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V. AN EXCAVATION AT MEMMERKIRK, 
NORTHUMBERLAND

Barbara Harbottle and R. A. S. Cowper 

Introduction
In the summer of 1962 the writers excavated the site 

which is by tradition that of the chapel of Memmerkirk. 
They are grateful to the Forestry Commission for permission 
to excavate and for their understanding co-operation, and to 
Captain Swanston, Commander of the Wellesley Nautical 
School, Blyth, for allowing a party of boys, led by a master 
of the school, Mr. Mervyn Rose, to take part in the excava
tion and do much of the heavy work. They would also like 
to thank all the other people who helped with the digging, 
recording and filling-in, in particular Mrs. S. Cowper, Mr. 
C. D. Moffat and Mr. B. J. N. Edwards. Last but not 
least, they wish to thank Mr. J. Philipson for some helpful 
comments on the documentary sources, Mr. W. Dodds for 
drawing the finds, and Mr. E. Parsons for his notes on the 
pottery and clay pipes.

The Site
On flat ground raised well above the level of the Yoke 

Burn on the north and the Sting Burn on the south, and a 
few yards upstream from the waters’ meeting, lie the remains 
of the supposed chapel of Memmerkirk (National Grid 
reference NT 922123), within the eastern boundary of New- 
minster Abbey’s estate of Kidland. On three sides the green 
hills rise steeply, but to the south-west the valley falls away 
out of sight, the Yoke Burn flowing to meet the River Alwin, 
and the Alwin to join the River Coquet five miles to the south.

The grass-covered mounds visible before excavation
45
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suggested a long and narrow rectangular building of three 
rooms, with small enclosures off two of its sides, and a 
boundary bank running from its north-east corner to the top 
of the bank above the Yoke Burn. The track up the valley 
crosses the Sting Burn by a ford and passes the building on 
its south side.

The Documentary Evidence
The object of the excavation was to establish whether or 

not these were the remains of a chapel, for the documentary 
evidence can only be described as unsatisfactory. There are 
three points to be considered—the evidence for the existence 
of a medieval chapel in Kidland, the origin of the name 
Memmerkirk, and the assignment of such a chapel to this 
particular site.

The principal early documentary sources for the history 
of Kidland, the Newminster Cartulary1 and the Survey of 
1541 by Sir Robert Bowes and Sir Ralph Ellerker,2 do not 
mention either a chapel or the name Memmerkirk. The 
first reference to the name is apparently as late as 1650, 
when the commonwealth commissioners recommended that 
“ Member Kirke” and Kidland should be united to the 
parish of Alwinton.3 The existence of a chapel there was 
first mentioned in c. 1736 by Bishop Chandler,4 who noted 
“ remains of an old Chapel appear among the m ountains 
called Mimer or Member Kirk.”5 The site is first given a 
precise location as late as 1769, when Armstrong marks it as 
“ Memmerkirk, ruins ”, on his map of Northumberland.

That the local people believed there had been a chapel 
at Memmerkirk is clear from John Hodgson’s notes. In the 
first (undated but c. 1813), he wrote, “ The Church of Kidland 
was called Mimer Kirk. Kidland is extra-parochial. Alenton

1 The Newminster Cartulary, ed. J, T. Fowler (Surtees Society, 66).
2 John Hodgson, History of Northumberland, 3, II (Newcastle, 1828), 

171-242.
3 A.A. 1, III, 4.
4 Edward Chandler, bishop of Durham, 1730-1750. It is not recorded by 

John Warburton in his list of ruined towers, chapels, etc., in Northumberland 
of c. 1715. A.A. 3, XIII, 1-16.

5 D. D. Dixon, Upper Coquetdale (Newcastle, 1903), 43.



parish some 46 years since had a suit at law with Kidland 
to prove that district with Alenton. An old lady however 
appeared in favor of Kidland to prove that she had heard a 
sermon preached in that Church she was near 90 yrs old. At 
Aller Hope in Kidland there are the remains of a con- 
sidrabH?) village & at Mimmerkirk there are the remains of 
a church & burial place which the lady from whom I had 
the Information said she has heard it said by Old people that 
burials had been there.”6 In the second, dated 7 Sept., 1825, 
and illustrated with a sketch plan of the site, he said, “ No 
present appearance of anything like a chapel or Church here, 
not a hewn stone. Has it been a Meeting house in the time 
of the Covenanters, frequented on acc‘ of its loneliness & 
security.” He added in a footnote, “ Mr. Smart of Trewhit 
told me he visited this place 40 yrs since when the font stone 
remained.”7

While Hodgson may have been sceptical, William Wood
man was certainly not. In 1887, when informing the Society 
of Antiquaries of Newcastle about Ferguson’s excavation of 
the site, he described Memmerkirk as the place where the 
monks of Newminster lived who had charge of Kidland.8 
In 1903 D. D. Dixon stated that the chapel of Memmerkirk 
had been provided by the abbot and convent of Newminster 
for the use of the servants herding their flocks,9 and in 1908 
J. C. Hodgson took the same view, supporting his statement 
by a reference to Woodman’s note on the subject.10 The 
Northumberland County History accepted this interpretation, 
though cautiously—“ It is supposed that there was a chapel 
for the use of the servants of Newminster Abbey at Memmer
kirk in the wild shielings of Kidland, but no pre-reformation 
references to this chapel have been discovered.”11

Without contemporary documentary evidence to support
6 Library of the Society of Antiquaries of Newcastle, M 15 A 34. John 

Hodgson’s Notebook “ R ”, 174, 176.
7 Ibid., M 15 A 36a. John Hodgson’s Notebook “ U ”, 16.
* P.S.A.N. 2, III, 113.
9 Dixon, op. cit., 42.

19 A .A. 3, VIII, 25-26.
“  N.C.H. XV, 416.



it, the case for a medieval chapel of Memmerkirk is weak, and 
the post-medieval sources beg questions rather than answer 
them. It is possible, perhaps even probable, that the common
wealth commissioners were referring to a church rather than 
a district, but their statement is not explicit enough to be 
completely convincing, and even if they did mean a church 
there is no reason why it could not have been built after the 
Middle Ages Were over. Dixon gives no source for Bishop 
Chandler’s note,12 and without being able to see it or to 
know on what the bishop based it, it is difficult to treat his 
remark very seriously. It is impossible to be sure whether he 
jumped to conclusions from the name, or whether he had in 
fact good reasons for saying what he did. At any rate, from 
this time forward Memmerkirk was a chapel in ruins, as it 
appeared on Armstrong’s map. This, however, raises a new 
problem—how did he know where to put it?

To judge by their writings, the later antiquaries, Wood
man, Dixon and J. C. Hodgson, regarded the matter as 
settled. They were all members of the Society of Antiquaries 
of Newcastle, and may even have discussed the site with one 
another. It was Woodman, however, who made the only 
fresh contribution by associating Memmerkirk with New
minster, although he did not give his reasons for doing so. 
It would be uncharitable to suggest that he could not get 
Newminster out of his mind after being interested in the place 
for fifty-three years—from at least as early as 1836 when John 
Hodgson agreed to join him on a “ howk”,13 to 1887 when 
he contributed a paper to the Society on an outing to the 
abbey.14 Not even the negative results of Ferguson’s excava
tion at Memmerkirk made him change his mind.

John Hodgson, a shrewd and unromantic historian, con
sidered that even though the local comments were largely

12 Nor is the title of the bishop's MS. clear—“ Notes on the Parish of 
Alwinton ” , Dixon, op. tit., 42; “ Parochial Remarks on his Visitation”, 
ibid., 227.

13 Library of the Society of Antiquaries of Newcastle, Woodman Collection. 
John Hodgson, A History of Morpeth (Newcastle, 1832), letter from Hodgson 
to Woodman, 8 March 1836, bound between 40 and 41.

14P.S.A.N. 2, III, 110-115.
E
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secondhand they required some sort of explanation. Because 
he was not convinced that the remains were those of a chapel 
in the accepted sense of the word, he suggested another 
interpretation to fit the facts, if such they were, that he had 
been able to collect. The reported sermon, which might have 
been delivered even as early as the very late seventeenth 
century, and the burials suggest religious activity of some' 
kind, and Hodgson’s suggestion of a Covenanters’ meeting 
house is thus not as wild as it might at first appear, particu
larly as it is known that they met in deserted places and often 
in the open air. Although it is improbable that this theory 
could ever be proved, it is an attractive one, and would 
go some way towards explaining the statements of the 
commonwealth commissioners and Bishop Chandler, and the 
cartography of Armstrong.

Previous excavation
There has been one previous excavation of Memmerkirk 

—by Ferguson in or before 1887. He gave a report and a 
sketch plan to Woodman, who included them in his own 
paper on Newminster Abbey.15 Ferguson laid bare the 
four corners of the building, and was thus able to obtain 
accurate external measurements of 48 feet long by 15 feet 
wide. He established that the west wall was 4 feet and the 
other walls feet thick, and that there had been a door in 
the west end of the south wall. He also found the remains 
of a partition wall, and two patches of rough paving, but he 
did not mention the discovery of any pottery or other small 
finds. Though Ferguson did not use the word chapel in 
connection with Memmerkirk, Woodman said firmly that 
“ it was one room and a chapel built of boulder stones, in 
which the two monks or probably ‘fratres conveni’ (sic) 
lived, prayed and worked.”

While there is no reason to suppose that Dixon excavated 
the site he seems to have remeasured it, arriving at the figures 
of 48 by 15^ feet, and he discovered that the building con-

1‘ Ibid., 113-115.
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tained three rooms, the largest at the east end and the smallest 
at the west.16

Two things were thus clear before excavation began in 
1962. First, Ferguson had found no archaeological evidence 
to prove there had been a chapel at Memmerkirk, and 
secondly his digging had reduced the chances of finding any
thing of significance at the second attempt. Nevertheless, 
such discrepancies as there were between the accounts of 
Ferguson and Dixon suggested that there might yet be some
thing fresh to discover about Memmerkirk.

Excavation in 1962
The removal of the topsoil, and the fallen stones and 

rubble which covered most of the site, revealed a sub- 
rectangular building, 48 feet long by 15 feet wide. Its outer 
walls stood no higher than 2 feet above gravel subsoil and 
varied in width from 3 to 4 feet. They were built of rough 
stones.—laid in courses in the eastern half of the building, but 
little more than boulders at the west end. The core of the 
walls was composed of small stones and earth in varying 
proportions, for while the west wall contained a large 
amount of earth, the others were mostly of stone.

Two internal walls of similar character divided the 
building into three rooms, the eastern and middle rooms each 
being some 11 feet and the western 13 feet long, and all 
three approximately 9 feet wide. In both internal walls 
there were gaps, which presumably were doorways, and the 
western and centre rooms each had an outside entrance in the 
south wall. The entrance to the western room was 9 feet 
wide, which is abnormally large, and it is possible that the 
extreme west end of the south wall was removed during the 
earlier excavation. Ferguson’s sketch plan certainly shows 
a much narrower doorway than was found in 1962. So far 
as it is possible to judge from the scanty remains of the 
building, no dressed stones and no mortar had been used in 
its construction.

16 Dixon, op. c i t 42.



Patches of irregularly-shaped flat paving stones were 
found in the centre and western rooms, and also outside both 
the entrances. The partition wall between these rooms rested 
on some of this paving, and also rode over some higher, flat- 
topped stones which were so blackened that they were clearly 
the remains of a hearth.

Outside it was found that the banks round the two 
enclosures on the north and west sides of the building were 
largely composed of stones, and that the north-east boundary 
bank was of earth revetted with stones, at least on one side.

The stratification was not complicated. Below the top- 
soil and over most of the site there was brown earth, which 
lay immediately on top of the gravel subsoil outside the 
building and in the eastern room. Below this and on each 
side of the partition wall between the central and western 
rooms there was a thin layer of black soil, which was the only 
level to produce stratified pottery. This soil covered not only 
some of the paving, but also the burnt material over the 
hearth stones. This burnt material, which was largely com
posed of reddened and blackened clay, had spilled over the 
sides of the hearth and was found to lie below the partition 
wall.

The bulk of the finds—the iron work, the clay pipes, some 
of the pottery and a few other small objects—were found in 
the topsoil and the humus beneath it, and were therefore 
unstratified. To what extent they may have been displaced 
during the earlier excavation is impossible to say. Of the 
other sherds of pottery, three fourteenth-century fragments 
were found in the core of one of the external walls of the 
building, and a group of seventeenth-century pieces, probably 
all of one vessel, in the black soil overlying the stone paving. 
A large stone with a hole cut through it was discovered out
side the entrance to the centre room (see X on the plan, fig. 2).

The result of excavation was to reveal a long, narrow and 
very roughly constructed building, which—to judge from the 
pottery found in the wall core—dated from some time in the 
fourteenth century or later. Originally the building had had a
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small eastern room and a large western one, with a central 
hearth in the latter. The western room was later divided in 
two by a partition wall, for which there is no dating evidence 
but which postdates the hearth and the stone paving. It is 
unlikely that the original western room would have had two 
entrances, so it would seem that a second entrance was made 
in the south wall when the western room was divided. There 
is, however, no evidence to show which entrance was the later 
addition. It would not be impossible for these structural 
alterations to be contemporary with the small quantity of 
stratified seventeenth-century pottery, which indicated that 
the building had been used to a limited extent in the post- 
medieval period.

Conclusion
The excavation provided no evidence to support the idea 

that the building at Memmerkirk was ever a medieval chapel. 
Not only were none of the finds of religious significance, but 
the building itself possessed none of the characteristics of a 
chapel. It was orientated 55° east of north, there was no 
ashlar or mortar in any of its walls, it contained a hearth 
which would suggest domestic use, and it was small. Of the 
ten ruined chapels in Northumberland for which plans or 
measurements exist, all seem to have been larger than 
Memmerkirk, all had a central opening between chancel and 
nave, and all had yielded worked stones, such as fragments 
of arches, capitals and piscinas. In seven the chancel was 
narrower than the nave, and eight possessed more than merely 
a nave and chancel, having also one of the following—apsidal 
sanctuary, side chapel, aisle, porch or narthex.17 Considered

17 The plans and measurements are incomplete for those marked *
Beadnell chapel—N.C.H. I, 321 (plan).
Brandon chapel—N.C.H. XIV, 390 (plan).

* Colwell chapel—N.C.H. IV, 289; P.S.A.N. 2, IV, 102.
Guyzance chapel—N.C.H. V, 478 (plan).
Haughton chapel—N.C.H. XV, 201-2 (plan).

*Jesmond chapel—N.C.H. XIII, 299 (plan).
West Lilburn chapel—N.C.H. XIV, 384 (plan).
North Gosforth chapel—N.C.H. XIII, 340-341 (plan).

*Tughall chapel—N.C.H. I, 344 (plan).
Wallsend chapel—N.C.H. XIII, 445 (plan).



together, the documentary and archaeological evidence leads 
to the inevitable conclusion that the building at Memmerkirk 
has not been a medieval chapel.

The most probable alternative explanation is that it was 
a medieval long house. A number of long houses, or long 
huts, have been surveyed and excavated in Wales, and 
resemble Memmerkirk in many respects. A group in the 
parish of Aber, for example, lie on high ground, from 700 to 
1600 feet above sea level, alone or grouped in pairs, and often 
associated with enclosures. In plan they are long by com
parison with their breadth, the ratio of length to breadth 
varying between 2:1 and 3:1. They have dry stone walls 
3 to 4 feet thick, of “ earth and small stones faced on both 
sides with large boulders ”, and a number are known to have 
partition walls and two entrances.18. While the centre house 
in a homestead excavated on Gellilaer Common, Glamorgan, 
had several features which cannot be paralleled at Memmer
kirk, it did possess a central fireplace and a patch of irregular 
flagging.19 What little pottery has been found in these long 
houses suggests that they were occupied in the fourteenth and 
fifteenth centuries.

Although little work has been done on this problem in 
Northumberland, it is quite certain that the long house at 
Memmerkirk, if such it be, is not unique in the county. 
Surface indications suggest that similar buildings exist in 
other parts of Kidland, and in a recent article Mr. G. Jobey 
has recorded a number of enclosures which appear to con
tain the remains of long houses.20 These buildings are not 
always found singly or in pairs, for it is possible that one of 
the houses (site 21) excavated in the deserted village of West 
Whelpington is of this type;21 nor are they always found in 
the uplands, for a good example has recently been excavated 
at West Hartburn, near Stockton, in County Durham. This

18 R.C.A.M. Caernarvonshire, I, 15-16.
19 Archeeologia Cambrensis, XCIV, 163 et seq.
20 A.A. 4, XXXIX, 87-102.
21 Ibid., XL, 207-9, 211.



measured 72 feet by 24 feet, and contained fourteenth- to 
sixteenth-century pottery.22

It only remains to consider the historical and social sig
nificance of the long house at Memmerkirk. As has been said 
already, it was situated within the lordship of Kidland, which 
was acquired by the abbot and convent of Newminster by a 
series of grants from the Umfraville family during the twelfth 
and thirteenth centuries.23 The monks exploited the land in 
one of two ways—either by pasturing their own cattle on it, 
or by selling the grazing to men of the neighbouring town
ships. As their cattle were sometimes stolen and their herds
men kidnapped or murdered, they found the second method 
the more profitable. It is further recorded that the herdsmen 
in possession of this grazing took their cattle into the hills in 
April, and returned to their homes in August in time for the 
harvest. In those valleys which contained good pasture they 
built for themselves “ lodges and sheales ” for their accom
modation during the summer months.24

Before 1536, however, the situation had changed, and in 
the survey of that year it was written “ The lordshipp of 
Kydland hath no manner of edifices or buildings . . .  the 
said abbot and late convent of Newminster say it lyeth 
waste.”25 It may be assumed that this depopulation was the 
result of the prolonged state of unrest on the Border, which 
probably prevailed until 1603. There is some evidence for 
this in another survey, made in 1604, where it is stated that 
for many years past Kidland has been of no value “ owing to 
its being spoiled by the Scottish borderers in as much that the 
gentlemen of the country who had formerly used it had paid 
no rent for 20 years.26

It seems reasonable to interpret the long house at 
Memmerkirk, with its associated enclosures, as a herdsman’s

22 Archaeological Newsbulletin, February 1963 (Board for Extra-Mural 
Studies, the Durham Colleges). Excavation by Mr. L. Still

23 The Newminster Cartulary, op, cit.
24 John Hodgson, History of Northumberland, 3, II, 221, 224.
25 A.A. 3, VIII, 25.
26 lbid.% 26n.



shieling built perhaps in the fourteenth century, abandoned 
no later than the early sixteenth century, and occupied only 
in the summer months. A short period of use would at least 
help to explain the absence of medieval floor levels and 
stratified pottery.

The subsequent history of the site can only be conjectured. 
It is fair to assume that, if abandoned before 1536, the house 
would be roofless, if not ruinous, by 1603, for it is highly 
improbable that there would be any reoccupation of Kidland 
before that date. When peace became permanent the people 
returned, and by the end of the seventeenth century there 
were thriving congregations of Presbyterians in Upper 
Coquetdale—in 1701 a house in Netherton was licensed as a 
meeting place for dissenters.27 It is thought that the Presby
terian community grew largely as the result of an influx of 
Scottish Covenanters escaping from persecution north of the 
Border,28 but even here public worship was not allowed by 
statute until the Toleration Act of 1689. Where could they 
more safely retire than within the ruined walls of the house 
of Memmerkirk? Such an interpretation would explain 
both the presence of post-medieval pottery on the site, and 
the persistent tradition of religious activity recorded by 
Bishop Chandler and others in the eighteenth century.

APPENDIX A 

Pottery 

Eric Parsons

Medieval
*1. Part of base (2 fragments) of thick-walled vessel with splayed 

basal angle, in grey fabric and dark grey core and with thin dirty 
buff internal surface. The sherds show irregular incised vertical

27 N.C.H. XV, 408.
28 Dixon, op. cit., 200.
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marks on the outside, and have been subject to an amount of 
post-break wear. Basal diam. 4\". 14th C.

2. Body sherd in identical fabric and probably part of the same 
vessel as 1. External green glaze and similar incised marks. 
14th C.

These sherds were from the wall core.

Post-Medieval
*3. Part of rim and neck of vessel in hard orangy red fabric with 

internal uneven chestnut-coloured glaze. Diam. 5". Fabric 
and glaze are paralleled with a base excavated from rubbish 
deposits sealed by the floor of the Dean and Chapter Library, 
Durham, the rubbish having a terminus post quem of 1684. A 
somewhat similar rim form in the same fabric and glaze found 
in the deserted village of West Whelpington, Northumberland, 
is ascribed to the 17th C.29

*4. Fragment of handle of oval section in-similar fabric to 3, with 
a glaze spot, probably from the same vessel as 3.

5. Two fragments of rim identical in form and fabric to 3; may 
have formed part of the same vessel.

6. Ten sherds of similar fabric and glaze as 3. One of these is 
glazed on both sides, and if it is from the same vessel the 
exterior of 3 must have been partially glazed.

Nos. 3-6 were found in the black soil overlying the stone paving.

*7. Flat sherd of Delft ware in soft buff fabric with white tin 
glaze. It is difficult to be certain of the completed form, but 
it may have been a fish strainer. 16th/17th C. Unstratified.

APPENDIX B 

C l a y  T o b a c c o  P i p e  M a t e r ia l  

Eric Parsons

8. Base only; mark NW in heart; 1640-70. Bristol form; maker
as yet unknown, possibly WALL family.

9. Bowl; no mark; 1670-90.
10. Bowl; no mark; 1650-80.
11. Part of stem; inscribed mark, possibly post-manufacture—3AW 

or BAW; fabric 17th C.
29 A.A. 4, XI, 214, no. 32.



12. Three fragments of bowls, which appear to be not later than 
17th C.

13. Sixteen pieces of stem; none marked.

Parallels to 8 are Bristol make; this stamp appears to be nearer 
1670 than 1640. 11—inscribed manufacturers’ marks are known, 
but are usually made before firing. A date of 1670 seems to be the 
most likely for the group, with a reasonably safe bracket of 1640- 
1690. None of this material was stratified.

APPENDIX C 

IRON

*14. Tip of a sickle, with thickened outer edge.
*15. Fragment of a horseshoe.
*16. A cowbell, its loop and lower edges missing. Inside it contains 

traces of lead of local origin—this is either the result of solder
ing on the clapper, now missing, or of secondary use as a 
tinkler’s crucible.

*17. Fragment of a knife blade.
*18. Heel plate from a man’s boot. .

All these objects were very corroded and unstratified.

APPENDIX D

MISCELLANEOUS

*19. Bottle stopper of dark green glass, probably 17th C.
*20. Cone shaped keel or red ochre pencil for marking sheep.
21. Two tiny fragments of leather.
22. Fragment of a bronze buckle.
23. Triangular piece of limestone of the Cementstone group (see 

Plate V, 2). Height 5"; length of sides 19", 13i" and 13". 
The corners of the triangle have been cut to give a 4" face. The 
hole in the centre measures 9" across and is cut in the form 
of a cone decreasing to 7" across on the under surface. The 
top surface is worn, but the under surface is not. Suggested 
use: (a) Tethering stone, or. (b) Post stone—for a post to 
support the roof. This could be the font stone as quoted by 
Hodgson.
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*24. Fragment of glass armlet, opaque yellowish-green in colour 
with a dark green pot-hook inlay. It is triangular in section 
and c. internal diameter, similar in size and section to 
Kilbride-Jones30 type 3. As there are no exact parallels in 
colour it cannot be classified in any of his type 3 sub-types. 
The main distribution of type 3 armlets lies between Hadrian’s 
Wall and the Antonine Wall and the stratified examples are 
mainly of the 2nd century a.d . (Note by John Tait.)

A  N o te  o f  O th e r  S ite s  on  t h e  Y o k eb u rn  

John Philipson

It may be of service to set Memmerkirk in its context of 
similar steadings in its immediate neighbourhood. On the 
Alwin and up the Yokeburn are several sites with remains 
very similar in character to those known as Memmerkirk. 
They consist of steadings and of small enclosures for stock. 
At the Yokehaugh certainly, and elsewhere possibly, are the 
traces of in-bye meadow which may be associated with the 
steadings. The conclusions to be drawn from the excavation 
strengthen the possibility that these are the “ steades called 
hoopes ”31 of medieval occupation of this area.

The Yokebum is in a steep-sided valley, very narrow 
through most of its length but widening into a haugh where 
it joins the Alwin. All the remains of steadings on the 
Yokebum are on the eastern bank, on river terraces where 
the ground is relatively level.

The remains of most of these steadings may still be seen; 
others have been partially destroyed by the Forestry Com
mission in the process of making the present road up the 
valley. Most of the sites can be seen on aerial photographs.

30 H. E. Kilbride-Jones, “ Glass Armlets in Britain,” P.S.A.S. LXXII 
(1937-38), 366 et seq. and fig. 4, no. 1. Additional reference—R. B. K. Stevenson, 
“ Native Bangles and Roman Glass,” P.S.A.S. LXXXVIII (1954-56), 208 et seq.

si A.A. (3rd ser.), VIII, p. 25.
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taken in 1948.32 The plan on the page opposite was prepared 
by tracing from these aerial photographs. The discernible 
sites have been supplemented by ground survey and from the 
records of the Ordnance Survey, to whom I am indebted for 
knowledge of four of the sites.33 From the palimpsest of 
traces of continuous occupation visible in the aerial photo
graph of the Heigh it seems probable that this site too was 
occupied in medieval times.

It is not suggested that these steadings were all medieval, 
or all occupied contemporaneously. It is much more 
probable that they were occupied in succession. The area 
to be grazed should be regarded as the unit and the steading, 
roughly erected and as readily perhaps allowed to decay, 
would be movable within the compass of the grazing.

To attach medieval names to the sites may as yet only 
be attempted very tentatively. It is suggested that the 
modern Kidlandlee is the Superius Kidland3* of the charters; 
that medieval Kidland35 is site 17 on the plan and that it is 
the considerable village referred to by Hodgson (see above 
p. 48); that Horse Close (site 13) may be a corruption of 
Horsley’s Close and be one of the two Holehopes36 tenanted 
by John Horsley in 1536; that site 16, on the shelf of level 
ground at the foot of the Allerhopeburn, was Alrope37 or 
Allerhope; sites 7 to 12 unquestionably occupy the Yoke- 
haughf8 and the steads higher up the Yokeburn, including 
the so-called Memmerkirk, were in the Yokeburnhope,39 
hope, meaning valley, being in this district said to be 
commonly used for a dalehead.

32 Air Ministry photographs 1122 and 3122 dated 22.3.48.
33 Through the courtesy of Mr. A. L. F. Rivet, Assistant Archaeology Officer, 

I was able to consult their records of these sites. They were recorded for the 
Ordnance Survey by Mr. Geory in 1957.

34 Surtees 66, p. 81.
35 Ibid.
36 A.A. (3rd ser.), VIII, p. 25.
37 Ibid. See also “ Allonsheels ” on Cay and Horsley’s map of Northumber

land, 1753 (Whittaker 220).
38 N.C.H. XV, p. 450; A.A, (3rd ser.), VIII, p. 25; Berwicks. Nats. XI, 

p. 295.
39 Bowes and Ellerker’s Survey, 1541. Hodgson, Northumberland, Part III, 

Vol. II, p. 225.




