Norfolk Church Towers of the Later Middle Ages

Volume 1 of 2

Thesis submitted for the Degree of Doctor of Philagphy
Dominic John Summers

School of World Art and Museology
University of East Anglia
2011

© This copy of the thesis has been supplied on condition that amjune
consults it is understood to recognise that its copyright ragighve author and
that no quotation from the thesis, nor any information derive@ftloan, may be

published without the author’s prior, written consent.



Abstract

Between 1375 and 1540 around 200 new church towers were built atshe we
ends of parish churches in Norfolk. Of these, my researcideatified 164 that
are still standing. These have constituted the sample groupathaeen
surveyed and studied. The fabric and form of the towers ofigresses
communal pride as well as piety and taste. The aim akearch has been to
analyse these buildings in their historical context, not meoetyassify them.

Their material forms have been examined and a compacsseziptive
analysis has revealed that, broadly speaking, there argowogenous groups.
The smaller group consists of those towers whose designs stiewmftibvation
and whose patrons and builders were content to follow well-esdtadlforms.
The other group displays significant ambition and innovation. Thgsasa
reveals that the designers and patrons of these towerssagiheir ambition
and taste through the adoption of a wide range of models and protdigpes
result, within the sample group there is a considerable divefsaesthetic
approaches and a wide range of architectural elements. This Igjtg on the
architectural design process in Norfolk in the late MiddlesAged also calls into
question the usefulness of the prevailing modes of stgsi€ication for late
medieval architecture in a local context.

An iconological analysis has placed the towers in a rituakstand
suggested their use as grand entrances for liturgical prones$hey were
designed as entrances to the New Jerusalem, settingalforSunday and
Corpus Christi celebrations of the period and drew on appropriatiEtypes to
suggest this analogy.

Furthermore, they testify to the collaborative endeavour and
organisational competence of their parish communities in agesen

government at a national level was frequently dysfunctional.
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Norfolk Church Towers of the Later Middle-Ages

Chapter 1. Introduction

Introduction

Standing near the Holt road about 12 miles north of Norwich on&can
through all points of the compass and see four tall church toiserg above the
hedgerows and corn-fields, each between one and three rsil@stdi he towers
of Cawston, Heydon, Salle and Wood Dalling (Plates 27, 63, 122 sfi0)
dominate the landscape more than five centuries after they built, the only
clues to the presence of their communities from afar khasvn that they were
all under construction within forty years of each other, indgeeh the time it
took to complete the building of towers in most cases, it isgielthat work
was being carried out on at least three contemporaneb¥slysuperficially the
only obvious similarities are their great size and thetfett none bears a spire.
Documentary and heraldic evidence suggest that they warecéd by different
groups and classes of patron: Cawston seems to have beagstamaic project,
Salle the result of patronage by a group of benefactors readstly wealthy
through trade and the changing economic circumstances tranpdrafter the
Black Death, whereas Heydon and Wood Dalling were at lea$t paanced
with gifts from ordinary members of the community, on@hnJBulwer —
donating sums towards the building of both towdrsall cases these were grand
local projects and one wonders at the strain put on local conywasdurces by

four such onerous works being carried out so near to each othem biote and

! At Salle, the beginning of the tower building caaigm has been dated to 1405 — 1413 by arms
on the tower. See Parsons, W.L $aJle,Norwich, 1937.

Will bequests suggest a long campaign at Wood mllin 1422 40s. were left to building the
tower, Thomas Dalling, NCC Hyrnyng 105, NRO; 141B W/illiam Selthe, NCC Gelour 205,
NRO; 1486 20s. Roger Bulwer, NCC A Caston 265, NREB8 £10 John Bulwer, NCC
ACaston 327, NRO; 1502 6s.8d. Margery Crane, NCHKe®, NRO; 1512 £5 Roger Bulwer,
NCC Johnson 154, NRO. At Cawston “a great wind bdewn the bell tower of Causton
church” in 1412, seBorfolk Archaeology0, p339, and in 1421 20s. were given to the
reparation and emendation of the tower, John ThamNRO, Norwich Priory Acta and
Comperta Rolls, Roll 3 m.ld. Will bequests indicatslightly later date for Heydon: 1460 20
marks John Barker, NCC Betyns 77, NRO; 1469 10 mRdbert Dynne, NCC Jekkys 157,
NRO; 1472 5 marks Richard Hokel, NCC Jekkys 2740ONR474 20s. Katharine Becke, NCC
Gelour 68, NRO; 1484 40s. Margaret Fekers, NCHefFulb3, NRO; 1488 6s.8d. John Bulwer,
NCC A Caston 327, NRO; 1488 12d. Robert Hendry, N&Ziler 134, NRO; 1488 12d.
Margaret Boydon, NCH Fuller 150, NRO.

2 See John Bulwer above, note 1.



place. Patrons, designers and parishioners must have eyedtlears’ towers to
gauge progress and compare technical and aesthetic solutiohssantéresting

that in these circumstances four such different towers gvested.

From 1375 until the break with Rome a century and a half later, 206utew
church towers were built in the county of NorfdlKhis was a period when
many parish churches were being rebuilt or improved in Eaglig at a time
when the region was, on the whole, benefiting from a more prospsronemy
than most other areas of Britain. The most obvious visuald$itins great
rebuilding is the occurrence of so many new and dominant todénsugh not
all are as grand as the four mentioned above, the Norfolk coiaetigsstill
characterised by the apparently ever-present, square-topfeed)édieval tower.
This is a cultural phenomenon that has received little devoteadasly attention,
so it is the aim of this project, broadly speaking, to ingas#i the circumstances
of the creation of the late-medieval towers of Norfolk gsoaup, both from an
aesthetic as well as a historical point of view. It gemise of this project that
an approach that integrates consideration of the design cieéxks the nature
of the patronage, the practicalities of construction andif@ogies that may
have affected the commissioning of towers can be a fruitiyl ginen that it
seems reasonable to suppose that all these areas ofgatrestare interrelated
in a cultural matrix. It is intended that a close scrutiny of the material fasfs
the towers that constitute the group taken together witddbementary
evidence relating to their construction and patronage wit gkt on the
commissioning process, on the choices available to theilocseatd on the
ambitions and ideologies of the communities that supportedcbestruction
throughout the period to be studied. This approach is the resutlesira to
engage with minor ecclesiastical architecture in a madifferent from the
rigidly taxonomical approach that has characterised almigstesfious studies in
this field.

3 At least 30 of these late medieval towers are nomed. They are not included in the research
sample for the purposes of this project.

* For a related approach to a single building, sesiép,T.A., “Swaffham Parish Church:
Community Building in Fifteenth-Century Norfolk’n Medieval East AngliaHarper-Bill, C.
(ed.), Woodbridge, 2005, pp246-271.
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Very nearly all parish church towers built in the latediaeal period in Norfolk
(and throughout East Anglia) were designed without spires, altreotegla have
later additions in the form of low pyramidal roofs or lanterrge dverwhelming
majority were constructed at the west ends of their chumhése main east-
west axis of the nave. This project will investigdte towers that fit this pattern,
although, of course, other towers, spires and steeples vatirmdered in the
wider art-historical context of the research. The chronolbgemeters that
have been selected are 1375 to 1538: the Dissolution of the messthe
earlier date has been chosen because an examinationdoctiraentary
evidence reveals that the last quarter of the fourteenthrgesdn be regarded as
the starting point of a period in great growth in the constructi@hafch towers.
Before this period there are very few references to miafeio tower building
campaigns, whereas in subsequent decades bequests imdigandicate that
donations were frequently made to such projects. This trerestalith the
surviving material evidence of the towers themsel@sg.1f The initiation of

major church building projects almost totally ceased at theoDissn.

25

20 +

15 +

10 +

Fig. 1. Bequests to tower building campaign&fter Cattermole and Cotton)

® A collection of the documentary evidence relatiogarish church construction in Norfolk in
the middle ages by Cattermole, P. and Cotton,N&rfolk Church Building”,Norfolk
Archaeology38, pp.234-278, is an invaluable starting point for $hedent wishing to investigate
Norfolk churches.

® This chart is based on an analysis of the findmgslished by Cattermole, P. and Cotton, S. in
Norfolk Archaeologyd8.
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The county boundary of Norfolk has been set as the geographical
parameter for two reasons. The first is that Norfolk costai greater
concentration of medieval churches than any other county in fithgieost with
some late medieval work and many substantially rebuilierfifteenth and early
sixteenth centuries, nearly two hundred with new toWdtsis provides a large,
though manageable, sample to investigate, allowing trends of lemiogor
heterogeneity to emerge from analysis of the fieldwork @étesout fear of the
imbalance that a smaller survey could show. The arbitraryenafuhe boundary
also helps to eliminate any tendency to focus on homogegeouss of towers
that may lead to false conclusions, particularly concerniegteqns of style,
design and cultural transmission. Naturally, the consideratiohwth towers
from neighbouring areas can shed much light on this reseadchlzere a
Norfolk tower is part of a cognate group that straddles thetgdaundary this
will be taken into account. It would be a significant eabomission to
investigate the grand tower of Redenhall church (Plate 116¢isouth of the
county without considering those of Eye and Laxfield (Figs 2y8)gcross the
border in Suffolk, for example. These three towers are mostydar in their
forms and decoration, all being lavishly covered with fin& flushwork
panelling of various designs, and supported by bold polygonal buttthases
wrap around the corners of the tower in much the same way tlygbpal
turrets function aesthetically on contemporary domestic and @ikeg

gatehouses.

" Fawcett,R., “The Master Masons of Later Medie\atfolk” in A Festival of Norfolk
ArchaeologyHunstanton, 1996, pp101-126.



Fig. 2. Eye
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Laxfield

3.

Fig



14

Likewise, the notably high incidence of especially tall ta@m or near the
coastline is considered in the context of similarly talers along the eastern

coast generally, most famously in the case of Boston in Lishotn (Figs 4, 5).

Fig. 4. Boston
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Fig. 5. Towers over 90 feet

Yet the geographical integrity of the group of towers to be sttpedetailed,
formal comparative analysis is preserved. Secondly, and fidppthe student
of Norfolk parish church architecture, the county presermasugstanding wealth
of documentation relating to the patronage and constructiohus€hes, mainly
in the form of surviving will€ Although the research is concerned primarily
with the material evidence of the towers themselves, the supfgrch
abundant documentation is invaluable in piecing together a more cemplet
picture of the circumstances of the creation of the towldrs.results of the lack
of such support can be seen in the case of the only other pkiogity defined
study of late medieval church towers in England, which weds\bked by a
paucity of evidence regarding dating and patronage and which fourateeed
number of erroneous suppositions as a conseqdence.

Bequests in wills to specific building campaigns allberesearcher not

only to give a date to towers, but also in some casq®etifie phases of

8 See Cattermole and Cotton, note 4 above.

® Wright, P.P.,The Parish Church Towers of Somergetebury, 1981. See the critique of this
Study in chapter 2 below and Harvey, J.H., “Tlei€h Towers of Somerset” fransactions
of the Ancient Monuments SocieB+26 1978-1982, ppl157-183.
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construction that can be identified from the material evieemhis can help in
the investigation of the practicalities and difficultiesadfat were, on a local
scale, often very ambitious projects. They also shygd bn the nature of the
patronage: the wealth, ambitions, tastes and concerns a@dnioe. The heraldry
that frequently decorates church towers can help the réseancsimilar ways.
Taken as a whole this category of evidence, when integratedrass-matched
with the material evidence provided by fieldwork reveals pattatsiiuminate
the nature of the design and construction process and the chadabla to and
made by those who commissioned and designed the towers.

An analysis of the documentary evidence shows that adbof tze
bequests made to the fabric of parish churches in the peeieddirected
towards the building of towers and this is often reflectetiemtaterial
evidence; many impressive western towers appear to beufeadifferent level
of ambition from the churches to which they are attached.oDlyehas to visit a
church such as St. Mary’s at Erpingham (Plate 40), whichowittsin a rather
piecemeal fashion in the late fourteenth and the fifteesrituries, to see how
the attention and the resources were allocated in favour obtigtruction of the
tower with the result that it completely dominates the regteochurch. Other
churches, the results of more unified building campaigns, sugh &otolph’s at
Trunch and St. Mary’s at Ditchingham (Plaie3, 34), can similarly be
dominated by imposing and ambitious west towers. Indeed it isa-dired
examples of west towers built in this period that seem falleintegrated into a
more coherent whole; the aforementioned Saints Peter andtPFzalle, built
entirely in the first half of the fifteenth century, athe similarly dedicated parish
church at Swaffham (Plate 137), largely built in the sed@iiof the fifteenth
century, are amongst the outstanding examples.

John Harvey, in his study of Perpendicular architectated of this
development that “a western...tower attached only at one side segmeate
work of art allowing relatively free rein to the imagimati”'° It is not clear how
free Harvey thinks this imagination could be and, indeed, whosgimation was
being referred to, yet it is evident that tall church tovpeesent a particular

opportunity for the expression of a patron’s or community’s tastbiten and

¥ Harvey, J.The Perpendicular Style, 1330-14&88ndon, 1978, p226.
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identity that could be projected over a greater area tlaamarmal in other parts
of a church. And here is one of the key questions that this chsaenject
attempts to address: to what extent is it the form ofuthetion that defines the
tower? While the tower can be seen as a discrete eleofitemt,at odds with the
scale, materials or style of the rest of the churaiyuist also be considered as an
integral part of the whole building, for it was presumably desigas such. The
majority of towers of the period are integrated with titerior of the building
through a tall tower arch that allows the nave to be litleywtest window in the
tower, as well as by a processional route if the towenheesst portal. Relatively
few towers built before 1375 have west doors and most do not hgeenast
windows to light their naves; indeed towers built in the tiiedind thirteenth
centuries often have little connection with the main vesfsitle church other
than a low and narrow opening that allows access to the towdethe ringing
chamber from the nave. They were, in effect, designed fascsgthined cells,
appendages to churches, the sole entrances to which were thiateyalgoortal
at the south-west or north-west corner of the nave and,dalehgy, through a
priest’s door in the chancel.

The preponderance of later towers with western patalsigh tower
arches begs questions about the additional functions of churctstthaewere
developed in the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries. It is evfdem the number
of lavish porches, usually on the south side of the church, caiomesl in the
period in question, that western doors were not designed tcedptaral
portals, but rather to supplement them; but porches are atseygm@arch topic.
Later chapters will investigate the architectural forhesaldry and iconography
of these towers and the entrances that they frame, in tordstablish the
different types of use to which they were put, and in pagrdol investigate the
hypothesis that while lateral porches retained their perenmialassday-to-day
entrances and meeting places, west doors, opening directlg omatin axis of
the church, were used for more formal or processional occasiongeaadhus
integrated into the liturgy, performance and ritual of timerch. That western
entrances were used, and on a predictable basis, se@®stdor, as Paul
Cattermole pointed out, there are a number of wooden galletes ¢hat seem
to have been built to allow bell-ringers to vacate thaimier position on the

ground floor of towers “because it was inconvenient for the badleris to be
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immediately behind any west doorway that was used for cerehesniance.**
The will of Geoffrey Elyngham of Fersfield would seem tofocomthis. He
bequeathed money for the construction of a ringing gallery in iB¥98st such
a purpose: Item volo quod executores mei fieri faciant unum solarium in
campanilidicte ecclesie obsimile et instar solaria in campagiiclesie de
Estherlyng ut processidestivis diebus subter pulsantes procedaSuch
galleries can still be seen at Mattishall, Trunchdétdall and Wheatacre among
others, and the vestiges of doors that led from the maiertstair to a ringers’
gallery survive in a number of other churches. Locallydasy the ringing
gallery at Cawston still retains a faded inscriptionterwiestern beam, readable
from the nave: “God spede the plow and send us ale corn engwrpase for
to make at crow of cok of the plow lete of Sygate: to beyrand glede wat
good ale this work mad:* Aside from local speculation on the existence of a
pun in the last part of the inscription (was Wat Goodale otiecobenefactors?)
this text raises a number of interesting lines of enquinyatefollowed in a
more general context in the body of the research: the referetfezimscription
to church ales or guild ales as means of community fund-rdisirgpnstruction
projects'* the role of communal endeavour and parochial patronage; and the
appropriation of a very public part of the church by individualgrominent lay
members of society — the inscription is on the main cengstheast-west axis of
the church and directly faces the high altar. Several stoflgsild activity have
been made, including studies investigating guilds in Norfolkgamticular
Norfolk parishes and these will be referred to in latepters?

Church towers in England have housed bells since welieihe

Norman Conquest As bells became heavier and more numerous in the later

L cattermole, P Church Bells and Bell Ringing: a Norfolk Profid/oodbridge, 1990, p66.

2 NRO, Galfrid Ellingham, NCC Aubry 41, 1493.

13| believe that the word “ale” is here deliberatatgbiguous, meaning both “all”, but also “ale”
in this very specific context.

4 This aspect of medieval fund raising is invesggaby Rosser, G., “Going to the Fraternity
Feast: Commensality and Social Relations in Latéibel England”, inThe Journal of British
Studies, Vol. 33, N0.4944, pp430-446, and by Duffy, Hhe Voices of MorebatiNew Haven,
2001.

15 Farnhill,K., “The Religious Gilds of Wymondham B+1550” inNorfolk Archaeology 42,
1993-1997, pp321-331; Hanawatt,B., “Keepers ofLiights: Late Medieval English Parish
Gilds” in The Journal of Medieval and Renaissance Studie$d8Y4, pp26-37; Firth,C., “Village
Gilds of Norfolk in the Fifteenth Century” iNorfolk Archaeology 18,914, pp161-208.

% There is a reference to bells being rung in theveat at Whitby on the death of St. Hilda, in
Bede,History of the English Church and Peopl¥, 23.
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Middle Ages and larger bell-frames were needed to accomt@diaem, new
structural problems were posed as the stresses put on thefth#sbell
chambers in the upper parts of towers increaSidvertheless, this functional
aspect of church towers, as belfries, is clearly onentmtemained largely
constant. The development of bells and bell-ringing through the Milgs is
less a question of function than of the technical problems ofrcetisn. My
research does not engage with this aspect of late na¢dlievfolk towers, as it is
common to other periods and different types of tower.

Questions that address the function of church towers mustdagated with
sociological, historical and theological contexts. As Willib8&lierlander noted
in an essay referring to cathedrals that called for a mtegrated approach to
the study of medieval architecture, the “integration of congeaértainly the
most difficult and delicate task for the art historian,duese it cannot be based on
the visual and physical evidence of the monuments themselvesbupposes a
perspective from the outside, seeing the cathedrals as extravweods in an
urban, agricultural, feudal environmenf There is a danger that in bringing a
great deal of historical context to the interpretation d¢tucal monuments the
researcher runs the risk of being predisposed to draw fdéyemces, of trying to
force the physical evidence to fit the contextual facts. herotvords,
circumstances can come to seem the determining factoertieless, it is
undeniable that those who commissioned, built and beheld the toveersn a
cultural matrix of parish, village and manorial life,gofild membership, of
religious processions and liturgy, of changing patterns of tradl@griculture, of
Lollardy and orthodoxy; and it is inconceivable that this contexnloeeffect on
the circumstances of the construction of church towers. Beareher must try
to reconstruct forensically the environment that would affecthioégces open to
patrons, designers and builders without presupposing their intentionghieom
available circumstantial evidence.

7 See Cattermole,P., op. cit., chapters 1 and 2.
18 sauerlander,W., “Integration: a Closed or OperpBsal?” inArtistic Integration in Gothic
Buildings(Chieffo Raguin,V., Brush,K., Draper,P., eds.),drap, 1995, pp3-18.
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A close and methodical study of the material forms of chureleits can lead to
a number of outcomes. Firstly there is the question of atydestylistic
development. Secondly there is the interpretation of the iconogcdphg
architecture and of the various motifs displayed on the tolastly, there is
evidence of the burden placed on the parish community by the caiustruc

the material that remains. At first, these seem disdopics with little fertile
ground shared between them, yet they can all be seen frgmittieof view of
choice and constraint: the choices available to the creattrs tdwers and the
constraints placed upon them at the time of construction. Th&t sn attempt to
create a holistic view of local church architecture, anasirable goal, but rather
a more pragmatic attempt to investigate the architectustgrical and
sociological circumstances that pertained at the timemdtcuction that placed
constraints and presented opportunities to any individual or comynunit
concerned with building such a significant local monument. Evidestly such
monument exists in both time and space and so the geograguinical
chronological perspective presented by research into a group ofybsoadar
edifices built over a century and a half in a large county aad¥orfolk provides
interesting insights into the changing nature of these opportuaitie

constraints.

Style, design and attribution

An investigation of the material evidence allows a charnsetigon of church
towers according to style and design. Much attention in therdehas already
been paid to the earlier round towers of many Norfolk churgrebably
because they are peculiar to East Anglia, with a fewpiares found in East
Sussex and a number in northern Germany (Fig 6). They haveceaaiteal of
speculation as to their origins and chronology and a number of deartides
and books have been written on the subject concerned in thewitiai

typological classifications and attempts to place thaiistruction either one side
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or other of the Conquest, yet dealing less with the reasons foe practicalities

of their constructior?

Fig. 6. Hales

9 The latest of these is by Hart, $he Round Church Towers of Englafmswich, 2003; but see
also Heywood, S.R., “The Round Towered Churchddasfolk and Northern Europe” iNorfolk
Churches Trust Annual Report 1999/208Ad Messent, CThe Round Towers to English Parish
ChurchesNorwich, 1958.
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Whereas these towers have usually been seen in isolatrarttie buildings to
which they are attached, discussion of later medieval chavedrs has generally
been included within the wider framework of studies of loeaigh church
architecture generalf?This has tended to take a taxonomical approach that has
favoured the discussion of artistic attribution and has oésulted in a
teleological view of stylistic development. This tenderyiew changes in
style, design and form backwards, along a linear path ola=wvent,
necessarily diminishes the individuality of those people whe we/olved in the
decision making. By imposing stylistic norms only drawn up hundregsark
after the events in question this taxonomic urge removes tloeoof a range
of models and opportunities from which the designers (patronssoms) could
choose. In the period in question, more or less contemporanebuhati
defined in the nineteenth century as architecturally Perpeadiand further
refined by John Harvey in his bodke Perpendicular Style, 1330 — 148%any
ambitious churches and church towers were built in Norfolk thabtlconform
to a notion of stylistic consistency correlating to the ®uafassified as
Perpendicular. Yet they were presumably seen as effecti/desirable works
by those who beheld and paid for them at and after thedfiteir construction.
This research presents an opportunity to examine trenradtstylistic
development and cultural transmission through a close analysitadéde
architectural forms, such as the tracery of west windeasnd-holes and bell
openings, the mouldings of door frames, plinths and tower arches)las
large-scale forms such as the disposition of buttressethamdrangement of
tower stages and parapets. A seasoned observer of Norfolk @rahitecture
could quite readily identify groups of towers with broad sintikesi
Happisburgh (Plate 60), Ingham (Plate 75) and Bacton (Platetf8 morth-west
of the county, for example. Although such cognate groups emerge through
formal analysis, the object of the research is not tsifjathem according to
type, but to identify the range of choices available toségder of a tower at any
particular time and to investigate the circumstancesitiaenced the choices

made. In this regard heterogeneity may be just as signifas homogeneity.

22 The major contributor in this field in Norfolk hagen Richard Fawcett, see in particular
Fawcett, R.Later Gothic Architecture in Norfolkinpublished Ph.D. thesis UEA, 1975; Fawcett,
R., “The Master Masons of Later Medieval Norfolk’A Festival of Norfolk Archaeolog{996,

pp 101-126.
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The analysis that follows is based on the premise that afacuking on
classification is of limited value in helping to understamel processes which
bring about cultural change. As can be appreciated from the pmblem
encountered during research into the work of individual medieghitacts by
means of moulding and tracery analysis, as carried outxdon@e, by Richard
Fawcett! and Eileen Rober?§ the search for accurate dating and attribution of
late medieval architecture, in the absence of unequivocahusation, can be
a complicated and frustrating business. As Roberts concluded diim of
moulding analysis is to cast light on medieval architdttzan, however, only be
used to extend knowledge of the work of an architect documenteden
ways” 2 Nevertheless the methodology that underpins such researtie cery
useful. Fawcett’'s and Roberts’s studies are based uponatedlish principle
that “le bon dieu est dans le detail”, that an architeanaster mason, reveals
himself in the repeated use of small details, suchraicenoulding profiles
perhaps using the same template, that would be of little coteearpatron. My
research is not concerned with attribution, so the minufiagalding profiles
are not recorded systematically for every tower in the sarhpl@ever, by
recording the same broad classes of architectural detallsnotifs on each
church tower in the survey, from tracery patterns to trengement of buttresses
and parapets, a database of material can be compilezhthbe subjected to
comparative analysis, that when supported by documentary, gaagiand
chronological evidence reveals patterns of formal choices biatiatower
designers. This in turn allows an interpretation of the prazfessltural change

and transmission that the designers effected.

2 Fawcett, R., op. cit. 1975.

22 Roberts, E., “Moulding Analysis and ArchitectuReésearch; the Late Middle Ages” in
Architectural History 20,1977.

% Roberts, 1977, p 10.
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Iconography: religious and heraldic motifs; materials.

Similar methodology and analysis can be applied to the sculpleratation,
whether sacred or secular, that decorates the towersdideggdometric and
religious motifs are commonly found around west doors, whether in gtandr
lateral niches or in friezes above the hoodmoulds; around the base oour
plinth; and on the parapets of the towers (Plates 91a, 40al®&aare usually
in low relief carved in panels of freestone, or in the fofrdecoratively shaped
flints, termed flint flushwork. Indeed the choice and manipulatianaterials

for the surface of the towers falls within this area oestigation, particularly
the development in the use of flint to create a visual im@ae question that is
addressed by this analysis is the continued preference forelué flisit as a
surface material when much domestic architecture had alstadgd using brick
for its surface finisk? An interpretation of these symbols and materials isragai
based on a similar attempt to understand the circum&ameehich they were
chosen to decorate specific towers. A comparative anallytie data derived
from the fieldwork is again used as the basis of the intetwa. Any such
analysis must engage with current and historical thinking omthgpretation of
the iconography of architecture and architectural imagery asdstaitempted in
Chapter 4 of the thesf3 |t remains to be said at this point, however, that much
writing on this subject is bedevilled by the problematic idelaudiflings as
bearers of meaning. It seems illogical to maintain ahatilding can “mean”
anything or that it can bear meaning. There is no doubt then watrons and
architects designed a tower they intended its appearanagdimgboth its form
and its symbolic decoration, to convey certain values or ielamtogies. They
may have wanted to show the latest notions of taste,amvextise their
munificence and generosity, communal identity, piety or aeadp
commemoration. It is equally evident that the minds of tdeseners can never

be known with certainty in the absence of documented recordteafion and

24 Only one church tower under investigation, Wheatgleas brick as its surface material. This
despite many church towers, by the end of the geniguestion, using brick as their main
structural material. For an increased interestim &s a building material in the Middle Ages see
Hart, S.Flint Architecture of East Anglid,ondon, 2000; Blatchly, J., and Northeast, P.,
Decoding Flint Flushwork on Suffolk and Norfolk @thes,lpswich, 2005.

BFora summary of much of the earlier debate seesBry, P., “Medieval Architecture and
Meaning: the Limits of lconography” ihe Burlington Magazine 130988, pp 116-122.



25

even they would be of limited value. So the researcher myut identify
patterns of use and from these recreate the situations extint which certain
motifs or forms were employed. Some are easier to understanathers, of
course; the use of patronal symbols is not difficult to prty for example.
There are more complex issues: contemporary ideas about metaghor a
interpretation are harder to grasp. The medieval metaplzoctufirch as the
Heavenly Jerusalem begs questions about the connotations that tvwecs
may have had for contemporary onlookers, especially if the tivarmed a grand
ceremonial entrance. There is some help from medievatesyparticularly
William Durandus who, in hiRationale divinorum officiorurwritten in 1286
compares church towers to “the preachers and prelates of ttod evhich are
her bulwark and defence”, and later, “the pinnacles ofawers signify the life
or the mind of a prelate which aspireth heavenwaitislis treatise was popular
enough to have exercised some influence in ecclesiastidalsciat least. This
project, though, does not seek to find a synthetic solution edhegraphy of
towers and their decoration, but to examine particular fonmdssats of forms
and to try and divine individual solutions to problems of choiceutjin the
repetition of known forms or by adaptation or even innovation. This agiproa
reflects that of Aby Warburg who treated the detailed bagarticular as

human documents and not as elements in a grand synthesised ide

Patronage and the parish community

The last area of investigation is that which tries tovarat an understanding of
the burdens imposed on a local community by the scale of towdirigpil
campaigns. This is done by an assessment of both the awaitahlmentary
evidence and, crucially, the material evidence. As haadlrbeen noted most
East Anglian churches were built using flint rubble and mortappily for the
church archaeologist, the materials and construction methodsnesedthat
Norfolk churches and their towers wear their construction histegey much on
their sleeves, in a way that buildings faced with freestimeot. It is often

possible to identify from a close inspection of changes imétare of materials

26 DurandusRationale divinorum officioruni\eale, J.M., and Webb, B., (eds.), 1893.
27 Gombrich, E.H.Aby Warburg: an Intellectual Biographiondon, 1970, p143.
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within a building where particular construction campaigns falsbr where an
earlier structure is amended or superseded by a laieal#io possible to
understand where a tower remains unfinished, as in the ctsemdighbouring
towers of Felmingham (Plate 43) and Stratton Strawlease(RB5), where
ambitiously wide and powerful lower courses and buttressewararried up to
the heights of third or fourth stages; or in cases of a nuailmdten grand
towers, such as Cawston and St. Andrew’s, Norwich, timadirewithout
parapets. An understanding of the apparently high proportion of &liodated
to tower construction can help to shed light on the ambitindgastes of
individual and communal patrons, particularly in relation tovwey visible

nature of display that a large tower affords.

Paul Binski wrote in the introduction to his study of WestminAtgrey and
Plantagenet Kingship that “each generation creates the matsiineeeds and
deserves...” and that a study of these monuments provides usavdtbcburse
about the character and purpose of forms of power and idefftityhat can the
towers reveal about the cultural ambitions of their patrons? didwhey, for
instance, incorporate attitudes to commemoration, if atrabid age when the
concern with commemoration as a means towards the expodtsom and
remission of time in purgatory was an important influendiéncreation of
material culture, what role did the patronage of church toheve? How
common was it for church towers to be built in competition vathin imitation
of, one another and what can any saampanilismdell us about attitudes to
parochial pride and identity? Some have averred that iage ¢f faith” the
wealth of a district was reflected in its churchese*Way reasonably conclude
that any area in which almost every village has a fiadiaval church was once
an important centre of the wool trade upon which the national egonom
depended. The great wool churches of East Anglia....remaiea®rnals of the
power, as well as the piety, of the™and 18' century clothiers who built them,
while we are more likely to find small Norman churchesitetireas which did

not share this prosperity®. There is no doubt that local wealth and large building

28 Binski, P.,Westminster Abbey and the Plantagenets, Kingshiplza Representation of
Power, 1200-1400\ew Haven, 1995, p. vii.
2% Anderson, M.D.History and Imagery in British Churchdspndon, 1971, p 208.
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campaigns show a high degree of correlation, but this resaiansito
understand the degree to which wealth, often newly acquuasithe reason for
a prestigious commission such as a grand church tower, ehyntiee necessary
condition for such patronage.

It is only through the close examination of the elemtat constitute
church towers in Norfolk that such themes or ideologiesbegndged or even
considered. Such questions as those outlined above are addirsssed road
art historical and historiographical context in Chapter 2.Hap@er 3 issues of
style and design are considered and the notions of stylistedagenent and
architectural taxonomy are discussed. Questions concerning the emeptoyf
emblems, symbols and architectural motifs as well as the ativeoeffect of
the particular use of building materials are dealt with in @hvaf which also
engages with the debate on the interpretation of the iconogohphgdieval
architecture. Chapter 5 is concerned with the burdens of poestigcal
commissions and extended building campaigns, involving an inaéstigand
analysis of documented patronage. From the results of éhgsemnof the
research data and of an attempt to integrate the thendesssed in the
preceding chapters, a number of case studies of individual tawengroups of
towers are presented throughout each of these chapters tersappthe results
of that analysis and to highlight and characterise thergdindings. It is thus
my ambition to address the concerns with the particulahthat been expressed
in this Introduction. It is my hope, in conclusion, that this grbjnvestigates not
the intentions of the creators of church towers, for those @zt e completely
known, but “the circumstances out of which designs grew and tterdaghich

were causally involved in their final shapé$”.

80 Crossley, P., “Frankl’'s Text: Its Achievement &ignificance” in Frankl, P Gothic
Architecture Paul Crossley,ed., New Haven, 2000, p 30.
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Chapter 2.

An overview of the history and historiography of the
development of western towers in ecclesiastical dntecture.

1. International

In the second half of the sixth century, Gregory of Toursevabbut a pilgrim
desperate for a relic who cut or shaved pieces off adyedi-hanging from a
tower into the basilica of St. Martin at TodtsThese shavings were then mixed
with water to form a miraculous healing potion. The shrine oMattin and
relics associated with the saint were well known for havimgtove properties,
even the oil from lamps hanging near the tomb being efficaciaihe treatment
of eye complaints. The Merovingian kings of the fifth and sbethturies treated
the shrine as an oracle, rather as the Greeks at Delpig;Gilperic wrote a
letter to the saint asking for guidance on a matter mbrcdaw and had it placed
on his tomb. A blank piece of paper was left for the rdply after waiting for
three days the king gave up disappoiritedt is interesting for the architectural
historian that this most illustrious of Merovingian churchesasaver and at
least one bell, and that the bell seems to have beerdlaugjee tower.

The church of St. Martin that Gregory describesious passages of
his writings was constructed around the year 470 to replaogéesvooden
structure erected at the time of the burial of the sahit Basilica, burned down
and reconstructed at the end of the sixth century, is oftenaseienportant or
representative in the development of architecture in the lafritie old western
Roman empire north of the Alps and the Pyrenees, exhibitirgt las been
labelled a proto-Romanesque style. It has been said to ateitipe

developments seen during the Carolingian period three hundredateasnd

st Gregory of ToursThe Miracles of the Bishop St. Martin,|,28,Van Dam, R.Saints and their
Miracles in Late Antique GauRrinceton, 1993.
82 Gregory of ToursHistory of the Franks, V, 14Trans. Thorpe, L., Harmondsworth, 1974.
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Romanesque architecture of the tenth and eleventh certlifies.substance of
these grand claims can be seen in the reconstruction ofstiedbpresented by
Conant in his work on Carolingian and Romanesque Architéétwtech shows
an aisled church with a low clerestory, an apparent tritautransept that
projects at ground level beyond the plane of the aisles aradally, two axial
towers, one at the western end of the nave, the otherlaverdssing topped out
with a lanterrt> (Fig 7) Conant provides a disclaimer with this restoratiossi
much as he assures the reader that while the elemenrtaia, all details are
hypothetical, and it is clear that his imagination of thedeenents certainly
prophesies later buildings in Gaul, the main abbey church atlk&diging chief

amongst them.

Fig. 7. St Martin, Tours. Reconstruction: K. Conant

33 See Conant K.JCarolingian and Romanesque Architecture 800 — 12Edmondsworth,
1979, pp39 — 41; Male, B.a fin du paganisme en Gaule et les plus anciebasgiques
chretiennesParis, 1950, pp.138-143.

34 Conant, 1979, p.40.

35t is known that the church was oriented, unlikelier Constantinian basilicas in Rome.
Orientation had become the norm by the fifth cenand occidentation was only revived,
probably for programmatic reasons, during the Qag@n period.
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Furthermore there is no direct documentary or archaeologickree for the
existence of a transept in this phase of the buil#fing.

Nonetheless, sufficient written testimony exists to sugdpastConant is correct
to include the two towers, even if the tower nearer énetsiary may not have
marked a crossing of nave and transept and may not haviedaéxd in a lantern.
That lanterns on church towers in this period were not unknown though, is
suggested by a reference in the poetry of Gregory’s contemgfewgunatus,
who mentions aturritus” topped with a wooden spire in relation to the church
built by Bishop Felix of Nante¥.Nevertheless, the reason for characterising
St.Martin’s basilica as “proto-Romanesque” seems t@beye all, in the
agglomeration of towers that recalls the verticalitynefdieval ecclesiastical
architecture rather more than the tower-less and horizon&l@stof the great
Constantinian basilicas popularly held to be the models for clwitding in
subsequent centuries. St. Martin’s is thus seen as a v \asd
representative break with a past tradition and somehow a pturdaduture in
which the exterior of churches were dominated for nearlyllarmium by great

towers and spires.

The western tower at Tours was not fully integrated irspgaial arrangement of
the church, but at ground level formed an entrance vestibolgarsto an
exonarthex, that was separated from the main vesdet achurch by a solid wall
in which the main door was located. This is known from an ipon written on
that door that provides an insight into the reasons for the aotistr of the
tower that guarded it: “On entering the temple lift your eyehis.tower repels
the proud and protects the humble of hefrClearly the inscription casts the

tower in the role of metaphorical protector, a role well suigds form,

% In this regard Conant has followed Male’s intetatien of the description of the basilica given
by Gregory of Tours itdistory of the Franksll, 14, in which he states some dimensions of the
building and the number of windows and columns.évalieves that a spatial organisation that
included a transept would have been necessarglinizh that attracted a large number of
pilgrims, and that only this extra architecturaraent could explain the number of windows, 52,
and columns, 120, quoted by Gregory: Male, E., 195M0.

37 FortunatusCarmina iii, 15,quoted in Dalton, OGregory of Tours, the History of the Franks,
Vol. 1, Oxford, 1927, p.324.

38 e Blant, E.Inscriptions chretiennes de la Gaule anterieured/dle siecle Vol. |, Paris,
1856-1865, pp.231,232.
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reminiscent of military defences and fortified gatewaihether this western
tower is that referred to in the story of the relic-gatigepilgrim is not clear, for
both Male and subsequently Vieillard-Troiekoufdfiave interpreted the
continuation of the door inscription as revealing the existehe@ eastern or
crossing tower: “...higher still is that tower which rises sbpeinto the sky and
which conducted St. Martin to heaven.” Another story from Gregbmyours
would seem to confirm this and place the tower directlyantfof the shrine of
the saint, perhaps illuminating it with the light from thiedows in the lanterf
This in turn suggests that the builders were sufficienttpaplished and
confident to raise a tower over an open space resting, presuomefour piers.

The evidence is compelling for the existence of twetswn the main
axis of one of France’s most important churches in the sixtligemne at the
west end of the church, though not fully integrated with thenmessel of the
building, the other located in front of the sanctuary, adjacethiet high altar and
the shrine of St. Martift. It also introduces elements that are common in the
historiography of ecclesiastical tower architecture: balisets as places of
defence or refuge, liturgical usage and, perhaps most imggrtsymbolism. At
St. Martin’s basilica the inscription on the western ddioms the tower to be
seen as a place of succour for the humble, as much metaphsnidsisical, just
as the eastern tower was interpreted by Gregory of Tourp&Eseating a
stairway to heaven for Saint Martin. This celestiabaggion is mirrored in a
reference to the contemporary basilica of St. Croix — Bcant of Pari§?
consecrated in 558 by St. Germain in the presence of Kiiidebert, as having
a gilded central tower, something which a later basilicat.oMartin at Tours

seems also to have hid.

39 Male, 1950, p 143; Vieillard-Troiekouroff, M_es monuments religieux de la Gaule d'apres
les oeuvres de Gregoire de TouPgyris, 1974, p.398.

40 Gregory of ToursThe Life of St. Martin, |, 38 Van Dam, 1993, Gregory tells the story of a
young acolyte who attempted to commit suicide gwhing himself from the inside of a tower
in the basilica, but through the intervention af gaint came to no harm, landing lightly on the
pavement in front of the saint’'s tomb. This storyuld suggest that the tower was positioned just
in front of the apse in which the saint’s tomb wasated.

“1 Gregory also mentions towers located near the &ligh at St. Julien-de-Brioud&lfe

Miracles of St. Julien V]land at St. Felix-de-Gerona at Narbon@éo(y of the Martyrs XQl
quoted in Vieillard-Troiekouroff, 1974, pp.

42 GislemarVita S. Doctrovei, IXn Le Blant, 1856

43 Migne, Patrologia Latina, CXXXIIl, Sermo 1V, de combus#drasilicae beati Martini.
“..quosdam grandaeviores fraters vidimus, qui eatabantur dicentes quod machine domus
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It is evident, then, that towers adorned some of the majoclobsiof France in
the sixth century. However, those architectural historians whe dddressed the
guestion of the development of ecclesiastical towers have téodedcentrate
on two major forms that made their appearances later iremmeShristendom:
westworks, and twin-towered facades. This is not to saye#rier tower forms,
such as those mentioned above, have been ignored, but havdeastihéreated
as steps on a path of development that have led towardsafisation of the
forms that have ultimately interested the scholars invaivells field. The
approach to both of these types can be said to have been divagetly into two
strands. Firstly there has been a taxonomic approach thatied aii finding
sequential examples of architectural forms and therefaeggesting a path of
development. Secondly, there are art historians who have agttoghterpret
towers iconographically, seeing connexions between examples batied on
associations or connotations that each could have activateel imind of a class

of observer.

Taxonomic and functionist interpretations

The first approach is less ambitious, and its proponents haveltenkbeate the
origins of the later fashion for medieval ecclesiastioader building in western
Christendom in the fifth- and sixth-century French churches oreediabové?
While this line of enquiry acknowledges the presence of towarsrinexion
with older churches built in other parts of the Christian warldst notably in
Syria and Armenia, it has tended not to engage with the paysibdt there is a
serious link between them and the towers built later irlemeg£urope that
represent the main focus of this research. It is integesi note that the starting
point for discussion of medieval tower building is often the constmof the
Carolingian imperial abbeys and chapels of the late leighdl early ninth
centuries (and of their supposed forerunner at Tours) and hosvithesn
influenced the later church building programmes in the Ottasmiawire, the
French royal domain and the duchy of Normandy in the tenth aneingte

contra solem resplendens quasi monticulus auredeatur et tam gratam speciem cernentibus
repraesentabat, ut gloriam beati Martini quodammaelstarentur.”

*4 This is principally the thesis of Conant, 1979jethhas been referenced by subsequent
scholars.
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centuries. These are, in their turn, held to be theupsecs of the great towers of
the thirteenth-century cathedrals. The problem with this teleszibgearch for
origins is that it subjugates everything that came befotlectdinal stage in the
development of an object or motif, whenever that has been ctmbenThis is
very neatly summed up in Schaeffer’s assertion that éimgahe development
of the two-tower facade “we must refer to the thirteemthtary cathedrals of
France, which in more than one sense represent the end pouheélapment
and which are the norm and ideal toward which earlier fordstiven.*® The
perils of this approach are clear; that it is anachrortistielieve that earlier
forms, or their designers, were doing anything other than produerigetst and
most appropriate results possible in the circumstancesoptet akarching for or
striving towards a notional future ideal; and that by seetkindentify an
architectural evolution it casts aside many valid objectsatifsrthat deserve
consideration on their own terms rather than on the ternsstoblars seeking to

construct histories based on a notional evolutionary taxonomy.

The appearance towards the end of the eighth century of lafyeeatural forms
at the west ends of major churches, which operated as haor@arthexes or
entrance porches, is usually associated with imperiedmeadge or, at least, with
the patronage of those associated with Charlemagne and hissascéluch of
the history of western art and architecture of this perisddzused on the
Carolingian adoption and transformation of Antique imperial &yrasually
underplaying the cultural production of other peoples and politiescidental
Europe, such as the Lombard duchies of Italy, the Visigoths tierarSpain
and, to a lesser extent, the Umayyad Caliphate of Cordob#hé’development
of what is known in German as tivestwerkseems superficially to owe little to
Antique prototypes.

Although the important new church at St. Denis, dedi¢atéd5, had
two small towers either side of an entrance porch at tise evel'® “the most

A7

characteristically Northern and energetic of the chursligde™’ was best

45 gchaeffer, H., “The Origin of the Two-Tower Facand&komanesque Architecturefyt
Bulletin XXVII, 2, 1945, p85.

“6 Crosby produced a reconstruction of tHec8ntury abbey church based on his own
excavations in Crosby, S. ML’Abbaye royale de Saint-DenBaris, 1953, p.12.

47 Conant, 1979, p.43.
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represented at an early stage of development by the rmonaéCentula or St.
Riquier, reconstructed in the 790s. Although none of the monastétirigs|
dating from that time are extant and the main abbey chuschden rebuilt three
times, we are fortunate that a full description of the rmim@omplex and an
illustration that corresponded closely to that text weckugled inThe Chronicle
of Hariulf dated 10882 From this we can deduce that the main church of the
complex (there were three in all), basilican in plam tveo axial towers in the
manner of St. Martin at Tours. At Centula, though, the effestto make the
church seem double-ended, with the western tower raised alicuesept and
flanked by two prominent stair turrets that stand just towbst of the tower-
transept agglomeration (Fig 8). There appears to be as@niangement for the
sanctuary, though the reproduced drawing shows a prominent projexdiege

arm terminating in an apsidal ambulatory.

Fig. 8. St Riquier. Digitisation: California College of the Arts

8 Conant, 1979, p.43, n.3. This drawing was repreduwice before the destruction of the
manuscript in 1719. There is scholarly consensaisttie account and drawing in the text can be
relied upon.
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Two seventeenth-century engravings based on the illustratibe ichronicle
show the two towers composed of large circular drums rising @heveof
levels of the transepts each surmounted by three tapering Icstaigas depicted
unmistakably as very tall open lanterns and terminatirigrge crosse®. The
prominent flanking stair turrets finish in similar conicahierns. Taking both
engravings and documentation into account, Effmann proposedrstraiction
of the fagade of the church that includes a triple portaheroe, an esonarthex of
three stories between the twin stair turrets in front ettAnsept and occidental
tower. This tower is not an independent element with an artiriieccoherence
from ground level upwards, but begins at the level of the roibfeotransept. The
result is that the facade is an agglomeration of aisrtbat together form an
imposing block of porch and transept, articulated by the lagg&rad tower and
the side turret3) What is apparent is that the facade gives no visual cline to
form of the church behind it. Indeed the nave is so completelyndéea by the
towers at either end that Hariulf called iestibulun™* While this was probably
intended to imply the idea of a vestibule to the eastern tamgsanctuary, Heitz
argues that the nave can equally be seen as a vestibluevtestern tower. This
is because he sees the western section as a selfreahthiurch, an idea
reflected in the French term he gives to westwaektises-porche¥ Using
evidence from Hariulf's description of the church together with kedge of the
reforms to the liturgy instigated by Angilbert, the abbot antbpatf the rebuilt
church, Heitz has argued that the form of the western seaaftitve church was
designed to satisfy liturgical demards.

The tomb of Angilbert was placed in the porch amfrof the main portal
above which was a grand depiction of the Nativity, probabiyasaic. On

entering the western section of the church there was aHatigeesembling a

“9 For a further discussion of the documentary eidesee Parsons, D., ‘The Pre-Romanesque
Church of St Riquier: the Documentray Evidendeurnal of the British Archaeological
AssociationVVol.130, 1977

50 Effmann, W., Centula — Saint. Riquier. Eine Untersuchung zurdhehte der kirchlichen
Baukunst in der Karolingerzeiiunster, 1912, reproduced in Heitz, Brchitecture et Liturgie

a I'epoque carolingienneRaris, 1963, p26.

51 “Haec ab oriente habet ingentem turrem post cancelkt, interposto vestibule, alia turris
versusoccidentem habetur priori aequalis’, The Chronicle of Hariulflib. 11, cap. VII quoted

in Conant, 1979, p44.

2 Heitz, 1963, p.24.

%3 Angilbert was one of the key figures in CharleneigrPalace School and his appointment as
Abbot of St. Riquier (as well as mayor of the toefrCentula) highlights the importance of the
monastery in the Carolingian system of patronage.
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crypt, which was known as ti@ripta Sancti Salvatorideitz interprets this
name as owing more to liturgical function than appearascieamajor
reliquary of the abbey, theéapsa majorwas found here. Directly above this
space was another large room open to the east, therefore laukinige nave
towards the sanctuary. An altar consecrated to the Savioulaeed here,
facing east. Access to this room was given by the flankaigtstrets.
Revealingly, the Rule of Angilbert states that masses teebe celebrated on
Easter day and Christmas day at this altar by twotpriedio were to
communicate with children who were congregated in the tribumes (
ambulatoriis)and those who waited at the foot of the stairs in the ardzaled
beneati?* In other words, the space enclosed by the western towéraasept
was intended to be used as a parish church attachesldabllby for the people of
Centula.

It is likely though, that such a structure was interiddze more than
simply a parish church, and that its relationship with #s¢ of the church,
particularly its mirror construction at the eastern end obtlikling, was
intended to be significant. That a number of other great chuwitdings with
imperial connexions were designed with similar emphasis onvlestern ends
suggests that the importance attached to these new stsuoyu@arolingian
patrons reflected more than the exigencies of parochiapyjitWhere Heitz,
Conant and others who interpret such buildings on the basis of tay@mam
utility fall short, is in neglecting to consider the idegical implications of the
choices made by designers and patrons. The iconographical intéopreta
westworksand other western tower forms will be considered below.

Thewestwerkin a form similar to that built at Centula, a turriform
western block flanked by slender though prominent stair tunetsaining a
vertical arrangement of entrance vestibule with chapel alma®a common
feature in many of the great churches built throughout the ninthrge and it
continued to be employed through to the eleventh century, asBer&lit-sur-
Loire and Tournus, for example. Those who have not consideredraographic
interpretation of the particular chosen forms have been éhtptsee a linear,

evolutionary process in the patterns of development. Conant wroththat

54 Hariulf, Chronique de I'’Abbaye de Saint-Riquient, F., ed., Paris, 1894, p.299.
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wonderful design for Angilbert’s church dedicated in 799, evidendigiara
sensation, and echoes of it are perceptible in ecclesibatchitecture for
centuries.” He went on to present a chain of influence amiply that “from
Saint-Riquier, Reims, and also Corbie the motif went tav@ey... in fact the
design of Saint-Riquier had an enduring success in Germanye wharfluence
can be traced from generation to generation through cenflinexathedral of
Mainz comes to mind: the building of 978 and its successiwefoemations are
merely variations on the Centula themi@Conant is surely correct in
recognising patterns of similarity in all the buildings isés| yet in restricting
himself to an approach based solely on a formal classdit he avoids
exploring why designers and patrons chose to build such similar ceuFdre
the proponents of a taxonomic analysis later westwwete designed as a direct
result of a purely aesthetic consideration of earlier mottatsimplicit in this
perspective that an architectural motif is dependent fangtgration on an
earlier similar form and that the pattern of developmentdltmgically from this
formal relationship. But is it really the case that Cor{fgyg. 9), Mainz and the
Palace Chapel at Aachen were built with westworks onlyusecthe new motif
at Centula had “made a sensation”? The analysis does not adggoatey
why that particular form was chosen over any other model thaavealable to
the designer at the time. In ignoring the possibilities oflanlogical element in
the choice of design, it is assumed that the major factqgiay are utility (as
propounded by Heitz in his examinations of architecture and litangyyXaste,
that architectural form is determined by previous models medmte¢he taste of
the patron and designer. It leaves unasked and unansweredstuhad tand

where it comes from.

%5 Conant, 1979, p.46.



Fig. 9. Corvey
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Iconographic interpretations

One can readily identify patterns of similarity in manyha# structures at the
western ends of great churches in western Christendom feogighth century
to the end of the middle ages. Changes in dominant forrhsasuestworks or
twin-towered facades can be traced and classified aogpraichronology and
geography, and notions of stylistic development and disseminatidmecased to
describe these phenomena. However, none of these actuaiynsxphy such
forms came to be chosen and have such a lasting hold on the desiess.
Taxonomy cannot identify the cultural influences that came do e particular
forms. Why, for instance, did the notion of placing a pair ofetevat the western
facade of great churches, one at each side of the entcamce to dominate
ecclesiastical design in much of Europe for seven hundred yearshe

building of the Norman Abbey of St. Etienne at Caen to the pdieteait

became the default choice? (Fig 10)

Fig. 10. Caen, St Etienne
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Can this be imputed merely to a convention of design thatifgdvyang after
questions of taste or utility had withered as decidingfaan the choice of
form? One approach to addressing these questions has b&aminesthe
climate of ideas that subsisted at the time of the naetgin of these buildings
and to try and reconstruct the ideological imperativesvieat into shaping their
forms.

It should be noted at this point that the ongoing debate on the
iconographic interpretation of architecture has been bedetbi¢lde notion that
architectural forms have meaning. The language of discoutkisifield even
resorts to the idea that a particular building or motifieanmeaning. Hence, Paul
Crossley’s essay summarising the state of the iconograptabate is entitled
“Medieval Architecture and Meaning: the Limits of IconograpR/The idea
that things ‘convey’ is a very insecure concept, and it idysaeder not to
impute such anthropomorphic concepts to a mute edifice, buta& spéhe
associations and connotations that architecture might encouragelserver or
class of observers. In this way significatory analysis s#nédte [an architectural
motif] in its cultural milieu.®” This, however, begs the question about the
intentions of those who created the architecture to corsgic associations
and connotations. In the absence of explicit statements of intertan never
know what patrons and designers were thinking when they exploiteclijzar
forms or maotifs. It is only through the identification of the p&Esit exploitation
of similar forms correlating to a pattern of use or belieéd we can reach a
provisional conclusion about the motivation for using such matis i
metaphorical or associative way. Even the cumulative weigiidence will
allow any conclusion to be tentative at best. However, gpeoach does allow a
much wider class of objects to be considered than does a taxomgpnoach,
for here we are dealing with the transmission of ideas ab i with physical
forms. As Krautheimer explained in his “Introduction to an Icoaphy of
Medieval Architecture” there are two types of copying. Titst is formalistic,
where the copy bears a strong visual, formal similarith¢optrototype. The

second he calls “symbolic” where the copy is a “symbolbotears strong

% Crossley, P., “Medieval Architecture and Meanitig Limits of Iconography” iThe
Burlington Magazine 130,988, pp.116 — 122.
5" Crossley, 1988, p.116, referring to Aby Warbungisw of the utility of iconography.
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resonances of, the prototypéWhere a taxonomic analysis allows only an
examination of the first type of relationship, iconographic inetgtion
considers both. Hence the wide-ranging class of buildingsédmabe considered
in an iconographic assessment of the two major design forthe @fest end of

great churches in the Middle Ages: the westwork and thettwiered facade.

Whilst medieval architecture has been subjected to iconograjimabisis from
the time of Isidore of Seville in the seventh century anidiabh Durandus in the
thirteenth to German art historians in the decadestatte$econd World War
and beyond, little attention has been paid to the subjectsiémetowers and
towered facades. One major exception to this is the study Bgl&win Smith of
Roman Imperial symbolism in medieval architecture. Herexas the connexion
between towered facades and the notion of kingship as convetfedancient
city-gate and in palace architecture adopted by the Rofr@anghe Hellenistic
Near East? Baldwin Smith saw both westworks and twin towered facaugs
continuing tradition of tower forms used as metaphors for both ccamai
temporalimperium.He acknowledged that theneere gaps in the evidence, but
suggested that it was difficult to disregard a continuumbkbgan when the
Mesopotamians “attributed anagogical values to the toweargdié of their
kingly strongholds and transferred this gateway feature toph&ices and
temples; that the Egyptians made the towered pylon a padacgletand cosmic
symbol; that the Syrians in the Roman period added towergleentrance to
the temples of their sky-gods; that the Christians in Syri@demige of towers to
transform the primitive church into a Royal House of God; tiatdate Roman
and Byzantine architects and artists made the towered fagadabol of the
Sacrum Palatiumand that the Carolingian emperors constructed a towered
facade over the entrance to their royal abbey churches asmacrgallocus
regalisand a monumental assertion thatBraéatiumwas over the churctf®
This hypothesis would need a great weight of cumulative suppertidgnce to

persuade any scholar today that repeated use of motifs ovea spah of time is

58 Krautheimer, R., “Introduction to an IconograptyMediaeval Architecture, The Journal of
the Warburg and Courtauld Institutes, 1942, pp.1 — 33.

59 Baldwin Smith, E.Architectural Symbolism of Imperial Rome and theldié AgesNew
York, 1978.

50 Baldwin Smith, 1978, pp.8, 9.
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more than merely conventional, but reflects the ideology of sactessive

cultural generation.

Existing evidence suggests that twin towers on church faeaithes side of an
entrance porch were common in fifth century Syria. Therexaenples at
Turmanin, Qalb Lozeh, Ruweha and at R’safah, which to Kran#re'seem to
have served [no] practical or liturgical function.” Four vergmment towers
rise from the ambulatory of the centrally-planned San Lorenzgghdee in
Milan. Axial towers at the west end and sanctuariempbrtant Gallic churches
were built in the sixth century. And Carolingian patrons andydess placed
great emphasis on tower forms at the west end of their clsuashieas been
outlined above. All these motifs could have recalled ideashgfkiip both in the
sense of their earthly patrons as well as being metapbotisef King of Kings,
the King of Heaven, thereby metaphorically casting the chuhekich they
were part as the Heavenly Jerusalem. There is muderee that the towered
facade motif derives ultimately from the ancient Near Bésre “the gateway
was a symbol of heavenly authority because it was the esttarthe domain
and dwelling of both godlike kings and kinglike gods. Its arcuated|@orta
towered bulwark continued to have ideological value throughout Antigaity
the Middle Ages because it was the place where the popeleewed with
dramatic pageantry their ruler as a divine being, a triumpkator, and a
potential saviour® That the Roman emperors adopted this ‘performance’ of
oriental kingship is well known, and architectural motifs westespatically
used to reinforce in the minds of the people the grandeuwdiaimé authority of
the supreme ruler. Coins from the reigns of Diocletian and Quirs¢ashow a
castrum portal, while those from the reigns of various empshaw twin
towered city gates, all reinforcing the idea of imperidharity through the
image of a sacred entrance.

After Constantine’s adoption of Christianity many matifpagan
imperial authority were retained and used by Christian raledsordly patrons.
This is as true of architectural forms as it is of numisara pictorial

conventions. It could be seen in the Great Palace in Constantimopie

51 Baldwin Smith, 1978, p.10.



43

amongst numerous Roman motifs was the Chalce, a large deexdtidule

where the most important ceremonies took place and where theahlipergy

cast the emperor as “the Kosmicos Autocrator, the Ecuméviestier of the
World, the Pontifex Maximus of the Church, the Isapostolos an€thistos-
Basileus.®? This type of domed hall had been an imperial commonplace since
Nero constructed such a structure to imitate the cosntbe Domus Aurea.

In this context of the appropriation of imperial forms by Sttamn
patrons, the emphasis was shifted from the glorious presentbacsaored
emperor to the promise of salvation of a heavenly Kinging& As Baldwin
Smith emphasises, these forms, whether architecturagitigror pictorial, were
the only means by which the spiritual and ideological cona#rgeeat patrons
could be “made apparent to a public accustomed to visualise giviniperial
terms.® Furthermore, when the Carolingians sought to revive in the ives
idea of a divinely invested emperor these motifs could be usemhlyoto give
substance to ecclesiastical iconography but also to suppolitieal ambitions
of the rulers who intended to be seen as one with the staieddr to show that
they were the heirs of Constantine, these rulers and tiaiessors in the
Western (Holy) Roman Empire commissioned towers at tteteneends of their
royal abbeys and chapels as metaphors of the King’'s Gtte $acrum
Palatium as well as Roman Triumph. Taking this thesis furtheld\Bia Smith
argued that westworks, which appeared initially only on impahhkys or
palace chapels that emperors were likely to visit, predespportunities for the
emperor to be enthroned in the church as earthly counterpbeMbfestas
Domini® The elevated rooms that looked down into the nave of sudwerks
as those at Centula, Corvey or the Palatine Chapel at Anchéd make
dramatic stages for the enthroned emperor to appear abovejbigsal King
and High-Priest. Also at Aachen, as at Centula, theseanamncave vestibule
that opened from the west fagade of the westwork onto ad#iigen that recalls
the appearance vestibule on the facade of the PalaceBtdhehs at Ravenna
that was well known to Carolingian patrons. It is interestingote in the light of

iconographical interpretation of Carolingian towered facadetsntiany

62 Rambaud, A.Etudes sur I'histoire ByzantinParis, 1912, p.177.
3 Baldwin Smith, 1978, p.74.
54 Baldwin Smith, 1978, p.83.
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westworks were separately dedicated to the Saviour, subbsesat Centula,
Aachen, Mainz, Fulda, Werden, Farfa, Fontanella, Frankfgrea St. Nicasius
at Reims, consistent with the protocol of 877 in which thpexor was called
Salvator Mundi®®

If the thesis that a westwork was a type of impgaddce chapel at the
west end of an imperial foundation, and that it conveyed aggnts of temporal
as well as spiritual authority, is correct then it mapdielp to explain why the
increasing choice of towered facades was broadly limitéahids north of the
Alps that fell within the emperors’ domain. Areas thabggased papal claims to
supremacy do not seem to have had many towered churcheshathérdse
such as Farfa, with strong imperial connexions, or in thoss pathe south of
Italy and Sicily that were later to fall under the conttbhorthern Europeans.
That the Church gradually managed to transfer the asswc@itiowered
facades from the figure of the emperoiCGisistus Dominto Christ as the
Majestas Dominiand to the heavenly gateway of an Augustinian City of God,
does not affect the proposition that the notion still lingeredéaturies after the
Carolingians, and perhaps explains the Norman use of the mogfnly
conquered territories. Nevertheless, by the tenth and elevemtilries those
associations and connotations that the Church promoted would have beetbme
established in the minds of observers in Imperial, French antdh territories
and, although the forms of towered facades changed, the tasogiraphic
association remained.

As the Papacy triumphed from the early twelfth centine westwork,
that most imperial of forms, lost its currency, and tvanwéred facades became
the favourite choice for the designers and patrons of many oféheanhurches
in northern Europe. The development of the bay system in Norrohiteature
allowed western twin towers to be fully integrated itite main vessel of a
church if the designer or patron wished, with each tower Isipgorted on the
piers of the arcade of the westernmost bays of either Aislidne potential of
designers and builders to manage the distribution of the migss and stress
involved in erecting very tall buildings increased, it wastthin tower solution

that came to characterise the appearances of many gifehieGothic cathedrals

% schramm, P.EDer Konig von Frankreichl, Weimar, 1939, p.40, n.4.
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of western and Northern Europe. The opportunity to decorate suchdefa

ways that could convey an enormous variety of associations existeBlaldwin
Smith’s thesis insists that it remained a “Gate of Heavi¢h over its Royal

Door a round window made resplendent in honour of the King of Heaven, and
crowned with a celestial arcade often made more explidiidwaddition of a
King's Gallery.”® While this is a conclusion that infers much about the
intentions of the medieval cathedral patrons and must renmddtite, it is not
improbable that the magnificence of these towered gatewasy/seaedily and
intuitively associated in the minds of an observer with they®f the

metaphorical Kingdom of Heaven that lay beyond their portals.

As a postscript to this discussion of architectural iconogréphyst be stressed
that the associations and connotations that buildings evoke aaddijrttie
emotions that they provoke, cannot be controlled by those who had ribetede
That towers had great symbolic power is illustrated by episodesthe ninth-
century Umayyad caliphate in Spain. A Christian writdhah of Cordoba,
complained that Christians were obliged to protect theirfeamsthe cries of the
muezzin emanating from numerous minarets, and lamented bittat)yn
violation of earlier orders, the towers of Christian churehe® being torn
down. In his lament the ‘power’ of the minaret is comparabtbabof the
church tower as the most visible expression of their reseailigions. He went
on to describe how Muslims when hearing the sound of beC#iistian bell-
towers “wail out repeatedly unspeakable thintsAnother Christian writer
wrote that they “begin to exercise their tongues in all kinsinefaring and
foulness.® Dodds suggests that the tower minaret may have been adtopted
Spain as a reaction to the perceived power of the belltiow@hristian

communitie$®

¢ Baldwin Smith, 1978, p.76.

67 Albar of Cordobalndiculus Luminosusyl, trans. in Colbert, EThe Martyrs of Cordoba
(850-859),Washington D.C., 1962.

68 Eulogius of Cordobaylemorials Lib I, 21, in Dodds. JAl-Andalus; The Art of Islamic Spain,
New York, 1992, p.17.

% Dodds, 1992, pp.13-18. Dodds recounts how wheMafsur sacked Santiago de Compostela
in the tenth century he took the bells from thénedtal and had them transported to the Great
Mosque at Cordoba to be used as oil lamps. Thigesalon of a powerful symbol was reversed
when Ferdinand Ill conquered Cordoba in 1236 antitha bells carried back to Compostela on
the backs of Muslim slaves.
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2. England

The history and historiography of the development of westerrrsowé=ngland
will be examined only briefly in this chapter as much of thgexct is considered
in more detail in subsequent chapters that deal with the intatipreof the
research data. Nevertheless a short overview of etli@rs is necessary,
particularly as so few of those built before the Norman Cesigremain. Indeed,
the Normans are represented as having a policy for modernisaigcreches
by replacing them with their own designs, in itself a synthedipression of
triumph and very much a political programme. Their vigorous sigle of
architecture characterised by a rigid architectural divisigcgh@have into bays
and by the twin-towered fagade, exemplified in the two duda¢ygs at Caen,
was adopted widely in the conquered kingdom when cathedrals and atdrey
rebuilt. As an expression of a triumphal ideology and of thecasgm with

royal or aristocratic patronage, the twin-towered fagaae an immediately
recognisable motif, because it had not been seen b8tarkey monument,
sadly now destroyed, was Lanfranc’s cathedral at Canterbugynbe 1070,
echoed and elaborated at the abbey of St Augustine’s, lauiedred yards to the
east. Both are known from topographical evidence. Typical exartaiesemain
are the lower courses of the towers at Durham, the tow&suthwell Minster
and the west fagade of Dunfermline Abbey, a royal foundati@catland (Fig.
11). The motif had almost certainly not been seen in Englaodehalthough
Edward the Confessor is known to have followed some Norman fashitres
construction of Westminster Abbey it may not have appliedeéavest end,
realised after his death. Similarly, the Norman conquexb8cily and southern
Italy chose to build many of their great churches with tiwimers at the west
end, though not at the ends of the aisles, but in wider posditites side of a

shallow narthex, as at the cathedrals of Monreale, Ceéfaju12) and Palermo.

"0 Even a lesser church could use the twin towerfrastan indication of lordly patronage. St.
Margaret's Church in King’s Lynn was founded by #rabitious Bishop of Norwich, Herbert de
Losinga, in 1101 as both a parish church and asedlite of Norwich Cathedral Priory. Its status
was indicated by its large twin western towerstgaf which remain in the lower courses of later
towers.



Fig. 11. Dunfermline Abbey

Fig. 12. Cefalu
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In Puglia too, in a Norman context, great churches were bitiiltsnuch towers,
as in the case of S. Nicola at Bari. The motif, if thet execution, is similar and
instantly recognisable as foreign and dominant, for in southdynadin
England, it was hitherto unknown. The insistence with which & eaployed in
newly-dominated Norman territory suggests that the choice ofiéisign was
governed by more than taste alone and would have seemeddoahe
population a very visible and massive sign of the presentteiofnew overlords.

The loss of all large scale ecclesiasticaliggcture in England in the
three centuries preceding the mid-eleventh century has nivedtihé
historiography of great church architecture in the Latin Weadsdargely with
building within the borders of the former Carolingian empire ansutsessor,
the Ottonian empire. This lacuna has hampered consideration leflEng
buildings in the wider context of European architectural agraent’*

However, the question of the construction of the westeripseat a great
cathedral has been addressed in the case of the Old MihsWnchester.
Documentary analysis and archaeological research haaadubat the
Minster, after the building campaign of the late tenth cgntuas comparable to
the greatest churches of the Empire in both form and &ale.

In 971 the remains of St. Swithun were translated int@ttidlinster
from his tomb, which stood outside the west front of the chunc®30 a new
west end and nave were dedicated after a large-scafmaanof reconstruction,
presumably partly connected with the translation of the sanathes. There was
a second dedication of the completed works of reconstruction ior9®34. The
work was begun by St. Aethelwold, the great patron and reforbishgp. Much

is known of it from three closely related texts concerningriiacles of St.

1 Despite the relative paucity of historiographytiis area, the following have addressed the
subject: Fernie, EThe Architecture of the Anglo-Saxohendon, 1983; Kerr, M. and Kerr, N.,
Anglo-Saxon Architecturédyylesbury, 1983; Taylor, H.M. and Taylor, Anglo-Saxon
Architecture,Cambridge, 1978; Fisher, E.Alhe Greater Anglo-Saxon Churchésndon, 1962;
Clapham, A.W.English Romanesque Architecture before the CongQs$brd, 1930.

"2 The documentary analysis was undertaken by R.MkQuid the results presented in Quirk,
R.N., ‘Winchester Cathedral in the Tenth Centufhe Archaeological JournaGCXIV, 1957,
pp.28 — 68. This research prompted the excavatiotie Close of the present cathedral carried
out by Martin Biddle, the results presented inrdeseof articles in Biddle, MThe Antiquaries
Journal 44 ,1964 to 50, 1970.
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Swithun and the life of Aethelwold. The most important text from an
architectural point of view is the poem, attributed to Wulfsthat recounts the
miracles of St. Swithun including a long passage in Latin asgilescribing the
rebuilding of the Old Minster. The most important section shbalduoted in

full. It says that Aethelwold:

also repaired the courtatfia) of this ancient temple with lofty walls and
new roofs, strengthening it in its southern and northern pattissaiid
porticus and divers arches. He also added many chapklsaeited altars
which keep the entry of the threshold doubtfatihent dubium liminis
introitum), so that whoever walks in these courts with unfamil@eady
cannot tell whence he comes or whither to return, since openaleors
seen on every hand, nor does any certain path or a way apfzesating,
he turns his wandering gaze hither and thither and is amates Attic
roofs of the Daedalian floor, until a better informed gwgpears and
leads him to the threshold of the furthest vestibedgrémi limina
vestibul). Here wondering in himself he crosses himself and cannot know
in his astonished breast from what place he is to get out.tfius
structure shines in its construction and gleams in itetyarsustaining
the mother church which that devout father himself founded, built,
endowed and dedicatéd.

As Quirk pointed out, various interpretations of this passagpamsble, but as
the text locates the construction in question at lin@rfis introitunt it probably
refers to the western entrance. The multiple entrances anueoaty of the
spatial arrangement recall the western entrance Ricgtier and, in particular,
the “Attic roofs of the Daedalian floor” bring to mind the labyhine effect of
the lower stage of the westwork at Corvey. Quirk interprétedext as
describing a type of westwork along imperial lines and thisagge be borne

out by the excavations carried out in the 1960s. These revelepasquare

3 The first is a prose account of the miracles ofS8tithun by Lantfred, a monk of the Old
Minster; the second is a partly parallel accourthefmiracles in a poem attributed to Wulfstan, a
cantor at the Old Minster; the third is a prosesldf St. Aethelwold, usually attributed to
Woulfstan. The three sources are thoroughly invagidin Quirk, 1957, pp.30 — 38.

" Migne, Patrologia Latina,137, 1853, 107 — 114, translated in Quirk, 195%4p.



50

structure at the west end of the older parts of the Old Blinlanked by two
vast apsidal forms to north and south. This in turn was predsdadmaller

structure to the west, attached at its eastern sideL&ig

Fig. 13. Plan of the Old Minster, Winchestemfter Kjolbye-Biddle, B., 1986

This complicated western structure of the church reveaisiftortance through
its grand scale. The flanking forms project further and mamadtically than the
equivalent transept at the east end in a form of westansdpt. There is no
doubt that the importance given to the west end of the clisisgtalogous to
contemporary developments in the architecture of the Holy Romairé&em
Without a description of the elevation of the westwork it ipassible to know
its form, function or possible effect, but the evidence ovemvimglly suggests
that it was built in association with the translation ofStithun’s relics, even
possibly extending over the site of what had been his externkl @uirk
suggested that the translation may not have been so much memi\a the
saint’s bones to the church, as the movement of the chucdvéo the saint’s
bones. As well as the saintly connexion, it is importantrasstthat Winchester
was the most important royal city in England at the tinfee New Minster, so
close to the Old Minster that their singing choirs often peted, had been built
by Alfred and housed his remains. When Aethelwold begandtsmisgruction,
the Old Minster was very much the lesser building and the pidiabistrong

that the campaign also had a competitive nature. King Bdgherstood the
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iconography of imperial forms, as was evident from his coronati@ath in
973. Having reunited all the English kingdoms under his rule, he would
presumably have seen his reign in relation to that of kst gredecessor, King
Alfred. The reconstruction of the Old Minster in his royapital at Winchester
was an opportunity to express his imperial credentials wsirrgnt architectural
motifs from the continental Empire. Whether the westwol/aichester had a
throne on its upper stage from which the king could survey hiscialpe
imperial passivity, as the emperors could at Aachen or atheadther imperial
abbeys or chapels, is unknown, but it seems highly likely.

Aethelwold had the abbeys at Peterborough and Eiyitrand, through
these, there were connexions with Bury St. Edmund’s as wallstill evident
that all these buildings preserved the motif of a centralenesvwer flanked by
a transept after the Norman rebuilding (that at Ely stilhds), and it has been
suggested by Quirk that the foundations of Bishop Walkelin's Nomraghedral
at Winchester indicate this arrangement also, rather bieatwin-towered facade
that is otherwise accepted as having been constr{ftkeithis represents
recognition of a type of “Aethelwoldan” heritage, it circuargtally helps to
confirm the resonance of the prototype of the Old Minster. Nlesleiss, this did
not stop Walkelin building his vast new cathedral directlpss the corner of
the site of the demolished Old Minster in a characterstow of Norman

determination to modernise previous institutions.

Lesser churches in the Anglo-Saxon period were built eithlercentral
towers or single western towers on the main axis of the chardioth. Twin-
towered facades were not adopted in this period and wehg bbaik on lesser
churches even after the Conquest. A classification of thegew/Saxon towers
has been carried out by Fisher, based largely on type andofuroti does not
include iconographical analysiSHe suggests that central towers were often the
structure around which the rest of the church was planned or deveiopesl
manner of Carolingian Germigny-des-Pres. The church at Athelas, to judge
from written accounts (William of Malmesbury) of a simitgpe. The best

extant example is at Barton-on-Humber, where the nave wasahedfloor of

S Quirk, 1957, p.54.
" Fisher, E.A.Anglo-Saxon Tower$Jewton Abbot, 1969
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the tower, there is a short projecting chancel and an ‘adjancthe west side of
the tower. This type of turriform church needs further schokmblysis, but is
not directly relevant to this project.

Far more pertinent are the early axial westanets attached to churches
in England. Examples exist at Corbridge, Jarrow, Monkwearmouth and
Brixworth, the latter two possibly dating from as early &sdighth
century’’(Fig. 14)

Fig. 14. Brixworth

i Taylor, H.M., and Taylor, JAnglo-Saxon Architecture, Vol.Cambridge, 1978, ppl173-175,
109, 338, 432-444.
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They were probably erected over western porches that ales@tgd. Following
these models, western towers seem to have become theFisier. identifies
about ninety excluding porch towefsinterestingly, western towers continued to
be built after the Conquest and it therefore seems that Iatalextural

traditions were largely unaffected by the change of polifgaiem and dynasty
in 1066. Broadly speaking, a single tower at the west ettteafthurch remained
the most popular choice if a tower was built at all, althoughdmssing towers
were not uncommon and came to be associated with grander byiklichsas
New and Old Shoreham in Sussex and Devizes in Wiltshew. désigns were
steadily introduced and through the twelfth century towers becaane

massive. Novel architectural motifs were sometimes chasdedorate them,
such as the tightly organised and repetitive round-headed bbdiadiag that can
be seen today at Sandwich in Kent and on the central towéd &hOreham in
Sussex (Fig 15). However, many parochial patrons continued tsehual
forms that were familiar, rather than the new and undoubtadhg expensive
Norman tower forms. This has led to confusion in the ranks of those who are
concerned with dating and classifying local church types frosnpiiiod, as the

debate surrounding East Anglian round towers illustfStes.

8 Fisher, 1969, p.56.

9 A typical example of this is the confusion surrdimy the use of long and short work for the
guoins at the corners of towers or other part@fchurch. Conventionally held to be an Anglo-
Saxon method, the presence of long and short waskwsed by antiquarians to date a building to
before the Norman Conquest. This technique is noewk to have persisted after the Norman
period began. As a result architectural historigeserally refer to Anglo- Saxon Romanesque as
a style and method of construction that persisteddme time after 1066.

80 See Messent, C., 1958; Hart, S., 2003; Heywoq@®O®O0, for different interpretations of the
dating of East Anglian round towers.
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Fig. 15. Old Shoreham

Much has been written about East Anglian round towienssaall
concerned with dating, typological classification and thectefar prototype&®

Earlier notions that the majority of round towers are of Anglo-Sakede have

81 The latest works include Hart, $he Round Church Towers of Englafswich, 2003;
Heywood, S.R., “The Round Towered Churches of Nkrémd Northern Europe” iNorfolk
Churches Trust Annual Repoit999/2000; but see also Messent, T®¢ Round Towers to
English Parish Churche$yorwich, 1958.
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steadily been replaced with the consensus that the grgaitynevere built after
the Conquest, even as late as the thirteenth century. This indiddte that the
persistence of architectural forms at a local level do¢silways, or perhaps
often, conform to idealistic notions of style developmenatTertain
architectural forms continue to be chosen long after newenatiees become
available sometimes confounds those whose notion of cultural devatbpm
would have them evolving according to a neat progressivessionl. More
work needs to be directed towards this aspect of the continuationraf towers
as a popular architectural motif in East Anglia through the Middles.

Most scholarly work concerning the western towers of parish lsasrc
focuses on those towers constructed in the later Middle Agésinowhat is
commonly called the Perpendicular Style. An analysis of tbikws integrated
in succeeding chapters, particularly that which discussesr$aw the context of
stylistic development, and so it is not analysed here. [egorgsent, it is enough
to mention that the attention given to towers, stemming froenAllgreat
compendium of Perpendicular towers, is largely taxonomic in nahdes often
concerned with attributioff. What little attention that is given to the towers of
minor churches in the thirteenth and early fourteenth cenfiatles/s the same
pattern of typological classification and little more. IntbBt Tyrrell Green’s
study of towers and spif€sand the relevant chapters in Bond’s great work on
Gothic architectuf® the progressive development of towers and spires is
described and classified with little reference to theetext in which design
decisions were made.

The most important development during this period is the employshent

the spire as a dominant motif. The existing evidence seeimditate that spires

82 Allen, F.J..The Great Church Towers of England, Chiefly offleependicular Period,
Cambridge, 1932. For questions of attribution seearticular, Harvey, JEnglish Medieval
Architects: a Biographical Dictionary Down to 153Bloucester, 1984, arithe Perpendicular
Style, 1330 — 148%,0ndon, 1978. Some of the most ambitious toweils imuthe fourteenth,
fifteenth and sixteenth centuries are in Somenseét perhaps, partly because of this most
research into later medieval church towers thgeisgraphically defined is concerned with this
county, to the exclusion of wider taste, origindg @onnotations. See Allen, F.J., ‘The
Classification of Somerset Church ToweRtbceedings of the Somersetshire Archaeological
and Natural History Society L and 11904, 1905: Wright, P. PThe Parish Church Towers of
SomersetAvebury, 1981: Harvey, J. H., “The Church Towerssofmerset” infransactions of
the Ancient Monuments Society 23-2878-1982, pp.157-183.

83 Tyrrell Green, E.Towers and Spires,ondon, 1907. The most comprehensive account of
tower building nationwide for the 20 14" centuries.

84 Bond, F.,Gothic Architecture in England,ondon, 1905, pp. 586-638.
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became fashionable at a later date in England than in niitleé mest of northern
Europe, provided that one regards the ‘helm’ roofs of the Pre-Cshpeieod as
a separate phenomen®rExtant examples of Romanesque spires dating from
the end of the eleventh century can be found throughout northerrel-esnat
Loches, Indre-et-Loire; Etampes, Seine-et-Oise, and iSheliVaucelles near
Caen, for instance. The earliest examples in Englandrdatea century later
and, like their earliest counterparts on the Continent, glshdw that their
designers conceived of them as an extension of low pyranoiofsl Unlike
French spires though, early English examples such as thoseshia in
Sussex (Fig. 16) or Sleaford in Lincolnshire overhang, with pramieaves, the

towers from which they spring.

Fig. 16. Horsham
As this does not allow for an intermediate stage between twdeoctagonal

spire, the transition from a square form to a polygonal one glpasied

8 Tyrell Green, E., 1907, pp.67-83.



57

problems for their designers. The most common solution wals tteeffour
empty corners at the top of the tower with squat half-pydamihich masked the
awkward junction: the result was known as a broach spire, of wahich

instructive example can be found at Leighton Buzzard (Fig. 17).

Fig. 17. Leighton Buzzard

This problem was resolved when spires began to be designednip fspm
within a parapet at the top of a tower. When the pamsgeied pinnacles at the
four corners, as was increasingly common from the end ahttteenth and
through the fourteenth centuries, the transition from tower te g@s more
fluent, as can be seen at Grantham or St. Mary’s in Bristcexample. Most
spires that remain from this period are to be found in pduttse country that had
ready access to good building stone. There are comparativextam masonry
spires in areas where flint was the primary constructiateral, although
wooden spires are not uncommon in the chalk and flint zones sé&X§us
Hampshire and Wiltshire. They are rarest of all in Raxgflia, where only a very
few can be seen, such as those at Snettisham in Nasfak \Woolpit in Suffolk,
and it is one of the aims of this project to investigatectteamstances of this

phenomenon.
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Another major development in tower construction in theetith
century was the tendency to use buttresses as an aesthéticatiatr than
merely a structural device. While buttresses employedsinilaliting the thrust of
nave roofs had greatly affected the appearance of eatlealduildings, and the
aesthetic possibilities of this structural development had &eeloited since the
end of the twelfth century, the buttressing of towers did hahged radically
until nearly a century later. From the late thirteenth cerdaesygners employed
buttresses at the corners of towers, set either at fggydégrees to the plane of
the tower wall, or in pairs at ninety degrees, to ari®uthe mass of masonry.
This device is examined fully in subsequent chapters, though i#lsstration of
the development of the form one can compare the treatmére blittresses on
the tower at Sleaford, constructed in the early thirteestitury, where they
appear as no more than masses of masonry that servekamtthie wall at the
corners of the tower, with those of Woolpit of the fourteenthurgnwhich
recede in stages up the height of the tower and termmatedketed finials
(Fig. 18).

Fig. 18. Woolpit
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The change in approach to the use of buttresses, togethehevititrease in
elaboration in the design of parapets is perhaps the mosicagniinaterial
development in tower construction in the period immediatetyr poi that
addressed in this research.

As square-topped towers at the west ends of parish churclasdec
more fashionable in the second half of the fourteenth centurypined svere
eschewed by the more ambitious patrons and designers, gnegieasis was
placed upon parapets and corner pinnacles. Although parapet desigisehdy
become more innovative, as discussed above in connection withrgion
from tower to spire, spireless designs placed more empirapiarapets to
terminate the tower and, where pinnacles were prominent,fbasise
verticality and the notion of aspiration that spires hagelio suggested. As
parapets were commonly designed in the form of battlemestsngression of
solidity and urbanity that a square-topped tower conveys wasasen for the
viewer and helped mark a radical change in the approaokvés t
commissioning and construction. In late fourteenth- and fiftee=titury
England the tendency to increasingly elaborate and ambitioapaialesign is
one of the dominant features in the new phase of tower building.sTéeen
very clearly in the south-west of England, particulansbmerset, as elaborated
by Allen and Tyrrell Greef® In particular, the use of pierced crenellations
reached an almost ‘mannerist’ level of invention and abgiraat churches such

as Dundry (Fig. 19) or St Mary Magdalene in Taunton (Fig. 20).

8 Allen, 1932, pp.11-54; Tyrell Green, 1907, pp.1992.



Fig. 19. Dundry

Fig. 20. Taunton, St Mary Magdalen
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Designers and benefactors continued to choose western axies tsvine most
common type of bell-tower throughout the later Middle Ages in &rdyl The
importance given to their designs and the ambition expressadir forms was
however far from constant. The articulation and prominenceaofyrvestern
towers in the tenth and eleventh centuries tended to be traisfe the twin-
towered facades and central or crossing towers that werenclowsaore
prestigious churches in the later eleventh and twelfth destun the later
twelfth, thirteenth and early fourteenth centuries, patronsaimyrparts of the
country preferred to express their ambitions in the construafiorcreasingly
tall and elaborate spires. In East Anglia, it is only frommiddle of the
fourteenth century that the west towers of parish churches tmbe built in
great numbers with square-topped, battlemented and elabdratebssed
forms. There was clearly a great shift in taste froms inoment as the grand
western tower became not only the dominant, but almost the mectirice for
patrons who wished to embellish their churches with a new tdegishioners
and other benefactors had become concerned to give their chgrehnel
western entrances and larger, more elaborate towers prdkiel&@dmework for
these portals. Furthermore, they created facades forcthaiches where hitherto
there had been none. The following chapters will examine tleisqghenon and
investigate how patrons and designers gave material expressianriew taste
as well as the implications that building a tower had foiptrésh community
and the rituals set in and around the parish church.
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Chapter 3.
Style.

Introduction

From the top of the massive tower of Happisburgh church youeeasixeen
other church towers on a clear day. The church stands on a high atmusdthe
crumbling cliffs of the North Sea coast in an area of Reas$t Norfolk that is
rich in great late-medieval towers, and it allows widaws over the coastal plain
and inland, across the northern Norfolk Broads towards Nor{Ricte 60). A
wide range of general Norfolk tower types are representedigtihe sixteen.
Edingthorpe church has a round tower, probably of the twelfth centidyg at
the base and narrowing as it was buil€(he bell chamber stage is octagonal
and the tracery of the bell openings suggests that iad@ed in the late
fourteenth or early fifteenth centuri&sOther than these openings there is only
one other small window in the whole tower; that, too, was addtdtkilate
Middle Ages.

Knapton and Paston (Fig. 21) churches both have towgradbarding
to their forms, can be tentatively dated to the lateetinth or first half of the
fourteenth centur§? They are simple square-plan structures constructed of flint
rubble with little or no articulation or decoration. There isase course
delineation in either tower, other than the quoins at theecerand each has
only one string course as the sole attempt at surface atbculas at
Edingthorpe, neither has a west door, and the small west windolednd
openings in each case contain simple Y tracery. Both toweesdianar low
crenellated parapets giving them an almost identicall@rdthe only major

difference between them is that Paston tower has a psimpfe two-stage

87 The dating of round towers is notoriously problémaith a range of dates from the late saxon
period to the thirteenth century sometimes suggesiethe same tower. For further discussion

on this question, see Heywood, S., 2000, and 8ar2003. In the case of Edinghthorpe | think
that a date of the twelfth century is likely givilre way in which the flints are regularly coursed

in its construction, typical of that period. Thertiodoor is generally held to be of the late twelft
century on stylistic grounds and | think it readdeao suppose that it may have been constructed
broadly contemporaneously with the tower.

88 This would seem to be confirmed by the bequeSsofo the tower by John, Rector, in 1375,
NCC Heydon 112.

8 There is no surviving documentation to date thestroiction of either tower.
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diagonal buttresses that articulate its vertical profitesifing little more than
halfway up the structure, whereas Knapton has none. Both tetaeid at about
fifty-five feet tall. In their size and simplicityhéy are typical of many towers
constructed across Norfolk in the first half of the fourteeetitury that have not

been replaced or improved.

Fig. 21. Paston

The tower of Brumstead church (Plate 21) was prolvegalsing
completion in 1390 when a bequest of 20s. was left for it andiode to the
bells® It is a more ambitious structure than either Knapton stadRa
distinguished by its greater size, the inclusion of a dest with an elaborately
moulded frame, and large diagonal buttresses at all four sahedrterminate at
the level of the parapet. While the windows and belfry openémg as small as
those at Knapton and Paston, more attention has been paidiasitpe of the

tracery. In short, more relative importance was cleatfched to the detail of

% Both bequests were made in the will of Drew Gerh&C Harsyk 130, 1390. Bequests made
to bells at the time of a known tower building catigm generally indicate that the campaign was
nearing completion.
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the design of this church tower than those of its near neighbonssructed half
a century earlier.

The majority of the towers visible from Happisburghenguilt in the
fifteenth century. The very large towers of Southrepps andaffon can just be
seen to the north-west and south-east respectively. Neardree towers that
were being built at the same time as Happisburgh was goigpgpmentation
exists to show that money was donated towards the buildingovbBéplate 3),
Walcot (Plate 145), Ingham (Plate 75) and Happisburgh towers througeout
second half of the fifteenth centLﬁJy.AII four are massive: Bacton, the lowest,
standing at just over eighty-five feet, while Happisburgh, atmelred and ten
feet tall, dominates the surrounding area from its prominent gosithey are
wide, as well, and this width in their lower stages is ersiskd by large
diagonal buttresses that project boldly from the western aoftes main
structures. In each case the steps in the buttresses arénattby prominent
string courses that divide the towers into four clear st#ug balance the height
of the buildings with strong horizontal elements and contributesemse of
solidity and mass. All four towers rise from moulded plintlih wecorated base
courses and terminate in crenellated parapets of varygrget of elaboration.
The openings are larger and more ambitious than in the dariers mentioned
above. All four have impressive west doors set in mouldedesathree of them

at least nine and a half feet high. The main west windowgrarel in all four

%1 Bacton: 1459, 6s.8d. to fabric of tower, Williarariell, NFK Grey 4; 1465 3s.4d. to new
tower, John Ball, NCC Jekkys 15; 1468, bequestwet, John Kern, NCC Jekkys 131; 1471,
33s.4d. to edify new tower, John Barker, NFK Gr82;21476 20s. to new steeple, William
Lessy, NFK Grey 301;1479 20s. to reparation offgdeedNilliam Lessy, NFK Grey 301; 1482,
6s.8d. to reparation of steeple, Henry Lessy, NCCa&ton 125; 1485 6s. to church and
construction of tower, Henry Lessy, NCC A Castob 12

Walcot: 1453, 20s. to reparation and building ofeéo, Thomas Sowter, NCC Aleyn 158; 1474,
6s.8d. to building tower, Walter Cook, NFK Grey 384

Inhgam: 1456, 40s. to building tower, Ela Brewe€Q\NBrosyard 23; 1456, 4 bushells malt to
tower, Andrew Cock, NCC Brosyard 14; 1467 6s8cdify new tower, Henry Avelyn, NFK
Grey 218; 1469, 2 bushells malt to building toviletpmas Halle, NFK Grey 216; 1473, 3s.4d. to
building new tower, Sibille Langford, NFK Grey 30485, 3s.4d. to building tower, Thomas
Franceys, NFK Liber 1 58; 1489 6s.8d. to edify toviRoger King, NCC Wolman 31; 1492,
reparation of steeple, Thomas Sowde, NFK Liber;11984, 6s.8d. to bells, Agnes Aylward,
NFK Liber 1 108; 1512 3s.4d. to making steeple,i€tian Beer, NFK Sparhawk 154; 1533 1
comb of wheat to making battlement of tower, Thotasie, NFK Gillior 71.

Happisburgh; 1480, 8 marks to emend and sustaircktand tower, John Chamberlain, NCC
Aubry 56.
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examples and are articulated with complex tracery pat(Btate 75a). With the
exception of Walcot, the west windows are integrated mifrg devices with
the doors beneath them, creating a unity of composition. Thy bekénings are
also more prominent as are the square sound holes, each withcabeadpl
tracery.

An initial appraisal of the towers in this partied county would suggest
that those constructed in the later Middle Ages had a greéegeee of
importance in relation to the rest of the churches to wiieh are attached than
those built in earlier times. Thus these towers show nmokgtian than the
equivalentstructures of previous centurieIhe degree of structural and
superficial elaboration in the designs is rarely seen iistpahurch towers
constructed before the middle of the fourteenth century in Norfolk.

At first glance it is tempting to classify towers sushHappisburgh,
Ingham, Bacton and Walcot as belonging to a group with sifoitaral
gualities. They share very similar general profiles andations as a result of the
design of buttresses, parapets and string courses, givingpegssion of
similarly articulated mass. Yet a closer examinatiothefconstituent elements
of these towers reveals that there are many differéndbe details of design
and craftsmanship, particularly in those parts such as mouldimth&indow
tracery that required a mason to carve a pattern froestiree.

It is the aim of this chapter to investigatst jsuch questions of form and
style in the wider context of the sample group of church toalewsen for the
project and to analyse the physical evidence in the light afebate about
architectural style and classification. The aim of timglgsis is to elucidate the
nature of the design process, the interplay between patracraitgiman in that
process, and shed further light on the transmission of actuniéé forms and

designs.

The historiography of the classification of medievrahitectural styles
has been well rehearsed. Paul Crossley, in the introductlas tevision of
Frankl's magisteriaGothic Architectureidentifies the four headings under
which Frankl divided his analysis of Gothic style in 1914: spé&dirm,
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mechanical forces, optical form and purposive interitféfhe fourth of these
categories is not concerned with the descriptive analy$isra and thus
guestions of function and motivation are best discussed elseth@rander a
style heading. However the other three heads are all codoeitiedescription
of form. The first addresses the architectural organisafispaxe, the second
deals with how physical forces and stresses are supportéhasahitted, and
how these forces are expressed architecturally by wallsebses, ribs and
columns, while the third is concerned with what the observeepes in a
building, its apparent qualities and with the way that arciutatelements are
articulated so that perception is affected. This meaareffect, an examination of
the form of such elements as tracery, arches, mouldinggsoéihd so on.

Leaving aside the usefulness of this division of ideas anchehitis
desirable to search for the truth of things that cannot beipedcé becomes
clear after a reflection on Frankl's philosophy of Gothic styé the
historiography of English stylistic analysis focuses very mut the superficial
qualities of medieval architecture, particularly on windowdrg@nd on
moulding profiles, and to a lesser extent on arch shapes diratticalation. It is
treated like the taxonomy of plant or animal species. Anthas sought to
identify a set of common forms and to circumscribe them daupto period,
unlike Frankl, it has been bedevilled by the notion of the ewwluf style. This
is consistent with its roots in the intellectual prerogegiof the late eighteenth
and early nineteenth centuries when naturalists, botamdtgoologists were
developing taxonomies and classifying their subjects according éaepe. At
this time James Dallaway was offering a taxonomic framke¥arEnglish
ecclesiastical architecture in @bservations on English Architectdf¢hat can
be seen as the starting point of a process that by the miditile oéntury
resulted in the familiar classification of Gothic architee that is still broadly
adhered to toda}. The terms Early English, Decorated (with its subdivisions
Geometric and Curvilinear) and Perpendicular used to descebeetd styles of
English medieval architecture are not only descriptive telbonsalso

chronological ones. The problems inherent in trying to organisessifatation

92 Erankl, P., 2000, pp 9,10.

93 Dallaway, J.Observations on English Architectutegndon, 1806.

% The history of this process of classification islvsummarised in Harvey, Jhe
Perpendicular Style,.ondon, 1978, pp 26-33.
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that respects both strict taxonomical as well as chronologipedratives will be
considered later in the chapter, in the light of the maltexiidence of the sample
group of towers. It is sufficient to note at this point timadévising a matrix
which supposes that date and form are necessarily reftetetassifiers were
reinforcing the idea that a form expresses the spirit afgés This notion is
problematic in that it ignores the evident reality that in age there are
conservatives as well as innovators amongst the ranks ohdesind creators,
and that their desires and requirements are expresseteiredifmaterial forms
contemporaneously. It seems that in devising a linearygonéry development
of architectural forms classifiers have tailored someigaitin order to ignore

such inconvenient difficulties.

The other main goal of those who adopt a strictly taxonomical agdptoahe
study of medieval church architecture in England is to attribuitdings or parts
of buildings to architects or master masons. The main impetisd this line of
research in the second half of the twentieth centurygivas by John Harvey in
his Dictionary of English Medieval Architectirst published in 1954, in which
he sought to fabricate a Vasarian account of the lives arikswbcertain named
architects of the later Middle Agé3indeed, later, ifThe Perpendicular Style,
he attached a whole period in his classification of ardhitacstyle to the name
of one “architect” in a chapter entitled “The Age of HeMaveley 1360 —
1400”7

Whereas Harvey worked on the basis that the names of mestens
were attached to specific building projects in contemporaryrdeats and
hypothesised that their work could be recognised in those buildimythus in
other buildings of similar style, other scholars have stdtteir attempts at
attribution from the remaining material evidence. Such anoagprto the
ecclesiastical architecture of the late middle ages ifiolkowas made by
Richard Fawcetl! Fawcett's thesis was predicated on the belief thawthk of
individual architects could be traced in the close simylanitdesign elements

such as moulding profiles and window tracery patterns. Thesecamstituent

% Harvey, J.English Medieval Architects: A Biographical Dictiary Down To 155QRevised
edition), Gloucester, 1987.

% Harvey, J., 1978, pp 97 — 136.

97 Fawcett, R.Late Gothic Architecture in NorfolkJEA Ph.D. Thesis, 1975.
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parts of a greater design that Fawcett held were of siteréheir minutiae only
to the master mason or architect who designed them ratiretd the patrons
who would have made up the other part of the design dialactither words,
the architect revealed himself in the way he designednttadiest details rather
as a painter can be recognised from the way he appliesuie torthe canvas, or
the way in which he draws the shape of an ear or fitigemwcett summarised
his position thus:

Since the use of identical mouldings depends omigleeof identical

templates, it is reasonable to conclude that ifdings share common

details the same architect was at work in eachexht and from this

patterns of work can be built dp.
This is a usefully explicit statement of the approach whichbeilappraised after
the style and design of the sample group of towers havedoedysed.

So, how should the question of the analysis of form be esgayiesl
case of the group of church towers that is the subjectofékearch? The
attempt to identify a style is the search for the comnitynafl repeated forms
and this is clearly an important objective in the deseegtrocess. But it should
not be the only aim. The acceptance of heterogeneity of$bauld be allowed
in the descriptive framework and not be compromised by a progeatimat
seeks to classify only according to similarity. A church togan be seen as an
aggregation of constituent elements - walls, buttressespgis, base courses,
tower arches, doors and moulded door frames, and windows, sounckthys,
openings and their respective tracery designs - which cae allbjected to
descriptive analysis. However, it is important to rememtece it has been
disaggregated for the purpose of this study, that a towemeast as a complete
monument and should be considered as such. Attention must be dicettted
aesthetic unity of the building as well as those separateentsrthat have
traditionally been held to be indicators of a particutgles My approach is
predicated on the notion that such an analysis can shedightthe material
choices available to the designers and patrons of these tameéedlow an

appraisal of how forms were used, borrowed and adapted over time.

%8 This is an approach to attribution in the traditad Giovanni Morelli, see Morelli, Gltalian
Painters London, 1892 -3.
% Fawcett, R., 1975, p 11.
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General tower form: Dimensions, Buttresses, Strin€Courses and

Parapets

When viewing from a distance an observer first notices tHmewr profile of a

building. In the case of late medieval church towers thisésgion is largely
governed by the dimensions of the building, in particular tlthaof the tower
relative to its height, and the design of the buttressedtegeith the parapet
and pinnacles that crown the structure. From the middle obtireeenth century
buttresses were designed that narrowed as they rose Im imeggsuccession of
steps or stages. As the average height of parish churchstowdorfolk
increased throughout the late Middle Ages and larger bell F@teommodated
a heavier peal of bells it became increasingly necessaypport the tower
structure with larger buttressing. Although it was a strutheeessity, this
buttressing presented an opportunity for designers to adopt arohaesthetic
solutions in articulating the overall profile of their towerigasWhereas towers
constructed before the middle of the fourteenth century in Nodadjely either
lacked buttressing or were supported by simple two stage ex@rtiemajority
of those built from the last quarter of the century onwards laager and more
elaborate buttresses with four or five stages that contrib@dundamental way
to the appearance and character of the building. TogethHetheitslenderness of
the structure they define the overall profile of a towése $lenderness is not a
function of the absolute height, but of the height relativééontidth and is
reinforced by the arrangement of the parapet and pinnadies) can help to
draw the eye further up the tower emphasising verticality.

The great majority of towers in the sample group, 128 out of 164, a

between 5 metres and 7 metres wide at the base ot sides® Few are

1901t is often difficult to estimate the precise widif a tower excluding the buttresses. If the
buttresses are arranged in pairs at right angldeetoorner of the tower the width is generally the
distance between each set of corner buttressethergeith the width of the faces of the
buttresses. Sometimes the buttresses are setrioackte corner of the tower exposing that
corner in the angle of the buttresses. This seci@nthen be added to the total width. If the
buttresses are single diagonal buttresses setdegt&es to the corner of the tower, the distance
between the buttresses should be added to halithk of the face of each buttress to give the
total width of the tower.
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square, with most, 130, being more than 20 centimetres narab\wer base of
their north and south faces. Walcott, at 6.58 metres aitsossst face and 5.56
metres wide on the north and south sides, is an extremekxammnereas North
Elmham is the most regular of all the sample towersdrdtmensions of its
ground plan, being perfectly square at 6 metres in eacHidiregith eight
buttresses (external and internal) each 0.90 metres widk Bdnetres deep.

The range of heights is much greater however, from &tr&trawless at 14.33
metres to Cromer at 48.15 mett85142 towers stand between 17 metres and 27
metres tall, with 12 standing at over 30.5 metres or one hdifeleé Most of

these hundred footers can be found in the north and east of the,coantyof
them near the coast, and the dates of construction, whgreahdoe ascertained,
show an even chronological distribution, from St Giles on tlérHNorwich%?,
started in the last decades of the fourteenth centurgppisburgh, under
construction in 1480 as detailed abd¥%&(Fig. 5)The high incidence of tall
towers built on or very near the coast raises the posgithiit they were
designed to be visible from the sea and act as ‘sea maakgational reference
points. It must be borne in mind that parishes near the weastoften wealthier
than the average and that the building of larger toweyshaae been partly
motivated by parochial pride and the desire to displaytivegdt the elongated
forms of such towers as Happisburgh and Winterton (Plate 158hend
positioning of other tall towers, such as Blakeney (Platevifdh is on a rise
overlooking what was once a busy but narrow harbour entrance, straggkss

that they were designed to be seen from ships at sea.

101 All tower heights were measured to the undersfdbeparapet during the research. This is a
practical consideration in that | used a laser éasure height and it was necessary to bounce the
beam off a surface. The only available point thmatld be used was the cornice on the underside
of the parapet. This, at least, has the advantilgeitng consistent in every case and it was
possible to measure each tower in this way.

192|n 1386 30 shillings were left to the “emendatimi'the nave: Stephen de Holt, NCC Harsyk
78. The style of the moulding of the tower archimgilar, though not identical to the nave arcade
which was probably the object of the 1386 donatidre way in which the moulding of the
western bay of the nave interacts with that ofttveer arch, together with the arrangement of the
external western walls of the naves — a continnatiche masonry and buttressing of the tower,
suggests strongly that the tower was started béfiereew nave arcade, though not by much. A
date of around 1375 - 1380 is therefore likely.sThbuld be consistent with the design of the
tracery in the west window. Blomefield recordsttimal424 Robert de Dunston ordered his
second wife, Margaret, to give £5 to the tower:rBédield, 1805, vol. 4, p 239. This is consistent
with the lengthy periods that large towers usutdbk to complete.

193 Absolute dimensions are considered further in @hepin the context of an analysis of
construction costs.
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The range of height to width ratios is surprisingly wide. Tais be
partially accounted for by modification to initial plans andoémans. It is clear
that a number of towers were originally planned to be tdikam they were
finally built. This can be understood not only from the modifaagiin their
fabric and material forms, but most clearly from the aimbitlisplayed in their
base course dimensions. The case of Stratton Strawless IB#tis instructive:
bearing in mind that the tower is only 14.33 metres highwitéh at the base of
the west face of the tower is an impressive 6.78 methemst identical to the
base width at Heydon, a tower that rises to 24.07 metmsgever, Felmingham
(Plate 43), four miles to the north-east, is similarly wit#he base, 6.52 metres,
and is only a couple of metres taller than Stratton $#ssvBoth look as if they
were originally designed to incorporate another stage in thestaction, yet
were never completed to that design. Even if such apparantynplete towers
are ignored in this analysis, it is evident that thereeasoncept of an ideal or
conventional ratio of width to height at this time in Norfadkchurch tower
could be as little as 2.4 times taller than it is vatléhe base, as in the case of
South Acre (Plate 130), or as much as 5 times, as in ses cd Cromer (Plate
30) and Scottow (Plate 126). The great neighbouring towers lef (Béite 122a)
and Cawston (Plate 27a), both over one hundred feet tall adaafinpared one
to another, differ in their relative dimensions. Cawstdd@stimes as tall as its
base width, whereas at Salle the ratio is 4:1. Thisrngeaounts for the very
different appearance of the two towers, despite broadly siarilangement of
the buttresses. Salle has a slenderer profile and does noy @miepression of
mass to the same extent that Cawston does. The lattetusé’'s lack of a
parapet or pinnacles exaggerates this impression, nevesligke surprising to
discover, after surveying both towers, that Cawston is &rhigher at the top
of the bell chamber.

It is difficult to isolate any patterns in the relativenénsions of towers
within the sample group, either in terms of geography or chronolagythe
exception of a number of towers built in an arc curving frifteein miles north-

west to seventeen miles north-east of Norwich, all doctedeas objects of
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bequests in the three decades from 146This group comprises Northrepps,
Bacton, Walcott, Foulsham, Wood Dalling, Happisburgh, Erpingham and
Ingham. Each is between 26 and 33.5 metres tall and atamed 4.2 times as
tall as they are wide. The similarity in their r@latproportions ensures that they
share a similar profile and generate a similar impressiomass and verticality.
The design of the individual elements and details of tr®gers is quite
different, though, and it looks unlikely that any two of them wikesworks of

the same master mason or architect, but rather the productoagensus on the
desirability of general tower form shared by their patronsesigthers at a
particular time and place. A similar tendency towards homaiyenfegeneral
form can be seen in other parts of England where grand toweeesalso
commissioned in the fifteenth century. In Somerset and thst @Wountry
generally, for example, larger and more elaborate towégrdesxpressed a
tendency towards greater slenderness, further emphasisee ingroduction of
an intermediate stage below the bell chamber, and byaaggase of verticality
in the form of parapets and pinnacles. Chew Magna and Baahg&gy. 22) are

fine examples of this widespread trend.

The arrangement of buttresses influences the general ingoresade by a
tower as much as any other element in the design. Burasséundamentally
important both structurally as well as aesthetically; indésibwing Frankl's
lead, it may be said that the two factors, structureaasthetics, should not be
disaggregated, but both considered as integral to the stifle blilding. As
towers were built taller from the second half of the fourteesntury,
buttressing became necessary to ensure that these costtisvagee not
doomed to collapse and render the benefactors’ generosity wiastatbt
surprising that the first design detail that was stigalan the contract for the
building of Walberswick tower in Suffolk was that there showddur
buttresse$® They can be perceived not only as delineating the outline of
tower, but also as an expression of the mass of the towegying\he thrust of

the weight of the masonry downwards and outwards. This sense oanthss

104 5ee Cattermole and Cotton, 1983, pp 235 — 273 dtils of the bequests made to these
church towers.
195 salzman, L. FBuilding in England Down to 154@xford, 1967, pp 499 - 500
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solidity is an impression that is more noticeable in EastiAmgowers than in
the great parish church towers that were built in the g@eried in other parts of
the country. Building with flint rubble and lime mortar preserteallenges to
masons in Norfolk that were different from those faced byctaftsmen using
freestone in Somerset or Lincolnshire, for examfiélevertheless, those who
designed towers in the county made a virtue out of a necassitthe
exploitation of buttresses as a dominant aesthetic elem#re design is one of

the features of these buildings.

Fig. 22. Batheaston

108 These are explored in chapter 5.
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There were three types of buttress employed in the destgwefs in
the sample group. The most numerous type is the diagonal budtsesgle
buttress that projects from each corner of the tower ahgle & the faces of the
tower, usually of about 45 degrees in each direction. 128 dfgthéowers are
buttressed by this general form. Less common are angle bestrgsired at the
corners of the building at right angles, employed in the desidnirtf-bne
towers. Only two towers, Redenhall (Plate 116a) and thetexsst at
Wymondham have polygonal buttresses that wrap around the corners of the
tower in an octagonal section, with five faces of the astdgcing out. The
remaining three towers in the sample lack any form of tasiing.

The choice of any of these types was only a starting potheidesign of
the buttresses of a tower. The basic forms would have bédeerioéd by the
structural needs of the project together with the funds dlajlaut the aesthetic
possibilities available within that framework were numerousviBus attempts
at a descriptive analysis of parish church towers, most lgdig-.J. Allen in
The Great Church Towers of Englafdhave tended to overlook these nuances
of detail and have classified towers according to the theaeral buttress types.
However, it is clear from the first examination that lagses could be arranged
in a variety of ways to create very different visual atspe

Buttresses were built in steps or stages, wider at e dfethe tower and
narrowing towards the top. The transition from one stage toekieis usually
marked by a sill or set-off carved from freestone, steeywlynied and articulated
with louvering, as at Foulsham (Plate 47a). Most commonly diadportimésses
have four stages, as exhibited on 78 of 128 towers. The nétioas rest in
the size of the buttresses, the distance they projecttirenwalls of the tower,
their upper termination points and the treatment of theienadé and
decoration.

The thickness of the buttress is generally a function afieeof the
tower and does not seem to have been an aesthetic consierdkie design
process. However, the distances that buttresses projeajrestyy, even when
towers of similar dimensions are compared. At New Buckenbhaower of

20.90 metres, the four-stage diagonal buttresses at the mesteers of the

107 Allen, F.J.,The Great Church Towers of Englar@ambridge, 1932.
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tower project 1.80 metres immediately above the base coursdingpuit
Northrepps, in contrast, buttresses of similar conformatioyegir 1.60 metres,
yet the tower is considerably taller at around 25 metres séhoffs at New
Buckenham (Plate 91b) are emphasised by deeply projectingnsills a
exaggerated louvering that create a degree of shadtw aansition from one
stage of the buttress to the next that is minimal at NogppR (Plate 98b). The
overall effect is to create a sense of progression frorassive base at New
Buckenham, where the steps upward are strongly emphasisidrtAtepps the
vertical progression is smoother and despite its greaetise tower seems to be
less massive.

There is little evidence of strong geographical or chronologiatiérns
in this comparative category. Both deep and shallow butsem® employed
from the beginning to the end of the period, so it seemshe was no
particular fashion for articulating towers with an exagtgetatepped profile at
any particular period. This may be explained, to an exterthétime that was
necessary to complete the building of a tower. Smalleityeapiable motifs
that could make a sudden appearance in a district can betgabphionable
imitation much more readily than large structural elemenhisse full aesthetic
effect would not be revealed until the whole building was ngatompletion,
often several decades after the start of the campaignevsnsome local
patterns do emerge: the towers of four Norwich churches, lbzated on the
same street, exhibit strong formal similarities in therbating that must be
more than coincidental. St Clement Fyebridge (Plate 10Ge8tge Colegate
(Plate 102), St Michael Coslany (Plate 109) (all built along gadé and St
John de Sepulchre (Plate 105) each has similarly shallow, fqureségonal
buttressing that progresses at similar intervals andiates at the parap&t.
The three Colegate churches have projecting stair turretsgbab the full
height of the towers at the north-east corner, whereasilarsstair turret was
built at the south-east corner of the tower at St John de @epubt Clement, St
George and St John have crenellated parapets, into the krilupipieating of
which are set three large freestone lozenges under the manidmao smaller
ones under the crenels (Plate 105a). (The parapet at Std\lisleantirely

198 Each set of buttresses has been re-pointed ank ofitke superficial material, especially the
guoins, is not original, rendering a comparativalgsis of the masonry impossible.
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replaced.) In all three examples the lozenges are cartiedowi relief
geometrical motifs, religious symbols or monograms, many oftwdmie,
unfortunately, replacements. In each case the three lamggrges are
surrounded by small freestone shields, upon which no carving casdeendid.
Exactly the same scheme for the parapet can be found at Eapingvhere,
however, the rest of the tower is very different (Plate 40b¢ designs of these
four city towers are so similar in the aesthetic visibthe general form of the
building that it seems reasonable to conclude that theremelsment of
imitation or even of shared attribution in their planning. Hesvehe
arrangement of the openings and the tracery patterns amitis, and though
St Clement shares many tracery elements with St Géloegaevere clearly
produced by different craftsmen. This leads to the probabléusioe that the
similarities are products of copying rather than of shared wanktrip. This
would be much easier to verify if there were any extaatlséo document the
patronage or building of any of these towers, but unfortunately #neneot.

Thirty-one towers in the sample have angle buttresses fzditbe
corners of the main tower structure. These were usualljhetiato grander and
more ambitious towers, presumably because they provide more sapgavere
funded by patrons willing to spend more money on the project. Amardeas
a different impression of a tower buttressed in this waymRvhatever angle a
tower with diagonal buttresses is viewed it retains a stepp#file, whereas the
profile of a tower with angle buttresses changes more sabtiye viewer moves
around it. Viewed obliquely to any of the faces of the towesérese of stepping
or progression of the buttresses is nearly lost, but becomestueng again as
one moves towards a frontal view. If a tower is approachedtdirfrom the
west, a pair of large angle buttresses can create @ skdiscrete space directly
in front of the west portal, in a way that more open diagonal Ba#secannot. If
this part of the tower displays a frieze of heraldry or i@lig imagery above the
portal, as is often the case, the sense of projectionigibres space beyond the
physical boundaries of the building is noticeable. At Salle #nsesis so strong
that one can almost describe this type of space as arerpparthex.

Angle buttresses were used on towers built in Norfolk througheuata
Middle Ages. At St Giles-on-the-Hill in Norwich, Worste@@late 161a) and
Winterton they date from the late fourteenth century andreghtam, built
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before the sample period, they can be found supporting a stavezd by
Remigius de Hethersett in the 1350s that was still being fumd&gi7i5:*°
Hingham tower (Fig. 23) has a prominent stair turret that giopgbove the top
of the parapet, a motif that was subsequently abandoned in iavtale

remaining popular in other parts of the country.

Fig. 23. Hingham

109 see Cattermole and Cotton, 1983, p 251.
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Angle buttresses then appear at Salle and Cawston imgheédcades of the
fifteenth century, Southrepps and Deopham in the middle afethieiry, and at
Felmingham in the first decades of the sixteenth centurgreTseem to be no
discernible geographical or chronological patterns in the use af bogresses,
but rather they are connected to the ambitions of patrondhanudstige of the
project. In almost every case they support grand and elabovaest The most
modest example is that of the tower at Felmingham, thougkl&as that it was
intended to be built taller. Documentation suggests thiastprobably only
truncated by the changing priorities of parishioners in the whlteo
Reformation:*® Most other towers with angle buttresses are either excafifion
tall as at Cromer, Winterton, Southrepps and St Giles, Noywrdmpress with
their elaboration — St Peter Mancroft in Norwich, Deopham avaffS8am being
examples. If the buttresses are set back a short distancehfe angle of the
tower to allow the corner of the main structure to appear leettveem an extra
element emphasising verticality is added to the designeXpesed corner can
be carried up between the buttresses as a square shaft, amdpigxity and
shadow to the upward thrust. There are 19 towers with theser abrafts, with
no apparent geographical or chronological clustering. It seemihéhdesigner
of St Giles chose this motif, but it peters out rather feablyve the second set-
off. It is handed much more boldly at South Repps, Cawstonaatfiam
(Plate 137a). There are few towers with angle buttrekaesould be described
as mundane, although Martham and Mattishall would not stand outHieom
crowd if it were not for their buttresses and, in the latéese, unusual window
tracery.

Another choice to be made by tower designers was whethearyaioa
buttresses up to the full height of the tower. There amenaber of towers dating
from the beginning of the sample period where the buttressamate at the
bottom of the bell chamber. It was only structurally necedsatigke them up so
far as there is very little mass to be supported ansgsstoebe diffused above this
point. The great oak bell frames that carry the greaghteif the bells sit on the

1% Numerous bequests dating from 1522 to 1546 adeaue of a tower building campaign that
started shortly before the Henrician Reformatioatt€mole and Cotton, 1983, p 246. A last
bequest of 1546 leaving £10 “to making up and fiimg the tower”, John Whytewell, NCC
Whytefoote 210, probably coincides with a campaghave the tower roofed and made secure,
rather than any desire to see it completed toriggral design.
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thickness of the walls at the bottom of the bell chambenvB#iis point the
walls are massive, but above it their thickness is vergimmeduced, sometimes
to as little as 45 centimetres. Whether or not the desigmere concerned only
with structural imperatives, the effect of leaving tall chambers unbuttressed
produced a radically different impression from those towerseminer
buttressing reaches the parapet. At St Giles, Norwichreathe bell chamber is
unusually tall and the belfry openings correspondingly large thet effeery
dynamic (Plate 104). This treatment is highly unusual and findeadlgdan only
one other tower in Norfolk, at Swanton Morley (Plate 138), wherdell
chamber is relatively even more massive and the gréat bpenings contain
very similar tracery to that at St Giles, even ifréhis exceptionally shallow
buttressing that continues a few metres higher. Both toweralggotlate from
the end of the fourteenth and the beginning of the fifteemttudes and it is
likely that their strong formal relationship is more tlzasual. However, this
daring motif of a dominant upper stage projecting above the §sgsavas not
followed in Norfolk, perhaps as a result of concerns aboutdtidityg of the
structure on the part of those putting up the funds. Where betibehvastages
remain unbuttressed in later towers they tend to bes$ardmbitious than those
at St Giles or Swanton Morley, as can be seen at Hockéiiimgham, Alburgh
or Loddon, for example. At these towers the upper stage is cativesy short
and the belfry openings unremarkable, and the effect of ghgigction above
the level of the buttresses is very different from tmaated by St Giles. In fact,
the choice made to terminate the buttressing at the loweripgrabably
utilitarian and driven by the desire to limit spending.

Many other towers have buttresses that do not reach the pdmaipend
at some point against the wall of the bell chamber. Aetsanf different
termination points can be seen at Banningham, Martham, Bddemham and
West Tofts. Commonly, the termination point is just belowi¢lvel of the
parapet, no more than a couple of feet lower at New BuckerBepingham and
Northrepps. This decision may have been influenced by tis#emn of how to
manage the difficult transition between buttresses, pagaygepinnacles. Fewer
than half of the towers in the sample, 62 of 164, have bsétsdhat continue to,
and occasionally through, the parapet. One common solution wagéonma

aesthetic concessions to the problem and have the buttressésrrat ¢he level
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of the parapet with the same type of set-off that had bsed lower in the
structure as, for example, at Ditchingham, Foulsham or Grim&twother
choice available to the designer was to articulate thepetatra extend the
diagonal course of the buttress upwards and provide a strong plédfoam
corner pinnacle as at Blakeney (Plate 13), or to allow it tegrthrough the
parapet as at Castle Acre (Plate 26). This latterrtaige exhibits the solution
which was often chosen to the question of how to integrate bhatjtesses with
the parapet. More often than not, angle buttresses ternaintte bell chamber
stage and are continued to the parapet as diagonal buttressesstieeAcre
model, or as pilasters as at St Giles in Norwich. Traissition is often awkward,
especially when massive angle buttresses progress toveakydiagonal ones at
the upper stage, as can be seen quite clearly at North ii@lffHate 95) and
Mattishall. At the other extreme is Deopham, where the dngteesses
continue very strongly up to the parapet and then step baghlgto merge

with polygonal corner turrets (Plate 32). At Deopham the buttreseasassive
and curiously those that project west from the tower areyndauble the depth
of their pairs and those buttresses on the eastern sidetofwdie These western
buttresses are not attached to the tower in a simpleangih, but they are
chamfered so that there is a solid triangle of flint rulndeonry in the angle
between buttress and main structure. This was copied frghb@iring
Hingham where the same design was used a century eadieasjthe
decorative vine scroll around the base course was copied frasartiesource.
The result is that, viewed from the west, the tower asgb@m church appears
to have two polygonal masses at its corners.

Two churches, Redenhall (Plate 116a) and Wymondham (Plate 163),
have towers with polygonal or turret buttresses. This mosfiw@oduced into
East Anglia at Stoke by Nayland in Suffolk in the first tadlthe fifteenth
century and was developed further at Bungay and Laxfietd &i both in
Suffolk, before being adopted at Redenhall, and then at Eyeffalk ***
Laxfield, Redenhall and Eye make up a group with very stromgdfor
similarities, not only in their buttressing, but also in thrargement of their

openings and elaborate treatment of surface decoration. Wymondboaewver,

111 For approximate dates of these towers see Hah@#8, p 229 and Allen, 1932, p 185, 186.
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is entirely different and its design seems to have drawnraigpi from outside
the region. The buttresses progress in five stages with ahoe®t-off from one
stage to the next, so that they appear to rise almdstallr. They are banded
into ten stages by string courses and do not meet the fattestofver with a
chamfered section as do the buttresses at the other towareniilygam’s
singularity is not confined to its buttressing, but also tadegn of its
openings. The great west window is divided in two by a maseiteal bar of
masonry, far too large to be considered a normal traceryamudind there are
double bell chamber openings framed by an ogee arch that appdeare@ise
in Norfolk, but are to be found at a number of churches in thé nudlands,
such as Hawton in Nottinghamshire and Elvaston (Fig. 2Bgnbyshire as well
as at Tetney in Lincolnshiré® Double bell chamber openings are found on
Suffolk towers, but are framed by segmented arches,Elmatvell or Laxfield,

not ogees.

Fig. 24. Elvaston

112 suffolk has many double-headed belfry openingbeeiframed by segmented arches as at
Elmswell, dripmould courses as at Eye, or unfraaedt Falkenham. However, none are framed
by ogee arches.
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It is evident, both from material evidence as well as doatatien, that towers
often took many decades to complete, if they were completdd @ahe general
form of a tower would have been fixed by the vision of theimaigdesigners;
there would have been relatively little leeway for latatrons and builders to
have altered the overall shape and size of a tower ont@nbestages had been
completed. The single element of a tower with which a suleseaiesigner
would have had free rein to express original aesthetic sofjtthough, would
have been the parapet and its adornments. As these weraddied such a long
time after the body of the tower had been designed,disign was not
necessarily constrained by the taste exhibited below, nertlvey, in many
cases, compromised by a need to carry an aesthetic unitydswar

The main consideration in marrying the design of a parapdtsand
pinnacles to the form of the main part of the tower is thengement of the
buttresses. If they reach to the full height of the taven the parapet should be
designed to take account of the vertical thrust that theyrtrifpis not to
appear disconnected. If they terminate at the bottom of tfry bge or at
some intermediate point the parapet is not bound to the towey iotlaer way
than that it sits four-square on top of it. It is interesthmg there are almost as
many different solutions to the problem of how to design the tran$ibm a
bell-chamber with strong, full-height diagonal buttressetstparapet as there
are towers that express this transition.

While the design of the transition from buttress to parapétpinnacle
never seems to have been resolved to the extent thahctaiions were often
repeated, another choice in buttress design was almost utiivackgpted. Of
164 towers recorded only 21 do not feature some form of crepallari the
parapet, and of those, 8 do not have any parapet at all ahthencensidered
incomplete. The crenellation exhibited on parapets takesetyafiforms and
degrees of elaboration, ranging from a simple range of fodongeand three
crenels of equal height or depth, as at Burnham Thorpe antatorSt Faith
(Plate 74), seen on 40 towers, to the variably steppaetitations on the

1131t must be noted at this point that many parapsthey stand today are the work of later
centuries, most commonly of the nineteenth and tiem If access to the parapet is not available
it is not always easy to detect the presence ef {gork.
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parapets of a group of churches in the east of the county, mabtynat Filby
(Plate 45) and Ormesby St Margaret, both situated in anchfdorfolk with a
strong local identity known as The Fleggs. This steeply rakeakllation
creates a dominant feature in the centre of each side pathpet that appears
to mimic the stepped gables of vernacular buildings in the Countries, a
motif that was taken up on the eastern seaboard of EasbAnglie late Middle
Ages in such buildings as Hales Hall BaBetween these extremes there are a
number of variations on the crenellation theme, including widkoshanerlons
as at Griston and Scottow, pairs of merlons attached wother pinnacles
separated by very wide crenels at New Buckenham, emphatisingrticality

of the corners of the tower, and very wide and deep meskpearated by narrow
crenels at Sparham.

There are only two examples of pierced parapets in the eaatghe
proximate towers of Swaffham (Plate 137b) and Hilborough (Plate 65a)
churches. The formal similarity of these parapets ikisty, both in the general
arrangement of their stepped crenellation as well #eeidetail of the design of
the forms that make up the pierced work below the sill@ttenellations. The
motif of the double-crocketted spire framed by an open laogsped at
Swaffham, and the open square quatrefoils enclosing shigtitbatough, and
cubes cut in low relief at Swaffham, are too alike todiaaidental. Without
close examination of the fabric, a task that would recagedfolding, it is
difficult to make a definitive judgement, though the similanit the quality of
the workmanship as well as the obvious design similaritidsec$inaller details
suggest that the same mason worked on both parapets. Veuyllizehgre is
documentation that allows us to date and attribute the wohedwaffham
parapet. A number of bequests in the first and second decatthessofteenth
century indicate that the bells were ready to be hung frorbeflifeame of the
grand new tower and thus it must have been nearing compl&tibhen, after a
period of a decade and a half or so, not an untypical pause jstebequest of

£20 to battlement of steeple or a north porch made by RobenaBasuggesting

1141n 1508, 6s. 8d. was left to the steeple and @std“framyng of the bellys” by Thomas
Wade, NFK Shaw 182. In 1513 Isabell Taylor madeg@ulest to “reparation belles...if it so be
they be sett and the stepill in her framys, NFKr8park 291.
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that there was a concern to see the tower finished atrttes™> Importantly, and
unusually, the churchwardens’ accounts corroborate and illuminate the
testamentary evidence. They recount that in 1508 a contrachadesto roof the
tower and that the roof was leaded in 1510. The leading wasctaut by a
plumber, Richard English, under the supervision of either of tagten masons,
Giles or John Patryck. The bellframe was installed in 1515antells hung in
the next two years by Edmund Aleyn of Elsing. Crucially theoaots also tell
that the battlement was the work of a freemason named Cohb83m™°
There are two tantalising references to the tower at Hillighr in the Norfolk
will registers, the first a bequest to the “reparatiohbells in 1474, a date that
would tally with the building of the tower by Sir John Clifton whases are
displayed over the west door; the second a bequest to tledtiep of the
steeple” made in 15417 This material and documentary evidence strongly
suggests that the parapet was constructed much later thasttloé the tower at
Hilborough, as was often the case, and was designed antybtlikt same
mason, Cobbe, who made the very similar pierced parafetatfham a few
years earliet'® However, if this is the same mason as the Robert Cobb who
worked in Cambridge at King's and St John’s Colleges in theedieg decades,
and who died in 1537, there is a problem with the chronology. rEhkewill
made in 1541 does not refer to work on the Hilborough parapet wiottkeof
one or other of the parapets is a very fine and closely oloseopy executed by
a different craftsman.

115 1529, Robert Batman, NCC Palgrave 58.

118 The Swaffham Churchwardens’ accounts; Norfolk Reéffice Parish Deposit 52/7. Given
the paucity of information of this quality in masther churchwardens’ accounts, it is
encouraging to note how well the information cared therein corroborates the conclusions
drawn from the testamentary evidence — the mamamny source for most tower building
campaigns.

1171474 12d. to reparation of bells, John Ledale, NGty 391; 1541 13s. to reparation of
steeple, William Peper, NCC Deyns 176.

In Cattermole and Cotton, 1983, n. 38, p 278, @xdnat Mr. A.B. Whittingham points out that
in his will Sir John Clifton (d.1447) directed thait estates were to remain in his executors’
hands for 12 years, suggesting a possible souritending for the building of Hilborough

church. This would agree with the material evideaed would be consistent with a date of 1474
for the funding of the bells.

18R0obert Cobb(e) was a mason of Cambridge who wookeldoth King's College Chapel and St
John’s College Chapels. However, he died in 152fyvely, 1987, pp 62, 63. If the Cambridge
Cobb is the same Cobbe that appears in the Swaf@tanch accounts, he would have died
before the last bequest was made to the towerlbbitsugh.
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Few parapets in Norfolk approach the elaboration of Hilborough or
Swaffham. Where the buttresses do not reach the parapeetiedlated screens
that form the parapet usually meet at the corners of thertata right angle
with no intermediary element as at Honing or Lamas. Somstilhie junction is
strengthened to form a support for a pinnacle or statue assafl\ofes or
Tibenham, though the general effect on the observer remains solddl and
horizontality. However, where the buttresses are carried tigtfull height of
the tower or are extended in the form of pilasters atedfseets to the angle of the
bell chamber the junction of each face of the parapdteés more complex and
there is usually a greater vertical thrust imparted@ménuation of the upward
energy of the buttress. The simplest way to do this waartg the vertical
element, whether buttress or pilaster, uninterrupted through thpgtatage. At
Northwold the diagonal pilasters extend to the top of the pavapere they
support small crocketted pinnacles (Plate 99a). Further paspltaced on the
central merlons of each side of the parapet increasingettieality. At
Whitwell the diagonal buttresses reach the parapet whetewler sill is carried
round all the elements without interruption. The buttresses contpwards, but
are stepped back in successive stages to form the pismaeeuccessfully
smooth transitiort*® At Castle Acre the buttresses continue through the parapet
cutting the corners at 45 degrees, but are enlarged to favy hectangular
blocks that project above the parapet. The effect of thetimnBom angle
buttresses to diagonal buttresses shortly below the paraptteacohtinuation
into these corner blocks is awkward and discontinuous. Elsewhere thieee
is no attempt to run the buttresses through the parapet, thetklmyng the need
to cut the right angle corners of the top of the tower digigonal elements,
designers had a freer hand in managing the transition. kst Sabng square
corner turrets support four-sided crocketted pyramids in a stigcess
continuation of the vertical thrust of the square buttreggeSwaffham, where
square buttresses intrude into the lower part of the parapestgtiare corner
turrets overhang the space between each pair of buttressespgait modest

crocketted spirelets. At Bacton, the strong diagonal butsessechamfered

119 5t Michael's Church, Whitwell, is the church oétharish of Whitwell. However, it is in the
village of Reepham and shares a churchyard withdther parish churches: All Saints,
Hackford, of which only a piece of ruined masoreyneins, and St Mary’s, Reepham.
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from the lower sill of the parapet to form weak diagonatieal shafts at the
corners of the parapet screen.

The fact that there were so many different attemptslt@ she problem
of joining diagonal buttresses to the right angle corners appts indicates that
those involved in designing parapets were not complacent irctiwes. If a
design was perceived not to have worked it was not copiegvetaped. In the
majority of cases, 122 towers of 176, this dilemma wasmmiwntered though,
and the sides of the parapet screen meet at right argleers as described
above. Although a few towers have crenellations above verysteegns, most
notably at Honingham where the panelled parapet ennobles anisthemadest
tower, the general effect in the majority of cases gedénsive solidity. The
extreme verticality and almost playful treatment of the ephof battlements
expressed by the tops of towers in other parts of the couspgcially in
Somerset and the Cotswolds, is largely absent. Where pieacapets are
common in the west of England, only two examples play witmtton of
defensive crenellation in Norfolk. Together with the displacgrébuttresses
and the relative massiveness of tower dimensions, the rugged naparapets
can be seen to define the characteristic profile of so MRanplk and East

Anglian towers of the later Middle Ages.

Tower Openings and their Organisation: Doors, Windws,

Belfry Openings and Sound Holes

The tower of Marsham church (Fig. 25), nine miles north of Ndrwis about
fifty-five feet tall with plain diagonal buttresses thise in three stages to two-
thirds of the total height and project only about three fettteabase. There is no
parapet, but only a low band of knapped flint arranged in a chegttern to
emphasise the top of the tower. The profile is typicabakets designed in the
first half of the fourteenth century and, although there is wamentation to
securely date it, judging by its form Marsham must be plac#ds time

frame??° When the tower is approached from the west, the vieveemionted

120 A very similar tower was being built at Barshaiighe miles west of Norwich, in 1344, when
6s. 8d. was left to its construction, CattermoleaRd Cotton, SNorfolk Archaeology 3§236.
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with a large expanse of flint-rubble wall, presumably originedlydered, with
almost no surface elaboration or articulation. The blankisvedllieved by one
string course below the bell chamber and by three small operirggmnall, low
west window with simple cusped Y-tracery; a single, tamcet at about thirty-
five feet; and a small bell chamber opening, now devoid oétya There is no
aesthetic connection between these three openings, eithengdktheir
positioning in the wall of the tower, their individual profiles,in the
employment of a framing device linking them together. The @sgon is that
little thought was given to a unity of design and consequentlg, ilihportance
is given to this aspect of the church as a visual stateffilea tower was
apparently not conceived with the idea of creating an ilmpesisual impact
on approach. As the only lay entrance to the church was throughbtutieporch

and door at the south-west corner of the church, this may notfrésig.

Fig. 25. Marsham

However, surviving documentation that attests tarch building campaigns in this period is
rare.
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While Marsham is typical of the majority of towers builtdhghout the
fourteenth century, from the middle of the century some towers designed
with greater emphasis placed on the openings, particulatlyeimnwest sides.
Great Witchingham (Plate 54), under construction in 1377, is medtally
similar to the fourteenth-century type as outlined above, exsapit thas
prominent angle buttresses and, most importantly for this anadysisst
door?* The window, soundholes and belfry openings are still smadllation to
the area of blank wall, though the tracery is more elabaratehe west window
is flanked by two deeply-recessed image niches with cusped.h&ithough the
changes from the Marsham model are slight, with the excegptitre presence
of the portal, they signal a difference in conception iretosesign, especially
where the western aspect is concerned. A west door wouldyhearea tower a
new relationship to the observer. The tower was now to be appob&cm the
west, at least on certain occasions, and the greater sispteced on the
aesthetic importance of the buttresses, together with gsempee of images
intended to be seen from the west, indicate that the tovigneat Witchingham
was designed with this approach in mind. Nevertheless #re no framing or
unifying devices, other than rudimentary hoodmoulds around eahb of t
openings, and the main architectural elements of the toWeapgiear disjointed,
beyond the conjoining effect of three strong string coursesuhatround all
sides of the tower and buttresses and upon which the window, sdesdhd
belfry openings sit.

The builders of St Giles-on-the-Hill in Norwich made good Usbesite
of the church, at the highest point of the medieval cithasame suggests, by
constructing a dominant tower that is as visible from ceepproaches as the
cathedral spire. It was built in the first decades offifteenth century and may

have been started at the end of the fourteEAthere, the frame of the great

1211n 1377, 3 marks were left to building the towgrNicholas de Suthed, NCC Heydon 142.
This date is consistent with the material formshef tower as outlined above. The window
tracery has been replaced, though in a style winimhid fit with the rest of the tower.

122 Blomefield 1805 vol. 4, p239, notes that RoberDimston ordered his second wife,
Margaret, to give £5 to the tower in 1424. The naas built in the last quarter of the fourteenth
century to judge both by style and the surviving ofi Stephen de Holt leaving 30 s. to
emendation of the nave in 1386, NCC Harsyk 78.&lth the tower is not part of the same
building campaign as the nave, the style of thelding of the tower arch and the smoothness of
the transition of the exterior nave wall to thatteé tower suggests that the tower was
commenced soon after the rebuilding of the nave.
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five-light west window extends down to the base course obtlert also
framing the door and its flanking image niches (Plate 104a)ddbeand the
window are united and emphasised by this motif so that an obsgweraching
from the west would understand the importance of the emtrdiie door itself
is framed by prominent moulded mullions and a transom that extefrdsrte
the top of the image niches also. This frame createfireedespace around the
spandrels of the door arch in which are placed quatrefoilsinorgashields that
are now blank. So, within the main frame of the west windoviuatieer
subsidiary framing devices that create defined areasverat exploited for
display. The impression created is that the west fatteeaower is projecting a
consciously designed image, in other words, that it is a provalfagade for the
church — something lacking at Marsham and, to a lesser e®iesat;
Witchingham. These three churches are representative okdiffelmoices made
by tower designers and patrons that seem to reflect aogewent in the idea of

what a tower could express.

From the second half of the fourteenth century, towers tetodeel designed
with much larger openings, particularly in their westee$a Where, hitherto,
windows and belfry openings had been, for the most part, mainltidnatwith
little elaboration and only simple mouldings and tracery pattésnthe
beginning of the fifteenth century it had become the norm feigders to create
windows, sound-holes, belfry openings and doors that articulate ¢nallov
design of towers very clearly and boldly. By 1400 then, towerg being
constructed with their openings as significant elements in thealbdesign
aesthetic. Not only were doors, windows and belfry openings becdangegy
and more elaborate, but they were integrated into unifiedriesmthat each
element referred directly to the others; they were indeetetimes connected to
each other by articulated motifs such as string coursgewerarching hood-
moulds in the surface masonry of the structures. This unity @rdeopenings
is one of the elements that characterises parish churengmivthe later Middle
Ages in Norfolk. This has the effect of focusing the obseswvattention on these

openings, particularly on the grandeur of the entrance portal wiesstedoor



90

and window are framed by one overarching masonry course, as si&oufor
example.

Another feature of later towers is the appearance of sound-isohesjar
decorative elements in their designs. Where earlier ®otypically had small,
untraceried lancets piercing tower walls above west windowselogv belfry
stages (if there were any openings at this level atlalfje, square openings with
centred tracery designs were frequently chosen as openings worth, west
and south faces from the later fourteenth century. The inogeatiention paid
to the design of openings appears to speak clearly of treasent importance
given to towers by parochial patrons in general.

The most striking feature of the majority of the towers ftbmsample
period, and that which distinguishes them from most earliezr®m Norfolk, is
the presence of a west door. Of the 164 towers studied, 184n@st doors.
Although a statistical analysis of earlier towers in Norfol& hat been carried
out, it is clear from general observation that, proportionatehyfewer have
portals. Of course, we can never know the forms of those toladra/ere
replaced by later ones, though as only a few of the hundredsniahreave
west doors it is reasonable to conclude that only a small proapester had
them. It seems then that there was a significant momeim¢ ilate fourteenth
century when, for some reason, it becategigeurto commission a church
tower with an entrance in its west face, and a signifiaadtelaborate one at
that. Not only is the fact of the existence of these dogpsiitant, but also the
prominence they were given by designers. They are usually moreitieafeet
and frequently more than eleven feet tall. The west dooraah€r, inside a large
and very ornate Galilee porch, reaches nearly fifteen feet

A few doors, as at Barnham Broom for instance, are positionadbiank
wall and are unadorned except for the mouldings of the door-frdate @). In
these cases, the design does not have the effect of higidigie importance of
the portal. Most, though, relate to adjacent structural acaoratve elements in
a way that suggests that their designers conceived ofgkenore than simple
entrances, attaching an importance to them that connecttheitiverall scheme
of tower forms in many cases. They are usually framed by serigtjambs with
carved mouldings of varying degrees of complexity and elabordtiis not

within the scope of this project to make a detailed studyl tfie moulding
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profiles of these architectural features, yet groups and tyflidse considered to
help shed light on the choices available to designers ar@hpaand on the
iconographical context in which aesthetic decisions were ffade.

There is no general geographical pattern to the distribufitifieznth-
and sixteenth-century towers with doors in the county. Howéwere are
noticeable clusters of towers without doors in the Brecklaraliarthe south-
west, and within a radius of ten miles of the centre o, as well as among
the parish churches of Norwich itself. In the first two easés probable that the
higher incidence of door-less towers is directly correlateitie¢ poverty of the
parishes in which they were commissioned. This question wédkbenined in
detail Chapter 5, though it is sufficient to note at this pibiait Breckland and, to
a lesser extent, the area immediately to the north of idbrare poor in soil and
therefore were low in agricultural productivity. Parish chusdoeind within
easy reach of Norwich, that is, within a ten-mile raditighe city, seem in
general to be less ambitious and less well funded than dthtrer out. This
may also reflect the dominance of the city as a market andfa@uring centre,
inhibiting these activities in the communities in its hilsted, whereas more
distant parishes benefited materially from their reéaéconomic independence.

The case of towers constructed within the city itsefficge complicated,
although here too, economic factors seem to have played anampoatt in the
choice of whether to include a ddf.However, the density of building in the
city centre and the necessity of having to build churchasumaagainst other
buildings or rights of way must have affected the choicenamber of cases. At
St George Tombland and St John Maddermarket, for exampleositeon of the
west ends of the churches adjacent to rights of way andgbdoamain
thoroughfares surely inhibited the attraction of having adjymestern entrance
as well as compromising the physical possibility of entering unrexdeom

that direction. This may also have been the case at $akliat Plea, where a

123 5uch detailed studies of moulding profiles, oftegether with window tracery patterns, are
usually carried out with the intention of tracimggtwork of individual architects or master
masons. See Fawcett, R., 1975, and Roberts, EZ, B87/mentioned before, attribution is not a
major concern of this study. However, consideratibthe mouldings around west doors will

help to elucidate the aesthetic concerns of dessgmad patrons, and may help an understanding
of the ideological programmes that informed thosstlsetic choices.

124 A full discussion of the particular factors affiagt the construction of parish church towers in
Norwich can be found in chapter 5.
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grand porch was subsequently added to the south side of the hwwvertheless,
the general pattern both within Norwich and the wider county ighikaabsence
of west doors is reflected in the modesty of the whole tandry often, of the
rest of the church to which it is attached. A notable excefstitre tower at
Winterton-on-Sea which stands at one hundred and twenty-four festdall
lacks a western entrance.

The chronological distribution of firmly dateable towers withdobrs is
even across the sample period. As a proportion of those towers knbame
been under construction in particular decades there is renalikidd variation.
It is very apparent therefore, that once the tendencysigréwers with west
doors became manifest, it became immediately fashionablearained at the
same level throughout the fifteenth and early sixteenth cesitdieere was no
phased introduction of the type. As noted above, the great deaiopmthis
aspect of tower design happened sometime towards the erafotitteenth
century, when not only grander towers such as Hingham or Aylaleaenbuilt
with west portals, but more modest examples appear, sucutds/Acre or

Brumstead?®®

Almost all west doors of the period were framed with jamizsaxches carved
from freestone with moulding patterns of varied levels diaiation and
sophistication. The materials and workmanship involved, togeititiethe
increased structural complexity of building a door at the bhaéeavy mass of
masonry, were the reasons that patrons would have paid maréofoer with a
door than for a tower without one. Yet the desirability of hgwan imposing
western entrance to the church outweighed, in most casesxtra costs
involved.

The most modest of doors were framed with hoodmoulds and where

there are rare exceptions without them, such as at Erpingharmuytermost

125 50uth Acre: 40 marks were left to the buildinghaf tower in 1383. (There is another
surviving bequest from the fifteenth century arfdréher two from the beginning of the sixteenth
century. The modest tower at South Acre either toakntury and a half to complete, or was
subject to various collapses and repairs durirgytthie, something that is not evident in the
material of the building.) Cattermole, P. and Coit8., p236.

Brumstead: in 1390 a bequest was made leavingt®Qtise tower and 6 s. to the bells, probably
contributing towards the later stages of the bogdiampaign. Cattermole, P. and Cotton, S., p
241.
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order of mouldings projects outwards from the plane of the walkktform,de
factq the same functiotf® Interestingly, the majority of doors have a freestone
moulding course projected vertically from the lower termoratf the
hoodmould to a moulded string course level with the top of the hoodmould
thereby framing the door-arch and creating enclosed spandveltscin
decoration was usually displayed. This type of framing mogfjisivalent to the
MozarabicAlfiz, a square frame around either the horseshoe arch of a doorway
or around the whole portal, probably first designed in Andaludiaeirighth
century.127 Simple examples of this can be seen at Banningham, Bunwell and
Fincham, for exampléPlate 46a). In many instances, this framing device was
projected more confidently and elaborately. At Felminghamhdhnizontal
string course that touches the top of the hoodmould continues derossst
face of the tower connecting the two western buttressesaméhfy an area to
either side of the door that encloses an area above thetgladeulding that is
used for flushwork panel decoration (Plate 43a). This is a conmmatif
throughout late medieval towers in Norfolk, which has the etiegiving a
privileged aspect to this zone of the building and increasesthis bn the
importance of the door, especially when the decorationsgiagg as the
famous flushwork at Coltishall (Plate 28a). In this lattemepie, there is a
parallel string course about two feet above that already omeaticreating, in
effect, a frieze above the door running from buttress to bsitcestaining
alternating flushwork panels with blank shields and crowned kstfer St John
the Baptist, to whom the church is dedicated.

There are 32 churches with similar horizontal friezes above\lesit
doors where the designers used the device to display herakldsséuich as at
Cawston or Wymondham, religious signs as at Northrepps whehe ¢areed

panels alternate IHS with the Marian monogram, a mixtureligfious and

126 A hoodmould is a course of masonry projecting @utls from a wall that runs around the top
of an arch that frames a door or window. It wadsgtesd partly to articulate the architectural
feature beneath it and partly to protect that feafrom the effect of water running down the

wall. It usually terminates at the springing of #reh. At Erpingham and elsewhere where there
is no hoodmould, the outermost order of mouldinthefdoor that reaches to the ground projects
out from the wall in much the same way. Howevelis itot, like a hoodmould, an element
distinct from the frame of the door.

127 For a debate on the transmission ofAltez motif and its induction in Christian architecture

in Asturias in the ninth century and its possiblsiyothic origins, see Dodds, J. Buchitecture
and Ideology in Early Medieval SpaiRennsylvania and London, 1990, pp 32, 33.
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secular heraldry which can be seen at Salle (Plate 12#t\®w Buckenham,
or geometrical decoration like the very similar vine sertiiat can be found in
the north-east of the county at Southrepps and Ingham.

In all cases where this decorative frieze is encountesediéist widow
was designed to sit directly above it, creating a contirant unity of design
that emphasises the importance and grandeur of the westemncentr
Approaching North Tuddenham church (Plate 97) from the west, the observe
has a very different impression from that of entering Redeohatch through
the west door (Plate 116a). At the former the door and west wiat®w
separated by an expanse of blank wall. There is no framingnde®und the
door other than the mouldings of the arch and the jambs andshere
articulation of the wall beyond the door and the other openirfgsmain
structural elements are dislocated and no sense of importagiven to the
entrance. At Redenhall, the door is framed by enclosed spaéedrated with
angels holding shields cut from freestone. To either sideeadidor the wall is
clad in freestone with two elaborately carved niches, nowymjih cusped
ogee arches and crocketted spires, and lierne vaulting uredeairtbpies. Above
the door is a much-repaired freestone frieze with a vapidhjank shields in
irregular frames, some of which seem to have been re-aettiabove this is
a four-light window, itself surrounded by the most elaborate floskywanelling
to be seen on any Norfolk towEF. Any observer can recognise the sense of
importance that this western aspect cre&tes.

There is a small group of towers in the north and north-ea&ébddlk
that were designed with a further framing device for theementrance beyond
those which have been considered above. At Southrepps (PlatelhgBajn
(Plate 75a) and Foulsham (Plates 47, 47a) the outermost order dimgaaflthe
arch of the west window extends vertically down to the base eafithe tower,
framing the door in a great unifying arch, rather as atil®s®n-the-Hill and at
Fakenham. In each example, the plane of the wall insidartttis either side of

the door, is set back from the plane of the outer wall by ugdotaAs the west

128 A5 noted in the introduction, the tower at Reddirsteares many formal similarities with other
towers in nearby north Suffolk, particularly thageEye and Laxfield. There is sufficient
difference in detail to preclude any strong coniclus about attribution, though it seems highly
likely that the respective patrons were influenbgduch distinctive local models.

12 The iconographic implications of these aesthetmiaes will be considered in chapter 4.
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window is wider than the door, especially at Southrepps, thareasea to either
side of the door that is used for decoration — freestone pamelsnage niches at
Southrepps and flushwork panels at Ingham and Foulsham. Thisrgraatd
arch unifying the west window and door at each church increassgmise of
monumentality of the entrance. It may seem facile toksperiumphal arches
and it is doubtful if such an iconographic idea would have restméte
contemporary observers, yet it is undeniable that there is aroeshoh an
effect when approaching one of these churches from the @meshe other hand,
most contemporary observers could have recognised the resenifitimese
church towers to the great city and town gates, as webligyiate and
conventual precinct gates, which were distributed across Nafallkbeyond.
The use of this motif and the motivation for its employmetitlvei examined in
Chapter 4 below.

The treatment of detail on each of these towers is suftlgidifferent to
suggest strongly that their formal similarities are duienitation rather than
shared attribution. Though the tracery of the west windows hamgnd
Foulsham was executed to substantially the same design, théusiaostif a
guatrefoil oculus between uninterrupted super-mullions above the chbsaat
Foulsham for the pair of squat trefoil-headed arches at Ingimaimmore
pertinently, the different treatment of the shouldering angdingsf the ogees in
both windows speak eloquently of different designers. Theagitigls are thus
best understood as the result of stipulations by the patrons aotitracts rather
than common authorship.

The moulding of jambs and arches of west doors falls into tbiated
categories that remain more or less fixed throughout the pemibdcross the
county, with a few minor variations. There are those mouldinfigsavhere the
half shaft or bowtell, usually with a base and capital, igittrainant element,
those where the hollow chamfer creates the main aestietit &d those
where bracket or ogee mouldings, usually tightly grouped and repaatettie
main motif. In the majority of cases at least two @fsthdesigns are combined to
create a moulding profile with a number of orders and a higredeay
complexity. It is noticeable, however, that moulded element$yraave raised
flat projections or fillets, like those to be seen inltdte fourteenth-century

profiles at Bunwell or that of Cawston in the first quadkthe fifteenth, after
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the beginning of the peridd® There seems to have been a conscious rejection of
this motif by most masons, in favour of designs that conveywé ftuidity, less
definition and therefore a greater degree of ambiguipaiterns of light and

shade.

The most common general type is that which uses repeatdabrac
mouldings, in other words a series of shallow, concave oggescurhese are
frequently found on doors which can be classified as modezeimsd situated
in towers with little elaboration. The transition from treatical jamb moulding
to the curved arch moulding is usually unbroken, as seen ex#mples of
Shropham and Pulham St Mary (Plate 114a). In an otherwissbonated west
front, such as that at Grimston, or in a grander exampléakéBey, the close
repetition of these mouldings creates an effect of insubsignirathe tight
patterns of light and shade.

This type was rarely used for grander entrances, although ogee
mouldings often form a part of the moulding profiles of such r&@ommonly,
half shafts were used in the vertical mouldings to delingsatelifferent orders.
They usually terminate in capitals at the springing point o&thhb, rather than
being carried upwards. The arch mouldings in such cases arby @stler a
combination of plain and hollow chamfer, or a further semidtarcor ogee
profiled element that continues to the apex, as at CawBtate (27b) or
Fincham.

The least common of the principal moulding motifs is the hollow
chamfer. Chamfers, both plain and hollow, were often usedgarate other
moulding elements, but broad, hollow chamfers — shallow concaves;wften
asymmetrical so that one of the lips of the curve termsnmaiere sharply and
throws a more definite shadow than the other — were not uskd amin motif
as often as the other forms considered above. They terdféaid more often
surrounding doors in grander west fronts than otherwise, particakthey
present an opportunity for a display of decoration. At Deophdaite(B2a) a
hollow chamfer is filled with carved rosettes, while appiaburgh there are

blank shields suspended from pegs, at North EImham fleuronst Batham

130 There are a number of doors of later towers wfitkeés where employed in the design of the
mouldings, as at St Martin at Fincham, built in #eeond half of the fifteenth century, though
these are relatively uncommon when set against types.
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Market a double order of crowns and fleurons and mythical beass:Haaather
instances, as at Alburgh, Carbrooke or Heydon, they werengityeallowing
deep shadows to be cast inside the door frame.

In all cases, complicated moulding profiles, particularlgxternal
positions, create an effect of insubstantiality in the obsefve fluidity of some
designs and the tight repetition of narrow bands of light aadesin others blur
the assurance of solid lines — it is often difficult tospraow the door frame
quite relates to the entrance that it surrounds. It is irapbtbd note in the light
of this observation, that very often, particularly in framé®re repeated ogee
mouldings are dominant, that mouldings were carved to disappear iy aclioa
a plain diagonal chamfer at lower levels. There are numenstanices of this
motif, for instance at Blakeney and Grimston, where the ogreédings spring
from the solid, plain chamfer close to the ground, or Grid#ackford and
Northrepps (Plate 98c) where the carved mouldings integr#tetivei flat
surface of the chamfer around the point of the springing ofrtie At Fincham,
the bases of the half shafts merge imperceptibly withlghetone, but most
remarkable of all examples of this motif is that found at Teatstwhere the
vertical moulding of the door frame is dominated by two massiveost
classical, engaged columns that give way at the sprinmimg of the arch to a
series of fine, complicated mouldings (Plate 144a). Thene better example in
Norfolk of the tendency to design mouldings around doors that emplizesise
weight and solidity of the lower elements of the door framgle accentuating
the insubstantiality and indeterminability of the upper eleméksle these
designs create a pleasing aesthetic effect charactéysbeé contrast of solidity
and lightness, the fact that designers continued to choasetiheughout the
fifteenth and early sixteenth centuries, often creatingtfeet with otherwise
very different moulding profiles, suggests that there wasgrammatic concern
beyond that of pure aesthetics. It has been observed that doergsually
integrated into the overall design of a tower, relatingely to other structural
and decorative elements. Whether the treatment of moultiemgsently
displayed around the west doors of the towers in the sample iglatgs to
these more general schemes will be considered in the cohtaxirovestigation

of architectural iconography in Chapter 4.
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West windows assumed a far greater importance in towegrdfreim the
end of the fourteenth century. Even the grand parish toweng ébarteenth
century placed little emphasis on windows and their plaeeuinified design.
Great Witchingham has a modest two light window that doegetait to any
other architectural elements in the tower; the same caaibb@f Walpole St
Peter (Plate 147) and Tottington, and even Hingham, a very tangr indeed,
has a comparatively small three light window with admitteeiyy fine tracery,
marooned in a wall of flint.

There is a tendency for windows in later towers not only to fearhof a
unified whole, but to exploit the greater space availabdea fesult there are
only ten two-light windows in the entire sample, when they/lieen the most
common type only a couple of decades earlier in the thirdeyuafrthe
fourteenth century. The majority, 94, have three lights amdetst, 72, four
lights or more. In general, windows built earlier in the @e:tend to use less of
the width available than those designed later. Very ambitamwsrs such as
Salle (Plate 122a) and Cawston (Plate 27a) from the firsteguarthe fifteenth
century can be seen to have relatively narrow windows wihiepared to other
large towers from later periods, such as Ingham (Plate Aa@pisburgh and,
most noticeably, Southrepps (Plate 132a), with its enormous sixaligdow
that fills the whole width of the west face of the towemsen the buttresséd:
There are exceptions to this tendency: St Giles-on-the-#tllSt Peter
Mancroft, both in Norwich, have towers probably started indbedecade of the
fourteenth century which have large five-light windows thatrekie great part
of the width of their facades, especially so in the foroase. These are
exceptional however, the norm being better represented by Swiottey, a
tower analogous with St Giles in respect of its dominantugtgge, which has a
comparatively modest west window of three lights, surrounded dnga |
expanse of blank masonry.

It is apparent that there is a geographical pattern inhtbee of

prominence given to west windows. Broadly speaking, in the nodleast of

1311t must be noted here that much window tracerghsas that at Southrepps, has been replaced,
either in whole or in part. Judging from the aniiguwf the hoodmoulds around the windows, |
have not found an example where an entire new wirtths been inserted. Such a subsequent
replacement would, in any case, have presentedyaseeous structural challenge that seems not
to have been attempted. Most replacement windovetyasseems to replicate the original design,
except in those few cases where simple Y-tracesybean introduced.
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Norfolk there was a tendency to an increase in size aporiance in the overall
design as the fifteenth century progressed. It seems thealgradition was
established that favoured such dominant windows as Ingham, Happisindg
Southrepps, all located within a few miles of each other imdinth-east of the
county. As noted above in the discussion about unity of desigmnitssenat
those involved in the design process must have adopted localshod®itate
or improve upon and thus developed a strong local tradition. Otredsleot
examples of grand windows in the north and east are BlakBnisiey, Blofield,
Cromer and Foulsham. There are, of course, grand towers nedios with
more modest fenestration: Winterton, one of the tallest syviias a small three-
light window and no west door, for example. Furthermore, thereases of
towers with grand west windows in the south and west of the yaiettwo
most obvious being Fakenham (Plate 41a) and Swaffham, the ferthesix
lights and the latter with five. It is arguable, howevtkat Fakenham is part of
the north Norfolk tradition whereas Swaffham is a tower, likBe&er Mancroft,
Salle and Cawston, that transcends local taxonomical ctadifi in many
respects.

The tendency in the west and, particularly, the south ofdhetg was to
eschew elaboration in window design in favour of more supdrfiegign
elements. Redenhall, a very impressive tower from iatire period, has a four-
light window that is overwhelmed by the panels of flint flushwdt surround
it. At New Buckenham, a modest window of three lights isquleabove a very
imposing entrance and set in a very effective flint anelshene chequer pattern;
a profusion of geometrical flushwork designs on the plinth courselambing
the buttresses add to the elaboration. At Garboldisham (Plgteadi@av miles
from New Buckenham the importance of the tower is similatpyressed by the
use of knapped flints in chequer and flushwork designs, while ésewindow
is again of three lights with a very simple intersectingacery pattern. It is
probable that a long tradition of flint knapping, together witlaleources of the
finest flint for decorative work was highly influential iretiechoice of elaborating
and decorating towers in this way in the south and west @foilnaty, as well as
in north Suffolk. In the north of the county, where the traditiberophasising
and articulating the major architectural elements of towaissgiven more

importance, there was less access to the type andyqufdlint necessary for
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decorative flushwork, and therefore a subsequent scarcitaftémen

experienced in the skilf?

The openings in church towers were opportunities for displays lufitesd

ability and virtuosity, as well as innovation, on the paftdesigners and
masons. The doors, windows, sound holes and belfry openings werastin
cases, created with freestone that was cut in intrigatterns that required a high
degree of skill to execute. However, after the early desaf the fifteenth
century, the parameters within which masons worked whenruededcery
patterns were quite narrow. The tracery of west windows ahdHhzember
openings expresses little of the freedom of invention seen exiealent
designs of the end of the fourteenth century.

At Worstead, a tower that in its emphasis on the westalmbrvindow,
which are unified by a framing arch, seems to prefiguréawers of the
fifteenth century, the four-light window contains curviliné@cery of great
fluidity and invention(Plate 161a). It is sub-arcuated, each of the two-centred
minor arches containing further ogee sub-arches. From the p@atbfogee
two curved dagger motifs, rather like leaves, spreadalateand a further dagger
rises vertically like a candle flame to the top of eain sub-arch. The area
between the sub-arches is filled with four daggers intérggin a saltire motif.
All the tracery is prominently cusped. There are strongexcbhbthe tracery in
the west walk of Norwich cathedral cloisters in thisigiesyet also the presence
of the vertical dagger tracery springing from the point acbgee arch that would
be common in west windows at the end of the fourteenth andreg of the
fifteenth centuries. It is not possible to date the tqwecisely, though the
tracery of the west window, when taken together with thalding of the
framing arch, and the design of the bell chamber openinghakia super-
mullions, suggest that the tower was under construction ilashéhird of the
fourteenth century.

At St Giles-on-the-Hill in Norwich the “candle flame” miois used
again in the tracery of the west window (Plate 104a). Taexdive lights with

two intersecting sub-arches and the lancet shape creathis lnytersection is

132 5ee Pevsner and Wilson, 1999, pp 19-24, for aissen of the distribution and manipulation
of flint in Norfolk. This theme will be explored fiher in Chapter 4.
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mirrored in minor sub-arches that head the outside lightsiWétich of these
minor arches the “candle flame” design springs from an ages Worstead.
One effect of having intersecting sub-arcuation with dis@etendary sub-
arches is to have four prominent curved tracery membersngele¢ main
window arch at an angle as if they were buttressing the arah of the window.
This draws attention to the massiveness of the masonry #iswery large
opening in the wall and emphasises the importance of the windswpporting
the tower above and around it. In contrast to these curvilelearents at St
Giles, there are motifs that are conventionally classd®®erpendicular. Four
of the mullions of the main lights of the window continue upwardsutyin the
design to meet the main arch at the vertical. The seauhébarth lights are
divided above their heading arches by super-mullions into two gahahgular
batement lights. The squareness of these designs contrastablgtiwith the
curvilinear motifs and the whole is strongly reminiscent ofttheery design on
the north side of the choir of the Dominican Friary in Norwiaby known as
Blackfriars Hall. The tracery of the blank intermediatgge openings at St
Giles, where there would conventionally have been sound holes, contains
elements of that of the west window, while that of the belfrgnings, although
sub-arcuated, is much less curvilinear and more conventidPadpendicular
and, therefore, suggest that the tastes of the designésatrons changed over
the time it took to complete the tower.

In general, though, most tracery patterns in the openings of Korfol
towers were designed within fairly narrow, conventional patars. The
dominant motif is that of a tracery light bounded by mullionsigso a head,
often an ogee, that is then subdivided by a super-mullion sprifrgimgthe
point of the head. The subdivided sections, or batement lightse ihead of the
window arch or bell-chamber opening, when aggregated in the tnrfour light
designs common in Norfolk towers, form a horizontal elementoitestks the
verticality of the tracery pattern. They are found in ttagamity of Norfolk
towers, ranging from the modest, as at Westwick (Plate 1&iltge ambitious,

as seen in the west window at Swaffham (Plate 137cgnBait lights were

1337 A.Heslop has pointed out the similarities betwégs tracery design and those in the north
nave windows of the Dominican Priory in Norwich asfdSwaffham church in “Swaffham
Church: Community Building in Fifteenth Century Nalk” in Medieval East AngliaHarper-

Bill, C., (ed.), Woodbridge, 2005.
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often used as elements in more complicated designs aratelseabsent, in
some form, in the west windows or bell-chamber openings ooNoidwers. At
Foulsham (Plate 47b) and Blofield, a double course of these subdigdesd |i
creates a perforated transom at the intersection of théatwers.

Crenellated transoms are common features of west windowytrace
though not of the other openings. They are generally positionegdrea third
and half way up the height of a window, dividing it into an upperlawer
section, as at Fakenham and Blakeney. Apart from breakingpthard thrust of
the main mullions, these transoms reinforce the idea @rtdtetectural solidity
of the window design, much as sub-arches do. They also nfig@rénellations
of the parapet above and resonate with the idea of the &saxenotional
towered gateway**

Perhaps the most vigorous elements in tracery designrsémmear
openings in the sample are the cusping of arches and thel nelatié of the
‘shouldered’ ogee. Nearly every tower has tracery that insladsped arches. It
is usually present in both the west window and in the belirblea openings,
lacking only in openings where the tracery has been lost or sulnsigque
replaced in the twentieth century. The degree of cuspingsvan that at
Alburgh, the shallow cusps do not greatly affect the interior supf¢he arches
at the heads of the tracery lights At Cawston, on the other hand, the cusps are
so prominent that they nearly meet across the head af¢cheOccasionally, as
at Fincham, sub-cusps are carved within the main cuspstdbédhdensity of
carving at the head of each light almost obscures thefitiee ogee arch (Plate
46b). At Fincham, the cusps create a confusion of light and sinaded the
major tracery elements and recall a thicket of thorns.

The exceptions to the general rule that almost all windowriradehe
period is cusped are found in openings where ‘shouldered’ ogeearaed.
This design is, in effect, a six-centred arch, where a aloogee is four-centred.
To create the design, a normal ogee is traced, but whedstimward curve of
the bottom of the arch reaches towards the vertical ecoexe, with its centre

inside the arch, is drawn. This creates a shoulder thatupts the flow of the

134 For the iconological implications of the referesite tower d gateways, see Chapter 4 below.
135 Much of the tracery at Alburgh was probably repthin the 18 century. While it was usual

for Victorian craftsmen to replicate the originaisigns, the workmanship was often dissimilar so
that individual details such as the size of thgpsusay be obscured
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arch and at the inside of the curve creates an effegasima cusp.
‘Shouldered’ ogees can be seen in tracery in parish towersrfolKthat can be
dated to the second quarter of the fifteenth century and Tdtey appear to be
one of the few innovations in tracery design of the fifteesttiury in the
sample group. It is instructive to notice that they were chirvéoth the bell-
chamber openings at St Giles in Norwich and at Swanton Mavlegre the
west windows, completed at the end of the fourteenth or begiohihg
fifteenth century in both cases, have conventional cusps. A¢ om between
the completion of the lower stages of these towers andbtisraction of the
upper parts ‘shouldered’ ogees became an available choice fordesigners.
They quickly became fashionable, for they were employed by teermaf
some of the more ambitious towers with impressive west windaonitsin the
middle of the century. They can be seen in the west windbWwgham,
Foulsham (Plate 47b), Brisley and Blofield (Plate 14a), tewsat share many
formal similarities as highlighted above. The earliest exégaamples are to be
found in the north aisle windows of the Blackfriars’ in Narkirebuilt in the
1420s after a fire. The chronology of their appearance in towsryssathe

county would suggest that this was the model that was follote

Towers built at the west ends of parish churches in Norfolk ifatkeMiddle
Ages fall broadly into two formal groups. Those whose builderisexsed
innovation, for whatever reason, and continued to construct tolareetall
those of the late thirteenth or early fourteenth centuriethad@ tower built at
the end of the period, such as that at Santon Downham (Fign26¢ Suffolk
border can, in many aspects, resemble one built two hundredegetes->’
This persistence of traditional forms calls into questionehvaso would tie

taxonomic classification to chronology.

136 See Heslop, 2005, pp.253-4 for a discussion oBthekfriars’ north aisle tracery and its
influence at Swaffham.
137 santon Downham can be dated to inscriptions dpsit® course to the 1520s.
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Fig. 26. Santon Downham

Then there are those whose designers and patrons chose to adopt
innovative forms, first seen in Norfolk in the middle of tbarteenth century at
such towers as Hingham and Aylsham, producing more articlatitings that
often focus the attention on the new western entrance ohthetcwith a
hitherto unknown integration of the main architectural featdress. group, in its
general forms, is broadly homogenous. Yet within the homogeneitye of t
general form, Norfolk towers exhibit a great variety of indiinal features. No
two towers are identical, though some are very similasdngham (Plate 18)
and Pulham Market towers (Plates 113, 113a) are so alike astévery detall
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that Fawcett, on close examination of moulding profiles eakty design,
attributed them to the same master masdbhlowever, this degree of similarity
is rare. More often designers and patrons chose architeaharalecorative
features from a range of models when arriving at a design.tBoesea
dominant feature is repeated in a number of churches that esimbér levels
of ambition, as in the cognate group of towers that includistel, Blofield,
Ingham and Fakenham already discussed in this chapter.arhmdyarch
around the west window and door of these churches is a bold anébambit
feature that seems to have excited the admiration oé hatsons that were
searching for design ideas. In none of these instancesessiliicient evidence
to conclude that the same craftsmen were engaged on mo@nth&wer. This
evidence suggests that the patrons played important roles design process
and sheds light on the interplay between the patron-designénenthson, a
process that is often lost to view when only very similamf®are compared and
shared attribution is sought.

The picture that emerges from an overview of the méaferias of the
towers is that for one hundred and fifty years from the laasttguof the
fourteenth century the design and construction of these buildiag$n the
hands of groups of sophisticated and culturally aware people whaleréo
select individual component elements from admired models andesyse them
in a coherent and aesthetically sensitive manner. Thespreales of those who
were paying and those who were paid in this process are notthleagh the
importance of the patrons must be acknowledged if the contnitsutif the
masons are to be understood.

The comparative analysis reveals tedam models remained
available to patrons and architects throughout later Middle Aglsifolk and
that the persistence of these types is eloquent of an atatkora recently
created tradition. What also emerges from this analysimisstyle categories
such as Decorated and Perpendicular are remarkably unhelpéulfeitidating
Norfolk towers or for characterising them. Curvilinear aradiliaear tracery, for
example, coexisted more or less throughout the study period, eariditle

moulding profiles and buttress types. Although some tendencies becorae

138 Fawcett, 1975, pp.254-267.
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marked over time, such as the desire to link elementginestern elevations of
towers, they never entirely supplant older design ideas.r& ithas a shared
sense of a modern style, which may seriously be doubtedsibften eschewed,

for financial if not for aesthetic reasons.
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Chapter 4.
Iconography

There has been much debate on how far and to what ends theramnogf
medieval architecture can be analy$&dt is clear from the writings of Isidore
of Seville, through Abbot Suger of St Denis, to Durandus of Mende tha
medieval writers tended to consider buildings and their ornanmantat
symbolic rather than formal terms. In tRationale Officiorum Divinorum

Durandus is explicit in his symbolic interpretation of towers:

The towers are the preachers and the prelates of the ctmiich,are
her bulwark and defence. Whence the bridegroom in the Cardaitbes
to the bride, thy neck is like the tower of David builded foeemoury.
The pinnacles of the towers signify the life or the mind prfedate

which aspireth heavenwartfS.

However, as Paul Crossley pointed out in his essay “Medfgcitecture and
Meaning: the Limits of Iconography” this type of analogigap@ach to
interpretation reveals more about pest-festunpreoccupations of the
interpreter than the motivation and the cultural milieu ofdéasigners and
observers of medieval building%: Interesting though these may be, and the
repeated insistence on such modes of interpretation righgsattre Middle Ages
is revealing of medieval ways of seeing in itself, theyndbget us much closer
to the people who were concerned with the making and erpergeof these

particular towers, which is one of the principal goalshaf tesearch.

139 The most complete summary in English of the rergewece of architectural iconography as a
subject for serious study in the 1940s and 195@eiMman academia, is Paul Crossley “Medieval
Architecture and Meaning: the Limits of Iconography The Burlington Magaziné/ol.130,

No. 1019, Special Issue on English Gothic Art (FE988), pp 116-121.

140 Neale, J.M., and Webb, Brhe Symbolism of Churches and Church Ornaments: a
Translation of the First Book of The Rationale Diium Officiorum Written by William
Durandus London and Cambridge, 1843, p 27. This passagepwaiated out to me by Claire
Daunton.

141 Crossley, 1988, p 116.
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Richard Krautheimer in his essay ‘Introduction to an “Iconplgyeof

Mediaeval Architecture™ proposed that by examining repeatekitactural
copies built in the Middle Ages, one could reveal some ofldraants in the
design of a building that were of most concern to medieval pé&pldat is, by
choosing to imitate certain forms in a building again and agesigners were
emphasising those parts that represented an idea that wifisang to them. He
showed how the copies were often far from exact but were siemtaugh to
denote the essential idea of the venerated original. Hedltadtthis by
examining the many churches which were built to imitate the Befyulchre in
Jerusalem. These were usually not close copies in the feemsé, but notional
copies, possessing some of the essential elements that ehsedtie Anastasis
Rotonda, imprecisely translated. He summed up this notion tation,

surprising to modern scientific sensibilities, thus:

This inexactness in reproducing the particular shape ofigitdef
architectural form, in plan as well as in elevation, setibe one of
the outstanding elements in the relation of copy and original in
mediaeval architecture. Indeed it recalls a well-known phenome
the peculiar lack of precision in mediaeval descriptions not afnly
architectural patterns but of all geometrical forms....Thisqdar
attitude suggests a quite different approach as comparethaitaf the
modern mind to the whole question of copying. Indeed the lack of
geometrical precision is as characteristic as the “in@iffee” towards
precise imitation of architectural shapes and patterdgurof this,
other intentions seem to be at the basis of copying architenttlre i
Middle Ages. It would seem as though a given shape were éahiteit

so much for its own sake as for something else it impfigd.

However, Krautheimer ignored another type of imitation thatush closer to
the modern concept of the practice. Formal descriptive asaggied out both

before and after he propounded his idea, such as the andlysisildings

142 Krautheimer, R., ‘Introduction to an “lconograpbfyMediaeval Architecture™ inThe Journal
of the Warburg and Courtauld Institutégol. 5 (1942), pp 1-33.
143 Krautheimer (1942), pp 7.8.
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carried out by Eileen Roberts and Richard Fawcettshawn that very close
copying could be a feature of medieval constructfiNone the less, in
introducing the idea of the notional copying of architectural prptstyhe placed
the working of architectural symbolism in the hands of the dessgand the
wishes of the patrons, and by implication in the culturalemiin which they
existed, rather than in thmost festuninterpretation of later writers and sages.

A problem with this approach is that it can elevate onecpat motive
to the exclusion of all others. It is reasonable to supfuseever, that a patron
or group of patrons may have held a number of overlapping reasartsfusing
certain types and forms and that those intentions were moitifted interaction
with the people they commissioned to design and construct thedimapilt is
surely erroneous to ignore formal or aesthetic consideraticueman analysis
of motivation for the purely iconographic or symbolic. Such facsrthe
craftsmen’s range of competence and technical capabitdgsther with the
pull of fashion will have weighed on the collaborative desigcgss.
Nevertheless, to follow Krautheimer’s deductive leadabglysing data taken
from the material evidence and examining certain types oegeane should be
able to identify the architectural messages and thuslgfean the cultural
choices made by those who commissioned and designed the buildingitglo
to the sample group.

It is my contention that an examination of the constituenttitactural
elements of the towers that make up the sample group, togéthehe
iconography of the motifs that decorate the buildings, seeigdhtext of
prevailing contemporary ideologies, cultural strategies andjigs, can reveal
much about the motivation of the men and women who paid for andhmuil
towers. In particular | argue that the towers built atwiestern ends of Norfolk
churches in the fifteenth century would have resonatedthétimotion of
representing a grand gateway into both a heavenly as svafi aarthly
Jerusalem, especially when considered in the context of tteasingly popular
and elaborate liturgical processions that were performdeitater Middle
Ages. This resonance would have been effected by thegmeht and imitation

of various cultural strategies that were known to the sensitimeemporary

144 5ee Fawcett, 1975, and Roberts, 1977.
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observer, such as references to royal entry ceremonide amtks of late
medieval literature, such as the Middle-English poeearl. In this way, the
formal analysis of the material as carried out inpgtevious chapter can be
animated with the cultural and ideological concerns optwple who created,

used and lived with the towers.

The tower of Fakenham church (Plates 41, 41a) can be selea agitor
approaching from the south three or four miles before the rés¢ church, or
indeed the rest of the towfY It is an impressive 34 metres tall, with angle
buttresses, very clearly articulated by bold string courssstivide the tower
into four stages. The parapet is low and consists only of tagoek with rather
squat crocketted pyramid pinnacles at each corner. The gefferlis not one
of vertical aspiration, but rather of solidity and strength sliggest
contemporary military or city defence architecture. Even todgytower is the
most visible sign of the town. On approaching, the ensemblelitectural
elements on the facade of the tower is emphasised.

The great six-light west window is visible over the rooftopbwfdings
that closely surround the church, filling most of the widthheffacade between
the buttresses, providing a great expanse of glass and tratetwa bold sub-
arches. The window also has a transom with low crenellatien$hlose of the
parapet. The framing arch of the window extends to the groungsiiating a
very elaborate display of decoration around the large west‘tfobine door
itself is set deep into the wall of the tower and frdrbg three orders of bracket
mouldings divided by two fillets that spring from the capitalbaf-shafts or
bowtells (Plate 41b). The depth of the mouldings emphasisesitkadss of the
wall and allows a play of light and shadow around the door. Theashabr

mouldings are framed by vertical masonry elements thatfstartthe base

145 The tower was the result of a characteristicaihgl building campaign. In 1447 26s.8d. was
left to the new tower by Agnes Hayward, NCC Wyl8811449 2 marks to the new tower,
William Curteys, NCC Aleyn 36; 1465 20s. to makihg tower, William Rawlyns, NCC Betyns
21; 1492 20s. to making 3 bells, Robert BatemanCN@olman 150; and 1511 50s. to “the
batelyng....to be doon on the steple”, William Hanydee, NFK Sparhawk 126, in Cattermole
and Cotton, p 246.

148 Unfortunately the original door does not survimesitu.
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course of the tower. A horizontal string course touching tke& apthe door arch
completes the frame. This device creates spandrels whiciclalsedecorated
with two cusped daggers in each, one horizontal and the othiealeabout
large cusped roundels containing shields, that to the nortle dloibr displaying
the arms of the passion and that to the south the rayal @rEngland. In this
case the instruments of the passion displayed are the ttr@sspwn of thorns,
the spear, the sponge, the reed sceptre and the sword USeBddgr to cut off
the ear of the High Priest’'s Servant (Luke 23:50).

Within the wider frame provided by the extended window arehvao
large image niches flanking the door frame and a frieze afdrgrdirectly
above the door and below the window, uniting the two main elenoéiihe
facade. The niches, as is almost always the case, arempiy, but their
grandeur and elaboration are still evident. They are tall enouggive contained
near life size standing figures, probably of the two patranisal hey would
have stood on pedestals and would have been protected from aljuegeloying
ogee heads with pendent finials. The niches are vaultedieritie ribs, creating
an interior architectural space for the images to inhabd.t@bernacles are
topped with pierced polygonal parapets, in effect rather likers, which are in
turn flanked by tiny image niches that imitate the mainifsiofhe heraldic
frieze that runs above the door to the edge of the main frarkeentains
repeated crowned letter Ps for Peter and Paul with the @frthe two saints,
crossed keys and swords respectively, at either end afisplay.

Two courses of decoration run around the base of the towerowke |
course has narrow repeated panels of flint flushwork arrangéepict ogee
niches with crockets and spires. The upper course is sepéatethe lower by
a chamfered drip-mould and contains repeated square freestwig ipavhich
there are blank shields in low relief. These two coursasirabout one and a
half metres high and run uninterrupted around all three sidas tbwer and
around the buttresses.

The tower is imposing, both in terms of scale and dominanite of
surroundings, as well as in the vocabulary of visual motifs tlkeajpiresses. On
the whole, towers built a century earlier in the middle offtheteenth century
did not employ as great a range of visual cues as are eviddet design of the

Fakenham tower facade. The tower of Guist ch(ifalp 27), six miles south-
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east of Fakenham, has neither door nor parapet, no surfacetidecora
articulation, its profile is not modified by buttresses, daaviest window and
bell chamber openings, each of two lights and with simpiedery, do not
express anything beyond their main function of lighting the ringiramber or
of allowing the sound of the bells to be he#fdt stands about 21 metres tall
and has little relationship to the rest of the church, eitktermally or internally.
It is a tower for housing bells and projecting their sound, esndetailing

expresses very little beyond this.

Fig. 27. Guist

147 There is no extant documentation that allows ani@te dating of the tower, though its form
and total absence of elaboration or articulatiayggst that it was built no later than the third
guarter of the fourteenth century.
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It is important to consider, when contemplating the heterogeoieityo such
structures, the difference in the effects they would have madentemporary
observers, as well as the motivation of those who had them @lgiarly the
Fakenham tower is more elaborate and ambitious than that at lGauigs what
end? The simple answer of course is to state that itsepiethe wishes of its
patrons and designers. Presumably they intended it to look thie ed, though
even this idea is complicated by the possibility of changesrd occurring
over the decades it took to complete a tower, and the subsepdifitations to
any original plan.

We can never know the intentions of those whose decisions anéshoic
influenced the shaping of the late medieval towers tieathe subject of this
research, but an examination of the iconography of their desa&gnkelp to shed
light on the ideologies that are implied by their formss linlikely that there
would ever have been one single reason that determined tise ohthe many
different material and decorative elements that go togetheake up a tower,
rather they are the result of many different strands of maiiv#at in each
individual case must have weighed to a greater or lesset eéxteheir designers.
It is my intention in this chapter to disentangle some ofetstiands and to
identify some of the cultural and ideological forces thatnaibéd the aesthetic
choices made by tower patrons and designers. As the samplesyadenation
is large, a heuristic approach to the analysis of the icapbgrof late medieval
Norfolk towers is valid. Where visual devices and motifsrapeatedly used
across the sample, patterns of popularity can be discernedu&hkgon is then
to try and understand what significance these motifs would lexv¢éo designers
and observers, beyond the strictly formal. In other words, hoywtieee
employed as emblems or hieroglyphs. Clearly signs cannot be efivivaom the
cultural and ideological milieu in which they are useda sonsideration of that
context and how it changed is indispensable to an understandimgwéay in

which they were conceived and perceived in the late MiddésAg Norfolk.

Parish church towers built in Norfolk in the late Middle Agesewmnot only
facades, but, usually, were also entrances. This is emptdmith by the
attention given to the often elaborate decoration and imdligat surrounds their

doors as well as the larger architectural frame thatectativers provide for these
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doors. In examining this iconography a distinction has to be netdeén the
different types of motif that were displayed. The form of aetoas constituted
by the aggregation of its architectural elements is a cotigroghat conveys a
variety of sensations and impressions. It may be thatdhisis suggestive or
connotative of something in the mind of the observer andytats® be that its
designer wished to create such an effect. There sl loé images and motifs in
the fabric or on the surface of the tower that do not contributee general
architectural form of the tower, but that may denote an idearurept to the
observer or that may suggest such a concept. A shield drsplayd crossed
keys, commonly found around west doors and on the parapets of towars, as
Fakenham, is a sign that was conventionally understood to signfifgter, for
instance. There was also statuary, largely disappdadp judge from the
surviving examples represented figures such as saints aeld.afgen though
these motifs and images are received in different ways iniression made by
the overall form of a tower creates a different sensatan the contemplation
of accessible and “readable” signs and images display#tedabric - they may
be complementary. The concept suggested by the architecturaliaphpgf a
tower may be reinforced by a range of other motifs displayeithe building.
There are very few west doors in Norfolk towers of thepdameriod
that do not have either an elaborate architectural framenoe surrounding
signs, symbols or images, or, commonly, both. Of the 104 wes$ dotire
sample, 76 have square frames or labels similar to tir@k@&nham that allow
for decoration in the spandrels created between the fachéhe door arch.
Most commonly these spandrels are decorated with low redigdried daggers
and cusped quatrefoils, as at Happisburgh and Northrepps (Plxt&®&c
quatrefoils usually contain shields that are sometimes embldzatteheraldry
or religious iconography. At Blofield there are shields wiité cross keys of St
Peter and the saltire of St Andrew, the patron saintsaa8duthrepps there are
the royal arms of England and the arms of the Passion, inmactdvéstic
juxtaposition of religious and political themes (Plates 132bg3s frequently
the spandrels contain figures carved in low relief, sometamasged in
attitudes of combat as at Cawston (Plate 27b), Hilborough andnSedaey,
where the patron, Saint George, inhabits the north spandreleddation the
southern one (Plate 120a). At Redenhall, winged angels bekisshiat are now



115

blank and at St Lawrence in Norwich there is a scene diyrdam in each
spandrel, to the north the patron martyred on the grill, @ikt south, Saint
Edmund, the patron saint of East Anglia.

Tower plinths are often decorated, usually with motésnied by two
courses of mouldings. Most commonly this decoration takes thediorm
flushwork tracery panels with trefoil heads, for examplelafi®d and Ingham
(Plate 75a). At Blakeney, similar motifs are rendereproudwork — a variant of
flushwork in which the cut masonry elements are raisediaf feom the
knapped flint infill. This panel decoration is often mixed oefdated with
heraldic motifs. At Blakeney the north-west buttress haseddsbn its face at the
base course, with three mitres indicating the diocese of iNloii?late 13a). The
south-west has a shield with a cross above a dolphin in a bordmdlopsshells.
At Walcott the north-west buttress has a shield with embtdrtiee passion — the
cross and the crown of thorns - while the south-west hasaidlteemblem,
which, although badly weathered appears to be an engraited.sal

In the south and south-west of the county in particular, plitis
buttresses are frequently decorated with flushwork or low nedieéls with
geometrical designs. At New Buckenham, some of these @witaidow tracery,
others feature small blank shields, while others are carted¢amplicated
mouchette and wheel patterns (Plate 91b). At Garboldishamu#ievibrk
panels on the south side of the tower plinth have similar gieicaledesigns to
those at New Buckenham, while those on the north side, facimgaher house,
display complicated religious monografi&Like a number of towers in the
south and the south-west such as Fincham and Northwold, Garboldifstam
has flint flushwork display up the faces of its buttresses arits parapet (Plate
49a).

There are 36 towers with image niches on their wessfgguch niches
are usually found on those towers that can be charactessg@nder or more
elaborate. Typically, a pair of them flanks the west doat &akenham (Plate
41b), but sometimes they are to be found either side of tiowi At Alburgh,

two plain, squat niches are placed either side of the Ipar¢iof the window

148 For a full treatment of the iconography of fliaghwork, particularly in the south and south-
west of Norfolk, see Blatchly, J. and NortheastJ®coding Flint Flushwork on Suffolk and
Norfolk Churcheslpswich, 2005.
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arch, while at Swaffham the niches are incorporated intbriteed chamfer of
the window arch itself (Plate 137c). Swaffham has furthis jpd niches, one
conventionally placed either side of the door above the base candse,
immediately below this, interjecting rather incongruouslpsasithe moulding of
the plinth of the tower are a pair of holy water stot{phe position of these is
unique in the sample group — where stoups are still to be fbegdate almost
always in a lateral porch or just inside one of the entrane@s probably
indicates that , at Swaffham, the west door was also a carotdiwell as
processional entrance. At Barton Turf, a single deep nialeuisually
positioned above the window (Plate 8).

Occasionally, image niches are found on the faces of bsgiseAt
Bacton, niches with cusped arches and pedestals were kbt finst stage of
the western buttresses in prominent positions about three feetthbay®und
(Plate 3). At Brisley, all four angle buttresses have niaginése faces of their
third stages, at an unusually high point (Plate 19). There gydalepedestals,
cusped heads similar to Bacton and very tall crockettedsspbove. If images
were ever placed in these niches, it is possible that they representations of
the four evangelists given the frequency with which they apgithe four
corners of parapets, where similarly they would have bisdlsle from all points
and from a great distance. At Pulham St Mary, on the oted, only the south-
west buttress contains a niche, just above the first sedsadfthere are none on
the fagade. As this niche faces the village and the direof approach, it may
be supposed that the designers thought it appropriate to placaga afMary
in the position it would be seen to best advantage as tishipaers walked
from the village to the south porch. At St Peter MancroNanwich (Plate 110),
much the most articulated of all Norfolk towers, therefave pairs of image
pedestals with canopies over (they cannot be properly desash&dhes) on the

four faces of the western pair of angle buttresses, one tewé&e north and

4% These stoups pose a problem for those trying tierstand the chronology of the building
campaigns at Swaffham. They appear to be a ladertion, judging from the discontinuity with
the moulding of the base course, the disruptiahécsurrounding masonry and the slightly
different geology of the surrounding stone. Fourhfer discussion of this question see the case
study on Swaffham tower in chapter 6.
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south faces of the eastern buttresses, to accommodatertis@mbf the aisle
roofs, and two pairs of pedestals and canopies facing east theavave roof>°

The zone between the door and the west window was frequentlyansed f
display, often incorporating a frieze of low relief or flusinw designs. As well
as emphasising the importance of the door such friezedseruaify the main
elements of the west face of the tower. At Blakenelyeajaer flushwork strip
was placed immediately above the door and below the windate(P8a), while
at Southrepps blank shields alternate with scallop shells. Comnaofnieze
with heraldic shields was placed here, as at New Buckemfaare the Knevet
family, the major tower benefactors, are commemorated silda@ shield with
the royal arms of England (Plate 94&)Occasionally the west window is placed
directly over the door with no space for decoration, as atrsdluaey and
Pulham St Mary.

The parapet was another part of the tower that was usedogpartunity
for the expression of religious or heraldic display in thedifith century. Blank
shields are often found in conjunction with monograms or emblepnesenting
the patron saint or saints of the church below, as at St JdBepdéchre in
Norwich and at Northrepps, where the Marian monogram of tinerpes
displayed alongside other emblems, such as a heraldic crosiblyo$ St
George, the IHS monogram, and an image of a ship and ef gaossed oars,
together with a DR monogram that may refer to an unknown hetoe{®late
98a).

It is apparent from an analysis of the material evidelmaedne of the key factors
that distinguishes towers of the fifteenth century in Norfadkrfithose built
earlier is the use to which their surfaces were put to egphe ideologies of
their patrons, designers and those who frequented them. Earigér glaurch
towers are, in the main, sparsely decorated, whereasdesiof later towers

utilised the architectural zones mentioned above, particidasiynd the door

150 5t peter Mancroft is atypical in its elaboratiomlaise of materials and is discussed further in
the following chapter in the context of the expresof community values.

151 Blomefield, vol 1, pp 397, 398: “The south islergh and tower were begun soon after [1479]
by that Sir John Knevet who married Clifton’s hesgeand finished by his grandson, Sir William
Knevet, as the arms in the windows and on the t@l&nly demonstrate.” It is interesting that
the porch and the tower were both part of the seonemission, inasmuch as the same patron
was concerned to pay for the construction of twitedént entrances to the same church.
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and west window, as an opportunity for elaborate display. Thesees may
have had a number of consequences for those observing or contegngliat
towers. Firstly, the combination of architectural and des@ahoices would
have emphasised the grand western entrance to the chuseboAdary effect of
the increased emphasis on buttresses and the decoraticamétgavould have
been to draw the attention to the whole form of the toweordier to attempt to
understand how contemporary observers would have received atetireac
these forms and displays it is necessary to investigatuttugal milieu in which
they were presented. In particular, it is important taséthe ways in which a

parish tower functioned, and thus animated the signs and riatifé expressed.

Logically, west doors must have served a different purpose ateral
entrances. If, in 1479, Sir John Knevet had commissioned a taittea west
door as well as a new south aisle with a door and porch aBueltenham, he
must have intended both entrances to be used, but in different3%fytbey
were to perform the same function, there would have been nambéadd two
of them. The entrances are differentiated in their dimensindsurrounding
decoration: the west door is framed by a greater profusion aldiemblems
and at 3.4 metres tall is nearly a metre taller tharsouth door. Not only does
this create an impression of greater grandeur, but the iecréagyht allowed
for the paraphernalia of liturgical processions, such as @ioces crosses,
banners and tabernacles to be carried into the church unimpeded.

At East Harling, about seven miles west of New Buckenharyeass
after Sir John Knevet commissioned his new works, GeoEhgygham of
Fersfield left money for a gallery to be constructed urtaetawer with the
express intention of removing the bell ringers from the flédh® tower where
they had previously been impeding the progress of liturgicmigssions> It is
not always possible to be certain of the incidence of ringaligries constructed
in the late Middle Ages as the interior arrangement$ofah towers have been
subsequently much altered, not least by the insertion of or§anthmugh there

are a number of original examples remaining, most famoudiati@awston

152 gee note 10 above.

153 «Item volo quod executores mei fieri faciant unutarsam in campanilidicte ecclesie
obsimile et instar solaria in campandcclesie de Estherlyng ut processfestivis diebus subter
pulsantes proceddtcited in Cattermole, 1990, p66 and see Chaptp6ibove.
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commissioned by the local plough guild. However, to judge fromthidadle
evidence, it seems highly probable that they were constructedhaohyers with
west doors, thereby confirming the need to have an unobstrucstelwe
processional route at a liturgical moment when the bells waNd been rung.
That the main function of west doors was processional rathefdahére
common ingress afforded by lateral doors is confirmed by theigtgtns given
in the rubric of the liturgy that concerned the festive pracasghat left the
confines of the church. All the manuscript Processionals tHatfaéhe Sarum
rite in the British Library and in the Bodleian Library©xford stipulate in their
rubrics that the western door of the church be used for the mpsttant
liturgical procession that enters the church from outside pftf@éalm Sunday>*
The manuscripts indicate that the Palm Sunday processionitsi#ied station
at the western entrance to the chur@utem statione, eat processio per medium
claustri a dextra manu usque ad ostium ecclesiae occidentale, caritando
antiphonam sequentem...Hic fiat tertia statio ante praedictum osticleser
occidentale”**° Following this the procession entered the church through the
same door His finitis intrent ecclesiam per idem ostium sub feretroapsula
reliquiarunt the choir singing Ingrediente Domino in Sanctam Civitatem™*>®
With two exceptions, it is not known where these Processionaés we
used, but it is clear from the rubrics that the liturgy designed for a great
church and that if these particular books were used in minolasehurches the
form of the various processions would have had to be adapted thesui

particular topography of the buildings and their environm&tts particular,

154 secular churches in the diocese of Norwich hatiginty adopted the liturgical rite developed
at Salisbury cathedral in the"i¢entury and known as the Use of Sarum, in thel#iitcentury.
Seminar given by Professor Nigel Morgan at the ©&rsity of East Anglia, 01/12/2008, and a
lecture given at Salisbury Cathedral by ProfesebnHarper, Director of the Royal School of
Church Music, 22/09/2007.

Processionals were liturgical handbooks producediBpally to be carried by the choir and other
principal protagonists during processions andtesa] to be of small size. Those consulted at the
British Library are: BL Add. 57534; BL Harley 294B|_ Harley 2945. At the Bodleian Library,
Oxford: Bodl.Bodley 637; Bodl.lat.liturg.e.7; Boliturg.6; Bodl.liturg.408; Bodl.Rawl.liturg.d.4;
Bodl.Rawl.liturg.e.45; Bodl.Rawl.liturg.e.46; BoRlawl.liturg.e.46; Bodl.Selden Sup.37.

155 BL Harley 2945, fol. 52v. The citations are taltesm this ms. But are very similar to all
those consulted.

156 BL Harley 2945, fol. 53r.

157 BL Add.57534, made ¢.1380/90 was used and addptetle Hospital of St Giles, Norwich.
BL Harley 2942, made c.1400 was used and adaptesk f8epulchre Parish Church, London. |
am grateful to Professor Nigel Morgan for this mmhation.
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Palm Sunday processions in most Norfolk parish churches bbtotast quarter
of the fourteenth century would have had to have usedralldtor in the
absence of a western entrance. With the adoption of Corpusi@kréspopular
festival in England from the first quarter of the fourteerghtary, together with
the increasing elaboration of and popular participation in ggigeal activity,
both civic and religious (if such a clear distinction cardizavn) in the later
Middle Ages, it became more desirable for parish churahbave dedicated,
grand processional entrances that complied with the liturgicstpéons of the
Sarum rite">® These new portals had to provide an appropriate setting for the
exercise of the liturgy. In order to understand how they camaéged the
increasingly dramatic rituals of the period it is necestappnsider the forms of
the relevant liturgical processions and how they worked both midyexnd
conceptually in the perceptions of participants and observers.

The Palm Sunday procession was one of the grandest and mosttelabora
in the calendal®® The Use of Sarum prescribed four stations in the processional
route around the churcf The first act in the ritual was for the palms to be
blessed inside the church after which the priest and oth&scfellowed by the
choir and congregation, left the church and proceeded to thetéiton, where
the deacon read a passage from the gospel of St MatthewQR This tells of
Christ approaching Jerusalem from the Mount of Olives and sendingf twe
disciples into the city for an ass on which he makes his piamt entry into the
city accompanied by cheering crowds singing Hosanna. The gasplided

All the rubrics that refer to processions outsitke ¢hurch refer to a procession through the
cloisters and through the monks’ cemetery. Thikects the topography of Salisbury Cathedral,
for which the liturgy was devised.

%8 The subject of liturgical processions is coverersively in Bailey, T.The Processions of
Sarum and the Western Churdforonto, 1971, and in Rubin, MCorpus Christi: the Eucharist

in Late Medieval CultureCambridge, 1991.

%9 This description of the Palm Sunday processioiovid that given by Tyrer, J.WHistorical
Surveyof Holy WeelOxford, 1932, pp 49-65. See also to Erler, M"Balm Sunday Prophets

and Processions and Eucharistic ControversyReénaissance Quarterlyol.48, No.1 (1995), pp
58-81;Processionale ad usum insignis ac praeclare EcateSiarun(Edited by W.G.Henderson
from the edition printed at Rouen by M. Morin in0B) Leeds, 1882, p126; Bailey, 1971; Duffy,
1992, pp 22-27; Davidson, G=estivals and Plays in Late Medieval Britaidershot, 2007,
especially pp169-86.

%0 pamela Blum has shown how the second and thitidissain the Sarum Palm Sunday liturgy
were displaced from the door to the south trantefite west front at both Wells and Salisbury in
the course of the thirteenth century. See Blum,,PLiturgical Influences on the Design of the
West Front at Wells and Salisbury”@esta Vol.25, No.1, Essays in Honor of Whitney Snow
Stoddard (1986), pp 145-150. This revision to theat is what is used in the rite as set out in the
later medieval Processionals in the British Librangl the Bodleian Library
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with “Blessed is he that cometh in the name of the Lidakanna in the
highest.*%!

Then, a second smaller procession joined the main one, bederegay
with relics from which was suspended the sacrament in aApytkis point, three
clerks, detached from the procession, sang to the asserobig@gation a
passage from Zechariah (9:9), “Rejoice greatly, O daught&on; shout, O
daughter of Jerusalem: behold, thy King cometh unto thee;jist,isind having
salvation; lowly, and riding upon an ass, and upon a colt thefael ass*?
After responses, the clerks then sang a text from Is@&h)( “Who is this that
cometh from Edom, with dyed garments from Bozrah? This shglbrious in his
apparel, travelling in the greatness of his strength&@tIgppeak in righteousness,
mighty to save}®* After further responses, the clerks sang “This is he wk®, li
a guiltless lamb, is delivered to death, the death ohdéda Devourer of hell, by
his death bestowing life, as of old the blessed seers sang ticapié not an
Old Testament prophetic text like those sung before, but incindée liturgy to
validate and highlight the importance of prophetic witrté%s.

These prophetic declarations were, from the later fifteesikucy,
complemented by a boy dressed as a prophet who sang “Jerusakeioward
the east and see, lift up thine eyes Jerusalem, see tlee pbtlie king” (Baruch
5:5), followed by “Behold the Saviour comes to loose thee frbains; lift up
your heads” (Luke 21:28) and lastly “Behold, your redemption drawgtii,ni
also taken from (Luke 21:28%°

The procession then gathered at the west door of the churcl aher
number of boy$n eminenti locasang the hymgloria, laus et honor
antiphonally*®® Then, singingngrediente Domingthe procession entered the
church through the west door.

Two important observations must be made about this liturgy in the

context of an examination of west towers. Firstly, the psioasvas both

161 Matthew 21:9, King James Version.

162 7echariah 9:9, King James Version.

163 |saiah 63:1, King James Version

164 Erler, 1995, p64.

185 For the addition of the boy prophet to the litusse Davison, N., “So which way round did
they go? The Palm Sunday Procession at Salisbur)fusic and Letter¥ol.61, 1980, p.12.
166 Blum, 1986, pp.146-148. The words of the firstseeof the hymn indicate that it was
appropriate that boys should sing the hyn@ilactia, laus et honor tibi sit, Rex Christe,
redemptor: Cui puerile decus prompsit Hosanna pium”
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mimetic and dramatic in nature. The choir and congregationetihalie church
with palms in hand at the beginning of the procession were pl#yéngle of
the joyous welcoming crowd that left Jerusalem to welcomesCinom the
Mount of Olives. The second procession that met this congredatkrihe part
of Christ and his disciples coming from the Mount of Olives. pigsence of
Christ was signalled by the sacrament borne by this secopdagssion in a
pyx. This was reinforced by the prophetic texts intoned by the ttleeks, which
clearly indicated Eucharistic welcome. The addition ofltbg's prophetic song
served to reinforce this concept with the very indicative té3esusalem, lift up
thine eyes, see the power of the king” and “Behold, the Sag@mues...lift up
your heads”, that serve to illustrate the presence of trarsant. An eyewitness
account of this moment in the liturgy, describing a Palm Supdacession at
Long Melford, probably in the Marian period of the mid-sixiecentury,
recounts how the boy prophet pointed with a “thing” in his hankleasacrament
as he commanded the congregation to “see the power of the g
described only as being “in a high plat%”

As the congregation gathered at the west dooGthdaa Lauswas sung
from a high position, and it is reported that the young choridteza/tcakes and
flowers down to the crowtf® This was a re-enactment of a joyous moment and
was followed by the conjoined procession entering the church iatiamtof
Christ’s triumphal entry into Jerusalem.

Further evidence of the dramatic nature of the Palm Sundagsgsion
has been revealed by Erler’s research into the late-naddievounts of London
parish churche¥?® These show that the churchwardens’ increasingly onerous
preparations for the procession included renting costumes, ndgslse beards
for the prophets as well as the platforms necessary foituhgidal set-pieces.
The 1531 accounts of St Stephen Walbrook even reveal that the chtotehw
hired wigs from John English, who is recorded as having hexleader of
Henry VII's King's Players a decade and a half earlier.

In Germany, where the less dramatic and elaborate Romavaste
followed, there was a tradition that took hold in the lateddi&-Ages of

57 This account was written by Roger Martyn and rdpoed in Parker, WThe History of Long
Melford, London, 1873, p.72.

158 See Tyrer, 1932, p.58, and Erler, 1995, p.64.

189 Erler, 1995, especially pp.65-67.
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bringing into the church an image representing Christ ridinghasa at the
climax of the Palm Sunday processidhThe wheeled wooden effigy, known as
aPalmasel was placed at the entrance to the church facing eastasdrawn
into the church at the singing of tldoria, laus followed by thengrediente
Domino.

All the participants in this quasi-mimetic, dramatic ritwauld have
been aware of the significance of their roles in it andtinage been sensitive to
the context in which it was set. As they entered the chthmhwere entering, in
triumph, a representation of Jerusalem. The metaphor of a csitble heavenly
Jerusalem is well known, but nowhere in medieval ritual cbiddve been more
striking than in the drama of the Palm Sunday procesétdarhe boundary of the
represented city was the city gate and it was herd¢htbahost important moment
of royal adventugook place. Giotto’s depiction of the first Palm Sunday, en th
wall of the Scrovegni chapel in Padua, emphasises this notib(Fige 28). As
Christ on the ass, with his disciples, is met by the adorngtade, Jerusalem is
represented at the right of the painting by a large,ttadeity gate, opened in
readiness for the triumphal entry. Tellingly, this imagmphasising the towered
entrance, had become conventional before the beginning of theefotir
century, as can be seen in an iconographically similar dapict the
Copenhagen Psalter, an English manuscript of the last qohtter twelfth
century’’? Such a welcome at the city gate had become a commoripltze
civic entries of kings and emperors, and, not surprisingly, thasea mutual
borrowing in the iconography of such rituals between the enetthe religious.

The grand and elaborate ritual dramas of royal or imperia} eritr a
city in the later Middle Ages leant heavily on the imagefrZhrist's entry into
Jerusalem. By the fifteenth century they had become ewénttional
importance and the choreography of the pageants involved jmmdbessions

must have been known in Norfolk, probably through eye-witness accounts.

170 For a full account of this tradition, that contitidespite Protestant objections into th& 19
century, see Young, KThe Drama of the Medieval Churctiol.1, Oxford, 1933, pp.94-98.

"1 Stookey, L.H.,, “The Gothic Cathedral as the Hedwderusalem: Liturgical and Theological
Sources,'Gesta Vol.8, No.1 (1969), pp. 35-41, sets out the niiogtortant contemporary
medieval sources for the metaphor of a church msdkem, in particular the various rites of
consecration and dedication which make the conmeaiplicit, and further elaboration of the
concept by Durandus, Suger and Bernard of Cluny.

172 Copenhagen, Kongelige Bibliothek, ms. Thott, 14B&m grateful to Professor T.A.Heslop
for drawing my attention to this image.
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Kipling has shown how such civic triumphs were framed wiithat reference to
Christ’s advent and that their iconography frequently imitdtechioment of
Christ’s entry into Jerusalem on Palm Sunday, inviting compasibetween the
monarch or emperor and Christ, and acknowledging the Christeli&ef
kingship. These rituals reinforced a political ideal of ai€ian polity with the
monarch at its head as God'’s vice-regent on é&tth.

Fig. 28. Christ’s Entry Into Jerusalem, Giotto, Scrovegni Chpel,
Padua

One of the features of royal advent and civic triumphkenate Middle
Ages in northern Europe is the imitation of the topographi@heavenly city
as the setting for the processions. As early as 1308 thevastimagined as a
heavenly Jerusalem for the reception of Edward Il and Quaeella: “then was
London seen ornamented with jewels like New Jerusalétihe four pageants

that animated Richard II's entry into London in 1392 served tdaeie the

173 Kipling, G., Enter the King: Theatre, Liturgy and Ritual in thtedieval Civic Triumph

Oxford, 1998, pp 46, 47.

174 «“Tandem London venerunt, cui copiosa civium tuobaiabant, et par regales vicos tapetos
dependebant, et tunc visa est Londonia quasi rensadlem monilibus ornate”; Stubbs, W. (ed.),
Chronicles of Edward | and |Rolls Series 76, vol. 1, London, 1882, p 152.
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metaphor very clearly/®> Each represented a different celestial place populated
with angels and saints at which the royal procession stopped dna/lwigh it
interacted in tableaux that suggested the Christ-like nafuRéchard’s
kingship’® Most pertinently, the second pageant took the form of “@, hig
castle-like tower hung on ropes above the street. From the toyeith and a
maiden, dressed as angels, descended to the strdes&xhin clouds...floating
down in the air’. The youth offered a golden chalice of winRithard while the
maiden delivered a pair of golden crowns to the King amele@.’’ This was
clearly a visual representation of the description of the BErusalem
descending from the heavenly firmament in the Book of Revelat&ing-3) and
it is telling that the abstraction of the city was a¢owA tower or towered
gateway, too, was used as a representation of theyedetiisalem in depictions
of Christ’s first coming, as has been seen in Giotto’sdiepi of Palm Sunday in
Padua and this in turn, probably borrowed from the iconography of Roman
imperialadventus®

The depiction of a tower or towered gateway as a convenient visua
image of both the earthly and heavenly Jerusalem wast@eblaommon
contemporary device in the late Middle Agé$l contend that this iconography
was a key factor in the design of parish church towersonfidik from the late
fourteenth century. The general characteristics of towetsisample group
include the emphasis on buttresses and the exploration of eélséietic
possibilities, massiveness, concentration on the portathenelative simplicity
of the parapets that are usually crenellated. When ceupéth the
developments in the forms of towers in other parts of tuatcy where
ambitious tower building campaigns were being carried oudtisnpieriod, these

characteristics are thrown into sharper definition.

175 The 1392 entry was the first English royal entrhave been designed with such elaborate
pageantry. It was also the first for which we hdescriptive records: Richard Maydiston,
“Concordia: Facta inter Regem Ricardum Il et Cirdta Londonie” edited by Thomas Wright,
Political Poems and SongsRelating to English Higt@omposed during the Period from the
Accession of Edw. lll. to that of Ric. |IRolls Series 14, London, 1859, vol.1. pp282-300.

178 Kipling, 1998, p 12.

7 Kipling, 1998, p 13.

178 See chapter 2, pp 10, 11, and Baldwin Smith, 19@&-10.

17 Other examples include various depictions in Thgeks Apocalypse Tapestries by Nicolas
Bataille and Robert Poincon, 1375-82; ‘La triumphetnsolennelle entrée de Charles prince des
hespignes en sa ville de Bruges’, 1515, by Remiulgs, Osterreichische Nationalbibliothek,
Vienna, ms.2591, f. 41r. Towers and gateways figisteongly in the iconography of Henry V’s
1415 Agincourt Triumph in London, see Kipling, 199®$205-209.
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In Somerset, Devon and Gloucestershire, where the developmeasiof
towers from the late fourteenth century was similarly ezt@gthere was more

emphasis on verticality, slenderness and surface articulation.

Fig. 29. Chewton

At Chewton (Fig. 29) and St John Baptist, Glastonbury, tovegnesentative of
general trends amongst the more ambitious commissions in Somerseality
and aspiration are expressed through the narrow angle buttiesiseetset back
to let the corners of the towers run dramatically upwards thraligtages. At
the belfry stage the buttresses terminate in slendetetpitbat stand detached

from the corners of the towers and project to just belovpénapet, a typical
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west-country motif. The parapets are more complex and elaltbeat any
Norfolk equivalent, even the pierced examples at Swaffham dhdrbligh,
with tall corner pinnacles, further subsidiary pinnacles sprinfyorg the centre
of each side, and fine, narrow spirelets that run up tleeddithe pinnacles and
that are attached at only two points. The crenellationsegbdinapet are pierced
and in their elaboration the notion of castellation is almoaliydbst. The
intermediary stage between the west window and the belfry opeisihgavily
articulated with blind panelling in both towers. At Chewtbe design of the
belfry openings is replicated in these panels and is danwiend all four faces of
the tower, so the upper parts are almost totally covergdoarved stonework. It
was not uncommon for an extra intermediary stage to be ingladed St Mary
Magdalene and St James, both in Taunton, thereby increasisgrbation of
height and slenderness, and in the surface articulation redbeimgpression of
solidity that a blank wall creates, replacing it witthligess and ethereality.

East Anglian towers have much more of a tendency towardsfiuare
massiveness. This is, no doubt, partly a result of the matigrulat the
materials used in their construction. However, in the @ratjve lack of
elaboration in their upper parts and the emphasis on theniektw and door
there is a consequent focus on the west face, which preseritsmote of a
facade than the towers of the south-west of England wheikaispatterns of
elaborate architectural decoration appear on all four &fes.

The concentration on one face helps to suggest the notion aoktbwigy
gates that generally present only one facade. The emphdsisti@sses, the
large areas of blank wall articulated only with horizontahgtcourses and the
simple crenellations of parapets connotative of militachiéecture work
together with the large and expressively framed doors to duidpEemetaphor.
Although even the most four-square of Norfolk towers, such asistapgh, is
sufficiently different from contemporary town gates, sucthasSouth Gate that
still stands in King’s Lynn (Fig. 30), in the totality i aspect to lead modern
sensibilities to categorise it in a different class ofdnd, it is my contention

that details and individual architectural elements would haggested the

180 This feature of parish church towers in the souéist of England may reflect the influence of
the great central towers of Worcester and Gloucesithedrals as well as William Wynford's
western towers at Wells.
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notion of the city gate to a medieval observer of a typicafdik tower of the
fifteenth century®

Fig. 30. South Gate, King’'s Lynn

Such gates were usually crenellated and flanked by heavy batresturrets
and were usually depicted with these features emphagigedihe image of the
Heavenly Jerusalem in the Trinity Apocalyfef the mid-thirteenth century to
the depiction of the same subject in Remy du Puys’ account oleGh4s entry
into Bruges in 15148 Furthermore, the development of collegiate gatehouse
architecture in the fifteenth century, emphasising veitycaith multi-staged
tower-like structures between flanking polygonal turrets, fgtdsng echoes in

the design of some of the more ambitious East Anglian tdinmrsthe middle

181 The South Gate as it stands today was built ir¥ By8Robert Hertanger and partly rebuilt in
1520 by Nicholas and Thomas Harmer. See PevsnéWiladn, Norfolk 2, 1999, p475.

182 cambridge, Trinity College, ms.R.16.2., f.25v.

18 vienna, ms.2591, f.41r.
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of the century. The towers at Wymondham, Redenhall, LaxfieldEsedthe
latter pair in north-east Suffolk) clearly share soménefdame characteristics, as
well as the general aesthetic approach, as the gatehou@eseaf’s College, St

John’s College (Fig. 31) and Christ’s College, Cambridge.

Fig. 31. St John’s College, Cambridge

Some of the smaller design details seen in a numbeorddlM towers
serve to suggest the notion of a city gate. It was usunahduldings around
doors to extend either to the ground or to the plinth course. Timedfothe
mouldings might change from the vertical elements to the mouldiniye arch,

often with hollow chamfers, brackets or fillets springingnirthe capitals of
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engaged half shafts, as at New Buckenham. From the latedatir century it
became more common to carve mouldings that continued uninterrupted around
the whole of the door, as can be seen at Blakeney and Shrdjohaxample.
However, a number of west doors in Norfolk towers have plain araraf their
sides, from which the mouldings of the door arch spring withouthtieruption
of a clear architectural division, such as an order otaispiAt Sparham and
Hackford (Plate 57a), this type of door frame was built in teweé relatively
modest design, seventy-two and fifty-nine feet tall respelgtineither
possessing much surface articulation or decoration. Howsthat,seems like
coherent plainness in such towers cannot be explained as a lackitba
when the motif is found in much grander and more elaborate exarsptésas
Northrepps (Plate 98c), Feltwell and North EImham. In skimetchoice to
surround a door with plain chamfered freestone rather than veitded
masonry seems to have been one dependent on the wish &y eocertain
impression, rather than one of frugality. The prototype sfrimtif can be found
in the design of city and collegiate gates. The South &&eqg’s Lynn has a
similarly chamfered frame at about 30 degrees to therattesll, as do the
three Cambridge gatehouses mentioned above. It seems tiejyldin
chamfers were routinely chosen for such gates for reasoasiliti/fand
practicality. A steady flow of cart and livestock traffiould have been
damaging to any fragile moulded elements that projected fremplém of the
chamfers surrounding entrances. Even where there was a canbewretcarved
mouldings around gates, such as at the very elaborately mdtigiedham
Gate into Norwich Cathedral precinct, the carved elemeigis la¢ a much
higher level than in other types of portal, well over arenand a half above the
ground — sufficient to clear the axles of even large cartgt Seems that while
plain chamfers were originally built in city gates for tditian reasons, they were
chosen for parochial west doors to suggest the gatehouse pra@otypéen
featured in elaborate iconographic programmes.

All the towers of the sample group were found to have double dbors
their western entrances, where the original arrangement bewdcertained.

Lateral entrances, whether inside porches or not, tend toshayle doors®*

1841 am grateful to Helen Lunnon for bringing thipioto my attention.



131

Although, the difference in scale may account for this in gate is no doubt
that the difference in impression to an observer approaeitimgr type of door
would have been significant. Municipal and collegiate gatevisayg double
doors, whereas single doors are more suggestive of domestiteeture. That
the double doors of a western portal open onto the axis of the chueshagi
enhanced impression of a grand entrance, with the altapaddiirectly visible
on approach. The lateral position of porch entrances, on thehatheéy is far
more consonant with the domestic arrangements of contemporagcuéar
architecture, where the dwelling would have been entéredgh a door in its
longer side.

The dramatic and mimetic nature of the Palm Sunday procesdioa in
Sarum liturgy finds its echo in the form of many western towenstructed in
Norfolk from the late fourteenth century. That they werpart conceived as
copies of city gates is revealed by their iconography, both ingaeeral form
as well as in their details. This metaphor would have beiemaéed by their role
as settings for the grand entry into the church on Palm Suwtiay, both clergy
and congregation played their parts in the drama of Christ'g @to Jerusalem.
It would have been obvious to all participants in the ritiial the tower
represented the towered entrance of the historical Jerysatenthis notion was
reinforced by the employment of certain cues in the desighmaterial of the
building, as well as by the iconography of the grand civic erttregsin their
turn, drew on the image of Christslventus.

If west towers were conceived as appropriate settings faina Bunday ritual
that imitated Christ’s triumphal entry into the earthlystbric Jerusalem at the
beginning of Holy Week, the most important week in the Chnstalendar, how
did they relate to the other great extra-mural processitredate Middle Ages:
Corpus Christi®® While the Palm Sunday liturgy was a celebration and re-
enactment of what was believed to have been an histerieat, Corpus Christi
celebrated a spiritual mystery; the miraculous embodime@hnét’'s body in

the bread of the eucharistic sacrament. It reflectechttreasingly devotional

185 For a description of the Corpus Christi processiothe Sarum Rite, see Bailey, 1971, p17;
for a discussion of the development of the Corplussi@i feast and its place in late medieval
culture and society, see Rubin, 1991, pp 164-287.
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nature of the relationship between the eucharistic hostanbtservers, which
had grown throughout the later Middle Ages.

The feast of Corpus Christi had its origins in the devotioredtires of a
group of beguines in Liege in the middle of the thirteentiurg, inspired by a
“fascination with the tangible, physical contact with thi#esing Christ, through
his offering of himself in so vulnerable a form to the wdfftiChrist in the
eucharist could be watched, adored, smelt, touched andita&ieme’s body;
and for some of these experiences little mediation was negés¥dt was this
direct access to the body of Christ, if only seen during thelof the mass, that
so excited late medieval parish congregations. Where the tise @ucharistic
host in the Palm Sunday liturgy signified the presence of Ghrising in the
earthly Jerusalem in a triumphal entry, the bread and witleeafacrament in the
ritual of the mass became the body and blood of the sa&kiicd redeeming
Christ, the Christ who suffered on the cross and who triumphedieah to
enter the kingdom of heaven. It was this version of thleaigtic bread that was
celebrated at Corpus Christi: “a eucharistic feast agpagee of eucharistic
devotion.?® By 1318 the feast had become established in the province of
Canterbury®°

Although the papal bull that founded the feast of Corpus Chris@ &4
did not provide for a procession, the custom of processing the atchhost
outside the church was common practice by the middle of the éotinteentury
and became regularised local®.Rubin suggests that this development should
be seen in the wider context of the growth of processionetprge, both civic
and religious, in most towns and parish&<Corpus Christi was celebrated on
the second Thursday after Pentecost and its position in threlaalat the

beginning of summer, encouraged outdoor festivities. It soon bexd@séval

18 The feast of Corpus Christi was first officiallglebrated in Liege in 1246 following the
pastoral letter of Bishop Robert of Turoltger alia mira. The feast was to be celebrated “ feria
guinta proxima post octavas Trinitatis”. Rubin, 19p.174.

87 Rubin, 1991, p.168.

188 Rubin, 1991, p.170.

189“Anno Domini millesimo trecentesimo decimo octamooepit festivitas de Corpore Christi
generaliter celebrari per totam ecclesiam Anglicahadistoria monasterii sancti Petri
Gloucestriad, Hart, W.H. (ed.), London, 1867, p.44.

19 The feast was sponsored by Pope Urban IV, whimegues Pantaleon had been an
archdeacon in the diocese of Liege, before becomBisigop of Verdun and Latin Patriarch of
Jerusalem. It was established in his Bulinsiturusin 1264.

191 Rubin, 1991, p.243.
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of great significance in many localities, perhaps dugstdate and also because
of the opportunity it gave for local civic and hierarchica¢asts to be
demonstrated through participation in the procesSioh.was generally from the
second half of the fourteenth century “as the symbolic posshkilitiherent in
the ritual unfolded, that the greater involvement of corpamatitown councils
and crafts becomes appareht®.

The only liturgical model for eucharistic public processions at the
beginning of the fourteenth century was the Palm Sunday ritubé@asssed
above, though the eucharist had come to be used as a represaft@iinrist’s
mortal remains in a similarly mimetic re-enactmerthie drama of the burial and
resurrection in the Easter Sepulchre. The manuscript Procdssiotize British
Library and the Bodleian Library do not include instructions forGbgous
Christi liturgy, but a printed Processional of the earlyesirth century stipulates
that, here again, the west door should be ugute*missam procedat processio
per medium chori et ecclesiae, exiens per ostium occidentalemiendo
ecclesiam..”*® As in the Palm Sunday liturgy the feast was celebratttai
procession down the middle of the choir and out of the west ttmargh it did
not repeat the different Palm Sunday stations, which wererelglyant to that
particular ritual. It continued around the church and may ledtéhe churchyard
according to local custom, to return through the west door arkdtbalce
altar’® It was a principal double feast and was to be celebiaieapis
sericis*®® This indicated that not only was the rite to be conductedengyc
wearing silk copes, but that it should also be celebrat#draliquaries and
banners. The liturgy had been composed by St Thomas Aquinas and was
accompanied by the intensely eucharistic hytrmsda, SyomndPange, lingua

but for the procession, as well 8alve festa digshe Palm Sunday hym&oria

192 There has been a significant amount of researchevpolitical, civic and social interests that
were juxtaposed on the Corpus Christi processianaasociated festivities in the later Middle
Ages. See, for example, Phythian-Adams, C., “Cergnamd the Citizen: the Communal Year at
Coventry 1450-1550", irisis and Order in English Towns, 1500-17@d. Clark, P., and
Slack, P., London, 1972, pp. 57-85; Johnston, AThe Guild of Corpus Christi and the
Procession of Corpus Christi in York” Medieval Studie88, 1976, pp.372-84.

193 Rubin, 1991, p.258.

194 processionale ad usum insignis ac praeclare EcateSiarun(Edited by W.G.Henderson
from the edition printed at Rouen by M. Morin in0B) Leeds, 1882, p126.

195 For a fuller description of the processional raane its variations see Bailey, 1971, pp.17,
174-5.

19 processionale ad usum insignis ac praeclare EcateSarump.126
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lausandRex venitvere sometimes surfg’ As the prime object of the procession
was the exposition of the eucharist, the host was carried spldyid in an

ornate monstrance or other transparent vessel, which could onbyiee by
members of the clergy. It was covered by a canopy supportiEdibgtaves

which would have been carried by prominent lay members dbtiad

community and accompanied by banners, also carried by thé’fawills,

parish registers and fraternity records give some indicafitime contributions
made by the laity to the embellishment of these processiaatatials and hint at
the importance given to the festival. John Welborne (d.1381) ie¢oln

Minster:

One great Fertur silver and gilt wt one cross lles and epelbt

in ye Middle and one Crosse in ye toppe wth twentye Pinnacles
and an Image of Our Lady...and it is set in a Table of wood ga
thing in ye middle to put in ye sacrament when it is borne

weighing xvijxx unces®®

This tabernacle for carrying the eucharist clearly drewamiemporary
ecclesiastical architecture for its form thereby usingriké&aphor of a church as
an image of the heavenly Jerusalem in order to pladeastsn a heavenly
context. William Bruges, first Garter King-at-Arms, begtied funds in 1449
for a grand feretory of “gilt wood and silver, adorned with jiswand
surrounded by angels carrying emblems of the Passion enclosiagragilt cup
for the eucharist” expressly to be carried on Corpus ChtiStisanford?®
Others left or gave considerable sums for the provision ofathepy to cover the
feretory or monstrance, including Beatrice Balle, John Ode aribMMason
who funded the canopy for the procession at St Peter Mancigérimich in
14587

197 Bailey, 1971, p.174,5.

198 Rubin, 1991, pp.247,8.

199 MacGarry, L.,The Holy Eucharist in Middle English Homiletic abévotional Versg
Washington D.C., 1936, p.149.

200peck, F.Academia tertia Anglicana, or the antiquarians atsnaf StamfordLondon, 1727,
Xiv. p.25, cited in Rubin, 1991, p.252.

201 Blomefield, 1806, IV, p.213.
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It is my contention that the importance for local communitighefCorpus
Christi procession by the end of the fourteenth century, dsaséhe direct
involvement of the laity, is one of the primary explanatifamghe phenomenon
of grand west tower construction in Norfolk and, indeed, acrosy ar@as of
the country. Now that there were two important liturgicalcgissions that
required entry into the church through a western portal, théoxonstruct an
edifice to frame the important moment when the processiae msway from
the profane to the sacred, to emphasise the notion of the @siech
representation of the heavenly Jerusalem, must have besly gteengthened.

Although there were elements of the Corpus Christi processaabmwére
taken from the Palm Sunday liturgy, the essential naturejuiges different.
Where the Palm Sunday procession was a narrative and redieitl/len
mimesis to re-enact an historical event, the Corpus Cpriession was
devotional and symbolic. The bread represented the body ofdticgd Christ
who triumphed over death and who ascended to heaven. As the t®st
elaborate tabernacle was processed through the western eiritarthe church
with all the elaborate panoply appropriate of a grand civig gibtrepresented
the triumphant entry of Christ into the heavenly Jerusalentheatarthly or
historic city. So just as towers built from the late fourtbex@ntury onwards
were often designed to suggest the towered gateway ehttidy Jerusalem,
familiar from Giotto’s Paduan depiction and many other metlievages, they
must also have been built to connote ideas of the heavenkalkm.

The metaphor of a church as the heavenly Jerusalem wassteddlished
by the end of the fourteenth century and architectural desasiates were often
made to enhance this belief. In East Anglia the arrayarokd angels decorating
the wooden roofs of many church naves is the most obvious sige wigh to
express the idea. Any attentive parishioner would have beae afithe image
of the New Jerusalem as described by St John in the Bd®&waflation:

And | John saw the holy city, new Jerusalem, coming down from
God out of heaven, prepared as a bride adorned for her husband.
(Revelation 21:2f?

202| have used the King James version for theseaitst
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And he carried me away in the spirit to a great and high raoynt
and shewed me that great city, the holy Jerusalem, desgemdti

of heaven from God, (Revelation 21:10)

Having the glory of God: and her light was like unto a stond mos
precious, even like a jasper stone, clear as crystake(&en
21:11)

And had a wall great and high, and had twelve gates,tadhd a
gates twelve angels, and names written thereon, whidhere
names of the twelve tribes of the children of Israel... @kaion
21:12)

And the building of the wall of it was of jasper: and the wigs

pure gold, like unto clear glass. (Revelation 21:18)

And the foundations of the wall of the city were garnisivéd

all manner of precious stones. The first foundation was jasger; th
second, sapphire; the third, a chalcedony; the fourth, an emerald;
(Revelation 21:19)

The fifth, sardonyx; the sixth, sardius; the seventh, chrysolyt
the eighth, beryl; the ninth, a topaz; the tenth, a chrysogrése
eleventh, a jacinth; the twelfth, an amethyst. (Rei@ia21:20)

And the twelve gates were twelve pearls: every s¢gate was
of one pearl: and the street of the city was pure gold veere

transparent glass. (Revelation 21:21).

| contend that an examination of the designs of the toindhe sample group,
and particularly of the way that building materials were exgibih many of
those designs, reveals a desire to suggest the image ofatlienssalem of the
Book of Revelation. There is great emphasis in Revelatiamzhe jewels used
to build the heavenly city, particularly in the layergla# foundations, and it is
striking that each gate is described as being made of @ giegfl. Stress is also

placed on the lustre of the architecture, using crystatkead glass to describe
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the effect on the observer. It is clear that these weregraphic details that
were important to late medieval minds from the way they iateeg up and
elaborated in the Middle English podtearl. | believe, too, that many tower
designers and builders attempted to create simulacra ofafleof the new
Jerusalem in their use of knapped flint to face the wéliseir buildings.

The tower at New Buckenham is not ambitious in its architactarm,
with the exception of the unusual arrangement of the parapetramatias, but
is characterised by the richness and elaboration of its suttamratiod’> The
three-light west window is relatively small, no largerrtltiiae similarly-traceried
bell chamber opening. The square sound hole is tiny and empliasisage
area of almost unarticulated wall between the west windairball chamber.
Instead, the effort to elaborate the tower is concesutriait the decoration of the
plinth and around the door, and in the use of knapped flint anddneeist the
lower sections of the walls (Plates 91a,b) . The dowamed creating spandrels
in which there are shields with a lion rampant, represeutidgbigny, for
William d’Aubigny who founded the new town of New Buckenham in the
twelfth century, and the Knevet arms for the main benefaétibre tower and
south aisle of the churdfl? Above the door is a freestone frieze displaying
mainly Knevet family heraldry, together with the royaharof England and the
d’Aubigny lion. Either side of the door, within the motif of theter frame which
extends to the angle buttresses, are four tall narrow painélshwork
containing precisely knapped and squared black flints. Thereiiglimation that
there has been substantial re-pointing in this area, evesrd tfas been some
repair. The flints were clearly very carefully chosentfair colour, being almost
uniformly black with little intrusion of the grey or iron-atffted red flints
commonly seen in more random displays. They were knapped anddqutr
such attention that there is very little space betvieem as they are laid and
very little mortar was needéf This gives the effect of a continuous and smooth
plane of luminescence even five and a quarter centurirstladt flints were laid.

The rest of the walls of the tower contain knapped flints thigtir radiant cut

203 Heraldry indicates that the main benefactor eftbwer was Sir John Knevet, but wills
containing smaller bequests were made from 14850&, see Cattermole and Cotton, p.241.
204 Blatchly and Northeast, 2005, p.22; Blomefield)a8l, pp.397,8.

205 Thjs bears comparison, although on a much lessdg,swith the flint work of the north wall
of the Bridewell in Norwich, generally held to beetfinest example of medieval knapping and
squaring in Norfolk.
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faces exposed, although from about one and a half metres abovesthe we
window the quality of the work declines. This may reflestibstantial break in
the building campaign, or could reflect a later re-pointing trdahdi take
account of the importance of knapped flint. The regularithefquoins from this
point would seem to support the second hypothesis. All the expossdsfimty
knapped faces, although they are not squared and there is saukiitgin the
colouration, even if the large majority are black. Theyi@terspersed with small
pieces of freestone, much of which seems to be dressedabablyrrepresents
masonry from an earlier building, laid at more or less regutarvals. The
surface of the wall is smooth and little lime mortar shie, once again
testifying to the care with which the flint and stone wad [&he faces of the
western buttresses display flushwork panels of a similaragdequality to those
around the west door to their full height (Plate 91c). On the seeh buttress,
just below the first set-off, are two flushwork panels contaitiregcrowned
letters TR above the Mary monogram. On the north-west buttreddary
monogram is above the crowned letter T. High on all four bsttsethree
flushwork panels with crowned letters reading downwards O,.BI&tchly and
Northeast have suggested that the lower panels may be idteendsad Tu
Regina Marid, an imprecation to the Queen of Heaven, and that the upper
panels readO Te Martiné and may have recalled the invocation to the patron
saint familiar to parishioners a®“Martine Turonensfs St Martin of Tours>®

The effect made by a wall of knapped flint depends on a nunfiber o
considerations, which include the provenance of the matdréatime that the
knapped face has been exposed to the elements, the uniformipof and the
amount of mortar used between the flints. Recently qudintdrom a good
seam when newly knapped presents a brilliance that is a&lstdian or
polished glass, especially when laid regularly in a smootieplé uniformly
black flints are used the effect is enhant®dhe effect is diminished over time
through oxidisation and chipping, though at New Buckenham the impastiltan
be understood when the sun is reflected off the flushwork paiiis south-

west buttress in the mid afternoon. That some patrons optadeadhe walls of

206 glatchly and Northeast, 2005, p.22 , propose thesepretations on the suggestions of
Professor Diarmaid MacCulloch.

207 | am most grateful to Richard Hyde for a practidamonstration of these effects and of the
practice of knapping and the use of lime mortaruiding a flint wall.
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towers and other parts of the church in such a manner ivivenild have
increased the cost and time needed to complete the projectwémg others
chose to use a simpler flint rubble construction throughout, which woeidbe
rendered, indicates that the effect created by this useafrial was of particular
importance. The main effect is to create a glasslikiéance which suggests
very clearly the impression of radiance that is conveyeithdylescription in
Revelation 21. At New Buckenham the work of the highest qualityserved

for the area around the door and for the faces of the buttrégsestheless,
knapped flints are used throughout the rest of the tower, sugp#sit the

concern to present the radiance of the heavenly city wals tot

The most impressive local models available to towemgdess for suggesting an
entrance to the metaphorical New Jerusalem were thegjatesventual
precincts. These were often bold and elaborate buildingenhgtiasised the
division between the sacred realms inside their precinctthendorld of the
profane outside. This liminality was usually enhanced wibmographic
programmes that presented the observer on approach with facadesting
signs that indicated a protected sacred enclave withim Ere fourteenth
century, some East Anglian examples mix religious withilseémagery,
particularly dynastic heraldry, and although this is a tendwiittya much longer
history, it is a trait which can be observed in the deworaif many Norfolk
towers built in the fifteenth century, though sacred imagsnally
predominates.

In the middle of the twelfth the principal entrance to the plab&ury St
Edmund’s in north-west Suffolk was designed unambiguously as a (Biger
32). It is the only part of Abbot Anselm’s work that remamtsct. Although
most of the formal details of the architecture are bleaary different from
parish church towers of the late Middle Ages, the positiohebuilding is
illuminating. It is built on a direct western axis aboub tiundred feet from the
west front of the great abbey church. It would have createdered entrance
for those contemplating the church from outside the precinct wall and
emphasised the importance of what was within, creating a nbéintrance to

the church as well as an actual one to the abbey groundsinstrissliminal.
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While it set the tone, however, Bury’s gateway did not deter those towered

entrances that were to follow.

Fig. 32. Bury St Edmund’s

Many East Anglian conventual gatehouses were built or rebuifiein
fourteenth century, however, and it is in the details afe@tibat models for much
of the iconography of later parish towers can be found. Thé@ade of Butley
Priory in south-east Suffolk impresses with its scale, archital elaboration
and richness of decoration (Fig. 33). It is an imposingreee of power, wealth
and influence presented to the world outside its Augustinianypttazan be
dated from heraldic decoration to 1320 -1325, during the rule of\pMilbam
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Geytone (1311-1332), and is thus a candidate for the earliest agrexample

of the use of flint flushwork®

Fig. 33. Butley Priory

Although in its totality it does not much resemble later pactairch towers,
particularly in having two entrances, one for pedestriadsiae other for carts,
as well as a further two side doors, many of its constiiements are
important prototypes that must have impressed those who knewatie: were in
a position to influence tower designs. The gatehouse, wiiels fzorth, is
massive and complicated in its design. A central two-baitec passage is
flanked by large chamber blocks accessed directly through astflthe main
central block. These in turn give access to two towerHikeks that project
north flanking the central fagade of the building. These blocks tavstoreys
in their present state, though their size and the configuratithreir buttresses

strongly suggest that they would have had another stagd) whiery contends

208 Emery, A.,Greater Medieval Houses of England and Walés, 2, Cambridge, 2000, pp 53-
56.
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would have been crenellatéf.The central section of the north face of the
building has a gable and in its totality recalls a churchdeacather more than a
normal gatehouse. It is richly decorated with architectwetdilds and emblems.
The spandrels of the entrance arches contain complicated geaiféishwork
designs above the pedestrian door and cusped trefoil flushworkrdagmpve

the cart gateway. Above these is a remarkable friezefiétorders of heraldic
shields set in a chequer pattern, alternating with limesteuar-de-lysemblems
set in knapped blue-grey flint panét8 Above this level is a much-restored two-
light window flanked by a large flushwork panel on either sidetaitinig two-

light windows with quatrefoil mouchette tracery, complete wisonry
dripmoulds which, though having no practical purpose, serve to heitjigen
verisimilitude of the illusion. The uppermost storey beneatlgdiide contains
three image niches, the central one taller and narrowaarttie flanking pair. The
inner facing walls of the flanking towers have large paneltishivork chequers
and their outer faces have further flushwork designs thétieniwo-light
windows with complicated tracery patterns. In the facebefrinermost of the
buttresses that support the flanking towers are trefoil-headegimehes that
are now filled with flint pebble&: In short, there are many of the elements that
can be found in profusion in the material of the Norfolk t@anerthe research
sample.

The emphasis on the heraldic frieze above the entrancdesngieen in
the designs of East Anglian parish church towers, sometiridsiteng the arms
of benefactors as at Cawston, New Buckenham, Ingham and Redanbtder
times displaying a range of blank shields such as those at Wymondham
Southrepps or Brisley that merely suggest heraldry. The blbekgtoject from
the facade at Butley gather anyone approaching the entraneesloaming
manner and create the same sensation as many of the nssieentauttresses
that support later towers. This is particularly true of anafleer than diagonal
buttresses and is evident, for example, at Salle, Cawststie @zre and

Deopham. Flushwork chequer patterns are commonly found on towers acros

209 Emery, 2000, p 54.

219 The employment of dynastic heraldic emblems onathtowers is examined in a sociological
context in the following chapter.

211 The flushwork at Butley is of such a complexityddroldness that suggests that, although it
may be the earliest surviving example, it was hetdarliest use of the technique.
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Norfolk, sometimes on the plinth as at Wood Dalling or Wiotedn-Sea, or
above the door as at Blakeney or St Giles-on-the-Hill in NdrwI'he
opportunity created by the casual pattern of the arrangemstudra quoins was

often exploited to make chequer designs on the faces of 8.

Fig. 34. Ethelbert Gate, Norwich

The innovative use of flint flushwork is mirrored in the dasifthe
Ethelbert gate in the wall of Norwich Cathedral close.(B#). The Cathedral
was, until the dissolution, also a priory and the gaténteda monastic precinct

and had the same symbolic resonance as other such gateg &t BEdmund’s or
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Butley. It has been extensively restored, yet antignatirawings, the most
helpful of which is that of John Adey Repton of 1803, show treapthsent
building is broadly faithful to the design of the gate befestaration, even if the
execution of that design is decidedly of the twentieth certadrchitecturally,
it is simpler than Butley Priory gatehouse, but its iconograpiigramme is
equally elaborate and complex. The west facade of the gateisogsnerally
accepted to have been completed a decade earlier thiay B 1316, according
to the evidence of the communar’s roll of 1316 itemising expendifuigld 8s.
5d. forexpensis circa portas he fagade was built in three registers with adarg
single entrance arch leading into a vaulted passagewayhAt side are pilaster
buttresses with gabled and crocketted image niches. Bptrrels of the arch
are figures of a man with a sword and a dragon carvedieh epposing each
other. Above this is a horizontal frieze of repeated quatrefariged in low relief
delineating the lower register from the middle. Above th&h®rizontal band of
flushwork chequers supporting a complex series of gabled netmg, of which
would have contained images while others framed the windote agmall
chapel dedicated to St Ethelbert that was built above theneetpassageway’
The upper register is a parapet that conceals the gatehoudé hasfa small
central gable that seems more symbolic than practical anéstsgpat the
presence of a gable was desirable as a signifier andxpégin the prominent
gable at Butley. This motif is not echoed in the design of thiawers with the
notable exception of Deopham where the singular parapet hadalgi
impractical gable and also exhibits a flushwork wheel designl doualfaces
(Plate 32b). The upper register of the Ethelbert gat¢hin@s such flushwork
wheels and it must be concluded that the designer of the Degyarapet was
strongly influenced by the design of this section of thelgause.

The Ethelbert gate was rebuilt after damage suffereidtmin 1272 and
the iconography of the spandrel images seems to reflecV#nsnica Sekules
has convincingly argued that the man with the drawn sword ardidagen refer

directly to the riots that resulted from conflict betwdies townspeople and the

212 gekules, V., “The Gothic Sculpture” Morwich Cathedral: Church, City and Diocese, 1096-
1996 Atherton, I., Fernie, E., Harper-Bill, C. and $imiH. (eds), London, 1996, p200.

23 gsekules, 1996, p201. Eric Fernie has suggestédhiaarrangement of these niches reflects
the arrangement of the tympanum in the prior’s d@agrin the cathedral cloister
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priory, via a reading of Isaiah 14:29-31 In any case, this image introduced the
motif of figures carved in relief and attitudes of combahe spandrels of
entrance arches that can be seen around a number of wesaslowstioned
above. The comparison with the figures of the wild man andrdogon set in a
similarly foliate context in the spandrels at Cawston iiqadarly striking and it

is difficult to believe that the latter work was noteditly influenced by the
former, very prominent image, carved about one hundred years.earlie

The gatehouses at Butley and Norwich are two of the more imposing
examples built in East Anglia in the early fourteenth esnand, | suggest,
iconographically the most significant. Other impressive mangateways were
built in the region at St Benet's Abbey at Holme, Thetfoidriyrand at Bury St
Edmunds in the fourteenth century and further prestigious entreveces
constructed at Bromholm and Castle Acre Priories in theefith and early
sixteenth centuries exhibiting many of the same elemeniteasarlier examples,
particularly in the use of heraldic emblems. All thesedings share the same
concern with expressing both secular prestige as well as imdjicaé presence
of the hallowed and sacred territory which lies behind them.

Parish church towers began to exhibit the same elementsaiiisl m
geometric flushwork patterns, heraldic friezes, spandreirgg\and emphatic
buttressing — about half a century after they were firgtleyed at Butley and on
the Ethelbert Gate. | contend that the impression made byitoessgraphic
programmes, as well as the use of gatehouses to createddoathe buildings
that lay hidden within their precincts, was a major inflgeon tower design.
That it took 50 years or more — Worstead is the best eralynple and can be
tentatively dated on a taxonomic basis to the third quartdedburteenth
century — is eloquent of the nature of the transmission of sopitesticdeas
about architecture from major, prestigious projects to more, locaimunity-
based commissions.

One of the features of the decoration of Norfolk towerthe fifteenth
century is the profusion of carved shields, as noted a numbemnax fireviously.
Although a discussion of heraldry belongs to the following chapigmiorth

noting the iconographic potential of shields, whether decoratediwiithstic or

214 For a full explanation of this interpretation S@ekules 1996, pp 201, 202.
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religious heraldry, or left blank. The metaphor of God, or divineeptmn and
salvation, as a shield throughout the Bible is a potent andeinegue. From:
“the word of the Lord came unto Abram in a vision, sayingr Reg Abram: |
am thy shield and thy exceeding great reward” (Genesis 15:1)taopy art
thou, O Israel: who is like unto thee, O people saved byah# the shield of
thy help, and who is the sword of thy excellency!” (Deuteron88129), to very
relevantly: “The God of my rock; in him will | trust: hensy shield, and the
horn of my salvation, my high tower, and my refuge, my saviouf2. Samuel
22:3) and the many references in Psalms, where God is desasibey strength
and my shield” (Psalm 28:7), “O Lord, our shield” (Psalm 59:1ht))s0 on, the
idea is explicit. This wealth of references to shietd&ell known biblical texts,
taken together with the notion of towers as defensive andqgbngg entities, a
medieval commonplace as expressed by Durandus and quoted atitiménigeaf
this chapter, may help to explain their employment as ensbiertne decorative
schemes of towers more than on other parts of the church. Thégaguently
placed around entrances, often carved in the voussoirs of aars as at
Happisburgh, and on plinths and parapets, places that were not amiyn@nt

but that were notionally the most vulnerable parts of the church

From the end of the fourteenth century most west towers builbifold were
designed to be put to practical use as processional erdrasieeell as bell-
towers. This marked a significant shift in design fromieatowers, the majority
of which have no western portal. As this function was incorpoy#ite designs
usually became more elaborate and ambitious. The matedainea reveals that
many tower designers were not content simply to embracdyntieesfunctional,
but attempted to express complex religious ideas in the fahiteofprojects. |
suggest that one of the principal motivations behind this wadetbiee to
combine the architectural with the liturgical in creatamgideological and
metaphorical setting which would animate two of the most impbpcessions
in the religious calendar. The Palm Sunday procession had betabarate
feature in the Sarum Rite since the eleventh century, b@dhgus Christi
procession had only reached England at the beginning of the futhrtamntury,

and the dramatic increase in its popularity may have besja factor in the
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exponential growth in expenditure on tower building that is evident fnenend
of the fourteenth century.

Tower designers had a number of models available if thelyadito give
form to the metaphor of the Church, or of a church, as the Hewalem and, in
particular, to the image of the towered gateway thdtideeome a commonplace
in medieval iconography when depicting the entry to Jerusalegnafit college
gates could have provided inspiration for mimicking the eartriyshlem,
appropriate to the mimetic nature of the Palm Sunday ritualimber of tower
designs seem to confirm that these models were usechdGotpus Christi
procession, models for the heavenly Jerusalem were requitedNew
Jerusalem of the Book of Revelation was suggested througisehaf flint and
its manipulation. Monastic gateways, with the clear parakttween the
liminality of the precinct boundary and the division betweerstered space
inside in a church and the profane outside, were adopted as modelnéy
tower designers. The transmission of the prototypes acrosartiyge is very
uneven, of course. Some towers show very little direct infleef the
iconographic models suggested in this chapter, in othersasubtle grand
towers at Fakenham, Salle and Cawston or the more modesples of
Northrepps, New Buckenham or Coltishall, they are clearlgesti However,
the influence of the ideas that motivated some of the arot@tious designers
can be seen in the general increase in size, ambitioalalnoration across the
sample and the indirect effect of the iconographical concepressed by those
designers was widely felt whenever a new tower buildingeptayas
commenced in Norfolk in the fifteenth or early sixteenthtages.

It must be stressed, though, that the iconography of archaastanly
one of a wide possible range of factors that could have infldettesigners and
benefactors when they were considering how to build their toWersever, a
close examination of the architectural and decorativelsietiagether with the
more general forms, of late medieval west towers in Nogotigests that the
interpretation of the iconography as laid out in this chagagtarhelp to partly
explain some of the strands of motivation present in the dpsigress. The
evidence of the proliferation of west doors, their architecandldecorative
details, together with notional framing and “gate-like” éies of the general

forms of the towers, can best be explained, | contend, witherede to these
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motivating factors. While this can never be conclusively doyust as the
minds of the men and women who paid for and built these monumgmsver
be known, the weight of evidence that can be brought to bear sutjugst is
not overly deterministic to arrive at the conclusion tha¢ast part of the
impulse for the particular designs of many of these towasstwexpress

religious ideology through iconographic programmes as | have edsdrbve.
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Chapter 5.

Towers, Patronage and the Parish Community

“For which of you, intending to build a tower, sitteth not dowrt fiasid counteth
the cost, whether he have sufficient to finish it?” (Lake27-295"

Introduction

Building a tall church tower was probably the greatest undedaduer
attempted by a typical parish community in the late MiddlesAd/ost parish
churches in Norfolk underwent programmes of reconstruction anigfiment
in the two centuries following the Black Death, but thesee usually carried out
piecemeal, with naves being heightened or lengthened, cleesstmisles and
chapels added, and porches being built, in separate building igasp&/hile
onerous, taken individually these projects involved considerablyitesslabour
and expenditure than the construction of a tower of the sizerandeur that
was desirable to benefactors in this period. As has beed ingpeeceding
chapters, wills provide evidence of the greater funding anel tieeded to
complete a tower relative to other church building projects.

This chapter examines material and documentary evidentiageiathe
burden placed on parish communities in taking on such greatwcist
projects and the desires and ambitions that may have motiai®edo do so.
Different classes of benefaction can be revealed biattréc of a church tower
as well as the surviving historical evidence relating. t®he occurrence of
dynastic heraldic emblems on the bases, buttresses, areutdoits and on the
parapets of many towers often expresses patronage, but mayditste a
desire to commemorate those members of the community wigoolvsufficient
social status to bear arms. However, the majority of todensot display such
emblems, and it may be supposed that they were funded irpimgey humbler

members of the community. How does the form of a toweratetthe material

215 King James Version
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ambitions of those who contributed to its existence, but who catldxplicitly
be connected with it in the form of emblems or inscriptions?f@l@ving
analysis attempts, through a close examination of a number ofstawer
understand the relationship between different types of patrphatitecommunal
and individual, and the choices made in designing a towesdtcainsiders how
a tower could express such intangible notions as communal or p&prathéa
and reveal the competition between communities in a typaropanilismanore
commonly associated with Italian communes in the same period.

The following chapter will examine these questions afgrpolitics,
funding, patronage, materials and cost using a number of casesstudiustrate

general tendencies that have emerged from analysis oésearch data.

Wymondham
In 1446 work was started on building the new axial west toi@&fyonondham

church that was to replace the earlier twin-towered priarade?*® What
resulted, about fifty years later, was the largest émodst the tallest of all the
parish church towers of Norfolk (Plate 163). It stands 42.8a®setr just over
140 feet, only a little lower than Cromer at the base of theppéft’ However,
owing to its massiveness, square profile and lack of paraggiianacles, it
does not seem as tall as Cromer (Plate 30), while at e thae appearing far
weightier and more dominating of its surroundiftjdt rises higher than the
large octagonal tower that now stands to the east of tighmdaurch building,
once the tower over the choir of the priory church, whose eastaeraral
transept can still be traced in ruins in the churchyard. The recwer of these
two very large axial towers is the most striking aspenfronting the observer

of the church today.

218 Until the Dissolution, the parish used the westgne bays of the priory church, together with
the nave north aisle. See Cattermole, P., 20073 foll history of Wymondham Abbey.
27\Wymondham is nearly the same height at the ecgrivatage, the beginning of the parapet:
42.8m as against 44m at Cromer, but with the aafditf the parapet and pinnacles Cromer is
clearly higher, rising to 48.7 metres. At 12 metngde across the west face, and 11.7 metres
deep, Wymondham has a ground area nearly 20 sg@satger than Cromer (excluding the
Galilee porch of the latter).

28 This is partly owing to the fact that Wymondhanuith stands in a very wide park-like
churchyard, whereas Cromer and its small churchgeedatlosely surrounded by narrow urban
streets and three and four-storey buildings.
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An examination of the tower at Wymondham, the circumstance
surrounding its construction and the social context in which it veaerprovide
a number of insights into the way a tower can relatesetedimmunity that built,
used and contemplated it. Matching documentation about the funding of t
construction with the heraldic emblems displayed on the towiitdtes an
analysis of the way in which different classes of patrenagre involved. An
examination of the material form in its local historical cahtgves a clue to the
nature of communal identity and also of the political maeitbrabehind
benefaction. Furthermore, an examination of the different buildhages can
reveal the difficulties that a community, even one as largewealthy as
Wymondham, had in funding such an ambitious project.

The west tower is characterised not only by its size axtdposition with
the central tower, but by its unusual profile. This is in |grge created by the
form of its polygonal buttresses, which are nearly vertaidar than being
stepped at each set-off as is almost always the dds¢he buttresses of other
Norfolk towers. As has been noted before in Chapter Threpréim@unced
stepping of buttresses is one of the defining characteristivosif late medieval
towers in East Anglia and the greatest influence on th&tinctive profile. The
few other towers in East Anglia with polygonal buttresse® lzaless stepped
form than is usual, yet all have set-offs that noticeaddgde. In contrast, the
profile of the west tower at Wymondham, created by its wedical buttresses,
is more akin to some towers with polygonal buttresses in Nifigtsand
Oxfordshire, for example at Mere, Marlborough (Fig. 35) and atdslieg
College, Oxford’'® The buttresses are finely articulated with narrow roll
mouldings set in hollows and flanked by engaged fillets running cipedernal
corner. String courses divide each buttress into panelleédrs2adDn the western
elevation, midway between the window level and the sound hote tanels
change from being square to trefoil-headed. This division ikedaaround the
tower by a horizontal course of chequer flushwork which coinaidésthe
point of the gable of the nave roof (Plate 163a). This mayrafsesent a break
in the building campaign, though does not express a break in thecobef the

design aesthetic. Above the sound hole the buttresses, whileamaig the

219 All of these towers were under construction inlateer half of the fifteenth century and
cannot have exercised any influence on the dedigmredNymondham buttresses.
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articulation of the lower stages, are slightly steppabeatwo upper set-offs, and
the design of the bell chamber opening is distinct from the logenings. It is
probable that a break in construction at this level was folldweal resumption

of work carried out to a revised scheme.

Fig. 35. Marlborough

Documentary evidence, mainly bequests, shows that money veas giv
towards building the new tower over a fifty-year period asdyas often the
case, a prolonged building campaign resulted in changes ghdesil use of
materials, reflecting successive generations of benefaatu mason<’

Richard Fawcett has attributed the work of the lower qiatie tower to
the mason who worked on the north porch of Wiveton church, whom he

identifies as James Woderdf This attribution would certainly be supported by

220 cattermole and Cotton, 1983, pp.275, 276.

221 Fawcett, 1975, pp.326-394. His attribution is liase similarities between the moulding
profiles of the tower stair door at Wymondham amase of the north porch at Wiveton, in which
he also identifies a similar aesthetic with the idimg of the tower arch and the west door at
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the prestigious and ambitious nature of the commission, one/tieéd almost
certainly have involved the patrons of the work seeking suchhdyhiggarded
mason as Woderofe, a man at or near the top of his paiéésHowever, the
main features of the lower part of the west face ofdler are curiously at odds
with the grandeur of the scale of the building. The west windowarticular, is
small when compared to windows in other great towers asicromer and
Southrepps and unambitious in its tracery. The west door is grdmedeg the
same width as the window, and although its arch is two-cerkredgentrings are
located unusually close to each other so that it is nearly fioeaded (Plate
163b). This means that the space used for dynastic heraldey spahndrels is
restricted. The shields displayed in the frieze above the dealsy smaller than
would be expected in a tower of this scale, and the inesdiggnacles either side
of the entrance are likewise diminutive, especially githee large expanse of
ashlar in which they are positioned. The dominant impressioregedwy the
tower is one of mass, not of articulation and the emphastsegpotrtal is
lessened by the large areas of both ashlar and knappedlint.

In order to understand why the west tower at Wymondham is unlike
others in the county it is necessary to examine the histaircaimstances
leading up to and surrounding its construction. Much is known dfighery of
the town and of the leading players involved in commissioniagnéw tower
due largely to the efforts of the eighteenth-century antiqué&ancis
Blomefield, together with more recent research into #tersive documentation
preserved in the abbey’s Muniment Room and in the Wymondham &&gfst
These reveal tensions within the local community that haceatdiffect on
decisions that led to the building of the tower in its masg&wm.

The construction of the west tower was begun following lengtlly a
acrimonious disputes between the people of Wymondham and its. griary

priory had been founded by William d’Albini in the manor of Wymondham,

Wymondham. The identification of the attributed warith James Woderofe is largely based on
the range of dates and the prestigious nature chrotithe work in question.

22 |n 1449 and 1450, around the time of the initiailding campaign at Wymondham, it is
known that Woderofe was employed by Henry VI arE@wllege, Harvey, J., 1987, p.343.

223 There has been much repair and repointing caotigdso it is difficult to make a judgement
about the original use of materials.

224 Blomefield, 1805, vol.2, pp.498-534; the extantulmentation relating to the town, abbey and
parish church is catalogued in Cattermole, P. (8dymondham AbbeWymondham, 2007,
pp.268-275. The Wymondham Register is housed iBthish Library, BL Cotton, Titus C VIII.
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granted to him by Henry | in the first decade of the fthvelentury®?® He was
also given land at Buckenham where a new town was soon siséahlthus
creating strong links of proprietorial interest between WymondinaanNew
Buckenham that lasted through the Middle Ages. As occurred fndyte such
situations, conflict between the monks and the local commueitgldped,
arising out of the competing interests of both parties.sAbiindation the priory
was endowed with considerable local lands and other property, &ngptm
about one-third of the original manor of Wymondham as it was dintieeof the
Domesday survey, together with the rectory of the parish ktaurd the right to
hold a market in the towf® It was made a cell of the Abbey of St Albans.
The remainder of the manor of Wymondham was sub-divided at the
partition of the D’Albini estate at the beginning of the feertth century and by
the end of the century the various manorial interests agdckein large part by
the Cromwell and Clifton familie¥’ They exercised manorial jurisdiction over
and farmed revenues from one of the wealthiest towns and@siis Norfoll¢®
Situated on the main road from Norwich to London, just far encwagh the
royal centre of power in Norwich to enjoy an independent econexistence
and to exercise its own hegemony, Wymondham was a sucaesskdt town
and its parish was the largest in central Norfolk. Hoeverelations between the
town and gentry interests on the one hand and the monks ofdhe qumithe
other appear to have been deteriorating throughout the pericdwa@kiprobably
due largely to the very considerable economic privilegestiegtriory, and by
extension the abbey of St Albans, enjoyed in the affaitiseofown, chief
amongst them being the ownership of the market dues and thertyutairs.
The problems in the relationship were exacerbated by the sntgea

control that St Albans exercised over the priory, manifeite practice of the

225 ghopland, A., “Founders and Benefactors”, in Gattee, P., (ed.Wymondham Abbey
Wymondham, 2007, pp17-20.

The name D’Albini is the earliest rendering in Ballhistorical records, though D’Aubigny and
Albany have sometimes been used.

226 Blomefield, 1805, vol.2, p498.

227 Blomefield, 1805, vol.2, pp499-505.

228 There are larger parishes in the poorer sandylzeat on the edge of the fens in the south-
west of the county, of which Feltwell is the largdmit Wymondham is remarkable for being so
large in the relatively good arable boulder clayda&f central Norfolk. Unlike Feltwell, it is
many times larger than its neighbouring parishéss ay have resulted from Wymondham
being a minster before the organisation of thespasystem in the eleventh and twelfth centuries.
See Williamson, T.The Origins of NorfolkManchester, 1993.
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abbot directly appointing the prior when the position became vathistwas in
breach of the foundation charter, which provided that the prior sheuidected
by the monks of the priory and confirmed by the abbot, but had beteme
normal custom by 1308° By the middle of the fifteenth century the situation
had become so disadvantageous to the town and gentry interestsrihav/|
was petitioned for a license to apply to the Pope to segartbry from the
control of St Albans and to make it an independent house. It sped one of
the prime movers in this enterprise was Sir Andrew Ogamhrawho had
gained considerable interests in the parish and various mamndgmondham
through marriage, and who became the patron of the first Abbyofondham,
Stephen London, when the abbey gained independence if*{@gard’s shield
is one of three displayed above the west d&oFhe other two are those of Sir
John Clifton in the north spandrel, and the helm and crest phRabrd
Cromwell, Henry VI's Lord Chancellor, directly above the cewfréhe door
arch (Plate 163c). It is clear from documents surviving inAthleey Muniment
Room that these were the three principal benefactors okthevest tower and it
is thus no surprise to find their emblems on the west fateedjuilding?>?

The tower was built following a particularly violent dispute thmatst be
seen in the wider context of the poor relations between tbey/@nd the parish.
In 1385 the monks had ensured the physical separation of the prioch ¢lam
the parish church following the construction of the new octagwerdtal tower
over the three westernmost bays of the choir. To buttregewitee from the
west, a wall was built across the nave, further isolatiegoarish church in the
western bays of the nave. Not only was this physical maaifestof the
relations between the two communities built in stone, but the menksved the
bells from the south-west tower that had been used fohpéviggy, to the new
central tower. Then, in 1399, the prior gained a licerma fihe Pope allowing

him to appropriate the income that had been used to suppertéineThe insult

229 Blomefield, 1805, vol.2, pp.510, 511.

20 Hansen, C.M., ‘Sir Andrew Ogard, a “Stranger KiiighThe GenealogigfThe Journal of the
American Society of Genealogists), vol.19 no.2,2(ip.179-186.

21 The only known contemporary example of his arm&fe@mole, 2007. p34.

232 For the details of the documentation concernirghthilding of the west tower, the fullest
account is in Cattermole, 2007, pp.98-101. Theeelérother shields in a frieze above the west
door, all of them blank. They seem never to hawenlmarved, unlike the three shields referred to
in the text. It is impossible to understand if thvegre ever painted.
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was increased by the practice of the monks entering the garsbh through

two doors built into the wall across the nave and collectirggiticome from in
front of the parochial alt&f> By 1409 the situation had descended into violence,
with the prior's men being assaulted by irate parishiosershat twenty-four of
the senior inhabitants of the town, including the four churchwardems,beend
over to keep the peace in Jaf.

After the disturbances of 1409, a group of parishioners attertgptessert
their rights over certain parts of the church and churchydmely Those a highly
confrontational and symbolic means of doing this, by erecting a tergporar
wooden bellframe over the north porch in which to hang threethalishey had
acquired®® These were rung for the parish offices, provoking the monks to
complain about disturbance to their own rituals. The parishiat@raed that
they were merely exercising their rights, whereas the pdonter-claimed that
there had been no bells in the parishioners’ north-west timveenturies and
that this particular right had fallen into dereliction. idaintained that as the
parishioners had used the bells in the monks’ south-west towese temoved
to the new central tower — they had voluntarily given up tiigiit to an
independent set of bells. Once moreithpassded to violence with some of the
prior's servants being attacked in 1410 and the two doors infmatisghioners’
part of the church being blocked up to prevent access fromitrg phurch.
The situation was calmed by the intervention of Sir Thompsgham and the
matter was sent to arbitration. At length, in the summer of lafi@greement
was reached whereby the prior’s rights in the parish churoh reenstated and
the parishioners were allowed to keep their bells at thé-meest corner of the
church. In the event, they were moved to the south-westrtdtowever, this
solution did not suit the parishioners, three thousand of whom getitian to
the king in which they complained that “they could not heab#iks in their
own low tower, that they never knew when to come to chunel their children
were dying unbaptised, and that others were dying without theitseofef
confession and the sacramerft&.”

233 Cattermole, 2007, pp.53-57.

234 Blomefield, 1805, vol.2, pp.518,519.

3% Details of the dispute over the bells can be fomrBlomefield, 1805, vol.2, p.520; and
Cattermole, 2007, pp.53-55, 99.

236 Cattermole, 2007, p.55, based on'tgmondham RegistéBL Cotton, Titus C VIII).
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The situation was finally resolved on 14 January 1446 when an
agreement was signed with the prior to convey land belongitige priory ‘in
front of the great west door of the church’ to the parish ddhikanew west
tower could be built®’ It appears that pressure had been brought to bear and that
the parish had called upon its most influential supportérgion Clifton and
Ralph, Lord Cromwell ‘the chief lords of the town of Wymondham’raorded
as giving their consent. It is also known that Sir Johfiddlihad already
established the dimensions of the tower and that the pldwe édundations had
been laid out before the deed of conveyance was s?@?\é:d.ttermole suggests
that the agreement on the tower may have been part of¢jee feegotiations
that saw the priory becoming an abbey. Whether or not this w#dssolear that
intervention and support from the leading local grandees was trsveefactor
in getting the tower built. Furthermore, that Clifton and presalynCromwell
were involved in the design process that resulted in sucsaive edifice, one
that dominates the monks’ tower to the east, indicates titealdimportance of
not only the building of the tower, but its material form. Thetwaser at
Wymondham was designed to impress with its scale. The ovienivige
sensation created by the edifice is that it is much tdahge its counterpart
tower, and even if the quality of the carving in the door magkland at the
corners of the buttresses is fine, the architectural defaite masonry are
subsumed in the general effect of massiveness.

When Sir John Clifton died in 1447 his son-in-law, Sir Andrewr@ga
continued the work; all three principal benefactors of thiy @ark are recorded
in heraldic masonry around the west door, with Ralph, Lord Créinmaeing
pride of place in the centre of the dispfdyThey were not however the sole
benefactors. There are more than fifty extant bequests ifdimguthe tower,
more than for any other Norfolk church, mostly for the period/éen 1460 and
1480, though continuing until 1498 when Thomas Giles left 3s. 4d. to thehchur
and tower*° The majority of these represent a period beginning soonlastesf

the three men recorded above the west door had died, sugdkatitigey had

%37 The deed conveying the land survives in the Ablepiment Room: Cattermole, 2007, p.98.
238 Cattermole, 2007, p.98.

239 cattermole, 2007, pp.98-99.

Sir John Clifton left £20 in his will towards theiltling of the tower, Lambeth Palace Library,
Register Stafford 157, recorded in Cattermole aotidd, 1983, p.275.

240 Cattermole and Cotton, 1983, pp. 275,276.
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not made provision for the funding of the building work to continue betfweid
deaths*

It is difficult to interpret these facts with confiderec® recorded bequests
probably only accounted for a small percentage of benefactiothéut
documentary survivals seem to suggest that non-armigeroubareof the
parish community rallied round to complete a project begum avistocratic
funding. In any case, it is clear that the tower is notekalt solely of
aristocratic or gentry patronage, but was a collaborativeporal effort. This is
consistent with a view that the tower was an expressioarothial pride and
achievement, especially when set against the centuriesstongetition that the

town and parish had had with the priory.

The west tower at Wymondham, together with the circumstandges of
construction, can be considered in the context of the local comnthaity
effected it and was affected by it. Its form was notetyedictated by the tastes
and abilities of the masons who built it but by the people whoetkto have it
built, those who paid for it and those who lived within its shaddveir choices
were influenced by the physical, social and political environnimewhich they
existed. By examining both the material forms of the samplepgof towers and
the circumstances of their construction insofar as the hiatogcords allow
these to be reconstructed, | contend that it is possibleetblght on the
aspirations and priorities of the communities that were theahuwantext for
their construction.

It is notable that Wymondham tower was financed by differasses of
patron, yet only those who had the wherewithal to pour substaurids into the
initial stages of the building campaign are actually commatadrin the fabric
of the building. If the historical records did not reveal thatilastantial number
of humbler members of the parish community contributed teitsteuction we
might be persuaded that the tower was the product of theogityeof three
wealthy and armigerous gentlemen who exercised considerabée pad/
influence in the community even if they were not resideiit Ihis therefore

necessary to consider the way in which heraldic embleens used when carved

241 Ralph, Lord Cromwell died onf"4January 1456, Davis, N.(edBaston Letters and Papers of
the Fifteenth Centuryol.2, Oxford, 2004, p.82.
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on the faces of towers and to consider the variety of motiadghese forms of
expression may have had.

Examining the correlation between such towers and the wafatitie
communities and individuals who built and used them should makesibjo
illuminate some of the material concerns of the period: hoaltivevas
displayed, how financial burdens were shared, and how communts fvere
raised. It should also provide insights into the way thaetsuwndicated or even
represented community identity. In pursuing such lines of ingairg,can test
the extent to which a material object, such as a churcéri@an be seen to be
an indicator of the intangible emotions, such as pride or ampitiahmust have
motivated the material choices of the people who influetioedorms of

buildings.

Costs and materials

To build a tower was a costly enterprise that placed a gueden on the local
community. Far more raw material was needed than for any dineof a
church. If one considers the ground plans of any church with a large bonit
during the period, the difference in the thickness of thesvimlihe tower and the
rest of the church is immediately evident. This becomes clédhe interior of
the walls is revealed by ruination. At North Walsham, sareple, the tower
walls at ground floor level are about six feet thick asresjawo feet thick for
the aisle walls (Fig. 36). They were built at the base ofobidorfolk’s

mightiest towers, since reduced by successive fallseirighteenth and
nineteenth centuries, that was recorded as having stood aett4@rfabout 45
metres, talf*? Even modest towers required substantial walls to support #iem.
Walberswick in Suffolk, the contract for the constructionhef tower stipulated
that the walls should be six feet thick. This clause seéernave referred to the
footings, though the walls are nevertheless massive ayris@rfeet acrosé*
North Walsham is a large church, about 49 metres in lengthtfrerwest end of

the nave to the east end of the chancel, hardly longethbaower was tall. In

242 paysner and WilsomNorfolk 1, 2002, pp.622-624.

3 3alzman, 1952, pp.499,500. The question of theselaeferring to the footings is raised in
Chitty, C., “Kessingland and Walberswick Church Bogy” SuffolkArchaeology, vol. 25, 1950,
p.169.
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such cases, the quantity of building material needed to cargleiver would
have been in the same order, if not greater than the whttle cest of the
church, especially when the amount of space occupied by winddivws have,

clerestorey and chancel in later medieval buildings is takeraccount.

Fig. 36 North Walsham
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This material was in most cases flint rubble, faceceeitvith whole flint
pebbles or random pieces of flint set in lime mortar, or fkmispped to provide
a decorative surfacd” In the former, the surface of the wall would have been
rendered, as was the case at Salle, where some lime oéragigoarent ancient
date still exists in patches on the north side of the towdhgifatter, the
carefully exposed surfaces of the flint were left expoasdt Blofield. Close
observation of the original flint walling of towers revethlat there does not
seem to have been any standard form for building up a high viradl flist
rubble in the fifteenth century. Whereas in the eleventh aelftbwcenturies
most church walls were built with whole flint pebbles choseritfeir size laid in
tight courses, by the fifteenth century the method had becormakskxt or even
personalised, so that one wall looks dissimilar in its contipadirom the next,
and even within the same wall various workmen used diffenetihods
producing heterogeneous results, even allowing for inconsistetioy gize and
shapes of flints and other material used.

These variations are most evident in the proportions of mortastand
employed. If a wall had been built using shuttering, piecdébbf varying
shape and size were piled into the space between the woodenagidrdet with
the addition of wet lime mortar of a consistency that ceattle when poured
onto the rubble from above. It would also have settled agaeagtianes of the
shutters and set in a smooth surface so that when the tirabexwentually
removed the mortar was very evident as a major componerg oftble. Such a
technique can be seen in the tower at $Salle.

A different technique, using driemortar and placing the flints on top of
each other, ensuring verticality using a plumb line, is the pwamon to be
found across Norfolk. The ratio of mortar to rubble, whiclydently includes
re-used masonry and latterly pieces of brick, varies wjdeiynetimes in the
same wall. At Banningham, for example, different method®oséituction are
revealed in horizontal bands of varying height around the tovete(®a). A
section of flint and brick rubble quite tightly packed with $meeces and

244 see Chapter 4 Iconography, above, for a discussitire implications of flint as a decorative
material.

245 These different methods of laying flint rubble dimde mortar walls were tested in the
churchyard at Deopham under the supervision of &@hlyde a local craftsman who specialises
in the use of ancient building materials and teghes.
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relatively little mortar sits below a larger sectidrflmt rubble with larger,
whole pebbles very irregularly positioned with a high proportiomaoitar,
which in turn gives way to a more carefully coursed sedtitm closely laid
flints of fairly even size using correspondingly far lesstardf® The first two
sections cover about six feet, whereas the third is dobéténeight. These
figures are interesting as similar sections of two esetr six feet, or multiples
thereof, are frequently found in tower walls of flint rubbdsstruction
throughout Norfolk. It seems likely that they correspond to buildéagans,
which were necessarily short at around six months in orddiminate the risk
of frost damage which could destroy a wall made with slawrgelime mortar.

The contract for the building of Helmingham church tower in Suffolk
would seem to corroborate the material evidéfiGehe tower was stipulated to
be 60 feet tall (with the option to build higher) and it wab& completed in ten
years. As has already been already seen, most late @miedierers in Norfolk
took longer than ten years to complete. However, it i$ylitteat the contractual
clause in the agreement to build Helmingham tower at theofasix feet per
year was based on the physical constraints imposed by the oBtheematerials
that limited construction to this degree.

Building seasons have been traced in the fabric of 83 tow#rs in
sample group, though extensive re-pointing has rendered many dthess a
impossible to analyse. It is difficult to be confident abbetreasons for such
clearly heterogeneous layers of construction within a walhesdrying nature
of the material — flint size and type, quantity of brick atiter masonry rubble —
available for each season’s construction must have infldeheemanner of
building to a degree. Yet it also seems clear that diftavorkmen were
employed from year to year in building these walls. Fromahesmay infer that
the business of building the walls of a tower in the later Middjes was
delegated or sub-contracted to local labourers rather tharaksts, and they
may have been engaged on a seasonal basis. This is notirsgiigikien the
relatively unskilled nature of the work and that there wouldghzeen people in

almost any community with experience of laying flint rubblelsval an area

24¢ There is no documentation to help date the towBaaningham, though in general
conformation it is very similar to the nearby tove¢\Wood Dalling which was under
construction in the third quarter of the fifteectntury.

247 salzman, 1952, pp.547-9.
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where flint was the main building material. This was partitykaue of the north
and east of the county where the majority of survivingaeular buildings of
the fifteenth and sixteenth century are of flint rubble consoné*® Even in the
south of the county where timber framing and clay-lump construgiere more
common there is substantial evidence for the use of flim¢inacular building.
Only in the far north-west of the county where there isaarsof ferruginous
sandstone known as carstone, which was used throughout the pennoitheor
marshland on the Lincolnshire and Cambridgeshire borders whekenascused
as an external facing, was flint largely absent fronctrestruction of towers.
Carstone can be seen as the principal material in thes@av®ersingham (Plate
33) and Wiggenhall St Mary, for example, while brick is usetthe tower at
Walpole St Andrew.

Objections may be raised that the particular problems faced whe
building towers required a specialist team, and BlatchlyNortheast as well as
Fawcett posit that there were master masons who werckfbiréneir skill and
experience in tower constructi6ff.Even if this were the case, it does not
preclude the use of local and non-specialised labour to dedttheof flint
walling, for which the material remains provide strong evidenc

Specialist masons would have been required to cut the stotiefor
windows, doors and other openings and to construct the arches atscazawvie
those openings, as well as the tower stair. This work wowe baen more
expensive, as would the stone required. It is not clear frotwtheontracts that
survive for the building of towers in East Anglia — Helminghand
Walberswick, both in Suffolk, but fundamentally of the samestruction as
most Norfolk towers of the period — how much this skilled weduld have cost
the commissioning patroR&. The contracts are both for labour rather than
materials (which were to be provided by the patrons), but depeaify how that
labour was to be divided, raising the prospect that the abinigamasons

operated as entrepreneurs who sub-contracted at least e tvabrk.

248 For a full account of flint and other building redils in East Anglia and their distribution and
use see Hart, SElint Architecture of East Anglid_ondon, 2000; Harris, A.P., ‘Building Stone in
Norfolk’ in Parsons, D. (ed.Btone: Quarrying and Buildinign England AD 43-1525

Chichester, 1990, pp.207-216; Pevsner and Wilsod2 2pp.20-29.

249 5ee Fawcett, 1975, pp.244, 245; Blatchly and Narsh 2005, p.11.

20 galzman, 1952, pp.499, 500; and pp.547-549 reispéct
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This interpretation is supported by the known biographical dethdse
of the two masons who was party to the Walberswick camifelA25. Richard
Russell was a man of substance and political standing (Auane was the
other mason about whom nothing is known outside the contract). Heebad b
M.P. for Dunwich in 1420 and would be again in 1427 as well asyhwiliff in
1430-31 and 1440-4P! Both Harvey and Fawcett believe that his work can be
traced in the style of other towers, particularly tfadessingland in Suffolk. It
seems very likely, given his progress in local society,libavas a man of
business and that his dealings with the patrons of the towéalaerswick
would have been on that basis. So, while the contract stipulatethe masons
are to be paid £2 for every yard of the tower built, we cakmotv how that
money was to be apportioned and how much was to be reservedia®prof
Russell and Powle.

As has been noted, Norfolk has little indigenous stone suitable for
building, beyond the carstone of the north-west of the county. Winitdn&d
been used for making quoins and relieving arches in previous centuvi@s
not held to be adequate or desirable for that purpose anthef the fourteenth
century. Consequently, the builders of even the most modest aktaeeded to
use building stone imported from outside the county. From the eleteetité
thirteenth centuries limestone brought from Caen in Normandy leadused for
some buildings, not only those more prestigious commissions of théloenan
lords and churchmen, but also lesser buildings, particulatlye south-east of
the county in the valleys of the Yare and WavefiéRy the end of the
thirteenth century though, almost all freestone used in Nowfakktaken from
the limestone quarries that extend from NorthamptonshirdLintmInshire. This
is conventionally referred to as Barnack stone, even ifahsistency, quality
and colour of the limestone varies to such an extentttiratst be concluded that
several quarries were us&d.

In any case, it was imported at great expense, more aslaagkthe cost

of the transportation than of the raw material. The trangfidtiilding stone

251 John Harvey constructed a biography of Russéflanvey, 1984, p.262.

%2 gee Harris, 1990, pp.214, 215.

23 For a geological description of the limestonesegelly grouped together as Barnack stone,
see Hudson, J.D. and Sutherland, D.S., ‘The Gemdb@escription and Identification of
Building Stones: Examples from Northamptonshine’Parsons, 1990, pp.16-32.
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inflated the cost greatly, especially if it had to traaey distance by land rather
than water. Research into medieval building accounts isdtih-west of
England reveals that a journey of only 10 miles by sea andrial#b9 more
than tripled the cost of the stone at the quéathAlthough, the variables are too
great to allow extrapolation of these figures to casesan§portation in East
Anglia, it is evident that having to carry freestone, samesifor up to a hundred
miles from its quarry of origin, placed severe financial bosden those who
funded tower building campaigns. It helps to explain why the ntajofitowers
built in Norfolk in the fifteenth century have relatively aiimquantities of new

limestone used in their composition.

Wealth
It is evident then, that building a church tower demanded sutastamds, and
an ambitious tower must have placed a great financial baréme local
community if it was required to pay for it. The lengthiofé needed to finish
many towers revealed by a study of the local will registers more the result of
financial than physical constraints, with even modest tovadiag many
decades to complete in some ca&8&3he number of unfinished towers also
speaks clearly about this burden, as well as the level of ambitithose who
commissioned the projects. Both great and modest toweoftaneincomplete,
some lacking only a parapet, such as Wymondham, Cawston, SivwAsdin
Norwich or Bradfield (Plate 15), whereas others like Sira8trawless,
Felmingham, Salhouse or Stalham (Plate 134) lack whole siadesere clearly
started with the intention of being built taller than circtanses subsequently
allowed.

It is thus not surprising to find that the geographical thgtion of towers

constructed from the late fourteenth to the early sixteaskury coincides quite

24 pounds, N.J.G., ‘Buildings, Building Stones andlding Accounts in South-West England’

in Parsons, 1990, pp.228-237. This figure refesgdoe quarried at Pentewan in Cornwall and
used in the building of Bodmin church. The difficoature of the terrain must therefore be taken
into account.

Masschaele argues, using the transportation ofstaéfd as the measure, that transport costs in
the Middle Ages are often exaggerated in Masschdelé&ransport Costs in Medieval England’,
Economic History ReviewXLVI, vol.2, 1993, pp.266-279.

%5 The case of South Acre, where bequests to thdibgitampaign stretch from 1383 to 1528,
has already been mentioned, but others such adi@dadith bequests ranging from 1451 to
1514, or Ingham from 1456 to 1533, Cattermole aoddd, 1983, pp. 240, 252.
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closely with the wealthiest areas of Norfolk in that periThe explanations for
the distribution of wealth in Norfolk are not the subjectnyfresearch and it is
sufficient to note that the richest zones tend to be thoseheithreatest
agricultural productivity and the highest land values, andllyssigpported the
greatest density of populatiérf. The greatest densities of new towers built in the
late Middle Ages are to be found in the north-east of the cangtystrip running
from Cromer along the coast to the east and south to tleevBlley, along the
middle Waveney valley in the south-east, south-west of Wymondimanmorth-
east of Thetford in the south, and in a narrow strip edsbokich between the
wetlands of the Broads (Fig. 37). The two north-eastern hundfédisrth
Erpingham and Tunstead were the wealthiest areas of Nonftie iearly
sixteenth century according to research carried out on thedguksirns of the
1520s and the Military Survey of 1537.The Earsham Hundred in the south of
the county on the north bank of the Waveney was also found to lué tiree
richest parts of the county as was the Blofield Hundreébeeast of Norwich.
The Forehoe and Mitford Hundreds to the west of Norwich hadasimil
distributions of wealth. The only parts of the county where tdawéding
flourished that do not correspond to this distribution were the trehs east
and north-east of Thetford in the Shropham and Guiltcross Hundiegi® dre
two areas of high wealth that did not contain many late mediewelirs: the
north coast around Wells and Walsingham, and the Marshland soutleandf
King’'s Lynn. In the latter case, this is arguably due &lthw density of
population and parishes, together with the incidence of largetesisome of
which, like Walpole St Peter, had already built towersciimust have been
deemed sufficient. The area in the north corresponding approxnatile

North Greenhoe Hundred is curious in that it does not conform wetherally
observed pattern. Although it was one of the richest patteafounty in the late
Middle Ages it contains few towers built after the third gesadf the fourteenth
century. Some of the wealthiest parishes in Norfolk, ssdblay or South

Creake, have grand late medieval churches attached ter @andi more modest

26 g5ee Pound, J., ‘Sixteenth Century Norfolk: Pogoifaand Wealth’ in Ashwin, T. and
Davison, A.,An Historical Atlas of Norfolk2"™ edition, Chichester, 2005, pp. 100-102.

%7 The results of this research and an explanatidgheoimethodology are set out by John Pound
in Pound, J., ‘Distribution of Wealth in the EaByxteenth Century’ in Wade-Matrtins, P. (ed.),
An Historical Atlas of Norfolk1™ edition, Norwich, 1993, pp.96,97.
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towers. It is important to reflect on these data for thekillggt an important
truth, that wealth was not a cause for the construction of aabitowers or any
other grand buildings. Wealth provided the means for individual or co@mu
patrons to give material form to their ambitions and choit@sgms merely a
necessary condition for building a large or elaborate towerhaatdtermining
factor. Whether a desire to express wealth or statusmwasportant motive in
the decision to build a tower is a question that will be ctamed later in this
chapter, but the form of a tower was a result of the choict® patrons and

masons who were involved in the design process.

Fig. 37. Distribution of Norfolk Parish Church Towers, 1375-1540

Areas with a low density of tower construction in the peried aotably,
those immediately to the north and south of Norwich, correspondihg to
Taverham, Humbleyard and Henstead Hundreds, the heathland ndhtiafrd,
and the area immediately to the east and north-east ofsliygh in the north-
west of the county. These correspond very closely to areaw aféalth
distribution in the later medieval period, some because wfgheximity to

Norwich, and others as a result of poor soil quality and resutiimdand values.
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While great wealth may not have determined the building wftoevers, relative
poverty seems to have determined that towers were not built.

Conversely, considerable wealth in the community did notyawa
manifest itself in the building of a grand tower. It is dift to ascertain
precisely the relative wealth of a parish in this peridte most complete
valuations of parochial property and income for Norfolk inNfiddle Ages are
the Valuation of Norwich of 1254 and thelor Ecclesiasticusf 1535°°° The
valuation of personal property for the Lay Subsidy of 1334, atgellacomplete
for Norfolk, was organised in parish units and gives an insigbtthe material
fortunes of those whose wealth did not transcend parish bountam&me of
these valuations is an ideal tool for the accurate study of thkiweeg parish
communities in Norfolk as, while they are the most commgtant records of
their type, they are far from comprehensive in their coverbgither is their
scope of inquiry congruent with indices of total parish community fuithes
Valuation of Norwich being concerned with the income derivingnfthe rights
and properties of individual parish churches, the Lay Subsidynepindividual
personal wealth, and thélor Ecclesiasticumeasuring the value of assets held
by parish churches and their rectories. Although these gredase indicators,
they give a general and usually consistent idea about thieeelealth of
parishes in Norfolk.

A correlation between parish wealth and tower height revieaishe
grandest towers are to be found in parishes that feature top 10% of each of
the medieval valuatiorf§® (See Appendix 1However, there is a significant
number amongst the wealthiest parishes that did not build gresedstin the
sample period. This may have been because, like Aylshanmgh&n, large
towers had already been built at an earlier time andvilees never replaced. At

Cley and Dereham, two extremely wealthy communities, thooisi towers were

258 | unt, W.E., (ed.)The Valuation of NorwichOxford, 1926Valor Ecclesiasticus temp. Henr.
VIl auctoritate regia institutus: printed by comnaof His Majesty King George Il in
pursuance of an address of the House of Comma@seait Britain London, 1814-34.

2% Glasscock, R., (ed Jhe Lay Subsidy of 1334ondon, 1975.

260 Sjze has been taken as an index of grandeurdrctinielation, towers of over 100 feet
qualifying as grand. It would be desirable to imtdwther elements of tower design in such an
index, but the heterodox nature of the expressi@mbition in the fabric of different towers and
the necessarily very subjective nature of the @ofowhich factors to include have precluded
this. This correlation is not intended to be a {®@nalysis of the relation of parish wealth and
tower grandeur, but rather an illustration of angmaenon that is readily observable to the
researcher of the extant documentation in this.area
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never built at the west ends of their large and elabohateches. At the former, a
very prosperous port, a great deal of new building had been caunti@dthe
first half of the fourteenth century, resulting in one of Mtk’s most ambitious
and opulent parish churches. It may be supposed that as thi®fx@estruction
took place before the period in which it wadesrigeurto build a new tower, the
impulse to add to the church fabric at a later age haddlrbeen exhausted. An
alternative explanation for the lack of a new tower is ttiafourteenth-century
building campaigns extended the nave westward to the point wiseleand
begins to fall away, thus rendering the laying of foundations witffeult. In
the event, the small thirteenth-century tower was retastadding at the west
end of the present north aisle, the site of the original.nave

At Dereham, when it was decided that a new tower wadeatketo house a
greater peel of bells after the central tower proved maate, a detached bell
tower was built to the south-east of the church. It is prolihbletwo of the
considerations affecting this decision were that any wesbtever would have
impinged on the site of the shrine of the first burial plécgtdVithburga that
lies a few metres to the west of the church, and thagtiiund is swampy and
unsuitable for bearing a heavy tovi@tlt is interesting that there is a great deal
of testamentary evidence for donation to this tower from 150he ©f the
bequests containing substantial gfftsThese bequests far exceed in number and
in amount other gifts for the substantial works carried out onhbech in the
latter half of the fifteenth century, suggesting both the Wéaancial demands

of building a new tower as well as the communal nature dutnging effort.

Funding and Patronage

Evidence of benefaction provided by extant wills is useful ieaérng the
communal nature of the funding of new towers, but it can only pgattal
picture as there are very few surviving accounts detaitiagther fundraising

strategies that would have been necessary to raise gleesiams required.

261 Similar considerations must have been behind #tactied towers of the marshland towers in
the west of the county. The early sixteenth centowyer at Terrington St Clement, one of the
richest parishes in late medieval Norfolk, whicleigirely clad in ashlar and bears formal
similarities to the tower at Swaffham, was builniediately to the north of the west end of the
church, for example.

262 Cattermole and Cotton, 1983, pp.244, 245.
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Two interesting cases give a further insight into the nanoteseale of
fundraising, other than that from bequests, necessary toatolder. At West
Tofts, a modest tower in a humble parish in the heathland df-smst Norfolk
provides evidence of fundraising in the inscriptions around itsdmsse (Plate
150). At Swaffham (Plate 137), accounts incorporated into the dxtoes’ book,
the so-called Black Book of Swaffham, reveal that lifetgifes accounted for a
far higher proportion of the funds than testamentary donations and sfeasl

the quantities necessary to complete such a large pfdject

Swatffham

The tower of Swaffham church is one of only two late medievat¢ts in

Norfolk faced entirely in freestone, the other being th&aatston, although
both Walpole St Peter and St Peter Mancroft in Norwichaagely clad in
limestone. It is a large tower, just over one hundred feetdiigie bottom of the
parapet, with large angle buttresses that are sharpghasktrom the corners,
enhancing the verticality of the structure. The plinth is deedrwith a course of
alternating trefoil-headed panels and wheel designs, some cogtainuchettes,
others blank shields and others with shields bearing the crossedsof St Paul
and the crossed keys of St Peter, the patrons of the cfflatb 137c¢). Where
some of the freestone facing has come away revealing therfiderneath, it is
possible to see that the cladding is no more than a fewedrgs deep. There is
a west door flanked by tabernacles with tall pedestalgdodsg images and
there are also flanking water stoups. Their position, on thedeutf the tower
around the west door is very unusual and seems to indicate tldaiotheas a
daily entrance as well as a ceremonial PAahis is reinforced by the position
of the church relative to the town with the west facadég the exceptionally
large market place about one hundred yards away. Immediately Higdoor is
a five-light, sub-arcuated west window with a tracery dedigtinguished by

shouldered ogee heads to each light. The window is set veryrdtgepfabric of

263 NRO Parish deposit 52/473 (transcript.)

284 The settings of the stoups, niches and other nairdtitectural features on the lower west
front are curious. There seems little coherendbeérassembly of the elements, and close
inspection reveals that the stoups are insertioaisdut through the moulded drip course of the
plinth. One must conclude that the arrangemertie@&tements around the door was subject to
design revision after the initial building campaigas finished.
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the tower, allowing a broad hollow chamfer frame in which, unugLaié set
two further image niches. There is no sound hole above the winddve ovest
face and the limestone surface is thus emphasised igeauabroken expanse of
masonry. The three-light belfry openings of different desighaoatest window
are also deeply set. This treatment of the openings irutfece of the tower
emphasises the thickness and depth of the structure and tseswi@ity and
opulence. The parapet, completed in the 1530s, has pierceunsmits, as
described in Chapter Three (Plate 137h).

It is therefore possible to detect three different desigsgshm the
building, the first being represented by the door and west windowetiend by
the bell chamber openings, and the last by the parapet. Hovleveise of
freestone throughout gives the building an appearance of aesthigyi that is
deceptive. What can clearly be seen at Swaffham, asshather Norfolk
towers, are different phases of design rather than a umifiete. This calls into
guestion the notion of ‘tower design’. The tower stands as othe afrandest
building projects in late medieval Norfolk yet, interestinglges not display any
dynastic heraldry in its fabric.

The wealth of extant documentation reveals the breadth aractdraof
benefaction in a more comprehensive way than for any othenssion of the
period. Alongside a number of wills, the ‘Black Book,’ started454, details
contributions made to building works carried out at the churchgliswithe
churchwardens’ accourt® The ‘Black Book’ reveals that substantial sums
were gifted to the repair and renewal of the fabric ofcthech from the middle
of the century. Early entries relating to work on the tomast refer to an earlier
structure since, as Heslop points out, an entry writtenlglaster 1474 refers to
money donated for the repair of the ‘old steeple’, indicatirigeethat a new
version was already in the planning or, less probably, haddrbeen begun

whilst the old one somehow still stod.The benefactors, Richard and

265 For a summary of the extant documentation seef@atie and Cotton, 1983, pp.266-268.
The churchwardens’ accounts and a full transcfiph® “Black Book” are to be found in Norfolk
Record Office, Parish Deposit 52/7 and 52/473 retbgedy. Both the “Black Book” and the
churchwardens’ accounts are discussed in Rix, Wi Pride of Swaffhanswaffham, 1954,
Williams, J.F., ‘The Black Book of SwaffhamNorfolk Archaeologyd3, 1965, pp.243-253, and
Heslop, T.A., ‘Swaffham Parish Church: CommunityilBing in Fifteenth Century Norfolk’ in
Harper-Bill, C., (ed.)Medieval East AngliawWoodbridge, 2005, pp.246-271.

266 Heslop, 2005, p.260.
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Catherine Crosse, clearly understood that the planning and builidangew
tower was a lengthy process and that in the meantime thevedd tvould have
to be kept serviceable.

The ‘Black Book’ records major donations to the tower building
campaign that confirm that the project was underwakieénld70s. Most entries
relating to work on the tower postdate Botwright's death4i4®®” John
Chapman and his wife, as well as having the north aisle bailg the very large
sum of £120 to the tower. The similarity in the design ofahmelow tracery of
the north aisle windows and the west window, particularly thétebculus and
the shouldered ogees of the main lights, and in the way tharsuétion is
handled, strongly suggest that the same mason was engaged profegits. As
the sole donors to the north aisle and the largest donors née the
Chapmans are thus revealed as major contributors to the desigasproc

Other substantial gifts were made by John Walsingham, a¥® £40 to
the new church and steeple; Simon Blake gave more than £40; Rapee
gave 20 tons of freestone to the steeple and 20 tons to ediybiert Coppyng,
rector from 1474 to 1495, gave 20 marks; Robert Fuller, vioan 465 to
1488, gave £20; John and Catharine Payne gave 40 ‘chalders’, dnooaylbf
lime for making mortar. There are about thirty further gift¢ess than £10
recorded®®

Extant wills contain bequests that are generally mudilenthan the
donations recorded above. They are generally measured in shilitigaigh
Robert Batman left £20 to build the battlement of the steed&29, and
Thomas Blake left 10 marks in 1588.A number of inferences can be drawn
from these figures. Firstly, that the amounts left insaépresent only a small
fraction of the total funds used in the building of the toecondly, it is clear
that the larger sums were donated towards the beginning ofdjeetmnd that
smaller gifts made in wills often relate to the conttimraand finishing of the
project, as is revealed by the preponderance of bequestsafterd&500. This
would seem to indicate that the patrons of the tower buildinggraere

concerned to ensure a substantial fund had been assembled tefondding

267 Heslop, 2005, p.260
268 Cattermole and Cotton, 1983, p.267.
269 Cattermole and Cotton, 1983, p.267.
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started, in order to allow at least the first stageoaftruction to be completed
with the security of adequate financial provision.

If this tendency towards sound financial planning can be extragolate
across the sample, it would correlate with a phenomenorirsées fabric of
many church towers. A significant break in the nature of thetiwani®n
material below the sound hole, just above the meeting point ghthle of the
nave and the east wall of the tower can often be obsetvsadrticularly
evident at Blofield (Plate 14b) and Docking, for example. &hike point at
which the west end of the nave would have been ‘sealed’ dineniguilding of
new towers and it must have been the intention of those igel&rconstruction
to reach this level as soon as possible so that any tempeatirng structure
could be removed. It would have been desirable to have walléte necessary
funds to reach at least this phase of the building befarngt@onstruction and
leaving the nave open at its west end.

None of the benefactors who contributed funds to the buildingeof th
tower were aristocratic or even belonged to the gentry ehireclack of heraldic
emblems. Yet they were able to have one of the most inipeessd ambitious
of all the grand towers of Norfolk built. They decided atlibginning to have
the entire building faced with ashlar, thereby greatly irgingathe cost of the
project. The motivation for this decision was surely an expaof pride, an
assertion of their communal capacity to build a towerstyke that others in the
county had seldom attempted. Heslop argues that the rebuildihg tiwer in
the late fifteenth and early sixteenth centuries was conddiby a communal
expression of independence from aristocratic patronage, aeibetsnsient in a
community where there had been so many changes of lordshithever
century®’® The tower at Swaffham is expressive of the solidity aodigg
confidence of a class of people below the gentry in the coioval social
hierarchy but with increasing wealth and power. It is not ordicative of the
strength of conventional piety amongst folk of the middling sortekptesses

pride in the prosperity and confidence of the community that utotedild it.

2% Heslop, 2005, pp.261-270.
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Salle and Cawston
The neighbouring towers at Salle (Plates 122, a, b, c) andt@aPlates 27, a,

b) are similarly ambitious and as grand in scale as ®amift’* Cawston is the

only other late medieval Norfolk west tower faced entirelgshlar, whilst Salle
has a flint rubble surface that would have been rendered.Hagtha strong
emphasis on the ensemble of door and west window, and havdlthiiaber
openings. They both have strong angle buttresses, those at Caetdbaick as at
Swaffham, emphasising the massiveness of each building. qiemmgly both
dominate their surroundings and, importantly, can be seen fronthiéne ©he
most fundamental difference that sets them apart from Baraffn an analysis
of patronage and community is that they both display a large muwhheraldic
emblems on their fabric’?

At Salle there is a frieze containing heraldic shieldsrinas immediately
above the west door and below the window. At the left end thersimple
cross that may be that of St George, given the nationalogiatinature of some
of the other heraldry. There follow two shields with heralafrthe Brews
family, who were the patrons of the living of the church, and atretine Ufford
arms — Eva, wife of Sir John BrewsX307-70) was the daughter of Robert
Ufford, Earl of Suffolk. These are followed by another cregsch Parsons
attributes to Mauteby, and then the crossed swords of SaRdthe arms of the
Passion. Directly above the centre of the door is a wide, 8gage niche that is
not shaped to house a single standing figure. Duffy recorda thifitof 1528
tells that this housed an image of ‘Our Lady of the West's Thay refer to a
pieta, which would certainly fit the space of the niche and dvbalappropriate
between two shields bearing arms of the Passion. To thteofighe niche is the
second shield bearing instruments of the Passion, thenabeleys of St Peter,
the royal arms of England in a form post 1405, the arms of EadigAtig royal

arms with a label of three indicating the future Henry V rasce of Wales, the

71 See Duffy, E., ‘The Disenchantment of Space: SaHarch and the Reformation’ in Tracy, J.
and Ragnow, M., (edsReligion and the Early Modern Stat&ambridge, 2004, pp.324-347,
Parsons, W.L.ESalle: The Story of a Norfolk ParisNorwich, 1937; Fawcett, R. and King, D.,
‘Salle Church’, and Baggs, A.P., ‘Cawston Churdtie Archaeological Journd37, 1980,
pp.332-335.

22 There is very little documentary evidence of paame of either tower. One will exists that
contains a bequest to the tower at Cawston in 1@attermole and Cotton, 1983, p.243.
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arms of Lord Morley and finally those of Sir William de Kerbes whose
manor lay partly within the parish and who married Ceé@lews?"3 It is a
display that mixes the arms of local gentry familieswaational and royal
emblems and religious and devotional signs.

At Cawston, a heraldic display in exactly the same positiotrasia
greatly with that at Salle. Here the heraldic emblerfes solely to one family.
The De La Poles were earls of Suffolk after the Uffosden to become dukes
of Suffolk after the building of the tower, and lords of thenor of Cawston.
There are nine shields above the door, two of which are Hawh of the other
seven bears the arms of a member of the De La Polfy/favith the central
shield bearing those of Michael, second Earl of Suffolk, wiad dt Harfleur in
1415. Michael must have been the principal benefactor at tiertieg of the
construction of the new tower, following the collapse of the olliori412, and
the position of his arms at the centre of the display confinat$? Surrounding
the central shield are the arms of Michael’s wife, higdeen, including those of
the third earl, who survived him by only a few weeks to diggiicourt, as well
as those of his parents, who died a long time before the newwaser
commissioned.

A comparison between the two sets of shields is reveafingry
different attitudes to display. Cawston was an aristmcpaject. Work on the
tower was begun shortly after the collapse of the previous bujldeigre
Michael's death in 1415, without the need for a long finam@ahning stage as
at Swaffham. This confident approach to the design and constrad the tower
is reflected in the heraldic display above the west doawe#isas in the eye-
catching decision to build entirely in ashlar, something thatoa been
attempted for any other parish church in Norfolk at the tifhe. heraldry is
unequivocal: this was a De La Pole project and an expressiba tarily’s
affluence, taste and power.

At Salle, on the other hand, a different class of benafastrecorded.
The Brewses, Mautebys and Kerdestons were local gentrijdamiho each had

interests in manors in the parish. The Morleys wereoaristic and also had

23 The heraldic display was interpreted in Parsof871pp.32,33. The arms of the future Henry
V allow the beginning of the work on the tower ®dated to between 1405, when the new style
royal arms were introduced, and 1413, when Hencg@ed to the throne.

274 Cattermole and Cotton, 1983, p.243.
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manorial interests. Salle church is notable in being a omifed project than
was usual. The mouldings of the plinth of the tower follownd the base of the
nave aisles uninterrupted, indicating that the new navesaiskt tower were
planned and laid out at the same time. Heraldry, not only owes,tbut also

in the glass of the aisles reveals that the building aveollaborative effort of a
group of wealthy, local, gentry familié% This collaboration is expressed in the
emblems on the west front of the tower, but in a more coovpdg than at
Cawston. The juxtaposition with such devotional and charactelasti medieval
images as the instruments of the passion and, possiblyaatpigs at a concern
to be linked to religious orthodoxy at a time when Lollardy weiad
persecuted. The use of royal and national devices algestsgat a wish to be
seen as loyal to a new regime at a moment when the pladitication was still
unstable shortly after the Lancastrian usurpation. At a time \Wwaeesy was
equated with sedition, it would have seemed politic for ssatd people on the
rise, such as the Salle gentry, to be seen to bederend not to rock the boat.
The heraldic display above the door strongly displays the orthoddardrals of
those involved in building the tower and new nave.

Both sets of heraldry include the arms of people who died lefagéothe
building works were started. At Salle, Sir John Brews aadvife Eva, together
with Sir William de Kerdeston are recorded, and at Cawtsterarms of
Michael, the first earl of Suffolk, and his wife KatherMéngfield, are
displayed. As these emblems cannot be intended to record htenrefdeeir
primary function must be to commemorate. Commemoratiors, seen in the
cases of West Tofts and North Lopham below, was a powerfiNerfor
benefaction in the late Middle Ages, and clearly it wagartant for benefactors
to commemorate those whose souls had already passed into puagatevgre
in need of the prayers of the living.

As has been noted above, the building of towers was a powerfalesehi
for the expression of communal or personal pride. When two saol tpwers
as Salle and Cawston were being built so close to eachatttiee same time — it
is known that the former was begun between 1405 and 1413, dattéhe
between 1412 and 1415 — could this pride spill over into competifioa?

275 See Fawcett and King, 1980, for a summary of graltiry displayed in the glass at Salle.
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different classes of benefactor at work in each caseisihg gentry at Salle and
the new aristocracy at Cawston, seem to mirror the siarialons that existed in
English society after the Black Death. If it is fancifolattribute much of the
resulting fabric of the towers to these underlying factbesetis little doubt that
the communities of each parish must have been very ak#re great buildings
rising in opposition to each other across the fields. Mighthetdference to
Ufford in the heraldry at Salle be, in part, a challemmgth¢ De La Poles at
Cawston? Whether arpampanilismdiad a direct effect on the design of the
buildings must remain speculation, but it is interesting te tiwit where both
building campaigns remained unfinished decades after theycoememenced,
only Salle was finally completed. Evorard Brigg provided furmdsbmpleting
the tower in 1511 and is recorded in heraldry on the parapeerns that it was
important for Salle to be completed , whereas when the D®leamoney ran
out at Cawston, no benefactor could be found to finish a pithj@chad been so
closely associated with one aristocratic family, rathan the community as a
whole. It is also likely that when the parishioners of $lagh opted for an
ashlar-faced tower it was a deliberate decision to compgieCawston. Until
the early 1450s Swaffham had been subject to exploitation &feher Pole
faction, first by the earl, then by his associate Thomas Tuddenin designing
and, importantly, completing a freestone faced tower, ahentunity at
Swaffham demonstrated that it could outperform a wealthyresehted,
aristocrat’®

Commemoration

West Tofts and North Lopham

The possibility of the achievement of salvation through the worsfhgf
penitential tariffs after death through the intercessiohetiving while the soul
remained in purgatory was a source of great comfort toandrwomen in the
later Middle Ages, as well as being a great impetumtefaction. The giving of
gifts to the fabric of the church would in itself have beemstdered a good work

that lightened the penitential burden, much as leaving vestinar funds for

278 For a further discussion of the political and sbhplications of the building of Swaffham
tower see Heslop, 2005.
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lights would have been. However, such charitable giving wditdch diave been
accompanied by a desire for commemoration on the part of tiegamtor and it
is here that the problems with such large-scale comnpatainage as the
building of a tower are revealed.

W. K. Jordan collated and analysed charitable benefactitreilate
Middle Ages and early modern period throughout the county of Notfolke
estimated that two- thirds of the sums he recorded wpresented by bequests
and the remainder made up of gifts made during lifetimes actiive variety of
extant sources such as churchwardens’ accounts and endowment inttrume
These figures must be considered in the knowledge of the pepilacing too
much stress on data recovered from wills, as has been raotied. eHis analysis
revealed that the total recorded in extant documentation asdieergto
building and repairing church fabric between 1480 and 1540, £11,900, was
slightly higher than that left to funding perpetual chantied other provision
for prayers for the dead, £10, 934 6s. Taken together they accothm fimeat
majority of all funds left to charitable purposes in the period, X% Given that
the laity was exhorted to charitable giving as a mean$éosdlvation of the soul
after death, and clearly responded to those exhortations, swioabé made of
this high figure for donation to the fabric of the 600 or so patishiches in the
county, much of which is accounted for by the building of ambitibusat
towers? Patronage of church fabric and furnishings provided antopippifor
benefactors to be commemorated with an inscription on the db@dhey had
endowed, thereby encouraging prayers for their soul afteheylied from
those who were reminded of them. This type of commemoration@zasionally
be seen around the bases of fonts, such as those at Sallsok&tiaor on
roodscreens, as at Ludham. More rarely, commemorative insocsre to be
found on church fabric as will be seen in the cases of Tt and North
Lopham. However, Norfolk towers do not, on the whole, bear explicit
imprecations to remembrance, although heraldic devices mushhae\a
commemorative function, as has been seen in the caSaflefind Cawston. Of
164 towers, thirty-two have some form of dynastic heraldryahaivs

identification of at least one benefactor, though in twelvaimes non-

277 Jordan, W.K.The Charities of Rural England, 1480-16@&®ndon, 1961, pp.257-270
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armigerous benefactors are recorded in the fabric, usuatiyghrinscription of
their initials. Furthermore, in only five instances yet idéediare explicit
imprecations to remember the dead or to pray for their sectsded. These
examples are to be found in a group in the south-west of theyocmutihe
Suffolk border near Thetford and Diss. At West Tofts, for gdanthe names of
a group of benefactors are recorded in flint flushwork panels atberinth
course of the tower on the west and south sides.

At West Tofts the tower can be dated securely to thejlaster of the
fifteenth and first quarter of the sixteenth century by exestamentary
bequests, although it must have been started earlier. The tsegees made by
parishioners who were known to have been working on raising funtssfor
building of the tower during their lifetimes. The tower is maodescale and
design, about sixty feet tall, without a west door and with glsitvo-light west
window (Plate 150). The angle buttresses extend to midway ugeling stage
and display some flushwork panelling on their outer faces. Tharerenellated
parapet with crocketted pinnacles. The only surface articulattar than two
string courses is found on the plinth in the form of the sefi@sscribed panels
referred to above (Plate 150a). Reading the individual pand¢leaomest side of
the tower the first two record ‘All the begyners of therke’. Interestingly, the
upper part of the first panel has been effaced. This mustduntained writing
offensive to a later age and it is not unreasonable to supposerédaal Pray For,
and was probably removed by Clement Gilley, William Dowsimgputy in this
part of Norfolk, as Blatchly and Northeast contéffdAfter these panels come
the names of the benefactors: Andrew Hauke, John Rolff énstiepherd’s
crook crossing the R to indicate his livelihood), John Olyver amg Ais wife,
Wyllya’ Oliver, Willia’ Rolff, John Rolff, John Hewke and RotidRolff on the
south west buttress. Higher on this buttress, above two chadjpesented in
flushwork, is S’ John Vyse p[ar]so[n]. Vyse served as rezftd¥est Tofts
between 1451 and 1486, Andrew Hewke left £3 to the tower in 1484,Qliver
left 3s. 4d. to the bells in 1482; William Oliver 6s 8d tosteeple in 1518 and
William Rolff 40s in 1511. A bequest of a ton of freestonéytdyng of the

batylement’ in 1518 by John Kechyn, who is not commemorated in the,fabr

278 Blatchly and Northeast, 2005,
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shows that the tower was being completed then, at leaste84 after it was
started?’®

It is intriguing that these benefactors have themsehmsded as the
beginners of the work, yet their only known donations are madeiimatitie
proved over a period of more than three decades. This seémdictie that they
all also gave gifts during their lifetimes that are meatorded in extant
documentation that were enough to instigate the building préjeany rate it is
clear that such a major work would have required a criticaitgyaf funds
either given or pledged before it could start, certainly greatin that indicated
in the respective wills of these people. It is not knowhefytwere the
churchwardens at the beginning of the project, but their insumgptiaise the
possibility that they were not only donors, but also fundraiserspatalels with
the funding of the tower at Swaffham are clear and althougé theo surviving
documentation to record donations made during lifetimes, the ic&terbe
drawn from the inscriptions is that these beginners of the work pesforming
the same role as those wealthy parishioners at Swaffhanvedeoconcerned to
set the building project on a sound financial footing from the. sta

The south plinth has another series of panels, some damaged but not
unreadable, which, importantly, askéesus, Mary, Ora Pro NoBi3 his was the
classic formula of appealing to intercession on behalf ofdbks ®f the
deceased. As a commemorative scheme it is clear asatiedf and yet this type
was restricted to a comparatively small geographia ar this part of Norfolk
and Suffolk in the last decades before the ReformatiorenA similar scheme
can be seen a few miles away in Thetford Forest at S&aanham, just a few
yards over the border in Suffolk, which may have servedeasitidel for West
Tofts as it was finished in the last decade of thedifth century. At Santon
Downham, William Toller is commemorated in a flushwork pamehe plinth
course frieze, very much as the benefactors at West amdtcommemorated.

About ten miles to the south-east at North Lophammber of
benefactors are commemorated in a different though intriguatyg Again the
tower is not grand, standing at about fifty-eight feet tall, @pkars unfinished

in that it does not have a true parapet, but a low band of latekinasonry that

279 Cattermole and Cotton, 1983, p.270.
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sits directly on top of the belfry stage (Plate 96). Howetashows more
ambition than that at West Tofts, with a west door bel@ivmple two-light west
window. As is often the case in the south-west of the courdxe attention was
paid by the designers to surface decoration than to larigeaschitectural
ambition. The plinth is decorated with a frieze of flushwipbefoil panels on the
west face and with carved mouchette panels alternatitgonatvned initials
including a Marian monogram. This iconographic programme is carpebe
lower faces of the buttresses. The most interesting and urieatiae though, is
the series of inscriptions on the south face of the towere(B&#). The positions
of these commemorative inscriptions seem to represent thematwhich the
benefactions which they record were made. The commemopainads extend
in a vertical sequence up the south face of the tower, starin@ long
inscription at the level of the first string course thad fong resisted
interpretationOrate pro animabuss relatively straightforward, yet the next
letters which are 10 and then B followed by what have fi@atitly been held to
be K AL L Iand commemorative of John Kailli, have recebign interpreted,
correctly | think, as being John Barker and Alice, his ®iféChis depends on
the K being read as an exaggerated ampersand. This ira¢iqprés supported
by the 1486 will of John Barker of South Lopham whose wife was indkesl
In the will he left 5 marks to the new tower at North Lopham

About 8 feet further up the tower there beaissries of small panels
bearing initials, the first being RB which may stand for RbBetle. Then there
is an unidentified MB, followed by an IB which may refeceragain to John
Barker, or possibly his nephew, also John Barker. Then, adteoragap is WA
which probably commemorates William Alleyn, who left 9s 3d tottwer in
1500 and a few feet above that is an isolated inscription beaerigtters PV
RD, which | believe stand for Richard Darby, who wasaeftom 1462 until his
death in 1507%" After another interval there is a final panel which hagddty
defied interpretation. If these identifications are correenhta chronological
order recording benefaction was established, with a commeaorofedm 1486
corresponding to the lowest inscription, with one of 1500 beingemtiddle,

and further up the tower, but at a lesser interval, a commé&w@panel from

280 gee Blatchly and Northeast, 2005, p.27
281 gee Cattermole and Cotton, 1983, p.254; and Biagid Northeast, 2005,
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1507. Close inspection also reveals that the inscribed palselsorrespond to
changes in the building fabric that probably represent bredks iouilding

campaign.

A number of conclusions may be drawn from examining the evidertbe s
towers in the south-west of the county. Firstly, at Wests] tiiere is evidence of
concerted communal fund-raising in the notion of a group of parigisiteeg
the beginners of the work. This is consistent with what is krfoeyn research
into parochial fund-raising in the work of Eamon Duffy, KatherFrench and
Beat Kumin?®? Secondly, giving to the material fabric of the church buildirag
considered an efficacious means of working off the penitdmii@len and so
easing the soul through purgatory. This concern is reveakedumber of wills,
too. For example, in 1535 Thomas Berys left 20s. to Felminghapiéstor me
and my fryndes to be prayed féf2 However, this concern is very rarely
explicitly expressed in the fabric of a tower. It may be supgdisat one
explanation for this is that of all the parts of a churshpinaments, furniture,
plate and candles, a tower is the least easily appropbgtadgingle person of
narrow group of people.

The costs involved in construction and the length of the building
campaign meant that a tower was above all a communal preyen when
aristocratic donation was involved. It is my contention that teweuld be aids
to commemoration, but as records of communal giving. Aidedéyettitation
of the Bede Roll at mass, all members of a parish contynwould have been
reminded of the deceased that had contributed to the builflimlgad was in

many cases the greatest single building project in liviegiory.

Through this research parish church towers are revealeddesew of the
community competence of late medieval Norfolk. They are ingiaf the taste
and pride of their benefactors and wider community, as welf giety. At times

of turbulence in national administration, people at large shohatdt the parish

282 5ee Duffy, E., 2005, pp131-154; French, K., ‘Phia@cFund Raising in Late Medieval
Somerset’ in French, K., Gibbs, G., and Kumin,(Bds.),The Parish in English Life, 1400-
160Q Manchester, 1997, pp.115-132.

283 1535 Thomas Berys, NCC Atmere 312.
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level common interest triumphed where larger scale dysfunttionas

prevalent.
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Chapter 6.
Conclusion

My examination of parish church towers built in Norfolk in theddliddle
Ages, their material forms and historical context, hasdesgveral lines of
investigation that shed light on questions of style, iconographg@mdnhunity
ambition and organisation. Each of these avenues of enquingdéepinned by
the paradigmatic hypothesis that a study of architectural f@mnasby extension
other material objects, can illuminate such intangible notisrieeaideologies
and ambitions of the people who commissioned and built themgfahdse who
viewed and lived with them. This approach was driven by ésgelto engage
with the objects under scrutiny in their sociological, histbaral theological
context. This integrated approach, as advocated by Sauerleegteds the
towers as a phenomenon of late medieval and regional building teer@igd
styles, of parish, village, feudal and urban relationsambntemporary
liturgical and economic ideologié®! It was born of a need to view minor-church
architecture in something other than the narrow taxonomicefraork in which it
had hitherto largely been locatéd.

At first, a comparative analysis of the materiahierof 156 parish church
towers was undertaken. All towers built at the west endseofidve on the main
axis of the church whose construction could be confidently dateeittveen
1375 and 1540 were included in the sample. The analysis re\sxted
innovation in the adoption of general visual effect and desigiigjetbongside
persistence in the use of older forms. This heterogeneifypsbach to design in
the sample was broadly made up of two more homogenous groupsisTaere
group of towers that shows little innovation in their desigey tvere built
without doors, elaborate openings or much surface articulation. ér ®weh as

Guist, built in the early fourteenth century shares mangetharacteristics that

24 Eor an integrated approach to architectural hjstee Sauerlander, 1995, pp 3-18, as outlined
in Chapter 1, pp 7, 8 above.

285 5ee Bond, 1905; Tyrrell Green, 1908; Allen, 1982 the principal classifications of later
medieval church towers in England. Fawcett, 19p52%4-303, also has a taxonomic analysis of
a small group of parish towers in Norfolk with theal of establishing attribution.
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can still be seen in Santon Downham, from the early sikttegentury, for
instance. Only the flushwork on the plinth of the latter townel the tracery in
the simple two light openings indicate a later date.

Similarly, those towers whose designers chose to adopt new orrmoder
forms express consistent traits: an emphasis on the west dowiratwv, a
profile articulated by strongly stepped buttresses, largesarieblank wall
masonry punctuated with large openings and horizontal string sparse: bold
though simple crenellated parapets. Within this group of totliers is a great
variety of design details: arch forms, moulding profiles)dew tracery, and so
on. There are further sub-groups of towers that share manisuitdr design
details. An examination of these cognate groups contributes ttethate on the
transmission of architectural style and also raises questinmg the validity of
attributing buildings to designers or master masons on the dfedesign and
style alone.

The formal analysis revealed certain general trends amtiregsample
group of towers. The most striking of these is the emphagisothar designers
came to place on the west door and its integration with thewiedow and the
framing of the zone around the two elements. This had teet eff exalting the
ideas of towers as entrances and facades, notions that inadachiieen
unrealised in parish church towers in the county. Beyond thieediest it is
legitimate to seek an iconological interpretation of trenfs, motifs and
emblems that patrons and designers employed in realisinggefacts. An
application of knowledge of contemporary theological and liturgéssdlogies
and practices has been necessary in trying to undersamdghct and
connotations that certain repeated forms and emblems mudhédosn
observers of the towers in the later Middle Ages. It has lmportant to
establish the nature of the common ideological parametérmwihich patrons,
designers and observers of the period would have responded. idavi@go, it
has been possible to shed light on the design choices thamaaikest in the
broadly homogenous aesthetic approach of the large group of thaers t
exhibited innovation in their main architectural features.

Furthermore, it has provided an explanation of the new approaah in th
use of materials, particularly in the realisation of tkeressive qualities of

knapped flints. The use of flint as a brilliant surface mateather than merely
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as a readily available and comparatively cheap construtiiderial is one of the
features that characterises the ecclesiastical actlnigeof Norfolk from the
middle of the fourteenth century. It is seen to its greéatifsct around the doors
and base courses, and on the buttresses and parapets afdtity wf towers
from the sample group, but also on the new porches and oléeeghat were the
other main objects of benefaction in the period. This newoagprto the
manipulation of flint as a building material encouraged the gbsén make a
connection between the building they were viewing with sucbriidi®ns of
idealised architecture as that in Chapter 22 of the Boolewe¢lRgtion, one of the
best known descriptive passages in the Bible in the late &idgés. Thus, |
believe, an iconological analysis can be applied not meyehetformal qualities
of medieval architecture, but also to its sensory effects.

Although little documentation exists to attest to the dabts of building
a large tower in the late Middle Ages in Norfolk, it lie®n possible to shed
light on the effort, commitment and financial burden taken ornéy t
communities that decided to embark on such large scalefmofaalysis of
heraldic display on individual towers enabled conclusions to be diagurt the
different types of patronage and the scale of ambition of diffey@ups within
the social hierarchy of the period. Taken together witlohestl and antiquarian
sources, a picture of how different communities contributed taribdertaking of
such large local projects emerged. The organisation anthitorant required by
a wide section of local society to undertake a tower buildingpeégn speaks
clearly of the importance of the parish as a social umitteme when people’s
identities and loyalties were owed to an overlapping netwoslochl groupings

that included the village or town, and the manor, as wehagparistf®

286 There are numerous accounts of the social ancbetiororganisation of late medieval society
with different interpretations arrived at throudte tapplication of different theoretical models,
see, in particular, Keen, MEnglish Society in the Later Middle Ages 1348-1500
Harmondsworth, 1990; Horrox, R. and Ormrod, W.Md<.)A Social History of England 1200-
150Q Cambridge, 2006; Bolton, J.[The Medieval English Economy 1150-15006ndon, 1980;
Postan, M.M.The Medieval Economy and Socjd#yarmondsworth, 1975; Dyer, GGtandards

of Living in the Later Middle Age€ambridge, 1989; Bridbury, A.RThe English Economy from
Bede to the ReformatipkVoodbridge, 1992; Rigby, S.HEnglish Society in the Later Middle
Ages: Class, Status and GendBasingstoke, 1995.
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Style

Questions of architectural style in the later Middle Agesusually addressed in
the context of the architecture of major, usually ecclésasbuildings. By
examining the material forms of a broad sample of ldagiétings and the
aesthetic approaches and choices of those who built them biebagossible to
reach conclusions about the validity of prevailing notions of stytestyle
classification when applied to parochial building. A desacrgtnalysis of the
general forms of the towers as defined by their size @atwe dimensions, their
profiles resulting from buttress and parapet design, asawétidividual
architectural features such as window and window tracery dasijthe
moulding profiles of door frames and drip moulds revealed adudgaeity that
is at odds with the taxonomies of late medieval English tectire still
prevalent in the historiography of the subject.

While many of the west towers of Norfolk parish churchetheflate
Middle Ages, and those in East Anglia generally, are amohgshbost ambitious
to be found in England, they possess many different general térétics from
towers of similar importance to be found in other parts otthatry. The
towers of Somerset, those that have attracted most previonlarbg attention,
together with those of Devon, the Cotswolds, and of Lincolnshir¢hendale of
York, have distinct formal characteristics that cleadparate them from Norfolk
towers. Chief amongst these are the treatment of suafticalation and, most
importantly for the observer, the general profile of the taagea function of
buttressing, parapets and proportions.

Most of the grander towers of those regions have extensive blind
panelling across much of their walls. As this is oftenaoeifined to the west
face of the tower, but carried around all four sides, tisdess sense for the
observer of the importance of the western facade thaworifold towers. The
extensive use of flint and the expense of freestone explailatck of detailed
panelling and other surface articulation up to a point, althougtesigners in
Norfolk seem to have made a virtue out of a necessityidstructive that the
one tower where such articulation is present, St Peter fdfamt Norwich, was
clearly designed to create a very different effect father towers in the county.

The panelling, repeated courses of blank shields and plethareagé iniches
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carved from freestone on the surface, together with thauahasrangement of
the openings at the base of the tower and the absence ofremediate stage
between the west window and the bell chamber openings distinbeisbvier
very dramatically from others in the city, just as its fposj commanding high
ground above the market place does. In designing a tower witktemsively
articulated surface in order to emphasise differenceyuiiders of St Peter
Mancroft inadvertently underlined one of the most conspicuousriereseof
other Norfolk towers.

Late medieval Norfolk towers can be seen as a relath@tyogeneous
group when considered in the wider context of towers of simalge ith other
parts of the country, but when considered closely and compared tbne wi
another, the differences in their formal details are @srsiras the similarities.
Chapter 3 set out the variety of application of the diffeaechitectural elements
of these towers: buttresses, window shapes and tracerynpapiertal types and
moulding profiles, parapets and pinnacles, and plinth courseshe¢ogéth the
differences in relative dimensions which affect the geneddil@s of the
buildings. The aim of the survey was not strictly taxonomic afidated the
heterogeneity of the sample as much as the homogeneous eldrevitais
surveys have tended to concentrate on style classificatibtoaers were
selected on the basis of comparability, as was the césé\idn’s and Tyrell
Green’s works, or with the goal of establishing attributiorindsawcett’s thesis,
which relied on the detailed comparison of very simiaividual architectural
elements such as moulding profif&The only study of a large sample of
towers in England with a substantially different aim is Stoekel Everson’s
inquiry into the Post-Conquest towers of the Diocese of Lincadhigw
examined the iconography of the buildings, although one of the defining
characteristics of the group of towers chosen in this stuidy homogeneit®®

As my research valued difference as highly as similasitgler ranges of
cultural phenomena could be studied and conclusions reached. Tlonseiat
between formal style and chronology was examined. The formalashoi

available to designers and patrons were made explicé.rAsult, the patron was

287 Tyrell Green, E., 1908; Allen, F., 1932; FawcBtt, 1975, ch.5.
28 gtocker, D. and Everson, Bymmoning St Michael: Early Romanesque Towers in
Lincolnshire Oxford, 2006.
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brought into the design process where previously, if this haddmeesidered at
all, the focus tended to fall squarely on the master masole’$® The effect on
the contemporary observer made by the form of a tower wasleoedi
Reception as an important cultural phenomenon had hitherto drgety!
overshadowed by the business of production in most accounts ofddieval
minor ecclesiastical architecture in England. So, thisd@moapproach to form
and style has proved to be fruitful, and has allowed illuronaif cultural
dynamics that stricter taxonomic approaches would forego.

Different attitudes to innovation among tower designers anditferent
pace at which new forms were adopted and copied makestaettionship
between formal style and chronology impossible to establisteisaimple group.
The earliest existing tower that manifests many of tmehts that characterise
the innovative towers of the late Middle Ages in Norfolk islatgham, built
around the central decades of the fourteenth cefitityis important to
emphasise that those elements: greater size, a westemcenith a deeply
moulded frame, large buttresses that extend to the parajetoeated base
course, and large and elaborate west window and bell chambenggeal
appear together in this innovative building. There appears netagbadual
adoption of new elements in the design of Norfolk towers iridhdeenth
century, but rather that a design which is recognisably typfcaltype of later
medieval tower in the county appeared at Hingham almostffuliged. Some of
the individual details of the tower, such as the use of ratediland curvilinear
tracery in the various openings, distinguish it from the mgjofitowers in the
sample group. The main difference in aesthetic approachrfrany later towers,
however, is the lack of integration in the design of tlagnnelements of the west
front. This aside, Hingham is recognisably characteristibemmore ambitious
towers that were to be built in Norfolk over the next 180 yeais impossible to
know if Hingham provided a direct model for subsequent tower designeras
an expression of new design ideas and aesthetic trends teatwmemt in the

mid-fourteenth century that would have been inspirationahyncase. It is

289 5eg, in particular, Harvey, J., 1954, which setagenda for much of the debate on the design
and attribution of late medieval architecture irgiamd in the following decades.

290 Blomefield, 1805, vol.2, pp 442-445. Blomefieladoeds that the church was a rare Norfolk
example of an integrated design, including the toWwaving largely been the work of the Rector,
Remigius of Hethersett with the support of his patsir John Marshall. He was Rector from
1316 to 1359.
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interesting that the next patrons and designers to choosdar siesthetic
approach, expressed at churches such as Worstead, Walpoler StrgeSt
Giles, Norwich, built similarly ambitious towers in theddburteenth century.
Similar trends were seen on more modest towers only ajtdlgliater date.
Nevertheless, it would seem unsound to try and trace a lingaofpa
development in design, seeing Hingham as a starting point,ingsualia
teleological approach that ignores the inherent varietyaiiable choices
expressed in the heterogeneity of the sample group.

As noted above, new material forms and a new approach to tower
construction were adopted by designers of a few large andianstiowers in
the second half of the fourteenth century. Other new towerggderiod, such as
Brumstead and Great Witchingham, have some of the featutiessef large
towers, most notably west doors, while retaining many of thmeziés of older
buildings, such as proportionately small windows and bell chamlesirggs and
unbuttressed upper stages. It seems, therefore, that innavatbover design in
the second half of the fourteenth century in Norfolk, was codfioe few,
grand towers and that some elements of new design weigategdlon a few
more modest towers. However, it is not until the fifteasghtury that the
majority of creators of new towers chose to adopt entirely inh@vapproaches,
as the fashion for towers that also functioned as grand faaadgsortals
became widespread.

During the fifteenth century, as has been set out in Chapiteost new
towers expressed greater ostentation in relation to thelewiat which they
were now integral parts than had hitherto been the casserits that both the
desire to build a new tower and to build it according to eeregpensive and
discriminating taste was very widespread during the fifteeantury. However,
it is difficult to ascertain exactly how many towers werdtlwithout such
ambition and whose designers did not choose to adopt any of the newer
architectural elements. The well-established general fofriie older type of
tower had changed little over the course of more than two hugdesd from the
end of the thirteenth century. So, if there is no documestadgnce to indicate
date and if later windows have been inserted, it is surplysdifficult to
distinguish an early fourteenth-century tower from a latedifth-century

example that lacks any innovation in its design. The towBragtdeston, for
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example, which can be securely dated to the mid-fifteesmitucy by bequests
and which has a west window and bell chamber openings withesggd arches
and tracery with mullions and supermullions that were comimotie period, is
very similar in general form and aesthetic vision td gtavarsham, which was
probably built in the early fourteenth centdry.

The persistence of such a well-established tower type adtentgsver
designs with newer and more ambitious forms underlines theqguacy of
taking a strictly taxonomic approach to such a survey. Furthrerrwithin the
group of more ambitious and innovative towers, a great varietg@$ions
about individual architectural elements is discernible. Nolat®medieval
towers in Norfolk are identical in design. This raisesrgggng questions about
the design process and the roles of the benefactors and mastars or
architects in it. In the south of the county the heterogeoéittye sample is more
marked than in the north and east, so when two veryagitolvers are located
within a few miles of each other, as is the case atsBrglsam (Plate 18) and
Pulham Market (Plate 113, a), deductions about the commissiamingjanning
of each tower can be made. Richard Fawcett has arguedcimgly that both
towers are the work of the same mason or architect, langetlye basis of the
moulding profiles of the west door and of the base course, togeithehe
designs of the west windows and bellchamber openings andrtesry
patternsz.92 The consistency of the execution of these designs supports his
hypothesis. The differences in design are minor: the most ediabig that at
Bressingham the diagonal buttresses do not extend to the tpasapey do at
Pulham Market, but terminate at the bottom of the bell chamabdrthere is no
intermediate string course at the former. The relationshipeofioor and west
window is slightly different in each case and the imagbhesdhat flank the west
windows are placed lower at Pulham Market and are of diffelésigns.

Nevertheless, the similarities far outweigh the differsraon@ it is easy to deduce

291 Braydeston is dated by a series of wills in theddR440, John Berney, NCC Doke 126;

1453, John Spreggy, NCC Aleyn 203; 1456, Benedietys, NCC Brosyard 26; 1460, Thomas
Wysemay, NCC Brosyard 213. Marsham can be tentatilaged to the first half of the

fourteenth century on the basis of window tracangd the fact that it was it was clearly built
before the south aisle, which can also be datedrdity to the moulding of the nave arcade to
the first half or middle of the fourteenth century.

292 Fawcett, R., 1975, pp.254-267. Fawcett identifiesk by the same mason in the lower stages
of Earl Stonham tower a few miles across the bard8uffolk.
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that the patrons of one tower were impressed by the other arsltohuge the
same master mason in order to achieve a very near lkdhesnot known
which tower was started first, though documentary and hetitience point to
the building campaign being under way at Bressingham in the $%#38s both
towers are so similar at every stage of the designyst ive concluded that they
were completed without interruption to the original designs,itaisd/ery
probable that they were both under construction at the same pethe middle
of the fifteenth-century. It may also be the case thatlififierences in the designs
were the result of patronal influence, either to accommauditferent budget or
different tastes, although they may reflect the desire aftdmon to improve on
his earlier work.

It is known from the contracts for building the towers at Helminghad
Walberswick in Suffolk that patrons instructed their masoreopy certain
features of other towefS? In north and east Norfolk there are a number of grand
towers that share distinct formal similarities and ayunitaesthetic approach.
The designers of each of these towers, if not the same pea@pkeclearly very
aware of the material forms of other towers of the sype tFakenham,
Southrepps, Foulsham, Brisley, Ingham, Blofield, Blakeney axdlbh are
cognate inasmuch as the similarities in certain of théirvidual architectural
elements and, in most cases, their general forms and praféeclose enough to
infer direct transmission of design ideas between thenadh ®wer great
emphasis is placed on the grandeur of the west facade andapol&l except
Blakeney and Heydon have the striking motif of the arch of thelaege west
window extending to the ground, thus framing the door and its surrounding
decorated area. However, it is evident from the differemctge design details
of each tower and the nature of execution of the masonrythéss buildings
were not planned and constructed by the same craftsmen, leuémiassted to
different masons. The patrons decided that while they wishiedtade the
designs of other admired, local buildings it was not necgssaractical to

employ their designers to achieve the desired result.

293 The shield in the right hand spandrel of the wiestr indicates the patronage of Sir John
Pilkington, who held the estate between 1436 ar¥ 1A bequest of 6s.8d. was made to the
tower in 1431, John Coppyng, NCC Surflete 70.

294 3alzman, 1952, pp. 547-9 for Helmingham, and pp-300, for Walberswick. For a
discussion of these contracts see ch.3 above amcefa 1975, appendix 3.
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In general, few geographically defined cognate groups havegethe
from analysis of the research data. A group of three ambitbovers with
polygonal buttresses and extensive flushwork decoration that Istsatid border
with Suffolk can clearly be defined as a local sub-type, agrd@p of towers in
Norwich based around a single street, Colegate, show manglfsimilarities,
though enough differences in the smaller design details androeafship to
obviate the need for a resort to common attribuAidhhat is seen more often is
replication of individual elements of the design, so thatsmall area 15 miles
east of Norwich, for example, there is a group of towers etlerogeneous
designs that are all topped with parapets that have gteigpped, crow’s feet
crenellation€® Likewise in the west of the county there are two veryimigsr
towers with notably similar pierced parapets expresdimgst identical
emblems, probably created by the same ma¥6rhough there is a general
tendency for towers in the north and east of the county to usesdjoe
architectural constituents, such as doors, west windows anddsets; as the
main means of expression, where towers in the south of théydeuad to rely
more on surface decoration, usually in the form of flint flushworky¢ate an
impression. While direct local copying occasionally involved cossianing the
same architects or master masons to replicate their wamle often imitation
was of individual design elements and it was executed by differaftsmen.

The limits of taxonomic classification of local, minor exsthstical
architecture are evident from a descriptive analysis dotivers in the group. As
the sample was chosen on the basis of geography and chronologylejat st
was not affected by subjective judgements about architectardt WwVhat
resulted from analysis of the research data was a pictunany different tower
designs, the majority circumscribed by a broadly similatresic approach, but
representing a multiplicity of different design choices tke#lect the cultural
awareness of those who commissioned and built the towars alfchitectural
style is to be characterised by the repetition of designres only window

tracery patterns observed in the towers could be said tatatmst style. The

295 The first group referred to is :Redenhall in Ndkfand Laxfield and Eye in Suffolk. The
second group includes St George Colegate, St CleRyetridge, St Michael Coslany and St
John de Sepulchre, all in Norwich. All these towems referred to in Chapter 3 above.

2% Thjs group includes Filby, Ormesby St Margaret biadvergate.

297 gwaffham and Hilborough. See Chapter 3 above fis@ussion of these parapets.
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majority of tracery observed was made up of the schemmaultibns divided at
the head of the window into supermullions, creating panels, emieat lights,
usually with ogee arches, and headed by an oculus or sub-pangfisgheme,
sometimes elaborated with subarcuation in the larger windeasme almost
standard from the beginning of the fifteenth century, some owail forms
persisting until that time. Moulding profiles show more varigtpugh there is a
limit to the number of designs employed. Other than theseslements, which
seem to reflect the input of craftsmen in the design prottesshoices made
were wide and various. Thus the basis on which the tower# imgdesignated
‘Perpendicular’ is restricted. While it might be argued that‘integration by
framing’ of west door and west window is in line with a mgeaeral
Perpendicular design preference, it has little or nothing twitthothe overall
visual impact or character of towers, and furthermore leawesf the reckoning

less ambitious contemporary essays in tower building.

Iconography

Large west towers that dominate both the churches to wingghatre attached
and the surrounding communities and landscape, built with greatwvews
and massive doors in highly sculpted door frames, and integvétethe nave
by means of large tower arches, would have createdyadiféerent effect on the
observers and users of churches to the plainer and smalllemizs that had
previously been the norm. One of the most striking of thésetefwould have
been to give churches a grand entrance and to realign thef axproach. Even
if the daily entrance remained the door at the side of the, machurch with an
ambitious, innovative tower would have presented a westeadléao the
observer where previously there had been little cultural esipresn this side of
the building. In the face of such a radical change in thethatya church was
experienced it has been necessary to investigate the covmefédct that the

new type of tower would have had on viewers. If the meanghich these
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cultural effects were achieved are coherent, it is reaset@albleduce that their
achievement was one of the motivations behind such designs.

In order to investigate the cultural implications of the ngwves$ of tower
it is necessary to identify relevant aspects of the atgohl milieu in which they
were designed and built. The architectural implications of vigwa church
building as a type of the new or heavenly Jerusalem have beederedssince
the Middle Ages>® The addition of a grand entrance to a building that had
already been commonly considered a metaphor for the heavenandit
designed in ways to reinforce this, must have had a singpect on any
participant observer.

Baldwin Smith has established an iconography of portals and the
architectural setting for ritual entrance, affirming awdt link between pre-
Christian Rome and the architecture of the Middle Ag&kle made the
connection between the use of towered gateways as thgsédttr royal
adventusn the classical world and the Christian symbolism of €la$ king,
entering Jerusalem. To make a similar iconographical conndutioreen the
new type of parochial west tower in Norfolk and portalhtNew Jerusalem it
was necessary to investigate the ways in which the tomemes experienced and
used.

The doors in late medieval west towers in Norfolk were fised
processional entrance into the church. There is a littletdixedence for this in
the form of references in wills, but most of the evidesadeduced from the
form of the doors and towers themselves and from the procakbiorgy in use
at the time. New west doors did not replace the custolatamal entrances for
parishioners into the nave, but complemented them. Theylwédt®n a far
grander scale, however, and the tower was often designegtasise their
importance, with framing devices, integration with theigle of large west
windows and surrounding emblems and other decoration. As they were not
designed for quotidian access to the nave, the importancevhith they were
invested by the overall design, suggests strongly that tbey reserved for

special occasions. These must principally have been thelguegical

298 See Stookey, 1969, for a summary of the medientaices for this architectural metaphor, in
particular Durandus, Suger and Bernard of Clunylissussed in Chapter 4 above. See also
Davidson, C., (ed.)The Iconography of HeaveKalamazoo, 1994.

299 gee Baldwin Smith, 1978, as discussed in Chagtarsl 4 above.
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processions of the church calendar. This is confirmed, notoyrdyreference in
a will of 1493 to processions through the west door, but more inmpiyrtay
evidence taken from late medieval Processionals — liturgazzks for clerics
and choristers to use during processions — prescribing that éabextra-mural
processions should enter the church through the west door. While the
processional routes used on Rogation days seem to have baddsy local
custom, those for the Palm Sunday procession — the most importaeat in
liturgical calendar — and the great late medieval festif’@orpus Christi were
strongly tied to entrance into the church through a west poudhdfmore, the
liturgy of both processions is animated by the drama of symimylad adventus
in the case of Palm Sunday, a re-enactment of Christ’s iemtryhe earthly
Jerusalem, and at Corpus Christi, the procession of the catese@hrist,
representing the risen Christ, into the Heavenly Jemmsaid this is made
explicit in the liturgy of both processions.

The material forms of the types of tower suggest veongty that they
were designed as appropriate settings for these very dramatek in which
the parishioners would have played leading roles. The imagiaapke for
material depictions of the Heavenly Jerusalem would heviget! principally
from the description in the Book of Revelations, Chapter 2% fEixit would
have been familiar to all and its imagery was refleatetie cultural life of the
late Middle Ages in such literary works as the pd&sarl as well as in
numerous visual representations such as those on the bosses ichNorw
cathedral cloister. The emphasis on high gates with ptgams and on the
brilliance of the materials used in the constructiorheflieavenly city seems to
have provided cues for tower designers and patrons to find éqtiedfects in
their designs. Furthermore, the increasing use of knappedriiihtiint
flushwork as surface decoration, especially around doors, basesa@urd on
buttresses and parapets would, | believe, have connoteslils jthat were used
as building materials in the description of the Heavenlysiem in the Book of
Revelations and in contemporary literature. The brilliarffaeewly knapped
flint, especially when cut into complex geometric flushworkgras as was
increasingly common in the sample period particularly in thethsof the county,
would have impressed any observer probably accustomed to &asiéxs being

rendered with mortar and whitewash.
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Investigating the means by which these effects were ralyaralised involved
examining forms, emblems and motifs on the towers and relduimg to
available and appropriate contemporary models that would have sdjges
notions of a gateway to the Heavenly Jerusalem to a late vaédleserver of
and participant in the Palm Sunday and Corpus Christi procekkiorgies. The
two models that were adapted for use in the architecttoabgraphy of the
tower designers were the city gate and the conventual preeitec

Norfolk tower designs reference city or town gates in themegal form
and in a particular detail. Firstly, late medieval towsugt in Norfolk, and
throughout East Anglia, tend to have simpler crenellatepptg@and more
massive buttresses than grand contemporary towers in otheofpartgland. In
the south-west, towers of similar degrees of ambitiorugsually topped with
parapets that are dominated by multiple and often extravagardcles. The
crenellations, if they exist, are frequently piercedti@sses tend to protrude
much less from the sides of the tower. The effect made byMwoflk towers,
in contrast, is of mass and solidity, and with simple cratezl parapets, suggests
more the civic architecture of a town gate than an equivabwer of Somerset
or Gloucestershire. Secondly, the fact that the framesaofy west doors were
carved so that the complicated moulding of the arch and the Eoyis between
three and six feet above the ground, giving way to a broadiefer, seems to
refer directly to a similar practice seen on civicegapresumably a practical
consideration given that carts and livestock would have teestantly knocking
against the sides of the structure as they passed through.

Elements of conventual precinct gates were often inditate. In the
second quarter of the fourteenth century, gates such aa tBatiey Priory in
Suffolk and the Ethelbert Gate at Norwich Cathedral wegdirst to display
flint flushwork. At Butley the main entrance is decoratethwburses of
dynastic heraldry and the Ethelbert Gate has oppositional figaresd in low
relief in the spandrels of the entrance arch. Both thestds are deployed on
many occasions on Norfolk towers. On the whole these allusionsswaya
architecture in the designs of later towers are not clasahetic, but rather
notional. The hypothesis that tower designers adopted the imafgery

contemporary gatehouse architecture to suggest a type of toveteshy to the
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New Jerusalem depends on the allusions being sufficientpaas for
contemporary observers. Rather as Krautheimer suggestedfdérances to the
Temple and the Holy Sepulchre were both notional yet intekigtinough the
many and varied designs of medieval “Temple” churchesceatend that the
echoes of gatehouse design in the forms and motifs of late vaklierfolk
towers would have been comprehensible, even vivid, espeicidlg context of
the dramatic processional liturgies in which the parishioners wiuch more
than passive spectatdfs.

An iconological interpretation of the material form of latedmneal
towers relies on the application of much knowledge of the contemypartural
milieu and ideologies. At the risk of seeming determiningg approach places
towers in a cultural framework, illuminating both the motiwatbehind their
commissioning and the context in which they were built and expesd.
However, it is also determining in two respects. Onatie hand the towers
sustain and encourage certain interpretations, and this preaasaulative and
creates a framework as much as being seen within one. @th#rehand, it is
the very success of these ideas in material form thagelsathe expectations and

ambitions of the parish communities that commissioned thertow

The Parish Community

The survey of material and documentation suggested very lstitbag, in most
cases, building an ambitious tower required more money, timeféordthan
any project previously undertaken in each parish. It somestalso revealed the
nature of the patronage behind the building project and evenrealjowa few
cases, a glimpse into the politics of benefaction.

It is clear from the changes in design that are visibte successive
stages of many towers, as well as the fact that somed@se incomplete, that it
took many years or decades to complete such a burdensome builgéad. pro
Large projects, such as that at Stalham, proved too abitd be finished and

others, such as that at Felmingham, were compromised liattdestages of

300 5ee Krautheimer, R., 1942, and chapter 4 above.
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building, presumably by a lack of funding. In many cases, ssiseeBuilding
seasons can be read in the fabric of the flint rubble waild these usually
progress expeditiously in sections of about six feet, until this wedched the
level of the gable of the contemporary nave, where tharies evidence of a
longer building break. The necessity of reaching this heighthat the nave
could be provided with a permanent closure, meant that ieuffifinds should
have been identified to initiate the project and bring @ tertain level.

Evidence for the organisation and administration of funding foethes
projects is never complete, though in the case of Swaffheméarly so.
However, conclusions can be reached about the nature of patanhtiee
organisation of the financial effort from an examination offadl available
relevant sources. These are principally the heraldry aras@mmally inscriptions
displayed on the towers, together with bequests made in anfiguarian
sources that can provide evidence drawn from lost parish reeomdshe few
extant parish records such as the Black Book of Swaffham dvyneondham
Register®

Drawing on this evidence it is possible to compare the diftaregisters
of patronage that supported these great building campaigns. Theenaser at
Wymondham was largely funded in the initial stages of the girbjearistocratic
benefaction, yet was finished with money raised by commuiaicsiption. At
Salle, there is strong heraldic evidence for backing by a groupvedrdly
mobile local gentry who not only built the tower, but rebuiltwhele church to
an integrated design over a period of about 40 years — akediefeat of
organisation when the size and elaboration of the builditeken into account.
At Swaffham, the parish records show an even greater commiffiou|
undertaken and funded by many of the townspeople, some admitealyyy
yet certainly not gentry. All three towers can be saicetaimongst the ten or so
most ambitious in the county. Yet the different registésatronage are
indicated not by size or elaboration in these cases, butgmihcby the displays
of heraldry around and above the doors. At Wymondham, the heraldicglevice
are those of the benefactors that provided money from theoftag project. At

Salle, the heraldry identifies not only the main financiéith® project, but

301 A transcript of the Black Book is kept in the NFR@rish Deposit 52/473. The Wymondham
Register is in the British Library BL, Cotton, T&#(C VIII.
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unites them with royal and regional heraldry as well bgioes emblems, the
Arms of the Passion and the crossed keys and swords of Baiatsand Paul. At
Swaffham, where the money was raised without contributions dromgerous
families, there is no heraldry, only blank shields around the biathe tower
united with the emblems of St Peter and St Paul, the paBonsvhile each of
these towers was funded by people from different social shrata is little
difference in the degree of achievement and nothing inherém imaterial
forms to indicate register of patronage. It is apparentaihéiree were the
products of communal enterprise. Even at Wymondham, where tHdriiera
proclaims the patronage of three aristocrats, we know frorNan@Ik will
registers that the benefaction of dozens of people from liovibe social
hierarchy, if not more, was required to complete the tower.

At West Tofts, a modest tower in the south-west of the coarfiyrther
insight into the nature of communal patronage can be gldesradhe fabric. An
inscription on a frieze around the base of the tower commersoAdi¢he
begyners of the werke’ and is followed by the names of ninsipaners. Most
of these names appear again in wills leaving sums to thdirguof the tower
spread over a thirty year period at the end of the fifteemthbeginning of the
sixteenth centurie¥? It can therefore be deduced that these ‘begyners of the
werke’ were parishioners who set up and organised the comniforatieat saw
the tower building campaign initiated. The inscription suggéstistheir
contribution lay in more than mere benefaction. The evidehttee wills
suggests that they were not especially wealthy peoplerabably could not
have provided the totality of the funding themselves necessast such a large
construction campaign off the ground. So it seems they weoedinators of the
funding and the commissioners of the building. It is highly likely thase
ordinary parishioners had an input in the design process, and thei
commemoration in the fabric of the tower speaks not onlydefsare to be
prayed for, but also a pride in their achievement.

Analysis of the sample reveals that the type of patrodageot
necessarily determine the form of the tower. Some of th& ambitious towers

and the most elaborate designs were funded by parochial sulescniyut by

302 5ee Chapter 5 above for details.
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aristocratic patrons acting singly or jointly. Decisions sféanust have been
negotiated through communal compromise. It has been shown timajibrety
of towers were built with the benefaction of multiple donovenewhere the
fabric suggests that armigerous patrons dominated the projéatt) the
evidence of wills gives the lie to the concept of the shpgligon building. Even
in cases where dynastic heraldry is displayed on a toere is often evidence
that ordinary parishioners also contributed to the building cost, a
Wymondham, but also at Cawston and New Buckenham, for example, t
towers with very ostentatious displays of the patrons’ arms

Late medieval towers throughout Norfolk are indicators of joint
endeavour and local pride. At a time when the direct invoérg of the laity in
religion was intensifying, they speak eloquently of the eamg and priorities of
all levels of lay society. Furthermore, they reveal thergxtewhich parish
communities could be motivated and organised to realise categiand
burdensome projects even when, as for much of the fifteenth gentur

government on a larger scale was largely dysfunctional.

My research has shown how the study of parish church anthigezan shed
light on the motivation and ambitions of the people who built, paidridrlived
with it. Axial west towers are only one element of the chumailding, though an
increasingly important one in Norfolk in the late Middle Agest,they can
reveal much about the whole. Questions of the transmissioniefstyvell as
the applicability of the notion of style can be addressed thrthig type of
study. While certain individual design details, such as windawgety or
moulding profiles, may respond well to taxonomic analysis,tfeen valid to
extrapolate their classification to include the whole buildiky?study suggests
that easily classified details are not so readilystiable when aggregated into a
whole. This is, | suggest, an area of investigation thattenfurther study as the
system of style classification in English medieval asdtiiral historiography
has sometimes obscured important questions concerning taste, arimbite
design process.

It is important that discussions of style are seen in coiomewith

notions of patronal taste. This avoids the trap of ignorindptimean element in
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the design process and of producing a teleological account whiereesyns to
‘evolve’. It is striking, when the results of the matkanalysis of my research
are considered, that so many groups or individuals decided tmission a new
type of tower, a new cultural form, yet were sufficiersthphisticated and
culturally aware to consider a variety of choices and madelgo arrive at
designs that are consonant with the other parts of the churtthyoiher groups
of patrons. Only this can explain the widespread adoption afieratype that
in its individual examples reveals such a wide range of imgrgelection and
composition. The homogeneity of the type set against the hetertygeftie
design details reveals the sophistication and the motivatithre @atrons. Here
were groups of people who were not content merely to imitatendiokesale
basis, to commission master masons to replicate previocisigved successes,
but were sufficiently concerned to become involved in the dgsigress and
seek out elements from diverse models to improve theat grejects.

Given the renewed interest in the history of the medigaash as a
social unit, | believe it is time for further study of theiplarchurch as a focal
point of that unit. Historians such as Duffy have used aisr&f the fabric of
the church to illustrate their ideas about the parish angkleyon, so it is
important that the fabric of these buildings is studied ag@mmore than the
aim of establishing a classification of architecturglest®® For example, it is
possible to apply knowledge of medieval liturgy to an iconologicalysof
architectural form and decoration at the level of the patisinch. The results
can be a two-way street, shedding light on the ritual sedtaigoerformance of
the liturgy as well as the motivation of those who saw fidotextualise the
ritual in a particular material form.

The study of individual elements of a parish church building chntbe
illuminate some of these issues. It can bring into shdogoers the extent of
communal endeavour at this level of society and, in illusgétie pride in that
collaboration, underline the solidarity of the parish as a bddghwgave people
a sense of identity and belonging. It can reveal the etdemhich people from
different levels of society made sophisticated choicesabiitectural taste and
how, by the end of the Middle Ages, this had resulted inréiffeways of

303 Duffy, E., The Stripping of the Altar8\ew Haven and London, 2005.
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visualising the parish church as a place for the performafrnte liturgy and
private devotion as well as a focal point for the commuilitys geographically
limited study of parish towers can only hope to make alsroatribution to this
debate. It is important that more such studies are carrtetboonly an
aggregate of such works can adequately address the questiedsdiss
thesis.
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