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Deerhurst Priory Chufch and 1its

First String Course
By EDWARD GILBERT, pu.p.

Church is becoming yearly more obvious, but unfortunately

neither its history nor its form nor its significance is at all readily
assessed. Much depends on the nature of the church to which it was
attached, so we must begin by reconsidering the history of the church.
When I wrote in these columns in 1954 I gave this as follows (FiGs.
I and 2).

"]:'*HE importance of the first string course at Deerhurst Priory

TaE FIrsT WORK

This was an aisleless nave of about 6o feet x 21 feet with or without
a rectangular eastern sanctuary, as at Bradford. It was built of rag
Tubble, probably the Gallic Opus Gallicum with bands of herring bone
work, which is typically Merovingian. The quoins were untreated, as
in Roman and Kentish work, and the walls very high, about 40 feet.
But above all it had at a height of 25 feet this remarkable, and most
elaborate and Syrian-looking string course, which is now in fragments
which can be best seen from the north aisle, and seriously mutilated.
Some openings survive to be discussed later.

Since 1954 it has been shown that churches of this plan were
scattered over the whole of north-west Europe,’ and were indeed
Merovingian in type, though they persist throughout the Middle Ages.
The earliest continental example might be that found under the
Ottonian church at Nivelles; another early one is at Vilich, and a third
under the abbey church at Echternach. My thesis of 1954 is thereby
very much strengthened. What is most remarkable is that the con-
tinental examples of this date seem to be foundations mainly, whereas
Deerhurst preserves most of this church, together with this priceless
ornamental remain of the string course. Escombe church is of the
same type, and its date is also strengthened by these researches on the
continent. Howard Saalman uses Escombe for the type, in his excellent
book, Mediacval Architecture. But in my opinion Deerhurst is very much

. 1 Kunstchronik (Munich, May 1955).
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Fig. 1. PLAN (Based on Butterworth)

The broken line round the nave indicates the area where fragments of the first string course survive today.
H—Pastophories
G—Early English Piers
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DEERHURST PRIORY CHURCH AND ITS FIRST STRING COURSE

more typically Merovingian, for Escombe is touched with the frost of
the Carolingian revival. It is surely later than Deerhurst, and not so
interesting, but of course more perfectly preserved.

The date of Deerhurst cannot be fixed. It is certainly anterior to
A.D. 700 and might be very much so. The ferminus a quo is almost
impossible to fix. It might quite easily be nearer 600 or even 500 than
700. Our ignorance on the period is pretty complete.

THE SEconD WoRk

At a later and much more fixable date, the primitive church was
converted into a Kentish basilica. The essential features of this type
are a rounded apse; an aisleless nave; and flanking porticus to the east
end of the nave. In the later examples, there is also a west porch, the
first datable one being that at Monkwearmouth before A.p. 687.
The apse then added is lost, but the other features survive, in part, and
show us that all three of the attached elements were of two stories.
This again is late in the life of the Kentish basilica. Numerous open-
ings, both doors and windows survive from this work, and show
unmistakable Northumbrian influence.! There is no ornamental work
belonging to this period, and the beautiful string course was now
modified, and cut away in parts (F1G. 2, b). This does suggest that a very
considerable period had elapsed since it was built. Yet the fabric is
very similar to the original, the same rubble and the same herring bone,
and the same quoins, all of which argues that not more than 100 years
separates them. It may be therefore that the rough treatment of the
string course argues the contempt of the Roman Catholic for the Irish
Christian, for the new work is almost certainly the product of the
Northumbrian mission which took over in Hwicce towards the end of
the 7th century. This is the only period when strong combined Kentish
and Northumbrian influence is found here both historically and
architecturally.?

The Saxon Box Church is last heard of in the early 8th century,
when Ine built one at Glastonbury. By the mid-8th century other types
of church, the basilicas, were being built, and Kentish basilicas like
Reculver were being converted into the new type. Hence this work here
can be dated fairly well between 680 and 750, and the traditional
building date of 715 will do very well for a working hypothesis.

THE THIRD WORK
Later again, in the Carolingian period, the building was again
reworked. The apse was rebuilt as a polygon of which one bay survives,

1 ‘Deerhurst Priory Church Revisited’, Trans. BGAS, vol. 73 (1954).
2 See also Fletcher and Jackson Studies in Building History, ed. Jope, 1962, p. 65.
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Fig. 2. Conjectural Diagram of the Development of the Church up to 867.
a. The Celtic and Merovingian church (1st Period), before 700
b. The Kentish Basilica (2nd Period), c. A.D. 720
¢. The English Basilica (3rd Period), c. A.p. 804
The shaded parts of the elevation of the English basilica show surviving additions to the west porticus,
and conjectured additions to the Kentish flanking porticus
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DEERHURST PRIORY CHURCH AND ITS FIRST STRING COURSE

with pilastered arcading. A central tower was added in front of the
apse; porticus flanking the nave were added. And at the western end,
an oriental tripartite narthex was added. At the same time, the west
porch was raised from two stages to three stages. To understand this
work, it must be premised that the upper stage of the Kentish west
porch was itself a chapel as is suggested by the displacement of the
entry door to the north (PLATE 1v). Such an upper chamber to the
‘west porch is a highly significant architectural feature, the embryo of
the Carolingian Westwork, and the French °‘Eglise Porche’. The
Deerhurst example is a very early one indeed probably earlier than any
surviving on the continent, in north-west Europe. But it probably is
itself derived from the one at Monkwearmouth. The feature is probably
Merovingian in origin. When the third period people wanted to
‘heighten the porch, they transferred the upper chamber to the new top
stage, and destroyed the old by dividing it into two chambers. The
new one with the famous double-headed window to the nave has an
external instead of an internal entrance. Such upper chambers, always
with a window from which the main altar can be seen, served various
purposes, sometimes for lay people, sometimes as reserved chapels for
important people, and occasionally for royalty, when they were later
called Kaiserhalle. From the historical circumstances of Deerhurst, it
is quite possible that we had here in the first upper chamber a Kaiser-
halle, and in the second a chapel for Earl Ethelric who endowed the
church about A.p. 800 and asked to be buried at it.

The work of the third period is marked by the addition of an
extensive corpus of ornament, about whose date there has been much
controversy. This consists of:

1. Plaques, of which the Deerhurst angel is in situ on the apse.
The other, the Madonna, is now over the entrance at the west end.
It might have come from the apse. The decoration of apses with
such plaques is now coming more into view as a feature of Middle
Saxon date. They are used on the tower at Barnack;! may well
have occurred on the apse at Wing.? Moreover the two plaques
at Breedon?® are much the same size, as is one at Castor.*

2. The use of square-cut hoods to the new arches, now mostly
voussoired.

1 Baldwin Brown, Arts in Early England (1925), fig. 115.

2 Anglo-Saxon Architecture by H. M. and Joan Taylor (C.U.P.) is referred to below as “The Taylors.’
It is due 1965, and is arranged alphabetically. Hence references are to the church concerned, and no
page is given. Itis by far the best source for the facts as a whole. The Taylors think the so-called wmdows
were recesses, probably for plaques.

3 Kendrick, Anglo-Saxon Art, 1, pl. 49.

4 Ibid., pl. 72.
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These are not of the usual Mercian type carried on to the ground,
but more Armenian in character, as is the decoration with which they
are enriched, namely animal headed labels, and projecting animal
heads at the crowns (PLATE v, b).

When this new work was completed Deerhurst resembled a type
of church of which Brixworth is the examplar. The elements of this type
which is characteristically the English basilica, are eight. The polygonal
apse; the crypt; the square walled bay in front of the apse; flanking
porticus to this; an arcaded nave on piers; flanking porticus to this;
an oriental narthex and a single western tower rising above the
narthex. Brixworth retains traces of all these features. The converted
Deerhurst has six of the eight for certain, and two are doubtful.
These are the crypt, and the arcaded nave on piers. The sanctuary
floor is at least 4 feet above the present ground level. The arcades, if
there were any, have been replaced with the present early English
arches. The fact that these do not extend even right up to the lost
central tower, suggests that they may in fact replace Saxon arcades.
If there were no crypt or nave arcades, it would be because Deerhurst
was converted from a Kentish basilica, which had neither. The general
affinity to the Brixworth type seems to me completely unmistakable,
in plan. For this reason I call the Carolingian Deerhurst an English
basilica.

Strangely enough, even this third work shows no radical change
in fabric, or quoins, and it still uses the herring bone cordons. By all
ordmary critical standards it cannot be more than 100 years after the
second work of the Kentish basilica. It is moreover a Carolingian, not
a Late Saxon type of church. It is very natural to associate it with
Ethelric’s princely donation of ¢. 804, for many examples show that
when royalty (he was of the old royal family) gives money and asks for
burial, it implies building or rebuilding.

THE FourTH WORK

The fourth work consisted of raising the west tower of the
Carolingian work into a Romanesque belfry tower, which still survives
(PLATE VI).

THE PLAN

I have based my plan on Butterworth, as in 1954, because I believe
that the pastophories (H H) were aligned with the aisle walls in the
second period, and not inside as Knowles shows. The broken line
shows the alignment of the outer walls of the pastophories according to
Knowles, but, as I have shown, there is walling visibly in bond with the
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first porticus on the south towards the east. Butterworth does not show
Knowles’ pastophories at all, and I regard their existence as doubtful.

Evidence of some kind exists for all the walls marked AAAAAA,
but none of them survive and their Saxon character is an inference
from the plan they reveal, with flanking porticus to the nave, a square
walled choir, and a west orlental narthex. This is characteristic of the
English basilica, of which Brixworth is the type, while the concept of
altars in file flanking the nave appears also in Carolingian churches
such as S Riquier and on the plan of S Gall, both about a.n. 8oo.
Scepticism would be possible, but quite unnecessary.

It should be noted that the plan provides evidence. for Saxon
arcades. For the Early English piers, shown at GGGG are unequally
spaced, improbable if cut in a virgin wall. According to Butterworth
they are aligned with the partition walls of the Saxon porticus, equally
improbable if they were Norman or Gothic @b initio.

The apse walls marked PPPPP do not exist today, they are inferred
from the surviving bay, and existing semi-circular foundations, pro-
bably of the previous apse, which Knowles showed could have carried
the PPP walls.

J and K are most strange openings (F16. 3). They are sited queerly
for entrances to the first added porticus, but equally so for original
doorways, being east of midwall of the first nave. Also they have the
double recessing of some openings of the third period to which they
probably belong, and if so, are mute witnesses against a 10th-century
date for that work.

THE RECONSTRUCTIONS

A word must now be added about my conjectural restorations of
the development of Deerhurst (Fic. 2):

1. The Celtic and Merovingian church. I have left this without a
sanctuary. But it might equally well have had one.

2. In the Kentish basilica the apse is conjectural, but almost certain.
Fletcher and Jackson have found traces of an earlier apse than the
existing one.!

3. The English basilica is the most controversial, and especially the
tall central tower. Certainly there was a central tower, Granted
the date it would either be a tall tower, like S Riquier’s® or S
Whandrille’s,® or it would be short, as that at Aachen.* I favour the

1 Studies in Building History, ed. Jope, ch. 4 (1962).

2 Conant, Carolingian and Romanesque Art (1956), p. 12. 3 Ibid. p. 12.
¢ Baldwin Brown, op. cit., fig. g1.
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former because of the proximity of the models to England, and
still more because of the apparent survival of such a tall tower at
Brixworth in England,? probably of much the same date. I incline
therefore to see such tall towers as Scandinavian eccentricities,
very English. :

The pilasters of the tower are based on the Carolingian tower
at Chartres,? and because the Saxons obviously liked pilasters.
There is of course no direct evidence for them.

Fig. 3 (b)

a. The Double-Headed Window (3rd Period, ¢. A.D. 804). By Sheila Hutchison from a drawing in
possession of the Courtauld Institute

b, Doorway J (see Plan). (Sheila Hutchison)

The apse might have been towered, as here, or leant against
the central tower. I have preferred the towered form because of its
occurrence in Northern contexts at S Vigor Bayeux,? Gelnhausen
(Hessen) and Kalundborg (Denmark). But the other is equally
probable. :

I have assumed gabled porticus down the nave because this
appears to have been the form at Hexham, according to Richard

! The West Tower at Brixworth, originally about 70 feet high, appears to me Early Saxon in its
earliest parts. ,

* Clapham, English Romanesque Architecture before the Conquest, pl. 31.

3 Clapham, English Romanesque Architecture after the Conquest, pl. 1.
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PLATE IV. West Wall of the nave (Courtauld Institute). The doorway entrance to the upper chamber

of the Kentish west porticus shows (2nd period ¢. 720), and the triangular window beside it. Above is the

double-headed triangular-headed window of the new upper chamber of the English basilica (3rd period,
about A.p. 804)

Sacing p. 56
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of Hexham’s evidence.! At Wareham they were under a pent

roof, which was presumably the southern practice.? But Deerhurst

was all the time basically a northern and Saxon and not a southern
and Frankish church.

There are moreover positive suggestions that this was in fact so,
at Deerhurst. If Clapham’s Plate 33 is examined it will be seen that
in 1860 the first south porticus had still a gabled roof; both this Plate
and more clearly my PLATE vI show the curious blank wall east of the
three clerestory windows today. It looks as if, when the Gothic
clerestory windows were put in, some obstruction lay eastward, which
would probably be a similar gabled roof to the first added porticus.
If so, then probably originally the other added porticus were similarly
treated. The present aisle roof has no historical significance: in fact it
cuts in half the windows of the west porticus (PLATE v1). Other factors
which I bear in mind are that the interesting survival of Onze Lieve
Vrouwe, Maastricht, perhaps a rebuild of a Carolingian Church,
possibly even original, has this gabled arrangement, and some versions
of S Riquier have something similar. It seems to have been a Saxon
practice, e.g. at Bad Gandersheim.

Emendations. Since I wrote in 1954 the Church has been subjected
to two expert investigations which have further clarified our knowledge
in many ways.? The general thesis that Deerhurst is an early church
built up in stages is accepted by both investigators, but some emenda-
tions of the detail are proposed, not all of which are here accepted. It
has, amongst other things, been shown that the evidence that the first
string course passed behind the first, Kentish, west porticus, is not
conclusive. Fletcher and Jackson think it ran behind the upward
extension of this in the third period, and it is suggested that it stopped
originally on the gable of the first west porticus. In sober fact, however,
the junction between the works of the first west porticus and its upwards
extension is not visible; still less is the alleged stop and even the gable
on which the stop is alleged to have occurred. Thus, in fact, this
evidence is not conclusive either way.

The fact that today no remains of the string course or of a tear- out
can be seen behind the first west porticus might seem to suggest that
these porticus were in existence when it was built (¥1c. 2). Behind the’
first flanking porticus the evidence is hidden by plaster; behind the
west porticus, under the tower, the walling is too disturbed to say
positively either that the string course did or did not continue. In.

1 Raine’s Hexham, 1, p. 11. He says some porticus survived, ‘standing aloft like towers’.
2 Lionel Howe, Guide to Wareham. Plate opposite p. 1x.
2 Fletcher and Jackson, op. cit. (1962). The Taylors. Their last inspection was in April 1964.
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churches of this age such negative evidence is not satisfactory. More-.
over it is balanced by the equally remarkable fact that there are no
valid signs that the string course went round the first porticus, which
there would have been, had they been contemporary. Thus, if it was
not earlier than the Kentish basilica, it was later. This in turn is
negatived by the survival in the earliest part of the third period work,
on the first added porticus, of the kind of string course then fashionable,
a small plain square-cut string course shown in my Fig. 10 of 1954.
It belongs to a different world to our elaborate first string course.

Alas, then, that no mathematical certainty can be reached on this
matter. But on other grounds it is probably best not to interfere with
the sequence of 1954. The fact that the three original porticus are not
in bond with the nave should be taken to mean that there was a pre-
existing church, and they were built up against it.* This is supported
by the fact that the original upper windows of the nave, flat-headed
externally, and apparently triangular-headed internally, were different
from any of those in the porticus, which are all flat-headed internally.
On the other hand, the internal triangular head appears at S Eata’s
Atcham, a church which, from its dedication, is probably 7th century.
There is moreover still the possibility, and in my opinion probablhty,
that the string course did pass behind the first porticus.

That the string course belongs to the first church is suggested by
the absence of any comparable feature on the known and surviving
parts of the second or third works, and by the difficulty of finding a
close parallel in continental work of the 8th or gth centuries. In general,
the deep string course, about 10 inches to 12 inches deep, is not a
feature of the Kentish basilica, or of middle or late Saxon churches.
What it does remind us of is the ornate string course at Monkwear-
mouth,? which I have suggested is a Merovingian survival of ¢. 774,
and the beautiful fragments at Hexham and Ripon.? Baldwin Brown,
it will be remembered, went so far as to assume that the string course
was not a feature of early Saxon work.4 At any rate it is not typical of
the Kentish basilica.

Another emendation is that which wishes to see the third period
work as roth century. The difficulties in this view are very great.
To begin with, the third period fabric is no different to the others,
nor are the quoins, in the earlier third period work. Especially it
uses the Merovingian herring-bone cordons. By ordinary critical
standards it cannot be later than ¢. 820. Then the third period upper

! The Taylors.

? Gilbert, ‘Some Problems of Early Northumbrian Architecture’, Arch. Aeliana (due 1964).
3 The Taylors 4 Op. cit. He makes an exception for Monkwearmouth.
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chamber, the second Kaiserhalle, underlies an apparently late Saxon
tower, actual or rebuilt. This is a second conclusive architectural
argument. It is to me inconceivable that two centuries can separate
second and third period works, when so great an authority as Knowles
thought the whole work of one date. Nor is the argument any better
off when it turns to the associated sculpture. I dealt fully with this in
1954. I find conclusive arguments in the affinities of the ornament with
the Ormside bowl, and the seal of Athilwald, actually built up of
arches stopped on animal heads, and with a cresting strikingly like that
of the sanctuary bull-heads.

A variant of this emendation is that which singles out the apse as
1oth century. But this is equally or more difficult. There is no difference
between the fabric of the apse and that of the other third period work.
The apse is of exactly the same fabric as all the other third period work
and has exactly the same Merovingian herring-bone cordons. It was
evidently heightened, compared to the earlier apse, and blocked the
original nave east windows, and the blocking has herring bone in it.
Moreover the sanctuary arch has exactly the same type of ornament as
all the other third period work, and its base is merely the impost of the
third period doorway L, upside down.

As against all this extremely cogent evidence there are put
certain theories on matters of which we know very little. One is the
history of the attached columns used in the sanctuary arch. This is
considered below. Suffice to say here that we do not know this history,
and to suppose we do is a serious error. Another such theory is that the
Danes destroyed all the monasteries in 876 and associated years. No
valid evidence for this exists. The Danes were not then earnest pagans,
but changed religion for political purposes with as much facility as the
Vicar of Bray. They were doubtless most interested in money and
jewels, and had much better ways of spending their evenings than in
demolishing churches. However, the view arises primarily from the
arcaded pilaster decoration of the apse which ‘must’ be 10th century.
But again such decoration is the reverse of typical of the roth century
and occurs nowhere on the Latin Cross churches of that date, nor
anywhere in association with the long series of Anglo-Danish towers,
though some of these produce arcaded pilasters on the tower itself,
where it is a version of the first Romanesque work. We have to beware
of the tendency to put everything we don’t understand in the 1oth
century, so that it becomes the ragbag of the Anglo-Saxon period.

So far as the idea that these arcaded pilasters ‘must’ be 10th
century has any scientific basis it was provided by Baldwin Brown by
featuring side by side 10th-century arcades(?) in Gernrode, and others
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at Earl’s Barton, making them look like mother and son.! Unfortunately
this drawing seems to be highly suspect, and the whole method of hang-
ing the whole of Anglo-Saxon architectural history on a drawing of a
German church, which I think Brown had not seen, is unscientific.
Had he been there he might have noticed that the said pilasters were,
so we are told by Broadley, modern restorations.? He might also have
noticed that they occur mainly on the round towers, and not on the 1oth-
century nave. Who is to guarantee us that the round towers are not
survivals of something earlier?

And in any case, we must take into account the well-known
German conservatism, not to call it archaizing. To show that some-
thing happened in Germany in the 1oth century is very far from
proving that it did not happen also in the gth. Basically my case is this,
that we do not know the veritable history of pilasters in western Europe,
and should not dogmatize about them. They were common in the
6th century in Ravenna and again in the roth and rith in First
Romanesque work, but it does not follow that they did not survive
between these dates in far-away England in barbarized forms. We
do not know.

Nor is the English evidence conclusive against an early date.
For, as Baldwin Brown himself noted, the pilaster is related to the
Mercian hood, a square cut hood of pilaster form of which many exist
at Deerhurst. Since his day the Mercian hood has been pushed further
and further back. Clapham demoted it to the 8th-gth centuries at
Britford;® Fletcher and Jackson have now located it in the early 8th
century at Bradford on Avon.*

My conclusion then on this vitally important point is that the
continental evidence that pilasters of the Deerhurst type do not occur
before the 1oth century is not properly worked out; that the fact
quoted by Baldwin Brown to show that such pilasters existed in
Germany in the 1oth century, is not in itself conclusive, nor does it rule
out an earlier date for similar features, and besides it relates to Earl’s
Barton, and not Deerhurst. The evidence in England, apart from
Deerhurst, seems to me to favour an earlier date than the 1oth century
for the Deerhurst pilasters. Thus the polygonal apse occurs certainly
early at Reculver, and almost certainly so at Brixworth, which neither
Baldwin Brown nor Clapham would admit was Late Saxon. Any
emendation here is, in my opinion, a serious error. The typical Late
Saxon church ends in a square end or a semi-circular apse.

1 Op. cit. (1925), fig. 95.
* Broadley, Marsyas, 1950-53, p. 25 f. They date from 1go7 and 1g10.
2 Clapham, English Romanesque Architecture Before the Conquest, pl. 10. :
(v ‘)Fletcher and Jackson, ‘The Saxon Church at Bradford on Avon’, ¥BAA, vol. 16, 3rd series
1953)-
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Arcaded pilaster decoration occurs on the Brixworth apse; at
Bradford on Avon, where in my opinion it is early 8th century; (the
supposed lateness of the church is derived from the supposed lateness of
the arcade. But we must not argue in a circle here.) and at Wing,
where again the supposed lateness of the apse rests mainly on the
supposed lateness of the pilasters.! It occurs also on the towers at
Barton, Lincs., and Earl’s Barton. These towers obviously belong early
in the Saxon tower-sequence, and are probably not far from ¢. A.p. goo
Thus the life of the feature is from ¢. 750 to ¢. goo. It does not appear,
in this form, on the typical Late Saxon churches or towers. In all this
there is nothing to justify the statement that it is a sign of 1oth-century
work.

It is certainly true that both Brown and Clapham dated these
apses at Deerhurst and Wing late. But then they both thought that the
naves were late. No one can say what they would have said had they
known the naves were early. Clapham in particular was acutely aware
that the polygonal apse was not a typical Late Saxon form, and said so.
Moreover Micklethwaite, a sounder judge on the subject than either
Clapham or Brown, was very doubtful about the lateness of the Wing
apse, as he showed in his article ‘Something about Saxon Church-
building’ in the Arch. Fournal of 189g6.

Finally I must point out that all that I have said is that the apse is
of the same build as the other third period work, and that this is early
rather than late Saxon. The exact moment when early Saxon art gave
place to late Saxon art is a little uncertain. The date I have given for
this work is provisional (804). It might be later. It could be in Alfred’s
reign, or even possibly in Edward’s. After all, the animal head on the
Alfred Jewel is of the same general type as the animal heads of the label
stops here. And there is a tradition of building in Alfred’s reign in
Deerhurst. All that seems to me absolutely certain is that this third
-period work is not part of the Benedictine revival, or later.

Perhaps I may now be permitted to consider one or two emenda-
tions of my own. I am withdrawing the suggestion that the enigmatic
stone over the double-headed window goes through the wall, and
could have carried a Rood externally. There is, however, a big stone
externally somewhat higher, underneath the present Saxon fourth
stage door, opening on the roof, but not apparently any part of it.
This must for the present remain incomprehensible, as must the blank
stone over the window (F1G. 3).

The double-headed window requires further attention. The
imposts have straight angled, and not rectangular, outline, resembling,

1 For details see the Taylors.
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not identically, the nicks on the first string course. This is an early
feature and together with the late Saxon door cut through this window
makes it 100 per cent certain that the window is not a late Saxon
feature. If it could be certainly proved that this was third period work,
as I believe it is, it would be the strongest proof that the third period
work was not late Saxon. I note, however, that the fluted ornament of
the double-headed window is more complete on the east side, which
introduces just a tiny element of doubt as to whether it was built for
the third period Kaiserhalle. If not, then it was an original external
window of the first church re-used for the Kaiserhalle. There are two
main difficulties in this view. The window has a hood, and none of the
other early openings have one. This seems to me the conclusive
objection. The other objection is that it puts the Romanesque anticipation
back to the 7th century. This seems to me a trivial objection. For the
Romanesque anticipation certainly did go back to the 7th century. If
the reader will look at F1G. 7 he can hardly fail to see that the Romanesque
anticipation was in full swing in the 7th century in Armenia, and
we may say, equally in the 6th in Syria. These, in fact, are the homes
of the Romanesque anticipation. No doubt it reached England via
Merovingian Gaul and Visigothic Spain. This question is further
discussed below. Suffice to say here that the English Romanesque
anticipation ¢. 800 does not represent a new development, but the last
dying spurt of an old one.

The other feature of Deerhurst which requires more attention is
the vault, a barrel vault, to the fifth stage of the tower, nearly 70 feet
up, and underlying a gabled roof. It is very difficult to say whether
originally the whole tower was barrel-vaulted or not. Today it is only
the eastern half. However, the gabled roof covers the whole tower.
The combination of vault and gabled roof is very typical of Carolingian
buildings, e.g. Aachen. :

For the finish to a tower it is highly unusual in England at any
mediaeval date. But the tower is in every way most extraordinary.
Its height (70 feet) its shape, its absence of any string course, are all
abnormal for a mediaeval tower. It now appears that there were at one
time small square sound holes in the present belfry stage, now blocked,
on the north and south walls at least. This is only another abnormality
for mediaeval times. There are also four unemployed corbels, perfectly
plain, in the belfry stage. My view of this tower remains what it was
before, that it is either an actual late Saxon tower, modified in the
14th century, or a rebuild of such a Saxon tower, much on the old lines.

I put these facts on record in the hope that some future investigator
can more fully explain them.
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THE FirsT STRING COURSE

The conclusion of this rather lengthy discussion is that the first
string course is a Merovingian survival, probably, but not certainly,
of the 7th century. Unfortunately, owing to the mutilations of time, its
exact form is even now difficult to determine. I show some past attempts
(F16. 4). Those of Knowles and myself were made before a more
accessible section was found, and obviously need revision, as do some
of the more inaccessible mouldings in my Fig. 20 of 1954. Recently an
accessible portion was found in the west wall of the nave, sealed by the

{a) (b) (9 (d)

Fig. 4. Past Renderings of the String Course (By courtesy of the Taylors)

a. Knowles, 1927 ¢. Fletcher and Jackson, 1962
b. Gilbert, 1954 d. Dr and Mrs Taylor, 1965

existing tower. I asked Mrs Maclean, at the Vicarage, to have a plaster
cast made of this, which she kindly did; the work was done by H. H.
Martyn Ltd. of Cheltenham, and their template and conjectural
restoration is shown in FIG. 5.

Unfortunately complete agreement is still wanting owing to the
fact that the part from which the plaster cast was made is inaccessible
or mutilated in its upper parts. (The statement that it is ‘unblemished’
is a slip.) There is difference also on the restoration. The nature of the
top is uncertain. Dr Taylor is quite certain that it was horizontal, and
as will be seen I have accepted his view. As to the mouldings, there are”
four shallow concave nicks, either parabolic or straight-angled, and
two larger hollow curves, either segments of a circle, or in my opinion
parabolic, and intended to be the classical scotia (F1G. 5).

The extraordinary thing is that it is very difficult to find any
really comparable feature in north-west Europe. There is little or
none in Anglo-Saxon work, though some resemblances of individual
detail can be found, e.g. the nicks hovering between a hollow and a
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straight angle. These occur at Somerford Keynes, classed by Baldwin
Brown as 8th century.! For the ensemble it is better to look at the deep
ornamental string course, placed midwall, even technically different.
This brings us, as stated to Monkwearmouth,? and probably Hexham,?

(9) (b)

Fig. 5. The String Course from the Plaster Cast

a. Template by H. H. Martyn Ltd.

b. Reconstruction by H. H. Martyn Ltd.

¢. Reconstruction by Edward Gilbert
in what are almost certainly Merovingian contexts. Neither early, nor
middle nor late Saxon masons, normally used such a formula. On the
contrary, Saxon imposts and mouldings especially in earlier days are
generally marked by their angular, not to say rectangular simplicity,
for instance, the imposts at Brixworth.*

1 Baldwin Brown, op. cit. p. 1g0. . 2 Gilbert, op. cit. Arch. Aeliana (1964).
3 The Taylors. ¢ Stepped in oversailing tiles. ’
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But traces of a different technique exist in the northern balusters
at Monkwearmouth,* and in much of the debris at Hexham. My
present position is therefore that the string course, on English evidence,
has a Merovingian and northern background.

On the continent, Carolingian work, on the contrary, does show a
love of complex mouldings in string course and impost. There is a sharp
contradiction between Carolingian and Anglo-Saxon work of the same
date. However, none of the mouldings known to me is really very close
to the Deerhurst string course. Above all, the characteristic Carolingian
moulding is the cyma and not the scotia. Probably the nearest is the
internal string course to the first stage of the octagon at Aachen;
Steinbach, the cornice of the main apse; and S Germain d’Auxerre,

(a) (b) 0 E—
! ‘

Fig. 6. Sketches of Carolingian Mouldings. No Scale

Lorsch. The Torhalle. Imposts of Main Piers. ¢. A.D. 774
Flavigny. S John’s Chapel. Impost of entrance arch. ¢. a.n. 858
S Germain d’Auxerre. Respond in ambulatory. ¢. A.p. 859
Aachen. Dom. Imposts of Main Arcades. ¢. A.D. 800

Bl

Tonic pillar in the ambulatory. But they all use cyma in place of scotia.
All have two main mouldings with double or single nicks between.
" At Flavigny, Céte d’Or is a whole series with two main hollows, but the
system of nicks is less complex. Above all I have found no clear sign of
the parabolic refinements of Deerhurst, on the continent. The string
course most nearly matching Deerhurst in suavity, refinement and
complexity is that at the cornice of the Torhalle, Lorsch, which
surpasses it, but is quite different technically. The ornament of the
Torhalle is perhaps Carolingian in date, but certainly Merovingian in
feeling. The midwall string course is not a feature of true Carolingian
work. Certainly it occurs at Monkwearmouth, and at Aachen, but one
feels this is a Merovingian survival. By far the finest known to me is the
one at the Torhalle, which has strong eastern affinities, and again is in
a Merovingian context. Some of the Carolingian mouldings are shown
in FIG. 6.
1 Baldwin Brown, op. cit. fig. 59.
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A Merovingian monument with a multiplicity. of string courses
is the baptistery at S Jean Poitiers. Unlike the Torhalle string course,
these depend on mouldings for their effect, and one of them has some
resemblances to Deerhurst, but unfortunately I cannot show it. The
probable date is the 7th century.

I find it very hard to doubt that the common source of the
Deerhurst string course, and those at the Torhalle, and S Jean Poitiers,
is Syria or the middle east, but a search through de Vogue! and related
works, has failed to unearth the prototype. One day perhaps it will be
found in this direction.

EASTERN AFFINITIES

I am aware that a 7th-century date, or earlier, for the Deerhurst
string course will seem difficult to a number of people. This is because
of a hard-dying feeling that western Europe was an inward-looking
entity dynamized from Italy and to some extent ¢. 8oo from Germany.
The kind of sequence here implied, that the best work, by far, comes in
the Merovingian period, in the 7th century, is almost exactly reversed
in Italy, and this, therefore, seems incomprehensible to classical critics.
-The answer would appear to be that much art of the Merovingian
period was not dynamized from Rome but either direct from the
Middle East, or from north Italy and Provence.

' So far as Deerhurst is concerned this ‘incredible’ conclusion is
nevertheless slowly dawning. It began to dawn on me when I noticed
the strange affinities between the double-headed window (¥1G6. ) and
the window froni the west narthex at Debra Damo (PLATE v, a), Ethiopia.
Of course there are differences between the two windows, but the
resemblances are significant and striking. There is here a suggestion
of common origin perhaps in Egypt. Signs of eastern influence do not,
however, end here. Outstanding is the polygonal apse, which is the
typical eastern apse as opposed to the Italian semi-circular apse. This
fact supports my dating for the apse, for eastern and Merovingian
influence is very improbable in England in the 1oth century when
Carolingian or Romanesque influences were dominant. Eastern also
are the little chambers flanking the apse, pastophories as Krautheimer
calls such. They occur of course at Ravenna in the 6th century.?
According to Dr Taylor, they belonged here to the Kentish basilica
and were swept away in the third period to display the ornate apse.?

1 Syrie Centrale (Paris, 1865-1877).

2 “The Carolingian Revival. . . ., Art Bulletin (1942).
2 The Taylors.
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The walled-in choir in front of the apse is also eastern, and its
special home was again Egypt. In Italy the use of cancelli to mark out
this space was usual.

The flanking porticus to the nave, whether entered by arches or
doorways are again mainly Egyptian in origin, where they emerged
between the 5th and 7th centuries, and often included the baptistery.
At Deerhurst there is structural evidence in the straight joints of the
south wall, that these porticus were probably separated by solid walls,
as at Brixworth, but this was not absolutely necessary. The character of
the internal openings is also uncertain, since the present early English
arcades could replace Saxon arcades.

The most extraordinary and interesting sign of eastern influence
is, however, probably the curious triangular openings cut straight
through the wall in the north, south, and west nave walls (PLATE 1v).
The sides are about 18 inches long. When I wrote in 1954 I assumed
they were squints. Jackson and Fletcher queried this' and on further
reflection I am sure they were right. For the opening in the west wall
clearly belonged to the first upper chamber of the Kentish porticus.
At this time there were no added porticus flanking the nave, and the
the openings in the north-south walls must have been external, and
therefore windows. They could not then have been receptacles for
lamps though they might have been that later. So they were windows!
They were the ground floor windows of the first church, and the
second church, though the one in the west wall may have been a squint
built with the second church. But what windows! Nothing like them
exists in England, or so far as I know in Europe or indeed anywhere else.
They were so small that the church must have been wrapped in
sepulchral gloom and shrouded in the darkness of mystery. Now this
semi-darkness is absolutely contrary to the spirit of the classical and
Roman basilica. Here the priest performed the ceremony in view of the
congregation and in full daylight. But such semi-darkness accords well
with the traditional eastern love of secrecy and mystery. It is, moreover,
a general tendency of early christian churches of the Middle East,
partly perhaps from the brilliance of the light, but also from emotional
reasons, and again specially in Egypt, and in Egypt, specially in the
desert.

Then again, the tripartite west narthex is the typical eastern form,
divided into three chambers, whereas the typical western narthex runs
in the clear from North to South.

When we come to consider the decoration, we get the same
impression of eastern influences at work. Thus we have the large

1 See Fletcher and Jackson, op. cit., p. 71.
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three-quarter round attached shafts to the reveals of the jambs of the
sanctuary arch (Fie. 7). Our dating makes these Carolingian, and this
is impossible in the light of an inward-centred west Europe. Such a
feature does not appear in Italy till ¢. A.D. 1000 so it is said.! However,
they appear in Armenia, as early as the 7th century at Thalin (r16. 7).
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Fig. 7

a. Reveal of Jamb of Sanctuary Arch Deerhurst (Sheila Hutchison). ¢. A.p. 804.

b. Reveal and Jambs of arch at Thalin, Armenia. 7th century. Based on Strzygowski, Origin of Christian
Church Art, pl. 24

In view of the size and shape of the Deerhurst shafts, what Strzygowski
says of the Armenian feature should especially be noted.

‘It was applied to the projecting part of a pier as a half roll, or as
a three-quarter cylinder, placed in the corners between projécting
parts. The use made of it is thus exactly the same as in the West at a

1 Probably wrongly. See Rivoira, Lombardic Architecture, 1, pl. 49.
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later date. In all this the shaft is not bound by any fixed relation
between height and diameter; it is an unrestricted form which, in
certain cases, is indefinitely extended.’

It may be added that there were Armenians working across the
channel, at Germigny des Prés about 800,% and there is Armenian
influence apparent in Ireland at about the same date.?

Merovingian and Visigothic art habitually uses the shaft to
decorate the jambs of the arch, e.g. at S Jean Poitiers,* S Coma de
Bande,® both 7th century. At first the shaft is detached, but the attached
form appears at S Miguel de Lino about 850,¢ i.e. not far from the
date postulated for Deerhurst.

Armenia is the great home of the hooded arch from earliest
periods. But here the hood is usually just turned outwards at impost
level. The animal-headed label stop does not as yet find a good early
affinity. The Deerhurst ensemble, with its prokrossos (PLATE V) is not
yet elucidated. For the gth-century character of the details I must refer
the reader to my 1954 article.?

The conclusion then is that Deerhurst does not belong to the
Roman culture, and cannot be judged by it. However they came,
there are here strong eastern influences, predominantly from Egypt,
filtering up no doubt through Ravenna, north Italy, Merovingian
Gaul and Visigothic Spain. It is in the light of these that it must be
dated, and in the light of these the English evidence is by no means
fantastic.

I am much indebted in this article for most generous assistance
from Dr Taylor, who has communicated results of his own researches,
and from Mrs Taylor. I am also greatly indebted to the Vicar, the
Rev. Hugh Maclean, and to Mrs Maclean, who have presided for so
long and with such distinction over the spiritual and historical interests
of this remarkable church, and to Mrs Barbara Edwards for the
Figures and Plates, over which I have had further assistance from Miss
Elizabeth Arnold and Mr Michael Cain. I am also indebted to
Professor D. Talbot Rice, for confirming the date of Thalin Cathedral,
and for confirming for me that middle eastern churches tend to be
dark rather than light inside.

* J. Strzygowski, Origins of Christian Church Art (O.U.P., 1923}, p. 95.
2 Eudes de Metz, the architect is said to have been Armenian.

3 Frangoise Henry, Irish Art, p. 96.

4 Enlart, Architecture Religieuxe, fig. 58.

5 Ars Hispaniae, vol. 2, pl. 305 (1947).

S Ibid., pl. 378 (1947).

* Op. cit. Trans. BGAS (1954).





