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Fig. 18 Location of St Mary Bishophill Junior, showing site of excavation to north of the church (in red); 
the three orange areas show position of YAT’s trial excavation in 1981; parish boundaries, marked 
in green, are based on the OS 1852 map. Scale 1:1250
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St Mary Bishophill Junior 

This report is an account of two periods of archaeological activity at the church: the 
first, an excavation in the area north of the north aisle by Mr L. P. Wenham in 1961-3 and 
1967; and the second, a detailed survey of the fabric of the tower made in 1980 by C. M. 
Briden and others. A note is included of the results of R. L. Kemp’s trial excavation in 
Trinity Lane nearby, carried out in 1981 (see p.170, note 1). 

Excavation to the North of the Church 

By L. P. Wenham and R. A. Hall 

Introduction 

This section of the report records and discusses the post-Roman discoveries made 
by  L. P. Wenham immediately to the north of the church of St Mary Bishophill Junior, 
which stands on a plateau south-west of the River Ouse within the medieval walled city 
and theRoman colonia (Fig.18) (SE 59985148). It has been produced by R. A. Hall 
in consultation with L. P. Wenham, on the basis of a preliminary draft report by L. P. 
Wenham and in conjunction with a consideration of the plans, notebooks, photographs 
and finds from the site which are now housed in the Yorkshire Museum. The report 
retains the feature coding of L.P. Wenham’s records, with additions where these are 
considered helpful. Objects  mentioned but not described here will be treated in detail 
in AY 12 and AY 17.  A discussion of the Roman discoveries will appear in AY 4/2. 

The excavation was undertaken in the four summer seasons of 1961-3 and 1967, 
with a labour force mainly comprising history students from St John’s College, 
York (now the College of Ripon and York St John), with the additional help of other 
volunteers, mostly from York Excavation Group. Ten trenches were dug altogether with 
a total area of 110m2. Trenches 1–8 lay within the churchyard of St Mary Bishophill 
Junior and were contiguous, enclosing an irregular quadrangle which was not excavated. 
These trenches were not all excavated simultaneously. Trench 10 was positioned just 
to the north, in Florence Row (demolished before 1938), and was excavated primarily 
in the hope of discovering further evidence for Roman structures; it was subsequently 
extended as trench 9, as shown in Fig.19. The upper levels throughout were greatly 
disturbed, particularly by medieval and later burials within the churchyard, and these 
were not  investigated or recorded in detail; archaeological excavation was commenced 
only when these disturbed layers had been removed. 
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Fig.19 Excavation to the north of St Mary Bishophill Junior. Plan of excavated area, showing trenches 
1-10. Scale 1:250 

The excavated sequence 

Trenches 1-8 (Fig.20) 

Part of a stone Roman building of the late 3rd or early 4th century was the earliest 
structure excavated; the building had a number of rooms including a small apse which 
was secondary to the main structure (Wenham and Ottaway, in AY 4/2, in prep.). Most 
evidence for its form was recovered in trenches 1-8, but what is believed to be an integral 
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wall was found at the north-east end of trench 9. Built of coursed limestone rubble (for 
terminology see Hill 1981, 2-4), the building survived up to six courses high in places. 
.Below the walls and floors ran stone-lined and capped conduits. The floors had been of 
opus signinum, although over large areas the coloured upper surface did not survive and a 
seating of clay and mortar was all that remained. These features suggest a well-appointed 
town house comparable to a number of examples known in Roman York. Towards the 
western limit of the excavation the seating for the opus signinum was peppered by many 
holes, categorised on the criterion of whether or not they exceeded a diameter of 76mm 
(3in.), and differentiated on those grounds on Fig.20. They penetrated 0.03-0.lm (1¼ 
-4in.) into the Roman floor. A large number of these holes were in the south-western arm 
of the Roman building, and most of this group were to the north-west of a curving gully 
(P) (Pls.Xa, XIa), described below, although some were to the south-east of this feature. 
Another small cluster of holes was recorded near the main excavation’s north-western 
limit, and others, which cannot be shown individually on plan, extended in an apparently 
random fashion throughout trenches 7 and 8, in the northern section of the excavation. 
In the area where the holes were most frequent, a shallow slot 0.61m (2ft) long ran north-
east/south-west just to the south of a cut measuring 0.35 x 0.15 x 0.lm deep (PI.Xb). To 
the west of the slot, a single limestone block, measuring 0.2 x 0.15 x 0.lm, was half-buried 
in the floor as if deliberately placed there. 

The curving gully (P), of U-shaped section 0.38m (15in.) wide and 0.2m (8in.) deep, 
ran approximately south-west/north-east (PI.Xb). At one point it contained a cluster of 
dressed limestone blocks, positioned so as to imply that something had lain between them 
centrally, on the axis of the gully. The excavator interpreted these as packing stones on either 
side of a wooden fence. Three Roman coins were discovered in the soil filling the gully. 
None of the small holes was seen cutting the backfill - they would have been most difficult 
to distinguish - and the majority of holes were to the north-west of this feature although, 
as noted above, some were found more sporadically south-east of the gully. The north end 
of the gully was contiguous with a pit (2) measuring 1.22 x 0.91 x 0.61m deep (4 x 3 x 
2ft). A single-sided, handled antler comb of 9th century Anglian date was found in the soil 
back-filling the pit, together with numerous oyster shells. The relationship between gully 
P and pit 2 is not certain, although the excavator felt that the pit was later than the gully. 

Gully P delimited the southern edge of a patchy layer of fish scales and skeletons spread 
, over a large area of trench 2 (PI.Xb). This suggests that the gully is either contemporary 
with or later than the layer of fish debris. The layer was up to 76mm (3in.) deep and lay 
directly over the remains of the opus signinum floor and the various features cut into it; it 
continued beyond the south-western limit of the excavation. The remains of approximately 
2,000 fish were collected from a sample of the layer of fish debris, which represented about 
5% of its excavated area, so it is reasonable to conclude that in the region of 40,000 fish 
were present within the excavated area, and many more remain unexcavated. The late 
Haakon Olsen, of the Zoological Museum, Bergen, identified the fish as small herrings or 
sprats; subsequent work by A. K. G. Jones, of the Environmental Archaeology Unit, York 
University, suggests that these species were represented in the ratio 3:1 and that the remains 
are those of whole fish imported into York (see below p.81 and AY 15/2). 
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In the north-central part of the excavation a complex of conduits and pits was 
excavated. Here a Roman conduit (HI/H2), lined, flagged and capped with stone and 
sloping downwards from south-west to north-east had been interrupted by the addition 
of a new channel (J) flowing approximately from north-east to south-west, into which 
the original Roman conduit was fed via a short, curving wood-lined modification of its 
course (K) (PI.XIIa). The wood was identified by D. G. Patterson of the Forests Products 
Research Laboratory (now the Building Research Establishment), Princes Risborough, 
Buckinghamshire, as a softwood (coniferous) type, probably Scots Pine (Pinus sylvestris). 
Both these new channels were capped with large stone flags which were almost certainly 
original Roman ones re-used. Clearly, considerable trouble was taken to adapt the Roman 
conduit (which was still in working order at the time of the excavation), but its precise 
function is not known, although its modified alignment was close to that of another 
length of Roman drain or conduit which branched off HI/H2 further to the west. The full 
course of the branch was not traced. The new arrangement of channels, J /K, apparently 
terminated at a pit (3), which measured 2.44 long x 1.22 wide x 1.5m deep (8 x 4 x 5ft). 
Its base penetrated the natural clay subsoil. It was back-filled with dark soil in which was 
found a spindle whorl (undatable) and a Roman coin, the latter near the top of the backfill. 
Although the relationship between channel J/K and pit 3 is not certain, it seemed likely that 
they were contemporary; there was no trace of the channel continuing on the other side of 
the pit, and it would have had to turn sharply through 90º to have been destroyed by pits 4 
and 5. The intercutting pits 4, 5 and 6 are also likely to be of approximately contemporary 
date, on stratigraphic grounds, to channel J/K and pit 3. 

Covering the modified drainage system J /K and extending patchily towards the Roman 
apse was a layer of Roman tiles, rubble and plaster, bedded in clay (PI.XIIb). The upper 
surface of this layer was 0.2m above the Roman opus signinum floor, and its western edge 
was approximately on a line dividing trench 3 from trench 4. On this surface were found a 
quantity of Roman pottery, a globular copper-alloy pin head, possibly Anglian, a wooden 
fragment which may be the head of a bodkin, a fragmentary ring of silver and an unidentified 
copper object; the three last are undatable. This layer had been cut by various graves, the 
most obvious being that to the south-west of pit 3, the outline of which is apparent on Fig.20 
and PI.XIIb. Their date could not be ascertained, and they were not necessarily associated 
with the l0th century interments described below: they could have been considerably later.

Perhaps contemporary with this surface, and certainly later than the backfilling of 
gully P, was a short length of clay-bonded limestone rubble wall (C) incorporating two 
fragments of Roman tile, aligned as if joining a continuation of the west side of the apse 
to Roman walls E/F (PI.XIa). Laid mainly over the seating for the opus signinum floor, but 
projecting at its north end over the back-filled gully, it was 1.22m long x 0.45m wide (4 x 
1ft 6in.), and survived in five courses to a height of 0.6lm (2ft). Within the apse area was 
a post-Roman pit (I), with no precise association. 

Throughout the entire area excavated (including trenches 9 and 10 in Florence Row 
where there were no corresponding features directly above the Roman occupation levels), 
all features already described were covered by a layer of building debris, consisting of 
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limestone rubble and fragments of painted wall-plaster, which varied from 0.3 to 0.9m (1 
to 3ft) in depth. Three large gritstone blocks, one of them overlying the backfill of gully 
P, were also incorporated in this layer, the only occurrence of this stone in the excavation. 

Human skeletons, cut into or resting on the layer of building debris, were found in 
both the churchyard (Pl.XIb) and Florence Row areas. In the churchyard area, parts of 
four skeletons were recovered at this level and were thought to be a contemporary group 
(information on the skeletons has been supplied by S. Browne; a full report on the burials 
will be found in AY 12). The four inhumations were extended on their backs, on alignments 
varying from north-east/south-west to east-north-east/west-south-west, and with their 
heads to the west. 

Skeleton 1, a male approximately 1.11m tall, and at least eighteen years of age, was in a 
grave which partly overlay a Roman wall. The skeleton was found by a schoolboy volunteer 
who did not recognise its significance and who removed some bones before they could be 
properly recorded. The skeleton’s hands were apparently folded over the stomach, the arms 
by the sides, and legs straight. A coin was found, apparently among the finger bones, a 
knife blade half-way up the back ‘as if embedded in it’, a whetstone slightly above the finger 
bones as if lying on the stomach, and a buckle plate between the coin and the whetstone. 

The coin is an anonymous St Peter penny struck at York, a type whose chronology 
has been much debated. The present view is that the swordless St Peter’s series should be 
dated c. AD 905-15. In the present context, it seems most reasonable to suggest that the 
coin indicates a date of c. AD 905-30 for the Bishophill burial, although a slightly later 
date cannot be ruled out. The coin is described more fully in AY 18/1 (41,54). Taken as 
a group the assemblage of objects from the burials is consistent with a 10th century date. 

The buckle plate had traces of insect pupae on it, identified by H. M. Russell of the 
Tolson Memorial Museum, Huddersfield, as being of the order of Diptera (two-winged 
flies). Professor J. Phipps, of the University of York, suggests that, as it is possible that the 
eggs were present on the buckle plate before burial took place, they cannot be used as a clear 
indication that the burial was a particularly shallow one, as the excavator initially believed, 
although the underlying Roman wall may well have inhibited the grave-digger. Girling 
(in Hirst 1985, 31 and mf 1 A12) notes that puparia have been recognised many times in 
archaeological contexts; the impression is that a corpse would have had to deteriorate for 
several days to reach a suitably attractive state. 

Skeletons 2, a female approximately 1.56m tall, probably not much more than eighteen 
years old, and 3, a female approximately 1.53m tall, at least 25 years old, were not 
accompanied by any grave goods, but skeleton 4, not certainly female (1.16m if male, 1.15m 
if female), at least eighteen years old, had a penannular silver arm-ring with an attached 
silver ring on its upper left arm. The arm-ring is of a type associated with Scandinavian 
activity in Britain and Ireland and dated to the late 9th-10th century. 

Trenches 9 and 10, Florence Row 
In trench 10 in Florence Row, two skeletons were found at depths of 3.2m and 3.3m 

(10ft 6in. and 10ft l0in.) below the modern ground surface, together with the lower limbs 
of a third. All rested on the layer of building debris: all shared the orientation of skeletons 
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1-4 in the churchyard. One skeleton, lying extended on its back, was identified as a woman 
aged over 45, and 1.57m tall.

Approximately 0.15m from her head a bone pin was found, but it is not firmly associated 
with the burial. Underneath the skull was a small hook-like object with traces of wood 
adhering to it, perhaps a coffin fitting. No other trace of a coffin or of a grave-cut was noted. 
The second skeleton was that of a three-month-old infant approximately 0.6m tall, buried 
in a crouched position, and the third incomplete skeleton comprised the lower limbs of an 
adult male, at least 30 years old, and 1.66m tall, buried in an extended position on its back. 

In trench 9 in Florence Row the edge of a grave was found ‘in roughly the same horizon 
and with the same orientation’ as those in trench 10. A few scattered and disturbed human 
bones, from a child aged approximately four years, were found in it together with a small 
fragment of a silver armlet similar to that found on the arm of skeleton 4 within the 
churchyard. It is not possible to be certain whether or not these four burials in Florence 
Row are contemporary with the two undoubtedly Viking Age inhumations within the 
churchyard - the excavator felt that this was likely to be the case, in part because all were 
within the walls of the Roman building. 

Conclusions 
Previous interim and provisional references to this site have concentrated principally 

on the fish remains, their interpretation and date, and on the accompanied burials. The 
former have generally been described as the remains of a fish-processing factory, dated 
to the late Anglian/Viking or Anglo-Scandinavian period (Wilson and Hurst 1962-3,312; 
Cramp 1967,18-19; Hall 1978, 34). The circumstances of discovery initially convinced 
the excavator that the cluster of holes to the north of gully P originally contained stakes 
supporting racks or stands for the sun-drying of fish and that the re-aligned Roman conduit 
H I/H2 was a strictly contemporary feature carrying water into pit 3 which served as a tank 
or cistern. In support of this he drew attention to a mid 11th century parallel at Brattahlid 
on Greenland, where a slab-covered stone conduit brought water to a cistern inside one of 
the buildings (Nørlund and Stenberger 1934, 51-2, 59). He also suggested the possibility 
that the water-filled pit acted as a cold-store, perhaps holding the fish whose remains were 
encountered nearby, although none was found in the pit itself. 

The archaeological evidence can be interpreted in other ways, however. The small 
holes and the fish debris are not entirely coincident in their distribution, and furthermore 
it is not clear if they are contemporary or successive features. It might be questioned, too, 
whether the small holes represent deliberately created settings for posts or stakes, or if they, 
or some of them, could be the product of heavy wear on the opus signinum floor - broadly 
similar pock marks, although not in the heavy density recognised here, were noted by one 
of the authors (R. A. Hall) in the excavation of a similar floor at 9 Blake Street, York (AY 
3/4, in prep.). 

Furthermore, with the benefit of more recent research, Jones has marshalled a variety 
of biological and other arguments against this preliminary interpretation of the fish (full 
report in AY 15/2). In view of their shoaling habits it is unlikely that they were the rejected 
smaller component of a mixed catch: traditionally, too, such small clupeid fish are preserved 



82 Anglo-Scandinavian York

by salting or smoking, not by drying immature specimens. It is of course possible that the 
fish represent the remains of a stock of preserved fish which was never eaten, but it is not 
possible to distinguish whether they were brought to the site pickled or salted, or freshly 
caught. 

The enormous numbers of fish may be consistent with fish preserving of some kind, 
however, and the characteristics of the find could well be interpreted as the raw material 
suitable for making fish sauce, a flavouring of which the Romans are known to have been 
particularly fond. The find is closely comparable to a late Roman discovery at Peninsular 
House, London, interpreted as a 3rd century fish-sauce factory (Bateman and Locker 
1982). No similar deposit is yet known from an Anglo-Saxon or Viking Age context in 
Britain, however, and neither historical sources nor ethnographic studies have suggested 
that small clupeids were widely consumed at these times. 

Jones’s interpretation of the fish remains themselves suggests that they are most 
appropriate to a Roman milieu, and this can be supported by their position directly above 
the remains of the Roman floor. There is no other precise dating evidence for the fish remains 
- a radiocarbon determination carried out at Harwell yielded a date (uncalibrated) of 2760 
± 100bp (HAR-5545) 810bc; this is obviously unacceptable, and is believed to reflect the 
marine provenance of the sample. Unfortunately, the fish remains did not extend so far 
as pit 2, which contained the Anglian period comb in its backfill, and thus they cannot be 
dated relative to it. The relationship of pit 2 and gully P is also uncertain, and this, too, 
is regrettable because the gully may have been contemporary with the fish debris, which 
did not extend south of it. The gully may have served initially as another drain or conduit, 
perhaps in concert with channels J /K; alternatively, it may have served as a bedding trench 
for a wall or fence, the evidence for this being the regularly positioned group of stones at a 
point within the backfill, which could have abutted and supported the base of a stake and 
wattle hurdle. If this suggestion is correct, it may imply that the opus signinum surface was 
too intractable to support such constructions, including the putative drying racks, and had 
to be pierced for this purpose. 

The gully and the other features cut into the opus signinum floor appear, at least, to 
represent a lowering of building and maintenance standards, and may imply a complete 
change of use for this structure, or even its semi-dereliction. Whether this is a late or post-
Roman phenomenon is not clear, although if the fish remains, which overlie some of these 
features, do indeed reflect Roman taste, as Jones suggests, then this probably implies a 
date not much later than c. AD 400 for the features themselves. 

Both the layer of tiles and rubble bedded in clay, which may represent a replacement 
of the worn opus signinum floor, and the length of clay-bonded limestone wall indicate a 
still later use of the building. These features are not dated in absolute terms, but the pin 
head found on the tiles and rubble is perhaps of Anglian date. It may thus suggest that the 
debris above, which presumably signifies the partial collapse or destruction of the building, 
accumulated in or after the Anglian period. This debris cannot be interpreted as the result 
of a deliberate dismantling of the building to provide stone for the 11th century building 
programme at the church, including the tower, since the debris is stratigraphically earlier 
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than the early 10th century graveyard; if it was dismantling rather than decay which led to 
this build-up, it must have been for some other structure.

 The earliest stratum of burials recognised is of considerable interest both individually and 
as a group. Their orientation respects neither the axes of the Roman building nor the extant 
fabric of the church, which is parallel to the Roman structure. It seems that the layout of the 
Roman colonia may have influenced the 11th century or later church builders, as it did at 
St Mary Bishophill Senior (Ramm 1976a, 46-7), but did not affect earlier burial rites. On 
the premise that the burials and an associated church would share a common alignment, 
this anomaly suggests one of three explanations. The early 10th century cemetery described 
below may relate to an undiscovered contemporary church, built with no regard for the 
axes of the Roman colonia and the immediately adjacent Roman building, and replaced by 
a structure which reverted to the liturgically incorrect Roman orientation. Alternatively, it 
may reflect the alignment of some other adjacent Christian focus such as Christ Church/
Holy Trinity (see below p.86). Another possibility is that there was no church related to 
the burial ground in this 10th century phase. 

Skeletons 1 and 4 within the churchyard seem, on the basis of the accompanying grave-
goods, to be those of Scandinavian immigrants to York or their immediate descendants, 
whose presence resulted from the settlement of Yorkshire by Halfdan’s section of the Viking 
‘great army’ recorded in the Anglo-Saxon Chronicle for the year AD 876. The fragment of a 
silver armlet found in the early grave in trench 9 may be an indication of others in the vicinity. 
Their burial here, on or near what the extant sculpture indicates may have been an Anglian 
period Christian site (seep. 122), may represent part of the process of Anglo-Scandinavian 
assimilation which seems to characterise 10th-11th century York, and they can perhaps be 
paralleled in York by a grave containing a 10th century strap-end (see Fig.38d), found in 
excavation at the nearby church of St Mary Bishophill Senior (Ramm 1976a, 45). These 
graves may be considered as additions to the small corpus of evidence for Scandinavian-
style burials in English churchyards summarised by Wilson (1967,43-5). To them can be 
added also the remarkable series of burials found in 1867 during the rebuilding of Kildale 
church, North Yorkshire (Atkinson 1868; 1874,81-5; Elgee 1930,220-1), although as 
Morris has pointed out (1981, 234) it is impossible at present to be certain that the Kildale 
burials, or indeed any of this group of grave finds, owe their position to the pre-existence 
of a church. A number of burials recently excavated at Repton, Derbyshire (Biddle et al. 
1986, 111-15), are more certainly in the vicinity of an important pre-existing church, but 
an assessment of their significance must await a definitive publication of the discoveries.

 The imponderables of time and chance make discussion of the occurrence and 
distribution of Viking Age graves a speculative business; it may be that local custom 
encouraged Scandinavian immigrants to adopt churchyard burial, and that continuous 
burial around the churches, with its consequent disturbance of earlier graves, accounts 
for the notable absence of such Scandinavian-style graves, particularly obvious in the Five 
Boroughs of the Danelaw where only two graves found in Nottingham can be added to 
the York examples quoted above (‘Proceedings at Meetings,’ Archaeol. J. 8, 1851,425-6). 
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Fig. 21 Plan of  York south-west of the Ouse in the medieval period (after Morris 1986; Palliser 1984; 
Stocker 1979). Scale 1:5000
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The Tower of the Church of St Mary Bishophill Junior
 

By C. M. Briden and D. A. Stocker 
The report on the survey by C. M. Briden was prepared for publication by D. A. Stocker,  who 

is largely responsible for the interpretation 

Introduction 
The church of St Mary Bishophill Junior is sited on the crest of the pronounced ridge 

on the western bank of the River Ouse within the area of the Roman and medieval walled 
city (SE 59995146) (Fig. 18, Pl. IX). It is not quite the highest point within the walled city 
as the ridge continues to rise gently to the north, but at a level of c.18m OD and some 12m 
above the level of the river it shares with the church of the Holy Trinity a topographical 
prominence within the city. It has also some prominence within York’s historiography, as 
the church and particularly its west tower have long been counted amongst the oldest 
standing ecclesiastical remains within the city. 

Documentary and archaeological history of the area 
Based partly on historical research by Sarah Rees Jones 

Although the topography of Colonia Eburacensis is by no means well understood yet, 
it is clear that St Mary Bishophill Junior lay within the walls of the Roman city and in 
the area usually defined as the colonia itself (RCHMY 1,49-58; Ottaway 1984). Certainly 
there is good evidence for major Roman stone buildings in this vicinity, some of them of 
a public character (ibid.), and this evidence is further complemented by the results of Mr 
Wenham’s 1961–3 and 1967 excavation (above, p.75). 

The character of this part of the city in the Anglian and Anglo-Scandinavian period 
is also imperfectly understood. It has been suggested, however, that the city south-west 
of the Ouse might have been specifically a trading settlement (a ‘wic’) at an early period 
(Palliser 1984), but this idea needs further study and the case for such a ‘wic’ has not yet 
been proven (see Tweddle, pp.I3-14, AY8/1). There has been greater discussion, if only 
slightly more illumination, regarding the ecclesiastical history of this part of the city. By the 
end of the 12th century there were at least seven parish churches within the walls south-
west of the Ouse, and by that date the ecclesiastical topography was dominated by the 
precinct and buildings of the Benedictine Priory of the Holy Trinity which occupied much 
of the highest ground to the south-east of Micklegate (Fig.21). This house had its origins 
in an unreformed community of canons known as Christ Church who were in residence 
at the time of the Conquest but about whom there is very little information prior to their 
refoundation in 1087 (Burton 1977,48-9; Solloway 1903; 1910). Claims of great antiquity 
have been advanced for this institution extending back even into the late Roman period 
(ibid.) and, indeed, it was stated in 1899 that a large pre-Conquest church had been found 
on the site during amateur excavations (Stocker 1979,5-13). Such evidence as was recorded 
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at the time, however, does not support such an assertion and, although a pre-Conquest 
church must have existed on the site, it is still to be identified and dated (ibid.). In spite 
of this, the inchoate and mysterious pre-Conquest institution of Christ Church remains 
one of the more plausible contenders for the site of the second of the two known great 
churches of Anglian York -that dedicated to Alma Sophia and described by Alcuin (Willis 
1848, 2-5; Palliser 1984, 104-5; and particularly Morris 1986; but cf. also Harrison 1958 
and 1960; Benson 1911,60-1; Dickins 1953, 132-7; Stephenson 1933,191). The proximity 
of this interesting and important site must have some bearing on a consideration of St 
Mary Bishophill Junior. 

The church of St Mary Bishophill Junior had a very large extra-mural parish in the 
medieval period (Fig.22) (Harvey 1965, fig.l) and this sort of evidence has been taken 
elsewhere to suggest a seniority of foundation relative to surrounding churches with a more 
restricted or divided endowment of land (e.g. Rogers 1972). If such a model were to be 
followed in the York case, St Mary Bishophill Junior ought to have primacy in this area 
over the neighbouring church and parish of St Mary Bishophill Senior, which has a smaller 
and disjointed extra-mural parish divided from the internal parish by a tract belonging 
to St Mary Junior. This would be, however, the reverse of the situation put forward by 
Harvey who suggests that the cognomen ‘Senior’ should indicate a seniority of foundation 
date (Harvey 1965,389-90). The relationship between the parish of St Mary Bishophill 
Junior and the parochial responsibilities of Holy Trinity in such an analysis is even less 
clear. Holy Trinity also had a large extra-mural parish continuous with that part within 
the walls and, furthermore, it included, in the medieval period at least, both the I built-up 
suburban areas along the London road outside Micklegate and also the distinct outlying 
hamlets of Dringhouses and Knapton (Solloway 1910). The geography of the later parish 
of Holy Trinity may suggest, therefore, that it also had some early importance in the area. 

A case can be made, then, for the early presence of two important ecclesiastical 
dependencies in this area centred on Holy Trinity and St Mary Bishophill Junior. Harvey 
(1965) demonstrated that the church of St Mary Bishophill Junior was included in a survey 
of the archbishop’s privileges and possessions in York c.l080, and indeed had been part of 
the extensive archbishop’s shire in York at the time of the Conquest. St Mary Bishophill 
Junior is evidently.associated with the archbishop’s shire: but whether the .\territory of 
Holy Trinity parish ever formed a single holding with it, or whether the division into two 
principal blocks is itself of a very early date, has been uncertain.

Early references to the church of St Mary Bishophill Junior are hard to identify. Two 
shrines or churches dedicated to St Mary are mentioned in pre-Conquest sources but 
cannot be identified. The most famous of these is Alcuin’s reference to the hall of the 
mother of Christ (genetricis Christi in aula) in c. AD 778 ( Rist. Church York 1,397). Early 
authors translated this as ‘the church of St Mary’, and it has been identified by some with 
the church of St Mary Bishophill Senior (Benson 1929, 5; Harvey 1965,390). However the 
exact interpretation of this passage is unclear and the ‘aula’ may well have been a porticus, 
shrine or other part of a larger building (Tweddle 1982,40-1). The same reservation could 
be made regarding the two chapels of St Mary and St Thomas said to have been founded 
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Fig. 22 St Mary Bishophill Junior. Parish boundaries, including outlying areas south-west of the Ouse; 
inset: detail of city area. (Sources: Harvey 1965; Morris 1986.) Scale 1:100,000
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in York in c. AD 927-39 by the canons of Beverley Minster (Dugdale 1846, 129). However, 
no later connection of the canons at Beverley with a parish church in York can be traced, 
and the manuscript record which was noted in the early 16th century has since been lost 
(Harrison 1960, 233). 

The problems of identifying early references to St Mary Bishophill Junior are 
compounded by the popularity of dedications to this saint. Six medieval parish churches 
and one non-parochial chapel in York, as well as altars in the Minster, bore the dedication 
to St Mary (VCHY, 366), and of these churches three were certainly in existence in the 11th 
century (St Mary Bishophill Junior and Senior, and St Mary Castlegate). The foundation 
dates of the others are not known but were before the mid 12th century. Three were owned 
by the archbishop of York and lay within his fee (St Mary Junior, St Mary Layerthorpe 
and St Mary-ad-Valvas in the Minster Close). The church of St Mary Bishophill Junior is 
therefore not sufficiently distinctive, either in its dedication or its ownership, to be identified 
with either of the possible pre-Conquest references to a church of St Mary. 

The coincidence in the names of the neighbouring churches of St Mary Bishophill Junior 
and St Mary Bishophill Senior is most simply explained by the popularity of that dedication 
in York; such occurrences are common in English cities, for example in London in the case 
of the neighbouring churches of All Hallows the Great and All Hallows the Less, both in 
Thames Street (Brooke and Keir 1975, 123, n.141). The terms Junior and Senior are of 
a relatively late date and cannot be used to interpret the early status of the two churches; 
the two earliest references to St Mary Junior, in c.l080 and 1194, distinguish it simply as 
St Mary and St Mary beyond the Ouse (Hist. Church York 3, 95; Liebermann 1905, 413). 
Thereafter the church was known throughout the medieval period as the church of St Mary 
of the Bishop, which probably referred to its early possession by the archbishops of York 
(Harvey 1965,380-1). ‘Bishophill’ itself is a relatively late street name which first occurs 
after c.1271. The earlier name for the area had been Bichill, a name probably of Norse 
origin, and ‘Bishophill’ may have arisen out of a conflation of Bichill and the name of the 
church (Palliser 1978,5). By the end of the 15th century the name of the church had been 
further refined to ‘our lady kyrk on Byschophill’, but its modern cognomen of ‘New’ or 
‘Junior’ does not appear until after the Reformation (YCR, 2,122 and 5, 119). 

The modern cognomen. of St Mary Senior is somewhat older in date. The earliest 
references to the church, in 1180 x 1202, distinguished it as St Mary in Lounlithgate (EYC, 
no.208; Pedes Finium Ebor, 37) but from at least 1252 the church was known as the church 
of St Mary the Old (S. Maria Vetus) which was the name it retained until its demolition in 
1963 (Feet of Fines 1246-72,75). Raine’s suggestion that the church took its name from the 
neighbouring Old Baile (V etus Ballium) still seems plausible particularly since so many 
churches in York took their names from adjacent streets or monuments (Raine 1955, 234). 

Excavations in 1963 showed that the 11th century church which survived at St Mary 
Senior was not the earliest ecclesiastical use of the site. During the l0th century the site 
had been occupied by a small enclosed cemetery with associated burials and stone crosses 
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(see pp.25-8, AY 8/1). The perimeter wall partially incorporated the fabric of a 4th century 
Roman house but the suggestion that this house might have contained a church within 
it needs to be investigated further before it can be accepted (Ramm 1976a). There was, 
anyway, no evidence at all for a continuity of use between the 4th and 10th century, and so 
we should conclude for the present that St Mary Bishophill Senior belongs to the substantial 
number of church foundations in eastern English towns which belong to the 10th century 
(Morris 1983, 63ff.; Brooke 1970, especially 74ff.). 

Whether St Mary Bishophill Junior is a foundation of a similar type and date must be 
open to question. Not only is it connected with the archbishop’s shire south-west of the 
Ouse, but there are fragments of ecclesiastical stonework from the site dating from the 9th 
century (see below, p.122). It could be a ‘proprietory’ church founded by the archbishop 
for the care of souls within his domain; such churches at this early date have been inferred 
(Addleshaw 1970), and St Mary Junior might be one of these. But it is also possible that 
the church site relates to the early and important religious centre on top of the hill which 
had its latest manifestation in the college of canons of Christ Church in the 11th century. 
Certainly the possibility that St Mary Bishophill Junior is in some way part of such an 
ecclesiastical nexus should be considered. 

In the post-Conquest period, before 1194, the church together with much of its parish 
was given to the Dean and Chapter of York Minster and became the core of one of the 
earliest prebendal estates -that of Bichill, later united with the prebend of Knaresborough 
(VCHY.. 389-90; York Minster Fasti.. 2, 43). In medieval times the parish living was a 
wealthy one and drew a sizable income from the outlying townships of Copmanthorpe 
and Poppleton within the parish (Fig.22); in 1294 the rectory was valued at I60 marks, but 
the assignation of the rectory to the Dean and Chapter removed much of the income. The 
outlying chapelries were removed in 1844 and most of the rest of the extra-mural parish 
was detached in 1856 to form the parish of St Paul, Holgate. The Dean and Chapter of 
York still retain the right of presentation to the church of St Mary Bishophill Junior. 

Documented history of the church fabric 

Exceptionally, records survive which throw light on the medieval fabric. A visitation 
of 1411 found: ‘parochiam dicunt quod est defectus muri lapidei campanilio ecclesiae, 
ex parte occidentali, et in coopertura, et multum indiget reparacione’ ( York Minster Fab. 
R... 250). (In this parish they reported the defects in the stone wall on the west side of the 
church tower and in the roof and much here requires repair). 

A second visitation of 1481 discovered the following defects amongst many others in 
the body of the church: ‘Item, ye bells in ye bell frame and wantyngofropps is werey farowt 
of frayme and necessarye to be mendyd, and also ye starys and lathers and florys to ye 
same stepyll’ (ibid., 258). 

The archaeological record of these two 15th century failures and their consequent 
repair is also discussed below. 
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Drake (1736,270) described the church as ‘large but not handsome, the steeple being 
the largest square tower of any parish church in town. The north side of this fabric is almost 
wholly built with large and massy stones of the grit, on some of which may be traced the 
mouldings of the regular orders.’ In 1788 the church had been ‘much beautified and 
repaired within’ (Hornby 1885, YML MS Add. 94/2, 196). Paley (1843)3, identified the 
tower for the first time as pre-Conquest; to a short account of the church quoting Drake’s 
description he added the information that the ‘chancel door and quoins and the south-
east angle’ appeared also to be of’ Saxon’ character. From this date onwards the tower has 
been included in many aiscussions of 11 th century architecture and is included in most 
works on the city of York (see especially Taylor and Taylor 1965; Taylor 1978; RCHMY 3). 

There have been three major restorations in modem times. The first was in 1860-1 when 
the chancel east wall was rebuilt and the rest of the church repaired by J. B. and W. Atkinson. 
Their work was not highly regarded: ‘St Mary Bishophill Junior York has just suffered an 
unintelligent and destructive restoration externally. The churchyard, now closed, has been 
curtailed to enlarge a street; and the new wall is of the very basest kind’ (Anon. 1861,207). 
Drawings of the Atkinsons’ work have not been preserved and news items of the period 
about this restoration do not specify work on the tower other than that a partition across 
the tower arch was removed. Within the church they refenestrated and partly rebuilt the 
south aisle (Assoc. Archit. Soc. Rep. Papers 1861-2, 5, lxxxii and 6, xlviii). 

In 1907-8 E. Ridsdale Tate undertook a restoration of the tower: a new window was 
inserted in the ground floor west wall, the lower stage was repointed, the belfry interior 
rendered in Portland cement, and the parapet rebuilt ( Yorkshire Herald 1908). The same 
account describes how the west wall of the tower was grouted with cement delivered at a 
pressure of 50 lbs per square foot (sic) by a machine which was secured from Winchester. 
The new window was placed in the west wall ‘where previously existed a doorway that 
was blocked up half a century or so ago’; also in the ground-floor chamber, Ridsdale Tate 
unblocked the 14th century south window and renewed its tracery. 

As a sequel to the present survey an extensive programme of restoration of the tower 
was begun in 1979 and completed in autumn 1980 under the church architect, P. W. 
Marshall. The objective of this work was to reduce movement and to check weathering. 
To this end the north-west quoin was pinned and grouted; elsewhere badly eroded stone 
was replaced, at all levels but particularly in the belfry stage. Large areas of the fabric were 
repointed, and the parapet was again rebuilt. A pair of corroded iron ties on the north and 
south belfry elevations were removed, and the quoins strengthened with stainless steel” 
rods, grouted into the fabric. The rendering on the interior of the ‘belfry was removed. The 
belfry windows were extensively repaired and new louvres were inserted. 

Description of standing church apart from tower 
Apart from its west tower the church consists today of a nave with north and south 

aisles, a chancel with a north-east chapel, and a south porch (Fig.23), and the following 
sequence of building phases can be suggested (vide RCHMY 3; Parker 1848; Pevsner 1974). 
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Leaving aside the buildings originally associated with the west tower which are discussed 
below (p.141), the first extension seems to have been the construction or reconstruction of 
the nave, from which building the present north arcade survives. This two-bay feature leads 
into a lean-to aisle and can be dated to the later 12th or early 13th century by the minimal 
detailing of the pier capital. It is not clear whether the first datable features of the chancel 
(the early 13th century lancet windows in the western part of the south wall) belong to 
this same phase of construction or whether they represent subsequent improvements. The 
chancel was extended to the east at the close of the 13th or early in the 14th century, if the 
dating provided by the tracery of the east window is to be trusted, and a chapel to the north 
was constructed in the 14th century (dated by the capital mouldings in the two-bay arcade). 

The present two-bay south aisle can be dated by the elaborate moulding profile on the 
arches and in the pier capital to the late 13th or early 14th century, but the abnormally 
straight sides and the discomfort of the mouldings at the apex might suggest that the arcade 
arches have been reset at some date. The western end of the south aisle has overlapped the 
eastern part of the south wall of the tower, perhaps since its original construction, although 
the fabric of the south-west corner of the aisle was rebuilt in 1860-1 when the present 
south windows were inserted and when the present south porch was built. The present, 
largely original, window with reticulated tracery in the east wall (of mid 14th century date) 
is probably an insertion into the aisle somewhat after its construction. 

The roof of the present nave is a 15th century structure altered in the Victorian period 
and incorporates a simple panelled ceiling with wooden bosses, one of several known in 
York at this date. The remaining roofs in the body of the church are all post-medieval.

 

Archaeological work undertaken in 1980 .
A pre-condition of the grant given to the parish for restoration work on the tower by 

the (then) Historic Buildings Council of the Department of the Environment was that 
adequate records should be made prior to restoration beginning. The York Archaeological 
Trust was asked to carry out this work and to observe the restoration work in order to 
record the information revealed. 

Photogrammetric drawings of the tower were made by the Photogrammetric Unit, 
Institute of Advanced Architectural Studies, University of York, under the direction of R. 
W. A. Dallas, who writes that the aim of the exercise was to produce 1 :20 scale elevation 
drawings of all four sides of the tower, showing all architectural detail and every individual 
stone down to a minimum dimension of 30mm (Dallas 1980a). The photographs were 
taken with a metric camera (an Officine Galileo SpA ‘Veroplast’) with 150mm focal length 
and 130 x 180mm film size. Owing to the constricted nature of the site, an aerial hydraulic 
platform with a boom length of 25m was used in order to obtain an unobstructed view 
over adjacent roof-tops. Also as part of the fieldwork, small targets were attached to the 
façade and co-ordinated by theodolite intersection to provide the precise scale and datum 
needed for the survey. 
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The elevations were drawn out on a Thompson-Watts Mark II photogrammetric plotter. 
The elevation drawings at 1:20 scale of the four sides of the tower were finished in less than 
a week, and, in total, the photogrammetric survey took about eight man-days to complete. 

The drawings were checked and supplemented by Trust staff when scaffolding was 
erected for the restoration. Omissions on the photogrammetric survey caused by the 
proximity of buildings and trees were made good by conventional methods. The area of 
the east elevation lying within the roof space of the nave was drawn from a single rectified 
photograph (Dallas 1980b and c). 

After the preparation of accurate drawings the tower was examined closely from the 
scaffolding. Structural and constructional details were recorded, and a series of sealed 
putlog holes was identified. Mortar samples were taken extensively over the face of the 
tower (see below, p.122). Dr P. C. Buckland of the Department of Geography, University 
of Birmingham, carried out a petrological survey of the building stones of the tower on 
which he reports on pages 110-15. Various re-used stones exhibiting architectural detail 
were recorded, and certain fragments of carved stone were removed (p.117, below). The 
opportunity of easy access to the nave roof was taken, and a brief survey made there. In 
November 1980, after the removal of the scaffolding, the Parochial Church Council invited 
the Trust to investigate the interior of the ground floor of the tower. The 19th century 
plaster was stripped off, and small areas of plaster in the nave and aisles were also removed 
to reveal the junction between the tower and the church. Sealed putlog holes were opened 
and microfaunal remains were recorded from them (see p.128, below). 

The original drawings of the tower, together with all other records of the present work, 
are deposited in the Yorkshire Museum under the accession number 1980.12. The carved 
stones removed from the tower are in the church. 

Survey of the tower

Introduction 
It is clear from the documentary history of the parish that the nature of any pre-Conquest 

church on this site will be of great interest. Because the tower of St Mary Bishophill Junior 
is clearly of early date, the Trust’s survey provided a good opportunity for studying part of 
what might be just such a building, and through it, to learn more of such early ecclesiastical 
structures. 

In particular three important questions were asked when the opportunity came for a 
detailed study of the tower: was there a change in construction between the lower parts of 
the tower and the belfry stage, as a superficial inspection suggests; was there any way of 
dating the tower and placing it within its local building context; and what could be said about 
the original character of the church buildings of which the tower was a part. Although the 
records made were general and as detailed as practical under the circumstances, attention 
was paid in particular to areas and features of the tower which, it was thought, might shed 
light on any or all of these issues. 
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The first part of the account presented here takes the form of a continuous description 
of the tower fabric. The first section deals with the exterior fabric, the second with the 
interior fabric and the third with the evidence for various architectural features and divisions, 
including all the openings and embrasures. In another section the evidence relating to 
methods of construction is presented including the description and analysis of the petrology. 
A discussion of the probable phases of the tower concludes the first part. The evidence 
relating to the early buildings to which the tower was originally attached is described in a 
second part and the conclusions regarding the form and date of the buildings described 
are discussed in the final part. 

Description of tower 

Exterior fabric (Figs.39-40 s) 

Basic dimensions 
Figs.39-40 s show the height of the tower in metres OD and in metres measured from 

ground level on the north elevation (17.75m OD). All measurements of heights cited in 
this report are taken from this point. 

The tower (Pl.IX) is 8m square externally and stands 23.4m tall; the fabric of early 
workmanship survives to a height of 19.16m. Externally there are two stages separated by a 
string-course at 13.5m; the lower stage is approximately twice the height of the belfry stage. 

The two stages are characterised by rubble masonry of quite different appearance, 
although each is built with similar, well-prepared quoins and very thick joints, which 
measure 50mm on average, but vary widely and are consistently more narrow between 
the quoinstones (PI.XIII). 

Quoinstones 
The quoins of the lower stage are predominantly gritstones, laid throughout in side-alternate 

fashion. Some are massive, particularly those at the base of the tower. Several are long in relation 
to their other dimensions, on occasion longer than 1m. Many show evidence of their earlier use 
in Roman buildings (discussed on P.111). 

The side-alternate quoining of the lower stage runs up without a break through the 
belfry stage and there is no very great difference in size between blocks used in the belfry 
and those used lower down. It is not known whether the quoins continue below ground 
level in the foundation masonry.

Foundations
The foundations were not investigated in 1980 but they were examined during the 

restoration of 1908 (p.91). They were of coursed rubble masonry and incorporated re-
used Roman tile well bonded with a high quality mortar. They had been cut into at the 
north-west corner by a grave which was thought at the time to have been responsible for 
movement higher up the north-west quoin ( Yorkshire Herald 1908). It is not known how 
deep the foundations are. 
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Walls 
At ground level the walls are an average of 0.9m thick, although the average of the west 

wall is somewhat more, being closer to 1m. At c.8m above ground level the thickness of the 
south wall is reduced to 0.18m, but that of the north, east and west walls remains constant. 
The thicknesses of the belfry walls vary from 0.8m (east) to 0.1m (north). The thinner wall 
at this level is achieved mainly by the external offset at the string-course. 

The original thicknesses of all the walls must have been slightly greater than they are 
now as a loss of up to 50mm through weathering is realistic. 

The walls of the lower stage are built of roughly coursed rubble with frequent packing 
in the joints. Normally the packing was of spalls of stone but occasionally Roman tiles 
(whole or fragmentary) and even pieces of bone were used for this purpose. 

The rubble masonry in the lower stage is built in courses of small, squarely proportioned 
blocks of Lower Magnesian Limestone, many of which must be re-used Roman saxa 
quadrata (p.114), along with other courses of less regular blocks of other limestones and 
gritstones. These courses are punctuated by definite ‘bands’ of masonry, some of which 
employ a stone of a distinctive colour while others employ stones laid in a distinctive 
fashion. Comparisons of the levels at which these bandings occur suggest that this work 
is systematic and must be intended to create a decorative effect, although today this effect 
has been reduced by disruptions made during repairs (Pl.XIII). 

There are four different types of ‘band’:

Large gritstones 

Although single stones occur at various points within the fabric such distinctively 
coloured stones have been employed in three ‘bands’ which pass around all four sides of 
the tower, two which pass around three sides and two which only pass around two sides. 
In addition there are another fifteen courses which consistently employ this type of stone 
as a ‘band’ but which do not then continue it on to an adjacent face of the tower. The 
petrology of these is discussed on p.112. 

Coursed longstones (i.e. with a height to length ratio of > 1 :3)

There are six bands in the fabric which are created by stones of this character, although 
none of them passes over more than one face of the tower. They occur on all four elevations, 
occasionally forming courses with other categories of banding; for example with large 
gritstones (east face, 11.6m), or with pitched slabs (south face, 9.4m), or with both together 
(south face, 8.5m). 

Pitched slabs 

There are twelve complete bands of pitched slabs, all except one containing stones 
pitched to the right; clearly the preference was to work from right to left. There are in 
addition two part-complete ones, both pitched to the left. Only two of the twelve bands, 
however, run round more than one face of the tower. These twelve bands occur only in the 
central area of the banded region of the tower, between approximately 5.1m and 1.4m, and 
are most common on the south face. Single Roman bricks are occasionally found in them. 
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Counter-pitched slabs 

There are two bands of masonry of this character which run round two faces of the 
tower (east and north at c.8.3m). On the east face the lower course inclines to the right, 
on the north to the left. 

The structure of this banding is simpler to determine than its purpose. While the effect 
is decorative perhaps the intention was only to use such stones as would not fit readily 
into the pattern of small, coursed, squared rubble, and which were therefore set aside until 
enough had accumulated to make a separate course. That estimates of quantities were 
sometimes misjudged is suggested by the manner in which all four categories of banding 
are on occasion only sustained for part of the course, or extended into the course above. 
It is unlikely that these bands have any structural purpose-only the courses of longstones 
would add much to the stability of the fabric. Furthermore, where the fabric is visible on 
the interior, banding is almost non-existent. None of the exterior bands passes through 
the thickness of the wall. This supports the view that the banding is the result of a merely 
decorative use of material which was otherwise difficult to incorporate into the basic fabric 
of re-used saxa quadrata. 

No evidence was found to suggest that the tower was ever rendered externally, although 
this remains a possibility. Obviously, if the tower were originally rendered, the decorative 
effect would not be relevant although the sorting of stones by size and type would still be 
necessary. 

The fabric of the belfry is markedly different from that of the lower stage. It is built of 
massive squared rubble (mostly gritstone) in courses. Packing pieces are, however, still 
used as they were in the lower stage, sometimes occurring as levelling courses. 

Interior fabric 
Only a limited amount of work could be done in 1980 on the interior fabric and so there 

are no elevation drawings or systematic analyses as for the exterior fabric. The interior of 
the tower was partly rendered and partly inaccessible, so investigation was confined to parts 
of the interior walls of the ground floor and of the belfry chamber. Three floors remain in 
situ in the tower: ground, first and belfry. 

The interior elevations of the lower stage (i.e. below the external string-course) were, 
where investigated, found to be composed of re-used saxa quadrata with occasional random 
gritstones. The location of these intrusions was analysed where possible, but they do not 
appear to fall in particular courses. There is, then, apparently no banding on the interior 
elevations. Within the belfry the upper parts have been heavily disturbed and in places 
completely rebuilt in modern brick. Below this level the fabric of roughly squared stones 
(predominantly gritstone), with occasional levelling courses, presents a surface very similar 
to that on the exterior. 

Not all of the interior angles of the walls of the lower stage are bonded together. The 
north wall butts against the west wall, which in turn butts against the south wall. The 
north-east angle was concealed by a Victorian ladder but the south-east angle appears to 
be well bonded. In contrast to the construction of the lower stage the walls of the belfry 
are well bonded in the interior. 
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Fig. 24 St Mary Bishophill Junior. 
Tower arch from the east: 
plans and sections after Taylor  
1978. Scale 1:80

Architectural details 

Openings:  tower arch (east wall) (Fig.24, PI.XVII) 
The east elevation of the ground floor of the tower is dominated by a large round-

headed gritstone arch 4.96m high x 3m wide. The jambs are plumb and parallel and of 
two orders of square section. In one course in the north jamb, and in two courses in the 
south jamb, large stones have been cut so as to present the effect of through-stones, but 
in fact they do not pass through the full thickness of the wall (contra Taylor and Taylor 
1965, 698). The outer order of the west side of the north jamb, for example, is composed 
entirely of separate blocks into which the. stones of the inner order are apparently toothed. 
The single block forming both the inner and outer order of one course on the east side of 
the north jamb does not pass through the wall; the same arrangement is found in the two 
similar courses in the south jamb. 

The bases of the north and south jambs are now very different, On the south side the 
base is cut from a single great block, essentially square, but with a deep splay towards the 
nave. The upper surface bears a plain, evenly cut, chamfer. The base on the north side has 
been cut back so that part of the jamb has been slightly undercut. There are traces of a 
chamfer, clearly made after the alteration. 
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The imposts are of two projecting square blocks, the upper oversailing the lower. The 
upper block on both north and south sides is cut from a through-stone. The two imposts are 
not, however, at the same level: the upper surface of the south impost is at 3.08m while the 
corresponding point on the north impost is 0.lm lower. Both orders of the round-headed 
arch are formed by precisely-cut voussoirs; the inner has a radius of 1.5m, the outer of 1.74m. 

Around the head of the arch on the east side is a hoodmould of square section which 
runs to the base of the lower impost block. The manner in which this strip runs down and 
through the projecting horizontal component of the upper impost block on to the lower 
block strongly suggests the intention to continue this feature from the arch head into the 
jamb. It is suggested below (p.137) that the elevation of the wall to the north and south of 
the jambs of the tower arch has been resurfaced and it is therefore possible that original 
pilasters flanking the jambs (which originally continued the remaining portions in the 
imposts) were removed at that time. It seems quite possible, therefore, that the eastern 
face of the tower arch was originally entirely framed by the pilasters and hoodmould in a 
similar fashion to the belfry openings (below, p.137). 

The west side of the arch has no hoodmoula but in its place there is an outer, decorative 
order of voussoirs which project outwards from the plane of the wall by up to 20mm, 
forming a broad frame around the arch head. 

There is no conclusive evidence that this arch contains re-used stones. However, the 
remarkable precision of the stone-cutting here, compared, for example, with the lack of 
masonry skills shown in the belfry prompts the suggestion that the whole arch is are-used 
feature taken entire from a Roman building and reset. Resetting of major and minor 
architectural features is common in later medieval times and presumably the masons 
here were not above such practice. Indeed, although there is no firm indication that such 
a re-use of a whole arch took place here, a reasonable case can be put forward for the 
chancel arch in the church of Escomb, Co. Durham and for the tower arches at Corbridge, 
Northumberland (Baldwin Brown 1925, 140-5) and Alkborough, South Humberside 
(Everson and Stocker, in prep.). 

Doorways and other openings in the ground floor 

No evidence at all has been found for the door which was reportedly found in the north 
wall of the tower at ground level in 1908 (Yorkshire Herald 1908; RCHMY 3, 28) and one is 
forced to conclude that this newspaper report is a garbled account mistaking the discovery 
of the former west doorway (which was encountered in 1908 when the present window 
was inserted, p.91 above) for one in the north wall. 

In 1908 a grand window in the Romanesque style was inserted in the centre of the west 
wall to replace the undistinguished rectangular light shown, for example, in an engraving 
of 1848 by Jewitt (PI.XXIb and below, p.l06), and which was still open in 1872 (Walter 
1872, 55). It is not possible to say when this light was inserted but the implication that it 
was of mid 19th century date contained in the 1908 newspaper article must be treated with 
scepticism. The only surviving evidence for this window is the area of patched masonry 
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above the 1908 west window on the exterior face (any interior evidence was not investigated) 
(Fig.42 s). Whatever its date, this rectangular light may have been partly cut through the 
blocking of the original west doorway, but the evidence was destroyed in 1908 and it is 
possible that the door was open for a period with this window immediately above it. The 
clear indications of the lower part of a west doorway can still be seen in the interior below 
the window of 1908 (PI.XVa). These remains of a former west door to the tower were 
analysed both inside and out in 1980. 

The doorway is represented by an area of disturbed masonry in the centre of the west 
wall below the window of 1908. Within the area of disturbed masonry there are two straight 
joints. Both because they are only 0.72m apart, which is unrealistically small for a doorway 
in this position, and because there were re-used late medieval fragments in the disturbance 
north of the northern joint (see below), it seems that there has been an alteration in the 
opening during or after the late medieval period and prior to the eventual sealing of the 
door. The northern straight joint, then, may represent the north jamb of a later, narrower 
doorway fashioned within the original opening. The primary jamb on the south side might 
be represented by the southern straight joint but the jambstones themselves do not appear 
to have survived and this jamb may have been at least partly altered before the doorway was 
blocked. No evidence of a splay was seen on the visible section of the south jamb. Internally 
the sill of the original, and presumably of any later doorways, was one course (0.30m) above 
the internal plinth, which suggests that this carried a substantial wooden floor.

The doorway had been blocked with rubble, incorporated within which was a small 
rectangular monolithic window frame or similar feature with an aperture 0.24 x 0.2m. 
This is clearly a medieval piece and it has, for example, claw tooling similar to that used 
on the inserted corbels in the upper stages of the tower (see below, p.l08). It is not possible 
to suggest an origin for this particular fragment but it was clearly re-used in its present 
position when the tower west doorway was blocked. 

In the south wall there is a square-headed two-light Magnesian Limestone window, 
with ogee heads and cusped spandrel panels, which was originally inserted in the mid 14th-
mid 15th century, but more precise dating is not possible with such a simple window. The 
masonry of this window was replaced in 1908. 

Removal of the Victorian wall-plaster from the interior revealed two blocked openings, 
both cut on their west sides by this later medieval window. The openings, which are placed 
one above the other east of the centre line of the wall, are concealed on the exterior by the 
junction with the wall of the south aisle (Fig.25). 

Enough survives to make it clear that the lower feature was splayed and arched (PI.
XIVa). The west jamb was destroyed by the inserted window and the feature itself was 
blocked by rubble and a large amount of medieval tile. The east side is complete to a level 
a little above the springing of the arch but below its apex (0.5m to 1.95m above exterior 
ground level). The construction is of rubble but a sill could not be positively identified as 
the courses have been disturbed. The jamb has been rendered with a fairly coarse lime 
mortar very similar to that used in the body of the original fabric (below, p.ll0). The coarse 
lime mortar was subsequently skimmed with a fine, very white lime mortar. Visible after 
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removal of part of the blocking were the marks left by the plasterer’s float, only slightly 
concealed by a thin coat of limewash. The fine mortar is similar to that used on the jambs 
of the high-level doorway where it is considered to be original (see below, p.10l). It is likely 
that this lower opening is also original, but its interpretation is difficult. It could represent 
either a south doorway or a recess (i.e., not passing through the thickness of the wall). 

The west side of the upper opening has also been destroyed by the inserted window. 
The blocking is similar to that in the lower opening. A small fragment of sill survives on 
the east side, its upper surface at 2.75m; the east jamb, which is now 1.42m high, survives 
to just above the springing of the arch. This arch may have been segmental. The opening 
probably represents a window. Unlike the single-splayed windows in the upper floors it 
does not possess a lintel, and it has properly prepared rear-arch stones. The rendering uses 
a plaster containing a higher proportion of charcoal than elsewhere in the tower. The date 
of this putative window is uncertain but no good evidence was found to suggest that it was 
a secondary feature inserted prior to the 14th century and a date contemporary with the 
construction of the tower is possible. 

Fig. 25 Tower of St Mary Bishophill Junior. Diagrammatic drawing of the south wall at ground-floor level, 
showing the two features uncovered in 1980 and the disturbed areas below the medieval window. 
Area of secondary masonry of late and post-medieval date shown stippled: other areas unrecorded. 
Level of ground floor is 0.35m below present exterior ground level. Scale 1:80
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High-level doorway at first-floor level 

A high-level doorway in the east wall leads from the first-floor chamber to the present 
roof space although it cannot now be seen from the nave because of the low ceiling (Fig.40 
s, Pl.XVI). 

The doorway is centrally placed in the east wall; the sill is at S.6m, about three courses 
(0.4Sm) above the head of the tower arch. Masonry around the door shows it was part 
of the original construction; it is 1 18m high x 0.63m wide. The jambs of the doorway 
are faced with small limestone blocks and larger gritstones; tile packing has also been 
employed. Several of the gritstones show typically Roman tooling. The head of the opening 
is flat and the lintels are formed from two large blocks of re-used stone. The east lintel, a 
soft and friable red sandstone, bears a dowel slot on its east face which has weakened the 
stone and caused it to crack (q, Fig.43 s). The soffit has been worked but is deeply eroded. 
It has been suggested that the block is part of a cross-shaft (5, p.121 and p.29, AY 8/1). 
The lintel on the west side is of a fine-grained white limestone finished to a perfectly flat 
surface: the material and treatment suggest that it may be a Roman monumental slab. 
Traces of limewash are evident on both lintel stones. 

The sill was buried under 0.2m of dust and rubbish. Parts of it have been replaced and 
repaired. As first constructed, a mortar floor reinforced with small pieces of gritstone was 
laid upon the rubble core of the wall. This floor shows signs of wear: in those places not 
protected by mortar the underlying limestone rubble is considerably smoothed. This is f 
particularly evident on the east side which was subsequently raised by 0.2m to the level of an 
immediately abutting tie-beam, forming a step. The material employed was coarse limestone 
rubble packed in brown clay. It is likely that the addition of the step is contemporary with 
the insertion of the ceiling and the reroofing of the nave, suggested to be during the 15th 
century (below, p.139). On the west side, the original sill may have been in use until its 
edge and the lower part of the south jamb were replaced in brick bonded with white lime 
mortar. This is probably a 19th century repair. 

The original mortar of the floor, where it was protected on the east side by the later 
step, continued as a rendering to a height of about 0.15m on the north jamb; traces of 
rendering, executed in a very similar white lime mortar, were also recorded on the east 
face of the tower within the roof space. It is likely, therefore, that the east side of the tower 
elevation was rendered and limewashed, except for the soffit of the doorway, which was 
apparently only limewashed. Rendering of this type was also observed in the present first- 
and ground-floor chambers (see p.110). 

Window openings in the upper parts of the lower stage of the tower 
Above the ground floor there were originally six small windows centrally placed within 

t the walls, at two levels, 1m and 10.6m, in the north, west and south faces of the tower. 
With the exception of the lower of the pair in the south wall all of these windows are of 
comparable dimensions (Fig.26). They are single-splayed windows with flat monolithic 
lintels and sills, although the exterior lintel to the lower opening on the north wall re-uses 
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a Roman tile, in both opening and rear-arch (PI.XVb). The jambs of these five windows 
are predominantly of limestone rubble, mostly of a character indistinguishable from the 
surrounding wall, and this gives the impression that they are merely gaps in the masonry 
rather than built features. The reveals are all of similar rubble-built character, but those in 
the upper tier are more deeply splayed than those in the lower. None of these five windows 
carries any architectural decoration although the sill of the upper south window has a 
shallow asymmetrical splay cut into it. 

None of these five windows preserves any evidence of its closure either by glazing or 
shuttering. The three still in use are now filled with diamond-shaped quarries of clear glass 
in lead cames – this glazing probably dates from 1908. 

The two windows in the west wall are blocked with rubble and tile bonded with a white 
mortar. The blocking probably took place in the later 15th century when the internal floors 
were reorganised and the tower was extensively repaired (see below, p.136). 

The sixth window, that at the lower level in the south wall, has been rebuilt. The original 
lintel, east jamb and east reveal, however, survive disguised but intact. The west reveal has 
been cut back and a new limestone jamb has been inserted, chamfered on the west side 
and with a roll moulding on the east. Both stones of the jamb are re-used from elsewhere 
as these decorations were clearly not intended to adorn this window. The original interior 
sill has also been altered, cut down to form two shallow steps, but its position survives as a 
scar in the east reveal. The remains suggest that the original window was identical to those 
in the west and north walls at this level. The date of alteration is uncertain, though it was 
probably done during the late medieval period and may belong to the late 15th century 
refurbishment (below, p.136). It is possible that the south window was widened to admit 
more light once the west window in the first floor had been blocked. 

Belfry openings 
The four round-headed belfry openings, one in each face, form the most distinctive 

architectural feature of the tower. Three remain largely intact but the west opening has been 
entirely rebuilt. Since three openings are so similar only the south opening is described 
(Fig.27, PI.XIX); where the east and north openings differ from it is indicated. 

The south opening has two round-headed lights, with through-stone impost, mid-wall 
shaft, and base. It is framed by stripwork which runs round the opening from one course 
above the string and which encloses an area 4.96m high x 2.55m wide. 

The reveals of the opening are not splayed and begin as straight joints one course above 
the string-course. They are not consistently toothed together through the thickness of the 
wall: the rubble core is often visible in between. The imposts are through-stones, with a 
hollow chamfer on their outer lower edge, which is returned in both cases along the side 
of the block. The inner faces which stand proud of the interior wall surface by 0.02m, and 
return along it for 0.25m, are plain. The imposts bear deep chases for louvres, one group 
slightly within the mid line, and a second group cut slightly outside. 

The base of the mid-wall shaft sits on a plain square sub-base. It has four pronounced 
cardinal semicircles, and the curved interstices develop to form a sub-spherical base of the 
same section as the shaft above (PI.XVllla: east elevation). The base is bedded on a small 
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limestone pad packed around with limestone chips set in mortar, which in turn rests on 
four irregular courses of masonry between the straight joints of the reveals. The shaft is in 
two parts with a join some two-thirds of the way up; it is not cylindrical as it appears from 
the ground, but has a flat side facing west (PI.XVIIIb). The mid-wall shaft of the north 
opening also has a flat side, also facing west, while that of the east opening is circular in 
cross-section. The presence of these flattened sides is difficult to account for unless these 
shafts are re-used columns and it seems likely, therefore, that the north and south shafts 
are re-used engaged columns from a Roman building (see f and k, p.117). 

The shaft supports a through-stone impost block with mouldings that match those of 
the imposts in the jambs—a hollow chamfer on the outside lower edge, returned along both 
sides—with, in addition, a small plain chamfer along the interior lower edge. The north 
opening has in its place a single, plain limestone block. Immediately above the impost 
block a shaped block acts as a springer to the heads of the twin openings, and similar 
springers are set on the imposts in the jambs. Since the springers are not through-stones 
this construction is paralleled on the inside face. Rising from the springers on both outside 
and inside faces are two round-headed arches contrived with thin slabs and radial joints. 
The soffits of the openings are formed in the rubble core of the wall. 

The stripwork enclosing the belfry openings is approximately 0-14m in width and 
projects a maximum of 0.07m from the face of the wall. Construction throughout is of 
large rectangular slabs, curved with radial joints in the case of hoodmould stones, set 
edgewise into the wall to a maximum depth of 0.25m so that one side is presented; thus 
the moulding is of plain square section. Both hoodmould and stripwork run to oblong 
projections forming stops and terminal blocks respectively; although deeply eroded, all 
would have stood proud of the stripwork as originally completed. 

In all three belfry openings two phases of alteration can be discerned. In the lower parts 
of each opening four courses of roughly squared masonry support the bases of the mid-wall 
shafts. There are pronounced straight joints between this masony and the original jambs 
of the openings and there can be little doubt that the four courses are later in date than 
the jambs themselves. The fact that they have a novel petrology strongly suggests that this 
alteration took place some time after their original completion (p.113, below) and that 
they do not represent a change in design during construction. 

The date of this alteration can only be arrived at by circumstantial evidence as no dating 
material was discovered in 1980. There is, however, independent evidence that the belfry 
floor was raised from an original level close to the line of the base of the unblocked openings 
to a new one at the level of the base of the altered openings (discussed on p.134) and it 
seems very likely that the lower parts of the openings were blocked as a direct consequence 
of this alteration. This alteration in the belfry openings would be necessary to prevent the 
bad effects of the weather penetrating the second-floor chamber underneath the newly 
raised belfry floor. The blocking of the lower parts of the openings are thus probably to be 
dated to the later 15th century (see below, p.135). 

There are a number of parallels for this same operation involving blocking of the lower 
parts of belfry openings in the late medieval period — usually, it is presumed, because a 
large bell-frame was being introduced into the tower. The long belfry openings of c.1200 



Fig. 27 Tower of St Mary Bishophill Junior: belfry stage, window on south side, drawn on site from scaffolding, 
with information additional to the photogrammetric survey. Scale 1:25
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at Leasingham, Lincolnshire, for example, were reduced in this way, it is presumed in the 
14th or 15th century. Of direct relevance to the York case, however, are the parallels for an 
exactly similar raising of the sill of similar belfry openings in the approximately contemporary 
towers of Heapham church, Lincolnshire, and Wharram le Street, North Yorkshire. As at 
St Mary Bishophill Junior there is evidence that the floor of the belfry was raised at both 
sites in the late medieval period. 

The sills of the openings which were created at St Mary Bishophill Junior by this major alteration 
were themselves subsequently heightened in brick, concealing the bases of the mid-wall shafts. 
These raised sills were provided with new cappings of York Stone slabs in 1908. 

Close inspection of the mid-wall shafts suggests that they may also have been altered. 
They are unusual in their category nationally because the shafts are comprised of two joined 
stones. This junction, furthermore, occurs at a similar point in all three shafts - between 
0.5 and 0.8m below the impost, and this consistency might suggest that in each case a 
large capital, of the type typical of such openings, has been removed and replaced with a 
length of shaft. The evidence that these shafts originally carried capitals is not conclusive 
but it must be considered a possibility; the period when the openings were dismantled to 
allow the lower parts to be built up and the shafts to be reset would present an obvious 
opportunity to carry out such an alteration. 

The west belfry opening has been much more radically reconstructed than have the 
other three (PI.XXIa). The original reveals and the stripwork survive up to impost level 
but the semicircular head of the window is turned with accurately cut voussoirs with exact 
radial joints. It rests on large flush impost blocks which by their penetration into the fabric 
effectively terminate the earlier stripwork. The opening has a Y -tracery formation composed 
of mullions of double-chamfered section which have no rebates for glass or shutters. 

The sill sits on seven courses of masonry set between the reveals of the original opening 
and bringing its sill up to the level of the openings in the other three walls. The tracery 
appears to be bonded with the same mortar as the blocking which is of a different character 
and petrology from that of the other three, suggesting that the alteration was probably made 
after the late medieval period when the belfry floor was raised. Beyond that, however, the 
date of this work is not easy to establish. 

The drawing by Jewitt in the fifth edition of Rickman (1848, xxxix) (PI.XXIb), shows 
the western opening to have been as its fellows at that date. There are, however, reasons to 
think that this drawing is not correct. Apart. from the fact that any alteration made after 
c.18S0 is likely to have observed more closely the character of the surviving openings, there 
are several drawings made earlier than 1848 which show this western opening in its present, 
altered state. The late 17th century drawings of York from the south-west by F. Place and 
W. Lodge (PI.XXa) both show this opening as a reduced two-light affair with a flat lintel 
and, although the exactitude of these components in these large panoramas can be queried, 
most of the other architectural detail here is known to be correct. Somewhat less reliable 
is the panorama from the same viewpoint by John Haynes (1731), but even here quite a 
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lot of rather obscure detail is accurately presented (for example, the three-bay clearstorey 
attached to the south side of the north-west tower of Holy Trinity). In this drawing the 
west belfry opening of St Mary Bishophill Junior is shown as it is today.. It must be noted, 
however, that in this drawing the second-storey windows are greatly enlarged.4 The most 
conclusive evidence, though, is the apparently very accurately observed drawing, dated 
topographically to c.1810 (Pl.XXb), which, without doubt, shows the west opening as it 
is now.5 This drawing suggests that the well-known Jewitt engraving is improved, that is 
to say, the artist has corrected the blemishes in the building showing it as it ought to be, 
not as it was. Jewitt did a precisely similar thing in his engraving of the tower of St Peter’s 
church, Barton-upon-Humber (Rickman 1848), that is, he excised the western baptistery 
and redesigned the west wall as he presumed it had originally been completed (Taylor and 
Taylor 1965, 2). 

It seems, then, that the Jewitt drawing cannot be relied on in this respect and that the 
western belfry opening had already been altered by the early 19th century. If taken at face 
value, the early topographical drawings would suggest that the original opening had gone 
by the later 17th century, being replaced by a small squarish opening which was itself 
remodelled, to form the opening which now exists, by the mid 18th century. Perhaps the 
operation was undertaken during one of the ‘recent repairs’ mentioned in 1788 (p.91, 
above). The nature of this part of the evidence, however, is not sufficient for any certainty. 

String-courses 
There are two string-courses around the exterior of the tower, at 13.5m and 19.6m. 

The lower string separates the lower stage from the belfry. It is built of long gritstones now 
deeply eroded and some have disappeared altogether. The upper surface is chamfered; the 
lower, which projected originally some 80mm beyond the face of the lower stage, is cut 
square. The course is not set deeply into the tower: 0.25m was the maximum recorded depth 
of an individual block. The upper string is of Magnesian Limestone and is contemporary 
with the parapet. It is double-chamfered (hollowed below) and is interrupted in the centre 
of the west and east faces by projecting water spouts. 

Parapet 
The present Magnesian Limestone parapet is clearly an addition to the original tower  

(Pl.XIVb); the form of the original wall head and its accompanying roof is not known. 
The I parapet is crenellated and has a simple faceted roll at the ridge of each coping stone. 
Seating for small pinnacles survives at all four comers and in the centre of each side; however, 
only three of the crocketed and gabled corner pinnacles survived in 1980 (at north-west, 
north-east and south-east). 

The architectural details of the parapet are so simple as not to allow a dating more specific 
than to the perpendicular period, i.e. the later 14th-early 16th century. The employment 
of at least two distinctive mortars in the parapet suggests that it had been repaired on at 
least two occasions, the later being in 1908 (Yorkshire Herald 1908). 
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Arrangement of floors and roof (Fig.41 s)
Within the tower today only ground, first and belfry floors remain. Each of the upper 

floors is equipped with a bell hatch. Access to the interior is now by way of the tower arch 
from the nave; the first floor is reached by ladder in the north-east corner of the ground-
floor chamber, and the belfry by a modem wooden stair on the south side. The structure 
of all of these floors is now of recent date and only certain of them are in the positions of 
medieval floors. The sequence of floors within the tower can be deduced from the offsets 
and corbels which still remain. 

Offsets and corbels 
There are four groups of offsets in the internal fabric of the tower; the wall is set back 

by up to 20mm in each case. The lowest offset occurs as a plinth on all four walls, 0.45m 
below present exterior ground level, and was not systematically investigated in 1980 as it 
was only briefly visible when a part of the modem floor collapsed. At 5.62m above ground 
level there are offsets in both north and south walls, at 9.26m there are similar offsets in 
east and west walls, and at 12.82m there is a single offset in the north wall. 

These offsets are interpreted as ledges to support either floor boards or secondary joists, 
and they have to be considered along with 24 corbels of various types which project from 
the walls at various levels. 

Ground floor, in situ,  0.35m below present exterior ground level 
The boards of this wooden floor rest on the substantial gritstone offset on all four walls. 

I t is likely that a heavy, lodged timber floor was placed here as part of the original scheme: 
certainly such a floor, supported on joists resting on the plinth (and not, as today, cut into 
it) would suit the observed sill height of the blocked west door. 

First floor, in situ, at a height of 5.62m 
The floor is supported by a single north-south main joist, with a wall-post and brace 

at its north end which rest on a chamfered late medieval corbel; the south end is inserted 
into the fabric of the south wall above the inserted south window. This is the likely level 
of the original first floor which was naturally limited to the space between the head of the 
tower arch and the sill of the high-level doorway. The original first floor, however, would 
not have been supported on the north by the wall-post and brace arrangement now present. 

Second floor, now mostly removed, at 9.26m 
The floor is represented by shallow rebates on the east and west walls, and three corbels 

on each of the north and south walls. The corbels, which are of ogival profile, are probably 
of late medieval date and are presumably replacements of the originals as the rebates in 
the walls are evidently a primary feature of the tower. The original corbels would have 
supported joists running north and south. The joist which survives spans the centre of 
the space from east to west. The beam was supported at either end by a roughly shaped 
wall-post, seated in the wall, and a simple brace. The western wall-post and brace survive 
but that at the eastern end, above the high-level doorway, is only visible as a scar in the 
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masonry. The western wall-post passes across the blocking of the original slit window in the 
west wall. The later medieval second floor was removed in 1968 except for the main joist. 

Third floor (i), at 12.82m 
The original position of the early belfry floor is indicated by the rebate in the north wall 

and by the position of the four ogival corbels which, it is presumed, replaced originals in 
the east and west. walls at this level. These corbels now support the present belfry floor 
(third floor (ii)) by providing seating for wall-posts, whereas in the presumed original 
arrangement they would have supported joists directly. 

Third floor (ii), at 15.62m 
This floor, which until 1968 carried the bell-frame, is supported by five main joists 

running east-west. Two have braced posts resting on the corbels which, it is presumed, are 
at the original level of the third floor (i) – the original belfry floor. A third joist has been 
inserted further south; the ends of all three are lodged in the east and west tower walls. On 
each of the north and south walls four late medieval corbels with ogival profiles support 
additional main joists running east-west adjacent to the north and south walls: clearly the 
purpose of this heavy carpentry was to support the thrust of the bells. 

The late medieval bell-frame was removed and destroyed in 1968 (RCHMY 3, 29) 
without proper recording, and the two late medieval bells were placed at the west end of 
the north aisle (ibid., for a description of these important objects). 

Early bell mountings, at 18.32m 
Four irregularly-shaped gritstone corbels, which appear to belong to the original fabric, 

protrude from the east and west walls close to the top of the surviving original fabric. These 
corbels are best interpreted, not as the support for a floor (as there are no accompanying 
rebates in the walls) but as part of the arrangements for hanging the bells in the original 
design, i.e. prior to the insertion of third floor (ii) and its bell-frame. The elaboration of 
bell-hanging machinery, involving sophisticated bell-frames, is a late medieval development; 
prior to that bells were usually more simply suspended and rung either with a rope attached 
to the clapper or by means of a lever or stay (Elphick 1970; Woodger 1984). 

It is likely, therefore, that the gritstone corbels held the two principal beams between 
which the earliest bells in the tower were suspended. This structure can only have been of 
simple carpentry and probably conforms to Elphick’s ‘B Frame’ type (1970). Such basic 
frames are considered to be the earliest in date although precision is not possible. 

Roof, at 19.9m 
The present roof, of steel and timber, with a lead covering, is modern, dating from 

1930 (P. Marshall, pers. comm.). The original roof, however, must have been removed and 
replaced by one of similar appearance to the present one when the late medieval parapet 



110 Anglo-Scandinavian York

was constructed. No satisfactory evidence for the form of the roof prior to the construction 
of the parapet survives, although the disturbance in the interior angles below parapet level 
I may indicate whence roof timbers have been removed. 

Wall-plaster
Very small amounts of wall-plaster remained in a few areas in the tower: in the ground-

floor and first-floor chambers, and, on the exterior, within the nave roof space. 

In only one place was the evidence for the relative dating of the plaster incontrovertible. 
A very small patch approximately 0.2m square was recorded in the ground-floor chamber 
behind the wall-post supporting the first floor. The wall-post is considered to date from 
the late medieval period (p.133), so the plaster is earlier. The walls of this chamber were 
rendered again in the Victorian period, and it is likely that any earlier plaster was removed 
at that time except for the small area protected by the wall-post. 

Plaster, similar to that in the ground floor, was found on the west wall of the first-floor 
chamber covering a slightly larger area, and plaster of the same character was discovered on 
the east face of the tower and on the north jamb of the high-level doorway (p.l0l, above). 
Here the outer skin was fine white plaster, probably limewashed, on an underlying layer of 
coarser mortar applied directly to the masonry. The rendering appeared to be the original 
finish to the building for, where freshly broken during the subsequent restoration, clean, 
new-looking masonry was revealed. The reveal of the lower opening in the south wall was 
covered with similar plaster and limewashed (p.99). Similarity between the plasters from 
these various locations implies that they were all part of the original finish. 

By contrast, the rendering to the east reveal of the window in the south wall of the 
ground-floor chamber – blocked by the later medieval window – was coarser and contained 
much charcoal. 

No evidence for internal plastering was found above the first-floor level. 

Technical evidence relating to the construction of the tower

The building stones: petrological analysis6 

Contributed by Dr P. C. Buckland 
It is unfortunate that, whilst the architecture of Anglo-Saxon churches has been 

studied often to the most minute detail (cf. Taylor and Taylor 1965; Taylor 1978), 
the actual materials employed in their construction rarely obtain more than a passing 
mention. In southern England, Jope (1964) has provided a valuable overall discussion 
of this aspect. Papers have also recently been published upon the petrology of the 
church at Brixworth, Northamptonshire (Sutherland 1985; Sutherland and Parsons 
1984) and, nearer York, Morris (1976) has examined the fabric of Kirk Hammerton 
church, North Yorkshire, in some detail, but his comments are restricted to the 
predominant Millstone Grit in the structure and a note on the Bunter Sandstone. The 
close examination of building stones in churches, however, is often a formidable task. 
Not only are large areas rather difficult of access under normal circumstances but 
the surfaces of many blocks may be obscured by mortar or whitewash and the results 
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of atmospheric pollution frequently leave large areas where precise identification is 
not possible. Interpretation of the pattern observed is also often problematic since 
it need not be that of a primary usage of freshly quarried material but of the re-use 
of stone, perhaps from an earlier Anglo-Saxon structure or, frequently, from Roman 
buildings, often, as at Brixworth (Sutherland and Parsons 1984), from structures quite 
remote from that particular locality. Thus it is probable that the ruins of Eburacum 
provided much of the building stone for Anglo-Saxon churches over a wide area, 
from Kirk Hammerton to the west (Morris 1976; Buckland, in AY3/1, 32) to Barton-
upon-Humber in the east (cf. Rodwell and Rodwell 1982), a pattern discernible 
not only from Roman architectural or sculptured fragments re-used but also from 
the actual rocks which were employed. The detailed study of the fabric of a church 
within the city of York therefore presents an interesting set of problems. Whilst this 
study does not meet all of Hill’s (1981) criteria for the examination of stonework, 
it should at least point in the correct direction. The renovation of the tower of St 
Mary Bishophill Junior in 1980-1 allowed access to the greater part of the outer faces 
by way of the scaffolding erected for cleaning and consolidation, but some areas, 
particularly immediately over the nave roof and at the level of lifts in the scaffolding, 
remained obscured. Much of the work of identification had to be carried out before 
the tower had been cleaned, and even the scouring action of the water jets used in the 
cleaning often failed to remove the black surface accumulations, partially cemented 
by redeposited calcite from the mortar and rock, on many stones, particularly towards 
the base of the tower. Inside the building it was possible to examine the principal 
stones of the tower arch but the coat of whitewash over the remainder of the interior 
rendered any identification apart from some of the gritstone blocks doubtful. 

In an attempt to assess the frequency of use of individual sources of stone, every 
block on the exposed faces of the tower was examined and an identification made, 
sometimes tentatively, to a particular rock type. The bulk of the material was fairly 
easily characterised but some of the finer-grained sandstones and poorly fossiliferous 
limestones presented problems which were insuperable without either coring or 
breaking the stones concerned. Nine cores were obtained, all but one from the north 
side lower stage, to facilitate rock descriptions and to attempt to identify some of the 
more difficult rocks by preparing thin-sections, but this research has relied essentially 
upon macroscopic examination in the field, often under rather difficult conditions. 
Each stone was colour-coded on to the photogrammetric surveys and a reasonable 
indication of rock type frequency can be obtained by perusal of Fig.44 s. 

The dominant rock types of the tower are immediately apparent. The quoins, 
bonding courses and belfry stage are predominantly of a gritstone, coloured brown 
on the drawings, and the bulk of the smaller stone is a white to off-white limestone, 
coloured blue. These two rocks can be securely identified as coming from the Millstone 
Grit Series and Lower Magnesian Limestone respectively. Other rock types occur in 
relatively minor amounts and only the ragstone from the Middle Jurassic Oolite Series 
and the finer-grained sandstone approach anything like a significant contribution 
to the construction of the tower. The detailed examination of the structure makes it 
immediately apparent that none of the stone in the original parts of the tower needs 
to have been freshly quarried and all was probably robbed from Roman buildings, a 
point emphasised not only by the frequency of typically Roman ashlars, the presence 
of lewis holes in large blocks and several sculptured fragments (below, p.116), but 
also by the fact that virtually all the rock types have been previously recorded in 
Roman contexts in York. Whilst the macroscopic characters of most of the rock in 
Roman York have been described (Buckland, in press), further discussion is included 
here to provide at least some assistance in the localisation of stone sources for those 
working upon other early churches. Apart from the sample immediately following, 
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the rocks are described in stratigraphical order. 
A sample from a re-used Roman tombstone (P .118, 1) removed from the tower 

in 1980, was analysed by Dr G. D. Gaunt in 1987 and proved to be an unusual rock, 
so far unique in York. (It is shown uncoloured on Fig.44 s.) Dr Gaunt comments, ‘a 
fine grained well-sorted, slightly micaceous sandstone, with some calcareous cement, 
although otherwise almost a pure quartzite and lacking in diagnostic features. Two 
factors suggest a Middle or Upper Jurassic source rather than Coal Measures: the 
slight calcareous content and the small patches of hard cemented quartz grains, 
suggestive of arenaceous foraminifera, although no clear structures survive. The 
latter suggests a marine sandstone, probably from the Jurassic of east or north-east 
Yorkshire’. 

Carboniferous Limestone 
Although the dark grey limestones from Nidderdale and Frosterley were widely 

employed in the north-east for fine sculptural work and tombs in the medieval 
period, there is at present no evidence for their particular use away from the outcrop 
during the Roman period. The possibility that the stone was used decoratively, as the 
Jurassic Forest Marble was on the Prospect House site, Bishophill (Buckland, in AY 
4/1,43), needs to be considered. It is more probable, however, that the two stones 
in the tower, one a grey limestone with Productid fossils and the other a generally 
similar rock but containing the compound Rugose coral Lithostrotion sp., were derived, 
as were several other stones in the tower, from local Devensian till deposits, whose 
erratics provided an incidental source of building stone within the Roman period 
(Buckland, in AY 3/2, 81). 

Upper Carboniferous sandstones (Millstone Grit and Coal Measures) 
The separation of the various Millstone Grit Series and Coal Measure sandstones 

in the tower proved difficult. Whilst the bulk of the large blocks used for the quoins 
and the belfry stage of the structure clearly fell within the normal range of rocks 
from the Millstone Grit noted previously in Roman structures in the city (AY 
3/1,33-5; AY 4/1,41), roughly 25% of the stones in the upper stage were in a slightly 
greenish sandstone, which weathered to a dark brown, hard limonitic surface 
making close examination of many blocks difficult. There did, however, seem to be 
some intergradation between the stone types and a similar source within the Upper 
Carboniferous was finally decided upon after examination of a thin-section. 

Macroscopically, the Millstone Grit shows a wide range in lithologies, from coarse 
angular arkosic sandstones, with occasional quartz pebbles up to 15mm, to much finer, 
sometimes bedded sandstones. Colour varies from a light brownish buff through to a 
light, somewhat greenish ochrous brown. Where these rocks lie immediately beneath 
the Permian unconformity, north of Barwick-in-Elmet, 15 miles south-west of York, 
the beds are reddened to a depth of between 5 and 15m (Anderson and Dunham 
1953; Smith 1974, 117). In this section, the feldspars are frequently heavily altered 
and this shows itself in the hand specimen as a white powder, often giving the rock a 
flecked appearance. The more ferruginous sandstone, found more frequently in the 
upper stage of the tower, was also rich in feldspar and, in thin-section, showed well-
preserved lamellar twins of plagioclase, again suggesting a source in the Millstone 
Grit Series. 

Architecturally, the builders preferred quoinstones of a suitably large size, rather 
than of a particular rock type, so that when large ashlars of Lower Magnesian 
Limestone were available, perhaps from Roman funerary monuments along the 
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Tadcaster road, these were used indiscriminately with the Millstone Grit. Similarly 
the varying rock types from the gritstones are thoroughly mixed, although the tower 
arch is almost wholly of reddened gritstone; whether this was selected for visual effect 
or apparent structural suitability is unknown. Initially, the presence of two somewhat 
different sandstones in the belfry stage was considered to indicate discrete structural 
phases, but, as study progressed, it became apparent that the ferruginous sandstone 
also occurred elsewhere in the tower, particularly on the north and east faces, and 
the building stones provide no evidence which need suggest that the belfry stage is 
of a later date than the remainder of the tower. 

Apart from a number of small pieces, which seem to be cobbles from the local Drift 
deposits, other blocks of Upper Carboniferous, probably Coal Measure sandstone, all 
occur in locations where their insertion is clearly secondary. The flagstone window-
sills in all four belfry windows belong to the 1908 restorations and the rock, called 
‘York Stone’ in the accounts, probably comes from the Elland Flags, whose quarries 
in western Yorkshire around Leeds and Halifax provided the bulk of the paving stones 
for the streets of York. Similar rocks were, however, exploited in the Roman period 
(AY 4/1,41) and the occasional appearance of a small fragment in the chocking up of 
large blocks need not indicate late disturbance. In both the east and west blockings 
of the lower parts of the belfry windows, blocks of a distinctive grey sandstone, again 
probably from the Coal Measures, occur and similar stones appear around the late 
medieval square-headed window inserted into the ground floor of the south face (see 
above, p.99). Pieces were also noted in the blocking to the west door, below the neo-
Romanesque window inserted in 1908. If the assumption is correct, that these blocks 
represent a single introduction of an alien rock type to the tower, it seems probable 
that the modifications, or at least repairs which contain them, are contemporary. 

The Roman use of Millstone Grit has been discussed in some detail (AY 3/1, 33-
5). Despite suggestions to the contrary (AY 3/1,34; Morris 1976, 103), there is no 
convincing evidence for renewed quarrying of the stone before the Norman Conquest 
(cf. Brixworth, see Sutherland and Parsons 1984) and all that used in the hinterland 
of York and beyond, well served by the rivers draining into the Humber, could have 
been reshipped from the buildings and wharves of Eburacum. Similarly, the large 
blocks in this rock used for Anglo-Scandinavian crosses (Pattison 1973) appear to be 
no larger than those brought to York during the Roman period for the manufacture 
of sarcophagi, or, indeed, columns; blanks for both may well have been available in 
York. Only the church at Ledsham, West Yorkshire (Taylor and Taylor 1965, 378-84) 
with its curious mixture of large blocks of Millstone Grit and Magnesian Limestone, 
leaves any suspicion of pre-Conquest quarrying of the former. It is clearly impossible 
to estimate the amount of gritstone available from Roman York at any time but its 
use in underpinning the fortress wall and its frequency in other structures, as well as 
the number of stone coffins (AY 3/1,34), implies exploitation on a scale reaching into 
the tens of thousands of tonnes. Several blocks appear to be in excess of a tonne in 
weight and it is evident that the only effective method of moving such material in bulk 
is by water. The incidence of gritstones reddened beneath the Permian unconformity 
suggests at least one source close to the scarp slope of the Magnesian Limestone 
(but cf. Turner 1970) and quarries should perhaps be sought in the Addlethorpe 
Grit or Lower Follifoot Grit, close to Collingham, north-west of the Roman villa 
at Dalton Parlours, where the River Wharfe cuts the Permian Escarpment and the 
Roman road from Adel to Tadcaster and York comes close to the river, and further 
north in the gorge of the River Nidd at Knaresborough (Buckland, in press). The 
former source would be able to employ the same shipment facilities as those used 
for the Lower Magnesian Limestone from Tadcaster, Roman Calcaria. Re-use in 
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Anglo-Scandinavian churches, as at Kirk Hammerton and Barton-upon-Humber, 
seems also to be related to access to the river system, most major sites of re-use 
being within half a mile or so of a river, navigable at least by raft. Two exceptions to 
this pattern should be noted (ibid.): the tower of the church at Kirby Grindalythe, 
North Yorkshire, in the Wolds south-east of Malton, and the later hilltop church at 
Holme upon Spalding Moor, North Humberside. The gritstone in the latter implies 
a Saxon or Anglo-Scandinavian predecessor. 

Magnesian Limestone 
The characterisation of the limestones proved exceedingly difficult. Surface 

concretions and virtual total decay of stones was not uncommon and the attempted 
division between the more amorphous dolomite limestones and those showing a 
microcellular or partially decomposed oolite texture is often rather subjective. It was 
soon noted, however, that all the small ashlars, re-used Roman saxa quadrata, were 
of Lower Magnesian Limestone. Although several beds within the Lower Limestone 
had clearly been employed, the range of variation apparent does not differ from that 
evident in stretches of the Roman fortress wall (cf. AY3/2, 80) on the other side of 
the Ouse, and it is probable that a similar composition will be found in the colonia 
defences. The limestone varies in colour from white to yellowish buff and texture 
ranges from a compact unbedded rock to a poorly bedded, oolitic to shelly limestone, 
often with the ooliths partially obliterated by dolomitisation and the comminuted 
bivalves, ?Schizodus sp., decalcified. Like the principal quarries for York during the 
medieval period (Gee 1981), quarries probably lay west of Tadcaster, where Ramm 
(1976b) has obtained a little archaeological evidence of Roman quarrying. Not all 
the Lower Magnesian Limestone in the tower, however, is of the size range of saxa 
quadrata. Both amongst the quoins, and occasionally in the body of the structure, 
much larger blocks occur, the largest at 0.68 x 0.6 x 0.36m, forming the basal block 
at the south-west corner. Although much of the monumental stonework in York is in 
Millstone Grit, large blocks of Magnesian Limestone are not uncommon. The building 
inscription from the south-east gate of the fortress in King’s Square (RCHMY 1, 
111) is on this rock and several tombstones and altars also occur in it (ibid. 114–32). 
The street fountain, found in Bishophill Junior in 1906 (ibid. 51), employs slabs of 
this limestone nearly 1m square and 0.2m thick in its construction. Re-use of Roman 
material therefore seems probable. 

The late medieval addition of a parapet to the tower employed, like the majority 
of structures of that date in York, sizable ashlars of Lower Magnesian Limestone. 
Several of these blocks show a characteristic pinkish hue and this can be matched by 
similar large stones used in the blocking to the lower part of the west belfry window. 
Since such reddening is restricted in distribution through the Lower Magnesian 
Limestone, occurring towards the base of both lower and upper subdivisions (Smith 
1974,126-8), it seems probable that these two pieces of modification were carried 
out at the same time. Similarly the use of a Coal Measure sandstone in the blocking 
of the eastern belfry opening and immediately above the late medieval window in 
the ground floor south side suggests that these modifications took place together, 
although these may relate to the 19th or early 20th century restorations. 

Bunter Sandstone 
Although the Bunter Sandstone outcrops close to York, it is rarely sufficiently 

indurated for use as a building stone. At Aldborough, North Yorkshire, it was, 
however, quarried for use in the Roman town wall (Gaunt 1971) and the rock was 
occasionally employed in Roman York (AY 3/1,35-6). The few fragments of this soft 
reddish sandstone in the tower are of little significance. 
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Jurassic Limestone 
The presence of oolitic limestone at St Mary Bishophill Junior was noted by 

Radley (1972, 61) in his discussion of the Anglian Tower and the use of limestones 
from the Middle Jurassic of the eastern side of the Vale of York in Roman York has 
recently been more closely considered (Buckland 1984). The rock is a hard, poorly 
bedded limestone composed of a mixture of comminuted calcareous fossil debris, in 
which pieces of echinoid spine and lamellibranch shell are prominent; peloidal grains 
and a varying amount of true ooliths also occur. Despite the variation, it is probable 
that a single source is indicated. Versey (in AY3/1, 36) has suggested the Malton area 
and its Roman transportation has been discussed elsewhere (Buckland 1984). Whilst 
there are some fairly regular blocks, the oolitic limestone, in contrast with the Lower 
Magnesian Limestone, shows no firm evidence of trimming, and the possibility of 
the use of freshly quarried material exists, although the scattered distribution of the 
stone might suggest a less regular process of re-use, perhaps consequent upon the 
breaking up of a sizable Roman funerary monument. 

Other materials 
The largely random re-use of any available building block over much of the tower 

is illustrated by several of the materials less frequently employed in the construction. 
The structure contains a scatter of sandstone cobbles from local Drift deposits, 
a source also exploited in the Roman period (AY 3/2, 81, and AY 10/1, 27); two 
composite fragments of Lower Magnesian Limestone in a matrix of opus signinum.. 
presumably acquired by the breaking up of a Roman concrete floor; and scattered 
Roman brick, ranging from broken fragments to the complete example used for the 
lintel of the lower single-splayed window on the north side. 

Late or post-medieval alterations are often picked out by insertions of narrow 
tiles. The modifications to the belfry stage windows have already been alluded to, and 
the irregular courses of tile inserted into the west face above the neo-Romanesque 
window probably represents the removal of a window (above, p.98). 

Discussion 
When the detailed study of the stones of the tower was first proposed it was 

hoped that the study might reveal evidence for different phases of construction, or 
some suggestion of the limits of individual gang work. Although several divisions 
are apparent, the identifications do not justify further subdivision and serve more to 
emphasise the unity of the structure. The changeover, however, to a more megalithic 
style of building and the utilisation of gritstone more than limestone begins, not at 
the string-course, where the offset might imply a break in construction, but some 
3m below, where the mixture of stone sizes becomes much more varied before the 
essentially sandstone structure of the belfry stage is reached. This zone of transition 
might suggest that the building of the tower was a single concept, which varied 
as to the availability of stone for robbing. Much of the material probably came 
from buildings within the colonia. Wenham found massive gritstone blocks, in situ, 
immediately adjacent to the tower, and the Roman building on the Prospect House 
site in Bishophill was clearly substantial, with ‘marble’ veneered walls (AY 4/1,43). 
If, however, a single major source of materials is looked for, then the combination 
of large Millstone Grit blocks for foundations, Lower Magnesian Limestone for 
saxa quadrata and core infilling and a Jurassic oolite for additions is found in one 
particular surviving monument: the Anglian Tower and adjoining stretch of fortress 
wall. Perhaps to be looked for is a similar combination of wall and towers along the 
enceinte of the colonia defences.  
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Tooling 
The re-used stones in the exterior of the tower might be expected to show signs of Roman 

tooling; however the fabric is so weathered that no useful records could be made. 

The interior of the belfry, however, preserves a few blocks with a very weathered diagonal 
tooling of Roman character. Since it is unlikely that the tower ever remained unroofed for 
any length of time this masonry must have been weathered prior to its re-use and this implies 
that it was taken from Roman buildings which had been exposed to the elements for some 
considerable time. In this connection it is important to note that there is differential weathering 
on the north and south belfry opening shafts (PI.XVIIIb). The flat faces here preserve a bold 
diagonal tooling in contrast to the curved faces where the tooling has weathered away. This 
difference must suggest that the curved faces have both been exposed to the weather for a 
much greater period than the flat faces and that the shafts received most of their weathering 
when set in a different site from that in which they are now found. This evidence adds greatly 
to the argument that these shafts were originally engaged columns, set up so that the flat 
face was against a wall where it could not be exposed to weathering. 

A variety of toolings can be seen on the tower arch (PI.XVII). The voussoirs themselves 
retain an accurate, though coarse, diagonal, boasted surface. Particularly within the inner 
order this finish was confined by a precise draft along the arrises. Also visible are punch marks 
and various cuts made by single chisel blows after the original surface had been finished. All 
of this tooling is probably Roman and belongs to the original use of these stones. The only 
tooling which can be ascribed with confidence to the masons who constructed the present 
arch is the rather crude diagonal tooling surviving in poor condition on the recut chamfers 
at the base of each jamb. 

The only other stones to preserve relatively unweathered Roman tooling are those re-used 
in the high-level doorway. On most the diagonal tooling is fine; one has a herringbone pattern. 

Stones, re-used in the fabric, retaining evidence of their former 
function (Figs.42-3 s) 

Although the tower fabric is probably mostly composed of re-used stones (see petrology, 
p.111, and Fig.44 s), this is difficult to prove directly except in those cases where stones 
retain some distinct evidence. Twenty-one such pieces were recorded. 

Nine of these were re-used as quoins in both stages of the tower. Lewis holes were visible 
in four stones indicating that each was set in the tower on its end bed. Only the shafts in 
the belfry were re-used architecturally, and, although only two of these preserve evidence of 
their former use (see f, k below), it is quite possible that the shaft in the east belfry opening 
is also re-used from elsewhere. 

Eighteen of these stones are definitely or probably from a Roman source; only three (a, 
p, and s) are re-used post-Roman pieces, although q may also be of this date. 

A number of pre-Conquest carved fragments now in the church or in the Yorkshire 
Museum, known to have come from the church, and the pre-Conquest carved fragments 
recorded during this survey (a,p, q and s), are described below. The Roman tombstone (e) 
is also described below, p.118.
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The following abbreviations are used below and on pp.154-65: D. -diameter, H. -height, 
L. -length, T. -thickness, W. -width.

North wall

Lower stage 

a Fragment of a pre-Conquest ?screen from the east end of the interior ground-floor 
chamber (see p, below). Removed 1980. For description see 3, p.120; 36, p.29, AY 8/1. 
Millstone Grit; H.590, W.400, T.135mrn (Fig.46 s) 

b Stone with lewis holes, now a quoin. Millstone Grit; H.0.46, W.l.32m 

c ?Window head or sill with rectangular cut-out in upper surface, now a quoin. Millstone 
Grit; H.140, W.400mrn 

d Stone with lewis holes, now a quoin. Millstone Grit; H.730, W.800, T .460mm Belfry stage 

e Roman tombstone, used as a quoin with carved side facing inwards, see 1, p.118. Removed 
1980. ?Marine sandstone, probably from the Jurassic of east or north-east Yorkshire (see 
above, p.112); H.772, W.390, T.150mrn (PI.XXIIa) 

f Shaft in two parts, D-section (see also k, below). Presumed to have been cut originally 
as engaged columns -the flat sides being placed against a wall; probably of Roman date. 
Millstone Grit; H.l.73, D.0.26m 

g Stone with shallow semicircular cut-out or wear mark on underside. Millstone Grit; 
H.270, W.590mm South Wall

Belfry stage 

h Stone with incomplete dowel or lewis hole, now a quoin. Magnesian Limestone; H.230, 

W.580, T .330mrn 

j Stone, now a quoin, with two mortar-filled holes. Upper Carboniferous sandstone, probably 
Millstone Grit Series; H.380, W.660, T .200mm 

k Shaft in two parts, D-section (see f above). Millstone Grit; H.l.80, D.0.26m (Fig.27, 
PI.XVIIIb) 

l Stone, now a quoin, pierced by a hole D.50mrn, from south to west face. Upper 
Carboniferous sandstone, probably Millstone Grit Series; H.340, W.500, T .280mrn 

m, n Similar segmental stones. Upper Carboniferous sandstone, probably Millstone Grit 
Series; H.80, W.280mrn; H.I00, W.280mrn 

o  Stone, now a quoin with mortar-filled slot and small circular hole. Millstone Grit; H.640, 
W.360, T .260mm 

East Wall 

Lower stage 

p Fragment of a pre-Conquest ?screen from inside the tower ground-floor chamber north 
of the tower arch (see a, above). Removed 1980. For description see 4, p.120; 37,p.29, AY 
8/1. Millstone Grit; H.420, W.370, T.95mrn (Fig. 46 s) 
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q Fragment with no decoration visible but possibly part of a cross-shaft used as a lintel to the 
high-level door. For description see 5, p.121; 38, p.29, AY 8/1. Sandstone; L.I.78, H.0.62m 

Belfry stage 

r Stone with lewis hole. Millstone Grit; H.180, W.320mm I s Fragment of 10th century 
cross-shaft. Removed 1980. For description see 2, below; 35, p.29, AY 8/1. Removed 1980. 
Upper Carboniferous sandstone, probably Millstone Grit Series; H.475, W.365, T.165mrn 
(Fig.45 s) 

t Stone with shallow carved depression, now a quoin. Lower Magnesian Limestone; H.400, 
W.540, T .280mrn 

u Neatly cut slab. Upper Carboniferous sandstone, probably Millstone Grit Series; H.80, 
IW.300mrn 

v Stone, once a voussoir, placed upside down. Millstone Grit; H.380, W.280mm 

Roman fragment 
Contributed by T. F. C. Blagg

1  Roman tombstone, broken at top and bottom, rear face missing; re-used as a 
quoin, see e, p.117; (for full description see AY 4/2, in prep.). ?Marine sandstone, I 
probably from the Jurassic of east or north-east Yorkshire (see above p.112); H.772, 
W.390, T.150mm (PI.XXlla) 

The upper part of the stone is carved with a standing figure in relief. Only the legs 
and the lower part of the garments remain. Beneath the figure is the smooth panel 
for an inscription, with a half-round moulding at the sides. There is no sign that an 
inscription was ever carved, but despite the absence of its specific testimony there 
can be little doubt, in view of the layout of the carving and the costume of the figure, 
that the purpose was funerary. Failure to carve the inscription on a monument of the 
quality indicated by the choice of limestone and by the fine carving of the drapery 
is surprising. It may be suggested, though without possibility of proof, given the fact 
of the tombstone’s re-use and its present condition, that it had never actually been 
used for its intended purpose.

Later Anglian and Anglo-Scandinavian sculptured fragments 
Contributed by D. Tweddle

2  Incomplete cross-shaft. Found built into the east face of the tower, south of the 
belfry window (see s, above; 35, AY 8/1). Upper Carboniferous sandstone; H.475, 
W.365, T.165mm (Fig:45 s) I It is of rectangular section, tapers towards the upper 
end, and is roughly broken above and to the rear. Below, it is dressed flat, with the 
remains of a dowel hole in the t middle of the broken rear edge. The shaft was originally 
stepped near the base, but on Faces A and B7 this stepping has been dressed flat. 
Face C is destroyed, and Face D is so heavily weathered that this feature is completely 
obscured. Face A has plain corner mouldings inside each of which is a plain frame. 
There is a boss on the vertical axis of the face near the upper edge, and below this 
the field is decorated with a heavily-weathered, vertically-placed, backward-looking 
quadruped involved in flaccid interlace. The animal’s hindquarters are in the lower 
left-hand corner of the field, with the rear leg, folded under the body, running into 
the lower right-hand corner. The animal’s ribbon-like body curves across the field 
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towards the upper right-hand corner where there is a spiral hip. The foreleg is placed 
horizontally below the boss. Face B has the plain corner moulding to the left returned 
above the step at the base. The plain frame inside it is not returned, and is enriched 
with two pairs of incised transverse lines. The frame and corner moulding to the right 
are lost. Only one edge of the main field survives; its decoration is indecipherable. 
Face D has a plain corner moulding to the right with a plain frame inside it. The 
corner moulding and frame to the left are lost. Near the upper edge is an irregular 
relief area, below which the face is decorated with an interlace whose pattern is not 
recoverable. 

The boss on Face A is an unusual feature, not often encountered on pre-Conquest 
cross-shafts, but frequently employed on cross-heads. Its occurrence here, therefore, 
suggests that this is the lower limb of a cross-head together with the upper part of the 
cross-shaft. The head would originally have had a boss in the centre, and another on 
each of the arms, of which this is one. That this was a ring head – one where the arms 
of the cross were linked near their ends by short curved bars – is indicated by the 
relief area on Face D which probably represents the stub of the ring. The absence of 
an equivalent stub on Face B is explained by the extensive damage to its upper end, 
which survives to only 90mm in thickness, as opposed to 165mm on Face D. Any trace 
of the ring on this face may therefore have been lost. A closely comparable cross-head 
and shaft are known from North Frodingham, North Humberside (Collingwood 
1927, fig. 151), although here the bosses are treated as berry bunches.8 

This identification of the fragment as part of a cross-head and upper part of the 
cross-shaft is strengthened by the fact that the base of the piece is dressed, and has 
a dowel hole in it, indicating that the head and the bulk of the shaft were made as 
separate pieces, an arrangement encountered frequently elsewhere. A shaft from St 
Mary Castlegate (Collingwood 1909, 176), for example, has a mortise hole in the 
top, and at Gosforth, Cumbria, the cross-head has a tenon at the base which would 
have engaged such a mortise (Bailey 1980,242). Bailey has suggested that lead would 
have been used for bonding the two together, a procedure described by Symeon 
of Durham for the repair of a cross at Lindisfarne (ibid.). The St Mary Bishophill 
Junior piece is slightly unusual in northern England in having a dowel hole in this 
position (presumably used to seat a metal fitting, again possibly of lead) rather than 
a mortise, but this usage is paralleled in southern England in Hampshire, on shafts 
from Bishop’s Waltham and Priors Barton, Winchester (Close and Collingwood 
1922). Another unusual feature of this piece is the stepped zone originally encircling 
its base. Since there was evidently another section of shaft below this one, such a step 
would have formed what Bailey described as an offset band around the shaft (Bailey 
1980, 181), a feature seen at a small number of sites in Cumbria, as at Rockcliffe and 
Bromfield (ibid.), but which also occurs in Yorkshire, as at Middleton (Collingwood 
1927, fig.161). Too much should not be made of the occurrence of this feature 
on the Bishophill Junior shaft, since the stepped zone has been cut back, and may 
originally have projected very little and been more in the nature of an enlarged plain 
horizontal frame dividing the decorative fields, as on the shaft from Leeds parish 
church (Collingwood 1927,212-13). However, on the Leeds shaft the frames dividing 
the fields stop on the plain frame, which would thus still have encircled the shaft. 

The reconstructed form of the cross suggests that it is of Anglo-Scandinavian 
date as the ring head and offset band around the shaft are both features confined to 
this period. Closer dating is, however, possible by comparison of the animal on Face 
A with similar animals on other York sculptures. On the slab from Clifford Street 
(Collingwood 1909, 193, fig. opp. 188), for example, there are two quadrupeds 
involved in interlace, with their bodies disposed in the same way as the animal on 
Face A of the Bishophill Junior fragment. On both pieces the back leg is tucked 
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under the body, and the front leg raised. Similar animals are used also on the grave 
slab covering burial 1 from the graveyard under York Minster (Pattison 1973,212, 
pl.XXXIXa and b, pl.XLIXa), and on cross-shaft 3 from the Minster (ibid., 214-15, 
fig.2k, pl.XL VIla) although here the animal’s front legs are outstretched, not raised, 
a feature seen again on a fragmentary grave slab from 16-22 Coppergate (sf2115, 
AY 17, in prep.; Bailey 1980, pl.12). The Minster, Clifford Street and Coppergate 
animals all exhibit features of the Scandinavian Jellinge style including head lappets, 
contoured bodies, and spiral hips. Of these only the spiral hip is employed on the 
Bishophill Junior fragment, but its occurrence here serves to underline the links 
which the piece has with these other York sculptures. 

Lang’s analysis of the Minster material has demonstrated the existence in York 
of a school of sculpture combining both native Anglian and Scandinavian features, 
to which the Clifford Street and Coppergate pieces are related (Lang 1978c). In 
view of the close comparisons between them and the Bishophill Junior piece it 
seems reasonable to regard it also as either a product of, or a derivative from, this 
school. The broad 10th century date range suggested for this school by its use of 
Jellinge-derived features has been narrowed by Lang to the early part of that century 
(ibid., 151) and this conclusion appeared to have been confirmed by the discovery 
of the unfinished slab from 16-22 Coppergate, found in an archaeological context 
provisionally dated to the first half of the 10th century (Bailey 1980, 50). The final 
phasing of this site is now complete, and the sculpture in fact derives from a context 
dated to c.975. A date before c.975 would therefore be acceptable for the Bishophill 
Junior piece, although the debased nature of the decoration perhaps suggests that it 
belongs towards the end of this date period. 

3  Incomplete rectangular panel. Found built into the ground-floor chamber of the 
tower, at the east end of the north wall (see a, p.117; 36, AY 8fl). Millstone Grit; 
H.590, W.400, T.135mm (Fig.46 s) 

The fragment is roughly broken to one side but the remaining edges are dressed 
flat. The front and rear faces each have a double plain frame, as does one of the edges.

4  Corner fragment of a rectangular panel. Found built into the ground-floor chamber 
in the west face of the east wall of the tower north of the arch (see p, p.117; 37, AY 
8fl). Millstone Grit; H.420, W.370, T.95mm (Fig.46 s) 

The surviving original edges are dressed flat. Of the remaining edges one is broken 
and the other roughly dressed. The front and rear faces both have a double plain frame. 

Since the decoration of stones 3 and 4 is so similar, and the variation in thickness 
between them only small, it is possible that they are different ends of the same large 
panel. Alternatively they may be fragments of different but obviously related panels. 
Their original function is uncertain, but since each piece is framed on both faces, 
these faces must originally have been visible, and the panels therefore free-standing, 
possibly forming some sort of screen. The framed edge of fragment 3 would then 
be explicable as part of either the upper edge of the screen, or an edge flanking an 
opening in such a screen. 

The simple nature of their decoration makes these fragments extremely difficult 
to date, but from their re-use in the tower of the church they must be of Anglo- 
Scandinavian date or earlier. That they are Roman is, however, unlikely as there is no 
parallel for this form of monument in York at that period. Moreover Roman frames 
are usually more elaborate with a series of receding mouldings framing a recessed 
panel as, for example, on the tombstone of Lucius Duccius Rufinus (RCHMY 1, 121, 
pl.55) found at Holy Trinity Priory, only a short distance from St Mary Bishophill 
Junior. The simple framing of these fragments is, however, paralleled on pre- 
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Conquest sculpture, as, for example, on the shaft noted above (stone 2) where each 
of the decorative fields is flanked by plain comer mouldings, inside which are plain 
frames. As on the possible screen fragments the mouldings do not recede, neither is 
the decorated field recessed. 

A few pre-Conquest screen fragments are known, such as that from 
Monkwearmouth, Tyne and Wear (Cramp 1965,3, pl.2), which has been identified as 
part of a closure screen serving to delimit the area around the altar. Closure screens 
are frequently encountered in this period on the Continent (Hubert et al. 1970, 28-
33, pl.24), and the St Mary Bishophill Junior fragments may also have been used 
for this purpose, but until more comparative material from Anglo-Saxon England 
is discovered, any comments on their function and date can remain only tentative. 
5  Cross-shaft fragment. Used as the east lintel to the high-level doorway (see q, 
p.118; 38, AY 8/1). Sandstone; L.1.78, H.0.62m 

The lintel has the distinctive tapered shape of a cross-shaft. There are several 
small half-rounds standing in relief at the point where the stone is bedded into the 
north and south jambs, possibly the remains of interlace. 

Tooling 
Tooling marks are preserved best on the flat underside of the cross-shaft fragment, 

stone 2 (s), where there is diagonal tooling made with an implement having a slightly 
curved blade 20mm wide. Elsewhere on the piece the extent of the weathering both 
before, and, in the case of Face D, after it was built into the wall has obscured the 
marks of tooling, although on Face A there are several prominent drilled holes. 

Colour 
Most pre-Conquest sculpture was probably coloured (Bailey 1980, 254), but 

although traces of paint survive on some York sculptures (p.164) none was found 
on the fragments from St Mary Bishophill Junior. 

Discussion 
The pieces of sculpture discovered during the Trust’s work at St Mary Bishophill 

Junior should be considered in the context of the other pre-Conquest sculptures 
known from the site. These are: 
6  Anglian cross-shaft fragment. Face A is decorated with a pair of standing figures, 
Face B with a medallion vine scroll. The date and exact place of discovery are not 
known; purchased by the Yorkshire Museum in 1877. Gritstone; H.750, W.330, 
T. 280mm 
7  Cross-shaft fragment. Face A is decorated with a debased vine scroll. Face B with 
interlace, Face C with an interlace having zoomorphic elements. The decoration 
on Face D is destroyed. Found in 1913 built into the south wall of the chancel and 
removed into the church. See 30, AY 8/1. Gritstone; H.870, W.370, T.210mm 
8  Anglian cross-shaft fragment. Faces A, B and C each have plain comer mouldings 
with a row of beading inside them. They are otherwise undecorated. Face D is 
weathered flat. Found in July 1908 ‘in the tower wall on the level of the bells, inside’ 
(Collingwood 1909, 207). In Yorkshire Museum. Gritstone; H.330, W.260, T.159mm 
9  Anglian cross-shaft fragment. The decoration is similar to that of stone 8 except 
that the row of beading inside the plain corner mouldings is returned along the 
lower edge of each face. There is a dowel hole in the lower end. Probably part of the 
same shaft as stone 8. The date and place of discovery are not known. In the church. 
Gritstone; H.320, W.255, T.150mm 
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10   Gritstone fragment with a convex upper edge and decorated with ‘an incised 
circle with six rays’. The date of discovery is not known but it was first reported in 
1909 following the restoration of the tower by E. Ridsdale Tate. This may be the door 
head with a Maltese cross reported in the Yorkshire Herald (1908). Found ‘level I with 
the bells to the west of the south window’, it was left in the fabric and is not now 
identifiable. See 32, AY 8/1. L.815, H.410mm 
11 Hogback grave cover fragment. Found ‘in the wall of the church of St Mary 
Bishophill Junior’ and given to the Yorkshire Museum in 1861 (YMH 1891, 76 no.8). 
See 31, AY 8/1. Gritstone; L.700, H.510, T.250mm 
12 Grave slab comer fragment. The upper face has a double plain frame containing 
?animal ornament. The date and place of discovery are not known. In the church. 
See 33.. AY 8/1. Gritstone; L.380, W.305, T100mm 
13 ?Grave slab fragment. It is sub-rectangular and crossed by a pair of incised parallel 
lines and is possibly part of a grave slab decorated with an incised Latin cross, cf. 
the slab from Parliament Street (RCHMY 4, pl.25c; 5, 49). Discovered in 1968 
‘built into the inner wall of the tower below the belfry stage to the west of a window’ 
(I. Pattison, pers. comm.). See 34.. AY 8/1. Gritstone; no measurements recorded 
14 and 15 Two heavily-weathered, Anglian cross-shaft fragments. 14 is decorated c 
with vine scroll, 15 with interlace. Seen in 1969 in the outer east face of the tower i 
built into the gritstone band just above the apex of the nave roof (I. Pattison, pers. 
comm.). No decoration survived at the time of the Trust’s survey. Gritstone; 14.. 
L.762, H.508mm; 15.. L.711, H.508mm 
16 Anglian cross-head fragment. The cross arms are lost, but the circular central field 
survives. It is delimited by a plain frame and contains an incised Latin inscription of 
four lines (Okasha 1971, 132-). The provenance of this fragment as St Mary Bishophill 
Junior was recorded in 1881 by D. H. Haigh and reiterated by the RCHMY (5, 
xxxvi); in the Yorkshire Museum. Limestone; H.165, W.165mm 
No trace of decoration could be seen on fragments 10,14 and 15 during the Trust’s 
investigation of the fabric. Fragments 10 and 13 are only identified as of possible 
pre-Conquest date as they are incorporated into a fabric of mid to late 11 th century 
date (see below, p.146). As they are both built into the face of the wall it is possible, 
however, that they were insetted during late medieval or post-medieval patching of 
the tower. 
The sculpture as a whole throws some dim light on the origins of the church of St 
Mary Bishophill Junior. The surviving fabric dates from the 11th century (see below, 
p.143, for discussion on the dating) and the earliest graves in the excavated portion 
of the cemetery to the north are of early 10th century date (p.83). However, there are 
two Anglian cross fragments -6 and 16 -from the site, and, as noted above, it is likely 
that 8.. 9.. 14 and 15 are also of Anglian date. The occurrence of Anglian material 
here must mean either that the church’s origins can be pushed back into the Anglian 
period; or that the Anglian material, together possibly with some of the later sculpture, 
was brought to the site from elsewhere. The nearby Holy Trinity Priory, which seems 
to have been a pre-Conquest Minster (Morris 1986), is an obvious possibility. 

Mortar analyses 
Mortar samples were taken at 2m intervals from undisturbed areas all over the tower; 

some were also taken from specific areas, e.g. the belfry windows, where it was thought 
that they might clarify the building sequence. 
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Fig .28  Tower of St Mary Bishophill Junior. Mortar analyses: graph showing the average values of % 
aggregate and sieve mesh size of the four groups of mortars 

The samples were analysed by Dr J. Evans of the Department of Chemistry, North East 
London Polytechnic. Of the 120 samples twenty were rejected as unsuitable for processing; 
of the remainder graphs of % aggregate against sieve mesh size were prepared for the 
samples, and the results averaged out to give the values plotted in Fig.28. A control sample 
of sand from the River Ouse was also processed. The data obtained from an examination 
of the nature and size of the aggregate enabled Dr Evans to arrange the samples into four 
groups. 
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Group 1: 76 samples 

The sand used in the group 1 samples is similar to that from the River Ouse. Its source 
may well have been a sandpit along the river such as those in use until recent times on 
the east bank between York and Fulford. All but two group 1 samples were from primary 
positions in both stages of the tower, and are therefore associated with its construction. Use 
of the same sources is suggested by two group 1 samples taken from the west belfry opening. 

Group 2: 9 samples 

The aggregate distribution curve for these samples is very like that of group 1, and as 

before, reflects the use by the builders of Ouse sand. Visual inspection of the mortars of  
this group revealed large quantities of crushed tile or brick which gave them a characteristic 
pinkish colour. Use of this coloured mix was restricted to a rendering over areas of the 
secondary brick blocking in the north, south and east belfry openings, to a few isolated 
joints which had been repointed at the same time, and to the limestone impost in the north 
opening; all the work was confined to the exterior of the belfry, and must have required 
scaffolding. The most likely occasion for this was the construction of the late medieval 
parapet (see above, p.l07). Unfortunately the parapet was thoroughly rebuilt in 1908 (p.l07) 
so that no trace of original mortar was seen except in one very small area on the west face. 
This had an aggregate curve very like that for group 2, and it also contained tile fragments. 

Group 3: 5 samples 

The apparent character of these mortars is similar to that of the mortars of group 1, but 
the aggregate distribution curve was slightly different. Four of the samples were removed 
from the area within the straight joints of the north belfry opening, and the fifth from the 
east reveal of the south belfry opening. The areas between the straight joints of the south 
and the east belfry openings produced only group 1 mortars. 

This result is not easy to interpret. As the blocking of the north belfry opening is clearly 
secondary (above, p.l04) the distinction should be evident in the mortar samples. However 
the fact that these samples also match the mortar from the original fabric in the south 
jamb and the fact that the other two belfry opening blockings produced mortar similar to 
group 1 appear to be self-contradictory and no weight of interpretation can be placed on 
these particular results. 

Group 4: 10 samples 

The samples in this group were all taken from the lower stage; one was associated 
with the rebuilt window on the first floor of the south face. They are probably the result 
of medieval repointing, and their restriction to the lower stage suggests that a low scaffold 
was used since they extend to a height impossible to reach by ladder alone. It is unlikely 
that the repointing was general since the bulk of mortar samples taken from the lower 
stage also belong to group 1.
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Mortar colours 
Although it did not show in the analyses, there was an evident colour difference between 

the mortars of the upper stage and the rest. This was because the mortar analysis method 
adopted addressed itself to the nature of the aggregate and not to other qualitative criteria. 
It may be that the colour difference reflects a change in the method of lime manufacture, 
resulting in a cleaner product for the later work. 

Black lines in the mortar 
From time to time during the investigation of the tower dark horizontal lines were noticed 

running for short distances in the mortar beds between stones. Analysis of mortars above 
and below the lines revealed that they were of the same composition. 

The most likely interpretation is that these represent short breaks, maybe only a few 
days long, between periods of construction. It was not possible to rake out all mortar joints 
since there was no certainty that restoration of the tower would immediately follow. Such 
a small number of lines was seen that the distribution as plotted was entirely random and 
not instructive so systematic plotting and analysis were not carried out. 

Putlog system (Figs.29, 39-40 s)
Below the parapet 83 putlog holes were identified on the exterior of the tower, seven 

more were found inside the ground floor, and four, with indications of others, in the belfry. 
All are apparently part of the original scaffolding system used by the builders; the exterior 
system forms a structure of eight lifts. A further two lifts are assumed to have existed below 
these eight, and evidence for the lower of these two was found within the tower. 

The position of each exterior putlog hole was plotted on to a set of elevational drawings 
from which Figs.29, and 39-40 s have been generated. It became clear that although not 
all putlog holes had been found, because of later repointing and concretion especially in 
the lower part of the lower stage, a pattern to their arrangement was visible. The holes were 
in horizontal lines around the tower, indicating lifts at approximately 2m intervals. In the 
lower stage the horizontal spacing of the putlog holes was haphazard but in the belfry it was 
more regular. This suggested that the belfry putlogs were lashed to the junctions between 
the ledger and regularly spaced standards. The system used for the lower stage was less 
regular. A vertical line, if drawn between certain groups of putlogs from different lifts in 
the belfry stage, probably represents the position of the pole standard. The approximate 
diameter of the standard, taken from the horizontal measurement between the vertically 
arranged putlog holes, was about 0.15m. 

Within the belfry four putlog holes were found in the east wall which appear to 
correspond to the ninth extet:ior lift at 17.2m, but which are in fact at about 17m. Further 
indications of other regularly spaced putlog holes occur at the same level on the interior 
faces of the other walls. This is confirmation that the same kind of scaffolding was used 
inside the belfry chamber as was discovered outside. The absence of floors made further 
plotting of the internal system impossible. 

There was no evidence for the use of hung scaffolding: none of the putlog holes examined 
passed through a wall, in contrast, for example, to the putlog holes in the belfry walls of 
Kirk Hammerton church which pierce their full thickness. 
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Fig. 29 Isometric view of the tower of St Mary 
Bishophill Junior shown as though in process 
of building; the scaffolding system is based on 
the positions of the putlog holes. Scale 1:200
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Because of the random spacing of the putlog holes in the lower stage, the number or 
position of the standards at each level could not be reconstructed. However, the holes to 
the lift below the string-course on all four faces corresponded to the regular system of 
the belfry stage. Close examination of these holes revealed chisel marks, making it clear 
that the holes had been cut into the lower stage, and not, as elsewhere, contrived during 
construction. This is evidence that the tower was re-scaffolded at the start of work on the 
belfry stage and on the strength of this we may suggest a pause in the building campaign 
between the lower and upper stages of the tower. Such a pause, however, is not likely to 
have lasted for more than a season or two, and it is argued below (p.130) that the design 
of the belfry stage was planned from the start. 

When found the exterior putlog holes were blocked with small limestones set in Portland 
cement; this may have resulted from a last re-use of the system during the restoration of 
1908, or it may represent a blocking at that time of holes which had always been open. In 
shape the holes are irregular but sufficiently large to admit a baulk of timber about 0.15 
x 0-15m. Some of these putlogs had been squared off before insertion into the wall, since 
wet mortar had occasionally run against them and retained their sectional shapes. The 
depths of the holes varied: some were shallow, 0.0-0.5m, others extended into the wall 
for up to 0.45m. Several in the belfry stage had been capped within the core of the wall 
with gritstone slabs while one, immediately to the north of the high-level door, had been 
formed by bridging the gap between two blocks with a single Roman brick. Only a few 
putlog holes could be examined since the blocking of most of them was sound and in no 
need of repair. No timber was recovered from within them. 

On the east elevation of the tower, within the roof space, two putlog holes were found at 
a height of7.25m, to north and to south of the high-level doorway. They do not correspond 
to any lift position on the other three faces. The holes are unusually closely spaced, at I-2m 
apart; and are canted inwards, so that putlogs inserted into them would meet at a point 
opposite the mid point of the elevation. This would be the arrangement if a single standard 
were used, perhaps in association with the construction of the building east of the tower. 

The lowest of the eight lifts recorded was at 5.8m and so there is room for two more 
lifts at 2m spacings below it: putlog holes in these positions could not be found because of 
repointing. The spacing of the lifts is close to that used today and the lifts of the scaffold 
from which this survey was made were equal in number to the original lifts but displaced 
upwards from their predecessors by about 0-5m. An unexplained observation is that 
throughout the building the lifts of the west elevation were consistently a few centimetres 
lower than their counterparts on the east, north and south elevations. 

When the Victorian plaster was removed from the walls of the tower ground-floor 
chamber a series of putlog holes was discovered forming a lift at about I-8m, the level 
calculated for the lowest lift on the exterior. Seven holes were revealed in all, irregularly 
spaced as on the lower stage exterior, and were of special interest since they produced 
environmental evidence for activity within the tower (see below, p.128). Five had later 
been blocked with cobbles, and the other two with a mortar identical to that used to hold 
the cobbles in place; the environmental evidence suggested that the holes had been open 
for some time. Five holes, not the same five, had been cut out of single blocks. Within four 
of these holes impressions of the end of the putlog itself survived. One was square ended 
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(0.07 x 0.07m), one triangular in cross-section (maximum dimension 0.07m, the short 
side being waney) and one D-shaped, perhaps also waney. These are likely to have been 
split logs. The shape of the fourth was indeterminate. 

A feature of each hole cut out of a solid block is the deep nick in the middle of the upper 
side. This is interpreted as evidence for the barring-out of a jammed putlog. Considerable 
pressure would be needed if the putlog were well jammed, and certainly the area of the 
stone at the back of the nick showed rust marks and signs of crushing. ( This technique of 
removing putlogs implies that they were levered out from above which would be necessary 
only if a limited number of putlogs was in use: some of the materials of one lift might be 
re-used on a higher stretch of walling. Each putlog would have to be unlashed from its 
standard or ledger and prised out of the wall. Barring out would have been needed if the 
mortar had been allowed to set before the attempt was made to remove the putlog, since 
the weight of walling would have crushed all soft new beds, and so trapped the putlog. 
The alternative, sawing the putlog off where it emerged from the wall, was not done at St 
Mary Bishophill Junior. 

Insect remains from the putlog holes 
Contributed by H. K. Kenward

Samples for biological analysis were collected by C. M. Briden from four locations: 
three putlog holes, numbered 1, 5 and 6, inside the ground floor of the tower, each 
approximately 2m from present floor level and completely sealed by mortar; and a 
lewis hole in a block in the tower at a height of 13m. All the samples were very small, 
each amounting to only a few tens of grammes. The material was washed on to a 
300µm mesh-aperture sieve using hot water, then separated using paraffin-flotation 
or ‘washover’ as appropriate (Kenward et al. 1980). 

No identifiable plant remains were recovered, and the samples from putlog hole 
5 and the lewis hole contained no useful animal remains. The insects recovered from 
putlog holes 1 and 6 are listed in Table 1. 

Most of the insect remains were reddened and fragmented, characteristics of 
material preserved in dry conditions or in partly-aerated deposits. The determination 
of Pterostichus madidus has been made on the right hindquarter of a pronotum, no 
other parts being recognised. It clearly shows the diagnostic shape and external ‘blunt 
carina’ delimiting the basal fovea (Lindroth 1974). 

These assemblages of insects are too small for a precise analysis of their 
implications, but they stimulate some interesting speculations. Firstly, the abundant 
component of domestic, wood-boring and stored-products species seems unlikely 
to have entered the holes during construction of the church, but later when habitats 
were available in its structure, in birds’ nests, or associated with human occupation 
of the tower. Secondly, the holes seem likely to have been open for several years at 
least, to allow so many insects, many of them flightless (Table 1), to enter. Some 
may, however, have come from bird droppings, although there was no evidence for 
this. Not all the material in the holes was collected, so that the total numbers were 
doubtless considerably greater than those recorded. Thirdly, the species lists include 
some beetles which, in the light of information from other sites, are surprising in an 
11th century assemblage. The spider beetle Tipnus unicolor is common in Roman 
deposits (e.g. Hall et al. 1980, AY 14/3), but seems to have subsequently disappeared, 
reappearing only in the late medieval period (Kenward 1985).  
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Sitophilus granarius, the grain weevil, was also abundant in Roman York, but there 
are no well-authenticated 9th-10th century records despite the examination of many 
hundreds of samples. 

The presence of these species suggests either that the holes were re-opened long 
after construction, or that 11th century Bishophill had an insect fauna (and by 
implication, buildings) quite different from those recorded from contemporaneous 
deposits elsewhere in British towns. The first possibility is supported, albeit tenuously, 
by the records of Pterostichus madidus and Tenebrio molitor. P. madidus is very common 
now, but is unknown from archaeological deposits in York despite the examination of 
large volumes of deposit by bulk-sieving (Kenward et al. 1980), a technique which 
recovers large numbers of related Carabidae. T. molitor is also very common at present, 
but is replaced by T. obscurus in archaeological deposits at York; the published record 
(Buckland et al. 1974) is based on an incorrect determination of T. obscurus. 

The alternative hypothesis, that the indoor fauna of Anglo-Scandinavian Bishophill 
was different from that of parts of York previously examined, has more far-reaching 
implications. There may have been domestic or store buildings unlike those seen 

Table 1 Insect remains from putlog holes 1 and 6, inside the ground floor of the tower. The numbers are the 
minimum number of individuals which could have given the recorded fragments. Taxa marked * 
are flightless. Flight by Xestobium rufovillosum is discussed by Buckland (1975). The sexes of the 
Ptinus fur could not always be distinguished on the material available. Putlog hole 1 also contained 
the remains of a large spider, possibly providing a clue to the way insects became trapped in the holes. 
Nomenclature follows Kloet and Hincks (1964-77). f = fragment

Putlog hole number

Taxon

1 6

Lyctocoris campestris (F.) 1 –
*Pterostichus madidius (F.) 1
?Calathus sp. – 1
?Gnathoncus sp – 1
Histeridae indet 1 –
Xylodromus concinnus (Marsh.) 4 –
Staphylinus olens Muller – ff=1
Quedius sp 1 –
Anobium punctatum (Deg.) 2 1
?*Xestobium rufovillosum (Deg.) – ff=1
*Tipnus unicolor (P. and M.) 3 10
*(in female) Ptinus fur (L.) 3 6
Cryptophagus sp 5 1
*Anommatus duodecimstriatus (Mull.) 1 –
Lathridius minutus (L.) group 1 –
*Dienerella sp 1 –

?Enicmus sp – 1
Mycetaea hirta (Marsh.) – 1
Tenebrio molitor L. – ff=1
Phymatodes alni L. 2 –
*Otiorhynchus singularis (L.) – 4
*O. sp f –
*Sitophilus granarius (L.) – 1

26 31
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elsewhere in York, better-constructed and longer-lasting, providing habitat for Tipnus 
unicolor. Carrying this speculation further, it is conceivable that these buildings were 
in fact in unbroken descent from Roman ones. There is some evidence to suggest that 
there was a standing Roman building still in use only a few metres from the church 
at the time the latter was under construction (see p.82). If this was so, some of the 
unexpected elements in the fauna may simply represent species which had survived 
locally in such structures; the implication in the case of Sitophilus granarius might be 
complete continuity of occupation, including supplies of grain. This speculation is 
clearly based on inadequate evidence, but is worthy of further investigation. It does 
not explain the presence of P. madidus which may, however, have lived in ‘suburban’ 
places yet to be sampled, and is known from 11 th century deposits formed on the 
edge of the town at Beverley (Hall and Kenward 1980), and T. molitor, or Otiorhynchus 
singularis, a species associated with trees and the best candidate for an origin in bird 
droppings. It is also possible that the unusual site of preservation is responsible for 
the great differences between these and other Anglo-Scandinavian assemblages. For 
the time being, however, it is perhaps safer to assume that these insects are probably 
of more recent origin. 

Centring and falsework 
Little evidence was found to indicate the use of centring or falsework during construction. 

However, the arches of the lights in the belfry would require a simple centring which would 
probably have been supported on the backs of the imposts. 

Similarly some centring would have been required for the tower arch but in view of this 
it is remarkable that the imposts here are not level. Because through-stones were not used 
two pieces of falsework may have been required, and possibly three if the east and west sides 
of the outer order of the arch were erected simultaneously .Moreover the infill to the inner 
order would require full shuttering. Alternatively a single piece of falsework incorporating 
three shuttered centrings could have been used. The inner order is of variable thickness; 
the east edge in particular snakes round the arch, suggesting that more care was exercised 
in the construction of the falsework than in the erection of the masonry. 

Direction of course-setting 
Magnetic compass bearings taken between pairs of fixed points and corrected to the 

true bearing of the west wall show that the tower has a distinct left hand spiral from bottom 
to top; this seems likely to happen if courses are laid from right to left. This spiral is clearly 
visible in plan (Fig.30). 

Analysis of the probable phases in the tower’s history 
From the foregoing description a phasing of the various changes undertaken in the 

tower’s history can be attempted and a description made of the appearance of the tower 
at each phase (Figs.31-3, 41 s). 

Phase I 
No convincing evidence has come to light during the survey work to lend credibility 

to the argument that the lower stages of the tower are of an earlier date than the belfry. 
It is a correct observation that there is a difference in the type of masonry employed. In 
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Fig. 30 Tower of St Mary Bishophill Junior. Diagram to show the left-hand spirallingof the walls from 
bottom to top. Scale 1:80

effect this represents only the absence from the belfry of bands of smallish, random rubble 
which are present in the lower stages. There is also a difference in mortar colour and in the 
bonding of the interior angles between upper and lower stages (see pp.96, 124). However, 
petrologically there is no reason to distinguish between the lower and the upper stages, and 
there is, apparently, no discontinuity between the lower and upper stages in the interior 
fabric. The putlog system in the belfry stage does appear to be more regular than below. 
This is likely to be the result either of the regularity of the masonry of the upper stage 
compared with the lower, or it may suggest a gap of a season or so between the lower and 
the upper stage, during which the lower scaffold was removed and a simplified arrangement 
was installed when work resumed to support the better organised system in the belfry stage. 
As it is without corroboration from other parts of the building, this uncertain distinction 
between the putlog systems of the lower and upper storeys is not sufficient evidence to 
suggest that a belfry of the present character was never originally intended.
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As originally designed, therefore, it may be presumed that the tower was of two stages 
externally and incorporated the present belfry. The space at the base of the tower had, 
originally, a timber floor and plastered walls and, it seems, two or possibly three methods 
of entrance: the large door in the west wall and the tower arch from the building to the 
east. There was a feature of uncertain character in the south wall which may have been 
another doorway, or alternatively simply a recess; above was quite a large window which, 
if. original, was probably the only method of lighting this chamber. 

Above this ground-floor chamber was another whose only known method of access 
was by way of the high-level doorway in the east wall. This chamber, the walls of which 
were also originally plastered, was lit by the three small slit windows in the north, south 
and west walls. 

Fig. 31 Tower of St Mary Bishophill Junior. Plans at different levels based on a section drawn in 1978 by 
architects Weightman and Bullen. Scale 1:200
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Fig. 32 Tower of St Mary Bishophill Junior. Plans at different levels with suggested reconstruction of original 
features. Scale 1:200
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There was a second-floor chamber above this which was of similar proportions. It was 
presumably reached by means of a ladder from the first floor and, like the chamber below 
it, was also lit by three slit windows in the north, south and west walls. No evidence was 
found to indicate that this chamber had been plastered internally. 

There was evidently a ceiling to this second-floor chamber forming the floor to the bell 
chamber above. This chamber was very well lit by the long belfry openings in each wall. 
The bells were, it seems, hung from a pair of timber beams mounted on large corbels high 
up in the chamber, so that the maximum sound would be projected downwards through 
the bell openings into the city below. 

Phase II 
The basic layout within the tower was only radically revised once during the medieval 

period, although there were several other minor alterations. 

The major alteration involved firstly a complete renewal of the corbels on which floor 
joists etc. had been supported and secondly the alteration of levels of certain of the floors 
themselves. 

The most drastic alteration attributed to phase II was in the belfry stage where the belfry 
floor was raised, by some 3m, on wall-posts sitting on corbels at the level of the original 
belfry floor. It is worth observing that, because the corbels themselves are not precisely 
datable, it is possible that there was .an intermediate phase here when the belfry floor was 
replaced and provided with new corbels at its original level. There is; however, no further 
information on this point. When the belfry floor was raised the lower third of all four belfry 
openings had to be blocked to provide a solid base for the new belfry floor and to prevent 
the weather driving in underneath it into the second-floor chamber. 

There can be little doubt that this alteration in levels of the belfry floor was connected 
with the positioning of the bells within the belfry and with the mechanisms by which 
they were hung and rung. The evidence has been stated which suggests that, as originally 
designed, the bells hung downwards from a simple frame carried across the chamber at high 
level, and all the evidence relating to the alterations suggests that in the new arrangement 
the bell-frame was set on the new floor, greatly reinforced as described. We can speculate 
that this new frame contained bells which were rung, not with a lever but by means of 
quadrants (Woodger 1984, 278ff.). No doubt the louvres in the openings were replaced and 
realigned as a consequence of the repositioning of the bells and this required the cutting 
of the second chase noted in the three original examples. 

The corbels supporting both the second and first floors are of similar, though not 
identical, type and probably belong to a single campaign of floor renewal. This campaign 
of replacement may well be associated with the extensive reconstruction work in the belfry 
because the new corbels of the second floor are of similar type to those supporting the 
new belfry floor. 

Dating this major alteration in the tower, consequent upon the rehanging of the bells, 
is greatly assisted by the two 15th century visitation records which survive (above, p.89). 
The first, in 1411, found that the tower fabric was in need of repair on the west side and 
the second, in 1481, that the bell-frame, floors, stairs and ladders needed attention. 
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Presumably this is a record of the slow progress made over the whole of the 15th century 
to correct the decay of the tower. The specific reference to the poor state of the west wall 
in 1411 may refer to the great crack which can still be discerned in the fabric (see below, 
p.136). The remedy for this problem involved blocking both of the slit windows in the west 
wall, and this blocking is clearly earlier than the reorganisation of the floors because the 
wall-post supporting the western end of the new second-floor main joist passes across it. 
The alteration to the floors, then, was post-1411. 

The second visitation, in 1481, suggests that the floors were not altered immediately 
(i.e. in the mid 15th century) because they were clearly out of repair in that year. The 
visitation of 1481 reported that the bell-frame was also dangerous (see above, p.89) and, 
because a frame put in after 1411 is unlikely to have become dangerous by 1481, it must 
be presumed that this refers to the original phase I bell-frame, which was by then at least 
400 years old. It was probably the dangerous state of this early bell-frame, reported in 1481, 
which prompted the whole project of remounting the bells and, consequently, resetting all 
the floors and blocking the lower parts of the belfry openings. 

The bells themselves, however, were not all recast for their new frame in the late 15th 
century, because one of those removed in 1968 is of mid 14th century date and the other, 
made by John Hoton of York, dates to between 1455 and 1473 (RCHMY 3, 29), and may 
have been cast in anticipation of the reconstruction. 

Fig. 33 Diagrammatic reconstruction of the original church and tower of St Mary Bishophill Junior.

 Scale 1:300
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Subsequently the blockings of the belfry openings were raised another metre or so, 
mostly using tile and brick of a medieval character. The date of this second, minor alteration 
is not certain. However there is evidence from the mortar sample analysis that both the 
impost in the north opening and the parapet were reset at the same date because the 
same distinctive mortar was used in all three jobs. If the mortar analysis can be relied on, 
therefore, it appears that shortly after or even following straight on from the work of raising 
the belfry floors, there was a second round of activity in the belfry stage involving raising 
the sills of the belfry openings, renewing the north impost and replacing the parapet. On 
architectural grounds a date of c.1500 would be quite acceptable for this feature and it 
might be seen, perhaps, as the capping out of the new tower after a long period of repair, 
lasting a generation, from c.1481 to c.1500. 

Dr Buckland’s analysis of the petrology of the late 15th century blockings of the lower 
part of the belfry openings points out that the novel use of sandstone from the Coal Measures 
here is only found elsewhere in the tower, apart from modern (or ?late medieval) repairs, in 
the surviving blocking of the west door. This might suggest that the west door was blocked 
at this date, perhaps as part of the effort to stabilise the west wall and strengthen it for the 
newly rehung bells, although this is at odds with me memory of a doorway here which was 
open until the early 19th century (p.91, above). 

Other repairs 
In addition to these two principal phases in the use of the tower we can also identify many 

other areas of alteration and repair which cannot now be related to functional changes such 
as the reorganisation of the belfry. The areas of probable repair are shown on Figs.42-3 s. 

The shaded areas indicate those parts of the fabric where the lines of the courses appear 
to have been disrupted by the insertion of new masonry. From these it can be seen that 
the western face of the tower has been much the most repaired; in particular, there is a 
large vertical crack, which had been repaired in antiquity, probably soon after 1411, and in 
addition there are other areas where the surface masonry has been replaced. The masonry 
of the north wall appears to be relatively undamaged by repair; by contrast the south wall 
has not only the alteration to the first-floor window but also disruption due to the insertion 
of the late medieval window at ground-floor level. There is no evidence for the date at 
which the former window was altered, but a late medieval date is most likely. Possibly it 
was also undertaken during the late 15th century alterations, because there was clearly a 
reorganisation of all the floors in the tower at this date. The insertion of the late medieval 
two-light window at ground-floor level has been tentatively linked with the alterations in 
the belfry by a corresponding petrology (p.113), and this connection remains possible but 
is unproven. There have been various repairs to the upper part of the east face and repairs 
to the lower part, around the tower arch, which are discussed below. 

There is little information regarding repairs to the internal fabric; however, intense 
though restricted burning seems to have occurred in the south-east corner of the tower. 
The evidence – flaking and reddened limestones, of which the largest forms part of the 
tower arch – was seen after the removal of Victorian wall-plaster. 
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Evidence relating to the early church building adjacent to the 
tower 

Fabric 
To the south of the tower arch there is a straight joint running parallel to the line of the 

south arcade respond but 0.5m further north. The gap between the respond and the straight 
joint is filled with a column of roughly squared stones which are aligned on their north 
side but where they join the arcade respond they are trimmed to fit (Fig.24, PI.XVII). It 
seems likely, therefore, that this column of masonry is a superficial patch of a long scar at 
the south-east angle of the tower, which was applied at a date when the arcade was being 
erected or was already in position. This column of patching was probably the final action 
in the construction of the arcade; a tidying up of the junction between the arcade and the 
older tower. Although interesting, in itself this evidence does not assist in discussions about 
the original church to which the tower was attached. As has been said, the arcade, and 
therefore the patching, is probably of late 13th or early 14th century date (p.92, above). 

The remainder of the lower part of the east face against which this patching was laid does 
not, however, appear to belong to the original phase of the tower (Fig.43 s, PI.XVII). The 
masonry in this face (around the tower arch) has a different character from the masonry 
on the lower parts of the other three faces. The stones here are roughly squared but they 
are long and thin and there are no saxa quadrata in contrast to the other three faces where 
re-used saxa quadrata predominate. This masonry does contain isolated gritstones but 
they do not relate to the ‘bands’ on the other three faces. Not only does this lower zone of 
masonry appear to be different from that on the other three faces at this level but it also 
seems to differ from the masonry around the high-level door, which is much more similar 
in character to the rest of the masonry of the lower stage. Unfortunately a detailed study of 
the north and south extremities of this elevation is physically difficult and our knowledge 
of these areas is therefore imperfect. 

Because of these marked differences it seems probable that parts of this elevation have 
been refaced at some date; specifically, the walling to the north and south of the jambs of 
the tower arch and an area of masonry in the spandrels which merges with the original 
masonry at, or just below, the level of the present ceiling, seem to have been extensively 
resurfaced. 

This procedure was clearly undertaken at a date prior to the insertion of the south 
arcade in the 14th century, because of the relationship with the patching outlined above. 
However, the great majority of the stones identified as belonging to the refacing terminate 
at the line of the respond of the north arcade and certainly none of them is structurally a 
part of the respond, and this probably suggests that the refacing is later than the arcade 
which is of the later 12th or early 13th century. 

Two other items of evidence suggest an interpretation of this refacing. First, it has 
already been noted (p.98) that the arch has imposts which strongly suggest that the square-
sectioned hoodmould was intended to continue downwards parallel to the jambs as pilasters 
(p.98, above). These pilasters would have been removed if the wall had been resurfaced as 
suggested – the hoodmoulds and jambs of the belfry openings, like the lower string-course, 
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are not deeply set within the wall and it may be presumed that any pilasters adjacent to the 
tower arch jambs would have been similarly superficial and thus easily removable. 

Secondly, there survives a single very large gritstone block, H.190, L.660mm, projecting 
eastwards from the east face of the tower to the south of the south jamb of the tower arch 
and mid way between it and the tower arcade (Pl.XXIIb). This block would clearly have 
shown above the floor level associated with the tower arch. It has been suggested (RCHMY 
3, 27), that there was a similar projection to the north of the tower arch, but if there ever 
were such a block here, it has been removed. 

Taken along with the evidence for the refaced wall above, the conclusion first reached 
by the RCHME (ibid.) that the gritstone block is all that remains of a building extending 
eastwards from the tower, but of a more narrow width, seems quite satisfactory. The 
superficial patching in the wall and the removal of the jamb pilasters must have been 
undertaken to disguise the scar created when the walls were removed. 

An exactly comparable sequence -of removal of a building narrower in plan than the 
tower, followed by the patching of the east wall of the tower on either side of the tower 
arch to disguise the scars -has been identified at Barton-upon-Humber (Baldwin Brown 
1925, 290; Rodwell and Rodwell 1982, 296). 

If the analysis of the relationship between the ref acing and the north arcade is correct 
then it may be tentatively suggested that this building of narrow plan was replaced in the 
later 12th or early 13th century by a building whose width was that of the tower, and 
which had a north aisle (still surviving) and either a south wall on the line of the present 
south arcade, or conceivably, an earlier (later 12th/early 13th century) south aisle as well. 

Roof lines on the tower 
On the east face of the tower is the scar of an earlier roof line, now disused (Figs.40 s 

and 43 s). Its ridge is at about 10.6m; by comparison the ridge of the present nave roof 
is at 9.4m. At the apex of the crease an apparently inserted stone may indicate where a 
ridge piece has been withdrawn. The scar is shallow, and in places contains fragments of 
broken roof tile some of which overlap one another and might be a remnant of the roof 
covering itself. The roof line returns horizontally along the south face of the tower at 7m 
for a distance of 3.7m. 

The scar on the east face is not symmetrical, the roof represented having a steeper pitch 
to the north than to the south. On the north side this acutely pitched roof would coincide 
exactly with the presumed position of the north wall of the eastern building whose existence 
is suspected. There is, however, no trace of a roof of similarly acute angle to the south to 
coincide with the south wall rising from the gritstone block, although the fabric of the wall 
has been considerably repaired along this predicted line. Instead, adjoining the steeply 
pitched north side roof, at what is presumed to be the original ridge line, there is evidence 
for, on the south side, a roof of shallower pitch, which from its line may have joined with 
the present south aisle wall. Presumably, then, a wall on the line of the present south arcade 
and its roof line replaced the original south wall and its roof line on an alignment further 
south. It is possible that the present arcade was the first such structure in which case this 
was a late 13th century enlargement. The present arcade, whatever the case, clearly provides 
a terminus ante quem for the operation. 
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The horizontal roof line on the south face is associated with the present south aisle 
which overlaps the tower at this point. The whole south aisle was repaired and reslated in 
1860-1 and it was presumably at this date that the roof covering was lowered in pitch so 
that the roof line on the south face of the tower was brought down the tower by c.lm to 
its present position. 

A second roof line in the tower east wall is occupied by the present roof which is of 
15th century origin and is discussed below. 

Rafters re-used in the nave roof 
The present nave roof is a Victorian repair (of 1860-1) and rests by means of a system 

of struts on a massive older structure of six main rafter couples with purlins and common 
rafters; beneath is a ceiling contemporary with the older structure which is of late medieval, 
perhaps 15th century date (RCHMY 3, 28). The visitation of 1411 reported that the roof 
was out of repair but it is unclear whether the roof referred to is that of the church itself 
or only that of the tower (p.89). 

The upper surface of the tie-beams supporting the ceiling is approximately the same as 
the sill of the high-level door and it is likely that this coincidence was planned by the 15th 
century roof builders to allow for access to the new roof space. 

To bring the backs of the principal rafters of the 15th century roof up to the level of the 
backs of the common rafters the carpenters had laid on them twelve rafters re-used from 
an earlier roof. Re-used timber was not employed for the common rafters, and its use in 
this position probably reflects mistrust of its strength. A sample from the outer rings of 
one of the re-used oak roof timbers received a radiocarbon determination of ad 1060 ±70 
(890 ±70bp, HAR-SI31) (uncalibrated). 

Some of the other re-used rafters have primitive sockets. Two (type ‘A’) have two 
notched-lap sockets on a single face with a deep mortise to take an ashlar piece. C. A. 
Hewett (pers. comm.) dated these to the late 11th century; they may have been part of 
the 11th century roof (Fig.34a and b). A second type of rafter (‘B’) has two small square 
lap sockets and a lap-dovetail socket (Fig.34c and d). The lap sockets of both rafter types 
now lie on the soffit of the couple; type’ A’ is pegged at its apex to type ‘B’ (their original 
apices have been sawn off). 

The early buildings: conclusion 
There are, therefore, a number of fragments of evidence which indicate the presence of 

buildings to the east of the tower earlier than those which now exist. There is quite good 
evidence to suggest the presence of a building of unknown length but which was 6m wide 
externally and 4.5m wide internally. Although narrower than both the west tower and the 
present nave, this building was somewhat taller than the latter, having walls 6.5m high from 
floor to wall-plate. The one surviving fragment of the south wall, projecting east from the 
east tower wall, appears to belong to the original phase of tower construction, although at 
present it is not possible to confirm this relationship. 

As far as can be judged from the roof lines on the tower this building was enlarged to 
the north by the addition of an aisle in the mid 12th century. It is not clear whether the 
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Fig. 34 St Mary Bishophill Junior. Rafters re-used in the nave roof showing: a, notched-lap sockets; b, deep 
mortise; c, lap-dovetail sockets; d, square lap sockets. Scales 1:40 and 1:10
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first enlargement to the south was made in the 13th century when the present arcade was 
added, or during an earlier, pre-13th century, phase of expansion. 

The possible functions of, and parallels for, this easternmost building, and the tower 
to which it was attached, are described below. 

Discussion: the form and date of the pre-12th century church 
By D. A. Stocker 

Functions 
The analysis undertaken above suggests that, as originally built, the earliest buildings for 

which we have evidence above ground on this site were the present tower with, probably, 
a smaller, narrow structure of unknown length to the east. Of the two buildings, the tower 
must have been the larger, not only in height but also, probably, in floor area. For what 
ecclesiastical uses would such a two-celled building have been intended? Would there be 
any justification in describing it as a church with a turriform nave? 

There are several indications that such a description would be justified. Not only is there 
the point that the ground floor of the tower may have formed the largest space, the ‘body’ 
of the church, in relation to the eastern limb, but the presence of architectural decoration 
on the western side of the arch can be taken as evidence that the view from inside the 
tower looking east was as important as that from within the building to the east looking 
west. There are a number of large western towers which have tower arches decorated on 
their western faces (St Benet, Cambridge; Holy Trinity, Colchester; Jevington, East Sussex; 
Barnack, Cambridgeshire) but, though all of this decoration probably implies that the 
space under the tower was of some liturgical importance (used, e.g., for baptism), it is 
not, apparently, the case that all of these tower spaces formed ‘naves’. That at Barnack, for 
example, is probably a western sanctuary (Taylor 1978, 1019), and in most of these cases 
the accompanying building to the east is thought to be larger in area than the tower space, 
making it a more credible candidate for the nave (e.g. St Benet, Cambridge). 

Having said this, however, towers with arches decorated on the western or on both faces, 
as opposed to those decorated only on the eastern, when combined with an accompanying 
building to the east which is of smaller area than the tower space, have been taken to indicate 
‘tower naves’ at Barton-upon-Humber and Broughton, South Humberside; Earls Barton, 
Northamptonshire and Singleton, West Sussex (Baldwin Brown 1925,289-95; Fisher 
1969,43-6).9 St Mary Bishophill Junior may well belong to this small category of ‘tower 
naves’ as it also has a large ground plan, a tower arch decorated on its western side and a 
building of probable smaller ground plan to its east. 

The various studies at Barton-upon-Humber have elucidated the way in which the 
tower there functioned as the ‘nave’ for the earliest church, with a ‘chancel’ to the east (and 
exceptionally a baptistery to the west) (Rodwell and Rodwell 1982, especially 298-9). Both 
Barton and Broughton have buildings to the west of their tower/naves (at Broughton there 
is a stair turret) and this is presumably the reason for the access doors in the north and 
south walls. At St Mary Bishophill Junior (where there may also have been a south door, see 
above p.l00) a western door was feasible, thus allowing a more conventional arrangement 
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similar both to the tower nave at Earls Barton and to the much more numerous examples 
of towers which are simply western annexes to larger buildings and to churches without 
towers at all (see Taylor 1978,766-72). 

Windows are rarely abundant in the ground floors of these turriform naves. There are 
two minor windows placed high in the lower storey at Broughton (one north and one south) 
whilst at Barton-upon-Humber it is suggested that there was only clearstorey lighting. At 
Earls Barton the tower space was lit even more dimly by windows placed high up with 
stone transennae. Compared with examples like this, the single window high in the south 
wall of the lower storey of St Mary Bishophill Junior (along with the possibility of a second 
over the west door, see p.98) does not seem inadequate. 

If the ground floor of the tower at St Mary was originally used as the nave of the church, 
then the feature of uncertain function in the lower part of the south wall (see above p.l00) 
might have been an aumbry, and might suggest the original presence of an altar against 
the east wall to the south of the arch. If such was the case then the internal layout of this 
‘tower nave’ would not be greatly different from that of the single-storeyed type where 
altars in these positions relative to chancel arches are well attested (Cook 1954, 181-4). 

Less can be said about the functions of the chambers at first- and second-floor level. Most 
early towers (whether sited over liturgically ‘active’ areas or not) preserve evidence for the 
existence of such upper chambers and two below belfry level is a common arrangement. In 
one sense, of course, these chambers are simply the inevitable result of the desire to mount 
bells high up, but clearly in several cases they were designed with a specific function in 
mind. At Skipwith, North Yorkshire, for example, the first-floor chamber has a recess in the 
east wall and other features demonstrating the presence of an altar. In other respects this 
chamber is very similar to that at St Mary Bishophill Junior, being of similar dimensions 
and having a high-level doorway in its east wall. The case for similar ritual activity in the 
first floors of other towers is also quite evident. In particular, attention has been drawn 
to the architectural setting for services at first-floor level at Deerhurst, Gloucestershire, 
and perhaps at Bosham, West Sussex (Taylor 1975, 142-55). In both of these cases, as at 
Skipwith, the presence of the altar is denoted not only by the architectural setting but also 
by the presence of a window to light the altar. At St Mary Bishophill Junior there is no 
evidence for such special windows; indeed compared with these examples and with those 
such as at Earls Barton and Barnack, the windows in the first floor are very meagre. It 
is true that the window in the south wall was altered in the late medieval period, but the 
converted window was designed to cast light westwards into the first-floor chamber, not 
eastwards, and therefore is unlikely to have been created to light an altar. 

There is, therefore, no special reason to suggest a liturgical use for the first floor of St 
Mary Bishophill Junior’s tower, although, because its walls were plastered, it was evidently 
a chamber of some relative importance. It is possible that it was used as the dwelling place 
of someone associated with the church, possibly even a priest; furthermore, the fact that 
the south window was enlarged in the late medieval period presumably indicates that the 
chamber was still in use as something more than a store. 

There has been much discussion regarding numerous high-level doorways similar to that 
which opens into the first-floor chamber at St Mary and several uses have been suggested. 
In this case there can be no reason to think that it opened on to a gallery or a ‘lords’ pew’ 
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because it opens into the ‘chancel’ rather than the nave. This being so the more mundane 
explanation is acceptable; that it is either for a ladder rising from within the ‘chancel’ giving 
access to the first floor, or that it is to provide access from the first-floor , chamber of the 
tower into the roof space over the chancel. If this doorway functioned in the second of 
these two ways then clearly access to the first-floor chamber in the tower must have been 
by means of a ladder in the tower space, that is rising from within the ‘nave’. 

There is no very clear distinction between the chambers at first- and second-floor level 
at St Mary other than the absence of evidence for the upper chamber having plastered 
walls. Like the lower chamber it was lit by three very meagre windows and was presumably 
reached by means of a ladder rising through the floor. This chamber could also have been 
used as a dwelling space or it could equally have been a store or even a treasury, a use which 
has been suggested for the upper chambers of several early towers (Taylor 1978, 889). 

The second-floor chamber might also have been used as a ringers’ gallery from where 
the bells above would be rung. In some ways an upper-floor chamber would be more 
convenient for ringing bells in a tower where the ground floor was in use as a ‘nave’. 

The evidence for the suspension of the bells themselves from a simple frame high up in 
the belfry chamber has already been discussed (p.l09, above). It is not known how many 
bells the tower was originally intended to carry but there were probably no more than 
three. There has not been a great body of work on these early belfry arrangements but 
superficial inspection of the towers at Wharram le Street and Kirk Hammerton suggests 
that the original rings of bells were hung in a similar way from corbels placed high up 
above the belfry openings, and recent work at Little Ouseburn, North Yorkshire, a church 
tower of late 11th or early 12th century date, has shown that an original timber framework 
suspended from similarly placed corbels is still in situ although superseded by a later frame 
(R. K. Morris, pers. comm.). There is no evidence that bells were ever mounted across the 
belfry openings themselves, as they clearly were for example at Glentworth, Lincolnshire 
(Taylor 1978,869-70) but as such mountings would have been entirely of timber it is not 
certain that they would leave any traces. 

The date of the tower 
The re-used fragments of 10th century funerary sculpture (p.122, above) provide a 

terminus post quem. Most of the fragments should be allowed a period of time in the use 
for which they were originally made so they suggest that the tower is unlikely to have been 
begun much before c.1000. To refine the dating further, however, the architectural style 
of the tower must be considered. In terms of its architectural design the tower of St Mary 
Bishophill Junior belongs to a category which is well known in England. The members of 
this group are characterised by usually having a tall lower stage surmounted by a smaller 
belfry stage pierced by double openings in each face, and by having no buttresses. Decoration 
is usually sparse and confined to the belfry openings. 

The distribution of such towers tends to be within eastern England, Yorkshire, 
Lincolnshire and East Anglia having the greatest concentration (Rigold 1979, fig. 1; 
Thompson 1907, 43, 54-5). 

Attention has been focused on a so-called ‘Northumbrian’ group within this category 
which uses stripwork around the double belfry openings but has, usually, no capitals to the 
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mid-wall shafts. Towers usually assigned to this group include Billingham in Cleveland; 
Bywell St Andrew and Ovingham, Northumberland; Monkwearmouth, Tyne and Wear; 
and Wharram Ie Street. The outlining of belfry openings in this fashion is, however, not 
confined to Northumbria (Bessingham and Haddiscoe are in Norfolk, for example) and 
anyway this type of decoration could be seen as nothing much more than a rather debased 
English variant of a characteristic feature of 11th century Romanesque design on the 
Continent. Discussion of a ‘Northumbrian’ group to which St Mary can be assigned may 
therefore be misleading. 

Members of this group, as a rule, do not have capitals on their mid-wall shafts, by 
contrast with the group in and around Lincolnshire where capitals are elaborate, and where 
tall, slender proportions are the rule, but where, however, there is no use of stripwork 
(Thompson 1907). But again it would be unwise to regard the northern ones as necessarily 
being earlier in date than those in Lincolnshire as both types appear to be variations on 
the same Romanesque theme and there is no reason why they cannot be approximately 
contemporary. Furthermore, there is an admixture of features in several towers, Kirk 
Hammerton having, for example, Lincolnshire proportions, no stripwork but no shaft 
capitals either (Morris 1976). 

There is little precise information regarding the exact date of these early towers. The 
most closely argued date for any of the northern or eastern examples is the proposal that 
the tower of Wharram le Street dates from c.1100 (Bilson 1922; Fernie 1983, 166-7), and 
because of the relatively complete survival of the early fabric with its accompanying details, 
this date is quite convincing. There is very little if any evidence to support the statement 
that the tower and nave doorways and the tower and chancel arches are later insertions 
(pace Taylor and Taylor 1965, 647-53). 

It is not certain where in the national sequence of towers the Wharram example should 
be placed. The tower and church clearly have ‘advanced’ features (such as the arris roll, 
combined with a cavetto) and these might encourage a date relatively late in the series. 
It is likely perhaps that other examples with belfry openings outlined in stripwork (e.g. 
Monkwearmouth) pre-date the Wharram example, but whether or not they pre-date 
the Conquest will depend on the view taken both of the nature of patronage after the 
Conquest itself and of the pervasiveness of the ‘continental’ culture of the court of Edward 
the Confessor. (For a summary of present research see Gem 1984; and also Fernie 1983, 
162-73.) 

Such discussion is beyond the scope of the present consideration of St Mary, but the 
position is summarised here by stating that the great majority of towers of the St Mary 
type date from the period between the reign of Edward the Confessor and the early years 
of the 12th century. An attempt must be made to fit St Mary into that sequence. 

St Mary is not the ideal example to choose for a study of the dates. of these towers of 
the second half of the 11 th century. Although it does preserve its belfry, this zone has been 
greatly altered and, whether they were originally there or not, the belfry opening capitals, 
which provide the most accessible dating mechanism in other cases, are not present now. 

The only architectural features in the tower, therefore, which allow comparative dating, 
are the shaft bases of the belfry openings, the strips outlining them, and the tower arch. 
Such outlines in stripwork, however, are a frequent occurrence in the decorative repertoire 
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of 11th century architecture generally (Taylor 1978,915-38), and they demonstrate only 
that St Mary is in the mainstream of English architectural development. 

Parallels for the stripwork around the openings are found within the so-called 
‘Northumbrian’ group (above, p.144) and this might lead to an attempt to associate St 
Mary with a pre-Conquest ‘Northumbrian’ hegemony. However, not only is the very 
identity of such a group questionable but the proportions of the St Mary openings are 
quite different from those examples proposed as members. The whole feature at St Mary 
is twice as tall as it is wide, in contrast to the ‘Northumbrian’ examples which are generally 
about as wide as they are tall. In fact, the original proportions of the openings at St Mary 
resemble more closely the Lincoln examples of St Mary le Wigford and St Peter at Gowts, 
where the openings are also of similar overall size. The proportions of the openings at 
Wharram le Street are also more similar to these Lincoln city churches (as opposed to 
the other members of the Northumbrian group) although, being a smaller tower, their 
scale is reduced; furthermore, these proportions are shared by the great majority of the 
Lincolnshire examples. 

The suggested original tower arch design, with hoodmoulds carried through to flank 
the jambs as pilasters, finds several parallels. Of particular relevance are the tower arches, 
opening into former chancels, at Barton-upon-Humber and Skipwith, the former certainly 
and the latter possibly, turriform naves (for the evidence relating to the nave at Skipwith 
see note 10). At Barton the arch is very similar in design having the stripwork passing 
through the same type of impost in a similar manner, but it is smaller in scale. The date 
of the Barton tower nave has not yet been established precisely but c.l 000 is indicated by 
the published results (Rodwell and Rodwell 1982). 

Barton, however, is a building of great architectural pretensions and represents a 
sophistication not found at St Mary Bishophill Junior; furthermore, the double window 
openings, with their mitred arches and baluster shafts, belong to an earlier tradition of 
architecture than do the tall openings with their radial slabs in the arches of the St Mary’s 
example. St Mary must surely be placed closer to the mid 11th century if Barton is c.l000. 
In some ways, therefore, Skipwith provides a closer parallel. Not only is the tower there built 
of a very similar fabric to St Mary -various rubble stones sorted into courses according to 
size and colour and juxtaposed to give a decorative effect -but the tower arch is also outlined 
with stripwork. In this case, however, there is a second order of decoration within the outer 
strip consisting of a plain half-roll moulding. This distinctive arrangement at Skipwith, 
more elaborate than but of the same kind as St Mary, is also found in the crossing at Stow 
St Mary, Lincolnshire. Here the arches themselves were replaced (?at the end of the 11th 
century) but there are some reasons for thinking that the jambs date from the 1050s when 
the church was rebuilt by Earl Leofric (line of reasoning suggested in Gem 1984, 252; see 
also Taylor and Taylor 1965, 584-93). This is evidence that this sort of stripwork was in 
use right up to the decade of the Conquest and indeed, cases such as Lusby, Lincolnshire, 
may suggest that it continued in use until the close of the 11th century. 

St Mary Bishophill Junior’s tower arch is comfortably placed within this tradition of 
mid 11th century decoration but it would be unwise to suggest a precise date pre- or post- 
Conquest on these grounds. 
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The bases to the mid-wall shafts in the belfry openings appear to be of a well-known 
type also. This cubical form is in effect an early ‘cushion’ capital reversed, prompting the 
suggestion, for which evidence is lacking, that these might have been the original capitals 
prior to the late 15th century alterations. But whether originally capitals or bases, they are 
comparable to many other early cushion forms in belfry openings (e.g. at Alkborough, or 
Old Clee, South Humberside). The form is not very precisely datable although a date in 
the second half of the 11th century is likely for the Lincolnshire and Humberside parallels. 

The dating evidence for St Mary Bishophill Junior is simply not sufficient to allow a 
definite statement, on architectural grounds, that the tower was built before or after 1066. 
All the architectural evidence, however, suggests a date in the second half of the 11th 
century. The belfry openings and the bases of the mid-wall shafts belong to a tradition 
of design which was in operation throughout the second half of the century, although it 
may have begun shortly before the Conquest whilst the tower arch belongs to a category 
of designs which start in the early 11th century and last through its length. It should be 
observed, however, that, whilst the number of belfry openings of this type increased as 
the century wore on, particularly in Lincolnshire (Thompson 1907), such indications as 
there are suggest that stripwork was replaced by proper moulding formations by the end 
of the century. This last observation, then, may be taken to suggest that the tower of St 
Mary Bishophill Junior dates from a period when the two traditions were concurrent, and, 
in so far as such a method can be used to fix a date, the date it suggests for St Mary is in 
the central part of the century when the two design traditions overlap, perhaps c.l060-80. 

A date in this bracket, within the third quarter of the 11th century, is compatible with the 
one scrap of apparent documentary evidence that the church of St Mary beyond the Ouse, 
which Harvey shows is likely to be St Mary Bishophill Junior (1965, 380, and note 3), was 
in existence in c.l080. A date in the third quarter of the 11 th century for the tower does, 
however, pose interesting problems when viewed alongside the evidence (p.122, above) for 
Christian funerary sculpture on or near the site in the Anglian period and for a Christian 
graveyard on the site in the early 10th century (p.83, above). Clearly two explanations are 
possible. The first is also the simplest, that the putative turriform building of the 11 th 
century was not the first Christian church in this position and that there are predecessor 
buildings underneath it which accompany the graveyard to the north and provide a location 
for the 10th century sculpture. The second, which is in some ways the more challenging, 
is that the graves belong not to this church but to the adjacent complex of the college of 
secular canons known as Christ Church (later Holy Trinity Priory). It is hoped that this 
possibility will be explored elsewhere. 

Conclusion 
Finally therefore, the study of the tower of St Mary Bishophill Junior has provided a 

wealth of detail about the fabric which suggests that it was in all probability built in one 
phase of construction in the third quarter of the 11 th century. I t can also be said that it 
was, possibly, a ‘turriform’ type of church as first built. The study raises many questions 
about the type of church this was when first built and the ecclestiastical framework into 
which it was set. These questions will form the agenda for future debate on the ecclesiastical 
topography of pre-Conquest and medieval Bishophill. 
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St Mary’s Church, Castlegate: Observations and 

Discoveries 

By R. A. Hall 

Introduction 
The church of St Mary stands in a truncated churchyard on the north side of Castlegate 

(SE 60445163) (Figs.35-6). Externally a building of the 13th and later centuries, it is 
believed to be a pre-Norman foundation. A church of St Mary is mentioned in Domesday 
Book, but it is not clear whether this reference is to St Mary Castlegate or to one of the two 
churches with this dedication in Bishophill, both of which have pre-Norman associations. 
Restoration in 1870 brought to light fragments of pre-Conquest sculptures (Collingwood 
1927, 131-2; RCHMY 5, 34) and a dedication stone considered to be of 11th century 
date (Okasha 1971, 131) (PI.XXllla and b). Areas of stonework above the chancel arch 
and in its piers, where the limestones which make up most of the fabric give way to larger 
blocks of weakly cemented coarse sandstone, are considered by some authorities to be of 
pre-Conquest date (RCHMY 5, 30; Taylor 1978, 958). 
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St Mary’s became redundant in the 1960s and lay derelict until, with the approach 
of European Architectural Heritage Year (1975), it was decided to refurbish it as an 
Architectural Heritage Centre. In advance of this, York Archaeological Trust was asked by 
the architect, the late G. G. Pace, to undertake small-scale exploratory work at the west end 
of the church to determine if there was any trace of a Roman mosaic pavement, recorded 
as being in this vicinity during the restoration work of 1870 (YMH 1891, 95; RCHMY 
1,59) and which, if found, might be displayed in the completed Heritage Centre. Three 
extremely limited trenches, excavated in December 1974, revealed no trace of a mosaic 
pavement; in the northernmost a row of cobble and limestone footings, running north-
south across the trench, was encountered at a depth of 1.08m below the existing floor 
level, but as the projected alteration did not necessitate soil disturbance to this depth, it 
was not explored further. 

Lack of finance ruled out the possibility of a controlled archaeological excavation of 
the upper layers in the nave, and their removal proceeded early in 1975 with only sporadic 
archaeological monitoring. No structural features were noted in the nave area; a lead-alloy 
chalice and a patten (1250 and 1251, in AY 17/4, 208-9, 272 and fig.97) were found in 
association but without any trace of an accompanying burial at the north side of the second 
pier from the west in the southern arcade, and a group of six pre-Conquest sculptured 
fragments (5-7, 9-11, discussed on pp.154-60) was uncovered immediately south of the 
second pier from the west in the northern arcade. 

The principal structural discovery was made by workmen when lowering the floor level 
under and east of the chancel arch. Various worked stones were uncovered by them, and 
recorded quickly by a hastily improvised archaeological team. Unfortunately, the stones 
had already been divorced from all useful stratigraphical relationships with surrounding 
layers of soil, and thus could only be recorded in a virtual archaeological vacuum, their 
only observable relationships being with each other and with other parts of the church’s 
fabric (Fig.37). 

Simultaneously, limited investigations to south and north of the chancel-arch piers 
revealed small areas where the stratigraphy is better understood. The extent of the workmen’s 
clearance did not allow the stratigraphy of these areas to be traced around the bases of 
the intervening piers to provide reliable information about the relationships of the main 
group of worked stones. 

The worked stones are now displayed in the Architectural Heritage Centre (also known 
as ‘The York Story’); the sculptured fragments and other objects are in the collection of f 
the Yorkshire Museum under the accession number 1974.25. The site records are deposited 
in the Yorkshire Museum and are also available from the National Monuments Record. 

Description and discussion 
In the area under the arch marking the division of south aisle from south-east chapel, 

below the former floor and its make-up which sealed the stepped foundations on both 
sides of the arch, a thin layer of off-white mortar sealed 0.4m of mixed loose rubble 
(predominantly yellow limestone) in yellowish mortar and loam (Fig.37). Into this was cut a 
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grave only part of which appeared in the excavated area. Below this was an area of carefully-
laid small slabs of angular, edge-set limestone rubble. This feature had a well-defined eastern 
edge approximately 0’45m east of the foundation of the chancel arch, and extended both 
south towards the aisle arch’s south respond and also west; its complete surface area was 
not exposed and it was not excavated further (Pls.XXIVb, XXVb). Air spaces between the 
stones suggested that there might be a vault below, although this would not seem likely 
so close to the adjacent piers. Alternatively, the feature might perhaps represent a wall 
foundation; its low level in relation to the surrounding footings and the suggestion (not 
confirmed) that it underlay the foundation for the south pier of the chancel arch might 
indicate that it is a relatively early feature in the church’s architectural development. There 
was no independent dating evidence for the sequence described above. 

The lowering of the floor around the chancel arch revealed an offset course on the west 
side of both piers at a height of 11.89-11.97m OD (Pls.XXIVa, XXVa). There are further 
traces of an offset at approximately the same level at several other points around their bases, 
and at the bases of the short lengths of wall into which the east responds for the north 
and south nave arcades are built. Later alterations may have removed other traces of this 
offset -in both the north-east and south-east corners of the nave, changes in the colour of 
a single stone at the relevant points may indicate that the offset was originally present but 
was later cut away. The top of the offset feature may indicate the approximate floor level 
within the nave at the time of construction. 

On the north side of the easternmost pier of the nave north arcade a second, lower 
offset course was revealed during renovation, but is now sealed by the new floor (PI.
XXVIb). The stone used throughout the lower parts of these walls and their offset courses 
is a coarse sandstone, generally in the form of large rectangular blocks which are perhaps 
re-used Roman masonry (cf. AY 3/1, 33ff.; Morris 1976, 100-3). As noted above, it is areas 
of coarse sandstone in the fabric above the chancel arch and its piers which have been 
sometimes considered as pre-Norman work. 

In the area between the piers of the chancel arch the workmen uncovered an alignment 
of worked stones and large rubble blocks, of which two ‘courses’ were initially exposed 
(Fig.37, PI.XXVIII). The top of the uppermost stone was at 11.83m OD. Four worked 
stones were visible at this stage, and were eventually recovered (see 1-4, pp.154-5 and Fig.47 
s). Later, the workmen exposed further stones at a greater depth, on the same alignment 
as those already recorded. These included two other worked pieces, both decorated with 
superimposed fasciae. One (not visible on the plan on Fig.37) was positioned directly 
below stones previously removed, and the other was embedded below the 15th century 
south pier of the chancel arch, at approximately the same level as those between the 
piers. Both were recorded in situ and remain below the new floor; they appeared from 
the partial view available to be broadly comparable in size and shape with one or other of 
those previously recovered. A small but important group of Anglo- Scandinavian period 
sculptured fragments (8, 12 and 13, discussed below, pp.159-63) was also incorporated 
into the stone setting between the chancel-arch piers, and they too were recovered by the 
workmen on removing the upper stones. 
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Fig. 37 St Mary Castlegate. Plan and section. Scale 1:100
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The interpretation of this alignment of architectural and sculptured fragments is linked 
with that of other features exposed in the chancel. From the east side of the south pier of 
the chancel arch a wall foundation was exposed, running eastwards. This feature, which 
consisted of large blocks of coarse sandstone and limestone rubble, averaged approximately 
1.4m in width and was traced for 2.2m until interrupted by modern burials. Its total depth 
was not ascertained. This foundation corresponds with one of similar composition and width 
found running east from the chancel-arch north pier, and traced as far as the western pier 
in the chancel’s north arcade (Fig.37). As can be seen (PI.XXVIa), it incorporates a large 
block with a lewis hole in the upper surface. 

At the west end of this feature, where it runs below the stub of wall on the east side of 
the chancel arch’s north pier, two further architectural fragments were found. Both were 
visible only in part, and both remain in situ beneath the new floor. The upper, largely 
hidden by other stones, is much shallower than the other pieces, and has a simple torus 
moulding. It was almost centrally positioned in relation to the east-west footing, but was 
also on the same north-south alignment as the worked stones beneath the chancel arch. 
The lower worked stone (PI.XXVIIb) is comparable to one of the fragments (2) recovered 
from below the chancel arch. It is a plain circular drum tapering inwards at its uppermost 
surface, in which there is a squarish socket hole. As can be seen from the plan (Fig.37) 
this piece is peripheral to the east-west alignment and it is not absolutely certain that it is 
part of it. However, like its near neighbour, it continues northwards the alignment of the 
stones recorded under the chancel arch. It is also aligned with the nave north arcade, the 
east end of which is believed to be a fragment of 11th century wall (RCHMY 5, 32). As 
can be seen in Pls.XXVIa and XXVIIb, it is sealed to the north by a layer of white mortar, 
which slopes away northwards; it was not possible to ascertain the relationship of this 
mortar layer to the east-west foundation. 

The line of the rubble foundation in the west bay of the chancel north arcade was 
continued eastwards across the central bay at a higher level. This stonework presumably 
represents the north wall of an unaisled chancel that was later cut through when the arcade 
was constructed (PI.XXVIIa). The western and eastern ends of this length of wall were 
repointed during the renovation work, and it cannot be absolutely certain that some of the 
stones now visible are not substitutions for damaged originals. Wherever original stones are 
undoubtedly in situ they are sandstone, as are the cores of both piers in the north arcade; 
although both show considerable signs of later patching with tile or brick, their lowest 
courses now exposed consist of large, rectangular sandstone blocks, mostly of a coarse 
sandstone similar to those at the east end of the nave. 

Since the piers of the chancel north arcade have early 12th century capitals (RCHMY 
5, 30) this indicates that the wall pierced for its insertion must be earlier than that date, 
and in its form this wall has been shown to resemble closely the piers of the chancel arch 
and the short length of wall at the east end of both north and south nave arcades. It is likely 
that all these elements of the structure were erected as part of a single building operation, 
perhaps in the 11th century, in which blocks of coarse sandstone were utilised. Although 
discovered largely in foundations, where such stones may have been chosen as the best 
medium in which to provide a firm support for the superstructure, coarse sandstones 
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also occur above the chancel arch, and it may be that there, too, they can be assigned to 
this building campaign, which may correspond with that commemorated in the surviving 
dedication stone (PI.XXIIIa). 

The fact that some of the worked stones found below the chancel arch underlie 
these foundations at the east end of the nave indicates that their stone alignment is also 
of contemporary or earlier date. The only independent dating for it is the inclusion of 
sculptured stones whose carving has been dated on stylistic grounds to the 10th century 
(8,12 and 13, pp.159-63). There is no way of knowing the time lag between their carving and 
their incorporation in this feature, although the presence of traces of plaster and paint on 
one (below, p.164) indicates that the pieces came from completed monuments, presumably 
with a useful lifespan, and were not just sculptors’ rejects available for immediate disposal. 

T. F. C. Blagg’s discussion of the architectural fragments (p.154) has suggested that 
some are Roman pieces reworked in a way not characteristically Roman, and others perhaps 
not Roman even in origin. It is equally difficult, however, to place them in the post-Roman 
period. Those with superimposed fasciae, stones 3 and 4, are similar, though on a smaller 
scale, to a stone at Ripon cathedral, North Yorkshire. The stone is one of a pair, found in 
1930 under the crossing, which were associated with short lengths of wall running east-west 
approximately on the lines of the north and south sides of the later tower (Peers 1931, 114, 
figs. 1 and 2; Jones 1932,74) (PI.XXIXa and b). It was lying with its wide face uppermost, 
and thus seems to have been re-used in this position. That on the south side, a limestone 
drum recorded as having a diameter of 3ft 10in. (1. 17m) was apparently integral with the 
walling and was left in situ, but that to the north was already detached, and consequently 
was removed for display to the west end of the north aisle where the observations and 
photographs incorporated here were made in 1984. It has since been moved again, and 
re-employed as the central element in an altar in the Chapel of the Resurrection. In this 
new guise its upper and lower faces have been cemented over, obscuring details of its form. 
It is a gritstone drum, of 3ft 6in. (1.09m) diameter, receding in two steps which vary from 
0.13-0.15m in height to a diameter ofl.01m (PI.XXIXa). The larger side has a very slightly 
concave surface with rough irregular tooling. The smaller side has a centrally positioned 
circular seating 0.76m in diameter, only a few millimetres deep and irregularly tooled, 
although the surround is smooth like the stepped sides of the drum (PI.XXIXb). No socket 
or holes occur in either face. The stone has tentatively been attributed to Wilfrid’s church of 
the late 7th century (Taylor and Taylor 1965, 517), described by Eddius as variis columnis 
et porticibus suffultam (Colgrave 1927, 36). It might alternatively relate to a later building 
phase, for example, Archbishop Oswald of York’s restoration work in the 970s, after the 
burning of the ‘glorious minster’ by King Eadred in AD 948 recorded in the Anglo-Saxon 
Chronicle. In either case, the possibility that the stone originally came from the Roman 
civitas capital of Aldborough (Isurium Brigantium), 6½ miles away to the south-east along 
the River Ure, or from some other Roman site, should not be ruled out. 

Two other pieces possibly related by their shape are capitals on the columns dividing 
nave from chancel at Reculver church, Kent (Blagg 1981; Peers 1927,246 and fig.5; Taylor 
and Taylor 1965, 503-9 and fig.248). These too have three superimposed fasciae, of which 
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the lowest is circular in cross-section at the interface with the column, and the uppermost 
is square at the springing of the arches. The nucleus of the church, including the columns 
and capitals, is generally thought to be that built by Bassa the priest on land which, the 
Anglo-Saxon Chronicle records, was granted by King Egbert of Kent in AD 669. Blagg 
(1981,52) has reinforced Clapham’s (1930,122) view that these capitals and their bases are 
of Anglo-Saxon workmanship rather than re-used and recut Roman pieces. The bases are 
also of interest here as at least one of them seems, on the basis of a drawing made during 
the demolition of the church in 1805, which admittedly is not accurate in every respect, to 
have had a square or rectangular central socket in its upper face (ibid., pl.3). This suggests 
that the sockets represent an original structural function for the stones rather than, for 
example, a secondary or tertiary use as cross bases: in any case no cross bases of this shape 
are known from elsewhere in England.11

At both Reculver and Ripon there is documentary evidence for mid 7th century 
building which, in one case certainly and in the other possibly, provides a date for stones 
broadly similar to some of those from St Mary Castlegate, and it is an intriguing possibility 
that there might have been a significant pre-Viking stone church on or near the site of St 
Mary’s. It is possible, however, that such architectural features remained in fashion until a 
very much later date, and it would be unwise to date the St Mary Castlegate stones firmly 
through their similarities with those from Ripon and Reculver. The stones are thus of no 
help in dating the stone alignments from which they come. 

The function of the stone alignment is uncertain. It could be interpreted as the 
foundation for a wall across the space now occupied by the chancel arch, thus presumably 
defining the east wall of an early church. If this is the case, such a building would pre-date 
the two-cell, possibly 11th century, structure postulated above (p.152). An alternative 
interpretation is that it is contemporary with the construction of a chancel arch, and was 
inserted to provide stability in the area between the chancel-arch piers. Both interpretations 
indicate that the 10th century sculptured fragments were re-used within 100 to 150 years 
of their carving. Re-use at this remove is not surprising -it is seen, for example, in the York 
Minster cemetery (below, p.156). 

Worked stone fragments from St Mary Castlegate

Architectural fragments 
Contributed by T. F. C. Blagg

Fragments 1-4 were found under the chancel arch; they are numbered from north to south 
and were drawn the way up they were found (Fig.37, PI.XXVIII) 

1 Column capital. A dowel hole 80mm square and 105mm deep is cut in the upper 
surface, which was dressed with a broad chisel. Millstone Grit; D. at the shaft 470, 
H. 530mm (Fig.47 s) 

The mouldings make it fairly clear that it was a Roman column capital. Although 
very abraded, they can be read as a tall cyma recta with a fillet below it, separated 
from an astragal by a short necking. Of what would have been the square abacus, only 
two small parts in the middle of adjacent sides seem to.remain intact: the corners 
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and the upper part of the cyma moulding are broken away. A single tall cyma recta 
moulding used in combination with beads and fillets is unusual: two cyma or cavetto 
mouldings are normal on Romano-British Tuscan columns. Several other examples 
are, however, known from York (RCHMY 1, 112-3 and pl.40 nos.11b, c, d,h, i, and 
12f, mistakenly classed as a base). This piece is larger than any of them: it is of a size 
which suggests a street-side colonnade. 
2, 3 and 4 Parts of column drums. 2: D.590, H.450mm; 3: top, chiselled, 810 x 
850mm, H.410mm; 4: D.l.06m, H.320mm (Fig.47 s) 

Stones 3 and 4 are decorated with superimposed fasciae in the manner of an 
architrave which would be abnormal for a Roman base or capital. Stone 3, however, 
appears to have been fashioned from an originally rectangular Roman block by 
rounding off the corners. The block had a lewis hole for lifting tackle in the centre 
of what would have been its upper surface, with cavities for bar-cramps on three 
adjacent sides and a small square prye-hole by the fourth. All these holes are common 
features of Roman masonry. The presence of the cramp-holes shows that the block 
was originally attached to others on three sides. The fasciae, which are carved the 
whole way round, must therefore be secondary. 

There is nothing to indicate a Roman origin for the other column drum with 
fasciae (4), unless size be a criterion. Both 3 and 4 have large circular or rectangular 
cavities in one end, as does 2, a plain drum which has a cylindrical cavity 0’37m 
in diameter and 0.16m deep. Such large holes are not normal features of Roman 
column drums; in these cases they may be secondary. 

Sculptured fragments 
A discussion by D. Tweddle with a contribution by E. Coatsworth

Stones 5-7 and 9-11 were found by workmen immediately south of the second pier from the 
west of the north arcade; 8, 12 and 13 were found in the footings under the chancel arch. 

5 Fragmentary cross-shaft; Millstone Grit;H.190, W.215,T.190mm (Fig.54 s)
It is of square section, tapers towards the upper end, and is roughly broken above 

and below. Face A has cabled corner mouldings inside each of which is a plain frame. 
The field is decorated with an incomplete bird, facing left, having a long neck with 
the head bent down to almost touch the chest. It has a prominent beak and an incised 
circular eye. The bird’s body runs diagonally down across the face towards the tail 
which is lost. The bird is involved in median-incised interlace, and the expanding tail 
of a second bird above the first and facing right interlaces with its head and neck. 
Face B has a cabled corner moulding to the left with a plain frame inside it. To the 
right the frame and corner moulding are broken away. The field is decorated with a 
median-incised four-strand interlace plait. Face C has lost both corner mouldings, 
although part of the inner plain frame survives to the left. The decoration is heavily 
weathered and difficult to interpret, but an animal’s foot develops from the left upper 
edge. FaceD has a cabled corner moulding to the right with a plain frame inside 
it; to the left the plain frame survives, but the corner moulding is lost. The face is 
decorated with a median-incised figure of eight interlace, a variant of Adcock’s pattern 
F (Adcock 1978, fig. 2.9). 

The distinctive feature in the decoration of the shaft is the bird on Face A. This 
clearly formed part of a chain in which a number of birds were placed vertically, 
facing alternately in opposite directions, and linked by interlacing strands. As 
noted by Lang (1978c, 147), this bird-chain motif appears to have been an Anglo- 
Scandinavian adaptation of earlier Anglo-Saxon single bird designs, especially popular 
in Mercian art, with the addition of specific details of Scandinavian Jellinge-style 
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ancestry (discussed more fully below, p.156). Cross-shafts with similar bird-chains 
are known from other sites in York, in particular from the excavations under York 
Minster where comparable designs are used on shafts 1 and 3 (ibid., pl.8.s and 
8.6), as well as from sites outside York as at Sutton on Derwent (ibid., pl.8.2). The 
Anglo-Scandinavian conversion of a single bird into a chain is paralleled also with 
quadrupeds, and such beast chains are employed both in York, as on shaft 2 from 
York Minster (ibid., pls.8.14 and 8.15), and on material from outside the city, as 
for example, on the shafts from Nunburnholme, Humberside, and Folkton, North 
Yorkshire (ibid., fig.8.3, pls.8.12 and 8.13). 

The discovery of a large number of Anglo-Scandinavian sculptures from under I. 
York Minster (Pattison 1973) has brought into sharper focus discussion of sculpture 
of this period from the city by demonstrating the existence here of a recognisable 
school of sculpture (Lang 1978a). That the Castlegate shaft is probably a product of 
this school is suggested by the close comparison between the bird chain on it, and 
the decoration on some of the Minster pieces noted above. The dating of the Minster 
material is, therefore, of crucial importance in the dating of the Castlegate piece, f 
which itself lacks any securely-dated archaeological context. The context of the York 
Minster cemetery is 11th century, but as Lang has pointed out many of the slabs 
have been re-used, and must, therefore, have been made at an earlier date, probably 
in the early part of the 10th century. This conclusion is based on the similarity of 
many of the designs to late 9th century animal ornament, and on the fact that these 
designs seem to be the point of departure for developed recumbent monuments of 
the mid 10th century (Lang 1978c, 151).

Confirmation of a broad 10th century date, probably with the emphasis on the 
early part of the century, for much of the material produced by this school, comes 
from the Scandinavian details used on some of the sculptures. These include spiral 
hips, seen for example on shaft 1 from the Minster and on the slab from St Denys 
(Pattison 1973, pl.XLIX); lappets developing from the animal’s head, also used on 
shaft 1 from the Minster and on the Newgate shaft (ibid., pl.XLIII); and contoured 
bodies which are almost ubiquitous on this material. These features are characteristic 
of the Scandinavian Jellinge style, which was probably current in England from the 
period of the Scandinavian settlement in the late 9th century into the latter half of the 
10th century (Wilson 1978, 142). The Castlegate shaft employs only the contouring 
of the birds’ bodies, but the closely comparable bird chain on shaft 1 from the Minster 
is used in conjunction with a beast chain which employs not only contoured bodies, 
but also spiral hips and head lappets. 
6 and 7 Fragments of two of the arms of a ring cross-head of the basic form A11.12 
Limestone; 6: H.23s, W.190, T.140mm; 7: H.140, W.29s, T.140mm (Fig.48 s) 

Fragment 6 is roughly broken at each of the narrow ends, and heavily damaged 
along one of the long edges. The front face has a cabled border inside which is a 
row of beading, and it is decorated with an incomplete boss having a plain centre 
surrounded by an unornamented zone, which in turn is surrounded by a zone of 
incised zigzag. The boss is encircled by a band of beading, and there are the remains 
of a second band of beading at the inner end which originally encircled the central 
boss of the cross-head. The rear face has a similar cabled and beaded frame, and is 
decorated with the heavily-damaged remains of a high-relief, inward-facing, crouched 
quadruped viewed from above. On one of the long edges of the fragment are the 
remains of the ring. Fragment 7 is also broken at each of the narrow ends and heavily 
damaged along one of the long edges. The front face has the remains of the same 
beaded and cabled frame as 6, and is decorated with an incomplete boss with a plain 
central field encircled by a zone of coarse beading. This boss is in turn encircled by 
a band of finer beading. The decoration on the rear face corresponds to that on 6. 
On the undamaged long edge is the remains of the ring. 
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From the similarity in their decoration these fragments clearly formed part of 
the same ring head, and they have also been associated with the similarly-decorated 
fragments of the arm of the ring head from St Mary Castlegate, recovered in the 
restoration of 1870 (see above,p.147) and now in the Yorkshire Museum (Hall 1975, 
21-2). There is no doubt that this association is sound since fragment 6 fits exactly on 
to the reassembled Yorkshire Museum fragments, but the provisional reconstruction 
proposed by Hall (ibid., 23 and fig.) presents some anomalies (Fig.49a s). In particular 
the suggestion that fragments 6 and 7 formed the lateral arms of the cross is unlikely 
as these are apparently of different widths. The extent of the damage to them makes 
this difference in size difficult to measure, but the varying sizes of the bosses on the 
two fragments (145mm and 115mm) provide a basis for comparison. The only way 
in which these two arms could have been opposite to each other is to assume that the 
wider fragment 6 formed the lower limb of the cross, and that the remaining arms were 
all of the same, narrower width. This would necessitate turning Hall’s reconstruction 
through 90º  which is the solution adopted by the RCHME (RCHMY 5, 34, pl.22). 
Their reconstruction of the cross-head, however, makes fragment 7 the other lateral 
arm, when it could equally well have been the upper element of the head (Fig.49b s). 

The reconstruction produced by the RCHME relies on the assumption that, 
apart from the lower element which joined on to the cross-shaft, all the other arms 
of the head terminated in the same type of bossed extension seen on the Yorkshire 
Museum piece. In fact the end of fragment 6 is completely broken away. On the 
rear face of fragment 7 there is an extension beyond the beaded border at the outer 
end of the arm, and this originally projected forward from the face. However, it is 
now cut back so that it is impossible to say whether it formed part of an elaborate 
termination as on the Yorkshire Museum piece, part of a less elaborate termination, a 
straightforward plain frame, or part of the junction with the shaft. In his reconstruction 
of the cross-head from the one fragment then known, Collingwood rejected the idea that the 
lateral arms had the same elaborate terminals as the head, although he did provide them 
with less elaborate ones (Collingwood 1927, fig. 148). This conclusion was presumably 
based on the fact that it is a relatively common feature among Anglo-Scandinavian 
ring heads for the upper arm of the cross to be treated more elaborately than the 
lateral arms. Cross-heads with the upper arm alone terminating in a boss are known 
for example, from North Yorkshire and Cleveland, at Stanwick (Collingwood 1907, 
394 and fig.) and Wath (ibid., 407, and fig.), while elsewhere in these counties as at 
Kirklevington (ibid., 344, and fig. opp. 351) and Sinnington (ibid., 386 and fig.), 
the upper arm of the head is simply extended. If this treatment were followed with 
the York piece then a different reconstruction from that suggested by the RCHME 
inevitably follows, in which the Yorkshire Museum fragment forms the head of the 
cross, and the adjoining fragment 6 one of the lateral arms (Fig.49c s). Since this is 
the widest arm it must have been balanced by one of similar width. Fragment 7 would then 
have formed the lower arm of the cross-head. This is a satisfactory reconstruction in that it 
makes the head less overbalanced than is the case if the lateral arms are reconstructed 
with elaborate ends. It also accords better with the evidence from the comparative 
material. The major drawback of such a reconstruction, however, is that it makes the 
lower arm of the cross rather narrow, and a possible source of structural weakness. 

The form of the piece – a ring head – suggests an Anglo-Scandinavian date, since 
the association of this type with the area of Scandinavian settlement, first noted by 
Collingwood (1926), has been confirmed by recent scholarship (Bailey 1978, 178-
9). Collingwood originally suggested that the Scandinavian settlers introduced the 
type from the Isle of Man where it was in use by native craftsmen, but more recently 
lona, the west coast of Scotland, and Ireland, have been canvassed as alternatives. 
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Fig. 38 Interlace parallels: a, on a pendant from Saffron Walden, Essex; on bosses on Yorkshire Museum 
fragment (Fig. 49s), b, front, and c, top; on strap-ends from d, St Mary Bishophill Senior and e, 
16–22 Coppergate; f, on rear arm of fragment 13 from St Mary Castlegate. Not to scale

The simple nature of the ornament on the front face of the head is of little help 
in refining the broad Anglo-Scandinavian date suggested for the piece on the basis 
of its form. The use of bosses in the centre of the cross-head and on each of the arms 
is a widespread feature on pre-Conquest sculpture (see p.119 above), and the use of 
beading and cabled edge moulding  is equally common. Of much more importance 
for dating is the motif on the boss on the end of the arm in the Yorkshire Museum, 
and the similar motif on the central boss of the head which also partially survives on 
the Yorkshire Museum fragments. The relationship between these designs and that 
used on a pair of silver-gilt pendants from Saffron Walden, Essex, is striking (Evison 
1969, 337-40, fig.3a) (Fig.38a, b and c). The decoration on the Saffron Walden 
pendants is clearly derived from the Scandinavian Borre style (Wilson 1976, 504-
7), and the use of similar Borre-derived motifs on the York cross-head would serve 
to place it in the late 9th century, or the first half of the 10th century when the style 
was current in England. There is certainly a good context for the use of such Borre-
derived motifs in York, as a number of metal and wooden objects decorated,in a 
more or less debased version of the style are known from the city (MacGregor 1978, 
fig.24). These included evidence for the manufacture of Borre-style objects such as 
the clay mould fragment from Blake Street (Roesdahl et al. 1981, YMW14) and a 
lead mould master (ibid., YMW13). 

The decoration on the rear face of the cross adds little to a discussion of its dating. 
The main decorative feature – the crouched animals viewed from above – is difficult 
to parallel, although Collingwood has noted the use of human figures in similar 
positions on the 10th century cross from Bilton, North Yorkshire (Collingwood 
1927, 131, fig.149).
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8 and 9  Two fragments of a rectangular coped grave cover. Millstone Grit; 8: L.630, 
W.684, T.210mm; 9: L.270, W.206, T.210mm (Fig.51 s) 

Fragment 8 forms part of the head of the slab, with the upper right-hand corner 
broken away; the fragment is roughly broken at the lower end. The underside is flat; 
the upper face is coped and is decorated with a Latin cross within a frame composed 
of a pair of cable mouldings twisted in opposite directions. The head and the remains 
of the foot of the cross form the ridge of the slab, and both the head and lateral arms 
touch the frame. The head and arms are narrow, and within the plain raised frame 
the lateral arms are decorated with a median-incised three-strand plait, and the head 
with a series of median-incised interlocking rings. There is a boss in the centre of 
the cross-head. Each of the rectangular fields flanking the upper limb of the cross 
contains two elements of a median-incised interlace related to Adcock’s basic pattern 
C (Adcock 1978). The remains of a median-incised interlace to the left of the foot of 
the cross are visible just inside the broken lower edge. Fragment 9 is sub-rectangular, 
and roughly broken to each side. The underside is flat, but the surviving portion of 
the decorated face is coped. It is ornamented with median-incised interlace, flanked 
to the right by a double plain frame. 

The close similarity of the design on fragment 9 to that filling the head of the cross 
on fragment 8, together with the correspondance in stone type and measurements 
between the two fragments, suggests that they are probably part of the same slab 
(Fig.52 s). 

That slabs such as this were used to coyer burials, and not as coffin lids, is 
demonstrated by the discovery of in situ examples in the excavations under York 
Minster (Pattison 1973, 211-13, pl.XXXIX), and at Wharram Percy (Beresford 
and Hurst 1976, pis. 11, 13). Further afield other in situ examples are known from 
Raunds, Northamptonshire (Northants. County Counc. Archaeol. Unit, Raunds 
1979,4-5 and figs.) and the Old Minster, Winchester, Hampshire (Biddle 1966,325, 
pls.lxia, lviiia). These excavations have also demonstrated that such slabs were often 
used in conjunction with head/footstones, although none has yet been recovered 
from St Mary Castlegate. 

The coped form of this example is paralleled in York not only by another example 
from St Mary Castlegate (10, below), but also by slabs from the Minster (Pattison 
1973,214, pl.XLIXf), St Denys, Walmgate (ibid., 2t6, pl.XLIXc), and All Saints, 
Pavement (ibid., 215, pl.XLIXb). Like the St Mary Castlegate slab, the St Denys 
and Minster slabs both have cabled frames, a feature also shared with a number of 
slabs from York which are not coped. The layout of the decoration of the Castlegate 
slab, consisting of a Latin cross with the arms terminating on the frame, and the four 
fields thus created filled with decoration, is one which is commonly found on grave 
slabs from York, both from the Minster (ibid., pls.XLIVj, XLVlllb and e, XLIXa 
and f), and from other sites including St Mary Bishophill Senior (ibid., pl.XL VIlla), 
and Clifford Street (ibid., pl.XLIXa). The elaborate decoration of the cross itself, 
however, is not paralleled amongst the other surviving York material. On many of 
the York slabs the fields in the angles of the arms are filled with bird or beast chains 
(see p.155), but the use of interlace as at St Mary Castlegate is paralleled on a slab 
from St Mary Bishophill Senior (ibid., pl. XL VIlla), and on a slab from burial 3 in 
the Minster (ibid., pl.XLIVj). 

There is no good archaeological context for the Castlegate slab and its dating, 
therefore, is problematical, but the close comparison in form and in the layout of 
the decoration with the slabs from York Minster would perhaps suggest closeness 
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in date. As noted above (p.156) the bulk of the slabs from the Minster are of 10th 
century date, although they were re-used in the 11th century. Such a 10th century 
date would be appropriate to the St Mary Castlegate piece, although the possibility 
of a later date should not be entirely discounted. 
10 Corner fragment of a rectangular grave cover. Millstone Grit; L.182, W. 122, 
T.122mm (Fig. 53 s) 

The fragment is approximately rectangular and is roughly broken on two edges. 
The underside is flat, but the face slopes up towards the original median line of the 
slab. There-is a cabled moulding along the two surviving original edges, containing 
the margin of an interlace design. 

This fragment of a coped slab is part of a different monument from 8 and 9 since 
the slope of the coping is much less steep, and the interlace is not the same as that 
employed on 8. Too little of the slab survives to be certain whether its layout was 
based on a cross like 8 and 9 above, or whether, as with the All Saints Pavement slab, 
there was a simple mid rib with the design on either side. Similarly it is unclear from 
the small amount of the design remaining whether it formed part of an interlace 
developing from a bird or beast, a motif which is common on the Minster slabs 
(Pattison 1973, pl.XL VIIIb, e), or  part of an ordinary interlace, a less common 
feature (p.159). 

Too little of the slab survives for sound dating to be possible, but the comparisons 
with 8 and 9 would suggest an Anglo-Scandinavian date. 
11 Corner fragment of a rectangular grave cover. Millstone Grit; L.142, W.135,
T.132mm (Fig. 53 s) 

It is approximately square, and roughly broken on two edges. Both the underside 
and face are flat. There is a plain moulding along the two surviving original edges of 
the upper face, containing the edge of a median-incised interlace. 

Little of the slab survives, but, by analogy with the slabs noted above, it is likely 
that the design was either based on a cross with decoration in each of the four fields 
thus created, or that the slab originally had a median rib with the decoration flanking 
it. As with 10 the surviving portion of the design could originally have been either a 
straightforward interlace or interlace developing from a bird or beast. 

As with 10 any attempt at dating is frankly speculative, but an Anglo- Scandinavian 
date would probably be most appropriate. 
12 and 13 Two fragments of a free-armed cross-head of the type A11.12 Millstone 
Grit; (combined measurements) H.330, W.430, T.156mm (Fig. 50 s, Pls.XXXIb, 
XXXlIa and b) 

The fragments form the centre and one of the lateral arms of the head. The upper, 
lower and right-hand arms are lost. The front face has a plain raised frame, and is 
decorated with the figure of the crucified Christ. The figure’s torso and upper legs, 
in the centre of the cross, are heavily damaged, and the head and lower legs are lost. 
The figure’s arms are outstretched, the surviving, left-hand arm sloping down towards 
the elbow before running out horizontally. The hand is placed palm outwards with 
the thumb pointing up. Between the figure’s lower arm and the upper frame is a row 
of three pellets. Below the arm is a ribbon animal with a median-incised body. The 
head of a similar animal with its tongue out survives to the right. On the rear face, 
inside a plain frame, in the centre, are the heavily damaged remains of a frontally-
placed figure. The surviving cross arm is decorated with a median-incised circular 
interlace. The end of the arm has a plain frame containing a close-circuit interlace 
of Adcock’s simple pattern D (Adcock 1978,35, fig. 2.10). 
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Dr E. Coatsworth writes: 
The free-armed head is of a form found widely, and over a long period, in Anglian 

and Anglian-influenced sculpture. The proportions of the cross-head, with a short, 
tightly curved armpit, and broad, rather heavy, expanded arms, might themselves 
imply a date relatively late in the pre-Conquest period -compare this cross-head 
with early Anglian pieces such as the heads from Masham and Lastingham, both 
North Yorkshire (Collingwood 1927, fig.133)- but alone are not enough to provide 
evidence of date or even debasement of a tradition. The majority of heads of pre-
Conquest crosses survive as fragments which have to be reconstructed, and much 
work remains to be done before we can regain the confidence of Collingwood, who 
(wrongly in my view) thought the cross-head from Rothbury, Northumberland, poor, 
late work (i.e. lOth century) because the ‘armpit curve is too small and sharp’ (see 
below p.162, and Collingwood 1927, 84 and fig.9S). At York, it is the combination 
of head shape with details of the surface decoration, which places the head in the 
Anglo-Scandinavian period. 

On the broad rear face of the head the much damaged standing figure occupies the 
centre and apparently the upper and lower arms of the cross (Fig. 50 s, PI.XXXIIb). 
There are indications of drapery, and the shoulders of this figure seem to be down-
sloping. If one arm is down by the side and the other upraised from the elbow, 
implying a posture of blessing, then this figure might well be a figure of Christ 
risen or glorified. The front face has a Crucifixion, and there are other sculptures 
in which the association of the Crucifixion on one face with the risen Christ on the 
other is either certain or probable, for example on a hogback at Gosforth, Cumbria 
(Collingwood 1927, 173 and fig.212); a cross at Harmston, Lincolnshire (Davies and 
Clapham 1926, 13-14 and fig.); or in more elaborate form on a small grave marker 
with inscriptions from Newent, Gloucestershire (Conder 1911-12,323-6 and figs.). 
These sculptures are widespread geographically and very different from each other in 
style and execution: nevertheless collectively they may hint that a combination of the 
Crucifixion with a risen Christ (which surely implies salvation?) was an acceptable 
formula for grave sculpture in the late pre-Conquest period. The surviving side arm 
on this face, with its double-stranded knot used as a decorative filler, has a further 
detached pellet used as a filler between the knot and the end of the arm. The use of 
decorative elements in conjunction with figural scenes is discussed more fully with 
reference to the front face. 

The front face with the crucified figure of Christ is more readily identifiable, 
although only the trunk, one arm, and part of another survive (Fig. 50 s, Pl.XXXIIa). 
The upper part of the trunk is considerably defaced. The figure is, however, shown 
upright and frontal. The head is missing but must have been placed in the lower part 
of the upper arm of the cross, as the shoulders are in the centre of the head, and the 
arms, slightly flexed at the elbow, extend naturally into the arms of the cross. The 
surviving hand is held open, palm outward, with the thumb held slightly apart from 
the fingers. There is no surviving indication of dress in the upper part of the figure, 
and clearly no sleeve on the surviving arm. Some extra bulkiness between waist and 
knee level probably indicates the presence originally of a loincloth. The outline of the 
body, the slenderness of the arms (which also show a slight attempt at modelling), 
and the arrangement of the figure within the cross-head, all indicate an attempt to 
maintain a sense of human proportion in the figure. Above the complete arm are 
three pellets, apparently purely decorative in intention, and below and to the left is 
a double-stranded ribbon creature with a fish-like tail, and with its body tied into 
two figure of eight knots. Below the other arm is the head of another creature with 
a long neck, but of which the body does not survive. The head has an oval eye and 
open jaws from which a long tongue protrudes. 
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The end of the surviving arm of the cross-head has a double-stranded ring twist 
(Fig.50 s, PI.XXXIb): 

It is the layout of the Crucifixion face and the surviving arm end which best 
illustrates the eclecticism of this cross. This can be seen by comparing the York head 
with two other stone crucifixes from Cleveland and North Yorkshire which are, 
however, very different from each other: the heads from Great Ayton (PI.XXXa) 
and Sinnington (PI.XXXIa). 

The shape of the Great Ayton head is similar to that of the York piece, though 
the proportions are different. Within the head, however, the placing of the figure, 
its posture and proportions, give some idea of what the York carver may have been 
aiming at. At Great Ayton there is a clear attempt at modelling, and the indications are 
that the figure would have been naked except for a loincloth. The Great Ayton head 
stands firmly within the Anglian tradition. On the rear is a ‘lorgnette’ or ‘spine-and-
boss’ motif which was long-lived in Anglian art and which Collingwood associated 
with Ripon (Collingwood 1927,82-105). On the end of the side arm is an interlace 
pattern -a closed circuit simple pattern D (Adcock 1978,35, fig.2.10) – in this case 
formed from two closed elements looping through one another to give an interlace-
like effect (PI.XXXb). Adcock (1974, 190) noted that such patterns are not found on 
the great monuments of the early period such as Bewcastle, Cumbria, or Rothbury, 
but nevertheless believed that they began as a creative variation at Anglian centres 
such as Norham, Northumberland, though they did not become common until 
later. This kind of pattern in Yorkshire is often associated with late Anglian or Anglo-
Scandinavian work, as Collingwood noted (1915, 262-4). The stone crucifix itself 
seems to have developed relatively late in the Anglian period. The earliest known to 
this writer is the important cross-head, innovatory in many respects, from Rothbury, 
which belongs to a period of little before the mid 9th century (Collingwood 1927, 
fig. 95; Coatsworth 1979, 1, 232-52). The decorative scheme of this cross is more 
complex than at Great Ayton, but nevertheless, in its use and choice of interlace 
patterns on the side arm and its modelled style, finds echoes there. Collingwood 
(1927,299) placed the Great Ayton head late in the 9th century, and this is acceptable 
in view of its close adherence to the Anglian tradition, since it is not a work much 
touched by obviously Scandinavianising influences. A crude reduction of the same 
formula as Great Ayton is to be found at Kirkby Hill, North Yorkshire (Coatsworth 
1979, pis. 102-3) which suggests it was an established type. The figural style at York, 
even the panel with the figure of eight twist at the end of the arm, seems to show an 
awareness of this Anglian type. 

The treatment of the cross itself, even within the Anglian tradition, was not always 
so spare and simple as at Great Ayton, however. There is a fragment of a cross arm 
from Sherburn in Elmet, North Yorkshire, for example, which has a stiff, formal, 
acanthus-like plant as a background to the crucified figure (Collingwood 1927, fig. 
124). This cross is probably also late, and could relate to metal and ivory crucifixes of 
the 10th and 11th centuries in which the surface of the cross was sometimes decorated 
with rather stiff plant ornament (Coatsworth 1979, 233). The infilling decoration of 
York, however, is quite different, and links the head, not with Anglian sculpture of the 
Great Ayton type, but with a cross-head at Sinnington in which the figure of Christ 
is treated quite differently (PI.XXXIa). Christ here is portrayed as broad and flat, 
with a large, wedge-shaped and flat-topped head surmounted by a bar-like halo or 
hair-style. The figure is made as large and impressive as possible, and the carver has 
not sought to preserve human proportions. The figure type and other details relate 
Sinnington and other crosses in northern England to a type of crucifixion scene 
found in Leinster in Ireland (Coatsworth 1979, 232-52; Henry 1967, pl.70). These 
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Irish crosses have, if anything, the figures of the spear and sponge bearers beneath 
Christ’s arms – though even here the characteristic treatment of the figure led to a 
‘squeezing out’ of these two figures as recognisable elements. English crosses with the 
same figure type and some other comparable features never have these two figures, 
but instead we find in some crosses, as at Sinnington, a use of decorative elements 
which seem related to the taste of the day rather than to the iconography of the 
Crucifixion. A single snake beneath the cross appears in Christian art from the 9th 
century as one of a range of symbols representing the devil (or the Fall redeemed 
through the Cross) but two snakes or snake-like forms, one beneath each arm, can 
bear no known symbolic interpretation in this context. Very comparable knotted 
snakes appear on another sculpture from York, however, on the side of the ‘Sigurd’ 
slab (Pattison 1973, pl.Lc). Other late pre-Conquest crucifixes have interlace or 
twists in this position, as for example at Finghall, North Yorkshire, and Kirklevington 
(Collingwood 1927, figs.124, 129); Sherburn has already been pointed out for its 
plant ornament; others have merely bosses or pellets as at Conisholme, Lincolnshire 
(Davies and Clapham 1926,4,5, 10 and fig.). 

The fact that very similar motifs can appear in connection with crucifixes 
dependent on such different traditions and iconographic models as Sinnington and 
York suggests very strongly that this is not so much a feature of iconography for 
which an interpretation must be sought, as an example of a fashion developed in a 
highly innovative period in which artists were prepared to borrow from a variety of 
sources. The excavations at York have shown it to be an important centre of innovation 
and change (Lang 1978b). The cross-head from St Mary Castlegate, in spite of 
its incomplete and damaged state, seems to exemplify the eclectic and innovative 
tendencies of York carvers. 

The broad Anglo-Scandinavian date suggested by Dr Coatsworth for this fragment 
can perhaps be narrowed. The interlace on the rear face is paralleled in York on strap-
ends from 16-22 Coppergate and St Mary Bishophill Senior (Roesdahl et al. 1981, 
YD38 and YD39, pIs. pp.l09, 121), and on a wooden spoon from Clifford Street, 
(ibid., YDLll) (Fig.38d-£). This interlace motif is a slightly modified version of one 
which forms part of the standard repertoire of the Borre style, and is employed on 
the mounts from the rich Borre burial itself (Wilson and Klindt-Jensen 1966,88, 
pl.xxvii£). The use of such a Borre-derived motif may serve to place the fragment in 
the late 9th or first half of the 10th century when the style was current in England, 
although the debased form of the motif would perhaps suggest a date late within 
this range. 

Tooling 
Marks of tooling on the gritstone pieces are not well defined.. but on the underside 

of 11 are diagonal tooling marks made with a tool having a blai:ie 20mm wide. On 10 
there are diagonal tooling marks made with a tool having a blade some 40mm wide. 
On the limestone fragments 6 and 7, and on the Yorkshire Museum fragment, the 
tooling marks are better preserved. On this ring head there are three sorts of tooling. 
These include fine, closely-spaced diagonal tooling, best seen on the underside of the 
elaborate termination to the Yorkshire Museum piece, and apparently made with a 
tool having a slightly curved blade 40mm wide; a coarser diagonal and vertical tooling 
apparently achieved with a tool having a blade 18mm wide; and tooling apparently 
made with a chisel having a blade c.8mm wide. 
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Colour 
There are traces of colour on the ring cross-head fragments 6/7, and on the 

closely related piece in the Yorkshire Museum. A little colour also survives on the 
grave slab fragment 8. The colour and ground on 6/7 and 8 have been analysed by 
J. A. Darrah who contributes the following report: 

6/7 Cross-head fragments, limestone. There are considerable areas of dark red pigment 
visible in the recessed areas. Under magnification this shows a deep brick red colour 
with very fine pigment particles. Cross-sections show that there is a single paint layer, 
applied in a single deep layer of ground. 

Identification 
The ground, as 8, is chalk with a very small amount of calcium sulphate. 
The pigment gives a strongly positive iron reaction. It is a red iron oxide: a red 
ochre. The different particles are all identical in chemical structure, again hydrated 

ferric oxide (Fe203.nH2O). They vary in colour, transparency and solubility. Red 
ochre has been used as a pigment from the earliest times and is found in virtually all 
areas where iron occurs naturally. 

8 Carved fragment, Millstone Grit. This fragment of sculpture has a few small 
areas of ground and mid brown pigment remaining. A surface examination under 
magnification x 175 of the pigment shows a few discrete translucent patches 
surrounded by areas of what appears to be staining. 

Cross-sections show that this pigment seems to have migrated from the surface 
and  formed a distinct dark layer below what was the original paint layer. This is not 
an unknown occurrence in some of the brown earth pigments. A similar phenomenon 
has been found in wall paintings. The pigment, being partially soluble in acid solutions, 
tends to be dissolved by surface water and leached into lower layers. 

One section shows a very thin surface layer of pigment over a thick ground layer. 
Two other sections are rather different. Here there are two layers of ground. The 
upper thin layer is stained throughout but the lower part is particularly dark. This 
is the area in which most of the leached pigment has remained. Below this is a very 
thick layer of ground on which the upper area is stained brown. 
Identification 

The ground layers consist of chalk (CaCO
3
) with a very small amount of calcium 

sulphate. CaSO
4
 occurs naturally in chalk or in this case it may have formed later 

due to sulphation by atmospheric pollution or acid rain water. 
The brown pigment gives a positive iron reaction. It is probably a brown ochre, 

possibly of local origin. The yellow and brown ochres, siennas and umbers are all 
basically hydrated ferric oxides (Fe

2
0

3
. H

2
O) and are extremely difficult to distinguish 

particularly in a case such as this when the pigment particles are not easily visible. 
These samples of painted stone are among the earliest recorded from this period. 

They show workmanship of high quality; the chalk grounds are all well prepared and 
extremely clean (not always a feature of grounds), and the pigments all seem to be 
clean and very finely ground. 



165St Mary Bishophill Junior and St Mary Castlegate

Conclusions
The 1974 excavations at the church of St Mary Castlegate have yielded three cross 

fragments, and three grave cover fragments. To these must be added the fragmentary 
ring cross-head discovered in Castlegate in the 19th century, and probably from this 
site (Collingwood 1909, 203). Although it is possible that these pieces were brought 
to the site from elsewhere in the city as building materials, this is perhaps unlikely as 
awkwardly shaped pieces like the cross-heads are of little value as building material 
unless they are extensively reworked. The cross-shaft and grave slab fragments would 
be of more use, but only one – 8, from a grave slab – shows signs of dressing for 
re-use. A more plausible interpretation is that the pieces are from the pre-Conquest 
graveyard of St Mary Castlegate, and certainly the mix of cross fragments and grave 
slabs seen here is paralleled in the Anglo-Scandinavian graveyard from under York 
Minster, part of which survived in situ. 

If it can be accepted that this sculpture is indeed from St Mary Castlegate then 
it has interesting repercussions, since, as noted above, there are a number of 10th 
century pieces, including two cross-heads, the cross-shaft, and probably the large, 
coped grave slab. Collingwood has also dated the second ring head to the 10th 
century. This means that the graveyard, presumably attached to the church, can be 
pushed back into the 10th century, probably to a date earlier than that suggested for 
the church by the surviving pre-Conquest inscription (Collingwood 1909,207,209; 
Okasha 1971, 131, pl.14b) (PI.XXIIIa). 
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Summary 

One of the city of York’s oldest standing ecclesiastical buildings is the parish church of 
St Mary Bishophill Junior which is built on a pronounced ridge on the south-west side 
of the River Ouse. A site to the north of the church was excavated by L. P. Wenham in 
1961-3 and 1967, and a description of the post-Roman levels forms the first part of this 
report. The evolution of conditions within a decaying Roman town house is discussed and 
its history traced into the 10th century. Notable features include a spread of fish remains, 
re-attributed here to the late Roman period; enigmatic evidence for a subsequent series of 
internal modifications to the Roman structure; and a group of burials, some accompanied 
by artefacts, and one of them coin-dated to c. AD 905-30. 

The main part of the report records the survey of the fabric of the west tower of 
the church which was undertaken in 1980. The survey, based on photogrammetrically 
produced elevations and including a petrological analysis illustrated in colour, sought to 
obtain information about the structural history of the tower which has been the subject of 
considerable debate. An analysis of the resulting information suggests that the tower was 
built to a single design in the third quarter of the 11th century. The masonry from which 
it is constructed is mostly re-used from earlier buildings or structures, largely of Roman 
date, although there are also a number of fragments of Anglian and Anglo-Scandinavian 
funerary sculpture; these are discussed in a separate section. A series of putlog holes mainly 
on the exterior elevations was discovered, from which a reconstruction of the scaffolding 
system has been suggested. Insect remains from some interior putlog holes are discussed. 
It is suggested that the tower may originally have been designed as a ‘turriform nave’ in 
which the space under the tower served as the ‘nave’ and was accompanied only by a small 
‘chancel’ to the east. The tower has been repaired on many occasions but, in particular, 
it is argued that the interior arrangements were completely reorganised in the later 15th 
century, probably as a result of the replacement of an original bell-frame. 

A final section of the report describes contractors’ excavations within the church of 
St Mary Castlegate in 1975, which revealed foundations for an early chancel. Fragments 
of pre-Conquest sculpture and enigmatic worked stones, which were also uncovered, are 
discussed together with a piece recovered in the restoration of 1870. 
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Résumé

L’église paroissiale de St Mary Bishophill Junior est l’un des edifices ecclesiastiques les 
plus anciens de York, encore en élévation. Elle est construite sur une crête marquée sur la 
rive sud-ouest de la rivière Ouse. Une fouille a été effectuée au nord de l’église en 1961–3 
et en 1967 par L. P. Wenham, et une description des niveaux post-romains de ce site forme 
la première partie de ce rapport. Elle examine l’évolution d’une maison urbaine romaine 
se dégradant peu à peu et suit l’histoire jusqu’au Xe siecle. Les structures principales 
sont un épandage de restes de poissons, ré-attribué ici a l’époque romaine; des témoins 
énigmatiques d’une séries de modifications internes postérieures à la structure romaine; 
et un groupe de sépultures, quelques unes étant accompagnées de mobilier, dont l’une est 
datée par d’une monnaie d’environ 905–930 ap. J .C. 

La plus grosse partie de ce rapport est consacrée a l’étude de la construction de la 
tour ouest de l’église, qui a été menée en 1980. Cette étude, fondée sur des élévations 
photogrammétriques et incluant tine analyse pétrologique illustrée en couleurs, visait à 
obtenir des informations sur l’histoire de la structure de cette tour qui a été le sujet de 
discussions de grande envergure. Une analyse des informations recueillies suggère que la 
tour a été construite d’un seul tenant dans le troisième quart de Xle siècle. La maçonnerie 
qui la compose est en grande partie constituée de ré-emplois provenant de bâtiments ou 
de structures antérieurs, datant en majorité de l’époque romaine, bien que l’on rencontre 
un bon nombre de fragments de sculptures funéraires angliennes ou anglo-scandinaves; ces 
fragments sont étudiés dans un chapitre special. Une série de trous de boulins, découverts 
principalement sur les élévations exterieures, a permis de proposer tine restitution du 
système d’échafaudage. Les restes d’insectes, découverts dans certains des trous de 
boulins font également l’objet d’une étude. Les études suggèrent que la tour a été prévue, 
à l’origine, comme une ‘nef turriforme’ dans laquelle l’espace sous la tour a servi de ‘nef’ 
et n’était accompagné que d’un petit ‘choeur’ à l’est. La tour a été réparée à plusieurs 
reprises, mais, il est montré, plus particulièrement, que les aménagements intérieurs ont été 
complètement réorganisés à la fin du XVe siècle, probablement à la suite du remplacement 
d’une charpente primitive de clocher. 

Une dernière partie de ce rapport décrit les fouilles des entrepreneurs, en 1975, 
à l’intérieur de l’église St Mary Castlegate, qui ont révélé les fondations d’un choeur 
primitif. Des fragments de sculptures pré-Conquète et des fragments énigmatiques de 
blocs travaillés qui furent également découverts, sont étudiés avec un fragment découvert 
lors de la restauration en 1870. 
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Zusammenfassung 

Eines der ältesten erhaltenen kirchlichen Gebäude in York, ist die Pfarrkirche St Mary 
Bishophill Junior, die auf einet vorspringenden Anhöhe auf dem Südwestufer der Ouse 
erbaut worden war. 1961–3 und in 1967 ist eine Fundstelle nördlich der Kirche von 
L. P. Wenham ausgegraben worden; die Beschreibung der nachrömischen Schichten bildet 
den ersten Teil dieses Berichtes. Die sich entwickelnden Zustände in einem verfallenden 
römischen Stadthaus werden diskutiert und ihre Entwicklungsgeschichte bis in das 
10.Jahrhundert hinein verfolgt. Erwähnenswerte Funde schließen ein: eine Streuung van 
Fischresten, hier der spätrömischen Zeit neu zugeschrieben, unsicheres Beweismaterial 
für eine danach folgende Reihe van internen Änderungen des römischen Baues und eine 
Gruppe van Gräbern, von denen einige gegenständliche Beigaben enthielten und eines 
ein Münzdatum van circa 905–30 n.Chr. hatte. 

Der Hauptteil des Berichtes enthält die Beschreibung der genauen Prüfung und 
Aufnahme des Mauerwerks des Westturmes der Kirche. Die Bauaufnahme, durchgeführt 
im Jahre 1980, basiert auf photogrammetrisch produzierten Messungen und, da sie eine 
in Farbe abgebildete petrologische Analyse einschließt, versucht sie Auskunft über die 
Baugeschichte des Turmes, welche der Gegenstand einer beträchtlichen Debatte gewesen 
ist, zu erhalten. Eine Analyse der gewonnenen Information läßt vermuten, daß der Turm 
in einem einzigen Baugang im dritten Viertel des II.Jahrhunderts errichtet worden ist. 
Das Gestein, aus dem er erbaut wurde, ist hauptsächlich wiederverwendetes Mauerwerk 
früherer Bauten, größtenteils romischen Datums, obwohl sich eine Anzahl van Bruchstücken 
anglischer und anglo-skandinavischer Grabsteine darunter befinden. Diese werden in 
einem gesonderten Abschnitt diskutiert. Es wurden eine Reihe van Gerüstlöchern, zum 
groBten Teil in den AuBenwanden, festgestellt, aus denen sich eine Rekonstruktion des 
Baugerüstsystems erschließen ließ. Insektenreste aus einigen intemen Geriistlochern 
werden diskutiert. Es wird vorgeschlagen, daß der Turm urspriinglich als turmformiges 
Schiff geplant worden war, wobei der Raum im Erdgeschoß des Turmes als Kirchenschiff 
diente, mit nur einer kleinen Kanzel im Osten. Der Turm ist mehrfach repariert worden, 
besonders, so wird argumentiert, wurde die interne Auslegung während des ausgehenden 
15.Jahrhunderts vollständig reorganisiert. Dies geschah wahrscheinlich im Anschluß an 
eine Erneuerung des ursprünglichen Glockenstuhles. 

Der abschließende Teil des Berichtes beschreibt Ausschachtungsarbeiten durch 
Bauarbeiter im Innern van St Mary Castlegate, die während 1975 durchgeführt wurden. 
Diese Arbeiten legten das Fundament einer frühen Kanzel frei. Bruchstücke van 
Steinmetzarbeiten, die in die Zeit vor der Eroberung datieren und seltsame, bearbeitete 
Steine, die ebenfalls zu Tage traten, werden gleichzeitig mit einem Exemplar, das bei der 
Restauration im Jahre 1870 gefunden wurde, diskutiert. 
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Plate IX Tower of St Mary Bishophill Junior. View from the south-east
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Plate XIII Tower  of St Mary Bishophill Junior. Part of South elevation, from approximately 25.5m 
OD to 31.7m OD, showing banding and construction of quoins
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Plate XIX Tower of St Mary Bishophill Junior. South elevation, belfry window. Width, 
including stripwork, 2.55m
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Plate XXIV St Mary Castlegate  Scale unit 0.1m

a Offset at base of north pier of chancel arch viewed from the west

b Vertical view taken from the arch dividing south aisle from south-east chapel, showing 
the area of edge-set rubble slabs



Plate XXV St Mary Castlegate  Scale unit 0.1m

a Offset at base of south pier of chancel arch viewed from the west

b Edge-set limestone rubble slabs at the division between south aisle and south-east chapel, looking west



Plate XXVI St Mary Castlegate. Scale unit 0.1m

b Offset course below the north side of the eastern pier of the nave north arcade

a Foundations in the west bay of the chancel north arcade, viewed from the south-east



a Piers of the north arcade of the chancel, viewed from the south, their bases resting on a length of 
connecting wall, perhaps representing an unaisled chancel

b Wall footings east of the north pier of the chancel arch, with two worked stones remaining in situ, 
viewed from the north-east

Plate XXVII St Mary Castlegate. Scale unit 0.1m
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b Shallow seating in the smaller face of the worked stone; photographed in 1984

a Worked stone found in 1930 under the crossing: photographed in 1984

Plate XXIX Ripon Cathedral. Scale unit 0.1m



b Interlace on end of cross-head arm

Plate XXX Great Ayton, Cleveland. Photos, E. Coatsworth

a Cross-head, Crucifixion on front face. Width 464mm



Plate XXXIa Sinnington, North Yorkshire. Cross-head with Crucifixion. 

   Width c. 350mm. Photo E. Coatsworth

Plate XXXIb St Mary Castlegate. Double-stranded ring twist on end arm of cross-head, fragment 13. 
Width 156mm



a Crucifixion on front face

b Standing figure and interlace on rear

Plate XXXII St Mary Castlegate. Two fragments, 12 and 13, of a free-armed cross-head



AY8/2  Fig. 39

Fig. 39  Tower of St Mary Bishophill Junior.  Elevations of north and west sides; confirmed putlog holes are stippled. Heights are shows in metres OD on the right, and from ground level on the north elevation (17.75m OD) on the 
left. Drawn from the photogrammetric survey. Scale 1:50 at A2



AY8/2  Fig. 40

Fig. 40  Tower of St Mary Bishophill Junior.  Elevations of south and east sides; confirmed putlog holes are stippled. Heights are shows in metres OD on the right, and from ground level on the north elevation (17.75m OD) on the 
left. Drawn from the photogrammetric survey. Scale 1:50 at A2



AY8/2  Fig. 41

Fig. 41  Tower of St Mary Bishophill Junior.  Section west–east, a, as recorded in 1980, and b, reconstructed as originally designed. Scale 1:50 at A2



AY8/2  Fig. 42

Fig. 42  Tower of St Mary Bishophill Junior.  Elevations of north and west sides showing repairs and alterations in brown (hatched areas = uncertain). Letters refer to re-used stones retaining evidence of their former function.
Scale 1:50 at A2



AY8/2  Fig. 43

Fig. 43  Tower of St Mary Bishophill Junior.  Elevations of south and east sides showing repairs and alterations in brown (hatched areas = uncertain). Letters refer to re-used stones retaining evidence of their former function.
Scale 1:50 at A2



AY8/2  Fig. 44
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AY8/2  Figs. 45–7

Fig. 45  St Mary Bishophill Junior.  Cross-shaft fragment 2, faces A, B and D. Scale 1:5

Fig. 46  St Mary Bishophill Junior.  Fragments from rectangular panels: 3, upper, 4, lower. Scale 1:5

Fig. 47  St Mary Castlegate.  Architectural fragments (drawn the way up they were 
found), 1, column capital; 2–4, parts of column drums. Scale 1:10
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