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DEERHURST PRIORY CHURCH REVISITED

by EDWARD GILBERT

N 1940 I made the suggestion in this journal! that the
remains of the Priory Church at Deerhurst must date from
the early rather than the late Saxon period. The main reasons
offered for this conclusion were that the plan, notwithstanding
statements to the contrary, is essentially basilican, and follows
approximately the same development as that at Reculver in
Kent, being remote from the true roth century Cross Church,
which consisted of an aisleless Latin Cross. Secondly, that rubble
quoins in Gloucestershire in the 1oth century were an impos-
sibility. The passing of the years has not changed my mind on
these points.

This conclusion has not been generally accepted, doubtless
because of the difficulty, on current assumptions, of seeing the
advanced work at Deerhurst as being of early Saxon date. This
advanced work includes hoods of the Norman type to arches,
the Norman practice of giving corbels, or rather label stops to
these hoods, Norman-type soffit rolls, and other details which
would apparently suit the 12th century. It should be pointed
out, however, that these details in reality suit the 1oth century
little better than the gth. Indeed the received roth century
date represents a compromise between the apparently rzth
century details and those which are clearly and pronouncedly
Anglo-Saxon, rather than a logical dating from the details
themselves.

The opportunity which I have recently enjoyed of studying
the northern monuments in detail has independently suggested
the possibility and indeed the probability that Anglo-Saxon
architecture prior to the Danish invasions had developed and

1 ‘Deerhurst Priory Church’. Trans. B.G.4.S., vol. 61, 1940.
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reached forward into what I have called the ‘Romanesque
Anticipation.” This conclusion, reached largely on the basis of.
a detailed study of S. Peter’s, Monkwearmouth?, weakens the
objection to seeing Deerhurst as a pre-Danish church, while
conversely the evidence at Deerhurst has a relevance to what
was said about the northern church. The northern evidence,
indeed, creates a pre-supposition in favour of the early date
for Deerhurst, since it appears certain that the anticipation of
Romanesque details in the North occurred before the Danish
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invasions, and was not reproduced after that catastrophe. In
addition to this, certain affinities have become apparent
between work at Deerhurst and work in the Northwhich appears
to be of early date.

A further examination of Deerhurst has increased the weight
of evidence that the church is pre-Danish. I consider that the
view of Knowles? that the church is of one date is untenable.
Knowles admits to changing his mind on this point. My further -
examination suggests that the main work here underlies and
ante-dates a late Saxon tower.

1 Aychaeologia Aeliana, 1947. Anglian Remains at S. Peter’s, Monkwear-
mouth. :
2 ‘Deerhurst Priory Church,’ Archaeologia, Lxv11, 1927.
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The core of the church is a rectangle of about 60 feet by 21
feet (ric. 1) to which a number of chapels, the porticus, and
apse are added. That the apse was not original was the first
view of Butterworth!; the reason he gave was that it blocked

Fig. 3

the east windows of the nave. Afterwards he changed his mind,
but his first view is nevertheless correct. These windows (FIG. 2)
are at an elevation of two feet at most above the top of the
surviving south wall of the ruined apse. If the apse roof was not

1 Deerhurst, 1st edit., 1887, p. 97.
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to foul them it would have had to be almost flat, whereas early
Saxon gables were highly pointed. In any case Knowles states
roundly that the apse walls were originally the full height of
the nave, with which conclusion I agree; it was the normal
Saxon practice.

There is supporting evidence for the insertion of the apse.
Thus the arch to the sanctuary (FiG. 3) has a vast Norman
looking roll to the jambs. The east doorway of the south
porticus has an identical roll and is obviously coeval. (E). If
however this is compared with the equivalent doorway to the
North porticus (B, see FIG. 13) it appears that the former door-
way is an insertion destroying the primitive simplicity of the
original arrangements. This conclusion finds further support in
a comparison of the fabric of the porticus and the apse. The
latter has 8 inch pilasters probably carrying a triangular-
headed arcade, perhaps with a round-headed arcade above,
and springing from a two-ordered plinth. All this work is of an
advanced character, whereas the porticus have none of these
enrichments. It follows that the apse must be subsequent to
the porticus.

Without any reasonable doubt the porticus are subsequent
to the nave. The nave has at a height of about 22 feet an
elaborate string course, with mouldings, and 11 inches deep.
Had the porticus been original this string course would have
gone round them, but no trace survives on them. The con-
clusive fact is that the string course actually passes behind the
west porticus or porch, which is built over it. Hence 1t follows
that the nave is earlier than the porticus.

These conclusions affect our conception of the church. There
is also evidence that the three building periods implied were not
far removed from one another. Thus, for instance, all show the
same general fabric, a lias rubble, and particularly the so-called
herring bone work; porticus and nave share the unusual rubble
quoins, though the apse naturally lacks them. It is improbable
that more than a century separates the three dates, particularly
in view of the fact that the blockage of the nave east windows,
coeval with the third date, contains the herring bone work.
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Perhaps the most important part of the new evidence comes
from the west tower. It consists of two entirely different parts.
(pLATE x11). The first 36 feet has the rubble quoins of the early
‘work together with the herring-bone beds on the fabric. The
remaining 34 feet has cut stone quoins, and lacks the herring
bone work. Furthermore the lower part is full of Saxon open-
ings; the upper part rises in gaunt plainness without any open-
ings save the belfry windows and without any string course. To

Fig. 4. Mutilation of East Window of Porch

regard such work as of one date is clearly artificial, and I
believe that the greater the familiarity with quoin evidence the
more artificial it will seem.

Very different views have been held concerning the relation
of these two parts. It has been held that the parts are of different
date, the lower Saxon and the upper medieval (Butterworth
with reservations); that it is all Saxon of one date (Knowles)
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and that it is at one and the same time of two dates, Saxon
and Medieval, and also of one Saxon date (Baldwin Brown).
The evidence now forthcoming suggests that none of these
views is right. The lower part, universally admitted to be
Saxon, consists of three stages, of which the uppermost stage
was a chapel (Plan, FiG. 11) containing among other details the
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Fig. 5. East Belfry Window

famous double-headed window (F1G. 19) in its east wall. It has
now become apparent that at some date this east window has
had its northern light extended downwards to make a door-
way (FIG. 4). There can be no possible doubt on'this matter for
the vandals cut right through the sill of the window.

Such an east doorway about 26 feet from the ground in the
east wall of the tower is characteristic of late Saxon belfry
towers, and uncharacteristic of Norman or later towers. Hence
it creates a strong probability that there was in fact a late
Saxon tower at Deerhurst, but that this was not coeval with
the Saxon work below, but subsequent to it, since it mutilates
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the finest feature of the early' work. In other words, the first
three stages of the west tower once stood clear as a west porch,
and in late Saxon times a Saxon belfry tower was added.

These facts modify our conception of the history of the
church. They create a practical certainty that the lower three
stages are pre-Danish; for not only is it a fact that when an
Anglo-Saxon tower was added to a substructure, this sub-
structure was normally an early Saxon west porch, but the
very conception of a three-storied porch, with floors about
12-14 feet high, is essentially unlike the typical late Saxon
arrangements, which involved a tower with first floor over
20 feet up. :

There seems very little reason to doubt that the present upper
part of the tower is the actual late Saxon tower, added probably
in the roth century, and this despite the apparent 14th century
belfries. The tower is unique in its lack of a string course, a
feature almost impossible in the 14th century, improbable in
Norman times, and generally so peculiar that it fits best a
period of experiment before the type was established. The
quoins run FFFSSXFFC, etc.,! i.e. they are degraded, and such
degradation is a mark of 10th century Saxon work. Moreover it
may be noted, particularly in the east belfry window, that the
14th century tracery is fitted to a round-headed window (F16. 5).

Thus it seems probable that Deerhurst shows remains of
those belfry windows of a type anterior to the Anglo-Danish,
which Baldwin Brown believed had existed, and sought in vain
at Warden-on-Tyne.

The Affinities of the Structure

The original form of the structure, a rectangle with an un-
known eastern termination is typologically earlier than the 7th
century Kentish and Bernician structures, which have porticus,
in the more important examples. The type existed at Glaston-
bury as seen after the addition of S. David’s Chapel, c. A.p. 600
(FIG. 6).

! 'New Views on Warden Bywell and Heddon on the Wall Churches,’
Archaeologia Aeliana, 1946.
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Possibly therefore there is Celtic influence in the structure.
Deerhurst is in Hwicce, of which it was the chief monastery, as
Monkwearmouth of the Bernicians, and Medehampstede of
the Midland Angles. Hwicce is supposed to have been con- .
quered by the Saxon Ceawlin in the late 6th century, but
according to British traditions the area was recovered before
the turn of the century. Later it came under the control of the
Pagan Penda of Mercia, but the strange thing is that it seems
to have been Christian during this period. For Bede tells us
that Ebba, the wife of Ethelwalch of Sussex, about A.n. 681
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Fig. 6. Plan of Glastonbury Church

was a Hwiccan Christian, as her father and all his people had
‘been.! There is no indication of Ebba’s age at that time, but
since Penda lived to c. 655, it is difficult to escape the con-
clusion that Penda tolerated Christianity in his Hwiccan pro-
vince. Moreover since Bede claims no mission from Northumbria
it seems certain that the Christianity was of the Celtic variety,
and indeed British rather than Irish.

It seems probable therefore that when Catholic bishops were
appointed at Worcester in the late 7th century, it marked a
religious revolution. It is noteworthy that the bishops came in
the first place from Streonashalh, where there was sympathy

1 Bede, Hist. Eccles., Book 1v, C 13.
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for Celtic Christianity. Generally speaking the Celtic Christians
have left behind no monumental architecture in England, and
it is unlikely that any of the remains at Deerhurst should go
back to their date. On the other hand, owing to Hwicce's
proximity to Wales, and the probability of a long tradition of
British Christianity, British influence in the succeeding monu-
mental period is not at all improbable.

The proportions of the nave at Deerhurst suggest northern
affinity, for their 6o feet by 21 feet are near the Northumbrian

Arcading st Oeerhurst{partl . .
C;ﬁﬁlcr;?l:lo {party Arcading at Brixworth ‘Arcading atWing

Fig. 7.

or rather Bernician 3 : I. Similarly northern in affinity is the
remarkable wall height of about 40 feet to the wall plate.?
Northern parallelsexist also at Monkwearmouth for the herring-
bone work. The rubble quoins, however, are not northern, and
suggest Kentish rather than Bernician influence. The nearest
parallel, in work not intended to be external, is at Brixworth.
All these affinities are of early date. Though the 1oth century
fabric is rubble, it would normally in this era have long and
short quoins, walls of normal height, and be devoid of herring-
bone work, which is not normally a 10th century detail.

1 Monkwearmouth ’31; Jarrow Old Church c. ’'34, etc.
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The heavy string course, with complex stepped hollow
mouldings, 11 inches deep, is most remarkable. Baldwin Brown
asserts that early churches lack this feature?; the early Kentish
churches show no sign of it, though the evidence is very scanty.
He found however an exception at Monkwearmouth, where it
is of similar size and also moulded. However, though pre-
Danish, this string course may not be original, and might date
about A.p. 8002 In late Saxon times the string course was
common, but usually about 4 inches deep, and rarely if ever
moulded. Hence the affinities of this string course are also with
the early period and with the land of Bernicia.

Thé two blocked east windows of the nave are original; they
are formed externally by a flat-headed slit and internally by a
triangular headed arch. The nearest affinity I can quote is an
opening triangular headed externally and flat-headed internally
at Hilda’s Hackness. There seems no good reason to doubt this
is Hilda’s work of ¢. 681, so here againwe find the early Bernician
affinity.

The elevation of these windows at ¢. 25 feet and the presence
below them of brackets at the eastern angles of the nave, com-
bine with the wall height, to suggest an upper floor,® and give
us once again early Bernician affinities.® It seems likely that
the monks were housed in the church in the Early Saxon
monasteries, whence the absence of cloisters.

The strong suggestion of early Bernician affinities suits well
with the introduction of Bernician bishops at Worcester, and
with the somewhat later indication of the string course, con-
firms the traditional date of foundation of A.p. 715.

The Second Period
This resulted in the addition of the porch, main, and east
porticus. Typologically the plan would now correspond to that

1 Baldwin Brown, Arts in Early England, 11, 1926, p. 132.

2 Gilbert, op. cit., Archacologia Aeliana, 1947.

3 Frangoise Henri, Irish Art, p. 92.

4 Openings apparently for upper floors exist at Jarrow and Norton. At
Monkwearmouth, Biscop died in a chamber of the church, a sickroom on the:
ground floor being exceedingly improbable.
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of Reculver in c. A.D. 669 (PLAN, FIG. 8). The sole surviving
fragment of the walling of the east porticus is in bond, certainly
in the lower course, with the main porticus. (See FIG. 10).
Hence my plan follows Butterworth rather than Knowles, and
it seems that the main porticus must have originally have been

B 7 cent
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Fig. 8. Plan of Reculver

double, exactly as at Reculver. The main porticus at Deerhurst
retain traces of their upper stories. Such two-storied porticus
existed at Wilfrid’s Hexham about 680, and the Deerhurst
examples are the sole surviving ones in England.

It will be seen therefore that the affinities of the second period
are mainly Kentish, though Northumbrian influence still
exists. '
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The Third Period

The apse was now added. Knowles has shown the identity .
of that at Deerhurst with those at Brixworth and Wing in
plan.! The former is considered to be of the #th century and
the latter of the 10th, giving a mean date of ¢. 8oo. It is, how-
ever, probable that the Brixworth apse is not original,? and the

Fig. 9. West Wall of Nave

Wing apse wrongly dated. The pilasters here are midway in
form between those of Brixworth (FIG. 7), 20 inches across, and
those of Earls Barton, 4 inches across. The plan of the Deer-
hurst arcading, probably with round-headed arcades above
triangular headed ones, is close to that of Wing (FiG. 7). It is

1 Knowles, op. cit.
2 Clapham, A. W., English Romanesque architecture before the Conquest
1930, P. 35, note I. .
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likely that the pediments of the triangular-headed arcade con-
tained windows and carvings alternately, of which one carving,
the famous Deerhurst angel, survives. No parallel for such an
arrangement exists in England. We should however remember
the triangular arcading at Lorsch in Germany in the late 8th
century.

There is little foreign influence in the work here; it is purely
Mercian and highly idiosyncratic. A Toth century apse survives
at Worth, and has no relation to such elaboration of detail.

Possibly of the 3rd period also is the large square stone rest-
ing on the apex of the double-headed window in the west wall
of the nave (FIG. g). This stone is usually considered to have
contained a dedication, which has been erased. It should be
noted, however, that the analogical stone at Jarrow was
apparently in the east wall,! and that, by order of the Council
of Celcythe, dedications were over the altar or the door.
Furthermore, the erasure of a dedication is a senseless and
technically difficult task, and one which has no known parallel
in the Anglo-Saxon period.

I suggest therefore that this stone contained not a dedication
but a Rood, and not internally but externally. The position is
right for a Rood, as a similar position is occupied by the
remains of the great Rood in the west facade at Monkwear-
mouth. There is ample reason in that case for the defacement,
and many parallels; indeed I doubt if any Saxon Rood in a
structural position remains intact; one has only to think of
Breamore or Headbourne Worthy. Furthermore it is a fact,
contrary to general statement, that this stone passes right
through the wall, and could equally well have carried an
external sculpture.

The reasons for supposing this work an insertion are, firstly,
that the stone passes through the wall, as at Monkwearmouth,
where the Rood? seems to be an insertion; that it is built on
the double-headed window which is work of the third period;

1 Built into the North Wall in 1769 when only the east wall seems to have
been destroyed.
2 op. cit.
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and that if we had here a Rood, such a sculpture is virtually
impossible in primitive times, owing to the prejudice against
images. It is possible that very extensive further changes took
place in this third period; for instance that it was surrounded
with porticus. The west porticus are certainly later than the
main porticus, and there is no good reason to suppose they do
not belong to the 3rd period. The walling has a small square
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Fig. 10. South Wall of South Aisle

string course, more like a late Saxon string course, than the
original string course (FIG. I0). The westward termination of
these west porticus is indicated clearly on the North wall,
where there is a vertical joint, 31 feet from the E quoin.

Signs of a further porticus west of the west porticus, which I
will call the mid-west porticus, are :

1. A straight joint in the walling of the south aisle wall

(FIG. 10) 43 feet from the E quoin.
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2. The triangular openings about 16 feet up in the nave

_walls, which belong to this section of the wall. These

openings are exactly similar to that in the 2nd stage of

the west porch (F1G. 9) and since this latter is undoubtedly

a squint, the chamber having separate windows, it is

highly artificial to call these openings windows. They are

squints, and must be implied to have the same function

as that in the west wall, namely to enable people to see
.into the church from an upper chamber.

There are also some traces of a Saxon west narthex. I call
attention here to a passage in Butterworth:!

‘Meanwhile (i.e. ¢. 1170) an elegant addition had been
given to the south aisle by running a wall in line with the
divisional wall of the tower southward till it met the aisle,
and possibly crossed it, and at the point of juuction con-
structing an arch to correspond to the two arches already
made in the tower’ (x and Y in my plan).

This statement presupposes that the south wall of the nave
continued westward. It is true that the-Normans occasionally
made return aisles on to the tower, but when they did so, they
rarely or never continued the nave wall westwards, still less
pierced the wall so formed with an arch, so as to divide the
west aisle into compartments; nor did they pierce the tower
with arches so as to continue the aisles under it. On the other
hand the early Saxons did all these things, as at Brixworth, or
SS. Peter and Paul, Canterbury, or at Glastonbury Abbey. It
seems therefore that though the face is the face of a transitional
Norman work, the hands are those of a Saxon west narthex.

In addition to this the extension of the main porticus west-
ward by a single pair of west porticus finds no analogy
in England, whereas the total surrounding of the church with
porticus is a normal Saxon development, as at Reculver. More-
over Butterworth’s conception that this workwas of transitional
Norman date involves him in considerable difficulties. It makes
him assert that the north opening under the tower (z) stood

1 Butterworth, op. cit., p. 110.
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open to the elements for 100 years,? and that the font stands in
a portion of the church which was never Saxon.?2

There is a chronological significance in the structure of a
porticus-surrounded church. This is a Carolingian arrange-
ment. It occurred at Albert’s church at York? dated c. 767, at
S. Riquier? ¢. 796 and at S. Gall c. 820.5 It also occurred as
mentioned above at Reculver, in work Sir Charles Peers
thought to be of the 8th century.® In this type of structure we
have passed beyond a merely provincial world, and entered the
culture of west Europe.

If there was a central tower at Deerhurst, a possibility
indicated by both Clapham? and Baldwin Brown,® it was
probably of this period. Butterworth found traces of a west
arch from the choir to the nave,® though he omits to mention
their character. The completeness with which the wall con-
taining this wall has vanished favours the supposition of an
insertion.1?

The West Porch

It is very probable that during the work of this period, the
west porch was heightened from two to three stories. It is
divided into two parts by a partition wall (FIG. 1). A somewhat
similar arrangement seems to have existed at Brixworth. The
first floor, now lost, was at 14 feet 2 inches, and is today parti-
tioned like the ground floor. This partition, however, was not
original, because it blocks or incommodes the original windows
(pLAN, FIG. II). The partition wall is not later than the third
period, because it contains herring-bone work; hence, it must
in fact be third period work.

1 Butterworth, op. cit., p. 110.

24bid, p. 115-7.

3 Clapham, op. ¢it., p. 47.

4ibid, p. 49.

S Lombardic Architecture, 1, p. 210, fig. 284.

8 Archaeologia, LXXVII, 1928.

? op. cit., p. 92.

8 op. cit., p. 216.

® p. 84, note 1.

10 Brixworth could have had central tower. Possibly 7th century.
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The third stage is today also partitioned, but this partition
is much later work, not containing herring bone. This stage,
from the aumbries (PLAN, FIG. 1I), was intended as a chapel.
There is little doubt that the second stage was also intended for
a chapel, from the displacement of the door of entrance, a
common practice in early Saxon days to facilitate an altar.
Hence either the second period people built two chapels one
above the other, quite different in arrangement, and the third
period people destroyed the lower one and practically rebuilt
the upper one, for its openings are all third period, or else the
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Fig. 11. Plan of Stages 2 and 3 : West Porch

second period people built one chapel in a two-storied porch,
and the third period people, deciding to raise the porch, parti-
tioned the old chapel and built a new and finer one above. I
think it will be agreed that the second hypothesis is the more
probable; moreover, while a single upper chapel is common in
early Saxon days, as at Monkwearmouth and Brixworth, two
upper chapels are rarely found. It may be added that with these
rubble fabrics a horizontal joint cannot be certainly observed.

The creation of the single west tower is a peculiarly English
phenomenon, and can be found in Bernicia, where it seems
likely that the Monkwearmouth W. Porch was elevated into
two stories about 420, while at Corbridge it seems likely that
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a two-storied porch was elevated into a three-storied porch
about the year 800.! '

It was also probable that the third period saw the insertion
of a west gallery into the nave, carried on the two brackets that
survive about 13 feet from the ground (FiG. g). I have already
mentioned the existence of such brackets at c. 22 feet in the
eastern angles of the nave. They do not seem to be original;

Fig. 12. Main Arch of Entrance to North Porticus ()

indeed one of them seems to be a portion of the original string
course, much of which would have been discarded when the
porticus were built. The absence of corresponding brackets at
22 feet in the western angles suggests that those at 13 feet may
have been taken from 22 feet up, and the upper floor discarded
when the gallery was built. The western gallery is a Carolingian
feature and would suit a date about 80o quite well. Finally it

1 Gilbert, 1954 (forthcoming).
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seems probable that the cloisters were built during this third
period. At any rate the doorway leading to the cloisters
(FIG. 1I7b) is of this period of work; there is no evidence that
it supplants an earlier door and no great probability that it did,
for, as has been said, it is most probable that the original

i ]
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Fig. 13a. East Door of North Fig. 13b. North Door of 1st Stage
Porticus (B) West Porch, Monkwearmouth

(By permission of the Editor of
Archaeologia Aeliana)

monastery here was of the Celtic type, such as that of Hilda at
Streonashalh,? in which there was not a cloister in the Benedic-
tine sense. It is clear the door has no other purpose than to
lead to the cloisters.

1 Avchaeologia, LXXXIX, 1943.
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Thus here again, we have the sense of passing from the atmos-
phere of the primitive provincialism into communion with
West European culture.

Openings

The only openings of the first period are the east windows,
which have already been discussed. As with the structure, the
affinities are with early work in Bernicia.

Of the second period are the openings of the porticus, except
where we have reason to suspect insertion, and except for the
third stage of the west porticus, where the openings all appear
to be of the third. period, and the stage was probably added in
that period. A remarkable amount of work of the second
period, however, remains. We have three doorways, those at
B on the ground floor, H and S on the first floor; and three windows
(1, P and R), and the entrance arch to the North Main Porticus
(A7)

The main arch (A, FIc. 12) is but 37 inches across; which is
hardly bigger than the openings in the similar position at
S. Pancras, 34 inches, and far smaller than those at Britford
(of about 800), which are 6 feet across. They are far removed
from 1oth century transept arches.! The triangular-headed
arch is not a northern detail, nor is it Kentish; we have here a
Mercian trait. The hollow moulded imposts are noteworthy,
again being Mercian. The early doors in the North have no
imposts, and when the impost appears, at Monkwearmouth
and Escombe, probably about 800, it is straight chamfered.
The jambs of this arch are unfortunately covered with plaster.
It will be seen however that the main work of this perlod
indicates the existence of a local school of masons.

The minor openings, are still redolent of Bernician influence
The east door of the north porticus (B, FiG. 13) has jambs
dressed in a few asymmetrical stones. I give for comparison
the entrance door to the west porch upper stage at Monkwear-
mouth, probably about 720 (r16. 13 b). This technique went

1 Deevhurst Priory Church, op. cit., fig. 4, p. 229.
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out in late Saxon days, when the monolith or Long and Short
were almost invariable. The doorway has also a curious detail
in the end stone of the jambs on the south being a small one.
This looks accidental, but the technique occurs quite often in
early Bernician work, and I have termed it ‘Hen and Chicken’
technique. The proportion of the doorway, 26 inches by 70
inches closely resemble those of early Bernician doorways, for
example those in Hexham Crypt, 26 inches by 72 inches, where-

as later doors tend to be broader.
E °
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Fig. 14. Plan of Upper Stages of South and North Porticus (Main)

The upper door of the south main porch (H in PLAN, FIG. 14)
has lost its dressings, but has the same proportions, c. 28 inches
by 72 inches, and like the other door is flat-headed. It had
straight-chamfered imposts about g inches deep. The other
doorway, the entrance to the second stage of the West Porch,
is visible in Fi16. 9. It is s in FIG. II. It is rather smaller,
26 inches by 65 inches, and has the same asymmetrical stones
in the ]ambs as H, and an arched lintel of large size. This latter
detail is common in Bernicia.

Of the three windows, that in the south main porticus (FIG.
15) is flat headed internally and externally, and widely splayed,
g inches to 40 inches. The lintel internally is mortised to the
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jambs, a detail Baldwin Brown noted at Escombe and con-
sidered very early. The jambs are monoliths, as in the early
windows at Monkwearmouth. The other windows are those of
the second stage of the porch (p and R in FIG. I1). They are
similar to the one just described.

It is noteworthy that in seven openings there is not a single
arch turned in voussoirs, and only one arch at all, which is the
arched lintel, a barbaric form. The conclusion is obvious that
we are dealing here with English masons, and with a phase of
culture which is provincial and independent. The affinities are
still strongly Northumbrian, whereas in the equivalent work
in the structure we noted that they were Kentish. It is however
probable that the Kentish porticus existed in Bernicia at this
date and have been lost.

These Bernician affinities are not with that of the first
period in Bernicia, but rather with the second period, when it
seems that English masons were being used there in such
churches as Escombe and Jarrow, which seem to date from the
8th century.

The Third Period

Here we have the quintessential work of Deerhurst, in the
* apse, and in the insertions or additions to the porticus. Begin-
ning with the sanctuary arch, which must be of the third
period, we find the following astonishing details.

1. Megalithic jamb roll of a Norman type.

2. Square sectioned hood of a Norman type.

3. Label stops to the hood, of carved animal heads, a detail
apparently structurally Norman.

4. The voussoired arch.

5. Complex hollow moulded members, including the quirked
hollow, again apparently Norman.

On the apse pilasters we find double recessing on the arris.
Where openings have one or more of these details, they are to
be presumed to be of the third period. In many cases there is
corroborative evidence.
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In some instances this apparently Norman work is inextric-
ably associated with work that is obviously primitive. This is
true of the Sanctuary arch. This great arch 13 feet by 20 feet,
with its wealth of Norman details, suddenly produces the most

)
i /
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’ g
)
3 x‘
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Fig. 15. Second Period Window

extraordinary capitals to the jamb rolls (F1G. 16). Morphologic-
ally these are extremely primitive, and differ entirely from a
roth century capital in the same position. In technique they
resemble most nearly the Reculver pillars (FI1G. 16) now in the
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crypt at Canterbury, usually considered 7th century.® Professor
Talbot Rice now suggests that the Cross at Reculver church
might not be original,? and from this it might easily follow that
the pillars were not original. In the case of the pillars however
a 1oth century date is unlikely, as the triple arcade had vanished
by then. They could however easily date from the known re-
construction which Sir Charles Peers thought to be of the 8th
century.3 '

The east door of the south porticus (), which has the same
soffit and jamb roll as the sanctuary arch, is one of those that
suggests insertion by comparison with its equivalent at B. This
too is a voussoired arch. The cloister door, F1G. 17 (b), is another
that suggests insertion, as the cloisters are improbably original.
It has a voussoired arch, of remarkably fine jointing such as
occurs in the work of the ‘Romanesque Anticipation’ at Monk-
wearmouth. Besides the hood and label stops and recessing on
the external side of the jambs, it has also a carved animal head
above the crown of the hood, a detail which must therefore be
placed as of the third period. Here, too, appears the marriage of
early and advanced work, for the jambs are of the early type.
Others insertions of this period are the unique arched openings
from the upper stages of the main porticus to the nave (rand c).

t The purpose of a capital is to pass the round to a square, as is done by the
cushion capital which is the typical late Saxon capital. In each of these
capitals, at Reculver and Deerhurst, we have pretentious looking structures
of three members, which in fact do little or nothing to achieve their end, the
bottom member being nearly as square as the topmost. All that the capitals
really do is to reduce the area of the square, and that not by much. At
Worth, in the 10th century, the problem is still not solved, but we have here
an approach to the early Norman practice of carving away the square to a
round without any definite method, a practice I call ‘fudging’. There are for
instance fudged capitals in Ernulf’s crypt at Canterbury, and in Gundulf’s
work at Rochester. This represents the Normans’ attempt to copy the Saxon
cushion capital {for undoubtedly the Saxons had the proper cushion capital by
the time the Normans came over, e.g. at Knook.

It seems likely therefore that the Saxons were already fudging by the 1oth
century. The makers of the Reculver and Deerhurst capitals had not learnt
the gentle art of fudging, and there is little doubt that these capitals are of
related date.

? Emglish A#t, vol. 2, p. 235.

3op. ait.
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Fig. 16a. Capital. The Sanctuary Arch

Fig. 16b. Capital. Reculver
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Here again we have the voussoired arch with Norman hood on -
the porticus side, and complex hollow moulded imposts (F1G.20).
The proportlons are Norman, and there are no early features.
Here again is an independent suggestion of insertion, for
whereas the early door to this stage is at 14 feet 2 inches these
arches have a sill about 11 feet up. Hence they cannot be
coeval with the earlier work.

The three doorways of the ground floor of the West Porch
all appear to be inserted work of this period (r, M and N, FiG. 1).
They are of Norman proportions, varying slightly, but about
5 feet 6 inches by 1o feet with voussoired arches and hood.
N has also complex hollow moulded imposts. L has the pro-
krossos over the hood. M is modernised, and the beautiful label
stops to its hood (PLATE XIva) are not in sifu.

The openings of the third stage of the West Porch appear to

be all of this date, for which reasons were given above. Thus
the door of entrance (u, F1G. 11 and sketch, F1G. 17) has a square-
sectioned hood with label stop and recessing on the jambs. It
has early features in an arched lintel and jambs in asymmetrical
stones. :
The windows of this period, like those of the second, are
flat-headed, but they are of different proportions and less
splayed, being about 24 inches by 36 inches externally. Their
dressings have the recessing, and they should be compared with
the Escombe windows 18 inches by 36 inches in the North wall
" (F1G. 18 b). The windows concerned are 0, vand w (PLAN, FIG. II,
Sketch, F16. 18 a).

The next opening to be considered is the well-known double-
headed window on the east of the third stage of the Porch
(X, FIG. 19). This is related to the work of the third period by
its square-sectioned hood, but differs in other respects, and
some people think it contains re-used material. In character it
- is an anticipation not of the Romanesque, but of the Anglo-
Danish belfry window, from which it differs in having a central
pier in place of a purlin and shaft. The double triangular head
is not classical in character; the fluted decoration on jambs and
central pier is without parallel in Anglo-Saxon work, though
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Baldwin Brown compares it to a window in the palace of
Charlemagne at Aachen.® The impost is stepped, unlike any
other impost here; such an impost is more common in the
early Saxon period. The bases are hollow moulded.

Finally we must consider the openings to the west porticus;
J and K, FIG. I. From architectural considerations these must
be work of the third period, and they have the double recessing
on the jambs of this period. In other respects they look primitive
(FIG. 19), they appear more like the entrance to an megalithic
tomb than anything else. They have no imposts, and have the
early type of asymmetrical jambs. They most forcibly remind
us that this third period work, however advanced at times, is
of early character. In general this work of the third period, with
its voussoired arches, is classical, and very different from the
work of the earlier periods. Here we feel that we have left the
purely insular and provincial world and entered the comity of
nations.

Owing to the relation of this work to the Anglo-Saxon tower,
and its association with an early West Porch, owing to its lack
of relation to the fairly numerous 1oth century remains in
England, to the archaic elements intermixed with it, and for
other considerations, a pre-Danish date is preferable for it.

It seems that architecture in- Hwicce developed through
stages to a climax some time before the Danish conquest. This
is also the conclusion I formed in regard to northern architec-
ture, particularly in response to the main west arch of entrance
to the west porch at Monkwearmouth. If there is no technical
reason why this latter should not be original, it remains
extremely difficult to equate it on stylistic grounds with the
severely plain and undoubtedly: original arch to the nave. I
still prefer to regard it as part of the admittedly later pre-
Danish work at the site.

The character of the development in Hwicce is that it is a
Romanesque anticipation, as in the label stopped arch and the
soffit and jamb roll. The same is true of the northern work; yet

1 English Art, vol. 2, p. 215.
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the two works are at once so brilliant, and so different, that it is
impossible to regard one as derived from the other.

If this view be accepted we have three building periods in
Hwicce before 867. The first must be early and the last fairly
late. The first could be about 715 and the second work, which is
still purely provincial, with strong external affinities, is likely
to antedate Offa’s reign. The third work, on the evidence so far
produced, is not likely to be earlier than Offa’s reign nor.later
than the Danish conquest, which places it between the mid 8th
and the mid gth centuries.

Many will feel that in this case, it is prima facie to be expected
that it was in relation with the donation of Ethelric in 804, by
virtue of which Deerhurst became the greatest landowner in
Hwicce.* That this sudden access of abounding wealth should
have been reflected in magnificent building is only to be
e:f(pected

Our view of the date of the decline of early Saxon art and
learning will also affect our conclusion. Some think the break
came about A.D. 800; others, that standards were maintained
up to the Danish Conquest. Clapham took one view? and Pro-
fessor Stenton takes exactly the opposite.®

The Mouldings

Deerhurst provides us with a wealth of mouldings, most of
which are based on the hollow mould, but because of their
unique character in relation to their period, they are not-in
themselves of any help in dating.

Of the first period we have the string course, with a number
of square or slightly hollow moulded steps (FiG. zo a). Of the
second period, of the four openings which might be expected
to carry mouldings, only one does so, namely ‘A’ (FIG. 20 b),
which has a plain hollow mould.

The thirdperiod normally uses mouldings in doors and arches
and these are always more complicated than a plain hollow

1 Butterworth, op. cit., p. 29.
* Clapbam, op. cit., p. 69.
3 Anglo-Saxon Emgland, p. 95.
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mould. A quirk is often added, for instance at F (FI1G. 20 ¢)
where the quirk is square cut in the Norman manner, but
abnormally at the bottom of the moulding. In ‘N’ the quirk is
hollow cut, and at the top (FI1G. 20 d) and this moulding is
repeated upside down in the base of the sanctuary arch (Fic.
20 €e). G shows the most complicated mould, containing two
hollows and three hollow quirks (FIG. zo f).

The great double-headed window has a square stepped impost
(F1c. 20 g) and a plain hollow-moulded base (F1G. 20 h). The
resemblance of the impost to the string-course of the original
work has suggested to some observers that they must be of
one date. Apart, however, from the reasons given above, an
identity of moulding does not prove an identity of date, but
merely of period. This is obvious if we consider the equivalent
problem in the Gothic period. Further, there is the possibility
that the window contains re-used work, The brackets in the
angles of the nave wall all appear to be moulded Saxon stones;
the s.E. bracket (Fic. 20 i) seems. to be a fragment of the string
course; that on the N.E. (FIG. 20 j) resembles the impost of ‘G.”
The N.w. (FIG. 20 k) resembles the impost of the doorway ‘N’
below it; that on the s.w. resembles the impost at ‘A’ (FIG. 20 1).
It must be remembered that Deerhurst has been through at
least one Victorian restoration, about which Samuel Lysons the
Younger protested in 1861 when walls and plaster were inter-
fered with, in a manner which may have been rather serious. It
.is probable that then the carved label stops on ‘M’ were moved

to their present position, and no record left where they came
from.

Sculpture

In addition to all the other Saxon remains, Deerhurst has a
wealth of sculpture, such as no other Saxon church possesses,
It would seem natural to suppose that this would either corrob-
orate the conclusions, as to the date of the church, suggested
above, or conflict with them. On this point a friend (who
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wishes to be anonymous) has kindly made the following com-
ments :

“The general belief is that the various sculptures at Deerhurst
date from the 1oth century, although there is little stylistic

Frieze on font, Deerhurst

JoIG

Pattern on fone,
Deerhurst

NS

Frieze Breedon-on-the-hill
(ref: Archaeologia, Vol,
Ixxvii, plate xxxi)

Fig. 21

justification for this view. The principal enrichment on the
font (F1G. 21) is the trumpet $piral, a Celtic motive adopted by
the Saxons in the early 7th century, and extremely popular in
‘metalwork and mss. throughout the following century. The
trumpet spiral was seldom used in stone sculpture: Sir Alfred
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Clapham lists only three examples of it, including the Deer-
hurst font.! Admittedly the Deerhurst trumpet-spiral is not of
such pure design as, for instance, the late 7th century fragment
at South Kyme, Lincs.?2 In the development of this pattern
from the truly trumpet shape towards the one-stranded spiral,
the place of the Deerhurst font is after, but not long after, the
frieze at Breedon® (Fi1g. 21), which dates from the latter part
of the 8th century. An early gth century date for the font seems
therefore reasonable. The slab at Bradford on Avon® on which
spirals very similar to those on the Deerhurst font are used,
does not seem to belong to the existing church, but to an
earlier one.

‘ Besides the spiral the Bradford slab is carved with a step-
pattern; a similar enrichment, though differently used, occurs
at Deerhurst also, below the relief probably representing the
Virgin (PLATE XIII a), in the west porch. This step pattern can
be closely paralleled in 8th century illuminations. For instance
the Virgin in the book of Kells is sitting on a throne decorated
with this pattern, and the canon tables in the Canterbury
Gospels abound with various forms of step-pattern which fill
the arcaded frame. The figure of the Virgin at Deerhurst was
originally painted over, and thus the sculptor did not pay much
attention to detail. The result is that now, with the colours
gone except for some slight traces, the impression given by the
relief is somewhat unfinished. However it is clear that the
modelling is-almost abstract, and that the firm outlines form a
geometric pattern, similar to that found in Hiberno-Saxon
illuminations. It is sufficient to point to the figure of S. John in
the CodexSangalliensis, no.51(PLATE X111 b) which is incidentally
framed with panels containing among other patterns, the
trumpet-spiral and the step. It is likely therefore that this
relief is some 200 years earlier than that usually ascribed to it
(c. T000).

1 Clapham, op. cit., p. 66.

%4bid, Plate 28b.

3 Clapham, A.W., ‘The Carved Stones at Breedon on the Hill, Leicestershire’,
Archaeologia, vol. Lxxvil, Plate xxXx1.

4 Kendrick, T. D., Anglo-Saxon Art to a.D. 9oo, 1938, Pl. cIv.
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Fig. 22. Label Stops

a. The South Cloister Door (c)
b. The Sanctuary Arch
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‘Similarly the celebrated angel-carving, built into the apse,
has many points of contact with the 8th century. (PLATE XV a).
The stylised hair and wings; the enormous staring eyes; the
double curve of the mouth, clearly belong to the vocabulary of
Hiberno-Saxon art. The angels of the illumination of the book
of Kells mentioned earlier supply as near an analogy to the
Deerhurst relief as can be desired. It is to the 8th, or at the
latest, to the early gth century that this relief belongs and not
to 1oth century Winchester art.

Fig. 23. The Alfred Jewel (Ashmolean Museum)

The animal heads of the label stops at Deerhurst (PLATE X1va
and FIG. 22) are characterised by the highly stylised almost
abstract design. The eyes are almond shaped; the concave ears
end in spirals, turned inwards. Incised lines cover the surface
with patterns in the spirit of Hiberno-Saxon art. The most
striking analogy to these heads is supplied by two small
animal heads attached to the late 8th century Ormside bowl
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(PLATE X1vb). This masterpiece of Northumbrian art furnishes a
sound basis for the stylistic dating of the  Deerhurst heads.
‘All these analogies between the sculpture of Deerhurst and
the art of the 8th century agree well with the earlier arguments
for the early date of the structure.’
To these remarks it might be added that there are in all six
of these label heads at Deerhurst. Two are on the doorway M,

and are those here particularly referred to. Two exist on the
chancel arch, that on the North being fairly well preserved,
and of much larger size. Here the surface patterns are largely
rendered in a reddish paintwork, and the eyes were made to
take a filling. This carving is much larger than those on the
doors, and must have been a splendid sight when new (F1G. 22).
The remaining heads are on the south cloister door (c) and are
also shown in FiG. 22. All these carvings differ slightly, but their
contemporaneity is self-evident.
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One may well wonder where the motif of such stopped hoods
came from. It is not Northumbrian, neither is it found in roth
century work. There is probably some analogy with the Mercian
work of the Long and Short School wherein plain cubical blocks
adorn a ribbed hood at crown and impost level. These hoods
however in this school are carried down the jambs. The motif
of a hood stopped with animal heads certainly existed how-
ever in the gth century in England for it is of such elements that

Fig. 25. Prokrossos

the seal of Aethelwald? is built up (pLATE Xv b). This is a well
dated work of about the middle of the century. Furthermore
there is some resemblance between the mitre at the top of the
seal, and the creasing of our creature on the sanctuary arch
(FIG. 22).

YA Guide to the Anglo-Saxon and Foreign Teutonic Antiguities, British
Museum, 1923, p. II0.
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The ears of the creature on the sanctuary arch also find
parallels in gth century art. They are very distinctive, with a
sharply concave round for the pupil contained in a sunk and
pointed oval, the rims of both the elements being in relief. A
close analogy is in the Sevington strap ends (F1G. 24)! where
the double ear is enclosed in a third ‘ear’ with the spiral finish
of the ears of the label stop at ‘M’ and the eyes of the sanctuary
arch creature. There is no absolute dating for the strap ends,
which were found with coins of ¢. AD. goo All we can say is
that it is-not later than the gth century. A further analogy
clearly exists between these ears and work on the Alfred Jewel
(F16. 24). The work on the jewel, however, is in some respects
developing away from the Deerhurst work. There is for instance
less emphasis on line.

Two further label stops exist on the doorway U, but these are
too worn to decipher.

In association with these label stops, there also exist at
Deerhurst three animal heads which project over the crown of
an arch. Two of these ‘prokrossoi’ as Baldwin Brown calls them,
are on the west wall of the tower. The least mutilated is shown
in FIG. 25. Such carvings occur at Escombe over the sundial
and at Barnack in a rather similar setting. At Escombe they
are considered to be of 7th or 8th century work,? and at
Barnack of the 1oth century.® At the latter place they occur in
association with work that is purely Anglo-Saxon and not of
the Romanesque variety of pre-conquest work.

When we bear in mind the two figure carvings, it will be seen
that Deerhurst is the richest source of pre-conquest sculpture
as applied to architecture, and the sole survival of a school of
such enriched architecture which must have been very import-
ant in its own day. The uniqueness of the survival militates
against its late date, since had this work been later, it is prob-
able that more of it would have survived.

1A Guide to the Anglo-Saxon and Foreign Teutonic Antiquities, British
Museum, 1923, p. 107. ’

2 Victoria County History of Durham, vol. 1, p. 239.

* Baldwin Brown, op. ¢i., p. 273.
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If we are right in our conclusions about the architecture, the
most probable date for this sculpture is about a.D. 8oo, which
makes it the product of the palmy days of Mercian supremacy,
under Offa and Kenwulf, and nearly contemporary with the
celebrated abbeys of S. Alban’s and Winchcombe, which seem
to have been the crowning works of Mercian architecture.?

1T would like in conclusion to thank the Vicar of Deerhurst, the Rev.
Hugh Maclean, for encouragement through many years, and for facilities to
study the church; Dr Joan Evans for much wise counsel; Miss Sheila Hutchison
for her labours with the illustrations, one subject of which at least (Fig. 22)
has, 1 believe, not been illustrated before. For the plans I must take the
responsibility and I owe one illustration, namely Fig. 18 b, to the kindness of
Mrs Fyson of the Society of Antiquaries, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. I must also
particularly thank the officers of the Courtauld Institute for much help,
especially with the Plates, and those also who have kindly granted permission
to reproduce Figures, and whose names are given in the list of Figures..





