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Abstract 

This thesis examines the hogbacks and hammerhead crosses of Viking Age 

Strathclyde and Northumbria. Both are Insular forms of carved stone sculpture 

often found in Christian contexts. This thesis aims to highlight the significance of 

these carved stones within a contemporary landscape dominated by a complex 

historical and archaeological narrative, with the overall aim of ascribing them 

functions, beyond those of funerary. The approach this thesis takes is theoretical 

in its construct, both methodologically and analytically, and is grounded in the 

phenomenological principles of Maurice Merleau-Ponty. It is hoped that this thesis 

will break down the perceived barrier imposed on research by the modern 

Scotland-England border, thus potentially alleviate the implied disconnect 

between Viking Age Strathclyde and Northumbria. 

While acknowledging the current art-historical work, this thesis archaeologically 

reappraises hogbacks and provides an original and detailed archaeological treatise 

of hammerhead crosses. Additionally, this thesis espouses a conceptual framework 

for approaching, analysing and interpreting carved stones, which considers the 

idea of what makes space become a place. This framework involves the adoption 

of a reflexive phenomenological approach to the recording of carved stone 

monuments in the landscape, and, in approaching material, the adoption and 

adaption of the concepts of hybrid practice, supervenience, Deleuzian difference, 

common difference, the third space, and art and agency. In integrating these 

approaches and concepts, the idea of place-making emerges, discerned via non-

dialectical interrelationships between people, material, and space. It is 

conceptualised here in abstract form as the person/object/place framework. 

In applying this framework to postulate the functions of hogbacks and 

hammerhead crosses in the landscape, the following, non-mutually exclusive, 

themes are considered: commemorative space, economic space, biblical space, 

mythological space, political space, and sacred space. Considering these themes 

in the application of the conceptual framework to approaching notable carved 

stones gives rise to the concept of functional landscapes. These abstract 

landscapes emerge and are understood through a network of functional places, 

developing out of particular carved stone monuments inhabiting specific spaces. 

Ascribing functions to Viking Age carved stones allows for interpretation beyond 
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the traditional and uncritical narrative that hogbacks and hammerhead crosses 

are simply Viking ‘calling cards’ or gravestones. Furthermore, in considering the 

Christian context and syncretic nature of many hogbacks, this thesis challenges 

the common idea that their origins and models often lie solely in Scandinavian 

paganism and culture.  
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1 Introduction 

‘The Viking Age is shot through with the spirit of adventure. For 300 
years, from just before AD 800 until well into the eleventh century, 
Scandinavians from the modern countries of Denmark, Norway and 
Sweden played a decisive role in many parts of Europe’ (Roesdahl 1991, 
3) 

1.1 Setting the Scene 

This thesis focuses on the hogbacks and hammerhead crosses of Viking Age 

Strathclyde and Northumbria. These are two tangible outcomes of the migration 

of Scandinavian peoples to Northern Britain, and, in this thesis, are considered to 

be both everyday objects and art that reflect Scandinavian migration and 

heritage. The migrations of the Viking Age were a time of opportunity seeking, 

with people moving from place to place in search of purpose and prosperity (see 

McGuire 2010; Jesch 2015). Hogbacks are well-studied from an art-historical 

perspective, whereas hammerhead crosses have received little scholarly 

attention. Also, both have rarely been considered and presented through the lens 

of an archaeological standpoint. Significantly, both appear in areas of suggested 

Scandinavian settlement, and, therefore, are deemed to be essential indicators 

of later Viking Age activity.  

Hogbacks and hammerhead crosses are two different forms of stone sculpture and 

form the majority of the British Isles’ large corpus of Viking Age carved stone (see 

Figure 1-1 and Figure 1-2). They are identified for study here due to the 

hypothesised intrinsic potential they have to reveal aspects of the social lives, 

networks, and beliefs of those who created and lived with them during the tenth 

to the eleventh century. As there has been limited contextual engagement with 

these stones, this study adopts a theoretically-grounded archaeological approach 

to hogbacks and hammerhead crosses, with a focus on the regions of Strathclyde 

and Northumbria. Notably, the majority of hogbacks and hammerhead crosses are 

distributed across these two regions (see Chapter 1.4), and, therefore, this thesis 

should refine and complement how Viking Age Strathclyde and Northumbria are 

understood.  
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Figure 1-1 The Govan hogbacks 
 

 

Figure 1-2 The Addingham hammerhead cross 
 

This research has identified 149 hogbacks and 24 associated kindred monuments 

in Northern Britain, located mainly in Central Scotland, Cumbria and Yorkshire, 

and 31 hammerhead crosses, located mainly around the Solway Firth region. These 

numbers can change depending on the accepted definitions of the hogback and 
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the hammerhead cross (see Chapters 5.3 and 7.3). Hogbacks and hammerhead 

crosses are now proposed to be up for debate in terms of significance, 

classification, and function. 

This thesis introduces a new framework for approaching and understanding 

hogbacks and hammerhead crosses that is designed to interrogate their 

significance and present their perceived functions in the landscapes they inhabit. 

The core of the research is experiential (see Chapters 3 and 4). It seems likely 

that I have experienced and recorded more hogbacks and hammerhead crosses 

than any other living person. Locating them was a challenging undertaking, 

although it was rewarding to be able to engage closely with them during recording, 

and I hope to demonstrate the value of this endeavour in this thesis (see Chapter 

3 for the specifics of this task). As a result of the experiential fieldwork, this thesis 

provides a new catalogue of hogbacks, associated kindred monuments, and 

hammerhead crosses. The overall goal of this research is to search for and explore 

any potential meanings imbued in the hogbacks and hammerhead crosses of Viking 

Age Strathclyde and Northumbria. This research, therefore, considers what the 

functions of these carved stones were, beyond that of solely and often being 

accepted as gravestones, burial markers, funerary monuments, and burial 

monuments, to name a few. Taking this view acknowledges that, although likely 

that many early medieval carved stones were memorials, not all were (cf. Higgitt 

1997, 71). 

In commenting on material culture, Lotte Hedeager remarked on its ability ‘to 

attain power through its long history (biography) or symbolic decorations 

(materialisation)’ (cf. Gell 1998; 2011, 138). In other words, objects have a 

primary agency, they emerge from negotiation between people and space, and 

they communicate with people and space. This theory considers the concept that 

things think (see Chapter 4.3.2.5). As hogbacks and hammerhead crosses have 

been present for approximately one thousand years, it is, therefore, apparent that 

they must have been significant enough to have survived this vast period, perhaps 

gaining further meanings and significance through the ages. I believe that carved 

stones must have, and still have, an enduring effect on people and space. 

Hogbacks and hammerhead crosses are found exclusively in Britain. Their 

significance is enhanced when it is appreciated that the Scandinavians did not 
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have a tradition of carving stone sculpture until their arrival on the British Isles 

(Bailey 1981, 83). The Scandinavian migrants and those of Scandinavian heritage 

were innovative people, readily adopting and adapting Insular stone carving 

traditions. This point raises the question of whether the classic heathen ‘Vikings’ 

carved these Viking Age stones, or otherwise.  

For this thesis, it is helpful to dismantle the limiting ‘Viking’ terminology to allow 

for a better understanding of its meaning in sculptural terms (see Hødnebø 1987, 

43-44; Brink 2012, 5-7; Carroll et al. 2014, 6-7). Here, it is acknowledged that 

hogbacks and hammerhead crosses were created by and for socially aware people 

and that these stones should be read as social (cf. Ritchie 2004, 15). These stones 

are enmeshed with their surroundings and were produced in both secular and 

ecclesiastical spaces, as well as in ‘metropolitan centres and remote villages 

alike’ (Bailey 1996a, 79). Their monumentality and intentionality result in the 

creation of places, thus forming networks within and between differing Viking Age 

landscapes (cf. Sindbæk 2007). It is the interrelationships between people, 

material and space that are the most interesting in this framework of thought. 

Hogbacks, which are recumbent (see Chapter 5), and hammerhead crosses, which 

are mostly upright (see Chapter 7), are now found within a present-day landscape 

that is dominated by complex historical and archaeological narratives. The main 

points of discussion surrounding hogbacks focus on its origin, definition, function, 

what it is supposed to represent, and on what is or is not considered to be a 

hogback (see Chapter 2.3.5.4). Hogbacks are often solely considered to be burial 

monuments and that the form originated in Yorkshire (see Lang 1976; Lang 1984). 

This thesis challenges these points and others throughout. For the hammerhead 

cross, however, attention has been minimal (see Chapter 2.3.6), and one of the 

aims of this study is to rectify this situation. Until this research (see also Barnes 

2017), the main issues were the lack of a complete corpus, the lack of a workable 

definition and typology, and a dearth of interpretive engagement.  

Part of the challenge lies in looking beyond the terminologies. Hammerhead, like 

hogback, is a loaded term, with allusions to the Viking Age. The hammerhead form 

on the Christian cross is often associated with the pagan Scandinavian god Thor 

(see DuBois 1999, 158-159), while the hogback form is conventionally connected 

to Viking elite burial as a representation of a Scandinavian longhouse (see 
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2.3.5.4.3). These associations usually mean that anything referred to as a 

hammerhead cross, or similar, or a hogback, are automatically assumed to have a 

Viking association, which inevitably closes down interpretative possibilities. 

Notwithstanding, hogbacks and hammerhead crosses are both still considered to 

be an understudied Viking Age phenomenon almost exclusive to Northern Britain. 

Their proliferation across Strathclyde and Northumbria, and the nature of existing 

studies on them (or lack of) make hogbacks and hammerhead crosses ideal 

candidates for a nuanced and comprehensive archaeological examination. 

The remainder of this chapter provides the questions and aims of this research 

(Chapter 1.2), the context of this research (Chapter 1.3), the geographical scope 

of this research (Chapter 1.4), an outline of the thesis structure (Chapter 1.5), 

and a section on definitions and abbreviations (Chapter 1.6). 

1.2 Research Questions and Aims 

The six central research questions that this thesis aims to address are as follows: 

• What are the functions of hogbacks and hammerhead crosses? 

• How significant are reconstructions of the biographies of hogbacks and 

hammerhead crosses? 

• Are hogbacks and, in particular, hammerhead crosses coherent and 

discernible groupings of carved stones? 

• Are the predominantly art-historical classifications and interpretations of 

the hogback and the hammerhead cross appropriate? 

• What is the efficacy of my archaeological approach to recording and 

interpreting carved stones (outlined in Chapters 3 and 4)? In short, can the 

significance of the proposed non-dialectical interrelationships between 

people, material, and space, in which relationships are with not to (see 

Wright 2016, 178), be realised in this thesis and adopted as a useful 

conceptual framework?  
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• Can the disconnect between Scotland and England in sculptural terms 

(outlined in Chapter 1.3), a result of existing scholarship tending to respect 

the modern border, be broken down through the approach of this thesis? 

To address these research questions, the eight main aims of this thesis are as 

follows: 

• To introduce a cross-border archaeological approach to hogbacks and 

hammerhead crosses.  

• To reassess hogbacks from an archaeological perspective, thus provide a 

comprehensive corpus and a critical analysis of the monument form. 

• To provide a comprehensive treatise of hammerhead crosses, including an 

original corpus and typology. 

• To refine the classification and distribution of hogbacks and hammerhead 

crosses. 

• To construct a conceptual framework for approaching, analysing, and 

interpreting hogbacks and hammerhead crosses. 

• To introduce archaeological theory to debates about Viking Age stone 

sculpture. 

• To consider the concept of place-making, recognised through the insertion 

of hogbacks and hammerhead crosses into space (cf. Low and Lawrence-

Zúñiga 2003). 

• To present six socially constructed themes of analysis to apply to specific 

hogbacks and hammerhead crosses through case studies to discern 

functions. 
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1.3 Research Context 

The purpose of this section is to present the context from which my research has 

stemmed and to define the parameters of this thesis. It is not to provide an all-

encompassing overview of the research context of this thesis, as relevant reviews 

of the cultural and material worlds of this research are provided in Chapter 2. 

Before moving on, however, the importance that the discipline of art history has 

had to this study must be acknowledged. The multitude of varied empirical and 

analytical works undertaken in the study of Viking Age carved stones (see Chapter 

2.3) have not only informed this study but allowed me to conduct it.  

The Viking Age defines a period when Scandinavians, or Vikings, were setting out 

to raid, trade, explore and sometimes settle. Traditionally, it is suggested to have 

begun in AD 793 with the Viking attack and plundering of the monastery at 

Lindisfarne, as recorded in the Anglo-Saxon Chronicle, and ended in AD 1066 at 

the Battle of Stamford Bridge, near York (Craig 1987; Ritchie 1993, 43; Brink 2012, 

5). There were probably earlier attacks around the English Channel, perhaps due 

to the burgeoning maritime trade (Graham-Campbell and Batey 1998, 1). The 

Viking Age terminology must be used with caution, however, as ‘in the British 

Isles, in particular, there are those who believe that Viking Age Scandinavia is a 

single, homogeneous cultural unit’ (Ambrosiani 1998, 405). Although the people 

of Scandinavia were culturally similar, they were, however, regionally distinct 

(Ambrosiani 1998, 405). It is this homogeneous cultural assumption that must be 

rejected, particularly concerning the Viking Age of the British Isles, as Viking can 

refer to both a Danish Viking or a Norwegian Viking, or otherwise. In this thesis, 

the Viking Age is used in a broader sense to describe a period when the British 

Isles was subject to a Scandinavian influence as a whole. The beginning and indeed 

the concluding dates of the Viking Age in the British Isles are unescapably variable. 

It may have come to an end with the cessation of the political powers of the 

Danelaw in England by the end of the eleventh century (Graham-Campbell 2013b, 

33). Also, perhaps ending with the conversion of the Scandinavians to Christianity 

(Clarke 1994a, 38), or even as raiding activity became settlement activity. The 

term Viking Age should not be confused with Norse/Late Norse defined settlement 

horizons of the British Isles. These horizons span from the eleventh century 

(Graham-Campbell and Batey 1998, 2) to the thirteenth century or even to the 

middle to late-fifteenth century in Scotland (Holman 2007, 117-118).  
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In the art-historical lexicon, the term ‘Viking’ transcends both the Viking Age and 

Norse settlement eras. There is an abundance of evidence for ‘Viking Art’ on the 

Isle of Man, for example, (see Wilson and Klindt-Jensen 1980), yet this is 

predominantly Norse in origin. For further discussion on these terminologies see 

Graham-Campbell and Batey (1998, 3). Although there are areas which appear to 

be mainly Norse, which suggests they are inhabited entirely by Norwegians or a 

close descendant thereof, they are not as ethnically singular as some general maps 

may indicate. For example, the Danish Vikings were encroaching upon Cumbria, 

not just bordering it (Addyman 1981, 60). It would, therefore, be incorrect to 

suggest that Cumbria was a purely Norse or Hiberno-Norse settlement. It is more 

appropriate to refer to these combined Norwegian and Danish settlers as 

Scandinavians. In terms of material culture, the Viking Age ‘strongly emphasised’ 

a period of continuity in Northern Europe during the first millennium AD, and it is 

evident in the art of the everyday objects of the Scandinavians (Wilson 1989, 122), 

or the art of the everyday objects, such as hogbacks hammerhead crosses of the 

Scandinavian-influenced areas of the British Isles.  

In terms of studying hogbacks and hammerhead crosses, there is a substantial issue 

with the published literature. The modern border between Scotland and England 

defines the northern limit of coverage of the British Academy Corpus of Anglo-

Saxon Stone Sculpture series (see for example Cramp 1984a). This choice obscures 

and hinders investigation into carved stone sculpture. Also, this impacts on any 

debate about the fluidity of this modern border in cultural terms. Of course, there 

are limitations placed on the scope of the Corpora, but its lack of appropriate 

engagement with directly comparable material from Scotland is problematic. It 

leads to a dominance of the Anglo-Saxon connection to the Viking Age material, 

which is, however, derived from both Anglo-Saxon and Celtic traditions of carving 

in stone, with the latter also seen in Ireland and Man. In short, the Corpora 

narrative appears to be the only one given space in academic discourse.  

Separate studies by the late James Lang and Anna Ritchie on hogbacks have proven 

to be instrumental in demonstrating cultural links between Viking Age Strathclyde 

and Northumbria (Lang 1976; 1984; Ritchie 1994; 2004). There is considerable 

published literature concerning Viking Age carved stones in Northern England, 

most comprehensive in cataloguing terms is the British Academy’s Corpora; 
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particularly those volumes relating to Yorkshire and Northwest England. Although 

it is notable that there is a lack of contextualisation for the carved stone 

sculpture, particularly so for the Scottish material, nor indeed are there detailed 

synthetic assessments, other than specific studies by Richard Bailey in Northern 

England (Bailey 1980; Bailey and Cramp 1988; Bailey 1996b).  

The Great Scandinavian Belt (Samuels 1985), which has a focus on linguistics, only 

fully considers Northern England and epitomises the disconnect between Scotland 

and England in Viking Age scholarship. The need for regionally specific studies is 

understandable, although, where a later border straddles the heart of two Viking 

Age kingdoms – Strathclyde and Northumbria - this is a scholarly weakness. The 

distribution of Viking Age material culture perhaps best demonstrates the cultural 

fluidity of these two entities, such as the spread of hogbacks and hammerhead 

crosses. On the other hand, and in response to Samuels (1985), Susanne Kries 

states ‘Scots deserves to be treated as a separate field of research within the 

general field of British-Scandinavian cultural relations’ (2007, 123). This 

disconnect may be accurate regarding regional kingships and aspects of linguistics, 

for example, but the distribution of the Viking Age hogback and hammerhead cross 

call this into question. Therefore, modern borders do not confine research.  

The distribution of hogbacks and hammerhead crosses provides a starting point for 

a broader discussion of other elements of material culture possibly transmitted 

between Strathclyde and Northumbria in the Viking Age. These distributions 

suggest links (cf. Crawford 1994, 109-110). James Lang suggests that hogbacks 

first appeared about the second quarter of the tenth century in Northumbria 

(1976, 206). Although also apparent in Scotland at this time, Lang also proposes 

that full development of the hogback at Govan did not occur until the late-tenth 

to the early-eleventh century (1976, 220). A clear carved stone sculptural 

connection is seen in Govan 1 (see Chapter 5.4.2.54) with those from Cumbria, 

particularly the Scroll Type (see Chapter 2.3.5.4.6). This suggested connection 

foregrounds the heart of the issue to be researched, as such similarity cannot have 

been accidental and indeed not an isolated manifestation of this close contact and 

exchange of ideas between the two regions, and, in considering the distribution 

of hammerhead crosses, it becomes more significant. 
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Map 1-1 Proposed carved stone links/barriers in the tenth-century Irish Sea region (Bailey 
1994, 116) 
 

Richard Bailey produced a map demonstrating proposed sculptural links and 

barriers around the Irish Sea region during the tenth century (1994, 116) (see Map 

1-1). In the context of this research and other recent scholarship, these proposed 

links and barriers may benefit from reconsideration. The map is outdated, and its 

simplistic nature does not allow for the idea of cultural transmission. This research 

demonstrates that the distribution of hammerhead crosses belies the barrier 

drawn in Southwest Scotland, and the barrier drawn below Carlisle is also belied 

by both the distribution of the hammerhead cross and in the stylistic connections 

noted between Cumbria and Govan (see Chapter 5.4.2.54). There is only one 

supposed hogback from Dumfries and Galloway at Mossknow (see Chapter 

5.4.2.100), which is stylistically different from those elsewhere in Scotland (Lang 

1976, 209 and 229), and seems to be an anomaly or an earlier carved stone type 

with Anglian connections. There are hammerhead crosses in both Cumbria and 
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Dumfries and Galloway, so we must question why this is the case. For example, it 

may have been down to the taste of the individuals in specific regions during the 

Viking Age. In returning to the supposed hogback from Mossknow, Lang states that 

its ‘peculiarities of ornament’ and its ‘isolation is as stylistic as it is topographical’ 

(Lang 1976, 209). Considering these differing distributions may, however, indicate 

potential overland routes in the landscapes between and throughout Strathclyde 

and Northumbria, as well as sea routes. For further discussion on routeways, see 

Barbara Crawford’s work on the Govan hogbacks and their Norse background 

(1994).  

Recent scholarship, mainly by Dawn Hadley (2000), has revived the issue of 

determining the extent of the northern limit of the economically active Danelaw, 

an area that had York as one of its main centres of production and exchange. 

Hadley’s study highlighted the problems of defining a northern limit within a zone 

of demonstrable multi-cultural influence as revealed through the dramatic 

increase of Scandinavian-influenced carved stone sculpture from York to Govan, 

and beyond. This research, therefore, considers the idea these carved stones from 

Strathclyde and Northumbria may have been similar during the Viking Age – 

derived from both the analogous Anglian and Celtic traditions, and thus begins to 

question issues of cultural transmission and supposed socio-political boundaries.  

For example, some perceived Anglo-Saxon and Celtic-derived carved stone 

sculpture is Viking Age, but not all Viking Age carved stone sculpture is Anglo-

Saxon derived, as the popularity of the Anglo-Saxon Corpora may inadvertently 

indicate. To conclude this section, it is a combination of all the issues and points 

described in this section and the preceding section that provides the genesis for 

this thesis. These concerns have led me to question the meaning behind the 

proliferation of hogbacks and hammerhead crosses across two important historic 

kingdoms of the British Isles (see Chapter 2.2). My aim is not to rewrite the history 

of Viking Age Strathclyde and Northumbria. Instead, and in response to the late 

Richard Hall’s comment on  Viking studies being ‘in a state of healthy ferment, 

with new themes and topics under academic attack’ (2007, 229), I hope to 

stimulate academic debate on the nature of these kingdoms through my work on 

hogbacks and hammerhead crosses.  
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Map 1-2 Geographical Scope focused on the Kingdoms of Strathclyde [Govan] and 
Northumbria [York] (Contains Ordnance Survey Data © Crown Copyright and database right 
2019) 
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1.4 Geographical Scope 

The geographical scope of this research is demarcated by the general distribution 

of hogbacks and hammerhead crosses across Northern Britain (see Map 1-2 above). 

Hogbacks are found predominantly in the early medieval Kingdoms of Strathclyde 

and Northumbria, and hammerhead crosses are found almost exclusively in these 

regions. Therefore, these two regions were the focus of my fieldwork. This overall 

area also falls in the same general geographical area as the Viking Age kingdoms 

of Strathclyde and Northumbria (see Map 1-3), which embrace the Clyde and Forth 

river valleys in the north, and the Mersey and Humber estuaries in the south. In 

modern terms, the political heartlands were Southern Scotland and Northern 

England, spanning from Govan to York, thus giving a northwest-southeast axis of 

connectivity rather than a north-south divide.  

 

Map 1-3 Tenth-century Britain and Ireland (Clarkson 2014, 1) 
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1.5 Thesis Structure 

This thesis is divided into nine chapters. The first chapter consists of a general 

introduction to my research, outlining the research context, the geographical 

scope, the research questions and aims, and provides notes on definitions and 

abbreviations. 

The second chapter presents the cultural and material worlds of this research. It 

provides an overview of the cultural background of the British Isles during the 

proliferation of hogbacks and hammerhead crosses, as well as a comprehensive 

review of the material background of hogbacks and hammerhead crosses.  

The third chapter sets out the methodology of this research, which is a three-

phase process: pre-fieldwork desk-based assessment, fieldwork data collection, 

and post-fieldwork data analysis and interpretation. This approach is designed to 

allow for a reflexive phenomenological approach to the recording and analysis of 

hogbacks and hammerhead crosses.  

The fourth chapter outlines the theoretical approach of this research, which is 

constructed to embrace the supposedly indiscernible outcomes of cultural 

negotiation by presenting a conceptual framework for interpreting and 

archaeologically contextualising such outcomes. Chapters 3 and 4 combined 

outline an original approach to hogbacks and hammerhead crosses, thus 

demonstrate a new contribution to the field of study.  

The fifth chapter provides a comprehensive corpus of hogbacks and a critical 

analysis of the monument form. It is created out of the data gathered during my 

fieldwork. Unlike preceding hogback studies, this corpus is not bound by any 

modern borders, and thus it accounts for all hogbacks from the British Isles. 

The sixth chapter provides a corpus of kindred monuments. These are often 

associated with or mistaken to be hogbacks. The corpus is created out of the data 

gathered during my fieldwork and includes examples once considered to be 

hogbacks that have since been reassessed as kindred monuments through this 

research. 
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The seventh chapter provides a comprehensive treatise of hammerhead crosses, 

which includes an original corpus, critical analysis of the monument form, and a 

typology. This chapter builds on previous preliminary work (see Barnes 2017), and 

the corpus is created out of the data gathered during my subsequent fieldwork.  

The eighth chapter applies six socially constructed themes of analysis to specific 

hogbacks and hammerhead crosses through case studies. These themes are 

commemoration, economy, biblical, mythology, politics, and sacrality, and are 

applied to explore the significance that Viking Age carved stones have in creating 

a place from the space they inhabit, which is defined here as the concept of place-

making. In short, this chapter discusses hypothesised functions of the hogback and 

the hammerhead cross in their Viking Age landscapes.  

The ninth and final chapter concludes this thesis. It reflects on whether or not the 

research questions have been addressed and the aims met, considers the efficacy 

and impact of this research and what contributions to knowledge this thesis 

makes, and, lastly, offers avenues for future research. 

1.6 Definitions and Abbreviations 

This thesis uses numerous technical terms and abbreviations. These are defined 

as follows and have specific chapter locations provided where relevant.  

AS Type: Refers to the Corpus of Anglo-Saxon Stone Sculpture types. E.g. AS Type 

A5 (see Cramp 1984a) (see Figure 2-32). 

Barred-Cross: A cross-head whose cross-arm terminals are barred. E.g. Brough of 

Birsay (see Chapter 7.5.2). 

Celto-Scandinavian: Broadly speaking, it is an identity the result of the 

integration of ‘Celtic’ and ‘Scandinavian’ peoples. It is also used for Hiberno-Norse 

and Gaelic-Norse (for the latter see also Gall-Ghàidheil below). 

Cross-slab: A carved stone often in the form of a regular rectangular slab with a 

cross carved on its surface, by incision or in relief. There are free-standing and 

recumbent examples. E.g. Kilmorie hammerhead cross (see Chapter 7.4.16). 
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ECMS Type: Refers to the Early Christian Monuments of Scotland types. E.g. ECMS 

Type No. 101 (Allen and Anderson 1903 [1993]). 

End-beast: A beast carved at the ends of a hogback, often fantastic or 

dragonesque, sometimes at both ends, and either facing inward or outward (see 

Chapter 2.3.5.4.7). See also Signe Horn Fuglesang on ‘gripping beasts’ (2013). 

Free-armed cross: Much the same as a free-standing cross, although only used 

when referring to the fragmentary cross-head remains of what was once 

supposedly a free-standing cross. E.g. Brigham hammerhead cross (see Chapter 

7.4.5). 

Free-standing cross: A carved stone often in the form of a Latin cross. E.g. 

Middlesmoor hammerhead cross (see Chapter 7.4.22).  

Gall-Ghàidheil: Broadly speaking, it is an identity the result of the migration of 

‘Gaelic’ and ‘Norse’ peoples. Refers to foreign Gaels, meaning Gaelic speaking 

people but with some aspects of Norse identity, located in the Western Isles and 

Southwest Scotland (modern Gaelic spelling; see Clancy 2008). 

Hammerhead Cross: A type of carved stone, either freestanding, cross-slab, 

pillar-cross, pillar-stone, or recumbent, whose cross-head is either a hammerhead 

cross, a hammer-headed cross or has hammer-headed cross-arm terminals (see 

Chapters 2.3.6 and 7). 

HH Type: Refers to the typology created by the author for hammerhead crosses. 

E.g. HH Type 1 (see Chapter 7.3.4). 

Hogback: A type of recumbent carved stone of Scandinavian influence that has a 

distinctively curved ridge and bombé (round/convex) shape (see Chapters 2.3.5 

and 5). 

Kindred Monument: A type of recumbent carved stone classified by Lang in his 

study of Scottish hogbacks (1976), and English and Welsh hogbacks (1984). It is not 

a hogback (see Chapter 5.3). E.g. St Andrews ‘shrine tomb’ or St Tudy’s ‘coped 
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recumbent monument’ (see Chapters 6.2.17 and 6.2.18). Also, see Recumbent 

Monument (below). 

Pillar-cross: A carved stone in the form of tall pillar-stone, its form intentionally 

carved, often taking the form of a free-standing cross or a pseudo-ringed 

hammerhead cross but with its transverse cross-arms being the same width as the 

pillar. E.g. Llanbadarn Fawr and Maesmynys hammerhead crosses (see Chapters 

7.4.20 and 7.4.21). 

Pillar-stone: A carved stone in the form of a natural and slender pillar-shaped 

stone, often a reused pre-historic monolith, but with a cross carved on its surface. 

E.g. High Auchenlarie hammerhead cross (see Chapter 7.4.14). 

Pseudo-ringed cross: In the context of the hammerhead cross (only), this refers 

to a type that has distinct upper and transverse arms expanded, with an associated 

but indistinct lower arm and cross-shaft interface area, all connected in a distinct 

ring. E.g. Maesmynys hammerhead cross (see Chapter 7.4.21). 

Recumbent Monument: It is a carved stone, generally rectangular, designed to 

lie horizontally on the ground. A hogback is a subtype of the recumbent, and a 

hammerhead cross can also be recumbent. E.g. Heysham hammerhead cross (see 

Chapter 7.4.13). Like a hogback, a recumbent carved stone can also be decorated 

with tegulation. E.g. Tillicoultry 1 kindred monument (see Chapter 6.2.21). Also, 

see Kindred Monument (above). 

Ringed cross: In the context of the hammerhead cross (only), this refers to a type 

that has distinct upper, transverse and lower arms all expanded and all connected 

in a distinct ring. E.g. Addingham hammerhead cross (see Chapter 7.4.2). 

Shrine Tomb: See Kindred Monument (above). 

Wedge-shaped pillar stone: a carved stone in the form of a natural wedge-shaped 

pillar-stone, often a reused prehistoric monolith, but with a cross carved on its 

surface. E.g. Boghouse hammerhead cross (see Chapter 7.4.4). 
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2 Cultural and Material Worlds 

‘Viking art follows on in an unbroken tradition from earlier Scandinavian 
art, and is strengthened by the independence and creative powers of 
its practitioners. Foreign art may have influenced Viking art in this 
period, but such influences were soon adapted to a native idiom, they 
brought about no change of style, only a change in emphasis’ (Klindt-
Jensen 1980a, 83) 

2.1 Introduction 

At this stage, it is appropriate to review specific aspects of the relevant published 

material relating to this study. There are a variety of sources available for use in 

‘communicating with the past’ with each source benefiting from consideration in 

conjunction with the others, if relevant, and where ‘each has peculiar 

characteristics and limitations that require consideration’ (Foster 2014, 13). For 

an outline and discussion of this issue, see the work of Sally Foster on early historic 

Scotland (2014, 13-32), in which she presents relevant examples to highlight the 

benefits and pitfalls of adopting a holistic approach to the past. The most notable 

sources available for interrogating the past are documentary sources (e.g. annals 

and chronicles), linguistics (e.g. languages), inscriptions (e.g. runestones), 

onomastics (e.g. place-names), art history (e.g. iconography relevant to this study 

whether it is biblical or mythological), and archaeological material (e.g. carved 

stones). As an archaeologist with a focus on material culture, I consider the latter 

source to be the most applicable for this study. Therefore, although also 

presenting a review of the relevant cultural background to this study, the thrust 

of this chapter focuses on presenting specific and significant publications on early 

medieval carved stones from the British Isles. In particular, this chapter focuses 

on reviewing the available published literature on Viking Age hogbacks and 

hammerhead crosses and thus should be read as a literature review for this 

material. 

2.2 Cultural Background 

2.2.1 Introduction 

The Viking Age of the British Isles initiated a fruitful period of political, economic, 

religious, social, and cultural change, for local and incomer alike. New identities 
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created and arose from cultural interactions, which can be best explained in the 

context of this research through the emergence of changing stone sculptural 

traditions. New identities may be said to be Anglo-Scandinavian, incorporating 

Anglo-Danish and Anglo-Norse (Northwest and Eastern England), Gaelic-Norse 

(Western Scotland) and Hiberno-Norse (Irish Sea region), although there are also 

Hiberno-Norse place-name elements in the areas often deemed to be 

predominantly Anglo-Danish (see Hadley 2006, 2-6 and Figure 1). For example, 

York and its environs. The situation in Northern Britain during the Viking Age was, 

therefore, a cultural melting pot with ideas being set in stone.  

In considering the distribution of hogbacks in Northern England, James Lang claims 

that it is naïve to distinguish between Norse and Danish elements in culture, thus 

challenging the idea that east of the Pennines was Anglo-Danish and west was 

Anglo-Norse (1984, 90). Scandinavian place-name evidence in Northwest England 

and Southwest Scotland is mainly Norse in origin, arising from ostensibly 

Norwegian colonies in North and Northwest Britain and the Danish element here 

was influenced by the Danelaw, which was east of the Pennines and primarily 

Danish in origin (Fellows-Jensen 1985). The Scandinavian place-name evidence in 

the Danelaw, and the street-name evidence at York, for example, is dominated 

by Danish (Fellows-Jensen 2004). Although, the tenth-century world of 

Northumbria and the Irish Sea region incorporated a mixture of Anglo-Scandinavian 

and Celto-Scandinavian place-names (Crawford 1994, 103). As the origin of the 

hogback was once suggested to be Northern Yorkshire (Lang 1976, 206; Schmidt 

1994, 152), perhaps this is why they have often been considered as Anglo-

Scandinavian, or Anglo-Danish, more so than Hiberno-Norse or Gaelic-Norse, or 

Scotto-Norse. Instead, perhaps they should be considered as ‘individual groups of 

monuments erected by particular Scandinavian [influenced?] enclaves in diverse 

political circumstances’ (Crawford 1994, 103).  
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Map 2-1 Suggested extent of Strathclyde and Northern Northumbria in early-tenth century 
(Clarkson 2014, 75) 
 

Even beyond small and difficult to discern regional distinctions, the overall 

situation in the British Isles during the tenth century is patently complicated, with 

a specific boundary between Strathclyde and Northumbria being difficult to 

determine (see Map 2-1). The political situation in the Viking Age areas of what 

we now know as Southern Scotland and Northern England ‘was highly complex and 

fluctuating’, with Scandinavians from Dublin (chiefly Norse) and York (chiefly 

Danish) coveting this area (Taylor 2004, 133), with the Battle of Carham in AD 

1018 bringing further political change (McGuigan and Woolf 2018). In a tenth-

century context, Hiberno-Norse and Gaelic-Norse may often be considered similar 

and used interchangeably, and this raises the question of there being the potential 

to discern a discrete Scotto-Norse identity as distinctly separate from Anglo-

Scandinavian. Perhaps we must now consider that Viking Age Strathclyde extended 

from Govan to Wales, incorporating and developing into Cumbria in the tenth 

century (cf. Broun 2004; Woolf 2007, 152-157; Edmonds 2014), and that is was 

politically separate from Viking Age Northumbria, with a topographical boundary 

likely in the Eden Valley or the Pennines. Importantly, Fiona Edmonds argues that 
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by the tenth century the expansion of the Kingdom of Strathclyde led to the 

creation of a Cumbrian kingdom stretching ‘from the Clyde to the south of the 

Solway Firth’ (2014, 195). The distribution evidence for hogbacks, in particular, 

may now serve to illuminate such interpretations.  

People were engaging, both culturally and physically, and, therefore, frequent 

interaction must have become the norm for this period. For example, this is seen 

in the rapidly changing kingship at York in the ninth and tenth centuries AD 

(Townend 2014, 25-84), also in the sacking of Dumbarton Rock by the Hiberno-

Norse in AD 870 (Ritchie 1993, 43) recorded in the Annals of Ulster, and in the 

emergence of Viking Age Irish Sea region connected politically and culturally 

between Dublin and York (see Smyth 1979). This was a dynamic political situation 

which led to a similar dynamic sculptural moment, and by the tenth century, we 

see the emergence of hogbacks and hammerhead crosses. These two carved stone 

types are markedly different to the other Insular forms of carved stone that were 

already present on the British Isles at this time, such as Anglo-Saxon (see Cramp 

1984a) and Pictish sculpture (see Henderson and Henderson 2004).  

Discussions of conflict tend to dominate both the historical and archaeological 

record, yet conflict cannot always have been the case. The emphasis is often 

placed on the martial nature of the Scandinavian incomers as being their 

distinctive characteristic, and it leads to the neglect of the comparable martial 

lifestyles of the existing populations. We must acknowledge that these seafaring 

Vikings, or Scandinavians, ‘made significant social, cultural and economic 

contributions to the places in which they settled’ (Carroll et al. 2014, 6) and that 

violence, although evident, was not the only thing they brought with them. 

Perhaps scholarly publications and early historic sources are both often 

uncritically adopting specific raiding entries from Insular annals and chronicles 

(cf. Etchingham 1996). If it is the case, these instances may be examples of 

literary topoi, employed to legitimise past and present political and current 

academic agendas, for example. For a comprehensive list of significant historical 

events for the Viking Age of the British Isles, see Carrol et al. (2014, 135), and for 

the Viking world, see Williams et al. (2014, 272-275). For detailed studies on the 

Viking diaspora, see Graham-Campbell (2013b) and Judith Jesch (2015).  
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After this supposed violent arrival, however, the dramatic increase in production 

of carved stone material during the Viking Age, particularly in the tenth century, 

is indicative of a much more fruitful contact, negotiation, and exchange of ideas 

within the different Viking Age regions of the British Isles. Although this is a gentle 

reading, the extent of the sculptural evidence tends to signify cultural domination 

and property appropriation. Specific carved stone analysis, such as James Lang’s 

separate regional studies on hogbacks in Scotland and England (1976; 1984), 

demonstrate this connectedness. Richard Bailey and William Gershom 

Collingwood’s brief allusions to hammerhead crosses (see for example Collingwood 

1927, 90-93; Bailey 1980, 182-183; 1996a, III), and recent preliminary work on 

hammerhead crosses (see Chapter 2.3.6), also assist in demonstrating this. All of 

which help form the foundations of this research. 

2.2.2 Key Points 

This thesis examines specific sculptural practice – sculpture in Viking Age Northern 

Britain – which is situated in a cultural tradition that has been reconstructed from 

various types of evidence. The evidence for Scandinavian settlement on the British 

Isles can be understood, succinctly, as threefold: documentary, archaeological 

and onomastic, but this evidence varies considerably, both geographically and 

chronologically (Carroll et al. 2014, 40).  

In order to understand the contiguous regions of Strathclyde and Northumbria, it 

is essential to consider the Irish Sea region as well. My approach to understanding 

these regions is predominantly from an archaeological perspective. Exploring the 

nature of culture contact in the British Isles is a dominant feature of recent 

scholarship on the Viking Age, but an uncritical cultural and historical narrative 

has until recently characterised this. In England, for instance, a prevailing view is 

that place-name evidence is indicative of mass Scandinavian migration that can 

be easily mapped, with the archaeological evidence providing illustrative support 

(see Ashby 2006, 4). In his work on hogbacks, James Lang drew a connection 

between Scandinavian place-names and the distribution of hogbacks (1976; 1984) 

and emphasised those found in areas of Northern England with Hiberno-Norse 

place-names (1976, 206). However, and although also proposed by Barbara 

Crawford (1987, 172-174), Simon Taylor states that, although the Norse influence 

in the central lowlands of Scotland was prevalent, ‘there is little direct correlation 
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between the presence of a hogback and place-names in by’ (2004, 136). In terms 

of material culture analysis, Steve Ashby’s doctoral thesis (2006) proposed that 

bone and antler combs served as cultural identity signifiers in Northern Britain, 

and, by utilising material culture evidence, such studies are reinvigorating the 

debate on Scandinavian influence and settlement on the British Isles. 

One of the recurring themes of the scholarship on the Viking Age is that it often 

presents us with numerous differing maps with artificial boundaries drawn, which 

I believe are often belied by the archaeological evidence. The cultural world that 

this study is situated in is far more complex than such maps give credit to, and I 

hope that this thesis highlights this. Implicit in this research, therefore, is the 

notion that drawing artificial boundaries on maps serves to simplify and rationalise 

our understanding of the Viking Age. Different kingdoms did exist, and transitions 

were managed politically. However, I would argue that often artificial boundaries 

that are constructed to delimit the suggested different Viking Age regions have 

ultimately led us to present archaeological material as being derivative of a 

historically constructed area, without taking into consideration the significance of 

the broader context and the migration of ideas and people.    

Beginning with the situation in late eighth-century Scandinavia, we must consider 

who the people who were leaving Scandinavia and subsequently arriving on the 

British Isles were, what the driving force behind this was, and what the nature of 

their arrivals was (see Wilson 1989). These questions are addressed extensively 

elsewhere, with the typical theme being that of young men in search of wealth 

from vulnerable churches and monasteries (e.g. Woolf 2007, 52-54; Barrett 2008; 

Carroll et al. 2014, 8-13). It is difficult to deny that these arrivals would not have 

been violent in the first instance, as described in the chronicles and annals, but, 

realistically, raiding could not and did not continue for the entirety of the Viking 

Age of the British Isles. The precise nature of initial cultural contact between the 

incoming Scandinavians and the pre-existing population of the British Isles is a 

complicated and divisive subject (see Ritchie 1977; Bigelow 1992; Bäcklund 2001; 

Smith 2001; Hadley 2002; Barrett 2003; Brundle et al. 2003; Smith 2003; Barrett 

2004; Woolf 2007, 41-67 and 286-293; Macniven 2013; Griffiths 2019). The critical 

issue to consider here is that of land acquisition or estate taking during the Viking 
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Age, particularly in the tenth century where this view appears to be validated 

through the sculptural evidence. 

 

Map 2-2 Scandinavian influence in Britain and Ireland [orange], based on the documentary, 
archaeological and place-name evidence (Carroll et al. 2014, 41) 
 

Raiding was patently a significant component of the Viking Age. Although it is the 

Scandinavian settlement activity, as demonstrated through a composite map of 

available evidence (Map 2-2), that is the most significant regarding the 

proliferation of Viking Age material culture. It should be noted, however, that the 

settlement situation is challenging to disentangle fully. It is all the more 

complicated for study when it is acknowledged that there is often disagreement 

between the archaeological, historical, toponymic, and genetic evidence (see 

Barrett 2003), notably where large-scale regional analyses, such as country-level, 

are undertaken. In light of this, Steve Ashby has argued that ‘regional patterning 

surely has its basis in disparities in population density, politics, economics, and 

local tradition’ and that this ‘complexity would conceivably have been articulated 
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through the use of personal items and dress accessories’ (2006, 4). He further 

argues that one of the most common examples of these is combs (2006, 4), which 

are themselves an expression of identity. It should be noted, however, that 

although I agree in part with Ashby’s point, combs are ubiquitous, not explicitly 

ideological and are mobile, whereas sculpture is fixed and high status. Putting this 

caveat aside, I suggest that carved stone sculpture, when studied regionally and 

in connection, can be understood as explicit examples of the articulation of 

complex social ideas.  

A critical factor of the Vikings setting out was to enjoy the benefits of entering 

Christendom. Alex Woolf states ‘there is no contemporary account for the 

conversion of Scandinavian Scotland from Norse paganism to Christianity’ (2007, 

310). Be that as it may, during this period, Christianity was a dominant force 

across Western Europe and, with conversion, came connectivity, wealth, and 

opportunity. It may even have been the case that the mercantile Vikings saw the 

opportunities of entering Christendom and exploited it, in the first instance, and 

subsequently assimilated through adopting and adapting pre-existing social, 

political and economic structures. An example would be their adoption and 

adaption of the Anglo-Saxon and Celtic traditions of carving in stone, which 

resulted in the emergence of culturally rich hogbacks and hammerhead crosses. 

Alex Woolf reiterates that, because of the lack of contemporary textual sources 

on the conversion, we must, therefore, rely on such types of archaeological 

evidence (2007, 310). 

To conclude, it is not difficult to imagine that a polytheistic Scandinavian person 

could readily accept another god into their already burgeoning pantheon of gods 

(see for example DuBois 1999). Their adoption and adaption of a Christian 

sculptural tradition can be interrogated as evidence of religious syncretism, which 

is a product of hybrid practice. This situation resulted in the creation of numerous 

Scandinavian-influenced, yet Christian in nature carved stones. The Scandinavian 

elite, however, appeared to have a supposedly pagan identity in death, as is seen 

in the furnished burial evidence (see Harrison 2008), but a supposedly explicit 

pagan identity in death does not necessarily mean a life utterly devoid of 

Christianity. One way of explaining the appearance of hogbacks is that they 

replaced furnished burial as a form of commemoration of the dead. With the 
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acceptance of Christianity, attitudes to death were likely changing. It appears 

that elaborately worked carved stones were carefully inserted into the landscape 

as a form of memorialisation, or otherwise, but never physically connected to the 

dead. On the Isle of Man, however, and due to the presence of Scandinavian runic 

inscriptions on certain carved stones, there is evidence for a direct connection 

between sculpture and named individuals, with some also displaying pagan 

Scandinavian iconography in juxtaposition with Christian iconography (see 

Kermode 1907 [1994]). There are no named individuals on hogbacks or 

hammerhead crosses, however. 

The Vikings came to raid in the beginning, not merely because they wanted to 

slight Christianity, but because they saw the opportunities it represented (cf. 

Márkus 2017, 228-238). The result of this was a changed British Isles; an already 

multicultural milieu but with a newly integrated Scandinavian presence, who, 

after periods of raiding and overwintering, chose to settle, probably not long after 

periods of overwintering began in the ninth century (Hadley 2001, 33). Proven 

expedient, they sought to assert their dominion over their new territories, and, 

other than historical sources and place-names, it is the elaborate material record 

that attests to this. For Viking Age England, Dawn Hadley suggests that ‘the stone 

sculpture of the tenth century did not simply mirror the interests and insignia of 

lords, but rather it was used to create new lordly ideas and images’ (2001, 142), 

although I argue in this thesis that these stones reflect communal social ideas 

more so than lordly ideas. The Viking's ambitions and assertions are carved in 

stone. Thus, searching for meaning in hogbacks and hammerhead crosses is 

ultimately a search into the lives of the people and spaces connected to these 

stones.   

2.2.3 Key Sources 

A primary concern raised in this thesis is the issue that the Scotland-England 

border has had on stagnating cross-border research. There have been significant 

efforts made in recent scholarship to readdress the Viking Age. However, the vast 

majority of these are varying interdisciplinary approaches to the Viking Age of 

modern country-level defined regions, such as England and Scotland. Such works 

are broad in their geographical scopes, and their surveys are invaluable, and this 

section considers some of the most relevant of these to this research. These works 
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also comprise county-level defined areas, such as Yorkshire (Townend 2014), 

Nottinghamshire (Gregory 2017) or Cumbria (Baldwin and Whyte 1985), which have 

lesser scopes and consequently more specific surveys. The culturally and 

geographically bound nature of these types of works, although necessary due to 

the scale of the Viking Age of the British Isles, reveals the inherent problems of 

trying to study material specifics of the Viking Age of the British Isles on a scale 

without utilising modern and culturally ascribed borders.  

There are no archaeologically focused texts on Viking Age Strathclyde or 

Northumbria that focus on connectivity instead of being delimited by modern 

boundaries. However, see Courtney Buchanan’s PhD thesis on Viking artefacts 

from Southern Scotland and Northern England (2012). There are some possible 

exceptions to this, which include Tim Clarkson’s work on Strathclyde from the 

ninth to eleventh centuries AD (2014), and Nick Higham’s work on Northumbria 

from the fourth to twelfth centuries AD (1993). However, these works are mainly 

from historical perspectives and rely on sporadic archaeological evidence to assert 

positions. There are some further similar exceptions, such as In Search of Vikings: 

Interdisciplinary Approaches to the Scandinavian Heritage of North-West England 

(Harding et al. 2014), which triumphs due to its interdisciplinary approach but still 

has a specific and tight regional focus. Others include Vikings in North-West 

England: The Artefacts (Edwards 1998), although this focuses solely on the variety 

of artefacts in a specific and tight regional focus, and David Griffiths’ 

archaeologically focused work on the Irish Sea region (Griffiths 2010). Other 

regionally specific, and significant, publications concerned with the Viking Age 

include those focused on Dumfries and Galloway (Oram and Stell 1991) and The 

Wirral (Cavill et al. 2000), for example.  

David Griffiths’ approach of focusing on a region ‘defined by common access to a 

relatively small and semi-enclosed sea’ (2010, 13) is favoured here. Rather than 

focusing on modern, geographically or culturally defined constructions, his 

approach considers connectivity over borders. In addition to Griffiths’ view, it is 

reiterated here that the Viking Age stone sculptural evidence does not tend to 

respect the current country-level boundaries that they have generally been 

framed by in the majority of studies focusing on them. Griffiths’ work on the Irish 

Sea region represents good practice (2010), and his recent work on the Viking Age 
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of the west of the British Isles has demonstrated a ‘southern route through which 

Viking influence flowed towards the North Atlantic’ (2019, 1). Griffiths’ work 

demonstrates the value of moving beyond culturally ascribed boundaries. 

It should be noted that there is a recent British Museum popular, yet academic, 

publication: The Vikings in Britain and Ireland (Carroll et al. 2014). It is a well-

illustrated introduction to the Viking Age of the British Isles, although it also 

provides a nuanced opinion and a critical, multidisciplinary overview of the entire 

area. Scholars interested in carved stones are therefore left in the position of 

having two types of sources available to them; those which are general and 

geographically broad, and those which are regionally specific and confined by 

modern borders.  

There are two principal archaeological sources for the Viking Age in Scotland. The 

most recent academic source is Vikings in Scotland: An Archaeological Survey 

(Graham-Campbell and Batey 1998), and the other is Viking Scotland (Ritchie 

1993). For Viking Age England, there are several notable archaeological sources. 

Dawn Hadley’s work on the settlement, society and culture of Viking Age England 

(2006), provides a culturally defined large-scale overview, focusing on key 

themes. One of the best introductory texts on Viking Age England is provided by 

Julian D Richards (2010), although there are other England focused publications 

that specifically deal with the Danelaw and its society (Hadley 2000; 2002). 

Notable is also the interdisciplinary publication from the Viking Congress on the 

Danelaw (Graham-Campbell et al. 2001), which focuses on attempting to resolve 

debates surrounding its extent and conception. For Viking Age Wales, the situation 

is similar to that of Scotland, as there are limited publications. The most notable 

is by Mark Redknap (2000), which covers a variety of topics from an archaeological 

perspective. Ireland has slightly more archaeologically focused general 

publications, although, for the most part, it falls outside the scope of this study. 

The most significant contribution has generally been thought of coming from 

Nancy Edwards (1996), although this has its focus on early medieval Ireland as a 

whole. Other significant contributions for Ireland include edited volumes on the 

subjects of the Battle of Clontarf (Clarke and Johnson 2015), Viking graves and 

grave-goods (Harrison and Ó Floinn 2015), and on the connections between Ireland 

and Scandinavia (Clarke et al. 1998). Lastly, the most recent Viking Congress 
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volume on Ireland is also relevant (Sheehan and Ó Corráin 2010). The Isle of Man, 

also outwith the scope of this research, is still significant, particularly in light of 

the wealth of Viking Age carved stones that share some similarities with those 

from Cumbria. The significant interdisciplinary overviews for Man are those by 

David Wilson (2008; 2018) and the Viking Congress volume (Fell et al. 1983).  

2.2.4 Conclusion 

Although there are a variety of critical points and sources to consider, it is 

ultimately difficult to define a nuanced cultural background for the Viking Age of 

the British Isles. Primarily, this is due to the variety and spread of archaeological 

material, which is made all the more complicated when considered in the context 

of varied place-name evidence (see for example Fellows-Jensen 1985; Taylor 

2004) and the complex chronology of historical events (Sawyer 2001). Secondly, 

with ever-changing political situations, as well as secular and monastic material 

manifestations, the situation is further complicated. A detailed historical analysis 

of these regions is outwith the scope and aims of this research. However, the 

carved stone sculpture of the tenth century presented in this thesis should serve 

to demonstrate connectivity within and between the politically-constructed 

historic kingdoms of Strathclyde/Cumbria and Northumbria.  

2.3 Material Background 

2.3.1 Introduction 

There is an extensive published resource for the Viking Age of the British Isles. 

Where carved stones are concerned, the available scholarship is limited and tends 

to be dominated by the art-historical perspective. Without this, however, there 

would be no starting point for this thesis. Much of what is known of Viking Age 

carved stones stems from the work of a select group of art historians, which, for 

the most part, published during the twentieth century (e.g. Cramp 1984a). The 

situation is, however, beginning to change, as scholars from differing academic 

backgrounds appear to be revisiting Viking Age, and early medieval, carved stones 

(e.g. Foster et al. 2016; Maldonado and Buckham 2017). 

The Viking arrival in the British Isles is frequently heralded as a watershed moment 

in its history and is often considered to be part of a violent period in European 
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history, although it does appear that there was more to this arrival. Through the 

variety of sources available, the Viking arrival had a palpable effect on both the 

cultural and material worlds of the British Isles, particularly between the late-

eighth and eleventh centuries AD. It varied from region to region across time, thus 

cannot and should not be described as one standardised event with one 

standardised outcome. Two demonstrable outcomes were the creation of 

hogbacks and hammerhead crosses, which are discussed below.   

To summarise, this section aims to present the key sources available for the early 

medieval carved stones of the British Isles, an outline of Viking art, the principal 

sources of relevant scholarship on Viking Age carved stones, and to present and 

discuss the available scholarship on both hogbacks and hammerhead crosses. In 

doing so, the hope is that not only will several corroborating and varied 

interpretations be presented, but also that the complexities and pitfalls of 

studying these carved stones will be highlighted. 

2.3.2 Early Medieval Carved Stones 

2.3.2.1 Introduction 

Fortunately, due to the early work of antiquarians, who recorded their endeavours 

in both literature and on maps, there have been valuable references to early 

medieval carved stones for the past several hundred years. The volume of this 

evidence is vast for the British Isles, particularly in Scotland, and it serves as a 

starting point for subsequent analysis. By the nineteenth century the first cohesive 

compendia of carved stones were being produced by scholars, and, by the 

twentieth century, many more comprehensive regional analyses of carved stones 

were being produced, particularly for England. In the scope of this research, 

however, it is not possible to review the entirety of this evidence. Therefore, the 

most significant available sources of information are presented below. 

2.3.2.2 Antiquarianism 

Perhaps the most significant outcome of antiquarian endeavour was the creation 

of numerous illustrated maps. Within the subject of carved stones, which are now 

generally found in our contemporary landscape (as opposed in some cases to their 

own), such maps are often invaluable for numerous reasons. Where carved stones 
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are devoid of their original contexts, historical maps have the potential to address 

this. It also may allow archaeologists to understand better historical landscape 

contexts, which are an integral component of interrogating carved stones in this 

study. With illustrated and annotated maps, we also may see the changing names 

of carved stones over the centuries, thus allowing for a better understanding of 

the biography and social history of a cultural artefact.  

If we hope to be able to improve our understanding of the fragments of our 

heritage better, we need to try to see a carved stone through the eyes of those 

who lived alongside it and communicated with it, as well as those who constructed 

an identity from it and perhaps ascribed an identity to it. In effect, they have 

become anchors of biographies for the thronging diaspora of people who crossed 

paths with them, in whichever place. Antiquarianism has had a part to play in 

revealing such aspects, as it was often the desire of antiquarians to attribute local 

folklore to carved stones, which can be misleading but potentially significant. 

Early cartographers may also be described as being slaves to detail; some 

historical maps are remarkably accurate and well annotated. They serve to 

illuminate the connections between people, objects and spaces.  

Some of the most beautiful examples of cartography can be found in early historic 

maps of Scotland. These often prove significant to those in the present day who 

are studying Pictish carved stones, although the significance of such maps to their 

contemporaries would have been of equal importance but probably digested in a 

less academic sense, and with a greater focus on their socio-cultural role.  

The Maiden Stone (see Figure 2-1) is an excellent example for illustrating this 

suggested relationship between people and carved stones. This stone, also named 

the Drumdurno Stone, stands beside a road northwest of Inverurie in 

Aberdeenshire. It is a Pictish Class II upright cross-slab and measures 

approximately three metres in height and is carved from a block of pinkish granite 

(Allen and Anderson 1903 [1993], Volume 2 [Part III], 190-191). Thus, it is 

particularly visible in its landscape. Other than its overt expression of Christianity, 

as well as its Pictish symbols, there are two interesting pieces of local folklore 

and a possible cultic connection attached to it, which highlights the varied 

methods of interpretation for carved stones.  
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Figure 2-1 The Maiden Stone (© Historic Environment Scotland) 
 

The first significant point to make regarding the Maiden Stone is its possible 

connection with the cult of St Medan, an early Christian missionary, although very 

little is known of this. The two pieces of folklore attached to the stone appear to 

give it its current name, and, although one may be grounded in fact, it was 

probably conflated with, or evolved into, the second more fantastical story. It is 

said that the daughter of the local laird Balquharn was killed as the result of a 

scuffle following her attempts to elope with the son of a local landowner (Rogers 

1872, 313). Hence the Maiden Stone was named after her. The second story 

suggests that a local maid lost a bet with the Devil and so was turned to stone, 

and the triangular niche in the body of the stone is supposedly where the Devil 

touched her shoulder (Ritchie 1926, 311). Perhaps the Maiden Stone took on the 

role of reminding the local community of the consequences of sin, although the 

original function of such a carved stone is up for debate. In considering all of this, 
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it is probable that its current name is a corruption of St Medan, and that the two 

legends are attempts to explain the origins of its name. This example 

demonstrates the value of assessing antiquarian and local accounts of carved 

stones, as well as reminds us that we name and rename the past and that carved 

stones should, therefore, always be assessed in their diverse chronological 

landscapes. This example demonstrates how our modern understanding of carved 

stones often serves to obscure their original function and meaning 

2.3.2.3 Early Scholarship 

The following provides a brief list of the vital nineteenth and early twentieth-

century publications focused on the early medieval carved stones of the British 

Isles. By their very nature of focussing on the post-Roman to pre-Norman period, 

some of these publications also touch on Viking Age carved stones. There are four 

main publications that have proved to be formative in generating my interest in 

carved stones: Sculptured Stones of Scotland (Stuart 1856-1867), The Early 

Christian Monuments of Scotland (Allen and Anderson 1903 [1993]), Manx Crosses 

(Kermode 1907 [1994]), and Northumbrian Crosses of the Pre-Norman Age 

(Collingwood 1927). Most relevant in terms of Viking Age material are those by 

Kermode and Collingwood. These four volumes are replete with interpretative 

illustrations and have ultimately formed the basis of all subsequent approaches to 

pre-Norman stone sculpture from the British Isles.  

2.3.2.4 Contemporary Scholarship 

The Corpus of Anglo-Saxon Stone Sculpture series (e.g. Cramp 1984a) is the most 

important contemporary source available for studies in the pre-Norman stone 

sculpture of the British Isles. There is no source more comprehensive in coverage 

than the Corpora, although it focuses solely on England and the problems of this 

are discussed earlier in this thesis (see Chapter 1.3).  

The most recent and notable product of a new age of scholarship focusing on early 

medieval carved stones is the multi-edited volume Early Medieval Stone 

Monuments: Materiality, Biography, Landscape (Williams et al. 2015a). In a 

material world so often dominated by art history (The Corpora), such publications 

give confidence to archaeologists, particularly in that this volume serves to 



34 
 
highlight archaeological methodologies in interpreting and contextualising a vast 

and varied body of often interrelated yet differing material evidence across a 

large and complex geographical area. 

2.3.3 Viking Art 

The widespread view of the study of Viking art (see for example Graham-Campbell 

2013a, 6) is that it came of age with the publication of the wood-carvings of the 

Oseberg ship burial (Shetelig 1920). The turn of the twentieth century appears to 

have heralded a new era in scholarship concerning Viking art. The most recent 

general publication on the subject of Viking art is by James Graham-Campbell 

(2013a). This volume sets out to provide a ‘general survey of the visual arts of 

Scandinavia during the Viking Age’ (Graham-Campbell 2013a, 6), and it can also 

be viewed as an update for David Wilson and Ole Klindt-Jensen’s Viking Art (1980). 

These texts need to be used together. Wilson and Klindt-Jensen’s text was and 

still is the benchmark scholarship on Viking art. Its continued relevance is a 

testament to the approach of its authors, which ultimately makes it accessible to 

readers of all backgrounds. It is apparent in the layout of their text: Part I consists 

of two prefatory and contextual sections and Part II consists of five detailed 

chapters on the individual Scandinavian art styles. The text is complemented with 

sixty-nine illustrations as well as eighty plates.  

Although Viking Art was published in 1966, followed by a second edition in 1980, 

David Wilson, shifting his focus onto the Isle of Man latterly (e.g. 2008), has 

continued to be an authority on the subject, with Signe Horn Fuglesang also being 

a significant contributor to the subject (e.g. 2013). It indicates a discipline that is 

very much relevant in current scholarship. In the context of Viking Age carved 

stones, the study of Viking art is used, in the first instance, to help provide a 

relative chronology for analysing and dating carvings of a Scandinavian art style. 

There are inherent problems with this approach, and although it is beyond the 

scope of this research to adequately address this, these will become apparent 

throughout this thesis. Problems arise, for example, from issues of provenance, 

replication, and migration of people and ideas, with the latter being an intrinsic 

component of the Viking Age. With that said, however, an up-to-date general 

introduction and select bibliography on Viking art can be found elsewhere 

(Graham-Campbell 2013a, 6-9 and 200-202).  



35 
 
The origins of Viking art are to be found in Scandinavia (Klindt-Jensen 1980b, 27), 

and it is the precursor to and fundamental building block of the many Viking Age 

carved stones on the British Isles. It ‘follows on in an unbroken tradition from 

earlier Scandinavian art, and is strengthened by the independence and creative 

powers of practitioners’ (Klindt-Jensen 1980b, 83), as is seen in the transition of 

wood carving to stone carving while employing similar styles. The broad 

chronology of Viking Age art style is Oseberg (Figure 2-2) – Borre (Figure 2-3) – 

Jellinge (Figure 2-4) – Mammen (Figure 2-5) – Ringerike (Figure 2-6) – Urnes (Figure 

2-7), although only the middle four of these are relevant to this study of carved 

stones (see Bailey 1980, 53-58) (Table 2-1). These are named after Scandinavian 

type sites (Wilson 2008, 62). 

Table 2-1 Approximate chronologies of Viking Age art styles (after Bailey 1980, 54-58; Clarke 
1994b, 99; Wilson 2008, 62-63) 
 

 

Art Style Dates (AD) 

Oseberg c. 800 - 875 

Borre c. 850 - 950 

Jellinge c. 900 - 975 

Mammen c. 960 - 1020 

Ringerike c. 1000 - 1070 

Urnes c. 1050 – 1120 
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Figure 2-2 Oseberg-style carving, Osebery 
Ship, Norway (Clarke 1994b, 98) 

 

Figure 2-3 Borre-style ring-chain, Gosforth 
Cross, Cumbria (Collingwood 1927, 156) 

 

Figure 2-4 Jellinge-style decoration, Jelling 
Cup, Denmark (Wilson and Klindt-Jensen 1980, 
95)  

Figure 2-5 Mammen-style decoration, 
Bamberg Casket, Germany (Clarke 
1994b, 99) 
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2.3.4 Viking Age Carved Stones 

Perhaps the most significant contributors to scholarship on Viking Age carved 

stones throughout the late-nineteenth and early-twentieth century are Richard 

Bailey (e.g. 1980; 1988; 1996a; 1996b; 2010), Rosemary Cramp (e.g. 1984a; 1988), 

and the late James Lang (e.g. 1967; 1976; 1978; 1984; 1991; 2001). When Viking 

Age carved stone scholarship is considered in the context of burgeoning Anglo-

Saxon scholarship, where the Corpus series currently has 12 published volumes, it 

highlights the general dearth of material explicitly published on Viking Age carved 

stones. There have been limited contextual reconsiderations of Viking Age carved 

stones until recent years, and where there are, it is mostly the work of the same 

small group of scholars. It should be noted here, however, that the full scope of 

Viking Age carved stone evidence of the British Isles is not the focus of this 

research.  

2.3.5 Hogbacks and Kindred Monuments 

2.3.5.1 Introduction 

Hogbacks cannot be introduced without first mentioning the significant work of 

the late James T. Lang (1967; 1976; 1984). This thesis would not exist if it were 

not for his work in art-historical analyses and cataloguing of hogbacks and kindred 

monuments from Scotland, England and Wales, and nor would the many following 

notable published sources on hogbacks (see below). Although Lang’s work on 

 

Figure 2-6 Ringerike-style carving, St Paul’s, 
London (Graham-Campbell 1980, 302) 

 

Figure 2-7 Urnes-style metalwork, 
Lindholm Høje brooch, Denmark (Clarke 
1994b, 99) 
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hogbacks remains the most significant regarding art-historical analyses, his most 

significant contributions, in archaeological terms, are his creation of hogback 

distribution maps and a hogback typology for Scotland, England and Wales (see 

Chapters 2.3.5.4.4 and 2.3.5.4.6). Many of his ideas are still in use today and form 

the basis of almost every study on hogbacks. The main focus of this section to 

present and analyse the works of Lang and others, and it should be read in 

conjunction with Chapter 5. Also, this chapter presents the earliest evidence 

linked to carved stones that subsequently became known as hogbacks and 

hogbacked carved stones, considers the origins of the ‘hogback’ term, and 

evaluates hogbacks regarding their key themes and attributes, as stemming from 

the various studies on them. 

2.3.5.2 Earliest References 

According to James Graham-Campbell, the earliest known documentary reference 

to a Scandinavian grave in Scotland comes from the early-sixteenth century (see 

Graham-Campbell 2004, 204). It is probably referring to a site that has since 

become known as the location for the Inchcolm hogback (see Chapter 5.4.2.62). 

It is problematic, as it appears that the earliest evidence of a Scandinavian burial 

was determined through the presence of the carved stone. Referred to as a ‘greit 

stane’, it was regarded as a monument to a Danish leader (cited in Simpson 1857, 

496n2; Turnbull 1858). This carved stone, or ‘greit stane’, falls within James 

Lang’s corpus of hogbacks (1976, 209-211 and 227). It was illustrated by Robert 

Sibbald (1710, 35), which appears to be the earliest illustration of a hogback in 

Scotland, and, instead of end-beasts, he incorrectly depicted human heads on its 

ends (see Figure 2-8). Thomas Pennant also noted the Inchcolm example during 

his voyages to Scotland and the Hebrides, and he also described each end as being 

representative of human heads (1776, 209). Francis Grose also mentioned this 

stone, and, although he referred to Sibbald’s interpretation (Sibbald 1710), he 

stated that it would take ‘creative fancy’ to discern any human heads due to the 

stone being in poor condition (Grose 1797, 135).  

The supposed connection between the Inchcolm hogback and a Danish leader (cf. 

Sibbald 1710, 35) may have led to subsequently identified hogbacks being 

continually and uncritically referred to as burial monuments or gravestones. It 

may well be that this is the case, although there is only uncertain evidence for 
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this. For example, the Heysham hogback in Lancashire may provide a tenuous 

connection between a hogback and a burial (Clark 1811, 125) (see Chapter 

5.4.2.61). In considering this generalised and questionable connection, we must 

move beyond these assertions if we wish to understand these stones better.  

 

Figure 2-8 Inchcolm hogback (Sibbald 1710) 
 

The following are further key references made to hogbacks before the twentieth 

century. Importantly, before this time, they had not yet fully been classed as a 

single category of stone sculpture (see Chapter 2.3.5.4.2), other than John Romilly 

Allen’s attempt to classify a body of material as ‘hog-backed’ (1895), which is 

described below.  

In the late-eighteenth century, George Low toured Orkney and Shetland, and he 

described at least two hogbacks in Orkney (Rendall and Deerness), although he 

also did not refer to them as hogbacks and discussed them as having probable 

apocryphal interpretations (1774, 55) (see Figure 5-112). Such mythical 

interpretations appear to have proved damaging to academic thought on hogbacks 

during the intervening centuries. 

 

Figure 2-9 Govan 1 and 4 hogbacks (Stuart 1856-1867, Volume 1, Plate CXXXIV) 
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Another contribution to the study of hogbacks was by John Stuart. In referring to 

the Govan hogbacks, he described them as ‘curious tegulated stones’ (Stuart 1856-

1867, Volume 2, 4) and linked them to Abercorn, Inchcolm and Meigle. His 

illustrations of Govan 1 and 4 remain reasonably accurate (see Figure 2-9). 

In 1881, Joseph Anderson alluded to the Inchcolm hogback and provided an 

illustration that demonstrates that its end-beasts have been significantly worn 

over the past 138 years. He did not refer to it as a hogback although he did discuss 

it in the same context as those from Govan (Anderson 1881, 72-73).  

 

Figure 2-10 Inchcolm hogback (Anderson 1881, 72) 
 

 

Figure 2-11 Appleby hogback (Calverley 1887) 
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In the late-nineteenth century, William Slater Calverley, an extraordinary amateur 

antiquarian from Northwest England, noted the Appleby hogback (see Figure 

2-11). He described it as ‘a genuine hogbacked tombstone, coped and having both 

its sides adorned with plait work, and curvilinear ornament picked out in the 

manner of the very old work usually known as Saxon’ (Calverley 1887, 118).  

In referring to the Govan corpus of early medieval carved stones, William George 

Black referred to the Govan ‘hog-backed stones’, cross-referenced their type with 

that from Inchcolm, and stated that ‘the hog-backed type of monument was 

probably of Scandinavian origin’ (1895, 106-108). Again here, the monument type 

was not yet known as a hogback. 

 

Figure 2-12 John Romilly Allen’s list of hog-backed stones (Allen 1895) 
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It was not until nearly the end of the nineteenth century that a tentative corpus 

of hogbacks was created by John Romilly Allen (1895). He refers to the class as 

hog-backed and presents us with a geographical list of hog-backed stones (Allen 

1895, 148-149). As you can see from his list (see Figure 2-12), it is not 

comprehensive and includes many stones not now considered to be hogbacks (see 

Chapter 5), but it at the very least represents a foundational study in hogbacks as 

a discrete class of monument. 

John Stirling-Maxwell made the final contribution to the study of hogbacks in the 

nineteenth century. In his Sculptured Stones in the Kirkyard of Govan, he provides 

us with five photographs of the Govan hogbacks (Stirling-Maxwell 1899, Plates 2-

6) (see Figure 2-13), as well as photographs of the entire early medieval Govan 

School corpus and a location plan of the stones in the churchyard.  

 

Figure 2-13 Early photographs of the plaster casts of Govan 1 hogback (Stirling-Maxwell 1899, 
Plate 2) 
 

A succinct summary of the earliest references to, as well as descriptions and 

illustrations of what became known as a hogback carved stone monument, can be 

found elsewhere (see Graham-Campbell 2004, 204-205; Ritchie 2004, 6). Further 

reading can also be found in the bibliographies of the work of James Lang (1976; 

1984). 
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2.3.5.3 Origins of the ‘hogback’ term 

‘By some writers they have been described as "hog backed", from the 
peculiar resemblance the curved top has to the back of a hog; and by 
others they have been described as keel or boat shaped’ (Russell Walker 
1885, 406). 

The terms hogback, hogbacked and hog backed appear to have been universally 

adopted in the nineteenth century, and subsequently adapted, by scholars 

concerned with what they viewed as a specific subtype of the recumbent carved 

stone type. In their inception, the terms appear to have been neither useful nor 

unambiguous, as early publications demonstrate. For example, Russell-Walker 

identified a group of what he referred to as ‘peculiar monuments’ due to their 

‘hog backed’ nature (Russell Walker 1885), and, in this, he hesitates over his 

inclusion of two examples from Dornock in Southwest Scotland due to their ridges 

which are not curved but well-developed (Russell Walker 1885, 408-411). Russell 

Walker’s paper points to a universal misunderstanding of what it means to refer 

to as a carved stone as hogbacked. Despite this, the hogback and hogbacked 

classifications, and the flexible nature of their meanings pervade the lexicon of 

studies in carved stones. In the early-twentieth century, William Gershom 

Collingwood used ‘Hogbacks’ as the title of one of the chapters in his influential 

publication on pre-Norman carved stone (1927, 164-173). The next scholar to 

consider hogbacks as a discrete type was Gerard Baldwin Brown (1937, 291-295). 

He regarded ‘hogbacks’ as the most important subtype of what he called ‘coped 

tombstones’, although he describes them as an ‘unfortunate appellation’ (Baldwin 

Brown 1937, 291). Perhaps this statement is an indication of Baldwin Brown’s 

frustration with the implications and pitfalls of such a definition/term. 

Unfortunately, Baldwin Brown died in 1932 and his manuscript was never finished, 

although E H L Sexton posthumously published it.  

One must only view all the carved stones that have been referred to as either 

hogbacked or as being a hogback to quickly realise that there is not a universal 

characteristic that defines them, other than the fact that they are all recumbent. 

Anna Ritchie has also suggested that the ‘shortening of the term to hogback’ puts 

us in danger of isolating the class (2004, 6). James Lang reminds us that ‘all 

hogbacks possess a curved roof ridge and are of similar size, but identical 

monuments are rare’ (Lang 1984, 97). It works, should we accept that having a 
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curved roof ridge and being hogbacked have been taken as the same, but they 

have not. It would be imprudent to seek a comprehensive hogback taxonomy 

framework, although this leads to the argument, which will be developed in this 

thesis, that there needs to be a reclassification or reconsideration of the terms 

and that not all carved stones that are supposedly hogbacked are hogbacks. 

Furthermore, since the work of Allen and Anderson (1903 [1993]), in which the 

term ‘hog-backed recumbent monument’ was coined, the apparent reduction of 

this wordy classification to ‘hogback’ is purely convenient (see Crawford 2005, 6). 

It has since been helpful and unhelpful in equal measure, and the hogback 

definition will be reconsidered later in this thesis (see Chapter 5.3). Most recently, 

however, it should be noted that Elizabeth Pierce, through her work on two 

Scottish hogbacks, has stated that ‘the most obvious forms of true hogbacks are 

the rounded stones from Govan, which are similar in shape to the hogbacks at 

Penrith’ (Pierce and Becket 2018, 39). This research would tend to agree with her 

analysis.   

 

Figure 2-14 Allen and Anderson’s ‘hog-backed recumbent monument’ (Allen and Anderson 
1903 [1993]) 
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2.3.5.4 Evaluation 

2.3.5.4.1 Introduction 

Much of what is presented in this section has been discussed elsewhere, either 

before or as a consequence of Lang’s significant works on hogbacks. Despite this, 

and for ease, it is necessary to present the critical information surrounding origins 

and models, distribution, dating, typology, ornament, and function, while 

referring to the individual, and, at times, the conflicting opinions of several 

notable scholars. This information underlies the widespread construction of the 

general idea of what hogbacks are and what they mean, how they came to be, 

and thus it affirms why their function is often uncritically accepted as being that 

of a gravestone or similar. These individual components are difficult to define and 

discuss without overlap, and the latter issue of function is perhaps the most 

important in the context of this thesis (see Chapter 8). As expected, the majority 

of the information available on these topics stem from the work of James Lang. 

In effect, the following sections are chiefly a presentation and review of the 

significant outcomes of his works on hogbacks, which have ultimately provided the 

genesis for this research. 

None of the early work on hogbacks (see Chapter 2.3.5.2) appear to treat the 

hogback as a separate category of Viking Age carved stone. The following 

breakdown of scholarly work, although not exhaustive, indicates the most 

significant contributions to the study of the hogback as a Viking Age carved stone 

type found exclusively in the British Isles. It is important to note at this stage that, 

as the approach of this thesis transcends modern political boundaries, the 

following section will not break down the available evidence into its separate 

country of origin, nor present it in this fashion. Instead, it will focus on the 

hogback evidence of the British Isles and present it regarding critical themes in 

conjunction with notable scholars. Another reason for this approach, and being 

specific to this material, is that nearly every scholar who publishes on the Viking 

Age almost always refers to hogbacks in their texts. Also, the majority of scholars 

often define them as Viking burial monuments or gravestones without considering 

the implications of this definition. For example, Holger Schmidt states: ‘Judging 

by their unmistakable Scandinavian styles of ornament these “hog-backed” 

tombstones have in all likelihood marked Viking graves’ (1994, 138). In 



46 
 
acknowledging and analysing the following works, and through undertaking 

fieldwork and analyses within the defined border-straddling geographical scope 

defined in Chapter 1.4, this thesis will be the first work to present hogbacks, and 

associated kindred monuments, from the entirety of the British Isles in associated 

catalogues (see Chapters 5.4 and 6.2).  

2.3.5.4.2 Notable Publications 

Since the work of James Lang, and before, there have been many other 

contributions to scholarship on hogbacks (see for example Ralegh Radford 1967, 

176-178; Davidson Kelly 1994; Stone 1999; Ewing 2003).  The following sources are 

arguably the most significant in terms of my research but see Chapter 2.3.7 for 

other examples which have also proved to be complementary approaches to 

hogbacks.  

William Gershom Collingwood was the first scholar to consider the ‘hogback’ as a 

single body of material in print (1927, 164). However, although it is noted that his 

early work on hogbacks argued that they were a Viking Age introduction to the 

British Isles, it is remarked that his ‘system of style-dating obscured this 

conclusion and misled later writers’ (Bailey and Cramp 1988, 25). His argument 

was constructed through his analysis of the ornament found on hogbacks and 

appears to remain valid, as is demonstrated by later studies by Lang (1976; 1984), 

Schmidt (1994, 137-159), and Bailey (1980, 85-100), for example. Crucial to 

Collingwood’s argument is the suggestion that the form of the hogback echoes the 

form of a type of building that seems to have been introduced to Britain by Vikings 

(Bailey and Cramp 1988, 25). 

 

Figure 2-15 Gosforth ‘Warrior’s Tomb’ hogback (Collingwood 1927, 172) 
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Richard Bailey has led the way in recent years in scholarship on hogbacks, both 

individually (1980; 1996b) and as a contributor to the Corpus of Anglo-Saxon Stone 

Sculpture (Bailey and Cramp 1988; 2010). The Corpus itself is a significant series 

of publications which detail and regionally catalogue hogbacks (e.g. Coatsworth 

2008). In Viking Ae Sculpture in Northern England, and like Collingwood before 

him (1927, 165-173), Bailey also dedicated an entire chapter to hogbacks (1980, 

85-100). Although only sixteen pages, Bailey manages to introduce the type, 

discuss problems of shape and date, their origin, end-beasts, regional variation, 

and function. Importantly, he makes it clear that calling hogbacks ‘boat-shaped’ 

buildings is misleading (Bailey 1980, 86). The key points he makes is that he 

believes they were ‘developed in the tenth century in Northern England, 

apparently in Norwegian or Gaelic-Norse settlement areas’ and that the Scottish 

hogbacks forms are ‘dependent on England’ (Bailey 1980, 96). I would argue that 

suggesting that Scottish hogbacks are derivative of those in England removes the 

potential for parallel evolutions of Insular ideas. This point is strengthened by 

Lang who later moves away from a sole point of origin idea (1984, 87-90) as he 

later states that ‘Arguments for a single exclusive source are weakened by the 

variety of the hogbacks’ typology’ (Lang 2001, 21) (see Chapter 2.3.5.4.6) 

In what is one of the most recent publications concerning hogbacks, Howard 

Williams defines ‘hogbacks’ as ‘an umbrella-term covering a diverse range of 

recumbent stone monuments broadly dating from the tenth or eleventh centuries 

AD from northern Britain’ (2016b, 69). He also indicates their continued and 

uncritical use, rightly or wrongly, as indexes of Norse (Viking) activity, or colonial 

monuments (cf. Lang 1994, 129-131). Broadly, these are views that I agree with. 

In acknowledging this, and although my approach to Viking Age carved stones 

differs from Williams’ (2015; 2016a; 2016b), in that I have assessed the entire 

corpus, it is apparent that we come to some similar theoretically minded 

conclusions. Thus, his recent work on hogbacks is complementary to my research. 
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2.3.5.4.3 Origins and Models 

‘There is no single origin for the hogback, though there have been 
attempts to tie it to a particular type of monument or house-type. 
Hogbacks belong to the genus of recumbent grave-covers which include 
flat slabs, coped stones, sarcophagi and shrine tombs of various 
construction’ (Lang 1984, 90) 

The above quote is significant, as it appears to inadvertently summarise the 

previously presented opinions on the evolution of the hogback. Alfred Smyth was 

a chief figure in the elucidation of the history of York and Dublin as well as the 

Viking Age kingdoms in which they were situated. His assessment of the carved 

stone evidence was minimal, however (see Smyth 1979, 259-296). In this work, he 

states that the hogback is ‘confined to Scandinavian contexts in the British Isles’ 

(Smyth 1979, 273), without appearing to acknowledge that such contexts may well 

have been ascribed a Scandinavian character because they contain a hogback. 

There were also many areas of Scandinavian activity without hogbacks. Smyth’s 

theory is uncritical, although it appears to be commonly accepted. Perhaps it is a 

hangover from the early connections made between Scandinavian burial and 

hogbacks (see Chapter 2.3.5.2). Taken alongside the notion that a hogback is 

explicitly Viking in origin, or a Viking calling card, it may lead one to question the 

hogbacked nature of any recumbent carved stone from the pre-Norman period of 

the British Isles. Precisely, being hogbacked does not always imply that a 

recumbent monument is a Viking Age hogback with a curved upper ridge and 

bombé in plan (see Chapter 5.3). 

Smyth suggests that hogbacks are ‘non-Christian’ in origin and that ‘these funerary 

monuments are thoroughly pagan in conception’ (1979, 273). However, Richard 

Bailey states that these assertions are ‘unjustified’ (Bailey and Cramp 1988, 30). 

He asserts that ‘there is nothing pagan’ about their form, or production (Bailey 

and Cramp 1988, 30). Hogbacks represent a ‘modification of the Anglian shrine-

tomb’ (Bailey 1980, 92-97), and, based on technical and ornamental evidence 

from Aspatria and Gosforth, they appear to be carved by those who also carved 

contemporary crosses (Bailey and Cramp 1988, 30). Bailey also reminds us that we 

should not consider the end-beasts, so often found on hogbacks, as having ‘any 

more pagan significance’ than similar animal carvings found on Christian 

metalwork shrines from Germany and Italy, for example (Bailey 1980, 97-98; 

Bailey and Cramp 1988, 30).  



49 
 
In considering their point of origin, Smyth aligns himself with Lang’s initial 

thoughts on the earliest hogbacks (Lang 1976, 206) and so agrees that these must 

have originated in the Allertonshire area of North Yorkshire (Smyth 1979, 273). 

The view that the hogback form was developed in North Yorkshire appears to stem 

from the fact that three of the most significant centres, or schools, of hogback 

production, are found here, in Lythe, Brompton, and Sockburn. In his final work 

on hogbacks, Lang reminds us that ‘the distribution of hogbacks in England is at 

its most dense in North Yorkshire’, ‘suggesting that the form was initiated in this 

region’ (2001, 21). There are, however, numerous significant discussions on the 

origins and models of the hogback (Collingwood 1927, 164-173; Lang 1976, 206-9; 

Bailey 1980, 85-100; Lang 1984, 87-97; Schmidt 1994, 137-159; Lang 2001, 21), 

which ultimately reflect its intriguing character. The Corpus states:  

The hogback concept probably derives from a re-shaping of the 
traditional shrine-tomb of Anglian England to give it the appearance of 
a contemporary building, whilst one of the most prominent hogback 
features, the end-beast, can also be explained in terms of a 
development of a motif already present on Insular Christian shrines 
(Bailey 1988a) 

The definitions of a hogback are various, but ultimately what do they emulate? 

The Oxford English Dictionary defines it as a noun meaning something that is 

‘arched’, and, in archaeological terms, ‘a rectangular grave cover dating from the 

early medieval period with a curved top and often with rounded sides’ (OED Online 

2018). Are they so-called because they look like hogs lying in a field? It would be 

a purely simplistic approach to take, but they do often look like fat sows in the 

grass (cf. Allen 1895, 147). Although, perhaps they are emulating something much 

more relatable to human cultures, such as domestic architecture or funerary 

artefacts. What, therefore, have hogbacks been defined as emulating, or more 

importantly, what have they been suggested to be reflexes of? They may well be 

the result of the eidetic memories of Scandinavian incomers, or otherwise, and 

they highlight the ideological understandings of a society in flux. This idea alludes 

to my point of view that hogbacks are inimitable reflexes of the world of a 

peripatetic population of traders, explorers, and innovators. 

As alluded to above (see Russell Walker 1885, 406; Bailey 1980, 86), hogbacks do 

not represent upturned boats or Viking longships. There is nothing boat-like about 

them, as they appear to be modelled on architectural styles and shrines. In pre-



50 
 
Viking Age Europe, however, there is evidence for boat-shaped carved stone 

monuments (see Figure 2-16). 

 

Figure 2-16 Roman boat-shaped funerary monument from the Moselle River in Neumagen, 
Germany (Raddato 2016) 
 

In terms of supporting an argument for suggesting that hogbacks are modelled on 

the Scandinavian longhouse, a supposed ninth-century Danish coin appears to 

depict a longhouse with a doorway, and a tegulated roof that has serpentine 

inward-facing end-beasts (Malmer 1966) (see Figure 2-17). I cannot find an 

instance of this connection being made in scholarship, yet it is a compelling model 

for the hogback. Perhaps the Pilaster type hogback emulates the doorways of the 

longhouse (see Chapter 2.3.5.4.6) 

 

Figure 2-17 Ninth-century Danish coin depicting a Viking longhouse with serpentine inward-
facing end-beasts (Malmer 1966) 
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The arguments for the hogback being a reflex of the shrine tomb form are not new 

(see above). However, arguments for connecting the hogback to the reliquary 

shrine are less clear (see Crawford 2005, 2-9), although this is discussed in Chapter 

2.3.5.4.7, referring to Type 9 tegulation, and Chapter 8.3.7, referring to the 

Bayeux Tapestry and St Edmund’s casket. The Cammin Casket, a house-shaped 

reliquary shrine, carved in the Mammen style from Southern Scandinavia, is a near 

perfect contemporaneous analogue for the hogback (see Figure 2-18). 

 

Figure 2-18 The Cammin Casket (Schmidt 1994) 
 

Although I disagree with Holger Schmidt’s burial interpretation for hogbacks 

(1994, 138), I tend to agree with his argument that they reference houses (1994, 

137-159) (see Figure 2-19). Schmidt, expanding on the work of Schultz (1942), 

notes that both the Cammin Casket and hogbacks are reproductions of Viking 

houses, or halls, with a curved upper ridge and being bombé in plan (1994, 154). 

As a cautionary tale, however: 

‘Although the hogbacks are very distinctive as a type there is in fact a 
variety of shapes and different ornamentation, which weakens the idea 
that they derive from a single source or prototype’ (Crawford 2005, 6) 

In summary, it could be argued that hogbacks are various forms of commemorative 

and protective houses, perhaps an Insular reflex of contemporary Anglian and 

Celtic traditions and evoking both the house of the Scandinavian ancestral 

homeland as well as the Insular concept of the shrine. 
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Figure 2-19 Hogback sections, scale 1:10 (Schmidt 1994, 157) 
 

2.3.5.4.4 Distribution 

Produced up until 2001 and which form the basis for further finds to be added, 

one of the most significant outcomes of Lang’s work was his production of several 

maps, although these are now outdated. Furthermore, for Scotland he does not 

label his map, but he does include annotation for kindred monuments (Map 2-3), 

and for England and Wales he only partially labels his maps, and his annotation 

does not differentiate between hogbacks and kindred monuments (Map 2-4, Map 

2-5 and Map 2-6). Lang’s maps for England stem from his postgraduate study at 

Durham, where he began his work on hogbacks by mapping and cataloguing those 

from Northeast England (Lang 1967). 
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Map 2-3 Lang’s distribution of hogbacks and kindred monuments in Scotland (1976, 210) 
 

Kindred monuments are a type of recumbent carved stone classified by Lang in his 

study of Scottish hogbacks (1976), and English and Welsh hogbacks (1984). The 

term is used to refer to a ‘kindred coped grave-cover’, ‘coped kindred 

monument’, ‘shrine tomb’, and ‘kindred monument’ in Scotland (Lang 1976). In 

England and Wales, it is used to refer to a ‘roof-shaped monument’, ‘recumbent 

monument’, ‘shrine tomb’, ‘coped recumbent monument’, ‘recumbent grave-

cover’, and ‘coped grave-cover’ (Lang 1984). The lack of differentiation between 

hogbacks and kindred monuments on some distribution maps is problematic.  
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Howard Williams has published one of the most recent distribution maps of 

hogbacks for Britain and Ireland, but this also does not include labels (Map 2-7). 

For Scotland, Williams has omitted Lang’s kindred monuments entirely, and for 

England, Williams did not indicate the difference between hogback and kindred 

monument sites. It is not an issue where a kindred monument site also has a 

hogback, such as Plumbland or Lythe, but it is an issue where there is a site that 

only has a kindred monument, such as Winchester. The latter is recorded as a 

kindred monument by Lang (1984, 172) and Williams’ distribution map indicates 

that he has recorded it as a hogback (2015, 246). It is also strange that Lang chose 

to indicate the Winchester kindred monument on his English hogback map but not 

the St Tudy kindred monument on the same map. It is perhaps because Lang states 

that the Winchester example is ‘sometimes referred to as a hogback’ (1984, 172), 

and also that it is ‘so plain that it bears no comparison with mainstream hogbacks’ 

(Lang 1984, 88).  It is also remarked that whether these forms of coped stones, 

such as the example from Winchester (Biddle 1966, 325 and Plate LXIa), ‘should 

be regarded as in any way related to hogbacks seems to us now uncertain’ 

(Tweddle et al. 1995, 282-283), which is reinforced by this example’s concave 

ends. As a composite and update of Lang’s original maps, Williams’ map does, 

however, include the recent hogback discovery from Bidston but not from 

Workington, and he need not indicate the other recent discovery from Sockburn 

on the map, as it already has several hogbacks indicated. The latter was stolen 

sometime after 22nd September 2015, along with a rune-inscribed fragment of 

stone and a fragment of a Medieval cross-slab (The Northern Echo 2016). Williams 

also includes the Castledermot ‘hogback’ from Ireland (Lang 1971), although this 

research does not classify this as a hogback (see Chapters 3.2.3.2 and 6.2.5), and 

this is contra Lang (1971). 

Other contentious examples are St Tudy and Lanivet from Cornwall. I would 

suggest that St Tudy, Lanivet, and Castledermot should be considered similar and 

in the general distribution of hogbacks, but as kindred monuments (see Chapter 

6), and only on account of them having a supposed Scandinavian character and 

Viking Age dates. Also, although Lang refers to the Llanddewi-aber-arth hogback 

in his publication on English and Welsh hogbacks (Lang 1984), he only includes it 

on his map (see Map 2-4) and not in his catalogue. These issues and maps 

perpetuate the situation of people often assuming that kindred monuments are 
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hogbacks. There is a difference. They also continue to confuse the situation of 

selection and classification.  

 

Map 2-4 Lang’s distribution of hogbacks in England and Wales (1984, 86) 
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Map 2-5 Lang’s distribution of hogbacks in Northwest England (Lang 1984, 88) 
 

 

Map 2-6 Lang’s distribution of hogbacks in Northeast England (1984, 89) 
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Map 2-7 Williams’ hogback distribution map (2015, 246; 2016b, 74) 
 

2.3.5.4.5 Dating 

Where carved stone sculptures are without context or epigraphy, the stylistic 

analysis provides our focal point for determining their dates (Bailey and Cramp 

1988, 24). For example, in terms of the development of Viking art (see Chapter 

2.3.3), the early Oseberg and later Ringerike styles do not appear on any hogbacks, 

but the Borre style is identifiable on the Crosscannonby hogback from Cumbria 
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(see Chapter 5.4.2.37) and the Jellinge style on a hogback from Pickhill in North 

Yorkshire (see Chapter 5.4.2.112). Thus the development of hogbacks has been 

plausibly dated to the first half of the tenth century (Lang 1984; Bailey and Cramp 

1988, 25-26). 

2.3.5.4.6 Typology 

There are four main hogback typologies. James Lang created the first for his 

postgraduate research on hogbacks in Northeast England (1967, 368-390), the 

second by Lang for his work on hogbacks in Scotland (1976, 220), the third by Lang 

for his work on hogbacks in England and Wales (1984, 97-103), which developed 

his 1967 typology and incorporates aspects of his 1976 typology, and the fourth by 

Rosemary Cramp for the Corpus series (1984c). The latter derives from Lang’s 

original 1967 typology, but it is erroneous as the list of types (see Cramp 1984c, 

xxi) do not conform with the annotated figures (see Cramp 1984c, xix-xx). 

Ultimately, Lang created two different and useful typologies: one for England and 

Wales, and one for Scotland. Few Scottish hogbacks conform to the English types 

– Govan 1, Inchcolm, St Helen’s on the Lea 1 and 2, and Tyninghame. Additional 

to his hogback types are kindred monuments. It is important to note that Lang 

states ‘typology of hogbacks does not necessarily imply a chronology’, and ‘all 

hogbacks possess a curved roof ridge’ (Lang 1984, 97). He also states ‘the 

definitive curve to the roof ridge must be present for the monument to be included 

in the class’ (Lang 1988, 88). 

For Scotland, Lang’s types are Scottish Type A (Scottish End-beast Type) and 

Scottish Type B1 – B3 (Scottish Plain Tegulated Type), with some examples 

conforming to English Types (see Figure 2-20). For England and Wales, Lang’s types 

are English Type I – Niche Type, Type II – Extended Niche Type, Type III – Panel 

Type, Type IV – Pilaster Type, Type V – Dragonesque Type, Type VI- Vestigial Type, 

Type VII – Illustrative Type, Scottish End-beast Type, Type VIII – Wheel Rim Type, 

Type IX – House Type, Type X – Enriched Type, and Type XI – Scroll Type (see Figure 

2-21, Figure 2-22 and Figure 2-23). In her work on Scottish hogback, focusing on 

Govan, Anna Ritchie provided a reconsideration of Lang’s Scottish typology (1976). 

In this, she separated what she identified as hogbacks from the associated 

recumbent and tegulated coped monuments (Ritchie 2004, 17-19). 
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Figure 2-20 Lang’s Scottish hogback typology (1976, 220) 
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Figure 2-21 Lang’s typology, I – IV (1984, 98) 
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Figure 2-22 Lang’s typology, V – Scottish end-beast type (1984, 102) 
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Figure 2-23 Lang’s English typology, Types VIII – XI (1984, 102) 
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2.3.5.4.7 Ornament 

The variability of ornament carved on hogbacks is vast (see Lang 1976, 220-221; 

Lang 1984, 103-111), but this thesis will focus on tegulation, end-beasts and bears 

for what these are believed to reveal through interpretation (see Chapter 8).  

Lang classifies thirteen tegulation types – 1, 2a, 2b, 2c, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10 and 

11 – which are indicative of roof shingles of Scandinavian houses (1984, 94). This 

connection appears to be supported by the discovery of a roof shingle in 

excavations in Anglo-Scandinavian York (Lang 1984, 93) and the discovery of a 

wooden shingle from Trelleborg in Denmark (Schmidt 1973, 76). It is suggested 

here that Type 9 tegulation (see Figure 2-24) may be linked to the reliquary shrine 

roof decoration, which ultimately appears to be emulating the roof shingles found 

on representations of the Holy Sepulchre in Jerusalem (see Chapter 8.3.7 and 

Figure 8-18). It appears that the type developed from representations of the 

roofing of a Scandinavian building into those with a Christian idiom.  

 

Figure 2-24 Lang’s tegulation types (1984, 94) 
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Lang classifies a variety of end-beast and bear types, ranging from naturalistic 

bears to dragonesque masks (1984, 106-109). Notably, there are over fifty end-

beast types in England and Wales, yet Govan 1-5 and Inchcolm are the only end-

beast types from Scotland. The only definite examples of outward-facing end-

beasts are Govan 3 and 4 and Workington 1, although the Govan examples were 

recut to take this form. The end-beasts on Govan 2 and Crosscanonby, which are 

similar in that they are both vestigial, may also be outward-facing but any 

interpretation is debatable due to the poor survival of the carvings. It is suggested 

here that it is probable that end-beasts (see Figure 2-25) are protective (cf. 

Fuglesang 2013), and that the muzzled bears are perhaps indicative of an 

acceptance of Christianity in life and death (see Chapter 8.3.2). 

 

Figure 2-25 Lang’s English end-beast types (1984, 107) 
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2.3.5.5 Summary 

It is clear that there is a wealth of scholarship on hogbacks, although the majority 

of this is from an art-historical perspective and often conflicting. The sheer variety 

of hogbacks is part of the problem, although it is not the aim of this thesis to 

deliberate every issue raised above. Instead, this research focuses on rethinking 

the hogback category and deliberating on their function (see Chapters 5.3 and 8).  

2.3.6 Hammerhead Crosses 

2.3.6.1 Introduction 

Hammerhead crosses are an isolated phenomenon, only found on the British Isles 

mostly around the Solway Firth region, and generally, have only been considered 

as burial monuments. For example, in his work at Barhobble in Southwest 

Scotland, W.F. Cormack states that they ‘seem to be markers for the graves of 

the Celto-Norse landowners’ (1995, 63). Similar to the discussion above on the 

supposed relationship between hogbacks and burial, the evidence for any direct 

relationship between the hammerhead cross and burial is nil. However, the 

argument for other functions is less compelling than for the hogback, primarily 

due to a limited corpus and the difficulty in determining the original locations of 

this limited evidence base. Notwithstanding, the issue of function is central to this 

thesis and thus is considered thematically in Chapter 8. 

The hammerhead terminology appears to be related to the form of the cross-head 

previously encountered at the Kilmorie Cross by John Stuart (1856-1867, Vol. 2, 

34-35, Plate 70) (see Figure 2-27), as well as by John Romilly Allen and Joseph 

Anderson (1903 [1993], Volume 2 [Part III], 482-83, Figure 514). Unfortunately, 

however, they did not explicitly consider it as a distinctive class of carved stone, 

nor did they consider its hammerhead form. Allen and Anderson did consider its 

cross form as being ECMS Type No. 101A (see Figure 2-28), which is a Latin-type 

cross and differs from the ‘hammer-head’ cross later defined by Collingwood 

(1927, 90). His type appears more closely associated with the Greek cross type 

(see Figure 2-29) and often features a lower cross-arm extended to the same width 

as its transverse and upper arms (see Figure 2-30 and Figure 2-31). The 

hammerhead definition is more complex than this, as indicated following here 

before returning to rethink it in Chapter 7.3. 
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Figure 2-26 Collingwood’s illustration of the 
Kilmorie hammerhead cross, back [left], front 
[right] (1927, 92) 

 

Figure 2-27 Stuart’s illustration of the 
Kilmorie hammerhead cross, back [left], 
front [right] (1856-1867, plate 70) 

 

Figure 2-28 ECMS Type No. 101 [left] and 
101A [right] (Allen and Anderson 1903 
[1993], Volume 1 [Part II], 51) 

 

Figure 2-29 Greek [left] and Latin [right] 
cross forms (Allen and Anderson 1903 
[1993], Volume 1 [Part II], 46) 

 

Figure 2-30 Illustration of the hammerhead 
cross form, where the cross may indicate 
the evolved AS Type A10 (Copyright 
Corpus of Anglo-Saxon Stone Sculpture; 
drawing by Yvonne Beadnell) 

 

Figure 2-31 Illustration of the hammerhead 
cross from Bailey (1980, 182) 
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Figure 2-32 Diagram of Anglo-Saxon cross shapes, where the hammerhead is defined as AS 
Type A5 (Copyright Corpus of Anglo-Saxon Stone Sculpture; drawing by Yvonne Beadnell) 
 

2.3.6.2 Origins of the ‘hammer-head’ term 

William Gershom Collingwood christened a specific form of pre-Norman carved 

stone as ‘hammer-head’ (1927, 90) (see Figure 2-26). The ‘hammer-head’ 

classification provides both the inspiration for and starting point for discussion on 
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the hammerhead cross. Collingwood initiated a focused discussion on them and 

stated that the ‘hammer-head’ might have ‘evolved out of the coffin type’ (1927, 

90). This type appears to be what the Corpus of Anglo-Saxon Stone Sculpture refer 

to as a cross with oblong block-type arms, which is AS Type A3, or more likely AS 

Type A10 (Cramp 1984c, xvi, Figure 2) (see Figure 2-32). The latter type is seen in 

Carlisle 2 and the former in Carlisle 3 (see Bailey and Cramp 1988, 85-87). 

Referring to Collingwood’s original work, Richard Bailey elaborated on the 

hammerhead cross in his work on Viking Age carved stones in the 1980s (1980, 182-

183; 1988c, 31). Within these, Bailey presents his understanding of the evolution 

of the form, and this represents the most significant contribution to the study of 

hammerhead crosses since Collingwood. Bailey indicates that, even although his 

predecessor's work had merit, the origin of the hammerhead cross is still not clear 

(1988c, 31). When viewing the hammerhead cross form most notably depicted in 

the Corpus (see A5 in Figure 2-32), it is evident that it differs from the other found 

in the same series (see Figure 2-30), with the latter showing more resemblance to 

that found in Bailey’s seminal work (see Figure 2-31). Importantly, however, it is 

due to the work of Rosemary Cramp and Richard Bailey over the previous four 

decades, both independently and collectively in the Corpus, that the hammerhead 

cross has been kept alive in academic work on Viking Age carved stones. 

Notwithstanding, it is now clear that the hammerhead terminology needs to be 

reconsidered and redefined (see Chapter 7.3). 

2.3.6.3 Origins and Models 

Until recently, there had been little comprehensive work undertaken on 

hammerhead crosses (see Barnes 2017). From their distribution, which is 

presented in the next section, it is clear that they originated in Northern Britain 

during the Viking Age. Unlike hogbacks, there is currently no substantial debate 

on what they are modelled on, although it seems sensible to argue that the 

hammerhead form is referencing the pagan god Thor (see DuBois 1999). 
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2.3.6.4 Distribution 

Research at an earlier stage by Barnes (2014) was preliminary but with indicative 

results used here. 

 

Map 2-8 Preliminary distribution of hammerhead crosses in Southwest Scotland (Barnes 
2014, 81) 
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Map 2-9 Preliminary distribution of hammerhead crosses (Barnes 2017, 257) 
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2.3.6.5 Summary 

With limited comprehensive academic treatment of hammerhead crosses, it is 

difficult to evaluate them fully in the context of this small review. Fundamentally, 

unlike Lang’s predominantly art-historical work hogbacks, where he, and others, 

focused on origins and models, distribution, dating, typology, and ornament, there 

has not been an equal consideration of the hammerhead cross. Therefore, I have 

created a corpus of thirty-one hammerhead crosses and considered and presented 

them in similar terms (see Chapter 7). 

2.3.7 Approaching Hogbacks and Hammerhead Crosses 

2.3.7.1 Introduction 

This thesis argues that hogbacks and hammerhead crosses are manifestations of 

social action and ideological expression from approximately AD 900 – 1100. 

Precisely dating the limits of this floruit is complicated but the majority were 

likely carved during the 900s.  

To date, studies on hogbacks have focused on those from England and Wales and 

those from Scotland separately (Lang 1976; 1984). There is yet to be an 

archaeological text that deals exclusively with hogbacks as a unified corpus, 

straddling modern borders, at the same time as further problematising them. Also, 

there is only one publication solely focused on attempting to define a corpus of 

hammerhead crosses and problematise them (Barnes 2017).   

Hogbacks are often-cited by scholars of the Viking Age in discussions of belief and 

death, but I feel they are often uncritically cited as proxy evidence for burial, and 

thus are assumed to have only had a funerary function (see Chapter 2.3.5). They 

may well have been burial monuments, and this argument is perhaps best 

illustrated at Heysham where there is supposed evidence of a spear and human 

skeleton from beneath the Heysham hogback (Clark 1811, 125). This antiquarian 

account is the best evidence we have for this supposed connection. Evidence for 

this, however, is unclear, although it is often taken at face value and repeated 

without critique (e.g. Edwards 1998, 92). Richard Bailey, however, correctly 

notes, if the antiquarian account is genuine, that this ‘is the only recorded 

example of a hogback being used as a grave-cover’ (Bailey 2010, 201).  



72 
 

 

Figure 2-33 The Giant’s Grave, Penrith 
 

In examining the Giant’s Grave in Penrith, Northwest England, (see Figure 2-33), 

which comprises four hogbacks and two crosses, Edwards states, ‘whether or not 

the crosses were funerary in origin, the hogbacks clearly were, and each will have 

marked its own grave’ (1998, 96). Given that he notes that the present 

arrangement of the Giant’s Grave is ‘relatively recent’ (Edwards 1998, 96), it 

seems strange that he, and others, can be so certain that hogbacks once marked 

individual graves. Elsewhere, the point is also made that ‘symbolism of the house-

shaped hogback monuments, in particular, may have reflected an emphasis on the 

elite family in burial strategies and forms of commemoration in the tenth century’ 

(cf. Stocker 2000, 198; Hadley 2006, 260). Additionally, the house-shaped, or the 

secular elite ‘lordly hall’ (Stocker 2000, 198), terminologies are also continually 

used. Not all hogbacks have tegulated roofs, yet it seems that this attribute is 

what is used when scholars seek to classify them primarily as house-shaped burial 

monuments. This point is not a scathing critique of the work of Edwards, Hadley, 

Stocker, and others. The points highlighted are reasonable, although when the 

hogback evidence is considered en masse, a seemingly limited interpretation of 

the hogback and its function is presented. 
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The situation is further complicated when the Scandinavian-influenced Sigurd slab 

from York Minster is considered. This slab is not a hogback but a similarly sized 

recumbent slab, and it functioned as a grave-marker (see Hadley 2001, 134-135). 

The broader Anglo-Saxon tradition of recumbent grave-slabs, where linked to 

burial, has influenced the interpretation of the hogback. Evidence such as this 

causes us to deliberate on what is and is not to be considered a grave-marker 

when any burial evidence is considered. Of course, carved stones are often 

removed from their original context, but, generally, they will not all have been 

moved far and are now mostly found in Christian settings. This implies that they 

must have been readily accepted as Christian monuments if they were moved to 

a Christian site at a later date. 

Furthermore, Edwards does rightly reiterate the point that the intended purpose 

of early medieval carved stone crosses was probably more complicated than solely 

for burial (1998, 92), and Stocker does make the point that hogbacks may also be 

seen as markers of conversion (2000, 198). Therefore, on the balance of evidence, 

we must wonder why hogbacks are often assumed to be burial monuments and 

representative of houses, when in fact they are not found associated directly with 

burial, are almost all currently located in Christian contexts, and probably have a 

Christian aspect in their genesis. It appears that regular publications of such a 

limited interpretation, primarily when looking at examples in isolation of the 

entire corpus, have become evidence for these assumptions, and this research 

challenges these (cf. Stone 1999, 16). On a more intriguing note, although also 

referring to hogbacks as burial monuments, and also correctly as adaptions of an 

existing Anglian carved stone tradition, Carroll et al. note that Scandinavian 

furnished burial and carved stone grave-markers were mutually exclusive (2014, 

78-80). That view undoubtedly involves dismissing the above-mentioned 

antiquarian record from Heysham. This point calls into question the commonly 

assumed connection between elite burials, which are often furnished, and 

hogbacks as serving as grave-markers for the elite. Both furnishing a burial and 

erecting a monument are indicative of elite or high-status behaviour, but they are 

not identical, and there is no concrete evidence to connect the practices. 

Perhaps, we should now assume that approaching hogbacks as grave-markers for 

elite pagan Scandinavians is not entirely logical. As well as function, another 

general debate surrounding hogbacks stems from the variety of interpretations 
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cited for what they are believed to be modelled on and what their function is (see 

Chapters 2.3.4 and 5.3), and this ultimately leads to them having an almost 

mysterious quality. Hammerhead crosses have yet to receive the same scholarly 

attention, perhaps as a result of the indefinite and uncritical, or over-looked, use 

of the forms hammerhead, hammer-head, and hammer-headed (see Chapters 

2.3.6 and 7.3). 

2.3.7.2 Art-historical Approach 

The traditional approach to the study of hogbacks and hammerhead crosses has 

focused on careful art-historical examination, typically with limited theoretical 

engagement, and often without considering the available contemporary 

archaeological information. It is not a criticism of the art-historical approach to 

the material, but this approach has limitations, although such approaches do 

provide the basis for further work. The most significant and often-cited of these 

approaches is James Lang’s studies on the hogback (1967; 1971; 1976; 1984; 1994). 

His entire approach was founded on art-historical principles of analysis and 

presentation.  

There are some exceptions to the art-historical approach, such as work by Barbara 

Crawford on the Govan hogbacks and their social and cultural context (2005), and 

by Anna Ritchie on the broader implications of the Govan hogbacks and others in 

Scotland (2004). Although relevant, these have mainly placed regional groupings 

of hogbacks into historical frameworks, primarily focusing on material from 

Scotland as opposed to the British Isles as a whole. 

2.3.7.3 Wide-Ranging Approaches 

Recent scholarship has applied different approaches to hogbacks, notable are 

Howard Williams’ archaeological examination of their materiality and asymmetry 

(2015; 2016a),  Victoria Thompson’s art-historical analysis of their morphology and 

origin (Thompson Whitworth forthcoming), and Megan Kasten’s digital analysis of 

the Govan corpus (2019). Other recent significant approaches include Elizabeth 

Pierce and Alastair Becket’s archaeological approach to Scottish hogbacks, in 

particular, Dalserf and Luss (2018), and Lilla Kopár’s interrogation of the 

significance of iconography and its relationship to cultural change (2012). Kopár’s 



75 
 
approach appears to suggest the idea that particular carved stones can be read as 

cultural documents of religious conversion, which was an idea previously 

presented by Anna Ritchie in her analysis of the hogbacks at Govan and its 

surroundings (2004). The only recent approach to hammerhead crosses is my own 

(Barnes 2017), which is further explored in this thesis. These specific approaches 

have proved informative and complementary to this research.  

2.3.7.4 Summary and Discussion 

Currently, therefore, it appears that the majority of scholarship focusing on 

hogbacks and hammerhead crosses has removed them from their immediate 

landscape, in favour of situating them within art-historical frameworks of 

distribution, connections and parallels. Taken in archaeological terms, I would 

argue that such approaches do not adequately consider the potential that such 

corpora of material have for elucidating the relationships between carved stones 

and the society, or landscape, in which they were produced and consumed. 

In methodological terms, do we understand a carved stone as a monument or 

artefact? An artefact stands alone, and the term monument implies an intimate 

connection to space. Thus, a place arises out of an artefact being situated in a 

specific space. Sally Foster alludes to similar issues in her consideration of the 

debate surrounding whether or not the conservation and presentation of early 

medieval carved stone should be in a museum or its landscape setting (see Foster 

2001). I would argue that examining a carved stone without considering its 

landscape context or setting reduces it from a monument to an artefact. Siân 

Jones, in apparent consideration of Foster’s remarks, interviewed people with a 

local connection to the Hilton of Cadboll carved stone. Jones remarked that local 

people felt that their understanding of this stone was bound up in its landscape 

setting (2004, 38). This suggests that ‘such a conceptualisation of the monument 

[not artefact], as one of the physical constituents making up the world, enables 

it to act as a metaphor for the relationship between people and place, referencing 

the closeness between people and the landscape’ (Jones 2004, 38). It would, 

therefore, be remiss to think that studying a carved stone without considering its 

landscape context or setting is adequate. Thankfully, however, academic 

scholarship is now engaging with monuments and landscapes on a theoretical 

level, and the works above of Foster and Jones attest to the significance of 
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adopting such approaches and attitudes. A further example of this academic 

movement can be seen in Listen to the Stones (Maldonado and Buckham 2017). 

This publication is a popular version of the comprehensive Future Thinking on 

Carved Stones in Scotland: A Research Framework (Foster et al. 2016). 

Importantly, the former highlights the significance of the themes of materiality, 

biography and landscape in the study of carved stones. The main points made by 

these studies are that these recently emerging ‘themes have great potential to 

further our understanding and value of carved stones’, and that ‘a carved stone’s 

function is bound up with its setting’ (Foster et al. 2016; Maldonado and Buckham 

2017). These points are crucial to the methodology of this research, and it is 

acknowledged that perception is both optic and haptic; it is to encounter (cf. 

Deleuze 1968 [1994], 139). It is to progress from a visual (optic) to that of an 

active (haptic) agent in the world (cf. Pearson 2006, 11), and it is to be equated 

with a reflexive phenomenological approach (see Chapter 4.2.2.3). A carved stone 

cannot be fully understood unless its landscape is also considered, and this brings 

forward the idea of the non-dialectical inter-relationships between people, 

material and space (Chapter 3.3). 

In considering the above framework of understanding, hogbacks and hammerhead 

crosses should be looked upon as having the potential to reveal more to us than 

art-historical styles and developments. They are not just documenting a binary 

socio-cultural change from one belief system to another. These carved stones 

should now also be considered vis-à-vis their landscape setting. I am not suggesting 

that these previous, and often current, uncritical interpretations are invalid. 

Instead, I am arguing they are limited, and that there can be other functions 

attributed to, and interpretations, of carved stones in their landscapes. These 

functions are considered through the theoretically guided methodology of this 

study (see Chapters 3 and 4). In other words, by considering context, the approach 

of this study considers aspects of carved stones that have not been explored by 

those focussing on the stones themselves.  

2.4 Summary 

The aims of this chapter were multiple. It has presented the cultural and material 

background of this study. The focus, however, was on presenting essential 

information the early medieval carved stones of the British Isles, an outline of 
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Viking Art, the principal sources of relevant scholarship on Viking Age carved 

stones, and it has comprehensively presented and discussed the available 

scholarship on both hogbacks and hammerhead crosses. This chapter has aimed to 

demonstrate that there are several corroborating and varied interpretations of 

the material considered, but also that there are numerous complexities and 

potential pitfalls in the study of hogbacks and hammerhead crosses.  
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3 The Lived Body in the Phenomenal World  

‘Something in the world that forces us to think. This something is an 
object not of recognition but of a fundamental encounter’ (Deleuze 
1968 [1994], 139) 

3.1 Introduction 

This chapter sets out the methodology of this research. For clarity, it is necessary 

to separate the methodology and theoretical approach into two separate but 

complementary chapters (this chapter and Chapter 4, respectively). 

The methodology was designed to allow for a reflexive phenomenological 

approach to the recording and interpretation of hogbacks and hammerhead 

crosses. The reflexive aspects of this methodology are grounded in philosophical 

phenomenology (see Macann 1993) and, more specifically, the phenomenological 

aspects of this performative methodology are rooted in the theoretical principles 

of Maurice Merleau-Ponty’s Phenomenology of Perception (1945 [2012]). The 

phenomenology of perception emphasises the lived body in the phenomenal world, 

understood as the relationship between the body and the world it senses, or 

‘being-in-the-world’ (Heidegger 1927 [1962]), and can be expanded to embrace 

fieldwork (see Chapter 4.2.2). The overall theoretical underpinnings of this 

methodology are framed as ‘Approaches to Landscape’ and are further outlined 

and explored in Chapter 4.2. 

This chapter is split into the following sections. An introduction to the 

methodology (Chapter 3.2.1), material selection (Chapter 3.2.2), the data 

gathered from this material and how it has been analysed (Chapter 3.2.3), and 

how this data is evaluated making use of an integrated approach (Chapter 3.3). 

3.2 Methodology 

3.2.1 Introduction 

To achieve the research aims discussed in Chapter 1.2, and as this study adopts a 

reflexive phenomenological approach to recording (see Chapter 4.2.2), the 

material must be considered in its contemporary landscape setting and 

surrounding archaeological context in order to try to reconstruct perceptions of 
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its landscape (cf. Hawkes 1954). This reflexive phenomenological approach was 

devised to accommodate the complexity of the material record [as well as to 

anticipate it] and to interrogate the available material record comprehensively. 

This methodology is designed to be flexible, and aims to move beyond the 

constraining and dichotomous frameworks of processual and post-processual 

archaeology (see Shanks 1992, 13-50; cf. Harris and Cipolla 2017, 146-149). As this 

research is not advocating for a paradigm shift (see Harris and Cipolla 2017, 3-4), 

this methodology, therefore, acknowledges that a processual, or structural, 

approach is necessary for recording the physical attributes of the carved stones in 

the field. At the same time, however, it adopts a post-processual approach, as 

this is necessary for balance and to explore the meanings imbued in carved stones 

and to situate them in their broader contexts. The efficacy of this approach is 

encapsulated by Matthew Johnson, who states ‘when post-processual writers 

speak of the need to develop personal, subjective, and hermeneutic approaches 

to landscape in contradistinction to processual approaches, they often seem 

unaware of a strong and continuing tradition of finding meaning in local landscapes 

through traditional forms of landscape history and archaeology’ (2007, 2). I seek 

to bridge this implied divide in approaches.  

3.2.2 Material Selection 

3.2.2.1 Introduction 

Turning now to the methodology I have applied to this thesis, two similar but 

different forms of carved stone sculpture are chosen for analysis to satisfy the 

research aims of this study. Hogbacks are considered to be synonymous with the 

Viking Age, as nearly every publication on the Vikings in the British Isles includes 

them, but hammerhead crosses have rarely featured in discussions on the Viking 

Age of the British Isles. Both are notably found in distinct distributions across 

Northern Britain. The majority of hogbacks and hammerhead crosses are found in 

Strathclyde and Northumbria, and, therefore, this study focuses on these regions.  

This geographic area is ultimately frustrating to define precisely due to the fluid 

nature of power and control during the Viking Age. However, the geographic 

regions of Viking Age Strathclyde and Northumbria were at all times limited to the 

north by the Clyde and Forth rivers in Central Scotland, and to the south by the 
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River Mersey and Humber Estuary in central England. There are some exceptions, 

however, with some material selected from The Wirral, south of the River Mersey, 

and some from Stirlingshire, north of the River Forth. Examples from outwith are 

included in the study corpus for completeness, but this does not detract from the 

fact that the main material distributions are located across Strathclyde and 

Northumbria. In considering this fluidity, it is possible to argue that drawing fixed 

artificial boundaries, encapsulating distributions of carved stones or respecting 

geographical features, is detrimental to the study of this period. However, as 

scholarship advances and discoveries are made, numerous attempts have been 

made to draw and redraw maps of early medieval Britain and Ireland, commonly 

with fixed boundaries. Although, Tim Clarkson recently published a version 

without limits (see Map 1-3). If one relied solely on maps with fixed boundaries 

during the material selection phase, further detailed in Chapter 3.2.3.2, it would 

lead to the possibility of overlooking regionally different yet connected material. 

These issues ultimately led to the material selection also being fluid, and, 

consequently, all supposed hogbacks and hammerhead crosses are considered in 

this thesis. The survey began by focusing on the main carved stone distributions 

in Strathclyde and Northumbria and was subsequently expanded to encapsulate 

nearby outliers. However, only those inside the geographical scope, or close to 

the above-mentioned geographic features were recorded in person through 

fieldwork.  

3.1.1.1 Corpus of Anglo-Saxon Stone Sculpture 

For England only, specific volumes of the British Academy’s Corpus of Anglo-Saxon 

Stone Sculpture series (e.g. Bailey and Cramp 1988) provide a substantial basis for 

hogback and hammerhead cross research in this defined study area. These, like 

the work of James Lang (e.g. 1976; 1984) are also presented mainly from an art-

historical perspective. However, they do give updated evidence and at times offer 

differing viewpoints to those of Lang regarding hogbacks. These volumes also 

provide updated maps, although these are specific to the region concerned in each 

volume. It is worth noting that these volumes do not consider the Scottish 

hogbacks or hammerhead crosses, and, other than James Lang’s early work on 

hogbacks (1976), there is no single up-to-date publication concerning this 

material. In terms of my methodological approach to carved stones, the art-

historical approach that the Corpus series takes to recording and presenting data 
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proved integral to helping develop my recording strategy outlined herein (see 

Chapter 3.2.3.3).  

3.2.2.2 Hogbacks 

James Lang (1976; 1984) is the only scholar to consider and publish the Scottish 

corpus of hogbacks in a single publication as well as present the English corpus of 

hogbacks. Lang’s early work on hogbacks sets the foundation for most of the 

material evidence considered in this study, although the British Academy’s Corpus 

of Anglo-Saxon Stone Sculpture series is also significant (e.g.  Cramp 1984a). 

These are supplemented by new hogback evidence that has since come to light, 

which is presented in Chapter 5.4.  

The distribution of hogbacks across Northern Britain has previously been mapped 

by Lang (1976, 210; 1984, 86 and 88-89). Although these maps have now been 

superseded, they do provide a vital starting point (see Map 2-3, Map 2-4, Map 2-5 

and Map 2-6). They are the most commonly cited maps regarding hogbacks, 

although Lang did not publish a detailed composite map of all the hogbacks he 

discusses across Northern Britain and his map of the Scottish hogbacks does not 

label the individual sites. There are similar issues with the English hogbacks, 

although he does mark the Cumbrian and Yorkshire area hogbacks, albeit on 

separate maps. At this time, it appears that Cumbria was variable in terms of 

whether it could be considered as explicitly part of Strathclyde or Northumbria. 

These types of maps are not necessarily massively detrimental to anyone’s ability 

to research hogbacks; however, with the advent of modern Geographic 

Information Systems (GIS) software, this is quickly addressed. This research uses 

GIS software to re-map the distribution of all the carved stone material under 

consideration, and the modern Scotland-England border is not considered as 

relevant.  

There are hogbacks located outside of the geographical scope of this thesis. For 

Ireland and Wales, although limited in evidence, both ‘The Castledermot Hogback’ 

(Lang 1971) and A Corpus of Early Medieval Inscribed Stones and Stone Sculpture 

in Wales (Edwards 2007; Redknap and Lewis 2007; Edwards 2013) series were 

consulted to identify any potential hogbacks. These publications are more 

catalogue based and when considered alongside the Corpus of Anglo-Saxon Stone 
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Sculpture series (e.g. Cramp 1984a), they ultimately do not adequately discuss 

the relationships between the extensive collection of hogbacks apparent across 

Northern Britain. 

3.2.2.3 Hammerhead Crosses 

Hammerhead crosses have not attracted the same level of consideration as 

hogbacks. Regarding the continued focus on hogbacks, it is somewhat peculiar 

that this form of Viking Age carved stone sculpture has only received limited 

attention. Furthermore, there had not been a single publication on their 

distribution across Northern England and Scotland, nor had there been any 

attempt to create a corpus until much more recently (see Barnes 2017). Richard 

Bailey, however, has previously noted the significance of their distribution, mainly 

around the Cumbrian coastal plain, the Eden Valley and the Solway Firth region 

(1980, 183). A combination of these sources, including the Corpus of Anglo-Saxon 

Stone Sculpture series (e.g. Cramp 1984a), provides the starting point for 

approaching hammerhead crosses in this study. 

Although this study focuses on hogbacks and hammerhead crosses, it is difficult to 

consider this material in isolation due to the wealth of related Viking Age carved 

stones often located at the same sites, or from the same schools or nearby 

associated sites. For example, at Govan Old in Strathclyde, there exists a surviving 

corpus of thirty-one pieces of early medieval carved stone sculpture (Driscoll 

2016, 75), which includes five massive hogbacks. At Gosforth in Cumbria, there 

are two hogbacks as well as the large free-standing Gosforth Cross, with the latter 

often discussed as being one of the most beautiful and revealing Viking Age carved 

stones in Britain (Bailey 1980, 125-131). In these cases, where there are other 

seemingly related Viking Age carved stones at the site, it would be unwise not to 

consider the context that these hogbacks exist within, and this approach extends 

across the study region. Other examples include related Viking Age carved stone 

fragments and complete pieces found within the geographical scope of this study, 

which illuminate the spread of regionally specific influences, for example. 

Suitable examples would be those found in the archaeological contexts or 

neighbouring contexts, of the hogbacks and hammerhead crosses. These Anglo-

Scandinavian, Hiberno-Scandinavian, Scotto-Norse, Gaelic-Norse, or otherwise, 
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influenced pieces can provide further proxy indicators of a Scandinavian presence 

or influence in these select contexts. 

This process of selection highlights the limitations of the published early medieval 

carved stone record, particularly in Scotland, where there is no up-to-date corpus 

of early medieval, or early Christian, carved stones, other than that for the West 

Highlands and Islands (see Fisher 2001). 

For Scotland, therefore, Sculptured Stones of Scotland (Stuart 1856-1867) and The 

Early Christian Monuments of Scotland (Allen and Anderson 1903 [1993]), although 

dated, serve as the best starting points for identifying other related carved stones. 

For England and Wales, the relatively recent Corpus of Anglo-Saxon Stone 

Sculpture series (e.g. Cramp 1984a), and A Corpus of Early Medieval Inscribed 

Stones and Stone Sculpture in Wales (Edwards 2007; Redknap and Lewis 2007; 

Edwards 2013) series were consulted as initial sources of evidence. The carved 

stones and their landscape setting were ultimately the primary sources of 

evidence.  

3.2.2.4 Conclusion  

Although the geographical focus of this study is Strathclyde and Northumbria, all  

hogbacks and hammerhead crosses from the British Isles are considered in this 

study, making use of the methodological approach to the data outlined below (see 

Chapter 3.2.3), where the data collection, or fieldwork phase, is reflexive and 

phenomenological in practice. The primary fieldwork focuses on those hogbacks 

and hammerhead crosses from within the geographical regions of Strathclyde and 

Northumbria, as well as the Irish Sea region, which is an integral component of 

these landscapes during the Viking Age. The reason for choosing these regions in 

this study is primarily due to their concentrations of hogbacks, and because Viking 

Age hammerhead crosses are predominantly found spread across them, clustering, 

in general, around the Irish Sea region. Hogbacks and hammerhead crosses are 

considered separately in Chapters 5 and 7, before being brought together for 

discussion in their overall archaeological and landscape contexts in Chapter 8. 
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3.2.3 The Data 

3.2.3.1 Introduction 

The evaluation, collection, capture, mapping, and analysis and interpretation of 

the data parts in this study were carried out in three phases: pre-fieldwork desk-

based assessment, fieldwork data collection and post-fieldwork data analysis and 

interpretation. Data assessment and collection formed the most time-consuming 

and challenging aspects of this research, although they were the most rewarding. 

It required me to draw up a comprehensive fieldwork plan and execute it 

efficiently. In reality, the initial fieldwork plan changed due to time constraints 

and was undertaken across two years from 2015 – 2017. I visited approximately 

100 different sites to record approximately 200 different carved stones, travelling 

over 4000 miles in the process (see Figure 3-1). This fieldwork represented all of 

the sites in my study area, which includes the supposed original location of carved 

stones now devoid of their original context (see Bidston hogback for example).  

 

Figure 3-1 Extract from fieldwork costs 
 

Day 1 
12/8/15 
Inchcolm, Abercorn and Kirknewton 
110 miles 
Subsistence £20 
Fuel £42.09 
Inchcolm ticket £17.50 
 
Day 2 
13/8/15 
Logie, Tillicoultry, Tulliallan 
80 miles 
Subsistence £20 
 
Day 3 
14/8/15 
Luss and Dalserf 
110 miles  
Subsistence £20 
 
Day 4 
18/8/15 
Tyninghame, St Helens on the Lea and Edrom 
215 Miles 
Subsistence £20 
Fuel £36.16 
 
Day 5 
19/8/15 
St Andrews, Meigle, Brechin and St Vigeans  
255 Miles  
St Andrews ticket £4.50 
Meigle ticket £4.50 
St Vigeans ticket £3.60 
Fuel £30.47 
Subsistence £20 
 
Day 6 
20/8/15 
Lempitlaw, Nisbet, Ancrum, Bedrule and Mossknow 
275 Miles 
Subsistence £20 
Fuel £36.48 
 
Day 7 
21/8/15 
Govan 
5 Miles 
Book £27.80 
Subsistence £20 
 
TRIP 1 – TOTAL £343.10 
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3.2.3.2 Desk-based Assessment 

The primary focus of the desk-based assessment was to identify the material and 

its landscape settings and archaeological contexts before visiting and recording 

the individual hogbacks, hammerhead crosses, and their settings. This desk-based 

research also allowed for material to be rejected at an early stage, thus 

streamlining the fieldwork aspect of this research. For example, rejections 

included material classified as a hogback or hammerhead cross by other scholars 

that I have since reclassified in line with the criteria outlined for this study (see 

Chapters 5.3 and 7.3), although such material is still discussed in Chapters 5, 6 

and 7. The reason for the rejection of material at this stage was predominantly 

on morphological grounds (see Chapters 5.3 and 7.3). For example, the 

Castledermot ‘hogback’, as classified by James Lang (1971), was rejected as it is 

more oblong than hogbacked and bombé. An example of a hammerhead cross 

rejected is a fragment from Bromfield (Bailey and Cramp 1988, 80, Illustration 

172), as it is too degraded to be sure of its form (see Barnes 2017, 246-247). The 

desk-based assessment also allowed me to question and challenge the varied 

definitions of hogbacks and hammerhead crosses developed by other scholars (see 

Chapters 2.3.5 and 2.3.6), and, therefore, it allowed me to decide what to include 

in the fieldwork data collection phase. More importantly, however, this allowed 

for a series of specific recording questions be drawn up before the fieldwork phase 

(see Chapter 3.2.3.3). Many of these could be answered by utilising previous 

scholarship before the fieldwork and were subsequently confirmed or challenged 

during the reflexive phenomenological fieldwork phase. Furthermore, as I know 

the material through my analysis of publications on carved stones, but individual 

site-specific details are not always given, this preliminary assessment allowed for 

any relevant information or gaps in knowledge to be noted and thus hopefully not 

overlooked during fieldwork, such as location attributes, for example. This meant 

that site-specific details were acquired as part of the desk-based assessment, and, 

where unavailable, were garnered during fieldwork.  

By moving beyond the material identified by Lang (1976; 1984) and Collingwood 

(1927), the secondary focus of the desk-based assessment allowed for further 

additional material to be selected for consideration. Numerous museums, general 

publications on carved stones and excavation reports, private owners, church 

bodies, councils and academics were all consulted to check for any potential new 
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finds. The desk-based assessment also extended to browsing further sources such 

as individual church websites, museums, online databases, digitised sources, 

contacting individuals and searching online blogs discussing Viking Age carved 

stones. Examples of sources include the online database for the museums of 

Southwest Scotland (Future Museum 2012), the Hunterian Museum and Art 

Gallery’s online database (University of Glasgow 2017), and the online version of 

the Corpus of Anglo-Saxon Stone Sculpture (Durham University 2017) allowed for 

convenient online access to the first nine of out of twelve published volumes.  

3.2.3.3 Data Collection 

The completion of the desk-based assessment allowed for the drawing up of 

fieldwork plans. These plans allowed for the fieldwork aspect of this study to be 

broken down into different research blocks and were necessary for creating a 

targeted approach to personally surveying all available evidence within the 

geographical scope of this study (see Chapter 1.4). The field research was 

organised into the following regions:  

• Scotland 

• Cumbria, Lancashire and Cheshire 

• Northumberland, County Durham and Yorkshire 

The fieldwork undertaken during this research involved visiting and recording the 

selected carved stones and their respective landscape settings and archaeological 

context. Other than to aid in answering the questions set out below, this fieldwork 

allowed me to put into practice my reflexive phenomenological approach to 

recording and interpreting carved stone sculpture in its archaeological and 

landscape contexts. When undertaking fieldwork, I would arrive at a site with an 

understanding of a carved stone and its location due to the desk-based assessment 

already undertaken (see Chapter 3.2.3.2). This position was my starting point. 

However, through taking my reflexive phenomenological approach to landscape 

(see Chapters 3.2.3.5 and 4.2.2), I entered the location of each carved stone with 

my senses open to perception, at the same time as seeking to move beyond the 

enemy of thought: empiricism (see Chapter 4.2.2.3). Through observation, or 
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perception, I recorded the sound of nearby water and noted its location, 

considered the feeling of enclosed valleys or open plateaus, experienced the 

surrounding visual topography, visited adjacent archaeological evidence, and thus 

lived in the phenomenal world of the carved stones. An example of my fieldwork 

approach informing my understanding of a carved stone is as follows. Although 

primarily rejected on morphological grounds, placing my lived body in the 

sculptural-rich archaeological context and Pictish landscape of the supposed 

Meigle hogback confirmed for me that it was not a Viking Age hogback and is 

instead a kindred monument (see Chapter 6.2.13). 

 

Figure 3-2 Extract from fieldwork notes 
 

Day1 
12/8/15 
 
Inchcolm 
Hogback – Lang 
Alignment - unknown 
Inside visitor centre 
Original location supposed to be to the west of the present Abbey on a prominent 
knoll.  
Excavated by AOC? 
Supposed original location indicative of Viking burial location. 
Worn condition.  
Good photography only under certain lighting conditions. 
Figure, pilasters and hammerhead type cross present. See Lang 1976, 221-2 
Associated sculpture? – photos of cross shaft taken 
12th century priory under David I? 
13th century Augustine Abbey founded on the priory? 
What was before the priory? 
Monastic/Ecclesiastical Evidence? 
Prominent location on the Eastern Sea routes from Scandinavia to the Kingdom of 
Northumbria. 
Ringed cross? See John Borland   
 
Abercorn 1  
Hogback – Lang 
Alignment - unknown 
Beautiful location 
Inside purpose-built visitor centre 
Original location unknown, perhaps it came from the church site? 
Connection with Northumbrian Monastery on the site? 
Fair condition 
Difficult to photograph due to enclosed space 
Anglian sculpture in same museum – photos taken 
Prominent location on the Eastern Sea routes from Scandinavia to the Kingdom of 
Northumbria. 
 
 
Abercorn 2 
Hogback – Lang 
Alignment - unknown 
Beautiful location 
Inside purpose-built visitor centre 
Original location unknown, perhaps it came from the church site? 
Connection with Northumbrian Monastery on the site? 
Fair condition, but in 2 fragments. 
Difficult to photograph due to enclosed space 
Anglian sculpture in same museum – photos taken 
Prominent location on the Eastern Sea routes from Scandinavia to the Kingdom of 
Northumbria. 
Similar to Kirknewton? 
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In recognition of the view that ‘archaeological data do not create themselves but 

are performative in nature’ (Huggett 2018, 101), my approach was, therefore, 

performative in practice. Furthermore, the fieldwork also allowed for site-specific 

and monument-specific notes to be taken based on my recording of the carved 

stone and my experiences of its context as discussed above (see Figure 3-2), and 

a full, colour photographic record to be made of each hogback and hammerhead 

cross within the study region. The latter is important, as relying on second-hand, 

often grainy, dated, and black-and-white photography can impede interpretation 

of the detail of carved stones. The critical point of the phenomenological 

approach was to engage with the carved stones at first hand at the same time as 

experiencing its context. 

In some cases, the most accessible and often cited materials available for 

particular hogbacks and hammerhead crosses are old illustrations, often with 

subjective interpretation. This form of evidence allowed for comparative analysis 

upon first-hand encounters with the material during fieldwork. Notable examples 

include the illustrations found in John Stuart’s Sculptured Stones of Scotland 

(1856-1867) as well as those found in William Gershom Collingwood’s 

Northumbrian Crosses of the Pre-Norman Age (1927). This type of subjective 

evidence should not solely be relied on for comprehensive interpretation of a 

carved stone, as, for example, these two texts contain very different illustrations 

of the Kilmorie cross, reflecting their different interpretations (see Stuart 1856-

1867, Plate 70; Collingwood 1927, 92, Figure 113) (see Figure 2-26 and Figure 

2-27). Additional examples of the often broad and varying artistic interpretations 

of early medieval carved stones are highlighted by J.N.G. Ritchie (1997). If a 

further meaningful interpretation of carved stones in their context is sought, these 

considerations highlight the need to undertake fieldwork in addition to analysing 

other illustrations and photographs. 

A series of questions were asked of each hogback, kindred monument, and 

hammerhead cross, and observations made on their respective landscape settings 

and archaeological contexts during the fieldwork phase. These questions consider 

the following information (where applicable). 
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For hogbacks and kindred monuments: 

• Name; Region; National Grid Reference (NGR); Current Location; Form; 

Corpus Number; AS Type (see Chapter 2.3.5.4.6); Date; Key Source; Lang 

Type (see Chapter 2.3.5.4.6); Observations 

For hammerhead crosses: 

• Name; Region; National Grid Reference (NGR); Current Location; Form; 

Hammerhead; AS Type (see Figure 2-32); Corpus Number; Date; Key Source; 

HH Type (see Figure 7-1); Observations 

In line with the methodology and theoretical approach, these questions generally 

only addressed the available visible information, so only provide the background 

to perception at this stage. However, ‘Observations’ captured my perceptions of 

the landscape context and physical setting, as discussed above.    

3.2.3.4 Data Capture 

The answers to the questions set out above were initially captured in a site 

notebook, which allowed me to capture a narrative of each carved stone and its 

site. This data was entered into a preliminary Microsoft® Excel spreadsheet and 

subsequently fully presented in Chapters 5, 6 and 7. Approximately 3500 colour 

digital photographs of the material considered in this study were also taken using 

a Nikon D5200, with examples inserted herein, which, at the very minimum, 

supersede the often black-and-white hogback and hammerhead cross images 

published elsewhere (for examples, see Lang 1976; Lang 1984; Bailey and Cramp 

1988). 

Designed to capture detailed answers to the specific questions defined above, an 

example of an entry for the Addingham hammerhead cross is as follows: 

Region: Cumbria, England; NGR: NY574383; Current Location: Churchyard, St 

Michael’s Church, Addingham; Form: Free-standing cross-head and part of cross-

shaft; Hammerhead: Ringed hammerhead cross. Its upper and lower arms 

expanded to the width of its transverse arms and are all connected in a ring; AS 
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Type: Described as a ringed hammerhead by the Corpus. Although it may also be 

classed as a variant of A5 as a lower arm is present. Its cross-head shape, although 

ringed, is similar to that found depicted in the Corpus and Bailey’s seminal work 

(Bailey 1980, 182, Figure 46; 1988c, Figure 6a) (see Figure 2-30 and Figure 2-31 

respectively), and its transverse arms are B10; Corpus Number: Addingham 1; 

Date: Tenth to the eleventh century; Key Source: (Bailey and Cramp 1988, 45-

46); HH Type: HH 4; Observations: Visited and recorded. It is likely in situ as it 

is erected in a cross-base, or it is likely from the church site. It is situated in the 

Eden Valley, an area rich in Scandinavian place-names (Fellows-Jensen 1985; 

Higham 1985, 46-47), and a route-way connecting Viking Age Cumbria and 

Yorkshire. As a complete ringed hammerhead cross, it is a unique example. Close 

parallels in type can be found at Fountains Abbey, Llanbadarn Fawr, and 

Maesmynys, although these three are pseudo-ringed examples. Other close 

parallels which have both upper and lower arms expanded to the same width as 

their transverse arms can be found at Gargrave, Heysham, Kilmory Knap and on 

Kirkmadrine 2. It also has St Andrews crosses, a style of Viking Age ornament 

popular in the Solway region (Bailey and Cramp 1988, 45), incised on the ends of 

its transverse arms, and an incised equal-armed cross on the central boss of one 

of its faces. Interestingly, its decoration suggests it is linked to the spiral-scroll 

school, a style prevalent in Viking Age Cumbria (Bailey 1988b, 33-38), such as is 

seen in the decoration on the Dearham example. However, it differs in that it is 

‘geographically and geological isolated’, and that its cross-head is a ring-head 

rather than free-armed like the other survivors of the school (Bailey and Cramp 

1988, 45). There is also a hogback present at this site (see Chapter 5.4.2.3). 

3.2.3.5 Reflexive Analysis 

The most significant component of this research is its analysis and subsequent 

interpretation of the captured data and its contexts, making use of an integrated 

approach (Chapter 3.3). In analysing the data, importance is placed on the 

archaeological context of the hogback and hammerhead cross, although the art-

historical interpretation always forms the foundation of this approach. For 

analysis, therefore, the data was situated in its landscape context and 

archaeological setting to discern any significance during fieldwork, particularly 

regarding determining any supposed functional importance (see Chapter 8). A 

variety of factors were considered during analysis and interpretation, all with the 
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aim of moving beyond the art-historical approach to carved stones and are 

detailed below.  

In analysing the data, a variety of topics were considered, and, in no particular 

order, these include the following:  

• Historical Context; Archaeological Context; Landscape Context; 

Materiality; Life and Death; Religion; Conversion; Iconography; Power; 

Control; Place-making; Memory  

Importantly, considering these topics gave rise to the following place-making 

themes: 

• Commemoration; Economy; Biblical; Mythology; Politics; Sacrality 

These themes emerge through the construction of the conceptual framework (see 

Chapter 4.4) and are fully realised, presented, and applied to select data in 

Chapter 8. 

This initial phase involved analysing the captured data to identify and cross-

reference any patterns evident in the data. At the most basic level, this phase 

allows for the identification and checking of any art-historical analogies and 

models, and so allows for the questioning of the efficacy of current art-historical 

typologies, which may be belied or ratified by the archaeological methodological 

analysis here. Applying specific discrete themes to the data to further interpret 

the carved stones and their settings allowed for any evident narrative strands to 

develop throughout the interpretation phase. 

The next stage is the most critical aspect of this study and involves the 

interpretation of the material. This stage, of course, consists of the application 

of landscape and material culture studies through the theoretical approach (see 

Chapter 4), in conjunction with the methodology of this study, and thus an 

integrated approach is adopted (see below).  
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3.2.3.6 Mapping the Data 

Geographic Information System (GIS) mapping software was utilised to address the 

noted limitations of Lang’s maps. Distribution patterns were also discerned 

through the location of the material. It should be noted, the modern Scotland-

England border did not exist in the Viking Age, nor did modern cultural boundaries. 

However, it is these same boundaries which have constrained academic analysis 

and output on Viking Age carved stones. The way stones have been presented thus 

far, for the most part, tends to inadvertently infer that there were cultural 

groupings from England that differed from cultural groupings in Scotland, but, 

when the material is considered en masse, this was not the case. Such aspects as 

Viking Age regional groupings, schools of carved stone sculpture, topographical 

zones, seascapes and landscapes can, therefore, be identified spanning these 

cultural boundaries; resulting in the elucidation of potential taskscape zones 

within the defined geographical scope (cf. Ingold 1993). 

3.3 Integrated Approach 

It is necessary to integrate the methodology and theoretical approach to move 

forward, as this allows the analysis of the data collected and its subsequent 

interpretation. An integrated approach places the archaeologist as the person in 

the lived world, at the same time as consciously associating the person concept 

with the original agent. The object is multivalent and present in the phenomenal 

world, and space it inhabits changes through time. Thus the place is also 

multivalent. This view acknowledges that the role of a monument would change 

through time. In short, this integrated approach allows for the hypothesising of 

the interrelationships between people, carved stones, and their related 

landscapes, or spaces/places. This approach has to acknowledge that the 

archaeologist creates narratives of the past, or ‘informed fictions’ (Brophy 2004, 

143), through their reflexive phenomenological engagement with contemporary 

remnants, which are perceived in conjunction with their lived experiences (cf. 

Thomas 2008, 305).  

Ultimately, I am seeking to locate culture (see Low and Lawrence-Zúñiga 2003) 

through an experiential methodology; I am placing my lived body in the 

phenomenal world as I seek to discern what makes space become a place. I enter 
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the world of the stones with a reflexive mindset, as is outlined in the following 

chapter. In short, my approach aimed to Listen to the Stones (Maldonado and 

Buckham 2017).  

‘The interest in space and place is not accidental; it is necessary for 
understanding the world we are producing and inserting our discipline 
into the heat of social and political debate.’ (Low and Lawrence-Zúñiga 
2003, 2)     

‘The space occupied by the body, and the perception and experience 
of that space, contracts and expands in relationship to a person’s 
emotions and state of mind, sense of self, social relations, and cultural 
predispositions.’ (Low and Lawrence-Zúñiga 2003, 2) 

 

Figure 3-3 The Person/Object/Space Relationship 
 

The overarching theme discerned from this integrated approach is that of the non-

dialectical inter-relationships between people, material and landscape. From this, 

therefore, the person/object/space relationship is highlighted here as a useful 

conceptual framework (see Figure 3-3). Although expanded in the following 

chapter (see Chapter 4.4), it can be summarised here as the notion of space 

becoming a place, or that a functional landscape emerges through a perceived 

landscape being inhabited by specific carved stones that are manifest through the 

actions of people in complex environments. This framework, through its inclusion 

of space, moves beyond focusing solely on ‘the dialectic of people and things’ 

(Meskell 2005b, 4). This conceptual framework, which has parallels in the 

dialectical model of the production and consumption of social space (cf. Lefebvre 

person

objectspace
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1974 [1991], 68-168), can be further broken down into the overarching theme of 

place-making (see Chapter 4.4). It is further discussed in application to the 

analysed data, through a thematic approach in Chapter 8. The practical results of 

this reflexive approach, in particular, the redefining and quantifying of the 

hogback and the hammerhead cross, are outlined in Chapters 5 and 7. 
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4 Discerning the Indiscernible 

‘At each moment, my perceptual field is filled with reflections, sudden 
noises, and fleeting tactile impressions that I am unable to link to the 
perceived context and that, nevertheless, I immediately place in the 
world without ever confusing them with my daydreams’ (Merleau-Ponty 
1945 [2012], xxiv) 

4.1 Introduction 

In setting out the theoretical approach of this research, this chapter aims to 

present a way to discern the supposed indiscernible outcomes of cultural 

negotiation. A conceptual framework for interpreting and archaeologically 

contextualising such outcomes is constructed to achieve this. The works of three 

prominent French philosophical thinkers (Merleau-Ponty 1945 [2012]; Deleuze 

1968 [1994]; Lefebvre 1974 [1991]), amongst others, have formed the basis of the 

construction of this framework. To achieve this aim, I present an exploration and 

synthesis of theoretical approaches to both landscape and material culture, with 

particular reference to cultural negotiation. Material culture is communicative, 

and it is manifest in space through social negotiation. Thus, this material conveys 

negotiated and consequently different identities, creating places from spaces, 

which are suggested as Viking Age landscapes. The challenge lies in attempting to 

discern the tangible and intangible outcomes of this negotiation and to understand 

this material in its setting. Acknowledging this challenge results in the non-

dialectical interrelationships between people, material, and space taking 

prominence in this study (see Chapter 4.4). Within the context of this research, 

the hogback and hammerhead cross of Northern Britain, often found in complex 

archaeological and historical landscapes, may be said to be two specific tangible 

outcomes of cultural negotiation.  

In embracing the supposedly intangible, or seeking to discern the indiscernible 

(see Wright 2016), it is acknowledged here that archaeology is a cognisant 

narrative of the past (Merleau-Ponty 1945 [2012]; Brophy 2004, 143; Durnan 2014, 

25). In his discussion of our understanding of monuments, landscape, and the 

interaction between them during prehistory, Kenneth Brophy argues that 

archaeologists ‘can offer reasoned chains of arguments and possible explanations 

for the strange things we see around us’ and that ‘we weave narratives from these 
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fragments’ (2004, 143). This argument suggests that objects presence the past to 

archaeologists (cf. Wright and Brophy forthcoming). In alluding to the work of 

Maurice Merleau-Ponty, he states that these ‘informed fictions’, or cognisant 

narratives, are the results of archaeologists ‘trying to capture the ambiguities of 

human life from another time’ (Brophy 2004, 143). Such statements help 

foreground the reflexive phenomenological aspects of the methodology of this 

research, wherein the emphasis is placed on reflecting the archaeology back on 

itself from an archaeologically informed contemporary position that is based on 

the principles of phenomenology (see Chapter 4.2.2.2).  

Through a review and synthesis of differing theoretical concepts relating to both 

landscape archaeology and material culture, this chapter presents the overarching 

theoretical framework of this research. It is constructed in conjunction with the 

methodology to create the conceptual framework (see Chapter 4.4), and borne 

out of the implementation of an integrated approach to interrogating people, 

material, and space (see Chapter 3.3). The theoretical framework incorporates a 

variety of complex yet complementary theories, which can often be applied in 

combination. It is, therefore, developed for not only situating, but also for 

interpreting carved stones in their complex contexts, with the ultimate goal of 

searching for meaning in the hogbacks and hammerhead crosses in their Viking 

Age landscapes of Strathclyde and Northumbria.  

As a focus of this research is on methods of approach to carved stones in their 

landscapes, as well as the carved stones themselves and the context that they 

inhabit, the theoretical framework is split into two components: ‘Approaches to 

Landscape’ (Chapter 4.2) and ‘Approaches to Material’ (Chapter 4.3). Both 

sections begin by introducing and reviewing the concepts of landscape 

archaeology and material culture in archaeology and are followed by the 

presentation of the central concepts adopted and adapted in the construction of 

the overall theoretical framework of this study.  

‘Approaches to Landscape’ is grounded primarily in ideas developed from Maurice 

Merleau-Ponty’s thesis on phenomenology and perception (1945 [2012]) as well as 

in ideas developed by Tim Ingold (1993), who was influenced by Merleau-Ponty’s 

work. ‘Approaches to Material’ is grounded in the ideas generated from hybrid 

practice, supervenience, Deleuzian difference, the third space, common 
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difference, and art and agency. Notably, the Approaches to Landscape section 

presents the theoretical underpinnings of the reflexive phenomenological aspects 

(see Chapter 4.2.2.2) of the central approach of this research (see Chapter 3.2. 

These strategic and complementary components form the basis of the overarching 

approach to the recording, analysis, interpretation, and discussion of hogbacks 

and hammerhead crosses in this research.  

To summarise, this theoretical framework, adopted and applied in conjunction 

with the methodology, allows for the emphasis to be placed on the benefits of 

taking a reflexive and contextual approach. This approach leads to the hypothesis 

that negotiation – the outcome of communicating cultures and ideas in space, be 

it colonial, post-colonial, or otherwise - results in the production and consumption 

of carved stones which, in turn, create a place. These carved stones are 

understood as being manifest in a landscape context, resulting in the emergence 

of the person/object/space conceptual framework (Chapter 4.4). 

4.2 Approaches to Landscape  

4.2.1 Introduction 

‘Landscape is at once an integration of natural and human phenomena 
over a certain area, and artistic representations of the visible world’ 
(Cosgrove 1984, 9) 

The term landscape emerged at the end of the sixteenth century through Dutch 

landscape artists painting rural vistas that referred to the ever-changing 

conditions of life (David and Thomas 2008b, 27; Wattchow 2013, 90). Although, it 

has also been suggested that it was introduced into Britain soon after the fifth 

century through Indo-European peoples from Asia (Jackson 1984, 5). Succinctly, 

however, a landscape can be summed up as ‘an image, a construct of the mind 

and of feeling’ (Tuan 1979, 89), or as ‘a product of human cognition’ (Ingold 1993, 

156). At this stage, it should be noted that there is a distinction to be made 

between landscape and environment, although this caveat is extraneous to this 

study and is discussed elsewhere by Ingold in his critique of Tuan (see Ingold 1993, 

156-157).  
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In archaeological frameworks, the term the landscape is complicated, for its 

meaning is multivalent (see Johnson 2007, 2-3) and its adoptions are many. Sam 

Turner notes that archaeologists have become increasingly concerned with the 

idea that material remains are significant components in ‘networks of 

relationships’ [landscapes], and suggests that these networks can be analysed 

[landscape archaeology] to elucidate ‘people’s experience of the world’ (2013, 

131). It would be impractical to provide a full review of what landscape 

archaeology is here; it is a well-rehearsed area of the discipline (see for example 

David and Thomas 2008a, particularly Parts I and IV). In this, Bruno David and 

Julian Thomas state that landscape archaeology is ‘concerned with the things that 

locate human existence. A landscape archaeology is an archaeology of place, not 

just as defined in a set of physical nodes in space but in all its lived dimensions’ 

(cf. Binford 1982; David and Thomas 2008b, 38). This view is echoed by Edward 

Casey, as he suggests that a landscape is ‘inconceivable without place’, as it is 

made up of places, thus it is a place, or an ‘instance of a placescape’ (Casey 2008, 

49). Tim Ingold also touches on the concepts of space and place, where he 

describes space as being an abstract and empty term. He qualifies this idea by 

stating, ‘When we are at home, we are indoors, not in space, and when we go 

outdoors, we are in the open, not in space’ (Ingold 2011, 145). Thus this suggests 

that places can be understood as being the outcome of people, because ‘space is 

nothing’ (Ingold 2011, 145). 

In acknowledgement of these statements and ideas, and developed in the 

conceptual framework below, the importance of the concepts of space becoming 

a place and place being the precursor to a landscape emerge (Chapter 4.4). The 

concept of place is well-published elsewhere (for examples, see Cresswell 1996; 

2004). There is, however, a response to the idea that ‘place provides a template 

for practice’ as well as the ‘conditions of possibility for creative social practice’ 

(Cresswell 2004, 39). Mike Pearson suggests that a ‘place, then, becomes a trope 

for situating the human subject within the landscape’ (2006, 13). Furthermore, 

and initially reiterated and expanded upon by Pearson (see 2006, 13), a place is 

‘a layered location replete with human stories’ that ‘is about connections, what 

surrounds it, what formed it, what happened there’ (Lippard 1997, 7). Landscape, 

in this sense, therefore, cannot be understood as a network of places unless social 

action is considered in the same context. These citations allude to the significance 
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of the concept of place as it relates to social production and landscape generation. 

They also indicate how the terms landscape and place are understood and 

differentiated from space, and thus how they are adopted in creating the 

framework for this research.  

4.2.2 Framework for Approaching Landscape 

4.2.2.1 Introduction 

The following section outlines the individual and complementary theoretical 

concepts utilised for application in approaching, analysing, and interrogating 

landscape. These are the concepts of phenomenology and reflexivity. These 

concepts, adopted and applied in conjunction with those outlined in the 

‘Framework for Approaching Material’ section, below, as well as with the reflexive 

and phenomenological aspects of the methodology of this study, aid in the 

construction and elucidation of the conceptual framework of this study (Chapter 

4.4). 

4.2.2.2 Phenomenology 

Phenomenology, as a philosophical movement, was founded by Edmund Husserl in 

the early-twentieth century (see Macann 1993; Sokolowski 2000, 211-227), and 

latterly critically developed by Martin Heidegger (1927 [1962]), Jean-Paul Sartre 

(1943 [1956]), and Maurice Merleau-Ponty (1945 [2012]). It can be defined as 

follows: 

‘Phenomenology is the science that studies truth. It stands back from 
our rational involvement with things and marvels at the fact that there 
is disclosure, that things do appear, that the world can be understood, 
and that we in our life of thinking serve as datives for the manifestation 
of things’ (Sokolowski 2000, 185)  

Although phenomenology is the science that studies truth, Gaston Bachelard 

highlights where a phenomenologist differs from a psychologist or psychoanalyst. 

The latter two practitioners focus on an analysis of cause and effect, or on the 

search for rationality. Whereas, in his Poetics of Space, he defines the approach 

of a phenomenologist as follows: 
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‘He takes the image just as it is, just as the poet created it, and tries 
to make it his own, to feed on this rare fruit. He brings the image to 
the very limit of what he is able to imagine. However far from being a 
poet he himself may be, he tries to repeat its creation for himself and, 
if possible, continue its exaggeration’ (Bachelard 1958 [1994], 227) 

Defining phenomenology and experience (see Brophy and Watson 2019), or 

identifying a unified practice for a phenomenologist is difficult. They are both 

open to adoption, adaption, and interpretation. The methodology of this research 

is grounded in the philosophical principles of Maurice Merleau-Ponty’s 

Phenomenology of Perception (Merleau-Ponty 1945 [2012]). In his important thesis 

on phenomenology, the emphasis is placed on the lived body and the phenomenal 

world. This idea can be explained as ‘one’s own body is in the world just as the 

heart is in the organism’ (Merleau-Ponty 1945 [2012], 209). The heart 

‘continuously breathes life into the visible spectacle, animates it, nourishes it 

from within, and forms a system with it’ (Merleau-Ponty 1945 [2012], 209). There 

is an invisible sensory relationship between the body and the world. Thus we must 

acknowledge that ‘objective thought is unaware of the subject of perception’ 

(Merleau-Ponty 1945 [2012], 214), hence why the fieldwork phase of this study is 

performative and experiential in practice. These principles are adopted and 

adapted as the underpinnings of the reflexive archaeological approach applied in 

this study. 

In archaeology, ‘phenomenological approaches stress the physical experience of 

the world and the intransigence of artefacts’, which brings into focus a ‘material 

world’ that is ‘in some sense active’ (Johnson 2010, 224-225). One of the most 

significant approaches to landscape archaeology over the past few decades is that 

of Christopher Tilley’s application of phenomenology (e.g. 1994; 2004, 1-31; 

2008). He states that ‘knowledge of landscapes, either past or present, is gained 

through perceptual experience of them from the point of view of the subject’, 

and that a ‘phenomenologist attempts to describe these experiences as fully as 

possible’ (Tilley 2008, 271). He first applied this methodology in his attempts to 

understand the positioning, use, and nature of a series of Neolithic monuments 

based on their locations in their perceived landscapes (Tilley 1994). This hyper-

interpretive and solipsistic approach, and those of others such as Mark Edmonds 

(e.g. 1999; 2004), have been summarised and critiqued elsewhere (see Fleming 

2006; Barrett and Ko 2009).  
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While Tilley’s central thesis on what phenomenology in landscape archaeology is 

(1994; 2004, 1-31; 2008) is mostly agreeable, his method of analysis and style of 

output are open to critique as he filters his perceptions. His descriptive, 

phenomenologically-grounded, methodology differs from that of the reflexive, 

phenomenologically-grounded, approach of this study. While a phenomenological 

approach is characteristically solipsistic, descriptive outcomes are not necessarily 

the result of phenomenology and, instead, are a result of solipsism due to primacy 

being placed on the practitioner. A reflexive phenomenological approach takes 

account of the body’s context, which, in the case of this research, are the pre-

existing analyses (e.g. art-historical) and interpretations available to the 

practitioner. According to Fleming (2006, 271), Tilley and Edmonds were 

concerned with attempting to evoke past mindsets in their versions of 

phenomenology, whereas, through a reflexive phenomenological approach, this 

study is concerned with elucidating the non-dialectical interrelationships between 

people, material, and space.   

Specific principles of philosophical phenomenology outlined below, are being 

applied here as an approach to landscape archaeology. Ultimately, these 

phenomenological principles fall in line with Maurice Merleau-Ponty’s original 

tenets of phenomenology (1945 [2012]), rather than that of Christopher Tilley’s 

version of phenomenology in landscape archaeology (1994; 2004; 2008), and they 

underpin the ethos central to this research. Importantly, these phenomenological 

principles ground the reflexive archaeological approach with an objective 

theoretical standpoint. Allowing for the embracing of the intangible, or providing 

the framework to discern the supposedly indiscernible.  

A fundamental component of Merleau-Ponty’s thesis on phenomenology is that of 

perception (1945 [2012]), and to further conceptualise this for application in this 

approach, the concept of embodiment must be considered (cf. Tilley 2008, 271-

272). Michael Shanks suggests that there ‘is an argument for archaeology having 

an embodied dimension which is not cognitive and of the mind alone but also of 

the body’ (1992, 83). In agreement with Merleau-Ponty, the landscape ‘is the 

homeland of our thoughts’ (1945 [2012], 26). Also in agreement with Ingold, it is 

not ‘a totality that you or anyone else can look at, it is a world in which we stand 

in taking up a point of view of our surroundings’ (1993, 171). These views typify 
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embodiment, or the idea of the lived body in the phenomenal world (Merleau-

Ponty 1945 [2012]). For example, let us consider the comments of Gaston 

Bachelard on a poem about a tree. The Poème is translated as follows: 

Space, outside ourselves, invades and ravishes things: If you want to 
achieve the existence of a tree, Invest it with inner space, this space 
That has its being in you. Surround it with compulsions, 
It knows no bounds, and only really becomes a tree 
If it takes its place in the heart of your renunciation (Bachelard 1958 
[1994], 200) 

Bachelard states, ‘poets will help us to discover within ourselves such joy in 

looking that sometimes, in the presence of a perfectly familiar object [a tree], 

we experience an extension of our intimate space’ (1958 [1994], 199). Here, it 

seems that Bachelard is referring to the significance of embodiment and 

reflexivity, without actually making this explicitly clear. It appears that reading 

this poem has affected how he subsequently experiences a tree. He now feels 

connected to the tree and that it is connected to his intimate space. Moreover, 

he now appears to be embodied, or alive, in the presence of a tree. His mindset 

alludes to the importance of reflective thought as part of performative practice, 

and also reminds us that this is always a transformative action for the practitioner 

(Chapter 4.2.2.3), no matter whether they realise it or not. 

Michael Shanks also suggests that ‘Archaeology is also immediately emotive, 

sentimental. Not so much a method or set of procedures, archaeology is its 

experiences – the past in the present and what is done with it’ (1992, 83). Putting 

theory into practice, my embodiment [lived body] in the sites I visit while 

performing my method for the recording of carved stones allows me to 

conceptualise and relate to the material objects and their perceived landscapes 

[phenomenal world], allowing for an iterative process of reflection and 

subsequent interpretation. For example, during the fieldwork phase, I 

experienced the five Govan hogbacks in their current immediate setting (the 

interior of Govan Old church). I also experienced their landscape setting 

(contemporary Govan and Govan Old churchyard on the banks of the River Clyde), 

and their perceived Viking Age landscape (through embodiment), which is not 

achievable without placing the lived body in the phenomenal world. I go into the 

world with knowledge, at times unaware I had, and this knowledge may only be 

realised through phenomenological practice. Without embarking on such a 
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reflexive phenomenological approach, the senses are reduced to, at best, only 

experiencing the observed visual aspects of the carved stones, which are often 

devoid of their original context. A lack of reflexivity in this context is much the 

same as researching carved stones only from the images found on the pages of 

textbooks. 

To reflect on the efficacy of such an approach, where primacy is placed on the 

experience of encounter, Merleau-Ponty’s statement on perception, his views on 

the experience of objects in space, and Deleuze’s comment on encounters emerge 

as fundamental points that should be considered here:  

‘At each moment, my perceptual field is filled with reflections, sudden 
noises, and fleeting tactile impressions that I am unable to link to the 
perceived context and that, nevertheless, I immediately place in the 
world without ever confusing them with my daydreams’ (Merleau-Ponty 
1945 [2012], xxiv) 

‘To have the experience of a structure is not to receive it passively in 
itself: it is to live it, to take it up, to assume it, and to uncover its 
immanent sense’ (Merleau-Ponty 1945 [2012], 269) 

‘Something in the world that forces us to think. This something is an 
object not of recognition but of a fundamental encounter (Deleuze 1968 
[1994], 139) 

In his questioning of whether an object can be detached from the conditions under 

which we experience it, and to relate phenomenology to perception and reflection 

here (cf. Brophy and Watson 2019), we must consider that Merleau-Ponty reminds 

us that reflective analysis releases us from a dogmatism. He states that this 

‘dogmatism, which consists in taking for granted that the object exists in itself or 

absolutely, without wondering what the object is. But there is another dogmatism, 

which consists of taking for granted the presumptive signification of the object 

without wondering how it enters into our experience’ (Merleau-Ponty 1945 [2012], 

210-211). Reflective analysis releases us from this dogmatism. It ‘replaces the 

absolute existence of the object with the thought about an absolute object, and, 

by attempting to view the object from above or by attempting to conceive of the 

object from nowhere, reflective analysis destroys the object’s internal structure’ 

(Merleau-Ponty 1945 [2012], 211).  
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Taking such a standpoint allows for the breaking down of pre-conceived ideas and 

interpretations of objects often de-contextualised and studied out-with their 

contexts, in favour of allowing the lived body to experience the phenomenal 

world. For example, Merleau-Ponty, in allowing his lived body to experience the 

phenomenal world, it may be suggested that he understands a cube as having six 

same faces. Not because he constitutes it from within, but through his perceptual 

experience of plunging ‘into the thickness of the world’(1945 [2012], 211). He 

seems to be suggesting that the sides [faces] of the cube are not projections of 

the cube, as they are merely sides, and that when he sees these sides through 

perspectival appearance, he does not construct a geometrical plan of the cube. 

The cube is already there, revealing itself through his perspectival experience as 

he is embodied in the landscape of the cube. He states: ‘the cube with six equal 

faces is the limit-idea through which I express the carnal presence of the cube 

that is there before my eyes and beneath my hands in its perceptual evidentness’ 

(Merleau-Ponty 1945 [2012], 211). This analogy exemplifies the phenomenology of 

perception. 

A similar example is presented elsewhere (see Sokolowski 2000, 17-21), where the 

perception of a cube as being a paradigm of conscious experience is argued. 

Another different but comparable example may be found in Gaston Bachelard’s 

phenomenology of roundness (1958 [1994], 232-241). In application to the study 

of material and space, such mindsets can allow for the interpretation of objects 

supposedly devoid of their original contexts. Objects exist within the perceptual 

field of the lived body, and, in this case, the lived body is me. A reflexive 

archaeologist, being-in-the-phenomenal-world, seeking to create informed 

narratives, or fictions of the past (cf. Brophy 2004, 143), through the performance 

of fieldwork. 

4.2.2.3 Reflexive Archaeology 

The reflexive archaeological approach this study employs for engaging with 

hogbacks and hammerhead crosses aims to demonstrate the potential benefits of 

moving solely beyond utilising art-historical interpretations and the, often, 

isolated historical narratives that are bound by contemporary cultural boundaries. 

The principles of Merleau-Ponty’s phenomenology of perception are central to this 

approach. Such a method, not applied to the study of hogbacks or hammerhead 
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crosses before this study, is neither processual nor post-processual (see Johnson 

2010, 220-224), instead it is a nuanced combination of both these archaeological 

methodologies. Reflexivity is inherently phenomenological, and thus it is 

performative in practice (Ingold 1993, 159; Johnson 2010, 140-141). It is both optic 

and haptic, a transformative action, moving the practitioner beyond that of a 

visual observer to an embodied actor.  

Reflexive archaeology has only really significantly emerged out of the last few 

decades of archaeological thought (e.g. Johnson 2010, 226-227), and primarily 

through the shift towards post-processual archaeology. It is seen as a process of 

reflection and, in an archaeological context, it is the process of reflecting 

archaeology back on itself. According to Åsa Berggren, ‘this means that the 

interpretation process and the production of archaeological knowledge are 

reflected on while in progress, by the person creating this knowledge’ (2014, 

6259). Regarding phenomenological thought, reflexivity can be understood as the 

difference and connection between the natural attitude and the 

phenomenological attitude, where the former is the default objective starting 

point, and latter is the focus one has when reflecting on the natural attitude 

(Sokolowski 2000, 42-51). In the context of this research, therefore, reflexivity is 

also the process through which previous art-historical scholarship can be 

reinterpreted through the archaeological lens of the author. Therefore, 

reflexivity, in academic enquiry, is a ‘back-and-forth’ process (Johnson 2010, 

141). In seeking to understand the past, it is acknowledged in this research that 

the position of archaeological enquiry comes from a theoretical standpoint 

inextricably bound in the present, and ultimately located in a contemporary 

framework of lived experiences. It is these experiences, both past and present, as 

well as nuanced methodologies, that are integral to modes of analysis and 

interpretation.   

Archaeologists need not be reminded that the practice of medieval archaeology 

has to be interdisciplinary. Roberta Gilchrist has argued that ‘we cannot select 

between theoretical or empirical perspectives’ (2009, 229). She has written at 

length about the challenges facing medieval archaeologists, importantly 

indicating that the combination of such methodologies and perspectives may be a 

disciplinary ‘leap of faith’ (Gilchrist 2009). I would take this further and argue, in 
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agreement with Maurice Merleau-Ponty, that ‘empiricism had emptied sensing 

[perception] of all mystery by reducing it to the possession of a quality’ (1945 

[2012], 52). Therefore, empiricism may lead to entirely solipsistic, or descriptive, 

interpretations, devoid of reflective analysis. To perceive means to allow oneself 

to be subject to varied stimuli, making use of both the senses and memory, both 

past and present, human and non-human, and, as a consequence of this, ‘sensing’ 

cannot and should not be reduced to patiently recording observed material 

qualities alone. 

Furthermore, as experience always informs perception, it is performative and 

reflective in practice. We have to experience things; we do not reveal the past, 

as instead, things reveal the past (Wright and Brophy forthcoming), or ‘The things 

we experience present themselves as identities within manifolds of appearance’ 

(Sokolowski 2000, 112). In reiterating the above, and with regards to approaching 

carved stones in the landscape, Gilles Deleuze reminds us that there is ‘Something 

in the world that forces us to think’ (1968 [1994], 139). Moreover, ‘This something 

is an object not of recognition but of a fundamental encounter’ (Deleuze 1968 

[1994], 139; quoted in Wright and Brophy forthcoming). The implementation of 

Deleuzian theory should, therefore, attest to the efficacy of adopting a reflexive 

phenomenological approach to the archaeological inspection, or to the 

encountering of things. 

4.2.2.4 Summary and Conclusion 

‘Phenomenological thought has inspired modes of archaeological 
investigation that privilege the immediacy of experience over abstract 
description’ (Thomas 2008, 304)  

The reflexive phenomenological archaeological approach of this research is in no 

way solely empirical. It acknowledges the tensions presented by Shanks (1992, 13-

50), falls in line with Gilchrist’s suggested disciplinary ‘leap of faith’ (2009), and 

engages with the principles of Merleau-Ponty’s ‘reflective analysis’ (1945 [2012], 

210-211). In relating the reflexive archaeological approach to the recording of the 

material central to this research, the initial recording of hogbacks and 

hammerhead crosses requires a set of specific questions to be asked and answered 

in pursuit of the raw data (see Chapter 3.2.3.3). 
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In considering the concept of place-making, it is worth bearing in mind the ideas 

of Lynette Russell. She has argued that the pursuit of ‘imagined relationships to 

real and invented landscapes enables the development of theoretical models that 

can assist in appreciating both contemporary and historical relationships to land 

and place’ (Russell 2008, 638-639). Moreover, she argues that the concept of 

‘place-making includes imaginative processes of connection to place’ (Russell 

2008, 638-639). Therefore, the reflexive phenomenological archaeological 

approach requires the hogback and the hammerhead cross to be experienced or 

encountered (cf. Deleuze 1968 [1994], 139). Moreover, through personal reflective 

analysis, their supposed original functional settings can be hypothesised, and this 

alludes to the idea of place-making. Although this overall style of 

phenomenological approach appears to have been critiqued by Julian Thomas, he 

has also highlighted its importance (2008). He refers to it as ‘A Hermeneutics of 

Landscape’, in which his focus is on the ‘subject/object relationship’ (Thomas 

2008, 304-305). Moreover, he reiterates that this approach is an ‘interpretive 

enterprise, because it seeks to develop an holistic understanding of the past 

landscape in the present’ (Thomas 2008, 304-305).  

In conclusion, the reflexive approach is analytical, personal and performative, and 

phenomenological at the level of human perception (cf. Merleau-Ponty 1945 

[2012]), and it is of course converse to the sole pursuit of empirical data, as 

previously highlighted by Roberta Gilchrist (2009). Furthermore, it is suggested 

that reflexive methodologies are ‘an attempt to bridge the gap between 

archaeological theory and practice, thereby bringing into focus archaeological 

field practices and interpretation processes’ (Berggren 2014, 6250). In 

phenomenology, a landscape is more than visual, the study of it involves embodied 

interaction with it and through it, and, importantly, any study of a landscape 

requires continual reflection (Wylie 2013, 59). In short, archaeology is ‘the study 

of the past through material remains’, where the emphasis is placed on objects, 

landscapes, and peoples perceptions of these (Gamble 2001, 15). Nonetheless, 

this definition now seems rather narrow (Turner 2013, 131). In thinking about the 

archaeology of landscape, moving beyond the supposed narrow definition above, 

‘the relationships between people, places and things can be traced and explained 

not only in past landscapes, but also from the past to the present, and on into the 

future’(2013, 131). This archaeology of landscape appears to shift the theoretical 
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focus to seeking an understanding of the relationships that create landscapes. 

Therefore, this theoretically grounded approach ultimately aims to demonstrate 

the efficacy of interpreting carved stones and their perceived landscapes, or of 

encountering things (Deleuze 1968 [1994], 139), with the primary outcome being 

a meaningful archaeological re-contextualisation of hogbacks and hammerhead 

crosses into the Viking Age landscapes of Strathclyde and Northumbria. 

4.3 Approaches to Material 

4.3.1 Introduction 

There are several current and well-developed theoretical approaches to 

interrogating and understanding the available material culture in archaeology and 

anthropology (for examples, see Coote and Shelton 1992; Gell 1998; Jiménez 2011; 

Wright 2012; 2016). For these approaches to function successfully, however, a 

comprehensive and robust dataset is required. Amongst these approaches, 

colonial and post-colonial frameworks have successfully been applied to different 

contexts and cultures and have informed the theoretical framework of this 

research (see van Dommelen 2005; Knapp 2007; Jiménez 2011). The arrival of a 

new population to the British Isles, not necessarily healthy in numbers at first, but 

having a significant impact on the local people could be interpreted as a colonial 

situation, even if the resultant admixture of population resulted in a circumstance 

which was far from colonial in aspiration or actuality. Whether or not a supposed 

take-over by the Scandinavians of specific regions can be considered as a colonial 

movement, or firmly understood what the motivations behind these movements 

were, is, of course, open to discussion (see Barrett et al. 2000; Barrett 2008).  

Eighteenth to nineteenth-century colonialism is characterised by the 

establishment of fixed (and most likely non-permeable) boundaries and the whole 

then dominated by a top-down administrative system (cf. Wilk 2004, 82-83). This 

confined entity is the creation of an outside group and subjected to the influences 

of those in power. However, this colonial framework of understanding tends to 

reject the importance of the original population, but it still stands as an essential 

method of analysis for interrogating the outcomes of migratory populations. In the 

context of this research, I would like to acknowledge the significance of colonial 

and post-colonial approaches, then move beyond them, in favour of adopting the 



109 
 
idea of negotiation as a framework within which interaction occurs. This approach 

allows for me to move away from what Harris and Cipolla may refer to as a pesky 

dualism (2017, 31-31 and 171). 

An exciting discourse succinctly summarised by Alicia Jiménez on the influences 

of Roman colonisers in Iberia on Iron Age carved stone is particularly useful in this 

context. In her discussion about hybridity, she reviews the creolization model, 

‘which is employed as an analytical tool in studies of contacts between a dominant 

and a subdominant language’ (Jiménez 2011, 103-104). The actual need to 

communicate verbally dominates here, but beyond (or perhaps integral) to 

language, there is the expression of mutually understood elements developed 

through material culture. A combination of aspects of creolization and syncretism 

would be the established preliminary working context for the Viking Age carved 

stones under consideration here. In the replacement of the term hybridity by 

hybrid practice here, to account for the individual, this is a logical progression. 

The ideas of hybrid practice and supervenience, in conjunction with the concepts 

of common difference, space, and art and agency, can be usefully applied to the 

Viking Age carved stone assemblage of the British Isles. Within this practical 

framework, the different complementary elements here outlined enable the 

viewing of the discernible outcomes of the chosen cultural interactions. These 

are, however, often situations potentially mired in the indiscernible (cf. Wright 

2016).  

There have been limited theoretical approaches to Viking Age carved stones, with 

art-historical interrogation taking precedence. Art historians have indeed engaged 

with religious syncretism in their analyses of Viking Age carved stones, such as 

Richard’s Bailey’s reading of the Gosforth Cross (1980, 125-131), although the 

extent of these types of analyses is often reserved to the theological 

interpretation without considering the implications of hybrid practice in society. 

Moreover, theologically focused engagement with religious syncretism seemingly 

fails to recognise that religious syncretism, although a ‘tricky term’ (Droogers 

1989, 7), must be understood as being part of hybrid practice, and that that in 

itself is a much more significant social process. However, hammerhead crosses 

have recently been discussed as being products of hybrid practice, where a focus 

was placed on proposing a suggested function of hammerhead crosses in their 
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landscape (see Barnes 2017), although this work was preliminary and is developed 

herein (see Chapter 8). In terms of hogbacks, recently, Howard Williams is the 

most notable archaeologist seen to be applying a theoretical approach to 

understanding them (see 2015; 2016a; 2016b). A key idea of Williams lies in his 

consideration of ‘the architectural and skeuomorphic affordances of hogback 

stones as creating implied and perceptible solid spaces for the dead to inhabit and 

pass through’ (Williams et al. 2015b, 17).  

4.3.2 Framework for Approaching Material 

4.3.2.1 Introduction 

The following section outlines the individual and complementary theoretical 

concepts adopted and adapted for application in approaching, analysing, and 

interpreting material culture. These are the concepts of hybrid practice, 

supervenience, Deleuzian difference, the third space, common difference, and 

art and agency. These concepts, applied in conjunction with those outlined in the 

‘Framework for Approaching Landscape’ section (see Chapter 4.2.2), as well as 

with the reflexive and phenomenological aspects of the methodology of this study, 

aid in the construction and elucidation of the conceptual framework of this study 

(see Chapter 4.4). 

4.3.2.2 Hybrid Practice, Supervenience and Deleuzian difference 

The central theoretical approach utilised here is that of hybrid practice – a key 

outcome of colonial encounters (van Dommelen 2005, 117). It can serve as a 

starting point for understanding how we can see these encounters in material 

culture, as a newly negotiated identity cannot be merely deconstructed, other 

than perhaps by patiently listing the elements we perceive as belonging to two 

different cultures (Jiménez 2011, 112). Succinctly, hybrid practice is the product 

of these mixed practices, whether cultural or technological, which can be 

identified here in parts of the Viking Age carved stone record. Hogbacks and 

hammerhead crosses, although often discussed regarding their supposed pagan 

connections, are almost exclusively found in Christian contexts. Thus, hybrid 

practice lends itself well as a framework for approaching this type of material.   



111 
 
The philosophical concept of supervenience (cf. Wright 2016, 183-185), stemming 

from Jaegwon Kim’s discussions of co-variance (1984; 1990), emerges as 

significant in the framework of hybrid practice. Supervenience is ‘a model to 

articulate the dependent relations between distinctive properties’, wherein there 

‘can be no variation in one without variation in the other, i.e. co-variation, or 

becoming different in Deleuzian terminology’ (Wright 2016, 183-184) (see Figure 

4-1). 

 

Figure 4-1 Diagrammatic schema for supervenience where co-variance is replaced by 
becoming different (Wright 2016, 183) 
 

The framework of supervenience considers that, upon contact, there is potentially 

a discernible outcome whereby each person/action or object involved in the 

encounter becomes changed, or different, (cf. Deleuze 1968 [1994]; Wright 2016, 

178-185). In the resultant relationship, there is a supervenient set of properties 

that supervenes upon the subvenient set (cf. Kim 1990; Wright 2016, 184). 

Consequently, supervenience communicates the notion of difference as arising 

from relations between the supervenient and the subvenient (Wright 2016, 184), 

and, in the context of this research, it is the difference as arising from hybrid 

practice. In considering supervenience, it may be suggested that it is cast as a 

binary and dialectic framework and so it may be inferred that supervenient 
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transcends subvenient. However, this is only the case if we fail to discriminate 

between ‘connection and the relation within that’ (Wright 2016, 184). 

Furthermore, where one attribute supervenes the other in material, such as the 

incorporation of pagan iconography onto a Christian cross, or vice versa, this 

results in strong supervenience. This strong supervenience is, therefore, 

discernible within the carved stone sculpture, and specifically those pieces that 

are the products of hybrid practice. For example, supervenience can be used as a 

tool to extrapolate and attempt to understand aspects of identity that are 

manifest through hybrid practice. 

Additionally, supervenience suggests that one cannot become different without 

the other becoming different, and this is symmetrical archaeology. Therefore, 

contemporary archaeologists need to acknowledge that the Christianity they are 

trying to discern in the Viking Age is markedly different from the Christianity of 

today. Thus, the present should not be projected onto the past. Moreover, if we 

do not acknowledge the significance of alterity in the frameworks of our multiple 

ontological approaches to the past (cf. Harris and Robb 2012; cf. Harris and Cipolla 

2017, 171-192), we are all always at risk of being ethnocentric. 

Through discussions on the diachronic development of hybrid forms of material 

culture and technological practice, Dene Wright argues that for investigations into 

identity a recast symmetrical supervenience is the means to connect the Deleuzian 

concept of becoming different to current anthropological and psychological 

constructions of interpretation (2016, 184). Much of this component of the 

theoretical framework is developed from the work of Wright. The approach of this 

research acknowledges and subscribes to the Deleuzian concept of becoming 

different, as framed and applied in the work of Dene Wright.  

The meeting of cultures and ideas has a profound impact on the negotiation of 

identities and beliefs, as supervenience is discernible. This concept could be 

appropriate in the context of Christian and pagan encounters where each side 

changes irrevocably, and new identities are forged and re-forged, as things are 

forever in a state of becoming different. In this framework, the aim is to 

demonstrate that hybrid practice constitutes a conscious social effort of sculptors, 

and of those commissioning their creation, acting within their new surroundings: 
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an environment strewn with the fragments of religions and ideas, old and new. 

We can discern the properties of this through the framework of supervenience. 

The juxtaposition, of both pagan and Christian iconography and beliefs, is 

particularly significant in the British Isles, with commonalities, or common 

difference, between the themes of the Apocalypse in Christianity and the end of 

the world in Norse mythology (Ragnarök) being a prime example manifest in 

carved stones from the Viking Age. In this framework, two well-discussed 

outcomes of hybrid practice are Thorwald’s Cross from the Isle of Man (see Wilson 

2008, 79) and the Gosforth Cross from Cumbria (see Bailey 1980, 125-131).  

4.3.2.3 Third Space 

It is argued here that new and different identities may be hosted in the third space 

– a post-colonial concept attributed to Homi Bhabha (1990; 2004; Cornell 2008; 

Harris and Cipolla 2017, 178-179), although further developed by Edward Soja 

(1996) through his work on urban geography. Post-colonial theory in archaeology 

(see van Dommelen 2005) seeks to ‘deconstruct traditional bipolarised views of 

the relations between the coloniser and the colonised’, ultimately pursuing ‘the 

writing of alternative histories from the colonised point of view’(Fahlander 2008, 

17). The third space is a sphere that ‘displaces the histories that constitute it, and 

sets up new structures of authority, [and] new political initiatives’ (Bhabha 1990, 

211), which is particularly relevant in the context of cultural interaction, resulting 

in hybrid practice. Furthermore, the third space may be seen as analogous to 

social space (cf. Lefebvre 1974 [1991]), as well as a precursor to place. Bhabha 

substitutes hybrid practice for hybridity, but in using that term, he effectively 

removes the notion of the actions of an individual within a cultural interaction. 

Putting this caveat aside, however, he states: ‘The importance of hybridity is not 

to be able to trace two original moments from which the third emerges, rather 

hybridity to me is the ‘third space’ which enables other positions to emerge’ 

(Bhabha 1990, 211). The creation of a third space, or a neutral zone of reciprocity, 

allows for negotiation between interacting cultures, ideas, and people. It allows 

newness to enter the world (see Bhabha 2004). Perhaps it even generated a 

sphere, or a place within which to trade with others, at beach-markets for 

example, such as Luce Bay in Dumfries and Galloway or Stevenston Sands in 

Ayrshire. A similar idea may be seen in the work of Søren Sindbæk, where he 

argues that ‘cross-cultural encounters, which sustained long-distance contacts in 
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this and other ancient networks of exchange, mostly took place in a few distinctive 

locations’ (2007, 60). 

Furthermore, Sindbæk suggests that these cultural connections, thus unique 

locations, were pervasive throughout the early medieval period (2007, 71). 

Returning to the concept of the third space, it may also allow for the adoption of 

Christianity into a pagan belief system, without actually becoming Christian. 

Carved stone sculptural iconography can be a clear expression of one’s religious 

identity or ideology, which is an integral part of personal identity. Indeed, almost 

20 years ago, Richard Bailey noted that if Viking Age carved stone sculptures are 

‘sensitively interpreted, they do offer access to cultural links and barriers that 

would otherwise remain unrecognised’ (1996a, 94). In acknowledgement of Bailey, 

the third space, in its place-making capacity, is perhaps the sphere in which 

supervenience may be realised and understood in the context of this study. 

4.3.2.4 Common Difference 

Focusing on ideas of difference, understood as a resulting product of hybrid 

practice and discerned through the concepts of ‘supervenience’ (Kim 1990) and 

Deleuzian ‘difference’ (Deleuze 1968 [1994]), the term ‘common difference’ 

emerges as significant (see Wilk 2004, 89-93). This term reflects the principal 

accent on the idea of difference, as opposed to similarity, between different 

cultures or ideologies, such as paganism and Christianity. This concept, although 

discussed briefly below (Chapter 4.3.2.6), is further explored through the 

consideration of the Kilmorie Cross (see Figure 2-26 and Figure 2-27), and other 

examples in Chapter 8. 

A silver pendant from Foss in Iceland may also demonstrate an example of common 

difference (Figure 4-2). This pendant appears to represent the Christian Latin-

type cross as well as a stylised Thor’s hammer. It also includes an incised equal-

armed cross and displays a beast-headed terminal, which should be noted in the 

context of the end-beasts found on hogbacks, themselves neither overtly Christian 

nor pagan. A further example of common difference, also emerging through hybrid 

practice, is seen in a soapstone mould from Trendgården in Denmark, where a 

Christian Latin-type cross and Thor’s hammer may be cast in the same mould 

simultaneously (Figure 4-3). Perhaps Thor is embodied in these ‘hammerhead’ 
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artefacts, where the concept of common difference is apparent through the idea 

that Christ is also embodied in these artefacts through the Christian cross form. 

Such syncretic objects appear to signal a recognition thus production and 

consumption of differing ideologies (cf. Dietler 2010), recognised here as common 

difference and in the framework of hybrid practice.  

 

4.3.2.5 Art and Agency  

For this conceptual framework to be realised, it must be accepted that non-

humans, as well as humans, can have agency (cf. Gosden 2005; Barnes 2013). The 

notion of agency, which puts the individual back into archaeology thus peoples 

the past (Johnson 2010, 108), is an idea drawn mainly from Pierre Bourdieu and 

Anthony Giddens’ parallel critiques of structuralism (Johnson 2010, 108; Robb 

2010, 495). Hence, I would argue that agency theory is more than just ‘hand 

waving’ and that it is not ‘an ambiguous platitude’ applied in an attempt to bridge 

the supposed gap between theory and real archaeology (see Dobres and Robb 

2000, 3). Furthermore, non-humans can also have agency. In building on the work 

of Alfred Gell (1998), Chris Gosden highlights the need to reconsider the view ‘that 

society is created and reproduced through the actions of human agents’ (2005, 

193). Instead, he suggests the need to consider ‘the obligations objects place upon 

us when they are operating as a group’ (Gosden 2005, 193). Returning to 

discussions on art and agency, and in particular, the agent/patient relationship 

(see Table 4-1 below), Gell suggests that objects are secondary agents as ‘they 

borrow their agency from an external source, which they mediate to the patient’ 

(1998, 36). In Gell’s framework, the external source is the artist and the object 

should not be considered regarding its aesthetics but as a ‘component of 

 

Figure 4-2 Silver pendant from Foss, 
Iceland (Graham-Campbell 1980, 156) 

 

Figure 4-3 Soapstone mould from 
Trendgården, Denmark (Graham-Campbell 
1980, 128) 
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technology’ (1992, 43). He considers art to be a component of an unrecognised 

technical system that is integral to the reproduction of human societies, which he 

refers to as the ‘technology of enchantment’ (Gell 1992). In this, he states that 

‘Art production and the production of social relations are linked by a fundamental 

homology’, but he wonders what the social relations are (Gell 1992, 57). Regarding 

this research, and through the unfolding (cf. Deleuze 1988 [2006]) of the non-

dialectical interrelationships between people, material, and space, hogbacks and 

hammerhead crosses may be said to illuminate the technical systems of their past 

(cf. Wright and Brophy forthcoming), thus potentially reveal social relations. For 

if we wish to discern identities, as are manifest through a material, for example, 

Marcia-Anne Dobres reminds us that ‘Technological production is a materially 

grounded arena within which social identities can be defined, expressed and 

mediated’ (Dobres 1995, 25). 

Table 4-1 Alfred Gell's agent/patient relationship (1998, 29) 
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Alfred Gell’s ideas on art and agency are summarised succinctly by Anne D’Alleva. 

She states, ‘In this formulation, artworks are ‘secondary agents’, for they do not 

initiate events through acts of will, as primary (human) social agents do. Rather, 

works of art are objective embodiments of the power or capacity to will their use: 

social agency manifests and realises itself through the proliferation of fragments 

of ‘primary’ intentional agents in their secondary, artefactual form’ (D’Alleva 

2001, 79). Additionally, it has been noted that Gell’s (1992) work on technology 

and enchantment appears to reject symbolism on the basis that it is ‘extraneous 

to the technology used to produce it’ (D’Alleva 2001, 80). Furthermore, it has also 

noted that Gell’s theoretical framework excludes the idea of metaphor in art 

(D’Alleva 2001, 80). Therefore, if metaphor and symbolism are conflated here, it 

is apparent why Gell appears to reject the need to search for a symbolic meaning 

in an object. In light of D’Alleva’s take on Gell’s work, it may be argued that it is 

irrelevant to search for symbolism in art, as an object is imbued with the 

intentionality of the artist, which is manifest as enchanting technology.   

In response to Gell’s ideas on technology and enchantment, it has been recast by 

Dene Wright, as he states, ‘An object is the embodiment of the magic of 

technology which reveals itself in an enchanted form; the enchantment of 

technology revealed through the technology of enchantment’ (Wright 2012, 82). 

To restate, carved stones, as enchanting technology, are active agents in a 

network of interrelationships. Objects are things, and things think (cf. Appadurai 

1986; Hoskins 1998; Lund 2017). They are forever in a state of becoming different 

(Deleuze 1968 [1994]), so they do not have a fixed, distinct identity. Things are 

borne out of negotiation and imbued with intention from their surrounds, which 

they subsequently communicate to their human and non-human surroundings. For 

a close parallel to this notion, see the work of Vine Deloria Jr (1973), in which he 

offers the opinions that stones can converse with humans, that religious views are 

rooted in place, and that religious life reveres the interconnectedness of all living 

things. It is this communication through an active agency that carved stones create 

a place from space, as they exist within the perpetual ‘relational continuum’ 

(Wright 2016, 176). People do not give them a secondary agency; they have a 

primary agency. 
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The attribution of agency to an object is, however, contentious. Gell’s framework 

may be described as restrictive and dialectical. For example, if a carved stone is 

the result of hybrid practice, and the object now has a supervenient set of 

properties through its adaption by a human agent, then its secondary agency is 

transcended by the primary agent, thus making this a problematic dialectical 

relationship. However, in advancing Gell’s agent/patient framework (see Gell 

1998, 28-50), this caveat can be put aside. Consider that space also plays a role 

in the relations that people have with objects, as well as in the creation and 

reproduction of society. Things are related with each other, not to (Wright 2016, 

178), and so space can also give agency to the objects, and vice versa. 

4.3.2.6 Discussion and Conclusion 

The decadent use of these theoretical concepts, devoid of integration with 

archaeological evidence, is of course of little assistance in helping to understand 

how to interpret carved stones in the British Isles (or indeed anywhere else). 

However, this theoretical framework aims to convey an approach to understanding 

these pieces in a broader context. It is not a natural dialogue. However, as 

presented below, Viking Age carved stones may have more to offer than others 

regarding providing insights into the concepts of negotiation and place-making in 

the landscape. 

 

 

Figure 4-4 Dearham Cross (Collingwood 
1927, 157) 

 

Figure 4-5 Muncaster Cross (Collingwood 
1927, 155) 
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Suitable examples of the application of this theoretical framework can be realised 

through an interrogation of the Dearham or Muncaster Cross, both from Cumbria 

(see Figure 4-4 and Figure 4-5). Previously, I argued that, through the framework 

of common difference, these carved stones might be viewed as a bridge between 

aspects of pagan mythology and Christianity, as I view them as outcomes of hybrid 

practice (see Barnes 2013). Gautr’s and Thorwald’s Cross (Kermode 1907 [1994], 

149-153 and 192-193), both from the Isle of Man, can also be considered as 

outcomes of hybrid practice (see Barnes 2013). Initially, however, the Reverend 

W.S. Calverley’s presented an interpretation for the Scandinavian Borre ring-chain 

interlace on the Dearham and Muncaster Cross as being representative of the 

mythological world tree Yggdrasil (1899, 124-125), although he did not note any 

potential connection between the tree iconography and Christianity. Calverley’s 

view was echoed by W.G. Collingwood (1927, 157) and more recently by Lilla Kopár 

(2012, 125); nevertheless, development of this view is possible. Bailey and Cramp 

suggest that there may be a cosmic connection between the tree root and 

Christianity (1988, 94). The proposed connection is particularly interesting in light 

of the likely tree root iconography at the base of these cross-slabs, more so on the 

Dearham Cross, and the Scandinavian context of these stones (see Fellows-Jensen 

1985). This proposed connection highlights a potential consciously acknowledged 

relationship between aspects of both the Yggdrasil and Christianity, as the ring-

chain carving may be done to represent the tangled branches of the Yggdrasil, 

which, in cross-slabs, appear to connect the cross-shaft to the cross-head above. 

Moreover, both of these carved stones terminate at the top with a Christian cross, 

which may indicate that they serve to depict the uniting of pagan and Christian 

worlds, with the Yggdrasil, which was known to connect the worlds in Norse 

mythology (Price 2002, 50), being the mechanism for this.  It may, therefore, be 

possible to interpret the Yggdrasil on these carved stones as being the link 

between the deceased below to the crucifixion and rebirth themes of Christianity 

above, as seen in the cross-head. These carved stones are perhaps signifying that, 

through burial, the potentially pagan deceased can reach Heaven (even Valhalla) 

through the world tree. If so, the Dearham and Muncaster Cross may be 

interpreted as manifestations of a hybrid belief system due to the apparent 

religious syncretism, or common difference, detected in their iconographies. 
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Moreover, as they seem to recognise and communicate negotiated identities, they 

may be said to create places of significance in the landscape. This overall view is 

not isolated. For example, the idea of analogies, or common difference, between 

Norse mythology and Christianity has recently been discussed by Anders Andrén 

(2014, 27-67). Particularly the thematic links between the roots and trunk of the 

world tree Yggdrasil – through the Borre ring-chain on the Dearham Cross for 

example – and the arms of the cross of Christ, or perhaps the tree of life (Andrén 

2014, 27-67). 

In returning to ideas of space and place, and in accepting Bhabha’s third space 

concept, this concept allows for a sphere within which negotiation can occur, 

which may lead to the construction and communication of new identities in a third 

space, as well as create a place. This thesis argues that the Scandinavians arriving 

in the British Isles utilised the concept of the third space, as it was a means for 

them to demonstrate common differences between fundamental pagan beliefs 

and Christianity. Such as in the themes of Ragnarök and the Apocalypse or the 

world tree and tree of life, and ultimately become part of a hybridised regional 

Christendom. This process ultimately creates places. For example, this may 

suggest the potential for a network within the Irish Sea region, with interactions 

between Cumbria and the Isle of Man, mainly seen in the carved stone material 

and supported, for example, by the propensity to carve the Borre ring-chain design 

on Christian crosses in this region.  

In conclusion, through the application of aspects of this theoretical framework, 

which is utilised for approaching material culture, it may be suggested that the 

Scandinavian settlers were consciously creating different carved stones to 

negotiate their identities within a Christian land, and to create places. Thus, 

Viking Age landscapes emerged. Ultimately, this was done with the goal of 

entering Christendom through adopting and adapting the British Isles’ already 

flourishing tradition of stone carving, and it should be noted again here that 

hogbacks and hammerhead crosses, as deemed to be the products of hybrid 

practice, are more often than not found exclusively in Christian contexts. It may, 

therefore, be argued that hybrid practice is a means of mediating conversion, but 

not in a binary sense of shifting from one ideology to another. 
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4.4 Achieving the Conceptual Framework 

Bringing together the theoretical concepts in the ‘Approaches to Landscape’ and 

‘Approaches to Material’ sections above, and in line with the reflexive and 

phenomenological aspects of the methodology of this study, the conceptual 

framework is fully realised. Building on the non-dialectical interrelationships 

between people, material, and space, the summation of these strands results in 

the emergence of the principal idea of the production and consumption of social 

space (cf. Lefebvre 1974 [1991], 68-168). It is conceptualised here, in abstract 

form, through the creation of the person/object/space framework. This 

framework is developed solely for this research, and, ultimately, a place only 

emerges through the production and consumption of social space.  

This research acknowledges that things are related with each other, and not to 

each other (Wright 2016, 178). This acceptance allows it to move beyond 

traditional and weary dialectic frameworks of interpretations (Deleuze and 

Guattari 1980 [2004], 5), which often make ‘one thing transcendent to another’ 

(Wright 2016, 178). Dene Wright succinctly states that ‘The relations within the 

connections of the relational continuum are always immanent’ (2016, 178), as 

things exist on a plane of immanence and are forever in a state of becoming 

different (cf. Deleuze 1968 [1994]; Wright 2016, 178-180).  This theory is not the 

result of approaching the outcomes of negotiation through a dialectic, and it is 

understood through a recast symmetrical supervenience or symmetrical 

archaeology (cf. Wright 2016; cf. Harris and Cipolla 2017, 129-151). 

In critically engaging with Henri Lefebvre’s concept of the production of social 

space (1974 [1991], 68-168), it is acknowledged here that it is relating specifically 

to space, and not landscapes as such, as well as being, at times, ontologically at 

odds with Merleau-Ponty’s ideas on perception. Lefebvre states that ‘Every social 

space [place] is the outcome of a process with many aspects and many 

contributing currents, signifying and non-signifying, perceived and directly 

experienced, practical and theoretical’ (1974 [1991], 110). Although he 

acknowledges that space has a history, he focuses on grounding this in nature.   

Whereas, I understand a place, emerging from space, as having to have a 

connection with forms of social action, be they from either a human or non-human 

agent. In considering this, however, Lefebvre’s thinking on the production and 
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consumption of social space can be usefully applied here in parallel with the 

concept of place-making, solely as it provides an analogous, although dialectical, 

framework of understanding. 

In adopting the production and consumption of social space concept as the 

resultant outcome of the conceptual framework herein, place-making emerges as 

a vital model. Succinctly, what makes space become a place and how does this 

relate to the idea of a landscape? The answer lies in people, material, and space. 

Brian Wattchow (2013, 90) notes that many of our contemporary notions of space, 

place, and landscape stem from the works of cultural geographers (e.g. Relph 

1976; Tuan 1977; 1979), whom themselves drew their ideas from Maurice Merleau-

Ponty (1945 [2012]). Although significant, in that they emphasised the lived-

experience, and an embodiment, the usage of cultural geography in this study is 

limited. A place is experienced by being inside it and therefore implying that space 

only becomes a place through human interaction. This limitation is primarily due 

to semantical arguments of terminologies in use. Instead of this, and although 

focusing on dwelling, temporality, and taskscape, Tim Ingold’s understanding of 

space, place, and landscape emerges as a useful framework for understanding. He 

states that the landscape ‘is not land, it is not nature, and it is not space’ (Ingold 

1993, 153). 

‘For a place in the landscape is not cut out from the whole, either on 
the plane of ideas or on that of material substance. Rather, each place 
embodies the whole at a particular nexus within it, and in this respect 
is different from every other. A place owes its character to the 
experiences it affords to those who spend time there – to the sights, 
sounds and indeed smells that constitute its specific ambience. And 
these, in turn, depend on the kinds of activities in which its inhabitants 
engage. It is from this relational context of people’s engagement with 
the world, in the business of dwelling, that each place draws its unique 
significance. Thus whereas space, meanings are attached to the world, 
with the landscape they and gathered from it’ (Ingold 1993, 155) 

Returning to the question of what makes space become a place, the following 

example may illustrate this concept. In Late Neolithic Orkney, it has been argued 

that monuments embody roles and purposes and that they, when considered en 

masse in particular spaces, create new landscapes as well as manipulate them 

(Richards 1996). In applying this theory to this conceptual framework, space 

cannot become a place, or a social place borne out of conviviality (cf. Illich 1973; 
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Given 2013; 2018), without acknowledging the indivisible and non-dialectical 

interrelationships between the people, material, and space that constitute it. It 

is through an acknowledgement and interrogation of these relations that we can 

begin to discern the functions of carved stones and their landscapes (see Chapter 

8). 

In returning to the troublesome concept of landscape, I reiterate that it is ‘the 

homeland of our thoughts’ (Merleau-Ponty 1945 [2012], 26) and that it does not 

tangibly exist. I argue here that it is an abstract idea, only realised through social 

relations, and so can only present itself through the existence of people and 

material objects. It has been argued that Gell’s (1998) ideas ‘form part of an 

emerging attempt to take the material world seriously in terms of how it affects 

human relations’ (Gosden 2005, 196). Therefore, perhaps a landscape is the result 

of a material world, as even although objects are active agents and presence the 

past, it is people who ascribe meaning to what we perceive in these experiences, 

natural or otherwise. In this sense, materiality does not necessarily have to only 

refer to something we can physically touch; it is all around us and forms part of 

our phenomenal world. Carved stones continually communicate, from their 

erection to the present, and they are argued to presence the past in their 

contemporary settings. They can memorialise thus create commemorative places, 

in both the past and the present. They are a conscious object, forever in a state 

of becoming different. They are manifestations of the past or expressions of the 

heritage of those related to it and are encoded with everyday life and experience 

(Shanks 1992, 115). A carved stone may serve to legitimise a space as a place in a 

network of interrelated Viking Age landscapes, existing within the perpetual 

‘relational continuum’ (cf. Wright 2016, 176 and 178). 

In summary, a landscape can only be perceived once it becomes a so-called place, 

although we must remember that, through cultural negotiation, places are ever-

changing and always in a state of becoming (Wattchow 2013, 90). Therefore, 

landscapes do inhabit spaces in our perception of the world, but they are only 

manifest in perceived actuality through place-making, as ‘those who use spaces 

make them into meaningful places’ (Gray 2003, 227). Landscapes are limitless and 

cannot be bound merely by vision alone. Additionally, space is not a landscape, 

and so a landscape, in the framework of this study, can be understood as a place 



124 
 
inhabited and created by carved stones. We cannot discern the limits of a place 

without an understanding of the material and people (ideas) that create this 

place, which brings us back to the importance of adopting the conceptual 

framework of person/object/space. 

Regarding this research, the Viking Age landscapes of Strathclyde and Northumbria 

are only revealed through them being the resultant outcomes of place-making (see 

Chapter 8). That is to say, spaces are inhabited by people, ideas, and material, 

with the consequences being many. For the context of this research, however, the 

focus is placed on carved stones as being communicative media. These tangible 

objects communicate through time, they exist in a phenomenal world, even more 

so through our experiences as archaeologists, and so they provide a stable, 

material platform for developing narratives of the past from (cf. Thomas 2008, 

304-305). These narratives or themes, stemming from the notion that socially 

constructed carved stones can create a place from the space they inhabit, are 

broken down as follows: 

• Commemorative Space à Place à Commemorative Landscape 

• Economic Space à Place à Economic Landscape 

• Biblical Space à Place à Biblical Landscape 

• Mythological Space à Place à Mythological Landscape 

• Political Space à Place à Political Landscape 

• Sacred Space à Place à Sacred Landscape 

It is important to note that these themes need not be viewed as isolated or 

mutually exclusive, and instead should be understood as a series of complex and 

intertwining expressions of ideas that are manifest through the making of Viking 

Age landscapes. Lewis Binford reminds us that ‘we must turn our analytical 

attention to understanding the role of different places in the organisation of past 

systems’(1982, 29). In short, bringing the idea of space/place into sharp focus, a 
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system of the past cannot adequately be discerned or understood without 

analysing and interpreting the spaces/places that constitute it. 
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5 Hogbacks 

‘The hogback is a house-shaped recumbent monument of the Viking Age 
with a definitive curve to the roof ridge. The roof is usually tegulated 
and the gables are sometimes embraced by three-dimensional animals 
(Lang 1976, 207) 

‘One important exception to this is a class of recumbent grave-cover 
known as the ‘hogback’. Usually about a metre and a half long, it is 
basically house-shaped and often has architectural features in its 
ornamentation, but it is distinguishable from the shrine tombs of the 
period by the convex roof line which gives it its name’ (Lang 1984, 87) 

5.1 Introduction 

Other than issues identified in Chapter 2.3.5, a significant problem with the study 

of hogbacks is that various early medieval and medieval recumbent carved stones 

are referred to as hogbacks (e.g. Lang 1971), or are often indirectly associated 

with hogbacks (e.g. O’Grady and Goulding 2018) when they are neither. There 

seems to be a crossover between hogbacks and kindred monuments. For ease, the 

variety of recumbent carved stones so often associated with hogbacks or 

mistakenly referred to as hogbacks are detailed earlier in this thesis (see Chapter 

1.6 for definitions). This situation perpetuates the problem of definition and 

further misleads (see Chapter 2.3.5) and is summarised as follows. Hogbacks are 

often, rightly or wrongly, referred to as Viking calling cards, at Govan for example, 

and are commonly associated with Scandinavian settlement in Britain. Therefore, 

the overall uncritical and liberal use of the hogback moniker may often lead the 

public to make the simple association that anything referred to as a hogback must 

imply a Viking connection. Such a view is often incorrect and is, therefore, 

unhelpful. It further raises the questions of what makes a ‘hogback’ a hogback 

and when is a ‘hogback’ not a hogback. This crucial point is considered below in 

Chapter 5.3. True hogbacks are Viking indicators.  

The focus of this chapter is to present a rethinking of the hogback and to present 

them as one data set, for the first time, as well as incorporate those outwith the 

geographical scope of this study. The next chapter presents the associated kindred 

monuments. For the most part, it is not an interpretative chapter but presented 

here as an observed dataset based on primary fieldwork viewings (see Chapter 

5.4). However, this chapter also aims to consider the definition of the hogback 
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and provide a reconsideration (Chapter 5.3) through the lens of theoretical 

approaches intending to propose various functions of the type (see Chapter 8). 

This dataset includes all stones recorded by James Lang (Lang 1971; 1976; 1984), 

which, therefore, incorporates those outwith the geographical scope of this study, 

for completeness, and also incorporates subsequent identifications. The approach 

of this chapter and the following is archaeological but with a grounding in the art-

historical work already undertaken on hogbacks and kindred monuments. 

5.2 Material Scope 

Hogbacks have yet to be considered in the framework of Strathclyde and 

Northumbria and instead have always been presented through country-level 

contexts. This dataset is presented primarily alphabetically and secondarily by 

regional affiliation. It is also indicated in this chapter and the next whether each 

example is acknowledged as a hogback or kindred monument and whether this 

designation is contra to Lang’s work or otherwise (see Chapters 5.4 and 6). 

Importantly, these sections also provide observations on each stone, which are 

more detailed where interpretation is possible. 

The scope of material assessed in this research relates to the geographical scope 

defined above (see Chapter 1.4), and it was approached making use of the 

previously defined methodology (see Chapter 3.2). This material scope, hopefully, 

presents a comprehensive approach to assessing and defining hogbacks and 

kindred monuments. This chapter, therefore, represents an attempt at creating 

an up-to-date corpus and consideration of hogbacks, which will be expanded in 

Chapter 8. This corpus is a reassessment and updated presentation of the material. 

An archaeologically grounded study of hogbacks and kindred monuments, which 

crosses borders, has not been undertaken until now. 

The early medieval regions of Strathclyde and Northumbria featured prominently 

in the Viking Age of the British Isles (see Chapter 2.2). However, they do not exist 

anymore. Therefore, current regions will be used in the dataset. For example, 

Scotland has thirty-two unitary authorities established in Local Government Act 

1994, which abolished the Local Government Act of 1973, England has forty-eight 

ceremonial counties, Wales has twenty-two principal areas, and Ireland has thirty-

one counties. Although the historic kingdoms of Strathclyde and Northumbria no 
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longer exist, for this research, they are also considered to have included, or have 

been related, to those areas northeast of Strathclyde, north of River Forth (for 

example Fife), as well as that west of Northumbria (for example Cumbria). The 

majority of the material selected for assessment in this research comes from these 

broad but significant Viking Age regions. 

5.3 Rethinking the Hogback 

There is no clear agreed single origin or model for the hogback (see Chapter 

2.3.5.4.3), although, through a reassessment of the corpus as follows, this study 

reconsiders the hogback and proposes the following: 

• The hogback does appear to have emerged out of the recumbent shrine 

tomb tradition.  

• Initially, it was modelled on the Scandinavian longhouse, and so to be a 

classified as a Viking hogback, it must be bombé in shape and have a curved 

upper ridge, which is also a definition offered by James Lang (1967, 218). 

However, Lang did not appear to stick to this definition, although this 

perhaps arose out of the complex variability he catalogued and defined, 

and hence why this study has dismissed specific examples and reclassified 

them as kindred monuments (see Chapter 6). Hogbacks arising subsequent 

to the initial form must have been based on this model as the floruit 

developed throughout the tenth century towards the eleventh century. 

• There is no clear one centre of production for the hogback, but 

concentrations appear at Brompton, Govan, Lythe, and Sockburn, and they 

do not appear to be an urban phenomenon. Finding the definitively earliest 

form through art-historical analyses is not the primary pursuit of this study. 

• As pointed out by James Lang (1976, 207), hogbacks appear in Hiberno-

Norse areas of Northumbria, and there is a ‘relative absence of hogbacks in 

northern Northumbria and in the Danish areas of Eastern England’. The only 

hogbacks found in the Danelaw south of the Humber River are the those 

from Cranwell, Derby, Repton and Shelton (see Map 5-4). All except Repton 

are of the Wheel Rim Type, and the only other site to have this type is 
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Lythe. It is postulated here that the Wheel Rim Type is a hogback variant 

from the Trent Valley. 

• The connection between Cumbrian and Northumbria hogbacks appears to 

have been maintained through the Eden Valley and highlighted in the 

spread of the Cumbrian Scroll Type from west to east (see Chapter 8.3.2 

and Map 8-2). Considering this point and the one above, it seems sounds to 

continue to argue for a Hiberno-Norse genesis for the hogback. 

• James Lang’s three typologies (1967, 368-389; 1976, 220; 1984, 97-103), 

with the latter being the most comprehensive, still remain the most 

applicable and useful.  

• The reworking of hogbacks, as is seen in the transformation of Govan 3 and 

4 (see below), is telling with regards to the supposed changing social and 

political attitudes of those living and dying in Viking Age Strathclyde (see 

Driscoll 2016, 83). Govan should, therefore, be considered as an important 

centre of innovation during the interface of Scandinavian paganism and 

Christianity during the tenth century of Northern Britain (cf. Gräslund 

1987).  

• The inclusion of end-beasts or beasts/bears should not be seen as pagan, 

and, instead, the hogback should be seen as a response to pre-existing 

Insular Christian traditions. Furthermore, due to distribution patterns, it is 

evident that the tradition of carving bears as end-beasts appears to 

emanate from Yorkshire, at Brompton in particular. 

• Its subsequent development was characterised through its variability in 

motifs and types but with no strict or discernible chronology, although 

discrete distribution patterns are discernible. 

• The hogback does indicate a direct Scandinavian presence and/or 

influence, and it is acknowledged here that the type is tricky to discern due 

to previous scholarship failing to separate the hogback from the kindred 

monument tradition and vice-versa. 
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• Latterly, although not chronologically discernible with any accuracy, it 

appears to have evolved back towards the shrine tomb tradition, losing its 

Scandinavian idiom in favour of referencing Christianity in its shrine-like 

(Enriched Shrine Type) or shrine-referencing (hogbacked shrine tomb) form 

(see Chapter 8.3.7). 

• A kindred monument is not a hogback (see Chapter 6.2 for a corpus of 

associated kindred monuments). The KM term is used to refer to a ‘kindred 

coped grave-cover’, ‘coped kindred monument’, ‘shrine tomb’, and 

‘kindred monument’ in Scotland (Lang 1976). In England and Wales, it is 

used to refer to a ‘roof-shaped monument’, ‘recumbent monument’, 

‘shrine tomb’, ‘coped recumbent monument’, ‘recumbent grave-cover’, 

and ‘coped grave-cover’ (Lang 1984). For ease, this study refers to all such 

carved stones as ‘kindred monuments’, as distinct from hogbacks. 

• Kindred monuments existed and were created prior to, during, and 

subsequent to the Viking Age, although they do not have the distinct bombé 

shape or the curved upper ridge. Specific examples can be seen to have 

been influenced or evolved out of the hogback tradition. In Scotland, for 

example, the evolution of the hogback to the associated eleventh-century 

kindred monument can perhaps be seen in the development of the Plain 

Tegulated Type (see Chapter 2.3.5.4.6). 

In summary, the hogback represents a break in a generally explicitly Christian 

tradition of carving kindred monument types, and, therefore, as they are 

distinctively Scandinavian in character, they must signify a flurry of Viking activity 

in Northern Britain during the tenth century. It is often asserted that the hogback 

is directly associated with burial, although almost no evidence exists to support 

this theory. If hogbacks were burial markers, they would have brought the dead 

into the sharp focus of daily life. They were and are pervasive in the Hiberno-

Norse regions of Northern Britain, and they would have allowed the living to 

commune with the dead in various forms. Consequently, this study considers the 

type in functional place-making terms and presents examples thematically in 

Chapter 8. 
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5.4 Corpus of Hogbacks 

5.4.1 Introduction 

This section presents every accepted Viking Age carved stone that has been or 

could be, referred to as a hogback or hogbacked (see Map 5-1). Currently, the 

corpus of hogbacks, that is those accepted as being a hogback in line with the 

criteria defined above, contains at least one hundred and forty-nine examples, 

and the following chapter contains twenty-four associated kindred monuments, 

which also includes those rejected as being a hogback in this research. This results 

in a corpus of thirty hogbacks from Scotland, one hundred and seventeen hogbacks 

from England, and two hogbacks from Wales. For seven possible hogbacks, which 

are mainly fragmentary, see Chapter 5.4.3. It is hoped that this reconsideration 

of the hogback corpus stimulates further debate and work on what it means to be 

a hogback, or otherwise. Precisely dating hogbacks is problematic; it is not the 

primary pursuit of this research, although it is acknowledged here that the Corpus 

has acknowledged all the hogbacks from England as being carved somewhere 

within the tenth to eleventh centuries (see for example Cramp 1984a). Kindred 

monuments, on the other hand, straddle this date range; they are understood to 

be carved before, during, and after the Viking Age proper, and the examples 

presented in the following chapter are considered in the same context of 

hogbacks, hence the use of the term associated kindred monuments. This dating 

of hogbacks is provided on an art-historical basis, and for this thesis, it can be 

assumed that the Scottish and Welsh hogback examples are also of this Viking Age 

date range. 

It is important and interesting to note that Lang did not explicitly discriminate 

between hogbacks and kindred monument types when he catalogued the Scottish 

material (1976, 222-233), but he did so when he catalogued the English material 

(1984, 112-171 and 171-172). Perhaps this has led to part of the perceived 

confusion and misuse of the hogback terminology. For example, in his Scottish 

catalogue of hogbacks, published as ‘Hogback monuments in Scotland’, he 

catalogues St Andrews, although he rightly defines it as a shrine tomb in the 

description (Lang 1976, 231). A hogback is not a shrine tomb, and a shrine tomb 

is not a hogback. Lang appears to be aware of this, but it is easy to see how one 
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could, therefore, be mistaken for thinking that every catalogued example in a 

paper with such a specific title must be a hogback. 

Additionally, some sites have both types (see Lythe for example). This chapter 

and the following chapter, therefore, separate the material into hogbacks and 

kindred monuments, in an attempt to make the differences abundantly clear. It is 

adapted from and refines Lang’s English catalogue style (1984, 112-172) as well as 

refines his Scottish catalogue (Lang 1976, 222-233). Furthermore, where an 

example is rejected as a hogback, it is often inserted into the kindred monument 

corpus as being considered as an associated carved stone. The focus is ultimately 

on recording and cataloguing hogbacks, although it is essential also to catalogue 

kindred monuments for differentiation and, in some cases, to demonstrate 

reclassification.   

As a corpus, this subchapter is primarily empirical and mainly includes my 

fieldwork observations (where I visited a site due to it being in the geographical 

scope of this thesis) and any reconsideration of James Lang’s leading works on 

hogbacks (1976; 1984). A complete descriptive analysis of each example is not 

given here, as Lang and others have already undertaken these (key sources are 

given in the updated corpus below). There are, however, further observations 

given on the Scottish material than on the English (see the Corpus series), which 

is due to the dearth of work published on the Scottish corpus since the 1970s.  

Furthermore, as each hogback and kindred monument type is given (where 

identification is possible), these types can be viewed by consulting Chapter 

2.3.5.4.6. There are ultimately three hogback typologies (Lang 1967; 1976; 1984) 

(see Figure 2-20, Figure 2-21, Figure 2-22 and Figure 2-23. The Corpus of Anglo-

Saxon Stone Sculpture series types (see Cramp 1984b, xxi) borrow from Lang’s 

early work (1967), but the most important is the Scottish (Lang 1976) and English 

(Lang 1984) typologies. All hogback and kindred monument numbers that are given 

in this corpus accord to Lang’s work (e.g. Lythe 1 and Lythe KM 1 respectively) 

(1976; 1984). Importantly, this corpus is not a detailed catalogue, but it is the 

first reconsideration of Lang’s original art-historical work, in that it does not re-

evaluate the majority of his interpretations, and, instead, it provides a unified 

and updated corpus for the entirety of the British Isles. An archaeologically 

grounded study of hogbacks and kindred monuments, which crosses borders, has 
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not been undertaken until now. This unified corpus allows for an overall 

understanding and interpretation of the entire body of material, focusing on the 

concept of function, an is presented in Chapter 8 through thematic discussion. 

Where relevant, fuller descriptions are given.   

Adopting and adapting the Corpus of Anglo-Saxon Stone Sculpture’s recording 

framework (Cramp 1984a), the dataset is presented using the following main 

points (where applicable), as outlined previously (see Chapter 3.2.3.3). 

• Name; Region; National Grid Reference (NGR); Current Location; Form; 

Corpus Number; AS Type (see Chapter 2.3.5.4.6); Date; Key Source; Lang 

Type (see Chapter 2.3.5.4.6); Observations 
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5.4.2 Hogbacks 

 

Map 5-1 Distribution of hogbacks across Northern Britain (Contains Ordnance Survey Data 
© Crown Copyright and database right 2019) 
 



135 
 

 

Map 5-2 Distribution of hogbacks across Scotland, including Hexham (Contains Ordnance 
Survey Data © Crown Copyright and database right 2019) 
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Map 5-3 Distribution of hogbacks across Northern England (Contains Ordnance Survey Data 
© Crown Copyright and database right 2019) 
 

 

Map 5-4 Distribution of hogbacks across Central England and Wales (Contains Ordnance 
Survey Data © Crown Copyright and database right 2019) 
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5.4.2.1 Abercorn 1  

Region: West Lothian, Scotland; NGR: NT081790; Current Location: Inside a small 

building at the south entrance of Abercorn Church, Abercorn; Form: Complete 

hogback; Date: Eleventh century; Key Source: (Lang 1976, 222); Lang Type: 

Scottish Type B1 – Plain Tegulated Type; Observations: Visited and recorded. It is 

not in its original location and instead is currently located inside an external 

church building whose site it is likely associated initially. Before its move to a 

display room, it was located in the churchyard southwest of the current church. 

The current church site probably occupies the site of a pre-Viking Age 

Northumbrian monastery founded by Lindisfarne Priory, which explains the 

presence of Anglian sculpture at the site. The site features prominently on the 

south banks of the Firth of Forth, giving it strong maritime connections to the 

Kingdom and Northumbria and Scandinavia during the Viking Age. See also Edrom, 

Luss, and Nisbet 1. 

 

Figure 5-1 Abercorn 1 hogback 
 

5.4.2.2 Abercorn 2 

Region: West Lothian, Scotland; NGR: NT081790; Current Location: Inside a small 

building at the south entrance of Abercorn Church, Abercorn; Form: Complete 

hogback, in two pieces; Date: Early-twelfth century; Key Source: (Lang 1976, 

222); Lang Type: Scottish Type B3 – Plain Tegulated Type; Observations: As 

Abercorn 1. Additionally, this example perhaps demonstrates the transition in 

taste from the hogback, with its distinctive curved ridge and bombé shape, to a 

kindred monument, which is generally more angular in shape and without a curved 
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ridge. This example is angular, not bombé, but does have a slightly curved ridge. 

Furthermore, as it has tegulation, which is commonly associated with the hogback, 

yet its classification is dubious, other definite kindred monuments with tegulation 

are often, therefore, assumed to be hogbacks. See also Ancrum, Bedrule 2, 

Kirknewton, Lempitlaw, Nisbet 2, and Skaill.  

 

Figure 5-2 Abercorn 2 hogback 
 

5.4.2.3 Addingham 

Region: Cumbria, England; NGR: NY574383; Current Location: Church porch, St 

Michael’s Church, Addingham; Form: Complete hogback, in two pieces; Corpus 

Number: Addingham 5; AS Type: f – Vestigial End-beast Type; Date: Tenth 

century; Key Source: (Lang 1984, 112; Bailey and Cramp 1988, 48); Lang Type: 

English VI – Vestigial Type; Observations: Visited and recorded. It is not in its 

original location and instead is currently located inside a church whose site it is 

likely initially associated with. It is situated in the Eden Valley, an area rich in 

Scandinavian place-names (Fellows-Jensen 1985; Higham 1985, 46-47), and a 

route-way connecting Viking Age Cumbria and Yorkshire. There is also a 

hammerhead cross present at this site (see Chapter 7.4.2). See also 

Crosscannonby, Burnsall 1, 2, 3, Pickhill 1, and Sockburn 1. 
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Figure 5-3 Addingham hogback 
 

5.4.2.4 Ancrum 

Region: Scottish Borders, Scotland; NGR: NT62152485; Current Location: 

Churchyard, Ancrum Old Parish Church; Form: Complete hogback; Date: Early-

twelfth century; Key Source: (Lang 1976, 223); Lang Type: Scottish Type B3 – 

Plain Tegulated Type; Observations: Visited and recorded. It is not certain if it is 

in its original location, although the site of its current location if moved, would 

likely be associated with its original location. It is situated in a relatively secluded 

location on an east-west alignment on a plateau, with the Ale Water, a tributary 

of the River Teviot, immediately to its east. It is very badly weathered thus tricky 

to interpret. As a Scottish Type B3, it is similar to Abercorn 2, Bedrule 2, 

Kirknewton, Lempitlaw, Nisbet 2, and Skaill. Notably, it these are of a similar 

development, it is significant that the sites of Ancrum, Bedrule, Lempitlaw, and 

Nisbet are all in the Scottish Borders, and Abercorn and Kirknewton are close by 

in West Lothian. The Skaill example must, therefore, be considered as an 

intriguing and questionable outlier. 

 

Figure 5-4 Ancrum hogback 
 



140 
 
5.4.2.5 Appleby 

Region: Cumbria, England; NGR: NY689199; Current Location: Reused as a lintel 

over a blocked church door, St Michael’s Church, Appleby; Form: Complete 

hogback; Corpus Number: Appleby 1; AS Type: h – Scroll Type; Date: Tenth 

century; Key Source: (Lang 1984, 112; Bailey and Cramp 1988, 49); Lang Type: 

English Type XI – Scroll Type; Observations: Visited and recorded. It is not in its 

original location and instead is currently built into a church whose site it is likely 

initially associated with. The site is just east of the River Eden towards the 

southern end of the Eden Valley (cf. Addingham). Questions should be asked as to 

whether or not this was reused purely on pragmatic grounds or otherwise. Perhaps 

the reuse of the hogback in a Norman church is suggestive of the presence of an 

earlier Anglo-Saxon church (Calverley 1887). See also Bedale 1, Brigham, 

Crathorne 1, 2 and 3, Gainford 1 and 2, Gilling West, Govan 1, Kirby Wiske, 

Kirkdale, Oswaldkirk, Penrith 1, 2, 3 and 4, Repton, West Kirby, and York 1. 

 

Figure 5-5 Appleby hogback 
 

5.4.2.6 Aspatria 

Region: Cumbria, England; NGR: NY148419; Current Location: Inside St 

Kentigern’s Church, Aspatria; Form: Hogback fragment; Corpus Number: Aspatria 

6; AS Type: b – Pilaster Type; Date: Tenth century; Key Source: (Lang 1984, 114; 

Bailey and Cramp 1988, 53-54); Lang Type: English Type IV – Pilaster Type; 

Observations: Visited and recorded. It is not in its original location and instead is 

currently located inside a church whose site it is likely initially associated with. It 

is only a few miles southwest of Bromfield. It also has the remains of what appear 

to be concave tegulae, corresponding to Type 9 (Lang 1984, 94). For a discussion 

on this concave tegulation type, see Govan 1, 2, 5 and Inchcolm. It is suggestive 
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of the ‘church-shaped reliquary shrine; (Driscoll 2016, 83). The fangs of its end-

beast have parallels in the recently discovered end-beast fragment from Sockburn 

(Sockburn 10 below) and on Gosforth 2 (see below). See also Inchcolm, Lowther 

3, and Wycliffe 1. 

 

Figure 5-6 Aspatria hogback 
 

5.4.2.7 Bangor 

Region: Gwynedd, Wales; NGR: SH57157188; Current Location: Gwynedd Museum 

and Art Gallery, Bangor; Form: Hogback; Corpus Number: N/A, although it is 

labelled as CN10 in the Welsh corpus series (Edwards 2007; Redknap and Lewis 

2007; Edwards 2013); Date: Tenth of eleventh century; Key Source: (Edwards 

2013, 254-257); Observations: I did not assess this hogback using my personal, 

reflexive approach as I did not visit and record it due to it being outwith the 

geographical scope of this thesis. Its original location was likely associated with 

St Deiniol’s Cathedral, Bangor. Due to its shape, it may be an example of a poorly 

executed hogback. It does not readily conform to Lang’s typology (1984, 97-102), 

although its current state of survival impedes interpretation. There is, however, 

a certain hogback from Wales at Llanddewi-aber-arth (see below). 
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Figure 5-7 Bangor hogback (Edwards 2013, 256) 
 

 

Figure 5-8 Barmston hogback 
 

5.4.2.8 Barmston  

Region: East Riding of Yorkshire, England; NGR: TA156589; Current Location: 

Inside All Saints Church, Barmston; Form: Hogback fragment; Corpus Number: 

Barmston 1; AS Type: e - Dragonesque Type; Date: Tenth century; Key Source: 

(Lang 1984, 114; 1991, 125); Lang Type: English Type V – Dragonesque Type; 

Observations: Visited and recorded. It is not in its original location and instead is 

currently located inside a church whose site it is likely initially associated with. 

Its dragonesque end-beasts are reminiscent of those from Ellerburn (see below). 



143 
 
See also Easington 3, Ellerburn, Lastingham, Lythe 10 and 11, Pickering, 

Sinnington, Stanwick 1 and 2, and Upleatham. 

5.4.2.9 Bedale 1 

Region: North Yorkshire, England; NGR: SE265884; Current Location: Lost; Form: 

Hogback fragment; Corpus Number: Bedale 5; AS Type: h – Scroll Type; Date: 

First half of the tenth century; Key Source: (Lang 1984, 116; 2001, 61); Lang 

Type: English Type XI – Scroll Type; Observations: I did not assess this hogback 

using my personal, reflexive approach as I was unable to locate it, although I did 

visit and record its supposed original setting at St Gregory’s Church, Bedale. See 

also Appleby, Crathorne 1, 2 and 3, Brigham, Gainford 1 and 2, Gilling West, Govan 

1, Kirby Wiske, Kirkdale, Oswaldkirk, Penrith 1, 2, 3 and 4, Repton, West Kirby, 

and York 1. 

 

5.4.2.10 Bedale 2 

Region: North Yorkshire, England; NGR: SE265884; Current Location: Crypt, St 

Gregory’s Church, Bedale. Form: Hogback fragment; Corpus Number: Bedale 6; 

AS Type: k – shrine type / g – illustrative; Date: First half of tenth century; Key 

Source: (Lang 1984, 116; 2001, 61-62); Lang Type: English Type X – Enriched 

Shrine Type; Observations: Visited and recorded. It is not in its original location 

and instead is currently located inside a church whose site it is likely initially 

associated with. Bedale 1 and 2 should be considered in the context of the recently 

 

Figure 5-9 Bedale 1 hogback 
(Longstaffe 1846, 258) 

 

Figure 5-10 Bedale 2 hogback (Lang 2001, 
Illustration 25) 
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discovered Viking Age Bedale hoard (see Griffiths 2012). See also Dewsbury, 

Easington 2, Gosforth 2, and Lythe 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8 and 9, and York 3. 

5.4.2.11 Bedrule 1 

Region: Scottish Borders, Scotland NGR: NT5992217925; Current Location: 

Church porch, Bedrule Church, Bedrule; Form: Hogback fragment; Date: Late-

eleventh century; Key Source: (Lang 1976, 223); Lang Type: Scottish Type B2 – 

Plain Tegulated Type; Observations: Visited and recorded. It is not in its original 

location and instead is currently located inside a church whose site it is likely 

associated initially with. The site is prominent in the landscape with a ravine and 

waterway to its west. See also Dalserf, Kirkwall 1 and 2, Logie 1, 2 and 3, and 

Tulliallan. 

 

5.4.2.12 Bedrule 2 

Region: Scottish Borders, Scotland NGR: NT5992217925; Current Location: 

Church porch, Bedrule Church, Bedrule; Form: Hogback fragment; Date: Early-

twelfth century; Key Source: (Lang 1976, 223);  Lang Type: Scottish Type B3 – 

Plain Tegulated Type; Observations: As Bedrule 1. See also Abercorn 2, Ancrum, 

Kirknewton, Lempitlaw, Nisbet 2, and Skaill. 

5.4.2.13 Bidston 

Region: Merseyside, England; NGR: SJ28359025; Current Location: Not located, 

in private ownership; Form: Near complete hogback; Corpus Number: Bidston 1; 

AS Type: c - Niche Type; Date: Tenth century; Key Source: (Bailey 2010-51); Lang 

Type: Not recorded by Lang (1984), although it conforms with English Type I – 

 

Figure 5-11 Bedrule 1 hogback 

 

Figure 5-12 Bedrule 2 hogback 
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Niche Type; Observations: I did not assess this hogback using my personal, 

reflexive approach as I was unable to locate it, although I did visit and record its 

supposed original setting at  St Oswald’s Church, Bidston  (see Bailey et al. 2006). 

Richard Bailey concedes that this example could not be a grave-cover due to its 

size but does suggest that it may mark a grave of an Irish Sea trader, perhaps once 

associated with the nearby beach-market at Meols on The Wirral (2010, 50). See 

also Brompton 5 and 7, Dinsdale, Ingleby Arncliffe 2, and Sockburn 3 and 4.  

 

Figure 5-13 Bidston hogback (Bailey 2009, 25, Figure 3.2) 
 

5.4.2.14 Bolton-le-Sands 

Region: Lancashire, England; NGR: SD483677; Current Location: Inside Holy 

Trinity Church, Bolton-le-Sands; Form: Hogback fragment; Corpus Number: 

Bolton-le-Sands 2; AS Type: Indeterminate; Date: Tenth century; Key Source: 

(Lang 1984, 116; Bailey 2010, 167-168); Lang Type: Indeterminate; Observations: 

Visited and recorded. It is not in its original location and instead is currently 

located inside a church whose site it is likely originally associated with. It has been 

recut and re-used, probably in the twelfth century (Bailey 2010, 168). Its current 

site is situated overlooking Morecambe Bay to its west, perhaps indicative of a 

beach-market location in a Hiberno-Norse milieu (cf. Bidston). 
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5.4.2.15 Brigham 

Region: Cumbria, England; NGR: NY085309 (contra to the NGR given in the 

Corpus); Current Location: Inside St Bridget’s Church, Brigham; Form: Hogback 

fragment; AS Type: h – Scroll Type; Corpus Number: Brigham 10; Date: Tenth 

century; Key Source: (Lang 1984, 116; Bailey and Cramp 1988, 78); Lang Type: 

English Type XI – Scroll Type; Observations: Visited and recorded. It is not in its 

original location and instead is currently located inside a church whose site it is 

likely initially associated with. See also Appleby, Bedale 1, Crathorne 1, 2 and 3, 

Gainford, Govan 1, Kirby Wiske, Kirkdale, Oswaldkirk, Penrith 1, 2, 3 and 4, 

Repton, West Kirby, and York 1. There is also a hammerhead cross present at this 

site (see Chapter 7.4.5), as well as several other examples of Anglian- and 

Scandinavian-influenced carved stone sculptures. 

5.4.2.16 Bromfield 

Region: Cumbria, England; NGR: NY176471; Current Location: Reused as a lintel 

over a blocked church door, St Mungo’s Church, Bromfield; Form: Hogback 

fragment; AS Type: Indeterminate; Corpus Number: Bromfield 4; Date: Tenth 

century; Key Source: (Lang 1984, 116; Bailey and Cramp 1988, 81-82); Lang Type: 

Indeterminate; Observations: Visited and recorded. It is not in its original location 

and instead is currently built into a church whose site it is likely initially associated 

with. Only one face is visible, and it appears to be a Cumbrian hogback type. 

There is also a possible hammerhead cross present at this site (see Chapter 7.5.3). 

 

Figure 5-14 Bolton-le-Sands hogback 

 

Figure 5-15 Brigham hogback 
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Figure 5-16 Bromfield hogback 
 

5.4.2.17 Brompton 1 

Region: North Yorkshire, England; NGR: SE374964; Current Location: Inside St 

Thomas’ Church, Brompton; Form: Near complete hogback; Corpus Number: 

Brompton 16; AS Type: d – Extended Niche Type; Date: First half of the tenth 

century; Key Source: (Lang 1984, 118; 2001, 73-74); Lang Type: English Type II(a) 

– Extended Niche Type; Observations: Visited and recorded. It is not in its original 

location and instead is currently located inside a church whose site it is likely 

initially associated with. The number of hogbacks at Brompton and the confidence 

with which they are carved suggests that Brompton was home to a burgeoning 

school of sculpture during the tenth century (cf. Govan, Lythe and Sockburn). See 

also Brompton 6, Osmotherley, and Sockburn 2. 

 

Figure 5-17 Brompton 1 hogback 
 

5.4.2.18 Brompton 2 

Region: North Yorkshire, England; NGR: SE374964; Current Location: Inside St 

Thomas’ Church, Brompton; Form: Complete hogback; Corpus Number: 
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Brompton 17; AS Type: a – Panel Type; Date: First half of tenth century; Key 

Source: (Lang 1984, 118; 2001, 74-75); Lang Type: English Type III – Panel Type; 

Observations: As Brompton 1. See also Brompton 3, 4, 8 and 10, Kirkby Malzeard, 

Stainton and Wycliffe 3. 

 

Figure 5-18 Brompton 2 hogback 
 

5.4.2.19 Brompton 3 

Region: North Yorkshire, England; NGR: SE374964; Current Location: Inside St 

Thomas’ Church, Brompton; Form: Hogback fragment; Corpus Number: Brompton 

18; AS Type: a – Panel Type; Date: First half of tenth century; Key Source: (Lang 

1984, 118; 2001, 75);  Lang Type: English Type III – Panel Type; Observations: As 

Brompton 1. See also Brompton 2, 4, 8 and 10, Kirkby Malzeard, Stainton and 

Wycliffe 3. 

 

Figure 5-19 Brompton 3 hogback 
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5.4.2.20 Brompton 4 

Region: North Yorkshire, England; NGR: SE374964; Current Location: Inside St 

Thomas’ Church, Brompton; Form: Complete hogback; Corpus Number: 

Brompton 19; AS Type: a – Panel Type; Date: First half of tenth century; Key 

Source: (Lang 1984, 120; 2001, 86-87); Lang Type: English Type III – Panel Type; 

Observations: As Brompton 1. See also Brompton 2, 3, 8 and 10, Kirkby Malzeard, 

Stainton and Wycliffe 3. 

 

Figure 5-20 Brompton 4 hogback 
 

5.4.2.21 Brompton 5 

Region: North Yorkshire, England; NGR: SE374964; Current Location: Inside St 

Thomas’ Church, Brompton; Form: Corpus Number: Brompton 20; AS Type: c – 

Niche Type; Date: First half of tenth century; Key Source: (Lang 1984, 120; 2001, 

76); Lang Type: English Type I – Niche Type, which is contra Lang, who seemingly 

incorrectly initially classed this as English Type II - Extended Niche Type and 

corrected this in the Corpus; Observations: As Brompton 1. See also Bidston, 

Brompton 7, Dinsdale, Ingleby Arncliffe 2, and Sockburn 3 and 4. 

 

Figure 5-21 Brompton 5 hogback 
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5.4.2.22 Brompton 6 

Region: North Yorkshire, England; NGR: SE374964; Current Location: Monk’s 

Dormitory, Durham Cathedral (No. 59); Form: Complete hogback, in two pieces; 

Corpus Number: Brompton 21; AS Type: d – Extended Niche Type; Date: First half 

of tenth century; Key Source: (Lang 1984, 120; 2001, 76-77) Lang Type: English 

Type II(a) – Extended Niche Type; Observations: Visited and recorded. It is not in 

its original location and instead is currently located in a museum. It came from 

the same location as Brompton 1 – 5. See also Brompton 1, Osmotherley, and 

Sockburn 2. 

 

Figure 5-22 Brompton 6 hogback 
 

 

Figure 5-23 Brompton 7 hogback 
 

5.4.2.23 Brompton 7 

Region: North Yorkshire, England; NGR: SE374964; Current Location: Monk’s 

Dormitory, Durham Cathedral (No. 60); Form: Near complete hogback; Corpus 

Number: Brompton 22; AS Type: c – Niche Type; Date: First half of tenth century; 

Key Source: (Lang 1984, 122; 2001, 77); Lang Type: English Type I – Niche Type; 
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Observations: As Brompton 6. See also Bidston, Brompton 5, Dinsdale, Ingleby 

Arncliffe 2, and Sockburn 3 and 4. 

 

Figure 5-24 Brompton 8 hogback 
 

5.4.2.24 Brompton 8 

Region: North Yorkshire, England; NGR: SE374964; Current Location: Monk’s 

Dormitory, Durham Cathedral (No. 61); Form: Hogback fragment; Corpus 

Number: Brompton 23; AS Type: a – Panel Type; Date: First half of tenth century; 

Key Source: (Lang 1984, 122; 2001, 77); Lang Type: English Type III – Panel Type; 

Observations: As Brompton 6. See also Brompton 2, 3, 4 and 10, Kirkby Malzeard, 

Stainton and Wycliffe 3. 

5.4.2.25 Brompton 9 

Region: North Yorkshire, England; NGR: SE374964; Current Location: Monk’s 

Dormitory, Durham Cathedral (No. 58); Form: Complete hogback; Corpus 

Number: Brompton 24; AS Type: d – Extended Niche Type; Date: First half of 

tenth century; Key Source: (Lang 1984, 122; 2001, 77-78); Lang Type: English 

Type II(b) – Extended Niche Type; Observations: As Brompton 6. See also Hexham 

and York 2. 
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Figure 5-25 Brompton 9 hogback 
 

5.4.2.26 Brompton 10 

Region: North Yorkshire, England; NGR: SE374964; Current Location: Monk’s 

Dormitory, Durham Cathedral (No. 62); Form: Near complete hogback; Corpus 

Number: Brompton 25; AS Type: a – Panel Type; Date: First half of tenth century; 

Key Source: (Lang 1984, 124; 2001, 78); Lang Type: English Type III – Panel Type; 

Observations: As Brompton 6. See also Brompton 2, 3, 4 and 8, Kirkby Malzeard 

Stainton and Wycliffe 3. 

 

Figure 5-26 Brompton 10 hogback 
 

5.4.2.27 Brompton 11 

Region: North Yorkshire, England; NGR: SE374964; Current Location: Monk’s 

Dormitory, Durham Cathedral (No. 63); Form: Hogback fragment; Corpus 

Number: Brompton 26; AS Type: Indeterminate; Date: First half of tenth century; 
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Key Source: (Lang 1984, 124; 2001, 78-79); Lang Type: Indeterminate; 

Observations: As Brompton 6. It does not fit Lang’s typology, and its decoration 

is different to that found on the other examples from Brompton, which suggests 

that it may have come from elsewhere (see Lang 2001, 79).  

 

Figure 5-27 Brompton 11 hogback 
 

5.4.2.28 Burnsall 1 

Region: North Yorkshire, England; NGR: SE032615; Current Location: Inside St 

Wilfrid’s Church, Burnsall; Form: Complete hogback, in two pieces; Corpus 

Number: Burnsall 11a-b; AS Type: f – Vestigial End-beast Type; Date: First half of 

the tenth century; Key Source: (Lang 1984, 124; Coatsworth 2008, 113); Lang 

Type: English Type VI – Vestigial Type; Observations: Visited and recorded. It is 

not in its original location and instead is currently located inside a church whose 

site it is likely initially associated with. The site is close to the River Wharfe in 

Wharfedale, perhaps, therefore, a point of navigation in the Yorkshire Dales. See 

also Aspatria, Crosscannonby, Burnsall 2 and 3, Pickhill 1, and Sockburn 1. 
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Figure 5-28 Burnsall 1 hogback 
 

5.4.2.29 Burnsall 2 

Region: North Yorkshire, England; NGR: SE032615; Current Location: Inside St 

Wilfrid’s Church, Burnsall; Form: Hogback fragment; Corpus Number: Burnsall 

12; AS Type: Not given, although it appears to conform with f – Vestigial End-

beast Type; Date: First half of the tenth century; Key Source: (Lang 1984, 124; 

Coatsworth 2008, 113); Lang Type: English Type VI – Vestigial Type; Observations: 

As Burnsall 1. Unlike Burnsall 1, Burnsall 2 and 3 have no tegulation or ridge 

(perhaps unfinished), but all three have similarly muzzled end-beasts. See also 

Aspatria, Crosscannonby, Burnsall 1 and 3, Pickhill 1, and Sockburn 1. 

 

Figure 5-29 Burnsall 2 hogback 
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5.4.2.30 Burnsall 3 

Region: North Yorkshire, England; NGR: SE032615; Current Location: Inside St 

Wilfrid’s Church, Burnsall; Form: Complete hogback; Corpus Number: Burnsall 

13; AS Type: Not given, although it appears to conform with f – Vestigial End-

beast Type; Date: First half of the tenth century; Key Source: (Lang 1984, 124; 

Coatsworth 2008, 113-114); Lang Type: English Type VI – Vestigial Type; 

Observations: As Burnsall 1. See also Aspatria, Crosscannonby, Burnsall 1 and 2, 

Pickhill 1, and Sockburn 1. 

 

Figure 5-30 Burnsall 3 hogback 
 

5.4.2.31 Cranwell 

Region: Lincolnshire, England; NGR: TF032499; Current Location: Inside St 

Andrew’s Church, Cranwell; Form: Part of a hogback (variant), in four pieces; 

Corpus Number: Cranwell 2a-d; AS Type: Not given, although it appears to 

conform with j – Wheel Rim Type; Date: Mid-tenth century, perhaps second 

quarter; Key Source: (Everson and Stocker 1999, 136-139); Lang Type: Not 

recorded by Lang (1984), although it conforms with English Type VIII – Wheel Rim 

Type. Observations: I did not assess this hogback using my personal, reflexive 

approach as I did not visit and record it due to it being outwith the geographical 

scope of this thesis. It is one of three Trent Valley hogbacks (see Everson and 

Stocker 1999, 35-36 and 83, Figure 22) (cf. Derby and Shelton). It could be argued 

that the Wheel Rim Type is perhaps more of a hogback variant. See also Derby, 

Lythe 13 and 14, and Shelton. 
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Figure 5-31 Cranwell hogback (Everson and Stocker 1999, 137) 
 

5.4.2.32 Crathorne 1 

Region: North Yorkshire, England; NGR: NZ444076; Current Location: Monk’s 

Dormitory, Durham Cathedral (No. 51); Form: Two fragments of part of a hogback; 

Corpus Number: Crathorne 5a-b; AS Type: h – Scroll Type; Date: First half of 

tenth century; Key Source: (Lang 1984, 126; 2001, 86-87); Lang Type: English 

Type XI – Scroll Type; Observations: Visited and recorded. It is not in its original 

location and instead is currently located in a museum. It came from the same 

location as Crathorne 3 – 5. See also Appleby, Bedale 1, Brigham, Crathorne 2 and 

3, Gainford 1 and 2, Gilling West, Govan 1, Kirby Wiske, Kirkdale, Oswaldkirk, 

Penrith 1, 2, 3 and 4, Repton, West Kirby, and York 1. 

 

Figure 5-32 Crathorne 1 [top] and Crathorne 2 [bottom] hogbacks 
 



157 
 
5.4.2.33 Crathorne 2 

Region: North Yorkshire, England; NGR: NZ444076; Current Location: Monk’s 

Dormitory, Durham Cathedral (No. 51); Form: Two fragments of part of a hogback; 

Corpus Number: Crathorne 6; AS Type: h – Scroll Type; Date: First half of tenth 

century; Key Source: (Lang 1984, 126; 2001, 87); Lang Type: English Type XI – 

Scroll Type; Observations: As Crathorne 1. See also Appleby, Bedale 1, Brigham, 

Crathorne 1 and 3, Gainford 1 and 2, Gilling West, Govan 1, Kirby Wiske, Kirkdale, 

Oswaldkirk, Penrith 1, 2, 3 and 4, Repton, West Kirby, and York 1. 

 

Figure 5-33 Crathorne 3 hogback 
 

5.4.2.34 Crathorne 3 

Region: North Yorkshire, England; NGR: NZ444076; Current Location: Reused as 

a lintel over a church door, All Saints Church, Crathorne;  Form: Near complete 

hogback; Corpus Number: Crathorne 4; AS Type: h – Scroll Type; Date: First half 

of tenth century; Key Source: (Lang 1984, 126; 2001, 86); Lang Type: English 

Type XI – Scroll Type; Observations: Visited and recorded. It is not in its original 

location and instead is currently built into a church whose site it is likely initially 

associated with. See also Appleby, Bedale 1, Brigham, Crathorne 1 and 2, Gainford 

1 and 2, Gilling West, Govan 1, Kirby Wiske, Kirkdale, Oswaldkirk, Penrith 1, 2, 3 

and 4, Repton, West Kirkby, and York 1. 

5.4.2.35 Crathorne 4 

Region: North Yorkshire, England; NGR: NZ444076; Current Location: Re-used to 

support the west end of an effigy in All Saints Church, Crathorne. Form: Hogback 

fragment; Corpus Number: Crathorne 7; AS Type: Indeterminate; Date: Tenth 

century; Key Source: (Lang 1984, 126; 2001, 87-88); Lang Type: Indeterminate; 

Observations: Visited and recorded. It is not in its original location and instead is 
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currently located inside a church whose site it is likely initially associated with. 

See also Crathorne 4. 

 

5.4.2.36 Crathorne 5 

Region: North Yorkshire, England; NGR: NZ444076; Current Location: Re-used to 

support the east end of an effigy in All Saints Church, Crathorne; Form: Hogback 

fragment; Corpus Number: Crathorne 8; AS Type: Indeterminate; Date: Tenth 

century; Key Source: (Lang 1984, 126; 2001, 88); Lang Type: Indeterminate; 

Observations: As Crathorne 4. Inaccessible. 

5.4.2.37 Crosscannonby 

Region: Cumbria, England; NGR: NY069390; Current Location: Churchyard, St 

John’s Church, Crosscannonby; Form: Complete hogback; Corpus Number: 

Crosscannonby 5; AS Type: f – Vestigial End-beast Type; Date: Tenth century; Key 

Source: (Lang 1984, 128; Bailey and Cramp 1988, 89-90); Lang Type: English Type 

VI – Vestigial Type; Observations: Visited and recorded. It is not certain if it is in 

its original location, as it is aligned north-south beside a relatively modern church, 

although the site of its current location if moved, would likely be associated with 

its original location. Instead of tegulation, its roof decoration comprises multiple 

ring-chain, which is a Cumbrian Borre-style development (see Chapter 2.3.3) 

dated to the tenth century and also seen on the Gosforth Cross (see Bailey and 

Cramp 1988, 100-104) and on the Workington examples (see below). Although 

Bailey and Cramp stated that its end-beasts are ‘seemingly inward-facing’(1988, 

89-90), considering the potential for the surviving Govan 2 end-beast to be 

outward-facing (discussed below), and when the recently discovered outward-

facing end-beast from nearby Workington (see below) is also viewed, like Govan 

 

Figure 5-34 Crathorne 4 hogback 

 

Figure 5-35 Crathorne 5 hogback 
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2, the end-beasts on Crosscannonby could also perhaps be interpreted as outward-

facing. For a close parallel for its end-beasts, see Govan 2 (below). See also 

Aspatria, Burnsall 1, 2, 3, Pickhill 1, and Sockburn 1. 

 

Figure 5-36 Crosscannonby hogback 
 

5.4.2.38 Dalserf 

Region: South Lanarkshire, Scotland; NGR: NS7998150706; Current Location: 

Churchyard, Dalserf Parish Church, Dalserf; Form: Complete hogback, in two 

pieces; Date: Eleventh century; Key Source: (Lang 1976, 224); Lang Type: 

Scottish Type B2 – Plain Tegulated Type; Observations: Visited and recorded. It is 

not certain if it is in its original location, as it is aligned north-south beside a 

relatively modern church, although the site of its current location if moved, would 

likely be associated with its original location. Its location is southwest of the River 

Clyde at an important fording point; a river flowing through the Clyde Valley, from 

which the Kingdom of Strathclyde derives its name. See also Bedrule 1, Kirkwall 1 

and 2, Logie 1, 2 and 3, and Tulliallan. 

 

Figure 5-37 Dalserf hogback 
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5.4.2.39 Darlington 

Region: Country Durham, England; NGR: NZ291144; Current Location: Inside St 

Cuthbert’s Church, Darlington; Form: Hogback fragment; Corpus Number: 

Darlington 4; AS Type: Uncertain, although it appears to conform with d – 

Extended Niche Type; Date: Second quarter to end of tenth century; Key Source: 

(Cramp 1984a, 62-63; Lang 1984, 128); Lang Type: English Type II – Extended 

Niche Type; Observations: Visited and recorded. It is not in its original location 

and instead is currently located inside a church whose site it is likely initially 

associated with. This example is perhaps a poor reflex of those comparable types 

from Brompton (cf. Brompton 1 and 6) and is ‘a rather poor reflection of the Tees 

valley group’ (Cramp 1984a, 63) (see Gainford and Stanwick below for examples).  

 

Figure 5-38 Darlington hogback 
 

5.4.2.40 Derby 

Region: Derbyshire, England; NGR: SK3474437118 (find-spot); Current Location: 

Derby Museum and Art Gallery, Derby; Form: Hogback (variant) fragment; Corpus 

Number: No coverage for Derbyshire; AS Type: N/A, although it appears to 

conform with j – Wheel Rim Type; Date: Tenth century; Key Source: (Lang 1984, 

128); Lang Type: Lang describes it as related to English Type X – Enriched Shrine 

Type, but it appears to conform with English Type VIII – Wheel Rim Type; 

Observations: I did not assess this hogback using my personal, reflexive approach 

as I did not visit and record it due to it being outwith the geographical scope of 

this thesis. It probably came from St Alkmund’s Church, Derby. It is one of three 
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Trent Valley hogbacks (see Everson and Stocker 1999, 35-36 and 83, Figure 22) (cf. 

Cranwell and Shelton). It could be argued that the Wheel Rim Type is perhaps 

more of a hogback variant. See also Cranwell, Lythe 13 and 14, and Shelton. 

 

5.4.2.41 Dewsbury 

Region: West Yorkshire, England; NGR: SE246215; Current Location: Inside All 

Saints Minster, Dewsbury; Form: Hogback fragment; Corpus Number: Dewsbury 

15; AS Type: Not given, although it appears to conform with k – Shrine Type;  

Date: Tenth century, which is contra the Corpus; Key Source: (Lang 1984, 130; 

Coatsworth 2008, 147-148); Lang Type: English Type X – Enriched Shrine Type; 

Observations: Visited and recorded. It is not in its original location and instead is 

currently located inside a church whose site it is likely initially associated with. 

Elizabeth Coatsworth argues that this example is not a hogback and that it is a 

‘house-shaped tomb cover or shrine’ and dates it to the ninth century (2008, 147-

148). However, its form, style and ornament are indicative of other hogback 

developments (cf. Govan 1 below). There is also a cross carved on its surviving 

end (cf. Inchcolm and Tulliallan). See also Bedale 2, Easington 2, Gosforth 2, and 

Lythe 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8 and 9, and York 3. 

5.4.2.42 Dinsdale 

Region: County Durham, England; NGR: NZ346112; Current Location: Inside St 

John the Baptist Church, Dinsdale; Form: Two fragments of part of a hogback; 

Corpus Number: Dinsdale 8; AS Type: c – Niche Type; Date: First half of tenth 

 

Figure 5-39 Derby hogback 

 

Figure 5-40 Dewsbury hogback 
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century; Key Source: (Cramp 1984a, 65; Lang 1984, 130); Lang Type:  English 

Type I - Niche Type; Observations: Visited and recorded. It is not in its original 

location and instead is currently located inside a church whose site it is likely 

initially associated with. It is situated close to the River Tees, and so it is probably 

part of the Tees Valley group (cf. Sockburn). See also Bidston, Brompton 5 and 7, 

Ingleby Arncliffe 2, and Sockburn 3 and 4. 

 

Figure 5-41 Dinsdale hogback 
 

5.4.2.43 Easington 1 

Region: North Yorkshire, England; NGR: NZ744180; Current Location: Monk’s 

Dormitory, Durham Cathedral (No. 67); Form: Hogback fragment; Corpus 

Number: Easington 6; AS Type: Defaced thus indeterminate; Date: First half of 

the tenth century; Key Source: (Lang 1984, 130; 2001, 105); Lang Type: Defaced 

thus indeterminate; Observations: Visited and recorded. It is not in its original 

location and instead is currently located in a museum. It came from the same 

location as Easington 2 and 3. It is noted that there was also a supposed carving 

of a beast claw found at Easington but is now lost (see Lang 2001, 295). 
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Figure 5-42 Easington 1 hogback 
 

5.4.2.44 Easington 2 

Region: North Yorkshire, England; NGR: NZ744180; Current Location: 

Churchyard, All Saints Church, Easington; Form: Hogback fragment; Corpus 

Number: Easington 8; AS Type: k – Shrine Type; Date: First half of tenth century; 

Key Source: (Lang 1984, 132; 2001, 106); Lang Type: English Type X – Enriched 

Shrine Type; Observations: Visited and recorded. It is not in its original location 

and instead is currently located in a churchyard whose site it is likely initially 

associated with. See also Bedale 2, Dewsbury, Gosforth 2, and Lythe 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 

6, 7, 8 and 9, and York 3. 

 

Figure 5-43 Easington 2 hogback 
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Figure 5-44  Easington 3 hogback 
 

5.4.2.45 Easington 3 

Region: North Yorkshire, England; NGR: NZ744180; Current Location: Inside All 

Saints Church, Easington; Form: Two fragments of part of a hogback; Corpus 

Number: Easington 7a-b; AS Type: e – Dragonesque Type; Date: First half of tenth 

century; Key Source: (Lang 1984, 132; 2001, 105-106); Lang Type: English Type 

V – Dragonesque Type; Observations: Visited and recorded. It is not in its original 

location and instead is currently located inside a church whose site it is likely 

initially associated with. See also Barmston, Ellerburn, Lastingham, Lythe 10 and 

11, Pickering, Sinnington, Stanwick 1 and 2, and Upleatham. 

 

Figure 5-45 Edrom hogback (Richardson 1907, 434) 
 

5.4.2.46 Edrom 

Region: Scottish Borders, Scotland; NGR: NT8270055800; Current Location: Lost; 

Form: Half a hogback; Date: Early-eleventh century; Key Source: (Lang 1976, 

224); Lang Type: Scottish Type B1 – Plain Tegulated Type; Observations: I did not 

assess this hogback using my personal, reflexive approach as I was unable to locate 

it, although I did visit and record its supposed original setting at Edrom. The site 

is home to an eleventh-century church which sits on a prominent location south 

of the Whiteadder Water, a tributary of the River Tweed. It is, therefore, probably 
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a site of ongoing significance throughout the early Christian period. See also 

Abercorn 1, Luss, and Nisbet 1. 

5.4.2.47 Ellerburn 

Region: North Yorkshire, England; NGR: SE842843; Current Location: Built into 

the porch of St Hilda’s Church, Ellerburn; Form: Two hogback end-beasts; Corpus 

Number: Ellerburn 9a-b; AS Type: e – Dragonesque Type; Date: Tenth century; 

Key Source: Lang Type: English Type V – Dragonesque Type; Observations: Visited 

and recorded. It is not in its original location and instead is currently built into a 

church whose site it is likely initially associated with. The heads are reminiscent 

of Barmston (see above). See also Barmston, Easington 3, Lastingham, Lythe 10 

and 11, Pickering, Sinnington, Stanwick 1 and 2, and Upleatham. 

 

Figure 5-46 Ellerburn hogback 
 

5.4.2.48 Gainford 1 

Region: County Durham, England; NGR: NZ170168; Current Location: Monk’s 

Dormitory, Durham Cathedral (No. 47); Form: Two fragments of part of a hogback; 

Corpus Number: Gainford 22; AS Type: h – Scroll Type; Date: Tenth century; Key 

Source: (Cramp 1984a, 87-88; Lang 1984, 132); Lang Type: English Type XI – Scroll 

Type; Observations: Visited and recorded. It is not in its original location and 

instead is currently located in a museum. It came from the same location as 

Gainford 2 and 3. See also Appleby, Bedale 1, Crathorne 1, 2 and 3, Gainford 2, 
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Gilling West, Govan 1, Kirby Wiske, Kirkdale, Oswaldkirk, Penrith 1, 2, 3 and 4, 

Repton, West Kirby, and York 1. 

 

Figure 5-47 Gainford 1 hogback 
 

5.4.2.49 Gainford 2 

Region: County Durham, England; NGR: NZ170168; Current Location: Built into 

the exterior west wall of St Mary’s Church, Gainford; Form: Hogback fragment; 

Corpus Number: Gainford 28; AS Type: h – Scroll Type, which is contra the 

Corpus; Date: Tenth century; Key Source: (Cramp 1984a, 89; Lang 1984, 132); 

Lang Type: English Type XI – Scroll Type; Observations: Visited and recorded. It 

is not in its original location and instead is currently built into a church whose site 

it is likely initially associated with. The site of Gainford is close to the River Tees. 

See also Appleby, Bedale 1, Crathorne 1, 2 and 3, Gainford 1, Gilling West, Govan 

1, Kirby Wiske, Kirkdale, Oswaldkirk, Penrith 1, 2, 3 and 4, Repton, West Kirby, 

and York 1. 

5.4.2.50 Gainford 3 

Region: County Durham, England; NGR: NZ170168; Current Location: Built into 

the exterior west wall of St Mary’s Church, Gainford; Form: Hogback fragment; 

Corpus Number: Gainford 36; AS Type: Indeterminate; Date: Probably tenth 

century; Key Source: (Cramp 1984a, 156; Lang 1984, 132); Lang Type: 

Indeterminate; Observations: As Gainford 2. It is above Gainford 2 in the wall.  
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5.4.2.51 Gilling West 

Region: North Yorkshire, England; NGR: NZ179053 (find-spot); Current Location: 

Richmondshire Museum, Richmond; Form: Hogback fragment; Corpus Number: 

Gilling West 10; AS Type: h – Scroll Type; Date: First half of tenth century; Key 

Source: (Lang 1984, 134; 2001, 118); Lang Type: English Type XI – Scroll Type; 

Observations: Visited and recorded. It is not in its original location and instead is 

currently located in a museum. It was found in Gilling Beck with another stone 

fragment (see Lang 2001, 117). See also Appleby, Bedale 1, Brigham, Crathorne 

1, 2 and 3, Gainford 1 and 2, Govan 1, Kirby Wiske, Kirkdale, Oswaldkirk, Penrith 

1, 2, 3 and 4, Repton, West Kirby, and York 1. 

 

Figure 5-50 Gilling West hogback 
 

5.4.2.52 Gosforth 1 

Region: Cumbria, England; NGR: NY072036; Current Location: Inside St Mary’s 

Church, Gosforth; Form: Near complete hogback; Corpus Number: Gosforth 4; AS 

 

Figure 5-48 Gainford 2 hogback 

 

Figure 5-49 Gainford 3 hogback 
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Type: g – Illustrative Type; Date: First half of tenth century; Key Source: (Lang 

1984, 134; Bailey and Cramp 1988, 105-106); Lang Type: English Type VII – 

Illustrative Type; Observations: Visited and recorded. It is not in its original 

location and instead is currently located inside a church whose site it is likely 

initially associated with. It is known as the Warrior’s Tomb. There are two other 

significant Viking Age carved stones at this site: Gosforth Cross and Fishing Stone 

(Bailey and Cramp 1988, 100-104 and 108-109). See also Heysham, Lowther 1 and 

2, St Helen’s on the Lea 1 and 2, Sockburn 5, 6, 8 and 9, and Tyninghame. 

 

Figure 5-51 Gosforth 1 hogback 
 

 

Figure 5-52 Gosforth 2 hogback 
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5.4.2.53 Gosforth 2 

Region: Cumbria, England; NGR: NY072036; Current Location: Inside St Mary’s 

Church, Gosforth; Form: Near complete hogback; Corpus Number: Gosforth 5; AS 

Type: k – Shrine Type; Date: First half of tenth century; Key Source: (Lang 1984, 

136; Bailey and Cramp 1988, 106-108); Lang Type: English Type X – Enriched Shrine 

Type; Observations: As Gosforth 1. It is known as the Saint’s Tomb. Significantly, 

the inclusion of end-beasts to an enriched shine type is novel, and the surviving 

example has fangs and a curled tongue which are readily paralleled (see Bailey 

and Cramp 1988, 107). If Govan 1 (below) is considered in the context of this 

example, there are remarkable similarities apparent, yet both are considered 

typologically different. The recently discovered hogback fragment from Sockburn 

(Sockburn 10) and the fragment from Aspatria (see above) have similar end-beast 

fangs carved on them. See also Bedale 2, Dewsbury, Easington 2, and Lythe 1, 2, 

3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8 and 9, and York 3. 

5.4.2.54 Govan 14 

Region: City of Glasgow, Scotland; NGR: NS5534665894; Current Location: Inside 

Govan Old Parish Church, Govan; Form: Complete hogback; Date: Tenth century; 

Key Source: (Lang 1976, 224-225; 1994); Lang Type: Cumbrian Scroll Type, which 

corresponds with English Type XI – Scroll Type. It may also be considered as a 

Scottish Type A – End-beast Type, as it has two inward-facing end-beasts; 

Observations: Visited and recorded. It is not in its original location and instead is 

currently located inside a church whose site it is likely initially associated with. It 

is decorated with concave Type 9 tegulation (see Figure 2-24) also seen on Govan 

2 and 5, which suggests they are perhaps modelled on the idea of the ‘church-

shaped reliquary shrine’ (Driscoll 2016, 83) (cf. Dewsbury above). Its slender 

profile links it morphologically with those in Cumbria (cf. Gosforth and Penrith).  

It is part of the Govan School of early medieval carved stones, of which 31 survive 

(see Ritchie 1994; Driscoll 2016). It is located on an early Christian site, on the 

banks of the River Clyde, which has supposed links to the elites of the Kingdom of 

Strathclyde. Govan is also in direct proximity to the now destroyed Doomster Hill, 

which is a supposed Norse royal assembly site (Driscoll 2016) or a Scandinavian 

 
4 There are a variety of numbering systems for the Govan hogbacks. This research uses Lang’s 

numbering (1976), and a concordance is provided elsewhere (see Appendix 2 in Ritchie 1994). 
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thing site during the Viking Age (cf. O’Grady et al. 2016; Sanmark 2017; Gleeson 

2018). The concentration of massive hogbacks at Govan, which is home to the 

most extensive collection of early medieval carved stones in Scotland, as well as 

the Govan School of carving (see Stirling-Maxwell 1899; Ritchie 1994), raises 

questions of the potential for the Partick hogbacks to have been real and 

connected (see Davidson Kelly 1994). The Govan hogbacks are the most massive 

examples in the corpus and the most numerous group in Scotland (Driscoll 2016, 

83). The wealth of evidence at this location attests to the apparent wealth, power 

and significance of Govan during the Viking Age (cf. Brompton, Lythe and 

Sockburn). See Wycliffe 1 (below) for a discussion on the development and origin 

of the end-beast associated with the Panel and Illustrative Types. See also 

Appleby, Bedale 1, Brigham, Crathorne 1, 2 and 3, Gainford 1 and 2, Gilling West, 

Kirby Wiske, Kirkdale, Oswaldkirk, Penrith 1, 2, 3 and 4, Repton, and West Kirby, 

York 1 for further examples of the Cumbrian Scroll Type.  

 

Figure 5-53 Govan 1 hogback 
 

5.4.2.55 Govan 2 

Region: City of Glasgow, Scotland; NGR: NS5534665894; Current Location: Inside 

Govan Old Parish Church, Govan; Form: Complete hogback; Date: Tenth century; 

Key Source: (Lang 1976, 225; 1994); Lang Type: Scottish Type A – End-beast Type; 

Observations: As Govan 1. Additionally, one of its end-beasts is indistinguishable 
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due to damage and probably being recut (Ritchie 2004, 3-4). Initially, it is likely 

that it had two opposing, inward-facing end-beasts. However, upon viewing recent 

but not yet published illustrations of Govan 2 (John Borland pers. comm.), and in 

considering its remaining end-beast as being similar to that from Crosscannonby 

(discussed above), it could well also be interpreted as outward-facing. There are 

five Scottish Type A – End-beast type hogbacks, the others being Govan 1, 3, 4, 

and 5, which is contra Lang (1976) as this research rejects Meigle and Brechin and 

reclassifies them as kindred monuments with end-beasts, and has included Govan 

1 at is it both Scottish Cumbrian Scroll Type and Scottish Type A – End-beast type. 

The other Scottish Type A – End-beast type is St Vigeans kindred monument. It can 

be paralleled with Crosscannonby in Cumbria for example, which is an English 

Type VI – Vestigial type (see above).  

 

Figure 5-54 Govan 2 hogback 
 

5.4.2.56 Govan 3 

Region: City of Glasgow, Scotland; NGR: NS5534665894; Current Location: Inside 

Govan Old Parish Church, Govan; Form: Complete hogback; Date: Tenth century; 

Key Source: (Lang 1976, 225-226; 1994); Lang Type: Scottish Type A – End-beast 

Type; Observations: As Govan 1. Additionally, initially it would have had two 

opposing, inward-facing end-beasts but it has been wholly recut to form a single 

beast with a tail end and outward-facing head of an end-beast. Interestingly, the 

nature of its recut suggests that it may be emulating a style seen in Insular 

metalwork; particularly its new tail-end. Holger Schmidt, who appears to be of 

the school of thought that all hogbacks are emulating houses, suggests that Govan 

3 and 4 were not recut and instead were initially carved this way to form ‘scaly 

crouching beasts’ (Schmidt 1994, 148-152). Furthermore, he suggests that Govan 
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2, 3 and 4 ‘are a local Scottish misrepresentation of the hog-back motif’ (Schmidt 

1994, 152). On the first point regarding Govan 3 and 4, Schmidt is wrong (see Lang 

1994). His second point does not allow for the concept of parallel evolution of an 

idea, and, instead, he is favouring the idea that the Scottish examples are 

somehow derivate of the English ones. The presence of Govan 1 perhaps negates 

his argument. Although Govan 3 and 4 have both been recut to form a single beast, 

the only other definite example of a hogback with an outward-facing head of an 

end-beast is found in the newly discovered fragments from Workington (see 

Chapter 5.4.2.139). 

 

Figure 5-55 Govan 3 hogback 
 

 

Figure 5-56 Govan 4 hogback 
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5.4.2.57 Govan 4 

Region: City of Glasgow, Scotland; NGR: NS5534665894; Current Location: Inside 

Govan Old Parish Church, Govan; Form: Complete hogback; Date: Tenth century; 

Key Source: (Lang 1976, 226; 1994); Lang Type: Scottish Type A – End-beast Type; 

Observations: As Govan 1. Additionally, it has been recut similar to Govan 3. Anna 

Ritchie suggests that the recutting of Govan 3 and 4 likely took place within a few 

generations of their initial creation (2004, 15). Govan 3 and 4 are the only two 

from Govan without concave tegulation, thus suggesting they are perhaps 

modelled on the idea of the ‘chieftain’s hall’, which, when considered alongside 

Govan 1, 2, and 5, may indicate the shift from secular to ecclesiastical power 

(Driscoll 2016, 83). If so, Govan 3 and 4 may be the earliest at Govan, subsequently 

recut to reflect changing patronage and tastes under a church influence.  

 

Figure 5-57 Govan 5 hogback 
 

5.4.2.58 Govan 5 

Region: City of Glasgow, Scotland; NGR: NS5534665894; Current Location: Inside 

Govan Old Parish Church, Govan; Form: Complete hogback; Date: Tenth century; 

Key Source: (Lang 1976, 226-227; 1994); Lang Type: Scottish Type A – End-beast 

Type; Observations: As Govan 1. Additionally, each end has two confronting and 

intertwining beasts, which is unique to the corpus (Lang 1994, 129), although one 

end is severely degraded. This arrangement has been compared to the opposing 

beast heads on the metal ribs of the house-shaped Cammin Casket (Lang 1976, 

214; Wilson and Klindt-Jensen 1980, Plate LV) (see Figure 2-18). Opposing beasts 

are a reasonably common motif at this time, and an example can be seen carved 

on the ninth-century Dupplin Cross in Perthshire (Henderson and Henderson 2004, 
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189-194). Alice Blackwell has discussed the significance of opposing animals in her 

work on the Hunterston brooch and related metalwork. She asserts that animals 

embedded in metalwork in this form are a motif rooted in the Canticle of 

Habakkuk (Blackwell 2011) (see Chapter 7.4.16 for an analogue of this motif on a 

hammerhead cross and Chapter 8.3.4 for discussion on this theme). Govan 5 could, 

therefore, indicate recognition of this theme (cf. Tyninghame hogback).  

5.4.2.59 Helmsley  

Region: North Yorkshire, England; NGR: SE613838 Current Location: Church 

porch, All Saints Church, Helmsley; Form: Complete hogback; Corpus Number: 

Helmsley 1; AS Type: Indeterminate; Date: Tenth century; Key Source: (Lang 

1984, 136; 1991, 142-143); Lang Type: Indeterminate;  Observations: Visited and 

recorded. It is not in its original location and instead is currently located inside a 

church whose site it is likely initially associated with. Its decoration is the only 

aspect of it that situates it within the hogback type.  

 

Figure 5-58 Helmsley hogback 
 

5.4.2.60 Hexham  

Region: Northumberland, England; NGR: NY935641; Current Location: Inside 

Hexham Abbey, Hexham; Form: Hogback fragment; Corpus Number: Hexham 18; 

AS Type: d – Extended Niche Type; Date: Second half of the tenth century; Key 

Source: (Cramp 1984a, 183; Lang 1984, 138); Lang Type: English Type II(b) – 

Extended Niche Type; Observations: Visited and recorded. It is not in its original 

location and instead is currently located in an abbey whose site it is likely initially 

associated with. It is the most northerly hogback in England, and there is a later 



175 
 
Romanesque grave-cover from Hexham that seems to be referencing the hogback 

form (see Cramp 1984a, 242), which Collingwood identified as a hogback and 

described it as a ‘clumsy thing’ (Collingwood 1927, 173). See also Brompton 9 and 

York 2. 

 

Figure 5-59 Hexham hogback 
 

5.4.2.61 Heysham  

Region: Lancashire, England; NGR: SD411617; Current Location: Inside St Peter’s 

Church, Heysham; Form: Complete hogback; Corpus Number: Heysham 5; AS 

Type: g – Illustrative Type; Date: Tenth century; Key Source: (Lang 1984, 138; 

Bailey 2010, 201-203); Lang Type: English Type VII – Illustrative Type; 

Observations: Visited and recorded. It is not in its original location and instead is 

currently located in a church whose site it is likely initially associated with. Similar 

to the Bolton-le-Sands hogback, this site probably has connectivity to the Irish Sea 

through Morecambe Bay. Due to its mythological character, this hogback is 

perhaps the most discussed concerning interpretation. For example, it is the only 

hogback where evidence has been uncovered to potentially directly associate it 

with a burial (see Chapter 2.3.7.1). The underside of this hogback is arching, to 

the extent that it would be unstably placed on the ground unless the end-beasts 

were substantially submerged under the earth. Perhaps this indicates that the 

type was placed otherwise. There is also a hammerhead cross present at this site 

(see Chapter 7.4.13). See also Gosforth 1, Lowther 1 and 2, St Helen’s on the Lea 

1 and 2, Sockburn 5, 6, 8 and 9, and Tyninghame. 
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Figure 5-60 Heysham hogback 
 

 

Figure 5-61 Inchcolm hogback 
 

5.4.2.62 Inchcolm 

Region: Fife, Scotland; NGR: NT1888382609; Current Location: Displayed in a 

museum east of Inchcolm Abbey; Form: Complete hogback; Date: Mid-tenth 

century; Key Source: (Lang 1976, 226); Lang Type: Pilaster Type, which 

corresponds with English Type IV – Pilaster Type; Observations: Visited and 

recorded. It is not in its original location and instead is currently located inside a 

museum whose site it is likely initially associated with. Its original location is 

supposedly west of the abbey on a prominent mound (see Chapter 2.3.5.2). Such 

locations are often indicative of Viking burials (see Harrison 2008). It supposed 

prominent location is perhaps on the eastern sea routes from Scandinavia to the 

Kingdom of Northumbria, and into Strathclyde. As a pilaster type, common in 

England, it is the only example in Scotland (cf. Aspatria). It also has the remains 

of what appear to be concave tegulae, corresponding to Type 9 (Lang 1984, 94). 

For a discussion on this concave tegulation type, see Govan 1, 2, 5 and Aspatria. 
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It is suggestive of the ‘church-shaped reliquary shrine’ (Driscoll 2016, 83). 

Additionally, as well as a figure perhaps in the orans position carved on one side, 

it has a cross carved on its other (cf. Dewsbury and Tulliallan). Lang initially 

interpreted this as a being indicative of a tenth-century hammer-head shape like 

those from Whithorn (1976, 209). However, the subsequent analysis seems to 

indicate that this is a freestanding ringed cross (John Borland pers. comm.), like 

those found in the West Highlands and Islands (see Fisher 2001) or the high crosses 

found in Ireland. For example, see the Kildalton Cross on Islay (Fisher 2001, 138-

139). When it is considered that Inchcolm translates as Columba’s island, the 

presence of such a cross carved on a hogback is particularly intriguing. 

Furthermore, Robert Sibbald’s early eighteenth-century illustration of the 

hogback is fascinatingly weird and extremely incorrect (see Figure 2-8). It suggests 

complete ignorance of the hogback type. The inclusion of human heads furthers 

the argument that this example appears to indicate the first suggestion that a 

hogback must equal a burial monument for a specific person. See also Aspatria, 

Lowther 3, and Wycliffe 1. 

 

Figure 5-62 Ingleby Arncliffe 1 hogback 
 

5.4.2.63 Ingleby Arncliffe 1 

Region: North Yorkshire, England; NGR: NZ452003; Current Location: Yorkshire 

Museum, York; Form: Complete hogback; Corpus Number: Ingleby Arncliffe 3; AS 

Type: I – House Type; Date: Mid-ninth to mid-eleventh century; Key Source: (Lang 

1984, 142; 2001, 125-126); Lang Type: English Type IX – House Type; 

Observations: Visited and recorded. It is not in its original location and instead is 

currently located in a museum. It came from All Saints Church, Ingleby Arncliffe, 
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as did Ingleby Arncliffe 2 and 3. Although it is a different type, it is small and 

should be considered together with Dewsbury as intriguing small shrine types (see 

above). See also Ingleby Arncliffe 3, Lythe 15 and 16, and Lythe KM 1. 

5.4.2.64 Ingleby Arncliffe 2 

Region: North Yorkshire, England; NGR: NZ452003; Current Location: Monk’s 

Dormitory, Durham Cathedral (No. 64); Form: Near complete hogback Corpus 

Number: Ingleby Arncliffe 4; AS Type: c – Niche Type; Date: First half of tenth 

century; Key Source: (Lang 1984, 142; 2001, 126); Lang Type: English Type I – 

Niche Type; Observations: Visited and recorded. It is not in its original location 

and instead is currently located in a museum. It came from All Saints Church, 

Ingleby Arncliffe, as did Ingleby Arncliffe 1 and 3. See also Bidston, Brompton 5 

and 7, Dinsdale, and Sockburn 3 and 4. 

 

Figure 5-63 Ingleby Arncliffe 2 hogback 
 

5.4.2.65 Ingleby Arncliffe 3 

Region: North Yorkshire, England; NGR: NZ452003; Current Location: Monk’s 

Dormitory, Durham Cathedral (No. 65) Form: Hogback fragment; Corpus Number: 

Ingleby Arncliffe 5; AS Type: Not given, as it is reworked and damaged, although 

it appears to conform with i – House Type; Date: First half of tenth century; Key 

Source: (Lang 1984, 142; 2001, 126-127); Lang Type: English Type IX – House 

Type; Observations: As Ingleby Arncliffe 2. See also Ingleby Arncliffe 1, Lythe 15 

and 16, and Lythe KM 1. 
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Figure 5-64 Ingleby Arncliffe 3 
 

5.4.2.66 Kirby Wiske  

Region: North Yorkshire, England; NGR: SE376848; Current Location: Thirsk 

Museum, Thirsk; Form: Hogback fragment Corpus Number: Kirby Wiske 2; AS 

Type: h – Scroll Type; Date: First half of the tenth century; Key Source: (Lang 

2001, 139);  Lang Type: Not recorded by Lang (1984), although it appears to 

conform with English Type XI – Scroll Type; Observations: Visited and recorded. 

It is not in its original location and instead is currently located in a museum, 

although I did visit and record its supposed original setting at St John the Baptist 

Church, Kirby Wiske. See also Appleby, Bedale 1, Brigham, Crathorne 1, 2 and 3, 

Gainford 1 and 2, Gilling West, Govan 1, Kirkdale, Oswaldkirk, Penrith 1, 2, 3 and 

4, Repton, West Kirby, and York 1. 

 

Figure 5-65 Kirby Wiske hogback 
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5.4.2.67  Kirkby Malzeard  

Region: North Yorkshire, England; NGR: SE235745; Current Location: Destroyed 

by fire (originally from St Andrew’s Church, Kirby Malzeard); Form: Near complete 

hogback; Corpus Number: Kirkby Malzeard 1; AS Type: Not given, although it 

appears to conform with a – Panel Type; Date: Early-tenth century; Key Source: 

(Lang 1984, 142; Coatsworth 2008, 185); Lang Type: English Type III – Panel Type; 

Observations: I did not assess this hogback using my personal, reflexive approach 

as it is now destroyed. See also Brompton 2, 3, 4, 8 and 10, Stainton, and Wycliffe 

3. 

 

Figure 5-66 Kirkby Malzeard hogback (Coatsworth 2008, Illustration 429) 
 

5.4.2.68  Kirkby Stephen  

Region: Cumbria, England; NGR: NY775089; Current Location: Inside St John’s 

Church, Kirkby Stephen; Form: Near complete hogback; Corpus Number: Kirkby 

Stephen 8; AS Type: i – House Type; Date: Tenth century; Key Source: (Lang 1984, 

144; Bailey and Cramp 1988, 125); Lang Type: English Type IX – House Type; 

Observations: Visited and recorded. It is not in its original location and instead is 

currently located inside a church whose site it is likely initially associated with. 

The site is just west of the River Eden towards the southern end of the Eden Valley 

(cf. Addingham). See also Ingleby Arncliffe 1 and 3, Lythe 15 and 16, and Lythe 

KM 1. 
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Figure 5-67 Kirkby Stephen hogback 
 

5.4.2.69 Kirkdale  

Region: North Yorkshire, England; NGR: SE676857; Current Location: Built into 

the exterior east wall of St Gregory’s Minster, Kirkdale; Form: Hogback fragment; 

Corpus Number: Kirkdale 9; AS Type: h – Scroll Type; Date: Late-ninth to tenth 

century; Key Source: (Lang 1984, 144; 1991, 163); Lang Type: English Type XI – 

Scroll Type; Observations: Visited and recorded. It is not in its original location 

and instead is currently built into a church whose site it is likely initially associated 

with. It is a fragment of the most popular hogback type. See also Appleby, Bedale 

1, Brigham, Crathorne 1, 2 and 3, Gainford 1 and 2, Gilling West, Govan 1, Kirby 

Wiske, Oswaldkirk, Penrith 1, 2, 3 and 4, Repton, Wes Kirby, and York 1. 

Figure 5-68 Kirkdale hogback 
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5.4.2.70 Kirknewton 

Region: West Lothian, Scotland; NGR: NT11416693; Current Location: Lost, 

possibly stolen; Form: Complete hogback; Date: Late-eleventh or early-twelfth 

century; Key Source: (Lang 1976, 227); Lang Type: Scottish Type B3; 

Observations: I did not assess this hogback using my personal, reflexive approach 

as I was unable to locate it, although I did visit and record its supposed original 

setting at Kirknewton Old Parish Church. The site is home to a Norman church, 

and the hogback was initially possibly southwest of this, arranged with headstones 

in the form of a composite monument. Whether this composite arrangement, as 

is also seen at Penrith for example, was original or not is hard to discern. See also 

Abercorn 2, Ancrum, Lempitlaw, Nisbet 2, Bedrule 2, and Skaill. 

 

Figure 5-69 Kirknewton hogback (Ross 1904, 426) 
 

5.4.2.71 Kirkwall 1 

Region: Orkney Islands, Scotland; NGR: HY44941087; Current Location: Orkney 

Museum, Kirkwall; Form: Hogback fragment; Date: Eleventh century; Key Source: 

(Lang 1976, 227-228); Lang Type: Scottish Type B2 – Plain Tegulated Type; 

Observations: I did not assess this hogback using my personal, reflexive approach 

as I did not visit and record it due to it being outwith the geographical scope of 

this thesis. Probably initially from the site of St Magnus’ Cathedral, Orkney. See 

also Bedrule 1, Dalserf, Kirkwall 2, Logie 1, 2 and 3, and Tulliallan. 
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Figure 5-70 Kirkwall 1 hogback (Lang 1976, Plate 15d) 
 

5.4.2.72 Kirkwall 2 

Region: Orkney Islands, Scotland; NGR: HY450111; Current Location: Orkney 

Museum, Kirkwall; Form: Hogback fragment; Date: Eleventh century; Key Source: 

(Lang 1976, 228); Lang Type: Scottish Type B2 – Plain Tegulated Type; 

Observations: I did not assess this hogback using my personal, reflexive approach 

as I did not visit and record it due to it being outwith the geographical scope of 

this thesis. Probably initially from the site of St Ola’s Church, Kirkwall. See also 

Bedrule 1, Dalserf, Kirkwall 1, Logie 1, 2 and 3, and Tulliallan. 

5.4.2.73 Lastingham  

Region: North Yorkshire, England; NGR: SE727905; Current Location: Crypt, St 

Mary’s Church, Lastingham; Form: Near complete hogback; Corpus Number: 

Lastingham 6; AS Type: e – Dragonesque Type; Date: Mid-tenth century; Key 

Source: (Lang 1984, 144; 1991, 170); Lang Type: English Type V – Dragonesque 

Type; Observations: Visited and recorded. It is not in its original location and 

instead is currently located inside a church whose site it is likely initially 

associated with. See also Barmston, Easington 3, Ellerburn, Lythe 10 and 11, 

Pickering, Sinnington, Stanwick 1 and 2, and Upleatham. 
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Figure 5-71 Lastingham hogback 
 

5.4.2.74  Lead  

Region: West Yorkshire, England NGR: SE464369; Current Location: Concealed in 

the foundations of St Mary’s Church, Lead; Form: Hogback fragment; Corpus 

Number: Lead 1; AS Type: Indeterminate; Date: Tenth century; Key Source: 

(Lang 1984, 144; Coatsworth 2008, 290); Lang Type: Indeterminate; 

Observations: I did not assess this hogback using my personal, reflexive approach 

as I was unable to locate it, although I did visit and record its supposed original 

setting at Lead. However, it is possible the larger of two supposedly hitherto 

unrecorded fragments located during my visit is the supposedly once concealed 

hogback fragment. The larger fragment may be the remains of a hogback with 

end-beasts, and the smaller fragment is indeterminate. 

 

Figure 5-72 Unrecorded Lead fragments 
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Figure 5-73 Llanddewi-aber-arth hogback (Edwards 2007, 147) 
 

5.4.2.75 Llanddewi-aber-arth  

Region: Ceredigion, Wales; NGR: SN47656329; Current Location: Inside St David’s 

Church, Llanddewi-aber-arth; Form: Near complete hogback; Corpus Number: 

N/A, although it is labelled as CD7 in the Welsh corpus series (Edwards 2007; 

Redknap and Lewis 2007; Edwards 2013); AS Type: N/A, although it appears to 

conform with i – House Type; Date: Mid to late-tenth century; Key Source: 

(Edwards 2007, 146-147); Lang Type: N/A, although it appears to conform with 

English IX – House Type; Observations: I did not assess this hogback using my 

personal, reflexive approach as I did not visit and record it due to it being outwith 

the geographical scope of this thesis. It is described in the Welsh corpus as 

idiosyncratic and as having parallels in Lythe 15 and 16, and perhaps in Mossknow 

(Edwards 2007, 147).  

5.4.2.76 Logie 1 

Region: Stirling, Scotland; NGR: NS8152296976; Current Location: Churchyard, 

Logie Old Church; Form: Complete hogback; Date: Eleventh century; Key Source: 

(Lang 1976, 228); Lang Type: Scottish Type B2 – Plain Tegulated Type; 

Observations: Visited and recorded. It is not certain if it is in its original location, 

although the site of its current location if moved, would likely be associated with 

its original location. Its current location, atop an embankment, is situated at the 

southwest edge of the Ochil Hills. See also Bedrule 1, Dalserf, Kirkwall 1 and 2, 

Logie 2 and 3, and Tulliallan. 
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Figure 5-74 Logie 1 hogback 
 

5.4.2.77 Logie 2 

Region: Stirling, Scotland; NGR: NS8152296976; Current Location: Churchyard, 

Logie Old Church; Form: Hogback fragment; Date: Probably eleventh century; Key 

Source: (Lang 1976, 228); Lang Type: Scottish Type B2 – Plain Tegulated Type; 

Observations: As Logie 1. Adjacent to Logie 1 is a large reconstructed recumbent 

monument that is often mistaken as Logie 2. Logie 2 is a small fragment added to 

this jumble of fragments. See also Bedrule 1, Dalserf, Kirkwall 1 and 2, Logie 1 

and 3, and Tulliallan. 

 

5.4.2.78 Logie 3 

Region: Stirling, Scotland; NGR: NS8152296976; Current Location: Churchyard, 

Logie Old Church; Form: Hogback fragment; Date: Probably eleventh century; Key 

Source: Not yet published; Lang Type: Probably Scottish Type B2 – Plain Tegulated 

Type; Observations: As Logie 1. This is a hitherto unknown probable hogback 

 

Figure 5-75 Logie 2 hogback 

 

Figure 5-76 Logie 3 hogback 
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fragment. It appears to be the end of a hogback and is currently built into the 

eastern wall-head of the consolidated church. See also Bedrule 1, Dalserf, Kirkwall 

1 and 2, Logie 1 and 2, and Tulliallan. 

5.4.2.79 Lowther 1 

Region: Cumbria, England; NGR: NY518238; Current Location: Porch, St Michael’s 

Church, Lowther; Form: Near complete hogback; Corpus Number: Lowther 4; AS 

Type: g – Illustrative Type; Date: Tenth century; Key Source: (Lang 1984, 146; 

Bailey and Cramp 1988, 130); Lang Type: English Type VII – Illustrative Type; 

Observations: Visited and recorded. It is not in its original location and instead is 

currently located inside a church whose site it is likely initially associated with. 

Unlike other Illustrative Type’s, Lowther 1 and 2 do not have end-beats. Lowther 

1 and 2 also both have Lang Type 9 concave tegulation (1984, 94) (cf. Govan 1). 

It is suggested that its iconography is Scandinavian-derived (Bailey and Cramp 

1988, 130). See also Gosforth 1, Heysham, Lowther 2, St Helen’s on the Lea 1 and 

2, Sockburn 5, 6, 8 and 9, and Tyninghame.  

 

Figure 5-77 Lowther 1 hogback 
 

5.4.2.80 Lowther 2 

Region: Cumbria, England; NGR: NY518238; Current Location: Porch, St Michael’s 

Church, Lowther; Form: Hogback fragment; Corpus Number: Lowther 5; AS Type: 

g – Illustrative Type Date: Tenth century; Key Source: (Lang 1984, 146; Bailey and 

Cramp 1988, 130-131); Lang Type: English Type VII – Illustrative Type; 

Observations: As Lowther 1. See also Gosforth 1, Heysham, Lowther 1, St Helen’s 

on the Lea 1 and 2, Sockburn 5, 6, 8 and 9, and Tyninghame. 
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Figure 5-78 Lowther 2 hogback 
 

5.4.2.81 Lowther 3 

Region: Cumbria, England; NGR: NY518238; Current Location: Porch, St Michael’s 

Church, Lowther; Form: Complete hogback; Corpus Number: Lowther 6; AS Type: 

b – Pilaster Type; Date: Tenth century; Key Source: (Lang 1984, 148; Bailey and 

Cramp 1988, 131-132); Lang Type: English Type IV – Pilaster Type; Observations: 

As Lowther 1. See also Aspatria, Inchcolm, and Wycliffe 1. 

 

Figure 5-79 Lowther 3 hogback 
 

5.4.2.82 Luss 

Region: Argyll and Bute, Scotland; NGR: NS3610092865; Current Location: 

Churchyard, St Kessog’s Church, Luss; Form: Complete hogback; Date: Tenth to 

the eleventh century; Key Source: (Lang 1976, 229); Lang Type: Scottish Type B1 

– Plain Tegulated Type; Observations: Visited and recorded. It is not certain if it 
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is in its original location, although the site of its current location if moved, would 

likely be associated with its original location. Its location of the banks of Loch 

Lomond, which ultimately connects it to the River Clyde, is significant. 

Particularly so when the supposed Viking burial at Boiden (Stewart 1854) and 

cemetery at Midross (Batey forthcoming) to its south are both considered in its 

context. There is debate over whether this example was recut or not and this 

leads to dating implications (Lang 1976, 217-218; Ritchie 2004, 16). Although 

Ritchie proposes that its profile indicates that it may have been recut, I would 

argue that this is impossible due to the presence of a prominent bead separating 

the tegulation and supposedly recut panels below. If it were recut, this bead would 

not be present and instead would have the ghosts of the removed tegulation in it. 

Furthermore, the supposed recut and addition of Romanesque arcading does not 

have to indicate that this was an eleventh-century occurrence, if at all. The 

arcades may have been carved originally in the tenth century and be emulating 

those seen in the Book of Kells or on a slate from Inchmarnock, for example (Ewan 

Campbell pers. comm.). Also, it is carved in sandstone, not local to the area, and 

similar to the stone at Govan, thus perhaps a connected tradition. See also 

Abercorn 1, Edrom, and Nisbet 1. 

 

Figure 5-80 Luss hogback 
 

5.4.2.83 Lythe 1  

Region: North Yorkshire, England; NGR: NZ850132; Current Location: Inside St 

Oswald’s Church, Lythe; Form: Hogback fragment; Corpus Number: Lythe 17; AS 

Type: k – Shrine Type; Date: First half of tenth century; Key Source: (Lang 1984, 

148; 2001, 159-160); Lang Type: English Type X – Enriched Shrine Type; 

Observations: Visited and recorded. It is not in its original location and instead is 



190 
 
currently located inside a church whose site it is likely initially associated with. 

The number of hogbacks at Lythe and the confidence with which they are carved 

suggests that Lythe was home to a burgeoning school of sculpture during the tenth 

century (cf. Brompton, Govan and Sockburn). See also Bedale 2, Dewsbury, 

Easington 2, Gosforth 2, and Lythe 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8 and 9, and York 3. 

 

5.4.2.84 Lythe 2 

Region: North Yorkshire, England; NGR: NZ850132; Current Location: Inside St 

Oswald’s Church, Lythe; Form: Hogback fragment; Corpus Number: Lythe 18; AS 

Type: k – Shrine Type; Date: First half of tenth century; Key Source: (Lang 1984, 

148; 2001, 160); Lang Type: English Type X – Enriched Shrine Type; Observations: 

As Lythe 1. See also Bedale 2, Dewsbury, Easington 2, Gosforth 2, and Lythe 1, 3, 

4, 5, 6, 7, 8 and 9, and York 3. 

5.4.2.85 Lythe 3 

Region: North Yorkshire, England; NGR: NZ850132; Current Location: Inside St 

Oswald’s Church, Lythe; Form: Hogback fragment; Corpus Number: Lythe 19; AS 

Type: k – Shrine Type; Date: First half of tenth century; Key Source: (Lang 1984, 

148; 2001, 160); Lang Type: English Type X – Enriched Shrine Type; Observations: 

As Lythe 1. See also Bedale 2, Dewsbury, Easington 2, Gosforth 2, and Lythe 1, 2, 

4, 5, 6, 7, 8 and 9, and York 3. 

 

Figure 5-81 Lythe 1 hogback 

 

Figure 5-82 Lythe 2 hogback 



191 
 

 

5.4.2.86 Lythe 4 

Region: North Yorkshire, England; NGR: NZ850132; Current Location: Inside St 

Oswald’s Church, Lythe; Form: Hogback fragment; Corpus Number: Lythe 20; AS 

Type: k – Shrine Type; Date: First half of tenth century; Key Source: (Lang 1984, 

150; 2001, 160-161); Lang Type: English Type X – Enriched Shrine Type; 

Observations: As Lythe 1. See also Bedale 2, Dewsbury, Easington 2, Gosforth 2, 

and Lythe 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, 7, 8 and 9, and York 3. 

5.4.2.87 Lythe 5 

Region: North Yorkshire, England; NGR: NZ850132; Current Location: Inside St 

Oswald’s Church, Lythe; Form: Hogback fragment; Corpus Number: Lythe 21; AS 

Type: k – Shrine Type; Date: First half of tenth century; Key Source: (Lang 1984, 

150; 2001, 161); Lang Type: English Type X – Enriched Shrine Type; Observations: 

As Lythe 1. See also Bedale 2, Dewsbury, Easington 2, Gosforth 2, and Lythe 1, 2, 

3, 4, 6, 7, 8 and 9, and York 3. 

 

Figure 5-83 Lythe 3 hogback 

 

Figure 5-84 Lythe 4 hogback 
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Figure 5-85 Lythe 5 hogback 
 

5.4.2.88 Lythe 6 

Region: North Yorkshire, England; NGR: NZ850132; Current Location: Inside St 

Oswald’s Church, Lythe; Form: Hogback fragment; Corpus Number: Lythe 22; AS 

Type: k – Shrine Type; Date: First half of tenth century; Key Source: (Lang 1984, 

150; 2001, 161- 162); Lang Type: English Type X – Enriched Shrine Type; 

Observations: As Lythe 1. See also Bedale 2, Dewsbury, Easington 2, Gosforth 2, 

and Lythe 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 7, 8 and 9, and York 3. 

 

Figure 5-86 Lythe 6 hogback 
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Figure 5-87 Lythe 7 hogback 
 

5.4.2.89 Lythe 7 

Region: North Yorkshire, England; NGR: NZ850132; Current Location: Inside St 

Oswald’s Church, Lythe; Form: Hogback fragment; Corpus Number: Lythe 23; AS 

Type: k – Shrine Type; Date: First half of tenth century; Key Source: (Lang 1984, 

150; 2001, 162); Lang Type: English Type X – Enriched Shrine Type; Observations: 

As Lythe 1. See also Bedale 2, Dewsbury, Easington 2, Gosforth 2, and Lythe 1, 2, 

3, 4, 5, 6, 8 and 9, and York 3. 

5.4.2.90 Lythe 8 

Region: North Yorkshire, England; NGR: NZ850132; Current Location: Inside St 

Oswald’s Church, Lythe; Form: Hogback fragment; Corpus Number: Lythe 24; AS 

Type: Date: First half of tenth century; Key Source: (Lang 1984, 150; 2001, 162); 

Lang Type: English Type X – Enriched Shrine Type; Observations: As Lythe 1. See 

also Bedale 2, Dewsbury, Easington 2, Gosforth 2, Lythe 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7 and 9, 

and York 3. 

 

Figure 5-88 Lythe 8 hogback 
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5.4.2.91 Lythe 9 

Region: North Yorkshire, England; NGR: NZ850132; Current Location: Inside St 

Oswald’s Church, Lythe; Form: Hogback fragment; Corpus Number: Lythe 25; AS 

Type: Date: First half of tenth century; Key Source: (Lang 1984, 152; 2001, 162-

163); Lang Type: English Type X – Enriched Shrine Type; Observations: As Lythe 

1. See also Bedale 2, Dewsbury, Easington 2, Gosforth 2, and Lythe 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 

6, 7 and 8, and York 3. 

 

Figure 5-89 Lythe 9 hogback 
 

 

Figure 5-90 Lythe 10 hogback 
 

5.4.2.92 Lythe 10 

Region: North Yorkshire, England; NGR: NZ850132; Current Location: Inside St 

Oswald’s Church, Lythe; Form: Hogback fragment; Corpus Number: Lythe 26; AS 

Type: e – Dragonesque Type; Date: First half of tenth century; Key Source: (Lang 

1984, 152; 2001, 163); Lang Type: English Type V – Dragonesque Type; 

Observations: As Lythe 1. Probably part of Lythe 11. See also Barmston, Easington 
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3, Ellerburn, Lastingham, Lythe 11, Pickering, Sinnington, Stanwick 1 and 2, and 

Upleatham. 

5.4.2.93 Lythe 11 

Region: North Yorkshire, England; NGR: NZ850132; Current Location: Inside St 

Oswald’s Church, Lythe; Form: Hogback fragment; Corpus Number: Lythe 27; AS 

Type: e – Dragonesque Type; Date: First half of tenth century; Key Source: (Lang 

1984, 152; 2001, 163); Lang Type: English Type V – Dragonesque Type; 

Observations: As Lythe 1. Probably part of Lythe 10. See also Barmston, Easington 

3, Ellerburn, Lastingham, Lythe 10, Pickering, Sinnington, Stanwick 1 and 2, and 

Upleatham. 

 

Figure 5-91 Lythe 11 hogback 
 

5.4.2.94 Lythe 12 

Region: North Yorkshire, England; NGR: NZ850132; Current Location: Inside St 

Oswald’s Church, Lythe; Form: Hogback fragment; Corpus Number: Lythe 28; AS 

Type: Indeterminate; Date: First half of tenth century; Key Source: (Lang 1984, 

152; 2001, 163); Lang Type: Indeterminate, perhaps transitional; Observations: 

As Lythe 1. 
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Figure 5-92 Lythe 12 hogback 
 

5.4.2.95 Lythe 13 

Region: North Yorkshire, England; NGR: NZ850132; Current Location: Inside St 

Oswald’s Church, Lythe; Form: Hogback fragment; Corpus Number: Lythe 30; AS 

Type: j – Wheel Rim Type; Date: First half of tenth century; Key Source: (Lang 

1984, 154; 2001, 164-165); Lang Type: English Type VIII – Wheel Rim Type; 

Observations: As Lythe 1. It could be argued that the Wheel Rim Type is perhaps 

more of a hogback variant. See also Cranwell, Derby, Lythe 14 and Shelton. 

 

Figure 5-93 Lythe 13 hogback 
 

5.4.2.96 Lythe 14 

Region: North Yorkshire, England; NGR: NZ850132; Current Location: Inside St 

Oswald’s Church, Lythe; Form: Hogback fragment; Corpus Number: Lythe 31; AS 

Type: j – Wheel Rim Type; Date: First half of tenth century; Key Source: (Lang 

1984, 154; 2001, 165); Lang Type: English Type VIII – Wheel Rim Type; 
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Observations: As Lythe 1. It could be argued that the Wheel Rim Type is perhaps 

more of a hogback variant. See also Cranwell, Derby, Lythe 13 and Shelton. 

 

Figure 5-94 Lythe 14 hogback 
 

5.4.2.97 Lythe 15 

Region: North Yorkshire, England; NGR: NZ850132; Current Location: Inside St 

Oswald’s Church, Lythe; Form: Complete hogback; Corpus Number: Lythe 32; AS 

Type: i – House Type; Date: First half of tenth century; Key Source: (Lang 1984, 

154; 2001, 165); Lang Type: English Type IX – House Type; Observations: As Lythe 

1. See Llanddewi-aber-arth and Mossknow for idiosyncratic outliers. See also 

Ingleby Arncliffe 1 and 3, Kirkby Stephen, Lythe 16, and Lythe KM 1. 

 

Figure 5-95 Lythe 15 hogback 
 

5.4.2.98 Lythe 16 

Region: North Yorkshire, England; NGR: NZ850132; Current Location: Inside St 

Oswald’s Church, Lythe; Form: Hogback fragment; Corpus Number: Lythe 33; AS 

Type: i – House Type; Date: Early-tenth to mid-eleventh century; Key Source: 
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(Lang 1984, 154; 2001, 166); Lang Type: English Type IX – House Type; 

Observations: As Lythe 1. See Llanddewi-aber-arth and Mossknow for idiosyncratic 

outliers. See also Ingleby Arncliffe 1 and 3, Kirkby Stephen, Lythe 15, and Lythe 

KM 1. 

 

Figure 5-96 Lythe 16 hogback 
 

 

Figure 5-97 Lythe 17 hogback 
 

5.4.2.99 Lythe 17 

Region: North Yorkshire, England; NGR: NZ850132; Current Location: Inside St 

Oswald’s Church, Lythe; Form: Complete hogback; Corpus Number: Lythe 29; AS 

Type: Not given, although now brought indoors and conserved it appears to 

conform with g – Illustrative Type ; Date: First half of tenth century; Key Source: 

(Lang 1984, 154; 2001, 164); Lang Type: Indeterminate, although now brought 

indoors and conserved it appears to conform with English Type VII – Illustrative 

Type; Observations: Visited and recorded. It is not certain if it is in its original 

location, although the site of its current location if moved, would likely be 
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associated with its original location. It is different from the other Lythe hogbacks, 

which makes its location separate from them all the more intriguing.  

5.4.2.100 Mossknow 

Region: Dumfries and Galloway, Scotland; NGR: NY2810069700; Current 

Location: Dumfries Museum and Camera Obscura, Dumfries; Form: Hogback, both 

ends missing; AS Type: N/A, although it appears to conform with i – House Type; 

Date: Tenth century; Key Source: (Lang 1976, 229); Lang Type: Does not conform 

to the Scottish typology and classified as ‘eccentric’, AS Type: N/A, although it 

may conform with English Type i – House Type; Observations: Visited and 

recorded. It is not in its original location and instead is currently located in a 

museum. The fact that it is the only known hogback from Dumfries and Galloway 

makes it stand out in the corpus. However, it is tiny, thus portable, and its 

decoration seems to conform to that from Yorkshire (see Chapter 1.3). It could be 

argued that its provenance is not, therefore, Scottish, and instead it could be 

considered as an Anglian shrine tomb of perhaps eighth to the ninth century in 

date. In deliberating this, the Anglian presence in Southwest Scotland must be 

considered, particularly at ninth-century Whithorn (see Hill 1997). 

 

5.4.2.101 Nisbet 1 

Region: Scottish Borders, Scotland; NGR: NT6732925724; Current Location: 

Churchyard, Nisbet Church, Nisbet; Form: Hogback, in three conjoining 

fragments; Date: Uncertain; Key Source: (Lang 1976, 230); Lang Type: Scottish 

Type B1 – Plain Tegulated Type; Observations: Visited and recorded. It is not 

certain if it is in its original location, although the site of its current location if 

moved, would likely be associated with its original location. Due to its poor 

condition of survival, its identification as a hogback by Lang is questionable. It is 

 

Figure 5-98 Mossknow hogback 

 

Figure 5-99 Nisbet 1 hogback 
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on a concrete base, its middle fragment shows tegulation, and it has two carved 

parallel lines on its top which appear to pre-date the breaks. Perhaps its curved 

ridge was recut to form a flat surface, and these lines are what remain of the 

reworking. If so, it would rightly conform with the Scottish Type B1 and would 

probably date from the tenth to the eleventh century. See also Abercorn 1, Edrom, 

and Luss. 

5.4.2.102 Nisbet 2 

Region: Scottish Borders, Scotland; NGR: NT6732925724; Current Location: 

Hawick Museum, Hawick; Form: Hogback, in multiple fragments, which is contra 

Lang who refers to this as a kindred monument (Lang 1976, 230); Date: Early-

twelfth century; Key Source: (Lang 1976, 230); Lang Type: Scottish Type B3 – 

Plain Tegulated Type; Observations: Visited and recorded. It is not in its original 

location and instead is currently located in a museum. It came from the same 

location as Nisbet 1. Although Lang classed this as a kindred monument of the 

early-twelfth century, it could be argued that it is very similar to the Ancrum 

hogback but with its curved ridge removed and the remaining upper portion recut. 

The Scottish Type B3 seems to account for both hogbacks and kindred monuments, 

perhaps highlighting a transition to the latter in the eleventh century but still with 

the hogback decoration style. See also Abercorn 2, Ancrum, Bedrule 2, 

Kirknewton, Lempitlaw, and Skaill. 

 

Figure 5-100 Nisbet 2 hogback 
 

5.4.2.103 Ormesby 

Region: North Yorkshire, England; NGR: NZ531168; Current Location: Inside St 

Cuthbert’s Church, Ormesby; Form: Hogback fragment; Corpus Number: Ormesby 
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4; AS Type: i - House Type (probable); Date: Tenth to eleventh century; Key 

Source: (Lang 1984, 156; 2001, 189); Lang Type: English Type IX – House Type; 

Observations: I did not assess this hogback using my personal, reflexive approach 

as I was unable to access the church, although I did visit and record its supposed 

current location. Its classification as a House Type seems questionable due to it 

having its top cut away. Instead, perhaps it could be understood as an 

indeterminate type, and its seemingly indeterminate tegulae are also suggestive 

of it being a later kindred monument. Furthermore, there is an unrecorded 

fragment of what may be an English Type X – Enriched Shrine Type hogback in the 

churchyard, although it has not been added to the corpus due to the difficulty in 

interpreting it (see Figure 5-102). 

 

5.4.2.104 Osmotherley 

Region: North Yorkshire, England; NGR: SE456972; Current Location: Porch, St 

Peter’s Church, Osmotherley; Form: Multiple fragments of part of a hogback; 

Corpus Number: Osmotherley 4; AS Type: f – Vestigial End-beast Type; Date: First 

half of the tenth century; Key Source: (Lang 1984, 156; 2001, 191); Lang Type: 

English Type VI – Vestigial Type; Observations: Visited and recorded. It is not in 

its original location and instead is currently located inside a church whose site it 

is likely initially associated with. It was last recorded as being in two fragments, 

but it is now unfortunately in multiple fragments. The Anglo-Scandinavian style 

step-fret pattern carved on its spine can be found on Lythe 10 – 14, as well as on 

Govan 1 but employed there as a double strand of interpenetrating interlace. See 

also Brompton 1 and 6, and Sockburn 2. 

 

Figure 5-101 Ormesby hogback (Lang 1984, 157) 

 

Figure 5-102 Unrecorded 
Ormesby fragment 
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5.4.2.105 Oswaldkirk  

Region: North Yorkshire, England; NGR: SE622788; Current Location: Porch, St 

Oswald’s, Church, Oswaldkirk; Form: Hogback fragment; Corpus Number: 

Oswaldkirk 1; AS Type: h – Scroll Type; Date: Tenth century; Key Source: (Lang 

1984, 156; 1991, 197-198); Lang Type: English Type XI – Scroll Type; 

Observations: Visited and recorded. It is not in its original location and instead is 

currently located inside a church whose site it is likely initially associated with. It 

may be that Oswaldkirk KM (see below) is a derived from the hogback form, but it 

is too degraded to determine. See also Appleby, Bedale 1, Brigham, Crathorne 1, 

2 and 3, Gainford 1 and 2, Gilling West, Govan 1, Kirby Wiske, Kirkdale, Penrith 

1, 2, 3 and 4, Repton, West Kirby, and York 1. 

5.4.2.106 Penrith 1 

Region: Cumbria, England; NGR: NY516302; Current Location: Churchyard, St 

Andrew’s Church, Penrith; Form: Hogback fragment; Corpus Number: Penrith 8; 

AS Type: None given; Date: Tenth century; Key Source: (Lang 1984, 158; Bailey 

and Cramp 1988, 139); Lang Type: English Type XI – Scroll Type; Observations: 

Visited and recorded. It is not in its original location (Lang 1984, 156), although 

the site of its current location would likely be associated with its original location. 

It is the north-eastern hogback of the group. The composite arrangement of the 

four hogbacks at Penrith is known as the Giant’s Grave. See also Appleby, Bedale 

1, Brigham, Crathorne 1, 2 and 3, Gainford 1 and 2, Gilling West, Govan 1, Kirby 

Wiske, Kirkdale, Oswaldkirk, Penrith 2, 3 and 4, Repton, West Kirby, and York 1. 

 

Figure 5-103 Osmotherley hogback 

 

Figure 5-104 Oswaldkirk 
hogback 
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Figure 5-105 Penrith 1 hogback 
 

5.4.2.107 Penrith 2 

Region: Cumbria, England; NGR: NY516302; Current Location: Churchyard, St 

Andrew’s Church, Penrith; Form: Two fragments of part of a hogback; Corpus 

Number: Penrith 6; AS Type: h – Scroll Type; Date: Tenth century; Key Source: 

(Lang 1984, 158; Bailey and Cramp 1988, 138); Lang Type: English Type XI – Scroll 

Type; Observations: As Penrith 1. It is the south-eastern hogback of the group. 

See also Appleby, Bedale 1, Brigham, Crathorne 1, 2 and 3, Gainford 1 and 2, 

Gilling West, Govan 1, Kirby Wiske, Kirkdale, Oswaldkirk, Penrith 1, 3 and 4, 

Repton, West Kirby, and York 1. 

 

Figure 5-106 Penrith 2 hogback 
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5.4.2.108 Penrith 3 

Region: Cumbria, England; NGR: NY516302; Current Location: Churchyard, St 

Andrew’s Church, Penrith; Form: Four fragments of part of a hogback; Corpus 

Number: Penrith 7; AS Type: g – Illustrative Type; Date: Tenth century; Key 

Source: (Lang 1984, 158; Bailey and Cramp 1988, 138-139); Lang Type: English 

Type XI – Scroll Type; Observations: As Penrith 1. It is the north-western hogback 

of the group. Lang originally recorded this as a Scroll Type, and the Corpus 

subsequently recorded it as an Illustrative Type. Its condition of survival means it 

is difficult to understand its ornament suitably, but it is considered to be a Scroll 

Type derivate in this study.  See also Appleby, Bedale 1, Brigham, Crathorne 1, 2 

and 3, Gainford 1 and 2, Gilling West, Govan 1, Kirby Wiske, Kirkdale, Oswaldkirk, 

Penrith 1, 2 and 4, Repton, West Kirby, and York 1. 

 

Figure 5-107 Penrith 3 hogback 
 

 

Figure 5-108 Penrith 4 hogback 
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5.4.2.109 Penrith 4 

Region: Cumbria, England; NGR: NY516302; Current Location: Churchyard, St 

Andrew’s Church, Penrith; Form: Near complete hogback; Corpus Number: 

Penrith 9; AS Type: h – Scroll Type; Date: Tenth century; Key Source: (Lang 1984, 

158; Bailey and Cramp 1988, 139); Lang Type: English Type XI – Scroll Type; 

Observations: As Penrith 1. It is the south-western hogback of the group. It 

appears to have Type 9 concave tegulation (cf. Govan 1), which is contra to Lang. 

See also Appleby, Bedale 1, Brigham, Crathorne 1, 2 and 3, Gainford 1 and 2, 

Gilling West, Govan 1, Kirby Wiske, Kirkdale, Oswaldkirk, Penrith 1, 2 and 3, 

Repton, West Kirby, and York 1. 

5.4.2.110 Pickering  

Region: North Yorkshire, England; NGR: SE798841; Current Location: Built into 

the exterior west wall of the south porch of St Peter and St Pauls, Church, 

Pickering; Form: Hogback end-beast fragment; Corpus Number: Pickering 4;  AS 

Type: e – Dragonesque Type; Date: Tenth century; Key Source: (Lang 1984, 158; 

1991, 200-201); Lang Type: English Type V – Dragonesque Type; Observations: 

Visited and recorded. It is not in its original location and instead is currently built 

into a church whose site it is likely initially associated with. See also Barmston, 

Easington 3, Ellerburn, Lastingham, Lythe 10 and 11, Sinnington, Stanwick 1 and 

2, and Upleatham. 

 

Figure 5-109 Pickering hogback 
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5.4.2.111 Pickhill 1 

Region: North Yorkshire, England; NGR: SE347837; Current Location: Inside All 

Saints Church, Pickhill; Form: Hogback fragment; Corpus Number: Pickhill 3; AS 

Type: f – Vestigial End-beast Type; Date: First half of tenth century; Key Source: 

(Lang 1984, 160; 2001, 193-194); Lang Type: English Type VI – Vestigial Type; 

Observations: Visited and recorded. It is not in its original location and instead is 

currently located inside a church whose site it is likely initially associated with. 

See also Aspatria, Crosscannonby, Burnsall 1, 2, 3, and Sockburn 1. 

 

Figure 5-110 Pickhill 1 [left] and Pickhill 2 [right] hogbacks 
 

5.4.2.112 Pickhill 2 

Region: North Yorkshire, England; NGR: SE347837; Current Location: Inside All 

Saints Church, Pickhill; Form: Hogback fragment; Corpus Number: Pickhill 4; AS 

Type: Indeterminate; Date: First half of tenth century; Key Source: (Lang 1984, 

160; 2001, 194); Lang Type: Indeterminate; Observations: As Pickhill1. Although 

its type is indeterminate, its animal ornament ‘meets the definition of the 

Jellinge-style beast’ (Wilson and Klindt-Jensen 1980, 95-118; Lang 2001, 194). 
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5.4.2.113 Plumbland  

Region: Cumbria, England; NGR: NY142393; Current Location: Porch, St 

Cuthbert’s Church, Plumbland; Form: Two fragments of part of a hogback; Corpus 

Number: Plumbland 2a-b; AS Type: h – Scroll Type; Date: Tenth century; Key 

Source: (Lang 1984; Bailey and Cramp 1988); Lang Type: Indeterminate; 

Observations: Visited and recorded. It is not in its original location and instead is 

currently located inside a church whose site it is likely initially associated with. 

The two fragments are conjoining, but one has been substantially reworked to 

form a corbel. Lang initially records this example as an indeterminate type, 

although the Corpus subsequently recorded it is as a zoomorphic scroll type which 

is not to be confused with Lang’s English Type XI – Scroll Type.  

 

Figure 5-111 Plumbland hogback 
 

5.4.2.114 Rendall 

Region: Orkney Islands, Scotland; NGR: HY3924420588 (Approximation); Current 

Location: Lost; Form: Unknown; Date: Indeterminate; Key Source: (Lang 1976, 

230); Lang Type: Indeterminate; Observations: I did not assess this hogback using 

my personal, reflexive approach as I did not visit and record it due to it being 

outwith the geographical scope of this thesis, and it is lost. It is a tentative 

inclusion here, based solely on it being described as ‘hog-backed’ (RCAHMS 1946), 

which does not make it a hogback, but also because it is supposedly comparable 

to the Skaill hogback. However, George Low’s late eighteenth-century illustration 

indicates that it may be classed a kindred monument (see Figure 5-112).  
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Figure 5-112 Rendall hogback (Low 1774, 55) 
 

5.4.2.115 Repton 

Region: Derbyshire, England; NGR: SK303272; Current Location: Lost; Form: 

Hogback fragment; Corpus Number: No coverage for Derbyshire; Date: Probably 

tenth century; Key Source: (Lang 1984, 160); Lang Type: English Type XI – Scroll 

Type; Observations: I did not assess this hogback using my personal, reflexive 

approach as I did not visit and record it due to it being outwith the geographical 

scope of this thesis, and it is lost. There is substantial archaeological evidence for 

a Viking presence at Repton (see Biddle and Kjølbye-Biddle 1992). See also 

Appleby, Bedale 1, Brigham, Crathorne 1, 2 and 3, Gainford 1 and 2, Gilling West, 

Govan 1, Kirby Wiske, Kirkdale, Oswaldkirk, Penrith 1, 2, 3 and 4, West Kirby, and 

York 1. 

 

Figure 5-113 Repton hogback (Lysons and Lysons 1817) 
 

5.4.2.116 Shelton 

Region: Nottinghamshire, England; NGR: SK780447; Current Location: Inside St 

Mary and All Saints Church, Shelton; Form: Part of a hogback (variant), in two 

pieces; Corpus Number: Shelton 1; AS Type: Not given, although it appears to 

conform with j – Wheel Rim Type; Date: Mid-tenth century; Key Source: (Lang 

1984, 162; Everson and Stocker 2015, 165-168); Lang Type: English Type VIII – 

Wheel Rim Type; Observations: I did not assess this hogback using my personal, 



209 
 
reflexive approach as I did not visit and record it due to it being outwith the 

geographical scope of this thesis. It is one of three Trent Valley hogbacks (see 

Everson and Stocker 1999, 35-36 and 83, Figure 22) (cf. Cranwell and Derby). It 

could be argued that the Wheel Rim Type is perhaps more of a hogback variant. 

See also Cranwell, Derby, and Lythe 13 and 14. 

 

Figure 5-114 Shelton hogback (Everson and Stocker 2015, Illustration 99) 
 

5.4.2.117 Sinnington  

Region: North Yorkshire, England; NGR: SE746861; Current Location: Built into 

the  exterior north-east corner of All Saints Church, Sinnington; Form: Hogback 

fragment; Corpus Number: Sinnington 14; AS Type: e – Dragonesque Type; Date: 

Mid-tenth century; Key Source: (Lang 1984, 162; 1991, 212); Lang Type: English 

Type V – Dragonesque Type; Observations: Visited and recorded. It is not in its 

original location and instead is currently built into a church whose site it is likely 

initially associated with. There is also two parts of an interesting sliced kindred 

monument built into the exterior of the church, revealing an almost hogback-like 

cross-section (see Sinnington 20a-b in Lang 1991, 228-229). See also Barmston, 

Easington 3, Ellerburn, Lastingham, Lythe 10 and 11, Pickering, Stanwick 1 and 2, 

and Upleatham. 
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Figure 5-115 Sinnington hogback 
 

5.4.2.118 Skaill 

Region: Orkney Islands, Scotland; NGR: HY58860635; Current Location: Inside the 

Session House attached to the present St Ninian’s Church; Form: Complete 

hogback; Date: Late-eleventh to the early-twelfth century; Key Source: (Lang 

1976, 232); Lang Type: Scottish Type B3 – Plain Tegulated Type; Observations: I 

did not assess this hogback using my personal, reflexive approach as I did not visit 

and record it due to it being outwith the geographical scope of this thesis. See 

also Abercorn 2, Ancrum, Bedrule 2, Kirknewton, Lempitlaw, and Nisbet 2.  

 

Figure 5-116 Skaill hogback (Kirkness 1921, 133, Figure 2) 
 

5.4.2.119 Sockburn 1 

Region: County Durham, England; NGR: NZ349070; Current Location: Inside 

Conyers Chapel, Sockburn; Form: Two fragments of a near complete hogback; 

Corpus Number: Sockburn 20; AS Type: Not given, although it appears to conform 

with f – Vestigial End-beast Type; Date: Last quarter of tenth century; Key Source: 
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(Cramp 1984a, 142-143; Lang 1984, 162); Lang Type: English Type VI – Vestigial 

Type; Observations: Visited and recorded. It is not in its original location and 

instead is currently located inside a chapel whose site it is likely initially 

associated with. Its original location is likely the site of the adjacent ruinous All 

Saints Church, which is located in a loop of the River Tees and only accessible by 

land from the north. It is perhaps a delimited space. The number of hogbacks at 

Sockburn and the confidence with which they are carved suggests that Sockburn 

was home to a burgeoning school of sculpture during the tenth century (cf. 

Brompton, Govan and Lythe). See also Aspatria, Crosscannonby, Burnsall 1, 2, 3, 

and Pickhill 1.  

 

Figure 5-117 Sockburn 1 hogback 
 

5.4.2.120 Sockburn 2 

Region: County Durham, England; NGR: NZ349070; Current Location: Inside 

Conyers Chapel, Sockburn; Form: Two fragments of a hogback; Corpus Number: 

Sockburn 16; AS Type: d – Extended Niche Type; Date: Last quarter of tenth 

century; Key Source: (Cramp 1984a, 141; Lang 1984, 162); Lang Type: English 

Type II – Extended Niche Type; Observations: As Sockburn 1. See also Brompton 1 

and 6, and Osmotherley. 
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Figure 5-118 Sockburn 2 hogback 
 

5.4.2.121 Sockburn 3 

Region: County Durham, England; NGR: NZ349070; Current Location: Inside 

Conyers Chapel, Sockburn; Form: Near complete hogback; Corpus Number: 

Sockburn 17; AS Type: c – Niche Type; Date: Third quarter of tenth century; Key 

Source: (Cramp 1984a, 141-142; Lang 1984, 164); Lang Type: English Type I – 

Niche Type; Observations: As Sockburn 1. See also Bidston, Brompton 5 and 7, 

Dinsdale, Ingleby Arncliffe 2, and Sockburn 4. 

 

Figure 5-119 Sockburn 3 hogback 
 

5.4.2.122 Sockburn 4 

Region: County Durham, England; NGR: NZ349070; Current Location: Inside 

Conyers Chapel, Sockburn; Form: Four fragments of part of a hogback; Corpus 

Number: Sockburn 18; AS Type: c – Niche Type; Date: Third quarter of tenth 

century; Key Source: (Cramp 1984a, 142; Lang 1984, 164); Lang Type: English 
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Type I – Niche Type; Observations: As Sockburn 1. The Sockburn material is in 

desperate need of care. For example, Sockburn 4 has fragmented further over the 

previous few decades. See also Bidston, Brompton 5 and 7, Dinsdale, Ingleby 

Arncliffe 2, and Sockburn 3. 

 

Figure 5-120 Sockburn 4 hogback 
 

5.4.2.123 Sockburn 5 

Region: County Durham, England; NGR: NZ349070; Current Location: Inside 

Conyers Chapel, Sockburn; Form: Near complete hogback; Corpus Number: 

Sockburn 21; AS Type: g – Illustrative Type; Date: Last quarter of ninth to first 

quarter of tenth century; Key Source: (Cramp 1984a, 143-144; Lang 1984, 164); 

Lang Type: English Type VII – Illustrative Type; Observations: As Sockburn 1. It is 

argued that the treatment of the illustrated scenes is influenced by Scandinavian 

traditions (Cramp 1984a, 143-144) (cf. Heysham). See also Gosforth 1, Heysham, 

Lowther 1 and 2, St Helen’s on the Lea 1 and 2, Sockburn 6 and 8, and Tyninghame. 
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Figure 5-121 Sockburn 5 hogback 
 

5.4.2.124 Sockburn 6 

Region: County Durham, England; NGR: NZ349070; Current Location: Inside 

Conyers Chapel, Sockburn; Form: Hogback fragment; Corpus Number: Sockburn 

15; AS Type: g – Illustrative Type; Date: First half of tenth century; Key Source: 

(Cramp 1984a, 141; Lang 1984, 166); Lang Type: English Type VII – Illustrative 

Type; Observations: As Sockburn 1. See also Gosforth 1, Heysham, Lowther 1 and 

2, St Helen’s on the Lea 1 and 2, Sockburn 5 and 8, and Tyninghame. 

 

 

Figure 5-122 Sockburn 6 hogback 
 

 

Figure 5-123 Sockburn 7 hogback 
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5.4.2.125 Sockburn 7 

Region: County Durham, England; NGR: NZ349070; Current Location: Inside 

Conyers Chapel, Sockburn; Form: Hogback fragment; Corpus Number: Sockburn 

19; AS Type: Not given; Date: Second half of tenth century; Key Source: (Cramp 

1984a, 142; Lang 1984, 166); Lang Type: English Type IX – House Type, although 

it could be argued that its form, tegulation, spine, and dressed flat end, are more 

indicative of the English Type VI – Vestigial Type (cf. Sockburn 1); Observations: 

As Sockburn 1. Its Type 9 (and 2b) concave tegulation is its remaining diagnostic 

feature, although the Corpus suggests that this is similar to that on Sockburn 1 

(Cramp 1984a, 142), but that only has Type 2b.  

5.4.2.126 Sockburn 8 

Region: County Durham, England; NGR: NZ349070; Current Location: Lost; Form: 

Complete hogback(?) Corpus Number: Sockburn 28; AS Type: Indeterminate; 

Date: Indeterminate; Key Source: (Cramp 1984a, 156; Lang 1984, 166); Lang 

Type: English Type VII – Illustrative Type; Observations: I did not assess this 

hogback using my personal, reflexive approach as I was unable to locate it, 

although I did visit and record its supposed original setting at Sockburn. It is 

possible that it is a duplicate record of Sockburn 5. See also Gosforth 1, Heysham, 

Lowther 1 and 2, St Helen’s on the Lea 1 and 2, Sockburn 5, 6 and 9 and 

Tyninghame. 

5.4.2.127 Sockburn 9 

Region: County Durham, England; NGR: NZ349070; Current Location: Inside 

Conyers Chapel, Sockburn; Form: Hogback fragment; Corpus Number: Sockburn 

14; AS Type: g – Illustrative Type; Date: Late-ninth to mid-tenth century; Key 

Source: (Cramp 1984a, 140-141; Lang 1984, 166); Lang Type: English Type VII – 

Illustrative Type; Observations: As Sockburn 1. See also Gosforth 1, Heysham, 

Lowther 1 and 2, St Helen’s on the Lea 1 and 2, Sockburn 5, 6 and 8, and 

Tyninghame. 
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Figure 5-124 Sockburn 9 hogback 
 

 

Figure 5-125 Sockburn 10 hogback 
 

5.4.2.128 Sockburn 10 

Region: County Durham, England; NGR: NZ349070; Current Location: Stolen; 

Form: Hogback end-beast fragment; Corpus Number: Not published in the 

Corpus; Date: Probably tenth century; Key Source: (Ryder 2005); Lang Type: 

Indeterminate, although it has an inward-facing end-beast; Observations: As 

Sockburn 1. This is a relatively recently discovered fragment, but it was stolen 

sometime after I recorded it on 22nd September 2015 (The Northern Echo 2016). 

Although only a fragment, the survival of its detail is remarkable. Parallels for its 

fangs can be found carved on Aspatria and Gosforth 2 (see above). The style of its 
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fangs, perhaps also seen on Sockburn 5, is most likely influenced by Scandinavian 

art. Its only clear similarities with the Sockburn School are that it is made of 

similar pale-yellow sandstone as Sockburn 1.  

5.4.2.129 St Helen’s on the Lea 1 

Region: Scottish Borders; NGR: NT8037870676; Current Location: Unable to 

locate in St Helen’s on the Lea churchyard due to vegetation; Form: Complete 

hogback; Date: Eleventh century; Key Source: (Lang 1976, 231); Lang Type: 

Illustrative Type, which corresponds with English Type VII – Illustrative Type; 

Observations: I did not assess this hogback using my personal, reflexive approach 

as I was unable to locate it, although I did visit and record its supposed current 

location. The site is a beautiful prominent location with Pease Bay to its northwest 

and with the Firth of Forth opening out to the North Sea to its north. There are 

numerous carved stones dumped to the south of the ruinous church as well as 

several fallen architectural fragments from the church scattered across the site, 

which, when coupled with the vegetation, makes locating and identifying the 

hogback difficult. As there are only three known examples of the Illustrative Type 

in Scotland, the others being St Helen’s on the Lea 2 (also unable to locate) and 

Tyninghame (in a museum store), it is vitally important that the two from St 

Helen’s on the Lea are located and contextualised in this location. See also 

Gosforth 1, Heysham, Lowther 1 and 2, and Sockburn 5, 6, 8 and 9 for English 

examples. 

 

Figure 5-126 St Helen's on the Lea 1 hogback (Reid 1914, 217, Figure 5) 
 



218 
 

 

Figure 5-127 St Helen's on the Lea 2 hogback (Reid 1914, 219, Figure 6) 
 

5.4.2.130 St Helen’s on the Lea 2 

Region: Scottish Borders; NGR: NT8037870676; Current Location: Unable to 

locate in St Helen’s on the Lea churchyard due to vegetation; Form: Hogback 

fragment; Date: Eleventh century; Key Source: (Lang 1976, 231); Lang Type: 

Illustrative Type, which corresponds with English Type VII – Illustrative Type; 

Observations: As St Helen’s on the Lea 1. See also Gosforth 1, Heysham, Lowther 

1 and 2, and Sockburn 5, 6, 8 and 9 for English examples. 

 

Figure 5-128 St Ninian's Isle hogback (© Historic Environment Scotland) 
 

5.4.2.131 St Ninian’s Isle 

Region: Shetland, Scotland; NGR: HU36852090; Current Location: Shetland 

Museum, Lerwick; Form: Complete hogback; Date: Eleventh century; Key Source: 

(Lang 1976, 231); Lang Type: Scottish Type B – no ornament; Observations: I did 

not assess this hogback using my personal, reflexive approach as I did not visit and 

record it due to it being outwith the geographical scope of this thesis. Although it 
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does not have a curved ridge or ornament, the bombé shape signposts that it may 

perhaps be a local response to the hogback tradition but carved from steatite 

which is less easy to work than sandstone.   

5.4.2.132 Stainton 

Region: North Yorkshire, England; NGR: NZ480140; Current Location: Built into 

exterior north wall of the chancel of St Peter and St Paul’s Church, Stainton (but 

now inside an extension attached to this wall); Form: Hogback end-beast 

fragment; Corpus Number: Stainton 6; AS Type: a – Panel Type; Date: Mid-tenth 

century; Key Source: (Lang 1984, 166; 2001, 201); Lang Type: English Type III – 

Panel Type; Observations: Visited and recorded. It is not in its original location 

and instead is currently built into a church whose site it is likely initially associated 

with. See also Brompton 2, 3, 4, 8 and 10, Kirkby Malzeard, and Wycliffe 3. 

 

Figure 5-129 Stainton hogback 
 

5.4.2.133 Stanwick 1 

Region: North Yorkshire; NGR: NZ185119; Current Location: Built into the porch 

of St John the Baptist’s Church, Stanwick; Form: Hogback fragment; Corpus 

Number: Stanwick 12; AS Type: e – Dragonesque Type; Date: First half of tenth 

century; Key Source: (Lang 1984, 168; 2001, 206-207); Lang Type: English Type 

V – Dragonesque Type; Observations: Visited and recorded. It is not in its original 

location and instead is currently built into a church whose site it is likely initially 



220 
 
associated with. See also Barmston, Easington 3, Ellerburn, Lastingham, Lythe 10 

and 11, Pickering, Sinnington, Stanwick 2, and Upleatham. 

 

5.4.2.134 Stanwick 2 

Region: North Yorkshire; NGR: NZ185119; Current Location: Built into the porch 

of St John the Baptist’s Church, Stanwick; Form: Hogback fragment; Corpus 

Number: Stanwick 13; AS Type: e – Dragonesque Type; Date: First half of tenth 

century; Key Source: (Lang 1984, 168; 2001, 207); Lang Type: English Type V – 

Dragonesque Type; Observations: As Stanwick 1. See also Barmston, Easington 3, 

Ellerburn, Lastingham, Lythe 10 and 11, Pickering, Sinnington, Stanwick 1, and 

Upleatham. 

 

Figure 5-130 Stanwick 1 hogback 

 

Figure 5-131 Stanwick 2 hogback 
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5.4.2.135 Tulliallan 

Region: Fife, Scotland; NGR: NS94038952; Current Location: Churchyard, 

Tulliallan Parish Church, Tulliallan; Form: Complete hogback; Date: Eleventh 

century; Key Source: (Lang 1976, 232-233); Lang Type: Scottish Type B2 – Plain 

Tegulated Type; Observations: Visited and recorded. It is not certain if it is in its 

original location, although the site of its current location if moved, would likely 

be associated with its original location. It is noted as having an equal-armed cross 

incised on one of its ends, although this is difficult to discern (cf. Dewsbury and 

Inchcolm). There are plans in place for it to be laser scanned and drawn (John 

Borland pers. comm.), which may address this difficulty. See also Bedrule 1, 

Dalserf, Kirkwall 1 and 2, and Logie 1, 2 and 3. 

 

Figure 5-132 Tulliallan hogback 
 

5.4.2.136 Tyninghame 

Region: East Lothian, Scotland; NGR: NT618778; Current Location: National 

Museums Scotland, Edinburgh (Granton Store); Form: Near complete hogback; 

Date: Late-tenth century; Key Source: (Lang 1976, 233); Lang Type: Illustrative 

Type, which corresponds with English Type VII – Illustrative Type; Observations: 

Visited and recorded. It is not in its original location and instead is currently 

located in a museum store, although I did visit and record its supposed original 

setting at St Baldred’s Church, Tyninghame. This location, near a loop on the River 

Tyne, is reminiscent of the location of the Sockburn and Dalserf hogbacks. 

Although it is damaged as it was reused as a trough, it is suggested that it was 

initially recut in the Romanesque period (cf. Luss) on one side to remove a beast 

and replace with a chequer-board panel (Ritchie 2004, 5). For further discussion 

on the supposed Scandinavian mythological character of this hogback and its 
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strange tegulation, see Lang (1976, 211-212). It may, however, be that the 

opposing beasts carved on this hogback indicate a recognition of the Canticle of 

Habakkuk (cf. Govan 5) (see Chapter 8.3.4 for a discussion on this theme). See 

also St Helen’s on the Lea 1 and 2 for the only two other examples of the 

Illustrative Type in Scotland, and Gosforth 1, Heysham, Lowther 1 and 2, and 

Sockburn 5, 6, 8 and 9 for English examples. 

 

Figure 5-133 Tyninghame hogback 
 

 

Figure 5-134 Upleatham hogback 
 

5.4.2.137 Upleatham 

Region: North Yorkshire, England; NGR: NZ637194; Current Location: 

Kirkleathem Old Hall Museum (LD 98/1989); Form: Hogback fragment; Corpus 

Number: Upleatham 4; AS Type: e – Dragonesque Type;  Date: First half of tenth 
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century; Key Source: (Lang 2001, 216); Lang Type: Not recorded by Lang (1984), 

although it appears to conform with English Type V – Dragonesque Type; 

Observations: Visited and recorded. It is not in its original location and instead is 

currently located in a museum store. It came from St Andrew’s Church, 

Upleatham. See also Barmston, Easington 3, Ellerburn, Lastingham, Lythe 10 and 

11, Pickering, Sinnington, and Stanwick 1 and 2. 

5.4.2.138 West Kirkby 

Region: Merseyside, England; NGR: SJ218864; Current Location: Inside St 

Bridget’s Church, West Kirby; Form: Near complete hogback; Corpus Number: 

West Kirby 4; AS Type: h – Scroll Type; Date: Tenth century; Key Source: (Lang 

1984, 168; Bailey 2010, 135-136; Williams 2016b); Lang Type: Indeterminate; 

Observations: Visited and recorded. It is not in its original location and instead is 

currently located inside a church whose site it is likely initially associated with. 

Lang did not classify its type, although it has had its ornament compared to that 

of the Cumbrian spiral-scroll school (Bailey 2010, 135-136), a style prevalent in 

Viking Age Cumbria (Bailey 1988b, 33-38). Richard Bailey also suggests that its 

ornament links it with Govan 1 (2010, 135-136). Therefore, the English Type XI - 

Scroll Type of the Cumbrian spiral-scroll school can be seen extending as far north 

as Govan, across Northwest England in Northumbria, to as far south as The Wirral. 

This point strengthens the argument for the Strathclyde/Cumbrian hogbacks 

having a Hiberno-Norse genesis, with examples spreading eastwards into Yorkshire 

(see Map 8-1 and Map 8-2). See also Appleby, Bedale 1, Brigham, Crathorne 1, 2 

and 3, Gainford 1 and 2, Gilling West, Govan 1, Kirby Wiske, Kirkdale, Oswaldkirk, 

Penrith 1, 2, 3 and 4, Repton, and York 1. 

 

Figure 5-135 West Kirby hogback  
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Figure 5-136 Workington 1 hogback (© Oxford Archaeology Ltd.) 
 

5.4.2.139 Workington 1 

Region: Cumbria, England; NGR: NX997289; Current Location: Inside St Michael’s 

Church, Workington; Form: Hogback end-beast fragment (plus potential 

corresponding end-beast and four fragments of tegulation); Corpus Number: Not 

published in the Corpus; AS Type: Indeterminate; Date: Probably tenth century 

Key Source: (Paterson 2019); Lang Type: Not recorded by Lang (1984); 

Observations: Visited and recorded. It is not in its original location and instead is 

currently located inside a church whose site it is likely initially associated with. 

This recently discovered fragment is of an outward-facing end-beast (Paterson 

13), which, if Govan 2 and Crosscannonby do not have outward-facing end-beasts, 

makes it unique in the corpus as it is not recut to form an outward-looking beast 

such as is seen in Govan 3 and 4. Perhaps from the same hogback and also recently 

discovered, there is also a fragment of a potentially corresponding end-beast 

(Paterson 14) as well four fragments of tegulation (Paterson 15 – 18), some of 

which comprise ring-chain decoration (Caroline Paterson, pers. comm.). There is 

also a hammerhead cross present at this site (see Chapter 7.4.32). 

5.4.2.140 Workington 2 

Region: Cumbria, England; NGR: NX997289; Current Location: Inside St Michael’s 

Church, Workington; Form: Hogback tegulation fragment; Corpus Number: Not 
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published in the Corpus; AS Type: Indeterminate; Date: Probably tenth century 

Key Source: (Paterson 2019); Lang Type: Not recorded by Lang (1984); 

Observations: As Workington 1. This recently discovered fragment of hogback 

tegulation (Paterson 19) is different to Workington 1; thus, it indicates the 

presence of at least two hogbacks at Workington (Caroline Paterson, pers. 

comm.). 

5.4.2.141 Workington 3    

Region: Cumbria, England; NGR: NX997289; Current Location: Inside St Michael’s 

Church, Workington; Form: Hogback gable-end fragment; Corpus Number: Not 

published in the Corpus; AS Type: Indeterminate; Date: Probably tenth century 

Key Source: (Paterson 2019); Lang Type: Not recorded by Lang (1984); 

Observations: As Workington 1. It is recently discovered fragment of the probable 

gable end of a hogback (Paterson 21). As identification is uncertain, it is difficult 

to say whether or not this represents a third hogback at Workington as it may 

belong to Workington 2 (Caroline Paterson, pers. comm.).  

5.4.2.142 Wycliffe 1 

Region: North Yorkshire, England; NGR: NZ117144; Current Location: Inside St 

Mary’s Church, Wycliffe; Form: Hogback fragment; Corpus Number: Wycliffe 5; 

AS Type: b – Pilaster Type; Date: First half of tenth century; Key Source: (Lang 

1984, 168; 2001, 271-272); Lang Type: English Type IV – Pilaster Type; 

Observations: Visited and recorded. It is not in its original location and instead is 

currently located inside a chapel whose site it is likely initially associated with. It 

is argued elsewhere that the Pilaster Type is a development of the Panel Type, 

which is only found in Brompton. Thus this suggests that these types, including 

the end-beast ornament, may have spread northwards and westwards from 

Yorkshire (Lang 2001, 272). However, this does not account for the Scottish End-

beast Type seen at Govan, whose site appears to be more western-inclined with a 

Hiberno-Norse genesis. See also Aspatria, Inchcolm, and Lowther 3. 
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Figure 5-137 Wycliffe 1 hogback 
 

5.4.2.143 Wycliffe 2 

Region: North Yorkshire, England; NGR: NZ117144; Current Location: Lost. Form: 

Hogback end-beast fragment; Corpus Number: Wycliffe 6; AS Type: 

Indeterminate; Date: First half of tenth century; Key Source: (Lang 1984, 168; 

2001, 272); Lang Type: Indeterminate; Observations: I did not assess this hogback 

using my personal, reflexive approach as I was unable to locate it, although I did 

visit and record its supposed original setting at St Mary’s Church, Wycliffe. 

 

Figure 5-138 Wycliffe 2 hogback 
(Collingwood 1907, 413, Figure a) 
 

 

Figure 5-139 Wycliffe 3 hogback 
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5.4.2.144 Wycliffe 3 

Region: North Yorkshire, England; NGR: NZ117144; Current Location: Built into 

the exterior south wall of the nave of St Mary’s Church, Wycliffe; Form: Hogback 

fragment; Corpus Number: Wycliffe 7; AS Type: a – Panel Type; Date: First half 

of tenth century; Key Source: (Lang 1984, 170; 2001, 272-273); Lang Type: 

English Type III – Panel Type; Observations: Visited and recorded. It is not in its 

original location and instead is currently built into a church whose site it is likely 

initially associated with. Perhaps it belonged to Wycliffe 2. See also Brompton 2, 

3, 4, 8 and 10, Kirkby Malzeard and Stainton. 

 

Figure 5-140 York 1 hogback (Lang 1991, Illustration 241) 
 

5.4.2.145 York 1 

Region: North Yorkshire, England; NGR: SE5999751495; Current Location: 

Yorkshire Museum, York; Form: Hogback fragment; Corpus Number: York St Mary 

Bishophill (Junior) 7; AS Type: h – Scroll Type; Date: Tenth century; Key Source: 

(Lang 1984, 170; 1991, 87); Lang Type: English Type XI – Scroll Type; 

Observations: I did not assess this hogback using my personal, reflexive approach 

as I was unable to locate it, although I did visit and record its supposed find-spot 

at St Mary Bishophill (Junior), York See also Appleby, Bedale 1, Brigham, Crathorne 

1, 2 and 3, Gainford 1 and 2, Gilling West, Govan 1, Kirby Wiske, Kirkdale, 

Oswaldkirk, Penrith 1, 2, 3 and 4, Repton, and West Kirby. 
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Figure 5-141 York 2 hogback (Lang 1991, Illustration 286) 
 

5.4.2.146  York 2 

Region: North Yorkshire, England; NGR: SE598514; Current Location: In the 

garden of 182 Burton Stone Lane, York; Form: Hogback fragment; Corpus 

Number: York St Mary Bishophill (Senior) 14; AS Type: Transitional, d – Extended 

Niche Type / f – Vestigial End-beast Type; Date: Tenth century; Key Source: (Lang 

1984, 170; 1991, 93);  Lang Type: Transitional, English Type II(b) – Extended Niche 

Type / English Type VI – Vestigial Type; Observations: I did not assess this hogback 

using my personal, reflexive approach as I was unable to locate it, although I did 

visit and record its supposed find-spot at St Mary Bishophill (Senior), York. See 

also Brompton 9 and Hexham. 

5.4.2.147  York 3 

Region: North Yorkshire, England; NGR: SE604524; Current Location: Yorkshire 

Museum, York; Form: Hogback fragments; Corpus Number: York Minster 46; AS 

Type: Not given, although it appears to conform with k – Shrine Type; Date: Tenth 

century; Key Source: (Lang 1984, 171; 1991, 77-78);  Lang Type: English Type X 

– Enriched Shrine Type; Observations: I did not assess this hogback using my 

personal, reflexive approach as I was unable to locate it, although I did visit and 

record its supposed find-spot at York Minster, York. See also Bedale 2, Dewsbury, 

Easington 2, Gosforth 2, and Lythe 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8 and 9, and York 3. 
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Figure 5-142 York 3 hogback (Lang 1991, Illustration 188) 
 

 

Figure 5-143 York 4 hogback (Lang 1991, Illustration 279) 
 

5.4.2.148  York 4 

Region: North Yorkshire, England; NGR: SE598514; Current Location: Built into 

an interior wall of Church of the Holy Redeemer, York; Form: Hogback fragment; 

Corpus Number: St Mary Bishophill (Senior) 15; AS Type: Indeterminate; Date: 

Tenth century; Key Source: (Lang 1984, 171; 1991, 93-94); Lang Type: 

Indeterminate; Observations: Visited and recorded. It is not in its original location 

and instead is currently built into another church, although I did visit and record 

its supposed find-spot at St Mary Bishophill (Senior), York. 

5.4.2.149 York 5 

Region: North Yorkshire, England; NGR: SE604524; Current Location: Yorkshire 

Museum, York. Form: Two fragments of part of a hogback; Corpus Number: York 
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Minster 47; AS Type: Possibly h – Scroll Type; Date: Tenth century; Key Source: 

(Lang 1984, 171; 1991, 78); Lang Type: Indeterminate; Observations: As York 3. 

 

Figure 5-144 York 5 hogback (Lang 1991, Illustration 195) 
 

5.4.3 Possible Hogbacks 

5.4.3.1 Easington 

Region: North Yorkshire, England; NGR: NZ744180; Current Location: Lost, 

missing in 1967; Form: Fragment; Corpus Number: Easington 11; AS Type: 

Indeterminate; Date: Uncertain; Key Source: (Lang 1984, 132; 2001, 295); Lang 

Type: Indeterminate; Observations: I did not assess this fragment using my 

personal, reflexive approach as I was unable to locate it, although I did visit and 

record its supposed original setting at Easington. This example is described by 

Collingwood as a fragment of a bear’s paw (1907, 321). 

5.4.3.2 Hinderwell 

Region: North Yorkshire, England, NGR: Unknown; Current Location: Unknown; 

Form: Fragment(s); Corpus Number: Hinderwell 2; AS Type: Indeterminate; 

Date: Pre Conquest(?); Key Source: (Lang 2001, 295); Lang Type: Not considered 

by Lang (1984); Observations: I did not assess this fragment using my personal, 

reflexive approach as I was unable to locate it, although I did visit and record its 

supposed original setting at Hinderwell. This example is described by Atkinson as 

fragments of hog-backed gravestones (Atkinson 1874, 215-216). 
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5.4.3.3 Kirby Sigston 

Region: North Yorkshire, England, NGR: SE417947; Current Location: Inside St 

Lawrence’s Church, Kirby Sigston; Form: Fragment; Corpus Number: Kirby Sigston 

6; AS Type: Indeterminate; Date: First half of tenth century; Key Source: (Lang 

2001, 138); Lang Type: Not considered by Lang (1984); Observations: I did not 

assess this fragment using my personal, reflexive approach as I was unable to 

locate it, although I did visit and record its supposed original setting at St 

Lawrence’s Church, Kirby Sigston. This example is probably a fragment of the 

decorated pitch of a hogback. 

5.4.3.4 Kirklevington 

Region: North Yorkshire, England; NGR: NZ432098; Current Location: Built into 

the exterior east wall of the nave of St Martin’s Church, Kirklevington; Form: 

Fragment; Corpus Number: Kirklevington 22; AS Type: Indeterminate; Date: 

Late-ninth to mid-tenth century; Key Source: (Lang 2001, 151); Lang Type: Not 

considered by Lang (1984); Observations: Visited and recorded. It is not in its 

original location and instead is currently built into a church whose site it is likely 

initially associated with. This example is probably a fragment of the decorated 

side of a hogback. 

5.4.3.5 Leeds  

Region: West Yorkshire, England; NGR: SE306333; Current Location: Lost; Form: 

Fragment; Corpus Number: Leeds 8; AS Type: Indeterminate; Date: Probably 

late-ninth century; Key Source: (Coatsworth 2008, 206-207); Lang Type: Not 

considered by Lang (1984); Observations: I did not assess this example using my 

personal, reflexive approach as I was unable to locate it, although I did visit and 

record its supposed original setting at St Peter’s Church, Leeds. This example is 

probably a fragment of the corner of a hogback or shrine tomb.  

5.4.3.6 Stobo 

Region: Scottish Borders, Scotland; NGR: NT1827137654; Current Location: Inside 

Stobo Parish Church, Stobo; Form: Fragment; Date: Twelfth century; Key Source: 

(Lang 1976, 222); Lang Type: Indeterminate; Observations: Visited and recorded. 
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It is not in its original location and instead is currently located in a church. Its 

tegulation corresponds with Lang Type 2b (cf. Sockburn 1 and 7). This example 

may be a fragment of a late Scottish hogback.  

5.4.3.7 West Kirby 

Region: Merseyside, England; NGR: SJ218264; Current Location: Charles Dawson 

Brown Museum, West Kirby; Form: Kindred monument fragment; Corpus Number: 

West Kirby 5; AS Type: Indeterminate; Date: Tenth or eleventh century; Key 

Source: (Bailey 2010, 136) Lang Type: Not recorded by Lang (1984); 

Observations: Visited and recorded. It is not in its original location and instead is 

currently located in a museum, although I did visit and record its supposed original 

setting at St Bridget’s Church, West Kirby. This example is probably a fragment of 

the corner of a hogback. There is also a hogback at this site (see Chapter 

5.4.2.138).  

5.5 Summary 

The aims of this chapter were twofold. It has considered the definition of the 

hogback and provided a reconsideration of the carved stone type (Chapter 5.3). It 

has also provided an original corpus of one hundred and forty-nine hogbacks and 

seven possible hogbacks (see Chapter 5.4), in advance of interpreting the type 

through the lens of the approach outlined above (see Chapters 3 and 4), with the 

aim of presenting and discussing them in functional terms (see Chapter 8). 
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6 Kindred Monuments 

‘The wooden structure must before long have been given up, as the 
eager hands of the miracle enthusiasts would probably soon have pulled 
it to pieces, and there was plenty of stone and a good force of 
craftsmen to work it, in the country as a whole’ (Baldwin Brown 1937, 
288) 

6.1 Introduction 

This corpus contains twenty-four kindred monuments (see Map 6-1). This results 

in a corpus of fourteen from Scotland, nine from England, and one from Ireland. 

The following examples in this corpus were classified initially as hogbacks by 

James Lang: Castledermot in Ireland (Lang 1971), Brechin and Meigle in Scotland 

(1976), and Hickling and Lanivet in England (1984). The latter two were both also 

reassessed elsewhere (see Preston-Jones and Okasha 2013, 163-164; Everson and 

Stocker 2015, 115-125). These examples are now all assessed as kindred 

monuments due to the criteria laid out in this study (see Chapter 5.3). Initially, 

therefore, they were not labelled as Brechin KM, for example, in Lang’s 

catalogues, and they remain with their original catalogued names in this corpus. 

Additionally, Lang only explicitly labelled specific carved stones as KM in his 

English catalogue (1984, 171-172). For example, Abercorn 3 is described as a’ 

kindred-coped grave cover’ and Tillicoultry as a ‘coped kindred monument’ in his 

Scottish catalogue, but neither are labelled as Abercorn KM or Tillicoultry KM in 

that. Furthermore, Bute, Dundee, Dunkeld and Tulliebole were not considered by 

Lang (1976), but have been introduced here due to them being continually and 

incorrectly referred to as ‘hogbacks’ in the literature.  
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Map 6-1 Distribution of kindred monuments across the British Isles (Contains Ordnance 
Survey Data © Crown Copyright and database right 2019) 
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6.2 Corpus of Kindred Monuments 

6.2.1 Abercorn 3 

Region: West Lothian, Scotland; NGR: NT081790; Current Location: Inside 

Abercorn Church, Abercorn; Form: Kindred monument fragment; Date: Twelfth 

century; Key Source: (Lang 1976, 222); Lang Type: Scottish KM, referencing the 

Scottish Type B – Plain Tegulated Type; Observations: As Abercorn 1. I did not 

assess this kindred monument as I was unable to locate it in the church, although 

I did visit and record its supposed original setting at Abercorn. There are also two 

hogbacks at this site (see Chapters 5.4.2.1 and 5.4.2.2). 

 

Figure 6-1 Abercorn 1 [left], Abercorn 2 [right top], Abercorn 3 [right middle], and Abercorn 
4 [right bottom] (Ross 1904, 424) 
 

6.2.2 Abercorn 4 

Region: West Lothian, Scotland; NGR: NT081790; Current Location: Inside 

Abercorn Church, Abercorn; Form: Kindred monument fragment; Date: Twelfth 

century; Key Source: (Ross 1904, 423-425); Lang Type: Scottish KM, referencing 

the Scottish Type B – Plain Tegulated Type; Observations: As Abercorn 1. I did not 

assess this kindred monument as I was unable to locate it in the church, although 

I did visit and record its supposed original setting at Abercorn. Lang did not record 
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this example. Instead, it appears that he mistook it for another drawing of 

Abercorn 2, as in his catalogue entry for Abercorn 2 (Lang 1976, 222) he states 

that it is represented by Figures 3 and 4 in Thos Ross’ work (see 1904, 423-425). 

There are also two hogbacks at this site (see Chapters 5.4.2.1 and 5.4.2.2). 

6.2.3 Brechin 

Region: Angus, Scotland; NGR: NO5962560091; Current Location: Inside Brechin 

Cathedral, Brechin; Form: Near complete kindred monument; Date: Uncertain, 

which is contra Lang; Key Source: (Lang 1976, 223-224); Lang Type: Classified by 

Lang as Scottish Type A – End-beast Type, although this research does not consider 

this to be a hogback; Observations: Visited and recorded. It is not in its original 

location and instead is currently located inside a cathedral whose site it is likely 

initially associated with. This example does not have a curved ridge, nor does it 

have the distinctive bombé shape, and one of its ends is carved to form an 

outward-facing beast. It does not match the hogback criteria and is more 

comparable to a round-ended coped grave grave-cover from Ramsbury in Wiltshire 

(see Figure 6-3), which is of a ninth to tenth-century date (Cramp 2005, 231). 

Perhaps this argument provides a solution to James Lang’s statement that ‘There 

are no analogies for the [Brechin] beast among English or Scottish hogbacks’ (1976, 

215). Furthermore, prior to the work of Lang, Russell Walker stated that ‘this 

stone does not have the peculiar outline that has induced several writers to give 

the fanciful name of hog back in writing of them’ (1885, 408), which is a point this 

study agrees with. The Brechin example highlights the issue of incorrectly using 

the hogback terminology, although this may be due in part to scholars such as 

Gerard Baldwin Brown asserting that ‘later coped tombstones’ are ‘commonly 

called hogbacks’ (1937, 287). It may, therefore, be the case that the Brechin stone 

fits into the Pictish tradition, which was prevalent in Angus at this time, although 

Lang notes that it has ‘Ringerike-style overtones’ (1976, 216) which appears to 

indicate that it more than likely has an eleventh-century Hiberno-Scandinavian 

influence. Additionally, however, it has ornamentation comprising, amongst many 

other designs, backward-facing beasts and clerics; the latter of which were 

commonly carved on Pictish material, which was widespread in this area of 

Scotland (see Henderson and Henderson 2004). 
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Figure 6-2 Brechin kindred monument 
 

 

Figure 6-3 Ramsbury 5 round-ended coped grave-cover (Cramp 2005, Illustration 506) 
 

6.2.4 Bute 

Region: Argyll and Bute, Scotland; NGR: NS0949653441; Current Location: 

Churchyard, St Blane’s Church, Bute; Form: Complete kindred monument; Date: 

Probably eleventh century; Key Source: (Ritchie 2004, 16); Observations: I did 

not assess this example using my personal, reflexive approach as I did not visit and 

record it due to it not being considered to be a hogback. This example does not 

have a curved ridge, nor does it have the distinctive bombé shape. It does not 

match the hogback criteria. It does, however, exist within the cultural orbit of 

the Clyde and thus may be a local reflex of the hogback type. 
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Figure 6-4 Bute kindred monument (© Historic Environment Scotland) 
 

6.2.5 Castledermot 

Region: County Kildare, Ireland; NGR: SF7493145908; Current Location: 

Churchyard, St James’ Church, Castledermot; Form: Complete kindred monument 

Date: Indeterminate; Key Source: (Lang 1971); Observations:  I did not assess 

this example using my personal, reflexive approach as I did not visit and record it 

due to it being outwith the geographical scope of this thesis. Lang discusses this 

as a house-shaped monument and refers to the types from Yorkshire, although it 

should be noted that its ornament is not in keeping with anything classified on the 

hogbacks from elsewhere across the Irish Sea. It does not fit in with Lang’s later 

hogback typologies (1976; 1984). Thus it should not be considered as a Viking Age 

hogback, which is a point that Anna Ritchie agrees on (2004, 13). 

 

Figure 6-5 Castledermot kindred monument (Lang 1971, 157) 
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6.2.6 Dundee 

Region: Dundee City, Scotland; NGR: NO4014930359; Current Location: The 

Howff, Dundee; Form: Near complete kindred monument; Date: Twelfth to 

thirteenth century; Key Source: (O’Grady and Goulding 2018); Observations: I 

did not assess this example using my personal, reflexive approach as I do not 

consider it to be a hogback, although it is perhaps derivative of the form. This 

example does not have a curved ridge, nor does it have the distinctive bombé 

shape. 

 

Figure 6-6 Dundee kindred monument (Dundee Howff Conservation Group nd) 
 

 

Figure 6-7 Dunkeld kindred monument 
 

6.2.7 Dunkeld 

Region: Perth and Kinross, Scotland; NGR: NO02374259; Current Location: Inside 

Dunkeld Cathedral, Dunkeld; Form: Kindred monument fragment; Date: Probably 

twelfth century; Key Source: (Allen and Anderson 1903 [1993], Volume 2 [Part 3], 

342); Lang Type: Not recorded by Lang (1976); Observations: Visited and 

recorded. It is not in its original location and instead is currently located inside a 

cathedral whose site it is likely initially associated with. The display board at this 

site compares this to Govan 1, which is misleading. Although severely damaged 

and reworked with a thirteenth-century cross carved on one side, its surviving 
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form suggests it is a coped carved stone and its tegulation are incised and 

derivative of the hogback types.   

6.2.8 Hickling 

Region: Nottinghamshire, England; NGR: SK692293; Current Location: Inside St 

Luke’s Church, Hickling; Form: Complete kindred monument; Corpus Number: 

Hickling 1; AS Type: Grave-cover; Date: Early-tenth century, or possibly eleventh 

century; Key Source: (Lang 1984, 140; Everson and Stocker 2015, 115-125); Lang 

Type: Indeterminate, hence this research does not consider this to be a hogback; 

Observations: I did not assess this example using my personal, reflexive approach 

as I did not visit and record it due to it being outwith the geographical scope of 

this thesis. This example does not have a curved ridge, nor does it have the 

distinctive bombé shape. It does not match the hogback criteria (cf. Brechin 

above). 

 

Figure 6-8 Hickling kindred monument (Everson and Stocker 1999, Illustration 35) 
 

 

Figure 6-9 Lanivet kindred monument (Preston-Jones and Okasha 2013, Illustration 127) 
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6.2.9 Lanivet 

Region: Cornwall, England; NGR: SX03936419; Current Location: Churchyard, 

Lanivet Church, Lanivet; Form: Complete kindred monument; Corpus Number: 

Lanivet 3; AS Type: Coped stone; Date: Late-tenth to eleventh century Key 

Source: (Lang 1984, 144; Preston-Jones and Okasha 2013, 163-164); Lang Type: 

Indeterminate, hence this research does not consider this to be a hogback; 

Observations: I did not assess this example using my personal, reflexive approach 

as I did not visit and record it due to it being outwith the geographical scope of 

this thesis. This example is probably derivative of the hogback type (see Lang 

1984, 108) (cf. St Tudy below). 

6.2.10 Lempitlaw 

Region: Scottish Borders, Scotland; NGR: NT788327; Current Location: 

Churchyard, Lempitlaw; Form: Near complete kindred monument; Date: Early-

twelfth century; Key Source: (Lang 1976, 228); Lang Type: Scottish Type B3 – 

Plain Tegulated Type; Observations: Visited and recorded. It is not certain if it is 

in its original location, although the site of its current location if moved, would 

likely be associated with its original location. Lang records this as a coped 

recumbent monument, which is not a hogback. It is the only Type B3 that is not a 

hogback. Thus, this suggests that the others are late in the series. See also 

Abercorn 2, Ancrum, Bedrule 2, Kirknewton, Nisbet 2, and Skaill. 

 

Figure 6-10 Lempitlaw kindred monument 
 

6.2.11 Lythe KM 1 

Region: North Yorkshire, England; NGR: NZ850132; Current Location: Inside St 

Oswald’s Church, Lythe; Form: Near complete kindred monument; Corpus 

Number: Lythe 34; AS Type: Coped recumbent grave-cover; Date: Tenth to 

eleventh century; Key Source: (Lang 1984, 171; 2001, 166); Lang Type: Roof-
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shaped monument; Observations: Visited and recorded. It is not in its original 

location and instead is currently located inside a church whose site it is likely 

initially associated with. See also Ingleby Arncliffe 1 and 3, Kirkby Stephen, and 

Lythe 15 and 16. There are several hogbacks at this site (see above). 

 

Figure 6-11 Lythe KM 1 [left] and Lythe KM 2 [right] 
 

6.2.12 Lythe KM 2 

Region: North Yorkshire, England; NGR: NZ850132; Current Location: Inside St 

Oswald’s Church, Lythe; Form: Kindred monument fragment; Corpus Number: 

Lythe 35; AS Type: Recumbent grave-cover; Date: First half of tenth century(?); 

Key Source: (Lang 1984, 171; 2001, 167); Lang Type: Recumbent monument; 

Observations: As Lythe KM1. 

6.2.13 Meigle 

Region: Perth and Kinross, Scotland; NGR: NO28724459; Current Location: Meigle 

Museum, Meigle; Form: Near complete kindred monument; Date: Uncertain, 

which is contra Lang; Key Source: (Lang 1976, 229); Lang Type: Classified by Lang 

as Scottish Type A – End-beast Type, although this research does not consider this 

to be a hogback; Observations: Visited and recorded. It is not in its original 

location and instead is currently located inside a museum adjacent to a church 

whose site it is likely initially associated with. There is a tradition of carving 

wedge-shaped recumbent carved stones at Meigle (see Ritchie 2004-13), such as 

Meigle 11 and 26 (Allen and Anderson 1903 [1993], Volume 2 [Part 3], 303-305, 
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Plate LXV and 331-333, Figure 345), Additionally, the outward-facing beast head 

on the Meigle example was perhaps carved by the same hand who carved those on 

Meigle 5 (Allen and Anderson 1903 [1993], 300-301, Plate LXIV). The latter point 

is noted by both Lang (1976, 215) and Ritchie (2004, 12). It is carved from the 

outset to form a complete beast with a front and back end, as is seen in the 

recutting of Govan 3 and 4. Consequently, the Meigle example more likely fits into 

an already well-established Pictish tradition seen at Meigle, where Insular styles 

are being created and consumed, and reflexes are being created. Its Type 9 

concave tegulation do, however, connect it to certain aspects of the hogback 

tradition (cf. Govan 1, 2 and 5), and perhaps the key to dating the Meigle example 

(Thompson Whitworth forthcoming) and the Scottish hogbacks lies in this 

ornament. The only definite example of a hogback that has a surviving outward-

facing end-beast is from Workington (see above). Perhaps the Meigle example 

represents a development of the end-beast type, already apparent in the use of 

the beast head on Meigle 5, but being applied to a wedge-shaped recumbent and 

in the tradition of the hogback. A similar supposed development of the end-beast 

type in England was noted by Anna Ritchie (2004, 13) as perhaps occurring on a 

coped grave-cover from Durham (Corpus Number 11) (see Cramp 1984a, 73). 

Furthermore, Holger Schmidt suggests that Meigle’s outward-facing beast head 

implies that it and Govan 3 and 4 are ‘local Scottish misrepresentation of the hog-

back motif’ (1994, 148-152), but he fails to understand that the latter two were 

recut and are hogbacks. 

 

Figure 6-12 Meigle kindred monument 
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6.2.14 Oswaldkirk KM  

Region: North Yorkshire, England; NGR: SE456792; Current Location: Porch, St 

Peter’s Church, Osmotherley; Form: Kindred monument fragment; AS Type: 

Shrine tomb; Corpus Number: Oswaldkirk 2; Date: Tenth century or later; Key 

Source: (Lang 1984, 172; 1991, 198); Lang Type: Shrine tomb; Observations: 

Visited and recorded. It is not in its original location and instead is currently 

located inside a church whose site it is likely initially associated with (cf. 

Oswaldkirk hogback above). 

 

Figure 6-13 Oswaldkirk KM 
 

 

Figure 6-14 Papa Westray kindred monument (Kirkness 1921, 131, Figure 1) 
 

6.2.15 Papa Westray 

Region: Orkney Islands, Scotland; NGR: HY4881352705; Current Location: 

Churchyard, St Boniface’s Church, Papa Westray; Form: Near complete kindred 

monument; Date: Twelfth century; Key Source: (Lang 1976, 230); Lang Type: 

Coped kindred monument; Observations: I did not assess this example using my 

personal, reflexive approach as I did not visit and record it due to it being outwith 

the geographical scope of this thesis. Without personally viewing this example, or 
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the Rendall and Skaill hogbacks (above), it is challenging to understand why the 

latter two examples also from Orkney were not also classed as kindred monuments 

by Lang. 

6.2.16 Plumbland KM  

Region: Cumbria, England; NGR: NY142393; Current Location: Built into the 

northwest corner of the church wall, St Cuthbert’s Church, Plumbland; Form: 

Complete kindred monument; Corpus Number: Not published in the Corpus; Date: 

Indeterminate; Key Source: (Lang 1984, 172); Lang Type: Recumbent monument; 

Observations: Visited and recorded. It is not in its original location and instead is 

currently located built into a church wall whose site it is likely initially associated 

with. There is also a hogback at this site (see Chapter 5.4.2.113). 

 

Figure 6-15 Plumbland KM 
 

 

Figure 6-16 St Andrews kindred monument 
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6.2.17 St Andrews 

Region: Fife, Scotland; NGR: NO513166; Current Location: St Andrews Cathedral 

Museum, St Andrews; Form: Near complete kindred monument; Date: Eleventh 

century; Key Source: (Lang 1976, 231); Lang Type: Shrine tomb; Observations: 

Visited and recorded. It is not in its original location and instead is currently 

located inside a cathedral whose site it is likely initially associated with. It has a 

large Latin-type cross carved in relief on its gable end (cf. Dewsbury hogback, 

which is an Enriched Shrine Type). 

6.2.18 St Tudy KM 

Region: Cornwall, England; NGR: SX066763; Current Location: Inside St Tudy’s 

Church, Cornwall; Form: Near complete kindred monument; AS Type: Coped 

stone; Corpus Number: St Tudy 1; Date: Eleventh to twelfth century; Key Source: 

(Lang 1984, 172; Preston-Jones and Okasha 2013, 203-204); Lang Type: Coped 

recumbent monument; Observations: I did not assess this example using my 

personal, reflexive approach as I did not visit and record it due to it being outwith 

the geographical scope of this thesis. This example is probably a derivative of the 

hogback type (cf. Lanivet above). 

 

Figure 6-17 St Tudy KM 
 

6.2.19 St Vigeans  

Region: Angus, Scotland; NGR:  NO638429; Current Location: St Vigeans 

Sculptured Stones Museum, St Vigeans; Form: Kindred monument fragment; Date: 

Late-tenth to early-eleventh century; Key Source: (Lang 1976, 232); Lang Type: 

Coped kindred monument; Observations: Visited and recorded. It is not in its 

original location and instead is currently located in a museum, although I did visit 



247 
 
and record its supposed original setting at St Vigeans Church, St Vigeans. It exists 

as part of a large body of early medieval carved stones (see Geddes 2017). Due to 

its form and its Type 9 concave tegulation, perhaps it should be reconsidered as 

being a fragmentary shrine tomb (cf. St Andrews). 

 

Figure 6-18 St Vigeans kindred monument 
 

6.2.20 Shelton KM 

Region: Nottinghamshire, England; NGR: SK780447; Current Location: Inside St 

Mary and All Saints Church, Shelton; Form: Kindred monument fragment; AS Type: 

Grave-cover; Corpus Number: Shelton 2; Date: Late-tenth century, perhaps the 

final third; Key Source: (Lang 1984, 172; Everson and Stocker 2015, 168-170); 

Lang Type: Recumbent grave-cover; Observations: I did not assess this example 

using my personal, reflexive approach as I did not visit and record it due to it 

being outwith the geographical scope of this thesis. It may be derivative of the 

Wheel Rim Type. There is also a hogback at this site (see Chapter 5.4.2.116). 

 

Figure 6-19 Shelton KM (Everson and Stocker 2015, Illustration 100) 
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6.2.21 Tillicoultry 1 

Region: Clackmannanshire, Scotland; NGR: NS9239597583; Current Location: 

Churchyard, Tillicoultry Old Parish Church; Form: Near complete kindred 

monument; Date: Twelfth century; Key Source: (Lang 1976, 232); Lang Type: 

Coped kindred monument; Observations: Visited and recorded. It is not certain if 

it is in its original location, although the site of its current location if moved, 

would likely be associated with its original location. 

 

Figure 6-20 Tillicoultry 1 kindred monument 
 

6.2.22 Tillicoultry 2 

Region: Clackmannanshire, Scotland; NGR: NS9239597583; Current Location: 

Churchyard, Tillicoultry Old Parish Church; Form: Near complete kindred 

monument; Date: Probably twelfth century; Key Source: N/A; Lang Type: Not 

recorded by Lang (1976); Observations: As Tillicoultry 1. It is a large, badly 

damaged kindred monument, featuring a sword of a later date incised on one side.  

 

Figure 6-21 Tillicoultry 2 kindred monument 
 

6.2.23 Tulliebole 

Region: Perth and Kinross, Scotland; NGR: NO0545500812; Current Location: 

Tulliebole Churchyard; Form: Kindred monument fragment; Date: Probably 
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twelfth century; Key Source: (Robertson 1991); Observations: I did not assess this 

example using my personal, reflexive approach as I was unable to locate it, 

although I did visit and record its supposed original setting at Tulliebole 

Churchyard. According to its description, this example does not have a curved 

ridge, nor does it have the distinctive bombé shape. It does not match the hogback 

criteria. It does, however, reportedly have three surviving rows of tegulation.  

6.2.24 Winchester KM 

Region: Hampshire, England; NGR: SU482293; Current Location: Winchester City 

Museum, Winchester; Form: Complete kindred monument; AS Type: Grave-cover; 

Corpus Number: Winchester (Old Minster) 6; Date: Early-eleventh century; Key 

Source: (Lang 1984, 172; Tweddle et al. 1995, 278-280); Lang Type: Coped grave-

cover; Observations: I did not assess this example using my personal, reflexive 

approach as I did not visit and record it due to it being outwith the geographical 

scope of this thesis. Interestingly, although often mistaken to be a hogback, this 

monument is inscribed in Old English with a named individual, which is the 

opposite of all hogbacks.  

 

Figure 6-22 Winchester KM (Tweddle et al. 1995, Illustration 509) 
 

6.3 Summary 

This chapter has provided a corpus of twenty-four kindred monuments, although 

note that this corpus is subject to change as there is the potential for many 

eleventh to twelfth century recumbent carved stones to be added to it as they are 

discovered and reassessed. 
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7 Hammerhead Crosses 

‘Similar to this exaggerated upper arm but evolved out of the ‘coffin’ 
type [but] coarsened is the last important group of free-armed heads – 
the ugly hammer-head seen in relief on a shaft at Gargrave in Craven 
with pelleted plaits and highly debased scrolls of the eleventh century’ 
(Collingwood 1927, 90) 

7.1 Introduction 

This chapter presents the hammerhead crosses of the Viking Age landscapes of 

Strathclyde and Northumbria as one dataset, to be set against the background 

provided earlier of its material world (see Chapter 2.3.6). Like the previous 

chapters on hogbacks and kindred monuments, the thrust of this chapter is not 

interpretive but presented here as an observed dataset based on primary 

fieldwork viewings (Chapter 7.4). However, this chapter also aims to contemplate 

the definition of the hammerhead cross and provide a reconsideration (Chapter 

7.3) through the lens of the approach outlined previously. Ultimately, intending 

to interpret and present the cross type in functional terms (see Chapter 8). The 

approach of this chapter is archaeological but with a grounding in the art-historical 

work already undertaken on hammerhead crosses. Furthermore, hammerhead 

crosses have only recently been preliminarily considered as a discrete corpus of 

material (see Barnes 2017).  

7.2 Material Scope 

Hammerhead crosses have yet to be considered in the framework of Strathclyde 

and Northumbria and instead have been presented through country-level contexts, 

often in a piecemeal approach. This dataset is presented primarily alphabetically 

and secondarily by region, and the form of each hammerhead cross is also 

indicated here (Chapter 7.4). Importantly, this dataset also provides specific 

observations on each stone, which are more detailed where interpretation is 

possible, and it situates them within a new typology (HH Type) created by this 

research (see Chapter 7.3.4). 

The scope of material assessed in this research relates to the geographical scope 

defined above (see Chapter 1.4), and it was approached making use of the 

previously defined methodology (see Chapter 3.2). This material scope, hopefully, 
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presents a comprehensive approach to assessing and defining hammerhead 

crosses. This chapter, therefore, represents an attempt at creating an up-to-date 

corpus and consideration of hammerhead crosses, which will be expanded on in 

Chapter 8. This corpus is an original creation, as a full and detailed 

archaeologically grounded study of hammerhead crosses, which crosses borders, 

has not been undertaken until now. 

The early medieval regions of Strathclyde and Northumbria featured prominently 

in the Viking Age of the British Isles (see Chapter 2.2). However, they do not exist 

anymore. Therefore, current regions will be used in the dataset. For example, 

Scotland has thirty-two unitary authorities established in Local Government Act 

1994, which abolished the Local Government Act of 1973, England has forty-eight 

ceremonial counties, Wales has twenty-two principal areas, and Ireland has thirty-

one counties. Although the historic kingdoms of Strathclyde and Northumbria no 

longer exist, for this research, they are also considered to have included, or have 

been related, to those areas’ northeast of Strathclyde, north of River Forth (for 

example Fife), as well as that west of Northumbria (for example Cumbria). The 

majority of the material selected for assessment in this research comes from these 

broad but significant Viking Age regions, although it should be noted that 

hammerhead crosses are mainly found around the Solway Firth. 

7.3 Rethinking the Hammerhead Cross 

7.3.1 Introduction 

This work builds on Barnes (2017), providing an update and an overall typology 

which was not presented at that stage, as well as further functional consideration. 

The latter is explored and developed in the following chapter, making use of the 

approach outlined earlier in this thesis. 

7.3.2 Problematising 

The previous discussion on the hammerhead cross and the origins of the 

terminology (see Chapter 2.3.6) underline the problem of defining the form of a 

hammerhead cross. What exactly is a hammerhead cross? For example, would a 

cross-head be considered to have a hammerhead form when only ‘the end of the 

upper arm is broadened to the width of the transverse arms’ (Bailey 1988c, 31), 
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which matches AS Type A5 (see Figure 2-32)? Alternatively, would it also need a 

lower arm with both upper and lower arms expanded to the same width as its 

transverse arms, which follows the Corpus’ other illustration of the hammerhead 

(see Figure 2-30)? B. J. N. Edwards seems to echo the latter view (1998, 92). The 

latter may also indicate the ringed hammerhead cross seen at Addingham (see 

Figure 7-3 and Figure 2-30). The definition and usage appear to be fluid and ill-

defined. However, before the publication of the Corpus series, Richard Bailey 

stated that ‘the upper (and often lower) arm [of the hammerhead cross form] is 

expanded so that it is the same width as the entire span of the lateral arms’ (1980, 

182-183). With flexibility considered in his analysis of the hammerhead cross form, 

it is clear that Bailey was well aware of the problems with the terminology and 

usage of the term hammerhead. Therefore, I would argue that his statement exists 

as the most logical working definition of the hammerhead cross form, but it is still 

not without issue. For example, his statement does not align with all crosses that 

have been classed as a hammerhead-type cross in print, although this issue is 

considered further below. 

The Kilmorie Cross is the most often cited example of a hammerhead cross, and 

it is from Scotland (see Bailey 1996a). That said, however, the publications that 

have explicitly attempted to consider the hammerhead cross thus far all appear 

to focus on English examples, and only bring in Scottish examples as basic 

comparanda for discussion. In the Corpus, for example, some Scottish examples 

are highlighted relative to the Addingham hammerhead cross (Bailey and Cramp 

1988, 45). Moreover, the hammerhead cross has not yet been fully considered and 

discussed from an archaeological perspective. Ultimately, this situation has led to 

fragmentary analysis and thus no explicit corpus being suggested, until now. 

Importantly, the corpus described below (Chapter 7.4) is not delimited by the 

modern cultural and political borders of Scotland, England, and Wales. 

7.3.3 Reconsideration 

It is clear that the hammerhead cross is a tricky term and thus has been 

problematised above. There are a variety of morphologically similar but different 

carved stones described as hammerhead, and the term and identification need to 

be reconsidered. It may, therefore, be suggested that a cross is a hammerhead 

when it is any of the following (see Figure 2-30 and Figure 2-32 for reference):  
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• AS Type A5. E.g. Middlesmoor. 

• AS Type A10, with its upper and lower arms expanded (the latter being 

optional) to the same width as its transverse arms (or almost expanded to 

the same width). E.g. Gargrave (upper and lower arms expanded to the 

same width) or Kilmorie (front) (upper and lower arms expanded to almost 

same width). 

• A ringed or pseudo-ringed version of the supposed evolved AS Type A10. 

E.g. Addingham (ringed) or Maesmynys (pseudo-ringed). 

• A cross-head with cross-arm terminals expanded to form hammerheads. 

E.g. Shallochwreck. 

The above classifications are perhaps too complicated, and that is, without doubt, 

a symptom of the problem of the vague nature of the hammerhead term and its 

usage to date. It is also further complicated when it is considered that there are 

examples of hammerhead crosses on a variety of different carved stones, such as 

the cross-slab, free-standing cross, pillar-cross, pillar-stone or recumbent (see 

Table 7-1). These are not exact classifications. Instead, they are suggested here 

to encapsulate the variety of cross-head forms considered as hammerhead, 

hammer-head, or hammer-headed.  This variety is best understood when, for 

example, the Addingham, Kilmorie, and Middlesmoor examples are viewed 

together, although this is generally the case when any of the examples are jointly 

considered. These three examples appear entirely different in hammerhead cross 

form and overall form, and yet they all have the same definition as a hammerhead 

cross, which is acceptable, but perhaps it is a potentially inadequate and vague 

terminology.  
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Table 7-1 Hammerhead cross carved stone forms 
 

 

It may, therefore, be appropriate to consider that there may be differences 

between what is meant by a hammerhead cross and a hammer-headed cross. They 

could be considered as two subtypes that have been interchangeably and 

Cross-Slab Free-Standing Pillar-Cross Pillar-Stone Recumbent 

Barhobble 

Glasserton 

Glenluce 

House of Elrig 

Kilmorie 

Kilmory Knap 

Kirkmadrine 1 

Kirkmadrine 2 

Milnrow 

Shallochwreck 

St Ninian’s Cave 1 

St Ninian’s Cave 2 

Whithorn 1 

Whithorn 2 

Whithorn 3 

Whithorn 4 

Addingham 

Brigham 

Carlisle 

Dearham 

Fountains Abbey 

Gargrave 

Hartlington 

Middlesmoor 

Workington 

Walton 

Llanbadarn Fawr 

Maesmynys 

 

Boghouse 

High Auchenlarie 

 

Heysham 
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indiscriminately used, without criticism or reconsideration, until now. To see the 

variability of cross-head types within this terminology, the examples from 

Dumfries and Galloway need only be viewed, which is probably an outcome of the 

influence of the Whithorn School of carving. Carved stones from this region of 

Scotland have been discussed extensively by Derek Craig, and it is noted that he 

appears to use a broader definition of the hammer-headed form (Craig 1991; 1992; 

1997). When these three supposed sub-types are considered as one, the 

hammerhead cross can, therefore, be simplified and appropriately visualised by 

the creation of a typology below.  

7.3.4 Typology 

This is a new typology created from this research. It is not for the overall form of 

the carved stone. Instead, it reflects the hammerhead form. There may be cross-

over and some potential variants across the typology. As this is the first iteration 

of this typology, it would more than likely be subject to change through future 

analysis and discovery. 

Hammerhead (HH) Types: 

• HH 1 (upper arm expanded to the same width as its transverse arms) 

• HH 2 (upper and lower arms expanded to the same width as its transverse 

arms) 

• HH 3 (upper [and lower if present] arm expanded to almost the same width 

as its transverse arms) 

• HH 4 (ringed). 

• HH 5 (pseudo-ringed) 

• HH 6 (cross-arm terminals expanded) 
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Figure 7-1 Hammerhead cross typology (Illustrated by Lorraine McEwan, University of 
Glasgow) 
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Table 7-2 Hammerhead cross typology 
 

 

7.3.5 Summary 

The hammerhead cross represents a continuation of the tradition of erecting 

crosses. However, the type also appears to represent a Scandinavian event during 

the tenth century. They cluster around in the Solway region in Southwest Scotland 

and Northwest England (see Map 7-1), and, similar to the floruit of hogbacks, their 

proliferation was also short-lived. Intriguingly, where there are no hogbacks in 

Southwest Scotland, there are eleven hammerhead crosses – the most abundant 

cluster - which seems to indicate that there were different pre-Viking Age 

sculptural traditions in Southwest Scotland to that of Northwest England (see Craig 

1991). Other than considering hammerhead crosses solely as burial monuments, 

where evidence for such a correlation is fugitive, this study considers the type in 

HH 1 HH 2 HH 3 HH 4 HH 5 HH 6 Indeterm-

inate 

Barhobble 

Boghouse 

Carlisle 

Hartlington 

Kilmorie 

(back) 

Kirkmadrine 

1 (front) 

Middlesmoor 

Walton 

Whithorn 3 

Gargrave 

Heysham 

High 

Auchenlarie 

Kilmory 

Knap 

Kirkmadrine 

2 

Brigham 

Dearham 

Glasserton 

Glenluce 

Kilmorie 

(front) 

St Ninian’s 

Cave 1 

Whithorn 2 

(front) 

Workington 

Addingham 

 

Fountains 

Abbey 

Llanbadarn 

Fawr 

Maesmynys 

Kirkmadrine 

1 (back) 

Shallochwr-

eck 

Whithorn 1 

Whithorn 2 

(back) 

 

House of 

Elrig 

Milnrow 

St 

Ninian’s 

Cave 2 

Whithorn 

4 
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their functional place-making capacity and presents examples thematically in 

Chapter 8. 

7.4 Corpus of Hammerhead Crosses 

7.4.1 Introduction 

This section presents every accepted Viking Age carved stone that has been, or 

could be, referred to as hammerhead, hammer-head, or hammer-headed. 

Currently, the corpus stands at thirty-one examples,5 although it is hoped that this 

can be expanded upon as an outcome of this work. Of the thirty-one examples, 

some have more than one hammerhead crossed carved on them (see Kilmorie, 

Kirkmadrine 1, and Whithorn 2). This results in a corpus of seventeen from 

Scotland, twelve from England, and two from Wales. As with hogbacks, precisely 

dating hammerhead crosses is especially tricky; it is not the primary pursuit of this 

research, although it is acknowledged here that all the hammerhead crosses from 

England have been acknowledged by the Corpus as being carved somewhere within 

the tenth to eleventh centuries (see for example Cramp 1984a). This dating is 

provided on an art-historical basis, and for this thesis, it can be assumed that the 

Scottish and Welsh examples are also of this Viking Age date range.  

 
 

 
5 This work builds on an initial corpus of twenty-three hammerhead crosses (see Barnes 2017). 
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Map 7-1 Distribution of hammerhead crosses across Northern Britain (Contains Ordnance 
Survey Data © Crown Copyright and database right 2019) 
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Of the thirty-one specific examples presented below, it is important to note that 

Collingwood first considered seven of these together in his seminal publication 

(1927, 90-93), although not as an explicit corpus. Additionally, one of 

Collingwood’s illustrations of a group of cross-heads depicts numerous declared 

and discussed ‘hammer-head’ crosses, as well as some possible other examples 

(see Figure 7-2). The latter, however, are indiscernible fragments thus are not 

considered here.  

 

Figure 7-2 Collingwood’s illustration of a selection of known and indeterminate ‘hammer-
head’ and other cross types (1927, 93) 
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As a corpus, this sub-chapter is primarily empirical and mainly includes my 

fieldwork observations (where I visited a site due to it being in the geographical 

scope of this thesis). However, a fuller interpretation of the body of material, 

with a focus on the concept of function, is presented in Chapter 8 through 

thematic discussion. 

Adopting and adapting the Corpus of Anglo-Saxon Stone Sculpture’s recording 

framework (Cramp 1984a), the dataset is presented using the following main 

points (where applicable): 

• Name; Region; National Grid Reference (NGR); Current Location; Form; 

Hammerhead; Corpus Number; AS Type (see Figure 2-32); Date; Key Source; 

HH Type (see Figure 7-1); Observations 

7.4.2 Addingham 

Region: Cumbria, England; NGR: NY574383; Current Location: Churchyard, St 

Michael’s Church, Addingham; Form: Free-standing cross-head and part of cross-

shaft; Hammerhead: Ringed hammerhead cross. Its upper and lower arms 

expanded to the width of its transverse arms and are all connected in a ring; 

Corpus Number: Addingham 1; AS Type: Described as a ringed hammerhead by 

the Corpus. Although it may also be classed as a variant of A5 as a lower arm is 

present. Its cross-head shape, although ringed, is similar to that found depicted 

in the Corpus and Bailey’s seminal work (Bailey 1980, 182, Figure 46; 1988c, Figure 

6a) (see Figure 2-31 and Figure 2-30 respectively), and its transverse arms are B10; 

Date: Tenth to the eleventh century; Key Source: (Bailey and Cramp 1988, 45-

46); HH Type: HH 4; Observations: Visited and recorded. It is likely in situ as it 

is erected in a cross-base, or it is likely from the church site. It is situated in the 

Eden Valley, an area rich in Scandinavian place-names (Fellows-Jensen 1985; 

Higham 1985, 46-47), and a route-way connecting Viking Age Cumbria and 

Yorkshire. As a complete ringed hammerhead cross, it is a unique example. Close 

parallels in type can be found at Fountains Abbey, Llanbadarn Fawr, and 

Maesmynys, although these three are pseudo-ringed examples. Other close 

parallels which have both upper and lower arms expanded to the same width as 

their transverse arms can be found at Gargrave, Heysham, Kilmory Knap and on 

Kirkmadrine 2. It also has St Andrews crosses, a style of Viking Age ornament 
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popular in the Solway region (Bailey and Cramp 1988, 45), incised on the ends of 

its transverse arms, and an incised equal-armed cross on the central boss of one 

of its faces. Interestingly, its decoration suggests it is linked to the spiral-scroll 

school, a style prevalent in Viking Age Cumbria (Bailey 1988b, 33-38) (see Map 

8-2), such as is seen in the decoration on the Dearham example. However, it 

differs in that it is ‘geographically and geological isolated’, and that its cross-head 

is a ring-head rather than free-armed like the other survivors of the school (Bailey 

and Cramp 1988, 45). There is also a hogback present at this site (see Chapter 

5.4.2.3). 

 

7.4.3 Barhobble 

Region: Dumfries and Galloway, Scotland; NGR: NX310494; Current Location: 

Whithorn Trust Museum, Whithorn; Form: Incomplete and broken cross-slab, 

comprising two conjoining fragments found separately; Hammerhead: 

Hammerhead cross carved on a cross-slab. Its curved upper arm is expanded to 

 

Figure 7-3 Addingham hammerhead 
cross 

 

Figure 7-4 Barhobble hammerhead cross 
(Cormack 1995, 62) 
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the same width as its transverse arms, and it does not have a lower arm; AS Type: 

N/A, although it may be a variant of A5. The top of its upper arm is curved, and 

its transverse arms appear to match B10; Date: Tenth to the eleventh century; 

Key Source: (Cormack 1995, 63); HH Type: HH 1; Observations: I did not assess 

this hammerhead cross as I was unable to locate it, although I did visit and record 

its supposed original setting at Barhobble. However, some general observations 

and the significance of the site of Barhobble in the eleventh century are provided 

elsewhere (see Cormack 1995, 63). The potential hammerhead cross from House 

of Elrig (presented below) may also have come from the site of Barhobble, as 

Barhobble was likely a stone sculpture production centre, similar to Whithorn 

(Cormack 1995). It is the most common type of hammerhead cross, comparable to 

Boghouse, Carlisle, Hartlington, Kilmorie (back), Kirkmadrine 1, Middlesmoor, 

Walton, and Whithorn 3. 

 

7.4.4 Boghouse 

Region: Dumfries and Galloway, Scotland; NGR: NX345463; Current Location: 

Whithorn Museum, Whithorn; Form: Wedge-shaped pillar-stone; Hammerhead: 

Hammerhead cross carved on a rude pillar. Its curved upper arm is expanded to 

 

Figure 7-5 Boghouse hammerhead 
cross 

 

Figure 7-6 Four sides of the Boghouse 
hammerhead cross (Anderson 1927, 117) 



264 
 
the same width as its transverse arms, and it does not have a lower arm; AS Type: 

N/A, although it may be a variant of A5. The top of its upper arm is curved, and 

its transverse arms appear to be B10; Date: Tenth to the eleventh century; Key 

Source: (Anderson 1927, 116-118); HH Type: HH 1; Observations: Visited and 

recorded. It is not in its original location and instead is currently located in a 

museum. It is the most common hammerhead cross type, comparable to 

Barhobble, Carlisle, Hartlington, Kilmorie (back), Kirkmadrine 1, Middlesmoor, 

Walton, and Whithorn 3. The Whithorn-type cross-head also carved on this 

example makes it stand out in the corpus. It suggests that the Whithorn School 

was perhaps well understood beyond Whithorn and that this example, therefore, 

indicates the taste for both it and the Viking Age hammerhead. This consumption 

of tastes indicates the hybrid nature of the carved stone and sculptor or patron. 

Additionally, this example is described as having carvings of a ‘dragon symbol’ and 

‘Maltese crosses’ on its sides (Anderson 1927, 117), although these are badly worn 

and thus difficult to discern (see Figure 7-6).Figure 7-6 Four sides of the Boghouse 

hammerhead cross (Anderson 1927, 117) 

7.4.5 Brigham 

Region: Cumbria, England; NGR: NY085309 (contra to the NGR given in the 

Corpus); Current Location: Inside St Bridget’s Church, Brigham; Form: Part of a 

free-standing cross-head, broken in two conjoining fragments; Hammerhead: 

Free-armed hammerhead cross with its upper arm almost expanded to the same 

width as its transverse arms, and it does not have a lower arm present; Corpus 

Number: Brigham 6; AS Type: Cross shape – A5; Arm type – Upper A6, transverse 

B10; Date: Tenth to the eleventh century; Key Source: (Bailey and Cramp 1988, 

77); HH Type: HH 3; Observations: Visited and recorded. It is not in its original 

location and instead is currently located inside a church whose site it is likely 

initially associated with. This type of hammerhead cross, with its minimally 

expanded upper arm that does not suitably conform to Collingwood’s original 

identification of the ‘hammer-head type’ (Collingwood 1927, 90), serves to 

illustrate the problem with classification and identification. There is also a Latin-

type cross incised on its upper arm, similar to that on the Middlesmoor example, 

but with expanded cross-arm terminals. This incised cross may itself be an 

example of a hammerhead cross, but it is more likely that it is an example of a 

Latin-type cross with barred cross-arm terminals, which possibly further 
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complicates the terminology and classification (see Brough of Birsay, Eilean Mór, 

Hougharry, Inverneill House and Taynish Island in Chapter 7.5 for examples of 

barred crosses). There is also a hogback fragment present at this site (see Chapter 

5.4.2.15), as well as several other examples of Anglian and Scandinavian-

influenced carved stone sculptures. 

 

7.4.6 Carlisle 

Region: Cumbria, England; NGR: NY399559, (contra to the NGR given in the 

Corpus); Current Location: Prior’s Tower, Carlisle Cathedral, Carlisle; Form: Part 

of a free-standing cross-head; Hammerhead: Free-armed hammerhead cross with 

its upper arm expanded to the same width of its transverse arms; Corpus Number: 

Carlisle 4; AS Type: Cross shape – A5; Arm type – B6; Date: Tenth to the eleventh 

century; Key Source: (Bailey and Cramp 1988, 87); HH Type: HH 1; Observations: 

Visited and recorded. It is currently located at Carlisle Cathedral whose site it is 

likely initially associated with. It is the most common hammerhead cross type, 

comparable to Barhobble, Boghouse, Hartlington, Kilmorie (back), Kirkmadrine 1, 

Middlesmoor, Walton, and Whithorn 3. Although not decorated but due to its 

cruciform cross-head pattern (see Bailey 1988b, 34, Figure 7), which is similar to 

that found at Workington and the possible example from Bromfield, it may be part 

of the Cumbrian spiral-scroll school (see Bailey 1988b, 33-38).  

 

Figure 7-7 Brigham hammerhead cross 

 

Figure 7-8 Carlisle hammerhead cross 
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7.4.7 Dearham 

Region: Cumbria, England; NGR: NY072365; Current Location: Not located. 

However, it is supposedly built into a wall inside St Mungo’s Church, Dearham; 

Form: Part of a free-standing cross-head; Hammerhead: Free-armed 

hammerhead cross. It appears to have a cross-head form of either AS Type A5 or 

A10, or somewhere between, as the upper arm does not expand to the full width 

of the transverse arms and it is impossible to determine whether or not it had a 

lower arm. It is, therefore, almost indeterminate but has been included in the 

corpus due to the work of Bailey and Cramp (1988, 95-96); Corpus Number: 

Dearham 3; AS Type: Cross shape – A5; Arm type – A10; Date: Tenth to the 

eleventh century; Key Source: (Bailey and Cramp 1988, 95-96); HH Type: HH 3; 

Observations: I did not adequately assess this hammerhead cross using my 

personal, reflexive approach as I was unable to locate it, although I did visit and 

record its supposed original setting at Dearham. Its decoration and the cruciform 

cross-head pattern suggest that it is part of the spiral-scroll school, a style 

prevalent in Viking Age Cumbria (Bailey 1988b, 33-38), and also seen on the 

Addingham example but without the cruciform cross-head pattern. Its 

hammerhead form appears to illustrate Collingwood’s suggestion that 

hammerhead crosses may have evolved out of what would be AS Type A3, or more 

likely AS Type A10 (see Chapter 2.3.6.2). Despite being included in this corpus, its 

fragmentary nature means that it could also be classed as indeterminate.  

 

 

Figure 7-9 Dearham hammerhead cross (Bailey 
and Cramp 1988, Illustration 263) 

 

Figure 7-10 Fountains Abbey 
hammerhead cross 
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7.4.8 Fountains Abbey 

Region: North Yorkshire, England; NGR: SE272682 (supposed original location); 

Current Location: Helmsley Archaeology Storage (EH88100869), Helmsley; Form: 

Part of a free-standing cross-head; Hammerhead: Appears to be a pseudo-ringed 

hammerhead cross, although this is uncertain as it is broken, and, therefore, it is 

difficult to ascertain whether or not a lower arm was initially present. Its upper 

arm is curved and expanded to the same width as its transverse arms. Based on 

its surviving form and diagnostic features, such as its rounded cross-arm armpits, 

it is likely that a curved and expanded lower arm did exist, but it is uncertain how 

this would have interacted with the cross-shaft (see Maesmynys below for 

example); Corpus Number: Fountains Abbey 1; AS Type: Cross shape – E12, 

although it is referred to as having a hammerhead form; Arm type – None provided, 

although its transverse arms may be a variant of B10 and E12; Date: Tenth to the 

eleventh century; Key Source: (Coatsworth 2008, 152); HH Type: HH 5; 

Observations: Visited and recorded. It is not in its original location and instead is 

currently located in a museum store. Along with Llanbadarn Fawr and Maesmynys, 

the pseudo-ringed type may well demonstrate the suggested evolution of AS Type 

A10 (see Figure 2-30 and Figure 2-31). Incomplete examples such as this may 

confuse the hammerhead classification further, as it could be argued that it is a 

ringed hammerhead cross with transverse arms of AS Type A10, should a lower 

distinct arm have been initially present, or that it is a hammerhead cross with 

only an expanded upper arm. Notwithstanding, should this example have had some 

form of lower arm present, it would probably have been indistinct and created 

out of the transition between the cross-shaft and the cross-head. The term 

indistinct is used as there is no clear transition between the supposed lower arm 

and the cross-shaft (cf. Addingham). Such a design characteristic is seen in the 

examples from Llanbadarn Fawr and Maesmynys. It was discovered in a sack at the 

site before being brought to the archaeology store (Susan Harrison pers. comm.), 

and there are only three other hammerhead crosses from North Yorkshire, at 

Gargrave, Hartlington and Middlesmoor.  

7.4.9 Gargrave 

Region: North Yorkshire, England; NGR: SD932539; Current Location: Inside St 

Andrew’s Church, Gargrave; Form: Part of a free-standing cross-shaft; 
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Hammerhead: Hammerhead cross carved on a cross-slab. Its upper and lower arms 

are expanded to the same width as its transverse arms. Due to its form and having 

a lower arm, it seems to be a variant of AS Type A5; Corpus Number: Gargrave 1; 

AS Type: Cross shape – A5; Arm type – E10; Date: Tenth to the eleventh century; 

Key Source: (Coatsworth 2008, 155-156); HH Type: HH 2; Observations: Visited 

and recorded. It is not in its original location and instead is currently located inside 

a church whose site it is likely initially associated with. This type of hammerhead 

cross is the only one from this region, and, although it is a cross-slab, a close 

parallel in type can be found in the Heysham example which is a recumbent. Its 

ornament is also suggestive of the Cumbrian spiral-scroll school (see Bailey 1988b, 

33-38), particularly in its use of pellets (Coatsworth 2008, 156). The use of pellets 

here also indicates that this was either carved by or was subject to the influence 

of a Viking craftsperson (Colleen Batey pers. comm.), as is also seen on the 

Kirkmadrine example, and on a carved stone fragment from Cumbrae in the Firth 

of Clyde (Batey 1994, 67-69). Although the Corpus describes its cross as AS Type 

A5, it seems to be a variant of this as a lower arm is present. Conceivably it is 

more indicative of the evolved AS Type A10, and perhaps this example reflects a 

local taste for the Cumbrian Solway tradition in Viking Age Yorkshire. Its 

hammerhead type has parallels in the examples from Heysham, High Auchenlarie, 

Kilmory Knap and on Kirkmadrine 2. There are only three other hammerhead 

crosses from North Yorkshire, at Fountains Abbey, Hartlington and Middlesmoor. 

 

 

Figure 7-11 Gargrave hammerhead cross 

 

Figure 7-12 Glasserton cross-slab fragment 
(Craig 1992, Volume 4, Plate 129a) 
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7.4.10 Glasserton 

Region: Dumfries and Galloway, Scotland; NGR: NX42123808; Current Location: 

Glasserton Parish Church, Glasserton (last known location); Form: Incomplete and 

broken cross-slab, comprising two conjoining fragments; Hammerhead: 

Hammerhead cross carved on a cross-slab, where its upper and lower arms are 

expanded to almost the same width as its transverse arms; AS Type: N/A, although 

the cross-head is indicative of an evolved A10; Date: Tenth to the eleventh 

century; Key Source: (Craig 1992, Volume 3, 70-71); HH Type: HH 3; 

Observations: I did not assess this hammerhead cross using my personal, reflexive 

approach as I did not visit and record it due to it being added to the dataset after 

the fieldwork phase. It is not in its supposed original location and instead is 

currently located inside a church whose site it is likely initially associated with. 

Its cross-arm armpits are circular and almost closed, a style indicative of the 

Whithorn School. Perhaps it is a hybrid of, or intermediary between, the 

hammerhead cross tradition and the Whithorn School, thus possibly representing 

a Whithorn School reaction to a Solway tradition that was prevalent in Viking Age 

Cumbria (cf. Glenluce).  

7.4.11 Glenluce 

Region: Dumfries and Galloway, Scotland; NGR: NX184586; Current Location: 

Glenluce Abbey Museum, Glenluce; Form: Incomplete cross-slab; Hammerhead: 

Hammerhead cross carved on a cross-slab. Its upper arm is expanded to almost 

the same width as its transverse arms; AS Type: N/A, although it would be either 

A5 or A10; Date: Tenth to the eleventh century; Key Source: (Anderson 1935, 141-

142); HH Type: HH 3; Observations: Visited and recorded. It is not in its original 

location and instead is currently located in an abbey museum whose site it is likely 

initially associated with. Although it is broken, it may have once had a similarly 

expanded lower arm, creating symmetry, similar to what is suggested for the 

Fountains Abbey example. Its cross-arm armpits are circular and almost closed, 

which links its style to the Whithorn School. Perhaps it is a hybrid of, or 

intermediary between, the hammerhead cross tradition and the Whithorn School, 

thus possibly representing a Whithorn School reaction to a Solway tradition that 

was prevalent in Viking Age Cumbria. 
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Figure 7-13 Glenluce hammerhead cross 

 

Figure 7-14 Hartlington hammerhead cross 
 

7.4.12 Hartlington 

Region: North Yorkshire, England; NGR: SE039610, approximately, as findspot not 

published; Current Location: Inside St Wilfrid’s Church, Burnsall; Form: Part of a 

free-standing cross-head; Hammerhead: Free-armed hammerhead cross. Its 

upper arm does not extend to the full width of its transverse arms, and the 

presence of a lower arm is indeterminate; AS Type: Not published in the Corpus, 

although it would likely be A5; Date: Tenth to the eleventh century; Key Source: 

(Yorkshire Post 2010a; 2010b); HH Type: HH 1; Observations: Visited and 

recorded. It is not in its original location and instead is currently located inside a 

church whose site it is likely initially associated with. Through its apparent 

Hiberno-Norse influenced decoration, probably of the spiral-scroll school, it may 

well demonstrate stylistic connections with the Solway region. It is the most 

common hammerhead cross type, comparable to Barhobble, Boghouse, Carlisle, 

Kilmorie (back), Kirkmadrine 1, Middlesmoor, Walton, and Whithorn 3. There are 

only three other hammerhead crosses from North Yorkshire, at Fountains Abbey, 

Gargrave and Middlesmoor. 
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Figure 7-15 Heysham hammerhead cross 
 

7.4.13 Heysham 

Region: Lancashire, England; NGR: SD411617; Current Location: Churchyard, St 

Peter’s Church, Heysham; Form: Recumbent; Hammerhead: Hammerhead cross 

carved on a recumbent cross-slab. Its upper and lower arms are expanded to the 

same width as its transverse arms; Corpus Number: Heysham 8; AS Type: Cross 

shape – A5; Arm type – Not given, although its transverse arms seem to be B10; 

Date: Tenth to the eleventh century; Key Source: (Bailey 2010, 205); HH Type: 

HH 2; Observations: Visited and recorded. It is not in its original location and 

instead is currently located in a churchyard whose site it is likely initially 

associated with. The hammerhead cross only occupies two-thirds of the stone, and 

it has a sizeable equal-armed cross carved in relief on the centre of its 

hammerhead. It is the only known recumbent hammerhead cross, probably 

emulating a free-armed, free-standing analogue, and its hammerhead type has 

parallels in the examples from Gargrave, High Auchenlarie and Kilmory Knap. 

Although the Corpus describes its cross as AS Type A5, it seems to be a variant of 

this as a lower arm is present. Conceivably it is more indicative of the evolved AS 

Type A10, and perhaps this example reflects a local taste for the Cumbrian Solway 

tradition in Viking Age Lancashire. There is also a hogback present at this site (see 

Chapter 5.4.2.61). 
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7.4.14 High Auchenlarie 

Region: Dumfries and Galloway, Scotland, NGR: NX536534; Current Location: 

Displayed west of Kirkdale House (NX514532), Kirkdale; Form: Pillar-stone; 

Hammerhead: Hammerhead cross carved on a rude pillar. Its upper and lower 

arms are expanded to the same width as its transverse arms; AS Type: N/A, 

although, as lower arm is also present, it seems to be a variant of A5, and its 

transverse arms would be either A10 or B11; Date: Tenth to the eleventh century; 

Key Source: (Craig 1992, Volume 2, 312-315); HH Type: HH 2; Observations: I did 

not assess this hammerhead cross using my personal, reflexive approach as I was 

unable to locate it, although I did visit and record its supposed original setting at 

High Auchenlarie. This example is one of a pair of pillar stones that were possibly 

initially associated with a cairn, and they may also have been boundary markers 

(Craig 1992, Volume 1, 188). It is carved on what is probably a set of reused 

prehistoric standing stones that do not relate to any other carved stones in the 

area (Craig 1992, Volume 1, 188). Its hammerhead type has parallels in the 

examples from Gargrave, Heysham, Kilmory Knap and on Kirkmadrine 2. 

 

 

Figure 7-16 High Auchenlarie hammerhead 
cross (Craig 1992, Volume 4, Plate 83a) 

 

7-17 House of Elrig cross-slab fragment 
(Craig 1992, Volume 4, Plate 122b) 
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7.4.15 House of Elrig 

Region: Dumfries and Galloway, Scotland; NGR: NX31124939; Current Location: 

Built into the exterior north wall of the house; Form: Incomplete cross-slab; 

Hammerhead: Probable hammerhead cross carved on a cross-slab, although this 

is undoubtedly a challenging fragment to classify. It is, therefore, indeterminate 

but has been included solely due to Derek Craig’s ‘hammer-headed’ classification 

(1992, Volume 3, 87); AS Type: N/A, although the cross-head may be indicative 

of an evolved A10; Date: Tenth to the eleventh century; Key Source: (Craig 1992, 

Volume 3, 87-88); HH Type: Indeterminate; Observations: I did not assess this 

hammerhead cross using my personal, reflexive approach as I did not visit and 

record it due to it being added to the dataset after the fieldwork phase. It is not 

in its supposed original location and instead is currently built into a building close 

to the site of Barhobble. Although indeterminate, it was probably similar to the 

examples from nearby Glasserton and St Ninian’s Cave 2. Its cross-arm armpit is 

circular and almost closed, a style indicative of the Whithorn School. Perhaps it is 

a hybrid of, or intermediary between, the hammerhead cross tradition and the 

Whithorn School, thus possibly representing a Whithorn School reaction to a 

Solway tradition that was prevalent in Viking Age Cumbria (cf. Glenluce).  

 

Figure 7-18 Kilmorie hammerhead cross, front [left], back [right] 
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7.4.16 Kilmorie6 

Region: Dumfries and Galloway, Scotland; NGR: NX033658; Current Location: 

Churchyard, Kirkcolm Church, Kirkcolm; Form: Cross-Slab; Hammerhead: Front – 

Hammerhead cross carved on a cross-slab, where its upper and lower arms are 

expanded to almost the same width as its transverse arms. Bailey, however, 

suggests that this form is ‘intermediate between the fully-developed class and 

heads of the Carlisle/Lancaster type’ (1988c, 31). Back – Hammerhead cross 

carved on a cross-slab, where its curved upper arm is expanded to the same width 

as its transverse arms, and it does not have a distinct enough lower arm to classify; 

AS Type: N/A, although the front face cross-head is indicative of an evolved AS 

Type A10 and the back face cross-head appears to be A5. Note, these AS Types 

and interpretations are contra to my previous analyses. I incorrectly directly 

compared the front face to the Dearham example, which does not have a lower 

arm, and also stated that this face was ‘representative of the suggested evolution 

of AS Type A10 to A5’ (Barnes 2017, 268). This should have been A5 to A10, and 

without direct reference to Dearham. I also incorrectly stated that the back face 

was an example of the pseudo-ringed hammerhead cross (Barnes 2017, 268). It is 

not, and this is due to the indistinct nature of its putative lower arm; Date: Tenth 

to the eleventh century; Key Source: (Bailey 1996a); HH Type: HH 3 (front) and 

HH 1 (back); Observations: Visited and recorded. It is not in its original location 

and instead is currently located in a churchyard (Craig 1987). Its hammerhead 

form on its front face appears to illustrate Collingwood’s suggestion that 

hammerhead crosses may have evolved out of what would be AS Type A3, or more 

likely AS Type A10 (see Chapter 2.3.6.2). It has a variety of iconographies carved 

on it, from Christian to pagan, and otherwise, and has been variously discussed 

elsewhere (see Barnes 2017). Significantly, there are two confronting beasts on 

its front face, which may be a motif rooted in the Canticle of Habakkuk (see 

Chapter 5.4.2.58 for an analogue of this motif on a hogback and Chapter 8.3.4 for 

discussion on this theme). Its back face is the most common hammerhead cross 

type, comparable to Barhobble, Boghouse, Carlisle, Hartlington, Kirkmadrine 1, 

Middlesmoor, Walton, and Whithorn 3. It will be further discussed and assessed in 

Chapter 8.3.3 through a consideration of its function in the landscape. 

 
6 See also Figure 2-26 and Figure 2-27. 
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7.4.17 Kilmory Knap 

Region: Argyll, Scotland; NGR: NR702751; Current Location: Inside Kilmory Knap 

Chapel, Kilmory; Form: Incomplete cross-slab; Hammerhead: Hammerhead cross 

carved on a cross-slab. Its upper and lower arms are expanded to the same width 

as its transverse arms; AS Type: N/A, although, as a lower arm is also present, it 

seems to be a variant of A5; Date: Tenth to the eleventh century; Key Source: 

(RCAHMS 1992, 163); HH Type: HH 2; Observations: Visited and recorded. It is 

not in its supposed original location and instead is currently located inside a chapel 

whose site it is likely initially associated with. Conceivably this example is more 

indicative of the evolved AS Type A10, and perhaps reflects a local taste for the 

Cumbrian Solway tradition in Viking Age Argyll. Its hammerhead type has parallels 

in the examples from Gargrave, Heysham, High Auchenlarie and on Kirkmadrine 

2. It is the most northerly example, and, as it is located on the west coast of 

Scotland, at a critical location on the route connecting the Norðreyjar and 

Suðreyjar, it may reveal cultural connections between Argyll – in the former Gaelic 

Kingdom of Dál Riata - and the west coast of England during the Viking Age. 

 

 

Figure 7-19 Kilmory Knap 
hammerhead cross 

 

Figure 7-20 Kirkmadrine 1 hammerhead cross, front 
[right], back [left] (© Historic Environment Scotland) 
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7.4.18 Kirkmadrine 17 

Region: Dumfries and Galloway, Scotland; NGR: NX080483; Current Location: 

Displayed in a glass-fronted porch attached to the west end of Kirkmadrine 

Chapel, Kirkmadrine; Form: Incomplete cross-slab; Hammerhead: Front - 

Hammerhead cross carved on a cross-slab. Its upper arm is curved and expanded 

to the same width as its transverse arms. Back - Two small crosses whose upper 

cross-arm terminals are expanded to form hammerheads (cf. Kirkmadrine 3 below) 

possibly; AS Type: N/A, although, as a curved and expanded upper arm is present 

on its front, it could be classed as a type of A5, but with transverse arms of type 

B10. Its two small crosses on the back could be classed as each having an upper 

arm of type B1 and transverse arms of type B6, and with overall forms being 

variants of A5; Date: Tenth to the eleventh century; Key Source: (Craig 1992, 

Volume 3, 137-138); HH Type: HH 1 (front) and HH 6 (back x2); Observations: 

Visited and recorded. It is not in its original location and instead is currently 

located inside a church whose site it is likely initially associated with. Its front 

face cross-head is the most common hammerhead cross type, comparable to 

Barhobble, Boghouse, Carlisle, Kilmorie (back), Middlesmoor, Walton, and 

Whithorn 3. The addition of pellets to its arm-pits on its front face most probably 

indicates that this was either carved by or was subject to the influence of a Viking 

craftsperson (Colleen Batey pers. comm.), as is also seen on the example from 

Gargrave, and on a carved stone fragment from Cumbrae in the Firth of Clyde 

(Batey 1994, 67-69). Its back face is particularly complex, featuring a wedge-

shaped cross superimposed on a saltire cross, with two small hammerhead-type 

crosses below. The expanded cross-arms terminals on these two small crosses are 

similar to the transverse arms of nearby Whithorn 1. It may be the case, however, 

that the two small crosses on the back could also be classed as wedge-shaped 

crosses, as is seen on Kirkmadrine 3; thus, they could be removed from the corpus. 

 
7 Kirkmadrine 5 in Derek Craig’s PhD thesis (1992). 
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Figure 7-21 Kirkmadrine 2 hammerhead cross (© Historic Environment Scotland) 
 

7.4.19 Kirkmadrine 28 

Region: Dumfries and Galloway, Scotland; NGR: NX080483; Current Location: 

Displayed in a glass-fronted porch attached to the west end of Kirkmadrine 

Chapel, Kirkmadrine; Form: Incomplete cross-slab; Hammerhead: If understood 

as being carved set on edge, it is a hammerhead cross carved on a cross-slab. Its 

upper and lower arms are expanded to the same width as its transverse arms; AS 

Type: N/A, although, as a lower arm is also present, it seems to be a variant of 

A5; Date: Tenth to the eleventh century; Key Source: (Craig 1992, Volume 3, 135-

136); HH Type: HH2; Observations: Visited and recorded. It is not in its original 

location and instead is currently located inside a church whose site it is likely 

initially associated with. There are also four equal-armed crosses incised on this 

example similar to the Latin-type cross incised on the Brigham example, but with 

all cross-arm terminals expanded. These incised cross may also be examples of 

hammerhead crosses, but it is more likely that these are examples of barred-

crosses, which possibly further complicate the terminology and classification (see 

Brough of Birsay, Eilean Mór, Inverneill House and Taynish Island in Chapter 7.5 

for examples of barred-crosses). Its hammerhead type has parallels in the 

examples from Gargrave, Heysham, High Auchenlarie and Kilmory Knap. 

 
8 Kirkmadrine 4 in Derek Craig’s PhD thesis (1992). 
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7.4.20 Llanbadarn Fawr 

Region: Ceredigion, Wales; NGR: SN599809; Current Location: Inside St Padarn’s 

Church, Llanbadarn Fawr; Form: Pillar-cross; Hammerhead: Pseudo-ringed 

hammerhead cross carved on both faces of a pillar-cross. Its upper arm is curved 

and expanded to the same width as its very thick transverse arms. It is described 

as such as a lower arm is understood as being connected to the cross-shaft, with 

all arms connected in a ring. Note, this interpretation is contra to my previous 

analyses, in which I only tentatively suggested that this example was pseudo-

ringed (Barnes 2017, 268-269); Corpus Number: N/A, although it is labelled as 

CD4 in the Welsh corpus series (Edwards 2007; Redknap and Lewis 2007; Edwards 

2013); AS Type: N/A, although, as it has an expanded upper arm, it appears as a 

variant of A5, and with transverse arms similar to B10; Date: Tenth to the eleventh 

century; Key Source: (Edwards 2007, 135-139); HH Type: HH 5; Observations: I 

did not assess this hammerhead cross using my personal, reflexive approach as I 

did not visit and record it due to it being outwith the geographical scope of this 

thesis. It is not in its supposed original location and instead is currently located 

inside a church whose site it is likely initially associated with. As it is pseudo-

ringed, it appears that an indistinct lower arm is created out of the transition 

between the cross-shaft and the cross-head. The design implies a lower arm 

symmetrically opposing the upper arm, and the term indistinct is used as there is 

no clear transition between the supposed lower arm and the cross-shaft (cf. 

Addingham). Along with Fountains Abbey and Maesmynys, the pseudo-ringed type 

may well demonstrate the suggested development of AS Type A10 (see Figure 2-30 

and Figure 2-31). Richard Bailey suggests that this example is a ‘variant form’ of 

the hammerhead cross and that it perhaps indicates a local preference for an 

Anglo-Scandinavian style of carving in stone (Bailey 2010, 205). 
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Figure 7-22 Llanbadarn Fawr hammerhead cross (Edwards 2007, 137) 
 

7.4.21 Maesmynys 

Region: Powys, Wales; NGR: SO013475; Current Location: Brecknock Museum, 

Brecon; Form: Pillar-cross; Hammerhead: Pseudo-ringed hammerhead cross 

carved on both faces of a pillar-cross. Its upper arm is curved and expanded to 

the same width as its transverse arms. It is described as such as a lower arm is 

understood as being connected to the cross-shaft, with all arms connected in a 

ring; Corpus Number: N/A, although it is labelled as B39 in the Welsh corpus 

series (Edwards 2007; Redknap and Lewis 2007; Edwards 2013); AS Type: N/A, 

although, as it has an expanded upper arm, it appears as a variant of A5, and with 

transverse arms similar to B10; Date: Tenth to the eleventh century; Key Source: 

(Redknap and Lewis 2007, 227-230); HH Type: HH 5; Observations: I did not assess 
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this hammerhead cross using my personal, reflexive approach as I did not visit and 

record it due to it being outwith the geographical scope of this thesis. It is not in 

its supposed original location and instead is currently located inside a church 

whose site it is likely initially associated with. As it is pseudo-ringed, it appears 

that its indistinct lower arm is created out of the transition between the cross-

shaft and the cross-head. The design implies a lower arm symmetrically opposing 

the upper arm, and the term indistinct is used as there is no clear transition 

between the supposed lower arm and the cross-shaft (cf. Addingham). Along with 

Fountains Abbey and Llanbadarn Fawr, the pseudo-ringed type may well 

demonstrate the suggested development of AS Type A10 (see Figure 2-30 and 

Figure 2-31). Richard Bailey suggests that this example is a ‘variant form’ of the 

hammerhead cross and that it perhaps indicates a local preference for an Anglo-

Scandinavian style of carving stone (Bailey 2010, 205). The shape of its 

hammerhead is made all the more significant when it is considered alongside a 

grave-cover from Spennithorne (see Chapter 7.5.10) in North Yorkshire which has 

had its upper arms described as ‘hammer-head’ (Lang 2001, 198). 

 

Figure 7-23 Maesmynys hammerhead cross (Redknap and Lewis 2007, 229) 
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7.4.22 Middlesmoor 

Region: North Yorkshire, England; NGR: SE092741; Current Location: Inside St 

Chad’s Church, Middlesmoor; Form: Incomplete and broken free-standing cross-

head and cross-shaft; Hammerhead: Free-armed hammerhead cross. Its upper 

arm is expanded to the same width as its transverse arms, and its cross-arms have 

curved armpits; Corpus Number: Middlesmoor 1; AS Type: Cross shape – A5. Arm 

type – Its upper arm is ‘an exaggerated form of type A10’, although its transverse 

arms are ‘roughly type A1’ (Coatsworth 2008, 213); Date: Tenth century; Key 

Source: (Coatsworth 2008, 212-213); HH Type: HH 1; Observations: Visited and 

recorded. It is not in its original location and instead is currently located inside a 

church whose site it is likely initially associated with. It is located at the head of 

the Nidderdale and is the only known hammerhead cross east of the Pennines. 

Along with the Gargrave example (and possibly Hartlington), these display 

ornamentation of the Cumbrian spiral-scroll school (Bailey 1988b, 33-38), and, 

therefore, perhaps demonstrate local Anglian reflexes of those from the Cumbrian 

(or Solway) hammerhead tradition – the supposed heartland (see Coatsworth 2008, 

156 and 213). Similar to the example from Brigham, it also has an incised Latin-

type cross on its face. It is the most common hammerhead cross type, comparable 

to Barhobble, Boghouse, Carlisle, Kilmorie (back), Kirkmadrine 1, Walton, and 

Whithorn 3. There are only three other hammerhead crosses from North Yorkshire, 

at Fountains Abbey, Gargrave and Hartlington.  
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7.4.23 Milnrow 

Region: Greater Manchester, England; NGR: Unknown, but possibly close to 

SD933131; Current Location: National Museums Liverpool (LVPL-01F601); Form: 

Part of a cross-head; Hammerhead: Probable hammerhead cross carved on a disc-

headed cross, although this is undoubtedly a challenging fragment to classify. It 

is, therefore, indeterminate but has been included solely due to the initial 

analyses of Vanessa Oakden and Richard Bailey (Oakden 2010); Corpus Number: 

Not published in the Corpus, although it is alluded to as being a ‘hammer-head’ 

fragment in the Cheshire and Lancashire volume (see Bailey 2010, 205n1 and 

238n1); AS Type: Indeterminate, although its transverse arms are perhaps B10; 

Date: Tenth to the eleventh century; Key Source: (Bailey et al. 2012, 260-268); 

HH Type: Indeterminate; Observations: I did not assess this hammerhead cross 

using my personal, reflexive approach as I was unable to locate it. If it is indeed 

 

Figure 7-24 Middlesmoor hammerhead 
cross 

 

Figure 7-25 Milnrow hammerhead cross 
(Bailey et al. 2012, 263) 
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a type of hammerhead cross, a style prevalent in the Solway region, this example 

‘adds further evidence to the case for a northward cultural orientation of the 

region lying to the north of the Mersey during the Viking Age’ (Bailey et al. 2012, 

264). 

7.4.24 Shallochwreck 

Region: South Ayrshire, Scotland, NGR: NX069773; Current Location: Hunterian 

Museum Collections (GLAHM C.1961.41), Glasgow; Form: Incomplete and broken 

cross-slab; Hammerhead: Hammerhead cross carved on a cross-slab. The 

terminals of its upper and transverse cross-arms are each expanded form a 

hammerhead; AS Type: N/A, although its cross-arms could be described as a 

variant of A10 and its overall form a variant of A5; Date: Tenth to the eleventh 

century; Key Source: (Foster 1958); HH Type: HH 6. Observations: Visited and 

recorded. It is not in its supposed original location and instead is currently located 

in a museum store. This example may also be interpreted as a barred cross (see 

Brough of Birsay below). However, it has been accepted into the corpus of 

hammerhead crosses due to the rounded form of its cross-arm terminal armpits, 

as well as due to its surrounding context in the Solway region and its previously 

published identification as a ‘hammer-head’ (Foster 1958). If not, it would be 

difficult to argue that the Shallochwreck example is and Brough of Birsay example 

is not a hammerhead cross. Additionally, the varied form of the cross-arms on 

Whithorn 1 may add further weight to this point (see below). Interestingly, the 

overall form of this hammerhead cross is similar to the incised and barred Latin-

type cross on the Brigham example. 
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7.4.25 St Ninian’s Cave 19 

Region: Dumfries and Galloway, Scotland; NGR: NX42303597; Current Location: 

Whithorn Museum, Whithorn; Form: Rune-inscribed cross-Slab; Hammerhead: 

Hammerhead cross carved on a cross-slab, where its upper and lower arms are 

expanded to almost the same width as its transverse arms; AS Type: N/A, although 

the cross-head is indicative of an evolved AS Type A10; Date: Tenth to the 

eleventh century; Key Source: (Craig 1992, Volume 3, 239-242); HH Type: HH 3; 

Observations: Visited and recorded. It is not in its supposed original location and 

instead is currently located in a museum. It is probably associated with the 

sculpture from the nearby early medieval emporium at Whithorn (see Craig 1997). 

This example also features confidently carved stopped-plait interlace and a runic 

inscription.  

 
9 St Ninian’s Cave 1 in Derek Craig’s PhD thesis (1992). 

 

 

Figure 7-26 Shallochwreck hammerhead cross 

 

Figure 7-27 St Ninian’s Cave 1 (Craig 
1992, Volume 4, Plate 161a) 
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7.4.26 St Ninian’s Cave 210 

Region: Dumfries and Galloway, Scotland; NGR: NX42303597; Current Location: 

Whithorn Museum, Whithorn; Form: Incomplete cross-slab; Hammerhead: 

Probable hammerhead cross carved on a cross-slab, although this is undoubtedly 

a challenging fragment to classify. It is, therefore, indeterminate but has been 

included solely due to Derek Craig’s ‘hammer-headed’ classification’ (1992, 

Volume 3, 271); AS Type: N/A, although the cross-head may be indicative of an 

evolved A10; Date: Tenth to the eleventh century; Key Source: (Craig 1992, 

Volume 3, 271-272); HH Type: Indeterminate; Observations: I did not assess this 

hammerhead cross using my personal, reflexive approach as I did not visit and 

record it due to it being added to the dataset after the fieldwork phase. It is not 

in its supposed original location and instead is currently located in a museum. It 

is probably associated with the sculpture from the nearby early medieval 

emporium at Whithorn (see Craig 1997).  Although indeterminate, it was probably 

similar to the examples from nearby Glasserton and House of Elrig. 

 

7.4.27 Walton 

Region: Cumbria, England; NGR: NY522645; Current Location: Not located, so 

perhaps lost or stolen. Its last known location was inside St Mary’s Church, Walton; 

Form: Part of a free-standing cross-head; Hammerhead: Free-armed 

hammerhead cross with its upper arm expanded to the same width of its 

 
10 St Ninian’s Cave 18 in Derek Craig’s PhD thesis (1992). 

 

Figure 7-28 St Ninian’s Cave 2 (Craig 1992, 
Volume 4, Plate 168c) 

 

Figure 7-29 Walton hammerhead cross 
(Bailey and Cramp 1988, Illustration 573) 
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transverse arms, and the presence of a lower arm is indeterminate; Corpus 

Number: Walton 1; AS Type: The Corpus states E10, although this must be 

erroneous. This example is more similar to A5 with a possible A10 upper arm; 

Date: Tenth to the eleventh century; Key Source: (Bailey and Cramp 1988, 153); 

HH Type: HH 1; Observations: I did not assess this hammerhead cross using my 

personal, reflexive approach as I was unable to locate it, although I did visit and 

record its supposed original setting at Walton. Similar to the Addingham example, 

the ends of its transverse arms are incised with St Andrews crosses, which further 

highlights the use of this ornamentation in the Solway region during the Viking 

Age. It is the most common hammerhead cross type, comparable to Barhobble, 

Boghouse, Carlisle, Kilmorie (back), Kirkmadrine 1, Middlesmoor, and Whithorn 3. 

 

Figure 7-30 Whithorn 1 hammerhead cross 
 

7.4.28 Whithorn 1 

Region: Dumfries and Galloway, Scotland; NGR: NX444403; Current Location: 

Whithorn Trust Museum, Whithorn; Form: Incomplete cross-slab; Hammerhead: 

Hammerhead cross carved on a cross-slab with its upper arm expanded to almost 

the same width as its transverse arms. However, it may also be that its upper arm 

is barred (see comments on Shallochwreck above and Brough of Birsay barred cross 

below); AS Type: N/A, although it seems to be a slight variant of A5, with an 

expanded upper arm of A3 (or barred) and transverse arms similar to B6; Date: 
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Tenth to the eleventh century; Key Source: (Craig 1997, 434-436); HH Type: HH 

6; Observations: Visited and recorded. It is not in its supposed original location 

and instead is currently located in a museum. It is probably associated with the 

sculpture from the nearby early medieval emporium at Whithorn (see Craig 1997). 

Interestingly, as an HH 6, it is one of only three, and all within reasonable 

proximity to each other in Southwest Scotland. The others being Kirkmadrine 1 

and Shallochwreck. Perhaps these, almost confused, and conceivably variants of 

AS Type A5 hammerhead types, indicate a local response to the predominantly 

Cumbrian tradition of hammerhead crosses. Furthermore, where other identified 

cross-heads have expanded arms which are described as barred but not 

hammerhead (see examples below), these also all come from Scotland. There is a 

confused area in what could be classed as an HH 6 with arms expanded to form 

hammerheads and what is merely a barred cross or similar (cf. Kirkmadrine 3). 

Notably, Derek Craig states that ‘this the only hammer-headed cross-slab known 

from Whithorn’ (1997, 435). However, in his thesis, he refers to others from 

Whithorn as being ‘hammer-headed (see below), so,  perhaps this disconnect 

highlights the issue of discerning the difference between the Whithorn School disc-

headed cross and hammerhead cross types (see for example Whithorn 9 in Craig 

1992). 

7.4.29 Whithorn 211 

Region: Dumfries and Galloway, Scotland; NGR: Unknown; Current Location: 

Whithorn Museum, Whithorn; Form: Near complete rune-inscribed cross-slab; 

Hammerhead: Front – Hammerhead cross carved on a cross-slab whose upper and 

lower arms are expanded to almost the same width as its transverse arms. Back - 

Hammerhead cross whose four cross-arm terminals are each expanded to form a 

hammerhead; AS Type: N/A, although both cross-heads are indicative of an 

evolved A10; Date: Tenth to the eleventh century; Key Source: (Craig 1992, 

Volume, 302-310); HH Type: HH 3 (front) and HH 6 (back); Observations: I did 

not assess this hammerhead cross using my personal, reflexive approach as I did 

not visit and record it due to it being added to the dataset after the fieldwork 

phase. Its front face cross-head is similar to that from nearby Glasserton and its 

 
11 Whithorn 6 in Derek Craig’s PhD thesis (1992). 



288 
 
back face cross-head, although similar in form, has expanded cross-arm terminals 

similar to that from nearby Shallochwreck. 

 

Figure 7-31 Whithorn 2 hammerhead cross, front [left], back [right] (Craig 1992, Volume 4, 
Plate 175a-b) 
 

7.4.30 Whithorn 312 

Region: Dumfries and Galloway, Scotland; NGR: Unknown; Current Location: 

Whithorn Museum, Whithorn; Form: Incomplete cross-slab; Hammerhead: 

Hammerhead cross carved on a cross-slab. Its upper arm is curved and expanded 

to the same width as its transverse arms; AS Type: N/A, although, as a curved and 

expanded upper arm is present on its front, it could be classed as a type of A5, 

but with transverse arms of type B10; Date: Tenth to the eleventh century; Key 

Source: (Craig 1992, Volume 3, 363-364); HH Type: HH 1; Observations: Visited 

and recorded. It is not in its supposed original location and instead is currently 

located in a museum. It is probably associated with the sculpture from the nearby 

early medieval emporium at Whithorn (see Craig 1997), and it seems to have been 

discovered at the Priory site (Craig 1992, Volume 3, 363). Based on its surviving 

form, it is likely that a lower arm expanded to the same width of its transverse 

arms was initially present. If so, this example would be an HH 2. However, it is 

 
12 Whithorn 33 in Derek Craig’s PhD thesis (1992). 
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currently assessed as the most common hammerhead cross type, comparable to 

Barhobble, Boghouse, Carlisle, Kilmorie (back), Kirkmadrine 1, Middlesmoor, and 

Walton. 

 

7.4.31 Whithorn 413 

Region: Dumfries and Galloway, Scotland; NGR: Unknown; Current Location: 

Whithorn Museum, Whithorn; Form: Incomplete cross-sab; Hammerhead: Front - 

Probable hammerhead cross carved on a cross-slab, although this is undoubtedly 

a challenging fragment to classify. It is, therefore, indeterminate but has been 

included solely due to Derek Craig’s ‘hammer-headed’ classification (1992, 

Volume 3, 365); AS Type: N/A, although the cross-head may be indicative of an 

evolved A10; Date: Tenth to the eleventh century; Key Source: (Craig 1992, 

Volume 3, 365-366); HH Type: Indeterminate; Observations: I did not assess this 

hammerhead cross using my personal, reflexive approach as I did not visit and 

record it due to it being added to the dataset after the fieldwork phase. It is not 

 
13 Whithorn 34 in Derek Craig’s PhD thesis (1992). 

 

Figure 7-32 Whithorn 3 hammerhead cross 
(Craig 1992, Volume 4, Plate 188c) 
 

 

Figure 7-33 Whithorn 4 hammerhead 
cross, front [top], back [bottom] (Craig 
1992, Volume 4, Plate 189a-b) 



290 
 
in its supposed original location and instead is currently located in a museum. 

There is an incised equal-armed cross on its back face with four terminals 

expanded, perhaps forming hammerheads. Similar examples to this can be found 

on Kirkmadrine 2, and perhaps on Burnsall (see below).  

7.4.32 Workington 

Region: Cumbria, England; NGR: NX997289; Current Location: Inside St Michael’s 

Church, Workington; Form: Part of a free-standing cross-head; Hammerhead: 

Free-armed hammerhead cross with its upper arm expanded to almost the same 

width of its transverse arms; AS Type: Not published in the Corpus, although it 

would likely be somewhere between A5 and A10, with transverse arms of either 

B6 or B10; Date: Tenth to the eleventh century; Key Source: (McCarthy and 

Paterson 2014, 131-134); HH Type: HH 3; Observations: Visited and recorded. It 

is not in its original location and instead is currently located inside a church whose 

site it is likely initially associated with. Due to its cruciform cross-head pattern 

(see Bailey 1988b, 34, Figure 7), which is similar to that found on the Carlisle and 

Dearham examples, and the possible example from Bromfield (see below), it may 

be part of the Cumbrian spiral-scroll school (see Bailey 1988b, 33-38). There is 

also evidence for at least two hogbacks from this site (see Chapters 5.4.2.139, 

5.4.2.140 and 5.4.2.141). 

 

Figure 7-34 Workington hammerhead cross 
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7.5 Others 

7.5.1 Introduction 

The following carved stones have been, or could be, referred to as hammerhead, 

hammer-head, or hammer-headed, but have not been included in the conclusive 

corpus due to the criteria outlined herein. This list is by no means exhaustive, 

particularly when the corpora of early medieval carved stones in Southwest 

Scotland (see Craig 1992) and the West Highlands and Islands (see Fisher 2001), as 

well as the Corpus of Anglo-Saxon Stone Sculpture series (see for example Cramp 

1984a), are fully considered and reassessed. They are presented to demonstrate 

the difficulty in precisely defining what is and is not a hammerhead cross. The 

existence of these examples does, however, help facilitate the creation of the 

typology described above.  

I did not assess any of these carved stones using my personal, reflexive approach 

as I did not visit and record them due to them being evaluated as indeterminate 

or not hammerhead crosses during the initial data evaluation phase of this 

research (see Chapter 3.2.3). 

7.5.2 Brough of Birsay 

Region: Orkney, Scotland; NGR: HY239285; Current Location: National Museums 

Scotland, Edinburgh; Form: Incised barred-cross carved on a slab; Date: Tenth to 

the eleventh century; Key Source: (Curle 1992, 70, 92 and 120); Observations: 

Its upper arm is similar to the upper arm of Whithorn 1, and it has previously been 

described as being the ‘only explicitly small Christian object from the site’ and 

was perhaps a trial piece (Curle 1992, 92). Its upper and transverse cross-arm 

terminals are barred, although it could be confused with the HH 6 type. 
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7.5.3 Bromfield 

Region: Cumbria, England; NGR: NY176471; Current Location: Inside St Mungo’s 

Church, Bromfield; Form: Part of a free-standing cross-head and cross-shaft; AS 

Type: Cross shape – not given. Arm type – transverse B10, Upper 10c; Corpus 

Number: Bromfield 1; Date: Tenth to the eleventh century; Key Source: (Bailey 

and Cramp 1988, 80); Observations: It could be described as a potential free-

armed hammerhead cross as its upper arm may have been initially expanded 

almost to the same width of its transverse arms. It is, however, difficult to 

determine due to degradation and damage; Due to its cruciform cross-head 

pattern (see Bailey 1988b, 34, Figure 7), and although no decoration is apparent, 

it is suggested that it may be a product of the Cumbrian spiral-scroll school (Bailey 

and Cramp 1988, 80), a style prevalent in Viking Age Cumbria (Bailey 1988b, 33-

38). There is also a hogback present at this site (see Chapter 5.4.2.15). 

7.5.4 Burnsall 

Region: North Yorkshire, England; NGR: SE032615; Current Location: Inside St 

Wilfrid’s Church, Burnsall;  Form: Part of a free-standing cross-head; AS Type: 

 

Figure 7-35 Brough of Birsay barred-cross 
(© National Museums Scotland) 

 

Figure 7-36 Bromfield cross-head and shaft 
fragments (Bailey and Cramp 1988, 
Illustration 172) 
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E11; Corpus Number: Burnsall 7; Date: Tenth to the eleventh century; Key 

Source: (Coatsworth 2008, 211); Observations: This is a free-armed cross-head 

influenced by the Scandinavian ring-headed cross. There is an equal-armed cross 

incised on one of its cross faces, which is potentially barred or hammer-headed 

(cf. Whithorn 4), but it may also be ‘that a plain Latin cross was surrounded by a 

complete circle originally’ (Coatsworth 2008, 111). Due to this example being 

Scandinavian-influenced, it may be that its style of cross-arms may be referencing 

the idea of Thor’s hammer, although that argument would be stronger if it were 

certain that its incised cross was indeed a hammerhead type. 

 

7.5.5 Eilean Mór 

Region: Argyll, Scotland; NGR: NR66587504; Current Location: National Museums 

Scotland, Edinburgh; Form: Incised barred-cross carved on a slab; Date: Early 

Medieval; Key Source: (Fisher 2001, 144-145); Observations: Probably associated 

initially with St Cormac’s Chapel, Eilean Mór. This example is similar to the 

Inverneill House and Taynish island barred-crosses, both probably also originally 

from Eilean Mór. As its upper and transverse cross-arm terminals are barred, it 

could be confused with the HH 6 type. 

 

Figure 7-37 Burnsall Scandinavian-influenced cross-
head (Coatsworth 2008, Illustration 106) 

 

Figure 7-38 Eilean Mór barred-
cross (© Historic Environment 
Scotland) 
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7.5.6 Hougharry 

Region: Western Isles; NGR: NF7082770580; Current Location: Kilmuir Old 

Church, Churchyard, North Uist; Form: Cross-slab; Date: Early Medieval; Key 

Source: (Fisher 2001, 109); Observations: Barred-cross carved in relief, which 

sets it apart from the other examples from Brough of Birsay, Eilean Mór, Inverneill 

House, and Taynish Island. The upper, lower, and transverse cross-arm terminals 

are barred, and it sits on a barred pedestal design, although it could be confused 

with the HH 6 type. 

 

Figure 7-39 Hougharry barred-cross (© Historic Environment Scotland) 
 

7.5.7 Inchnadamph 

Region: Highland, Scotland; NGR: NC2493321998; Current Location: Assynt 

Heritage Centre, Lochinver; Form: Incomplete and broken free-standing cross-

head, in two pieces; AS Type: N/A, although its cross-arms appear to be A10;  

Date: Early Medieval; Key Source: (CANMORE 1999); Observations: It is described 

as a fragment whose arm-pits appear to indicate that it is influenced by the 

‘Anglo-Scandinavian hammer-head type’. From this research, this statement could 

be countered on two points. There is no evidence to suggest that the hammerhead 

cross is Anglo-Scandinavian in origin. Instead, it seems to be a Hiberno-Norse 

tradition centred on the Solway region. Also, its arm-pits and cross-arms suggest 

that it is an Anglo-Saxon type, perhaps unique to this region. 
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7.5.8 Inverneill House 

Region: Unknown, but possibly Argyll, Scotland; NGR: Unknown, but possibly 

NR66587504; Current Location: Inverneill House, Argyll; Form: Incised barred-

cross carved on a slab; Date: Early Medieval; Key Source: (Fisher 2001, 145); 

Observations: Probably from Eilean Mór and thus associated with St Cormac’s 

Chapel, and similar to the barred-cross examples from there and Taynish Island. 

As its upper and transverse cross-arm terminals are barred, it could be confused 

with the HH 6 type. 

7.5.9 Kirkmadrine 314 

Region: Dumfries and Galloway, Scotland; NGR: NX080483; Current Location: 

Displayed in a glass-fronted porch attached to the west end of Kirkmadrine 

Chapel, Kirkmadrine; Form: Incomplete cross-slab; Date: Tenth to the eleventh 

century; Key Source: (Craig 1992, Volume 3, 139-140); Observations: The largest 

of the three incomplete cross-heads has expanded transverse arms,  the middle 

cross-head appears to be similar to the two small crosses carved on the back of 

Kirkmadrine 1, although perhaps it is wedge-shaped, and the cross-head on the 

tapering end is wedge-shaped. Although all these described arms are expanded, I 

do not assess these cross-heads as conforming with the hammerhead typology 

 
14 Kirkmadrine 6 in Derek Craig’s PhD thesis (1992). 

 

Figure 7-40 Inchnadamph cross-head 
fragment (© Historic Environment Scotland) 

 

Figure 7-41 Inverneill House barred-cross 
(© Historic Environment Scotland) 
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created. This cross-slab does, however, serve to highlight further the issue of 

classifying and understanding the suggested HH 6 type, hence its citation here.  

 

Figure 7-42 Kirkmadrine 3 cross-slab (© Historic Environment Scotland) 
 

 

Figure 7-43 Spennithorne grave-cover (Lang 2001, Illustration 745) 
 

7.5.10 Spennithorne 

Region: North Yorkshire, England; NGR: SE137890; Current Location: Built into 

exterior east wall of the vestry, St Michael’s Church, Spennithorne; Form: 

Recumbent; AS Type: Cross shape – E11; Date: Tenth to the eleventh century; 

Key Source: (Lang 2001, 198); Observations: The upper arms of its two cross-

heads are curved and expanded almost like hammerheads. See the Maesmynys 

hammerhead cross for a close parallel.  

7.5.11 St Fachtnan’s 

Region: County Clare, Ireland; NGR: R180940; Current Location: St Fachtnan’s 

Cathedral, Kilfenora; Form: Free-standing cross; AS Type: N/A, although its cross-

head appears to be A11. Date: Early Medieval; Key Source: (Garton nd); 
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Observations: Known as the North Cross. Its arm-pits and cross-arms suggest that 

it is an Anglo-Saxon type, perhaps unique to this region. 

 

7.5.12 Taynish Island 

Region: Unknown, but possibly Argyll, Scotland; NGR: Unknown, but possibly 

NR66587504; Current Location: North Knapdale Parish Church, Tayvallich; Form: 

Incised barred-cross carved on a rude pillar; Date: Early Medieval; Key Source: 

(Fisher 2001, 144); Observations: Probably from Eilean Mór and thus associated 

with St Cormac’s Chapel, and similar to the barred-cross examples from there and 

Inverneill House. As its upper and transverse cross-arm terminals are barred, it 

could be confused with the HH 6 type. 

7.6 Summary 

The aims of this chapter were twofold. It has considered the definition of the 

hammerhead cross, provided a reconsideration of the carved stone type (Chapter 

7.3) and a typology (Chapter 7.3.4). It has also provided an original corpus of 

thirty-one hammerhead crosses (Chapter 7.4) in advance of interpreting the type 

through the lens of the approach outlined above (see Chapters 3 and 4), with the 

aim of presenting and discussing them in functional terms (see Chapter 8). 

 

Figure 7-44 St Fachtnans Cross (Garton nd) 

 

Figure 7-45 Taynish Island barred-cross (© 
Historic Environment Scotland) 
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8 Living in a Material World 

‘As we first let our thoughts wander and then refocus them on the 
landscape, we learn to see not only how complex and various are the 
ways of human living but also how difficult it is to achieve anywhere a 
habitat consonant with the full potential of our being’ (Tuan 1979, 101) 

8.1 Introduction 

The lived body experiences the phenomenal world (Merleau-Ponty 1945 [2012]), 

which is constructed from material objects and the places that these objects 

create and inhabit. These places are perceived in the past, present, and future. 

Archaeologists must, therefore, allow the past to present itself in the socially 

constructed material world that they live in, thus allowing their perceptions of 

the phenomenal world to help them construct informed narratives, or fictions, of 

the past (see Brophy 2004).  

We must acknowledge that material guides the movements of people through the 

worlds they perceive and that these remains appear to create liminal and 

connected places in the landscapes that they define and create. Thus, we must 

acknowledge that carved stones would also define the movements of people 

through the landscapes they created (cf. Busset 2017). It is hoped that this 

thematic chapter will shed light on the potential meanings and functions of these 

carved stones. In short, the themes developed, and the places that emerge from 

a study of them are only realised through adopting the mindset approach 

established in Chapter 4. 

8.2 Carving Landscapes 

The most common interpretation of hogbacks and hammerhead crosses is that 

they represent burial monuments and nothing more. There is little evidence to 

support this theory, and it is clear that the majority of scholarship on hogbacks 

has been Anglo-centric and focused on the apparent Englishness of the material. 

This situation is compounded in the fact that there are publications as recent as 

2017 which refer to the hogback as being a Christian grave marker found 

apparently exclusively in Northern England (see Gregory 2017, 72). When 

consideration is given to the tenth-century floruit of these types of carved stones, 

not long after the Scandinavians began settling across the British Isles, it raises 
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the question of what caused their creation and subsequent proliferation in a region 

broader than Northern England. It has been demonstrated that hogbacks, in 

particular, are Scandinavian-influenced and thus are indicators of Viking impact 

(or presence) in the area, but the Scandinavians did not bury their dead with these 

carved stones in their homelands before their arrival on the British Isles. There 

are examples of probable twelfth-century kindred monument type carved stones 

from Denmark and Norway (see Figure 8-1, Figure 8-2 and Figure 8-3), which I 

would suggest indicates an Insular tradition was returning to the Scandinavian 

homelands after the Viking Age (cf. Lang 1967, 389). The Vikings adopted and 

adapted a flourishing Insular tradition to suit their needs, but what is less clear is 

the meaning or understanding behind the adoption of this monument for the 

incomers. What were their needs? Setting aside the possible function as grave 

markers, and as Richard Bailey briefly alluded to the supposed but tenuous burial 

function of the hogback (Bailey 1980, 99-100), this chapter aims to postulate the 

functions of specific Viking Age carved stones in the landscapes they created. The 

concept of function is not new; for example, stones (carved or otherwise) have 

served as boundary markers (e.g. Pictish symbol stones) as well as places of ritual 

(e.g. stone circles) throughout the ages. Such concepts are yet to be associated 

with hogbacks and hammerhead crosses. 

 

Figure 8-1 Ribe, Denmark, kindred monument 
 

 

Figure 8-2 Ærøskøbing, Denmark, kindred monument (Agersø 2013) 
 



300 
 

 

Figure 8-3 Norderhov, Norway, kindred monument (Baldwin Brown 1937, Plate CXVI) 
 

By the eleventh century, the creation of both the hogback and hammerhead cross 

was in decline. It is particularly evident in the case of the hogback which began 

to be superseded by the associated kindred monuments, perhaps themselves 

referencing a past (see Chapter 8.3.2). Was this change because the Scandinavians 

were fully converted to Christianity by the eleventh century and therefore no 

longer needed to assert and re-assert their identity in their new lands constantly? 

If so, this correlates with the decline of elite monumentality and the introduction 

of simple grave markers and unfurnished burials, all in keeping with the Christian 

tradition in the British Isles (see Maldonado 2013). Regarding legitimising 

acceptance of Christianity, this can be seen through Harald Bluetooth’s 

commemoration of his parents in stone at Jelling, Denmark (see Page 1994. 118-

120). The larger of the two carved stones at Jelling monumentalises Harald’s 

acceptance of Christianity and his declaration that all Danes now be made 

Christian by the mid to late-tenth century. The combination of a Mammen-type 

(see Chapter 2.3) beast bound by serpents and a crucified Christ on the Jellinge 

Stone indicates that a new Christianity was formed and is understood through the 

concepts of hybrid practice and supervenience (see Chapter 4.3.2.2). The practice 

of this type of commemoration in stone was, therefore, not novel to the Vikings 

in the British Isles.  

If there was a shift from the secular to the ecclesiastical, it might be seen in the 

evolution of the hogback through to the English Type X - Enriched Shrine Type and 

then to simpler kindred monument forms. The majority of the Enriched Shrine 

Type examples are to be found at Lythe in North Yorkshire. The hammerhead cross 
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seems to be an elaborate adaptation of Christian symbolism through a common 

difference with the concept of the pagan god Thor, often manifest through the 

hammer motif. This type of cross appears to have been phased out after AD 1000. 

It may, therefore, be argued that flourishing schools of sculpture at places such 

as Brompton, Govan, Sockburn, and Whithorn, indicate noteworthy reactions to 

the Viking Age of the British Isles, as well as the move to external controlling 

kingship of larger polities and a move therefore beyond secularism. The changing 

political situation of kingship in Strathclyde and Northumbria moving from the 

late-ninth to early-tenth century is therefore significant in the context of 

potential elite material manifestations in their landscapes. The Vikings were 

arguably carving out their landscapes in tenth-century Strathclyde and 

Northumbria (cf. Harrison 2008, v, in which he argues that Scandinavian burials 

'are rather conspicuous expressions of power and authority in which both artefacts 

and landscape are manipulated to reinforce the authority of certain individuals at 

the deaths of others'). Within these two kingdoms, the material was and remains 

pervasive, and the outlying material suggests the strength and breadth of their 

respective influences. Hogbacks were not simple conversion monuments; they 

were a response to the influence of Christianity and the Vikings were carving out 

their new religion through hybrid practice. 

8.3 Place-making 

8.3.1 Introduction 

Place emerges from space. It is a concept that is seemingly ‘going beyond 

archaeologies of landscape’, and it is ‘explored as an integral component of the 

human experience’ (Campbell and Wright 2018, 4). It leads to the concept of 

place-making. This discursive section applies the person/object/space conceptual 

framework (see Chapter 3.3) to the material considered in this study (see Chapters 

5, 6 and 7), with the predominant focus being on the idea of the construction of 

social space (cf. Lefebvre 1974 [1991]) and the subsequent emergence of place 

from space. In other words, ‘people form meaningful relationships with the locales 

they occupy’, and this transforms space to place (Low and Lawrence-Zúñiga 2003, 

13). This is not a stagnant process; it happened during the Viking Age, and it 

continues to the modern day through the approach applied in this thesis. 

Therefore, to explore the significance that specific Viking Age carved stones have 
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in creating a place from the space they inhabit, defined here as the concept of 

place-making, this chapter focuses on six complementary themes of analysis. It is 

important to reiterate here that these themes are in no way mutually exclusive, 

and preferably they should be understood as a series of complex and intertwining 

expressions of socially constructed ideas that are manifest through the creation 

of Viking Age landscapes. These themes are often overlapping as it is not always 

the case that one particular stone exemplifies one theme, as this can change 

through space and time. The six themes of analysis (as identified in the conceptual 

framework of Chapter 4.4) are developed out of the socially constructed ideas of 

commemoration, economy, biblical, mythology, politics, and sacrality. Due to the 

inextricably linked nature of these themes, the first two presented below are 

subject to a more significant discussion as they set the scene for the following 

four.   

• Commemorative Space à Place à Commemorative Landscape 

• Economic Space à Place à Economic Landscape 

• Biblical Space à Place à Biblical Landscape 

• Mythological Space à Place à Mythological Landscape 

• Political Space à Place à Political Landscape 

• Sacred Space à Place à Sacred Landscape 

8.3.2 Commemorative Places 

Places of commemoration may be realised through the creation of social spaces 

of memory, wherein specific hogbacks are recognised as mnemonics of the 

deceased and the past they memorialise (cf. Gosden and Lock 1998). For this 

discussion, the focus is on evoking a past heritage in a new land. Thus, mnemonics 

of the Scandinavian homeland are revealed through the creation of hogbacks. 

Although Howards Williams (2016a) previously focused on hogbacks as a versatile 

technology of Viking Age mortuary remembrance, this section focuses on the 

concept of homeland, albeit possibly only realised through elite forms of mortuary 
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practice. If the hogback type is initially modelled on the Scandinavian longhouse 

(see Chapter 2.3.5.4.3), or ‘chieftain’s hall’ (Driscoll 2016, 83), then what can the 

correlation between that hogback type and their distribution tell us? As a caveat, 

it is worth considering if longhouse reconstructions are roofed with shingles due 

to ideas of hogbacks penetrating the consciousness’ of the architects (see Schmidt 

1994). Thus, this may explain why hogbacks are subsequently often described as 

houses of the dead, although this may be a circular argument. There is a case to 

be made, however, that their plan, curved ridge and bombé sides do appear to 

reference the Fyrkat and Trelleborg houses of the Danish Viking Age. Perhaps the 

location of these types of house-shaped hogbacks is indicative of pockets of 

Scandinavian settlement, creating places commemorating the homelands through 

the deceased elite in Christian contexts.  

Considering Lang’s main typologies (Lang 1976; 1984), he indicates that these do 

not imply chronologies and instead the types reflect local tastes or pockets of 

Scandinavian settlement. As stated above, I would argue that the English Type X 

– Enriched Shrine Type, does, however, indicate a chronological shift and that it 

is perhaps the latest of the types. The predominance of the Scottish End-beast 

Type at Govan is intriguing in its variety (see Chapters 5.4.2.54 to 5.4.2.58). 

Although Lang rightly describes Govan 1 as belonging to the Cumbrian Scroll Type 

(see Map 8-1), it can also be described as belonging to the Scottish End-beast 

Type. The Scottish End-beast type does not readily conform with the English types, 

only through the Cumbrian Scroll Type. Thus this suggests that the five hogbacks 

at Govan are a local response to the hogback tradition seen in the Norse regions 

of Northern England. This makes sense in the context of the late ninth-century 

raid on the seat of the Kingdom of Strathclyde by the Hiberno-Norse and the 

subsequent establishment of Govan as the seat of the Kingdom of Strathclyde in 

the tenth century. If Govan was, therefore, the seat of Hiberno-Norse kings, soon 

to be assimilated into the Kingdom of Alba, then the hogbacks and Doomster Hill 

– a potential thing site – indicates a strong Scandinavian presence of those who 

were intent on evoking their homelands (perhaps Dublin) in their new realm. As 

stated in Chapter 2.3.5.4.3, hogbacks do appear to represent the ideas of houses 

of the Scandinavian homelands. The five hogbacks at Govan are the largest of the 

corpus and the largest of the surviving early medieval stones at Govan. This cannot 

be a coincidence. It is the most exceptional nature of the Govan School hogbacks 
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and the relationship between Govan 1 and the Cumbrian Scroll Type (English Type 

XI – Scroll Type) that highlights the significance of Govan in Viking Age Strathclyde. 

The English Type XI – Scroll Type is the most abundant of hogback types with 

twenty identified examples. Four are at Penrith, and the distribution suggests that 

the type spread towards York through the Eden Valley, and most likely to Govan 

and West Kirby through the Irish Sea, bypassing Dumfries and Galloway which has 

no hogbacks (see Map 5-1). Other than the Scroll Type apparent on those hogbacks 

from outwith the Cumbrian group (see Map 8-2), there exists substantial evidence 

to suggest a Cumbrian genesis for the sculptural traditions seen at tenth-century 

Govan (see Chapter 5.4.2.138 for comments on this regarding West Kirby, south 

of Cumbria). This suggestion is not without merit when it is acknowledged that 

the Kingdom of Strathclyde was the last surviving kingdom of the North Britons, 

or Cumbrians (see Clarkson 2010). 

 

Map 8-1 Distribution of the Cumbrian Spiral-Scroll School (Bailey and Cramp 1988, 37, 
Figure 8) 
 



305 
 

 

Map 8-2 Distribution of English Type XI – Scroll Type hogbacks (Contains Ordnance Survey 
Data © Crown Copyright and database right 2019) 
 

The people who inhabited Viking Age Govan are, therefore, revealed in both the 

past and the present through the material they created and the commemorative 

landscape that emerged through this interrelationship. Being situated on a 
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significant nodal point on a communication route – the River Clyde – must have 

been critical. The citation of the past in hogbacks would have served not only to 

commemorate the Scandinavian heritage of home but also to legitimise a 

landscape under new control It would have created and signified a place for 

meeting, perhaps at Doomster Hill (see Figure 8-4), as well as nurturing a school 

of intellectual craftspeople who must have been moving between Strathclyde and 

Cumbria. Govan was, therefore, not only a commemorative place but also a 

political place.  The recutting of Govan 3 and 4 suggests an intimate relationship 

between people, material and place. The stones were not subject to iconoclasm; 

instead, it appears that they were reworked by a succeeding generation of 

Scandinavian or Scandinavian-influenced people with the aim of reflecting 

changing patronage at Govan. With the Govan Sarcophagus and its Pictish/Celtic 

connections (see Spearman 1994), the stylistic influences of Pictish Angus cannot 

be overlooked when Govan 3 and 4 are considered. The similarities in form 

between the Meigle kindred monument (see Chapter 5.4.3.13) and these two 

hogbacks is striking. Govan 3 and 4 were probably recut to reflect the Meigle 

kindred monument. Perhaps these examples reflect a commemoration of a new 

Picto-Scandinavian event at Govan. The relationship between Govan 3 and 4, and 

the people and place surrounding spans generations, and commemorates both 

place and patron, yet they still existed within a milieu of Scandinavian influence. 

 

Figure 8-4 Doomster Hill [far left] on the banks of the River Clyde (Brotchie 1905) 
 

The significance of Govan 2 and 5 should also be considered, although the latter 

is also discussed below concerning a biblical theme (see Chapter 8.3.4). Govan 5 
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is the only example in the corpus with its particular end-beast arrangement of two 

inward-facing and opposing beasts at each of its ends (see Chapter 8.3.4). If ever 

there were a more accurate reflection of a Scandinavian longhouse, it must be 

Govan 2; it is a commemorative hogback. It is massive, extending to 2.4m long 

and also with two inward-facing end-beasts. Richard Bailey suggests that the 

hogback concept probably derived from a re-shaping of the Anglian shrine-tomb 

and that the end-beast motif was already present on Insular Christian shrines 

(1980, 97-98). However, the shrine-tomb was also present in Scotland at St 

Andrews and St Vigeans, for example. Bailey also indicated that those with end-

beasts are not necessarily later than those without (1980, 97). Therefore, what is 

the significance of the end-beasts flanking the longhouse form? The end-beast 

varies in type from the naturalistic and often muzzled bears to the dragonesque, 

although only the former is found in a vestigial form at Govan (cf. Brompton and 

Sockburn for bears). It is possible that the vestigial end-beasts, such as those also 

found on Crosscannonby and Sockburn 1, are protective gripping beasts (cf. 

Fuglesang 2013), and that the muzzled bears found predominantly in Northumbria 

are perhaps indicative of an acceptance of Christianity in life and death. In the 

case of Govan 2, it is likely that the combination of form and vestigial end-beasts 

indicates the will to seek protection. These types are perhaps best referred to as 

reflecting ancestral homes with protective end-beasts (see Danish coin depicting 

a longhouse/hogback in Chapter 2.3.5.4.3; Figure 2-17). Hogbacks were not solely 

individual grave markers as is often suggested; they brought life and death 

together as one, and, in doing so, marked and created significant places, 

generating a network of places thus Viking landscapes.  

 Ultimately, the intriguing nature of the five hogbacks at Govan can tell us much 

more about the movement or people and ideas, as well as the concept of 

commemorating a collective heritage, than it can about specific deceased 

individuals. Govan was a transitional yet politically significant place during the 

Viking Age, which is demonstrated through the hogbacks and the social space they 

construct. Rather than looking at carved stones in isolation, the site and its group 

of stones reflect a commemoration of Scandinavian, Hiberno-Norse, and perhaps 

Pictish heritage.  
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In addition, another significant commemorative place may be seen at Sockburn in 

Country Durham, which is located in a loop of the River Tees in Northern England 

(see Map 8-3). Like Govan, Sockburn appears to have been a school of ideas during 

the Viking Age, as is demonstrated in its ten hogbacks (see Chapters 5.4.2.119 to 

5.4.2.128). The only other places with a comparable number of hogbacks are 

Brompton with eleven and Lythe with seventeen (see Chapters 5.4.2.83 to 

5.4.2.99). Like Govan, Sockburn is situated on a significant river. Unlike Govan, it 

is situated in a loop of the river and further inland thus making it only accessible 

overland to its north. It is this apparent control of access and closing off of a space 

which makes this site all the more exciting and directly comparable to Durham; it 

alludes to a monastic enclosure-type layout with controlled access, such as is seen 

at Iona (see Foster 2014, 106-110). In these terms, Sockburn may, therefore, also 

be understood as a sacred place (see Chapter 8.3.7). 

 

Map 8-3 Sockburn in a loop of the River Tees 
 

Sockburn may also be considered as a political place (see Chapter 8.3.6 for further 

examples), particularly if it is understood as a centre of prolific and varied 

production where each hogback is a mnemonic of a different individual or idea. In 

considering this, its proximity to Brompton (see Map 8-3), the supposed origin of 
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the hogback, should be considered. The Brompton types are well represented at 

Sockburn; however, Sockburn is also the most diverse site in terms of the types it 

has. Is it, therefore, an origin of ideas, or is it more a reflection of its surrounding 

hogback landscape (see Map 5-3). An answer cannot readily be found, although I 

would argue that Sockburn must now be considered in the same context as 

Brompton in the argument on origin. Sockburn is considered here primarily as a 

commemorative place due to its diversity and location. A fragment of Viking Age 

inscribed runestone was also recently discovered at Sockburn (see Figure 8-5), 

although it was subsequently stolen along with Sockburn 10. The character of the 

runestone and its formula link it with the Hiberno-Norse areas of the British Isles 

(Oxford University 2014), such as Cumbria (see Bailey 1985) and the Isle of Man 

(see Wilson 2018, 79-140), which further attests to the potential the Sockburn 

carved stones have for advancing understanding of  Viking Age Northeast England. 

Like Govan, Sockburn appears to be referencing a variety of ideas through 

monumentality. Collectively, the hogbacks here express a different ideology and 

understanding of the world around. Sockburn has the Vestigial Type, also found in 

Cumbria and Yorkshire, the Extended Niche Type, also found in Yorkshire, the 

Niche Type, found across England from Merseyside to Cumbria and Yorkshire, the 

Illustrative Type, found in Scotland and England, and perhaps the House Type, 

found only in England and possibly Wales.  

 

Figure 8-5 Sockburn Viking Age inscribed runestone 
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The situation is different in York, which as a thriving urban context differs from 

that of Govan and other sites during the Viking Age. There are five different 

hogbacks from York that do not readily indicate any patterns between them (see 

Chapters 5.4.2.145 to 5.4.2.149) such as other examples from schools at Brompton 

(see Chapters 5.4.2.17 to 5.4.2.27) and Sockburn (see Chapters 5.4.2.119 to 

5.4.2.128) that have discernible schools. It is, therefore, likely the case the 

majority of hogbacks were created outwith urban contexts, and those that were 

created in urban contexts were reflexes of individual tastes found elsewhere in 

the corpus. This situation may be why James Lang initially proposed Brompton as 

the origin site for hogbacks (1976, 206) and not an urban context. It is likely that 

these rural contexts were initially places of secular Viking power, gradually 

coming under the control of York-Dublin Viking kings. This may indicate why there 

is a presence of apparently early Anglo-Scandinavian hogback types, often found 

in Northumbrian contexts, in Eastern Scotland at Inchcolm (English Type IV – 

Pilaster Type) and St Helen’s on the Lea and Tyninghame (English Type VII – 

Illustrative Type).  

The isolated examples in Scotland are distinctly different from those centralised 

at Govan, thus suggesting a dichotomy between a supposed Anglo-Scandinavian 

and Cumbrian cultural framework, spliced together across the Pennines through 

the York-Dublin Viking connection. There is an absence of hogbacks in the 

Cuthbert community lands north of the Tees and in the Mercian Danelaw, which 

furthers strengthens the argument that hogbacks are Scandinavian-linked and with 

a possible Hiberno-Norse origin from settlers in Yorkshire (see Bailey and Cramp 

1988, 25-26). The evolution of the hogbacks at Govan, with a limited 

Northumbrian (or Anglo-Scandinavian) influence, does not necessarily indicate 

that the Hiberno-Norse tradition is earlier than the Brompton or Sockburn schools, 

or otherwise. Instead, it indicates discrete and parallel evolutions of the 

monument form, with Govan showing an Irish Sea influence through a Cumbrian 

connection, with Northumbrian influence creeping into Southeast Scotland but not 

crossing the River Forth. The majority of Scottish hogbacks, other than those 

identified above as having a Northumbrian influence, were most probably a local 

Scotto-Norse evolution but in commemoration of a Scandinavian past through the 

burgeoning Hiberno-Norse influences and settlement patterns on Western Britain 
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(see Map 2-2). Govan, as a commemorative place in the Viking Age, was a school 

of ideas but in a different way to Sockburn, and this is exemplified in its hogbacks. 

An understanding, and appreciation of this interrelationship between people, 

material and space is only achieved through placing the lived body in the 

phenomenal world, achieved through fieldwork by experiencing a monument and 

its space. It was the act of being in locations such as Sockburn, performing 

phenomenological archaeology, that allows for such interpretations to arise. At 

Sockburn, the hogbacks and the specific space they inhabit have created an almost 

unique place in a riverine landscape, be it commemorative or political. Its 

connectivity as seen through its sculptural variety and its seemingly unique 

location are the key points in this interpretation. The diversity of material alone 

is not significant enough to suggest any relationships.   

8.3.3 Economic Places 

Places of exchange may be realised through the communication of the concept of 

common difference (see Chapter 4.3.2.4), which creates neutral spaces – the third 

space (see Chapter 4.3.2.3). These spaces create places; such as places of trade. 

These come in many forms, such as rural centres, urban centres, and the elusive 

beach-market. These result in the emergence of the concept of an economic 

landscape, which includes both a focal point and an area of influence. A working 

hypothesis might see distributions of hammerhead crosses in the Solway Firth 

region as proxy indicators for these economic places (see Map 8-4). It is suggested 

here that these types of carved stones mark economic areas or locales for 

exchange and economic transactions. This idea is further explored below taking 

the Kilmorie hammerhead cross as an example.15 

 
15 The analysis and discussion herein build upon previous thoughts on the Kilmorie hammerhead 

cross and beach-markets (see Barnes 2017). 
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Map 8-4 Distribution of hammerhead crosses around the Solway Firth region (Contains 
Ordnance Survey Data © Crown Copyright and database right 2019) 
 

As previously indicated, the only hogback from Dumfries and Galloway is the 

Mossknow example. It probably made its way to the region after creation (see 

Chapter 5.4.2.100). Perhaps this absence can be explained by the cultural makeup 

of the region during the tenth century. It was an area predominantly occupied by 

Gaels with Norse influence, known as the Gall-Ghàidheil (Clancy 2008). Whereas, 

the hogback tradition seems to be predominant in Anglo-Scandinavian areas of 

Northern England and Hiberno-Norse areas of Scotland and Northwest England. 

The only substantial carved stone evidence for Viking activity in Southwest 

Scotland are hammerhead crosses. The majority of hammerhead crosses exist in 

watery places, the others inland, and are all seemingly located at probable nodal 

points in the landscape (see Map 7-1). 

The best-known example of a hammerhead cross is the Kilmorie Cross from 

Dumfries and Galloway (see Figure 2-26, Figure 2-27 and Figure 7-18). Although 

removed from its supposed original context (see Bailey 1996a), it is now situated 

beside Loch Ryan, near the North Channel, at an interface between the Firth of 

Clyde, Solway Firth, and the Irish Sea. Regarding theoretical discussion, it makes 

for an appropriate case study due to the co-existence of pagan and Christian 
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iconographies in its carvings and its location. This stone creates a third space for 

negotiation in the landscape. Its front face demonstrates cultural connections 

between Dumfries and Galloway and Northern England through its zoomorphic 

Anglian scrolls and plaits. It is probable that this face would also have been 

painted, with a jewel or similar inserted into its cross-head, as well as an 

inscription. This polychrome nature (see Hawkes 2018, 47) suggests that it must 

have been visible in its landscape and often revisited for repainting, perhaps on 

specific dates when it may have served as a preaching and teaching cross (see also 

Chapter 8.3.4). Richard Bailey suggests that this hammerhead cross had a 

parochial ambition (Bailey 1996a), or a consciousness of its surroundings, although 

I would suggest that its ambition was more than parochial and that it was part of 

a conscious broader distribution of hammerhead of crosses. Its front face appears 

as explicitly Christian in its carvings and displays a Type HH 3 hammerhead cross 

replete with the Anglian interlace mentioned above. Richard Bailey suggests that 

the cross-head is created by this Anglian interlace originating from a chalice set 

in its lower cross-arm, which would indicate the Eucharist (signifying the concept 

of entering Heaven and receiving a banquet) (1996a). However, if the cross of 

Christ shares common difference with Thor’s hammer motifs embedded in the 

hammerhead cross, it may not be merely a Christian message. 

Below the cross-head, there is a motif that has been interpreted as two 

intertwining drinking horns (Cormack 1995, 51). However, it is more likely that 

this a motif of the Canticle of Habakkuk. The Old Latin version, Habakkuk 3:2, 

reads ‘In medio duorum animalium innotesceris’, which translates as ‘In the midst 

of two animals you will be recognised’ (Ó Carragáin 1986, 383-385). The Canticle 

was likely sung every Friday morning, the significance of which was emphasised 

by Bede, and it was ‘intimately associated with Good Friday liturgy’ (Ó Carragáin 

1986, 383-385). A motif of Habakkuk is identified on a door jamb from 

Monkwearmouth in Durham (see Figure 8-7), where it appears to represent ‘the 

concept of the recognition of Christ between two beasts’ (Bailey 1996b, 38). 

Representations of the Canticle are often found in motif form carved on stones. It 

could be suggested that around the time these motifs were carved, people were 

keen to discover a way or a secure route through which to find Christ, and, in so 

doing, gain entry for their immortal souls into Heaven. By the year 1000, people 

may have been particularly concerned with this because conceivably they believed 
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that the world would come to an end 1000 years after Christ died when the Devil 

would be released from the abyss during the Last Judgement, and they were 

desperate not to be found inadequate and sent to Hell. Perhaps this was the 

reason behind the proliferation of the representation of the Habakkuk motif in a 

variety of stone sculpture during this time (Ross Trench-Jellicoe pers. comm.). 

The apparent use of this motif, on supposedly Scandinavian-influenced carved 

stones such as Kilmorie hammerhead cross, and Govan 5 and Tyninghame hogbacks 

(see Chapter 8.3.3 and Chapter 8.3.4), is all the more intriguing. It suggests an 

understanding and consumption of Christian liturgy in supposedly Viking colonial 

contexts. Also, below the Habakkuk motif are intertwined serpents, which are 

perhaps indicative of Hell. 

 

Figure 8-6 Habakkuk motif on the Kilmorie hammerhead 
cross 
 

 

Figure 8-7 
Monkwearmouth door 
jamb depicting Habakkuk 
(Cramp 1984a, Illustration 
617) 
 

Its rear face is more complicated, as it appears to display a Type HH 1 

hammerhead cross with a crucified Christ set inside its cross-arms. There is also a 

Scandinavian mythological scene. Through taking the idea of common difference 

into account, it is suggested that the pagan god Thor is embodied in the 

hammerhead cross form and that Christ is embodied in the cross-head form. Such 

a product of a hybrid practice is neither wholly pagan nor entirely Christian; it is 
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something different, and its syncretic nature was intentional. Religious syncretism 

was not accidental or enforced; it was a conscious production, consumption, and 

negotiation of ideologies that shared a common difference. The mythological 

scene at the bottom of this face may be interpreted either as the pagan story of 

Wayland the Smith or as the pagan hero Sigurd who slew the dragon Fafnir and 

killed his father Regin (as described in The Lay of Fafnir in Poetic Edda). It is 

suggested here that the Christ figure is imbued with connotations of Thor through 

the hammerhead cross type and is ascending through rebirth out of the pagan 

legend of Sigurd, thus referencing the destruction of evil. Perhaps this theme is a 

metaphor for Christ being accepted into the pagan pantheon of gods held by the 

Viking settlers in the Solway Firth region. If so, this indicates a new, syncretic 

identity being expressed, but we must consider what sort of place this may 

suggest. A place of mixed population groups would be an obvious idea. 

Considering the iconography on both faces, they may be suggested to be analogous 

concerning life, death, and rebirth themes. For example, if the Eucharist and 

Habakkuk interpretations are accepted, the Habakkuk motif is bookended from 

above by the death and rebirth themes of Christ in the cross and the Eucharist 

imagery that it is born out of, and from below by the intertwining serpents, 

perhaps representative of the struggles of Hell and the supposed release of the 

Devil therefrom (see Bailey 1980, 140-142). For further varied interpretation of 

this hammerhead cross and its links with Christian symbolism and exegesis, see 

Richard Bailey (1996a). The coalescence of pagan and Christian imagery, in both 

the cross-head and iconography, is intriguing. This example is a richly syncretic 

carved stone; it is different or more complex than the majority of its 

contemporaries. Religious syncretism was not a simple shift of one to the other; 

instead, it is understood as a being a product of hybrid practice, resulting in the 

creation and proliferation of the hammerhead cross type in supposedly colonial 

environments (as defined by van Dommelen 2005) of the tenth century.  

What was the function of these types of carved stone sculpture? Their syncretic 

nature suggests they would have been accessible to both incoming pagans and 

pagans of Scandinavian heritage (first generation settlers), Christians, and those 

of a different incoming religion. The cross type is widespread in the Solway Firth 

region, with outliers in Hiberno-Norse areas of Northumberland. They were a 
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conscious and deliberate creation, crafting Viking places in ever-changing 

landscapes. It is suggested that there was a ‘chameleon-like way in which 

Scandinavian settlers adopted and adapted to the indigenous behaviour patterns 

of the peoples amongst whom they found themselves’ (Bailey 1996b, 84). The 

Viking settlers were negotiating back and forth, and not merely shifting from one 

belief system to the other. They were not ambivalent in their tastes and 

behaviours, which is contra WF Cormack (1995, 51), as hybrid practice is the 

opposite of ambivalence. It reveals specific instances of common difference, as 

seen in the Kilmorie hammerhead cross, which indicates a free will of the people 

living in this region. Hybrid practice is, therefore, a tactic deployed to create and 

manage a third space (see Bhabha 1990), which results in the creation of different 

syncretic identities. This space is understood as resulting in the emergence of 

economic places. These places must have existed to allow for mutual reciprocity 

in trading and negotiating in an area subject to a cultural influx. This construct is 

vital to allow for productivity within a culturally rich milieu.  

The Solway Firth region and its connectivity to the Irish Sea, and beyond, is 

possibly the significant factor here. This area was a landscape and seascape that 

facilitated contact and exchange between numerous differing peoples, from 

Dublin to York to Govan, and beyond, and the hammerhead crosses map these 

connections. The erection of syncretic hammerhead crosses in these locations was 

not the result of ambivalence (see Map 7-1); they must have served a functional 

purpose beyond that of funerary monuments.  

In the framework of economic places, it is argued here that these carved stones 

may provide a link to the elusive Viking Age beach-market. There is limited 

evidence for urbanism in Viking Age Scotland, other than the thriving commercial 

settlement at Whithorn (see Hill 1997), and trade must have been undertaken at 

places such as beach-markets, at Meols in the Wirral for example (see Jesch 2000, 

4-5; Griffiths 2014, 40-45). Although Whithorn was not comparable in scale and 

design to Viking Age Dublin (Johnson 2014) or York (Hall et al. 2004), it would have 

existed as a significant nodal point, or emporium, within an Irish Sea trading 

network of beach-markets and towns. It may not be a coincidence that a cluster 

of hammerhead crosses are only found in the Solway Firth region and centred on 

Whithorn (see Map 8-4). In a culturally rich zone, perhaps hammerhead crosses 
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are indicative of a negotiated space in the seascape and landscape of the Irish 

Sea, thus may have potentially indicated beach-market locations. They would 

have created a landscape of economic places, which would have indicated social 

spaces for secure mutual exchanges between those of differing ideologies but 

understood through common difference. It is more appropriate to suggest that the 

hammerhead cross would have in effect served as a symbol of abstract space, 

connected in a network of crosses, rather than directly indicating a locatable point 

on a beach although their proximity to watery places should be considered in this 

view.  

Before this study, David Stocker (2000, 207) and David Griffiths (2014, 40-45) 

discussed the potential relationship between carved stones and trading sites in 

Lincolnshire and Yorkshire, and at Meols, respectively. The apparent relationship 

between hammerhead crosses and often watery places is a new consideration that 

emerged from this research. These crosses are found mainly in low lying coastal 

plains, near rivers or on overland routes. Although the majority of the examples 

appear to be moved from their original site of erection, they likely remain within 

their original landscape context. The concentration in the Solway Firth region 

attests to this theory. They are often large and would not have been easy to move 

long distances in antiquity, and the majority were likely brought into local 

churches and churchyards during the eighteenth century when many parish 

churches were either built or refurbished. There does exist the potential to 

determine archaeologically a functional relationship between the identified find-

spots of archaeological material known to be associated with trading and beach-

markets, and by extension, the supposed original broad location of a hammerhead 

cross, if moved yet still nearby a proposed beach-market location. 

Viking Age beach-markets have proved challenging to identify in the British Isles. 

Meols on the Wirral is, however, an excellent type site. It does not have 

hammerhead crosses indicating its location, and this is likely due to different 

people being present with different ideas and origins. Perhaps Luce Bay in the 

Solway Firth region of Dumfries and Galloway is a potential beach market location. 

The bay has numerous hammerhead crosses around it and near it, and the Rhins 

of Galloway has a notable cluster on it from Loch Ryan to Luce Bay. There have 

been numerous finds of artefacts associated with trading around Luce Bay from 
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Luce Sands, such as copper-alloy artefacts, comprising a ringed-pin, padlock, stick 

pins, and a finger ring, as well as thirteen mixed material stycas (Graham-

Campbell 1995, 87; Barnes 2014). A silver ingot was also recently discovered near 

Luce Bay at Piltanton Burn (see Map 8-8), as well as the newly discovered Hiberno-

Norse Galloway Hoard dated to the tenth century (National Museums Scotland nd) 

(see Map 8-6). This significant hoard contained several Hiberno-Norse silver arm-

rings (see Figure 8-8), often found in Irish Viking Age hoards (see Sheehan 2009).  

 

Figure 8-8 Viking Age arm-rings from the Galloway Hoard (National Museums Scotland nd) 
 

 

Map 8-5 Distribution of Viking Age hoards 
containing Hiberno-Scandinavian arm-rings 
(Sheehan 2009, 59, Figure 7.2) 

 

Map 8-6 The Galloway Hoard 
location (National Museums 
Scotland nd) 
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Map 8-7 Viking Age hoards in Southwest Scotland (Barnes 2014, 27) 
 

Considering the archaeological evidence, the distribution of hammerhead crosses, 

and the supposed parallels with Meols, also in the Irish Sea region, the supposed 

protective nature of Luce Bay and its accessibility to the Irish Sea and the North 

Channel must have made it an ideal portage point. Being close to the site of 

Whithorn, Luce Sands would have made an ideal location for a proposed beach-

market. Furthermore, until the discovery of the Galloway Hoard, there were no 

Viking Age hoards containing arm-rings known from Dumfries and Galloway. The 

hoard evidence for Southwest Scotland before the Galloway Hoard was discovered 

is plotted on Map 8-7, although it was only the Port Glasgow hoard that contained 

arm-rings (see Graham-Campbell 1995, 95), and previous research (Barnes 2014) 

in this region demonstrated a concentration of Viking Age artefactual evidence 

located in the Solway Firth region (see Map 8-8, Map 8-9 and Map 8-10). Therefore, 

the Galloway Hoard arm-rings conveniently fills a blank area on John Sheehan’s 

arm-ring hoard map (see Map 8-5), which corresponds with a region identified to 

have an extensive network of hammerhead crosses (see Map 8-4). Therefore, by 

extension, the hammerhead cross probably represented a Hiberno-Norse 

development and was present in an area with Viking Age artefacts indicative of 

trading activity. Luce Bay was, therefore, potentially an economic place in a 

landscape defined by cultural and material exchange, and hammerhead crosses, 
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a product of hybrid practice, may be understood as proxy indicators of such 

activities. From this evidence and interpretation, it is suggested here that 

hammerhead crosses are indicating different things in the landscape to hogbacks. 

This furthers the idea that the influence of Viking Age Strathclyde and 

Northumbria did not fully extend into the Solway Zone, particularly around 

Southwest Scotland which had a predominantly Gall-Ghàidheil population (see 

Clancy 2008). 

 

Map 8-8 Viking Age single/stray finds in Southwest Scotland (Barnes 2014, 28) 
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Map 8-9 Viking Age burials in Southwest Scotland (Barnes 2014, 26) 
 

 

Map 8-10 Viking Age excavation finds in Southwest Scotland (Barnes 2014, 27) 
 

8.3.4 Biblical Places 

Places of belief, defined here as places of preaching and learning, may be realised 

through the carving, consumption and communication of Christian biblical 
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narratives as are found in specific carved stone sculpture. The most obvious 

examples are hammerhead crosses (see the Kilmorie hammerhead cross above), 

which appear to demonstrate a common difference between the idea of the pagan 

god Thor and Christ (see DuBois 1999, 158-159). However, unlike explicit 

expressions of Christianity, found for example on St John’s and St Martin’s Crosses 

from the Isle of Iona, or on the high crosses of Monasterboice and Clonmacnoise 

in Ireland, such explicit imagery is often hard to define on hogbacks. There are 

few hogbacks with explicit references to Christianity, such as those with the 

Christian cross carved on them at Dewsbury, Inchcolm and Tulliallan (see Chapters 

5.4.2.41, 5.4.2.62 and 5.4.2.135), but these carvings are not the focus of 

discussion here.  

We must now turn to the end-beasts found carved on many hogbacks, which are 

arguably representative of protective end-beasts (see Chapter 8.3.2), and not 

generally associated with Christianity. Govan 5 has a ‘unique’ end-beast motif 

(Lang 1994, 129), comprising a pair of inward-facing and intertwining beasts on 

both its ends. They are, therefore, not end-beasts as defined by Lang (see Figure 

2-25). Instead, they appear to demonstrate an evolution from the protective end-

beast type to more of a shrine-type hogback, mainly when it is considered that 

Govan 5 has concave Type 9 tegulation which may be linked to the reliquary shrine 

type that emulates the Holy Sepulchre (see Chapter 2.3.5.4.7). As noted 

previously in the corpus entry for Govan 5 (see Chapter 5.4.2.58), it is argued here 

that this beast formation is indicating a recognition of the Canticle of Habakkuk 

(see Chapter 8.3.3). If so, not only does this motif assert a probable late tenth-

century date for Govan 5 (see Figure 8-9), it also indicates a recognition and 

consumption of a Christian belief in a supposedly Scandinavian artefact. It also 

suggests that Govan 5 may be emulating a metalwork style through the 

construction of its gable ends. Other examples of this theme may include, and 

only due to their small size, the Bidston and Sockburn 10 hogbacks. Additionally, 

the Iona-style cross carved on the side of the Inchcolm hogback may indicate the 

practice of incorporating a preaching cross, which is explicitly Christian in its 

reference. 



323 
 

 

Figure 8-9 Govan 5 opposing beasts 
 

Places of preaching and learning may, therefore, be created through the 

communication of Biblical narratives such as the Canticle of Habakkuk. Govan 5 

may be representative of a communal response to, and participation, in Bible-

based liturgy through activity reflecting praise, thanksgiving, and supplication or 

repentance. If hogbacks were the result of patronage of the elite secular class, 

the Govan 5 example indicates a changing religious landscape; it represents an 

intelligent negotiation with Christian ideology and, therefore, it expresses 

something different. The ‘Texan dimensions’ (Lang 1994, 129) of Govan 2-5, and 

in particular 5, attest to the social and financial investment in this group of carved 

stones. In terms of the concept of materiality (see Tilley 2004; Meskell 2005a), I 

apply it to hogbacks concerning scale only, as Govan 2-5 are massive and their 

visually similar geological makeup is not relevant here. An analogous example 

would be Christopher Tilley’s experience of the size, scale, shape, and proportion 

of menhirs (2004, 35-38). Govan 2-5 were ultimately representative of the idea of 

a church, and thus created a gathering place for a community with often personal 

belief systems. Therefore, I would argue that an aspect of their materiality is 

churchlike, and thus it created large-scale social spaces (cf. Lazzari 2005). 
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8.3.5 Mythological Places 

Mythological places are immersive, often the result of common difference as 

achieved through hybrid practice. Places of mythology may be realised through 

the creation of social places of memory, and within that specific carved stones 

may be read as mnemonics of the pagan past of the pre-Christian Scandinavian 

homeland. The mythology manifested is assumed to be specific and intentional in 

its selection which allowed for the consumption and negotiation of a different 

past in a new home which had a new ideological sphere of living. In a milieu of 

religious syncretism, mythological places should be understood as diachronic and 

analogous to biblical places (see Chapter 8.3.4). These two places were forever in 

states of becoming different and could be read as similar, but with the accent on 

difference and what that created. Therefore, ideological landscapes were 

emerging from them and resulted in the expression of a different identity by the 

tenth century. 

The most common Viking Age stone cited on the subject of religious syncretism is 

the Gosforth Cross (see Bailey 1980, 151-131). This carved stone exists as a perfect 

example for detailing this phenomenon as it displays both Ragnarök and Christian 

symbolism. The former is the end of the world of gods and men in pagan 

Scandinavian mythology (Page 1990, 63-66; Würth 2003, 217), and references to 

Ragnarök occur in wood carvings, carved stone sculpture, and textual material.  

‘Is this some kind of delusion, that I think I can see dead men riding, or 
is it Ragnarök? Are you spurring your horses onward, or have the fighters 
been allowed to come home?’ (Second Poem of Helgi Hundingsbani, 
verse 40, in Poetic Edda)  

The Ragnarök myth, perhaps a powerful reality to some, was an integral part of 

Norse peoples’ lives, and in their belief in the after-life. It was, however, 

something that went through a transformation as Scandinavian pagans flirted with 

the new ideas they encountered in Christianity (DuBois 1999, 91). Ragnarök is one 

such myth which prevailed through pagan and Christian practices, and the imagery 

carved on the Gosforth Cross, England (Figure 8-10), and at Torpo stave church, 

Norway (Figure 8-11) are excellent examples of this. This practice was not 

uncommon during religious conversion in places such as Northern England (Wilson 

2008, 80). Through the adaption of pre-existing ideas, while encountering new 



325 
 
ideas, and as seen through particular Viking Age carved stones, for example, Würth 

comments that ‘one can see how myths were adapted and could give expression 

to new needs’ (Würth 2003, 228-229). It is an example of negotiation and is seen 

through the lens of common difference (see Chapter 4.3.2.4). For example, these 

two pieces demonstrate parallels between the death and rebirth themes of pagan 

Ragnarök and Christianity, thus are examples of common difference.  

 

In terms of hogbacks and hammerhead crosses, expressions of Ragnarök that are 

commensurate with similar but different Christian beliefs are not so explicit. We 

have already seen a common difference in the pagan and Christian iconographies 

carved on the Kilmorie hammerhead cross discussed above in terms of economic 

places, but the focus here is on the mythological places that the Heysham and 

Tyninghame hogbacks create in Christian contexts. Richard Bailey has remarked 

on the ‘vitality of Christianity and its adjustment to the new order in northern 

England’ (Bailey 1980, 236), which is manifest in such carved stones. The 

supposedly pagan scenes of the Heysham and Tyninghame hogbacks should be 

understood as neither exclusively pagan or Christian (see Ewing 2003, 15-20); they 

are a response to change and a conscious negotiation. In short, the expression of 

mythology sharing common difference with ideas of the Christian Apocalypse allow 

 

Figure 8-10 Gosforth Cross, possibly 
depicting a scene from Ragnarök 
(Collingwood 1927, 156) 

 

Figure 8-11 Carving interpreted as Odin 
being devoured by a beast at Ragnarök 
(Page 1990, 64) 
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for consumption of a new religion but in a colonial context. It is realised through 

hybrid practice.  

The Illustrative Type hogback, in particular, appears to be referencing a 

Scandinavian mythological past. The Heysham hogback is the most complex in 

terms of its illustrative iconography, representing either Sigurd or Ragnarök or 

some related imagery (see Bailey 2010, 202-203). As remarked by Richard Bailey 

(2010, 203), Thor Ewing’s (2003) interpretation of the Heysham hogback as 

Ragnarök imagery as he discerns this through his interpretation of an 

encompassing serpent appears to be the most sound idea. This is also apparent at 

Crosscannonby, Lowther and Penrith in Cumbria. The Tyninghame hogback is less 

complicated in mythological terms (see Figure 8-12). On one side it displays two 

opposing beasts supposedly devouring the sun – a scene representative of Ragnarök 

– and on the other side it displays what appears to have once been a similar scene 

although recut at a later stage (see Figure 5-133). In terms of common difference 

and a Christian interpretation, it may be understood that the wolves of Ragnarök 

devouring the sun are paralleled with the concept of the Canticle of Habakkuk 

(described above), where Christ is rising from the midst of two beasts is replaced 

by the rising sun. If so, this is a smart device, although it is not isolated. On the 

Gosforth Cross, which is almost entirely mythological in its iconography, the scene 

of the rebirth of Baldr after Ragnarök is replaced with Christ being crucified. These 

instances of common difference as manifest through hybrid practice suggest that 

the Christian God was being accepted into the pagan pantheon of gods in the tenth 

century, but not that Christianity was taking a foothold in Scandinavian-influenced 

societies (see Sawyer 2001, 213). This also furthers the idea of the vitality of 

paganism and Christianity at this time and indicates the creation of significant 

places at Tyninghame and Gosforth, amongst others. In other words, in colonial 

contexts, Viking Age settlers were exploiting common difference to allow for 

integration between different peoples and gaining the supposed commercial 

benefits of entering Christendom without actually explicitly doing so. Peter 

Sawyer states that ‘the pagans were at liberty to adopt Christian ideas, rites, and 

elements of myth if they found them useful in their own religious context’ (2001, 

204). People were, therefore, conscious and ‘chameleon-like’ (Bailey 1996b, 84) 

in their negotiations with their surroundings. It was an active pursuit and the 



327 
 
creation of tangible material objects that were inserted into specific social spaces 

allowed for these ideological expressions to be constructed and disseminated.  

 

Figure 8-12 Two beasts [one partial] devouring the sun of the Tyninghame hogback 
 

Mythological illustrative hogbacks were ultimately creating mythological places 

that were and are commensurate with biblical places. These places allow for the 

deceased or newly established communities to be seen to be actively seeking paths 

into Heaven or Valhalla upon the supposedly impending Apocalypse or Ragnarök. 

If so, it may be that mythological and biblical places serve as a useful concept for 

discerning potential conversion monuments. In terms of commemoration, these 

types of carved stones also serve as locales as memories of the past, such as is 

also seen for example through the carving of mythological scenes on Scandinavian 

picture-stones and rune-stones (see Figure 8-13 and Figure 8-14). The referencing 

of the past through the adaption of an Insular tradition of carving in stone was a 

practice in which the Vikings excelled.  

 

Figure 8-13 Rasmus rune-stone, Sweden (Wilson and Klindt-Jensen 1980, Plate LXI) 
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Figure 8-14 Tjängvide picture-stone, Gotland (Wilson and Klindt-Jensen 1980, Plate XXVI)  
 

8.3.6 Political Places 

Although it is not the aim of this research to wrangle with the complex historical 

and political narrative of Viking Age Britain (see for example Hadley 2006, 28-80), 

places of power, within a political and often secular context, may be recognised 

through the creation of specific hogbacks. They cannot have been ordinary, 

everyday objects, and must have been a product of some form of elite structure. 

Succinctly, political places are created to serve in legitimising and expressing 

newly generated Viking landscapes, often seen through a lens of colonial contact 

and exchange.  

A straightforward example of the concept of politicising a space may be seen 

through Gosforth 1 hogback, also known as the Warrior’s Tomb. It has this 

colloquial name due to its dominant iconography of multiple warriors in formation 

with swords and shields. In simple terms, power over people emerges from 

political structures. Gosforth 1 is, therefore, a political statement taking the form 

of an expression of power over, and control of people. There is also a robed figure 

carved on one of its gables which possibly represents the leader of the warriors of 

Christ, or Christ himself (see Figure 8-15). Analogous iconography to the combined 

motif or warriors and a possible leader can be found on the Dupplin (Constantine) 

Cross in Scotland, which can be interpreted as an overt political statement as 

well. The inclusion of warriors and a supposed leader on the Dupplin Cross has 
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been construed as ‘evidence for an increasingly professional, perhaps full-time, 

retinue of soldiers’ (Foster 2014, 143). 

 

Figure 8-15 Gosforth 1 robed figure 

 

Figure 8-16 Gosforth 2 Christ figure 
 

Sally Foster appropriately remarked that rulers needed more than wealth, 

warriors and charisma to rule, and that to be effective they would have to have 

had the support of the Church (2014, 143). Is Gosforth 1, which is situated in a 

Christian context, an indicator of this pursuit? Is this hogback a result of both 

political posturing and the seeking of legitimacy from the Church?  

When Gosforth 2 hogback, colloquially known as the Saint’s Tomb, is considered, 

it perhaps provides the answer to these questions. Gosforth 2 is an Enriched Shrine 

Type with protective end-beasts, and, importantly, both its gable ends have 

Christ, perhaps in a crucified form, carved on them. The juxtaposition of Gosforth 

1 and 2, at a site which undoubtedly indicates events of religious syncretism, as 

seen through the Gosforth Cross (described above), certainly signposts the 

political and religious ambition of Viking Age Gosforth. The Vikings were using 

material wealth and knowledge of the pre-existing connection between authority 

and the Church in Insular contexts to their advantage. They were seeking 



330 
 
legitimacy over their new lands through the creation of political places, which 

were Scandinavian in essence but acceptable in terms of Christendom. The process 

of legitimisation of a landscape is not isolated to carved stones. For example, the 

method for maintaining a direct landscape connection between deceased family 

and settlement, thus legitimising the land as dynastic through burial proximity to 

farmsteads, has been discussed in Viking Age Norwegian contexts (see Skre 1997). 

It can also be suggested that estates of land may have been taken and legitimised 

through the insertion of burials or erection of carved stones. Examples may be the 

insertion of Viking Age burials into prehistoric mounds (see Harrison 2008) or the 

re-use of prehistoric standing stones in the Viking Age (see High Auchenlarie 

hammerhead cross). In all of these arguments, it is manifestly the non-dialectical 

and diachronic interrelationships between the people, material, and spaces that 

generate these supposedly significant political places. 

Returning to Govan, and to reiterate the latter point, it has been argued by others 

that the mere existence of the hogbacks combined with a supposedly associated 

and contemporaneous thing site (social place) at Govan are evidence for the 

presence of a Norse political structure in tenth-century Strathclyde, following the 

sacking of Dumbarton Rock (see Owen and Driscoll 2011, 343-344). The hogbacks 

alone, or the thing, would not be evidence enough to make such a suggestion. 

Furthermore, in his work on Irish assembly sites, Patrick Gleeson has argued that 

due to the fact that ‘gatherings of large groups of people are fleeting, ephemeral 

and multifaceted’ (2018, 17-18), we must start to look at the relationships 

between such places and other material indicators, such as burial. This notion 

brings to the fore the significance of studying carved stone monuments in their 

surroundings. 

8.3.7 Sacred Places 

Sacred places, defined as places of worship and reverence, may be realised 

through the creation of particular forms of hogbacks and kindred monuments. For 

this discussion, the thematic analysis focuses on those hogbacks forms that appear 

to be shrine-like.  

It has been suggested that hogbacks arose as a development of the Anglian shrine 

tomb (Bailey 1980, 92-97), although James Lang has also proposed that ‘there is 
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no single origin for the hogback’ (1984, 90). The former argument appears to have 

some accuracy in terms of morphological development, but not all hogbacks 

appear shrine-like, except perhaps the Enriched Shrine Type (see Figure 2-23). 

This type appears to emulate the shrine tomb but, importantly, it is also of the 

hogback form, which has criteria defined herein (see Chapter 5.3). Importantly, 

however, the Enriched Shrine Type is not a shrine tomb, which is classified herein 

as a kindred monument (see St Andrew’s or St Vigeans for examples). The subtle 

difference between the two is that the Enriched Shrine Type seems to have an 

affinity with the House Type (see Figure 2-23), and perhaps truly represents a 

Scandinavian version of an Anglian shrine tomb. Kindred monuments appear to be 

a much simpler form of a recumbent monument than the hogback, with an explicit 

reference to Christianity in their shrine form, and they tend to be much more 

universal in style. Consequently, I would argue that the kindred monument can 

merely be associated with the concept of sacrality.    

Reliquary shrines in antiquity are generally understood to have had multiple 

functions in society. For example, healing, protection, administering oaths, law 

enforcement, affirming and asserting authority and patronage, stopping a war, 

binding treaties, taxation or commotion, collecting rent, making peace, and 

fighting and winning battles (see Blackwell 2012, 36-42). Shrines were, therefore, 

ingrained in daily life, and an oft-cited example is that found on the mid to late 

eleventh-century Bayeux Tapestry (cf. Ritchie 2004), where Harold swears an oath 

to William while touching two reliquary shrines (see Figure 8-17). 

 

Figure 8-17 Bayeux Tapestry extract (Myrabella 2013) 
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We must, therefore, question the significance of the hogbacks which appear to 

emulate the house or reliquary shrine. What function did they serve? Perhaps 

shrine-type or shrine-referencing hogbacks were evoking the Church of the Holy 

Sepulchre from Jerusalem. The critical point supporting this argument is the Type 

9 concave tegulation. This type is apparent on the roof of a representation of the 

Holy Sepulchre in the Book of Kells (see Figure 8-18), is found surviving in wooden 

Norwegian stave churches (Lang 1984, 93), and forms the supposed roof ridge of 

numerous hogbacks and kindred monuments: Aspatria, Govan 1, 2 and 5, Lowther 

1 and 2, Inchcolm, Meigle, Sockburn 7, and St Vigeans. Interestingly, however, 

none of these examples is of the Enriched Shrine Type, although not all reliquaries 

had concave tegulation on their roofs (see Figure 8-19). If these carved stones 

with Type 9 tegulation were deemed to be evoking the Holy Sepulchre, this would 

have been an explicit reference to Christianity in a Scandinavian-influenced 

medium.  

 

Figure 8-18 The Book of Kells, fol. 202v (Trinity College Dublin nd) 
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Figure 8-19 Reliquary Casket of Saints Adrian and Natalia, c.1150, Northern Spain (Photo by 
Daderot 2013) 
 

Perhaps the Enriched Shrine Type represents the latter stages of hogback 

evolution, where the type demonstrates commonalities with both architectural 

and metalwork models, and those with Type 9 tegulation represent varied reflexes 

of the idea of the Holy Sepulchre brought into Scandinavian production practices. 

Additionally, most of the hogbacks and kindred monuments with concave Type 9 

tegulation are from Scotland, and there are only two outliers from Cumbria and 

one from Country Durham. There are no examples from east of the Pennines – the 

postulated origin location of the hogback. This suggests that the Scottish hogback 

evolution was indeed different to elsewhere, as is seen in the development of the 

Scottish Plain Tegulated Type, but also as is now seen in the incorporation of a 

tegulation motif commonly associated with the Holy Sepulchre (Lang 1976, 220-

221). Consequently, it would now seem appropriate to refer to the Enriched Shrine 

Type as a hogbacked shrine tomb to differentiate it and the contemporary shrine 

tombs of the kindred monument category, and those with Type 9 tegulation as 

shrine-referencing hogbacks.  

To summarise, there are two types of hogbacks and kindred monuments that 

appear to evoke the idea of the shrine: those with Type 9 tegulation, of which 

James Lang classified none as being of the Enriched Shrine Type, and those which 

are classified as the Enriched Shrine Type. This variability again highlights the 
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chameleon-like way of the Vikings. They were actively responding to media around 

them, but why? In following on from the narrative of the previous thematic 

analyses, it could be argued that the shrine-referencing hogbacks are indicators 

of a community consciously and deliberately flirting with Christianity and the 

hogbacked shrine tombs are indicators of a community knowingly and fully 

entering an evolving and different Christendom. This adoption and adaption of 

ideas would have created sacred places through the material manifest as a result 

of such practices. 

Inchcolm, Saint Columba’s Island, is a unique sacred place in the context of 

hogbacks. It is an isolated island on the Firth of Forth, and it references the 

significant early monastic site of Iona in its name and through the cross type 

carved on the side of its single hogback. Its hogback has Type 9 concave 

tegulation, and it is the only Pilaster Type hogback in Scotland. The English 

examples are Lowther 3, Wycliffe 1, and Aspatria, which also has Type 9 concave 

tegulation. Its carvings and motifs indicate that its patron had knowledge of 

religious life in Gaelic Scotland. Therefore, if the Inchcolm hogback was indeed a 

monument to a Danish warrior (see Chapter 2.3.2), then perhaps, and much like 

the ideas conveyed by Harald Bluetooth through the Jelling Stone, this hogback 

indicates a tenth-century Viking statement in their new land that they have 

accepted and entered Christendom. Even if there were no deceased directly 

associated with the hogback, they would have been understood to have been 

embodied in it. This would have created a spiritual place, perhaps a locus for the 

worship of an idea or veneration of a significant unnamed Scandinavian individual, 

and that embodiment in stone creates a place from space (cf. Ark of the 

Covenant).  

Lythe, on the east coast of England, also makes for a compelling sacred place but 

different from that of Inchcolm. There are fourteen Enriched Shrine Type 

hogbacks, and Lythe has nine of these: Bedale 2, Dewsbury, Easington 2, Gosforth 

2, Lythe 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8 and 9, and York 3. Those from Dewsbury and Gosforth 

also make explicit reference to Christianity in that the former has a cross carved 

on its surviving gable end and the latter has a crucified Christ carved on each of 

its gable ends. Although it is argued here that the Enriched Shrine Type possibly 

represents the latter stages of the hogback evolution, at a time when Christianity 
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was becoming more prevalent in the tenth century, Elizabeth Coatsworth has 

argued that Dewsbury is not a hogback and is a ninth-century shrine tomb (see 

Chapter 5.4.2.41). This comment further highlights the issue of differentiating 

between a shrine tomb, a hogbacked shrine tomb (Dewsbury), and a shrine-

referencing hogback. The fact that Lythe has so many Enriched Shrine Type 

hogbacks, or hogbacked shrine tombs, and has eight other varied hogbacks, 

indicates that it was a vibrant school of ideas but with a focus on one specific 

type. Its coastal location (see Map 5-3) is liminal and relatively isolated from other 

hogback sites as it sits at the top of Lythe Bank, ‘480 feet above sea level and 

looks out north and east across the North Sea to Scandinavia’ (Lang 1967, 392). 

Furthermore, its proximity to the early Christian monastery at Whitby may suggest 

that the cluster of Enriched Shrine Type hogbacks at Lythe reflects a marked 

change in the ideology of the local Scandinavian patrons who are reacting to 

Christian monasticism. This floruit indicates the presence of a sacred place 

through the creation of multiple hogbacks that would appear to reference an idea 

consonant with sacrality, or even the sacristy. A sacred or holy place need not 

only be demarcated by trees in the instance of a sacred grove; it may also be 

delineated by a network of objects referencing the idea of a shrine and its 

Christian connotations. A comment on the Enriched Shrine Type that suggests it 

may not be referencing shrines comes from David Stocker (2000, 198) who 

proposes that these hogbacks are not aedicule's and that they are merely 

referencing Scandinavian lordly halls, which may be the case for other hogbacks. 

However, that comment fails to account for the fact that the Enriched Shrine Type 

shares an affinity with the shrine tomb and the House Type, hence why it is 

referred to herein as a hogbacked shrine tomb. The Enriched Shrine Type is, 

therefore, understood to be a Scandinavian evolution; the result of hybrid practice 

in Insular contexts, and created for the benefit of entering Christendom as a 

Scandinavian in both life and death.   

In conclusion, are the sacred places created by hogbacks indicative of burial? 

Perhaps, but there is scant evidence to support this suggestion. However, if they 

are understood in similar terms to reliquary shrines, which are portable and create 

places wherever they go, the hogbacks may, therefore, be assumed to be creating 

new static places. These would be places for worship and reverence, as well as 

focal points of religious legitimacy. They would be convivial places, where people 
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would commune with the deceased and evoke their heritage. Therefore, does the 

creation of sacred places in a Scandinavian context indicate a marked social 

change in attitudes towards life and death? It may be argued that these do. The 

hogback appears to have lost its Scandinavian idiom as its development moved 

towards the Enriched Shrine Type. It now expressed a different identity, neither 

pagan or Christian, and to be understood through the concept of supervenience 

(see Chapter 4.3.2.2) This different type of hogback is defined as indicating a 

specific reflex of a socially ingrained aspect of its surrounding Christian belief 

system as is commonly expressed through the readily available early medieval 

metalwork, wood, and manuscript depictions of shrines. In considering this point, 

in the Life, Passions and Miracles of Saint Edmund (The Morgan Library and 

Museum nd), the cross-surmounted reliquary of the ninth–century Saint appears to 

be a wooden hogback with finial-like gable ends (see Figure 8-20 and Figure 8-21). 

If so, the significance of the hogback as a cultural signature reaches far beyond 

that of solely relating to the Vikings and their multiple colonial encounters.  

 

Figure 8-20 The Life of St Edmund, MS 
M.736 fol. 20r (The Morgan Library and 
Museum nd) 

 

Figure 8-21 The Life of St Edmund, MS M.736 
fol. 20v (The Morgan Library and Museum 
nd) 
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8.4 Conclusion 

A Viking Age landscape is an imagined idea which can be understood through the 

analysis of the six themes presented above. These themes and the places that 

emerge from a study of them are discerned through taking a reflexive 

phenomenological approach to hogbacks and hammerhead crosses. That is 

achieved only by placing the lived body in the phenomenal world. In terms of 

reflexivity, ‘the space occupied by the body, and the perception and experience 

of that space, contracts and expands in relationship to a person’s emotions and 

state of mind, sense of self, social relations, and cultural predispositions’ (Low 

and Lawrence-Zúñiga 2003, 2). These points are only realised and addressed 

through acknowledging and adopting the reflexive mindset outlined in Chapter 4. 

When hogbacks and hammerhead crosses are considered in terms of the functional 

themes outlined above, it becomes clear that no one theme can be linked 

explicitly to one type of carved stone and not another. The creation and 

application of themes, which constitute a structural framework, is merely to allow 

for social meanings to be extracted from the material in the place it has created, 

and from the space that has given the material a voice. People are the principal 

agents in this non-dialectical interrelationship between them, material and space.  

Hogbacks and hammerhead crosses are multivalent and should be read as social 

documents (cf. Ritchie 2004, 15). They are a communicative media, have a place-

making capacity, and create the landscapes within which they exist and present. 

We should now begin to consider the concepts of hogback spaces and hammerhead 

cross spaces. These stones were never either explicitly pagan or Christian; some 

could be read as generating mythological or biblical places, for example. Instead, 

they were something different; they exist on a plane of immanence and were and 

are forever in a state of becoming different (cf. Deleuze 1968 [1994]; Wright 2016, 

178-180). It is through the production, consumption and negotiation of ideas – 

through people, material and space – that difference is born. Importantly, it is 

this difference that archaeologists must seek to discern if they wish to develop a 

greater understanding and appreciation of the meanings and functions of hogbacks 

and hammerhead crosses existing in the social spaces that they produce (cf. 

Lefebvre 1974 [1991], 68-168). 
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9 Conclusions 

‘The Viking artist saw and understood the ornament produced by his 
continental contemporaries, he tore the heart out of it and then 
adapted it without self-consciousness to his own vital idiom’ (Foote and 
Wilson 1970, 316)  

9.1 Evaluation 

At the beginning of this thesis, I identified the six connected research questions 

of my PhD project, which led to the construction of eight main aims (see Chapter 

1.2). These questions and aims were ultimately designed to seek to attain a 

further understanding of Viking Age hogbacks and hammerhead crosses. In short, 

I sought to determine their functions, reconstruct their biographies, reclassify 

their groupings, consider the value of the predominantly art-historical approach 

to them, test the efficacy of my archaeological approach to them, and determine 

whether or not my border-crossing approach was worthwhile.  

Reflecting on this study, I believe that my thesis has managed to address these 

research questions. Some more so than others, perhaps, but this is due to the 

volume of data and the lack of scope to analyse every stone in functional terms. 

The following comments explicitly consider and reflect on the research questions.  

• What are the functions of hogbacks and hammerhead crosses? 

My theoretically grounded methodological approach, which was designed 

specifically for this study (see Chapters 3 and 4), has been demonstrably successful 

in hypothesising hitherto unknown functions of hogbacks and hammerhead crosses 

(see Chapter 8). Until now, there had been no comprehensive and varied thematic 

approach to the study of these monuments. The majority of approaches have 

invariably been art-historical and regional. In considering hogbacks and 

hammerhead crosses in terms of the themes of commemoration, economy, 

biblical, mythology, politics, and sacrality, I have been able to ‘weave narratives’ 

of the social lives of these carved stones (see Brophy 2004, 143). They are more 

than just burial monuments.  
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• How significant are reconstructions of the biographies of hogbacks and 

hammerhead crosses? 

Through proposing specific functions of hogbacks and hammerhead crosses, I have 

demonstrated that they are not mute objects. Initially created by humans, they 

exist on a plane of immanence and thus are forever in a state of becoming 

different (see Chapter 4.4). They are continually restructuring the spaces they 

live into everchanging and significant social places. Hogbacks and hammerhead 

crosses are social documents of the Viking Age (cf. Ritchie 2004, 15). 

• Are hogbacks and, in particular, hammerhead crosses coherent and 

discernible groupings of carved stones? 

At the very minimum, my production of updated distribution maps and criteria for 

hogbacks and hammerhead crosses should demonstrate that both monuments are 

indeed discernible groupings of carved stones.  

• Are the predominantly art-historical classifications and interpretations of 

the hogback and the hammerhead cross appropriate? 

As stated at the beginning of this thesis (see Chapter 1.3), the multitude of varied 

empirical and analytical works undertaken in the study of Viking Age carved stones 

have not only informed this study but allowed me to conduct it. However, this 

thesis has also demonstrated that, through the application of a theoretical 

approach to studying carved stones in their landscape, a greater understanding of 

their social lives can be achieved. 

• What is the efficacy of my archaeological approach to recording and 

interpreting carved stones (outlined in Chapters 3 and 4)? In short, can the 

significance of the proposed non-dialectical interrelationships between 

people, material, and space, in which relationships are with not to (see 

Wright 2016, 178), be realised in this thesis and adopted as a useful 

conceptual framework?  

In considering the concept of place-making, this thesis has demonstrated that 

places are the result of the non-dialectical interrelationships between people, 



340 
 
material, and space. Thus, the efficacy of my archaeological approach is shown in 

my analytical view of hogbacks and hammerhead crosses as being producers of a 

network of interconnected and chameleon-like functional places. Succinctly, 

material culture cannot be fully understood in isolation. It exists in relationship 

with people and space. 

• Can the disconnect between Scotland and England in sculptural terms 

(outlined in Chapter 1.3), a result of existing scholarship tending to respect 

the modern border, be broken down through the approach of this thesis? 

In short, yes. The cross-border approach of this research has demonstrated that 

there is no disconnect and only typological variations between the hogbacks and 

hammerhead crosses of Scotland and England. We should not study historic 

material culture in terms of modern borders.   

9.2 Research Impact 

In view of my research questions and aims (see Chapter 1.2), reflecting on the 

comments above, and in considering what the impact of this research is, I believe 

that this thesis makes the following contributions to knowledge:  

• Building on the regional and art-historical work of James Lang (1976; 1984), 

it is the first study to comprehensively catalogue and reconsider the entire 

corpus of hogbacks from across the British Isles (see Chapter 5.4), and it 

has provided nuanced criteria for what defines a hogback (see Chapter 5.3). 

Applying these criteria results in a corpus of one hundred and forty-nine 

hogbacks for the British Isles.  

• It has provided an argument in support of hogbacks as having a Cumbrian 

Hiberno-Norse genesis, within the historic Kingdom of Strathclyde (see 

Chapters 5 and 8.3.2). 

• It is the first study to comprehensively consider the hammerhead cross as 

a discrete group of carved stones and thus has provided an original corpus 

of thirty-one hammerhead crosses (see Chapter 7.4) and an illustrated 

typology (see Chapter 7.3.4). 
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• It is the first study to provide fully labelled distribution maps for hogbacks, 

associated kindred monuments, and hammerhead crosses across the 

entirety of the British Isles (see Map 5-1, Map 5-2, Map 5-3, Map 5-4, Map 

6-1, and Map 7-1).  

• In introducing further archaeological theory to debates about Viking Age 

stone sculpture (cf. Williams 2016a), it is the first study to systematically 

apply the concept of place-making to hogbacks and hammerhead crosses, 

with the outcome being the ability to hypothesise functions of the stones 

through a thematic framework.      

• It has developed and tested an original conceptual framework for 

approaching, analysing, and interpreting carved stones in their landscape. 

Consuming the approaches outlined in Chapters 3 and 4 should give an 

archaeologist the ability to enter my mindset and thus place their own lived 

body into the phenomenal world of early medieval carved stone sculpture. 

• It provides a significant contribution to advancing the art history of 

hogbacks and hammerhead crosses, such as my creation of a typology for 

hammerhead crosses and my refined hogback criteria. 

9.3 Future Directions 

From the themes discerned and applied to the analysis of hogbacks and 

hammerhead crosses, it would be useful to broaden these out to fully incorporate 

considerations of the contexts of known settlement and burial evidence to further 

understand Scandinavian activity on the British Isles. Ultimately, it would be 

useful to set the carved stone evidence against the burial evidence (see Harrison 

2008) in known locales of enduring Viking and Scandinavian-influenced presence. 

Upon completing this thesis, it became apparent that there were potentially five 

sites that had both a hogback and hammerhead cross currently present. These 

sites are all in Northwest England, or, more importantly, an area which 

corresponds with the historic Kingdom of Strathclyde. These sites are Addingham, 

Brigham, Bromfield (tentative hammerhead cross), Heysham, and Workington. It 

was outwith the scope of this thesis to undertake an analysis of this. However, 
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perhaps this situation would strengthen an argument for Cumbria, or the Hiberno-

Norse of the west of Northern Britain being the point of origin for Viking Age 

carved stones, and, by extension, the hogback and hammerhead cross. 

Given the nature and variety of the themes applied in Chapter 8, it would be 

useful to use the approach outlined in this thesis to Pictish Class I symbol stones, 

for example. Such stones are not considered to be burial monuments, but the 

meaning of their symbols is considered to be elusive (Foster 2014, 10-12), although 

we are replete with interpretations for their function (e.g. boundary markers). 

Therefore, Pictish Class I symbol stones may prove to be a perfect case study to 

test the efficacy of the approach of this thesis further. 

As this thesis only applied the concept of materiality to hogbacks in terms of their 

scale, it would be useful to undertake a geological analysis of all hogbacks 

considered to determine their makeup and provenance. Such an endeavour would 

seek to petrographically match hogbacks to each other, as well as to potential 

quarry sites, be they local or otherwise. Inferences could, therefore, be made on 

why specific stone types were used and imported to particular locations. 

Lastly, and in response to the quote at the start of this final chapter, I would 

suggest that in moving forward with scholarship on Viking Age carved stones we 

must now consider that the sculptors were self-conscious and aware of their idiom 

and heritage. Their actions were not the result of ambivalence. Every device that 

they carved was a direct result of their negotiations with their surroundings and, 

therefore, every piece of stone sculpture has intentionality carved into it.  
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