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Abstract

Peritmortem treatment of the body and the fate of the soul after death throughout
the English medieval period (c. 6@650) have been extensively studied. However,
the postdepositional fate of physical remains has been largely neglected, despite
there exsting substantial excavated and documentary evidence for a variety of post
inhumation disturbances, customs and practices. To date, these activities have
consistently been interpreted on a purely functional basis. Consequently, incidences
of disarticulated disinterred skeletal material are routinely dismissed as simply
representing the byproducts of liturgical activities, and hence are assumed to be

devoid of meaningful purpose.

This study catalogues and examines pabespositional disturbance and treatmt of
disarticulated remains, chronologically, from the advent of Christianity in England (c.
7t century), throughout the early medieval period (&1 @ 11" century), into the

later medieval period (c. 2to mid-16" century), concluding with the Rermation
period (c. 15501600). Reviews and analyses of translations and elevations, charnel
houses and developments in cemetery management were undertaken, with
differences and similarities between the early and later medieval period noted and
discussedThis analytical method demonstrates that disturbances before tHeth0

12" centuries were less structured than after, but significantly, that the majority of
post-depositional activities and forms of disturbance originated in the earliest years
of Chrstianity, and were sustained throughout the entire medieval period. This thesis
considers how skeletal material was perceived by contemporary medieval people,
addresses modern attitudes and beliefs concerning archaeological disarticulated
remains and disases how these have influenced and hindered interpretations of

medieval postdepositional mortuary behaviour, beyond pragmatic explanations.

This research elucidated overwhelming evidence for misunderstood and frequently

unrecognised medieval funerary gmtices where disarticulated, disturbed and




disinterred skeletal remains were curated as opposed to being merely collected or
conveniently relocated, and one where the dead were compassionately curated, both

physically and spiritually, by the living.
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CHAPTER INTRODUCTION

1.1: Medieval PostDepositional Disturbanes

(1.1.1) Current perceptions

The manner in which societies treat their dead, both physically and spiritually, is
ONHzOA £ (2 dzy RSNE G yabauylie andKne afterlifed SUOHR S G A S 3
issues have been comprehensively discussed in recent studies of the early medieval
funerary record (c.400000),F 2 NJ SEI YLX § | Reath aBRMemanint A | Y& Q
Early Medieval Brita? = H@whid Williams and dzy Ol Yy  €dited WNd®ea

Mortuary Practices and Sotiddentities in the Middle Agedut the funerary
archaeology of the later medieval period (c.1e0®00) has been far less extensively
investigated. Previous research has explored the physical and spiritual ptiepara

of the body for burial, both in the home and at the graveside, but the fate of the body

after burial has received comparatively little attention. Yet, there is evidence of a
variety of postburial mortuary activities involving engagement with the dégdhe

living on a physical as well as a spiritual level, from a range ofagitess England

(see Chapters-8). This evidence includdse removal of human remains from graves

into ossuaries and charnel pits, the redeposition of individual burial®mtamers

such as boxes and bags, the management, control and organisation of cemeteries,
OGNl yatliAzya FyR StS@FrGA2ya 2idnoMebuky ifeQ
of relics. The treatment of saintly remairsas been extensively discussed by
historians principally on the basis of written accounts of these cults, but the post

burial treatment of the remains of wider society has attracted little comment. On the

few occasions when this largely neglected area of medieval funerary archaeology has
been discussed, it isccasionallyntimated that the occurrences of such pdstrial

activities at medieval sites are insignificant, or not indicative of either ideology or

ritual. For example, the postepositional movement of skeletal material is typlgal
described as having been a functional but aspiritual activityW! & A a 6A RSt &

the custom in the Medieval period was to exhume bones from areas of proposed




building and deposit them in an underground purpose builldingQ o6 w2 6 S NIi &
110) It is often assumed that the majority of pelstirial activities merely fulfilled a
functional requirement for more burial space, and that they were separate to-post
mortem activities, such as the provision of fuagr monuments, masses and obits:

W! f fely abme sites had to be reused, with any bones turned up in the process

removedtoacharn€ 61 2 NNRBE mMdpddY mMandd

Incidences of postlepositional dsturbances have been identified at numerous sites
(see Chapters-B). Althoughthe physicalremains constuting such disturbances
have beenbriefly recordedin archaeological reportor occasionally mentioned in
publications,they have never beerinvestigatedin detail or collectively, with a
means to defining their purpose or determining their role within the society which
created and sustained them. Where mentioned, these disturbancesyaieally
dismised as evidence of bone accumulation and redeposition, subsequent to
accidental or incidental disinterment during grasigging or building works, thus
intimating that the occurrences are insignificant and neither indicative of ideology or
ritual, exhibiting nothing which may contribute to further understandingdmeal
funerary archaeology(Phillips & Heywood 1995: 75Grainger 2011: 103 Such
attitudes are however not substantiated byeference todata or archaeological and
historical evidence and appear bee based orassumptions rather than facts. These
uncorroborated assumptionshave been perpetuated over decades of research and
are inherent inthe disciplines of archaeology, osteoarchaeology, funerary studies,
medieval studies and history. This is despite no meaningful attempts having been
made to authenticate theignificanceof medieval postepositional disturbances, to
comprehensively investigate and decipher their role and purpose, or to analyse and

understand the attitudes of medieval people towards their buried dead.

(1.1.2) Aims & objectives

The aim of thighesisis to identifyand investigatgpostdepositional disturbance of
the buried dead throughout the early and later medieval pdrin Englandc.500
1550). These incidences of disturbancequire assessient in order to define

whether there were liturgical, practical or other motivations and justifications for

2
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physically disturbing and engmg wth human skeletal materiaEach example of
post-depositional disturbance necessitates analysis to determine if the act was
incidental, accidentalor intentional. This will etablishif particular incidences of
disturbance signifypreviously unrecognisethedievalfunerary or commemative
treatment and observancesf tlisinterred material was destined or intended for
further liturgical or devotionalpurposes, thenit may be possiblea place the
phenomenon of postiepositional disturbance within the wideontext ofmedieval
funerary curation and commemoratiorof the dead. A multdisciplinary approach

will be adopted as the most comprehensive methotl analysis incorporating
osteoarchaeology,funerary archaeology,history, theology, and documentary

evidence
The objectives of this thesis are as follows:
1) To undertake a study investigatingiedieval physical interaction and
engagement with the deadjfter burial or primary deposition had taken

place.

2) To assess theole andsignificanceof postdepositional practicesvithin

the widermedievalfunerary context.

3) Toidentify and define different forms of posdepositional disturbance

and to documentny recognisable attributes stuichpractices

4) To establishanyreguatory procedures, structure or aspects of exclusivity

inherent in each category of disturbance.

5) To establish the origin and prevalence of each category of disturbance

throughoutthe medieval periodfrom their initiation to cessation

6) To elucidate medieval attitudes towardhe dead, physical interaction

with deceased individuals, and human skeletal material.

3



(1.1.3) Terminology & Definitions

Throughout this thesis numerous specific teram phiases will be used repeatedly

in describing and discussingrtainmedieval funerary practices. Aasirecently been

observed by Christopher Ksel (2014), the application of specific funeraand

osteological terminology to archaeological skeletal aterial is not consistent

amongst archaeologists, nor is thewaiversal acceptance gfarticular definitions

relating to burial and funerary osteology. Due to tlask of clarity and in order to

ensure consistency ithe use and application of such terptelow is provided a list

of definitionsof certain terms and phrases that will be encountered throughout this

thesis as understood and used by the author:

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

Disturbance: The physical movement ofand/or interaction with a
deceased individual or multiple individualjthin and/or from their
original depositionabr burialcontext. Disturbancemay be accidental or

intentional.

PostDepositional After the initial deposition of a deceased individual/s

in a burial context

Secondary BurialThe postdepositional movemenand displacemenof
an individual or multiple individual®r a part of that indiidual/s, from
their initial place of depositioandtheir subsequent redeposition and/or

reburial in a different locatiomo the original place of deposition.

Disarticulated Skeletal elements that are no longer in articulation with
each other Disarticulated skeletal material may be in correct anatomical

position or may have been disturbed and displaced.

Postdecompositional After bodily decomposition of a deased

individual is completed.




(1.1.4) Methodology

The examples of postepositional disturbance discussed throughout this thesis were
attained via multiple source®\ detailed literature review was condwt for each

chapter comprising this thesisThe online databases Pastscape and Heritage
Gateway were fundamental in sourcing many examples of all kinds of post
depositional disturbance/ SNI F Ay LJdzof AOF A2y &aX &dzOK I
Requiem The Medival Monastic Cemetery in BritailydzLJL) 9 Dekth inA y 3a Q
England: An |lllustrated History y R . AMediqvdl (D&eath: Ritual and
Representatioproved seminain providing numerous examples of peftpositional

activities. Thessourcesn turn led to additional publications that either focussed on
particular categories of disturbance, or contained brief mentions of a single instance,
including articles, books and excavation repor8pecificcases, such as the charnel

chapel at St LeoddRQa OKdzNOKXZ | @dKS oYSydo FyR i
(Northamptonshireplusa large number of other ossuaries and charnel chapel sites

were already well known by the author, having previously studied them in detail
(Crangle 2009)For specific typs of analysis, namely the discussion of medieval
skeletal imagery, an internet image search was utilised. The images cited in the
chapter in question, Chapter 6, were not availabienentionedin any of the main
publications on medieal wall paintingsand as such, appear not to currently be

recognised as a medieval class of wall painting.

It is beyond the scope of this thesis to investigate all excavated cemetery sites dating
to the early and later medieval period in Englan@rderto find and catalgue every
documentedexample of each type of postepositional disturbancelhe frequency

with which these disturbances were encountered in publications indicates that had
it been possible to examine every cemetery site, there would have been sufficient
information collated to create a thesis out of each chaptestead a selection of

sites that have been extensively studied were chosen that represented each type of
ecclesiastical complex that existed in the medieval period; hospitals, cathedrals,
abbeys, monasteries, urban, rural and parish churchégdditional sites were
included when mentioned within these publications as exhibiting evidence of post

depositional activityThismethod ensured that a broad and inclusive dataset was
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compiled which determined #iny element of exclusivity or restrictiomas involved

in the manifestation of postlepositional disturbancegr if certain types of activity
only occured at particular sites or locationdt also highlighted how instances of
post-depositional treatments exacted on human remains were interpreted and
regarded by the excavators at sites that have been substanimligstigated, by
comparing the level oénalysis and recognition of these occurrences compared to

other notable featires of the sites.

(1.1.95 Official Attitudes Towards & Perceptions of Disarticulated, Comingled,
Disinterred HumarSkeletalMaterial

It has been well documented that throughout the medieval period in England, the
remains of people, whether skeletoniseor, les frequently, still undergoing
decomposition, were frequently disturbed within or from their graves (see Chapter

2 & 5). This has sometimes been interpretedraicating an indifference on behalf

of those performing the disturbance of the burie@at (Horrox1999: 1045). It is

also thought to reflect a more general medieval view that grdigurbance was
regarded as an ordinary, even inevitable, occurrence, one which was accepted with
indifference by the laity and ecclesiast alike. Thearchaeological evidence of
medieval postdepositional disturbance is significant and when reviewed and
interpreted in isolation, appears to substantiate the theory that a considerable
proportion of medieval grave disturbance was neither liturgically pridddbnor
regulated. By adopting a multiisciplinary approach, much additional evidence for
how the buried dead were treated and regarded may be gleaned from non
archaeological sources. Documentary evidence, such as medieval manuscripts
including theologial texts, artistic depictions of the dead in wall paintings and
illustrations, and accounts of the dead in medieval folklore reveal a complicated and
intricate belief system regarding both fleshed and skeletonised dead, one which can

be difficult to recogrse by studying archaeological records alone.

Medieval cemetery management hadso been discussed extensively, by both
archaeologists and historians, with the main analytical focus having been on

identifying zones of burial within graveyards that were designated exclusively for
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either lay or ecclesiastical burials, male or female burialed juvenile or adult
burials. The consecration and usage of churchyards and their formalisation between
the 10"and 12" centuries has also been extensively studied. In contrast, the layout,
organisation and longerm planning and maintenance of medahcemeteries have

not received the same attention, beyond occasional discussion in individual site
reports. This may be due to assumption that these are functional aspects of
management that were therefore not significant on liturgical grounds, coutirlg

little to our understanding of medieval life and death. Sites exhibiting intercutting
graves and their contents, pedepositional disturbance, and a seemingly chaotic
layout give the impression that there exists more proof for a lack of consistent
cemetery management than there is evidence for it. Even when evidence for
cemetery management far outweighs the evidence for paegpositional
disturbance, the former is typically overlooked in favour of discussion of the
examples of disturbance, which acged as proof that such management was not
undertaken(see Chapters 3, 4 &.7As aresult of such interpretations, the substantial
evidence for cemetery management throughout the entire medieval period has not
been recognised, despite the same distinetoharacteristics having been identified

at countless sites. Consequentlycauld beperceived that medieval people, both lay
and ecclesiastical, were indifferenperhapseven irreverent, towards the buried

dead.The evidence for cemetery managementlwe discussed in Chapter 7.

As a consequence of the above pointsinfan skeletal material excavated from
archaeological sites, that has been disinterred, disarticulated and/or commingled is
generally considered to be osteologically redundant. This oping shared by
osteologists, field archaeologists, funerary archaeologists and medievalists alike, as

will be demonstrated below. In official guidelines for field excavation of human
skeletal material and its subsequent analysis in the laboratory, theystoid
disarticulated material is repeatedly advocated as being unnecessary or futile. In the
English Heritage guidelines for assessing human bones and production of skeletal
NELR2NG&as AdG Aa adlradsSR dKIG W SYSGSNEB S
quartities of disturbed, disarticulated skeletal material. Such material is of limited

aO0ASYyGATAOet @1200dzHQIt iHfarthe¥ &tated G K & WRA & G dzZND S¥
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RAAI NI AOdzE F ISR 0602yS A& y20 dzadzfte O2yaAi
and Kl & WGKS &addzRe 2F YIFGSNAFE GKFQG-KFEa 0°€
RSLI2AAGA2Y T RA&GdzZND I y O $tah2a04: A distinctionINA 2 NR (
is made, however, between disarticulated material from prehistoric sites and
Christand dzNA I &A0Sas RdzS G2 GKS F2NNSN Kb @)
RAAI NI AOdzE F SR a0l dGS Ay FyGAljdZAdeQad ¢ KA
archaeologists towards disturbed and disarticulated material and of the perceived

origins and mannely which the material came to be in its disarticulated form. In the

English Heritage guidelines for treatment of human remains that have been
excavated from Christian burial grounds, treatment, care and respect for
disarticulated material is not even meaned. Instead, it is merely stated that

W' yvaidNI AFTASRET RA&AIFINILAOdzZ F GSR 062yS Aad y?
(Mays 2005: 14).

In the BAJR(British Archaeological Job & Resources) guidelines for excavation and
recovery of human material fra archaeological sites, no provision is offered for how

i2 NBO2@OSNJ RAAINILAOdz I iSR YIGiSNARItEX SEOS
able to distinguish between the disarticulated and articulated remains for the
purposes of osteoarchaeological adai A 8 Q 0 2 S & Th8 implication isthat p 0 ®
articulated skeletal material has analytical value, whereas disarticulated material has
none.In a separate BAJRiideline publication on the recovery of human remains,

dzy RSNJ 4 KS KSIFIRAYy3 W2KI O aK2dzZ R S R2 gAll
WLY Y2ald OFaSax RAAIFINILIAOdZ  GSR 62y Sa Syl
burials by later ones. 14 S RAALISNEASR NBYlIAya (GSyR G2
(Western 2007: 5). Retention and analysis of disarticulated material is
NEO2YYSYRSRX odzi WwW2yfteé Ay (KS | 6aSyo0oS 27F
08 adrdAy3a GKI G Wi Sisarhidlates ynatarial ynaylngtRe | y | £
ySOSaalNE AT | adzZFFAOASY(H &l YLX S 2F | NI A

The BABAO (British Association for Biological Anthropology & Osteoarchaeology)
guidelines on standards for recording human remains containgrtbst extensive

advice and procedures relating to the analysis of disarticulated material out of all
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guidelines discussed here. Two pages of text and two pages of illustrations of the 63

page document are devoted to the topic (Brickley & McKinley 2004) s&bion,

written by osteoarchaeologist Jacqueline McKinley, focuses on methods of analysis,
advocating a zooarchaeological approach concentrating on assessing quantity,
taphonomic information and distribution of disarticulated material across
archaeologial sites. Despite this, it is still stated that in the vast majority of cases and

Ay NBftFdAz2y G2 tFNBS aasSvyoftlr3aSa 2F RAAl
there is limited value in the analysis of such assemblages and that observations
should berestricted to basic quantification (no. count/weight, generally covered in

basic postexcavation processing), and recording the presence of unusual or
AftdzYAYyFGAYy3a LI GK2E23A0FE fSairzya FyR aj
15). The definitivedza S 2 F GKS GSNY WwO2y Of dZRSRQ & dzO00
attitude by archaeologists regarding the merit of analysing disarticulated bone; it
implies that the lack of value of disarticulated bone analysis to archaeology is

universally accepted.

It must be noted that excavation, analysis and storage of disarticulated mateaial is
expensive ventureTheguidanceexamples cited above concerning the treatment of
disarticulated skeletal materiare mostly compiled by commerciatchaeological
units and so knowledge of the expense involved in excavating and processing
disarticulated material may have influenced how the guides were written.a¥et
excavation reports form the basis of analysis &wchaeologicalacademics and
researchers, guides such dbese essentially dictatchow much information

regarding disarticulated skeletal material is available for further study.

(1.1.6) Assumptions relating to disarticulated material

As wehave seen (see Sectiofh.1.5)), there are various justificationsffered by
archaeologists for the conclusion that analysis of disalated bones is not merited

This reasoning is evident in personal communication, in excavation guidelines,
osteological reports, articles and other publications, abhdanges from being

explicitly stated to merely insinuate@ne of the mairreasons for not considering




disarticulated material as a valid source of osteological and funerary merit, is its

perceivedabsence of ritual.

(i) Absence of ritual
The creation of disarticulated skeédd material is perceived toethe
WaSO2yRIMES agz2Yy 2F | dvedyIcatsedlBIQ NAR
disarticulation and incidences of pedépositional movement of skeletal
remains are rarely interpreted as being indicative of ritualistic behaviour.
The manner by which the material came to be moved from its original
deposition context and associated skeleton is understood to be due to an
unintentional process whereby the material was accigdgt or
incidentally disturbedsee Chapters 3 & 4Yhis disturbance occurred
during the undertaking GAWLINRA YI NBEQ S@Syisz F2N SEI
a grave. The making of the grave is the imted action, and is a rituahd
liturgical process. Any skeletal material that is intercut, disinterred or
disarticulated by means of this process is regarded as a secondary act,
automatically designating the disarticulated material an unintentional
by-product. Taken in isolation, this disarticulation process therefore
signifies nothing. The fact that disarticugat material is evident at most
medieval cemetery sites is taken as proof of a general callousness and
indifference towards the buried dead by the living, and a lack of desire or

need to regulate the occurrences by any me@se Chapter 7 Section

(7.1)).

(i) Limitations of osteological analysis

In the guidelines dcussed above (see Sectioh.1(5)), the reason

LIN2E BARSR FT2NJ y2i0 Fylfteaiy3d RAalFNIAO
AOASYOGATAO Ol tdzSQ 6. NAOJf S@& get aOYAYH
al. 2005: 5). Traditional methods of analysis of osteological material have

been developed for application to complete skeletons (Aufderheide &
RodfuezMartin 2011; Krogman & Iscan 1986; Roberts & Manchester

2005; Ortner 2003; Schwartz 200Assessmentsf biological sex and
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ageat-death rely on the presence of particular elements of the human
skeleton being available for analysis. In 1986, Krogman & [4&86)
determined that estimation of sex using cranial attributes alone is only
90% reliable. Estimi@n based on the pelvis alone has a 95% reliability
and accuracy. When taken in conjunction with eadieothey give &8%
reliability and when based on the entire skeleton determinations are
nearly 100%accurate A disarticulated and/or fragmented diagstic
element will provide limited information, therefore lowering the
reliability of the sex and agat-death determinationsCertain elements,
such as a rib, even in an articulated skeleton will provide limited
AYF2NXYI GAZ2Y |02 dzi agé.Krhaii thus geRindgrtdRaizl £ Q a
why adisarticulated rib or rib fragmernis regarded as serving no useful
purpose in these termddentification of certain pathological conditions
(e.g. syphilis, leprosy, tuberculosis) is also only possible or deemed
sufficiently accurate when the entire skeleton is available for analysis
(Aufderheide & RodguezMartin 2011; Krogman & Isgan 1986; Roberts

& Manchester 2005; Ortner 2003; Schwartz 2007). These diseases
manifest skeletally on multiple elements and in tiple regions of the
skeleton, and so identification of the diagnostic characteristic of those
diseases on a single element, or fragment of an elamismsufficient to

confirm the presence of the disease.

(i) Time consuming & difficult

Analysing largejuantities of disarticulated material, according to the
traditional methods outlined in Section (ii) above, is an incredibly {ime
consuming venture. Each individual fragment requires its own
assessment, independent of all other fragments constituting the
assemblage. In addition to this, simplygsessing the ability taentify
quicklyeach fragment is a skill that can only be developed with time and
experience. The estimation of MNI (Minimum Numbers of Individuals)

represented in the assemblage relies dre tsuccessful identification of

11



(iv)

all fragments and of the division of each category of said fragmented
elements into those deriving from the right or left of the skeleton (White

& Folkens 2005: 339, 423). As noted by McKinley in the BABAO guidelines
for asessment of disarticulated material, depending on the size of the
assemblage, this can be a near impossible feat (Brickley & McKinley
2004). Given the limitations involved in the estimation of osteological
standards (sex, agat-death, pathology, MNI) it igenerally not deemed

to be worthwhile to attempt to assess disarticulated material, nor are
archaeological companies willing to pay an experienced osteologist to

undertake this lengthy postxcavation analysis.

Nothing left to learn

With regard to the arly, later and postmedieval periods of England,
attitudes towards the analysis of associated disarticulated material are
effectively that it is a redundant venture. Irrespective of the osteological
analytical limitations, is the implication that funerangtudies
encompassing death, burial and commemoration of the individual during
these periods have been substantially investigated. Semimn¢s ®ich as

DA f OKNXR & Requiem{He Rédigal®Manastic Cemetery in Britain
WdzLIJL) g Dekth in EnGHd A0 lllustrated Hista¥r | YR . Ay aq A
Medieval DeathRitual and Representatipare effectively regarded as
having explained the complex attitudes towards death and the afterlife
of medieval Christian religion (2005; 1996; 1992). These texts, amongst
many others, have collated vast bodies of information concerning death,
the body andits treatment peri and immediately postortem, both
ideologically and physically throughout these periods (Daniell 1999;
Gilchrist 2012; Hadley 2001; Houlbrooke 1998; King & Sayer 2011;
Marshall 2004). The intricate relationship between the living ane t
dead has been scrutinised by funerary archaeologists, historians,
osteologists and medievalists for each period in question (Aries 1976;

1981; 1986; Binski 1992; Bynum 1996; Gilchrist & Sloane 2005). Peri
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mortem activities and the spiritual preparatierfor death such as the
creation of wills, establishing chantry chapels or providing financial
payments for masses and payers to be said jmosttem, have been
researched in detailBell Burgess 198Furnivall 1882; Harding 1992;
Horrox 1999; Lepine & Omr2003; Morgan 1999). Beliefs relating to the
moment of death and the conceptualisation of the afterlife in the forms
of Heaven, Hell and Purgatory have equally been debated and discussed
extensively (Binski 1996; Bynum 1996; Horrox 1999). The importdnce o
Ars MoriendE 2 NJ 2 ¥ R @& A Yy BnddrstodtiatBeamBRnifd3tatiorii K Q =
of the soul and even how it is released from the body at the point of death
have all been established. The posbrtem funerary activities have been
equally well scrutinised; thereatments extended to the deceased body

in preparation for burial, the manner by which the deceased was
transported to the church and cemetery, or the regulations in place for
who could be interred in which specific location (Daniell 1999; Gilchrist &
Slane 2005; Morgan 1999). The doctrinal and social changes brought
about by the Reformation and CountBeformation of the 18 century

and their effect on burial and commemoration have been researched
extensively and provide critical information regardingwhperceptions

of the afterlifeand Christian liturgical praces evolved in England from

this time period, through early modern times to the present day

Ol 2dzf ONRP21S Mphy T al NEKFEf wananT hQf

1973).

What has receivedcomparatively little attention are the pct-burial physical

interactionsbetween the living and the dead. Aside from the creation and reverence

of relics, it is assumed that any peatpositional interaction was undertaken for

functional necessity rather thrasymbolic or liturgical purposdsee Chapters-3).

The manner by which articulated skeletons came to be disarticulated, disidtarme

commingled is understooahipractical erms, as defined in Sectioh.{.6) (i) above.

As this process of disturbinge buried dead is encountered with such frequency on

13



medieval cemetery sites, it is equally assumed to reflect contemporary complacent
attitudes of the living towards postepositional disturbance throughout the

medieval period.
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1.2: ReAssessment of th Evidence

This thesis will address the various assumptiand presumptionutlined above
concerning medieval postepositional disturbancesof human remains will
investigate their validity or failings and will offeew interpretations of the evidence.
This will be achieved via a muilisciplinary approach, utilising historical,
archaeological and osteological resources but also by assessing early medieval and
postmedieval funerary practices, medieval mentality andistad attitudes towards

the buried deadThis research is necessary in establishing how and why particular
beliefs and the connected activities become ideolalfjcobsolete or imperative to
contemporary people antheir religious beliefs The developmendf medieval post
burial practies may have roots in prexisting and subsequent recognised customs
and traditions, just as the cessation of certain activities may be indicative of
contemporary changes in religion and theology. It is intended to demonsthaie
those currently undeinvestigated posburial activities were as valid ideologically
and spiritually as were the eaocident postmortem activities, and by their
elucidation will contribute to medieval mortuary archaeology, providing a more

completeand accurate impression of medieval funerary activities.

The role of relics of saints in medieval religion is essentiadlptily postdepositional
practice that has beerextensivelyinvestigated to date. The ideological importance
of relics to medievdhy and ecclesiastical sociegnd theirreligioussignificance has
been establishedGosgrave & Mynors 1969; Crook 2011; Neale & Webb 1843; Nilson
1998; Rollason 1989lt is hence plausible, if not probable, that other such gmgial
activities were qually significant, and thus merit investigation, individually,
collectively and comparatively. Patterns in deposition, redeposition and disinterment
within sites will be consideredh this thesisin relation to skeletal contents to
determine asociationsof particular practies with various levels of society and to
identify potential aspects of exclusivity and exclusibo.date, ittle if any effort has
been made in determining when particular pastpositional funerary practices

began, how they developedver time or in establishing when and why particular
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post-burial activities ceased. Further to identifying the individual and collective
importance postdepositional practices held, the chronology, extent and scale of
practices involving disinterred skédé material will be explored, and trends relating
to these occurrences will be elucidated. This will be achievezkplpring changes in
funerary practices regionally anolver time, and by identifyingoncentrations of

certain practies in particular aremor time periods.

Acts of disinterment and engagement with the buried dead are the physical
manifestations of medieval beliefs concerning the afterlife. The contemporary
ideological attitudes towards interred and disinterred human skeletal remains, and
the role of such remains within society and religious ideology, will also be explored.
Representations of skeletons are rife in medieval art, texts, illuminations and
iconography, and tales or parables involving sentient skeletons are plentiful (see
Chapte 6). The purpose and extent of such depictions will be examined as a means
to establishing a connection between the portrayal of skeletal remains and actions
performed on and in relation to such material. It will be argued that physical
interaction with luman skeletal material was representative of, and relevant to,
contemporary religious beliefs and activities, and was potentially a significapnaand

of yet, unrecognised element of medieval religion. It is equally imperative to
elucidate the means by wth skeletal material was disinterred, the regulations in
place prohibiting and controlling postepositional activities and interactions, and
who specifically was involved in the acts of disinterment and designated roles in

relation to the curation of theemains (see Chapteb-7).

This thesis will document and examine thersistent occurrences aarly andlater
medieval posturial charnels they manifest archaeologicalljhe evidene will be
collated and assessetb determine if such postlepositional disturbances and
interactions with the buried deadhay be explained on more than the traditionally
expounded functional r@d circumstantial tems. Medieval funerary and ideological
attitudes towards death and the aftife may havepersistedbeyond intement,

manifesting as postburial charnel deposits and activities. It possible that
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investigation will elucidate a prescribed pdsirial practice with regulations equal

to that of the bodily and spiritual preparatignprior to and including burial itself.
Thanatological, documentary, osteological and archaeological analyses of incidences
of postdepositionalbehaviourwill define the role if any,of postburial activities in
relation to the more estalished medievalunerary practies and ideological beliefs,

and serve as a valuable contribution to established later medieval funerary
archaeology. Above all, it is imperative f®-evaluate our understanding of post
depositional disturbance and current perceptions ofethvalue of studying
disarticulated human skeletal material, and to provide methods of interpretation for

the future to ersure that disturbances aneot dismissecr deemed irrelevant.

This thesis will contribute to the study of osteoarchaeology, church archaeology and
medieval studies, by investigating varying aspects of medieval cemetery
management and use, including how the physical buried dead within these
cemeteries were regarded dntreated by the living. These have, to date, been
particularly undesresearched area of these disciplines, despite there existing a
significant amount of evidence, as will be demonstrated in the ensuing chapters. By
utilising the methodology advocated this study, and combining the results of the
ensuing research with what has already been established to date regarding medieval
funerary studies, a fuller, more detailed picture of medieval life and death may be

achieved.

Throughout this thesis, neanalytical appraches are offered to interpretisturbed
human skeletal material, ani decipher the means by which human remains came
to be in a disarticulated state and/or in a disturbed and secondary context. The
importance and value of thanatology, eh study of artefactsin sity, to
osteoarchaeology is increasing in its apation in excavations (Knusel 2Q1Zhis is
focussed on in all sections; the precise physical manifestation of elements or charnel
within cemeteries may reflect important considgions and beliefs held by those
committing the act of deposition. This in turn reveals insights into how medieval

people perceived and treated their dead. It will additionally be demonstrated that
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disarticulated material is equally as valid as articulas&eletons in what it may

contribute to the disciplines of osteoarchaeology and medieval studies.
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CHAPTER ZRANSLATIONS & ELEVATIONS

2.1: Introduction

¢CNFyatlhidAz2ya FYyR StS@FriAzya 6SNB GKS RSt A
remains fom their grave, in order to relocate those bones or preserved body to a
OKdzNOKQa AYUGSNAZ2NE HKSNB (KSeé& O2dZ R o6S N
location, as relics. This act represented the canonisation of the individual, which was

the official ecognition of that person being of saintly status. Translations were
initiated in England from the'7century and they were undertaken throughout the

entire medieval period, only ceasing with the advent of the Reformation in tHe 16

century. This act of disinterring a grave signifies the first incidensewafturedpost-

depositional disturbancein relation to Christian practes. Although other
contemporary postepositional acts were certainly carried out, these were of the

W2 NRBYO YR fl & LRLWdzEIIGiA2y 2F 9y3IflyR | yR
is less defined (see ChapterdB Translations were reserved for ecclesiastics, and in

later centuries, for royalty. The act was an exclusive one; to be disinterred was a

privilege reserved for only the most esteemed and worthy members of society.

Translations are a much researched area of medieval history (Crook 2011; Nilson
1998), but this research has tended to avoid discussion of the details pertaining to

the physical acof disinterment, as if there is insufficient evidence available. This

chapter will show that this is not the case, and will elucidate each specific procedure
involved in the complicated act of translation and will define the traits involved. This

will demonstrate the complex reasoning which justified disinterment in the early and

the later medieval period, illustrated by the strict and solemn adherence to each
translation component. This is essential in understanding the role that-post
depositional actitties fulfilled during the early centuries of Christianity in England.

¢KS WiSYLXIdSQ ¢gAatt Iftaz2 oS FLWXASR (G2 ¢

translations in order to confirm or refute their validity. Most importantly, the
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perceptions of bothsecular and lay society alike will be investigated in relation to
post-depositional disturbance of this kind. It is expected that these first acts of
regulated intentional disinterment formed the basis for later pdspositional

activities of the medievaderiod.
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7 A

2.2: Translations & Elevatior@ ¥ { I AyuaQ wSYlIAya
(2.2.1) Definition

WeNFyatlrarAzyQ Aa GKS GSNXY dzaSR G2 RSaONJ
whole skeleton or preserved remains of an individual, from their initial burial place

to a secondary site of interment. The remains were redeposited in a new location

within a church, usually close to the altar, in an elevated or raised tomb or shrine
6w2tfl a2y mopydpY onT DAfOKNRAG g {f2FyS H
theY2 dSYSyld 2F | LISNA2YQa o062y Sa 2NJ 62Re& FN
church, to another, more prominent location within the same church. Remains of

those elevated were redeposited in a shrine above the ground level of the church

floor (Nilson 198: 16; Rollason 1989: 34). Translations and elevations were reserved

for those individuals who had exhibited signs of saintliness during their life, or after
death;W¢ KA & ¢l & GKS | yOASyd SljdaAagrtSyad 2F O
burial above gpund in the church were cordgred worthy of liturgical cu@ 6 C I NI S NJ
2004: 21).Permission had to be obtained from the ecclesiastical head of the
community to which the deceased person belonged whilst alive, or from the head of

the community associated ith their burial place (Rollason 1989: 37). The majority

of early (c. " ¢ 10" century) descriptions of translation and elevations derive from

. SRSQa 4NARGAYy3Ta IYyR F002dzyida 2F GKS tAQS.
2004). Despite these narratives not referring specifically to the motivation behind

these postdepositionaldisturbances, the implication is that these acts confirmed the

saintly status of the deceased whilst promoting the veneration of their bones and
AKNAY ST YR YIEN]JSR (KS AYyAGAFGAZ2Y 2F (KS)
any real process of canization, it was not only a means of enshrinement of the

intact relics but also a means of registering the defunct person as a saint and

LINEY2UGAY3I KA& 2NJ KSNJ OdzAf G Q ow2fflazy wmdy

Effectively, translations and elevations were a meanggdropriating relics for a

religious community. By the'7century, it was accepted that relics, or physical
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NEBYYlFyda 2F | alAyiQa o02Reé 2NJ oSt2y3IAyTas
F2N) 0KS $2NBKALI YR YAYAA&(GNRI692 HO5).0TKeS OK dzl
Oly2yAal A2y 2F I YSYOSNI 2F GKS NBf AIA2dz
method of acquiring a saint than obtaining relics from abroad, whilst simultaneously

having a selhggrandising effect for the ecclesiastical community, tvipiermitted a

claim that a confirmed saint had been a member of their own establishment.

(2.2.2) Background & Origins

The first documented case of translation occurred in Italy between 351 and\8%v

the translation of the bones dhe martyr Babylas yothe emperor Gallus (Rollason
1989:10). ¢ KS @SYSNI GA2y 2F | NBOSNBR AYRADAF
passages where the graves of exceptionally holy people are recorded as being
distinguished (Anonymous 1971: Book of Tobit 4:18; Matthew 23139In the early

centuries of Christianity in Europe, tlies natalis the anniversary of a deceased

Y NI&NRa RSIFGKE gl a OStEtSoONIGSR Fd GKS aa
developed into the cult of martyrs, which in turn evolved to includasses said for

the martyrs in churches (Rollason 1989: 5). The earliest evidence for the creation of
relics from an individual is documented inf"-dentury Passions which are
dSAONRLIGA2Yy A 27F I dextlibbibvéthldemairi® Sflthe indrtyed K Sa S
personwere collectedfor reburial elsewhere in ahsine or tomb so that they may

serve as a focal point for those wishing to celebrate their life and sacrifice, but also

to serve as inspiration for Christians to commit to their beliefs in the facedwdraity

and persecution (Rollason 1989: Bhis desire to create or sustain a eegnce for a

saintly individuabppeas to be the origin for the justification of movinghysical or

bodily remains from one locationto another more prominent position The

movement is to benefit the deceased individual, as much as the community
conducting the translation; the canonised saint would receive the veneration and
honours due to them and their remains would be physically and spiritually protected
duetotheirnewf 2 0Ol 0 A2Y GAOGKAY | OKdzZNOK® ¢KAA yS
approval and permission to disinter or disturb a buried body is echoed in later
medieval examples of people wishing to disturb the grave of a deceased individual

who was believed to ba revenant (see Chapter 6).
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(2.2.3) Control& Authorisation of Translations

¢KS RSOAaAA2Yy G2 GNryatrasS 2N StS@lrasS + L
Christianity in England {7 10" centuries) was regulated to an extent, but was not

under the jurisdiction of the papacy. Translations and elevations did not involve the
papacy until the 1% century and did not come under its full control until 1284ring

the pontificate of Pope Gregy IX (Rollason 1989: 3). Up to this point there were no

strict guidelines on who could be constituted a saint or who could officially designate

them to be so. From the"™century onwards, it was the decision of bishops and

Church councils, but prior tdis it was simply done on the decision of thmst
seniormembe2 ¥ (G KS OKdzZNOK 2NJ NBtAIA2dza O02YYdzy A
w2t tFazy mopydY ovd LF YANI Gurlghertad dzZNNS R
person was regarded as being g8inn some way. The number and magnitude of

these miracles indicated the level of saintliness of the deceased person, and this
WLINE2FQ 41 a GKS 2dza0AFAOL GA 2 yFudngrigdodf G NI y
of the saintliness of the individualas reflected by the deceased being incorrupt a

time of disinterment (FoxhalForbes 2013: 2690). With the involvement of the

Papacy, canonisation became regulated, and it was no longer the remit of the
ecclesiastical establishment to decide who wouldégarded as a saint. In 1215, the
F2dzNOK [FGSNYy [/ 2dzyOAf RSONBSR (KIFdG WNEH
GAOK2dzO LI LI £ LISN¥AEZAA2YQ O0{ LIzZNNBtE wnnn)
corporeal items which had a physical connection with gaént during their life),

primary relics (a corporeal portion of the saint themselves), whole relics (a complete
articulated individual) or translated or elevated skeletonised and disarticulated
individuals (Spurrell 2000; Crook 2011:1%. Many saintsvere regarded as such by

secular and lay members of society alike, without any official recognition being
necessary. If the chosen saint was approved for canonisation then not only did it
confirm the beliefs of the associated community, but it made theiksy G Q& @Sy S NI
Wi STFEQY W. @& GKA& LI LIt LINROEtFYFGAZ2Y )
extended to the universal church, his feast day established, his veneration endorsed

and the invocation of his intercession by the faithful encourgz 651t & Ay b

1998: 11). Relics and translated saints could also be demoted by the Papacy, if they
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RSSYSR GKSY G2 0SS WTNIdethiug, haviyidRa Pagally o & G f
sanctioned saint for an ecclesiastical community was a huge accolade dbr th
establishmeni{Gearyl991 111)

(2.2.4) Characteristics of Translation & Elevation Procedures

The acts of translation and elevation appear to have consistently been carried out in
accordance to a prescribed method. Even in the very earliest documented records of
translations and elevations, there are distinct similarities between the accounts.
Tramf F A2y a +yR St S@I (A 2Bfdesiabtibkl Histoy wilitle2 y S R
English PeoplgHistoria Eclesiasticasentis Anglorumseventeen times (se€able )

6/ 2t AN @S 9 ady2NRA wMpchy HAGK FRRAGAZ2YI
passios (@002 dzyia 27F YI NI §ReEne 2004 Beyries A007;RCroBkS | K 2
1992; Battiscombe 1959\lthough the translations are not described in great detail,
sufficient information is provided to allow comparisons to be drawn between these

limited accountsSimilarities between these accounts indicate that it was accepted

that there were certain preconditions that ought to be observed in preparation for,

and during, the translation. It has been suggested that since the earlier translations

that occurred prio to Papal intervention and control in the #Zentury are largely
undocumented, that it is not possible to trace a chronological line from the earliest
examples to those of the late medieval period (Nilson 1998). However, this is not
entirely true. Whilethe earlier examples are certainly lacking in detail when
compared to those of later centuries, particularly those dating to after th# 12

century, the early, ¥ ¢ 10" century translations have traits that are identifiable in
translations dating to afir the 12" century. These features are discussed/outlined

below.
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Table 11: Recordsofi N} yaf | GA 2y a

Ecclesiastical History& varioudvesof Saintsthat date to before the
12" century (Colgrave & Mynors 1969 armer 2004; Crook 1992;
Keynes 2007; Battiscombe 1959; Bonredral. 1995)

YR StSOIGA2yaA

Year Saint Translated From Translated To
602 Peter Amfleat (Ambletouse), France Inside an unspecified church at Boulogne, Frang
Post 604 |Augustine Qutside church of Sts. Peter & Paul North chapel inside church of Sts. Peter & Paul
633 Edwin Haethfelth (near Doncaster) Porch of Church of Apostle Peter, York*
Post 650 |Bishop Birinus Dorcic(Dorchester) Venta (Winchester)
Post 640 |Nun Earcongotta |Church of Prototmartyr Stephen Same location but deeper
€.640  |Abbess EthelbergeChurch of all Apostles Church of St. Stephen the Martyr
Post 642 |King Oswald Place of deathiMaserfelth (Oswestry, Shropshire) |Inside church at Bardney Abbey, Lincolnshire
Post 651 |Bishop Aidan Monks' cemetery on Lindisfarne Right of altar in church of the Apostles, Lindisfar
664 Portion taken to lona, remainder enshrined in
sanctuary of church of Apostles, Lindisfarne
Post 633 |Bishop Fursey Porch of church in Peronne Near the altar of same church
In chapel east of the altar in church at Peronne

Post 659 |Bishop Cedd Outside, alestingaeu(Lastingham), near Whitby |Right of altar in church at Lastingham
Post 672|Bishop Chad Close to St. Mary's Church, Lastingham Church of Peter, Prince of Apostles, Lastingham

All deceased nun . o
Post 675|and monks of Cemetery oln-Berecingum(Barking) Convent Slng!e tomb within church of Blessed Mother,

. Barking Convent

Barking
660 Abbess Etheldredgn nuns' burialground, Ely Convent Inside church at Ely convent
698 Bishop Cuthbert Eilr?c:]its?;ritar n Church of Apostle Peter at Above gound, same location, in sanctuary

Priest, Hewald thg
Post 690 |White & Hewald |Unspecified location near the Rhine, Fresia In Church in Cologne

the Black

Abbots South of sanctuary and east of the altar, next to
Post 689 |Sigfrith/Sigrid & |In porch of St.Peter's Church, Wearmouth/Jarrow|Benedict's body, St. Peter's Church,

Eosterwine Wearmouth/Jarrow
Post 709 |Bishop Wilfrid Unspecified location Oundle monastery At the gables of St. Peter's Basilica, Ripon Catheg
Post 716 |Ceolfrith Church of the Three Brother Martytisangre(Haute- Unspecified location at Wearmouth

Marne), France

971 Swithun Outside the west end of the Old Minster, Winche{lnterior of the Cathedral
974 Same location in different reliquary
1093 To the new Minster church
1022 Bede Jarrow Cuthbert's coffin, Durham Cathedral

(i) Preparation & protection of the grave & its contents

YSyiaA:

A small number of translation accounts document the erection of a

protective structure over the site of the grave to be emed for

translation or elevatior{(Colgrave & Mynors 196%armer 2004 Other

narratives document the vehicle transporting the translated bones as

being covered in some manner.

In 660
translatedF N2 Y KSNJ INF 9S8

Y2y 34

thelthryth, Abbess of Ely, in Cambridgeshire, was to be
0KS ydzya!

church, to the church interior, on the authority of her sister Sexburg, the

new abbess (Colgrave & Mynors 19895). At the time of the translation
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(ii)

a tent structure was erected over hergra2 KSy a2YS &SI NaR f
02ySa 6SNB G2 0SS GF 1Sy dzLJ 2dzi 2F GKS
AGQ o0/ 2t3ANI GBS 3 ady2NR mMdpcdhY oppLd L
YAY 3 h &gl whatad dien #h $42 and exhumed by his niece, the

gueen of Mecia,were left outside the monastery of Bardney overnight

dzy RSNJ I 0Syd 2NJ I gyAy3dT WIKS NBfAOA

fFNHS (Syid SNBOGSR 20SNJ GKS OF NNR I 38
& Mynors 1969247). At the translation of Bisho@Vilfrid from Oundle to

Riponafter hisdeathin 70 A & o02Re& ¢l a o6l aKSR o6&
GKS Y2yl alSNE odzAf RAy3aa Ay | GSyid L
181).

While it might be construed that tree coverings merely servedstselter

from the elementsfor the peopleconducting thedisinterments, and for

the protection of the bones themselves once removed from the gréve

is feasible thathe coverings also fulfilled a spiritual protective quality
Awnings or terdlike structures may havsignified the sacred nature of
GKS 3INI@SaQ O2yGSyda 2Nl YIFe KIF@S Ayl
something holy contained in the vehicles transporting the bones. At
particular times of the Catholic liturgical year sacred objects and images
are coveredand there are various Biblical passages citing the covering of
holy items for spiritual, as well as practical reasofsopymous 1971).
The same reasoning may have justified the covering of the bones or

bodies of saintly people.

Preparation of thesoul

Bones intended to be translated andemoved from the grave were
believed to be of saintly people and therefoveere regarded as holy
artefacts Consequently,aming into physical contact with tHeoneswas

a deeply meaningful and solemn aPteparaton of the soul in order to
partake in the translations would have been essential. This is

documented by Abbot Wulfstan of Winchester, in relation to the
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translation of the bones of St Swithun in 971 (Keynes 2007; Watson

2008). Wulfstan describes in greatketdil the spiritual preparation

required prior to the translation, not only for the individuals charged with

GKS GlFal 2F dzyRSNIF{Ay3 GKS LIKeaaOl f

also for all the members of the associated ecclesiastical community.

thelwold, bishop of Winchester between 963 and 984, who arranged
for the translation to take place, addressed the members of the
congregation of Winchester Cathedral imploring them to join him in
fasting for the three days prior to the translation. The ainthef fast was
G2 WikK2NRdAKfe& OfSlyasS dza GKFG ¢S YI
holy bishop from his tomb with praise and to translate him with
OSNBY2ye Ayil2 GKAA OMsoghidiuil Preparati6e y Sa H
wasundetl  { Sy o0& Fff (GKS Y2yla 2F 2 AyOK
task, pouring forth prayers and offerings to the Lord in supplication, and
all the numerous assembly of monks began to fast and rendered the
OKFyGAy3a 2F (GKS LalfYa 183 Afertdded | y R
RFea 27F &adzOK LINBLI NI GA2Yy {6AGKdzy Qa ¢
Bishop thelwoldQd y S¢ OF GKSRNIfQ oYSe@ySa wun
of being sufficiently worthy to be involved in the translation reflected on
the entire communityof monks. When the monks of Bardney agreed to
K2dzaS (GKS 02ySa 2F haglftR I FGSNI AYAD
LIN} @ SIFNySadfte GKFIG GKS NBfAOa YAIAK
Mynors 1969: 247). The state of the soul was paramount, ansethho
had not recently confessed were not permitted to take part in the
ceremony. The monks who were chosen to translate the remains of
Thomas Becket at Canterbury in 1173 were selected due to their holy and
untainted lives (Nilson 1998: 14, 27). Thesenksthen handed each
02yS NBY2OSR FTNRBY ¢K2YlaQ 3INFr@S G2
placed them in a wooden box (Nilson 1998: 29).
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(iif) The translation ceremony
2 KSYy . AAK2L) ' ARFyQa 02ySa 6SNB (NI y:
AY cpwm T NP ¥emetekySon Mrligfdrn@ @ the Church of the
lL2adtsSa 2y GKS alryS AaflyR:
GNY YyAFSNNBR (G2 Al X Ay OO2NRIY
OAAK2LIQ o6/ 2f3ANIOS 9 ady2NBR wMdpc Y HC|
astowhdl GKSaS WK2y2dzZNAQ Syidl Af SRXI 0 dzi

SRS
0S ¢

Bede in describing the translation of Abbot Peter from Ambleteuse to

. 2dzZ 23y S CNYyOSz Ay Odcnud 1S y204S
OdzNA I o0& GKS AYKLI 0AIlLl sdlise heevlas anK S LI
abbot (Colgrave & Mynors 1969: 1T% However, once they had
GSNAFTAOIGAZY 2F tSGSNRa ARSyuaadesz vy
OKdzZNOK Ay . 2dzf 23yS gAGK Fff GKS K2y:
& Mynors 1969: 117). The samarpseology is used in humerous other
RSAONALIIAZ2ya 2F (Nl yatlraAz2zyao | dzadz
outside the church of Ss Peter and Paul some time after 604, to the inside

2F (KS ySg OKdzZNOK 2y 0OS Al KIFIR 0SSy
consecréed, the body was carried inside and honourably buried in the
chapef)Colgrave & Mynors 1969: 14). The bones of King Oswald of
Northumbria were translated from Shropshire to Bardney after his death

AY cnHXY 6KSNB GKS 02y S& GFSNKE AWLI KRS/F
(Colgrave & Mynors 1969: 247). Bishop Fursey who dié@tiniacum,

France in 633 was also translated to a chapel within his church at
PENEPYYSZ CNIYyOS WgAGK | ff RdzS K2y 2 dzNI
Alchmund of Hexham, who died 781, supposedly appeared in a vision

to Bishop Eadmond between 1020 and 1041, requesting that his bones

YR K2&aS 2F . AakKz2L) ! O0OF 0SS UGNryaftl
GAGKAY GKS / KdzNDKQ |G | SEKFYZ b2NIKec
Wilfrid died in Oundle in 709 (Farmer 2004: 180). When his body was
translated to Ripon by a number of abbots, they chanted on the journey,

YR We¢KS O2YYdzyAade OF YS 2dzi &SOK (KS
OCEFNYSNI HAannYMymMOo ® 2 Af FINR R fofl AK 2y020BNE
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WgAOK GKS K2y2dzNJ 6STFAGGAYT a2 3INBI G
& Mynors 1969: 517).

When&thelthryttDa o062 R& ¢+ a GNIyatlridSR Ay cc.
Ely was present. They are described as having stood around the grave a

Al 61 &4 RAAAYUOSNNBRI OKFyldAy3as WiKS ¢
0KS 20KSNR 0/ 2ft3aANIBS 3 ady2NBR Mdc Y
WK2y2dZNEQ 2NJ NEOSNBYOS 4KAOK gl & 0°¢
/ dz{il K6 S NI Q anitiaby2SR & @ i & Ro thaythey miight b

worthily venerated) Cofgrave & Mynors 1969: 443). An anonymous
narrative of his translation in 1104 details the actual translation
ceremony. Although this is a much later translation than the others cited

so far, it may be argued thaat least some of the traditions and
observations which occurred in 1104 derived from those exacted in

earlier centuries. The writer records that all those within the church were
chanting, and as the body and coffin of Cuthbert was borne out of the

churcle LJIS2LX S o6S3Fy &AAYy3IAy3I KeYyad ¢k
remains led a procession around the outside of the church to its east end,

where they stopped for a sermon from the Bishop of Durham, before
restoring the coffin to its original resting place inetlsanctuary in an

St SOFGISR LRaAGA2yE FyR OStSoNXdGAy3
Battiscombe 1959: 106).

From at least the 12 century onwards, many translations took place at
night, which seems to be the opposite to when earliéf-@™" century)
translations took place (Nilson 1998: 26). By th&déntury, translations
had gained more notoriety, attracting an increasing number of-non
ecclesiastical people whose presence seems to be unwelcastheir
desire to witness the disinterred saint migiétract from the solemnity

of the ceremony or even cause unintentional physical damage to the
al AyidQa NBY!I Ayralt mightialsode hére sugobsted, that c

an additional concern was that not everyone attending the ceremony
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would besufficiently spiritually prepared as was required (see (ii) above)

YR a2 02dz R LRGSYGAlIfte WilAyiQ GKS
century and later, generallyvere larger and more elaborate affairs than

those of preceding centuries. By ahrcting ceremonies at night, it

allowed the sacred act to be conducted solemnly, and to avoid any brash

and unwanted intrusions by enthusiastic crowds (Nilson 199&)26

In the late medieval period most ceremonies took place over a number
of days. TheNBY2 @I f 2F (GKS o062R& FTNRY (KS
around the church, outside the church, and sometimes through the town,
was followed by an overnight vigil by the body of the saint inside the
church, before their secondary deposition the next days@l1998: 25

30). The length of the ceremony and the public interest in thesé 12
century and later translations illustrates the popularity of the practice
compared to earlier examples. This is due to pragmatic reasons; now that
the translations were Pafilg sanctioned, they became more widely
known and celebrated, with more people desiring to withess the occasion
than would even have been aware of translations in earlier centuries.
They were also novinanciallyvaluablefor the church the more people

who partook in the celebrations, the more monetary gain the church
could expect from indulgences granted on the day to pilgrims, and from
contributions and dedication to the cult by supporters of the saint. Nilson
has highlighted that there were three distt stages to the later medieval
ceremony: procession, consecration and mass (Nilson 1998: 32). These
three elements are mostly evident in the early examples, but to a lesser
degree. This is most likely attributable to the simple fact that fewer
people wee practising Christians in the earlier centuriasd translations

and elevations were not a fully formalised process, until th& déntury,

by which time, the majority of the inhabitants of England would have

been Christian and aware of what translatsosignified.
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(iv) Who performed the translationg who was involved

In many cases it was the abbess, abbot, bishop or highest order of

ecclesiastic available who undertook the actual removal of the bones

from the grave, assisted by other members of theleyr. The abbess

Sexburg was helped by other sisters at Ely at the translation of
thelthrythy W¢ KS | 60S&da KSNBRSEFT KIFIR 32yS

GKS GSyaGe F2NJ G§KS LlzNL1J2 & S.ItasTalsoNI A & A Y

recorded that the whole commutyi of Ely was present (Colgrave &

aly2NRBR MdpcdY odpp0OPd ¢KS NBY20If 2F 2A

was carried out by the abbots of Ripon, in the presenceund possibly

assisted by, the monks of Oundle (Farmer 2004: 181). The apparition of

St Alclmund which appeared to Bishop Eadmond, ordered that his own

GNFyatlFdAz2y yR GKFEG 2F . AaKz2L) ! OOI

2T UKS aaSYofSR LRLzZFGAz2y 2F (GKS

1959: 40). The elevation of Cuthbert in 971 was utalem by the monks

2F [AYRAATFINYS 6K2 OFNNRARSR 2dzi GKS 2

did as he commanded; they wrapped the body in a new garment, put it

Ay | ySg O2FFAY YR LIIFOSR AlG 2y (K

Mynors 1969: 445). Ehtranslation in 1104 was carried out in the

presence of numerous ecclesiastics, monks, secular clergy, and other

WoNBGIKNBY 2F GKS OKdzZNOKQ 0! y2ye@yYz2dz

was also a large crowd outside the church of spectators and worshipers

who had travelled to Durham to witness the occasion (Anonymous in

Battiscombe 1959: 106). 6 A (i K dzy’ Q& 0 2 Ri@971by Bishap NI y & f |
0KSt 62t R | aaAaiSRo deie AW2 IKRISNI ¢ & ISy R

whole community was involved to some degree, as it was requested by

the bishop that all the monks spiritually prepared themselves for the

translation (Crook 1992: 19Keynes 2007183).

On the walls of théorley libraryat Winchester Cathedral is a medieval
wall painting which appears to depict a translatioho { & { 6 A 0 Kdzy Qa

(see Fig2.1) (Crook 1992)The image is highly worn and interpretations
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vary, but it has been speculated that an amorphous dark mass represents
the remains of aepiction of monks in dark habits gathered around a
grave. This reflestthe narrative of Bishop Wulfstamletailing the
translation, and islso reminiscent of the description of the translation

of Athelthryth(see (iii) above) (Keynes@Q Colgrave & Mynors 1969:
157 & 238).

Fig2.1: Reconstructed drawing of the wall painting supposedly
depicting the translation of St Swithun, the Morley Library, Winchester
Cathedral. The black mass in the background is interpreted as
representing aarge number of monks in black habits, like the figure in

the foreground (after Crook 1992: 181)

The translations dating to after the #2Zentury certainly involved the

whole community, both lay and secular (see (iii) above). The events were
planned farAy | R@FIyOS |yR $SNB | ROSNIAa
translation in 1220 was announced via a proclamation circulated through
Europe, two years before the occasion (Nilson 1998: 24). The 1093
GNIyatlrdAzy 2F {0 {6A0Kdzy éland | GGSyTH
Foo20a 2F 9y3IfryRQ O6bAfazy wmdbddpyY HNCU
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(v) Washing of the disinterred bones or body
A recurring theme in many translation accounts concerns the washing of
the bones or bodies of those being translated. Where specified, it was
normally carried out by a senior ecclesiastic, and was conducted outside
of ecclesiastical buildinggEthelthrytil@ body was washed by Abbess
Sexburg prior to it being brought inside the church at Ely (Colgrave &
aty2NBR MdpcdhdY HAM 9 odppLP haglf RQE 02
admittance and enshrinement at Bardney, although it is not recorded
who performed thel OGY W¢KS 02y Sad 6SNB 4 aK!
constructed for the purpose, and placed in the church with fitting
K2y 2dz2NBEQ o/ 2f ANI @S 9 ady2NBE wmdc Y
possibly other ecclesiastical establishments, came to Oundle to transport
WiffA RQ& o02R& (2 WwWALRY F2NJ 0dzNARIE | Fi
MymMo® LG Aa NBO2NRSR GKIFIG w{2YS 27
have it decently vested (as indeed was only right and proper) and
200FAYSR LISNXYAaaA2y (2 erR@missien@aso Cl NI ¢
AN YGSRZ 2yS 2F (GKS loo2tax .| OdA ! =
F2N) 2Af FNARQA o02Re& G2 06S tFAR 2y 6K
recorded that the abbots themselves performed the washing and it was
R2y S W2dzi a3 RSENB KSIAER2RAY I&Q 6 CF NYSNI H
body was washed at the site of his grave, outside the west end entrance
of Winchester Cathedral (Crook 1992: 197). It is implied that Bishop

thelwold, who ordered the translation and was the first to comroen

the disinterring of the body, was assisted in the washing by additional
ONBIOKNBY 6/ NR21 MPPHY mMpTLod , §KSEf oS!
translation at Barking, Essex, although where exactly this took place and
by whom is not recorded (Colgrave &Nbrs 1969: 241). Although not
Yy2GSR o0& .SRST /dzZiKoSNIQad o62Re& Ydzadl
KA&d AYAGALE StS@LFLaA2y AY chpyZ | a SIN
gl akKAy3d GKS O2NlLJaS KIR 0SSy UGKNRgY
(Farmer 200497).
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Undertaking the washing may have been regarded as an act of humility.
{6A0GKdzy 61 & | o0A&aK2LIE @&SdG Al sl a GK
0KS gl akKay3a 27F { ¢A( KuzAdd&f dissdbiRgds 6/ NP 2
Abbot Bacula performedn order to have smething suitableon which

to lay2 A f T NJA Ry alséhavR BeEn considered similar act of

humility. For a higher order member of clergy deigning to disrobe and

wash a lower order member of clergy is reminiscent of the biblical
passage of Jesus wasBin KA & RA dADdnydioSa FSSG 6
plausible that everyone present at the translation would have been very

aware of these acts and what they represented. There is no indication in

any of the accounts dating to before the2entury that the bames or

bodies were washed in anything other than water, or if the watself

had been blessed. Lateexamples do, in contrastrecord that a
combination of water and wine was used (Nilson 1998: 29). Once the
washing was completed however, numerous mieacltook place in

relation to the water. The watedrenched earth from the washing of
haglfRQA 02ySa RddzZNAYy3I KA& GNIyatl da
TNRY (UKS 02RASa 2F LIS2LX S LI2aaSaaSRC
the site where the waterfrons  a KAy 3 2 Af FNARQ& o02R@
was marked by a cross due to the many miracles that subsequently
happened there (Farmer 2004: 181).

(vi) Location of the translated remains

The altar was the holiest place within a church (Nilson 1998: 67}hk is
place where transubstantiation took place, which was believed by
Christians to be the point at which bread and wine turned into the flesh
and blood of Jesus (Daniell 1999: 7). The consecrated bread and wine
were kept in a receptacle called the tabertgovhich was located on or
east of the altar. The sanctuary was the region that enclosed the altar and
defined this sacred area. Locating the bones of saints in the vicinity of the
altar, was intended to be a reflection of the holy state of the deceased

person; the closer the burial to the altar and sanctuary, the holier that
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person was. It may also be significant that many translations were
reinterred at the right hand side of the altar, perhaps being symbolic of

the right hand of GodAnonymous 1971Jom 16, Romans 8, Acts 2).

Bishop! A RI Yy Q& 0 2y S & hisar&ns&ionNaihe dghtBide Bf | (

the altar in the church of the Prince of the Apostles at Lindisfarne
(Colgrave & Mynors 1962650 @ . A & K2 LJ CdzN@&bbrieddd 062 Y
Wy S| NJ (afkeSthelr ibitialtraldlation from the porch of his church

at Péronne France. They were subsequently translated specially built

chapel east of the altaof the same churcl{Colgrave & Mynors 1969:

277). BishopCedd was reinterred at his translation on the right side of

the altar of a church at Lastinghaf@dlgrave & Mynors 1969: 289 he

shrine of St WiteWhitchurch Canonicorun{Dorse, isalsolocated to

the right of the altar yer 2005; Waters 1980). Winé\bbot Benedict

Biscop died in 689 he was buried in the church of St Peter, at Wearmouth,

to the eastof the altar (Farmer 2004: 202, 219). This may have been
considered a suitable location for the redeposition of a saintly individual,
between the altar ad the east wall, behind the most sacred space in the
OKdzNOK® ! 6o02Ga 92aGSNBAYS IyR {AITFNAR
NEAYUGSNNBR (23SGKSNJYSEG (2 . SySRAOI
had originally been buried in the sanctuary of the saomurch (Farmer

2004: 208). Cuthbert was buried in a stone coffin located on the right side

of the altar of the church of St Peter, Lindisfarne. This was later elevated

YR WL FOSR X 2y (GKS Ft22NJ 2F (KS a
445; Farmer 200496). Once the papacy took over the control of
canonisation and hence of translation and elevation authorisation after

the 11" century, locations of translated remains became more
regimented. Their resting place was dependant on their status as martyr,

2y FSaazNl 2N altAyaT W ySgte NBO23y.
SYaKNAYSR d GKS 1 A3IK 'f4GFINE YR L
confessors were enshrined to the south of the altar, and martyrs to the
V2NIKQ 6{ LIJzNNE € f H nndaliyK 2NJ0GH LAY & KISK &

the Norman Conquest | have not found an English example of a saint who
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was specifically stated to have been enshribetiindi KS | £ G N & S

been demonstrated that at least one individual, Abbot Benedict Biscop,

was buriedjf not enshrined, to the east of the altar (Spurrell 2000: 67).

(vii) Association of translations with existing grave sites
The desire to be buried beside or in as close proximity as was possible, to
a holy body was calledd sanctum Y S| YAy 3 WO IAF&I®I B2 |
Forbes 2013: 266Crook 2011: 23). Spatially connecting a newly
canonised individual to those remains who had already been revered as
saints for years was a deliberate act, committed seemingly to accentuate

the holy status of the newly traslated individualEadberhtdied in 768,

ym &@SEFENR FFOGSN) / dzi KoSNI QA RSFEGK |yl
/ dzi K6 SNIIQa o02Reé® ! OO2NRAYy3 (2 .SRS:
G2Y0 dzy RSNJ 0KS OKSad O2yidlFrAyAy3a (K¢

Mynors 1969:127; Kirby 1995). There were numerous other individuals
2NJ LR2NIA2ya 2F AYRAQGARZ fa K2 6SNB
NEO2NRSR Ay (GKS OKNZR Hist@ia Suhdinfedsig S 2 v
Ecclesiagwritten between 1104 and 1108, K | (1 W{ #B&lthevangr S&a 2
Bilfrid the anchorites; of Acca and Alchmund, bishops of Hexham; and of
King Oswin; as also those of the Venerable Abbesses Ebba and
0§KSt 3AGKI Stedon@iNiBe bBJI$ laf2Cuthber(Symeon in

Battiscombe 1959: 41). The bones of St Boisil of Melrose Abbey who died

Ay ccm 6SNB lfaz2z GdNXyatldSR yR WRS

shrine (similar to that in which they had hitherto rested) near the body
2F {0 [/ dzi Ko S NiEc@nbe 1050:¥a6) 2A¢cording to.Symiean,
I LR2NIA2Y 2F . SRSQa o62ySa gsla I|faz
(Battiscombe 1959: 41). These assertions are confirmed by an
anonymous account of the translation of Cuthbert in 1104, which records

themonksfindf 3 GAGKAY [/ dzi KOoSNIQa O2FFAYZ

9 RFNARZ 0 KSft ¢ 2 t-named salBtR PIFs thie HfeRd of (G K S NJ

Oswald (Anonymous in Battiscombe 1959: 102). Other translations are

also recorded as having been relocated to specific gravestablished
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saints. The bones of Eosterwine and Sigfrid were buried beside the burial

of Benedict at Wearmouth (Farmer 2004: 208). Augustine was translated

from outside the Church of the Apostles to the north chapel of the church

once it was consecrated an unspecified date (Colgrave & Mynors 1969:
143n0® . SRS NBO2NRa (0 Klade of ®ltskchedding & | £ 3
I NOKOA&AK2LAQ o/ 2ft3INFr @S 3 ady2NBR wMdpc
Canterbury died ¢.619 and was buried beside his predecessor §@eIgr

& Mynors 1969: 157). When his successor Mellitus died in 624, he too

gra AYUGSNNBR WgAGK KAa TFFEOIKSNRQ Ay
(Colgrave & Mynors 1969: 159). Abbebhldilid, who succeeded
Ethelburga after her death c.64Bad all those buried G . FtakgnA y 3 W
up and transferred tahe church of the blessed Mother of God and buried

there in one plac®@ R dzS cie@ spae® &t théldonvent (Colgrave &

Mynors 1969: 363!). These examples illustrate that there was a
propensity to bury venerateecclesiastics in the same vicinity as other

revered ecclesiastics within churches. Although the bones of Bishop Acca

and St Alchmund were not reinterred near or in association with an
existing burial in the church at Hexham, their bones were placed within

the same container (Battiscombe 1959: 40).

(viii) Translation containers: caskets inside tombs
Occasionally details are provided in translation accounts of the container
into which the disinterred bones were placed. When the bones of Bishops
Eosterwine ad Sigfrid were translated and reburied beside those of
.SYySRAOGQas .SRS RSaONROS&a K2g . A
GN}yatlldA2yar WKIR 020K asSia 2F o2y
LI NOAGAZ2Y AYAARSQ OCENXNYSNI wnnanyY HAy
dSAaONAROSR & KIFE@Ay3a 6SSy WilAR Ay |
(Colgrave & Mynors 1969: 247). In 664 Bishop Colman took some of the
bones of Aidan, but left an unspecified amount of them, ordering them
G2 0SS WAYGISNNBR A yne(CH@avai& Myabis dB6NE Q |

309). Although there is no mention of a casket in this description, the
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terminology suggests that they were enclosed within a box of some type.

¢KS Y2yl1a 6K2 RAA&RABrihsS NNBaRslationn d® S NI Q &
expectedit to be skeletonisedHis bones; which they expected to find

quite dry, the rest of the body, as is usual with the dead, having decayed

away and turnedtodust YR G2 Lldzi GKSY Ay | yS¢g
Mynors 1969: 448 When the tomb of St Witeptated in the church of

St Candida, Whitchurch Canonicorum, was opened in tiecEntury

there was a leaden box inside the stone coffin which contained bones and

g1 & AyaONR o6 SRctmlifue Kce v Ki regaesdiRligue $ce

witeQ Y S| grdrgsBhe Yemains of St Wie  &.8.8 (Syer 2005:

21; Waters 1980: 5)

Fig.2.2: The shrine ofst Wite, Whitchurch CanonicorurtDorset). Inside
the stone coffin consisting of the upper portion of the shrine are said to
be the bones of St Wite, enclosed within an inscribed leadsox

Ot K2G23aNF LK | dzi K2NRa 26Y0

When it was decided to translate the bonesAthelthrythsixteen years
after her death in 644, a new coffin or sarcophagus was ordered. Despite
expressing surprise at finding her body uncorrupted and not

skeletonised, the coffin obtained by the monks and nuns appears to have

ax

been full sizedNo dimensions are providetut as FthelthryttQd o6 2 R& A

recorded as having been laid inside, the intention appears to have been
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to place the bones oftthelthrythin a smaller box inside this full size

coffin, just as the bones of St Wite were treated inside hetdiakkd coffin

(Colgrae & Mynors 1969297). As Gilchrist and Sloane point out in
NEflGA2y (G2 fFGSNI YSRASGIHE GNIyatld
Y2ald 2F4Sy Ay GKS OFrasS 2% GNrvyaftl b,
identified to date has come from within the church of 8 G K SNJ 6 dzA £ R A
(Gilchrist & Sloane 2005: 116).

(2.2.5) Translation Elaborations After the 2Century

In 1099 Pope Urban Il appointed an archbishop to investigate the merit of sanctity
ascribed to oné\icholas of Trania devout 11¥-century pilgrim wio was regarded as

a saint(Nilson 1998: 11Toynbee 192P This was the first move towards papal

control over the canonisation of saints. By the time of Pope Innocent 11l (112386)

the Papacy had sole control ow@gsignating saints. The praaiocecame regimented

YR S¢Sy SEGSYRSR (2 RSY2(GAy3 LIS2LI S sK2
status (Nilson 1998; Spurrell 2000). Ttrenslations and elevations after the2h

century aremore documented than those thaiccurred in the preceding céuries,

largely due to this involvement of the Papacy. Whether or not the actual translation
ceremony was redesigned according to a specific template of procedures is unclear,

but the vague aspects of the act of translation are described in greater détam

the 12O Sy (i dzNE @ ¢ KS WK 2 yfahslandsatiigSty ietbrd fiesS R A y
12 century are elaboratedsuch as that othe translation ceremony oErkenwald

AY mMmmnn® aSYoSNR 2F (GKS Of SNHe Y2@&R Ay L
bearing candles and crucifb®s | YR (G KNRdzZaK2dzi GKS S@Syd
and sung hymns (Nilson 1998: 27). That the event wasaitelhded is also testified

by the fact that the crowdsvho hadgathered to witness the translation broke the

doorsof the church in their eagerness to be present (Nilson 1998: 26).

The processional aspect of the translations was one which seems to have been
elaborated over the centuries. By the 1476 translation of Swithun, the relics were
processed outside the churcaand around the town, before the physical translation

took place (Nilson 1998: 33). The furoreleets the public interest itranslations by
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this time. Not only are there more detailed accountsafat the ceremonyentailed

in general, but the reactionsf those involved is also detailed. The number of
attendees as well as their experience of the rite are recorded. Large crowds, too great

to estimate numbers, were recorded at the translation of Thomas Beckett in

| ' YGSNDAZNE AY MHHNERPBRR BRESNEYysENB WENSY
translationc.909 (Nilson 1998: 25T hese later translations tleerately involvedhe

lay community of the church and towdhe event was ne rather like a public
festivalWIANB I § SNI OSNB Y 2 y A S & fesivgils Sométidzds)astiRy ad y U 2
gK2tS 6SS1Q ObAfazy MphpyY HpOD® tAf INARYA
were sent to noted ecclesidss (Nilson 1998: 24). Aftdre 12" century, translations

were officially sanctioned by the Churchnd they cauld therefore be officially
advertised widely with full papal support, thus elevating the status ofcinerch or

cathedral thatwas hosting the translation. Papal recognition and sanctification of the
OKdzNOKQa 26y LISNR2Y I f &dffers/andgengral &tatus of K dz3 S
that church, not least as pilgrims and lay attendees were encouraged to pay for

indulgences on this holy day (Nilson 1998:625
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2.3: 9"-Century Change: Translations of Royalty & NBoclesiasts
(2.3.1) 9"-CenturyPolitical Changes Initiating Translation Changes

From at least the mi¥™ century, individuals who were members of royalty were
entering religious orders and subsequently after their death came to be regarded as
saints (Farmer 2004: 181). Prior to the9™ century, there were numerous saints who

had descended from royalty, or were believed to have had royal connections, but the
level of involvement of royalty with translations, and the reverence paid by royalty
G2 alrAyidaQ Odz (axcgsy(@RasenAIB £28). Hilougllo& R &
the 9" century until unification in the late ¥0century, the kingdoms comprising
England were frequently at war with each other, and faced the persistent threat of

Danish forces invading from the ribr(see Fg.2.3).
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Fig.2.3: Map of AngleSaxon kingdoms c. 800 (edmaps.com)
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This was also the time when Christianity was becoming more influential and powerful
as the country gradually converted fully from paganism. Kmgsd hence their
subjectsg were being converted, as the Church would support a Christian ruler but
not a pagn one (see Tabl2.2) (Rollason 1989: 1334; Thacker 1985: Theilmann
1990).

Table2.2: Dates of conversion to Christianity of pagan Ang@axon
Kings (after Rollason 1989; Farmer 20@hlgrave & Mynors 1969

Date King Kingdom
601 0 KSf|o Kemdi
604 |w R gl EalAnglig
604 Saeberht Essex
627 | Eorpwald| East Anglig
627 Edwin |Northumbrig
630 | Sigeberht| East Anglig
634 Oswald |Northumbrig
635 Cynegils| Wessex
635 | Cwichelm| Wessex
638 Cuthred Wessex
653 | Sigeberht| Essex
655 Peada Mercia
655 i KS1{ N¥eRia
655 Cenwalh Essex
662 | Swithhelm Essex
675 i KSft o SSudsek
685 |/ Rl fWebsex

In this time period the various royal kingdoms wergng for politicalpower and
authority. By aligning wittthe Christian Churchrpyalty could expecto gain from

this association; ¥ the late 10" century, individuals who were not ecclesiast
duringtheir life, but instead had been members of An§axon royalty, were being
canonised and regarded by certain ecclesiastommunitiesas saints. There was
also a developing prace of associating particular saints with living kings (Rollason
1989: 137Crook 201141-106;, McClain 2012aThe relocation of relics that occurred
during this time period reflects this desire to associate saints and ecclesiastical
centres with particular kings and kingdon@e@ryl978 95;Rollason 1978). This was
exemplified by the appropriation of relics by royalty from less influential and small
ecclesiastical establishments to deposit them at larger, powerful and more wealthy

religious communities, who received their patronage and waréar their authority
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(see Fig2.4) (Rollason 1978; Rollason 1989: -B3&3 Irvine 1990)The desire for a

king to be definitively linked to a particular saint, or for a member of royalty to be
regarded as saintly, had political motivations. The deliberat®gnition of a specific

AL AyGQa OdzZ G o0SAy3I aaz20AlGdSR gAGK | LINB
WGiKS adlyRAY3 | yR LINKas & meass by2vwhichideubtfulb® & |- f
unreal claims to rule were legitimized or reinforced by refece to the authoriy and
power of the saint® o6w2ftfl a2y wmdopydpY mMoTOd® LG gk a |
royalty and ecclesiastit establishments; the religious community received
patronage and protection of the king, who in return, had his status &sy’ 3 WI OOS LJi
by God, via affirmation of the saint through their miracsv2 @ £  FF YAf A Sa L.
gained prestige when saints appeared in their lgpe®&r were associated with theih

(Rollason 1982: 15)
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Fig.2.4: Map of 9"-century England showig the movement and
relocation of preexisting relics from lesser to greater ecclesiastical
centres (after Rollason 1989: 178)
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(2.3.2) The Making of Royal Saints
() Royal ecclesiastics

It has been argued that Cuthbert may have been a member of royaty,
when he arrived at Melrose Abbey to enter monadiiie, he arrived on
horse, was arme@nd had at least one servanin attendance(Farmer
2004: 52). These accoutrements would only have been available to
people of high social standing in thé" Zentury. Although an early
example of a (possible) royal ecclesigstuthbertserves to illustrate the

early origins of royalty becoming clergy, in England.

Eadburg was the daughter of King Edward the Elder 89924). She
became a nun at Nunnaminstehe nunnery of St Mary at Winchester
and was subsequently buried there after her death (Crook 20147;86
Rollason 1989: 138). Various miracles occurred at her gravesite and so
her uncorrupted body was translated inside the church at Nunnaminster
(Ridyard 1988: 136). By the T2Xentury her feast day was recorded as
the 15" June in at least 14 calendars, with the feast day of her translation
on the 18" July also being observed (Rollason 1989: 139). Edith was also
the daughter of a king, King Edgar {9375), who took holy orders and
became a nun. She was buried in her nunnery at Wilton, Salisbury, but
thirteen years after her death in 984, she was translated into the church
there, after miracles occurred at her gravesite (Rollason 1989: 139). Her
translation was ordered, not by members of the ecclesiastical
community, but by King thelred 11 (978&; 1016). This was unusual as, up

to this point, translations and elevations were given authorisation by

ecclesiastics alone (see Secti@r?(3)) (Ridyard 188: 1524).

These members of AngBaxon royalty had taken holy orders and so their
canonisation and recognition of their saintly status was not in question.
The promotion of their cults and their translations could, however, have

been manipulated by the royal descendants as a convenient way in
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which to reinforce their legitimacy to rule, by having bloodline ancestors
who were saints. Royal veneration of, and support for, the promotion of
royal ecclesiastics to saintly status is evidence of politidatiomships
between Church and state. The translation of Eadburg was ordered by
Bishop 1 KSf 62f R ¢gK2 gk a WSyO2dzNF ASRQ
reforms of the 1@ century (Crook 2011: 89). thelwold also arranged
for renewing the cult ofEthelthryth of Ely, after King Edgar refounded it
in ¢.970 (Crook 2011: 87). While the religious devotion of these saints,
and that too of thelwold and Edgar to their faith, was genuine, the
decision to elevate, translate or refocus attention on particular sants
particular churches was not arbitrary. Edgar supported the reforms
brought about by thelwold and in return, thelwold supported and
exalted specific royalty and favourites of Edgar. Perhaps not surprisingly,
thelwold himself was canonised and trantgd in 996 (Crook 2011: 93).

(i) RoyalWt laét® &
By the 12 century, royal individuals who had led saintly or virtuous lives
were being regarded as saints, despite them not having been ordained or
taken holy orders during their lives. This was a deliberate intention to

create and establish saints and cults witttie prevailing royal bloodline.

Ifgifu was the wife of King Edmund, who reigned between 939 and 946
(Rollason 1989: 13&rook 2011: 91 Although it is not clear if she herself
took holy orders, she is attributed with the foundjrof the nunnery at
Shdtesbury, (Dorse) (Ridyard 1988: 24FRollason 1989: 137). It is also
noted in the 12-century writings of William of Malmesbury (1020
1143) that she performed numerous pious tasks and lived a virtuous life
(Preest 2002 Details regarding her officiahnonisation are lacking, but
by the late 1¥ century she wadeingregarded as a saint, her feast day
falling on the 1® July (Rollason 1989: 138). This feast date is recorded in

numerous calendars, but significantly it appears in the Winchester
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calendar, Winchester at the time beintie seat of the royal palad€rook

1993)

Perhaps the most weknown example of a kingaint is that of King

Edward, the Martyr. Edward was killed in an amsb at Corfe Castle

(Dorse) in 978/979 (Crook 2011: 91). He was translat@®&haftesbury

Nunrery (Dorset)a year after his burial at Wareham, near Corfe, possibly

as his initial burial was2cy RdzOG SR Wg A (i KQWhelodkR2 & | £ F
1961 123). Miracles reportedly occurred at ttemb containing his

translated remains and within a few years of his death, he was being
revered as a saint (Rollason 1989: 142). In the A8gkon Chronicle

9RgI NRQa RSIFGK YR Nl yatliaAzy FTNRY
heavily implked that he was anartyred saintWa Sy Y dzNRSNBR KA
God exalted him; In life he was an earthly king. But after death hevis

a heavenly saiff? Whitelock1961: 123). The Life of St Oswald, written

between 995and 1005, refers to Edward asartyr DeiY S| y Ay 3 WY NI
2F D2RQ IyR YSylAizya (G4KS YANI Oft Sa ¢
tomb at Shaftesbury (Rollason 1989: 142). Othé®-téntury texts also

support the contention that Edward was a saint, including the law tracts

of King Cnut (c.1020) whedeli A & &G A LJz F 6 SR GKIF G 9F
to be celebrated throughout England (Rollasb®89: 1423; Stafford

1981IT h Q. NA Sy )hThi¥ SbSeFvancemoibitpey 18March as

ORI NRQa TSI attiFelddarg s hik tyaRslatioik day, @ also

noted in 14 calendarthat date to before the 1% century(Rollason 1989:

143).

King Edga943 ¢ 975) was regarded as a saint, but only within the
monastic community at Glastonbury, where lng&d beerburied, and was
translated c.1024 1053(Rollason 198: 140). The fact that he was held
in such esteem at this particular religious establishment, and not at
others, may be an indication of the political nature of affiliating certain

royalty with certain locations. Edgar was closely involved witf-10
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century monastic reformand had the backing of the powerful and

wealthy monastery of Glastonbury. He may be regarded as the earliest

king to become canonised, but he does not appear to have been regarded

as such by other religious establishments (Rollason 189891). Edgar

never took monastic orderd.his crucial point may have dictated that, at

GKA&a GAYS LISNA2RX KS O2dz R y2i (SOKyY
twelfth centuries the English church was not disposed tgard royal

confessors as sairf@Rollason 1989: 141; Ridyard 1988: 30

The same treatment that was accorded to Edgar is mirrored in the
canonisation of Edward the Confessor (1@03066). According to the

WIAFS 2F YAY3 9RGIFINRQ oNARGGSY &K2NIf
life, performed miracles and could cure people by his touch (Rollason

1989: 141; Ridyard 1988: 154). Despite these saintly attributes, he, like

Edgar, did not take holy orders, and it was not until the lat& @éntury

that he was officially canonised, with papal support (Rollason 1989: 141).
CKAA 61 & dzydzadzl £t 3 WoSOFdzAS GKS t I LI C
and Edward was the last English king to be canonised (Nilson 1998: 10).

The mannernf death of sone of these royakaints may have been the

method by which it was justifiable to canonise thehime earliest shrines

in Europe were dedicated to martyrs and the cult oingsa developed

from this practie (see Sectior2(2.2)) (Rollason 1989:-8).Kings Owald,

9RSI NR | yR 0KSt g2t R 6SNB | ff ;YdZNRSN
Crook 1999; Crook 2011: ). By defining these royals as mastas

opposed to mere mertheir cultcould technically be justified#¥ was not

necessary to beiked by heathengn order to be granted the reputation

of martyrdom. Other murder victims were also enshrinasl martyrs,

mostly unofficiall o6 b A f a 2Blumive g042Y M ™
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(2.3.3) SaintK eliss& Shrines asPolitical Instruments

At the same time as royalty wadfiliating itself with the Church and ewrdinating

translations, their overall focus on primary, secondary, whole and patrtial relics was
intensifying. Relics were utilised and exploited by royalty it 40d 11"-century

England. It was becomitgT I a KA 2y 6f SQ F2NJ {Ay3Ja (G2 KI ¢
were used in a variety of ways. The connection between royal and saint was
escalating by the 10 century and relics were pervading many areas of royal

proceedings (Rollason 1982: 96).

Relics were frequently used in legal matters. They were used in the swearing of oaths,
as depicted in the Bayeux Tapestry, where Harold is shown with one hand on what
has been interpreted as a portable reliquary, and the other on relics on an altar whilst
swearingfealty (allegiance) to William (see F2gb) (Rollason 1982: 97According to

the Life of King Alfredn 876 he demanded that the Danish army swear an oath of
loyalty to him, on relicsRollason 1989: 163; Rollason 1982).

ﬁ}%ﬂﬁi K%\?“

<5 V1ELMO DVC] -

Fig.2.5: Segment ofhe Bayeux Tapestry depicting Harold swearing

fealty on relics(http://www.bayeuxtapestry.org.uk/)

Relics were also used in matters of ordeals, which essentially were divine tests, to

determine if someone was guilty or innocent of a crime (Rollason 1BB8B172).
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Due to the divine power imbued in relics, they could be used to validate judgements

(Rollason 1986: 96). Not only did these tests take place within a church, but saints

WSNB Ay @21SR YR WLY TAQGS 2F (&®maalyE(iSSy

YSRASGIE 9y3ftlryR GKS dzasS 2F NBtAOa Aa

Relics were taken out in battle, as a deterrent to the opposition. Kittgelred
decreed that in response to imminent invasion by Vikings in the lafeckdtury,
processions of relics were ordered to proceed to ward off the threat (Rollason 1982:
99; Rollason 1989: 194). The participation of the general public in the translation of
relics has been noted (see Secti@®(4) (iv))but now the military andoyalty were

also intrinsically involved in these processions. Relics were believed to have had
supernatural powers, the benefits of which were bestowed on royal leaders in battle,
in return for their loyalty to that particular saint. The presence ofclin these
processions and the general knowledge that they would be taken into battle must
also have served an important role for kingseary1978 70). It is unlikely that the
Viking invaders, for example, would have been deterred by the sight of,rblits

their presence would undoubtedly have bolsterethelredQla NY & Q& o6 St A ST
would be victorious. The monks of Ely also carried the relics of a St Wendred, with
the army who marched against Cnut (Rollason 1982: 99). The use of relics in these
circumstances, relics which were already revered by lay and ecclesiastical society,
was an affirmation by the kings of the power of relics and of the saints from which

they derived.

(2.3.4) The Winchester Cathedral Mtuwary Boxes: A Legacy of Roy&aianslations

The prestige, reverence and awe shown to translated individuals by the general
public and ecclesiastical communities was considerable. Translated saints were the
closest connection a person on earth could have to God and heaven. The miracles
attributed to their skeletal material or preserved bodies, was proof of a holy presence
within the remains. The worship of these people, centuries after their death,
combined with the continuous miraculous occurrences accredited to them,
effectively made tlese people immortal. This must surely have been noted by the

royal kings, who at the height of the translation cult in tieasthd 10" centuries were
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vying for political domination of England (Rollason 1982; Rollason 1986; Rollason
1989; Hadley 2000b; HEy & Richards 2001c). Seeing the state of reverence that
was bestowed on saints, it must be no coincidence that kings desired the same for
their bodies, postmortem. To assure this posiepositional respect and guaranteed
continued worship, not only mushe king be Christian, but he must be remembered

as a pious Christian king, one who may be regarded as saintly, even if he was not
ordained (see Sectio23.2) (i)). In addition to offering patronage of certain wealthy

and influential ecclesiastical estiishments, kings, by likening themselves to saints,
hoped to preserve the respect from the population that they received during life.
Kings were chosen by God to rule, and so they inherently held a level of sanctity that
all other people did not. This caection to God, holiness and saintliness set them
apart from everyone else, while simultaneously equating them to canonised saints.
¢KS Od 2F LXIFOAy3a G4KS RSOSIFaSR ttre& 1Ay
setting it inside a church was, in theogyrepresentation of a translation. By doing

so, it must have been intended for that king to be regarded as being in the same
category as translated saints. This act was not necessarily ordered by the king himself
but was carried out by someone who also@t to gain by committing these acts of

respect.

Such an act is exemplified by the six mortuary chests at Winchester Cathedral. These
boxes supposedly contain the skeletal remains of kings (Crook 1999; Crook 2011:
174-6). In 10934 an unknown number ofaffins containing the bodies of kings were

brought inside the new Winchester Cathedral, from the Old Minster, and were placed
between the piers of the choir arcade (Crook 1999: 202). This act of relocation of the
1AYy3aQ NBYIAya G2 theirdeéposiidi adedh®dhoir bythie i@ 2 NE |
in itself reminiscent of a translation procedure and must surely have been a
deliberate and intentional act of association of the kings with saintliness (see Section

(224 (V)¢ KA A& | NNFy3aISYSyid g1 a FtftGSNBR Ay mMmMp"
I f2gfte& LIFOSQ FRRAGAZ2YIET ({Ay3aQ NBYIFAYaA
moved closer to the altar (Crook 1999: 202). Significantly, he simultaneously
gathered the remnants oiis predecessors at Winchester, and collectively placed

their remains amongst those of the monarchs (Crook 1999). This act was a deliberate
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and intentional association or comparison of the kings with the saints/saintly
SO0t SaAl aid A Oa Yprowngé&d seénéeded of Aryakgénentsif& Rouding

the remains of preConquest individuals who, though not saints, were regarded as
O0SYSTIOG2NAR 2F GKS OKdzZNOK 2F 2AyOKSaidSND
esteem from the association; the monarchsredeing compared to, and treated as,

holy men, the ecclesiastics were deechworthy to be in the vicinity of royalty, while

both were being treated as saints. This act also affirmed the status of the kings and

was a sign of loyalty to the past and currenbnarchy; the royal line had approval

from the Church. Perhaps not coincidentally, Bishop Blois was also royal, and the

younger brother of King Stephen of England (Davis 1990).

There is speculation as to who exactly is contained within the mortuarjshegen

08 GKS mmpnQa GKS ARSY (A G wssinotkhdwn, dsite A Y RA ¢
sarcophagi from which Bishop Henry obtained the royal and ecclesiastical bones

were not inscribed (Crook 2011: 175). The presence of these prestigious people at
Winchester was, it seems, the important issue, whether they were disarticulated and
comingled was superfluous. The boxes and their contents resembled those of
translated saints despite the bones not being of saints, and the intention was that

they would ke thought of and treated as such. It is still not definitively proven who is

Ay GKS OKSadaz 2N K2g Ylyeé AYRAQGARdzZ fa |
never been osteologically examined, and the nresent osteologicahssessment of

the bones withn the chests was in 1991, conducted by an architectural historian and

the cathedral curator (Crook 1999; 203). It has recently been announced, that the
OKkS&aiaQ Oz2yiaSyida IINB (G2 065 SEFYAYSR 24&i

universities of Oxford and Bristol http://www.winchester-

cathedral.org.uk/2015/02/03/themortuary-chests/ accessed ¥5February 2015).

The original number of chests and their form is not\wnobut it might be expected
that they resembled shrines of translations, if this was how they were intended to be
regarded. In 1642, Parliamentary soldiers violated the monuments within the choir
of the cathedral, with accounts describing how they useglltbnes contained within

the chests to break the glass windows of the cathedral (Crook 1999: 201). Prior to
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this point, there may have been as many as ten mortuary chests (Crook 1999: 205).
' FGSNI GKS RIEYF3IS OFdzZaSR o0& / NEca&tf Qa
rehoused in the six chests present today. It has been speculated that because the
boxes each contain the remains of more than a single individual, that this is proof
that there would once have been a container for each individual. However, the
addition or inclusion of a portion or the whole skeleton of an individual to an existing
tomb or box of a translated individual was not an uncommon occurrenceSgseion
(2.2.4) (vii)). The remains of multiples of individuals in a single mortuary cloest d

not necessarily indicate deliberate additions of people or a person to that specific
box, as it would not have been possible to identify or differentiate between different
disarticulated skeletons once they had been disturbed and comingled by the
Parlamentary soldiers. In 1660 the cathedral and the chests underwent restoration,
and the displaced bones were divided between two new chests, with an inscription
of the 1642 destruction (Crook 1999: 205). The chests are now marked as follows,
although the irscriptions have by no means been proven to be accurate: the
easternmost chest on the north side of the choir supposedly contains the remains of
Cynegils and Ethelwulf; the easternmost chest on the south side of the choir is
marked as containing Edmund; tleentral chest on the north side is believed to
O2y LAYy [/ @ySgdz FQa |yR 9306SNIQa o2ySarT
as containing Eadred; the two remaining chests are said to contain the remains of
Rufus, Cnut, Emma, Hardacnut and numeroiler unidentified kings (Crook 2011:
175).
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2.4: Archaeological Evidence for Translations & Elevations

(2.4.1) Lesser Translations

Various archaeological sites have been identified as potentially exhibiting evidence

for translations These includéhe church of St Anne, Lew¢l: & i { dzZaa SE0v X { i
Priory (Gloucester), and G DNX 32 NB Qa (Noktly dotkshiFand¥tie NJ R £ S
church of St Annethe Carthusian Charterhous€pventry(West Midlandsandthe

Abbey of St Marpf Rushen (Isle dflan) (Butler 1988; Godfrey 1928; Heighway &

Bryant 1999; Rahtz & Wattk998 Wattset al. 1997 Soden 1996 None of these

examples exhibit indisputable proof of translations, but they are considered as
probable or possible based on some of their defing@racteristics as outlined

above (see Sectiof2.2.4)).

There are additional sites to these few examples which exhibit definitive translation
evidence, but they are not considered to be translations of the form discussed so far
(Sloane & Gilchrist 20089:60-80). These translations were not the relocation of a

saintly person in order that they may be considered canonised, but are examples of

0KS NBOdzNAIf 2F W2NRAYIFINEBQ LIS2LX S RdzS G2
the medieval period remains of pple, whether skeletonised or not, were frequently

moved or translated from one location to another for a variety of reasons. In the will

2F 2yS ¢K2Yla 2F ! NdzyRSt X RIGAYy3a G2 wmnyp
F2NJ I &SI a2y ochbfyEdedok, Sr Addtesd@dadkingakashing but

thatr FGSNJ GKA&A WaSKkrR2y®A B ag 102 YiLr S@¥SEY20S
GKSY (2 GKS DNB& CNRAIFINBR 2F 52NOKSadSNI I
(Orme2007: 978). This is technically a regstefor a translation to occur, but it is

devoid of the typical characteristics by which translationslertaken as part of the

process of canonisatioare defined (see Sectid@.2.4)).Gilchrist andSloane define

this type of translation asxamples oMégser translationX the deliberate removal

and reburial of one (or more) individual(s) in a manner that suggests considerably

more attention than that @yen to the reburial of charn@® 6 DA f OKNA &l 9 { f
197).
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There is also a distinct differentian between those translations dating to thé-7

11" century and the lesser translations. The majority of the lesser translations
occurredafter the 11" century (Gilchrist & Sloan2005 197199). It seems that in

the early centuries it was mainly, if not only, saintly people who were translated, with
comparatively little evidence for the lesser translaticist Gilchrist andSloane
describe. From the I century onwards it was the remit of thpapacy to grant
permission for people to be translated (see Sect{@®2.3)). Once ths law was
established, it mapave altered how translations were regarded in general; thepost
depositional movement of a person from one location to another need nat no
necessarily have represented their canonisation and so translations may have
AYONBFaSR 2NJ RS@St2LISR FT2N W2NRAYI NERQ
discussed more extensively in Chapter 4 as part of the more general discussion on

post-depositioral movement of individuals.

(2.4.2) Potential Archaeological Sites of Translation & Elevation
() S&Ayd DNBEI2NE QA& (Narth YAkSh8NE YA NJ RIS

L.

The church of Saih DNX 32 NB Qa &Naryh ¥arkShitgdates A NJ R |- €

to the 11" century (Rahtz & Watt$998; Wattset al. 1997). Inscriptions
found on a sundial in the south porch of the church indicate that there
was once an older church on the site, which was in a state of disrepair by
the mid-11" century (Wattset al. 1997). Fragmentary pieces of an
inscribed lead plaque were found during excavations to the north of the
churchyard (see Fi@.6). The inscription on the six pieces of lead has
been dated to between the late7and mid10" centuries based on the
letter forms (Wattset al 1997). The plaque is not complete and
consequently deciphering the inscription has been problematic (\tts
al. 1997: 63).
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KIRKDALE 1996 "
Trench II
t

Fig.2.6: The fragments of lead plaque excavated at Kirkdale Minster

(after Wattset al. 1997: 55)

Thetext has been interpreted as referring to a reliquary of some:sort

WiKS GSEG O2dd R 68 AYGSNLINBGSR & KI
more people buried, or deposited, in banclyst] & 6 2-gKESa G ¢ 2 NJ
GO2RFvyaaimdpTyY cnovd X KS hdNR IWAEASaAlA K
interpreted as the language in which the inscription was written, is a
derivative ofthe | G A Yy @2 NR WOAGI B AXS | ANy I RYGE
as a term for a coffin dhecawithin which hoy remains are or have been
keptQWattsetalM dbpT Y cpOd ¢KS LINBFTAE 2F Wol
indicates that the plaque once referred to a chest of bones (W&ttes.

1997: 646). There is some speculation that the inscriptiight refer to

the relics of SBirinusalthough thg is tentative (Wattgt al. 1997: 69) St

Birinus died in 650 and was translated from Dorchester to Winchester

€.980, after which King Cnut made a portable reliquary for his relics in

1035 (Wattset al. 1997: 70).There is also a remote possibility thauet

text may be interpreted as referring to a corpse as opposed to bones but
general consensus advocates that this is not the most plausible
interpretation (Wattset al. 1997: 74). There are strong indications in

addition to the inscription, that this plagumay indeed once have been

part of a translation. Although none of the references to translations in

the documentary record mention plaques or inscribed shrines, it is
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feasible to argue that some may have been marked in this manner. The

shrine of St WiteWhitchurch Canonicorumfor example, consists of a

stone coffin containing a lead box in which are the supposed bones of

saint Wite (see Sectiof2.2.4) (viii)). This box is inscribed with text
referringtotheconterd T WK SNB NB A G GWaersNBX | Ay a
Syer 2005). A second indicator that there may once have been a
translated burial at Kirkdale is in the form of two decorated skddtsng

to the 8" and 9" centuries, which areowlocated under the north arcade

of the 11"-century church. It is conceivable that these were once part of

Wo2E AKNAYSAazIQ | GeLls 2F akKWfayS KA
1997: 75). As the slabs are not in their original location and represent only

one elementof a shrine or tomb, it mayéoconstrued that they were in

disrepair by the midl1™ century when the church was rebuilt, and were

reused as part of the new church fabric. Other{if#"-century masonry

was reused in this manner, most notably thendial stone in the south

porch:W (i $uikial stone is ndh situin its present locatiorX the sundial

stone is not a specialyade slabX but the side of a sarcophag@s 6 2 | (i U &

et al. 1997: 89). It is plausible that thé"8and 9"-century slabs once

constituted shrines to translated indduals and that the lead plaque was

also a part of these shrines. Parts of the plaque fragments show signs of
melting. This, combined with the discovery of the lead pieces to the

exterior of the churcB  NRQ& 0 2 dzy R R.N,Endicate thdtthed 3 SS C
plaque may have been discarded as rubbish, and the shrines to which it

gka O2yySOUGUSR RAAYlIYylf SRE SAGKSNI I
rebuilding in the 1% century: WL 0 & @ GCK&Proximify Itdj dzS
concentrated area of metalorking debris may suggst that it had been

gathered, when it was no longer usefdl 0 2ek al G49®7: 75). If the
AYGSNLINBGEFGA2Y 2F (GKS LI FIljdzSQa AyacC
supposed that it would have originally been located inside theldie-

century church (se&ection 2.2.4)(vi)). To the west of the church was a

small charnel pit containing, amongst other disarticulated bones, three
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(ii)

crania (Rahtz & Watts 1998: 422). It is here suggested that these remains

may represent the displaced contents of the potential bone casket.

Kirkdale :
LOCATION of P g (i A
LEAD —
INSCRIPTIONS PLATE e
-
e L
,xfi/yll’;/* P
__—="UR cF
e "/;;rj ”/RW BI=
/// ~

NORTH AISLE St. Gregory's

’ /%/%,/ ///%///1 Minster

D000 A:/ 17,//’/7 '7'/;//,'/:’.

...
=S

S
7 "SUNDIAL .
Z 58 IP SIS

3 A

e 2

PORCH

e e e L o e
0 metres 10 20 — 30

Fig.2.7: Location of plaque fragments (highlighted blue) excavated at
Kirkdale Minster (after Wattset al 1997: 53)

SthaglfRQa t NA2NEXZ Df 2dz0SaidSNJ

A wooden box containing the complete disarticulated skeleton of an
adult male was found during éhexcavations of the nave of Bt g I f RQ &
Priory (Glouceste), in the late 1990s (Gilchrist & Sloane 205: 116). The
reburial was dated to the late medieval period, ¢.1400640 (Heighway

& Bryant 1999: 199, 205). Thasket measured &n x.24m x.25 m and

had been nailed shut (see F&8).

{f 300mm B 3 O 3

VI

Fig28Y ¢KS 62E NBOdNAIES {0 hasltRQE t NR2NE
1999: 206)
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The entire skeleton, including hands and feet bones, and teeth, was
present in this box, which indicates a careful and complete translation of
a single individual (Heighway & Bryant 1999: 205). The casket was
oriented on an eastwest alignmentn the centre of the nave of the
church (see Fi@.9), but there is no mention of there having been a grave
cut into which the box was inserted.his is in contrast to the other
archaeological examples of potential translations discussed here, which
invariably were found within coffins or grave cuts. The reburial was
interpreted by the exavators as being that of a higtatus individual,
mainly due to its location amongst othérgh-status interments in this
area of the churchHeighway & Bryant 1999: 2@§. It is not insinuated

in the site reportthat the reburial was that of a saintly person, in the
manner of early medieval translations, but rather that this translation
was necessary due to the disturbance of the original tomb by rebuilding
works being arried out on the fabric of the church (Heighway & Bryant
1999: 206). The lack of a secondary container, in the form of a coffin,
tomb, or grave, combined with the late date of the deposition, indicates

that this is indeed a lesser translation.
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Fig.29: Location of the chest reburial (highlighted in blu@) the late
medieval nave, Sh & ¢ | f R Q(aftert HNiih@ayX& Bryant 1999: 199)
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(i) St! Yy SQa / KI NIi S \Kestdsdlénds) /| 2 Sy G NB
The KdzZNDOK 2F { i ! yySQaz I (Covarnpdwag I NIi K dz
founded in 1385 (Soden 1995). Two casket reburials were identified
during the excavations between 1968 and 1987. The first, Grave 23, was
located in the choir, close to the altar, in a wide grave cut (2.4 m x 0.7m

x 1.34m) (Soden 1995: 44, 69). At thetesasl of this fullsized grave, was

a complete, disarticulated skeleton of aprabd S Y I £ S | 6 2 dzii |
Fig.2.10).

e QUIRE_SOQUTH WALL.

Fig.2.10: Location of Grave 23 and the box reburial within it, the chaoir,

{0 'yyS$Qa /KFNISNK2dza8s / 2@8SyiNE oF FiSNJ

Although no casket or container was extant, the shape of the bones
within the gravecut indicated that they were once contained within a
casket (Soden 1995: 69). The bones were in good condition compared to
Fff GKS 20KSNJ 6 dzNR It kuded that ifitially the” y S Q &
skeleton had been buried at a different site, as the bones had not been
degraded by the local acidic keuper marls as the other intermantise

site had (Soden 1995: 69). The reburial was datedfter c.1475, the

time at which he nave of the church was extended. It was interpreted as

a reburial of a person of high status, possibly that of a member of the
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church (Soden 1995: 44). The position of the reburial close to the altar, in
the choir, does indicate a reburial of an ecchssc, as does the placing
of the casket of bones in a fidlzed grave (se8ection 2.2.4), (4.3).
Many translations occurred after the dedication and completion of
church buildingvorks(for example that of Augustine, Ethelburga, Aidan,
Fursey, Ceddndthis may be why the reburial is dated to shortly after
the nave extensionfdhe church was completed, aftéd75 (Soden 1995:
44; Colgrave & Mynors 1969However,by this time period, the post
depositional translation of an individual did not necedlgaepresent the
canonisation of that individual (se®ection 2.4.1)) and the suggestion
that this reburial represents that of a saintly translation must remain

tentative.

The second reburial, Grave 32, was located in the nave extension of the
church, and so dates toafter 1475 (Soden 1995: 71). Like the first
reburial, the bones were placed in a felked grave cut (1.3m x 0.6m x

0.28m)that extended beyond the boundary of excavation (see Rid1).
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Fig.2.11: Location of Grave 32 containing th®x reburial, highlighted
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The arrangement of the bones indicated that they had been in a casket

of some sort despite there being no remains of this contaikeil KS 06 2y S a
lay along wo straight lires independent of the grave @t 6 { 2 RSY M dd
76). The disarticuaSR 0602y Sa ¢ SNEB inthé&ghtGiThig® I+ Y
unusually tall for a man of this time period (Roberts & Cox 2003: 248).

The long bones are determined to have been deliberately damaged at the

time of the translation, as they have been broken, presumably in order

to fit them into the @sket (Soden 1995: 76). Although this reburial
technically constitutes a translation, it is here suggested that it

NB LINE a S yNJ a1 NI yust £ S aiaas24y1n or ¢hé rdlsirialoa® G A 2 y
individual but one which did not comprise canonisation. Thiadicated

by the location of the reburial in the nave, as opposed to the choir (see
Section 2.2.4) (M)). The reburial has also been dated to between 1475

and 1539, the time at which the nave of the church was being extended
(Soden 1995: 54) and it itapisible that the primary interment site of the

individual in Grave 32 was disturbed by these building waaks hence

relocated to the new location due to necessity

(iv) The Church of St Anne, Lewfsast Sussgx

Intheearly20OSy dzNE > ¢gKIF G KlFa 0SSy AydSNL]
was discovereat the Church of St Anne, Lew@sast Sussexisodfrey

1928). The cell was located beside the chancel and included a squint or
slanted opening allowing visual access from t&#l into the chancel
(Godfrey1928: 166). In this cell was a grave which contained a casket of

bones placed underneath a stone inscribed with therds: Yhclusa

Sancte Marie de Westodlt 6 D2 RFNBX& MMPHYY McTUO D
reference to a woman, Marie de Westri > 6 SAy 3 WSy Of 234 SH
OFrailSioe ¢KS 02ySa oSNB ARSYUAFTASR | 2
F3SQ odzi y2 FdzZNIKSNJ RSdGFAfa FNB LI
AYGSNLINBGSR Fa NBLINBaSydAy3a | GN¥ya

the site margially reflects that of the translatiortombs or boxes
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described above, wherthe box containing the bones of an individual
were placed within an eartlgsut grave, which exhibited signs of it having
been nodified to mimic a stone coffild. St 2 ¢ { K Plasi@rljotlzA y U
the recess continued to the bottom of the grave, which formed the back
of the shaped coffi@ 6 { OK Y RO). Ithas alsd daen claimed that
0KS 3INI @S sla 2y0S O20SNBR gAGK |
It is suggested that ondhis board decayed, the bones within the grave
were disinterred and placed within the wooden box, which was then
reinterred in the grave. Godfrey interpreted the site as having been the
original grave of the anchoress, whom he presumed was represented by
the bones in the box. It is here tentatively interpreted, that this site may
represent a potential elevation, rather than a translation. It appears that
the anchoress was originally buried in the grave within the cell of the
church, below the squint. At saapoint her skeleton was disinterred and

reinterred in a box back into the same grave. This reinterment, combined

[j

Y

GAOK GKS LIXFOAYy3a 2F | ad2yS AyaONAo

indicates that the woman might have been elevated.

St Mary of Rushn (Isle of Man

One final site to be considered is thattbe abbey of St Mary of Rushen
(Isle of Man).The site was excavated between 1978 and 1979 (Butler
1988). The site dates to the 12th century when the church dedicated to
St Mary of Rushen was founded (Butler 1988: 60). During the excavations,
a stone coffin was discovered buried in the centre of¢heir, the region

which can also be known as the sanctuary (see Se@i@j (vi)). The

O2FFAY 4l a O2YLRAaSR 2F Y2NIl NBR avl

coffin held a wooden chest placed in the centre of the coffin, which

contained the bones of tiee individuals. Apart from a bronze chain

LX F OSR | 3t Ayad 2yS aARS 2F (GKS o02EZ

had been placed in the centre of the coffin and three individuals were
represented. A gilt bronze chain of 27 links lay against the reid of

GKS OKSadQ 6. dzif SNI MmpyyY Tnod b2
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dimensions were, what specific bones were within the box, or if they

were comingled. No evidence was recoragany aboveground marker

of the coffin, but as the exterior of the coffin had been disturbed during

the Dissolution and in the 19th century, it is possible that one once
existed. The excavator also noted that there was no cover to the coffin,

0dzi @RKRISHFTRAN 2F AR ¢g2dzxZ R KI 8S 0SSy
This burial may be considered as a translation as it conforms to some of

the defining characteristics identified in Section2(2). The coffin was

buried in the choir, the region in front of ¢haltar, which is the place to

where numerous translations were relocated (see Sectib@.4) (vi)).

¢KS 3INIGPS O2YLINARASR | WieLAOIFtQ NI
placed within a stone coffin, sunk into the floor near the altar of a church.

The fact that three individuals were within the same box is also
reminiscent of the translation of Bishops Eosterwine and Sigfrid by Bishop

Acca (Farmer 2004: 208). Their bones were put into the same container

which was then buried beside the coffin of a thibishop, Bishop

Benedict, in front of the altar, and hence in the same region as the coffin

in the church of St Mary of Rushen was buried. The bronze chain may also

be an indication of the sacred nature of the coffin contents. Religious or
valuable itemswvere occasionally interred with the caskets of translated
02ySaT [/ dziKoSNIQa O2FFAY O2y Gl AySR
a cross (Battiscombe 1959:17; Bonneret al. 1989: 231366). It is also

well documented that interments of ecclesiastiosthe early medieval

period often contained liturgical items (Gilchrist & Sloane 2005:1%R)

Daniell 1999; Hadley 2001). Although the chain is not described in any

detall, its presence within the coffin may indicate the special status of the
individuab within the wooden box. The precise location of the chain in

NGt GA2Y (G2 GKS 062E A& dzyOf SI NJ I & Al
chest, but whether this was the exterior or interior of the box is not

clarified (Butler 1988: 74).
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(2.4.3) Artiaulated \ersusDisarticulated Translations &Hevations

There does not appear to be a distinction for the form of shrine in which translated

or elevated remains were reinterred, depending solely on whether the person was
articulated and incorrupt, or disadulated and fully skeletonised, at the time the
translation or elevation was undertaken. In both cases, where stated, the translated
remains were placed within a normal sized stone tomb or coffin. It was expected by

those who translated the remains of Efldreda, at Ely in 660, that she would be fully
decomposed and therefore slatonised (Colgrave & Mynors 1969: 394 This is
demonstrated by the surprise expressed by those committing the translation when

they found her body to be worrupted (Colgrave &ynors 1969395). Yet when it

was initially decided to perform the translation, sixteen years after thetlded

FAEthelthryth Sexburg orderethonks from the community at Ely to search for stone

suitable with which to make a coffin. The intention musté&een to build a full size

coffin as the brethren returned with a sarcophag@olgrave & Mynors 196395).

The body ofAthelthryth was reinterred in this sarcophagus, and as she was
articulated, it must have been large enough to hold heRdbY W BK 3 Kl OR NN §
it [EthelthrytlQa 0 2 R& 8 A ,ndplacediKistheG&cdpNagus which they

broughtQ Colgrave & Mynors 196®895). Thedisarticulated bones of St ¢ are

inside a box, itself set inside a fidized stone coffin (see Fig.2). As noted by

{ LJZNNBt t = WI O2YLX SGS> o6dzi RAAF NI AOdzZ I (S
O2y Gl AYySNE | atesald il & RAIIOKDINIGFR / F y2y A 02N
outwardly enshrinedX in such a way as to suggest a completeletioe or body

properly laid ou©Q 6 €lIL2RIEOLINI). The shrine to Bertram in Holy Cross Church,

llam (Staffordshire), is believed to contdire disarticulated bones of &ertram or

Bertelin, which are inside a fulized stone coffin, th&2"-centuryhogsbackcover

of which is visible inside the shriigee Fig2.12 & 2.13) (Crook 2011: 243)
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Figs2.12 & 2.13: The shrine of SBertram, Holy Cross Church, llam

(left). Close up of the hogpack tomb cover inside the shrine (right)
0t K2G23aNI LKA FdziK2NRa 26y0

Frequently, shrines were constructed over the grave of the saintly person, whether

the translation or elevation had already occurred. This is exemplified in the
description of the grave and shrine of Chad. His body was trauslaiside the

Church of St Peten,.astingham(North Yorkshire)and a wooden structure was
constructed over the original site of his geavafter his bones were removed.
According to Bede¥ / K IplRc® &f burial is a wooden coffin in the shape of a little

house, having an aperture in its side, through which those who visit it out of devotion

Oy AY&ASNI GKSANI KIFyRa (ColdraveidlMyors 29681 | £ )
4P ! f IK2dAK GKS Wg22RSY G2Y6Q Aa 20!l
appeads (2 0S 2F (KS alyYS FT2N¥Y 2N GeL)S Fa GK
translated remains and undet ®/iteQ & O&FYR.3[2.18 &2.13) (Crook 1990:

53). This particular style of shringéderred to aa Wi 2¥ONA Y SQ o6& e/ N2 =
RSaAONAOGSa | & WLING yravésFconBider€i2wbrdhii dfNaDEraich

(whether occupied or empty), and their main feature was the provision of apertures
Fff26Ay3 LIAfIANARYA O2y Gl rook 19908 5D)KTheigka8e ol || N 2
St Swthun had a similar structure built over it, as recorded in contemporary
OKNRYAOfSa o6/ NRr21 mMphnyY pmMOd LT az2yYSz2ySsSa
prior to their translation, then relocating the whole tomb structure as well as the

skeleton of tkat person would not only ensure recognition of the new site of
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translation, but it would also explain why disarticulated bones were kept inside such

an unnecessarily large container.

The addition of a tomishrine over the translation plus the placingtioé bone casket

inside a stone coffin may also have had practical reasons. The tomb containing the
translated remains of St Thomas of Canterbury hadreslsimilar to that of St Wite

and Bertram, erectedover the site, which it is recorded, was to protebe coffin

GKAES aGAftf LISNNYVAGOGAYT LIATIAINRYEA (G2 LIKeaA
Having a large shrine would also allow more pilgrims at a time be in the vicinity of, to
G§2dzOKE YyR (2 LINI} & i G§KS awefeynér@ysetNB a i Ay
inside a small box. Theigent form of the shrine of St Wé indicates that the tomb

and tombshrine were both translated at the same time from their original location

to the north transept of the church, to the right of the altar. The teshrine contains

three large apertures, to allow pilgrims physical contact with the coffin lid or ground

above the coffin of St Wat(see Fig2.2). However, the stone coffin wiiacontains

thelead boxof SteQ & 02y Sa A a Bhfineiinduddengathit, ivBichi 2 Y 06
defeats its purpose. It is believed that either at the time of translation or after its
translation inside the church, the coffin was moved to its current position, above the
tomb-shrine (Crook 1990: 53). It is probable that this wasried out in the 18

century when the shrine is thought to have been translated inside the chimeh

may be attributable to the 19 century when the tomb was opened by antiquarians

(see Section (2.2.4) (vii()vaters B80; Syer 2005).
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2.5. Discusion: The Significance of PeBepositional Disturbance in Relation
to Translations

(2.5.1)How Were TranslationsPerceived Gntemporarily?

According to contemporary writers in the early centuries of Christianity in Europe,

the disturbance of graves wa®t something to be undertaken lightly. In 386 the

| KNRAGALY w2YFYy 9YLISNBNI ¢KS2R2aAdza L &dl
body to another place. No person shall sell the relic of a martyr; no person shall traffic

in them. But if any of the sais had been buried in any place whatever, persons shall

have it in their power to add whatever building they may wish in veneration of such

a place, and such a building is to be calledaatyriumQ o6/ NR21 HAMMY TOO®
viewed death as a contaminaind before the advent of Christianity bodies and

graves were not disturbed, and cemeteries were deliberately located outside of city

walls, away from the living (Rollason 1980 ® ¢ KS2R23Adza Q 2 LAY,
the Papacy and Rome, on pa#positicnal disturbance may have derived from this

long-held Roman view. From the laté"4century, it was being suggested that
secondary or noftorporeal relics of saints had virtually the same effect as corporeal

relics and were being advocated by Rome as sulchorder to prevent the
disintegration and dispersal of primary relics and bodies of saints (Rollason 1989: 10

11). When the Byzantine empress Constantina requested Pope Gregory the Great to

send her a portion of St Paul as a relic in 594, he was horrifigdnstead offered to

send her secondary relics, which purportedly held the same sacred value (Rollason
1989: 11; Crook 2011: 7).

By the 7" century, the rule of Rome over the matter of dismembering corporeal relics
was dwindling. After the Synod offWby, 664, the bishop of Lindisfarne is recorded

as having taken some of the bones of St Aidan back to Ireland with him (Rollason
1989: 27). The fact that some saints had been dismembered at death may have
served as a justification for further dismembermeafter their death. Oswald was

murdered and dismembered in 642 by the pagan king Penda, after which his remains
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were enshrined and revered at multiple locations in England (Rollason 1989: 28; Cox
2002: 270). The poshortem segmentation of a deceased pen may have been
justifiable, but the actuatlisintermentof a person, postieposition, was a different
YFGOSNID t NA2N) 2 9YLISNBN) ¢KS2R2aAdzaQ RSO
the exhumation of tombs was acceptable, but only under exceptianadmstances

such as flooding or the threat of permanent damage (Crook 2017). Ghe
disinterment and relocation of bodies was occurring with greater frequency by the
late 4" and 8" centuries in Eastern Europe, and the practice seems to have been
adopted by England by at least th& gentury (Crook 2011:-61). It would appear

that so long as the person was being disinterred and/or relocated in order to better
preserve their memory or physical remains, then it was justifiable and was not

viewed in a ngative light.

There are various indications that it was believed that the saints themselves were
requesting their own disinterment. Holy light beaming from heaven onto the grave

of an individual is recorded numerous times in Lives of saints and in Bede (Colgrave

& Mynors 1969; Farmer 2004). The holy status of Peter was revealed to the
AYKEFEOAGLIyGa 2F 1Yot SGSdzaSEs CNIXyOS FFGSNI
KSI@gSyfe fAIKGQ GKFG FLIWSEFNBR 20SN) KAa 3
MMTO® t SGCSNRSIjdBREat 81 BRAaAHZxFISNNBER | yR NBO
RdzS (2 a2 3aAINBFG | YIYyQ Ay | OKdzZNOK 2F KA
Mpc pY MMTOD ¢KS &l YS fA3IKGI RADGAYSE& AYRA
monks of Bardney Abbey wereesitant to accept the disinterred bones of King

Oswald, until they witnessed a sign that they ought to be welcomed and revered, by

Wi O2fdzvy 2F fAIKIQ KAOK aKz2yS aiegl NRa
(Colgrave & Mynors 1969: 247; Rollason )98#&wald the White and Hewald the

Black were two priests and companions of Willibrord who were murdered whilst
travelling in Frisia in 692 (Colgrave & Mynors 1969: 481). The location of their bodies
gl a KAIKEAIKOGSR o0& YW DEPRGINRBS2HGKEAEKIE(
bodies had been hidden (Colgrave & Mynors 1969: 483). The desire of God or of the

saint themselves to be disinterred or relocated, justified the grave and bodily

disturbance postmortem. People also experienced visions of sgiwho requested
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their body to be translated, such as Swithun who appeared to a monk called Lantfred

in a dream. Swithun ordered that the monk inform Bishapelwold that he wished

G2 0S StSOGFLGSR o6/ NB2]1 HaAmMMY yoOrdwnt KS &l
translations were the basis for the medieval practice of rstealing. This was the
0StAST GKIFG GKS &4dz00Saa¥dzZ FdalFAYyYSyd 27
saint wishing to be obtained by those committing the robbery, so that they bea

0N yatriSR G2 I 0SGG4SNI YR Y2NB RSaSNDAY.
saint were in the possession of an unsuitable church, their theft by the representative

of another church was not only permissible but constituted a divine indic&tat

GKS alAyld O2yaARSNBR (KS (KABFROSOKIMNDK T
1989: 180 Gearyl978 56, 76). The successful theft of relics was also a reflection on

the churches in question; a church whose saint was happy for theis teliemains

where they were signified the superior nature of that church and its patron over rivals
(Geary1978 95, 109 Rollason 1989; 181).

The ability of a saint to control the fate of his own body posirtem and post

deposition also worked in revse.If a saint did not wish to be relocated or disturbed

they could exact divine retribution on their disturbefsear or nervousness at the
GK2dzAKG 2F RAAGAYGOGSNXYSYG 2N RA&AGAzZND I yOS
recorded in translation accounts. imn dom G KS Y2yla SEKdzYAy3a {
apparently stopped and tried to replace the stone covering of his tomb from fear of
celestial retribution, but were urged on to complete the act by the presiding abbot

(Nilson 1998: 27). Fear was also expresdettha elevation of Cuthbert in 1104 in

5dz2NKIF Y® ¢KS Y2yla oSNBE WiNBYoftAy3d yR (S|
(Nilson 1998: 27). In the mitld" century, Abbot Leofstan had examined the
preserved body of St Edmund, including attempting to pull the miraculously re

GG OKSR 2y 0S RSOFLAGFGSR KSIR 2FF GKS
sacrilege, Leofstan was struck blind and dumb, and the hahd$ had touched the
alrAyidQa KSIFR a2 ANNBGJSNBY i énpstifisdiposk S NS R
mortem digurbance was swiftly dealt withy divine punishment of the perpetrator.

These attitudes illustrate that there was some level of fear at uifjadtdisturbance

of a dead body. It appears to have been believed that saints, particularly uncorrupted
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saints, still retained an element of life. This same belief is evident in later medieval
AYF3IS& YR LIRSYaX 6KAOK &K grévesishd Alg34 ONA 6 S
(see Chapter 6)There was also an early medieval belief that bodies could come alive

and move around to avenge those who had wronged them in life (Joynes 2001).

Fig.2.14:15" century image from German Office of The Dead, of a

deceased martalking to Gal (after Binski 1996: Plate VI)

l 3ARS FTNRBY (GKAA 3ISYSNIf FOOSLIiFIyOS 2F (K.
the lay communities regarding translations and the disturbance of graves is not
recorded in as much detail asdt of the ecclesiastics. Traagbns were an exclusive

practice; only higher order ecclesiastics and royalty could be directly involved with

the custom and hagiographical and documentary accounts focus on the ecclesiastic

or royal outlook and perceptia of grave disturbance in relation to translations
(Farmer 2004; Colgrave & Mynors 1969; Keynes 2007). The attitudes of the lay or
W2NRAYIFNBQ LISNER2Y (G261 NRa (GKSasS FOda | NB
as that of Erkenwald, Swithun and Than8ecket (see Sectior2.2.5)). Non
ecclesiastics also feature in numerous accounts of visions of saints who appeared to
peasants or other lay members of society. Aside from these scant details it is difficult

G2 FaasSaa GKS 3ISy S Misifitermeizoffsaint it asAtwAsyak 2 Yy 2
accepted and reverent practice in the eyes of the clergy and the royalty, it cannot

have been regarded with disdain by lay people, who comprised the majority of the
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population. The fear or wariness expressed in s@oeounts of those partaking in
the physical disinterment of a saint was probably also felt by the general population
¢ if a saint could reprimand someone, let alone a member of clergy, from beyond the
grave, then how a lowly peasant might expect to beatesl in such a circumstance

would be far worse.

Yet from the T century, translations were not the sole ped¢positioral
occurrences that were practd in EnglandThere is evidere to suggest that various
other types of intentional postlepositional disturbances were taking place,
throughout England in the early centuries of Christianity, in relation to-sexular
graves. It will be necessary to look at these other contemporargt-mortem
activities in order to fully comprehend the magnitude and role of piegpositional
funerary activity in the Christian Ang#axon period. These behaviours and attitudes
towards the buried dead may have derived from+&@kristian funerary praates, but
with the concurrent initiation of translations and elevations, they may have been
viewed as a justification for other disinterment activities to continue or escalate.
Although documented reactions to translations is strikingly absent with regaitukt

lay population, the prevailing opinion may be ascertained via an exploration of the
other contemporary postlepositional practicesutilised from the 7" century

onwards. This analysis will form the basis for the proceeding chapter.
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2.6. Conclusia

The initiation in the 7 century of the translation of saints marks the first Christian
structured post-depositional intentional disturbance of a burial in England. The
exclusive practice of publicly identifying someone as a saint necessitated tloé act
disinterment. The opening and emptying of a grave was morally and liturgically
justified as a means to an end; the exaltation of the person superseded any negativity
and taboo regarding disinterment, and hence the desecration, of a grave. The act
centred on the real physical remnants of an individual, indicating that a
representationof bones was insufficient for appropriate reverence of a saint. The
bones themselves were regarded as retaining an element of life, a crucial factor
which can be traced irubseqient postdepositional practies of the medieval period
(see Chapters-3). Each component of the translation ritual and procedure served a
unigue role in justifying the translation and maintaining its sacred nature. It is now
apparent that even the ery earliest examples conformed to a strict methodology,
designed to preserve the dignity and sanctity of the person involved in the obtrusive

and potentially sacrilegious act of disinterment.

Trandations were introduced, practed by and pertained to alesiasticsThe act
represents the first structured and regimented paktpositional treatment in
Christian England.hE fact that it was initiated by higher orders of society and was
patronised by royalty, means that it was upheld by the most powerfdliafluential
people in the country. The acceptance and perception of this act by the remainder of
the country, the ordinary lay population, was potentially the basis by which
additional and contemporary posteposition activities were instigated and
validated. These other forms of disturbance will be discussed in the proceeding

chapters.
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CHAPTER BARLY MEDIEVAL PAFIPOSITIONAL DISTURBANCE

3.1. Introduction

Postdepositional disturbance of buried human remains is defined as the intentional
or accidental movement or complete displacement of an individual or part of an
individual, within or from their original burial comtt to another location. As we have
seen physical iteraction with the buried dead could henderstood to be indicative

of derogatory treatnent (see Chapter )1 the implication being that displacing
contents of graves signifies total disreddor the individuals concernedmongst
osteoarchaeologists in particular, pede¢positional disturbance is considered
generallyinconsejuential, and disarticulated materialegarded as not necessary to
analyse, especially where time is a constraisée Chapter Y1 The posburial
disturbance of graves is frequently encountered during the exitan of early
medieval (c. 60Q; 1100) cemeteries in England. Despite the high frequency of
secondary depositions and reburials across the period, these have been subject to
little analysis, in comparison to the focus on funerary rites and the diversity of
primary depositions. These peBtrial incidences vary significantly in their
manifestations and consistency between sites, with some exhibiting‘srgke and
numerous forms of disturbance, while others are relatively disturbance free, or
exhibit limited modes of disturbanc&hentheti SNY WS Nf & YSRASQGI f
used throughout this thesis, it refers to pesépositionaldisturbancehat took place
duringthe early medieval periodand notthe disturbance of early medieval burials,

in the later medieval or pognedieval periods

The purpose of this chapter is to identify and record each typeost-gepositional
disturbance reprted in early medieval {7 ¢ 12" century) cemeteries and to
categorise those disturbances according to their defining characteristics. This
classificiion will be achieved by examining how physical interaction with the dead
was undertaken combined with analysis of the physical manifestations of disturbed

material in redeposition contexts. Doing so is expected to ascertain the motivations
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inherent in thedisturbance of a grave and the disinterment of its occupant, to
distinguish regulations or prohibitions inherent in the disturbance of the dead and to
comprehend how these occurrences were regarded and justified (or not) by
contemporary society. This ckBcation will form the basis for comparison to the
post-depositional disturbances of the later medieval period (c. 1100Q550),
throughout which there is also substantial evidence for pabegpositional
disturbance. This catalogue will reveal which treahts and behaviours originated

in the early medieval period, which persisted into the later medieval period and

which are only evident during the early medieval period.

The crossover point between the early and later medieval period was a tumultuous
time in England; after the conversion of the country to Christianity and the political
changes of the 10and 11" centuries (see Chapter 2 Secti(h3.2), there was the
Norman Conquest in 1066, followed by further political and social change into the
12" century (Thompson 2004: 380). At numerous sites discussed below there are
burials that date to this crossover period. Where the majority of the burials belong
to an early medieval phase (tentury or early 1% century) they have classed for
the purposes of this thesis as early medieval burials. Where the majority of burials
date to the later 19 century and afterwards they have been classed as later

medieval burials.
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3.2: PostDepositional Distubancein Early Medieval England
(3.2.1) Research to Date

This catalogue of podiurial activity will be directly compared to later medieval
examples of postlepositional disturbance, to ascertain which, if any, manners of
disturbance were continued and discontinued, and to distinguish how and why
conduct in reléion to displaced skeletal material varied and evolved throughout the
entire medieval period. This comparative analysis will comprise S€dtR)nChapter

4.

Numerous forms of pogburial movement and disturbance of graves and their
contents have been identified at various early medieval cemeteries (see Jable
Although some of these occurrences have been reported in detail within individual
site reports, he topic of postdepositional disturbance is rarely discussed collectively

as a subject in its own right. One notable exception to this is the study of post
depositional disturbance in early medieval Wessex by Annia Cherryson, in which she
highlights the fequency of occurrence of disturbances across a range of cemetery
types (Cherryson 2005; 2007). Cherryson emphasises the normalcy and significance
of early medieval postlepositional behaviour and provides insights into motivations

behind the occurrences.

Despite the relatively high number of cemetery sites exhibiting incidences of post
depositional disturbance, no attempt has previously been made to categorise those
examples. Thisnay partly be due to the potential determination thatany post

depositiona disturbance was both disrespectful and unavoidable, it taking place as a
O2y&aSljdzsSyO0S 2F 20KSNJ LINAYIFNEB € AGdzZNBAOIf =
re-use of graves is generally characterised by a lack of respect towards the original

2 O O dzl(@hefriisOn 2005: 76). Incidences of disturbance are generally regarded as
indicators of the cemetery irwhich the disturbances occurred SO2 YAy 3 WT dz
(Boddington 1996: 49; Adams 1996: 182; Cherryson 2007: 133 & 136). By this it is

meant that there was a empty cemetery space available in which to continue
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burying the dead or conduct building works, without disturbing or displacing already
buried individuals within that cemetery. Many, though certainly not all, cases of
disturbance occurred in the yearsading up to and after cemeteries were being
Wo2dzy RQ 2NJ Sy Of 2aSRI ¢ K& OKcerffuryL(HaBley RR | NP «
Buckberry 2005: 130; ZadoeRio 2003; Adams 1996: 1-883; Boddington 1996: 49).
The extent of the burial grounds was delineated, thomsting the geographical space

in which people could be interred, and thereby necessitating burial space to-be re
used (Gittos 2002). The same explanation is provided for incidences of post
depositional disturbances in later medieval graveyards (seet€tsaf 5 & 7). While
these processes may explain why some of the disturbances occurred, it does not
elucidate how the physical disturbance of the dead was regarded by early medieval
communities, who could feasibly have personally known every individtedréa,

and disinterred, within their cemetery. Nor does it account for the various
manifestations of disinterred human material which have been identified in graves
and pits at numerous different sites. The important consideration which has not been
addressed thus far, is how this disturbed skeletal material was treated. The manner
in which disinterred remains were subsequently reinterred requires analysis. This will
be achieved by identifying defining characteristics indicative of each of these forms
of disturbance, topermit the categorisation of early medieval paitpositional
disturbance as a whole. It is intended that this classification will permit insights into,
not only how disturbance was regarded, but also how the seemingly unavoidable
question d disinterment was resolved, and whether any additional considerations

besides issues of limited space, were integral in the displacement of the dead.
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Table 3.1: Examples of posiepositional disturbance mentioned kext.
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Table 3.1: Examples giost-depositional disturbance mentioned iext (continued).
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Table 3.1: Examples of poesiepositional disturbance mentioned itext (continued).
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(3.2.2) Categories of Podbepositional Disturbance

CKS (GSMSLEEAIR 2y I f R iha maiedd@nit of dsplaceneht S NA
an individual or part of that individual, within or from their initial burial location, at
some point after their interment, and generally after complete decomposition and
disarticulation had transpired. The disturbance nieye been large scale, involving
multiple individuals or may have only affected a single individual and interment at a
time. The ensuing categories of disturbance have been divided into two subheadings
on this basis. Disturbances frequently caused the detepdisplacement of the
individual from their grave and their redeposition in another, unidentifiable, location.
The disturbance of a large number of individuals, however, frequently involved only
movement of the skeletal remains within the same gravevatit no elements being
removed from the grave (See Tab®l). It is apparent from this lengthy and
convoluted definition that postepositional disturbance encompassed a wide
variety of behaviours in relation to interred individuals during the early el
period. Despite this, little attempt has been made to distinguish between the various
manifestations of disturbance at numerous different sites. This may, in part, be due
to a lack of recognition of the frequency of occurrence of disturbances, negtitti
instances of disturbed remains being marginalised in favour of investigation of
articulated burials. The lack of detail in publications concerning disarticulated
material reflects, perhaps, a lack of interest and an assumption that it is of ligle us
and relevance to cemetery interpretations. The often limited descriptions of
disturbed burials and skeletal material may also have served to downplay the

guantity, intensity and variety of disturbances.

The manner by which the individual came to beuwised, how disturbed bones were
subsequently treated, and how those disturbed remains are manifested in the re
deposition context, are important factors in determining categories of disturbance.
These factors demonstrate some degree of care and atterscmorded to disturbed
material, in addition to the necessity of continuing to respectfully inter the deceased
at the sites in question. This in turn indicates that skeletal material comprising

deceased individual/s was not solely, if at all, regarded bbisi and its disturbance
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a nuisance. It additionally reveals substantial evidence in relation to early medieval

cemetery management.

There now follows a detailed account and classification of all-gepbsitional
disturbances dating to the early medieval period in England that have been identified

in this course of research for the present study.

1) Disturbance of Single Individuals
(i) Translations & Elevations
Translations and elevations were the deliberate and intentional removal
2F I LISNER2YyQa NBYFAya FNRBY GKSANI INI
2NJ LINBASNWYWSR o602Reé (2 | OKdzZNOKQa Ayl
more appopriately in asanctified location, as religsee Chapter 2). This
act of disinterring a grave signifies the first incidencstaficturedpost-
depositional disturbancen relation to Christian practgs, in that there
was a prescribed set of proceduresddhere to in order to complete the
translation correctly (see2(2.4)). Translations were initially reserved for
ecclesiagts, but in later centuries also included royalty, signifying that
the act was an exclusive one. This category of -degbsitional

disturbance is discussed fully in the preceding chapter (see Chapter 2).

(i) Emptied & Empty Graves

During numerous early medieval cemetery excavations, grave cuts have
been identified without an inhumation being extant. The two
interpretations postilated for these occurrences are that the graves had
once been occupied but the inhumation was disinterred for some
unknown reason, or that the graves were dug in preparation for future
and imminent burials (Adams 1996: 163; Miles 1986: 68; Rodwell &
Rodwdl 1982: 294). A total of nine empty graves were excavated at
AddinghamWest YorkshireXhree of which lay partially outside the area
under excavation and were not conclusively determined to be devoid of

skeletal remains. A fourth, Grave F20%y have ken the grave of an
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infant whose skeletal remains did not survive to be excavated (Adams

1996: 163). The five remaining graves were determined as being empty

when they were filled in. This infilling is presumed to have taken place in

a single event, as opgsed to the grave having been left open for any
extended period and filled in in stages or by natural deposition. This is

RdzS (2 GKSNB o0SAy3 y2 AyOftdzaAizya oA/l
that they were left open for periods of time, so that tfid gradually
accumulated. As discussed in (vi) below, there were many graves at
Addingham which contained the remains of more than one individual,

who were deposited at different times, meaning that the graves had been
reopened on at least one occasidhis postulated by the excavators that

the former occupants of the empty graves were deliberately disinterred,
whether articulated or disarticulated, and redeposited in these reopened

AN gSaT WIAGSY (GKS ydzYoSNI 2F 3IANI @S a
individuals were removed from these five graves (and, perhaps, others

which have not been located), and redeposited in different graves as
secondaryinterment® 6! R Ya mMdpdpcY McoOd ¢ KSNB
all the graves, which are in the same areahs temetery (see Fi§.1),

were disinterred simultaneously or if they were emptiad ho¢ when

another burial was taking place elsewhere in the cemetery, and which

could then accommodate that disinterred individual.
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Additional primary
) interment

Fig.3.1: Excavation plan of AddinghanfyWest Yorkshire)depicting the

emptied graves (outlined in blue), all located in the northiest of the

{d

cemetery (after Adams 1996: 16Ejg.6)

t S (ushyRartorWp&n-Humber (Lincolnshire)also exhibited

emptied gaves. The occupants of at least thiftye graves were

systematically disinterred and their graves refilled prior to a new church

being constructed over them in the ®icentury (Rodwell & Rodwell

1982: 294). Further empty graves were excavated eadt@thancel of

the church and south of the tower (Rodwell &dweell 1982: 301). At

Barnstaple(Devon),prior to the Norman castle being constructed, nine

graves were excavated which were completely devoid of human skeletal

material (Miles 1986: 68). At Radis Furnell{Northamptonshire)two

INF @S a

F N3 RSaONAOSR | a

owdithfdighWl o I Yy R

the creation of the grave, although this is not wholly apparent in the

excavation report. Two graves and interments are described as having
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(iii)

beendistNd SR | 0 6KAOK LRAYd GKS ySg 3N
RAAGdz2ND SR 02ySa o0SAy3a ySridte tFAR Ay
MdppcY HYyOLDP ¢KS WLIAGQ NBFSNNBR (2 K
dzy FAYAAKSR 3INI @S ! &S O zlgchtiorBoNthedS 4| &
tf STl KdzYSNHza 2F punn oDMaAamMmMOUQ 6. 2RI
proposed by Boddington, it is here suggested that the inhumation within

G1011 was still in articulation and not fully decomposed, thus
necessitating it being leftn situ and causing the new grave to be

abandoned mieconstruction (see3.2.2) (v) and3.3.2)).

¢KS SYLWieAy3a 27F 3INI @S HBccldsiastidalHstary YSy G A
and a reason for the disinterments is provided. Sometime in the 7

century, the abbess Hillid of Barking ordered the mass disinterment of

an unknown number of individuals buried in theSf A 3A 2dza O2 Y Y dz
cemeteryW! & GKS aA0S 2y 6KAOK (KS Y2yl al
she decided that the bones of the servants and handmaidenho$tC

which had been buried there should all be taken up and transferred to

0KS OKdzZNODK 2F GKS o0fSaaSR az2iKSNJ 27
(Colgrave & Mynors 1969: 3&®4, V. 10). This example of large scale
disinterment is earlier than the digerments discussed thus far and

occurred at a religious house as opposed to at the cemeteries of parish
churchesThisis one of the few documented examples of disinterment

where the reason for grave disturbance is specifically recorded.

WrappedDecomposing Bodies

These are burials of individuals who were placed in their graves in a state
of advanced decomposition. This has been determined by the physical
position of the skeleton within the grave, which must have been very
tightly bound for the baes to display such extreme constriction (see Figs
3.2 & 33). There are numerous explanations for this type of burial. The
individual may have died without the knowledge of anybody else and

were only found once in a state of decomposition, at which ptaety
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were wrapped to contain the decaying body, and transported to the
cemetery for burial. It may equally have been the case that the individual

died far away from the cemetery, and had to be transported a long
distance, hence the body was decomposingttoy time of burial came

about. A third explanation may be that the person requested to be buried

at a particular cemetery, which necessitated the body being taken a long
distance, and by the time the cemetery was reached, was in an advanced

state of decayfFinally, it could also be that the person was initially buried,

Ay GKS alryYyS OSYSGSNER 2N I y20KSNE |y
grave. At the cemtery of St Andrew Fishergat¥prk(North Yorkshirg

Burial (6412), an adult female was interpretes having been wrapped

Wi dzOK GKIFG (GKS 02y 343 (SrGdNSKeyi21993f 2 a0 Q
159). This may have been a consideration, but it is more plausible that

the body was wrapped to make movement easier, or to prevent body

fluids from escaping. Blo burials were tentatively dated to Period 4b of

the site, the 1%/12™ century. It is postulated by the excavators, that the

burials may have been disturbed in a later period, 4d (Stroud & Kemp

1993: 159).

Fig.3.2: Burial 6412, of a tightly wrappethdividual, an adult female,

from the early medieval phase 4b (¥Q; early 12" centuries), St
Andrew Fishergate. Note the constricted position of the skeleton (after

Stroud & Kemp 1993: 148, Fig.42, j)

It is possible that these individuals may have been wrapped and re
wrapped more than once. Where this occurred, it is likely to have been
done for practical reasons of replacing binding or wrapping which was

soaked in decaying matter and was causing leakafgbody fluids (see

85



Chapter 6 Sectiof6.2)). In some cases, it is clear that the wrapping or
binding had to have occurred after decomposition had begun, &sdo
for a second wrapped burigl847)at St Andrew Fishergalsee Fig3.3)
(Stroud & Kemp 198: 159).

Fig.3.3: Burial 1548, of a tightly wrapped individual, aged-12 years,

from the early medieval phase 4b (¥Q; early 12" centuries), St
Andrew Fishergate. Note the constricted position of the skeleton (after
Stroud & Kemp 1993: 148, FitR)

The burial was of a juvenile, between 12 and 14 years of age (Stroud &

Kemp 1993: 131). Despite there not being any emptied graves noted in

the cemetery dating to this period, it is speculated by the excavators that
WiKA&a 02Re& KI Ryradeddoe béink plac&im tisBrin® Y |

and was then redepositdd 6 { G NP dzR 3 YSYL)] MmdpoY M|
been placed in a very wide grave. This is an odd treatment, as the burial

was laid on its side, as if to take up as little space as possible, mggati

the requirement of making a grave of this size (Stroud & Kemp 1993: 148

149). It may have been intended to add more individuals to this grave,

which for some reason did not occur.

The second site to exhibit a wrapped burial is that of Raunds Furnells.

Burial (5156), a male aged about 45, was deemed to have been tightly
wrapped prior to burial due to the obvious constriction of the skeleton;

Weo. dzNA £ pmpc € -skdéd thatdt wasafhést dedainlyJr NI f f
buried in a tightly wrapped shro® ¢F&.3.4 (Boddington 1996: 28).
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Fig.3.4: Burial 5156, of an adult male, who was tightly wrapped prior
to burial. Note how the skeleton is constricted, and lies on a cranium
and stones (afér Boddington 1996: 29, Fig.31)

The body had also been platen top of both stones and the cranium of
(5157), whose grave the burial intercut. Stone additions to graves were
identified in over half of the graves at Raunds Furnells, were not
restricted to adults or juveniles and were also in both male and female
g 3Sad | O0O2NRAy3 (2 (KS SEOFOF{G2NAZ
served one or both of two functions: to support the body, particularly the
head, and to protect against the eartbackfill and later intrusiorf3
(Boddington 1996: 38). The stones and caamnder the wrapped body

of (5156) did not, however, serve either of these functions. It appears
that the intention was to prop the body off the grave floor, although the
necessity of doing this is not apparent. It may have been a preventative
measure to &oid the decomposing matter from coming into contact with
the earth, as with the wrapping of the bodies at St Andrew Fishergate.
On certain occasions,ldod and other bodily fluids were regarded as
contaminating to consecrated ground during the later medieperiod,
requiring reconsecration of the cemetery and associated church prior to
any further burials or liturgical practices being performed (see Chapter 6
Section(6.2)) (Daniell 1999: 94; Hadley 2001: 176). It has not been
verified if this specific lsservance was in place in the early medieval
period, although there were certainly beliefs pertaining to decomposing
body matter and the disturbance and treatment of the dead. These may

be interpreted as the precursor to the initiation of more structured
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regulations concerning burial and disturbance of decomposing bodies in

consecrated ground.

(iv) Sack Reburials
Reburials of disarticulated individuals in sacks or bags have been
identified at later medieval sites although only one has been noted from
anearly medieval site, that of Raunds Furnells (Boddington 1998928
A reburial in this manner has been identified at the laterdiesal
hospital site of PartneyLincolnshire) (see Chapter 4 Sectidi?2) 1)
(iv)). In both cases, it was determinedaththese reburials were fully
disarticulated at the time of the secondary deposition. The example from
Raunds Furnells contained the entire skeleton of an adult female,
including the bones of the hands and feet (see ig.(Boddington 1996:
28-29).

Fig.3.5: Sack or bag reburial of complete adult female skeleton éaft
Boddington 1996: 29, Fig.30)

The bones were redeposited in the northern part of the cemetery in a
small pit which was seemingly dug for the purpose of reburial, instead of
being inseted into a grave. Judging by the shape of the bones within the
LIAGE Al 6l a aLlsSodzZz FGSR GKIFIG GKS AYRA
sack of some description, prior to being reburied in a small hole

(Boddington 1996: 28). The excavators suggesteat this reburial
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represents an interment displaced by the construction of the second
church at the site, but no interpretation is provided for why the bones
were placed in a bag, when other displaced individuals were not
(Boddington 1996: 28). It may beatthis person was not initially buried
within the Raunds cemetery but was transported to this secondary
location for reburial, hence necessitating the need for a vessel of some
description, to contain the bones during transportation. Cases of
A Y R A Oskétedal réniifs being moved from one location to another,
after burial and disarticulation, do occur in the early medieval period, but
these are generally in relation to translations of people regarded as saints
(see (i) & Chapter 2). In the later medieperiod, occasionally the bodies

of people who died abroad were boiled to separate bones from flesh, so
as to facilitate their transport back to England for burial. This was
normally the remit of knights or royalty, or of people who died whilst on
pilgrimage (Daniell 1999: 87). Others were disarticulated for the purpose
2T OAAOSNI O0dzNAFf AT GgKSNBE | LISNBR2YC
ecclesiastic establishments, so that their patronage could extend to more
than one church after their death (see ChapteSection 4.2.2) 1) (v))
(Gilchrist & Sloane 2005: 80, 1%80). Others still, requested in wills that
their bodies be disinterred and relocated after a specific time had elapsed
(Orme 2007: 908). It might be that this sack reburial represents one of
these postdepositional treatments. If so, it is one of the earliest recorded

examples of such behaviour.

2) Disturbance of Multiple Individuals
(v) Articulated Insertions Into Reopened Graves
This act is defined as the addition of an articulated indigldnto an
already occupied grave which was deliberately reopened to
accommodate the new burial. The same grave may be targeted and
reopened on numerous successive occasions. At the time of each new
insertion, the original occupant was removed, permittittge newly

inserted additional burial to have full contact with and rest on the grave
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floor. In no case is it recorded that the new insertion was placed directly
on top of the original occupant or that any part of the original occupant
was leftin situ prior to the new inhumation being inserted. Large
jdz yGAGASAE GK2dAK y2a4 lffx 2F GKS
occupant/s were subsequently replaced into the reopened graves, after
their disturbance. These were either redeposited in the fill of thevg,

as at Grave 5 at the rural™century cemetery at Portsdown I
(Hampshire) (Cherryson 2005: 76), or more usually, the bones were
arranged around the additional burial. At least one grave from the Bowl
Hole cemetery, at Bamburgh Castle (Northumbedlanexhibited
evidence of the secondary addition of an individual into a grave (Groves
2003). An elderly male individual was moved to the sides of a cist grave,
after decomposition had occurred, and a middiged femée was
inserted into the cist (Craig009: 125). The same pattern of inserting
individuals into an old grave that was ay occupied was also noted by
Craigto have occurred at the "F11M-century cemeteryat Jarrow
(Durham) and the 7 ¢ 10" centuries at Thwing (east Yorkshire), and
Norton Bishopsmill School (Durhan@r&ig2009: 224225). At Thwing, it

gl a y20SR (0KIG W aA3IyAFAOLYyG ydzyoeS
20KSNRZ RAA&GdzZND A Y Traif2R09: 125) (i iS difcdty 0 & 0 ¢
to clarify, however, if this constituted theeliberate targeting of specific
graves for additional insertions, or if it represents the digging of graves
that happened to disturb older graves beneath the@rgig2009: 179).
Graves 42 and 49 at Bevis Grgitampshire), were both reopened at
least twie, on each occasion the original occupant was disinterred and
rearranged¢ disarticulated¢ around the newly interred individual (see
Fig.3.6) (Cherryson 2005: 76; 2007: 132). The same was noted for an
unknown numbe of burials at Wells Cathedrébomers8 (see Fig3.7)
(Cherryson 2005: 78). The cemetatyAddinghan{West Yorkshire), also
exhibited this practie of grave reopening, with at least two graves
reopened for a second burial, one of which, Grave F35, had the remains

of at least six individuakurrounding the new interment (see Talfel)
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(Adams 1996: 167). Grave F259 constituted a deposit of digkated
bones (A265) in a fuflized grave, which was subsequently reopened to
accommodate an articulated burial, (A261) (Adams 1996: 165).

Singlegraves of this category may contain skeletal components of up to
eight individuals, such asuuBal 17 at SOU 13, Southampt@idampshire)
(see Fig3.8) (Cherryson 2007: 134). This may be due to the grave having
been reopened on eight separate occasiongnay represent a single or
multiple reopening event/s, at which time the remains of a number or all
eight individuals were added to the grave, from a single or many different
contexts. In someasesstone coffins were reopened to accommodate a
new inserton. In these circumstances the original occupant was
displaced and relocated elsewhere, instead of being reinterred back into
the coffin with the new occupant. Burial (5282) at Raunds Furnells was
interred inside a stone coffin. Although the coffin colad beenin situ

over the interment, it was damaged and inverted, indicating that it had
been reused, and the occupant was not the original interment
(Boddington 1996: 43). At Raunds Furnells, one grave had the bones of
an individual (5078) arranged aroutite probable coffin of burial (5118)
(Boddington 1996: 28). The same treatment has also been noted at
Pontefract (West Yorkshire), where at least one grave, 608, had been
reopened more than once, for the insertion of an articulated burial, the
initial ocapant/s being rearranged around this new insertion (see Fig.
3.9) Craig2009: 225; Hadley 2001: 66). An alternative interpretation may
be that this grave 608 was not being repeatedly targeted and reopened
for additional burials, but that in digging it and other later graves, older
graves located beneath them were partiallysuirbed, and the
disarticulated material was subsequentlyirgerred in the newer graves

(Craig2009: 123, 225).
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Figs3.6-3.9: Grave 42, Bevis Grave, of an individual inserted into the grave,
which has been opened on more than orecasion, the original occupants
of the grave surround the newest insertion (top left) (after Cherryson
2005:124, Fig.5.20Burial from Wells Cathedral, showing an individual
with the remains of at least one other individual surrounding the burial
within the grave (top right) (after Cherryson 2005: 78, Fig. 4.17). Burial 17,
SOU Southampton, showing the bones of up to eight individuals arranged
around the latest insertion into the grave (bottom left) (after Cherryson
2007:134, Fig.5). Burial inserted ingrave of at least one other individual,
Pontefract (bottom right) @fter Hadley 2003: 66, Fig. 22)
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It would appear from limited descriptive information and photographic
records in archaeological reports, that the original occupants of these
graves were lavays fully decomposed at the time of the grave being
reopened. The elements depicted arranged alongside the new insertion
to the grave are disarticulated and not in corresponding anatomical
positionto any other elements (see Fig$-3.9). It is assumethat these
elements represent the original occupant/s of the graves, hence
indicating that the occupant was skeletonised at the time of disturbance.
An alternative interpretation may be that the original occupant was
sufficiently articulated to allow comete removal and secondary
deposition elsewhere. Given that these reopened graves contain
disarticulated elements, however, this latter hypothesis is less probable

than the former.

(vi) Disarticulated Elements Inserted &/Or Arranged Into New Graves
Thiscategory constitutes graves that in addition to the original occupant,
also contain disarticulated skeletal elements and/or fragments of an
additional individual/s, which were deposited at the time of burial of the
ANI SQ& LINR Y OA LI fty o2 casesizthibse doltectidny’of G KS
charnel are normally redeposited in the grave fill and tend not to exhibit
any demonstrable patterof deposition. At Pontefract (@&t Yorkshire),
charnel comprising at least two individuals was inserted into grave 608,
between the edge of the grave cut and the chestcoffin of the burial
(Craig2009: 225). The grave appeared to have been widened on its south
side in order to accommodate a second charnel deposit comprising four
individuals. Iron objects were excavated rfrothe surrounds of the
charnel deposit, indicating that the charnel may have been redeposited
in a box of some descriptiorC(aig2009: 225). This is one of the few
examples identified for this thesis where the disturbed remains were
articulated at the tine of their redeposition; according to the excavator,
the charnel on the south side of grave 608 contaiaedarticulated lower

limb (Craid2009: 225). At Norton Bishopsmiburham) pit 295 contained
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disarticulated material representing two individualsethemains of one

2F gKAOK WKIR 06SSy LRaiAlAz2ySR a2 (Kl
aldzZ tf X NBYAYAAOSYd 2F | CdgdadE | y R
224). At Ailcy Hi(INorth Yorkshire), 13 separate graves were recorded as

having charnel incograted within the grave fill (Hall & Whyman 1996).

At St Andrew Fishergate, a deposit of charnel comprising 12 adults and

two juveniles was included in the fill of Grave (1922) (Stroud & Kemp

1993: 133 & 276). At each of thesiesi the fragments of skefens are

redeposited at the time of interment of the articulated burial in the
disturbing grave. It is therefore assumed that the bones derive from
portions of other graves which were partially intercut by the creation of

these new graves, the disturbedegies being collected for reinterment

within the grave that initially intercut and disturbed them. However,

neither the origin of these charnels nor the assumption that they derive

from intercut graves is definitive. Where it has been recorded and
excavatim plans are provided, some of the graves citedcantaining

additional charneto not actually intercut other recordecontemporary

burials (sed-igs 3.1& 3.10).

Disturbed skeletal
material

Fig.3.10: Excavation plan of Raunds Furnells, showing the lack of
intercutting betweensome graves which exhibit charnel in the graves
(after Boddington 1996: 32, Fig.34)




Occasionally, the additional disarticulated elements are arranged in distinctive
shapes or neat bundles in the grave, prior to it being infilled. For example, grave
CmMnp G !'RRAYIKIYZ O2yGFAYySR | NIAOdzZ I
andsomeothdl 02y Sa X Of SIN¥ & RSLRaAdGSR a4 G
At Ailcy Hill, Grav€l073) was defined in outline by some of the charnel which

gl a lftaz2z LINBaAaSyd Ay (GKS 3INI @GS FAECET W
arranged around the sides of thelg@S Odzi o6mMnTT 00X WFNIF YAY S
Whyman 1996: 88). Grave (1095) also contained charnel representing at least
GKNBS | RdzZ Ga YR 2yS 2dz@SyAtS 6KAOK gl
OdziQ oI Fff 9 2KeYly wmddontdineyatits@®esterii| &S H
end, a pair of tibiae and a portion of left fibula. One of the tibiae was determined

to have beernn sity from a prePhase 1 P orientated interment. The remaining

tibia and the fibula were disturbed whilst Burial (1403) was beung, and were

placed back in the ground in rough anatomical position (Hall & Whyman 1996:

74). The most striking examples of arranged additional bones within a grave are

from Raunds Furnells. A small quantity of fragmented and disarticulated bones

of an ault male (5128) were set neatly on the feet of an adult female
inhumation (5076) (see Fi§.11). In another grave, the occupant (5127) was
surrounded by bones of an individual (5129), except for their femora, which

were placed at the shoulders of (512#),a manner the excavators describe as
WHgAMYyA] S LIRAAGA2YAEAQ 6. 2RRAY3AG2Y mMdphpcY HY

As noted in (v) above, these elements or portions of elements appear to have
been fully skeletonised at the time of disturbance, judging by the lack of
articulation and anatomical correspondence between the skeletal fragments
within the graves, as depicteid the limited photographic evidence available

(see Fig3.11).
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Fig.3.11: Disarticulated bones of an adult male (5128) arranged on the
feet of (5076), an adult female, Raunds Furnells (afBoddington 1996:
30, Fig.32)

O6DBAAD I NI yiA2 g | {i{hd WBBR | a Wt Af
At numerous sites disarticulated crania wereused in a manner which
KFra 0SSy RSAONAROSR Fa YAYAOlAYy3d WL
either side of the head of deceased individuals was relatively
commonplace in early medievialrials (Hadley 2001: 100). It is thought
that these additional grave inclusions were intended as some form of
head stabiliser as they are located on either side of the head of the
deceased individual, as if to keep it in place with the face positioned
forwards (FoxhaHForbes 2013: 271)101 graves at Raunds Furnells
contained stones which had beeteliberately placed at the head ¢ K S
stone supports propping the head into a more aesthetic position were
also clearly intended to prevent soil being throwmeditly on to the face
RdzZNAYy 3 GKS FAEfEAy3I 2F GKS 3INI @SQ 0.
manorial cemetery at Trowbridge had displaced crania positioned on
either side of the heads of the deceased (Cherryson 2007: 136). It is not
stated whether ornot any other disarticulated material was also
reinterred in these six graves. If the crania were the only additional bones
within the graves, then it would be unusual compared to all the other

examples of inclusions of disturbed material in graves instligy; in the
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cases discussed thus far, all the disturbed elements were replaced within
the grave that caused the disturbance, or its fill, unless they were
redeposited in a charnel pit, of which there is no mention at Trowbridge.
It is possible that therania were deliberately sought out and removed
from graves in order to serve as pillow stones in new burials, leaving the
rest of the individualn situin their grave, undisturbed. However, mo

situ graves were reported at Trowbridge as being completeept for
their crania and so it is doubtful that this is how the crania were obtained.
Although it is not explicitly stated, it is assumed that all the crania were
disarticulated and fully defleshed at the time of their disinterment and

insertion into the graves.

(viii) Intercutting Graves
Intercutting occurs when a grave in the process of being dug, encroaches,
or cuts into a grave which was already in existence. In most excavation
reports and publications, a distinction is not made betwegeaveswhich
were intercut, andntermentswhich were intercut. This is potentially an
important discrepancy, particularly in relation to pedtpositional
analysis. Intercutting is recorded at all of the sites utilised in this study, in
varying degrees of intensityand so might be considered the most
frequently occurring type of posiepositional disturbance, yet it is not
established whether each instance of intercutting actually disturbed the
AN gSaQ 200dzLyiad ¢KAaA KI & AY LI A
intentionality inherent in the disturbance of graves and their contents,
and also for assessing graveyard management 382§ & Chapter 7).
At Raunds Furnells, 21% or 72 of the 363 graves were intercut.
Significantly, only 36 of these 72 graves exhibited diEtioce to the
associated inhumation, equivalent to 10% of the total number of graves
(Boddington 1996: 32). At Addingham (West Yorkshire), the level of
intercutting was low, with only a few graves exhibiting disturbance of this
kind, for example grave (F58hich intercut grave (F106), although

specific numbers of intercut graves and inhumations are lacking (Adams
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1996: 165 & 185). There is also no information provided as to whether

the intercutting disturbed the inhumation or simply the grave cut. The
areaexcavated was determined to have been approximately one fifth of

the entire cemetery, meaning there may have been further intercutting

and disturbances in the unexcavated portions of the site, as opposed to
Raunds Furnells, where it is believed that thetiren cemetery was

excavated (Adams 1996: 185 Boddington 1996). Ailcy Hi{North

C2N)] AKANBO SEKAOAGSR ' KAIK RSINBS
I NBE Of SIFNIe fIAR 2dzi 6A0GK y2 O2yaiR
(Hall & Whyman 1996: 122Disturbed Phase 1 inhumations were
ARSYGATFTASR +ta OKIFINYySt Ay tKFaAS w Iy
individuals who must have been buried in Phase l1a or 1b were
represented as disarticulated bone in graves of Phases 1b, 2 and 3. These
represented ah YA YdzY 2F pp | RdzZ Gaz o 2dz0Sy .
Whyman 1996: 95). Phase 1 inhumations also contained substantial
quantities of charnel, which are interpreted as deriving from the
intercutting of preexisting norChristian burials on the hill (Ha&

Whyman 1996: 73). As a cautionary note it must be added that these
statistics in relation to Ailcy Hill include examples of the deliberate
disturbance and movement of skeletal remains as a result of other types

of postdepositional disturbance discusseelow, and are not all directly

resultant from intercutting graves; the precise number of intercutting

graves is not recorded.

(ix) Charnel Pits
Charnel pits are manmade holes which have been dug into the ground of
cemeteries, and contain disarticudt and disinterred human skeletal
material. It is believed that pits were created intentionally, expressly for
the purpose of accommodating disturbed bones displaced from graves,
via intercutting or construction works. Information regarding charnel pits
is limited, as although the presence and location of charnel pits are

generally recorded in archaeological reports, in the majority of cases no
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further evidence is provided. The composition of pits is occasionally
stipulated, including the MNI (Minimum Numbef Individuals present),

the sex of the material, and the age of the identifiable fragments.
Additional information, such as the specific measurements of the pits,
the level of degradation of the bones, taphonomic information, degree
of fragmentation or identification of elements present, is less frequently
and consistently recorded. This makes comparative analyses difficult and
yS3aradasSa FadSyLiWia Fd RSOALKSNAY3A LA
limited descriptions, charnel pits seem only to contaithyfdecomposed
material (see Fig.12). As noted for points (iii) to (vii) above, none of the
fragments or elements appear in anatomical association with any others,
but are entirely disarticulated. However, as most charnel pits are not
described in detdyj if at all, nor are photographs provided in many

reports, this is not an absoluteconfidentassertion.

Fig.3.12: Charnel piin the 10"-1th century cemetery north of the

church, containing two complete and disarticulated individuals,
possiblydisplaced from two stone coffins (affr Boddington 1996: 28,
Fig.29)

There is no standard number of individuals redeposited in charnel pits,
nor is there any obvious consistency in the various elements and

fragments representedherein. Both males and featesof all ages are
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found comingled in the same pits, just as they are in other forms of

charnel deposit (see Tabl@l). It is difficult to state with absolute

certainty that there are no significant statistics regarding male/female

and adult/juvenile r@resentation in pits, since their contents are not
aeadSYraaortte NBLRZNISR® ¢KS 0SNY
WNHz0 6 A A KK NBEFdzaSPQ ¢KAA AYUGSNLINBGF GA
neither they nor their contents are consistently analysed to any
signifcant degree. The implication is that the bones in pits were not

I O0O2NRSR NBaLISOl 2F Fye RSAONRLIIAzZY
frequently used to describe the process of redepositing these disturbed

bones (Boddington 1996: 28).

Charnel pits do not cdarm to a standard shape. Where descriptions are
provided or their shape is recorded on site plans, many pits tend to be
roughly circular in shape, such as at Raunds Furnells, while others, such
as the pit at Barnstaple, were constructed in the shape gfave (see
below) (Boddington 1996: 28 & 32; Miles 1986: 66).

Some sites exhibit both charnel pits and graves with redeposited bone

(see Tabl&.1). It is not apparent why charnel pits were created in some
circumstances, while in others it was seemingdy deemed necessary.
Cherryson advocates that charnel pits were only constructed if there was

y2 20KSN) wWO2y@SyASyld K2fSQ Ay @gKAOK
there was nothing available, then pits may have been dug to take the
displaced remains,ugh as at Portchester Castle where two burials
thought to have been disturbed by the rebuilding of a masonry structure
GSNBE NBOAZNASR Ay avrtf LAGAQ o0/ KSNN
deciding to reinter bones in graves or grave fills instead ofpit must

have differed depending on as yet unrecognised circumstances. At Ailcy

Hill, levels of intercutting and postepositional disturbance were very

high, yet only two distinct charnel pits were identified (Hall & Whyman

1996: 84). Why it was decidéd make two pits on these occasions when
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in all others the bones were redeposited in graves, is not clear. At Raunds
Furnells, both charnel pits and graves in which charnel had been inserted
KIS 0SSy ARSYUGATFTASR® ! ( contentsiareLd NI A C
thought to represent the displaced skeletons from three stone coffins;
WeKNBES a1StSt2ya 6SNB RdzYLISR Ay (g2
0KS aS0O02yR OKdzZNOKT LINBadzyFrofe (KSas$s
(see Fig3.12) (Boddington 196: 28). Stone coffins are indicative of high

status burials (Hadley 2001: 179; Gilchrist & Sloane 200513%4Y. In

this particular scenario it might have been deemed more appropriate to

rebury these disturbed hightatus individuals in pits, as oppos¢al

reinterring them in graves. In general, however, there does not appear to

have been any element of selectivity or exclusivity regarding who was
interred in charnel pits. An alternative interpretation may be that there

were not any open graves inwhickt A yaSNI GKS O2FFAyaQ
time of their disinterment, especially if they were displaced from stone

coffins, which would not necessarily require a grave to be dug. Instead,

pits were dug to hold the displaced remains. If correct, this impliasit

was important to rebury the bones immediately, as opposed to leaving

them on the cemetery surface, or elsewhere, until such a time as they

could be conveniently redeposited. None of the sites utilised in this study
exhibited disinterred bones as $ace scatter, indicating that it may have

been a generategulationto rebury any disturbed and displaced bones

as soon as possible. Perhaps unusually, there is no evidence for charnel

pits having been reopened in order to accommodate additional charnel
inclusions. If it was known that by digging new graves, bones might be
encountered, then the most practical solution would have been to have

a cemetery pit, which could be reopened time and again, as opposed to
having to dig numerous smaller pits on each agpe occasion. This
methodology does not, however, appear to have been utilised at these

sites.
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always derived from the associated cemetery. Evidence in favour of this

has been idetified at Raunds Furnells, where the contents of the charnel

LIAGEa 6SNB WYFGUOKSRQ G2 GKS GKNBS Syl
conclusion was based on the composition of the pits. The charnel
represented nearly the entirety of the three skeletonscluding the

avylLtt o2ySa 2F (KS KFIYyR& FyR FSSOT
smaller bones, it is likely that these reburials result from exhumations

from stone coffins, rather than earth graves from which smaller bones

are less likely to have beerSii NA SOSRQ 6. 2RRAy3AG2Y
interpretation may be accurate, although when the same logic is applied

to other sites, such as Addinghamgcénnot be appliedo easily. Here,

the nine empty graves representing disinterred burials had not been in

stone coffins, but yet were completely exhumed, with only a few graves
exhibiting residual traces of human material (see (ii) above) (Hall &
Whyman 1996:163). Although no charnel pits were identified at
Addingham, it is speculated by the excavators that ¢batents of the

emptied graves were redeposited as charnel in other burials at the site
(Adams 1996:18284).

One of the Raunds Furnells charnel pits measured approximately 2m in
diameter, far larger than was necessary to accommodate the two
disarticulatal skeletons reinterred inside. Although it is not mentioned in
the publication, judging from the photograph of the pit, it is clear that
there were some large stones amongst the bones (see FiR)
(Boddington 1996: 228). It may have been that this pitas intended for
some other purpose but was considered a convenient location to dispose
of disinterments and was used for this purpose instead of its original one.
No other finds or inclusions were reported as deriving from the pit,
indicating that it maynot have been thought appropriate to include
anything else along with the interments. Despite dimensions of charnel

pits not being included in archaeological reports, it is evident that pits
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varied greatly in size, based on the estimated MNIs and theipgpbf

pits on excavation plans. The largest charnel pits recorded during the
early medieval period relate to sites which underwent construction
works to their churches or cemetery as part of"#1"-century church

and monastic reform. The construction of the Norman cathedral at
Winchester caused approximately 1000 graves to be disinterred, the
skeletal remains of which were redeposited in one of the robber trenches
of the AngleSaxon Minster (Cherryad2005: 81). A charnel pit was also
partially excavated at Bath Abbey, which represented an MNI of at least
33 adults (Cherryson 2005: 82). A mass charnel pit uncovered at Hereford
Cathedral was not analysed, but is thought to have contained up to 5000
individuals, disinterred prior to construction of the new Norman
OF GKSRNI f 20SNJ KS &A1FQI9OSHO)S i SNE
In these circumstances it seems that areas of the cemetery were
systematically cleared, with the disinterred disarticulatdzbnes

removed to a single charnel pit.

In all but one example identified, the bones were not displayed or
arranged in any form or pattern but were placed in the pits haphazardly
with no structure or order. The single example of an arranged charnel pit
is that of Barnstaple Castlélere, a charnel pit was created in the form of

a grave, with the excavators recording it as Grave 38, as opposed to
referring to it as a charnel pit (Miles 1986: 66). The pit is described as
being oval in shape with sloping e& containing the remains of three
individuals. The material was redeposited, with the skulls of the
individuals placed together, albeit in fragments, at the west end of the
pit. The long bones were arranged in a diamond pattern to the east of the
grave,with the remaining skeletal elements redeposited in the centre of
the pit. This deposit is interpreted as representing the contents of three
graves which had been disturbed by the construction of a moat. An
FRRAGAZ2Y It &aAE 3INI JSaboke), athoagh hefr WS Y LJ

occupants appear not to have been afforded the same treatment.
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(x) Wells Cathedral Charnel House
At Wells Cathedral a structure was excavated which contained the
remains of 41 disarticulated individuals (Cherryson 2005: 83). The
building was initially interpreted as a Roman mausoleurrysed for the
deposition and storage of disinterred human material during the early
medieval period (Rodwell 2001: 75). A second interpretatidfered by
John Blair, is that the mausoleum was adly constructed in the @ or
10" century, although he provides no reasoning for his assertion (Blair
2004: 136). If this is true, then this is potentially the earliest example of a
purposebuilt ossuary. Ossuaries and charnel chapels will be discussed i
detail in Chapter 5. The bones were thought to have been deposited in
stages as opposed to representing a single episode of deposition, prior to
the building being sealed in the #@entury (Cherryson 2005: 83; 2007:
136). This is the sole example of #ie postdepositional behaviour
discussed here, where disinterred human skeletal material was stored
above ground, out of the earth. Charnel houses were common in the later
medieval period (see Chaptet &5), but do not appear to have been in
existenceprior to the 13" century. It is not clear if the Wells charnel
house served any liturgical purpose, which is a crucial characteristic of
the later medieval examples. The Wells example also differs, in that it was
permanently closed after the depositionsyhereas later medieval
charnel houses remained open and accessible throughout the period (see
Chapter 5). Despite these differences, the use of the mausoleum as an
ossuary indicates a deliberate intention of protecting displaced bones,

which was one of ta primary roles of later medieval charnel houses.
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3.3: Analysis & Discussion

(3.3.1) Regulated Versus Unregulated P&xpositional Disturbance

A postdepositional activity which exhibits a consistent methodology in how it was
carried out on each occasion, is here defined as having been structured or regulated.
By this it is meant that the act of grave disturbance had a specific and prescribed
manner of execution by which it ought to be performed on each occasion, and
significantly, dictated what should happen to the disturbed and disinterred remains.
The identification of such regularity indicates a desire, duty or intention to perform
the act corectly and to do so to accepted standards. In turn, this structured
treatment of disturbing the dead signifies that the concept of grave disturbance was
not necessarily disrespectful, but was justifiable in certain circumstances provided

the correct precations were taken.

The majority of the examples of pegéepositional disturbance discussed here do not
exhibit regulated or prescribed methodology. Instead, it isrdsponsedo the act of
disturbance rather than the act of disturbance itself which appe® have been
somewhat regulated. In the majority of cases, the graves of individuals do not appear
to have been disturbed with the intention of utilising the disturbed bones for a
specific posturial purpose or ritual. It jshowever, apparenthat there was an
established postisturbance observance at the sites exhibiting such behaviour,
whether it was expected that burials would be disturbed, or if the disturbance was
not foreseen. That response was to rebury the disturbed bones. Only one form of
pog-depositional disturbance, that of translations and elevations, was determined
to have been a highly structured activity with defining methodology for exacting the
procedure correctly. This was also the sole act of disturbance where cemetery size
constrants, necessitating the rase of limited burial space, was categorically not a
FLOU2NI Ay (KS RAAAYUSNXYSYyld 2F GKS RSOSH
deliberately disinterred in order that the act of translation or elevation could occur,
as opposd to individuals in the other categories of disturbance, who were disturbed

in order that an additional burial or construction works could occur. This is a critical

distinction. Translations and elevations involved the targeting and disinterment of a
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spedfic grave for the sole purpose of enacting further liturgical observances in
relation to the disturbed bones. All other instances of pdspositional disturbance
identified do not exhibit evidence for this pedisturbance liturgical factor. The
disturbed remains may have been accorded care and respect, butdtbeypt appear

to have beentargeted for disinterment for the purpose of specific pdstrial
liturgical acts. Both the motivations for translations and elemasi, and the process

itself have beerevaluated and assesd in detail in the preckng chapter.

An important observation is that the Church does not appear to have influenced or
prohibited the disturbance of skeletal material in cemeteries or to have dictated how
disturbed graves and thedontents ought to be treated. It is not until the ®#@entury

that even highly structured disturbance, that of translations and elevations, came
under the control of the Church. Prior to this point they were not under the
jurisdiction of the papacy, butwere governed by individual ecclesiastical
communities (See Chapter 2). Regulation and control over treatment of skeletal
material appears to have been the remit of each ecclesiastic community and the lay
members of society who managed and used cemetdoe<hristian burial (Geake
2002: 153; Thompson 2002). This accounts for the differing treatments and
manifestations of disturbed and disinterred remains at each site. Burial in the early
medieval period was highly varied, with no-alicompassing mannerybwhich a
person ought to be interred (Hadley 2002; Hadley & Buckberry Zo®hall Forbes
2013: 274;Thompson 2002). Consequently,istnot surprising that there was no
standard postdisinterment practte or behaviour in relation to bones, across allga
medieval cemetery sites. When pes¢positional disturbance took place, the
common response seems to have been to rebury skeletal material, whether in the
disturbing graves or as a separate deposit within the graveyard. Crucially, variety of
post-disturbance manifestations does not equate to the act of disinterment being

indicative of callousness or lack of respect towards the deceased.

(3.3.2) Desire to Avoid Disturbarc
Some significant observations may be drawn concerning why disturbance ofdde de

was undertaken and how it was regarded by the associated camties. Despite

106



the frequency withwhich postdepositional disturbance occurred in the early
medieval period (see Sectio3.2.2)), the evidence indicates that at many sites
disturbance was wided where feasibly possible. There are indications of forms of
WOy GAy3aSyOe LI IyaQ (2 LINBGSYyld RA&GAzZNDI Y
graves and interments would be disturbed. The response to this predicament was

evidentlyone of respect.

() Intercutting Graves
Cherryson noted in her study of early medieval cemeteries ins@iisat
Wi2g fSOSta 2F AYUuSNOdzidAy3a 6SNB 203
high levels were generally the preserve of the larger late churchyard
OSYSGSNASEDPQ o6/ KSNNRA2Y Hnnpghéretc 9 T
being small communities utilisy the cemeteries and also thabese
earlier field cemeteriesvere not being enclosed, thus allowing burials to
GFr1S LIXIOS Ay |y Wdzyt AYAGSRQ | NBI I
probable that much of the later intercutting is also in part dwean
increased desire to be buried in specific regions of cemeteries, such as
Oft2asS 2 | alAyidQa 3INI@S 2N 6KS OKdz
inhumations in that portion of land (Cherryson 2005: 76). It may
alternatively be an indicator of an iemtional avoidance of deliberately
and unnecessarily disturbing graves and their inhumations, whether
related to early or later phases of deposition. The number of graves which
have encroached into already existing graves during the early medieval
period s low when compared to levels in later medieval graveyards (see
Chaptes4 & 5). Cherryson noted that only nine out of 21 early medieval
Wessex cemeteries comprising her study exhibited intercutting graves
(Cherryson 2005). As noted B4.2) (viii) abovelevels of intercutting at
Raunds Furnells were low, with burials being positioned so that even if
the grave cut encroached into extant graves, the interments within were
f ST dzyRAaAUGddZNDSR Ay (GKS YlI22NRGe 27
need to sgieeze the maximum number of burials into the available space

gAUK2dzO RAAGAZNDAY 3 LINRK 2 NBR2RK Wi)dzY | G A 2

107



(Boddington 1996: 50). Adams determined that tH&t8 10"-century
OSYSUGSNE G ! RRAYIAKE Y & lleevideae 6k NI & ¢
AYGSNOdzGGAY3IT GKSNBE Aa | YFENJSR NBa
181). This lack of intercutting may be resultant from the relatively short
chronology of the site, yet excavation plans depict a fairly densely packed
graveyard, and otér forms of intense disturbance were recorded (see

Section 8.2.2)) (see Fig3.1). Some of the deceased were interred on

their sides in very narrow grave slots positioned in between full sized

AN @SaT WYlye 2F GKS 3INI @S&snistR 0SS,
KIFIgdS 0SSy fFAR 2y GKSANJ AaARSQ 06! RIY3
this signifies a deliberate attempt not to intercut already existing graves
f20FGSR AY AYYSRAFGS LINRPEAYAGET Wi
narrowness of the graves, andetlcloseness of the spacing between
GKSYQ 06! RI'Ya mamewas noted ptOMbnkwie&r8outh

(Durham), where the second period graves in the densely filled cemetery

were narrow, necessitating the individuals be buried on their side (Cramp
1969: 34). The S o0 dzNA I f a4 6SNB Ffa2 AyaSNISR
ondoY6 0Sft2¢ (GKS adaNFIFOSZQ |yR | NB
underlying earlier graves (Cramp 1969: 34). A similar scenario is evident

at the 10"- to 12"-centurymanorial cemetery at Tagbridge (Wiltshire),

where later burials were interred in the spaces between graves of earlier
OdzNA I f& Ay F LINRPOSaa oKAOK WiSR (2
RAAUGAINDSRQ o6/ KSNNRBA2Y HAanpyY Thpod ¢ K)
also evident atlie Late Saxon cemetery at Barnstaple Castle. The later

graves were very shallow, rarely more than 0.6m deep with most
considerably shallower. Where these graves intercut those earlier
interments beneath them, the preparation of the new grave was
abandoned mid-process once it was apparent that an unexpected
AYKdzYl A2y & awhere dlBté Rave cuidibearfiey ang, W
presumably accidentallythe gravediggers had stopped immediately

above the body, so later graves only occasionally interfered tiéh

02ySa 2F SI NI ASNI 06 dzNFd1ihzcenturg buialsSa ™ )
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Fd {4 t S{SNReClay wedzldEbiascribed &sibeing carefully

spaced out, to ensure intercutting did not occur (Sills 1982).

G ydzYSNER dza & A acupakts vz Ndinpleteyy disinklred S 3 Q
and redeposited elsewhere (se€.4.2) (i) and (vi)). Removal of
interments permitted new graves to be excavated without having to dig
narrow graves in between extant ones. Burying the dead in full size
graves mayhave been regarded as a more respectful manner of burial
than squeezing inhumations into tight spaces. A second motivation may
have been that the option of complete disinterment and reburial of

skeletal remains was preferable to partially disturbing inhtiores.

It is also noted that at some early medieval cemeteries, located under the

eaves of churchem very close proximity to the church walls, are what

KIgS GNIRAGAZ2YFT & &KRNBYIQA Y EARULINB G SR
(CraigAtkins pers. comm. 2012CraigAtkins 2014; Daniell 1999: 92;

Lapidgeet al.2000: 106). It is believed that the infants were deliberately

buried in these specific positions in order that they might benefit from

the hallowed water dripping from the roofs onto their graves. Atiiis

CdzNy Stfaz »%2yS mo O2yaidAaddziSR 2yf e

I NRPdzy R (GKS OKdzZNOKQ 27F dzLJ 42 wmModpY 6
tentatively suggested that in addition to the advantage of continued

postY2 NIISY Wol LJiA&YQSZ itioaaMySbeirdg yodriedyiii & & S N
these restrictive places, as their graves were small enough to fit between

the wall of the church and other graves, whereas adult graves would be

too big to fit, without intercutting other graves in the locality or burying

peoplein narrow grave cuts (see Fi§j13).
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[C=T] suriat plot
D Zone number
]—___] Zone boundary
[_TJ Row number
]E Grave in row

Fig.3.13: Plan of Raunds Furnells burial Zones, note Zone 1b of infant

burials, surrounding the church (aér Boddington 1996: 54, fig.66)

(i) Emptied Graves & Cleared Areas of Cemeteries
Many of thecemeteries utilised in this study exhibited areas which had
once held inhumations but were cleared of these burials in later phases
(see 8.2.2) (ii)). This is particularly indicative of late Saxon cemeteries,
where 10'-century monastic reform combinedith the 11"-century
Norman Conquestled to the initiation of building works within
cemeteries, sometimes necessitating the complete obliteration of parts
of that cemetery (Hadley 2001143 CraigAtkins: In press The
assumption is that because these2as were intended for other purposes
(construction of new churches or cathedrals, boundaries, or domestic
buildings) the burials were deliberately removed, this being a more
respectful option than simply constructing a building directly over and
into the human remains. The siting of new buildings, whether
ecclesiastial or otherwise, on preexisting Saxon cemeteries might also
be understood as representing the deliberate emphasis of the new

reforms, via the destruction and callous treatment of {1@"-certury
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burialsand commemorative monumentsAlthough in many cases the
land was cleared and the disinterred inhumations reburied in charnel pits
(see B8.2.2) (ix)), it remains unclear whether this would have been
regarded as a sympathetic act or an offensore to people who had
conducted the burials and now witnessed their relatives disgdaand

their cemetery destroyedby others.

Where sections of cemeteries were cleared, it seems that great care was

taken to remove all traces of inhumations. This ccadddue to practical

reasons relating to building large stone structures, or may be indicative

of something else. At Bartedpon-Humber, a minimum of 35 graves lay

in the way of the proposed new late Saxon church (Rodwell & Rodwell
1982:293294). These MR | £ & 6 SNB WOt Syt & SEKdzY¢
KdzYl'y o02yS 0SKAYRZQ AY | YIFYyySN (KS
the area (Rodwell & Rodwell 1982: 294). It is not known where the
disinterred bones were reinterred. Only one burial was lefsituand
consequently was cut through by a foundation trench of the new church.

¢tKS O2yailuNXzOGA2y 2F 2AyOKSadSNI /I GK
the displacement of approximately 1000 inhumations (Cherryson 2005:

81). These were reinterred in a robber trermfthe AngleSaxon Minster.

The treatment of the charnel in this circumstance could be interpreted as
0SAY3 RAANBALISOG Fdzt & convaniend Bith Yyul ~ WR dzY
nonetheless, the bone was redeposited in consecrated ground, when it

might just as easiljnave been dumped in rubbish pits or reused as
building material At York Minster the 1"L.century transept was built over

the preNorman cemetery (Phillips & Heywood 1995:9)7 The burials

were sealed by a cobbled yard (Phillips & Heywood 1995: 78)mHyis

be interpreted in two ways; firstly, that it was intended to appropriate

the cemetery site and prevent access to it by covering it, or it may have

been a respectful act to ensure that the burials were preserved. This
covering of the cemetery also oatad at The Church and Priory of St

Andrew FlIshergate where the ®M2% century Period 4b graves were
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covered by a stone layer before more graves were added above in Period
4d (see Section (7.2.2) Ahe mass charnel pit uncovered at Hereford
Cathedralwas also located on consecrated ground, in a pit which had
been dug for quarrying purposes for the new cathedral (Stone &
AppletonFox 1996: 223). The charnel room at Wells Cathedral was also
on consecrated ground (Cherryson 2005: 83). This may have dreen
important consideration. When the Abbess Hildilid at Barking Abbey
ordered the disinterment of multiple graves, her motivation was directly
due to a need to raise burial space for future interments (se&2.2)

(ii)). However, she makes arrangements the preservation of the
skeletal material, which was to be redeposited inside the church. The
transfer of deceased individuals, whether articulated or disarticulated,
from an exterior grave to the interior of religious buildings, was a highly
respectfulact (see Chapter2& 5) and so ought not to be perceived as a
disrespectful or purely functional treatment. Secondly, there do not
appear to have been any negative connotations associated with such
treatment, or with the comingling of variouadividuals, whether male

or female.

The cases discussed above represent the largest displacement of
individuals from graves in this study. Emptied graves and clearances on
smaller scales at other sites are less easy to explain. At Barnstaple Castle,
nine of the 105 graves had been emptied leaving behind no traces of
bone, coffin or nails (Miles 1986: 68). The bailey bank for the Norman
castle was constructed over the cemetery, including these emptied
graves. No attempt had been made to remove any of ttheoremaining

0 dzNRA I £ & LINRA 2 NJ (0 2, mékibthedibinfeyniét of sy 4 (1 NXzC
particular nine graves unusual. In this contexisitpostulated by the
excavatorthat the graves may have been emptied by family members
prior to the construction othe bank which would have destroyed the
inhumations, or at least prevented access to the graves (Miles 1986: 68).

At Addingham, all of the nine emptied graves were located in the Rorth
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west edge of the excavated area and cemetery, although it is believed

that the cemetery continued west beyond the limits of excavation

(Adams 1996: 182). Inthenoeth a4 2F GKS OSYSGSNEX
0K2dzaK Ll2aaAirote dzyYIFNJSRI 062dzy Rl NE

to extend to enclose the whole northern area @kds 1996: 182). It is
probable that this boundary was in place for the entire duration of the
8- to 10"-century cemetery. If this boundary had been continued or
extended to the west at a later stage, it may be that the nine graves
represent those burial which would lie to the exterior of the bounded
area or were potentially going to be disturbed. In preparation for the
cemetery to be enclosed, the occupants were hence disinterred for their
relocation elsewhere. However, the space which had been emputfed
burials was not subsequently built over, making this theory unlikely.
Adams offers an alternative explanation, which is that the graves were
disinterred so that the individuals could be reburied further south, where
graves were more densely packed amglided graves with multiple
insertions (see3.2.2) (vi)). This area is thought to have been a focal point

for burial, possibly being the location of a monument or grave of

i

{

RAAGGAYOUAZ2YT WLIRaadAO0ES F20Ff | fAIYyYS

X & d#3tebBgly that there was competition for space in this cemetery,
and that a position as close as possible to something which lay to the E.

gl & RSAANI O0f SQ3).6! R Ya mMdppdpcY MyH

(i) Deliberate Targeting of Specific Graves: Familial or Convenient?
Many d the occurrences of postepositional disturbance identified in
this study comprise multiple depositions of both articulated and
disarticulated remains inserted into graves ($8&.2) (v), (vi) and (vii)).
The primary explanation for these depositionsash been one of
convenience or functionality; that these acts coincide with, or were
deliberately undertaken, at the same time as another event taking place
in the cemetery (Cherryson 2005: 79). In such circumstances, it is thought

that grave plots had toédreused due to the lack of empty burial space in
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the cemetery area, with either the disarticulated original occupant of a
grave displaced in favour of a new inhumation, or else new burial plots
were utilised for the redeposition of bones from graves whieldl to be
emptied. Both of these explanations are plausible, but inherent in the
scenarios presented is a belief that these movements constitute a lack of
compassion towards the dead, agyAA |/ KSNNE a2yseof 2 0SaT
graves is generally characteed by a lack of respetowards the original
occupan2 O/ KSNNEB a2y wHnnpyY TcO0® ! fGK2dAl
examples, sufficient number of burials exhibit care or respect for both
the articulated and disarticulated dead, that it may be argued, lom t
contrary, that physical interaction with deceased individuals was a
solemn undertaking. In cases of articulated individuals being interred in
the grave of another individual, the newly inserted burial is not simply
placed on top of the original inhumati. Instead, the original occupant

is typically fully removed from the grave, only to be redeposited around
the fresh burial (see (vi)). On other occasions the articulated burial is
inserted into the grave above or beside the original interment, with a
layer of soil separating the two interments and thus preventing
disturbance of the primary burial (Stoodley 2002). It has been suggested
that these types of multiple burials represent familial burial plots, as the
material which has been disturbed is treatetth respect that otherwise

it would not be accorded (Stoodley 2002). Many of these types of
disturbance occurred in single phase, or sHoréd cemeteries, utilisd

by a small living populatiorfFor example, it is estimated that Raunds
Furnells had a cdributing population of about 40 individuals from
roughly the & to the 9" centuries (Boddington 1996: 31). It could be
argued, therefore, that all of those interred within such cemeteries had
living relatives or extended family to ensure care of theimains and
who would have prevented disrespectful treatment of the deceased.
Under these circumstances, the-use of graves and other acts of post

depositional activity must have been regarded as acceptable, whether
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there was a familial link between seatary depositions and primary

interments, or not.

A scenario involving both practical and respectful considerations is the most credible

to account for these inclusions of either primary or secondary depositions; if it was
deemed necessary to cause didgiance or complete disinterment of a body for

whatever reason, then those disturbed remains would be collected and redeposited

in another grave. This multiple occupation of a single grave does not appear to have

been a negative concept, either for the origl occupant or for the new insertion

given its frequency of occurrenc8uch collections and reinterments may have been
planned, to cause as little disturbance as possible, by deliberately coinciding
displacements with articulated burials. When inhumaso are disturbed, the

affected bones tend to be reburied immediately within the encroaching grave, such

Fad 0 ! RRAYIAKI YT WGKS FTNBIdzSyd adzNBAGBI T 2
amongst the disarticulated material confirmed that it had beebueed immediately

F FGSNI AGA RAAGAZINDII YOS YR KIR y20 NBYIF Ay
70).

An explanation for the presence of disarticulated material in the grave cut or fill of

graves has been explored in relatitmSection(3.3.2) (i) above where intercutting

graves may have disturbed parts of individuals, who were immediately reinterred in

0KS yS¢g 3INI@PSQa FAf{td ¢KSAS NBYFIAYya YAI
consequence of intercutting which were subsequently redepositeckbato the

disturbing grave. However, as so many of these cases do not appear to have intercut
graves with inhumations, or encroached on burials at all, there must have been
another method for how disarticulated material came to be dsped in these

grawes (see Fig3.1 and3.10).

It has been suggested that one cause of some of the cases of disturbance might be
graverobbing (Cherryson 2005: 81). A grave that was disturbed by the digging of a
LIAG G {0 alFNRQa {{dFRAdzY: {2dziKI YLIWG2YyZX

remains and thedisarticulated skeletal material redeposited within the pit
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(Cherryson 2005: 81). It is thought that the grave was disturbed accidentally, and was
0KSY SYLI i@ Re sedrdNBragtavegodds 6 / KSNNEB a2y wHnnpy
plausible scenario butot a compelling one. There is little evidence for the practice

of grave robbing in early medieval England, and when it is identified it is in relation

to pre-Christian cemeteries, such as Winnall Down 1l (Asptck 2011; Klevnas 2010).
There are also signitant defining characteristics pertaining to the identification of

robbed graves, none of which are evident in the emptied grave at St Mary Stadium,

or in any of the other examples cited in this study (Asptck 20115382 vnés 2010:

109-13). These chargeristics are defined by Aspdck and Klevnas as 1) evidence of

pits having been dug into graves, recognisable as dark areas with a higher content of
organic material, 2) evidence of disturbance of an individual within their grave, 3)
movement of finds withi G KS 3INJ @S | YR A 8&KRvnasRA10: 6! a L.
10913).

(3.3.3) Graveyard Management

Numerous authors have discussed graveyard management in the early medieval
period, in relation to the spatial geography of cemeteries, the prini@nymations,

their commemoration, the initiation of certa burial practies, and churchyard burial
becoming conventional (Buckberry 2007; 2010; Cherryson 2005; Cherryson 2010;
Gittos 2002; Groves 2007; Hadley 2000; 2001; 2002; 2007; Hadley & Buckbéxrry 200
Hoggett 2007). This research also provides much information concerning post
depositional behaviour; by analysing the evolution of cemeteries and early medieval
funerary practce, the methods by which burials came to be disturbed can be
ascertained and contemporary concerns and attitudes towards pastpositional

disturbance perceived.

It is clear that at many of the sites examined in this study, the primary inhumations

of articulated individuals were interred in burial rows, and that zones for burial
existed which were systematically opened according to burial density and the rates

4 6KAOK GKS&asS T2ySa o0SOFYS WTdA t Qv ¢KS
where it is believed that the entire cemetery was excavated providing a &enp

plan of the inhumations. Twentyhree rows of burial were identified, although some
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of these are not obvious and are subject to visual interpretation bias (se8.E8).

6. 2RRAY3IG2Y mMpdhcY pouvd ¢KSAS NRgoa 6SNB y:+
straight, othes curved, someavell-defined others nebulous, some evenly spaced,
20KSNAR SNNFIGAOFtfte &aLI OSRQ o0. 2RRAY3Il2Y ™
at Addingham, with rows to the east created first followed by additional rows to the
gpSaits WSYDKREDPHEEBDSAYy It & 433f (AdardsNED6: Y8R 3 SR Q
Myoo® W{fAIKI AYyRAOIGAZ2ya 2F INIMSAD& F2NY
cemetery at BartodJponHumber (Rodwell & Rodwell 1982: 299). Small rows were
identified at Ailcy Hill, d&8NA 6 SR a WaldNARy3aQ 2F (g2 2NJ
(Hall & Whyman 1996: 122). Rows were not recorded at Barnstaple Castle, although

the cemetery may have been divided into zones, as juvenile burials were only found

in one region, Trench A (Mild986: 66). The earliest phase of burial at St Andrew
Fishergate comprised 60 interments which were arranged in rows (Stroud & Kemp

1993: 131).

The identification of these burial rows and successive opening of zones reveals
significant evidence of plarmg, and that the siting of inhumations was not a
haphazard or random decision. This also implies that there was no choice involved
about who was to be buried where, with each fresh burial simply being added to the
rows in the next available space. That dean may have been the remit of those
conducting the burial, and could potentially indicate that there were one or more
individuals solely responsible for digging graves and managing cemeteries. According
to individual reports, in later phases, this stredherence to orderly layout and
progressive burial rows and zones appear to decrease in intensity (although this was
disputed by Buckberry (2010), who concluded that conversion period cemeteries
were more organise than earlier ones (2010: 2, 18). Thisyrbe due to a number

of contributing factors. As the cemeteries were becoming full, it became increasingly
difficult to create new rows or organised zones, there being no fresh ground left
available. This necessitated new burials to be positioned in batwather, older,
graves, and are identifiable as the narrow grave cuts with bodies interred on their
sides, as noted at Addingham, Monkwearmouth, Trowbridge and Barnstaple Castle

(see B8.2.2) (i)). Secondly, in later phases, some cemeteries may have etquir
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significant focal point which made burial in its proximity desirable. Individuals were

also moved postleposition to these prominent locations, perhaps at the behest of
surviving family members, as suggested by Max Adams in relation to Addingham
(Adans 1996: 182183). This movement also conveniently vacated a grave plot which

could subsequently be reused. Many cemeteries are siggiesration, in that they

were not used for burial over successive and multiple generations, such as Raunds
Furnells. Itha 06SSy | dadzYSR (KIFIdG GKS&S OSYSG SN
due to the new monastic and church reforms which instigated the creation of new
cemeteries (Buckberry 2010; Cherryson 2010; Hadley 2007; Hadley & Buckberry
2005: 125126; McClain 2014 The @cision to abandon a cemetery may also have

been connected to the incapacity of that cemetery to accommodate future
inhumations and the inability to maintain orderly burials, without causing {post
depositional disturbance. This is also insinuated by MaxyA@la WL G Aa L}2aaai
Addingham there was not simply one continuous area of ground devoted to burial,

0dzi GKIG RAAONBUGS OSYSUSNARSAE ¢SNBE 2LISYySR
There are substantial indications, therefore, that disturbancgraves was avoided

where possible. On occasion, it appears that some inhumations were disturbed
unintentionally, and the response to this is particularly interesting. At Barnstaple
Castle, when grave digging in later phases cut into a grave of an eadsz,aligging

ceased md NP OS&da o6aAifSa wmpycY cHODP ¢g2 3INF O
Furnells, apparently upon discovery that they encroached on other interments (see
(3.2.2) (ii)) (Boddington 1996: 28). A pit dug in the cemetery of SOU 13, Southgampton

cut into the grave of an individual, whose cranium was displaced in the process

6/ KSNNEBaz2zy wHnnpyY ymo®d® / KSNNEaz2zy RS&AONAOGS
its coffin space, implying that this treatment was disrespectful, but it might be
consideredto have been a deferential act, instead of discarding the crania or
incorporating it within the fill of the pit as waste material (Cherryson 2005: 81;
Cherryson 2007: 134).

Averting grave disturbance could only have been possible if there was a means to
identify inhumations, whether by above ground markers, or by having a limited

number of individuals to perform the grave digging and siting of each grave. These
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people would know the location of inhumations, having dug them, and would
develop the ability @ recognise older, less obvious, graves after settling of the soil,
through experience (Stuart Prior, pers. comm. 202@14. A total of 36 graves at

Raunds Furnells were definitively marked above ground by slabs, crosses, slots,
stones or posts (Boddingh 1996: 46), and while no markers were identified at
BartonUponHumber, it is noted that the emptied graves could only have been
NEO23IyAaSR WABA AXKGE & NY IO S @@oSdeb & Rdt\iell & dzNJF |
1982: 294). No specific individual markersres excavated at Addingham, but it is
a0FGSR GKIFG waz2yS FT2NXY 2F YINJAy3 Sylof €
1996: 182). This concept will be further explored in Chagiemd 7.

It is noted in Section (2.2) (t¢)i) that the skeletal materiah graves and grave fills

appeas from the limited photographic evidence and descriptive accounts to be
disarticulated. It is here suggested that there was a regulation in place, or a
consistent belief, that only disarticulated and decomposed inhumatioRy tme

disturbed, postdeposition. This would account for or contribute towards the need

for managed cemeteries, to prevent the accidental disinterment of an individual still

in a state of decomposition. Very few examples of disturbance are recorded which
exhibit any evidence for the individual still being in articulation. Adams paiat

that the emptied gravestothenortd S& G 2F (GKS OSYSUSNE 6SNB
' adGFr3sS FFAGSNI GKS RA &l NI A QiBd).IBirial HO0)ATF G K S
Raunds Furnells was disturbed, but only in relation to its left humerus (Boddington
MdppcY HYyOd LG A& RSAONAOSR |da 0SAy3a WRAA
Significantly, this case constitutes one of the examples of abandoned graves
descrbed above, leaving the remainder of (5200) intact. The reasons why
decomposing corpses may not have been appropriate to disturb is discussed in
Chaypters 5and 6, and relates to bodily fluids being regarded as contaminants to
consecrated ground. It has nbeen established whether this view was held in the

early medieval period, but may explain why decomposing individuals were wrapped

so tightly for burial, and why Burial (5156) at Raunds Furnells was prevented from

fully coming into contact with the gravéobr (see 8.2.2) (iii)). This reasoning may

119



also account for why in some graves comprising multiple articulated individuals, the

original occupants are not disturbed by new insertions (Se& 1) (iii)).
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3.4: Conclusion

Deciphering postiepositiond disturbance in early medieval England is fraught with
complications. There is a lack of consistency in how individuals came to be disturbed,
and in how the disturbed material is treated, subsequent to disturbance. Detail is
consistently scarce in desctlipns of disturbance, as are photographs of the
disturbance, making it difficult to identify patterns of redeposition or to derive
conclusive definitions by which to recognise future incidences. The extreme variety
in the form of disturbance belie there ewhaving been a single standard practice for
treatment and representation of disturbed material. The exception to this concerns
disturbance of individuals of a certain status, that of ecclegssdeemed to be
saintly. Their disturbance was a highly defgial act, with strict methodology and
considerations involved in their disinterment. These translations and elevations were
committed in order that further additional liturgical benefits might be besgalron

that person (see Chapten.2All other distubances relate to ordinary inhabitants, or
the laity. Neither the modes of disturbance nor the treatment of disturbed material
exhibit any element of exclusivity, with both males and females, juveniles and adults

being affected.

Despite this lack of ahdardisation, and the perceivip haphazard nature of
disturbance, three primary concerns are identifiable in relation to the reopening of a

grave and the posburial movement of individuals:

1) The prevention ophysical disturbance of the dead pdstirial was
paramount.

2) When disturbance was unavoidable or necessary, the disturbed material
was to be reburied in an appropridie respectful manner, these
treatments being the remit of the society conducting the disturbance.

3) Articulated inhumations still undergoing the process of decomposition
were not to be disturbed where possible, and in particular, were not to

be disarticulated while still fleshed.
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The consistent adherence to these regulations indicate that there were accepted
opinions in relation to cemeteries, the deceased, and grave disturbance, which
negated against the physical disturbance of the dead, except in exceptional and
unavoidable circmstances. There is little evidence of Church decree governing
disturbance, although the complicated manner in which saintly individuals were
disinterred indicates that in general, disturbance of the dead was taboo. Opening a
grave and disturbing the skebdtremains of an individual was not a desecration,

providing no other alternatives were available and the three fundamental guidelines

were adhered to.

The disciplined management of cemeteries, the manner by which disturbance
occurred and the treatmentexacted on disturbed individuals, all indicate that while
there may not have been liturgical motivations fmausingdisturbance, there were
liturgical reasons fornot disturbing inhumations. Far from representing a
disrespectful and callous regard forethdead, early medieval postepositional
disturbance was actually a controlled and restricted practice, motivated by necessity,

and performed with reverence.
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CHAPTER £ATER MEDIEVAL PAY¥IPOSITIONAL DISTURBANCE

4.1. Introduction

As discussed in Cpir 3 3.1), postdepositional disturbance of burials involved an
intentional or accidental physical interaction with the dead, after the burial of an
individual had taken place. It includes any movement of fleshed or skeletal material
within the originaldepositional context, and may also constitute the removal and
relocation of part or all of the buried individual/s to a new or secondary context: Post
depositional disturbance during the early medieval (c-8000) period has been
discussed in Chapter 8nd this chapter will analyse disturbances dating to the later
medieval period (c.116@550).

In England, physical interaction with the buried dead has been engaged in from at
least the advent of Christianity (c.600), throughout the medieval period r@iactihe
postmedieval period (c.1550). Yet, despite this, no meaningful attempt has been
made to collate the evidence for medieval pakpositional disturbance. Neither has
there been any significant effort made to understand how and why disturbance took
place, which has resulted in incidences of the practice being routinely dismissed as
insignificant in terms of medieval funerary activity (See Chapter 1) (Klemperer &
Boothroyd 2004: 44, 131;Soden 2010: 145rainger 2011: 103; Thomasal.1997:

40, 117-18). This chapter, in accordance with Chapter 3, aims to identify all
recognisable forms of medieval pedépositional disturbance and to categorise
these occurrences. Emphasising the prevalence of interaction with physical remains
of the buried dead thoughout the medieval period and at a variety of cemetery site
types, will illustrate that such interaction was neither unusual nor callous. The
cataloguing of postlepositional events will equally demonstrate that each mode of
disturbance was undertaken rfospecific reasons, potentially unique to each
circumstance in which it occurred, encompassing practical and religious motivations

and reasoning. The emotive nature of pal&positional disturbance will be explored
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in Chapter 6Analysis of each of the deéd categories will exemplify that interaction
with the dead was regulated, either to prevent its unnecessary occurrence or to
mitigate how it was to be undertaken. Where it is evident, the level of structure or
organisation inherent in posiepositionaldisturbances will also be discussed, the
implications of which will form the basis of ChapfeCertain categories, for example
charnel chapels or translations and elevations, are sufficiently frequent, and provide
evidence of structure, as to merit@apter of their own, and are not discussed in

detail at this point (see Chaptg? & 5).
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4.2: PostDepositional Distubance in Later Medieval England
(4.2.1) Research to Date

This section will identify and categorise each type of legiositional dsturbance

that occurred during the later medieval period in England (see Tab)elt will also
assess what, if any, investigation into these occurrences has been undertaken.
Although abundant examples of disturbance have been excavated at cemeteyy site
throughout England, and have been identified at a variety of ecclesiastical site types
including cathedrals, parish churches, abbagd hospitalslittle research has been
undertaken that attempts to collate or analyse all the available evidence. Thimak

work Requiem by Gilchrist and Sloane, published in 2005, documented a large
volume of data concerning such behaviours and interactions with the dead. It was
primarily concerned, however, with investigatihgrial as opposed tgostburial
activitiesand incidences. In addition, the authors focussed on monastic complexes,
not including evidence derived from parish churchyards. In the decade since its
publication, no other largascale attempt has been made to identify or analyse
medieval posturial adivities. As with analyses of the early medieval burials,
discussions of later medieval disturbances of the dead in archaeological reports tend
to be brief, if included at all, with the associated implication that they are
inconsequential to current funery studies (Gilchrist & Sloane 2005: 1®4Horrox
1996: 1045; Miller & Saxby 2007: 1485). This gives the impression that excavators
and researchers are dismissive of the possibility that {bostal activities might
reflect medieval concern with, andiation of, the dead, but instead have deduced
that such engagement with the buried dead wpagssiblycallous and regarded
contemporarily as insignificant. Examples of later medieval burial disturbances tend
to be explained in such pragmatic terms onlythwiimited explanations of the
occurrences, particularly when compared to discussion of articulated burials within
the same reports (Brown & Howaildavis 2008¢rainger 2011; Jackson 2006; Miller

& Saxby 2007; Sloane & Malcolm 2004; Thomgsl. 1997) It is occasionally
explicitly stated, but normally merely insinuated, that these incidences were engaged

in haphazardly and are not indicative of systematic treatment of, and care for, the
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buried dead (Jackson 2007; Miller & Saxby 2007). Little attentigraits to the
motivations inherent in engaging in such interactions. Where this is discussed, the
intimation is that they largely constituted unavoidable physical interactions with the
dead, but that these were generally not liturgical nor served a primampgse
themselves, being merely the {product of other intentional funerary activities
(Gilchrist & Sloane 2005: 1®). Certain postlepositional occurrences were,
however, clearly deliberately undertaken for a specific purpose in relation to the
deceasd individual, for example viscera burials or translations (see Sedti®12) 1)

() & (v)). These types of activities may be defined as structured, in that there was a
specific reason to explain their occurrence, in addition to an apparently standard
method by which the disturbance ought to be undertaken (see Sec#o8))(
Although not all instances of pedepositional disturbance exhibit such systematic
methodology, this is not in itself evidence that they were disrespectful or
insignificant. By docuemting their occurrence, describing their manifestation
archaeologically, and comparing them to early medieval examples of disturbance, it
is expected that the medieval funerary practice of physical interaction with the dead
may be elucidated. Moreover, it hoped that, when examined in conjunction with
additionally undefresearched aspects of medieval cemetery and funerary activities,
such as graveyard management and contemporary attitudes towards the dead (see
Chapters 6 & 7), the phenomenon of pal#positional disturbance might be given

the credence and recognition it deserves.
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(4.2.2) CategoriesfoPostDepositional Disturbance

Chapter 3presented a lengthy and detailed definition of early medieval post
depositional disturbance (see Sectid2(2)). This definition is equally applicable to
later medieval disturbances and need not be repeated nor elaborated on here. All
identified forms ofmovement or physical interaction with the buried dead that have
been dated to the later medieval period will be included in the following discussion,
and similarities with the earlier medieval period will emerge. In addition, categories
of disturbance thadid not occur in the early medieval period will also be discussed.
A similar approach to that implemented in relation to the early medieval types of
disturbance in Chapter 3 will be adopted, with later medieval categories of post
depositional disturbancedefined according to various criteria; the physical
manifestation of the disturbed material in archaeological contexts; how the material
came to be disturbedand the manner in which the disturbed were redeposited
and/or treated. It is expected that thelowing classification of types of disturbance
will highlight distinctions and similarities between the various recorded examples,
which in turn ought to clarify any inherent motivation for undertaking physical

interaction with the buried dead.

1) Dsturbance of Single Individuals
() Translations & Elevations

Translations and elevations, as forms of pdspositional disturbance of
individuals, have been discussed at length in relation to both the early
and later medieval period¢see Section (3.2.2) @), and a detailed
examination of the practice comprises Chapter T2anslations and
St S@LraAz2ya sSNBE GKS RSEAOGSNIGS FyR
remains from their grave, in order to relocate those bones or preserved
02Re (2 I OK dzpdéning the icghanBatidn2dillhe

individual.
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(i) Emptied & Empty Graves
Just as numerous graves were identified during the early medieval period
that had no extant burials within them (see Chaptesattion(2.2.2) (ii)),
there are also a numbef graves dating to the later medieval period that
exhibit evidence for having once been occupied and the burials
disinterred at a later date. At the priognd hospital of St Mary Spital
(London), grave F[389] in cemetery OA2 (11235) was empty, buhe
fill of the grave contained teeth and fragments of human bone,
suggesting that a burial may have been disinterred at some point after,
or during, advanced decomposition (Thomas al. 1997: 23). The
individual may have been deliberately exhnumed someetat or after the
cessation of burial within this area (c.1235) to relocate it elsewhere in the
new cemetery OA5 (123@Hynuo® !'G {G {1 @OA2dzNRA
Bermondsey (Surreyjour exhumed graves were located in region OA2
which was later the site ohe 12"-century infirmary (Gilchrist & Sloane
2005: 197). These graves dated to period M3 (:0500) Dysonet al.
2011 21). One grave contained the left humerus, radius and ulna in
anatomical position (see Fig.1), which were most likely left behind

accidenglly during the disinterment.
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Figdl:9 YLIGASR 3ANI @Sa Ay GKS OSYSGSNE 2F {4 {}
Surrey. Note left behind within the rightand grave, the left humerus,

radius and ulna, in anatomical position (Gilchrist & Sloane 20098)

Gilchrist and Sloane (2005: 197) speculate that these four graves may
have been those of the founding monks, who were sent from La @harit
sur Loire, France, in the 1090s to establish the priory. This would indeed
explain the necessity of disinterringdbe specific graves, moving the
remains of the founders of the priory, in order to prevent their
disturbance or destruction during subsequent construction work. A
further ten empty graves located in cemetery OA6, dating to between
periods M4 and M8 (c.1160430) had been exhumed during period M9
(c.14301538), again, due to building works in that area (Dysbral.
2011: 84). In the nave of the3%0 church atSt Mary Graces, East
Smithfield(London), a gravshaped cut(13682, contained no burial or
evidence of human material within it or the filGfainger 201144). It is

not clear if the grave was dug in expectation of a burial that was
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subsequently interred elsewhere, or if the grave had been occupied but
was fully exhumed leaving no archaeologicacéraf the occupant. A
further two empty graves were located in the convent garden (OA10)
(Grainger 2011: 55). In the sou#iast chapel in the south transept the
church at Norton PriorgCheshire), two monolithic stone coffins, 909 and
913, dating to themid to late 13 century, were found to be empty of
burials (Browret al. 2008: 133). It must be presumed that the coffins
were once occupied, but threason for them being emptiecemains

unknown, as does the location to which they were removed.

An emgy grave, 5344, was also excavated from the presbytery of the
14"-century church at the Priory of St Andrew, Fishergate (Stroud &

Kemp 1993: 137). The grave was dated to Phase 6a/b (the edfly 14
century), and so may have been exhumed in order to avitsd
disturbance by the demolition and subsequent rebuilding of the church,

which was begun in the miti4" century (Stroud & Kemp 1993: 134). At

Hulton Abbey, grave F316 in the north transept of the church was empty
FAaARS FTNRBY WI FS¢ pigcladng twa yeethi &S I NI
O2YLJX SGS al ONMHzYz 2yS @OSNISONI |yR &z
3 .220KNRB&@R HnnanY nmod ¢KS SEOI g (21
SEKdzYSR T2NJ a2YS NBlLazys odzi AdG &aSSYy
sacrum would have len left behind in the grave and it is assumed that

this bone and the few fragments of spine and ribcage are the disturbed
remains of an individda (Klemperer & Boothroyd 2004: 115). A
description or photograph detailing the location of these elements iith

the grave may help in deciphering this; if they were redeposited material,

but placed in the general correct anatomical location, then it would be a

highly unusual case of redeposition. Occasionally, it is apparent that

graves were dug but were neveraupied, for reasons unknown. In the

western cloister of the Dominican Priory, Oxford, a grave had been dug
through clay, although there was no evidence that it had ever been used
(Lambrick & Woods 1976: 193).
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There are various accounts of exhumations hgviiaken place at
numerous later medieval sites, by reason of the illegal nature of their
burial in cemeteries that had no burial rites, or due to conflict over where

the deceased ought tbave been buried. In 1108 thesBop of Hereford

ordered a number bpeople to exhume a local parishioner who had been
buried in Gloucester, as he believed Hereford had the exclusive right to
bury the man (Gilchrist & Sloane 2005: 196). One strong motivation for
such behaviour must relate to the fees or burial dues ctti@édy the
associated church for burial of an individual in their cemetery. In 1396 at

least 67 individuals were exhumed from the newly established cemetery

I R2F OSyd G2 {4 |1 St Sy@dordskbireNduringka O K dzNDO
dispute concerning ownershipf the land (Daniel 1999: 92; Gilchrist &

Sloane 2005: 196). Similar exhumations may also have taken place at
Manchester in 1403 and Bristol (date not provided) when arguments and
accusations between rival religious establishments took place concerning
which church had legitimate claim to, and therefore right to bury, which
deceased parishioner. Ownership of this right to bury also meant that the
Church authorities in question could receive the burial money owed to

them (Gilchrist & Sloane 2005: 196). @lgristian burial could only take

place within consecrated ground (see Chapter 6), individuals were
occasionally disinterred for reburial if it was deemed that the original

place of burial did not have burial rites (Daniell 1999: Gilchrist & Sloane
2005: B9). From the years 1268214, England was under an Interdict by
t2LS Lyy20Syd LLL FFAGSNI GKS NBTFdzal f
nomination for the position of archbishop of Canterbury (Daniell 1999:

103; Gilchrist & Sloane 2005: 4%. All ecclesidikal services were
forbidden in England, meaning burial in consecrated cemeteries could

not take place. A plaque discovered at Lifatise Priory
Ob2NIKdzYo SNIF yROZ 61 & SyaNl gSR | a ¥
Silvester, Robert and Elias, were transtbbeom the garden of the monks

G2 G0KA&A LXIFOSQ ODAf OKNRalG 9 {t2FyS
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interpreted as commemorating the translation of three burials from an
illicit burial ground, established during the Interdict, to the consecrated

cemeteay at Lindisfarne, after the Interdict was lifted.

In addition to the reasons outlined above for the deliberate disinterment
of an individual from their grave, superstitious motivatipesch as the
belief that a deceased, interred individual was intfacevenant, may
account for some of the emptied and empty graves identified
archaeologically. This form of pedépositional disturbance will be

discussed at length in Chapter 6.

(iif) WrappedDecomposing Bodies
At the priory and hospital of St Joloh Jerusalem, Clerkenwell (London),
Burial D[520]comprised a young adult, aged between 13 and 15 years
old, who had been wrapped in a shroud (Sloane 2004). The constricted
nature of the skeleton and the very narrow grave cut indicated that the
body may hae been in an advanced state of decomposition at the time
of interment (Sloane 2004: 185). It is suggested by the excavators of the
Cistercian Abbey of St Mary Stratford (Essex), that an unspecified number
2F OdzNAIFfa YIe KIPBS 0SSYLINRANKGR & 0«
although they do not hypothesise that this was due to them being in an
advanced state of decomposition (Barbefr al. 2004: 48). During the
research undertaken for this study, more examples of burials of
decomposing individuals were idgined dating to the early medieval
period than to later centuries (see Chapter 3 Secti®2.p) (iii)). The
reasons for late or delayed burial of individuals, resulting in them being

badly decomposing at the time of kal, were discussed in Chapter 3

(iv) Sack Reburials
A single example of an individual having been reburied in a bag or sack,
after complete disarticulation had been completed, was identified at the

medieval hospital site of St Mary Magdalen, Partney (Lincolnshire)
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(Atkins & Popescu 230 223). Burial 8 comprised the burial of Skeleton

26, an elderly male. In the fill of the grave, partly above his feet, was a

collection of disarticulated bones, Skeleton 1 (see4R).

Fig.dH Y

Skeleton 1, within the grave of primary burial, Skeleton 26, from the

Hospital of Mary Magdalen, Partney, Lincolnshire (Atk & Popescu

2003: 221, Fig.9)

¢tKS NBRSLIRZaAGSR Wondiddyal,2

These did not constitute an entire individual, comprising only the

cranium, upper and lwer limb bones, and not including the pelvis,

vertebrae or ribs. The reburial was radiocarbon dated to ad ¢03R0
AD €19.5 % 0.2, while the underlying skeleton was dated to 1£%280
AD €22.3 + 0.2(Atkins & Popescu 2003: 223). The excavators suggest

that the disarticulated material may have been in a bag, although their

NEBlFa2yAy3 A&

y 2 i THé vBr$redular érgsin péttern &

on the front of the skull may suggest that themains were placed in a

sack or other textile within the lekfill of the later burial

LI NLAFE &ai1s
ot S
6! d1Aya

Popescu 2003: 223). Certain ecclesiastical communities laid out their

dead on sackcloth prior to burial, including Cistercians, Augustinians and

Benedictines (Gilchrist & Sloane 2005: 23). Wearing sackcloth was also

used as a sign of penance or humility, during the later medieval period

(Neale & Webb 1843: 142). It is feasible that the remains of Skeleton 1

were placed and reburied within a bag or sack in order to reflect these

beliefs, but it may just as equally havedm a convenient container and

method of transporting the bones. The cemetery at Partney contained a

total of 43 burials, which were evenly spread out with little intercutting
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(v)

(see Chapter 7Section 7.2.2) 2) (xi)). There was, in addition, unused
space wihin the complex to accommodate future burials. It, therefore,
seems unlikely that Skeleton 1 was disinterred in order to make way for
Skeleton 26 to be buried within the same grave cut. The missing elements

of Skeleton 1 were not located within the gra{®urial 8), nor were a
collection of adult male vertebrae, ribs and pelvis excavated in any other
grave or region of the cemetery. The partial remains may have been
transported from another location altogether and deliberately reburied

with Skeleton 26 irparticular. Reasons and motivations for intentional
disinterment or fragmentation of the body for multiple burial are
discussed in (v) below. The bones may equally have been redeposited in
CdzZNAR Ly 2dzi 2F O2y @SYyASy OS$howgih GKS
GKSNBE A& y2 AYRAOFGAZ2Y GKIFG Fye 27

been disturbed, necessitating reburial.

During the later medieval period, lesser translations were occasionally
reinterred not in solid boxes or containers as saintly translations were,
but simply wrapped in cloth (see ChapteB@ction(2.4.1)). Atthe Cluniac
priory of Thetford (Norfolk)the disarticulated remains of two males
were reinterred in the chapter house in the mild™ century, wrapped in
GKFEG FLIWSEFENBR (2 0S | Y2y1Q&a -KFEoAdzX
Mackay 1957: 98). There is growing evidence of monks, nuns and pious
lay people beng buried in habits during the later medieval period, and
the reburial of translated or disturbed remains in ecclesiastical clothing
or sackcloth may tentatively be construed as an extension of this practice
(Gilchrist & Sloane 2005: 80.

Viscera Burials

Viscera burials are defined as the burial of the internal organ/s of an
individual in a container, by itself, in isolation from the remainder of the
AYRAGARdzZE £ Qa4 0 2-R &Gilchoist K ySkodnk 2006h §08. Y ¢ n
According to Bynum (189 203), these type of burials originated
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amongst aristocratic families in northern Europe by th& t&&ntury. The
archaeological evidence for viscera burialsdates to the 12" to 14"

centuries, with the majority dating to the ¥2or 13" centuries(Gilchrist

& Sloane2005:15960). No evidence could be found regarding viscera

burials dating to the early medieval perioevhich substantiates the

argument that they were a later medieval practisee Chapter $ection

(3.2.2) 1). Viscera burials areegerally accepted as reflecting a desire by

the individual to express their patronage or loyalty to more than one
religious institution, after their death (Binski 1996:-6)4 The o-founder

of the Great Hospital Norwich, recorded irhis will that if he ded far

I g 83 WKAA 0 2R éndHsthdart coBveyetSthethadBitiS R |
chapeltobe buried y I Yy AOKS Ay letalg2004:123)i K S NS Q
During the later medieval period, the burial of the head was regarded to
KIS 06SSy ( KiBaryibyirRIAwbile Rutizil 6f Other doitions

of the body in alternative and/or multiple locations constituted
secondary burials (Binski 1996: 64; Gilchrist & Sloane 2005: 80). Binski
(1996: 645) has argued that viscera burials of hearts reflected piéty o

the deceased individual. It is here suggested that it may also be in
NEFSNBYyOS (2 (KS Wwal ONBR KSINIQ 27F
adyozft 2F Whdlom@huRSiG ZANGNEANYUID71).

Viscera burials have been excavated and rdedrin a variety of forms.
There does not appear to have been a standaeteptacle for
containmentof the organdor burial, ror aconsistentmethod of burial,

as they have been found in wicker containers, ceramic poisjature

cist graves, and leaeksset (Gilchrist & Sloane 2005: 159; Thoraaal.
1997: 69. Gilchrist and Sloane have collated eight examples of viscera
burials from across Englandit the Cistercian abbey of Beaulieu
(Hampshirg, a miniature stone coffin (0.6m long, 0.8®.3m widg was
excavated in which were two niches, one of which held a ggiared

pot, for the heart and other organs (GilchristSoane 2005: 159)n this

case, the organs were placed in a small receptacle, itself placed inside a
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coffin-like container. All othr viscera burials discussed here were

similarly placed in a form of vessel, prior to being placed within a second

burial contaner. At St Albans abbey churcfHertfordshire), two

sandstone blocks formed a circular cist like grave, covered by a wooden

lid. In this cist was a wooden box, believed to have once contained the

heart of Abbot Roger de Norton who died in 1290 (Gilchrist & Sloane

2005: 159). A second possible heart burial was found at St Albans, also in

the form described above, although this exdmpas not been associated

with any identified individual. In the northern aisle of the crossing of the

M6 (13501400) churcha{ ¢ al NB { LA GIE X | Wy S3l
wickerwork basket E[174] was excavated (Thoeiaal. 1997: 69). This
remnant of acontainer measured 0.46m in diameter by 0.19m deep and

had been placed within a cut 66G7m square The excavators deduce

that this may have been a viscera burial, as analysis of the material inside
0KS Wol al1SiQ AYRAOFIGSR A@hovdstal. KI @S
1997: 69)At the parish church of Ewyas Hardlderefordshire), a hollow

¢

was carved into a stone slab, into which was inserted a metal bowl lined
with textile, prior to being covered by a larger slab and an effigy of a
woman. This form ofiiscera burial was also noted at Sdints parish

church, Holbrook(Suffolk), where a slab measuring 0.46m in length
covered a second slab with a hemispherical hollow, in which was a metal

O2y il AYySNE RANBOGtE& o0Sf2¢ aadulerSTFA I &
a niche in the north aisle and has been dated to the latétb3early 14
centuries. All of the other viscera burials identified have been marked by

a plaque or engraved burial slab detailing the specific organ buried and

to whom they belongd. InSt{ & A i K dzy’ Q anonStfeeiz(\Lah&oRn) a /

late 13"-centuryfloor slabisinscribpedg A G K G KS F2ff 2¢Ay 3
heart of Joan, wife of Fulke de Sirkund lies here. Pray fdrer souQ
(Thomaset al.1997: 122. The dimensions of the slab are similar to those

of the cut in which the potential viscera burial was excavated at St Mary
Spital, perhaps increasing the likelihood that it was, indeed, an organ

burial of some kind.
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Only a single definitive example ddue sourced of a skeleton exhibiting
indications of bodily disturbance for the purpose of a viscera burial. This

is the case of Robert the Bruce, whose grave was thought to have been
identified in 1818 in the church of the Benedictine abbey at Dunfeemlin

CAFTS ODAtOKNRAG 9 {ft2FYyS HanpY ynoo
2F GKS A0SNydzyQ gKAOK ¢l a GF 1Sy |a
heart removed after death (Gilchrist & Sloane 2005: 80). His heart was
intended to be buried in the Holyahd but was eventually buried at

Melrose AbbeyRoxburghshir¢Scotland (Gilchrist & Sloane 2005: 80).

In 1299, Pope Boniface VIII issued the Papal Batestande feritatis,

GKAOK F2NBIFIRS (GKS LINIHAGA2YAYy3I 2F |
death ofthe individual (Gilchrist & Sloane 2005: &@yrrox 1996: 101

Litten 1992: 37). The motivations for issuing this Bull are discussed in
Chapter 6 Section (3.1). The issuing of this Bull resulted in the reduction,

if not cessation, of the practcof bodilydivision for multiple burials, as

few viscera burials postate this time period.

2) Disturbance of Multiple Individuals
(vi) Articulated Insertions Into Reopened Graves

The practice of inserting articulated bodies into reopened graves
originated in trke early medieval period (see Section 3.2.2 2 (v)). This
particular type of postiepositional disturbancappears to have been
relatively commorand was noted to have occurred in at least 9 different
cemeteries(see Chapter 3Section(3.2.2) 2) (v). Where articulated
individuals were inserted into a reopened grave during the later medieval
period, the practice manifests slightly differently. Instead of removing the
original occupant prior to the insertion of the new burial, bodies were
either placed directt on top of the original burial, or with a small quantity
of soil separating the interments. Only a single example of a burial being

entirely removed prior to a secondary insertion into the same grave was
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identified, that of F1036 in the interior of thmedieval church of Hulton

Abbey (Staffordshire) (Klemperer & Boothroyd 2004: 25). The female
skeleton 50004 was inserted into the grave of an adult skeleton 50003,

whose disarticulated skeleton was redeposited in the fill. In the vast
majority of cases, theriginal occupant was not disturbed, as at the

Hospital of St Leonard, Newark, where an unspecified number of graves

had been reopened to insert a secondary individual (Bishop 1983029

| SNBsZ GKS SEOIFIQIG2NAR y2iS (Kdsib W¢ KS
suggest deliberate repening2 ¥  OrigiSak NI S Q LISNXKIF LA A\
a familial relationship (Bishop 1983: 30).

At Whithorn Priory, Galloway(Scotland), a perinatal skeleton was
excavated which had been inserted into thg" to 16"-centurygrave of

an adult female (see (vi) below) (Hill 1997: 551). This additional burial was

L I OSR RANBOGte&e 2y (2L 2F (GKS 2NAIAAY
GKS FRdzZf G FSYFIES éFra FdxXftée RSO2YLRaA
insertion, as her humeswvere rearranged into the shape of a cross over

GKS 2dzSyAfSQa o02Red ¢KS OSYSGSNER |
Magdalen, Partney, also had a grave that had been reopened and a new

burial inserted. Burial 16 contained two skeletons, 13 andhbah of

which were interpreted as ecclesiastical burjdlased on the differences

in grave type and grave goods (see Chapter 7, Sectiar?) 2)) (Atkins

& Popescu 2010: 218 & 243). Skeleton 52 was an adult male, and the
original occupant of the grave. Skelatd5 was a possible male who had

been inserted directly above Skeleton 52, separated by 0.1m of soil
(Atkins & Popescu 2010: 220). At Norton Priory (CheshBeye 96

located to the west of the churotontainedan adult male skeleton, who

had beernreburied inthe topsoil of the gravewith the additionalremains

of at least 3other individuals A second grave, 1514, had also been
reopened to accommodate a new buri8lurial 1513had beeninserted

into the fillabovethe originalcoffin burial 1513, along ith a number of

crania and other nosspecified elements (Brown & Howafhvis2008
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120). In none of these cases is any motivation for the deliberate targeting

of the graves speculated upon by the excavators. The fourth example of

a grave that had been rgened to accommodate a second burial was

within the cemetery of Ss James and Mary Magdalene, Chichester,

I f 6K2dzZ3K y2 RSOGFAf Aa LINPODOARSR o06Sezy
SEFYLX S X 2F | 3N OS -6penddity ke SSy R
secondbo@ Q O0[ SS 3 al IAf (i 2t¥.2008)yOmercase T ¢ T a
of an articulated insertion into an existing and occupied graves wa
excavated at Malmesbury Abb@yiltshire) (Hart & Holbrook 2011: 177).

Burials 16 and 24 overlay each other within the sanavgrcut, Burial 16

having been inserted at some stage after Burial 24, which dated to
between the early 18 and late 14 centuries. Later insertions of
articulated individuals into already occupied graves were also excavated

at the Cigercian abbey of SWlary GracegLondon). Many of these were

located in the period B3 (c.14€0639) nave of the church, west of the

rood screen. As burial in church interiors was normally restricted to those
wealthy enough to afford it, and location as close as possibledattar

was desirable (see Chapter 2 Sectigr2.@) (vi)) the excavators suggest

that the graves may have been reopened to accommodate new burials in

a region that was popular for burial and that there may have been a
familial relationship between the burials (Grainger 2011:332Burial

[12410] was ban adolescent, and had been inserted above the burial of

an adult male [12424], which itself overlay Burial [12403], another adult

male (Grainger 2011: 42). Other graves in this region of the church had

also been reopened for later insertions; burifl8970] and [16253], and
OdzZNA L f & wMcMHHB YR WOMCMHHB GSNB |
NEBflFdA2yaKALIQ a GKFG 2F GKS GNRLIX S
provided. Reopened graves were also found in the Period B3 porch of the
church, burial [1367pboverlay and partially disturbed burial [13778]

dzy RSNY Sl GK AG O6DNYAYISNI HamMmMY ndcv o
cases one burial was superimposed over another, but only in one

instance did a later burial disturb the skeleton from an earlier in®®ryhii Q
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(Grainger 2011: 51). A familial relationship was also postulated for a cist
burial in the cemetery of Rochester Cathedral, where a juvenile SK 44 had
been inserted into the cist of SK53, separated by a few centimetres of soil

(Ward & Anderson 1990: %4

Grave B28, from the Gecian Abbey of St Mary Rushésle of Man),

contained multiple individuals¥ ¢ KSNBE gl a |t a2 S@OARS)
burial in B28 which contained six or seven individuals, all inserted in one

INI SQ 6. dzii f SNJI piidnyisyndt elaborateel ot By ihe RS a C
excavators, and it remains unclear whether the individuals were
articulated burials all deposited within a single grave, or if the remains

were disarticulated, incomplete, and inserted into the grave at the time
ofaprimdN®E oO0dz2NAIf ® | 26SOHSNE (GKS dzasS 27
212 aSR (2 WaSO2yRIFENERQ 2NJ WRA&Ll NI A

individuals.

(vii) Disarticulated Elements Inserted &/Or Arranged Into New Graves
Numerous cases dhese secondary deposit within a primary context
date to the later medieval period. Occasionally, the bones are arranged
in patterns or including religious iconography, such as crosses. At St
Any SQ& / I NI K dza A la joveril& wablbuBeN Jvith svinatitise>
excavators des@iS |4 | WaldzZf IyR ONRaaoz2yS:
the body (Soden 1995: 78). Unfortunately, no images or further detail
were provided, and the bones used to form the cross are not described.
This burial was dated to the late ®5o0r early 18" century. Other
examples of bones of a second individual being arranged in the
rudimentary shape of a cross, on the body of the primary burial, also date
to the end of the medieval period. In all cases, detail pertaining to the
arrangements is lacking, and, tuit remains unclear as to the exact

positioning of the bones, or even which bones were used in most cases.
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At Whithorn Priory, a perinatal juvenile was placed on the torso of a

female burial, whose humeri had been arranged to form a cross on top
oftheLISNAY I Gl fQa o02Reé& o0l Aff MdPTY ppml
between the 18 and 16" centuries, although no date was provided for

when the juvenile was inserted, or for what reason. A familial relationship
between the two individuals may be suggssR = 3IA PGSy G KIF G (K
grave appears to have been deliberately targeted for the burial of the
perinatal juvenile. At St Mary Spital, two ulnae were placed in the shape

of a cross on the body of an unsexed adult (Gilchrist & Sloane 2005: 181).

Itis nd apparent from where these ulnae derived, no other disarticulated

material is recorded from the grave and the grave did not intercut

another burial. The burial is also dated to between thé" Ehd 16"

centuries, as at Whithorn discussed above. At Se3darriory, Bristol, the

bones arranged into a cross shape over the pelvic region of an unsexed

adult burial may have belonged to the burial itself, as the excavation
NBELI2ZNI A& | Yo A 3dz2 dzBothN&rars plaRddyacossi K S A N.
pelvisinacrosg. F YRa | ONRaa LISt OA&aQ oWl Olazy

In the period M5 (132.350) church at the hospital and priory of St Mary
Spital, Londor), a cist grave was excavated, that contained the burial
E[B79] ofa mature male individual (Thomas$ al. 2004: 66). During the
subsequent period, M6 (135D400), the cist was reopened and a
guantity of disarticulated material deposited neatly beside the original
YEES 200dzLd yiyYy w{2YS OINB g¢ta 1Sy
those of the primary burialand a skull was placed just beside the head
YA OKS Q ebat Z0@4:¥6B) 3Additional information concerning these
disarticulated bones was not provided, including MNI, sex, taphonomic
condition, or which particular elements were present. The deliberat
placement of disarticulated skeletal elements was also identified in the
Franciscan church of St Hilda, Hartlepdail¢hrist &Sloane 2005: 180).
Six crania were placed around the burial of a young female in the nave,

although it is not clear if theseave deposited at the time of her burial,
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or if her grave was reopened specifically for the reinterment of the
material. A second burial of a mature female in the walking place also
contained additional crania, which were placed at her feet. Again, no
further information was provided and it is not apparent if these were
included at the time of her burial or afterwards. A final example of this
category is that of Skeleton 5021 at St Heterthe-Walls, York. This was
the burial of an adult male, who had tweamia plus long bones placed

on and beside his lower legs (Dawes & Magilton 1980: Plate llla).

ODBAAAD I N} YAl J GAfA&EGSR a WtAft2g

The placing of disarticulated crania on either side of the head of the
deceased individual within the grave, was antoon practice during the
early medieval period, especially in the®™@nd 11" centuries (see
Chapter 3Section 8.2.2) 2) (vii)). Although the motivation for doing so is
not entirely apparent, it was likely intended to keep the face of the
deceased facip upright or forwards, stabilising the head and preventing
it from lolling to one side or another during the burial. Gilchrist and
Sloane (2005: 126) identified three later medieval examples of this
practice, one at the Cluniac priory of St Saviour, Bemseg, and two

from the Benedictine Priory of St James, Bristol. All three were in the

AN gSa 2F StRSNI& YItSa Ay WSEGSNYIf

126). The burial at St Saviour was dated to between thel#itto the
mid-14™ centuries andwvas located in the southern cemetery, although
no mention of this burial could be located in the official archaeological
publication and report (Dyson 2001; Gilchrist & Sloane 2005: 126). All
burials with crania utilised as pillow stones were located initite 1, the
monastic cemetery, at St James Priory, which dates to ¢.1129 to the mid
13" century (Jackson 2006: 32, 95keleton 110 was buriedith two
crania on either side of his head. These were presumed to have been

from disturbed burials, as thgrave also contained an unanalysed

jdzt yGAGE& 2F RA&FNIAOdZ I GSR YFOSNAL €

legs and within the fill of the grave (Jackson 2006: 95). Skeleton 159 also
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(ix)

had two crania placed on either side of the head, with long bones
depositd at his lower legs (Jackson 2006: 81). A third burial, Skeleton

143, had the disturbed cranial fragments of Skeleton 142, a juvenile,

placed by their skull (Jackson 2006: 80). Since this burial only had a single
cranium positioned beside that of the degsed, it might indicate that the
AYGSNLIINBGEFOGA2Y 2F GKAA LINI OGAOS Fa o
ali2ySaQ (2 LINPGARS aGlroAfAalidGrAzy 27
positioning of disarticulated crania beside the head at the east eilgeof

grave may have had an additional but, as of yet, unrecognised, spiritual

function.

Crania were also found located at the head of the primary burial of
skeleton 50029 in the church of Hulton Abbey (Klemperer & Boothroyd

2004: 41). Three crania had beglaced to the east and south of the
200dzLdr yiQa aldzZtz 6AGK FRRAGAZ2YIFE
appear to have been treated differently from other disarticulated
material at the Augustinian Priory of Gisborough, Cleveland, where two
burialls NS NB O2NRSR | 4 W{ 1 dzf {Hesloy 198y LJi & =
105).This description is difficult to decipher, however, as both the graves

I NBE RSaAONAOSR a o0SAy3a wSyLlieQ | yR
The precise positioning of disarticulatedanra together inside charnel

pits, and at the heads of later burials has also been noted (see Section
(4.2.2) 2) (vi) and (ix)).

Intercutting Graves

Intercutting graves will be extensively discussed in Chapter 7, in relation
to cemetery managementAs has been noted in Chapter 3, in excavation
reports a distinction is not always made between graves that intercut and
burials that intercut (see Chapter Section(3.2.2) 2) (viii) & Chapter 7
Section(7.2.2)). It is hence not consistently apparent if the buried dead
were actually being disturbed, or if it was merely the periphery of their

grave cut that was encroached upon. This has important implications for
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interpreting the archaeological record of medal postdepositional
disturbance, specifically in relation to recognising intentionality or apathy
towards the concept and consequences of pdspositional disturbance.

If it can be demonstrated that interments were consistently not being
disturbed whié their graves were, it illustrates that there was a
deliberate and conscious effort being made not to unnecessarily engage

in postdepositional movement and disturbance of human remains.

Charnel Pits

The definition provided in Chapter 3 Sectiah2(2) 2) (ix) for early
medieval charnel pits, is equally applicable to later medieval charnel pits.
These cemetery featuremre alsoccommonin later medieval cemeteries.

At St Heleron-the-Walls a single charnel pit 1044 contained an MNI of
c.70, while asecond, pit 1112, comprised the remains of only two
individuals (Dawes & Magilton 1980: 17). There does not appear to have
been any restrictions regarding who or what could be placed within pits
based on age, sex or element. At the hospital ofJ@mes ad Mary
Magdalen(Chicheste), charnel pit 668 comprised minimum of eight
adults andjuveniles and several of the pits at St Andrew Fishergate
contained adult, juvenile, male and female remains (see Tdi§
(Magilton et al. 2008: 889: Stroud & Kemp 993: 2767). Pit 552 at St
Helenon-the-Walls consisted only of crania, seven in total, while other
pits at this and other sites (see below) contained elements from the
SYGANBE &a1StSazy o51¢Sa g al3Irxtiazy
contents are ree, and descriptions are usually limited to an MNI and

basic sexing and/or ageing information.

146

M



Table4.2: Example of descriptions of charnel pits in the cemeteries of
St Andrew Fishergate, York (Strd & Kemp 1992: 274)
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A total of 37 charnepits were recorded in the cemeteries of St Andrew
Fishergate, York (Stroud & Kemp 1993: 159 & 276). Thirke of these
dated to between 1195 and the late ®@&entury, with four recorded as
not examined (Stroud & Kemp 1993: 277). No images were prowafled
any of the pits, and descriptions of pits and their contents were all very
limited (see Tabld.2) (Stroud & Kemp 1993: 274.

A charnel pit at Ndon Priory, in the nave of the ¥&centurychurch, was
Ffad2 NBO2NRSR | a WyraniStMayylGhRsaBaRk Q >
Smithfield(Brown& HowardDavis2008 Grainger 2011)/hen medieval

charnel pits are described in detail or a photographic record is included
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in archaeological reports, it tends to relate to when the material within
them had beerredeposited and arranged into a pattern. In the Phase IV
cemetery ofCrayle (North Yorkshirg a nminimum of threeindividuals
were represented in a charnel pit (Adams 1990:938Long bones had
been used to form three sides of a square, with fragments of crania
placed in the centre. No dates were included in the report for this phase
2F 0 KB2 dMNINSS v (i démeerg yAllaimsl B9Q0: 29). A3
century charnel pit with arranged bones was also excavated at the
Auguginian priory of St Mary Mertor§Surrey (Gilchrist & Sloane 2005:
195; Miller & Saxby 2007 Here, fragranted long bones were placed
neatly beside eeh other with three crania lining one end of the pit. From
the photograph provided, it appears that the crania were arranged to
face into the pit, although no orientation of the pit ositontents were
noted (see Fig}.3).

Fig.4.3: Arranged charneWithin 13"-century pit within the cemetery of
the priory of Mary Merton, (Surrey) (Gilchrist & Sloane 2005: 195)

Charnel was arranged with Pit 5260 in the nave of theSf-century
churd at St Heleron-the-Walls {fork (Magilton & Dawed4980: 17. The
material comprised five individuals, whose tibiae, femora and humeri are
described as having been arranged into a square, although the
photograph of the pit does not quite eet this description (see Fig.4).
Instead of the bones formin@trr sides of acuare, they hadeen neatly

placed beside and on top of each other, mostly in the same orientation,
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with additional complete and fragmented bones to either side in the
opposite orientation. There also appears to be an articidatedisturbed

tibia and fibda to the north of the pit.

Fig.4.4: Charnel arranged neatly within the nave of the chtrat St
Helenon-the-Walls, Aldwark(Dawes & Magilton198Q PlateVc)

One exception to this dearth of descriptive analysis of pits, derives from

the Hospitabf Ss James and Mary Magdalene, where charnel pit 668 was
discussed in detail (Magiltoret al. 2008: 889). Intriguingly, the
SEOI @I {i2NB AYAGALFIGS GKAAa RA&AOdzaaAzy
0S RSaONR O SR Madiltoret aleR(8:R8). & tneasuted Zn 6

in depth and at least 3m in breadth, from west to east although a
proportion lay beyond the extent of the excavation. The pit was only

LI NOGAFEfe FdAf> FyR KFER 0SSy WOI LILISK
were excavated, each ofhich had been covered by layers of gravel and
f2FrY®d ¢KS abL 2F (GKS LAGQa O2yidSyida
of eight individuals, including juvenilesiggilton et al. 2008: 89. It is
adriSR GKFG WwWHa YA3IKG KIS @Sy SEL
particular arrangement, and skulls predominated, although this is not

evident in the photograph providegée Fig4.5). It is speculated by the

excavators that the pit was dug very deeply, in expectation of there being

large quantities of bone to rebury, although this necessity never came to
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fruition, the pit only being filled to a depth of 1nviagilton et al. 2008:
89).

Fig.4.5: Charnel pit668from the Hospital of Ss James & Mary
Magdalene(Magilton et al. 2008: 89)

Charnel pits are assumed to have been created when the digging of
graves or building works disturbed burials, and so the disinterred
material was redeposited in a new pit. As no taphonomic information was
provided in any of the cases of charnel pits disealsin ChapteB or here,

it is not possible to determine if these remains were reinterred
immediately after being disturbed, or if they had remained on the
cemetery surface for any length of time. What also remains unclear are

the motivations for why charel pits were made on particular occasions,

while at other times disturbed material was simply redeposited back in

the fill of graves. For example, graves 4 and 5 at the medieval cemetery

Fd {40 CFLAGKQAa [FyS>YS b2NBAOKIndSNBE R
their disarticulated bones were seemingly immediately redepositea in

charnel pit (125), located adjacent to grave 4 (Soden 2010: 20). The same
200dzNNBR Ay (KS OSYSGSNER 2F {0 al N
charnel pits (ACL, 392 and 363) datingPeriod IX (miel1"-mid 12"
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At the majority of sites included in this study, sites exhibiting charnel pits

also ha disarticulated bones excavated from grave filisthe eastern

cemetery at St Mary Graces, for example, charnel comprising 47
individualswas deposited inthe upper fill ofa grave, yet the site also

exhibited separate charnel pits, for example, pit 887 which was

thought to contain the remains of disinterred individuals from two

contemporary emptied graves in the convent garden.

It is feasible that certain charnel pits represent the burial of individuals
who had viscera burials, which would accofortpits that contained near
whole disarticulated skeletons (see 1) (v) above). However, the majority
of charnel pits,where information on their contents is provided,
comprise multiple elements or fragments from more than one individual
(see above). Moreharnel pits dating to the later medieval period were
identified during the research for this thesis than for the early medieval
period. This may be due to later medieval cemeteries generally having
been used for longer periods and over more centuries tiamne early
medieval cemeteries, hence more burials were partially disturbed and
required reburial. This may seem a rather simplistic interpretation, yet
without detailed analyses of pits and their contents, it is difficult to
surmise more specific reasorsr their creation and role in medieval

funerary practices.

(xi) Charnel Chapels
Charnel chapels are medieval ecclesiastiouildings constructed in
England from the early 13century to the Reformation in the migl6™
century.Charnel chapels appeateand proliferated throughout Europe
and England from the early #2entury and were knowgontemporarily
by a variety of names, includjrossuaries, charnel houses, Le charnel or

carnarium (Bynum 1995).Both forms ¢ free-standing, twestoreyed
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buildings and those built below churcheg were located within lay
cemeteries of ecclesiastical complexesll structures had a semi
subterranean room for the purpose of storing disarticulated disinterred
skeletal material. Their purpose consisted of far more thdaretional
storage facility, and the funerary role of charnel chapels was complex.
Links to penance and prayer, pilgrimage, and commemoration have all
been noted by the authorAn extensive discussion and analysis of

medieval charnel chapels will compriGbaapter 5.
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4.3: Analysis & Discussion

(4.3.1)Regulated Versus UnregulatdelostDepositional Disturbance

Any postdepositional activity thaexhibits a consistent methodology in how it was
carried out on each occasitras beerdefinedin this thesiss having been structured
or regulated(see Chapter $ection(3.2.3)) By this it is meant that the act of grave
disturbance had a specific and prescribed manner of exectii@inwas expected to

be adhered to. ignificantly, these regularity guidelineglictated what should
subsequenthhappen to the disturbed and disinterred remaifi$ie ability to identify
archaeologically the implication of these rules in relation to the buried diedidates
that there wasa desire, duty or intention to perform the acorrectly and to do so

to accepted standards. In turn, this structured treatment of disturbing the dead
signifies that the concept of grave disturbance was not necessarily disrespectful, but
was justifiable in certain circumstances provided togrect pecautions were taken

before, during and after completion of the act.

The definition provided in Chapter 3 for early medieval regulated and unregulated
post-depositional disturbance, is equally valid for later medieval disturbances. It was
concluded in Capter 3, that the majority of incidences of pedepositional
disturbance that occurred during the early medieval period were neither overtly
structured nor regulated. Aside from elevations and translations, or the use of
charnel chapels, which exhibit &t adherence to specific regulatory criteria (see
Chaptes 2 & 5), both early and later medieval interaction with the buried dead
appears disorganised, with particular graves or individuals disturbed in a multitude
of ways. Although these disturbances dancategorised (articulated insertions into
graves, bag reburials, emptied graves etc.), the overall impression gained from their
analysis is that they were less strictly controlled and organised than were
translations5 A & G dzND | y OS 2 F dubl fiid nétzhd\R the/darNBsplritualy RA O A
consequences as disturbance of a saintly individual, and was not undertaken for such
a momentous religious and/or political occasion as the making of a(sa@tChapter

2). Potential disturbance of nesaintly burialhiencemay not have been regarded as
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requiring as intense control as elevations and translations demanded,eostakus

of the individual who was to be disturbed

In all the categories identified, bar those already mentioned, the motivation for
disturbing a buried individual varied, including, for example, a desire to inter the
recently deceased with an already buried individual, or the movement of an
individual to avoid their destruction via building works. The overriding impression is
that although theée may not have been specific rules defining and controlling how
every possible type of disturbance was carried out, the act of disturbance itself was
conducted for a legitimate and justifiable reason, even if it was not officially
regulated by Church audmities. It is important to note that nostructured
disturbance is not equatetb maltreatment of the disturbed deadThe manner in
which skeletal material was treated following its disturbance throughout the
medieval period, reveals much regarding théitatle of medieval people towards
their recently and long buried dead. There may not have been strict rules in place,
dictating specifically how to disinter skeletal material, or alternatively, any such
organisation may simply not have been recognised aeologically. Nevertheless,
there is a strong implication that there was at least some stipulation for preventing
unnecessary disturbancand for how to deal correctly with disinterred material,
should burials be disturbed. Skeletal material was treatestesyatically, in that it

was consistently reburied in consecrated ground. Therefore, although each form of
disturbance may not be described as being structured, the fate of the disturbed
material was reburial, and hence its treatmeiter disturbance, wastructured and
regulated. The crucial point appears to be that it was to be reburied, despite there
seemingly having been no rules as to what method was employed; disturbed material
could be reburied in graves, tombs, charnel pits or relocated to chahagels. It is
Ffaz2 aA3IYyAFAOLYG GKIFG GKSNB ghka 'y WAR
management of cemeteries and ordered burial. This will be discussed in detail in

Chapter 7.
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(4.3.2) Differences and changes between early and later medi@isiurbances

Some early medieval posiepositional activities discussed in Chapter 3 are not as
prevalent during the later medieval period, for example, bag reburials. Equally,
certain other forms of disturbance were only initiated during the later medieva
period, such as charnel chapels or viscera burials. Others seem to have been modified
or altered in their execution, the most notable being the reopening of graves for the
insertion of an additional, articulated individual. Examples of this form of diahce

dating to the early medieval period involve the targeting of an already occupied grave
on one or more occasion, with the original occupant being entirely disinterred and
displaced to make room for the new burial, before being reinserted in diséation,

around the new occupant (see Chapter 3 Secti82.2) 2) (v)). Although in all
excavation reports, these graves are described as having been reopened, there is a
remote possibility that the articulated individual represents the original occupant,
who was buried with disarticulated material, or whose gravas reopened in order

to accommodate disarticulated material, at a later date/s. In later medieval examples
of reopened graves with later additions of burials, there is a distinct difference to
earlier cases. The original occupant is leftsitu within the grave, and the new
occupant is inserted above them, usually separated by a thin layer of earth. In a
YAY2NRGE 2F Ol aSaszs GKS 2NRARIAYI 422D dzLIl y ¢
(vi) & (vii)). This does not appear to have been done delitbBragiven that the
majority are carefully left untouched, or where they have been disturbed, their
elements have been arranged into a religious symbol over the later insertion (see
Section 4.2.2) 2) (vi) & (vii)). All cases dating to the early medipeabd involved

the graves of individuals who were fully decomposed (see Chapter 3 Sefd?) (

2) (v)). It is not entirely possible to determine if all the original occupants of the
reopened graves that date to the later medieval period were articalatenot, since

their state of preservation or detailed description of the original occupants are not
consistently provided. However, it may be surmised, based on later medieval
attitudes concerning the sentience of fleshed decomposing bodies (see Clgpter
that the original occupants were either fully decomposed, or that their lack of

disturbance indicates a conscious effort was being made not to disturb them during
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the reopening and new insertion, expresslgcausethey were still in a state of

decompodion.

The subtle differences between the early and later manifestations of disturbance
may be accounted for by the Church reforms of thé" Hhd 11" centuries (see
Chapter 2 Sectior2(3.1) & Chapter 7 Sectiofi.B.2) (vi)). These reforms instigated
stricter regulation and control by the Church over ecclesiastical matters, institutions
and practices, including burial of the dead and management of cemeteries (Hadley
2001: 143McClain2011b;2014 ZadoraRio 2003)As laws were decreed and rules
were being made and enforced, aspects eftain postdepositional practies may

have been deemed unlawful, whilst others were accepted or modified to conform to
the new reforms, and hence were regulated. The changes intrediirt relation to
translations and elevations have been discussed in Chapter 2 and the differences
between those of the early compared to the later medieval periods have been
documented by the author (see Sectidh2.5) & @.3.1)). Evidence for the increa

in cemetery control and management increases after th& ddntury (see Chapter 7
Section 7.3.2) (vi)) and so it ought not to be surprising that this coincided with an

increase in control and management of the buried dead.
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4 .4: Conclusion

It is clear from the examples of pedepositional disturbance discussed in this
chapter, that physical interaction with the buried dead was frequently engaged in by
the living, deliberately, and at a large variety of site typesighificant point is that

on no occasion througbut the entire medieval period v postdepositional
disturbance outlawed or forbidden. It contindend even increaskin frequency in

later centuries with more elaborations and forms of disturbance thamerevident
inthe early medeval period. Wile one form of disturbance wamsodified and strictly
regulated, that of viscera buriaiis the 13" century, it must be remembered that this
was the ruling of one Pope, whose Papal Bull was effectively rescinded by later
Church leaders (Bski 1992: 678; Daniell 1999: 123; Gilchrist & Sloane 2005: 80;
Horrox 1996: 101). Clearly there was never any doctrinal stipulation in place that
completely prevented physical interaction with the buried dead. Instead, how that
interaction was to be adhved and engaged in was moderated. Pdspositional
disturbance was abundantly respectful and interaction was regulated in order that
disrespectful and unnecessary disturbance could be prevented. In fact, the only acts
of disturbance identified by the alior that could be understood to exhibit disrespect
are when large numbers of burials were built avegmovedor destroyal due to
large-scale construction works in relation to the Norman conquest, as occurred at
Barnstaple Castle¥ork Minster WinchesterCathedral and Hereford Cathedral (see
Chapter 3 Sectior8(3.1) (ii)) (Cherryson 2005: 8Rhillips & Heywood 199%liles
1986; Stone & Appletofrox 1996). This particuldorm of disturbance might be
understood afaving beerdeliberately undertaken witlthe aim of disrespecting the
community being conquered, by deliberately physically disturbing and destroying

their dead.

The management of medieval cemeteries in order to prevent unnecessary or
disrespectful disturbance of the dead has been noted iati@h to both early and
later medieval periods, and will be discussed in detail in Chapter 7. It is also important

to understand the attitudes of medieval people towards the buried dead, in order to
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identify why certain types of disturbance were avoidedile@ others were actively

and deliberately undertaken. The findings of that research comprise Chapter 6. It
must be concluded that later medieval interaction with the buried dead was neither
callous nor undertaken lightly. Pedépositional disturbance wasot tantamount to
desecration of the dead, so long as it was undertaken for justifiable reasons and was
committed with respect and according to prescribed methodology. Where particular
categories of disturbance do not exhibit overt structure in how thegrevto be
achieved, regulatory stipulations regarding the fate of the disturbed material were
still in place, in that any skeletal material was to be reburied. It has been
demonstrated that all forms of postepositional disturbance may be categorised
accading to the physical manifestation of skeletal material within archaeological
contexts, and the means by which buried individuals came to be disturbed. The ability
to classify interactions with the buried dead illustrates the complex nature of
disturbanceand negates the idea that wascallously and haphazardly undertaken.

It is now evident that, contrary to general archaeological consensus that post
depositional interaction with the buried dead is not worthy of study, nor indicative
of funerary practiceit was a disciplined and important part of medieval curation of

the dead.
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CHAPTER BATER MEDIEVAL CHARNELLING PRACTICES: OSSUARIES &
CHARNEL CHAPELS

5.1: Introduction

This chapter will focus on the nature and role of charnel chapels. Cladrapéls are
medieval ecclesiastitbuildingsthat wereconstructed in England from the early13
century to the Reformation in the midi6" century. They also proliferated
throughout medieval Europe, where they continue to be used to the present day.
Thee are two forms of charnel chapel: fretanding, twestoreyed buildings and
those built below churches. Both structural types primarily consist of a-semi
subterranean vault or chamber for the purpose of storing disturbed and displaced
bones from the suunding graveyards. Frestanding examples had a chapel built
directly on top of these partially underground chambers and in the majority of cases
those charnel chapels built below churches were located under chapels within the
church. Medieval charnellingwhich is the collection, storage and curation of
RAAAYUSNNBR 02ySa FNRBY 3INIgSel NRaxz gl a
by the 13" century was practiced in many European Christian countries. Charnel
chapels were known by a variety of naspéncluding ossuaries, charnel houses, or
carnarium(Bynum 1995). The aims of this chapter are to provide a comprehensive
list of charnel chapels and, in particular, to identify their architectural attributes,
which will enable future identification of alitional sites, even where documentary

evidence is lacking.

To date charnel chapels have remained a neglected area of funerary archaeology. No
comprehensive attempt has been made to collectively investigate their significance
or determine the quantity costructed nationally. This has resulted in charnel chapels
being deemed to have been of less importance within English medieval religion than
was the case in contemporary European countries. Little research has been
undertaken regarding the role charnel greds had in relation to the dead, either

physically or ideologically. The use of charnel chapels as a storage facility for
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disinterred bones has been interpreted as a minor function, secondary to their
assumedmain purpose as private chantry chap€@rme 1991). Chantries were
buildings inside or attached to churches or cathedrals where priests were paid to
pray regularly and perform masses for the soul/s of the pelsaro established the
chantry. Only two charnel chapels have been extensively studiedsehat the
cathedral complexes of Exeter in Devon and Norwich in Nof@lkhrist 2005; Orme
1991; 1996)Both of these charnel chapels have been discussed in isolation in these

studies without comparative analyses to other charnel chapels.

Instances 6 postdepositional activity in medieval England are generally deemed
insignificant, small scale, and explicable on pragmatic terms. Medieval burial
frequently resulted in the disturbance of skeletal remains as existing graves and their
contents were cutrito in the creation of a new grave or during church construction
works. Up to the early 3 century the disturbed bones from intercutting were
typically reburied in pits or inserted into newly dug graves. The emergence of charnel
chapels in 18-century Egland signifies the first time in the medieval period that
human skeletal remains were permanently kept above ground in large quantities.
The motives for the initiation of a new form of pdstrial treatment and storage of
disinterred bones during the cose of the 1% century are connected to
contemporary changes in medieval ideology, such as the official recognition of
Purgatory in 1254. For centuries prior to its acceptance by the Church, Purgatory was
believed to be a place where the souls of peopd¢ fit for immediate ascension to
heaven because of sins committed during life, would reside until their sins were
purged. The duration of this purgation depended on the level and quantity of sins
not repented for prior to death but could be lessened bgymrs offered by the living

on behalf of these souls (Bynum 1995; Daniell 1#ifgessl987; Horrox1999).

This chapter will demonstrate the importance of recognising charnel chapels as a
significant part of medieval funerary practice. It will be argued that the role of charnel
chapels will be inherently connected to all other aspects of medieval charnelling

practices, whether individual or group related.
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5.2: Research to Date

(5.2.1) Current Perceptions

Charnel chapels were a type of medieval religious structure located within the
confines of the cemetery of ecclesiastical complexes, including abbatwedrals,
hospitals, monasteries and parish churches. Written sources suggest that charnel
chapels were mainly constructed in thel@entury, both in England and in mainland
Europe, but continued to be founded into the4nd 15" centuries (Ais 1$B1;
Bynum 1995; Gilchrist & Sloane 2005).

Charnel chapels generally consisted of two rooms or chambers, one built directly on
top of the other. Initially the upper room served as a chapel, but by the It
century in many examples these spaces were aislised as libraries, schools or
meeting places for guilds (Orme 1991; Orme and Lepine 2003; Gilchrist 2005). The
lower room or basement was used to store disinterred bones, which had been
disturbed from the surrounding graveyards. For a long time, builglings that were
free-standing were classified as charnel chapels, despite there being many examples
of similar structures located underneath church buildings (see Se@&idri))which
display identical architectural features, and which also housed disinterred bones.
This latter group of structures have previously been considered only as ossuaries,
defined as large quantities of disarticulated disinterred bones stored in rooms
underneath church buildings (A& 1981; Garlandt al. 1984; Roberts 1982). It will

be demonstrated in this chapter that these ossuaries ought to belassed as a
second form of charnel chapel and they will be considered as such for the remainder

of this dapter.

The proliferation of charnel chapels dating to the medieval period has not been fully
recognised. Various authors have recorded charnel chapels as having existed in
cathedral and abbey complexes, and to a lesser degree in graveyards of parish
churches. However, the examples listed in each publication are not consistent
between these studies and there are numerous additional examples of charnel

chapels which have not been cited in reviews of charnel prac{gss Tablé.1).
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Table5.1: Charnel chaelsmentioned by various authors in
publications on charnelling practices. Note how the examples are not
consistently cited, nor is the precise location of each site recorded
(Bloxam 1855; Orme 1991: 162; Harding 1992: 134; Gilchrist & Sloane

2005: 412).
Author Charnel Chapel
Bloxam Rothwell parish church (Northamptonshire)

Hythe (Kent)

Folkestone parish church (Kent)

Ripon Cathedral, Ripon (North Yorkshire)
Tamworth church (Staffordshire)

Church of St Michael, Oxford (Oxfordshire)
Abbey church, Waltham (Essex)

Parish church of Stratford-Upon-Avon (Warwickshif
Narborough church (Northamptonshire)
Worcester Cathedral (Worcestershire)

St Paul's Cathedral (London)

Bury St Edmunds (Suffolk)

Norwich Cathedral, Norwich (Norfolk)

St Gregory's church, Norwich (Norfolk)
Durham monastery/church (Durham)

Orme Exeter Cathedral (Devon)

St Paul's Cathedral (London)

Norwich Cathedral, Norwich (Norfolk)
Worcester Cathedral (Worcestershire)
Winchester Cathedral (Hampshire)

Bury St Edmunds Cathedral (Suffolk)
Collegiate College of Beverley (Yorkshire)
St Mary Without Bishopsgate (London)
Bodmin parish church (Devon)

Holy Trinity parish church, Coventry (Warwickshire
St Alphege parish church, Cripplegate (London)
Harding St Andrew Hubbard (London)

St Dunstan in the West (London)

St Michael Cornhill (London)

St Martin Outwich (London)

St Mary Aldermary (London)

St Thomas the Apostle (London)

St Dunstan in the East (London) (Tentative)
Gilchrist & SloanpNorcester Cathedral (Worcestershire)

St Paul's Cathedral (London)

Norwich Cathedral, Norwich (Norfolk)

St Alban's Abbey (Hertfordshire)

Great Yarmouth parish church (Norfolk)
King's Lynn parish church (Norfolk)

St Augustine's Abbey, Canterbury (Kent)
St Mary Spital (London)

St Andrew Hubbard (London)

St Dunstan in the West (London)

St Michael Cornhill (London)

St Martin Outwich (London)

St Mary Aldermary (London)

St Thomas the Apostle (London)

St Dunstan in the East (London) (Tentative)
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In the 19" century Bloxam recorded fifteeacclesiastisiteswith charnel chapels
(Bloxam 1855)ln a more recent study, Orme, however, noted only twelve charnel
chapels (Orme 1991: 162). Yet, in a survey published at roughly the same time
Harding records seven examples in London a(éfaeding 1992: 134). Most recently,
Gilchrist and Sloane (20051-2) cite fifteen examples across England. In these
surveys he majority of charnel chapetge only mentioned by site name and are not
discussed or described in any way but are merely listed. In sasespnly a district

or town name is provided for whie a charnel chapel once existed. Previous analyses
have concentrated on a single example of charnel chapel assessed in isolation, for
SEFYLX S DAf OKNR&AGQA Lzt AOFGAZ2Y 2y b2NBA
on Exeter charnel chapel (Gilchrist 30@rme 1991; Orme & Lepine 2003). This
chapter will collectively and comparatively discuss the available evidence for all
identified charnel chapels with the intention of establishing their role in medieval
commemoration of the dead. This role has to daten largely unrecognisedhe
additional charnel chapels noted in this chapter that have not been mentioned by
the above authors, were identifiely searching the online databases Pastscape
(http://pastscape.org.uk) and Heritage Gatewayw{vw.heritagegaéway.org.ul.
Others were identified in site reports or in articles on wesdtablished charnel house
arisSasz adzOK |a GKFG 27F {vherd dh2rykhoWwiRd@a / K dz
charnel houses were citg@btoessiger & Morant 1932phis list of sites manot be a
completely comprehensive list of all charnel chapels that once existed in medieval
England. They represent those that were possible to be identified within the remit of
time constraints involvediithe completion of this thesidt is probable hat more

sites may also be identified by future excavations of cemetery complexes or by a

systematic survey of medieval parish churches.

In a recent survey by Gilchrist and Sloane (2005:41) it was stated that the earliest
known freestanding English exartgof a charnel chapel at a religious house was

GKFG 2F {4 ' dAdzadAySQa ! 606 SMdished/inl1¢87 S ND dzNI
However, earlier examples were in existence prior to this date which were not noted

by Gilchrist and Sloane. Examples includdnhabury Abbey (Wiltshire), where a

charnel chapel was in existence from 1267 (P&dbrittall 1956: 228) while Exeter
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elsewhere: a subterranean chamber with a small detached chapeledb {L&pine

& Orme 2003: 23). Other examples of early foundations include the charnel chapels
at Worcester Cathedral, which was built in 1224 (Green 1796Wa#is-Bund and

t 1 3S M@HnOI Iy Rvhighiwastestabifsi@d by 12821kt 55 98/829¥.

| SNBET2NR /

and that of Holy Trinity Church in Rothwell (Northamptonshire) was constructed in
the mid-13" century (Garlanat al. 1988: 23)See Table§.2-5.5).

Table5.2: English freestanding charnel chapels with verified dates of
construction (Blomefield 1806; Gilchrist 2005; Gilchrist and Sloane
2005; Green 1796; Lloyat al. 2004 Orme 1991; Page 1906; Page 1923;

Page 1924; WilliBund and Page 1906)

. Date of .
Site . Location
Constructior
Worcester Cathedral 1224 |In the lay cemetery of cathedral complex
Malmesbury Abbey 1267 |In the lay cemetery of cathedral complex
St. Paul's Cathedral 1282 |In the Pardon Churchyard
Exeter Cathedral 1286 |In the lay cemetery of cathedral complex
St. Augustine's Abbey 1287 |In the lay cemetery of cathedral complex
Bury St. Edmunds 1301 |In the lay cemetery of cathedral complex
Ely Cathedral and Abbey 1301 |In the lay cemetery of the cathedral complex
Norwich Cathedral 1316 |In the lay cemetery of cathedral complex
St. Mary Abbey Church, Winchester 1319 |To the north of the church
St. Mary Spital London 1310-1325]In the lay cemetery of the Augustinian Priory and Hosj
Evesham Abbey 1344-1367|In the lay cemetery of the abbey complex
St. Albans Abbey 1381 |In the lay cemetery of the abbey complex
Scarborough Parish Church By 1394 |In the graveyard
Carew Cheriton Parish Church Pembrokeshire 1300s |In the north-west part of the cemetery
Church of St. Peter & St. Mary Magdalene, Barnstpplel300s |In the eastern part of the cemetery
Bodmin Parish Church, Cornwall 1300s |In the eastern part of the cemetery
Winchester Cathedral 1300s |In the graveyard of St. Swithun's Priory

Table5.3: English charnel chapels underneath churches with verified

dates of construction (Barker 1998; Fisher 1898; Garlahdl. 1984;

Orme)
Site Date Of. Location
Constructior]

Hereford Cathedral 1220-1246]Underneath Lady Chapel, east of chancel
St. Andrew's Church, Northborough 1330-1350jUnderneath a chantry chapel on south side of church
All Saints Church, Maldon, Essex 1330 |Underneath the south aisle
Parish Church of Westbury-On-Trym, Bristol 1300s |Underneath the south aisle
Narborough Parish Church, Northamptonshire 1300s |Underneath south tranceptal chapel
Church of St. Leonard, Hythe, Kent Mid 1300s|Underneath the chancel
Church of the Holy Trinity, Rothwell, NorthamptonsHimlid 1300s|underneath the south tranceptal aisle
Burford Church, Oxford 1300s |Underneath St. Thomas' Chapel in south aisle
St.Margaret's Church, King's Lynn ¢.1400 [North-west angle of the church
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Table5.5: English charnel chapels either freganding or beneath
churches, without verified dates of construction, dating to the
medieval period (Coopeet al. 1994; Cox 2011; Dixon 2000;
Gnanaratnam 2005; 2006; Hamilton Thompsb811; Hardingl992;
Hillen 1907; Leland 1964;r®he 1991; Orme and Cannon 2010)

Site

Folkestone Parish Church, Kent

Church of St Michael, Oxford, Oxfordshire

Tamworth Church, Stafford, Staffordshire

Abbey Church, Waltham, Essex

Parish Church of Stratford-Upon-Avon, Warwickshi

St Gregory's Church, Norwich, Norfolk

Durham Monastery/Church, Durham

The Collegiate Church of Beverley, Yorkshire

St Mary Without Bishopsgate, London

St Alphege Parish Church, Cripplegate, London

Holy Trinity Parish Church, Cambridge, Cambridge

St. Michael's Parish Church, Coventry, Warwickshi

St Andrew Hubbard, London

St Dunstan in the West, London

St Michael Cornhill, London

St Michael Outwich, London

St Mary Aldermary, London

St Thomas the Apostle, London

St Dunstan in the East, London

St Mary's Parish Church, Safron Walden

Great Yarmouth Parish Church, Norfolk

Grantham Parish Church, Norfolk

Westbury-On-Trym, Bristol

St Peter's Church, Colchester, Essex

St Mary's charnel chapel, Barnstaple, Devon

King's Lynn parish Church, Norfolk

Ripon Cathedral (North Yorkshire)

It is unclear why Gilchrist and Sloane did not mention these examples in their volume.

It may be that they were either unaware of the studies cited above detailing the

foundation and existence dhese charnel chapel®r that they did not consider

these examples to be charnel chapel structures.

Recognition of charnel chapels as potentially representing a significant aspect of

medieval posturial activity has not occurred. Gilchrist and Sloar@g 195), for
SEFYLX S OfttAY GKIG Wt NROAAARY 2F
O2 y i S E (h&evidencd (prbvided in Tablés2, 5.3, and 5.4 contradicts this

assertion.

Discussions of charnel chapels have been rather dismisstheirof

OK I

ideological connotations and their function in relation to commemoration of the
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dead. It is implied that charnel chapels served two completely unconnected roles;

the lower chambers were simply required as a means for storing disinterred bones,

while the upper chambers were a convenient location for a chantry chapel. Indeed,
hNXYS omdppmY mMcHO KlFa adlidSR GKFG WLy akKzN
and uses, rather I Y dzy' A T 2 N 2 y éhardel chagdRappedtsSo refdr Y S
totheira AGAY 3 NI GKSNJ GKIFIY GKSANI Fdzy QliA2y Qo
OKI LISt aQ FdzyOQlAzy KI @S G§SYyRSR (2 F20dza
which comprise the buildings. The purposes of these two rooms are treated in
isolation, rather tharthe buildings being viewed as a whole. Although Gilchrist and

Sloane acknowledge that charnel chapels were utilised and constructed in part for
respectfully storing disinterred bones, they argue that they were additionally built

for other distinctandunre I § SR LJdzN1lJ2 aSayY W/ KIF Ny St K2 dza
f AGdzNBAOIt FdzyOiAzya | a OKFYyGNE OKILIStaQ
to date, no demonstrative connection has been sought or ascertained between the
charnel and the chapels, perhapgse to a lack of investigation rather than basing
iKSasS OflAYa 2y Fyé LSNIAYSyld SOARSYOSY
[chapel above the charnel chamber] was particularly used for anything tatth the

RS RQ 6 h oM, MaylAS2RIE Mo comparative or collective studies of all

the identified charnel chapels have been undertak€onsequently,numerous
architectural characteristics common at all charnel chapels have been overlooked, as

have their potential ideological resonances. it these characteristics which
demonstrate the inherent connection between the charnel and the chapels and the

role of these structures in their entirety, in the commemoration of the dead.

A comprehensive review to ascertain the number of charnel chapmistructed

during the medieval period, the motivations behind their sudden appearance and
proliferation, and whether their establishment was driven purely by the need for
storage places to house disinterred bones has not been undertaken by any of the
authors who have produced publications on English charnel chapels (Gilchrist 2005;
Gilchrist & Sloane 2005; Harding 1992, 2002; Henderson & Bidwell 1982; Lepine &
Orme 2003; Orme 1991; Rousseau 2011). Neither has a detailed assessment of their

precise role, bth individually and collectively, within medieval religion and society
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been attempted. Charnel chapels signal the first example in England of large
quantities of human bones being curated above ground, out of the earth and in a
manner which could be desbed as a display, being purposefully visible and
accessible. Their appearance also coincides with the official recognition of Purgatory

as a real place in 1254 (Daniell 1997: 11, 178) and the initiation and proliferation of
private chantry chapels (Morgath999: 1378). It is here proposed that these
20aSNBFGA2ya INBE aA3ayATFAOLY(d |yR FdzyRI YS

and role as a pogiepositional phenomenon within medieval secular and lay society.
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5.3: Defining Charnel Chapels
(5.3.1) Architectural Attributes

A large number of charnel chapels are known to have existed at various ecclesiastical

sites, mainly due to antiquarian reports or evidence in the foundation charters of

these chapels (Blomefield 1806; Bloxam 1855; Green 1796; B8ge 1907,1912;

1923; Pugh 1953; Pugh@rittall 1956). Despite this recognition there has been no

attempt to determine defining architectural attributes of these buildings in order to

enable their categorisation as a distinct class of building whiakdwgerve to identify

other, undocumented, examples. Descriptions of charnel chapels tend to lack specific

detail and are relatively brief; typical is the observation by Gilchrist and Sloane (2005:

nmMo GKFG WGKS Y2ad O2YY2y tE@Nddidg WitdS | NE
several bays, comprising a charnel undercroft for storage of disturbed bones, with a
OKIFI'YOSNE 2FGSy I OKIFILIStZ 020SQd ¢KA& 20
on architectural or archaeological evidence from cathedral ancelaarlesiastical
complexes, where charnel chapels are referred to as such in associated documentary
sources such as foundation charters. Yet, there are numerous sites throughout

Oy 3t lyR gKSNB aiNHzO(GdzNBa 0SSy S| (-hous&kKdNOK S :
W23a8dzZ NASaQ> 2N WOKENYySt OKIFYOSNBRQ 6. f2E|
1932). It is here contended that these examples ought to be considered as a second

or alternative form of charnel chapel. As will be demonstrated, both the sites
beneath churches and those that are frestanding exhibit identical architectural
characteristics, differing only in that those below churches are not structurally
independent. The recognition of charnel chapels has largely relied on documentary
sources. This imainly because so few survive to be analysed architecturally and

those that do surviveand that have been analysed and verified by documentary
sources, are of the frestanding variety. This has resulted in an expectation that they

were always located within churchyards and that they were normally-$taading:

W¢ KS dzadzk f AABRBPEI 2NN KGIGEKS ORFSOKAZNOK X
MCHO® | FNRAY3I O6MdbphPHY mMon0O Kl & LRAYUGSR 2 dz
OKI'yOS NBTFTSNByOSa Ay OKdAzZNODKgIl NRSyaQ | 002«




y20S GKFG W¢KSA &R NIYK FINJ Sfya oNeS YLUFANO & dzy | Y 2

form of these parish charnels may have gone unrecognised, as it was expected that
they would be freestanding structures when in fact they were situated underneath

church buildings. The lack of research irsiogd knowledge regarding, charnel chapels

is highlighted by Gilchrist and Sloane (2005;, 48K 2 F R@2O0F S GKI

aeyiKSara 2F GKS ylFGdz2NE FyR OKNRy2f 238

Whether freestanding or below churches, all anal chapel structures seem to
conform to a prescribed template, with striking continuity of specific features noted
at all sites where descriptions are provided, or the buildings themselves are still

extant. Below follows an outline of these identifyireafures:

(i) Location below a sanctified building
The primary characteristic is the siting of the charnel chamber below a
sanctified building, whether an existing church or a deliberately
constructed chapel (See Table2-5.4). This appears to have been of
paramount importance. Where charnel chambers are located below
churches, they are nearly all directly underneath a chantry chapel, just as
the charnel chambers are always below chapels in the-$taading
examples. The charnel chambers at the church of Atdrew at

Northborough (Serjeantsomet al. 1906), at Hereford Cathedral (Fisher

.

2 .

MYy Py o> GKS tNA2NE 2F {dG . IFINIK2ft2YSs

(Landon) (Milne 1996: 14.8), are located beneath the Lady Chapel of the
respective church. That at Nastough parish church was located below

the south transept chapel (Blaxn 1855: 24). Others are beneath the

OKIFIyOStx IyYyR KSyOS G4KS YIAYy |fdl NE

q

in Hythe (Kentfsee Fig5.1) (Leland 1964: 66 0 | YR {0 DNX 32 NE

in Norwich (Blomefield 1806). The remainder are below the south,aisle
such as at Holy Trinity Church, Rothwell (Northamptonshire) (see Fig
5.1).

171



Chureh 1080AD

® Church 1120AD

@ 13th Century Modifications
14th Century Medifications
20th Century Modifications

Zz

FigsmyY tfly 2F {4 [S2YlINRQa / KdzZNOKX | &84G4KS oY
of the charnel chamber beneathhie altar, highlighted in dark grey
(Crangle 2009: 97).

Where charnel chambers beneath churches are not in spatial association

with a chapel directly overhead, they do exhibit characteristics or
features indicative of chapelsmplying that the charnel rom itself

served the chapel function. For example, in 1842 below the south porch

at St Nicholas church, NewcastlponrTyne, a charnel chamber was
discovered, in the south wall of whichwlas LJA 8 OAY = RS & ONMX 0 ¢
I 0l &az2ys FT2NJ K2Iis7) |l hiSNmA 0kQDYSKIT Ry S
the entrance, on the right hand, was a holater stone; and on the other

ARSI | YAOKSI GKSNBE F2NN¥SNIE |y AN
GKAES (GKS SFaadSNy ¢ttt 2F w2iKgStfQ
medieval wall painting. Although now barely visible, it is evident that

most of this easternvall was once painted (see FB8 & 5.3). According

to 19"-century sources, the paintingas of the Resurrection (Bloxam

1855: 2; Cypher 1865: 42).
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(ii)

Figs5.2 & 5.3: Remnants of medieval wall paintings on the eastern wall
of the charnel chamber below the south aisle of The Chuoftihe Holy

Trinity, Rothwell(Northamptonshire) (Photographs dzii K2 NRa 2 gy 0

Semisubterranean charnel chambers

Charnel chambers below churches and the lower chambers of free
standing charnel chapels are always ssobterranean, not fully
underground. All sites have windows or openings in the gap between the
upper chamber and the ground level to the exterior. Tdumbination of
windows and the partially underground nature of the charnel rooms was
clearly intended as a deliberate architectural feature. In the majority of
cases, these windows were inserted into the south and/or east walls.
Examples include those at Bary Spital (London) (Gilchrist and Sloane
2005: 4243), Worcester Cathedral (Green 1796: 56), Carew Cheriton
(Pembrokeshire) (Lloydt al. 2004: 160), Hereford Cathedral (Fisher
Mydpyos {d 'yySQa Ay . FNyadal LX S
(Northamptondire) (Bloxam 1855:-8), Rothwell (Northamptonshire)
(Garlandet al 1988: 237), and the church of St Mary the Virgin, Upchurch
(Kent) (English Heritage Listed Building ID 176207).
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Fig.54Y { G ! y y S &pal, Barkstapd/fréni the@&iCox 2001:
7). Note the large east facing windows on bokvels and deliberate
slanting ofground level surrounding the building to allow light to enter

the lower leveland highlight the room fram the exterior.

The charnel chambers below churches have been camséd so that
their south and/or east walls are directly in line with the south and/or
east wall foundations of the church building, permitting openings or
windows to be made to the exterior just as at the frelanding sites. The
exact siting and placemewnf these rooms, hence, appears to have been
of substantial importance. These structural attributes are also mirrored

in contempoary European examples (see Figs5.8)

Figs5.5 & 5.6: One of the southern windows of Rothwell charnel

chamber from the exterior (Reproduced with permission from Rothwell
Holy Church authorities) (left); section througbhamber showing the
position of windows (Adapted from Garlanet al 1984 237). Note the

deliberately lowered ground level to the exterior allowing light to enter

and making the chamber and contents visible from the extario
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Figs5.7 & 5.8: The charnel chapels of Kutna Hora, Czech Republic (left)

and Oppenheim, Germany (right), both founded in 1400. Note the
same architectural features of windows into the lower charnel rooms
as in the English examplés Fig.5.4. The upper levels of these
buildings also served as chapels, with disarticulated bones stored in the
lowerroomd 6t K2(i23INJI LKA | dziK2NRa 26y 0

These rooms were designed to allow natural light to enter. This implies
that importance was attached to the visibility of the interiors and their
contents, and that windows were not simply incorporated to permit
those who cached the bones inside to do saaiwelllit environment.
Visibility appears to have been paramount to their purpose, both to see
inside from the exterior, but also to view the interior and contents once
inside (see Sectiofb.4.3)). In this respect, the use of light is reminiscent
of the practice in churches, where carefully placed windows drew

attention to specific regions and focal points (McNeill 2006).
(iif) Accessibility
Both the freestanding charnel chapels and those chambers beneath

churches also have their own permanent entraat¢hrough the western

175



(iv)

or southern walls, with those examples beneath churches accessed from

the exterior of the church building in all but three cases (Narborough,

DNl YIiKIY YR {Gd .SNIStAYyQa OKdJzNOKZX
information is availble on their architectural form, five had doorways in

the south wall, three in the west wall, with only one, St Mary Spital
(London), with a doorway in the east wall (Gilchrist & Sloane 2005: 42).
Direct access between the upper and lower rooms of chachabels

located within churches is only evident at one site, Narborough in
Northamptonshire, where the charnel chamber was below the eastern

part of the Lady Chapel, itself in the south aisle of the church. Access was

via a winding staircase leading frolmetsouth west corner of the chapel

(Bloxam 1855: 4). Of the charnel chambers located below churches, two
KFR I 00Saa @Al (KS OKdzZNOK Ay idSNR2NE
Stafford (Staffordshire) (Oswald 1955) and Grantham parish church
(Hamiltan Thompson 1911). This ease of access to the charnel chambers,

both physically and visually, is discussed further below in Section (4.3).

Dimensions

Where measurements could be ascertained, structural dimensions fall

within the range of a rough ratio &:1 or 3:1 eastvest by northsouth.
9ESGSNDRAa OKI NYySt OKFLISE YSIadaNBR c op
1991: 162; Henderson & Bidwell 1982: 169), while the dimensions of the
charnel chapel at Norwich are 21m x 9m (Gilchrist 2005: 101), and the
charnelchapel at St Mary SpitélL.ondon) was 11m in width and 5.6m in

f SY3idK ODAfOKNRAG FyR {ft2FyS wnnpyY
measured 17.35m in width x 6.7m in length (Green 1796: 56), Stratford
uportAvon parish church, as recorded by Bloxam in 1855, medsure

9.14m wide x 47m long (Bloam 1855: 3) and the charnel chamber at

Holy Trinity church, Rothwell is 9m wide x 4.5m long (see Appendix 2)
(Garlandet al.Mmcpy nY HoTO® {0 . FNIK2f2YSsQa
unusual as its dimensisrare 7.24m in width x 7.77m in lengtimeaning

that it was roughly square in form (Webb 1921). All of the charnel
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(v)

chapels, both freestanding and those located underneath churches,
were orientated on aneast Sa i | f Ay YSy iz SEOSLI
which is aligned norttsouth, as was theddy Chapel under which it is

located (Milne 1997). The interpretation of this chamber is, however,

highly tentative (see Section (5.4.4))

Prominent locations within complexes

A key feature of large ecclesiastical complexes is the siting of the charnel
chapels in areas of existing public thoroughfares which were frequented
on a regular basis within the cemeteries used for burial of the laity. The
location chosen for the charnel chapel at Norwich Cathedral was the west
part of the lay cemetery. This was thacation for regular markets and
fairs at certain times of the year such as Pentecost or the Feast of
Whitsun, the seven weeks after Easter Sunday (Gilchrist 2005: 189).
Various craft guilds were also located in the lay cemetery such as the
Guild of St Lke, associated with betbunders, pewterers and glaziers
(Gilchrist 2005: 189). The charnel chapel was in a prominent and highly
visible location as it had to be passed by if entering the lay cemetery from

the wegern Erpingham Gate (see Fig9) (Gilchist 2005: 100, 189).

7] buildings that have disappeared

i7771 features detected by geophysical survey

;. proposed line of water supply
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Figs5.9 & 5.10: Location of Norwich charnel chapel within the
cathedral complex (shown in blueftop) (Adapted from Gilchrist 2005:
42y 20 GA2y 2F 9ESGSNDAE OKFENYySt OKIFLISt 6AGK;
(highlighted in blue)bottom) (adapted from Lepine and Orme 2003: 5)

9ESHSNDA OKINySt OKFLStE gl & f20FaGdSR
close to the well and conduit, in the northern region of the lay cemetery

of the church of St Mary Major (see Pigl0) (Lepine & Orme 2003.7).

The charnel chapel of Ely Cathedral and Priory was directly beside Stepil
Gate, the main entrance from the town into the lay cemetery, and just to
the north of thecathedral itself (see Fi§.11) (Pugh 1953: 78, 81).
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to describe charnel houses and chapels

2 2 NOSali SNDa OKI yewed in tieKay cddéterygctose to@he yiorth
porch entrance to the cathedral (see Fgl20 5 KAt S 9@SakKlyY 10606

chapel was situated beside the Great Gatehouse in the lay cemetery (s&€lBjg.
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The regions within the lay cemeteries ddtieedral complexes where

charnel chapels were sited were used for markets, fairs and guild meeting
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places, and they continued in this role throughout the medieval period.

C2NJ SEFYLX S GKS IINBIF 068iG6SSy {(KS «
palace at Norwich® Ol YS (y2¢6y | a WINBSYy &l NRX.
RSt AGSNAY3I 2dziR22NJ aSN¥2yayY WDNBSy :
I LISNXYIFySyidte O2yaildNMzOGSR Lz LIAG |y
(see Fig5.9) (Gilchrist 2005: 16Q01). The association betwa charnel

chapels and preaching is noted at other sites; an external pulpit and

gallery were constructed by the early 1500s at the centre of the cemetery

of St Mary Spital, to the south of the charnel chapel (Gilchrist and Sloane

2005: 4). St Marywithout-BishopsgatdLondon) also had an opeair

pulpit and twostorey gallery by the early ¥6&century (Orme 1991: 168;

Stow 598 1667, & RAR 9ESGSNDa OKINySt OKI
168). Although these are quite late medieval additions to the charnel

chapel buildings, it is apparent that the charnel chapels were regarded as

appropriate places for public preaching and assembly.

Those charnel chapels located below churches also tend to be in similarly
prominent positions as those in cathedral complexasch as close to the

YEAY SyiNlyOS (2 GKS OKdzZNOK AGasStT
church (Essex) (Dixon 2000), Holy Trinity church in Rothwell
(Northamptonshire) (Barker 1998), or Westbung-Trym in Bristol

(Orme & Cannon 2010) (See Tabig).

One other important observation is that all the identified charnel chapels
in ecclesiastical complexes were in the lay part of the cemeteries. Access
to these places was clearly intended to be open to all members of society,

whether lay or otherwise.

(vi) Construction Dates
Where dates of construction could be ascertained, charnel chambers
below churches were built at the same time as the majority of the-free

standing barnel buildings (see Talsi81 &5H 0 ® C2NJ SEIl YLX S=
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charnel chapel was ostructed in the early 13century (Barker 1998) as

gra w2iKgStfQa owz2o $tNdl 1988v2Bg)Hand MM pT
WestburyOn¢ NB YQa OKI NJ S& Cabrién 2080f £28). 8h NI S

l YRNBE Qa4 OKdzNOK Ay b2NIKOZ2NREAK o1 &
(Serjeansonetalmdnc v YR | SNEF2NR /I § KSRNJI €
1220 (Fisher 1898: 67). This dating evidence, combined with the
structural characteristics, strengthens the argument that the two forms

described above belong to the same class of building.

(vii) Dedications to saints
Many of the charnel chapels also share the same dedicationsTédge
54).

Table5.6Y / KIF Ny St Oénk, iteie & @uldns weified ( A

Sites Dedication
Norwich John the Evangelist
St. Margaret's Church, King's Lynn John
Scarborough Parish Church Mary Magdalene
St. Augustine's Abbey Mary
Winchester Cathedral Mary
St. Paul's Cathedral Mary & All Saints
Worcester Cathedral Mary & Thomas Becket
Bodmin Parish Church Mary & Peter
St. Mary Spital Mary Magdalene & Edmund the Bishoq
St. Mary-Without-Bishopsgate, London Edmund of Abingdon & Mary Magdaler
Ely Cathedral and Abbey Peter
Hereford Cathedral Anne
Church of St. Peter & St. Mary Magdalene, Barnstpphme
St. Mary Abbey Church, Winchester The Holy Trinity
Exeter Edward the Confessor, later Mary

Orme has previously played down the importance of the dedications,

AYLX @Ay3 GKFG A WeKSNB gl a yz2 adl yr
(Orme 1991: 162), the dedications applied only to the chapel rooms and

not to the charnel rooms of charnel chapel’oi RAy 3a® hNX¥YSQa 3
contradicts his own admission that both charnel and chapel were
NEFSNNBER G2 O2ftfSOuA@Ste Fa 2ySy w/
1y26y a aOKFNYSNBE 2N aOKIF NYyStaég ¢
(Orme 1991: 162). He assettsat dedications of chapels to different
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saints meant that there was no universal purpose or function of charnel
chapels. His argument seems unfounded, however, as churches, just like
charnel chapels, were dedicated to a variety of saints but servechiine s

overall function.

(5.3.2) Identification of charnel chapels by documentary sources alone

There are contemporary references to chaplains or priests of the charnel at churches
where no freestanding charnel chapels have been identified archaeologickly

1510 the will of one Thomas Thoresby specified that an endowment was to be left

G2 G0KS OKIFNYySt LINASald Fd GKS OKdzZNOK 27F {(
455). The only other evidence for there having been a charnel chapel at thidichurc
NBfliSa G2 oFLWiAaya dGF1Ay3a LXIFOS WAy (KS
W/ KFENYySttQ Ay wmtT1d o0l AtESY mMdbdntyY povd ¢
priests, nor is there any architectural or archaeological evidence to indicate whether

there once existed a frestanding charnel chapel or a charnel chamber beneath this

church. Harding identified up to seven sites within London alone by references to
charnels inO K dzZNJ K ¢ acéadh® ¢indl Qills such as that of John Gaylard in 1480,
requesiAy 3 o0dzNALFE Ay WIKS OKSNYyStft It26S dzyl
the Apostle (Harding 1992: 134). Stow recorded that at the parish church of Saint
alNAS 222fy20KZ W{AN | dZ3K . NX,Q8ledxhe 6 dzA f R
OK I NJ/ S 1598 204).({He adso notes that at the mercers Chappell or Hospital of

{0 ¢K2YFa 2F ! 02y«k! O2NA WC¢CKSNX ghotms |/ KI
FYR {® {(GSLIKBYQ o0{0i26 wmpdy

(5.3.3) The correlation between sites and charnel chapel types

The previous section of this chapter demonstrated that the mairor only ¢
difference between freestanding charnel chapels and charnel chambers under
churches is in their location. The construction of a fsté@nding building would
probably have been morexpensive than the creation of a chamber beneath an
existing church. The availability of space to erect a building in some graveyards may
also have been a constraining factor on where a charnel chapel could be built. In

places where space was already lidit constructing a charnel chamber beneath a
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church required using up no additional graveyard space. It is, perhaps, not surprising
that the majority of freestanding charnel chapels are in large ecclesiastical
complexes where space for burial was not soctm of an issue as amaller
graveyards (see Tablgs2, 5.3 & 54). In addition, larger cathedral, abbey or
monastic complexes would have had patrons who could dedicate money to be spent
on constructing freestanding buildings, whereas smaller churchetheut wealthy
patrons could not have readily afforded to do so. It is notable that the dates of
construction of charnel chapels located beneath churches coincide with building
works or extensions to the fabric of the church itself. For example, the charne
OKIFY0oSNI 0SYySIiK G4KS OKI y OSént)was cofistiuctpdS 2 y I NF
in the mid1200s at the same time as the west tower and a new choir and sanctuary
were built (Barker 1998; Stoessiger & Morant 1932: 150). The charnel chamber at
Holy Tmity Church, Rothwell was constructed in the early 1200s just before the
chancel was extended and the transepts were constructed Geetion (5.4.9)

(Garlandet al. 1984).

Some charnel chapels seem to have been created to house charnel from churchyards
other than the one in which they were located. The clearest example of this comes

from Norwich Cathedral, where a charnel chapel was founded in 1316 by Bishop
Salmon. Whatever his motivations for this foundation, it was certainly not a need to
housechar8f FTNRBY GKS OFGKSRNIf AdasSt¥ airyos
GKS OAleQa RSIRQ O6DAfOKNRAG wnnpY mMamO®
OKIF YOSN) 60St2¢6 KAa OKFLISt gA0GK OKFNYySt TN
2005: 34& 105). In other instances, the suggestion that charnel was acquired from
elsewhere is largely circumstantial. For example, Harding expresses surprise that a
OKIF NySt OKFLISt gla t200SR 4 {G al Ne
documentary recordd indicate that St Mary Spital was a major place of burial in
YSRASGIE [2YR2YyQ o1 FNRAY3I HAanHY dnox I yR
(2005: 42) note that certain churches, such as St Mary Spiggl have served as the

primary storage lod#on for charnel as the original churchyards from which it derived

were too small or their associated churches were too poor to provide a charnel

facility themselves. Such a practice may have been behind the origin of the charnel
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which Bishop Salmon securérom parish churches in Norwich (seecion 6.4.1))
YR AG KrFa Ffaz2 0SSy aLlSodZ | SR GKFG (GKS
(Kent) may have been collected from the other four parish churches in Hythe after
they fell into decline some time beffe 1400 (Stoessiger and Morant 1932: 149).
These examples of movement of charnel mean that charnel chapels and chambers
need not necessarily reflect the density of burial, population or mortality rates at the
sites where they are located. There was ardewut element of prestige associated
with possession of a charnel chapel, and as a result the creation of such structures
may have had more to do with their significance as a marker of status than them
representing a response to a pressing requiest for charnel curation (seee8tion
(5.4.1)).
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5.4: The purpose bcharnel chapels: new research

(5.4.1) Private chantries or something more?

The upper chambers of all identified frsganding charnel chapels were built to serve

as chapels (See Sectidn3(1)). However, it has been argued that they wehantry

chapels, private sources of prayer for the wealthy benefactors who paid for their
construction as opposed to chapels intended to commemorate multitudes of dead
(Gilchrist 2005; Gilchrist & Sloane Z0@rme 1991; 1996; Orme and Lepine 2003).
According to Gilchrist (2005: 1445), the charnel chapel, or Carnary chapel as it was

called, at Norwich Cathedral served only as a private chantry and was a college
staffed by secular priests who lived commuwpaind were to pray daily for the soul

of the bishop in the chapel of the charnel chapel (Gilchrist 20051080 Gilchrist &

Sloane 2005: 42However there is, in fact, evidence that the chapel was not solely

built for this purpose. As we have alreashen (above, Sectiob.8.3)), there was no

need to construct a charnel storage facility at the cathedral, because it was not a

major place of burial, and the bishop could, thus, simply have built a chantry chapel

with an associated college of priests, anded not have included the charnel

chamber in its design or name. The bishop must have been aware that if he relocated
charnel from Norwich parish churchyards to his cathedral complex that people would

come to his charnel chapel to view, visit or prayts charnel in its new location,

and this may have motivated his decision. By the early dehtury it was common

LIN OGAOS G2 2FFSNI WAYyRdzZ 3Syo0SaQ 2NJ 42 LI
(Daniell 1997: 23). The choice to construct a charnebehstructure as opposed to

a chantry chapel without a charnel chamber indicates that there was an intention or
expectation that the chapel would be a place where visitors to the charnel could pay

for indulgences or prayers for the dead. It is here proposeli KI i G KS 0 A &aK2 L.
chapel above the charnel chamber served both as his private chantry but also as a
chapel for the public to commemorate the dead. It is unclear whether Bishop Salmon
SNEOGSR (KS OKINYySt OKI LIS fordikterested¥dhe T G Q (i ;
revenue the prayers for the souls of the deceased comprising the charnel would bring

to his cathedral.
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Chantry chapels were mainly founded by lay persons or families (Orme 1996), but, in

the few examples where the foundation deta#re recorded, frestanding charnel

chapels appear to have had episcopal foundations. The charnel chapel at Norwich
Cathedral was, as we have seen, established by Bishop Salmon (Gilchrist 2005), that

at Worcester was started by Bishop Blois and complétgdBishop de Cantelupe
ODNBSY wmMtpc0Z GKIFIG G .dzZNBE {0 9RYdzyRaQ ¢
(Page 1907), while the chantry chapel at Exeter was founded by John de Lechlade,
treasurer of the cathedral and possibly its dean (Lepine & Orme 1994 )mbkive

for the establishment of these particular charnel chapels pertains specifically to
housing disinterred bones. The 1316 foundation charter for the charnel chapel at
b2NBAOK aidliSR dKIG WAY GKS OFNYINE o06SyS|
human bones, completely stripped of flesh, be preserved seemly toitine of the

general Resurrectidd 0. t 2YSTFASE R myncT DAt OKNRal 39
G2 SEGSYR 22NOS&GSNI /FGKSRNItQa yIF @S . A
YdzZYSNRdzda oO0dzNAIfas YR a2 KS SadlofAakKSR
over which he raised a chapehlled Capella Carnariae, or the chapel of the charnel

K2dzaSQ ODNBSY wmMtTdpcY pnood

In large ecclesiastit complexes, the chapel portions of charnel chapel buildings
appear to have been constructed as chantry chapels, but for the intended use and
benefit of ordinary people as well as for wealthy individuals or families. It is here
proposed that this charneaklated form of chantry chapel served as a communal
chantry for large numbers of people who could not afford to build their own private
chantry. The epmpal foundation and funding of the constructions of charnel
chapels may be understood as théffiment of the seventh Corpat Act of Mercy,
which was the requirement tbury the dead. The Seven CorpbActs of Mercy were

six charitable works or acts meoned by Christ plus the act of burial which was
mentioned in the Book of Tobit (Daniell 1997: 20; Gilchrist & Sloane 2005: 19).
Undertaking good works such as the Corporeal Acts of Mercy was encouraged
throughout the medieval period. The addition of thet of burial into these acts of

humility is evidence of the importance that care of the dead signified to medieval
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people and of the reciprocal relationship between living and dead communities.
Fulfilment of these charitable works was believed to ber@fif SQa&a 2 ¢y &2dz |

souls of others after death (Daniell 1997: 20).

(5.4.2) Prayers for the dead, chantries for the people

The evidence for some charnel chambers having chapel functions (as outlined in
Section $.3.1)), and the links between the amel chambers and the associated

chapels seem not to have been noticed by some authors who have researched
specific charnel chapels. It has been assumed by these authors, such as Orme in
relation to Exeter charnel chapel that the liturgical functions a thapel did not
SEGSYR (2 GKS OKINYySt OKFYOSN® ! O02NRAY:
fFO1TSR I RAAGAYOG NREtS Ay NBftlFGAzy (2 O2
y2 YSyGaAaAzy X 2F lyeé o02Re& NBadAy@nedaN 0SAyYy
GF1Ay3 LIXIFOS GKSNB 2NJ FdzySNI f 2FFSNAyIa
documentary evidence stating that the chapel was used for funerary activity, Orme
adlrisSa GKIFIG GKS OKIFLISt i 9ESGSNI waSSvya ¢
G2 GKS RSIFRQ 6hNXYSI "LEaNIORY There 8¢ NowWelmsf, A O G A
various links between the chapels and penance or prayer, in addition to numerous
references for masses specifically for large numbers of the dead as opposed to
deceased indiduals which indicate the chapel did serve a role with regard to the

dead. It has been established that the charnel chapel at Exeter was built in 1286 at

the expense of John of Exeter, as a penance for the murder of Walter de Lechlade
(Lepine & Orme 2003:324; Orme 1991: 164%). The charnel chapel was dedicated to

St Edward the Confessor, possibly in recognition of the need for John of Exeter to
LJdzo f AOf & YINJ] KAA& | RYA&aA2D5ama2aR ydz2Ti KAYER
Section $.2.2)). When Blsop Stapledon founded his chantry in the charnel chapel in
MOHHY GKS FANRG OKIFYUOGNR LINASad Wgla G2fR
GKS OFiKSRNIt6 Ay KSIFENAy3I O2y¥FSaarzya |y
is, however, unclear whetheonfession took place in the cathedral or in the charnel

chapel.
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Other sites and sources indicate that confession and penance were associated with
OKIF N}y St OKIFILStad LYy motdg GKS OKIFNYySt OKI
repair, and the ArchbishLd 2F / I YUGSNDdzNE {AY2Y { dzRO dzNEB
to all those who contributed towards its restoration (Harding 2002: 86; Rousseau

2011: 76). As a result of this call for help and promise of a pardon of sins, the
Fraternity of All Saints was foundewhose aim was to repair and maintain the

building (Rousseau 2011: 76). Similar roles in relation to penance and confession are
noted at some contemporary European sites: Sedlec in &Hiora in the Czech

Republic had confessionals within the charnelmoaop to the 1970s. Confessionals

are small wooden stalls with two partitions, one for a priest to sit and hear

confession, the other for a parishioner to kneel while confessing sins (s&e1dig.

Fig.5.14: Photograph in the chapel oBedlec charnethapel, Kut@

Hora, depicting tarnel on top of a confessional withithe charnel
chamber6t K2 12 INJ LK | dzi K2NRa 26y 0

Further references to the duties of the chaplains in relation to the commemoration

of the collective dead are recorded. From 1451 at Exesgrous members of the
GAOFNA OK2NIf GSNB FAYSR FT2NJ 0SAy3a | 064aS
OKFNYySt=Q F2NJ F0aSyO0OS FTNRBY (G(KS WOKFNYySt Y
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1991: 166). In the years after the charnel chapel was establiah®dorcester, four

OKFLX I Ayad 6SNB | LILRAYGSR 06& . AaK2L)I RS /Iy
MTPcO® ¢KS RdziASa 2F GKSasS OKILIXFAya SN
chapel, before their teaching in the schools, and afterwards thréerst were daily

OSt SONFGSR F2N) 6KS RSIFIRQ ODNBSYy wmMtdcY p
ALISOATAOIffTE K2 WGKS RSIRQ SyillAfSR® DA
chapel at Norwich Cathedral®he charnel vault beneath the chapel was
administered directly by the sacrist, and he received a large share of the offerings
YIRS Ay (GKS dzZLJLISNJ OKIF LISt Qd ¢KAa AYLI ASaA
who had roles or responsibilities in relation to care of the dead. Blomefi&306:
56)NBO2NRa&a GKFIG 4 b2NBAOK OKIFNYySt OKI LST
f 26SN) OKIFNYyStQ LJXdza 20KSNJ OKIFLIX FAyas 27FF
az2dz > GKS az2dzZ a 2F GKS othePpe@oudthishopslloNS y { a
Norwich TKS&S OKI LX FAya ¢SNB Ffaz2 (2 LINI & F2
particular for the souls of all those whose bones were reposited in the vault of this

OKI N)YySt Qs gKAOK AYRAOFNGSaA GKFGZ Fa Fad K¢
charnel cha@ins were responsible for prayers and commemoration of all the dead

and not solely the founders of the charnel chapels (Blomefield 1806: 56). The most
convincing example of chapels in charnel chapels being directly related to the charnel

in the lower chamB NA O2YSa FNRBY {0 tldzZ Qa /I G§KSRN
that in 1282 the mayor of London and the commonality of the city paid for the
WwOo2YYdzyl t OKIYyiINEBQ OKI LISt (2 06S odaAfid 20
OKFLX Ay (GKSNB KR @BR8A RI ALINK BdzF 2 RSE 9 NI SR
gl a NBIdANBR (G2 2LSYy (GKS OKI N}ySt K2dzaS G
charnel house every Friday and on certain days, such as the Feast of the Dedication

of the cathedral, three days after Whitsy = | YR GKS CcSlFaid 2F (K
2011: 75).

The inherent connection between chapel and charnel rooms is evident in how the
charnel chapels were referred to by contemporary people. In many cases charnel
chapels were not known by their official isE | YR &l AydQad RSRAO!I

colloquially called after the charnel which was housed in the lower chambers. This
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lack of specificity implies that the two rooms constituting charnel chapels were not

viewed as separate entities, but instead were inedhly linked in their overall

function. Orme points out the inclination to refer to the buildings simply as
WOKIFNYySNBEQ:X 2NJ 20KSNJ GFNRFGA2ya 2y (KS
OKIF NySt OKIFLISt Fd . dzNE {0 9RYgeyRy, thatl & NI
Fd b2NBAOK gla 1yz2e6y Fa WS [/ KIEINYyStQ gA
6DAt OKNR &G wnnpY wmMam0OI FyR {dG alNEQa OK
NEFSNNBR (2 2yfteée a W[S /KFENYyStQ 6tlF3S mi

(5.4.3) Accesbility and visibility

Accessibility and visibility of the charnel room of charnel chapels waafnental to

their design (seeegtion 6.3.1)). Charnel chambers were intended to be visible from
the exterior of the charnel chapel building and were also designed so that the
chambers could be easily accessed. The incorporation of these two architectural
attributes into all charnel chambers irfigs that at the time of their construction it
was known that people wanted to see and be able to access the charnel.
Alternatively it may have been that charnel chambers were designed to be accessible
and visible in order to develop a public interesviawing and visiting charnel. People
visiting the charnel may have paid the chaplains or priests of the charnel chapels to
pray for souls of the dead (see Sectibrt(1)). If so, then the aim of building a charnel
chapel may be regarded as a manipulataira reverence for human bones in order

to gain money for the church or ecclesiastical complex through the sale of

indulgences and prayers.

Gilchrist (2005: 105, 25D0) notes with reference to the Norwich charnel chapel that

not only is the building hidh visible within the cathedral complekut that it is
AAYAT NI 020K Ay atetsS FyR FdzyOuarazy G2 |
additional iconographic meaning connected with its purpose as a repository for
OKIFNYySt X GKS OA Nddeziroft Niithg Eafriarg shapel @lbwed K S  dz
GAAAG2NR (2 (GKS LINBOAYOG G2 LISSNI Ayaz @
GNF RAGAZ2Y & F2NJ & KNAYIS&Chhpler?). NSt Alj dzZ NA SaQ
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Fig.5.15: Norwich charnel chapel (Gilchrist 2005: 104)

This resemblance of Norwich charnel chapel to a reliquary is not elaborated on by
Gilchrist by comparison to other charnel chapels (Gilchrist 2005: 105). All charnel
chapels have windows opening into the lower chamber containing charnel and the
design of Norwicltharnel chapel is not a unique instance in resembling a reliquary
(see Sectiony3.1)). The form of charnel chapels replicated the form of reliquaries
which were a familiar sight to medieval people. The practice of above ground storage
of human skeletal@mains may have been justified and made acceptable via the
association with an already accepted pasirial practice. Both charnel chambers
and reliquaries held the same contents except that charnel chapels housed large
quantities of bones instead of bonesf a single individualand they were in
F3a20AF0A2Y SAGK W2NRAYINRBQ LIS2L)X S a 2LJ

As the rooms and the contents were clearly intended to be visible and accessible,
situating them below the ground as opposed to at ground level seemsasual

decision. The underground nature of the charnel rooms implies it was imperative that

GKS RAAUAINDSR o02ySa 06S &aG2NBR o06St2¢ 3IANPR

Leicester, where the charnel room is adjacent to the chancel area and not directly
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