NORMAN DOMESTIC ARCHITECTURE

By MARGARET WOOD

Norman domestic architecture in England has been
neglected in the past. Indeed this has been, until
recently, the fate of the medieval dwelling-house in
general. Even now there are less than half a dozen
books on that subject, headed by the work of Turner
and Parker,! to whom credit as pioneers is due.

The reason is, of course, to be found in a scarcity of
recognisable examples, occasioned by the very nature
of the dwelling-house, more liable to alteration and
destruction than any other type of architecture.
Norman houses, being earliest, have naturally suffered
most ; indeed their only chance of escape lay in a
greater sturdiness of wall which is sometimes the sole
means of recognition. Hence there is even a general
ignorance that twelfth-century buildings existed other
than those of an ecclesiastical or military character ;
the Normans were associated with warfare or piety,
and housed accordingly in castle or monastery. Thus
in some works on domestic architecture, ‘ keeps’ form
the illustrations for the twelfth century, and the
reader can even assume that subsequent houses were
developed from these. When the author is aware of
Romanesque houses—and then it is usually Jew’s
House, Lincoln, and Boothby Pagnell manor that are
known—they are mentioned rather as anomalies.

This may account for the attribution of a Jewish
origin to certain houses, all in towns, which indeed
derive a local fame from that assumption.2 For if the

Normans lived in castles,

1 The first volume of a series mostly
is by Parker (Domestic Architecture of
the Middle Ages). Some confusion
arises because in this the twelfth and
thirteenth century volume (1851),
Turner is given as the author, Parker
the publisher. Turner apparently
wrote the historical part, Parker the

then the Jews must be

architectural. Turner died after the
first volume was completed, and
Parker continued the series. To avoid
confusion the first: volume is here
referred to as ¢ Turner and Parker.’

2 Jew’s House, Jew’s Court, Aaron
the Jew’s House, Lincoln; Moyse’s
Hall, Bury St. Edmunds.
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responsible for dwelling-houses. If not, King John
may be chosen as the builder, for some reason not
obvious unless as another example of his infamy.?
But his name is commoner, and with greater reason,
for houses of the thirteenth century,? these being,
somewhat curiously, seldom ascribed to Jews.

There may be, however, some truth in the * Jewish
theory,” and notably with regard to the two houses at
Lincoln assigned by tradition to such owners.® The
Jews were accustomed to a higher standard of living
than that of their simpler neighbours, many of
whom, as in London,? were probably content with
timber, wattle-and-daub, and the danger of fire. The
Jews were rich, and had more to lose in a fire, also
they were unpopular as money-lenders and so liable to
attack by the mob. A stone house was thus preferred
for reasons of comfort and protection. On the other
hand, Lincoln, situated on the limestone belt, would
be more likely to possess stone houses than London,
to which any building-stone would have to.be im-
ported. Thus such houses remaining in Lincoln need
not be Jewish save by coincidence—and without proof
it is only possible to state a long tradition, and to
suggest that the rich decoration at Jew’s House points
to an owner of no small wealth,® and that the strength
of the house is another argument in favour of a theory
which is not unworthy of consideration.

However, it does not seem to apply in the case of
Moyse’s Hall. This building certainly occurs within
the period before the Jews at St. Edmundsbury were
expelled ;® the name may be Jewish and is certainly
old—it first occurs in a document of 1328. But the
house may have become Jewish on the analogy of the

1 Canute is a variant in Southamp-
ton, where King John already had
one house.

2 King John’s Palace, Clipstone
(Edwinstowe, Notts); King John’s
House, Warnford (Hants); Romsey
(Hants) ; Tollard Royal (Wilts).

3Jew’s Court is more doubtful,
and not even certainly twelfth-century.

4Yet even in London the Jews
had houses of stone, for in 1215 ‘ the
Barons . . . repaired the walles and

gates of the Citie, with stones taken
from the Jewe’s broken houses,’
Stow, Survey of London (Kingsford.
1908), i, 9 (also 30, 38, 280, 283).

5 But similar, even richer decora-
tion occurs at St. Mary’s Guild,
traditionally not Jewish but belonging
to some guild, possibly one of masons.
In the latter case, Jew’s House may
have been worked by members of it.

¢ 1190,
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Lincoln examples, and possibly belonged to the
monastery ; we know that Abbot Samson (1182-
1212) bought and erected stone houses in the borough,
but unfortunately there is no proof that Moyse’s Hall
was one of them, though again it fits with regard to
date. To sum up :—probably the Jews had stone
houses for reasons of defence, wealth and importance,
but it is unwise to consider that every surviving
Norman house necessarily had a Jewish owner.

There were other people of wealth in the twelfth-
century besides Jew and baron : that is, persons who
could afford to build a substantial house, and especially
in districts where stone was abundant. This statement
would apply chiefly to the towns; in country places
the view is probably correct that surviving Norman
houses were manor houses, the dwellings of knights,
or granges on the estates of richer nobles who had
castle halls elsewhere. But in the towns the craft and
merchant guilds were increasingly active in the twelfth
century, and it may be that guild-houses frequently
existed like the building at Lincoln traditionally
assigned to St. Mary’s Guild, the nature of which is
obscure. There were also well-to-do merchants in
thriving places like Southampton, one of the chief
ports of England, where the so-called King John's
House suggests such an owner in its arrangement.
The question of defence concerned these less than it
did the Jew, but they also had valuable stores to
protect from fire and theft, and money to build a stone
basement for that purpose, with a pleasant hall above
to live in. The twelfth century has too long been
relegated to lord and villein ; and the attribution of
wealth alone to the noble and the money-lending
classes has caused misconceptions apparent in theories
concerning the origin of the Norman house.

THEORIES OF ORIGIN

The ‘ castle origin ’ of the English house has now
been abandoned by responsible archaeologists. The
keep was certainly used in many cases continuously
for domestic purposes, especially in the first half of
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the twelfth century, as at Norwich,! London,? and
Canterbury,® and it became a special type of stone
house which belongs to military rather than to domestic
architecture. Towards the end of the twelfth century,
however, when stone curtain-walls replaced the timber
palisade, the keep was found to be unnecessary, and
a return was made to the unfortified type of house in
the bailey, which was less restricted as to space, and
which had probably constituted the hall in many
twelfth-century castles. 4

Contemporary existence, with the keep, of the
house in the bailey would appear to disprove the
theory of ‘castle origin.” Nor is it likely that the
dwelling-house originated even there, protected by an
outer line of walls. Its incorporation in the castle is
typologically later than its use as a separate entity,
although this cannot be proved chronologically by
the examples surviving, Scolland’s Hall at Richmond
Castle antedating all the other houses except the
doubtful type at Nytimber.

A similar argument occurs with regard to the
theory that the dwelling-house had a monastic origin.
It is urged that monks being more advanced in
building, part of their plan was taken and adapted for
ordinary domestic use, and that the ‘ frater ’ and its
adjoining passage and warming chamber served as
pattern for the hall, screens and offices of the medieval
house. But in the twelfth century the refectory
occurred both on ground and first floor according to
the level of the site, while the hall was as a rule on
the first floor, and screens have by no means been
proved the rule in the Romanesque house. Perhaps
stronger, however, is the argument of typology. To
make the dwelling-house posterior to its use in a
specialised group of buildings is to put the effect before
the cause.

1H. Braun, The English Castle 4 Eleventh and twelfth century
(Batsford, 1936), pp. 33-34. l'ézﬁls of this kind occur at Richmond,
Ty epstow, and traces at Ludlow,
I.gldc’l p. 32. o Afgreat 11?111 W%S‘,?ll.io Newark and Porchester. See Hamilton
'pi‘row SGendPat, - rom 2 '€ Thompson, Military Architecture in
o England during the Middle Ages

3 Ibid, p. 3s. {1912), pp. 55-56, 107, 188 et seq.
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The primitive ancestors of the English house need
not here be considered. The question has been fully
discussed in several works on domestic architecture,?!
and in any case concerns rather the derivation of the
medieval timber house, of which no known examples
remain of the twelfth century beyond fragments of
arcading in certain once-aisled halls. In view of the
latter, however, it will be interesting to examine the
possibility of a Saxon origin to the Norman house.

It is doubtful whether any Romanesque stone
house dates to the pre-Conquest period, although
several examples have been claimed as such,? largely
owing to the presence in them of herring-bone walling,
now known to be generally of early Norman and not
Saxon date. Thus, unless definite proof arises to the
contrary, it may be assumed that the Saxons used
stone only for sacred structures, and not always for
these, while for domestic use they were content to
follow the Nordic tradition of building in wood. As
the late Mr. Nathaniel Lloyd has shown, ‘ timber’ and
‘ timbrung * are Old English words for a building.

Unfortunately wood does not endure save in
exceptional circumstances,® and there is only one
example remaining of a timber pre-Conquest building.
This is the nave of Greenstead church in Essex,4 which
indicates that in the late Saxon period one type of
walling consisted in uprights of split logs, partially
resembling Swiss chalets or huts in the Rockies.® It
was an extravagant use of wood in a country of
luxuriant forests, and in contrast with the more
economical and scientific method seen in the later
medieval half-timber houses, where wattle and daub
were used as filling for a wooden framework.

Apart from this survivor, there is no direct evidence

IN. Lloyd, p. 7 et seq. S. O. Addy,
Ewvolution of the English House (1935),
pp. 1-92.

2 Barton or Manor Farm,
Nytimber, Sussex. Early hall at
Chilham Castle, Kent. Luddesdown
Court, near Cobham, Kent. In the
latter there is no herring-bone
masonry but triangular-headed open-
ings are claimed to have existed.

3The peat-finds of Scandinavia,
especially the Gokstad and Oseberg
ships (in 1880 and 1903). See R. W,
Chambers, Beowulf, An Introduction
(1932), p. 363.

4 R.C.H.M. Essex ii, 112.
graph in Lloyd, p. 7.

Photo-

5But in these the logs are laid
horizontally.
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as to the construction of Saxon halls. The student is
forced to look for material in contemporary manu-
scripts and in probable descendants.

Illustrations in manuscripts are sometimes un-
trustworthy, for it should be remembered that the
artist was conservative and bound by a drawing
tradition not always native to him ; thus the houses
he depicts may be of types standardised elsewhere.!
Descriptions in writing are probably more reliable,
and recent scholarship has shown that the epic
‘ Beowulf,’ although its characters are Scandinavian,
gives in its atmosphere an impression of seventh- and
eighth-century Northumbria. 2

Other evidence is obtainable from probable sur-
vivals of an old building tradition, and Mr. Clapham
has suggested that certain features in medieval barns
and aisled halls indicate a remote half-barbaric origin
to the type.? Descendants of early Germanic halls are
also to be found in the original homes of the Saxons,
in Friesland and elsewhere, for here modern houses are
still built in the ancient manner, often sheltering men
and cattle under the same roof.4

From such sources we can obtain some idea of
what the Saxon hall was like. It was a timber building
containing a single apartment at ground level. In
‘ Beowulf’ the great ‘mead hall’ (medoheal), is
described further as having lofty gables, golden in
colour, timber walls strengthened with bands of iron.?
The hall was probably aisled or barnlike in construc-
tion, although no definite mention is made of this in
the epic. No doubt such a method would be used for
wide halls, but not for smaller buildings such as bowers
or private bed-chambers, which with the hall were
enclosed by a single homestead hedge or bank. The
present church of Sta. Maria de Naranco in Northern
Spain is said to be the only surviving example of a

1 See N. Lloyd, p. 3 et seq.

% ¢ Beowulf’ was probably written
c. 730, but the earliest manuscript
dates c. 1000.

3 Clapham and Godfrey, Some
Famous Buildings and their Storv,
p- 67 et seq.

1 Lloyd, p. s.

5 Beowulf, lines 82, 166—7, 484-5,
773-5, 998. See also discussionin R.W.
Chambers, Beowulf, An Introduction,
pp. 361—2.
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Germanic hall.? This is, however, a stone building,
but apparently on a similar plan to the wooden ones.
It is an aisled hall with curious piers reminiscent of
timber construction, and crowned with cubiform
capitals. The aisles, however, have gone, and the nave
arches have been blocked. At each end is a triple
arcade, similar to the chancel arrangement of the
seventh-century Kentish churches built by Italianate
craftsmen. The piers of these arches, however, in the
Spanish hall, are grooved for doors, and the arrange-
ment thus fits in with the famous description in Bede,
where the hall had an entrance in each of the end walls,
through which the sparrow flew symbolical of the life
of man.? In contrast with the usual medieval plan
of upper end and dais, the principal seats here, and
apparently in ‘ Beowulf,” would be in the middle of the
hall, facing the ‘high seat pillars’ and the central
hearth.

This is in essence the same type as the aisled halls
of the twelfth century and later. Mr. Lloyd even
believed that it is a Saxon form in contradistinction to
the Norman type of compact first-floor hall.® There
may be some truth in this, 4 but on the other hand the
Germanic type was just as likely in Normandy for
large halls constructed in wood. Certainly there is no
real evidence that the first-floor hall occurred in pre-
Conquest England, but that is to be expected as it is
essentially a stone type of building. However, there
is one isolated suggestion that such was the case. In
the Anglo-Saxon Chronicle for the year 978, we read
how the Council was held in an upper chamber, the
floor of which apparently collapsed, projecting the
Witan into the room below, all save the holy Dunstan
who ‘ alone stood upon a beam.” Another instance,

1 Albrecht Haupt, Die alteste

lingered on in Scotland where many
Kunst, insbesondere die Baukunst der

houses in the sixteenth century had

Germanen, von der Volkwanderung bis
zu Karl dem Grossen (Leipsig, 1909),
p. 208.

2 Bede, Historia Ecclesiastica, Book
I1, chap. xiii. (C. Plummer: Baede
Opera Historica, 1, 112).

3Iloyd, p. 17. He also notes
(p. 174) that the French tradition

their living-rooms at first-floor level.

4 William of Malmesbury criticises
the Saxons for their drinking habits
and poor dwellings ; he contrasts the
Normans who drank less and built
better. Gesta Regum Anglorum, Book
111, §245 (ed. T. D. Hardy, 1840,
vol. ii, 418).
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more explainable, is given in the Bayeux ‘ tapestry’
where Harold’s  Aula ’ at Bosham is depicted as a hall
over a vaulted basement.! But this is natural as the
embroidery was worked by Normans who had probably
never seen a Saxon house, and pictured the kind to
which they were accustomed.?

From the evidence available we can say that the
aisled hall certainly had analogies in the Saxon period.
The same would apply to the simple type of unaisled
ground-floor hall, equally adapted to timber con-
struction. But as we shall see later, the first-floor
hall is a type unsuited to a wooden house, and probably
only came in when stone began to be used for domestic
buildings, that is, in England, in the late eleventh but
especially the twelfth century.

DISTRIBUTION 3

At present we know of 39 extant examples of
Norman Domestic Architecture, but it must be
remembered that most survivors are fragmentary or
mutilated.

This includes 16 first-floor halls, of which 6 are
town houses, 6 manor houses, and 4 occur in castles.
Six aisled halls remain of twelfth-century date and
4 ground-floor halls without aisles. Besides these are
the remains of 2 Bishop’s Palaces, and the foundations
of a royal one, 3 houses in which the sub-vaults alone
are extant,* 4 examples of uncertain type, and 3 of
doubtful date. This does not include documentary
evidence of houses now destroyed, such as the small
house in Blue Anchor Lane, Southampton, the London
sub-vaults at Corbet Court and Southwark, and the
hall of Devizes Castle.

It is curious to note that so many examples occur
in towns, where the scarcity of building-land would
lead to more changes than are normal in country
districts.® As it is, Lincoln and Southampton furnish

1For illustration see Baldwin 3 See classified list of houses.
Brown, The Life of Saxon England in 4 Or retain original features, in the
sts relation to the Arts (1903), p. 104. case of the Redmarley example.

®N. Lloyd, p. 174. Normandy, *But in towns stone-work was

not England, is its accepted place of encouraged to prevent the spread of
origin. fire.
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the most notable houses, and with the exception of
Oakham and Boothby Pagnell, the most unaltered.

Stone is the chief building material to survive ; so
naturally most examples occur in the rich limestone
belt which crosses England from north-east to south-
west. West of this is the sandstone country, where,
however, half-timber seems to have been preferred for
houses throughout the later Middle Ages. No doubt
this was also true of the twelfth century, and may
account for the few Norman houses of sandstone that
are known. More, however, may come to light. East
of the belt lie the great areas of chalk and clay, a
country poor in building-stone. Notwithstanding,
several Romanesque houses occur in the south-east ;
in fact it is Sussex and Kent, after Hampshire and
Lincoln, which contribute the most examples. If a
line is drawn from Humber to Bristol Channel it is the
south-eastern half of England that preserves most
Norman houses.

BERKSHIRE : APPLETON MaNOR. (Plates i A, xi A, Fig. 1.)

Appleton is a village 6 miles SW. of Oxford and the manor-house
lies S. of the church. It was built c. 1210, but is here included as
an example of the Transition, not only in style but in house develop-
ment. The former is visible in the elaborate N. entrance, an opening
of three orders with jamb shafts, for this has the Norman round
arch together with the deep rolls, circular abaci, and stiff-stalk
capitals of the Early English period. The latter is seen in the
relationship of this doorway, in the normal twelfth-century position
for the entrance, with two others in the wall at right angles to it.
These lead to the offices and are individually of some interest, having
roll hoods with upturned ends and a flatly carved head ornament
between, but their importance to us lies in their position. With
the entrance they fit exactly into the normal medieval scheme, and
but for the absence of ‘screens’ possibly supplanted by a Tudor
partition containing fireplaces, we have an entry typical of all the
Middle Ages except the twelfth century. There was originally
another doorway opposite the entrance in the position now occupied
by a modern window. But for these three doorways there are no
original features ; the hall is now divided into two storeys and the
exterior has been refaced. Norman roll-mouldings are re-used on
the NW. angle, and on the jambs of the Tudor fireplace. There are
traces of a later medieval newel stair in the E. wall, and a sixteenth-
century porch protects the Norman entrance. A dry moat surrounds
the house on three sides.

1 The dating is on stylistic grounds throughout.
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Condition : Good as far as the doorways are concerned, although
some of the entrance shafts are gone, and the bases
corroded.

References : Country Life (May 11, 1929), pp. 670-677. Good
photographs, dated plan with no scale.
V.C.H.' Berks, iv (1914, published 1924), p. 335.
Turner and Parker, p. 29.
Berks, Bucks and Owxon Arch. Fournal xxiii (1917),
no. 2, figs. 35, 36.
D. and S. Lyson: Magna Britannia I (1806), pp. 212,
234 (Drawing).

APPLETON MANOR
GROUND PLAN <1210

MMM EARLY 13™ CENTURY
7 LATER MEDIEVAL SCALE OF FEET
516"‘ CENTURY ey
E=1 MODERN M.EWOOD. 1934

FIG. I.

BerksHIRE : SuTTON COURTENAY—‘ NoRMAN Harr.” (Plate iB,
Fig. 2.)

‘ Norman Hall’ stands opposite the church, and was built
c. 1190. The walls are 2 ft. 8 in. in thickness, of random rubble,
with ashlar quoins, in the NE. of which are two curious oblong
mortise-holes, 10 in. by 3 in., c. 7 ft. up from the ground. Original
features comprise two doorways to N. and S., and seven lancets,
only three being unblocked. The S. doorway is the more elaborate
having rolls, nail-head and dog-tooth ornament in the arch, and
originally jamb-shafts, of which foliated capitals remain. The N.
doorway is of one order only, with roll-shafts and slight capitals.
The windows are high in the walls, as in monastic refectories.
Additions include an ancient queen-post roof, and a fifteenth-century
E. window.

! Common Abbreviations : V.C.H. Monuments. Arch. Journal— Arch-
= Victoria County History. R.C.H.M. aeological Journal.
= Royal Commission on Historical
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This is interesting as an example of the unaisled ground-floor
hall, but some authorities believe it to be a chapel.l It is rightly
orientated and the N. and S. doorways almost face towards the W.
angles of the building. A further suggestion has been made that
the chapel belonged to a grange of the Abbey of Abingdon.? But
there is no documentary evidence that such a grange existed at
Sutton Courtenay, only a farm owned by the Abbey, ® and otherwise
there seems no reason for a chapel within a few yards of a church of
contemporary date.

‘ Norman Hall’ is a recent title for the building, but it may be
justified by an absence of windows on the W. half of the N. wall,
which suggests an original annexe on the site of part of the modern
range, and thus a domestic type of plan. However, these windows

SUTTON COURTENAY ‘NORMAN HALL’
| | c1190 |

EELATE 12™ CENTURY

15T CENTURY & LATER
CALE OF FEET'
o5 o 2

M.E. WQOOD. 1934,
FIG. 2.

may have been blocked when the modern wing was built, and
the Tudor fireplace was recently inserted. But if so, it is strange
that they are invisible, as some of the other lancets, though blocked,
can still be traced. Mr. A. E. Preston is probably right in his belief
that the present building represents the hall built by Reginald de
Courtenay about 11go, possibly on the site of a residence of the
first Norman Kings.

Condition : Good.

References : V.C.H. Berks iv (1914, pub. 1924), p. 371.
Arch. Fournal Lxv11 (1910), p. 375.
Berks, Bucks and Oxon Arch. joumal xi (1905), p. 113
(C. Lynam), drawings and plan (} in. scale) ; xxv, no. 1
(1919), pp- 23-38 (A. E. Preston) ; xxv, no. 2 (1920),
pp- 94-113 (A. E. Preston).
Newbury and District Field Club vi (1895-1911), p. 81
(C. E. Keyser), Pl xix (S. Doorway).

1!Mr. C. Lynam, the late Sir 3Mr. A. E. Preston in Berks,
William Hope and Sir H. Brakspear. Bucks and Oxon Arch. Journal, xxv,
V.C.H. says ‘ not improbable.’ no. 2 (1920), p. 96.

‘The late Mr. C. E. Keyser in
Newbury and District Field Club.
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CAMBRIDGESHIRE : CAMBRIDGE—MERTON HaLL (School of Pytha-
goras, or the Stone House).

Merton Hall is situated in Northampton Street and comprises
a Norman house built c. 1200, a thirteenth-century solar, fourteenth-
century buttresses, and a sixteenth-century wing. The Norman
portion is a mutilated first-floor hall built of clunch, and the principal
features are two damaged windows of two lights, with internal jamb-
shafts ; the once elaborately vaulted basement is now hardly recognis-
able as such.

Reference :  J. M. Gray: The School of Pythagoras, Cambridge
(Camb. Antiq. Soc., quarto, pub. N.s. iv, 1932). This
contains recent plan and photographs, also eighteenth-
century views, and the plan and section by Richard

West (1739).
Turner and Parker, p. 53.

DEevONsHIRE : EXETER—HOUSE IN PRESTON STREET.

A building at the junction of Preston and King Streets has
portions of mid twelfth-century walls interspersed with fifteenth-
century work, also part of a Norman doorway with chevron, lozenge
and pellets in the arch.

Condition : Mutilated.

Reference : Devon and Cornwall Notes and Queries viii (1914-15),
part i, p. 161 (E. K. Prideaux), plan and photographs.

DORSET : SHERBORNE CASTLE.

This was a palace of Bishop Roger of Sarum (11o1-1r3g). It
is built of Ham Hill oolite, and important as a large house of the
twelfth century, including a hall, keep, and other buildings round a
courtyard, also a gateway in the outer walls. A good chevron one-
light window remains in the first floor of the N. range, also inter-
laced arcading on the S. external wall. There are loop-windows and
part of a barrel vault in the E. wing, and the keep has a massive
subvault and central pier with scallop capital.

Condition : Preservative works in progress.

Reference :  Arch. Journal Lxxxvil (1930), pp. 422—7. Description
by Brakspear. S. Toy’s plans of the site (undated) and
keep (dated).

DuruaM: DurHAM CaAsTLE—PUDSEY’S HALL INCLUDING CON-
STABLE'S HALL OR NORMAN GALLERY.

Pudsey’s Hall forms the N. front of the castle, and dates c. 1170.
There is a magnificent entrance doorway to the first-floor hall,
consisting of three large and two smaller orders enriched with
double billet, lozenge and other ornament ; and an elaborate system
of chevron wall-arcading associated with the windows to S. and W.
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References : V.C.H. iii (1928), pp. 64-91, with dated plan (g% in.
scale).
A. Hamilton Thompson, Military Architecture in
England during the Middle Ages (1912), pp. 198-202,
with illustrations, including a good drawing of the
entrance.

GLOUCESTERSHIRE : HORTON COURT.

The W. wing is the Norman hall, dating c. 1140. Original
features include a N. and S. doorway with chevron ornament and
jamb-shafts, and two one-light windows on the N. wall. It is
interesting as an aisleless ground-floor hall, and was probably the
prebendal manor-house.

References : Arch. }ournal LXXXVII (1930), PPpP- 449—451 Dated
plan (= in. scale) and illustration of
Memorials of Gloucestershire (ed. Dltchﬁeld, 1911),
p- 133. C. E. Keyser. Illustration of N. door, p. 126,
(the same article is contained in Bristol and Glos. Arch.
Soc. Trans. xxi, p. 13).
W. J. Robinson, West Country Manors (1930), includes
an article on Horton.

GLOUCESTERSHIRE : BRISTOL-—LAW LIBRARY.

A late Norman hall is incorporated into the Law Library, Assize
Courts, Small Street. Original features consist in two scalloped
piers and a corbel supporting a pointed arcade. All is very much
restored.

Reference :  Notes in—
Clifton Antiq. Club, Proc. i (1888), p. 280-1.
Arch. Journal xx111 (1866), p. 150.

HAMPSHIRE : WINCHESTER—ST. THOMAS STREET SUBVAULT.

A twelfth-century subvault is contained in 24, St. Thomas
Street. It consists of two bays of groined vaulting, with a dividing
band supported on responds.

Reference :  V.C.H. Hants v (1912), pp. 8, 9, plan and drawings.

HamPSHIRE : WINCHESTER—WOLVESEY CASTLE (OR PALACE).

Wolvesey Castle lies S.E. of the Cathedral. Of the great hall,
which concerns us most, only the N. and S. walls remain standing,
but indicate an apartment of great length. It was built c. 1170 by
Henry of Blois, Bishop of Winchester, but most of the magnificent
ashlar has been peeled off for later buildings, leaving a rubble core
of flint everywhere apparent. The N. wall contains, at first-floor level,
fragments of arcading, five slightly pointed arches with pellet in
triangle ornament, also a head-corbel, possibly cut later. On the S.
wall a first-floor doorway opens into a passage communicating with
the SW. tower, while other passages once occurred in the thickness
of the N. wall at the level of the clerestory windows.

Condition : What remains of the hall is very much restored.
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References : V.C.H. Hants v (1912), pp. 4, 13-14. Photograph
before restoration.
Hants Field Club iii (1894—7), p. 207. Account of the
castle and excavations in it by N. C. Nisbett, with plan
and photograph.
(Memorials of old Hampshire (19o6), pp. 204, 212, also
contains Nisbett’s article.)
Arch. Journal Lxxx1 (1924), p. 349 (Nisbett’s plan),
F. Grose, Antiquities of England and Wales v (1777),
p. 102, print.

HampsHIRE : BisHop’s WALTHAM PavLace. (Plate iv B.)

The palace is an imposing ruin in the village of Bishop’s Waltham,
9% miles SE. of Winchester. It was originally built by Henry of
Blois, Bishop of Winchester (1129-1171), but much that remains
belongs to the fifteenth century. From eighteenth-century accounts
the palace seems to have consisted of an outer and inner courtyard,
but that arrangement is not now discernable owing to the fact that
the W. range is practically all that exists above ground. From the
modern road the great hall is visible with five fifteenth-century
windows in the W. wall ; the opposite long wall has fallen. To the
N. is a connecting block possibly containing the offices, and to the
S. a more impressive survival in the form of a SW. tower of three
storeys flanked by rooms to N. and E. This portion contains the
twelfth-century features that remain, round-headed blocked or
altered openings, and there is also a Transitional wall arcade just
traceable on the S. wall of the hall. A later medieval barn stands on
the E. side of the enclosure, and there is a ruined gateway near the
N.W. corner of the site, also sixteenth-century brick towers over-
looking a moat.
Condition : Ruinous and overgrown! but still impressive. It
deserves more notice than it has received, and a detailed
study will only follow after clearance and excavation.

References : V.C.H. Hants iii (19o8), pp. 277-8. Illustration.
Arch. Journal LXXX1 (1924), pp. 356—7.
F. Grose, Antiquities of England and Wales ii (1774), no
page number, but-see Hants, two prints of 1761.

HAMPSHIRE :..SOUTHAMPTON—CANUTE’S PALACE. (Plate x B.)

The so-called * Canute’s Palace ’ is situated in Porter Lane near
the S. Quay. It is now a garage, but to let.2 Original features
consist of a window in the S. wall and a vestige of window in the
W. gable. In Englefield’s time there were signs of other features,
and the S. wall was 111 ft. long ; now, however, only a small portion

1Tt is in so bad a case that the cardinal points. Both are wrong and
Victoria County History and Archaeo- not even consistent.
logical Fournal (1924) descriptions *The keys are with Messrs.
cannot even agree concerning its Sawbridge, Albion Place, but the
lock is rusted.
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of the building remains, and in a most mutilated condition. The

S. window is still good enough internally to deserve careful preserva-

tion, but if this is not done immediately, it will be too late. The

window is boarded outside, but shows a segmental rear-arch
supported by internal jamb-shafts, foliated capitals,® and roll-
moulded imposts. The hall was on the first floor, and there was
originally a hood-string at that level across the frontage in association
with the windows.

The house was built c. 1180, judging from architectural evidence.

Its misleading name dates to Englefield whose ‘ fond conjecture ’ it

was that from this hall Canute with his courtiers viewed the rising

tide, and from it descended to the beach ‘ to repress by a striking and
impressive lesson, their impious flattery.’

References : Archaeologia xiv (1808), p. 84. H. C. Englefield (read
1801) : ‘ Account of an Ancient Building in Southamp-
ton.” Elevation, measured drawings of windows, etc.
H. C. Englefield, A Walk through Southampton (1801
ed.), pp. 49-54; (1805 ed.), pp. 50-54, also g7-104
(Reprint of S.A. paper and one elevation).

J. S. Davies, A History of Southampton (1883), pp.94-3,
note.

Turner and Parker, pp. 32-35.

Arch. Fournal 1v (1847), p. 10. (As Turner and Parker,
with illustration of window.)

N.B.—The last two references call it ‘ The King’s House,” which
makes it liable to confusion with ‘ King John’s House.” The quay
near it was not constructed till the thirteenth century, thus it was not
‘ our quay in front of our houses > which was ordered to be repaired
in the Close Roll of 1222.2

HampsHIRE : SouTHAMPTON—KING JoHN’s House. (Plates ii, viii 4,
Fig. 3.)

King John’s House (or Palace) is a partial ruin in the grounds of
the Tudor House Museum, and lies next to Blue Anchor Postern on
the West Wall behind the three southernmost bays of the Arcade.
It was built c. 1150.

Norman features are found in the N. and W. walls which are
alone original ; these are of coursed rubble in Isle of Wight limestone.
The W. wall is common to both town and house enclosures, is
thicker than the N. wall of the house, and was probably built first.
Both walls thin some g in. at first-floor level to form a ledge for the
joists of the hall floor. Three windows of this hall remain, and are
simple two-lights with a mid-shaft only ; the abacus of the latter is
balanced by jamb-imposts, and the capitals have incised scalloping
or an early palm-leaf type. Internally the jambs are straight and the

1 These bear a strong resemblance  History of Tudor House and of the
to the capitals at Merton Hall. Norman House traditionally known

:F. J. C. Hearnshaw and as ‘King John’s Palace’—South-
Macdonald Lucas, Description and  ampton (1932), p. 12.
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rear-arch round-headed, plain in the N. and with an edge-roll in
the W. windows ; there are rebates for shutters, and the mullions
retain holes through which pegs were inserted to keep the shutters
in place.’ 1In the N. wall a fireplace is set in a slight projection ; it
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has jamb-shafts, with scallop capitals, and the springing voussoirs,
still in position, indicate that the arch was segmental. There was
probably a cylindrical chimney, for although the flue is mutilated
it is curved and tapers in the same way as at Christchurch ; however,

1 A thirteenth-century bell capital and on first sight appears as part of
is placed on the sill of the N. window the mullion.
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here the supporting buttress does not extend to the ground outside,
but is corbelled out some 8 ft. up the wall. On either side of the
N. window is an aumbrey or lamp-stand, the E. one being rebated
for a door. In the basement a N. doorway opens onto Blue Anchor
Lane; the outer arch is original with a round head and chamfered
hood-mould. The floor and roof have gone.

In 1337 the French sacked Southampton and King John’s
House was probably ruined then, and has changed little ever since.
At any rate it seems to have been disused as a residence after that
date. As a precaution against a repetition of the raid, the town wall
was strengthened with machicolations in the form of an arcade,!
and the openings blocked on that side. In the basement two
fourteenth-century loops were inserted, the southernmost not in the
blocking of the original round-arched opening, but in the segmental
arch of a second period, possibly the thirteenth century. The
W. wall, however, has been greatly disturbed and is most puzzling
(see plan), the N. wall is less intricate but also disturbed in parts.
The drawing of c. 1851, in Turner and Parker, shows a blocked
doorway where the blunt lancet loop is now. Possibly the rear
arch of the latter was cut down at some modern period to serve
as an extra doorway when the basement was divided ; otherwise
there seems no reason for its position a yard from the entrance door.
At first-floor level there are disturbances in the masonry suggesting
a blocked window at its W. end. The S. arches are modern and the
E. wall rebuilt recently. Thus the wall passage mentioned by
Turner and Parker no longer exists, though the small loop that lit
it still remains.

The sole survival of two adjoining walls, and no signs of a stone
partition make it difficult to determine whether these walls contained
a hall and solar, or a hall alone. The size of the house as suggested
by its N. and W. walls, and the dissimilarity of the windows on each,
seem, however, to indicate a division, and the fireplace and plain
window may have belonged to the hall, the W. windows with roll
moulded rear-arches to the solar. The adjacent Tudor house is
built on Norman foundations, and possibly the present King John’s
House formed part of a large block.

The house was built c. 1150 and obviously not by King John.
It is also extremely doubtful that he ever lived here. The building was
more probably the house of a merchant with business on the western
quay, for the large W. arches would give an easy means of transport
there of goods, possibly wine or wool, stored in the basement. 2

With regard to the origin of the name Professor F. J. C.
Hearnshaw gives a complete solution of the problem in the guide to
the Tudor House Museum. He attributes the rise of the King John
idea to J. Duthy’s Sketches of Hampshire (published 1839), agrees
with him that neither the castle nor Canute’s Palace is meant by the
writers of the thirteenth-century Close Rolls when, they refer to

1 Probably of re-used material 2 Hearnshaw, Tudor House, p. 13.
from the destroyed Norman dwelling-
houses within.
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‘ the quay in front of our houses,” but disagrees that King John’s
House is meant instead, as the West Quay opposite it was the town
quay, not the King’s. The King’s houses were outbuildings on the
castle quay which belonged to the King. Also, King John, when he
visited Southampton, would stay at the castle, and not at an un-
defended low-lying house nearby.

Condition : In modern times the building has been put to various
uses, including those of a coal-store and stable. It was
bought c. 1885 by Mr. W. F. G. Spranger, under whom
it was restored by Messrs. T. E. Dymond and E. Cooper
Poole, and various windows unblocked. In rgrr Mr.
Spranger sold it at a low price to the Borough Council,
and it is now well cared for as part of the Tudor House
Museum.

References : H. C. Englefield, A Walk through Southampton (1801
ed.), pp. 69-70, Pls. ii, vi; (1805 ed.), pp. 68-6g,
pls. ii, vi.1
J. Duthy, Sketches of Hampshire (1839).
Turner and Parker (1851), pp. 34—37, illustrations and

plan.
Brit. Arch. Assoc. Journal xx1 (1865), pp. 29o-2, note
by E. Kell.

Arch. Fournal xx1x (1872), p. 373 (note).

J. S. Davies, A History of Southampton (1883), pp. g1-
92 (note).

Hants Field Club ii (1890-3), p. 365, description by
G. W. Minns and drawings.

V.C.H. Hants iii (1908), p. 1500 (note).

W. Dale, Story of the Historic Buildings of Southampton
(1931 ed.), pp. 13—14 (note).

FE. J. C. Hearnshaw and R. Macdonald Lucas, Descrip-
tions and History of Tudor House and of the Norman
House traditionally known as ¢ King Yohn’s Palace’ in
the County Borough of Southampton (gth ed. 1932),
obtainable from the Tudor House Museum, pp. 4-7,
11-15.

(N.B. The date of Duthy’s book is therein misprinted.)
HaMPSHIRE: SoUTHAMPTON—SMALLER HOUSE OFF BLUE ANCHOR
LANE, not extant but illustrated and planned.

The building stood opposite to King John’s House, but has
been destroyed except for some foundations in the yard of a block
of workmen’s flats. The chief feature was a Norman doorway.
References : 'Turner and Parker, pp. 34~36, plan and illustration.

! Englefield shows a third two- Now blocked modern openings alone
light window in the third bay of the remain.
Arcade S. of Blue Anchor Postern.
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HAMPSHIRE: SOUTHAMPTON-VAULT ON THE WESTERN SHORE,
‘ Corporation Vault’ or * Cellarium.” (Plate xii B, Fig. 4.)

This is an empty vault belonging to the Corporation,! and
situated on the West Esplanade, S. of the Castle Watergate. Original
features consist of a barrel vault with traces of ribbing supported by
water-leaf corbels, of which six out of an original sixteen remain.
The ribbing is said to have been later than the vault, and thus con-
temporary with the corbels, late twelfth century. The loop has been
enlarged and the doorway is modern. The ribs were destroyed
c. 1775. In spite of enriched corbels this was probably a royal
warehouse only.

SOUTHAMPTON ~VAULT ON THE WESTERN SHORE

WESTERN /////;
2™ CENTURY i
7 4™ 5 o g SCMLEOF FEET 2
DOUBTFUL & MODERN
¢ CORBEL lN SITL] M, E.WOOD. 1934

FIG. 4

References : Notes in the following—
H. C. Englefield, 4 Walk through Southampton (180%),

p. 72.
Brit. Arch. Assoc. Journal xxi (1865), p. 286 (E. Kell).
Arch. Yournal xx1x (1872), p. 376.
J. S. Davies, A History of Southampton (1883), p. 74.
Hants Field Club iv (1898-1903), p. 82 (G. W. Minns).
V.C.H. Hants iii (1908), pp. 497-8.
W. Dale, Story of Some of the Historical Buildings of
Southampton (1931 ed.), p. 21.
Hearnshaw and Lucas, Tudor House and King Fohn's
Palace (1932 ed.), p. 12.

Remarks :  There are other traces of twelfth-century buildings on
the W. wall of Southampton. Like King John’s House
they would have been built against the town wall but

1 The key is obtainable from the Tudor House Museum.



18€ NORMAN DOMESTIC ARCHITECTURE

now the only features that remain are blocked round
arches in the N. bays of the fourteenth-century arcade.

HampsHIRE: SoUTHAMPTON—HOUSE IN ST. MICHAEL’'S SQUARE
PassAGE.

S. of St. Michael’s Church, in a narrow passage running from
St. Michael’s Square to French Street there is a house now a green-
grocer’s shop. A drawing published by the Hampshire Field Club
shows that it originally had an interesting front elevation, containing
three semicircular arches, the central of which led to a barrel
vaulted cellar. Nothing recognisable remains—for the stone front
was removed in 1897, and the place largely rebuilt in 1906.

References : Hants Field Club vi, supplement (1913), p. I.
Description by G. W. Minns with plan and illustrations.
V.C.H. Hants iii (1908), p. 491 (note).
Englefield: A Walk through Southampton (1805 ed.),
pp. 56-61 (note).

HampsHIRE : CHRISTCHURCH CASTLE HaLL, THE NorMaN HoUsE.
(Plates iii a, ix c, Fig. 5.)

The castle hall now stands in the garden of the King’s Head
Hotel, and its E. wall is washed by the river Avon. Architectural
evidence suggests a date c. 1160, thus it was probably built by
Richard de Redvers, second Earl of Devon, who held the castle
1155-1162, or by his son Baldwin (d. 1180). The walls are of
random rubble, Purbeck stone being the chief constituent, while
Binstead and Freshwater stone are used for the ashlar dressings ;
the E. wall is the thickest as it was also the curtain, and there is a
shallow plinth on the W. wall; the S. gable survives to its full
height. The hall was on the first floor, but many of its features are
mutilated, especially the fireplace. The chimney, however, is
intact ; it is cylindrical and supported by a flat buttress stepped up
to its junction with the shaft. The windows are of the usual two-
light form, rebated for shutters, and originally had jamb-shafts.
Three are still good externally, the N. window and two on the E.
wall,! and show round-headed lights and an enclosing arch with
out-turned chevron ornament. The N. window is especially
prominent, being at the upper end of the hall; instead of a plain
chamfered hood the inner order is here also elaborated with chevron
and has diaper-pattern on the hood ; there is a grotesque head over
the outer arch, and the rear-arch has an angle roll and groove treat-
ment, now concealed by ivy.  The entrance doorway is narrow and
round-headed ; the external stair to it has disappeared. In the
basement three loops remain, and another has been cut through to
form a doorway. There is no evidence of a sub-vault, but joist-holes
for the hall floor are visible on the E. and W. walls ; beneath are put-

1 Grose shows a third E. window window separated by a string-course
over the river-gate, also a small attic  from the NE. two-light opening.
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log holes. On the W. end of the S. wall (first-floor level) a segmental-
headed doorway led to an annexe, now destroyed. This opening is
probably original, but not that on the other end of the wall, which
turned E. into a garderobe. There are traces of a newel stair at the

NE. corner, which may have been contained in a square turret of
slight projection.
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The garderobe tower is a later medieval addition. It is in ruins
and overgrown, but the round arches of its channel are still good.
The river-gate has an outer segmental arch, and is probably con-
temporary with the garderobe. In this corner (SE.) there seems to
have been three periods of building, all medieval. This is the
probable order :—

(1) First there was no exit to the water, and the loops formed the
only openings in the E. wall.
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(2) Then the end loop was broken through to form a river-gate on
its N. jamb.

(3) That doorway would be inconvenient when the garderobe
tower was built and it was blocked, while the present river-gate
was built well away from the tower.

Condition : Much overgrown with ivy and badly in need of pre-
servation. There is a crack in the elaborate N. window,
but the mullion has been restored.

References : V.C.H. Hanits v (1912), p. 88, with illustrations and plan
(5% in. scale).

(N.B. The plan is incorrect with regard to the position
of the entrance doorway, and the shape of the garderobe.)
M. and C. H. B. Quennell, Everyday Life in Anglo-
Saxon, Viking and Norman Times (1926), pp. 106-7.
External and internal reconstructions, pp. 97 and ¢8,
and a plan (with the entrance wrong).

Turner and Parker, p. 38, illustration.

N. Lloyd, illustrations, pp. 173, 328, 346.

Sir B. Fletcher, A History of Architecture (Batsford,
19238), illustration, p. 396.

A. Hamilton Thompson, Military Architecture, p. 192.
Clapham and Godfrey, Some Famous Buildings and
their Story, pp. 70, 73-75.

F. Grose, Antiquities of England and Wales, suppl.,

vol. v (1777), p- 79 (1776, engraving).

HEREFORDSHIRE : HEREFORD — THE GREAT HALL OF THE Bisnors
(Plate xi B)

this dates from c. 1160, but is much disguised. It was originally a
wooden hall with nave and aisles. Above the eighteenth-century
ceiling can be seen a timber arch of the E. nave arcade and two
scalloped capitals of the destroyed nave arches. Part of a pier can also
be seen in a room on the W. side.

References : R.C.H.M. Herefordshire i (1931), pp. 116—7, PlL. 24.
Included in a coloured plan of the Cathedral (2 in.
scale).

J. Clayton, drawing of hall.
(Author of Ancient Timber Edifices in England.)

HuNTINGDONSHIRE : HEMINGFORD GREY MaNOR House. (Plate ix A
and B, Fig. 6.)

The main block dates from c. 1150 and was a first-floor hall.
Original features consist of the remains of a fireplace (now in a
cupboard); an entrance doorway in the end wall (an unusual
position) and partly filled by a modern window ; and four Norman
windows, of which two are visible externally, and one has only
recently been discovered.! 'The latter is a two-light window with
solid tympanum and restored mullion.

1 This NW. window does not appear in the R.C.H.M. plan of 1926,
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References : R.C.H.M. Hunts (1926), pp. 135-6, with first-floor
plan (X in. scale), plates 78 and 116.
V.C.H. Hunts ii (1926), pp. 309—311, with illustration.

HEMINGFORD GREY
THE MANOR HOUSE <1150

2™ CENTURY s,

LATER & MODERN DT mmns
e CoM: ON' HET:ION:

1 & REEBNT DECOVERES
Hé ADDED, M.EWOCD, 1934.
FIG. 6

Kent: MiInsTER CourT (OR ABBEY).

This house has a curious plan, apparently semi-monastic, but
was at one time used as a grange of the Abbey of St. Augustine,
Canterbury. It compromises a W, block with herring-bone walling,
a later hall to the N. and a church (excavated) to the S. The hall is
probably contemporary with the church and dates from c. 11203 it
has one-light windows, buttresses, and an external string-course.
A twelfth-century passage runs between the W. wing and the church
tower, and is now called the ‘ Saxon Cloister,” and used as a chapel.
Reference :  Arch. Journal LxxxVI (1929), pp. 213-223.

P. K. Kipps, for description of the hall, W. wing and
excavation of the church carried out by Mr. A. W.
Clapham, F.S.A. and the author. Illustrations and
plan (& in. scale).

Kent: WesT MALLING—* PREBENDAL HOUSE.
Original features include two chevron windows at first-floor
level, dating c. 1140-50.

Reference : Article not yet published by F. C. Elliston Erwood,
F.S.A., with plan and photographs.
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KenT: LuppespowN COURT.

Luddesdown is a village just S. of Cobham. The house is next
to the church. It is, however, a doubtful example, though claimed to
be of Norman even Saxon fabric. The hall fireplace is thirteenth
century and later, and the quoins remaining on the NE. even suggest
the fourteenth century; the date of several interesting drawings on
the plaster of the hall. Many of the arches have segmental heads ;
these occur in the twelfth century but are not usual. The corbel,
however, of the round arch under the solar fireplace resembles one
in the cellar of Aaron’s House. A ‘ columbarium ’ is attached to the
building. The roof fell in 1913, and the house has now one of
corrugated iron.

References : 'W. B. Peake, Luddesdown, the Story of a Kentish Manor
(1928). (Sketches from this are printed with notes in
a booklet ‘Luddesdown Court, A Norman Manor
House,” obtainable, price 6d., from the office of the
South Eastern Gazette, Maidstone. Ground and first-
floor plans by Peake and W. Mitchell.)
N. Lloyd, illustration of fireplace, p. 434.

KeENT: EyNsrorp CASTLE HALL

The so-called keep seems to have been the hall. It is much
overgrown, but still contains loops and traces of a spiral stair. The
basement was divided by a cross-wall, and the fireplace may be
original.

References : Archaeologia xxvi1 (1835), pp- 391-7 (E. Crecy, plans).
H. Sands, Some Kentish Castles (1907), p. 36.

KeENT: CHILHAM CASTLE—REMAINS OF LATE ELEVENTH-CENTURY
BUILDING.

Remains of an early hall are incorporated in the base of the castle
fore-building. It was excavated in 1926 by Mr. A. W. Clapham,
F.S.A.

Reference :  Antig. Journal vii1 (1928), pp. 350-3. Plan (<% in.) and
illustrations. (The plan is also printed in Arch. Fournal
LXXXVI, 303.)

LEICESTERSHIRE : LEICESTER CaSTLE HALL.

The hall was built c. 1150 of Dane Hill sandstone, and originally
divided by timber posts into nave and aisles. It is now used as
Assize Courts, for which it was greatly altered in the nineteenth
century. In both court rooms some of the existing roof is ancient,
and may be original in the case of the tie-beams and struts. The
ties have chamfered under-edges, and apparently rested on square
timber piers to which they were also bound by struts. Other struts
stand on the tie-beams themselves to support the principal rafters.
The W. aisle has been walled off, and the roofing renewed, but the
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E. line of piers is still apparent through the presence of the struts
and the top of the timber piers, which are lopped below and now
rest on a modern beam. No capitals remain in position, so it is
impossible to say how far up they occurred on the piers. Mr,
Fosbrooke’s reconstruction places them some two-thirds up from
the ground, and certainly the detached scalloped capital now
exhibited has no abacus, but the post continuing above it. There
are two tall chevron windows, much restored, on the S. wall, also
a re-set pointed arch in chevron on the W.

Condition : Much disguised.

References : Unpublished plan, by W. Keay, F.R.I.B.A.
Reconstruction, by T. H. Fosbrooke.
J. Thompson, An Account of Leicester Castle (1859),
illustration.
G. T. Clark, Medieval Military Architecture (1884),
ii, 182.
T. Fielding Johnson, Glimpses of Ancient Leicester
(1896), pp. 48, 134-7 (note).
C. J. Billson, Medieval Leicester (1920), pp. 41, 200-1
(note).
Archaceological Fournal xc (1933), p. 368 (photograph
of capital, p. 365) (note).

LINCOLNSHIRE : LINCOLN—ST. MARY’S GUILD OR JoHN O’GAUNT’S
StaBLEs. (Plates iv a, xii A, xiii B, Fig. 7.)

It is now a builder’s yard (385, High Street). The present
enclosure is oblong, bounded by the entrance range to W. and a
twentieth-century brick house to E. S. is a recent stone range with
workshops, and N. are two curious buildings in re-used material but
of different dates. That nearest the entrance was built some forty
years ago and is of little interest except for re-used chevron in the
jambs of the S. doorway and a window. The adjoining block is
earlier, and has been considered an original ‘ Norman house.” Its
N. wall is twelfth century, especially on the ground floor, and has
two windows, both partially blocked, round-headed, and deeply
splayed ; the ground-floor window is now used as a cupboard, the
first-floor one is almost hidden by lumber but seems to have traces
of sculpture near it. However, the parallel wall on to the yard is
much thinner, and built up with Norman stones, two shafted windows
and a buttress.! The buttress is the height of two storeys, and against
it between the windows is a flat-topped fireplace, not easily visible,
which if only it could be freed of lumber, might be used to date
this curious sham-Norman house. The house must be old enough to
create a Norman tradition for even Turner and Parker were deceived
by it.2 The Norman N. wall is completed with probably seventeenth-
century brick on the first floor, and this may give a clue to the

1There is also a small niche with z Also Sir Banister Fletcher—Mir.
some mutilated carving, and a W. Watkins was apparently the first
splayed opening behind. to discover the fraud.
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construction of the rest of the house, for the E. gable is built of the
same material.1 If it was due to the antiquarian instinct, to fake a
Norman house is a curious feature of the seventeenth and eighteenth
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centuries and caused by the nearness of Jew’s House; but on the
other hand the resemblance may be accidental, and the arrangement

17The roof is old with tie and wall, thus is either contemporaneous
scissor-beams; it rests on the brick with it or later.



NORMAN DOMESTIC ARCHITECTURE 93

based on convenience. That is the more likely view. There is
some re-used medieval work in the modern S. range.

But most original features remain in the N. half of the entrance
range (1180-90), and include an elaborate gateway and string-course.
The doorway has mutilated heads of bishops on the stop-chamfer of
the jambs ; there is a slightly pointed arch but the outer rings to it
are round-headed ; these include a hood with rosette ornament, and
beneath a line of dog-tooth in hollow-chamfer, two rings of roll-
moulding cut with a hollow on the under-side somewhat akin to the
quirked ogee. Above are two projecting heads resting on an ornate
string-course carved with scrolls, acanthus, and fantastic creatures.
The wall is 4 ft. 7 in. in thickness, built in large blocks of ashlar
oolite, nicely squared and coursed ; the flat buttresses flanking the
gate and N. of it are original. Inside are remnants of arcading on
the N. wall at first-floor level ; the halves of two wide semicircular
arches remain, supported by an extremely lovely capital of wing or
acanthus design. It was hidden behind a modern wall till just
recently, hence the excellent state of preservation. Near it is a
smaller capital, also beautifully carved, and a doorway. There are
traces of an internal string on the W. wall and the bases of window
shafts, but the upper storey has mostly gone. It was apparently a
first-floor hall over a basement.® The latter was possibly vaulted
as in Mr. W. Watkins’ reconstruction ; some corbels remaining give
him a clue to a ribbed vault, probably quadripartite and of five
oblong bays, the central one forming the entrance. Other evidence,
however, suggests that the corbels merely supported wall posts, and
the compartments are too long to be easily vaulted. But in the
fragmentary condition of the building, the whole matter is one of
doubt. The ground-floor was certainly lit by loop windows; a
perfect example remains in the W. wall, splayed to a round-headed
rear arch. N. of it another opening, probably a doorway, has
been blocked.

The entrance range has been curtailed ; a pen-and-ink sketch
dated 1784 shows the Norman work, the later rebuild (with square
headed windows) and adjoining but in the same line a building with
a two-light window, almost pointed, on the S. wall. This portion
abutted on the churchyard, and was taken down when the present
Sibthorpe Street was made. A print of 1831 (J. Salmon) also
indicates a longer W. range.

Mr. Watkins sees in St. Mary’s Guild a training school for
masons, and it is just possible. The whole history of the place is
obscure, but it denotes from its scale and decoration an owner or
owners of importance. John of Gaunt’s fourteenth-century palace
used to stand opposite, and there seems no reason to doubt that the
Norman building, then old and decayed, might have been used as its
stables. That would explain the alternative name to St. Mary’s
Guild.

1 The wooden staircase is on the site of a newel stair, for the wall
curves to meet it above.
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References : Journal of Royal Institute of British Architects, third
series, xx (1913), W. Watkins, F.R.I.B.A. The
buildings of St. Mary’s Guild, Lincoln, illustration,
ground and first-floor plans, reconstructed plans and
elevations.!

St. Mary’s Guild, Lincoln and Medieval Builders, third
series, xxi, no. g (1914).

Turner and Parker (1851), p. 40, illustration.

Sir B. Fletcher, A History of Architecture, p. 396,
illustration.

Arch. Journal LXVI (1909), p. 352.

LincoLnsHIRE : LiNncoLN—JEw’s House. (Plates v A, xiii A, Fig. 8.)

Jew’s House (15, The Strait) is probably the best known of the
Norman houses. It was a first-floor hall, built 1170-80. The walls
are of ashlar, in large blocks of yellow oolite, but the roof and attics
are modern. It is now a furniture-shop, and has been much altered
and sub-divided. Additions include modern shop-fronts, cellar,
and wings to the north.

The house was traditionally owned in the twelfth century by one
of the rich Jews of Lincoln. In 1290 the Jewess Belaset of Walling-
ford was condemned for clipping the King’s coin, and is said to have
lived here.

The street front shows most original features. These include an
elaborate ground-floor entrance, and two windows to the hall above.
The hall fireplace is blocked, but the chimney buttress still exists,
supported on the hood-mould of the entrance arch. This doorway
is of two orders, the jamb-shafts have gone, but their foliated capitals
remain ; these have double-grooved and chamfered abaci on which
rests a semicircular arch richly carved with interlaced or basket
pattern ; the tympanum is modern and the jambs partially repaired,
however there still remains some dog-tooth ornament which originally
flanked the jamb-shafts. The hall windows are mutilated two-lights,
originally five-shafted, but the mid-shafts have gone completely and
modern sashes inserted. The S. window is the better preserved,
with inner order and jamb-shafts still partially in situ; the abacus
of the outer order is continued inwards and supports two round-
headed lights, edged with roll-moulding; the outer arch is
more elaborately enriched with rolls and hollow mouldings with
pellets ; the hood mould is continued as a string-course across the
frontage, and is carved with cable-pattern on the face and palmette
on the chamfer. A second string runs at the level of the sills: it
has various bead and roll mouldings, the upper of which has a cable
turned with pellets.

Inside there is little to see beyond three plain doorways on the
original N. wall, two on the ground, one on the first floor. The

! The reconstructed plan is based pre-supposes the existence of some
on a symmetry not usual in medieval sort of courtyard.
buildings, but the entrance gateway
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modern brick-lined entrance passage may denote the site of earlier
wooden partitions, as it leads to another and loftier doorway in the
back wall of the original building. The last-mentioned opening is
rebated internally indicating the former existence of some kind of
annexe, either in timber or stone. A thick wall almost at right
angles to the opening may be Norman, or if not, certainly medieval,
perhaps on the line of twelfth-century timber work. The angle
between this and the long N. wall of the house is covered by a low
curved remnant of masonry, and there is another old wall to the E.
of this outwork and a second, possibly medieval, to the W. The
result is three parallel walls, joining the Norman hall near its centre,

JEW'S HOUSE - LINCOLN 1170 1180

2™ CENTURY
8 DOUBTFULLY 12™ CENTURY
MODERN WORK
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FIG. 8.

its NE. and NW. angles respectively, all three being connected at
the other end by walls of more recent date. The back parts of Jew’s
House are dark, filled with antique furniture, and thus not easily
examined, also modern plaster conceals the junctions of the walls.
Modern netting serves to prevent the E. annexe wall from crumbling,
and makes investigation there almost impossible. At first-floor level,
this wall has either fallen inwards or is built against the E. chamfer of
the hall doorway in a manner suggesting its being of a later build.
Thus the plan at Jew's House is obscure, but the following
suggestion may tentatively be put forward concerning the arrange-
ment. The family entered from the street by the elaborate ground-
floor doorway, proceeded along a narrow central passage between
store-rooms, and after leaving the main block, by the N. door,
entered an annexe possibly a kitchen, from which wooden stairs led
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up to the NE. door of the hall above. This staircase probably
mounted at right angles to the wall of the hall on the lines of the
present steps from lower to upper workrooms, otherwise it might
have interfered with the door to the E. part of the basement. The
last-named apartment has a curious feature in its E. wall, a wide
low arch 8% feet broad by 54 feet high, partially blocked. This
blocking probably took place when Jew’s Court was built next door.
There is a double (not a single) wall between the two houses ;
thus the low arch did not lead into Jew’s Court as it has been sug-
gested. The street doorway to the E. basement is later medieval,
and possibly replaced the E. arch. This would make Jew’s Court
considerably later than Jew’s House. The walls are c. 2 ft. 8 in. in
thickness.

Condition : Many of its features are mutilated, but what remains is
worth cleaning and preservation.

References : Slight notes occur in—
Turner and Parker (1851), p. 41, with illustration.
E. M. Sympson, Lincoln (1907), p. 88, and illustration
p- 8o.
N. Lloyd, p. 172, and photographs pp. 305, 328.
Sir B. Fletcher, A4 History of Architecture (illustration
p. 412).

LincoLnsHIRE : LiNcoLN—]JEw’s Court. (Fig. 9.)

Jew’s Court adjoins the Jew’s House to the E. It is doubtfully
twelfth-century, and certainly later than Jew’s House, the E. door of
which was blocked when Jew’s Court was built (see above). The
cellar and E. and W. walls of the upper floors seem the earliest
portions. Additions include a solar, said to be later medieval, three
Tudor windows, and twentieth-century partitions. The house
is held by some to have been a synagogue, by others the place of
martyrdom of little St. Hugh of Lincoln in 1255. But the well ‘in
which the body was concealed’ has now been removed as an
eighteenth-century ‘ forgery.’

Condition : Very much modernised.

References : 'T. S. Howitt, Jew’s Court and the legend of little St. Hugh
of Lincoln (1911), illustration and plans of basement and
first floor. (Plan before recent alterations.)

Sympson : Lincoln (1907), p- 88 (note).

LiNCOLNSHIRE: LiINCOLN—HOUSE NEaR St. BENEDICT’S CHURCH,
not extant.

This house mentioned in Turner and Parker (p. 41) had three
late Norman doorways in the position of those at Appleton. It has
lately been removed, and a Marks and Spencer’s stores occupies
the site.



To face page 196. PLATE V.

B. AARON THE ]EW’S HOUSE, LINCOLN : VIEW FROM SOUTH-WEST



PLATE VI. To face page 197.

A.  EAST FRONT

B. SOUTH WINDOWS (THE EASTERN IS INSERTED)
BOOTHBY PAGNELL MANOR HOUSE
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LINCOLNSHIRE : LINCOLN—AARON THE JEwW’s House. (Plate v B.)

Aaron the Jew’s House consists of a double block of buildings
comprising 46 and 47 Steep Hill, and 1 Christ’s Hospital Terrace.
The architectural evidence suggests a date 1170-80, which fits in

SECOND FIOOR

5
% 3 o
. g
=
:
T
7.
et
O
(9]
Z
- E E
x E %
E‘)égu
E gsﬁz &
=) ufpe W e
O p¥ e
(@] D..:':‘.é..: +
252,31 :
I—EE—?" 2
¢ %803“8] 8
2 asag §
= NENE :

with the traditional ownership by Aaron the Jew, who lived in
Lincoln c. 1166-1186. The S. wall is partially faced with brick,
but retains a fragment of string-course ; the W. wall contains an
entrance arch with terminal grotesques to the hood and originally
a fireplace buttress above, also a re-set and restored Norman window
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said to have been found in pieces in a ground-floor recess in 1878.
There is a good barrel vault and an aumbrey in the semi-underground
cellar. The steps to the latter are doubtfully original, and a lintel
with the date 1107 in modern characters has been inserted into the
doorway at the foot; but an original square-headed recess, occurs
above the steps.

It seems to have been a large building, contained in walls between
3 ft. and 4 ft. in thickness. The internal arrangement is, however, so
altered and mutilated that the original plan is obscure.

Condition : Very much disguised. A thorough exploration would
be interesting, with the removal of modern wall-paper.

The walls slope very much, and are often out of the
parallel.

References : Sympson, Lincoln (1907), pp. 89—go, illustration p. 368
(note).
Turner and Parker, p. 42 (note).

LiNcoLNsHIRE : BooTHBY PAGNELL—MANOR House. (Plates iii B,
vi, vii A, Vill B, x C, Fig. 10.)

The Norman house is an unoccupied building in the grounds of
the modern manor-house. It was built c. 1200, and was originally
two-storeyed, consisting of a hall and solar over vaulted basements,
but a modern attic floor has been inserted, a wing and out-house
added to the W, and the gables and roof are also modern. The walls
are of coursed rubble oolite with ashlar dressings.

The house is especially interesting as it contains a solar, and in
one building block with the hall.

The E. elevation contains the original entrances to the cellars,
both with a shouldered arch ; but the doorway to the solar basement
is now partially blocked with a modern window inserted. None of
the cellar windows are original, but like all ground-floor openings,
have relieving-arches above. An external staircase, modern but
probably on the site of the old, leads to the hall entrance, a round-
headed doorway with chamfered jambs, and hood terminating in
a shell or curl ornament. There is a good Norman window to the
solar, with two round-headed lights divided by a polygonal mid-
shaft and capital, and crowned by a solid tympanum bound by
a chamfered semicircular hood-mould. * A similar E. window to
the hall has been replaced by a fifteenth-century four-light window,
and was apparently moved to the S. wall to light a small entrance
apartment when the hall was partitioned.

The S. wall contains this re-set window breaking the string-
course, and a similar two-light in its original position, not quite
central to the frontage. The S. basement entrance is modern.

The W. side shows no ancient features except a blocked window
to the hall, and a cylindrical chimney supported on a gabled plinth
and stepped buttress. The stone-work of the plinth indicates that
the original roof was steeper. There is little of interest on the N. wall.

Internally the ground-floor consists of two vaulted cellars. That



NORMAN DOMESTIC ARCHITECTURE 99

under the solar has a barrel vault placed at right angles to the ribbed
vault of the adjoining room beneath the hall. The latter is larger,
and divided into two virtually square compartments by semi-
circular transverse and diagonal arches supported on six cushion
corbels chamfered to match the ribs. Here the joggled lintel of the
entrance has been questioned, but it seems original and resembles
the lintel-treatment of the hall fireplace.

The first floor contains the hall and solar divided by a stone wall
pierced by a doorway having a round-headed arch supported on
corbels. The half-timber partitioning is old but of doubtful date :
it now divides the original hall into a large room opening N. into

BOOTHBY PAGNELL MANOR HOUSE » <1200

. 1200
LATER

GROUND PLAN
s

SCALE OF FEET FIRST FLOOR PLAN
£ = » 3P M. ENWOOD. 1934

FIG. I0.

the solar and at the S. end two smaller rooms, the W. one lit by the
original S. window, the E. one containing the Norman entrance, a
modern staircase to the attic and the inserted twelfth-century
window mentioned above. The present hall has a perpendicular
window to the E. and beneath it the foot-rest of the original Norman
window, an aumbrey with rebated triangular head on the N. wall,
and on the W. the twelfth-century stone fireplace. The latter has a
projecting hood resting on a pear-shaped string and joggled lintel,
in turn supported by tapering corbels. The hearth is confined by
a slight ‘ fender ’ of stone, possibly original. The solar has a small
aumbrey on the S. wall, a W. doorway of doubtful date, and on the
E. an original window with segmental rear-arch and window-seats.
All the windows are grooved for shutters.
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The width of wall is 4 ft. on the ground floor, and c. 2 ft. g in.
on the first.

A moat, now dry, surrounds the house.

Condition : Very good. One of the best preserved of Norman
houses.

References : No very detailed account or plan exists.
Bucks Archit. and Arch. Soc. Rec. xii (1927-1933),
pp. 299-301, F. W. Bull, illustrated.
Turner and Parker, p. 52, note and illustrations.
A. Hamilton Thompson, Military Architecture,
pp. 19o-2.
Arch. Fournal Lxvi (1909), p. 379 (description by
A. Hamilton Thompson).

N. Lloyd, illustrations pp. 173, 329, 354, 434-
Fletcher, illustration p. 396.

LINCOLNSHIRE : STAMFORD—‘ NORMAN HOUSE.’

‘ Norman House,” 11 St. Mary’s Hill, contains a twelfth-century
arch opening onto a passage, and marked by a Corporation notice
with the legend (in both senses): ‘ This Norman Arch is believed
to be one of the postern gates in the town walls.” It has also been
called ¢ Pack-House Arch,’” but is really the doorway of a Norman
house.

The arch is the only feature visible, and is dated by the chevron
ornament to c¢. 1150. The Norman wall to N. is obscured by the
shelves of a shop ; the wall bounding the passage to the S. may be
original and is 36 ft. long.

Condition : TFair as regards the arch, but even here on the N. the

outer order is mutilated and the inner order embedded
in later wall.

Reference : E. M. Sympson, Memorials of Old Lincolnshire (1911),
p- 167 (note).

LoNDON AND MIDDLESEX : SOUTHWARK—HOSTELRY OF THE PRIORS
ofF Lewes, Two CRrRYPTS, not extant but illustrated and
*  planned.

Two crypts stood on the site now occupied by the yard of London
Bridge Station. They are believed to have formed part of a hostelry
of the Prior and Convent of St. Pancras, Lewes. Crypt I was
demolished in 1830 to allow the approach to new London Bridge.
The main room had a groined vault in four bays, with plain bands
supported by responds with carved capitals. A smaller room to the
NE. was also groined, and there were two other chambers to N. and
NW. with barrel vaults. Crypt II was also vaulted in four bays,
with one central column from which sprung plain bands supported

on the walls by square responds; the diagonal arches were not
ribbed.
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References : V.C.H. Surrey iv (1912), pp. 126-7, plan, p. 138;
illustration (Crypts I and II).
Turner and Parker, p. 47, illustration (Crypt I).
Archaeologia xxiii (1831), p. 299 (Crypt I).1 Buckler’s
drawings, good.
Archaeologia xxv (1834), p. 604 ; plan and good illustra-
tions.! (Crypt II).

LonpoN: CorBeT Court CRYPT—not extant but illustrated and
planned before demolition.

A crypt situated in Corbet Court, near Gracechurch Street was
demolished in 1872. It was the ground-floor of a large Norman
house, had three aisles of two bays each and plain vaulting unribbed
save for transverse and longitudinal bands. There was a wall arcade
and other features included a newel stair. A projecting porch seems
also to have existed.

Reference :  Brit. Arch. Assoc. Journal xxviii (1872), p. 179. E. P.
Loftus Brock, with illustrations and plan (} in. scale).

LoNpON : WESTMINSTER HALL.

Original features dating to William II are for the most part
concealed by the work of Richard II. The hall was an aisled one
of twelve bays, and had a window arcade consisting of twelve round-
headed windows and lower openings in between giving on to a wall-
passage with a barrel vault. Some scalloped capitals remain in
situ but hidden, and more elaborate ones said to have come from
here are to be seen at the Victoria and Albert Museum.

References : R.C.H.M. W. London (1925), pp. 120-3, pls. 177-179.
Elevations and plan giving reconstruction of Norman
arrangement.

RutianD : OakHaM CastiLE Harr. (Fig. 11.)

This was rather a fortified manor-house than a castle, and a
stone wall was not added to the defensive bank until the thirteenth
century. The building is important as an aisled hall in stone, and
as the Norman house with the most elaborate decoration. It was
built ¢. 1190, thus shows Transitional features and an abundance of
dog-tooth ornament. Nineteenth-century wings were added to N.
and W. for use in its present capacity as Shire Hall. The N. wall
has been altered towards the E., contains externally a curious ground
string-course under which the wall recedes, and internally a projec-
tion possibly supporting a wooden stair originally. The NE. buttress
has been rebuilt.

Original features include two-light windows, six cylindrical piers,
and rich ornament in the form of capitals, corbels, and spandril-
figures. Two finials remain in position on the gables: a centaur
to the W., and in the E. what has been variously entitled ¢ St. George

! These give detailed measurements.
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OAKHAM CASTLE
HALL <1190

SITE OF ORIGINAL
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FIG. II.

and the Dragon,’! ¢ Samson and the Lion,’? and ‘ a woman seated
on the back of a scaly animal.’® Turner and Parker foresee the
coming conflict, and prudently call it * A figure in a long surcoat,
mounted on the back of a lion or other animal.’*

Condition : Very good, although the entrance doorway has been
moved to a central position.

References : Turner and Parker (1851), pp. 28-31, plan and many
illustrations.

V. C. H. Rutland ii (1935), pp. 8-10, with plan and
illustrations.

H. Avray Tipping, English Homes i (1921), pp. xvii-xxii,
¢ Country Life’ photographs.

J. A. Gotch, The Growth of the English House (1909),
pp. 27-33, with plan and illustrations.

Thoroton Soc. Trans. xxviii (1924), p. 29 (J. Holland
Walker), with illustrations.

Rutland Magazine v (1911-12), p. 80 (A. Hamilton

Thompson), with illustration.

1]. Holland Walker in Thoroton 3 Lioyd, p. 174.
Soc. Trans. xxviii, 29.
* Arch. Journal, xc (1934), p. 397 4Turner and Parker, p. 31.

(photograph). Illustrations, p. 30.
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A. Hamilton Thompson, Military Architecture,
pp. 197-8. g
Clapham and Godfrey, Some Famous Buildings and
their Story, pp. 72—73, with plan.

N. Lloyd, illustrations pp. 174, 329, 354.

Arch. Journal xc (1934), pp. 397398, illustrations.
Dollman, Analysts of Ancient Domestic Architecture in
Great Britain i (1861), pl. 3 (window).

SOMERSET : SALTFORD MaNOR Housg, oR MaNOR Farm. (Plate ix b.)

Saltford is a village 5 miles NW. of Bath. The manor-house
lies near the church, and is at present unoccupied. It was built
c. 1150, and was apparently a first-floor hall with a later solar to the
E, and a later chapel projecting to the N. The walls are of random
rubble in white lias, but the S. wall is refaced (or rebuilt) and all the
buttresses to N. and S. are later, also the roof and buildings projecting
to the W. Roof ornaments include a stone lion over the E. (solar)
gable. There are two fireplaces, bearing the dates 1645 and 1637
respectively.

Original features consist chiefly in a good chevron window on
the N. wall. It is a two-light of three-shaft type : the hood is carved
with double-groove and nail-head, and the covering arch with in-
turned double chevron ; the round heads of the lights are bordered
with a simple groove, and supported by half shafts, also with incised
scallop capitals. On the same wall are the original hall and basement
entrances ; both are partially blocked and have segmental arches.

The house is said to be associated with the Abbey of Keynsham
in the next parish, but that was only founded in 1166, and the
decoration at Saltford implies an earlier date. It was perhaps
a grange, but more probably the manor-house of the Fitz Hamon or
Bargouse families.

Condition : The house is in urgent need of repair, although the
window is still good. The latter was discovered some
fifty years ago behind a buttress by Major L. Flower,
father of the present owner. The building is little
known, but a survey is in progress.

References : W. J. Robinson, West Country Manors (Bristol,
St. Stephen’s Press, 1930) ; article on Saltford Manor.

SurroLk : Bury ST. EpmunD’s—Movse’s Hari., (Plates vii B,
x A, Fig. 12))

Moyse’s Hall (5, St. Mary’s Square) was built c. 1180, apparently
as a large dwelling-house of the hall-and-solar type. In modern
times it has undergone many changes, including the state of work-
house and police-station, and in 1899 became the Borough Museum.
It is built of flint with ashlar dressings, the S. buttresses are original
but not the gables. Only the S. and W. walls are entirely Norman,
being c. 3 ft. 8 in. thick on the ground, c. 3 ft. 5in.on the first floor ;
the rest are Tudor or nineteenth century, and the E. wall was rebuilt
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and set back when the road there was widened. A drastic restoration
took place in 1858 at the hands of Sir Gilbert Scott, and the pseudo-
Norman windows on the ground-floor were then inserted. There are
some late medieval and Tudor features, including three fireplaces,
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the solar window, also a brick arch and a newel stair in the twelfth-
century partition wall.

Original features include a divided basement, the W. part being
the smaller and formerly 8 ft. deeper than it is to-day. The latter
has a roughly semicircular groined vault, in three oblong bays;
there are responds to E. and W. supporting wide transverse bands
alike with chamfered edges. The E. and larger part is divided into
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two aisles by two cylindrical piers with square rebated abaci; from
these spring wide transverse and longitudinal ribs supported by
responds, two on the W. and (originally) E., and one on the N. and S.
respectively. These bands have chamfered edges as have the
responds, which are similar to those in the W. room. Unlike the latter
the ribs here are slightly pointed, but the diagonal groins are rounded.
The room is thus divided into six square bays.

Above are the hall and solar. The hall (to E.) has a pair of good
late Norman windows in the S. wall. These are interesting as an
example of twelfth-century rectangular lights; each light has a
covering round arch with roll and hollow mouldings, a solid
tympanum, and jamb-shafts with volute capitals almost identical
with those found in the Jew’s House doorway and at Oakham.
The rear-arches are semicircular and have a pear-shaped edge-roll.
There are window-seats parallel to the splayed jambs, and external
and internal string-courses, the latter continuing into a modern
cupboard.

Moyse’s Hall is said to have been a Jewish house or synagogue,!
but it more probably was connected with the Abbey, being perhaps
one of the stone houses in the town that Abbot Samson bought
c. 1198 to house his scholars ;2 or even one of the stone houses
that the Abbot built himself, and which the Londoners threatened
to destroy.® If so the connection had broken by 1328, and the
house was possibly an inn, judging from the earliest mention of
Moyse’s Hall in a lurid story quoted by Mr. Jennings.

Condition : Good in respect of the vaulting and hall windows,
otherwise too much restored.

References : Turner and Parker (1851), p. 46, with illustration.
J. Tymms, Handbook of Bury St. Edmunds (1905,
8th ed. London. Out of print), pp. 118-121.
Suffolk Instit. of Arch. and Nat. Hist. Proc. x (1900),
p. 233, illustrated.
N. Lloyd, p. 328, illustration.

SURREY : Farns#aM CastLE HaLL.

The hall is the centre of the S. block of domestic buildings. It
was originally aisled and built by Henry of Blois, Bishop of
Winchester (1129-1171). Ancient features include a timber
scalloped capital (of the destroyed S. arcade), concealed in a cup-
board, and an E. doorway leading to the kitchen and flanked by two
smaller openings, partially blocked. Unlike the latter the central
doorway opens inwards, and has internal decoration, including a
segmental roll-moulded arch and jamb-shafts with ‘palm-leaf’

1 Dr. Margoliouth, ¢ The Vestiges
of the Historic Anglo-Hebrews of East
Anglia’ Certainly the subvault is
unnecessarily lofty for a place of
storage, and traces of a further range
to the W. might be said to fit in with
his view that the whole side of the

market place was filled by the syna-
gogue and its subsidiary buildings,
seminary, baptisteries, and official
residences.

2 Chronica Jocelini de Brakelonda,
Camden Soc. 1840, p. 33.

3 ibid, p. s6.
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capitals ; it is curiously elaborate for a service doorway, being more
like an entrance in treatment, while the ornament suggests an addition
after the death of Bishop Henry. There are traces of external
arcading on the S. wall of the hall.

References : V.C.H. Surrey ii (1911), pp. 599—602. Illustrations
and coloured plan by Sir Charles Peers.

SusseEx : NY(E)TIMBER, PAGHAM—BARTON OR MaNOR Farm.

The house is reached from a drive near the Lamb Inn. Original
features consist of a square building containing N. and S. doorways.
Additions include modern rooms connecting the ‘aula’ with a
thirteenth-century chapel. A moat surrounds the site. It has been
claimed that the doorways are not rebated, and that the house is thus
pre-Conquest. But the recent attribution of herring-bone masonry,
which exists here, to the early Norman not Saxon period, puts the
building somewhere at the end of the eleventh century. Also an
inner rebate to the S. doorway is suggested by the fact that the
outer arch is 6 in. wider (and 4 in. higher) than the inner, so that
probably the door opened externally to a timber out-building, not
now extant. The doorway is blocked, and only the voussoirs can be
seen outside, the rest of the wall being rough-cast. Inside, however,
the S. wall is visible behind apparent cupboard-doors. The N.
doorway is altered.

Condition : Much disguised.

Reference :  Sussex Arch. Collections xlvi (1903), pp. 145-154, with
plan and illustration. H. L. Guermonprez and P. M.
Johnston.

Sussex : PoORTSLADE—MANOR HoUSE RUINS.

The manor-house adjoins the churchyard on the N. Access to
the rest of the building is obtained from the Convent of St. Marye,
in the gardens of which the ruins stand. The house was built of
flint, ¢. 1150, and contained a first-floor hall. Original features
comprise two early two-light windows, of which the S. one has a
plain mullion, and the E. a mid-shaft with cushion capital, also a
moulded rear-arch. The E. and S. walls alone survive to any extent ;
there are also fragments of a later wing projecting W, and making
with the hall an L-shaped type of plan.

Condition : The house is a ruin, but its windows are in good
condition.

Reference : Sussex Arch. Collections, 1xxv (1934), pp. 1-18, with plan
and measured drawings. A. B. Packham.

Sussex : WEST DEAN, NEAR SEAFORD—CHARLESTON MANOR HOUSE.
The manor-house contains a first-floor hall, built ¢. 1180. It
has flint walls with Caen stone dressings, and a good five-shafted
two-light window has recently been unblocked in the N. wall.
Reference :  Sussex Notes and Queries, vol. iv, no. 2 (May 1932).
Description, plan and illustrations by W. H. Godfrey.
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WILTSHIRE : DEvizes CasTLE HALL.

This is hardly extant but has been planned. It was 74 ft. by
4o ft. in area, vaulted and probably carried a wooden superstructure.
There was a further apartment to the S. (19 ft. by 16 ft.). The castle
was built by Bishop Roger of Sarum (1102-1139).

Reference :  E. H. Stone, Devizes Castle (1920), pp. 26, 115, plan.

WILTSHIRE : CLARENDON PALACE.

Excavations are in progress here under the direction of Dr.
Tancred Borenius and Mr. John Charlton. The palace was the
scene of the enactment of the Constitutions of Clarendon in 1164
and the Assize of 1166.

Reference :  Antiq. Journal, xvi (1936), pp. 55-84, with plan.

WORCESTERSHIRE : REDMARLEY D’ABITOT—BURY FARM.

Bury farm includes a twelfth-century hall built of sandstone.
Original features are found only in the basement which has a ribbed
vault in three bays, and moulded corbels, a doorway and small one-
light windows. The floor is of rammed earth.

Reference : V.C.H. Worces. (1913), p. 482, plan and photographs.

YORKSHIRE : RICHMOND CASTLE—SCOLLAND’S HALL.

Scolland’s Hall is situated against the castle wall at the SE.
angle. It dates from the late eleventh century except for the S. wall
at first-floor level which was rebuilt in the late twelfth century, with
the earlier windows probably re-used. Original features include, in
the hall, two-light windows and a doorway with jamb-shafts and
Corinthianesque capitals ; in the basement loops on the S. wall.
The upper floor has gone but joist holes remain showing how little
the builders cared for the parallel, the beams apparently slanting
across the building as in William II’s hall at Westminster. There
is a newel stair partially blocked in the NW. angle, and remains of a
twelfth-century corbel table on the S. wall. Some herring-bone
masonry occurs in the N. and W. walls. The external hall staircase
has been destroyed, but some twelfth-century foundations remain ;
these probably belonged not to a porch but to a masonry-base for the
stair, the latter view being supported by the way in which the staircase
is depicted in the fourteenth-century Register of the Honour of
Richmond. To the W. are offices built in the early twelfth-century
and to the E. an original solar much altered in the thirteenth century.

The hall was probably built by Alan, Earl of Brittany (1071-
1089), but was apparently named after Scolland, Lord of Bedale,
seneschal to a later Earl Alan (1137-1146).

Condition : Good, except that the roof has gone and many of the
windows have lost their mid-shafts. The castle is now
in the care of H.M. Office of Works.

References : H.M.O.W. Official Guide (1926), with ground plan.
V.C.H. N. Riding i (1914), pp. 12-16, with first-floor
plan. A. Hamilton Thompson, Military Architecture,

pp. 104, 189.
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FURTHER NOTES

IsLE oF WIGHT: CALBOURNE—SWAINSTONE HALL.

This is a thirteenth-century hall with a late twelfth-century annexe.
Reference : V.C.H. Hants v (1912), p. 217 (plan).

LEICESTERSHIRE : ASHBY-DE-LA-ZOUCH—MANOR HOUSE.

There was a manor house prior to the castle, and dated c. 1150.
The end walls remain above ground. A chapel added in the thirteenth
century is better preserved. The house has been excavated by
Mr. G. H. Chettle of H.M. Office of Works, and his report will be
published shortly.

NORTHANTS : BARNACK.

The Norman portions of the manor house have been destroyed.
References : Turner and Parker, p. 52 (illustration).
V.C.H. (Northants) 11 (1906), pp. 468, 472.

NorroLk : NorwicH—Music HALL

167, King Street, has a probably twelfth-century subvault.

SUFFOLK : STANSFIELD, NEAR CLARE.

A twelfth-century aisled hall with wooden piers existed here
until its destruction in 1928. Two wooden posts are preserved.

Sussex: OLp ERRINGHAM.

Here there is a small barn which is said to have been the chapel
of a manor house.

Sussex : SoUTH MALLING.

There is a portion of wall which probably belonged to a manor
house of the Archbishops of Canterbury, and was thus the scene of
the leaping table which so startled the murderers of Becket. The wall
can be seen in the garden of Old Malling Farm.

Norman subvaults partially remain at the Bishop’s Palaces of
Lincoln and Norwich.



CLASSIFIED LIST OF NORMAN HOUSES WITH APPROXIMATE DATE AND DIMENSIONS.!

s

" F1rsT-FLOOR HALLS :

Date
(@) Town Houses—

King John’s House, Southampton .. €. 1150

Jew’s House, Lincoln o : .. 1170-80

Aaron the ]ew s House, Lincoln. . .. 1170-80

Canute’s Palace, Southampton o .. ¢ 1180

Moyse’s Hall, Bury St. Edmunds .. ¢ 1180

St. Mary’s Guild, Lincoln s .. 1180—90

(6) Manor Houses—

Portslade : c. 1150

Hemingford Grey c. 1150

Saltford : c. 1150

Charleston c. 1180

Merton Hall c. 1200

Boothby Pagnell c. 1200

(¢) Castle Halls—

Scolland’s Hall, Richmond o . Late eleventh
and twelfth
century

Christchurch s e 5 .. ¢. 1160

Durham, Pudsey’s Hall s SISAR (S ) (7 o)

Wolvesey Castle, Winchester .. .. C.I1I70

INTERNAL
Length  Breadth
ft. ft.
4~ 27}
338 15
111 —
44 374
234+ 18
32 213
31— 18
37 18
60 20
48% 17%
76 26
68 24
145 264
134 29%

WIDTH OF WALL

Ground
Floor.

2’ 10" (N)

(VV)
N.S)

7

U\-‘ﬁ-h-h

4 |
6’(E)

5’ 4", etc.

First

Floor.
2’2" (N.)
2’ 10" (W.)
2[ 8”

"

29
31 8//

e
-

1'The dimensions are approximate as opposite walls often differ in length, and old walls slope, sometimes even out of the
parallel—(e.g. Jew’s House and Aaron’s House). For clarity, length and breadth measurements are given to the nearest 6 in.
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IT.

ITI.

Date

GrouND Froor HaLLS, AISLED :

Westminster Hall

Late eleventh
and fourteenth

century
Leicester Castle Hall i = .. C.1150
Hereford, Great Hall of the Bishops .. c. 1160

Farnham Castle Hall' (Capital c. 1150)'

E. Doorway c. 1190

Oakham Castle Hall? c. 1190
Bristol 1200+

GRrOUND FLooR HaLLs, UNAISLED :
Minster Court (N. Range) =+ .. C.1I20
Horton Court C. 1140
Sutton Courtenay, ‘ Norman Hall’ .. €. 1IQO
c. 1210

Appleton Manor

! Width of Nave, 27 ft.; Aisles, 8} ft.

2 Width of Nave, zo ft. ; Aisles, 9 ft. (piers 2 ft. in diameter).

INTERNAL
Length Breadth
Ft. Ft.
2398 67%
76 51
65 43
66 44
63 261
31 16
50 17
38% 241

WIDTH OF WALL
Ground First
Floor. Floor.

(0244

HOYV JIISHWOd NVWION

CR:ORSS CR Y



IV. PaLaces:

Sherborne Castle (First-floor hall) . .

Wolvesey Castle

Bishop’s Waltham Palace ..
Clarendon Palace (aisled hall)

V. SUBVAULTS:

VL

St. Thomas Street, Winchester

Redmarley d’ Abltot Bury Farm (no orlgmal
features in first-floor hall above) . 3

Southampton, vault on Western Shore

ExamMPLES OF UNCERTAIN TYPE:
Barton or Manor Farm, Nytimber ..
Early Hall at Chilham Castle

West Mallmg, Prebendal House, ? Solar! ..
Stamford, ‘Norman House ’ :

Date

C. 1135 or
later

Late twelfth-
century

twelfth century

late twelfth

century

late twelfth
century

late eleventh
century

late eleventh
century

C. 1140-50

c. 1150

INTERNAL

Length  Breadth

Ft. Ft.
68 20
83 51
27 173
30 18
56 19%
19 17
30 19%
298 14

Ground
Floor.

WIDTH OF WALL

c. 41 4”

C. 31 5”
8’ 8" (W.)

2I

”

10

under 3’ 6”
2’ 6" T

1 Measurements through the courtesy of Mr. Elliston-Erwood, F.S.A.

First
Floor.
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VII. ExampLES OF UNCERTAIN DATE:

Jew’s Court
Luddesdown Court 3
Exeter, house in Preston Street

VIII. ExampPLEs NOoT EXTANT BUT ILLUSTRATED :

Southampton, house in St. Michael’s
Square .. .. . S
Smaller house in Blue Anchor Lane

London, Crypts of the Priors of Lewes,
Southwark ¥, : % .

London, Corbet Court

Date



INTERNAL
Length Breadth

Ft.

27

28

50
45
[40%

13
1 26

Ft.

20
20
164
14—
18
21

c. 40’ square

Ground
Floor.

2! IIII
!

c 3'-

WIDTH OF WALL
First
Floor.

(A &/

NVINION

HINAILDHAIIHDOHV OISO



NORMAN DOMESTIC ARCHITECTURE

]
[
OV

DATE

With very few exceptions surviving Norman
houses date to the second half of the twelfth century ;
Scolland’s Hall and West Malling, Minster Horton
and Nytimber being at present the only earlier ex-
amples. This late twelfth-century date may be
fortuitous : it would be natural to expect later buildings
to be more abundant ; but such a preponderance of
evidence on one side calls for another explanation.

Some would attribute it to the fact that earlier
stone dwelling-houses never existed, castles forming
the only Norman type until the reign of Henry II. Our
earlier examples oppose this view : nevertheless it is
partially correct. The Normans on their arrival in
England would be more likely to build castles than
manor houses, so as to keep and emphasise a pre-
dominence not accompanied by superiority in numbers.
The early twelfth century saw Henry I's work in the
direction of wealth and order overturned by the
Anarchy which followed his death in 1135, and it was
not until the reign of his grandson that richer and
more settled conditions encouraged the building of
structures which were neither castles nor hovels.1

But more significant is a second reason for the late
date of surviving stone houses : the fact that until the
reign of Henry II stone was not in general use for
building, even castles being mainly composed of
timber.? These latter would be the first to be translated
into the less destructible material. Thus if many early
twelfth-century dwelling-houses existed, they would be
of wood, and so do not survive.

Even under Henry II the question of defence was
important and it was safer to have the living-rooms
raised to first-floor level,? a similar arrangement being
found in the keeps of twelfth-century castles. In
the thirteenth century conditions were still more
secure, and the hall tended to come downstairs. Yet
first-floor halls were still built, such as Little Wenham

! Yet Horton (c. 1140) dates from Richmond, in areas where stone was
this period, and perhaps West expecially abundant and easily worked.
Malling (c. 1140—50). 3The aisled hall is not here

?There are exceptions, such as considered.
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Hall, Suffolk, and this century with the fourteenth
may be considered a period of transition. It was not
until the fifteenth century that the ground-floor hall
was usual.

TYPES OF NORMAN HOUSE

There are three main types to be found in surviving
Norman houses, the first-floor hall, the aisled hall on
ground level, and the unaisled ground-floor hall.

Although we should expect a difference in type
between town and manor houses, occasioned by
considerations of space, it is noteworthy that the
compact first-floor hall is common to both. No doubt,
however, the number of outbuildings, probably timber-
built, would be greater in the country. In both the
stone hall is raised on a basement! either vaulted as
at Moyse’s Hall and Boothby Pagnell, or with a
wooden ceiling as apparently existed at Jew’s House
and Charleston Manor. Such an arrangement would
provide storage accommodation below, and raise the
living-rooms to a defensible height above the ground.
Thus the hall windows could be larger, loops sufficing
for the basement.

This type is also found in castles, where a hall was
often built apart from the keep, and formed a separate
house in the bailey, usually against the curtain, where
an escarpment or other feature gave it the most
protection. At Richmond and Christchurch these
halls are distinct buildings, and can be classed as
Norman houses. Other castle halls on the first-floor
occur at Durham? and Wolvesey Castle, Winchester,
but here they form an integral part of the general

lan.
% But other castle halls seem to have been aisled,3
and were thus built at ground-level, where the solid

1The term ‘cellar’ is used as an  part of which is called Constable’s
alternative for basement in the Hall. The ¢Great Hall’ is of
medieval period. Both words have thirteenth-century build.
now an underground sense, but here

they will be used, unless otherwise 3 Winchester Castle Hall, Bishop
indicated, for rooms, generally for Auckland (now a chapel), Ashby-de-
storage, on ground level. la-Zouch, Warkworth. See Clapham

* Bishop Pudsey’s range, the upper and Godfrey, p. 73.
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earth could serve as a platform for the piers. Indeed,
the aisled hall seems to have been the chief type in the
twelfth century for a hall of any width, as long timbers
were not easily obtainable, and arcades, dividing up
the span into shorter sections, simplified the problem
of roofing.1 This was solved in the fourteenth century
by the introduction of the hammer-beam roof, a method
of construction based on a series of superimposed
brackets in turn supported and supporting in a step
fashion akin to the corbelled vaults of antiquity. It
not only dispensed with the tie-beam, but made
unnecessary the division of a large compartment into
nave and aisles. Even before this the aisled hall was
passing out of favour, and at the end of the fourteenth
century the greatest of the Norman halls of this kind,
that at Westminster, was remodelled, and a splendid
hammer-beam roof replaced the old triple arrange-
ment. Thereafter there are only isolated examples,
such as the fifteenth-century Guildhall at York, but
the type persisted into modern times in the form of
barns.

Ground-floor halls without aisles do exist, but it
is noteworthy that they are either doubtfully domestic
or doubtfully Romanesque. There are four of them so
far known, Horton and Minster Courts which date to the
first half of the twelfth century, Sutton Courtenay
‘ Norman Hall’ (c. 1190) and Appleton Manor (c. 1210).
It will be advisable to judge each example on its
merits.

With regard to a domestic character, Minster is
the most dubious—the hall appearing to form part of
a semi-monastic plan comprising a church and dormi-
tory, or if domestic it is of a most unusual type of
Norman house.

Appleton can also be dismissed, this time on
grounds of date : it belongs to the first quarter of the
thirteenth century, and will be considered as a type of
transition into the normal medieval house plan.

Horton and Sutton Courtenay have been called
chapels, the latter by several authorities. This may

1 Aisled halls were usually built of wood, and so more cheaply.
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be part of a certain timidity to recognise a Norman
house as such from which the first-floor hall by its
very character is exempt.! Both houses are rightly
orientated and have north and south doorways
towards the western angles of the building : these
doors are opposite at Horton but not quite facing at
Sutton Courtenay.

Like Sutton Courtenay the fact that Horton Court
is near the church is an argument in favour of its being
a Norman house. The church of St. James, a few
yards away, was rebuilt in the fourteenth and early
fifteenth centuries, but presumably on the site of an
earlier church which in the twelfth century was given
as a prebend to Sarum. Horton Court is said to be
the prebendal manor house, and the position of its
north doorway in direct line with the priest’s door in
the chancel lends colour to the supposition.

Thus we cannot neglect the existence of unaisled
halls on the ground-floor in the twelfth century,
though the evidence suggests that they were uncommon
in stone. There are several reasons that might be
given for their occurrence. Some might even attribute
them to monastic influence, through the resemblance
of Sutton Courtenay and the semi-monastic Minster
to a common type of frater of which a good example
exists at Dover, and indeed bears a strong likeness to
the hall at Minster. The windows are high on the
walls not only for defence but to carry the draughts
from unglazed windows over the heads of the occupants.
In early halls light was an advantage tempered by
the entry of wind and rain, for shutters kept out all
three together. Later in the Middle Ages safer condi-
tions and the use of glass brought the windows nearer
to ground level.

Another view might be that these halls are the
translation of wooden houses into stone. This involves,
however, a consideration of the material used in the
first-floor type of hall. All surviving examples of the
latter are in stone, but it may be that in some, stone
was used only in the basement to protect valuable or

1Yet at least one of the latter has been called a synagogue.
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inflammable stores against fire; the less expensive
hall above could be replaced more easily. No examples
of this kind exist, but there is a possibility that the
castle hall at Devizes was of such a composite build.
The subvault that remains at St. Thomas Street,
Winchester, may have carried an upper floor of timber,
also the London crypt, now destroyed, at Corbet
Court and those of the Priors of Lewes in Southwark.
A complete first-floor hall in wood is unlikely, for
there would be no advantage and only danger in an
elevated position when the basement could easily be
set alight. Not only would the latter lose its purpose
as a safe place for storage, but the fact that the hall
was raised above it make egress difficult in case of
fire. If the wooden stairs were burnt the occupants
could only escape by jumping from the doors and
windows.* It is thus probable that the most common
type of house in the twelfth century, the house of
timber now destroyed, would have its living-rooms on
the ground-floor with possibly other sleeping accomoda-
tion in a loft in the roof above. Aisles would not be
necessary save in the larger buildings. Sometimes
such an arrangement may have been translated into
the more durable material, which would explain the
stone examples left to us, but it is more probable that
where stone could be afforded, the builder would choose
the compact defensible first-floor hall. That is what
the available evidence suggests, and the stone hall on
ground level seems to have been a matter of special
circumstances or of individual caprice.

Again it might be argued that in such unaisled
ground-floor halls we have prototypes of the typical
medieval house. But it will be well to postpone the
discussion as to which type of Norman house survived,
and first consider the plan of each and their component
parts.

Plan.

It 1s not possible to recover a complete plan of the
Norman house owing to the fragmentary state of most

1 At any level two-light windows do not provide a pleasant means of egress.
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existing examples, and the non-survival of wooden
outbuildings which probably housed the offices and
almost certainly the kitchen. With regard to the
main building, the plan is generally oblong, though
the corners are rarely true right angles.

(1) The first-floor hall.—The first-floor hall occurs
in two main types: (a) the single compartment plan,
and (b) the hall and solar plan. This classification is
based on the surviving stone walls, and does not take
account of possible timber sub-divisions and additions.
Also the varieties of basement are considered elsewhere.

(a) The single compartment plan is found in Jew’s
House, Hemingford Grey and Charleston manor houses,
and probably at Canute’s Palace, Southampton. The
solar at Merton Hall, Cambridge, is a thirteenth-
century addition to this type of house, and Christchurch
castle hall will also count as an example, although
there used to be traces of adjoining buildings, possibly
somewhat similar to the arrangement at Richmond.

(b) The hall and solar plan? is less usual. It occurs
certainly at Boothby Pagnell, where the solar is added
at one end of an ordinary single apartment of the
same build ; and at Moyse’s Hall where a third apart-
ment may have existed but is now destroyed. In
these the separate rooms are all in a line forming one
building block, and in the case of Boothby Pagnell
probably covered by a single roof. King John’s House
seems to have been of this type.

The hall and solar arrangement is probably a
typological development from the single-compartment
plan, in which the upper end of the hall was no doubt
divided off in some cases to serve as a private bed-
chamber for the lord and lady. The lower end may
also have been partitioned to form a passage sheltering
the body of the hall from draughts when the entrance
door was opened. Curtains probably were sometimes
used for the purpose, and perhaps the upper end was

1The ‘solar’ often called the also used in the general sense of a
‘ chamber’ was the private bed- room above ground-floor level. For
chamber of the lord and lady and was  other uses of the word see Hamilton
always on the first-floor. The word Thompson, p. 192.
‘ solar,” ‘soller,” or ‘solarium’ is
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only separated from the hall at night when the lord
and his family retired.!

Both types of hall may be classed together with
regard to the arrangement of doors, fireplaces and
windows.

The entrance doorway was generally placed in one
of the side walls at the lower end of the hall. The
high table would thus be as far from the door as
possible. Instances of an entrance in this position
are found at Jew’s House, Christchurch, and Boothby
Pagnell, though sometimes, as at Merton Hall and
Hemingford Grey, the doorway is placed in the end
wall, a situation unusual in a medieval house.

The wall fireplace commonly occurs near the
middle of the side wall opposite to that containing the
entrance. This is the arrangement at the five houses
mentioned, in which the original plan is most easily
recoverable.

All the windows never survive in any house, but
they seem to have been distributed at fairly regular
intervals, one in the end, two or three in the side walls.
At Christchurch the north window has especially
elaborate decoration, and indicates the upper end of
the hall. Smaller windows occur in the gables.

An unusual arrangement is found in Jew’s House
and Aaron’s House, Lincoln. Here the main entrance
is on the ground-floor near the centre of the side wall
facing the street, and a first-floor fireplace buttress
is supported on the hood-mould of the doorway. This
neat arrangement was possibly designed to do away
with the necessity of an outside stair, at least on the
street front.? But it may be that the ground-floor
entrance was adopted as being safer, and indeed this
might be used as evidence that Jews, fearing persecu-
tion, actually built these two houses.

Usually, however, the basement doorway is plain ;
and in an undivided cellar, occurs at the end of one

1A somewhat similar use of Hundred Rolls, there are complaints
curtains is found in an illustration of of encroachments on the public way
a Saxon house (Harleian MSS. by external staircases. S. O. Addy,
no. 603, fol. 67). Illustration in Ewolution of the FEnglish House
Lloyd, p. s. (1933), p- 111.

*In  the thirteenth - century
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of the side walls, sometimes on the same wall as the
first-floor entrance, but at the other end. Loops were
apparently the usual form of windows, but unfor-
tunately evidence of their arrangement only remains
in castle halls. At Richmond and Christchurch the
outer wall of castle and hall are the same, and the
loops naturally occur here, while the doorway is
opposite. King John’s House apparently had several
large arches on the western wall, and this suggests a
use for the transference of merchandise on to the quay.

(2) The Aisled Hall. Oakham is the only good
example of the arrangement in an aisled hall. The
entrance occurred originally in a similar position to
that which it occupied in the first-floor hall, namely
at the end of one of the side walls. In the end wall
near it are blocked doorways leading to the offices in
outbuildings now destroyed. Above is a first-floor
doorway apparently approached by an internal stair-
way, possibly resting on the curious projection remain-
ing on the north wall. This doorway is also blocked,
but apparently led to an apartment above the offices.

At Farnham the entrance was in the normal
position but has been replaced, and three service
doorways survive in the end wall. The elaborate
central one opens inwards, and flanking it are smaller
doorways opening outwards as at Oakham.

(3) Ground-floov halls without aisles. Of ground-
floor halls Appleton has a similar arrangement to
Oakham, but with originally another door opposite
the entrance.! Here the service doorways are two in
number, and unblocked.? This example, however,
belongs rather to the Early English period ; earlier
halls at Horton and Sutton Courtenay show opposite
doorways near the lower end of the side walls, but no
visible openings in the end wall.

There is no evidence of a wall fireplace in any
ground-floor hall, whether aisled or unaisled, but the

1 D. and S. Lyson, Magna Britannia  with a solar on the first floor. There
(1806), 1, 212. The position is now is no sign of a stone annexe save for
occupied by a modern window. a later medieval wall and traces of a

2 These probably led into pantry newel stair.
and buttery in a wooden building
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windows are at a lower level in the aisled hall, this
being occasioned by the construction of the roof.

BUILDING MATERIAL

The Norman houses that remain to us are of stone
or flint, although no doubt wood was more often used
in manor and town houses, and with clay and wattle
was probably the sole material for the houses of the
poor.! Even in twelfth-century London the majority
of the houses were wooden, with thatched roofs, and
thus fires were frequent. The Building Regulations
of 11892 offered special privileges to citizens who
would build in stone and roof with tile, but this seems
to have had little effect ; and if timber were used,
stone party walls 3 ft. thick and 16 ft. high were to
divide one house from another. The use of wood seems
to have persisted, however, and a stone house denoted
position and means, probably even in districts where,
unlike the Home Counties, stone was quarried locally.
Nevertheless there must have been many more stone
houses than the few survivors suggest : for instance,
we know there were others besides Moyse’s Hall at
Bury St. Edmunds.

For the aisled hall, the construction of which was
in origin one of timber, wood doubtless remained the
chief material in the twelfth century, translations into
stone such as the hall at Oakham being exceptional.
We have documentary evidence of such a timber hall,
now destroyed, in the castles of Hertford and Pleshy,
and the hall of the Bishops of Hereford, although now
disguised, is an example yet remaining. These timber
halls probably had a rubble base, as at Hereford, on
which the half-timber walls would rest, and the type
of hall at Leicester Castle, where a complete shell of
stone encloses the wooden arcading, may be a develop-
ment from this.

have his house carried outside the

1 Evidence for the flimsy nature of
town and burnt. (Article 21.)

the houses of the ordinary man is
found in the London Assize of 1212,

which orders their removal if on fire
by hook and cord. The Assize of
Clarendon (1166) enacts that any
person who harbours a heretic shall

2 See Turner and Parker, Appendix
i, p. 275 et seq. for the London Assize
of 1189 from the ¢ Liber de Antiquis
Legibus.’
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The stone used would depend in most cases on
local conditions, for transport from any distance was
expensive. Some of the best stone houses lie on the
limestone strip which runs diagonally across England
from Lincoln to Somerset, fringed by parallel belts of
lias, inferior to the oolite but still good building
material. Outliers of the limestone are found in the
Isle of Purbeck, also in the Isle of Wight, whence it
was easily transported to Southampton by sea. In
fact, conveyance by water was quicker and cheaper
than by land when the only good roads were those
made by the Romans a thousand years before. For
this reason Caen stone from Normandy was frequently
used in Medieval England, and is found in the dress-
ings at Charleston and Nytimber. Sandstones are
quarried in the West Midlands, but few houses remain
of this material. The East and South East are poor
in building-stone, and in the Norman period, brick
other than reused Roman work, does not appear.
Flint, however, found underneath the chalk, was an
adequate substitute, also clunch (hardened chalk) and
Kentish rag, a local stone not easily worked.

Good ashlar workmanship is found, and a few
houses are entirely built of such masonry.! Most
however have walls of coursed or random rubble, or
flint, with the dressings only of cut stone. Ashlar
quoins are usual, normally arranged in pseudo ‘long-
and-short ’ work, which however is not characteristic
of the Norman period alone. Sometimes the angle
is chamfered. Shallow plinths also occur.

Herringbone masonry is a characteristic of early
Norman, not Saxon work,?2 and can be seen in the walls
at Minster (west range), Richmond and Nytimber.

Buttresses

The usual type is the flat or pilaster buttress of
shallow projection, continuing the height of two
storeys, but sometimes narrowing above the string
marking first-floor level. The stepped buttress with

1 Probably with a rubble core. esque Architecture after the Conguest,
* A. W. Clapham, English Roman- p. 115.
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weathered offsets indicates transition into the Early
English type, when the thicker buttress counteracted
the thinning of the walls. The Norman buttresses,
however, are often decorative, as the thick walls are
usually adequate in themselves to support a vaulted
undercroft. The chimney buttress is described else-
where.

Width of Walls!

Domestic architecture does not bear out the current
view that Norman walls are always over 3 ft. in width.
Even ground-floor widths occur under 3 ft. where the
cellar is unvaulted, with measurements from 2 ft. 6 in.
to 2 ft. 11in. Under 2 ft. 6 in. is rare, however. Base-
ment walls of 3 ft. to 4 ft. and even over are found,
and especially when the ground-floor is vaulted.
First-floor walls often thin from 3in. to 9in. to
provide a ledge for the floor joists. At King John’s
House, the north wall thins to 2 ft. 2 in. However,
such slight walls are rare, and the usual width is from
2 ft. 8 in. to 3 ft. 6 in.

VAULTING

The basement of the first-floor hall was often
vaulted, and three varieties are found of the semi-
circular vault : the barrel wvault, which is least
popular ; the groined vault ; and the ribbed vault. The
quadripartite plan is general, also the chamfered rib.

ROOFS

No original roofs exist save for a few fragments at
Hereford and possibly at Leicester, but we have
evidence of their pitch from gables surviving at
Oakham, Saltford and Christchurch. This seems to
have been steep, on the average 55°-60°, but Mr.
Fosbrooke’s reconstruction of Leicester Hall gives an
angle of c. 45°. However, here the roof had to cover
a ‘wide span of nave and aisles together, while at

1 For details, see Classified List.
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Oakham?! the three parts had each a separate roof,
and but for the absence of clerestorey windows, this
hall might be called basilican.

An open timber roof is probable, even for the
first-floor hall, where all attic floors are later insertions.
Possibly this was a cruder form of the later tie-beam
and king-post roof, or of the arch-braced collar-beam
type so popular in the thirteenth and fourteenth
centuries. The stone corbels still ¢% situ at Christchurch
and Durham may have supported braces to the collar
beam, or wall-posts stiffening a simple coupled-
rafter roof.

Roof-coverings

As no Norman roofs survive externally, there is
naturally no direct evidence of their covering, and we
are forced to use documentary evidence alone.

Thatch is mentioned in the London Assize of 1212, 2
when citizens were urged to whitewash it as a pre-
caution against fire. Thick tiles were recommended as
being safer, and Jocelin de Brakelond records how
Abbot Samson ordered the replacement of reeds by
slates for the roofs of the monastic stables and offices
also to lessen the danger of fire.? ‘

In twelfth-century illustrations of churches, the
roofs are often covered with curved tiles resembling
the Roman imbrices, and in the earlier Harleian
MSS.4 Saxon houses are portrayed as combining
various methods of roofing, and having not only these
semicircular tiles, but also flat square shingles, also
oval shingles resembling Norman scale ornament. 8

1 In Arch. Fournal v (1848), p. 122,
Rev. H. Hartshorne holds that the
original roof was probably semi-
circular as at Hereford, but this seems
unlikely. A tie-beam is more prob-
able, resting on the sleeper wall as at
present.

2 MS. add. (Brit. Mus.), 14, 252,
fol. 133 b. It is printed in Turner
and Parker, p. 281.

3 Chronica Jocelini de Brakelonda,
Camden Soc. edit., 1840, p. 70.

# Harleian MSS. no. 603, fol. 57.
Photograph in Lloyd, p. 4.

5 Seen in the treforium at Christ-
church Priory. Shingles were appar-
ently used in the chief hall of Brionne
Castle—destroyed in 1090 by fire as
aresult. (Ordericus Vitalis : Historia
Ecclesiastica, ed. A. le Prevost, iii,
341).
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ARCADING
(1) Nave arcades

Timber was no doubt more often used than stone
in the nave arcades of the aisled hall. This is suggested
by the available evidence, and is not surprising
considering the probable wooden origin of this type of
house. The most perfect example, however, of such a
Norman hall occurs at Oakham, where the usual
construction has been translated into stone in the
manner of ecclesiastical building.

The wooden halls at Hereford and Leicester had
square piers, with, in the case of the former, attached
shafts on each face, those on the nave side being
visible at a higher level than the spring of the longi-
tudinal arcades. According to Mr. T. H. Fosbrooke’s
reconstruction Leicester aisled hall had no true arcade,
but instead a construction familiar to us in medieval
barns, with tall posts supporting braced purlins and
tie beams. This form may have been frequent, and
seems typologically earlier, although it lasted into
modern times for use in farm-buildings.

(2) Wall arcading—Dadis arcades

There is evidence of wall arcading at the upper end
of the hall of Wolvesey, Bishop’s Waltham and
St. Mary’s Guild. In the two former the arches are
slightly pointed, in the latter semicircular and larger.

Window arcades

At Pudsey’s Hall at Durham, there is an elaborate
system of wall arcading remaining in connection with
the ‘ triforium ’ windows to south and west. No doubt
it also existed originally on the north wall. The scheme
consists of high rear-arches to the windows, flanked by
two smaller arches on the wall space between, all the
arcade being enriched with double chevron. The
arches are supported by shafts with bases on a plinth
common to each section of the wall, and are tied to
the wall surface by elongated capitals or imposts.
Somewhat similar was the original arrangement at
Westminster, here in connection with a wall-passage
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and probably such a scheme was not uncommon in the
larger Norman halls.

External wall arcading occurs in Sherborne Castle
at first-floor level. The round arches are interlaced and
supported on columns with bases resting on a
string-course.

FLOORS

There is very little evidence about the floors of
Norman houses, for most have been replaced. In
basements the floor was probably one merely of
rammed earth, and in the first-floor hall either
wooden or stone with regard to the method of roofing
the basement. Where that was vaulted the hall had
a stone floor, as at Boothby Pagnell, where the original
probably remains, but there is a possibility that wood
may have been superimposed on the stone in some
cases. Certainly wooden floors occurred in the un-
vaulted halls at Richmond and Christchurch, where
the floor itself has gone, but joist-holes for it remain
on the side walls. At King John’s House the joists
were apparently supported by a ledge some g in. wide.
There is no evidence for or against the existence of
a ‘dais.’

CHIMNEYS

(x) The Cylindrical Chimney Type consists of a
cylindrical chimney-shaft! supported from below by
a flat buttress on the outside wall. Two examples
remain. 2

(2) The Buttress Type. It may be that these are
but the mutilated remains of the first type of chimney,
for, as we have seen, the buttress formed a necessary
means of support for the cylindrical shaft.® On the
other hand, the smoke may have found an outlet in
vents on the buttress just below the eaves. In every
case the buttresses have been decapitated, so it is
impossible to say.

1 Conical caps, if they existed, and probably originally at King John's
have now disappeared. House.
31t also thickened the wall to
2 Christchurch ; Boothby Pagnell; contain the fireplace.



To face page 226. PLATE VIL

A. BOOTHBY PAGNELL MANOR HOUSE: HALL CELLAR,
LOOKING NORTH

EASTERN BASEMENT



PLATE VIIL

To face page 227.

KING JOHN'S HOUSE, SOUTHAMPTON :

FIREPLACE

B.

BOOTHBY PAGNELL MANOR HOUSE:

HALL

FIREPLACE



NORMAN DOMESTIC ARCHITECTURE 227

However that may be, we have in some of these
buttress examples an ingenious device absent in houses
where the cylindrical shaft remains intact. In the
two Jew’s Houses at Lincoln, the buttress does not
reach the ground, but is supported on the deeply
projecting hood-mould of the entrance doorway, which
in this case is on the ground-floor. This might indeed
be an argument against the former existence here of a
cylindrical chimney, as its weight might force the
hood-mould out of shape; although the King John’s
House example, also with a partial buttress, if it
indeed belongs to type (1), might prove that a full
length buttress was unnecessary to support a tall
chimney-shaft.

FIREPLACES

Probably the first-floor hall had a wall fireplace,
the ground-floor hall a central hearth. This is the
usual and most probable theory with regard to early
medieval houses. Later the wall fireplace became
common everywhere, with a few exceptions, one of
which is the Great Hall at Hampton Court in which
the central hearth occurs on the first floor, but certainly
over a thick brick vault. In the twelfth century we
know of no such example of daring, even in the case
where the basement was vaulted below, and the first-
floor hall seems to have possessed, from its very
character, the wall fireplace.!

Indeed it is only in first-floor halls that fireplaces
exist at all in Norman houses. With regard to the
ground floor we have only negative evidence, which,
together with the fact that floors in general have been
renewed, may seem to support the theory of the open
hearth. This was apparently in the centre of the room,
with an opening in the roof to allow the escape of
smoke. It is not known what happened in a ground-
floor apartment when another storey overhead pre-
vented the smoke from passing out that way. Either
such a room, used for storage and offices, was not

17t has been suggested that the placed above one of the basement
first-floor hearth might have been columns.
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heated, the cooking being performed in an adjoining
building possibly of timber, or the smoke from an open
hearth found its way out as best it could. Blackened
beams in the ‘lower hall ’ at Luddesdown suggest this,
although Mr. Cobbett Barker also claims to have found
a wall fireplace there. In any case this is a dubious
example with regard to date, and there is no definite
evidence in other basements more certainly Norman.!

Original fireplaces are visible in four houses. They
date to the second half of the twelfth century, and fall
into two types, an earlier and a later.

(1) The Arched Fireplace? has a round or segmental
arch in line with the wall or in a slight projection from
it. This arch is supported by jamb-shafts, and the
recess behind is approximately semicircular in plan.

(2) The Hooded Fireplace seems to belong to the
transitional period into Early English. Indeed it is
the type prevalent until the fifteenth century. The
hood projects into the room, and is supported on
corbels, while there is less need for a deep recess into
the wall. However, our evidence depends on a single
example, the fireplace at Boothby Pagnell (c. 1200).

WINDOWS

In basements loops are general, with two-light
windows in the hall above. For ground-floor halls we
have little evidence, but the one-light window does
occur.

Loops were of defensive character, also the base-
ment, largely used for storage, did not require good
lighting. There are several varieties of loop, 2 with round
or square heads, occasionally recessed in the wall, and
always deeply splayed internally.

In the hall the two-light window is normal. It has
a mid-shaft or mullion and frequently jamb-shafts in
one or more recessed orders. Examples can be divided
into types based on the number of shafts on the
external face.

1 A round-arched recess on the ?King John’s House; Heming-
ground-floor at West Malling may be  ford Grey; Christchurch.
a fireplace (it is now a cupboard), and 3 Scolland’s Hall; Sherborne;

there was possibly one at Eynsford. Christchurch ; St. Mary’s Guild.
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The one-shaft window is probably earliest, met
with in houses up to c. 1150 :! it has a mid-shaft only
and no covering arch, the two lights being flush with
the outer wall.

The three-shaft window is found c. 1150-60.2 Here
there is, in addition to the mid-shaft, one jamb-shaft
a side supporting an enclosing arch, of which the
impost is sometimes extended to the shaftless inner
order. This type occurs predominantly in the middle
period of English Romanesque, and both orders and
hood-mould are often richly decorated, especially with
chevron.

The five-shaft window is also of two orders, but now
with jamb-shafts to the lights as well, where they
serve to balance the mid-shaft. There is a common
impost in each jamb. The chevron now is less
popular, although it appears luxuriantly at Durham
(c. 1170), probably the earliest of our four examples.?
In others varieties of deep roll and groove mouldings
are preferred, sometimes with ball and acanthus
ornament. 4

The five-shaft window is an elaboration of the
three-shaft type. It may be due to greater wealth on
the part of the owner, two of the houses in which such
windows occur belonging by tradition to Jews, or,
and this seems more probable, the type may be a
natural development from the three-shaft window.

With regard to the theory of greater wealth, it
may be noted that many three-shaft windows have
more elaborate carving than these, for instance the
north window at Christchurch, and the elaborate outer
order at Saltford.

On the other hand, the typological view is supported
by three lines of argument. (1) Five-shaft windows
occur in houses dated by their ornament to a period
later than those in which three-shaft windows are
found. The number of examples is small, but it is
curious to note that the last three-shaft we have is

1Scolland’s Hall; King John’s 4 Internal jambs are straight in the
House ; Portslade (E. Window). one-shaft window; in the three-
2 Saltford ; Christchurch. shaft either splayed or straight at

3 Durham ; Jew’s House ; Aaron’s first, than splayed to meet the lights ;
House ; Charleston. and splaved in the five-shaft type.
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dated c. 1160 (Christchurch), while the four houses
with five-shaft windows were built around the years
1170-80. (2) The three-shaft window at Saltford
(c. 1150) contains the germ of this later type, in its
attached quarter-shafts,! apparently a development
from the roll of earlier windows. At Christchurch the
impost of the outer order capital is continued to the
shaftless inner jamb, and even at King John’s
House, where no jamb-shafts existed, the jambs have
imposts to balance the abacus of the mid-shaft. It
would therefore be natural to complete the design by
the addition of jamb-shafts and capitals to the inner
order. (3) Such a growth in the size of the window
would be expected, especially when settled times
became more normal, and houses be expected to last
longerintact. Itiscurious, however, that the size of the
individual lights does not seem to have much increased.

Other types include the two-light of one order with
a mullion instead of mid-shaft,? and two-lights of the
Transition period.® The latter denote a return to an
earlier simplicity, having fewer jamb-shafts, or some-
times only a mid-shaft. The straight head now occurs,
and there are sometimes internal jamb-shafts.

One-light windows are found occasionally. Two*
are in bad condition externally, thus it is not impossible
that they are mutilated two-lights. However, at
Sherborne, the one-light form is certain in two good
windows, one of which has rich chevron decoration,
also jamb-shafts in the outer order.

Of ground-floor hall windows, few examples remain :
in the aisled hall both one and two-light forms occur, ®

and the one-light type seems probable in the unaisled
hall.

SHUTTERS

There is no evidence of the use of glass, but many
of the mullions and jambs are rebated, probably for

1Or rather half-shafts, for the 4 West Malling ; Canute’s Palace.
other quarter shows internally.

2 Hemingford Grey; Portslade 5 Leicester ; Oakham.
(S. window).

3 Moyse’s Hall; Merton Hall; ¢ Minster ; Horton Court; Sutton

Boothby Pagnell. Courtenay.
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shutters. At King John’s House peg-holes remain in
the mullion.

WINDOW SEATS

Stone window-seats and a raised foot-rest are a
feature in two late examples. No doubt other houses
had the same originally, but the sills in most cases
have been altered beyond recognition. Fortunately
the two we have are in excellent condition. The seats
have a roll edge at Moyse’s Hall, but at Boothby
Pagnell the under-edge is chamfered like an impost.
At the former the seats are parallel with the splayed
jambs, in the latter at right angles to the wall.

It may be mere chance that the surviving Norman
examples are late, but on the other hand the possibility
of a late twelfth-century development of this kind is
supported by the fact that the window-seat continued,
hardly altered, into the thirteenth and fourteenth
centuries. Henry III called them ‘well-sitting
windows,’! and where the lights were high, something
of the sort was necessary in order to see out.?

DOORWAYS

Doorways are rebated and generally round-
headed. Segmental® and shouldered* arches, how-
ever, do occur, and a slight point can be seen in the
entrance to St. Mary’s Guild. The outer arch is
sometimes lower than the rear-arch, and the inner
jambs are straight or slightly splayed. Beyond the
rebate the doorway is often divided into recessed
orders, with shafts in the jambs. Two orders are
usual, but three occur at Appleton, and three large
with two smaller in the great doorway at Durham.
At Farnham the jamb-shafts and decoration are found
on the inner face. Simpler doorways without shafts
are often finished with chamfered edges or a roll-

! Liberate Roll—29, Henry III. way). Segmental rear arches are
2 At Christchurch the window found at Saltford, Farnham, and
recesses are carried to floor level, Appleton.

with a wide sill to the lights.
3 Segmental outer arches are found
at Farnham, Christchurch (S. door-

4 Boothby Pagnell hall cellar has
a shouldered outer arch with a
joggled segmental arch within.
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moulding. Bar holes still exist at Scolland’s Hall, and
Chilham, Luddesdown and Sutton Courtenay.

STAIRCASES

Staircases were apparently a usual feature in
Norman houses, although, judging from manuscripts,
ladders with trap-doors were much used in the early
Middle Ages for internal communication. This was
the case even in royal dwellings of the thirteenth
century. Henry IIl’s injunctions to his bailiffs make
reference to them,! and illustrated documents show
servants ascending by interior ladders presumably
from the offices to a first-floor hall.2 Such a means of
approach, now destroyed, may solve the problem of
how the basement and hall were connected, when
apparently the hall had but one door, and that the
main entrance. But this does not seem to have been
the method in a vaulted basement such as exists at
Boothby Pagnell.

Sometimes, however, a newel stair would provide
communication between the floors. This is found at
Chilham, Richmond, Christchurch and Durham. Such
stairs usually occur at the angles of the building, and
may have been contained in a square turret of slight
projection. 3

In first-floor halls an outer entrance stairway was
essential, but unfortunately none survive. No doubt
they were often timber structures, but stone ones
probably occurred. An entrance stair at Merton was
repaired in 1375, and existed in the eighteenth century.

Such stairs seem to have ascended either parallel
to the walls, or at right angles to it, the former being
more compact and usual in castles, for they could be
flanked by the hall windows. At Boothby Pagnell the
stairway seems to have been at right angles to the
building, and on the site of the modern one, for no
marks on the east wall suggest a flanking stair.

1There was even a ‘ trapa descen-  The People’s Life and Work Series, i,
dens’ in the chapel at Clarendon Pl 4 (b).
(Liberate Roll, 28, Henry III). 3 Chilham ;  Christchurch  (see
reconstruction in Quennell, Everyday
2BM.MS. Cott. Nero C iv, Life in Saxon, Danish and Norman
photograph in Hartley and Elliott, Trmes (1926), p. 97).



NORMAN DOMESTIC ARCHITECTURE 233

A covered stair open at the sides is suggested at
Durham, where the entrance arch is especially elaborate
and well preserved.! A contemporary staircase of
this type survives at Canterbury,? where the roof is
supported on columns, and the open arcading resembles
the treatment of a refectory pulpit stair. This, the
most important, if not the only external twelfth-
century stair surviving, belongs to the type which
descends away from the wall, but is elaborated by a
right-angled turn at the bottom.

Wall Passages occurred originally at Westminster
Hall and King John’s House, and traces of one can
still be seen at Wolvesey.

AUMBREYS AND LAMP-STANDS

Original recesses are sometimes found in the
interior walls.® These were probably used as aumbreys
(or cupboards) or lamp stands. The first use is probable
when the openings are rebated for a door now destroyed.
They have square or triangular heads.

SANITARY CONTRIVANCES

No traces remain, save for the garderobes at
Richmond and Christchurch, which are additions.
But no doubt there was some primitive form
originally % ; there is evidence of such in thirteenth-
century houses,5 and well planned rere-dorters occur
even in Norman monasteries. é

MOATS

Moats, now dry, remain at Nytimber, Hemingford
Grey, Appleton (three sides) and Boothby Pagnell. At
Bishop’s Waltham the moat is wet on the north side.

1 V.C.H. Durham, iii, 81.

% Stairway to the Almonry. Photo-
graph in Lloyd, p. 297.

? King John’s House (2), Boothby
Pagnell (2), Aaron the Jew’s House.

4 Jocelin de Brakelond gives a hint
of something of the kind, at the
Abbot’s Grange of Warkton (Camden
Soc. edition, p. 23).

5e.g. Stokesay Castle, Shropshire.
See Lloyd, p. 472, for illustration.
Also documentary evidence in the
Liberate Rolls (e.g. 36 Henry III),
and Close Rolls (e.g. 30, Henry III).

Lewes Priory — W, H.
Official Guide to Lewes,

Se.g.
Godfrey,
p. 23.
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MOULDINGS

(1) Abact and Imposts. The groove and chamfered
under-edge is constant in abaci and imposts, the
hollow chamfer being the most popular form ; while
in the Transitional period the mouldings were elabor-
ated, often by the addition of rolls to the groove and
hollow chamfer. Abaci are usually square in plan,
sometimes polygonal.

(2) String Courses were a favourite method of
decoration and used both inside and out. Externally
they divided up the elevation horizontally, and
usually run in close association with the windows, at
sill or impost level, in the latter carried as a hood
mould round the arch.

Internal string-courses occur in relation to the
window-seats, and connect the window recesses. Few,
however, remain.

The chamfered under-edge is common, with some-
times the upper-edge as well ; roll mouldings are also
found, while richly ornamented strings occur at Jew’s
House and St. Mary’s Guild.

(3) Arch Mouldings. Semicircular hood-moulds
are frequent, usually chamfered and often with
ornament on the under-edge. A common arch mould-
ing is the angle roll flanked by hollows, but it was often
replaced by carved ornament of which the chevron
was most popular.

(4) Bases. The most usual type is the crude attic
base, consisting of a hollow between two roll-mould-
ings, the lower being the larger and flatter. Some of
the earlier houses retain the vertical line of early
Norman bases, but most examples show a sloping
profile.

ORNAMENT

(a) Capitals. The scallop capital is typical of the
first half, the foliated of the second half of the twelfth
century. Of the latter two varieties can be separated :
the palm-leaf capital with a single row of long leaves
curved slightly outwards ; and the volute capital which
comes nearer to the classic Corinthian, having angle
crockets or volutes rising above a row of wider leaves.
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Of this almost identical examples are found in the
doorway of Jew’s House (1170-80), the windows at
Moyse’s Hall (c. 1180) and at Oakham (c. 1190). In
the latter hall remarkable capitals occur in the nave,
probably due to French influence, and about the same
date is an admirable wing or acanthus capital recently
discovered at St. Mary’s Guild. Another variety of
enriched capital is found at Charleston, and others with
animal carving in the great doorway at Durham. The
mutilated capitals at Canute’s Palace and at Merton
suggest late twelfth-century foliage of a more delicate
character, perhaps developing towards the Early
English stiff-stalk of the Appleton doorway.

() Corbels are various, and the most remarkable
are again found at Oakham.

(¢) Types of Ornament. The chevron is the most
popular ornament especially in the florid period
of Romanesque, c. 1130-1175. It is used either out-
turned or parallel with the wall surface. Although the
single chevron is found, the double form is more
common, probably due to the comparatively late date
of most surviving houses. Other forms include the
pellet, recessed panel, and acanthus, as well as the
nail-head which later developed into dog-tooth. At
Jew’s House there is an uncommon design of interlaced
or basket pattern, and the string-course at St. Mary’s
Guild is also remarkable. No richly-carved tympana
survive in Norman dwelling-houses, but the window
tympana at Oakham are decorated with sunk arches,
arcading or a heart-shaped foliage.

(@) Fegure Sculpture is chiefly found in the last
period of the Norman house. Carved heads of men
and women were popular, also grotesques and small
figure pieces, for corbels, finials, and spandril orna-
ments. The workmanship is generally crude except
at Oakham, which indeed furnishes most examples.

DETAILS
Wall Treatment

Walls may have been plastered externally, or
whitewashed on the analogy of the White Tower of
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London. But no signs of such a treatment remain.!
The latter is also true of the internal face of the walls,
coated as they are with modern plaster or wall-paper.
No doubt these were plastered originally and painted
with sham masonry joints or designs in primary
colours. Some twelfth-century churches? retain such
decoration, but in a much more elaborate form than
would have been the case in domestic buildings. 3
Henry IIT found plastered and painted walls in
his palaces, and in some cases relined them with
wainscot.? This was also coloured, and may have
occurred even in the twelfth century. Tapestry was
not general until well into the thirteenth century, but
it is possible that the Normans had similar hangings
to the woollen ‘ wall-cloths ’ of the Saxons.?
Furniture was scanty or crude in the Norman
period, and doubtless consisted merely of a chair for
the lord, benches, boards on trestles, and perhaps a
chest. Illustrations of chairs,® and wooden beds?
occur in contemporary MSS., but probably they were
rarities, and only for important people. A bench, and
the floor with or without a rough mattress would
suffice for lesser folk.

THE NORMAN HOUSE IN RELATION TO THE TYPICAL
MEDIEVAL HOUSE

No survey of twelfth-century dwelling-houses would
be complete without some examination of the relation-

1 Whitewash and plaster were a
protection against fire. See Addy,
Evolution of the English House
(1933), p- 135. Turner and Parker
(p. 11) quote the Bayeux Tapestry as

on a strip of linen 230 ft. long by
22 in. wide.

8 See illustrations in Hartley and
Elliot, I, The People’s Life and Work

2 : Series  (eleventh  to  thirteenth
evidence for coloured exteriors. e T AT
2 J Q -
Clapham, English Romanesque century ‘X’ stool with claw feet
Architecture : II. After the Conguest,

B (B.M. MS. Harl, 603). Plate 35 (a),

3 A remnant of possibly twelfth-
century painting remains on a beam
above the wooden arch at Hereford.
It consists of a series of white five-
petalled flowers.

4 Lloyd, p. 31, gives details.

5 Wall coverings embroidered with
gold are mentioned in ° Beowulf’
(lines 994—5). The Bayeux  Tapestry,’
however, was rather embroidery
consisting of pictures stitched in wool

twelfth-century rush chair with cir-
cular back, ‘ Bishop writing in basket
chair.’ (B.M. MS. Cott., Dom. XII).
Turner and Parker, opposite p. 16
Seats in Bayeux Tapestry, ante
p- 17, Table on trestles, M.S. Arch.
A.154, Bodleian.

"Turner and Parker, opposite
p- 14, illustrations of Romanesque
beds, Benedictional of St. Ethelwold
and Caedmon MS.
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ship between the Norman domestic building, and what
has been called the ‘typical medieval house.” The
latter is one having an H-type of plan,! and consisted
of a lofty ground-floor hall two storeys high but open
to the roof, with at each end projecting wings divided
into floors and roofed separately from the hall. The
‘upper-end chambers’ or wing next to the dais
normally contained a solar over a cellar, parlour or
bower, access to which was obtained from the hall by
a doorway and staircase near the high table. The
‘lower-end * wing contained the offices and access to
the kitchen, with later a private bed-chamber above
corresponding to the solar. These rooms were reached
from the hall by means of the ‘entry,” a passage
partitioned off from the main body of the hall by the
wooden ‘screens.” The latter sheltered the hall
from draughts from the entrance doorway, which
was placed in the main wall at right angles to the
‘screens.” There was often another door opposite the
entrance, and in the ‘screens ’ openings corresponding
to the two or three doorways opposite which led to
buttery, pantry and kitchen. The ‘entry ’ contained
a ladder or newel stair communicating with a gallery
above and thence to rooms over the offices.

Professor Hamilton Thompson even suggests that
this type of medieval house occurred as early as the
eleventh century. He quotes from a passage in
Ordericus Vitalis, 2 describing how William Rufus and
the later Henry I were playing dice ‘ upon the solar ’
in a house in the castle of I’Aigle. Their game created
an uproar culminating in horse-play and the pouring
of water on to the heads of Robert of Normandy and
his men who were below, apparently outside the house.
Robert then rushed into the dining-hall to retaliate.
The Professor believes that the game was actually
played in the solar or private chamber, but, as he

1 R.C.H.M. Essex, 1v, xxxv.

% Ordericus Vitalis : Historia Eccle-
siastica, ed. A. le Prevost. Paris,
1838-55, vol. ii, p. 295. ‘Unde in
Aquilensi castro ad hospitium Rod-
berti, quod in domo Rogerii Calcegii
susceperat, venerunt, ibique super

solarium (sicut militibus moris est)
tesseris ludere coeperunt. Deinde
ingentem strepitum fecere, et aquam
super Rodbertum et asseclas ejus, qui
subtus erant, fudere. . . . His siqui-
dem auditis furibundus surrexit, et
in coenaculum contra fratres suos
virepere acceleravit.’
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admits, ‘ solarium ’ is also a general term for any room
above ground-level, and the brothers may have been
playing in a first-floor hall. This seems to be the more
probable explanation, otherwise why is it only described
how Robert rushed into the dining-hall ? If a typical
medieval plan was in view, he would not only have to
cross the hall, but also climb up the stairs to the solar at
its upper end. Heisdescribed merelyas entering the hall,
and this suggests that he rushed up the externalstaircase
and found his brothers at play in a hall on the first-floor
such as we find at Christchurch, Boothby Pagnell, and
the eleventh-century Scolland’s Hall at Richmond.

Although the H. type of house seems later than the
twelfth century, Romanesque prototypes probably
existed. Of the three forms of Norman house, it has
naturally most in common with the unaisled ground-
floor hall. If the latter were prototype, we might
expect to find in remaining examples a suggestion of
the later ‘entry,” probably not yet divided off by
screens, and also some hint of projecting cross-wings.
The former is given by the arrangement of the north
and south doorways at Horton and Sutton Courtenay ;
while at Appleton we have a typical ‘ entry ’ but for the
absence of screens. This house, dating c. 1210, may
be transitional in plan as it is in style, and link the
simple halls of Horton (c. 1140) and Sutton Courtenay
(c. 1190) with the developed medieval type of the
thirteenth, fourteenth and fifteenth centuries.

But for Appleton, however, there are no indications
of incipient cross-wings, perhaps of timber ; indeed at
Sutton Courtenay an original west window forbids any
but a low outbuilding at that end, and we have already
noted the suggestion of an annexe at right angles to
the hall on the north.

The aisled hall might equally well be the prototype,
and probably was; aisles were found in many
thirteenth-century houses, but disappeared almost
entirely before the end of the fourteenth century,
probably owing to more scientific roof development
which allowed an undivided floor space. In thirteenth-
century houses, later additions have often made away
with the timber posts of the aisles, and this may even
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have been the case with Appleton. Horton and Sutton
Courtenay, being narrow buildings, did not require this
triple method of roofing. At Oakham (c. 1190) the
stone piers remain, and here blocked doorways in the
east wall indicate lower-end chambers on both floors,
but not so high as to interfere with the gable window.

But few Norman instances can be quoted in the
case of either ground-floor hall, and the matter is
chiefly one of probability.

It might even be considered that the first-floor hall
was the prototype, or rather its developed hall-and-
solar form. The hall might have descended to ground-
level when defence was no longer urgent, while the
solar remained on an upper floor over its basement.

The chief argument against the idea is shown by
the thirteenth and fourteenth-century development of
the first-floor hall. Here instead of the cross-wings of
the typical medieval house, subsidiary buildings, now
of stone, project certainly at right angles but usually
off the side and not the end walls of the hall. Little
Wenham Hall, Suffolk,?! is a typical example of this
arrangement, the hall and chapel blocks forming an
L-type of plan. A more curious variety occurs at Old
Soar, Plaxtol, Kent, 2 where the solar and chapel just
touch the corners of the hall, somewhat like three
playing-cards connected only at the angles. On the
other hand, it might be urged that Aydon Castle Hall 3
has a solar cross-wing like part of the typical plan, as
is the case at the fourteenth-century Markenfield Hall ;*
also that in some ground-floor halls the cross-wings
project very little, like the north wing at Sutton
Courtenay Manor-house, ® or give place to outbuildings

! Lloyd, pp. 178-180.

Yorkshire. See Lloyd, p. 185. Itis
2 Lloyd, pp. 180-181. But is

more like an L-type of plan, with the

this ‘ hall ’ really a solar, with chapel
and garderobe ? If so, the hall was
probably on the site of the modern
range ; it would be of ground-floor
type, communicating with the solar
basement.

3Lloyd, p. 182. Quennell, A4
History of Everyday Things in England
i, 76. 'These three examples date to
the thirteenth century.

4 Markenfield Hall is near Ripon,

hall as the shorter arm.

5'This dates to the fourteenth
century, is now called ‘ The Abbey,’
and must not be confused with the
earlier ‘ Norman hall’ in the same
village. The solar is reached by an
external stair, this feature occurring
also at the thirteenth-century Charney
Basset. For these see Parker i,
272, and Fletcher, p. 396 respec-
tively.
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off the side wall of the hall, Cottesford Manor-house,
Oxfordshire,! being an example. Thus the evidence is
not conclusive.

More probable is the theory that the first-floor
hall was ancestor only to the two-storeyed block of
solar over vaulted basement, and that the medieval
house was evolved out of both ground and first-floor
halls, combining the good points of each.

The advantages of the first-floor hall lay in the
fact that it was more economical of material, more
compact? and defensive, and that it allowed cellar
accommodation and larger windows than would have
been feasible on ground-level in times of unrest. Its
defensive character was the one to appeal most to the
medieval mind, but would lessen in importance as the
country grew more settled, and in periods of quiet
there were many inconveniences in the first-floor hall.
Perhaps the chief was the length of time it took to
carry dishes from an outside kitchen to the hall
either by ladders in the basement, or up the entrance
stairway, for we have no evidence that the cellars
were used for cooking in the twelfth century.

Thus as the medieval period advanced, the first-
floor hall declined in importance. In stone halls of
the twelfth century it was normal, in the thirteenth it
was perhaps equalled by the numbers of ground-floor
halls, less than these in the fourteenth, and a rarity in
the fifteenth century. However, as it was still an
advantage to have a strong basement for storage, that
feature was borrowed, and the upper end of the
medieval house may represent the old hall and cellar
arrangement incorporated in a larger scheme.

More than a hint of this development is given by
certain houses which comprise two periods of build-
ing ; a thirteenth-century solar, and a fourteenth-
or fifteenth-century ground-floor hall. This would
suggest that when more room was required, a larger

1 Turner and Parker, p. 162. This ings loosely tacked together and

is a thirteenth-century building. added to when required. Probably

if we could see the first-floor hall as

2 But compactness was not a it used to be, flanked by various out-

medieval quality in housing; even buildings of timber, its compact
royal palaces being a series of build- nature would be far less obvious.
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hall was added, now safely on the ground, and the earlier
first-floor hall retained as its solar. Such was ap-
parently the case in the Parsonage House at West
Tarring, where a thirteenth-century hall became solar
to a later hall at right angles to it.! The Prebendal
House at Thame is more complicated ; here the
thirteenth-century hall had a solar and chapel pro-
jecting west and east at its southern end. All three
were built on basements, and the fifteenth-century
hall was added to the north, with a new two-storeyed
block at the farther end next the screens.?

Yet if such was the line of development, by the
fourteenth century the sub-solar basement had lost
its vaulting, and become the parlour or bower, another
private room probably a chamber for the women of
the household, while it was considered more con-
venient to have the storage accommodation next
to the offices at the lower end of the hall. That lower
wing was being extended, for progress in standards of
living not only demanded more private bedrooms but
also an increase in service accommodation.

Arguments against this inclusion, into the H-type
of house, of the hall and cellar arrangement may
well be found, not only in the rapid transformation
of cellar into parlour or bower, but also in the fact
that halls of first-floor type continued to be built
contemporaneous with examples of its adoption into
the larger plan. But it is well known in typology
how earlier forms survive side by side with derivative
types, and in building conservatism, individual taste
and local conditions combine to produce a variety
of dwellings borrowing features from each other.
The size of the house is another factor, and the
H-type was suitable for larger buildings, while for
smaller houses it was general to adopt the L-plan often
found in first-floor halls. The evolution of the medieval
house is a complicated matter, but on the whole that
house seems to have been developed from a combina-

1 Sussex Arch. Collections, Ixiv - Arch. Journal, lzxvii (1910), pP-
(1923), pp- 140-179, with plan and 367—9.
illustrations (A. B. Packham).
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tion of the aisled ground-floor hall with features found
convenient in the first-floor type of house.

In the preparation of this paper I am especially
indebted to Mr. A. W. Clapham, F.S.A., Mr. G. Turner
and Mr. M. B. Cookson. Space forbids mention of all
to whom thanks are due, in particular the occupants
of the Norman houses concerned.



