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ABSTRACT ARTICLE HISTORY
Excavation of a postulated early Medieval hermitage near Crowland, England, idegdi a site with a ~ Received 29 September 2023
long and complex chronological sequence. During the Neolithic or Early Bronze Age, a monumental Revised 14 February 2024
henge was built, among the largest so far identied in the Fens of eastern England, probably later Accepted 16 February 2024
adapted into a timber circle. After a period of apparent abandonment, the interior of the henge was KEYWORDS

reoccupied around the 7th centurya.p. and_, after furt_her early Medieval phases, was tran_sformed by hermits; saints; henge;

the abbots of Crowland through construction of a high-status hall and chapel complex in the later chyrch; monastery; grange
12th century A.0. While no conclusive evidence was found for an early hermitage that local tradition

associates with the eremites Guthlac and Pega, Anchor Church Fieldes an exceptional case

study of an evolving sacred landscape in a deep-time perspective, culminating in its redevelopment

by the Anglo-Norman monastery to claim legitimacy from illustrious saintly forebears.

Introduction from a reliable presentation of events, the document instead

Around the yean.p. 700, a monk called Guthlac sought out s a classic contemporary account of a lone Christian hero
solitary place in the wetland landscape of the Fens of eastetruggling against agents of evil, and virtually every chapter
England, where he established himself as a hermit. Guthlean be subject to exegetical interpretation (see Thacker
had taken holy orders only two years previously, after givirg02Q. This has not prevented scholars from attempting to
up his career as a successful warrior, but quickly became dizsate elements of the story in the landscape, especially at
satis ed with what he considered a lack of austerity in th€rowland, with archaeologists understandably drawn to the
monastic life at Repton, Derbyshire (Colgra¥656 Vita Vita's depictions of the built environment. Scholars of various
Sancti GuthlaciCh. 19-25). That we know so much aboutdisciplines have been especially engaged by $adference to
Guthlac is largely due to the existence of fia Sancti Guth- Guthlac building his hermitage in the side td mound of
laci (Life of Guthlac) written shortly after his death. Anclods built of earth (tumulus agrestibus glaebis coaceryatus
incredibly detailed account for the period, théta outlines a feature previously broken into bigreedy comers to the
how the saint chose the watery place of Crowland as his emgasté (Colgravel956 Vita Sancti GuthlacCh. 28). This pas-
mitic home, where his biographer says he overcame numeage has overwhelmingly been interpreted as a description of
ous spiritual battles with demons, monsters, and even tilee saints reuse of a robbed-out barrow, a motif further built
Devil himself. According to th¥ita, after leading a blamelessupon in the poems known a§uthlac Aand Guthlac B(cf.
life of Christ-like devotion and abstinence, Guthlac died ifRoberts1979 Hall 2007 Semple2013 149-153).
A.D. 714 and, after nding his body incorrupt after 12  The reference to Guthlaesepulchral home has motivated
months, was placed in an above-ground tomb that was late¢holars for generations tond the appropriated barrow,
embellished witffwonderful structures and ornamentatiohs with a site known as Anchor Church Field regularly touted
(Colgravel956 Vita Sancti GuthlacCh. 5153). Fundamen- as a likely location. Situated 1 km northeast of Crowland
tal to Guthla¢s posthumous veneration was his sister PegAbbey and the town center, local tradition stretching back
herself a hermit in the region, who ensured the foundatioat least to the 17th century.p. associates Anchor Church
of a community dedicated to preserving her brotisemem- Field with both Guthlac and Pega. Previous work, including
ory (Prior 202Q 327-330). The ultimate success of Guth$ac antiquarian observation, as well as survey and evaluation
cult had a profound impact on monastic development in thérenching in the early 21st centuryp., con rms the signi-
Fens, and the income through pilgrimage it yielded is partlgant archaeological potential of the site. Investigators have
responsible for Crowland Abb&yemergence as one of Engfecovered material culture suggesting occupation at numer-
lands great Benedictine houses following its foundation ieus points from the late prehistoric to the post-medieval
the 10th centuna.p. (Roberts and Thacke202Q xxiv). period, but the lack of comprehensive excavation has pre-
Although theVita ostensibly provides a rare and valuableented any real understanding of the chronological sequence.
biography of an early hermit, its author, an otherwise obscure Realizing both the exceptional opportunity to research
individual called Felix, was writing in a hagiographic traditiorarchaeologically the site of a possible early Medieval hermi-
that draws much of its contents from earlier sairltges. Far tage, as well as the continued detrimental impact of
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agricultural activity upon deposits, two seasons of exchdill. This was Pega cell! The antiquarian also suggests
vation led by the authors were undertaken at Anchothat the site was not merely a place of local interest but
Church Field in 2021 and 2022. This work revealed was widely recognized as a sacred place in eastern England:
place with a remarkably long chronology that includes &o us that were brought up at Cambridge [University],
previously unidentied Neolithic or Early Bronze Age and to us that live at Stamford [Lincolnshire], it is the
henge of truly monumental proportions. The site wasnost respectful piece of ground in the kingdbérGresley
again the focus of ceremonial activity in the Middle Bronz&856 3). Other commentators have since emulated
Age when the earthworks of the henge appear to have be®tukeley, suggesting that the site was used by either
enhanced with a timber circle and numerous barrows wei@uthlac, Pega, or perhapmth hermits (cf. Stocket993
constructed in the vicinity. By the early medieval periodl04-105; Prior202Q.

Crowland would have been widely-recognized for its The tumulus, prominent in Stukeléy time given both
monumental prehistoric earthworks and was an obvioukis drawing and his'upon a hillocK description, was still
choice for hermits to recast into a new form of Christiarvisible as“a slight, un-surveyable moufidas recently as
“holy island? At Anchor Church Field itself, a density of 1965 (Lincolnshire HER No: MLI2323A.d). The presence
medieval occupation beginning as early as the 7th centuo§ the earthwork, and the other conspicuous building
A.D. was concentrated within the still-visible henge, culmiremains on the site, partly explains the long-held local belief
nating in the second half of the 12th centusyp. with the that Anchor Church Field represents the site of Gutbdac
construction by Crowland Abbey of an elaborate hall antarrow-hermitage, but this was clearly not an isolated fea-
chapel. It is impossible to place via archaeology individuadre in the landscape. Im.p. 1880, antiquarianstook
hermits on the site or the communities that followeddown” a tumulus that wasone of a series which are situ-
them, but repeated investment clearly demarcates a pleated in a line running directly northeast from the Abbey
deemed worthy of lasting veneration. In other wordsto the hill in Anchorage Field,a reference that suggests a
later generations of clerics recognized Anchor ChurcBronze Age barrow cemetery once occupied the axis of
Field as a place of genuine antiquity that was fundament&rowlands northeastern ridge (Hayes and Lari®92

to the memory of their ascetic founders, irrespective df97). Only a year earlier, Canon Moore had published a
the historical reality. This article provides details of theeport detailing the removal of building stone at Anchor
evolution of the site as revealed through our excavationShurch Field, a site that he too believed represented Guth-
allowing us to trace the making and repeated reshaping tafcs original cell, alongside a plan of the structures that had
a“holy” place, and closes with an assessment of the signbeen revealed (Moor&879 (Figure 4. While Moorés plan
cance of these ndings for understanding multi-period contains inaccuracies, his description tHatior to this act
sacred landscapes in a broadghronological and inter- of vandalism the site was a cultivated mour{fiMoore 1879
national context. 133) corroborates Stukeley in its portrayal of a building
constructed into or over a prominent earthwork, most
probably a barrow.

The presence of signtant archaeological remains on the
Before reclamation of the Fens, the rise on which the hisite was also demonstrated in 2002 through a combination of
toric settlement of Crowland developed was situated ongeophysical survey and analysis of aerial photographs under-
peninsula jutting out into the wetland and was joined taaken by English Heritage. This work commed the presence
the mainland farther west by a narrow ridge of gravebf one de nite ring ditch immediately east of Anchor Church
(Figure 3. Surrounded on three sides by water, writterField and not one but two buildings surrounded by a recti-
accounts demonstrate that Crowland was more regularlyear enclosure (Linford and Linfor@003. A subsequent
approached by boat than via the isthmus and as a respitogram of eldwalking and evaluation excavation in 2004
became rmly conceptualized as an island (Hall and Coleby Archaeological Project Services sought to explore the
1994 74, 192). Anchor Church Field itself is situated on archaeology more fully and assess the preservation of what
ridge projecting northeast from thi§sland’ on land rising was clearly a highly plough-damaged site (Cope-Faulkner
to 3 m above sea levdfigure 3. As the most easterly part 2004. In addition to con rming substantial truncation,
of Crowland, and a place where the habitable land met thiecluding the identi cation of stone wall debris and hearths
waters of the fen, in the past this salient point would havamongst the plough soil, the most important outcome of the
been distinctive in the local topography. The nameeldwalking was the recovery of large quantities of Roman
“Anchor” is almost certainly derived fronfanchorit¢ ceramic building material, the majority of which had been
and has been linked with the area since at least 1650, cut into rough tesserae (Cope-Faulkn2004 8). While
when the eld namé&‘Anchor Church is recorded (Nichols trial trenching was also important in comming features
1793 210). More explicit references to particular hermitspanning the Bronze Age to post-medieval periods, the lim-
are known from the early 18th centumy.n.; in A.D. 1708, ited nature of all previous interventions has not allowed a
renowned antiquarian William Stukeley drew a domesticlear picture of past activity at Anchor Church Field to be
residence and noted théupon a hillock, is the remnant gained. In order to resolve this, and in the hope of recording
of a little stone cottage, called Anchor church-house: hetke archaeological remains before their total destruction, the
was a chapel over the place where St Guthlac lived as a heuthors coordinated a eldwork strategy comprising open
mit and where he was buriédStukeleyl776 34). Stukeley area excavation of both buildings and targeted evaluation
later made another drawing of th#ittle stone cottag®, of potentially signicant features located by previous
now ruined, with walls of a multi-celled building situatedresearch. The results of this program are presented here
on a pronounced moundRigure 3. Somewhat confusingly, chronologically, beginning with the prehistoric use of the
Stukeley annotated this sketch witiiew from Anchorige site.

Local Tradition and Previous Investigation
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Figure 1.The location of Crowland on the western fen edge, with other key sites mentioned in the text (authors, adapted from20a§thuizen

The Henge and Other Prehistoric Activity encountered was a shallow deposit of apparently redeposited

One of the evaluation trenches (Trench 1), measuring 10 grey—brown clay, overlain by various lenses of sands an_d
clays. At the eastern edge of the trench were three successive

3 m, was located over a feature visible on some aerial phch f identical | d inati
tography and satellite imagery. This extensive anomaly ha S Of near-identical orange-grey loamy sands, originating
t east of the ditch and representing the gradual erosion

been picked up by previous investigators but, presumald .
misjudging its scale, they had repeatedly labelled the feat an external bank. This bank had been constructed from

as a ring ditch and interpreted it as a barrow (e.g. Laggg. e natural glacial sands, presumably thié of the ditch
Closer examination reveals a circular anomaly of veryedi When it was rst excavated. Overlying the eroded barlls,

ent composition to a barrow, measuring approximately 75 fnd extending across the whole of the upper ditch, were
in diameter and surrounded by a ditch approximately 5 mfw0 nal lis, the latter of which was an orange-grey sand
wide (Figure 5. To evaluate this feature, a trench was posfhat probably represents anal deposit once erosion had

tioned over the ditch on its eastern side and excavated to°§ased- .
maximum depth of 1.3 m, after which it was not safe to con- A Single posthole (context 4017), surrounded by packing

tinue further. A second attempt to bottom the ditch wa<clay (context 4018), was cut into this surface 80 cm from the
made through excavation of a wider trench in the northwegvestern edge of the ditch. Small fragments of decayed water-
tern corner of the circuit (Trench 5), but again thisert was 109ged wood were increasingly encountered in this as
unsuccessful. While the entirety of the feature was therefoifeey were excavated. Those from the lowelis included
not exposed, the excavation of Trench 1 in particular was stifte curved outer surface of the original post, which was ca.
su cient to allow characterization of the date and form of5 cm in diameter, consistent with the excavated post pipe.
the feature. The post wood has been idenéid as being made from ash
Excavation of Trench 1 commed the presence of a ditch (Fraxinus excelsifirand the slight curve of the rings indi-
running southeast to northwest through the middle of thecates it was formed from a large branch (E. Simmons, per-
trench Figure §. Cut into lenses of natural glacial sandsonal communication 2023). The post clearly rotted in situ,
and gravels, the ditch was 9 m in width, although this ha®presenting the nal phase of activity in the trench, being
no doubt been exaggerated by later erosion. The earllest sealed by a 365 cm thick band of alluvial clay and the
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Figure 2. The early Medieval topography of Crowldsidnd (authors, based on Geological Map Data BGS © UKRI 2024).

modern plough soil. No datablends were recovered from Crowland, the use and perception of the monument prob-
the ditch, and in the absence of excavated primahg, ably varied with the seasons; winteooding and the rise
even if present, these would not have indicated a date of capi-the water table may have led tdling of the ditch and
struction. A fragment of the post wood, however, w46 emphasized the sense of a spetigland’ in the landscape.
dated to 15021323 B.c. at 95.4% probability and 1495 Additional investigation oftie Crowland henge is no doubt
1411 B.c. at 68.2% probability (Beta Lab. No. 664348gquired to clarify this picture, but the entranceways of the
(Figure 7. This dating demonstrates that by the early Middignonument may also have been orientated to the directional
Bronze Age’ the majority of the ditch had a|ready becomedW of adjacent rivers in a similar manner to those in the
gradually lled in and the outer bank had severely erode®lil €ld Basin, Northumberland (Richard2996 327

or had even been deliberately levelled. Whilst the timefran#®9)- One apparent break in the northern part of the circuit
over which this took place is not possible to determine, ff'at may represent an entrance is discernible on aerial
must represent a period of several centuries. photographs and satellite imagery, although how this fea-

Given the diameter of the feature and the proportions diure correlates with theuvial conditions of the late prehis-

its ditch, in addition to the presence of an external bank anfPric is unclear. S
the Middle Bronze Age post cut into its uppell, itis clear ~ Although only a single post was idenéd in the narrow

that the feature is a henge constructed in the Neolithic dfn nes of the evaluation trench, its iden@iation suggests
Early Bronze Age. Henges are not unknown on the feihat the henge remained a f_ocus of ritual activity until at
edge, such as the complex at Maxey, Cambridgeshire, fgast the 14th centurg.c. Itis ]mpossmle to know whether
most are far smaller than the example at Crowland anf® POSt stood in isolation or if it was part of a larger struc-
are generally seen as short-lived and less impressive tfdf§; Put its positioning on the inner face of a still-visible
those found in regions like Wessex (Pryor and FrencﬂFtCh makes it tempting to see this as one elemeqt of atimber
1989. The henge at Crowland, though, is of an aItogethé?”Cle focgsed on the earlier monument. If this is thel case,
di erent scale and monumentality than those typically préhen the timber circle would have been incorporated into a
sent in the region, indicating a complex of some signi MOre extensive Bronze. Age ritual cpmplex,. W|th.broadly
cance. Crowlan's watery topographic setting, situated afontemporary barrows lining the peninsula, including one
a narrowing between two watercourses to the north angimediately west of the site, and terminating at the refur-
south and bounded by fen to the east, was no doubuin Pished henge. The most easterly of this group may have
ential in the siting of the henge. Indeed, the vast majoritfeen located within the henge itself, although an early Med-
of henges in Britain and Ireland were either totally ofeval origin for this feature cannot be discounted (see below).

mostly bounded by water (Bradley993 109-110), and at Irrespective  of provenance, our interventions were
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Figure 3.Stukelels view of Anchor Church Field, 26th September 1735 (British Library MS 51048, f. 57r).
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unsuccessful in locating any stratigraphic evidence that couldoccupied in the early medieval period, this was a landscape
be related to a barrow, and despite the existence of an identith a long and conspicuous past.

i able mound into the second half of the 20th centaryp., it
sadly seems that the feature has been entirely ploughed-%é{
over the course of the past six decades. Crucially, however,
our excavation of prehistoric features did convincinghAfter the Bronze Age, the henge seems to have undergone a
show that the henge would have remained visible into theeriod of abandonment, and it is only in the early medieval
early modern period. Whereas the eastern part of the ditgheriod that Anchor Church Field again saw an increase in
was gradually lled with silts over time, a process that afactivity. A post-Roman presence wasst established via
least would have muted its prte and perhaps obscured it eldwalking and evaluation trenching when quantities of
altogether, excavation of Trench 5 in the northwestern copottery and a number of contemporary features were ident-
ner of the circuit recovered large quantities of post-Medievaled (Cope-Faulkner2009. The recent open area exca-
pottery within a series of apparent dumps. The ditch of theations (Trench 2) recovered substantial further quantities
western part of the henge, then, not only survived butf ceramic, a high proportion of which were Maxey Wares
seems to have remained deep enough to inconvenience farh-the 7th-9th centuriesa.p. (Blinkhorn 2022 2023, and

ing into the post-medieval period, leading to its lfing. The two bone combs of Ashby Type 12, datable to the-6th
duration of the henge is fundamental to Anchor Churctcenturiesa.n. (Ashby 2006 107108). Four fragments of
Fields later development; when the sitest came to be glass were also found, and although too fragmented for

rly Medieval Occupation
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PLAN OF FOUNDATIONS ON SITE OF ST. GUTHLAC'S CELL.

A. Unhewn Stone. Other parts, Concrete. Wrought Stone found
thrown in the Well to fill it up.

B. Paved Causeway leading to Crowland Abbey.

Figure 4.The illustration of structures at Anchor Church Field drawn by Canon Moore, who believed the'Gitghiatdsecell: While elements of the plan
prove useful, our excavations make clear that Moorateontwo buildings into one on this plan (Mo2879.
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Figure 5.Top: satellite imagery of Anchor Chuedd in 2004 and 2005 (© Maxar Technologies and Infoterra Ltd & Bluesky). Note the reckedyebalck
ation trenches. Bottom: Plan of trench locations and archaeological features at Anchor Church Field. Features were located through a combination of geophy
survey (Linford and Linfo203, satellite imagery (Maxar Technologies and Infoterra Ltd & Bluesky), and our excavations.

precise reconstruction, it is clear they come from thin-walled An alternative possibility is that this vessel glass is from a
drinking vessels typical of the late 7th to early 9th centuridsnerary rather than settlement context and, while the evi-
A.D. (Broadley202Q (Figure §. Such vessels are associatedence for a mound is insecure, it may even originate from a
exclusively with high-status activity in this period and haverimary or secondary barrow burial on the site. Prehistoric
been identied at documented ecclesiastical sites such @wsnuli were regularly repurposed for inhumation in the
Glastonbury Abbey (Willmott and Welhan2015 and at early medieval period (cf. Wiliam2006 Semple2013
places where an early Christian presence has been conjdees2019, including in the Fens, as at Eye wheream.
tured, such as Flixborough, Lincolnshire (Evisb@09 and 1984, a furnished female burial dating to the 6th century
Brandon, Suolk (Evison2019. A.D. was found inserted into a Bronze Age barrow
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(Hall 1987 6). The idea that the glass originated from a furn- Recovery of vessel glass nevertheless indicates elite use, a
ished grave or graves is conjectural, however, not only duedoncept supported by the possible presence of one or more
the lack of excavated evidence for a barrow but also becaumd)stantial buildings on the site or in the immediate vicinity.
along with almost the entirety of the material dated to th&he rst piece of evidence for a structure was the recovery of
7th-9th centuriesa.p., it was not recovered from a straéd considerable quantities of ceramic building material during
context but from the ploughsoil. While this oating’ corpus our work, including pieces of boxue and course-cut tile tes-
clearly constrains interpretation, the sheer density of the poserae similar to those observed in 2004. It had previously
tery of this date, comprising a third of the overall ceramibeen assumed that this assemblage originated from Roman
assemblage, is striking, especially when one considers heatures on site (Cope-Faulkn2004 1), but our interven-
these centuries in England are usually viewed rads-poor tions throw doubt on this view. Over 9 kg of Roman ceramic
(e.g. Wright2015 109). Anchor Church Field between thebuilding material were recovered in 202022, the majority

7th and 9th centuries.n. seems, therefore, to have been fiom a single and coherent dump, but actual occupation of
place of either intense or prolonged activity, or perhapthe site in this period is countered by the almost total absence
both, but is otherwise a period that belies characterizationf pottery; only two unstratied and abraded pieces were
Certainly, our excavations located no clear structural evieund in two seasons. This contradictory picture strongly
dence for a hermitage of this date and nothing that convinimplies that the Roman material had been brought here
cingly substantiates the traditional associations of the sigelectively, most probably as a result of robbing of one or
with the celebrated saints Guthlac and Pega. more nearby buildings.

3160 + 30 BP Wood

Radiocarbon determination (BP)

2900 L _

2850 T T T T T T T
1600 1550 1500 1450 1400 1350 1300 1250 1200

Calibrated date (cal BC)

Figure 7.%“C dating of wooden post from Trench 1 (Beta Lab. No. 664348).
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and power of Romanitaswas deliberately appropriated.
Indeed, the authority inferred onto new buildings and
their commissioners by Roman material may have been
equally potent to that provided by prehistoric monuments
(cf. Semple2013 132-136). As in contemporary Kent,
Anchor Church Field may have been a place where the pro-
cess of sacralizing and legitimizing was derived from a var-
iety of past features in the landscape, carefully curated
through hybrid building practices.

Where the early Medieval building(s) was located is again
uncertain, but the most likely location is within a substantial
enclosure rst identi ed by geophysics and evaluated by
excavation in 2004 (séegure 5. This almost perfectly regu-
lar feature was formed by a substantial ditch and originally
assigned a 9tHL2th centurya.p. origin on the basis of cer-
amic nds. Both the southern and eastern arms of the square
enclosure seem to span the circuit of the henge, but the exact
relationship between the two features is not clear. Further-
more, gaps in the geophysical anomalies in the southeastern
and northwestern corners of the enclosure raise the possi-
bility that ditches did not run along the entirety of the circuit
and that a more composite construction may have existed. If
the enclosure was complete, it would have measured
approximately 75 m in length on all sides and is centered
on the most elevated part of the site around the 3 m contour.
Inan e ort to verify the provenance of the feature, its eastern
extent was the focus of two evaluation trenches [8gare 5

0 10 Trenches 3 and 4). These interventions revealed ditches
—a formed by a similar arrangement of cuts andls, from
mm which a broad stratigraphic and chronological sequence
can be constructed. Therst phase of the ditch was deed
Figure 8.Fragments of late 7+early 9th century.p. vessel glass from Trenchhy a narrow cut with a at base between 80 and 90 cm
2 (authors). wide with a primary Il of homogenous mixed loam-clay.
In both instances, this Il was archaeologically sterile and

The form of the material, and the context in which theythus probably represents the initial erosion of the ditch cut
were found, supports this reading; most pieces of tesselaeeFigure §.
retained mortar on their edges and had abraded upper sur- The rst ditch was truncated by a second, larger recut
faces, implying that they had been lifted from a previouslyneasuring between 2.7 and 3 m wide, again with &
laid oor surface. Adjacent to the tesserae dump, a depob#se. The lling of this recut di ered somewhat between
of soft, highly degraded mortar shows that the tile wasenches, and in the northern trench, it is possible that pack-
being cleaned on-sité-{gure 9. Other pieces were originally ing was laid to accommodate a sleeper beam. Such construc-
pieces of tegula, recognizable by their distinctive projectirigon techniques are not usually associated with enclosures

ange, that had been hewn into rough cube tesserae. Gduring this period, and it is possible that the sleeper formed
excavations detected nam evidence to date robbing and part of a small bridge spanning the ditch. Dating this
recycling, nor did it locate where this material was beingequence is somewhat tentative, but thst phase ditch
incorporated, but the magpie-like approach to reuse ofias established by at least the 9th or 10th centuny, as
Roman building material, especially for use in elite buildingsndicated by St. Neots and Stamford Wares in its uppkr
is widely recognized in early Medieval England. Thélinkhorn 2023. Given the absence of datable material
phenomenon is especially well-documented in churches fsbm the primary lIs, though, it is possible that the original
the period, but research is increasingly showing this practiceit was made some time before these ceramics accumulated
was not the preserve of ecclesiastics. Recent work by Gaand could push the dating back to before the 9th century.
Thomas, for instance, has outlined in detail the process&be recutting and broadening of the ditch took place by the
of reuse and reincorporation in the 7th centuryp. great 12th centurya.p. at the very latest, based upon the presence
hall complexes of Kent. The evidence for sudtybrid” of unabraded South Lincolnshire Shelley Wares initsand
monuments, Thomas argues, not only severs the timbeapparently remained open into the post-medieval period, as
stone distinction that has been so central to interpretatiorarly red earthenware were present in the uppermost lenses.
of early Medieval architecture in England but also illustrates Our excavations, therefore, located an array of early Med-
that the boundary between religious and secular spaces vi@sal evidence at Anchor Church Field and, although the
more mutable and porous than often appreciated (Thomasanner of occupation in the 7#Bth centuriesa.p. is
2018 294-295). However and wherever the Roman spoliabscure, it is plausible that activity was ded not only by
was deployed at Crowland, its use is unlikely to have be#ime earthworks of the henge but also by a square, ditched
motivated purely by pragmatism but instead was a process)closure. The enclosing features may have served as the
as we see elsewhere in Europe, in which the symbolic sanctidgus for one or more structures that feasibly incorporated
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Figure 9.Concentration of tile tesserae with degraded mortar to the right in Trench 2 (authors).

recycled Roman building material, being processed on-sitgmprehensive excavation of the building and an open
into their fabric. The square enclosure could have originateatea to the south, though, suggests this observation is inac-
as late as the 10th centuryp., however, and both the broadcurate. Instead, the structure was found to be made of
dating and the ephemeral nature of the archaeology inhibitgpstanding wall, severely truncated through ploughing, situ-
reconstruction of Anchor Church Field early Medieval ated within a shallow foundation trench. Externally, the
phases with any real clarity. If pre-Conquest buildings wetguilding had been faced with large stones, and although
present on-site, it is likely they would have been positioneabne remained in situ, there was in many places a soft soll
centrally within the square enclosure; unfortunately, it ibetween the wall core and the surrounding deposits, a result
this same area that was transformed in the second half of later robbing. Building A was 17.2 m long and approxi-
the 12th centurya.p. in a comprehensive redevelopmentmately 7 m wide, divided into three principal units, with
that seemingly removed much of the evidence for early Medn additional unit measuring 4 x 4.8 m on its southwestern
ieval occupation. side (seeFigure 10. The external walls were consistently
1.2-1.3 m thick, whilst the internal divisions were between
0.9 and 1.2 m wide. The wall consisted of a mixed yellow/
white mortar, compacted sand, and small stone.

By far the most conspicuous feature on aerial photographs In spite of excavating eight sections across the wall and
and geophysical survey of Anchor Church Field is the outlinidundation trench, no directly datable material was recov-
of a substantial structure, divided into three cells (Buildingred from these contexts. The consistent form of the struc-
A) (seeFigures 510). Positioned perpendicular to this build- ture, though, hints at a single phase of construction that
ing, a second more ephemeral structure of aedent con- pottery from the interior broadly places in the 12th or 13th
struction type had also been located by previous worenturya.p. This date, together with its three-cell construc-
(Building B) (seeFigures 511). The two structures were tion, immediately identies the building as a Medieval house
located roughly in the middle of the square enclosure, fullgimost certainly arranged with a hall at its center, services at
encompassed, too, by the earthworks of the henge (dtenorthern end, and two upper-end chambers and a garde-
Figures 512). The southeastern corner of Building A wagobe to the south. The presence of an additional unit at the
sectioned as part of the 2004 evaluation trenching whendbuthwestern corner demonstrates that the chambers and
was described ds foundation trench.. lled with a highly garderobe were situated within a cross-wing. Internally, the
compacted sarid (Cope-Faulkner2004 6-7). Our more hall would have been open from ground level to rafters,

The Monastic Hall and Chapel
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Figure 10.Building A on initial clearance (authors).

but both the northern and southern extents would have beestoreys (Heslo200Q. Integrated, stone-built houses of this
two-storeyed. Stone halls such as this are known in Britadate are nevertheless rare and are found only in the grandest
from the middle of the 12th century.p., becoming more contexts, such as royal and episcopal residences (Hill and
commonplace in the 13th centurg.n. (Grenville 1997 Gardiner 2018a 2018l). The presence of such a structure
89-99). An earlier date within this range, ca.n. 1156- at Anchor Church Field is thus a substantial and conspicuous
1200, is preferred for the construction of Building A basethvestment from the upper echelons of society, the context
upon the building stone recovered immediately east of thier which is explored further below.

hall (see below). A parallel to the form and date of Building Perpendicular to the hall, a second building (Building B)
A can be found at WeetingCastle, Norfolk, which despite had also been located by earlier work, visible on aerial images
the name is an unfortied house probably built around.p. as two sets of parallel, west-east orientated features and
1180. At Weeting, however, the chamber and latrine werdenti ed by geophysics as high-resistance anomalies. Until
situated inside an even more impressive block of threeow, however, it had not been observed that the arrangement
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Figure 11.Building B after excavation (authors).
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Figure 12.Plan of the excavated later Medieval hall and chapel (authors).
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of two perpendicular buildings makes clear that Moore hadlaborate architrave, a section of an external reveal from a
con ated them into a single structure on his plan ($égure narrow-looped window, and an ashlar block. This material
4), possibly as his knowledge of the site was relayed throughobviously from an elite building, dated to cap. 1156
an intermediary and some years after robbing took placE00 by the form of the en-delit shaft and the use of an unde-
(Moore 1879 133). Trial trenching in 2004 uncovered thecorated blade on all pieces (D. Stocker. personal communi-
corner of one of the high-resistance anomalies that provezhtion 2023). Also among the assemblage of dumped
to be made up of roughly coursed stone and was interpretadaterial was a large quantity of elaborately sculpted pieces
as a column base (Cope-Faulkri2d04 6, pl. 6). To fully of highly oolitic limestone, perhaps originating from foliate
characterize Building B, the whole area was subject to exca-even gural carving. Much of this material has a curving
vation in 2022 to include the locations of all other potentiapro le, hinting that it once formed part of a screen such as a
column bases. On removal of the ploughsoil, numerouympanum or reredos, but equally it could come from a free-
mixed deposits and multi-period pottery represented upcastanding sculpture. The purpose of these fragmentary and
from robbing, almost certainly that documented by Mooreweathered pieces cannot be extrapolated further, however,
So thorough was this ert that no walling of the building and they may even be Roman rather than Medieval in origin.
could be identied, and no oor or other surfaces remained It is highly signi cant for our interpretation of the site,
intact. Less than half a dozen pieces of stone remained wihd Building B in particular, that we have convincing evi-
evidence of tooling. The only features that had escaped tlence that the entire assemblage of worked stone derives
demolition were nine hard-set white mortar blocks incorporsnot from the robbing reported by Canon Moore but instead
ating small pieces of rubble, measuring 2 minimum. A from an episode of Medieval demolition. Found in context
tenth block, uncovered in the earlier evaluation, was @&di  with the stonework were a humber of pieces of BoutAé&
ent construction type of clay-bonded, unworked stones witiVares (12th14th centurya.p.) and Lyvenden/StaniofiB”

at outer edges. Together, these 10 features were set in p'iare (13tk-14th centurya.n.), all of which was sealed by
and can be conrmed as the bases for substantial columngater ploughsoils. This pottery provides a terminus post
Those bases at the corners and mid-point of the buildinguem of the 13th century.n., and although we cannot be
had short protruding elements, suggestive of buttressinguire how long after this date demolition took place, it
whilst those in between were more regular. All the buttressesjggests that one or both of the 12th centarp. buildings
except one, were set into a shallow (< 15 cm) solid naturat Anchor Church Field had a relatively brief life-span of per-
clay layer. The only exception was at the western end lo&ps one or two centuries. We believe that the material, how-
the structure, where a sigréant quantity of int debitage ever, derives only from Building B and that this structure
pressed into the clay may represent a prehistoric surface.represents a chapel built alongside the hall in a single con-

The only other internal feature in direct association wittstruction phase during the later 12th centusyp.

this building was a single shallow, rounded posthole ca. The sketch made by Canon Moore suggests that Building
15 cm in diameter set exactly midway between the westeBnonce had narrow walls connecting the pier bases on both
faces of the easternmost bases. A speculative purposeitf®morthern and southern sides. This aisle-less plan, along
this feature, based upon its precise positioning, is to accomith the sheer size of the bases, implies a vaulted building
modate a laying out post (M. Gardiner, personal communiin a two-bay, quadripartite arrangement with the larger, but-
cation 2023). External to the building, and possiblyressed piers receiving the diagonal ribgure 13. The lack
associated with it, was a sub-circular pit 1.1 m in diameteof buttresses on the smaller piers indicates that they were not
When uncovered in the early 19th centusyp., this feature built to receive the weight of the vault but instead acted as
was clearly stone-lined and recorded as a well. The pit is tsapport for the walls. Further backing for this hypothesis is
shallow and above even the historic water table to aete the existence of the replacement pier: if this feature was bear-
tively as a well, however, and given the nature of the builihg the load of the vault springing, replacing it in such a
ings surrounding it may be better viewed as the base forfashion would have been a major and potentially hazardous

agsta or more likely as a setting for a monumental crosoperation. Such a replacement obviously implies sigaint
It is notable that this feature is located in an area thatroblems with the eastern end of Building B, perhaps in an
would have represented the front elevation of the two buildearly stage of its existence judging by the broadly Medieval
ings, making it highly visible to visitors to the site, whdorm of the new pier. While the vaulted form, that was com-
would have accessed the complex along the ridge from then in both religious and secular buildings of the time, does
north and entered the complex via a break in the circuit ofiot con rm Building B as a chapel, the evidence for architec-
the henge. tural failure is signicant. Documentary sources identify a

All of the column bases of Building B were half-sectioneahapel of Crowland Abbey locatédn the eastern side of

in four of which Bourne*A” Wares of mid-12th14th cen- the monastery, described as no longer served by a priest
tury A.p. date were found (Blinkhorr2023. No datable in A.p. 1434 and as lying in ruins by.p. 1440. Signicantly,
material was found in the single stone base, but iteedént the recorded dedication of this chapel is to St. Pega, and the
construction suggests a later replacement for an earlier rulncation of the building been previously determined with
ble and mortar feature. It is notable that this replacement isome condence as Anchor Church Field (Stock&®93
located on the eastern side of the structure in an area of ti@5; Prior202Q. The archaeological evidence we have recov-
complex most liable toooding and thus probably the end of ered aligns with this thinking, and disuse of the chapel by the
the building at greatest risk of subsidence. The broad phasiegrly 15th century.p. certainly provides a plausible context
o ered by the pottery from the buildings can be rned for the dumping of the architectural stonework found by our
further by the excavated carved stone found dumpeecavations.
immediately east of the hall. Among this assemblage wasTogether, this evidence provides a degree of damce
an en-delit shaft probably deriving from a doorway withthat Building B at Anchor Church Field is a 12th century
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the reasons why the builders of the Medieval complex
included a chapel dedicated to Pega are given a more com-
pelling context when the development of Anchor Church
Field as a long-lived sacred landscape is explored in more
detail.

Discussion: Crowland as a Sacred Landscape

Archaeological approaches to the ambiguous and mutable
relationship between people, nature, and the sacred have lar-
gely been pioneered by prehistorians, the studies of whom
have provided a valuable stimulus to those specializing in
other periods. Such cross-fertilization has gathered notable
pace in the 21st century.n., a welcome process that to
some extent hasloosened the constraints of a historical
framework] especially for early Medieval archaeologists
(Semple2013 8). In Europe, those investigating 1st millen-
nium A.p. Scandinavia have led the way in reconstructing
lost conceptual geographies, although the extent to which
later documentary sources can be used in suchrts is
now rightly treated with caution (e.g. BrinR003 Price
2003. In spite of these positive developments, in her recent
book on monasticism, Roberta Gilchrist contends that Med-
ieval archaeologistthave not engaged siciently with the
sacred and that research continues to assert a humanist or

N
i . i secular outlook. This critique is especially pertinent to
. . ) / studies of later Medieval religion, where the traditional
m emphasis has been on the function of major buildings and
Figure 13.Reconstruction of the Medieval chapel, depicting the propoéya_the economic and technological role of eC(_:IeS|ast|caI Insti-
quadripartite arrangement of the vault (authors). tutions (Gilchrist202Q 4-5). Anchor Church Field therefore

represents a particularly important case study for archaeolo-

gies of the sacred, not only due to its long chronology but
A.D. stone-built, vaulted chapel which by the late medievélecause it was developed as a monastic dependency rather
period was dedicated to Pega. England is not ovetng than as the focus of a claustral complex. Together with Crow-
with examples of vaulted stone grounaor chapels of this land's rich documentary record, including a vanishingly rare
date, but they are commonly found in France, partly as ¥ita of an early Medieval saint, the Anchor Church Field
result of better preservation; foundations of similar detachegikcavations oer a remarkable opportunity to explore the
chapels in elite complexes can be found, for instance, at tdevelopment of a sacred landscape across millennia in
castles of Falaise and Caen, both in the Calvados regigmreat detail.
(Chave2005 Decaéns, Dubois, and Allainguillaun210. The identi cation of the monumental henge at Anchor
It is probable that an apse was once incorporated at the eaSturch Field is a signicant development in its own right,
ern end of Building B, a feature that would resolve the ideryet to nd that the earthworks were appropriated in the
tity and function of the structure beyond doubt. In a similarearly medieval period is in many ways unsurprising. The
manner to the walls connecting the columns, however, alth centurya.n. represents a watershed in the reuse of pre-
evidence for an apse had been completely removed by a cdmistoric and Roman monuments in England, possibly as a
bination of 19th centurya.n. robbing and agricultural attri- result of elite groups and families attempting to create a
tion. At some point in its use, the eastern end of the buildingense of ancestry to consolidate their power (Bradle§7
seems to have failed, and while a replacement pier may hdlair 2005 52). Bronze Age barrows were the most fre-
sustained it for a time, in the late medieval period, part of thquently reutilized monument type, but as Sarah Sersple
building at least was being stripped of architectural featuresork has shown, a vast array of features were deployed for
This robbing was clearly not entirely comprehensive, as ewn equally wide range of uses, all of which argues against a
denced by the signctant quantities of stone taken by thecommon meaning or purpose. Semple goes on to argue
Victorian workmen, and may even have been motivated tilvat these diverse responses to antecedent components in
ensure the structural integrity of the chapel in the immediatéhe landscape was intensely localized, as individuals and
term. The only alternative interpretation of Building B thatcommunities used them to create distinct narratives to
can be sustained on the plan of the pier foundations is tmeet their specic needs (Sempl2013 106-107). This is
see this structure as a chamber block associated with thlenost certainly the case at Anchor Church Field, where
adjacent hall. The excavated footings are certainly compdhe weight of probability suggests that there once stood
able to contemporary chambers, such as the celebratmge or more barrows within the circuit of the henge, at the
nearby example at the manorial center of Boothby Pagnedipex of a more extensive ridge-line Bronze Age cemetery.
Lincolnshire (Harris and Impey2003. The weight of evi- The picture of monument appropriation revealed through
dence presented here, however, strongly supports Buildiegcavation correlates closely with the narrative of Gutklac
B's interpretation as a chapel rather than a chamber. Indeegused barrow in theVita Sancti Guthlaciand Guthlac A



JOURNAL OF FIELD ARCHAEOLOGY 15

and B, the texts of which have provided fertile ground foof a saint and a hermit to be emulated but one that also
researchers to explore the conceptual sigance of burial inhabited and conquered a hostile island for the glory of
mounds in early Medieval England (e.g. Sha®6Q Hall Christ (Thacker202Q 6-8).
2007 218; Semple013 149-153). As much as Felix tries to portray Guthlac as a lone warrior
FeliXs inclusion of a tumulus (ColgravE956 Vita Sancti in a desert landscape, other evidence indicates that the Fens
Guthlac) and the Guthlac poemsdescription of abeorg was a region teeming with eremitic activity in the period (see
(“barrow’) (Guthlac A II, line 102), though, may also have~igure 1. For example, the island of Thorney in Cambridge-
acted as a model unrecognized by previous scholarshghire, just 7 km south of Crowland, wagst known as
deployed as an exegetical device that simultaneously rootsacarigor “isle of the anchorite$,and three hermit-saints,
the narrative decisively in the local landscape. As antiquariatl of whom had hagiographies written of them, were vener-
accounts demonstrate, Crowland was clearly distinguishatkd there (Pestel004 136-137). A similar case can be
until relatively recently by its prehistoric monuments, sanade for Peakirk, Northamptonshire, 8 km southeast of
much so that thecrugelement of the place-name may everCrowland, where a community of eremites founded by
derive from the British word for‘hill,” “mound,” or, most Pega may have persisted for some time (4995 93-
compellingly,“barrow’ (Higham 2005 87). In her analysis 108). Guthlac was clearly not alone in his pursuit, then, but
of how Christian sacred places were created in the early matkither does he appear to have been among the founding
ieval period, Helen Gittos stresses how author¥itde and generation of hermits. He instead entered into a well-estab-
other texts situated their stories in precise local settingéshed, if geographically dispersed, network of peers. In the
partly as a way of lifting them out of a scholarly milieu toVita, the saint is shown the way to Crowland by a local
make them accessible to a wider audience (Gi2643 man called Tatwine, who himself was possibly a cleric of
29-31). Guthlats burial mound performs exactly this func-the powerful nearby monastery bfedeshamsteqBeterbor-
tion, locating indelibly the events at Crowland ‘@he place ough), suggesting that the peninsula was already recognized
of the barrows. Other details of the tumulus/beorg storyas a suitable place to send a recluse and may even have been
are capable of exegetical interpretation, not least the refadready inhabited by hermits (Everson and Stockép3a
ence to grave robbing that deliberately aligns Gutsl&ans- 10-11). The in uence of Peterborough in populating the
formation of the mound into a cell with Matthew 21:13tis  wetlandswith eremites and sponsoring Guthlac in his mis-
written, ‘My house shall be called a house of prayer, but ya@ion has been established for some time (e.g. Me208y,
have made it a den of thievésOther elements of the text 34) but has recently been explored ine detail by Everson
undoubtedly correspond with hagiographical conventiomnd StockerZ0233. They convincingly argue that Guthlac
alone, such as Felixmention of a cistern, which is lifted settlement on Crowland is a routine example of an eremitical
from Jeromés Life of Paul the Hermitather than indicating plantation by an adjacent Benedictine monastery, a practice
the presence of Roman remains as some have previouslgognized by John Blair as commonplace for the pre-Viking
asserted (cf. Colgravi®56 182-184; Meaney001 35). Church (Blair2005 144-145; Everson and Stock2023a9).
While the work of Thacker1978 279-328;202Q in par- The establishment of monastic institutions in the Fens was
ticular has demonstrated that Felix was no slavish copyist also heavily inuenced by political conditions; the pre-emi-
established hagiographies, the examples above, among maengt 7th centuryA.n. monasteries at Peterborough and
others, do suggest that attempts to locate events from tBdy, situated in the territories of the North and South
Vita and the Guthlac poems in the real world have lacke@yrwe, respectively, look like directly competing foun-
the required circumspection. The idea that Guthtaeermi- dations backed by rival royal families (Everson and Stocker
tage can be pinpointed as a single site loses further credibil2@23h 54). The settlement of hermits was part and parcel
when it is considered that in the early medieval period, thef this maneuvering, and Guthl&crole as political actor is
entirety of the Crowland peninsula would probably havealso plainly obvious in the passages where he acts as counsel-
been conceived of as the sacred core of the religious comnhor of king-in-waiting Athelbald (Colgrav&956 Vita Sancti
nity, akin to other island/isthmus churches of this date (cfGuthlaci40, 42, 45, 49, 52; Les282Q 142).
Stocker1993 Carver 2009 335-336). Careful reading of  After his death, Guthlac was buried at Crowland, but we
Guthlacs Vitae only emphasizes this, with a clear sense dfave little insight into what the community may have looked
movement in many parts of the text suggesting that thike or how the cult was coordinated after the supervision of
saint and his immediate followers occupied numerouBega. It is probable that followers persisted in maintaining a
locations on the habitable land. This is best demonstrateghurch-shrine on the peninsula, but any such group would
by the repeated reference to visitors arriving at the landingave been closely controlled by Medeshamstede until Crow-
platform needing to sound a signal (by ringing a bell?) ttands establishment as a reformed coenobitic institution in
summon Guthlac to meet them (Colgrai®56 Vita Sancti the late 10th century.n. (Roberts2005 143). The process
Guthlaci40, 41, 52). If the saint was to be reliably found if monastic foundation in the Fens is intriguing given the
a single place, then any such system would be largely reddrequency with which locations associated with hermits,
dant. While we believe that it is entirely plausible, indeedither real or contrived, were central to site selection. To
likely, that any nascent religious community would have utiplaces with convincing eremitic traditions can be added
lized the henge at Anchor Church Field as a ready-madases such as Ramsey, Cambridgeshire, where claims of her-
enclosure, the site would have been one focus in an entimts occupying the island from the 7th centusyp. look very
landscape that was being transformed into a numinousiuch like a later contrivance in order to add historical
“holy island through occupation of a multitude of settings.weight to a novel institution (Hartl999. It is around the
FeliXs use of BedsLife of Cuthbertwhich is referenced in a 10th centurya.p., and in the context of widespread changing
very deliberate and considered manner to build his portrajpperceptions of consecrated space in western Europe, that the
of Guthlac, also speaks to this; here was not just a modele and status of Anchor Church Field evolved. Although all
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of the habitable land on Crowland would have continued tarchaeological features that instilled a sense of deep and gen-
be viewed as #holy and inviolable circlearound the mon- uine antiquity. As Gilchrist suggests, the key role of a med-
astery (Rosenweit999 1), the site of the new and more per-ieval monastery memorial function was as a mortuary
manent claustral building was now promoted as paramouténdscape, and veneratedures needed to not just be refer-
over other sacred places. The concern of the abbey to presented but physically embedded into the institution (Gilchrist
itself asthelocation of Guthlats hermitage and tomb would 202Q 174). To achieve this, the most important feature to
have been in lockstep with a need to style other veneratedclesiastics was clearly possession of mortal remains, but
spaces as paradoxically holy but indisputably secondaryah Crowland, reference to the surrounding landscape of
a stricter hierarchy of sanctity. Somewhat extraordinarilfumuli would have taken on a particular resonance. By locat-
we seemingly have documentary sources outlining how thisg a hall and chapel amongst the barrow cemetery, the
phenomenon played out for Anchor Church Field; bothabbey proclaimed its credentials as a mortuary space worthy
Orderic Vitalis and the unreliable text known as theof patronage, the mounds feasibly creating a sense of conti-
Pseudo-Ingulf suggest that before Psgdnapel there existed nuity and thus instilling legitimacy in the same way they had
a more independent community on the site, perhaps acting the 7th centurya.n. The established narratives of Guthlac
as a sort of school for novices, that was only amalgamatedd his burial mound hermitage would have heighted the
with the main abbey in the 10th or 11th centuryd. (Alex- signi cance of Anchor Church Fielsl development for the
ander202Q 314). In contrast, the tradition that the claustralclerics, but this would also have been a profound and deeply
complex of Crowland Abbey represented the location afymbolic procedure, especially as the saint himself is
Guthlacs oratory became rmly established, and even aglescribed as undergoing a literal deattlescending
late asa.p. 1746/7, Stukeley described visiting a building dEhrist-like into the mouth of hel-before his resurrection
“slud and clay mortdr at the western end of the southand eventual victory (ColgravE956 31).
aisle that was proclaimed locally as the sainell (Alexander ~ The physical form of the 12th century.n. hall-chapel is
202Q 304-305). similar to Benedictine arrangements on other outlying sites
In his recent doctoral thesis, Ross Mcintire labelbut bears closest resemblance to Minster Court at Minster-
locations such as Anchor Church Fieftsecondary cult in-Thanet, Kent, which consists of a hall to the north,
sites, following the concept ofholy radioactivity presented range to the west, and chapel to the souigiuire 14. Com-
by Brian Finucane (Finucari977 Mcintire 2019 Alexander missioned by St. Augustifss Canterbury, the site at Minster
202Q 304-305). Examining evidence from Ireland, Waless admittedly more elaborate than Crowland, not only evi-
and England, Mclntire shows how these hitherto understudenced by its additional range but also by its overall grander
died lesser foci remained integral to the promotion, veneracale and execution that includes a substantial square tower
tion, and rhythms of pilgrimage at a variety of monastidn its southwestern angle (Kipp%929 Impey 1991 66).
institutions throughout the Anglo-Norman period. The Nor- The parallels between Crowland and Minster are not limited
man Conquest presented all monasteries with the challengesarchitecture, however, but extend into both the context
of a volatile social and political environment, but those likand motivation behind their commissioning. During the
Crowland who had previously promoted Anglo-Saxon saintsarly 11th centurya.p., St. Augustins was undergoing a
had a further element to mediate. The scholarship on thisimilar process of consolidation to Crowland, including the
theme is extensive and will not be reviewed here, but imansfer of holy relics to the main abbey site. The remains
short, the consensus position now sees greater continuif Mildrith were translated permanently from Minster-in-
of veneration across the Conquest, with numerous exampl€lanet ina.p. 1030, but in an attempt to placate local disap-
recognized of Norman clerics exploiting Anglo-Saxon sainfsroval, St. Augustirie o ered gestures of conciliation that
positively (e.g. Chibnalll987 Ridyard 1987 cf. Browett included celebration of one of her feast days on the island
201§. The extent and nature of Crowlatsdveneration of (Rollason1986 145; Gittos2013 27-28).
Guthlac after the Conquest is similarly debated, with a dearth Establishment of Minster Court in the late 11th century
of miracles attributed to the saint in these turbulent decadesp. is unlikely to have been part of this same strategy of
feasibly reecting that he was viewed as a role model of holgppeasement, but it did provide St. Augustswith a per-
living rather than a supernatural intercessor (Licer®2Q manent presence on a distant part of their estate associated
387%391). The 12th century.p. was nevertheless a periodwith a celebrated saintly predecessor. Transformation of out-
in which Crowland sought to break free from the oversighlying sites with saintly associations into comfortable retreats
of Peterborough, a strategy that included clear attempts teas not limited to the Benedictines but was established prac-
claim Guthla¢s unbroken presence on the peninsula; thisce in England, France, and elsewhere.am. 1178, for
included a newly-fabricated hagiography, a stageentio example, the Abbot of St. Albans built a cell at Redbourn,
(a narrative of how his relics were discovered), a secomtertfordshire, following the supposed discovery of the
enshrinement of bodily relics, and concocted claims of a hibones of St. Amphibabalus, who was credited with convert-
tory of “permanent sanctuafy(Brady 2018 Everson and ing Alban to Christianity (Impeyl991 66). To some extent,
Stocker2023a 20). then, both Anchor Church Field and Minster Court rep-
The simultaneous development of Anchor Church Fieldesented grand mnemonic devices, while doubling as sites
as a high-status hall-chapel presents a material manifestatigipilgrimage that could be used by abbots to entertain guests
of this exact process, an act of commemoration that claimdstyond the connes of the monastery. Additional functions
ownership, rst and foremost, over Guthl&memory (cf. beyond these are credible, with clerics often favoring such
Cubitt 200Q. By aggrandizing a site that was associated, latations for health purposes such as bleeding. Dedicated
least in contemporary minds, with Pega, Crowland Abbeiseney houses were widespread on monastic estates, and
derived authority both from the hermits themselves buelsewhere in Lincolnshire, the monks of Bardney Abbey
also from a location replete with a range of conspicuousuilt a specialized bleeding house in a comparably isolated
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Figure 14.Plan of Minster Court, Thanet, which bears close resemblance to the 12th.oeatumplex at Anchor Church Field (authors, after X9g89l. 1).

setting on their peninsula monastery (Thomps®813 9% Church Field (Sanchez-Pard®16 376). The use of crosses
92). A similar establishment for Peterborough Abbey was mark territory and rights over good-quality soils was also
located 10 km to the south of Crowland at Oxney where acommonplace, albeit not a practice limited to ecclesiastics
earlier grange that had a parochial chapeldyy. 1146 and but which became increasingly fashionable among secular
a fair bya.n. 1249 was turned over to obsequies and blooderds from the 12th centurya.n. (Turner 2006 49-50;
letting by the later medieval period (He&l804 147; Everson Comeau2016 217218). The consideration of the physical
and Stocker2011 324). At Redbourn, too, the cell ofenvironment, often overlooked in scholarship of the later
St. Albans was being used ashealth resort from at least medieval period, therefore provides another insight into
the A.p. 1190s (Impey 991 66). the way in which the hall-chapel at Anchor Church Field
A nal impetus behind the construction of the hall-chapeinemorialized a site and institution experiencing not only
at Anchor Church Field would have been provided by thenajor religious and political upheaval but also sigrant
changing environmental conditions on Crowland, and thend permanent landscape change.
Fens more widely, during the 12th centuryp. It is from The fate of the buildings in the Benedictine complex
this period that we have therst physical evidence for seems to have diverged in the later Medieval and post-Med-
boundary markers, in the form of stone crosses, demarcatingyval centuries, with the chapel falling into ruin but the hall
the later Medieval parish as it expanded through reclamatidreing maintained, albeit in a much-modkd state, as a dom-
into the surrounding wetland (Stockef993 101104). estic residence. In addition to the structural problems that
Draining of the marsh immediately around the peninsula ected the chapel, investment in the building is likely to
would have transformed the topographic setting of Anchohave declined as pilgrimage waned and eventually ceased
Church Field beyond recognition; the site would no longeacross the course of the Reformation. Our excavation of
have been distinctive as the most easterly part of the isthmusimerous tree-throws and a sigmiant build-up of organic
surrounded on three sides by water, but was instead nawaterial suggests that the area of the chapel was given over
situated amidst newly cultivable land. The establishment &f serve as the garden of the adjacent domestic building.
churches alongside agricultural intensation is a widely The hall itself is unlikely to have maintained its high-status
recognized phenomenon in western Europe, such as in Gdlprm or function and was denitely much altered by Stuke-
cia in the 7th centurya.n., where expansion of farmlandleys time when he refers to it as“@ottagé of apparently
went hand-in-hand with the foundation of propriety no grandeur (Stukele$776 34). Exceptionally bad preser-
churches and family monasteries. Although we are uncleaation of the post-Medieval stratigraphy on-site does not
of the physical character of these small monasteries, Jafléw us to go much further, but the cottage on the
Carlos Sanchez-Pardospeculation that they weressmall mound, to which the locals attached stories of anchorites
complexes of wood and stone with a simple chdrcould generally, and Pega and Guthlac speally, remained a pro-
equally be a description of the later dependency at Anchaminent feature of the landscape and was intervisible with the
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Stukeles view of the western prospect of Crowland Abbey, 14th July 1724, including a depiction of a building at Anchor Church Field located on ¢
distinctive mound (Stukel&y 76 pl. 4:2d)

abbey Figure 15. Yet, the holiness of Anchor Church Fieldnuminous at di erent points over millennia. While histor-
did not evaporate entirely with the transformations broughtans have understandably emphasized the sicpmce of par-
about by its change in use or the growth of Protestantisnticular individuals like Guthlac and Pega in providing a
Writing in A.D. 1783, Richard Gough recounts how 4%egacy to the development of the later monastery, the archae-
years previously (ca.p. 1738), the occupier of the residencelogy gives a far greater sense of the time-depth and com-
“and the inclosure [sic] adjoining it, William Baguley, clerkplexity of occupation on the peninsula from the Neolithic
but never a minister of the parish, frequently, and especialperiod onwards. It is now clear that the early Medieval her-
on Sundays went to the inclosure wherein the hill is, anthits of Crowland entered into a particularly extensive and
immediately upon entering it, fell upon his knees, and plamonumental prehistoric setting, a unique inheritance that
cing his hat before his face, continued for a considerabtistinguished the landscape within the wider region. This
time in a posture of adoration. This is an unprecedentetbgacy in part explains the centrality of the barrow in the
instances of a protestant divitse enthusiastic veneration Guthlac narratives; here was an exegetical device that
for a hermit, or the ground wherein he hath been supposesinbedded purported events emphatically in the local land-
to have lived, died, and been burie@Gough1783 104). The scape as the eremites reshaped Crowland into a novel form
“inclosure wherein the hill islooks like a reference to Mr. of “holy island under a Christian guise. Our conceptualiz-
Baguleis garden and the site of Pégachapel. Whether ation of the archaeological and other evidence in deep-time
you consider Baguley an eccentric or a devbotan of perspective is something of a response to Gilclwisall to
good understandingas Gough 1783 105) did, such detail engage more meaningfully with the sacred, particularly in
is a poignant reminder of the longitudinal iuence that how we have envisaged the actions and motivations of the
once-sacrosanct places can have, including upon individudd¢er Medieval monastery. The material evidence generates
whose experiences are rarely captured by written recordsalffresh insight, beyond textual sources, of how the Anglo-
is perhaps only when Baguley had the house pulled dowNprman abbey manipulated recognized holy sites to create
shortly before he was incarcerated in a debtors prison, thahd sustain institutional memories of legitimizing and sacra-
the nal chapter of Anchor Church Field as an active sacrdizing gures, while simultaneously ensuring that these same
space was eventually ended. sacred placesaway from the newly central claustral com-
plex—were perceived as secondary in their new hierarchy
of sanctity. By promoting Anchor Church Field 4Pegé&
cell; Crowland Abbey concurrently promoted their own
The results of our excavations at Anchor Church Field proelaustral complex as the indisputable site of Guttddwermi-
vide an unprecedented perspective on Crowlaratigins as tage and premier focus of pilgrimagexing once-mobile
a sacred landscape and the evolution of a place perceivedasits rmly into speci c places in the landscape.
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