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THE ANGLIAN CROSS-HEAD AT 
AUGHTON AND OTHER RECENT DIS 

COVERIES THERE

By the Rev. W. A. Wickkam, M.A.

Read 26th March 1914.

I WAS allowed to read a paper entitled Notes 
on Aughton before this Society on the 26th 

November 1908. 1 The present paper is a kind of 
appendix, and the two should be read together. 
The appendix is rendered necessary by the restora 
tion work now going on under the superintendence 
of Messrs. Austin & Paley, of Lancaster. The work 
could not be in better hands, and the restoration 
promises to be as conservative as possible, though 
doubtless every detail will not commend itself to all. 
The church had in earlier years been brutally ill- 
treated. Its ashlar stone walls had been covered 
with from half an inch to an inch of plaster, over 
which was a thick coat of yellow wash, which gave 
the interior a most gloomy aspect, and hid many 
interesting architectural details. In order to support 
the plaster the walls had been shamefully hacked 
about, and in many places deep grooves had been 
cut in them to hold wood to nail laths to. If 
a projection came in the way it was ruthlessly 
hacked off.

1 Transactions, Ix. 72.
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Several interesting discoveries have been made. 
At the time when my earlier paper was written the 
nave and north aisle were covered by plain plastered 
barrel ceilings, added in I826, 1 and there was nothing 
visible to tell of anything more interesting except 
the oak droppers in the centre of the nave ceiling, 
which made one hope that there might be something 
better out of sight. The lath and plaster work has 
now been removed in both nave and north aisle, 
and some highly interesting oakwork has been laid 
bare. It was in places very much decayed, but the 
decayed pieces have been renewed, and new oak 
inserted wherever necessary a couple of tiebeams 
being added to remedy the inherent weakness of the 
construction of the roof. The timbers consist of nine 
principals, with a short upper collar near the apex, and 
a lower one ; arched braces with wall posts which are 
without corbels to rest upon ; there is also in the 
nave a carved dropper in the centre where the 
arched braces meet (these are wanting in the north 
aisle). There are three purlins on either side and 
five rafters: all these are of good strength. The 
two upper purlins are chamfered on their edges; 
the lower ones are moulded on the face. The 
wall plate is nearly 12 inches thick, and on its face 
has been planted a moulded fascia board. Between 
the wall plate and lowest purlin are five upright 
styles with oak boards between, forming six panels. 
This arrangement, while very uncommon, 2 is very

1 Newstcad, Annals of Aughton, p. 159.
2 Though the styles remind one of the upright struts, or "drop- 

rafters," often used in trussed rafter roofs, and the whole range of 
panelling serves the same purpose as the deep cornices often met 
with, covering the angle formed by the junction of rafters and wall 
plate, [The purlin braces and panelling may be compared with 
somewhat similar features in the roof of Rufford Old Hall, which 
was probably built by Thos. Hesketh, d. 1523, though in the Rufford 
roof there are hammer-beams (Vict. C. H. Lanes., vi. 124, and see 
Procter's paper).]
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CHURCH -

effective ; the eye being carried to the purlin for 
the start of the roof, and the apparent height of the 
building is much increased. Purlin braces connect 
principals and purlins. Those in the north aisle are 
cusped, but those in the nave are quite plain boards, 
very inferior in effect, and suggestive, as are also 
the droppers and the fascia board on the wall plate, 
of a later date. The aisle roof 1 is very dignified 
and effective, with 
thicker rafters, and 
only four in each 
bay. The principals 
are also stronger. 1 
On comparing it 
with an old and 
faded photograph of 
the interior of the 
destroyed chancel, it 
seems as though the 
roof of that must 
have been built on 
the same lines, 
though enriched 
with carved figures 
carrying shields with 
armorial bearings at 
tached to the corbels 
on which the legs of ,«. .,

o KorKK anl«  nave
the arched braces
stood, or to the bottom of the legs themselves.

With regard to these shields I may refer to Dr. 
Philip Nelson's interesting communication printed 
in the present volume of the Transactions, which 
he kindly allowed me to see in advance. They 
bear charges which seem to point to a close 
connection between the Stanley family and the 

1 This roof may be dated c. 1545. See Trans., Ix. 76.



154 The Anglian Cross-head at Augkton and

chancel. There were twelve shields.1 Dr. Nelson 
is not quite certain about the charges of several of 
these, but possibly eight concern the Stanleys and 
their alliances. Three of these are of particular in 
terest as helping to fix the date of the building of the 
chancel the Troutbeck, Massey, and Strange coats.

Margaret Stanley, sister of the ist Earl of 
Derby (pb. 1504), married, probably c. 1449, as the 
first of her three husbands, Sir William Troutbeck 
of Dunham.

Another sister, Anne, married, as her second 
husband, Thomas Strange. Her first husband 
was Sir Richard Molyneux. She bore to him five 
children, one of them being Margaret.

One of the Aughton shields is charged with the 
arms of (ancient) Minshull, and another bears a 
most curious mixture of these Minshull arms and 
those of Stanley. With regard to the Minshull 
shield, I may point out that in Local Gleanings, 
October 1875, p. 82, ~ prefacing a letter written by

1 Baines, Lancashire, 1836, describes the shields thus: "Thereof 
of the chancel is pointed, and formed of plain beams with intersect 
ing cross-beams, and the interstices decorated with angle-timbers 
forming quatrefoils. The cross-timbers terminate in rudely carved 
figures of angels, six on each side, their wings displayed, and each 
bearing a shield in front of the body. These antique ornaments have 
been whitewashed, and the smaller parts have consequently suffered. 
The first figure on the N. side bears on his shield 2 lions passant; 
the second, a cross moline and rose; the third, 2 crescents, 5 mullets, 
and 3 stags' heads ; the fourth, 3 fishes interlaced; the fifth, an 
escallop ; and the sixth, a chevron and 4 billets. The first image on 
the S. side displays a crescent between 3 mullets; the second, an 
eagle's leg, partly defaced; the third, quarterly, i, a lion passant; 2, 
a stag's head, but obscured ; 3 and 4 effaced ; the fourth, the eagle 
and child ; the fifth, the arms of the Isle of Man; and the sixth, a 
chevron with a canton."

Mr. Newstead, Annals of Aughton, p. 33, says that at the restora 
tion of the chancel in 1875 eight of the old shields were copied ; 
they are On the N. side, commencing from W. end : (l) Arms of 
Stanleys ; (2) Sir W. Troutbeck ; (3) Man ; (4) Viscount Arbuthnot, 
or Minshull, or Adam, or Chetwynd, or Bucknell, or Deusell. On 
the S. side from the west: (i) A variation of the above [4]; (2) 
Strange; (3) Badge of the Duchy of Lancaster; (4) Bold.

* I owe this reference to Dr. Philip Nelson.
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Thomas Meare to Ranclle Holme in 1698 is a 
statement made apparently by the editor, the late 
Mr. J. P. Earwaker, that the grandmother of this 
Thomas Meare was Bridgett, daughter of John 
Minshull, J.P., of Glutton, by his wife Margaret, 
daughter of Sir Richard Molyneux, by his wife 
Anne, sister of Thomas, Lord Stanley, ist Earl of 
Derby.

This Margaret is the lady who died in 1528, and 
whose beautiful brass is one of the glories of Sefton 
church. The lettering on the brass 1 states that she 
was the wife first of John Dutton and afterwards of 
William Bulcley, " ux' Johis Dutton . . . et postea 
ux' Willim Bulcley," and the statement is repeated 
in the inscription in the glass (dated 1543) of the 
window above the brass.2 These two husbands are 
mentioned in the Molyneux pedigree given in 
Baines 3 and in that given by Foster, Pedigrees. 
There is no mention in either place of a third 
husband. Ormerod 4 says that John Dutton of 
Dutton married this Margaret, but died without 
issue in 13 Ed. IV, 1473, and that his widow married 
William Buckley, of Eaton, jun., 15 Ed. IV, i.e. 
1475, and there is no mention of John Minshull. 
Ormerod gives the pedigrees of four families of 
Minshull, of Church Minshull, Eardswich, Nantwich 
and Stoke, and Wistaston. But there is no men 
tion of any marriage with Margaret Dutton, and 
no mention of any "Minshull of Glutton," or of any 
connection between the Minshulls and Glutton, 
except that in the pedigree (vol. iii. p. 362) of Min 
shull of Nantwich Nicholas Mynshull is said to 
have married Alice, daughter of Yewen Glutton

1 See Caroe and Gordon, Sefton, p. 19.
z Caroe and Gordon, Sefton, p. 18, in a footnote give an extract 

from Flower's Visitation, 1557, "Maryed to John Dutton of Dutton, 
after to William Buckley of Beaumarys in Wales."

3 Ed. 1836, vol. iv. p. 216.
4 Cheshire, vol. i. p. 649.
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(qy. of Glutton and Nantwich), and there is a refer 
ence, "see vol. ii. 751," where Glutton is dealt with, 
but there is no mention of Mynshull on that page. 
The Cheshire Minshull arms were az., an estoile 
between the horns of a crescent, ar. 1 But Ormerod 
(ii. p. 362) says that Thomas Minshull, probably of 
Nantwich, had lands in Willaston, 20 Hen. VII, 
and used a seal (octagonal) bearing a crescent 
between three estoiles, and that he married, but the 
wife's name is not given. One of the Aughton 
shields is charged with these arms.

Mr. Earwaker was a skilled genealogist, and was 
very unlikely to make a careless statement on such 
a point, but so far I have not been able to find 
anything to corroborate it, and there is much that 
seems to contradict it.

I am therefore obliged to leave it on one side, 
glad as I should be to do otherwise, because then 
the Minshull shield at Aughton might be accounted 
for. If Margaret Dutton lost her first husband in 
1473, and married William Buckley in 1475, there 
was but little time for a marriage with John Min 
shull between, especially if she really was the 
mother of a daughter, Bridget Minshull. We might 
imagine that John Minshull was her third husband, 
but the inscription in the Sefton window is fatal 
to this supposition, since she is called " Marg'ett 
Bulcley," and there is some reason to think that 
William Bulcley survived her, for the inscription 
runs thus : " Of yor charity pray for the soul of 
Marg'ett Bulcley daug'ter of Ric' Molynex' Knyght 
and wiff unto Johe dutton and Will  Bulcley Esqeri 
whose goodness caused this window to be made 
of the will of Sr Rob' P'kynson Executo' to the 
said Marg'ett the yere of o' Lord MDXLin th " &c. 
" Whose goodness " does " whose " refer to Mar 
garet or to William Bulcley? On the brass she

1 W. Berry, Encycl. Heraldica,
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is represented in solitary state, but the arms of 
Dutton and of Bulcley are used as well as those of 
Molyneux.

Sir William Stanley, nephew of the ist Earl, 
married Jane, daughter and heiress of Sir Geoffrey 
Massey of Tatton.

Finally Sir George Stanley, second son of the 
ist Earl, married Joan, daughter of John, Lord 
Strange of Knockyn. He was summoned to Par 
liament as Lord Strange of Knockyn in 1482, so 
his marriage was before that date or in that year. 
He died, during the lifetime of his father, in 1497, 
and Sir William Stanley in 1498. These two 
were first cousins, and both of them great-great- 
granclsons of John Stanley and Isabella de Lathom.

The three shields of Troutbeck, Massey, and 
Strange fix the date of the chancel in one direction. 
It could not have been built before the latest of 
these alliances was made.

But what connection had the Stanley family with 
Aughton to account for this large display of their 
arms in the chancel ? It looks almost as though 
a Stanley must have built it. But if so, which 
Stanley could it have been ? The first of the 
family to own land in Aughton was apparently 
Peter Stanley, a younger son of Sir William Stanley 
of Hooton, who married c. 1533 Elizabeth (b. 1516, 
d. 1560), daughter and heiress of James Scarisbrick 
of Bickerstaffe, who had inherited that estate from 
the Athertons, as they in turn had done from the 
Bickersteths. This Peter Stanley gave a window 
to Eastham Church in 1543,* and c. 1550 he lent 
the churchwardens of Aughton ios., which money 
was " bestowed upon the repacon of the same 
church," he taking a chalice in pledge. 2 He pur-

1 V.C. Hist., iii. p. 278, n. 8.
1 Cf. Transactions of the Lanes, and Cites. Hist. Sot:., 1908, " Notes 

on Aughton."
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chased the reversion of Moor Hall, Aughton, in 
1533-34. x The chancel might (judging from the 
photograph of it) have been built as late as this, 
and Peter Stanley seems a not unlikely man to have 
helped to build it. But if he did, we should expect 
to find on the shields the arms used by the Scaris- 
bricks, Athertons, and Bickersteths, and these we 
do not find. We should not expect to find the 
Troutbeck, Massey, or Strange arms, because Peter 
Stanley had no connection with any of these 
families, except that he was the great-great-great- 
great-great-grandson of William de Stoneleigh (ob. 
1398) and Alice Massey of Timperley, the parents 
of the John Stanley who married Isabella de 
Lathom, started the Lathom line of Stanleys, and 
was the first Stanley who could use the Legs of 
Man. Hence it seems more likely that, if a Stanley 
built the chancel, he was one of the Lathom line, 
since there are not only the Stanley arms, but also 
the Legs of Man, the Eagle and Child (first used 
by Sir John Stanley and Isabella de Lathom), the 
Troutbeck, Massey, and Strange arms, all which 
would be appropriate and natural if the builder 
were, say, Thomas, ist Earl of Derby, ob. 1504, 
or, perhaps more likely, Thomas, 2nd Earl of 
Derby (son of Joan Strange), ob. 1521, or even 
Edward, 3rd Earl of Derby, his son.

Thus the date of the chancel might be some 
where between 1482, the probable date of the 
Strange marriage, or 1485, the date of the accession 
of Henry VII, and, say, 1521 or a little later, and 
it is interesting to remember that in 1527 John 
Starkey of Aughton left 6s. 8</. towards the " re- 
parationibus" of the church, which might mean 
that the chancel was then in building.2

But the question yet remains what connection

1 V.C. Hist., iii. p. 301.
* See Piccope, Wills, Chetham Soc., xxxiii.



Other Recent Discoveries there 159

had either of these Stanleys with Aughton, which 
would make it likely that they built the chancel ? 
They certainly owned no property there. But 
about 1485 they succeeded to the overlordship of 
the manor of Aughton, 1 and when Peter Stanley 
bought Moor Hall in 1533-4 ^e " neld it °f 
the Earl of Derby in socage by fealty only." a 
This overlordship came to the Stanleys after the 
battle of Bosworth with other of the possessions of 
the Beethams. 3 But I am told that " this over 
lordship of Aughton was nominal only, and that 
what became of it is unknown. It was of no value, 
and ceased to be claimed by the overlords or 
recognised by the tenants." " Hence," continues 
the same authority, " I do not think the Earls of 
Derby had any interest in Aughton sufficient to 
make them take any interest in the church. They 
may have contributed to it as neighbours; and, 
without that, their arms may have been displayed 
there as a compliment to the great family of the 
county, and of the immediate neighbourhood in 
particular."

Another great authority writes to me : " May not 
these shields have been introduced from some other 
building, possibly monastic, in the latter part of the 
sixteenth or early seventeenth century ? They are 
too indiscriminate to have been made specially for 
the glorification of the chief landowners of Aughton. 
They savour more of a casual purchase out of a 
builder's yard ! " But I do not think there was any 
monastic building in the neighbourhood from which 
" spoils " could be obtained except Burscough, and 
the shields, so far as we can now understand them, 
were most unlikely to have come from there. 
Neither can I think of any other place which would

1 V.C. Hist., iii. 295.
2 V.C. Hist., iii. 301.
3 Cf. V.C. //«/., iii. 33,47-
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suit them better than Aughton. They may have 
been purchased second-hand, but, if so, they all 
came from the same shop they were all carved by 
the same hand, and at the same time. It is true 
that at present they do seem to some extent "in 
discriminate." One of them is supposed to bear 
the arms of Minshull, and another those of Mobber- 
ley or Bold, 1 and yet another those of Orreby, and 
I am not able to tell of any connection of either of 
those families with the Stanleys, or with Aughton. 
Another shield bears apparently a holy water stoup 
charged with an escallop shell; it is probably only 
a badge. Another bears an eagle's leg erased, 
the Stanley Badge. On another is a rose with a 
crown over it. Gregson ~ says this was a favourite 
badge of the ist Duke of Lancaster and of Henry 
IV, and he shows it (small) behind the horseman 
on the reverse of the seals of the Duchy of 
Lancaster, which he gives on pp. 41 and 261. 
Hence this shield has sometimes been said to bear 
the badge of the Duchy of Lancaster. But the 
Duchy at present uses gules, three gold leopards 
with a label of three points on a shield with a 
crown over it, and that is what is shown on the 
obverse of the seals given by Gregson. The 
Rose and Crown was the Royal Tudor badge, but 
it has occurred to me that the crown over the 
rose may possibly be in reference to the crowning 
of the Tudor Henry VII on the field of Bosworth 
by Thomas, Lord Stanley (afterwards the ist Earl 
of Derby) in 1485. At any rate it seems to denote 
Henry VII as the reigning king. Thus no less 
than seven (or perhaps eight) out of the twelve

1 The arms of Mobberley of Mobberley were represented on the 
Troutbeck tomb in the chapel attached to St. Mary on the Hill, 
Chester (Ormerod, Cheshire, ii. 41), and in the deed of the endowment 
of this chapel, 23 Hen. VI, Richd. Bolde and Geoff. Warburton are 
named as two of the trustees.

2 Fragments, p. 261.
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shields speak of the Stanleys. Now, I submit that 
this can only be of set purpose, and that the shields 
must have been made for some place with which 
the Stanleys were connected. I know of no place 
more likely than Aughton, where the shields are, as 
a matter of fact, found. Hence I venture to take it 
that, so far as present information helps me to an 
opinion, they were originally made for Aughton, 
and that they were placed there not earlier than 
1485. Their date in the other direction is more 
difficult, but I do not think it can be later than, 
say, 1545, when the north aisle was in building, 
and I think the chancel was earlier than the aisle. 
Somewhere within those sixty years, then, Aughton 
chancel was probably built.

I am very glad to be able to print a communica 
tion from the Rev. E. E. Dorling, whose heraldic 
work in connection with the Victoria County 
Histories is so well known. He writes :

Shield No. y. 1 Azure a crescent between three estoiles, or is the 
coat assigned to Minshull in Glover's Roll, a collection of arms 
of the time of Henry III, and it is important to notice that as 
late as the first decade of the sixteenth century a Minshull is 
found using these charges instead of the shield that is more 
usually attributed to this family. I am inclined to believe that 
the Aughton shield is actually a carelessly-carved attempt to 
represent these arms, although it must be admitted that the 
charges about the crescent have more the appearance of cinq- 
foils than of stars. The crescent itself seems to be too large for 
a mark of difference. I take it to be the principal charge in 
the arms. Minshull, a local family, naturally suggests itself as 
the house to which such a shield should be attributed, even 
though there is no known connection between Minshull and 
Stanley, or Minshull and Aughton.

Shield No. 3 indicated clearly, I think, that if there is any 
connection between Minshull and Stanley it was not connection 
by marriage. No artist, even in the (heraldically speaking) 
degenerate days of the sixteenth century, could have repre 
sented a marriage by such a shield as this. I would hazard the 
guess that the shield, with its remarkable combination of Stanley

1 These numbers refer to Dr. Nehoh's paper.
L
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and (what I am satisfied to take as) Minshull heraldry, may have 
been placed in the roof as a kind of badge, symbolical of the 
joint effort or partnership of the two families in the work. 
The presence of other badges in the roof, as Nos. 2, 5, 8, and 
10 may be considered to be, is an example of an entirely irregular 
(though not uncommon) combination of shield and badge; and 
No. 10, which shows the crest of Stanley upon a shield, is proof 
that the herald of the roof was controlled by no heraldic 
conventions.

No. 5 I take to be a holy-water bucket with the handle of 
a sprinkler showing above the rim. The scallop upon the side 
of the bucket may perhaps be an allusion to the dedication of 
the church in honour of St. Michael, though why the archangel 
should be symbolised by the scallop I do not know. You will 
remember, however, that the collar of the French knightly order 
of St. Michael was formed of scallop shells; the arms of the 
abbey of Mont St. Michel in France were ten scallops with a 
chief of France.

If the crowned rose (No. 2) is the royal Tudor badge, referring, 
as I think, to Henry VII and not as you suggest to the crown 
ing of that king by Thomas Lord Stanley, it has a very impor 
tant bearing on the question of the date of the roof, placing it, 
as I shall try to show presently, between 1485 and 1497.

No. 4 is no doubt a Troutbeck coat, and though I am not 
able to dispute your dictum that it is for Sir William Troutbeck 
of Dunham, who married Margaret Stanley, I am surprised to 
see the arms with so marked a difference as an engrailed border, 
especially as the Visitation of Cheshire in 1580 allowed the 
whole arms to Sir Thomas' descendants.

No. i (Strange) is, I think, the most significant of all the 
shields. It can refer to no other person than Joan Lady Strange, 
wife of George, eldest son and heir-apparent of Thomas, ist 
Earl of Derby. Its occurrence here in conjunction with the 
various pieces of Stanley heraldry seems to me to imply that the 
roof was erected during the period of Joan's marriage with 
George Lord Strange. He died in 1497, and I am prepared to 
believe that its date is somewhere between that year and 1485, 
to which we must refer the appearance of the crowned rose.

I am disposed to disagree with your correspondent, who 
suggests that these shields may have been introduced from some 
other building.

Through the kindness of Mr. Hubert C. Hodson, 
registrar of the diocese of Lichfield, I am enabled to 
add that he " can find nothing in the old episcopal 
act books as to the consecration of the chancel "
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of Aughton, which in the act books is spelt 
Aghton. Mr. Hodson's search extended from 1480 
to 1541, when the diocese of Chester was formed. 
The fact that there is no mention of the consecra 
tion of this chancel clearly assures us that it had a 
consecrated predecessor, and that a new consecra 
tion was considered unnecessary when the chancel 
was rebuilt.

With respect to the destroyed chancel, we learn 
from a letter (dated 2Oth November 1908) from 
the late Mr. W. G. Taylor, who was for many 
years churchwarden of Aughton, that Rector 
Boulton

wished to have it restored, and with that end in view he instructed 
Mr. Hay, the architect of Christ Church, to make an examination, 
at which I assisted. Mr. Hay found the front wall [i.e. the south 
wall] to be 13 inches out of the perpendicular. He also pointed 
out a serious defect in construction; the wall plate, instead of 
being continuous, was in short lengths fitted in between the 
principal rafters instead of the rafters being footed on to the wall 
plate. It was therefore decided to rebuild the walls, and, if 
possible, to replace the old oak roofs. This, however, was im 
possible, as the timbers were so much decayed. Some parts 
dropped to pieces on being moved, and the whole was in such a 
state that it could not be replaced. A new chancel therefore 
had to be built.

We have no doubt that those who then had charge 
of this interesting building did what seemed to them 
to be the best thing to be done. At the same time 
we cannot but regret that the old work was destroyed. 
The south wall of the nave was 14 inches out 
of plumb, but it has been taken down as far as 
necessary, and rebuilt stone by stone, and looks 
nearly as old as ever. So, too, the roof timbers, 
which were as rotten as possible in some places, 
have been repaired and not destroyed. We have 
very little doubt that the old chancel, had it survived 
to the present time, might have been similarly 
preserved.
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On the south wall of the nave, just underneath 
the fascia board above the position of the Norman 
door, when the plaster was removed there were 
many traces of a deep border which apparently ran 
round the nave. The ground of the border was 
white, and upon it was lettering and decorative work 
in black and red. It was impossible to distinguish 
the lettering.

During the progress of the restoration several 
other very interesting discoveries have been made. 
It will be remembered that the Norman door on the 
south side of the nave tells us of a Norman church 
built about A.D. 1150. On the west side of the 
porch the outlines of an Early English window are 
just visible behind a fifteenth-century buttress. The 
inner jambs of this window have been laid bare, and 
the east one will remain permanently visible. This 
tells us of an Early English extension of the nave 
in the thirteenth century, consisting of a south wall, 
a west wall, and a north wall which reached we 
cannot tell how far in an eastward direction. When 
this Early English extension took place the original 
Norman west wall was of course taken down. But 
the builders did not remove the whole of its founda 
tions, and these have now been brought to light, at 
least the north and south ends of the original west 
wall have, 3 feet 6 inches thick, with eastern and 
western faces of strong ashlar work filled in, as was 
usual, with rubble work. Again, the foundations 
and lower courses of the Early English north wall 
have been laid bare beneath the westernmost arch 
of the nave arcade. This massive wall was like the 
other of which we have just spoken, but was only 
3 feet 4 inches thick. A small bit of the Early 
English north wall may yet be seen to the west of 
the respond of the nave arcade. Just below the 
surface is a plinth, about 2 feet in length, coming 
through the west wall of the north aisle. This is a
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continuation (as we found by careful measurement) 
of the plinth running round the two buttresses, one 
of them half buried in the west wall of the north 
aisle, which stand at the north-west corner of the 
nave as extended in Early English times. This 
plinth, no doubt, used to run along the north wall of 
the nave, and, as we have said, some 2 feet of it 
remains in its old position, and may now be seen. 
The north wall was taken down when the arcade 
was built. About a foot of it was left at the west 
end, and it was chopped down to allow of the 
respond pier being built against it. The corre 
sponding respond pier at the east end was just 
planted against the fourteenth-century wall of the 
tower, which was in a similar manner cut away to 
admit it. The masonry at both east and west ends 
of this arcade shows clearly enough that the arcade 
was an afterthought, and was inserted after the work 
to the east and west of it.

Now that the east wall of the north aisle has been 
cleared of the plaster and colourwash, we may be 
quite certain of the truth of our opinion that the 
archway from the north aisle into the tower was 
made long after the tower itself was built in the 
fourteenth century. The west wall of the tower 
was originally blank, with a thickening at the base, 
and a wide set-off about 5 feet from the ground. 
The reason of this thickening and set-off is not 
apparent. Probably in the sixteenth century (say 
c. 1545), when the present north aisle was built, the 
archway was roughly cut straight through the tower 
west wall, and an inner stone arch with broad 
shallow chamfers added to hide the rubble core of 
the wall. The stones of this arch are about 9 inches 
thick, fitted in without any ties to the wall. It was 
clearly an afterthought, as I suggested in my earlier 
paper.1 But our explorations have done but little

1 Cf. Trans. Lanes, and Ches. Hist. Soc., Ix. 82.
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to clear up the old question as to whether there was 
a north aisle before the present one was built. The 
original north-west buttress of the tower may be 
very clearly seen built into the east wall of the north 
aisle. Its plinth has been cut away, also part of the 
set-off above the plinth and the lower part of what 
ever lay to the south of it, the marks of the quarry 
pick being very visible. If no north aisle or chapel 
was built when the tower was built, there would 
probably be a buttress at the north-west corner 
standing out to the west, and corresponding with 
the one which stood, and still stands out, though 
now built into the wall, towards the north. Is this 
buttress there ? There is masonry which looks 
somewhat like it, but which might possibly be a 
fragment of the north wall of an original north aisle 
narrower than the present one, and covered by a 
roof, the pitch of which seems to be marked by a 
steep-pitched cloaking string or weather moulding, 
which is still quite perfect, on the west face of the 
tower. On excavating at the foot of this projecting 
masonry, we found some solid rubble work measur 
ing about 5 feet 6 inches long by 4 feet 9 inches 
wide, rightly placed and rightly sized to serve as the 
foundation of a buttress. But it might also have 
served as the foundation of a wall the rest of it to 
the west having been taken away. Consequently we 
are not much wiser than we were. But for the weather 
moulding on the tower wall we might say that the 
projection was a buttress,1 though it differs from the

1 It is 2 feet 8^ inches wide on the west face 6 feet from the ground, 
whereas the other tower buttresses are only 2 feet 4 inches wide. 
Again, whilst the other buttresses are c. 3 feet deep, at the same 
height from the ground this masonry projects only c. 18 inches from 
the wall to the south of it, and less than that from the wall to the 
north, which is the built-in buttress. Moreover, the arrangement of 
weatherings is different, and the upper moulding of the base of the 
built-in north-west buttress was never continued round this masonry, 
but stops against its north side. But the set-off immediately below 
this, i.e. between this and the plinth, was clearly mitred at the junction
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others, and that there was no north aisle before 
the present one. But the weather moulding has 
still to be accounted for. All we can say is that we 
cannot be certain that we have discovered any sure 
trace of the north wall which would go with the 
weather moulding, nothing which would justify the 
positive assertion that such a north wall originally 
existed. There is, as we have said, masonry which 
looks somewhat like it, and which, certainly, now 
that it has been stripped of its plaster covering, looks 
upon the whole somewhat more like a fragment of 
a wall than like a buttress. More than this we 
cannot say.

We may add that, if there was a narrower north 
aisle before the present one, or a chapel, there could 
have been no internal connection between it and 
the tower. When the tower was first built in the 
fourteenth century the architect intended a building 
to stand to the east of it, and he made provision for 
this by inserting a very charming lancet arch ; also 
on the outside face of the east tower wall he put a 
cloaking string with a stepped set-off above it, and 
above this again he thinned his tower wall. He 
made no such provision in the west wall of the 
tower, where the present arch is clearly, as we have 
seen, only a clumsy afterthought, though he did thin 
his wall by a set-off 5 feet from the ground, and 
again by another set-off about 17 feet from the 
ground, similar to, but one course lower than, the 
set-off on the north tower wall, well under the cloak 
ing string. Hence we might conclude that the 
builder of the tower did not build anything to the 
west of it. But here we are met by the difficulty 
of the cloaking string on the west face of the tower, 
apparently coeval with the tower (but necessarily

with this masonry, and continued along whatever came to the west of 
it. The vice in the north-west corner of the tower is immediately 
behind the masonry in question.
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built after the base), which must mean a roofed 
building below it. If this ever existed, there is 
nothing to show how far it extended to the west; 
in fact no trace of it has been found. If it did exist, 
there must have been an arch or several arches 
between it and the nave, and these must have been 
renewed when the present arcade was built. No 
trace of a fourteenth-century arcade has been found. 
It is a disappointment that we have to leave things 
in this uncertain way, but in archaeological matters 
the road not unfrequently ends in a seemingly im 
passable barrier. The very position of the tower at 
Aughton is a great puzzle, and if one could under 
stand why its fourteenth-century builders put it 
where it is, in so unusual a place, one might have a 
better idea of what might have stood at the west of 
it. The tower of All Saints, Wigan, fills a some 
what similar position, but it stands more to the 
north and clear of the north aisle of the nave, into 
which one arch opens from it. In its west side there 
is a window, which may be Early English, looking 
now into the Walmesley Chapel, built probably 
c. 1619 upon the site of an earlier chantry, right 
against the west side of the tower, with no connec 
tion between. There may possibly have been 
something like this at Aughton.

Let us now return to the south-west corner of 
the nave. Some 10 feet from the west wall is the 
foundation of the original Norman west wall of 
which we have spoken. Between this and the 
present west wall is a mass of foundation work 
built of large rubble stones, with a little ashlar work 
at north-west corner, 2 feet long, set square with 
the west wall. This work measures c. 10 feet long by 
5 feet wide, and c. 3 feet thick. Upon this are two 
courses of squared stones projecting some 4 inches 
beyond the south wall, which stands upon them. 
This is probably simply the foundation of the south
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wall. But what of the mass of rubble work below ? 
Is it possible that the Early English builders found 
at that point a spring or quicksand, and put in extra 
work to secure the safety of their building ? This 
seems on the whole the most likely solution. Or 
was this foundation work part of an earlier Saxon 
church ? We do not think it was. There is, 
apparently, nothing distinctively " Saxon" about it, 
nothing to mark it as earlier than the thirteenth 
century. But just to the east of the foundations of 
the original Norman west wall several courses of 
ashlar work were discovered projecting altogether 
about 16 inches from the south wall, and joined to 
it by a rubble core. It is difficult to see why this 
ashlar work was put there. But between its west 
end and the east face of the Norman west wall was 
a recess (Plan A, p. 165). Here (almost as though 
it had been placed there for preservation, but when 
it is impossible to say) was discovered a stone of un 
mistakable Saxon origin. This is far and away the 
most interesting discovery made. The stone is the 
arm of a Saxon cross (the outline of the stone is 
only roughly drawn), measuring as follows :

The boss measures 4 inches, with a projection of 
\\ inch. The thickness of the stone is 8 inches.
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A roll, or cable, runs round the edges, which has 
been knocked off the end. This was apparently 
plain. There is no boss on the reverse side, but 
upon both sides is cut what is sometimes called a 
runic knot, or a " Solomon's knot." There is nothing 
of unusual interest in this knot. Similar ones are 
common on crosses and monuments of this kind. 
But the interest of the discovery is great. Up to 
this time the church history of Aughton has begun 
in the twelfth century, about the reign of King 
Stephen. This stone at once takes us back in all 
probability to the ninth century, i.e. to about the 
time of King Alfred the Great.

With regard to its date, I submitted Miss Perry's 
clear photograph of the stone to Bishop Browne of 
Bristol, and this is what he was kind enough to 
write in reply : It

is a very poor specimen of interlacing work, certainly by a local 
man. In interlacing work poorness usually means late date; the 
earliest work was the best. I should not put it earlier than quite 
late in the nine hundreds. The outline of the curved neck of the 
arm is quite good.

Mr. W. G. Collingwood, of Coniston, has, with 
great kindness, sent me the following report, with 
permission to insert it in this paper:

The interlaced fragment recently found at Aughton, in the 
lower part of the south wall of the church, gives the centre and 
one arm of a pre-Conquest cross of a type already known in 
South Lancashire and Cheshire. To study its form and design 
I have drawn it to a one-sixth scale, with an attempt to restore 
the missing parts. These are indicated in the stone by small 
remains of curves, which show the hollows between the cross arms, 
and determine their dimensions. The narrowest parts of the 
three lost arms were about 5 inches broad, as against 6J inches 
across the remaining limb : and this means that the latter was 
the lowest limb, which is always the broadest in a cross-head. 
By continuing the curves, we get a head with 12 inches radius, a 
size not uncommon in larger crosses. The arris bore a cabel; 
the plait on the lower limb could hardly have been cramped into 
the smaller arms without spoiling the unity of effect; probably a
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double triquetra took its place. The reverse is like the front, 
except that as is very common it bore no boss in the centre; 
a drawing of the back of the cross is not needed. The pattern 
on the shaft cannot be inferred, but to give reasonable propor 
tions it must have been about 5 feet high. As it is only 5 
inches thick at the head, possibly increasing to 6 inches below, it 
could not be so tall as shafts of more solid dimensions without 
making the head insecure. There may have been a base, perhaps 
6 inches to a foot above the turf, giving 7 or 8 feet as the whole 
height of the monument. It is of light brown local freestone.

This head belongs to a series which may be called penannular, 
because in some cases (Kirkby Wharfe, Saxton and Burnsall, 
Yorks.) the points of the arms nearly touch, as though to com 
plete the circle. This shape in Yorkshire is connected with 
ornament of the post-Anglian or Viking age (the ring-twist 
and Tj_T pattern, seen also on the Eccles shaft, Manchester 
Museum). But in South Lancashire and Cheshire is a series 
of crosses in which the tendency to penannular shape is less 
developed. Two (broken) heads at Whalley, and one at Bolton, 
are of this type; they have late and debased ornament, and the 
Cheadle cross (York Museum) is similar, but still further debased. 
All these are of the later part of the ninth century at earliest, and 
show Anglian style surviving in its last phase before the Danish 
fashion was developed. The Aughton head, from what remains, 
appears to be possibly earlier than the rest of the group. Its 
cutting seems to be of the rather coarse, very late, Anglian work 
manship, and its design is provincial and rude, compared with 
the finer works of Anglian art. It cannot be earlier than the 
middle of the ninth century, but perhaps may be dated not long 
after A.D. 850.

Mr. Collingwood thinks that this Aughton cross 
is "the first of Anglian type" discovered in South- 
West Lancashire Winwick being, in his opinion, 
of the eleventh century, Walton base having nothing 
to date it conclusively, and the Ormskirk stone 
being doubtful. He thinks that the Aughton cross 
carries us back to Anglian settlement of the district 
west of Wigan, and he thinks this is new. He 
agrees generally with the Bishop of Bristol except 
as to date, and there the two experts differ by about 
a century. 1

1 On showing Bishop Browne's letter to Mr. Collingwood, the latter 
writes : " I am very glad to get Bishop Browne's opinion on the 
Aughton head, and to find that he does not date it earlier than I do.
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Anyway the discovery of the Aughton cross is of 
considerable importance. The stone would scarcely 
be brought to Aughton from a distance. It is in all 
probability part of a cross which once stood erect 
somewhere near the present church. It tells us 
that, whatever its original use may have been, there 
were Christians in Aughton a thousand or more 
years ago, and that they reverenced the sign of 
our redemption ; * and though it is probable that the 
newly discovered work at the south-west corner of 
the nave is not Saxon but Early English, it is highly 
probable that there was a Saxon church, though 
not necessarily a stone one, on or near this site. 
Thus the ecclesiastical vista of Aughton is greatly 
lengthened. Moreover, this discovery is not merely 
of parochial interest. In his article on Anglo-Saxon 
remains in the Victoria, History of Lancashire? 
Professor John Garstang marks upon his map 
crosses (beginning from the north) at Melling, 
Bolton-le-Sands, Hornby, Halton, Heysham, Lan 
caster, Whalley, Burnley, Bolton-le-Moors, near 
Eccles, Walton, and Winwick twelve in all. In 
his text he mentions fourteen, including one dug up 
in the Barton reach of the Ship Canal, and Orms- 
kirk, where he considers the stone with two human 
figures built into the east wall of the church to be 
"part of a cross shaft." He says that these early

But I think that late in the nine hundreds there would have been 
more evidence of Danish style, of which there is no trace in the frag 
ment. The open interlacing is Anglian : Danish-period interlacing 
is tight, showing no ground. The free-armed head is Anglian ; most 
crosses which can be dated to the late tenth century are wheel crosses." 
For an excellent example of a later cross see the wheel cross at Kirk 
Braddan, Isle of Man.

1 " The best archaeological evidence of Christian settlements of 
Anglo-Saxon date is to be gleaned from the occurrence of ecclesi 
astical or religious monuments which can be assigned to this period 1 ' 
(Professor John Garstang in Vict. C. H. Lanes., vol. i. p. 262).

2 Vol. i. pp. 257, &c.
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crosses afford valuable material for the history of 
Anglo-Saxon Lancashire:

They are prima facie evidence of Christian churches at eleven 
sites, adding to our certain list recorded in the Domesday Book 
a further seven names, and confirming the existence of churches 
in four other cases. Nothing could be more valuable than such 
evidence [which] throws some light upon this obscure period. 1

To Professor Garstang's list (A.D. 1906) the Aughton 
cross must now be added, making the fourth in 
S. W. Lancashire, and the fifteenth (or seventeenth J) 
in the whole county, points of Christian light in 
the dark places. The pre-Norman crosses may be 
roughly divided into Celtic, Anglian, and Viking, the 
Celtic and Viking having the arms connected by a 
circle, and the Anglian being without a circle. 2 
The Aughton cross thus followed the Anglian type. 
The knot which is carved upon it is to be seen, 
though filling a slightly differently shaped space, on 
the crosses at Bolton-le-Moors and Lancaster. It 
is merely a double Staffordshire knot. But inter 
lacing ropework is found on most of the pre-Norman 
crosses. In his valuable paper on " Early Christian 
Monuments," 3 the late Mr. J. Romilly Alien gives 
an analysis of the various patterns used in the 
localities where they occur. He gives no fewer 
than thirty-three patterns of interlacing work, some 
of them of considerable intricacy. One of the 
simplest is the Staffordshire knot, which, however, 
enters largely into the composition of the others, as, 
for instance, on the Bewcastle cross, whose in 
scription fixes its date as 670. Professor Boyd 
Dawkins has described this interlacing work as 
"Teutonic, derived by the Irish monks from Ger-

1 Mr. W. G. Collingwood is not sure that the Burnley cross is pre- 
Norman, and he would add to Professor Garstang's list (A.D. 1906), 
Ribchester, Urswick, and Gressingham.

2 Cf. Mr. J. Romilly Alien, " Early Christian Monuments," in Trans. 
Lanes. andChes. Hist. Soc., vol. xlv. (1893), p. 9.

3 Ut sup., p. 15 on.
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manic sources." l But there may be another origin. 
In speaking of the cross at Winwick, Bishop G. F. 
Browne of Bristol 2 says that:

The curious arrangement of a succession of Stafford knots, the 
single interlacing band wandering about and forming knots till 
all the surface is covered, is very remarkable. The arrangement 
of the Stafford knots on the arch of an early baldacchino in the 
sarcophagus gallery of the Lateran in Rome is the nearest 
approach to this which I can recall. 3

The Rev. W. Miles Barnes, in a chapter in 
Leader Scott's Cathedral Builders, gives reasons 
which seem to go far to prove that our Anglo-Saxon 
architecture, structural and decorative, was inspired 
from Comacine sources. Speaking of the crosses, 
he says:

Some of these crosses are decorated with another and very mark- 
worthy ornament, consisting of bands of interlaced work. These 
bands are sometimes of a single strand, but more frequently of 
three strands. An interlaced ornament of this kind was found 
on the Corinthian base of a column in the Church of S. Prassede 
in Rome. On comparing these interlaced patterns and convolu 
tions with the carving on the ambo in the basilica of S. Ambrogio, 
Milan, which is Comacine work, it will be seen how nearly they 
correspond.

1 Lanes. andChes. Ant. Soc. Trans., ix. 37.
* Ibid.,\. 15.
3 In his paper on " Pre-Norman Sculptured Stones," in Trans. 

Lanes, and Ches. Ant. Soc., 1887, p. I, Bishop Browne speaks of these 
stones as " priceless and unique possessions, which, out of this country, 
no nation of the world has." He thinks we owe the classical scrolls 
on Anglian stones to Wilfrith (p. 13), "who found in Rome, and at 
Ravenna if he went to Ravenna not only an abundance of that 
interlacing ornament which a short-sighted view gives as a monopoly 
to Hibernian designers and their imitators, but also beautiful scrolls 
. . ." Cf. Taylor, Ancient Crosses,^. 350. He speaks also (p. 15) of 
" the law of alternate ' under and over,' which lies at the foundation of 
all interlacing patterns." In his Conversion of the Heptarchy, quoted 
by Henry Taylor in Ancient Crosses, p. 477, the bishop thinks "we 
must look to a Greek origin for the outburst of this beautiful work in its 
highest perfection in Northumbrian England." Mr. H. Taylor adds, 
" Linguistically this view is supported by the late Canon Isaac Taylor 
in his book, Greeks and Goths."
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Leader Scott (op. cit., p. 83) quotes a passage from 
the Italian philologist Sebastian Ciampi, giving 
these interlacings a very ancient origin. He con 
siders "that labyrinth of line" to be the Gordian 
knot, and that it had a mystic meaning. He is not 
prepared to say whether it originally came to Italy 
from the Northmen or from Asiatic countries. But 
it is certainly very ancient, used by the Persians, 
and seen in Turkish money and carpets, and other 
works of Oriental art. Ciampi finds the root of the 
runic knot in the Cabirus of the ancient Orientals. 
These interlacings came to the Comacines through 
the early Christian collegia of Rome, and so, through 
Ireland, to the Anglo-Saxons. Leader Scott (op. cit., 
p. 71 ff.) is sure that this interlaced work is "no 
mere ornament. It was not a mere breaking up of 
a plain surface, as a beautifying effect. ... It was 
an eloquent part of a primitive language of religion 
and art . . . [speaking of] some great truth in 
religion." This writer thinks " the mysterious 
Solomon's knot; that intricate and endless variety 
of the single unbroken line of unity, [was the] 
emblem of the manifold ways of the power of the 
one God who has neither beginning nor end" ; "a 
sign of the inscrutable and infinite ways of God, 
whose nature is unity " (p. 82). It was used (p. 84) 
" by the Roman architect of the third and fourth 
centuries, and the Comacine of the eighth and ninth 
... to mark their belief in God as showing infinity 
in unity." That, then, may possibly be the meaning 
of the runic knot on our Aughton cross arm. With 
regard to this a well-known expert writes:

As there are hundreds of examples of the eighth to the tenth 
centuries in Britain, it is evident that the origin and original 
meaning of the plait or knot must have been merged, in the 
popular consciousness, in its artistic use. It had become mere 
ornament by that time, whatever it meant some centuries 
before.
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But, in reply, it may be urged that the use of 
ifyc in mediaeval churches was to a great extent 
ornamental and artistic, as it occurs hundreds of 
times over in a single church. But one may well 
be allowed to suppose that its use in this way was 
not "mere ornament" nevertheless. In the same 
way it is quite possible that the use of the Stafford 
knot in pre-Norman work, as at Aughton, was both 
by way of ornament and also of religious instruc 
tion or reminder. I only urge that this may have 
been so.

But it is only fair to give another view. Mr. 
Francis Bond, 1 in speaking of interfacings, says 
they were common in England before the Conquest 
and after c. 1090, but are somewhat rare between. 
He says 2 that

as they are very common in the early Irish missals and crosses, 
and also in those of the Anglo-Saxons, some have attributed to 
these a Celtic, and others an Anglo-Saxon, origin. But as they 
occur also very frequently in Byzantine work of the sixth century, 
e.g. in the screens of S. Vitale, Ravenna, and again in the eighth 
century, both the Irish and Anglo-Saxons may have got their inter 
lacing patterns in the way of patterned stuffs and ivories imported 
from Constantinople. It is hardly necessary, however, to fetch 
in the Byzantines, for interlacings are particularly common in the 
Roman mosaic pavements which existed in every province of the 
Roman Empire, and undoubtedly furnished patterns largely for 
early Christian art throughout Europe. If we take a broader 
survey, we shall find interlacings in many a savage tribe which 
never heard either of Byzantium or of Rome. It is one of the 
oldest and most widely-spread patterns in decorative art. Its 
motif is evidently the plaited basket. 3 Wherever basket-work was

1 Gothic Architecture,^. 41.
2 Op. at., p. 415.
3 With regard to this Mr. Collingwood observes that "the plaits of 

Anglian age are always formed of one continuous strand, which is im 
possible in practical basket-making. It was only in later plaits that 
ends appeared, and then the ends are usually turned into snake-heads, 
and the plait regarded as a knotted viper or dragon. To get the 
origin of plait-work from basket-work one must go back before Roman 
times ; and by the Anglo-Saxon period the question of the origin of 
such motives was surely lost in the widespread and wonderfully

M
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in use and some peoples have been so skilled in the art of 
plaiting that even their drinking vessels are made of basket-work 
 pretty patterns consonant with the material have arisen, and 
have been transferred from the plaited vessel to decorative art 
generally.

Several other sepulchral stones were found. Of 
one of these, dug up in the north aisle, just west of

the tower, Bishop Browne 
observes that it [see p. 179]

is remarkable for the large size of the 
cross in the sunk circle as compared 
with the very short, thin stem, and 
the small Calvary steps. The cross 
itself is of a beautiful and well-known 
type; I saw one this year at Hurst- 
monceux practically the same. It 
may be of any date from 1200 to 
1400, but one must needs be quite 
vague about date. The Calvary 
steps are very badly done. Pos 
sibly the stone is only half its original 
length, and the local mason did the 
steps to make a finish.

The steps certainly look sharper cut than the rest 
of the work, but the thin stem was never carried 
farther down, and there is no trace of any other 
finish to it. The proportions of the stone certainly 
suggest that it was originally longer than 2 feet 
9 inches, its present length. It measures 2 feet at 
the top and i foot 9 inches at the bottom. It is 
7 inches thick, and the cross circle is i8| inches 
across.

Another most interesting discovery is that of five 
stones, found in the thickness of the south wall 
when it was taken down, which in all probability

various application of a style which was as general and popular as 
plant-and-leaf design nowadays." Another friend adds : " It has been 
suggested that the interlaced work on Saxon crosses was derived 
from the osier or wicker-work crosses filled with earth, said to have 
been made in the earliest times, say seventh century." He merely 
gives this suggestion for what it is worth, and subject to verification.
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once formed part of the Norman arch leading into 
the original small chancel. The largest of these 
was clearly part of the impost, and measures 14^ 
inches along one face and 10 inches along the other.

It is Sj inches deep. Part of the carving of the 
capital remains on this stone, and, apparently, the 
rest of it on another stone (io|- inches long at the 
top, 7 inches at the bottom, and 6 inches deep) with
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a cable moulding running round underneath it, above 
where the shaft came. The carving is apparently 
foliage, though there may be mixed with this the 
body of an animal. It is not easy to distinguish.

On a third small stone is a similar cable moulding. 
This was probably part of the capital of another 
shaft. The fourth stone is one of the arch-stones, 
and shows a bold chevron enrichment. This tells 
of only one order, but there may have been more. 
There is yet one other and thinner arch-stone 
(4 inches thick) of similar character.

Finally, under the interesting sepulchral recess 
in the tower a stone coffin was found measuring 
7 feet 6J inches by i foot 10 inches across the 
shoulders, narrowing to i foot 5 inches at the feet, 
and i foot 10 inches deep. It is not, as is usual, 
hollowed out of one stone, but is built up of several 
stones, like one discovered at Middleton church in 
1869. There are three stones on the north side, 
and only two on the south side. In both instances 
there is a rounded place for the head. The coffin 
was empty.

I am much indebted to Miss Perry, Mr. B. W. T. 
Wickham, and to Mr. J. Baines for photographs 
and drawings.
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