a
classification that groups together the many types oflstharch that did not have a
graveyard, including small estate churches, monasticojaigels and chapels of ease.
In medieval times they existed in considerable numbesp€tially in areas where the
parochial system developed later, and provided places shipofor the convenience
of growing and scattered populations” (Dymond 1995, 58), péatiguin the winter
months when travel might be difficult. In East Anglrmany were originally built as
local churches by groups of freemen (Warner 1996, 197-198), arel hags been
suggested as one possible reason for the growth in shamechgards (Williamson
1993, 159).

13 Source http://york-tourism/images/3654@ccessed 12July 2004)
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What preceded the current church building?

Although this thesis is principally concerned with existatgirch buildings, how the
church site developed and what preceded the current buildimegher it was an earlier
church building or a cemetery, is important, as the tlaat therewas an earlier use
probably determined the choice of the site for the cticbarch. This aspect will be
explored in the final chapters of this thesis.

Early-Saxon cemeteries were usually separate frottersennts (Hills 1979,
310; Rogerson 2005), but many of the ‘final-phase’ cemetetésh were founded on
new sites in the seventh century and often integratedtihe settlement of the period,
have been obscured by later settlement, including cheirahd churchyards (Morris
1983, 53-55; Hoggett 2007, 314). It is not certain that the preséracgraveyard of
the period 850 CE-1100 CE can necessarily be equated wigmpeesf church, but if
burial grounds that did not develop into churches were comthen more would be
expected to have been found away from current churchresefore some, if not most
graveyards developed into church sites” (Morris 1989, 153).

There are few examples of churches where excavaiasnshown the extant
church to have been rebuilt on the same site as diereane; Rivenhall and
Asheldham in Essex (Rodwell 1973 & 1985), Raunds (NorthantsjdiBgton 1996),
Barton on Humber (Lincs) (Rodwell 1981), Tong (West Yor{®yder 1993, 119-
132), Wharram Percy (East Yorks) (Bell & Beresford 1987)H8ken in the Walls
(York) (Rodwell 1981), St Marks, Wigford (Lincs) (Gilmour & dgker 1986),
Potterne in Wiltshire (Davey 1964), Llanelen on the Gopesrinsular (Schlesinger &
Walls 1996, 101-104), Iken (West al. 1984) and Brandon (Caet al. 1988) in
Suffolk and four in Norfolk — All Saints, Barton BendisRogersonret al. 1984), St
Benedict, Norwich (Roberts & Atkin 1982), Thetford ([2&sll1993) and St Martin at
Palace, Norwich (Beazley 2001). However, the developsitration is bewilderingly
complicated even when just these few sites are ceresid At some, postholes or slots
for an earlier wooden structure were discovered, in stases within the area enclosed
by the later stone foundations (St Martin Norwich, Towetf Wharram Percy) and at
others as separate buildings (Rivenhall, Wigford, Liameand possibly at Shapwick in
Somerset (Gerrard & Aston 2007)). At other sites easdtene work or foundation
trenches were found, again in some cases within thenesnbf the later building

(Iken, St Helen York, Tong, Barton on Humber) and at rstlas a separate structure
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(Raunds). At three of the sites — Barton BendisiBetedict’'s Norwich and Potterne —
the excavators felt that an earlier church was lacatese by in the churchyard, but
was not discovered within the excavated area. The whdlgect of earlier timber

churches preceding the current building is further comafdd by the possibility that
postholes and beam slots within church buildings aresoime cases, for internal
fittings or for construction scaffolding, such as thaseHadstock in Essex (Rodwell
1981, 114-115).

At none of the churches noted above was a signifiegalignment noticed by
the excavators. The discovered post holes and edadieewsork or foundation trenches
were on the same, or similar, alignment as the cuatamrch, thus arguing against the
comment by Richard Morris that there were changadigmment in churches at village
level between the Saxon and Norman periods as paredkigins of a new concern
with alignment during the eleventh and twelfth centtir{@®89, 208) that had been
identified at Exeter, Wells and York when the cathednadse rebuilt by the Normans

in the eleventh century.

Excavation shows few English parish churches with aires before 900 CE
(Morris 1989, 163), although by the 940s, private churches weymdgi the balance of
pastoral organization in the countryside (Blair 1985, 119; Mdt€89, 196). Parish
churches prior to 950 CE were normally fabricated in w@ddrris 1989, 165), and
the widely held view is that the “great rebuilding” @furches in stone between 1050
CE and 1150 CE (Gem 1988; Morris 1989; Blair 2005) was a stampitige afew
Norman manorial authority in England after the Conquesgher than a material- or
technique-led exercise. However, Alibert (1997, 180) argues‘Ewan in eleventh-
century Normandy, churches built in wood existed along#idse in stone, which
[wooden churches] were traditional amongst the countiresn which the ‘new
Christians’ [Normans] came.” This seems to imply tf& Normans had continued to
build wooden churches long after their conquest of Nodyaeven with access to
excellent stone close to hand, at Caen. In Denmaekielbuilding of wooden churches
in stone peaked in the early twelfth century (Abrahani€t92, 293) and was therefore
carried out in parallel with the same exercise in l&md, reinforcing the idea that
rebuilding churches in stone in England was part obr@emnporary process in many
countries, rather than a specific exercise of the poivierdship.
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CHURCH L OCATION

There appears to have been a range of influences ooctit@®h of churches, operating
either from the top down within a broadly over-archingig@l plan of the church
hierarchy, such as the possible incorporation of eaitigalrsites; or from the bottom
up, with the simple practical local desire of eachgrafor his church to be located for
his convenience and on a suitable secure site. The fiosbtwhese factors has been
examined by earlier writers, particularly the reuseeaflier pagan sites, variously
called “Christian substitution”, “Christianization” afide-paganization”, with differing
degrees of support. This section outlines and commenteqotsible reuse of earlier
types of religious site, but first addresses site suiityalaind siting for the convenience

of the patron.

Site Suitability

Perhaps the most important reason for the choideeolbtation for a church, or almost
any other building, has to be the suitability of the $or building on. The ground
should have suitable load bearing qualities, and it shoulubtiestable and accessible
when needed. The successive floods of 2007 and 2008 have hightlyktisdue, with
frequent pictures in the media of Tewkesbury Abbey standiloge above the
floodwaters, with the rest of the town submerged. Hire,choice of site must have
been made after long familiarity with the charact@ssof the flood patterns of the
Rivers Severn and Avon, and is also a reflectionhaf patron’s position in the
hierarchy and his ability to command the best site. Algfothe current abbey building
was not started until 1087(Verey 1970a, 256), the site for the town has Roman and
Saxon origins, with an earlier Saxon monastery locatethe same sit2 (Aston 2000,
59); establishing a monastery is likely to have been spedsord located by a person
of high status who was able to donate the site. Titabdity of the site is particularly
marked when comparing the situation at Tewkesbury witkhupgs of the sites of
neighbouring village parish churches, suffering in sevisratl of water in the same
floods, where the owner did not have the same abdityhoose the best site. They are

pictured below as Figures 3.2 and 3.3.

“ hitp://www.tewkesburyabbey.org.uk/his.htfaccessed7" Nov 2009)
1% http://www.tewkesbury.net/history.ag@ccessed 17Nov 2009) and
http://www.theheritagetrail.co.uk/abbeys/tewkesbury%20abbeyaccessed 17Nov 2009)
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Figure 3.2 —Tewkesbury Abbey (Gloucestershire), during the floods of 20€aUymes
the highest land in the towh

Figure 3.3 —St Michael's, Tirley (Gloucestershire), three milesith of Tewkesbury,
during the same floods — the porch gives a true indicatiche depth of the wat€r

18 Sourcehttp://guardian.co.uk/artblog/2007/jul/23/week/ Tewkesbury.l@otdessed*1April 2008)
" Sourcehttp://churchtimes.co.uk/uploads/images/Tirley-P/42537 . tdntessed*1April 2008)
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The suitability of the site for building on is logicalthe most important
criterion used in site selection for a church, but oth#uences must also have been
considered. Some might be thought of as practical reasuiech as a convenient
location close to the patron’s residence; and otherspaitual reasons, such as the
incorporation or suppression of earlier pagan religious.sitkese two are considered

below.

Convenience of the Patron

Apart from site suitability, the main practical reasbat is likely to have applied in all
areas, urban or rural, is the siting of the church clostheopatron's seat for their
convenience, referred to as “foundation by estate propsie{@lair 2005, 385), as
“seigneurial considerations” (Morris 1989, 268), and as thwre/Hall focus
(Dymond 1968, 29). This may be seen as being a developmt pagan custom of
having an idol-room in the house (Morris 1989, 75), but therdfeaveexamples of
churches which were absorbed into the house, such @heatdar, Somerset, and
Deerhurst, Gloucestershire, “they are limited in numiberavery elite practice” (Blair
2005, 386; Taylor & Taylor 1965). However, the close associati@murch and house
seems to be applicable at all levels of the church roleya from the early eighth-
century minster-church sites located close to Royatesstauch as at Bamburgh in
Northumberland (Morris 1989, 131) or Rendlesham in Suffollarfher 1996, 115;
Carver 2005, 494; Newman 2005, 478); the large parochiae reprgsérimvn
demesne manors, such as at Pickering, Pocklington anfieldriin East Yorkshire
(Morris 1989, 133-135); countless lordly churches built on lemaktates during the
tenth and eleventh centuries; to smaller field churtls by groups of freemen often
located midway between hamlets or farmsteads (Warner 1996198; Williamson
1993, 159

The juxtaposition of the church and the manor houseoismonly seen
throughout most of the country. Richard Morris notes #tthbugh some houses next

18 One Norfolk example of a field church may have been teigineted in the past as an example of a
church from the ‘lordly estates’ category - St Withdm's at Holkham is an isolated church located on
a large knoll now in the flat parkland of Holkham Hatle tseat of the Earl of Leicester, but in the
thirteenth century was “located equidistant between tketfements in the parish” (Hassall &
Beauroy 1993, 537).
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to churches are of medieval date, most of the curnaildiigs are post-medieval, and
that some are either in castle baileys or next tdtemo(Morris 1989, 248). In
Herefordshire, 50 of the 102 mottes shown on Morris’ map (1282) (author’s
calculation from the map data) are “in close associatith the church — although
this is taken as “within 200 yards”, rather than direettjacent. He sees this as an
indication of an early seat of power “often replacedabhall later” (1989, 250), and if
the Norman ownership, whidhegatthe motte, was imposed on an earlier estate, then
the juxtaposition is likely to be repeating an assamabetween hall and church that
was already in existence. In Suffolk, David Dymond hasvshthat 36 of 52 isolated
church sites are next to manor houses and he fe¢lthdra is a possibility that many
of these are successors to pre-Conquest halls (Dymond 198&\29) in Norfolk,
where Tom Williamson has suggested that this assotigitess strong (Williamson
1993, 167-168), the results from this survey show that of thechidrches currently
remote from their settlement, 31 are next to a Hathoated site, and in addition there
are 38 adjacent to just a single farm. Richard Morris hammented on the
juxtaposition of farm and church as a possible indicabd earlier manorial sites
“dwindling in importance to the status of farms” (Mort839, 274).

The building of the church prior to the motte ha® amerged as a common
model (Morris 1989, 252), particularly where Saxon burghs gezt&lorman castles,
for example at Cuckney in Northants, Corfe (Dorset) &ye in Suffolk, where the
churches are just outside the Saxon stronghold (Morris 23884). The church was
also built outside the ditched enclosure around the mdwoase at Raunds in
Northants,circa 920 CE, and at Goltho in Lincolnshireirca 1000 CE, which may
imply a parochial use of the church, so that villagenddccenter the church without
having to enter the manorial enclosure (Blair 2005, 389).
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Figure 3.4 —St Mary’'s and Hall at North Aston, Oxfordshire — the sglet association’
between house and church found in this survey (althoughts®n of the hall is of
the seventeenth century (Sherwood & Pevsner 1974, 718))

John Blair, however, puts forward an alternative modéhad of the church as
an adjunct to the manor house. He postulates that thgpears to be “an equally
widespread pattern of church development as a part of stedcpeasant settlements,
possibly explaining the location of thousands of churcBkir 2005, 395), which he
attributes to absentee, particularly monastic, lagdlqBlair 1991, 140-142). So in
these cases, the church was located for the converoétioe congregation, rather than
that of the patron. This is also hinted at in Lincolreshidentified by Stocker and
Everson, in that there is a recurrent pattern of ionatof church and rectory within a
row of settlement plots, rather than adjacent to anomal site. The authors there
thought it spoke either of public involvement in church planwings lordly replanning
of the settlement (Stocker & Everson 2007, Fig 3.28, 61 & 66).

Settlement shift from possible Anglo-Saxon cored, sirked by the presence
of the church, has been noted in several villages in saitBeanerset (Ellison 1983),
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for example, at Aller (1983, 14), Beercrocombe (22), Seawn@b Mary (84),
Seavington St Michael (89), Stocklinch (98) and Broadway (104dmileBly, at
Wharram Percy in Yorkshire, excavation has revealed tiatsite of the manor
complex had been shifted twice, in the twelfth centamg in the thirteenth century,
each time moving north from the original Saxon settlénsde, still marked by the
church ruins (Beresford & Hurst 1989, 122-132 & Fig 25). In eatheotases noted
here, it seems to point to the selection of the chwith being made for the
convenience of someone in the Saxon period, usually thenpain Norfolk and
Suffolk, a number of fieldwork investigations have been ua#en around church
sites, each of which seems to point to Saxon-periodcbhsites (Wade-Martins 1980a
& 1980b; Rogerson 1997; Davison 1990 & 1995; Newman 2005; Martin 2005;
Laverton 2001); these will be considered in more det&ilhapter Eight.

Chapels of ease were also sited for convenience, bthdaronvenience of the
congregation. Often located in positions which were clesé¢he settlements than the
parish church, and easier to reach particularly durimgeri many chapels of ease later
became parish churches, although “this was often long/etklas it threatened the
status and income of the mother church” (Dymond 1995, 59).

Reuse of earlier sites

The main spiritual reason for the choice of a pamicubcation was arguably to
incorporate the power or influence of an earlier site @n@ase the transition into
Christianity for the users of the site by its reuseer&€hare various possible situations
involving such reuse and it has been considered impormadifferentiate between
them (see Morris 1989, 57-58; Blair 2005, 183; Bradley 1993, Eaton Bel®000,
Hawkes 2003), although it is difficult to see much of dedénce between the three
categories. The site may have been reused for reasddhristian substitution, by
converting the site to Christianity and incorporating angdpressing the extant ritual
uses; it may have been used as a Christian site aftmeak in use, noted as
superimposition; or as an expressiorRmmanitaswhich is seen as the emulation of
the culture of the Roman Empire and early Christianifyhis division seems to be
somewhat artificial. Converting a pagan site to a Gharsbne is straightforward;
incorporating the earlier use could ease the transitmm fone religion to another in
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the minds of the participants. Re-adoption of a siter atbreak in use can either be
made by chance (in which case it is not really a reamlojpiut coincidence), or it can
be made because the earlier use, although discontinuad, remembered or
identifiable, in which case there is no real differebetween converting a site and
readopting it. Expressions Blomanitasappear to be similar to Christianization, in that
it was hoped that the power of the stone, or thesséatlier use and its connection to
Rome and Christianity, could be incorporated (Eaton 2000, 9679Vk989, 28-29).

Christian substitution was seen as important by thecthin the earliest days of
the Conversion. It was mentioned in the Pope’s ldtieAbbot Mellitus in 601 CE
(Grinsell 1986, 33; Morris 1989; Blair 2005), in order to assishé conversion of the
population to Christianity by using their existing religiosites. It was raised again
much later as one part of the Canons of Edgar1005x8, which instructed priests to
extinguish heathen practices, such as the worship d$,wetes and stones (Morris
1989, 60; Rattue 1995, 79; Harte 2008, 22), which, although it wasuggesting
reusing the site, does confirm that these practices stillghave been continuing in a
widespread manner at this time. There are many examp@sirches that have been
built next to, or on, features that may representerantual sites, such as in the henge
at Knowlton (Dorset) (illustrated as Figure 3.12 on page i3he centre of the Iron-
Age hillforts at Whittlebury in Northamptonshire (Jones Rage 2006, 187), at
Hanbury (Worcestershire), Tetbury (Gloucestershire), Awyles (Buckinghamshire)
(Blair 1992, 234), and Breedon in Leicestershire (Morris 198f)s{iated below);
adjacent to the Iron-Age broch at Harray (Mainland,r@s (Petrie 1890, 93; Fraser
1923, 32), (illustrated below); alongside the megalithic remain$Stanton Drew
(Avon) and Midmar (Aberdeenshire) (Morris 1983, 59) and pbssilb Avebury
(Wiltshire) in the Saxon burgh adjacent to the henge §Rbl Reynolds 2002, plate
17 and 235-237) or next to the monolith at Rudston in East Yoek@&@hown as Figure
3.13 on page 93). There are also many examples of churcdliesnbwr near, Bronze-
Age barrows, for example at High Wycombe, Buckinghamshirhich adjoins elite
seventh-century barrow burials (Morris 1989, 256); EarsHdanfglk) (Morris 1983,
60); Scartho (Lincolnshire) (Stocker & Everson 2007, 61); OgimB8t Andrew
(Wiltshire), and Fimber (East Yorkshire) (Morris 1983, 59nGeil 1986, 33).

9 Mis-named, according to John Blair, they should be at&ibto Archbishop Wulfstan (Blair 2005,
444)
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Figure 3.5 =St Nicholas’, Harray, Mainland, Orkney — the churchyardt lwound the
remains of an Iron-Age broch, with a war memoriatsatentre

Figure 3.6 —St Mary & St Hardulf's, Breedon on the Hill, Leicestleire
— the church located in an Iron-Age hill-fort, also $lite of a Mercian minsterirca
680 CE (Morris 1983, 58)
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Similarly there are churches built
near, or over, springs (wells), of which there
are many extant examples in this survey:
Westwell and Binsey (Oxfordshire),
Gilcrux, Kirkoswald and Castle Sowerby
(Cumbria), Dereham (Norfolk), numerous
churches in Cornwall and several in
Pembrokeshire, for example at Burton,
Dale, Lawrenny, St Ishmaels and
Gumfreston (the last two are illustrated as
Figures 3.7, 3.8, 3.9 & 3.10).

Figure 3.7— A spring emerging beneath the
chancel at St Ishmael's, Pembrokeshire

Figure 3.8 —A spring enclosure in the nave north wall at St Lawes) Gumfreston,
Pembrokeshire
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Figure 3.9— Gumfreston Spring Figure 3.10 —view of the altar from the
enclosure (detail) springlesare

Springs, or wells (the O.E. form of spring (Gelling 1984, 3@)g the most
obvious example of natural objects in the landscape whight have been the subject
of veneration in earlier times — because of the magieabér issuing from the ground —
and perhaps the most obvious candidate for Christianizaleremy Harte records 919
Holy wells, 201 of which are associated with a church andag&’ located in
churchyards (Harte 2008, my calculations from his appendix [YAisa of sites”).
James Rattue’s assessment of Holy wells though, sedmswvnplay the whole idea of
Christianization, saying that “too much has been madeeofvéinious aspects of it”,
particularly springs, because water is naturally athéart of the Christian ritual,
involving the use of holy water generally and particylamlthe central act of baptism
(Rattue 1995, 34). Few holy wells were recorded before Bdaye Rattue lists nine,
and Jeremy Harte lists eight from Anglo-Saxon souckarters, the Burghal Hideage
and a will) (Rattue 1995, 63; Harte 2008, 17-18), although this meagnbunder
recording, as charters usually concentrated on boundamyrdsaso might not have
included wells that were sited away from the boundariestev holywell-type
placenames are mentioned in Domesday for the firgt; ttmdozen according to Rattue
(1995, 63) and three according to Harte (2008, 18). Both writgramany wells
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Christianized at a later date, but Rattue goes on tdahsay‘the simplistic model of
Christianization is totally inadequate” (1995, 66), becauswrt be shown that the
Church was fully prepared to create its own holy welther then convert pagan ones.
He sees this as part of a larger pattern, where thecRhvas afraid of hydrolatry and
other nature worship throughout the eleventh century, essderfior example, by
Edgar’'s Canons of 1005x8, calling for extinguishment and destnuaf pagan sites,
mentioned earlier (Rattue 1995, 79-81), in addition to othentions in the
Northumbrian Priests’ Law of 1010 (Harte 2008, 22). Thesesrulere reversed in
1102 by the Council of Westminster when cults of wells war@ught under the
Church’s wing, and were made subject to the authority eflabal bishop (Rattue
1995, 79; Harte 2008, 23), which “attributed sanctity to the &ooh{Jones 1998, 76),
when they “became part of the wider religious landstébarte 2008, 23). Rattue
goes on to suggest that this softening of attitude might harelierause of the general
spread of new churches, and that the authorities mayrkalised that “they were no
longer living in a sea of sub-paganism” (1995, 79).

If the Church had seen the Christianization of wedla @riority in earlier times,
then the use of well sites close to churches wouldlysiige/e been evident in a far
greater number of cases. There are only a few exarmoplesjor churches associated
with wells, notably at the eponymous Wells in Someragiere the Holy well of St
Andrew is close to the east end of the minster, wititinaity of use on the site with a
Roman mausoleum and a Saxon burial chapel (Rodwell 1981, 142-143; @Qo6d3ll,
the idea of Christianization may be somewhat overdtdtecause as Rattue puts it “A
very substantial number of wells, if not the absolumggority, were left alone by the
church” (1995, 42). Harte supports this by suggesting that arounthinde of all
healing wells in several counties he surveyed — Devorefbtelshire, Warwickshire,
Worcestershire, Somerset and Gloucestershire — werr @eopted by the church
(Harte 2008, 93). Richard Morris also points out that theiplesrelationship between
a parish church and a pre-Christian sacred place “bexomeilderingly complicated
because of the jumble of cults and the revival of rbeathenism in the ninth and tenth
centuries, after the Scandinavian colonization” (1989, 56g&fjicularly in the east of
the country. The idea that there was a period afteeltheenth century when the reuse
of sites was considered more important than previoisiybliquely reinforced by John
Blair's observation that the examples of churched lmlose to Bronze-age barrows
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which reflect a local continuation of ritual sites,a pattern in which “the builders of
the earlier [pre-eleventh century] minster churches hadvisHittle interest” (Blair
2005, 376).

On the other hand, John Blair has suggested that the mbdgturches on
sacred sites’ has not really been applied to Englandyrewparish churches are
normally seen as off-shoots of manor houses (Blair 280%). He notes that several
single-celled chapels of the tenth to twelfth centyrimainly in Cornwall, have been
shown, by excavation or by their association withvabground remains, to have
developed from pagan cemeteries or wells. “This suggedtthdra may be others that
perpetuate different sorts of ritual features such as testanding stones which have
left no trace” (Blair 2005, 376), an idea which will be depeld by the application of
the results of this survey in later chapters. The ldcgeomanence of some of these
features presents a problem because possible sites ssabred trees or groves are
unlikely to be evident in the later landscape, as festin Britain live long enough.
There are, however, some examples, such as at K@afand, now Lincolnshire),
where excavation has revealed burials around a tree whidbse to a small church
associated with further burials, although it is unclghich was there first (Blair 2005,
381).

The yew is a tree of particular interest in this eaht despite the fact that
worship through nature was seen as the Kingdom of the Bgvile Church (Cornish
1946, 16; Ross 1967 33-35), as its evergreen foliage was seen asbal &f
everlasting life. It must also be remembered, thatéamly times, the yew held a
different position in peoples’ minds as it was almostdhly evergreen tree in England
and Wales” (Cornish 1946, 17). Although the yew can be patigulong-lived,
Cornish felt that “it is unlikely that any yew tree giog in churchyards today was
planted before the time of the great rebuilding, makinggn a Christian symbol rather
than an earlier pagan one” (1946, 17). However, modern dathgiques have shifted
the probable planting date of the largest yew trees backral hundred years. There
are thirty-one examples in Bevan-Jones’ surveyeddmwhich have trunks greater than
ten metres in circumference, such as at Clun in &mice, which may be more than
1300 years old (Bevan-Jones 2002, 29 & gazetteer 189-193), firndingléheir
planting in the middle-Saxon period. Bevan-Jones pantsthat only a few of the
known Anglo-Saxon churches have ancient yew treethem yards, but the trees’
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longer lifespan could make the yew a marker of seventlreighth-century Anglo-
Saxon church sites which currently only contain a nmoelern church (2002, 29). A
further 60 trees in his survey were measured at more thdeeP6n circumference,
which Bevan-Jones classed as “more than 1000 years olgariBmnes 2002, 29 &

gazetteer 189-193), including the tree, which is 28 feet inmiference, in the yard at
All Saints’, Alton Priors in Wiltshire, illustratecdetow.

k
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Figure 3.11 —Yew tree in the churchyard at All Saints’, Alton PadWiltshire) — 28
feet in circumference (A4-sized clipboard for scale)

There remains the question of whether it was bishopsksnon indeed anyone
at all, who directed the incorporation of the earl@gan sites, such as wells and
barrows. John Blair has suggested that many small craivedes built on older ritual
monuments, where the sites were apparently selectedofo-practical reasons and
where they may represent sites of long-standing daess (Blair 2005, 376). But his
observation, noted earlier, that the builders ofébhdy minster churches, “frequently
bishops” (Blair 1991, 91), had apparently shown little inteiascommandeering
earlier ritual sites (Blair 2005, 376), appears to indicaaé tirey had other priorities,
possibly the patron’s convenience. It may also be wrorgg$ame that, in the tenth
and eleventh centuries, the church caafiter the manor; as Blair comments that
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“placing his church on a perceived sacred site away fraannmanor, may be an
example of the lord trying to gain control of a tradiab source of power such as a
well or tree” (Blair 2005, 382). This could represent an tamithl way that
undeveloped cult sites were brought into the Christiédh fwt specifically authorized
or directed by senior members of the church hierarchy, $at method of imposing

local secular power or even as a way of gaining loozéatance.

The in-depth studies at Shapwick in Somerset highlightfatethat detailed
knowledge of any individual site can reveal so much extfarmation about its
history, that previous assessments of the current chanchits location do not
necessarily reflect the true situation. In fact, tetailed knowledge provided by
excavation, landscape analysis and interpretation apv8bk (see Gerrard & Aston
2007, particularly 963-981) has raised additional questions whiclkdwot have been
evident otherwise. In the absence of this researcHptla¢ion of Shapwick church in
the centre of the village would have been totally ummable; it is not located
adjacent to a manorial centre nor is it close feadure which could be interpreted as of
earlier ritual importance. However, the extensive netsethere has shown that the final
position of the church, and its relationship to thelesatnt and topographical features,
is the result of a complex series of events. Anigastone-built church, possibly a
minster, thought to be of the ninth century and of atle@o phases, was built close to
a seventh- or eighth-century timber building, which ywassibly an earlier church, or
possibly acaput hall. Both the ‘hall’ and stone church were builtsdoto a spring
(although there were nine springs in the parish in total)ckoxk both to Bronze-Age
barrows and to the remains of a Roman building. In tmaigithere was another
adjacent timber-framed building overlain by a stone hogidvhich was probably the
site of the vicarage. Late-Saxon settlement shift ttesachurch and manoriauria left
isolated and, approximately 250 years later, the manahmirastrative functions were
moved some 600 metres to a new moated site at the moeheé of the current village
at the end of the thirteenth century. The church site waved into the village during
the early fourteenth century, where a new larger chuah built, albeit with an old-
fashioned floorplan featuring a central tower. All tfages the following questions: if
the timber building was eaputhall, and it preceded the church, was it sited close to
the spring for practical reasons? Was the church tlogte by for the convenience of
the hall residents, or because of the spring? If &nkee timber building was a church
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and not a hall, was it located where it was becausthefspring, the prehistoric
barrows or the Roman building remains? Finally, wasnly @ desire for a larger
building that caused the church site to be moved oritn@asimprove access for the
patron and villagers, rather than leaving the church whevas - isolated, as so many

others are?

Investigating churches with Romanesque towers in Lincols&tocker and
Everson (2007) have concluded that eighteen churches (27%araopbave been
located in relation to some natural or ancient featutbe landscape (thirteen of which
were springs and twelve of these were in the Lindseyia)s 31% were located in
open spaces within settlements and 42% were locatedtoldee manorial centre or
due to some other episode of lordly planning or replanning (28D564). The high
proportion of churches in Lindsey built close to a spring sstggeto the writers that
either the church was an early foundation that precduzdettlement, or that it was
thought a more appropriate location within the settlenratiter than next to the manor
(2007, 64), but there is no evidence as yet for any of tHaseles dating from a
period when pagan wells were being ‘converted’ to Chnitig2007, 63). Subsequent
phases of settlement development have clouded the @ssowf the churches with
natural features, so that at present, fourteen of igigesn churches appear to be
associated with lordly planning or open space within thtlesgent, but can be
stratigraphically separated to show their original assion (2007, 61 & 65). This
work provides another indication that only very dethiémalysis allows a true reading
of the situation, in that without it, the importancetlod springs to the original location
of these churches would have been substantially diluted.

Expressions ofRomanitas

An expression oRomanitaswas the third type of possible spiritual reuse ofiearl
sites, where their incorporation was seen as a wayntdage the Christian culture of
the later Roman Empire. There are almost 200 paristcieésirin Britain which are
known to overlie or adjoin Roman sites, such as at CateEdmund (Norfolk),

Castor (Cambridgeshire) and Bewcastle (Cumbria) ands ‘filausible that some of
these are developments of perceived ancestral burialsuges of the earlier burial
site” (Blair 2005, 377), although it is equally likely that yhare examples of
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RomanitasTyler Bell puts the number of churches associated Rattman structures at
160, but suggested that they “may represent only a fractide dotal” (Bell 1998, 2).
Tim Eaton has identified the 25 churches located in Romoats fas the earliest
acknowledged class of Roman structure consistently refase@hristian purposes,
many as missionary churches early in the ConversiotoE2000, 14-17). Bell calls
the use of Roman sites a “distinct and purposeful reuse'many cases several
centuries after the structures’ desertion and ruinati®98, 4). From the seventh
century, Saxons saw Roman masonry buildings as synarsymidh Christianity, and
further, that there was an association between $toildings and the church, indicated
by the number of churches over Roman buildings througheutduntry in settlements
with placenames derived from stone (Bell 1998, 6; Rigold 1972, f8B)example
Lullingstone (Kent), Stansted Abbots (Herts), Whitestanr(Somerset) and Stanwix
(Cumbiria). This link is unlikely to be just an attractionstone as a building material,
as most churches were built in wood at this time (Td® 986, 121; Rodwell 1985).

The reuse of Roman altars, however, seems to confesesshe somewhat.
More than 50 altars are known to have been reused Iasestic contexts (Eaton
2000, 65), but, since some of them have been used in subsgstions, classified
as “casual use” by David Stocker (Stocker 1990, 83-88), suclt #e base of the
chancel arch at Godmanstone (Dorset) (Eaton 2000, 106) atiutr¢kealtars buried in
the footings at St Mary’s, Bisley (Gloucestershireattt® 2000, 101), it seems equally
possible that these are examples of either the Glwistition of pagan altars at
Godmanstone, or merely the eminently practical uskeofargest pieces of stone in the

lowest courses of the wall at Bisley.

Conspicuous sites

The use of particularly conspicuous sites for churclaas demonstrate elements of
both practicality and spirituality. In many cases thegy another example of the reuse
of sites of earlier importance; many are in elevatesitipos, providing conspicuous
locations such as knolls and hilltops, and have beerdrmteall writers for churches
across the whole country, such as those at Edlesbomo@yitkinghamshire, at Holme
on Spalding Moor in East Yorkshire and at Godshill on the ¢$IWight. It has been
observed that churches dedicated to St Michael frequectlypy hilltop sites and are
an indication of spirituality (Morris 1989, 52-56; Stocker &efEson 2006, 82),
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although the results of this survey show that St Mithashurches are much more
likely to be built on flat lowland sites. Richard Marralso refers to other “locally
conspicuous sites” (1989, 69) and quotes many examples of poggrexdrehurches in
the flat areas of East Yorkshire built on locally eled sites, although he suggests that
in these cases it was “most likely that the patross Bred in such positions and in due
course provided their eyries with churches” (Morris 1989, 26%),therefore amount
to being sited for the convenience of the patron. Othes which are conspicuous for
reasons other than solely their elevation, which Rahdorris describes as having
“indications of more than local status” (1989, 69), are aitiaddl example of the sort
of site that had earlier significant uses. The maengde he quotes was the church at
Knowlton in Dorset, which as well as being in the cerif a henge, was also in the
later Hundredal meeting place, with a possible parafl@ihaving in East Yorkshire
(Morris 1989, 74). In these cases, the sites would haveal@dminent place in the
minds of everyone over a wide area and their adoptidheasite for a church possibly
gained kudos for the patron, reflecting John Blair's comment, wdotarlier, that
adoption of cult sites may have been an exercise bgdatien of gaining the power of
the site (Blair 2005, 382). Morris acknowledges that thevitom site is often used by
others as an example of ‘de-paganization’ (Morris 1989, 72)fferns the possibility
that the church-builders may just have adopted a conveamtbsure for burials
adjacent to a now abandoned settlement (Morris 1989, 733 mot possible to
determine which of these reasons was behind the originateclod the site for the

church, but it highlights the fact that care must keriavhen making any assumptions.
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Figure 3.12— Knowlton church sited in the centre of the henge, lwvinas also the Hundred
meeting place, or was it sited there to be within avenmnt enclosure for burials?

Figure 3.13 —

™ All Saints’, Rudston with monolith
(chief measuring assistant for scale)

The site of All Saints’ at Rudston in East Yorkshiraisimilar case. Richard
Morris makes the point that the church at Rudston wds reit to the monolith, and

asks “why are there not more churches built closeatodstg stones” (1989, 82)? One
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possible explanation is that the Rudston site is alsio of a hill, so this ‘conspicuous
site’ may have taken precedence over the fact thantmlith was there, or perhaps it
reinforced the choice of the prominent site. The faat there are few churches close to
standing stones does suggest that they were not caidgportant enough to require
Christianization and reaffirms the argument that Clanstation may have been
generally overstated as a concept. At Alton PriordVilishire, however, two felled
megaliths are set beneath the church floor, accedsiitimpdoors (Surman 2008, 5-6),
although whether the church was sited over them foptingose of Christianization or
not, and whether the stones have always been adeesailher than buried, is unclear.
These examples, particularly at Knowlton and Rudsteierate how complex the
whole issue of church location is, particularly whewgled with the position in the
hierarchy that the church patron occupied. This subje@wveldped in later chapters by

using the results of this survey.

CHURCH L OCATION : CONCLUSIONS

The location of churches has been shown to be infldebgenany, often inter-related,
factors. In many cases the earliest churches werblisbtd on the ‘best’ sites in terms
of topography, but whether that was for practical regssuch as for the convenience
of the patron who had already chosen to live thereaoiding flood-prone land or for
conspicuousness, is not clear. Writers have discussediearange of influences on the
location of churches of every age, size and type, ngngom the incorporation of
earlier ritual sites to the simple desire for the chuto be close at hand. The
incorporation of earlier ritual sites appears to haveicoed to operate over several
centuries, although whether its operation, or focus, waas organized or as

comprehensive as the church hierarchy appears to have tyigitended, is unclear.

John Blair feels that a fundamental distinction coulddk®vn between local
churches which stand where they do because their sittsdcred significance, and
those which grew from the contemporary locational sesfdmanorial settlement and
had no roots in any ritual past (Blair 2005, 373). What is diean the research at
Shapwick and from some of the cases in Lincolnshiregchetrlier, is that detailed
local work on a site-by-site basis can change the appeeiationship between church,
manor and topography to such an extent that summaryusmits drawn without such
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detailed analysis, especially at single sites or fnery small datasets, should be
treated with care. Statistical reliability of the u#és grows as the sample size grows,
especially as it appears from hundreds of other sit&merset, Norfolk, Yorkshire
and Lincolnshire that the moving of the church at Shapwick avaunusual exercise,
and that the vast majority of churches stayed in theginal location even when the
settlement shifted away. Applying the results of this latg®ey in later chapters to the
location of churches, and separating sites chosenigalhcfor manorial reasons or for
topographical reasons will be made more difficult whagdng into account the many

east-facing sloping sites that have churches built @mth
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SETTLEMENT STUDIES

This section outlines the historiography of rural settlansbange, from the mid-Saxon
period to about a century after Domesday, which wasrgortant period for rural
church building. It outlines the earlier views of setidet and discusses the more
recent major writings about rural settlement, partidylthe patterns that developed in
the different regions based on the major landscapeddtgiral classifications of
‘planned’ and ‘ancient’ countryside. It also touchegfty on the parallel development
of open-field agriculture. Although the specific types, patterns, of settlement that
developed across the country are not the primary intefasis thesis, the timing of
the appearance of the church in the settlement angdsifis location within the
settlementre matters of central importance, and will form a majart of the analysis

in the final chapters.

Formalizing terms “used by writers for several centlyi€diver Rackham’s
definitions of ‘planned’ and ‘ancient’ countryside ané thighland’ area use different
levels of settlement dispersion (in other words hamiglisges & isolated farms) as
one of the eight distinct differences between théreg(Rackham 1986, 4-5). Planned
countryside has been described by others as ‘ChampioiMidland’, and ancient
countryside has been described as ‘Woodland’ or ‘South-&estkham notes an often
sharp division between the types of countryside which db raflect the local
administrative boundaries and frequently cut parisheslIin(Rackham 1986, 5). The
three types of countryside are shown in Figure 5.1 bedtivag with the boundaries of
the areas surveyed for this thesis. and it has beegnieed that whilst “each area is
broadly homogeneous, with many broad similarities entifpes of rural settlement”,
both in their formation and changes in them, thereats®@ some variations within the
areas, especially at the margins (Taylor 1983, 77-85; Wilbamn2003 5-6), and there
are different opinions on the timing of settlement eatibn (Lewiset al. 2001, 201 &
214; Taylor 2002, 54; Williamson 2003). Different writers havéered slightly
different versions of the boundaries of the two typesauntryside, including those
arrived at when measuring nineteenth-century dispersiopttément inAn Atlas of
Rural Settlemen{Roberts & Wrathmell 2002, 8-9), “but all agree that thilldhd
areas were [later] characterised by more nucleatedrpatof settlement” (Williamson
2003, 4).

Chapter 3 96



Figure 3.14 —Landscape classifications after Rackham 1986, showing¢hs af
churches surveyed for this thesis
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Early settlement development

Before the 1970s it was generally assumed that villageseseablished by the Anglo-
Saxon people who colonized England in the fifth centuitgr ahe Romans left. The
subject was considered in Hoskins’ publicatidre making of the English landscape
1955 and he supported the idea by writing that “the Englishstapd as we know it
today is almost entirely the product of the last fiftéeindred years, beginning with the
earliest Anglo-Saxon villages in the middle decades effitth century” (Hoskins
1955, 20). He went on to describe several different villagpes — Green villages,
Street villages and Crossroad villages, and he alsaedfes “mixed types” which he
ascribed to “later changes” (1955, 60), but which may have beerpolyfocal
settlements later described by Christopher Taylor (197d)Taavor Rowley (1978).
Hoskins also referred to planned villages, which he thougte tmeostly of eighteenth
century date” (Hoskins 1955, 60). He felt that all thessoua types of villages
reflected cultural and historical differences, but ackeogkd that “the result may be
due to successive changes” (Hoskins 1955, 60).

Similar settlements to those noted by Hoskins (greermgél and street
villages) were built in Holland and northern Germanyd @rfmight legitimately have
been expected that similar types were built here” (RpWRO78, 72), except that there
is a “fundamental flaw in this assumption in that therea evidence that villages were
built [anywhere] by the early Saxons” (Rowley 1978, 72).tBg time, thinking had
changed considerably and there were “many theories ageiformation, but all were
united in their opposition to the traditional beliefs” (Rew 1978, 70). It was
suggested that “the traditional view of nucleated village$/[grovided a comfortable
picture of stability and antiquity in our landscape” (Tayl983, 110). In fact it was
proposed that villages were “an aberration” in the laapksTaylor 1983, 125; Aston
1985, 82) and that in many cases the hamlets and farmsheagsddated the villages
were in some way a more normal form of settlemestdA 1985, 82; Brown & Taylor
1989, 61), whether through forest clearance (Taylor 1983; Wdgkan 2003),
continuity of the Roman pattern of scattered settigngeloskins 1955; Rodwell &
Rodwell 1985; Williamson 2003), or through development in a8 times (Brown
& Taylor 1989, 61; Warner 1991).

Researchers in many areas across the country have &redoa continuous

and often extensive change in medieval settlement, thghformer idea of village
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stability swept away” (Taylor 1992, 7), revealing a sinitjaof dispersed settlement
types that were common to all areas before the carahsystems of agriculture with
their nucleated villages in the Midlands (Taylor 1983, 63-10jamMson 1988, 9-10).
Scattered early- to middle-Saxon sites, with severalparish, have been discovered in
many places, although it is not always clear whethesethgere contemporary or
successive. For example, excavations at West Stowo{ufind Mucking (Essex)
were interpreted as shifting clusters of houses (Hamek®9i; Taylor 1992, 8),
whereas at Brixworth (Northamptonshire), it has begygssted that they may have
been contemporary, or at least evidence for earlyeatioh (Jones & Page 2006, 88).
Another example is Goltho in Lincolnshire, where exd@n “provides the first real
date for an English village on the site”, as being laud in the tenth or eleventh
century on a pattern unrelated to the eighth-centurlgdinmouses beneath it (Taylor
1983, 122; Beresford 1975), in a similar way to Bishops Walthdampshire) and
Brandon (Suffolk) (cited in Taylor 1983, 122-3). These examipda® confirmed that
there was “an early- to middle-Saxon pattern which @iisrent from, and unrelated
to, the later medieval nucleated villages” (Williamson 1988 aylor 1992). A pattern
of dispersed settlements has also been found in Buckimgtiee and Leicestershire,
with small outlying sites revealed by scatters of mide®apottery, but which seldom
produce late-Saxon pottery on the same site (Letvsl. 2001, 81), indicating their
disappearance by then.

During this period, a pattern of large estates, which amedamany hamlets
and scattered farmsteads, that may have perpetuated bosrfdameat least Roman
times, has been suggested in the past, particularly by @éadones (Jones 1961 &
1979). The idea was developed and summarised by Mick Aston asseries of large
units in the landscape from the seventh century onwar@seldstates were centred on
some of the most significant places in the landscapé @il other settlements
dependent on them and may be reflected later on inatids lof the old established
monasteries and bishoprics, or in some of the Hundeedaihgements” (Aston 1985,
36). Examples were suggested by Glanville Jones across mtieh ajuntry — Wales,
Yorkshire, Hertfordshire, Sussex, Wiltshire, Cumberlandl Rarham (Glanville Jones
1961 & 1979; Aston 1985, 34), thus demonstrating that a similar érdispersed
settlement was common to all areas of the countgsgpective of soil type and region,

Chapter 3 99



prior to the divergence of settlement patterns that leharacterized the planned and

ancient countryside areas.

Despite Rackham’'s comment, noted earlier, that theme often a sharp
division between the two areas of countryside, manysamesghe margins of the main
landscape regions exhibit characteristics of bothCAgstopher Dyer puts it “Village
England runs down the middle of the country ... areas sfedsed settlement lie on
either side, although there are pockets of farms andesmm village-dominated
regions and there is a scatter of nucleated villageseny corner of the country” (Dyer
1994, 47). Christopher Taylor points to “marginal areas igeédsettlement” (Taylor
1983, 77-85) and Roberts and Wrathmell describe “sub-provinces’south
Huntingdonshire and adjacent areas, in which a mixturéCeftral and ‘South-
Eastern’ settlement characteristics appear (RobeWs@&hmell 1998, 102).

Scholars broadly agree as to why nucleated settlemeamis open field
agriculture appeared; shortage of pasture, innovatiorisugiping technology, partible
inheritance, rising population, administrative reasons @shithes and parishes, as
well as market surplus arising from improved techniques of-@GpkEhfarming, have
all been considered (Taylor 1983, 125-150; 2002, 53; Brown & Foard B298,
Williamson 1988, 7; Lewigt al. 2001, 193), in addition to soil (Williamson 2003) and
lordly power (Hamerow 2002, 87; Williamson 1988, 7; Dodgshon 1980jveder,
recent work in Northamptonshire has highlighted the sutigtaamount of grazing
land remaining after the open fields were fully develofga to 40% of the area),
suggesting that re-assessment is needed of the idea wes the shortage of pasture
for grazing that led to the need for fallow fields, ahdréfore the ‘three-field’ system
(Williamson in prep.). An additional problem is that tpee'ssure of population’ effect
was not realised on all the areas of heavy clay. dl&gands of Essex, Norfolk and
Suffolk, in the ‘ancient countryside’ area, were not sttbje the same settlement
developments as the claylands of the midland countiefiglvéon 1988, 10), even
though the Domesday population density was greater thenert the Midlands (Darby
1976, 46). Christopher Taylor asks whether nucleation was@ationary process that
started in one place and spread (Taylor 2002, 54), whiclsashaited at by Carenza
Lewis (Lewiset al. 2001, 214), but, if nucleation spread from the centre of the, a
then villages at the edge would be expected to have nedléter than those in the
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centre (Taylor 2002, 55), a situation which has not beentiftl by any of these
writers’ published researches.

Chronology

The chronology of the change is more problematic. ®hginal theories of fifth-
century Saxons importing the village structure and agumallttechnique have been
shown to be wrong, and at the other extreme, JoanKTrsvillage formation as late
as the twelfth or thirteenth centuries (Thirsk 1964), wthels also been disproved;
both from documentary sources, with Saxon charteesrime§ to headlands, furlongs
and yardlands (Pollard & Reynolds 2002, 219) and from fieldingl finds of
concentrations of earlier pottery (Jones & Page 2006, 8lgreTare two current
schools of thought on chronology; firstly a middle-8&ayphase of nucleation of the
late eighth or early ninth century (Taylor 1983, 130; Whiismn 2003, 66), with “much
of the nucleation completed before the middle of théhnwentury” (Williamson 2003,
67), although some have suggested a seventh-century stardssaicNorth Elmham in
Norfolk (Wade-Martins 1980a), and others have suggested a atianlen the late
seventh or early eighth century, with open fieldstethin the ninth or tenth century as
part of the replanning of agricultural methods (Brown &ripd998, 91). The second
school of thought involves a longer chronology with gerlabeginning, suggesting
settlement nucleation starting between the middi&éetinth century and the eleventh
century, but not finishing in parts until as late as thedénth century (Lewigt al.
2001, 81; Taylor 1983), a period which has been called the “villageemi (Lewiset
al. 2001, 191) and partly echoing Thirsk’s suggested timing, mextieadier.

There is also considerable discussion over the is$ushether settlement
change or replanning was a lordly effort or organized by thesgrgs through
economic necessity. The majority of authors seenfatmur the idea of lordly
replanning of settlements and have suggested that it ftelinvith the other changes
during the period; of feudal transformation, with an inceemsthe number of local
lords (Faith 1997, 1-15), coupled with urban growth, rapid populajrowth and a
concomitant increase in demand for food production (Tal8&3; Lewiset al. 2001,
194-195; Gerrard & Aston 2007). Bruce Campbell has doubts as hether

communities were sufficiently organized and capable okimgathe appropriate

Chapter 3 101



decisions before the commonfield systems came intdeexis, and that "strong and
undivided lordship” was more likely (Campbell 1981, 127), a josiechoed by
Richard Hodges, who considered that the “nucleation afgel cannot be ascribed to
the collective zeal of the peasantry ... it was surké work of the manorial class”
(Hodges 1989, 168). Carenza Lewis sees an obstacle tosthe®n that lords were
the principal agents in the planning of villages and fiddgisnoting that “there are
frequently differences between the boundaries of mand township” (Lewiset al.
2001, 175), implying that the two are not contemporary feat@esstopher Taylor,
however, has also argued that nucleation could haveldseaght about by a conscious
decision by a group of residents to occupy a single siteeréhan being a function of
lordship (Taylor 1983, 133), a similar view to that of Chqéter Dyer concerning the
development of villages and open field farming (Dyer 1994, 11).

Development of open-field agriculture

Some feel that there is a “strong likelihood” that ogefd$ came into existence at the
same time as the nucleation of villages (Leetisal. 2001, 171), and Margaret Faull
(1984) also saw village and agricultural development happeniparailel, between
the ninth/tenth century and the twelfth century. Therpottery evidence of scattered
Saxon settlements covered by later open fields (Foar8, 134), although this just
appears to show that scattered settlements precedadltise tbut not by how long. In
other words, this evidence could support either a contempataange to both
settlement and agriculture, or a later change in agwieul Carenza Lewis mentions
this as part of the problem with an evolutionary modegmiwth of nucleation, and
suggested that once the change to nucleation was stargeg@articular vill it had to
happen quickly, perhaps within a year, in order to avo& dbnflict of land use
between field and scattered settlement, clearly medhatgsettlement nucleation and
the creation of open-fields had to be contemporary (fetval. 2001, 171). However,
others felt that the open-fields may have been develgpene time after the village
nucleation process. As Tom Williamson puts it, “exaetlyat form that those open
fields, as they existed by the twelfth and thirteenthiw@es, took in late-Saxon times,
is still open to debate” (Williamson 2003, 89), with suggestioy some that there may
have been an intermediate form of communal agriceiltknown as ‘long furlongs’

(Hall 1981, 36-37), although others have suggested that it wsisalha pastoral
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(Brown & Foard 1998, 91-92). Whether there was a contempochange in

agricultural methods or not, there must have been éspearganization of the lands
that were attached to the hamlets as they combinedWw(iB & Foard 1998, 80). At
Shapwick in Somerset, the village nucleated in the tentbleventh century in the
centre of a new larger parish, based on the land¢ &Haat two earlier hamlets or
manors (Gerrard & Aston 2007, 980-981). The new village wagddadn the centre of
the new open fields, for which fieldwalking has uncoverethta-Saxon manuring
scatter slightly in excess of 200 acres (Gerrard & A0017, 980-981); what cannot
be resolved is whether the creation of a new villagetb@dntroduction of open-field

farming there were contemporary.

‘Ancient countryside’ settlement

In ‘ancient countryside’ areas, for example on tlay<lof central Norfolk, early-Saxon
settlement continued the dispersed character of Rontdlensent, although more
sparsely, but during the middle Saxon period, settlemeg@rb¢éo be concentrated,
usually only one settlement to a parish (Wade-Martins 19B@lvjson 1990, 16-19;
Newman 2001, 7; Williamson 2002, 95). This area was charaatenzater times by a
variety of dispersed settlement forms, in many case®unding commonland, which
“began developing in the eleventh, twelfth and thirteeetituries” (Williamson 2003,
92; Martin 2001, 6; Warner 1991, 13). In the majority of cadesravfieldwalking has
been possible, similar foci to the middle-Saxon dibesettlement were retained in the
late Saxon period (Wade-Martins 1980b; Davison 1990), although sdnteese
identified middle-Saxon sites may only have grown intéagés in the late Saxon
period (Williamson 1993, 85). On the lighter soils to thsteof the claylands in East
Anglia, “a similar pattern is apparent ... ... the movemantay from middle-Saxon
sites to the common edge evidently began in pre-Conquest”tianed is “probably
typical” (Williamson 2003, 98). Williamson feels that thiglicates that there were
strong forces operating in pre-Conquest times that predetite growth of the
nucleation of settlement, rather than settlement disggerto the common edge
(Williamson 2003, 98-99). Further south, in Suffolk and n&skex, where there were
fewer large commons, most parishes had a cluster téreent, but with numerous

small isolated settlements often close to small gré@farner 1991, 28-29; Williamson
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2003, 101-2), a proportion of which became villages before DomedHa rest

remaining as subsidiary hamlets (Warner 1991, 29).

Highland Zone settlement

This zone has also been referred to as the “Northewe&tern Province” (Roberts &
Wrathmell 2002, 5). Settlement patterns in the Highland Zaree considerably
simpler, basically remaining dispersed throughout the garianterest here, but with
exceptions particularly along the coast and in the largkeys (Roberts & Wrathmell
2002, 116-117), where some village nucleation occurred with sizessieciated
township fields. Most of the area concentrated on arcudgral economy that was
basically pastoral in nature, with settlement and fegads scattered along valley
floors with associated upland grazing sites (Roberts &tkivnell 2002, 162-170).

SETTLEMENT : CONCLUSIONS

There appears to have been a similarity in settlemettérpa across much of the
country at least until middle-Saxon times and possililgraé dispersed settlement of
farmsteads and hamlets, often assarted from woodlamdhvappeared, shifted, and
disappeared, from the Roman period until the beginningnwdleated village
settlements across most of the country during eithemtidelle-Saxon or late-Saxon
period, depending on which school of thought is followederthis point a divergence
in pattern began; in the ‘ancient countryside’ areas tiodeated settlements began to
break up with some, if not most, settlement moving towahe edges of grazing land
(the commons), during the post-Conquest period and posaithp¢fore it; whilst in
the ‘planned countryside’ areas, the nucleated settlsmmentained on the same site.
There were some differences in patterns at the eddbs two countryside areas, with
pockets of one type of settlement contained within thenbaries of the other.

The question of when ‘planning’ started — in early or midgdecon hamlets, or
only as part of the settlement nucleation process, @&silpg when open-field
agriculture started — is still debated. In addition, thestjoe whether this was ‘lordly

replanning’ or some form of peasant communal effortgs ahclear. From a practical
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point of view, it makes sense to locate the nucleateageiliclose to the centre of the
combined fields, rather than close to one boundary, rigathe question of whether
settlement nucleation only happened on a new site, rdthery the growth of one of
the constituent hamlets, when none of the hamletsomaveniently placed in the new

combined lands?

In later chapters, the results of this survey, partibuia Norfolk and Suffolk,
will be used to assess whether a local graveyard wagys&s a contemporary process
with the nucleation of the village, and then the churels Wwuilt later on the graveyard
site, or whether the nucleation of the settlement fedlowed by the building of a

church on a new site much later.
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CHAPTER FOUR
THE SURVEY METHOD AND BASIC RESULTS

But churches face east, don't they?
(Anon: many times to the author, 2000 - 2008)

INTRODUCTION

This chapter describes the survey of 1,926 medieval rurahpehnisrches conducted
for this thesis. It explains the sample selection;imesl the survey methodology;
presents the main results and provides an initial analy$em.

SURVEY SAMPLE

In order to provide a large dataset and one which would alloarea-based analysis,
the survey has a structured sample which covers a geagsmpbad of fiteen counties
across the country (Cumbria, East Riding of Yorkshiréyofishire, southern
Lincolnshire, northern Cambridgeshire, Norfolk, northern ffc3ki northern
Oxfordshire, Bedfordshire, Pembrokeshire, northern Somessethern Hampshire,
East Sussex, eastern Kent and western Cornwall),rsihmowigure 4.1. Some of these
areas use county boundaries that predate the boundarymeatigen of 1974, because
some of the volumes dPevsner's Buildings of Englanen which the sample was
based, were written and printed prior to this date, aferegnces to the churches will
use these old County names and boundaries throughouhdsis.t All of the rural
medieval parish churches in the resulting areas wereged, except those described
in the relevant volume dBuildings of Englandas having had their naves rebuilt in
relatively recent times. The exclusion of these chesclvas to ensure that a post-
medieval, especially Victorian, rebuild had not aféecthe alignment of the church.
Where Pevsner noted that the nave was rebuilt abgartmular level, for example
above the window cills, and the earlier constructionaatill be seen, measurements
were taken from the latter. In some counties (Cambsidige, Cornwall, Hampshire,
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Lincolnshire, Kent, Oxfordshire and Somerset) only part ofcinenty was surveyed
due to limitations in the time available for the survieythese cases, the survey was
started at one end of the county and as many as poskthle churches that fitted the
parameters were surveyed during the time available, aftehva suitable north-south
or east-west Ordnance Survey grid line was chosen as affcpoint, prior to the
commencement of the analysis of the data. The partoahern Suffolk that was
surveyed represents the extent of the Waveney Vedlsghment in Suffolk which was
the subject of the initial survey, undertaken for a Dioin 1999, and subsequently

incorporated into the larger survey.

Figure 4.1 —Survey areas
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Data were collected about each church building itsdihut its immediate
surroundings and about the wider landscape. For the chtltebe included the
floorplan; the type of tower; the size of the navd ahancel; the alignment of the nave
and chancel; the height above sea level; the latituddoagitude and an assessment of
whether the building lay parallel to the churchyard’s ppak boundary. For the
churchyard, they included overall size; the closest proxitretween church and yard
boundary; the topography of the site and the angle aedtdin of any slope of the
yard. For the wider landscape, an assessment was rmtue surroundings, including
the presence and location of any adjacent large hous&ddigon of the village that
the church served, and the current morphology of thegeéll For almost two-thirds of
the churches (1,105), measurements were also made ofetragien of the eastern
horizon; this was started when it became clear tigahdizon elevation was important,
particularly when dealing with sunrise. A completed ex@nof the form used for the

collection of the data is shown as Appendix 3 on pages 325-326.

SURVEY M ETHOD

To assist in standardizing alignment readings, espeaal undulating walls or those
built of materials such as cobble flint, they were takgth a Silva Type 15 compass
fixed to a piece of hardwood 75 centimetres in length (Witdss screws). Where
possible, readings were taken inside the church, two dnsde of the nave and two
on each side of the chancel. If external readings wexyaired due to lack of access,
three were taken on both the north and south sideg @hidgincel, and of the nave, in an
attempt to remove anomalies resulting either fromllo@gnetic variations caused by
iron in, or near, the walls, or caused by north andhrsaalls not being exactly parallel.
If there were differences of more than one degreedst the readings for either part
of the building, they were retaken at different pladesiean was taken of the results,
to provide single readings for the nave and for the adan€&inally, the magnetic
compass readings were adjusted to True readings by dedub&ngontemporary
magnetic declination in the area, as listed in Appendibn4age 327. The angular
elevation of horizons of churches in eight of the cogniiethe survey, Bedfordshire,
Cumbria, Hampshire, Lincolnshire, Norfolk, Oxfordshire, Bewkeshire and Suffolk

were taken with the same Silva compass as the chugrimants. Placed on its side
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and held against the south wall of the chancel, thedmmwas sighted along the piece
of wood on which the compass was mounted and the reaaleg from the integral

clinometer, in degrees.

The slope direction of the churchyard was measured bygakbearing of the
lowest part from the highest part using a prismatictsiglcompass. With practice it is
possible to get repeat readings, taken blind at differergstinvithin two or three
degrees of each other, so, since the lowest and higagstof a churchyard are usually
easy to assess, the readings should be within two @& tegrees of the actual slope
direction. On difficult sites, a backsight was takemm the lowest part of the yard
towards the highest, and an average reading taken. To radugqeossible bias in the
readings, each was rounded to the nearest five degreessidpe of the yard was
assessed at the church itself. The actual drop in tidlewas measured on the church
walls, and then calculated as a percentage slope meagiaiedt the length, width or

diagonal measurement of the church as appropriate.

Urban churches were omitted from the main survey in dadexvoid buildings
that were more likely to have been influenced in alignivby the character of their
site. Much has been written about this subject inpd& (for example: Biddle 1976b,
20-22, Morris 1989, 208-209; Rodwell 1984) but a supplementary samp® wban
churches (in Norwich, York (some of which follow thégament of the original
Roman street pattern noted in Chapter One) Lincoln taxthfSrd) was surveyed. They
exhibit a completely different pattern of alignmentnfrahe rural sample, which
appears to support the earlier writers’ assertions ohmkgnt influence. The rural
churches of this survey display a statistically “ndfmeasult graph, described as a bell
curve, whereas the urban sample displays no apparéetrmizt alignment, being fairly
equally spread across their range of alignments, whichpitdethe small numbers
involved (70 churches), has exactly the same range asotigderably larger rural
group of 1,926 churches, both varying by 90° between 38° and 128° Teugrafs
of the alignment of urban and rural churches are shawimeasame vertical scale
below.
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THE SURVEY RESULTS FOR M EDIEVAL CHURCHES

Analysis and results of an interim stage of this synwere written up as part of a

Masters dissertation (Hinton 2003). At that time, tb&alt survey amounted to 993

churches in nine counties. An additional 933 churches imrther six counties have

since been surveyed, bringing the total to 1,926 churches @erfiftounties. The

overall results, analysed here, closely confirm theezaiihdings and bring an even

greater statistical validity to the results. Theydalso allowed new conclusions to be
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drawn about the causes of alignment variation due toinipeoved geographical
coverage and the inclusion of counties further fronmctiest.

The mean alignment for all churches in the survey is 8@nt€rim survey
85.8°). This confirms the results of earlier writerscdssed in Chapter One, where the
mean alignments ranged from 85° to 90°, and had a meanofé86e0°. None of these
earlier surveys splits its results within the countithex because the sample was too
small or because it concentrated on a single aréaslhever been possible to compare
results between studies due to the different methgasdaised with unknown levels of
accuracy. Consequently the differences in alignmentdest the east and west of the

country, shown in the table below, have not been tesgaeviously.

Table 4.1 Summary of church alignment by County

% North

Number Range Mean of East
western Cornwall 72 50-11r 80.4 76
Pembrokeshire 77 48-116° 82.0° 77
Cumbria 74 62-104 82.3 76
Shropshire 104 55-126 82.4 /1
northern Somerset 91 54-107 82.5° 74
East Riding Yorkshire 110 51-117 83.C0 76
northern Oxfordshire 130 47-107° 83.1° 70
Bedfordshire 96 38-107° 84.4° 75
southern Hampshire 76 59-116° 85.6° 62
northern Cambridge 123 57-127 86.2 67
southern Lincolnshire 103 45-103° 86.5° 69
East Sussex 104 54-118 86.8 o/
Norfolk 549 56-128° 88.9° 56
northern Suffolk 125 65-119° 88.6° 55
eastern Kent 92 58-120 2.4 40

TOTAL 1926 38-128° 86.1° 63.8

The results analysed by county clearly show a differericl2 (80.4°- 92.49
between the mean alignments of churches in Kent andv@tirimhe use of statistical
confidence limits in this table is not applicable sinceanhecounty all the churches
that fit the criteria were surveyed, so the ‘sampled the ‘whole group’ are one and
the same. The additional counties surveyed since theimntsurvey (Norfolk,
Hampshire, Lincolnshire, Bedfordshire, Oxfordshire and Pekdsture) were all
selected to confirm or deny the pattern of alignmentian that had been observed in
the interim survey across the country; in the case@xédrdshire and Hampshire, by
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providing results for the centre part of the country Whias not represented before;
in the case of Norfolk, to provide a larger survey basthéneast of the country to
check the consistently higher mean alignment alredxdgroed (and because it was
close to home); while Pembrokeshire was added to the samgive additional weight
in the west of the country. The results for each ekéhcounties fit the previously
identified pattern, with mean church alignments in OxforéshiHampshire,
Lincolnshire and Bedfordshire fitting numerically betwedose for Somerset and
Cambridgeshire, and the mean alignment in Norfolk matchirngritwa the previously
surveyed areas of northern Suffolk. The results inliPekeshire are very similar to

those from the other counties in the west.

Broadly speaking, the numerical range between the mastemtyrand the most
southerly individual church alignments in each of the deardurveyed is similar; it is
the concentration of the numbers of churches alignezhé&oside of east or the other
which causes the mean results to be different. $teea Kent only 40% of churches are
aligned to the north of east, shown in the final caoluim table 4.1, whereas almost
twice as many, 76%, are aligned north of east in Cungmthwestern Cornwall, and
77% in Pembrokeshire. Possible reasons for this pattermeviliscussed in Chapter
Six.

Table 4.2 below shows the variation of the alignmentlte®ach side of the
mean value for each of the categories in the surveyexample, the mean alignment
value for each the categories of “Churchyard topographgt, Rllmost flat, Sloping,
Platformed and Knoll, varies by.4°, or less on one side of the mean figure, and by

on both sides added together - the overall mean is 8&d the mean for each of
the categories is 85.8°, 85.9°, 86.1°, 86.4° and 86.5°. This stalfitihe results applies
to all of the first eight factors in the table belawlating to churchyard topography and
size; the planform, and size, of the church; or its lmemof aisles; whether the church
is built parallel to its principal boundary and how closet; as none of them varies by
more than three degrees from the overall mean directibis not being suggested that
any of these factors is actually likely to have infioed the alignment of the church
when it was first built, (except perhaps the proximiby or parallelism with, the
principal churchyard boundary) but rather that a significhfférence in one of them
may have highlighted an element that required further figag®n. Location of the
church in relation to its village is a special case.hddit taking into account the small
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group of nineteen churches (out of a total of 1,926) witheeitno village’ or a

‘scattered settlement’, the total variation in meagratient falls from 4.6° to 1.4°. The
remaining categories where the church is either locateari on the edge of, the
village, or is ‘remote’ or ‘isolated’ from the villagare far closer to the overall mean

alignment.

Table 4.2 - Variation in mean alignment by category
Maximum variation| Total variation both
When analysed by:- one side of mean| sides of mean value
value - in degrees - in degrees
Churchyard topography 0.4
Season of the patron saint 0.6 0.7
Church/churchyard ratio 0.9 1.4
Church planform 1.1 1.5
Whether parallel to boundary or not 1.4 1.8
Number of aisles 1.4 2.3
Proximity of churchyard boundary 1.8 2.4
Size of church 1.4 2.6
Location in relation to village (see text) 3.9 (0.7) 4.6)1
Latitude 2.6 3.9
Type of tower 2.4 4.2
Height above sea level 3.9 5.4
Longitude 4.7 8.7

In the analysis of the last four factors in the talaltude, type of tower, height
above sea level and longitude, church alignment varies lopnsiderably greater
amount either side of the mean value. Both of thetfiwvetcan be explained because of
their relationship to longitude in the areas surveyed. mh@r variation in mean
alignment between churches built on sites less thane&femabove sea level (87.6°)
and those built on sites above 110 metres above sea(8&P) (for the detailed
figures, see table 4.9 on page 122), is explained by thehtatctaunties in the east of
the country; Norfolk, Suffolk and Cambridge (where the malggnment is high — 89°)
have by far the highest proportion of churches built evidod sites, whereas in the
west of the country, Cumbria, Cornwall and Shropstwrieere the mean alignment is
low - 82°) have the highest proportions of churched buiupland sites. Similarly, the
type of tower varies by longitude. The higher mean alighnien round-towered
churches (87.99) is because they are almost exclusivehdfin East Anglia, where

alignments are generally higher (see table A5.2 on page 82®)churches with no
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towers (mean alignment 83.7°) are over represented invd® of the country,
particularly Cumbria and Pembrokeshire. The variatiomé&an alignments by latitude
can also be explained by underlying differences in theitlaohg) of the survey areas.
The low mean alignments for the northernmost and soomfost categories (around
83°) are reflections of the fact that these survegsasere located in the west of the
country, and the higher value (87.7°) for the area betisédnde 52° 30and 53°
North is a reflection of the large number of surveyed dies in the east of the country
at this latitude, particularly in Norfolk.

Quite why the variation in mean church alignment can apgdgreatdescribed
by variations in longitude is not at all clear. Theseno obvious reason why any
difference in longitude itself should cause, or beectéld in, differences in the
alignment of churches. It must be remembered that tleannalignment’ figure that
has been used as an indicator of difference of alighrhetween categories, and
between areas, is a reflection of the skewed natutbeotlata around east, in other
words, a numerically lower mean alignment indicatas shgreater number of churches
in that category or area is aligned to the north adt €having a numerically lower
value). This complicates the situation even further. V8hguld the difference in
longitude between Cornwall and Kent cause twice as mlamych builders in Cornwall
to align their church to the north of east compardti #hose in Kent? There may be
another variable which could explain this difference anctiwis linked in some way
to longitude, but it is none of the physical and topogiEhactors that have been

surveyed here. These questions will be discussed in maiéideChapter Six.

Analysis of church alignment by each of the elemeritshe church and
churchyard characteristics that were listed in tableigl.t out below in the same
order as shown in the table. In a few cases, the datestaand the analysis of
alignment, for aspects of the church building itself hsag planform, number of aisles
and type of tower are presented in Appendix 5 as theefigsinow little variation, are
internally consistent, and add little to the analy$ise remaining category shown in
the table — season of the patron saint — is discussedrm detail in the next chapter,
where the survey results are used to test one of aheerepublished theories of
alignment, that churches were aligned with sunrisehenfeastday of their patronal

saint.
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Churchyard topography
Without any data, it might be assumed that a slopieg gérticularly a steeply sloping
one, would have an effect on the alignment of the ¢hur€he stresses within the
building are considerably more complicated if a chuschott built either up and down,
or across, a slope. However, as the figures will shibere is almost no difference at
all (0.2°) between the mean alignment of churches buitlopes and the overall mean,
and with the same proportion of churches (63.8% - 64%)edigo the north of east.

One in five of all the churches in this survey was buileatly on a slope of
greater than two per cent (with no levelling of the)sifThis represents a slope of at
least one in fifty, or approximately 60 — 100 centimetre= tive length of the churches
in this survey. There are 131 churches built on slopepeatélan one in twenty, and
fourteen on slopes greater than one in ten, withtéepsst slopes close to one in six;
at the steepest site, St Issels in Pembrokeshireatite falls 3.3m over the church
length of 19.4m. The slope of two per cent was chosea ast off value so as to
provide a large enough sample for analysis, but little traniaoccurs if only churches
built on steeper slopes are examined. There are 373 chunchi@s survey that are
built on sites with a slope of two per cent or moréhva mean alignment of 85.9°,
64% of them are aligned to the north of east. The 131 lebsarbuilt on sites with a
slope of five per cent (1 in 20) or more have a meammaknt of 84.0°, still only 2.1°
from the overall mean, and 70% are aligned to the noftleast, but they are
disproportionately represented in the west of the cgunuihere alignments are
numerically lower. It appears, therefore, that neithentle, nor steeper, slopes have
had any real affect on church alignment.

In many cases the slope of part of the churchyard hasdvgfcially altered to
create a more level surface on which to build the chuidéscribed here as
“platformed”, they were created either by raising theugbat the lower end of the
slope; by building into the slope at the higher end, vgthining walls to hold back the
land; or a combination of the two. What is difficuit &ssess is whether a platform
relates to all phases of the building of the churchwbether it was created to
accommodate a later extension, or remodelling, othinech. But either way, it is clear
that any re-profiling of the churchyard slope, by the makihg platform, appears to
have had no effect on the alignment of the churchek ooithem, with a mean

alignment direction within 0’4 of the overall mean. Levelling part of a sloping
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churchyard to enable the church to be built more eatsly provided more flexibility
in the setting out of the building, allowing the buildevsalign their church closer to a
specific target if there was one, without having to de#d the constructional problems
of building diagonally down a slope. However, the resgl283 churches have almost
as wide a range of alignments as the overall sanhgievéen 50 and 128°), so they
apparently chose not to use the opportunity of building t@vel platform to align their

churches any differently.

Similarly, the desire, in some cases, to build churdrwedsigh points in the
landscape, whether natural or artificial, also hagvgact on the assessment of slope
in relation to the church. In the majority of casdsere churches are built on ‘knolls’,
the land slopes away from the church in three directan in many cases, in all
directions. Even though there may be a slight ovetafile from one end of the church
to the other, with a rise in the centre, this has eenhbncluded in the analysis of slope.
Even this relatively small group of 118 churches is aligmed similar way to the
whole sample, its mean being exactly the same asubrll mean. In summary, it
appears from these figures that by itself the topographlgeo€hurchyard has had no
measurable effect whatsoever on the alignment oftthech.

The presentation of 95% confidence figures in the followalgess is to show
that, for example from table 4.3 below, the mean algmnof all churches built on
slopes greater than two per cent is likely to be with#t of the mean figure of
measured in the survey. The small values for each ofdh&dence figures shown in
the following tables indicates the general robustnesiseo$urvey figures.

Table 4.3 — Overall results by topography of churchyard
No Range Mean 95% % N of

Slope of yard Conf. East
Slope >2% 373 48-121 +1.3 64
Flat 783 38-126 85.8 0.8 65
Almost flat 369 59-118 86.4 1.1 63
Knoll 118 59-119 86.1 2.0 64
Platformed 283 50-128 86.5 1.4 61

1,926 86.1 0.5 63.8
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Ratio of church floorspace to churchyard area
It might also be assumed that the size of the churdhyauld have had an effect on

the alignment of the church, where, on a restrictesl si free choice of alignment
might not have been available. Although urban churchyarten cshow signs of
reductions in the size of their yard through encroachntkist,does not often seem to
be the case with the rural yards in this survey. In fagood proportion of them have
been enlarged to cope with increased interments, and \@heearlier boundary was
obvious, such as a remnant hedge-bank, the earlier boumdssyused for the
calculations. Despite possible changes to the yaislahalysis is still worthwhile as it
shows there is little difference in alignment irrespe of boundary proximity, as the
table below demonstrates, with less than a 1° vanidd@gween the mean alignments of
churches built in the smallest and the largest yardstlndverall mean, and little

difference in the proportions aligned north of east.

Table 4.4 — Overall results by ratio of church floorspace to chuwhyard area
No range Mean 95% cont, % N
Yard/church ratio of East
<7 259 45-119 87.0 1.4 58
7 —10.99 657 48-120 86.3 0.9 65
11-14.99 516 47-126 85.6 +1.0 63
15+ 494 38-128 85.6 1.0 65
1,926 86.1 0.5 63.8
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Parallel with principal churchyard boundary

Urban churches exhibit many examples of churches lyingleawath aspects of local

topography, particularly street patterns. The alignmentchafrches with the grid

patterns of towns with Roman origins is cited in studieted earlier, covering much of
the country, particularly churches in York, Winchestexetér and Chichester.

Similarly, in planned and planted medieval towns, tingrches tend to follow the street
alignment (Butler 1976), especially those with grid-like esttrpatterns, such as New
Buckenham (Norfolk), Winchelsea (East Sussex) and Ludldwo(iShire).

Rural churchyards are usually larger and less formal ipestten urban yards,
so assessing whether the church is parallel or not vetlhaundary becomes more
difficult. For the sake of consistency, the side aomnhg the main entrance to the
churchyard has been used as the ‘principal’ boundary for thlgsas The fact that it
contains the main entrance generally means that thi®pthe boundary is adjacent to

a road.

Churches parallel to their principal boundary have a thighigher (more
southerly) mean alignment, of 1.4° above the overabm but with a similar
proportion of churches aligned to the north of easts $aems to indicate that, in rural
churches, the fact that a church may be parallel fritgipal boundary does not really
affect its alignment.

It is not easy to understand why a church and its churdiyaundary should
be parallel, other than on a restricted site whereesp@as at a premium, when in the
cases where two churches built in the same yard, watiepne exception, never built
parallel (this subject is discussed in more detail inpBraFive). The argument that
parallel is, in some sense, architecturally “good” dadsseem reasonable when two
of the most important buildings in a settlement were molt parallel to each other,
apparently on purpose.

Table 4.5 — Overall results by parallelism to the principathurchyard

boundary

Parallel to No Range Mean 95% conf. % N of

principal boundary East

Yes 346 45-126 87.5 +1.3 61

No 1,580 38-128 85.7 +0.6 64
1,926 86.1 0.5 63.8
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Proximity to the churchyard boundary

Site restrictions do appear to have influenced theaént of urban churches, but they
do not appear to have affected the rural churches studied Aienough churchyards
boundaries will probably have changed since the church whsdither because of an
increase in size to accommodate the growth of intetsnémereby hiding any possible
earlier influence; or through a reduction in size by subsegeecroachment; this
analysis is still worthwhile as it shows there iildi difference in alignment,
irrespective of boundary proximity.

The range of alignments, between the most northeddysautherly in each of
the groups in table 4.6 below, is almost exactly the same’4 range (45-119 for
those churches between two and four metres from¢losiest boundary, and 72°,°73
and 88 for the other large groups. Even the smallest group, wiherdoundary is
closest to the church, has a range ¢f 9he fact that this last group is smaller means

that the mean alignment, although°lh#yher than the overall mean, is less likely to be
a significant difference.

The figures clearly indicate little difference in medigrament between those
yards that are restricted and those which are notictesty a strong indication that
boundary proximity has never had a significant effectrameh alignment.

Table 4.6 — Overall results by proximity of closest churchyardoundary
No Range Mean 95% % N of

Closest Boundary Conf. East
<2 metres 93 62-113 87.9 +2.3 57
2-4 metres 349 45-119 85.6 +1.3 63
5-9 metres 677 47-120 85.5 0.9 66
10-14 metres 546 38-126 86.6 +0.9 64
15+ metres 261 56-128 86.3 +1.3 61

1,926 86.1 +0.5 63.8
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Size of the church

There is no apparent reason why the size of a churdtiiriuias it exists today after
several hundred years of alterations and additions nhighe affected its original
alignment. Apart from churches larger than 300 square métisgs borne out by the

fact that the remaining size categories have meannaéigts within a degree or so of

the overall mean alignment and have between 64 and 6§%edlto the north of east,

compared with the overall mean of 63.8%.

Larger churdres slightly under

represented in the west of the country, particularlyn@all, Pembrokeshire and

Shropshire, where mean alignments are lower, again ippitb the ‘effect’ of

longitude.
Table 4.7 — Overall results by size of church
No Range Mean 95% cont. % N of

Size of church East
<150 sq m 346 48-128 84.7 +1.3 66
150-189 sg m 348 47-114 85.8 1.2 64
190-229 sg m 329 47-120 86.1 +1.3 64
230-299 sg m 391 38-126 85.8 1.1 65
300 + sqg m 512 45-121 87.3 +1.0 61

1,926 86.1 0.5 63.8
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Location in relation to settlements
This is a particularly difficult category to interpreince the focus of so many
settlements has shifted since the church was first, pakticularly in East Anglia.
However, since there is little variation betwedher the mean alignments of churches,
or proportions of churches aligned to the north or sotitrast, for all the groups, apart
from the small group of nineteen churches in scatteredgesleor which have no
village at all, it is apparent that the location oé tbhurch had little effect on its
alignment. It also means that any later changesenédlationship between church and
village will not affect the results.

Table 4.8 — Overall results by location of church in relation tats village
Location No Range Mean 95% conf. % NoO
East
In village 957 38-121 86.0 +0.7 64
Village edge 501 54-126 85.4 +1.0 64
Isolated 241 47-119 86.8 +1.3 63
Remote 179 48-128 86.7 +1.7 61
Scattered/No village 19 74-107 90.2 4.7 58
1,,926 86.1 0.5 63.8

Height above sea level

As mentioned earlier in this chapter, the higher (morglerly) mean alignments for
churches built on sites below 30 metres above sea (&@D) is a reflection of the
predominance of this type of site in the lowland east efctbuntry, where alignments
are generally numerically higher. Conversely, thedbwean alignments, and higher
proportions of churches aligned to the north of easthofches built on sites above 70
metres AOD is a reflection of the predominance of tis#es in the hillier west of the
country.

Table 4.9 — Overall results by height above sea level

Height A.O.D. No Range Mean | 95% conf. % N of
0-10 metres 405 45-118 87.0 1.1 62
11-30 metres 426 54-128 88.0 +1.1 58
31-50 metres 412 38-120 86.9 +1.2 59
51-70 metres 238 54-126 85.3 +1.5 69
71-100 metres 206 47-110 83.1 +1.6 68
101+ metres 239 55-107 82.8 +1.3 75

1,926 86.1 0.5 63.8
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Longitude and latitude
As was shown in table 4.1 earlier, mean church alignmemisacross the country by
almost 12° when alignments in the east are comparedhatie in the west; a greater
variation in alignment than within all of the othectiars. The lower graph in Figure
4.3 below clearly shows that the mean alignments mis®erically (become more
southerly) as one moves from west to east acres€dluntry. The mean alignment for
each longitude group is shown by the central bar, andaihges at 95% and 99%
confidence are represented by the edges of the shaded b@asbe clearly seen that
at 95% confidence the lowest alignment in the eashefcountry is more than 6°
higher than the highest alignment in the west. Eve9D&b confidence, the difference
between the lowest alignment of the range in the sdgst? higher than the highest

alignment in the west (shown in table 4.10).

By comparison, the differences in mean alignment byuld¢i are shown in the
graph on the right of the Figure 4.3. Although there ar&atians between different

parts of the country, unlike longitude, they do not fornmear pattern.

The results of the Danish survey by Abrahamsen (1992), susadaarlier in
Chapter One, serve to emphasise the east-west paitdra change of mean church
alignments by longitude, as the churches there have ia aligament of 92, some 2 to
4° more southerly than in the East of England. Althougélatively small number of
churches was surveyed (204), and there was a substaffeatnlie between the two
areas surveyed (5.5even though they were close together), these remdtigher
(more southerly) than any of the results in Englandl ey continue the pattern of
increases in mean alignment by longitude eastwards adyctisplayed in this survey.

The reason for this is not at all obvious.

Chapter Six will consider factors which could vary widhgitude and latitude,
such as the spatial variations in the position of Magmébrth and west-east climatic

variation, to see if longitude is masking a patternigadused by other factors.

Chapter 4 123



°W R°W |I°W |0° 1°E  [78°180°|82°|84°(86°[88°90°

53°

52° 30"

522

51°
78°
80°| Mean alignment
8i°
84° Mean o
86° 95% conf
s
90°| 99% conf I:l
92°
94°

Figure 4.3 —Rural church alignment by longitude and latitude

Table 4.10 — Overall results by longitude

Longitude No Range| Mean 95% Range at | 99% | Range at| % N of
(decimal) 95% conf. 99% conf.| East
1.70°-1.00°E 537 56-120 90.1 | +0.9 | 89.2-91.0 +1.2| 88.991.3 50
0.99°E - 0.00 365/ 54-12886.8| +1.2| 85.6-88.0/ +1.6 85.2-88.4 60
0.01°W —0.99°W 402 38-12185.1 | +1.1| 84.0-86.2| +1.4 83.7-86.p 72
1.00°-1.99°W 204| 47-12684.0| x1.6| 82.4-85.6| +2.1 81.9-86.1 67
2.00°—-2.99°\W 219 54-12682.8 | x1.5| 81.3-84.3| 2.0 80.8-84.8 72
3.00°W+ 199| 48-116 81.4 | +1.6| 79.8-83.0 | +2.1 | 79.383.5 78
Overall 1,926 86.1) 0.5 85.6-86.6 +0|7 85.4-86.8 63.
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Table 4.11 — Overall results by latitude

Latitude No Range Mean| 95% Range at % N of
(decimal) 95% conf East

53.00°N + 201 51-113 | 83.5 1.5 82.0 - 85.0 75

52.50°-52.99° N 683 45-128 | 874 +0.8 | 86.6 —88.2 60

52-00°-52.49° N 427 38-120 | 87.1 +1.0 86.1 —88.1 62

51.00°-51.99° N 433 47-120 | 84.9 +1.2 83.7 - 86.1 65

<51.00°N| 182 50-118 | 83.8 +1.8 82.0 — 85.6 66

o)

Overall| 1,926 86.1 0.5 85.6 — 86. 63.8

To remove the possibility that these differences haen liought about by a
combination of longitude and latitude, the results forcherches in a ¥° wide strip
across the country, including parts of Norfolk, Cambridgeshiincolnshire and
Shropshire, have been analysed and the results showhlen4td2. Each longitude
group in the strip shows similar results to the whole@a, with the mean alignment
for each longitude group in the strip close to the vatuehfe same group in the survey
as a whole, with very similar proportions of churchesn&dyto the north of east,

shown in the last two columns.

Table 4.12 — Results by longitude for ¥%° wide slice acrossethountry, Whole

between 52° 30 and 52° 45N survey

Longitude No Range| Mean 95% Range at % N of | % N of

(decimal) 95% conf. East East
1.70-1.00°E 197 | 56-111| 89.6 | +1.4 | 88.1-90.9 51 50
0.99°E — 0.99°W 166 | 45-121| 85.8 | +1.7 | 84.1-87.5| 65 66
1.00-1.99°W O 67
2.00-299°W 59 | 55-126| 82.5 | +3.5 | 79.0-86.0 73 72
3.00°wW+ 0 78

Overall| 424 | 45-126] 87.1] +1.1]] 86.0—-88.2 61 64
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SURVEY RESULTS: CONCLUSIONS

This large-scale survey provides a statistically sound lf@stbe consideration of the
general alignment of churches and for the analysis @fdikcovery that there is a
significant difference in the mean alignment of churcha®ss the country which has
been identified here. None of the physical aspectshisf $urvey, the churches
themselves, their sites or their environments, appedratve been linked with their
overall alignment, with one exception — their longituékassible reasons for this
variation in alignment between the east and westettuntry will be investigated in
Chapter Six.

The overall results, shown graphically in Figure 4.3 ogep&24, seem to
confirm that there was an intention on the part afrch builders to align their
churches roughly eastwards. Accuracy was not apparentdynpamnt; an approximate
direction appears to have been sufficient as demaedtlky the considerable variation
between individual churches. The similarity of this patteith those of prehistoric
tombs and inhumations, discussed earlier, where the égnment direction was also
eastwards, but with individual variations within the arcwfrsse, is striking, and begs
the question of whether the alignment of churches issindollowing an age-old
tradition. However, if that were the case, it woult explain the significant variation
in alignments between churches in the east of the coantlythose in the west. A
simple desire to face east does not explain the Fadtttvice as many churches are
aligned to the north of east in the west of the agutitan in the east, resulting in a
difference of 12 between the mean alignment of the churches in Cormandlbf those
in Kent. This difference between Cornwall and Keneisforced by the results for the
other counties surveyed, which fit neatly in success@ass the country, in between
these extremes, confirming the east-west nature ofghation. Abrahamsen’s results
appear to extend this pattern as far as Denmark. The |[gossaisons for this difference
are explored in later chapters, where these reseltsx@panded.
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CHAPTER FIVE

SURVEY RESULTS APPLIED TO EARLIER
THEORIES

| have measured quite a number of churches in diffgrams of England,
and they suggest that what | have found in OxfordshiredRailtsaint
sunrise alignment] is broadly typical of England ashale:.

(Rev. H. Benson 1956, 212)

INTRODUCTION

This chapter applies the results of this survey to eatheofive theories advanced in
the earlier studies of church alignment outlined in Chiaptee, in particular the ideas
that churches were aligned with sunrise on the fegsifitheir patronal saint and that
there was religious symbolism in the frequently found hgsment of nave and

chancel at the same church. Additionally it appliesrtiie the less widely published
theories that suggest that the observed variation inligr@naent of churches is due to
the fact that they were aligned with sunrise on theatawhich they were set out; that
they were aligned towards sunrise at Easter, or they tvere aligned towards

Jerusalem.

Since the variation in church alignment between tast end west of the
country has been revealed for the first time in thivesyrnone of the earlier studies
addressed this issue, as none was large enough, or suitalolyred, to allow the
pattern to be revealed, and each was solely focussedeoobserved differences in
alignment between, or within, individual churches. Thesamrably larger sample
surveyed here allows a more statistically robustsassent to be made of each of the
theories that have been proposed in the past.
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1) ALIGNMENT WITH SUNRISE ON THE
PATRON-SAINT'S FEASTDAY

William Wordsworth’s reference to the alignment ofddl/chapel in a poem in 1823
was discussed in Chapter One, along with the surveyigidtat show that the church
apparently aligns with sunrise on one of the feastaddySt Mary. The poem itself,

rather than any measurements on the ground, has begrbyisgher researchers to
validate the idea that all churches were set out thig &ven though the church does
face a Marian festival sunrise, it was shown thatdlignment might equally have been
determined by practical concerns about the steep slopbeothurchyard and the

liturgical and building problems that the slope would idtrce.

The three main factors affecting the position of senos a specific date;
horizon elevation, calendar change and church redexicavere also discussed in
Chapter One. There it was shown that the elevatidgheohorizon above the level of
the church will delay sunrise and make it appear furtbathsalong the horizon, and
that calendar change since medieval times has furtineplmated the issue due to the
fact that, in some cases, accounting for the adjugtaepends not only upon the year
in which the church was set out, but also on the gpesgfison of that year. If the time
of the year when the initial alignment of individual othes was determined was
spread throughout the year, then the differences note abauld tend to cancel each
other out. In order to allow for the possibility thaey might not cancel each other out,
the general analyses presented in this chapter incorgorategge of 15either side of
the level horizon sunrise position. A separate amlgf the alignment of the churches
in seven of the fifteen counties covered in this surwdere actual horizon elevation
has been measured, is presented afterwards. The third affegéing patron-saint
sunrises involved church rededications. This was alsoisked earlier in Chapter One,
where it was concluded that although a variable propodioahurches in different
parts of the country have been rededicated since theg st built, it is still
important to examine whether churches face speciit’saunrises to place the earlier
studies in context. The churches in the survey will firb# analysed by their current
dedication and broad conclusions drawn, then a summmalysiés of dedications by
their saints’ “season” will be presented and the tesidmpared.
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The 1,926 churches examined in this survey are dedicated tdsWelifferent
saints. Most of the analysis that follows concengrate the most common dedications
and those with a single main feastday (based on thedeateaf saint’s days in Cheney
2000 and Farmer 1991). Churches dedicated to St Mary have keadeel in the
majority of instances because, without knowing whichhefgix major feast days was
originally celebrated at specific churches, the intradacof so many additional
possible sunrise points for a large number of churcheplatates the issue.

General analysis of saint’s day sunrise over a leMgorizon

The curves in Figure 5.1 below show the position of sanhisoughout the year over a
level horizon, for the dates shown on the horizoasad, for the extremes of latitude in
England — Cornwall, the red line (80) and Cumbria, the green line (5§. They are
shown in degrees from true north (the vertical axisith veast at 90 (the bold
horizontal line in the centre), showing sunrises at gpring and autumn equinoxes
where the curves cross the ‘east’ line. Superimposeda@umns (in red) indicating
the ranges of alignments in degrees for all the churnch#ss survey dedicated to a
major saint that has a single main feastday, and asevrstor each individual
dedication on the date of the saint’s feastday (thedtal axis).
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Range of Church Alignments for each major Saint shown on their

saint's day, compared with sunrise
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It is immediately apparent from the Figure above that ¢hurches are aligned
towards sunrise on their patronal-saints’ day, showtheyfact that more than half of
the columns fail to meet the sunrise curve at allctvishows that none of the churches
dedicated to those saints face their sunrise. Theke@almost all churches dedicated
to saints with festival days around midsummer (suclstasBotolph, St John the
Baptist and St Margaret), or during the later autumn antew(such as St. Andrew,
St. Martin, St. Leonard, St. Nicholas and St JohrEvengelist). The only dedications
that have any churches facing their sunrise are théwzewthe column crosses the
sunrise line, mostly those dedicated to saints withdegs closer to the equinox, such
as St Bartholomew, St James, St Laurence and AltsSatthough the sunrise line
intersects with the extreme ends of most of thekemws, in other words only close to
the extreme end of the alignment range, thereby excludagossibility that the vast
majority of these churches, with alignments clustenexind the middle (mean value)

of the alignment range, face their sunrise.

Most of the saint’'s dedications have columns of roughtyilar length and
position, centred approximately on east, showing thabstlall dedications have fairly
similar alignment ranges, despite the fact that faktilay sunrises vary between St
John the Baptist and SS Peter and Paul, arouhdabfl St Andrew and St Nicholas, at
around 124. Even the results for St Michael, whose feastd&etember 28 when
sunrise is close to east, at around 95°, are inconclussviéhe alignments of the 110
churches dedicated to St Michael in this survey vary éetwdS and 128.

The same information is shown in the table below andirrosihow similar the
mean alignments, and ranges of alignments, are acfiusxhes with different
dedications. Only the small group of churches dedicatetl JoH® varies by more than

2° from the overall mean, but with a small samplenainty-nine churches.
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Table 5.1 - Alignment of churches by dedication
Range of MEAN 95% % North
total | alignments| Alignment conf. of East
All Saints 256 38-128 86.5 +1.1 64
Holy Trinity 27 59-106 84.9 +3.3 65
SS Peter&Paul 58 47-115 87.3 2.3 55
St Andrew 147 58-120 87.4 +0.9 56
St Bartholomew 23 56-118 87.9 4.1 59
St Botolph 17 73-118 84.5 +4.9 80
St George 22 73-110 87.0 +2.3 65
St James 38 58-112 86.9 +3.7 52
St John Baptist 52 55-108 84.5 2.4 63
St John 29 54-118 82.3 5.0 72
St Laurence 41 60-103 84.1 +2.9 71
St Leonard 20 57-109 84.4 4.4 74
St Margaret 78 57-111 87.8 +1.7 49
St Martin 25 65-107 84.1 2.7 74
St Mary 399 56-116 86.9 +0.4 63
St Mary Magdalene 16 68-110 87.8 4.9 63
St Michael 110 45-126 85.9 +0.9 61
St Nicholas 70 57-116 86.4 +1.8 63
St Peter 148 55-116 86.2 +0.8 64
Other Saints 297 50-121 84.3 +0.9 66
No saints day 27 48-111 84.3 4.8 67
No dedication 26 54-103 84.5 +5.3 54
TOTAL 1,926 38-128 86.1 0.5 63.8

Comparison of church alignment with saint's day sunise
over a level horizon, and East

The consistency in alignment eastwards, irrespectigeditation, rather than towards

different sunrises, demonstrated in Figure 5.1, is emmth$ig the figures shown in

Table 5.2 below. Four of every five churches in the 3u(88%) are aligned within

+15° of east, varying between 65%, for churches dedicat&d. Botolph, and 86% for

those dedicated to All Saints, whereas dr@%o of all churches are aligned within £15°

of their saint’s day sunrise position. In additionlf led all the churches in the survey

(50%) are aligned more than 30° away from their saidég sunrise, but onl¥% of

churches are aligned more than 30° away from east.

There are only two saints, St Bartholomew and St BBtk whose feastdays

are close to the equinox — who have more than 50%eohurches dedicated to them

aligned within £15° of their feastday sunrise position, and even themgreater
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proportion of these churches (75%) is aligned within +15%ast, suggesting that even
with a feastday sunrise close to east, east itsedf avgreater focus for the church
builder. Every dedication analysed has a greater pioparf its churches facing east
than facing its sunrise. The fact that no churchescdestl to St Botolph are aligned
within £15° of sunrise, and only one church dedicated tas&eter and Paul is within
15°, out of a total of 75 churches, whereas 59 of them (78é&)Within+15° of east,

confirms the consistency with which churches of all daibns face generally
eastwards rather than generally towards their patsmat-s sunrise point. If churches
were intended to be aligned with their feastday suntie it would be expected that
any errors in setting out would mean that their alignseruld vary either side of the
saint’s sunrise position, rather than consistentlyiagraround a point close to east.

Table 5.2 - Church alignment compared with Saints day suise over a level horizonand Due East,

by dedication
degrees from Saints day sunrise degrees from Due East
+15° 16°- 31+° +15° 160°- 31+°

total No. % | 30° No. % No. % 30° No. %
All Saints 256 30| 12 | 117 109 | 43 220 | 86 | 32 4 2
SS Peter&Paul 58 1] 2 14 43 74 48 83 9 1 2
St Andrew 147 7| 5 30 110 | 75 120 | 82 | 26 1 1
St Bartholomew 23 13| 57 8 2 8 19 83 3 1 4
St Botolph 17 0 - 7 10 59 11 65 6 - -
St George 22 8| 36 11 3 14 17 77 5 - -
St James 38 5| 13 15 18 47 31 82 6 1 3
St John Baptist * 51 5 10 13 33 65 37 73 | 13 1 2
St Laurence 41 14| 34 21 6 15 34 83 7 - -
St Leonard 20 2| 10 9 9 45 15 75 4 1 5
St Margaret 79 9| 11 25 45 57 62 78 16 1 1
St Martin 25 3| 12 4 18 72 17 68 8 - -
St Michael 110 74| 67 29 7 6 81 74 | 27 2 2
St Nicholas 70 2| 3 9 59 84 57 81 | 11 2 3
St Peter 148 9| 6 47 92 62 120 | 81 | 27 1 1
Other (with saints 369 95 | 26 99 175 | 47 289 | 78 | 67 13 4
day)
TOTAL 1,474 | 277| 18 | 458 | 739 1,178 80 | 267 | 29 2
Other (no saints day 27 22 82 4 1 4
St Mary 399 333| 84 | 64 2 1
No dedication 26 19| 73 6 1 4

The detailed results here seem to argue conclusivelyhsigthe idea of
patronal-saints’ day alignment. Some of the groups ardl,sind, if churches did

20 % One church was dedicated to St John the Baptist’'s déooll(beheading), with a festival at the end
of August, so was included in the “other” group
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indeed face their sunrise, then all the churches df dadication would tend to align
closer to a single direction some distance away feast. It can be clearly seen,
however, that churches of each dedication do not afigdifferent directions, as is
shown by the fact that around 80% of churches in each diedicxe less than 15°
from east. Added to this is the fact that churches en“tther saints” group, which
consists of 369 churches dedicated to over 130 differenssdigplays a similar range
of alignments and has a similar mean direction tb dh@ach of the individual saints,
and has an almost identical proportion of churches facitignad5° of east (78%).

Analysis by the season of the patron saint
Since most churches are aligned close to east andsaiast day sunrises are closer to
the solsticial extremes, saint’'s day sunrise aligrinean be examined from the
opposite perspective. Are the churches that are aliguedest from east aligned
towards specific saint’s days and could this display émenants of a pattern that had
existed in the past? For instance, it might be expecteadcthaches dedicated to
summer saints, such as St Botolph (Juri®),13t John the Baptist (June™4 Saints
Peter and Paul (June™9 St Margaret (July 28, would be aligned well to the north
of east, and conversely, churches with dedicationsecles midwinter, St Martin
(November 1), St Edmund (November 3 St Andrew (November &Y, St
Nicholas (December™ and St John the Evangelist (Decembéf)2#ould be aligned
well to the south of east. This is not the case,sashown in table 5.3 below.
Confirming the conclusions from the earlier detailed ltesthe churches dedicated to
summer saints have the same relationship between therpoms of churches aligned
towards northerly (summer) sunrise$6%) and southerly sunrisest36) as do
churches dedicated to “winter” saints$5(- 12%). Not only are the patterns of
alignment between the two groups the same, but thergightly more churches with
“winter” saint dedications aligned towards summer senfis%) than towards winter
ones (2%). The mean alignment of each of the seasonal grieupihin 0.4° of the
overall mean for the whole survey and each of them®d groups has an almost
identical alignment profile to that of the whole saenfdhown in the fifth row), further
confirming the complete lack of a seasonal pattern.
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Table 5.3 — Alignment of churches by Season of saint’s dediaati

Church Alignment <75° 76-99° 100°+ Mean
No % | No % /| No %| Total | Align

SUMMER SAINTS

SS Botolph, Bartholomew, 82 | 16 | 360 | 71 | 68 | 13 510 86.5

John the Baptist, Peter & (100%)

Paul, Margaret

EQUINOCTIAL SAINTS

SS Lawrence, Michael, 92 | 16 | 428 | 72 | 72 | 12 592 85.5

George, All Saints (100%)

WINTER SAINTS

SS Martin, Leonard, Edmund, 55 274 | 73 | 44 373 86.4

Andrew, Nicholas, John the (100%)

Evangelist

OTHER 55| 12 | 341 | 76 | 55 | 12 451 86.5

Mary, No Saints day (100%)

All churches in survey 284 | 15 |1,403 73 | 239 | 12 1926 | 86.1
(100%)

These results show that it is certain that churenesiotnowaligned with their
patronal-saints’ sunrise. Whether a large number @sehchurches has been
rededicated so that they are still aligned towards tr@inal patronal-saint’s sunrise
is not known, but if that were the case, then all ¢harches that were rededicated
would have to have been originally dedicated to saihisse feastday was close to the
equinox (sunrise due east [90°]), such as St Micha@&,l& or St Bartholomew, since
the majority of churches surveyed here are aligned withinol@&ast. It would also
mean that churches dedicated to some of the most psaitds whose feastdays are
close to the solstices — for example St Andrew, $holas, St John the Evangelist, St
John the Baptist and St Peter — could never have beeraligwards their sunrise. It
therefore seems almost certain, on this evidence thibatoncept of churches facing

their patronal-saint’s sunrise has never been true.

Comparison using measured horizon elevation

Two of the writers mentioned in Chapter One (Benson in E35Muirden in 2005)

held that taking the elevation of the horizon inteamt was crucial to the study of
patronal-saint sunrise alignment. It is true that @vatkd horizon does delay sunrise
making the actual point of sunrise appear further testheh, as shown in Figure 1.1
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earlier. To take this into account, the horizons of 1,80%ches in seven counties,
Bedfordshire, Cumbria, Hampshire, Lincolnshire, Norfolk, @dshire and
Pembrokeshire were measured, and calculations of theialesunrise position made
(See Appendix 6 for the formulae), and the results usedltulate the overall effect.
Similar analyses to those shown in table 5.2 aboves(forise over level horizons) are
presented below using the actual sunrise point over theyssrmeasured horizon
elevation for these 1,105 churches. The results, in fahleusing the calculated sunrise
positions, demonstrate the same alignment patterns se ithdable 5.2 - within a few
percent in every case. Overall, almost one in five dies (8%) is aligned within 15°
of its saint’s day sunrise (c/w 18% over a level hamjz and half of all churche$1%)
are aligned more than 30° away from the actual suposat (c/w 50% over a level
horizon). In addition, more than four of every fivauothes §1%) are aligned within
15° of east (c/w 80%), with only eleven church&%) aligned more than 30° away

from east (c/w 2% over a level horizon).

Table 5.4 - Church alignment compared with actual saintsaly sunrise and Due East,
by dedication, using horizon elevation (Churches iBedfordshire,
Cumbria, Hampshire, Lincolnshire, Norfolk, Oxfordshire & Pembrokeshire)

degrees from saints day sunrise degrees from Due Eas
+15° 16°- 31+° +15° 16°-| 31+°
total | No. % | 30° No. % | No. % | 30° |[No. %
All Saints 154| 18| 12 | 65 71 | 46 | 133 86 | 17 | 4| 3
SS Peter&Paul 37 2| 5 9 26 70 | 29 | 78 7 1| 3
St Andrew 98 4 | 4 20 74 | 76 | 82 | 84 | 16 | O
St Botolph 13 1| 8 5 7 54 8 62 5 0| -
St Edmund. 12 1| 8 4 7 58 | 12 | 100| O 0| -
St George 12 5| 42 5 2 17 | 10 | 83 2 0| -
St James 23 1 4 9 13 57 | 21 8 2 0| -
St John Baptist. 29 3| 10 7 19 66 | 22 | 76 7 0| -
St Margaret 47 6| 13 15 26 | 55 | 38 | 81 9 0| -
St Michael 60 38| 63 | 15 7 12 | 42 | 70 | 17 | 1| 2
St Nicholas 43 0| - 4 39 91 | 36 | 84 7 0| -
St Peter 85 6| 7 32 47 | 55 | 70 | 82 | 15| O | -
Other (with saints | 235 | 64 | 27 | 65 106 | 45 [ 187| 81 | 43 | 5| 2
day)
TOTAL 848 | 149| 18 | 255 | 444 690| 81 | 147 | 11| 1
Other- no saints day 8 7 | 88 1 0| -
- no dedication 10 7| 70 3 0| -
- St Mary| 239 203 85| 35| 1| 1
OVERALL |1,105 907| 82 | 186 | 12| 1
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To test more closely the overall impact that horietevation actually has on
the results, table 5.5 below presents the resultshéoattual sunrise positions for the
1,105 churches, compared with their notional (level hojizumrise position. As
would be expected, an elevated horizon which delays stangséherefore appears in a
more southerly position on the horizon, means that msunrises (such as St John
the Baptist and St Peter, close to northeast), whevednsouthwards, were brought
closer to the alignment of the majority of churchehjch are aligned close to east;
whilst delaying a sunrise in winter (such as for All $&irst Andrew and St Nicholas,
already close to southeast) takes it further away ttwaralignment of most churches.
This means that those sunrises that become closdgwtch alignments by taking the
horizon elevation into account are offset by thos¢ #ine shifted further away. The end
result is that there is very little change in the allgvattern when horizons are taken
into account. The number of churches aligned within 15heif saint’'s day sunrise
decreases from 152 to 149, but stayd&o, and the number aligned more than 30°
from sunrise increases from 437 to 444, but stagR#t.

This clearly demonstrates that the assertion thatethearchehasto calculate
the effects of the delay of sunrise caused by eleviatedons, in order to test the
patronal-saint sunrise theory, is not true. Whils$ itriucial at the level of an individual
church, as soon as a larger sample is used the difsecancel themselves out. The
1,105 churches tested here show that there is no owvesalition, and that
improvements in alignment at some individual churchegcdestl to summer saints are
clearly offset by the opposite effect at others whi@hdeadicated to saints with winter

sunrises.
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Table 5.5 — Comparison of notional and actual sunrise points by deation
(Churches in Cumbria, Pembrokeshire, Bedfordshire, Hamphire,
Lincolnshire, Oxfordshire and Norfolk)
degrees fromEVEL degrees fromM\CTUAL
HORIZON saints day sunrise saints day sunrise

saints in date order +15° 16°- 31+° +15° 16°- 31+°

total | No. % | 30° | No. % |No. %] 30°| No. %
St George 12 3| 25 7 2 17 5 42| 5 2 17
St Botolph 13 0| - 6 7 54 1 8 S 7 | 54
St John Baptist. 29 3| 10 5 21 | 72 3 10| 7 19 | 66
St Peter 85 5| 6 26 | 54| 64 | 6 7 | 32| 47 | 55
SS Peter&Paul 37 1] 3 10 | 26| 70 | 2 5 9 26 | 70
St Margaret 47 41 9 15 28 | 60 6 | 13| 15 26 | 55
St James 23 1 4 9 13 | 57 1 4 9 13 | 57
St Michael 60 40| 67 | 16 4 7 38 | 63| 15 7 | 12
All Saints 154 | 22| 14 | 72 | 60| 39 | 18 | 12| 65 | 71 | 46
St Edmund. 12 2| 17 3 7 58 1 8 4 7 | 58
St Andrew 98 6| 6 23 69 | 70 4 4 | 20 74 | 76
St Nicholas 43 1| 2 6 36| 84 | O - 4 39 | 91
St James 23 1 4 9 13 | 57 1 4 9 13 | 57
Other (with saints | 235 64 | 27 | 61 | 110| 47 | 64 | 27 | 65 | 106 | 45
day)
TOTAL 848 | 152| 18 | 259 | 437| 52 |149| 18 | 255| 444 | 52
No dedication/day 18
St Mary 239
OVERALL 1,105

Shared Churchyards

Shared churchyards enable an additional view of churdnraént to be taken,
particularly of patronal-saint sunrise alignment, dmelytalso enable reflection on the
issue of ‘parallelism’. Parallelism was raised eanignen the alignment of churches
was considered with reference to the principal boundarye@fchurchyard, where it
was noted that there was little correlation betwelearah alignment and boundary
alignments, implying that a desire to build the church lraith a close boundary
was not an important consideration, and that visualneeatwas not apparently an

issue.

Shared churchyards are a phenomenon which is concentrateast Anglia
with as many as 30 examples known, although most only &asiegle church now
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(Batcock 1991, 10-11; Williamson 1993 158-161; Groves 1995, 108). Theomlgre
nine of those 30 shared churchyards remaining where suffigéets of both churches
still exist to enable accurate measurements of alignteebe taken (one of them -
South Walsham (Norfolk) is illustrated in the frontesge). The churches in each of the
pairs are dedicated to different saints but are alignetnitar but, with one exception,
specifically not the same, direction. Each of theggicludes one church dedicated to
St Mary, but all the pairs are aligned within°1df each other, whereas the sunrise
positions for the festival days of the saints to whizdytare currently dedicated can be
as much as S0apart, depending on which festival of Mary was celebrdfezhy of
these churches has been rededicated and thereforéast its original dedication
sunrise, it would mean that each of these nine pairbwthes was dedicated to saints
that had festival days just a few degrees apart asawddbth being close to East. This
would confine the possible dedicatees to festival datestamyor three weeks apart

and close to the two equinox dates.

Peter Warner considers that in the majority of theses the church dedicated
to St Mary was the second of the pair to be built, isura the eleventh century, by
groups of freemen (Warner 1986, 45), although it is diffitukee why this might have
affected their alignments. The six major festival®bedted for St Mary complicate the
investigation of sunrise alignment as they cover mbgh@year. The sunrise point on
Marian festivals in Norfolk varies between 54° and 123%reds the eight churches
dedicated to St Mary are aligned at: 77°, 79°, 84°, 90°, 93°996°and 108°, with a

mean of 90.8°.

In each of the cases, except at Reepham illustratédgure 5.2 below, the
churchyards are large enough to allow the church buildéeeghand in selecting the
alignment of both churches. The fact that each odehmairs of churches is aligned
fairly closely together and that none is very differemplies that the alignment of the
first of the two to be built has had some influencetloe alignment of the later one.
Since they do not appear to be aligned towards diffeeent's day sunrises, it leaves
the question — why were they not built on the samenalent? It is possible that
alignment did not matter at all, but this is contradickgdthe consistent general
alignment eastwards, but it seems that the differemcdignment between the two
churches did not matter enough to go to the (littledrefhf aligning them in the same

direction.
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At Reepham, there was once a third church built instimee churchyard — All
Saints’, Hackford — but which was largely destroyed byifiré549. It is shown on a
plan drawn in 1750 (shown in Batcock 1991, 22), and appears tdaawuebuilt on the
same alignment as the other two. The situation inydmd is different from the others
with more than one church as it is considerably smalte the size of the yard seems
to have forced the builders to align their churcheshen dame direction, as the two
remaining churches actually overlap now, and the tow&t dlichael’'s, Whitwell had
to be built on the south nave wall as it could nologated in its traditional place at the

west end.

Figure 5.2 —St Mary’s, Reepham and St Michael's, Whitwell, boiit the same
alignment. The space to the left was originally occupiedll Saints’, Hackford
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2) MISALIGNED CHANCELS AS RELIGIOUS SYMBOLISM

The difference between the alignment of the nave laaahancel of churches has been
discussed by many writers in the past. Although commonlywknas weeping
chancels, they have also been referred to as “crookbdhcels (Benson 1956;
Muirden 2005), and “skewed” chancels (Cave 1950). It has beenssedgbat the
misalignment represents religious symbolism, but applyiegrésults of this survey
will offer a more probable cause for the phenomenare @ five of all churches is
misaligned this way, and the theory holds that, paleity in cruciform churches,
chancels align to the left of naves (more northesy)ere the nave represents the body
of Jesus on the Cross, with his head, the chancahedclo the left. This appears to be
an extension of the proposal by William Durand;The Symbolism of Churchdbat
the church represented the human body with the chasdtsl bead (Durand 1906, 17).
Some of the writers found for the proposal (Benson 1956rdén 2005) and others
against (Cave 1950; Hoare & Sweet 2000). In their introdugicgface to Durand’s
book, Neale and Webb (the kingpins of the CCS) alscaexgd the misalignment as a
reference to the Crucifixion, but commented thaatignment was “more frequently

Figure 5.3 —

St Andrew’s, Lamas,
Norfolk. The chancel is
misaligned 14° to the north -
‘weeping’, and improving
the alignment towards east
(110° > 96°). One of the two
most extreme northward
realignment examples of
165 such churches in this
survey
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to the south” (Neale & Webb 1906, Ixxxii), thereby underminingirt explanation of

its symbolism of the Crucifixion.

Thompson, in the early years of the last centurferred to the “popular
explanation” of the symbolism of the cross, commenton the “general northward
inclination of chancels of churches where the axeshefnave and chancel were
different” (Thompson 1913, 131). He went on to say that “lkest symbolical
explanations, this is founded entirely on fancy” and atb@t the phenomenon was not
limited to churches with cross plans. According to Theomp “others” had sought to
explain the subject by suggesting the orientation ottt@ncel followed the direction
of sunrise on the morning of the Patronal f@astHe also cited examples of
realignments on sloping sites, where “masons keptgisdn the slope as they could,
so twisting the axis of the chancel” (1913, 132). Eachedahssues will be considered

using the results from this survey.

Figure 5.4 —

St Hermes’, St Ervan,
Cornwall. The chancel is
misaligned 7° to the south
— not ‘weeping’, but
improving the alignment
towards east (81° > 88°).
The most extreme
southward realignment of
the 150 such churches in
this survey

L This appears to be another example of a more widespmasion of these issues than has been
published - highlighted in Chapter One. Whilst Benson tgokhe idea in 1956 that crooked chancels
reflected calendar drift it does not seem to have apgea print before that.
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Francis Bond, writing at a similar time, referred lhe same general issues, but
argued that misalignment, as ecclesiastical symbolitad €scaped the notice of the
ancient liturgists” (Bond 1914, 248). He also pointed outitfegges of Christ on the
Cross were usually represented with his body and headstraight line “until the
twelfth century or later” (1914, 248), effectively excludire tpossibility that this
image might have been copied for churches set out bferéme. The remainder of
the points that he made concern large and urban chureht® kind which are not
included in this survey, firstly, where the choir was b such a way as to encase
the earlier choir, making it “impossible to see whetle axis of the new choir was
being set out precisely in the line of the old nave” (1914, ,248) secondly, he
mentioned the possibility that site restrictions inamrisituations might be a potential

cause of misalignment.

Cave, in his pre-war survey, concluded that the smallepérge of skewed
chancels (16%), and the way that the numbers fell offthasskew became larger,
indicated that they were accidental faults in settiag(Gave 1950, 51). More recently,
Warwick Rodwell has referred to “setting out errorsahhequate to the thickness of
one side wall, a very commonly found fault” (Rodwell 1981) as an explanation for
many of the strange contorted shapes that some choxipléins take. As far as the
issue of alignment differences between nave and chesncencerned, it will be shown
here that the majority of these ‘errors’ can be dyetixplained as having been a
deliberate act and as having a particular purpose.

The results from this survey

Of the 1,926 churches in this survey, 377 (20%) have naves andethaligned
differently by two degrees or more. Two degrees was takeghe cut-off point for the
measurement of difference between nave and chance#leasompass used for the
survey can only be guaranteed accurate to one degre¢hdtafore possible (although
unlikely) that a nave measured at 80° and a chancel at 82f both really measure
81°. Despite the fact that with internal access tocthech it can be seen that treye
aligned differently, only external access was possdilesome churches, where a
difference was not necessarily so noticeable; sacdmssistency, all variations of less
than two degrees have been excluded. Figure 5.5 shows mamafigdifference of two

degrees seen from inside a church, showing how obviousisiaignment is.
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Figure 5.5 —An alignment difference of 2° between nave and chancel —
at St Lawrence’s, Castle Rising, Norfolk, (left)
and at Holy Trinity, Goodramgate, York (right)

Sixty-two of the 377 misaligned churches in the survey haaxees that are aligned
close to east, or exactly east, so that they havesnthat are aligned to the one side of
east and chancels aligned the other side of east. dilggiments might be explained by
the inability of the builders to locate east exactty,which case they could have
thought their realignment of the chancel was actualbserl to east, rather than
straddling it. Whatever the reason, they present a cemfpgture and are therefore
only included in the total line of table 5.6 below and arduebed from the other tables

and analysis in this section.

Figure 5.6, below, illustrates the four possible situationslving churches
where the nave and chancel have different alignmernisirhmediately obvious that in
only two of the four cases is the chancel inclined tdefte weeping (1 and 3), that in
two of the four cases, the alignment of the chancelbser to east (2 and 3) and in the

last case (4), that the alignment is neither weepimgloger to east.
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Figure 5.6 —Possible variations in nave/chancel alignment
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Excluding the 62 churches mentioned earlier, the 315 remgaimisaligned
churches in this survey fit into one of the four caseswvshin Figure 5.6 above; of
these, 165 (52%) are in categories 1 and 3 (weeping), whilst(48%) are in
categories 2 and 4 (not weeping) which immediately degstthe idea of the folk tale,
as in almost half the cases the chancel is misalighedopposite way for the
symbolism of the Crucifixion. The near equality of #hdéwo figures lends weight to
the noted suggestion by both Cave and Rodwell that misaligsmesre accidental, as
a roughly equal split would be expected of an accidentalraddowever, although on
the surface it appears that the errors could be randwre are several factors that

point to this having been a deliberate, or at least sagoilental, act.

Firstly, and most importantly, if the errors wereadam, or consisted merely of
setting-out errors, then it would be expected that theyldvbe the same through all
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the ranges of nave alignment and therefore the nunmbexach of the four cases in
Figure 5.6 would be equal. They are not at all equal; tdmses 80 churches, case 2 has
121 churches, case 3 has 85 churches and case 4 has 29 clatirochgly, indicating
that it was not random. There is a marked element efatiynment of the chancel
being closer to east than that of the nave. In otloeds, chancels are aligned closer to
east than their naves regardless of whether the alignoh¢ime nave is to the north or
south of east, with 206 chancels improving the alignmentridsv@ast (cases 2 and 3)
compared with 109 churches with chancels further from ease¢ 1 and 4). Secondly,
it would have been easy to set out lines parallehrioexisting nave for a new or
extended chancel to enable them to be aligned in the sayeeven with the most
basic of equipment such as two pieces of string. Fmeseason, they were not set out
in that way. It would also have been equally easy tcecban early error in the setting
out, at the trench or footings stage, even as sma&liran as 2, which would have been
noticeable very early in the process. Thirdly, the nunddechurches involved adds
weight to the idea that misalignment was not accideritaeems very unlikely that
easily avoided errors should affect every fifth churckthe land. Lastly, the end result
offends the modern eye and it seems reasonable toadbat it would have had a
similar effect in medieval times. If there was nbestintention behind the realignment,
it would have been easier, and neater, to follow alesidjgnment either when

originally setting out, or rebuilding part of, a church.

Table 5.6 shows that of the 201 churches with their nageeal to the north of
east, the majority (121 60%) - are improving the alignment towards east, but not
weeping (case 2), whereas the majority of churches matles aligned to the south of
east (85 of 114 #5%) have chancels which are weeping but also alignedrdlossast
(case 3). The misalignment of the churches in the marere&ly aligned groups is
even more strongly biased towards east than that ajrthg of misaligned churches
as a whole. In other words, the further the nave diuah is aligned from east, the
more likely the chancel is to be realigned closee#st. Whilst60% of all naves
aligned to the north of east have chancels closerd thas rises t&9% of churches
where the nave is aligned north of 77°. Similarly fourches where the nave is aligned
to the south of east, the overall proportion76f6 of chancels aligned closer to east
rises t078% of churches with naves aligned to the south of 103& flifi table is
shown as table A7.18 in Appendix 7 on page 335.
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Table 5.6 - Nave/chancel misalignment by alignment of nave

Improving Not improving| Aligned left Aligned right
total No % No % No % No %
All <77° 74 51 [ 69 23 31 23 31 51 | 69
All 78-87° 127 70 55 57 45 57 45 70 58
All <88° (north) | 201 | 121 | 60 80 40 80 121 [ [0 |
All >92° (south)| 114 | 85 [ 75 29 26 85 29 | EH |
All 93-102° 77 56 72 21 28 56 72 21 28
All 103°+ 37 29 | 78 8 22 29 78 8 22
Total exc 88-929 315 | 206 65 | 109] 35| 165 150 | JEEN |
88-92°| 62 49 79 13 21
See page 144

The block-coloured cells in the table refer to Figure 5.7 édlow

The overall proportions are shown pictorially in Figbt@ below. The left pie

shows plainly that the majority of churches with nawesth of east are misaligned
right, therefore improving the alignment (40% left : 60/ght), and the majority of
those with naves aligned south of east have chantaisate misaligned to the left,
both weeping and improving the alignment (75:25) (centre p&Ren overall, as the
right-hand pie shows, those misaligned left (weeparg) almost exactly balanced by
those misaligned right, 52:48. If there was no partictgason for the misalignment,

then it would be expected that the balance showneisetloverall figures in the pie on

the right, would be mirrored in the two groups that makapi Instead there is a

definite pattern of alignment of chancels closer to st their nave.

Naves north o

f east

B NOT improving @ Improving ‘

Naves south of east

‘ B NOT improving

@ Improving ‘

All Misaligned churches

O Aligned Left/Right

Figure 5.7 —Proportions of all misaligned churchég®wn in table 5.6 — the chancel
either improving, or NOT improving, the alignment towards east
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Cave proposed that the number of misalignments “felhydvwas the nave
became aligned further from east, and he used this assanrdor his ‘accidental
explanation for misalignment generally (Cave 1950, 53)wéi@r, the fact that the
further a nave’s alignment is from east the more yikbe chancel is to be realigned
suggests strongly that Cave’s view is incorrect — this m@ accidental, but implies
both knowledge that the nave was not aligned eastwadia desire to correct it. It is
also reasonable to assume from these figures that wees not such a pressing need to
deal with the problem if the church nave was originaligned closer to east.

Chancel rebuilding

Many chancels were extended or completely rebuilt duttegthirteenth and early
fourteenth centuries for liturgical and space reasaes tife Fourth Lateran Council of
1215 (Cook 1961, 42; Duffy 1992, 54). Were they realigned at this stagefut the
ability to deconstruct every church that has differeate and chancel alignments to
establish construction sequences and with the problemstiof dhe earliest parts of
church fabric from external examinations, published sauhae/e to be relied upon.
The assessments of church building period for this aisahave been taken from the
relevant volume oPevsner’s Buildings of Englandnd the results shown in Table 5.7.
Whilst admittedly not perfect, the use of Pevsner'sssswent provides a level of
consistency to the results, rather than using difteraore local, architectural analysts
in some of the areas, where their work is probablyifééring standards.

Date of Rebuilding
Of the 315 churches in this analygfevsnerconsidered 101 chancels to be later than

their nave; 83 naves and chancels to be of the samedpé&fld churches where no
comment is made on the period of either the navecliamcel, or both; and seven

churches where the naves are later than their chancels
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The chancels of all the 101 churches with later charer@sexactly equally
divided between those that are misaligned left and tmisaligned to the right

(50:50), whereas almost three-quarters of ther29) are aligned closer to east.

Table 5.7 — Alignments by relative dates of naves and chancets¢luding those
aligned between 88 and 92°)

All misaligned churches Total Imp} Not | % improving| % aligned
align | Imp | alignment left
Churches with later chancels
Post medieval chancels 26 19 7 73 46
Medieval chancels 75 53 22 71 51
All later chancels| 101 72 29 71 50
Nave/Chancel of Same period 83 49 34 59 49
Other churches 131 85 59 65 56
Total 315 206 109 65 52

The block-coloured cells in the table refer to Figure 5.8 ddow

Within this group, the proportions of post-medieval chantels are realigned
closer to east is almost the same as churches Wwihcels rebuilt in the medieval
period (73% compared with 71%), shown in Figure 5.8 belowpagih the sample is
fairly small. However, the fact that both the medieand post-medieval groups are
split equally between those aligned left and right efrthve lends further weight to the
arguments for the improvement of alignment towards;eésthe samples were
particularly biased due to their small size it would lEsomable to expect the bias to
show in the left/right figures as well. It appearsnirthese results, that chancels that
were rebuilt in the post medieval period were aligighdy more accurately towards
east than their medieval counterparts.

Medieval rebuilt chancel Post-medieval rebuild

‘ B NOT improving & Improving ‘ ‘ B NOT improving B Improving ‘

Figure 5.8 —Proportions of medieval and post-medieval rebuilinclets either
improving or NOT improving the alignment to east, showrabie 5.7
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This leaves two further groups of churches that haverdiftenave/chancel
alignments. The first, shown in row 4 of table 5.7 abaxe those churches which,
according to Pevsner, have naves and chancels butile isame period. Quite why a
church should have a nave and chancel aligned diffgrénit was built in one
campaign is difficult to envisage. It is just possiblattthese churches were actually
originally built misaligned with the specific aim dfgning the chancel more closely to
east, although this leaves the questiowlythe whole building was not aligned more
‘correctly’. A series of simple setting out errorewld produce a random result, rather
than one wher&9% of the chancels are aligned closer to east thain tlaves. The
more likely explanation is that the chancels welriileshortly after the original build,
but within the same architectural period, hiding the faat there was a rebuild, and
the opportunity to realign closer to east was used atirtings

The ‘other churches’ group, shown in row five of table 5these where no
assessment was made of the building periods of estheror both of the nave or the
chancel, or have an earlier chancel —6&% of its chancels aligned closer to east than
the naves, 56% of them are aligned to the left and 44%6edliright of the nave, also
indicates that Pevsner has probably not identified alttiurches with rebuilt chancels.
Post-medieval chancel rebuilds, particularly Georgiad Victorian ones, are much
easier to identify, either from a stylistic point oewi or through the use of different
materials — particularly brick.
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How was the realignment of chancels achieved?

It has been shown that rebuilt and realigned chanogisove the alignment of the
churches towards east, but this poses several furthenangestrirstly, was the new
alignment closer to True east or to magnetic eaghattime of the realignment?
Secondly, where was magnetic east when the church realigned? Thirdly, as
proposed by Benson and Muirden, was the new alignmesercko the position of
sunrise on the patronal-saint’'s day? Lastly, as sughdsfeThompson, were the
chancels misaligned or realigned because of problemsavsgikbping or restricted site.

Realignment towards east using a compass

The difference between the true direction and that show a magnetic compass,
known asmagnetic declinationwas described in the Glossary on pages x-xii, as was
the fact that the difference between the two dioastiwas not first measured until 1576
CE. The possible effect that it may have had on olvehairch alignment is discussed

in detail in Chapter Six on pages 179 — 184, alongside thegdetailhen the compass
may have first been used for churches. In this settiersubject of interest is whether

a compass may have been used in the realignment of thauceg rebuilding. The

full analysis and tables are shown in Appendix 4 on pages & 7v3th the results

summarised here.

Overall, 47% of chancels rebuilt in the medieval pereere realigned closer to
Magnetic East (which was at an average of approximately T00e during the
medieval period (see Clark et al. 1988, 649)), whereas 71% re&ligned closer to
True East, strongly indicating that east was the fatuisthat a magnetic compass was
not used. The post-medieval rebuilding of chancelsnadtéseorgian exercise, took
place in a period when magnetic north was west of touhnin 1800, magnetic north
was approximately Z24west of north (Clarlet al 1988, 649; Merrilet al. 1996, 46), so
if a compass was used without adjustment for declinatiovguld result in alignments
for east of 66True. Forty-five per cent of the post-medieval chameblilds were
realigned closer to Magnetic East whilst 73% were reatigcloser to True East,
therefore, either a compass was not used for thgyneadint or appropriate adjustments
were made to the readings to take declination into atcoun
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Realignment towards patronal-saint’s sunrise

Whether the whole church faces its saint’'s day sumiseot was considered earlier,
along with the related issues and problems of horizorabtey calendar drift and
church rededication. Both Benson and Muirden concluded #sathe position of
sunrise on the required saint’s day had shifted alongdheom due to calendar drift,
the rebuilding of the chancel was used as a chan@aligm the east end of the church
to maintain the ‘correct’ alignment towards sunrisee T¥sue examined in this section
is whether the results of this survey show that tl@céls of misaligned churches are
aligned closer to their patronal-saint’s sunrise ttta nave. Only churches with a
sufficient number dedicated to the same saint ateded in this analysis.

Table 5.8 shows the results for all churches with ngeali chancels, whether
the relevant volume dBuildings of Englanchoted them as rebuilt or not. Despite the
variation in sunrise positions on the various saiddgs, between St Peter (3@nd St
Andrew 116), less than half of all chanceld106) were realigned closer to their
sunrise an®9% were realigned further away. More than half of therches dedicated
to St Michael, with a feastday close to the equinoX' @8ptember), had their chancels
aligned further from sunrise than their nave, demomstyahat sunrise on saint’s day
played no apparent part in the ultimate alignment ottfacel. However, almost two-
thirds (61%) of the chancels of the churches dedicatetiegetsaints were aligned

closer to east than their nave.

Table 5.8 — Alignment of chancels in allmisaligned churches in relation tc
patronal-saint’s day sunrise
Sunrise| No.of | Alignment to
position | churches  saints Day Alignment to EAST-
improv  further improv. further neithey
All Saints 105° 52 17 35 28 20 4
St Andrew 116 22 11 11 13 7 2
St Margaret 64° 16 8 8 9 6 1
St Michael 92° 23 9 14 14 8 1
St Peter and 50° 44 20 24 26 17 1
SS Peter & Paul
TOTAL 157 65 92 90 58 9
(41%) | (59%) | (61%) | (39%)
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Rebuilding the chancel gave the builder the opporturityimprove the
alignment towards the intended target. Table 5.9 showshikatarget was not the
saint’s day sunrise, with an even smaller percentagec) of churches dedicated to
All Saints and St Peter realigned towards their seniThe number of churches in the
remainder of the dedications is too small to analyse.wfh the analysis of all
misaligned churches, a far greater proportion has bedigmed towards east§%).
The numbers involved here are very small, but mirroretyothe repeating pattern of

realignment towards east, rather than towards sunrise.

Table 5.9— Alignment of rebuilt chancels in relation to patroal-saint’s day
sunrise and east

Sunrise | No. of Align to saints
Position | churches Day Alignment towards EAST
(approx) Improv. further| Imp. further neither
All Saints | 105 18 7 11 9 7 2
St Peter 50° 25 9 16 16 8 1
TOTAL 43 16 27 25 15
( ) | (63%) | (63%) | (37%)
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Misalignment due to slope?
It has been suggested that the misalignment of chamagldhave been to compensate
for, or take into account, the slope of the churchyarbeeiby building, or rebuilding,
the chancel away from the axis of the slope (Thompson, 103 Although particular
problems are raised by building on sloping sites, the sitg@s not appear to have
figured in the decision to rebuild the chancel in therches here, as there is a similar
proportion of churches with rebuilt chancels on slopetha® is in the whole survey

sample.

In order to test whether the slope of the site wafdior in either the
misalignment of chancels, or their realignment, thegpprtion of misaligned churches
and of all churches on sloping sites must be comparéue Blope had been a problem,
then a greater proportion of misaligned churches would agpesloping sites. Table
5.10 shows that 84 of 3723%) of all misaligned churches in this survey are lanlta
slope of more than two per cent, while the equivaleniré for all the churches in the
survey is19% - indicating that the slope itself was not a detemgirfiactor in the
misalignment. Misaligned churches with rebuilt chanadsform a slightly higher
proportion of all the churches with rebuilt chancé8 ¢f the 111 27%), so some of
them might possibly occupy sites where the slope wpartcular problem and had

therefore been a factor in the rebuilding.

Table 5.10 — Effect of slope on churches

All Churches All misaligned | All Rebuilt (later)
Churchyard slope: churches chancels

No. % | No. % No. %
Flat or slope less than 26 1,553 81 293 78 81 73
Slope more than >2% 373 19 84 22 27
Total 1,926 100 377 100 111 100

It is possible that the direction of the realignmehta rebuilt chancel could
reflect attempts to deal with structural problems causesldping sites, as Thompson
suggested earlier, where builders were rebuilding to d@hei¢dlope (1913, 131). If the
slope had caused problems in the building, any realignmesatite this would need to
be closer to the direction of the slope to easestresses in the building. Thesé
churches are equally divided between those that angmedIcloser to the axis of the

slope (or across it) and those which are aligned furfiieen the axis of the slope,
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indicating that the direction of the slope played no padll in the need to rebuild the

chancel, reconfirming that the slope had no effect omisalignment of the chancel.

Misalignment due to site restrictions?
It has also been suggested that restrictions of the ltyand may have caused the
church to have been built misaligned in an attempt ¢gmdhe church towards east on a
site with insufficient space to align the whole chuitie same way, a situation
mentioned by Bond, particularly in relation to urban chascon cramped sites (1914,
249). Alternatively, it may reflect a situation whehe @bility to extend the chancel by
the required length was prevented by site restrictioms that the realignment was
necessary to fit the extended chancel into the ditas analysis is complicated by the
fact that the churchyard boundaries will probably havengbd over the centuries,
although unlike churches in towns, rural churchyards in genegahore likely to have
expanded than to have contracted, to deal with the ypeesd extra burials, and are

more likely to have space around them to allow this.

Table 5.11 — Effect of proximity of churchyard boundaries on chrches

Closest churchyard| All Churches | All misaligned churches  All rebuilt

boundary: As % chancels
No. % No. % of All  No. %

Less than 2 metres 93] 5 17 5 18 6 5

2 — 4 metres 349| 18 84 22 24 24 22

5 — 9 metres 677 35 131 35 19 41 37

10 metres or more 807 145 18 40

Total 1,926 100 377 100| 20 111 100

Those churches that are still close to one of thainfaries show no increased
likelihood of being misaligned. As table 5.11 shows, sinplarportions of churches
are misaligned (around one-fiftR{%) — shown in column five of the table), whether
they are in restricted churchyards, as indicated by Stardie of the closest boundary,
or located in larger yards. This confirms that siteriegin has not played a part in the
fact that these churches are misaligned. Neither déegestriction appear to have
played a part during the rebuilding of chancels. The 111 cesinefth rebuilt chancels
have the same profile of proximity to their boundariesdaes the whole survey
sample, wittb% in the closest category and arouhids in the largest.
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Characteristics of Churches with misaligned chancels
In order to determine whether there are any other spatifferences between those
churches with misaligned chancels and the whole samgiech might indicate a
possible reason for the misalignment or highlight amotheenue to research, the
characteristics of the misaligned group as a wholenspared to the whole sample in
tables 5.12 and 5.13 below.

Their distribution between the counties surveyed isvshim Table 5.12 and
demonstrates that the situation is a countrywide onejsbobt equally distributed.
Overall, one in every five churches is misaligned, vayyetween seven per cent in
Cornwall, which is accounted for by the very high proporiad what John Betjeman
called “Cornish Ends” (Betjeman 1968, Volume 1), where lagi@mpels are built
flanking the chancel on both sides, thus preventing measuatenbeing taken, and
36% of churches in East Sussex, which is much higher thawery other county and
for which no explanation can be offered.

Table 5.12 — Distribution of misaligned churches

All churches| Misaligned %

Bedfordshire 96 8 8
northern Cambridgeshire 123 24 19

western Cornwal 72 5 7
Cumbria 74 16 22
East Sussex 104 37 36

eastern Kent 92 22 24

southern Hampshirg 76 12 16
southern Lincolnshire 103 22 21
Norfolk 549 93 17
northern Oxfordshire 130 28 22
Pembrokeshire 77 16 21
Somerset 91 17 19
Shropshire 104 25 24
northern Suffolk 125 23 18
East Riding Yorkshire 110 31 28
TOTAL 1,926 377 20

Apart from the difference in nave/chancel alignmengréhappears to be no
other differences between this group of churches and thaékeavsingle alignment
constituting the remainder of the survey sample. Wheryse@lagainst other factors,
for example: size, floorplan, tower type and dedicatithe proportions in each
category are remarkably similar. They cover the fauige of sizes, from the smallest to
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the largest; they have similar floor plans in terrhthe number of aisles and they have

similar tower types.

Table 5.13 — Comparison of misaligned churches with all chur@s in the survey
% that misaligned
Misaligned All churches in | churches form of
Category Churches Survey ‘all churches’ in the
Number % | Number % same category
No Aisles 151 42 770 40 20
One Aisle 93 26 465 24 20
Two Aisles 133 32 691 36 19
Church <190 sqg m 132 36 694 36
190-300 sg m 155 41 720 37 21
>300 sqg m 90 23 512 27 18
No tower 40 10 227 12 18
Round tower 29 8 140 7 21
Square buttressed 192 50 1036 54 19
Square unbuttressed 116 31 523 27 22
377 100 1,926 10( 20
MEAN 86.3 86.1
ALIGNMENT

The column on the right of table 5.13 shows that an stind@ntical proportion
of each group of churches is misaligned. Overall, onvenrchurches is misaligned
(20%) and this proportion is repeated in most of the table .r&as example20% of
churches with no aisle$9% of churches of less than 190 square metres in ai€a;
of churches with a round tower, indicating no bias &tiralthe types of church
involved. Finally, as a group, they are aligned almost tgxélce same way as the
overall sample — the mean alignment of the nave odligised churches is within 0.2°
of the survey as a whole, at 86.3All of which appears to point to a random
occurrence, which would be expected if random setting ooitsewere the cause of the
misalignment. But that ignores the undeniable fact tloat the majority of the
misaligned churches, their chancels now face clseast than their naves, implying
that there was only one desire when realigning the ehafcthe church — to face

closer to east.
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Misaligned chancels as symbolism: Conclusions

Misalignment of chancels, or their realignment, canm®texplained by any of the
topographical factors analysed here; patterns of churairsh are misaligned or
realigned are in most cases the same as those dochels as a whole. Patronal-saint
sunrise also plays no part in the alteration of aligninThe only influence that can be
shown to have occurred consistently throughout thisyaisais east; the alignments of
the majority of chancels are closer to east in eddhe analyses, further confirming

the overall intention in the alignment of church dings.

The fact that the symbolism of different nave andnck& alignments had
evaded even William Durand must surely indicate thatetlveas no contemporary
symbolic intent in the minds of the builders. Durandnfb$ymbolism in every aspect
of church doctrine, church buildings and church fittin§gmbolism towards such an
important aspect of church teaching as the Crucifixionldvbave been the first, and
most important, symbolic reference he would have idedtitite lived until the end of
the thirteenth century (Neale & Webb 1906, ix) during theé fity years of which
many of these chancels were being rebuilt and realignedd tHere been any
intentional symbolic representation of the Crucifixioehind the different alignments
of nave and chancel it must have come from the seniarclkehhierarchy rather than
from the individual builders themselves, so therefommuist have been discussed by
the Church and would therefore have been known by Duraexhaps a simple

realignment closer to east did not contain sufficignimlism to mention.
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3) ALIGNMENT WITH SUNRISE AT THE TIME OF THE
SETTING OUT OF THE CHURCH

The third theory to examine with the results of thisveyris that stated in Chauncy’s
guotation in the general introduction to this thesis -asimption that churches faced
sunrise on the day their foundations were laid. Chaussymed that churches that
were aligned close to northeast were laid out neasuniner and those aligned close

to southeast were laid out near to midwinter sunrise.

The ritual setting out of the church foundations could Haken place at any
time of year, but whilst this may explain the variatioetween the alignments of
individual churches, it fails completely to explain tbkeserved differences in mean
church alignment across the country. Although churchdations could have been
pegged out at any time of year, the previous sectionsgraved that this opportunity
was not taken to align the church on its patronal-safetist day. If churches were laid
out throughout the year towards sunrise, a pattern ighraént that followed the
movement of sunrise would be expected, where sunsesswiftly along horizon at
the equinoxes, but slows to a standstill at the selstiThe result is that sunrise is only
within 10° of east 0ii8% of days throughout the year (author’s calculatiorsethaon
published sunrise data by the British Sundial Societyi€2004)), whereas it is more
than 30° from east ofi0% of days. The pattern of church alignment is the invefse
this, with63% of churches aligned within 10° of east and én¥ of churches aligned
further than 30° from east, indicating again that thexge purpose behind the alignment

of churches as a whole, and that their general foassgenerally eastwards.

Table 5.14 Sunrise position throughout the year compared
with church alignment
Sunrise (days) Church alignment
No % No %
>30° from East 147 40 33 2
+21-30° from East 86 23 160 8
+11-20° from East 68 18 525 27
+10° from East 64 18 1,208
Total 365 1,926
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There are certain seasonal issues surrounding théinguibf a church which
need to be examined. The first action in the actualtnaci®on of a church would be
the digging of the foundation trenches, which would tendix the alignment of the
subsequent structure fairly closely. Without specialistkaérs, the use of local labour
would mean that the digging foundations for a rural chuvohld have been likely to
be more of a winter activity, when there was more fime from working on the land.
Alignments fixed towards sunrise at the time of trenigigidg during the winter would
be aligned well south of east. The great majority ohétation trenches cannot have
been dug in the winter and aligned with sunrise, sino®stl two-thirds of all the
churches surveyed here were aligned north of east, whathd mean alignment
towards sunrise during the spring, after the spring equinoxn ¢he late summer
before the autumn equinox, both of which can be periddstensive activity on the
land. The second of these periods is discussed in mtai ideChapter Six in relation
to harvest.

Was the start of building above ground a more likely pwiritx the alignment?
Church builders had to take into account the likelihooéradt, especially where the
local materials required the use of a considerable anafunbrtar. Building contracts
for churches in East Anglia often made specific referemoestart dates for building
each year. At St Mary's, Helmingham in Suffolk, for exde, the contract for the
tower specified that building (in flint) could only be unddeen between Whitsun (6
weeks after Easter - between Mdy@nd June 8 and the 8 of September (Salzman
1992, 547-548), a season of no more than four months, awndnm gears, only a few
days over three months. In order to maximise the amafumtilding in the first year, it
would seem reasonable that building would start as sedeaaible, or as soon as the
contract allowed, in that year. Sunrise at Whitsucast Anglia is between 62{5”‘
May) and 54 (5" June). As only two of the 674 churches surveyed in Norold
Suffolk are aligned north of 82alignments with sunrise at the start of buildingraoe
indicated, at least in East Anglia. In areas wheflecsald be used instead of mortar to
bed large non-calcareous stones, such as granite anethszeenwall, Pembrokeshire
and Cumbria, or in areas in which the use of large tiomesor sandstone ashlar blocks
meant the use of considerably less mortar, late frestdd not be so important, which
would mean that the start of building could be earliethe year and allow the
continuation of building later on in the year. As at@ample, the contract noted above
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for the 60 foot tall flint-built Helmingham tower waerften years, whereas the 100

foot tall ashlar-built tower of St George’s, Dunsteorferset) was to be completed in
three years (Salzman 1992, 548 & 514).

Figure 5.9 —St Mary’s, Helmingham, Figure 5.10 St George'’s, Dunster,
Suffolk, flint tower (10 year contract) orBerset, ashlar tower (3 year contract)

If church building was started earlier in the year imrr@all, Pembrokeshire
and Cumbria, and the church aligned with sunrise attthma, this would result in
alignments further south on average than in the remaofdire country. The results
do not bear this out, as these counties exhibit numisrited lowest (most northerly)
mean alignments of any of the areas surveyed.

Detailed regional climate patterns in medieval tiraes unknown, but modern
summary climate records obtained from the Meteorotdiffice”, especially of the
number of frost days, and the timing of the last fingthe year, do not indicate any
regional patterns, either north-south or east-wigstthe three decades after 1960,
Shropshire had the most frost days and Cornwall had ghst,|the latest frosts
occurring in Kent and the earliest cessation of fiwas shared by Cornwall, East
Sussex and Suffolk.

22 http://met-office.gov.uk/climate/uk/averages/station.hfatcessed"dJune 2001)
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More recent, and more detailed, summary records published hby t
Meteorological Office (for 1971 to 2008)do show a slight east-west spatial variation
in the number of frost-days, shown in Table 5.15 below. Dhateées closest to the sea
seem to have the fewest frost-days, particularly tloosthe west coast, even if further
north (Cornwall, Pembrokeshire and Cumbria) compared wotimties on the east
coast (Suffolk, Norfolk, Lincolnshire and East Yorkshit@)t the counties in the centre
of the country — Cambridgeshire, Shropshire, BedfordshuleCatiordshire — have the
highest number of frost-days. Whilst the differencetie number of frost-days
between the east and west coast might begin to extiaidifference in alignment of
churches there, the far greater number of frost-dayke centre of the country means
that churches there would not be aligned between ithdke east and west, as the later
start due to the extra frost-days would mean an ever martherly alignment in the
central area, rather than the reality of mean chaligmment in the central area fitting

numerically in between the alignments in the eastveast.

Table 5.15 Numbers of frost-days per year 1971-2000

County Days of frost Mean
Cornwall 0-100 50
Pembroke 10-110 60
Cumbria 20-140

20-120 exc. fellg 70

Sussex, Hampshire 25-110 67
Kent 25-130 77
Suffolk, Norfolk, Lincolnshire, 35-125 80
East Yorkshire
Somerset 40-120 80
Cambridge 70-125 97
Shropshire, Bedfordshire, Oxfordshire  102-144 123

The issue of general climatic differences betweenet® and west of the country,
rather than just using frost-days as an indicataroisidered in more detail in the next

chapter.

23 http://metoffice.gov.uk/climate/uk/averages/19712000/region@dagif accessed 16th Sept 2008)
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Figure 5.11 —Examples of Meteorological Office Climate maps usedHerfrost days
data shown in table 5.18for Cornwall and Shropshire

(Although the Met. Office has used similar colours tfegse two counties, the values
they represent are very different — the lowest valaesd in Shropshire (102 -108) are
higher than the highest category found in Cornwall (80-1@%al blue))

Sourceshttp:/metoffice.gov.uk/climate/uk/averages/19712000/regioniasfiaccessed £@&ept 2008)
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4) ALIGNMENT WITH SUNRISE AT EASTER

The fourth theory that has been suggested may have ctheselifferences between
individual church alignments is that churches were atlgmgh sunrise at Easter, and
that the pattern of movement of Easter day is thdaatetl in church alignments built
in different years. Easter is universally consideredetdhe most important festival of
the church. Its date falls on the first full moon aftex first Sunday after the northern-
hemisphere Spring Equinox, varying between MarcH and April 28". Sunrise on
these days ranges betweer? @d 67/69 in England, depending on latitude, with a
mean of approximately 78 This is between®2and 14 more northerly than the mean
direction of church alignment in any of the areas stegenere, so it is not likely that
the position of sunrise at Easter was the focushtmatignment of churches.

The Roman and Western churches frequently celebratsterEan different
dates which could be reflected in a difference in chal@dnment between adherents
of the two doctrines in the west and east of the cguifitie issue was discussed at the
Whitby synod in 664 CE which fixed the calculation of the daft&aster using the
Roman method and all but the lonian church followed (@Goigrl927, 9; Mayr-
Harting 1972, 131-135). However, so few churches had been bullisoyme that any
differences in the date of Easter cannot explain theerved alignment variations

between east and west.

5) ALIGNMENT TOWARDS JERUSALEM

The final theory to examine that has been suggested tairexpe differing alignment

of churches is that raised in the commonly heard“taleat churches face east because
they face Jerusalem, thereby following the Jewishitioadto face Jerusalem for
prayer, although Davies alluded to facing east for prayer amitrastto the Jewish
tradition of facing Jerusalem (Davies 1972, 303). Unlike the d¢tigaries tested in this
chapter, this one does not seek to explain why churcmnadigt varies, merely
suggesting that churches are aligned with Jerusalem. Ajant the more complex
issue of the degree of medieval knowledge of the dinegtiocation of Jerusalem, this

% Including the Council for British Archaeology welesit
http://britarch.ac.uk/yac/leaderdocs/skillstraining/englishishachurch.pdf(accessed 13Dec 2009)
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theory can be simply dismissed on general grounds. Tdlere many thirteenth-
century world maps which formed the basis of the metliweald awareness among
the educated (Harvey 1996, 35). The Herefdi@bpa Mundiis the largest and most
detailed surviving example of these (Harvey 1996, 38) and,tlikeothers, shows
Jerusalem to be (geographically correctly) located tosthegheast of Britain, rather
than to the east. However, all the medieval mapsvsho island called “terrestrial
paradise”— representing The Garden of Eden — at the eastern etlyewbrld, except
the Psalter map, which is considerably smaller tharothers (Harvey 1996, 34) and
which shows paradise to be located within Asia, but atilthe eastern edge of the
world (Harvey 1996, 29). Therefore, in facing east, churchesialikely to be facing
Jerusalem, but appear to be aligned with paradise. dls@ important to note that
medieval map notation locates east at the top of tapsprather than the modern
location to the right, further emphasising the medi@wplortance of east.

SUMMARY OF THE VALIDITY
OF THESE EARLIER THEORIES

Despite the certainty of the conclusions arrived atriany of the earlier students of
church alignment, the data from this survey argue convincegginst them all. Many
of these theories were first proposed over one hundrad yago and at least one of the
writers on the subject was a vicar — Benson 1956 — who meeyheal a vested interest
in attempting to prove a religious significance in his itestfhe large sample of this
survey has enabled a more secure view to be taken of rmhamy statistical aspects of
the results. Each theory has been shown to fail anghimy cases a more pragmatic or
logical explanation and conclusion is indicated.

Alignment with Patronal saint sunrise

Churches are not aligned with their patronal-saintasti@gay sunrises, nor with any
other specific sunrises. This conclusion is confirmedlbyhe analyses here, ranging
from the summary statistics of winter and summentsaiwhich indicate virtually

identical alignment patterns for saints of all seassmmpared with sunrise differences
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of up to one-fifth of the horizon, to a specific arsadyof the actual sunrise point of the
1,105 churches surveyed in seven counties, showing virtuallgonelation at all
between saint’s day sunrise and alignment. No amofutimkering with the results, to
take horizon elevation and calendar change into accoantalter the fact that exactly
half of all churches are aligned further than 30° froeirtbunrise (table 5.2), whereas
less than two percent are aligned more than 30° fromeast the argument about the
possible rededication of churches cannot help. Sincedasterwajority of churches are
aligned close to east, rather than exhibiting a widerepatof alignment towards
multiple foci, spread throughout the year, it seemtagethat they never did align with
sunrise on the feastday of their patronal saint. Taiets extreme, if the proposal that
churches were aligned with the sunrise on their patsmat’s day was true, the
overwhelming concentration of churches aligned clossast would have to mean that
they were nearly all dedicated to saints with feast d&yse to either of the equinoxes
(late March and late September) rather than the rahgaints that have feast days
widely spread throughout the year, with concentrationdeattdays closer to the
extremes of sunrise, near the summer and wintericdstwhere the majority of

sunrises occur.

Religious imagery of misaligned chancels

This theory is also without foundation. Close to haléththe chancels that are aligned
differently from their naves are aligned to the noofhthe nave (to the left when
looking down the nave towards the chancel) and halbbgeed to the south (right).
The proposition that this misalignment representsiocelggimagery of the Crucifixion
fails at that point, irrespective of the considerattbat the representation of the
Crucifixion was different in early times, both of whiappear to have been ignored by
the proposers of the theory. Further confirmation @f ldck of intent for religious
imagery is the fact that William Durand did not inclutiestas a symbolic reference in
his comprehensive treatise on church symbolism, despdéd symbolism in every
other aspect of church buildings.

The roughly equal division in misalignments left and rigténtified in the
survey is what would be expected of a sample of thisisidtee distribution was a
random one. However, within this apparently random resulhiggden a more

reasonable explanation. Firstly, where churches had tthancels rebuilt, three-
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quarters were realigned closer to east, probably as patteofebuilding process,
although it is possible that the new chancel was regeatinoriginal misalignment.
The improvement of alignment during rebuilding, even thougé usually only by a
few degrees, is further emphasised by the fact thatlatiee the rebuilding of the
chancel, the more likely there is to be an improvenrealignment towards east. The
eastward focus is also supported by the fact that theefuttie nave is aligned from
east, the higher the proportion of chancels that akgned more closely with east,
even if the nave and chancel appear to be of the sarhiteatural period. Overall,
these results strongly suggest that misalignment waameffort on the part of the
builders to reflect religious imagery, neither waarntaccident of setting out. Indeed, it
appears to indicate a desire to achieve a more aecematward alignment, thus further
confirming the importance of east, as well as indicatimat it was appreciated that

these alignments required correction.

Finally, neither sunrise on the patronal-saint’s day, $loping sites, nor site
restrictions appear to have been factors in misaligihroe realignment. Analysis by
sunrise on the feastday of the patronal saint shoatdess than half the chancels were
aligned closer to, and more than half were aligned darffom, the relevant sunrise
position. Similarly, half of the chancels appear igratloser to the axis of the slope of
the churchyard and half further away. Lastly, churchawanre restricted churchyards
are no more likely to be misaligned than those igdarards.

Alignment with sunrise at Easter

The average date for the celebration of Easter bet®88r1200 CE was April "9
(author’s calculation of Easter, based on the standgodithm, set out in Appendix 8),
when the sun rises at around 77° or 78° depending on thuléatiThis is close to the
mean alignment in the west of the country, but is s¢w@egrees different from the
mean alignment in the east of the country. Althoughpib&tion of sunrise at Easter
varies depending upon the date of the festival (betw&éragd 90°), this cannot be
used as an explanation for the range of church alignmoarttse ground as the range is
insufficient. Even the differences in dates betweestera and Roman Easter, which
might have had an east-west impact on the figures, tdmena factor, firstly because
very few churches were built before the date of Eastes standardized, but mainly
because western Easter was usuedllier than Roman Easter (Cheney 2000 47-54)
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(for details - see table A8.1 in Appendix 8 on page 336). ThisdMoave resulted in
more southerly sunrises on Easter Day in the west ehwhould mean that churches
in western areas would have numerically higher meamnm@ents than those in the
eastern areas — the complete opposite of the patteerallg seen on the ground.

Alignment with sunrise when the church was built

Similarly, delays in the start of springtime building dweclimatic variations cannot
explain the variations either between individual churagnatents or the observed
pattern of variations in church alignment across the tepunAlthough the regional
details of the medieval climate are unknown, moddimate frost records do not
indicate any consistent pattern across the countdyerenorth-south or east-west, as
the centre of the country away from the sea has botle,nand later, frost-days. If the
mean direction of church alignment in each area wasftect the most popular period
of the year for the commencement of church buildihgiould require that building in
Cornwall started later than everywhere else, and iticp&r, that twice as many
churches had later building starts here than in Kenwrder that twice as many
churches were aligned north of east. In addition,faloe that the mean alignment in
Cornwall is even further north of east than in Cumbkiharefore aligned with a more
northerly (later) sunrise in Spring, would mean latalding starts in Cornwall than in
Cumbria. This appears to confirm that sunrise at the bf building commencement

was not a determinant of alignment.

Churches aligned towards Jerusalem

This theory can also be seen to have no basis, asl#&anusas shown to the southeast
of Britain, even on medieval maps. Southeast is 13% @nd not one medieval church
in the whole of this survey is aligned in that direwtio
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ALIGNMENT THEORIES: OVERALL CONCLUSIONS

When tested against a large dataset, none of the eaglimations for the variation in
the alignment of churches can really be seen to haveaiuty. The earlier theorists
have frequently used very small samples of churcheshwdao provide misleading
results; some have interpreted information to suitrtheguments, such as Benson
(1956) and Searle (1974) (discussed in Chapter One), while dtheesbased their
theories on little more than half of the churchey th&veyed and have simply ignored
the other half that did not fit their proposition (s&sh'weeping’ chancels).

In general, it seems reasonable to conclude that clarsleee originally
vaguely aligned eastwards but with a variance betweemitieme alignments of 90° -
one quarter of the horizon. In some instances it isipesto interpret particular
patterns, such as misaligned chancels (particularhyilreimes) as reflecting a need for
realising a more accurate orientation over time, whigds achieved when the
opportunity arose through rebuilding. What is not cleawlether the intention of
church-builders changed over time from a general suatigament to one which
aligned churches more generally towards east, or whetéeeloping technology

allowed a more accurate realisation of an originantibn to align eastwards.
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CHAPTER SIX

VARIATION IN CHURCH ALIGNMENT ACROSS
THE COUNTRY

Oh, East is East, and West is West, and never tha shall meet.
Rudyard Kipling,Barrack-room ballads1892.

INTRODUCTION

This chapter examines in more detail the east-west patfespatial variation in church
alignments across the country that was establishedhapt€r Four and demonstrates
that it also exists for the parish churches within ¢benty of Norfolk, where the
density of churches is so much greater than elsewher¢harefore provides a large

sample in a relatively small geographic area.

It explores a number of possible reasons for the difiegs in alignment; firstly
that the use of a compass to set out churches magtréfie movement of magnetic
north over the period in which the churches were bsdtondly, that churches may
have been aligned differently in different periods afrch building for other reasons
than the movement of magnetic north, such as shiftgelief or in the importance of
specific directions. It had been hoped to examine anabpect of chronology by
comparing the alignment of possible minster, or motharattes with the remaining
churches in the survey, which are more likely to haa@nlbuilt later. Unfortunately, it
is not possible to identify a sufficient number of kmominster churches to provide a
large enough sample of alignments for a robust companmsoticularly when the data
are sub-divided by longitude. Lastly, climate differenc&cross the country are
examined. Although climate differences in Spring, as medsoy the number of frosts
and their dates, have been shown not to have crdaeabserved east-west pattern of
alignment by affecting the date at which church-buildinggam, the climatic
differences across the country later in the yearrarestigated here to assess whether
they may have affected harvest times which, combinel thé prospect that an early
successful harvest may have been seen as an auspioieus build a church, may
have caused the different patterns of alignment athesSountry.
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SPATIAL VARIATION IN CHURCH ALIGNMENT RESULTS

In this survey, the mean alignment results for the tesiin the extreme east and west
of the country exhibit a difference of 12° (80.4° — 92.4°)slamwn earlier in table 4.1
on page 112. The sample size in the individual countiesasssarily limited (as there
were no more churches to survey), but since adjacenties have very similar results,
and the results were shown earlier to vary by longitudenot latitude, they have been
re-analysed below by longitude. Due to the locatiothefcounties used in the survey,
there are natural gaps in the survey data at 4° Wex°anst. The greater number of
counties surveyed in the east, and the greater densityuoéhes within them, means
that there are no other natural breaks in the datahbutvo degree classification was
continued for consistency. In order to ensure large engumips for analysis and to
provide more robust results, all the churches located at rthan 2° west were

amalgamated into a single group.

At this level of aggregation, the difference betweenrtiean alignment values

in the east and west falls to 6.652(2°to ), but the larger sample size in each
group means that the difference between the extredseddrihe ranges for the east and
west at 99% confidence, is still 4.233(6" to ). In other words it can be stated
with near certainty that the mean church alignmentdifese areas are significantly
different and this difference did not happen by chance fHat that the standard
deviation for the mean figure in each of the areas, showhe seventh column, (which
indicates the spread of the data about the mean vatued similar to the standard
deviation for the overall figure, surely indicates tha sihme procedure for setting out
churches was used everywhere, with the same sort obiigyighence the wide range

of individual alignments) but subject to a systematit-east bias.

Table 6.1 — Summary of results by longitude
Longitude No | Range| Mean95% | Range atf Range at| Standard| % N of
(decimal) conf 95% 99% Deviation| East
WEST| 418 | 48-126 +1.1 | 81.1-83.3| 80.8 — 11.45 75
2.00°W +
CENTRAL| 606 | 38-121| 84.7 | £0.9 | 83.8 —85.683.5-85.9 11.35 70
0.01°W —1.99° W
EAST| 902 | 54-128 +0.7 |88.1-89.5 +89.8 11.22 54
1.70°E -0° E
Overall1,926 86.1 | +0.5|85.6 —86.6 85.4 —86.8] 11.62 63.8
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In Figure 6.1 below, the alignment of every church in thisrey (vertical
scale) is plotted against its longitude (horizonthl@also shows the calculated mean
alignment across the country (the solid red line) whhficms the values shown in
the county table (table 4.1, page 112) from around 80° in thetw&0° on the east.
The apparent vertical lines in the data are becaus®nigéude of each church was
recorded to the closest fminute) interval, for example 1°, 1751°10, except in
Norfolk, where lintervals were used.

Church Alignment by Longitude (including trendline)
Longitude - degrees west
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Figure 6.1 —Scattergram of alignment by the longitude of every churchis survey,
including the calculated ‘trendlin@

%5 A Microsoft Excel function which calculates moving meahues using the least squares fit through
points.
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Church Alignment by Latitude (including trendline)

Latitude - degrees north
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Figure 6.2 —Scattergram of the alignment by latitude of every chur¢his survey,
including the calculated ‘trendlirf®’

Figure 6.2 presents the same alignment data as shown ine Fegly but
analysed by latitude. The trendline closely reflectslohgitude data in Figure 6.1, as
the most southerly and northerly survey areas (at B@5&°N) are in the west of the
country (with numerically low alignments) shown by tises in the trendline at either
end; the large concentration around 52.5° - 53°N is sndwtrfolk in the east (high
alignment) which shows as the depression in the trendlime even the small volume
of Kent data, where churches also have a high numerigament, shows as a dip in
the trendline at around 51°N. Taken together, these twgratizs confirm the
generalised pattern shown earlier in Figure 4.3 on page 124ustyating a distinct
east-west (longitudinal) pattern of alignment variatemoss the country. The north-
south (latitudinal) analysis does not show a similand up and down the country, but
it does reinforce the longitudinal variation.
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General discussion of possible causes for the stvariation
in alignment

As demonstrated in the previous chapter, there appearsddean an overall desire to
orientate churches generally eastwards, rather thaartiswhe specific sunrises that
were tested, whether that of the church patronat:saday, Easter day, or on the day
when building might have started. The majority of chexc (63%) are aligned within
10° of due east. However, tables 6.1 and 6.2 above showydleairimedieval church
alignments across the country exhibit significant ddfferes between those in the east
and those in the west. The statistical tests of denfie show that this is not a
statistical fluke, but represents a real overall défee. This is confirmed by the fact
that around three-quarters of churches are aligned toottile of east in counties in the
west of the country, whereas church alignment is almgsally divided between those
aligned north and south of east in counties in theafabt country. As an indicator of
the size of the actual difference between churchal@nt in the east and west, almost
one in every three churches in the west of the cour2B8+n all — would need to have
its alignment shifted from north of east to south asteto achieve the balance of
alignments either side of east that occurs in theaddbe country.

This raises several broad questions. Since the inteotithe builder appears to
have been to align the church in a broadly easterlytdireovhat is the reason for the
difference across the country in the overall meagnalent? There are four main
possibilities,viz—

a) There was a single overall influence in church alignmeai,exactly due east,
but close to it, and with a shifting point of focus asrth®& country, or

b) There was a single influence, but with stronger orkeea&ffects in different
parts of the country. This could work in either a positvenegative way; in
other words, it could result in an increasing number ofattes having a more
northerly alignment from east to west, or alterrgtiy a reducing number
having a more southerly alignment east to west, or

c) There was a single overall influence but one which emasterbalanced, more
in some areas and less in others, or

d) There were two different influences, one acting inghst, and another in the
west of the country.

In addition to these possibilities, how did the influe(s} actually work? Was a
conscious decision on the alignment taken when eacltlthvas set out, or was it a
series of unconscious decisions of individual builderstivdr influenced by external
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factors or not, that taken together, realised the p&tdtarther, if the difference was
the result of a conscious decision was it ever writtewn or was it merely part of the
unwritten ‘craft’ aspects of early masons and architectsome other group that was

involved in church planning?

The idea that this pattern was created by chance — thdrdds of individual
church-builders have caused this configuration west toagasss the country without
any outside influence at all — seems impossible. Even inAfagia, where the density
of medieval church buildings is at its greatest, fewrches are sufficiently inter-
visible to allow the alignment of one to influence tl@tanother. It does raise the
possibility of a local focus, for example something loa thorizon, but variations in the
actual point of focus would be expected to produce a randttermaso this does not
begin to answer the question of why the difference éetnalignments in the east and

west of the country exists.

If churches everywhere were intended to be alignedtlyxtowards east, and
this was done with complete accuracy, then all churalmsdd face east, irrespective
of where they were in the country. The introductioneafors in setting out would
produce a variation in alignments. If those errors wamatentional, then errors one
side of the mean value would be mirrored by those erother side, producing what
statisticians call a ‘bell-curve’, but retaining theree mean value. As the number of
errors increases, especially when they differ from tlean by a greater amount, the
curve becomes flatter — that is, wider and less tabulting in a larger ‘standard
deviation’), but if there are similar errors either stdehe intended direction, then the
same mean value is retained. The ‘bell-shaped’ nafuteecchurch alignments in this
survey is clearly illustrated in Figure 6.3 below, whigne peak of each curve — red for
those in the east of the country and green-dashed ésetin the west shows a
distinctly different value. This seems to indicatattbither the first or last possibility
listed earlier is correct, either that there werfet@nt points of focus for church
alignment east to west across the country from aesimjluence, or that there were
two different influences: one in the east and anothahénwest. The fact that the
alignment curve of the churches in the centre of thetcpimFigure 6.3 (blue pecked
line) sits between those of the east and west seermsind to the first of the two
possibilities, in other words, a single influence witlshafting point of focus, rather
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than introducing a third different influence in the cerdfethe country for the last

possibility. This just leaves the problem of establishing wainfluence was.

Medieval Church Alignment by Longitude Group
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Figure 6.3 —Alignment of medieval churches, summarised by the 2fitote group
used in table 6.1

Variation in church alignment within Norfolk

The survey results for the alignment of churches witharfolk provide, at a local
level, another strong confirmation of the pattern ofat&n in mean church alignment
by longitude. Rather than selecting a possibly arbitramperical division for this
breakdown, the results for the county as a whole haea llivided in half and are
shown in table 6.2 below. The ranges of the mean redoltaot overlap at 95%
confidence, indicating a likely statistically significadgifference in the results, even
within this short distance (fractionally over 100 km in tatad only 50 km between the
centres of these two areas). The different propatafinchurches aligned to the north
of east in the two halves of the county serve to aaonfite real variation in the results
— with 62% of churches aligned north of east in the westerndidlie county and only
% in the east.
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Table 6.2 - Alignment of churches in Norfolk by Longitude

No. | range Mean 95% | Range at | Stand.| %N of
Longitude (decimal) conf. 95% Dev E

(East) 1.11°-1.70° 279 56-120 90.3 +1.2 | 89.1-91.5| 10.5

(West) 0.20°-1.10° 270 64-128 87.4 +1.3 | 86.1-88.7| 11.0f 62

549 88.9 0.9 10.8 56

Norfolk Church Alignment by Longitude
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Figure 6.4 —Norfolk church alignment by longitude, shown in Table 6.2

The two curves clearly show that there is a greatenber of churches in the
west of the county with alignments north of east (edoally low), shown by the fact
that the green-pecked line is further to the left thansihlid red line on the left-hand
side of the graph, and more churches in the easteoédhinty with alignments to the
south of east, shown by the solid red line being furtbethe right than the green-
pecked one on the right-hand side of the graph. Thiscteftee similar pattern shown
in the whole survey results, in Figure 6.3 above, but avisimaller difference between
the two curves, which is probably due to the smaller gpbdgral distance between the
west and east of Norfolk, rather than between the am$ east of the country.
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POSSIBLE REASONS FOR THE
SPATIAL ALIGNMENT VARIATION

As demonstrated in the previous chapter, variations infgpsanrises cannot explain
the noted difference between church alignments in alse and west of the country. A
discussion of other factors that may explain thdedhces in church alignment
between east and west are set out below; firshignges in the magnetic field of the
Earth; secondly, possible chronological differenaescihurch building, and lastly,

variations in climate.

1) M AGNETIC VARIATION

The idea that churches were set out magnetically tsveeist, and that the variations in
alignment between individual churches built at differdates reflects the changes in
magnetic declination (the difference between a magrditection as shown on a
compass, and the true direction), seems, on the fdage to provide a simple
explanation for the variation in the alignment ofucthes. The subject of how
churches were set out, and whether the compass was\a kmstrument at the time of
much of the church building in England, has been discusstxe (see Abrahamsen
1992, 292-303; Hoare and Sweet 2000, 167; Ali & Cunich 2001, 156-157). The resu
were inconclusive; both Abrahamsen and Ali & CunicH teat some churches were
set out magnetically, but Hoare and Sweet do not; Huackinowledge that the
compass was known to the Church by 1187 CE from documestatgnce (Hoare &
Sweet 2000, 167), and possibly long before (Ali & Cunich 2001, 156).

North, as measured by a compass, is not a fixed pointtdihe constitution of
the earth’s core, the magnetic field that the playesterates shifts in relation to the
geographic North Pole. This difference is knowrs@sular magnetic variatioand has
two components — magnetic declination, which is vanain an east-west direction,
and magnetic inclination, which is variation in a nostuth direction (Merrillet al.
1996, 5-6; Abrahamsen 1992). Magnetic declination was firsisaned in London in
1576 (Merrill et al. 1996, 3 & 46-47), and has been projected backwards in time by
using datable objects which have thermo-remanent magn@iamnk et al. 1988, 646),

enabling a graph of the movement of the magnetic pdbe olotted (archaeomagnetic
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calibration). These measurements and projections (in €&igub below) show a

combination of magnetic declination (across the graph) relathation (up and down

the graph).
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(the figures on the chart line refer to magnetic ntartiation at the beginning of that
specific Century, that is 19 refers to 1900)

Figure 6.5 —Archaeomagnetic calibration for Britain, normaliZzed Meriden in
Warwickshire(the geographic centre of Englar{@lark et al. 1988, 659)

Figure 6.6 below shows the author’s extract of the daaimalement of the
combined declination and inclination plot shown above, by.ykaalso shows the
approximate positions of magnetic north, and thereforgnetic east, at the extreme
positions in the movement of the magnetic pole ovela$tel 100 years.
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Magnetic Declination - England, 900 - 2000AD

-30

West of north

Degrees from true North

East of north

40

Figure 6.6 —Magnetic declination of North between 900 CE and 2000 CE &arddn
in Warwickshire (Author’s extract of declination from the combined plot of
magnetic declination and inclination shown in Figure 6.5)

During the medieval era, apart from a roughly 70 year pediadng the
fourteenth century, magnetic east was always souttuefeast, peaking at almost 30°
south in 1000 CE. In 1100 CE it was approximatelyflth of true east and was’15
south in 1200 CE, resulting in readings for magnetic imastese years of 120110
and 108 True respectively, compared with True east°9®ny alignment, or
realignment during rebuilding, of a church using a compagsrébehe date when
magnetic declination was first measured would have te Hzeen made towards
magnetic east. This would mean that churches built let#@00 and 1200 CE, and
set out using a compass, would have been aligned betweendl29%south of east
(between 105° and 110° True), rather different from theemiesl alignments in this
survey, which are concentrated between 80° and 90° True.
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Table 6.3— Approximate magnetic declination in the
medieval era
Declination - Magnetic East -

Year Degrees east of North °True

100C 28 11€°

110C 20 11C°

120( 15 10%°

130( 7 97°

135(C -7 83°

140( 7 97°

150( 10 10C°

It appears, therefore, that the magnetic variationamy occurs during the
wrong period to explain the overall variation in churbgranent, covering far too long
a period between itsiaxima but also has an insufficient medieval componentéo t
west of north (when magnetic east was north oféast) to allow for the large number
of churches aligned to the north of east. In addjtibalso has an insufficient range.
The overall range of some 55° in the position of naatid therefore east, is too small
to explain the variation of 90° in the range of alignteeof medieval churches,
especially since more than 20° of the range of 55° hasredcsince the middle of the

seventeenth century, long after all the medieval clasrevere built.

As well as varying over time, magnetic declination alades by location. In
2002, a compass in Kent showed magnetic north td I3® 2vest of true north, whilst
at the same time in Cumbria, the difference was at@&i 2°, meaning that magnetic
east was north of true east across the whole afdtetry. This variation across Britain
in 2002 is shown in Figure 6.7 below. If churches were aliggambrding to the
magnetic declination then, churches in Cornwall and Ciamiould be likely to face a

similar direction, as would churches in Sussex and Morfo

28 http://geolab.nrcan.gc.ca/cgi-bin/geomag/MIRP/run_rmaifpccessedBApril 2002)
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Medieval period o
(fine of 0 declinafion to west of Britain)

Figure 6.7 — Actual magnetic declination  Figure 6.8— Approximate magnetic
for 2002 when magnetic north was west of declination duringhtfdéeval period
true north. Sourd@ when magnetic north was east of true north

The alignments of the churches in this survey do refl@stpattern, with the
mean alignment direction varying in a similar, east-ywaisection, with western areas
exhibiting numerically lower (more northerly) mean aligmts. However, although it
iS not possible to calculate the exact variation eclidation across the country for
periods well into the past it can be determined that any variation would have been i
the opposite direction in earlier centuries. During nudsthe medieval period, when
magnetic north was to the east of true north (therasfde of true north from where it
is now), local differences in declination would alswé been reversed. In other words,
slightly south of true east in Cornwall, becoming inenegly southerly as one moved
east. Therefore, churches aligned with a compass duriagoéniod would all have
been aligned to the south of east, but by differing degrétes also not possible to
calculate whether the range of variations in declimasioross the country would have
been more or less than the 2.5° difference currertiibéed.

The one published study which has examined church alignmestaiion to

building date concluded that there was no link betweerivtbe The study of Saxon

2" Pers. Com. October 2001, Larry Newitt, Canadian Geolb§ieavice, after being unable to
refine his computer program for calculations of historicalidation to better than a 10 to°12
range.
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churches by Hoare and Sweet, summarised in Chapter shogys that there is
apparently no variation in mean alignment between eadyenth- to ninth-century)
churches and late (eleventh- or early twelfth-centwiyyrches, during which time
magnetic east moved southwards by 20 degrees (Hoare & 30@#%t173; Clarlet al.
1988, 659). Overall, their sample of Saxon churches alsa Banilar mean alignment
to all the other alignment surveys, which probably inéisdhat a similar method was
used to set out churches both before, and after, teeo\d®ry’ of the compass for
church-building purposes (whenever that may have beeseftine precluding the
possibility of any magnetic influence on church alignment.
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2) POSsSIBLE CHRONOLOGY OF CHURCH BUILDING

The second possibility is that the focus for the aligmef churches changed over
time and was nothing to do with magnetic changes, butctefl some other shift,
perhaps in church thinking. It is not obvious why a chrono@glifference in building
might result in a spatial pattern of alignment variatibut every avenue has to be
explored and if a pattern of alignment variation did appel@en analysing different
periods of church building, then the cause could be invéstigaore closely.

There are few published comments about a specific begimhimgerest in, or
indeed any changes in, church alignment. However, Riddadis’ comment, noted
earlier, indicated that there was a new concern thghalignment of churches by the
Normans (Morris 1989, 208), implying either that the Saxwat had less interest in
the specific alignment, or that the focus had changediridalso suggests that
realignments were not necessarily limited to largerdhes and that there were signs
of similar changes in the concern with alignmentibidge level (1989, 208), although
this was shown earlier not to be the case for chgreliere excavation had been able
to identify earlier phases beneath current buildindss idea was also at the centre of
the church research in Hampshire, noted in Chapter i@méjich Shore identified the
allegedly Saxon or Norman origin of churches by thiegmanent (Shore 1886, 95-98),
but his readings have been shown by the measuremenissfeurvey to be suspect.

Previous research by Hoare and Sweet, noted earliemdiaated that there is
no difference in the alignment of churches between thddlezSaxon and Saxo-
Norman periods, but they examined only a small sampldafcbes (188 in all, and
inevitably only a few from the earlier period). This seetre-examines the issue based
on the larger sample of churches surveyed here whicldaféin opportunity to achieve
a more statistically reliable result in examining thesgoility that churches on early
sites were aligned differently from those on latezorit starts with a brief examination
of the churches in this survey analysed by the date nfaadiest fabric as noted in the
relevant volume ofPevsnerand in Anglo-Saxon Architecturdy Taylor & Taylor,
followed by a comparison, for all the counties in this eyregxcept Norfolk, between
the alignment of churches on minster church sitesgfekhown sites or probable sites
taken from published sources), with the alignment ofrémeainder of the churches in

the survey. In Norfolk, where records prior to Norseupation are virtually non-
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existent (Dymond 1985, 77; Williamson 1993, 92), possible minsuerch sites will
be identified in two ways. Firstly by using the churchestified by Gerry Barnes in
his investigation of church siting in Norfolk (Barnes 1996, 23-38) secondly by
identifying possible sites by combining a series of proxy atdis, then comparing the
alignments of both these sets of possible minster-bhsites with the remaining
churches in Norfolk. It has to be recognised that theeatirchurch on a ‘minster-
church’ site probably bears little relation to the oy minster church, but if the
current building is an extension or remodelling of theioal, then the original
alignment will have been retained. Even if the chumel been rebuilt, it may have
retained the same alignment by utilising all or part ef shme foundations. Before
addressing this problem, the results of the exercisebeilexamined to see if these

aspects warrant further investigation.

Church alignment by the age of the earliest fabric

The graph below shows the result of comparing thenadent of all 1,926 churches in
this survey, divided into those with an element of Safairic, taken from The
Taylors’ Anglo-Saxon Architecturand the relevant volume of PevsneBsildings of
England those churches with elements of Norman fabrichesr tearliest part, and
finally those with only later fabric, again taken frohe trelevanfevsnervolume. It is
appreciated that the assessment in Pevsner’'s work i@pptpximate and cannot take
the place of detailed deconstruction of every building, buis hoped that the
evaluation is internally consistent. As Figure 6.9 bekiwws, there is virtually no
difference between the pattern of alignment of chureliesated to the three periods,
and it shows nothing like the variation in alignmenthag when analysed by longitude,
which was shown in Figure 6.3 on page 177. Here, the three anve®t only close
together but their peaks are within a couple of degreeadi other, indicating little
difference in alignment by the age of the building andrdfore extending the
conclusions drawn by Hoare and Sweet concerning theoleakgnment variation for
Saxon church buildings. The very slight southerlytshithe Saxon curve (red-pecked)
to the right is probably a reflection of the slighasiof Saxon buildings in the east of

the country, where alignment is numerically higher.
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Alignment by Age of Earliest Fabric
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Figure 6.9— Church alignment by age of earliest fabric

Comparison of the alignments of minster churches ahother
churches

Minster churches outside Norfolk
It had been hoped to use an additional indicator of chundnology to confirm that
there was no real difference in alignment between earlg late churches, by
comparing the alignments of known minster churches whiclke baen surveyed here
with the alignments of the remainder of the samptetle basis that a church on
minster-church sites would have been built some timerée¢he bulk of what are now
parish churches. Unfortunately, the number of minsteas tan be identified by
examining earlier research has proved to be too smalrewide a meaningful

statistical comparison.

Minster, superior or mother churches were identified ftbenfollowing texts
for the counties surveyed here: John Blaihe Church in Anglo-Saxon Soci€¢i005);
Richard Morris —Churches in the Landscad@989); John Blair ifSecular Minster
Churches in Domesday Bo¢k987), Richard Morris -€hurches, Settlement and the
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beginnings of the parochial system 800-1{0883), M.Franklin inThe identification
of minsters in the Midland§1984); N. Rushton Parochialization and patterns of
patronage in Eleventh-century Susg@®999); P. Hase iThe Mother Churches of
Hampshire (1988) and J. Croom Fhe Fragmentation of the Minster Parochiae of
South-East Shropshirg1988). Each of these writers bemoans the fact that
documentary evidence is thin and is completely missing fnesareas (for example
Blair 2005, 319; Morris 1983, 46-48). Several methods were used bguthers to
identify minsters: documents where available, partityleharters; evidence of Royal
ownership at Domesday; in some cases placenamegergkibe allotments were also
employed. In all, this enabled 67 superior churches to beifiddnfrom the volumes
above which have also been surveyed for this thesis. Mdngy minster churches are
now in towns (and may always have been part of lasgttlements) so have not been

surveyed as a part of the rural sample for this thesis.

Overall, there is little difference between the medignments of the two
groups measured here — the 67 minsters have a mean aligrin@h2% compared
with 84.9° for the remainder. Due to the small number aistars, the statistical
confidence in the results is so wide as to make it isiptesto comment on the
relationship between the two - the range of the maares at 95% confidence overlaps
almost completely. The fact that exactly 67% of boffesyof church are aligned to the
north of east seems to indicate that there is unlikelbe much difference in their
actual mean alignment. Unfortunately, the sample oistar sites is far too small to
divide up by longitude to investigate whether the sameadpatiiation applies to them

as that identified in the whole sample.

Table 6.4 — Alignment of churches on probable minster sites all counties in
this survey except Norfolk
Number | Range Mean 95% Range at% N of E
95%
Probable 67 57-116 86.2| £2.5 83.7-88.9 67
minsters
Non-minsters 1,310 38-128 84.9 +0.6 83.3-85.5 67
1,377 84.9 +0.6 84.3-85.5 67
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Minster church sites in Norfolk
The east of England has few records of the pre-Vikingathhierarchy (Williamson
1993; Scarfe 1987; Barnes 1997, 23), so attempts have been mdeletifg minster-
church sites using other data as proxies. This was @¢amiefirstly by Gerry Barnes in
1997 using the number of parish contacts (adjacent paristhadgnce of a royal
manor or an archaic estate, and charter evidencengBar997, 23-36). As with the
results for the other counties in this survey, thenafignt of the minster churches
identified that were examined in this survey, shows ordgnall variation from that of
the remaining churches in the county. The sample of erisges is too small, with too
wide a range at 95% confidence level, to provide an a&ctigure for comparison
with the very much larger group of non-minsters, enablingead conclusions to be

drawn.
Table 6.5 - Alignment of churches on possible minster s in Norfolk
(Barnes 1997)
Number Range Mean 95% Range at %
conf. 95% conf N of E

Possible 40 67-109 | 87.6° | +2.9 84.7 -90.5 63
minsters
Non-minsters 509 56-128 | 89.0° | +1.0 88.0 —90.0 55

549 88.9° | +0.9 88.0 — 89.8 56

Secondly, the same exercise has been undertaken asofpalnis thesis
incorporating a greater number of proxies. The full detdithe method of assessment
are contained in Appendix 9 and the results summarisee itable below.

Table 6.6 — Alignment of possible minster churches in Norfk, based on the
proxy assessment outlined in Appendix 9

Number| Range Mean| 95%| Range at %
conf. 95% conf | NofE

Top 27 (possible 27 67-110° | 88.3° | 4.7 | 83.6 -93.0 61

minsters)
Remainder 522 56-128°| 88.9° +0.9 88.0 — 89.8 55
Total 549 88.9° | +0.9 88.0 — 89.8 56

Table 6.6 shows that there is virtually no differencéwben the possible
minsters identified here and the remainder of the chusine@gyed in the county (0.6°
difference in the mean alignment), although again the aodpninster churches is so
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small that the 95% confidence range is very wide and eip envelops the mean

range of the much larger ‘remainder’ group.

Combining minster sites in Norfolk and elsewhere
Combining the 27 identified possible minsters in Norfolk @ah6) with the probable
minsters identified by the other writers in the other tiesrof this survey (table 6.4),

results in the following overall assessment.

Table 6.7 — Alignment of churches on probable or possible mites sites in all
counties in this survey
Number| Range| Mean 95% Rangeat | % NofE
conf. 95%
Probable & 94 57-116| 86.7 | *2.2 84.5-88.9 66
Possible minsters
Non-minsters 1,832 38-128 86.0 | +0.5 85.5-86.5 64
1,926 86.1 64

As with the figures for Norfolk alone, there is no refhfference in the
alignment results for the probable/possible minster ¢tlms@nd the remainder. The
mean alignment figures are close, the proportions aigméhe north of east are almost
identical and the ranges of alignments at 95% confidencéhéotwo groups overlap
completely, indicating that a significant difference ot likely. Consequently, the
guestion as to whether the current church on the minstebesars any relation to the
alignment of the original church, possibly dating backefwie 800 CE, does not need
to be addressed here.
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CHRONOLOGY OF CHURCH BUILDING : CONCLUSIONS

The investigations here into possible alignment differertbeough a chronological
pattern of church building, by examining possible differenbetween minster or
superior churches compared with daughter churches and bgiagatlye earliest fabric
of the buildings, seem to confirm and extend the eafindings for just Saxon
churches by Hoare and Sweet, in that there was dittference in church alignment
relating to the likely date of building. Little or no fdifence in alignment can be
identified between churches that were likely to havenldaglt at an early date and
those likely to have been built later. Whatever modtlis used to try and establish
which churches were minster churches, and whatever prargassed, the resulting list
of minster churches will never be long enough to allowagssically sound comparison
between their alignments and that of the remaindehwfohes. Different analyses may
produce slightly different lists of minsters churches orfillk and elsewhere, but they
will not produce a muclonger list, therefore the same problem of having too small a
sample still exists, and will continue to fail to provide meaningful basis for

comparison with the remainder of the churches.
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3) CLIMATIC VARIATION

The third possible influence on church alignment acrbescobuntry is climate. The

date of the last frost in spring and the number of datfs wost were both considered
in an earlier chapter when examining the possibility ttatrches were aligned with

sunrise on the day that building started. Although tmkeeaveather data (1960-1989)
did not produce any specific climate patterns, either reothh, or east-west, the later
more detailed data (1971-2000) did show a slight variationdstwounties in the east
and west of the country — those in the east having mosg¢-days — but they did not

directly explain the spatial variation in church aligmmbecause the incidence of frost
days was considerably higher in the counties in the eaftthe country than on the
coast, either west or east, away from the warminiyente of the sea during the

winter.

It is generally accepted that the west coast has a mulaeate than the east
coast and this relative mildness in the west owes nuthet warm waters of the Gulf
Stream and is evidenced by semi-tropical gardens all aloegwest coast of the
Country, ranging from Tresco Abbey gardens on the IsfeScilly in the south, to
Inverewe in Scotland in the north, at latitude 57.8°N, whmntains many tender
species from Australia and New Zealand despite being funitwth than Moscow or
Hudson’s Bay in Canada” (King 2003, 567-568).

The following section looks at the possibility that @i differences across
the country, rather than affecting the spring start dtilmg, might affect the other end
of the year, by examining the likelihood that climateiat@ons result in different
harvest times for the grain crop. Harvest is a pdaituimportant time in any society
that relies on local harvests for food availabilitynahksgiving for the successful
harvest is a basic celebration for all concerneti thie land; for the fertility of the soil,
for the replenishment of stocks, for sufficient food tbe following year and for
seasonal employment for everyone, and it occurs iarablle economies (Evans 1971,
23-25; Baker 1974, 30). A successful harvest, particularly @y eae, could have
been a particularly good time for a Saxon land-owneetebrate and express thanks to
God by building a church on his estate. If there wasfardiice in harvest times across
the country, could this have acted as an influenceharch alignment, particularly the

spatial element?
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Harvest Celebrations

All the major world religions, except for Christianityave a fixed date for celebrating
harvest completid; for example, the Jewish calendar celebrates toastF of
Tabernacles (also known as the Feast of Ingathermg¢fjeofifteenth day of Tishri, the
seventh month (September or October on the westdendarj’. The Celtic festival of
harvestcommencemerft.ughnasadhis celebrated on August'ithe same date as the
Anglo-SaxonHlaefmasgloafmass) or Lamma$% (Baker 1974, 126; Ross 1974, 289),
but there never appears to have been an equivalentousligielebration after the
completion of harvest. This was possibly due to theabdity of harvest completion,
thus making the establishment of a suitable fixed date wliffiés will be seen in the
following analysis, harvest completion can vary by ragch as three months in
different areas of the country in different yearsfib@&d date that was reasonably close
to harvest one year could easily occur early in thbegatg-in during the following
year, at great inconvenience. In the United States, t@@miharvest festival is
celebrated on October 3%, which, as will be shown, would allow for all but thery
latest individual village harvests in the very worst gaarEngland, but would be more

than two months later than the earliest harvedtsarbest years.

Local harvest time is fixed each year by a combinatiblomg-term regional
climate throughout the year and the annual local hatirast-weather conditions.
Overall climate determines the general time when plouglsaging and harvesting
can be considered: when the ground is dry enough to plough; tisewarm enough
to sow; when the seasons are warm and wet enoughefaraps to grow; and dry and
warm enough for them to ripen. Local harvest weatheditions, however, determine
whether or not the crop can be gathered in when iagdyréor harvesting, and, as will
be seen in the following analysis, can vary by seweeslks between villages that are
close together which must benefit from the same dvelialatic influences. In other
words, local weather conditions determine when the deg/giry enough for the cutting
and bringing-in to be carried out; whether the crop andinhg, rather than flattened,
which slows harvesting; if the quality is good enough witle mould and rot (before
large-scale grain drying became feasible); and in somescaghether harvest was

28 hitp://www.harvestfestivals.net/harvestfestivals. faccessed 37June 2008)
29 hitp://www.harvestfestivals.net/harvestfestivals. faccessed 37June 2008)
%0 hitp//:www.bbc.co.uk/religion/religions/paganism/holydéyg#inasadh.htmfaccessed 12June 2008)
3 hitp://www.harvestfestivals.net/harvestfestivals.lfaccessed #7June 2008)
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actually finished at all, when the seed heads of flatteneps could lie sprouting on

the ground.

For a robust statistical assessment of harvest tamesss the country to be
made it would be necessary to collect thousands ofdedorensure that the influence
due to local harvest-time weather conditions can betifted and separated from any
underlying variation caused by differences in climate. &efit harvest and local
weather records do not exist for the eleventh or tivelinturies (when many churches
were being built) and it would be an immense taskolect sufficient later medieval
harvest dates from bailiff's accounts and manor caaobnds, with little possibility of
finding accurate weather records to accompany them. dtthexefore decided to use
late nineteenth-century harvest festivals as indisatbpbcal newspapers regularly
reported harvest completion and harvest festival datewell as comments on, and
assessments of, the local weather at harvest tiifes substitution is based on the
assumption that any variations in overall harvest gimeross the country in the
nineteenth century which are due to climatic differerusgsveen areas are likely to be
similar to those during the eleventh century. The olefahate in southern England
for these two periods, as measured by $uenmer and Winter IndicEs was very
similar. In both periods in southern England, on the @xeh Meridian, there was a
similar excess of wet summer months over dry oned, asimilar excess of mild
winter months over cold ones (Lamb 1977, Fig 13.3, 35; and Vdlae b, 562-5), so
any variations in climate and local harvest weatlewben the areas studied will start
from a similar base. Between these two periods, liheate was warmer during ‘the
little optimum’ also known as the ‘early medieval waepoch’, between 1150 and
1300, and colder during ‘the little ice age’, between 1550 and (Lz0@b 1977, 404-
408). Twentieth-century harvest festivals were not useauses although weather
records would be more accurate and less subjective iaatbar harvest festival dates
would be less indicative of the actual date of harvesire an indication of the
limitations of the local church calendar, particularlifhathe growing prevalence of
team ministries, where services in small rural churchag only be held every second,
third or even every fourth week.

32 Indices developed by H. H. Lamb to enable climate coisgas to be made for the last 1000 years
(Lamb 1977)
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Investigation of Harvest Festival dates in England

Harvest festival dates have been collected and analgseihd thirty years between
1870 and 1899 for four areas of similar landscape which ateopdhis survey, in
order to establish if there was a consistent differembarvest dates between the areas:
the Vale of Taunton in Somerset; the north and weststal plain of Cumbria;
Holderness in the East Riding of Yorkshire, and an areahmovers parts of south-
eastern Norfolk, northern Suffolk and part of the eastNorfolk Broads (known
locally as the Isle of Flegg) [all of which will bellesl the “Norfolk Broads” for ease
of reference]. The specific area harvest detailshosvn in Appendix 10 on pages 346-
350.

Scale

100 km
[l Harvest Areas

!
N

Figure 6.10 —Areas investigated for Harvest Festival dates
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A harvest festival was first recorded as a church serinc 1843, both at
Morewenstow in Cornwalf and at East Brent in Somereand it became a regular
feature of the church calendar in most areas in thewolg decades. By the 1870s,
church harvest festival services in many parishes we@fieg the norm and in most
areas had taken over from the village-based or farmdhaseate harvest homes which
had gained a reputation for drunkenness. AsBéeerley Guardiarreported on 24
September 1870, “Many harvest festivals in Yorkshire churochédse last week show
the supremacy gained by the church over the old systemlagevifestivals where
feasting and riot were too prominent”. These church-bassd/dés were frequently
followed by large feasts or teas, but with no mentioalodhol. In some parishes in the
early part of the period in the Broads area, privatgdsirhomes were reported in the
East Suffolk Gazetten specific estates/farms, particularly Sotterley in 1883,
1874 and 1878; Hales in 1873 and 1875; Earsham in 1875 and 1878 and Hedenham in
1879. When dates of these celebrations could be compared seithces of
thanksgiving in the parish church, there was a periocctfiden four and seven days
between the two, implying that harvest was completedhefore the church service,
which would have had to fit in with the regular chureteadar with the approval of
the rector or vicar. In Somerset, as in the Broadsag@iharvest homes appear to have
gone out of fashion at the end of the 1870s, apart fronthe estates of Viscount
Bridport, particularly in Brent and Chard, and at an estatCricket St Thomas, with
regular newspaper reports of 600 people sitting down tdsmeght through into the
1890s, but where harvest homes were held and both datedeecthere was a similar
period between them as in the Broads. There were oohhamwest homes recorded in
the other areas studied, both in Cumbria at Ellerby, motie at all in Holderness. The
guotation from théeverley Guardiarmbove, shows that the tradition of harvest homes
had died out there by the beginning of the period studieal féw of the larger parishes
in the areas studied, particularly around Beverley (Holds)ndeccles (Broads) and
Taunton (Somerset), announcements were made in thepaesvs that the harvest
festival would take place in the church on a particulée,dasually on the next Sunday,
presumably with the knowledge that harvest was almmsiptete and indicating that
even in the largest, semi-urban, parishes there wasa sl between completion date

and its more formal celebration.

3 hitp://www.harvestfestivals.net/harvestfestivals. faccessed F7June 2008)
% Somerset County Herald, Notes and Queries, Aptil1327 & Nov 20 1934
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Harvest Festivals Examined

In all, 2,691 harvest festival dates were recorded ferfar areas between 1870 and
1899. For the Norfolk Broads, the dates of 634 harvest themhgg or festivals at 97
parish churches were gleaned from reports in Hast Suffolk Gazettand the
Yarmouth Mercuryln Somerset, harvest celebrations were recordedtte®omerset
County Gazette & Bristol Newwsom 1870 to 1878, which incorporated thevonshire
Newsfrom 1879. Covering an area of approximately 15-20 miles rdicdbus Taunton,

a total of 940 harvest celebrations in 164 villages and tomer® noted. Harvest
celebrations in Cumbria were extracted from ¥dest Cumberland Timdsom 1874
(when it began publication) to 1899, and from @wemberland Pacqudietween 1870
and 1873. In the years when both papers were published, catdydeore local news
was recorded in th&€imes consequently the entries from thaneswere used, rather
than from thePacquetthroughout the period, and a total of 567 harvest celebsatio
92 parishes was recorded. The tradition of church celebsadf harvest completion
seems to have come later to Cumbria than to the otbas atudied, with few harvest
services recorded before the early 1880s. Newspaper rgportsthat some clergy felt
the service to be pagan, akin to nature worship, withifspeeferences over the years
in theCumberland Timesn Great Broughton in particular, of “refusing to deteraur
church like a horticultural show”. Harvest festivatsHolderness were collected from
the Beverley Guardian & East Yorkshire Advertisartotal of 550 celebrations in 78

parishes.

The national weather picture for the period studied indgca@a series of wet
years in the 1870s, particularly towards the end of thad#eosery cold years in 1880
and 1881; while the weather in the middle years of the 1888g00d, with a series of
very dry and sunny years in the 1890s, particularly in 1893, 99®&nd 99 (Lamb
1977, table V33, 623; Stratton 1978). Thus there was a range ddlloweather
conditions within which any local variations shoulddide to be identified.

Comparison of harvest dates in Somerset and the Norfolk Broad
The mean date of harvest festivals during the thirty-peaind was four days earlier in
Somerset, on 21September, compared with"®25eptember in the Broads. The earliest
annual mean date during the period is five days earlier inegm®t (12 Sept to 1%
Sept) and the latest mean date of any year was the sahe nationally disastrous
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harvest of 1879 — on thd'®ctober. In all, the Somerset harvest mean dateeasisr
than the Broads in 22 years, on the same date in onapeédater in six years, with no
comparison possible in 1883 (damaged microfilm). In eachhefsix years when
harvest in the Broads was earlier, local weather appeanave severely affected the
Somerset harvest, with local rain or storms. In thgsars, theSomerset County
Gazettereports mention:

Poor harvest in many cases due to poor drainage and storrmgelam

(Somerset County Gaze8“ Sept 1872).

More than 8 of rain in ten days. Harvest delayed by raifl (&t 1873).

Prolonged harvest, longest in living memor{ @ct 1875).

Thunderstorms during harvest. Harvest disrupted due to tempest
weather (1#0ct 1876). 2.35rain on September 347" Oct 1876).

Heavy rain during harvest. Harvest disrupted by tempests"-o08./4in in
September (BOct 1888).

Crops beaten down very much due to incessant rain. Starthe Taunton
area (22" Aug 1891).

This severity is not reflected in the weather repaststie same periods in the
Broads area. In eleven of the twelve years whereeth@re no exceptional local
weather conditions (1870, 1874, 1884-87, 1892-93, 1895, 1897-99) and where the
national weather was described as good or dry, Somersesharas an average of five
days ahead of that in the Broads, indicating a baffieréince in climate between the

two areas, allowing Somerset to finish harvest earlier.

Examining the earliest celebrations of harvest in tiwe areas produces a
similar relationship but with a greater difference. bmferset, 23 harvest celebrations
(2.4% of the total) were held in August, with nine of therd886, three of which were
held as early as August "23in the Broads, none was held in August, with only twelve
(1.9%) held before the 10September, the earliest held on SeptemBein41899. In
Somerset, the early harvests occurred in 1876, 1887, 1892, 1896, 1897,d883%n
whereas in the Broads only four of these dates coineiddy harvests occurring in
1870, 18731876 1884,1896 1898and1899,indicating that local weather conditions
play at least as important a part as overall climmatietermining when harvest could be
completed. In 1873 the mean Broads area harvest date wasywearlier than that in
Somerset, where harvest was “delayed by ré@unferset County Gaze®¢ October
1873).
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Comparison of harvest dates in Cumbria and the Norfolk Broads
On average, harvest festivals were seven days latéanmbria, with an overall mean
date of October " comparedwith September 2% in the Broads. Despite this
difference, the average harvest was actually eari€€umbria for five of the thirty
years covered. In 1878, a very early harvest, the difterevas nine days, and in 1879,
a very late harvest, the average festival date wasdfays earlier in Cumbria, although
only a few dates were recorded. In 1893, when very dry hamesgher was recorded
in both areas, the mean date was two days ahead in @yumbereas in 1896 the mean
date in Cumbria was five days earlier, where the vegatlas dry, compared with a rain
delayed harvest in the Broads. So, if the whole ofrtlierest period was dry in both
areas, then the Cumbrian harvests were gathered mlgligefore those in the Broads
area. In two of these years, 1878 and 1896, the earliesshdestivals in Cumbria
were recorded in August, one on thé"2&vo on the 28 and two on August 30 -
considerably earlier than the earliest festivals inyagr in the Broads (with only three
dates before Septembéf, and none before the"4September). In the best years, the
earliest harvests in Cumbria were as much as a wesddaof those in the Broads.

Comparison of harvest dates in Holderness and the Norfolk Biads

On average, harvest celebrations were nine days fateloiderness, on Octobef4
compared with Sept 35in the Broads area, two days later than in Cumbhiso, in a
similar way to Cumbria, despite the regularly lategrage harvest date, in four of the
thirty years examined, the mean harvest festival dateearlier in Holderness than in
the Broads - in 1893, it was four days earlier, three dayiger in 1887 and 1899, and
one day earlier in 1884. In most of the remaining ya#esweather during all, or at
least part, of the harvest in Holderness was a probigtim,many poor weather reports
in theBeverley Guardianfor example:

Severe thunderstorms to the east of Beverley flatteaimost all the
remaining crop to be harvested in that ared' @&ptember 1873).

... the disastrous effects that the heavy cold rains aggldaring August
have had on the crops (18eptember 1875).

Severe thunderstorms with copious hail fell yesterdayerely damaging
the standing crop {1September 1877).

Harvest operations brought to a standstill due to the hesmyof the
entire last week (18September 1880).
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Harvest operations continue extremely slowly, heairy lnas flooded all
the low-lying land (3 September 1881).

There is still harvesting in some areas, the cropsgbéaid down
(November25" 1882).

Harvest in Holderness greatly interfered with since wWeather broke,
much has still to be reaped {1September 1883).

The cold northeast winds and absence on sun in Au@asstdblayed
ripening in many areas (®eptember 1885).

A most unfavourable harvest month, with 31 days rain sgtcg&within’s
day [in 60 days since July T(14™ September 1889)

But for excessive heavy rains, we would be well on wittvést (3¢
August 1890).

In the nationally disastrous harvest of 1879, the latsirded harvest festival
was celebrated in Leconfield on Novemb& @ith even later dates recorded in 1882 -
November ¥ in both Walkington and Middleton. The quote from tBeverley
Guardian noted above, shows that in 1882, in some parts of Holseriharvest was
still going on at the end of November where harvesivieds were not celebrated at all.
In the years when harvest weather did not interruptgdtbering-in in Holderness —
1884, 1887, 1892 and 1899 — the mean harvest date was earlier tharBmoads. In
only one of these years, 1892, was the harvest in thedBrdelayed by weather, where
there was “a late start due to raifEast Suffolk Gazett®0" Sept 1892). The earliest
individual harvest festival dates in Holderness also hagmpén these years “%and
39 September in 1887,"2September in 1899,"4September in 1874 and'4nd &'
September in 1884, which are between three and eight ddis #aan the earliest
harvest festivals in the Broads area in these yeadsearlier than the earliest harvests

in the Broads area of any of the 30 years studied.

Harvest-time weather and overall climate
Variability in the annual mean harvest festival dateishin each area further
emphasises the difference in local harvest weatbaditons betweenthe areas. In
Somerset and the Broads the harvest-time weathefaivgsstable. In Somerset, the
mean festival date for each year was more than sewendifderent from the overall
mean date for the area for the 30 years studied in onlpfitlese years — two earlier
and three later. Similarly, in the Broads area themuszde only varied by more than
seven days in four years — two earlier and two latewedyer, in Cumbria, the mean
harvest dates varied by more than seven days in tes yesx earlier and four later —

and in Holderness it was more than seven days earl&k ipears and later in seven
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years, indicating far less stable harvest weather tiondi The detailed dates for each

of the areas are shown in Appendix 10 on page 346.

When weather throughout the whole harvest period was lgggabd in
Somerset and the Norfolk Broads, Somerset’s harvestsereral days earlier than in
Norfolk. Despite the fact that weather almost alwaytervened in the Cumbrian
harvest, when it was equally good in Cumbria and thdd¥oBroads, as it was in
1893, then harvest in Cumbria in some parishes was figxatays earlier than the
earliest in Norfolk. Similarly, when harvest weatheasagood throughout the whole
period in Holderness, the earliest festivals werers¢days in advance of those in the
Broads area. So, given good weather at harvest timeyrttherlying climate appears to
benefit the west of the country particularly, anctesser extent, East Yorkshire, more
than in East Anglia. Perhaps this is because coldetemgiror later frosts in the
southeast of the country might delay planting or gertigna Arthur Young, in his
report to the Board of Agriculture on the agriculture Ndrfolk, implies this by
referring to the “North and northeast winds ... anddiveate consequently colder and
more backward in Spring” and that these winds also fedvaffect Suffolk” (Young
1804, 2). This assessment is confirmed by a later repdretBaard for the County of
Lancaster (which includes the southern part of the Cumhreen of the church survey)
where Holt referred to the Pennines “screening Lancadgiure the ungenial eastern
blasts and frosts ... which infest the countrieg)(that border upon the German
Ocean” (Holt 1813, 2-3). In 1899, the mean harvest date in dmaudumbria and
Holderness was earlier than in the Broads, wheneaedes were made to “one of the
earliest harvests recorded”, but also to “the backwarthg in the east” (Stratton &
Houghton-Brown 1978, 129). So, in summary, when weather daegaton the way’
of gathering-in, much, if not all, of the rest of t@untry enjoys earlier harvests than in
East Anglia, certainly in the majority of years inn$set, and at least in the

occasional year in Cumbria and Holderness.

Despite these underlying differences in climate, whiclcatd a difference of a
few days in harvest date east-west across the couh&yptal harvest-time weather
patterns were very variable at a micro level in allhef areas; something illustrated by
the fact that harvest times vary considerably in theesgmar between villages located
fairly close together. Even in the years when thdiesa harvests occurred, other
villages close by were recording harvest festivals up t@raé weeks later. For
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example, around Taunton in 1896, harvest festival was re¢debat West Monkton
(4km northeast of Taunton) on 23ugust and at Kingston St Mary (3km north of
Taunton) on August 3) whereas at Combe Florey (some 7km further to thet)we
harvest was celebrated on™2Beptember, on Septembef"2#t Staple Fitzpayne (6km
to the south of Taunton), and on Octob&rat Hatch Beauchamp, six weeks after

Monkton, but only 8km apart.

HARVEST FESTIVAL DATES 1870-1899 (smoothed by pairing dates)

100
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60 +

BROADS = =Cumbria == =HOLDNS

Figure 6.11 —Comparison of harvest festival dates in Somerset,ditoBroads,
Cumbria and Holderness

Comparison of harvests dates in east and west Norfolk

Harvest Festival dates were collected for the wesNaffolk and the adjacent silt
fenland in the north eastern part of Cambridgeshire tmwvadk comparison of the
harvest dates here with those analysed earlier irséftigon for the Broads area in the
east of the county. They were taken fromltjan News & County Predsr the period
1880-1899, as there were too few recorded during the 1870s to allngamingful

comparison. In all, 389 harvest festivals held in 103gdtawere noted.
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Overall, the mean festival date was five days eanliethe west of Norfolk —
September Zicompared with September2# the Broads area for the period 1880-
1899. The mean date was earlier in the west on fifteeasions, occurred on the same
date in three years (1881, 1888 and 1891) and was later in tvg-y&886 and 1889.

In 1886, theLynn Newsreported on Septembef" 41886 that “Harvest is gravely
deficient with backward crops only now ripening”, whilst1i889, on September'l
that “harvest is well forward this year, with good weathahould be finished early”,
followed on September™8by a note of “Incessant rain for the last week hadbaek
cutting and gathering in”. These same two years in thad&rwere only average years,
with mean dates of September"24nd 27, and the newspapers in the east of the

county reported no particular weather problems.

There were six individual harvest festivals in the wéshe county which were
earlier than the earliest in the east of the coSgptember ), three of them were
held in August (2%, 28" and 38" and three others held at the beginning of September
(1% and two on the'®. In the four years that these early harvests oct{i@87, 1895,
1896 & 1897) the earliest harvest in the Broads area w&epni1', Sept 18, Sept
6" and Sept 12respectively, indicating a larger gap between théesadates than the

mean dates for the same years.

The harvest dates are consistently different betwieenvest and east of the
county throughout, not just between the mean dates aneatiest dates, but the
overall pattern of harvest dates for the west otthenty (shown in red on Figure 6.12)
is consistently to the left of the curve (therefoaelier) than for the Broads area, shown
by the blue pecked line. Thus, similar patterns exist withiat Worfolk harvests as
were noted in the four areas used in the main, natianalysis. Similar variation also
exists in harvest dates at a micro level to that notetde main analysis — even in the
years of the earliest harvests, other settlememisecby were suffering weather
problems with much later harvest completion; for exanglarvest festival was
celebrated on 3DAugust in Terrington in 1896, but not until Octob&ti® Upwell, six
weeks later but only some 10 km to the south. The elatéiasharvests occurred in ten
different villages, with locations evenly balanced ke#w Fenland, the lowland river
valleys east of the fens, and the greensand scarp tha¢siéie west Norfolk coast.
The regularly later harvest dates for the east ofcthenty also seems to confirm the
earlier references by Holt and Young to the “backwanthatie” and “ungenial winds”
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that affect the east coast, but do not appear to hmveasgreat effect eighty kilometres

further inland in west Norfolk.

Harvest Festival Dates - West and East Norfolk 1880-1899
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Figure 6.12 —Harvest festival dates in west and east Norfolk

Harvest dates and soil

The local variability of harvest festival dates, notedhe previous paragraphs, does
not appear to be reflected in differences between swilpg. The mean harvest festival
date for the Broads area as a whole between 1870 and 18%eptasnber 25 this is
made up of 390 festivals in parishes which are on predomynalaty soil of the
Beccles series, where the mean date was SeptemBer&&bfestivals on the Brown
Earth/Loam of the Sheringham series on the Isleledd; where the mean date was
September 22and 60 festivals in villages on predominantly clayey @mdlg marine
alluvium around the Broads themselves where the averagewdet also September
25" In the west of Norfolk a similar consistency oéan harvest date is apparent
irrespective of the soil. The overall mean festivakbdar west Norfolk was September
21* on the “Good sands” of the Fakenham series, the geefestival date was
September 20 on the brown earths and sands of the Rudham serieieowestern
scarp, the average date was Septemb@ra2tl on the alluvial soils of the fens, the
mean date was Septembel"®2ach of which is consistently earlier than harvésts
the east of the county, indicating that climate andtierahas a greater effect on the
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date of harvest than the soil in which the crops weraigrd he details are shown in
the Harvest spreadsheet as part of Appendix 18.

Availability of labour and the Husbandman’s year

Although there is an argument that the setting-out dfiach can be done at any time
of the year, the digging of the foundation trenches a&sd@ated tasks would be best
done at a time in the agricultural year when labouravaslable. In a good year, when
harvest finished early, there was time left at timel @f the farming year before
Michaelmas, when labour could have been available &skst such as digging
foundation trenches and carting materials for foundatiand walling. In fact, the
earlier the harvest, the longer the period of laboaraility.

There were few slack times in the medieval agricultyealr. Manorial records
of the thirteenth century illustrate the agriculturatleg through custom obligations,
and Homans described four distinct agricultural seaggoméns 1970, 353-381). The
periods he allocated to each of these seasons differfl@m those used by Young and
others in their reviews of agriculture in various count@®e 500 years later, though
Winter and Hocktide were amalgamated, and harvest wase@diuen eight weeks to
around six weeks (for example, Suffolk — Young 1813a, 223; Sus¥®ung 1813c,
90). There seems little reason to assume that theudtgral cycle was much different
in general terms even as far back as the ninth, tengleventh century; the major slack
times were at Christmas, Easter and Michaelmas. hiistinas the ground was likely
to be too wet, sticky or hard to dig trenches and todfovetarting materials, especially
if it was too wet or frozen to plough; Easter was traddlty the time that the peasants
managed their own plots, planting their own vegetabtesgardens and Michaelmas
was considered to be the end of the farming year. Amtnciation of this season in
later times, Michaelmas was the time of hiring foolaters and servants in husbandry
on annual contracts for much of the country, parti¢ylar the south and midlands,
whereas further north, hiring fairs were held on Martisiidov 11“) (Kussmaul 1981,
51). Kussmaul remarked that “the date of change [of aots} corresponds to the slack
after grain harvest, or sometimes followed the autplonghing” (1981, 50), although
as the investigation of harvest dates in the previousosestiows, further north in
England, harvest was often not completed until Novemperhaps an additional
reason for the later end to labour contracts.
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CLIMATE AND HARVEST: CONCLUSIONS

It is not possible to over-emphasise the importaoce $mall arable-based community
of a good harvest for the following year, particularlyobbe the international grain trade
could even-out the fluctuations between good and poor.ykeatise early years of the
fourteenth century, the beginning of what Lamb descrilsetthe “climatic worsening”
of the later-medieval and early-modern period (Lamb 1977, 449-#&lyrain harvest
failed for at least three years in succession oveostlial of Europe (Fischer 1996, 35-
41), the subsequent famine and disease resulting insaolosver ten per cent of
Europe’s population (Lucas 1930, 61; Fischer 1996, 37) when thenes harrowing
tales of peasants attempting to survive by eating cats, ingects, animal droppings
and leaves (Kershaw 1973, 47-50; Fischer 1996, 35) and of paadimg their
children for food and children killing their parents (Lu¢&80, 61; Fischer 1996, 37).

An early harvest was usually a good harvest as it ntbahthe crop was ripe
and almost certainly gathered-in dry; a particular achgett a time before large-scale
industrial grain drying and resulting in fewer problems with ltiotlihe later a harvest
was completed, the more likely the crop was to be e#ter because wet weather
delayed ripening or it delayed gathering-in. This is particpkavident in Cumbria and
Holderness. In Cumbria, the earliest harvest festivale six weeks ahead of the mean
harvest date for the area, whilst in Holderness #réest recorded harvest festivals
were nine weeks ahead of the very latest®-S2ptember compared witH Slovember.

In these cases, an early harvest would have been ratelaason for celebration,
when, in some of the worst years, harvest was not &uly gathered in. These early
harvests could easily have been seen as an auspicimbyithe estate owner in the
pre-Conquest era, and a time to celebrate by the planning @fst church. If it was
aligned with sunrise at this time, a church in Cumhnd a church in Somerset would
be aligned in a similar direction, which would haveme&onsiderably to the north of
those set out after the earliest, but later, hariadise Norfolk Broads, with churches
in Holderness aligned in between those in Somergktrathe Broads area.

Local weather conditions played an extremely importat in the timing of
harvest completion in all the areas studied, even wittdividual years in each of the
areas, and appear to have played a greater part in ¢therer@e of an early harvest
than other differences, such as between light aadyhsoil. So much so, that the 23
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recorded harvest festivals in August in Somerset occunredyhteen different villages
spread all over the area; the ten earliest harvesivdés in Cumbria were in eight
different villages; in Holderness, the ten earliestif@ls occurred in nine different
villages and in the Broads area, the ten earliest hafessvals occurred in ten
different villages which were widely spread across thea.aThis spread of early
harvest occurrences means that it is reasonablestonasthat over an extended period,
perhaps of a century or so, most of the villages in ea aould benefit from an early
harvest completion at some time and therefore le@milar possible “target” for

church alignment.

CHURCH ALIGNMENT AND HARVEST

Overall, in the best local harvest years, the esrtielebrations were held twelve days
earlier in Somerset, eight days earlier in Cumbnid tree days earlier in Holderness,
when compared with the earliest years in the Norfatkal8s. To reduce the possibility
that one or more of the areas had an abnormally barlyest during the period studied
which could bias the results, the calculation of sengosition at harvest time, shown
below, is based on date of the fifth earliest haruestach area, in other words the
earliest 0.5% to 1% of the recorded harvest festivalsjtieg in dates of August 38

in Somerset, Septlin Cumbria, Sept2in Holderness and Sepf 1 the Broads. At
this time of year, the position of sunrise at latitB@éN is moving southwards at 4.5°
per week, therefore the ten days difference betweereSemand the Broads would
mean a 6.5° difference in sunrise position over al lrweizon at this time of yedt
with sunrise 6.5° further north along the horizon ianferset. Due to the more
northerly location of Holderness and Cumbria, where daily change in sunrise
position is slightly more rapid at this time of yetre seven days difference between
Cumbria and the Norfolk Broads would mean a five degréfereince in sunrise in
Cumbria, and three days difference in Holderness wmeldn a two degree difference
in sunrise position. The actual weekly positions ofrisenby latitude are shown in
Appendix 2.

% hitp://aa.usno.navy.mil/cgi-bin/aa_rstablewd$ Navy website for sunrise times for any given
location, (last accessed2dune 2008) converted to horizon positions by formulam British Sundial
Society (Davis 2004) — shown in Appendix 6
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Consideration, earlier in this section, of possiblefeddnces between the
agricultural year of medieval times and that of thetdfian period concluded that
there was likely to be little difference between seasons and crop cycles of the two
periods. So, given identical conditions, seeds plantedgltinm spring would take the
same time to reach harvest whether in the eleventhneteenth century. As noted
earlier, at the inception of the Julian calendar, dbkr and calendar dates were the
same, as they were again after the adoption of thgoBa@ calendar in 1752. By the
eleventh century, the calendar date had moved six days ahedsolar date (Duncan
1999, 41-52), so harvest in the eleventh century would havedpesolar days behind
the same calendar date today. In other words, harvegtietion on August 24 in the
eleventh century would be the same solar day as AugutaBer the calendar
correction. Therefore six days have to be added to dukeval harvest date to be able

to establish where sunrise occurred then, with referemenodern sunrise positions.

Harvest
Spring 24 Aug. 11"
< 6days Bowing - Century
< 6days 3 Post
Spring Harvest Solar date 1752
sowing 24 Aug 30" Aug

Figure 6.13— lllustration of calendar drift for harvest times betwéehe eleventh
century and after the Gregorian calendar adoption

The position of sunrise at the early harvest datekarfour areas, adjusted for
calendar change, is within 2° in every case of matchinglifferent mean values in
church alignment found on the ground in these areas afuhey, and is shown in
table 6.8 below; 82° in Somerset and Cumbria, 83° in Eastshkioe and 89° in
northeast Suffolk and east Norfolk. More importantly @ difference between the
sunrise positions related to the early harvest datéseireast and west is the same as
the measured difference between the mean church aligamethe same areas.
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Table 6.8 — Sunrise at end of early harvest
Early harvest Post Sunrise | Mean Survey
(earliest 5- top| calendar-| position — church
Location | Latitude 1%) change datglevel horizon| alignment in
(Medieval date) (+6 days) | (see App. 2)) County
Somerset 51°N I_Aug 39 Sept 80° 820
Cumbria 54.5°N 4 Sept 7 Sept 820 820
Holderness 54°N "Sept 18 Sept 850 83°
Nflk Broads | 52.5° N 7' Sept 13 Sept 870 890

The church alignments in the actual villages where tineekt festivals were
recorded (approximately 350, as some of the Somersetshail@ges were outside the
church survey area) follow a similar pattern to the tptmased results — Cumbria
81.6° +£3.8, Somerset 83.8° 3.1, Holderness 84.2° +4.0 and thdsB88.6° +2.1.

A good case can therefore be made that sunrise afteardy harvest provided
the target for the alignment of a new church. Consefehe different alignment
curves shown by churches in the west and east of tngrgp as shown in Figure 6.1
earlier, indicate that the builders may well have baparate points of focus for the
church alignment, with offsetting errors on eitheresid each mean value that provide
the ‘bell-shaped’ results curves.

Lending weight to the idea that the mean church alighineam area represents
the result of ‘focus’ based on early harvests therghdsfact that in the four counties
used for the harvest analysis, around three-quarter$ citaches are aligned within
10° of the mean alignment in their county — 77% in Cumbfi®o in Somerset and
70% in Norfolk/Suffolk and in East Yorkshire. These propmgi are the same as all
the other counties in the survey except in Cornwall Rechbrokeshire, which at 60%
and 62% respectively, have the lowest proportions of tlesrclose to the County
mean alignment value, and are probably the countids thé@& smallest proportion of
arable farming, perhaps meaning that harvest provided ledecisthere.

A particularly early harvest might not only be seemmasopitious time to start
building a church in the mind of the land-owner, but in @aoidithe fact that labour
would have been available for a longer period after aneedrdirvest seems to provide
a happy coincidence of reasons why this would be thetinestof year for such an
action. Additionally, if the church was to be buritstone, annual building contracts for

churches frequently came to an end in early Septemibeclifoate-based reasons,
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particularly in East Anglia (Salzman 1992, 499 & 547-548), so aomasuld also
have been available for the important task of settirig ou

Church alignment and harvest within Norfolk

The apparent link between the countrywide pattern of iseinat early harvest
completion and church alignment can also be seen atyctavet within Norfolk - by
using the same measures that were used in the naticalgbsian The fifth earliest
harvests in the west and east of the county are ph3eand Sept 7 — a difference of
four days. Adding six days for calendar correction, resuitsmodern dates of
September®and 18 which, at this time of year, when the sunrise posisomoving
southwards at 4.5° per week at Norfolk’s latittfder 0.65° per day, results in 2.6°
difference in sunrise position for the four days betwd#e dates, with sunrise in the
west of the county 2.6° further to the north than mehst (84° in the west and 87° in
the east — to the nearest degree). Mean alignmeradl thurches in the west and east
of Norfolk, presented in table 6.2 on page 178, also showkrka tlegree difference
between them (87.4° - 90.3°). Similarly, the mean alignm@f churches in the
villages where the harvest festivals were actually aEmralso shows a three degree
difference between west and east, (85.3° - 88.6°), showable 6.9 below. In both of
these cases — all churches and the actual harvest churthegifference in the mean
alignments is a real one, rather than a statistioastruct, as the different proportions
of churches aligned to the north of east demonst6&és, in the west of the county and
only 56% in the east.

Table 6.9 — Church alignment in the actual villages where harvegestivals were

recorded
95% Range at | % North of
No Range Mean conf 95% East
‘West Norfolk’ 79 67-108 | 85.3 +2.2 83.1-87.5 66
‘East Norfolk’ 73 67-109 | 88.6 +2.1 86.5-90.7 56

% hitp://aa.usno.navy.mil/cgi-bin/aa_rstablewd$ Navy website for sunrise times for any given
location, (last accessed2June 2008) converted to horizon positions by formutam British Sundial
Society (Davis 2004) — shown in Appendix 6
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The large number of monastic sites in Norfolk allowsadditional examination to be
made of church alignment within the county; in particudnrether the alignment of the
naves of monastic churches presents a pattern whigimitr to, or different from,
that observed in the County’s parish churches, and, byemfer whether they might
have been subject to the same influences on alignmidw. detailed analysis is
presented in Appendix 11 and shows that monastic churcheetdtisplay the same
spatial pattern of alignment across the county; thesaf those in the east of the
county are aligned similarly to those in the westhwimilar proportions aligned to the
north of east. This lends further, if negative, supporthe theory that harvest time
influenced the alignment of parish churches, becaus®uglh monasteries were large
landowners with large agricultural interests, monastigrches are most unlikely to
have had any decision about building made by an individugtaup of individuals
who were likely to have been influenced by crop cyclesindeed by restrictions
brought about by lack of labour availability.

Religious belief after the Conversion

It is impossible to know whether church builders weragisunrise after harvest as a
way of finding east or whether the alignment of the dhdodlows the specific sunrise
as part of a deeper meaning concerning harvest thanksghitigpugh aligning a
Christian church with harvest sunrise might be consalem-Christian, seen in the
light of the “Christianized magic of nature-worship andgatiatory rights that survived
into the tenth century” (Blair 2005, 169) and that the ‘mhytof the seasons and
propitiation of the Gods was still a primary focus as thime” (Morris 1989, 50), it
seems reasonable to suggest that there may have beennfitl@arces involved as
well. There are so many local churches of tenth- egidh or twelfth-century date that
appear to have been consistently aligned with earlyeBaisunrise, creating a pattern
across the country that lends weight to the idearelh@ght have been many estate
owners who reacted to a particularly good harvest @hastian way, but such a
consistent practice carried out over such a long penddaaross such a wide area by
so many church-builders seems to argue for somethingasiahfusion with a long-
standing pre-Christian religious belief, such as thptegented by the celebration of
the beginning of harvest hughnasadlor Lammas.
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The details of the overlap of paganism and early Chnisyiadescribed by Blair
and Morris above, especially at a local level, ardaadiff to assess. This is exacerbated
by the lack of material evidence and the meagre contenypbrstorical sources for
Anglo-Saxon paganism which has been commented on a naihbmes (e.g. Wilson
1992, 173-175; Branston 1957; Owen 1981; Hutton 1993). However, it lwas be
recognized that the new Christianity was “shaped by thehdéeisim of the old
religion” (Chaney 1960, 197), and there is evidence of appatasthe switching back
and forth between the two religions in Kent and Eseexhfe amelioration of plague or
drought (Wilson 1992, 173-174; Blair 2005, 167) soon after the Convetsmmhin
Sussex and Northumbria for similar reasons (Wilson 19298). There is also firm
evidence of the continuation of other pre-Christian ideas rituals involving aspects
of the worship of nature, such as the Corn Dolly avdsirfestivals made from the last
sheaf cut, which in Pagan belief used to contain thet &iHarvest (Anderson 1995,
17-19; Baker 1974, 28), and the widely seen Green Man. RichardsMefers to this
overlap in the middle-Saxon period as Christianity “fergna crust on the surface of
popular culture” (Morris 1989, 62). Such blurring of the religidooundary continued
for centuries as the early eleventh-century callsHerextinguishment of other aspects
of nature worship in Edgar's Canons and the Northumbriagst8r Law indicate
(Morris 1989, 60-62; Rattue 1995, 79-81; Harte 2008, 21).

The conversion to Christianity in Estonia took place intthgeenth century
and incorporated a similar blurring of beliefs for a consille period afterwards.
Even five hundred years after the Conversion, soméefseveral hundred natural
healing sites, consisting of groves, trees and wellsclwleixisted alongside the
churches, continued to be used, along with a secondofygiee which was thought to
be capable of granting luck, success and welfare (Valk 20035582 This does seem
to support the idea that a similar pattern of mixing Gilansand earlier Pagan beliefs

could have continued late into Anglo-Saxon England dfiedtad church building.
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SPATIAL ALIGNMENT VARIATION AND ITS POSSIBLE
CAUSES. OVERALL CONCLUSIONS

The spatial pattern of alignment variation across tbentry is both real and
statistically robust. During medieval times church alignimin counties in the west of
the country had a focus which was some 10° more norttiety that of churches in
counties in the east of the country. The possibiliat there was more than one factor
involved in this difference was investigated, and it waskmied that there was more

likely to be just a single influence that caused this apediriation.

It was shown that churches were not set out magngticalards east because
the variations in alignment between individual churche# budifferent dates did not
reflect the known changes in magnetic declination oveiséime period. Investigations
into the possible chronological differences in chuwaiiding, firstly by comparing the
alignment with the age of the fabric of the church;osety by examining the
alignment of early minster churches compared with ordiparish churches, which are
likely to have been built later, seem to confirm angked the earlier findings of Hoare
and Sweet; that there was little difference in thgralient of churches by the likely

date of building.

However, it can be demonstrated that climate has a we#ffect on harvest.
When local harvest-time weather conditions do notfiete with gathering-in, there is
an underlying difference in harvest dates between theasaswest of the country
brought about by climatic differences. The position wirgse on the horizon on the
dates of early harvests in five areas in the east andof/ése country closely mirrors
the observed differences in mean church alignment irstmgey. Whether the church
builders were merely using harvest sunrise to ‘find eastwhether harvest sunrise
had real meaning to them, there is a strongly-suggeste@stapecific link with
church alignment. Therefore a good case can be madsuase at this period was
providing the focus for the alignment of a church. Initeld, more than 70% of the
churches in each of these counties are aligned withirdégrees of the local mean — a
figure repeated in almost all the other counties in theey, suggesting that perhaps
harvest was an influence there as well. Unfortunatbéyultimate answer to the cause
of the variation in alignment lies in the heads of theke actually undertook the tasks

of setting-out the churches, and with no chance of meggithat information, we are
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left only with the ability to work backwards from the uéés and calculate the most
likely reasons. Whilst harvest thanksgiving may seeritla unlikely to the modern
ear, it is currently the only explanation that comaegwhere near to explaining the
spatial variation in church alignment across the countvhether physical,
environmental or geophysical. The possibility that a fluid fizacof religious belief
was continued long after the Conversion, strengthengitbspect that the Saxons
could have ‘hedged their bets’ when it came to applying ¢éhereligion to the process
when churches were first built and could explain the afdearvest-time sunrise as a
focus. In addition, the availability of medieval laboggems to be coincident: the
earlier the harvest, the longer the period of labowilawility. Further, if negative,
support for the harvest-sunrise link is also provided by tlo¢ tHaat there is no
alignment variation in the monastic churches buikast and west Norfolk, unlike the
variation in the alignment of parish churches thenel, ainlike local parish churches,
monastic churches are far less likely to have had thdilg of their church affected,
or constrained, by the interests of harvest completrdabour availability.
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CHAPTER SEVEN

ANALYSIS OF THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN
SLOPE AND CHURCH ALIGNMENT

When | see a slippery slope, my instinct is to buildreate.
Jon McCarthy - 1857-1943
(US Congress Member for Nebraska)

INTRODUCTION

This chapter analyses the survey results in more detawo areas where the initial
analysis of the results uncovered unusual patterniseindlationship between church
sites and sloping land. Firstly, it examines the retethip between church sites and the
direction of the slope on which they are built, paracly the fact that this association
is very different depending on whether the church was dm a levelled platform on a
sloping site or built directly on the sloping lan8econdly, it explores the fact that up
to two and a half times as many churches that were ditelctly on sloping land were
built on east-facing downslopes as were built on wastify slopes. In an attempt to
find explanations for both of these situations, the toggolyy and environment of the
church yards will be compared for both sloping and platémt sites by using data
about the siting of the church in relation to the curtecdtion of the settlement that it
serves and that of the ‘big house’, as well as datataheuwegree and direction of the
slope of the churchyard, in an attempt to determine whetrgicular slopes may have
prompted platforms to be constructed. The ages of the lchwuitdings on the two
types of site will be compared to test whether churcmeplatforms are more recent
than those built on to the slope, which might suggestplatforms themselves were a
later feature. In order to check whether the consideraias of the selection of church
sites on east-facing slopes could be partly or fullyla®rpd by a predominance of
landscape that slopes that way, an analysis of tlegtaphy of one of the counties in

the survey, Norfolk, is undertaken.
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The importance of a sloping site is also considered bywding a case study
in Norfolk using the significant number of abandoned chescin the county,
specifically those that were located in the same Ipasan extant church, assessing
whether the slope of their sites played any part irséection of one church over the
other for retention, the results are summarised &edethe full details are presented in
Appendix 12. First of all, as part of the investigationhef first of the survey’s findings
— the difference between platforms and slopes — the gansbbf building on slopes,
and the possible impact that the direction of the slogg mave had physically on the
building of a church, and its alignment, are considered.

BUILDING ON SLOPES

Building a church on a slope introduces an additional odeproblems to those
experienced by builders on flat sites, especially @asiof the country where freestone
was not generally available as a building material. Mesfing in materials which do
not lend themselves to coursing and bonding, particufanly where “even a simple
wall demanded considerable skill” (Hart 2000, 5), makes dealitty the additional
twisting stresses of building on a slope far more diffico manage. “The generous
guantities of mortar required ... and the lack of mortar adhes. meant that only
limited amounts of wall could be built at a time” {2000, 5). If a church is built
directly on a slope, rather than on a levelled ptatfaaligning it directly up and down
the slope, or directly across the slope, makes bgiltbn load-bearing and managing
the stresses far simpler, usually requiring only the atahe lower end of the slope to
be buttressed, rather than building diagonally on thpeslwhere the whole building
would be attempting to twist out of square.

Earlier it was shown that the mean alignment of descbuilt on slopes was
the same as that of the whole sample. It is postibleslope has had an effect on some
particular church alignments, but that this has been hiddeoropensating alignments
of other churches within the group, without affecting therall mean figure. To
establish whether this is the case or not, an attengtoban made to measure the
impact that the direction of the slope may have hadhemlignment of each individual
church by measuring the difference between the churchnadigt and the direction of

the slope. If the alignment of the church is withifi1° of parallel to, or perpendicular
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to, the direction of the slope of the land, it was @®ered that the church could have
been built that way to allow for the direction oétklope and was thus “affected” by
the slope. This group, made up of four slices of 22° eadllingt88° (one quarter of
the full circle of 360°) is shown in orange on the upp@epen Figure 7.1 below. If the
alignment of the church was outside this group (of £11° ftedirection of the slope)
it was considered that the church was built on itgnafientdespitethe slope of the
land (shown as yellow in the lower panel in Figure 7Hg,dlope was therefore classed

as having had “no effect” on the church alignment in t#Zle

Church alignment affected by the slope
(churches parallel to, or rightangles to
the slope, +/- 11 degrees)

Church alignment not affected by slope
(churches at 45 degrees ¥
to the slope, +/- 33 degrees) Slope direction

Slope direction

Figure 7.1 —Possible effect of the slope direction on church aligmm
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It can be seen from table 7.1 below that fractionallgroene-quarter27%) of
churches on platformed sites are within this 88° segmeaty close to what would be
expected from a randomly distributed result (25%) — shgwhat the alignment of
churches on platforms is definitely not affected by shkepe direction. Churches on
sloping land, however, are slightly biased towards #ggrent, with 13035%) of the
churches built directly on slopes falling into this groupigating that some slopes
probably did influence the alignment of the church, cayighem to be aligned closer
to the direction of the slope, but, since a randomridigion would result in
approximately 25% (93 churches) this ‘influence’ is probalohtéd to around 10% of
the churches built on slopes (30 or 40 churches of thieafa3d 3).

Table 7.1 - Church alignment possibly affected by the
direction of the slope of the site
| No | %
SLOPING SITES
No slope effect 243 65
Slope affected 130 35
Total 373 100
PLATFORMED
No slope effect 208 73
Slope affected 75 27
Total 283 100

Having demonstrated that a slightly larger than random gréwghwches is
built close to parallel with, or across, the slopayould be reasonable to expect that
this might appear in the overall alignment figures whenaites that were “affected”
by the slope were compared with those where there wasffiect”. However, the
figures in table 7.2 below show this not to be the caseth®f373 churches built
directly on a slope of greater than two per cent @0 roughly one-third falls into the
“slope affected” category described above; the mean adighrior this group is the
same (within0.1°) as both the remaining churches built on slopes andviéeall mean
for the whole survey. The range of slope severity dh blmpe-affected sites and non-
affected sites is the same (between 2% and 15% - 1 in 50nt@)1 as is the mean
slope angle4 -1in 22).
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Table 7.2 - Church alignments on sloping yards, by “slope effgc

Slope Effect No Slope severity | Align. | Mean| 95% | Range of

range (& mean) | Range conf | mean at 959
No effect| 243 | 2.0-15.5%4.7%) | 55-121| 85.9 | +1.6 | 84.3-87.5

Slope affected 130 | 2.0-15.1%4.7%) | 48-120| 86.0 | +2.3 | 83.7 - 88.3

All churches on 373 (4.7%)| 48-121| 85.9 | 1.3 | 84.6 -86.2
sloping sites

Platformed Yards 283 (4.6%) | 50-128| 85.5 | £1.9 | 83.6-87.4

Other Yards 1,270 38-126 86.0 | +0.6 | 85.4 —86.6

All churches | 1,926 86.1 | +0.3 | 85.8-864

It is possible that the excess of churches whosarabgt is close to the slope
direction is merely a reflection of the greater proportof churches that are built on
east-facing slopes (a phenomenon investigated later irchiister), where churches
would be expected to face eastwards. In these casespii@dence of directions
would mean that the slope played no real part in affgdhie church alignments even
though they are built down the slope, as that was prplabir preferred alignment
anyway. However, when the individual church alignmentstaen into account, the
similar mean alignments between the categories, showed in the summary figures
in table 7.2 above, do exhibit some differences withirmthehown in Figure 7.2
below, which compares the overall alignment profile led thurches in the “slope
affected” category with that of all churches builtedily on sloping land. The blue
pecked line shows the alignment profile for all churchedt lmn slopes, with a
similarly shaped curve to that of the survey as a wlasleapproximately ‘bell-shaped’
curve, with no major bumps, and centred fairly closedst. The curve for churches
in the “slope affected” category (red) shows two distatgsters, one at each end of the
curve, with increased numbers of churches aligned at 58°%ar&b100°- 115 (circled
on Figure 7.2), which have balanced each other out whenntkan value was
calculated, resulting in the same mean value as theharches on sloping sites’
group. A case can be made for the slope having had a fleahre on the alignment
of these particular churches, as the slope direatiasg some distance from due east.
Although the number of churches in these two bumps isl $apgdroximately 20), they

do constitute the majority of churches aligned at tinesee extreme angles.
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Alignment comparison by "slope effect"

18

16 +

percentage of churches

’

e

40-43
44-47
48-51
52-55
56-59
60-63
64-67
68-71 +
72-75
76-79
80-83
84-87
88-91
92-95
96-99

100-103 +
104-107 +
108-111 +
112-115
116-119 +
120-123 +
124-127
128-131

degrees from North

Slope affected = = =All sloping sites‘

Figure 7.2 —Alignment comparison by slope effect (the black circley mmighlight
churches whose alignment was really affected by thpesiosee text)

Churches with the most extreme alignments

Only 7% of all the churches surveyed have an alignment which s than 20° from
the mean for the county in which they are located, thay account forl3% of
churches built directly on slopes, shown in table @3y a small number of churches
is involved — and the difference between 13% and 7% amoantsst twenty-two
churches. It is possible that only these twenty-twoewsily affected by the slope of
the site, and could be the same small group that wasfidd in Figure 7.2 above, as
the two bumps in the graph. As this group of churches is @miotional excess, they

cannot be identified.
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Table 7.3 - Churches aligned more than 20° from their Cougt mean
alignment - by type of site and slope severity

No (%) total 1in50— 1in20—| Over
1in20 1in10 | 1in10
Sloping sites 481(3%) 373 30 17 1
Platformed sites 23 (8% 283 9 12 2
Other sites 74 (6%) 127Q - - -
TOTAL 141 (7%) | 1926

However, 30 of the 48 churches (with extreme alignmerdsbaiit on slopes)
are built on shallower slopes (between 1 in 50 and 1 in 20ng&ighteen built on
steeper slopes, where any influence of the slope direatould be likely to be greater.
These eighteen churches can be identified. Although #liginment is further from
east than the vast majority of the whole samplerethis little to distinguish them
otherwise. They are spread across the country, locatddvan different counties, and
although the numbers are small, making statistical cemeis difficult, half of them
fall into the group that was classed as “affected” bysibee (rather than 35% of the
total on slopes noted in table 7.1) but otherwise theirlprofimarkably resembles the
profile of all churches built on slopes. They havénalar range of planforms, and ages
of earliest fabric, their sites relate to both thilage location and manor house in a
similar way and the village name chronology is simil@he same applies to the
fourteen churches on the steeper slopes but built diompret, both the church sites and
the churches themselves are similar to the whole lgamfighurches built on platforms,
so there appears to be nothing that sets either ofwbegroups apart. A detailed

analysis and additional tables are shown in Appendix J2ages 352-356.

COMPARISON OF SLOPING AND PLATFORMED SITES

There is a fundamentally different pattern betweeawrates that are built directly on
sloping land and those built on levelled platforms lopiag sites, in the way that they
relate to the compass direction of the down-slope bieiwthey are built. If levelled
platforms were used as a way of aligning a church diftgrelmy not being forced into
building in a particular way to avoid the problems of ¢had diagonally across a
slope, it does not show in the results. Churches dfopies are also aligned within a
fraction of a degree of the overall mean, and with igh8y greater range of
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alignments, of 78° (between extremes of 50° and 128°)paomsd with the range of
those built directly on the slope of 73° (between&&i 121°).

However, the way that the church relates to thectioe of the slope of the land
is completely different, depending on whether the dhuwwas built directly on the
slope or on a levelled platform, shown below in tab&bélow. A completely random
distribution of slope directions would see 12.5% of therches in each of the eight
groups. Churches built on platforms are roughly equallyildiged across sites with
slopes in all directions (ranging from 7% to 19%), witk 8mallest proportions on
slopes facing north and northwest. The distributionrafrches built directly on slopes
is quite different, with more than one in three churdf346) built on an east-facing
downslope, which is more than twice as many as the laeggst group and almost
three times more than the proportion that would tesam a random distribution.
Table 7.3 shows the numbers and proportions of churchésohusloping land, with
the direction of the slope divided into 45° segments. differences are shown even

more clearly in Figures 7.3 and 7.4 below.

Table 7.3 - Numbers of churches on platformed and slopingtes
by direction of downslope, in 45° groups
Platformed Sloping
No % No %
north 21 7 10 3
northeast 35 12 44 12
east 38 13 128 34
southeast 50 18 59 16
south 53 19 29 8
southwest 33 12 28 8
west 34 12 56 15
northwest 19 7 19 5
Total 283 100 373 100
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West

Figure 7.3 —Churches built on platformed sites, by direction of delape

Figure 7.4 —Churches built directly on sloping sites, by directidrlownslope
(at the same scale as Figure 7.3 above)

Having established that the church locations on slopes antbrpla are

different in terms of the direction of the slope,sitimportant to see if there are any
other distinctions between the two types of site hsaagthe severity of the slope, their
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position in relation to the village and in relationtb@ manor house - which may help

to explain the difference.

1. Distribution by location

Despite fundamental differences in topography betweenatbBas included in this
survey, sloping sites are used for churches across timrgoAlmost one in five of all
churches is built directly on a sloping site. There lroadly similar proportions in
every county apart from Bedfordshire, where there eneerf, and Sussex, where there
are more, and in every county bar one — Cumbria — chsitminé on east-facing slopes
form the largest group.

A slightly smaller number of churches, just over oneseven, is built on
platformed sites on slopes, but a very different pattenerges. As might be expected
from the data in table 7.3, there is a more equal distoib, ‘east-facing’ is the largest,
or equal largest, group in six counties — Bedfordshire, r@athbridgeshire, east Kent,
south Lincolnshire, Norfolk and East Yorkshire. ‘westiigc is marginally the largest
group in Cumbria and south Hampshire, and in eight of tlraireng counties, north
Cambridgeshire, west Cornwall, East Sussex, north OxXiosjsPembrokeshire, north
Somerset, Shropshire and northeast Suffolk, ‘south-fa@rttye largest group. Despite
all the hills and slopes mentioned, two-thirds of all¢herch sites in this survey are on
flat or almost-flat sites, and even in the hilliestaatehe majority of the settlements are

on coastal plains or near the bottom of river valleys

2. Slope severity

It was shown earlier, in Chapter Four, that there s variation in the overall
alignment of churches built on slopes of differing stesgnThere are 373 churches in
this survey that are built on sites with a slope of BH0nor steeper, with a mean
alignment of 85.9°%; 64% of them are aligned to the nofteast. The 131 churches
built on sites with a slope of more than 1 in 20 have amaignment of 84.0°, and
70% are aligned to the north of east, still only 2.1° ftbenoverall mean, but they are
disproportionately represented in the west of the cgunuihere alignments are

numerically lower.
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The results in table 7.4 below show clearly that theegty of the slope did not
result in the need to create a platform on which tddhbine church. Sloping and
platformed church sites are similarly distributed asrthe range of slope severity in
this survey, with61% of platformed sites on slopes of less than 1 in 20, cozdpaith
65% of sloping sites35% of platformed sites are on slopes of between 1 in 20 and 1
in 10, compared witl31% of sloping sites and?% of both sorts of site are on slopes
exceeding 1 in 10, so there is virtually no differencénéndistribution.

Table 7.4 - Comparison of slope severity for sloping and platfored sites
1in50-| 1in20- Over Total
1in 20 1in 10 1in 10

Sloping sites 65% 31% 373 (100%)

Platformed sites 61% 35% 283 (100%)

In addition, the direction of slope for church sitegslaot appear to alter by the
severity of the slope, with similar proportions of athes on slopes of each direction
irrespective of the steepness of the slope, excepghéwery small group of fourteen
churches on the steepest slopes. For example justalfesf all the churches built on
slopes are on east-facing slopes, irrespective of tepisess of the slope and just
under a quarter are built on west-facing slopes, againpé&ctise of the slope’s

steepness (detailed figures are shown in table A7.12 in Appérmh page 333).

3. Church sites in relation to current village andto the ‘big
house’ (church/hall focus)

The siting of the church in relation to the currentalimn of the settlement centre
which it serves is very similar whether the churcbugt directly on the slope or on a
platform; they are equally likely to be in the centrehaf current village, equally likely

to be at the edge of the current village or isolated ftorAlthough the relationship

between the current sites of church and village would acéssarily have a specific
meaning if it were different for the two types of stapsite, a sizeable difference in
one or more of the groups may have provided a pointer tiswtae need for further
investigation (detailed figures are shown in table A7.13 inefylix 7 on page 333).

Similarly, the relationship between the location loé tthurch and the manor

house is also a complex one, which will also be d@eslan the next chapter. But, as
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the results show, fairly similar proportions of chwshcurrently close to the manor
house are built on slopes (one in four) as are baifplatforms (almost one in five) and
consistent proportions are built on slopes facing in el@ction within each group,

ranging from 23% to 28% next to the hall on sloping siteslstween 15% and 23%
next to the hall on platformed sites. The detailgdres are shown in table A7.14 in

Appendix 7 on page 334.

COMPARISON OF THE CHURCHES BUILT ON SLOPING
AND PLATFORMED SITES

Having established that the sites of churches built gresland platforms are similar
in terms of slope and location, what remains to be exagnis whether there are any
differences in the churches themselves on the two typsteo It is possible that the
current churches built on platforms were built in @daderiod than those built directly
on sloping sites, and that the reason that apparemyedhe focus of church-builders
in seeking out east-facing slopes for churches built on sld@&El become less
important, or that the sites that did satisfy thiseciiin were already in use.

Without deconstructing every church, assessing the age @attiest fabric in
a church is difficult at best, as alterations andeesions over the years frequently
disguise and cover the fabric of earlier phases oldimg. For consistency, the
assessment of the earliest phase has again been tekerhi relevant volume of
Pevsner, accepting that accuracy is difficult and relying on thepehahat the
assessments are at least consistent. Since thésrefiow that there is no real
difference in the age of the earliest fabric of therches on the two types of sloping
sites, it is felt that the possible problems of accuraey less important than if the
results had highlighted a large difference in the ag#iseofhurches, which would have

required further investigation.

The detailed tables for this comparison are presented in App@&n(tables
A7.15 — A7.17 on pages 334-335). They show that there are spndportions of
churches with their earliest fabric in each age gra#¥, (12", 13" 14" centuries)
whether they are built on platforms or slopes, arad this similarity extends to the
distribution on slopes in different directions, despite fact that some of the groups
are small; about 1 in 20 of churches on slopes or plasfisrof eleventh-century date,
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approximately 40% are of twelfth-century date, and aroundhurebof them are of the

thirteenth or fourteenth century.

The churches on sloping or platformed sites are atsitasiin terms of size and
floorplan. The results are as consistent as thoseghéoage of the fabric, around 40% of
churches are of less than 190sq m, whether on slopeatfarpis, a similar proportion
are slightly larger and around 20% are over 300 sq metrfgoinarea, whether on
slopes or platforms. Around one in seven churches h&swer, three-quarters have a
west tower and one in twenty has a central towesgsfrective of the type of site on
which they are built. So it can safely be stated thate is little difference in the
churches themselves, whether they are built on pfagfar directly on the sloping site,
offering no assistance in differentiating betweentihetypes of site.

COMPARISON OF CHURCH SITES ON EAST-FACING
SLOPES WITH THOSE ON SLOPES FACING IN OTHER
DIRECTIONS

Having concluded that there is little difference betwelatformed and sloping church
sites that could explain the fact that there is atambal difference in the relationship
between the church alignment and the direction ofstbpe on which they are built,
and that there is also little difference betweendhgrches on the two types of site, it
still leaves the issue that two and a half times asynghurches on sloping sites are
built on east-facing slopes compared with west-facingsorAre there any other

differences between sites on east-facing slopes ase tin slopes in other directions?

Table 7.5 — East facing slopes compared with other sloping ste

No Range Mean 95% Range at % N
Slope of yard 95% conf. | of East
East-facing slopes 203 48-12(0 86.8 +1.7 84.7 - 88.5 62
Other slopes 170 54-121| 84.9 2.0 | 82.9-86.9 66
All Slopes 373 48-121| 85.9 | +1.3 | 84.6-87.2 64

Again, the mean alignments of the two groups are within degee of the
overall mean, and with a 95% confidence limit of betweé&nand 2.0, the difference is

shown not to be significant as the ranges at 95% comidsubstantially overlap, and
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each has similar proportions aligned to the nortreadt. There is little difference
between the sites, or their churches, on east-fatpgs and the remainder. Churches
on east-facing slopes are, on average, slightly sméddan those on other slopes (45%
in the smallest size group compared with 32% on other slopagg slightly smaller
yards (39% in the smallest yard group, compared with 26%); bytdfre located in
similar positions in relation to the village and the mahouse; have similar age
profiles in terms of their earliest fabric; are dediéd to a similar range of saints by
their season and are located in villages with a similage of name origins. In other
words there is little to distinguish the two types aipshg site, other than by the
direction of their slope. The detailed tables are shawAppendix 7 (tables A7.1 —
A7.11 on pages 331-334).

In case the greater proportion of churches built at-feering slopes is merely
reflecting the fact that there is a greater proportérand that slopes that way, a

detailed digital analysis of the topography of Norfodkpresented below.

DIGITAL ANALYSIS OF THE TOPOGRAPHY OF
THE COUNTY OF NORFOLK

As there appears to be no site-based or church-baseginatiph for the excess of
churches built on east-facing slopes, it might be thotlwttthis imbalance is brought
about by a predominance of east facing slopes in the |g®isbhirfolk contains a
large number of churches built on slopes, and, at 2.5ypjeal ratio of churches built
on east-facing and west-facing slopes, therefore it prevadgood case to analyse in
detail. This can be done relatively simply using digitadat The degree of slope of
the land, and the direction of that slope, has be&mleted for a grid of points 100
metres apart across the whole county, resulting in 600-70fspioi each of the 549
parishes in the county which has had a church surveyetifothesis. The technical
details and additional tables are set out in Appendix 13ame 357. In order to
compare the calculated landscape with the assessh@niroh sites already surveyed,
the sampled points were separated into those which laeaited on land which had a
slope of less than two per cent and those which haga sktwo per cent or above. In

3" The author is grateful to Bill Wilcox, a fellow PGfudent, who obtained and organized the raw
topographical data
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each parish, sample points on land with a slope ofg&rocent or more were further
divided into the direction in which the land slopes downhill45° segments; centred
on north, northeast, east, southeast, south, seathwest and northwest.

Topography analysis details

It is most unlikely that any natural terrain would havaatly the same proportions of
land sloping in each direction although, as with the dhatgnment results, the larger
the sample becomes, the more likely it is that smatiations between directions
would even themselves out. Overall, the results forfdllo show that the general
perception that landscape is “random” is more or lesgebout by this exercise. Just
over two-thirds of the land in Norfolk (67%) is shown todider flat, or has a slope of
less than 1 in 50 (2%). The remaining 33% has a slope dkgtéan two per cent and
an equal distribution of this sloping land in all direciomould amount to 4.1% for
each of the eight directions used in the analysswshin the table below. Table 7.6
shows that the proportions of sloping land in each of idjie @irections is fairly close

to being equally distributed, with slightly lower proports than 4.1% sloping to the
east, west, southwest and northwest (3.6 — 3.9%), whds¢ is marginally more land
than average sloping to the north, northeast, southadstouth (4.3 — 4.5%).

Table 7.6 — Results of topography analysis for the whole County obiolk

Proportion of 2%+ slopes, by direction of slope
Proportion North South South North
<2% slope| North East | East| East| South| West| West| West

All Norfolk
Sites 67.0 45 4.3 3.9 4.4 4.3 3.8 3.8 3.6

As might be expected, there is a greater proportionopirgy land in those
parishes where the church is actually built on a slepewn in table 7.7 below). Land
sloping at more than two per cent rises from 33% tiverwhole county to 39.4% in
these parishes; so the average proportion for each oéigiit directions in these
parishes would be 4.9%. As with county as a whole, ltdpeng land is roughly equally
distributed, although in these parishes there is atbligdrger proportion with east-
facing slopes (5.3% compared with average of 4.9%). Thetlglielow average
proportion of land with west-facing slopes (4.3%) comparath whe higher
proportion of east-facing land does slightly dilute th#goraf churches on east-facing
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slopes to those on west-facing slopes, from the rawe®of33:13 (2.5:1) to the
adjusted ones (#0.67:14.892.1:1).

Table 7.7 - Topography of parishes with churches built on slapg sites - direction of

down-slope

<2% North South South North All

slope | North| East | East | East | South| West | West| West | slopes
Landscape |60.6%| 4.4%| 5.5% | 5.3% | 5.4% | 5.3%| 5.4%)|4.3%| 3.8% | 39.4%
proportion
Churches 1 6 33 12 4 7 13 2 78
Number of
churches 1.12 | 5.37 | 30.67| 10.94| 3.71 | 6.38 |14.89 2.59
standardised
to 4.99%°

The topography of the parishes with platformed churcls stéhe same as that
of the sloping church site parishes (60.6% of the pdlaster than a two per cent slope
in both cases) and although the detailed breakdown odltipe direction is slightly
different, none of the directions is particularly abmr below what would be expected
for a random distribution. As was noted earlier, tigtridbution of churches built on
platformed sites is far more equally spread so thene pographical influence that

has directed the choice of site.

Overall, the topography of the county is similar tottdascribed by Noél
Coward as “awfully flat, Norfolk”, despite referencesthe Norfolk Mountain Rescue
Service by the writer/comedian Mike Harding (Harding 1995, 12@)po-thirds of the
whole county is flat or almost flat, the remaining <hied has slopes steeper than 1 in
50 and the slopes are almost equally distributed in attins. The broad similarity
between the amount of land that slopes east and theirntbat slopes west
demonstrates that the bias of churches built directlthe slope for east-facing slopes
is not driven by a disproportionately greater area sfeza slopes, and that even when
adjusted for the topography, there are still more thace as many churches built on
east-facing slopes, so another reason for this patesrnid be sought. There is no
reason to assume that other counties in this survey vpoa@tlice topographic results

that are very different from those in Norfolk.

3 The number of churches in each landscape sector is dlividéhe actual proportion of landscape in its
sector and multiplied by the standard proportion of 4.925%
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Norfolk case study of lost churches

Previous sections have demonstrated the apparent impodamaest-facing sloping
sites to the medieval church-builder. Whether oran@pecific site for a church was
chosen on this basis, contemporary with, or priorie l@écation of the settlement there
will be discussed in Chapter Eight, but the existence amfdk of seventy-nine
settlements which had at least one church, where asiéden lost, fallen into ruin or
become disused, provides an additional way of examithagsubject. If the slope of
the site played a part in the retention of the oneathaver the other in these villages it
might appear in the results. The full details of thely@mm are shown in Appendix 14
on pages 358-361, but the slope of the site appears not tdeladweed in the decision
of which of the two churches to retain, as very fewth& churches in these parishes
were located on east-facing sloping sites, whether Werg abandoned or retained.
The majority of the abandonments were relatively modarany as a result of the
sixteenth- and seventeenth-century upheavals of tec@{Batcock 1991, 180-184),

rather than earlier when the siting on a slope magiblyshave played a greater part.
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SLOPE AND ALIGNMENT : CONCLUSIONS

Trying to explain why churches built on sloping sites facedominantly downhill
eastwards, whereas platformed sites do not, has notdppmssible from the analysis
of the factors contained in this survey. Sloping and qlatéd church sites appear to be
the same — they are on the same slopes in termsiofsteepness, they also have a
similar relationship with both the current location bé tvillage and the proximity of

the manor house.

Not only are the sites very similar, but the rangehoirches on the two types of
site also appears to be indistinguishable. They aranufas age, according to the
assessment in the relevdtgvsner’s Buildings of Englanthey are of similar size and
have similar planforms. The only aspect of the two typesite that is distinctly
dissimilar is the direction of the slope. Neithen ¢he predominance of churches built
on east-facing slopes when compared to churches on s&peg in other directions
be explained by differences in the sites, or by the charbodt on them. The only
major difference between the sites is the direabibtine slope itself.

The distinct tendency of choosing an east-facing sldpmnvbuilding on a slope
is definitely not brought about by a predominance of east-facing slopes in the
landscape, at least not in Norfolk. A detailed analizais shown that here, the sloping
sites are fairly evenly distributed in all directioasid even when adjusted for a slight
topographical bias, there are still more than twicenasy churches built on east-facing

slopes as west-facing ones.

The implications of the patterns of building churchesslmpes are considered
in the next chapter, particularly the possibilitiest ttfi@ese east-facing slopes were
either selected by Anglo-Saxons for religious reasmsites for their graveyards, or
that they reflect elements of Christian substitutaon sites which had earlier pagan

significance.
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CHAPTER EIGHT

LOCATION OF CHURCHES, ADOPTION OF
LOCAL CHURCH SITES, DEVELOPMENT OF
LOCAL BURIAL, AND CHRISTIAN
SUBSTITUTION

At Castle Sowerby in Cumbria, St Kentigern plunged taff sito

the hillside actually a west-facing slopat the site where he had

chosen to preach and a spring issued forth. Taking tlaisam, he
commanded that a church be built on the spot.

(Cumbrian legend)

INTRODUCTION

This chapter examines the relationship between theidocaf the church site and its
settlement, in an attempt to determine whether thetgmbeof the site had any effect
on the location of the village which it served. Theitignof the adoption of the church
site, particularly in relation to the changing settletgatterns during Saxon times, is
investigated by expanding on earlier landscape researcatibos where there is a
coincidence between middle-Saxon settlement sitestifidenby others, and church
sites, are investigated in more detail by surveying theg@gphy at each church and
the possibility is considered that the current church wias selected early in the
settlement process, perhaps just as a burial groundrdgisently thought that many of
the country’s small rural churches were sited by the m@nlord on his own land,
often close to the manor house; but the considerabte dfiglope-located churches
towards east-facing slopes, noted earlier in the restilfsis survey, would be an odd
one if the church sites were chosdter the siting of villages on these slopes, as east-
facing slopes are not an ideal location for an arabsed community — as the land is
slower to warm, on both a daily and seasonal basistefore, the possibility that the
site, for at least some of these churches, was nHosebecause of its suitability as an
early graveyard, to béollowed by the rest of the settlement, is examined. The
development of local Christian burial, and the positiiorthe late-Saxon church law
codes of graveyards without churches, is also considered.
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It is often thought that various types of earlier ,sithich may have been
considered as having had a ritual use, have influenced thigolo©of some churches —
barrows, standing stones, springs and other featuresalidwad churches built next to
them, or even over them — with many examples liste@hapter Two (Morris 1989,
50-91; Blair 2005, 183-195, 221-228, 374-383; Rattue 1995; Eaton 2000; Bell 2000).
The incorporation of such sites was encouraged by thedarigh hierarchy under the
broad heading of what has been called Christian subshtufihe possibility that this
type of site may have had a link with the east-facingedahat have been shown here
to have been so common for church sites is considepexttlfz what constitutes an
easterly view in topographical terms is also discusisedddition, an analysis is also
made of other factors associated with the church ositkee in conjunction with the
direction of the slope, in an attempt to establish wdrethcombination of elements
might explain the imbalance of churches on slopes betveast- and west-facing

sloping sites.

It was originally intended to make a detailed comparisetwéen the sites of
churches based on their position in the hierarchy, to erabdssessment as to whether
the decisions taken over the siting of a minster churafe Wee same as those taken
when siting inferior churches. However, the generally pteckdifficulty of identifying
minster churches on the ground, highlighted by so many wr@&esr 2005, 319;
1987; 1992; Morris 1983, 46-48; Franklin 1984; Hase 1988; Rushton 1999),eand th
small numbers involved, has prevented the production of aapingful results.
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L OCAL CHURCH SITES IN THE ANGLO-SAXON PERIOD

This section examines where the church site fits tinkosequence of development of
settlements during the Saxon era. It uses already publisdwalking studies and
settlement analysis to determine whether a siteois the middle-Saxon or late-Saxon
period and analyses them in detail. It was noted in @hdptree that the majority of
the analysis of landscape changes throughout the Saxad pand early Norman
period has concentrated on the changes in settlemenagunicultural patterns. The
rural church and its site, both in terms of when is Wailt and where it was built, have
been very much a secondary consideration in relatioattement change, and appear
to have been viewed as part of the changes in lordshipasadolwnership in late-
Saxon times. Richard Morris has referred to the faat there has been no systematic
attempt to consider ... village religion as part of villagjadies” (Morris 1985, 49);
while others have referred to historical geographers’ stddettlement leaving “little
room for the study of burial in the landscape” (Lucy &Rads 2002, 5).

General studies that have considered when churches wittria billages seem
to have concluded that it was usually a ninth- to eleveethury process (Blair 2005,
368-374; Morris 1989, 140-167), although some detailed local studiesxdomple in
Wade-Martins 1980b, 41 & 73; Newman 2005, 483; Taylor 1983, 153-157; Jones &
Page 2006, 184-185), have identified situations which, the asdlgse will suggest,
point to a far earlier start for the selection ofdbligious sites, perhaps as early as the
beginning of the settlement nucleation process. In génerms, if a religious site,
particularly a graveyard, was chosen during the settlemarieation process, then it
seems likely that it would have been adjacent to, ohimyitthe settlement, for two
reasons; firstly for religious reasons, recognizing ithportance of incorporating the
dead into the community of the living (Blair 2005, 245; Mor@39, 13; Penn 1996,
45; Thompson 2004, 170-206), and secondly for convenience ofaéclesation any
further afield would have resulted in inconvenience, bothatcess to the site, and
interference with any field layout, particularly if tgeaveyard conformed to the size of
‘God’s acre’. How then, was religion delivered to thsidents of dispersed settlements
immediately after nucleation? There was probably just@urch serving an area, the
minster church; with local facilities provided by a preaclsitg, perhaps with a cross;
possibly using the local graveyard in, or close to, thitesgent.
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Any discussion of middle-Saxon ecclesiastical arrangésnes inevitably
dominated by the so-called ‘minster model’, in which theveosion of the population
and their integration into the Church was guided by tedmiEmy based at important
early churches (the minsters), many on royal estatesghich large parochial territories
were attached (Bassett 1992, 26-28; Blair 1985; 1988a; 1992; 1996; 20Q5t992;
Morris 1983; 1989). The development of the ecclesiastigsiem throughout the
Anglo-Saxon period and its ultimate fragmentation itite parochial system of the
medieval period has been discussed at length (seetErn@86&, 196—224; Morris 1989;
Cambridge and Rollason 1995; Hall 2000; Pestell 2004; Blair 2d6§pett 2007).
Each of these writers identified the latter stageshaf process as being the lordly
churches built on smaller local estates in the temtteleventh centuries and after.
However, there are several different forms of evideti@t point to religious sites in
settlements in the middle-Saxon period, some of themlpgps®ntaining churches, in
many counties across the country, but particularly it Baglia. East Anglia provides
the strongest evidence because of the existence ofypes of pottery. The first is
Ipswich ware which was given its name because the onbwk kilns for its
manufacture were in Ipswich but it was distributed throughEast Anglia. It was
made between the second quarter of the seventh centulryhenmid-ninth century
(Jennings 1981, 12), although some argue that production was noteduhe first
quarter of the eighth century as it is not found in furnidiadhls up tocirca 700 CE
(Blinkhorn 1999, 8-10; Geake 1997, 90). The second pottery type mwnkias
Thetford-type ware and was produced in large quantitisg\aral town sites in East
Anglia from around 850 CE (Jennings 1981, 14). The transition tneenpottery type
to the other provides a well-defined boundary for the chénoge the middle-Saxon to
the late-Saxon period in the middle of the ninth century

Anglo-Saxon sites in Norfolk

Substantial amounts of pottery from the middle-Saxomogdrave been found around
the church in several parishes in Norfolk. In somethefse cases the late-Saxon
settlement site moved away from the church site, buitiher cases, the spreads of
middle- and late-Saxon pottery overlap, or are cotermjnand, with no ability to

determine to which period the church or its site belondedatitomatic assumption has
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been that the church site is related to the latéhetwo periods as that was the more

likely timing for the building of the church.

At Heckingham in the southeast of the county, a subatarumber of finds of
middle-Saxon pottery, with little late-Saxon ware,swdiscovered in a limited area
around the church by Alan Davison with substantial find$atd-Saxon pottery 100
metres away (Davison 1990, 16-17 and figs 7 & 8), but the clsiteehemained where
the middle-Saxon settlement had been, leaving the chutechsslated into modern
times. A similar situation was discovered at Wormeigawest Norfolk, but with a far
greater separation between the settlements of thepénods. Here, a large scatter of
middle-Saxon ware was discovered adjacent to the khalang with a very small
volume of late-Saxon pottery which was taken to indidatg the settlement had
moved to a new site where a much larger amount ofSak®n pottery was found,
shortly after the end of the middle-Saxon period, @@ metres away to the west,

again leaving the site of the church isolated (Silvester 1B88150), which it still is.

Peter Wade-Martins’ fieldwalking study of areas aroundrates in the
Launditch Hundred in central Norfolk also discovered sdw@tas of middle-Saxon
activity which were close to, but occasionally distifidm, the sites of late-Saxon
settlement (Wade-Martins 1980b, 25-91; Williamson 2003, 97). AelMdin, the
current church is sited in a scatter of solely IpswiehenFigure 8.1 below), with later
pottery spread to the north and west along the road, saaythe church site (Wade-
Martins 1980b, 41).

Wellingham, close to Mileham in Launditch (shown igu¥e 8.2 below), also
has middle-Saxon and late-Saxon pottery scatters wdnehdistinct. The church is
located on a slight spur of land in a high position, and tke centre of the Ipswich-
ware scatter (Wade-Martins 1980b, 72-73); the late-Saxolersetit (identified by

Thetford-type pottery) spread down the slope away fronchibech site.

In three other cases in the same study of Launditdheasenham All Saints,
Tittleshall and Horningtoft, the church site is locatédhe conjunction of overlapping
middle-Saxon and late-Saxon pottery scatters (1980b, FB23FEig 28, 55; Fig 9, 26),
therefore it is not possible to determine to which mktibe site relates, a similar
situation to that at the DMV of Caldecote, a few ki&nes to the west, where pottery
of both periods was found “just to the south of the chsitdi (Wade-Martins 1980D,
80).
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Figure 8.1 —Mileham — Saxon settlement (Wade-Martins 1980b, Figure 23)
dark shading = middle Saxon, lighter shading = late Saxon
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Figure 8.2 —Wellingham (at the same scale as Mileham in Figureshdyving the
church site in the scatter of middle-Saxon pottery (8v&ldrtins 1980b, Figure 39)
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A combination of investigative methods has also discoveredddle-Saxon
site at Bawsey in west Norfolk, where a substanpaWwich—ware scatter shows that
the settlement, or possible monastery, was locatashdrthe top of a hill (Rogerson
2003, 112-114; Taylor 1999, 67-73), where the current isolated Romanesgnad
ruins are located at the eastern edge of the hilltepydaeast up the Gaywood valley.

LYNN DIVISION (

, FREEBRIDGE L¥YNN UNION & R.D.
]

Figure 8.3— St Mary’s, Bawsey, Norfolk, at the eastern edge @tiltop, surrounded
by the 50contour (revised first series OS 1:10560 map)

,.

Figure 8.4 —St Mary’s, Bawsey, at the eastern end of the hillsgen from the north
side of the Gaywood valley.
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Middle-Saxon pottery was also found near several otllaggichurches in the
Launditch Hundred, sometimes in smaller amounts, ofteéere “local conditions
prevented much fieldwork near the churches” (Wade-Mad®80b, 84): a middle-
Saxon scatter 100 metres across near the churchyard gihdman(1980b, 34); to the
north and east sides of the church at Beetley (1980badjécent to the churchyard at
Kempstone (1980b, 30); and small amounts were found at @nelaLittle Dunham,
“where fieldwork was particularly restricted” (1980b, 84).h& taken together with
the sites in the Hundred where greater amounts of pottsyfound, this indicates that
at least half of the current villages in the area werexistence as settlements in the
eighth century, either including, or very close to, therent church site. Only one of
the twelve scatters of middle-Saxon pottery discoveredMade-Martins was not
associated with a church site — at Sutton (1980b, 84).rBw#e one of three DMVs in
what is now the parish of Tittleshall, and it wasaltezl only 400 metres to the south of
the middle-Saxon scatter at Tittleshall (1980b, 53-57), vdlid contain a church site.

Elsewhere in Norfolk, middle-Saxon pottery has alscndeend on the north
side of the church at West Acre in west Norfolk (Davi2603, 212-218), and around
the neighbouring church of St Mary’s in Barton Bendisbgd&son 1997, 21-22). In
the far west of the county, in West Walton, a nundfescatters were found close to the
church (Silvester 1988, 88-96). At Wickmere and Mannington, nthndorfolk, the
churches were associated with scatters of middle-Spattery (Davison 1995, 166-
170), and at Witton, the greatest concentration of Ipswiate was found in the
vicinity of the church (Lawson 1983, 70-72). In south Norfakconcentration of
Ipswich ware and bone was ploughed up, identifying the sifgeachurch of the DMV
of Middle Harling (Davison 1983, 332-334); the position of thelement was later
confirmed by an excavated discovery of a hoard of mi@adbeon coins (Rogerson
1995, 121). Also, in south Norfolk at Loddon, a single migdedaitem was found at
the edge of the churchyard, where the area around the dlsucompletely built up,
preventing further investigation (Davison 1990, 18; William$88a3, 90).

At all of the sites mentioned in these paragraphs var@nounts of late-Saxon
pottery were also found, frequently in the same areaeasniidle-Saxon ware but
occasionally in separate areas where the settlemewtdnin the late-Saxon period,
such as at Heckingham, Wormegay, Mileham and Wellinghamach case however,
the church site remained where the middle-Saxon settleinael been, which seems to
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point conclusively to the church site being associated thie earlier period. It seems
reasonable to assume from this that the remaining chluited in settlements that did
not move during the late-Saxon period are also relatéiode middle-Saxon period. All

of the sites mentioned are shown in blue on Figure édwb

In addition to the middle-Saxon sites identified bydirealking, records from
the Norfolk HER indicate that middle-Saxon surface fimdsexcavated finds have
been made, either pottery or metalwork, in 23 churchysrdee county. Seven of
these are in the Launditch Hundred — East Bilney, SwaMorley, Beeston next
Mileham, Great Dunham, Great Fransham, Longham and LiteEnsham, the
remaining sixteen are spread all over the county — tiieléications are shown in red
on Figure 8.5 and are listed in Appendix 17 on pages 368-369. Theésenticate one
of two possibilities; either that they are from arlier use of the site, in other words
pre-church or graveyard, or that they are yet anoth&ication of middle-Saxon

settlements around the church site.
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Figure 8.5 —middle-Saxon activity in and around Norfolk churchyards ssite¢he
Launditch Hundred are circled

In all, there are 43 distinct associations between lei8dxon items and

current church sites shown in Figure 8.5 above. It is amieetithat the pattern of
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finds through fieldwalking and the churchyard finds refldo¢ tconcentration of
fieldwork in particular areas, particularly in the LauotiHundred, hence the higher
than average representation there. However, the peesdEninds over most of the
county suggests that county-wide fieldwork at the samengitty as in Launditch,
where almost one half of all the current villages werexistence in the middle-Saxon
period and related to a church site, would uncover a simdacentration elsewhere
and therefore a similar pattern to that in Laundéeh be inferred across the county,
which sees a persistent model of association betweeghurch site and the middle-
Saxon period.

Anglo-Saxon sites in Suffolk

Extensive fieldwork has also been undertaken in soutleaSaffolk by John
Newman, covering many parishes either side of the Deblgyyclose to Sutton Hoo.
Summary results were published in 2005 (Newman 2005, 477-487) aqidyd a
pattern as definite as that found in Launditch in Né&rf@specially the relationship
between church sites and middle-Saxon pottery findsoring to Newman, “All the
major Ipswich-ware finds have been located near parigsithés in the survey area ...
emphasizing the importance of these areas as nucleicamshith later settlement
grew” (2005, 483). “Of the twenty-seven parish churches inatea, twelve are
associated with Ipswich-ware scatters [although thirt@enshown on his diagram
including Foxhall with its lost church — Figure 8.6], and susvagound an additional
six churches were not possible”, leaving only nine churelese such pottery was not
found (2005, 483), but this does not necessarily mean that thenone there. In
addition to the middle-Saxon sites identified here,dResham has to be added to the
list of sites that were associated with middle-Saxodsf as it produced pottery from
all periods, and is known as the site of the Anglo-8akRoyal palace and church
identified by Bede (Warner 1996, 115; Carver 2005, 494; Newman 2005, A¥S).
twelve [thirteen] churches associated with middle-Sdxuds are shown on Figure 8.6
below, along with Rendlesham, showing this author’s [ggtihg in red.

According to Newman, “the remainder of the siteselmsparish churches fall
into a phase of mainly ninth- or tenth-century expansimm’areas of “less attractive
soil, drier heathland and heavier boulder clay’, and lassels these as “daughter
settlements, characterized by small quantities of miBdbeon pottery as well as late-
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Saxon pottery, a combination indicating a ninth-centungi@ (2005, 483),
highlighted in blue, below, although the presence of sontergatf the middle-Saxon
period at these sites indicates a middle-Saxon omgithe settlement, albeit late in the
period.
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Figure 8.6 —Survey results from the Deben Valley in Suffolk (Newn2805, Fig 216b,
481) plus this author’s highlighting of identified middle-Sasettlements adjacent to
church sites in red, and late Saxon “daughter settlesheekt to a church in blue
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Fieldwalking evidence indicates that the population in thea dexpanded
through the late-Saxon period and up to the fourteentluigergsulting in a dispersed
settlement pattern along the lanes and footpaths in padbh, after which a large
number of these small settlements were abandoned atbantime of the climatic
decline and the Black Death” (Newman 2005, 483). At leastdiivbese churches are
completely isolated now — Ramsholt, Melton, Grundishur@reat Bealings and
Clopton. A settlement named Melton now exists about 1.kithe southwest of the
church and is a suburb of Woodbridge, whereas Ramshmaitit has no buildings at
all within the best part of a kilometre (see Figure 8@yl the other three churches are
isolated from small villages. In addition, Foxhall catsiof just a single farm which
incorporates part of the abandoned church as one of theildunts (Carver 2005,
493); Culpho church is accompanied by two cottages; Hemlewlysclose to Church
Farm; and even at Rendlesham, the Saxon Royaltkeathurch is now only close to
the Old Rectory. The very fact that the current chuscbuilt where it is in all these
cases confirms a continuity of religious use of titee Eince its middle-Saxon origin, as
it would be an impossible coincidence if all of thenrevbuilt on sites adopted later,
but just by chance, amongst middle-Saxon pottery.

Figure 8.7 —All Saints’, Ramsholt, in its isolated position.

OS Explorer sheet 197 © Ordnance Survey
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Figure 8.8 —All Saints’, Ramsholt, from the northeast

Figure 8.9 —All Saints’, Ramsholt from the south
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Further south in Suffolk, on the Shotley peninsularatete finds of middle-
Saxon Ipswich-ware are still being made in the churchyagiudton”, where the walls
of St Peter’s church also contain several large pie€éate-Saxon carved stone, “either
from a grave-slab or a cross” (Laverton 2001, 63-64), agaigatidg continuity of
religious use of the site. Like so many others andlysae, this church is also remote
from the settlement and is located on an east-fesloyge — a steep one. To complicate
matters further, there is a spring in the churchyard (tame2001, 106), which may
also indicate that the site was selected for the m@gpof Christianization.

Middle-Saxon pottery has also been found around some ddotdturches in
north Suffolk, although in smaller quantities than it imblorfolk, and this suggests to
Edward Martin that the churches there may only have b&en associated “with a
small group of buildings — perhaps just a manorial completer{in 2001, 5), although
this pre-supposes that the manor and church were contempamérit could indicate a
similar situation to the previous examples; an earballeadoption of the site for
religious purposes by the people of a small settlemenhic¥ver of these
interpretations is correct in this instance, the pattdrassociation between middle-
Saxon pottery and the church site continues in yet anptrt of East Anglia.

Anglo-Saxon sites elsewhere in Britain

Christopher Taylor highlights two further examples o¢ ttoincidence of middle-
Saxon settlement and the church, both in Cambridgeshive. first is Cottenham
(identified by J. Ravensdale 1974, 121-123 & Fig 9; Taylor 1983, 157-159 @0fig
where “the twelfth-century church is on the site @&fixh- to eighth-century village”,
800 metres away from the centre of the “ninth- to teeatftury planned (?) village”
(Taylor's question-mark), and not in the area of “theelfth-century village
expansion”, which stretches 1,500 metres away to thewesthlt appears here that
the current church building is a replacement, builthm tivelfth century (dateable from
its architectural details, according to Taylor) whenwillage was expanded, but on the
site of the original [mid-Saxon] church (although Ravelesdaterpreted this as a re-
siting of the church in the Norman period (Ravensdale 1974, .128fprding to
Taylor, if it were to have been first built during ethof the two later periods of
expansion (during the ninth/tenth or twelfth centuriesg ¢hurch would have been
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built several hundred metres away from its currerd, sit either of the centres of
expansion (Taylor 1983, 159). The second of Taylor's exaniplas Burwell, where
the church is located within the “original sixth- to Igig-century settlement area”,
rather than in “the ninth- to eleventh-century setdet expansion”, or the later
“planned medieval settlement” to the north (Taylor 1988 5ff, 153), again pointing
to the presence of a religious site, possibly a chuncthhe middle-Saxon period. Both
of these sites appear to echo the situation at Headkingand the other cases in Norfolk
where the settlement shifted in late-Saxon times lgathe church site behind in its
middle-Saxon location.

All twelve of the churches in the Whittlewood study imdRinghamshire/
Northamptonshire “were once integral to their mediesidges, despite three of them
lying semi-isolated now” (Jones & Page 2006, 184-185). The autlswrdeel that the
chronology of “village foundation followed rapidly by cletrrbuilding appears to apply
in all of them, except possibly at Lillingstone LovelHere, they postulated that the
church “may have been located in a small nucleus to whelvillage was attracted”
(Jones & Page 2006, 188). At Leckhampstead however, whigh dlassed as
“Whittlewood'’s oldest settlement” (Jones & Page 2006, 9B)ir tanalysis shows that
this was another settlement with a church located ia fife-village nucleus”, an area
of pre-850 CE settlement (Jones & Page 2006, Fig 32, 89), lyutetkehat the church
came “after the nucleation”, which according to thaalgsis is “post-900 CE” (Jones
& Page 2006, 85-91). Since the church is built in the eadiglement area, it appears
that at least the church site is contemporary witlast it is unlikely that the church
would have been built in a later period, but in a slot endarlier part of the settlement,
unless it was already ‘reserved’, perhaps as a graveyanes and Page also suggest
that since this church has “an apparent associationthatimanorial site, [it] might be
assumed to have begun life as a lordly foundation”ggafa Page 2006, 186-187),

although the manor is not shown on their settlement. pl

In Cornwall, at the western end of the peninsula, tlaeeefourteen parishes,
nine of which are classed as ‘superior’ and five as ‘iafe(fhomas 1989, 23). Figure
8.10 shows the churches associated with these parisheadl), il also shows 26 pre-
parochial chapels (highlighted in red), which were parhefdarly Christian landscape,
either located in hamlets or as special-interest dbapech as for sea-farers (Thomas
1989, 24). Thomas felt that these “proto-parochial” chapelscanrches of the “sixth
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to tenth century” (1989, 25), together with the burial groundghe so-calledann
model, also proposed by Thomas (1971, 49-51), formed a netwerclmsed burial
grounds prior to the formation of the parish structure withnoted fourteen parishes,
after which many of the burial grounds and the chapeld wahof use. Thdann
model has recently been called into question for thegdrefore 800 CE by Petts
(Petts 2002, 26-30; Turner 2003, 172), but it is only the date cdriblesure of the
burial ground that is being questioned rather than theatabeigin of early Christian
burial sites separate from Monasteries (Petts 2002, 26)&a30Petts goes on to list
several eighth-century West-Country and Welsh exasnpleunenclosed Christian
burial grounds (Petts 2002, 30).
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Figure 8.10— Western-Cornwall parish churches and associated prefpakrchapels
(after Thomas 1989, 25) — this author’s chapel highlights

Coin hoards from the middle-Saxon period as well asglimm the cusp of the
middle- and late-Saxon periods have been discovered iolgfards in many parts of
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the country® (Morris 1985, 50). Their presence indicates that the geadeyust have
been in existence well before this time in order to remresufficient security for the
deposition of valuables. What cannot be determined is whétle burial ground had

become a churchyard by that time.

In each of these areas examined, Norfolk, Suffolk, Nontonshire/
Buckinghamshire, Cambridgeshire and perhaps Cornwall, tipgreaes to be a firm
recurring association between the settlements ofnidele-Saxon period - established
either from pottery scatters, metalwork finds or eatént analysis - and church sites.
It seems certain that these cannot all be special easkshat this is part of a much
wider pattern. The lengthy period between the appareableshiment of the site in the
eighth or early ninth century, and the building of therent church probably in or after
the eleventh century, allows for considerable changleeirspecific use and importance
of the site and in the importance of the settlemesalfit Whether a form of church
building was present on any or all of these sites aaaly date is unlikely ever to be
established, except in western Cornwall where they hagadirbeen identified, but
the reservation of the site for religious use during mhddle-Saxon period seems a
distinct probability, although perhaps just as a graveyashme of the settlements in
Norfolk and Suffolk had not shifted from their middle-8arorigins, then much of the
fieldwork research would not have been possible, anditintien of the church in the
centre of the village, still on its original site, wd have been completely
unremarkable, and also entirely undateable. The many dsanmsted here,
particularly those in Norfolk and Suffolk, have highlighta situation which may be
repeated in many, if not most, other villages — a religiites established at an early
stage in the development of the settlement, possislygs a graveyard. In situations
where the settlement subsequently did shift, even ag &aithe later ninth century as
at the sites in Norfolk, the investment made by theroanity in the generations of

burials, and possibly a church building, effectively tie iits original site.

39 http:/fitzmuseum.cam.ac.uk/dept/coins/projects/hoards/itistetm| (accessed"dApril 2010)
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DEVELOPMENT OF LOCAL CHRISTIAN BURIAL

The abandonment of large early-Saxon cemeteries leasdogued to be a direct result
of the conversion to Christianity (Hoggett 2007, 268-271); tbheeethe subsequent
coincidence of cemeteries and settlements might &e ae part of the same process.
The proximity of the living and the dead was Christian pradhroughout medieval
Europe and is seen to mean that they were still an tangpart of the community, and
formed a focus for Christian worship (Blair 2005, 245; Moir¢89, 13; Penn 1996,
45; Thompson 2004, 170-206). Being part of the settlement, thdreseparated from

it, is often explained as those buried there were mgafor Judgement Day along with
the living residents, whose prayers would help those wi@ \already dead into the
afterlife (Blair 2005, 228-245; Penn 1996, 45; Petts 2002, 44; Boddington 1990;
Turner 2006), and that the churchyard was a safe placedib msurrection (Gittos
2002, 195). The local cemetery appears to be part of a éwabidrarchy at this time,
where larger burial grounds were located in missionatjost often in Roman forts,
such as at Caister in Norfolk, where 3000-4000 burials datimg the seventh century
were found (Darling & Gurney 1993; Penn 1996, 41), but local Isumalndividual
settlements were endorsed in certain circumstancagdntly where distance was a
problem (Morris 1983, 49-62; Blair 2005, 240-245; Boddington 1990), along rathe
similar lines to the later establishment of chapelsaske. Helen Geake also points out
that final-phase cemeteries co-existed with early dtyana burials in several places,
Norfolk included (Geake 2002, 151-152).

How often did middle-Saxon cemeteries evolve intossttentaining churches
or chapels? The examples of cemeteries that havediseyvered did not evolve any
further, but that is why they are known, because thesevgeparate from, rather than
being obscured by, later churchyards and settlements. Asofhdation grew during
the middle-Saxon period, there must have been more $uh@h during early-Saxon
times, but middle-Saxon cemeteries are rare disczsséni Norfolk. In all, 63 Saxon
inhumation cemeteries have been discovered in Norfolkyla¢h only thirteen are
from the middle-Saxon period (Myres and Green 1973, 258- 62; HA®t, 210-
214).
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Figure 8.11 —Norfolk, early-Saxon and middle-Saxon cemeteries (data Myers
and Green 1973, 258- 62 and Hoggett 2007, 214)

As can be seen from Figure 8.11, despite the small nunolbensddle-Saxon
cemeteries that have been discovered, both early-Sax@mmiddle-Saxon types are
distributed across the whole county; from west to east north to south, the major
difference being the numbers discovered. Hoggett refzesof the reason for the
extra discoveries of early-Saxon cemeteries as dineiogreater ‘visibility’ with more
metal finds, helped by the fact that they were rematm fsettlements (Hoggett 2007,
216), similar to the early middle-Saxon cemeteries sigcht Morningthorpe, where up
to a quarter of the graves contained weapons (Green & Rog&887, 7). There are
two known, excavated, middle-Saxon cemeteries in Eaglidthat were integrated
into their settlements; firstly at Sedgeford in norstvNorfolk, where a slight shift in
the location of the late-Saxon settlement, left thdier phase undisturbed and has
enabled excavation of some of the middle-Saxon sedtigmwhich included an
inhumation cemetery of over 200 apparently Christian buwatlsin the settlement
(Cabotet al.2004). Secondly in Suffolk, where excavation at Bloodnidithy Carlton
Colville, near Lowestoft, has discovered 24 graves intednato the settlement, which
suggested to the writers a Conversion-period cemeteryhwhas separate from the
earlier pagan burials on the crest of the ridge closéMaytimer & Tipper 1998, 14;
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Dickenset al 2006, 74-76). The remainder of the middle-Saxon Chrisgameteries

in East Anglia are probably still hidden beneath latateseénts or churchyards which
have not moved from their original site (Geake 1992, 86—Wm&n 1992, 26; West
1998, 317; Hoggett 2007, 319), as is strongly indicated by the nwhbkurches that

are located in middle-Saxon pottery scatters identifiethe field walking, particularly

by Alan Davison at various sites, by Peter Wade-Martinsaunditch — where half the
current villages in the area were in existence as setttsmthen — and by John
Newman in the Deben Valley, noted earlier.

Under the minster-model, teams of monks based at thetenichurch would
have visited local settlements to preach, and the kuglatis for the area are likely to
have been vested with the minster. These rights, andittteme, must have been
carefully observed and closely guarded. What does this lsayt docal burials in
villages close by? Such burials can hardly have gone unndiicedle monks who
preached in the area, especially if the graveyard ated as the preaching site. Either
local burial was overlooked completely, or a blind eye wawsed, perhaps after
payment, as these villages are hardly remote from Ibiagdities and therefore not
able to claim justifiable relief from centralized bunalterms of distance, indicating
that the tacit endorsement of local burials may Ha&n much wider than previously
thought. Archbishop Wulfstan’s later law codes hint at thys commanding that
soulscot was to be paid to the minster to which it belongesh if the body was buried
elsewhere (Morris 1983, 65; Blair 2005, 444), which was the catiin of a practice
continued since at least the ninth century, when it mastioned in charters (Gittos
2002, 201; Hadley & Buckberry 2005, 122-123).

John Blair suggests that “lay burial in churchyards wasgb@nal in 650 CE”,
but by 850 CE (the beginning of the late-Saxon period) wastitsg to become the
norm” (Blair 2005, 228), although referring specifically to buat minster churches.
The excavations of middle-Saxon graveyards at Sedgeford doawdrBoor Hill
confirm that the process of local burial probably becao®mon somewhat earlier,
and this is similarly suggested by the analysis of setttésnoutlined in this chapter,
and that by 850 CE, instead of ‘starting to become thenndocal burial may actually
have been the norm, although not necessarily in chumréydiis is supported by
Lucy and Reynolds who suggest that in the eighth and nerituges “many, if not
most, were buried in rural cemeteries, perhaps unenclds&d,possibly quite
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substantial if the example at Chimney in the minptechiaof Bampton is anything
to judge by.” (Lucy & Reynolds 2002, 13). Hoggett goes as fao asiggest that “the
vast majority of the population appears to have beemedun newly founded
inhumation cemeteries situated in middle-Saxon settlesr{etoggett 2007, 322). John
Blair also points out that ground used for burials does mesd to have been
consecrated at this time and there may have been a péedéed that the actual
ceremony of burial was more important than the spefiation, and further, that
village burial grounds in parts of Europe were often coasedrater (Blair 2005, 229).
In addition, he notes that there were areas in aontBurope where village burial sites
co-existed with churchyards (Blair 2005, 228-229), and points ¢al lburials in
neighbourhood or kindred cemeteries paralleling thosenisteri churches (2005, 180).
In other parts of northern Europe however, particuldénly Frankish parts, burial
practices were different from those in Britain, irattHurnished burials have been
found in churchyards “in many cases”, whereas in Briteiarchyards “almost without
exception” never contain grave goods (Geake 2002, 149); an rafoswviieis difference
is still sought, but could indicate that, in this countiyurches were only built over
Christian cemeteries, whereas ‘final-phase’ cenetemay have been overbuilt in
parts of Europe.

Cuthbert, as Archbishop of Canterbury in the middle of élghth century,
authorised burials inside towns, and this “created cerastenerywhere in England”
(Morris 1983, 50; Allcroft 1930, 426-427), a situation notedHammwic where ten
separate burial sites have been discovered in the mida@aSsettlement (Morton
1992, 68-77), but their short life suggests that they wereacdked upon, “rather than
remaining in use to a later period in the manner of rurakteries” (Lucy & Reynolds
2002, 13). Subsequently, burial in holy ground “was promoted byCthech as a
privilege” (Morris 1983, 50-51), thus recognising that the majarftburials took place
outside consecrated ground. This and the previous argumgpusrsthe proposition
that, at an early stage in their formation, manyoif most, settlements in this country
had areas within them that were reserved for burialsgivwivere later formalized as

church sites, whether soon after, or after a longeogecannot be determined.
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Churches without graveyards, graveyards without chuches

The analysis here has shown that it is probable hieaé¢ twere a large number of small
graveyards in the middle-Saxon period around the countrymention of which
appears in the national picture of religious sites ast@aiby the various late-Saxon
law codes. However, none of the categorizations ofattas contained in these codes
precludes the possibility that in remote rural areasl| bedbre the tenth and eleventh
century, people in small hamlets or proto-villages hadvedeand used plots of lands
for burial in the same way as Blair had noted in Eur@lair 2005, 228-229). Penn
refers to these sites in East Anglia as “unchurcleedeteries” (Penn 1996, 45). If this
did happen at such a local level, were these sitesdesed at all by the law-makers
when preparing the laws and defining categories? Since rtfagy not have been
consecrated, they were outside the listed categoriesappdar to have slipped
completely under the radar.

Once such sites were established by usage, it would la¢usahprogression
when erecting a church, to put it on the same siten & it was a new land owner
establishing his new estate in the area. Could the buitdiagchurch there have helped
legitimise the new ownership? It has been suggester]y #sapart of Christian
substitution, the adoption of a site for a church tlaak lad previous ritual significance
could addkudosbothto the church and to the adopter (Morris 1989, 74; Blair 2005,
382). Perhaps thikudoscould also apply to a late-Saxon in-comer, by buildang
church on a site that had been used for some time bgsftents for Christian burials.
Of the thirty-five sites mentioned earlier with iddietdl middle-Saxon connections in
Norfolk, only one, at Saxlingham, has the hall next ® ¢hurch (3% of the total),
compared with one in seven (14%) of all churches in the gptims reinforces the
possibility that these sites were selected for the thioyahe landowner because of the
graveyard that was already established there, rather lhild it next to his hall. As
Helen Geake suggests, it is possible that in some taseds may attract churches,
rather thanvice versa(Geake 2003, 266). In a slightly different context, another
possible example of ‘legitimisation’ by the erectionao€hurch could be the keeill at
Speke Farm on the Isle of Man, investigated in 2007 byTtme Teamwhich was
thought to be from the tenth century or after, when Wikings adopted Christianity
(Wessex Archaeology 2007, 21), but built centrally in aistian graveyard which had
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been in use since around 590 Bvhich itself was in an area used for Bronze-Age

burials.

This analysis appears to show that the delegation adllmughts was spread
through practice rather than by law. The subsequerdibgibf a church may, in some
cases, have been effectively ratifying the earlier afsthe site as a graveyard when
both were consecrated at the same time, as hasmbesmhwhen church sites have been
excavated, when it has often been found that the clwashpreceded by unfurnished
burials (Morris 1989, 152-153; Geake 1997, 267). An early adoptiorcaff bmrial or
the early distribution of burial rights would be likety mean that folk religion played a
much greater part in the process than if local burial @@y sanctioned at a later date
and imposed from above, when the reasons for, and pesce§sburial would have
been more focussed on the liturgy and teachings of the IChtirgs is discussed
further when considering local religion of this period &imel use of cult sites, later in

this chapter.

“0 Details fromhttp:/channel4.com/history/microsites/timeteam/2007_iom dduml (accessed 26th Oct
2009)
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Village then graveyard or graveyard then village

Most of the middle-Saxon settlement sites identifiedfielglwalking in Norfolk and
Suffolk were found next to the church rather than sumownit (Wade-Martins 1980Db;
Newman 2005). This could be explained in two different waystlyf, that the
restricted availability of land for fieldwalking prevedténvestigation on all sides of
the church, so that other pottery around the churchnsgét remain undiscovered.
Very few churches are completely surrounded by arableftarfieldwalking, even the
isolated churches in this survey have often been sitedtoexbuilding, frequently a
farmyard. Secondly, it could reflect a real situatwhere the graveyard really was
located at the edge of the original settlement.

A detailed topographical assessment of each of theisitésrfolk and Suffolk
where scatters of middle-Saxon pottery were identifsedutlined in the next section,
where it shows that the majority of the sites asoaiated with east-facing slopes. If
the graveyard was located in the settlement, it sdenodfer the possibility that the
chosen site with its east-facing slope actually detezthihe position of the rest of the
settlement. It is possible that, during the period whetlesgents were beginning to
nucleate in the late eighth or early ninth centurpasicular site for both settlement
and graveyard was chosen from a number of alternativeé ®Hered the opportunity to
locate on an east-facing slope, whereas a graveyargdboatside the settlement could
represent a situation where the settlement locatgahdiready been established, after
which a suitable piece of land was sought for the lonatif the graveyard close by;
and, with a number of available sites around the segtienthe one with the most
suitable east-facing slope was selected. Particulartipa first case, this would imply
that the need for a site for the graveyard was ocgunary early in the process of
settlement nucleation. The idea of early small grandsyan Norfolk and Suffolk fits
well with the conclusions of Rik Hoggett concerning the dpefethe Conversion in
East Anglia, in that he postulates that it happened bwite quickly and down to a
lower social level than has been previously suggestedgétb 2007, 328-331). After
the Conversion the incorporation of the dead into thengonity took on a new
importance, rather than burial in either the rem@meateries of the pagan period, or
the remote early Christian cemeteries in the Misspnstations. Perhaps the
Conversion prompted the search for a new settlementesita burial-site with a

suitable east-facing slope. If this was the case, itdcdate the cemeteries to the late
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seventh or early eighth century. No early-Saxon ppti&s found at any of the sites in
Norfolk or Suffolk where middle-Saxon pottery scattersravidentified next to the
church (Newman 2005, fig 216b, 481; Wade-Martins 1980b), indgcdtiat these
were all new settlement sites, rather than thadpof a settlement on a site used in the

earlier period.

Richard Morris also saw a similar pattern of local &éludeveloping as that
described above, but placed it within a later time fravher(is 1983, 54). He suggests
a sequence of remote seventh- to eighth-century gredeydeveloped adjacent to
earlier pagan cemeteries, a process noted at Winclgsidartin Biddle (Biddle 1976,
69), followed by an eighth- to ninth-century transfer Gbristian cemeteries or
churchyards (Morris 1983, 54), although this second elemeateis rleferred to as an
eighth- toeleventhcentury exercise, which “usually belonged to proprietdmyrches
attached to manorial centres” (Morris 1983, 62). Morrs® aluggests that graveyards
were only rarely established in advance of churches {#Ma889, 153), and adds that
“If churchless burial grounds were a widespread phenoméndhe ninth or tenth
century, one would expect a much larger number of incidewbese the cemetery
failed to evolve from graveyard to churchyard” (1989, 153). Algtoonly two such
cemeteries have been excavated in East Anglia, at Sedgend Bloodmoor Hill, it
does indicate a considerable amount of burial actibiiy,where the settlement shifted
or died out before the burial ground had a chance to ke-bmilt with a church.
However, the analysis here seems to point to numegarlysoemeteries which became,
and remained, the churchyard despite the fact that thmalrsettlement moved, even
if the shift in settlement was in the late ninth ceptwoon after the beginning of the
late-Saxon period, as at Heckingham and Wormegay in Moaiod Cottenham in
Cambridge. What cannot be determined is whether the bgr@ind was still

churchless at this time.

Whether the early adoption of village burial sites psgabin this thesis occurs
with the same consistency elsewhere as it appea/odone in parts of East Anglia,
is unclear, although Richard Morris does recognize diftgoatterns of early Christian
cemetery development between the Midlands and Eagli?Awhen commenting that
“the Midlands appear to be richer in such examples [ghpacemeteries close to
medieval churchyards] than the East Anglian counti&&ir(is 1983, 59). However,
the settlement analysis by others, noted earlier, nmesilidland counties (Cambridge
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and Northamptonshire/ Buckinghamshire) (Taylor 1983; Ravemsdal’4; Jones &
Page 2006) appears to point to some church sites locatedealgfwithin the earliest
part of the settlement, which could only happen with regyld& the founding of the
cemetery was contemporary with, or soon after, thhabéshment of the nucleated
settlement, rather than later, when a church wasbiuilt, otherwise the site would be

located away from the earliest settlement centre.

Circular, or sub-circular boundaries are frequently amred to be possible
indicators of an early churchyard (Rowley 1972, 81; Thomas 1®I;1Morris 1989,
455; Friar 1996, 121), although this is more likely to be arcatdr that it was the first
use to be established on a remote site without any neighlas a circular boundary is
the shortest in length that can enclose a given agtésdhe easiest to construct if there
are no other constraints, indicating perhaps a yarwte from, or on the edge of, a
settlement. If an integral yard was set out as paheéstablishment of a settlement, it
would be most likely to have straight boundaries fittim with the plots on either side,
as did many of the churchyards analysed in Lincolnshire bgk8toand Everson
(2007, 61-65). In addition, Richard Morris has identifiedeaist three yards in Wales
that have circular boundaries, but which were newentrelfth century (Morris 1983,

58), confirming a first-use, rather than necessarilyaaly-@ise, of the site.

In dispersed settlements, perhaps the location of hbeck or burial ground
could be selected with more freedom than as part ofleated settlement, since it was
not “bound” by the boundaries of the village. The locabérfreemen-built churches,
which occur in East Anglia particularly, means that theastual siting was not
determined by lordly locational requirements, but frequently determined by
accessibility, pragmatically located between the féeads involved (Warner 1986, 43;
Williamson 2006, 89), meaning that other factors, such as pré&yioogortant sites,
either an early graveyard located for the same reasosprehistoric ritual site, could

still come into play when selecting the actual chureh s
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Detailed landscape assessment of Norfolk and Sufkainiddle-
Saxon settlement sites

The analysis in this chapter has established a strongbltkween middle-Saxon
settlement sites and current church sites in parts sif &Aaglia, possibly through early
graveyards. Since a number of these sites (in soutbl®uifere outside the original
church survey areas, the topography at all these sidselem subsequently surveyed in
more detail in order to assess whether they areddaa slopes and whether the link
that was established between churches and east-facipgssio the last chapter is

continued in these early religious sites.

Norfolk middle-Saxon sites
The intensively studied Launditch Hundred, with many dmesclocated next to
middle-Saxon pottery scatters, or middle-Saxon finds iarattyards, provides a
compact area in which to examine the landscape mordyclétseonsists of 30 modern
parishes, covering an area of about 20km east to west Iy 46kh to south, and is
located firmly in the Central Norfolk Claylands whicheadescribed as “poorly-
draining stagnogleys formed on Boulder Clay, forming extenkvel tablelands”
(Williamson 2005, 8). These ‘tablelands’ are approximatey880metres AOD in the
west of the Hundred and 65-70 metres AOD in the easteoHtindred (OS Explorer
sheet 238), meaning that overall, the land loses fiftegrema height over a distance
of 20 kilometres — flat by any standard. The eastern boyrofathe Hundred is
formed by the River Wensum, one of the County’s principars, which is some 45
metres below the tableland-level at the bottom ofirdyfateep slope. In all, sixteen of
the parish church sites in the Hundred have an assotwiith middle-Saxon finds,
eleven sites identified by Wade-Martins (1980b) and thersevhich had middle-
Saxon finds in the churchyard recorded on the Norfolk Hi#R ©f which were also

identified by Wade-Matrtins’ fieldwalking).

The topographic survey results for this area show tietetis a link between
east-facing slopes and these sites, although the sasripte small to be able to declare
it a significant link. Half of all sixteen sites weassociated with east-facing slopes,
whereas only one-third of the sites had down slopesl ithalother three directions
added together (16 of 48 possible slope directions). Jushalfesf the eleven middle-

Saxon settlement sites identified by Wade-Martins (198fb)oated on gentle east-
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facing slopes; North Elmham, Wellingham, Mileham, Keropst Longham and
Beetley, although they are too shallow to be included withe two per cent slope
category in the main survey; a further four have leaatllto the east (Horningtoft,
Weasenham, Great and Little Dunham), and at Tittleshalland rises slightly to the
east and falls to the west. Both the current church the Anglo-Saxon Cathedral
(Wade-Martins 1980a; Rogerson 2005) at North EImham are ofbtineetre contour
looking out over the Wensum valley to the east, thieechal site has land falling away
to the north and south as well as east. At Milehdm, church is on the 60 metre
contour and has a sloping easterly view along the shaBtackwater valley, a
tributary of the Wensum. At Wellingham, the churchoisalted on a small knoll above
the village, close to the 70 metre contour, the land fedty gently to both the north
and east. At Weasenham All Saints, the church is @8@hmetre contour, the land is
level to the east, but falls away slightly to the thoand west. The church at
Horningtoft is on the 65 metre contour and the land isll®r some distance in every
direction. At Kempstone, the church, now ruined and iklaad, lies on a spur of land
which falls away to the east, north and west, bus ridightly to the south; at Longham
the land falls away slightly to the south and is lamdhe other three directions and at
Beetley, the land falls to the east and north, iglléw the west and rises slightly to the
south.

Of the seven sites associated with middle-Saxon findsuirent churchyards
noted on the Norfolk HER, two are located at the topaxt-facing slopes (Swanton
Morley and Beeston), Longham is on a gentle east slogdour are on land which is
level to the east (East Bilney, Great Dunham, Gredt lattle Fransham). Swanton
Morley is a particularly good example of a church andl yacated in a position which
maximises both the eastward view from the church andiéwve of the church from a
distance (see Figures 8.12 and 8.13), and has almost thechuntichyard on an east-
facing slope. It is located on the top of a knoll betwehe River Wensum and a
tributary, on the 40 metre contour, with a steep slopendovthe Wensum which turns
east at this point allowing a view along the valley.
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Figure 8.12 —All Saints’, Swanton Morley church at the top of thegpe, with its
graveyard spread out down the east-facing slope

Figure 8.13 —All Saints’, Swanton Morley from four kilometres to teast, viewed
from the north side of the Wensum valley
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Suffolk middle-Saxon sites
The thirteen sites where current parish churches aateld@djacent to middle-Saxon
settlements, identified by pottery finds by John Newman (20@&)k each been visited
and assessments made of any slopes in the landscapear€hiegated either side of
the River Deben. The lower part of the valley is om sbuthern edge of the coastal
Sandlings (Williamson 2008, 29-34), some 20 metres AOD, anck timthe upper
valley are located on the southern edge of the clategli (Williamson 2008, 33),
between 30 and 40 metres AOD (OS Explorer sheets 197 & 2i&)e are three times
as many sites sloping down in both easterly and sowuttigéctions than those sloping
to the west or north. At nine of the thirteen sites (69gre is a slope down to the
east, three of which were steep enough to have beesffieldss a sloping site had they
been part of the main survey (steeper than 1 in 50)taed bf these nine are located
on the east side of the river, despite the factttieae is a general westward slope down
to the river. At ten sites (76%), the land sloped deeuthwards, at three (23%) the
land had a northward slope and three had a westward slope.

Middle-Saxon sites summary
The settlement sites, with their possible graveyamdgestigated here which are
associated with middle-Saxon pottery, in both Norfolk Sodfolk, are dominated by
east-facing slopes, even shallow ones, despite thehaicthe sites in Norfolk are on
essentially level ‘tablelands’ and three of the nin&urifolk are on the eastern side of
the River Deben, where the land generally slopes tovést, down to the river. In all,
of the twenty-six sites in the two counties, the latapes down to the east in fifteen
cases (58%), thirteen to the south, seven to the westbamo the north. The opposite,
which seems to confirm the importance of the eagtesl@ that the land only rises in
an easterly direction in three cases, whereas #rersix rising to the west, five to the
north, although none to the south. Taken together, th@sgraphies seem to indicate
strongly that an east slope, however shallow, was itappwhen the site was first
selected, whether it was for a church at this timéopga graveyard. The fact that this
link between east-facing slopes and middle-Saxon setttsmemd their possible
graveyards is extended into the pattern of churchesdiu#tloping sites over most of
the country could imply that all of the churches ostdacing slopes are built on early

graveyard sites.
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Unfortunately, the need to identify the shallower dasing slopes, (of less
than 1 in 50) that showed up in the closer examinationiadlexSaxon sites in Suffolk
and Norfolk, was not recognized until well after the gahsurvey for this thesis was
completed and the data were being analysed, so theialiredt the those shallow
slopes, classed as ‘almost flat’ in the survey — at 3@8 aitross the country — was not
recorded, so may hide a continuing association betweertlt sites and east-facing

slopes, however shallow, that was uncovered in the/siadiere.
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OTHER POSSIBLE LINKS WITH EAST -FACING SLOPES

Having established in the previous chapter that a strongxistséetween church sites
and east-facing slopes, even some very gentle oned) wiidd point to a requirement
for Saxon burial sites; the remainder of this chapteestigates other possible reasons
why church sites might be located on easterly slopestlyi- the eastern view itself is
discussed and how else the view might have been achignedChristian substitution
is investigated as a possible factor in the selectioheo$ite for the church, or whether
it was only a coincidence of site requirements fohlbe prehistoric ritual site and a
Saxon graveyard, that meant that a church was baikth

An easterly view — how can it be achieved?

The apparently disproportionate selection of eastfpalopes for middle-Saxon
settlements (possibly graveyards) surveyed here, ancdochurches in this survey
which was identified in Chapter Seven, indicates thatdirection of the slope was
specifically chosen for these sites and therefor¢ ithevas important to the site’s
function. This raises the question of how did those autlsuch topography available

to them manage to achieve a similar advantage?

The ultimate distance of the eastern horizon can rfeaeg been the sole focus
for the selector of the site at any church or grawgyewen those on east-facing slopes;
otherwise all sites would be located at the top ofdlope, or on the highest point
possible in the parish, in order to gain the furthest viéevy few churches are built on
the highest point in the parish. In Norfolk, oBl§ churches (approximately 1 in 9) are
sited at a height which is within 10% of the highest pointhe parish (for example
sited above 90 metres AOD, compared with a parish highgist of 100 metres
AOD), whilst twice as manyl1@4) are sited below 50% of the highest point in the
parish (in other words below 50 metres AOD compared wittighest point of 100
metres AOD).
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Table 8.1 — Comparison of highest point in the parish withite height
of the church AOD, in Norfolk

Numbey | With level | HO2ZON of
Number of churches: horizon clevation
Within 10% of highest point 58 41 17
Between 11% & 49% 343 200 143
50% of highest point, or below 124 64 60
Fenland churches 24 - -
TOTAL 549 305 220

However, any church that has a level eastern horiege@n one built on flat
land, will have the longest view possible, as it is ¢hevation of the horizon that
determines the distance of the horizon from the olse8imilarly, any church built at
the top of a slope of any direction will have a reasanahbbtern view, as by definition,
being at the top of the slope means that the ground nthst be level or downhill in
the other directions, so even a church built at thet@west-facing slope will have as
good an eastern view as possible. Consequently, churchas t&p of any slope but
with a level eastern horizon should be added to thas¢he east slopes as also
representing the best site possible for an easterly, alemg with churches built on flat
or almost flat sites which also have a level horizon.

In order to calculate the number of churches in Nkrioikh the best eastern
view available, many churches need to be added: 47 churchessbfa@ng slopes;
five of the 31 churches built at the top of slopes facingther directions, 262 churches
built on flat or almost flat sites with level horizg and 34 of the 68 churches with
level horizons that are built on platforms. This resirt 348 churches of the total of
549 surveyed in the county (63% of the total), which might b tsahave the ‘best’
eastern view possible. In the other counties in this gwweere the elevation of the
church horizon was measured, the equivalent figure ofcbksrwith the best eastern
view is 65%, made up of: 68 on east-facing slopes, thirtegmedd1 built at the top of
slopes in other directions, 256 churches built on flatlorost flat sites with level
horizons and 46 of the 92 churches on platforms, addingthef 315 churches to
those built on east-facing slopes.

With two-thirds of all the church locations having a goadtern view (63% in

Norfolk and 65% elsewhere), the fact that only aroundimten of all churches (9% in
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Norfolk and 12% elsewhere) are located on an east-fatipg creates something of a
paradox. Throughout this analysis, the assumption hastbatthe east-facing slope
was chosen for its view eastwards. If a long eastaey can so easily be obtained
from sites with different topographies, there must Hasen another reason why east-
facing slopes seem to have been sought out over slopethan directions — the

following sections examine some possible reasons.

Cult Sites and Christian Substitution

Various types of earlier ritual site have been thougliave influenced the location of
some churches; barrows, standing stones, springs and fetiteres have all had
churches built next to them, or even over them, withny examples identified in
Chapter Two. It has been argued that the incorporatiorudi sites was actively
encouraged by the early church hierarchy, under the breadifg of Christian

substitution. The possibility that this type of site ntewe had a link with the east-
facing slopes, and that the earlier use was the sad@mefor the link between churches

and eastward slopes has to be considered.

Many of these sites are naturally associated with sloparrows are well
known for being placed near the top of a hill, on a §adgest’ presenting a prominent
sightline from below; springs, although dependant on gemdb permeability, are
usually associated with slopes; the other classest®ef siich as standing stones,
henges, trees or even Roman sites, can be assomgtegither flat or sloping sites.
However, the direction of the slope for any of thedessiincluding barrows and
springs, is not critical to their location - any slopeection will do, unless the direction
of the slope was an integral part of the meaning ofstteefor the people who first
developed it. The unanswerable question remains — did athesé sites require an
east-facing slope? Sunrise at any time of year is seem iapproximately easterly
direction, and the association with east has beenrtamiato most known religions, as
outlined in Chapter Three, and it seems reasonable tonasthat this also applied in
prehistoric times, given the number of examples ofwest alignment noted earlier in
prehistoric contexts in Chapter Three. Therefore, lbggcal to assume that an east-
facing slope would have been chosen if there was @&elodisloping sites for an early

ritual site.
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John Blair sees the process of exerting control overt Wb describes as “open-
ground cult places” as part of “the whole thrust of wasEuropean seigneurialization
during the tenth and eleventh centuries” (2005, 382), but tmdyfirefers to the
building of churches on these sites. A possible exanipdeich a site is illustrated in
Figure 8.14 below:, a remote church, built on top of a bkdlving a village named
Ellough in Suffolk, which is named after a pagan site - &hS2andinavian heathen
temple (Ekwall 1989, 164; Mills 1991, 120).

Figure 8.14 —All Saints’, Ellough, Suffolk, located at the top ohil, remote from the
small village, which is named after an Old Scandinaviathke@aemple

The results of the examination of churches known ¢oabsociated with
middle-Saxon settlement in Suffolk and Norfolk, witleithpredominance on east-
facing slopes, appear to suggest that the process of fexexntrol over old sites’,
suggested by John Blair for the tenth- or eleventh-centwglaement of churches
(Blair 2005, 382), may have been pushed further back in timdadoselection of early
graveyard sites in the eighth or ninth centuries, wefoie the late-Saxon church-
building phase. It is impossible to determine, after 1,300syamhether it was the

requirements of an Anglo-Saxon Christian, or a ptehts pagan, that meant that the
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east-facing slope was selected. It is just possible trae ©f these slopes were once
populated by sacred groves which have died out or have bemmd;] or by springs
which have dried up as groundwater levels have changed, nafitivarch would leave
much of an archaeological record still visible. Itoaleas to be appreciated that many
prehistoric sites could still have had identifiable remainthe eighth or ninth century
when establishing an early graveyard site, as the senetrdd years or so between the
end of the lron Age and 700 CE are within the lifespan ofestbiardwood trees,
particularly the oak and yew. Additionally, 700 CE is adinas close to the end of the
Bronze Age as it is to the present time. So from ploisit of view, it is impossible to
tell whether transient prehistoric ritual sites deterchin@e locations of some
graveyards or churches, as any earlier features, whichhanas been more obvious

then, are no longer visible.

Looking at the issue from the other side, even if ¢harch is built next to
obvious remains, it is not possible to state with cartahat the church was built on
the sitebecauseof the remains, rather than because both uses hédrssite-selection
requirements - an east-facing slope. So, despite tieeficaih the Pope at the beginning
of the seventh century to incorporate local culessitproximity of a church and a
prehistoric feature cannot necessarily be taken as proahigfprocess, and this
situation is supported by the conclusions of James Rattuéadm Blair, mentioned in
Chapter Two, when for various reasons they feel tlaektent of Christianization has
been overstated. This applies particularly to the ttaat pre-eleventh-century minster
churches appear to have been sited with little intare€thristianizing sites (Blair
2005, 376), and that so many sacred wells or healing wells e ipnored by the
church (Rattue 1995, 42; Harte 2008, 93). Richard Morris also sugbastdespite
paganism still being a force to be reckoned with [in théodeup to the Conquest], the
issue of churches commonly being built on pagan neighbourhowmtuaaies “is an

open question” (Morris 1989, 92).

Although Christianization may not have been high on genda for the upper
levels of the late-Saxon church hierarchy, it doesmeéan that it was not a factor
during the earlier stages of Christianity and at a loeegl. The fact that there are a
considerably larger number of churches built on eastdaslopes than would be
expected by chance cannot be without explanation. ©fatte of it, the idea that this
may have been part of the view that the dead were iag/dite Second Coming from
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the east seems plausible, except for the fact thaexdended eastern horizon is
available from many different types of site, including aes, apparently making the
specific selection of an east-facing slope unnecessanyetr, the majority of the
church sites based in middle-Saxon settlements in Noafod Suffolk, surveyed here,
are located on east-facing slopes, which seems to leavédlace of probability
pointing to some form ofocal Christian substitution as one of the reasons for the
selection of east-facing slopes over others for the rsaey that later contained village
churches. The preaching of monks from minster churches atdy stage after the
Conversion could have influenced the choice of site faadn well with Hoggett’'s
conclusions about the strength, depth and speed of theefmn in East Anglia
mentioned earlier, when the Pope’s calls for therimoation of earlier religious sites
were still relatively recent. The inclusion of a pbks insurance element of the
assistance and influence of the previous ritual site (wimaly well have been their
fathers’ place of worship) to the Judgement-Day reasagbktmell also have inclined
the middle-Saxon villagers to pick such a site, overwimeh did not have this added
value, as part of the fluid practice of belief aftee Conversion that was discussed in
Chapter Six on pages 211 and 212.

The possibility that other factors, such as the proximitihe manor house and
the proximity to the settlement, may also have hadffat on the siting of the church,
and therefore on the choice of an east-facing slop other slopes, was also
investigated from the results of this survey and the eetdébles are presented in
Appendix 7. The key fact from the analysis is that thenlmers of churches on east-
facing slopes, whether as part of a church/hall focusogrand independent of where
they are located in relation to the village, excewsa rumbers of churches on all the
other slope directions put together, indicating thatdinection of the slope was the
principal concern and that none of these other facexamined appears to have
anything like the same level of connection. All of the offaetors considered; the age
of the church fabric, the village name origin, the posibf the church in relation to
both the village and the manor house, whether closketm tas at Stody or Fring in
Norfolk (shown in Figures 8.15 and 8.16), or isolated from tlsnat Mundham in
Norfolk (Figure 8.17), show little variation when analy$gathe direction of the slope,

which firmly places the direction of the slope askbg factor when selecting the site.
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Fig 8.15 -St Mary's, Stody, Norfolk, from the east - in the \giéaat the top of the
slope with its graveyard on the east-facing slope witiwwiglong the valley

Fig 8.16 —-All Saints’, Fring, Norfolk, located near the top bétslope above the rest
of the village
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Figure 8. 17 -St Peter’s, Mundham, Norfolk, at the top of the hill,
isolated some distance from the village

Minster church sites

It had been intended to compare the details of mingtarch sites with those of
churches lower down the hierarchy, in terms of locadia site topography etc., to see
if there may have been a different pattern of infl@snon site selection between the
different classes of church. The same problems exishi®analysis as they did earlier
in Chapter Six when comparing the alignments of mirestedrnon-minster churches, in
that it is difficult to draw conclusions from the sinabmber of identified minster
churches. The details are shown in Appendix 16 on p2g@s867, but there is little
difference between the sites of the minster churchésr@nremainder, in that they are
similarly likely to be built on slopes, and equally likdgo be built on east-facing
slopes. They are also equally likely to be built nexthe big house, but minster
churches are more likely to be located in the village lass likely to be isolated from
their settlement. Even though the figures in many casesl@se, no real conclusions
can be drawn from this analysis as the extremely smatbers in some of the
categories allow no certainty, and even a smalltian in the figures would alter the

proportions dramatically and therefore affect the casichs.
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L ocAL CHURCH SITES AND BURIALS: CONCLUSIONS

It is widely accepted that Christian substitutionhis €xplanation for the churches that
are built on, or next to, extant prehistoric remaingl, #at this may illustrate a wider
situation where other churches were also built on sieb, but where the evidence of
the earlier use has disappeared. However, even if #8ierebvious remains next to a
church, it is not possible to state with certaintyt tthee church was built on the site
becauseof the remains, or whether it was because thessiection requirements for
both the earlier site and the church site were theesaarticularly for prominent sites
and east-facing slopes. Some writers have felt thaextent of Christianization has
been overstated; pointing out that the Church ignoredntaprity of sacred wells
(Rattue 1995, 42; Harte 2008, 93), so the process was anything butahiaed not
even widespread. Richard Morris highlights the fact thatet are few churches built
close to monoliths (Morris 1989, 82), and this also suggeatslike wells, they were
not considered important enough to require Christianizatorthat Christianization
was not as all-embracing as has been suggested. Johm&gmointed out that the
process of Christianization appears to be a later onehat the builders of the early
minster churches ignored the Pope’s seventh-centuryccalcorporate earlier pagan
sites (Blair 1991, 91; 2005, 376), and that much of Christianizat@as a tenth- or
eleventh-century programme (Morris 1989, 91-92; Blair 2005, 38Rgr#han a grand

headline process applied as part of the early churcbibgiphase.

The thirteen church sites in the Deben valley in Sufftiie sixteen church sites
in Launditch in Norfolk, as well as all the other sitdentified as being associated with
middle-Saxon pottery, seem to point conclusively to tieposition that these
settlements were middle-Saxon in origin. Each of thates indicates a recurring
pattern of settlements fixing their position in the ned8axon period either
containing, or adjacent to, the site that now contdieschurch. In some of these cases
the settlement moved in the late-Saxon period, but &ryecase the church site
remained where the middle-Saxon settlement had been, vgeems to indicate
strongly that the church site was part of the eadittlement. It also confirms a
continuity of occupation and a probable middle-Saxomioels use of the site as a
graveyard, as it is not possible that all the churche®witly built there had their sites
chosen at a later date, but, just coincidentallynadireas that had been occupied in the
middle-Saxon period. This reinforces similar links ideetifin other counties across
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the country that provide an excellent match between m8dkon settlement sites and
current church sites. It seems reasonable to suggeshihaituation applies to many
villages in East Anglia and possibly throughout the cguinthere a site was reserved
for religious purposes, perhaps just as a graveyard, vely mathe settlement
nucleation process. The identified sites cannot allpeeial cases, and the number in
each of the areas studied implies a similar densitgwdlsre which has yet to be
uncovered. Whilst there are records of corpse, or Igadds being used to carry the
dead to neighbouring settlements for burial until re¢édyi recently, rather than burying
them locally, these roads are confined to upland areds asuthe fells in Cumbria,
Northumbria and North Yorkshire where population was spé@tindle 1993, 57-60),
rather than in the more densely-populated lowland areas.

Many of the local burial sites identified here are asged with east-facing
slopes, however gentle; perhaps this is, in part, due tacdhtemporary view of
Judgement Day which meant that the dead needed to beoaitieup and face east on
Judgement Day, which would be assisted by an east-facipg afal give them a better
eastern view. Local burial also took on a new impa@eamhen incorporating the dead
into the community meant that the prayers of the livsogrounding them could aid
their progression to the afterlife, rather than bunadither the separated cemeteries of
the earlier pagan period, or the remote early Christeaneteries in the Missionary
stations or at minster churches. Richard Morris suggeatstlie cemetery in early
Christian times fulfilled some of the ritual funct®that were eventually served by the
church (Morris 1983, 33); so these local sites appearve been acting as the focus
for religious activities, becoming the logical plactefato build the estate, or village,
church. The new church continued the tradition of thelkuse of the site, as well as
local burial and, incidentally, the use of the easinf@slope.

The excavated middle-Saxon burial sites in Norfolk antfouwhich were
integrated into the community, but are now completebeded, such as at Sedgeford
in Norfolk and Bloodmoor Hill in Suffolk, and the impliedhimber of such sites where
settlements have not moved to reveal them, also sugthestearly local burial was
taking place in many locations. Perhaps the “endorsenagndical burials “in certain
circumstances” referred to by Morris and Blair (Mod#833, 49—62; Blair 2005, 228—
229), was more widespread than originally thought, and thepgan examples of
village burial sites quoted by Blair (Blair 2005, 228-229), which opdrat parallel

Chapter 8 273



with central churchyard burials, also applied widelyhis tcountry. The fact that, in
Norfolk and Suffolk, these burials are in settlemenist tare close to their minster
church indicates at least a tacit approval by the chuoiertarchy. The local graveyard
may have been pureljamilial in its early stages, but, since it was following
contemporary Christian thought in being part of the comtyuand in the majority of
cases, it appears that the selected site was lataritively Christian due to the

building of the local church there; it seems to confa continuity of purpose.

There has to be a reason why the churches that dirdiectly on sloping sites
and those built on levelled platforms on slopes hawed s different relationship to the
direction of the slope - overwhelmingly east-facingdtmping sites and almost equally
distributed in all directions for those on platforni$ie direction of the slope was
obviously far more important for the builders of chwsllirectly built on slopes. This
could be explained if the slope and extended eastern viewimportant for the
selection of the site as an early graveyard, and uhsegjuent late-Saxon or Norman
church, built later on the same site, is merely @dentally using the same slope that
was selected by the middle-Saxon graveyard users; wherkarches built on
platformed sites were tHest religious use of their site. Churches built on platfed
sites were perhaps part of later settlements thathbddno earlier graveyard, and by
this time, the middle-Saxon desire for an east-facingesivas no longer applicable.
This would make the choice of, and particularly the ogppphy of, the site
considerably less important. Unfortunately, the curohntrches built on either sloping
sites or platformed sites cannot assist with thendatif the earliest use of the site, as
they are rarely earlier than the eleventh or twed&htury, and the only way to test this
theory is by the complete excavation of the graveyardha earliest burials that may
exist on the sloping sites are completely hidden bertbatiechurch building and later

interments.

The fact that a distant eastern view is availableatynsites, particularly at flat
ones and even those at the top of slopes in othettidmecslightly confuses the issue
in relation to the idea of a Judgement-Day-driven re&siothe selection of east-facing
slopes. If a flat site could satisfy the contemporaguirements, why was a sloping
site sought out? Although it might be considered thatsGanization is unlikely at
such a low social level, the incorporation of additidoates to assist with the passage
of the dead into the after-life could easily have beem pfthe consideration of
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someone at a local level, perhaps using folklore that bl dway for generations to
reinforce the new religion. On balance, this seemsetthe most likely reason for the
use of an east-facing slope - incorporating an earliesindeh had been located there

and which had required an eastern view.

A case can also be made that, in some situationsftine-noticed church/hall
focus may have come about in the opposite way to theptext order, in that the
building of the first church could have been used to atdidhe lordship by utilizing
the existing graveyard to achieeachef and the lord possibly further extended this
advantage in some cases by building his hall next tohthecls, rather thawmice versa
However, the link between manor house and church sssigeng in Norfolk than in
the other counties surveyed here. Whether this is due d¢oeater proportion of
freemen-built churches in Norfolk; the greater numbesnaéll manors, many of which
have been amalgamated or lost; or is due to the wideriadagtlocal burial where
the church was built in the earlier graveyard and awayn fthe manor house, is

unclear.

The small number of identified minster churches has ptedeany real
conclusions being drawn about whether the reasonsdatihg a minster church were
different from those used when locating other chuischidwever, it is most likely that
there are multiple influences on church location, scetiteresult cannot be a “one size
fits all” solution. The main problem appears to be esstlaiplg which of the churches
in this survey fit into each of the church categoriesadtér churches are notoriously
difficult to identify, as are the so-called ‘field clohes’ at the other end of the scale, so
identifying any difference in the factors at each churahgwen which influences
applied to the majority of churches at each particldael in the hierarchy, is not
possible.
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CHAPTER NINE
CONCLUSIONS

‘The ultimate answer ... is 42’
(Hitch-hiker’s Guide to the Galaxy)

East as a focus, whether it was for monuments, Buiabuildings, seems to have been
with us for several thousand years. Prehistoric buviedee aligned eastwards, some
even as far back as 60,000 years ago; Mediterranean Bagazemb entrances almost
universally faced eastwards; Egyptian Pharaohs were btagg east as well as
countless millions of Christian interments, and ieree probable that Anglo-Saxon
Christian cemeteries sought out slopes which faced Bastprehistoric examples can
easily be explained as instances of a relationship withse and aspects of light, good
and rebirth, whereas Christian burials are probablyte@ldao resurrection and the
supposed direction of the Second Coming. Whether facingre@stristian thought is
related to sunrise intentionally as another repredentaff Christian substitution, or
towards paradise, as shown on the medieval maps, ageaold link to the rising sun,
cannot be determined. This continuity may reflect sepabatt coincidentfoci on
contemporary religious meaning, but it might also represe continuation of the
consistent prehistoric focus on east. Whatever theorgat is the continuation of the
use of east so widely which is important here. The facusast is also seen in church
buildings; particularly the overall general alignmemtcburches eastwards, and the
apparent selection of east-facing slopes on which éaltstm, and more specifically in
the rebuilding of chancels closer to east in the tmtie and fourteenth centuries.
Taken together, all these aspects of easterly focusderan almost seamless pattern

stretching backnillenniawhich cannot be coincidental
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The large-scale survey of medieval rural churches urdartfor this thesis has
resulted in four significant main findings. Each of thsnbeing revealed for the first
time due to the size of the sample and to its structoaéare. Previous surveys have
been considerably smaller in sample size, usually ldhiibechurches in a single county
or in a small typological group. Subsequent analysis ef sbrvey results, in
combination with other landscape surveys of settlenmmisarchaeological finds, has
helped to interpret part of the results for which no gypphical explanation could be

found.

The first finding is that many of the previously publidressertions about the
reasons for the differences between the alignmenisdofidual churches have been
shown to be less than accurate. Suggestions that ceuacheligned with sunrise on
their patronal-saint’s day, or are aligned with sunoisehe specific day that building
started, have both been proved to be in error, althougWw anésvidual churches will
inevitably do so through chance. Some of the studies #vwat ¢tlaimed to have proved
these assertions to be true can be shown to havesuspdct research logic as well as

being based on small samples.

The second finding is that the results show thaetisea statistically significant
difference, of approximately ten degrees, in the gemdigeiment of churches between
the east and west of the country; which is the santleeadifference in the alignment of
the two churches shown in the photo in the frontspi® this thesis, the closer church
representing the average alignment in the west of tbhatgoand the further church
representing average alignment in the edbke countrywide variation in alignment
seems to be convincingly linked to the direction of serafter particularly early
harvests. A direct link cannot be established, but amgyfhousands of harvest
festival dates in parts of four counties spread acrossctluntry, and also within
Norfolk, shows that the position of sunrise after #aliest harvests relates very
closely (within a degree or two) to the mean valuesfurch alignment in all five of
the areas, in which the church alignments are sedemgiees apart. Other possible
influences, such as topography, magnetic effects,itenology of church building, or
even the prevalence of different saints in differamrgas, have each been shown to be

incapable of explaining the spatial variation in medieairch alignment.

The third main discovery is the fact that a large progorf the churches that
are built on sloping land are built on slopes that faast — three times as many as
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might be expected from a random distribution. The inggme of this imbalance is
reinforced by the fact that it does not occur amongstoties which have been built on
artificially levelled platforms on the slope, whete tdistribution is much closer to a
random one. Initially the pattern of bias towards easiifj slopes seemed to be
explained best by the process known as Christian submtituthe adoption of sites for
Christian worship that had been important to an eacliir or religion. Suggested by
the Pope in the early seventh century, and reinforcddtey church pronouncements,
substitution was designed to incorporate earlier religioies $n order to ease the
transition to Christianity for the former worshipelete. These sites have, in many
cases, left little archaeological evidence in the priesxcept perhaps for an extended
eastern horizon which would have given a better eastenn including that of sunrise.
Several writers have suggested that Christian substitwas not as widely practiced
as the church hierarchy may have hoped until severalimestafter the Conversion;
with the omission of many cult-type features, such astmwells and standing stones,
and the reticence of the senior members of the Chuetarbhy to locate their own
churches on such sites, however, the following paragraphoffer a slightly different

view of substitution.

Lastly, the fourth main finding has led to this thesis enguor a separate
process for the creation of many local religiousssitAs opposed to the broadly
accepted minster model, where the building of churchespesdimably the selection
of their sites, came later and later in the Saxormogdeas lower and lower levels of the
church hierarchy and lordly hierarchy are considered, thasebeing suggested that
many burial sites were set up during the middle-Saxon pésiadsidents for burial in,
or adjacent to, their settlements, which later bectdmadocus for the estate or village
church (and possibly the manor house). The processildintguthe church formalized
the position of the earlier graveyard when the chitsgif was consecrated. The early
adoption of sites could have been due to the speea @@dhversion at a lower social
level in East Anglia than had previously been suspecteeln wie incorporation of the
dead into the community took on new importance, rathen tburial in the remote
cemeteries of the earlier periods. It is also posdige the development of a large
proportion of these local cemeteries in the mid-Saxoiogen east-facing slopes is
either following contemporary thought about the locatidrthe Second Coming, or
reflecting the drive by the early church hierarchy fori€lan substitution by using
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earlier ritual sites, but again at a far lower levehtheeviously supposed, perhaps with
the happy coincidence of using the perceived force ofdaheeeuse on the site as an
additional factor to the need to face east on Judgementtbia takes the aspect of
Christian substitution one stage further back in the psoc®s, rather than Christian
substitution being the driver of site-selection whendherch was built, it is possible
that it was applied when the graveyard sites were beegtified. Then the incentive
to build the later church on the same site meantithatany cases the fact that the
church is sited on an east-facing slope is a coincidemck provides a possible
explanation for the considerably greater proportionhofches built on slopes that face
east. Whether the use of the east-facing slopes wastpreha Saxon, or both, is not
really the issue; in either case this selection bagpresent a specific choice for the
sites in one or both periods, otherwise the numberges an slopes in all directions
would balance out. Those churches that are built ogllél platforms on slopes are
roughly equally distributed between slopes of all direstiand do not reflect the same
bias towards east-facing slopes. This could be explaineltibpned sites were the
first religious use of the site, with no earlier gngasel, by which time perhaps the
direction of the slope was no longer important, nathan churches built directly on to
the slope being a continuation of the middle-Saxon uskeoéite as a local graveyard
which had originally sought out the east-facing slope. félsé that the churches on
sloping or platformed sites are of similar build-dameerely reflects the fact that they
were all built during the main period for church buildifay rebuilding), rather than

reflecting the sites’ length of use for religious purposes

Whether the reasons behind the choices made in earhes tabout the
selection of one site over another for the buildifi@ ahurch can ever be identified is
difficult to say. The ultimate answer can only lietlve heads of the people making the
choices at the time; but the early adoption of a bwiial in a village, whilst the new
Religion was still in its formative infancy in the mais of the peasants, could easily
have Christianized a site that may have had an eargjaificance. In many cases the
local tradition that was engendered by generations usfals on the site in the

settlement later fixed the position of the village church.

Given the size and structured nature of the sample usedihseems unlikely
that extending the survey would produce results thatvarg different from those
outlined above, or indicate very different conclusidhg possible that there is another
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reason, which has not been considered here, explainingchdrghes are aligned in
certain directions and that these vary across thetgguut if it is not concerned with
sunrise, magnetic changes, topography or climate, ithewnist have been an arcane
reason, and it seems unlikely that such a reason wouddldeen so influential over so
much of the country. Therefore, since climeieearly harvest dates appears to explain
the variation so closely, and provides a plausible jaatibn for the event of building
the first church on an estate, then it can reasor@bfyresented as the answer.

The analysis in this thesis, particularly concerning ¢aely graveyards in
villages, leaves some interesting questions, but ones whithot be answered from
the results of this survey or from further analysishef other work discussed here.
Firstly, was the local graveyard site fully Christiahen it was adopted in villages, or
was it merely a pragmatic approach to dealing with thead@deSecondly, if they were
Christian, did the need for a local Christian graveyatel soon after the Conversion
become a trigger for the change of settlement pattdrtise period when nucleation of
settlements began or perhaps even earlier, as tlyeSsatbn shifting settlements began
to fix their position in the middle-Saxon period? Thrddid the burial ground only
come after settlement nucleation? Or could nucleatave tbeen more likely to occur
around a settlement that already had a burial ground?L#sthe cemetery later
became the focus for the building of a church (as gaheoidea of the builder gaining
the power of the site suggested by John Blair) in how masgscwas the Manor
House built next to the church as part of a similacess, in the opposite order from
that normally accepted?
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APPENDIX 1 — Eighteenth- and Nineteenth-Century new-build
Churches: Ecclesiologists, Survey Results and Analysis.

This appendix presents the results of a parallel surveiieotlignment of 400 new-

build eighteenth- and nineteenth-century churches in thee saeas as the medieval
church sample. It examines the writings of the varioometeenth-century

ecclesiological and architectural groups to see if tre dny influence over church
alignment during the period, and tests this using the reefiitee survey. It also

assesses the impact of the eighteenth- and ninetesmiiineg survey results on the
possible explanations for the alignment variations ragab medieval churches
presented in the body of this thesis, and attempts w@blestt whether the same
influences were still in force, or whether there avelifferent influences in the two
periods.

Nineteenth-Century Church builders

The nineteenth century saw a considerable church-building church-restoration-
programme for several reasons; rapid population growththa creation of new
parishes, mostly through urban expansion; the degradationedfewal churches,
especially chancels, since they were disused aftelRt#fermation and particularly
during the Commonwealth period; and an upsurge in high-cHeedimgs. Accepted
wisdom is that churches were neglected during the Geopgaod, although this is
probably influenced by Victorian propaganda; Steven Curl putnast strongly,
“Anglican churches had been shamefully neglected” dined¢ime of the Reformation
(Curl 1995, 47). However, despite the suggested Georgian ‘negieat churches
were being built at least 30 years before the staWictoria’s reign. An Act of
Parliament was passed in 1803 to “Promote the building, megaand otherwise
providing churches and chapels”, and amended in 1811. It Wawdad in 1818 by an
Act for promoting the building of additional churches irpptous parishes (Chadwick
1971, 84-85; Curl 1995, 21). The Church Building Society was formetia same
year and incorporated in 1828. The Act allowed for statdifignto be made available
for church building, resulting in buildings known as Coissioner’s Churches. In all,
214 large churches were built, often known as “preachinxgdjo(Curl 1995, 21) — a
theme often used by Pugin. In full flight in his lectusg®ut church architecture, he
said that “A room full of seats at the least possiblgt ¢s the present idea of a church”.
He went on to refer to “Government preaching-housesedallhurches” which he
likened to “Bethel Houses and Socialist Halls” (Pugin, 1883, There are very few of
these churches in this survey as the vast majoritiieohtwere town or city churches,
rather than rural ones. This was also a time of grgwiissent and Catholicism, and
attendance at the established church, especially ins,ciias falling rapidly; in
Birmingham, 75% abstained from worship (Curl 1995, 22).

The Oxford and Cambridge Ecclesiastic Societies and ttrairitings

In the early Victorian period, two groups were set upnftuence the building and
restoration of churches, with the aims of reintroduathgrches in the High-church
mould, rather than the Evangelical mould. The Oxfordi&g for Promoting the Study
of Gothic Architecture (OSPSGA) was formed in 1839, twontine before the
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Cambridge Camden Society (CCS) (White 1962, 38). The CCSsetap to study
“Gothic Architecture and Ecclesiastic Antiquities” and gavise to the term
Ecclesiology, whereas the remit of the OSPSGA aisluded secular buildings (White
1962, 43). The OSPSGA has to be distinguished from the Oxfanceident, which
was predominantly about liturgy and belief, rather tbhaarch buildings. In his book
on the Oxford Movement, the Dean of St Paul's, R. WurCh, wrote a 24 page
chapter entitled ‘The ideal of the Christian Church’ mehehurch buildings are not
mentioned at all (Church 1892, 360-384). It has been suggestedhéhd@xford
Movement was interested in orientation of churcheslodainson wrote in 1912, quoting
Victorian authors, that the “practice of orientatlwad grown lax in the years preceding
the founding of the Oxford Movement in 1833” (Johnson 1912, 206gckiurray in
1895), although the results here will show this not ttrle, as alignment towards east
in Victorian times was rather less rigorous than durmggrhedieval period, indeed the
only examples of alignments towards north or southffane the Victorian period.
Although the OSPSGA has been seen as less influahia the CCS, and was
described in an article in tHeclectic Reviewn 1849 (quoted in White 1962, 24) as
“more academic and antiquarian rather than religiousacters”, the OSPSGA was the
first of the two societies to produce concrete advicelanch building. After requests
for advice, the OSPSGA published a set of working drawindgs840 for the building
of a church which was “a monument to ecclesiologicahgples” and “a great
example of how to build in a ‘correct’ Gothic stylgteceding any comparable advice
by the CCS (Prout 1989, 381/2).

One of the aims of the CCS was the recording oftiegischurches and it
published a “blank form for the description of a church” (#&/Hi962, 54). This ‘form’
grew to 260 items by its™4edition in 1843 and measurements of the building were
considered particularly important. It was publishedAagew hints in the practical
study of Ecclesiastic Antiquities for the use of the G@&fveen 1839 and 1843,
culminating in the Handbook of English Ecclesiologyli847,which consisted of 266
pages of text and an additional 118 pages of Appendicesg\W9d2, 58). The fourth
edition of A Few hints in the practical study contained two completed examples of
church surveys - St Mary & St Michael, Trumpington &tdAndrew, Cherry Hinton,
both in Cambridgeshire. Interestingly, neither hasdetgils entered for the orientation
of the church, despite the remainder of the form beingpcehensively completed
(reprinted in full in Webster 2003, 115-126). In 1844, the Soqmetiylished ‘The
Orientator’ The Orientator: A simple contrivance for ascertaining of the orientadfon
churche} possibly to assist church recorders in obtaining thenmdtion lacking in the
examples published a year earlier. It consisted of tmmgalar card with an attached
disc showing the position of sunrise on particulantsaidays, to determine “the point
of the compass to which a church is directed, and ipartcularly whether that point
be the suns place of rising at the festival of thetsai whose honour the church is
dedicated” Qrientator, 1 - cited in White 1962, 59). It also included a table oftsain
days to establish “whether the supposed rule of orientatias adhered to” (White
1962, 60). The instructions for use were “to place the caral@ato the wall of the
church, establishing north with a compass placed ohet to observe the spot where
the sun appeared at daybreak”. The Society seems toldsveterest in the subject
without establishing any conclusive results (White 1962, 60xupnably because of
the lack of data due to the difficulty in its colleetjovhich requires the observer to be
at the church at the time of sunrise on the feastdidlye Patron saint (soon after 3:30
a.m. GMT for saints such as John the Baptist, witthoge to midsummer feastday),
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and in addition, for there to be a clear sky in ortdeobserve the actual azimuth of
sunrise.

The first CCS document to give advice on building w&asw words to church-
builders written by John Neale and first published in 1841 (Neale 184#l&)ntained
58 paragraphs aimed at church-building committees rather dhzhitects directly
(Webster 2003, 128), presumably with the aim of persuadmglidants to specify the
desired forms of building to the architect. George Gillstt noted that prior to his
“conversion” by the CCS and Pugin in 1841 (Stamp 1995, 87), hedbudtast six
churches in 1839, when “he had no idea about ecclesiaatiGalgement” (Stamp
1995, 86). Paragraph sixteen Affew words to church-buildersontains the only
mention of orientation, but it is more descriptive nharescriptive, accepting that
churches were not aligned east-west in the past; andeaplyaaccepting that some
modern churches were built north-south. It appearsat@ dentified the foundation
date of the church (consecration day) with the patrsaialt’s festival, rather than as
separate dates in most cases, and its only criticisth@rsubject of alignment was
reserved for churches that have their altar at thé eves Paragraph sixteen says:

The orientation, that is the precise degree of incbmatf the church
towards the East, is the next point. It is well knawat the direction to
the due East was not thought necessary by our ancestors: thdytaise
make the church point to that part of the horizon in Wwhie sun rose
on the day of the foundation of the church, the dag, atsshould be
remembered of the Patron saint. But many modern chumnigebuilt
directly north and south, in total defiance of theversal custom of the
Church in all ages: and some, as if out of pure perversehesgh they
stand east and west, have the Altar at the westéN@&4l1a, 10).

It did not suggest that the modern churches should bealsgilrately east-west,
except to say that north-south is “in defiance of thevemsal custom”, but without
specifically criticising it. Given that a major proportioh the new churches of this
period were being built in towns and cities, perhaps acpptse statement that
churches ‘must’ be aligned east-west was seen futtito comply with on restricted
urban sites.

In another pamphlet written by Neale in 1841, this one tarchvardens
(Neale 1841b), he encouraged them to maintain churchds ihighest order, with
practical suggestions for removing mould and damp, and requésad “to resist
every kind of change if you would not have your chunoils’ (Neale 1841b, 6-9). In
the middle of all his suggestions is the isolated linBefE is no one but knows that
every old church is built east and west” (Neale 18} it is part of his description of
churches generally, which defined nave, chancel and amlesloes not bear at all on
what he went on to say about maintenance of theibgild

The CCS published a magazine entitled Boelesiologist which commenced
publication in November 1841, and ran for 29 years in all (Wh&é2, 49/50). By
1843, Benjamin Webb, “the driving force behind the CCS” (Branaivd@00, 447),
said that the CCS had had a great influence on churdtiriud “the calm and steady
diffusion of the views and principles advocated by soeiety, and especially the
growing adoption of them by professional architects, &arghly satisfactory
(Ecclesiologist 1] 88; White 1962; 183). Almost a quarter of a century latepeHo
stated “we have turned minds upside down as to the owatsa@igeneral fabric of the
church , ... and so have given new life ... to the worship inCherch of England”
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(Ecclesiologist XX\V209; White 1962, 183). The CCS’ concern seems to have been
almost entirely to do with particular aspects of chuaathitecture, such as which form
of pointed architecture was the most suitable, and mostigentrated on specific parts
of the building, particularly the chancel. Colour amiisic also featured strongly
(White 1962, 187). The redundancy of chancels during the Ppetérd was seen as a
problem to be redressed in both new and restored buildargks restrictions by the
Church authorities on the numbers of steps into thacghaand the elevation of the
altar were seen as arbitrary by the Ecclesiologlatkite 1962, 184). Conversely, the
archdeacons of Middlesex and London described the efié&sclesiology as “under
happier circumstances would have been safe and res'nalad that it had “a tendency
to heighten Romanizing fever” (White 1962, 184).

The ideal church, as originally conceived by the CCS, ldhake the form of
“an exquisite village church” (White 1962, 186), but various dmesdn London were
criticised for being “too like a town church”, or hatb6 much of a country-church
look”. Writing in 1850 EcclesiologistXl, 229-231), G.E. Street set out “six points of
essential importance for a town church, but not all Bgu&cessary in the country”,
among these were “avoid rusticity”, shallow roofs, estories, “regularity of parts”,
“height was of immense importance”, but not necessarispire — again no mention
was made of orientation.

The main focus of the two groups was to increase the nuafbehurches in
which Tractarian services, which bordered on the Angth@lic, could be performed.
Tractarians encouraged the building of “fortress-like” chas (Curl 1995, 66), such as
St Peter Kirkgate in Leeds (1839-41 by Chantrell), enablinggl-¢turch return of
processions and generally awe-inspiring services. All tSaiMargaret Street,
Westminster, built by Butterfield between 1849 and 1859, was ddsigned on
Ecclesiological lines to provide Tractarian services @&dyenerally seen as the
beginning of the High-Victorian phase of the Gothic Revii@hadwick 1971, 168-
172; Curl 1995, 66). This type of architecture was seen as tite Ghurch desire to
express confidence in the future of Anglicanism afterdéfections to the Catholic
Church, of John, later Cardinal, Newman from the OSR3@d Augustus Pugin from
the CCS, the most prominent examples (Curl 1995, 65).

Between 1840 and 1900, 6,000 churches were built in England 8Vi&89;
Curl 1995, 50), mostly in towns where the growing population irequhem, and
many thousands were “restored” with greater or lesgapathy, as Curl put it, “The
tyranny exercised by Thé&cclesiologistin criticism of architects, must not be
underestimated, as it was a Journal of immense powleinfluence” (Curl 1995, 50).
The Ecclesiologistfully embraced Pugin’s ideas about architecture — thabiaéesd
Gothic was “the true Christian Style”, and this so cafleetond- or middle-pointed”
form of gothic architecture took over (Scott 1881, 87B€glesiologist X 204) and
“was often brutally imposed on real medieval churcheisether Early English or
Perpendicular” (Curl 1995, 49).

At the same time, there was also a rise in the Evaafd’arty, which saw
symbolism, imagery and decoration as “idolatrous gewgassl “superstitious
practices” (Curl 1995, 48). They were referring to chaneatl piscinae, aumbries,
credence tables and Easter sepulchres as survivals feodatk ages and a threat to
Protestantism. On the other side, the Ecclesiologrsfged that the Evangelists had
allowed churches to fall into disrepair, allowed lgyrand sacraments to fall into
disuse and the young to grow up ill-informed. They conclutiatl ‘the High Church
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required a decorated church with a chancel, and architext builders had to learn
Gothic” (Curl 1995, 49).

At the start of hidistory of English Church Architectureyritten in 1881 after
he had “left” the Ecclesiologists, Sir George Gillfecbtt wrote that “We have broken
the tradition which maintained the continuity of agtbry and made each successive
style the natural outcome of its predecessor. Evemgwe meet with reproductions of
ancient styles and the attempted revivals of lost traditiqScott 1881, 2). These
church “traditions” which the ecclesiologists wereirigyto uphold, or re-create, did
not apparently stretch to the subject of church alignmeserely to the form and
decoration of the buildings themselves.

The main analysis of the results of the post-mediekiatch survey follows in
later paragraphs, but an initial examination is made toetest whether the extensive
influence that the Ecclesiological Societies hadp agtended to the issue of the
alignment of churches, despite the lack of its direshtion.

Initial survey results analysis — possible influence of thEcclesiological Groups

Although the CCS and OSPSGA wrote nothing that referresttiijrto alignment, any

indirect influence in the alignment of churches built raftee two groups became well
established has to be checked. In other words, was the upsuhgesupport for “true

principles” that formed the central tenet of theintings reflected in a change in the
alignment of newly built churches closer to East?owWihg for the lead-time for the

commissioning, planning and building of a church, and timetHertwo societies,

particularly the CCS, to grow in size after theiraption in 1839, any influence that
they may have had on church alignment is not likelgaee manifested itself until the
late 1840s. The table below shows the relative alignmémisunches built before and
after 1850.

Table A1.1 New build Post-medieval church alignment summarby date of
building
No. Range Mean 95% 95% Range % N of
conf East
Pre 1850 144 430-1229 80.2° | +£2.4° | 77.8°-82.6° 73
Post 1850 251 36°-126P 83.3° | +2.3° | 81.0°-85.5° 64
TOTAL | 395 82.2° 67

Although alignments are 3° closer to east after 1858, nbt a function of the
influence of the CCS, as table A1.2 below, and its amalyill show. The variation in
alignment is very close to being a statistically sigaifit one, as the 95% confidence
ranges of two mean alignments only just overlap. Thigtithe difference cannot be
explained by an imbalance of new builds between the westhaneast of the country,
in the “high” and “low” alignment areas. There is alinesactly the same balance of
locations for pre- and post-1850 churches - around 30% in Qajngvound 23% in
Norfolk, Sussex, Lincolnshire and Kent and exactly 48% éndther counties, in both
groups. The movement of magnetic north during this periodhage had an influence
and will be discussed in later paragraphs.
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Analysis by architect

A list of the 1243 known members of the Cambridge Camdenetgpand their
professions, was provided as an appendi& @hurch as it Should be (Brandwood
2000, 359-452). It identified 82 architects, many of them of iateéynal repute, such
as William Butterfield, R.C. Carpenter, Benjamin Ferrédynthony Salvin, George
Gilbert Scott, G.E. Street and S.S. Teulon. For newdbehiurches in this survey (as
opposed to restorations), where the relevant voluiniguddings of Englanddentified
the architect, churches have been divided into membersnandnembers of the
Society in the table below. Although some of these desiignm the better-known
names probably did not come from the named architeptstlges, Gavin Stamp wrote
that Gilbert Scott “was responsible ... for pioneering itiedern architectural office,
producing work in a characteristic ‘house style’ whichas always from the hand of
the nominal senior partner’” (Stamp 1995, c), so any influehae the Cambridge
Camden Society may have had on the principal might naddp be assumed to have
filtered down to the hand that actually drew the plans.

Table A1.2 - New-build post-1850 church alignment, summaryybarchitect
No. Range Mean 95% 95% % N
conf Range of
East
C.C.S. members 61 44°-115°83.7° | +4.5° | 79.2°-88.2¢ 64
not C.C.S. members 155 36°-126°83.2° | +3.1° | 80.1°-86.3f 63
Architect unknown 35 50°-110° 82.9° | +4.8° | 78.1°-87.79 66
TOTAL | 251 83.3° 64

There is no meaningful difference between the alignna&intburches designed
by identified architects, whether they were membersthef Cambridge Camden
Society, shown in the first row, or those who weog shown in the second row, with
no more than a 0.4° difference between any of the grangshe overall mean value.
Similarly, churches where the architect was not idiedtin Buildings of Englandiary
little from the mean alignment of the whole samplee proportion of churches that are
aligned to the north of east hardly varies at ativeen the three groups. As might be
expected, the churches designed by unidentified, presumahbly dwchitects tend to be
located in areas far away from London. This appliesiquaarly in Cumbria, where
almost 50% of the ‘architect unknown’ churches in the tableve are located, and
also where church alignments are generally more niythét seems fair to say that,
from both the similar mean alignments of the chuscineeach of the groups, and the
similar wide range of alignments between individual chusdneeach of the groups,
the alignment of the churches built during this period m@sinfluenced at all by the
writings of the various religious and architectural organons of the period.

Nineteen of the 25 post-medieval churches which werdu@ad from the
analysis because of their extreme alignments, weré byi known architects,
according to the relevaf@uildings of EnglandOnly one of them was designed by a
CCS member - Benjamin Ferrey designed St Barnabas’, Ssvanim Hampshire in
1846, but did not become a member until 1858 (aged 48), althoughshksted as a
member of the Oxford Architectural Society (the successahe OSPSGA) in 1845
(Brandwood 2000, 391 & 361). The church is aligned almost duth-sast. The
photograph below was taken at 9.10 a.m. GMT (the churatk a¥ showing 10.10
BST), when the sun is almost due south-east, buuthatdl just shining on the ‘north’
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wall. The church was built on a large flat site,eztst ten metres from any of its yard
boundaries and nowhere near parallel with any of thenthes@lignment appears to
have been chosen specifically. Twelve of the remainfiéhe 25 are built within two
metres of a churchyard boundary in restricted yards wheralignment of the church
does seem to have been influenced, if not determinethelsite itself.

]

Figure A1.1 —

St Barnabas’, Swanmore
(Hampshire), aligned to the
south-east.

Possible influences on alignment, by someone other than taehitect

The possibility that the architect was not the only eireant of the alignment of some
Victorian churches has to be considered. In certagugistances the ‘owner/sponsor’
of a new church, to put it in medieval terms, may hhad, or wanted to have, an
influence on the siting of the new church - for exéwhen the church was to be built
close to the ‘big house’, affecting the way that therch was to be seen from the
house. Thirty-eight of the post-medieval churches in shisrey are built next to a
manor house/hall, or in adjacent parkland, where thghtnhave been built in such a
way as to maximise the beneficial view of the chumittiie occupants of the house. If
the church is aligned close to east, it is not posdiblseparate any possible ‘visual’
factors from the general practice of eastward alignnidatvever, eight of the thirty-
eight churches are aligned more than 30° from easte-dff these can be shown to
have been influenced by other factors, such as down ¢lpe sif the land or built
parallel with the closely adjacent road or boundaryheg were not necessarily rotated
away from east for the benefit of the view from tlwuse, but three probably were —
Kirkandrews in Cumbria, Leaton in Shropshire and Eastwilleincolnshire.

At Kirkandrews in Cumbria, the current church was bunltl776, but with
older plate and vessels (Pevsner 1967, 147), so is notsheHurch on the site. The
current church is aligned almost due south-north at 35%f,is therefore at right-
angles to the view from the house some 400 metresetwéit, rather than presenting
an end-on view of the nave if the church was alignedwest.
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Figure Al.2 —Kirkandrews church, in its large yard, aligned south-nfatlhe
improved view from the modern house, close to the pelertseen in the background.
Compare the church alignment with the east-facing granest

The ‘big house’ at Eastville however, is the Vicaragleere Pevsner noted “the
[Vicarage] doorway with Gothic detail is in axis with that the church tower”
(Pevsner & Harris 1998, 267), which contains the entram¢bet churchvia the west
door, so the Vicarage door and church entrance are oppasheother. Pevsner did not
comment on the building date of the Vicarage, but sineehurch was built soon after
the drainage in this part of the fens was completed (lee& Harris 1998, 65), it must
be assumed to be contemporary with the church. Theltkas built in 1840, and is
the most extremely aligned church in this survey, at 280%hancel is twenty degrees
west of due north-south, but is built roughly parallehvifie adjacent road, although at
least ten metres away, so nowhere near close enoughvéobleen forced to do so,
leaving only the presence of the Vicarage as the unlikegrsdnant of the alignment.

At Leaton in Shropshire, the church is aligned at 46thjwia degree of due
north-east) and is built at right-angles to the haubeh is close-by, thereby giving a
better view of the church from the house. It is buitaflat site at least ten metres
from the closest boundary, so neither slope nor alsibalcan be used to explain an
alignment which is shared by less than 0.5% of the pesdiewal churches in this
survey, some 36° north of the county mean value.

There are a further five churches built close to aan&ouse or Hall which are
aligned between 15° and 30° from east. Two of thenGhald Ercall and Fodesley,
both in Shropshire, would have been seen better fhenhduse if they were built east-
west, rather than as they were at 69° and 115° respectivhéy alignment of the
remaining three can be shown to have been influenced tordaather than sightlines,
where each of them is built close to a road, andelaionship between the church and
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house has not been improved by the alignment of the chuathauls and Peplow in
Shropshire and at Sewerby in East Yorkshire.

It seems safe to say that only two, possibly threepbattotal of over 400 post-
medieval churches in this survey, were set out withrttention of providing a specific
view of the church from the house, but on the other h#mele are at least two
churches where the view from the big house would have lbetter if the church was
aligned closer to east-west, rather than with thetual alignments. There may have
been other examples where the siting and alignment afhthech contributed to the
house occupant’s view but cannot be separated from otheenoés, but overall, it
seems an insignificant factor on alignment as far @a®terall sample is concerned.

As well as the church at Eastville, there were séwatzer Anglican chapels
built in the Lincolnshire fens between 1816 and 1821, soontaeland was drained
(Pevsner & Harris 1998, 213). Five of these were built bgcal architect - Jeptha
Pacey, under the sanction of the Fen Churches Act 1812n@te¥Harris 1998, 65).
Three of them, at Carrington (1816), Langrick (1818) and VlkgpDrove (1821) are
built specifically not parallel to the churchyard bounesyriso their alignments were
presumably set out on purpose, rather than just conformitigetsite. The other two,
Midville (1819) and Frithville (1821) are roughly parallel to tlgaaent road. All five
were built on flat sites (on drained fenland) and dreicusly aimed eastwards, but
without specific accuracy 94°, 83°, 90°96° and 97°, which seems odd given that the
alignment of at least the first three of them (in baldls apparently ‘chosen’, in that
there were no other obvious influences such as a bouraatgh with. This variation
seems to argue against the same method of setting mgf sed at each site, or at
least the use of accurate equipment such as a compdsss(the setter-out was not
competent).

The five churches built by Pacey are a good examplenafl willage churches
that are remote from any possible influence of thellafithe Manor, or indeed anyone
else, who might have tried to influence alignmentsrprove the view of the building
from the village or a specific house, and are part of thatgnajority of post-medieval
churches which are aligned close to east.

Ironically, the last of the six Fen Act chapels wasEaistville, mentioned
earlier, and was built by Pacey’s pupil, J.C. CartevgRer & Harris 1998, 267), some
20 years later and 110° different in alignment.

Post-medieval church alignment

Despite there being several surveys of the alignmemtealieval churches, discussed in
Chapter One, there are no published surveys of churches ¥fdtorian era — a period
of much new church building. There is one published stdd@ueen Anne period
churches (early eighteenth-century), but its sampls tea small to be statistically
useful and only included urban sites; the details are lisedolw, followed by the
results of the survey for this thesis.

Queen Anne churches
A small group of eighteen churches on the eastern edgendbn was surveyed by Ali
& Cunich in 2005 and showed a similar range of alignmenteddarger medieval set

analysed here. In all, even for this small sample,vlr@tion in alignment was 58°,
between 57° and 115°. Since many of these churches weremuwtban sites, it is
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impossible to draw any conclusions about alignment intesitidespite Ali & Cunich’s
assertion that when Sir Edmond Halley joined the Churemi@issioners, he “must
have affected alignment with his scientific knowledg20@5, 67). There are no rural
churches of this period in the survey for this thesis.

Survey results for eighteenth- and nineteenth-century mve-build churches

In all, 420 new-build churches, as opposed to a rebuilding oredieval church site,
built between 1721 and 1902 were surveyed in ten of the cowuseelsfor the survey
of medieval churches. Ninety-three percent of thenmevbeiilt after 1800, and they are
all hereafter referred to as ‘post-medieval’ for dinify. The results seem broadly to
confirm medieval alignment aims, focusing generally eastsvaMedieval church
alignments exhibit a range of exactly 90° between the masherly and southerly
aligned churches (between 38° and 128°). Post-medievalhelsuexhibit an even
wider range of alignments — in excess of 220°. One churcltehanentioned earlier,
at Eastville in Lincolnshire is aligned 20° west of southreBbRow (East Sussex)
faces due south, whilst two others are approximately 20°dgasputh; (Madeley,
Shropshire and Nenthead, Cumbria). Two chancels (We@dymbridgeshire and
Brathay, Cumbria) face due north, with five others adyreven further from east,
actually to the west of north (Kirkandrews (mentioneatlier), Frizington and
Ainstable in Cumbria, Tilstock in Shropshire and EllenbyEast Yorkshire). In these
cases the actual compass reading is in the region of 3bi@h vauses problems when
mean values are being calculated as they are ‘only’ 108§ fiam east, rather than the
260° implied by the numerical difference between 350 andi®Q@the calculations of
means and other statistical analyses, the alignmehesé churches has been taken as
-10°, which better reflects their actual alignment iatieh to east.

Post medieval church alignment
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Figure A1.3 —Alignment of Post-medieval Churches
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However, as can be seen from Figure Al.3, the vast myagdrthese churches,
like their medieval counterparts, are aligned closeagd. ©verall, there are twenty-five
churches with alignments that are so far from eé&dt tiiney appear to be pragmatic
solutions to site specific problems (or site-specificuafices), in most cases these are
narrow sites that would have prevented alignments clwseyast-west. In order to
compare the Post-medieval results with the medisegl these twenty-five churches
have been excluded from the majority of the analystsbheising only the remainder
under the heading “less extreme churches”. Since thetyviige churches are spread
at both extremes, close to north and south, theiovairfrom the analysis hardly alters
the overall picture. As table Al.1 shows, the overalamalignment is reduced by 0.6°,
but the proportion of churches aligned to the north st emmains the same, @t %,
and the overall statistical confidence in the meanli®es$s improved as measured by
the 95% confidence level, which reduces the range ##xfto

Table Al1.3 - Post-medieval churches built on new sites

ALL No. 95% | Mean range | % N
Range | Mean| conf |at95% of
East
Cumbria 115| -24-162 | 77.&8 | +4.5° 72.9-81.9° 84
Shropshire 66| -14—160 | 82.2 | +6.6° | 75.6-88.8° 70
North Somerset 24 43-120 | 82.¢° +7.6° 75.0-90.2° 67
East Yorkshire 42| -14 - 117 | 78.7 | *6.6° 72.1-85.3° 79
North Cambridge 17| 1-106 | 76.1° | *12.5° 63.6-88.6° 65
South Hants 50, 36-144°87.9°| +7.0° 80.9-94.9° 48
East Sussex 33 24-18F | 88.2 | +10.8° | 78.0-98.0° 52
Norfolk/East Suffolk 33| 55-117 | 87.2 +5.0° 82.2-92.2° 59
South Lincolnshire 28| 50-202°94.3°| +8.8° 85.5-102.5° 36
East Kent 7| 58-102 | 90.1° +9.7° 80.4-99.8° 43
OVERALL 420 | -24 - 202°| 82.8 | +2.4° | 80.4-85.2°| 67
Less extreme* 39%  36-1269 82.2 80.5-83.9° 67

* excluding the 25 churches mentioned in the text above

Overall, the number of post-medieval churches in eacmty is smaller than
the number of medieval churches, except in Cumbria, eviaerdarge-scale post-
medieval church-building programme followed industrial@atand the creation of
new parishes by the division of the large medieval ¢@esnbria C.C. 1998), but the
east-west pattern of difference noticed in the mediEigures is still exhibited in the
mean alignment Figures for the post-medieval churcheserlan the west (Cumbria,
Shropshire and Somerset), whilst higher in the eastq®ufflorfolk, Lincolnshire and
Kent). Overall, there is an eight degree mean alighmi#ierence between churches in
the east and in the west, shown in table Al1.5, with gerdifice of2° between the
closest ends of the mean ranges at 95% confidende Téneresults are still significant
even at a 99% confidence level, as the range of variatioihe mean values for
alignment in east and west still do not overlap. As wiité medieval churches, the
difference is caused by the alignment curve being disglée one side of the mean
77% of churches aligned to the north of east in the we#te country ané8% in the
east (compared with5% and respectively, for their medieval counterparts).
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Why does this east-west difference still exist? Thegmes of churches that are
aligned north-south or south-north clearly demonstrabat post-medieval builders
were obviously less constrained than their medievadbigars, on occasion taking a
practical view of the site constraints and working witkrem. In these cases the
Victorian builders were obviously not obligated to aligrclase to east as possible, so
either the focus on alignment was no longer so rigoyoasplicable, or the situation
never arose in medieval times. None of the 1,926 mabs#es in this survey was as
small, in other words as narrow in an east-west titimecas some of the post-medieval
ones, so the issue of being forced to align north-sdigtmot arise in the medieval
period.

Whether or not it was the same reason that causevat¢ahurch-builders
and post-medieval church-builders to align more chwadbethe north of east in the
west of the country, and fewer to the north of @asite east of the country, the pattern
clearly continued. In all, slightly more than two-tidr of post-medieval church-
builders aligned their churches to the north of egstying from 84% in Cumbria to
43% in Kent. The same patterns in alignment east-wasss the country in post-
medieval times are shown in Figure Al1.4 on page 320, assheren in the medieval
alignments in Figure 6.1 in the main text. The smaller gamgans that the curves are
less smooth, but they patently shows the same variatio

Table Al.4 - “Less Extreme” Post-medieval churches built onew sites
95% % N
Number | Range Mean | conf of E
Cumbria 111 44 - 118 76.8 +2.8° 74.0-79.6° 84
Shropshire 62 | 46-1268 | 81.9 +4.6° 77.3-86.5° 69
North Somerset 24 | 43-120 82.6° +7.6° 75.0-90.2° 67
East Yorkshire 41 43 - 117 80.6 +4.3° 76.3-84.9° 76
North Cambridge 16 | 45-106 80.8 +9.2° 71.6-90.0° 63
South Hants 47 36 — 126° 84.6° +6.3° 78.3-90.9° 51
East Sussex 27 | 37-1158 87.9 +6.2° 81.7-94.1° 48
South Lincolnshire 27 50 - 108 90.3° +4.4° 85.9-94.7° 38
Norfolk/East Suffolk 33 55-117 87.2 +5.0° 82.2-92.2° 64
East Kent 7 58 - 102 90.1° +9.7° | 80.499.8° 43
OVERALL 395 36 -126° | 82.2 +1.7° 80.5-83.9° 67

Table A1.5 - ‘Less extreme’ Post-medieval Church alignmérsummary by longitude

No. Range | Mean| 95%Range at Range | % N of Medieval

conf| 95% at 99% | East Mean 95%
: %N of E

West 197 | 43- | 79.1| £2. 76.8- 76.0 - 77 82.2| +1.6

(2° W+) 126 3 81.4 82.2

Central 114 36- | 84.2 | £3. 80.8- 79.8 - 64 85.0| 1.0 70

(0.01° - 1.99°w) 126 4 87.6 88.6

East 84 | 37- | 86.8| £3. 83.4 82.3- 58 88.8| 0.7

(0°-1.70° E) 117 4 90.2 91.3

TOTAL | 395 82.2 67 86.1 63
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Impact of the post-medieval church alignment results
Alignment variation by longitude

Since the spatial variation in the alignment resuftanedieval and post-medieval
churches is similar, there are two possibilities stlrthat the same influences were in
force in both periods, or secondly that two differenfumiices were in play that
happened to have similar effects on the results.

If the same influence was in force in both period€ntht removes the
possibility that either the short medieval annual builginggramme, or sunrise at the
start of building, had an effect on the alignment of ienal churches, since the same
factors cannot apply to the post-medieval builderghmelogy, building materials and
building methods had altered and improved, with a far graste of brick which
requires considerably less mortar, thereby removing thd fegevery short annual
building campaigns, particularly in the areas of predomindint construction in the
south-east of England. Similarly, if there was agl@ninfluence, then it cuts out the
possibility of magnetic determination of alignment intbperiods — since magnetic
north in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries wésaat 40° away from where it
was in the eleventh and twelfth centuries. The pasitg of eighteenth-century sun-
dials either on contemporary, or medieval, churclesvs that the issue of variation
from east was both understood and capable of being cedrétly accurately by this
time. To allow for the fact that the south wall offaurch did not face due south, either
the face of the sundial was set at an angle tehhbech wall, or the gnomon was offset
from vertical (for a more detailed explanation, ¥é&l 2006, 16-17). Similarly, labour
availability in post-medieval times would be unlikety place the same restrictions on
building as it had in medieval times; particularly fratme mid-Victorian period
onwards when full-time labourers were available, and gogbamployed directly by
the builders, rather than the medieval method of usingafelabour during slack
periods in the farming year. Therefore labour was likelge available at any time, and
the only thing likely to determine when foundation diggingldawt happen would be
when the ground was too wet or too frozen to dig, otheriviseuld be undertaken at
any time of the year.

The similarity between medieval and post-medieval testduld increase the
possibility that the spatial difference is brought abowbusciously. Medieval builders
might have been influenced by any number of factors, relitiiegical or craft-based,
but this is less likely in post-medieval times, espécial the Victorians, as they seem
to have taken a pragmatic approach to alignment on mgeg, so why would they
have consciously followed some other influence on aligim&sewhere?, thus
increasing the possibility of an unconscious influencali& in this chapter it was
shown that the writings of the members of the CCS taedOSPSGA had a major
influence over the architecture of the churches oftilme, but they wrote nothing
about the reasons for, or necessity of, aligning chsrechepecific directions. The only
reference to alignment in this period being that in Woodtws poem, mentioned
earlier in Chapter One. As there was no influence byG8& on the alignment of
individual churches towards east, it cannot have had dlaginte on the differences in
alignment in churches between those in the east andofvdst country. Neither have
there been any apparent medieval written instructioraignment, perhaps indicating
that it was so widely appreciated that it did not reqoasmitting to paper, or that it
was a craft- or trade-secret so closely guarded thttingo has been revealed to
outsiders. By its very nature, such a ‘craft secedifficult to investigate. However,
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the History of Masonryexplained that Freemasonry, as it is known now, was
effectively re-invented in Edinburgh in the eighteenthteey (Lawrie 1859, 12-14),
although Prescott placed the re-invention in London byditreation of the first Grand
Lodge in 1717, from which 450 Lodges across the country wereraeth by 1757
(Prescott 2008, 2), so continuous links with medieval ngsehen there may have
been a genuine craft element to the building processeayainlikely.

The position of sunrise still has to be consideredhaspossible cause of the
variation in the alignment of churches in both peridéts. the position of sunrise to
reflect the fact that the mean post-medieval churigmiaents are numerically a little
lower than medieval ones, area for area, sunrisedvuegd to be a little further north
on the horizon, in other words either a little latethe spring or a little earlier in the
late summer, than the medieval equivalent. In anesachapter, Victorian harvest
festival dates between 1870 and 1900 were used as a proxy f@valddirvest times.
They showed that an apparent underlying climatic diffeeeacross the country closely
reflected the actual difference in mean church alignment. possible that the same
influence played a part in the planning of post-mediesfalirches and that a
particularly early harvest could still influence churahlters in Victorian times?
Perhaps the use of large-scale mechanization meartiahagst was gathered in more
quickly in later Victorian time¥, and therefore was finished earlier, shifting the date
forwards a little and making sunrise a little furtherth. However, the possibility that
all post-medieval builders were equally influenced by hanasnpletion seems
unlikely. Despite the fact that there was still a sgrbnk between the harvest and rural
people, even continuing into the early twentieth centumgn school records in (very)
rural Suffolk reflected this intimate connection, reting children absent from school
as “they were helping to bring in the harvest” (Tooley 20, the previously close
link between harvest and church-building was lost. Bwethe most rural of areas,
those who commissioned the building of a church in pastieval times had to go
through a lengthy period of Episcopal approvals and commjtigkich removes the
close timing between the individuals’ decision to buildharch and the start of its
building, which could have applied in medieval times. sodirmly divorces the date
of the inception of the idea to build a church from the tthat the plans were drawn up
as part of the building contract, which is the point htcl the alignment of the post-
medieval church was effectively fixed, rather than iere direct medieval action of
the marking out and digging of foundation trenches, polsistor ground-beam slots.

Taken together, all these arguments seem to removplehy the possibility
that the same influence existed on church-builders aveeriod of several hundred
years between medieval and Victorian times, whethetag a magnetic one; dictated
by the building programme; prompted by an early harvest; &lwagéd tradition or
even merely an unconscious influence. Therefore it sebatsthere had to be two
influences on alignment, one in medieval times andhenoh post-medieval times, but
which happened to have similar effects. Whilst earlydstrseems to provide a strong
guide to church alignment in medieval times, it is lsapportable for the post-
medieval building process. The possibility of magnetituence for the alignment of
medieval churches was dismissed earlier, as the arigt magnetic declination was
in the opposite direction from the church alignment d#fifees. In the nineteenth
century however, the variation in magnetic declinati@s in the same direction as the
difference in church alignment between the east amavdst of the country.

*! TheBeverley Guardiameported several large scale tests of self-binding bmgon farms in the
area in the early 1880s, which left the farmers “much isga@’
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The United States’ Government Geomagnetic Service veelfsiSGS) can
calculate magnetic declination for any point on thdglback to the year 1900, but can
go no further into the past as there are insufficienttemporary measurements on
which to base the calculatidfis The following calculations from the website were
made for Cornwall in 1900 (18.5° west of true north) and Nasfolk (15.5° west of
true north) — a similar range to that measured in 2002 aed istChapter Eight (5°
west in Cornwall, and 2.5° west in East Norfolk) arcelly to have been a similar
range for periods before 1900, although each end of the raagkl Wwave higher
values.

These declination values would mean that if a compassusesto set out the
churches, there would be a 3° difference between tinelobs in the extreme east and
the extreme west of the country, those in the wessigbaligned further north of east.
The actual mean alignment of post-medieval churches neshsurthis survey was
79.1° in the west of the country, which is 10.9° north of,ea®l 86.8° in the east of
the country, which is 3.2° north of east, a differea€&.7°, which is greater than the
3° difference in declination, but the variation at {esiod is in the same direction.

Table Al1.6 — Variation in Magnetic north and church alignment ly longitude
Magnetic east: Mean Church Church alignment:
degrees north of true alignment degrees north of
east at 1900 + 95% confidence true east
West 18.5° (Cornwall) 79.1°+2.3 10.9° (8.6 — 13.2)
East 15.5° (E Norfolk) 86.8° + 3.4 3.2° (0-6.6)

If correct adjustments were made for declination tHeohaurches would face
due east, which obviously did not happen as the east-westedite in alignment is
still evident. Declination was part of public knowledge|eaist to the educated public
(as evidenced by the adjusted sun-dials, mentioned eathet)it is possible that
Victorian architects assumed that the degree of magdetlination was consistent
across the whole country, at the level in London wlieveas first measured, rather
than having a variable value which depended on locatibis i§ supported by the
“scarcity of contemporary declination measurements rbef®00”, that the USGS
website mentioned. If the value for London (approximatély in 1906%) was applied
to all the compass readings across the country, tieeretult for true east, in the west
of the country would be 2.5° north of where it should(b&5° — 16°); whilst in the
east, the result would be 0.5° south of where it shouldb&q - 16°), so there would
be a 3° difference in the results between thoséaretst and those in the west. So, if
magnetic declination was ignored, or was used but appiesdrectly, the alignment of
churches in the west of the country would be 3° moréhedy than those in the east,
in both cases.

Alignment variation throughout the nineteenth century

In addition to the spatial variation across the coufdr the whole sample, the post-
medieval results also display a change in mean aligtsves the nineteenth century
progressed, irrespective of longitude. The dates fogtbaps for this analysis were
chosen in order to give similar sized groups, unfortunatbdy,dataset is far smaller
than the medieval set, and cannot be expanded, so tisécsthconfidence that can be
expressed in the results is not quite as forceful. Homvete90% confidence levels,

*2 hitp//www.ngdc.noaa.gov/geomagmodels/struts/calcGRFW(@# March 2009)
*3 hitp//www.ngdc.noaa.gov/geomagmodels/struts/calcGRFW(@KIApril 2009)
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churches built before 1850 have a significantly diffeneetan alignment from those
built towards the end of the century — 80° rising to &i&5°, shown in table 8 and
Figure 9 below. As with the medieval results, the progorof churches aligned to the
north of east confirms the pattern, reducing from 73%3% over the same period,
demonstrating that the change in alignment is not mereatistical sleight of hand.
Despite the significant difference in the mean aligntsiethe actual range of observed
alignments is similar in each of the three periods, 43°-I@2thurches built before
1850, 44°-126° for those built between 1850 and 1869, and 36°-12@iuiahes built
after 1870.

Table A1.7 New-build post-medieval church alignment summg by
date of building

No. Range Mean 90% 90% Range, % N
conf of

East
Pre 1850 141] 43°-1229 80.2° | +2.0° | 78.2982.2° | 73
1850-1869 130| 44°-126% 82.2° | £2.6° | 79.6°-84.8°| 70
1870 & 124 | 36°-126°| 84.8° | +2.8° | 82.0~87.6° | 59

after

TOTAL | 395 82.2° 67

As was discussed in an earlier chapter, the movemetiteomagnetic north
pole reached its maximum position to the west of tru¢hnatr around the turn of the
nineteenth century, after which the position of magnatcth, and therefore east,
moved closer to their true positions at a fairly canstrate of approximately 1° per
decade. The post-medieval church alignments appear to aholese link to the
changes in magnetic directions as time progressed.eTisea much closer match
between the values involved here than with the spatrétien results, as, over the
period of post-medieval church building, magnetic easteshi®@® southwards, whilst
the mean church alignment shifted 4.6° southwards. Thaspattern which did not
appear at all in the medieval dataset, when it was shbat church alignment did not
vary by date of building, whereas the position of magnebtrth moved a similar
amount to that in the nineteenth century, albeit inofhygosite direction.

Table A1.8 — Change in Magnetic north and church alignment ithe Nineteenth
century
Date Magnetic east: Mean Church Church alignment
degrees north of alignment degrees north of]
true east + 90% confidence true east
Pre 1850 (avge 24° 80.2°+2.0 9.8° (7.8 -11.8)
date 1825

1850-1869 (1860 20° 82.2°+2.6 7.8° (5.2-10.4)
After 1870 (1885 18° 84.8°+ 2.8 5.2° (2.4-8.0)
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POST MEDIEVAL CHURCH ALIGNMENT by DATE OF BUILDING
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Figure Al.4 —Post-medieval church alignment by date of building

The alignments of the churches built in the early 1800sepyhd Pacey, the
local man who designed and built the five Fen-Churchasehapels, mentioned
earlier, confuse the issue, because although his churavesalv built close together,
both in location and in time, his results vary eite@&te of true east, apparently at
random - 94°, 83°, 90°, 96° and 97° - (mean value 92°). Althouggy'Balignments
appear to be aimed towards true east, they give noatmmlicof the method he was
using to achieve them. If he was making consistent eresitser with the compass
itself, or the subsequent calculations of declinatiome would expect a consistent
numerical error in the alignment of his churches. B tariations pale into
insignificance when compared to the range of alignmentshoiches built by every
single one of the named architects who built fivenmre churches in this survey
during the period, for example Blomfield 60-117°, Butterfield 79-1@&fry 69-112°
(+ another at 162°), Ferguson 44-98°, Ferrey 69-115° (+ anoth8Ba, Gilbert Scott
47-85°, Haycock 56-107° (+ two others at 16° & 157°), Paley & AuS8-105°,
Salvin 55-106° and Street 64-109°. When all is said and doree,this random
variation that apparently causes the wide overall rangdignments, either side of the
mean value, in the whole church sample.

It is not easy to see how the movement of magnetithrshould have had an
effect on the alignment of post-medieval churches. $While difference in alignment
is numerically similar to the difference in the appérposition of east, the actual
values are different, and could not have been achieved ihg ascompass. If a
compass had been used to align the churches and no adjustmade for the
declination, then the church alignments should sharadiusal values of magnetic east.
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If a compass was used and declination adjustment waseactly applied, then there
would be a 3° difference in alignment, but if a compass lbeen used and correct
adjustments made for declination, then each of the chaisteuld face true east. The
results on the ground appear to show elements of aethases — a shift in mean
alignment that mirrors the change in magnetic east the same period, but with
values that are far closer to true east than mageasic

Unlike all the other analyses of variations of aligntsein both the medieval
and post-medieval elements of this survey, the vanatib post-medieval church
alignment by date of buildingannotbe explained by the predominance of churches
located in either the east or west of the country, ierofords in the areas of ‘low’ or
‘high’ alignment values. In this instance, churches enwlest (the ‘low’ area) form the
majority of the cases in all three of the buildingipégs shown in table 8 and Figure 4
above, thereby cancelling out any specific influence djitade.

Rebuilt chancels

Another example of Post-medieval church alignment canillustrated by the
rebuilding of ruined medieval chancels. As mentioned Ghapter Five, when
considering churches with naves and chancels aligneeretitily, it appears to have
been equally important to realign a chancel during itsileibhg in the eighteenth or
nineteenth centuries as it had been to do so during thevaégeriod. However, there
is a good chance that some of the chancels rebuilhé@reighteenth and nineteenth
centuries had already been rebuilt in thirteenth centlircannot be determined
whether these later rebuilds followed the earlier fotinda or whether they were
newly re-aligned as the result of the same desipoiat closer to east. Post-medieval
rebuilt chancels are usually much shorter and often thitiner walls built in brick,
which would have made realignment on the original widenflations much easier.

Of the 730 churches surveyed in Norfolk, Lincolnshire and pdnine,Pevsner
assesses the age of both chancel and nave in 389 ©asksse 389, 150 have a later
chancel, of which 113 are medieval rebuilds and 37 are eigfite or nineteenth-
century rebuilds. Of the 113 medieval rebuilds, 33 cHan(29%) are aligned
differently from the nave, two-thirds of them (22) weligraed closer to East and one-
third (11) further away. The chancel alignments rangeddesiv67° and 111° - all bar
one of the most extremely aligned were realigned @n&l1° was not). Of the 37
eighteenth- and nineteenth-century rebuilds, eleven (308 realigned, ten of these
were aligned closer to east and one was not. Integéstwhen rebuilding offered the
chance to realign the chancel closer to east, the tpptyrwas not always taken, even
when the alignment was far from east. Seven of theh2fcels which retained the
same alignment as the nave on rebuilding had more exafgnmenents than the eleven
that were realigned. Those that were realigned wetwwden 82 and 106°, whereas the
whole group was aligned between 56 and 108°. This seemstuber to the greater
desire to re-align the chancel when the original alignmeast further from East, which
was highlighted in Chapter Six. Without written recortdgach site, it is not possible
to say why realignment wasn't effected, but at the twstnextreme sites, Thwaite and
Surlingham (both Norfolk) and also East Bilney (Norfolke tchurches were built
facing directly down slopes; two others, Frettenham andatGRlumstead (both
Norfolk) were built on flat sites but within two metres the closest churchyard
boundary, so considerations of slope and site resmictould have made realignment
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more difficult and may have outweighed the benefiteeafigning closer to east. At the
remaining two sites, however, at Needham and Burstorm (Hotfolk) the sites are
large and flat so there were no restraints to realigtiia chancel when it was rebuilt.

Conclusions

Almost 400 eighteenth- and nineteenth-century churches$ haoibss the country
appear to have been aligned in a similar pattern to thedtieval counterparts. Apart
from a few churches, most of which are a pragmatic isoluio the problems of
difficult sites, they are aligned basically eastwardst with wide variations. Two
significant results in the alignment of post-medievalirches are apparent; firstly a
similar spatial variation across the country to tbathe medieval church set, and
secondly a difference in alignment depending on whencthech was built, which
varies apparently in parallel with the change in thatpasof magnetic north over the
same period. What caused the second pattern is unclehe @gtensive writings of the
time by the Cambridge Camden Society and others, ddspitg forceful on other
aspects of ‘true’ church construction, hardly mentiooeentation. The CCS produced
the Orientator as part of their church recording exercise, but afrarh the brief
mentions in the pamphlets to church-builders and chuardlens, had not only little to
say about the subject of orientation but even less imflieover it. There is no
difference in alignment between the churches designedarbliitects who were
members of the CCS and those who were not, whichlgleanfirms the absence of
any direction in this matter from the Society.

Why then, do eighteenth- and nineteenth-century churcheseaplyafollow
the same spatial pattern of variation in alignmenthes medieval examples? This
analysis has proved that the same influence cannothbdgrein action across so long a
period, causing both early medieval, and post-mediefalct builders to build their
churches with similar alignment variation between ¢last and west of the country.
This strongly suggests that there were two differenti@nites in the two periods that
resulted in similar patterns of alignment. As far fas medieval period is concerned,
early harvests seem to point to an auspicious tinteild a church which was aligned
towards sunrise then. The close link between decisidmitd a church and its actual
building was broken during the post-medieval period, botin filee point of view of
the extended intervening time and the number of extranmeidiate processes, such as
committees, parochial church councils, architects, pldmslding contracts etc.,
thereby removing the possibility of a post-medieval linkneetn harvest and the date
of building of the church. Magnetic influences cannot &ixplthe variation by
longitude over both periods, as magnetic north wasdhamshifting in opposite
directions, but during the nineteenth century the movenmentagnetic north and the
east-west variation in church alignment were changinghé& same direction. The
absolute values are different, but the trend is the samek,appears to be the only
realistic explanation for the variation in alignmextross the country. It is difficult to
see what other specific influence could have affected pedieval builders, since
nothing has apparently been written down, or reached mddees through ‘folk-
lore’. Unlike the medieval church sample, which waswshoot to vary in alignment
by date of building, post-medieval church alignment didraver time, with mean
alignments shifting closer to east as the nineteenttupeprogressed. Like the post-
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medieval variation in alignment across the countng thange also reflects the rapid
changes in magnetic declination over the same periodieker, unlike all the other
elements of this survey, an unequal balance in the sdmapleen the east and west of
the country, the ‘low’ and ‘high’ areas of alignmentneat be used to explain this
difference, as churches in the west of the country ddedneach of the three post-
medieval periods analysed — pre-Victorian, early Vietoand late Victorian. The fact
that both of the observed elements of post-medievatbhalignment variation - across
the country, and across the period, parallel the changée position of the magnetic
north pole during the period, emphasises the probalfilitt rhagnetic variation was at
the root of both of the differences, despite the tiaat the actual values of the compass
bearings of the position of magnetic east are not dopieeither the east-west
differences across the country, or the early- areVattorian mean alignment Figures,
but the trends in the movement of magnetic east laselg mirrored in both cases.
Although the concept of magnetic declination had beenrstata since it was first
measured in the sixteenth century, it was still miswstded three centuries later, as is
demonstrated in the survey of churches in Scotland bysEeld913 (outlined in
Chapter One), where his interpretation of magnetic gdsmas erroneous (Eeles 1913,
180), indicating that this may have been at the rodteMictorian errors.
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APPENDIX 2 - Sunrise azimuth by latitude

Assumes a level horizon, and is shown in degrees fromhNCalculated from the
formulae shown in Appendix 6

50 deg 51deg 52 deg 53 deg 54 deg 55 deg LATITUDE/
DATE

89.4 89.4 89.4 89.2 89.2 89.2 21st Marcl
85.1 85.C 84.¢ 84.¢ 84.7 84.t 28th Marct
80.¢ 80.7 80.t 80.2 80.1 79.¢ 4th April

76.€ 76.€ 76.2 76.C 75.€ 75.3 11th April
73.C 72.€ 72.2 71.t 71.4 70.¢ 18th April
69.4 68.¢ 68.5 68.C 67.4 66.¢ 25th April
66.C 65.5 65.C 64.4 63.€ 63.1 2nd May

63.1 62.5 61.¢ 61.2 60.5 59.¢ 9th May

60.5 59.¢ 59.7 58.t 57.7 56.¢ 16th May

58.2 57.€ 56.¢ 56.1 55.3 54.t 23rd May

56.€ 55.¢ 55.1 54.2 53.t 52.4 30th May

55.4 54.€ 53.¢ 53.C 52.1 50.¢ 6th Jun

54.7 53.¢ 53.1 52.2 51.4 50.C 13th Jun

54.t 53.7 52.¢ 52.C 510 49.¢ 20th Jun

54.¢ 54.C 53.2 52.4 51.t 50.1 27th Jun

55.€ 54.¢ 54.1 53.2 52.4 51.C 4th July

56.¢ 56.2 55.4 54.7 53.¢ 52.t 11th Jub

58.7 58.C 57.2 56.€ 55.¢ 54.¢ 18th Jub

61.C 60.2 59.7 59.C 58.2 57.t 25th Jul

63.€ 63.1 62.5 61.€ 61.2 60.4 1stAugus
66.7 66.2 65.7 65.1 64.5 63.¢ 8th Augus
70.1 69.€ 69.2 68.7 68.2 67.7 15th Augus
73.€ 73.4 73.C 72.€ 72.2 71.t 22nd Augus
77.1 77.4 77.1 76.€ 76.5 76.2 29th Augus
81.t 81.€ 81.4 81.2 81.C 80.¢ 5th Septemb
86.C 85.¢ 85.€ 85.7 85.€ 85.F 12th Septemb
90.2 90.: 90.: 90.: 90.: 90.2 19th Septemb
94.t 94.€ 94.7 94.¢ 94.¢ 95.1 26th Septemb
98.7 98.¢ 99.1 99.: 99.t 99.¢ 3rd Octobe
102.¢ 103.] 103.¢ 103.5 104.( 104.2 10th Octobe
106.7 107.C 107.¢ 107.¢ 108.2 108.7 17th Octobe
110.2 110.¢ 111.2 1115 112.2 112.¢ 24th Octobe
113.5 114.2 114.5 115.2 115.¢ 116.€ 31st Octobe
116.5 117.2 117.¢ 118.t 119.2 119.¢ 7th Novembe
119.2 120.( 120.¢ 121.2 122.1 122.¢ 14th Novembe
121t 122.2 122.¢ 123.7 124.t 125.2 21st Novembe
123.2 124.( 124.5 125.t 126.¢ 127.t 28th Novembe
124.t 125.2 126.] 126.¢ 127.¢ 129.2 5th Decembe
125.2 126.( 126.¢ 127.5 128.€ 130.1 12the Decemb
125.t 126.2 127.1 128.( 129.1 130.€ 19th Decemb
125.2 126.( 126.¢ 127.5 128.€ 130.1 26th Decembe
124.t 125.2 126.( 126.¢ 127.5 129.2 2nd Januai
123.2 123.¢ 124.5 125.t 126.2 127.¢ 9th Januar
121t 122.] 122.¢ 123.¢ 124.¢ 125.2 16th Januai
119.2 119.¢ 120.t 121.2 122.( 122.¢ 23rd Januai
116.€ 117.2 117.¢ 118.¢ 119.1 119.¢ 30th Januau
113.€ 114.1 114.¢ 115.2 115.¢ 116.¢ 6th Februar
110.2 110.5 111.1 111.€ 112.] 112.5 13th Februar
106.€ 106.¢ 107.2 107.5 108.1 108.€ 20th Februar
102.5 102.¢ 103.2 103.t 103.¢ 104.2 27th Februar
98.€ 98.¢ 99.C 99.7 99.4 99.€ 5th Marct
94.4 94.t 94.€ 94.7 94.¢ 94.¢ 12th Marct
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VILLAGE
APPENDIX 3 - Survey Form \
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Sketch of Churchfyard
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. ./
‘ \ 7%'2/‘"‘3 o
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——

o

\\
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25 b
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..... |2£....cm in WIDTH / LENGTH / DIAGONAL
A-. 0
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Y+ g ua et 9
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Plan Form U)Jr - me buM Nave Dimensions 3
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Horizon
ok Yop of WNW Gepe Hak {o reutls
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Elevation . I‘Q.Ud degrees
Shert Olope -
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!
S J’)A@ of _y)purenel
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Horizon distance ..).- 3 .........

Example survey form of the writer’s local church - gotrom north and south follow
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St John the Baptist’s, Barnby from the ve) and the north (below).

Figure A3.1 —St John the
Baptist, Barnby, Suffolk

Sunrise over the level horizon from the
church on St John the Baptist’s feast day,
June 24 2002 @ 4:38 a.m. BST
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APPENDIX 4 - Magnetic Declination 1999-2008

Calculated by the Canadian Geological Service website

http://geolab.nrcan.gc.ca/geomag/e cqgrf.html

accessed\pril 2000, July 2001, April 2002, June 2004, Jan 2005

renamed:

http://geomag.nrcan.gc.ca/apps/mdcal_e.php/

accessed June 2006, July 2007, June 2008

now located at:
http://geomag.nrcan.gc.ca/apps/mdcal-eng.flapt accessed PQune 2010)

Survey Areas

Lat. | Long.| 1999|2000| 2001| 2002 | 2003| 2004| 2005| 2006| 2007| 2008
\(II\\IIaEVgT;%"Xa"e) 52°30'N | 1°45°E | 248'w 2° 33w
East Yorkshire |5355N| 1°5'W 4 5'w | 3°56'w
CN:gﬂ)ridgeshire A F20w) 3 izw
Cumbria 54° 30N | 3°5'W 5° 5w | 4°55'w | 4° 46'w
East Sussex 51° 00'N (0g F5w | 2°57'w
North Somerset|51° 15N | 22 30w 358w
Shropshire 52°45'N | 2° 45’'W £ 14'w
East Kent 51°25'N | 1° 20'E 2 22w
West Cornwall |50° 15N | 5°25'W £ 48'w | 4 39'w
E Norfolk 52045'N | 1°20°E 2025'W 2016 2°07' 10 40/
W Norfolk 52°45'N | 0° 45°E 2040'w| 2031w 2023 1957w
N Oxfordshire |51°50N| 1°30wW 3024 3° 15'w
Bedfordshire 52°030'N | 0°30'W 20 47|
Pembrokeshire |51°45N| 4250w 20 10
S Hampshire 50°45'N | 1°30'W 20 38} 20 26'w
S Lincolnshire | 52°50N| 0° 05w 20 17 20 08'w

A deduction for declination was made from each measuredlitlalignment for the
relevant year and area above, to the nearest wholealegr

Details of Magnetic declination calculations for realignmentf chancels

As table A4.1 shows, fewer churches:{o) are realigned closer to Magnetic

East (at an average of approximately L08ue during the medieval period (see Clark
et al. 1988, 649), than are aligning closer to True E&sto), strongly indicating that
east was the focus and that a magnetic compass Wwaseath
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Table A4.1 - All Misaligned chancels — closer to true das magnetic east?
(excluding naves of 88-92° for true east, and 98-102° for megast)
Improving Not improving Total
No. % | No. %
Chancels realignment to
Chancels realignment to True
o J 206 | 65 | 109 | 35 315

The same analysis for churches where the chancelebadtrin the medieval
period, shows an even greater bias towards True Eabt7 Wit aligned closer to True
East and 29% further away, compared Wil realigning closer to Magnetic East at
the time and 53% further away.

Table A4.2 — Medieval rebuilt chancels — closer to true easr magnetic east?
(excluding naves of 88-92° for true east, and 98-102° for megast)
Improving Not improving Total
No. % | No. %
Chance_ls realignment to 35 47 40 53 75
magnetic east
(Ca::;ncels realignment to True 53 71 29 29 75

The post-medieval rebuilding of chancels, often a Georgigrcise, would
have taken place in a period when magnetic north was efesue north. In 1800,
magnetic north was approximately°24est of north (Clarlet al 1988, 649; Merrilet
al. 1996, 46), meaning that magnetic east at that time wasBtugb6 If a compass was
used without adjustment for declination, it would regulilignments for east of 8.
Of the 33 churches in this survey with chancels rebuthénpost medieval period (7 of
which were excluded in the earlier analysis, with naviemed between 88 and 92°),
fifteen were realigned closer to Magnetic E&d$i%) and eighteen were aligned further
away. Since it was shown earlier (table 5.7 above) niveteen of the 26 churches
(73%) were aligned closer to True East {P@nd only seven further away, either a
compass was not used for the realignment, or appropdatstiaments were made to the
readings to take declination into account.

Table A4.3

— post-medieval rebuilt chancels — closer tou east or magnetic
east?

(excluding naves of 88-92° for true east, and 78-82° for magrasit)

Improving Not improving | Total
No. % | No. %
Chancels realignment to magnetic east 15 45 18 55 33
Chancels realignment to True east 19 73 7 27 26
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APPENDIX 5 — Additional church alignment tables

These results are presented here for completendsst than in the main text, as they
show clearly that these particular factors have aif¢cted the alignment of the
churches themselves.

Church planform

There is little variation in alignment apparent betweshurches with different
floorplans - the mean alignment of churches with eittterisle or two aisles is within
half a degree of the overall Figure. Churches with aleiagsle have a lower mean
alignment, mainly because they are over-represent€drnwall and Somerset, where
alignments are generally lower. For some reasosgthee the two counties that have a
preponderance of single south aisles. In all the othertiesuim the survey, single-
aisled churches are roughly equally split between a simmgté aisle and a single south
aisle, but in Somerset, the split is 64:36 and in Cornwva#l even more marked at
68:32.

The overwhelming majority of churches in this survey haweest tower, the
other groups are considerably smaller which means th&@5¥econfidence limits in
the results are wider, but even so, there is littiegince in the alignment of churches
in each of the tower groups. Churches with a central t@me over-represented in
Oxfordshire and Somerset, whilst churches with no tower particularly over-
represented in Cumbria, Pembrokeshire and Shropshire.ddbhse counties has a
lower mean alignment, contributing to the lower measchurches with either no
tower or a central tower. More than one in five oftladl churches in the survey with an
‘other tower’ are located in Kent, contributing to thigher mean alignment for this
group, reconfirming the apparent effect of longitude.

Table A5.1- Overall medieval results by church planform
No Range Mean 95% cont. % N of

Plan Form East
Central tower 76 57-121 85.1 2.7 68
West tower 1,508 38-126 86.4 +0.6 62
Other tower 115 45-116 87.0 2.2 61
No tower 227 48-128 83.7 1.6 70

1,926 86.1 0.5 63.8

Type of church tower

Round-towered churches have a higher mean alignmentdgetiaay are found almost
exclusively in Norfolk and Suffolk, where mean alignmenthigher, whereas square
unbuttressed towers are over-represented in Cornwall aogsBlire where alignments
are lower.

Table A5.2 — Overall medieval results by type of tower
No Range Mean 95% cont. % N of

Tower type East
None 227 48-128 83.7 +1.6 70
Round 140 56-109 87.9 1.7 60
Square buttressed 1,036 38-126 86.9 +0.7 62
Square unbuttressed 523 50-121 84.9 +1.( 65

1,926 86.1 0.5 63.8
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APPENDIX 6 — Sunrise Position Calculation Formulae

Azimuth of Sunrise on Saint’'s Day (position on horizon in dgrees from True North) —
assuming a level horizon

Step 1
W= 2*PI()*SAINTS DAY NUMBER/365
(Saints Day number in year, Jan 1st = 1 etc.)

Step 2
Suns Declination =DEGREES(0.006918-(0.399912*CQ8})+ (0.070257*SINW))
-(0.006758*COS(2W))-(0.000907*SIN(2W)))

Step 3
Azimuth of sunrise on Saints day= 180-DEGREES(ACOS(-SIN(RADIANSUNS
DECLINATION ))/ COS(RADIANS(LATITUDE ))))
(Latitudein decimal degrees)

Azimuth of Sunrise on Saint’'s Day (position on horizon in dgrees from True North) —
taking horizon elevation into account

(AZ = Azimuth)
Steps 1, 2 & 3 as above

Step 4
Hour Angle of Sunrise =DEGREES(ACOS((SIN(RADIANSHORIZON
ELEVATION ))-SIN(RADIANS(SUNS DECLINATION)) *SIN(RADIANS
(LATITUDE )))COS(RADIANSLATITUDE ))/COS (RADIANS SUNS
DECLINATION ))))
(Measured Horizon Elevation degrees)

Step 5
COS AZ = (COS(RADIANSSUNS
DECLINATION ))*SIN(RADIANS(LATITUDE )) *COS(RADIANSHOUR
ANGLE OF SUNRISE))-SIN(RADIANS(SUNS
DECLINATION ))*COS(RADIANS(LATITUDE )))
/COS(RADIANSHORIZON ELEVATION ))

Step 6
SIN AZ=COS(RADIANSSUNS DECLINATION ))*SIN(RADIANS(HOUR
ANGLE OF SUNRISE))/ COS(RADIANSHORIZON ELEVATION ))

Step 7
Horizon adjusted sunrise azimuth on Saint’s Day180-DEGREES(ATAN2
(COS AZ, SIN AZ))

Sources: Davis, J., 2002 pers. comm.

Davis, J., 2004, BSS Sundial Glossary: A sourcebook ofirdjatlata, Second Edition,
Ipswich: British Sundial Society Publications
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APPENDIX 7 - Detailed tables of church alignment and sipe

Detailed tables of churches built on slopes, referrea @hapter Seven

Table A7.1 — Churches on slopes by size and direction ddjse
Church floorspace <190 sgm 190-299sgm 300+ sgm Tota
East facing slopes No. 90 70 40 200
% 45 35 20 100
Other slopes No. 56 71 46 173
% 32 41 27 100
All sloping sites 146 141 86 373
Table A7.2 — Churches on slopes by churchyard size andettion of slope
Church/yard ratig <7 7-10.99 11+ Total
East facing slopes No. 26 77 97 200
% 13 28 49 100
Other slopes No. 17 51 105 173
% 10 29 61 100
All sloping sites 43 128 202 373
Table A7.3 — Churches on slopes by location and directiaif slope
location In village Isolated Vill edge Total
East facing slopes No. 107 42 51 200
% 54 21 25 100
Other slopes No. 74 50 49 173
% 43 29 28 100
All sloping sites 181 92 100 373
Table A7.4 — Churches on slopes by age of fabric and ditéan of slope
Earliest nave fabri¢ Not known| 11or12C 13"C + Total
East facing slopes No. 37 98 65 200
% 18 49 33 100
Other slopes No. 33 87 53 173
% 19 50 31 100
All sloping sites 70 185 118 373
Table A7.5 — Churches on slopes by church/hall focus andréction
of slope
No focus Church/hall|  Total
focus
East facing slopes No. 150 50 200
% 75 25 100
Other slopes No. 130 43 173
% 75 25 100
All sloping sites 280 93 373

Table A7.6 — Churches on slopes by patronal-saint’'s seas@md direction of slope

Saints season Winter Equinox Summer No date St. Mary Tota
East facing No. 42 69 45 7 37 200
slopes % 21 35 23 3 18 100
Other slopes No. 41 42 54 5 31 173

% 24 24 31 3 18 100
All sloping sites 83 111 99 12 68 373
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Table A7.7 — Churches on slopes by village name origin and dction of slope
O.E.name | O.N. name Other Total
East facing slopes No. 160 14 26 200
% 80 7 13 100
Other slopes No. 131 16 26 173
% 76 9 15 100
All sloping sites 291 30 52 373

Table A7.8 - Church/Hall focus on sloping sites by dire@n of slope, age of fabric by area

Non- Norfolk Norfolk All Survey areas
Sloping sites/ Focus Not % with  Focus Not % with Focus Not % with
age of fabric focus  focus focus  focus focus focus
Slope East 11/f2c| 21 59 | 26% 6 13 | 32% 27 72 | 27%
13-18"C| 13 29 31% 5 18 22% 18 47 27%
Not known| 6 26 19% - 5 - 6 31 16%
Slope other 11/4f2C| 26 48 | 35% 1 11 8% 27 59 | 31%
13-18"C| 10 28 26% 1 14 7% 11 42 21%
Not known| 4 25 14% - 4 - 4 29 12%
Total all sloping sites 80 215 27% 13 65 17% 93 280 | 25%

Table A7.9 - Church/Hall focus on platformed sites by dection of slope, age of fabric by area

Non- Norfolk Norfolk All Survey areas
Platformed sites/ Focus Not % with Focus Not % with Focus Not % with
age of fabric focus focus focus focus focus  focus
Slope East 11/f2c| 9 22 | 29% - 6 - 9 28 | 24%
13-18"C 2 21 9% 1 14 7% 3 35 8%
Not known| 3 9 25% 3 - 3 12 20%

Slope other 11/f2C| 17 55 | 24% 14 | 7% 18 69 | 21%
13-18"C| 10 39 | 20% 19 | 14% | 13 58 | 18%
Not known| 5 23 | 18% - 7 - 5 30 | 14%

Wk

()]

Total all platformed sites 46 169 21% 63 7% 51 232 18%

Table A7.10 - Church/Hall focus on sloping sites by direrin of slope, village name origin by area

Non- Norfolk Norfolk All Survey areas
Sloping sites/ Focus Not % with Focus Not % with Focls Not % with
name origin focus focus focus focus focus focus
Slope East OE origin 34 85 | 29% 7 31 18% 41 116 | 26%
ONorigin| 1 7 13% 3 5 38% 4 12 25%
Other| 5 22 | 19% 1 - - 6 22 | 21%
Slope other  OE origin 31 66 | 32% 2 24 8% 33 90 26%
ON origin| 4 13 24% - 4 - 4 17 19%
Other| 5 22 | 19% - 1 - 5 23 | 18%
Total all sloping sites 80 215 27% 13 65 17% 93 280 | 25%

Appendix 7 332



Table A7.11 - Church/Hall focus on platformed sites by dection of slope, village name origin by,

area

Non- Norfolk Norfolk All Survey areas
Platformed sites/ Focus Not % with Focus Not % with Focus Not % with
name origin focus focus focus focus focus focus
Slope East OE origin 12 36 | 25% 1 22 4% 13 58 18%
ON origin - 4 - - 1 R - 5 B
Other| 2 12 14% - - - 2 12 14%
Slope other  OE origin 20 69 | 22% 3 37 8% 23 106 | 18%
ON origin| 4 6 40% 1 3 25% 5 9 36%
Other| 8 42 16% - - - 8 42 16%
Total all platformed sites 46 169 21% 5 63 7% 51 232 | 18%

Table A7.12 - Comparison of slope severity and slope diréoh for sloping and
platformed sites in 90° groups
Slope severity 1in 50— 1in20- Over Total
1in 20 1in10 1in10
Sloping sites
East 58% 50% 29% 54%
South 15% 18% 36% 17%
West 21% 23% 36% 22%
North 6% 9% - 7%
ALL SLOPING SITES 242 (100%)| 117 (100% 14 (100% 373 (100%)
Platformed sites
East 39% 23% 20% 33%
South 28% 45% 60% 35%
West 22% 17% 20% 20%
North 11% 15% - 12%
ALL PLATFORMS 173 (100%) | 100 (100% 10 (100% 283 (100%0)
Table A7.13 - Sloping church sites by location of church
In vill isolated Vill edge other Total
No % No | % No % No| % No %
SLOPING SITES | 177 | 47| 92| 25| 100| 27 4 1 378 100
Eastfacing 104 | 51| 45| 23 51 25 3 1 208 10(
South| 32 51| 16| 26 13 21 1 1 62 100
West| 35 42| 21| 25 27 33 0 0 83 100
North| 6 24 | 10| 40 9 36 0 0 25 100
PLATFORMED 146 | 51| 66| 23 70 25 1 1 283 10(
East facing 52 57| 16| 17 24 26 0 0 92 100
South| 48 48 | 22| 22 30 30 1 1 100 10(
West| 29 51| 17| 30 10 18 0 0 57 100
North| 17 50| 11| 33 6 17 0 0 34 100
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Table A7.14 - Sloping church sites by church/hall focus
Church/hall No church/ Total
together hall focus
No % No % No
SLOPING SITES 93 25 280 75 373
East facing 51 25 152 75 203
South| 16 26 46 74 62
West| 19 23 64 77 83
North| 7 28 18 72 25
PLATFORMED 51 18 232 82 283
East facing 15 16 77 84 92
South| 15 15 85 85 100
West| 13 23 44 77 57
North| 8 23 26 77 34

Table A7.15 - Sloping church sites by Age of earliest fabria current church (Pevsner)

Age N/K | 11"C 172" C 13"C 14" C TOTAL
No| % | No| % | No| %| No| %| Nag % No %
SLOPING SITES| 69| 18 | 16 | 4 |170| 46 | 67 | 18 | 51 | 13 |373| 100
Eastfacing 38| 55| 10| 63| 90| 53| 33| 49| 32| 63| 203 54
South| 17| 25 2] 13| 27| 16 9] 13 7] 14] 62 17
West 9] 13 2| 13| 40| 24| 21| 31| 11| 22| 83 22
North 5 7 2| 13| 13 8 4 6 1 2| 25 7
PLATFORMED 50| 18 | 13 | 5 |111| 39| 61 | 22 | 48 | 17 | 283| 100
East facing 16| 32 6| 46| 30| 27| 20| 33| 20| 42| 92 33
South| 19| 38 3| 23| 42| 38| 22| 36| 14| 29| 100 35
West| 11] 22 1 8| 24| 22| 11| 18] 10| 21| 57 20
North 4 8 3| 23] 15| 14 8| 13 4 8| 34 12
Table A7.16 - Sloping church sites by Size of church
<190 sgm| 190-299 sq300+ sgq m TOTAL
m

No % No % No % | No %

SLOPING SITES 146 39 | 141 | 38 | 86 | 23 | 373 | 100

Eastfacing 92| 63| 71| 50| 40| 47| 203 54

South| 25| 17| 24| 17| 13| 15| 62 17

West| 19| 13| 38| 27| 26| 30| 83 22

North | 10 7 8 6 7 8| 25 7

PLATFORMED 124| 44 | 103 | 36 | 56 | 20 | 283 | 100

Eastfacing 38| 31| 37| 36| 17| 30| 92 33

South| 42| 34| 40| 39| 18| 32| 100 35

West| 28| 23| 18| 17| 11| 20| 57 20

North| 16| 13 8 8| 10| 18| 34 12
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Table A7.17 - Sloping church sites by planform
Central No tower West Other TOTAL
tower tower tower
No % No % No % No % | No %
SLOPING SITES 16| 4 48 | 13 | 292 | 78 | 17 5 |373| 100
Eastfacing 11| 69| 25| 52| 163| 56 4| 21| 203 54
South 3| 19 8| 17| 48| 16 3| 18| 62 17
West 2| 13| 10| 21| 65| 22 6| 35| 83 22
North - 5| 10| 16 5 4| 21| 25 7
PLATFORMED 14| 5 43 | 15 | 202 | 71 | 24 8 |283| 100
Eastfacing 3| 21| 11| 26| 69| 34 9| 38| 92 33
South 5| 36| 15| 35| 72| 36 8| 33| 100 35
West 4| 29 9| 21| 38| 19 6| 25| 57 20
North 2| 14 8| 19| 23] 11 1 4| 34 12
Table A7.18 - Nave/chancel misalignment by alignment obre
Improving Not improving Aligned left Aligned right
total No % No % No % No %
Nave <62° 13 9 69 4 31 4 31 9 69
63-72° 28 19 68 9 32 9 32 19 68
All<73°| 41 28 68 13 32 13 32 28 68
73-77° 33 23 70 10 30 10 30 23 70
78-82° 60 36 60 24 40 24 40 36 60
83-87° 67 34 51 33 49 33 49 34 5]
All 73-87°| 160 93 58 67 42 67 42 93 58
All <88° (north) | 201 121 62 80 38 80 40 121 60
All >92° (south) | 114 85 74 29 26 85 75 29 25
All 93-102°| 77 56 72 21 28 56 72 21 28
93-97° 51 39 77 12 24 39 77 12 23
98-102° 26 17 65 9 35 17 65 9 35
103°+| 37 29 78 8 22 29 78 8 22
Total exc 88-929 315 206 65 109 35 165 52| 150 48
88-92° see main 62 49 79 13 21
text —page 144
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APPENDIX 8 — Calculation of Easter

Standard Easter calculation algorithm (Cheney 2000, 5)

Also listed on various websites — for example

http://webexhibits.org/calendars/calendar-christian-edsielr(accessed 2%Apri| 2007)

Step Action Example for result
902AD
1 Remainder (Year/19) 902/19 47, remainde®
2 Remainder (Year/4) 902/4 225, remainde?
3 Remainder (Year/7) 902/7 128, remaindeb
4 (19 * (step 1)) + 24 (19 *9)+ 24 195
5 Remainder ((Step 4)/30) 19530 6, remaindel5
6 (2*step2)+(4*step3)+(6*step5)+H (2*2)+(4*6)+(6*15)+5 123
7 Remainder ((step 6)/7) (1237) 17, remainded
8 (step 5)+(step 7) (15+(4) 19
9 IF((step 8) > 9) then ((step8)-9) = (19 -9
APRIL easter date —APRIL 10™
10 | IF ((step 8) <10) then ((step 8)+2R)
= MARCH easter date

Western and Roman Easter dates

Differences in the methods of calculation of Eabetwveen the Western church and the
Roman church both before and after the consolidatiothéysynod of Whitby of 664
CE, meant that in a period of almost 400 years, the afaEaster only coincided on
154 occasions (Cheney 2000, 47-54). In 150 years Celtic Easteeasizgey than
Roman Easter and was only later in 63 years.

Table A8.1 — Comparison of Celtic and Roman Easter dates betwed00 and 779

A.D.

Celtic Easter | Easter on | Celtic Easter later by:-

earlier by 7 | same date

days 7days 14 days 21 days 28 day
Pre Whitby synod 81 147 20 16
Post Whitby synod 69 7 25 2

TOTAL 150 154 0 0 45 18
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APPENDIX 9 — Calculations to establish possible NorfolkMinster-
church sites

Method of calculating overall ranking

Twenty-six of the 549 Norfolk parishes where medieval churelees surveyed for this thesis
were not mentioned in Domesday. The ranked positionhrrémaining 523 parishes (1 —
523) was calculated for each of the factors for eachtpdrissome calculations, where several
parishes had the same score, they were each given teeragaknand the following parish in
the sequence was given the rank score that it would hesre d¢iven if each of the parishes in
the group above it had been given sequential rankings. Tkimgarfor each of the factors for
each parish were then added together, resulting in an ovecale”, which provides a direct
comparison with all the other parishes in the analysis, eads|to a list of parishes that, on
these criteria, are the most likely to have had mirdtarches.

Since measuring the absolute value for a factor might teaerroneous conclusions, for
example, the size of one of the many large fen-edge pamshdd appear to have the same
importance as a large parish elsewhere in the countyewdzeishes are generally smaller, an
alternative measure was developed whereby the size ofihecsparish was compared with
the sizes of all the parishes that surround it. In thise,céhe areas of all the parishes
surrounding the subject were added together and an average steenfovas calculated. This
was then compared with the size of the principal parishhdfprincipal is larger than its
contacts, the resulting score is greater than 1, ammvbElif the average size of the contact
parishes is higher than the principal. The rankings for eatshpaere then assessed based on
these scores

This method was used for the majority of the factorsictaned.

Finally, each factor was assigned a weighting to take account the fact that some of the
factors are more important than others in assessengiedieval importance of the parish — for
example, whether the parish bears the same name as tideeHuhat it is in, or the village
name suffix, compared with whether a Domesday church wagianed or the earliest
recorded fabric in the present church building.

Factors Used

1 Parish named after a Hundred — indicating most impop@msh in Saxon times

2 Parish name suffix — indicating relative name chronology

3 Relative soil quality between parish and surrounding parishes ieafimgy possible
preferred area for primary settlement

4 Area of glebe land at Domesday — indicating wealth ofafhendowment/ endowers

5 Relative Domesday total population — indicating relative drignce compared with
neighbouring parishes

6 Relative Domesday feudal population

7 Relative Domesday numbers of sokemen

8 Acreage of influence over other parishes, or influence tivar parishes, at Domesday
(outliers, jurisdiction etc.) — indicating earlier, and ¢oming, importance.

9 Relative parish size in acres

10 Relative number of surrounding parishes — the number of pamsitacts’ for the
principal compared with the same scores for its surrourghinghes.

11 Presence of Saxon or Norman Monasteries — perhaps inditdaibgst estates that were
left to the richest Normans

12  Landscape assessment of the church site — the most pnoisites first

13 Relative value from the Norwich Ecclesiastical Taxavbri254 — relative to the value
of its neighbours

Appendix 9 337



14  Earliest church fabric — combination of assessments by. Ha§lor's Anglo-Saxon
Architectureand theBuildings of England/olumes for Norfolk by Pevsner & Wilson

15 Number of Domesday churches, or implied presence dfi@ich

16 Floorspace of the existing church

1 Name (1) This is based on the assumption that that the Saxon adatimesHundred
was named after the most important parish in theatréee time.
Parishes with the same name as the Rural Deanery werealsidered, but as they are
later in date (some time after reorganization of thecEsan structure in 1072) it was
decided not to class them with those with the same nartreeddundred.
(There is a very strong argument for altering the ratibbated to the vast majority of
parishes that do not bear the Hundredal name, as thersuigicient differentiation
between the ‘1’ assigned to the 10 parishes that appear imthos &nd ‘11’ assigned
to the remainder. It was subsequently increased to 200.

Parish with Hundredal Name Rank
Hundred name 1
None 11 (200)
2 Village Name- Based on the village name suffix, which is taken asdicator of the
relative age of its foundation, based on the following breakdow
Name Score| Rank
ham (primary settéats- 99) 1 1
ingham, ing, ton, by, kirk and others not included ip 1
or 3, including burgh or borough 2 100
(secondary settletae 389)
thorpe, toft, wick, ley, ling, thwaite 3 489
(tertiamgtdements - 35)

3 Saoil Taken from the National Soil Survey map, the proportion thett eathe soll
series formed of each parish was measured. Based éolltveing list, the soil series
information was converted to an assessment of the soitygfaleach parish.

Soil Series Quality

Sheringham (541), Freckenham (551), Burlingham (572) GOOD

Gresham (711a), Blackwood (821), Hockham (552)

Fakenham (581), Evesham (713) OK
Others not included elsewhere Other
Sand (110a), Newmarket (343), Beccles (711b&c) POOR

The proportion of each soil quality in each parish (GOBDOR etc) was summed from the
data and a single measure resulted - based on the larggdstquality group. For example, in

a parish where 50% of the area was soil series 541, 25% wa®®32yas 711b and 5% was

“other” — since both the first two are categorised aOGQthe third as POOR and the last as
other, the assessment for this parish would be 50% +=2506% GOOD".

In order to obtain a measure of the comparative soil qualdiyveen a parish and its

neighbours, the percentages of each soil quality ofhallsurrounding parishes was added
together and divided by the number of parishes, resulting mgéesneasure on the same basis
as the example above, which could be compared directly thé& quality assessed for the
principal parish. They were compared on the following basis:-
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Comparison of Soil Quality between a parish and the avage of its

neighbours
Category Assessment Rank
Much Better Change from POOR to GOOD (29 cases) 1
Better Change from POOR to OK/other,

OR from OK/other to GOOD
OR an increase of 50% or more in the same 30
category— e.g. from 30-60% (50% decrease

if POOR) (70 case
in all)
Same Increase or decrease of less than 50% in the same

category, e.g. from 500%, or vice versg 100

(337 cases)

Worse Change from GOOD to OK/other,

OR from OK/other to POOR

OR a decrease of 50% or more in the same438
category— e.g. from 60-30% (50% increase

if POOR) (77 case
in all)
Much Worse Change from GOOD to POOR (8 cases) 516
4 Glebe Land —John Blair uses 1 hide of glebe as an indicator of supenoclelstatus

over the country as a whole (Blair 1987). This level has beduced slightly here,
since there were only five churches in Norfolk endowed with niore 120 acres.

Rank
Churches with 120+ acres glebe 1
60-119 acres glebe 6
Less or no glebe land 100
5 Relative total population recorded in the Domesday Survey

The Domesday population was counted for each parisha amparison made with
the average population in the parishes surrounding it. Theingstdtio for each parish
was ranked from 1 to 497. The 24 parishes not mentioned in Daynesere all
assigned rank 498.

6 Relative total feudal population recorded in the Domesdagurvey
The Domesday population of villagers, smallholders and skaasscounted for each
parish, and a comparison made with the average numbéies patishes surrounding it.
The resulting ratio for each parish was ranked from4l7& The 46 parishes either not
mentioned in Domesday, or had no feudal population wkassigned rank 477.

7 Relative total sokemen (freemen) population recorded ithe Domesday Survey
The Domesday population of sokemen (freemen, as opposeeetd/lien) was counted
for each parish, and a comparison made with the averageemunmbthe parishes
surrounding it. The resulting ratio for each parish was rafikeed 1 to 299. The 223
parishes which were either not mentioned in Domesday, onbiabkemen, were all
assigned rank 300.

8 Domesday outliers
The acreage of influence that each parish had over ptreshes, or was affected by
others, was calculated from the Domesday survey. Thisdedlestate “outliers”, land
“appertaining to” and land “in the jurisdiction of” another parigkcreage was
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summed, and the net Figure of influence was ranked. The &hg=arwith a net
positive “ownership” elsewhere were ranked from 1 to 88, the 194hearwith a net
influence from elsewhere were ranked 331-523, and the 244 paristresxavinet
influence, were all ranked 89.

Relative Parish size- (in acres) taken from 1844 Whites Directory, there wese
missing values. The average size of surrounding parishesaleagated and compared
with the subject parish. The subsequent ratio of parish teizaverage surrounding
parish size was ranked from 1 to 523. They ranged from Wymondhhioh(is 6.26
times the average size of its neighbours) to Waterden lfwhi®.10 the size of its
neighbours).

Relative number of Surrounding Parishes -The number of parishes whose
boundaries touch the subject parish was measured and femgeld to 3.

The relationships between the principal parish and the gazexamber calculated for its
neighbours were also calculated and ranged between 3.23 (Wymonehd 0.28
(Crownthorpe) — these were ranked 1 to 522

Presence of Saxon/Norman Monasterytaken as a measure of the importance of the
parish. Presumably, the best estates were left to & mmportant (and richest)
Normans, who endowed monasteries. In addition to Pestigsification, stylus finds
and “productive” sites have been added to the Saxon list

Saxon/Norman Monastery Rank
Saxon monastery/stylus/productive sites 1
Norman monasteries 20
None 100

Landscape Assessment

Landscape at the church was assessed from the 1:25000ri€sS (se the case of
“assembled parishes”, the landscape at the “seniorivgiseused — e.g. Great Dunham,
rather than Little Dunham.

The following categories were used, and ranked thus:-

Landscape Category Rank
Knoll/Island/Promontory (19 cases) 1 1
Valley side, upper slope (10metres + above water) (168) 2 20
Valley side, lower slope (<10metres above river/stream) 3 189
Valley floor (95 with Cat 3) 4 189
Lowland - flat/interfluve (25m or less AOD) (91) 5 284
Highland — flat/interfluve (30metres or more AOD) (147) 6 375

Relative Norwich Ecclesiastical Taxation of 1254 -Provided the value of the
ecclesiastic property in each parish. Twelve parish#smissing values were assigned
the Mean value of the remainder.

Relative tax values were also arrived at by calculadingaverage tax value for all
surrounding parishes and comparing the two figures. They ranged elpetwe
Wymondham (worth 16.11 times the value of the average of ighibeurs) and
Wrenningham (worth 0.04 times the average of its neighboung)ratios were ranked
from 1 to 523.

Earliest church fabric — data taken from the relevant volume of Pevsner, adjbsted
Taylor's Saxon churches where the two volumes fail to agree

(There may be an argument for shifting back to the “Saxonibghethose parishes
where a church was mentioned in Domesday. It was aloeotstin that, in most cases,
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it is not the current church building but even then it is doesatelian earlier church

presence)
Rank
Saxon fabric 1
Norman fabric 50
Other 189

15 Domesday churches The presence or absence of a church in Domesday was recorded
along with some “assumed” churches, where mention was magsgests or glebe
land, or land belonging to the church, but not a specificothbuilding.

Rank
178 Parishes with a church present (or assumed) 1
27 churches with Saxon fabric, but not mentioned in1l
Domesday
No church mentioned, or no Saxon fabric 206

Since there is a well-known under-recording of churches in Daeweshis factor has
been modified to take into account parishes that have chungtieSaxon fabric, but
no mention in Domesday, as there obviously was a chaortitese parishes prior to the
Domesday record in 1086.

16 Floorspace of existing church
One of John Blair's comments about minster churches istti@thurch is very large
for a village of this size”. Whilst this is a well-known ploenenon in East Anglia with
large “cloth” churches, is there also a picture of lazlyerches in other villages too?
Churches were ranked from the largest to the smallest, 3 — 52

MULTIPLIERS
Each of these sixteen categories was then assignediplisiuio take into account the
fact that some of the factors were assessed as beirgmumortant than others, in other
words, the early name origin of the parish was deemeddawably more important
than the current floorspace of the church. The rank séarése factors were assigned
a multiplier on the following basis:-

Multiplier
Parish named after a Hundred 10
Parish name suffix 10
Relative soil quality between parish and surrounding 8
parishes

Area of glebe land at Domesday

Relative Domesday total population
Relative Domesday feudal population
Relative Domesday numbers of sokemen
Acreage of influence over other parishes at Domesday 6
(outliers, jurisdiction etc.)
Relative parish size 5
Relative number of surrounding parishes 5
Presence of Saxon or Norman Monasteries 5
Landscape assessment of the church site 4
Relative value from the Norwich Ecclesiastical Taxation 4

of 1254
Earliest church fabric 2
Number of Domesday churches 2
Floorspace of the existing church 1

|00
mcn
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Ranking Results

The results of this analysis produced a ranking of the 528hgarthat were mentioned in
Domesday. There was an apparent ‘natural’ break in thafley the first 27 parishes. The first
27 had larger gaps between the parish scores, with camistmaller gaps from 28 onwards.

The first 27 parishes were, in order :-

Wymondham, Holt, North Walsham, Aylsham, RUDHAM, Reedhamddon,
SOUTH WALSHAM, SHOULDHAM, RAYNHAM, Tunstead, Thetford Happisburgh,
BURNHAM, Hempnall, Earsham, Old Buckenham, Diss, Ludh&eacham, Taverham,
BARSHAM, Cawston, Foulsham, North EImham, Dereh&@RE (the capital letters indicate
parishes which were amalgamated for this analysitessribed earlier).

Generally, the top 27:-
e had churches that were more than double the size ofmhender,
* were in parishes that were 2.5 times the size of the nelerai
* had twice as many neighbouring ‘contact’ parishes
» their churches were valued at 3 times the rate of thaingler in 1254
* had a majority of primary settlement names, with ntiete/ names
» there was little difference in the church site landscape
* had four times the Domesday population of the remainder
* had 2.5 times the feudal population at Domesday
 little difference in relative soil quality with the neighbsur
* had twice as much glebeland at Domesday
* had a slightly greater number of churches with eablyi¢a
* had many times more Saxon and Norman monasteries
* 21 became Market towns (Dymond 2005, 76)

Summary Results

The following tables summarise the results based on thgpgrhat arise from the rank order
classification of all sixteen factors.

Top 27 have been separated out because the ranking data shoatedal break at this point,
with larger gaps between the parish scores between 1 and gérardlly smaller gaps from 28
onwards.

Alignment

Number Range Mean 95% | Range @ 95% | % N of E
Top 27 27 67-110° 88.3° +4.7 83.6 —93.0 61
Remainder 522 56-128° | 88.9° +0.9 88.0 — 89.8 55
Total 549 88.9° +0.9 88.0 — 89.8 56

Church Floorspace

<150 sq ft 150-189 190-239 240-299 300+ sq ft | Average
No % No % No % No % No % size

Top 27 0 - 0 - 1 4 3 11 23 85 | 473 sqf
Remainder 94| 22 | 114 | 21 | 111 | 21 86 16 | 120 | 23 245 sqf
Total 94 | 21 | 114 | 21 | 112 | 21 89 16 | 143 | 26 | 264 sqf

Larger churches in top group and smaller churches in bajtoop.
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Latitude & Longitude
Average Average
Latitude Longitude
Top 27 52.70° N 1.02° E
Remainder 52.67° N 1.10°E
Total 52.67° N 1.09° E

Overall, top churches are located in same areas ashirs ot

Area of Parish

Number Size Range (acres) Average
Top 27 27 2167 — 10600 4771
Remainder 496 353 - 12953 1673
Total 523 1935

Larger parishes in top group and smaller parishes in bottoap galthough the largest parish in
the county (Methwold) is in the “remainder” group.

Comparative Area of Parish

Number Average
Top 27 27 2.46
Remainder 496 0.93
Total 523 1.00

The “relative area” data confirms that the parishes intdbegroup are on average just over
twice the size of their neighbours and those in the bottoompgare more or less average in size.

Parish Contacts
Number Range of contacts Average
Top 27 27 7-18 9.81
Remainder 496 3-11 5.72
Total 523 6.00
More contacts (neighbouring parishes) in top group and fewéaaenn bottom group
Comparative Parish Contacts
Number Average
Top 27 27 1.71
Remainder 496 0.93
Total 523 0.97

Parishes in the top group have more contacts than theiroeigh and vice versa.

Church Taxation 1254

Number Tax Range (£) Average
Top 27 27 10 — 100 31.9
Remainder 489 0.5-53.3 10.4
Total 516 11.53

More valuable churches in top group and less valuable churchemainder group.
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Comparative Parish Tax Value

Number Average
Top 27 27 3.04
Remainder 489 0.97
Total 516 1.01

Parishes in the top group had higher value than their neighbour

Parish name (suffix)
1 2 5
(Primary) (Secondary) (Terciary)
ham ingham, ton etc thorpe, toft etc.
Top 27 17 63% 10 37% -
Remainder 77 16% 381 81% 16 4%
Total 94 18% 391 75% 37 7%
Primary “Hams” in top 27 and no tertiary “other/Thorpe”.
Parishes with same name as Hundred
Hundred Total
Top 27 3 (11%) 27
Remainder 9 (2%) 494
Total 12 (2%) 523
Higher proportion of “named” parishes in the top group.
Landscape
1 2 3/4 5 6
Knoll, Upper Lower Lowind | Highind | total
Prom. valley valley/ flat flat
val floor
Top 27 2 7% | 18 67% 2 7% 2 7% 3 11% 27
Remainder 73 15% 151 3006 105 22% 150 30% 17 |3% |496
Total 75 14%| 169 32% 107 206 152 36% 20 4% 523

Higher proportions of the top group in “upper valley”, and loinghe “lowland flat” group

Domesday Population (total

Number Range Average
Top 27 27 51 -974 137
Remainder 470 0—-146 39
Total 497 44
More people in top parishes.
Domesday Population (feudal)

Number Range Average
Top 27 27 30 — 208 59
Remainder 470 0-97 24
Total 497 28
Higher feudal pop in top parishes
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Domesday feudal pop as % of the total (parishes with >2@udal pop)

Less than 20 Total
Over 80% 50-79% Below 50% feudal
Top 27 9 33% 16 60% 2 7% 0 27
Remainder 84 18% 119 25% 33 7% 234 50% 470
Total 93 19% 135 27% 35 7% 234 47% 497
Higher proportions of parishes with large feudal pop in toogr
Soil — largest group
GOOD OK other POOR
Top 27 13 48% 3 11% 4 15% 7 26%
Remainder 279 56% 25 5% 74 159 116 23%
Total 292 56% 28 5% 78 15% 123 24%
Virtually no difference in soil quality between the groups.
Domesday churches & glebeland
Vills with
church No. of Avge no. of | Glebeland Avge.
mentioned churches churches (acres) glebeland
Top 27 14 52% 24 1.71 801 33.8
Remainder 156 32% 182 1.16 3,663 20.1
Total 169 32% 206 1.22 4,464 21.7

Slightly higher mentions of churches and more churcheparésh and larger areas of glebe in

top category

Earliest Fabric (Pevsner/Taylor)

Not

11" C 12" C 13"C 14" C 15" C known
Top 27 6 22% 8 30% 7 269 4 15% 2 % 0
Remainder 43 9% 146 29% 104 21% 125 15% 29 6% 49
Total 49 9% 154 29% 111 21% 129 25% 31 6% 49

Very slight bias towards early buildings in the top group.

Saxon/Norman Monastery in Parish

Saxon Norman Total
Top 27 6 22% 4 15% 27
Remainder 11 2% 16 3% 496
Total 17 3% 20 4% 523

Higher proportion of early monasteries in top group

Saxon Dedication for Parish Church

Saxon Total
Top 27 2 % 27
Remainder 33 7% 496
Total 35 7% 523

No difference between the groups
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APPENDIX 10 — Harvest Festival Details

Average Harvest date by area

Year |Taunton | Broads |Difference |Cumbria |Difference |Hold'nss |Difference
Average | Average |Taunton ~ | Average |[Cumbria ~ | Average|Hold'ness
date date |Broads date |Broads date |~ Broads
1870 | 13 Sep 17 Sep -4days| 28 Sep | +11days| 22 Sep | +5 days
1871 22 Sep 24 Sep -2 days29 Sep | + 5 days 10Oct + 7 days
1872 21 Sep| 17 Sep | + 4 days 30 Sep| + 13 days 10¢t + 14 days
1873 21 Sep 19 Sep + 2 days 50¢t + 16 days 50ct + 16 days
1874 18 Sep 22 Sep - 4 days 6 Oct + 14 days | 23 Sep | + 1 day
1875 22 Sep 19Sep +3days | 23 Sep | + 4 days 28 Sep| + 9 days
1876 12 Sep 25 Sep - 13 days4 Oct + 9 days 29 Sep + 4 days
1877 22 Sep 26 Sep - 4 days 4 Oct + 8 days 10 Oct + 14 days
1878 22 Sep 22 Sep - 13 Sep -9days| 10Oct | +8days
1879 8 Oct 8 Oct - 3 Oct -5days 25 Oct | + 17 days
1880 22 Sep 25 Sep - 3days29 Sep | + 4 days 11 Oct | + 16 days
1881 20 Sep 23 Sep - 3days23 Oct | + 30 days 12 Oct | + 19 days
1882 24 Sep 28 Sep -4 daysl2 Oct | + 14 days 11 Oct | + 13 days
1883 26 Sep 11 Oct | + 15 days 11 Oct | + 15 days
1884 19 Sep 20 Sep - 1 day25 Sep | + 5 days 19 Sep - 1 day
1885 23 Sep 26 Sep - 3 days 7 Oct + 11 days 8 Oct| + 12 days
1886 22 Sep 27 Sep - 5daysl0 Oct | + 13 days 10 Oct + 13 days
1887 15 Sep 23 Sep - 8 dgys24 Sep | + 1 days 20 Sep - 3 days
1888 4 Oct 3 Oct | +1 day 9 Oct + 6 days 16 Oct | + 13 days
1889 19 Sep 24 Sep - 5 days4 Oct + 10 days 4 Oct| + 10days
1890 23 Sep 28 Sep - 5 days 7 Oct + 9 days 50ct| + 7days
1891 1 Oct 30 Sep | +1 day 90O0ct| +9days 70¢t + 7 days
1892 23 Sep 28 Sep -5daysl2 Oct | + 14 days 13 Oct | + 15 days
1893 18 Sep 26 Sep - 8 dgys24 Sep - 2 days| 22 Sep - 4 days
1894 22 Sep 29 Sep - 7 days 4 Oct + 5 days 7 Oct| + 8days
1895 24 Sep 25 Sep - 1day 1 Oct + 6 days 1Oct| +6days
1896 | 12 Sep | 21 Sep -9 days 16 Sep -5 days| 26 Sep | +5 days
1897 16 Sep 22 Sep - 6 days29 Sep | + 7 days 7 Oct| + 15 days
1898 16 Sep 23 Sep - 7 days 1 Oct + 8 days 30 Sep + 7 days
1899 15 Sep 23 Sep - 8 dgys22 Sep - 1 day| 20 Sep - 3 days
Avge | 21 Sep 25 Sep -4days 2 0ct | +7 days 4 Oct | +9days

Blue more than 7 days earlier than the area average héegtsal date
Red more than 7 days later than the area average hargsasafelate
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Year | Local weather commentocal weather commentiocal Weather comments Local weather comments National weather*
(Taunton) Avge datg(Cumbria) Avge date (Holderness) Avge date| (Broads) Avge date
1870 | Dry harvest,largely| 13 Sep 28 Sep| Dry harvest — crpp2 Sep Dry harvest, in ear[yl7 Sep | Dry year, excellent crops.
complete by 10 sept. on hills and valleys Autumn tillage begun Good grain harvest weather —
all ready together early Oct. some storms — result variable.
1871 | Very wet Sept -5.622 Sep 29 Sep 1 Oct Dry Aug, wet Sept, 24 Sep Wet year, averagps
rain somewhat damaged. Fine grain
harvest, badly laid and
mildewed
1872 |Fourteen days goq?21 Sep 30 Sep 1 Oct Wet harvest but in gd@dSep | Wet summer, poor harvest.
weather, followed b condition Fine grain harvest —some
storms — damage, 25 damage
days with rain
1873 | Delayed by rain 21 Sep |Frequent heav 5 Oct Severe thunderstorntsOct Late  sowing. Goagd 9 Sep | Showery summer, poor
More than 8" in 10 rains delaying east of Beverley harvest harvest. Poor seed time gnd
days harvest low yields
1874 | Very dry season 18 Sep Severe wind 6 @ct 23 Sep Most in before rain 22 Sep Year of good harvé#teat
problem in some excellent, wet later
areas
1875 | Prolonged harvest |22 Sep |Disastrous col(23 Sep | Heavy cold rains ajZB Sep Weather spoilt harvest 19Sep Very wet summer, |crops
longest in memory. winds and heay fogs have had suffered. Wheat and barlg
3.8"rain in Sept rain in August disastrous effects an below average. (First grain

the corn crops

from USA)

1876 | Thunderstorms during2 Sep 4 Oct 29 Sep 25 Sep Poor sowing weather, g
harvest, disrupted due harvest time. Low yields b
to tempests good grain

1877 | Delayed by rain. 22 Sep Severe 4 Oct Severe thunderstorm® Oct 26 Sep|Wet summer, poor vyield

thunderstorms and with copious hail in Wheat & barley below averag
copious hai some areas in eafly

damaged standing September have

crop delayed harvest

1878 | Late completion 2 Sep | Good harvest3 Sep 1 Oct Early start, heavy rg?? Sep | Warm wet summer,
some areas due |tO weather during harvest crop above average — better

heavy rain

higher land. Poor

sowing for 79

pod at

e

Wheat

on

autunmn
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Year | Local  weather comme?lsocal weather commentkocal Weather comments Local weather comments National weather*
(Taunton) Avge datgCumbria) Avge datg (Holderness) Avge date| (Broads) Avge date
1879 | Gloomy  prospects3 Oct 3 Oct Late start to harve®b Oct Marshes flooded in Aud Oct Unusually wet, bad harvests,
much damage to due to weather Some late imp. cold winter, poor sowing,
standing crops. Fe conditions Late harvest, worst for 40 backward spring, very wet Jun-
cattle at Michlm. Fain, years Aug. In Aug —pastures floode|
farmers still at harvest like winter. Harvest very lat
(First refrigerated beef fro
Australia)
1880 | Early start to harvest 22 Sep 29 Sep Brought to stapbbtict Good progress, somib Sep |Good weather year but yiel
due to weeks of rain mildew light, backward spring. Hea
barley crop
1881 | Continued raire0 Sep | Very late harvesg3 Oct | Heavy rain. 12 Oct Light lands good harvest 23 Sep Wet summer, modglerate
delaying harvest. 1.9" weather delay Late commencement, harvest. Worst snow
on 22 Aug. Nine day throughout low lying country C19.Hard frost Jun "® Frost
rain in late Sept. flooded Jul 28" cut down beans. Belo
average crop and damaged.
1882 | Late finish, large24 Sep |Gloomy prospect{12 Oct | Nov 25 -  still11 Oct Wheat below averag@8 Sep | Wet year, deficient harvests.
amount of corn still ip — a full weeks rain harvesting in some some blight Frosts mid June and
ground mid Sept. at end of Aug areas, crops being September. Crops poor — litfle
another the laid down autumn sowing.
following week
1883 Great damage K11 Oct | Greatly delayed 1 Oct 26 Sep| Unsettled, crops belo
storm in north o harvest since weather average. Harvest stormy hur
county broke some good harvesting days
1884 | Rain at end Aug aftgt9 Sep 25 Sep| Very dry — only 14’9 Sep 20 Sep| Warm summer, good harve
4 weeks goo rain this year to the Good harvest weather, go
weather. Aug rain end of August. crops and yields
0.9”
1885| Later than normg23 Sep | Very late harvest| 7 Oct Cold North  €Bct Very dry July (lowes26 Sep |[Dry vyear, harvests belo
start to harvest winds in August angd temp 32°) average. Mild winter but
lack of sun have backwvard spring. Worst roc
delayed ripening af harvest in many years
all grain crops in the
area, delaying
harvest.




Year | Local weather comme?lsocal weather commentkocal Weather comments Local weather comments National weather*

0T Xipuaddy

(Taunton) Avge datgCumbria) Avge datg (Holderness) Avge date| (Broads) Avge date
1886 | Unusually late buyR2 Sep | The rain spate wg 10 Oct 10 Oct Harvest progressing welf Sep | Changeable year, crops ab
catching up. Big unparalleled, little damage to standing average. Late and cold spring-
storm 10 Sept. resulting in crop. much winter corn killed
widespread Average vyields but som
flooding on blight.
already sodden
fields
1887 | End Aug rainl5 Sep 24 Sep 20 Sep Several stack fires 23Sep Very dry geod harves
interfered with Corn (only 13" rain in Fens) 16 Oct
Backward spring. Heavy crops
1888 | Disrupted by tempes# Oct | Slow progress9 Oct 16 Oct Ripening at last, litfld Oct | Wet cool year, poor harvests.
8.1"rain in Sept heavy rain mildew, exceptional year Wet  summer, reasonable

prevented cutting for weeds. harvest weather.
and flattened crops

1889 | Average harvest, god 19 Sep | Hard frosts 22/9/88 Oct Most  unfavourablet Oct Wet Sept — lowest temp4 Sep | Showery year, average

6vE

root crops. weather, 31 days rain 290 harvests. Good sowing weather
in last 2 months - showers throughout harvest
1890 | Rain and win23 Sep | Severe 7 Oct Prolonged web Oct 28 Sep| Showery ge crops beloy
interfered with thunderstorms far weather average. Damaging frost 3D
harvest. Catching up several days at end June, wet summer, go
of August harvest weather
1891 | Early start, mugH Oct Rainfall in August9 Oct Storms in parts of [ Oct Busy harvest wheB0 Sep | Wet summer but good crgps.
beaten down b 2.5 times average. Yorks have severely weather permits — little Thames frozen in Jah.
incessant rain. Late Crops severel damaged crops mildew. Later than avge Backward spring. Good b
finish damaged and some late harvests
flattened
1892| 90% crop forecask3 Sep | Started under pod?2 Oct | Rain at end of Augusit3 Oct Late start due to rain 28Sep Dry year — poor disgstro
Rain  early Sept weather, floods in have delayed reaping harvest. Late dry spring.ddvy
stopped harvest north of county rain in Aug, good harve
Sept wild and month

rough, storms and
gales




0T xipuaddy

0Ge

Year | Local  weather comme?lsocal weather commentkocal Weather comments Local weather comments National weather*
(Taunton) Avge datgCumbria) Avge datg (Holderness) Avge date| (Broads) Avge date
1893 | Unsettled weathget8 Sep | Reasonable harvest Sep 22 Sep Very dry year 26 Sep Drought year, crops below
(end Aug) slowe in spite of rain average. Fine spring very d
harvest April (50 day drought in
Weald) Poor grain crop
1894 | Poor year. Nee@®2 Sep 4 Oct 7 Oct 29 Sep Showery vyear, harvest
good weather for avge above average. Mixed grdin
crop. Some sprouting yields and quality
1895 | Good harvest weath@4 Sep 1 Oct 1 Oct Wet stormy Aug 25 Sep Hot dry year, eefibiarvest.
Wheat finished 7 Sept Thames blocked by ice in Feb.
Thunderstorm 14 Sep Very hot, dry summer with
damaged barley storms. Wheat much destroyed
by cold winter, late sown
barley failed to ripen
1896 | Early start, som@é2 Sep | Fine through magt6 Sep 26 Sep Very dry Aug, harveat Sep | Dry year wet harvest, but crpps
delayed by rain of  harvest-time. earlier than usual good. Very dry May,Jun,Jul.
Early in  many Very wet Sept, but wheat goad
places
1897 | Rain, gales. Gloom| 16 Sep | Good ear|[y9 Sep 7 Oct |Verydry July, Aug. Early22 Sep | Dry until harvest, then stormy.
delayed harvest. On harvesting, podr start and finish to harvest Wet spring, vegetation forwafd
19.7” rain in year| later — hard frost 1% Jun. Wheat
longterm avge 29.6” below average, but good
quality
1898 |Harvest never s16 Sep 1 Oct 30 Sep 23 Sep Hot dry summer good crops.
bountiful. Over early Cool and damp spring. Good
in West —fine weathey harvest above avge, though
some damaged in May
1899 | Early finish. Articlesl5 Sep 22Sep| Only 0.7" rain |iR0 Sep |Dry June, July. Earl|23 Sep | Hot dry summer, average
about reduced rain |— August c/w 3 harvest finish crops. Mild winter, backward
is it a permanent average spring, hot dry harvest. One
problem? earliest harvests on record

* from Stratton J. & Houghton-Brown J., Agricultural Reds, AD 220 — 1977,"2edition 1978, London: John Baker



APPENDIX 11 — Norfolk Monastic sites — alignment

A total of 96 monastic sites can be identified in NorfolkO-Norman sites and 56 post-
Norman sites, from a combination of Pestellandscapes of Monastic Foundation
(2004), for the Norman period monasteries and Mess&hesMonastic Remains of
Norfolk and Suffol1934) for the post-Norman monasteries. The church eteafen
the monastery could be identified in fifty-two of theeither as visible remains from
the first- or second-series large-scale Ordnance Sumags, or as sub-surface
foundations through aerial photography, by parch- or-onagks, using the 1940s
“RAF” series held as part of the Norfolk HER at Gressdinh

The alignment of the nave was measured directly framtap where visible,
but the alignment was measured from the aerial photogragivery case. In those
cases where comparisons of the readings were possibléguhes were, with one
exception, within 2° of each other. To ensure compargbtlite readings from the
aerial photographs were used throughout this analysis. poid five degrees was
subtracted from the measured readings, as an averageféguhe County, to adjust
the figures to True north from the Grid-north based mneasents that the aerial
photographs used.

Overall, the alignment figures are similar to the ryrafish churches in the
larger parish church survey. The mean alignment is jusidw&t (87.1° to 88.9°); and
the proportion of churches aligned to the north oft easvery similar, at 54%,
compared with 55.8% for the medieval parish churches. pa@ong the monastic
results across the county with the east-west patiérchanges in mean alignment
already observed in parish churches both across thérg@nd within Norfolk, shows
that the same pattern does not exist within the morsetiple. Although the sample is
small, the mean alignments west and east of thetlatezdivide are very close and the
ranges of alignments at the 95% confidence level overlappsil completely.
Emphasising this is the fact that similar proportionshef alignments are to the north
of east — 53% in the west of the county and 55% in the(eastpared with 62% and
50% respectively amongst parish churches). So althougbvrall mean alignment
figures fit well with the rural parish church resultsaashole, the lack of difference in
the proportions of monastic churches aligned to the nofrtbast across the county
confirms that the same spatial pattern in alignmeuabdoin parish churches does not
exist within Norfolk’s monastic churches.

Table A11.1 - Summary alignments of Monastic sites ind\folk by longitude
0

Monastic sites No Range Mean  95% cagnf RangeatP 89]5\‘;;2
Norfolk — west of 63.5-
1.10° East 19 99.5 86.7 4.4 82.3-91.1 53
Norfolk — east off 33 71.5-
1.11° East 1105 87.3 +3.7 83.6-101.0 55

Total| 52 87.1 +2.8 84.3-89.9 54
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APPENDIX 12 - Using the survey results to assess other pdde
factors linked with sloping church sites

It was established earlier in this thesis that althoughetivas a significant difference
in the numbers of slope-built churches built on eastdpslopes, there was little
difference in the alignment of the churches, whethey there built on slopes, flat sites
or on platforms. The aim of this section is to $eahere is a difference in other factors,
in addition to the slope direction, particularly thesd presence of the big house (the
manor house or lordly hall), especially those buileast-facing slopes, which could be
part of a form of Christian substitution outlined eslirather than merely a lordly
foundation of a church next to the house.

As was noted earlier, there are more than twice asyrahurches sited on east-
facing slopes than would be expected in a random sample (52%ilof all on sloping
sites) compared with a figure of 93, which is 25% of @ltof 373 which would
result from an equally distributed sample — an apparentsexoé 108 churches.
Churches on platformed sites do not exhibit this same degrbias — with 90 (32%)
on east facing slopes, an excess of only nineteen oeef7thwhich an equally
distributed sample (25% of 283) would produce. Are there twawoent patterns in
these figures? Does this ‘excess’ of 108 churches, represarches which were built
in earlier graveyards or built to incorporate earlitmal sites which have no other
obvious remnants now, whilst the remainder of the eastgayroup, along with slopes
in the other three directions, are lordly private fodimhs that follow the random
pattern of landscape slope which might be expected?

Table A12.1 Churches on sloping and platformed sites
SLOPING SITES
No %
East facing 201 54
South 61 16
West 85 23
North 26 7
Total sloping sites 373 100
PLATFORMED
East facing 90 32
South 101 36
West 57 20
North 35 12
Total platformed 283 100

The similarity in the number of churches on southinfacslopes with the
numbers of churches on west-facing slopes might suppserassertion and also serves
to highlight how few churches are sited on slopes whacke north. A north-facing
slope would be the last choice of location for an agcal community in a land
where some growing years are marginal — shown by hafigesés earlier in Chapter
Six, when harvests were not always entirely gatherednd weather comments were
made specifically referring to cold summer seasonsyogaripening and therefore
harvest. From an agricultural point of view when themtarof the land and its speed
of warming up are important, if the land in an area gélgesdoped in a single
direction, then south would be first choice, followed\Mest, then East then North.
This pattern is almost mirrored by churches built otf@lened sites, except for a small
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excess on east-facing slopes, with 36% south facing, 20%faeasy, 32% east facing
and only 12% facing north. However, for churches buikeatly on sloping sites, the
equivalent figures are 16% south, 23% west, 54% east anaithofacing.

There are two possibilities — firstly, as outlined aha¥at churches built on
platformed sites represent the norm — a fairly balhsedection of sites on slopes of all
directions, and that the excess of churches buiictly on east-facing sloping sites
represents the use of earlier graveyard or ritual gresjously unknown; or secondly,
that all platformed sites are part of the later pledderdly church building (late-Saxon
or Norman) and are built on new sites, rather thaanirearlier graveyard, and show
that for later churches the east-facing slopes of raxb8 times were no longer
considered important for a church site. As table 12.2 bedbeows, there is little
difference between the ages of therrent churches, whether built on slopes or
platforms, and it is not possible to examine the origaharches on these sites, or
establish whether there is an earlier pre-church gragdyaneath a church, without
thorough excavation.

Table A12.2 Churches on sloping and platformed
sites by age of earliest fabric
SLOPING SITES
No %
11", 12" century| 185 50
13"— 158" century] 118 32
Not known 70 19
Total sloping sites 373 100
PLATFORMED
11", 12" century| 124 44
13" — 18" century| 109 39
Not known 50 18
Total platformed sites 283 100

Detailed comparison of sites where church and hall areagether, with those where
there is no hall

Overall, as shown in table 12.3, Norfolk has fewer churciees to the hall (al3%)
than the rest of survey area P4t% of all churches) and Norfolk would need almost to
double the number of church/hall focus sites (an extrahGfches, making 120 in all)
to achieve the same proportion as the rest of the swamwle, so the difference is
substantial. However, the numbers become much smallesome cases when the
Norfolk results are broken down into the topographicugsy despite the fact that
Norfolk provides between one quarter and one-third ofhalldhurches in the whole
survey (29%), but there is still a difference betweenftNk and the remainder (Non-
Norfolk) in every category of yard topography, where theggrtgon of churches next
to the manor house is lower in Norfolk, whether thedg are sloping, flat, on a knoll
or platformed. Is this smaller number of church/hall granpsorfolk due to a higher
proportion of field churches in Norfolk, built by groups oédmen where no manor
was involved (Warner 1986, 43; Williamson 2006, 89); does ikcetthanges in the
manor system in Norfolk, which saw many small manoralgamated with the loss of
many manor houses over the centuries (Williamson 1993, 1&4eB 1997); or is it
due to a greater number of middle-Saxon sites that peetla@emanor system, where
the church was built later but in an existing early gyavd rather than next to manor
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house? Whatever the cause, there is a slightly higlegrogion of churches next to
halls on sloping site2{7%) than in any of the other possible yard topographies.

Table A12.3 Church/Hall focus by Topography of churchyard by are.
Non- Norfolk Norfolk All Survey area

Topography Focus Not % witf Focus Not 9% with Focus Not % with

focus focus focus focus focus focus
Sloping yard 80 215 | 27% 13 65 17% 93 28C 25%
Flat/almost fla 14¢ 628 | 19% 51 328 | 14% 19¢ 95¢ 17%
Knoll 12 79 13% 2 25 7% 14 104 12%
Platformed yarc 46 16€ | 21% 5 63 7% 51 23z 18%
Total 28€ | 1091 | 21% 71 47¢ | 13% 357 | 156¢ | 18.5%

Church/hall focus may be more likely on sloping sitest it does seem to
matter in which direction the land slopes. Thereasdifference between east-facing
slopes 26%) and slopes in other direction®8%), when all the survey areas outside
Norfolk are taken together, as shown in table 12.4. Althabghis not the case in
Norfolk, where the numbers become very small when igidatl - if only three
churches changed from an east-facing to an ‘other’ stbypa@ both would be the same

percentage.

slope and the proximity of the church and the manor.

It is safe to say that there is no coionebetween the direction of the

Table A124 Church/Hall focus by Direction of slope of yard by are
Non- Norfolk Norfolk All Survey area

Topography an Focus Not 9% witl Focus Not % with Focus Not % witl
slope direction focus focus Focus focus focus focug

Sloping Yards- Eas| 4C 114 | 26% 11 36 | 23% 51 15C | 25%

- other direction | 40 101 | 28% 2 29 6% 42 130 | 24%

Total | 8C 215 | 27% | 13 65 | 17% 93 28C | 25%

Platformed yard- | 14 52 | 21% 1 23 5% 15 75 17%

- other direction | 32 117 | 21% 4 40 9% 36 157 | 19%

Total | 46 16€ | 21% 5 63 7% 51 23z | 18%

Examining the church/hall location in relation to iteximity to the location of
the village, shows that, again, there is little défeze between the groups, except for
isolated churches, which 27% are slightly more likely to be part of a church/hall
focus in areas outside Norfolk, although Norfolk itseilf 8as smaller proportions of
churches in each of the three categories than déNdmeNorfolk sites, as shown in

table 12.5.
Table A125 Church/Hall focus by Location of church in relation b village by are
Non- Norfolk Norfolk All Survey area
Focus Not % with Focus Not % witf Focus Not % with

Church in villag 12¢ 60€ | 18% 25 211 | 11% 154 | 81¢€ | 16%
Church isolate 76 20¢ | 27% 32 141 | 18% 10€ | 344 | 24%
Church at vill edg 81 28C | 22% 14 12¢ | 10% 95 40€ | 19%
Total 28€ | 1091 | 21% 71 47¢ | 13% | 357 | 156¢| 18.5%
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Analysing the church/hall location by the age of theiestrichurch fabric also
shows little difference between the categories, afjhahe churches with earlier fabric
(eleventh- and twelfth-century) have slightly highergandions next to the hall &1 -
24%, than the later churches of thé"iahd 15" centuries at arountb%, as shown in
table A12.6. Again, Norfolk has a lower proportion in ev&ngle fabric age category
than the remainder of the survey, between 9% and 19%parechwith the range 15%
and 24% for the churches in other areas.

Table A126 Church/Hall focus by Age of church fabric by are.

Non- Norfolk Norfolk All Survey area
Oldest fabri Focus Not % with Focus Not % with Focus Not % with
11" centun | 11 42 | 21% 6 25 | 19% | 17 67 20%

12"centun | 134 | 43z | 24% | 23 141 | 14% | 157 | 573 | 22%
13" centun | 61 247 | 20% | 1¢ 102 | 16% | 8C 348 | 19%
14" centun | 20 102 | 16% | 14 127 | 10% | 34 23C | 13%
15" centun| 8 45 | 15% 3 31 9% 11 76 13%
Not knowr | 52 227 | 19% 6 51 | 11% | 58 27¢ | 17%
Total | 28€ | 1091 | 21% | 71 | 47¢ | 13% | 357 | 156¢ | 18.5%

There are similar proportions of churches next to th# im each of the
categories of name origin, whether the church isanfdk (at around 13%) or outside
Norfolk, at around 21% - shown in Table 12.7.

When these last two analyses, by age of fabric and e maigin, are further
split into slope direction, there is little variatidbetween each of the categories,
whether built directly on the slope or built on atfdem, so the tables were shown in
Appendix 8.

Table A12.7 Church/Hall focus by name origin of village by are

Non- Norfolk Norfolk All Survey area
Focus Not % with Focus Not % witf Focus Not 9% with
focus focus focus focus focus focus

O.E.Nam | 689 267 | 21% | 29 165 | 15% 98 43z | 18%
O. E. Procss/featur | 15€ 51¢ | 23% | 27 23¢ | 11% | 18¢ 75z | 20%
O. N. Nam:| 13 64 | 17% 8 47 17% 21 111 | 16%

O. N. Process/featt 9 53 15% 6 27 18% 15 80 16%
Othel 36 18€ | 16% 1 6 14% 37 194 | 16%
Total 28¢€ 1091 | 21% 71 47¢ | 13% 357 156¢ | 18.F

Churches with church/hall focus have been shown to de riikely to have
been built on a slope (table 12.3) as well as being is@ated location (table 12.5).
Table 12.8 below shows that this applies whether theplteon east facing slopes or
on a slope in another directiof3% on east-facing slopes aBd% on other slopes).
The figures are similar for other village locations tobgtter on east-facing- or other
slopes. At this level of disaggregation, the Norfolk figurare too small to be
meaningful, as a change between categories of a singlehchlters the balance of the
figures substantially.
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Table A12.8 - Church/Hall focus on sloping sites by direction olgpe, location of village by area

Non- Norfolk Norfolk All Survey area
. . Focus Not % wh| Focus Not % with Focus Not 9% with
Sloping sites
focus focus focus focus focus focus
Slope East- invillage | 16 70 19% 5 16 24% 21 86 20%
- isolated| 12 16 43% 3 11 21% | 15 27 36%
Slope other —in village | 16 46 26% - 12 - 16 58 22%

- isolated| 14 24 37% 1 11 8% 15 35 30%
_village edgq | 11 31 31% 1 6 14% | 12 37 24%

Total all sloping site 80 215 | 27% 13 65 17% 93 28C 25%

The key fact throughout this section is that the numbérshurches on east-facing
slopes, whether with church hall focus or not, and indepg¢nof where they are

located in relation to the village, outhumber the chescon all the other slope
directions put together, indicating that the directainthe slope was the principal
concern and that none of these other factors exarhe@dappear to have anything like
the same level of connection. For example, 39 churcles ¢thurch/hall focus on east
facing slopes, compared with a total of 41 on the threer glbpe directions added
together; 114 do not have church/hall focus on east slapapared with 111 on all

other slopes. All of the other factors considerede a@ge of the church fabric, the
village name origin, the position of the church in tielato both the village and the
manor house, show little variation when analysedheydirection of the slope, which
firmly places the direction of the slope as the lagtdr when selecting the site.
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APPENDIX 13 - Technical details of Norfolk TopographyAnalysis

Computer-based topographical assessment of Norfolk - Methodology

Digital (vector) county and parish boundary data for N&yftor the year 1851, were
obtained from the UKBorders website via the Athens wehsnder the Combined
Higher Education Software Team (CHEST) agreement. tBlameh century parish
boundaries were used in preference to modern ones asirghayore consistent with
early boundaries. Digital (vector) contour data for fNlkr were obtained from the
Ordnance Survey at a scale of 1: 50,000 via the Athens webd$tanorama Digital
Elevation Model (PDEM).

The county and parish vector data were imported into Arcib converted
into raster layers with a resolution of 50m. The cani@ector) data was imported into
ArcGIS and rendered into a Triangular Irregular NetwdrNj — ‘a wire network’ -
for ground slope and aspect using the 3D analysis funati@ateé/modify TIN from
features). Both the ground slope TIN and aspect TIN wereegubstly converted into
raster layers with a resolution of 50m using the 3Dyamalfunction (convert TIN to
raster). Land was categorized as ‘flat’ if the slops Wwalow 2 degrees and hence the
ground slope was divided accordingly. This was achieved u$ieg3D analysis
function (reclassify). A regular grid of 59,743 points at 30§pacing was generated
using Hawths tools within ArcGIS (sampling tools — genereggilar points). For each
of the 59,743 points in Norfolk, the ground slope (aboveetovib 2 degrees), aspect
and parish name were added using the sample function (spatysis tools —
extraction — sample points over raster layers) and @dsoft Excel data table was
produced. Using basic data sort routines, simple ‘sontimes, etc, within Excel, the
percentage of landscape (over 2 degrees ground slope) witlinpasish in Norfolk
for each of the eight directional slope aspects wasriahated.

To check the findings in greater detail, within the restmn of 64,000 sampled
data points, the Norfolk parish boundary (vector) data weduced in number to
around 50 parishes at random using the Editor (delete) dumnictiArcGIS. The above
analysis process was then repeated but the resolutitve sampling points was 100m
(to fit within the 64,000 sampling limit of the program), whiclogiuced an average of
about 600 — 700 data points within each parish.

Detailed text and table omitted from the main text

Parishes where the church is built on a flat or alrflas site have a generally flatter
topography; with approximately 70% of the land in the pahiating a slope of less

than two per cent, very slightly above the averagehemwhole county (shown in table
7.3). In these parishes the churches are not builtapes| but even here what sloping
land there is slopes roughly equally in all directions.

Table A13.1 — Topography of parishes which have churchegliti on flat sites

Parishes with Proportion Proportion of 2%+ slopes by direction of slope
churches on sites N S S N
which are:- No. | <2% slope North | East| East East| South West | West| West
Flat/Almost Flat | 376 69.9 4.3 41| 3.7 4.2 3.8 3.4 3. 3.6
Knoll sites 27 71.2 2.9 29| 20 2.6 3.4 4.4 4, 2.8
All Norfolk Sites | 549 67.0 4.5 43| 39 44 4.3 3.8 3. 3.6
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APPENDIX 14 - Case study - abandoned churches in Norfolkvas the
choice affected by sloping sites

In the majority of these settlements with two or encghurches, one church fell into
disuse, and in most cases has been abandoned complWtsythe decision as to

which of the churches to retain, and which to abanadlugnced by the topography of
the two sites involved? Was a church that was sitednogaat facing slope favoured
for retention over a church located differently? Ehare seventy-nine parishes in
Norfolk where there were two or more medieval chuscigentified by Batcock (1991,

186), at least one of which fell into disuse and eitlgnains as ruins of varying

completeness or has disappeared completely. To askefser the church site which
disappeared, particularly its slope, was different fithwe one that remains, each of
these sites has been visited and measurements of slbperzon elevation made.

Fourteen of the seventy-nine settlements had two chuedtiess in the same
yard or adjacent yards - at Antingham, Barnham Broddeglingham, Blo Norton,
East Carleton, Gillingham, Great Meltonttle Snoring, Rockland, South Walsham
Snetterton, Stiffkey, West Dereham, and Wicklewoodaddition, the churchyard in
Reepham, which still contains the parish churches toM&ry, Reepham and St
Michael, Whitwell, used to contain All Saints, Hacldoas well, prior to the fire in
1549 (Batcock 1990, 22), illustrated as Figure 5.2 earlier. ebping built in the
same (very small) churchyard, the churches were actsdtyl in three different
parishes, and the parish boundaries still meet theeeafidble lands of the two South
Walsham parishes, illustrated in the frontispiece, was¥mingled until quite late and
the current parish boundary divides the churchyard (Wid@m1993, 158). None of
these fourteen sites has been included as part ofatesstudy as two churches built in
the same, or adjacent yards will obviously experiencedh®e topography, so in these
cases there can have been no landscape-based infuetice selection of the church
that is still in use over the one that was abandoned.

Fifty-eight of the remaining sixty-five settlements wlnihad two or more
churches located in different parts of the parish Haaen surveyed and the results
presented below. The final seven, where the speciécadithe lost church cannot be
identified (Batcock 1991, 53-55), have not been surveyedeasitdrspecific landscape
was not able to be assessed accurately.

In addition to these sites, there are fifteen setlets that still retain both
churches in use, but the parishes that contained theenldean subdivided. In many
cases these are the larger parishes in the west obthlmyc This gives rise to the
peculiarly Norfolk and Suffolk pattern of naming the phriby adding the church
dedication to the settlement name, such as Terringtoil€l@&nent and St John,
Weasenham All Saints and St Peter, and Walpole St AndreivSt Peter. In some
cases the parish was split and renamed, such as ataMieearhich became Wheatacre
and Burgh St Peter (Batcock 1990, 10). Since all these sk still in use or have
only recently been declared redundant, they have notibeleded in this analysis.

Topography
The results here indicate strongly that topographyealayo part in the decision as to
which of the two churches to retain. The sites okéhohurches that disappeared are

topographically very similar to the 549 churches that skist in Norfolk and form
part of the main survey. Forty-one (71%) of the lost ches were located on flat, or
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almost-flat sites, compared with 68% of the existing chesdh the Norfolk survey;
four (7%) of the lost churches were located on eastdaglopes, compared with 8% in
the whole of the county and thirteen (22%) were locatedther slopes, compared
with 24% of those in the whole county.

Thirty-eight of the 58 settlements surveyed had both charlduated on sites
with the same topography. As with the cases of two atles in the same yard,
topography obviously was not a factor in the decision ashich of these pairs of
churches was retained. In 29 of the 38 cases, both csunehre on flat sites, in five
cases they were both built on almost-flat sitesiarfdur cases they were both built on
sites sloping in the same direction — one east-facimg southeast-, one south- and one
west-facing. Seven sites were on similar topograpfouscases where the church on
the flat site remained at the expense of the othenairaost-flat site, and three cases
the other way round.

Table A14.1 - Topography Analysis — One settlement : two chunes
(same or similar topography at both sites

Distance apart 50- 150- 350- 550- 750- 950+ total
100m 300 500 700 900

Same topography

Both sites flat 3 10 2 4 4 6 29

Both sites almost flat 1 - - 1 1 2 5

Both sites sloping - 3 1 - - - 4

(in same direction

Similar topography

Flat site retained — - - 1 2 - 1 4
almost flat site lost

Almost flat site retained 1 - 1 - - 1 3

—flat site lost

5 13 5 7 5 10 45

Lastly, there were thirteen settlements where the ¢hurches were built on
sites with very different topography. The numbers inedhare small and there is no
pattern of retention or abandonment of the churchesdmuithe slope. Three involve a
church on an east-facing slope; one was retained afense of a flat site (Fincham,
lost in the eighteenth century (Batcock 1991, 158)); and twe l@st, one in favour of
a flat site (Burnham Thorpe, fourteenth century (Batct2®l, 53)) and one in favour
of an almost-flat site (Swainsthorpe, sixteenth went(Batcock 1991, 54)). The
remaining ten sites have slopes other than east-faoirsgyen cases the church on the
sloping sites was retained, and in three cases thelcbarthe sloping site was the one
that was lost.

Table A14.2 - Topography Analysis — One settlement : two chunes

sites with fifent topography, involving East facing slopes)

Distance apart 50- 150- 350-500 | 550-700 750- Location
100m 300 900 (& when lost)

East facing sloping site retained

E platform retained -+ 1 Fincham

flat site lost (lostin 18" C)

East facing sloping site lost

East slope LOST — 1 Burnham Thorpe

almost flat site retain (lostin 14" C)

East slope LOST — 1 Swainsthorpe

flat site retained (lostin 16" C)
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Table A14.3 - Topography Analysis — One settlement : two chunes

(sites with tlifent topography, involving OTHER slopes)
Distance apart / 50- 150- 350- 550-700 750- | 950+ Total
Site type retained 100m 300 500 900
SE-facing slope retain lalflat 1flat 2
N facing slope retained 1 S slope 1 flat 2
W-facing slope retain. 1Wplat 1S slope 1 flat 3
Knoll retained 1 al. flat 1 al. flat, 1 flat| 3
TOTAL 1 3 5 1 2 1 13
tables 14.2 & 14.3

Period of /reason for disappearance

Topography apparently did not affect the decision to abanolee church in a
settlement in favour of another, but the figures ingdbl.4 below, show that almost
half of all the lost churches were abandoned in theesittecentury, facilitated by the
Act of 1535/6 permitting the consolidation of parishes. Thigioeils upheaval during
this time contributed to either reductions in, or cessatf, maintenance of church
fabric generally (Duffy 1992, 424-428). In several instandes,fabric of one of the
two churches was used to repair the other; Batcock recondbcasplea to the Diocese
in Norfolk for the church at Guist (Batcock 1991, 11). Iniadd, some churches
where located in manors where the Lord was a religiosistution affected by the
Dissolution, such as at Kirby Bedon. Secular abandonmmes™s also growing at this
time in East Anglia as parkland was being establishedeXample at Wolterton and
West Wretham (Batcock 1991, 12), and there was also codtigugwth in the
development of large sheep runs, such as at GodwickyHie&p, 59-67), Bawsey and
Leziate (Allison 1955, 136).

Table A14.4 - One settlement : two churches - Period disappearance
Century| Unkn | 12" [ 13" [ 14" [ 15" [ 16" | 17" | 18" | 19" | 20" | total
Same Yard - 1 3 1 5 1 2 1 - 14
Other sites - assessed il 2 3 5 P9 5 8 - 5
- not locatablg 1 3 - 1 - 2 - - - - 7
TOTAL 1 4 3 7 6 36 6 10 1 5 79

Proximity must have had an effect on church abandonment&olthurches
were close, there would have been no reason to maibkath after the historic
imperative of attending the church of your manor hadpgisared. In addition to the
fourteen churches in the same yard, 39 of these lostiasiwere within 650 metres of
the other church in the settlement, and only elever ware than one kilometre from
the other church. Even in these days of increased cathese distances would not be
considered too far to walk to church, in medieval tisigsh distances would not have
been considered an issue at all.

Case Study Conclusion

The slope of the site appears not to have featureceidehision of which of the two
churches to retain in the cases of these Norfolk abanddanwith very few churches
sited on east-facing slopes involved at all. Of the fdwrches on east-facing slopes,
two were retained at the expense of the other churdheirsettlement, and two were
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lost. During the period of the majority of the abandonisieih appears that pragmatic
decisions relating to relative state of repair of the buildings, and the proximity of
the churches to the remaining settlement were more tanoWhether this was the
case for those (few) abandonments in the twelfth amteémth centuries, when slope
may have been considered, is more difficult to deteemas half of these sites cannot
be identified closely enough on the ground to be able tteraa assessment of the
topography at the church.
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APPENDIX 15 - Site-specific landscape assessment of eflurches in
Norfolk built on sloping land

The landscape context of the sites of all the churteswere built directly on slopes,
and those built on levelled platforms on slopes infdlkrhas been assessed with a
view to establishing if it was possible to determine whespecific churches were
built where they are for a particular reason or hairfolk is a good choice for this
exercise as it exhibits similar patterns of slope-behitirches to almost all the other
counties, despite the fact that the topography is fgelytle, and secondly it is close to
the author's home. The reason for the selection gfbexific church site could have
been one or more of many - to use the slope and gs@adl horizon; to incorporate a
site of earlier importance; the close proximity to thanor or the proximity to another
feature, such as a spring or a river-crossing. Consideratas also given to whether
the church was built in such a place as to ensureittlcatuld be seen from a great
distance, which also reflects the fact that theraniextended eastern view from the
church.

Norfolk

In Norfolk, there were 47 churches on east-facing s@pgites, nine on south-facing
slope, nineteen on west-facing slopes and three on rawitigfslopes. On platformed
sites, there were 24 on east-facing slopes, 23 on sacitigfslopes, sixteen on west-
facing slopes and five on north-facing slopes.

Norfolk churches on east-facing slopes

Of the 47 churches on east-facing sloping sites, thirt2é#o) appear to have been
sited solely for the slope and the extended view itrsffia that there is no close manor
now (and no evidence of one) and in these cases this sipparently the best in the
locality for its eastern view, as the remainder atleeeilower down the slope or have
additional reasons for the chosen site, such asjacead Hall.

The comments on their siting are as follows:-

Table A15.1 — Norfolk church sites on sloping land

Name Grid Ref Comments

Hunworth TG064355| Village currently along SW-NE valley on SW sidRiver Glaven.
Church at top of steep hill — no sign of manor close asti€ Hill
(motte) 800m to SE.

Claxton TG328032| Near top of slope down to R Yare marsheslelfrom Claxton
castle and manor. Isolated, rest of village on marsh, eugéd to
castle

East TGO085115 | West side of small steep-sided valley, to easuwérd village.

Tuddenham Isolated, village moved to top of hill (common?) on flat &e.sign
of manor.

Colton TG104094| At top of slope above wide shallow valleylayé now to N, away

from river, adjacent to common. No sign of manor.

Brandon TGO070082 | High on slope above village, which is located in vallgyoin,
Parva opposite Barnham Broome on other side of R Yare. Manon Gad
Monk’s Hall 200m lower down slope. Most of the parish slabes
same way, but church is closest to hill top.
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Honingham

TG115113

On Norwich-Lynn road, 1 mile from village nowtéxtat river
crossing. Church halfway up steep slope from river, Cawelylg
isolated, but visible from Honingham Hall, 1k to N acrosskpan
other side of river valley.

%4

Wighton

TF941399

Village split either side of crossing of N-8eR5tiffkey. Not close
to manor, but in best place for east view, and highlyplMdrom the
now silted up river-port and directly opposite Cley, its pod grand
church, across the river estuary.

Fring

TF726348

Above village at top of steep-sided narrow ywalégure 8.16)
Village at valley bottom on X roads and river crossing. Cijrc
adjacent to and above large farm, but Fring Hall is on otker cfi
river.

Bexwell

TF632034

At edge of small hamlet, on west edge of gnialtary valley. Hall
located 100m to east. If church was next to it, the sloméd be in
the opposite direction, i.e. on a west-facing slope.

Stody

TG056352

Village located at X roads, on spur at conflugeeo tributaries of
R Glaven. Church at the edge of the slope, on the onlynsitee
village that could give such a lengthy east view and visilfilom a
distance. Graveyard on east-facing sl@fgure 8.15).

Swanton
Morley

TG019173

Huge church at top of valley side of R Weng&igure 8.12).
Village at X roads at bottom of steep-sided tributaryieyato S.
Extensive east viewg-igure 8.13),visible for miles. Morley Castlg
with moats, sited 1k to east on the valley floor.

D

Mundham

TM325980

Originally, one of two churches in vill. This ongebesited for
slope, although it is next to parish boundary with Seetl@hgrch is

now far closer to Seething than Mundham. Excellent eastsview

(Figure 8.17) The “Old Hall” is at bottom of slope.

Pulham
St. Mary

TM197861

On west side of small N-S tributary of R Waveney. €that E end
of village, near river crossing and 1k W of Hall, which is enere
remote from village and isolated. Village at top of hill, lotich
flatter topography

In addition there are twelve churches (25%) located ogratifacing slope, but
in parkland settings close to the ‘big house’. In thekeaBons it is not possible to
speculate as to which came first, the house or theclhuherefore it cannot be
determined whether the church was located close toaiheeHor lordly reasons, rather
than the sloping site being chosen first for otheraess

South Pickenham
West Barsham
East Raynham

Runton
Anmer

Thorpe-next-

Haddiscoe,
Shelton
Spixworth
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TF856042 on the edge of Pickenham Hall Park.
TF905337 in the parkland of West Barsham Hall.

TF879256 in the parkland of Raynham Hall
TG179428  adjacent to a large house, now a hotel.
TF737296  in the parkland of Anmer Hall.
TM437981 located 50m from Thorpe Hall.
TM221910 close to Shelton Hall.
TG240148 on edge of Spixworth Hall Park.
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TM005816  with d%church, ruined, between it and
both The Old Hall and The Manor House,
both with parkland and 100m to the north.

Letheringsett TG060389  adjacent to Letheringsett Hall

Denton TM286874  next to Denton Hall

West Lexham TF843172 isolated, on edge of Lexham Hall Park

Apart from these churches, there were an additionatdenr(29%) built on
east-facing slopes where the church could have beenosiez a wide area, as all of the
village, or much of the parish, sloped in a similar digcénd therefore any specific
selection reasons for a particular site are maskethéogéneral availability of similar
conditions — these were:-

Garboldisham

Surlingham TG305065

Diss TM118800

Brampton TG220245

Caston TL960976

Burlingham TG372083

Briningham TG038344

Marsham TG196237

Hackford TG060024 (also close to a spring)

Newton Flotman TM213984 (also close to the river cragsi

Loddon TM364988  (also close to middle-Saxon pottery noted
earlier)

Thwaite TM333950

Shelfanger TM107837

Ovington TF924026

Bridgham TL957857

There are also eight others on east-facing slopes neitepecific features to
indicate why the particular site was chosen.

Norfolk churches on slopes in other directions

Of the 31 churches built on slopes other than eastgadour are located in parishes
where much of the land has an eastern slope and trenefowld have been better
located for the view east if built elsewhere in theigha so the site was definitely
chosen for a reason other than a lengthy east vieee tre built next to the big house
and are probably sited for lordly reasons; three aii & the top of their respective
slopes, so have the benefit of a long east view anywardmaining nineteen have no
obvious reasons for their location.

Table A15.2 - Summary of Norfolk sloping sites

Slope-built churches Platform-built churches
Eas-facing slope - slope mair 13 8
reason for site
- additional possible reast 12 6
for site (hall etc)
- similar slope over larger area 14 2
no identifiable reason 8 8
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Other slopes - other specific 3 5
reason for location
- Rest of vill same slope 4 8
- No identifiable reason 19 24
- Sited away from vi 1 1
with better east view
- Sited away from plac 4 6
with east slope
TOTAL 78 68
365
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Appendix 16 - Comparison of minster church sites with dter church
sites

It had been intended to compare the details of mingtarch sites with those of
churches lower down the hierarchy, in terms of locadiodh site topography etc., to see
if there may have been a different pattern of infl@snon site selection between the
different classes of church.

Unfortunately, there are two major problems — firseéyery writer on the
subject has commented on how difficult it is to essiblivhich churches should be
classed as minsters, due mainly to the lack of survivigymentary evidence of the
relationship between minster- and daughter-churches (B@6, 319 & 465; Blair
1987 & 1992; Morris 1983; Franklin 1984; Hase 1988; Rushton 1999), butoalke
many subsequent alterations and extensions to churcheshevcenturies which have
blurred the difference between the generally larger ‘sopedhurches, and the
generally smaller ‘inferior’ churches; and lastly, ew@hen minster churches can be
established, many of them are located in towns and ther&fll outside the parameters
(of rural churches) for this survey, so the data reduimecompare many of those sites
have not been collected. The tables below comparéihaobable minster churches
identified either in general studies by Blair (1987) and Mo{t983); or in specific
county based studies by Franklin 1984 (The Midlands), Hase Xe&®pshire) and
Rushton 1999 (Sussex), and which have been surveyed fordsis, thlus the possible
27 minster churches in Norfolk identified earlier in Cleap®ix, with the remaining
(non-minster) churches in this survey.

Table A16.1 — Alignment of churches on probable or possibleinster sites in all
counties in this survey

Number Range Mear 95% Rangeat | % N of
conf. 95% East
Probable & Possible 94 57-116 | 86.7 +2.2 84.5-88.9 66
minsters
Non-minsters 1832 38-128 86.0 +0.5 85.5-86.5 64
1926 86.1 64

There is no real difference between the alignmentulteesfor the
probable/possible minster churches and the remainder afhthehes in the survey.
The mean alignment figures are close, the proportiageeal to the north of east are
almost identical and the range of alignments at 95%id®mée for the two groups
overlaps completely, confirming that a significant diiece in alignment is not
possible, but this could still disguise the fact thairthitges were chosen by a different
process.

Tables analysing several factors for the two groups ofctiegr are shown
below. Overall, minster churches are slightly morelyike be built on slopes than the
remainder of churches 24% to 19%, but both types of churches built on slopes are
equally likely to be built on an east-facing slop®2% of minsters an®d4% of non-
minsters. They are also equally likely to be built rtexthe big house (at arou29%),
but minster churches are more likely to be locatedernvittage 68% to 50%) and less
likely to be remote from their settlementl{o to 24%). They are also equally likely to
be in a village with an Old English derived name, at alotb%. Even though the
figures in many cases are close, no real conclusionbed@nawn from this analysis as
the extremely small numbers in some of the categofiesinster churches allow no
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certainty whatsoever, and even a small variation he tigures would alter the

proportions dramatically and therefore affect the cachs.

Table A16.2- minster/non-minster churches by site topograph

‘minste’ churche:

Other churche

No. (

No. {

Sloping site 23 24 35C 19
Flat/almost fla 51 54 1101 60
Knoll 10 11 10¢ 6

Platformed site 10 11 27¢ 15
TOTAL 94 10C 183: 10cC

Table A16.3 minster/non-minster churches built on slopes by slope directic

‘minste’ churche:

Other churche

No. ( No. (
Slope facing EAS 12 52 18¢ 54
Slope facing WES 8 35 77 22
Other slope 3 12 84 24
TOTAL 23 10C 35C 10C

Table A16.4 minster/non-minster churches by church/hall focu

‘minste’ churche:

Other churche

No. ( No. %
No church/hall focL 75 80 149¢ 82
Church/hall focu 19 20 33¢ 18
TOTAL 94 10C 183: 10C

Table A16.5 minster/non-minster churches by church locatiol

‘minste’ churche:

Other churche

No. ( No. %
In village 64 68 90¢ 50
isolatec 10 11 442 24
Village edg: 20 21 481 26
TOTAL 94 10C 183: 10C

Table A16.6 minster/non-minster churches by village name origi

‘minste’ churche:

Other churche

No. ( No. %
O.E name origi 70 74 139¢ 76
O.N name origi 1C 11 217 12
Othel 14 15 217 12
TOTAL 94 10C 183- 10C
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APPENDIX 17 - Anglo-Saxon finds in Norfolk Churchyards
A catalogue of the Anglo-Saxon finds in churchyards dsedisn Chapter Eight

FIELD
HER

DESCRIPTION

The record number in the Norfolk HER.

Name The name of the church.
Early Whether any Early Saxon pottery or metalwork has besmowkred.
Middle Whether any Middle Saxon pottery or metalwork has besrodered.
Late  Whether any Late Saxon pottery or metalwork has beeowdised.
Details Details of the finds and whether they were surfacexoavated finds.
HER Name Early Middle Late Details
157 Norwich, St Benedict Pot Excavated find.
425 Norwich, St Michael at| Pot Pot Excavated find.
Plea
1389 Titchwell Pot Surface find.
1853 | Warham, St Mary Pot Excavated find.
1990 Barmer Pot Excavated find.
1991 Syderstone Pot Surface find.
2110 Hindringham Pot Excavated find.
2210 | Walton, West Pot Pot Excavated find.
2344 Massingham, Little Pot Surface find.
2345 Massingham, Great Pot Excavated find.
2432 | Runcton Holme Pot Pot Surface find.
2590 Southery Pot Surface find.
2628 Oxborough, St Mary Metal  Coins - Surface find.
2828 | Bilney, East Pot Excavated find.
3014 | Swanton Morley Pot Surface find.
3131 Guestwick Pot Surface find.
3201 | Saxlingham Pot Surface find.
3513 Anmer Pot Excavated find
3562 | Congham, All Saints Metal Pot Excavated find
3770 | Gayton Pot Pot Pot Surface find.
3941 | Pentney Pot P&M Pot Brooches- Excavated find
4015 Narford Pot Surface find.
4019 Lexham, West Pot Surface find.
4053 Newton-by-Castleacre Pot Surface find.
4074 Lexham, East Pot Surface find.
4093 | Beeston-next-Mileham Pot Pot Surface find
4178 | Dunham, Great Pot Pot Surface find.
4206 | Fransham, Great Pot Pot Pot Surface find.
4290 | Shouldham, St Marga. Pot Pot P & M | Brooch. Surface find
4453 Hilgay P&M Cremation urn. Exc. find.
4513 Barton Bendish, St Pot Excavated find.
Mary
4514 | Barton Bendish, St Pot Pot Excavated find.
Andrew
4625 Houghton-on-the-Hill Pot Surface find.
4642 Necton Pot Surface find.
4686 Threxton P & M| Shears. Surface find.
4717 Pickenham, South Pot Metdl  Coin. Surface find.
5639 Weeting Pot Surface find.
6033 | Harling, Middle Pot Pot Excavated find.
6049 Harling, East Pot Pot Surface find.
6051 | Harling, West Pot Surface find.
6167 Blakeney Pot Excavated find.
6720 | Erpingham Pot Pot Surface find.

Bold = parishes with middle-Saxon finds
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APPENDIX 17 (cont) - Anglo-Saxon finds in Norfolk Churclyards
A catalogue of the Anglo-Saxon finds in churchyards dsedisn Chapter Eight

FIELD DESCRIPTION

HER  The record number in the Norfolk HER.

Name The name of the church

Early Whether any Early Saxon pottery or metalwork has besmowkred.

Middle Whether any Middle Saxon pottery or metalwork has besrodered.

Late  Whether any Late Saxon pottery or metalwork has beeowdised.

Details Details of the finds and whether they were surfacexoavated finds.

HER Name Early Middle Late Details

7120 Hempton, St Andrew Pot Surface find.

7277 | Longham pot Pot Surface find.

7297 | Fransham, Little Pot Pot Surface find.

7313 Tuddenham, North Pot Surface find.

7471 Reedham Pot Surface find.

7475 | Witchingham, Little Pot Surface find.

7583 Felmingham Pot Pot Spindle Whorls. Exc. find.
7695 Hautbois, Little Metal| Strapend. Surface find.
7912 Costessey Pot Excavated find.

8393 | Hickling Pot Excavated find.

8457 Ludham Pot Excavated find.

8517 | Walsham, South Pot Excavated find.

8523 Burlingham, North Pot Surface find.

8987 Rockland, St Peter Pot Surface find.

8989 Stow Bedon Pot Surface find.

9047 Hockham Pot Surface find.

9064 | Breccles Pot Surface find.

9065 Shropham Pot Excavated find.

9067 Snetterton, All Saints Pot Surface find.

9646 Thorpe St Andrew Pot Excavated find.
10072 | Wacton, Little Pot Surface find.

10104 | Tasburgh Pot Pot Pot Excavated find.

10115 | Saxlingham Thorpe Pot Excavated find.
10212 | Bedingham, St Andrew Pot Excavated find.
10265 | Blofield Metal Iron knife. Surface find.
10280 | Buckenham, Old Pot Surface find.

10464 | Sisland Pot Surface find.

10793 | Quidenham Pot Surface find.

10913 | Roydon Pot Surface find.

11118 | Earsham Pot Cremation urn. Exc. find

Bold = parishes with middle-Saxon finds
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