
V I .— A N G L I A N  R E M A I N S  A T  S T . P E T E R ’ S ,  
M O N K W E A R M O U T H .

B y E d w a r d  G i l b e r t .

The remains of the early Anglian monastery on this site 
must be considered the most important locus c r it ic u s  in the 
whole range of Anglo-Saxon architecture. In estimating 
development literary records are most valuable, followed 
by churches containing more than one date. Here we have 
both to a degree greater than for any other Anglo-Saxon  
church. On the one hand are the illuminating comments 
of Bede, and on the other a complex of deposits as will be 
shown, of many different periods. Baldwin Brown, in A r t s  

in  E a r l y  E n g la n d , vol. 2 (2nd ed.), deplores this fact, com
plaining of the difficulties it creates and welcoming a church 
like Escombe “  obviously of one date.”  The writer cannot 
understand this attitude, for the difficulties here are also 
opportunities, and in short we may say that if we cannot get 
a line on the development of the Anglo-Saxon architecture 
from this church, the sole remains of the monastery, then 
we shall have to give up all hope of a proved as opposed to 
a conjectural development.

It may be helpful to the reader to understand what 
axioms are used in this study, and of these thê  most im
portant may be reduced to two. Firstly it is throughout 
assumed that difference of technique in openings of equal 
importance implies a difference of date, and secondly it is 
assumed, following this, that there is no a p r io r i  objection 
to assuming quite a number of different Anglian dates. In 
so far as the nature1 of our axioms is the most important 
element in the picture we obtain, it may be said that not the
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least valuable consequence of this study, is to substantiate 
the axioms here assumed. Neither of these axioms has 
always been assumed by previous investigators, and if any 
are surprised at the novelty of the picture which results, let 
them in charity put it down to such considerations as these 
and not to bad motives. Before leaving the question of 
assumptions it must also be stated that the writer accepts 
the underlying assumption of Sir Alfred Clapham’s book, 
namely that Anglian architecture is a branch of European, 
even if a backward one, and he may say that he regards the 
liberation offered us in that book E n g lis h  R o m an e sq u e  

A rc h ite c tu re  B e fo re  the C onques t  from the rather narrow 
ideas of previous’writers as the foundation of any scientific 
study of the architecture of the period. W here the writer 
differs again however is that his general conception of de
velopment is not that of a unilateral development of stone 
architecture, but rather of a complex development of stone 
and wood architectures running side by side and continually 
influencing each other.' This may be called the theory of 
the double development.

W hen the present study was written and had gone to the 
Editor, Mr. Milburn of the Sunderland firm of architects 
who. did the restorations of 1924 introduced the writer to 
Mr. H all’s study of 1924 in A n t iq u i t ie s  o f S u n d e r la n d ,  and 
also produced documents from the aforesaid restorations, 
together with some most valuable photographs, which can
not be here published, of both restorations, those of 1924 and 
1S66. The text has been rewritten to include references to 
Mr. H all’s paper, which was of importance, while the essen
tial facts from the architect’s report of 1924 are, included in 

•the form of an ad d end um ,  and the writer wishes to offer his 
•cordial thanks to Mr. Milburn'for his generous help.

The actual remains concerning us here are only those 
of the west wall of the nave and the west porch with a tower 
built over it, the plan of which is shown in fig. 3 (p. 155), 

•after Messrs. Milburn’s by kind permission. Before con
sidering these remains a short summary of the oft-told



history may be helpful. It is possible that an early Hiberno- 
Saxon monastery stood on the site. Whether that was so 
or not, the first stone building must be assumed to be that 
built by Benedict Biscop in 674. Bede tells us that it was 
quickly built, that Biscop had Gallic masons and also 
glaziers, and finally mentions that it was built opere  

R o m a n o  in a manner, he says, in which Biscop ever took 
delight (H is to r ia  A b b a tu m ). This same Biscop was an  
Anglian noble who, like W ilfrid, had become dissatisfied 
with the Scottish religion and had gone to Rome to imbibe 
fountains of religious truth. Like W ilfrid also he seems 
to have been a friend of Kenwalch, the king of Wessex, and 
to have spent some time in Kent; In fact, it is supposed 
that it was he who brought the new archbishop Theodore 
over to England in c. 668, and that he administered the 
school at Canterbury until the arrival of Hadrian. How
ever that may be, Biscop was no friend of W ilfrid, with 
whom he quarrelled when they were jointly going to Rome. 
Considering that W ilfrid had been given into his charge 
it is remarkable that he should have just left him en route, 
and implies a very serious quarrel. According to Eddius, 
Biscop was too 'austere  for W ilfrid ’s tastes. This fact must 
always be remembered; Biscop had his roots in the period 
governed by the austere Irish, and from his whole history 
and from his dying speech where he denounces the practice 
of nepotism in the inheritance of monasteries, and which 
should be compared with W ilfrid ’s dying speech, we get 
the impression of a true and serious minded monk, half-way 
in spirit to the Scots, even if he had broken with them on 
certain points.

He was succeeded in the abbacy by his friend Ceolfrid. 
Biscop died about 690 and Ceolfrid abdicated to go to Rome 
in c. 716. The following abbot, named Hwaetberht, prob
ably innovated, as Bede remarks that he did one thing 
which pleased everyone. O ne  is not of course very many, 
and the whole tone of Bede’s references, in the writer’s 
opinion, are characteristic of the faint praise which damns.



After Bede ceased to write about 730, the next known event 
concerns the ravages'of the Danes in 794. A t this period 
it is related by Symeon of Durham and the C h ro n ic le  that 
“  Egfrith ’s minster at the mouth of the Don was sacked. 
This may well haVe been the Wearmouth monastery. It is 
assumed that the monastery came to an end in 875. It is 
fairly clear that monastic life was at a low ebb under' the 
Danish rule, but the interpretation put on some remarks 
of Symeon of Durham, that there was no revival before 
1074 seems to’ the writer unwarranted, though we must 
admit that there is n'o literary evidence of the post-Danish 
restoration. The point will be further discussed in the'

THE NAVE.
W e will now consider in detail the actual remains of 

the first'period of building here, namely the west wall of the 
nave and some other features. This work is in uncut rubble 
measuring 19" for four beds, and is marked by the well- 
known bonding stones set diagonally and appearing in 
plate iv, fig. 2, on the left of the door. They pass right 
through the wall, The west wall m easu res^ ' to the spring
ing of the gable. Within the tower there is a horizontal 
band of cut stone from c. 27' to c. 35 ' up and' measuring 
about 25" for four beds. Above this the rubble ■•wall con
tinues to c. 42', and then.the walling of the superimposed 
tower comes in. F ig . 1 gives the nave elevation.1 ' The apex 
of the first nave was high, at about 52'. Outside the tower, 
the wails have been refaced on the north from about 26', 
and on the south as is visible in pi. iv,* fig. 2, from some
what lower'. Internally, however, the original wall is un
broken. In the middle of the band of cut stone patching 
surviving inside the tower, is the deep hollow moulded 
string course, measuring 1:2" deep. W e  must therefore 
assume that -it is an insertion, going with the cut stone

C
1 The figure is in this respect schematic that the band of cut stone has 

actually been lost outside vthe tower in restoring the wall. .



patching, shown on fig. i. ' Outside the tower this string 
course has been cut away, though still visible, as seen again 
on fig. i, but it should be noted that it does not reach the 
quoin, so that when the quoin was built the string was not 
part of the scheme, and this alone proves that the upper

quoins are not original. It is definitely stated by Symeon 
of Durham that Aldwine in 1074 rebuilt the “ half-ruined 
w alls,”  but it is here shown that the rebuild of the upper part 
of the wall outside the tower and the rebuild of the quoin 
cannot'-be gon temporary, for the upper part of the wall un
doubtedly contained the string course, and there would be



no point in including it in order then to cut it away. W hich  
work then is Aldwine*s?

Before answering this question let, us consider the 
quoins: That on the south is .a.rebuild; that on the north 
is ancient and is shown stone by stone, but not to scale, in 
fig. 1. The first ten stones working up are in beautiful side 
alternate, using the terms worked out in my paper in this 
journal in ,1946. Baldwin Brown makes the curious error 
o f  saying they are not megalithic; but they certainly are, 
measuring 73" for four beds with a cubic content of c. 5,400 
cubic ins. as against 1,000, or 2,000 cubic ins. in the ordin
ary Norman quoin stone. The fact is that the megalithic 
character is masked by the beautiful proportions of these 
quoins, which are-the high watermark .of early megalithic 
quoining in the north from which' all the other quoins derive 
in an increasing series of barbarism. It may be mentioned 
that in the figures given for quoins it is always assumed for 
convenience that the inner sides correspond to the outer, 
but no judgement 011 this point is intended.

Above the first ten stones the quoining is degraded and 
formless. W e  get first three stones showing their sides and 
then three stones showing their faces. Above this again 
the work reverts to a kind of side alternate, lacking, how
ever, the beautiful proportions and regularity of the lowest 
stage. It must be mentioned here that this quoin was per
haps interfered with,in part during the restoration of 1866. 
A  photo from the Milburn collections shows the lower 
quoins as described here; then comes a stretch which may 
have been interfered with, and on top comes the poorish side 
alternate, the fourth and fifth stones being too small while 
the seventh appears to be laid on face. None of the present 
quoin stones were however inserted in ,1866, and all are 
ancient, while however we interpret this photograph, which 
cannot be shown here, there is the same difference between 
the lower and upper quoins, as in the quoin to-day. The 
upper quoining, containing some reused material, is just, 
what we find in the eleventh century,' and since, moreover,

 ̂ ' K



we have no evidence of a rebuild at a later date, we are 
forced to assume that the upper quoin is the work of Ald- 
wine, as described by Symeon. T n  that case his work came 
far short of the rebuilding of the upper walls, merely re
building the quoins in their upper part. The Normans were 
inclined to exaggerate and in some cases perhaps to invent 
what they, had done, and there is no difficulty in accepting 
the natural interpretation of the evidence, fraught as it is 
with important consequences. In that case it was Aldwine 
who hacked away the string, a proceeding just like the 
irreverent Normans.

WEST WINDOWS.
The twro parallel windows in the west wall are original 

except for their downward splay, and of the greatest interest.

FIG. 2 .

An internal view is shown in fig. 2, taken from the Commis
sioners’ view. They are about n ; apart and 23' from the 
sill to the ground, an altogether abnormal'height. The later 
group of churches such as Jarrow, Escombe and Corbridge 
have windows only about 12 or 13 ' from the ground. These 
windows measure c. 18 " across externally and 5 1 "  high, 65" 
hig'h and 3 3 "  wide internally according to the Commis
sioners of 1866.2 The character of the external arch is not 

2 D.N.A.S. Transactions, vol. 1.



certain, but it has a curious little pseudo-impost, and cer
tainly has monolithic jambs. . Internally it can be seen.that 

' the arch' is in three through voussoirs, while the jambs are 
. through-stones. The downward splay is treated quite differ

ently ; it has not got through-stones in the jambs, and it has 
a moulded and balustered arris, which belongs to the period 
of the R o m ane sq u e  a n t ic ip a t io n  described below. They are 
plainly an addition to the .first simple conception.

WEST PORCH.
Belonging to the first- p e rio d  of building, though prob

ably a few years subsequent, was the first west porch, which 
as will be shown was one-storied, and to which belongs the 
blocked door in the east wall of the present porch. The first 
porch was not in bond with the nave, but was in existence 
when Easterwine was buried there about 685. • It was built 

.of the same material as the nave, and the fabric survives 
to-day under the later porch. The quoins of this first porch 
are probably lost.

The blocked door mentioned above was a noble portal 
12' high and 4' wide.3 It was turned in a true arch, but 
one Of the simplest kind, with stones similar to those of the 
fabric and mortar joints nearly 2" thick. The jambs are 
lost, but would probably have been similarly' made. A  
noticeable feature of this door is that it is not'central, being 
27" from the north wall and only 12" from the south wall of 
the porch. Such non-centrality seems to .be designed tp 
facilitate an altar, and marks the porch as one of the seventhj- 
century type which may be called a p o rtio n s .  The present 
door from porch to nave is built in the blocking of this early 
door. ' 1

ELUCIDATION. ■ . '
W e have now put on record the essential facts of the first 

building period here, and the question comes up of how 
much we can’say about the church built by Biscop. Very

3 These are strange proportion's. Where did they come from?  ̂ >



little really emerges directly: from the evidence, only that 
\Ve have confirmation and interpretation of the meaning 
of the p o rtio n s  to which Bede refers. Bede refers alto
gether to three appendages to the church, one of which 
he 'calls the p o rtio n s  in g re ssu s , and that must be fhe west 
porch of which we have remains; secondly he mentions a 
s a c ra r in m  to the south, and finally the porch of St. Peter 
to the east, which would correspond to the sanctuary. Apart 
from this we have evidence of the remarkable height of the 
walls. From this point we have to go on to ask questions. 
Firstly we may ask what was the length .of the nave of 
Biscop’s church. It is usually assumed that this question 
was settled by the Commissioners of 1866, and that the 
Anglian nave underlies' the present one which measures 
about 65' x 19'. Actually this is more than the Commis
sioners say. “  The foundation of the Saxon north wall of 
the‘church was uncovered forms, running in the line of the. 
afcade mentioned above.”  This statement hardly closes.the 
question, but we can assume that the normal interpretation 

' ilk correct from the evidence of-St. Peter, Bywell. A t this 
church are remains of an early Anglian church which not 
otiiy has the same general measurements as Monkwear- 
mouth church, but also the same high windows and of 
which the east quoins remain. :

; In regard to the east end of the original church, this was 
stated by Bede to be in the form of a po rtio n s ,  viz. a chapel 
with an altar, and of the nature :of this we are once again 
•helped by the invaluable St. Peter’s, Bywell. In his paper 
of 1946 the writer was only concerned with the nave of. this 
church.' Subsequent investigation there has shown that the 
first 16' of the north wall of the chancel is in fabric absolutely 
identical to the inch with the old walling of the nave. This 
is the piece containing the blocked door with L  and S  jambs 
figured in the previous paper; Moreover the walling here 
is the full height of the walling of the nave, c. 2 6 which 
is very 'unusuafin a chancel. In short there can be little 
doubt that the chancel wall is here a relic of the first church.



It measures 17 ' long, a’nd.we can probably assume that the 
internal measurements were c.. 17 ' square. The remark
able thing here is the spacious size* plainly more in keeping; 
with large sanctuaries of the .south'than the attenuated ones 
derived from Celtic traditions. The southern apsidal sanc
tuaries, were about 201 each way. Such a spacious chancel 
may have had some ritualistic significance. It may be here 
mentioned th at‘the assumption made, by J. F . Hodgson in 
his little, book on the churches c f  Jarrow, Escombe and 
Monkwearmouth, that the altar stood clear of the east wal,!, 
in order, to account for the burial, of Biscop east of the altar 
is not necessary. More .probably Biscop’s tomb was actually 
built into the .wall, for there is warrant from the remains; at 
Jarrow, where the altar was in its normal position.

Let us now ask another, question, namely whether w e ' 
can say anything of the arrangement of the p o rtic u s .  Once 
again the priceless remains at St. Peter’s, Bywell, come to 
our rescue. Over the blocked door with L-and S  jambs in 
the north wall is the mark of a low gable,, the peculiarity of 
which is that 'it is neither central over the door, nor with the 
apex against the eafet wall of the nave. This door, be’ it rer 
membered, adjoins the east wall of the nave, at the extreme 
end of the chancel. The apex of the gable is in fact about 18" 
from the east wall of the nave, and the inference seems 16 
be that it was continued on the north wall of the nave, and. 
in fact that we have here the traces of one of those p o rtic u s  

which existed at the east end of the nave and overlapped 
the chancel. The door therefore is in  s itu  and marks the, 
entrance from the p o rtic u s  to the chancel. Moreover,, in the 
light of this finding we must attribute the strange way in 
which the south aisle overlaps the chancel by 1 1 '  to the pre
existence of a similar p o rtic u s  on the south. Evidently then 
the Kentish p ro the s is  and d iacon icon  did reach North
umbria’, and w ere  used in spite of the awkwardness when the 
chancel was considerably'narrower than the nave. More
over again, it is plain that at St. Peter’s, Bywell, the 
northern chapel was the one .used for the clergy, and the



southern must therefore have been the sacristy, so that we 
have direct evidence that the arrangements at the two 
churches corresponded.4 The importance of the evidence 
thus disclosed is enormous and cannot fail to elevate St. 
Peter’s, Bywell, into one of the most important Anglian  
Churches in the country, as it is already the most beautifully 
situated.

T h e evidence suggests that there were two eastern flank
ing p o rt ic u s  at Monkweavmouth as well as a square-ended 
chancel and a single west porch. W e can assume that the 
arrangements at the two churches were similar. The 
analogy would explain why no remains of the Anglian  
chancel were' found when excavations were made in the 
chancel at Monkwearmouth, viz. the Anglian chancel was as 

■ wide as the present one. Naturally the inference from one 
church to the other is not absolutely certain, neither is the 
original length of the nave at Monkwearmouth. Excava
tion can carry the problem further.

Let us now conclude our elucidation of the nave of 
B isco p ’s church with a last question, viz. : W hat was the 
meaning of the high walls and windows? In the writer’s 
opinion the natural interpretation of this feature is that'there 
were two floors, the west windows lighting the upper floor. 
Even with the downward splay these windows would per
form their function better at a lower height, if it was to light 
the nave. W e may mention here that it seems that certain 
Irish churches had this feature. Thus Mile Henry Fran
chise in her book on Irish Art, figures a section of churches 
at Kells and elsewhere, which she says.were divided not into 
two but even into three floors. The date she gives for these 
churches, is about the beginning of the ninth century, so 
that, if the feature occurred at Monkwearmouth, it could 
not be derived from the Irish examples, but rather the re
verse. A t any rate the feature'was an element of -western 
barbaric architecture in the Dark Ages, and according to 
■the theory of double complex development there need be no

4 The reader is reminded that Bede states the sacristy was on the S.



difficulty in seeing it at any early date. W e cannot, of 
course, assume that it occurred at Monkwearmouth unless 
further evidence appears, but it needs to be borne in mind. 
In that case the lower floor must have had another set of 
windows. The first floor would be about 2T  up, if it existed; 
below which, with sills about 14' up, might have come the 
lower windows, and below that again the pictures which we 
are told Biscop put on the walls. W e might mention, too, 
that no such high windows can be traced in southern E n g 
land, which suggest some barbaric cause for them.

INTERPRETATION.
In interpreting this, monument we may consider together 

the features of the long nave and the high walls which may 
have a common origin. According to Baldwin Brown they 
may be regarded as having separate origins. The long 
'nave he thinks may be' a Saxon peculiarity. This view 
:seems strange as the feature occurs primarily in the Anglian  
and not the Saxon parts of the country. Sir Alfred Clap- 
ham is inclined to assume a Gallic origin, presumably be
cause of the Gallic masons mentioned. It is doubtful, how- 
.ever, whether masons invited to the country would carry 
out their own ideas, and if so only by permission. If seems 
rather-that their function was to carry out Biscop’s ideas, 
but to render them in stone. Therefore a Gallic origin can
not be accepted without proof that the feature did exist in 
Gaul and at a date prior to th at,of this church. This 
evidence not being forthcoming Baldwin Brown’s view 
'seems, more acceptable. The feature is certainly not classic, 
nor derived, from Irish barbarism, and we seem driven to
ward the view that the'Anglians may havfe had some in
fluence on their own architecture, from the wooden work 
which must be-assufned behind this stone work. In regard 
to the high walls, Baldwin Brown wanted to see a derivation 
from fear of the Danes, but the originality of this,feature 
here is almost certain and certainly must be assumed. Here 

again we seem driven toward some Anglian influence.



The general plan of the nave with flanking p o rt ic u s  is 
unquestionably Kentish, a fact which shows that Biscop 
got his masons to do what he wanted. And equally classic 
is the form of, the openings, for at this date the turned arch 
would be an absolute symbol of classicism to the Angles. 
The voussoired window is indeed more classic in nature 
than ever occurred again in round arch work in England, 
for normally such small openings are made from the arched 
lintel even in Norman times. The deep splay of the early 
windows is interesting, and this may perhaps have had an 
Irish origin, but it shows that we cannot in architecture 
make the kind of assumptions which Brondsted has made 
in the sculpture, viz. a gradual devolution from classic to 
barbaric forms. It will be seen that the least splay here 
occurs in the latest work. Assumptions of the type made 
by Bronsted are therefore shown to be too abstract. The  
fabric may be considered to be Gallic, forthis is the feature 
which the Gallic masons were brought over to do. Accord
ing. to Strygowski such rubble is the characteristic work of 
the teutonic tribes left to themselves in stone building.5 
The origin of the quoins is a complete mystery, and may be 
supposed to be Gallic.

On the whole, therefore, the general character of this 
work is classic, in its Kentish form, and we can see perfectly 
the significance of Bede’s reference -to the work being in 
m o re  R o m a n o , not perhaps the work an Italian would 
recognize as such, but the work which a Kentishman would 
hold for such. It is true the classic work here is absolutely 
plain and unadorned. This is what would be expected of 
the austere Biscop. And what is very remarkable is the 
almost total absence of Irish influence. Yet the same thing 
is*true of the sculpture of the age. It is quite possible that 
in building a west porch Benedict was making an innova
tion, and’if so one of the most significant in the whole range

5 Church Art in N. Europe, a technique "  of field stone and mortar 
. . . was also used, I think, in Gaul, in addition to the opus Romanum> 
being the original opus Gallicum/* p. *26.



of A n glo-Saxon  architecture. There is no evidence- that a 
west porch was built ■in.-Kent by  this date, since the west 
porch at Bradw ell m ay well have been addition. i.On the 
contrary in the undoubted work, of 669 at R ecu lver, on ly  
five years before B iscop built, there was definitely no west 
porch, unless of wood. It was ad d ed 'after. T h u s there 
seems some reason for ascrib ing this feature to B iscop, and 
once again  the origin is neither classic nor Irish .

T o  conclude, the main significance of B isco p ’s church 
was to be a witness to the classic and catholic mode of life. 
T h e numerous barbarism s included would probably have 
been taken fo rgra n ted , whatever.-their source.

SECTION B . THE W EST PORCH.
Before go in g  onN o consider in detail the two-storied 

west porch under the tower, it will perhaps be best to g ive  
the evidence that this porch w as preceded by a one-storied 
porch. T h is  one-storied porch is suggested by the fact that 
the-line of the roof of the two-storied porch seriously fou ls 
the west windows of the nave. T h is  also the proof that 
these windows are orig inal. T h is can be seen from within 
the tower where the gable line of the porch roof on the west 
wall of the nave comes in just under the impost level of the 
w indows. T h e position is shown in fig . 7 , (p. 159). T h is  
fou lin g of the window obscured some of the light to. the 
window, and it is unlikely that it should have been orig inal. 
Th ere would be no need to doubt this fact were it not that 
in the valuable elevations of the Com m issioners of 1866 it is 
made to look as if the w indows were clear of the porch roof 
or nearly so. T h is  appearance has been attained by m aking 
the windows nearer the outside w alls of the nave than they 
are really. In the Com m issioners’ elevation the outer jam bs 
of the nave windows are put outside,the line of the porch 
w alls. A n ybod y can verify  without trouble that these jam bs 
are really almost w holly within these lines. It is apparent 
to the eye from  the ground. T h e writer suggests that the 

. rea l’position is shown in his own elevation. * It m ay be re



1 5 4  ANGLIAN REM AINS AT ST . PET ER ’ S, MONKWEARMOUTH
i

m arked here that in this elevation only these nave windows 
are in their lateral position. On the strength of this evidence 
the assum ption seemed forced that the original porch was 
one-storied, and the two-storied porch w as added later. T h is  
view  is also borne out by the technique, for, to anticipate, 
the earliest work in this.new two-storied porch is quite differ
ent both in technique and character to the work we have 
been describ ing. The plan is shown in fig . 3.

In conclusion on this interesting point, it 'm ay  be men
tioned that there is a half-round stone in the west wall of 
the nave at about 20', and central, which M r. H ajl roundly 
declares is the saddle stone of a porch. I f  that is so, it can
not be o f the two-storied porch, whose apex was nearly 30' 
up, and must have been that of the one-storied porch, which 
w ou ld thereb y be given w alls, about i2 Xhigh, which is quite 
reasonable. If therefore M r. H a ll ’ s verdict is accepted, the 
one-storied porch is proved. I f  not, a better explanation 
must be given  of this curious stone which is p lain ly  not 
m erely bu ild ing m aterial. -

T h e fam ous west porch survives two stories high under 
the later A n glo-D anish  tower. Its total height was some 
28/ 2", and it consists of two stories and a gable. T h e two 
stories are separated externally in the west wall by  what 
appears to have been a frieze. It is 12 "  deep and was once 
covered with carvings of naturalistic anim als in cable- 
m oulded panels. T h e upper edge corresponds to the in- ! 
ternal floor, the elevations being shown in f i g . '7 (p. 159). 
T h e second stage terminates in a hollow moulded string 
which must date with that on the *nave, and is 'o n ly  6' 10 " 
h igh . T h u s the stories are unnaturally divided. See fig . 7. 
T h e second stage has now no roof to it, but is open to the 
tower built on it. T he gable of the porch contains remains 
of a life-size carved R ood .

T h e porch is not in bond with the nave. It m easures 
9; 5 "  E .-W . and 8' 2 J "  N .-S . Its fabric internally is much 
like that of the nave, while externally, particularly on the 
south and to the west end, there is much patching in a



sm all, square-cut stone. T h e patching is blackened equally  
with the orig inal fabric. The quoins do not equate with 
those of the nave-. T h ey  are sm aller and have a consider
able tendency for the square-sectioned stone to appear. On 
a  sm all scale they resemble rather the quoins of Jarrow  and 
Escqm be. T h ey  average 63" for four beds, and have the 
Significant peculiarity that they correspond in their irregu
larities, as can be seen in plate iv , fig . 1 .  It is probable that

the same detail occurred at Sockburn in the early work, 
probably c. 780.

The ground floor has four centrally placed arches (fig. 3). 
On the east is a doorway 7' h igh and 4 3" wide. It is rebated 
for a door opening to the nave, and has an arch of voussoirs, 
pseudo-im posts, and on'the inside monolith jam bs m easur
in g  5 1 "  h igh. T h e side doors are sim ilar in technique, and 
the mortar joints are as fine as . T h e nave door is shown 
in plate iv , fig . 2, where the d iagonally ' laid beds also 
appear. T h e west arch has the most rem arkable details, 
Including a two-ordered arch, chamfered im posts, arris rolls 
to the im posts, and L  and S  jam bs, and the lower long
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stone has a barbaric ca rv in g ,6 while the upper one is set back 
to take two m oulded balusters of an A n glian  type. T h is  
arch is g' x  5'- It is shown in plate iv , fig . 1 . The ground 
floor is arched with a plain barrel vault of well cut stone.

■ T h e upper floor is am azingly interesting. It is entered 
to-day from  the nave at the height of 14/ 2" by an opening 
■measuring 18 "  x  50" externally where it is modernized, and 
30 " x  60" internally (fig. 4), where it has an arched lintel 
42//x 3 i // and jam bs of one long and two sm all stones 
w hich m ay be called hen and chickens technique. T h e in
teresting th in g is that the external face is to the nave, so 
that it lights the porch from  the nave. It has been called a 
door, but orig in a lly  was p lain ly a window, the measure-

F IG . 4,

ments should be compared with those of the original win
dows o f the nave and with those o f S t . P eter’s, B yw ell, 
nam ely ig "  x  So" externally and 30" x  66" internally. N o 
A n g lo -S axo n  door w as ever sp layed 'to  such a degree, and 
the writer counts few  things more certain in the uncertain 
science of A n g lo -Saxo n  architecture than that this opening 
w as built as a w indow. It is placed very nearly on the floor 
of the upper stage, and it w as this fact which first prompted 
the enquiry whether there w as not orig inally  a-lower floor, 
heightened for the insertion of the vault. T h e test of this 
is whether the o rig inal door can be found. N ow it so 
happens that there is a blocked door in the north wall o f .

6 The carving is serpentine, but the serpents have beaks with which 
they grip one another. Their bodies form flat mouldings to the arris of 
the jamb.



the porch. Its sill level is c. I34"' above the ground and 
therefore about 3 ' below the present floor, just the height 
which the window would naturally demand. T h is  door is 
shown in fig. 5 and also in fig . 6, the plan of the upper 
stage.- It will be seen it is flat-headed an d 'h as three stones 
in the jam bs, a very  unusual feature, which are irregu larly  
laid . Internally the lintel of door shows and is in the rough
est work, and moreover is only 2 4 "  above the floor (fig. 7).

ts a '
b e S

SB
j

F IG . 5.

T h is  is the conclusive argum ent given b}  ̂ M r. H all, show
in g that the door is'anterior to the floor, and so to the vault, 
and. conversely that the vault is subsequent to the door arid 
inserted. There is much supporting evidence,, which m ay 
be summed up thus, the blocking is of. the sm all square 
stones of which much of the fabric of the porch is made, 
and is equall}^ blackened’, , while , the towe'r is not so 
blackened, and the position at the extreme end of the-wall 
j s  most unlikely in  later times; but is found at the A n g lian , 
Deerhurst. T h e flat-headed.door is itself an early feature of 
the A n glian  period, and occurs in Jutish  work at -Canter-



bury, at S t . M artin 's, and Saxon  work in E ssex  at S t . 
P e te r 's  ,on the W all. It m ay be mentioned also that the 
door is shown in one of the M ilburn photographs, and it 
is plain that it w as in its present state anterior to 1866.

In the south wall of the upper stage (fig. 6) is a  blocked 
w indow of som e interest. Internally it is 30 " wide and 2 5 "

E

high and flat-headed with narrow plain stone dressings, 
while externally the lintel and sill have gone while the 
sim ilar jam b s remain and show it w as c. 17 "  wide and 25" 
h igh . It has therefore the significant detail that there is no 
upw ard or downward sp lay . T h is  window is some 20" from 
the present floor, and would do well to light the floor, but 
not to serve its normal function in relation to the present 
floor, and is moreover far nearer the floor than the top of 
the upper stage.



On the west is yet another window, fig . 6, measuring- 
28" across externally by 43" high, but modernized, and 
3 3 "  x  60" h igh internally, where it has a cable moulded 
arris carried down the jam bs which obviously equates wuth 
the other ornate work here. . '

ELUCIDATION.
T h e relation of vault and door discussed above p la in ly

.indicate two dates in the two-storied porch. On the ground 
floor it is to be assum ed that all the present openings belong 
to the second date.7 On1 the upper floor, the east window 
and door p la in ly  go with the early date, and so does the 
south window, while the west window, which upsets the 
early arrangem ents, must be late. T h e natural explanation 
of the door placed at the extreme end of the w all is to

7 For all show the Romanesque anticipation.



facilitate an altar, and the rem arkable thing is that that altar 
m ust have been at the west. A lso  su ggestin g  this is the 
blocked south window, which from  its position seem s to 
have been arranged to light a west altar, and from the coin
cidence of the evidences, the west altar m ay be assum ed. 
T h e  significance of the east window is hard to understand, 
but it is certainly an A n g lian  feature occurring at B rix - 
worth and D eerhurst in much later form s. T h is  seems to 
be quite the first traceable feature of the kind, and is useful 
as being a sign  that we are dealing with an early two-storied 
porch.

In connection with the evidence of an altar here it is 
interesting to note the statement in Baldw in Brow n that 
E g in h ard , the biographer .of Charlem agne, had in his church 
at Seligenstadt, a coenaculum  or upper cham ber over the 
western choir, which contained an altar and which he used 
for his own accommodation during the services.8 It appears 
that during the period when this upper porticus, as we m ay 
call it, w as in use, the arrangem ents on the ground floor 
were not altered, for the porticus arrangem ent above su g
gests the porticus arrangem ents below, and the technique 
o f the inserted doors on the ground floor is quite different 

.from  that of the early upper stage.

IN TERPRETATIO N .
W e have come to the conclusion that the two-storied 

porch, itse lf  not original, is of two-dates. T h e first work 
m arks a very  decided recession from classical' principles. 
T h e flat headed door, with thin dressings, p lain ly  suggests 
w oodwork influence, and the new feature of the arched lintel 
is just w hat a barbarian would do when build ing in stone. 
T h u s we seem to have here the work of- the A n g les when 
the foreign  m asons had gone, and when, moreover, the con
trolling-intention of classicism  was weakened. T h e same 
m ay be said of the quite am azing form  which the work took,

8 The example here suggested would much ante-date the Carolingian 
church.



fo rth e 'n ew  feature is practically the beginning of the tower. 
It is nearly 30' high, and its nature cannot be d isguised by 
ca llin g  it a “ p orch .”  Such a feature cannot be derived 
from  classical so u rces,, nor either from  Irish ; the nearest 
thing being the twin staircase towers of S y r ia . But this is 
not a flanking but a central tower to the west faqade, and 
the suggestion of Syrian  origin  ill accords with the obvious 
barbarous character of the technique.. In fact we seem here 
once again  to be forced to the conclusion that the A n g les 
must have had some influence, on their own art. In regard 
to the date o f the work (that is of the earliest work)-, the 
identity of the fabric with-that of the earlier nave makes 
it im possible to g ive  a date o f .more than fifty years, after 
the nave, and since some time must be allowed for the 
revolution of feeling here im plied, we can date pretty well 
between 716  and 734 in the abbacj? of Hwaetberht. There 
is also another line of thought com ing to the same con
clusion, viz. the first period when foreign workmen were 
introduced is associated with W ilfrid , B iscop and A ldhelm , 
T h e y  were all dead by 710 . A t the other end it is quite 
■probable that the accession of Egbert' to the archbishopric 
;and the assum ption of the pall in 735 m arks the beginning 
■of what m ay be called the second wave of classicism , no 
longer depending on foreign masons. It Would be wise 
■therefore on these grounds too to place the. work between 
•710 and 735. -W hether we place it from 716  to 730, or from 
•730 and 740 depends on what we think about B ed e ’ s silence 
regarding it. It is doubtful, however, whether Bede would 
have approved of this work, which plain ly subverts the 
intentions of the founder, and Bede had a habit of being 

sile n t about what he disliked.ft

'ELUCIDATION OF LATER W O RK. . . .  :

One thing which is obvious about the insertions'in  the 
two-storied porch is that they entirely swept aw ay the 
porticus arrangem ents both on the ground floor and the 

•.upper floor. A ll the new openings on the ground floor are
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central while the new west window on the upper floor im plies 
that the altar had gone. It seems that the rood must belong 
to this later period, of which the general character is elabora
tion and the carved frieze, and also-the hollow strings, the 
proof of which is interesting. I f  the reader w ill look back to 
fig . i (p. 144) he will see that in the cut stone patching associ
ated with the hollow string inside the tower there are the 
m arks of a gable in the ancient material. T h is can on ly mean 
that the porch was already standing to two stories when the 
patching (and hence the strings) were put in, and so the 

' strings cannot be taken to belong to the erection of the two- 
storied porch any more than they can be taken to be 
orig inal. T h e principal insertion in the porch here was 

\ doubtless the vault in the sense that this w as the prim ary 
cause o f rebuild ing. It appears that the upper story, now 
reduced to o n ly  6' 10 " , w as much dim inished in im portance, 
as there w as no effort to make a new door for it. On the 
other hand, the upper stage was still used and even an 
elaborate window put in for it. T he significance of the four 
openings in the ground floor seems to be that a west aisle 
w as built, and from the an alogy of the Jutish R eculver, this 
would im ply the creation of side aisles too, so that the 
church w as surrounded with aisles. It should be noticed, 
too, that the rebuilding of the quoins im plies that the porch 
had been bad ly ruined.

INTERPRETATION.
,T h e character of the work here inserted is undoubtedly 

the most rem arkable in the whole range of A n glo-Saxon  
architecture, and is so extraordinarily advanced' that the 
writer proposes for it the name of the Romanesque anticipa
tion. It is utterly different from the simple unaspiring work 
with which it has been associated. W hether twe look at the 
splendrous R o o d ,9 or the double ordered arch or the 
array of decorated details, we find ourselves in the presence 
of an artist of am azing virtuosity absolutely sure of him self 

9 In imagination of course. v
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and delighting in what he can do. T hat the character o f  
the work as a whole is b ig h  classic is obvious, yet we see a:

- work so unlike that of the timid copyists who built the first 
work here, that there is not the least hesitation in incorporat
in g features which are very  barbaric in effect. Such are the , 
balusters and the carved jam bs, and such, too, the cable 
moulds and arris rolls which do not come out of the classic 
form ula o f the period, but derive through the crosses no 
doubt and then probably from pagan work.

T o  establish the date of all this brilliant work is clearly  
a matter of great importance..* T hat it cannot b e  taken to be 
twelfth century is suggested by its place under the eleventh- 
century tower and also by the incorporation of the p u rely  
barbaric details o f baluster and carving. It equally cannot 
be late eleventh century, unless all our ideas of that age are 
hopelessly w rong/ and still less early eleventh century. It 
m ay be mentioned that the beautiful stone-work of the vau lt 
is far beyond even the not negligib le standard of the early  
eleventh century. M oreover, and this is probably the 
strongest argum ent, as stylistic argum ents never seem to 
convince anyone, the ornate window on fhe upper stage is' 
sym m etrically placed in relation to the truncated upper 
stage. But whatever date the first post-D anish work was 
done, it included the tower, and when the tower w as built 
the top of the porch w as opened up an d  the new floor was 
at c. 26 '.10 W e must assum e therefore that this am azing 
work is really pre-D anish in spite of all appearances, and a 
sign o f pure A nglian  work. .It cannot be earlier than 760 
from its relation-to the earlier work g iv in g  time for the new 
revolution to take place, while there are m any argum ents 
to put it about 800. F irst of all there is the fact that the 
vault is naturally equated1 with the disastrous Danish, raids 
o f 794, so that there is no doubt at all that that is the best 
date for the vault. N ext come two argum ents connected 
with history. It is generally agreed that a great change

10 Perhaps: but certainly at a height which makes this window out 
o f a ll re la tio n .



came over the'north and over E ngland  in the early years of. 
the ninth century, and that it was then that E n g lan d  began ' 
to lose her m oorings and to cease her tutelage to traditions 
which had governed her since 675. T he written record of 

s the north ceased to be kept about 803 ; and it w as about this 
period that the crosses and m anuscripts begin to tail off 
bad ly . T h e same thing is seen in the field of learning. It 
m ight alm ost seem as if E n g lish  learning m igrated with 
A lcu in . W e may think therefore that the work here dis
cussed lies somewhere between 760 and about S io . Granted 
this, then there are still reasons w hy we should put it rather 
tow ards the end of the period than towards the begin n in g . 
F irstly , it contains very noticeable tendencies to barbarism , 
of an extrem ely dangerous kind for a civilized people, for 
whom flirtations with barbarism  are death. T h at is more 
probable at th,e end of the series, when on the threshold o f 
'the strange b.ut unm istakable collapse of classicism  in, E n g - 
3and, than early . For the kind of barbarism  flirted with in 
the early period is shown us in-the work of what m ay be 
..called the second period, and it is plain, sim ple, austere,

' :sober and quite unlike the brilliant and show y barbaric w o rk . 
o f  the third period. It is plain that barbarism  itself had 
changed out of all knowledge during the interval between 
the second and third periods of architecture here, and that 
again  is an argum ent fqr a. date towards the end of the 
possible period. Attention,' too, must be called to the re
lig iou s values of th is 'o rn ate  work. Baldwin Brown has 
called it’ the work of a “  wealthy connoisseur,”  and whether 
i’t was so or not, he has hit on the essential-character which 

' is secular rather than religious’. The carved im age is really 
a sign o f  a w eakening religious sense, and here again  the 
late eighth century is better suited than the early part. It 
is possible that the R ood  had .something to do with the 
triumph of the im age-w orshipping party towards the end of 
the century, and we may perhaps consider that while the 
issue of the dispute was uncertain, the assertion of the 
im age, which must have been very offensive to the.members



of iconoclastic sym pathies, in this very blatant w ay, would 
be unlikely.

A  word must now be said about the sculpture here in
volved. T he ornament, in the form  of cable arrises and roll 
m ouldings, is well known on the crosses, the date of which 
is still extrem ely uncertain, depending on a priori theories 
of artistic developm ent. T he roll-mould occurs on the Bew- 
castle cross, the cablet-mould perhaps; first on the E a sb y  
cross, and the carved rood on the R uth  well cross. C o lling- 
wood, with far the most intimate personal knowledge of the 
crosses, put this work in late eighth century, which, of course, 
would suit the w riter’s view s extrem ely well. Brondsted put 
them early eighth, but the valid ity  of his theory of develop
ment has here been questioned. Baldw in Brow n put them 
in the seventh century. It is evident therefore that at present 
sculpture cannot help us.. One thing, however, must be 
mentioned, and that is that C ollingw ood dated the serpents 
on the jam bs out of the A n glian  period altogether. It is 
doubtful w hether’this need be accepted. H e was obviously 
influenced by the fact that the serpent is not an A n glian  
fonry on the crosses at any date. H owever, what w as 
proper on the crosses need not have been proper on the 
church. T h e anim al is the sam e type as that on the 
Colerne cross, but more purel}' serpentine. It certainly 
argues Irish influence. T he date of the Colerne cross is 
equally disputed, Brondsted putting it to seventh and 
Baldw in Brow n to tenth century, but the fact that so great 
an authority as Brondsted should put it in the seventh or 
early eighth century proves that it was possible then in 
general type.

W e can probably assume therefore a date about 800 for 
this ornate work o f the third period. Such an assum ption 
m ay be w rong like any otherassum ption , but in the present 
light of the evidence no better conclusion seems available. 
From  the architectural point of view  the dating thus given  
to the string' course is as important as any other con
sequen ce; with it will go plinths. Much of the work is sui



generis , but it is most interesting to see that this work of 
the Rom anesque anticipation belongs to the age of A lcuin , 
not of Theodore.

o

SUM M ARY; ■ ■ .
It m ay be convenient now to see where we have got jto 

before go in g  on to the post-D anish work. It is claimed 
that there is adequate evidence to prove three dates of 
bu ild ing, the first being B isco p ’s, the second from c. 7 16  
to c. 736, and the third being probably about 800.

It is claim ed that B isco p ’s church was like that at S t. 
P e te r ’s on the Sea, Bradw ell, both from B ed e ’s evidence, 
which mentions or im plies east, west and south porticus, 
and also from  the analogy of rem ains at S t. P eter’s, B yw ell. 
Other hypotheses are far from  ruled out, nor is it suggested 
that the view  here taken is necessarily final. New evidence 
m ight at an y time involve a revision.

It* is claim ed that we can assume that the second work 
consisted in the raisin g of the porch b y  a stage, and the 
third by the insertion of advanced details, including the 
vault, and by the abandonment of the early arrangem ent 
of porticus.

It is c la im ed 'sim ilarly  that we can assum e the con
sequences which flow from this view . P erhaps the most 
im portant concern m ethodology. T h e assum ption that, 
other th ings being equal, difference of technique means 
difference of date, is definitely assisted. On the contrary, 
the assum ption that we need expect one date only in an 
A n g lo -Saxo n  church, and very  occasionally two, when one 
will be early and the other late, is m aterially hindered. 
T h ere are four w aves of bu ild ing here before 810.

T h e inferences of greatest importance in regard to archi
tectural developm ent are that the one-storied porch need 
not be expected before 680 nor the two-storied porch before 
about 720. C onversely, the bu ild ing without a porch should 
not be expected after 680, nor that with a one-storied porch 
after c. 720. W e are offered in fact a yardstick with which



to measure developm ent. Next in importance m ight be 
put the p lacing o f the hollow moulded impost or string 
c. 800.

In regard to art-history we are given a definite sequence 
independent of theories of stylistic developm ent. W e get 
first of all a classic phase depending on imported masons, 
second a reversion to much more barbaric form s, when pre
sum ably the imported masons had gone, thirdly a wonder
ful developm ent of what must be assum ed to be native 
classic work, which is marked, however, by strik ing bar
barism  in certain details and also by  am azing.R om anesque 
anticipations. It would, of course, be most im probable that 
this sequence w as unconnected with the. contem porary 
sculpture, for art history is a unity in essence. W e must 
say therefore that the sequence here.- indicated is vastly  • 
different from the m ajestic unrolling of classic into barbaric 
postulated by Brondsted in his book E arly  E n glish  Orna
ment. W e m ay perhaps ask, “  D oes nature really proceed 

' in a continuous development ? Is  not a process of gain  and 
loss, forw ard and backward, really, nearer to the true 
biological processes? ”  It would be extrem ely interesting 
to interpret the crosses in the light of the sequence here 
indicated, but that, of course, is far outside the scope of 
this study. W h at must be said, however, is that in the 
light of the developm ental sequence here indicated we can
not assume that the features appearing in c. 800 had come 
to stay. W e cannot say for instance T h e hollow moulded 
string course appeared about 800 and can be expected to 
develop continuously from that date.”  W hat we have 
rather to ask ourselves is this : ‘ ‘ In what direction did de
velopment proceed after about 800? W as there a develop
ment of classicism , or w as there now a second reversion to" 
barbarism , which, of course, would be a different barbarism  
to the first barbarism  of the early eighth century, for history 
never exactly repeats i t s e l f ? ”  T he answer to these ques
tions cannot be sought-here.

F in a lly , the evidence elucidated here undoubtedly bear



on the vexed question of the relations of classic and barbaric 
in the developmental process. The subject is too big' and 
too controversial to enter upon here, but the writer cannot, 
refrain from  pointing out that it is not a little disconcerting 
to the apostles of the unilateral classic development to find 
that the most pregnant development of the whole series we 
have discussed, nam ely the tower form, occurs right in the 
m iddle of the barbaric phase, and, moreover, that the 
second most strik ing development, namely the curious 
Rom anesque anticipations, occurs at a period when there is 
a very  strong adm ixture of pure barbaric detail in the work.

t
SECTION C. THE TOW ER.

O ur task is now to elucidate the fine A n glo-D anish  
belfry  tower, which can be seen rising from the porch 
on which it is built in plate iv , ‘f ig ' 4. It is evident that 
here we are at the end of a long developmental process 
which we saw beginning so far back in the barbaric phase 
of the eighth century. Such a tower is neither classic nor 
barbaric, but the product of the fused style which we call 
Rom anesque. The belfry tower here seen with the unr 
recessed double-headed belfry  window is one of the most 
characteristic products of A n glian  Rom anesque. Before 
d iscu ssing it a word , must be said about axiom s. T h e  
axiom  of Baldw in  Brow n, which I have ventured to call 
rather narrow, was that the A n g lo -Saxon s had no part in 
the general developm ental process of Europe in the D ark 
A g es , and therefore that these towers can only come in with 
the N orm ans. Faced with the difficulty that they are quite 
un-Norm an in detail, he com prom ises’ and ascribes them 
all to the Confessor. S ir  A lfred  C lapham , on the other 
hand, frees us from this narrow outlook and treats the 
A n g lo -Saxon s as an integral part of European develop
ment, although rather behind hand. Th us he makes the 
E n g lish  b e lfry  tower begin about a century after the Italian, 
in the late tenth century. T h is  view , with its characteristic 
breadth,-clearly  needs im plem enting, and this is the work



of the specialist in a given field. T he ensuing study m ay 
be regarded as the beginning of the process of implement
ing the wide view  handed down to u s/b y  study o f  the 
actual monuments.

Let us first begin by assessing the facts. T h e tower is 
built on the porch and shares its ground plan, fig . 3 (p. 155). 
In its (plate iv , fig. 4) elevation it consists externally of a 
floor made by taking down the porch roof and carry in g up 
the wall to the level of the nave string course. Here the 
first added stage of the tower finishes and is marked by a 
square-cut string course. A bove this another storey of about 
the same height, viz. 1 is added, and finishes again  with 
a square string co u rse ; then comes another stage containing 
the belfry windows, the upper part of which has been ex
tensively rebuilt. Now the rem arkable thing is that the 
evidence of the floor levels internally do not correspond to 
this stage division at all.

Internally there is the sign  o f  an early looking blocked
door in the E . w all, not quite central, at 26', and ab6ve this
on the level of the string course at 3 1 '  there are apparently
sign s of another door. Neither of these doors have kept
any of their dressings, and the indications are but faint. It
was M r. H all who called attention to these doors, and as*
he saw the place under more favourable conditions than 
anyone else, it is obvious that their existence cannot be 
entirely ignored. M oreover, beside the lower door there 
appears to be the m ark of an opening, of which some of the 
dressing survives, and is of narrow stone on end, not in the 
Rom anesque manner, whereas the upper door, if the in
dications are really such, had jam bs in the ordinary R om an 
esque manner. Next comes the present third stage with a 
floor at 35 ;, and the old w allin g of, the gable of the nave 
term inates at c. 42', above which comes the new E . tower 
w alling in fa irly  good technique. C entrally placed in this 
east wall of the tower w allin g thus added, and on the lowest 
course, is a M altese cross, which was doubtless placed there 
when the tower w"as added, as a sign of luck, much as a



horse-shoe m ight be put in to-day. Perhaps it also in
dicated a consecrated build ing. T h is  cross has a central 
round, with lightly  hollow curved expanding arm s to each 
s id e .11 An identical type exists somewhere in B illingbam  
tower, which will have to be checked up, and possibly else
where too. F in a lly  comes the belfry tower stage from c. 46 .

PABRIC  AND QUOINS.
T h e fabric of the super-added tower is in beds of roughly 

cut stone m easuring 3 3 "  for four beds and not of the long 
type. On the whole this w o rk ‘is much better than would 
be expected, and while it is not ashlar, yet it is not much 
degraded , and contrasts strongly with those fabrics* irregu
lar sizes, lengths and bed heights im properly bedded which 
are sometimes put down to the late tenth century. The 
quoins are from their position not m easurable, but they are 
o f norm al size, not m egalithic, and with the alternate rhythm 
both irregular and also exceptionally unem phasized. In 
fact, prior to study in detail, the writer thought the type w as 
a  non-alternate clasp ing quoin, which does exist in A n glian  
tim es. One thing which can be stated categorically is that 
w hoever built these quoins did not build those either of the 
ultimate or the penultimate period at Ja r ro w ; they are in 
different w orlds. U nfortunately for our peace of mind, we 
cannot be su rec that ’the' fabric of the tower is uniform  
throughout. T he belfry stage to-day has a fabric measur
in g  26" for four beds internally and far more irregular in 
the beds. E xtern ally  it appears to have been renewed, and 
there is presum ably just the possibility that the whole belfry 
stage has been reset in modern times. In regard to its 
quoins, these too are largely  modern, but there remain four 
stones towards the bottom which appear to be absolutely 
identical with those of the rest of the tower. (

O PEN IN G S.
Th ere is a rem arkable dearth of openings. In fact the 

o n ly  ancient opening below the belfry  stage is on the west 

11 It is in clear rebel on a square1 bed.



face, and lit the third floor. -Extern ally  this single-sp layed  
lancet is cut from  a monolith, but internally it is flat-headed 
-and has jam bs in the ordinary R om anesque ma'nner. It is 
seen in plate iv , fig . 4. T h e belfry  windows are character
istically A n glo-D anish , as shown on plate iv , fig . 4. T he 
open in g m easures 28" x  57"> an<  ̂ arch arched
lintels m easuring 19 " x  13 "- T h e jam bs are Rom anesque 
in four stones and have hollow-^moulded im posts, and the 
sh a ft  is a plain cylinder with neither cap nor base. T h e 
purlin is also hollow moulded at the lower arris. E xtern ally  
the ancient hood has been restored. I't is a M ercian hood, 
carried down the jam bs. There are cubical corbels ju^t 
above impost level and sill level, and doubtless orig in a lly  
at the crown of the arch also. T he sound holes are restored, 
perhaps on the .original lines. T h ey  are single-splayed  
port-holes, one on each face.

ELUCIDATION.' ' ' •
T h is  tower was evidently run up on the old porch, but 

the nature of the arrangem ents is puzzling. T h e second 
floor is not original at 35 ', the lighting of the second stage 
so obtained being by a window cut in behind the string 
•course at 3 1 ' on the south wall.

In .the first arrangem ent w as there a floor at 26', or was' 
it at 3 1 '  ? M r. H all was positive that he could see the put
log holes for the floor at 3 1 ',  which he contends was sup
ported b y  the string course on the east w a l l . . W ith  this, of 
course, agrees the evidence su ggestin g  an east door at 3 1 ' .  
Th  e floor of the belfry  stage seems to have been a lw ays where 
it is at present. The difficulty, of course, is' the apparent re
m ains of a door with sill at 26 . Not on ly the present writer, 
hut also M r. H all found sign s of this. It is/clear that a 
floor level of 26' could not have co-existed w,ith that at 3 1 '.  
Therefore, if this door is accepted, either we have some 
traces of a tower anterior ,to that of the present be lfry  tower, 
or else the 3 1 '  floor level was inserted at some time between 
the bu ild ing of the tower and the creation of the present



floor levels. T h is  latter assum ption is far from  being a s  
easy as it appears, for the floor at 26' makes a second stage 
of only i2v h igh ,-an d  this is quite wrong for the period 
when these belfry  towers were a-building, moreover the 
arrangem ent does not correspond with the external strings. 
T hese strings usually were meant to mark a stage of the 
bu ild ing, and the .arrangem ent which has a second floor at 
3 1 ',  m aking a stage of 17 ' high, and corresponds to the ► 
external strings is the one which must naturally dat© with 
the bu ild ing of the tower. W e must prem ise therefore, that 
the present tower m ay not have been the first to have been 
run up from the porch, but m ay replace som ething earlier, o f 
w hich, if it existed, all trace has been lost except perhaps 
the enigm atic doorway a t '26' in the east wall, and the open
in g beside it.

In regard to the change of fabric in the belfry stage,, 
this m ay be due .to modern interference. I f  this is not 
accepted, then the belfry  stage is later, but the identity o f 
quoins show s that the same person who built the belfry 
stage built the tower. F in a lly  we m ay say that the doorway 
evidence is so slight that we cannot base any argum ents 
on it, and while the original floor at 3 T  can be assum ed 
from  other evidence, the existence of an early tower cannot 
be assum ed. I f  there w as such a tower, the second floor o f 
1 27 high im plies that it was not a very high tower, and the 
most probable guess is that it m ight have been a three-storey 
tower, with floors of 14 ', 12 ' and 12 ', making* 38' in all. 
T h is  would be called .by the architectural writers a three- 
storied porch. W e m ay say, therefore, that there are very 
faint traces which m ay suggest that there may have been 
som ething which m ight have been a three-storied porch, 
anterior to the present tower, and the little opening at the 
side of the door m ay be the rem ains of som ething which 
m ight have been an altar, as at Skipw ith, or a squint as at 
Bosham  and Deerhurst- In fact we m ay leave this evidence 
with a question : W as  the two-storied porch raised into a 
three-storied porch in the ninth century?
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D A T E S .

Sym eon of Durham  makes some remarks which have 
been taken to im ply that there was no stone building* and 
no revival of the m onasteries between 875 and 1074, when 
the M ercian monks headed by A ldw ine restored the sacred 
rites. .

He states y (1). T hat after the pagan invasion all the 
churches were reduced to ashes. (2) T hat Christian ity 
nearly perished. (3) T hat no churches were rebuilt except 
in wood.

It is a little surprising that these statements have been 
given  the interpretation they have, since they cannot pos
sib ly  have, the m eaning they .are given , for (1) Som e 
churches certainly survived the D anish raids. (2) T he 
bishoprics were not interrupted*.* (3) Stone build ings began 
at least by 1000 at Durham . -

'I t  seems am azing that the lurid tales of destruction told 
by the Norm an historians about the events from 867 to 873 
are treated as evidence. In regard to Sym eon, his rem arks, 
if'th ey  app ly  at all, apply to the first'years after* the Danish 
invasions.

* I t 'i s ,  *of course, quite certain that - Aldwine found the 
sacred sites in ruin and desolation, but this could be blamed' 
on the raids of the Conqueror and M alcolm  five years 
previously. Th e evidence for the restoration of the mon
asteries has been given by B oyle  and others,t and in ’ anv 
case the evidencq for the resumption of stone build ing by 
at least . 1000 is so strong and the probability of the restora
tion of the sacred sites at an early date so great, that the 

.writer hardly thinks it necessary to spend much space prov
ing the possibility, and, moreover, what is proposed here 
is to see where the architectural evidence leads, and the 
writer by no means admits the right of historians to forbid 
this evidence t o ‘be put forw ard 'on  the ground that it con
flicts with the historical evidence. P erh aps it .is the his
torical evidence which needs revision/

" T he first* evidence to be called concerns the relation of



the tower to the wall against which it is built. T h is  evidence 
is h igh ly  com plex, and it can only be hoped that clarity 
has been reached. I f  fig . i (p. 144) is consulted it will be 
seen that the wall has the strin g course cut aw ay, while the 
quoin has no string course. A dm itting that the two top 
stones of the N .W . quoin are rebuilt, it is im possible to 
suppose that the very conservative restorers of 1866 inter
fered with the arrangem ents they found. Now the wall 
with the strin g course in it seems itself to be a restoration 
externally to the tower, and the alteration of fabric in it 
at c. 26' does not correspond to what is under the tower. 
T h e inference seems to be that the wall was twice exten
sive ly  restored while the tower was standing. T he cause o f 
these restorations would include the destruction by M al
colm in 1070, while the earlier restoration would have to 
be assum ed to be the product of either 867 or else of 993, 
when the see had to be moved.

W e cannot assume that the tower w as standing before 
867, although we must just bear in mind that enigm atic 
evidence su ggestin g  that there, m ay have been a three- 
storied porch anterior to that date. W e are therefore forced 
to the assum ption that the earlier restoration, in frhich the 
strin g course w as kept, w as the result of events happening 
in 995, and that the tower w as standing at that date. N ow  
we cannot assume that the tower predates A ldhune, since 
as far as we.know he was the first to build in stone after tne 
D anish  ravages. Therefore it would seem as if we must, 
assum e that the tower w as built while the bishopric was still 
at Chester-le-Street, and can be closely dated to the years 
between 990 and 995* T h is  is what we must assum e, but 
that little piece of evidence suggestin g the three-storied 
porch makes us very w ary  of putting full faith in the 
assum ption. W e would certainly like to see this tower a s  
one monument of great work done by A ldhune in the north, 
and  eventually this m ight be proved. _

W e can also, in dating, take cognizance of other evidence, 
v iz. the quoins are not the work .of A ld w in e; moreover, the



undoubted work of A ldw ine, viz. the bases of. the chancel 
arch, has bulb bases equating with work at Jarrow ,' and 
fifty years at least in advance typologically  of the work in 
the tower. . ’ . ‘

IN T E R P R E T A T IO N .
The character of this work is not in d o u b t; it is R om an 

esque and fu lly  so, and we are forced to a.ssume therefore 
that the Rom anesque movement \yas well under w ay in the 
■closing years of the tenth -;century in the north. T h e 
Rom anesque movement in E ngland  is historically con
nected with the monastic movement, and that a person w ho 
built this tower would, if he was able, try and revive the 
ancient monastic traditions and sites is inherently probable.. 
In face of the public opinion of the north, the restoration o f  
Benedictine m onasticism  in the- north in c. iooo was no 
doubt im possible, and what A ldhune would probably have 
done, if he did it, would be to put in seculars, but anyhow  
to revive the old associations. There is just this to be m en- , 
tioned also. -The worthy Sym eon, -with all his monkish 
prejudices, could not help respecting A ldhune, but hejseem s 
not to have really approved of him ; his enthusiasm  is re
served for the monkish successor, Eadm und, who no doubt 
did what he could to revive monasticism . T h e d isfavou r 
in which his two successors E gelric  and Egelw ine lie with 
Sym eon suggest that they allowed the work to lapse. If,, 
therefore, a second hypothesis is wanted for the work here, 
the bishopric of Eadm und has-historical -considerations in 
support of it.

A dm itting the Rom anesque character of the work in 
general, some comments may now be offered. T h e work is  
good for what one would expect, and we must assume that 
this regular work marks the turn of the century. S im ilarly , 
it is suggested that regular side alternate quoins cannot b e . 
placed at this date. T h e dearth of windows suggests that 
this was a mark of the early belfry  towers and entirely su p 
ports the suggestion o f the writer that the small w indow s



at S t . A n d rew ’s, Byw ell, are insertions (Arch. A eL, 1946).
T h e hollow m ouldings of the imposts and purlins sug

gest some sort of continuity with the work of what we have 
called the' third period in c. 800. It would be quite easy, 
probably by a close scrutiny of the A n glo-D anish  towers, 
to g ive  a date1 for the period in which the hollow mould 
g a v e  w ay to the straight cham fer. It was before the Con
quest, as B y w ell.S t . A ndrew  already has the straight cham
fer. T h e absence of a tower arch is prim arily due to the 
previous existence of a porch,' yet this evidence supports 
much other evidence that the tower arch was not thought 
o f much im portance in the early phase of the belfry  towers. 
H ad  it been considered so, probably the early porch door 
and the window above it would have been replaced by some 
m onstrous arch as at C orbridge. The question o f who 
started the tower arch and how it arose is not worked out, 
but it probably could be. T he M ercian hood is in con
tradistinction to the general character of the w ork ; it is a 
barbaric feature, and it is somewhat doubtful whether the 
m arked barbaric detail in the north went far into the eleventh 
cen tu ry ; certainly by K irkd ale  in 1056 it is unthinkable. I 
should be inclined to take this feature as m arking a date at 
least before 1020, but again the history of the feature is not 
made out. W hat induced A ldhune to take up this southern 
and barbaric feature we do not know, but it became, or was, 
norm al to the early northern towers. Another noticeable 
feature is the absence of the external doorway to the third 
floor as at Byw ell, B illingham  and O vingiiam . W hether 
this indicates a later date, or the existence of previous porch 
arrangem ents, or whether the outer door comes in the 
m iddle of the tower development we cannot say, because 
it has not* been worked out. The belfry tower is one of the 
darkest parts of A n glo-Saxon  architecture in both senses, 
because no doubt it is difficult of access, as it was intended 
to be when it w as built.^ W e can hardly doubt that the 
third stage of these towers under the belfry  stage was in

tended as a sacristy, where the trea'sures-of the church could



be moved in times of danger, and which w as.difficult to get, 
at or to burn because of its height from  the ground. There 
is a description in the Chronicle of robbers stealing precious 
goods from the upper part of the tower at Peterborough, 
s;a. 1070. .

I would like'' to conclude by thanking, the R e v . T . 
R om ans for his kind loan of the figs. i , 3 and 4 oh plate iv , 
and to m ention'that my regular illustrator being unavoid
ably absent, some indulgence is begged for the other figures, 
though they are believed to be adequate t'o their purpose. 
I wish to express m y sense of gratitude to the Editor, who 
has borne with much patience the almost entire rew riting of 
the m anuscript after the discovery of the new evidence from 
M r. M ilburn, and whose k indness'has been inexhaustible,. 
T h an ks are also due to the vicar of M onkwearm outh, the 
R e v . J . ,M .  Scott, M.A.,* who has facilitated the study of 
the church, in which heAakes a great interest, and there 
can be no doubt that this wonderful old b u ild in g has passed 
into good hands. *

It is hoped that increasing knowledge brings increasing 
reverence, a faith in which' the writer alw ays w orks.

ADD ENDUM . .

The report of Messrs. Milburn on the work done in 1924 is 
mainly concerned with the details of pointing and grouting, but 
there are embedded some important references.

1. It is confirmed that the view taken in the text that the porch 
was not bonded into the nave is correct.

2. A  remarkably interesting statement concerns the plaster re
moved from the upper parts of the tower. It runs* as follows : 
"  With respect to the inside of the tower, above the‘floor over the 
barrel vault of the porch, the whole of the walls from top to bottom 
were plastered, which was either black with age, or had been done 
with, some form of colour wash. On sounding this plaster we found 
that a very large part of it was loose."

This statement confirms the view that the blocked door in the
M



.north wall, which was behind this plaster, had not been opened 
for some time. An interesting fact is that the vault and walls of 
Wilfrid's crypt at Ripon also has an ancient colour wash of a dark 
colour. It is suggested there that the funnels of the lamp recesses 
were put in when the wash was added, and as they are of the same 
form as those at Hexham, this* would s.uggest a very early date. 
The writer can only regard it as a catastrophe that the plaster 
should have been disposed of without ascertaining what the colour
ing was really due to, but blame does not lie with Messrs. 
Milburn. It is extremely improbable that the plaster was black 
with age, since the outer stonework is, in the upper part of the 
tower, as yet unblackened. It might, however, have been black 
with smoke from a Danish fire, and it is a great pity that we cannot 
know for certain. . ,

3. " I n  examining the inside of the east wall of the tower we 
noticed that there had been practically an opening left where the 
large figure is built into the outside, and.the stonework had been 
backed up behind the figure."

This fact certainly suggests that the figure was inserted as tlie 
evidence in the text assumes. It would not be the normal way ta  
make a* hole in the wall, put the carved figure through to the outer 
face, and back up the stonework behind it. In fact Ihis piece of 
evidence' alone would force the assumption that the carved rood 
was inserted.

4. "  We may say that the springing of tfie vault arch is cut 
into the tower w all."

This suggests that the vault is inserted. .
5. The balusters of the nave west windows were turned round 

in 1866. t

Messrs. Milburn also made a cast of the baluster , in the nave 
window.



3 . N orth jam b of porch \V. arch. 4, T ow er from  west.

1. Porch from  west.
2. W est door of nave from east.

s r .  p e t e r ' s c h u r c h , m o n k w e a r m o i t t h




