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Abstract

Axial alignment is an intriguing aspect of An§axon architecture, which
has occupied scholars for some time but has not been researched thoroughly and
systematically. This thesis offers an assessment obA3apon siteg secular and
ecclesiasticalg featuring alignment, analyses their recurring features and
addresses functional andultic aspects of these sites. One of the resulting
conclusions is that alignment is a fairly uniform phenomenon across botlas
and ecclesiastical sites, and in faeicular and ecclesiastical contexts should not
be treated as separatdt has also been possible to demonstrate that alignment
is an Insular phenomenon and not a result of Continental influence, which
challengeshe existing research on this subject. Instead, it has been proposed that
AnglaSaxon alignment has its origins in the British Isles and was inspired by a

multitude of existingrehistoric linear compositions in the landscape.
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Introduction

Man-made landscape is one of the mastvealingforms of evidence of
human thought and beliefs and an undeniable witness to social structure.
2 KSNBIF&a 20éDd |1 2a1AyaQ OtFAY GKIFG €F yF
1J23aSaaQ YAIKEG iRigdhEhéldssiasguabli that iOik el >
significant evidencéThe ways in which we humans shape and manage the space
around us are closely descriptive of the ways we live and function as both social
and spiritual creatures. The inherent connectionvween the structure of the
spaceswe live in and the structure ofouvtsh & | OdziG St & | yI f & &
seminal essay on the ways the Berber house mirrors social order and fundamental
existential conceptéIn the same way, any form of geometry we intentionally
choose to impose on our dwellings and natural environment can be read as a
form of identification ora signifier of our relationships with the surrounding
world and with each other, beyond one houseit within and across different
social and cultural circles. One such form of geometigearity or alignmeng
assumes such prominence in the An@axon built environment, thatit invites a
variety of questions about its significance and meaning farge living in a
landscape defined and punctuated by lines. Linearity is something that appears
across the Angksaxon kingdoms and across the centuries, starting around
600AD and continuing through the AngBaxon period and even possibly after
the NormanConquest. There are of course variations in the character and clarity
of expression of linearity and a variety of geographical and subtly different
cultural contexts, but the presence of linear arrangements, once noticed, is
iImpossible to ignore. Therefeythe question must be asked: what does itmean?

This thesiposesthis question and explosa range of instances of linear

arrangement, going into the detail of the archaeological recatréach of the

1 Hoskins 1955, p. 14.
2 Bourdieu 1970.
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many sites at which the linear alignment of constied features can be
identified.

The title of this thesis, which embraces all of England and southern
Scotland between the'®and the 11" century, may sound terrifyingly broad in
terms of chronology and geography. However, it tackles one specific
phenomenong that of alignment in architecture and features associated with
architectureg occurringover a period of time and across a broad geographic area
and attempts to explore it in a structured and systematic way. To date, this
phenomenon has been acknazdged but addressed only sporadically, ofteith
referene to a small number of weknown casestudies. This thesis aims to
review the arguments and assumptions about alignmentin the ASghoon built
environmentto dateandassess all known examplesagroup rather than as
individual isolated casest will involve statistical analysis, discuss the place of
alignmentin AngleSaxon political, social and religious contexts, and consider its
implications for our understanding of Ang®axon culture, idatity and social
organisation.

My key objectives are to test existing views of what architectural
alignment in AngléSaxon England is about, to challenge some of the current
broad assumptions about alignment, and to propose alternative arguments and
explaratory theses. Our knowledge of the Angbaxon world is essentially a
patchwork of various pieces of data, and any systematic assessment of the
available evidence has the potentialitevise our understanding @bnnections
betweenprehistoric, Roman and AngBaxon periods anaf the key components
of the emerging poskRoman culture adopted from the past in the process of its
establishment. Imoingthis, | aim to engage with current scholarship on Anglo
Saxon settlements arnd openupsomenewlines of enquiry

A substantial part of this thesis depends on a careful definition of
alignment. Itis important to point out that in archaeology the notion of alignment
is often used to describe a dmear arrangement of structures or feates with
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other features or landmarks or, alternatively, an astronomical orientation of
features or structuresThis thesis does not engage with the distinct concept of
astronomical alignmentrather, it aims to explain why buildings and other
cultural featres appear to be arranged on a single axis, whatever the orientation
and indexicality of the axis.

In this contextalignment, or axial alignment, refers to the arrangement
of two or more structures and/or featuresin one lin&n some instances, where
there is evidence, this line is anchored on a distant significant feature, butin the
mayjority of cases it is impossible to tell whether thias the case. A few case
studies show the inclusion of minor features in a linear arrangement of structures
¢ the significance of such compositioisexplored below. The degree of accuracy
in alignment also varies, from apparently precise and clearly determined
alignment, to cases of alignment which, although rough and approximate, still
seem to be deliberate and invite investigation. The importanecbye here is to
establish how systematic the use of axial alignment is and what it may have
signifiedin the eyes of contemporaries.

Before proceeding further, | feel it is important to situate ourselvesin a
LI NI A Odzt I NJ KA & (G 2 NAnGlo{t | BNy { AyfieBieyipls&Q A v
in the narrative that follows. Anticipating the fact that a large number of the case
studies to be considered date to the earlier phases of the AfSgxon period, the
focus heras on the beginnings of this period.

The study of the origins of Angiaxon England tends to be defined by two
narratives: conversion and migration. The fornstouched onin chaptes3and
4, while the latteris briefly introduced here. Historical evidence is extremely
limited for the perial following the fall of Roman rule in Britain in ca 410 and the
much-questioned period of migration of Angles, Saxons and Jutes from the

Continent. The only early sources that shed some light on the period immediately

3 On astronomy and alignment, see Thom 1974; Hinton 2012; Harke 2012.
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following the end of Roman Britain affee writings of St Patriclky whichhistory
Is not at the forefront of the narrativeT he Ruin of Britaiby Gildas and above all

S R BiSddy of the English Peopl@he reliability of the latter two, although
they are both set in a historical corke has been called into question: the
chronology of the narrative ofhe Ruin of Britajnas well as the date of its
O2YLIRaAlA2y T I NB RATTA QHiglorilardelg reli®sion | 6 £
DAf RIFaQa I OO02 dzy il not bjased thed at @asgdhaviReanS R
written from a perspective very different from what is now thought appropriate
for the writing of history® However, despite the significant limitations of the
historical records, archaeological research poingsthe evolution of new
patterns of occupation in the period following the end of Roman rule, which
would be consistent with the arrival of distinctively new groups of people. This
evidence includes new types of material culture, such as cruciform brooches,
which, as Toby Martin has argued, first manifested the arrival of a Continental
Anglian cultureand subsequently spread widely, by 600 affecting communities
0S@2yR G(GK2asS y2N)¥I {f%The iz grviloREMNEAISD W!
changed from the 8 century onwards with the introduction of the earliest type
2F W yHRY K2dzaSQX &4 RSTAYSR 6& ! RRayY
and the earliest dispersed settlements, such as Mucking and West'Sthis.
indicates that changes and the arrivalsdw cultural influences did occur in the
5" century. These changes seem to have affected wide and diverse areas of
modernday England and are considered to be early signature indicators of what
6S y2¢ OFtE2W! gEHRI YRQOD | 2 diIS@YNR-Ti 43
{FE2y 9y3AftlyRQ I YR (KS RA & qABlesEixang y 2

4 See Winterbottom (ed. and trans.) 1978; Colgrave and Mynors (eds.) 1969.
52 2NNYVIFEfR HAncXE LI omd C2N TFdzMIYRS NIAGNK &HQO A O 21dzyRi &
2010; Higham 1994, ch. 5, and 1995, p49 Woolf 2002; Sim#/illiams 1983; Oppenheimer 2006.
Oosthuizen 2019, pp. 186.
6 Martin 2015, esp. pp. 18&90.
7 Addyman 1972; James, Marshall and Millett 1984; on Muckiregiisenerow 1993; on West Stow, see
West 1985, 2001.
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and Jutes and the native peoples are difficult, if notimpossible, to define on the
evidence currently available. First, the tifrmame of migration is a aoplexissue,
although scholarship has now moved on from the idea of a complete interruption

In occupation between 410 and ca 550, to an acknowledgement of continuity, at
least in some area&The character of the migration itself is a contested subject,
with proposals ranging frormformerly accepted largscale invasion ta much

more peaceful migration of Germanic lords with their retinues, who, in the
absence of resistance, settled into piisns of power in EnglandThe pattern of
settlementis an equally contested subject, with attention shifting from attempts

to identify specific areas in which Angles, Saxons, Jutes, Britons and Celts were
settled, to a much less conflicted image ofiastation and the early emergence

of cultural homogeneity amongst these peopléslone of these hypotheses has
g2y ASYSNIf | OOSLIiFyOSs RdzS G2 (kS LI
{FtE2yW¥Y Kl a 0SSy dzaSR SEGSy &fifBisentary 2 |

and the Norman Conquest.

8 For arguments on interruption in occupation, see Leeds 1954; Myres 1969, Evison 1965. As noted by
5 AR ! yiK2yes aAyO0S (KS mMdodcnas YAINIYGA2YyS dzy GAf
bSSy 620K WRSY?2Y kdeSnledasaRimphdfi@espladatfor & &uural change and
mystified as a phenomenon that is difficult to detect archaeologicalynthony 1997, p. 21. To
OKIftSyasS GKS ARSI 27T Yidnafbituiahchayigelthi idéa of antinoityJt A & G A C
between the Roman and Angf®axon periods started to be exploredsee Finberg 1955; Higham 1992,
pp. 1:16; James 2009, ch. 5; Harke 2011; Chdtthsards 2013, pp. 22838. On archaeological
evidence for catinuity, see Esmonde Cleary 1989; Yeates 2012, sp. pf222Xerrard 2013; Hills
2017. On continuity in political and economic models, see Dark 1994.
° For arguments in favour of invasion and laspale migration, see Stenton 1971, sp. pp. 18286
Guest 1983, vol.2, sp. pp. 147, 255. On DNA evidence for mass migration, seet\&E20€2. For
arguments in favour of smaticale migration of the elites, see Arnold 1984; Hamerow 1997; Oosthuizen
2019, pp. 8.
10 On specific patterns of settlementes Leeds 1945, Faull 1974 the problematic character of the
narrative of migration, distribution of different groups of settlers in specific different regions and the
assumption of Germanic dominance were questioned by $ifiiiams and others; SimsWilliams
1983, p. 1; Collins and Gerrard 2004; Collins 2012 and 2017; Pohl 2013. Recently, DNA analysis has
AYRAOIGSR I K2Y23SySAdGe FONRAdAa Y2RSNY . NRAGAAK 50D
settlement of different peoples in EnglangiCapeliet al2003; Hughes, Millard, Lueyal2014; Leslie
etal2015, pp. 310, 31-314.
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The term AngloSaxons problematic, not only for the abowvaentioned
Issues but also due to the cultural and political contexts of the research in which
it is used. Having been introduced at least in th& &éntury, it gained popularity
in the 19" century as part of a wideanging construction of English identity, with
a particular emphasis on its Germanic tenor, and brought with it a rhetoric of
conquestand invasioninstrumental in the establishment of migtaloés in the
British Isles’! While modern scholarship has moved away from this idea, the
phenomenon is still couched in terms of a specific, albeit different, cultural
context. Thus, John Moreland has proposed a scenario of the assimilation and
peacefu coexistence of different peoples across the territory of England in the
first millennium very much from the standpoint of modeday ideas of
globalisation and hybridity of culturééa 2 N3 f | YRQ& A RS®axad T |
society, made up from a multitude of influences, echdke positions of
Hamerow, Yorke, Hines and othéfCatherine Hills, however, has maintained
that there were distinctive regional identities, defining partexdy the Britons
and the AngleSaxons as distinct groups, as well as multiple groupings within the
Wi yv-HE B2y Q MyiliévavdhibiEn®rrsdiscussions below, is similar to
a2NBfl yRQasz A gdvacdtebfé hybrid lciture deval@pirig syib
Roman England under a multitude of influences.

Overall, there is some degree of certainty that migration did happen, and
that Angles, Saxons and Jutes mixed with native Britons, most likely in different
proportions across the regions of Britaigt ¥ 2 NY-{ NEZWAf 2y 3t | YR

1 The interest was initially sparked by Matthew Parker in thé dénturyc see Wright 1949.953; on
the19-OSy G dzNB ARSE2% ¥ SWAYIARB S a SntlyyBrygin WadRbnkins has 2 NB NS
explored the reasons why the Ang&axons indeed maintained their Germanic identity instead of
assimilating fully with the native Britons see WardPerkins 2000.
12 Moreland 2000a, pp. 2@7.Moreland, however, has acknowleddjthe key limitation of his
argument: his own cultural rootedness while making this suggestion.
13 Moreland 2000a; Yorke 2000; Hines 1995; see also Carver 2011.
14 Hills 2011.
15 However, | feel it is important early on to stress that my view to a lartent is determined by my
own present cultural reality.

23



meantthat a variety of traditions, beliefs and custogizoth local and imported
¢ probably ended up either fusing, existing side by side or being manipulated to
sustain differentideologies and identities. It is in tbantext that there starts to
appear evidence of new types of building and patterns of settlement. It is also at
this time that new elites were formed and new kingdoms came into being and
grew, leadingto an era, starting around 600AD, in which some gatti¢s began

to display peculiar planning, involving the axial alignment of buildings.

Significance of research and research aims

{OK2f I NA KI @S 06SSy Wglt]1Ay3a I NRdzyR
30 years now. Its significance and special role m glanning of Angksaxon
settlements haebeen acknowledged, buta comprehensive study of the concept
of alignmentand the ways it manifests itself in Ar§laxon sites is long overdue.
This research aims to provide this missing element in the study glo/ASaxon
settlements to provide a comprehensive assessment of alignmand, to test
existing assumptionas to its origins and significance in order to provide a solid
framework for any future discussion of the phenomenon.
Manyof the sites thatarediscussed below have been written aboutin isolation
One of the purposes of this study is tonsider them together and tprovide a
fresh look at the existing material evidence for alignment.

Further to this, two major hypotheseme explored and tested in this
thesis:

1. The first is that alignment was not strictly functional. Instead, it was a
major instrument easily employed and recognised to convey certain social
and cultural ideas across secular and ecclesiastical contextcanssdhe
kingdomsbecomingprominent in the 7' century and surviwngfor a few
centuries, despite changing cultural and political realities. The questions
WgKIFIGd RAR FEfAIYYSYy( YSéareatdessedy R WK 2
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2. The second hypothesis is thalignment was an Insular feature, formed
under a variety of influences, predominantly internal, rather than external.
Asisargued below, a Continental source of influence, advocated by John
Blair, seems weaker than has been thought, whereas prehisiokis are
Y2NB LINRYAYSYildod Ly SEFYAYAY3I (KAA
GKSY RAR | f AsposaSy i 2 OOdzNKQ
CKS WgKeQ YyR WgKSYyQ (1AYyRa 27F |jdzSai
composition of the Angksaxon kingdoms arttie role of externalparticularly
Germanic, influences, but also consider the fmegloSaxon occupation in
England, in addressing the possible origins of alignment.

This will inevitably touch on thsubject ofcultural continuityin the British
Isles, not only for theperiod immediately following the formal end of Roman
control in 410 but also for the links between Ang@axon and pr&oman
England. As has already been noted, the academic consensus now seems to be
shifting from a model which involved a clear break betweverything up to the
end of Roman rule and the beginning of migration, towards an increasing
awareness of a greater degree of connection, if not direct continuity, between
these periods than was previously thoughEsmonde Cleary, for example, has
seen the subRoman period as a time of change within a period rather than a gap
between two erast’ Advocating the idea of connection and continuity with the
past, Sarah Semple and Howard Williams have both argued strongly that Anglo
Saxon culture drew sigméant inspiration from therehistoric periodt®

| am hoping that my research contribtt® this debate, demonstrating

that alignmentwas a featurgeliberatelyubsume® FNRY (G KS LINBK A
and utilised by the Angl®&axons. This brings us backthe first hypothesig
alignmentas nodfunctionalch Y R G KS [[dzSaGA2y WgK$ i RA

16 See above, p. 22, ft. 8.
17 Esmonde Cleary 2001.
18 See Semple 1998, 2010, 2011 and 2013; Williams 1997 and 1998.
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to the proposition that axial alignment itself, as a prominent aspect of
archaeological sites across England, has the potential to throw light gioAn
Saxon attitudes to ancestry and on the longevity of tradition. It is notable that
alignment started to appear in thé"@entury, did not respect the boundaries of
1AY3IR2Ya YR AIYy2NBR (GKS vy 2 @nfoghow 2 F
that alignment, although occurring in different geographical areas, was quite
repetitive in terms of the features used and the contexts with which it was
associated. More importantly, it served no evident practical function; in fact, if
there was a function, is likely to have been symbolic and ceremonial.

Looking further at alignment and its cultural significance in early medieval
England, our understanding of the ways in which community and linesge

perceived and created in Angaxon Englane also tested and hopefully

enhanced. In this | aim to build on existing scholarship on lineage and identity in

Anglo-Saxon England, including the seminal volume on migration identity edited
by Chapman and Hamerow, a volume on identity in Medieval Britditee by
Frazerand Tyrell part 1 on identity inThe Oxford Handbook of AngEaxon
Archaeologyand works by Yorke, Woo#pot, Harke and, most recently, by
Manco, who has included DNA evidence in her discussion of Azgion identity
and ethnogenesi$’However, it needs to be noted that ethnicity and identity are
not the samething; itithe A RSy G A (1 & -2 F E & & DEaltbnstafg 2

thatisrelevantfurther on; this thesis not concerned with ethnicity.

Let me now outline how the strinare of the thesis responds to the tasks and

ideas outlined above and what methodseused to arrive at conclusions.

19 On complexities of AngiSaxon identity and perception of lineage and ancestrg Gleapman and

Hamerow, ed., 1997; Frazer and Tyrell 2000; Yorke 2008; Wood 1997; Foot &3@&®2®1L1; Yeates

2012; Manco 2018. Froifhe Oxford Handboogee for example, Esmonde Cleary 2011, and Hills 2011.
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Evidence and structure

All sites have been selected based on the recorded or visible presence of
alignment of buildings, evident in plans and/or already discussed by other
scholars. Most of these sites are well known and display at least some aspects of
alignment that are wortltonsidering.

As the number of sites and the volume of informatenetoo greatto be
included in their entirety in the discussion itself, in a clear and coherentavay,
summary othe evidence and its interpretatiohave been dealt with separately
¢ the former in the introductory chapters and the latter in the analytical chapters
that follow. This approach to structure, the separation of evidence from analysis,
has been advocated by Sible de Blaauw for work on architecture and Igtirgy.

The range of eviehce considered below consists of two groups, almost
equal in size: secular (chapter 1) and ecclesiastical (chapter 3) sites with
alignment. This division alignvith and highligh$ existing trends in scholarship
on AngleSaxon architecture: as will be alefrom the historiography of the
subjecttKk SNBE Kl a& 0SSy | GSYyRSyOeé Ay Y2RSN
YR 0KS WSOOft S# subsequantyl drify tha SvbJgrolibsios t & &
evidence together and argue that this accepted distinction as mecessarily
helpful. Initially, the two groups of secular and ecclesiastical sites remain fairly
well defined, and almost all the sites can be fairly confidently included in either
one class or the other. Two of the siteFlixborough and Brandanhawe not
been a&signedo either group debates around their status and uaee ongoing
Both have been included in a swlection following chapter 1 as prominent
instances of alignment, irrespective of their debated status and affiliation.

Due to differencesin the character of the evidence available, the shape of

description in the two introductory chapters differs: the information on secular

20De Blaauw 1991, p. 31.

21 This has been brigflquestioned by Blair (Blair 2005, p. 52) and is challenged in this thesis below, but,
quite naturally, churches tend to be discussed with other churches, halls with other halls, and
monasteries are written about separately from wics.
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halls comes mostly from archaeological reports, and occasionally from aerial
reconnaissance recorgdwhereas churches are for the most part only partially
excavated but are usually better documented. Therefore, the descriptions of
churches inevitably contain more narrative and presentation of types and
features, whereas accounts of halls tend to be mMH& NE Q | YR | NOK
recording topography, dimensions and phases of construction. The majority of
secular sites also presents more actual archaeological evidence of individual
structures, by comparison with churches, where often only a fraction@pian

is known and recorded.

The key evidence | use consist remains of architectural structures and
landscape features largely recorded in plans and reports aothetimes
observed on site. At sites where excavations have not taken place, aerial
reconnaissance and other forms of namrusive recording of subteanean
structures and their interpretatiomre used as evidence. In a small number of
cases, alignmens considered as a hypothetical possibility, proposed by other
scholars, on the evidence of combinations of archaeological, topographical and
historicaldata. Winchcombe, where topographical indication of buried structures
andthe meticulous reconstruction of a sequence of historical events based on
written records have suggested the possibility of alignmentin the early medieval

period, is a case in point

Two major themes emerge from the evidence presented in chapters 1 and
3: first, the chronological incidence atigde development of alignment with a
noticeable emphasis on the"7century, and second, the broad geographical
distribution of alignment. Bt of these begin to address hypothesig that
alignment had a symbolic rather than a functional role.

Following the presentation of evidence, in chapters 1 and 3, analysis of the
data, in chapters 2 and 4, is largely driven by the assessment of ss@shgroup
in their totality, rather than individually. An exercise that itself has been left very
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much behind the scenes but is integral to this approach and has informed the
structure of the analytical chaptersis the creation of spreadsheets (see Appen

1 for the resulting tables). The spreadsheets include all the sites considered in the
thesis and highlight aspects that occur repeatddlyeveal certain patterns and

offer lines of enquiry to be followed the analytical chapters 2 and 4. Thesedine

of enquiry include: zoning, patterns of burial and the functions of individual
buildings. This opens up opportunities farcloseranalysis of the identified
patterns, leading to a number of conclusions about the nature of alignment,
includingin partiaular,i KS LINF OGAOS 2F T 2yAy3Id ¢KS
recognition of grid planning and indicate similar principles of planning in

settlements with axial alignmerft

Like the introductory chapters 1 and 3, the analytical chapters structurally
mirror each other, and are designed to address secular and ecclesiastical
alignmentin a consistent and coherentway in order to provide ground for further
O2YLI NRaA2y YR Fylfearad ¢KS WgKeQ |y
W AYa 27T Nidrishdife Bypdsthgdes to explore, also play a role
in the structural composition of analysis. Each of the interpretive chapters is
RAGARSR Ayi(d2 G662 LI NHAZI GAGESR WK2g F
focusses on exploring the possllnctional aspects of alignment across all the
sites within each group, and the second discusses the possible reasons for
alignment, including, most importantly, comparisons between Arfggxon and
Continental approaches to planning at comparable sile$.0th chapters 2 and
4, it is concluded that Continental influence cannot provide a satisfactory
explanation for the emergence of alignmentin An§laxon England.

The discussion, initially conducted in parts, eventually leads to a summary

of trends thatemerge across the body of evidence, indicating that with alignment

22 Blair 2013; Blai2018, sp. pp. 14863.
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we are dealing with an overarching phenomenon, associated with high status,
used at a variety of sites to convey similar meaning and pursue similar goals. This
phenomenon becomes establisti in the 7 century and occurs in a range of
geographical areas. The question of possible origins of alignment is also posed
here. Having concluded that the Continental role in this is nad@®inantas
previously thought, then consider antecedent examples of alignment from
Britain instead and explore possible connections between prehistoric alignment,
still ubiquitous and visible in the Ang®axon period, and its appearance in Anglo
Saxon settlements from thécentury onwads Overall, from a structural point

of view, the four earlier chapters unfold as an extended and necessary basis for
the critical final chapter which draws on the strands of evidence, analysis and

discussionin the earlier chapters.

Methodology

The studyof early medieval settlements in England is by no means
straightforward: where a prehistorian has no written records and has a very clear
line of enquiry relying on archaeology and landscape archaeology, and where a
historian of the central and lateMiddle Ages can rely on abundant written
records, anyone attempting to study the period in between essentially has to
juggle available sources and try to make the most of them. Even where we do
have records of historical events, poetry and liturgical textsrdhis very little in
the written record to shed light on the actual forms of settlement and the
appearance and daily functions of physical buildings. Where the sparse primary
sources on the origins of the Angiaxon kingdoms, including Bede and Gildas,
have been criticised for following a particular agenda and critiqued as unreliable,
archaeological research provides a potentially more objective picture of life in
AngloSaxon England. Evidence of material culture can be unearthed exactly as it
was left ard has the potential to tell its own story, rather than a story told through

text, edited and crafted for the reader. However, despite this potential, the
30



existing archaeological evidence has its limitations: interpretation is often
difficult if not imposdble, and dating is rarely straightforward. Even taken
together, the existing evidence is sporadic and too incomplete to serve as a basis
for any conclusive statements aboutthe nature of Ar§kxon occupation. As a
result, we are left with a stranged¥eY' ' Y W. S2gdzf FQ GStfa d
hall during a feast, Bede uses the famous metaphor of a sparrow flying through a
hall, introducing us to its importance, and quite a number of ksggitus halls

have been excavated, but we still have no idea hoactly a hall was use®iven

the random nature of the sources, anyone researching Asglwon settlements

Is faced with a methodological challenge because defining a general framework
for enquiry is not a straightforward task. Historical and archaeological
approaches, although ultimately serving the same purpose, have different points
of departure, assuming the primacy of either material or documentary evidence.
Historical approachesto early medieval archaeology have been heavily criticised
by David Austirand Timothy Champion, who have stated very strongly that
material evidence should not be subordinated to the primacy of historical context
and have argued that common grounds for historical and archaeological enquiries
should be soughtto replace the sombat hierarchical model in which historical
evidence dictates the context. Webster and Héarke have called for a hybrid
model, where material and historical evidence complement each otheahtz

has called for a more theoreticalbyased approach to therahaeology of the early
YSRASGIE LISNRA2RS Ay fAYyS gA0GK ¢AffSeQ
of historical and archaeological disciplines, which otherwise rely on two
completely different foundationg the documented and the undocumented

evidence? These lines are all relevant to my research, which is founded on the

23 Austin 1990; Champion 1990; see also Austin and Thomas 1990 for practical application of their model
2F NBaSIFNDODK® ¢KA& Y2RSt ThéHEndingaf RAmanyBatgwRiS alsof S NB Q3
rejected historical sources favour of archaeological evidence.

24\Webster 1986, p. 156; Harke 1988.

25Rahtz 1983.
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analysis of archaeological evidence and yet needs to refer to the existing
historical context to demonstrate the relationship between new findings and
existing debates on the bitienvironment and its social setting in Angbaxon
England.

Akey problemis that this thesis is largely concerned with the early Anglo
Saxon periodfor which neither the historical nor the archaeological record is
sufficient and reliable; researching a period of this kind largely excludes the
choice of one or the other at the risk of missing critical aspects each of the
disciplines can provide, leaving@to come up with a methodological framework
GKFG>X Ay SaasSyOoSs |ftz2ga G2 WwYLAO] |y
orderto paint as complete a picture as possible. Responding to this challenge,
Alexandra Knox in her thesis thre presence ofitual inAnglo-Saxon settlements
has proposed an approach to research in archaeology of ABgikmn settlement
0KFG &aKS RSa ON3agpdachadvécatés obining riakhy@i@as of
archaeological record and conducting analysis primarily onbthgs of careful
interpretation of datg which allows for a closer investigation of phenomena that
are normally difficult to detect archaeologically, such as belief systems and
worldviews?®

With all this in mind, it must be reiterated that the focus g thesis is
the phenomenon of alignmeng a physical attribute of settlements visible in
archaeological excavations but not recorded in historical sources. Thus, the main
body of evidence addressed perforée material evidence,coming from
archaeologicbkexcavations. This, with limitations, makes possible more or less
accurate dating of the structures in question and allows for a fairly specific
description of their physical properties and for an assessment of their mutual
spatial relationships. My appfoOK A& (2 | adasSaa GKS S¢

independent from existing arguments about alignment, addressing what | feel is

26 Knox 2012, pp. 11, 722. Knox also warns of the dangers of this approach, such as overinterpretation
of evidence, pp. 735.
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the key problem that has affected this area of research: namely that any new
discussion of alignmentrelies on earlier assumptiarsch have been arrived at
hypothetically and often sporadically, and that these earlier statements are now
being seen through the prism of recent arguments, which were in turn
established on the basis of those same statements in the first place. Fopéxam
alignment at the monastic site at Wearmouth was proposed on the basis of its
close relationship with Jarrow. Over the years, Wearmouth has become
established in the list of sites with alignment, whereas in fact, there is no evidence
for alignment thee and, in the light of recent research, most notably by lan
Wood, evenits close relationship with Jarrow has been called into quefidns
gle 2F OGKAYlAy3a tSIRa G2 | arddzr dAz2y
which is paradoxically supportéy itself. With this in mind, | feltitwas important
G2 32 WwWol Ol G2 o6FaradaQ yR aidl NI 6AGK
of the sites, their historical context and, where available, their immediate
topographical context.

One of the aims a systematic analysis using spreadsheets (Appendix 1)
is to identify common patterns associated with alignment, to assess the evidence
in its totality andto explore the phenomenon of alignment through its expression
at individual sites rather than to elore individual sites that happen to feature
alignment This approachs, in part,t NBaLl2yasS G2 | St Sy I
assessment of a particular feature across multiple sit&ittos talks specifically
about using this approach to identify the functions of churchas éxtending it
to include secular sites as well.

Small find associated with settlements and the aspects of construction of

individual buildings (in particular doorwaya)e alsosubjected to systematic

27 See Wood 2008; this argument is presenitedhore detail below. Alignment in Wearmouth was first
proposed alongside other sites with alignment by Bldtair 1992, p. 252; Blair 2005, p. 199. The idea
of alignment at Wearmouth developed on the basis of the presence of multiple churches rd¢bete
and parallels with Jarrow, Gittos 2013, p.66.
28 Gittos 2011, p. 834.
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analysis and discussed in chapters 2 and 4. Secondary sanet@®ught in as
necessary to establish the rekent historical context for the initial appearance

and the subsequent development of alignment. Thesd £ a 2 | YT NI
historical evidence introduced before the assessment of material evidence in

order to set the scene and situate analysis.

Limitations

Of evidence

One of the most significant limitations of this research is the paucity of
evidence relating to sites with alignment. Often this is confined to aerial
LIK2 023INF LKA 2N 0KS SOARSYOS 27F sial Seé K?
fractions of structures and leaves the rest to interpretation. Unfortunately, in an
age of commercial archaeology, the scarcity of fundamental laogde
archaeological research, which has been largely replaced by-srortprojects
and very limitel areas of excavation, is an inescapable reality. As a result, our
understanding of many of the known sites largely relies on interpretation from
meagre data, often hypothetical and difficult to back up with hard evidence. In
addition to this, even sitesxeavated on a larger scale are usually published
GAOGKAY GKS O2yUGSElG 2F GKS SEOI @I (2 NQ3
models tha can skew understanding of the evidence. In addition, dating is often
approximate and/or based on similar sites astductures, for which dates have
already been proposed, potentially creating a chain of evidence whose
interpretation depends on a previous not always reliable link. To minimise the
effect of previous interpretation of at least the functions of excavaiaddings,
| have chosen to reassess the plans in detail and from scratch. Dating will be
challenged as a result of my assessment in one instance; for the rest, there is
usually no alternative framework for dating other than to accept the proposals of

the archaeologistin questiorbutthese dates are treatedith care.
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At the majority of sites, we only know of a portion of the overall
settlement, which significantly limits our understanding of the context of the
known structures’?Changes in approaches archaeology are also evident over
time, as largescale comprehensive excavations aiming to unveil a significant area
of a settlement, like the excavations at Yeavering, have been largely replaced by
excavation of smaller areas, often limited to trenclesritical points, combined
with analytical reconstruction of the rest of the settlement extrapolated from this
tangible evidence, a process common in the context of commercial archaeology.
In addition, to my knowledge, the only AngBaxon site uncoved twice
(excluding excavations of adjacent or nearby territories, such as the work of Leeds
and Hamerow at Sutton Courtenay) is the enigmatic chapel on the Heugh on
Lindisfarne, originally discovered by Hepaylor but never published and more
recently raliscovered by Richard Cart&r.For every excavated site, where the
remains do not remain visible, we have to rely entirely on what was recorded by
the archaeologist at the time of excavation. Furthermore, recorded information
naturally is limited. For stance, only a few reports record contour lines, a
category of data that is not available in sufficient detail on existing maps and is
impossible to gather now in the absence of a topographic survey made at the
time of excavation. That said, an attempt &ssess the relationships between
sites and their local topographg made below, although it als® based on

extremely limited evidence.

Limitations of chronology
The periodisation of architectural history in pe$tA 3 NI & A -BakonW! y 3
oy 3fl yRWArgéK REKENB A (2 0KS @USa INZ NEQ 6C

29 Hamerow also points outthat Ango E2y & SiGidf SyYSyda G4§SyR lG2¢ f+ 01 ¥
Hamerow 2012, p. 5, ch. 3.
30 Richard Carter, pers. comm.
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800), BY Y A R R f-95@pand @¥t i (i S1D0)peatiqds, is problematié This

has long been useful for students of Andaxon ecclesiastical archaeology and

architecture, but it asumes cuoff points between periods and fails to

acknowledge flexibility and contiguity between them. It also proposes a rather

abrupt start around 600, based, understandably in this case, on the chronology

of particular church buildings, whereas correspang developments in secular

architecture indicate a much more flexible chronological framework. In historical

contexts, the commonly used phasing is ca-880 for the early, ca 65850 for

the middle and ca 852100 for the late Angk$Saxon period$?
SusanOosthuizenhasrecently proposed rethinking the chronological

framework for the AngléSaxon period altogether and has suggested that it

maksd Sy asS (2 AYOEARSOWAYRAYRO GAGKAY

antiquity.® This might seem a radiktstep but in fact it gives voice to ideas that

have been around for some time; something very similar was already proposed

by Collins and Gerrard in 2084¢ KS GSNXY Wl GS F yGAl dzA

problems, as it bears a strong association with @uenttal culture and can be

taken to imply a direct transition from Roman antiquity; a transition that was

interrupted in Northern Europe and the British Isles, but not elsewhere.

| 26 SOSNE L FSSt GKS @b fdzS 27F haokat KdzAl

GKS OSNEB FTNIVYSE2N)] 2¥H IERIWI 93t DFRBDEF

chronological terms, shaking up debates that have become stale and have not

always resulted in fruitful conclusion#s&® ¢ | 8 f 2 NRa Y2RSf R2S:

31 Taylor and Taylor 1965, i, p. xxv; this approach to periodisation adopted from Baldwin Brown 1925.
DSY lylLtéeaSR 020K ¢Fe8ft2NJIyR ¢lF&f2NRa FyR .IftRgA
proposed by Clapham and Fernie and highlighted their probte aspects. The abrupt start of the
W yHEBR2YQ SN} |G cnn!5 06488 0St2605 K26SOSNE A&
not challengec Gem 1986.
32 Oosthuizen 2019, p. 3.
33 |bid., pp. 36.
34 Collins and Gerrard 2004.
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forsecularsetly Sy ia FyR 4 h2aldKdATl SyQa LINE L)

follow neither but instead use dates and perisgans.

Limitations of terminology and definition

¢KS GSN¥I RP2yafra aGAtf dzaSR a | o
geographical area inhabited by a great variety of people, but at present, there
does not seem to be any reasonable alternative to the ted@re,l continue to
dza S (KS R RNRy @I FAIRSTSNI (G2 0O02YYz2y Odzf
but otherwiserefer to particular kingdoms.

Regarding the definition of alignment in sequences of built structures,
Warwick Rodwell in his assessment has included the topographical alignment of
buildings situated at significant distances from each other. However, alignments
of distant buildings that are interrupted by other unrelated structures have not

been addressed in this researéh.

Background to this research

The concept of axial alignment is central to this thesis, and the
historiography specific to the subjed discussed below. However, first, in
addition to sources directly relating to alignment, | would like to highlight others
that have not only informedand influenced thiswork but also shaped the
direction of discourse around Angaxon settlements, their planning and
significance. In addition to the major comprehensive sources on the history and
archaeology of Angksaxon England, such dke OxfordHandbook of Anglo
Saxon archaeology, The Archaeology of Agiwon EnglandBuilding Angle
Saxon EnglandThe AngleéSaxons from the Migration Period to the Eighth
CenturyAngloSaxon Englanidy Frank StentorAn Introduction to Anglk&axon
Englandby Peter Hunter BlajiThe AngleSaxon Worldy Higham and Ryathe

35 See Rodwell 1984
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recent book by Susan Oosthuizen has opened up new avefiliéss book has

not only restated what we can reliably say about Andaxon England but also
challenged the ways we see itrgposing alternative frameworks of thinking
aboutit¥w 2 6 A y  CHritdilvaktef Rlofaés a good example of writing Anglo
Saxon history on the basis of material evidence and has inspired my
methodological approacf David Austin and Alex Knox also bdeen helpful

for finding a methodological framework for the analysis of archaeological
evidence, both in their publications and in personal communicatfon.

The issues relating to faitbgliefs,worship, Christian liturgy and pastoral
care are many and on these | have been guided by Bidios, Cubitt, Cambridge
with Rollason, Bice, Pickles, FooWilson Stancliffe SanmarkSemple, Pfaff,
Thacker Dunn and otherg?

My knowledge of the arckecture of halls and churches rests on Taylor
and TaylorfFernie, GittosCambridgeJamesMarshall and Millett, Hamerow,

Blair and the many authors of reports on individual buildifigs.

The question of the identity and the origins of the Anr§laxons iamongst
those that had to be considered as part of this inquiry, and the volume on this
topic edited by Chapman and Hamerow has proved to be particularly helpful, as
has Frazeand TyrrelRa @2 f dzYS 2y ARSydGAdeées gAGK
Woolf and Y ke.*?

36 See Crawford, Hinton, Hamerawal 2011; Wilson, ed., 1976; Blair 2018; Hines 1997; Stenton 1971;
Hunter Blair 2003; Higham and Ryan 2013; Oosthuizen 2019.
37 Oosthuizen 20109.
38 Fleming 2011.
39 Austin 1990; Austin and Thomas 1990; Knox 2012.
40 0On Christianisation, see Pryce 2009; Gameson 1999; Stancliffe 1999; Yorke 2006; Dunn 2010; on
liturgy, see Pfaff 2009; Gittos 2005b, 2013; Cubitt 1996; Billett 2011, 2014; on pagan beliefs and
worldview, see Wilson 1992; Sanmark 2010; Semple 2010; 26Xsioral care, see Blair 1988, 1992,
1995b; Thacker 1992; Cubitt 1992, 2009; Cambridge and Rollason 1995; Pickles 2009; Foot 1989, 1999.
410n churches: Taylor and Taylor 1965; Taylor 1978; Fernie 1983; Gittos 2013; Cambridge 1999. On
halls: James, Marshand Millett 1984; Marshall and Marshall 1991; Hamerow 2011, 2012; Blair 2018.
42 Chapman and Hamerow, ed., 1997; Frazer and Tyrrell 2000.
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Iy 2@0SNBASg 2F /2y iAySydalrt ariasa K
Les Premierslonuments Chrétiende la FrancE I Yy R Wérmrhahisee a
Kirchenbauterf® In addition, the discussions of planning of Continental
ecclesiastical sites by Lehmann and Hubert have provided a framework for a
comparison ofhe spatial arrangements at Angidaxon and Continental sités.

The earliest comprehensive assessnsaitouiding types in Angk&axon
England byRahtz in 1976 and thedames, Marshall and Millett in 1984 and
| St Syl | I YSN2R g SaxonmdZniinerdaysettlegiehts iBave been
invaluable for the discussion of secular settlemefits.y RNE g wSey 2t Ra
on boundaries, published in 2003, provides an overview of settlement planning
and a discussion of the role of enclosures in settlements, that has significantly
informed our understanding of the structure of Angbaxon settlemerstand has
I faz2 fFNBSt& O2yiNROdziSR (2 Yé AyidSNL
2018 book, to date, is the most comprehensive source on settlement planning
and building practices; critically, the author acknowledges not only chronological
devdopment but also regionality in traditions.

{F NI K {SYL) SQa NXa& S préustric Rndscap&sdy LIS N
the AngleSaxons, published in 2013, was a significant step towards
understanding how the Angi8axons perceived and related to featureshe t
landscape that prelated their arrival and settlement and has been one of the
foundations for this thesis. The work of Tilley, Williams and Bradley has helped
provide a perspective on prehistoric landscape in Britain and its effect on the

Anglo-Saxong?

43 Duval 1995a; Oswalt al1990.

44 Lehmann 1962; Hubert 1963 and 1977.

45 Rahtz 1976a; James, Marshall and Mill&84; Hamerow 2002, 2011, 2012.

46 Tilley 2004; Williams 1997, 1998, 2002; and Bradley 1987; see also Williamson 2019.
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Historiography of alignment

CKS g2NR WFHEtAIYYSYOIQ Fa | GSN¥Y G2
on the builtenvironmentis used here as@w term in the context of Angi&axon
archaeologyAlthough the concept of alignment, referred to in difént terms,
has been around for some forty yeatisis wordhas only really begun to make its
way into the literature over the past two decades.

Among the sites that feature alignment, two stand authe royal vill at
Yeavering, excavated by Brian Hepeylor and publishedin 1977, and the site of
{0 1 daAdzaGAYSQa '006Se Ay [ | yiheSIBEOIZNE X

A

Hope¢ | @8f 2 NR& YSGAOdzZ 2dza NBO2NRa ad , St
and the geometrical relationships between the halls and posts and burials
associated with them, have been of the greatesportance to this thesis. Here
for the first time HopeTaylor recorded a largely unexplained but evidently
significantphenomenon, that of planning and axiality at an An§kaxon high
status settlement'®

The standing structures at Canterbury consist of two aligned churches later
dzy AGSR 06& GKS O2yaidNMzOGAz2zYy 2F 2 dzf FNRA
Pancras located slightly off axis soBtem to the east. Further excavations at
Canterbury revealed ottr features to the west, situated on the same line as the
churches. Axial alignment at Canterbury was first noticedorint by Taylor and
Taylor in 1965but contextualised byohn Blaim 1992 when he associated the
linear arrangements of buildings with the sites of minsters, in proposing his
WY A Y &idSNRIn Y®R 8laiQid discussing the layouts of a number of

significant ecclesiastical sites, observed that linear arrangement was a feature

found in a range of ecclesiastical sites, including Lindisfarne and Jarrow, where

47T Hope 1861; subsequently St John Hope 1902 and 1915; Routledge 1902.

48 HopeTaylor 1977, pp. 14043, 250, 270, 275.

4% Taylor and Taylord65, i, p. 135; Blair 1992, pp. 226, 246. Surprisingly, it went completely unnoticed

AY tSSNE FyR /fFLKFIYQa | 002dzyi 6aSS t SSNE FyR [/ f
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alignment had previously not been noteahd analysed®All these sites were
known and excavated, but it was Blair who for the first time compared their plans
looking for consitency in patterns?

.t FANXA RA a Odza ahbvieyerpdastquite brigfHispYiripali K S
concern was to locate alignmeat ecclesiastical sitaa AngleSaxon England in
the context of Continental architecture and instances of alignment foinede.
For this European connection, he drew heavily on existing stushedignment
AY I 2yGAySy Gl f SO0t SaAl AGAOFT WesNOKA
oCathédrales Doublésde la Gaul®and hisArts et Vie Socialend Edgar
[ SKY I YWohQlar Kirchenfamilie zur Kathedrgfél 2 § SOSNE [ SKY
research was restricted to cathedrals, and Hubert was concerned with church
groups in all configurationgnly one of which was alignment. Somewhat
problematically, bothHUB NIi Qa 'y R . fFANXQR&a | aasSaayvys,
of sites andn correlations between their geometries, often without regard for
their archaeological and historical contexts. As a result, these works included sites
such as Bury, Rochester and Exetvhere buildingsre in fact situated at an
angle to each other and not in one line. It may have been the attention that Blair
gave to the concept of alignment that led to the phenomenon continuing to be
explored in Angleésaxon England, while in Contirtal scholarship, interest in
alignmenthasnot endurelto such an extent.

.t P ANRA RA&Odzaa A2y 2had ta & Extentf bkeBy Y Sy
anticipated by Warwick Rodwell, who in his 198#icle Ehurches in the
Landscap@ocuses particularly on associations between churches and landscape

features and includes linear arrangements of distant churehesible on plan

50 Cramp, for instance, records alignment in her reports on Jarrow but does not say anything about it.
Crampl969, 1976b, 2005.
51 Blair 1992, pp. 24@58. Subsequently, axial alignment at An§laxon monastic sites was also
mentioned by McClendor, McClendon 2005, p. 83.
52Hubert 1963 and 1977; Lehmann 1962.
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but otherwise woven into the fabric of surrounding settlements and not
discerniblan situ
f I A NXxan aligyfie® N&S dpicked up by Helen Gittos in her 2001
thesis,Sacred Space in Anglaxon England: Liturgy, Architecture and Pléce
chapter two, she discusses church groups, paying particular attention to possible
connections between British and Fitash examples, and drawing attention to the
outstanding precision achieved in the alignment of church groups in Britain. The
focus here, however, is on the arrangement of church graopscourt, rather
than principally on precisely aligned ones, theignsiicance and their
development. The narrative of alignment was explored further by Gittos, in her
2013 book,Liturgy, architecture, and sacred places in Afggoxon England
There, linearity at ecclesiastical sites is discussed alongside linearityularsec
contexts, suggesting the possibility of overlap between the two phenomena. The
idea of treating axial alignment in secular and ecclesiastical architecture as
contiguous ideas had already been raised by Andrew Reynolds ire2@0hn
Blair in 1992 however,the most comprehensive overview to date is that of
Gittos >3
Before the early 2000s the presence of alignment in secular contexts was

recorded and discussed only in the context of particular sites. After Hopeg { 2 NI &
work at Yeavering, other halls laid out on a line were found. Chalton and
| 25 RSNE Qa 5 2ab flaveAbgen didicusded i0 dietail, with linearity
recognised as aignificantfeature® Apart from reports on individual sites,
however, there was not a comparative study of case studies involving axiality at
secular sites. Perhaps the earliest hint oflsa discussion is to be found in John

f I A NDWall anNXEHa@ti€Published in 1993, where he discussed the

53 Reynolds 2002, p. 112; Blair 1992, p. 250. Blaieoked similarities between alignment at Yeavering
and monastic sites at Canterbury and Jarrow. Gittos compared alignment at-8axgpo ecclesiastical
sites with a broader range of secular cases, although she concluded that similarities might not be
sufficient to seek common originsGittos 2013, ch. 3, sp. pp. #3.
54 Millett and James 1983; Addyman and Leigh 1973.
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planning of late Angk®axon elite manorsHere, however, axiality is mentioned
very much in passing. The next step came a decade ldtenvindrew Reynolds,
in his 2002 booN,ater AngleSaxon England: Life and Landscapeposed that
axial alignment was an attribute of late Angbaxon settlements, deployed as a
signifier of high statug®Since then, alignment at earlier secular siteart those
noted by Reynolds has been highlighted as a significant feature by Helena
Hamerow, in he2010 workW¥errenhofe in Anglésaxon Englarféhndagainin
2012, inRural settlementsvery recently the phenomenowas readdresseltly
John Blair in his comprehensive stiBlyilding AngleSaxon Englanel

The only scholar to have openly viewed the growing attention paid to the
phenomenon of alignment with suspicionis Tim Pestell, who, ihdnsiscapes
of Monastic FoundationinredJ2 y 8 S (2 W2Ky . f ANRA& I N
one of the definitive features of a minster, observed that there are fggius
monastic foundations without alignment and that for groups of churches that are
orientated eastwest it is only natural for bildings to be situated in alignment
with each other®®

5SALIAGS t Sals ftieConcepBas Kebodé widelg kiegwa, | a
it has begun to be referred to as an accepfedture of highstatus AngleSaxon
sites. This is problematic as this phenomenareds further researchut its
acceptance discouragesiestions about its nature and originEhe aim here is to
pick up on the debate and take it forward from where Gittos and Blair left it in

2013 and 2018.

55 Blair 1993, pp. 7, 16.
56 Reynolds 2002, p. 112. A similar statement was made in Hamegral2007, p. 187.
57 Blair 2018, pp. 12223; Hamerow 2010; Hamerow 2012, pp. 11035.
58 Pestell 2004, pp. 490.
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Chapter 1introduction to secular case studies

Where does the history of Angl®axon settlements start? When we talk
about AngleSaxon history in its earliest phases, the sources we tend to turn to
are Bede and Gildas. Both, however, have their problems and lionistApart
from these, historical evidence is very limited, and where in the later periods
charters are priceless sources of information, there is no such evidence for the
period prior to the 670€.An alternative is to rely on material evidentee work
of, most notably, Helena Hamerow, as well as James, Marshall and Millett has
championed an archaeological approach to the history of settlem&Htswever,
archaeology is not particularly informative without historical context.

The search for Angi&axon settlements involves looking both to historical
sources and archaeological research, often to find that only one of these is
available or, even if both are present, having to work hard to marry the historical
and archaeological records, as Hepaylorattempted to doat Yeavering. In
addition, not surprisingly, higbtatus settlements are always recorded better
than ordinary villages. There is an imbalance between available historical and
archaeological evidence, depending on the nature of the sitpigstion.

For exampleanAngloSaxon settlement mentioned in the sour@sthe
earliest royal ones Bamburgh, belonging to Ida of Bernicia (the northern
kingdom subsequently incorporated into Northumbrfa)he settlement was
rebuilt and the earliest sructure still in existence is the Norman chapel;
everything else has disappeared beneath the later castle. This means that we do
not have archaeological evidencediher supportor test the historical record.

By contrast, in a way compensating for thack of historical records,

1Seep. 21, t. 5.

2 For charters, see Sawyer 1968; Wormald has arguedttizaters could have appeared earlier, but

there are no preserved textg.Wormald 1984.

3 Hamerow 2002, 2004, 2012; James, Marshall and Millett 1984. See also Rahtz 1976a and Cramp 1983.
4 Swanton 1996, pp. 267 (AngleSaxon Chronicle 547).



archaeological research has contributed significantly to our understanding of
lower-status settlements from the same period, such as Mucking and WestStow.
As a resultthere is noconsistency in the narrative, either historical or
archaeological, and is therefore necessarp put together a more or less
convincing picture using a variety of incomplete categories of evidence. Needless
to say, in this chapter, which is primarilgrcerned with alignmentplans of
settlements, archaeological research or, in a few cases, aerial reconnaisaance,
the primary form of data; historical evidenceaddressed, where possible, to
contextualise the sites in question. Most (if not all) bésitesare weltknown
and some have already been discussed in relation to alignment (see, for example,
Gittos 2013) but they have never been presented together as a corpus to facilitate
an indepth analysis of alignment as a key aspect of their planfihg. chapter
Is much more descriptive than the following one, as it endeastmumtroduce
the evidential base and teituateit in its historical context, as well as introduce
the key strands for the subsequedetailed analysis and, more importantly,
develop a geographical and chronological framework. The narrative unfold

chronologically

Overview of sites

7M-century group

The story starts with Yeaverigghis site has the most pronounced and
best researched linear planning, and stands at the forefront of the discourse on
the subject of alignment, not only chronologically but also historiographically.
The story of Yeavering tightly connected with the history of Northumbria,
where, fortunately, we still have a comparatively abundant quantity of evidence
of Anglo{  E2y 2 00dzLJ 6A2Yy ® 2-KI B2 WAT ORYAIRE

context of Northumbria, is questionable.

> Hamerow 200, pp. 5960. For reports on individual sites, see Hamerow 1993; West 1985, 2001; see
also Hamerow 1991 for a more systematic assessment of rural settlements.
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Dumville, to the conclusion thatlthough the AngleéSaxon sources tend to
suggest Anglian origins for the Northumbrian kingdom, this narrative has eclipsed
the role of the preexistingBritish polities® The origins of Northumbria have been
debated, most notably by Rollason, who has discussed three possible scenarios
for the establishment of the kingdom, including development directly from a
Roman kingdom, transition from a British kitggn and establishment in the
aftermath of the migration of Germanic peoples from Continental Eurogelm
hQ. NASy Kl & SELX2NBR GKA& OFNASGe 27
Carver has concluded that a broad range of influences combined ily ear
Northumbria, leading to the formation of a complex hybrid cultdreope
¢cref2NRa G11S 2y , SIFEGSNRAYy3I OSNE YdzOK
this site as a place of contact between different cultures andn this sense,

seeing it as truly Northumbrian site®

The kingdom of Northumbria essentially comprised the territories north of
the Humber and included territory in modethay Scotland. It was established in
the first half of the T century (although Hunter Blair has attempted to ¢eaits
origins further back to the Roman period) when the two separate polities of Deira
and Bernicia merged and quickly became a major political pdWEnroughout
the early 7 century, the two royal dynasties positioned themselves as
genealogically independent, although both claimed descent from Woden, and

were in conflict, fighting for supremacylt is thought that tensions continued

6 Dumville 1989b, sp. pp. 21221.

" Rollason 2003, pp. 899.

8{ SS /I NBSNIHAnMmM FYR hQ. NARSY Hnawm

®HopeTaylor 1977, pp. 267, 282.

10 Rollason 2003, pp. 230; see also Hunter Blair 2003, p. 45. On the origins of Northumbria, see also
Hunter Blair 1947.

11 Stenton 1971, p. 75; see also Yorke 2008 and John 1992 on origin legends and descent from Woden.
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even inaunited Northumbriat? The tensions in the circles of power were further
exacerbated by the lack afclear system of royal inheritandé.

Yeavering itself was a prominent settlement well before tiecéntury
andbeforel KS FTANBG NBTFTENEBEZQPS Qb2 ! Q@RS y It -
was already a political centre by th& dentury AD**
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Fig. 1.1.Suggested plans of development of site at Yeavering, from

prehistoric to AngleSaxon, after Bradley 1987 (fig.1, p16).

12 Hunter Blair 2003, p. 45; Huntelar 1949, pp. 5562.

13 Campbell 2010, pp. 287.

14 HopeTaylor 1977, pp. 6 and 17.

15 All figures from here onwards, apart from 6.1, have been redrawn by author.
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Grave and
post BX

Fig. 1.2Plan of site at Yeavering, phase llic, after Hopglor 1977 (fig.
77,p. 162).

Fig. 1.3Plan of site at Yeavering, phase 1V, after Hopglor 1977 (fig. 78,
p. 165).

The site was excavated by Brian Helsgylor, meticulously reconstructed
and published in 1977This projecigave rise to questions not only about the

extremely careful attention given to the geometry of planning, inaigd
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alignment, but als@boutthe origins of the Angk®saxon hall, the emergence of
the kingdom of Northumbriand the establishment of its power, the processes
of Christianisation and the continuation of pagan cults. Yeavering is thus at the
forefront of a number of critical debates on Anglaxon England.

The site, alternatively known by the Celtic name of AtriGéidentified as
such by Ekwall and others), was a prominent political centre in the ASaton
period, located on the north edge of the Cheviot hills and the south bank of the
river Glen, not far from other significant sites of the same period afiél
(Maelmin), Bamburgh and Lindisfart&lhe topographic situation, as observed
2y aAA0S3T AaAa a2YSgKI §a inSaiskd/shriace Svithiiits 2 F
northern edge falling away towards the river and protected by hills to the north
and south?’

In a nutshell, the site at the height of its development in the eally 7
centuryconsisted of two groups of halls (see figR), each of the groups marked
by alinear arrangement of rectangular buildings, and a thedike structure in
between. Although our focus heigon the AngleSaxon history of Yeavering, it
must be kept in mind that the site had an earlier history. The first settlement is
likely to have leen established here at the end of the first millennium BC; the
prehistoric sequence at Yeavering includes a henge and a standing stone to the
south-east of the site, defined by a rirdjtch and a stone circle, with an
associated cremation cemetery (figl).

At first glance the location of the prehistoric settlementin the same place
as the AngleSaxon royal vill could be taken as entirely coincidental. However,
Richard Bradley has argued that prehistoric monuments played a significant role

in determinngthe final location of the Anglk&axon royal palace and associated

16 For the identification, see Plummer 1896, p. 115 and notes; Ekwall 1960, p. 544; corfirmed
Kenneth Jackson at the request of Brian Hdpglor¢ HopeTaylor 1977, p. 15. HopEaylor 1977, pp. 6
and 17.

17 See Appendix 2, Photo 7.
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buildings!®Despite the break in the continuity of use, he observed that the linear
arrangement of features, which was a significant attribute of the prehistoric site,
could have had a pfound effect on its Angl&axon successor. Bradley went on
to suggest that Milfield, where the Northumbrian royal residence was relocated
later, also shows evidence of spatial alignmentin the prehistoric period with links
to subsequent Angksaxon planmg.

Following a break in occupation, the earliest stage of the {ft@nhan
RSOSt2LIYSyld al g GKS 02y A daNdiedka stricyire,2 T (i
rounded in plan, to the east of the then emerging settlemdfig. 1.2)
Simultaneously, the firgectangular structures, steeply contrasting with circular
huts identified by Hop€élraylor as Celtic and thus possibly indicating a Roman
architectural heritage, began to appear, and, notably, the standing stones of the
Neolithic cemetery to the west of theettlement were replaced by a rectangular
wooden structure or enclosure. To the east of the developing settlement, the
prehistoric roundbarrow was replaced with a palisaded enclosure with a wooden
post (post BXatits centre!®

In thebeginning of the period of Angi§axon occupation (phase 1), which
Hope¢ | 8t 2 NJ | aa20AF GSR 6AGK GKS IyySELI
reign, the ritual enclosure to the west was replaced with a structure interpreted
as a temple (building D2). iBhbecame the new centre of the growing western
cemetery. Building on the apparently ritualistic context of deposits of skulls inside
this building, all subsequent burials seem to have been spatially tied to it,
implying its special significance in localigious tradition?® Overall, these
developments would appear to point to a continuintyal practice.

In the same period, two more structures went up next to the temgple

building D1 to the north, precisely aligned with the temple D2, and D3, to the

8 Bradley 1987, p. 5.
19 HopeTaylor 1977, pp. 783, 156, 21, 115, 244.
20 |bid., pp. 102, 15859, 244, 276.
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south-west of D2. All three structures were rectangular, trerfoanded solid
wall halls with opposed dooris their long walls (east and west). Building D1
seems to have been the earliestin the sequefice.

These buildings were followed by the construction of a wedlgaped
assemblystructure, that has been likened to @uneuséection of seating of a
Roman the&re (building E), to the east of the grodpThe focal point of this
structure is a small stage defined by screens, rather than an arena, with a
platform suggesting a seat, and a post (post E) immediately behind it. To the east
of this structure, thefird 2 F G KS W-ZANBIding mdtd sophisti@Ed ! H
than its predecessors went up at the same time. Building A2 marked the
beginning of the period of the most elaborate architectural construction in
Yeavering. Inside the building, there seems &vé been a platform for a seat
near the hearth, and the overall internal layout of the building seems to have
emphasised its ceremonial and processional Fdlotably, as in structure E,
there is a postole behind the seat.

During the following stage,dginning after 616 and probably lasting into
the 630s, building E was extended, with three more tiers added and slanting posts
installed to support the back of the stand. These measures increased the capacity
of the theatre, underlining its function as mysificant place of assembly, perhaps
as a setting for royal councils. The Great Enclosure was rebuilt with certain
changes but overall respecting the plan of the earlier enclosure on the same site.
Hall A2 was used as a reference point for the constraatidhe great hall A4 and
then demolished. A4 was builtimmediately to the east of A2 with an astonishing
precision in both its construction and alignmentwith A2. This traieted hallis
the largest of all found on the site. The most unusual featusseaated with this

hall are Burial AX and Post AX, aligned with its -eest axis and evidently

2 HopeTaylor 1977, pp. 996.

22 The interpretation of Building E as a theatre has been questioned by lan \Wdéabd 2005, p. 188.
28HopeTaylor 1977, pp. 51, 121, 125, 139, 158D, 242.
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spatially associated with its east door. Furthermore, the post and the burial, as
well as the axis of the hall, were precisely aligned with Post BX and Bxdve
located further east. In the same period, Building@a plain aisled hall was
erected to the west of the great hall, axially aligned with itand sharing a palisaded
enclosure between the two building¥.

All buildings of this phase were consbuii SR gA G K (0KS dza$sS
dzy A G 4 Q | y R-foundidBon @ostrudtiddwittOfeavy timber walls and
opposed doorways in all four walls. These buildings are also characterised by the
introduction and development of external supporting posts. Noyahhlls A2 and
A4 have two precise squares as the basis of their pfa@$.importance to the
further narrative is also the fairly sporadic distribution of utilitarian structures.
This contrasts very sharply with the ordered layout of the ceremoniadiimgg of
the royal vill?®

This stage of development of the site represents the greatest extent of its
evolutionand was followed by gradual decline. During the last phase, a sequence
of diagonally aligned buildings C appeared to the north of the roudigped
building Al and the new hall ABg. 1.3) The diagonal axis was tied to the corner
of the main chamber of A3. The plans of the buildings themselves, however, are
not as regular as their alignment. They share some of the characteristics of A2
and Al ¢ notably, the wall construction, the opposed doorways in the long walls
and the doublesquare plarg but there is much less regularity in the alignment
of doors, their dimensions are less precise and there is a new interest in annexes,
exemplified in AZnd C4. To the east of the main nucleus and the line formed by
buildings A1, A3 and E, a new Hae structure B was built. HopEaylor
confidently identified this structure as a Christian church, although doubts over

such an attribution have been exgssed?’ Structure B at this stage seems to have

24HopeTaylor 1977, pp. 60, 120,122,129, 131, 141, 163, 2059277

25 |bid., pp. 125131, 150, fig. 71.

26 Tinniswood and Harding 1991.

2THopeTaylor 1977, p. 58; for an alternative view, see Lucy 2005, p. 139, and Smith 2015.
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been deliberately located close to Post BX and its associated burial, perhaps as an
ideological statement marking a turning point in religious practices, without,
however, any obvious disruption in funerasystoms. Hopelaylor has argued

that this could be taken as a sign of Christianity paying respect tedstadplished

local traditions thereby making its acceptance relativebinless2 However, the

newly Christianised community did not last long. Its final phases are marked by
the steady decline of the site, followed by its abandonment and a probable
transference of the royal seat to nearby Maelmin, initially probably in the 6%0s.

Oveall, Yeavering presents an extraordinary sequence of instances of
alignment. The types of alignment vary in precision and purposes, but they
inevitably occur in all major phases of development, from prehistoric origins to
abandonment in 650. The high stet of the site in the key phases of its
occupationg prehistoric and Angksaxon and the significance of alignment
here, perhaps as a marker of this high status and of power, possibly with spiritual
and cultural associations, are also beyond dottloreover, if Hopet | & f 2 NI ¢
chronological reconstruction is correct, Yeavering also stood right at the centre
of the christianisation of Northumbri.

CAylftfezr (GKS SEOIGIFG2N LI2Ayda 2dzi
Yeavering is important but alsomerks that the regard for precision and the
systematic approachto constructionisnotun2 YI y 3 LINB LIZ aA-y3I W
/| St GAO Odzf G dzZNBE 6 A GK w2Mndeéd, dng Ba Ndiidy y S &
think of Roman planning as anything else but regulartzased on straight lines.

In this respect, the Roman phase of occupation in Northumbria cannot be

28HopeTaylor 1977, p. 271.

2% |bid., pp. 73, 143, 16869, 271, 277.

30 On status of Yeavering, particularly in the context of other hall complexes, see Blair 2018,11@85114
SlHopet I @ f 2 NNRa OKNRy2f 238 KI a oSSy NMSE Gy R {0 @dzh
32 HopeTaybr 1977, pp. 267, 270, 275. The British and Roman aspects, discussed bjaytpehave

0SSy RSoO6IFIGSR 6@ 222RXI .FINygStt FyR hQ. NASYy 62 22R
Roman aspects of planning at Yeavering, see Blair 2018, pp. 79, 12 iDtetpretation of the object
Ay ANFX @S ! - & | adaNWSe2NRa ANRYlF X &SS [ dzO0& HnAang
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disregarded as a contributing factor. At the sametime, Hope € f 2 ND&a &l
Is very much of its time in compartmentalising different features as British o
Roman, without acknowledging the nuanced nature of what can be considered
Roman and especially British and not taking into account any preceding
occupation. However, he proposed an important and, at that stage, innovative
Y20GA2Y 27T  WKwhizhNge Rill rérazi bélosNED Qhe tindezbeing, we

note that this site has produced extraordinary evidence of alignment and has

been accepted as a royal settlement.

7M-century Northumbria has produced rich evidence of royal settlements,
including Yeavenig and Milfield. Another site with a possible royal connotation
in the AngleSaxon period Sproustorg is located surprisingly close to Yeavering,
especially considering the wide spread of other hegaitus sites with alignment
across Britain (see map ). However, this proximity can also be explained by the
likely relocation of the royal residence from Yeavering to Milfield and then
Sprouston. These royal sites, therefore, probably superseded each other rather
than coexisted, meaning that at the timetbieir existence each one of them was

an unrivalled centre of power.
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Fig. 1.4Plan of structures and features at Sprouston, after Smith 1991 (fig.
3, facing p. 266).
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Fig. 1.5Plan of AngleéSaxon buildings at Sprouston, after Smith 164

4, facing p. 267).
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Sprouston has been known from cropmarks since 1960 and was briefly
publishedin 1980 and 1981 but not assessed properly until 1991, by lan®¥mith.
The site is located to the east of the Tweed, some 60@rth-north-east of
modernday Sprouston, in Roxburghshire in the Scottish borders. Sprouston was
recorded as a royal manor in thefl2entury, butit has no préorman recorded
history; this relates directly to the dilemma of absence of evidence wittchvhi
this chapter started* As at Yeavering, the settlement has a prehistoric
predecessor, whicls briefly introduced first.

Phase | at Sproustonis characterised by the presence of a ring ditch and a
hall, just north of Whitmuirhaugh Far(fig. 1.4) Theditch surrounds a possible
ploughedout barrow with a primary interment. There are three more possible
ring-barrows in the field to the soutleast of the farm. Immediately to the north
east of the first ringditch is a substantial21.5x7.3m¢ hall; its @nstruction, as
far as it can be deduced from cropmarks, is reminiscent of that of the halls found
at Doon Hill, Balbridie and possibly Auchenlaich, Perthshire. Following these
analogues, Smith dates phase | to a period embracing the Mesolithic, the
Neolithic and the Bronze Agé.

The subsequent phase plossibly Roman®ritish is characterised by the
presence of a fieldystem and a palisaded enclosure, some 250m north of the
pair of hall and barrow® During the AngleéSaxon phase of occupatiephasel
- a highstatus settlement at Sprouston developed some 200m to the north of the
pair of hall and ringlitch (fig. 1.5)and included a number of structures, including

major halls with annexes and opposed entrances, E and F, occupying the central

33 See Reynolds 1980 and St Joseph 1981; Smith 1991.
34 Jan Smith suggests that Sprouston could have been a royal residence already in th&&oglo
period, although J.K.S. St Joseph initially proposed a more modest status for this settleBteliseph
1981, p. 198; Smith 1991, pp. 2888.
35 Smith 1991, pp. 26869, figs. 3 and 4, the dating of Doon Hill has been controversig Wilson and
Hurst 1966, pp. 17876; HopeTaylor 1980; Reynolds 1980; Ralston 1982.
36 Smith 1991, p. 27Q72.
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area ofthe settlement, with a pair of possibly aligned halls A and B to the north
west, structures D1 and D2 to the southest and a cemetery associated with a
possible rectangular structure to the sou#ast, as well as a number of possible
sunkenfeatured buildngs (SFBSY.

Buildings A and B have been interpreted as halls belonging to the earlier
phase in the Angk®axon period. Hall A was pdstilt and vast in size (28x9m).
The size of hall A implies the possible presence of buttresses and qeosts)
GAaAAO0ES a ONRLIWINlaAa® ¢KAA o0dzAif RAy3d K
smaller hall at Cruggleton, to the hall at nearby Milfield and the possible Anglo
Saxon hall at BirdoswafiSome 30m to the soutiwest of hall A, traces of Hall B
are preserved; this also could have been a substantial structure, perhaps slightly
earlierthan A, and built on the same axis. Piostrench structures with opposed
entrances D1 and D2 were arrange@chelon, reminiscent of the disposition of
halls C at Yeavering during phase IV. These were roughly perpendicular to the axis
of halls A and B.

It seems that hall F and the twphase hall E, both of post-trench
construction, formed the new focus dfi¢ settlementin the period subsequent
to the construction of halls A and B. Building E seems to have been rebuilt once
and had one annexe at opposed ends in each of its two phases. Building F had
two annexes, one at either end, and seems to have beeediighe cropmarks
appear to indicate entrances from the west and the south.

The spatial relationships between the core buildings at Sprouston at this
stage were altogether different from the earlier, more linear and dikd

disposition of buildingg®While hall E lay roughly parallel to the earlier south

370OrGribenhdusr¢ WLJIA (I KeBtatmulBrd@digs that consist of a pit, which serves as a floor,

posts around the perimeter and a roefsee Hamerow 2012, pp-g, 5366; Hamerow 2011, pp. 146

152.

38 Smith 1991, p. 277; for comparison with Yeavering, see St Joseph 1981, p. 197; for Cruggleton, see
Ewart 1985,pp.18my T C2NJ aAf FASt R aSS DIFriSa FyR hQ. NARSy
1988, 1989.

39 0On grid arrangements, see Blair 2013 and Blair 2018, ch. 5.
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west¢ north-east axis of buildings A and B, hall F was the only one at Sprouston
built precisely on an eastest axis®®

To the northeast of the group of buildings was a palisaded enclosure,
which Smth has compared to the one at Yeaveritid.o the southeast of the
settlement core was a large cemetery (containing at least 380 graves) with what
seems to be a buildingyhichhas been interpreted as a possible church, on its
southern edgésee fig. 1.5¥2

There are clear similarities between Sprouston and Yeavering; like
Yeavering this site started to develop in the prehistoric period aad then
associated with an enclosure in the Romalatish period before becoming an
AngloSaxon centre. In additg although alignment at this site involves
structures A and B, it is the central structures that are interesting in the context
of zoning and are paralleled by Yeavering and other sites. Tdresiscussed
alongside the groups with alignment in the fallimg chapter. In the meantime,
another Northumbrian site, this time of likely lower status, must be considered

here.

Thirlings

Northumbria

The site at Thirlings has been dated very broadly between 410 and 680AD
and could in fact pralate the AngleSaxon phases at YeaveringléSprouston.
However, considering how close it is to these sites, it is worth exploring whether
CKANX Ay3a NBfIdSa (2 ("'eéntuky NdrthyuRBi®© LIS 2

40 0On all buildings in the Angi®axon period, see Smith 1991, pp. Z83.
41 1pid., p. 272.
22 |pid., p. 281.

58



Fig.1.6t f 'y 2F ¢KANXAYIAZ | FiGSBRI hQ. NR E

In addition to being located within just three kilometres of Ad Gefrin and
Maelmin (Milfeld), Thirlings is within half a kilometre of Anflaxon burials at
Galewood, recorded in the ¥century*3The site lies on the terraesurface of
the Milfield basin, 15km from the modern Angfcottish border. The
archaeology of the Milfield basin is well documented and rich with Neolithic,
BronzeAge and AngleBritish settlements, as we have already seen at Yeavering
and Sprouston. Thirlings itself providesweealth of evidence for Neolithic
occupation, the precise character of which, sadly, cannot be establi¥hd.
number of rectangular buildings were discovered by air reconnaissance and more
than thirty small pits, possibly evidence of Griibenh&user, to the neast of

these buildings?® All the buildings on the site are slightly irregular in plan and the

43 MacLauchlan 1867.
“aA1SiZ 9RGIFNREA YR HA@. NASY HnnysZ alld LI mM3ZI dy
45 See above, ft. 37, p. 57.
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spacimg of their posts is not entirely evefiHowever, the group of rectangular
buildings appears to be arranged on a more or less regular grid. The ones
constructed in continuous trenche&duildings A, P, B, C, L and &re orientated
roughly eastwest and & share the samerientation(fig. 1.6) The pairs of A with
P and B with C are close to being arranged on two parallel lines but not precisely
aligned. Both A and P are surrounded by enclosures, adjacentto each other. Both
buildings are of posin-trench construction with planking between the posts.
Building A shows evidence of entrances in the middle of the long walls. The west
end of building A seems to have been screened off; two rows of small pits have
been found externally flanking the north and gbuwvalls; however, no evidence
of timber staining, and therefore posts, have been discovered in the pits. Building
P does not seem to have had internal division and could have had an entrance in
the long south walf’

Buildings B and C, located to the st the first pair, are not enclosed
and are the only two on this site with doors in the centre of a short wall. Building
B has definite entrances in the centre of its east and south walls, a possible
entrance from the north and a likely efentre entrarce from the west a feature
which is unique to this site. Further, the four posts to the east of the east wall
indicate a possible porch. Building C, notably, is the largest structure at Thirlings
and the only one with an eastern annexe, which appearbdoa secondary
feature. The structure has solid lodmkaring walls and there is a curious
arrangement of pits surrounding the west wall, both inside and outside. Their
function is not clear. There are also rows of pits flanking the north and south
walls, dot like those in building A. The phasing of the three posies inside the
annexe is uncertain. The doorway in the east wall could have been in use both in

the primary and the secondary stag®s.

YhQ. NASY YR a-#11 Si mdppmI LIIP prT
*7 Ibid., pp. 6164, 7072.
*8 |bid., pp. 6567, 80, 86.
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Buildings G, H and | are pdstilt and arestructurally related to the
technique used for the posgh-trench structures described above. Building G
seems to share the very rough alignment of A and P although it is orientated
perpendicularly to them. It had two entrances, one in each of its longssid

Buildings F, E and R, located south of this group, are not well preserved but
seem to be of a similar po$tuilt construction and are clearly arranged in a
sequence?

In general, the excavators suggest, the buildings display a substantial
degree of uiformity in approaches to construction, even considering the
difference between the posbuilt and postin-trench types. The consistency in
construction suggests that the buildings could have been made according-to pre
existing plans.

Radiacarbon datesrom buildings A, B, C, L, N and P situate the settlement
within the period between 410 and 680 AD. Five of the six dates overlap within
the range of 53&67AD, and building B, dated to 6681, overlaps with the
dates for P. The range of dates points te fact that the settlement is most likely
to have been constructed and used in one phase. This assumption is consistent
with the gridlike arrangement, which suggests singlease planning. The roles
and functions of all buildings, unfortunately, are a teatof speculation: the
central position of building A with its surrounding enclosure and the size and
unigue shape and structure of building C both suggest some level of prestige and
status. Structural similarities between building P andmst Gribenhéser
suggest that P could have served as an ancillary building for A. It seems that the
pair of A and P could represent the core of the settlement. C could be interpreted

as a principal barpf’

YR Q. NASY YR ak375.0 mdppmz LILID T H
50 |bid., pp. 8889.
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In a wider context, structures at Thirlings are consisteti wther types
of timber buildings, spread geographically as far as Hamp&hBeilding C
appearsto be closer to the Yeavering types than other buildings at Thirlings, with
its solid walls and more substantial size. A greater variety in arrangements of
buildings at Thirlingscompared to Yeavering, resslin a less systematic
appearance. Overall, Thirlings is likely to be more or less contemporary with the
royal vill at Yeavering and is firmly set within the cultural landscape of Bernicia.
As Yeaveringas part of the hierarchy of Bernician sites, Thirlings is likely to have
had a place in it too, be it perhaps lower down in the hierarchy, considering that
the buildings here lack the grandeur and the precision of planning of a site like
Yeavering. On agy with Sprouston and Milfield, Thirlings could have been, in
w2aSYINE / NFYLQ&a ¢g2NRaA> | WOt A%®Ma asi
excavators suggest that in its role as a settlement subservient to the kings,
Thirlings could have been a royal egitural base, and the key buildings could
have been designed for a figure of authority responsible for food production and
delivery>Such an interpretation is of course hypothetical but it should not be
dismissed.

Moving on chronologically, the narnge of alignment takes us into the
kingdom of Wessex. Archaeologically, Wessex is often associated with prehistoric
occupation; the region has produced vast amounts of evidence from the Neolithic
and Bronzeé\geperiods. A significant number of prehistonmnuments to be
introduced in chapter 5 have been found in territory which would come to
constitute Wessex. The Ang#axon period is recorded in the Anglaxon
Chronicle from the arrival of Cedric, who is thought to have founded Wessex in
495 and, imporantly for the foundation legends of all Ang&axon kingdoms,

established the Wessex royal dyna&tfhis accountis, however, disputed; Yorke

51 James, Marshall and Millett 1984, p. 198.
2h Q. NASY | YR a-80]CRainp MEBg2W6z CrdnipIi®8sy AB7.
BhQ. NASY YR aAl1Si mppmzE LI dnod
54 Swanton 1996, pp. 345.
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in particular has drawn attention to the late9™-century¢ date of the sources
describing these events asdggested that this narrative follows a common Indo
European modet® Instead, Yorke emphasises parallels between the origin story

of Wessex and that of Kent, arguing that the Wessex story pretty much
reproduced the Kentish one, and pointing to the closamections that already
existed between Wessex and Kent as early as theehtury® As a complete

€t SNy GAQPS>T aéNBa adzadsaida GKFG 7/ SRN
power under the Roman rule, and from 495 was simply establishing an
independent authority?” Whatever the origins of Wessex, by th& @entury it

was a powerful kingdom, although in the first half of tH&century it was under
O2YAARSNIO6ftS LINSaadzZNE FNRBY aSNODALFI g¢
Anglia, where he aoverted to Christianity before returning to Wessex, probably

in thelate 640s 0650s>This is the context in which Chaltqganother site with
alignment, in moderrday Bedfordshire was established. It is thought to be
broadly contemporary with the s above and includes a pair of buildings with

a curious partition between them, similarto D2 and D3 at Yeavering.

55 Yorke 1989, B4; on IndeEuropean origin models, see also Yorke 2008, sp. p. 17.
56 Yorke 1989, sp. p. 95.
5" Myres 1989, pp. 14153.
58 Kirby 1991, p. 51; Yorke 2002; Venning 2011, p. 46.
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Chalton

Wessex

Period AZ

(] perioaa
Period B

5).

Fig. 1.8 Detail of plan of Chalton showing buildings A1 and A2 with a
partition between them, after Addymaeat al 1973 (fig. 9, facing p. 16).

64



The settlement s situated in the area called Church Down, south of a large
bronzeage barrow cemetery, thus,sain Northumbria, indicating prehistoric
predecessors of AngiSaxon landscapes. However, Chalton itself shows little
evidence for preAngloSaxon occupation. The excavated area is located at the
top of the down, whereas the settlement could have spreadtfer down the
slopes. The excavated area includes 28 rectangular buildings which developed in
at least four phaseghree key phases are shown in fig. 1.The dating is not
precise but the main period of occupation must have occurred in tfier's
centuries (the archaeologists refrained from proposing dates for specific
phasesf’Two phases are characterised by instances of alignment of substantial
buildings: the earlier period B includes a large building B1 and a smaller one B3,
aligned roughly eastvest, although with a considerable distance between them.
Building B2 is of a coparable size to B1 but is situated @fkis, although on the
same alignment. In the subsequent period A, these buildings were replaced by
structures A1 and A3 on the same agithis alignment is roughly picked up
further west by structure A8. The buildisgre not precisely geometrically
aligned, like those at Yeavering, but their very particular spatial association is
evident. Notably, unlike the earlier group, the pasttrench buildings A1 and A2
have entrances on each side (the eastern doorway irsAbi certain but likely),
two of them evidently facing each other. There is a gap in the partition between
the aligned buildings (fig. 8), which indicates their mutual accessibility. It is not
clear whether the space between the two buildings was roofaese buildings
could have been domestic, and internal partitions suggest possible subdivision
into a hall and retiringoom areas. Building A3, with a door in the east wall and
associated with the two halls, has beeninterpreted by the excavators agerb

A fenced enclosure to the east also seems to have been associated first with B1

59 Addyman and Leigh 1973, p. 17.
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and then with Al. Further, it has been suggested that smallerpoditstructures
within the enclosure; A9 and B6 and B7 which could have continued in use in
period Ac could be a farrrgroup related to the house A%.

An increased emphasis on communication would appear to be a general
feature of phase A. The buildings are clearly arranged on a geometric grid and
seem to be united in functional groups, which is espécelident in, for instance,
the group of A12, A13 and Al4, which form a courtyard. By contrast, phase B
buildings seem to be orientated away from each other. Justto the north, building
A10 clearly occupies the central place in the settlement, the exocasaiggests
it could have been made for communal use. This building, like A12, furthersouth
east, also shows evidence of external buttresses or veraipdsks, reminiscent
2F AAYATINILIR2ada d | SFOSNAYy3IAS [/ 26RSN

The settlementhasbeeny § SNLINSiSR o0& G(KS SEOI @
K2dzaSazx F2N 0KS vy 2 NMWiTliebidingstafe mycAsmalé (1 K
than those at Yeavering; their type, however, possibly indicates the prominent
status of a freeman. In particular, th@gt-in-trench construction and plan with
doors in the middle of long walls, used in buildings A1 and A2, are comparable
with the highstatus halls at Yeavering, Whithorn and Flixborough. At Chalton the
excavators suggest that buildings Al, A2 and Bl arellshghouses, but,
considering the limited nature of evidence, how one distinguishes between a
dwelling house and an elite hall remajm®blematic®?

As a result, although there are definite similarities in planning between
Chaltonand other highstatussites the proposed status of Chaltama villageg
differs dramatically from the royal Northumbrian centre at Yeavering. In this
respect two questions are worth asking: was alignment, such as that found at

Yeavering, an attribute of contemporary cendref varying status, whether a

60 Addymanrand Leigh 1973. 6; Addymaset al1972, pp. 19, 22.

61 Addymaret al1972, p. 24.
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has been proposed? This in turn opens up the question of correlation between
high status and alignment, which has been proposed by Reynold3lainff The

answer to this question is inevitably complicated, since there are known royal
sites without alignment Rendlesham is perhaps the best example and Sprouston

fits the criteria to an extent, because the aligned buildings there appear to be
semondary, rather than central halls. On the other hand, there is alignment of halls

at Repton, which did become a very prominent site, althotighhalls here are

not recorded as roydl The relationship between status and alignment is
intriguing, indeed maybe critical, amgtliscussed in the following chapter. Inthe

meantime, we shall move tihe powerful kingdonof Kent.

Kentwas one othe earliest recordednglish kingdomand wasdirectly
associated withRoman Britainy 2 4 2yt & RdzS G2 . SRSQ:
Romanness of the Kentish architectural heritage, but since Higham, as well as
Myres, have suggested that therritory of the kingdom of Kenimatched almost
exactly that of tle preceding Roman political urtitAt the same time, as Brooks
and Yorke have noted, the origin legend of Kent claims descent from the first
migrant AngleSaxon leader®From an archaeological point of view, Kent has
produced extensive evidence of IrAige landscape features, most notably on the
Isle of Thanet’ All this indicates a complex history and a variety of influences
which contributed to the formation of the kingdom. As Brooks concludes, Kent as
an administrative unit was in existence for cenés by the time it is mentioned

in the Chroniclesand thus could have been through a number of phases of being

63 Reynolds 2002, p. 112; Blair 1993, p. 16.
64 For Repton, see pp. 2239 below.
5SS 19 AdHc 2y GKS w2YlyySaa 2F {d alNIAyQasz L
see HE .33, p. 114; Higham 2013a, p. 137; Myres 1989, pf212226; On transformation of Roman
political units into AngleSaxon kingdoms, see Yeates 20dp. 266271.
66 Brooks 1989, p. 74; Yorke 2008, pp-2Z5
87 See Rady 2009.
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ruled by different powers$® In the 6"-7" centuries, Kent rose to cultural
prominence under exposure to Frankish influences, evidentin trade routes and
material culture®®*¢ 2 | RR YAy 3 | SGKSTt 0 SNKGIQA YI N

SNIKIF FYyR 1dzZ3dzadAySQ&a YAa&Zdgichdisplay® Y S
perhaps the mostinteresting range of inclusions in its cultural composition during
the period of its establishment. Atthe same time, as has already been mentioned
above, Kent had connections with neighbouring kingdoms and shared the
compostion of origin legends with them, suggesting interrelationships in the
development of Kent and the other Ang&axon polities.

This is the context in which Lyminge emerged as a prominent site. Brooks

has drawn attention to the complexities of territoriahd political organisation
Il f NBI Ré& SEAaldAY3a Ay YSyid Ay GKS SI NI &
0 KF G cWdgibnalsrit®were centred on royall vills, Lyminge being one of

them.”®

Lyminge

Kent

68 Brooks 1989, p. 58.
69 Myres 1989, pp. 12628; see also Campbelial1991, p. 44. On Frankish influence on Kentish
architecture, see Fernie 1983, pp.-46; Cambridge 1999, pp. 2225; on pottery, see Myres 1989, pp.
66-73; on trade, see Wickham 2000; on Frankish burials in Kent, see Fouracre 2009, p. 130, and Behr
2000.
"9 Brooks 1989, pp. 723 and table 4.1.
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Fig. 1.9Plan of excavatedligned halls at Lyminge, after Thomas and Knox

2012 (fig. 3, p. 3).
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Fig. 1.10Plan of full excavated area at Lyminge, after Thomas and Knox
2015 (fig. 2, p. 2).

Lyminge, very much like Rendlesham, is the site of a recently discovered
royal regional centre’* While the royal landscape of Northumbria has been

explored and recorded since the 1970s, it is surprising that a centre of the

1 On Rendlesham, see Scull, Minter and Plouviez 2016.
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extremely powerful Kentish royal dynasty is only just coming to the fore. While
the earlig excavations focugsl on the monastic past of Lyminge and touched
the area of the church oft§ Mary and Ethelburga and the area to the south of
the church, the 2010 excavations uncovered a group of possikteftury post

hole halls and SFBs in the southern part of thétlement.”? A series of
excavations in 2008 and 2009 had revealed traces of middle Saxon occupation
nearby’®

The first documentary reference to Lyminge does not appear until 700AD;
however, the monastery is thought to have been in existence in 633AD, an
initiative of Queen Athelburh, widow of King Edwin of Northumbria.
Straightaway this suggests a possible connection between Lyminge and the
Northumbrian sites discussed abo{/& he settlement at Lyminge discovered in
the course of the recent excavations, which existed prior to the foundation of the
monastery, has been interpreted as a royal residence, providing a parallel in
status between Lyminge and sites like Yeavering anouSgon.

Of interest for this thesis is the area of the halls, first uncovered in 2012
and situated to the north of the areas excavated earlier. This site is located on the
spur of Tayne Field, encircled from the east and the south by the River
Nailbourne The first trench revealed a trendbuilt eastwestorientated hall
measuring 21x8.5m and the western portion of a smaller subsidiary hall located
roughly on the same axis to the east of the great (fagl 1.9)

The main hall features opposed entranaegs lateral walls and a partition
at the east end of the building, which seems to have formed a 3ikae

chamber, possibly with an axial entrance. The walls of timber planks with wattle

2Thomas 2011. A recent discovery, however, has shed more light on the archaeology of this church
WeYAYy3AS / KdZNOK 5A3 wSOSIEBBENewS Gl Af & 2F 9FNI& / KN
[https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/ukenglandkent-49408955], accessed 2@eptember 2019.
#Thomas 2013, pp. 12025; for the earlier excavations, see Jenkins 1874, TB86@ate, the most
NBOSyYy (G Lzt AOFGAZ2Y 2 ¥Monpstenedaprdces ok poweDseedTBoMas@&IZ. Y| & Q&
"4 Thomas 2013, p. 114; Kelly 2006.
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and-daub panels irbetween must have burneid situ” Subsequengxcavations

to the north revealed a sequence of three nottlouth oriented posin-trench

halls and another eastest oriented one, measuring atleast 21m long and 8.2m
wide (fig. 1.10) One of the northsouth halls was almost precisely perpendicular
to the structures found in 2012, suggesting a contemporary date. In each of the
three phases of the nortlsouth oriented structure, the size of it and the
elaboration of construction increased. The doorways in each phase were in the
middle of the long wall€® The postin-trench western hall also seems to have had
three phases of construction. During the first two phases, it had a partition atthe
east end, notably, with central axial entrances both in the partition and the
external eastern wall, which are prisely aligned with the side entrances into the
north-south oriented halls to the eagt Evidence obpus signinurfloor-surfaces,
common for Kent and thought to be pointing to Romanising influences, have also
been discovered in both the western hall arfteteastern northsouth aligned
group.’

The &'-century SFBs demonstrate ample evidence for special deppsits
bone groups and, in one instance, a plough couléeysociated with the phase of
abandonment. These and other finds indicate the wealtlhef settlement as
early as the 8 century. The great south hall, constructed presumably between
600 and 650AD, is also associated with elite status and, unlike most halls
elsewhere, has produced a great abundance of finds. The two cemeteries located
to the south and north of the settlement also confirm the high position of
Lyminge in the early Saxon periéd.

It seems that a shift in occupation occurred in the second half of the 7

century, when, probably with the foundation of the monastery, the focuthef

®Knox 2012, pp. 123.

"6 Thomas and Knox 2013, pp86

"Thomas and Knox 2015, pp-12.

"8 Thomas and Knox 2013, p. 9; Thomas and Knox 2015, p. 14. See also below, p. 206.
®Thomas2013, pp. 118128.
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settlement moved soutklwestwards and slightly up the hill, perhaps indicating a
desire to establish a degree of detachment of the monastery from its
surroundings? It should be noted that the halls were constructed in close
proximity to a Bronze Adearrow, which was a focus of a cremation burialand a
Beakerperiod 2800-1800B¢ inhumation, located to the north of the western
hall. The barrow was intersected by a sequence of {mdé structures. It is
impossible to tell how visible the barrow wasthe time of construction of the
halls, but it is reasonable to suggest that there was some relationship between
the AngleSaxon and prehistoric periods of occupation.

The only contemporary site in the kingdom of East Anglia with a hint of
axial arrangement is Carlton Colville in Suffolk. East Anglia is very poorly
documented by comparison with other AngBaxon kingdoms; the sources are
Ffy2ald aiatSyd dzZLJ dzyGAf wSRgl ft RQa NBA
served both Christian and pagan dg#? Equally, our knowledge of the
archaeological landscape of East Anglia is fairly limited. One royal cemtre
Rendleshamhas been discovered fairly recently and features only one hall.
Although Rendlesham was clearly prominent and is mentioned g Be auico
regio, it is possible that the kingdom was divided into administrative units and
there was more than one royal Vifl.

Despite extensive research in landscape archaeology in East Anglia, led
most notably by Tom Williamson and Martin Carveis ttiegiondoesnot boast a
wealth of early AngleBaxon sites with hightatus building$? Instead, the story
of impressive archaeological discoveries in East Anglia is very much dominated by
Sutton Hoo, which, although posing many questions, neverthstesgs light on

the culture, society and, most importantly, attitudes to kingship, in East Anglia,

8 |bid., p. 128.
81 Thomas and Knox 2015, pp5315.
82 Bede, HE ii.15, p. 190; Scull 1992, pp. 3
83 Scull 1992, p. 6; see also HE iii.22, p. 284.
84 See, for example, Williamson 2005, 2006, 2008, 2013; Carver 1989, 2005, 2017.
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early in the 7" century®Boththe originlegend of Anglian kings, which proclaims
descent fromthe Germanic king Wuffaand the archaeological record
demonstrate that East Anglia in this period, like other kingdoms, was heavily
influenced in its culture by currents from Continental northern Euréfpe.

In the absence of definitively higstatus sites and the absence of
alignment at Rendlesham, wewturn to the interesting and very likely elite site
at Carlton Colville (Bloodmoor Hill). Alignment here is not particularly
pronounced but it is present and has not been discussed before. This does not
appear to have been a royal cenjtmutitis likely to havéeen of high status and,

like the sites above, is associated with prehistoric landscape.

Bloodmoor Hill

East Anglia

85 See BrucéMitford 1946, 1947, 1974, 1975, 1978, 1983; Carver 1989; For the wider context of Sutton
Hoo, see Carver 2005 and 2017, and Williamson 2008.
86 Yorke 2002, p. 68; Newton 1993; Scull 1992, gi. Carver 1989, p. 152.
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Fig. 1.11Plan of site at Bloodmoor Hill, phase 1, after Leicgl 2009 (fig.

6.35, p. 363).
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Fig. 1.12Plan of site at Bloodmoor Hill, phase 2a, after lat@f2009 (fig.
6.36, p. 364).

The site is located some 2km inland from the North Sea coast, in the
northern part of the Sandlings of Suffolk, with the plain of the river Waveney to

the north-west of the site®” There are two possible riAgarrows to the north of

87 Lucyet al2009, p. 1.
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the site, which do not seem to be associated with it. Another barrow, opened in
the 18" ¢, apparently was on Bloodmoor Hill its&lfApart from these barrows,
evidence of prehistoric activitys very sparse but nevertheless indicates
continuous occupation from the late Neolithic to the early Iron Age. Roman
activity is documented from the"? century AD onwards and is represented by
finds mostly associated with later AngBaxon structure®’ There does not seem

to be any continuity between the Roman and the Ar§kxon phases, with a 250
year period between the two. The use of Roman materials during the Anglo
Saxon phases of occupation seems entirely pragmatic and the planning of the
Saxon setementis independent from the earlier Roman featufés.

The AngleSaxon phase at Bloodmoor Hill is chiefly represented by thirty
eight sunkenrfeatured buildings (SFBs), nine pdsiilt structures, one posin-
trench buildingand a cemetery associated Wibne of the structures. The SFBs
range in size from 2.8x3m to 5x6.7m and are scattered across the settlement. The
functions of these buildings are difficult to defife.

The postbuilt structures range from 4.7x3.3m to 10.5x5.75m in size. The
constructiln method of all poshole structures is consistent: single posts are
spaced from 0.5 to 1m apart. Further, there is no indication of internal features
YR y2 SOARSYyOS 2F SEGSNYFft NFr1{Ay3a GA
(see below). Only six builtis show anindication of possible doorways; however,
the excavators have assumed, by comparison with analogues elsewhere, that the
entrances are likely to have been in the middle of long walls. Theipdastnch
Building 42 (to the southwest of the groy) shows clear evidence of two
opposing doorways in the long walls, shifted slightly westwards off the céfiigre

1.12)%The alignment of the structures is predominantly eastth-east to west

88 |bid. pp. 4, 11.

89 |bid., pp. 2227.

% |bid., p. 28.

1 |bid., pp. 3845.

92 Lucyet al2009, pp. 102105.
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south-west. The excavators suggestitis likely that daénon was determined by
pre-existing features and buildings and by pragmatic factors, such as heating and
lighting by the sun.

The postin-trench Structure 42, the largest on site, seems to pitete the
postbuilt structures, which would beonsistent with the general trend of a
similar succession across the countfylnterestingly, there is no clear
relationship between SFBs and pdmtilt structures, perhaps implying
independent uséClusters of pits across the site seem to be associai#SFBs
rather than postbuilt structures®

The structures on the site have been assigned to two main phgRlease
1 (500580 AD) and Phase 2, which, where possible, was subdivided into two
periodsg 2a (580650) and 2b (65000 AD)*

It seems thathe eastnorth-east¢ westsouth-west axis was established
in phase 1 and was marked by the two possibly rectangular buildings arranged in
a single line in the central aréig. 1.11) Another possible structure to the east
of them is off the axis but otmne same alignmenttis perhaps of significance that
the northern wall of this structure (or enclosure) is aligned with the southern
walls of structures to the west. Structures 44 and 46, orientated nadtth-east
¢ south-south-west, were built to thesouth and the north of this line respectively.
During the subsequent phase 2a, structure 43 appeared exactly on the same
alignment and precisely between the two possible earlier aligned buildings,
whereas 45 (possibly a twphase building) and 47 seemeal be flanking the
earlier possible eastern structure. It seems that these two parallel and almostin
line axes were retained throughout these two phases and that the structures

A > s oA~

NEALISOGSR SIFOK 204KSNXR&a f20FGAz2yap { (N

93 For the evidence of evolution of building techniques from plogie to postin-trench, see Marshall
and Marshall 1993.
94 Lucyet al2009, pp. 1067.
% |bid., pp. 1234.
% Ibid., p. 336.
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slightly off axis and at a different angle to the rest of the buildings. A possible
string of buildings to the north of the aforementioned aligned structures seems
to have been centred on structure 41 and to follow its orientation.

Phase 2a was markedy the construction of the only posi-trench
building 42 and the subsequerit-tentury burial ground on the site of Structure
44 (fig. 1.12) It is notable that the predominant orientation of the graves follows
that of the buildings 43, 45 and 47.

Avariety of activities has been detected on the site; however, the areas of
production, associated with other structures, seem to exclude the aligned
structures, with the possible exception only of the last phase, when
metalworking, antlerworking and texte-related activities moved closer to the
graveyard ared® This means that at least in the earlier phases the aligned
buildings were norindustrial, perhaps dwellings. The graveyard seemsto have a
close association with the preceding Structure 44, wkhets could have been a
mortuary, although at least some burials pafste it. The graves appear very
regular and are aligned with each other; ten out of tweimiye of them contain
gravegoods although the burials postdate the establishment of Christyaim
East Anglia. Further, the decision to establish a burial ground in this new location
implies a possible ideological realignment within the community sometime
around 650. Itis possible thatit was used for those living in buildings nearby and
possiby implies a relatively high status for this populatiSit is also possible
that,as KnoxhasarguedK S A KA FaG 2F aLI GAFf F20dz
was a result of the increasing impact of ChristiafiyAnother possibility,
especially considering the predominance of female burials, is that this settlement

itself could have been a smalliggous community.

97 Lucyet al2009, figs. 6.3%.37, pp. 114115, 366; for burials, ®eScull 2009, pp. 38526.
98 For activities, see Luey al2009, pp. 366384, fig. 6.50.
99 Scull 2009, pp. 385, 416, 428.
100Knox 2012, p. 148.
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There is evidence of loagjstance trade and extensive local production
and also of permanent occupation, suggesting that Bloodmoor Hill could have
been one of the centres through which local elites controlled production and
trade.Notably, it was abandoned at the time when other such centres, such as
Brandon and Burrow Hill, emerged in the regi§tt seems to fitinto the context
2T (GKS WwWOSy i Nirstpropdsdd &s%@ afchagdogicalzphNehomenon
in 1989 and more receht explored in detail by Tim Pest&f.Thisis discussed
0St2¢ odzi F2NJ 0KS GAYS o6SAy3a Al Aa
production and learning were focussed, were inevitably associated with social
control, suggesting another link betweeniakalignment and high status, this

time in a differentregion.

Already it is becoming apparent that the" 7century has produced
evidence of settlements similarly featuring alignment and associated with both
high status and prehistoric occupation, yatsited in different kingdoms. There
were of course similarities in the ways these kingdoms developed, as has been
argued by Yorke, butit is also known that each of them was exposed to different
influences and was very much a separate geographical regioked by distinct
territories 13 Before we proceed to the discussion of possible parallels between
alignment and geography, let us look at other sites with alignment and, more
importantly, another significant region of'7century England where alignmest i
to be found: Mercia.

¢CKS 062dzyRI NASa 2F (KBS cen@yMava hegn f

debated but its territory was vast and included at least Staffordshire,

101 ycyet al2009, pp. 438434, for the proposed model of a regional centre, see Moreland 2000b, p.
94, for Bandon see Caet al1988; for Burrow Hill, see Fenwick 1984.
102 proceedings of the conference have not been published; otherwise see Ulmschneider 2000; Pestell
and Ulmschneider 2003; Blackburn 2003.
103 yorke 2008, esp. pp. 2Z8.
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Leicestershire, Nottinghamshire, south Derbyshire and northern Warwickéhire.

A royal genealogy is recorded from the latéd&ntury onwards and, as in other
kingdoms, the kings are said to have been descended from W88anS NDA | Q&
power grew significantly under the pagan king, Penda, the dates of whose reign
are debated butrecaled as 626555. The devastation of Yeaveringis attributed

to him, as well as other incursions into Northumbria and Wessex and a number

of strategic killings®In this context, itis interesting that the buildings at Atcham

(see below) and Yeavering cihg parallel each other.

In anticipation of a discussion of other Mercian sites, it should be noted
here that the power of Mercia continued to grgand its territories and influence
continued to expand. Offa, to whose reign (YB96) Hatton Rock has been
GSyalrdAgSte I GaGNROdzG SRS Of I A édashori 2 0 S
livedarchbishopric at Lichfield, independent of Canterbtfdh ¥ ¥ I Q& NXzf S
marked by growing investment in the arts, particularly haghality sculpture'®®
Mercian hegemony, however, only lasted until the 9th century, when Kent and
East Anglia broke away from Mercian control and Wessex rose to power, marking
the decline of Mercian dominatiol®

Atcham, which wewill now consider, is likely to be a product of Merci
flourishing in the early'7century and, judging by the scale of the buildings, could

have been a site of some prestige.

104 Brooks 1989, pp. 16061

105 pid., p. 163. See also John 1992.

106 Brooks 1989, p. 167; Venning 2011, pp-5aR

107venning 2011, pp. 12215.

108 See Mitchell 2010; Mitchell forthcoming.

109 Dumville 1989a, pp. 128, 130; Higham and Ryan 2013, ch. 4.
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Atcham

Mercia
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Fig. 1.13Plan of site at Atcham (drawn from an aerial photograph), after

St Joseph 197&unnumbered, p. 294)

The evidence here is extremely limited and can be disputed but it
nevertheless indicates that in Mercia alignment was becoming a prominent
feature of central sites in the same period. By contrast with the excavated sites

above, Atcham is only known fromig& photographs, which makes dating very

80



conjectural. However, based on the size and layout of its building&.cafftury
date, broadly contemporary with Yeavering, has been propd&ed.

The site is located 5km east of Shrewsbury, in mogaizy Shropshe, to
the west of a canal from which the ground slopes down to the flptain of the
river Tern, 600m away. The plan recorded by J.K. St Joseph shows two evidently
aligned buildings, apparently halls, with annexes at both of their short sides, built
almod parallel to the slope and the candig. 1.13) The southernmost building
is interrupted by a later pit and there are no other visible features associated
directly with the buildings, apart from the sequence of enclosures to the nrorth
west. The dimensius of the buildings, as calculated by St Joseph, compare to
those at Yeavering and Cheddar and led him to conclude that like the royal
foundationsthere, this site is not an ordinary settlement. Furthermore, St Joseph
notes that cropmark configurations tfis kind are not usually found in this part
of England, and may indicate external influences in western Méttian
additional explanation, whictsproposed and presented in more detail below in
the context of the geography of alignment, is the possibility that there was no
real regional distinction between types of highatus settlements. Instead, the
ruling class, whether in Northumbria, WessexnK or Mercia, although
employing regional features and variations, used similar architectural
vocabularies and, more importantly, similar approaches to planning, to express
their identity.

Unfortunately, nothing specific can be said aboutthe use ofiliédings
at Atcham or communication between them, but they may have been
functionally similar to the late Yeavering type, judging by the annexes at the short
ends and the doors midway along the long sides.

There is a similar problem with dating at the gppntly more extensive

settlement at Cowage Farm, in modeday Wiltshire, which brings us back to the

110 5t Joseph 1975.
111 |bid., pp. 294295.
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kingdom of Wessex. Cowage Farm is unexcavated, known only from cropmarks
and, as at Atcham, scholars have looked to typological parallels with buildings

elsewhere to help with dating.

Cowage Farm

Wessex

Fig. 1.14Plan of buildings at Cowage Farm, after Hinchliffe 1986 (fig. 1, p.
241).

Cowage Farm is located on a plateau overlooking the river Avon, 3km
south-west of Malmesbury. The earliest remaining charters forrbg#&oxley and
Easton Grey are after 1086 butthis site is located close to Rodbourne and Lorston
to the south, known to have been acquired by King Ine in the &titury.11?The

site is only 2 km away from a substantial Roman settlement at White Walis and

12 sawyer 1968, p. 243.
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located on the Mercian border, in a strategically important geographical
location!*® Overall, this means that Cowage Farm is very likely to have been
situated in an area of sons#rategicsignificance.

The presence of over twenty buildings was indicated on this site by
cropmarks. The most striking of these are building B, aligned withstatellite
structures roughly on a norteouth axis, and the apsed building A, isolated within
an enclosure and orientated roughly easest (fig. 1.14) Both A and B are
surrounded by external pogiits, which implies that their construction was
simlare KIfta Fd ,SFGSNAY3I yR / 28RSNEQ
apse, could have been a church, whereas building B occupied a central position
and could have been a halt The size, proportions and builditgpes of all the
main buildings seem corsdent with the structures found at Yeavering,

/| 26 RSNE QA 52¢y> | FGG2y w2012 {LINRdzaG?2
settlement in the 8-7" centuries!'>These parallels also suggest a similar high
status.

The site seems to respect the anciemxiey-Malmesbury road to the
south and displays a degree of preoccupation with architectural alignment.
Building B is flanked to the north and south by smaller buildings or possibly
annexes, whichis an unusual arrangement and could only be investigaienlen
detail if excavated. Further south, this group is also aligned with another building
of the same size and proportions as the satellite structures. Neveht of the hall
B, two buildings [@re accurately aligned and seem simultaneously to be a garto
a further alignment, continuing west and picked up by two other aligned buildings
on the same axis. These also appear to form a courtyard limited by building B to
the north-east and another string of buildings on a rough nesthuth alignment,

to the souh-west. Group C, located slightly further to the north of the settlement,

13 Hinchliffe 1986, p. 254.
114 1dentification of structure A as a church is based only on the presence of an apse and is tentative.
115 Hinchliffe 1986, p. 251.
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also seems to consist of aligned buildings. The settlement appears to be arranged
Y2NBE 2NJ £ Saa | OOdzN» 4Ste 2y | IANARI 7

planning from the ¥ centuryonwards?!*®

Also in Wessex are two other sites: Drayton/Sutton Courtenay and Long
2 A0GSYKEFEYD | SESYyl 1 I YSNRgQA NBaSIF NOK
belonged to a network of elite residences if+@entury Wessex!’ Moreover, a
trackway directly connected the great halls at Sutton Courtenay and Long
Wittenham, indicating a close connection between these two sités.

Drayton in Oxfordshire also is largely known from cropmarks, but
fortunately a series of limited excavations have been undertaken there, first by

Leeds in the 1920s and more recently by Helena Hamerow.

116 BJair 2018, ch. 5, sp. pp. 1863.
117 Hamerow, Ferguson and Naylor 2013, pp-&3R
118 pid., p. 64
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Drayton/Sutton Courtenay

Wessex

Fig. 1.15Schematic plan of the sitet ®rayton/Sutton Courtenay, after
Hamerowet al 2007 (fig. 3, p. 112).

Blocked axial entrance

2

g OF

Fig. 1.16Schematic plan of timber buildings at Drayton/Sutton Courtenay,
after Hamerowet al 2007 (fig. 51, p. 188).
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The site lies on the boundary between the parisheBEyton and Sutton
Courtenay, on a terrace that falls away to the north and neg#étst, down to the
plain of the Thame&!® A large group of Neolithic monumentsing-ditches,
enclosures and barrowsvas constructed on this site between 3700 and 3000BC.
Numerous prehistoric pits are scattered among the monuments and possibly
contained early Neolithic burials. It appears that occupation lasted until the Early
Bronze Age and then stoppé®.In the AngleSaxon phase, the settlement seems
to be partof a clugr of highstatus sites in the surrounding area, including Long
Wittenham, Dorchesteon-Thames, which are also connected to Drayton by
roads, and cemeteries at Didcot Power Station and Milton II. There is little doubt
that Sutton Courtenay itself was ayal manort?*Furthermore, Ipswich ware was
found; west of London, this is usually taken as an indicator of wé&ith.

The Bronze Age ring ditches and numerous small houses in the northern
part of the site were excavated by E. Thurlow Le®d$he NeolithidDrayton
Cursus also lies within the vicinity of the site and stretches for over 1.5 km on a
north-north-east/southsouth-west alignmenffig. 1.15)!4

The group of five circular ditches to the south is probably of Late Neolithic
¢ Early Bronze Ag#ate. They were probably still visible in the Ar§axon period
and were superseded by a series of rectangular structtf®$wo of the
structuresg A and B are arranged in a line and orientated eagést, whereas
the second sequence of three buildings,D and E, is perpendicular to the first.
¢KS o0dzZAf RAy3a UOGKdZig FBNY | £ SGUGSNI W[ Q

119 Benson and Miles 1974, p. 223.

120 Hamerowet al2007, p. 114.

21 1bid., pp. 117, 190; Brennan and Hamerow 2015, pp. 328, 347; For Long Wittenham and Milton II, See
Hawkes 1986, note 1, pp. &D; for Didcot Power Station cemetery, see B&tlal1995.

122 Brennan and Hamerow 2015, p. 327; Blinkhorn 2009.

123Gee Leeds 1R 1927, 1947.

124 Brennan and Hamerow 2015, p. 328.

1251bid., p. 330; Hamerowt al2007, p. 115.
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Building A, presumably a had.9x10.§,is the largest of its kind found to
date in Britain and is closely followed in dimensions by Hall A4 at Yeavering
OHPpDPOEMMPCcOSE /mu G / 26RSNEQA 526y 6
(21x8.5). The hall was built with posts in foundation trenchessrows evidence
2F SEGSNYIf NI {Ay3I GAYOSNEBZ &AYAf I NI
Yeavering. There is also evidence of a partition at the west end of the building
and possibly another one in the nordmast corner. There is an axial entrance at
the eastend of A, which shows clear evidence of a substantial postinserted in the
middle of the doorway, on the axis of the building, possibly marking the end of
0KS o6dzAf RAy3IQa dza SI Iseefighk6$SThedRcauldhdé R R
been entrances in the middle of the long walls, but these parts of the buildings
have not been excavated. Building C is larger than an average-8agtm hall
and was built in foundation trenches but with no evidence of external pB3sts.
Buildings B, D and E havetibeen excavated, although E shows evidence of an
entrance on the east sid&’

The overall arrangement of buildings resembles that at Chalton; however,
the hall A at Sutton Courtenay is much larger. Hatton Rock is perhaps a closer
parallel!?®The finds a& not numerous, and this is consistent with those at high
a0l ddza aAxdSa a4 |, SI.abelBryicebnds fidhavedaeir S NE
discovered help to situate the site in th& @entury. There is very little evidence
of later occupation'?®

Althoughthe AngleSaxon structures do not seem to have as close a
relationship with the prehistoric features at the site as, for instance, Yeavering

does, a certain connection can be observed. Brennan and Hamerow pointto both

126 Brennan and Hamerow 2015, pp. 3339.

127 See Benson and Miles 1974.

128 |pid.; Brennan and Hamerow 2015, pp. 3336; see below for all sites.
129 Brennan and Hamerow 2015, pp. 339, 343.
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the presence of prehistoric featur@sd to the linear arrangement as attributes
2F {dzid2y [/ 2dzN®Sy I eQa KAIK aidl ddzao
Drayton is roughly contemporary with Long Wittenham, and both fall
GAUOKAY | SESyIl | | Yhe Mhaddlbgy addRaBdSd@ge of2 y
Wessext3 Research on Long Wittenham hstarted much more recently and,
although originally informed by cropmarks, now also includes limited excavated

evidence!®?

Long Wittenham

Wessex

Roman enclosure (formerly
identified as hall) Anglo-5axon Building
| -

0 400
|-

N 1 i i

Fig. 1.17Plan of site at Long Wittenham, after Hamerow, Ferguson and

Naylor 2013 (fig. 7, p. 64).

130 Brennan and Hamerow 2015, pp. 329, 345.
131 See Hamerow, Ferguson and Naylor 2013.
132 McBride 2017; | thank Helena Hamerow for drawing my attention to this site and sharing the data.
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Long Wittenham is located on a Roman trackway between Sutton
Courtenay 4.5km awayand Dorchestepn-Thames, whichis known to have
been a seat of the bishop of Wessand is some 3.2km awaywo cemeteries at
Wittenham have been explored but the haimplex has only recently come to
the fore (fig. 1.17)**3 A number of structures, which have been recorded from
cropmarks, still require further analysis. Sonia Chadwick Hawkes proposed an L
shape configuration of the three main structures visible in tregonarks, which,
although questioned by Helena Hamerow on the basis of aerial photographs and
Lidar survey, has recently been confirmed by excavafitho the north of the L
shaped group, what was thought to be a substantial hall turned out to be a Late
Roman ditched enclosur&®The layout of the settlement, its connection with
Sutton Courtenay and Dorchester and the size of its buildings, all indicate
centralised planning. Itis notable that the southernmost building is axially aligned
on a ring ditch and further, that one ofépre-existing field boundaries seems to

be perpendicular to and running between the two axially aligned H&ls.

l y2UKSNI 2S83aS8SE aAlGSs Hday HdnPiNiEehas 5 2 ¢
been excavated and is now well known, having already featured in disogs¥i
Anglo-Saxon settlementgncluding discussions of alignment theféThe site is
located on the crest and southern side of a chalk ridge immediately east of

Basingstoke.

133 Helena Hamerow, pers. comm.
134 Hawkes 1986; Hamerow, Ferguson and Naylor 2013.
135 For a brief excavation report, see McBride and Harrison 2016.
136 Hamerow, Ferguson and Naylor 2013, pp:&33
137 Hamerow 2012, pp. 380, 103107; Blair 2018, pp. 12025; Reynolds 2003.
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Cowdery's Down

Wessex

It was published in 1983 by Millet and James, who, in addition to
excavatig it, have done a lot of research to provide contéxt the types of
Anglo-Saxon buildings found there. Their interpretation fits into the framework
developed by Marshall, Millettand James, whigtliscussed below. Itis also one
of the very few sites that have been Cddted, placing the main phase of

occupation in the B-7™" centuries.
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Fig.1.18t t 'y 2F &AUGNHMzOGdzNB&a Fd / 286 RSNEQ
Millett and James 1983 (fig. 2. 194).
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Pitcomplex 11
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Fig.1.19t f 'y 2F a0NHMzOGdzNBa | / 28RSNEC
and James 1983 (fig. 27, p. 194).

Burial 1 \

Ring ditch 4

Fig.1.20t €t 'y 2F NAY3 RAGOKS&A G /26RSN.
of excavated timber buildings, after Millett and Jamé&83 (fig. 11, p. 164).

The earliest notable features on the site are five early Bronze Age ring

ditches, whichare discussed separately in chaptefftg. 1.20) At this stage, it
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should be noted that the association of the An@axonsettlement with these
features is of importance. To the norhest of the ditches is a large Romano
British enclosure and further norttvest is the early mediaeval settlement,
assigned to period 4, consisting of three phases (A, B and C), and marked by a
break in continuity from the earlier Romarfritish layout. The limited amount
of cultural material from this first medieval phase is quite remarkable, buta small
guantity of pottery has been carbon dated. The first AR§kxon phase A sits
within a span BO+67 years and was quickly superseded by pha§eyB1.18)
During this period, the phase A enclosures continued in use and, amongst other
changes, a pair of aligned buildings, B4 and B5, were constrigudding B/C15
(fig. 1.19) located further wst outside the enclosures, may also belong to this
period, although this is impossible to say with certainty. Phasg0@+57) was
marked by a surge of building activity and by change in both alignment and
structural types: the former type of postuilding was replaced with treneh
construction(fig. 1.19)'* The settlement began to expand to the west. A new
enclosure containing buildings C9, C10 and C11 was created to the\sestlof
the original reconstructed enclosure from period A. Notably, the bogdinside
both enclosures were laid out according to the same pattern. Buildings C11 and
C8 are also roughly axially aligned. Further semdst, the axis of the doors of C9
seems to have been picked up in C12 outside the enclosure. C12 was a prominent
building, constructed in continuous trenches, indicating heavy timbering and
showing evidence of external buttressing. There are two internal partitions
screening off the ends of the building and no central posts, unlike in C8 and C7,
which were of similar@nstruction but show evidence of posts along the central
axis.

To the west of C12, C13 is of somewhat less regular construction buthas a

remarkable burial of a cow in a pit (Pit 6) immediately preceding the entrance in

138 Millett and James 983, p. 195.
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its short western end. It has besmniggested that this burial had a sacred role and
protective function, perhaps that of a foundation sacrifiédUnlike the majority
of buildings, which had entrances midway along the long walls, C13 and C12 are
the only two that had a third entrance on oéthe short sides. These entrances,
however, face different ways. The eastern entrance into C12 seems to be
associated with the gap in the enclosure wall and the ceogs of C9 to the north
east.

Finally, the alignment of C14 and B/C15 is very prowednB/C15 is
difficult to date as it shares features of both periods B (posle construction)
and C (external podtoles adjacent to alternate postoles in long walls, similar
to C14). However, whatever its age, it was definitely spatially associatie Cd4.
C14 was trencibuilt and had doors set precisely midway in the long walls and a
partition 8m in from the east end of the building. The partition also could have
served as a roof support. Building B/C15 was very similar to C14, with doors in
the middle of the long walls and a partition at the west end. The two buildings
were axially alignedand their internal layouts mirror each other; they also seem
to have had lighter roofs than other buildings on the site.

The historic and cultur&lontexts of the site are speculative, but the sizes
of buildings and the distribution of entrances suggest fagmicultural purposes
and a possible high status. The pair of C14 and B/C15 is the only possible
exception and could have been agricultural, judpby the light construction of
the buildings. The focal structures in each perq@ill, B4 and C1Qwere either
O2YYdzylf 2NJFAa20A1F0SR 6A0K (GKS WOKAS
GKS aAral Sa 2F GKS f | NBHS®éompadtietdRiioseata |
Yeavering and Malmesbury, by analogy hinting at a prominent status for this

site 141

139 Millett and James 1983, p. 221.
140 |hid., pp. 2212, 243.
141 |bid., pp. 248249.
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Post700 sites

Hatton Rock is in moderday Warwickshire, in the AngBaxon kingdom
of Mercia. Our knowledge of this site is very limited but sreallle excavations
have been conducted and a Middle An@axon date has been tentatively
proposed. The argumenggeintroduced in this section; however, the site will be
re-assessed later as it stands outside the context of other sites where alignment

features prominently.

Hatton Rock

Mercia

Ring ditch

0 100

Fig. 1.21Proposed phases of plan of site at Hatton Rock (drawn from aerial
photographs), &ter Rahtz 1970 (fig. 3, p. 141).

The site is located on a spur overlooking the Avon, 4.5 km reatit of
Stratford-upon-Avon. As the information about this site has been gathered from
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aerial reconnaissance it is impreciséhe measurements are approxate and
the dating is based on the grand scale of the buildings and an assumption that
they would have been constructed during the period of Mercian supremacy
under Offa (757796)1*2 Their linear arrangement, however, is more certain.
Philip Rahtz has proposed two phases of construction. The first includes the
axially aligned buildings B possibly with a later or earlier stage of the same
building visible on the footprintinside thealls¢ and E, with similarly aligned
structures F and G to the soughg. 1.21) The second stage includes buildings L,
O and P, all of which are arranged in a line and positioned more or |essoarth
westnorth-east axis. Whatever the precise dimemss of the buildings, their
sizes are comparable with those of the halls at Cheddar and Yeavering and they
are likely to have been of a similar statd¥-urthermore, a possible royal context
Is indicated by references to Hatton Rock and Hampton Lucyarctvarters of
781. The references suggest that this land belonged to a royal estate with a palace
nearby, at Wellesbourn&? Thus, although this site is likely to have been of
significance, its chronology is unclear, with dates ranging from'ftee Suggsted
by a proposed parallel with Yeavering, to the & indicated by the charters, to
the 9" ¢, from a comparison with the earliest halls at Chedtar

Very smaliscale excavations to the west of ditch C in February 1970
revealed some finds, includirigpnes and sherds of Saxon pottery, similar to
those occurring in noiChristian Saxon contexts at Sutton Courtenay and
Bourtonron-the-Water; from these the likelihood of a Middle Saxon date,

compatible with a survival of paganism, has been propdé8doweer, this is

142 Rahtz 1970, pp. 140, 142.

143 Further discussion of relationships between size of the hall and its status follows in Appendix 3.
144Rahtz 1970, p. 139. S120 (Sany968, [http://www.esawyer.org.uk/charter/120.html], accessed 15
December 2018) and CS 241, Finberg 1972, gg695

145 Rahtz 1970, p. 137.
146 |pid., p. 142.
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problematic,given theextremely limited knowledge of the survival of paganism
in AngleSaxon Englantf!

As will be clear from the sites discussed below, alignment at earlier
settlements is much more pronounced than in p&¥%centurycontexts. In this
respect, Hatton Rock, with its precisely arranged buildings, looks more like a 7
century site than a later one. This argumentis presented more fulppendix
3.

The sites below, as we will see, are less numerous and not as catsolid
in terms of chronology but seem to continue the trendawirrelationbetween
alignment and status, as well as occurrence across a very broad geographical
area, encompassing different kingdoms. The earliest site in this group, where
alignment can be dad to the second half of the8century, is Wicken Bonhunt,
published by Wade in 1980 but contextualised and discussed by Reynolds in the
early 2000s:*

1470n the evidence for paganism in Anglaxon England, see Wilson 1992; Hutton 2013; Meaney 1995;
Dunn 2010; Blair 1995a; Pluskowski2011.
148\Wade 1980; Reynolds 2002, p. 140.
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Wicken Bonhunt

Essex

Fig. 1.22Plan of Wicken Bonhunt, after Wade 1980 (fig. 38, p. 97).

Wicken Bonhunt is located in the northest corner of Essex, on a sotith

facing valley slope towards one of the tributaries of the Cam.
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The site has been excavated but unfortunately, has not badly
published. It shows evidence of occupation from the blkic period to the 18
century. The earliest evidence of Anglaxon occupation dates to thé'-@arly
7™ centuries, although the earliest surviving structures are of a later date. 28 of
the excavated structures have been ascribed dates after theficentury, but
within the middle Saxon periott?There are three types of structures on the site
¢ post-hole construction, foundatiofirench construction and, most unusual of
all, construction with posholes together with short lengths of foundation
trench. The latter is only paralleled in Maxey and Cathofth&he excavator is
hesitant to propose functions for the buildings, although he suggests that some
may have been workshops, barns and byres and that at least a part of building V
was used for domé purposegfig. 1.22) He also points out that the alignment
of buildings indicates an organised and deliberate approach to planning and a
degree of authority. It seems that the original boundary, running semést to
north-east and dividing the excateal area into two halves, at some stage was
pushed further northwest as the settlement expamd. Buildings Q, W and X
seem to have been arranged roughly in a line between the two boundary ditches,
following their course. On the other side of the old balany is a similar string of
buildings F, G, H and J, arranged on a parallel line almost parallel to the boundary
but set further away fromit. The plans of buildings G, H and J overlap, suggesting
two phases and also pointing towards a certain interestrataining the
alignment.

The great number of finds includes a substantial quantity of animal bones,
pottery and Continental imports. The latter suggest a possible high diattiss
settlement. The evidence, however, still does not make it possible to interpret
the function of Wcken Bonhunt with any certainty. Placame analysis indicates

a possible hunting function for Wicken Bonhunt, which could point to royal

149 Wade 1980.
150 For Maxey, see Addymart al 1964; for Catholme, see Webster and Cherry 1976.
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patronage. Although speculative, this hypothesis walsbpoint to a privileged
status for the settlement.

Followirg the middle Saxon phase, the settlement was abandoned until
the 11" century and then rebuilt with a completely different layotit.

In the context of this chapter, both Hatton Rock and Wicken Bonhunt lie
in-between the fairly weldefined pre8"-centurygroup and the late Anglo
Saxon sites with alignment. The dating, of course, is conjectural, butif these two
sites do belong to this intermediate period, they may indicate a drop in interest
in alignment following the busy™century, preceding a renewedterest in the
pre-Norman Conquest period.

The following group consists of five sites located in Wessex and Mercia.
Although there is evidence at all five for occupation in earlier periods, alignment
is present only from the T0century onwards.

The fist and perhaps the earliest of this group is Faccombe Nethenton
the kingdom of Wessexnodernday HampshireThis site was first excavated
the late 1980sand was revisited by Andrew Reynolds in 2002. Alignment here

seems to have been introduced ingtearly 16" century.

151 \Wade 1980.
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Late AngleSaxon sites

Faccombe Netherton 3
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Fig. 1.23Plan of settlement at Faccombe Netherton in ca 980, after

Fairbrother 1990 (fig. 3.3., p. 60).
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Fig. 1.24.Plan of site at Faccombe Netherton in ca 9870, after
Reynolds 2008airbrother 1990, fig. 3.5, p. 64).

The site is situated on the norbast edge of Salisbury plain, nontest
of the river Test. Walbury Hill, located to the north, has a fort, and there are a
number of round barrows nearby. Although Faccombe is surrounded by places
showing prehistoric aatity, there is no evidence of this at Faccombe itself. Nor
is there any evidence of Roman and early Saxon occupation.

Anglo-Saxon occupation began around 850AD with the construction of an
aisled timber hall, followed by a residential building in ca 920s Tand was
received as a wedding gift by a certain Wynflaed, who could have been King
9R3AF NRa& 3INF YRY2U0KSBEMIN feRwilbof ca 958°53halzS | | |
would have owned the land during the initial phases of construction. In the

subsequent perid, from ca 940 to 980, hall 2 was still in use, and building 4 was

152 Finberg 1964, pp. 44, 168, 173.
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constructed to the north of building 3, followed by either an enclosure, or, more
likely, another building 7, lying adjacent to the north, and stretching northwards
precisely on the sameighment(fig. 1.23) Thus, the spatial arrangement of the
whole site changed dramatically, and the dominant seadnth line, which was

to be maintained in subsequent periods, appeared for the firsttime. At this stage,
the excavator proposes thatthe landl @ KIF @S LI aaSR 2y SA
son, Eadmer, or to her grandson, Eadw®Hd.

The following period, 982070, displays a particular interest in alignment,
with buildings 56 replacing 4 and a new hall 9, followed by building 8,
constructed to the nortt{fig. 1.24) The new hall was post-trench-built, narrow
and aisleless and seems to have been technically less developed than its
predecessor 2. This hall is of a similar type to those found in Cheddar and Goltho,
although of aater date®It is not well preserved but there could have been an
entrance on the south side, facinggbBuilding 8 was constructed on posts setin
pits and its use is unknown. Building 5, replaced by 6 of the same configuration
in 925940, could havel®@y | WOF YSNI Q ONBAARSY(GALl f
kitchen 6.2 located to the south. There was a large solitary post, possibly a flag
staff, to the south of the range. However, it was not aligned with the axis of the
buildings®™® In the SaxeNorman period, 10701180, the linear layout was
abandoned and a newall was erected (not oplan).

There are interesting anachronisms in construction: individual{bost
buildings, like structures 3, 4, 7, 8 and 10, are characteristic of the Iron Age and
the early Saxon period. Examples are to be found at Chalton, Bishopstone,
| 26 RSNBEQ& 526y YR adzOiAy3ad 9EOSLIGIA:

Cheddar, North EImham and Portchester. The unusual shallow slot construction

153 See Fairbrother 1990.
154 For Goltho, see Beresford 1982 and 1987.
155 Fairbrother 1990, fig. 4.12.
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of building 3 is only paralleled in NhrElImham and nowhere el$é& The marked
linearity of architectural arrangement at the site occurs within a limited ime
frame, from 940 to 1070. It does not survive the Conquest and would appear to
be associated with noble or possibly royal patronage. @&@avator, however,
explains the development of the soutiorth axis as an expression of a desire to
give a clear view of the church located® south-east’®’

Unfortunately, the foundations are not well preserved. This makes
reconstruction of doorways difficult and therefore limits our interpretation of the

use of these buildings as a compléX.

The second site in the group is a slightly latite 10"-centurycg instance
of the alignment of two structures and, very cursly, possibly the church
nearby, at Sulgrave in Northamptonshire, in the kingdom of Mercia. The site lies
within a ringwork in the western part of the village of Sulgrave, which now
comprises two manor complexes. The excavations are not complete, which

means that the data is rather sporadic.

156 Fairbrother 1990, pp. 19091; for Bishopstone, see BellA®, for Mucking; Hamerow 1993; for
North Elmhant WadeMartins 1980. The other sites can be found in this chapter.

157 Fairbrother 1990, p. 65.

158 |id. p. 198.
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Fig. 1.25Plan of buildings at Sulgrave, after Davison 1977 (fig. 3, p. 110).

The main features of the site are a large timber hall and a smaller timber
building to its west, axially aligné€tig. 1.25) The earliest dateable find from the
site is a coin of 970, which situates the construction of the timber buildings in the
second half of the 10century. The hall was rebuilt sometime around 1000 and
subsequently superseded by a stone hahjch cannot be dated precisely but is
likely to have been erected in the middle tife 11" century. The site was
completely abandoned by ca 1149.

The preConquest hall consisted of five bays, with what appearsto be a
crosswing atits eastern end. Aess seems to have been through an open porch
at the west end, which led into a service room, divided from the rest of the hall
by a partition. To the west of the hall and axially aligned with it was another

timber building, which could have served as alkén!®® At the east end, the

159 Davison 1977, pp. 16609.
160 Davison 1968, p. 306.
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south wall, of timber construction for most of its length, was continued in
limestone slabs. This part of the wall does not overlay any previous structures and
seems to have been an integral part of the building. This wall thered south

at a right angle and seems to have created the limits of some dwelling quarters
at the eastend of the hall. Alternatively, the excavator suggests, these could have
been discrete buildings. The alterations of the hall and the site that feitbiv

the 11" century indicate defensive purposes.

The next site in the group, the only one that bears a strong association
with a Roman foundation, is located at Portchester, Hampshire. Where other
sites show strong links with prehistoric settlements and only sporadic evidence
of some Roman occupation,ifhsite, a fort, could not bmmoreRoman. The site
also differs from the others in being rather densely built up, perhaps resulting
from the necessity to fit into a limited area defined by Roman fort. Alignment
here therefore needs to be approached withreaas, by contrast with other sites
where planning was not restricted, it is likely to be a part of systematised

geometric planning rather than a staralone feature.
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Fig. 1.26Plan of Saxon structuresortchester Castle, after Cunliffe 1976
(fig. 9, p. 34).

The site is located at the head of Portsmouth Harbour, 6km rrosgist of
Portsmouth, and is mostly known for being a Roman fort, which was continuously
occupied into the B century, and at some pot became a Saxon settlemetft

The evidence of subsequent Saxon occupation at Portchester spans the
period between the 8 and the 11" centuries. The earliest stages of Saxon

settlement show continuity from the Roman period and are mostly limited to

161 Cunliffe 1976, ii, p. 301.
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wells, pits and Gribenhaus&¥ The earliest noticeable alignments occur in the
late 8"-mid-9" centuries in the form of the roughly eastest alignment of
building S10 and the rebuilt Roman well 135, and in th® déntury with the
construction of buildings S15 and S17 on the same roughly +sodith axigfig.

1.26) Building S17 is of individual post construction type and shows eviadnce
subsequent rebuildings on the same spot. S15, later succeeded by S16, is not only
the only aisled structure on the site but is also of an unusual shape with rounded
corners. The excavator suggests that S15 could have been a hall of somé®tatus.
Buildng S15 is of posh-trench construction, which is consistent with hall
construction in soutkeastern Britain, at Cheddar, North EImham, Chalton and
Bishopstone, and elsewhere. The dates of these case studies, however, are
scattered, ranging from the®4" century for Bishopstone'87" for Chalton,

71-9™" for EImham and 10-11*" for Cheddar®*

A more interesting case of alignment s that of building S13 and the first
phase of S18. S18is thoughtto be a masonry tower, with two phases, and a group
of regularly distributed postholes in the interior, which indicate the presence of
either internal galleries or temporary scaffoldings. The tower is interpreted as
having had religious associations, partly due to its evident connection with the
cemetery to tke north, which evolved during the first phase of occupation, post
dating hall S15, and partly from a perceived likeness to the church towers at
{ dzf ANI @S | yRThe fower bOilding.alsoNdingigedwith the posthole
complex B, which, although inogsible to date, suggests the presence of an
earlier structure here. Building 13 is the only structure on site showing evidence

of external buttressingg a feature which is associated with highatus

162 Cynliffe 1976pp. ii, 121122, 30£302.
163 |pid., ii, p. 126.
164 1pid., ii, p. 58.
165 |pid., i, pp. 51, 60, 303.
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Northumbrian halls®® However, the excavator proposés relatively mundane
dzaS a4 + (1AGOKSY FyRZ 2y GKS ol ara 2
relationship with the surrounding buildings, a ™0entury date, which is
considerably later than other buildings of this type elsewh®&f&lotably, none
of the buildings on this site show any evidence of particular spatial connections:
they seem to have generic entrances in the middle of long walls and thus, their
alignments do notappearto be as purposefully directed as those, for instance, at
Chaltonof 2 4 RSNE Q& 5246y ®

The wealth of Portchester in thé"@entury is implied by finds of Saxon
coins and a glass vessel of Eastern Mediterranean origin, although there is no
documentary evidence to support this supposition. At the same time, from 904
onwards, Portchester was owned by King Edward the Elder arld bave been
used as a point of defence againstthe Danes, followed by the construction of S15
and subsequent buildings, which could indicate the establishment of a manor. In
this context, S18 could have been built as a-teMler and might be taken as

indicating the increasing status of the sig.

Another late AngleSaxon site excavated some decades ago but not
discussed as a site with alignment until Reynolds noticed it and included in his
HANNH LJdzo £ A O G A{2FYE 2 W[ I190ySINI | ¢V HFamels Aird w |
Northamptonshire!®® Until then, the focus was largely on the church and the
churchyard next to the site of the mantwouse and on the relationship between

the church and the manor rather than on the planning of the manor it<gilf.

166 See James, Marshall and Millett 1984, Rahtz 1976a and-Fayler 1977 (sp. pp. 248, 269, 271 on
high status of halls) on types of hall and Northumbriah.ha

187 Cunliffe 19786, ii, pp. 338, 126.

188 On relationship between tower and status, see Cunliffe 1976, ii, pp-3832 on towers in Anglo
Saxon England and their status, see also Shapland 2018, ch. 5.

169 See Reynolds 2002.

170 See Cadman 1983; BoddingtorBr9Boddingtoret al1996.
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Fig. 1.27General site plan at Raunds Furnells, after Cadman 1983 (fig. 2,
p.110).
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Fig. 1.28Plan of Raunds Furnells,"1t, after Reynold 2002 (fig. 57, p.
133).

The site lies about 32 km from Northampton, close to the head of the
valley of Raunds Brook and the valley of a small tributary of the Nene. The site
was continuously occupied from thé"@o the late 1% century. A group of
buildings within an enclosure was present by the end of theantury, while the
church, located to the east and outside the enclosure, appeared in the fate 9
early 10" century’*

The earliest 7™"-century- period of occupé#on is characterised by small
buildings which were replaced by three larger buildiggsbow-sided hall Aand
two smaller buildings B and(@g. 1.27) The hall had a trench foundation and
may have had external buttresses. Two of the buildings werentatedroughly
south-north and one eastest. No axial alignment has been observed in this
phase but the overall arrangement of structures seems very regular and suggests

a systematic approach.

171 Boddingtonet al1996, p. 5.
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Towardsthe end of the middle Saxon period this group wakceg with
a ditched enclosure containing four buildings. Their layout was very different
from the preceding phase but also giile. At some point during theé@and 10"
centuries a new building appeared to the north of building¢Hone of the
enclosue group- and may have incorporated H, eventually resulting in the
construction of the remaining structure(fig. 1.27) Further north and outside
the enclosure ditch, which at this stage was filled in, a timber post structure was
built. This structure wa soon replaced by, or incorporated into, a larger aisled
building on the same nortisouth alignment. At both stages, the structures were
in line with the building H. Itis not clear whether this was still standing or replaced
by J. This aisled structusethought to be contemporary with the church, with a
cemetery built to the east, and may have continued in use until tHecehtury
(fig. 1.28) During the second half of the #2entury the site was levelled and a
manorhouseg the residence of the De Furneus family if'423" centuries-was
built on the same alignment and roughly on the same site as the aisled hall. There
was a crospassage to the south of the main hall, segting a large room from
the main building."

Raunds s a classic example of the simultaneous development of a church
and a manor and helps to shed light on the genesis of the Saxon and Medieval
manorial systent”*The character of alignment at Raundsdg as obvious as at
other sites discussed in this chapter, but a certain persistence can be observed
namely construction ona north-south line suggested by buildings H, J, the
structure to the north and the aisled hall which replaced this structure ared th
was superseded by the Tzxentury hall.

The case of Raunds Furnells takes us into the-@astquest period, to

which the last siteg Cheddar in Somersetbelongs.

172 For all of the above see Cadman 1983.
173 Reynolds 2002, p. 132; Cadman 1983, p. 121.
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Cheddar is probably a product of very different cultural and political
processes: althugh the site originated in the late Ang®axon period, the
structures wearetouching on were reconstructed after the Norman Conquest.
The site has two axially aligned halls andhust be questionedvhether this
alignmentis of a kind similar to otheitess discussed above and whether they
were, in line with{ (0 SLIK Sy |tifnkingAlfhéughiNorman in terms of

chronology, nevertheless Ang®axon in thinking?*
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Fig. 1.29Plan of buildings at Cheddar, after Rahtz 1962 (fig. 1%6)0.

174 See Heywood 2006, p. 2. The debate around the transition between what is considereeSanrgio
and Norman, considering it could not have been an overnight change in style, is particularly sensitive in
relation to the round towers of East Anglia, ofterdzé A 2 dza f & f @i FMd & (W{(iIKES2 &
time, this debate draws attention to the notion of cultural and stylistic inertia, which means that certain
means of construction and modes of planning could have (and are likely to have) continued after a
formally announced political and cultural shift.
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The site is well researched and located 183m navtkst of the church of
St Andrew, which marks the possible location of a monastery and also an
important Roman site. There is, however, no direct prehistoric or Roman
background to the palace complé®The existence of a royal palace at Cheddar
Aa ¢Sftff R20dzYSYGSRZ 0S3aAYYAYy3I ALK (F
and continuing after the Norman Conquest. Archaeologically, the history of the
Anglo-Saxon site begins in thé"@entury and catinues into the laterMiddle
Ages. The substantial scale of the buildings found at the site, especially the series
of east halls, points towards their high status. The excavator has subdivided the
development of Cheddar into 6 phases, of which phasehch covers the 12
century, is the mostinteresting in terms of alignment. The 12th century is marked
bythelikely coexistence of West Hall Ill and East Hall I, although itis also possible
that West Hall Ill just preceded East HalfThese building are aligned roughly
on an easiwest axis and constitute the architectural focus of the site in this
period (fig. 1.29) Unfortunately, although 1th-century records confirm there
was still a royal residence at Cheddar in this period, none mentions dlunigu
activity 1’

West Hall Ill, the last incarnation of the West Hall sequence of rebuildings,
was of a uniform posbuilt construction and had entrances atits shortends. East
Hall | was a podtole-built aisled structure with a possible dais or ingatlery at
the east end and a western entrance, facing West Hall®iHven if these two
structures did coexist, this situation does not seem to have lasted long and at the
beginning of the 18 century the East Hall was rebuilt, whereas the West Hall
seems to have fallen out of use. Interestingly, both halls and chapels tended to

be rebuilt on the same site a similar trend also occurred at Flixborough.

175 Rahtz 1979, pp. 372.

176 |pid., p. 150.

177 Colvin 1963, pp. 96809; Rahtz 1979, p. 18.
178 Rahtz 1979, pp. 14851, 170174.

179 See below, pp. 12428.
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Similarly, the 9-century building N was replaced with the™0entury building

P, which had a siilar function and was built on the same axis but further north.
Again, a similar phenomenon is observed at Flixbordfgtp until the 12
century, however, the key elements of the group seem to be parallel rather than
aligned.

Cheddar has commonly beearonsidered a secular site and has been
presented as such here, but anticipating the concluding section of this chapter,
g KSNBE Wo 2 NRageNiIscuss&iQit sbduld Beapointed out that this
definition has been challenged by John Blair, who has arthag@heddar was a
monastic site'8!

Before touching on the complex issue of what can be considered secular
and ecclesiastical in Angl®axon England, based on archaeological evidence, let

us summarise the trends that have become evident so far.

Outcomes for further exploration

Despite the fact that we do not have complete settlements excavated, we
can be fairly certain that in each case we are looking at the central buildings of
the settlementg the largest and the most prominent structures. Theldings are
laid out in relation to each other, and their alignment could be a result of a
decision made with deliberation and a result of planning, however tentative this
proposal naybe. At the same time, it is noticeable that all the sites described
above, again, however tentatively, have been identified as royal or elite.
Importantly, such identification has been proposed in many cases independently
by different scholars. This overlap between status and alignment may not be a
coincidence. As Helena ki@row has demonstrated, poorer settlements were
characterised by their lack of stability, as they constantly and rather erratically

moved following the grazing of pasture. The plans of Mucking and West Stow, for

180 Rahtz 1962, pp. 581.
181 See Blair 1996, pp. 1a821.
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example, demonstrate a more or less complé&iek of planningBy contrast,
higher-status settlements, such as the ones presented abdiaplay a much
greater degree of planning, which could relate to the fact that planning decisions
were made in a centralised mannét.

This chapter also seems indicate that, chronologically, there were at
least two key phases in the development of alignment: the first started around
600AD, and the second encompassed the late Asgiwon period, leading up to
the Conquest. As has already been proposed, tioeéhtury sites appearto hold
a transitional position between the much more defined earlier and later groups.
Putting numbers to this observation, among the secular sites, the majority (61%)
date to the pre700 period, with a smaller group (28%) belongingdtie Late

Saxon period and only two sites founded in tifec@ntury 183

Aligned hall groups

= 7th century = 8th century = Late Saxon

Graph 1.1. Chronological distribution of aligned hall groups in ABgkon
England.

182 Hamerow 2010, pp. 580. On higkstatus settlements and regularity of their planning, see Blair
2018, ch. 4, sp. pp. 11¥25.
183 Of these 8'-century sites, one at Hatton Rock could be earlier, which would thus expand the pre
700 group. See Appendix 3.
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The prominence of theZcentury sites in the whole group is undeniable,
and although it is difficult to be specific about dating, it is possible to say that the
earliestsites in the pr&00 group appear ca 600.

The reason for the appearance of alignment at this time is ditficu
determine. It could be said that this is merely due to the overarclangof
evidence for settlement$rom the earlier period® On the other hand, this
period was a time of big changes, and it is equally reasonable to propose that
alignmentwas introduced in this period, following the migration (however it was
conducted), the establishment of kingdoms, changes in types of buddingd
settlements and even Christianisation. In short, the appearance of alignmentin
this period is unlikely to have been a random ateuace.

It has already been noted that the sites are distributed widely across
modernday England and southern Scotlaedcompassing a number of Anglo
Saxon kingdoms. The map below shows the distribution of the sites across the
territories of the AngleSaxon kingdoms. The best way to assess the impact of

geography on the sites in question is by GIS analysis.

184 See Hamerow 2012, pp. 7A2.
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Map. 1.1.Schematic map of distributiasf secular sites with alignment.

As this map immediately demonstrates, secular sites with alignment seem
widely spread out across England and southern Scotland, with mostin the south
and an outlying group in the nortbast. The majority of the sites is located on the
former territories of Wessex (8), Mercia (6) and Northumbria (4) and overall are
not confined to the territory of any particular kingdom. It should also be noted
that the sites which have been identifie® aoyal settlements are located in
Wessex, Mercia, Northumbria and Kent, and are associated with a number of

powerful royal families, rather than with any specific geographic region. This
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raises the question as to whether there may be any direct corraidbetween
alignmentand royal patronage. This questisaddressed again below, although
the answer is nuanced by the recent identification of Rendlesham, as the East
Anglian royal seat, where to date only one hall has been identified and there is
no sign of alignment.

Both geographically and temporally, the @garance of sites with
alignment seems to be consistent with the peaks of wealth and power of the
ruling dynasties in these polities. So the royal vills in Northumbria and Kent have
been given #&erminus ante querof ca 650, which is consistent with themmant
positions of these kingdoms in the changing theatre of Afg@daon politics. The
possible royal estate at Hatton Rock in Mercia has been tentatively dated to the
period between 700 and 800 AD, which is the time of the growing influence of
Mercia, epecially during the reign of Offa, and coincides with the weakened state
of both Kent and Northumbri&® The partially excavated site at Drayton/Sutton
Courtenay offers a broad datenge spanning 55000. Analogies proposed
betweenthe hallshereandth&s I 0 , SI GSNAyYy A [@&YAy3AS
dated to ca 608660, could suggest a similar chronology for structures A and B at
Drayton, consistent with the prominent position held by Wessex at this time.

The dispersal of the sites across the countopisfusing. On the one hand,
the lack of concentration of alignmentin any one area suggests that it is likely to
have been a fairly uniform attribute of significant sites. On the other hand, the
fact that these sites are so spread out raises the possibfitheir independent
development and may make it probleatnc to draw direct typological and
archaeological comparisons between them. Either way, it opens up an intriguing

discussion around the uniformity of this phenomenon in different regitths.

185 A similar observation has been made by Philip RafRahtz 1976, p. 68; See, however, Appendix 3

on Hatton Rock, as its dating could be challenged.

186 This is also paralleled by the marked uniformity of grave goodseiithearly 8" centuries across

the AngleSaxon kingdoms, observed by Leeds, Evison and Ggagéeds 1936, p. 98; Evison 1956, p.
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Such aunity across the Angksaxon kingdoms may seem surprising but
can be explained. Susan Oosthuizen has recently argued for a considerable
degree of cultural and institutional unity between the An@axon kingdoms,
reflected particularly clearly in the conte of property rights andegislation,
which was unified across the kingdoms as easthe 7" century®”Yorke has
also argued that, despite the possible variations in the identities of the key figures
in the foundation myths, the Angi8axon kingdomsaveloped along very similar
lines from an early perio&®It cannot be ignored that the elites of the kingdoms
were closely interconnected, and this has led Martin Carverto propose a concept
2T WA Y loBiminiB (@i X OO 0 admihistrédti@&Bounildics and
resulted in continuous cultural exchange between the representatives of the
elites who, of course, largely dictated architectural fashifrCarver maintains
that division into kingdoms in the™OSy (G dzZNB & & d4ini fildcd 2 NI (
common cultural aspects manifested themselves across the territory of later
England®¢ KA & A& SOK2SR Ay , 2NJ SQa | NHdzY S
Isles interacted closely with one another, sharing and promoting common
culturalideast®® This paints a picture of, if not a homogenous culture, atleasta
considerable degree of overlap between the patterns of governance and the
cultural practice of individual kingdoms very early on, making the appearance of
alignment across these differenégions not surprising. Further to this, Alex
Woolf has suggested that social networks, such as the ABgimn elite, relied
2y WOo2YY2y Tl YAt Al NIWitR regart tf Bre dlie, Khess B R

108; Geake 1999. Geake has suggested that the process of unification of grave goods coincided with the
process of creationf kingdoms and possibly legitimisation of poweGeake 1999, pp. 212, 214.

187 Oosthuizen 2019, pp. 16110, 114115.

188 Yorke 2008, see esp. p. 27.

189 Carver 2011, sp.pp. 186y T® LIy 222RQ& RAaOdzaaAzy 27F / S2f FNJ
abrilliant example of the degree of control a figure of power could exert over a Christian foundation.

See Wood 2008.

190 Carver 2011, p. 941.

191Yorke 2009, p. 79.

192\Woolf 2000, p. 107.
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notions would have extended across the boundariethe kingdoms and could
have manifested themselves in the use of alignment, amongst other things. Bede
actively explored and promoted the ideagéns Anglorunas he was writingn

the 8" century,as has been argued in particular by McKinrmy, it is possible

that the origins of a common culture lie in an earlier peridd.

However, it is the archaeological details of these sites that must be
examined more closely to see what conclusions can be arrived at. In particular,
the presence or absence of prisktoric and Roman features in the vicinity of
aligned structures and the presence of minor features and burials accompanying
the buildings have been recurrent elements at the sites discussed above. It is
already apparent that there is a fairly consisteoti@lation between Angle
Saxon settlements featuring alignment and prehistoric features associated with
the same sites or located in the immediate vicinity. By contrasts there is only one
site ¢ Portchesterg that is clearly associated with antecedent Rono&cupation.
These aspects, along with a spatial analysis of structures involved in alignment,

areconsidered in more detail to assess their significance and possible meaning.

1.2. Borderline sites

There is considerable fluidity betweesettlements identified as secular
and those that could have been monastic. Rosemary Cramp has addressed the
difficulty of identification of monastic settlement$? Sarah Foot in her
comprehensive study of Angidaxon monasticism, has argued that wealtld an
monastic endowment were closely linked and that the foundation of a minster
was impossible without prexisting secular power. Foot suggests that
monasticism and aristocratic society were fused in Argpxorkingdomsand

that the secular domination of onastic foundations was ubiquitous, to the point

193Wormald 2006pp. 106134; see alsticKinney 2011, pp. 22240, sp. p230.
194 Cramp 19764, p. 249.
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of being problematic, up until the monastic reforlif. Tim Pestell has
convincingly argued that secular and ecclesiastical sites were equally expressions
of power sponsored by the secular aristocracy andmul€hristianity itself was a
source of power for the emerging aristocracy, very much alongside efiaggan

and nonreligiousg expressions of power and influené€lt is also possible for

the base functions of sites which have been commonly identdgdne type to

be reconsidered, as is the case with Cheddar, which, as John Blair has argued,
could have been monastic and not seculdr.

The two groups tend to be treated separately in scholarly discussions, and
guestions about alignment are asked of sla¢ and ecclesiastical sites separately,
GAGK NINB SEOSLIiAzyad 1 26SOSNE (KS
WSOOt SaAal adAOFtQ KFa G2 0S FRRNBaasSR«
the dichotomy between the twarediscussed in detail ichapter 5. At this stage,
| only introduce a group of sites where no consensus has been reached as to their
functon- 0 KSeé R2 y20 aSSy (2 FAG SAOKSNI
category with certainty and therefore do not fully belong to eitttteis chapter or
to chapter 3, where ecclesiastical sites are discussed. These add to the breadth of

distribution of sites across the Ang#axon Kingdoms.

195 Foot 2006, pp. 92, 987, 132135, 285.
196 pestell 2004, pp. 59, 62; see also Wormald 2006, p. 68.
197 See Blair 1996, pp. 1a821.
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sites with alignment.

Heated ongoing debates surround the status of Flixborough, a very
complex site, unusual faa number of reasons. These debates have been led

largely by the excavator Chris Loveluck, with contributions from Tim P&Stell.

198 pestell 2004, pp. 583.
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Flixborough

Mercia

Fig. 1.30Plan of excavated area at Flixborough, phase 3a, after Loveluck
and Atkinson 2007 (fig. 2.6, p. 13).
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Fig. 1.31Plan of excavated area at Flixborough, phase 3biv, after Loveluck

and Atkinson 2007 (fig. 2.10, p. 16).
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Grave 3878

Fig. 1.32Planof building 1a at Flixborough, after Loveluck 2007 (fig. 3.3,
p. 34).

Flixborough is situated 8 km south of the Humber estuary and overlooks
the floodplain of the Trent to the west. The ground slopes gently towards the
Trent. There is evidence of Irol\ge settlement to the nortfwest of the
excavated area and the possibility of a Romdtish settlement somewhere in
the immediate vicinity of the sité®°In the AngleSaxon period, the site displays
evidence of unprecedented continuity, with nine maihgses of development,
separated by the demolition of buildings and the levelling of dumps. There are in
total the remains of 40 structures.

The earliest period of occupation, in th&@entury, is characterised by the

remains of four superimposed pehble buildings on two plots, ranging from 9

1991 oveluck and Atkinson 2007, pp. 5, 17.
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to 11min length and 5 to 6.5m in width. During the second half of theentury,
designated by the excavator as phase 1b, the @asit alignment obuildings
started to become prominent and persistent. In the course of the early and the
mid-8" century, building 20 was replaced with an unusual building 1a, which
contained four burials along its walls on the easdst alignment, and two burials
outsidethe walls to the south and soutbast(fig. 1.32) All of these graves are of
children, except for one of a womahbetween 20 and 30 with a perinatal infant.
The building itself was unique in comparison with other buildings found at
Flixborough: it haa gravel foundation underneath the whole building, was post
in-trench built, had external posts along the east wall, was internally divided into
two halves by a partition and had a large hearth in its eastern half. Building B6,
which was constructed at theame timeand aligned with 1aseems to have had
a door in its east end, facing 1Ag. 1.30) The area between the two buildings
was laid with the same gravel spread, extending from the area underneath 1a. In
the subsequent phase, building 1a was supeed by structure 1b, which had
opposed entrancesin its long walls, had a differentinternal organisation and did
not seem to be related to the earlier burials. The postrench buildings 2 and 5
were built on either side of 1b and on the same alignm(igt 1.31)?®

In the period from the middle of the"8century to the middle of the 9
century, building activity increased to the nortest of the aligned group, on the
site of B21, although the alignment of the main group was still retained and the
new buildings B3 and B10, both with trench foundations and ranging from 9 to
13.5min length and 5.5 to 7.5m in width, were superimposed on the older plots.
In the second half of the"®century, however, the previous building plots were
abandoned, the budings became smaller (10x6m) and the layout changed
dramatically. In the first half of the ¥0century, another dramatic shift saw the

construction of the largest buildings in the sequence, with trebciit

2001 gveluck and Atkinson 2007, pp.-89, 534.
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foundations. Their location, however, shiftatbrthwards from the former
aligned group, while the rest of the settlement had shifted eastwards by this date.

Archaeological finds include evidence of crafirking in the late P-early
8" centuries and imported commodities, suggesting trade with thareland,
the Low Countries and possibly the territories of modern northern France and
western Denmark. Archaeological contexts corresponding to the period between
800 and 850 also show evidence of styli and window glass. Finally, livestock
provision showdigh-status patterns of consumptioff? Although there is no
evidence of feasting at Flixborough, the amount of meat consumed and the
patterns of consumption suggest provision of food for a large number of people.
The evidence for the consumption of wildiienals and also cetaceans further
points towards the high status of the settlemefit.

The pattern of settlement that existed between ca 750 and ca 850 changed
dramatically in the second half of th& @entury, possibly suggesting a change of
use. New trathg patterns and craftvorking practices are consistent with the
transformation in layout of the settlement and in the size of structures that
occurred in this period.

The excavator suggests that the character of occupation resembles closely
that of known monastic sites and proposes that in the period between the late
7™ centuryand mid-9™ centuryFlixborough could have been a monastic site. This
proposition is largely based on the character of finds, including styli, commonly
thought to be monastienarkers?® The persistent superimposition and linear
arrangement of the buildings also seems to be characteristic of-s$iigtus

settlements, whether monastic or secul#f.Loveluck has suggested that for

201 Al of the above; Loveluck 2001.

202 Dobneyet al2007, pp. 237, 240.

203| oveluck 2001, p. 104; Whitwell 1991, p. 247; Yorke 1993, p. 146; Blair 1996, p. 9; for further
discussion of features of monasteries as opposed to secular settlements, see Loveluck 2001, pp. 106
109.

204 oveluck 2001, p. 109.
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most of its life Flixborough could have been aabwill, with a short monastic
phase. Interestingly, despite evidence of outstanding wealth, Flixborough does
not seem to have been involved in trad® Tim Pestell, however, has
LINEOESYIFGAASR AGa adl Gdza TdzNIKSite3, 0 & L
associated with high status of occupation, where the distinction monastic 6 non
monastic is insignificant. He suggests that Flixborough should be categorised as a
productive site and does nohecessarilyhave to have been monastit
Moreover, Petell challenges the identification of styli as markers of monastic
communities, suggesting instead that they can be understood as symbols of
W2 gy SNBEBKALIQ 2F (y26f8R3IS Ay aSOdzZ I NI O
Despite this, there still is an open possibility that 1a shbeldlentified as
a chapel, due to its association with graves. Similar buildings internally divided
into two parts and associated with graves have been found at Cowage Farm and
Brandon (which, as we will see, is just as problematic) and interpreted afhfeos
churches. Building 1a, however, is different and has a hearth, which makes it

more like D2 and B5 at Yeavering. This mystery has still to be s6¥ved.

The following site, at Brandon, falls very much into the same problematic
category as Flixborouglajthough alignment there dates to a later period and

occurs in the middle of the"century.

205| gveluck 2001, pp. 16406, 115117, 126121.
206y WLINBPRAzOGABSQ aAiSazr aSS tSaidsStt FyR ! f YaOKy!
207 pestell 2004, pp33-47.
208 Morris 1989, p. 133; Loveluck and Atkinson 2007, pp-18;3or Cowage Farm see Hinchliffe 1986;
on Brandon Carret al 1988, also above and below.
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Brandon/Staunch Meadow

East Anglia

House?

Service area?
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0 50 Causeway

Fig. 1.33Plan of buildings at Staunch Meadow, phase 2.2, after Tester
al 2014 (fig. 4.23, p. 64).
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Fig. 1.34Plan of buildings at Staunch Meadow, phase 2.3, after Tester
al 2014 (fig. 4.50, p. 101).
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Fig. 1.35Plan of church 7098 at Staunch Meadow in phase 2.1, after Tester
etal2014 (fig. 4.14, p. 50).

The site lies to the west of Brandon, Suliieomes0Omsouth of the Little

Ouse, on a gentle rise within the floodplain of the river. The site, however, is

located high enough to stay dry even when the water rises. The excavations
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earthworksg a medieval enclosure and a causewayere reported.

There is evidence of Mesolithic and Iron Age use of the site, but no features
indicating Roman or early Angaxon occupation, although Roman finds were
fairly common. Theskadprobablybeenbrought to the sitefrom elsewhere?®
The period of middleto late-Saxon occupation of the site, until its abandonment
in the late 9" century, has been subdivided into two main phasesg 7"
centuries 2¢ early 8" centuryto late 9" century. Of a particular interest to this
study are phases 2.2 (m@l"to 9" century) and 2.3 (midto later 9" century).

Phase 2.2 is characterised by a fairly regular arrangement of small buildings in the
northern part of the site and twqarallel northsouth-orientated halls in the
central part of the excavated area. Phase 2.3 shows a significant reduction in a
number of structures and, most notably, replacement of parallel seudhh

halls with two axially aligned eastest orientated sructures.

During phase 2.2, the new rectangular building identified as a church
(8851) replaced an earlier pest-trench building, also a possible church (7098),
which had bowed walls, entrances in the middle of the long walls, external
buttresses and amastern annex¢fig. 1.35)(these two buildings for the time
beingare NEFSNNBR (G2 Fa OKdzZNOKSaszs Ay I C
interpretation). Two western extensions were added to the old church in a
subsequent phase. A notable feature of building 7098 is a burial of a horse
dzy RSNY S| 0K (GKS WOKI yittothé chubch b thSsodéandt S i S N
does notseem to display any exceptional characteristics and sits firmly within the
context of other contemporary cemeterié$ The new church (8851), mostly of
postin-trench construction, was of a similar size and rolygim the same

position, with two opposed entrances in its long walls, although the south

209 Testeret al 2014, pp. 13, 262, 142144.
210 |bid., p. 370.
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doorway seems to have been blocked by a later pdsthe area to the north of
the church and the associated cemetery seems to have been enclosed by a ditch
with a cated entrance. Herethepost dzA f & WKI €t aQ Ttpnn |y
played a prominent roléfig. 1.33) Each had a hearth located in the south end
and opposed entrances in the long walls, and the two were connected by a path.
Another possible hall 073df postin-trench construction was located further
west 212

By the mid9™" c, the church and its cemetery seem to have been
abandoned and the enclosure to the north changed significantly: the multiple
buildings to the north were replaced with one buildingéd and a cemetery
(cemetery 2); two aligned halls 8893 and 8927 replaced earlier buildings in the
central areafig. 1.34) Building 8927 initially coexisted with the church and was
connected to it by a fence. It is not well preserved, but there is evadai an
entrance in the middle of the south wall, a possible internal partition and no
traces of a hearth. The western hall 8893 was associated with its neighbour; no
hearth has been located and only one entrance on the south side could be
identified. Cenetery 2 seems to have been associated with structure 4531 and a
clay surface 4668 possibly a buildingto the east of this structure. It is possible
that structure 4531 was a shrine. Itis notable that 64.5% of articulated skeletons
in this cemetery wee those of children, which is differentfrom cemetery'3.

The excavators have categorised all the buildings found on the site by
groups, assigning domestic, agricultural and manufacturing functions. The groups
of halls and churches stand out. Both churshecked a hearth and may have had
windows to the east of entrances, judging by the paired posts. However, a similar
FSFOGAzZNE AY / mH G [/ 26RSNEQa 526y KI

Q)¢

piece?'* The construction of both church buildings clearldicates their high

211 Testeret al 2014, pp. 4862, 63-66, 362.

212pid., fig. 2.2, pp. 24, 689.

2131pid., fig. 2.2, pp. 24, 16003, 21314, 3761.

214 See James, Marshall and Millett 1984, pp.-490
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status. Their identification as churches is not unproblematicibig possible,
especially considering their location outside the enclosure, which seems to be
central, the absence of rubbish deposits, the presence of coloured glasthan
proximity of the cemetery?® The buildings identified as halls were of a
substantial size and were associated with food debris but not pottery, suggesting
consumption but not production. In both phases 2.2 and 2.3, one of the buildings
in the group d halls seems to have been subservientto the other and connected
by a path. Overall, a fairly high status of occupation and a possibly substantial
degree of ornamentation of the central buildings have been proposed. The
excavators have suggested that thalls were shoHived, designed to make a
statement during the lifetime of the ownet® Agriculture, manufacture and
trade were highly developed at this site. The lack of coins, however, sugjugsts
this was not a commercial trading centre. Instead, aried ceramic wares are
present in some quantity, as is the case at Flixborough and also HaMWis
places tlesite in the context of the productive sites discussed by Peltalkthe
same time, many of the finds suggest similarities with Whityhe evidence of
literacy and learning, including styli and inscribed objects, led the excavators to
propose a possible monastic function for the settlement, or atleast some clerical
activity there?°! & A 0GK CfAEO02NRdzZIKEI K24 SISNE
here: styli are not necessarily diagnostic markers of monastic foundafibns.
Alternatively, if the settlement was indeed monastic, then the ditch which

enclosed the northern part of the settlement in phase 2.2 could be interpreted

215 Testeret al 2014, pp. 3653.

218 |bid., pp. 363369; for continental examples, see Hamerow 1999, 2002.

217 Testeret al 2014, pp. 3717. For the site at Hamwic, see Ellis and Andrews 2006, pp. 90, 95, table 1.
Hamwic, however, was a trading centre, whereas Flixborough is not likely to have been involved in
trade, despite its wealtlg see above.

218 pestell 2004, p. 35.

219Car et al1988, pp. 3767; for Whitby, see Peers and Radford 1943, pp737

220 Tester et al 2014, pp. 371

221 pestell 2004, pp. 388.
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as avallum monasteriiThis barrier, with a new gated entrance, was maintained
in the following phas. If this was the case, Brandon could have been an outlying
monastery subject to the abbey at BRfAs Sarah Foot h&snphasisedin time

of flooding the site at Brandon would have been isolagedry much a desirable
quality for a monastic foundatioff2Equally, however, Tim Pestell has challenged
the monastic status of Brandon, as the finds at this site in essence only indicate
its high status and elite patronage; the evidence for the presence of a monastic
community is inconclusivé&?

Other sites, inleiding Cheddar, have also provoked debates on their nature
YR Fdzy OQuAz2yd . NIyYyR2Y RSY2YyAaUuNIGSa |
interpretation can largely define subsequent discourse: where at Flixborough the
uncertain and interchangeable charactef the use of this site as monastic or
secular was acknowledged at the outset, at Brandon structures 7098 and 8851
were interpreted by the excavators quite definitively as churches, setting the
agenda for subsequent discussions. This reading of the aatbgical record,
however, is notstraightforward and, as we have seen, can be challenged. In
I RRAGAZ2Y (2 GKS F NHdzySyda | £t NBF Re& YS)
buildings is very hallke, with postin-trench walls and opposed entrances.
Simibrities between early churches and halls, of course, have been
acknowledged, but at Brandon, where these buildings date to tHe9'8
centuries, such an identification seems questionaBt®y that time, churches
elsewhere had already acquired a more distinctive shape, with entrances
commonly located at the west end. The horse deposit also is paralleled most
commonly at secular sites. However, these conundrums can also be seen as

openingupt Y2 N8B 02 YLX SE @Ai8.6ometiing ihds is fiot ¥ NA

222 Testeret al 2014, pp. 386883, 389, 393.
223 Foot 2006, p. 99; Caet al1988, p. 371.
224 pestell 2004, pp. 584.

225 Fordifficulties in identification of halls and churches, see Cramp 19764, p. 249; Turner 2006, pp. 63
66, 69; Pestell 2004, pp. 531.
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necessarily religious. This, along with other aspects of these stliscussed in
more detail in the following chapter

Since, at the stage of the presentation of evidence, | am fotiguhe
LINAYOALI S 2F RAGARAY3I (KS arxisSa ayiz
well-establishedormatin the discipline of Angk&axon archaeology, sites like
Brandon and Flixborough end up in the middle. However, this in itself isltopea
challenge to the way we tend to categorise the evidence as either one or the
other; in fact beyond these two categories, Brandon and Flixborough are
consistent with sites described above and can be analysed alongside them. While
at a quick glance isialready possible to see that Flixborough and Brandon are of
high status and are associated with prehistoric occupation, like the sites above,
chapter 2 showthatthere is common ground for comparison between these and
02y BSY GA2yl f { &pewsdéeaathis NgumentXuitiies binging K
0KS ariSa 02y @Sy iuArz2yl ftotReedurtisny G A FA SR
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In the previous chapter, | introducesecularsites with alignmentand
looked at their geographical distribution and chronological development
Preliminary findings suggest thalignment in a secular contextis a phenomenon
that was not limited to any om kingdom and was particularly prominent in the
7" century. It also seems that almost every An§laxon site with alignment was
previously occupied in the prehistoric perioghile only one site, Portchester,
showedevidence for occupation in the RomaiBatish period.

In this chapter Ireturn to the same sites, payinglose attention to
particularphysical aspects diuilt structures and approaches to planning,try
to identify recurring patterns across tliggoup.! The chapteris divided into two
aSOGA2yasz NBFESOGAYy3a NBaLISOGAGSte 2y
halls. The first parg i K S  YKaftempt€do determine the ways aligned
buildings could have functioned; the second paiit K S ¥ ifldaidsgbssible
explanations of Bgnment.

In contrast with the first chaptewheregeneral trends in geography and
chronologywere noted this chapterfocusses orthe material evidence, noting
specific correlations between sites and employing statistical analysis to

understand their ra¢ in the context of alignment.

! The categories for each site included: location (by kingdom and county), dates when alignment
occurred, nature of evidera(i.e. excavation report or cropmarks), evidence of prehistoric features and
Roman occupation, end of occupation and its character (i.e. continued in use or abandoned), status as
assessed by excavators and historians, presence of burials, types of¢p@idgthole, postin-trench

etc.), any notable features, the number of key buildings,-sirgje of structures, ratios of length/width

of the key buildings, direction of slope at sites, presence and location of rivers in relation to settlements,
key axef orientation of aligned groups, stylistic and structural parallels with other sites, as proposed
by excavators and historiariBhese findings are summarised in appendix 1 and, while the attributes that
proved to be inconsistent have been excluded fromiHar analysis, the following discussion in this

chapter touches on specific characteristics that appeared prominent as a result of this exercise.



1. How did aligned halls function?

There is sufficient availabtkatato date and typologically categorise the
range ofknown structures. However, as there is no written evidence to throw
direct light on the function of alignmenthis is explored largely througlhe

archaeological evidence of planning and special deposits.

1.1.Communication and zoning

In the vast majorityof cases, the only evidence for thienction of the
buildings at sites with alignmentis to be had from entran¥#s.will consider
the distribution of recorded entrances into aligned buildings and discuss what
they @anreveal about the functiondly of these sites. Téasection concludswith
two major observations on the character of zoning within these settlements and
on communication (or lack of communication) between aligned buildings.

In AngleSaxon halls, there seems to be a general preferencedonays
in the middle of long walls, regardless of how a building sits in relation to its
surroundings. This might be taken to imply that the distribution of entrances had
more to do with resoringto standardised building types rather than a response
to planning needs. Atthe same time, there are a festances in which entrances
do seem to play a role in connecting buildings and point towards a certain type
of use and grouping. It is to these sites and the character of the connections

between their buildngs that we shall now turn.

1.Yeavering

Yeavering ighe site that has attracted most attentiorilhe hallsat
Yeaverindeature entrances at the short ends of the halls, whiglinusuafor
GKS WwielLlsSaQd ¢KSasS SyiuNryoOSa ftft2¢ F2N
Jenny Walker has proposed the possibility of ritual procession through hall A2,

which would have rendered entrances atthe east and west ends more than just
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functional, pssibly responding to ceremonial needs and conceptgafdview?
Carolyn Ware has also discussed the principles of movement between the halls in
area A, throughout all the phases of development at Yeavering, and noted a
gradually increasing tendency testrict and formalise the interior spaces of the
halls. While during the earlier phases the interior of the halls was not yet
subdivided and théouildingswere united by an enclosure, in the subsequent
phasesthere is an increasedefinition of separatemore independent, internal
spaces. The axiality, direct lines of sight and overall spatial transparency of the
buildings in the earlier stages of use, not found in subsequent phases, seem to
point to the unified character of the complex and the importarméemutual
access between buildings.

Further, thee isa tendency towards functional zoniragross the site
While the group of halls to the eastis associated with the demonstration of power
and ceremonial use, the group D to the west revolves aroehidious function,
with the assembly area E, located at the intersection of these zones, servingas a
uniting element. The whole complex is thus spatially subdivided into three major
zones with distinct roles: ceremony/feasting, assembly and worshipeAgdime
time, these zones appear to be parts of one coherent single settlement. This is
indicated by the line of posts that pierces the three groups of buildings and
underlies their unity. Michael Bintley has also emphasised the significance of the

posts irside the halls as integral to alignment at Yeavefing.

2Walker 2010, pp. 889.
3 Ware 2005, pp. 15159, fig. 53.
“ Bintley 2015, pp. 388, 40.

137



Fig. 2.1Plan of Yeavering with proposed zoning, after Hdpglor 1977
(fig. 77, p. 162).

2.Flixborough

At Flixborough, there is a clear spatial correlation between buildings 1a
and B6constructed at the same time on the same gravel spread. The western
entrance of 1a directly faces the eastern entrance of B6. By contrast, building 1b,
which superseded structure 1a in the subsequent period, has entrances in its long
walls on its north andouth sides. Neither of these entrances relates to building

B6 lying to the west or seems to respectthe earlier burials associated with 1a.
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Fig. 2.2Fragment of plan of the site at Flixborough in phase 3a showing

alignment, after Loveluck and Atkimis 2007 (fig. 2.6, p. 13).

3.Cheddar

At Cheddar, the east and west halls seem to have had entrances facing
each other in the period of their coexistence. The west hall was accessible from
the east, which meant one could walk through it astchight into the East hall,
whereas no doorway was located at the east end of East hall, possibly making it
0KS WFAYlIf RSaldAylrGA2YyQd ¢ K S aabthisi g 2 ¢
site that seem to bedemonstratemutual communication and groupg The
contemporary phase (Il) of the chapel to the north shows no evidence for

windows or doorways, making it difficult to assess its relationship to the halls.

®Rahtz 1979, p. 209.
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Fig. 2.3Plan of halls at Cheddar showing alignment, after Rahtz 1962 (fig.
18, p.56).

The three followingsites/ 2 6+ 3S CIF NXX / 246 RSNEB QA&
demonstrate more complex relationships between buildings and display a feature
already noted by Andrew Reynolds: close relationship between a hall and an

enclosure containing saller, possibly auxiliary, buildings.

4.Cowage Farm

Cowage Farm is known almost exclusively from cropmarks and there is no
clear evidence of entrances in individual structures. Howeveg #ite
demonstrates fairly clear indications of zoning and grogpof buildings,
suggesting attention to planning and showing direct spatial associations between
units. The buildings are evidently arranged into three groups defined by their
axes: the range associated with building B, those related to building D @&nd th
group of structures to the west. Building/ possible church constructed far to
the east and enclosed seems relatively independent from the rest of the
settlement. The relationships between other buildings found at Cowage Farm
seem close and the zarg implies their interconnection and a systematic

approach to their arrangement.

6 Reynolds 2003.
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Fig. 2.4Plan of site at Cowage Farm, showing alignment and proposed

zoning, after Hinchliffe 1986 (fig. 1, p. 241).

p®d/ 26 RSNR Q& 5248y

/| 26 RSNE Qa 52 ¢Y 2 tobeo+a7iSeedromnsistaf twl | G S
major groups of buildings, both featuring alignment, with the structure C13 sitting
in-between. Buildings C14 and B/C15, interpreted as agricultiyialgto the
west, are of substantial size and form an accuratelyaligpair. Both structures
have opposed entrances on their northern and southern sides but nothing in the
walls which face each other. Thus, their alignment is clearly expressed but does
not allow for direct access or procession, as with the buildatgShalton, for
instance which feature doorways facing each other. Building C12 to the east
seems to be strongly associated with the enclosure located to the reast: its
entrance is aligned with the entrance into the enclosure and further with one of
the entrances into C9. Building C13 does not seem to be associated with either
group and has a curious adjacent burial.

4G / 26RSNEQA 520y> a 4G ,SIFBSNRAY.
appears to be a sudivision of structures into three groups aones Herethe

pair to the southwest constituedthe first zone, C13 in the centre the second

zone, and C12, associated with the enclosure, to the ne#ht, the third one.
141



Pitcomplex 11

R
-

rd
\\
N
~,

Fig.25t f Iy 2F / 26RSNRQ& 526y 6AGK LINI
Jamed 983 (fig. 27, p. 194).

6.Chalton

Chalton demonstrates a particular attention to the grouping of buildings.
The group of Al, A2 and A3 seetan be connected by the axial entrances,
allowing the possibility of uninterrupted procession through these dtres.
This is particularly emphasised by the opening in the middle of the screen
between buildings A1 and A2 and the doorway in the middle of the partition at
the east end of structure A2. The excavators have suggested that the enclosure
to the east was ssociated with building Al, although it is not certain whether
there was an eastern entrance into Al directly from the encloguktthe same
time, structure A10, located to the soutbast of this group, seems to be
associated with the enclosure. The appch to the east entrance into A10 seems
to be lined up with the entrance into the enclosure directly to the north and

indicates association between A10 and the enclosed structures. Further south,

" See above, pp. 666.
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Al12, A13 and Al14 are tightly grouped and have entrancgedahe courtyard
formed by the arrangement of the buildings. As at Yeavering, the buildings at
Chalton seem to have been sylivided into groups: the pair of A1 and A2, the
group of A10 with the enclosure to the north, and the group of A12, A13 and Al4,
which forms a courtyard, seem to stand out. At the same time, the-Iged
arrangement of the settlement indicates that these separate groups belong to

one scheme.

Period AZ \

m Period A
Period B

0 50

Fig. 2.6Plan of Chalton with proposed zoning, after Addyreaal 1973
(fig. 3, p. 5).

7.Sprouston

At Sprouston, where buildings A and B are axially aligned, the grouping of
other buildings and the relationships between their axes also appear interesting,
especially in the light of the cases described above. The available evidence derives

entirely fromcropmarks, which means the positions of visible entrances are likely
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but not certain. The pair of D1 and D2 seem to have generic opposed entrances
in their long walls, as does building E. This building, interpreted as a possible hall,
however, sits iFbetween two zones: the first of these zones is defined by the pair
D, the second by the building F, om entirelydifferent alignment, to the north.

The opposed entrances of E make it in some way a transitional, connecting point
between the two zones. BuildgF, to judge from the cropmarks, apart from a
conventional entrance at the end of an annexe has one entrance from the south
side, facing the central area of the settlement with hall E, indicating an important
line of access to this building and a relatship with other structures. Building F

in Sprouston and its relationship with the rest of the settlementonsidered
below, but for the time being, it should be noted that the central buildings here
also seem to constitute three zones within a singlelegient, evenly spread out:

the group D, the hall E and structure F.

SO
Cemetery

Fig. 2.7Plan of Sprouston with proposed zoning, after Smith 1991 (fig. 4,
facing p. 267).
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8.Lyminge

Finally, at Lyminge, there is a strong possibility that the bathplex
extended beyond the excavated area and inelddther structures. The buildings
discovered to date suggest a giile approach to planning, with perpendicular
axes, and a degree of zoning. The excavations are not complete but so far it is
possibleto say that the aligned pair of the 2012 hall and its satellite hall to the
east seem to be spatially and perhaps functionally related. Similarly, the halls to
the north, with their entrances facing each other, also seem to represent a
functional group dthough these halls are notin line with one anoth&€he north
south orientated halls also spatially relate to the south (2012) hall and seem to
WO2YLIX SGS GKS OANDdZAGQ yR ONXBFOS I+ a

the whole area.

0 10 Satellite Hall

Fig. 2.8.Plan of halls at Lyminge with suggested zoning and alignment,
after Thomas and Knox 2015 (fig. 2, p. 2).
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The sites listed above provide clear evidence of attention paid to the
planning of individual buildings as componentsaof overall compogion of
settlements. Connections between the buildings are facilitated by their axial
alignment and communicating doorwayke combination of alignment and
functionally related doorwaysan be taken agdicative of distinctive functional
groups within s@lements.

As a result, it is possible to identify two characteristic attributes of the
layouts described above: (1) grouping and zoning, and (2) communication

between buildings.

1. Grouping and zoning

The phenomenon of the grouping of buildings withinckrsures has
already been observed by Andrew ReyndldsKk S LINS &Sy OS 2 F W3 ¢
been suggested by Hamerow and also By analysiof sites with alignment
has further indicated a tendency towards zoning within the settlements,
supported by different axes of alignment within different groups. Of all the sites
discussed above, only Flixborough and Cheddar feature alignmenlablat
evidencefor zoning?*°

Hereonly the grouping of buildings at sites featuring alignment is being
considered. The argument and the conclusions, therefore, could perhaps be
either developed or contested if other sites are taken into consideration.
However, vithin the scope of this project, it is clear that grouping is a feature of
sites dating to immediately after 600. This O2 Yy aA a0 Sy 0 6AGK
observation that planningf buildings on a grid with the use of a perch module

at both highstatus and lowstatus settlements occurs after 600, with Andrew

8 Reynolds 2003.
9 Hamerow 2012, pp. 998; Blair 2018, p. 141.
10 Flixborough, however, has been interpreted as a possible monastery and is addressed in comparison
with other monastic sites in chapter 5. At Cheddar, alignment seems to have been digbdfeature
during a period of reconstruction of the East Hall.
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wSey2ftRaQ lyrfeaara 2F 0KS RSOSt 2LIYSyl
aSiatSYSyida FyR gAGK 1 SESYyl 1 YSNRGQ:
planning in the AngkSaxon world did not develop tihthe late 6" century!?
Furthermore, the first large halls, often enclosed, an indication of increased
attention to planning and status, appear around the same déieaken together

with the fact that the phenomenon of alignment in higiatus sites also begins

to develop around 6063 this seems to indicate a fairly consistent tendency to
regularity in AngleSaxon settlements of the pewo Different aspects of
regulaity, however, seem to manifest themselves in different contexts, ranging
from grids, as noted by John Blair, to straight lines, as we see here. Interestingly,
these patterns in planning seem to have been contemporary with other
phenomenawhich indicate altural shifts in a broader contexsuch as changes

in land-holding practices, writingmortuary practice and possible changes in
pagan priesthood and attitudes to witchcradftNeedless to say, the period after

600 is the timewhen AngloSaxon kingdomsvere firmly established and
Christianisd, atleast in the east, south and north of modern England yaineh

the lords were exercisinggrowing control over their estate®.Thus, a shift in
architectural paradigm would appear to be consistent and conterapy with

other social and cultural changescluding those concerningeliefs Zoning,

11 Blair 2013 pp. 49, 54Blair 2018, pp. 14&56; Hamerow 2012, pp. 701; Reynolds 2003.

2 Hamerow 2002, p. 94; Hamerow 2004, p. 302; Turner and Fowler 2016, p@525A further
aGFraGS8SYSylG 2F AyONBFaSR GGSyhGAaz2y asisfafplanfiygiolf 3 A &
AngloSaxon settlements;, Blair 2013; Blair 2018, esp. pp. 1463.

13 The dating of the sites is mostly approximate and based on types of structures, more closely dated
analogies elsewhere and historical narratives. C14 dating and precise material evidence is only
occasionally available. Due care needs to be exercised when putting any site in a chronological context.

At the same time, such a picture of order and precision evolving in settlements from around 600 seems
consistent imumerous aspects of settlement planning and therefore seems a reasonable model.

4 Turner and Fowler 2016; Sofield 2015, pp. 353; Blair 2011, pp.720 M T T2 NJ WOdzyyAy 3 &
their grave goods after 600, see Meaney 1989. On the significance ofeshiamiine 7" century in

general, see Blair 2018, pp. 1146.

15 Dark 2004, p. 296; Hamerow 2004, p. 309.
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together with axial alignment, is perhaps an expression of evolving social

patterns.

2. Communication between halls

The existing evidence is far from conclusive, butamces in the middle
of long walls appear to be an ubiquitous and generic feature, possibly inherited
from Continental architecture, as has beenillustrated already by James, Marshall
and Millett.**Of the cases considered above, only the halls at Chexatapletely
lack entrances in their long walls. Cheddar, howegdromthe late AngleSaxon
period, when the distribution of entrances was far from standardided.
Generally, gidence of axial entrances, on the other hand, is not commoi'in 5
7M-century buildings and is mostly confined to larger structutésThey dq
however,appear at sites with alignment. It seems that entrances in the ends of
buildings featurevhereopposedateraldoorways which weresufficient in other
cases, fail to respond to particular spatial arrangements, most notably, to
facilitate direct communicgon between axially aligned halls. At Yeaveringitis
halls A4 and Al. At Chalton the link seems to be between structures A3, A2, Al
and possibly the enclosure to the eaahd also between the group A12, A13 and
Al14,where Al2 alsohasanaxialent@ére ! 0 / 26 RSNE QA 524V
of C12, open on each side, facilitates direct progress through the building and into
the enclosure to the east. At Flixborough, there seems to be a strong connection
between buildings 1a and B6, with their facing doags. At Lyminge, the links
within the southern group of aligned halls are not clear but there is a possibility

of an axial entrance atthe east end of the great R¥llis, however, clear than

16 James, Marshall and Millett 1984, pp. 184, 203.
17 Hamerow 2012, p. 41.
181bid., pp. 38, 41. Among the examples of buildings with axial entrans#eatiacking alignment are
Buckden, Waltham Abbey and West Stqwee Rahtz 19764, figs. 2.15 and 2.16.
19 Alex Knox, pers. comm.
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the northern rangeat Lymingethe western hall has an ergnce in its eastern
end, which would have provided direct access to ¢éasternhalls.

At three of these sites, there are contrasting examples of aligned buildings
with entrances only in the long sidds these cases it seems tleatangementin
one linewas important but direct access was not. These include the pair of D1
and D2 at Yeavering (which, in particular, contrasts with the group of halls A, in
g KAOK (KS o0dzAf RAy3da RAR KIFI @S [ EALET Sy
and A10 aligned with Aiiside the enclosure to the north at Chalton. In addition,
at three of the sites Wwere there isevidence of doorways, aligned buildings
demonstrate spatial and functional independence: Bloodmoor Hill, Thirlings and
possibly Staunch Meadow in phase 2.3isTtontrasts with the interrelated
character of the buildings discussed above. At these three sites, visual linearity
does not seem to be supported by functional connections between aligned
buildingsandentrances facing each othare absentThe presereof these two
different approacheg; functional connection between aligned buildings and
evident lack of connection, despite axial alignmesipecially when they occur at
a single site at the same timesuggests that by contrast with the generic leng
side doorways, openings at the short ends were a matter of choice and a planning
tool and were madén response tesurrounding structures. This, in turn, could
suggest that the groups with facing doorways were for ceremonial use, where
passage from one hafito another was deemed important, whereas those with
generic midlongwall doorways served a different function and did not constitute

stations on a processional routgspite the axial alignment of buildings.

1.2. Specific functions of buildings in settlenmés with alignment.
Considering the general lack of evidence for the uses of individual buildings
within settlements, the most promising function émnsider in addition to that
of possible ceremonial use, is that of religious ritual, which, unlike other uses,
could be manisted in the presence of associated burials and special deposits.
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The discussion procesdn the assumption that there were buildings on these
sites that were specifically designed as spaces for worslipther pagan or
Christian, and, in some cases, $&cular rituaf°More importantly, not only the
presence of alignment but also the marked absenceistéken into account as

a source of information for the functions of buildings within settlements.

Ritual and religion

Sites of religious worshgnd spiritual significancerere often associated
with cemeteries and special deposfdNith the arrival of Christianity, funerary
functiongraduallypecame associated with church buildirfgs.

Out of 21 sites considered here, eight feature burials within the
aSGGft SYSylid ¢KSNBE INB FYAYIFf o0dzNAIf &
Yeavering, human burials at Bloodmoor Hill, Flixborough, Portchester, Sprouston,
Staunch Meadow and Yeavering anéroations at Yeavering. In all caghse
burials are unusual in some way and seem to indicate aro@otdinary function
for the building with which they are associated.

Burials within settlements have generally been treated as having particular
meaning,especially at places like Yeavering and Flixborough, where individual

burials are deliberately segregated from the designated burial ground and

20 The multitude of interpretations of AngiSaxon buildings within settlements as churches (see sites in
chapter 1 for examgs) suggests their common presence. On the search for pagan temples in Anglo
Saxon settlements, see Blair 1995a; Wilson 1992.

21 Williams 2011, pp. 25255; Hirke 2001. For votive deposits and burials as expressions of a belief
system in Angl&saxon Englat) see Crawford 2004. For special deposits associated with buildings and
ritual in England and in the North Sea Zone, see Hamerow 2006, sp-pp,25Hc 61 I YSNR 6 Qa
assessment of special deposits has been challenged by Morris and;Jdiviss and Jeris 2011). For

the links between burials and places of ritual associated with prehistoric features, see Semple 1998 and
Williams 1997.

22 7adoraRio 2003; Blair 2018, p. 78. Hadley and Buckberry point out that although churchyard burial
was not a rule untithe 10" century, burials adjacent to churches became common from theentury
onwards. Hadley and Buckberry 2005, pp.1P28. Mason and Williamson have suggested an

interesting line of enquiry by arguing that p@hristian cemeteries were placesspiritual power, and
Christian churches developed in close proximity and direct association with them to take over this
function.c Mason and Williamson 2017.
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have been analysed by Helena Haow and further discussed by Clifford Sofield,
James Morris and Ben Jervis, and include inhumations of adults and infants,
interments of animal corpses, and deposits containing disarticulated human and
animal bone?* The positions of burials within settieents and the explanations
proposed for thenvary greatly what unites them is that in the vast majority of
cases these deposits are deliberate and that some are related to buildings and
boundaries?* At each site listed above, burials are located withie settlement

and spatially tied to particular structures.

Let us see how exactly these burials relate to buildings, what they can tell
us aboutthe buildings themselves and what other conclusions we can draw from
observation of relationships between buihgs, their alignment and the presence
of burials within the broader context of a settlement.

As in the instances of zoning, the castadies below are numbered for

clarity.

1. Yeaveringsee pp48-55for plan and introduction)

It is notable thatYeavering is the only site that includes axial burials in
architectural alignment, as opposed to &fkis burials associated with one of the
buildings in an aligned groifdMeaney has tentatively identified burial AX, which
O2y Gk Ay a | 3Ifddtafl Beidecedsetarid a traswmff) 46 Sat of a
pagan priestwho could have served in temple D2 prior to its transformation into

a church?®Hamerow has proposed parallels between this grave and descriptions

0t

of burials of sorceresses by doors founthie Vikingl 3S L2 SYa W. I f RN

23 See Hamerow 2006, Morris and Jervis 2011, Sofield 2015.
24 Petts 2002; Hamerow 2006.
25This, ass illustrated in chapter 5, can be related to ecclesiastical aligned groups.
26 Meaney 1985, pp. 121; Wilson 1992, p. 176;Hogel @ f 2 NE K2 6 SOSNE &dzZ33Sad
gromag see HopeTaylor 1977, pp. 20Q203. Thisnterpretation is supported by Blai¢ Blair2013, p. 23;
Blair 2018, pp. 79, 122.
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I VR WD NZE nDhefinRtahkeLofstch a burial, the door is described as
leading to Niflnet one of the regionsof Hell YR Ay (KS 2 3GKSNJ A
i KS R/ both@ades,these burials seem tmgest some form of protective
function and control over a crucially significant liminal space between the realm
of the living and the Otherworld.

It seems thathe axial burials BX and AX were associated with the eastern
entrance into hall A4, which pkeaps had some symbolicimportance, in addition
to its functional role and statement of statd$ Alexandra Sanmark has suggested
that the metaphor of the sparrow flying through the hakh weltknown passage
FNR Y HiSthtisEecesiastichy GKS | OO02dzy i 2eWok&R G A Y
a soul capable of going between different worfis he sparrow flies into the
warm lively hall from the outside stormy world and out through the other door;
its flight parallels human life, preceded and susded by the external, the alien,
the unknown. The hall thus is a space signifying life, a microcosm appearing both
AY 2L aAGAZ2Y G2 YR Ay O2tysygdeedsirankey ¢ A
and defined and yetits open opposed doors allow the sparto fly and channel
a flow of communication between worlds. Kathryn Hume has further emphasised
the juxtaposition between the hall as a place of order and security and the chaotic
world outside the hall, as illustrated in Old English poetry. In additias prder
has been understood in terms of positive categories of@jifing, loyalty and
friendship; the hall thus can beeenas a positive existential metaphor, beyond
its simply architectural limitation3.

Jenny Walker thinks in terms of a combimatiof domestic and cultic

functions in the Anglesaxon hall similar to thodbat Fabech has proposed for

2THamerow 2006, p. 11.
28 Price 2002, p. 113.
2% Jenny Walker has proposed the possibility of ritual processions in hall A2 focussing-aestaxis.
¢ Walker 2010, pp. 889. By analogy, a similar use could be proposed for A4.
30 Sanmark 2010, p. 163; for the passage see HE ii.13, pfd.88Dn an explicitly Christian context of
GKS SLIAEA2RS 2F 9RgAYyQa O2yPSNEBA2YZ 4SS . I NNBG HnN
31Hume 1974, pp. 66, 669.
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Scandinavian halls. She argues that royal authority, seen as a pastldforder,
would have been expressed in some form of ritual, whether direetigious or
not.3 Alvin Lee has further proposed that a fundamental cosmological
connotation of the elite secular hallis valid in a Christian contexttoo, where the
halls take on another meaning, as metaphors for heaven and hell and the God
created wotd.33

Thus, the hall being such an important space, it is possible that axial burial
at the entrance could have been understood as a form of protection and have
been conceived as part of an ideological image of a hall as a cosmological nexus,
comprising soial, political and religious aspects. The unprecedented precision of
architectural alignment at Yeavering, punctuated by precisely aligned posts,
invites the observer to understand the halls A4, A1/A2 and the theatre E as one
powerful compositiorand a s@tialunit revolving around the figure of the king.
The protective element in the form of the axial burials BX and AX thus would
relate not just to building A4 but to the whole sequence, piercing the line of
structures with a form of protective energy. Thmsts, as masts, could be
understood as facilitating the transition of this protective function and the open
axial doorways as helping to channel it throughout. In this respect, it is notable
that the easternmost feature of the comple&xpost BX¢ is posiioned at the
centre of a mound, which was still discernible at the beginning of AS8ghon
occupation3* The primary focal burial pit here has not been located; pit BX is
likely to have been secondary and associated with an AS8gkon phase,
deliberately appropriating an earlier mountt AngloSaxon associations between

prehistoric landscape features, especially mounds, and the Otherworld, as well

32\Walker 2010, pp. 886; Fabech 1994, p. 174; Fabech 1999, p. 459h®sdcral role of the king, see
Kobishchanow 1987, p. 108. The importance of distinction between ritual and religion has been
emphasised: ritual does not have to be religiougisoll 2004, pp. 1112; Hamerow 2012, p. 120,
ChesterKadwell 2009, p. 29; By 2005.
33 Lee 1972, sp. pp. 24, 17B1.
34 HopeTaylor 1977, p. 85
35 Ibid., pp. 835.
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as a range of associated dark forces, have long been acknowlétigbd.
decision to align the whole complexn the mound and to place the two
protective devices; axial burials; in the zone between the mound and the
entrance into A4 could be read as an intentional gesture, designed to tease the
WRINJ FT2NOSaQ o6& RAAa0dzNDAY Jclainkh® Y2 d
R2YAYlFIyYyOS 2F (GKS 1Ay3Qa LI12oSNI oe 20
devices¥’¢ KS @SNEB ARSI OGKIFIG A0 Aad 2yfteée ySC
one end of the string of buildings, facing the mound, perhags indication of
the linear, directional, nature of metaphysical forces whether dark or
protective. Thus, the spiritual component of linearity and in particular, of the
burials included in alignment, seems prominent. In this respect, Burial AX
provides an interesting parallel thi subsequent instances of axial burials in
Christian ecclesiastical contexts, which occur as early as the 620s in Canterbury,
and may have had their origins in pagan practice.

Yeavering seems to be afoical site with two main axes of alignment. At
the centre of the site, the precision of eastst alignment is maintained as far
westwards as post E and possibly echoed further away in the post west of D2,
which is not strictly on axis butis otherwise not apparently related to anything at
all. To the wet of the central group, buildings D2 and D1 are aligned nsailith
and are associated with building D3 and a cemetery. D2 has been identified as a
temple, mostly on the basis of an unusual deposit inside the builfiie
cemetery was characterised by a general easstt orientation of the bodies,
head to west. The burials, however, were external to the enclosure to the south

of D2. This enclosure has been interpreted as a possible space forfiualh a

36 Semple 1998, 2013; Crewe 2012; Williams 1997, 1998; Whyte 2003; Davidson 1950.

37 In early to middle Angk$axon period, mounds were associated predominantly witfotedeath and
darkness¢Semple 2010.

38 On the burial at Canterbury, see chapter 3, p. 203.

39 HopeTaylor 1997, pp 9102, 168.

40 |bid., pp. 2445.
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function s2ems to be reinforced by the presence of a peculiar crouched burial
with a single ox tooth in the grave close to the sowmthst corner of D2. This
stands out among other contemporary, eagést, burials, possibly suggesting a
ritual significance related t®2 and marking a persistence of native traditions,
irrespective of the dominant system of public observagoghether pagan or
Christian or a hybrid of botf.

Although the alignment of the main halls is more prominentand has been
more widelydiscussed than the arrangement of surrounding buildings, itis the
aligned pair of D1 and D2 that appeared on the site earlier than the main halls.
The eastwest axis of the halls had been established early on with small buildings
A57 and A8, although sigequently these fell out of use and the focus shifted
westwards, towards the western ringjtch, which, followingits original role as a
stone circle associated with cremation burials, had been used for inhumation
burials. D1 and D2 were a group with aesan between them with no discernible
function. D3 was probably used as a kitchen. It was after the construction of these
buildings that the hall complex was introduced, and that the posts E, BX and
possibly I to the west of D2; were erected as a possebtultic feature?

It is striking how, despite the alignment of posts, placed in all three zones
D, E and A, the two groups in areas D and A respectively are misaligned,
constituting two relatively independent cores. In this arrangement, structure E,
with its post E on axis with the halls but with its own axis pointing \8esth
west, only marginally belongs to either group. It seems to occupy a transitional
space and to play a connecting role between the eastern and western groups,
uniting the area oftie temple and burials with the area of secular power.

LG A& dzaS¥dzZ KSNB (2 (dzNYatifenvering RS Q-

between King Edwin and the missionaries from Rome, prior to conversion. The

41 1bid., p. 249. It is not the purpose of this thesis to draw a distinction between paganism and
Christianty. In fact, as is illustrated in chapter 5, the tendency seems quite the oppptite
boundaries between pagan and Christian worshipping contexts are blurred.

42HopeTaylor 1977, p. 161.
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narrative, however reliable it may be, indicatédse considerable influence
Sy22eSR o0& 9RgAYyQa LI 3ILYy LINRARSads [/ 2AF
opinion and advicé® ¢ KA &4 AYLI ASa GKIFIGd GKS LINRS
substantial, if not equal to that of the kirf§.The layout of thesettlement,
essentially divided into two zonesthe realms of the priest and the king, with a

place for assembly in the middéecould be seen as reflecting these two poles of
power.

By contrast, the church B, constructed later and roughly includelen
alignment, can be interpreted as a manifestationtbé unity of secular and
religious spheres of governance. At the same time, its subtle misalignment with
the halls may be designed to underline its outstanding status as a place of ritual.
Post BX seents have been removed at this time, possibly signifying the end of
the pagan era at the site. Michael Bintley sees this as a statement of the
Christianisation of Yeavering and the fall of the old ortié¢eroblematically,
however, structure B contains inteal burials, highly unusual for a church of this
LISNA2R>Y YR GKAA KFa £SR {lY [dz0e | YyR
as a churct® We will return to the discussion of this building below, in
comparison with structure 1a at Flixborough.

It would seem that Yeavering demonstrates a fairly clear relationship
between the presence of ritual associated with certain buildings, the position of
these buildings within the settlement and, importantly, their axial alignment.

Using Yeavering as a stadipoint, | will consider the evidence for the possible

4 HEi.13, pp. 18284.

44 For example, Tacitus discusses thesidarableg not just religious; power of a priest alongside that

of aking in the context of firatentury Germanic paganisim;Tacitus, Germania 10, 11, in Anderson

1998. Ronald Hutton has suggested that it is Germanic and Scandinavian paganism thabdased

to AngloSaxon England in the course of tHecentury.cl dzi G2y HAMOI LI® HPodP hy |

Dunn 2010, pp. 883, and Barrow 2011.

45 Bintley 2015, p. 42.

%[ dzO& HnnpI LI mModT hQ. NASyQa @mBSs Aad dzyLldzof A & KS
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presence of ritual elsewhere, observing the ways in which cultic function could

be expressed spatially in the context of axial alignment.

HO® / 26 RS (s8é& Pp®1-98 Brdlgh and introduction)

While the cultic function of the special burials at Yeavering is difficult to
 NBdzS GAUGKE GKS o0dzNAFE Fd /26RSNEQA
ASYSNIf AYGSNIINBOGFGA2Y 2F aLIS@athd RSL
burial of a cow with a boar skull below it, not on axis but close to the western
entrance into building C13, is contemporary with the building and has been
interpreted as a foundation sacrifi¢éThe practice of foundation deposits is well
attested in Northhwestern Europe, where such deposits are associated with
dwellings, not necessariblwaysof elite status. This interpretation would hold
FT2NI/ 26 RSNRE QA 5206y 3> (K&itehasbaknite subjéct g K A
of debate. Continentaites show a clearer trend in association between special
deposits and entrances or boundaries, which on some occasions have been
AYGSNIINBGSR Fad LINPGIGSOUGAOSET L2aardte L

The identification of the function of buildg C13 itself has been
controversial. The excavators suggested thatdtvedas a place of communal
ritual, although in view of the absence @lated cultural material this has been
questioned by Jenny WalkétJames, Marshall and Millett have also edg
3 Ayad | OdzZ GAO Fdzy OdA2% F2NI/ o | yR

Inthe Anglo-Saxorkingdoms considering the variety both in the types of
deposits and their relationships with settlements, it is difficult to draw any
systematic conclusions about their functions. This is further problematized by the
very small number of deposits actually assaethtvith timber buildings. 50% of

all special deposits studied by Hamerow have been found in association with

47 Millett and James 1983, p. 221.
48 Hamerow 2006, pp. 226.
49 Millett and James 1983, pp. 197, 247; Walker 2010, p. 96.
50 James, Marshall and Millett 1984, p. 190.
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SFBs, and most, if not all, of them are associated with the end of the occupation,
with the abandonment, of buildingvery differentin characteirom the deposit
I 0 / 2 6 RS REhR meabszhatyf idquite difficult to find close parallels for
GKS NRtS FTYR YSIYyAy3 2F (GKS 02¢ 0 dzNR I

At the same time, by analogy with the proposed cultic functions of
buildings marked with spéal deposits at Yeavering, it is possible that the cow
OdzNAIE 4 /wmo |G /26RSNEQa 524y Aa
W3 dzI NRA Iy Qpraviding somé eleinénRofpyoiction. On this note, it is
perhaps of importance that D2 at YeaveringdaC1l3 could have been
contemporary and therefore potentially constructed in similar ideological
contexts.

Another aspectto assess is the position of C13 in relation to other buildings
within the settlement. Considering the strongly pronounced alignméib4 and
B/C15 and the evident spatial relationship between C12 and the enclosed area
containing C9, C10 and C11 to the neeifst, building C13 stands out as a single
structure, not associated with the group. Curiously, C13 and C12 are the only two
strudures on the site with three entrances; however, their doorways in the
middle of one of the shortwalls face in opposite directions. This means they are
unlikely to have been functionally related and that C13 would have served an
independent purpose. Coul@13, being the only building in the settlement
associated with a special deposit and clearly singled out spatially, have had a
special function, perhaps of a cultic kind? This suggestion is of course speculative,
but such a function is possible. The praiday of this interpretationis perhaps
more likely whetw2 Ky . £ I ANRA& A RS ywhishbelodgdibkmre y 2 1
SFNXASNI LIKFAS &G [/ 26 R ScNidked dto &cBoanfthe | a |

likely presence of some form of religious provisidnam earlier stage of

51 Hamerow 2006, pp.9, 2, figs. 1, 2.
52 Blair 1995a, pp. 147.
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developmentmakesthe presence of a temple at a subsequent stage, when the

settlement had grown and evolvedeem more feasible

3.Bloodmoor Hil{see pp74-80for plan and introduction)

It is notable that at other sitesvhere burials have been identified in
association with buildings, possibly suggesting a ritedted function, the
position of thesebuildings also seems to single them out. Thus, at Bloodmoor Hill,
there is a group of mnumbered structures arranged in one line in the central
area, with another building to the east, which has its northern wall tied into the
same axis. Structure 44, located immediately to the south of this line of buildings,
has been identified as a mortagbecause of its association with the cemetery.
The orientation of his structure is the same asahof other buildingsbutit is
completely off the axis on which they lie. Such a position simultaneously suggests

a relationship between all these buildja and a special function for Structure 44.

4.Staunch Meadoysee ppl129-134for plan and introduction)

At Staunch Meadow, the sequence of buildings 7098 and 8851 identified
as churches, with the associated cemetery 1, is only marginally tiethateest
of the settlement to the north and is surrounded by an enclosure. The same is
true for the later mortuary building 4669 with cemetery 2 in the northern part of
GKS aA0Sd® ¢KS SI NI ASNI WOKdzNOK Q¢rmotn dpy
dissinilar from ritual deposits described abov&€The subsequent church 8851,
built on the same site in its last phase, coexisted with the two new aligned halls
8893 and 8927 to the north. It was not spatially tied into the group of halls but
connected to the hll 8927 by a fence, suggesting at once its independent position

and a certain relationship with the halls. Spatially, the distribution of buildings at

53 Certain symbolism was associated with a horse in ABglon norChristian burials and could have
had an influence on the burial in building 70g80llington 2008, pp. 661. Further on the significance
of horses in Angl&axon culture see Fern 2010.
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Bloodmoor Hill and Staunch Meadow is different buboth cases thegeem to
share the principle of m@inal location andhe relative separation of a building
associated with burials with respect to the rest of the settlement. The churches
at Staunch Meadow, however, are of a later date (p6s0) and their position,
more independent and segregated fronethest of the settlement than the other
examples discussed in this chapter, is consistent with the tendency to separate
and enclose churches as distinct plaégs.

What unites all these buildings is their (at least potential) association,
through burial, wih some form of religious ritual, whether pagan or Christfan.
At Yeavering, inits earlier phases, the context seems to have been pagan; a new
Christian practice being purposefully embodied in architecture only with the
erection of building B. BloodmooHill and Staunch Meadow have been
interpreted as Christian, although the presence of a horse burial under the
WOK I y OS tatxhedaker sitesdyygests if not a pagan context at least an
unproblematic coexistence of Christian and rGhristian traditims, which
seems consistent with the evidence for the late survival of pagan traditions,
especially in burial®These burials, on the one hand, could have been apotropaic
and hidden out of sight, only present as notional guardians, very likely unmarked,
i1S GKS K2NBRS odzNAFE 4G {aGFdzyOK aSl R2,
the stack of skulls inside D2 at Yeavering. On the other hand, they could have
formed smalimarkedburial grounds, as opposed to individual buriaisjilar to
the groups associad with building 44 at Bloodmoor Hill, cemeteries at Staunch

Meadow and burials by the building B at Yeavering.

54 Cherryson 2010, p. 61.

55 Places of pagan worship have a frequent association with burial, as is the case at Lyminge, Broadstairs,
Dorchesteron-Thames and Springfield Lyons, among otheee Blair 1995a, pp-X0. Similarly,

buildings found in Christiafr what looks like Christian) cemeteries have been commonly interpreted

as churches, chapels or mortuaries. For example, see Shudy Camps (Blair 2005, p. 236), Hamwic
(Cherryson 2010, pp. 682), Whithorn (Hill 1997, p. 31), Sprouston (Smith 1991, p. &aynch

Meadow (Testeet al2014, pp. 24, 669), Sedgeford (Wilcox 2001).

56 See Cherryson 2010; Buckberry 2010; Williams 2002; see also Wilson 1992 and Chaney 1960.
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A common feature found at all sites is the unusual position of a possible
cultic building with respect to the rest of the settlement. Each afdhese
structures was evidently associated with other buildings but only marginally tied
Ayid2 GKS 2@SNX € &Ll -quitdff ACRYYSLB2QSSA (BAd2Ty3
its integral place in the whole layout of the settlement and at the same time its
independent function. By not being included in the same line with other
buildings, these structuresseem to occupy a form of intermediate, liminal
position within spatial schemes of settlements. Treiomalougosition in the
plan of a settlement perhapserves as a subtle visual clue to their unique
function, easily perceived on approach to the site and further revealed on

encountering the building.

5.Sproustorisee pp56-59 for plan and introduction)

In this light, itis now interesting to look at Sprouston, where a small (7x4m)
postbuilt structure associated witta cemetery has been interpreted as a
Christian church or oratory purely on the basis of its location. The cemetery and
the associated buiidg at Sprouston do not seem to be spatially related to the
settlement, and so do not fit with the model of cultic zones occupying a specific
intermediate position in a settlement. At the same time, Sprouston stands out as
a site where careful attention wepaid to alignment and griike arrangementin
its Saxon phase. Thus, the aligned halls A and B seem to have defined the north
east¢ south-west axis of alignment, first supported by other minor structures and
then by building E, built on the same aligant, with the pair of D1 and D2
arranged in an echelon oa perpendicular axis. The substantial trenhilt
structure F is the only one that not only ignores the existing grid but is built on
the eastwest axis, aligned with great precision. Buildingg nd the group of
D1 and D2 are evenly spaced out, possibly hinting at zosinglar to that
discussed abov@uilding F, therefore, is an integral part of the settlement core,
and yet its unusual orientation possibly points towamspecial status or
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function. Its orientation, the presence of western and southern entrances but no
openings to the east, judging by the cropmarks, together with the likelihood of
the presence of a Christian community at Sprouston in theéhtury, leave one
wondering if building F could have been a church. In this scenario, the small
structure associated with the cemetery could have been a secondary chapel, as
was possibly the case at Hamwrék.

In the context of alignment, it is strikirtgat none of the possible cultic
buildings are included in a string of aligned buildings. They stand in contrast to
aligned groups, possibly underlining a different kind of rhetoric embedded in
architectural linearityg that of political power and contrdbut not necessarily

religious worship.

6.Flixborouglisee pp124-128for plan and introduction)

A slightly problematic case in the light of the above proposal is
Flixborough. Building la, which could be interpreted as cultic duatdo
association withburials,but is fully included inan alignment, as opposed to
occupying a liminal position, like the examples discussed above. In addition, it
contains some internal inhumations, which is very unusual, because burials, even
if associated with a buildingreusuallylocated outside.

Building 1a is broadly contemporary with the structures discussed above
and is associated with four burials inside the building and two outside. Five of
these burials are of children and one of a woman withesinatal infant. This
stands in demographic contrast to the adult burials at Bloodmoor Hill, Staunch
Meadow and Yeavering; the case of burials at Flixborough and the purpose of 1a
altogether are very enigmatic.

| SESYyl | FYSNRg QA | yslarid®utidsin séttementsJS O A

suggests that out of 13 articulated human skeletons found witl@nsampleone

57 Cherryson 2010, p. 62.
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burial of an adult male could have been either inside or abutting a house at Sutton
Courtenay and three buriatsall of infantsg at Barrow Hillsand Eye Kettleby
were inside SFBs and could have been associated with abandonment or
dismantling®Thus, either 9 or 1§ depending on the location of burial at Sutton
Courtenay out of 13 articulated human burials were found outside, and the
remaining nterior burials were of children. Flixborough seems to follow this
pattern. However, problematically, the burials associated with 1a are numerous
and seem very different from the single interments at SFBs at, for instance, Sutton
Courtenay, Barrow Hills @nEye Kettleby, which can be treated as special
deposits. At the same time, these burials are also different from a conventional
O2YUSYLI2NINE OSYSUOUSNBY |FfGK2dzAK (KSe@
strongly associated with a building and demogragally different from the
nearby cemetery, which contains exclusively adtA&urther, in her overview of
child burials inthe AngloSaxonperiod, Sally Crawford has argued that child
burials most definitely differed from adult burials in status and wesenmonly
included in the settlement, as opposed to burial in a defined cemetery. This is the
case at Flixborough itself: juvenile burials, associated with building 1a, are far
removed from the partially excavated separate cemetery. This has led to the
suggpstion that building 1a could have been a private mortuary chdpah
interesting parallel has been noted between Flixborough and the ecclesiastical
site at Whithorn, where the cemetery containing exclusively children and women
is associated with a mortuary chag@lls it possible that 1a at Flixborough
performed a simar function?

I fTATF2NR {2FASER KF& TFdzNIKSNJ adz3a:

suggestion that structure 1b, built on the site of 1a, did not respectthe burials, it

58 Hamerow 2006, table 1, p. 8. For Sutton Courtenay, see Leeds 1923, p. 169; for otheHsitesrow
2006.

59 Sofield 2015, pp. 362, 374, table 8.

60 Crawford 2008, p. 201; Loveluck 2001, p. 10; Morris 1989, p. 133.

61 Hill 1997, pp. 45, 17Q072; Crawford 208, pp. 201202.
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Is equally possible thdihese burials may have bedénundation deposits for the
later structure, emphasising continuify.

The excavators compare building 1a at Flixborough to the buildings
identified as churches at Cowage Farm and Brandon (Staunch Meadow) and on
this basis propose for it possiblereligious Christian function, in line thithe
possible identification of Flixborough as a monastrgastin one of the phases
of its occupatiorf® Indeed, these buildings are similar in their internal
arrangement and association with graves, but the major difference lies in the
location ofgraves: as at the sites mentioned aboaeboth Cowage Farm and
Staunch Meadow the graves are external to the buildings. Rather problematically,
building la also contains a hearth, absent in other structures identified as
churches.

Assuming la is ehurch or another form of religious building, its location
¢ included in the alignment and definitely spatially associated with its neighbour
B6 - is very different from structures associated with ritual and burial in other
places featuring alignment. Ask been suggested, these tend to occupy either a
liminal position, being simultaneously included in and excluded from the spatial
organisation of the settlement, if not in a completely independent setting, as is
the case with building A at Cowage Farmlater, in the 9-10" centuries the
church at Raund¥’

The indoor human burials along the walls of building 1a at Flixborough find
closer parallels with a fairly common p@hristian convention of depdsig

infants ®This type of burial definitely cdrasts both with the organised, griike

62 Sofield 2015, p. 380.

63 Loveluck and Atkinson 2007, pp. 316. However, the nature of this building, and therefore the
identification of its function, are extremely problematicsee Loveluck 2007, pp. 33.

64 Boddingtoret al1996, p 5.

65 This definition is rather problematic, especially considering the substantial degree of merging and
mutual influence between Christian and pagan burial practices, but it is the establishment of churchyard
burial with the proliferation of parish chahes which manifested the inclusion in cemeteries of infants,
previously interred within the settlementsg.Crawford 2008, p. 202; see also Blair 2005.
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outdoor cemeteries at Staunch Meadow and Bloodmoor Hill and with sporadic,
single special deposits. A similar point needs to be considered in relation to
structure B and its associated cemetery at Yeavering. Bfiape Taylor has
interpreted this as a church, based on its close association with burials, both
internal and external. Stringraves to the south of the building, contemporary
GAUK AGZ aSSY G2 0S5 dontrdsyithing doBe@pessiyNA (i A
Christian extended inhumation burials associated witle building®® As at
Flixborough, the picture appears to be rather blurred, especially considering the
uncertainty inidentification of building B as a church and Flixborough as a
monasteryWhatever they are, ae feature that unites them and sets them in
fairly strong contrast with every other site discussed in this chapter is their
simultaneous association with internal inhumations and their positionin line, at
Flixborough, or roughly in lineith other buildings at Yeavering. However, it is
still a question whether these two cases represent the same phenomenon,
considering their diffang dates (pre650 for Yeavering and poe300 for
Flixborough), the clear differences in demographic compasiibthe burials
(adults at Yeavering and children with one female at Flixborough), the different
type of structure, as far as can be reconstructed (the presence of a hearth at
Flixborough, indicating a more likely domestic use) and possible regional
variaions (between Northumbria and Mercia).

Both sites, however, seem to be unparalleled in the ways their central
buildings and their axial alignment relate to burials. The functions of both 1a at

Flixborough and B at Yeavering remain uncféar.

Hopet @t 2N MPTTZ LI HpHD LRSY(GATFAOI G BefMéaiFey W/ KNA
2003; Geake 1992, sp. p. 90. On the complexities and fluidity of burial rites in3agdm England, see

Welch 2011.

87 To add to the mixture, there is a very distant parallel of buildings with clay platforms outside, similar

to the one at Flixborough, vith were areas of ritual feasting, found at the Neolithic sites at Maes Howe

and Barnhouse in Scotland. This analogy might seem farfetched but the two Neolithic sites represent a

feast hall and a tomb and it has been suggested that close similaritiesiirsgratial arrangement,

construction and use, including the use of clay platforms, deliberately blurred the line between the
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7.Portchester Castlsee ppl107-109for plan and introduction)

A finalsite featuring burials in conjunction with alignment is Portchester.
Building S18 and the burials associated with it at Portchester Castle differ from
other sites dramatically. Thisuldbeexplained by their much later date. S18 has
0SSY AYUSNIINBGISR Fa | 0SSttt G26SNI 2y |
purpose of promoting his free statu®.Further, it has been proposed that the
tower could have then served as a religidasus until the foundation of the
Priory nearby after 1136 The burials seem spatially related to the tower,
although the most likely entrance into the phase 1 structure would have been
from the southg the opposite side of the tower from the cemetef§Thus, the
excavators have suggested a simultaneously religious and secular context for S18,
which contrass with examples discussed above, where buildings of ritual use
were different from those that embodied civic functions. The late date of the
tower at Portchestercould perhaps be a reflection of a growing contiguity
between secular and ecclesiastical powehss stands in contrastto a site like

Yeavering, where the two were evidently segregated in the early phases.

8.Possible cases of cultic function

In the context of the cases already considered above, both in relation to
ritual and zoning, the sites &owage Farm and Drayton, not fully excavated, are
of great interest. The spatial relationships between the buildings and their axial
alignment suggest a degree of grouping within these settlements. By analogy with
other sites of similar datesYeavering, f 22 RY22NJ | Aff kiyR [/ 2

y2iAz2ya 2F Wwiz2Y0oQ | YR YK-27888Mant200¢, QK 240R.&wowidpho = LJL
like to suggest that perhapssémilar idea of a blurred, compound notion of tomb/house could explain
la at Flixborough.
68 Cunliffe 1976, ii, p. 303.
59 Ibid., i, pp. 6661, 303304.
0 Ibid., i, p. 49.
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should be possible to analyse the grouping and distribution of functions within
these settlements. At Cowage Farm, the buildings are evidently arranged into
three groups: the ranges associated with buildings B aaddthe group to the
west. Building A, located well to the east and enclosed, seems relatively
independent from the rest of the settlement and has been interpreted as a
possible church with the acknowledgement that an early church may be
indistinguishal# from a secular structuré. Given the presencef zoning here

it would not be surprising if one of the ranges was associated with ritual activity,
following the spatial patterns discussed above.

In the same way, the grouping at Draytoraymnot be acciéntal; the
unknown functions of the unexcavated buildings C, D and E leave room for
debate.

Further, it is interesting that Chalton displays the same approach to the
sub-division of buildings into groups, which may imply zoning according to use
and/or meaning. There are no rituaglated finds at Chalton, which leaves open
the question of rituactivity there. At the same time, at Friars Ok, instance,
even in the absence of associated deposits, Chris Butler has interpreted the
building at site C as a shrirgaje toits unusual structure and its similarity with

other possible shrines at, fexample, Spong Hill and Morning Thore.

Conclusion

Overall, despite exceptions, the evidence still seems to indicate a
O2NNBf I GA2y 0S0gumslyl AXKYSS R QS Al & ASh Ry
a settlement withcleararchitectural alignment and the possible cultic function of
this building.

A sanewhat radical alternative to thigould bea complete absence of

architectural spaces for pagan rituals in Ar§laxon society, in line with Sarah

"I Hinchliffe 1986, p. 251; Godfrey 1974, p. 132.
2 Butler 2000.
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they differ dramatically irtheir construction the outstanding finds related to

these buildings point towards thegultic use with a lot more certainty than
anything found in Britair®In England néngloSaxorstructure has been firmly
identified as a pagan shrine and our overall knowledge of ritualistic behaviour in
what was perhaps a rather culturally and ethnigatiixed AngleSaxon/British

society is too limited to expect definitive conclusions on how it might have been
expressed in the landscap® in built structures. In this light, it is worth
mentioning that architecturally, church building$ten seem tohave derived

from halls, hence the frequent confusion in the identification of early churéhes.

For instance, building 7098 at Staunch Meadow has been interpreted as a church
only on the basis of its association with a cemet€rBy contrast, the partly
excavated building A at Cowage Farm, interpreted as a church because of #s apse
like annexe, enclosure and easést orientation, lacks direct evidence to confirm

such a function®The identification of building B as a church at Yeavering has also
been quesibned’® The range bdifferent groundplans of known churches or
possible churches, including simple singddl ones, does not make the task of
identifying architectural types ea${ln addition, the general identification of

sites as religious or monts can be difficult, as is illustrated by Brandon and

73 Semple 2010, 201 kee also Meaney 1995, p. 37.

4 Larsson 2011; Haraldsen 1998; Jgrgensen 2011, p. 83.

S Larsson 2011, pp. 2e#D1; Ljungkvist pers. comm.

76 On possible origins of some church buildings, see Smenton 1963; also Turner and Fowler 2016, p. 252.
On confusion in identification of sites, see Cramp 1976a, p. 249; Turner 2006;0@. 63

" Testeret al 2014, pp. 48, 362.

"8 Hinchliffe 1986, p. 251; Gbody 1974, p. 132.

9 Lucy 2005, p. 139; Smith 2015.

80 On difficulty of identifying buildings as churches, see Testat2014, p. 362; Smith 1990, pp. 1:06

116, Cramp 2014, p. 313; for an overview of types and plans, see Cherry 1976,14p9156
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Flixborouglf! Letha Smenton has proposed a direct correlation between Anglo
Saxon stone church buildings and timber architecture, suggesting a process of
evolution which may have started withalls.®? In this light, itis possible that
churches took on the architectural characteristics of halls in the absence of direct
cultic predecessors in the form of templ&sHowever, thismodd is purely
hypothetical®*

What is important at this stage is the cefation between alignment,
zoning and function: different axes on which lines of buildings were arranged
often comprise functional groups and indicate spatial and functional coherence
within the groups while simultaneously providing a distinction fromasthroups.

The resulting observations also seem to suggest that it is not only
alignment but deliberate lack thereof that can pointtowards a certain funation
in this case cultic. This would complement a possible ceremonial function
observed in settlemets with alignment and indicated by precisely aligned

buildings with axial entrances, discussed in the previous section.

2. Why aligned?

This section explorgthe possible practical and cultural reasons why the
buildings at these sites could have been aligned. The assessment of their
functions above has led to hypotheses on some of the ways functions could have
been reflected in the arrangement of buildingsane line or, equally notably,
deliberately not in line. Below, two other possible explanations of alignment
existing topography anthe influence of Continental planningare assessed in

more detail.

81 Gittos2011, pp. 827.

82 Smenton 1963; also Turner and Fowler 2016, p. 252.

83 Or, alternatively, as Chaney has suggested, édtméstian temple could have shared the appearance
of both hall and churctg Chaney 1970, p. 74.

84 A further discussion of contiguonature of halls and churches follows in chapter 5.
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2.1. Influence of heritage and existing topography

As settlements were rarely founded on completely untouched land; pre
existing cultural features, in particular, structures and foci of worship, need to be
taken into account. The evidencemgnhistoric and Roman periods of occupation,
which preceded the Agio-Saxon phases and left archaeological tradss,
considered below in two sections with the aim of establishing their possible

influence on the alignmentwhich occurred in the Ar§axon period.

Roman heritage

It is notable that only one of these Zdtes¢ Portchester Castleshows
evidence of Roman occupation. Three other sggsheddar, Cowage Farm and
Flixboroughg are built near established Roman settlements but are not related
02 GKSY® / 26RSNEBQ&a 524y A &BriiseeddlodueR A Y
but there is an evident break in continuity between the two. Barry Cunliffe has
suggested that continuity of occupation at Portchester into the-Rdman phase
was largely coincidental, resulting from the nature of its community in the Roman
period. The evidence of domestic activities in Roman Portchester points to the
presence of families rather than justan army unit, probably a communigedf
This might account for the unbroken occupation of the fort after 410.
Archaeologically, therés evidencehere for Griilbenhauser as early as thé 5
century, as well as for the continuous use of a Roman well and a scatter of
domestic debris dating to 40000. Substantial podtuilt structures started to
appear in the 7-8" centuriesand the increasing wealth of the settlement in the
9™ centuryis ndicated by the presence of coifisThe significance of Portchester
as a fort, rather than merely as a settlement, did not become relevant again until
904, when it was recorded as having been purchased by the 8Kifilgus,

Portchester seems to representreturally and gradually evolving settlement,

85 Cunliffe 1976, ii, pp. 36202; for the full report on Roman phase, see Cunliffe 1976, ii.
86 Cunliffe 19786, ii, p. 303.
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which owed the continuity of its occupation to the initial nature of the community
stationed at the fort. There does not seem to have been any readily evident
ideological or cultural value ascribed to the stataf Portchester as a Roman
foundation.

Despite the general absence Bbmanstructures, some sites display a
scatter of Roman materials associated with Arg§kxon deposits (which means
they may have been broughtin from elsewhere); in other cases Roimdsdre
absent. Both at Staunch Meadow and Bloodmoor Hill the excavators suggest a
purely practical explanation for the sporadic presence of Roman finds; nothing
has been found at Cheddar, Faccombe Netherton and Lyminge. At Bloodmoor Hill
the evidence sems to suggest a Roman phase of occupation but then there is a
250year gap, which separates this phase from the earliest Saxon occupation,
with no evidence of continuity. A few sites provide no information regarding the
presence of Roman material, eitheetause of the nature of available excavation
reports, or from lack of research; the unexcavated sites at Atcham and Hatton
Rock are cases in point. Most important, however, is the absence of Roman
structures on all these sites and the absence of other adirevidence of
occupation in the Roman period. Even the sites identified by cropmarks lack any
indication of structures other than those generally accepted as ASgbwon.

Thus, in the present state of our knowledge, it seems reasonable to
assume that apd from Portchester Castle, there was no connection at these
secular sites between the Roman and Ar§kxon phases of occupation and no
Roman structures associated with the Saxon phases of occupation. It is
interesting that while there is a close relatisimip between Angl&baxon
ecclesiastical sites and Roman occupation, there does not seem to be an
analogous relationship between Roman sites and ASg&®on secular

settlements®’

87 See chapters 4 and 5 for further discussion.
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It seems that the end of Roman Britain in ca 410 generally signified the end
of Roman culture on the island. Across England, this has been associated firstly
with a gradual decline of detectable activity in both town and countryside prior
to this date, followed by the abandonment of Roman administration, whether
more or less immeidte or delayed, and a subsequent state of cultural and
political flux, prior to the emergence of the Angiaxon kingdom¥ . There is
evidence for the production of Roméappe coinage and for the regional survival
of some aspects of Roman material cultire & dzOK | & (KS Wv dz2
objects found south of the Thames the small communities mostly in West
Country attempting to invokeomanitasin the 3"-6™ centuries butgenerally for
whatever reason, it would appear that Roman materi@ritage lost its
attraction 8Even if Roman patterns were indirectly imitated, as is possibly the
case with structure E at Yeaverth@t isreminiscent of a section of a theatre or
amphitheatre, there does not seem to have been an active interest in the
appropriation of Roman forms in secular settlemefft§ohn Blair, in particular,
has observed that the number of Roman centres with subsequent ABaton

royal associations is insignificantin comparison with royal sites not associated

88 Esmonde Cleary 2011; Gerrard 2013, esp. pp-Z% Nicholas Higham has suggested a decline
rather than a sudden and dramatic abandonment in tHec&ntury (Higham 2013a, sp. pp.-4@, 51),
which still dos not contradict the idea of the subsequent extinction of Rom&mitish culture. Michael
Hunter and Margaret Deanesly have suggested some survival of Roman culture in the form of an
interest in history and in the ideological claims of the Saxon kingsawhed to be politically equated

with Roman emperors; Hunter 1974, pp. 4@2; Deanesly 1943, and, more recently, Gerrard 2013, p.
195; Yorke 2013. Overall, these interests seem to have concerned a very limited group of people and
seem to have representadore general claims for antiquity and continuity rather than any particular
admiration for Roman culture. Michael Hunter concludes by proposing a composite and somewhat
blurred idea of the past in Angi®axon England, which combined multiple culturaliefices without
specifically defining them as Roman or Germanidunter 1974, pp. 489. Further, Dodie Brooks has
studied the breaks in continuity of occupation between the Roman and ABgkon periods.Brooks

1986.

8 On coinage, see Hunter 1974, 88-0 T 2y (G KS Wvdz2zAdG . N220KQx% aSS 9
on communities attempting to be Roman after the fall of Roman rule, see Fleming 2014.

90 See Hopdraylor 1977, pp. 24244, and Barnwell 2005, pp. 1-480. Wood has expressed doubts

over suchan identification of Structure .Wood 2005, p. 188.
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with Roman foundons® The lack of associations between Roman foundations
and highstatus AngleSaxon settlements seems to indicate that abandoned
Roman sites had limited importance and significarige the postRoman
population, outside ecclesiastical and funerary @xt$ > The fort at Portchester

isanexception®

Prehistoric heritage

In this light, connections between prehistoric landscapes and ABgkon
settlements, which have been established at 11 out of 22 sites, seem more
deliberake. Yeavering, Hattoow2 O71 = 5N} @2y > { LINRdzad 2y
Down and possibly Long Wittenham in particular show active association with
prehistoric monuments.

Yeavering was laid out over an important prehistoric site; its link with the
Iron-Age and Roman®8ritish landscpe has been discusséxy Frodsham and
Bradley®*The stagedike topography of the site itself, a flat plain raised above the
river valley framed by hills to the north and soutembraceghe surrounding
landscape; covered in the material evidence of prskoric activity- into the
structure of the settlemen®®

The site at Drayton/Sutton Courtenay is rich in Neolithic barrows and

enclosures. The Neolithic Drayton cursus is also located in the vicinity; it has

91 Blair 2005, p. 273.

92 For the use of Roman sites for the construction of churches and martyria, see Bell 19981gpfdrl
grants of Roman sites to monastic foundations and the establishmeniratens in villas and forts, see
Blair 2005, pp. 18890; further, a very deliberate selection of a ruined Roman villa as a site for a Saxon
cemetery has been demonstrated at Eccles, Kent (Shaw 1994). Helena Hamerow has observed
O2y G AydzSR W HitinadfiRGniaSWES, whichCharlelver, was not ldivgd or substantial

enough to suggest continued the significance of those sites. Instead,-Saglmn settlements tended to

be established on Romariritish farmland (Hamerow 2012, pp.-18).

93 The quesibn of continuity of occupation at forts is an altogether different one. There is more
SOGARSYOS F2NJ GKS O2y{iAydz2dza dzix€ol@dsR0M.2 NIias SaLISOA
94 Frodsham 2005 (see also other essays in the edited volume); Bradley 1987.

9 For evidence of prehistoric activity, see Hepaylor 1977, Tinniswood and Harding 1991 and Bradley
1987.
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already been observed that the abundance oglpistoric features in the area
does not seem coincidental and could have been taken as contributing to the
status of the early medieval sif€.Some of the structures seem to have a
deliberate spatial association with prehistoric features: thus, a linewdra
through buildings C, D and E roughly bisects one of the ring ditches, as Helena
Hamerow has observet Furthermore, two ring ditches located to the north
seem tolie exactly on the same alignment as buildings A and B.

At Sproustonan earlier, likely pehistoric, structuras in alignmentith a
barrow,presaginghe subsequent, Angi®axon alignmerdt the site The phase
| structure in the southern part of the settlement is built end to a ringditch,
in what looks like a deliberate design. At LoMittenham, as far as can be
deduced from cropmarks, what is probably an Argkxon hall is also axially
aligned on an undated ring ditahpossibly a barrowl'he northernmost hall at
Hatton Rock is situated in close proximity to a «ditgh, although theéwo do not
seem to be aligned in any way. The Lyminge halls are constructed near a Bronze
Age barrow and it could be of significance that the barrow itself, the nrorth
eastern group of the halls and the great south hall are evenly spaced, creating a
spatid rhythm for a unified composition of features in the landscape.

CAylfttezr GKS SINXIe YSRAS@OIE asSadats
north-west of a group of five ringitches and a RomanBritish enclosuré®
Three of the Bronze Age rirtlitches, broadly contemporary and arranged
roughly in a line, could have been barrows. One of them contains a secondary
crouched buriaP® John Blair has particularly emphasised the fact that the

settlement seems to be laid din relation to the enclosuré?’The presence of

barrows, however, does not seem coincidental, especially considering the

9 Brennan and Hamerow 2015, pp. 329, 345.
97 Hamerowet al2007, p. 189.

98 See more on this in chapter 5.

9 Millett and James 1983, p. 159, fig. 11.

100 3ohn Blair, pers. comm.
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location of other sites in proximity to barrowS8tIt should be noted that dine
drawn through the centres of ring ditches 3 andums parallel to the buildings
C14 and B/C15.

Of course making suggestions of specific associations between the axes of
prehistoric features and those of early medieval buildings, as observed on plans
rather than in the landscape where they might not haweeh as discernible,
might seem a little farfetched however,a significant degree of association
between prehistoric features and these sites is unmistakdBlEhere is a strong
possibility that AngleéSaxon and prehistoric features could have been laidrou
relation to each other and deliberately aligned, regardless of whether this was
immediately visible in the landscape. For comparison, it is interesting to look at
Buckland cemetery in Dover, dating to the lat® Bnid-8" centuries The layout
of this cemetery is quite complex, featuring three fre®anding posts, and
appearsto be focussed on a prehistoric barrow, with another possible post at its
centre (Fig. 2.9)The excavator, Vera Evison, has emphasised tiegkan of the
cemetery and the orietation of certain graves seem largely defineddrgcise
alignments of the posts and the barrow. For instance, a line drawn between post
Y and the centre of the barrow is only 3 degrees off true north; the line drawn
between posthole X and the centre dig barrow defines the orientation of some
of the AngleSaxon graves and the division of zones; some of the graves are
deliberately setin one line, such as those on a line between grave 90 and posthole
Z1% Such a degree of attention to laying out a centgtewith a particular
treatment of the barrow as its vital central feature, suggests that the geometry
of planning at Dover might have been not only a convenient planning tool but an
expression of a worldview, wherknear spatial relationships betweera

prehistoric featureand other componentsvere significant. It seems likely that

101 Semple 2013, see appendix 3, pp. 2ZZR.
102 Associations between Angt®axon settlements and prehistoric landscape of course have been
explored beforec Semple 2004, 1998; Williams 199898; Hamerow 2012, pp. 1423.
103 Evison 1987, pp. 15856, 166161, fig. 2.
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other sites of cultic importance discussed in this section display a similar
approach, suggesting that their relationships with prehistoric features may not

be coincidental afteall.

Possible post at centre of barrow.. . |

.

Fig. 2.9Plan of cemetery in Buckland, Dover, with highlighted alignment,
after Evison 1987 (textfig. 2, p. 14).

It should be noted that all the siteassociated with large prehistoric
featuresdiscussed in this section have been datedte period before 700,
except for Hatton RockK*Among the later sites, Faccombe Netherton staogt
as being surrounded by abundant evidence of prehistoric activity. Although
occupation at this site seems to have been established only ca 850, it alss see
to demonstrate a sevent© Sy (G dzNEB LI GGSNYy 2F WL I
alignment suddenly appearing as a strongly expressed feature at a certain point
and contrasting with a previous layout. This is something that is not generally
observed at sites o& later date, perhaps revealintpe influence of earlier

approachesto planningthere.

104 This might be a reason for assigning an earlier date to this site, as proposed in Appendix 3, consistent
both with the planning patterns it follows and with its associatidthvprehistoric landscape.
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Overall, a closassociation between prehistoric features and An§kxon
settlements with alignment can be observed at approximately half of the sites,
contrasting with an almost complete absence of associations with the Roman
landscape. At four of these sitesDrayton, Sprouston, Long Wittenham and
Yeaveringg the axes of alignment of halls were orientated on prehistoric
features so thatalignmentintie AngleSaxon period could be directly explained
by features of the prehistoric landscape. At other sites there are sufficient
connections between Angi8axon sites and prehistoric landscapes to suggest
deliberately created and emphasised relationshipsween them, although
there is notthe evidence to show how individual prehistoric features determined
particularaxes of alignmentWhatever the exact relationships between the
aligned AngleSaxon structures and prehistoric features, the observationsaif th
proximity and association invite to trace the possible connections between them
further and open a new line of enquiry, which is explored in chapter 5. In the
meantime, another possible source of inspiration for alignment in Assgloon

architecture isconsidered.

2.2.Possible influence of Continental architecture?

AngloSaxon settlements did not develop in isolation from their
Continental counterparts. In this context, it is worth considering the Germanic
origins of the migrant Angles, Saxons an@sdw@nd to look to the Continent for
precedents, parallels and influences both for types of construction and for
settlement layouts irthe Anglo-Saxorkingdoms The origins of the AngiSaxon
hall have beenextensively studied and debaté® However no convincing

example of a direct ancestor of the type of Angaxon hall has been discovered

1050n development and origins of halls, see Rahtz 1976a; Addyman 1972; Dixon 1982; Fernie 1983;
HopeTaylor 1977, pp. 21:232; Hamerow 1997; Marshall and Marshall 1991; James, Marshall and
Millett 1984; summarised in Hamerow 203#. 1822. For structural types of Germanic timkeamed
buildings, see Fehring 1991, pp. 15&3; Hamerow 2002, pp. 120. For construction of Angiaxon
buildings, see Blair 2018, pp.-6Y; Gardiner 2012.
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to date. Rather, there are multiple examples of particular features found both in
the native landscape and abroad that could have inspired A8ghon practice.
Instead of looking for the origins of the hall as such, we will examine the layouts
of Continental settlements of comparable status to see if alignment features
there too and could have inspired the layouts of Ar§kxon settlements.

German archaeologyf this period seems for the most part to have come
up with villages and groups of farmsteads, and not royal vills. Although the village
and farming sites show evidence of careful planning, they seem to be without
direct counterparts in England, which makeomparison difficult. The sites that
throw the clearest light on the issues, broadly contemporary and comparable in
status, are perhaps Germanic Herrenhofe and Scandinavian magnate complexes.
Helena Hamerow has drawn a parallel between Germanic Herrerdrid Angle
Saxon royal vills, suggesting their similar status and thus allowing for direct

comparison-®

Germanic territories

First of all, we will examine some examples of planning at early sites in
modern Germany and the Netherlands to compare theyolats with ones in
AngloSaxorterritories.

The regular radial plan of the settlement at Feddersen Wierde was largely
defined by its location on a mound. A Herrenhof was situated to the east of the
main settlement area®’ Although the general plan does siiduildings arranged
in lines, theseare in fact separate enclosed farmsteads. It is possible that their
linear arrangement was the result of efficient planning aiming to make the most
of limited space on the mound. Although the Herrenhof to the east da=ed

and is evidently of a higher status than the nucleus to the west, the buildings

106 Hamerow 2010.
107 For excavations at Fedders®Vierde, see Haarnagel 1979.
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centuries), the structures within the Herenhof appear to be paired side by side,
whereas from phase 4 {®c) the structures are stretched out in a line. Towards
the 5" century, however, the layout becomes more dispersed. These planning
shifts have been attributed to a changing economic environni&hihe
Herenhof buildings are also orientated easést, in line with the predominant
orientation of AngleSaxon halls. The evident attention paid the linear
disposition at Feddersen Wierde cannot be overlooked and must be considered
as a possible antecedt of AngleSaxon axial alignmefig. 2.10) However, it
needs to be noted that the period of the“4™" centurieswhen alignment was
occurring there significantly prdates the earliest examples of the phenomenon

in the British Isles Furthermore, Ban HopeTaylor, while admitting some
common elements, drew attention to differences in the engineering principles
used at Feddersen Wierde and at Yeavering, leagpan the question ofa
relationship between the two site¥° It should be noted thatat the
contemporary Scandinavian site at Skgrbaek Hede there is a very different
approach to planning, with an emphasis on the parallel siting of buildigys
2.11)1

108 Eor further discussion of Herrenhof, see Burmeister and Wende&atkiinemann 2010. It is still
worth noting that there is a stronger emphasis on linearity in the Herenhof area, which invites further
research.

109 Hamerow 2002pp. 77-79.

110HopeTaylor 1977, pp. 21819.

11 See Hatt 1938.
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Fig. 2.10.Plan of structures at Feddersen Wierde in horizon 4, after

Burmeister and Wendowsi8chinemann 2010 (fig. 4, p. 113).

Fig. 2.11Plan of buildings at Skerbaek Hede, after H@jpglor 1977 (fig.

96, p. 215).
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The later, 7-8"-century, Germanic settlements seem to have been
centrally planned wth rows of regularly arranged farmsteads, as at Kirchheim
(7*"-8™ centuries) and Elisenhof {811 centuries, in modernday Germany, and
at Odoorn (8-9" centuries) and Dalen (7-8" centuries), in the Netherlands!?

A similar arrangement has been observed at Vorbasse in Denmésk"(6
centuries).!*At all these sites the emphasis is on the parallel rather than linear
arrangement of buildings.

The 9-12"-century settlement at Gasselte in the Netherlands
demonstraes a similar approach, with buildings within individual enclosures set
side by sidéfig. 2.12) This is alsto beobserved at Wijster (45" centuries) (fig.
2.13)and Kootwijk (8-10" centuries) (fig. 2.14)*

Fig. 2.12Plan ofsettlement at Gasselte, after Fehring 1991 (fig. 68, p. 169).

12 Fehring 1991, pp. 17071; Hamerow 2002, pp. 562, 6668, 9091; for individual sites, see Christlein
1981; Waterbolk 1991; Zimmermann 1991; Hvass 1988.

113 See Hvass 1983.

114 For Wijster, see Haarnagel and Schmidt 1984; for Kootwijk, see Heidinga 1987; for Gasselte, see
Waterbolk and Harsema 1979; summary in Hamerow 2002, pp468875.
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Fig. 2.13Plan of settlement at Wijster, after Hamerow 2002 (fig. 3.14, p.
69).

Fig. 2.14.Plan of settlement at Kootwijk, with emphasised parallel
arrangementin pase 2B, after Hamerow 2002 (fig. 3.16, p. 72).
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The layout of the settlements at Gasselte, Kirchheim and Biel&elker
(before 540 ADJfig. 2.15)along linear features a trackway or a streamis
reminiscent of North EImham and Wicken Bonhunt, laitlalong ditches which
mark out lanes®This suggests the possibility of related planning principles on a
larger scale. Out of the three, however, only the site at Kirchheim is broadly
contemporary with the two sites in Britain. Still, the parallel layofutuildings at
the German sites contrasts with the evident tendency towards axial alignment at

Anglo-Saxon sites such as Wicken Bonhunt.

Do Kﬂ &@\% \WO\@%\M
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Fig. 2.15Plan of settlement at Bielefel8ieker, after Hamerow 2002 (fig.
3.7, p.61).

A more easilgomparable example of an individual farmstead is that at
Dalen (¥-8" centuries) in the Netherland€fig. 2.16) This site is isolated and did
not form part of a group of farmsteads. Itis broadly contemporary with the 7
century AngleSaxon site$!*The two main longhouses are also of a comparable
size ¢ just under 20m in length. However, it is characteristic that here the

longhouses and other structures are arranged side by side, ratherthan in one line.

115 For an overview of the site at BielefieBieker, see Hamerow 2002, pp. 59, 61; foe@ort see Doms
1990; for North EImham and Wicken Bonhunt and their layouts see Reynolds 2003.
116 For summary, see Hamerow 2002, pp-&0 for report see Koat al1989.
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Fig. 2.16Plan ofsettlement at Dalen, after Hamerow 2002 (fig. 3.23, p.
81).

Scandinavian settlements

It has been suggested that Scandinavian magnate complexes were similar
to AngloSaxon elite and royal settlements in their social and political igillesy
could have ben consolidated centres of power, with control over resources,
which emerged during the Migration period, characterised by rivalry and lack of
political stability, similar to the situation in7century England*’We will now
consider whether similaritieig economic and political structures in both regions
could have led to similarities in the planning of hgfiatus settlements.

The site at Lejre in Denmark features a main hall, repeatedly rebuilt on the

same site from the late'Tto the 10" centuries a satellite structure X to the south

117 Hamerow 2002, pp. 91, 167.
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of it and a small building to the north, all parallel to each otfigy. 2.17) The
adlddza 2F [ S2NB a | Nepeérf OSYUuUNB I yR
its social status does seem to parallel thattiog royal centres of ¥-century
Englandt!® What is notable for the present study, however, is a complete

absence of axial alignmentin an otherwise regularly planned settlement.
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Fig. 2.17Plan of buildings at Lejre, after Christensen 1991 §figp. 168).

A similar arrangement of two halls positioned side by side is to be found
at GudmeLundeborg, in Denmark, which has been interpreted as a manorial
residence; a centre of both secular and religious power. These two halls existed
between the3 and the %' centuries!*®Building group 2 at Helgdig. 2.18) in
Sweden, also demonstrates a particular emphasis on the parallel disposition of
buildings, which, notably, also responds tiee topography and follows the

slopel?

118 Christensen 1991, pp. 1834; Niles 2007, p. 89; BI&018, p. 42.
119 Jgrgensen 2011.
120 For a full report, see Holmgvist, Arrhenius and Lundstrom 1961.
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Fig. 2.18Plan of structures at Helgo, after Arrhenius 2013 (fig.2, p. 5).

A possible royal site at Gamla Uppsélg. 2.19) also in Sweden, is
characterised by a striking contrast between the presence of alignment in the
area of burial mounds in zorteand the absence of alignment in the area of the
halls, which are located on separate terraces. The mounds date to'tHa"6
centuries'*! The structures to the north of the mounds were located on the
highest ground, in the most visible area, in th& éentury and remained in
operation until the 8'century. Building A has been interpreted as a hall, whereas
areas B and @ere possibly royal workshop'$?It seems that, following the
general tendency for Scandinavian halls to be builtin dramatic natural locations,

the site at Gudme, like that at Helgd, makes use of the topography, with planning

121 The dating of the mounds has been challenged only recently by Ljungkvist and Frélund (Ljungkvist
and Frélund 2015) and was previously dated to-8680 ADc Lindqvist 1936; Lindqvist 1945.
122 jungkvist and Frolund 2015.
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respecting the existing landscap&For this study, it is ghificant that while the
major mounds are arranged in a straightline, the halls do not repeat this pattern

butinsteadfollow the natural topography.

Fig. 2.19Plan of the site at Gamla Uppsala, after Ljungkvist and Frélund
2015 (fig. 6, p13).

These sites by no meansonstitute an exhaustive list of Continental
parallels for Anglésaxon hall complexebut they do provide an overview of
approachesto planning at sites of comparable status to demonstrate the
differences in general trends.h& direct comparison of site plans has its
limitationsas a methodbecause it focuses largely on layouts and does not take

into account any regional variations and nuances of individual sniesddition,

123 See Harrison 2013.
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the selected sites represent onlylianited sample. Nevertheless, this approach
shows that theoverall tendencies towards alignment in Angdaxon England
contrast with the much less lineaaylouts of Continental higistatus settlements.

A similar observation has beanade by Helena Hamerowthe AngleSaxon
Herrenhofe, as Hamerow calls them, display an unprecedented tendency towards
symmetry and linearity?*

In conclusion, regularity in approaches to planning can be observed both
at AngleSaxon and Germanic sitesd is especially evidentBeddersen Wierde
However,nothing seems to suggest direct links between Argsxon and
Germanic sites. In Germanic settlements, although there is some degree of
emphasis on linearity in planning, the dominant type of layout involved parallel
structures.Connections between AngiSaxon elite centres and Scandinavian
magnate halls, despite correlations in status, seem even less likely. The very
approach to building a hightatus residence, making a statementin architecture
and creating a prominent landmarkeems to differ dramatically in Ang&axon
England and in Scandinavia, where single structures tended to be placed on
mounds and in coastal locations, ensutingt they were visibland alsallowing
themthe opportunity to observé?*The normally shdiives of AngleSaxon high
status settlements also seemto be at variance with the characteristic Continental
practice of renewing buildings on the same spot dhd greater longevity of
settlements!?® Thus, it seems reasonable to look elsewhere forgbarces of

inspiration lying behind Angi8axon alignment?’

124Hamerow 2010, pp. 661.

125 Jane Harrison, pers. comm.; see Harrison 2013; Herschend 1998-4p. 39
126 Hamerow 2002, pp. 82, 160.

127 This is explored further in chapter 5.
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3.Final thoughts

In this chapterhe settlements initially presented in chapter 1 have been
grouped and assessed in accordance with their most prominent features, with
axialalignment as their definitive characteristic. As a result, some of the 22 sites
received more attention than others. It has become evident that alignmentis not
a coherent and uniform phenomenon; the degree of deliberation in displaying
this feature and & significance varies across the sites. Despite variety in
alignment, the general uniformity in approaches to planning in tsius
settlements in the 7 century and the importance accorded to their relationship
with the surrounding landscape are cle@he lowerstatus slightly earlieAnglo
Saxon settlements, such as Bloodmoor Hill €300) and Thirlings (41680), also
demonstrate a degree of linearif#® The slightly later possible monastic sites at
Staunch Meadow (mi@™" ¢ late 9" centuries and Flixborough (- 11"
centuries) also display Bgnment and careful plannindputhere they are not as
dominant as at other, earlier, settlements. Th&-&ntury site at Wicken
Bonhunt shows sequences of aligned buildings which may be the result of
underlying decisions concerning the planning of the settlement as a vgitbke
same situatiorcan beobserved at North EImhan#It should be noted that the
middle Saxon period was also characterised by the emergence of systems of
enclosures, which seem to have become the dominant features in planning and
zoning, having been only marginally used in earlier settlem&Qt$his is
something that is to be found @torth ElImham and Wicken Bonhunt. Raunds,
Portchester and Sulgrave (all pe&20) seem to belongto an established type of
frGS {FE2y SyOft2aS8SR (KS3IyQa YIYy2NE 4¢
plan. Faccombe Netherton (88M70) also belongs with thigroup, although

128 5itill, the layout of these settlements is a lot more refined and deliberate than that of a village.
Hamerow 2012, pp. 67119, for examples.

129 Hamerow 2012, pp. 887; on North ElImham, see Wadiéartins 1980.

130 Reynolds 2003; Hamerow 2012, p. 88.
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there is a curious sudden change to an axially aligned layout in one of its
phases®'Finally, there is very late instance of alignment at Cheddaf{B3"
centurieg); herealignment seems to be coincidental, perhapstesresult ofthe
short-lived coexistence of the West and East halls.

Thus itseems that both pré600 and post700 instances of alignment are
exceptionalThirlinggsthe only possible example of the former. As a result, it is
possible to propose a chronological mod®l the development and significance
of alignment, with a particular focus in thé"Zentury, where there is clear
evidence that itwas employed as a planning tool by those who governéd. 7
century aligned settlements tend to be of high statussome caesroyal They
relate to the landscape, engage with prehistoric features in a more or less direct
way and are the outcomes of an evident decision to create certain spatial
relationships between buildings, expressed in alignment, layout of structures (i.e.
positions of entrances) and grouping. The grouping of the buildings, often
articulated by alignmentwithiolusters has also led to a discussion of functional
zoning, resulting ithe proposathat structures not included, or only marginally
included, ingroups and alignment are likely to represent separate functional
zones related to religion and ritual. During the p@€0 period, there seems to
have been a continued attention paid to planning, as can be seen at Flixborough,
Staunch Meadow and Wicken Blaunt, and a tendency to longer occupatidrhis
may beconsistent with dime ofgreater political and cultural stability than in the
7" century. However, in this period, it is only at Flixborough that there is an
emphatically deliberate expression of alignment, akin to that found in earlier
sites, with the axis maintained over a period of time. In the later Aiszoon
period there appeas to be little consistency in the layout of sites in general,
suggesting a tendency for planning to become more plgmecific. This contrasts

with an evident desire in the early Angiaxon period to impress and to engage

131 This is touched on again in chapter 5.
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with an outside audience. Thiswhat may have led to the adoption of similar
building types and planning approaches across England and to a particularly
active engagement with existing topographies. Alignment at later sites seems to
be a byproduct of generally adopted regular planningthe case of higlstatus
sites usually on a territory confined by an earthwork. It seems that alignment as
a planning tool died outin the late Angfaxon period, being replaced by general
regularity of planning within a limited territorgf individualsites However, an
awareness of its significance and possible meaning may have endured
sporadically, for instance, at the late settlements at Faccombe Netherton and
Flixborought32

One of the questions this chapter (and indeed thesis) has not attempted
to addressis that relating to the identification of specifically Anglian, Saxon or
Jutish influences in architecture and planning. Although such ettuitoral
associations have been proposed for specific sites, especially by-Faoyer,
Smith and Scull, gether with more general observations on the geography of
migration and settlement of these different peoples, the overall picture remains
far from dear.'33

The use of the hall still remains a mysteayd thisin turn limits our
understanding of the spadi organisation of the building itself and its
surroundings. Some light has been shed on this idsuighe very limited nature
of the available evidence remains a major obstacle to research. Much of our
understanding of what happenedinthe hallcom& ¥ W. S2 gdzft FQI |y
/ NI YL KId O2YLJ}I NBR .S2¢dzf TQa | S2NBU ¢

excavated hall$3*Kathryn Hume has further discussed the significance of the use

B2¢KAA &4dzZ33SaGA2Y LISNKI LA 3I2S& | ZHrenakihatlinggRNBE 6 w S ¢
arrangements were a feature of any higtatus site, in his overview of late Angi@xon settlements,

Reynolds 2002, p. 112.

133 HopeTaylor 1977, pp. 213, 223, 246250, 267; Smith 1991, pp. 2888; Scull 1991. On migration

and gegraphy of settlement, see Brugmann 2011; Hedges 2011. See also Yeates 2012 on migration and
ethnic divisions in Britain in the Roman and skdman periods.

134 Cramp 1993b.

191



of the hall, on the evidence of Ang®axon poetry® Stephen Pollington has
attempted to reconstruct a hall in detail on the basis of literary evidence,
although this attempt suffers frona lack of substantive evidence and is not
always entirely convincintf®

The number of buildings clearly conceived astadwithin a settlement
seems to vary from one, as at Cowage Farm, Sutton Courtenay or Faccombe
bSGKSNI2y sz (2 Gg2> a +a | SIFIGSNAy3aAs
GKNBS> Fa d 1dd2y w201 ¢KS ARSYGAT
three is not a straightforward task eitheAt Yeavering and Lyminge, both the
larger and the smaller structures are thoughtto be halls, althoughitis impossible
to tell whether and how they differed functionally and therefore if they formed a
double coe with two parts of equal significance or instead a main halland a less
significant satellite. The possibility of the use of separate halls by different
members of families or genders also remains in question as there is no evidence
with which to even beig such an enquiry.

With these limitations in mind, it hasill been possible to explore some of
the aspects of the planning of AngBaxon settlements and the role of alignment
within them. From this, alignment emerges asphenomenon of particular
significance in the'Tcenturyg a meaningful attribute and an important planning
tool within elite settlements. In the following chapters, alignment at ecclesiastical
sitesis introducedand discussedfollowed by an analysis dhe relationship
between the secular and ecclesiastical expressions of the phenomenon and a

discussion of their possible origins, common significance and mutual impact.

135Hume 1974.
136 pollington 2003, chapter 2.
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Chapter 3: Introduction to ecclesiastical case studies

¢ KS 2NRIAYyBax@X diNOK QP Ay IABY SNI f, | NB
but the earliest Angle€saxon ChristianitypeforeAidan and the influence of the
Irish Church of lonaonsists of three essential strands: (1) the Ror@auarch
that survived the collapse of Roman rule in 410, (2) RoemaneBritishChurch
particularly strong in the westn regions of Britainand (3) the Roma@hurch
AYUNRRdAdzOSR o0& ! dz3dzadAyS 2y t2LJS DNXE:
continually encouragethrough influences from Rome and GAWhile the latter
has a definitive starting poirg 597AD¢ and a recorded historg Gregory and
| dz3dza 0 Ay SQa fHistoriaEdtksiastigaiRe oth& &S ddaisubject
to debate2To what extent did Ronralmperial Christianity survive in the British
Isles and how firmly was it introduced in the first pladé@r example, at
Worcester,Stephen Bassett has observed that the site, in all likelihood, was
already Christian by the time the AngBaxon bishopriwas established in 680.
The existing scholarship on the influence of Irish Christianity does suggest that
there were close connections between Irish and British Christianity prior to the
formal establishment of the poi97 Church in the British IslgSharles Thomas,
for example, has written about intrinsic links between Christian communities in
Ireland, Roman Britain and Gaul in th& éentury, and Fouracre has argued that
both the British and the Irish recognised their common European orfgiss
discussionin turn, is tied to anotheon the degree of Continental influence on

the AngleSaxonChurch. In this respect, the idea that Christian influences on

1 Blair has discussed the structure oéthish Church and its influence on the formation of the Anglo

{FE2Y | KdzZNDK | YR KI & dzNB S RcBIlait 2005/pp.b, 11, #86. NazgyS 2 ¥ { K
Edwards, however, carried on using this term after this datedwards 2009.

2 0n the evilence for Roman church in Britain, see Thomas 1981; Petts 2003, esp. ch.3; Petts 2016;

Dunn 2010, pp. 11:315; on the Roman®ritish church, see Thomas 1981, pp.-386; Fouracre 2009;

on the Augustinian mission and Conversion of Britain, see Meens Y8824 1994; MayHarting 1991;

Yorke 2006; Gameson (ed.) 1999; Stancliffe 1999 (in Gameson), Dunn 2010, ch. 3 and 6.

3 Bassett 1989, pp. 23P48; also see Bassett 1992, pp-28)

4Thomas 1981, pp. 29306; Fouracre 2009, p. 127.



Britain were largely introduced from Gaul and the Mediterranean, as argued by
Frend, hadeen criticised by Sharpe and then suggded by YOS Q& | NH dzY
that the impact of Gaulish practieeasin fact not central at all and that instead
it was the already established Christianity in the British Isles that was the
dominant predecessor of AmgSaxon ChristianityThis is a suggestion rather
than a proven fact, but one thatinforsthe lines of enquiry in this thesis, namely
the hypothesis that ¥-century England, and particularly the appearance of
alignment, were conditioned largely by dar developments rather than by
external influences.

An additional complication to a discussion of ecclesiastical sites is the issue
of their status, which could be monastic, episcopak and this is very debatable
CLI NBOKALf & ¢ KS hgstodorlyised/im theScoldz of thik A O
Anglo-Saxorthurch andsused below, has introduced confusion to our already
limited knowledge of the provision of pastoral care in ARgaxon England. Sarah
C220 KIF& | NHdIdSR (KIFG (0KSHEA B2 NRT YWY AK
WY2yFa0SNRAdDZYQ:X RSLISYRAyAE(GS2NWNO  BNIAWaES |
WY2y Il AGSNEQ VY2RSNY 9y3ftAaK FyR WY2,y
ecclesiastical circles in England. Monasteries emerged widely and were tightly
connected with tle ruling elites. It is, however, difficult to talk about monastic
foundations irthe AngloSaxorkingdomammediatelyfollowing the Conversian
The question still stands though: how did monasteries and other churches
provide pastoral care to anutside lay community?

The degree and shape of parochial provision in the Afglwon Church
KI S 0SSy RA&a0dzaaSR F2NJ I f2y3 GAYS:
0KA&d RA&AOdzZAAA2Y P ¢KS WaAyaidSNI Y2RSE Q
by John Blair, who argued that a network of motiefrurches, or minsters, in

which all resources were concentrated, operatedhia Anglo-Saxorkingdoms®

> Frend 1979; Sharpe 2002, pp-882; Pryce 2009, sp. pp. 1436.
6 Blair 1988; Blair 1992.
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This hypothesis was taken further by Palliser, who argued that surviving
provisions at Beverley Mster and at Ripon are indicative of the original roles of
1KSaS F2dzyRIGAz2ya a WYAYadhsSHE QWXNY dil
KeLR2iKSarAaQsr K2¢gSOSNE ¢4 andfRblldsBMhoOK I f
guestioned the prominence of pastoral canethe AngleSaxorChurch, and also
by Cubitt® Cubitt has suggested that two overlapping structures were responsible
for the provision of pastoral cakgone monastic and the other diocesd@ther
key points of her criticism were the fact that the mddssumed that pastoral
needs were paramount, that it did not acknowledge regional differences and that
it overlooked the crucial role of the bishdpPickles, in the same volume, drew
attention to an intrinsic connection between Ang&axon bishops andonastic
foundations and the necessity for a bishop to establish a network of local
churches with clergy to administer pastoral cat&here does not seem to be any
solid evidence for the shape of pastoral caretire AngloSaxonkingdoms
immediately after597 (hence this debate), but some of the aspects of the sites
RA&AO0OdzaaSR 0St2¢6> Ay LI NI A Odzf I cNdrahek S | N
Canterbury, contribute to the discussion. The Sees generally tended to have their
centre at former Romagettlements, although at this stage, with the exception
of Canterbury, these no longer functioned as urban centfes.

These factors come into consideration further on; however, itis important
to introduce them at the outset, as the background to Christigin AngleSaxon
England is complex, and researching Arggocon church buildings should not be

limited to the plans of sites simply formal termsHowever, the plans of sites, is

" Palliser 1996.
8/ F' YONARIS YR w2ttt a2y mdpdhpT 4SS | f &d2uee@Blait a2y
1995b.
9 Cubitt 1995, p. 113.
0/ dzoAGGHG HnndpE LI odpcd ¢KS SLIAAO2LI GSQa O2yOSNYy ¢
Cambridge and RollasanCambridge and Rollason 1995, pp-3&
11 Pickles 2009, p. 166.
12 |bid., p. 166; Fouracre 2009, p. 129.
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where we have to start to understand the place of alignment in ecctisa
contexts and any degree of systematisation in planning across a range of
ecclesiastical sites. The analysis of material evidenhpéaced intoa broader
contextfurther on. This chapter folloathe model of the first one, introducing
the sites in bronological order and taking note of features and aspects that ought
to be looked at more closely. A detailed and contextualised analysis of the
evidence follovgin chapter 4. The big difference between chapters 1 and 3 lies in
the fact that although a dmnological narrative has been attempted in both
casesfor ecclesiastical sites a clear sequence is more difficult to follow due to
the layering of phases, whidanobscure original schemes. Where secular sites
tended to be abandoned after a period ofejshus sealing off the archaeological
evidence, ecclesiastical sites liven, making the identification of original plans
difficult.

Due to the nature of the available evidence, this chapter includes more
historical referenceand is somewhat less archaeological than chapter 1, since in
many cases the possibility of archaeological investigation is prevented by
subsequent standing structures. However, ecclesiastical sites tend to be recorded
better than secular settlements, thu® some extent compensating for the
limited opportunities for archaeological investigation. The better excavated,
Fylrte@aSR FyR NBO2NRSR aAidSa AyoOandzRS {
churches aflarrow, Glastonbury, Wells and Winchester. Heysh#so has been
excavated and well recorded, although alignment there seems to be of quite a
complex kind, revolving around the positions of spesiatus burials rather than
churches themselves, which otherwise seem to be rather independent. This puts
Heysham in an odd position in relation to other casterdies, butthe complexity
of relationships between various features of the site is definitely worth
O2yaARSNAY3IP . YLIWN2YySET RSEALAGS AdGa f

interpretation, is the only sitedisplaying possible alignment of churches and
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prehistoric features ands reintroduced in a further discussion of relationships
between prehistoric and AngiBaxon ideas of linearity in the final chapter.
Knowledge of some sites, such lasdisfarne, Gloucester, Winchcombe
and Worcester, is still rather speculative and is based largely on hypothetical
reconstructions, interpretation of the landscape, spatial relationships between
later still standing structures, and the-evaluation of hstorical accounts, rather
than on archaeological evidence. As is the case with secular sites, all of these have
been previously discussed in some form but not in detail and neltegather 13
An example is Prittlewell, where the identification of twoialky aligned
structures has been based on very limited archaeological evidence and for the
most part on an analysis of the standing masonry. The evidence for alignmentis
diverse, but even hypothetical reconstructions need to be taken into
considerationif only to berejected
One of the sites described belogvWhithorn ¢ includes alignment of
secular as well as ecclesiastical buildings, but it was considered unreasonable to
split it between the two chapters as it is fundamentally an ecclesiasticalisite a

the aligned halls are directly associated with the monastery.

7M-century group

The first site to be considered, traditionally the place where Continental
w2YlFy [/ KNAaAGAIYAGe 6 a FTANROG | R2LIGSR
Canterbury in the kigdom of Kent. This has attracted extensive scholarship from
as early as thenid-19th century.It was first studied by A.J.B. Hope and St John
Hope, then by Saunders and Jenkififhe most comprehensive publication is
LISNKF LA GKS woy3tAaK | SNMNDksEhS YeAwzhdR S Q

13 See Gittos 2013; Blair 1992, 2005; Rodwell 1984 for earlier discussions.

14 See Hope 1861; St John Hope 1902 and 1915; for later publications see also Potts 1926 and 1934;
Peers and Clapham 1927; Jenkins 1975/6 eretttavations at St Pancras and Saunders 1978.

15 Gem 1997.
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Abbey is perhaps the mosticonic ecclesiastical sitie alignment.

Canterbury/St Augustine’s Abbey

Kent

Site of grave 37 St Peter’s

| St Mary’s @

St Pancras

Fig. 3.1Plan of extramural churches at Canterbury, Sts Peter and Paul and

St Mary with St Pancras, after Gittos 2013 (fig. 13, p. 61).

\'.

\ 0 300
\ | S T ;
. Christ Church and 5t John's ; J_-;
[conjectural) /
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/
.III
/ St Martin's church
5t Augustine’s Abbey churhes
-
/ -- .

Fig. 3.2Schematic plan of extramural churches at Canterbury, Sts Peter
and Paul and St Mawyith St Pancras and St Martin, after Brooks 1984 (fig. 1, p.
18).
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The story of the monastery oftsSPeter and Paul at Canterbury starts
before its foundation with the church of St Martin, just outside the city walls. This
church could have been a preugustinian structure, possibly adopted by the
Christian Kentish Queen Bertha, the wife of King Ethelbertand a daughter of the
Frankish king Charibert, after her marriage and move to England with her chaplain
in the 580s. The age of construction of the orajichurch is debated and different
dates have been proposed from the laté # the beginning of the 7 century.®
The Roman date is currently widely acceptédhe church stands at a distance
from the other structures (fig. 3.2), but is very much atprthe landscape of
early AngleSaxon Christianity in Kent.

Augustine, on his arrival in Britain, was granted land for the abbey
0S06SSy {0 al NI A yEIEe cidicipiSOReter-agdPauliwasS O A
built on this land between 597 and 61flg. 3.2).1° The church of St Mary, lying
iImmediately to the east on the same axis, was constructed by king Eadbald in 620,
odzi £ GSNJ 208 0dzZNER 6KSy 2 dzZf FNAOQA 2 O
churches, uniting them in the ¥lcentury.Some 50m to the easmore or less
on the same axis, the church of St Pancras was built sometime in the first half of
the 7" century, with Roman brick incorporated in its fabfi. 3.1)° As
reconstructed on the basis of archaeological evidence, the churdis Begr and
Paul was a singleave apsed church, flanked by adjoining porticus, three on each
flank and one to the west. The central porticus, north and south, were initially
desigred as burial places for the kings and archbishops of Cantefblihyee

tombs set against the south face of the external wall in the north porticus were

16 Gem 1997, pp. 984; Jenkins 1965; Routledge 1897, p. 16; Taylor and Taylor 1965, i, p. 143. See also
Tatton-Brown 1992.
17 Blockley 2000, p. 128.
8 HE .33, p. 114; Fernie 1983, p. 36.
¥ Gem 199, p 95.
20 Fernie 1983, p. 37.
21 Gittos 2013, pp. 6562.
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discovered by Hope in 191%6.2? The church was built with Roman brick and
featured buttresses at itevest end, a feature later used at Reculver, possibly one
of the signature features of the early Kentish church&he main entrance was
via the west porticus. The altar probably would have stood atthe east end of the
nave, between two arcadesone sepaating the nave from the apse and another
acting as a screen in front of the altar. Gem has proposed that there was a pair of
eastern porticus accessible from the apse, acting as prothesis and diaconicon, as
well as an ambo located further west in the nawe the central axis of the
church?*These features would have paralleled arrangements in churches in the
Eastern Mediterranean in Late Antiquity.
The funerary function of this church is beyond doubt; in accordance with

SRSQ&a | 002 dzy i HirstibKHdps dvelzNdistobeted igt the noria S
porticus, while royal burials were located on the south sitle. addition to the
royal burials, there is a curious grave 37 lying 14m west of the church of Sts Peter
and Pauland in line with its central affig. 3.1) The grave is contemporary with
the church buildings; it contained a possibly shrouded skeleton and three small
stonesc two at each foot and one between the legs, 0.05m above the ankle. A
part of another axial grave has been discovered to th&taaith the skull resting
2y I WLIA f £5Zhé Qavesiverddistinfes Bydater foundations but not
by other burials, which suggests that initially they could have been marked as
special. Otherwise, burials gravitated towards the area of the tgteethe south

west of the church oftS Peter and Padl.

22 St John Hope 1915, pp. 3890; Blockley 2000, pp.443.

23 Fernie 1983, p. 37; Blockley 2000, pp-42

24 Gem 1997, p. 99.

25HE .33, p. 114;ii.3, pp. 1424;ii. 5, p. 150, ii. 7, p. 156; Ge®9¥, pp. 97100; The croswall in
front of the altar could, however, be of a later dag&em 1997, p. 108.

26 Interestingly, this type of burial has been recorded not only in Kent, but also in HartleSaainders
1978, p. 50.

27 Saunders 1978, pp. 484,50.
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The church of St Mary, a simple structure, as far as it can be reconstructed,
with a hypothetical apse, was added subsequently, 12.5m to the east, aligned
gAGK {Ga&a t SGSNI I Witk camplet peeséision. Drilyie fvedd Ky
wall of the church, containing courses of Roman tiles and a doorway, has been
SEOI gl GSRd | 26SOSNE (KA&a KIFa 0883 aso
This church appears also to have been used for-btghus burials*®

The church of St Pancrgsa buttressed singleeselled structure with a
pair of porticus on either side and an articulated apsidal chancel with polygonal
apse, flanked by another pair of portiocgwas located at a further interval to the
east, about 50ndistant, in rough alignmentwith the two earlier structures. The
construction and dedication of this church may have been a part of a programme
to promote the cult of St Pancras, which had been initiated by Pope Honorius |
(625638) in Rome. There appearhave been two main Angiaxon phases of
construction of this church, and it needs to be noted thaitherporticus formed
a part of original constructio® Reused Roman brick and a technique of
construction similar to that oftS Peter and Paul seem have been used in both
phasesWhile $s Peter and Paul and St Mary, in existence by the 620s, do seem
to be spatially associated, the church of St Pancras is separate. Its location and
alignment could have been determined by other factors. The reatumthe
choice of location are not obvioughere is evidence of Romar®ritish
occupation but no contemporary burials either close to or further to the south of
the church Excavationsn 1973 did, however, recover a section of a Roman road
leading westvards to the city?> Rodwell has suggested that the apparent

alignment of the complex of churches was determined by this rdad.

28 Blockley 2000, pp. 52.

29Gem 1997, p. 105.

30 Blockley 2000, p. 65.

31Gem 1997, p. 101; Blockley 2000, pp-6G&®

32 Blockley 2000, pp. 68.

33 Rodwell 2001, p. 115; McClendon 2005, p. 60.
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to it: the church was an extramural establishment segioth as the core of a
monastic community and as a royaherary churck®** This is similar to Frankish
practice, as at Ferrieres, Chelles and SBienis, whichs briefly discused|ater.
Considering the geographical position of Kent and the natuteagle links this
connection is hardly surprisirfgScholarship has tended towards treating Kent
as a territory under strong Frankish influence, very different from the rest of the
AngloSaxon kingdoms. To an extent the argument for the distinctive dtara
of Kent is justified. However, | feel that such a preoccupation with its
distinctiveness has resulted in an undervaluation of the features of Kentish
culture that relate it to other Anglk&Saxon kingdoms. As has already been noted
in chapter 1, Yorkeds observed thatthe origin legend of Kent is consistent with
those of other Anglésaxon kingdoms, indicating their common root and
simultaneous developmenaccording to the same principles of composition. In
addition, Gem admits that the architecturalgnession at Canterbury was not as
distinct in style as contemporary Frankish elite monastic churches. This might
suggest that Frankish influence on Kentish culture in the 668tperiod was
limited.®

Of further importance is the fact that alignment at Canterbuvgs
maintained and developeu the later Saxon period. The church tf Beter and
Paul was extended westwards and in the"ldentury a sembsubterranean
apsidal chapel was builtimmediatdtythe west, its apse facing west. Saunders
has proposed that this chapel may have been a mausoleum of someone of great

significance®’ The presence of graves, identified as royal and clustering around

34 Gem 1997, p. 101.
35 0n Frankish influences on Kent, see Myres 1989, pp1286Campbeltt al1991, p. 44; Fernie 1983,
pp. 4546; Cambridge 1999, pp. 2225; Fouracre 2009, p. 130, and Behr 2000; on trade, see Wickham
2000.
36 Gem 1997, p 101; Kelly 1997, pp-3&
37 Saunders 1978, p. 51.
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the apse of this chapel, in a fashion similar to thasélexham and Gloucester,
supports this proposaf The chapel would appear to complete the existing range
of buildings to provide a western focgsn architectural response to the chapel
of St Mary to the east. Saunders suggests that such a bifocal asitigm is
Carolingianin flavour. However, as we shall see, there is also a local example of a
bifocal arrangement?

The most important feature of this site for the present discussion,
however, is the axial alignment of the structures; not only the entdgdignment
of the church of Sts Peter and Paul with the church of St Mary, but also the
shrouded burial to the west of the church of Sts Peter and Paul, which is arranged
precisely on the axis of the church. A discussion of axial relationships between
buildings and other features follosin the next chapter. For the time being, we
shallreviewother cases of alignment, starting with Rochester, also in Kent, where
a church was established by Augustine early on.

w2 OKS&GSNI FSI GdzNB Res with aligvizn&nybutin imy A NI &
opinion, for the wrong reasonsBlair discussedhe somewhat problematic
alignment of the original church and the Norman tower, whereas in fact there is
evidence of two aligned churches beneath the present cathedral. Thiamse
on the AngleSaxon origins of Rochestes unpublished and stas gone

unnoticed. Itis this unpublished evidence | am presenting Here.

38 Saunders 1978, fig. 6, pp.H2.
39 |bid., p. 51; David Parsons, however, has suggested that bifocal compositions are also associated with
.2YATI OSQA YA §Rakchy/198B,R8MD SNX | y & @
491 thank Jacob Scott, one of the vergers in Rochester Cathedral, for sharing this material with me.
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Rochester

Kent
4
Tower
——_ - Conjectural Anglo-5axon N _,’_,'
[ church . o
[ v
l| Angla-SamnchutchE ] R
found in 1888 4
Hnat . Wall found in 1968

Lo e = -L' =3 Site of Roman building

observed in 1876 and
1888 . Later cathedral

Fig. 3.3.Conjectural plan of Angi®axon churches in Rochester, after

Ward, unpublished.

It is knownthat the first church in Rochester (Hrofescaestir) was
established by St Augustine and was funded and endowed with lands by King
Aethelbert. Paulinus, bishop of York and then Rochester, and Ythamar, bishop of
Rochester, were buried here in the™ 7century, indicating the particular
significance of this church.

It is known that the Norman cathedral at Rochester stands on the site of
one definite AngleSaxon church and two other buildings, whose identification
and dating have been subjects of debfdedecades?

The apsed building discovered underneath the west front of the present

cathedral is very likely the original minster church dedicated to St Andrew and

41 Livett 1889, p. 263, St John Hope 1898, pp-195.
42 See Livett 1889; St John Hope 1898; Radford 1969; Burnham and Wacher 1990; McAleer 1999.
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founded in 604, when Justus was appointed biskfigqp 3.3)*3 This church is
orientatedon a different axis from that of the Norman minster and points slightly
further north-east. This orientation is followed by numerous surrounding
graves* Interestingly, the church lies within the Roman walls but is aligned
neither with the walls nor witithe nearby Roman roads. It was an aisleless
rectangular building with an unusual nawede apse and was considerably
smaller than its successofdt made use of Roman materialtsit its date is likely
postRoman?®

One of the other two buildings undéek the western portion of the south
wall and the other is located under the north transept. If one of them is another
church, it does not seem to have been recorded at all. There 4reeitury
records of churches dedicated to St Mary and St Margaretitbege two are
definitely known to have been located outside the city.

The building underneath the sowthest part of the present cathedral
observed in 1876 and 1888as an eastern apse and, despite the apparent
absence of other structural remains to its east and west, there are remains of
opus signinunfloors both to the east and to the west of the ap&#us signinum
hasalready beemmentionedin chapter 1 in relatio to another Kentish site at
Lyminge, and is also found at DovéGabor Thomas has demonstratibt the
useof opus signinunwas deployed as an expression of Romanitas, and was a
feature of highstatus AngleSaxon sites, including ones outsafkent,such as
Jarrow/Wearmouth’® St John Hope was of the opinion that a Roman origin for
the southwest building at Rochester was unlikely and believed it could have been

7

I {FE2y OKdz2NOKX o6dzAfd €1 GSNI GKFEy {d

43 HE.3, p. 142.

44 Livett 1889, p. 262.

SNaveg A RS | LJASE INB 1y26y Ay DSNXYIyes | dnndtadtcii KS A\
Fehring 1991, p. 82.

46 St John Hope 1898, pp. 222 3; Livett 1889, pp. 26365.

4"Thomas 2018, pp. 27286.

48 |bid., pp. 283284, 294295.
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larger congregtion than the small earlier church. More recently, however, Ward
has argued that a Roman date is more likély.

The remains of a second possible structure were discovered underneath
the north transept in 1968 and interpreted by the excavator, C.A. Raleigh
Radford, as part of the pr€onquest cathedral of cruciform shapfelhe same
foundations were discussed and -isterpreted by Alan Ward! Ward
convincingly interpreted these remains as being-@r@nquest in date, based on
their relationships with other known flodevels, the surrounding masonmgnd
the positions of the Norman pillars which do not relate to these foundations in
any way. Istead, they could have formed the soutwest corner of a second
church, which was located on the same axis as the building to the west (fig. 3.3).
¢CKAEad ¢2dx R I OO2NR 6A0GK aO!f SSNDR&- LINR I
Saxon cathedral in this aréa.

Overall, it seems that out of three pifdorman structures recorded
underneath the present cathedral, two are likely to have been either coexisting
axially aligned structures or successive phases of the ASapon cathedrabt
John Hope proposed that twaf the structures were contemporary; that one was
a monastic church, anithe other fulfilled a parochial rol& The suggestion of a
parochial role, although initially applied to the wrong building (the one
underneath the south wall), couktill holdwhen consideringhe function of the
possible church discovered under the north transept.

John Blaidoesinclude Rochester in his list of aligned church grqugos

for adifferent reasonthatis alignment oflie AngloSaxon church beneath the

49 St John Hope did not provide a solid interpretation of tipeis signinunfloors on either side of the
apse; further, the walls recorded by him were not observed at a subsequent excavgbdohn Hope
1898, pp. 1112, 17; Wad unpublished; see also Burnham and Wacher 1990, p. 80; McAleer 1999, pp.
12-13.
50 Radford 1969.
51 Ward unpublished.
52 |bid.
53 St John Hope 1898, pp. 2P45.
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west front of the present cathedral and of theower built around 1100
immediately to the east of the north transept of the present cathedfal he
original purpos®f the toweris unknown butitis said to have been used as a bell
tower in the 12" century.>® The cicumstances of its construction are rather
unusual. The architectural character of the building points to a date just before
the construction of the Norman cathedral. However, the tower is on a different
axis and, although it is very close to the cathedvalls, was designed as an
independent building. The windows on the nomtrest and southwest faces were
blocked when the cathedral was buiftThe tower is orientated differently from
other structures butthe axis of the old church of St Andrew, if extended, bisects
the tower, meaning that technically they can been asligned which is why it
was considered by Blaiftn addition to the differences in orientationhis
alignment existednly for a dort time, while the old AngloSaxon church was
allowed to stand until the buildingf the new Norman cathedratéachedts sitg
when it was finally demolished Unlike the alignment of the earlier structures at
Rochesterproposed by Wardnot enough eidence is available to draw further
conclusions about the relationships between the tower and the Saxon church.
This instance therefore seems less secure.

Moving further into the ¥ century and to Mercia (which incorporated the
kingdom of the Hwicce), weome to the foundation at Gloucester, where the

documentary evidence provides a specific date, but, unfortunately,

54 Blair 1992, pp. 25255.

55 McAleer suggests the tower is very early p@stnquesaind even 1100 is too late for i.McAleer

1999, p. 24.

56 St John Hope 1898, p. 201; Livett 1889, p. 269; F.H. Fairweather has drawn particular attention to the
oddness of the location of the tower in relation to other buildings and has questioned St JBHIS Q &
AYAGALE AYOGSNILINBGIGAZ2Y 2F GKA&E G26SNI A& GKS WIANE
campanile. Instead, he has proposed the existence of albetcentral tower, putting this other one in
GKS LIaArAldAzy 2cFainiestBer 1929, 4 R OEIThisi propoSdl However, does not

alter the fact that the tower relates to the cathedral in a very unusual way and seems to antedate the
cathedral.

57 Fairweather 1929, pp. 192, 197.
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archaeological data is lacking. Here even the location of the minster church
cannot be established with certainty. The most recent conjecwaee those of

Carolyn Heighway.

Gloucester/St Peter's

Hwicce/Mercia

StMary de Lode

Propose sites of
Old Minster

Fig. 3.4Plan of the site of St Mary de Lode and the proposed sites of St
t SGSNRa Ay Ngicehtdros after Baighviay 2010 (fig. 1, p. 41).

The minster was founded by Osric of the Hwicce in 679, when he received

a grantfrom King Aethelred of Mercia. From then on, the minster was associated
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with and largely supported by the Hwiccian royal dynasty and also received
support from the Mercian kirng®®

Gloucester had been a thriving Roman city up until the@&ntury when it
was probably largelyif not completelyabandoned. It is important to note this,
as opinions on the degrees of abandonmaiffer.>® The question of the
abandonment of Romanl@ucester is part of a much broader debate around the
degree of continuity of occupation at established Roman settlemermist p
410AD. Arange of scenarios has been suggested, but there is no consensus, partly
due to regional variations (for instance, theie a greater tendency towards
O2y UAydziGe Ff2y3 I RNAFyQa glffo FyR
that can be interpreted in a variety of wa$sAt sites like Gloucester and
Rochester, the degree of survival of the Roman urban fabric at the time when
these churches were constructed is unknown. Therefore, the impact of existing
planning on the siting and orientation of these buildings is questitaakhis
issueis addressed mor¢horoughlybelow but for the time being it should be
noted that the minster at Gloucester is likely to have been established in a largely
deserted Roman town: other building programmes in Gloucester were not
related to theformer Roman layout, suggesting that this footprint had been lost.
LY FTRRAGAZ2YS F2ft26Ay3a . SIHGSAaQ | yR . S
of churches and temples, it is worth pointing out that there is no evidence that
RomaneBritish temples wee converted to churches in the Ang&axon period.

This could indicate an ideological decision batildalso have been because the

58 SimsWilliams 1990, p. 124; Finberg 1972, pp-431, 153166.

59 Hurst 1976, pp. 780; Heighway 2006, p. 219; Atkin and Garrod 1989, pp238

Ohy O2ylGAydzZide FE2y3a | ORSKWI YRS Al X (A3 3/Q2 RFA Wa
been one of the commonly accepted attributes of abandonment and decline in theRasian period,

has been reinterpretedOn squatting, see Esmonde Cleary 1989, p. 134. On squatting as a pattern of
occupation in late antiquity, see Lewit 2003; Petts 199% arguments are summarised in Gerrard

2013, p. 165.
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majority of temples were no longer visible by the beginning of Ai8sron
occupation®?

The location of the minster chunoof St Peter itself is debated. Possible
locations include the site of the 7OSy G dzNBE Wt I NX Al YSy G |
Roman wall and a location further soudiast, within the wallgfig. 3.4)%2Despite
0KS dzy OSNI Ay t20FGAdy a2 RNEPa>t BaSRODA
abbey, is known and has been excavated.

The church of St Mary de Lode, built on the site of the Roman baths, is
likelyto preRI 1S GKS F2dzyRIiAz2y 2F {d tS{iSN
might have been given to thminster at the time of its foundation in 679 Steven

aaS0G KIa | NHdAdSR GKIFG {0 al Neau O2d
alternatively, originally itmay originallyhave been a mausoleuM.The first
structure on the site seems to have beanvooden building containing three
graves aligned on a Roman gridvo of the graves were emptied at a later date
and the skull was also removed from the third grave. It is impossible to tell
whether the burials were Christian but the character of theirerment, in a
special separate buildinguggests a particular status and the removal of the
bodies possibly points towards ritual activi§The likely dataange for the
structure and the burials is57" centuries This building was thereplaced with
newer structures multiple times, and the one in existence in thd 10centuries

was definitely referred to as a Christian chuféh.

81 For instance, a Roman shrine to the north of the city does not seem to have had a medieval successor.
SeeHeighway 2010, pp. 40, 42, 44. Yeates made an attempt to relate locations of churches wsétloftho
temples, but with inconclusive resulisreates 2006, p. 830.
62 Heighway 2010, p. 46, fig.1; Bryant and Heighway 2003, p. 171; Heighway 198318p. 12
63 Heighway 2010, p. 43.
64 Bassett 1992, pp. 206; for an alternative opinion, see Heighway 203043.
85 The character of removal of the skull and the state of the vertebrae suggest that the head was
removed after the decomposition of the bodyBryant and Heighway 2003, pp. 112, 1122,
56 Ibid., pp. 117122.
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It is difficult to deerminethe exact character of use of thé"®entury
structure, butit is likely tdhave been a Christian foundation. If it did function as
a mausoleum, which was later incorporated into a church, it would parallel similar
arrangements at Wells and Glastonbury.

The main approach to the site of the minster, whatever its precise location,
g2dzf R KIS 06SSy FTNRY GKS NAROGSNI (2 (K
LINBOAYOG® ¢KAA YAIKG adzZa3asSad I RSIANBS
minster churchof StPetéfL y G KSANJ NBLIEZ NI X GKS SEOI ¢
I YR { GarelikelM® ltade been aligned, and either of the proposed locations
2T {0 tSGSNNa OKdzNOK g2dzZ R ff26 F2NJ
Syot2adzNBE 2F {0 al NeQa O2dz R KI @S RS
associated with StBeS N & I G S3Furthdrmb® Nihas lieknZs&gdested
that the minster could have comprised a group of more than two churches
arranged in a liné®However, this suggestion has been made on the basis of John
.t P ANDA Ke L2 (KSaA dchiurdids ivasltone diNiRe dtefinirgy ¥ |
features of AngleSaxon minsterg the very hypothesis this thesis aims to
question and exploré®Therefore, the possibility should not be taken as a given
but insteadisexplored further in the context of other castudies presented in

this and the following chapter.

The Northumbrian group

Early medieval Northumbria dominates the picture of Angbaxon
monasticism in the ¥ century due to the number of sites both recorded and
preserved. Four of the Northumbrian sitesLindisfarne, Hexham, Jarrow and
Wearmouth- arediscussed below as definitely or possibly featuring alignment.

All four were of particular importance in th& Zentury,LindisfarneyWearmouth

67 Heighway 2010, p. 47.
68 |bid., pp.42-43.
69 Bryant and Heighway 2003, p. 171.
7O Blair 1992, pp. 24@56.
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and Jarrow being prominent monastic foundations with royal endowment and
| SEKFY FYR [AYRA&TI NY S™'Thé soRewhaSonddkey 3 |
site at Heysham, which displays an unusual kind of alignment, isxaladéd in
this group as a'T-century Northumbrian Christian foundation.

The first case to consider is Lindisfage key Christian centria Anglo
SaxorNorthumbria Further research is ongoing on Lindisfarne, investigating the
area to the east of botlthe church and the ruined Priory. Here | am presenting

the current view of the arrangements at this site.

Lindisfarne

Northumbria - .

St Peter’s footing

St Mary’s / Cross base

Cross base

St Peter’s l ‘

Fig. 3.5Conjectural plan of churches at Lindisfarne, after Blair 1991 (fig. 2,
p. 50).

"MHE iv.27 (pp, p. 438 on Lindisfarne)ita S. Wilfridiwebb 1965, pp. 991 (on Hexham}iistoria

Abbatum Webb and Farmer 1998 (on Wearmouth and Jarrow).

72 Current excavations tthe east of the Norman Proiry are directed by David Petts. Some information

2y avYrft FTAYR&a& Aa | -BGdme Piecdffors Pefict of fifstd/ikingdRaid FoddonW. 2 I N
[ A Y RA & TheNGiaBdiafhitpis:#iwiw.theguardian.com/science/2020/felll6/boardgamepiece
first-vikingraid-found-lindisfarearchaeology], accessed "t Hebruary 2020. Other reports are

unpublished. For the recent excavations on the Heugh, see Carlton n/d and 2018 unpublished

(accessible on academia.edu).
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The monastery of Lindisfarne was founded aidal island, a mile away
from the mainland and just across the bay from Bamburgh. It was established in
634 on the initiative of King Oswald by St Aidan summoned from lona. Lindisfarne
was a daughter house of lona, and the link between the two foundaticass
initially very close. Royal connections seem to have been maintained well after
the foundation: King Ceolwulf became a monk there in 737.

A new timber church dedicated to St Peter is recorded on Lindisfarne
a2YSGAYS I FGSNI . A& K2asl*@mA6g7; §iebbdy ©R2Sf 4 S O
[ dZGKOSNI 61 a GNIF YyaFSNNBR (2 {0 tSGSNX
altar.” This building was then succeeded by a stone church, which it has been
presumed was centred on the shrine of St CuthldéA.decisiorto construct the
church above the shrine could have resulted in the slight shift of the axis of the
later abbey southwards, which means that the earlier building could have been
on the same axis as the present church of St Mafhe foundations of an eler
structure found by Peers underneath the north wall of the Romanesque priory
potentially confirm that the axis of the original building would have been situated
slightly further north than the subsequent one. This earlier structure with its short
naveis likely to have been narrower than the subsequent chufch.

The later medieval monastery featured two aligned churches, still standing
todayci KS NBodzAf G {dG tSOISNRa G2 GKS St
became a parish church, to the weégg. 3.5). The church of St Mary, for the most
part,isa 18-OSy G dzNB o6 dzAf RAy3dId 5SANRNB h Qf dz

have suggested an Angaxon date for some of the fabric of the present church,

h Q{ dzf f Aodhlg ¥999, p/ I¥; Swanton 1996, p. 45.
"AHE iii. 25, p. 294.
5 Gem 2015, p. 18¢ita S. Cuthberti. 37, 40, in Webb 1965.
HEiv2% nT hQ{dzZ t AQFY IyR ,2dzy3 mMpppX LIP nonoT 2Yy
see HE iv.230, pp. 442444,
7 Blair 1991, p. 51.
8 Peers 19234, pp. 2578.
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perhaps from the 14 century, suggesting that this church is likely to have been
a replacement of an earligimber church, with an initial foundation in an even
earlier period’® John Blair has added that the character of its construction, and
especially the proportions of the original church, based on the dimensions of the
present one (19.5x5.8m), which areryelose to the dimensions of the nave at
Jarrow (20x5.5m), are notincompatible with an early Northumbrian avid
Petts has also suggested a gfenquest date for the masonry above the chancel
arch8 Furthermore, a geophysical survey in 2012 rdgdaa possible stone
structure to the east of the present abbey, on the same alignment as the other
buildings®The results of a brief excavation in 2016 are not concluSiFarther
excavationsin 2019 are yet to be published.

Bede, excepbn one occa®n discussed below, only mentions one timber
church, dedicated to St Peteelsewherehe refers simplyi2 WS OOt Sa
Lindisfarné®* However, this reference does not provide a sure foundation on
which to build hypotheses about the form of the early mstexy as itis not clear
GKSOIKSNI WGiKS OKdzNOKQ . SRS A& NBETSNNRY
foundation. Either way, there is no direct mention of a church of St Mait
GKS alFyYS GAYSET AG A& (y2¢yandiigintheZA Yyl y
century and was transported to Norham when the monks had to leave irf875.

This could imply that another church was left behind to provide pastoral care for

the village, and that there were two buildings to begin with.i&\discussed in

PhQ{dzZ t AGLY | yR-45®0zy3 mppp I LILIP nn
80 Blair 1991, p. 49.
81 David Pets, pers. comm.
82 petts 2013.
83 Instead, a burial ground and a timber structurpossibly an 8-century workshog; have been found.
- David Petts, pers. comm.
84 See, for example, HE iii.25, 26, p. 308; iv.4, p. 346, iv. 27, p. 430, iv. 28, p. 348.
BhQ{dzZ t ALY YR ,2dzy3 mpppZI LI oy d
86 Blair 1991, p. 47.
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chapter 4, it was stipulated at the Council of Clofesho in 747 that when a
monastery was closedgiestshould be left behind to provide pastoral cdfe.

Considering the itinerant character of ministry in this period, itis not clear
that a churchbuilding had to be maintained for this purpose. However, other
arguments have been put forward for the existence of two churches on
Lindisfarne in the 7 century.

Richard Gem, onthe basis of historical records, dates the church of St Mary
tothe 780s® LT GUKAA Aa O2NNBOG>X {G al NBQa
f 2y 3 | F3GSN {vasfounded showtipaftcr 654. Ktth© $ame time, John
Blair has emphasised the possibility of two early aligned churches at Lindisfarne
and proposed a reconstation plan (fig. 3). Blair points out that Bede states
GKFdG {0 ' ARIFIY 61&d 0dzNASR Ay GKS WINSBI
may imply the existence of multiple church®&urther, Symeon of Durham says
AG gl a {0 ! ARI yeD634 H Gl IDHK Eas malzid to iNorida®,i ¢ S
YR y2i0 CAYIl Y QR Ths @ikazOdadeNtkat tife Fchuhp wae
YAARI 0SRkgNRy3Ate FGONROdzISR (2 ! ARIY
existed?! Still, the reference could be to the foundation atdlisfarne rather than
a specific building, in which case ascribingit to St Aidan is perfectly reasonable.

More confusing is the evidence of minor featurgsvo cross bases and a
well.®2John Blair suggests these are likely to be in their original positions, forming

an alignment which acquired significance prior to the building of the Romanesque

87 On pastoral care, see chaptrp. 293, ft. 12; on the 747 Council of ClofeshotséeS 2 R2 NB Qa
Penitential: Canons ii, vi, 7, 44, in Haddan and Stubbs 186878 and als€ubitt 1995, pp. 99.52;0n
itinerant ministry and its role in provision of pastoral care in Argdoxon England, see Blair 2005, pp.
161-164; Foot 1989. The Life of St Cuthbert (with the exception of his time on Inner Farne) is a good
model of itinerant ministry and pastoral @ato a nonmonastic communityg, Vita S. CuthberfWebb
1965).
88 Gem 1993, p. 33.
89HEii.17, p. 264; Blair 1991, p. 47.
90 Symeonis Monachi Opera OmriraArnold 1885/2012, p. 201.
91 Blair 1991, p. 47.
92 One of the cross bases is show\ppendix 2, Photo 3.
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abbey®The evidence, however, is inconclusive as itis impossible to tell whether
the crosdases are in their original positions and equally, whether the use of the
Sttt O2AYOARSR ¢gAUGK GKS dzaS 27F {4 tSi
hypothetical parallel between the churches of St Peter and St Mary, described in
W5 S | 6 0 IdithecchizécteE on LLividisfarne. He suggested that the two
churches on Lindisfarne coexisted in the Ar§bxon period and formed a
group

Overall, notwithstanding the contradicting arguments, there is nothing to
suggestthat the churches did not coexist d.indisfarne at some stage in the
AngloSaxon perio@nd that they could not have been aligndtiis gausible that
Aidan would have modelled his monastery on the layout of I1&ine possible
double boundary of the monastery on Lindisfarne could be a reflection of Irish
custom and therefore an indication of links with lona, which would indicate
significant Celtic influenc®. The strongly expressed linearitgn Lindisfarne,
howeve, would be unprecedented in a Celtic contaxhere planning of sites is
commonly defined by concentric curvilinear enclosures and fairly unsystematic
disposition of churche¥. This differs from the pattern of AngleSaxon
ecclesiastical foundations, sbalignmentexistedon Lindisfarngthe monastic
layout thereis unlikely to have been inspired by loaane

The next site, Hexham, is also of particular prominence and historical
significance, although, unlike Lindisfarne, it has been excavated andrnises

clearer archaeological picture of it§-¢entury phase.

93 Blair 1991, pp. 4%1.

% Taylor 1974, p.163; Taylor 1978, iii, p. 1021.

BhQ{dzZZ f ALY | YRAQ,MB.®A/I mppp I LILIP oT

9 |bid., p. 42; David Petts has proposed an alternative location of the northern boundary, but
h Q{ dzf f A &34l stilsiandsIR&t$ 2017a.

97 0On the planning of Irish ecclesiastical sites, see Edwards 1990, pp120Bdwards 2009, p. 9;
Silvester and Evans 2009, p. 27; Herity 1983, 1984.
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Hexham

Northumbria

St Andrew’s church

0 20
P 2 —

Fig. 3.6 Plan of the church and chapel at Hexham, after Cambridge and
Williams 1995 (fig. 16, p. 78).

In the 7" and 8" centuries Hexham was a place of particular status and
prominence. The territory of Hexham was the marriage dower of Queen
Etheldreda, which she gave for the construction of a monastery in 674. The first
abbot, and future bishop, Wilfridgupervisedhe construction and brought relics
of St Andrew from Rome to be deposited in the crypt. Acca, who succeeded
Wilfrid in 709, continued to adorn the church with the relics of martyrs and
Apostles and erected numerous altars within the walls of the chi§fch.

Atthe same time, Hexham is a site with documentary evidence for multiple
OKdzZNOKS&a® ! LI NI FNRY {0 ! yRNBEQazI 4K

Hexham and Aelredboth 12"-century sourceg record two more churches in

98 Cambridge and Williams 1995, p. 73; Taylor and Taylor 1965219131298, 304306.
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the group: one dedicated tat Mary and another to St Petéf.The church of St

Mary was round, evoking round Marian churches on the Continent, and has also
been cited in relation to a cemetery, paralleling the possible funerary function of

the Eastern Church at JarrdW.Its locationhas been put to the soutieast of St

l YRNB G QA>X gKAOK O2dz R 0S adzLJll2NISR 6
medieval church dedicated to St Mary in that area, although there is no
archaeological evidence for thi&.On the otherhand { (i a | NEiRd &I 3
a adlyRAYy3 G2 GKS St ad 2%Thefctiurch of R NB &
t SGSNI g1 & alAR (2 KIFI@®S 06SSy WTFdzNI KSNJ
known of its location'®In addition, there is evidence for an apsed chapel to the
eastoF {0 ! yYRNBgQasx t20FGSR 2y (UKS &l Y¢
records butis established archaeologicéfig. 3.6) Bailey has suggested that this
chapel was in fact the church of St PetéThis hypothesis, however, has not
attracted further support.

The site was founded by Wilfrid of Hexham, who is known to have led the
Ww2YFYyAT I GA2YyQ 27F b2 NE'eyrp' RIhé ofiurcd & dzZNIO K
St Andrew was built in 67873- shortly after the council of Whitby in 664. This
might lead one to expect that the architectural character of the building might
have been intentionally Romanizing, celebrating the decision of the coumal. T
crypt, an inherently Roman feature, has been occupying scholars for decades and
has been discussed particularly in the context of Roman ciA/pBespite the
w2YlLy Ftl @d2dz2NJ 2F | SEKIYZ K286SOSNE (K

¥/ YONARIS YR 2AffAlIYa MpppE LI ToT wWhAQ@Q&kedNR 27T
De Sanctis Ecclesiae Raine 1864, i, p. 181.
100 For Continental analogues, see Krautheimer 1942; Gem 1983. For Jarrow, see2Qo&yipp. 354.
101 The remains of the medieval church are stilsitu.
102 Raine 1864, i, pp. 14, 181; Cambridge and Williams 1995, p. 74.
103 Raine 1864, p. 15.
104 Bailey 1976, p. 67.
WShQ{dzt f AGLY YR ,2dzy3 mpppI LI oT ®
106 Bailey 1976; Fernie 1983, p. 61lu@it 1974; Taylor and Taylor 1965, i, pp. 3UL; ii, pp. 51618;
AT Se YR BQ{dzZ f ALY mMdpT D
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proposed by Cambridgand Williams, provides parallels with churches at
Wearmouth and Jarrow?’Excavations to the south and east of the church have
revealed numerous burials and the foundations of chapels but have not provided
any evidence for prenonastic occupation, makiniexham a definite Angio

Saxon foundation?® The apsed chapel to the east, undated, could have first
served as a baptistery and then as a mausoleum, and subsequently could have
been turned into a relicrypt, paralleling the function of the crypt at ReptdHi

This chapel is likely to have had an exceptional status, as it attracted numerous
high-status burials close to its walls. One possibility is that the murdered King
Aelfwold of Northumbria was buried theré® The exact location of another
specialstatusgravec U K & 2F { G ! OOF = 2 A {r@mdiRsR Q &
unknown. Acca is recorded as having been buried immediately to the east of St

l YRNBE G QA OKdAzZNOKI 2dziaA RS> g itHsopeids2 y S
up the intriguing possibilitgf an arrangement like that at Winchester, where the
alAyidQa 3INI @S Aa t20FGSR 2y FEA& 0Sié
I NBF AYYSRAFGSt@ Srad 2F {04 McehRiNBE 5 Qa
foundations, making itimpossible to test tifsoposalt'?Alternatively, there is a

group of six burials discovered to the east of the apsed structure, amongthem a
Y2Y2fAGKAO O2FFAY S | y2 iR Fddever, g RosR I G S
Ll2aaArofte 2yS 2F GKS (g2 |aa20AlF0SR ¢

107 Cambridge and Williams 1995, p. 76.
108 |pid., pp. 6372.
1091bid., p. 79; Taylor and Taylor 1965, i, pp. 30B; Cambridge and Williams 1995, p. 80; Tal8&7;
John Blair has positioned some instances of alignment in England in a Continental context, especially in
relationship to Continental groups of churches with interstitial isolated baptisteries, like Milan, and by
analogy has stressed the possible tismal functions of structures included within church groups in
England¢ Blair 1992, pp. 248.
110 Cambridge and Williams 1995, pp-30.
111 Arnold 1885/2012, p. 3Historia Regurs.a. 740, par.31). John of Hexham in his continuation of the
De Gestis Reguai Symeon of Durham tells about the discovery of the body, in Arnold 1885/2012, pp.
284-332.
112 Cambridge and Williams 1995, p. 69.
113 For description of the coffin, see Cramp 1984, p. 16, pl. 181.
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LINP LI2ZAaSR t20F0A2y 2F {-8I adt NENamY BKazNOy
Curiously, there are no burials recorded inside the apsed chapel itself, but there
is still a possibility that bodies were gherein sarcophagi above ground levél.

The spaial relationship between the church and the apsed chapel is of
iImportance. Although the church itself is difficult to reconstruct, thereis evidence
2T SYGNr yOSa FTNRY (KS Sladz fSIRAYS3
convincingly reconstructedhe south side of the crypt, on the evidence of the
excavations in 1978. Pilgrims or priests would have exited turning southwards
within the passage, then pasdunder a roofing slab and at the point where the
passage is presently blocked they would havead east along the south face of
the wall discovered in 1978, towards the exit which would have led either into a
porticus or out into the open ait'®In the course of the same excavations, it has
been established that the current floor level is the sam& Ay 2 Af ¥ NA
Further, a poshole located just below the presentfloor level, on the line of the
crossing step and the eastest axis of the crypt was discovered. It is thought to
have held a crosshaft placed behind the altar. The altar is k& have stood
above the relics in the crypt, to the west of this crd§S he location of the east
wall of the church is not certain butit is likely to have been somewhere under the
crossing, which would be consistent with the proposed position of ttex and
the walls observed in 1882 and 1893, as proposed by Hotl§es.

Overall, despite the existing evidence of th&-Gentury fabric of the
church, crypt and eastern chapel, reconstructing their uses and the specific
relationships between these spaces mot a straightforward task. A similar

dilemma can be seen at Jarrow where, despite extensive excavations, our

114 Cambridge and Williams 1995, p. 101.
115 |pjd., p. 80.
e | Af Seé | yR B8Xf 14, thdpebboged layput igconsistent with the outline of the crypt
on the first plan.
1171bid., p.155; on situation of the altar, see Taylor 1973.
s L Af S8 YR B 155, fighlgseeAlsotthdyes 1888,
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knowledge of functions and mutual relationships between the two aligned

churches is also limited.

Jarrow

Northumbria

[

East church

St Paul’s (west church)

Fig. 3.7Plan of majobuildings at Jarrow, after Cramp 2005 (fig. 13.3, p.
149, vol.1) and McClendon 2005 (fig. 85, p. 86).

The monastery at Jarrowas founded by Benedict Biscop, a Northumbrian
nobleman, in 682, eight years after both Hexham and Monkwearmouth (see
below), under the continuing patronage of King Ecgfrith. pgitvecipalchurch at
Jarrow was dedicatetd St Pauin 685°To the east of this churdmnd precisely

119 Cramp 2005, i, p. 33.
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aligned with itwas a freestanding structure, currently referred to as tieastern
church.Excavations have revealed that this building was a simple rectangle, with
no adjacent structures, such as a narthex or porticigs 3.7)*?°The foundation

of this churchis likely to be early, as the building technique is very similar to that
used in thevesternchurch, in Building A also at Jarrow and in the western annexe
at Escomb. The dimensions of this building are comparable to those of the
present chancel at Wearmouth (4.7x12.8m internally) and some of the
constructional characteristics are similer those employed in the church at
Escombt?! Altogether, this eastern church can be datedhe 7"-8" centuries

it may have served as either a funerary chapel or a church erected temporarily at
GKS GAYS 27F GKS O%Tewésiiivhirahhas beeiFrebuii  t |
but the evidence for its original appearance survives in earlier drawings and
measurementsnew evidence was obtainetliring excavationsin the 1970s. The
whole structure was of one build and consisted of a 1318ng nave ada 5.5m

long rectangular chancel, with a possible porticus on the north side at the west
end !> There is evidence of a twstoreyed porticus to the west, paralleled at
Wearmouth, and perhaps for two narrow passdde aisles flanking the nave
and runningup to the point where the nave joins the chancel. Such an
arrangement would be similar to that found at Wearmouth and also sind
parallels in Continental churches of a similar d&teThe present tower was
originally built freestanding in the gap betweeihe two churches, but adjacent

to their walls and later united the two buildings into one. The lower storeys of the
tower are of preConquest date, possibly 793 It seems likely that in the initial

layout, it was deemed important to keep a passage bewthe two churches.

120 Cramp 2005, i, p. 151.

1211pjd., i, p. 154.

122 hid., i, pp. 154, 167.

123 |bid., i, pp. 16aL61.

1241bid., i, pp.160-163; for Continental examples, see Dustzhl 1991, pp. 21213.
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This need remained even after the construction of the tower, hence the doors in
its south and north side¥®

A recent GPR survey detected a large void underneatbabk#&ernchurch.
It extends from the chancel steps halfway down thdding (the present chancel
of the unified structure) and has a depth of 2.25m. The stonework in the exterior
of the east wall, partially obscured by buttresses, still suggests the possibility of
openings which could have given access to this space. Tetaehave argued
that the void could have been a relic crypt, not dissimilar to those at Ripon and
Hexham, whereas Rosemary Cramp has suggested it could have been a burial
vault, possibly for Ecgfrith who died in battle and never made it to his intended
resting place'?® Alternatively, the void could have been a subterranean
baptistery, although there are no known analogues in England, or it could even
be a Roman building. This last, however, is also unlikély.

Burials of Anglésaxon date are mostly comatrated to the south of St
t | dzf Q & ¢ betieN®Kchurch and the range of Angbaxon monastic
buildings (A and B) to the southg. 3.7)¢ and seem to play a substantial role in
the layout of the sitetfogetherwith the architecture!?®Building A- the largest
stone structure on the site was located roughly 15m south of the nave of the
church of St Paul and has been interpreted as a refectory with a dormitory above.
In its earliest phase, the building was actangle oriented eastvest and
subdivided by a wall located 8.5m east of the interior face of the west wall. An
annexe was added to the south of the main building at a later stage. The south
wall, located on a slope, was possibly supported by buttresd@s. Auilding
evidently reused Roman stones and roof tiles, and pogsilsb Roman roof
timbers, in its construction. There is evidence of plastering on both the external

and internal faces of the walls. Buildingvas divided into two rooms by a

125 Cramp 2005, i, p. 16568.

126 Turneret al 2013, pp. 1634; Rosemary Cramp, pers. comm.
127 Turneret al 2013, p. 198.

128 | owther 2005; Cramp 2005, i, p. 356.
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partition andcould have been a twastorey structure, as the walls were solid
enough to support an upper flodf? An octagonal column base was found on the
axis of the eastern room. Small carved elements found nearby seem to be from
an ornate polygonal shaft worklewith vine scrolls. The relatively insubstantial
diameter of this shaft (33cm) possibly suggests that it formed part of a piece of
furniture rather than being a constructional element. This, however, is debatable.
Taken together with the fineopus signinm floor and the fragments of
elaborately carved stone found nearby, this shaft indicates a particularly high
status for the eastend of building A. The date of the construction of this building
IS not certain, probably between 683 700; subsequent struwiral changes are
even more difficultto daté°

Building B was located 0.9m to the east of the east wall of Building A,
roughly on the same axis and at the npdint of the line of churches to the north
indicating particular accuracy of planning and atien to geometric
relationships between all buildingBuilding B seems to have been completed in
one phase and possibly featured buttresses similar to those of Building A,
implying a roughly contemporary date. The building was subdivided by internal
walls into the main room and two small cells to the east. The rooms to the east
have been interpreted as a living cell to the south and a small oratory to the north.
To judge from the archaeological finds, the main room could have been used for
a variety of puposes, probably with a dormitory above. A small well in the middle
of the main lower room could have been inserted at a secondary stige.

In their layout, both buildings are reminiscent of earlier and contemporary
secular timber halls, although they azenstructed of different material&®

From a constructional point of view, although the units used for building
RAFFSNIFNRY (KS Wy2NIKSNYy aeaidsSyQzr ol

129 Cramp 2005, i, pp. 189, 19997, 359.
130 |bid., i, pp. 194196, 201.
131 |bid., i, pp. 202207, 3509.
1321bid., i, p. 359; Cramp 19764, p. 239; Cramp 1976b, p.14.
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(5.08m)**3Jarrow employs a modular system based on squaragjmy it similar

to planning principles found elsewhere in the nofftiAlthough McClendon has

I NBdzSR GKI G .SyYySRAOGO . Aa02L)a OKdzNOK
building tradition into stone, no earlier timber structure has been discovered at
Jarow.’®® The certain square east end at Jarrow and the probable one at
Wearmouth, however, do suggest a timber inspiration as lying behind this form.
The plans of churches at Wearmouth and Jarrow are also similar to that of a later
timber church at Whithorit2Although the type of churches at Wearmouth and
Jarrow and their narrow aisles are generally paralleled on the Continent, the
squared east end is harder to firtéf.The squared chancel is a particularly English
pre-Conguest featuré®The nonapsidal formof the east end would appear to
reflectlocal, rather than Continental, building principles, even though ithas been
argued that the foundation of these sites made intentional reference to the glory

of Continental monasterie¥?® Similarly, both at Wearmdh and Jarrow, the
Ww2Yly GNIRAGAZ2YQ A4 SOARSyidte O2Yo0AYy
designs of carved relief$°The fabric and principles of construction seem to be
WAY GKS w2Yly YIYYSNR 6AYy akKlLISR adgzy
WF2NBAIYyySaaQ 2F odzif RAYy 3 H&abddvyhakesdzS a
extensive use of Roman stone, presuotyfrom nearby South Shields; however,

it is notdirectly associated with any Roman structycesspite suspected Roman

133 Hugginet al1982, p. 59.

134 Cramp 2005, i, pp. 207, 212; Bettess 2005, ii, pp-&2%5

135 McClendon 2005, pp. 823; Cramp 2005, i, p. 160.

136 Cramp 2005, i, p. 352; Hill 1997, fig. 4.15.

137 For Continental parallels, see Forsyth 1953, fig.190; Krautheimer 1986;ddavh991, 212hde
Maillé 1971, fig. 190. Exceptions with square east end are found perhaps at SS Felice and Fortunato at
Vicenza; Krautheimer 1986, fig. 138; the church of St Paul at NiveltesMaillé 1971, fig. 3; and some
Gaulish churchesDuvalet al1991, 212 and g.

138 Cramp 2005, i, p. 354.

139 |pid., i, p. 348.

140 McClendon 2005, pp. 823;OCarragin also compares the plan of Building B to Roman examges
Carragin 1994, p. 13, an®Carragin 1999.

141 Cramp 2005, i, p. 352.
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forts nearby!*?It is also likely that the monastic territories at both Wearmouth
and Jarrow were enclosed by a vallum, like monagts ®n the Continent and
in Ireland**® Two carved crosses found in the™20" centuriesmight have
marked the boundaries of the enclosut®¥. However, the rectangular
arrangement at Jarrow and other Angaxon monasteries should be contrasted
with the circular layout of Irish site¥”? In the formality of their layouts, both
Jarrow and Wearmouth display similarities with Gaulish sites, such as Jumiéges
and Hamagé?® Overall, Jarrow seems to be a product of various influences, but
its perhaps most outstading feature without a definite known predecessothis
two axially aligned ranges of buildings that dominate the layout of the monastery.
Jarrow and Monkwearmouth have always been considered sister
foundations, until this assumption was challenged by\Waood, who instead has
suggested that they were founded independently and under different patronage.
Wood argues that Jarrow could have been founded directly by the king, whereas
2 SIENY2dziK ¢g2dzf R KIF @3S 0SSy SadlofAaKkSt
initial grant of land; he believes that their closer relationship developed lafer.
The sites, nevertheless, have a lotin common, and alignmentis one of the shared
features that scholars have proposed. Problematically, however, where at Jarrow
alignmentof the two churches and the buildings to the south of them is tangible
and evident, at Wearmouth the case of alignment is hypothetical and relies

almost entirely on the idea that the two foundations were so similar that

142 Turneret al 2013, pp. 87, 89.

143 Braunfels 1972, iii, p. 255; Louis 2002; Cramp 2005, i, p. 350; Rosemary Cramp suggests the likelihood
of this, although the surrounding areas at both Wearmouth and Jarrow have been developed too
intensely to find any reliable traces ib. ¢ Cramp 2005, i, p. 349. Radford has interpreted a foundation
Y2NIK 2F {0 t | dRadférd 1954, pl 208 figf2fOtrdhcldslires, See: Cramp 2005, i, p.
349; Norman and St Joseph 1969, Hughes and Hamlin 1977 -pp; MacDonald 197, p. 42; Christie
and Hodges 2016. Cramp suggests further Irish conneati@namp 2005, i, p. 359; Cramp 1986,196
198; Cramp 19944, p. 289.

144 Turneret al2013, p. 116.

145 McClendon 2005, p. 83.

146 Cramp 2005, i, pp. 359.

147Wood 2010, p. 100; see al$Vood 2008.
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alignment, being a definite attrilte of one, would inevitably have been found in
the other. In fact, alignment at Wearmouth remains conjectural, projected on the

basis of the known arrangement at Jarrow, which is why in this chapter Jarrow is

considered first despite being founded later.

Wearmouth

Northumbria
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Fig. 3.8Plan of excavations at Wearmouth, after Cramp 2005 (fig. 9.33, p.

109, vol.1)
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Monkwearmouth was also founded by Benedict Biscop on land granted by
King Ecgfrith. The site could previously have been occupied by a monastery
founded by St Hild andlreadyhad a Christian burial grounay the time of
. A a 02 LIQ'® The Baudiciart foyal family was closely involved in the
establishment and subsequent development of the monastery at Wearmouth.
Biscop, aided by Ceolfrid, was in all likelihood inspired by the architecture and

liturgy of Rome, where he had travelled prioithe foundation of the monastery,

148 Cramp 2005, i, p. 29; HE iv.23, p. 406.
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and of Gaul, from where Bede tells us he summoned masons and gl&2igns.
church dedicated to St Peter was founded in 674. It is known that a church
dedicated to St Mary was built between 674 and ca 685 and that Byti7dre
gl a Ftaz I OKILSt RSRAOFGSR ('PAshtd [ |
Jarrow, there are no underlying Roman structures at Wearmouth but there was
a Roman fort nearby. The builders made extensive use of Roman stone for the
construction of thechurch®?
Despite the widely accepted opinion thatMonkwearmouththere wasa
group of aligned churches, there is no definite archaeological evidence to support
this!®2¢ KS NBO2y ailiNXzOUA2Yy 2F GKS LI LYy Al
a I NB Qgnmantfo thefeast was chiefly based on architectural analogies and
2 S N¥2dzikQa Of2aS KAal2NRGPFt O2yySOGA
Knowledge of the original layout of the east end of the main church is very
limited, and investigation of the areasljacent to the church was constrain&d.
Investigations at the east end, however, showed the presence of adtaghs
pre-Conquest grave in the centre of the original chancel (Grave 70/1), which
could have been roughly on axis (fig. 3.9). Although tlyeuais difficult to
reconstruct, itis likely that the eastwall of the chancel ran just east of this grave.
There could have been a porticus to the north, but regardless of the exact plan,
the wall 3111 (see fig. 3.9) would have been an external northeaii.’>®
Unfortunately, beyond this hypothetical reconstruction of the east and of this
church, there is no evidence of a separate structure to the east. While this could

be explored in future excavations, atthe moment this site can only be treated as

M9HE iv.18, p. 388.
150 Cramp 2005, i, pp. 381, 33; Gittos 2013, p. 66tistoria Abbatunin Webb and Farmer 1998, ch.17.
151 Turneret al 2013, pp. 139141, 143.
152 Cramp 2005, i, pp. 490, 55.
153 Gittos 2013, p. 64; Blair 1992, p. 252; Cramp 2005, i, p. 359.
154 Cramp 2005, i, p. 61.
1551bid., i, pp. 6364, fig. 6.8.
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potentially featuring alignment, notwithstanding existing reconstructions and
proposed parallels with Jarro®

To the south of the church, a cemetery and a possible range of buildings
have been recovered (fig. 3.8\ path leading southwards from the chdrc
together withsome of the gravesre likely to predate the monastery. Since the
limits of the monastic enclosure have not been established, itis difficult to define
the spatial relationship between the monastery and the lay settlentent.
Interpretation of the walls uncovered in this area has not been straightforward,
but it is evident that building B could have represented a long, covered and
elaborately decorated gallery, contemporary with the construction of the church
porch. It also served an addital function of separating the burial ground into
two possible different zones to the east and west. Following a series of
alterations, the site seems to have acquired a long building formed by walls 4, VI,
F and Kimeasuring 30.8x73.2m and subdivided into two rooms at the ground
level. It is likely that this building/range of buildings had living quarters at the
upper level. Itthus seems that building B could have functioned as a link between
the church and the ling quarters of the monk&2Further, it is not certain
whether the original wall B carried on further towards wall K to the south and
whether wall K was a boundary or formed the north wall of another builéfhg.
The layout, with or without a building assated with the wall K to the south, is
similar to Jarrown constituting either two parallel buildings dwo parallel
ranges of buildings: those with ecclesiastical functions to the north and those of
a domestic kind to the south.

Finally, a recent geopfsical survey has identified a possible wall in an
unexcavated area, just north of trench 6904. It seems that Wall F/2, having turned

north at its easternmost point (marked in black on the plan) did not continue

156 Cramp 2005, i, p. 362.
157 |pid., i, p. 111.
158 |bid., i, pp. 108113
159 |bid., i, p. 99.
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northwards as wall IX but instead turned lxaan itself and possibly formed the
square eastern end of a building. This arrangement would suggest a possible later
range of long structures in the area north of the buildings described above, similar
to those at Jarrow® Thus, Wearmoth ia site where despite excavations, it is
uncertain whether there was alignment of either churches or subservient
structures. There is nothing to suggest therasmno alignmentyut there is no

archaeological proof either.

Moving further northwest, to the edge of mode-day Lancashire, we find
a site with hints of a rather unusual and complex expression of axial aligrment
Heysham. Although this site is also Northumbrian, it is not as well recorded and
not as well known as the monastic foundations introduced above.
This site includes the church of St Peter situated on the landward side of Heysham
Head, sheltered from the winds, and surrounded by an extensive cemetery, and
the chapel of St Patrick, located to the west of the church atop a rock. The dating

is uncertairbutit is likely to have been established i+8" centuries

160 Turneretal 2013, p. 133.
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Northumbria
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5t Patrick’s chapel

Rock-cut graves 19th-century wall
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Fig. 3.10Plan of the site at Heysham, after Potter and Andrews 1994 (fig.
2, p. 30).

Cross socket
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Fig. 3.11Plan of excavations on the site of the chapel andametery at

Heysham, after Potter and Andrews 1994 (fig. 6, p- 34)
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Documentary evidence for the early settlement at Heysham is very sparse.
Domesday Book does not mention a chutblere but accidental omission is
possiblet®* The earliest reference to a ahchisin a 1094 grant by Roger of Poitou
to the Abbey of Sees in Normant§y! FGSNJ w23ISNQRa 3INI yiax
recorded of Heysham, maybe an indication of its insignificance and perhaps
poverty. Its status as a separate vill also means a lack of information about it
among the records of the church of Lancasf®rHowever,archaeological
evidence sheds more light on the history of this area. Thus, th&18-century
high-quality carved stone finds on the site seem to testify to Heysham having
enjoyed some importance in this peridéf! f § K2dzaK {d t S{SNQ:
largdy rebuilt, it shows definite evidence of AngBaxon fabric, largely in the
west wall, the wall above the chancel arch and the walls above the south nave
arcades. Based on an analysis of the early fabric, the excavators conclude that the
nave of the Angleésaxon church would have had dimensions of 4.7x9.1m. The
main feature of the AngkSaxon church survivimgsituis the now blocked west
doorway. Another doorway survives-ezected in the churchyard. There is also
evidence of a west tower, possibly ofidlo-Saxon date, and a possibility of the
existence of north and south porticd8>The excavators posit a laté" & 9"-
century date for the church, which would overlap with the period between 800
and 950AD proposed by Taylor and Tayfér.

Tothewestofi KS OKdzZNOK Aa {G tlFadNARO]lQa O
the late 7"-early 8" centuries and extended eastwards at a slightly later stage.

The original building was of stone and rendered with plaster both on the inside

and outside. The building nasured 4m in length to 2.4m wide at its eastend and

161 Tuck 1994, p. 54.
162 Round 1899, no. 664, cited in Tuck 1994, p. 54.
163 Roper 18921906, pp. 284305, cited in Tuck 1994, p. 56.
164 Cramp 1994b, pp. 561.
165 potter and Andrews 1994, pp. S2.
166 |bid., p. 52; Taylor and Taylor 1965..i3@5.
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2.2m wide in the west. There probably was a door atthe west end, whereas after
the rebuilding a new doorway was made on the south side. This doorway seems
to have given access to a path leading eastwaatbng the south wall of the
chapel, up a flight of steps adjacentto the same wall and further towards the
west end of the church of St Peter. The proportions of the buildings point towards
an AngleSaxon rather than a Celtic population and culture ay$team?i®’ The
foundations of both buildings are roughly contemporary, and the structures are
not precisely aligned. The relationship between them, even after a site visit, is
difficult to define: the chapelis built at a much higher level than the church, a
the top of the rock, and it has not been possible to locate evidence of a direct
path between the entrances into the church and the chapel, especially since the
possible path could have been interruptedd$9"-century wall (fig. 3.10).

The chapel comins nine burials contemporary with the second phase of
building and has an extensive, possibly walled, graveyard to its south. The great
majority of the burials are orientated eastest, with the heads to the west.

A particularly interesting feature ahe site is a group of six roaut
graves, unique in Britain, located to the west of the chapel, some 7m away.
Graves of this type are found in Spain and Portugal, where they are located on
the sea shore but not associated with architectugtalictures®®The relationship
between the chapel and the graves at Heysham, on the contrary, is pronounced.
The eastwest axis of the chapel, extended further west, divides the group
precisely in halfaligningthe group as a whole with the chapel. Howeyvthe
orientation of the graves is slightly at an angle to the chap¥€rhe graves

possibly predate the chapel and may have served as an early focus of

167 potter and Andrews 1994; However, Leask has suggested that modular proportions of 3:1 are
characteristic of Celtic structures, as they are common in stone and timber architecture in leland.
Leask 1955, pp. 6, 450.

168 | am very grateful to Lilian Diniz for information and references on this. Oroutajraves on the
Continent, see Marti#Viso and Blanc@onzalez 2016; Barroca 202011; Tente 2015.

169 For all of above, see Potter and Andrews 1994,
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veneration!’®The narrow shape of the graves makes them unsuitable for the
deposition of complete boes. These graves are more likely to have contained
disarticulated bones and possibly served as relic depéSi&irthermore, there

Is a pair of burials (39 and 21) lying precisely on the axis of the chapel, almost
iImmediately to the west of iffig. 3.1). These burials are superimposed and their
relationshipwith one anotheiis unknown, but their location, in isolation from the

rest of the cemetery, and perhaps the fact that both bodies were buried on the
same spot, seessignificant. Two more roeckut gaves (E1 and E2), located to
thesouthg Sad 2F GKS OKI LIStz asSSy G2 o6S |
This relationship would have been visible on site if there were graagers.

Overall, the osteological evidence seems to indicate that the aguri
F3320AF0SR gA0GK {4 tFGNAO]lQa OKIF LISt |
INR dzy R £ Ay 1 SRIf the Zssymiptiort tiatitie Miesiobthe rockt
graves and the chapel were foci of veneration is correct, this trend is consistent
with similar situations elsewhere, for instanca Hexham, where highestatus
burials gravitated towards the little apsed buildifg.

In addition, part of a cross shaft was discovered in the seudist corner
of the churchyard, between the church and the chapéThis may date to the
early 9" century.’®If it isin sity such a location would seem to underline the
explicit, although not always exact, linear arrangement of the buildings and focal
features.

Finally, it has to be pointed out that there icansiderable temporal gap
between the M-8"-century date of the firsphase chapel and the earliest

radiocarbondated burials, which date between AD 960 and 1185. The dating of

170 dzQf 201 MdcTI LIP oc
11 Thomas 1971, pp. 137.
172 potter and Andrews 1994, p. 68.
173 Cambridge and Williams 1995, pp-80.
174 Cramp 1994b, pp. 580.
175 1bid., pp. 5960.
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the chapel, therefore, remains an open question and a fuller programme of
radiocarbon dating is requiretf®At the same time, the archaeological evidence,
including the fabric of the church, the rockit graves and the pr€onquest
carved stones, indicatea clear discrepancy between archaeological evidence

and the historical recats, which do not start until 1094.

7"-century sites with later alignment

The following group of five sites were all founded in tieceéntury and
are broadly contemporary with the sites above; however, alignment there has
been identified in late phases, when new axially aligned structures seem to have
been added to the existing™century foundations. It is possible that these
buildings replaced earlier structures, no longer archaeologically visible. However,
in contrast with the sites above, there is no evidence that alignmentwas planned
at the outset.

The first site in this group is Repton, which is unusual for featuring a group
of halls aligned on a nortsouth axis that preceded the church and associated
structures. One of these halls remainiedsituwhen the church was constructed
to the south and the cemetery appeared. About 60m to the west and slightly off

the axis of the church mausoleum was constructed in the same pert6d.

176 potter and Andrews 1994, p, 68.
177Biddle and Kjglby8iddle 2001, pp. 481.

236



Repton

Mercia

Fig. 3.12. Development of the site of the moraygtat Repton; phase A
shows two possible halls'date 7" centuries phase B includes one of the halls,
the first church(the outline is hypotheticalpnd the cemetery, late "8
centuries phases C and D show the subsequent development of the church; after
Biddle and Kjglby8iddle 200Xfig. 4.3 p. 91).

Hrepingas, which could be identified as Repton, is first mentioned in
charter S 6&f 664, granted by Wifhere, king of Mercia, to St Peter's Minster,
Medeshamstedgas belonging to Peterborough Abb¥§The earliest excavated
ecclesiastical buildings aewen later and are mostly noted for their association

with the cult of the royal saint Wystan, buried at Repton in 849.

178 568 in Sawyer 1968 AngloSaxon Charter§http://www.aschart.kcl.ac.uk/charters/s0068.html],
accessed 26 November 2017).
19 Rollason 1981; Thacker 1985; Biddle 1986, p. 16.
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Nothing survives of the original church, but the archaeological evidence,
which includes vessel and window glass, suggests the egestdra church here
in the 7"-8" centuries'®The presenday crypt contains the earliest surviving
architectural fabric on the site and is dated to after 715, on the evidence of a
sceatta buried in the constructiol¥* The church and the crygeem to hae been
built in two separate campaigns and existed separately until the church was
extended eastwards in the 86I0s to incorporate the cryptthat was
subsequently remodelledhe newly formed church was then rebuiltagain in the
13" century 182

The semisubterranean crypt was built in one phase and had a regular
square plan with all four walls identical in design and baveellted windows on
each side’®The uniformity of the walls makes it difficult to locate the entrance,
but Taylor has proposed an entrance from the west, based on the evidence of
slightly differing desigmof string courses®lt is very likely that the crypt was
designed as a burial e@mber or a mausoleum. Martin Biddle has also proposed
a possible baptismal function, based on the discovery of a drain in the eastwall.
From the moment of construction, the crypt attracted numerous external burials,
clustered aroundits walls, especiaflon the east sidé® It seems the crypt
provided a certain devotional focus some time before the burial of St Wystan.
This focus could have been associated with a special grave within its walls.

King Aethelbald was buried at Repton in 757, and it isiptesthat he was
buried in this crypt®”! £ G SNY I G A @St &8 3 pacsORAWAE (2
0dzNASR Ay KAA& 3INIF YyRTI O sRNSoDAidkNtfied &3 Y I

180 Biddle 1986, p. 16.
181 |pid.
182 Taylor 1987, p. 243; Biddle 1986, p. 16.
183 Taylor 1987, pp. 2:212.
1841hid., p. 216.
185 Biddle 1986, pp. 16, 22; Taylor 1987, p. 219.
186 Biddle 1986, p. 16.
187 bid.; AngleSaxon Chronicle, 755, in Swanton 1996, pp5@.6
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this crypt!®8Either way, the crypmayhave had the status of a royal mausateu
from as early as 757 or at leastfrom88% KS RI GS 2F 2 A3t | ¥
emphasises the important role of the axial position of the crypt in relation to the
church asreflectingits royal statusandsubsequentlyfollowing the burial of St
Woystan its ecclesiastical importance’

Possibly in the 830s, the church was extended eastwards. In the same
campaign, the crypt was remodelled to include a new vault supported by four
twisted columns and eight pilasters. Further, access to the crypt changed
sometime after the burial of Wystan in 849: a pair of noktlest and southwest
passages were created to connect it to the extended church. The Viking invasion
in 873 seems to have brought lé&the monastery tcanend 1%

The second casstudy in this group is Winchester in Wessex (Hampshire).
As at Repton, at Winchester an axially aligned structure was added to'the 7
century churchthe buildings were united into one structure, and later the whole

complex was rebuilt.

188 Rollason 1983, pp-®B; Fernie 198, pp. 117118.
189 Biddle 1986, p. 22.
190 bid., pp. 18, 22, fig. 8.
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Fig. 3.13Plan of stages of development of the church at Winchester, after
Biddle 2018 (unnumbered, pp. 483).

There is a tradition that the first Christian king, Kynegils, converted by St
Birinus in 635, destroyed a pagample at Winchester and began the foundation
of the cathedral church®! This is the most likely date for the foundation of the
church, folloved by the establishment of a bishopric at Winchester by King
Cenwaht®2 This church was completed bynégilsin the 640s and dedicated to
Ss Peter and Paul. Both Kynegils @edwahlvere buried before (or under) the

191 willis 1984, pp. .
192 HE ii.7, p. 234.
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high altar, where the body of St Birinus, initially buried in Dorchester, was also
translated!®

The T-century church had a rectangular nave and a major altar at its east
end. Archaeological research has revealed the traces of a ciborium encompassing
the altar. This arrangement of the high altar is similar to that in Reculver,
suggesting a possible link withiKish practice'®Three porticug also a feature
of churches in Kergwere constructed to the north, east and south. Interestingly,
however, according to Rodwell, th@ld Minster was laid out following the
northern system of measuremenqtnorthern foot (0.335m) and northern rod
(5.03m)!%Birthe Kglbye-Biddle believed the unit of measurement to be the
same as the long Roman or Carolingian foot (0.33m) and proposed a very precise
and systematic approach to construction: the porticus weraatly square the
southern and northern ones measuring 16.5x16.5ft and the eastern one 2%x22.
The nave is 33x66ft and is made up of two squares, suggesting that the method
of its laying out was reminiscent of that used for the halls at Yeavering. The
dimensions of the whole church are thus 88x22fe sum of length and width is
the same as that in the Temple of Jerusaletd 01’ Eric Fernie also compares
the layout of the Old Minster with that of St German at Spey&rghtury).1%

The Old Minster mmained at the core of what turned out to be a
developing architectural complex, which continued to evolve up until the
construction of the New Minster nextdoor by Edward the Elder. The tower to the
west of the church was built in the"S8century, in stri¢ alignment with the

church®In 862, St Swithin was buried on the same axis between the tower and

193 Willis 1984, p. 5, quoting John of Exeter .5, b.
194 Fernie 1983, p. 39.
195 Rodwell 1984, p. 16.
196 Measurements are given in feet here, to facilitate comparison with the Temple of Jerusalem below.
197 Kjglbye-Biddle 1986, pp. 200, 26209.
198 Fernie 1983, p. 45.
199 |t should be noted that frestanding towers only started to become fashionable from the middle of
the 11" century, which makes this one very unusuaee Gem 1997, p. 109.
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the church, according to William of Malmesbury, 'in a vile and unworthy place,
where his grave was trampled on by every passenger, and received the dr®pping
FNRY OK@Eg Be@PSvaligtanr RRa GKFG {4 {éAdKdzy
unworthy to be deposited within the church, but that he would not even lie
amongst the other graves that received the rays of the rising sun and the noonday

g I NIVt Kr@ewbstucture connected the church and the tower in the 970s and
incorporated the tomb of the saint. Thus, the stages of development relevant for

the present inquiry lie between the 640s and the end of th& téntury, when

the free-standing aligned structuresere united into one building.

Another similar situatiomccurredat Glastonbury, in modern Somerset,
where a structure was built in the™8century in alignment with a f-century

church.

200 \illiam of Malmesbury, De Gestis Pontificum Anglorum, ch. 75, in Hamiltdh 187
201 Waulfstan,Vita S. Swithuni, 321, trans. Willis 1984, p. 6.
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Fig. 3.14Plan of PreConquest buildings &lastonbury, after Rahtz and
Watts 2003 (fig. 44, p. 93).
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Fig. 3.15Sequence of development of church at Glastonbury, after Rahtz
and Watts 2003 (fig. 55, p. 103).

This site, located in the west part of the kingdom of Wessex, was early
exposed to the Christianising influence of the western missionaries and later to
Augustinian Kent®? The earliest historical evidence for the monastic foundation
of Glastonbury dates from charters of Kings Cenwealh-{@&)1Centwine (676
85) and Ine (68926)2% It appears that the royal interest in Glastonbury
coincided with the consolidation of West Saxon rule in the formerly British Devon,
Somerset and north Wiltshir&?It is possible that the Saxon kings appropriated
the assets of British religious¥oy dzy A 1 A S& Iy R ONBIF G4§SR |
descent from British and Irish antecedenthe creation of such evidence to

legitimise descent and therefore the inheritance of territories and prestige is not

202 Rahtz and Watts 2003, p. 35.
203 Gilchrist and Green 2015, p. 57.
204Kelly 2012, p. 13.
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unique to this site and was widespread acrdssEnglish kingdont8William of
Malmesbury went even further, to describe an early church in Glastonbury,
dedicated to Mary, as initially having been founded in AD 166 or even earlier by
one of the disciples of Christ, and later rebuilt of wattle, codanath wooden

planks and roofed with leat®l 2 6 SOSNE RSALIAGS 2 Aff ALY
medieval associations of Glastonbury with St Patrick and St Bridget,
archaeological research has found no structural evidencedateng the Saxon
churches?®’

A more realistic claim by William of Malmesbury is his association of the
NSodzif RAy3d 2F {0 al NEQa OKdIzZNOK gAGK
constructed ca 625. This church, later referred to as/tteista ecclesiavas held
In great veneration andwsvived until 1184. However, physical evidence for this
church has not been discovered; its locatian largely based on medieval
references and an inscription on a column found in 1921, it is supposed in the
general area of the church. Nothingkeown of its architectural appearanéé®
A hypogeum, originally located at some distance to the east of the probable
location of this church, may have served as a crypt or mausoleum and has
tentatively been dated to the'7-8" century, by analogy with #ahypogeum of
Mellebaudis, near Poitiers; however, it could also be of an earlier e
3.15)2%In the early 8 century, during the reign of King Ina, an apsidal cruciform

church of St Peter and Paul was constructed in the space between the cHurch o

205 Fpot 1991. On origin legends and ethnogenesis, see also Yorke 2082811 ; Frazer 2000;
Hamerowl997 and Oosthuizen 2019, ch. 3.
206 Scott 1981, pp. 667.
207 The same claim is made\fita S. Dunstansee Winterbottom and Lapidge 2013, pp-&D, for
2 Af £ ALY 27T DaAnfiquitta Glakbide Bctlessee the translation in Scott 1981, p. Eor
the of lack of archaeological evidence, see Gilchrist and Green 2015,-pp.&®1 Rahtz and Watts
2003,pp.9apmE dp P al NHI NBi 5SIySateqa SBhusaReesth T2 NI |
and the Roman occupation at Glastonbury, inclgdiemains of the buildings, is not entirely justified.
| 26 SOSNE KSNJ adllGdSYSyid GKIFIG GKS £ S3aSyR 2F Dflaid?z
in fact, is worth considering.see Deanesly 1963, pp.-13.
208 Rahtz and Watts 2003, pp. 9.
299bid., p. 101; Rodwell 2001, p. 78.
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St Mary and the hypogeum to the e&8fWilliam of Malmesbury seems to imply
that this church was located immediately to the east of tlegusta ecclesig'

Early medievalaferences to the building (or rebuilding) of this church describe
features and materials, such as the proportions of the church and floors of what
may have beempus signinumthat may reveal Kentish and perhaps Roman or
Gaulish influence$2During the late 8 century, the two churches were joined
together by an atrium, porticus weradded to the church of Sts Peter and Paul
and the hypogeum was incorporated into the eastern end of the chéfth.
Throughout the § century, Glastonbury may have been awdac siterather than

a monastery, and a subsequent curious shiftin planning)ges consistent with

the change of status from secular to monastic, may be associated with the
appointment of Dunstan as abbot in 948.Further alterations followed under
Dunstan in the 10 century, when the cemetery developed to the wgshd the
church of St John the Baptist, which essentially served as a gatehouse with a
chapel above, was built, probably on axis with the existing structures, thus
maintaining a chaifike complex atthe heart of the monastdfig. 3.14)*°This
churchwéa RSaA3IYySR Wi2 &8N &felencandicatésthat(i f S
the church of St John may have been designed to be perceived visually as an
index, defining a strong line continuing eastwards, through the churches of St
Mary (vetustaecclesiqand St Peter. There is no archaeological evidence for this
early church of St. John the Baptist, but the remains of a church located on the

same site and dating to the late 12entury have been excavatéd.Later, the

210Rodwell 1984, p. 18; Rodwell 2001, p. 115.
211 De Antiquitate Glastonie Eccledig, in Scott 1981.
212 Rahtz and Watts 2003, p. 97. ©pus signinumsee Thomas 2018, pp. 2884, 294295.
213 Rodwell 1984, p. 19; Rahtz and Watts 2003, p. 98.
214 Blair 2018, p. 318; Costen 1992, p. 27. The notion of the secular minster, used by John Blair, is the
subject of a muchlebated system of classification of Aoggaxon religious foundations and forms of
pastoral provisiong see Blair 2005, pp. 34
215 Rahtz and Watts 2003, pp.100, 110.
216 |pid., p. 100Vita S. Dunstarg trans. in Scott 1981.
217 Gilchrist and Green 2015, p. 392, fig. 4.1, p. 81.
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new church of St Mary wasuilt, presumably on the site of theetusta ecclesja
thus obscuring the archaeological evidence for the earlier church, and was
consecrated in 1184. It was designed as a separate building and then connected
to the church of & Peter and Paul by a Gadilé?®

Considering the apparently strong linearity of the overall architectural
composition at Glastonbury, it is interesting that a possibly Roman well to the
southSTad 2F {0 al NBQad OKdzZNOK>X feAy3a 27
included in theoverall arrangement of the compleX? Similarly, a freestanding
pillar found to the north of the church of St Mary does not seem to be spatially
tied into the string of buildings. Rodwell maintains that alignment at Glastonbury
was largely determined by &oman road, the continuations of which have
survived??°This chain of separate but liturgically connected buildings was similar
to contemporary groups in Winchester and Canterbury. Overall, provided the
accepted location of thevetusta ecclesiegs more orless correct, Glastonbury
demonstrates an interesting case of accurate alignment on anwast axis,
evidently respected and still maintained in theéM€entury, when the church of

St John the Baptist was built on this axis.

The nextcase in this group is the origi@athedral at Canterbury in Kent,
GKAOKZ o0& O2ydGNXad ¢AGK ! dz3dzadAySQa !

218 Gilchrist and Green 201p. 65.
219 Rahtz and Watts 2003, p. 107.
220 Rodwell 2001, p. 115.
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Fig. 3.16Detail of reconstructed plan of Angl®axon Canterbury, after
Brooks 1984f(g. 1, pp. 1819).
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Fig. 3.17Conjectural plan of Angi&axon cathedral at Canterbury, after

Brooks 1984 (fig.2, p. 38) and Blockley 1997 (fig. 43, p. 110).
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At the time of the first description of the cathedral complex at Canterbury
by Eadmer, in theearly 12" century, the AngleSaxon provision included two
churcheg{ 0 { I GA2dzNRa&a o/ KNA aid /tégereddvikhia | Yy R
number of monastic bildings, including a cloister with an adjoining dormitory
and refectory?? The main cathedral church, dedicated to Christ, is said to have
been of Roman origin, before it was consecrated (ofcoasecrated) by
Augustine® | 2 6 SOSNE Ay ( Ki®lindtidh IoKeinphasite the SR S ¢
antiquity of AngleSaxon churcheg,Roman date for this chadn should perhaps
be viewed with scepticisnkKevin Blockley suggests the old church was encased
in a new one and extended westwards in tHecntury 223If the original church
was Roman, it almost certainly would have been built on a Roman grid, in line
with the city walls (as we will see was the case at other sites in the next chapter).
If this same church was encased in thH& &ntury, the 9'-century structure
would have maintained this orientation. Instead, the new church was orientated
eastwest, which meansthatif it did encase anything, itwould have been a post
w2YlFys tA1St@ ! dzAdzZaGAYALFYS F2dzyRIGA2)
suggeston of a greater antiquity, which can be explained on ideological grounds,
this church is more likely to date to thé Zentury?2*Blockley himself suggests
thatthe old church at Canterbury is likely to have been similar to otfexentury
churchesatRochester, Lyminge, Minster in Sheppey and Reciéver.

Later, however, strong references to Rome and to Continental architecture
are evident. The new'8century church had two liturgical fogthe main altar of

the Saviour in the chancel and the oratafySt Mary at the west end, possibly

221 SeeVita Sacnti Bregowirim Scholz 1966. On layout, see Taylor 1969, p. 127 and para. 16.
222HE | 33, p. 114.
223Blockley 1997, pp. 95, 100, 111.
2240On Bede and Romanitas, see Gem 2015, pfl.9 Dn Angleésaxon England and Romanitas, see also
Izzi 2010, ch.5; Hilliard 2018; Bell 1998, 2005.
225Blockley 1997.
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with apses at either end, two towers on the north and south sides of the nave,
and ranges of porticus flanking the nave on the north and south stigs
3.17)?% According to Eadmer, a crypt, modelled onthatof $ G SN & A Y
was located underneath the presbytef§/.The very dedication of the cathedral
church to Christ may be a reference to Rome, echoing the dedication of the
Lateran basilica and other episcopal churches in e reconstruction of the
east end, however, can only be conjectural, as it lies unexcavated beneath the
crossing of the present cathedr&P

Axial alignment at this site is evident in th& 8entury, prior to the
rebuilding of the main church. Accordito Eadmer, a Christ Church monk writing
atthe end of the 11 century, the church of St John the Baptist had been built to
G0KS SFrad 2F {0 {I OA2dzNRaAZ | f Y2-8002°F R2F
Nothing is known of the architecture of thisiitdding, but Taylor has suggested it
could have been connected to the cathedral by covered walkWitsvas after
the construction of this church that burials were allowed within the city w&Hs.
Eadmer referred to it as aecclesiawhile theChrist Church cartulary termedit a
basilica?*3Both imply an independent foundation. As the churchis known to have
performed numerous functions, including serving as an archive, being used for

judicial orders and providing space for higtatus burialsjt may well have had

26 f §K2dzZ3K GKS flreé2dzi 2F GKS 2NI G2NEB 27T thgwestal NB |
end are debated, it is likely that it was located on the ground floor and had an apse, as illustrated on the
plan. For the debate, see Brooks 1984, pp. 39, 45; Taylor 1969, who argued for the apsedfigaund

chapel, and Parsons 1969, pp. 18Zem 1970, p. 196; Gilbert 1970, pp. 2D6vho argued for an

upper western gallery with a chapel there. For Continental parallels of mafochl churches (for

SEIFYLX S5 CdzZA RFZT {iG al dNAOS RQ! 3| dalé; PargoRs 882 f 23y S0
Sp. p. 295.

227 Brooks 1984, pp. 442; Taylor 1969, pp. 16808; both refer to Eadmede Reliquiised. Wilmart

1935.

228 McClendon 2005, p. 60.

229Blockley 1997, p. 95.

2303cholz 1966, pp. 1340.

281 Taylor 1969, fig. 2, pp. 1a130.

232 Blockley 1997, p. 95.

233 bid.
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porticus for these subsidiary functions, which would have likened it to other
contemporary Kentish churché&Eadmer also mentions that the church had a
baptismal functior?® Brooks has suggested that Cuthbert could have been
inspiredby Continental models, after his journey to Rome in 740 or 741, and built
his baptismal church in emulatici® At the same time, the funerary function of
this church is important: it is likely to have been built as a new bylade for
the archbishopgp take over from the previous location in the porticus of St Peter
YR {0 tldz Qad ¢KAa O2dz R LINRDBARS |y
cathedral church and in proximity to its alt&y.

Canterbury is also arare case of a site wheretimetions of churches are
recorded. In other cases, we know virtually nothing about the locations of

buildings, let alone the uses of individual churches.

Alignment atWorcesterhas been noticed mainly thanks to Warwick
w2RgStf o w2 R g Gheefred eesearch ynto rellatidsHipS besveehJA
topography and individual church buildings and discussed the impact of Roman
planning on the locations of subsequent churches, and also on the planning of
religious complexes, including axial alignment. Amontstiothings, this article
has drawn attention to the two sites in Worcester, where alignment occurs

between the churches situated virtually next to each otR&r.

234 See Brooks 1984, p. 40; Scholz 1966, pp-4(39.44.
235 Original Latin text in Scholz 1966, pp. 189

236 Brooks 1984, p. 40.

287 pid., p. 51; Taylor 1969, pp. 1134.

238 Rodwell 1984, fig. 5, pp. 10, 11fB.
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Fig. 3.18 Schematic plan of disposition of churches at Worcester, after
Rodwell 1984 (fig. 5, p. 10).
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Fig. 3.19Plan of Worcester, after Baket al 1992 (fig. 2, p. 68).
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Worcester was occupied in the Roman period, although not much is known
about the character of this occupatid?’ The question of continuity beeen the
Roman and suikoman periods of occupation is, unsurprisingly, debated, as itis
for Gloucester and Rochester. The earliest datable phases ofRmsan
settlement belong to the B-8" centuries and the earliest churches are known
to have beendcated within the walled are&°The See was established in ca 680
and was set up for the Hwicce who until then had been subject to the Mercian
See. There is evidence of two separate but adjacent cathedral churchesifi the 7
and 10" centuries whichg SNSX NXB LJ | OSR F FG4SNJ MAyn 0
The locations of these two churches, dedicated to St Mary and St Peter, are
uncertain but they are likely to have been located in close proximity to each
other. The church of St Mary is first mentioned in 966, built by Bishop Oswald, in
addition to St PN & OKdzZNOK $KAOK KFER 06SSy &
520dzYSy iGN SOARSYOS adza3asSada aGaKFG {4
ANRGgAYI O2yIANBILGA2YT GKA&A O2dzxZ R KI @8
the other hand, itis equally likely th&ishop Oswald founded the new church
for the new Benedictine monks he had appointed, as the secular community
NEYI Ay SR P43Rodwéll sugeatshiehardnhes could have been aligned
(fig. 3.805 o0l AaSR 2y odesiriptidf thedet twaluirehgss
WHEY2ad G2y GA3d2dzaQo

Another possible example of alignmentin Worcester, also pointed out by
Rodwell, is less convincing and involves the churches of St Helen, St Alban and St
Margaret(fig. 3.19)?**The original church of St Helen is likelyhave predated

the foundation of the See in 680 and must have had a significant status in the

239 Bakeret al1992, p. 69.

240|bid., p. 72; for a proposal in favour of continuity of occupation, see Bassett 1989, sp. p. 244.
241 Bakeret al1992, p. 73.

242 All documentary evidence in Baketral 1992.

243Rodwell 1984, p. 18; see also Gem 1978, p. 15.

244 Rodwell 1984, p.g; see also Carver 1980.
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region?**The chronicle of Evesham Abbey records a grant given by Aethelwold

of Merciato the abbey churches of St Alban and St Margaretin 721, which means
that both churches also must have been Anglaxon foundation&®*The church

of St Margaretis now lost but Baketral have proposed its location to the west

2F {4 ! f ol yQa weshaligArAeftdotall tfir8e chuytheS. Wailé St

| St SYQaNIAKaS NI S tTedz {d !'folyQa |yR {i
.1 SNRa LINRLRZalfs @& NAIKG ySEG G2 S

A further instance of alignment noted by Rodwell at Worcester concerns
the churches of St Swithun and All Sai#ttS.hey are clearly located on the same
axis, but set at a significant distance from each other, with a river and bridge in
between, andare not considered here, as such distant alignment has been
excluded in the limitations to this study.

These five sites Repton, Winchester, Glastonbury, Canterbury and
Worcester, are roughly contemporary and form a group in which alignment was
a later addition At Repton, the 8-century crypt was added to a possibN-7
century church, before the whole complex was retunl Winchester, the tower
was builtin line with the 7-century church in the'8century, also before a major
rebuilding; at Glastonbury, the church of Sts Peter and Paul was also added in the
8" century to the likely P-centuryvetusta ecclesiaal® followed by a major
rebuilding; at Canterbury, the likely"fentury foundation was added to in the
8" century before being rebuiltithe 9" century; finally, at Worcester, while the
F3S 2F {4 'fo6lyQa FyR {0 almBrlwiSsnQa
existence inthe lateMOSYy G dzNBE X A GK {0 ali"'né@r, 0 SA
020K &adzwaSlidsSyate NBLEFIOSR o0& 2yS OF(

argument, each of the four sites at which alignment appeared at a later stage

245Baker 1980, p. 34; Basset 1989, pp. 256.
246 Bakeret al1992, p. 72, citing the chronicle translated by Macray 1863.
247 Baker et al 1992; on arrangements and dates of the churches, see also Bassett 1989,2%5.232
248 Rodwell1984, p. 17.
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include a 7-century original foundation; at each, alignments existed for a limited

period of time until the rebuilding of the whole complex into one church.

Post700 sites

A topographical approach, A YA £ I NJ { 2ona énRierStake,Qas 0 dz
been takenby Stephen Bassett at Winchcombe, where the proposal for two
aligned churches has been made largely on the evidence of the orientation of a
NEFR FYR GKS NBO2NRa 27F YdzZ GALIX S OKdzN

this site is hypothetical butefinitely worth considering.

Winchcombe

Mercia

St Mary and Kenelm

Fig. 3.20Plan of churches at Winchcombe, after Bassett 1985 (fig. 2, p.
86).
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Winchcombe in Gloucestershiveasrecorded as a royal Mercian centre,
and the earliest written evidence of the abbey church dates to the time of a
charter of King Coenwulf of Mercia (between 796 and §2%).

The church, it has been argued, could have existed even earlier,
constructed in he reign of Off&>°By the early 9 ¢, the church at Winchcombe
definitely had royal burials associated witlg iat least those of Coenwulf and his
son Cynhelm, whose veneration soon grew into a cult, like those formed around
a royal burial at Reptof?! The excavated remains of the abbey church seem to
mirror the alignment of the existing High Streéetthe south of the churc#®The
parish church of St Peter, immediately west of the abbey church, was there at
least as early as the mith™ century. Thepresently standing 1'%-century church
Is aligned on a later road, which originally would have been a straight
continuation of the High Stre¢tig. 3.20) This has led Stephen Bassett to suggest
that the earlier church could have been aligned on the aatjiine of this road,
which would mean that the original church of St Peter would have been axially
aligned with the abbey church of St Mary and Kenelm. Bassett proposed that the
church of St Peter either had an early Anr§laxon foundation date or was
founded by Oswald in the second half of thé"I&ntury 253

In addition to these two churches, there is d&"€entury record of a chapel
2F {40 tlIyONla aaz20AFGSR gAGK {4 tSi
f 20 SR (2 (KgoStG&AB8SETF{ it $EE8MBVal yR
the same axig and could have been the original burial place of Cyniétm.

Another possible location of this chapel is indicated by a small mound in the

249 The charter is not complete but the text that is preserved makes it possible to reconstruct the
building it refers to as a churchBassett 1985, p. 82.

250 evison 1946, pp. 25, 231

251 Bassett 1985, p. 85; see aBassio of Cynhelimn Hamilton 1870, p. 294.

252 Bassett 1985, p. 86.

253 |pid., pp. 8789.

254|bid., pp. 8990.
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churchyard, which, however, would be off the axis of th@abeé |y R { G t
church, if those two were alignet®
Overall, alignment at Winchcombe is hypothetical, but perhaps no more
KeLRUKSUGAOFE GKFY GKFG G [AYRAATFIE NYS
makes it worth considering and puts Winchcombe in mparable context with
other sites with alignment, especiallyin the light of its royal patronage and royal
Al AYyGaQ OdzZ G gKAOK LISNIIFAY (2 20KSNJ
By contrast, the following siieWhithorn, in the kingdom of Northumbria
founded in 731¢ is excavated and well recorded. While we do rely on the
SEOIF @F G2NRa AYUiSNILINBGFGA2YS GKS LIKe&4&7
solid case of axial alignment. The Ar§laxon incarnation of the monastery at
Whithorn was constructedh one campaign, launched for a very specific cause,

and was never rebuilt on a major scale.

255 Bassett 1985, p. 91.
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Fig. 3.21. Plan of po3131 stage of development at Whithorn, after Hill
1997. (fig. 2.9, p. 41)
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Fig. 3.22. Stages of development of the aoé#he oratories/church and
halls, after Hill 1997. (fig. 4.1., p. 135)
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Fig. 3.23. Plan of aligned posts and stones, after Hill 1997. (fig. 3.31, p. 110)

Whithorn is a complex site displaying various instances of alignment.
Meticulous excavation has recovered the alignment of small features, as well as
buildingswhichseemmore(l K I 'y LJIzZNBf & Fdzy QliA2y | f & ¢ |
detailed information wehave on the phases of development of this site
demonstrates that alignment was associated with one specific period and is not
found earlier or later. This settlement provides plenty of tangible evidence for
alignment and merits a detailed consideration €Ttiscussion stastin the 3"
century, before alignmentfirstappeared.

Themonasteryat Whithorn was probably established in the late-Barly
6™ century. There is no evidence of previous Roman occupation. The first phase
of the developmentof the establishment¢ from ca 550 to ca 73@ was
characterised by a double annular layout, with an inner, arguably consecrated,
precinct and an outer, residential, zone. The settlement was laid out generally

following Irish practice. A stone church together witletomb of the founder (St
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Nynia) located to its west and on the same axis were in existence at the beginning
of the 8" century?*¢Irish monastic sites display a consistent pattern of spatial
I NN y3ISYSyid 2F O2yaSONY GSR 3INRdzyR&a:X
located to the east of a large open area (platea or plateola), reserved for the
presentation of gifts or public addres#/hithorn follows this principle and,
additionally, includes a cemetery to the south of the open af®¥aThe
outstanding features of the inner precinct were tldevelopinggraveyard and
0 KNBES & dzOO S Alkhgse shHrek wele OiScicapb desigith an
inner element and an outer boundary and were closely related to the graveyard
next to them. Althe shrines appear to be of a particular type, possibly deriving
from Continental prototypeg>®

During the first period of development, a curious cagealignment of
small features occurs on the site of the cemetery. This alignment probably
originated in phase 1/4 around ca 70@ and not earlier and is unlikely to have
been accidental or functional. Instead, it may have been designed to mark a
symbolc boundary between the shrines and graveyard to the north and the
unused ground to the soutff® The line, from west to east, comprises an
unexcavated socket, four sockets associated with Grave 72, which also lies on this
axis, a rectangular stone slabsab-rectilinear cavity of an unestablished nature
cutting into a later grave, two more sockets perhaps for timbers, and finally a
socket containing a slim stone and marking the east boundary of an earlier shrine

(fig. 3.23) It is important to note that tis alignment survived the radical

256 Hill 1997, pp. 30, 389.
257 |bid., pp. 34, 35; Herity 1984.
258 Hill 1997, pp. 334.
289 There are no close parallels to this site, although Arfryn, Bodedern, Anglesey (see White 1972) and
Catstane, Midlothian (see Cowie 1978; Rutherford and Ritchie 1974) have some similar features. These
sites all display Continentaifluenceg Hill 1997, p. 34. The type of shrine could, however, be lgsak
Thomas 1971, pp. 587.
260Hill 1997, p. 112.
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transformation of the site ina& 730 and was joined by a parallel row of aligned
postholesin the following period*

This period coincided with the beginning of Northumbrian dominatfén.
Bede records that a Northumbmebishopric was established at Whithorn by 731,
attesting to Northumbrian expansion into Galloway and to the political
aspirations of the Northumbrian churé®®Archaeological evidence suggests that
the Northumbrians may have gained control over Whithaswards the end of
the 7" century.?%* A radical modification and reconstruction of the minster only
began in ca 730 and continued until the 760s or 77%Among other alterations,
a sequence of three aligned buildingsvo timber oratories and a stortounded
burial enclosure at the nortieast end of the range were built over the site of
the shrines and the cemetery and were enclosed by a low stoneTvedlaxes of
the oratories followed the sockdine of an earlier shrineA range of aligned
stones and posts, described above, was preserved during the earliest stage of
development and was superseded by a terrace, which had its south edge lying on
the same axis, in the later8century?%¢To the south of this terrace, there was a
range of axiallyaligned timber buildings with loaldearing walls®’ A row of large
aligned posts lay immediately to the north of the halls and may have served as
structural braces supporting halls 6 and fig( 3.22) and among them were the

two posts at the head and foot of the earlier grave 1 positioned on the same

261 Hill 1997, pp. 110, 112, figs. 3.30, 3.31.
262 pid., p. 18.
263HE v.23.
264Hill 1997, pp. 17, 37. Architecturally, this was exprdsae new type of typically Northumbrian
building with opposed timbeframed doorways, introduced at Whithorn in the laté @r early 8"
century. Considering the distribution of roundhouses, which prevailed in Ireland at this time, this points
to the arival of Anglian monks or clerics sometime before the establishment of the bishopric in ca 730
and a continuing Northumbrian cultural influene&lill 1997, pp. 37, 44, 138 fig. 4.3; James, Marshall
and Millett 1984.
265Hill 1997, pp. 40, 134.
266 |bid.,p. 103, figs. 3.29, 4.1, 4.5.
267 Evidence is available from halls 6a and 7, which belong to the first phase, and this feature is
important for further discussiorg Hill 1997, p. 176.
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alignment?®The unoccupied area between the enclosure and the halls produced
a large number of 8 and 9"-century coins, suggesting wealthy occupants or
visitors and therefore the high status of this part of minster. The halls have been
interpreted as a range of guest quarters for pilgrifiDespite their evidently
Northumbrian palatial style, John Blair has ermaplsed their distinctness from
royal timber halls as the buildings at Whithorn are smaller and more regularly
arranged?’°Either way, itis telling that this evidentinstance of alignment occurs
in an area of higtstatus residence. It is also importamt hote that the most
obvious and strongly expressed instance of alignment occurred at the first stage
of Northumbrian occupation.

Around 800, the two oratories were united into a timber church, while the
stone burial enclosure was rebuilt into a clasalled burial chapel, facing the
inner precinct and probably acting as a gateway into it. The two retained the same
axial alignment. The ranges of halls and small buildings were rebuilt later in the
8" centuryand seem to have fallen out of use in the middle of tHec@ntury?”*

The new church, although Northumbrian in type (with two opposed
doorways), was built of timber, whereas in this period, Northumbrian churches
were already largely built of storé?The church was a long rectangular building,
with a rectangular east end, and a screen separating the chancel from the nave.

Notably, the church also respected the position of the earlier shrine on this site

268 Hill 1997, pp. 135, 16506, 174176, fig. 3.29. Grave 1 belongs to pkd .5 cemeterg sometime
after ca 700; and is a coffined burial with two large palsbles at either end of it, which were
associated with a structure, which may have been a graveyard monument. Grave 72, belongingto a
slightly earlier phase, also feaes four posts cut into it, perhaps serving as grave and boundary
markers. The eastern post seems to have remained in place until th&fddntury. Interestingly,
considering the generally accurate eastst alignment of graves on the site, these two weriented
differently.

269Hill 1997, pp. 442, 46.

210BJair 1992, p. 262; James, Marshall and Millett 1984.

211 Hill 1997, pp. 4243.

272 0n the ubiquitous character of building andyailding of Northumbrian churches in stone from the
7" century onwards, seTurner and Fowler 2016, pp. 2283.
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(see fig. R2), suggesting awareness of the Barritual focus?’*The altar seems

to have been located at the east end of the nave and would have been near the
focal monument in the preceding eastern oratér§The church was flanked by
rows of vertical posts, which are not found elsewhere but haserbinterpreted

as arcades supporting extended raftérs.

The burial chapel also seems to have embraced contrasting building
traditions: while its claywalled construction was common in humble vernacular
buildings in Galloway, it also featured windowgoloured glass and it contained
five burials possiblyof high status. The chapel is likely to have served as a
temporary mortuary for lay members of the communffyJohn Blair described
the chapel as a mausoleum, likening the arrangement of the churchtliam
OKIF LISt (2 wSLW2ys 2Sffax Dfl adz2yodNE
however, maintains that the Whithorn chapel had a more dynamic funation
serving as a mortuary and a gatewaynd belongs to a different type of building,
especially in theight of its unusual constructioft.

Overall, Whithorn shows a wealth of archaeological evidence for a special
interestin alignment. The alignment of the main church with the tomb of St Nynia
can probably be categorised as a case of a completely diffaranire, a
reflection of an Irish custom. However, the fusériod alignment of stones,
graves and timbers marking the boundary of the cemetery and perhaps
consecrated land containing shrines, the Northumbrian architectural alignment

of oratories, followe by the church and the chapel, and the series of halls, is

273 Hjll 1997, pp. 4445, 148.
274|bid., pp. 45, 103. The position of the altar is similar to that in other early English churciees.
Parsons 1986, pp. 16A The focal stone seems to have been included in the s@egarating the nave
and the chancel. The altar was subsequently moved further east, closer to the stone. The chancel was
extended at the same time, possibly due to constructive problems associated with earlier structures on
the site.¢ Hill 1997, pp. 148.53.
275 Hill 1997, pp. 45, 149, fig. 4.12.
276 For reasoning see Hill 1997, pp. 45, 169; for the Irish rules of burying in consecrated grounds, see
Hill1997,pp.3 n T hQ. NASY M@phPHI LIP mMop @
277 Blair 1992, pp. 262, 252; Hill 1997, p. 45.

263



particularly strong. Although occupation of the site continued after a major fire
in the middle of 9 century, this alignment was never restored and therefore
would seem to be confined to a specific period betweai@80 and a845 and is
the first instance of ecclesiastical alignment that does not involvé-aentury

foundation?’®

Late AngleSaxon des
Winchcombe and Whithorn occupy a somewhat liminal position in the context of
chronology, in between the group of sites that originated in tHe@ntury and a
group of sites dating to the 10century and later, starting with the new

monasteryin Gloucester in Mercia.

Gloucester/St Oswald’s

Mercia

a
M
(|
ll'

Fig.324t f Iy 2F {d0 hag¢ltRQa YAyadaSN OK
at Gloucester, after Heighway and Bryant 1999 (fig. 2.28, p. 72).

2718 Hjll 1997, p. 48.
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{0 haglfRQ& Y AbyQuechNethelfladd, dagghisf & Kiky
Alfred, andAldermanAethelred of Mercia; a strong royal connectiof’® The
original dedication of the minster was to St Peter, despite the existence of a
minster with an identical dedication right next door, and is likely to have gained
Iy T RRAGAZ2YIFE | aa20AFGA2Yy 6AOK {0 hao
to the New Minster in 909°%° The relics would have made the church a locus of
pilgrimage.

The minster was founded on a site of Roman occupation. This area was
outside the fortress and may have been a tilery up until the end of thee&tury,
when it started to be used for burigfIn AngleSaxon times, the land on which
the church was built probably belonged to the royal family and already featured
four carved stone crosses, which seem to havegbaged the minster. However,
none ofthe crosses was found situ ¢ two of them were incorporated in the
foundations. Three of the crosses are stylistically similar focéntury
Northumbrian crosses, and one belongs to a west Mercian type. Bryant reckons
that the group of crosses would kia stood together and were associated with
high status; however, there does not seem to be any clear evidence fot®this.
Still, the presence of relics and these monuments, however they were situated,
and the royal connections all point to the high stanglof Gloucester in Anglo
Saxon Mercig®

The minster church itself, founded ca 900, was a rectangular building with

porticus in the east, north and south and a western apse. The church was built

219 William of Malmesburye Gestis Pontificura93, ed. Hamilton 1870, cited in Hare 1999, p. 34.
280 Michael Hare discusses parallels, including the same dedication of the Old and New Minsters at
Winchester and the two churches dedicated to St Peter at Woecdsy 969, and the confusion caused
by historical sources and concludes that although two neighbouring dedications to St Peter are unusual
they are nevertheless very likelyHare 1999, pp. 386.
281 Heighway and Bryant 1999, pp.-53; see also Heighwayd Parker 1982.
282 Bryant 1999, pp. 15455.
283 Heighway 1984, pp. 36, 45.
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partly of Roman stone, and the presence of a western apssipty indicates
Continentalinfluence. The apse is a fairly puzzling arrangement: it was added
after the foundations were finished but before the walls were erected, apparently
an afterthought quickly added to the original plan. The absence of burials
gravitating towards the apse might indicate that the apse housed an altar in a bi
polar church rather than the deposited relics of St Oswé&id.

In the subsequent period, possibly in the early"l&ntury, a wall was
added, running nortksouth across the chrah, close to its centre. The excavators
have proposed that this could have been designed to support a timber téter.
More importantly for this study however, Building A was constructed
immediately to the east of the church. This building was setimexact
orthogonal relationship to the east wall but slightly shifted-aKis(fig. 3.24) It
had a sunken floor and could have had four internal supports. The excavators
iIdentified Building A as a crypt, similar to that at Repton. There is no evidence of
access to the interior, and only the possibility of a grodledr door from the
easthasbeeneliminated. It is likely to have had an upper floor, and entrances
leading directly to an upper level are equally possible. The proposed date of the
O2yaliNHzOUA2Y 2F (GKA&A ONRBLII A& O2yairald
909 and the bual of Aethelred in 911 and of Aethelflaed in 918. Burial under the
floor-level seems unlikely as this was prone to flooding and no graves were
discovered®®This means that if there were burials in the crypt, they would have
been above ground, potentigllike those at Hexhar¥’

Possibly in the mid1'" century, the western apse and the central tower
were demolished and the west wall of the church, along with the corners of the

crypt, was buttressed in a fashion similar to that of St John the Baptist at

284 Heighway and Bryant 1999, pp.-5%.
285 pid., pp. 6263, fig. 2.19. On the 1Bcentury church, see also Heighway and Bryant 1986.
286 Heighway and Bryant 1999, pp.-62.
287 See abog, pp. 221115.
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Glastonbury. However, Heighway and Bryant have suggested that, unlike at
Glastonbury, this was done here for structural reaséfis.

The AngleSaxon buriafjround is contemporary with the ¥Bcentury
church and extends nortiwest, northreast and south of thehurch. No early
burials are recorded inside the churghhe earliest burials within the building
date to the 1213" centuries There is only one burial, B464, that underlies the
north porticus and predates the church. This is dated to 6890 AD?®° This
timespan belongs to the period when burial grounds became associated with
churches (although the church did notimpose any restrictions on burials until the
10" century)2*°Could this mean that the 1Bcentury church was preceded by
an earlier one?

This church was contemporary in its foundation with and also similar in
status and purpose to the New Minster in Winchester, including their shared
function as royal mausoled! The church of St Oswald has been identified as a
free royal chapel, designed swrpass in prestige the Old Minster dedicated to St
Peter, its status resting on its possession of precious relics and royal patrdfage.

However, despite owning the relics of one of the most prominent Anglo
Saxon saints, the minster saw an unusually edatline, by the early century.

The reason for this probably was a shiftin the character of royal patronage and
the presence of rival cults, especially since the relics of St Oswald were divided
GSNE SINIeée 2y FyR {0 hdahlthe Rubanticapof & 2

288 Heighway and Bryant 1999, pp.-G8.

289 |bid., pp. 194196, 202.

290 7adoraRio 2003. Gittos also remarks that churchyard burial gradually developed ff@entury
onwards, although other locations continued to be used @G.ittos 2013pp. 51:52. See also Blair
2005, pp. 6665 on burialsad sanctos.

291 Biddle 1976, p. 314; Barlow, Biddle, von Feilitzen and Keene 1976, pf181Bare 1999, p. 41.

292 Heighway 1984, p. 46; this curiously parallels SBienis, whose nowgentral location, oyal
patronage and martyrial status defined its outstanding position in Merovingian and, particularly
prominently, Carolingian Franagsee Emerick 2011, pp. 1385. On relics in AngiBaxon England, see
Rollason 1989; Thomas 1971, ch. 5; Thacker 200@2@02b.
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which could well have been disputé®William of Malmesbury associates the

decline with Danish activity in the aré¥.

Like Gloucester, the site at Wells in Wessex is associated with Roman
occupation although, lik&loucester, it did not develop until the late Angbaxon
period, with the exception of a mortuary and a cemetery that were in existence

earlier. This site is also not a straightforward one.

Wells
Wessex
St Andrew’s church
= - /
» ¥
hY
[\ well St Mary’s chapel - Holywell
-k
50m
e
- < -
- . ;
Saxon burial chapel O Well

0 10

Fig.3.25Planof Angld  E2y { (i a Mk Qffer ROdvell1EB4 |
(fig. 6, p. 13).

293 Hare 1999, p. 38.
294 William of Malmesburye Gestis Pontificura93, ed. Hamilton 1870, cited in Hare 1999, p. 38.
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Fig. 3.26Plan of AngleNorman site of Wells cathedral, after Rodwell 2001

(fig. 107, p. 117).
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Fig. 3.27Plan of AngléSaxon and earlier features on the site of Wells

cathedral, after Rodwell 20qfig. 42, p. 56, vol.1).
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The archaeological evidence for Anlaxon ecclesiastical buildings in the
vicinity of the cathedral at Wells is difficult to interpret due to the complexity of
the data and to later disturbances of the sff@Alignment at Wellseemsto have
developed2 3SNJ GAYS YR GKS RSTFAYAGS A3y
al NBQ&a OKI LISt OFy 2y 83" @furieR $here NasA Yy S R
however, an earlier mortuary chapel (Fig. B.5tructure 3) on the site of St
al NBQas gKAOK Ay (dz2NYy KIFIR adzLJSNESRSH
mausoleum dated to the 5" centuries and was demolished in the middle
Saxon period; the mortuary chapel was built in tiec@nturyor later, andwas
NS LX I OSR o6& { the SaxeNoBEn@réperoRITha® fs a Buyfal site
to the north, evidently associated with Structure 3, which presumably served as
the southern boundary of the burial sif@’ There are three burials on axis inside
the mortuary chapelpftwo adults and a dlid. Two more burialg an adult male
in a coffin and an infang flank the axis and are accompanied by three skulls
buried separately immediately to the west of the cofffig. 3.27) These burials
are clearly separate from the rest of the cemetery. Thiscates their particular
importance for the local community and implies that the mortuary chapel was
built specifically to enshrine them.

Further to the southwest and on the same axis as the mortuary chapel
and the later chapel of St Mary, excavatidrase revealed an apsed structure,
which, sadly, was impossible to examine fully, but which nevertheless may be
identified as the minster church of St Andréfirg. 3.25) The excavator has dated
the church to the late Angl®axon period and observed thatda apse was

centred on an earlier wekhaft lying to the east of the group of building8This

2% Rodwell 2001, p. 55.

29 |pid., pp. 57, 74, 82, 85, 87.
297 |bid., p. 60.

298 |bid., pp. 7375.

270



well, aligned with the church, was dedicated to St Andrew and could have been
used for baptisméfig 3.26)2%°

It seems that at Wells the linear compositiongéal to form in the late
Anglo-Saxon period, with the construction of the church of St Andrew, the rebuilt
YI dza2f Sdzy FyR GKS WK2feQ ¢Sttt (2 GKS
stage, the church of St Andrew and the new chapel of St Mary begduysically
conjoined.

¢KS FNNFy3aISYSyid 2F {{i ! yRNBEgsQa OKdz
W2Ky . fFANQRa LINRPLIRAaAlLE 2F GKS RSRAOI (7
which often included a church dedicated to the Virgin and anottesficated to
an Apostle®® At Wells, however, this would have occurred much later than
elsewhere.

Another SaxeNorman site, although with aignificantearly feature

nearby, is Prittlewell in Essex.

299 On baptism in Angk&axon England, see Foot 1992, p. 172; Gneuss 1985,-pg19&n architectural
provision for baptism, see also Morris 1991; Thacker 1992, p. 147.

300 On dedication patterns in Angi®axon church groups, see Blair 1992, pp-258, 257 Blair 2005, p.
201.
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Prittlewell

Essex

= ==

0 15 E) 10th orearly 11th century
late 11th century

Fig. 3.28Conjectural plan of th8axorphase buildings at Prittlewell, after
Secker 2016 (fig. 14, p. 131).

The site is located in sowbast Essex, on the neck of the peninsula
between the Thames and Roach estuaries. It has been suggested that Prittlewell,
along with Southchurch and GaeWakering located nearby, is an early minster
site. Daniel Secker has recently largely reviewed this site to reconsider the dating
of the remaining fabric. By the TZentury at the latest, Prittlewell was a wealthy
mother church with two chapels in Eastwood and Sutton. There is documentary
evidence that Prittlewell might have been a part of Shopland which belonged to
a royal estate in the late Saxon period, againjgating royal connections, like

the sites discussed above:

301 Secker 2016, pp. 11518; for documentary evidence see Sawyer 1968, nos. 1793, 1522; Rippon
2011, p. 20.
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At the core of the moderslay town are West Street/East Street running
north-east¢ south-west and forming a perpendicular junction with North Street.
It is likely that the former two are of LatSaxon origin, whereas North Street
dates to the 18 century. The present largely #&entury church of St Mary is
located at a junction of North Street and West Street and is in alignment with
West/East Street. The church includes Argéxon fabric ithe north wall of the
chancel and a substantial amount of early Romanesque masonry in the nave. In
addition to the visible fabric, excavations in 1952 revealed the neeht and
south-east corners of the same Saxon structure underneath the chancel.
Excaationsin 1954 established matching foundations on the south side. Having
reviewed this evidence and analysed the fabric, Daniel Secker has argued that
instead of being a building with remains of an An§laxon fabric in the chancel,
{ 0 al NEB Q actitxérpadieskvo separakelaxially aligned buildings, which
were unified in the 1% century(fig. 3.28)

He has suggested that the footprint of the present chancel follows the
foundations of an earlier separate Ang&axon building, which formed the v
of a church with dimensions of 9.85x6.83/The dating of the AngkSaxon
masonry incorporated in the later wall is debated and is largely based on the
character of the visible doorway in the northern wall of the chancel. While Philip
Johnson and thedylors have proposed d"7century date, Daniel Secker argues
that on the basis of comparison with doorways in similar positions at Bishopstone
YR {G haglftRQaAT Df 2dz0Sa0SNE GKS t NA
10"-early 11" centuries 3°*The nave has never been excavated, although enough
fabric is extant to identify an early Romanesque church which preceded the

present church and had dimensions of 21.5x9. 8.

302 5ecker 2016, p. 12P6.
303 Gowing 1958, p. 12; Taylor and Taylor 1965, ii, pp-3®8® Secker 2016, pp. 126
304 Secker 2016p. 127130.
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Secker also points out that, although the currently visible fabric of the
western church postlates the eastern building, it occupies the central position
within the churchyard, perhaps suggesting that the eastern structure was an
afterthought. This could imply the possibility of an earlier foundation underneath
the Norman chuch. By analogy with complexes at BradtarAvon, Wells and
Bishopstone, where the smaller structure in the group possibly had mortuary
functions, Secker also suggests a funerary function for the eastern buifing

The status of the churches remains ptematic as Prittlewell is not
recorded as an early minster and is first mentioned only in Domesday Book. At
the same time, it is possible that Prittlewell could have been founded in tHe 10
century to replace Wakeringthe only certain preViking minste between the
estuaries of the Thames and the Roach. Itis certain that Wakering was in decline
and possible that it had even ceased to exist by this date, and this could explain
the foundation of Prittlewell at this time, ata more central locatihAswe have
seen at other higkstatus complexes, both secular and ecclesiastical, including
Repton, Lyminge, Yeavering and Gloucester, once a site is in decline it tends to be
replaced by another.

The lack of historical evidence and of archaeological in\egsiig poses
further problems in connecting the site of the churches with the nearBy 7
OSy (idzNE o0 dzNR I 2 P7AltHORyh tHereNsnd evitleptgs@atiaf ¢
connection, the situation of the churches and the burial within a little over 500m
of each other invites investigation and could also inform further discussion of the
date of the foundation of an original church at Prittlewell. Furthermore, we are
likely be missing an early royal vill in the kingdom of Essex as well: as chapter 1

has demoistrated, the only higkstatus site in EssexWicken Bonhung is not

305 Secker 2016, pp. 13134, for Bradforeon-Avon, see Haslam 1984, Hinton 2009, Blair 2010, Rodwell
2001; for Bishopstone, see Blair 2010; for Wells, see above.

306 Secker 2016, pp. 132; for historical context of Wakering, see Blair 2005 58,310 293; Dalet al

2010, p. 227; RCHME 1923, pp-69

307 See Hirst 2004.
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recorded until the late Saxon period, while the presence of a princely burial
suggests that there must have been higatus residences in Essex in the 7

century.

The final site tdoe considered in full in this chapter is known from evidence
dating largely from the late AngiSaxon and posilorman periods that has been

interpreted by John Blai®®

Bampton

Mercia

Fig. 3.29Plan of churches and barrows at Bampton, after Blair 1998 (top
fig., p.129).

A religious community in Bampton, on the upper Thames in west

Oxfordshire, in the territory of Mercia, is firstrecorded in the 950s. By the 1050s,

308 Blair 1998.
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the church and its land belonged to Exeter cathed?&ohn Blair dates the core

of the standing church dbt Mary to the late Saxon or early Norman period. The
fabric of the Deanery, 60m to the west of the church and roughly on the same
alignment, contains I-century masonry. This building seems to have been a
two-storey chapel of a kind normally associatedh bishop<alaces in the
Norman period and therefore implying highatus connection$!® This is
supported by the evidence of a gift of land by King Eadwig to the mupstests

of Bampton in ca 955!

Excavatiorirenchesto the north of the Deanery and to the south of the
church showed evidence of two Bronze Age 1aighes surrounding possible
barrows. It appears that the Norman chapel stands entirely within the larger
westernmost ringditch. Another, smaller, barrow lecated to the south of the
church. To the east of it is another mousstill visible in the landscagéig. 3.29)

A feature further west has not been excavated but its character suggests the
possibility of a third barrow, exactly in line with the fita. In contrast with this
evidence of Iron Age activity, there does not seem to be a Roman structure
directly on the site of the church and chapel, although Bampton is surrounded by
Roman remaind!? This is also in contrast with other sites discussedhis t
chapter, where the presence of Roman remains was common whereas
prehistoric evidence is virtually neexistent.

Furthemore, AngleSaxon burials, the earliest dating to #8BB0AD, were
discovered in the churchyard. Some of the burials cut into the-ditch and the
barrow to the south of the church, suggesting both the ditch and the mound were

still visible as earthworks in the Angaxon period*?

309 Blair 1998, p. 124.

30 SS L fFANI My T 2y . AaAK2LIQA& LI fFOS FyR OKI LISt A\
311 Blair 2005, p. 349.

312 BJajr 1998, p.128.

313 |pid.
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eastwest orientated sequencef three barrows and the souttvest¢ north-east
line created by the church and the possible chapel. The two lines seem to
intersect roughly in the centre of the larger barrow. The reconstruction is
hypothetical; the presence of the third barrow in parclar is uncertain.
Nevertheless, the relationship between two alignments is unique and deserves

further consideration.

Outcomes for further exploration

As in the case of the secular settlements, most of the sites presented here
provide only glimpses oheir original layouts and sometimes even less than that.
At the same time, there are good reasons to at least suggest the presence of
alignmentand, as with secular cases, to conclude that planning at these sites was
a result of decisions made with delilagion and authority. In fact, there is even
more evidence in ecclesiastical contexts than in secolaes that these
foundations had elite and often royal patrons likely overseeing their planning,

again suggesting that the link between status and alignnsenot coincidental.
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Map 3.1. Schematic map of distribution of ecclesiastical sites with

alignment.

As for the secular casgtudies, the distribution of sites is broad and
encompasses the kingdoms of Mercia, Wessex, Kent, Essex and Northumbria at
different periods of time. Interestingly, the earliest sites appear in Northumbria
and Kent with the later nes concentrated in the western part of Britain. This
trend follows that set by the secular sites and perhaps can also be mapped onto
the peaks of power in different parts of England, where Northumbria and Kent

flourished in the ' century.
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Following themodel of chapter 1, the sites have been presented in
chronological order. This reveals that the bulk of evidence dates to'trend to
a lesser extent the'8century. This is followed by a gap in tHe&nturybefore
alignment can be again detectedthre late AngleSaxorg early Norman period.

The analysis of theemporaldistribution of sites is less straightforward
than for the secular sites: the majority originate in th& @entury, but at some,
axial alignment occurs in a subsequent period (maistithe &' century), which
blurs the lines between thé"? and 8"-century foundations; in the case of secular
architecture, these were clearly separated. Further, the added structures may
stand on older foundations, thus concealing earlier alignmeihis Tis not
something we can know in the absence of archaeological research. Either way,
statistically, out of 19 aligned church groups, four date to the late Saxon period
and two to the 8 century, whereas 8 (42%) date to thé @entury and another
5 (26%) are on sites that originated in th& entury.

Aligned church groups

= 7th century 8th century Late Saxon = Origins in 7th century

Graph3.1. Chronological distribution of aligned church groups in Anglo

Saxon England.

It has been observed above thatthe geographical distribution of the sites

with alignmentis broad. Regional influences on architectural expressions, as well
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as a variety of different Christian traditions, including the strong Continental
context of Kent,deliberately Romanising processes in Northumbaad a
probable Celtic tradition in the Hwicce region, cannot be discounted. Atthe same
time, it is clear that axial alignment cuts across these various influences. It is
significant that the largest propgtion of these sites emergkin the 7" century,
whether in Kent, Northumbria or Wessex. What made tH& céntury the
common denominator?

It was in the ¥ century that theChurch was being established in the
AngloSaxon territories, was still searchiray farchitectural expression and was
particularly opento influences. As mentioned in the introduction to this chapter,
defining AngleSaxon Christianity is not an easy task due to its manifold origins,
including Celtic, Frankish, Roman (Papal) elementseaed the remnants of
Christianity from the period of Roman rule. At the same time, there are unifying
trends. Episcopal Sees were established across the kingdoms as part of a network
of one AngleSaxon church. Huw YRre has argued that RomarRritish
Chrstianity was a direct predecessor of An@axon Christianity, proposing a
significant degree of continuity betweghe RomanaBritish and Anglé&saxon
periods, and across the former territories of the Provincia Britannia, resulting in
considerable unity beveen the churches in different kingdoms in the Anglo
Saxon period**Foot has drawn attention to the fact that Theodore was styled
Archiepiscopus Britanniae 679 and that ecclesiastical governance followed the
patterns of the Roman Provincia Britannia, treating Britain as a unified territory.
The idea of agens anglorumwas also spreading long before Alfred, with the
AngloSaxons seeing themselvesasthepelf S K2 A FSIRthd y V.
fAIKG 2F _ 2NJ SQa | NHdzYSyid F2NJ G§KS LI
degree of interaction between the Angt®axon elites across the kingdoms,

referred to in chapter 1, the conversion of Angbaxon kingsdllowed by

314 Pryce 2009, see sp. p. 145.
315 Foot 2006, pp. 12021.
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conversion of the aristocracy can be seen very much in a political context.
| KNRAGAIFIYA&lLGA2Y OFy 06S dzy RSNRUZ22R I &
identity shared by the Anglp I E 2 y 38All 6f thiS &ia@ liappening in thé"7
century and is particularly strikingconsidering we have already seen a very
similar pattern in the secular context, where a greater cultural unity between the
kingdoms in the ¥ century than previously thought has been identifi€¢dOn
the basis of the edience discussed above, it seems that tffecéntury washe
critical period in the establishment of architectural alignment.

One striking and very notable difference between the secular and
ecclesiastical sites is their relationship to Roman structiaesecular contexts
with aligned structures association with a Roman site is extremely unusual,
whereas ecclesiastical sites with alignment are almost ubiquitously associated
with Roman settlements, and in a few cases founded in the middle of Roman
towns 380n a practical level, ruined Roman settlements were a source of stone,
which was used in the construction of churches, but was irrelevant in the
construction of timber halls. Hawkes, however, reminds us th&it of Angle
Saxon churches were still wooden and thus perhaps closely related t6Yiélrs.
an ideological level, we could be seeing the expression in secular architecture of
a tension between the Roman past and the establishment of new powers, while
in ecdesiastical contexts the Anglo E2y OKdzZNOK | yR WYw2 Yl
hand, especially after the Council of Whitby.

It is also interesting that while the halls display a basic uniformity of
structure across different kingdoms, the shapes of churchdsrdiepending on

the region: the most notable groups perhaps being the Northumbrian, with their

316 pryce 2009, p. 153; on political context of the conversion of elites, see Higham 1997, Stancliffe 1995,
Tyler 2007 and Yorke 2003.

3170n parallels in development of kingdoms, see Yorke 2008, pp827

318 See Thomas 1971, p. 20. Fouracre has observed that the establishment of new Sees in particular
followed the network of Roman civitates Fouracre 2009, p. 129.

319 Hawkes 2003, p. 71; see also Fernie 1983 and Morris 1983.
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rectangular chancels and particular proportions, and the Kentish, with apses and
arcades at the east end, as well as other characteristic feafiif@espite ths,
church groups in Northumbria, Kentand indeed other parts of England follow the
same principle of alignment as the hall groups. These two observations suggest
that although the churches are subject to greater architectural diversity and a

greaterimpad 2 F Ww2YIlI yySaaQs GKSANI RAALX I &

320 See Taylor 1961, pp-& Taylor 1978, iii, pp. 102B30.
282



Chapter 4: Analysis of ecclesiastical sites

The approach followed in this chapter on ecclesiastical sites is similar to
that taken for secular settlements. A sian spreadsheet, which can be found in
Appendix 1, was created. Asin the chapter on secular sites, the table has revealed
some patterns and correlations, which have formed the categories discussed
below. One major new aspect of aligned siteliturgicalusec features in this
chapter, althoughin many ways itrelates to the ceremonial and processional use
discussed in secular contexts. As above, the key questions to be addressed are,
guite simply, why churches were aligned and how their alignment relmtéueir
use. A number of subordinate questions and hypotheses are presented below to
explore possible answers to these questions.

¢KS FANBRG LINI 2F GKS OKIFLWGSN SE
functional aspects of these churches, and the second8ddd S& (1 KS W4 K
deals with the possible reasons for the existence of alignment, including

topographical conditions, Continental influences and liturgical use.

1. How did it all work?

This section loakinto the available evidence for the functionaects of
aligned churches, in as much as they can be deduced from archaeological and
architectural remains.

1.1. Communication and zoning

First, the physical evidence for possible shared functions of and
connections between buildings. Doorways apathways, indicating points of
access, are the key sources of information. In addition, the spatial relationships
between buildings and the precision of their alignment are considered as possible
indicators of the distribution of the functional roles of ghchurches within

complexes.



By comparison with the relatively extensive evidence for doorways (which
once seemed so sparse!) in secular catglies, there is very little surviving
evidence of this kind in church buildings. This is mostly due to théfactmany
of the structures are either entirely hypothetical or are reconstructed on the
evidence of a single element which serves to identify the building as a likely
churchcd dzOK | a GKS |LJAS 2F {0 ! yYRNBOQE | |
building at Rochester. In the structures that have been excavated the lines of the
foundationstend to be preserved but usually not the locations of the entrances.

In the majority of cases, it is typologically likely that there was an entrance from

the west; litle else can be firmly conjectureddowever, there are some sites

/' FYyGSNbdzZNEZ {0 hagltftRQa Ay Df 2dz0SaidSN
Whithorn - that do provide information on possible connections between

buildings.

1.Hexhan{see pp221-225for plan and introduction)

At Hexham, the cryptwas accessible both from the outside and the inside
of the church. The outside entrances were oriented towards the eastern chapel,
suggesting almost direct connection between the crypt and the chaj®the
crypt appears to have been designed to facilitate uninterrupted movement, it
seems logical that the eastern chapel, associated with multiple burials and a

possible focus of devotion, was logistically integrated into the complex.

2.Jarron(see p.225230for plan and introduction)

Nothing can be said of the doorways in the west church at Jarrow, although
their presence is indicated by the evidence for porticus at the west end and on
the north side of the west end. The entrance is likely to Hzeen from the west.

The eastern church had an entrance in the middle of its north wall and another

12 K GKS SEOSLIiA2y 2F {i haslftRQaAT 6KAOK KIR |
2 Cramp 2005, i, pp. 16063, fig. 13.16.
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at the west end of the south wall. Rosemary Cramp has struggled to determine
the function of these doors as there is no surviving evidence for outside
structures to which they might relate; however, the south door could have served
as an exit to the cemetery.

Taking into account the attention paid to the planning of churches at
Jarrow, itwould seem thatinitially, a direct convenient passage from oreitogii
into another was perhaps deemed unimportant, and alignment of the two
structures took precedete. By contrast, the nortfsouth passage between the
churches seems to have been of significance: even the8&teentury tower
inserted into the intervening space seems to have retained this passage in the
form of doorways in the north and south sides of the tower at ground level to
maintain this passage.

Rosemary Cramp has proposed a possible distinct funeracgifun for the
eastern church; a proposal that was subsequently reinforced by the discovery of
an underlying void, which may have been designed as a ¢hyjstpossible that
this crypt was made as a memorial cenotaph for King Ecgfrith, who was killed i
battle in Scotland in 685 but whose body never made itto Jafr&urthermore,
it is possible that the entrance to the crypt was from the east, away from other
monastic buildings; and this could point to a more independent function for the
eastern chuch, further explaining why there was no direct connection with the

western church 8

od{ G ! dAdza G A Yy S Q&see pp2@OR for/ dlay @l ND dzN
introduction)
G {4 ! dz3dza Ay S QRichlard 6esnéanewh Blodklgy (i S NI

favour amid-7"-century date for the construction of St Pancras, following the

3 Cramp 2005, i, p. 151.

41bid., i, pp. 154, 167; for the crypee Turneet al2013, pp. 1634.
> Cramp, pers. comm.

8 Turneret al 2013, pp. 1634.
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revival of the cult of St Pancras under Pope Honorius-@88)” If this dating is
correct, it would mean that St Pancras palsites 88 t SGSNJ I YR t I ¢
al NEQ&aX | YR in delation tb th& Rvo already existing churches.
However, St Pancras seems spatially independent from the other two and in its
original state also quite differentin plaiall three churches show evidence of
western entrances. At St Pancras, inatsginal phase prior to the addition of
porticus, there was also a doorway in the south wall and possibly one in the north
wall®2 KAfS AG A& AYLRaaArAofS G2 NBO2yail
noticeable contrastin use and layout between the athes of & Peter and Paul
and St Pancras: the former is setintained and somewhat enclosed, with the
porticus opening into the church itself, whereas the latter, with entrances on
each side of the nave, seems simple, open and outviacthg. 31 gravesf early
medieval date have been found in association with St Pancras church; they seem
to comprise a group of churchyard burials as opposed to-stgtus graves, for
which the porticus at 88 t SGSNJ FyR t I dzf Qa ¥ SNS
Considering thesomewhat removed location of the church of St Pancras, |
ddz33Sad GKFdG GKA&A OKdzNOK Yl & KI @S 0S¢
predominantly serving the needs of the local laity.

This proposal is not unproblematic. The concegia$toral care in Angto
Saxon England is notwell understood and there are different views on how it was

delivered!!Atthe council of Clofesho in 747, it was decreed that bishops should

7Gem 1992, p. 59; Gem 1997, pp. 114, Blockley 2000, pp. 187 Charles Thomas has suggested a
Roman date for this church (Thomas 1981, pp.-178), but this propoal does not seem to be

supported archaeologically.

8 A single chancel arch as opposed to an arcade on columns, no porticus and multiple entrances.

9 Blockley 2000, p. 70; Taylor argues that there was only one entrance, implying there were no outside
entrances into the porticus; Taylor 1978, iii, p. 1027, table 23; see also pp-148.

10 Blockley 2000, pp. 669.

1 The key sides of the argument are those of John Blair and Richard Sharpe (Blair and Sharpe 1992) and
of Eric Cambridge and David Rollason (R@hge and Rollason 1995; | thank Sandy Heslop for drawing
my attention to this article). The former authors develop a hypothesis that the network of parish
churches, more or less as we know it today, did not begin to evolve until cA P00 and that bedfre

this date minsters (monasteries) were centres for the provision of pastoral¢atenmary in

286



ensure that monasteria were not filled with lay visitdfsHdowever,although

pastoral work involved monks preaching in villages outside of the monastic
enclosures, there is also evidence of the laity coming to the monastéries.
CdZNIKSNE ¢KS2R2NBQa t SYyAGSYyaGAlFf adlr 4S8
for the needsof the local laity if a monastery moves, suggesting a close
connection between lay and monastic communittéghis could well have
involved a corresponding architectural provision. Is it possible that St Pancras
church was predominantly used to serve the laity?

If so, this case perhaps could be paralleled by some architectural
arrangements on the Continent, whechurches built in close proximity served
distinct functions, for example at Chelles, where two almost aligned churches
belonged to two separate foundatiomghe monastic church of Notr®ame and
the church of St George, which was a part of an earligardoundation'®
Similarly, at Jouarre, the church of St Peter, built, in a somewhat similar fashion,

slightly off axis, was parochial at least Byc@ntury and possibly earlié?.

n®{ i hagl { RRapp270A7Holzles dnd iStMdduction)
l'd {0 hagltRQa Ay Df2dz0SaiSNE GKS
the crypt to the east is almost adjacent to the east wall. No entrances into the

crypt could be reconstructed, paralleling the situation at Repton. The absence of

Cambridge and Rollason 1995, pp-8Tambridge and Rollason, on the other hand, suggest that the
system of pre900 pastoral care was a lot more complexitigas been proposed and that in fact

pastoral care was primarily an episcopal, rather than a monastic, responsibility. This would mean that
provision would have been made beyond monastic foundations in the form of episcopal churches,
oratoria etc.c Cambrilge and Rollason 1995. | am inclined to follow the latter point of view. In addition,
the ecclesia liberg free church, unattached to a monastic foundatigis known in Ireland in the''?
century and it is not impossible that this type of church wagast known in England. For the source
(Liber Ange)i see Hughes 1966, pp. 28%; for a reference, see Swan 1994, p. 50.

12 Council of Clofesho: Canon 19, see text in Haddan and Stubbsl8889Cubitt 1992, p. 197.

13 Cubitt 1992, pp. 20Q01, 205; Bedé/ita S. Cuthbertt. 7 (Webb 1965, pp. &R).
UeKS2R2NBQa t Sy A ( Sy6)ik Haddan ahd SfuBbg B86OX8L = QA X T X MmN
15 Berthelier and Ajot 1995, pp. 18487.

16 De Maillé 1971, pp. 93, 9.
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evidence for acces suggests that entrances into crypts in these places may not
KIS 0SSy LINBYAYSY(ld |1 26SOSNE G {0 F
not been fully reconstructed, leaving open the possibilityaoloorway and

thereforedirect access between thehurch and the freestanding structure.

5.Heyshanfsee pp237-241for plan and introduction)

The spatial relationship between buildings and burials at Heysham is quite
O2YLX SE I YR NBIljdzANBE aLISOALEt FGGaSyda
t S S NEhare kprecisely aligned, it is the arrangements of fmakgraves
that create spatial links between the two buildings. The graves and their
relationships with the buildings are addressed below. Of all -ctisdies
considered here, the site at Heyam provides the only example of a
thoroughfare to a building, in this case leading to one of the doors of the chapel.
The path runs along the south wall of the chapel, perhaps leading to a gate
adjacentto the west end of the building and connecting theteen and western
cemeteries. It is, however, impossible to tell how and whether the chapel was
connected to the church there is no direct path between the two, neither do
their positions on different levels with a steep rock edge separating them suggest
any form of direct access. Taylor and Taylor have confidently proposed that the
chapel only had one entrance in the south wall, which means it would not

explicitly have been connected with the graves to the wést.

6.Whithorn(see pp263-269for plan ard introduction)

Whithorn demonstrates perhaps the most exciting relationship between
its aligned buildings, their surroundings and their predecessors. The character
and possible meaning of the alignment of minor features (stones and busials)

discussed below; here we will confine ourselves to looking into the ways the

" Taylor 1978, iii, p. 1028, table 26.
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buildings were made accessible. The entrances into the Northumiphase
buildings at Whithorn, both secular and ecclesiastical, demonstrate a curious
consistency in the use ahid-wall entrances, typical for halls. In the earliest
phase, this allowed for the mausoleum to open almost directly into one of the
halls through a corresponding gate in the surrounding enclosure (Fig. 4.1,
structures 4 and 7). Subsequently, the mvdllentrances remain as a common
feature, but did not practically serve to provide direct access between the
buildings. Notably, even the church conforms to the same type. Within the
enclosure, shared by the church and the mortuary, architecturally, theitdes |

to indicate that the two structures belong to a group, apartfrom their alignment.

Fig. 4.1Plan of the area of the church and halls at Whithorn. Left to right:
phase I1/3 (735760); phase I1/4 (ca 760); phases {6§%early 9' ¢) (fig. 41, p.
135).

To sum up, Hexham seems to be the only site at which the two church
buildings could have been conceived in relation to each other and direct access
from one into the other was possible and is still archaeologically visible. The only
other possble instance is found at Canterbury cathedral, where Harold Taylor has
proposed that the cathedral and the church to the east were joined by covered

walkways®! G {0 haglftRQa FyR i wSLIi2ys (K

8 Taylor 1969, fig. 2, pp. 16130. The possible upper doorway at Jarrow has been interpreted as a
possible entrance into the west gallery, not implying any connection with the west chyifetylor
1978, iii, p. 342.
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