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-- Short abstract --

Over the last thirty years the study of the English medieval townhouse
has not developed on a par with medieval archaeology, or urban history.
This thesis combines the evidence of standing buildings, archaeological
excavation, antiquarian records, and documentary sources, to reconsider the
form of townhouses used in the distributive trades, and, in particular, it
examines the evidence for the origins of townhouses operating commercially
on two storeys (split-level townhouses), and their relationship to the raised
walkways of the Chester Rows.

The Romanesque townhouse in England has not been the subject of
original research since the 1930s, so in the early parts of the thesis the
corpus of evidence is sorted into broad categories: the urban manor-like
property; the stone-built chamber block at the rear of a timber-built range
on the streetfront; the grand suburban house; the commercial townhouse
on the streetfront (the ground-level townhouse); the split-level warehouse;
and the split-level townhouse.

The twelfth-century origins of the split-level townhouse are examined,
and it is clear that prototypical or even fully developed examples of the
split-level townhouse exist as early as their ground-level counterparts.
Despite a general dearth of early thirteenth-century buildings, it can be
seen that by the mid to late thirteenth century, the split-level townhouse
was dominant in the principal streets of English towns, almost to the total
exclusion of other house types. Throughout the thirteenth and fourteenth
centuries, the split-level design was adapted to the highly commercial and
continuously built-up streets and the unusual topography of Chester, so
that the upper-level shops were linked by a raised gallery.

Although split-level townhouses have proved elusive on the continent,
examples are known in the Zdhringen towns of modern Switzerland: several
of these towns have also developed elevated walkways. There can be little
doubt that the split-level townhouse and its variants were the result of
commercial pressure, and an insatiable demand, not found again after the
early to mid fourteenth century, for numerous small-scale retail units and

undercrofts.
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-- Long abstract —-

In the last thirty years the study of the medieval townhouse has been
neglected, whereas historical research, such as that at Winchester and
Cheapside, London, has advanced considerably. This neglect is of concern,
since the townhouse used for selling was central to the function of the
medieval town. Moreover, documentary sources are of limited use for the
period before the late thirteenth century, and the results of excavations
are hardly intelligible in the absence of comparable analysis of their
standing counterparts. The most recent and thought-provoking publication
on the subject of medieval townhouses is Patrick Faulkner's article of

1966,

in which he suggests that townhouses with shops on two storeys
(split-level townhouses) were the norm in the thirteenth and fourteenth
centuries: he is the first to consider a specialized urban house type at an
early date. Developing his idea, Faulkner postulates that many of these
split-level townhouses had raised galleries across their fagades to facilitate
access to the upper level, and that the galleried houses of the Chester
Rows are simply conjoined examples of this type, unique only in their
survival. There has been no serious consideration of Faulkner's somewhat
breathtaking hypothesis, and this aspect of his article has been largely

ignored. This thesis is a more detailed examination of the evidence for the

split-level townhouse, with the aim of establishing why, at what date, and

1
120-35.

P.A. Faulkner, 'Medieval Undercrofts and Town Houses', Archaeol. J. 123 (1966), pp.
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from what background it emerged, and whether the Chester Rows were a
close, and not at all unique, relation. In view of the lack of a mass of
surviving buildings for the early medieval period, the thesis draws on the
evidence of standing buildings, excavated structures, antiquarian records
and drawings, and documentary sources.

Faulkner's all too brief article does not attempt an assessment of the
Romanesque townhouse, and for that the most recent publication is
Margaret Wood's article of 1974, which is essentially a reprint of the
published version of her M.A. thesis of 1934.! There are flaws in her
work, and the most significant of these are the lack of differentiation
between urban and rural house types, and the restriction of her analysis
of the whole oeuvre to a discussion of construction dates and the
authenticity of Jewish and royal origins. The failure to distinguish
different forms in rural and urban contexts has persisted, and has been
exacerbated by a misunderstanding of manorial buildings. The purpose of
Chapter 1 is to analyse the evidence of a much larger number of
Romanesque townhouses than has been hitherto identified (seventy-one
examples, as opposed to Wood's twenty-three), and to make broad
distinctions based on their likely functions.

Some rural/urban interchange did take place, although only in larger
properties away from the commercial street frontage, and these urban
manor-like properties are principally evidenced by the more robust stone
chamber blocks. These can be differentiated from less substantial chamber
blocks that were built to the rear of timber-framed streetfront ranges on
narrow plots, in locations on principal streets. A usual absence of
fenestration in the front wall of the chamber block implies that the two

structures abutted. Both types of chamber block can be distinguished

1 M.E. Wood, Norman Domestic Architecture {(London, 1974).
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from the residential houses in the suburb of Wigford, Lincoln. Here, St
Mary's Guildhall and the former building opposite (St Andrew's Hall) were
built directly on the streetfront, but with no attempt to utilize the frontage
for shops. They represent a type of grand residence that did not attempt
to emulate the scatter of buildings found in a manorial complex, but which
was purely urban.

Indeed, it would appear that the Wigford houses are a modification of a
popular commercial townhouse type found across Europe and in England.
This type of building (the ground-level townhouse) was that in which the
ground floor was used for shops or workshops, with the residence placed
above. The facade followed the continental arrangement in that it
comprised wide arched openings to self-contained shops, with the principal,
and elaborately fenestrated, room(s) above. The only significant difference
between the English ground-level townhouse and continental examples was
the absence of doorways on the streetfront which opened onto stairs up
to the first floor: in England the access was via a passage at ground level,
and a rear stair.

Although the ground-level design was undoubtedly popular, it only
accounts for 45% of the forty-one known Romanesque townhouses on
streetfront locations: the remaining 55% reveal evidence of at least some
elements of split-level construction. It is not certain that two-level
retailing occurred in each of these prototypical split-level townhouses,
since in many cases it is simply a semi-subterranean undercroft that
survives. Several Romanesque townhouses that incorporate a semi-
subterranean undercroft take advantage of, or were built in response to,
a sloping site. The Norman House, Lincoln, is the most intact example of
this type, and the steep slope and corner site enable easy access to an

undercroft oriented parallel to the street, and to several shops with wide
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arched openings at the upper level. Contemporary and earlier split-level
townhouses on level sites, however, confirm that the design was not
developed in response to sloping sites. Undercrofts preserved without the
contemporary superstructure are more common, and to these can be added
excavated examples. Since it is highly improbable that large semi-
subterranean undercrofts would have been considered direct replacements
of ground-level shops, and as such shop units were in increasing demand
throughout the twelfth century, it is unlikely that many of these sunken
undercrofts did not support an upper level of shops in the manner of their
thirteenth- and fourteenth-century successors. Moreover, it is clear from
the orientation of Romanesque townhouses with semi-sunken undercrofts
that they occupied wvaluable street frontages: while only 35% of ground-
level townhouses were narrow-fronted buildings at right angles to the
street and 65% were wide-fronted buildings parallel to the street, the
comparative figures for split-level townhouses are 86% and 14%.

The evidence for townhouses in thirteenth- and fourteenth-century
England is such that there are virtually no examples on the principal
streets that were not of the split-level type. The transition from near
equal numbers of split-level and ground-level townhouses to the almost
total dominance of two-level selling is not clear, for there is a dearth of
standing examples of early thirteenth-century townhouses, only beginning
to be rectified by archaeological excavation. Documentary records are less
useful than standing or excavated buildings in determining the proportion
of split-level townhouses since undercrofts (cellaria) changed ownership or
occupancy less often than the small shops above, and are thus less well
represented in title deeds. It is interesting to note that while Derek Keene
argues that the cellars in Winchester known from documentary sources

were the sum total of medieval undercrofts, the physical evidence does not
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support him. Of the thirteen documented undercrofts of pre-c.1350 date
only two correspond with the fifteen surviving or excavated examples. The
lack of coincidence between the two random samples provided by the
written record and the material remains suggests that the actual number
of split-level townhouses in the city may have been in the order of several
hundred. Likewise, in Chester it 1is likely that there were ¢.290
undercrofts by the mid fourteenth century, yet the documentary evidence
considered in isolation would not suggest such a number. It is this over-
reliance on documentary sources that has led to the association between
undercrofts and taverns/wine storage. While taverns were at undercroft
level, the wine trade cannot have used more than a proportion of the
undercrofts, and many of these only on a seasonal basis: the evidence
suggests that undercrofts were for stocking and selling bulky but valuable
goods in general. Documentary evidence (especially that from Keene's
survey of the Cheapside study area in London) has proved inwvaluable in
the analysis of the upper levels of the split-level townhouse, not only
regarding the nature of shops, but also in revealing the form and function
of selds (single-trade bazaars located to the rear of the shops) and stalls.

The undercrofts in Chester carry a raised walkway providing access to
the upper-level shops, with the whole system known as the Rows. The
survival or record of ten pre-c.1300 townhouses is vital to the
understanding of the origins of the Rows, for these houses provide
unambiguous evidence of the existence of galleried buildings by this date.
Three buildings preserve arcades opening onto the walkway while the
others advance to the front of the walkway, and conform to its level. They
reveal that lengths of the elevated walkway existed by the middle of the
thirteenth century and, equally importantly, their different datings imply

that the Rows gradually emerged rather than originated in a planned single
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campaign. Indeed, the survival of many completely new-built Row buildings
from the fourteenth century indicates that this emergence took in the
order of 150 years. There can be little doubt that the houses of the
Chester Rows are nearly identical to contemporary split-level townhouses,
and thus it is necessary to consider compelling reasons for the adoption
of the gallery. An absence of courtyard entrances or side windows to
undercrofts indicates that the streets were continuously built-up by the
time of the earliest surviving buildings, and the narrowness of the plots
confirms that commercial pressure was intense: this even led to the
longitudinal subdivision of undercrofts. Above, there is every indication
that shops were typically some 2-3m wide and 3m deep. Added to this high
density of undercrofts and shops was the unusual topography of Chester,
where bedrock is immediately under the street, and where the land is a
storey higher at the rear of the building as a result of the build up of
Roman debris, overlain by less substantial medieval deposits: these factors
resulted in the undercrofts being set much higher than elsewhere. When
the access requirements of the undercrofts, all at right angles to the
street, and the shops above are taken into account, it is clear that the
frontage arrangements would have been congested, with tall flights of steps
to the individual shops being especially problematic. Add to this the fact
that the frontage was also in demand for undercroft fenestration, since
continuously built-up streets prohibited side lighting for the undercrofts
and rear lightwells were mostly impractical because of the higher ground
level and the frequent rearwards continuation of the superstructure
beyond this point, and it becomes clear that the subtle combination of a
very active property market, the historical pattern of plot evolution, and
the underlying topographical factors meant that a different solution was

necessary - a gallery allowing intermittent access to the upper level.
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Faulkner's theory that galleried townhouses identical to those of the
Chester Rows were the norm is based on his interpretation of Tackley's
Inn, Oxford. He considers that a series of spur walls projecting from the
front wall of the undercroft carried the set-back and timber-framed wall
of the raised ground level: in front of the recessed shopfronts there must
have been a gallery. Re-survey has shown that his interpretation has no
basis in fact, and, equally, his citing of spur-walls elsewhere as evidence
of widespread use of galleries is nonsensical. Most of these spur-walls
occur in undercrofts too narrow for the superstructure to have required
midway support, and they are completely absent in Chester. Virtually all
spur walls form one side of the entrance stair, and their function must be
porch-like - similar to screens in a cross-entry.

Since neither the spur-walled townhouse nor Faulkner's other suggestion
for a galleried townhouse - the so-called Woollen Hall, Southampton - show
any signs of elevated walkways, the Chester Rows appear to have been
unique in England. This uniqueness is consistent with the arguments for
the construction of the Rows in response to a combination of local factors,
but in the past has led to the assumption that the Rows must have been
influenced by foreign arcaded systems. The idea of the planned arcade is
inapplicable to the slowly emergent and haphazard Rows, and is
unconvincing in a country where there was no tradition of arcaded streets:
the only possible example of pre-c.1350 date, at the Pentice, Winchester,
was created by the gradual encroachment of heavily oversailed solars.

Foreign parallels to the Chester Rows do, or formerly did, exist in the
form of the elevated walkways of several of the Zihringen towns of modern
Switzerland: Bern, Burgdorf (Berthoud), Fribourg-en-Nuithonie, Thun, and
Zirich. As in Chester, these walkways emerged in the thirteenth and early

fourteenth centuries, and came out of a tradition of split-level townhouses
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extending back to the twelfth century. However, the origins of the
Zdahringen and the Cestrian systems are not alike in all respects: the
variety of topographical conditions in the Swiss towns means that it is
improbable that local factors played a significant role as has been argued
for Chester. The split-level townhouse tradition in the Zihringen towns
developed in an area of Europe where the arcaded street was emerging as
a major element of the urban landscape and it was inevitable that the two
ideas should combine; in England there was no tradition of arcaded streets,
or pedestrian walkways separate from the street, and, thus, it took the
underlying topographic factors of Chester to provide sufficiently pressing
reasons for the solution of the Rows to evolve.

In the absence of any close link between England and the territory of
the dukes of Zihringen in the twelfth or early thirteenth century, it is
necessary to consider the possibility that the split-level townhouse was a
pan-European house type. Despite the presence of semi-subterranean
undercrofts in northern Europe during this period, these were not found
in the context of split-level houses: they were located at the rear of
ground-level buildings fronting the street, and thus were more similar to
Anglo-Saxon and Anglo-Norman timber cellars and twelfth-century chamber
blocks. A few examples of split-level townhouses in Rouen appear to
reflect either a shared English and Norman building tradition, or limited
influence from England. Certainly, outside Switzerland, there is no
evidence that any country had split-level townhouses at such an early date
or in numbers comparable to those in England. Although England was a
less urbanized country than many of its continental counterparts, the
analysis of the origins and development of the split-level townhouse adds

to the evidence from documentary research and from archaeology which
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indicates that its towns in the early medieval period were as intensely

commercial as anywhere in Europe.
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INTRODUCTION

Introduction

There can scarcely be a type of building more central to the function of
the medieval town than the house used for selling. Yet there has been no
serious attempt to analyse the form of the medieval townhouse since the
advent of modern, and largely urban, archaeology in this country. The
point has been made before that the physical appearance of a town is a
reflection of, and one of the best ways of understanding, its social and

1 The layout of the medieval town was determined by

economic character.
the citizens - shopkeepers, tradespeople, taverners, money-lenders, clergy,
prostitutes, and merchants - and the documentary evidence of their
activities has formed the basis of recent historical research in Winchester

and London.2

The scope of such studies, however, has been largely
restricted to compiling histories of the hundreds of individual properties,
from which are drawn wider social and economic conclusions. Despite the
undoubted success of this painstaking approach, there has been little
progress in the understanding of the secular buildings of the early
medieval town, which are arguably as informative as the plan onto which
they were imposed. Indeed, the importance of townhouses used for
distributive trade is heightened by the work of Derek Keene and others,
since it is now abundantly clear that the urban landscape was dominated
by commerce at an early date, and that shops were 'a well-established
feature of the English urban scene by A.D. 1300, if not two hundred years

earlier' .3

1 Ws 1, p. 3.

2 WS 2; Keene and Harding, Cheapside Gazetteer.

3 Keene, Shops and Shopping, p- 29.
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The inevitable limitation of documentary records as a source does not, of
course, imply that the answers to questions about the early medieval
townhouse lie firmly in the hands of archaeologists. The recently
attempted synthesis of excavated and documentary evidence in the
Cheapside area of London reveals that, whereas the written sources enable
a good understanding of the 'working of a complex economic and social
system', the 'scrappy archaeological evidence' can add little.1 Keene's
dismissiveness of the collected evidence of several major archaeological
excavations is justifiable in this case because of the unusually good
documentary material for London, and the absence of any standing building
evidence.

Outside the City of London the balance of available sources is different
and a reliance on documentary material for the early medieval period less
valid. Title deeds provide the bulk of the evidence for the history of
medieval tenements in most towns and it is an unalterable fact of life for
the historian that for the period before the late thirteenth century these
survive in relatively small numbers and often with little detail. Keene's
own survey of medieval Winchester provides a good illustration of this
problem because a decline in the fortunes of the city beginning in the
early twelfth century, and an above average level of information for the
twelfth century in the form of the ¢.1110 and 1148 surveys, means that
rapid urban expansion or development could not have played a part in the
sharp increase in documentary sources from the late thirteenth century.
In the graph below the earliest references for almost every property,
however tentatively suggested by Keene and however uninformative about

the buildings, have been plotted for each decade between 1100 and 1350,

Lp. Keene, 'The Character and Development of the Cheapside Area; an Overview', in
Schofield, Med. Cheapside, p. 192.



- 3 -
and there can be little doubt that only an insignificant proportion of
tenement histories begin before the 12805.1 Moreover, these early
references are often isolated and lacking in information about the
occupants, let alone the form of the townhouses they occupied. In addition
to the general incompleteness of the documentary record, it is clear that
parts of the buildings whose occupancy or ownership changed less rapidly

than others are under-represented.
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DATE (TO DECADE) OF EARLIEST REFERENCE

Fig. 1. The frequency distribution, with class intervals of ten years, for the earliest
documentary references to properties in Keene's tenement histories for Winchester (WS 2, pp.
463-1091).

This is nowhere clearer than in the case of undercrofts, or cellaria,
which form a significant part of the evidence discussed in this thesis.
Again using Winchester as an example, Keene suggests that his distribution
map of cellars in fourteenth- and fifteenth-century Winchester is accurate

despite its almost total reliance on documentary examples.2

Certainly it is
clear that undercrofts were commonly noted by the tarrage surveyors of

1417. It seems unlikely, however, that the documentary evidence accounts

1 The exclusions are churches, royal buildings, and St Giles's Fair.

2 ys 2, pp. 165-7.
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for more than a fraction of the city's cellarage, and this under-
representation is especially noticeable for the period before ¢.1350. A
search of the tenement histories compiled by the Winchester Research Unit
produces thirteen medieval cellars for this period.1 Of these only two
(properties 158 and 175/176-7) are found to correspond with any of the
fifteen surviving or excavated undercrofts. Not only are the majority of
these undercrofts missing from the pre-c.1350 documentary sources, but
they are also absent from later records. There can be little doubt that the
documentary records for Winchester give no indication of the real numbers
of undercrofts, and, consequently, of split-level townhouses. Indeed, the
lack of coincidence between the two random samples provided by written
record and material remains suggests that the actual number of split-level
townhouses in the city may have run into several hundred.

Despite being perhaps the most significant development in the study of
medieval urban history : . ceconstruction of tenement histories is not, of
course, the only approach available to the urban historian. Many early
documentary references, especially those from twelfth-century surveys,
cannot be related to subsequent records or to known topographic locations,
but still provide much useful evidence of the early medieval urban
landscape, population, patterns of property ownership and occupancy, and
the trades of the townspeople. Earlier deeds surviving for London reveal
a high level of differentiation between property values on and off the
principal streets, and the 1148 survey of Winchester shows a similar ratio
between High Street and side streets values, both examples being
symptomatic of a considerable concentration of commercial interest on the

main streets.

ws 2.
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With a few such exceptions, however, it is clear that the documentary
evidence for the earlier part of the thirteenth century and the twelfth
century is too scarce to allow widespread reconstruction of tenement
histories or the physical setting of the commercial life of the town. Despite
absences of important sections of the community the records from this
period give little reason to doubt that the detailed picture of urban life
illustrated by the abundance of deeds available for the period from ¢.1300
is applicable to the previous two centuries. These points are fundamental
to the use of archaeological and architectural material in the investigation
of the early medieval landscape: the lack of detailed documentary sources
suggests that the key to a better understanding of the early medieval
buildings lies in surviving physical evidence, with the wunderlying
continuity in urban life between the twelfth and early fourteenth centuries
justifying the careful use of later documentary evidence in the
interpretation of the function of earlier structures. 'Scrappy archaeological
evidence' is not restricted to the City of London and, thus, it is the
purpose of this thesis to use all available sources, but with a particular
concentration on the neglected source of standing buildings, including
those recorded before demolition.

One of the most exciting aspects of urban history of this period is the
apparent explosion of retail and wholesale trade and the resultant
proliferation of shops mentioned at the beginning of this introduction.
There has already been a suggestion that this development is reflected in
the architecture of the period: in a brief but ground-breaking article
published in 1966, Patrick Faulkner postulates that English townhouses with
shops on two storeys (split-level townhouses) were the norm in the

1

thirteenth and fourteenth centuries." Moreover, he argues that many of

1 Faulkner, Med. Undercrofts.
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these had raised galleries across their fagades to facilitate access to the
upper level and that the galleried houses of the Chester Rows were simply
conjoined examples of this type, unique only in their survival. Since 1966,
more semi-subterranean undercrofts have been identified or excavated, but
there has been no attempt to develop or even refute Faulkner's initial work
on the house type: if anything his rather breathtaking vision of the early
medieval high street has been ignored. This thesis is a more extensive
examination of the evidence for the split-level townhouse with the aim of
establishing why, at what date, and from what background it emerged, and

whether the Chester Rows were a close, and not at all unique, relation.

The structure of the thesis

In view of the lack of any synthetic work on the medieval townhouse, it
is hardly surprising that the current state of discussion on the subject is
confused. The most obvious symptom of this confusion is the failure of
many to consider urban housing as distinct from rural housing and to
recognise that different forms of townhouse not only exist, but represent
types quite clearly built in response to different functions. Faulkner's
seminal article on the split-level townhouse goes some way to establishing
order by at least arguing for specialised townhouses for retail use in the
thirteenth and fourteenth centuries. For the pre-c.1200 period, however,
during which the split-level townhouse came to the fore, there has been
no such attempt to identify house types. The first chapter of this thesis
is thus an attempt to separate the commercial townhouses, or parts of
townhouses, from buildings that form purely residential chamber blocks,
suburban houses, or even urban manor-like properties. Since this chapter
is a necessary prelude to discussion of the emergence of split-level

townhouses, and as it relies heavily on physical evidence, it is inevitable
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that several early medieval house types are omitted. For example, with the
exception of Lower Brook Street (formerly Tanner Street), Winchester, there
is insufficient evidence for a discussion of light-industrial tenements in
urban centres. Likewise, there are few excavated examples of less
substantial timber structures of the sort that can be expected to have
formed residences for the poorer citizens, and certainly no standing
examples. Because there is little danger of confusing the latter with
substantial stone-built examples of early split-level townhouses, or their
ground-level precursors, the lack of material to enable a study of lesser
urban vernacular buildings is of no great consequence to this thesis,
though it doubtless remains a future research subject of considerable
interest.

Having established the milieu from which the split-level townhouse
emerged, Chapter 2 discusses the evidence for split-level townhouses in the
twelfth century, its subsequent dominance in the thirteenth and fourteenth
centuries, and the archetypal form of the building. The close relationship
of the elevated walkways of the Chester Rows to this dominant house type
forms the subject of Chapter 3. Since the townhouses of the Rows form
the logical development of the house type and probably formed a complete
system by the middle of the fourteenth century, this date is taken as the
end date for the thesis.

The constituent parts of the split-level townhouse, and especially their
functions, require more detailed consideration than is possible in chapters
discussing overall developments, and the subsequent two chapters are more
detailed assessments of the undercroft (Chapter 4), and the upper level
(Chapter 5). The latter considers shops, solars, stalls, stallboards, selds,
and the residence, in particular focusing on the interrelationship, or lack

thereof, between these parts.
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A gazetteer has been adopted in view of the number of buildings that do
not form individual case studies within the discursive chapters but which
form the basis for the overall picture of the pre-1350 townhouse. Where
townhouses are discussed and illustrated in the main text, duplication in
the gazetteer is avoided by cross-referencing. Although the gazetteer
attempts to be as exhaustive as possible, it cannot claim to be a complete
account of all pre-1350 split-level townhouses: inevitably, some townhouses
have proved inaccessible; archives of excavations of others have yet to
reach a stage intelligible to anyone but the director; the evidence of some
buildings is too fragmentary to merit inclusion; a large number of
townhouses lack features to show that they predate ¢.1350 but subsequent
analysis may prove that they do; and, less excusably, some townhouses are

bound to have 'slipped the net'.



CHAPTER 1

ROMANESQUE TOWNHOUSES

While England cannot equal France in its number of surviving Roman-

esque townhouses,1

the much lamented lack of such buildings in this
country has been exaggerated by én overdependence on out-of-date
research. To find a general discussion of the vernacular architecture of
the period the student has been obliged to turn to the writings of
Margaret Wood which, although marking admirable progress from the
previous standard work by Turner, are all based on groundwork from the
19305.2 Even Wood's final publication is essentially a reprint of the
published version of her 1934 M.A. thesis, albeit with a revised preface

3 Wood identified a total of twenty-

acknowledging more recent discoveries.
three Romanesque townhouses, either standing, excavated, or recorded by
antiquarians, and a gazetteer of these forms the main part of her work.
Her analysis of the whole oeuvre was restricted to a discussion of
construction dates and the authenticity of Jewish and royal origins
traditionally ascribed in several cases. With seventy-one Romanesque
townhouses now identified and examined in more detail, there is a larger
corpus of evidence on which to base a study of the various house types,
the architecturd: . . e for commerce, and the early attempts at making
the best use of the street frontage by using the split-level arrangement.

In the absence of many documentary references to private commercial

premises in the twelfth century, it is necessary to use other means of

identifying the different forms of townhouses and, thus, those employed in

1 It has been estimated that there may be two thousand surviving twelfth-century
townhouses in France: G.l1. Meirion-Jones, M. Jones and J.R. Pilcher, 'The Seigneurial
Domestic Buildings of Brittany 1000-1700', in G.I. Meirion-Jones and M. Jones (eds.),
Manorial Domestic Buildings in England and Northern France (London, 1993), p. 168.

2 Turner, Twelfth- and Thirteenth-Century Architecture; Wood, Norman Architecture
(Thesis); Wood, Norman Architecture; Wood, Med. House; Wood, Norman Domestic Arch..

3 Wood, Norman Domestic Arch., pp. 5-11.
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the distributive trades. In view of the fragmentary and even rudimentary
nature of the surviving or recorded fabric, this is not always achievable
solely on the basis of the architecture. It is necessary to consider also
the location of any building within the town and within the tenement plot,
to utilise the rare contemporary documentary sources, and, with obvious
caution, to consider the townhouses in the light of later English and
contemporary foreign parallels that have more firmly identifiable functions.
This functional analysis, however limited it may be, is long overdue in the
study of English Romanesque vernacular architecture, where classification
of house types has been based on the presence of supposedly common
features. In the most recent publication on the subject, for example, Wood
divides Norman houses into three types - the.first-floor hall, the aisled
hall on ground level, and the unaisled ground-floor hall - arguing that
rural and urban types may have been separable only on the basis that 'the
number of outbuildings, probably timber-built, would be greater in the

1

country'." Thus, the excavated manor house at Wharram Percy becomes a

useful comparison for House I on the built-up and highly urbanized site

at Lower Brook Street, Winchester.2

RUS IN URBE?

In the light of the above comments, it is ironic that this analysis of the
Romanesque townhouse should begin with a house type indistinguishable
from its rural counterpart. This is for the good reason that such urban
manor-like properties need to be identified so that they can set apart from
more specialized urban forms. Perhaps most similar is the grand suburban

house, although the two-storey domestic chamber block at the rear of

L 1bid., p. 68.
2 rbid., p. 5.
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otherwise destroyed commercial townhouses could be, and has been,
confused with the urban manor-like house. For this reason these
categories of residential townhouses, or parts of townhouses, are discussed

in succession.

The urban manor-like house

50 METRES

Fig. 2. Frewin Hall, Oxford. The undercroft is shown within the reconstructed main holding
(outlined in bold). The tenement plots on Cornmarket are derived from the 1880 1:500 O0S.

map .

The stone undercroft at Frewin Hall, Oxford, has been dated on stylistic
grounds to the period from ¢.1090 to ¢.1150.} Since John Blair's examin-

ation of the building a watching brief by Brian Durham revealed seven

1 The imposts are the only mouldings, and I concur with this broad date range derived
from their analysis and given in Blair, Frewin Hall, pp. 53-4.
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floor layers above the vault, the lowest of which contained eleven sherds
of pottery provisionally dated to c.1150.1 The undercroft is all that
survives of a large urban estate, identified from historical sources, that

2 The estate comprised

occupied the northwest quarter of the walled city.
an area of approximately 0.48 hectares and had a frontage of 112.5m on New
Inn Hall Street by the later Middle Ages (Fig. 2). It has been suggested

3 Documentary evidence has

that the Norman curia was similar in extent.
thus confirmed that the undercrofted building was entirely independent of
what were probably commercial houses in the principal north-south street

\ This is corroborated by its location 81.5m west of Corn-

of Cornmarket.
market, too far to the rear to be convincing as a chamber block, or other
domestic wing, on one of the similarly oriented tenement plots to the east.

Because the surviving structure consists only of the groin-vaulted
undercroft it is difficult to recognise the purely domestic function of the
townhouse from the architectural evidence. Archaeological excavation in the
1970s revealed that the natural gravel outside the undercroft was 550mm
above the floor level, meaning that the undercroft must have been sunk by
this amount, plus an unknown depth of soil.’ In this respect it is similar
to split-level structures rather than the archetypal ground-level under-
crofts of contemporary monastic and rural vernacular architecture. The
two doorways in the side wall, however, have more in common with rural
buildings such as the well-known chamber block at Boothby Pagnell, and

provide further evidence that the house was in extensive grounds and not

occupying a narrow tenement plot. At Boothby Pagnell the widely spaced

S.M. Youngs and J. Clark, 'Medieval Britain in 1981', Med. Arch. 26 (1982), p. 204.
Blair, Frewin Hall, pp. 48-99.

Ibid., p. 60.

For example, see pp. 87-92.

[ N I

Ibid., pp. 52-3.
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Fig. 3. Frewin Hall, Oxford. Reconstructed plan of undercroft, based on 1977 survey (Blair,
Frewin Hall, Fig. 2).

pair of doorways duplicate access from the exterior, but Blair has
suggested that at Frewin Hall the doorways opened onto separate stairs to

the exterior and the first floor.1

Both would have been contained within
a forebuilding, for which some evidence survives, and it is difficult to
postulate any alternative as the doorways are immediately adjac:ent.2 Such
interconnection between the undercroft and the levels above was by no
means universal, or even very common, in rural two-storey blocks, but was
nonetheless more applicable in a domestic context than in one where

commerce favoured the separate leasing of undercrofts and the buildings

above.

L rbid., p. s3.
Ibid.
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: Although Merton Hall is more detached from the modern commercial

house.
centre of the town than Frewin Hall in Oxford, the documented removal of
twenty-seven houses in 1068 to permit the construction of the castle
reveals that the eleventh-century town occupied land on the north side of
the Cam, in the area of Merton Hall, as well as on the south side.2 The
churches of St Giles, St Peter by the Castle, and All Saints by the Castle
were located nearby and were all well established by the twelfth century,
confirming the continuance of settlement after the Conquest on this side

of the river.3

Merton Hall would have been on the western fringe of this
part of the town, and little had changed in this respect by the time of the
1876 OS survey. The location of Merton Hall 52.5m south of Northampton
Street, to which it is neither parallel nor at a right angle, is consistent
with a non-commercial role.

Corroboration of Merton Hall's function as an urban manor-like house can
be found in the architectural evidence. The surviving structure comprises
an undercroft, a first-floor room above, and a two-storey so-called solar
wing, and provides evidence of an arrangement similar to that surmised for
Frewin Hall, Oxford. The undercroft was again fenestrated on all the
known Romanesque elevations, and very probably on the original southwest
end wall. Unfortunately the ground-level wall at the junction of the main
and solar wings has also been rebuilt, thus removing any signs of an
original doorway or window. The only certain entrance to the undercroft
is that remaining in situ on the northwest side. A doorway-like feature

below the first-floor fireplace in the south wall, which Richard West

recorded in 1739, was more probably the remains of another Romanesque

1 J.M. Gray, 'The School of Pythagoras', Cambridge Antiquarian Society, Quarto Publ.,
New Series, 4 (1932), pp. 1-8.

2 p.v. Addyman and M. Biddle, 'Medieval Cambridge: Recent Finds and Excavations',
Proceedings of the Cambridge Antiquarian Society 58 (1965), Fig. 13; Camb. VCH 3, p. 116.

3 rbid., pp. 129-32.
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Merton Hall, Cambridge.
so the ribs are represented by a single line.

Fig. 5.
destroyed vaulting ribs is unknown,

1 as an archaeological investigation during a 1960s rehabilitation

fireplace,
2

of the building discovered two flues in the single chimney breast.

Further proof of the sophistication of this undercroft is found in the
surviving evidence for an original two-aisled quadripartite stone wvault,
removed c.1800.3 All four corner shafts and the scars of the vaulting cells

remain, and the excavation unearthed bases of the side wall shafts and the

1

building: J. Kilner,
of Pythagoras (Merton Hall), Cambridge’',

Series, 4, 1932, plate 2.5.
2 The archaeological work of the 1960s has seen only brief interim publication by the

excavator: J. Graham-Campbell, 'The School of Pythagoras (Merton Hall)', The Eagle 270 (June
1968). The excavator has kindly allowed full access to his private archive.

3 rbid., p. 7.

West's drawing was independently published in 1739, and appears in two accounts of the

The School of Pythagoras, (Cambridge, c¢.1790); J.M. Gray, 'The School
Cambridge Antiquarian Society, Quarto Publ., New
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! The excavation also revealed that the building has little

columns.

way of footings and was constructed directly on natural river-

with the wundercroft floor being approximately level with the

contemporary ground surface.
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Reconstructed first-floor plan.

Merton Hall, Cambridge.

The interpretation of the upper storey has occasioned more debate in the

past,

especially over the issue as to whether or not the solar wing was

added a few years after the main construction period. A survey of Merton

Hall

tenta

by the Royal Commission on the Historic Monuments of England

tively argues that the two parts are coeval on the basis of an

apparently original northwest return: this exterior return is now wholly

1

floor.

The excavated bases are either visible or accessible via hatches in the suspended
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inaccessible.1 On the other hand, Wood and James Graham-Campbell
separately concluded that the smaller wing was added in the early

2 The observations that led to these different

thirteenth century.
interpretations are valid: it is only the common assumption that the first
floor of such a building must necessarily comprise a hall and a solar that
needs to be rejected. For example, Graham-Campbell's observation that the
surviving jamb of a second first-floor fireplace at the southwest end
implies that the main wing comprised two rooms is wholly reasonable,3 and
is consistent with the evidence for subdivision provided by the off-centre
location of the more intact fireplace. A room warmed by two fireplaces,
however, remains at least a possibility. What is less reasonable is the
assumption that the duplication of solars afforded by the smaller wing must
mean that it is an addition. Indeed, the investigations of the 1960s
contradict this since they revealed that the blocked roundheaded opening
which contained, up until that time, a fifteenth-century doorway opening

4 The form of this

into the solar wing, was in fact an earlier doorway.
doorway is very different from the distinctive late Romanesque windows of
¢.1200 in that it has a moulded outer order, its jambs extend below the
string course marking the sill-level of the first-floor windows, and it has
only slightly splayed voussoirs. There is no doubt that the doorway is an
original feature, and not, as Graham-Campbell suggests, a 'window

5

converted into a door'.” The absence of a rebate and the splay of the

reveals (narrowing on the side away from the main wing) mean that a door

! RcHM city of Cambridge 1I (London, 1959), p. 377.

2 Wood, Norman Domestic Arch., p. 24; J. Graham-Campbell, 'The School of Pythagoras
{Merton Hall)®', The Efagle, 270, June 1568, pp. 8-9.

3 The jamb is now below a modern theatrical stage, but remains accessible via a trap-
door.

4 The fifteenth-century doorway has been moved to the corresponding position on the

lower storey.

5 Ibid., p. 9.
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opening into the 'solar wing' was an impossibility and indicate that the
hoodmould-like feature on the main-wing face probably housed a surface
mounted door; certainly the door must have opened out of the 'solar wing'.
The presence of such an original doorway means that there can be little

doubt that the two wings are coeval.

stringcourse stringcourse

pre—1960s form reconstructed original form

with C15th inserted doorway

L | ] ] ] |
0 1 2 metres

Fig. 7. Merton Hall, Cambridge. Southeast face of the doorway to the so-called solar wing
in its state before the 1960s removal of the inserted doorway, and in its reconstructed

original form.

Rather than accept the traditional identification of the smaller wing as
a solar, however, it is more reasonable to conjecture that it was designed
to provide access to the first floor as at Frewin Hall; the house set back
from the High Street and Tooley Street, Southwark;1 and the Music House,

Norwich.2 The fact that the Romanesque door opened into the larger room

1 See pp. 381-3.

2 See pp. 55-7.
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indicates that this was the case: a reversed arrangement would have been
adopted for a door opening out of the main wing. Corroboration that this
was a porch and stair wing is provided by the lack of any other first-floor
doorway. The originality of the doorway in the otherwise late medieval
northeast wall is suspect. Although some of the stones forming the return
in the northwest corner are bona fide, the internal return of the adjacent
jamb was entirely rebuilt in the 1960s. Photographs of this area before
the repairs show that the coursing was inconsistent and the stones most
probably inserted. Furthermore, the chamfered exterior face of this jamb
has an identical northeast counterpart in what is otherwise a wholly late
medieval wall, whilst evidence for an external staircase at this point is
unconvincing. If the smaller wing did function as a porch it is highly
probable that it was similar to the forebuilding at Frewin Hall, Oxford, and
incorporated a doorway opening into the undercroft: unfortunately,
replacement of this area of walling in the late fourteenth century has
removed all original features.

Merton Hall provides a substantially intact example of a large domestic
range akin to the more fragmentary Frewin Hall, Oxford. The evidence at
both buildings for a forebuilding functioning as a two-storey porch and
staircase is a sign of architectural sophistication in the urban equivalent
of the manor house: it is certainly worth noting that the largest Roman-
esque chamber block in England at this time - the so-called West Hall of
Wolvesey Palace - had adopted a similar arrangement by c.1135—8.1

Whereas the investigations of the Frewin Hall and Merton Hall are limited
by the lack of an archaeological excavation outside the stone-built chamber
blocks, excavations in the Tower Street (formerly Snitheling Street) area

of Winchester in 1960 realised in part the potential for discovering remains

1 WS 6.ii (in preparation).
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Fig. 8. The excavated structures at Staple Gardens, Winchester. The buildings are shown

within the thirteenth-century holding established by Keene (WS 2, pp. 637-41).

of other buildings on urban manor-like sites. Although the archaeological
work uncovered only a small proportion of the holding, the plans of a
chapel and a house of the twelfth century were established.1 They have
been identified as being part of a property known as Dorking by the
thirteenth century. At this point Dorking was the official residence of the
archdeacon of Winchester, and may have been so since the twelfth
century.2 The chapel or church appears to have been that known by the

]

fifteenth century as Our Lady in Brudene Street.” The juxtaposition of

1 Known as the Staple Gardens site.

2 ws 2, pp. 639-41.

3 Ibid., p. 641.
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the two buildings suggests a courtyard plan, but, as the two-storey 'house'
was probably a chamber or solar block, and not a first-floor hall as
Cunliffe proposed,1 the archdeacon's property doubtless also comprised a
ground-floor hall and ancillary buildings. It is clear, nevertheless, that
the stone house was not oriented with regard to Snitheling Street ffom
which it was 37.7m distant: its position was presumably dictated by the
adjacent church, to which it was placed at right angles, or by other
buildings. An absence of a close relationship to the street frontage, the
location of the property in the extreme northwest corner of the walled city,
the size of the 0.28 hectare holding, and its identification as the
archdeacon's residence in the thirteenth century, if not earlier, cumulative-
ly provide good grounds for supposing that the building had no commercial

function.

The analysis of the less than

complete excavation has proved

steps up to
R first floor

contentious, and two different

interpretations of the stone house

have been published.2 Despite the

SCALE Z
lllll - T I %

ambiguity and inappropriate termi- § 3 werees

nol f riginal excavation
ology © the o 8 Fig. 9. The excavated undercroft at Staple

. . . . Gardens, Winchester. Th t 1t d th
report, it is possible to interpret ¢ stone vault and the
overall dimensions of the steps up to the

first floor are reconstructed.

the discoveries with some degree of

certainty. Three walls of the undercroft of the stone house had been
robbed, but the north wall survived up to the contemporary ground level.
The exterior foundation trench showed that the twelfth-century ground

level was ¢.2.13m above the chalk floor of the undercroft. The springing

1 cunliffe, Winchester 1949-60, pp. 166-9.

2 Ibid.; WS I, pp. 346-8.
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of a vault at c¢.1.52m above the floor indicates that the 5.03m wide groin-
vault had its apex at 4.04m above floor level, and, allowing for a reasonable
vault (no dimensions were recorded for the numerous chalk voussoirs from
this wvault found within the building) and floor thickness, this gives a
first-floor height of ¢.2.21m above exterior ground level. A wider length
of the south wall has been interpreted as the footing of an external stair,
that would have provided access to the first ﬂoor.l No doorways were
identified as the walls had largely been robbed, but one could fairly
assume that access was in the long side wall on the west. The combination
of an external staircase to the first floor and an independently accessed
undercroft is that found in the archetypal rural chamber block.

A group of buildings at Deloraine Court, James Street, Lincoln, has been
identified as a surviving example of a series of structures on a large
urban property, although the ground-level hall and service range were
built slightly later than the twelfth-century chamber block.2 The location
within the Cathedral Close and the lengthy documented occupancy of
Deloraine Court by clergy leave little doubt that the building was designed
for domestic use only, and this is clearly reflected in its layout. The
twelfth-century component consists of a west wing on a north-south axis
measuring 29.9m x 6.7m. The ground storey is composed of two under-
crofts, even now only slightly sunk into the ground, which had timber
ceilings. The joists of these were given central support by arcade plates
carried on stone columns. Three surviving columns from this arrangement
provide the main dating evidence for the west wing, their scalloped capitals
and chamfered bases indicating construction in the second half of the

twelfth century. The subdividing wall of the undercrofts does not continue

! cunliffe, Winchester 1949-60, p. 167; WS 1, p. 347, (note 4).

2 Jones, Lincoln 3, p. 71.
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Ground-floor plan of twelfth- and thirteenth-century

Fig. 10. Deloraine Court, Lincoln.
ranges shown within reconstructed property boundaries.
into the first floor, and there is a relative paucity of twelfth-century

A free-standing cylindrical chimney on the

details at this higher level.
east wall is, however, of this period and corroborates the interpretation of

the upper storey as a chamber block.
At right angles to the west wing is the ground-level hall which Wood

described as 'Norman‘,1 and which Stanley Jones subsequently dated to the
early thirteenth century on the basis of several rather contradictory

p. S58.

1 Wood, Norman Architecture,
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parallels.1 The hall is attached to the west wing at the point where the
Romanesque chimney is located, the joining of the two roofs concealing the
chimney. This part of the roof structure is not, however, original: the
medieval fabric of the hall stops ¢.2m short of the west wing. The gap and
the obviously free-standing design of the chamber-block chimney imply
that the two structures were detached, although Jones favours a westwards

2 Whether or not the two

continuation of the hall either in stone or timber.
ranges joined, it is clear that the different axis of ground-floor hall and
two-storey chamber block, and their structural independence, precisely
correspond to the normal arrangement of rural manor houses of this
period.3

A pattern then is discernible in the large urban properties or manors,
which correlates with recent work on their rural counterparts. At Merton
Hall it is clear that the traditional interpretation of such a building as
forming the main domestic structure - comprising undercroft, hall and solar
- resulted in misinterpretation of the physical evidence. That even the
limited excavations of Dorking in Winchester should produce a chapel in
addition to a two-storey domestic building, and that the surviving
buildings at Deloraine Court should include a ground-level hall and
service/kitchen range in addition to a vast chamber, or solar, block,
indicate that it is reasonable to assume that the two-storey stone buildings
on such properties were simply detached chamber blocks. The building of
the hall and kitchen/service ranges at Deloraine Court only half a century

or so after the construction of the chamber block could have involved the

replacement of timber buildings. Such timber construction of halls could

1 Jones, Lincoln 3, p. 82.

2 Ibid., p. 81.

3 Blair, Hall and Chamber, pp. 1-21.
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account for the survival of chamber blocks alone at Frewin Hall and Merton
Hall: similar reasoning, with some documentary support, has been made for

the identical situation on rural sites.1

Chamber blocks

The stone-built chamber block was by no means uniquely suited to the
rural or urban manor or to supra-vernacular contexts and could be
expected in properties where streetfront trading was combined with
burgess accommodation. The survival, or record, of apparently free-
standing buildings away from the street need not, therefore, imply a non-
commercial function for the premises as a whole, although in the past such
structures have been confounded with the surviving buildings from urban
manor-like properties. Their locations in the midst of parts of the town
identifiable as having a commercial or light-industrial function are the first
clue as to their different origins. The evidence of their relationship to
tenement boundaries and their design confirms this.

The excavations at Lower Brook Street (formerly Tanner Street),
Winchester, were exceptional not only for revealing, amongst many
structures, a pair of stone-built undercrofts away from the street (referred
to as Houses I2 and III3 in the interim reports), but also for investigating
the area around the buildings. As House III is of the thirteenth century,
it is only the mid twelfth-century House I that need concern us here.
Despite its orientation at right angles to Lower Brook Street, House I did
not occupy the full width of a typical medieval long and narrow plot.

Instead, it was built at the southern end of a plot which extended as far

L 1pid., pp. 3-9.

2 M. Biddle, 'Excavations at Winchester 1962-3: Second Interim Report', Antiq. J.
44 (1964), pp. 197-200.

3 M. Biddle, 'Excavations at Winchester 1964: Third Interim Report', Antiq. J.
45 (1965), p. 248.



north as St Mary's church, thus
having a street frontage of c.23.1m.
It has been suggested that the
absence of property boundaries in

the excavation of the pre-Conquest

surfaces may indicate that the

holding had been larger than this,

thus incorporating the church. If

indeed the property had been of a
scale and function similar to the
holdings

urban manor-like

discussed above, it seems, never-
theless, that by ¢.1150, when House
I was built, the plot consisted of
an area of only 0.11 hectares, con-
taining a continuous range of tim-
the street

ber buildings along

frontage. The placing of House I
away from this frontage is not
comparable to the building of a
stone house in the centre of an

urban manor, but was simply a
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Fig. 11. House I, Lower Brook Street (Tanner
Street), Winchester. Plan as revealed by
excavation, showing approximate extent of

streetfront building existing c¢.1150.

necessary setting back of ¢.7.7m behind an existing timber building on the

streetfront.

Archaeological excavations in 1989 in Middle Brook Street, Winchester,

revealed a partly subterranean undercroft (c¢.950mm below contemporary

ground level) positioned 7m-9m back from the medieval street at the rear
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Fig. 12. Site BS89, Tenement 380, Middle Brook Street, Winchester. Plan of excavated

undercroft at rear of coeval building: the outline of this streetfront structure is
conjectural.

of a contemporary builc‘ling.1

A shallow buttress or respond in the centre
of the interior face of the west wall of the chalk ashlar undercroft implies
that the room was vaulted. Unfortunately, the possible eastern counterpart
of this buttress or respond would have been removed by the insertion of
a post-medieval well. This building equates with tenement 380 in Keene's
gazetteer, and his documentary research identifies the property with that

held by Roger the Vintner in 1148.2

Although the excavation extended
eastwards to show the rear of the streetfront building, the construction of
this part of the building is unclear. The side walls continue the line of
the undercroft and are also stone-built: the thinning of the south wall at

this point indicates, however, that these were simply stone tootings for a

timber-framed structure. A stone wall, or footing, immediately south of the

1 Pers. comm. Graham Scobie. The site archive is held by Winchester Museums Service.

2 ws 2, pp. 722-3.
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doorway to the undercroft is firm evidence of a major structural wall on
this line. Such an arrangement most probably reflects the location of a

through-passage, but could have been to allow independent access to the

undercroft from the street.

24 St Thomas Street (formerly

Calpe Street) may be another —
Winchester example of the two- A
storey chamber block.. The gmam/oom N
identifiably mid twelfth-century _—— # """"

part of the standing building com- S

prises an undercroft measuring

St Thomas Street

7.9m x 5.2m internally. This has a e T

two-bay quadripartite groin-vault e

of coursed chalk and limestone

ashlar. Of four narrow splayed SCALE
0 50 METRES

windows only that on the northeast

remains unblocked. Some limited Fig. 13. 24 St Thomas Street, Winchester.
Plan of the undercroft shown in relation to

arChanIOgical excavation has indi- c.1300 tenement boundaries established by
Keene (WS 2, Fig. 100).

cated that the now sunken under-

croft was approximately level with the contemporary ground surface.2 A

building between the undercrofted structure and St Thomas Street has

prevented excavation in this area, but probably had a Romanesque

precursor. Certainly there is no evidence that this property was anything

1 A third rear chamber block in Winchester may be represented by the fragmentary remains
of the rear part of a stone structure set a maximum of 29m back from the north side of the
High Street near the West Gate. The building was sunk by c.lm at the rear probably in
response to the natural slope. The building was excavated in 1984 (Winchester Museums
Service archive, site SG84) and has been provisionally dated to ¢.1100, and would equate with

tenements 8 or 9 in Keene's gazetteer; WS 2, pp. 466-7.

2 Pers. comm. Graham Scobie.
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more substantial than an average tenement: the expansion of the property
recorded in the documentary evidence belongs to the fourteenth century.1

While inconclusive, the physical evidence for the St Thomas Street house
conforms to the emerging pattern for chamber blocks on tenement sites.
At 8.14m back from the streetfront its location is consistent with the other
examples. An original entrance in the east wall only would have allowed
access directly from a building between the undercroft and the street, and
a lack of fenestration on this side could well result from such an abutment.

A vaulted undercroft was also used at the rear of the former Guildhall,
High Street, Canterbury. This surviving structure preserves a central col-
umn, several corner shafts, and corbels which provide ample evidence of
a quadripartite rib-vault. A date of ¢.1180 is indicated by the Caen stone
column with a scalloped capital, and by the simple water-leaf designs of the
capitals of the shafts and corbels. In the 1960s the east and west walls
of the northern bays were found by S.E. Rigold to contain splayed win-
dows, while the southern wall contained a doorway, rebated on the south
face. He considered the possibility of the Guildhall undercroft forming part
of a 'solar-block' to the rear of a hall, and his concern that the latter
would be rather large (c.14.2m in length) would be removed if the hall was

2 Such a commercial use for the

itself behind shops along the streetfront.
front of the building is not contradicted by the historical evidence, as
William Urry is unable to provide any evidence to support his suggestion
that the gilda mercatorum met in this building in the twelfth century.3
Recent archaeological excavations in the area between the High Street and

the twelfth-century undercroft have revealed later medieval stonework

1 ws 2, p. 886.

2 S.E. Rigold, 'Two Types of Court Hall', Arch. Cant. 83 (1968), p. 10.

3 Urry. Canterbury, p. 193.



only, corroborating the idea that
the undercroft formed the lower
storey of a stone-built chamber e {
block placed behind a timber- & \\':“;;;*”‘(/ k
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HIGH STREET
Excavation at the ruined shell of
a chamber block, known as the LT
Norman House, behind 48-50
Stonegate, York, was limited to the Fig- 14.  The  Guildhall, High  Street,
Canterbury. Plan of undercroft showing con-

2

interior of the undercroft. As a Jjectural limits of the rest of the townhouse.

consequence the nature of the ¢13.9m gap between the street and the

structure again remains uncertain. The expected narrow-fronted tenement

plots along Stonegate were in existence in the Middle Ages, as evidenced
by the numerous medieval buildings occupying such plots today, and it is
perhaps reasonable to assume that a similar arrangement existed in the late

twelfth century. Stonegate was certainly a principal street in medieval

1 See above.

2 J. Stuart Syme, 'The Most Ancient Dwelling House in York', Yorkshire Architectural and

Archaeological Society Annual Report 1951-2 (1952), pp. 36-9.
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name which implies a stone-paved :
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House lies on a property boundary

and, as the building is at right
angles to the street, it is likely
that the present plot perpetuates

the twelfth-century arrangement.2

Equally, it can be argued that it is

robable that the surviving timber-
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whole space between the Norman

House and Stonegate is a direct

. e e Fig. 15. The Norman House, 48-50 Stonegate,
replacement of an earlier bUﬂdlng‘ York. Plan showing surviving fabric, recon-

On analogy with the example at structed form, and location of later hall.
Lower Brook Street, Winchester, this could have predated the construction
of the two-storey rear building. This hypothesis is corroborated by the
fact that of the two surviving standing walls, only that overlooking the
rear of the adjacent plot has windows. The gabled wall abutting the street
range is sufficiently intact to reveal that the only opening in it was a
possible doorway to the undercroft at the eastern end.

If then, as appears most probable, the timber-framed building simply

replaces an earlier structure, it may be highly significant that the part

immediately adjoining the Norman House is a somewhat mutilated former

1 RCHM York V, The Central Area (London, 1981), p. 220.

2 The excavations of the House I area at Lower Brook Street, Winchester, are a salutary
reminder that twelfth-century plots could be considerably wider.
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open hall at ground level, of late fourteenth- or early fifteenth-century
date. This implies that at that date, and possibly from the outset, the
Norman House was a two-storey chamber block. The timber-ceiled
undercroft beneath the solar could have functioned as the service room for
the hall or, more probably in view of its considerable size, as a commercial
undercroft in the usual manner, accessed from the street by the narrow
passage on the northeast side which still exists.1

A similar arrangement survived at the Foundry Yard, High Street,
Colchester, until its demolition in 1886.2 An excellent photographic record
and measured drawings made during the dismantling have preserved

3 The ground floor of

sufficient detail to allow inclusion of this building.
the stone structure comprised a barrel-vaulted undercroft sunk c.1.6m
below the contemporary ground surface. At the north (rear) end a
doorway in the north-east corner provided access to a small chamber c¢.1.6-
1.7m square, which may have functioned as a staircase or a room providing
security in an otherwise accessible undercroft.l' Another doorway in the
centre of this wall had a semicircular arch but the nineteenth-century

) More significantly, a flight of steps

account of its phasing is ambiguous.
towards the front led, via a narrow lateral chamber, up to a doorway

presumably level with the contemporary ground surface. This roundheaded

1 Another possible example of a stone chamber block in York was found by excavation at
1-5 Aldwark. 1t measured at least 3.3m by 8m and was set back from the street by a maximum
of 11lm. Since its front wall was not located it could have been a similar building to the
Stonegate example or, less likely, a 19m long building extending to the street frontage: H.
Macgregor and R.A. Hall, 'Structures Adjacent to 1-5 Aldwark', in R.A. Hall, H. Macgregor,
and M. Stockwell, 'Medieval Tenements in Aldwark, and Other Sites', The Archaeology of York

10/2 (1988), pp. 63-88.
2 Two other Romanesque buildings in Colchester (the stone houses at Pelham's Lane and

Lion Walk) may have been rear chamber blocks set back from principal streets, but their
position directly on side streets means that such an interpretation is by no means certain:

see pp. 320-2.

3 Crummy has collected together these sources and has produced a useful isometric
drawing of the known features of the building: P. Crummy, 'Aspects of Anglo-Saxon and Norman
Colchester', CBA Research Report 39 (1981), pp. 54-9.

4 For similar chambers elsewhere, see p. 240 (note 2).

3 p. Crummy, 'Aspects of Anglo-Saxon and Norman Colchester', CBA Research Report 39
(1981), p. 54.



doorway survived intact until 1886
and formed the only identifiably 7
twelfth-century aperture in the

south wall. In view of the fact

that the only other feature in this

c.4.9m high wall was an apparently

post-medieval doorway, it seems

L
reasonable to assume that an {

absence of fenestration resulted

from the presence of a building

between this two-storey block and

?hall
the street ab initio. Allowing for
later medieval encroachment onto
the High Street, this forebuilding ?shops
would have measured c.10m frontto |

1 . . . HIGH STREET
rear. In view of its location at
SCALE

the commercial heart of the town it 0 5 METRES

can be expeCted that the street- Fig. 16. Chamber block at Foundry Yard, High

Street, Colchester. Plan of undercroft show-

front structure had at least a part- ing probable twelfth-century street line.

ly commercial function. The scale

of the undercroft at the rear raises the possibility that this also was not

designed purely for domestic use.

Recent excavations at 84-5 High Street, Worcester, exposed remains of an

2

undercroft ¢.20m west of the modern street frontage." A substantial part

1 The recorded encroachment of the Moot Hall (c¢.56m east of the Foundry Yard building)
in the late fourteenth century seems to have been part of encroachment along much of the
north side of the High Street to the west of West Stockwell Street: W.G. Benham (ed.), The

Red Paper Book of Colchester (Colchester, 1902).

2 C.H. Dalwood, 'Salvage Recording of a Medieval Stone Undercroft and Cellars at 84-85
High Street, Worcester', Transactions of the Worcestershire Archaeological Society, 3rd
series, 13 (1992), pp. 167-72.
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of the east wall and only a fragment of ] R

the adjoining north wall survived, but to

a sufficient height (2.6m) to show that é\

the building was a two-storey chamber N
w ! /'\*t;:\ ¥

block, although the excavator has sug- 5 1 li’
2

gested that it formed the substructure to
a timber first-floor hall.! The east wall

was built of ashlar in which it was clear

a doorway had been placed or rebuilt.2 ==
The north jamb and two voussoirs sur-
vived, as did the lower courses on the
south side. The position of the rebate HIGH STREET seaLE

[+] S METRES

reveals that the door opened inwards as
Fig. 17. 84-5 High Street, Worcester.
expected, and a lack of evidence of Steéps Plan of excavated undercroft showing
possible vaulting arrangement and the
is consistent with Dalwood's suggestion podern form of Bull Entry.
that the undercroft was at ground level.
To the north of the doorway the surviving wall showed no signs of
fenestration which indicates that the building was built-up against a
streetfront range; there cannot have been much room to the south of the
door for any windows (Fig. 17). An inserted mid twelfth-century vaulting
shaft with a scalloped cushion capital and an in situ chamfered rib shows
that the undercroft had a rib vault. As with the Norman House, York, the

side entry may well be an early medieval feature and, thus, direct access

from the High Street may have been possible.

1 rbid., p. 171.

2 Dalwood's suggestion that the previous phase was 'a simple cellar, with access through
the floor of the building above', is extremely improbable, particularly in view of the likely
position of the undercroft at ground level: ibid., p. 171.
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There is, then, considerable evidence for the presence of stone-built

: None of these

chamber blocks on properties in central urban locations.
tenements approaches the size of an urban manor, with the largest - House
I, Lower Brook Street, Winchester - probably consisting of a domestic
range behind a continuously built-up commercial frontage. It is the
location of these chamber blocks, directly behind ranges of buildings
extending to the streetfront and in areas of the town dominated by the
distributive trades and industrial activity, that most clearly distinguishes
them from their grander counterparts. As with the urban manor-like
properties it is unfortunate that the other, presumably timber-built,
elements of these townhouses do not survive: the only ground-level hall of
this period on such a narrow plot was the stone-built example formerly at
36 Corn Street/28 St Nicholas Street, Bristol.2 Unlike chamber blocks on
'urban manors', however, it cannot be assumed that those on tenement plots
along the principal streets were invariably associated with ground-level
halls. At Tenement 380, Middle Brook Street; House I, Lower Brook Street;
and 24 St Thomas Street, Winchester, there is insufficient space between
the chamber block and the street for the siting of a hall and, in the
absence of doorways in any but the front wall, no reason to believe that
halls were placed to the rear. The probable absence of a ground-level hall
from these sites does not mean that the upper floor of the so-called
chamber block assumed the role of a hall. As the development of the
cross-passage indicates, the hall functioned as the point of access to other
parts of the medieval house as much as being the principal room and it is

clear that the first-floor of the chamber block was not such a point of

1 Further possible example include Building S1 at 8-9 Pride Hill, Shrewsbury, and the
building on Site 7, Crowngate, Worcester: see (respectively) pp. 369-70, and pp. 412-13.

2 This hall, however, was a grand stone-built structure positioned c¢.16.5m from St
Nicholas Street and c¢.33.5m from Corn Street (the more probable frontage of the plot), and
appears to have been wholly freestanding: R.H. Leech, The Town House in Medieval and Early
Modern Bristol, forthcoming.
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entry. Furthermore, the standing examples of streetfront ranges of this
period that incorporate ground-level shops reveal that the chamber

! Where there is a strong

overlooking the street was the principal room.
possibility for the presence of open halls between shop and chamber block
(the Guildhall, Canterbury; the Norman House, York; 84-5 High Street,
Worcester; and Foundry Yard, Colchester) the function of the solar over
the shop 1is unknown, although it could have been held, as was
subsequently to be the norm, with the shops below. While there remain
substantial uncertainties regarding the structures in which these chamber
blocks were located, the facts that they placed a substantial part of the
residence away from the street and were located on commercial streets
makes it abundantly apparent that they were townhouses that were used
in the distributive trades. There can thus be little justification for the

traditional confusion of the two forms of townhouse in which chamber

blocks are found.

Grand suburban houses: the evidence from Wigford, Lincoln

Just as the survival of a chamber block set back from the street does
not necessarily imply a purely residential function for the whole tenement,
the location of a townhouse on a principal and built-up streetfront did not
always reflect a commercial raison d'étre. The well-known suburbs at
Canterbury, Lincoln, Oxford, and Southampton, as revealed by documenta-
tion and excavation, demonstrate that building away from the commercial
heart of the town was not necessarily restricted to the poor, especially in

/

this period before the widespread construction of town walls." That these

1 For discussion of principal rooms, see pp. 273-9.

2 At Southampton, the disappearance of substantial suburban houses following the
construction of the town wall is well-established. That this should<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>