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ABSTRACT
The Integrated Interior: Parish Church Architecture in Eastern England, c.1330–c.1550
Zachary Stewart

The “hall churches” of East Anglia, which number fewer than two dozen, were among
the most distinctive of the thousands of parish churches built or rebuilt in England during
the Late Middle Ages. Indeed, at the time of their construction, these buildings were
nothing short of revolutionary since their open configurations upended centuries-old
conventions of church planning. All medieval parish churches, by virtue of their function
as spiritual centers for the common faithful, possessed two important ritual zones: the
nave (traditionally maintained by the laity) and the chancel (traditionally maintained by
the clergy). The vast majority treated these zones as semi-autonomous spaces. But a tiny
minority, namely “hall churches,” treated them as a single fully integrated volume of
continuous extent and congruent design. Historians of art and architecture, in evaluating
these one-of-a-kind structures, have been quick to praise their phenomenological
homogeneity as architectural ensembles but slow to parse their ontological heterogeneity
as composite spatial enclosures and conglomerate social enterprises. This dissertation
seeks, in contrast, to investigate the implications of this productive tension between affect
and reality via object-oriented methods derived from the spatial turn in the humanities. It
argues—with special reference to three case study buildings in the cathedral city of
Norwich—that the provocative contradictions of late medieval parish “hall churches”
enabled parishioners to problematize identity by exploiting the fundamentally pliable
relationship between form and meaning in architectural production.
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CHAPTER ONE
HISTORIOGRAPHY, THEORY, AND SOURCES

The Late Medieval “Hall Churches” of East Anglia: An Overview
Birkin Haward (1912-2002), a practicing architect and a prolific antiquarian, was
the first individual to apply the label “hall church” to a group of approximately two dozen
medieval parish churches located in the counties of Norfolk and Suffolk in eastern
England (map 1; fig. 1.1; appendix 1.1).1 He defined these buildings, erected between the
mid-fourteenth and the mid-sixteenth centuries, as fully unified enclosures possessing
four key architectural features: (1) a “large simple rectangular friars’ plan enclosing nave
and chancel with aisle running the length of the church”; (2) a series of “tall and slender
arcades”; (3) a “continuous clerestory”; and (4) an “open roof from end to end of the
building” achieved by means of the “omission of the chancel arch.”2 His assessment of
their value was unequivocal: they constituted, for him, nothing less than “the most

1

Haward’s two regional monographs, one on Suffolk and one on Norfolk, are invaluable resources for the
study of medieval parish church architecture in East Anglia. Their importance lies chiefly in the fact that
they contain hundreds of beautifully executed isometric drawings—including plans, elevations, and
sections as well as arcade profiles, pier sections, and base and capital details. See B. Haward, Suffolk
Medieval Church Arcades, 1150-1550 (Ipswich, 1993), and B. Haward, Norfolk Album: Medieval Church
Arcades (Ipswich, 1995). Haward developed an abiding passion for medieval churches during his
architectural apprenticeship to H. Munro Cautley (1875-1959). Cautley, a long-time diocesan architect who
restored many ecclesiastical buildings, was the author of two indispensable guidebooks to the parish
churches in East Anglia. See H. M. Cautley, Suffolk Churches and Their Treasures (London, 1937), and H.
M. Cautley, Norfolk Churches (Ipswich, 1949).
2

Haward, Suffolk Medieval Church Arcades, p. 35. See, for a full discussion of the parish “hall church,”
pp. 35-37.

1

significant single development in the aesthetic and architectural form of the parish church
in the later medieval period.”3
Haward was, by no means, the first individual to devote special attention to the
place of continuously aisled parish churches in the history of medieval architecture in
England. Two early twentieth-century scholars, A. Hamilton Thompson and Francis
Bond, had attempted to address some of the issues associated with these buildings in their
own systematic analyses of parish church architecture. But they inserted them into very
different taxonomies. Thompson, in his short treatise The Ground Plan of the English
Parish Church, defined all continuously aisled churches as belonging to the same
architectural type, in use from the mid-fourteenth century, which he called the “aisled
rectangular plan”—a paradigmatic example being Grantham St Wulfram (Lincolnshire)
(figs. 1.2-1.3).4 He credited the genesis of this type to two sources: parish churches in the
case of one-story structures and great churches in the case of two-story structures. Bond,
in a chapter titled “Planning and Growth of the English Parish Church” within his
monumental survey An Introduction to English Church Architecture from the Eleventh to
the Sixteenth Century, defined continuously aisled churches as belonging to one of three

3

Haward, Suffolk Medieval Church Arcades, p. 36. The formal origins of this architectural type lie well
outside the scope of the present study. But the layout of a church such as Northampton St Peter—a midtwelfth-century structure featuring continuous aisles, an uninterrupted clerestory, and an open timber roof
(replaced in the nineteenth century)—indicates that it was not entirely unknown prior to the late medieval
period. The arrangement of the twelfth-century fabric in two additional churches in Norfolk, Tilney All
Saints and North Elmham St Mary, is similarly suggestive. (I am grateful to Sandy Heslop for bringing
them to my attention.) See, for the larger architectural context of all three buildings, E. Fernie, The
Architecture of Norman England (Oxford, 2000), pp. 227-8. It should also be noted that, by the fifteenth
century, “hall churches” could be found in a handful of cities located well outside the confines of East
Anglia—not only in London but also in Coventry, Hull, and York.
4

See A. H. Thompson, The Ground Plan of the English Parish Church (Cambridge, 1911), pp. 124-31.

2

potentially interchangeable architectural types (among a total of eight possibilities).5 The
first, in use from the twelfth century, featured a “staggered” east end with a projecting
sanctuary bay. The second, also in use from the twelfth century, featured a “flat” east end
without a projecting sanctuary bay. The third, allegedly not in use until the fourteenth
century, lacked any structural division between nave and chancel—an arrangement that
created “one vast hall” as at Norwich St Stephen (figs. 1.4-1.5). Bond credited the genesis
of all three of these types to the same source: parish churches (which, he believed, were
products of an inherently self-reflexive planning tradition). Thus, despite their common
interest in the architectural development of parish churches with aisled naves and aisled
chancels, these two authors came to very different morphological, typological, and
etiological conclusions.
Haward drew much inspiration from Thompson and Bond. Nowhere was this
clearer than in his eclectic use of the term “hall church”—a label that he employed,
contrary to modern art-historical practice, to refer to both two-story “basilican” churches
(i.e., those possessing clerestories) and one-story “hall” churches (i.e., those without
clerestories).6 This atypical use appears to have come from two places. Thompson’s text,
on the one hand, invoked the term “hall” implicitly in its differentiation of the formal
origins of two different varieties of continuously aisled churches: two-story churches and

5

See F. Bond, An Introduction to English Church Architecture from the Eleventh to the Sixteenth Century,
vol. 1 (London, 1913), pp. 188-94.
6

See, for a succinct introduction to the evolution of this typological language in art-historical discourse,
“Hall Church,” in The Grove Encyclopedia of Medieval Art and Architecture, ed. C. P. Hourihane, vol. 3
(New York, 2012), pp. 278-81. Wilhelm Lübke (1826-1893) was the first scholar to create a formal
distinction between two-story aisled churches and one-story aisled churches within the study of medieval
architecture. The former he defined as “basilicas with low aisles” (Basiliken mit niedrigen Seitenschiffen).
The latter he defined as “hall churches with vessels of equal height” (Hallenkirchen mit gleich hohen
Schiffen).

3

one-story churches.7 Bond’s text, on the other hand, invoked the term “hall” explicitly in
its description of the formal characteristics of one of several types of continuously aisled
churches—a gesture that attempted to evoke the impressive visual effect of the integrated
interiors in question by comparing them to the imposing timber-roofed halls of large
medieval estates.8 Therefore, Haward’s “hall churches,” which he defined as
continuously aisled buildings with no structural division between nave and chancel, were
essentially products of an idiosyncratic reading of two general narratives about
continuously aisled churches at large, though the precise nature of the relationship
between the former and the latter remained murky throughout his work.
Pursuing one of several lines of argument, Haward suggested that the open
arrangement of the parish “hall church” could be understood as a solution to formal
issues; he speculated that, among other things, it increased the visibility of screens and
roofs and enhanced the legibility of stained glass windows.9 This view led him not only
to assign a primary role to master masons as agents of architectural production but also to
emphasize the homogeneity of churches as spatial environments—an approach congruent
with an older tradition of art-historical writing on late medieval spatial practice indebted
to the work of the architectural historian John Harvey. Harvey had argued that the
defining attribute of architectural practice in late medieval England, expressed in the socalled “Perpendicular” style, was nothing less than a desire to achieve “unity” (or, at the

7

Thompson, Ground Plan of the English Parish Church, pp. 127-29.

8

Bond, Introduction to English Church Architecture, p. 193.

9

Haward, Suffolk Medieval Church Arcades, p. 35.
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very least, “the attempt at unification”).10 Such an interpretation proceeded from his
conviction that architects, allegedly committed to the individual achievement of an allencompassing design, imbued spatial acts with a high degree of cohesion—a point of
view that inspired his efforts to disentangle the professional careers of hundreds, if not
thousands, of medieval master masons.11 Therefore, insofar as it advocated the integrative
nature of late medieval spatial practice, Harvey’s work strongly resonated with Haward’s
formal assessment of parish “hall churches.”
Pursuing another line of argument, Haward also suggested that the open
arrangement of the parish “hall church” could be understood as a solution to functional
issues; he speculated that it accommodated large crowds, aided homiletic recitation, and
augmented liturgical performance.12 This led him not only to assign a secondary role to
parishioners as agents of architectural production but also to emphasize the homogeneity
of churches as social entities—an approach congruent with a newer tradition of historical
writing on late medieval social practice indebted to the work of the religious historian
Eamon Duffy. Duffy has argued that one of the defining attributes of devotional practice
in late medieval England, all the way up to the eve of the Reformation, was nothing less
than a desire to forge a unified parochial community via the practice of “corporate
Christianity.”13 Such an interpretation proceeds from his conviction that parishioners,

10

J. Harvey, The Perpendicular Style, 1330-1485 (London, 1978), pp. 56-57. See, for a larger discussion,
pp. 215-17.
11

See J. Harvey, English Mediaeval Architects: A Biographical Dictionary down to 1550 (London, 1954)
[2nd ed., Gloucester, 1984].
12

Haward, Suffolk Medieval Church Arcades, p. 35.

13

E. Duffy, The Stripping of the Altars: Traditional Religion in England, c. 1400-c.1580, 2nd ed. (New
Haven and London, 2005 [1st ed., 1992]), p. 131. See, for a larger discussion, pp. 131-54.
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allegedly committed to the communal pursuit of eternal salvation, imbued social life with
a high degree of cohesion—a point of view that has inspired his efforts to understand the
dynamic religious lives of medieval lay people.14 Therefore, insofar as it advocates the
integrative nature of late medieval social practice, Duffy’s work strongly resonates with
Haward’s functional assessment of parish “hall churches.”
Haward, in short, performed an invaluable service by calling attention to a group
of neglected churches with few obvious precedents in the rich architectural traditions of
medieval England. However, given the data-gathering orientation of his publications, he
failed to investigate the intricate nature of these buildings as spatial environments or as
social entities. The present study seeks to rectify this oversight by examining, in dialogue
with the two aforementioned traditions of scholarly writing, the histories of three parish
“hall churches” located in the regional center of Norwich: St Gregory Pottergate (begun
c.1394) (figs. 1.6-1.7), St Peter Mancroft (begun c.1425) (figs. 1.8-1.9), and St Andrew
(begun c.1500) (figs. 1.10-1.11). These buildings constitute advantageous case studies for
several reasons. First, they belong to different temporal moments, a condition that
facilitates an analysis of the three major phases of the development of the parish “hall
church”: “early” (c.1330-c.1400), “high” (c.1400-c.1450), and “late” (c.1450-c.1550).
Second, they belong to a more-or-less continuous spatial/social milieu, a condition that
facilitates the assessment of politico-economic and socio-cultural issues. Third, and
perhaps most importantly, these churches have received little critical attention from
modern scholars. The current study thus sheds light not only on the growth of the parish
“hall church” as a distinctive building configuration in late medieval East Anglia but also
14

See, for instance, E. Duffy, The Voices of Morebath: Reformation and Rebellion in an English Village
(New Haven, 2001).
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on the dynamics of architectural production in one of the largest cities in late medieval
England. In so doing, it contests some of the conclusions reached by Haward, especially
his contention that parish “hall churches” were homogeneous institutions. On the one
hand, though parish “hall churches” possessed a high level of spatial integration, they
also contained multiple spatial divisions—including screens, pews, and other partitions.
On the other hand, though parish “hall churches” provided a large number of
opportunities for social cooperation, they also accommodated manifold social divisions:
rich and poor; free and indentured; public and private; and sacred and profane. An indepth analysis of several of the parish “hall churches” of Norwich, which were among the
most ambitious architectural projects undertaken in the city, reveals the extent to which
these ever-changing tensions rendered the architectural type to which these buildings
belonged one of the most sophisticated innovations in architectural design during the Late
Middle Ages.

The Parish Church in Late Medieval England
Small in number are modern art-historical studies concerning medieval parish
churches in England. Bond, writing in the early years of the last century, lamented this
state of affairs in quasi-biblical terms: “In the field of parish church architecture, the
harvest is plentiful and the labourers few.”15 Christopher Wilson, writing at the opening
of the current century, observed the persistence of a similar trend with special reference
to late medieval buildings: “The number of complete and partial rebuildings of parish
churches undertaken in the fifteenth and early sixteenth centuries is almost beyond
15

Bond, Introduction to English Church Architecture, p. 183.

7

reckon, and it is doubtless the sheer size of this body of work that has deterred
architectural historians from giving it the attention it so obviously deserves.”16 Both
authors argued that scholars have tended to neglect parish churches because of the
overwhelming quantity of the monuments in question—a claim that is not entirely
unfounded since it has been estimated that well over eight thousand parochial foundations
existed in medieval England.17 But Paul Binski, in a provocative assessment of the state
of research on the arts of the medieval parish church, has argued that art historians
dismiss parish churches not only because they are overwhelmed by their quantity but also
because they are underwhelmed by their quality; in other words, given art historians’
predilection for the cultural production of the social elite, they remain fixated on “the
glamour of the great churches.”18 Narrative histories of medieval church architecture are
a perfect case in point; few texts achieve any genuine balance between “greater churches”
such as cathedrals, monastic churches, or collegiate churches and “lesser churches” such
as parish churches, chapels, or oratories. In survey texts of national scope, the former
receive much attention, playing a primary role as innovators, while the latter receive little
attention, playing a secondary role as imitators.19 In survey texts of multinational scope,

16

C. Wilson, “‘Excellent, New and Uniforme’: Perpendicular Architecture c.1400-1547,” in Gothic: Art for
England 1400-1547, eds. R. Marks and P. Williamson (exh. cat., Victoria and Albert Museum, London,
2003), p. 113. Wilson cites, as an exception to this rule, the work of a small group of scholars that includes,
in addition to Haward, the following individuals: Richard Fawcett, John Goodall, Linda Monckton, Eileen
Roberts, and Francis Woodman. He observes, nonetheless, that “the volume of publication on parish
churches, as on Perpendicular generally, remains disappointingly small.” See p. 119, n.19.
17

See, for the most systematic analysis of this complex network of churches, R. Morris, Churches in the
Landscape (London, 1989).
18

P. Binski, “The English Parish Church and Its Art in the Later Middle Ages: A Review of the Problem,”
Studies in Iconography, vol. 20 (1999), p. 2.
19

See, among multi-period surveys, Bond, Introduction to English Church Architecture, pp. 177-277; G.
Webb, Architecture in Britain: The Middle Ages (Harmondsworth, 1956), pp. 170-92; P. Kidson, A History
of English Architecture, pt. 1 (London, 1962), pp. 127-8. See, among single-period surveys, Harvey,
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the former receive all the attention, and the latter receive none at all.20 Therefore, in order
to obtain a “wide-angle” view of parish churches as physical settings, one must look
outside art-historical literature to other kinds of studies21—most notably historical
surveys of parish life,22 antiquarian inventories of church buildings and church
furnishings,23 and archaeological investigations of parochial institutions as spatial
environments and social entities.24

Perpendicular Style; J. Bony, The English Decorated Style: Gothic Architecture Transformed, 1250-1350
(Ithaca, 1979); P. Draper, The Formation of English Gothic: Architecture and Identity (New Haven and
London, 2006). See also P. Crossley, “English Gothic Architecture,” in Age of Chivalry: Art in Plantagenet
England, 1200-1400, eds. J. J. G. Alexander and P. Binski (exh. cat., Royal Academy of Arts, London,
1987), pp. 60-73.
20

See, for instance, P. Frankl, Gothic Architecture, trans. D. Pevsner (Harmondsworth, 1962); L. Grodecki,
et al., Gothic Architecture, trans. M. Paris (Milan, 1978); C. Wilson, The Gothic Cathedral: The
Architecture of the Great Church, 1130-1530 (London, 1990). A more recent multi-author survey, in
contrast to the works cited above, devotes just over half a page to the parish churches of England. See U.
Engel, “Gothic Architecture in England,” in The Art of Gothic: Architecture, Sculpture, Painting, ed. R.
Toman (Cologne, 1999), p. 152.
21

A rare example of a more ambitious art-historical effort, however, is C. D. Cragoe, “Belief and Patronage
in the English Parish before 1300: Some Evidence from Roods,” Architectural History, vol. 48 (2005), pp.
21-48.
22

See, for the best representatives of this large and somewhat unwieldy genre, F. A. Gasquet, Parish Life in
Mediaeval England (London, 1906); J. C. Cox and C. B. Ford, The Parish Churches of England (London,
1934); C. Platt, The Parish Churches of Medieval England (London, 1981).
23

See, for churches in Norfolk, J. C. Cox, County Churches: Norfolk, 2nd ed., 2 vols. (London, 1911);
Cautley, Norfolk Churches; N. Pevsner, North-East Norfolk and Norwich (Harmondsworth, 1962) [N.
Pevsner and B. Wilson, Norfolk 1: Norwich and North-East, 2nd ed. (London, 1997)]; N. Pevsner, NorthWest and South Norfolk (Harmondsworth, 1962) [N. Pevsner and B. Wilson, Norfolk 2: Northwest and
South, 2nd ed. (London, 1999)]. See, for churches in Suffolk, T. H. Bryant, County Churches: Suffolk, 2
vols. (London, 1912); Cautley, Suffolk Churches; N. Pevsner, Suffolk (Harmondsworth, 1961) [N. Pevsner
and E. Radcliffe, 2nd ed. (Harmondsworth, 1974)]. Also see, for a quintessential inventory of parish church
furniture, A. Vallance, English Church Screens: Being Great Roods, Screenwork and Rood-lofts of Parish
Churches in England and Wales (New York and London, 1936).
24

See, for the most thorough work to date, Morris, Churches in the Landscape. Also insightful regarding
issues relevant to the archaeology of late medieval parish churches is A. Brown, C. Peters, and G. Rosser,
“The Late Medieval English Church: Parish Devotion in Buildings and the Landscape,” in Church
Archaeology: Research Directions for the Future, eds. J. Blair and C. Pyrah (York, 1996), pp. 63-84.
Recent archaeological investigations of parish churches have increasingly pursued two divergent
methodological paths: one engaged with and another disengaged from theoretical literature in the social
sciences. See, among the former, C. P. Graves, The Form and Fabric of Belief: An Archaeology of the Lay
Experience of Religion in Medieval Norfolk and Devon (Oxford, 2000), and S. Roffey, The Medieval
Chantry Chapel: An Archaeology (Woodbridge, 2007). See, among the latter, J. P. McAleer, “Surviving
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Nevertheless, despite the general lack of interest among art historians in parochial
institutions, there do exist a fair number of specialist studies relevant to the parish
churches of East Anglia. Three scholars, in particular, have done much to clarify the
architectural history of a handful of principal buildings. Richard Fawcett, whose
dissertation assesses over one-thousand moulding profiles from approximately onehundred-and-fifty late medieval churches, analyzed a large number of parochial sites in
the region in his efforts to examine the output of major architectural workshops.25 Francis
Woodman, working within the same formally-oriented tradition, analyzed a smaller
number of parochial sites in the region in his efforts to explore the work of three leading
architects—Reginald Ely, Simon Clerk, and John Wastell—who managed, in succession,
one of the largest building projects of the period: King’s College Chapel, Cambridge.26
Sandy Heslop, in more recent years, has reassessed the reconstruction of two sizeable
parish churches in Norfolk, Swaffham and Attleborough, focusing not only on the role of
their architects, as was typical in the work of the two previously mentioned scholars, but
Medieval Free-Standing Bell Towers at Parish Churches in England and Wales,” Journal of the British
Archaeological Association, vol. 156 (2004), pp. 79-103, and J. Schweiso, “Rood Stairs: An Analysis
Based upon a Systematic Sample from Three English Counties,” Church Archaeology, vol. 7/8/9 (2006),
pp. 51-65. Also see, for a fascinating argument in favor of a via media between the disciplinary practices of
architectural history and archaeology, P. S. Barnwell, “Pre-Reformation Parish Churches: A Point of
View,” in Built from Below: British Architecture and the Vernacular, ed. P. Guillery (Abingdon and New
York, 2011), pp. 33-48.
25

R. Fawcett, “Later Gothic Architecture in Norfolk” (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, University of East
Anglia, 1975). See, for a condensed version of many of the relevant findings presented therein, idem, “The
Master Masons of Later Medieval Norfolk,” in A Festival of Norfolk Archaeology: In Celebration of the
150th Anniversary of the Norfolk and Norwich Archaeological Society, eds. S. Margeson, B. Ayers, and S.
Heywood (Norwich, 1996), pp. 101-26. Also see idem, “A Group of Churches by the Architect of Great
Walsingham,” Norfolk Archaeology, vol. 37, pt. 3 (1980), pp. 277-94; idem, “St. Mary at Wiveton in
Norfolk and a Group of Churches Attributed to Its Mason,” Antiquaries Journal, vol. 62, no. 1 (1982), pp.
35-56; idem, “Snettisham Church,” in King’s Lynn and the Fens: Medieval Art, Architecture and
Archaeology, British Archaeological Association Conference Transactions 31, ed. J. McNeill (Leeds,
2008), pp. 134-47.
26

F. Woodman, The Architectural History of King's College Chapel and Its Place in the Development of
Late Gothic Architecture in England and France (London and Boston, 1986).
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also on the role of their patrons as critical participants in processes of architectural
production and architectural reception—an approach that has provided a glimpse of
future directions that studies of parish churches might take.27 Complementing the work of
all three individuals, then, is a widely dispersed body of scholarship on the multitudinous
furnishings that survive in large concentrations in parish churches throughout the region:
from wood working to glass painting.28
Large in number are modern historical studies concerning medieval parish
churches in England—a state of affairs that stands in marked contrast to art-historical
literature. Two anthologies illustrate the remarkable growth of this subfield of historical
studies over the past quarter century.29 The first, based on papers delivered at a joint
session held at the first International Medieval Congress at Leeds in 1994, examined the
internal characteristics of the parish as a self-contained community.30 The second, based
27

T. A. Heslop, “Swaffham Parish Church: Community Building in Fifteenth Century Norfolk,” in
Medieval East Anglia, ed. C. Harper-Bill (Woodbridge, 2005), pp. 246-71; idem, “The Nave of
Attleborough, Norfolk, and the Architecture of Unknowing,” in Architecture, Liturgy and Identity: Liber
Amicorum Paul Crossley, eds. Z. Opačić and A. Timmermann (Turnhout, 2011), pp. 47-59.
28

See, for instance, the following recently published sources (many of which focus their attention on the
county of Norfolk). On the design of rood screens: H. E. Lunnon, “Observations on the Changing Form of
Chancel Screens in Late Medieval Norfolk,” Journal of the British Archaeological Association, vol. 163
(2010), pp. 110-31. On the decoration of rood screens: A. Baker, A. Ballantyne, and P. Plummer, English
Panel Paintings, 1400-1558: A Survey of Figure Paintings on East Anglian Rood Screens (London, 2011).
On church seating: D. O’Connell, “Medieval Choir Stalls in Parish Churches,” in McNeill, King’s Lynn
and the Fens, pp. 230-46. On baptismal fonts: A. E. Nichols, Seeable Signs: The Iconography of the Seven
Sacraments, 1350-1544 (Woodbridge, 1994). On church monuments in general: J. Finch, Church
Monuments in Norfolk before 1850: An Archaeology of Commemoration (Oxford, 2000). On church
monuments featuring brass panels in particular: R. Greenwood and M. Norris, The Brasses of Norfolk
Churches (Holt, 1976). On window glazing: D. King, “Late-Medieval Glass-Painting in Norfolk:
Developments in Iconography and Craft c.1250-1540,” in Art, Faith and Place in East Anglia from
Prehistory to the Present, eds. T. A. Heslop, E. Mellings, and M. Thøfner (Woodbridge, 2012), pp. 130-47.
All of these sources contain indispensable bibliographies to older literature.
29

An early premonition of the interest that would launch these collaborative efforts was S. J. Wright, ed.,
Parish, Church and People: Local Studies in Lay Religion, 1350-1750 (London, 1988).
30

K. French, G. Gibbs, and B. Kümin, eds., The Parish in English Life, 1400-1600 (Manchester and New
York, 1997).
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on papers delivered at the nineteenth Harlaxton Medieval Symposium in 2002, examined
many of the same issues but also explored the external relevance of the parish within the
realms of politics, economics, and culture.31 Fundamental to the working methods of the
scholars who contributed to these collaborative efforts was the conviction that the parish
should be understood not as a static unit but rather as a dynamic body—a view most
clearly expressed in the work of Clive Burgess, Beat Kümin, and Katherine French.32
Burgess, exploiting a rich collection of surviving documentary evidence from urban
parishes, has analyzed the ways in which largely self-organized parochial regimes
facilitated the enactment of commemorative practices among lay members of various
economic means—especially in Bristol and in London.33 Kümin, utilizing a macro31

C. Burgess and E. Duffy, eds., The Parish in Late Medieval England: Proceedings of the 2002 Harlaxton
Symposium, Harlaxton Medieval Studies 14 (Donington, 2006).
32

So dynamic were these institutions that, in order to illustrate their polymorphic character, coordinators of
a recent collaborative project on parish life decided that the most effective medium to communicate their
interdisciplinary research was an interactive digital platform. See D. Dyas, et al, “The English Parish
Church through the Centuries: Daily Life and Spirituality, Art and Architecture, Literature and Music,”
CD/DVD-ROM (University of York, 2010).
33

Burgess’s publications on parishes are many. See, for overviews of lay commemorative practices, C.
Burgess, “‘Longing to Be Prayed for’: Death and Commemoration in an English Parish in the Later Middle
Ages,” in The Place of the Dead: Death and Remembrance in Late Medieval and Early Modern Europe,
eds. B. Gordon and P. Marshall (Cambridge and New York, 2000), pp. 44-65; idem, “‘An Afterlife in
Memory’: Commemoration and Its Effects in a Late Medieval Parish,” in The Church, the Afterlife and the
Fate of the Soul, eds. P. D. Clarke and T. Claydon, Studies in Church History 45 (Saffron Walden, 2009),
pp. 196-217; idem, “Chantries in the Parish, or ‘Through the Looking-Glass,’” Journal of the British
Archaeological Association, vol. 164 (2011), pp. 100-29. See, for an insightful assessment of urban
churchwardens’ accounts, idem, “Pre-Reformation Churchwardens’ Accounts and Parish Governments:
Lessons from London and Bristol,” English Historical Review, vol. 117, no. 471 (2002), pp. 306-32. For
studies on Bristol: idem, “‘For the Increase of Divine Service’: Chantries in the Parish in Late Medieval
Bristol,” Journal of Ecclesiastical History, vol. 36 (1985), pp. 46-65; idem, “A Service for the Dead: The
Form and Function of the Anniversary in Late Medieval Bristol,” Transactions of the Bristol and
Gloucestershire Archaeological Society, vol. 105 (1987), pp. 183-211; idem, “‘By Quick and by Dead’:
Wills and Pious Provision in Late Medieval Bristol,” English Historical Review, vol. 102, no. 405 (1987),
pp. 837-58; idem, “Strategies for Eternity: Perpetual Chantry Foundation in Late Medieval Bristol,” in
Religious Belief and Ecclesiastical Careers in Late Medieval England, ed. C. Harper-Bill (Woodbridge,
1991), pp. 1-32. For studies on London: idem, “Shaping the Parish: St Mary at Hill, London, in the
Fifteenth Century,” in The Cloister and the World: Essays in Medieval History in Honour of Barbara
Harvey, eds. J. Blair and B. Golding (Oxford, 1996), pp. 246-86; idem, “London Parishioners in Times of
Change: St Andrew Hubbard, Eastcheap, c.1450-1570,” Journal of Ecclesiastical History, vol. 53, no. 1
(2002), pp. 38-63. Burgess has also transcribed several sets of important parochial documents from these
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historical approach, has assessed the development of the late medieval parish as a
community by examining the evidence of churchwardens’ accounts drawn from a range
of institutions in cities, towns, and villages throughout the country.34 His work, which
often addresses the concept of community in terms of harmonious social interaction,
focuses on intra-parochial dealings through the lens of “communalization,” a theory
developed by the early modern historian Peter Blickle, which draws a sharp distinction
between small-scale social units defined by horizontal ties and large-scale social units
defined by vertical ties.35 French, utilizing a micro-historical approach, has assessed the
development of the late medieval parish as a community by examining the evidence of
churchwardens’ accounts, episcopal records, and royal legislation relevant to the
operation of parochial institutions in the diocese of Bath and Wells.36 Her work, which
often addresses issues of community in terms of alternatingly harmonious and discordant
social interactions, pays as much attention to extra-parochial dealings (especially between
diocesan officials and local parishioners) as it does to intra-parochial dealings (especially

two cities. See, for Bristol, idem, The Pre-Reformation Records of All Saints’, Bristol. Part I: The All
Saints’ Church Book (Bristol, 1995); idem, The Pre-Reformation Records of All Saints’, Bristol. Part II:
The Churchwardens’ Accounts to 1530 (Bristol, 2000); idem, The Pre-Reformation Records of All Saints’
Bristol. Part III: Wills, The Halleway Chantry Records and Deeds (Bristol, 2004). See, for London, idem,
The Church Records of St Andrew Hubbard, Eastcheap: c.1450-c.1570 (London, 1999).
34

B. Kümin, The Shaping of a Community: The Rise and Reformation of the English Parish, c.1400-1560
(Brookfield, 1996). See, for his methodological objections to focusing on urban parishes a la Burgess,
idem, “Late Medieval Churchwardens’ Accounts and Parish Government: Looking beyond London and
Bristol,” English Historical Review, vol. 119, no. 480 (2004), pp. 87-99.
35

See, most prominently, B. Kümin, The Communal Age in Western Europe, c.1100-1800: Towns, Villages
and Parishes in Pre-Modern Society (Basingstoke, 2013). Also see B. Kümin and S. Hindle, “The Spatial
Dynamics of Parish Politics: Topographies of Tension in English Communities,” in Political Space in PreIndustrial Europe, ed. B. Kümin (Farnham, 2009), pp. 151-73.
36

K. French, The People of the Parish: Community Life in a Late Medieval English Diocese (Philadelphia,
2001).
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between male parishioners and female parishioners).37 All three historians shed much
light on the vibrant nature of devotional culture within the late medieval parish, and in
doing so, they have played an instrumental part in reframing established narratives
concerning the nature of the English Reformation—a wide-ranging revisionist effort
among historians that remains ongoing.38
37

See, most prominently, K. French, The Good Women of the Parish: Gender and Religion after the Black
Death (Philadelphia, 2008). Also see eadem, “Women in the Late Medieval Parish,” in Gendering the
Master Narrative: Women and Power in the Middle Ages, eds. M. Kowaleski and K. L. French (Ithaca,
2003), pp. 156-73; eadem, “The Seat under Our Lady: Gender and Seating in the Late Medieval English
Parish Church,” in Women’s Space: Patronage, Place, and Gender in the Medieval Church, eds. V. C.
Raguin and S. Stanbury (Albany, 2005), pp. 141-60; eadem, “Women Churchwardens in Late Medieval
England,” in Burgess and Duffy, Parish in Late Medieval England, pp. 302-21; eadem, “Rebuilding St.
Margaret’s: Parish Involvement and Community Action in Late Medieval Westminster,” Journal of Social
History, vol. 45, no. 1 (2011), pp. 148-71.
38

Practically limitless is the extent of historical scholarship on the English Reformation. Modern studies
tend to coalesce around agendas that reject the old-line interpretation enshrined in A. G. Dickens, The
English Reformation (New York, 1964). Earlier “revisionist” accounts framed the period, contrast Dickens,
in terms of slow moving change “from above” versus quick moving change “from below.” See J. J.
Scarisbrick, The Reformation and the English People (Oxford, 1984); C. Haigh, The English Reformation
Revised (Cambridge, 1987); P. Collinson, The Birthpangs of Protestant England: Religious and Cultural
Change in the Sixteenth and Seventeenth Centuries (New York, 1988). Later “revisionist” efforts took
much the same approach but disagreed over whether the change in question was traumatic or nontraumatic. See, for the former position, Duffy, Stripping of the Altars. See, for the latter position, C. Haigh,
English Reformations: Religion, Politics, and Society under the Tudors (Oxford, 1993). More recent “postrevisionist” accounts, not unlike their revisionist predecessors, have maintained skeptical attitudes toward
teleological narratives but taken different views of the continuities and/or discontinuities at play over the
longue durée. See, for instance, N. L. Jones, The English Reformation: Religion and Cultural Adaptation
(Oxford, 2002); E. H. Shagan, Popular Politics and the English Reformation (Cambridge, 2003); P.
Marshall, Reformation England, 1480-1642 (London, 2003). In general, over the past decade, scholars have
tended to favor methods that involve broader chronological limits and wider geographical contexts. See, for
two useful overviews, E. Duffy, “The English Reformation after Revisionism,” Renaissance Quarterly, vol.
59, no. 3 (2006), pp. 720-31; P. Marshall, “(Re)defining the English Reformation,” Journal of British
Studies, vol. 48, no. 3 (2009), pp. 564-86. Also see, for overviews of similar trends in the study of the
Reformation in other parts of Europe, C. S. Dixon, Contesting the Reformation (Malden, 2012), and T. F.
Mayer, ed., Reforming Reformation (Farnham, 2012). There are many specialist studies in this rich subfield
that touch on the culture of the late medieval parish church. See sources on the following topics. On the
state of the late medieval English Church: R. N. Swanson, Church and Society in Late Medieval England
(Oxford, 1989); C. Harper-Bill, The Pre-Reformation Church in England, 1400-1530 (London, 1996); G.
W. Bernard, The Late Medieval English Church: Vitality and Vulnerability before the Break with Rome
(New Haven and London, 2012). On the relevance of material culture to historiographical debates
concerning the Reformation: D. Gaimster and R. Gilchrist, eds., The Archaeology of Reformation, 14801580 (Leeds, 2003). On the effects of reform within the “man made” environment: R. Whiting, The
Reformation of the English Parish Church (Cambridge, 2010). On the effects of reform within the “natural”
environment: A. Walsham, The Reformation of the Landscape: Religion, Identity and Memory in Early
Modern Britain and Ireland (Oxford, 2011). On the course of reform in East Anglia: J. Craig, Reformation,
Politics and Polemics: The Growth of Protestantism in East Anglian Market Towns, 1500-1610 (Aldershot,
2001).
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Nonetheless, in spite of the general abundance of interest among historians in
parochial institutions, there do not exist many specialist studies relevant to the parish
churches of East Anglia. One of the most significant reasons for this absence of critical
work, it seems, is the fact that very few sets of surviving churchwardens’ accounts from
institutions in the region were begun prior to the Reformation. Indeed, according to
modern inventories of these kinds of accounts, only ten examples from Norfolk and
eleven examples from Suffolk predate the end of the reign of Henry VIII (r. 15091547)39—among which only two have been transcribed and published over the past
several decades.40 Consequently, in order to examine the parochial culture of the region,
scholars have been forced to turn to other kinds of documentary sources. Judith
Middleton-Stewart, pursuing one possible form of historical evidence, examined a large
cache of surviving wills in order to assess the form that devotional customs took among
parishioners in eastern Suffolk.41 Ken Farnhill, pursuing another possible form of
historical evidence, examined seven sets of surviving guild accounts in order to analyze
the function that religious confraternities fulfilled within a series of parish churches, in
39

Surviving accounts pertain to the following churches. In Norfolk: East Dereham (1431-); Tilney All
Saints (1443-); St Nicholas, Great Yarmouth (1465); Snettisham (1468-); Swaffham (1505-); Denton
(1507-); Shipdam (1511-); Great Witchingham (1528-); North Elmham (1538-); Wymondham (1544-). In
Suffolk: Mildenhall (1446-); Walberswick (1450-); Brundish (1475-); Metfield (1486-); Cratfield (1490-);
St Mary, Bungay (1523-); Bardwell (1524-); Boxford (1530-); Horham (1531-); Mickfield (1538-);
Dennington (1539-). Very few of these accounts survive in complete runs. See R. Hutton, The Rise and
Fall of Merry England: The Ritual Year, 1400-1700 (Oxford, 1994), pp. 280-81 and 286-88. Also see, for
an older list with slight variations, J. C. Cox, Churchwardens’ Accounts from the Fourteenth Century to the
Close of the Seventeenth Century (London, 1913), pp. 355-59. The classic account of the development of
the office of churchwarden is C. Drew, Early Parochial Organisation in England: The Origins of the Office
of Churchwarden (London, 1954).
40

P. Northeast, Boxford Churchwardens’ Accounts, 1530-1561 (Woodbridge, 1982); J. Middleton-Stewart,
Records of the Churchwardens of Mildenhall: Collections (1446-1454) and Accounts (1503-1553)
(Woodbridge, 2011).
41

J. Middleton-Stewart, Inward Purity and Outward Splendour: Death and Remembrance in the Deanery of
Dunwich, Suffolk, 1370-1547 (Woodbridge, 2001).
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settings both urban and rural, in Norfolk and in Suffolk.42 On the whole, however, the
paucity of churchwardens’ accounts that scholars have traditionally used to investigate
parochial matters continues to inhibit the instigation of new historical inquiries into the
parish churches of the region.43
Norwich, the largest urban settlement in East Anglia, exemplifies the persistence
of these two historiographical trends—the art-historical and the historical. The city,
which rose to prominence on account of its central role in the local, national, and
international wool trade, was one of the most important cities in late medieval England.44
It ranked sixth in terms of taxable wealth in the lay subsidy of 1334, fifth in terms of
taxpaying population in 1377, and second in terms of both taxable wealth and taxpaying
population in 1524-1525.45 Chief among the many buildings erected by and for the
twenty to thirty thousand individuals living within this two-square-mile urban area were
multitudinous ecclesiastical institutions.46 These churches included not only Norwich

42

K. Farnhill, Guilds and the Parish Community in Late Medieval East Anglia, c.1470-1550 (Woodbridge,
2001).
43

Duffy has proved to be a notable exception to this trend insofar as he made great anecdotal use of various
documentary sources culled from the region in Stripping of the Altars. Along similar lines, but oriented
toward material culture, is E. Duffy, “The Parish, Piety, and Patronage in Late Medieval East Anglia: The
Evidence of Rood Screens,” in French, Gibbs, and Kümin, Parish in English Life, pp. 133-62.
44

The best modern historical surveys of the city are two recent multi-author works: C. Rawcliffe and R. G.
Wilson, eds., Medieval Norwich (London and New York, 2004), and C. Rawcliffe and R. G. Wilson, eds.,
Norwich Since 1550 (London and New York, 2004). Additional surveys include B. Green and R. M. R.
Young, Norwich: The Growth of a City (Norwich, 1964) [2nd ed. (Norwich, 1981)]; M. Atkin, Norwich:
History and Guide (Dover, 1992); F. Meeres, A History of Norwich (Chichester, 1998). Still indispensable,
if only for the wide range of primary source materials that it contains, is W. Hudson and J. C. Tingey, The
Records of the City of Norwich, 2 vols. (Norwich, 1906).
45

A. Dyer, “Ranking Lists of English Medieval Towns,” in The Cambridge Urban History of Britain:
Volume 1, 600-1540, ed. D. M. Palliser (Cambridge, 2000), p. 769.
46

The best modern topographical survey of the city is B. Ayers, Norwich: Archaeology of a Fine City
(Stroud, 2009). Additional surveys include J. Campbell, “Norwich,” in The Atlas of Historic Towns, vol. 2,
eds. M. D. Lobel and W. H. Johns (Baltimore, 1975), pp. 1-25, and D. W. Lloyd, Historic Towns of East
Anglia: Norfolk, Suffolk, Essex, Cambridgeshire (London, 1989), pp. 41-56. A useful account of the major
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Cathedral Priory, which had been established within a generation of the Conquest, but
also Carrow Priory (a house of Benedictine nuns), the Chapel of St Mary in the Fields (a
college of secular priests), and four mendicant communities (Dominican, Franciscan,
Carmelite, and Augustinian)—not to mention, of course, around sixty parish churches
and chapels-of-ease (map 2).47 Among the greater churches, only the cathedral and the
Dominican church, the so-called Blackfriars, have survived into the present day (figs.
1.12-1.13). Unsurprisingly, both buildings have received a considerable amount of
scholarly attention, the former because it constitutes one of the best-preserved examples
of Romanesque architecture in England48 and the latter because it represents the only
intact mendicant church of large scale throughout the whole of Britain.49 Among the
lesser churches, thirty-one parish churches have survived into the present day—a
remarkable total that translates to the largest concentration of pre-modern ecclesiastical
buildings in Northern Europe.50 But few of these structures have been the subject of

characteristics of the urban fabric during the late medieval period is E. Rutledge, “An Urban Environment:
Norwich in the Fifteenth Century,” in The Fifteenth Century XII: Society in an Age of Plague, eds. L. Clark
and C. Rawcliffe (Woodbridge, 2013), pp. 79-99. Further information concerning surviving monuments
can be found in the form of published reports of the annual meetings of the Royal Archaeological Society
in Norwich. See the following issues of The Archaeological Journal: 1847, 1889, 1923, 1949/51, and 1980.
47

See, for a useful map of all of the major religious institutions of the city, Ayers, Norwich, p. 14.

48

A comprehensive architectural account of the cathedral is E. C. Fernie, An Architectural History of
Norwich Cathedral (Oxford, 1993). Further essays on multiple aspects of the building are contained in I.
Atherton, ed., Norwich Cathedral: Church, City, and Diocese, 1096-1996 (London, 1996). See, on the
cloister, E. C. Fernie and A. B. Whittingham, The Early Communar and Pitancer Rolls of Norwich
Cathedral Priory with an Account of the Building of the Cloister (Norwich, 1972). See, on various
buildings in the surrounding close, R. Gilchrist, Norwich Cathedral Close: The Evolution of the English
Cathedral Landscape (Woodbridge, 2005). Invaluable visual evidence concerning the state of the cathedral
before several major restorations can be found in J. Britton, The History and Antiquities of the See and
Cathedral Church of Norwich (London, 1816).
49

The only comprehensive architectural account of the former friary—frequently celebrated in passing but
rarely examined in depth—is H. Sutermeister, The Norwich Blackfriars: An Historical Guide to the Friary
and Its Buildings up to the Present Day (Norwich, 1977).
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sustained scholarly inquiry. Indeed, one general survey and two monographs represent
the extent of recent publication, the former being an essay that draws heavily on the
unpublished archives of the incomplete Norwich Survey51 and the latter being an essay
and a book dedicated, respectively, to the architecture and to the stained glass of St Peter
Mancroft (figs. 1.8-1.9).52 Fortunately, however, modern historians have shed
considerable light on the social landscape of which these parish churches were an integral
part. On the one hand, studies of urban politics have focused on the status of the city as a
self-governing shire, examining the ways in which elected officials succeeded, at least in
many cases, in maintaining a strong sense of public order—especially via broad
participation in the large civic guild of St George.53 On the other hand, studies of urban
economics have focused on the status of the city as a center for the volatile wool market,
50

The condition of many of these churches remains somewhat precarious. Nine structures, maintained by
the Church of England, still function as houses of worship. Twenty-two structures, maintained either by the
Norwich Historic Churches Trust or by the Churches Conservation Trust, now serve a wide variety of uses:
from community centers and bookshops to performance venues and art studios. An up-to-date list is
available online: norwich-churches.org. See, for a well-illustrated popular guide, N. Groves, The Medieval
Churches of the City of Norwich (Norwich, 2010).
51

J. Finch, “The Churches,” in Rawcliffe and Wilson, Medieval Norwich, pp. 49-72.

52

F. Woodman, “The Rebuilding of St. Peter Mancroft,” in East Anglian Studies: Essays Presented to J. C.
Barringer, eds. A. Longcroft and R. Joby (Norwich, 1995), pp. 290-5; D. King, The Medieval Stained
Glass of St Peter Mancroft, Norwich (Oxford, 2006).
53

See, for a valuable introduction to the politics of late medieval Norwich, P. Maddern, “Order and
Disorder,” in Rawcliffe and Wilson, Medieval Norwich, pp. 189-212. A thorough account of the political
history of the city is given in Hudson and Tingey, Records of the City of Norwich, vol. 1, pp. i-cxlvi.
Additional studies include B. R. McRee, “Religious Gilds and Civil Order: The Case of Norwich in the
Late Middle Ages,” Speculum, vol. 67, no. 1 (1992), pp. 69-97; idem, “Charity and Gild Solidarity in Late
Medieval England,” Journal of British Studies, vol. 32, no. 3 (1993), pp. 195-225; idem, “Peacemaking and
Its Limits in Late Medieval Norwich,” English Historical Review, vol. 109, no. 433 (1994), pp. 831-66.
See, on the status of upper tier municipal officials, idem, “The Mayor’s Body,” in The Ties That Bind:
Essays in Medieval British History in Honor of Barbara Hanawalt, eds. D. Biggs, K. L. French, and L. E.
Mitchell (Farnham, 2011), pp. 39-54. See, on the status of lower tier municipal officials, S. Sagui, “MidLevel Officials in Fifteenth-Century Norwich,” in Clark and Rawcliffe, Fifteenth Century XII, pp. 101-17.
Further discussion of the social characteristics of the men who occupied these offices can be found in R.
Frost, “The Urban Elite,” in Rawcliffe and Wilson, Medieval Norwich, pp. 235-53. The classic account of
the powerful Guild of St. George, which includes transcriptions of many relevant documents, is M. Grace,
Records of the Gild of St. George in Norwich, 1389-1547 (London, 1937).
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exploring the strategies by which members of different socioeconomic classes—not only
merchants but also artisans and laborers—managed to survive and thrive in an age that
witnessed the decline of many large urban settlements.54 Especially rewarding, finally,
have been studies of religious practice within the city since these efforts have furnished
much information regarding the institutions, groups, and individuals that were vital to the
day-to-day operation of parochial foundations—both before and after the Reformation.55

54

See, for a valuable introduction to the economics of late medieval Norwich, P. Dunn, “Trade,” in
Rawcliffe and Wilson, Medieval Norwich, pp. 213-34. A thorough account of the economic history of the
city is given in Hudson and Tingey, Records of the City of Norwich, vol. 2, pp. i-cxlviii. Additional studies,
which tend to revolve around the rise and fall of the cloth industry, include K. J. Allison, “The Norfolk
Worsted Industry in the 16th and 17th Centuries,” Yorkshire Bulletin of Economic and Social Research,
vol. 12, no. 2 (1960), pp. 73-83 [pt. 1], and vol. 13, no. 3 (1961), pp. 61-77 [pt. 2]; A. F. Sutton, “The Early
Linen and Worsted Industry of Norfolk and the Evolution of the London Mercers’ Company,” Norfolk
Archaeology, vol. 40, no. 3 (1989), pp. 201-25; J. R. Oldland, “‘Fyne Worsted Whech Is Almost Like
Silke’: Norwich’s Double Worsted,” Textile History, vol. 42, no. 2 (2011), pp. 181-99. See, for an overview
of the challenges facing textile centers of the period, J. Munro, “The Symbiosis of Towns and Textiles:
Urban Institutions and the Changing Fortunes of Cloth Manufacturing in the Low Countries and England,
1270-1570,” Journal of Early Modern History, vol. 3, no. 3 (1999), pp. 1-74. Also see, for the ingenuity of
the merchant class in Norwich, A. King, “The Merchant Class and Borough Finances in Later Medieval
Norwich” (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, University of Oxford, 1989).
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See, for an incisive introduction to the religious life of late medieval Norwich, N. Tanner, “Religious
Practice,” in Rawcliffe and Wilson, Medieval Norwich, pp. 137-55. An indispensable account of late
medieval devotional culture in the city, one buttressed by an impressive analysis of approximately fifteen
hundred wills of the period, is N. Tanner, The Church in Late Medieval Norwich, 1370-1532 (Toronto,
1984). Two insightful accounts of early modern devotional culture in the city are M. C. McClendon, The
Quiet Reformation: Magistrates and the Emergence of Protestantism in Tudor Norwich (Stanford, 1999),
and M. Reynolds, Godly Reformers and Their Opponents in Early Modern England: Religion in Norwich,
c.1560-1643 (Woodbridge, 2005). Individual studies of local religious institutions other than the cathedral
or local religious groups other than the main civic guild are relatively few and far between. See, for a rich
examination of a major charitable foundation in the city, C. Rawcliffe, Medicine for the Soul: The Life,
Death, and Resurrection of an English Medieval Hospital, St Giles’s, Norwich, c.1249-1550 (Stroud,
1999). See, for a revealing exploration of a major pilgrimage destination just outside the city, M. R. V.
Heale, “Veneration and Renovation at a Small Norfolk Priory: St. Leonard’s, Norwich in the Later Middle
Ages,” Historical Research, vol. 76, no. 194 (2003), pp. 431-49. Additional studies of individual piety—
especially female piety—are greater in number. See, for a recent overview, C. Hill, Women and Religion in
Late Medieval Norwich (Woodbridge, 2010). An important local case study for devotional practice among
the religious is the famous fourteenth-century anchorite Julian of Norwich. See L. Herbert McAvoy, ed., A
Companion to Julian of Norwich (Cambridge, 2008). Also see, for a guide to the ever-expanding literature
on this fascinating mystic, T. D. Morris, Julian of Norwich: A Comprehensive Bibliography and Handbook
(Lewiston, 2010). An important local case study for devotional practice among the laity is the fifteenthcentury matriarch Margaret Paston—a woman whose relations represent the best-documented gentry family
of the period thanks to the rare survival of their voluminous correspondence. See J. T. Rosenthal, Margaret
Paston’s Piety (New York, 2010). Also see, for the family as a whole, C. Richmond, The Paston Family in
the Fifteenth Century: The First Phase (Cambridge, 1990); idem, The Paston Family in the Fifteenth
Century: Fastolf’s Will (Cambridge, 1996); idem, The Paston Family in the Fifteenth Century: Endings
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Therefore, viewed in tandem, these diverse works of scholarship, art-historical and
historical, provide a convenient point of departure for a larger study of parish church
design—one that focuses on several of the leading parish church building projects
undertaken in late medieval Norwich.

The Integrated Interior in Late Medieval England
Critical to any discussion of the buildings relevant to this study is the issue of the
putative origins of what might be termed the integrated interior: the all-in-one
architectural configuration that distinguishes the parish “hall churches” of East Anglia.56
Historians of medieval architecture have long argued that this arrangement epitomizes the
formal ideal that inspired all late medieval parish church design: the stone-and-timber
“glass house” layout of mendicant churches throughout England. They have often
alleged, moreover, that these unified spatial environments should be understood in terms
of the unique social endeavors of the communities that occupied them. This
preoccupation with the ideological charge of integrated design has much in common with
early art-historical discourses concerning late medieval architecture as a whole—
particularly those formulated by a small group of scholars who defined the boundaries of
the discipline in early twentieth-century Germany. The following analysis attempts to
reveal the extent to which longstanding debates concerning the meaning of spatial
(Manchester, 2000); H. Castor, Blood and Roses: The Paston Family in the Fifteenth Century (London,
2004).
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The concept of “integration” in medieval architecture is not entirely unproblematic—a point made by
numerous contributors in the multi-author volume Artistic Integration in Gothic Buildings, eds. V. C.
Raguin, K. Brush, and P. Draper (Toronto, 1995). Nonetheless, in the present context, it remains useful to
the extent that it connotes an in-between ontological state in which spatial environments and social entities
persist in being both one and many.
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integration in medieval architecture continue to shape present-day reception of the all-inone parish churches of East Anglia.
Over a century ago, Sir Alfred Clapham, then a young architectural historian
working on behalf of the Royal Commission on the Historical Monuments of England,
published an essay titled “The Friars as Builders,” a seminal work that articulated for the
first time what one might call “the mendicant thesis” regarding the origins of late
medieval parish church architecture in England.57 Clapham’s text appeared in a volume
of collected essays with the rather unassuming title Some Famous Buildings and Their
Story. But the theory that he proposed therein was much more ambitious than that
moniker suggested. Clapham published his essay shortly after the conclusion of a series
of piecemeal excavations of former mendicant priory sites in London—sites at which few
traces of medieval buildings remained visible above ground due to the ravages of the
sixteenth-century Reformation and the seventeenth-century Great Fire.58 He employed
57

A. W. Clapham, “The Friars as Builders,” in A. W. Clapham and W. H. Godfrey, Some Famous
Buildings and Their Story (Westminster, 1913), pp. 241-67. The essay had appeared several years
beforehand, though in somewhat different form, as “Architecture of the Friars in England,” The Antiquary,
vol. 46, nos. 6 and 7 (1910), pp. 224-29 and 248-53. The earlier version differs from the later version in
several intriguing ways—most notably in that the former, unlike the latter, cites as a basis for the idea that
there existed a determinative connection between mendicant church architecture and parish church
architecture the work of E. S. Prior. See Clapham, “Architecture of the Friars,” p. 252. The novelty of
Clapham’s thesis quickly becomes apparent when examined in conjunction with general analyses of
mendicant churches and parish churches in Francis Bond’s contemporary survey of Gothic architecture in
England. See Bond, Introduction to English Church Architecture, pp. 167-69 and 177-94.
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Only the nave of one of the four great mendicant churches in the city, the Austin Friars (which belonged
to the Augustinians), remained standing at the time that Clapham undertook his essay. (The structure,
popularly called the Dutch Church on account of its occupation by Protestant refugees from the Low
Countries after the Reformation, was subsequently destroyed during the Blitz. See below.) An invaluable
up-to-date survey of the archaeology of all four priory sites is C. Thomas and B. Watson, “The Mendicant
Houses of Medieval London: An Archaeological Review,” in The Friars in Medieval Britain: Proceedings
of the 2007 Harlaxton Symposium, ed. N. Rogers, Harlaxton Medieval Studies XIX (Donington, 2010), pp.
265-97. Similarly indispensable regarding the institutional history of the mendicant orders in the capital is
J. Röhrkasten, The Mendicant Houses of Medieval London 1221-1539 (Münster, 2004). Unavailable at the
time of writing was N. Holder, “The Medieval Friaries of London: A Topographic and Archaeological
History, before and after the Dissolution” (Ph.D. dissertation, Royal Holloway, University of London,
2011).
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information gleaned from these excavations, along with supplementary evidence obtained
from other mendicant sites throughout the country, to reconstruct what he argued were
the three salient features of mendicant church architecture: wide naves frequently
equipped with aisles, narrow chancels rarely equipped with aisles, and intermediary
“walking spaces” capped, in many cases, by polygonal bell towers (fig. 1.14).59 Thus,
because they maximized lay space and minimized clerical space, he argued that
mendicant churches constituted purpose-built preaching halls that facilitated the popular
evangelizing mission of the orders occupying them. Curiously, however, he also believed
that the monument that most perfectly embodied the mendicant ideal was one deviating
to some degree from the aforementioned formula—at least to the extent that it granted
equal space to the nave and to the choir. This was the London Greyfriars, rebuilt from
1306, which constituted the largest mendicant church in England.60 The building featured
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Clapham cites over a dozen former mendicant sites, most of which were in various states of ruin,
scattered throughout the British Isles—an impressive feat given the fact that no survey on the subject had
been published at the time he wrote. The following list compiles all of the sites referenced over the course
of the essay in relation to mendicant architectural practice in England. (Items in brackets represent sites
mentioned in the first edition of 1910 but not mentioned in the second edition of 1913.) (1) Dominican
sites: [Bristol]; [Canterbury]; Hereford; London; Norwich. (2) Franciscan sites: Chichester; Coventry;
Dunwich; [Gloucester]; London; Lynn; [Reading]; Richmond (North Yorkshire); Walsingham;
Winchelsea; [Yarmouth]. (3) Carmelite sites: Hulne (Northumberland); London; [Lynn]; [Stamford]. (4)
Augustinian sites: London; [Ludlow]; Rye; Warrington. Far from satisfactory is the current state of
research on mendicant architecture in Britain. Only two studies have tackled the subject with any degree of
rigor. The first, an art-historical text, focuses on the Franciscans. See A. R. Martin, Franciscan
Architecture in England (Manchester, 1937). The second, a historical text that includes two substantial
chapters on architectural matters, focuses on the Dominicans. See W. A. Hinnebusch, The Early English
Friars Preachers (Rome, 1951). Also notable in addition to these two sources, especially given its
intriguing analysis of the relationship between mendicant building in England and mendicant building on
the Continent, is W. Schenkluhn, Architektur der Bettelorden: die Baukunst der Dominikaner und
Franziskaner in Europa (Darmstadt, 2000), pp. 144-53.
60

Clapham’s primary source of information concerning the layout of the London Greyfriars was E. B. S.
Shepherd, “The Church of the Friars Minors in London,” Archaeological Journal, vol. 59 (1902), pp. 23887. Much of the documentary evidence cited therein was published in due course in C. L. Kingsford, The
Grey Friars of London: Their History with the Register of Their Convent and an Appendix of Documents
(Aberdeen, 1915). Both sources were critical for the analysis offered in Martin, Franciscan Architecture in
England, pp. 176-204. Subsequent investigations of the former priory site have done little to expand the
conclusions reached by Shepherd, Kingsford, and Martin. Two excavations conducted during the 1970s
confirmed the major dimensions of the church by unearthing significant portions of its foundations. See T.
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a simple rectangular floor plan defined at the west end by an aisled nave and at the east
end by an aisled choir as well as a skeletal elevation system distinguished by tall piers
and large windows (figs. 1.15-1.16). Clapham believed that this cavernous structure was
nothing less than the “final expression” of “what a congregational church should be.”61
Moreover, he speculated that it was this “congregational” character that made the
building a convenient prototype for parish church design throughout England. In order to
bolster this proposal, he pointed out that the construction of the London Greyfriars
coincided with an important period in the development of the parochial system, one
involving a shift in foundation patterns within many urban centers from large numbers of
smaller churches to small numbers of larger churches. He observed that this trend took
hold initially in the churches of new royal towns like Kingston-on-Hull in Yorkshire
(figs. 1.17-1.18)62 and Winchelsea in Sussex (figs. 1.19-1.20),63 both of which were

Johnson, “Excavations at Christ Church, New Gate Street, 1973,” Transactions of the London and
Middlesex Archaeological Society, vol. 25 (1974), pp. 220-34; P. Herbert, “Excavations at Christ Church
Greyfriars, 1976,” London Archaeologist, vol. 3, no. 12 (1979), pp. 327-32. Another more recent
excavation, conducted during the 2000s, uncovered abundant evidence concerning the layout of a series of
buildings on the priory site—though nothing of any significance concerning that of the church itself. See J.
Lyon, Within These Walls: Roman and Medieval Defences North of Newgate at the Merrill Lynch
Financial Centre, City of London (London, 2007). The site reconstructions presented in this work
supersede those published in M. B. Honeybourne, “The Precinct of the Greyfriars,” London Topographical
Record, vol. 16 (1932), pp. 9-51. A final source that contains much invaluable information regarding the
definitive role of royal patronage at the priory is H. Colvin, R. A. Brown, and A. J. Taylor, The History of
the King’s Works, vol. 1 (London, 1963), pp. 205-6, 486.
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Clapham, “Friars as Builders,” p. 250.
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The church of the Holy Trinity, Hull, remains woefully under-researched. See, for an architectural
description of the building (one heavily informed by the observations of Christopher Wilson), D. Neave
and S. Neave, Hull, Pevsner Architectural Guides (New Haven and London, 2010). This description
supersedes those found in N. Pevsner, Yorkshire: York and the East Riding, Buildings of England
(Harmondsworth, 1972), and N. Pevsner and D. Neave, Yorkshire: York and the East Riding, 2nd ed.,
Buildings of England (London, 1995). The precise date of the construction of the choir remains a point of
controversy. One theory, assuming that it was the first structure on the site, proposes a date of c.1320c.1340. See the short catalog entry by Nicola Coldstream in Alexander and Binski, Age of Chivalry, p. 228.
Another theory, assuming that it was the second structure on the site, proposes a date of c.1340-c.1370. See
Neave and Neave, Hull, pp. 39-40, 42. Both sides agree, however, that the distinctive brick-built transept
arms of the church were erected shortly after the re-foundation of the town as a royal borough in 1299. See,
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founded by Edward I, and subsequently in the churches of old merchant cities located in
prosperous regions like Lincolnshire and East Anglia.64 Clapham drew special attention
to what he considered the first major parish church derived from mendicant prototypes:
the large chapel-of-ease dedicated to the Holy Trinity in Hull. He suggested that the
building had much in common with the London Greyfriars—large aisled vessels,
attenuated piers, and massive windows—because it, like the priory church, was a quasiroyal project. Hull Holy Trinity enjoyed the patronage of King Edward I and King
Edward II. The London Greyfriars enjoyed the patronage of Queen Margaret (Edward I’s
second wife). It was, according to Clapham, this instrumental royal connection that
expedited the creation of a new kind of spacious parish church that would dominate
architectural production in England until the end of the Middle Ages. Thus, in his
assessment, “the great Perpendicular parish church” was nothing other than “the direct
outcome and lineal descendant of the friars’ buildings.”65
for further historical information, G. J. Jordan, The Story of Holy Trinity Parish Church, Hull (London,
1920).
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The church of the St Thomas, Winchelsea, also remains under-researched—though not to quite the same
extent as its counterpart in Hull. See, for an architectural description of the building, N. Pevsner and N.
Antram, Sussex: East with Brighton and Hove, Buildings of England (New Haven and London, 2013). This
description supersedes that found in N. Pevsner and I. Nairn, Sussex, Buildings of England
(Harmondsworth, 1965). It is generally assumed that the choir dates to shortly after the foundation of the
town as a royal borough in 1288-90. See, for an architectural analysis, Z. Opačić, “The Architecture of St
Thomas’s Church, Winchelsea, and Its Context” (unpublished MA dissertation, Courtauld Institute of Art,
University of London, 1995). Also see, for an art-historical analysis of a group of elaborate tombs that are
contemporary with the choir, C. Blair, J. A. Goodall, and P. J. Lankester, “The Winchelsea Tombs
Reconsidered,” Church Monuments, vol. 15 (2000), pp. 5-30.
64

It remains unclear how Clapham reached this remarkable conclusion regarding the trendsetting urban
initiatives of Edward I. Royal town planning does not appear to have been a major topic of scholarly
research at the turn of the century. One of the earliest essays to examine the foundation of both Hull and
Winchelsea was T. F. Hout, “Medieval Town Planning,” Bulletin of the John Rylands Library, vol. 4, no. 1
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1967).
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In the same year that Clapham published “The Friars as Builders,” Kurt
Gerstenberg, then a young art historian teaching at the University of Munich, published a
book titled Deutsche Sondergotik: eine Untersuchung über das Wesen der deutschen
Baukunst im späten Mittelalter, an ambitious work that proposed a “mendicant thesis” all
its own regarding the origins of late medieval parish church architecture in Germany.66
Gerstenberg’s polemic, because it revolved around the bipartite idea that High Gothic
architecture had been invented in France and that Late Gothic architecture had been
invented in Germany, emphasized the difference between these two styles by deploying a
series of highly charged oppositions. High Gothic, as a purportedly rational aesthetic, was
discussed in terms of linear forms and hierarchical spaces. Late Gothic, as a purportedly
irrational aesthetic, was discussed in terms of painterly forms and non-hierarchical
spaces. Each of the two styles, according to Gerstenberg, found its quintessential
expression in a specific architectural type: High Gothic in the basilican church format and
Late Gothic in the hall church format. The High Gothic basilican church, because it
featured three parallel volumes of unequal height, fostered single-axial movement that
created a clear division between the primary space of the main vessel and the secondary
space of the side aisles (fig. 1.21). The Late Gothic hall church, because it featured three
parallel volumes of more or less equal height, fostered multi-axial movement that eroded
and elided such distinctions (fig. 1.22). Gerstenberg believed that the hall church type
66

K. Gerstenberg, Deutsche Sondergotik: eine Untersuchung über das Wesen der deutschen Baukunst im
späten Mittelalter (Munich, 1913). See, for an introduction to Gerstenberg’s place in the historiography of
medieval architecture, J. Białostocki, “Late Gothic: Disagreements about the Concept,” Journal of the
British Archaeological Association, vol. 29 (1966), pp. 91-2. The concept of Sondergotik, long popular in
art-historical writing in Germany, has fallen out of favor over the past several decades. See, for a tour-deforce critique involving issues of structure, N. Nussbaum, German Gothic Church Architecture, trans. S.
Kleager (New Haven and London, 2000), pp. 93-98, 137-39, 157-61. See, for a complementary critique
involving issues of ornament, M. Kavaler, Renaissance Gothic: The Authority of Ornament, 1470-1540
(New Haven and London, 2012), pp. 27-41. Both sources are rich with further bibliography.
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was initially employed in thirteenth-century mendicant churches for the pragmatic
objective of facilitating preaching but was subsequently employed in fourteenth-century
parish churches for the ideological objective of fostering anti-ecclesiastical lay identity.
The former claim had little precedent in previous scholarship.67 The latter claim,
however, had strong antecedents in the work of earlier German scholars like Wilhelm
Lübke and Cornelius Gurlitt.68 Lübke, the first scholar to formally employ the
designation “hall church” as a stand-alone art-historical category, interpreted the
configuration in secular terms by associating it with what he claimed were the egalitarian
values of the urban middle classes.69 Gurlitt, in a different vein, interpreted the same
configuration in religious terms by contrasting what he argued were the highly divergent
functions of High Gothic basilican churches and Late Gothic hall churches—the former
being construed as crypto-Catholic ritual and the latter being construed as protoProtestant homiletics.70 For both nineteenth-century authors, then, the hall church
represented a transitional type that indexed large-scale social change between late
medieval and early modern eras.71 Gerstenberg’s contribution was to incoporate these
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Gerstenberg’s ingenuity in this regard is asserted in Nussbaum, German Gothic Church Architecture, p.
93.
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284. Gurlitt’s influence is examined in Bialostocki, “Late Gothic,” pp. 82-3. Gerstenberg, who cites both
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See W. Lübke, Die mittelalterliche Kunst in Westfalen (Leipzig, 1853).
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ambitious accounts into a larger etiological narrative involving the mendicant orders by
means of a working method that prioritized the central role of space in the creation of
architectural form. August Schmarsow, together with his students Erich Haenel and
Wilhelm Niemeyer, were instrumental in the development of such an approach—
especially when it came to Late Gothic.72 Schmarsow laid the conceptual groundwork for
the analysis of space in art-historical work in his groundbreaking theoretical treatise Das
Wesen der architektonischen Schöpfung.73 Haenel and Niemeyer then employed his ideas
in their studies on the evolution of Late Gothic architecture in Germany.74 Gerstenberg
appears to have found the ideas of all three authors to be very stimulating for his own
work. He agreed with their assessment that the open arrangement of the hall church was a
singular achievement. He disagreed, however, with their account of its origins insofar as
he preferred to understand its distinctive attributes in terms of racial characteristics rather
than in terms of historical periods or art-historical styles. The result was a multifaceted
paradigm that conflated, in a highly suggestive manner, the concepts of spatial integration
and social transformation within the sphere of ecclesiastical architecture.

‘reloaded.’ Die Halle als ideale Kirchenbauform des Spätmittelalters,” in Die gebrauchte Kirche:
Symposium und Vortragsreihe anlässlich des Jubiläums der Hochaltarweihe der Stadtkirche Unserer
Lieben Frau in Friedberg (Hessen) 1306-2006, ed. N. Nussbaum (Stuttgart, 2010), pp. 13-22.
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A crucial link between these two versions of the mendicant thesis, English and
German, was the work of the prolific émigré architectural historian Nikolaus Pevsner.
Pevsner, educated in Germany during the early 1920s but employed in England from the
mid-1930s, injected a heavy dose of German art-historical method into English arthistorical scholarship.75 Nowhere, perhaps, were his attitudes toward late medieval
architecture made clearer than in his survey text, An Outline of European Architecture,
published in a first edition in 1942 and in a second—and heavily revised—edition in
1945.76 Paul Crossley, in a recent essay contextualizing Pevsner’s highly contested views
on the hall choir of St Augustine’s Abbey in Bristol (fig. 1.23),77 has argued that three
major concepts guided Pevsner’s interpretation of medieval architectural history78: a
programmatic emphasis on “space” and “spatial expression” derived from his doctoral
adviser Wilhelm Pinder (himself a former student of Schmarsow); an art-historical
attention to “style” as an active force guided by fundamental principles inspired by the
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Architecture,” Architectural Review, vol. 113 (1953), pp. 89-98. Two recent essays have taken strongly
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work of Heinrich Wölfflin; and an attention to the “spirit of the age” inspired, in a
general way, by the work of Hegel and, in a specific way, by the work of Max Dvořák.
Crossley noted that the second concept of “style” allowed Pevsner to superimpose
hitherto discrete models of stylistic periodization employed by medieval architectural
historians in England and in Germany: “Early English,” “Decorated,” and
“Perpendicular” for insular material and “Early Gothic,” “High Gothic,” and “Late
Gothic” for continental material. Crossley also noted that the third concept relating to the
“spirit of the age” allowed Pevsner to apply Gerstenberg’s concept of Sondergotik to
buildings erected in a wide variety of regions located outside the confines of Germany—
most notably to the hall church choir at Bristol.
With these observations in mind, then, it is less than surprising to find that
Pevsner, in a chapter dedicated to “The Late Gothic Style” in the second edition of
Outline, attributed to the mendicant orders the dissemination of architectural ensembles
marked by “spatial openness” throughout Europe.79 He further articulated this view, with
special respect to England, in The Englishness of English Art; there he advocated that the
“large, easily surveyable, wide open spaces” of Perpendicular parish churches in
England, like those of Late Gothic parish churches in many other parts of Europe, had
their origin in the “large preaching spaces” of mendicant churches.80 Pevsner’s influence
on the reception of the mendicant thesis was profound. Many, if not most, scholars who
subsequently pursued the issue of the relationship between mendicant churches and
parish churches followed his lead by turning their attention to matters of large-scale
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cultural change. Central to their deliberations was the issue of determining what, in
spatial terms, defined the quintessential “preaching church.”
Engagement with the mendicant thesis among the first wave of scholars to follow
Pevsner was mixed. Geoffrey Webb endorsed the bulk of Clapham’s hypothesis in what
remains, to date, the most comprehensive history of medieval architecture in Britain; he
described both mendicant “originals” and parish “copies” in terms of “openness,”
“lightness,” and “unity of space effect.”81 Jean Bony, in his monograph on the Decorated
style, examined the mendicant side of the equation; he interpreted the spatial integration
of mendicant churches as evidence of the “new freedom in the handling of interior space”
that defined architectural production during the second half of the thirteenth century and
the first half of the fourteenth century.82 John Harvey, in his monograph on the
Perpendicular style, examined the parochial side of the equation; he interpreted the
spatial integration of parish churches as evidence of the “internal unity” that defined
architectural production during the last three quarters of the fourteenth century and the
first three quarters of the fifteenth century.83
All three authors—Webb, Bony, and Harvey—agreed that a desire for preaching
space drove the creation of the open configurations in question but disagreed on what
constituted a preaching church in concrete terms. This confusion went back, in large part,
to Clapham. His theory posed a significant challenge insofar as it suggested that buildings
as divergent as the choir at Hull and the choir at Winchelsea—the former having a flat
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east end, a two-story elevation, and a shallowly-pitched paneled roof (figs. 1.17-1.18) and
the latter having a staggered east end, a one-story elevation, and a steeply-pitched tiebeam-and-crown-post roof (figs. 1.19-1.20)—belonged to the same architectural class.
Webb, on the one hand, accepted the idea of a single mendicant-inspired architectural
tradition anchored by the example of the London Greyfriars. However, unlike Clapham,
he confronted head-on the contradiction in equating Hull and Winchelsea. The former, as
a basilican church, looked more like the Greyfriars; he thus included it in the mendicant
series. The latter, as a hall church, looked less like the Greyfriars; he thus excluded it
from the mendicant series. Bony, on the other hand, rejected the idea of a single
mendicant-inspired architectural tradition derived from the London Greyfriars. He
posited, instead, the existence of not one but two different families of buildings. The first,
comprising two-story aisled structures, was derived from lost, and hence undocumented,
mendicant churches in the north. He cited, as an example, the nave at Boston St Botolph
(Lincolnshire) (fig. 1.24). The second, comprising one-story aisled structures, was
derived from extant or partially extant, and hence documented, mendicant churches in the
south. He cited, as an example, the choir at Winchelsea (figs. 1.19-1.20). Both accounts,
despite their admirable intent to improve the mendicant thesis, suffered serious flaws.
Webb’s model neglected to grapple with the diversity of church types employed by the
mendicants. Bony’s model, in attempting to address this very issue, imposed an artificial
order on the archaeological record; it not only invented a “northern group” of basilican
churches for which there was no architectural evidence but it also ignored, within a
“southern group” of hall churches, critical two-story outliers (most notably the London
Greyfriars). In light of these shortcomings, it comes as little surprise that Harvey, when
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he waded into the subject at all, took a very different approach, focusing not on the
relationship between basilican churches and hall churches but on the design of individual
architectural elements like piers, arches, and window traceries. Thus, by opting to forego
any discussion of mendicant “originals” and parish “copies,” he implied that models like
Webb’s and Bony’s were, by their very nature, too deterministic to account for the
complexity of the surviving architectural record.
Engagement with the mendicant thesis among the second wave of scholars to
follow Pevsner was also mixed. Paul Crossley, in his catalogue essay on thirteenth- and
fourteenth-century architecture for the “Age of Chivalry” exhibition held at the Royal
Academy of Arts, London, in 1987, traced the formal origins of the late medieval parish
church to the London Greyfriars.84 He argued that three features distinguished this class
of buildings: a rectangular plan, a lean pier-and-arcade system, and a wooden roof. He
cited, as illustrative examples, a group of structures ranging from “the parish churches of
East Anglia and the West Country” to “the great town churches of the fourteenth and
fifteenth centuries (such as St Michael’s in Coventry, or Holy Trinity in Hull),” noting—
not unlike Clapham—that the choir of the second-named church was a “close copy” of
the Greyfriars. Christopher Wilson, in his catalogue essay on fifteenth- and sixteenthcentury architecture for the “Gothic: Art for England” exhibition held at the Victoria and
Albert Museum, London, in 2003, traced the formal origins of the late medieval parish
church not to a single mendicant monument but rather to a group of early fourteenthcentury “prototypes” that existed “in limited numbers” in eastern England.85 He argued
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that three features distinguished this class of buildings: tall arcades with “slender fourshaft piers,” short clerestories with “a more or less continuous band of windows,” and
wooden roofs of “shallow pitch.” He cited, as an illustrative example, the nave of St
Botolph’s in Boston.
Both scholars, despite their divergent etiological narratives, demonstrated a keen
interest in the structural components of the buildings in question. This interest led them,
in turn, to consider, though in rather brief fashion, the problem of space. Crossley,
following the structural approach employed by Webb, addressed the issue by describing
the Greyfriars—and, hence, all buildings derived from it—as an “open hall-like
structure.” This description drew implicit attention to the open spatial configuration of
the late medieval parish church by comparing its arrangement to that of single-room great
halls. Wilson, following the spatial concerns explored by Bony and by Harvey, tackled
the issue by describing his unnamed prototypes—and, by extension, all buildings derived
from them—as having “a distinctive ‘boxy’ kind of space.” This description drew explicit
attention to the open architectural configuration of the late medieval parish church by
taking into account not only its constituent elements but also the phenomenological effect
produced by the combination of those elements within a self-contained architectural
environment. Both authors focused their attention on basilican churches. However, in
their spatial explorations of these buildings, they employed language often reserved in
art-historical literature for hall churches. This shift in practice is highly significant
because it illustrates a broader trend within many publications touching on the mendicant
thesis, both early and late, to elide the important distinction between these two building
types.
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That there exists a persistent ambiguity concerning basilican churches and hall
churches in literature associated with the mendicant thesis is less than surprising given
the fact that the fundamental characteristics of the vast majority of mendicant buildings
remain relatively unknown to modern scholars. Quite simply: far too few monuments
remain standing to paint a convincing picture. For instance, in the case of double-aisled
mendicant churches in Britain, only two out of what may have been dozens of pertinent
examples survived into the modern era. The nave of the Austin Friars in London, built in
the later half of the fourteenth century, remained intact until its complete destruction
during the Second World War (figs. 1.25-1.26).86 The nave and the choir of the
Blackfriars in Norwich, built during the first half of the fourteenth century and rebuilt
during the first half of the fifteenth century, remains intact to the present day (figs. 1.13,
1.27-1.28).87 Other double-aisled mendicant churches in Britain, many of which were
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either Dominican or Franciscan, are known only from fragmentary evidence gleaned
from aboveground observation or belowground excavation. To the Dominicans belonged
examples in London, Bristol, Cardiff, and Oxford.88 To the Franciscans belonged
examples in London, Cardiff, Coventry, Norwich, Reading, Litchfield, Walsingham, and
Winchelsea.89 These buildings provide scholars some degree of information regarding
various plan layouts employed by the mendicant orders in their priory complexes but
shed very little light on the architectural features of the churches built on those sites.90
Thus, for concrete information concerning the superstructure of aisled mendicant
churches, one must return to the two aforementioned churches in London and in
Norwich.
The nave of the London Austin Friars, a vast nine-bay structure measuring
approximately twenty-four meters by forty-seven meters, was undoubtedly a hall church
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(fig. 1.25). Documentary evidence indicates that the building was constructed between
the 1340s and the 1370s.91 The tracery patterns in the aisle windows and in the west gable
wall firmly belonged to the fourteenth century.92 They confirm that the layout of the floor
plan was determined during the same period. But the design of the arcade piers, possibly
modified during modern restorations, may well have belonged to the fifteenth century.93
This suggests, tantalizingly, that a substantial portion of the central vessel—including,
perhaps, the roof (which was also replaced during the nineteenth century)—may have
been rebuilt toward the end of the Middle Ages. Thus, as a whole, the building conveys
limited information concerning the hallmarks of mendicant church design during the
thirteenth and fourteenth centuries.
The nave of the Norwich Blackfriars, another vast seven-bay structure measuring
approximately twenty meters by thirty-seven meters, is, in contrast to the London Austin
Friars, a basilican church (fig. 1.27). Documentary evidence indicates that the building
was built between the 1320s and the 1340s and, following a devastating fire in 1413,
rebuilt between the 1420s and 1440s.94 The nature of the changes made between these
two phases of construction remains unclear. Tracery patterns in five of the south nave
aisle windows and in the east choir window are of fourteenth-century date. They confirm
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that a significant portion of the walling—and, hence, the configuration of the plan—
belongs to the same period. But the rest of the architectural details, including the whole
of the interior elevations in the central vessel of the nave, are of fifteenth-century date.
This demonstrates the difficulty of determining whether the introduction of a clerestory
level was an idea that originated in the earlier campaign or in the later campaign. Either
solution is possible. The fact that the clerestory-as-built features the only instance of
heraldic decoration on the exterior of the building—a series of escutcheons containing the
arms of Sir Thomas Erpingham, former chamberlain and steward under Henry IV, who
was one of the major patrons of the project—lends support to the notion that the upper
story may have been a fifteenth-century addition.95 It does not, however, fully resolve the
question. Thus, not unlike its now-destroyed counterpart in the capital, the building
conveys limited information concerning the hallmarks of mendicant church design during
the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries.
It certainly cannot be denied that the London Austin Friars and the Norwich
Blackfriars, viewed as they survived into the modern era, exhibited many architectural
features that also defined somewhat contemporary parish churches. What remains an
open question, however, is whether they deserve to be interpreted as surviving copies of
lost originals that should, in turn, be credited as prototypes for a long tradition of
mendicant church planning and parish church planning that flourished throughout late
medieval England.
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A striking case in point concerning this interpretive dilemma is the pivotal
example of the London Greyfriars. Scholars have long assumed, primarily on the basis of
textual versus physical evidence, that the demolished church was, in its original state, a
fifteen-bay basilican structure. That the plan of the building featured an aisled seven-bay
nave and an aisled seven-bay choir, as well as an intermediary walking space, is certain.
E. B. S. Shepherd, utilizing a series of antiquarian descriptions of the building as well as
a limited amount of topographical data from the site itself, provided a more-or-less
authoritative reconstruction of the arrangement in 1902 (fig. 1.15).96 That the elevation of
the building featured a clerestory range from the fourteenth century onward is, by
contrast, much less certain since the only evidence for its existence comes from an
ambiguous early seventeenth-century map of the priory site.97 Deciphering the map is
difficult because it employs a highly idiosyncratic graphic convention that combines plan
and elevation in the same isometric field (fig. 1.16). Shepherd, noting that the textual
evidence he examined contained much information on the glazing of the ground-level
windows but no information on that of the putative clerestory windows, argued that the
upper story was a very late addition to the building (erected, presumably, after the
composition of the relevant texts in the second decade of the sixteenth century but before
the suppression of the priory in the fourth decade of the sixteenth century); he thus
suggested that the first design was similar to the one-story scheme of the surviving nave
at the London Austin Friars and that the second design was similar to the two-story
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scheme of the surviving nave at the Norwich Blackfriars.98 Clapham, accepting the visual
evidence provided by the map at face value, argued that the upper story was an original
feature; he therefore suggested that the design, which he believed was nothing less than
“a new and original idea in church building,” set a standard to which later mendicant
structures either did or did not conform.99
As the divergence of these two views makes explicit, one of the major problems
in determining the architectural layout of a demolished building of this kind is that
scholars are forced to work their way backward from surviving “replicas” to lost
“prototypes,” thereby opening themselves up to the possibility of incorrectly attributing
any number of elements from the former to the latter. This problem was particularly acute
in the case of assessing the relationship between the London Greyfriars and Hull Holy
Trinity (figs. 1.17-1.18). Clapham, intent on demonstrating a causal link between
mendicant church architecture and parish church architecture, sought a convincing point
of contact between the two traditions; he found it, he believed, in the form of common
royal patrons. He thus assumed that the earlier “original” in London, like the later “copy”
in Hull, possessed not only a large rectangular plan (for which there was satisfactory
evidence) but also lean arcade piers and luminous clerestory windows (for which there
was not satisfactory evidence). Clapham’s inheritors, following the same logic,
highlighted another possible point of contact between the two buildings in the form of a
common architect: Walter of Hereford (fl.1277, d.1309). John Harvey, citing royal
financial documents collated in the 1950s, observed that Hereford, a leading mason in the
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Office of the King’s Works, had occupied a central role in the design of the London
Greyfriars; he therefore speculated, in line with Clapham, that the same architect, who
was known to have completed work on behalf of the crown at various locations in
northern England and in southern Scotland, also might have designed the chapel-of-ease
for Edward’s new town at Hull.100 Christopher Wilson, citing stone fragments recovered
during archaeological excavations at the Greyfriars site during the 1970s, further
observed that the churches in London and Hull possessed arcade piers whose similarly
composed sections—quatrefoils with sunken diagonal chamfers—pointed to the
authorship of a single architect; he therefore seconded the hypothesis concerning
Hereford.101 The findings of both scholars, Harvey and Wilson, represented an
undeniable step forward in the analysis of possible modes of exchange between
mendicant church planners and parish church planners; however, they failed to take into
consideration the major difference between the Greyfriars and Holy Trinity, namely the
one-story-cum-two-story elevation of the former and the two-story elevation of the latter.
This conspicuous divergence calls into question any simple explanation of the connection
between the two monuments. It furthermore undermines the claims of the mendicant
thesis itself by casting doubt on what has long been prized as the crucial link between
mendicant church architecture and parish church architecture.
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This is not to say that there did not exist any kind of relationship between these
two architectural traditions. But it is likely that, whatever the connection may have been,
the creation of the integrated interior was a much more complex process—one that
probably involved simultaneous experiments at a variety of sites across the country.
Crossley, in an innovative article on the parish church at Stone in Kent, suggested this
very idea when he observed that, from the mid-thirteenth century onward, the
multifaceted demands of building patrons encouraged the cross-fertilization of previously
disparate architectural genres.102 He argued that a select number of parish hall church
structures such as the earlier nave at Stone (c.1260) and the later choir at Winchelsea
(c.1280), themselves based on great hall prototypes inflected by ecclesiastical models,
constituted “a notional point of departure for the rich experiments in hall or hall-like
structures undertaken by London and royal masons in the reign of Edward I”—most
notably the London Greyfriars.103 His model both extended and reversed the mendicant
thesis by envisioning a progressive series of parent-to-child exchanges: from great
churches to great halls; from great halls to parish churches; from parish churches to
mendicant churches; and, last but not least, from mendicant churches to parish churches.
Such a proposal has both advantages and disadvantages. On the one hand, it succeeds in
highlighting the notable diversity of architectural production during the period, thereby
leaving open the possibility that those involved in the building process, whether
architects or patrons, experimented with different kinds of building configurations in
ways that confound modern notions of strict architectural typology. On the other hand, it
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fails to expound the nature of the alleged relationship between hall structures and
basilican structures, thereby obscuring the critical moment at which, either in the
mendicant church tradition or in the parish church tradition, the former gave way to the
latter. What remains clear, in any event, is that the mendicant thesis, now over a century
old, continues to shape contemporary research on late medieval architecture in England.
The goal of the current study is neither to prove nor to disprove the major tenets
of the mendicant thesis. Indeed, given the gaping holes in the archaeological record, it
appears that the nature of the relationship between mendicant church planning and parish
church planning will likely remain murky at best in the absence of new discoveries. But
the preceding analysis does bring to light two important trends in art-historical
scholarship on parish church architecture. The first is a tendency to embrace the idea that
formal innovations took place at “major” monuments such as mendicant churches rather
than at “minor” monuments such as parish churches. The second is an inclination to
emphasize the notion that functional agendas determined the course of architectural
production. Thus, in the case of mendicant churches, open configurations are understood
as serving the needs of the religious orders that commissioned them: the open plans as
means of facilitating acts of preaching and the simple elevations as means of maintaining
vows of poverty. Analogously, in the case of parish churches, the same configurations are
understood as serving the needs of the lay communities that occupied them: the plans in
terms of maximizing congregational space and the elevations in terms of minimizing
congregational cost. Both of these narrative trends, the formalist and the functionalist,
provoke important questions regarding the ways in which architectural historians
approach the study of the built environment. Whom should they credit for directing

42

architectural production: designers or patrons? Where should they look for innovations in
architectural production: larger sites or smaller sites, the sociopolitical center or the
sociopolitical periphery? In what terms should they discuss the essential characteristics of
architectural production: structure or space, solid or void, the material or the immaterial?
All of these queries point, in some way, to the fundamental nature of the historiographical
act as an undertaking that seeks to explain the relationship between the spatial realm and
the social realm—an issue that constitutes the subject of the following section.

Buildings, Spaces, Objects
The study of the built environment has long occupied an ambiguous place
between the professional world of architectural practice and the academic world of
historical inquiry.104 The former sphere, because it seeks to shape the course of future
architectural production, has traditionally emphasized issues of making. The latter sphere,
because it seeks to understand the dynamics of past architectural production, has
traditionally emphasized issues of meaning. Modern writing on the subject of architecture
has, consequently, oscillated between these two areas of analysis ever since the
consolidation of architectural history as a modern intellectual discipline in the late
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nineteenth and early twentieth centuries.105 Its literary precedents readily demonstrate this
fact. Several precedents belonged to old genres: architectural treatises, art-historical texts,
topographical manuals, antiquarian monographs, and archaeological inventories.106 One
precedent, however, belonged to a new genre whose influence would prove to be
determinative for the formation of the field: cultural studies written under the aegis of the
nascent academic field of art history.107 That architectural history and art history should
have enjoyed a close rapport is perhaps less than surprising given their common interest
in the investigation of material culture. However, as Alina Payne has demonstrated, the
relationship between the two disciplines has changed dramatically over the past hundred
years due to issues involving not only alterations in intellectual orientation but also
modifications in institutional organization.108
During the first half of the twentieth century, architecture was an integral part of
art-historical research, serving in some cases as the inspiration for larger methodological
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Manfredo Tafuri and Contemporary Architecture, trans. A. Price (Cambridge, 2013)]; A. Leach, Manfredo
Tafuri: Choosing History (Ghent, 2007). Another insightful work that adopts a collaborative approach to
issues of making and meaning, of more recent date, is I. Borden and J. Rendell, eds., InterSections:
Architectural Histories and Critical Theories (London, 2000).
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special issue of what has long been considered one of the leading journals for the study of architectural
history, appeared alongside over two dozen insightful essays evaluating the state of the field at the turn of
the millennium. See, for an overview of the topics examined therein, E. Blau, “Introduction. Architectural
History 1999/2000: A Special Issue of ‘JSAH,’” pp. 278-80.
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reflections on the study of a broad range of artistic media. Scholars of the period
addressed the architectural topics in several ways. Some, including Alois Riegl and
Heinrich Wölfflin, examined buildings in a theoretical manner in order to develop their
respective ideas on Kunstwollen and Einfühlung.109 Others, including Adolph
Goldschmidt and Wilhelm Vöge, examined buildings in a more technical manner—
thereby tapping into a long historiographical tradition stretching back to ancient
architectural treatises—in order to defend the merits of the nascent field as an objective
discipline that deserved a place in the modern academy under the rubric of
Kunstwissenschaft.110 During the second half of the twentieth century, however,
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Payne cites two particular works by these authors: A. Riegl, Die spätrömische Kunst-Industrie (Vienna,
1901) [Late Roman Art Industry, ed. and trans. R. Winkes (Rome, 1985)]; H. Wölfflin, “Prolegomena zu
einer Psychologie der Architektur,” in Kleine Schriften, ed. J. Gantner (Basel, 1946), pp. 13-47 (published
version of Wölfflin’s dissertation of 1886) [“Prolegomena to a Psychology of Architecture,” in Empathy,
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Medieval Scholarship: Biographical Studies on the Formation of a Discipline, vol. 3, ed. H. Damico (New
York and London, 2000), pp. 231-44. Major monographic studies of Riegl are M. R. Olin, Forms of
Representation in Alois Riegl's Theory of Art (University Park, 1992), and M. Iversen, Alois Riegl: Art
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larger political, social, and intellectual milieu in which both scholars—but particularly Riegl—worked is
the subject of M. Rampley, The Vienna School of Art History: Empire and the Politics of Scholarship,
1847-1918 (University Park, 2013). See, for Riegl’s theory of Kunstwollen (with further bibliography), J.
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Kunstwollen,” Critical Inquiry, vol. 32, no. 4 (2006), pp. 741-66. See, for Wölfflin’s contribution to the
theory of Einfühlung (with further bibliography), M. Jarzombek, “De-Scribing the Language of Looking:
Wölfflin and the History of Aesthetic Experientialism,” Assemblage, vol. 23 (1994), pp. 28-69; D. Morgan,
“The Enchantment of Art: Abstraction and Empathy from German Romanticism to Expressionism,”
Journal of the History of Ideas, vol. 57, no. 2 (1996), pp. 317-41; J. Koss, “On the Limits of Empathy,” Art
Bulletin, vol. 88, no. 1 (2006), pp. 139-57. Wölfflin’s approach to architecture receives further detailed
analysis in A. Payne, “Wölfflin, Architecture and the Problem of Stilwandlung,” Journal of Art
Historiography, vol. 7 (2012), pp. 1-20. Finally, for an examination of overlap in the art-historical methods
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in Riegl, Wölfflin and Worringer,” Journal of Art Historiography, vol. 9 (2013), pp. 1-24.
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architecture began to drift from the center and toward the periphery of art-historical
research. Scholarly literature of the period tended—and continues to tend—to investigate
a series of issues whose application to architectural objects was—and is—not always
clear. Some discourses, such as those on style or social history, left ample room for the
analysis of architectural monuments. Other discourses, such as those on iconography or
image theory, did not.
Concomitant with these transitions within the discipline of art history was a
renewed interest, after almost a half century of modernist pedagogy, in the analysis of
issues regarding history, historicism, and historicity within the discipline of architecture;
as a result, from the 1970s, the primary site for the performance of architectural history as
an academic field moved steadily from departments of art history to schools of
architecture—a trend that has been especially evident at institutions of higher learning in
the United States.
The large-scale nature of the fluctuations in both of these arenas, the intellectual
and the institutional, suggests that disruptions in the disciplinary relationship between
architectural history and art history may have less to do with passing changes in the
orientation of theory or in the organization of practice and more to do with abiding
differences in the nature of the material that constitutes their respective objects of study.
Indeed, as Katherine Fischer Taylor has aptly observed, it seems likely that buildings,
given their unique status as habitable environments, do in fact possess at least three
collaborative studies. See, for a larger set of essays on Goldschmidt, G. Brands and H. Dilly, eds., Adolph
Goldschmidt (1863-1944): Normal Art History im 20. Jahrhundert (Weimer, 2007). See, for a smaller set
of essays on Vöge, W. Schlink, ed., Wilhelm Vöge und Frankreich: Akten des Kolloquiums aus Anlass des
50. Todestages von Wilhelm Vöge (16.2.1868 - 30.12.1952) am Freitag, 2. Mai 2003 (Freiburg, 2004).
Goldschmidt and Vöge inherited much of their enthusiasm for the alleged objectivity of the fledging
discipline of Kunstwissenschaft from their teacher Anton Springer. See Brush, The Shaping of Art History,
pp. 24-32, especially p. 31.
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characteristics that pose serious problems for traditional art-historical methods.111 First:
their three-dimensional complexity makes them difficult to visualize in two-dimensional
reproductions. Second: their overt functionality challenges a set of longstanding ideas
concerning the allegedly disinterested nature of the work of art (a tradition that Taylor
correctly attributes to Kant). Third: their obvious materiality challenges another set of
longstanding ideas concerning the allegedly disembodied nature of the work of art (a
tradition that Taylor incorrectly attributes to Hegel). These conditions, while undeniable,
do not, in and of themselves, necessarily preclude the possibility of productive discourse
between the fields of art history and architectural history. They do, however, draw
attention to the obstacles confronting any attempt to conjoin the study of two-dimensional
images and three-dimensional objects.
Thus, in order to address these multifaceted challenges regarding the study of
buildings, many architectural historians have begun to reevaluate the ways in which they
conduct their work as scholars of the built environment.112 Proposed solutions have
varied widely from author to author; a common theme among many of them, however,
has been a call to recognize the rich possibilities of multidisciplinary research in the
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The best critical survey of the issues at stake in the practice of modern architectural historiography is D.
Arnold, E. A. Ergut, and B. Turan Özkaya, eds., Rethinking Architectural Historiography (London, 2006).
Especially insightful is the first essay in the volume: E. A. Ergut, and B. Turan Özkaya, “Introduction,” pp.
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(London, 1981).
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analysis of architectural objects.113 Such a call reflects growing recognition among
architectural historians that scholars working in many areas of academic research, both in
the humanities and in the social sciences, have become increasingly invested in studying
the built environment. That scholars of various academic affiliations should pay fresh
attention to spatiality is heartening; however, as Nancy Stieber has noted, the same
scholars often adopt highly divergent attitudes toward the status of the spatial ensembles
depending on their professional relationship to the field of architectural history.114 Those
working in areas traditionally adjacent to the discipline tend, on the one hand, to interpret
buildings in passive terms as products of cultural practices.115 Those working in areas
traditionally non-adjacent to the discipline tend, on the other hand, to interpret them in
active terms as producers of similar practices.116 The former group believes that the
human determines the non-human. The latter group believes not only that the human
113
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determines the non-human but also that the non-human can and often does determine the
human. At issue, then, for these two factions is nothing less than the fundamental nature
of the relationship between the spatial realm and the social realm—a subject that,
needless to say, also dominates the work of architectural historians.
The substance of these debates concerning the connection between the spatial and
the social strongly resonates with a larger body of critical literature generated over the
course of the past several decades as part of the so-called “spatial turn” in the humanities
and social sciences.117 Barney Warf and Santa Arias, co-editors of a recent collection of
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Publications related to the spatial turn—a discourse that initially took root in the discipline of human
geography but subsequently bore fruit in a broad array of academic fields like literary and cultural studies,
sociology, political sciences, anthropology, history, and art history—continue to proliferate at an
astonishing rate. One of the best overviews of the movement in its current guise is B. Warf and S. Arias,
eds., The Spatial Turn: Interdisciplinary Perspectives (London and New York, 2009). Two invaluable
collections of historiographical essays on major figures who have made notable contributions to the effort
are M. Crang and N. Thrift, eds., Thinking Space (London, 2000), and P. Hubbard and R. Kitchin, eds., Key
Thinkers on Space and Place, 2nd ed. (London, 2010). As the title of the latter work implies, many
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C. Richards, eds., Architecture and Order: Approaches to Social Space (London and New York, 1993); R.
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Difference and Community,” Social Identities, vol. 5, no. 3 (1999), pp. 249-77; D. Massey, For Space
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terms of states of embodiment. See E. S. Casey, The Fate of Place: A Philosophical History (Berkeley,
1997); J. Malpas, Place and Experience: A Philosophical Topography (Cambridge, 2007); T. Cresswell,
“Place: Encountering Geography as Philosophy,” Geography, vol. 93, no. 3 (2008), pp. 132-9; E. S. Casey,
Getting Back into Place: Toward a Renewed Understanding of the Place-World, 2nd ed. (Bloomington,
2009). A useful survey of the former trend, written from the perspective of architectural history, is G. K.
Erk and B. Uluoglu, “Changing Paradigms in Space Theories: Recapturing 20th Century Architectural
History,” International Journal of Architectural Research, vol. 7, no. 1 (2013), pp. 6-20. A useful survey of
the latter trend, written from the perspective of cultural geography, is C. W. J. Withers, “Place and the
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Sacred Space in Early Modern Europe (Cambridge, 2005); M. Lamberg, M. Hakanen, and J. Haikari, eds.,
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essays on the state of research within the spatial turn, have described this movement as an
undertaking led by a disparate group of scholars who share a common conviction that
“space is a social construction relevant to the understanding of the different histories of
human subjects and to the production of cultural phenomena.”118 They sort the variegated
literature associated with this polemic into two broad methodological categories. The
first, which favors interpretive simplicity, features “the literal and metaphorical use and
assumptions of ‘space,’ ‘place,’ and ‘mapping’ to denote a geographic dimension as an
essential aspect of the production of culture.”119 The second, which favors interpretive
complexity, features “a reworking of the very notion and significance of spatiality to
offer a perspective in which space is every bit as important as time in the unfolding of
human affairs.”120 Both approaches, despite their divergent levels of ambition, take as a
common departure point the rejection of historicist methods that privilege time over
space—thereby avoiding the construction of highly teleological narratives of cultural
development.121 They consequently set themselves in opposition to a significant portion
of modern historiography.

Physical and Cultural Space in Pre-Industrial Europe: Methodological Approaches to Spatiality (Chicago,
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One mid-century theorist who did much to inspire the efforts of scholars
associated with the spatial turn was Michel Foucault.122 Foucault tended, over the course
of his academic career, to address issues of spatiality on a case-by-case basis. In several
of his most influential books, including Folie et déraison (1961), Naissance de la
clinique (1963), and Surveiller et punir (1975), he examined the ways in which individual
sites actively supported the interests of power, assessing the extent to which spatial
environments like the asylum, the clinic, and the prison aided the legitimization of social
entities like the psychiatric community, the medical establishment, and the state at
specific historical moments.123 In a much shorter but no less influential essay, “Des
espaces autres” (1984), he also explored the ways in which a collective group of sites,
which he dubbed “heterotopias,” actively subverted the interests of power, elaborating a
set of six diagnostic principles that he believed defined a new pan-historical area of
analytical research: “heterotypology.”124 Both approaches, the implicit and the explicit,
highlighted the instrumentality of space as a means of stabilizing or destabilizing society.
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Another mid-century theorist who did even more to inspire the efforts of scholars
associated with the spatial turn was Henri Lefebvre.125 Lefebvre, unlike his previously
mentioned contemporary, tackled the topic of spatiality in a much more systematic
fashion. The theme, which was significant in many of the over sixty books that he wrote
during his lifetime, was nowhere more important than in a work that he published toward
the end of his academic career: Le production de l’espace (1974).126 In this dense and
ambitious text, now widely considered to be his crowning achievement, Lefebvre argued,
in a manner heavily indebted to Marx, that space—because it is something that does not
passively exist but rather is actively produced—must be analyzed in terms of modes of
production (not unlike a commodity within a capitalist system).127 He proposed a
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heuristic tool called the “spatial triad” to accomplish this very objective—a paradigm that
envisioned space as a dynamic three-fold entity involving “spatial practices” (perceived
space), “representations of space” (conceived space), and “spaces of representation”
(lived space).128 He then employed this tool to investigate two contradictory kinds of
spaces that he believed co-existed, though on unequal footing, in the late modern world.
The first, “abstract space,” was defined as a manifestation of ideologically oriented
conceived space associated with the objectives of capitalism.129 The second, “differential
space,” was defined as a manifestation of practically oriented lived space associated with
the objectives of socialism.130 The former was homogenous; the latter was heterogeneous.
The former limited the action of the individual; the latter liberated it. For Lefebvre, then,
understanding the production of space was nothing less than a political project—one that
had implications not only for assessing the past but also for amending the future.
Few scholars affiliated with the spatial turn have done more to develop the work
of these two influential authors, Foucault and Lefebvre, than one of its most vocal
proponents: Edward Soja.131 Soja’s most sustained investigation of spatial dynamics
occurred in Thirdspace: Journeys to Los Angeles and Other Real-and-Imagined Places
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See, for a critical introduction to Soja’s approach to spatiality, A. Latham, “Edward W. Soja,” in
Hubbard and Kitchin, Key Thinkers on Space and Place, pp. 380-6. Other scholars who have made
similarly influential contributions to the spatial turn by analyzing the dynamics of globalization in late
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(1996).132 It was in this work that he proposed a two-part paradigm, labeled “Thirding-asOthering,” that reconceived the fundamental nature of space. The first part, framed in
ontological terms, divided the “trialectics of being” into three components: “spatiality”
(space), “historicality” (time), and “sociality” (being-in-the-world).133 The second part,
framed in epistemological terms, divided the “trialectics of spatiality” into three
components as well: “Firstspace” (perceived space), “Secondspace” (conceived space),
and “Thirdspace” (lived space).134 Both “trialectic” structures sought to capture the
complexity of space by avoiding the binary logic of dialectical reasoning. The first model
aimed to reaffirm the status of human actors as “historical-social-spatial beings, actively
participating individually and collectively in the construction/production—the
‘becoming’—of histories, geographies, societies.”135 The second model aimed, by
embracing not only “Firstspace” (the objective, the material, the “real”) and
“Secondspace” (the subjective, the mental, the “imagined”) but also “Thirdspace” (the
objective/subjective, the material/mental, the “real-and-imagined”), to recast the way in
which the same human actors conceive their manifold environments by introducing “new
possibilities heretofore unthought of inside the traditional spatial disciplines.”136 Foucault
and Lefebvre, needless to say, each played an important role in the assemblage of this
dynamic system. The former, in his work on the heterotopia, provided a model for the
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examination of alterity in spatial/social life. The latter, in his analysis of the coming-intobeing of space as a material/immaterial entity, provided a model for the exploration of
modes of productions in spatial/social life. Soja’s conflation of these two discourses, in
tandem with other postmodern theories, generated an ontological/epistemological
paradigm that was as beguiling as it is bewildering—a fact observed by more than one
reviewer of Thirdspace.137 That his system operates on a level of abstraction that
obstructs any casual attempt to assess its applicability in the real world is all too true.
Nevertheless, in making this very gesture, it performs a valuable function to the degree
that it illuminates the tenuous nature of the relationship between subject and object,
material and mental, real and imagined. The result is a model that offers fleeting glances
of a vast meta-construct that remains both alluring and elusive.
The shared desire of scholars working within the spatial turn to break open the
binary relationship between spatial environments and social entities, something
demonstrated most clearly in the theories advanced by Soja, closely aligns with the
aspirations of scholars working in a variety of academic fields to break down the
ideological distinctions between the human and the non-human. A fundamental problem
in both cases is agency—of defining how some people/things act upon and/or are acted
upon by other people/things. The following overview of a select number of investigations
of this problem, which examines developments inside and outside visually oriented
fields, further contextualizes the aforementioned work of the spatial turn.
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See, most notably, a cluster of reviews published in the Annals of the Association of American
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Inside the realm of visual studies, efforts to redefine the relationship between
subjectivity and objectivity have focused on the ontology of the image, taking the form of
two similar movements: the “pictorial turn” and the “iconic turn.”138 The former, an
anglophone phenomenon, stems from the work of scholars like W. J. T. Mitchell and
James Elkins.139 The latter, a germanophone phenomenon, stems from the work of
scholars like Gottfried Boehm, Hans Belting, and Horst Bredekamp.140 Both movements,
because they react negatively to the prevalence of semiotic analysis in art-historical work
(which was especially popular during the 1980s), share a common project insofar as they
define images as loci of presence that, by virtue of their ontological status, possess a
strong degree of agency—an ability to generate effects unanticipated by those responsible
for their production or their consumption. Such a re-conception of the image rejects the
idea, not uncommon within visual studies given its strong ties to the larger discipline of
cultural studies, that the work of art is little more than a passive “medium” that facilitates
138
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the relatively neutral transference of ideological content between sender(s) and
receiver(s). It affirms, instead, the notion that the work of art, whatever its cultural
provenance (“high” or “low”), is not a representation—a mere trace of something
otherwise absent—but rather a presentation: “a source of power whose nature as an
object endowed with being requires that its analysts pay careful attention to the way in
which it works its magic on its viewer.”141 Thus, in a manner similar to the spatial turn,
the pictorial turn and the iconic turn seek to reconfigure the connections between subject
and object within the context of material culture.
Outside the realm of visual studies, efforts to redefine the relationship between
subjectivity and objectivity have focused on the ontology of things, taking the form of
several different movements throughout the academy. Some movements have taken up
residence in the humanities. Others have taken up residence in the social sciences. In
general, it may be possible to describe these developments as manifestations of a broader
“ontological turn,” but such a discussion is well beyond the scope of the current study.
What follows, therefore, is a brief survey of three theoretical positions that illustrates
some of the key concepts at work in this intellectual transformation.
One important reevaluation of the subject/object distinction, especially influential
in the humanities, has been Bill Brown’s “thing theory.”142 Brown makes an implicit case
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B. Brown, “Thing Theory,” Critical Inquiry, vol. 28, no. 1 (2001), pp. 1-22. Two subsequent
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for the agential power of things by describing several unusual ways in which they
manifest themselves in everyday affairs. First, there is the thing badly encountered, the
object that only comes into clear view of the subject when it stops working properly (the
broken drill, the stalled car, the filthy window).143 Second, there is the thing incompletely
apprehended, the object that evades the grasp of the subject by hovering in a liminal state
between the knowable and the unknowable (“Put it by that green thing in the hall.” “I
need that thing you use to get at things between your teeth.” “There’s a thing about that
poem that I’ll never get.”).144 Third, and perhaps most interestingly, there is the thing
simultaneous, which Brown describes in the following way: “Temporalized as the before
and after of the object, thingness amounts to a latency (the not yet formed or the not yet
formable) and to an excess (what remains physically or metaphorically irreducible to
objects). But this temporality obscures the all-at-onceness, the simultaneity of the
object/thing dialectic and the fact that, all at once, the thing seems to name the object, just
as it is, even as it names some thing else” (italics in original).145 All three conceptions
illustrate, in one way or another way, the complexity of things as entities that straddle the
line between the subject and the object. Brown thus argues that, if scholars are to have
any success in pursuing these elusive entities, they must employ a kind of

the concept of the “thing” in multifaceted ways that owe various levels of debt to Brown. See, for instance,
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“methodological fetishism” (a term borrowed from the work of the anthropologist Arjun
Appadurai146) that poses a series of questions that “ask less about the material effects of
ideas and ideology than about the ideological and ideational effects of the material world
and of transformations of it.”147
Another important reevaluation of the subject/object distinction, as influential in
the humanities as in the social sciences, has been Bruno Latour, Michel Callon, and John
Law’s “actor-network theory.”148 Latour, who remains the leading spokesperson for this
paradigm, makes an explicit case for the agential power of things by arguing that,
because social relations are inherently performative, all actors that operate within a given
network, whether human or non-human, exercise influence in the same general way.149
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People act upon things. Things act upon people. In both cases, the actions in question
initiate transformations whose telltale evidentiary trail attracts the attention of critical
observers, permitting them to analyze the configuration of the network thus instantiated.
Latour states, in no uncertain terms, that this principle of symmetrical agency “has
nothing to do with a ‘reconciliation of the famous object/subject dichotomy.’”150 Rather,
he defines it as follows: “To be symmetric…simply means not to impose a priori some
spurious asymmetry among human intentional action and a material world of causal
relations. There are divisions one should never try to bypass, to go beyond, to try to
overcome dialectically” (italics in original).151 Latour thus maintains that any attempt to
understand the complex relationship between subjects and objects must revolve not
around issues of intentionality but rather around issues of instrumentality.
A final reevaluation of the subject/object distinction, even more provocative than
either of those already discussed, has been Graham Harman’s “object oriented
ontology.”152 Harman, unlike Brown or Latour, focuses not on what things do but rather

Prospects for a Nondualistic and Symmetrical Perspective on Nature and Society,” Environment and
Planning D: Society and Space, vol. 15, no. 6 (1997), pp. 731-56. An early antipathetic response was E. R.
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on what things are.153 He defines “objects” in an all-encompassing fashion as unified
entities whose members inhabit a vast range of categories: the micro and the macro, the
human and the non-human, the material and the immaterial, the real and the unreal.154 He
then describes the way in which this definition contradicts two common intellectual
tendencies in the history of philosophy: “undermining” and “overmining.”155 The former
gesture treats objects as being too complex to preoccupy philosophical inquiry; it thus
seeks answers on a lower plane of being—whether physical or metaphysical. (Examples
range from ancient atomism to contemporary materialism, from ancient theories of
monism to contemporary theories of the “pre-individual.”) The latter gesture treats
“Here Comes Everything: The Promise of Object-Oriented Ontology,” Qui Parle, vol. 19, no. 2 (2011), pp.
163-90. Harman, who teaches at the American University in Cairo, was one of four philosophers—together
with Ray Brassier, Iain Hamilton Grant, and Quentin Meillassoux—to take part in a groundbreaking
conference on “speculative realism” held at Goldsmith College, University of London, in 2007. See, for a
retrospective assessment of the place of the event with respect to larger shifts in the humanities, L. R.
Bryant, N. Srnicek, and G. Harman, eds., The Speculative Turn: Continental Materialism and Realism
(Melbourne, 2011). Object oriented ontology has proven to be one of the most dynamic movements
associated with speculative realism—one that has produced several variant accounts. See, for instance, L.
Bryant, The Democracy of Objects (Ann Arbor, 2011); I. Bogost, Alien Phenomenology, or What It’s Like
to Be a Thing (Minneapolis, 2012); T. Morton, Realist Magic: Objects, Ontology, Causality (Ann Arbor,
2013). Harman, however, continues to be the most prominent advocate of the paradigm. See, among his
older works, G. Harman, Tool-Being: Heidegger and the Metaphysics of Objects (Chicago, 2002), and G.
Harman, Guerrilla Metaphysics: Phenomenology and the Carpentry of Things (Chicago, 2005). See,
among his newer works, G. Harman, Toward Speculative Realism: Essays and Lectures (Winchester,
2010), and G. Harman, Bells and Whistles: More Speculative Realism (Winchester, 2013). The return to
objects has not been without its critics. A rebuttal of speculative realism in general is A. R. Galloway, “The
Poverty of Philosophy: Realism and Post-Fordism,” Critical Inquiry, vol. 39, no. 2 (2013), pp. 347-66. A
rebuttal of object oriented ontology in particular is A. Cole, “The Call of Things: A Critique of ObjectOriented Ontologies,” The Minnesota Review, vol. 80 (2013), pp. 106-18. See, for a critical evaluation of
object oriented ontology from the perspective of another strain of speculative realism, J. Bennett, “Systems
and Things: A Response to Graham Harman and Timothy Morton,” New Literary History, vol. 43, no. 2
(2012), pp. 225-33. Bennett’s piece builds on what some have termed the “neo-vitalist” perspective that she
developed in J. Bennett, Vibrant Matter: A Political Ecology of Things (Durham, 2010). It should be noted,
finally, that much of the current debate about object oriented ontology takes place not in print but rather
online. The best place to get a handle on this ever-changing discourse is Harman’s weblog: doctorzamalek2.wordpress.com/.
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objects as being too simple to preoccupy philosophical inquiry; it thus seeks answers on a
higher plane of being in the form of qualities, images, or effects. (Examples include
modern schools like empiricism or idealism as well as postmodern schools like those
commonly grouped under the umbrella of correlationism.) Harman’s method, in contrast
to either of these approaches, seeks to engage objects on their own terms—thereby
following in the footsteps of a tradition stretching from Aristotle to Leibniz. It proceeds
by engaging two different accounts of objects.156 The first account, inspired by the work
of Husserl, focuses on the relationship between objects and qualities in the phenomenal,
or “sensual,” realm (the one that confronts human consciousness). The second account,
inspired by the work of Heidegger, focuses on the relationship between objects and
qualities in the sub-phenomenal, or “real,” realm (the one that withdraws from human
consciousness). It then combines these paradigms into an ontological system containing
four terms—sensual objects, sensual qualities, real objects, and real qualities—that
interact with one another via ten possible relationships.157
Many fascinating ideas follow from this complex system. But only one can
receive attention at present. It is this: a real object—whether human or non-human—can
make direct contact with “sensual objects” but only indirect contact with “real objects”
since the latter, unlike the former, withdraw from this kind of interaction in order to
preserve their ontological integrity. Thus, because all real objects experience one another
in a mediated fashion inside the sensorial world, people and things occupy the same plane
of being. In other words: the “basic rift in the cosmos” is not that between “humans and
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non-humans” but rather between “objects and relations in general: between their
autonomous reality outside all relation, and their caricatured form in the sensual life of
other objects.”158 This means, among other things, that any discipline charged with the
investigation of objects ought to reject relational methods that define them in terms of
other objects and embrace anti-relational counter-methods that define them in terms of
themselves. Harman has recently provided interesting commentary on how scholars
might apply this kind of approach in the field of literary studies.159 He suggests, quite
simply, they should avoid the urge to dissolve a text “upward into its readings” (a type of
“overmining” associated with the New Criticism) or “downward into its cultural
elements” (a type of “undermining” associated with the New Historicism) and focus,
instead, on “how it resists such dissolution.”160 His method, or “countermethod,” revolves
around “decontextualizing” works in order to expose their singularity—either by
“examining how they absorb and resist their conditions of production” or by “showing
that they are to some extent autonomous even from their own properties.”161 Harman thus
provides a systematic account of the nature of objects that places their agential capacities
into a much larger metaphysical framework—one that sets a high bar for future
theorizations concerning the nature of things and thingness.
At this juncture the following question may present itself: what do any of the
preceding intellectual movements—the spatial turn, the pictorial/iconic turn, or the
158
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ontological turn—have to do with the study of medieval architecture? The answer, I
would suggest, is two-fold. On the one hand, engaging these theories enables medieval
architectural historians to develop a new appreciation for the complexity of the buildings
that occupy their attention, reframing them as multifaceted entities whose here-and-now
material presence—as structures, as spaces, as sites for social relations—allows them to
exist somewhere in between, or perhaps even outside, the subject/object distinction. On
the other hand, engaging these theories also empowers medieval architectural historians
to contribute their expertise to a growing academic discourse concerning issues of
materiality, not only within the humanities in general but also within the field of
medieval studies in particular.162 The current study attempts to foreground both of these
concerns in its analysis of the “hall churches” of East Anglia. Following the approach
outlined by Harman, it resists the impulse to contextualize the buildings in question,
examining their status as highly sophisticated autonomous sites before exploring their
standing within larger configurations of objects—human or non-human. Moreover, it
whole-heartedly asserts that any examination of these buildings, itself included, must
always be woefully incomplete, if only because such an exercise ultimately pushes up
against the inexhaustible “thingness” of the objects it seeks to understand.
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Sources and Method
Therefore, in order to pursue an object-oriented investigation of the parish “hall
churches” of East Anglia, the current study utilizes a wide variety of sources in order to
demonstrate the ways in which the buildings in question resist determinative historical
narratives—whether spatial or social. Three different stages of research were required to
collect the material enlisted in this effort. Each will be described in turn.
First, visual evidence was assembled via a series of photographic surveys of three
groups of buildings throughout East Anglia (appendices 1.1-1.3). “Group A” included the
twenty-one parish “hall churches” inventoried by Haward—ten in Norfolk (five of which
are located in Norwich) and eleven in Suffolk (appendix 1.1). “Group B” included two
dozen additional churches of late medieval date in Norwich (appendix 1.2). “Group C,”
finally, included two dozen additional churches of late medieval date from a variety of
locations throughout East Anglia (not only Norfolk and Suffolk but also Cambridgeshire
and Essex) (appendix 1.3). Buildings in “Group B” were selected in order to elucidate the
local architectural setting of the parish “hall churches” of Norwich. Buildings in “Group
C” were selected in order to elucidate the regional architectural setting of the parish “hall
churches” of East Anglia. Very few of these structures have been objects of sustained
photographic documentation.163
Second, further visual evidence was assembled via physical surveys of parish
churches in Norwich—not only the five “hall churches” in “Group A” but also the
twenty-two additional churches in “Group B” (appendices 2.1-2.2). Two kinds of
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architectural evidence were cataloged at these sites. Material conditions, on the one hand,
were documented in a series of audio recordings; special attention was paid to disruptions
in the building fabric that might explicate the historical development of the relevant
structures as stand-alone objects.164 Formal conditions, on the other hand, were
documented in a sequence of measured drawings; special attention was paid to a series of
design issues—from metrological items like building dimensions165 to morphological
items like moulding formations166—that might elucidate the status of the relevant
structures as multifaceted objects embedded in larger networks involving human subjects
(e.g., architects) and non-human objects (e.g., other church buildings). Analysis of the
former body of evidence was facilitated by consulting a collection of architectural
descriptions of the same buildings made several decades earlier—and thus, in some cases,
prior to the completion of major building restorations—by the Norwich Survey.167
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Analysis of the latter body of evidence was facilitated by comparing some of the major
architectural elements at the buildings with corresponding elements at other buildings
throughout the region—especially the pier sections of churches documented by
Haward168 and the moulding profiles of churches documented by Fawcett.169
Third, textual evidence was assembled from various sources, printed and
unprinted, in order to shed further light on three case study buildings in Norwich: St
Gregory Pottergate, St Peter Mancroft, and St Andrew. Primary sources of medieval date
help elucidate the earlier history of the churches in the city. They are of two major types:
institutional assessments (which have been published) and personal wills (which, with
several minor exceptions, have not been published). Assessments, on the one hand,
provide valuable information concerning the assets of parochial institutions.170 Largescale examples include a fourteenth-century inventory of church goods in the
archdeaconry of Norwich,171 a fifteenth-century episcopal valuation of churches in the
diocese of Norwich,172 and a sixteenth-century royal valuation of churches throughout

Norfolk Historic Environment Service at Union House in Gressenhall. I am grateful to Brian Ayers and to
Heather Hamilton for facilitating my access to them. Additional papers relating to the administration of the
Norwich Survey are held at the Norfolk Records Office (MC 146).
168

See Haward, Suffolk Medieval Church Arcades, and Haward, Norfolk Album.

169

See Fawcett, “Later Gothic Architecture in Norfolk.”

170

See, for a chart summarizing the contents of inventories relevant to the parish churches of Norwich
(transcriptions of which are cited in the notes below), Tanner, Church in Late Medieval Norwich, pp. 17337.
171

Transcribed, with abundant commentary, in A. Watkin, ed., Archdeaconry of Norwich: Inventory of
Church Goods, temp. Edward III, 2 vols. (Norwich, 1947-8).
172

Transcribed in Tanner, Church in Late Medieval Norwich, pp. 179-88.
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England (the famous “valor ecclesiasticus” of Henry VIII).173 Small-scale examples
include two rare inventories of liturgical items from St Peter Mancroft.174 Wills, on the
other hand, provide valuable information regarding the financial contributions of
numerous individuals, both clergy and laity, to various building works in parochial
settings.175 Surviving examples, which are exceptionally numerous when it comes to the
city of Norwich, were originally deposited at one of three major ecclesiastical courts: the
Prerogative Court of Canterbury (PCC), the Norwich Consistory Court (NCC), or the
Archdeaconry Court of Norwich (ANW).176 PCC wills are now held at the National
Archives in London.177 NCC and ANW wills are now held at the Norfolk Records Office
in Norwich.178 Fortunately, all three sets of wills have been examined by modern scholars
for evidence of major bequests to parish churches, thereby providing useful lists of items

173

Transcribed in J. Caley and J. Hunter, eds., Valor Ecclesiasticus temp. Henry VIII, vol. 3 (London,
1817), pp. 281-498 (diocese of Norwich).
174

Transcribed, with much useful commentary, in W. H. St. John Hope, “Inventories of the Parish Church
of St. Peter Mancroft, Norwich,” Norfolk Archaeology, vol. 14 (1901), pp. 156-240.
175

An invaluable appraisal of the advantages and disadvantages of wills as a form of historical evidence is
C. Burgess, “Late Medieval Wills and Pious Convention: Testamentary Evidence Reconsidered,” in Profit,
Piety and the Professions in Later Medieval England, ed. M. A. Hicks (Gloucester, 1990), pp. 14-43.
176

English testators typically selected their probate court based on two criteria: the location of their
property and the estimated value of their goods. The archbishop’s prerogative court (PCC) held wills for
individuals whose property was located within more than one diocese and whose goods were valued at £5
or more. The bishop’s consistory court (NCC) held wills for individuals whose property was located within
more than one archdeaconry but still within the same diocese. The archdeaconry court (AWN) held wills
for individuals whose property was located within a single archdeaconry.
177

See, for a printed index, J. C. C. Smith, ed., Index of Wills Proved in the Prerogative Court of
Canterbury, 1383-1558, and Now Preserved in the Principal Probate Registry, Somerset House, London, 2
vols. (London, 1893-95). Also see, for an electronic index, the online catalog of the National Archives:
nationalarchives.gov.uk/records/wills.htm.
178

See, for a printed index to NCC wills, M. A. Farrow, ed., Index of Wills Proved in the Consistory Court
of Norwich and Now Preserved in the District Probate Registry at Norwich, 1370-1550, and Wills among
the Norwich Enrolled Deeds, 1298-1508, 3 vols. (Norwich, 1943-5). Also see, for an electronic index to
NCC wills and ANW wills, the online catalog of the Norfolk Records Office: nrocat.norfolk.gov.uk.
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most relevant to architectural matters.179 Complementing these examinations are modern
indices to several groups of medieval citizens—notably freemen,180 mayors,181 and other
government officers182—that, in some cases, provide interesting biographical information
concerning the testators themselves. Primary sources of post-medieval date help elucidate
the later history of the churches in the city. They are also of two major types: faculties
(which have not been published) and churchwardens’ accounts (which, with several
minor exceptions, have also not been published). Faculties contain useful information
regarding relatively major physical changes to parish churches; they survive with
increasing frequency from the second quarter of the seventeenth century in the diocese of
Norwich.183 Churchwardens’ accounts contain useful information regarding relatively
minor physical changes to parish churches; they survive in more or less continuous runs
from the later half of the sixteenth century in the cases of St Gregory Pottergate, St Peter
Mancroft, and St Andrew.184 Secondary sources by two early modern antiquarians,
179

These scholarly efforts take two different forms. Published findings appear in P. Cattermole and S.
Cotton, “Medieval Parish Church Building in Norfolk,” Norfolk Archaeology, vol. 38, pt. 3 (1983), pp.
235-79. Unpublished findings appear in the architectural descriptions of individual parish churches
produced for the Norwich Survey.
180

J. L’Estrange and W. Rye, eds., Calendar of the Freemen of Norwich from 1307 to 1603 (London,
1888).
181

B. Cozens-Hardy and E. A. Kent, The Mayors of Norwich, 1403 to 1835: Being Biographical Notes on
the Mayors of the Old Corporation (Norwich, 1938).
182

T. Hawes, ed., An Index to Norwich City Officers, 1453-1835 (Norwich, 1986).

183

Faculties predating the late twentieth century are kept at the Norfolk Records Office. Relevant items
appear in two guises: initial requests for modifications and subsequent licenses for modifications. The
former are filed under “faculty petitions and papers” (DN/CON 128-241). The latter are recorded in
“faculty court books” (DN/FCB 1-24).
184

Churchwardens’ accounts predating the late twentieth century are kept at the Norfolk Records Office.
Those from St Gregory Pottergate date from 1574. See PD 59/54. Those from St Peter Mancroft date from
1580. See PD 26/71. Those from St Andrew, finally, date from 1712. See PD 165/81. Extracts from the
second set of accounts can be found in W. Rye, “St. Peter Mancroft, Norwich: Its Parish History in the
Sixteenth and Seventeenth Centuries,” Norfolk Antiquarian Miscellany, vol. 2, no. 2 (1883), pp. 321-64.
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finally, shed light on both the earlier and the later histories of the churches in the city.
John Kirkpatrick (c.1687-1728) provides general information about architectural matters
in his posthumously published histories of Norwich—including, most notably, The
History of the Religious Orders and Communities, and of the Hospitals and Castle, of
Norwich (1845) and The Streets and Lanes of the City of Norwich (1889).185 Francis
Blomefield (1705-1752), who drew a significant portion of his research from the notes
assembled by earlier antiquarians like Kirkpatrick, provides detailed information about
architectural matters in one of the volumes of his multi-part history of Norfolk: An Essay
towards a Topographical History of the County of Norfolk (initially printed in five
volumes between 1736 and 1776; subsequently printed in eleven volumes between 1805
and 1810).186 Both authors, because they enjoyed access to many historical records that
have since perished, are indispensable sources for any scholarly investigation of premodern Norwich.187
Further supplementing these diverse textual sources, it should be noted, are
various drawings, prints, and watercolors—both published and unpublished—that
185

J. Kirkpatrick, History of the Religious Orders and Communities, and of the Hospitals and Castle, of
Norwich: Written about the Year 1725, ed. D. Turner (Yarmouth, 1845); idem, The Streets and Lanes of
the City of Norwich, eds. W. Hudson and W. T. Bensley (Norwich, 1889). See, for more on Kirkpatrick, F.
Johnson, “John Kirkpatrick, Antiquary,” Norfolk Archaeology, vol. 23, pt. 3 (1929), pp. 285-304. An
insightful overview of his career is D. Stoker, “Kirkpatrick, John (bap. 1687, d. 1728),” Oxford Dictionary
of National Biography: www.oxforddnb.com/view/article/15675.
186

F. Blomefield and C. Parkin, An Essay towards a Topographical History of the County of Norfolk, 11
vols. (London, 1805-10). See, for more on Blomefield, S. W. Rix, “Cursory Notices of the Rev. Francis
Blomefield,” Norfolk Archaeology, vol. 2 (1849), pp. 201-24; G. A. Stephen, “Francis Blomefield's Queries
in Preparation for His History of Norfolk,” Norfolk Archaeology, vol. 20 (1921), pp. 1-9; D. Stoker,
“Francis Blomefield as a Historian of Norfolk,” Norfolk Archaeology, vol. 44, pt. 2 (2003), pp. 181-201;
idem, “Francis Blomefield as a Historian of Norwich,” Norfolk Archaeology, vol. 44, pt. 3 (2004), pp. 387405. An insightful overview of his career is idem, “Blomefield, Francis (1705–1752),” Oxford Dictionary
of National Biography: www.oxforddnb.com/view/article/2663.
187

See, for an analysis of the larger literary context within which both men worked, R. Sweet, The Writing
of Urban Histories in Eighteenth-Century England (Oxford, 1997).
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illustrate, to different extents, the fabric and the furnishings of the city churches prior to
the widespread use of photography. One prominent collection of prints in the former vein
is James Sillett’s Views of the Churches, Chapels and Other Public Edifices in the City of
Norwich (1828).188 Another prominent collection of prints in the latter vein is John Sell
Cotman and Dawson Turner’s Engravings of Sepulchral Brasses in Norfolk and Suffolk
(1839).189 The contents of both works, along with those of many other similar efforts, are
inventoried in an indispensable catalog of antiquarian visual material: The Norfolk
Topographer’s Manual (1842).190 Rounding out the picture, then, are three gargantuan
“grangerized” editions of Blomefield’s county history—works whose contents have been
expanded via the insertion of publically issued and privately commissioned drawings,
prints, and watercolors depicting monuments throughout the region.191 These heavy

188

J. Sillett, Views of the Churches, Chapels and Other Public Edifices in the City of Norwich (Norwich,
1828). See, in addition, R. Ladbrooke, Views of the Churches in Norfolk: Illustrative of Blomefield’s
History of That County, from Original Drawings (Norwich, 1821); J. S. Cotman, Specimens of
Architectural Remains in Various Counties in England, but Principally in Norfolk (London, 1838); D.
Hodgson, Antiquarian Remains Principally Confined to Norwich and Norfolk (n.p., 1842). Not unrelated is
C. J. W. Winter, A Selection of Illustrations of Norfolk and Norwich Antiquities (Norwich, 1885). Hugely
influential for such works was the example set in J. Britton, The Architectural Antiquities of Great Britain,
Represented and Illustrated in a Series of Views, Elevations, Plans, Sections, and Details, of Various
Ancient English Edifices: With Historical and Descriptive Accounts of Each, 5 vols. (London, 1807-26).
189

J. S. Cotman and D. Turner, Engravings of Sepulchral Brasses in Norfolk and Suffolk, Tending to
Illustrate the Ecclesiastical, Military, and Civil Costume as well as to Preserve Memorials of Ancient
Families in That County (London, 1839). See, for a similar effort, E. Farrer, List of Monumental Brasses
Remaining in the County of Norfolk (Norwich, 1890). Not unrelated is E. Farrer, The Church Heraldry of
Norfolk: A Description of All Coats of Arms on Brasses, Monuments, Slabs, Hatchments, etc., Now to be
Found in the County, 3 vols. (Norwich, 1887-93). Hugely influential for such works was the example set in
J. Weever, Ancient Funerall Monuments within the United Monarchie of Great Britaine, Ireland, and the
Islands Adiacent (London, 1631).
190

S. Woordward, W. C. Ewing, and D. Turner, The Norfolk Topographer’s Manual: Being a Catalogue of
the Books and Engravings Hitherto Published in Relation to the County (London, 1842).
191

The “Neville Rolfe Blomefield” is held at the Norfolk and Norwich Millennium Library. The “Todd
Blomefield” is held at the Norwich Castle Study Centre. The “Dawson Turner Blomefield” is held at the
British Library (Add MS 23024-23062). See, for an introduction to the history and the contents of all three
grangerized editions, P. Hepworth, “Supplementing Blomefield,” Norfolk Archaeology, vol. 31, pt. 4
(1957), pp. 427-34.
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volumes, filled to overflowing with carefully curated material, are a fitting testament to
the incommensurability of the sites they seek, though ultimately fail, to document in
full—including, most notably, the parish “hall churches” of late medieval Norwich.
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CHAPTER TWO
ST GREGORY POTTERGATE, NORWICH

Introduction
The church of St Gregory Pottergate, Norwich, was among the most formally
innovative parish churches erected in late fourteenth-century England.1 The building is
notable from an art-historical perspective for two reasons. Firstly, as one of the first
churches in the city to be rebuilt in an intensive mode following the social upheavals of
the plague, it set a general standard for late medieval parochial design in Norwich.
Secondly, as one of the first churches in the region—not to mention the very first in the
city itself—to be rebuilt in an innovative manner featuring all of the spatial qualities of
1

St Gregory is the subject of a fragmented bibliographic tradition. The most rigorous analysis of the
building fabric is the unpublished work of the Norwich Survey. See “St Gregory Pottergate,” Norwich
Survey Report, NHER 247 (hereafter St Gregory NSR). The classic antiquarian account, still indispensable,
is F. Blomefield and C. Parkin, An Essay towards a Topographical History of the County of Norfolk, vol. 4
(London, 1806), pp. 272-87. Brief architectural descriptions include J. Cox, Norfolk, 2nd ed., vol. 2 (1911),
pp. 176-7; H. M. Cautley, Norfolk Churches (Ipswich, 1949), p. 226; A. B. Whittingham, “St Gregory’s
Church, Charing Cross,” Archaeological Journal, vol. 106 (1949), pp. 95-6; N. Pevsner, North-East
Norfolk and Norwich (Harmondsworth, 1962), pp. 242-3; A. B. Whittingham, “St Gregory’s Church,
Charing Cross, Norwich,” Archaeological Journal, vol. 137 (1980), p. 360; N. Pevsner and B. Wilson,
Norfolk 1: Norwich and North-East (London, 1997), pp. 237-8; J. Finch, “The Churches,” in Medieval
Norwich, eds. C. Rawcliffe and R. G. Wilson (London and New York, 2004), pp. 54-5 and 64-6. The only
substantial history of the parish, insightful despite the inclusion of occasional errors, is J. Jessopp, History
and Antiquities of S. Gregory’s Church, Norwich, with Account of Recent Restorations and Existing
Condition (Norwich, 1886). (I am deeply indebted to Lucie Molkova for kindly sending me a scanned copy
of this source.) Further unpublished material can be found in the voluminous parish archives held at the
county records office. See NRO, PD 59. The earliest published illustrations of the exterior of the church,
rather schematic in nature, date to the first half of the eighteenth century. Thomas Kirkpatrick depicted the
north flank in his map of 1723. James Corbridge depicted the south flank in his map of 1727. See, for
reproductions, T. Chubb and G. A. Stephen, A Descriptive List of the Printed Maps of Norfolk, 1547-1916
(Norwich, 1929), pls. 22 and 23. Much clearer than either of these images is a drawing of the south side of
the building provided in J. Sillett, Views of the Churches, Chapels and Other Public Edifices in the City of
Norwich (Norwich, 1828) [unpaginated]. The earliest published illustration of the interior of the church is
the frontispiece to Jessopp’s History. Additional visual material—including drawings by individuals
associated with the Norwich School of Artists like James Sillett (c.1764-1840), Henry Ninham (17961874), and Joseph Stannard (1797-1830)—can be found in the topographical collections of the Norwich
Castle Museum (NWHCM).
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the “hall church,” it set a specific standard for late-medieval parochial design throughout
East Anglia. Nonetheless, despite these conditions, modern scholars have made no
serious effort to investigate the history of the structure—even though the identity of the
architect responsible for the design, Robert Wodehirst, is known with relative certainty (a
condition that typically ensures critical attention). The following account thus aims to
rectify this state of affairs by examining the multiple building initiatives—major and
minor—that took place on the site between the early fourteenth century and the early
sixteenth century. It argues that, at this mid-sized urban church, the integrated interior
provided an ingenious solution to a series of spatial issues that had few parallels in
contemporary architecture—issues that continued to shape the form and the function of
the building until the eve of the Reformation.

Physical Description
St Gregory lies approximately one-hundred-and-fifty meters northwest of the
central Market Place in Norwich (map 2:24; fig. 2.1). It occupies a tightly compressed
site of quasi-parallelogram shape, roughly thirty-five meters at its widest east-to-west
extension and seventy meters at its longest north-to-south extension, bounded on the
north by St Benedicts Street and on the south by Pottergate Street—the latter being one of
the oldest east-west thoroughfares in the city. The site, which has undergone much
modification over the years, is naturally sloped. The ground falls away gradually to the
east and sharply to the north. Both grade changes are associated with the presence of
nearby watercourses: the former with a buried stream or “cockey” (located at the eastern
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edge of the churchyard) and the latter with the River Wensum (located another hundredand-twenty-five meters north of the churchyard).
The church as it stands today occupies the full east-west extent of the churchyard
(fig. 2.2).2 It measures thirty-three meters in length and seventeen meters in width. Major
architectural features include a set of continuous four-bay aisles to the north and to the
south, a projecting sanctuary bay to the east, and a tower flanked by porches contiguous
with the aisles to the west. Minor architectural features include a shallow porch of
medieval date at the west end of the tower and a small vestry of modern date at the east
end of the south aisle. The church was closed as a place of worship, along with many
others in the city, during the 1960s. It has since served a variety of capacities—most
recently as an antiques shop.
The exterior of the church possesses a bulky appearance due to the large height of
the aisles and the two-story porches and the small height of the clerestories and the west
tower (fig. 2.3).3 The aisle walls, supported by rows of plain, three-tier buttresses, contain
large three-light windows: four to the north, four to the south, and two—one per aisle—to
the east. The clerestory walls, unsupported by buttresses, contain small two-light
windows: eight to the north and eight to the south. Both ranges of windows showcase
alternating tracery patterns of inventive, if somewhat idiosyncratic, design. The lower
windows alternate between two different paneled arrangements: one featuring a

2

The churchyard has been substantially modified since its closure in 1855. The most extensive changes
occurred in 1912. They included the expansion of the west-end alley, the transformation of the north yard
into a garden, and the transformation of the south yard into a semi-public space (which involved significant
leveling). See, for the relevant faculty, NRO, DN/FCB 13, p. 10.
3

Modern restorations to the exterior, aside from those involving the windows (detailed below), are spottily
documented.

75

subarcuated-intersecting layout and another featuring a supermullioned layout.4 The
upper windows alternate between two reticulated arrangements: one featuring a petal-like
figure and another featuring a doubled-cusped foil.5 At the east end, projecting beyond
the plane of the terminal walls of the aisles, a barrel-vaulted exterior passageway supports
the raised sanctuary bay of the chancel (figs. 2.4-2.5). This bay contains two massive
four-light windows to the north and to the south and an even larger five-light window to
the east (figs. 2.6-2.8). Their tracery patterns, which differ significantly from one another,
belong to three discrete historical moments: the north to the late fourteenth century (with
late sixteenth-century repairs),6 the south to the mid-fifteenth century (with late sixteenthcentury repairs),7 and the east to the mid-nineteenth century.8 Returning to ground level,
immediately to the west of the passageway, there is a small chamber, a former charnel
house, which can now be accessed by two modern doors: one opening into the vestry to
4

The east window of the south aisle was remade and re-glazed in 1882. The east window of the north aisle
was remade and re-glazed in 1883. And the north/south aisle windows were restored in 1883. See Jessopp,
History and Antiquities of S. Gregory’s Church, pp. 26-7. In this final campaign, the original tracery in the
window heads was retained, the exterior being covered with concrete and the interior being left untouched.
See Whittingham, “St Gregory’s Church” [1980], p. 360.
5

The clerestory windows were repaired and re-glazed on two occasions: in 1874 and in 1882. See Jessopp,
History and Antiquities of S. Gregory’s Church, pp. 9 and 26.
6

The north sanctuary window’s late fourteenth-century date is confirmed by documentary and stylistic
evidence (see below). The aperture appears to have been clumsily restored during the early-modern
period—quite possibly in tandem with the “repairs” to the chancel in 1582. See Blomefield and Parkin,
Norfolk, vol. 4, p. 286. It was then renewed and re-glazed in 1902. See, for the building accounts, NRO, PD
59/38.
7

The south sanctuary window’s mid-fifteenth-century date is confirmed by documentary and stylistic
evidence (see below). The aperture appears to have been clumsily restored during the early-modern
period—quite possibly in tandem with the “repairs” to the chancel in 1582. See Blomefield and Parkin,
Norfolk, vol. 4, p. 286. It was then renewed and re-glazed in 1902. See, for the building accounts, NRO, PD
59/38.
8

The east window was renewed and re-glazed in 1676 and completely remade in 1864-6. See, for the
former work, NRO, PD 59/33. See, for the latter work, Jessopp, History and Antiquities of S. Gregory’s
Church, p. 23. The window was subsequently “repaired” between 1906 and 1907. See, for the restoration
documents, NRO, PD 59/43.
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the south and one opening into the passageway itself to the east. At the west end, finally,
the tower climbs in four stages to a moderate height of a little over twenty meters (fig.
2.9).9 On its western face, at ground level, an incongruous porch decorated by a
quadripartite vault provides access to the inside of the building (fig. 2.10). Above this
entryway rises a series of apertures: a two-light window,10 a three-light window,11 and a
two-light belfry opening with matching counterparts on the east, north, and south faces
(fig. 2.11).12 The porches located on either side of the tower, which bear clear signs of
mutilation over the years, are similarly laid out.13 The northern structure contains a
doorway topped by a pair of small windows on its north side (fig. 2.12). The southern
structure contains a doorway topped by a central niche on its south side (fig. 2.13). Both
porches have two lower windows, now half or fully blocked, as well as one upper
window located on their west faces (figs. 2.14-2.15). Like many churches in the city, the
building is constructed from rubble and revetted with knapped flint, though two other
materials, limestone and brick, are also visible in places: the former in the windows,
9

The tower was the object of substantial building work between the mid-eighteenth century and the early
twentieth century. A large timber and lead spire—probably erected in the late fifteenth century (see
below)—was repaired in 1760, rebuilt in 1806, and demolished in 1840. See NRO, PD 59/34 (building
bond of 1760); NRO, PD 59/66 (vestry minutes of 1806); NRO, DN/FCB 7, ff. 5r-v (faculty of 1840). See
also Jessopp, History and Antiquities of S. Gregory’s Church, pp. 5-6. The belfry level was restored
between 1878 and 1879. See Jessopp, History and Antiquities of S. Gregory’s Church, pp. 24-5. The rest of
the tower, which appears to have sustained considerable structural damage over the years (no doubt on
account of the heavy spire), was restored between 1905 and 1907. See NRO, PD 59/43.
10

The lower window was remade and re-glazed between 1905 and 1907. See NRO, PD 59/43.

11

The upper window was remade and re-glazed as “a copy of the then existing old and dilapidated one”
between 1864 and 1866. See Jessopp, History and Antiquities of S. Gregory’s Church, p. 23. It was then
repaired between 1905 and 1907. See NRO, PD 59/43.
12

The tracery in the belfry openings is entirely modern. An early nineteenth-century drawing indicates that
the original tracery had much more in common with that in the aisle windows. See Sillett, Views. But a late
nineteenth-century photograph of the church demonstrates that little, if any, of this tracery remained by the
time that major buildings restorations got underway. See NHC, Tillett’s Norwich Scrapbooks, vol. 13, p.
15.
13

Details regarding work on the porches are almost entirely absent from the documentary record.
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doorways, and buttresses of the building (much of which appears to be modern) and the
latter, in limited amounts, in the voussoirs of the clerestory windows and the north/south
chancel windows (much of which appears to be medieval).
The main interior of the church is surprisingly monumental given its modest size
(fig. 2.16).14 Four generously sized arcade arches, each of which is over four meters wide
(from pier face to pier face) and over eight meters tall (from floor to soffit), provide
expansive views of the full interior (figs. 2.17-2.18).15 The design of the arcades, both the
piers and the arches, is simple but sophisticated. The former have a quatrefoil section
with undulating diagonal mouldings; they feature polygonal plinths, short round bases,
and tall polygonal capitals containing a series of complex mouldings that culminate in
crenellations. The latter have an elegant profile that unfolds, on either side of the soffit,
from an inner set of back-to-back ogees to a mediating chamfer to an outer culminating
roll. Behind the arcades, aisle windows, one per bay, light the side vessels. They rest
inside shallow recesses created by blind arcades that articulate the lateral aisle walls.
Above the arcades, clerestory windows, two per bay, illuminate the central vessel. They
rest inside niche-like frames embedded in the considerable mass of the clerestory walls.
Continuous timber roofs of relatively austere design cover all three longitudinal zones of
the building. Over the central vessel is a trussed roof featuring principal rafters with tie
beams, arched braces, and wall posts and common rafters with arched braces and collars.
Over the side aisles are lean-to roofs featuring principal rafters with arched braces.
14

Modern restorations to the interior are also spottily documented—the most significant exceptions being a
general building restoration in 1861 and a roof restoration in 1874. See Jessopp, History and Antiquities of
S. Gregory’s Church, pp. 22-3.
15

The dimensions of the arcades, which are remarkably uniform, are as follows. North arcade (east to
west): 4.07m, 4.08m, 4.09m, and 4.06m. South arcade (east to west): 4.07m, 4.09m, 4.07m, and 4.07m.
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Delicate foliate badges decorate the major interstices of all three structures. At the east
end of the building, the floor level changes twice, though, at present, temporary flooring
disrupts the rhythm of this condition to some degree. First, at the eastern edge of the
second-to-last arcade bay, two steps create a low platform that occupies not only the
central vessel but also the side aisles. Second, at the eastern edge of the final arcade bay,
seven additional steps create a high platform that occupies the projecting sanctuary bay
perched above the exterior passageway mentioned earlier. That these two zones
functioned collectively as the liturgical heart of the building, the former containing the
side altars and the latter containing the high altar, is confirmed by the presence of a
blocked doorway between the two eastern bays of the north aisle wall—a passage that
formerly led into a now-demolished rood stair turret associated with the screen that once
divided the nave and the liturgical choir (fig. 2.19). At the west end of the building, the
porches and the tower enhance the monumentality of the building, creating a carefully
calibrated entry sequence that controls the way in which the viewer encounters the main
space. Each of the former structures features two vaulted bays whose only sources of
illumination are the windows in their west walls (now half blocked in the south porch and
fully blocked in the north porch) (fig. 2.20). The latter structure, which is a two-level
affair, features a lower vestibule covered by a simple four-part lierne vault and an upper
bell-ringing platform crowned by a complex eight-part lierne vault (figs. 2.21). Thus,
when passing into the building via one of the porches and the tower vestibule, the visitor
experiences a series of contrasts—short and long, low and high, dark and light—that
augment the open character of the main interior space.
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A fair number of furnishings and ornaments from the medieval building have
survived into the present day.16 Among the former—in addition to four wooden stalls
with misericords, a stone credence table, and a brass eagle lectern (now kept at nearby St
Giles)—are a heavily restored font,17 three roodscreen panels,18 and a decorative iron
doorknocker.19 Among the latter are two remarkable wall paintings: a larger one on the
west wall of the north aisle depicting St George and the Dragon and a smaller one on the
south wall of the south aisle depicting the Annunciation and the Four Latin Doctors.20
Most unfortunate is the near total loss of the stained glass in the windows—some of
which was still in situ as late as the mid-eighteenth century.21

The Old Church
Very little evidence, architectural or archival, sheds light on the history of the
structures that predated the late fourteenth-century reconstruction of St Gregory. The
fragmentary information that does survive, however, is highly suggestive. Viewed in

16

See, for a concise list of surviving items, Pevsner, Norfolk 1, pp. 237-8.

17

The font remains inside the church. It was crudely restored in 1858. See Jessopp, History and Antiquities
of S. Gregory’s Church, p. 8. A somewhat dubious pre-restoration description of the object is Blomefield
and Parkin, Norfolk, vol. 4, p. 274.
18

The panels are now held as unaccessioned loans at the Norwich Castle Museum.

19

The doorknocker is now held as an unaccessioned loan at the Norwich Castle Museum.

20

See, concerning the wall paintings, R. Marks and P. Williamson, eds., Gothic: Art for England 14001547 (exh. cat., Victoria and Albert Museum, London, 2003), no. 297, p. 409. The larger painting,
uncovered in the 1860s, is discussed in E. A. Kent, “The Mural Painting of St George in St Gregory’s
Church,” Norfolk Archaeology, vol. 25 (1935), pp. 167-9. The smaller painting, uncovered in the 1990s, is
discussed in C. Carus, “Wall Painting Discovery in Norwich,” Church Archaeology, vol. 3 (1999), pp. 345.
21

See, concerning the arms still visible in the clerestory glazing at that date, Blomefield and Parkin,
Norfolk, vol. 4, p. 283.
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tandem with circumstantial factors, this material indicates that the church was an
important site in the city from a relatively early date, drawing substantial investment from
not only its clerical administrators but also its lay users.
St Gregory may have been founded as early as the eighth century or the ninth
century—despite the fact that the Domesday Book does not count it among the eight city
churches described in explicit terms as “pre-Conquest.”22 Two factors point to an early
date. The first is the fact that the church is located at the intersection of major north-south
and east-west thoroughfares that modern archaeologists have dated to the Roman
period.23 The second is the fact that, during the later medieval period, four neighboring
churches—St Lawrence, St Margaret, St Swithin, and St Benedict—paid a portion of
their tithes to St Gregory, a relatively unusual arrangement that indicates that the
territories of the former were likely “carved out” of the territory of the latter (a process
that probably began at a fairly early date since one of the tithing institutions, St
Lawrence, is mentioned among the pre-Conquest churches in Domesday).24 St Gregory
was not the only church in the city to meet these two conditions. St Clement Fybriggate, a
parish located on the other side of the river, also occupied a strategic location and
received funds from a cluster of nearby churches.25 Therefore, scholars have suggested
that both institutions, St Gregory and St Clement, held the status of minster churches
within the two semi-autonomous communities that they occupied, communities that
22

See, for an overview of the topography of the city before the time of the Conquest, B. Ayers, Norwich:
Archaeology of a Fine City (Stroud, 2009), pp. 13-54. Also useful, as far as ecclesiastical foundations are
concerned, is Finch, “Churches,” pp. 50-7.
23

Ayers, Norwich, p. 29.

24

Ayers, Norwich, p. 43.

25

Ayers, Norwich, pp. 32-3.
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eventually congealed to form the larger city of Norwich: the former serving the
“Westwic” settlement located south of the Wensum; the latter serving the “Norwic”
settlement located north of the Wensum. Indeed, at St Gregory, an out-of-view portion of
the building fabric lends credence to this theory. Inside the belfry stage of the west tower,
located on either side of the main tracery openings in two walls, one can clearly see small
round apertures, now blocked, that appear to have once functioned as double-splayed
windows (fig. 2.22).26 These distinctive elements date the main walls of the tower to a
style often labeled, for lack of a better term, as “Saxo-Norman”—a formal mode that, in
East Anglia, probably coincides with the period of “Norman consolidation” between
c.1070 and c.1140.27 Similar features appear in more visible contexts at three other
church towers in Norfolk: Weybourne, Great Dunham, and Forncett (fig. 2.23).28 The
construction of a prominent tower along these lines at St Gregory, most likely built in the
half-century after the Conquest, seems more than fitting for a foundation of elevated
26

The earliest published reference to these apertures is Whittingham, “St Gregory’s Church” [1949], p. 95.

27

The best general analysis of the problems associated with the so-called “Saxo-Norman overlap” is E.
Fernie, The Architecture of Norman England (Oxford, 2000), pp. 208-19. The argument that the vast
majority of “Saxo-Norman” structures in East Anglia should be dated to the decades after the Conquest
rests on the observation that this radical political event, which terminated half a century of Danish
hegemony in the region, initiated a move away from Scandinavian-derived timber building and a move
toward Saxo-Norman-derived stone building. See S. Heywood, “Stone Building in Romanesque East
Anglia,” in East Anglia and Its North Sea World in the Middle Ages, eds. D. Bates and R. Liddiard
(Woodbridge, 2013), pp. 256-69.
28

Weybourne, Great Dunham, and Forncett belong to a small group of nine church towers with “circular
belfry windows” or “sound-holes” in England. See, for a full inventory, H. M. Taylor and J. Taylor, AngloSaxon Architecture, vol. 3 (Cambridge, 1978), p. 882. Weybourne, a square tower whose belfry originally
featured two widely spaced sound-holes over each double window on all four of its faces, provides the
closest analogue to St Gregory. See Taylor and Taylor, Anglo-Saxon Architecture, vol. 1, pp. 129-32. Great
Dunham and Forncett are less similar. The former has a square tower whose belfry features two closely
spaced sound-holes over the double windows on its east and west faces. The latter has a round tower whose
belfry features a ring of eight sound-holes high above its double windows. See, respectively, Taylor and
Taylor, Anglo-Saxon Architecture, vol. 1, pp. 217-21 and 241-2. See also, for more general discussions of
double-splayed windows (especially issues of dating), Taylor and Taylor, Anglo-Saxon Architecture, vol. 3,
pp. 839, 852-62; Fernie, Architecture of Norman England, p. 210; S. Heywood, “The Double-Splayed
Window: An Early Medieval Norfolk Masons’ Technique,” in An Historical Atlas of Norfolk, eds. T.
Ashwin and A. Davidson, 3rd ed. (Chichester, 2005), pp. 62-3.
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minister status. Unfortunately, since all other aboveground physical evidence has been
obliterated by later interventions, the layout of the building that accompanied this
structure is unknown. But, if the structure dated to the same period, it probably took the
form of a single-vessel nave and a single-vessel chancel.29 Indeed, such an arrangement
has been documented at another pre-Conquest foundation in Norwich, St Martin-atPalace, where two timber structures, one dating to the tenth century and the other dating
to the eleventh century, were replaced by a bipartite stone structure in the late eleventh
century or the early twelfth century, possibly after the acquisition of the land on which
the church was located by Bishop Herbert de Losinga in 1106.30 The presence, at St
Gregory, of two structures that likely post-date the tower but pre-date the main portion of
the building—the evidence for which is considered below—lends considerable support to
the idea that it, too, featured a single-vessel nave and a single vessel chancel. In any
event, whatever the layout of the early building, it was clearly a major ecclesiastical
monument.
The east end of St Gregory appears to have undergone at least one significant
alteration between the late eleventh or early twelfth century and the late fourteenth
29

The “two-cell” layout—i.e., that featuring a single-vessel nave and a single-vessel chancel—has been
described, in opposition to the single-cell plan (combined nave and chancel) and to the three-cell plan
(nave, tower bay, chancel), as “by far the commonest type” of church plan in Norman England (“especially
in conjunction with a western tower”). See Fernie, Architecture of Norman England, p. 222.
30

See, for an extensive discussion of the building chronology at St Martin-at-Palace, O. Beazley,
“Excavations in St Martin-at-Palace Church, 1987,” in O. Beazley and B. Ayers, Two Medieval Churches
in Norfolk, East Anglian Archaeology Report 96 (2001), pp. 1-63, esp. pp. 54-60. The similarity of the
major internal dimensions at St Martin-at-Palace and at St Gregory, both of which were substantially
rebuilt during the late medieval period, is striking. At St Martin-at-Palace, where the central vessels of the
late medieval structure were erected on the foundations of the previous church, the central nave vessel is
6.2m wide, and the whole building is 20.5m long. At St Gregory, where the central vessel of the late
medieval structure may have been erected on the foundations of the previous church, the central
nave/chancel vessel is 6.7m wide, and the aisled portion of the building—which likely represents the
original extent of the structure before the chancel was extended not once but twice (discussed below)—is
20.4m long.

83

century. This probably involved the construction of an enlarged chancel that extended
half the length of the current sanctuary bay. Documentary evidence concerning the
project can be found in the accounts of the infirmarer at Norwich Cathedral Priory, the
institutional patron of the church, since it was to this office that the rectorial tithes of the
benefice had been appropriated in the late thirteenth century.31 These rolls contain
valuable information concerning a variety of efforts undertaken by the priory at the parish
from the early fourteenth to the early sixteenth centuries—including an entry, made in the
accounting year 1312-13, for a payment of £4-16-11 toward the “emendation of the
chancel.”32 Unfortunately, no further description of the project is given, and no sense of
its duration can be gleaned from the rest of the accounts since a large chronological gap
separates the first roll from 1312-13 and the second roll from 1344-45.33 Nevertheless,
there is good reason to hypothesize that the scheme entailed the expansion of the chancel,
a level of intervention commonly assumed by institutional patrons following their
acquisition of parish churches during the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries.34

31

Blomefield and Parkin, Norfolk, vol. 4, pp. 272-3. See, for an overview of the duties of the infirmarer at
Norwich Cathedral Priory, H. W. Saunders, An Introduction to the Obedientiary and Manor Rolls of the
Norwich Cathedral Priory (Norwich, 1930), pp. 132-3.
32

NRO, DCN 1/10/1: “In eme[n]dac[ion]e cancelli eccl[es]ie s[an]c[t]i Gregorij iiii l. xvi s. xi d.” An
indispensable analysis of the contents of the infirmarer’s rolls as they relate to various works at the church
can be found in an unpublished manuscript by Paul Cattermole, entitled “Some Norwich Churches as Seen
in the Obedientiary Rolls of Norwich Cathedral Priory,” a partial copy of which is kept in the file at the
Norfolk Historic Environment Service. See NHER 247. See also St Gregory NSR (NHER 247) and P.
Cattermole and S. Cotton, “Medieval Parish Church Building in Norfolk,” Norfolk Archaeology, vol. 38, pt.
3 (1983), p. 258.
33

The infirmarer’s accounts survive in uneven runs from the early fourteenth century to the early sixteenth
century. There are thirty-eight in total. They date to the following accounting years: 1312-3; 1344-5
through 1349-50; 1393-4; 1398-9; 1400-1; 1407-8 and 1408-9; 1421-2; 1427-8 through 1432-3; 1434-5;
1440; 1453-4 and 1454-5; 1460-1; 1464-5; 1467-8; 1474-5; 1479-80; 1482-3 and 1483-4; 1496-7 and
1497-8; 1511-2; 1513-4; 1515-6; 1517-8; 1529-30. See NRO, DCN 1/10/1-38.
34

A well-documented example is the church of St Andrew, Westhall, Suffolk. The parish was appropriated
by Norwich Cathedral Priory in 1316. Its rectorial income was used to support four chantry priests in the
Carnary Chapel (recently founded at the cathedral). Expenditures on the renovation of the chancel are
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Architectural evidence to this effect exists in the form of the small chamber located
underneath the present sanctuary bay: a crudely barrel-vaulted space measuring six-anda-half meters wide, two-and-a-half meters long, and two meters high at its tallest point
(figs. 2.2, 2.24). The relationship between this chamber and the two spaces contiguous to
it, namely the lower passageway and the upper sanctuary, is noticeably awkward.
Aberrations include not only the irregular curvature of the barrel vaults over the chamber
and the passageway but also the jarring misalignment of the passageway arches and the
sanctuary windows—an arrangement that stands in stark contrast to the lofted east ends
of Walpole St Peter and Norwich St Peter Mancroft (figs. 2.6-2.7, 2.25-2.26). These
conditions only make sense if one allows that the projecting sanctuary bay contains fabric
from two separate building campaigns. The first campaign, to which the chamber
belongs, involved the construction of a partially elevated chancel, no longer extant,
during the early fourteenth century. The second campaign, to which the lower
passageway and the upper sanctuary belong, involved the construction of a fully elevated
chancel, still in situ, during the late fourteenth century. Further corroborating this
proposed chronology is the fact that, in his account of the history of St Gregory,
Blomefield asserted that the chamber underneath the sanctuary once served as a

recorded in the cellarer’s accounts in 1331 and in 1341. The fact that the cusped-ogee octofoils in two of
the chancel windows strongly resemble the “port holes” in the lower windows of the Carnary Chapel
indicates that a member of the cathedral workshop, dominated during the first half of the fourteenth century
by the father-son team of John Ramsey and William Ramsey, may have been responsible for the design.
See J. Middleton-Stewart, “Patronage, Personal Commemoration and Progress: St Andrew's Church,
Westhall c.1140–1548,” Proceedings of the Suffolk Institute of Archaeology and History, vol. 37, pt. 4
(1992), pp. 307-11. See also, concerning the role of appropriated churches in the larger financial
management of the priory, R. Virgoe, “The Estates of Norwich Cathedral Priory, 1101-1538,” in Norwich
Cathedral: Church, City, and Diocese, 1096-1996, ed. I. Atherton (London and Rio Grande, 1996), pp.
339-59.
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“charnel.”35 Charnel houses—storage areas for disinterred human remains—were
frequently erected in conjunction with medieval building projects involving the
expansion of churches into churchyards.36 At St Gregory, where any expansion of the
centuries-old church would have put significant pressure on the burial-choked
churchyard, such a structure would have been a critical part of any major building
work—but only until the mid-fourteenth century since, by that date, there existed a ready
receptacle for this very purpose at the cathedral’s Carnary Chapel (fig. 2.27).37 Therefore,

35

Blomefield and Parkin, Norfolk, vol. 4, p. 273.

36

Charnels could take a wide variety of forms in parochial contexts in England: from small inaccessible
chambers like that under the thirteenth-century chancel aisle at Rothwell (Northamptonshire) to large
accessible chapels like that under the fourteenth-century chancel aisle at Grantham (Lincolnshire). See, for
partial lists of known examples, M. H. Bloxam, The Principles of Gothic Ecclesiastical Architecture
(London, 1882), pp. 185-96; F. Bond, An Introduction to English Church Architecture from the Eleventh to
the Sixteenth Century, vol. 1 (1913), pp. 84-8; N. Orme, “The Charnel Chapel of Exeter Cathedral,” in
Medieval Art and Architecture at Exeter Cathedral, ed. F. Kelly, British Archaeological Association
Conference Transactions 11 (Leeds, 1991), p. 162. The vast majority of charnels have long since lost their
stores of human remains. A rare exception, however, is Rothwell. See A. N. Garland, et al, “A Study of the
Decay Processes of Human Skeletal Remains from the Parish Church of the Holy Trinity, Rothwell,
Northamptonshire,” Oxford Journal of Archaeology, vol. 7, no. 2 (1988), pp. 235-49. Occasional references
in churchwardens’ accounts indicate that in some instances charnels continued to be used into the early
modern period. See J. C. Cox, Churchwardens’ Accounts from the Fourteenth Century to the Close of the
Seventeenth Century (London, 1913), pp. 169-70. Such was not the case, however, at St Gregory; there the
churchwardens apparently cleared the chamber in order to rent it out to tenants after the Reformation. See
Blomefield and Parkin, Norfolk, vol. 4, p. 273. It seems that, on the whole, “charnelling” was the exception
rather than the rule in medieval burial practice. See R. Gilchrist, Medieval Life: Archaeology and the Life
Course (Woodbridge, 2012), p. 204.
37

The chapel, a two-story structure located to the northwest of the west end of the cathedral, was attached
to a chantry college of four priests established by Bishop John Salmon in 1316. The upper level was used
as a chapel proper. The lower level was used as a charnel for “the bones of all such as were buried in
Norwich.” See Blomefield and Parkin, Norfolk, vol. 4, pp. 55-62. The complex to which the building
belongs was substantially altered when the college was re-founded as a grammar school during the
Reformation. See H. W. Saunders, A History of the Norwich Grammar School (Norwich, 1932).
Architectural accounts of the chapel—which, among the many free-standing charnels documented at great
churches in England, is the only one to survive into the present day—include A. Whittingham, “The
Carnary College, Norwich,” Archaeological Journal, vol. 137 (1980), pp. 361-4; E. Fernie, An
Architectural History of Norwich Cathedral (Oxford, 1993), pp. 181-2; F. Woodman, “The Gothic
Campaigns,” in Atherton, Norwich Cathedral, p. 178. The best sociological analysis of the building as a
burial site is R. Gilchrist, Norwich Cathedral Close: The Evolution of the English Cathedral Landscape
(Woodbridge, 2005), pp. 100-5 and 250-1. The human remains that were stored in the lower chapel were
apparently removed at the time of the Reformation. But, as is the case at St Gregory, their final resting
place remains unknown. See Blomefield and Parkin, Norfolk, vol. 4, p. 56.
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in light of these conditions, it seems more than likely that the chancel was rebuilt on a
larger scale, complete with a charnel house, during the early fourteenth century.38
The west end of St Gregory also appears to have undergone at least one
significant alteration between the late eleventh or early twelfth century and the late
fourteenth century. This involved the construction of the present south porch (figs. 2.13,
2.15, 2.20). At first glance, the structure appears to be coeval with the rest of the
superstructure of the church (except, of course, the tower), not only because it and the
north porch share a similar layout but also because both structures appear to be integral
with their adjacent nave aisles. However, on further inspection, it becomes increasingly
clear that the porches were erected in separate campaigns. Firstly, the interiors of the two
structures differ in at least two respects: the south porch has simple vaulting shaft capitals
and a moulded inner doorway with a wide stone-built rere-arch; the north porch has
complex vaulting shaft capitals and a chamfered inner doorway with a narrow brick-built
rere-arch.39 Secondly, the exteriors also differ from one another in terms of their window
treatment: the south porch features stone drip mouldings; the north porch features flint
38

Identifying the chamber as an early fourteenth-century charnel also helps explain the odd disposition of
the openings found therein. There are four in total: an arch-headed window-like aperture, now blocked, in
the center of the east wall; a rectangular window in the north wall; a doorway in the south part of the east
wall; and a doorway in the south wall. The east aperture, probably the only means of accessing the charnel
during the medieval period, would have facilitated the deposit of human remains—at least until the erection
of the barrel-vaulted passageway to the east made the space inaccessible in the late fourteenth century. The
north window and the east door, which clearly disrupt the existing masonry, were likely inserted when the
chamber was modified into a storage space in the sixteenth century (though both openings were later
renewed). The south door, which is crudely punched through the knapped flint facing of the south
sanctuary wall, was likely inserted when the chamber was modified, again, into an annex of the current
vestry in the nineteenth century. Similar modifications, both in form and in function, are documented at the
fifteenth-century charnel underneath the chancel at Swanton Morley. See, in the absence of any published
material on the chamber, the following online history: http://swantonmorleychurch.co.uk/chancel.html.
39

The poor state of preservation of the interiors of the porches does little to aid such comparisons. The wall
shafts, the vaulting ribs, and the vaulting bosses are all heavily worn and, in many places, crudely overpainted. Incidentally, the bosses in the two structures are also distinctive, the southern ones featuring
figural designs and the northern ones featuring vegetal designs. However, as will be demonstrated, it is
likely that these items were inserted in the late fifteenth century.
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and brick voussoirs (which match those over the clerestory windows and the north/south
chancel windows) (figs. 2.12-2.15).40 Perhaps most tellingly, however, the stairways
embedded in the east walls of the two porches, which give access to their upper
chambers, are radically dissimilar from one another. The southern stair, entered from a
door on the north side of the west wall of the corresponding nave aisle, has uneven steps
and crooked, roughly finished walls.41 The northern stair, entered from a door on the
north side of the east wall of the porch itself, has even steps and straight, neatly finished
walls.42 All of these observations indicate that the south porch at St Gregory was built
against the side of the tower prior to the reconstruction of the main body of the church (a
campaign that included the north porch)—most likely during the mid-fourteenth century
if the style of its heavily damaged capitals, bases, and ribs is any guide.43 Its layout,
featuring a two-bay plan and a multi-story elevation, would have been similar to that of
the early fourteenth-century porch at St Stephen (heavily modified in the second half of

40

The poor state of preservation of the exteriors of the porches does little to aid such comparisons. The
lower west windows of the south porch are partially blocked. The lower west windows of the north porch
are fully blocked. None of the windows in either structure contains any original tracery. Moreover, the
flintwork facing of both porches shows many signs of patching and replacing, although the stonework over
the south porch windows and the brickwork over the north porch windows appear to be genuine.
41

There are no signs that the southern stairwell has been significantly altered in the modern period.

42

There are no signs that the northern stairwell has been significantly altered in the modern period.

43

Mid-fourteenth-century porches of two stories appear to have been very rare in Norfolk. It has been
claimed that, among the twenty-four porches in the region whose style can be described as “Decorated,”
only two possessed a two-story layout: Thurgarton and Hevingham. See Pevsner and Wilson, Norfolk 1, p.
55. But both examples appear to post-date the porch at St Gregory. Thurgarton is actually a modern
pastiche; early nineteenth-century drawings depict the porch as a single-story stone structure (capped by a
post-medieval timber addition). Hevingham, though medieval, has few features whose style can be labeled
in definitive fashion as “Decorated”; the blind demi-paneling in the window-and-niche ensemble above the
outer doorway suggests a date around 1400. See, for a recent investigation of the multifaceted form and the
multivalent function of ecclesiastical porches in eastern England, H. E. Lunnon, “Making an Entrance:
Medieval Church Porches in East Anglia,” (Ph.D. dissertation, University of East Anglia, 2012).
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the sixteenth century) (figs. 2.28-2.29).44 Its location, adjoining the tower rather than the
nave, would have been similar to that of the mid fifteenth-century porch at St Michael-atPlea—a useful example of a two-bay structure whose upper chamber is accessed via
stairs not built into the porch itself (fig. 2.30).45 At St Gregory, it seems likely that the
upper level of the porch was accessed via a door in the north wall opening onto a wooden
tower loft, itself accessed by a ladder or a small stair that was later demolished when the
current stone bell-ringing platform was inserted in the late fifteenth century. This indirect
means of access is important because it points to the possible function of the upper
chamber as a treasury.46 That such a room may have been needed at the church is
indicated by the contents of an inventory made in conjunction with an episcopal visitation
in 1368.47 This manuscript itemizes an impressive array of liturgical objects—including
44

The porch at St Stephen, which is attached to the north nave aisle, presents a series of archaeological
problems that are difficult to resolve. It seems to contain fabric from at least two discontinuous building
campaigns. The first campaign apparently involved the construction of a two-story porch. The style of the
triple vaulting shafts, the inner door (original), and the outer door (renewed) on the ground floor suggests a
date in the early fourteenth century. The second campaign apparently involved the expansion of the porch
into a three-stage tower. A bequest of 1542 and an inscription in the belfry stage of 1601 (removed in
1960)—not to mention the idiosyncratic style of the exterior decoration—suggest a date in the second half
of the sixteenth century. That the vaults of the ground-floor level, which fit badly with the shafts and with
the doorways, belong not to the first campaign but to the second campaign is indicated by the presence of a
large bell hole with plain, hollow-chambered mouldings that match those of the vaulting ribs. The tower
project likely followed hard on the heels of the reconstruction of the nave completed in 1550. See
Blomefield and Parkin, Norfolk, vol. 4, pp. 145-65. See also the unpublished report of the Norwich Survey:
NHER 598.
45

The porch at St Michael-at-Plea, which is attached to the south side of the west tower of the church, is an
impressive structure about which no firm documentary evidence survives. But strong formal similarities
with two other porches in Norwich, the north nave porch at St Lawrence (which received a bequest in
1459) and the south nave porch at St Mary Coslany (which received its first recorded interment in 1466),
indicate that it probably dates to the 1450s or the 1460s. See Cattermole and Cotton, “Medieval Parish
Church Building,” p. 258.
46

The upper chambers of church porches filled any number of roles in medieval England: from chapels and
clerical residences to libraries and church treasuries. See, for a survey of possible functions, Bond,
Introduction to English Church Architecture, vol. 2, pp. 727-30. See also J. C. Wall, Porches and Fonts
(London, 1912), pp. 83-8.
47

See A. Watkin, ed., Archdeaconry of Norwich: Inventory of Church Goods, temp. Edward III, 2 vols.
(Norwich, 1947-8). The historical circumstances of the visitation are recounted in vol. 2, pp. xvii-xxiii.
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well over a dozen books, at least twice as many implements, and a large collection of
vestments that filled five wooden chests48—whose profusion suited a church that, by
virtue of its yearly income, was among the wealthiest foundations in the city.49 Most
unfortunately, direct documentary evidence verifying that the porch was constructed for
this purpose does not exist. But indirect documentary evidence to this effect does exist in
the guise of several payments made by the priory for modifications to a “priest’s room”
in the church during the fifteenth century—payments that make little sense if they
involved a purpose-built chamber erected at the time of the church’s reconstruction.50 By
process of elimination, this priest’s room was almost certainly the upper chamber of the
south porch, an identification that implies that the proposed treasury was moved from the
“old” south porch to the “new” north porch in order to provide the resident cleric a more
commodious south-facing chamber (though, in its current condition, the space is anything
but) (figs. 2.31-2.32). If this hypothesis is correct, a payment in 1402 for the work of an
unspecified number of masons and a tiler would refer to the insertion of the stairway
between the east wall of the porch and the west wall of the nave aisle, thus explaining the
imposition of the awkward booth-like doorway in the upper chamber as well as the

48

Watkin, Inventory, vol. 1, pp. 14-5.

49

Only seven other parochial institutions in the city, out of a total of almost four dozen recorded in the
visitation, held greater incomes than St Gregory (which was £3-6-8): St Peter Mancroft (£16-13-4), St
Stephen (£6-13-4), St Andrew (£5), St Benedict (£5), St Michael Coslany (£4-13-4), St Clement Fybriggate
(£4-13-4), and St Mary Coslany (£3-13-4). Five others held the same income: St George Tombland, St
Giles, St John Maddermarket, St John Sepulchre, and St Lawrence. Even more interestingly, perhaps, only
one other parochial institution possessed more clerical staff than St Gregory (which employed one chaplain
and four stipendiary priests): St Peter Mancroft (one chaplain, two chantry chaplains, and nine stipendiary
priests). Two others possessed the same number: St Michael Coslany (one rector and four stipendiary
priests) and St Stephen (one vicar and four stipendiary priests). See Watkin, Inventory, vol. 1, pp. 1-26. See
also, for a useful table summarizing the findings of the visitation, N. Tanner, The Church in Late Medieval
Norwich, 1370-1532 (Toronto, 1984), pp. 173-8.
50

See, for a summary of these payments, Cattermole, “Some Norwich Churches” (NHER 247).
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disruption of the heavily defaced east wall in the lower chamber (which made room for
the stairs by enclosing the former window recesses and moving the eastern benches,
contra their western counterparts, in front of the vaulting shafts).51 A second payment in
1430 for a “new window” would refer to the insertion of the squint in the east wall, now
blocked, which would have allowed the priest to monitor activity in the church.52 And,
finally, a third payment in 1465 for a blocked door would refer to the closure of the
doorway in the north wall—possibly in anticipation of, or in response to, disruptions
associated with the installation of the adjacent bell-ringing platform around the same
time.53 Therefore, in view of these circumstances, it seems reasonable to conclude that
the south porch was originally built prior to the rest of the church.

The New Church
Date and Scope
St Gregory, as it stands today, is largely a work of the last decade of the
fourteenth century and the first decade of the fifteenth century. The infirmarer accounts
mentioned earlier contain two important references to the site during this period. The
first, from the year 1393-4, records a larger expenditure of £4 toward “the making of the
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The room in question is referenced in the infirmarer’s roll as “camera apud Sanctus Gregorius.” See
Cattermole, “Some Norwich Churches” (NHER 247).
52

The room in question is referenced in the infirmarer’s roll as “camera sacerdotis.” See Cattermole,
“Some Norwich Churches” (NHER 247).
53

“In 1465 the infirmarer paid for repairing a chimney and for blocking a doorway, apparently with
masonry, in the priest’s chamber; and the materials used suggest that the priest’s chamber might well have
been within the church itself, possibly above one of the porches.” See Cattermole, “Some Norwich
Churches” (NHER 247).
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chancel.”54 The second, from the year 1400-1, records a smaller expenditure of £0-13-4
for the dedication of the main altar.55 That these references pertain to an ambitious
building campaign that involved not only the chancel but also the nave is indicated by the
state of the surviving structure. The regularity of the floor plan, the integrity of the
elevations, and the uniformity of multiple architectural details—pier sections, arcade
profiles, tracery patterns—imply that the nave and the chancel were rebuilt at a relatively
quick pace to a single design. Further corroborating the proposed date of the building is
its distinctive style—a mode associated with the work of Robert Wodehirst, master
mason at Norwich Cathedral Priory, one of the most prolific architects in the region
during the later fourteenth century.56 The attribution rests primarily on the close formal
relationship between the north cloister walk tracery at Norwich Cathedral, which was
designed by Wodehirst, and the aisle window tracery at St Gregory.57 More will be said
about the career of this innovative designer in due course. For the time being, it is
54

NRO, DCN 1/10/9: “ad factura[m] ca[n]celli s[an]c[t]i gregorii iiii l.” See also Blomefield and Parkin,
Norfolk, vol. 4, p. 273; St Gregory NSR (NHER 247); Cattermole and Cotton, “Medieval Parish Church
Building,” p. 258; Cattermole, “Some Norwich Churches” (NHER 247).
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Cattermole, “Some Norwich Churches” (NHER 247).
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The only modern scholar to have taken a substantial interest in Wodehirst’s career was John Harvey. See,
for an early appraisal, J. Harvey, English Mediaeval Architects: A Biographical Dictionary down to 1550,
1st ed. (London, 1954), p. 299. See, for a late appraisal (with relatively few modifications), J. Harvey,
English Mediaeval Architects: A Biographical Dictionary down to 1550, 2nd ed. (Gloucester, 1984), pp.
342-3. See also J. Harvey, The Perpendicular Style, 1330-1485 (London, 1978), pp. 105, 107, 142, and
145.
57

The attribution of St Gregory to Wodehirst was the product of an exhaustive analysis of the building
accounts of the late medieval cloister at Norwich Cathedral. See, on the north walk for which the architect
was responsible, E. C. Fernie and A. B. Whittingham, The Early Communar and Pitancer Rolls of Norwich
Cathedral Priory with an Account of the Building of the Cloister (Norwich, 1972), pp. 39-41. That this
analysis facilitated the identification of the designer is indicated by the fact that the building is not
attributed to any named architect in Whittingham, “St Gregory’s Church” [1949], pp. 95-6, but is attributed
to Wodehirst in Whittingham, “St Gregory’s Church” [1980], p. 360. A parallel situation pertains in
Harvey’s two biographical entries on Wodehirst. The earlier one includes no mention of St Gregory. See
Harvey, English Mediaeval Architects [1954], p. 299. The later one notes that St Gregory “appears to be in
Wodehirst’s style.” See Harvey, English Mediaeval Architects [1984], p. 342.
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sufficient to note that his involvement in the project lends additional weight to the notion
that the building dates to the end of the fourteenth century.
The extent of the reconstruction was substantial but not comprehensive (fig. 2.2).
As the previous analysis has suggested, at the time that work got underway, the church
featured the following architectural components: an old tower and a new south porch at
the west end; a still relatively recent elevated chancel at the east end; and, between these
two zones, a nave that most likely took the form of an aging single-vessel structure.58 The
new project involved expanding the footprint of the building both laterally and
longitudinally: in the former direction via the addition of continuous aisles to the nave
and to the chancel and in the latter direction via the transformation of the east portion of
the partially-elevated chancel into a fully-elevated sanctuary bay. The width of the new
main vessel was established by building the arcade piers on the foundations of the lateral
walls of the previous church.59 Its length was set by the eastern termination of the
churchyard.60 The width of the new aisles was established by erecting the outer walls in
the same plane as the gable wall of the south porch.61 Their length was derived from a
simple geometrical operation involving the multiplication of the width of the main vessel
58

The configuration of the pre-reconstruction nave must remain a matter of conjecture in lieu of additional
information from archaeological excavations. But circumstantial evidence is suggestive. The absence of a
south aisle is indicated by the disposition of the south porch—a structure whose lower chamber may have
contained not only western windows (still extant) but also eastern windows (now blocked by the post-hoc
east staircase). The absence of a north aisle is suggested by the topography of the north churchyard—a
stretch of ground whose steep incline would surely have discouraged lateral expansion as long as the south
flank of the nave remained unoccupied (which, as previously suggested, was the case until the late
fourteenth century).
59

The width of the main vessel is 6.73m.
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It is curious to note, however, that the internal dimensions of the projecting chancel bay approach those
of a square measuring 6.45m wide and 6.57m long (from the central axis of the east arcade responds to the
terminal east wall).
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The width of the aisles is 3.43m.
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by root-two and then by two—a dimension thereafter divided by four in order to establish
the rhythm of the arcade bays.62 The building was extended not only outward but also
upward. The geometrical logic governing the design of the internal elevations, unlike that
associated with the floor plan, is more difficult to reconstruct; in broad terms, however, it
seems to follow a pattern of thirds whose base module is the distance between the pier
faces of the arcade bays: the lower two-thirds being occupied by the arcade level and the
upper third being occupied by the clerestory level.63 The product of these interventions
was a spacious interior that, at the time of its completion, was the most spectacular work
of parochial architecture in Norwich64—a city that was, itself, one of the largest cities in
England.65

Architectural Context: First-Phase “Hall Churches”
St Gregory was a notable monument insofar as it was the first church to employ
the all-in-one nave and chancel format in the city of Norwich (figs. 2.3, 2.16). But it was
not the first church to utilize this architectural format within the wider region of East
62

In mathematical terms: (6.73m × √2 × 2) / 4 = 4.76m. Each of the arcade piers has a diameter of 0.70m.
On-site measurements of their intercolumniations, taken by necessity from pier face to pier face, vary from
4.06m to 4.09m. (On the north side, moving from west to east, the bays measure 4.06m, 4.09m, 4.08m, and
4.07m. On the south side, moving from west to east, the bays measure 4.07m, 4.07m, 4.09m, and 4.07m.)
This indicates that, if measured on-center, the bays would vary in width from 4.76m to 4.79m—well within
the margin of error of the proposed calculation.
63

The distance between the faces of the arcade piers, as noted above, varies from 4.06m to 4.09m. The
distance between the floor and the fascia of the arcade arches is 8.3m (or approximately two times the
distance between pier faces). The distance between the floor and the bottom of the wall plate belonging to
the main roof is 12.2m (or approximately three times the distance between pier faces).
64

The building, whose floor to ceiling height is 14.2m, was almost certainly the tallest parish church in the
city around the year 1400. Only two other surviving parish churches, built during the ensuing century-anda-half, surpassed this height: St Peter Mancroft (16.7m) and St Andrew (14.3m).
65

Norwich was the fifth most populous city in the country in the poll tax of 1377. See A. Dyer, “Ranking
Lists of English Medieval Towns,” in The Cambridge Urban History of Britain: Volume 1, 600-1540, ed.
D. M. Palliser (Cambridge, 2000), p. 758.
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Anglia (map 1). Birkin Haward, in his inventory of the parish “hall churches” of the
region, identified three earlier instances: St Nicholas, North Walsham, Norfolk (figs.
2.33-2.36); St Michael, Beccles, Suffolk (figs. 2.37-2.40); and St Nicholas, King’s Lynn,
Norfolk (figs. 2.41-2.44).66 All three structures are difficult to date with any degree of
precision given the paucity of documentary evidence. Haward, employing a variety of
circumstantial facts, assigned them, respectively, to the second, third, and fourth quarters
of the fourteenth century. A careful analysis of these churches indicates that although St
Gregory was by no means the first building in the region to combine nave and chancel, it
was nonetheless highly innovative insofar as it synthesized various features from
previous projects with additional elements derived from other ecclesiastical monuments
throughout East Anglia.
St Nicholas, North Walsham, was almost certainly the first church to feature an
integrated nave-and-chancel design in East Anglia (figs. 2.33-2.36).67 The main body of
the building, a large single-story structure of seven arcade bays measuring twenty-three
meters by forty-nine meters, appears to have been rebuilt in a single campaign during the
second quarter of the fourteenth century.68 Documentary evidence confirming this date
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B. Haward, Suffolk Medieval Church Arcades, 1150-1550 (Ipswich, 1993), pp. 35-7. Haward actually
claimed that there were two fourteenth-century “hall churches” in Norwich. But he never specified the
names of the buildings he had in mind. One was surely St Gregory. The other, however, remains unclear.
All the other “hall churches” in the city clearly date to the fifteenth century or to the sixteenth century.
Perhaps, given his adherence to the mendicant thesis, Haward believed that the fourteenth-century church
at the Blackfriars, almost entirely rebuilt in the following century, featured a design that merited inclusion
within the “hall church” series. However, in his analyses of this mendicant structure, he failed to articulate
such an idea in any explicit fashion. See Haward, Suffolk Medieval Church Arcades, pp. 422-3 [reproduced
in B. Haward, Norfolk Album: Medieval Church Arcades (Ipswich, 1995), pp. 92-3].
67

See, for the history of the parish, Blomefield and Parkin, Norfolk, vol. 11, pp. 73-79. The only published
architectural account of the church is F. A. Chase and C. H. W. Page, The Story of St Nicholas’ Church,
North Walsham, Norfolk (Norwich, n.d.).
68

Haward dates the project to c.1340. See Haward, Norfolk Album, p. 88.
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has yet to be found.69 But stylistic evidence—namely the pier-and-arch system of the
main arcades and the tracery of the east aisle windows—indicates that the building was
contemporary with a group of regional churches erected in the decades before the Black
Death.70 The reconstruction of the church may have coincided with the appropriation of
its rectory, valued at sixty-two marks per year, by the nearby house of St Benet’s Abbey,
Holme, in the late 1330s or the early 1340s.71 That the building should have undergone
69

The earliest recorded donation to the fabric is that of 40s toward the emendation of the west tower in
1380. See Cattermole and Cotton, “Medieval Parish Church Building,” p. 271.
70

The pier-and-arch system of the main arcades—distinguished, on the one hand, by quatrefoil piers with
filleted cardinal shafts and filleted diagonal spurs and, on the other hand, by arcade arch profiles with two
orders of double wave mouldings separated by a notch-like setback—has parallels at four other parish
churches. The first, second, and third are located in Norfolk: Beeston, Great Walsingham, and Wighton (all
of which have been dated between c.1320 and c.1330). See Haward, Norfolk Album, pp. 8, 26, 52-53, 8889, 134-36. A fourth—one of the grandest churches of the period—is located farther afield at Boston in
Lincolnshire (begun c.1330). See L. Monckton, “‘The Beste and Fairest of Al Lincolnshire’: The Parish
Church of St Botolph, Boston,” in “The Beste and Fayrest of Al Lincolnshire”: The Church of St Botolph,
Boston, Lincolnshire, and Its Medieval Monuments, eds. S. Badham and P. Cockerham (Oxford, 2012), pp.
29-48. The tracery patterns in the east aisle windows have parallels at Ely Cathedral. The triple daggers in
the heads of the outer lights, which flank a pair of additional daggers over the head of the central light, are
like those in the sub-arches of the east window of the Lady Chapel (dated to the 1330s). The large cusped
oculus in the main window head is like that in the tracery openings of the west choir gallery (dated c.1322
to c.1337). See J. Maddison, “The Gothic Cathedral: New Building in a Historic Context,” in A History of
Ely Cathedral, eds. P. Meadows and N. Ramsay (Woodbridge, 2003), pp. 124-5 and 132-4. The tracery in
the north/south aisle windows is more problematic. Simple un-cusped “y-tracery,” which is notoriously
difficult to date, is relatively rare in the region. It has been suggested that its presence at North Walsham
may have been a consequence of labor disruptions caused by the Black Death. See Chase and Page, St
Nicholas’ Church, p. 6. That such an explanation might not be entirely inaccurate is suggested by the
presence of un-cusped y-intersecting patterns in the clerestory windows of the retrochoir at Wells Cathedral
(c.1326-c.1340)—an incongruous feature that has been convincingly interpreted as the product of
economizing measures adopted in response to financial crises at the institution during the 1330s. See T.
Ayers, The Medieval Stained Glass of Wells Cathedral, vol. 1 (Oxford and New York, 2004), pp. 286-7.
Alternately, the north/south aisle window tracery may be post-medieval in date, much like that inserted
during the late eighteenth century in the east window of the Carnary Chapel at Norwich Cathedral or,
indeed, that inserted during the early nineteenth century in the central east window of St Nicholas—the
latter being replaced by the present ensemble in 1874.
71

Blomefield provides much conflicting information concerning the appropriation of the rectory in Norfolk,
vol. 11, pp. 77-8. But two items from the archives of St Benet’s Holme, now held at the Norfolk Records
Office, help clarify the matter—at least to some extent. One is a petition that was brought before the bishop
in support of the appropriation in 1338. See NRO, DN/EST 13/3. The other is a papal bull that was issued
in confirmation of the appropriation in 1344. See NRO, DN/EST 6/3. These two items illustrate that,
whatever the details, the transferal of the rectory was underway by the late 1330s and settled by the early
1340s. See, for further information on the history of St Benet’s Holme, Blomefield and Parkin, Norfolk,
vol. 11, pp. 51-7; W. Dugdale, Monasticon Anglicanum, eds. J. Caley, H. Ellis, and B. Bandinel, vol. 3
(London, 1846), pp. 61-82; Victoria County History: Norfolk, vol. 2 (London, 1906), pp. 330-6.
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an extensive reconstruction around this time, whether before or after the appropriation of
the benefice, is logical given the fact that North Walsham, like many settlements
throughout northeastern Norfolk, experienced a significant economic boom associated
with the expansion of the cloth-making industry during the first half of the fourteenth
century.72 Indeed, in the lay subsidy of 1334, North Walsham was ranked the fifth
wealthiest city in Norfolk and the sixty-fifth wealthiest city in England.73 A vastly
expanded church, the unprecedented size of which is suggested by the modest scale of the
earlier west tower adjacent to the north aisle (possibly Saxo-Norman), no doubt provided
much needed space for the ever-growing population of this affluent community. On the
one hand, the unique all-in-one configuration of the building could be understood in
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Three “hundreds,” or administrative regions, in northeastern Norfolk—Eynsford, South Erpingham, and
Tunstead (in which was located North Walsham)—specialized, from the later thirteenth century, in the
production of “aylshams” (linen cloths named after the town of Aylsham in the hundred of South
Erpingham) and “worsteds” (woolen cloths named after the town of Worstead in the hundred of Tunstead).
Both cloths were highly prized: the former for garments and naperies and the latter for garments and
furnishings. The two were related insofar as they were products of time-intensive processes that
transformed coarse raw materials—aylshams, flax and hemp; worsteds, long-grained wool—into
lightweight textiles. They were thus ideally suited to a region whose dense population and fragmented land
holdings made by-employment an economic necessity. See, for the most detailed analysis of the topic, A. F.
Sutton, “The Early Linen and Worsted Industry of Norfolk and the Evolution of the London Mercers’
Company,” Norfolk Archaeology, vol. 40, no. 3 (1989), pp. 201-25. See also J. James, History of the
Worsted Manufacture in England from the Earliest Times (London, 1857), pp. 33-103; W. Hudson and J.
C. Tingey, eds., The Records of the City of Norwich, vol. 2 (Norwich, 1910), pp. lxii-lxx; K. J. Allison,
“The Norfolk Worsted Industry in the 16th and 17th Centuries,” Yorkshire Bulletin of Economic and Social
Research, vol. 12, no. 2 (1960), pp. 73-83; J. R. Oldland, “‘Fyne worsted whech is almost like silke’:
Norwich’s Double Worsted,” Textile History, vol. 42, no. 2 (2011), pp. 181-99. The production of aylshams
ceased in the late fourteenth century. See Sutton, “Early Linen and Worsted Industry of Norfolk,” p. 203.
The production of worsteds, however, continued into the early modern period—though market dynamics
changed dramatically in the late fourteenth century. Foreign demand all but collapsed. See Allison, “The
Norfolk Worsted Industry,” pp. 79-80. Domestic demand, however, appears to have stayed strong (though
firm documentary evidence is scarce). See Oldland, “Norwich’s Double Worsted,” pp. 181 and 183. See
also, concerning the larger political, economic, and social dimensions of the cloth-making industry in
England, T. H. Lloyd, The English Wool Trade in the Middle Ages (Cambridge, 1977); A. R. Bridbury,
Medieval English Clothmaking: An Economic Survey (London, 1982); P. Walton, “Textiles,” in English
Medieval Industries: Craftsmen, Techniques, Products, eds. J. Blair and N. Ramsay (London and Rio
Grande, 1991), pp. 319-54.
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Dyer, “Ranking Lists of English Medieval Towns,” p. 756. Wealthier settlement in Norfolk included
Norwich (6th), Yarmouth (7th), King’s Lynn (11th), and Swaffham (37th).
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programmatic terms as a device that maximized the enclosed area of the building. On the
other hand, the same arrangement could also be understood in economic terms as a
product of the divergent financial states of the two parties who sponsored the project: the
rector and the laity. The former—which, following the appropriation of St Nicholas, was
none other than St Benet’s Abbey—had little money to spare for the reconstruction of the
portion for which it was responsible: the chancel.74 The latter, however, appears to have
had copious funds to contribute to the reconstruction of the portion for which it was
responsible: the nave.75 Therefore, at St Nicholas, it seems that parishioners assumed the
bulk of the financial burden of the project—a turn of events that likely precipitated the
unprecedented conflation of nave and chancel into a single continuous volume (though it
should be noted that some sense of spatial hierarchy was maintained at the east end via
the inclusion of lateral walls dividing the central vessel and the side aisles).
St Michael, Beccles, was likely the second church to feature an integrated naveand-chancel design in East Anglia (figs. 2.37-2.40).76 The main body of the building, a
large double-story structure of seven arcade bays measuring twenty-one meters by fortysix meters, appears to have been rebuilt during the third quarter of the fourteenth
century.77 Documentary evidence, though spare, indicates that work was underway in the
74

The unhealthy financial state of the abbey is demonstrated by the fact that the monks’ papal petition to
appropriate the church at North Walsham argued that “they had by lay power lost their appropriated church
of Scottow, and that their possessions were greatly reduced by floods, oppressions, and the duties of
hospitality.” See VCH Norfolk, p. 234.
75

The healthy financial state of the town-at-large is demonstrated by the fact that, in the subsidy of 1334,
the crown assessed its taxable income at the significant sum of £225. See Dyer, “Ranking Lists of English
Medieval Towns,” p. 756.
76

See, for the history of the parish, A. Suckling, The History and Antiquities of the County of Suffolk, vol. 1
(London, 1846), pp. 14-21. There is, unfortunately, no published architectural account of the church.
77

Haward dates the project to c.1370. See Haward, Suffolk Medieval Church Arcades, p. 166.
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late 1360s.78 Stylistic evidence—namely the pier sections and the arch profiles in the
main arcades and the tracery patterns in the north, south, and east aisle windows—further
indicates that the building was contemporary with a group of regional churches erected in
the decades after the Black Death.79 The reconstruction of the church appears to have
coincided with a large-scale change in the urban layout of the town that involved, on the
one hand, the desertion of the “old” northern market and the demotion of its adjacent
church, St Peter, to a chapel-of-ease and, on the other hand, the foundation of the “new”
southern market and the promotion of its adjacent church, none other than St Michael, to
a parochial institution.80 That the town should have undergone an extensive alteration at
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Robert Boteler, a chaplain at the nearby town of Mutford, made a testamentary bequest of 3s. 4d. “ad
fabricam novae eccl[es]iae Bekles” in his will of 1369. See NRO, NCC, Heydon 17. See also, for further
discussion, Suckling, Suffolk, vol. 1, p. 14, and Fawcett, “Church Building in Norfolk,” p. 217.
79

The pier-and-arch system of the main arcades—distinguished, on the one hand, by quatrefoil piers with
plain cardinal shafts and roll-like diagonal spurs and, on the other hand, by arcade arch profiles with two
orders of double ogees separated by a hollow moulding—has parallels at four other parish churches. The
first, second, and third are located in Suffolk: Long Melford (c.1380), Redgrave (c.1350?), and Rougham
(c.1370?). See Haward, Suffolk Medieval Church Arcades, pp. 128, 166-7, 300-3, 326-7, and 330-1. The
fourth is located in Norfolk: Hingham (c.1340). See Haward, Norfolk Album, pp. 8 and 54-5. The
disposition of the tracery patterns in the aisle windows—there are nine designs installed within eighteen
apertures—is an archaeological problem beyond the scope of the present inquiry. But enough of the
original scheme survives to indicate that the lateral aisle walls contained three-light windows of alternating
design in the late fourteenth century. The north side alternated between a “Decorated” pattern with flowing
reticulations and a “Perpendicular” pattern with demi-panels. The south side alternated between a
“Transitional” pattern with straightened reticulations (embellished with double-cusped quatrefoils) and a
“Perpendicular” pattern with demi-panels. See, for early illustrations of the window tracery, Suckling,
Suffolk, vol. 1, p. 18. See also, for an illustration of the east end of the church, Suckling, Suffolk, vol. 1,
plate between pp. 16 and 17, and, for an illustration of the west end of the church, H. Davy, A Set of
Etchings Illustrative of Beccles Church and Other Suffolk Antiquities (Norwich, 1818). All three tracery
designs at Beccles resonate with the tracery designs of the upper presbytery at Norwich Cathedral (begun
c.1362): the “Decorated” pattern with the reticulated gallery windows, the “Transitional” pattern with the
westernmost clerestory windows, and the “Perpendicular” pattern with the north straight-bay clerestory
windows. These congruencies suggest that the architect in charge of the late fourteenth-century
reconstruction of Beccles may have been none other than the master mason to whom the cathedral work is
often attributed: Robert Wodehirst. See below for further discussion.
80

See, concerning the markets, Suckling, Suffolk, vol. 1, pp. 9-11. Suckling, citing the antiquarian Thomas
Tanner, claimed that St Michael always held parochial status in the town and that St Peter was not a
dependent chapel-of-ease but rather an independent chapel. See Suckling, Suffolk, vol. 1, p. 10. Nicholas
Orme, however, has argued that St Michael attained parochial status in the fourteenth century and that St
Peter changed accordingly—from a parish church to a chapel-of-ease. See N. Orme, “Beccles School in the
1430s,” Proceedings of the Suffolk Institute of Archaeology and History, vol. 42, no. 3 (2011), p. 331. The
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this time is less than surprising given the fact that Beccles, like many settlements
throughout the country, faced a series of economic challenges associated with the
contraction of domestic demand during the second half of the fourteenth century—
challenges that it successfully confronted by transforming itself from a hub for a single
industry, the herring trade, into a market town for a series of industries like cloth making
and leather working.81 Indeed, in opposition to the example of North Walsham, a town of
similar economic status in the early fourteenth century, Beccles continued to prosper until
the end of the Middle Ages, moving from the seventy-first to the forty-sixth wealthiest
settlement in the country between 1334 and 1524-5.82 An expanded church, located
adjacent to the newly founded marketplace on which the town was staking its economic
future, no doubt lent a sense of prestige to this intensive urban renewal effort. But the
adoption of the all-in-one nave-and-chancel format is difficult to explain. The role of
programmatic issues, on the one hand, is relatively clear. Beccles, like North Walsham,
had been the site of a much smaller church—a chapel located in the western portion of

dedications of the two churches may be significant in this regard. St Peter, on the one hand, was the patron
saint of fisherman—a role that would have resonated with the status of the “old town” as a herring market.
St Michael, on the other hand, was the patron saint of high places—a role that would have resonated with
the status of the “new town,” founded on elevated terrain, as a more diversified economic center. See,
concerning the dedications of parish churches in England, F. Bond, Dedications and Patron Saints of
English Churches: Ecclesiastical Symbolism, Saints, and Their Emblems (London, 1914), pp. 35-6 (St
Peter) and 36-40 (St Michael). It should be noted, however, that St Peter and St Michael were very popular
choices for church dedications in medieval England: the former being second and the latter being third.
See, for a ranked list, Bond, Dedications and Patron Saints, pp. 17-25.
81

Trading networks in Suffolk underwent an intense reconfiguration around the year 1350. Before that
date, they were dominated by a large number of smaller markets. After that date, they were dominated by a
small number of larger markets. See, for an overview of this phenomenon, M. Bailey, Medieval Suffolk: An
Economic and Social History, 1200-1500 (Woodbridge, 2007), pp. 265-9. Beccles is a striking case in
point. See, on its earlier undiversified trade, Bailey, Medieval Suffolk, p. 130. See, on its later diversified
trade, Bailey, Medieval Suffolk, pp. 272-3 and 278-9.
82

Dyer, “Ranking Lists of English Medieval Towns,” pp. 757 and 762. In both surveys, Beccles remained
the third wealthiest settlement in Suffolk, surpassed by Bury St Edmunds (26th) and Sudbury (41st) in 1334
and by Bury St Edmunds (14th) and Hadleigh (27th) in 1524-5.
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the present north nave aisle—that would have been woefully inadequate for its new
elevated status as the primary parish church of the town.83 The all-in-one format thus
provided valuable room to accommodate the multiple functions associated with this new
ecclesiastical status. The possible role of economic issues, on the other hand, is much less
clear. Beccles, unlike North Walsham, was an un-appropriated rectory; in fact, during the
period that the church was rebuilt, it enjoyed the oversight of a single rector, Edmund de
Welle, who held the benefice between 1336 and 1388.84 How much money this
longstanding cleric may have donated toward the reconstruction of the chancel remains
unknown. But the length of his tenure suggests that he must have been an integral part of
parish life—a situation that contradicts any effort to interpret the all-in-one format in
terms of growing laicization and/or clerical absenteeism.
St Nicholas, King’s Lynn, was likely the third church to feature an integrated
nave-and-chancel design in East Anglia (figs. 2.41-2.44).85 It was, unlike North Walsham
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Two pieces of physical evidence indicate that there was a prior church at St Michael. The first is a
thirteenth-century doorway situated in the south chancel aisle; it was probably moved to this location to
function as a priest’s door following the construction of the east end in the late fourteenth century. The
second is a series of three thirteenth-century window shafts situated in the western half of the north aisle;
they were probably incorporated, along with the wall in which they are embedded, into the present structure
following the reconstruction of the west end in the late fourteenth century.
84

Suckling claims that de Welle was rector from 1379 to 1397. See Suckling, Suffolk, vol. 1, p. 20. But
further research yields a far more accurate picture of his career. He became dean of Fitcham, Norfolk, in
1326. See Blomefield and Parkin, Norfolk, vol. 7, p. 363. He then became rector of Beccles following an
exchange of benefices with the previous incumbent, Thomas Michel, in 1336. See Calendar of the Patent
Rolls Preserved in the Public Records Office, Edward III, vol. 3 (London, 1895), p. 324. He appears to
have been party to several legal proceedings over the following decades—the latest being a feoffment in
which he was named as “rector” in 1379. See TNA, HD 1538/326/5. His will was proved in 1388. See
NRO, NCC, Harsyk 101.
85

See, for the history of the parish, B. Mackerell, The History and Antiquities of the Flourishing
Corporation of King’s-Lynn in the County of Norfolk (London, 1738), pp. 90-157; Blomefield and Parkin,
Norfolk, vol. 8, pp. 503-12; J. Britton, The Architectural Antiquities of Great Britain, vol. 3 (London, 1812)
pp. 57-60; W. Richards, The History of Lynn, Civil, Ecclesiastical, Political, Commercial, Biographical,
Municipal, and Military, from the Earliest Accounts to the Present Time (Lynn, 1812), pp. 1092-8; W.
Taylor, The Antiquities of King’s Lynn (Lynn, 1844), pp. 63-86. The most thorough architectural account of
the church is E. M. Beloe, Our Borough, Our Churches: King’s Lynn, Norfolk (Cambridge, 1899), pp. 135-

101

or Beccles, not a parish church but rather a chapel-of-ease attached to the oldest
ecclesiastical foundation in the city, St Margaret, an institution that functioned not only
as a parish but also as a priory under the jurisdiction of the Benedictine community at
Norwich Cathedral.86 The main body of the building, a cavernous double-story structure
of eleven arcade bays measuring twenty-four meters by sixty-one meters, appears to have
been built during the fourth quarter of the fourteenth century and the first quarter of the
fifteenth century.87 Documentary evidence takes several forms. The will of John Wace,
drawn up in 1399, contains both a bequest of £30 toward undisclosed building repairs and
a request for burial “in the entrance before the great door of the same church towards the
west.”88 The so-called Red Register of Lynn, a collection of records associated with the
governance of the city, contains two further items bearing on the church: a reference to
the mayor’s purchase of “all the materials except the lead” from the old “chapel of St
Mary” at St Nicholas in 1413 and a reference made by the churchwardens of St Margaret
to the fabric of St Nicholas as “de novo” in 1419.89 Stylistic evidence concerning the date

61. A recent survey, containing several items neglected by Beloe, is the printed church guide published by
the Churches Conservation Trust: E. James and M. Begley, “St Nicholas’ Chapel, King’s Lynn, Norfolk”
(2000). Also valuable, especially concerning the relationship between the architecture and the surviving
furnishings, is C. Tracy, “The Former Nave and Choir Oak Furnishings, and the West End and South Porch
Doors, at the Chapel of St Nicholas, King’s Lynn,” in King’s Lynn and the Fens: Medieval Art,
Architecture and Archaeology, ed. J. McNeill, British Archaeological Association Conference Transactions
31 (Leeds, 2008), pp. 28-52.
86

St Margaret was founded by Bishop Herbert de Losinga (r.1091-1119). St Nicholas was founded by
Bishop William de Turbe (r.1146-1174). See, for the early history of the settlement, Beloe, Our Borough,
Our Churches, pp. 41-60.
87

Haward dates the project to c.1400. See Haward, Norfolk Album, pp. 61-2.
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Cited in James and Begley, “St Nicholas’ Chapel,” p. 5.
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Cited in Beloe, Our Borough, Our Churches, pp. 149-50.
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of the building is more difficult to muster in light of its highly idiosyncratic design.90 The
arcade piers—whose lozenge-shaped section features smaller round shafts on the long
axis, larger polygonal shafts on the short axis, and two hollow chamfers separated by a
tiny spur in the splays—have few parallels outside a small group of buildings dated to
various parts of the fifteenth century.91 The window tracery patterns—whose complex
compositions feature straightened members, intersecting arcs, and crenellated supertransoms over triangular quatrefoils—are even more unusual, though individual elements
can be found in a sizable number of buildings throughout the region, many dating to the
last quarter of the fourteenth century or the first quarter of the fifteenth century.92
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Richard Fawcett, utilizing the evidence of moulding profiles and tracery patterns, attributed a small
number of architectural projects in the county to the designer of St Nicholas; these included the renovated
arches of the west towers at King’s Lynn St Margaret, the side windows of the chancel at Great Carbrooke,
and the nave at Litcham. See R. Fawcett, “Later Gothic Architecture in Norfolk” (unpublished Ph.D.
dissertation, University of East Anglia, 1975), pp. 227-52. Determining the identity of this architect lies
well outside the bounds of the present study. But two things can be said with relative certainty. First, as
indicated by the singularity of St Nicholas, he enjoyed an all-too-brief career. Second, as intimated by the
sophistication of the design at St Nicholas, he received an elite architectural education that involved a high
level of exposure to a wide variety of monuments throughout England—particularly in the West Country.
In sum, as stated by Christopher Wilson, this talented designer was “the most individualistic, eclectic and
retrospection-prone architect active anywhere in eastern England around 1400.” See C. Wilson, “Gothic
Metamorphosed: The Choir of St Augustine's Abbey in Bristol and the Renewal of European Architecture
around 1300,” in The Medieval Art, Architecture and History of Bristol Cathedral: An Enigma Explored,
eds. J. Cannon and B. Williamson (Woodbridge, 2011), p 144.
91

Only two buildings of the early fifteenth century have piers that strongly resemble those at St Nicholas.
The first is the nave at Litcham (Norfolk). See Fawcett, “Later Gothic Architecture in Norfolk,” pp. 232-3,
and Haward, Norfolk Album, pp. 66-7. The second is the nave at Mildenhall (Suffolk). See Haward, Suffolk
Medieval Church Arcades, pp. 308-10. Incidentally, both settlements, Litcham and Mildenhall, are located
on tributaries of the Great Ouse, which empties into the Wash outside of King’s Lynn: the former on the
Nar and the latter on the Lark. It was, no doubt, this transportation link between “center” and “periphery”
that facilitated the movement of architectural ideas from the coast to the interior. That St Nicholas, though
little imitated, remained an attractive prototype well into the fifteenth century is demonstrated by the fact
that its signature pier type was employed in the imposing nave at Upwell (Norfolk) (c.1460). See Haward,
Norfolk Album, pp. 126-7.
92

Tracery patterns with straightened members are a common feature in the architecture not of eastern
England but of western England. They appear, for instance, in various windows at Wells Cathedral, Exeter
Cathedral, and Gloucester Abbey (all from the first half of the 1300s). They also appear in the chapterhouse window of the Dean’s Cloister at Windsor Castle (1350-3). See Harvey, Perpendicular Style, p. 84.
Tracery patterns with either intersecting arcs or crenellated super-transoms over triangular quatrefoils are,
by contrast, a common feature in the architecture not of western England but of eastern England. The
former appear in the east window at the Norwich Great Hospital (c.1380-5), the north cloister openings at
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Complementing both kinds of evidence—documentary and stylistic—are the heraldic
figures on the south porch and on the west front that belong to Edward III (r.1327-77).93
Thus, in light of these conditions, it seems reasonable to conclude that, at St Nicholas,
building work started c.1375 and finished c.1410.94 Such a period is highly suggestive

Norwich Cathedral (c.1385), the east window at Great Shelford (Cambridgeshire) (c.1396-1411), the east
window at Sleaford (Lincolnshire) (c.1400-3), and the nave windows at Hull Holy Trinity (Yorkshire)
(1389-1418). The latter appear in the nave windows at Balsham (Cambridgeshire) (c.1380-90), the side
windows of the gatehouse at Thornton Abbey (Lincolnshire) (1382-9), the windows of the chapterhouse at
Howden (Yorkshire) (1380-1400), the chancel windows at Sleaford (Lincolnshire) (c.1400-3), and the east
window at Catterick (Yorkshire) (1412-5). Both devices seem to have been invented in East Anglia—the
former possibly by Robert Wodehirst—before 1400. See Harvey, Perpendicular Style, pp. 139, 142, and
145. Most interesting are the segmental arches over the lateral windows at King’s Lynn St Nicholas. Such
apertures are quite unusual in an ecclesiastical building of the period. But they do appear in at least one
major church: Edington Priory (Wiltshire) (rebuilt from 1352). There, segmental-arched windows light the
nave and pointed-arched windows light the choir, thereby creating a marked formal differentiation between
lay space and clerical space. See H. Brakspear, “Edington Monastery,” Wiltshire Archaeological and
Natural History Magazine, vol. 47, no. 162 (1935), pp. 7-19. The possible lay connotations of windows of
this kind would have had special relevance at St Nicholas—a chapel-of-ease long at odds with its mother
church of St Margaret. See below.
93

Two heraldic figures, a lion and a bird of prey, formerly appeared on the corners of the gable over the
south porch. Both Mackerell and Parkin identified them as the supporters of the arms of Edward III. See
Mackerell, History and Antiquities of King’s-Lynn, p. 91, and Blomefield and Parkin, Norfolk, vol. 8, p.
511. See also, for a drawing of the figures still in situ, Britton, Architectural Antiquities of Great Britain,
vol. 3, plate between pp. 60 and 61. Two other heraldic devices, both helms featuring lion crests, currently
appear on the buttress niches on either side of the great west entrance (the north lion survives; the south
lion does not). Neither Mackerell nor Parkin noted them in their texts. But Edward Edwards, a later local
antiquarian, associated them, along with the heraldic figures on the south porch and a lost royal figure in
the glazing of the west window, with Edward III: “The figures of a lion and an eagle upon the summit of
the south porch are thought to be the armorial supporters of Edward III: and there was very lately in the
centre of the west window, a figure greatly resembling the usual portraits of that monarch, with three
crowns upon his sceptre. The ornaments which surmount the two canopied niches in the buttresses on each
side of the western door, also appear very like the crest of the same king, as it is represented on his first
gold coin, the quarter florin.” See Britton, Architectural Antiquities of Great Britain, vol. 3, pp. 59-60.
Curiously, neither William Taylor nor Edward Beloe, the two great nineteenth-century antiquarians of
King’s Lynn, paid any attention to the heraldic figures at St Nicholas.
94

A request for burial “ad sepeliendum in choro Beate Marie Virginis in ecclesia Sancti Nicholai Lenn” in
the will of William de Biteryngge, made in 1368-9, provides a terminus post quem for the reconstruction of
the church. See, for a transcription, The Red Register of King’s Lynn, ed. I. Holcombe, vol. 1 (King’s Lynn,
1919), pp. 238-40. This chapel was no doubt the very same structure whose salvaged materials were
purchased by the mayor of the borough, following the reconstruction of the chapel, in 1419. See above. The
fact that none of the four subsidiary altars documented in the building from the fifteenth century was
dedicated to the Virgin indicates that, after this architectural transformation, the church no longer had a setaside Lady Chapel. See James and Begley, “St Nicholas’ Chapel,” pp. 7-8. The Bitterings’ tomb brass, now
lost, was still visible at the east end of the south nave aisle—accompanied by a donor portrait window—in
the early eighteenth century. See, for a description, Mackarell, History and Antiquities of King’s-Lynn, pp.
91-2 and 133-4. The brass was apparently very similar to three surviving “Flemish brasses” of the highest
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since it aligns with a dramatic conflict over the ecclesiastical rights of the chapel during
the late 1370s and the early 1380s.95 The struggle began when John Peye, the chaplain of
St Nicholas, successfully undertook a lay-financed mission to procure a papal bull in
support of the independence of the chapel.96 Civic authorities, many of whom belonged
to the Great Gild of the Holy Trinity based at St Margaret, hotly disputed the validity of
this dispensation; they responded by sealing a series of three complaints in 1379: a letter
patent to Pope Urban VI; a letter close to Adam de Eston, monk of Norwich Cathedral
Priory, who was an influential member of the papal court; and a letter to the citizens of
King’s Lynn.97 These objections must have been effective because, when the matter was
eventually brought before the prior of Pentney, who had been appointed as arbiter by the
bishop of Norwich, he ruled against St Nicholas and for St Margaret, reinstating the
status quo via a lengthy decision in 1381.98 It is impossible to determine whether this
fascinating conflict predated or postdated the decision to rebuild St Nicholas. In either
case, however, the audacious project would have gone a long way toward asserting the
quality still preserved in King’s Lynn St Margaret. See H. K. Cameron, “The Fourteenth-Century Flemish
Brasses at King’s Lynn,” Archaeological Journal, vol. 136 (1979), pp. 151-72.
95

See, for a summary of the controversy, Beloe, Our Borough, Our Churches, pp. 139-48.
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Blomefield’s citation of two different dates for the bull, 1374 and 1379, is curious. See Blomefield and
Parkin, Norfolk, vol. 8, pp. 503 (for 1374) and 511 (for 1379). An account of Peye’s appearance before the
civil authorities, documented in the Red Register, appears—at least at first glance—to clarify the issue by
providing a terminus post quem and a terminus ante quem for the contentious license. On the one hand, it
describes the bull as being issued by Pope Urban VI, who acceded to his office in April 1378. On the other
hand, it states that the meeting in question took place in the second year of the mayoralty of John Burnham,
which ended in March 1379. Thus, it would seem, the bull was promulgated in the later months of 1378 or
in the earlier months of 1379. See Beloe, Our Borough, Our Churches, pp. 141-2. But the accounts of
Norwich Cathedral Priory contain expenditures for a lawsuit concerning the validity of the bull in the
accounting year 1375-6. See, for a transcription, D. Owen, The Making of King’s Lynn: A Documentary
Survey (London, 1984), pp. 122-3. It therefore appears that, whatever the chronology of the legal
proceedings, the controversy over the ecclesiastical status of St Nicholas predated the late 1370s.
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See, for a transcription, Holcombe, Red Register, vol. 2, pp. 143-7.
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See, for a transcription, Owen, Making of King’s Lynn, pp. 136-9.
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status of the ambitious institution. Within this context, then, the formal contrasts between
mother church and daughter church take on special connotations.99 St Margaret, an aging
structure built between the later twelfth and the earlier thirteenth centuries, featured—in
its early fifteenth-century guise—a traditional three-part plan (nave, transept, choir), a
one-story elevation, and a poorly lit sanctuary bay (fig. 2.45). St Nicholas, in contrast,
featured a radical all-in-one plan, a two-story elevation, and a brilliantly lit sanctuary bay
(fig. 2.44). This dichotomy reinforced larger conditions in the urban topography in
King’s Lynn: St Margaret being located in the older twelfth-century section and St
Nicholas being located in the newer thirteenth-century section.100 That the juxtaposition
was probably not lost on contemporaries is illustrated by a meeting of the churchwardens
of St Margaret in 1419; on that occasion, they bewailed the fact that when it came to
financing building work, the mother church could scarcely afford small projects while the
daughter church could easily afford large projects.101 Therefore, at St Nicholas, the all-inone format appears to have served at least two purposes. On the one hand, as at North
Walsham and at Beccles, it provided a convenient means of rapid expansion on a site
whose previous church—the only surviving portion of which is the tower at the west end
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See, for the only substantial architectural history of St Margaret, Beloe, Our Borough, Our Churches, pp.
61-134. A penetrating analysis of the financial administration of the foundation during the late medieval
period—a process that had profound consequences for the relationship between the parish church and its
two dependent chapels (St Nicholas and St James)—is R. N. Swanson, “Urban Rectories and Urban
Fortunes in Late Medieval England: The Evidence from Bishop’s Lynn,” in The Church in the Medieval
Town, eds. T. R. Slater and G. Rosser (Aldershot, 1998), pp. 100-30.
100

The best account of the urban topography of the city during the medieval and the early modern periods
is V. Parker, The Making of King’s Lynn: Secular Buildings from the 11th to the 17th Century (London and
Chichester, 1971), pp. 19-31.
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Beloe, Our Borough, Our Churches, pp. 82-5 and 149-50.
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of the south nave aisle—was likely much smaller than its successor.102 On the other hand,
in a way with no direct parallel at North Walsham or at Beccles, it also achieved a series
of economic, political, and social ends insofar as it interrogated multiple power structures
within the larger community. The result was a building that fully activated the latent
potential of the all-in-one parish church configuration.

Design
Norwich St Gregory, though it shares the all-in-one layout of the “hall churches”
at North Walsham, Beccles, and King’s Lynn, deviates from their example in several key
respects. First, it has a band-like clerestory that contains two windows per arcade bay, a
common architectural feature in the region that occurs at numerous parish churches—
most notably Cley (built as an addition to an existing nave arcade in the first quarter of
the fourteenth century) and Snettisham (built during the second quarter of the fourteenth
century) (fig. 2.46).103 Second, it has a set of blind wall arcades that create shallow
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The scar of the roof of the previous nave, still clearly visible on the east face of the tower, indicates that
the old church was no taller than the present south aisle. Beloe dates the structure, on stylistic grounds, to
the first decade of the thirteenth century—a period during which Bishop John de Grey of Norwich (r.120014) is known to have rebuilt St Margaret. See Beloe, Our Borough, Our Churches, pp. 135-8.
103

The clerestories at both churches alternate between round windows and two-light arch-headed windows.
See, on Cley, A. B. Whittingham, “Cley Church,” Archaeological Journal, vol. 137 (1980), p. 347. See, on
Snettisham, R. Fawcett, “Snettisham Church,” in McNeill, King’s Lynn and the Fens, pp. 134-47. See also,
on related clerestories in Norfolk, Pevsner and Wilson, Norfolk 1, p. 54. The clerestories of several
fourteenth-century parish churches in Lincolnshire have even more in common with the clerestory at St
Gregory. They feature identical arch-headed window recesses, two per bay, filled with alternating tracery
patterns. St Botolph, Boston, appears to have set the trend in the region. See Monckton, “‘The Beste and
Fairest of Al Lincolnshire,’” pp. 36-9. The first known building to employ a band-like clerestory in
conjunction with a wooden roof was the late thirteenth-century nave at Howden Minster. See N.
Coldstream, “St Peter’s Church, Howden,” in Medieval Art and Architecture in the East Riding of
Yorkshire, ed. C. Wilson, British Archaeological Association Conference Transactions 9 (Leeds, 1989), pp.
109-20. In any event: St Gregory appears to have been the first building to employ this feature in Norfolk.
It has been claimed that another early example may have existed at Banningham. See Pevsner and Wilson,
Norfolk 1, p. 59. But, at that church, the destruction of the upper portion of a surviving wall painting in one
of the main arcade spandrels indicates, quite clearly, that the clerestory was added to the late fourteenthcentury arcades (probably at the same time as the significantly later hammerbeam roof). See Pevsner and
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recesses for the aisle windows, a rather uncommon architectural feature that occurs at
only two other parish church in the region: Attleborough and Little Cressingham (built
during the third quarter of the fourteenth century) (fig. 2.47).104 Third, and perhaps most
noticeably, St Gregory has a “staggered” east end with a projecting sanctuary bay. This
arrangement is significant insofar as it develops an idea implicit in earlier “hall
churches”: the creation of a quasi-independent sanctuary zone. These buildings had
achieved this goal not on their exteriors, the “flat” east ends of which mimicked those of
thirteenth-century episcopal churches like Ely or fourteenth-century mendicant churches
like the London Greyfriars, but rather on their interiors via the inclusion of spur-like
partitions projecting from the west side of the east wall. At North Walsham and at
Beccles, where the partitions mediate the sanctuaries and the aisles, it was impossible to
incorporate side windows; their east ends are thus quite dark (figs. 2.36, 2.40).105 At

Wilson, Norfolk 1, p. 376. Needless to say, when compared with the “hall churches” that preceded it, St
Gregory stood apart. North Walsham, as a true hall church, had no clerestory windows at all. Beccles, in its
original late fourteenth-century state, had one small clerestory window over each arcade bay (a
configuration that remains undisturbed in the chancel). King’s Lynn St Nicholas, finally, had one large
clerestory window over each arcade bay—the segmental arch head of which, like that of the lower aisle
window, maximized the size of the aperture in order to provide as much light as possible.
104

Both Attleborough and Little Cressingham have been attributed to a master who designed another
church with aisle wall arcades in greater East Anglia: Sutton (Cambridgeshire). See R. Fawcett, “Sutton in
the Isle of Ely and Its Architectural Context,” in Medieval Art and Architecture at Ely Cathedral, eds. N.
Coldstream and P. Draper, British Archaeological Association Conference Transactions 2 (Leeds, 1979),
pp. 78-96. In all three buildings, the wall arcade responds match the aisle-facing projections of the main
arcade piers, thus creating a formal relationship that links the central vessel and the side aisles—a condition
that does not occur at St Gregory. Sandy Heslop, in a recent reassessment of the church at Attleborough,
has noted that aisle wall arcades also existed at the Dominican church at Thetford, now mostly ruined,
which appears to have been built shortly after its foundation in 1335. See T. A. Heslop, “The Nave of
Attleborough, Norfolk, and the Architecture of Unknowing,” in Architecture, Liturgy and Identity: Liber
Amicorum Paul Crossley, eds. Z. Opačić and A. Timmermann (Turnhout, 2011), pp. 54 and 56.
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At North Walsham, where the partition walls are almost five meters long, there are two curious lateral
openings: a “window” above the sedilia opening into the south aisle and an “archway,” now blocked by an
early modern tomb (but still visible from the opposite side), opening into the north aisle. The presence of
apertures in these walls, which appear to be post-hoc in nature, indicates that, at some later date, they
impeded otherwise desirable access—visual, aural, tactile—between the sanctuary and the lateral chapels.
At Beccles, where the partition walls are only two-and-a-half meters long, there are no such openings. The
absence of apertures in these walls indicates that they created an acceptable degree of separation between
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King’s Lynn, where the partitions mediate the sanctuary and the low-roofed vestries that
terminate the aisles, it was possible, in contrast, to introduce large four-light side
windows; its east end is therefore much lighter (fig. 2.44).106 St Gregory, which has less
in common with the former and more in common with the latter, took the idea one step
further by omitting side vessels from the flanks of the sanctuary altogether. This
configuration had the advantage of solving two different problems. Firstly, by facilitating
the introduction of enormous lateral windows that enhanced the visibility of liturgical
performances inside the building, it addressed the common issue of church illumination
(fig. 2.16).107 Secondly, by facilitating the inclusion of a lower passageway that ensured
the viability of liturgical processions outside the building (the most popular of which took
place during Rogationtide), it addressed the less common—and highly site-specific—
problem of churchyard circulation (figs. 2.1, 2.4-2.5).108 The presence of all three

the sanctuary and the lateral chapels without compromising the functionality of the east end. Each of the
buildings employs a different “trick” to accommodate the “extra length” of the partitioned sanctuary bay.
North Walsham absorbs it by expanding the final arcade bay in such a way that the two easternmost aisle
bays have the same dimension as their western counterparts—thereby preserving the regularity of the
exterior facade. Beccles absorbs it by simply expanding the easternmost aisle bay adjacent to the chancel—
thereby disrupting the regularity of the exterior facade.
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At King’s Lynn St Nicholas, where the length of the sanctuary bay is equal to that of one of the arcade
bays, the aisle bays are identical from end to end of the building.
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A similar objective defined what was arguably the largest ecclesiastical building project in the city
during the second half of the fourteenth century: the reconstruction of the presbytery clerestory at Norwich
Cathedral. See Fernie, Architectural History of Norwich Cathedral, pp. 183 and 185-6. More generally, of
course, modern scholars have argued that the “glasshouse-church” was one of the paradigmatic innovations
of late medieval architecture in England. See, for instance, Harvey, Perpendicular Style, pp. 67-8.
108

See, concerning the critical importance of the processions that took place during Rogationtide, E. Duffy,
The Stripping of the Altars: Traditional Religion in England 1400-1580, 2nd ed. (New Haven and London,
2005), pp. 136-8 and 279-80. That these events were integral to parochial identity is demonstrated by the
fact they were not ultimately suppressed during the Reformation. See Duffy, Stripping of the Altars, pp.
451-2, 568, and 578-9. Other major festivals that involved similar perambulations were Palm Sunday and
Corpus Christi. See Duffy, Stripping of the Altars, pp. 23-7. Architectural provisions for churchyard
processions can be found at several parish churches in Norfolk. Chancels with lower passageways exist not
only at St Gregory but also at Norwich St Peter Mancroft and Walpole St Peter. Both of the latter examples
date to the fifteenth century. Towers with passageways in their ground-level stages exist at Diss, Metton,
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distinctive architectural features at St Gregory—the band-like clerestory tying together
the central elevation, the blind wall arcades tying together the side elevations, and the
projecting sanctuary bay functioning as the visual climax of the ensemble—indicates that
the architect in charge of the design employed his wide-ranging knowledge of regional
architecture in order to create a one-of-a-kind interior that fully exploited the potential of
the all-in-one format. It therefore comes as little surprise that this architect was none
other than a leading master mason of the period: Robert Wodehirst.
Wodehirst’s career is difficult to reconstruct given the fact that documentary
evidence is disappointingly spare.109 On the one hand, there are several mid fourteenthcentury references to a Robert Wodehirst working in the stone yards of Westminster,
laboring initially as a “mason” and then as a “carver” at St Stephen’s Chapel,
Westminster Palace, in 1352 and in 1357-8 and subsequently as a “carver” at
Westminster Abbey, sculpting vault bosses for the south cloister walk, in 1358. On the
other hand, there are several late fourteenth-century references to a Robert Wadhurst
serving as a “master of the work” in the cathedral workshops at Norwich and at Ely,
working on the north cloister walk of the former in 1385-6 and on the high altar reredos
of the latter in 1387-93. Modern scholars, following John Harvey, have tended to assume
that these two individuals, “Wodehirst” and “Wadhurst,” were, in fact, the same person—
a designer who enjoyed a protracted career along the lines of contemporary architects like

Norwich St John Maddermarket, Norwich St Peter Mancroft, and Riddlesworth. Diss, Metton and
Riddlesworth—all of which feature small door-like entrances and un-vaulted chambers—date to the early
fourteenth century. St John Maddermarket and St Peter Mancroft, which feature large porch-like entrances
and vaulted chambers, date to the fifteenth century. Integral, finally, to any discussion liturgical processions
in medieval England is T. Bailey, The Processions of Sarum and the Western Church (Toronto, 1971).
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See, for the only synthesis of relevant documentary sources, Harvey, English Medieval Architects
[1984], pp. 342-3.
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Henry Yevele (fl. 1353, d. 1400) and William Wynford (fl. 1360, d. 1405) (both of whom
were also trained in the Royal Works during the 1350s).110 But none has provided a
convincing explanation for his movement from the capital to East Anglia. Further
complicating the matter is the fact that, of the two works firmly ascribed to Wodehirst,
only one has survived into the present day: eight tracery bays in the north cloister walk at
Norwich (1382-1395) (figs. 2.48).111 This structure, distinguished by tracery patterns that
alternate between a subarcuated-intersecting design and a supermullioned design,
constitutes the only physical means of identifying other works that belong to his oeuvre.
It is, in fact, on the basis of the formal similarities that exist between the north cloister
tracery and the presbytery clerestory tracery, which was rebuilt following the collapse of
the cathedral spire in 1361/2, that scholars have concluded that Wodehirst was working at
Norwich from the 1360s (figs. 2.49-2.50).112 The presbytery, in turn, provides additional
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Yevele’s career is recounted in Harvey, English Medieval Architects [1984], pp. 358-66. Wynford’s
career is recounted in Harvey, English Medieval Architects [1984], pp. 352-6. See, for further analysis of
the period during which both men worked, J. Harvey, Henry Yevele, c. 1320 to 1400: The Life of an
English Architect (London, 1944) [2nd ed., 1946]. Harvey believed that, in contrast to his two
contemporaries, Wodehirst employed a “highly personal version” of the so-called “official style” that had
been developed in the King’s Works (a problematic idea)—one that had more in common with the richness
of the Decorated rather than the regularity of the Perpendicular. See Harvey, Perpendicular Style, pp. 105,
107, and 138.
111

The chronology of the north side of the cloister is complex. There are, in total, eleven bays (numbered,
for the sake of convenience, in ascending order from west to east). The over-arches of bays one through
five and the tracery walls of bays one and two were completed under John Attegrene the Younger between
1355 and 1361. The over-arches of bays six through ten and the tracery walls of bays three through ten
were completed under Wodehirst between 1382 and 1395. (The whole of bay eleven, which is integral to
the east walk, was erected when work started on the cloister during the 1290s.) See Fernie and
Whittingham, Early Communar and Pitancer Rolls of Norwich Cathedral Priory, pp. 38-41; Fernie,
Architectural History of Norwich Cathedral, pp. 172-3; Woodman, “Gothic Campaigns,” pp. 170-2 and
175-6. Harvey, in his biographical sketches, indicates that only bays one and two of the cloisters should be
attributed to Wodehirst. See Harvey, English Mediaeval Architects [1954], p. 299; Harvey, English
Mediaeval Architects [1984], p. 342. But, elsewhere, he argues that all ten of the fourteenth-century bays
should be assigned to the architect. See Harvey, Perpendicular Style, p. 142. In any event: Fernie and
Whittingham’s attributions remain authoritative.
112

The identification of the designer of the presbytery clerestory has relied almost exclusively on stylistic
analysis in the absence of more concrete documentary evidence. Harvey, noting the presence of traceries
with double-cusping and mouldings with double-ogees (both of which are associated with the output of the
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formal evidence in support of his involvement in a number of projects throughout East
Anglia between the 1360s and the 1390s. Among these works are the nave of Ingham
Priory (c.1361),113 the “transept” chapels (and, possibly, the clerestory) of the parish
church at Aylsham (c.1371),114 the nave and the lower west tower of the parish church at
Swanton Morley (c.1379),115 the choir of the Great Hospital in Norwich (c.1380-4),116
and the west lantern tower at Ely Cathedral (c.1392-3)117—all of which, with the
exception of the final example, are located in Norfolk. But no single building is a more
convincing attribution than St Gregory. The alternating tracery patterns in the aisle
windows of the church are very similar in conception to the tracery patterns in the north
cloister openings of the nearby cathedral (figs. 2.3, 2.48, 2.51). That Wodehirst would
have been the designer of the former is natural given the fact that, at the time of its
construction, he was likely still the resident master mason of the latter (a foundation that

Royal Works at Westminster), attributed it—along with a sequence of other projects in the region—in no
uncertain terms to Wodehirst. See Harvey, Perpendicular Style, pp. 105 and 107. Whittingham, however,
attributed it to John Attegrene the Younger (the earlier master of the north cloister walk). See A. B.
Whittingham, “The Ramsey Family of Norwich,” Archaeological Journal, vol. 137 (1980), pp. 288-9.
Francis Woodman, following Harvey, tends to favor Wodehirst. See Woodman, “Gothic Campaigns,” p.
182. Fernie, taking a different approach, suggests that two unnamed masters may have been responsible for
the project—one for the “curvilinear” designs of the straight bays and the other for the “rectilinear” designs
of the canted apse bays. See Fernie, Architectural History of Norwich Cathedral, p. 186.
113

Harvey, Perpendicular Style, p. 105. See, for a thorough analysis of the church at Ingham Priory (the
only surviving house of the Trinitarian Order in England), T. J. Pestell, “Architectural History [of Ingham
Priory],” in M. Gary, The Trinitarian Order in England: Excavations at Thelsford Priory (Oxford, 1993),
pp. 112-5.
114

Whittingham, “Ramsey Family of Norwich,” p. 289.
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Harvey, Perpendicular Style, p. 105.
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Harvey, Perpendicular Style, pp. 105, 107, and 142. See, for further information concerning the choir at
the Great Hospital in Norwich, C. Rawcliffe, Medicine for the Soul. The Life, Death, and Resurrection of
an English Medieval Hospital: St Giles’s, Norwich, c.1246-1550 (Stroud, 1999), pp. 115-9.
117

Harvey, English Mediaeval Architects [1984], p. 342. See, for further information concerning the upper
west tower at Ely, Maddison, “Gothic Cathedral,” pp. 139-40.
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was, of course, the institutional patron of St Gregory). The involvement of an
experienced designer who was entering the final decade of a prolific career—Wodehirst
died in Norwich in 1401118—goes a long way toward explaining the sophistication of the
design at St Gregory. Also fascinating in this regard is the possibility that this prolific
architect may have played a role in building projects at two other early “hall churches”
since both structures feature tracery patterns that appear to be derived from the presbytery
clerestory at Norwich Cathedral. At North Walsham, the south nave porch, erected
between the 1360s and the 1380s, has two-light windows with reticulations that alternate
between double-cusped quatrefoils and demi-paneled fields (fig. 2.52); the former follow
the heads of the westernmost presbytery windows and the latter follow the heads of the
north presbytery windows (fig. 2.50).119 At Beccles, the east wall of the south chancel
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Wodehirst’s will was proved in that year. See NRO, NCR Case 1/16 m.10d.
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See, for the attribution of the porch at North Walsham to Wodehirst, Harvey, Perpendicular Style, p.
105. Harvey, following an old antiquarian tradition that the church was almost entirely rebuilt after its
destruction during the Peasant’s Revolt of 1381, dated the porch to after c.1382—though that tradition was
disputed as early as the mid-nineteenth century in J. Gunn, “The Porch at the Church of St. Nicholas, North
Walsham,” Norfolk Archaeology, vol. 5 (1859), pp. 341-7. More germane to the problem of dating the
structure is the heraldry depicted in two sets of escutcheons. The first set is located in the spandrels over the
outer door; the right side contains the Royal Arms (France Ancient and England quarterly, in use c.1340 to
c.1405) while the left side contains the arms of either Edward the Black Prince (Royal Arms differenced
with an azure label, in use until 1376) or John of Gaunt (Royal Arms differenced with ermine label, in use
until 1399). The second set is located in the plaques set into the interior walls; the south side contains the
arms of St Benet’s Abbey while the north side—once again—contains the arms of either the Black Prince
or John of Gaunt. See, concerning the configuration of the royal arms during this period, C. Boutell and A.
C. Fox-Davies, The Handbook of English Heraldry, 11th ed. (London, 1914), p. 259 (and, for the labels,
pp. 178-9). At North Walsham, the labels of the princely arms would have been painted, and it seems very
unlikely that this coloring would have survived into the modern period. This fact would appear to explain
the disagreement among antiquarians concerning their attribution. Those writing before the restoration of
the porch identified both arms—those in the exterior spandrel and those against the interior wall—as
belonging to John of Gaunt. See J. P. Neale and J. Le Keux, Views of the Most Interesting Collegiate and
Parochial Churches in Great Britain, vol. 1 (London, 1824); C. R. Manning, “Remarks on Some Churches
in the Neighbourhood of North Walsham,” Norfolk Archaeology, vol. 4 (1855), p. 307. Those writing after
the restoration of the porch identified the former as the Black Prince and the latter as John of Gaunt. See
Gunn, “Porch at the Church of St. Nicholas,” pp. 342 and 344-5; C. H. W. Page, “Recent Work: North
Walsham Church,” Norfolk Archaeology, vol. 27, pt. 3 (1941), pp. 437-40. Perhaps the restoration involved
applying a new coat of paint to the arms—although no such effort is mentioned in a notice of work
published in The Builder, vol. 17 (1859), p. 636. That the restoration was, in fact, quite conservative is
demonstrated by two pre-restoration drawings. See, for a view from the southwest, Neale and Le Keux,
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aisle, probably erected during the late 1360s or the 1370s, has four-light windows,
organized in the manner of the so-called “Gloucester matrix,” with demi-panels and
quatrefoil transoms (fig. 2.53); it matches, even more closely, the north presbytery
windows (fig. 2.50).120 Working at both of these sites would have provided Wodehirst the
opportunity to analyze the spatial dynamics of churches in which there existed no
architectural division between nave and chancel: North Walsham as a second-hand
observer and Beccles as a first-hand designer. These experiences no doubt had a
significant impact on the way in which he designed one of the final projects of his
architectural career. In this context, St Gregory—with its big arcades and its band-like
clerestory—should be viewed as a consummate synthesis of numerous fourteenth-century
architectural ideas, one that set an important standard for future “hall churches” to the
very end of the medieval period.

Views, vol.1, and, for a view for the southeast, The Builder, vol. 3 (1845), p. 598. Unfortunately, then, there
does not exist enough information to resolve the issue of the heraldry. The presence of the arms of the
Black Prince would imply that the porch was finished by his death in 1376. The presence of the arms of
John of Gaunt, without those of his older brother, would imply that the porch was finished by his death in
1399. See, concerning the significant land holdings of the latter in the region around North Walsham
(which would ostensibly account for their inclusion), H. Castor, The King, the Crown, and the Duchy of
Lancaster: Public Authority and Private Power, 1399-1461 (Oxford, 2000), pp. 53-9.
120

See, for the identification of the southeast aisle window at Beccles with the north presbytery clerestory
windows at Norwich Cathedral, Fawcett, “Church Building in Norfolk,” p. 217. Both of the east aisle
windows at Beccles—the south aperture looking earlier and the north aperture looking later—show clear
signs of modern restoration. But they nevertheless seem to maintain their original tracery patterns. See, for
the earliest published illustration of the east end, Suckling, History and Antiquities of the County of Suffolk,
plate between pp. 16 and 17. Tracery designs much like those at Beccles can be found at two other
churches in Norfolk: in the east aisle windows at Swanton Morley and in the west tower window at Salle.
See Fawcett, “Church Building in Norfolk,” pp. 217-8. Fawcett does not go so far as to credit any of these
buildings to Wodehirst. But, given the fact that other scholars have linked the architect not only to the
cathedral but also to Swanton Morley, such an attribution does not seem entirely out of the question.
Indeed, in the case of Beccles, the later architectural history of the church lends credence to this idea. The
south doorway of the south porch, which received a bequest in 1455, is identical to the monk’s doorway at
Norwich Cathedral—thereby indicating that it would not have been uncommon for architects from the
cathedral to work at the parish church on the Waveney. See, for a formal comparison of the two doorways,
Fawcett, “Church Building in Norfolk,” pp. 226-7.
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Patronage
Identifying the patrons responsible for funding this ambitious architectural project
is problematic. Given the payments made by the infirmarer of the cathedral priory toward
the reconstruction of the chancel in 1393-4 and toward the consecration of the church in
1400-1, it is clear that the institutional patron had some financial stake in the building
project, though to what extent is unclear since few of the relevant rolls survive.121 The
small size of these payments, which amount to a sum much less than the recorded income
of the benefice around the same time (£12 in 1400-1), suggests that the laity probably
shouldered the large bulk of the expense.122 But, unfortunately, all known evidence
concerning lay interventions at the church is considerably later. The earliest recorded
tombs date to the middle of the fifteenth century.123 The earliest recorded donations to
building works, outlined in surviving wills, date to the end of the fifteenth century.124
Blomefield records the arms of several prominent local families—including Morley,
Erpingham, and Boleyn—in the now-lost glazing of the clerestory windows, but without
further information, it is difficult to determine when these windows may have been
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No record of any expenditure on the chancel is recorded in the accounting roll from 1398-9—the only
roll to survive between 1393-4 and 1400-1. See Cattermole, “Some Norwich Churches” (NHER 247).
122

The yearly income of the benefice peaked during the first decade of the fifteenth century. See, for an
overview, Cattermole, “Some Norwich Churches” (NHER 247).
123

The earliest recorded tomb brasses at the church are those of John and Matilda Wylby and Thomas
Newman. John, who was a merchant and a city alderman, died in 1440. Thomas died in 1444. (Matilda’s
year of death is not recorded.) See, for their inscriptions, Blomefield and Parkin, Norfolk, vol. 4, pp. 281
and 283. See also, for the Wylby brass, E. Farrer, List of Monumental Brasses remaining in the County of
Norfolk (Norwich, 1890), p. 62. A vicar of St Gregory, Thomas Underwood, was also buried in the church
around this time—though the precise date of his interment is unknown. He is documented as serving at the
church in 1439. See Blomefield and Parkin, Norfolk, vol. 4, pp. 280 and 285.
124

The earliest recorded donations to building work are two minor bequests toward the renovation of the
west end of the church in the will of Thomas Russe from 1479 (which will be discussed in greater detail
below). See NRO, NCC, Caston 123.
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inserted.125 The only piece of circumstantial evidence regarding the identities of possible
lay patrons at the church comes in the aforementioned inventory of church goods made
during the diocesan visitation of 1368—a document that was periodically updated in
subsequent decades.126 This invaluable record contains the names of several generous
patrons who may have been active within the community during the 1390s. Two
125

Blomefield’s identification of the heraldry requires some correction. His account runs as follows: “On
the top of the nave are the arms of Morley and Erpingham, quarterly one and four Boleyn, and sab. three
mullets or, a chief indented erm. [Paragraph break] HOE and BEAUCHAMP impaled, on a coat of pretence
fretté, a chief gul. [Paragraph break] WICHINGHAM, and barry of six or and az. on chief arg. three lions
heads erased sab.” See Blomefield and Parkin, Norfolk, vol. 4, p. 283. It is not entirely clear, given the
typography of the passage, whether all six arms were situated in the clerestory. Three of the escutcheons at
St Gregory—those of Morley, Erpingham, and Wichingham—would seem to date to the early fifteenth
century since they also appear together on the choir stalls of Norwich Cathedral. See E. Farrer, The Church
Heraldry of Norfolk: A Description of All Coats of Arms on Brasses, Monumnets, Slabs, Hatchments, etc.,
Now to be Found in the County, vol. 3 (Norwich, 1893), pp. 5-6. The stalls, for which funds were being
raised as early as the late fourteenth century, were completed under Bishop Wakering (1416-25). See
Fernie, Architectural History of Norwich Cathedral, p. 186. It has been noted that the families represented
in the heraldry of the stalls comprised “a largely Lancastrian group” that maintained an active presence in
Norwich. See T. Sims, “Aspects of Heraldry and Patronage,” in Atherton, Norwich Cathedral, p. 459.
Preeminent among the men who led these families was Sir Thomas Erpingham (d.1428, without issue), a
hero at Agincourt, who financed numerous major building works throughout the city—most notably the
cathedral’s Erpingham Gate. See A. Curry, ed., Agincourt 1415: Henry V, Sir Thomas Erpingham and the
Triumph of the English Archers (Stroud, 2000). Two other escutcheons at St Gregory would seem to date to
the later part of the fifteenth century. The shield described by Blomefield as “quarterly one and four
Boleyn, and sab. three mullets or, a chief indented erm” probably represented Geoffrey Boleyn (1406–
1463). What the antiquarian read as “sab. three mullets or, a chief indented erm” were probably the arms of
Bracton (azure, three mullets or; a chief indented ermine); Geoffrey was the son of Geoffrey Boleyn and
Alice, heiress of Bracton. (See, on the arms of Bracton, Farrer, Church Heraldry of Norfolk, vol. 2, p. 33.)
The shield described by Blomefield as “HOE and BEAUCHAMP impaled, on a coat of pretence fretté, a chief
gul.” probably represented Jeffrey Boleyn’s wife, Anne Hoo (d.1484). What the antiquarian read as
Beauchamp (gules, a fesse between six martlets or) with an unidentified device on a coat of pretence were
probably the arms of St Omer (azure, a fesse between six crosslets or) with St Leger (azure, fretty argent, a
chief gules) on a coat of pretence; Anne was the daughter and coheir of Thomas, Lord Hoo and Hastings,
whose arms—Hoo and St Omer quarterly, with St Leger on an escutcheon of pretence—reflected his
grandmother’s claim to St Omer and his great-grandmother’s claim to St Leger. (See, on the arms of
Thomas Hoo, Farrer, Church Heraldry of Norfolk, vol. 2, p. 33.) Both impaled arms, Jeffrey’s and Anne’s,
appear in the arcades of the presbytery at the cathedral—an area of the building that was renovated as a
family mausoleum by Jeffrey and Anne’s son, William Boleyn, before his death in 1505. See Farrer,
Church Heraldry of Norfolk, pp. 4-5; Woodman, “Gothic Campaigns,” pp. 193-6. It is impossible to say, in
the case of St Gregory, whether the parents or their son placed these devices in the church. But, in either
event, their insertion must have post-dated that of the arms of Morley, Erpingham, and Wichingham.
Incidentally, Anne Hoo’s mother was Elizabeth Wychingham, which may explain, at least to some extent,
the later involvement of the Boleyns at St Gregory.
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Additions continued to be made to the inventory into the late fifteenth century. Six were made to the
entry for St Gregory—the last of which, based on the identity of a donor named therein, appears to date to
the early fifteenth century. See, for an account of the compilation of the manuscript, Watkin, Inventory, vol.
2, pp. xxi-xxiii.
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individuals are described as working in churchwarden-like collaboration with
parishioners to procure items for the church. Roger Pressoune, city treasurer in 1377-8
and bailiff in 1379, procured an entire vestment.127 John de Bekeles, collector of city
rents in 1375-6, procured a set of two antiphoners.128 Two other individuals can be
identified as holding civil responsibilities that would have made them uniquely suited to
the role of orchestrating a large reconstruction project. Thomas Fyncham, city treasurer in
1385, supplied three thousand bricks for the construction of the so-called “Cow Tower,”
a freestanding artillery tower erected in the northeast corner of the city in the 1390s.129
Thomas Gerard—city treasurer in 1386-7, bailiff in 1388, 1393, and 1400, and M. P. for
Norwich in 1389, 1391, and 1394—served as part of an important delegation that secured
self-governing powers for the city from Henry Bolingbroke, future King Henry IV, in
1399.130 It is tempting to connect one of the distinctive architectural characteristics of the
church, namely its brick ornament, with Fyncham—if only because this kind of exterior
decoration was relatively rare in the architecture of the period (figs. 2.3-2.5, 2.9).131 But
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“Item unum vestimentum integrum, videlicet casual, capa chori, tunica, dalmatica, cum suis appendicitis
ex collacione Rogeri Pressoune et parochianorum.” See Watkin, Inventory, vol. 1, p. 15, and, for
biographical information, vol. 2, p. 159.
128

“Item duo antiphonalia bona et nova et pulcra ex collacione Johannis Becclys et parochianorum.” John
also donated a silver-gilt chalice and a white vestment. His wife, Margaret, donated a towel. See Watkin,
Inventory, vol. 1, p. 15, and, for biographical information, vol. 2, p. 159.
129

Fyncham’s name is recorded in conjunction with the donation of a processional to the church. See
Watkin, Inventory, vol. 1, p. 15, and vol. 2, p. 159.
130

Gerard’s name is recorded in conjunction with the donation of gradual to the church. See Watkin,
Inventory, vol. 1, p. 15, and vol. 2, p. 159.
131

Fyncham was one of five named individuals who supplied bricks for the construction of the Cow Tower.
See Hudson and Tingey, Records of the City of Norwich, vol. 2, p. 52. The formal inspiration for the design
of this remarkable edifice—the earliest large-scale brick structure in the region—remains unknown. See A.
D. Saunders, “The Cow Tower, Norwich: An East Anglian Bastille?” Medieval Archaeology, vol. 29
(1985), pp. 109-19. Brick appears in limited fashion in a number of fourteenth-century buildings in eastern
England. It was used in the arches, apertures, and vaults of the largely flint-built city walls at Norwich,
King’s Lynn, and Great Yarmouth. It was also used in the vault webs of several monastic gatehouses—
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such an attribution would be, needless to say, highly speculative. At the very least, the
contents of the inventory demonstrate that, during the late fourteenth century, St Gregory
would have been in the position to enjoy the support of a numerous high-ranking citizens
of Norwich, individuals who no doubt played a leading role in financing the
reconstruction of the church around 1400.

Post-Reconstruction Interventions
St Gregory, as rebuilt by Wodehirst, appears to have served its parishioners well.
The building was the subject of relatively few major architectural modifications between
the late fourteenth and mid-sixteenth centuries. Only one alteration, with the exception of
the reconstruction of the south chancel window in the 1450s, took place in the eastern
portion of the structure. The other alterations took place in the western portion of the
structure. Nonetheless, regardless of their location, it is possible to understand each one
of these modifications in terms of changing social practices among the laity—practices
that ultimately challenged the viability of the layout of the visionary building they
occupied.

Butley Priory (Suffolk), Langley Abbey (Norfolk), and Thornton Abbey (Lincolnshire)—and in the vault
webs of the cloister at Norwich Cathedral. The most prominent brick-built ecclesiastical structure of the
period was the bell tower of the Greyfriars at King’s Lynn. Also notable were the brick-built domestic
undercrofts of Norwich (though many of these structures appear to date to the fifteenth century). See,
concerning the development of brick architecture in medieval England, N. Lloyd, A History of English
Brickwork (New York, 1925); J. A. Wight, Brick Building in England from the Middle Ages to 1550
(London, 1972); T. P. Smith, The Medieval Brickmaking Industry in England, 1400-1450 (Oxford, 1985);
N. J. Lloyd, “Brick,” in Blair and Ramsay, English Medieval Industries, pp. 211-36; D. Andrews, “The Use
and Manufacture of Brick in Eastern England in the Middle Ages,” in Technik des Backsteinbaus im
Europa des Mittelalters, eds. J. Cramer and D. Sack (Petersberg, 2005), pp. 139-50. Especially useful is an
inventory of surviving buildings featuring brickwork before 1450 in Wight, Brick Building in England, pp.
224-5. Banded voussoirs of flint and brick can be found at several medieval churches in Norwich. But the
earliest appears to be St Gregory. Only one other contemporary example in the region has been identified:
Leiston Abbey, Suffolk, rebuilt after 1389 (now partially ruined).
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The alteration of the east end of the church during the third quarter of the fifteenth
century involved the erection of a new rood screen with an accompanying stair turret.
Few traces of this intervention survive. The screen, on the one hand, was destroyed in the
late sixteenth century; only two dado panels survive (now housed at the Norwich Castle
Museum) (fig. 2.54).132 The turret, on the other hand, was dismantled in the early
seventeenth century; only the interior turret doorway between the two eastern bays of the
north aisle wall remains in situ (fig. 2.19).133 Nevertheless, despite these losses, the major
contours of the project can still be understood. The obvious post-hoc nature of the turret
doorway, the insertion of which required the partial demolition of the blind wall arcades
of the two eastern aisle bays, indicates that the idea of installing a tall tripartite screen
between the nave and the chancel was not original to the late fourteenth-century design.
Indeed, given the innovative layout of the building, it is possible that no barrier of any
kind was ever intended—though it must be admitted that such an arrangement would
have been atypical.134 The earlier screen, if it existed, was probably relatively small and
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See, concerning the destruction of the screen during the 1570s, M. Reynolds, Godly Reformers and
Their Opponents in Early Modern England: Religion in Norwich, c.1560-1643 (Woodbridge, 2005), p. 141.
The fate of the partition was the subject of a bitter dispute between the bishop of Norwich and the
parishioners of St Gregory. The former prevailed in his efforts to demolish it. The latter, however,
expressed their dissent by burying several panels near the easternmost pier of the north arcade in the
church. These panels only came to light during the renovation of the building in 1861. See Jessopp, History
and Antiquities of S. Gregory’s Church, p. 13.
133

See, concerning the demolition of the turret during the 1620s, M. Reynolds, Godly Reformers and Their
Opponents, p. 146. The removal of the structure was part of a larger restoration campaign that included the
decoration of the font and the reconfiguration of the chancel in accordance with the high church principles
of Archbishop William Laud. See pp. 146-53.
134

However, as suggested in a recent survey of late medieval parish churches in southwestern Norfolk, it
may be the case that a substantial number of buildings—many more than modern scholars have been prone
to recognize—lacked any sort of ground-level partition between nave and chancel throughout the Middle
Ages. Thirteen of thirty-nine churches examined in the survey—a full third of the total—were assessed as
belonging to this category. Five of the thirteen had physical evidence of a rood-loft or a rood-beam (but not
a screen). The remaining eight had no evidence, physical or documentary, of a partition of any kind. See H.
E. Lunnon, “Observations on the Changing Form of Chancel Screens in Late Medieval Norfolk,” Journal
of the British Archaeological Association, vol. 163 (2010), pp. 112-3 and 128. The extent to which tripartite
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reasonably simple: perhaps nothing more than a low chancel screen across the central
vessel. The later partition, in contrast, was a much grander affair—one that had much in
common with the kinds of elaborate timber screens that came into vogue throughout the
region during the middle of the fifteenth century.135 Some sense of the effect that it would
have had on the spatial organization of the church can be gleaned from examining the
roughly contemporary screen at another “hall church” in the region: St Edmund,
Southwold, Suffolk (which received a series of bequests between c.1460 and c.1480) (fig.
2.55).136 There the lacy screen, slightly taller in the central vessel than in the side aisles,

screens with rood turrets were part of the original conception of other early “hall churches” seems to have
varied. At North Walsham, the small rood stairs projecting from the aisle walls are obviously additions, not
only because they follow different layouts but also because they feature different interior doorways. At
Beccles, the large rood turret appended to the north aisle wall—the south rood turret was demolished to
make way for a porch in the nineteenth century—is not so obviously an addition, although the geometric
flushwork of the plinth resonates less with the late fourteenth-century church and more with the early
fifteenth-century north nave porch. King’s Lynn St Nicholas is, of the three earliest “hall churches,” the
most likely to have possessed rood turrets of some kind from its inception. There the easternmost bays of
the nave aisles, north and south, feature off-center doorways whose position, pushed against the western
buttresses, indicates a desire to make room for turret-like projections against the eastern buttresses. No such
structures exist at the church in its present state. But it is known that, during the early seventeenth century,
two windows were added to the building. Given the regularity of the surviving fenestration, these windows
could only have been located in two places, namely the aforementioned nave aisle bays. Indeed, the
southern bay still has its window, a rectangular three-light aperture with a transom whose design strongly
indicates a post-medieval date. (The northern bay no longer has its window; a field of discolored rendering
appears where such an aperture might have been.) It seems likely, therefore, that the church was planned,
from the beginning, to feature a large tripartite screen with rood stairs—an elaborate piece of liturgical
furniture that would have perfectly complemented the famous “angel roof” of the building. See, for one of
the few studies on the subjects of rood turrets, J. Schweiso, “Rood Stairs: An Analysis Based upon a
Systematic Sample from Three English Counties,” Church Archaeology, vols. 7-9 (2006), pp. 51-65.
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Lucy Wrapson, in her extensive analysis of late medieval rood screens in eastern England, has recently
dated the panels—which depict St John the Baptist, St Barbara, and a seraph—to a period between c.1430
and c.1460. See L. Wrapson, “Patterns of Production: A Technical Art Historical Study of East Anglia’s
Late Medieval Screens” (unpublished PhD dissertation, University of Cambridge, 2014). I am grateful to
Dr. Wrapson for sharing her thoughts on the screen with me.
136

See W. W. Lillie, “Screenwork in the County of Suffolk. Part IV. Southwold,” Proceedings of the
Suffolk Institute of Archaeology and Natural History, vol. 22, pt. 1 (1934), pp. 120-6; J. Middleton-Stewart,
Inward Purity and Outward Splendour: Death and Remembrance in the Deanery of Dunwich, Suffolk,
1370-1547 (Woodbridge, 2001), pp. 228-31; J. Mitchell, “Painting in East Anglia around 1500: The
Continental Connection,” England and the Continent in the Middle Ages: Studies in Memory of Andrew
Martindale. Proceedings of the 1996 Harlaxton Symposium, eds. J. Mitchell and M. Moran (Stamford,
2000), pp. 365-84.
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mitigates the integrated feeling of the interior as a whole—though the continuity of the
upper portions of the building, both the clerestory level and the roof, tends to preserve a
sense of openness from west to east. Thus, at St Gregory, the erection of a large partition,
a stunning work of liturgical furniture in its own right, compromised—at least to some
extent—the integrated design of the building.
The alteration of the west end of the church during the second half of the fifteenth
century involved the insertion of a bell-ringing chamber in the tower, the provision of a
new chapel in the north porch, and the addition of a west porch.137 The precise dates of
these interventions are unknown. But at least two of the three seem to have been
underway at the time that Thomas Russe, a parishioner of relatively humble means at St
Gregory, composed his will in 1479.138 One of Russe’s bequests, a small donation toward
the glazing of a window in the bell tower, indicates that work on the bell-ringing platform
was already underway (fig. 2.21).139 It is clear that, of the two windows that currently
exist in the west wall of the tower, this bequest refers to the upper three-lighter rather
than to the lower two-lighter since the former replaced the latter as the primary source of
illumination at the west end following the insertion of the large obstructing platform. The
extent of the renovation to which this window belonged was considerable. It involved the
construction of two large lierne vaults: one supporting the floor of the open ringing

137

Wodehirst probably conducted an earlier renovation of the tower at the end of the fourteenth century.
The close similarity between the original tracery in the belfry openings, illustrated in the published exterior
drawing by Sillett, and the surviving tracery in the aisle windows points to his involvement. The present
tracery in the belfry was inserted during a series of restorations that took place between 1861 and 1907. See
note 12.
138

NRO, NCC, Caston 123. See also St Gregory NSR (NHER 247) and Cattermole and Cotton, “Medieval
Parish Church Building,” p. 258.
139

“It[e]m lego vitriaru[m] fenestr[e] in campanili vi d.” See NRO, NCC, Caston 123.
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platform and one supporting the floor of the belfry. The former is a four-part vault, built
from stone, resting on sculptured angel corbels. The latter is an eight-part star vault, built
from brick, resting on vaulting shafts that terminate in ribbed squinches. The design of
the whole ensemble—but especially the upper vault—has little precedent in the
architecture of the region.140 Especially notable is the way in which the crenellated
balustrade of the platform and the crenellated “cornice” of the upper vault complement
the older battlemented arcade capitals in the main body of the church. Another of Russe’s
bequests, a small donation toward the chapel of St Mary, indicates that, around the same
time, work on the north porch was also underway (fig. 2.9).141 The fact that the bequest is
directed toward a chapel and not toward a chapel light, like many other contemporary
legacies, suggests that it was intended for architectural work; it would thus refer not to
the completed north chancel chapel dedicated to the Virgin but to the half-completed
chapel identified in later documents as Chapel of Our Lady at the Steeple’s End.142 By
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The ensemble is unusual in several respects. First, unlike most parish churches in Norfolk, it features a
ringing platform built not from wood but from stone. Second, unlike the few parish churches that do
possess stone-built platforms in Norwich (St Peter Mancroft, St John Maddermarket, and St Andrew), it
features not only a lower vault but also an upper vault. Third, and perhaps most unusually, the upper vault
in question is a brick-built cupola with no traceable antecedent. Elaborate brick vaults tended to be
confined to the smaller rooms of domestic buildings in late medieval England. Notable examples can be
found in the gatehouse at Thornton Abbey (Lincolnshire), in the tower-house at Tattershall (Lincolnshire),
and in the gate-tower at Oxborough Hall (Norfolk). See, for a survey, Wight, Brick Building in England,
pp. 80-2. Oxborough Hall, which received a license to crenellate in 1482, is particularly fascinating since
its northeast turret features a series of small octagonal rooms with delicate brick-built star vaults. See
Wight, Brick Building in England, p. 344, and, for a more extensive account of the building, A. Emery,
Greater Medieval Houses of England and Wales, 1300-1500, vol. 2 (Cambridge, 2000), pp. 138-40.
141

“It[e]m lego capelle b[ea]te marie in pa[ro]ch[ie] s[anc]te Gregorij viii d.” See NRO, NCC, Caston 123.
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Blomefield claims that the chancel chapels were dedicated to St Mary the Virgin (north) and St Thomas
Becket (south); he also writes that “at the west end of the steeple is a small chapel still remaining, which
opened into the common passage; this was the chapel of the Assumption of the Blessed Virgin.” See
Blomefield and Parkin, Norfolk, vol. 4, p. 273. Four wills from the early sixteenth century confirm this
account of the liturgical typography of the church—all of which are inventoried in St Gregory NSR (NHER
247). The earliest testator to mention the porch-cum-chapel in explicit fashion is William Playford in 1513:
“I co[m]mend…my body to be buried…in the churchyard of the seid seynt gregor bifore the chapell of our
lady at the stepill ende.” See NRO, NCC, Johnson 166. (See also Blomefield and Parkin, Norfolk, vol. 4, p.
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process of elimination, it appears that this chapel must have been located inside the north
porch, most likely on the lower level. Such an arrangement may seem unusual. But it
would have made a good deal of practical sense at a building site that lacked physical
space for new eastern chapels. The transformation of the porch into a chapel was a
relatively straightforward affair; it involved closing—though not necessarily blocking—
the doorway on the north side, altering the doorway on the south side into an appropriate
interior entrance via the addition of an image niche and a holy water stoup, and altering
the south window on the west side into an appropriate exterior entrance via the addition
of a doorway and an entry porch (which was subsequently dismantled in the eighteenth
century).143 The exact function of this porch-cum-chapel is unrecorded in contemporary
sources. However, given its set-apart location, it seems likely that it served the
confraternity of the Mass of the Holy Name of Jesus—a prestigious organization of
which only two other iterations are known in fifteenth-century Norwich.144 The final

284.) Later testators use various terms to distinguish between the two chapels dedicated to the Virgin: that
in the north aisle and that in the north porch. In 1519, Alice Barne donated 14d to “oure Lad[y]s light” and
3d to “oure lad[y]s light in the chapell.” See NRO, NCC, Gylys 198. In 1526, John Westgate bequeathed 2s
to “our lady light yn the chapell within the said churche” and 2s to “our ladies chapell without the said
churche.” See TNA, PROB 11/22/246. In 1537, Margaret Cory bequeathed 6d to “the light of ou[r] lady in
the churche” and 12d to “the light of ou[r] blessyd lady in the chapell at the west ende of the sayde
churche.” See NRO, NCC, Godsalve 242. (See also Blomefield and Parkin, Norfolk, vol. 4, pp. 284-5, and
Cattermole and Cottom, “Medieval Parish Church Building,” p. 258.) None of these sources supports the
notion, advocated by Blomefield, that the chapel was dedicated, in particular, to the Assumption of the
Virgin.
143

The demolition of the porch is recorded in a faculty from 1788. This document is worth quoting at
length because it demonstrates that the structure in question was appended to the west wall of the surviving
north porch: “Faculty to take down a Small Porch at the West end of the Church etc…That sometime after
the parish Church of Saint Gregory aforesaid was erected and built a small porch was also erected at the
West end of the said Church. That the said porch is very old and decayed and entirely useless. That the
petitioners propose to take down the said porch, to fill up the Arch of the Church at the back of the said
Porch and to continue the West Wall of the North part of the Churchyard to the porch belonging to the
Tower of the said Church.” See DN/FCB 3/1.
144

The idea that the Mass of the Holy Name of Jesus, often referred to in colloquial fashion as the Mass of
Jesus, was celebrated in the western chapel at St Gregory is articulated in Blomefield and Parkin, Norfolk,
vol. 4, p. 273. The earliest reference to the existence of the confraternity at the parish, which provides no
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alteration of the west end, possibly contemporary with the bell-ringing chamber and the
chapel, was the addition of a new portal ensemble, complete with a small vaulted porch,
against the west face of the tower (fig. 2.10). A firm date for the project is impossible to
fix. Documentary evidence is entirely lacking. Architectural evidence, notably the jambs
of the outer doorway and the paneled surround of the inner doorway, is useful only
insofar as it suggests a date in the late fifteenth century or early sixteenth century.
Whatever the date of the project, however, it is clear that the structure achieved two
important ends. First, it enhanced the convenience of the building, providing a means of
access that would have been useful following the obstruction of the doorway in the north
porch. Second, it enriched the public profile of the building as an architectural
monument, providing a western accent that mimicked, at least to some degree, the kinds
of porches that were popular at great churches throughout the country during the late
medieval period—including Norwich Cathedral (fig. 2.56).145 Therefore, at St Gregory,
the reconfiguration of the west end, which accommodated a series of new functions and
new fashions, did little, in the end, to alter the integrated design of the building.146

details concerning the location of the chapel, occurs in Playford’s will of 1513: “It[e]m to the messe of Ihs
in Norwich celebrat in the church of seynt gregory and sustentacon of the same xij d.” See NRO, NCC,
Johnson 166. Perpetual chantries dedicated to the Mass of Jesus existed at three other institutions in
Norwich: the cathedral from 1466-8, St Peter Mancroft from 1458, and St Stephen from 1521. See Tanner,
Church in Late Medieval Norwich, pp. 94, 216, and 218. (Tanner mistakenly argues that the earliest known
reference to the Mass of Jesus at St Gregory dates to 1531.) The elite connotations of the cult were a
product of its early popularization in aristocratic circles. See Duffy, Stripping of the Altars, pp. 115-6.
145

The porch and west window ensemble at the cathedral—derived from earlier examples at Winchester,
Westminster, and Canterbury—was begun under Bishop Alnwick (r.1426-36). It was significantly altered
in the course of nineteenth-century restorations. See Woodman, “Gothic Campaigns,” pp. 182-5.
146

The reconfiguration of the west end may also have involved the addition of a prominent timber spire on
top of the tower. This structure—the only spire in the city other than that of the cathedral—was repaired on
two occasions, first in 1760 and then in 1806, before being dismantled in 1840. See note 9. Pre-demolition
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Conclusion
St Gregory was a key building in the development of the all-in-one configuration
in East Anglia. It constituted an integrated design in two complementary respects. First,
like all “hall churches,” St Gregory eliminated any architectural division between nave
and chancel. Whether the building, prior to the insertion of a large screen in the midfifteenth century, possessed an earlier partition that separated the space for the laity and
the space of the clergy remains unknown. But it is tempting to speculate that, given the
dramatic elevation of the sanctuary bay at the east end, such a barrier would have been
considered redundant at best and disruptive at worst. Second, unlike preceding “hall
churches,” St Gregory incorporated fabric from previous building campaigns on site.
North Walsham, Beccles, and King’s Lynn featured isolated portions of earlier structures:
the first, a half-ruined tower left standing at the west end of the north nave aisle; the
second, a wall and a doorway incorporated, respectively, into the north nave aisle and
into the south chancel aisle; the third, a west tower integrated, in sympathetic fashion,
into the south nave aisle. St Gregory, however, featured not one but several earlier
structures—including the “charnel” under the east end, the tower at the west end, and the
two-story porch on the south side of the tower. Wodehirst, in his masterful design for the
building, maximized its size and minimized its cost by integrating these fragments into a
seamless whole that created a unified interior as well as a unified exterior. He also
managed, in the process, to preserve, by means of the passageway under the east end, the
views can be found in Kirkpatrick’s map of 1723 and in Corbridge’s map of 1727. The fact that the spire
was re-leaded at the end of the sixteenth century suggests that it may have been erected in the late fifteenth
century since re-leading operations were usually carried out, when possible, on a centenary basis. See
Blomefield and Parkin, Norfolk, vol. 4, p. 273. A case in point is the main roof at St Gregory; it received
two significant bequests for re-leading during the 1520s and 1530s. See, for the first bequest, TNA, PROB
11/22/246 (will of John Westgate, 1526). See, for the second bequest, NRO, NCC, Godsalve 242 (will of
Margaret Cory, 1537). See also Blomefield and Parkin, Norfolk, vol. 4, p. 273.

125

unity of the surrounding churchyard. This innovative solution, informed by a wealth of
experience gleaned from working at regional churches in general and regional “hall
churches” in particular, set a new standard for architectural production not only in
Norwich but also throughout East Anglia.
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CHAPTER THREE
ST PETER MANCROFT, NORWICH

Introduction
St Peter Mancroft, Norwich, was—without a doubt—one of the most impressive
parochial structures erected in fifteenth-century England.1 It was not only the largest

1

St Peter Mancroft has received a considerable amount of critical attention from scholars—though little of
it has focused on architectural issues. The most intensive analysis of the building is the unpublished work
of the Norwich Survey. See “St Peter Mancroft,” Norwich Survey Report, NHER 257 (hereafter St Peter
Mancroft NSR). Francis Woodman, who was responsible for compiling this report, later published his
observations on the building in F. Woodman, “The Rebuilding of St. Peter Mancroft,” in East Anglian
Studies: Essays Presented to J. C. Barringer, eds. A. Longcroft and R. Joby (Norwich, 1995), pp. 290-5.
David King, in his exhaustive study of the surviving glazing, published his own observations—amending,
in several places, mistakes made by Woodman—in D. King, The Medieval Stained Glass of St Peter
Mancroft, Norwich (Oxford, 2006), pp. li-lxiii. Both scholars reaffirmed their respective views in papers
delivered at the annual conference of the British Archaeological Association in Norwich in July 2012. (The
conference transactions are currently in press.) The classic antiquarian account of the church is F.
Blomefield and C. Parkin, An Essay towards a Topographical History of the County of Norfolk, vol. 4
(London, 1806), pp. 184-223. Brief architectural descriptions include J. Cox, The Churches of Norfolk, 2nd
ed., vol. 2 (1911), pp. 186-8; H. M. Cautley, Norfolk Churches (Ipswich, 1949), pp. 229-30; A. G. G.
Thurlow, “St. Peter Mancroft Church,” Archaeological Journal, vol. 106 (1949), p. 95; N. Pevsner, NorthEast Norfolk and Norwich (Harmondsworth, 1962), pp. 249-52; N. Pevsner and B. Wilson, Norfolk 1:
Norwich and North-East (London, 1997), pp. 247-50; R. Marks and P. Williamson, eds., Gothic: Art for
England 1400-1547 (exh. cat., Victoria and Albert Museum, London, 2003), p. 259; J. Finch, “The
Churches,” in Medieval Norwich, eds. C. Rawcliffe and R. G. Wilson (London and New York, 2004), pp.
63-4. One of the best parish histories is J. Hooper, Notes on the Church of St. Peter of Mancroft, Norwich
(Norwich, 1895). Along similar lines, but more up-to-date, is D. M. Sharp, The Church of St Peter
Mancroft Norwich (Norwich, 1994). Also valuable are two investigations of documentary evidence that
sheds light on the functionality of the church during the late medieval and early modern eras. See, for the
earlier period, W. J. St. John Hope, “Inventories of the Parish Church of St. Peter Mancroft, Norwich,”
Norfolk Archaeology, vol. 14 (1901), pp. 153-240. See, for the later period, W. Rye, “St. Peter Mancroft,
Norwich: Its Parish History in the Sixteenth and Seventeenth Centuries,” Norfolk Antiquarian Micellany,
vol. 2, no. 2 (1883), pp. 321-64. Further unpublished material can be found in the voluminous parish
archives at the county records office. See NRO, PD 26. The earliest published illustrations of the exterior of
the church date to the first half of the eighteenth century. Thomas Kirkpatrick depicted the north flank in
his map of 1723. James Corbridge depicted the south flank in his map of 1727. See, for reproductions, T.
Chubb and G. A. Stephen, A Descriptive List of the Printed Maps of Norfolk, 1547-1916 (Norwich, 1929),
pls. 22 and 23. Much more informative is a drawing of the south side of the building in J. Sillett, Views of
the Churches, Chapels and Other Public Edifices in the City of Norwich (Norwich, 1828) [unpaginated].
The earliest published illustration of the interior of the church, a print depicting the main vessel looking
east, dates to the mid-nineteenth century. See, for a reproduction, King, Stained Glass of St Peter Mancroft,
p. lxvi. Many other drawings, prints, and photographs, which document the state of the building at different
points during the nineteenth century, are collected in the relevant volumes of the “Todd Blomefield” at the
Norfolk Castle Museum and “Tillett’s Scrapbooks” at the Norfolk Heritage Centre. Also indispensable are
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parish church to be built in the city of Norwich; it was also the largest parish “hall
church” to be built in the wider region of East Anglia. Not terribly surprising, then, is the
fact that the building has long attracted the interest of casual viewers and critical
observers—going all the way back, in fact, to one of the earliest known antiquarians,
William Worcester, who recorded its major dimensions in his “itinerary” of 1479.2
Despite such attention, however, the structure remains enigmatic. Unresolved issues
include the chronology of its construction, the identity of its designer, and the nature of
its place in the larger architectural milieu of late medieval East Anglia. The following
account attempts to clarify some of these issues by reexamining both the copious textual
evidence and the complex architectural evidence bearing on the multiple building
initiatives that took place between the late fourteenth century and the mid-fifteenth
century. It argues that, at this large urban church, the integrated interior reached full
maturity as an architectural format—combining ideas from fourteenth-century
experiments in Norfolk and fifteenth-century refinements in eastern Suffolk to create a
space befitting the largest, wealthiest, and most highly visible parochial community in
late medieval Norwich.

a series of plans, elevations, and sections completed around the turn of the century by Frederic Saunders. A
few drawings relating to the roof were published in the Building News (14 September 1906). See NRO, PD
26/49. But most, it seems, were never published. See NRO, PD 26/51.
2

“Item ecclesia Sancti Petri in ciuitate Norwici continet in longitudine circa .90. gradibus meis. Et in
latitudine circa .40. gradibus meis. Et ela dicte ecclesie continet in longitudine circa .80. gradibus.” See
Itineraries of William Worcestre, ed. J. Harvey (Oxford, 1969), p. 186. The only other ecclesiastical
buildings that the antiquarian described in the city, other than the cathedral, were its four mendicant
churches—the Blackfriars, the Greyfriars, the Whitefriars, and the Austin Friars—and the parish church of
St Giles.
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Physical Description
St Peter Mancroft is located at the heart of the commercial district of modern-day
Norwich (fig. 3.1; map 2:53). It occupies a square-shaped site, roughly fifty-eight meters
east-to-west by sixty meters north-to-south, flanked by two prominent public spaces. The
larger one to the north is the Market Place. The smaller one to the south is the Old Hay
Market. To the east, across a narrow alley called Weaver’s Lane, is a row of old threestory buildings fronting Gentlemen’s Walk. To the west, opposite a spacious plaza, is a
new media complex known as the Forum (which includes the Norwich and Norfolk
Millennium Library). Nineteenth-century maps show that the churchyard, which falls
away steeply from west to east, was far more encumbered in former times than it is today.
Mid-level buildings occupied not only the western half of the market area to the north but
also the lots that flank the vestry to the east and the land that constitutes the plaza to the
west. Therefore, until the twentieth century, unobstructed views of the church were
relatively few—the best being those from vantage points to the northeast or to the
southeast (as depicted in numerous early drawings, prints, and photographs).
The church as it stands today occupies the full east-west extent of the churchyard
(figs. 3.2-3.3).3 It measures fifty-seven meters in length from the exterior western face of
the west tower to the exterior eastern face of the east vestry and, on average, twenty-one
meters in width from the exterior face of the north aisle to the exterior face of the south
3

The churchyard was the subject of an extensive renovation in the 1880s. Work included lowering the
ground level by six feet, removing human remains, leveling tomb slabs, closing the paths that led to the
now-blocked doorways of the transept-like chapels, and re-opening the path that led underneath the tower
(the porch of which had been enclosed in order to serve as a vestry). See, for the faculty petition of 1882
(which includes an indispensable “before and after” plan), NRO, DN/CON 147. See, for the faculty of
1882, NRO, DN/FCB 9, ff. 155v-157r. Some sense of what the churchyard looked like prior to this
intervention can be gained by examining numerous nineteenth-century views of the precinct—one of the
most informative of which is a drawing by Thomas Higham in T. Cromwell, Excursions in the County of
Norfolk, vol. 1 (London, 1818), unnumbered plate between pp. 28 and 29.
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aisle (both of which widen slightly from east to west). Continuous eight-bay aisles flank
the building. Appended to the second aisle bays from the west are mismatched nave
porches—the southern one being one story tall and the northern one being two stories
tall. Appended to the sixth aisle bays from the west are matching transept-like chapels
with rood stair turrets at their inner eastern angles. The west end of the building
terminates in a large tower possessing an open vaulted chamber with three archways at
ground level. The east end of the building, finally, terminates in a projecting sanctuary
bay, complete with stair turrets at its eastern corners, and—off the major longitudinal axis
of the main church—a three-story vestry. Both the sanctuary and the vestry feature
pointed barrel vaults at ground level. The stone-faced vault under the former crowns an
exterior passageway—the southern entrance of which is now blocked by a modern
extension—much like that at St Gregory Pottergate. The brick-built vault under the latter
crowns an interior chamber accessible not via internal stairs communicating with the
upper levels but via an external doorway in the north wall.
The exterior of the church, which dominates the Market Place and the Old Hay
Market, is remarkably uniform (figs. 3.4-3.5).4 Three-tier plinths featuring plain ashlar
facing, flushwork paneling, and foiled plaques with blank escutcheons wrap around the
periphery of the building.5 The aisle walls—which are braced by distinctive two-tier
4

Major restorations to the building exterior took place in two stages between c.1880 and c.1910. Two
indispensable reports provide valuable information concerning the evolving state of the building fabric
during these efforts. The earlier report, drawn up by the restoration architect George Edmund Street, was
drafted before the first round of work in 1879. The later report, drawn up by the restoration architects
William Bucknall and John Ninian Comper, was drafted before the second round of work in 1894. See, for
both documents, NRO, PD 26/48. Also useful for reconstructing the state of the church before these
restorations are several brief articles published as part of a series titled “Visits to Norwich Churches” in
Green’s Norwich Monthly Illustrated Journal, nos. 12-14 (1869) [un-paginated].
5

The plinths, now visibly restored, were part of the interventions proposed in the report of 1894. See
Bucknall and Comper, “Report,” p. 3 (NRO, PD 26/48).
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buttresses with elongated niches, sloping upper setbacks, and polygonal pedestals—
contain large four-light windows under two-centered arches to the north (figs. 3.6-3.7),
south (figs. 3.8-3.9), and west (figs. 3.10-3.11) and large five-light windows under
depressed four-centered arches to the east (figs. 3.12-3.13).6 The clerestory walls, which
are supported by much simpler two-tier buttresses, contain small three-light windows
under four-centered arches (figs. 3.4-3.5).7 Only the transept-like chapels and the nave
porches interrupt the otherwise regular bay units that unfold down the length of the
church. The former structures are less incongruous, despite their larger size, because their
terminal windows, north and south, feature tracery patterns that match those of the fourlight aisle windows (figs. 3.7, 3.9).8 The latter structures are more incongruous, despite
their smaller size, because the southern porch leaves room for only half an aisle window
while the northern porch, given its height, leaves room for no aisle window at all (figs.
3.14-3.15).9

6

The aisle walls show clear signs of restoration. The windows, described as needing repair in the report of
1879 but not in the report of 1894, seem to have been restored by Street. See Street, “Report,” p. 5 (NRO,
PD 26/48). The buttresses, described as needing repair in both reports, seem to have been restored by
Bucknall and Comper. See Bucknall and Comper, “Report,” pp. 2-3 (NRO, PD 26/48). Earlier references to
substantial work being performed on the aisle fenestration—particularly the west windows—go back to the
1590s. See, for extracts from the relevant churchwardens’ accounts, Rye, “St. Peter Mancroft,” pp. 329-37.
7

The clerestory walls, like the aisle walls, show clear signs of restoration. The windows, described as
needing repair in the report of 1879 but not in the report of 1894, seem to have been restored by Street. See
Street, “Report,” p. 5 (NRO, PD 26/48). Earlier references to substantial work being performed on the
clerestory fenestration go back to the 1830s—though previous interventions are almost certain. See, for the
relevant churchwardens’ accounts, NRO, PD 26/78.
8

The post-medieval doorways in the terminal walls of the transept chapels, now blocked from the inside,
have been dated, based on style, to c.1650. See Pevsner, Norfolk 1, p. 248.
9

The porches, now visibly restored, were part of the interventions proposed in the report of 1894. See
Bucknall and Comper, “Report,” pp. 3-4 (NRO, PD 26/48). Pre-restoration illustrations of both structures
survive at the Norfolk Castle Museum. See, for an undated drawing of the south porch by Henry Ninham
(d.1874), NWHCM 1951.235.1190.B20. See, for an undated print of the north porch by John Berney
Ladbrooke (d.1879), NWHCM 1894.76.1678.
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At the east end of the building, sitting above the aforementioned barrel-vaulted
passageway, is a raised sanctuary (figs. 3.16-3.17).10 It contains four-light windows to the
north and to the south, both of which feature tracery patterns identical to those in the
aisles and in the nave chapels, and an enormous seven-light window under a two-centered
arch to the east.11 Articulating the corners of the east wall of this bay are large polygonal
stair turrets capped by semi-open lanterns and onion domes. The lower portions of the
turrets, built from rough flint rubble and brick, have no limestone cladding—a condition
that indicates that, in their original state, they were hidden from public view by buildings
on either side of the adjacent vestry.12 The upper portions of the turrets, however, have
limestone cladding that incorporates, on the cardinal faces, niche-adorned buttresses
matching those employed throughout the rest of the building.13 Similar turret-like buttress

10

The passageway was blocked at the time of the compilation of the fabric report of 1879. See Street,
“Report,” p. 5. The space was rented to various tenants during the late seventeenth century and early
eighteenth century. See, for surviving leases, NRO, PD 26/43.
11

The great east window, which does not receive explicit mention in either of the nineteenth-century fabric
reports, underwent several major repairs during the seventeenth century. It was initially rebuilt in the
aftermath of a powerful explosion in nearby Bethel Street between 1648 and 1652. It was subsequently
repaired on two occasions: first, with the west windows in 1661 and second, with the east chancel chapel
windows in 1689. See Rye, “St. Peter Mancroft,” pp. 334-7. Still extant is the bond for the work performed
in 1662. See NRO, PD 26/42. Interestingly, an early photograph of the exterior, taken before the systematic
restoration of the building, reveals that the nine easternmost windows of the south clerestory were filled
with simple post-medieval intersecting tracery (a style often dubbed “Churchwardens’ Gothic”), thus
indicating that they, too, may have been replaced following the blast. See, for the photograph, NWHCM
1922.135.883.
12

The earliest measured plan of Norwich, completed by Anthony Hochstetter in 1789, shows that, of the
buildings flanking the vestry, the southern block stood against it while the northern block stood several
paces from it. See, for a reproduction, Chubb, A Descriptive List of the Printed Maps of Norfolk, pl. XXIV.
Several nineteenth-century maps confirm this arrangement. See, for digitized copies, the Norfolk Historical
Map Explorer: historic-maps.norfolk.gov.uk/mapimageviewer. The structures in question are described as
“a few old houses” in Green’s Norwich Monthly Illustrated Journal, no. 12, p. 2.
13

The upper turrets, now visibly restored, were part of the intervention proposed in the report of 1879. See
Street, “Report,” p. 5 (NRO, PD 26/48). The report notes that, though they were “in part modernized,” the
structures possessed sufficient material to facilitate a restoration to their “original condition” with “a fair
amount of certainty.” At issue, it seems, was the disposition of the lantern openings—apertures whose prerestoration state is best illustrated in the aforementioned early photograph of the church (NWHCM
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ensembles, though smaller and lacking internal stairs, also anchor the corners of the aisles
(figs. 3.10-3.13).
At the west end of the building, finally, is a tower of oblong plan that rises to a
height of thirty-one meters in three stages: passageway, bell-ringing chamber, and belfry
(capped by a modern parapet and crowned by a modern spirelet) (figs. 3.18-3.20).14 The
west tower face features a shafted doorway with plaque-encrusted jambs; a five-light
window accompanied by a lower gallery of image niches and an upper set of traceryfilled spandrels; and a three-light bell opening situated within several fields of blind
paneling (fig. 3.18).15 The north/south tower faces—which match, in large part, the
bottom and the top of the west face—feature, in their middle register, three rows of large
double-headed image niches crowned by battlemented quatrefoil friezes (figs. 3.19-3.20).
Five-tier buttresses, the upper four tiers of which contain additional image niches, add
another layer of complexity to the ensemble. Those on the western side are angle
buttresses. Those on the eastern side are polygonal buttresses: the southern one
containing a staircase that communicates with all the levels of the tower and the northern

1922.135.883). Visual analysis indicates that the restoration transformed classicizing rounded arch-heads
and oculi into gothicizing pointed arch-heads and demi-lights.
14

The tower, now visibly restored from top to bottom, was at the center of the interventions proposed in the
reports of 1879 and 1894. Street oversaw the restoration of the upper portions—including the addition of
the parapet, turrets, and spire (though the completion of spire was overseen by his son, A. E. Street,
following his death in 1881). See Street, “Report,” pp. 1-4 (NRO, PD 26/48). Bucknall and Comper
oversaw the restoration of the lower portions. See Bucknall and Comper, “Report,” pp. 4-5 (NRO, PD
26/48). Prior to the restoration, the tower porch functioned as a vestry, the north/south openings being
blocked by brick walls and the west opening being blocked by wooden doors. (The tower arch was also
blocked up.) That the restorers took few liberties with the surviving fabric is indicated by an extensive cost
estimate provided by Bucknall and Comper in 1895—a document that inventories, stone by stone, the
features to be restored or replaced. See NRO, PD 26/48.
15

The great west window, which does not receive explicit mention in either of the nineteenth-century fabric
reports, underwent two major repairs during the seventeenth century: first in 1605 and second in 1662. See,
for the former, Rye, “St. Peter Mancroft,” p. 331. See, for the latter, NRO, PD 26/42.
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one containing an ad-hoc passage that opens onto the north nave aisle roof. The tower,
like the rest of the church, has a mixture of building materials: limestone and flint in its
lower register and limestone in its upper registers. Modern investigations have
demonstrated that, though the walls of the structure appear to be built from ashlar, they
are actually constructed from flint rubble and brick with several-inch-thick limestone
facing—a fact brought to light by restoration work on the south chancel chapel during the
early 1980s.16
The interior of the church, in keeping with the exterior, is also remarkably
uniform (fig. 3.21).17 The main arcades, whose individual bays are between 3.7 meters
and 4.3 meters wide (from pier face to pier face) and 9.4 meters tall (from floor to soffit),
provide sweeping views of the cavernous interior (figs. 3.22-3.23).18 The piers have a
quatrefoil section with undulating diagonal mouldings (which look something like
“melted” hollow chamfers); they feature, at their lower termini, stepped polygonal plinths
and flared round bases and, at their upper termini, flared round capitals and moulded
polygonal abaci. The arches have a simple profile with two large waves separated by a
16

Woodman, “Rebuilding of St. Peter Mancroft,” p. 293.

17

Major restorations to the building interior took place in two phases, both of which were led by the
architect R. M. Phipson, during the 1850s. The first phase involved the reseating and repaving of the
chancel. The second phase involved the reseating and repaving of the nave. A detailed account of both
interventions is provided in the minute book maintained by the parish restorations committee. See NRO,
PD 26/44. Perhaps the greatest change wrought by the project was the alteration of the floor levels of the
chancel—an action that was undone at the turn of the century by Bucknall and Comper. See, for the faculty
petition of 1898 (which includes invaluable “before and after” drawings), NRO, DN/CON 159. See, for the
faculty of 1898, NRO, DN/FCB 10, ff. 285v-287r. The earliest documented reference to the whitewashing
of the interior, which no doubt obliterated much late medieval wall painting, occurs in the churchwardens’
accounts of 1602. (The accounts commence in 1580). See Rye, “St. Peter Mancroft,” p. 330.
18

The widths of the chancel bays are consistent. North side (east to west): 4.36m, 4.38m, and 4.37m. South
side (east to west): 4.41m, 4.39m, and 4.38m. The widths of the nave bays, by contrast, are inconsistent—a
product of the fact that they were erected between pre-existing structures at either end (the chancel and the
tower). North side (east to west): 4.08m, 4.04m, 4.23m, 3.70m, and 2.24m. South side (east to west):
4.07m, 4.01m, 4.11m, 3.79m, and 2.25m.

134

filleted three-quarter hollow; they feature a continuous projecting moulding that extends
the full length of the interior. Behind the main arcades, large aisle windows on finely
moulded sills, one per bay, provide the primary means of illuminating the central vessel.
They sit inside shallow window-wells framed by round shafts on polygonal pedestals.
Above the main arcades, small clerestory windows of identical design, two per bay,
provide the secondary means of illuminating the center of the building. They rest inside
shallow window-wells framed by plain chamfers. Both sets of windows shed copious
light on the rich timber roofs that crown the three longitudinal vessels (fig. 3.24). Over
the side aisles, on the one hand, are timber lean-to roofs with major and minor archbraced principal rafters: the former having tracery-filled spandrels over stone corbels and
the latter having solid spandrels over timber corbels. Over the central vessel, on the other
hand, is a continuous timber roof of elaborate design that constitutes, without a doubt, the
visual climax of the interior space. Notionally supporting this structure, embedded in the
upper arcade walls, are round shafts with moulded bases and crenellated capitals. Those
over the arcade piers, which are longer, rest on image niches with moulded pedestals and
vaulted canopies. Those over the apices of the arcade arches, which are shorter, rest
directly on the hood mouldings of the arcade arches themselves. The roof proper is a type
of hammerbeam structure whose eponymous members are concealed under fictive timber
vaults that spring from wall posts between the clerestory windows; these posts rest on
timber-built head corbels that rest, in turn, on the aforementioned stone-built wall shafts.
The nave-end vaults have a lierne pattern with eight-leaf badges. The chancel-end vaults
have a tierceron pattern with four-leaf badges. Above both sets of vaults is a continuous
cornice enriched with rows of fleurons, quatrefoils, and battlements and enlivened, at the

135

base of the roof principals, with emblem-holding angel figures. Additional ornaments,
vegetal and figural, cover the intersections of major structural members in the uppermost
reaches of the roof: foliate badges in the nave and angel busts and human faces with
sunbursts in the chancel. Further enhancing the scale and the sumptuousness of the main
vessel, finally, are its monumental end walls. The east end contains a floor-to-ceiling wall
arch, moulded and hooded, with two lower doorways, which lead into the rear vestry, and
a massive upper window (now accompanied by a modern reredos) (fig. 3.25).19 The west
end contains a floor-to-ceiling tower arch, elaborately moulded and elegantly decorated
with pinnacle-capped image niches, with a lower doorway, which leads into the tower
porch, and an upper ringing gallery (now largely blocked by a modern organ loft) (fig.
3.26).20
Also notable are the structures around the periphery of the church: the transeptlike chapels, the nave porches, and the tower porch.21 The chapels open onto the aisles
via archways with thin shafts and fine mouldings (figs. 3.27-3.28). Each one has three

19

The present timber reredos, designed by J. P. Seddon, was erected in 1885. See Sharp, Church of St Peter
Mancroft, p. 2. The only known pre-restoration view of the interior indicates that, prior to the insertion of
this screen, there was a blind arcade of thirteenth panels located within the wall between the lower
doorways and the upper window. See King, Stained Glass of St Peter Mancroft, p. lxvi. That these panels
were stone-built is indicated by the specification of works described in a faculty petition for the reredos in
1885: “Mason: Prepare the East Wall of Chancel below the East Window to receive the New Reredos,
removing such projecting Members therefrom as may be necessary and cutting recesses above the
doorways to receive the Oak Furnishings.” See NRO, DN/CON 150.
20

The present organ, built by Peter Collins, was erected in 1984. Two instruments predated it. The earlier
one, the Renatus Harris organ, was installed in the tower arch between 1707 and 1866 and then in several
other locations at the east end between 1866 and 1912. The later one, the Hele organ, was installed in the
south transept chapel between 1912 and 1984. The gallery of the former instrument and the pipes of the
latter instrument now constitute the secondary organ located in the south chancel chapel. See Sharp,
Church of St Peter Mancroft, pp. 12-3. The medieval church, not surprisingly, also seems to have possessed
organs—a fact documented in the churchwardens’ accounts of 1651: “It was agreed that the Two brasse
Eagles and the organs, and old iron, and other old thinges that are not usefull shall be sold, and the best
made of them.” See Rye, “St. Peter Mancroft,” p. 342.
21

See, on the restoration of these structures, the notes above.
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large windows, a four-lighter in the end wall and three-lighters in the other two walls, and
a timber tierceron vault. The porches, then, open onto the aisles via plainly chamfered
doorways. In the south porch, the arcuations of the two sides of the inner doorway match,
indicating that they are probably contemporary. In the north porch, the arcuations of the
two sides of the inner doorway do not match, indicating that they are probably of
dissimilar dates. Both structures are tour-de-force exercises in architectural decoration.
The south porch interior features a sculpture-encrusted doorway of three orders—two
inner sets of continuous filleted mouldings and an outer set of triple shafts—mediated by
two rows of continuous foliate badges with shield-bearing angels at springing level (the
two inner angels display the emblems of St Peter and St Paul) (fig. 3.29). The wall
benches on either side of the doorway support two shafting systems. The first system,
which includes bases but excludes capitals, carries a pair of lateral wall arches. The
second system, which contains shafts with both bases and capitals, carries a densely
ribbed lierne vault with axial foliate bosses and a central figural boss of the Last
Judgment (fig. 3.30). The north porch interior features an architecture-enriched doorway
of five orders of alternating single shafts and triple shafts mediated by hollow chamfers
(fig. 3.31). The wall benches on either side of the doorway support, at each corner, a
group of five additional shafts—all of which lack capitals. The two outer shafts turn into
continuous wall arches. The three outer shafts turn into continuous ribs in the tierceron
vault overhead—a complex web-like structure with canted ribs, double-cusped webs, and
numerous bosses (including, at center, a figure of St Peter) (fig. 3.32). The tower porch,
finally, adjoins the west end of the church via a large arched doorway whose jambs, inner
and outer, contain a rich assortment of chamfers, fillets, and fine-gauged shafts.
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Crowning the inner doorway is a series of blind panels articulated by further fine-gauged
shafts (fig. 3.33). Crowning the outer doorway is a crocket-encrusted ogee arch bearing a
large finial (fig. 3.34). Situated above the open tower porch—the other three doorways of
which have already been described—is a massive ramped lierne vault, borne on triple
shafts with carousel-like capitals, punctured by a five-and-a-half-foot bell hole whose
gaping size symbolizes, in neat fashion, the ambition of the reconstruction project (fig.
3.35).
St Peter Mancroft boasts very few medieval furnishings.22 Not one of the stone
sculptures that once filled the numerous image niches throughout the building—in the
spandrels of the main arcades; in the jambs of the tower arch; in the buttresses of the
porches, aisles, and east wall or west tower—survives.23 Nor does any portion of the
great timber roodscreen that once mediated nave and chancel survive (though it is clear
that the structure must have reached an impressive height given the considerable
elevation of the upper doors to the rood stair turrets).24 Only two items at the west end of
north nave aisle, a stone font (heavily defaced) and a timber font canopy (heavily
restored), provide the modern visitor any sense of the sculpted fittings that adorned the
church before the Reformation.25 Much better preserved, fortunately, is the late medieval
22

See, for a concise list of surviving items, Pevsner, Norfolk 1, pp. 249-50. A fascinating memorandum in
the churchwardens’ account books notes that “much of the ancient wood and stone carving” of the church
was “brought to light” during the restoration of the chancel in 1851—though the ultimate fate of the
discoveries goes unremarked. See NRO, PD 26/79.
23

Apparently discarded were the “fragments of images” discovered underneath the chancel floor in 1851.
See above.
24

Apparently discarded were several pieces of wooden furniture—including “bases” from the parclose
screens, “portions” of the choir stalls, and “debris of woodwork…mostly of a decorated character”—
discovered underneath the chancel floor in 1851. See above.
25

The font ensemble—a remarkable survival—was moved from the west end of the central vessel to its
present position, narrowly avoiding drastic modification, in 1706. See Rye, “St. Peter Mancroft,” p. 337.
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glazing of the church—the bulk of which is now consolidated in the great east window.26
Most of this glazing, it has been determined, belonged to the east end of the building. It
therefore provides much valuable information concerning not only the making but also
the meaning of the building following its ambitious reconstruction during the fifteenth
century.

The Old Church
St Peter Mancroft was founded by Ralph de Gaël (Ralph de Guader), Earl of East
Anglia, on a prominent site in the middle of the marketplace of the so-called “French
Borough” between 1069 and 1075 (fig. 3.36).27 This new settlement, designated the
“Franci de Norwic” in Domesday, was part of a drastic reorganization of the urban
topography of the city undertaken in the wake of the Norman Conquest—an effort that
involved the creation of a new royal castle (probably under construction, though on a
The canopy, whose modern terminus is modeled after a similar structure at Trunch St Botolph (Norfolk),
was restored in 1887. The font, a seven sacraments type, was restored in 1926. See Green’s Norwich
Monthly Illustrated Journal, no. 14; Hooper, Notes on the Church of St. Peter of Mancroft, p. 15; Sharp,
Church of St Peter Mancroft, p. 6.
26

The best account of the tortuous history of the glazing is King, Stained Glass of St Peter Mancroft, pp.
lxiii-lxxiv. See also G. A. King, “A Description of the Ancient Stained Glass in the Church of St Peter
Mancroft, Norwich,” Norfolk Archaeology, vol. 17 (1910), pp. 194-220; F. J. Meyrick, Fifteenth Century
Glass in the Chancel Window of St. Peter Mancroft, Norwich (Norwich, 1911); C. Woodforde, The
Medieval Glass of St. Peter Mancroft, Norwich (Norwich, 1935).
27

Blomefield and Parkin, Norfolk, vol. 4, pp. 184-5. See, for an overview of the topography of the city
around the time of the Conquest, B. Ayers, Norwich: Archaeology of a Fine City (Stroud, 2009), pp. 55-88.
See also, concerning the political impact of the foundation of the French Borough in post-Conquest
Norwich, E. S. Popescu, et al, Norwich Castle: Excavations and Historical Survey, 1987-98, East Anglian
Archaeology Report 132 (Dereham, 2009), pt. 1, p. 290, and pt. 2, pp. 961-3. Much debate has surrounded
the toponym “Mancroft.” Early modern antiquarians, most prominently Blomefield, argued that it was
derived from a combination of Latin and Old English: “magna crofta” (great enclosure, great land). See
Blomefield and Parkin, Norfolk, vol. 4, p. 224. Modern scholars, however, have argued that it was derived
from Old English: “(ge)maene croft” (common enclosure, common land). See K. I. Sandred and B.
Lindström, The Place-Names of Norfolk, English Place-Name Society 61 (Nottingham, 1989), p. 71. In
either case: the “croft” in question was the expansive marketplace established to the west of the castle built
by the Normans.
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smaller scale than the present structure, from the late 1060s; documented from 1075) and
a new cathedral church (probably under consideration from the mid 1070s; documented
from 1094).28 Both the castle and the cathedral were built on previously inhabited sites
whose locations appear to have been selected on the basis of their proximity to the
epicenter of Anglo-Scandinavian Norwich, the marketplace at Tombland (meaning
“empty space” or “open space”), the former being situated to the southwest and the latter
being situated to the east (compare fig. 3.36 and fig. 3.37).29 The French Borough, in
contrast to these complexes, was built on a large plot of uninhabited land to the south of
the suburban area around Pottergate (compare fig. 3.36 and fig. 3.37).30 Two other
churches, St Giles (map 2:23) and St Stephen (map 2:58), were also established in the
new settlement by the end of the century. But St Peter Mancroft was the earliest of the
group. The patronage of the church changed hands on two occasions during the lateeleventh century: from Ralph de Gaël to William the Conqueror following the failed
rebellion of the former against the latter in 1075 and from William the Conqueror to
Gloucester Abbey, an institution prized by the monarch, before his death in 1087.31
28

See, on the French Borough, Ayers, Norwich, pp. 64-5. On the dates of the castle: p. 57. On the dates of
the cathedral: p. 76. The best analysis of the administrative status of the new borough is The Records of the
City of Norwich, eds. W. Hudson and J. C. Tingey (Norwich, 1906), pp. vii-xi.
29

See, on the development of the urban area around Tombland, Ayers, Norwich, pp. 41 and 44-5.

30

See, on the development of the suburban area around Pottergate, Ayers, Norwich, p. 43.

31

Blomefield’s account of the early patronage of the church—a convoluted passage—requires quotation in
full: “[T]his Earl [RALF WAIET, or Guader] it was, that first founded the church of St. Peter and Paul at
Mancroft, and gave it to his chaplains; and after his forfeiture, Robert Blund the SHERIFF, received an ounce
of gold yearly from the chaplains; and on Godric’s becoming sheriff, the Conqueror gave it in fee to WALA
his chaplain, at which time it was worth 3l. per annum. This WALA, after the grant was called WALA DE
SCO’ PETRO, by which name he became a monk in the abbey of Gloucester, and at his entering there gave
this church to that monastery, in the time, of Serlo, the first about there; and William the Conqueror
confirmed his gift…” See Blomefield and Parkin, Norfolk, vol. 4, p. 185. Blomefield derived the bulk of
this information from two sources: the Norwich entry in Domesday and a list of donations in the cartulary
of Gloucester Abbey. The former source, which he cited in full, he knew via the transcription of the
antiquarian Peter Le Neve. See Blomefield and Parkin, Norfolk, vol. 3, pp. 14-21. (See also, on Le Neve’s
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Thereafter, however, the ecclesiastical status of the church remained settled for a
significant duration; it remained an un-appropriated rectory in the gift of the abbey until
the middle of the fourteenth century.32
Francis Woodman, who is the only modern scholar to have conducted a sustained
architectural appraisal of St Peter Mancroft, has argued that the church that preceded the
present building probably took the form of a cruciform structure with a crossing tower.33
He suggested that the crossing of the old church was demolished in order to facilitate the
eastward expansion of the nave of the new church—an arrangement that took place at
two other large parish churches in eastern England, Cambridge Great St Mary and
Saffron Walden St Mary (Essex), during the Late Middle Ages. This theory, though
attractive, is built on the rather dubious assumption that the nave could not have been
unpublished transcription, D. Stoker, “Francis Blomefield as a Historian of Norfolk,” Norfolk Archaeology,
vol. 44, pt. 2 (2003), p. 186.) The latter source, which he cited in brief, he knew via the published
transcription of the famous antiquarian William Dugdale. See Blomefield and Parkin, Norfolk, vol. 4, p.
185, n. 9. (See also, for Dugdale’s full published transcription, Monasticon Anglicanum, ed. W. Dugdale,
vol. 1 (London, 1655), pp. 111-120.) Most unfortunately, Blomefield misread portions of both sources,
thereby introducing several errors into the historical record that have persisted into the present day.
Domesday, on the one hand, does, indeed, state that Earl Ralph founded the church and that, at the time of
the survey, William the Conqueror had it “in his gift.” It also does go on to state that, when these men made
appointments to the benefice, the former installed “his chaplains” (capellanis suis) and the latter installed
“a certain priest of the sheriff by the name of Wala” (quidam sacerdos vicecomitis…nomine Wala). But the
survey says nothing about the accession of a sheriff named Godric. Neither does it say anything about the
value of the benefice—Blomefield’s figures stemming from a misapplication of the valuation of the French
Borough, which is given in a passage immediately after the description of the church, to St Peter Mancroft.
See Domesday Book, ed. J. Morris, vol. 33, pt. 1 (Chichester, 1984), 1,66. The donations in the cartulary
from Gloucester, on the other hand, make it clear that, prior to coming into the possession of the monastery
in the time of Abbot Serlo (r.1072-1104), the church—described as St Peter in the Market (ecclesiam
Sancti Petri Northwycensis quae est in foro)—still belonged to King William and not to Wala. There are
two donations: one royal and one clerical. The former records that William gave the church to the abbey
(dedit…ecclesiam) and, sometime thereafter, confirmed the gift (confirmat). The latter relates that Wala
gave the church, along with his own person, to the abbey (dedit ecclesiam…et seipsum)—the implication
being that, by taking up the habit, he was relinquishing his old rectorial income to his new monastic home.
See Historia et Cartularium Monasterii Sancti Petri Gloucestriae, ed. W. H. Hart, vol. 1 (London, 1863),
pp. 102-3. Thus, contra Blomefield, St Peter Mancroft changed hands only twice during the late eleventh
century.
32

Blomefield and Parkin, Norfolk, vol. 4, p. 185.

33

Woodman, “Rebuilding of St. Peter Mancroft,” pp. 290-1.

141

expanded westward because the parish had to preserve a processional pathway around the
church. A casual glance at the disposition of the present tower, which features a lower
passageway, seems to bolster this idea (figs. 3.2, 3.18-3.20, 3.35). But a critical survey of
other parish churches in the city reveals that, when push came to shove, few communities
had a problem with building over processional routes as long as they were able to
perform their liturgical circumambulations without serious disruption. St John
Maddermarket, a small fifteenth-century church located a hundred yards east of St
Gregory Pottergate, is a valuable case in point. The west tower, the far wall of which was
built against another building at the western edge of the churchyard, was equipped with a
passageway in order to provide necessary access, through an otherwise impenetrable
urban block, around the western half of the church (fig. 3.38). The east end, the far wall
of which was built against a roadway at the eastern edge of the churchyard, was not
equipped with a passageway because the thoroughfare already provided sufficient access
around the eastern half of the church (fig. 3.39). St Andrew, a large sixteenth-century
church to be considered in greater depth in the following chapter, is another case in point.
Neither the west end nor the east end, both of which were built against adjoining
roadways, was provided with a passageway (figs. 3.40-3.41). At both sites, then,
practicality was the rule; building at the edge of the churchyard was acceptable as long as
the disruptions to processional routes were minimal. Thus, at St Peter Mancroft, where a
roadway fronted the western boundary of the churchyard, the parish could have extended
the nave eastward or westward, thereby indicating that any decision to replace a central
tower with a terminal tower was born out of choice and not out of necessity. This state of
affairs may seem to weaken the idea that the older church featured a transept arm and a
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crossing tower. However, several other factors lend credence to the theory, though none
of them proves it outright.
Physical evidence in favor of the hypothesis that the previous church had a
cruciform layout survives in the form of a two-bay crypt underneath the western bay of
the north chancel chapel (figs. 3.2 and 3.42-3.45).34 This structure, which features
massive brick rib vaults, is almost certainly no earlier than the late thirteenth century.35
However, despite its late date, it nonetheless provides tantalizing material concerning the
church that may have been erected as early as the late-eleventh century. Several apertures
are visible inside the chamber: a blocked window in the north wall, a pair of blocked
windows in the east wall, and a doorway in the west wall (which connects to a halfcircular staircase embedded in the west end of the north wall). The disposition of these
openings, all of which feature stone-dressed jambs, indicates that the crypt was part of a
34

The best account of the chapel is a hand-written report by the restoration architect J. N. Comper in 1903.
See NRO, PD 26/48. His “re-discovery” of the structure facilitated its inclusion on the floor plan made by
Saunders in 1906. See NRO, PD 26/51. Comper noted that, at least in his day, the staircase in the north wall
was “still in fair preservation.” But the original doorway at the bottom of the staircase had been bricked-up.
This left as the only means of access into the chamber a small opening in the north aisle wall (covered then,
as it is now, by a stone slab). The southern half of the former chapel was turned into a burial vault from
1814. See, for the relevant faculty, NRO, DN/FCB 5/2, ff. 118r-120r. It was probably at this time, in order
to secure the area for interments, that the current east-west brick partition was erected and the original
doorway was sealed. Comper, in his report, proposed the complete renovation of the chamber. But little
seems to have been done other than unblocking the doorway. At present, the space remains a macabre
spectacle, filled with coffins and—even more remarkably—exposed human remains.
35

The so-called “crypt” at the Blackfriars has long been identified as one of the earliest surviving brickbuilt buildings in Norwich. The centralized four-bay structure, located in the southeast corner of the present
cloister, probably supported the upper dormitory of the Friars Penitential (who possessed the site prior to
the Dominicans). The brick walls have been dated between 1258 and 1267. The brick vaults—a clear
addition—have been dated shortly after 1271. See H. Sutermeister, The Norwich Blackfriars (Norwich,
1977), p. 25. It has been suggested, more recently, that imported brick was first introduced to the city via
the Royal Works—probably for the construction of a long-lost curtain wall around Norwich Castle between
1268 and 1270. The material appears, shortly thereafter, in large quantities in the so-called Wilderness
Tower of the city walls, built between c.1270 and 1300, and in small quantities in a smattering of humbler
structures, known via modern excavations, of the late 1200s and the early 1300s. See P. J. Drury, “Ceramic
Building Materials,” in S. Margeson, Norwich Households: The Medieval and Post-Medieval Finds from
Norwich Survey Excavations 1971-1978, East Anglian Archaeology Report 58 (Norwich, 1993), pp. 163-4.
This theory, if accurate, suggests a slightly later date for the crypt at the Blackfriars—somewhere between
1270 and 1307. See Drury, “Ceramic Building Materials,” p. 164.
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chapel built against two of the extensions of a pre-existing church: one to the south and
another to the west. The former was almost certainly the chancel. The latter was either
the north nave aisle or the north transept arm. That some kind of structure occupied the
ground to the west of the crypt is indicated by the fact that the crudely rendered west wall
of the subterranean passageway between the door and the staircase looks very much like
a foundation wall (fig. 3.46). The crypt itself was likely the chapel “sub alis ecclesiae” in
which John de Wroxham, a local taverner, requested to be buried in second decade of the
fourteenth century.36 No other pre-fifteenth-century subterranean chamber matching this
description has yet come to light.37 In any event, whatever the function of the crypt, the
architectural characteristics of the chamber indicate that the building to which it was
attached had a relatively complex plan with transept arms or nave aisles or some
combination thereof.
36

Blomefield relates that both John de Wroxham and his wife, Cecily, were buried the chapel of St Mary
“sub alis ecclesie Sancti Petri de Mancroft”—the former in 1311 and the latter in 1320. See Blomefield and
Parkin, Norfolk, vol. 4, p. 212. The passage clearly indicates that the antiquarian had read the wills of both
individuals. These documents survive in the court rolls of the city of Norwich. See, for John’s will, NRO,
NCR Case 1/6 m.5 (dated 1312). See, for Cecily’s will, NCR Case 1/6 m.12d (dated 1312-13).
37

The crypt under the south chancel chapel, though contemporary with the fifteenth-century church, is, in
its present guise, largely a product of the late twentieth century. Street, in his fabric report of 1879, wrote
that the chamber had been “lowered and destroyed” when Phipson restored the church during the 1850s; he
advised that it be left unmodified since “it would serve no useful purpose.” See Street, “Report,” p. 6
(NRO, PD 26/48). Saunders, in his floor plan of 1906, depicted only the eastern portion of the chamber; he
noted that, though it extended underneath the western bay of the south chancel chapel, this area was
inaccessible to him. See NRO, PD 26/51. The fabric of the crypt is difficult to read. The three-light window
and the arched doorway now located in the lower south wall of the south chancel chapel are both modern
insertions. The former replaces a dilapidated tripartite opening visible in a late nineteenth-century
photograph—a feature that probably came to light only after the lowering of the churchyard in 1882. The
latter has no discernable precedent in the medieval structure. The doorway and window now located in the
lower east wall of the south chancel chapel are also modern insertions. They may duplicate, at least to some
extent, original features. The upper portions of the openings, which match those of the windows in the
south wall, probably date to the early twentieth century. The lower portions of the openings date to the late
twentieth century—at which time the adjacent “Octagon” was built. A small staircase in the north wall of
the chamber, now blocked, originally provided access between the crypt and the upper sanctuary bay. This
suggests, in tandem with the doorway and the windows, that the chamber may have served as a makeshift
vestry before the construction of the present three-story building at the east end of the sanctuary toward the
end of the fifteenth century.

144

Further bolstering the theory that the previous church had a cruciform layout,
possibly from a rather early date, are the circumstances of the foundation of the old
church in the late eleventh century. Eric Fernie, in his exhaustive survey of the
architecture of Norman England, has noted that cruciform plans were, by and large, the
purview of privileged ecclesiastical institutions: higher-level cathedrals, monastic
churches, or collegiate churches and lower-level parish churches that had served as
minsters under the Anglo-Saxons.38 St Peter Mancroft, of course, belonged to neither of
these categories. But, as the flagship ecclesiastical foundation of the newly formed
French Borough, the church must have held a special place in the minds of the colonizing
Normans—especially before the translation of the episcopal see, at the very end of the
century, from Thetford to Norwich. It therefore stands to reason that, at least at a notional
level, the building functioned as a quasi-cathedral or a quasi-minster for which a
cruciform plan, surmounted by a prominent crossing tower, was a fitting architectural
format. That the building had, at the very least, a central tower is suggested by a
comparison of two large-scale urban planning initiatives involving castles and parish
churches in Norman Norfolk: Norwich and Castle Rising. It is well known that the keep
at Norwich Castle (begun by King William Rufus from 1094)39 functioned as a model for
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E. Fernie, The Architecture of Norman England (Oxford, 2000), pp. 225-7. Fernie, in his partial list of
cruciform minster or parish churches built between 1066 and c.1200, cites four monuments in Norfolk:
Attleborough, Burnham Overy, Great Yarmouth, and King’s Lynn. See p. 226. The first two were
indubitably parochial. The last two, however, were not only parochial but also monastic—both being
homes to cells associated with Norwich Cathedral Priory.
39

See, for an overview of the site, T. A. Heslop, Norwich Castle Keep: Romanesque Architecture and
Social Context (Norwich, 1994). Several aspects of the archaeological sequence continue to be debated by
scholars. See, concerning the keep, two essays in The Seigneurial Residence in Western Europe AD c 8001600, eds. G Meirion-Jones, E. Impey, and M. Jones (Oxford, 2002): P. Drury, “Norwich Castle Keep,” pp.
211-34, and P. Dixon and P. Marshall, “Norwich Castle and Its Analogues,” pp. 235-43. See, concerning
the site as a whole, Popescu, et al, Norwich Castle.
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the keep at Castle Rising (begun by Earl William d’Albini II from c.1140).40 What has
escaped attention, however, is the fact that the layout of the French Borough outside
Norwich Castle (founded in tandem with the first fortified outpost on the site of the
present castle during the late 1060s) also seems to have inspired, at least to some extent,
the layout of the new town outside Castle Rising (founded in tandem with the present
castle during the 1140s)—especially when analyzed in terms of urban scenography. In
both cases, in order to reach the castle, travelers coming from outside the county (i.e.,
from the west at Norwich and from the north at Castle Rising) had to walk through a new
urban quarter, past a new parish church, and around a series of outer fortifications before
reaching the castle gatehouse—a sequence that emphasized the power of the resident lord
(figs. 3.36, 3.47). At Castle Rising, the church was St Lawrence, a three-cell structure
with an elaborate west front and a substantial central tower (to which a south transept arm
was later added during the early thirteenth century) (fig. 3.48). At Norwich, the church
was none other than St Peter Mancroft, a structure that, given its location in a major
urban center, likely possessed not only a crossing tower but also a transept. The former
advertised the power of the twelfth-century earls of Arundel. The latter, very likely built
under royal patronage in light of its ties to William the Conqueror, advertised the power
of the new eleventh-century royal dynasty of England.
Further bolstering the theory that the previous church had a cruciform layout, very
likely from a later date, are the locations of two chantries in the new church from the

40

See, for an overview of the site, R. A. Brown, Castle Rising: Norfolk (London, 1978). Further valuable
analysis is presented in B. Morley and D. Gurney, Castle Rising Castle, Norfolk, East Anglian Archaeology
Report 81 (Dereham, 1997), and in R. Liddiard, “Castle Rising, Norfolk: A ‘Landscape of Lordship’?” in
Anglo-Norman Studies XXII: Proceedings of the Battle Conference 1999, ed. C. Harper-Bill (Woodbridge,
2000), pp. 169-86.
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mid-fifteenth century. The first, established by Letice Payne in 1313, was located in the
south transept-like chapel dedicated to the Holy Trinity.41 The second, established by
John Cosyn in 1323/5, was located in the north transept-like chapel dedicated to St
Nicholas.42 Both were double foundations—the former supporting a priest at St Peter
Mancroft and a priest at St Stephen and the latter supporting two priests at Mancroft—
that significantly predated the rebuilding effort. It seems reasonable to speculate that the
chapels they occupied from the mid-fifteenth century were built to replace the transept
arms they occupied from the early fourteenth century. Transept arms were, in fact, a
popular location for high-status burials during the period. At the nearby church of
Attleborough, which boasts one of the most ambitious surviving Norman crossing towers
in Norfolk, the transept arms accommodated the interments of two later medieval
dignitaries: the south that of Sir William Mortimer (d.1297) and the north that of Thomas
Chanticleer (d.1379) (fig. 3.49).43 At St Peter Mancroft, the disposition of the chantries is
41

See, for the foundation license, Calendar of the Patent Rolls: Edward II, A.D. 1313-1317 (London,
1898), p. 31. Confirmation of the location of the chantry in the south chapel is given in Blomefield and
Parkin, Norfolk, vol. 4, pp. 205-6. David King has demonstrated, in disagreement with Blomefield, that the
chapel was dedicated not to the Virgin but to the Holy Trinity. See King, Stained Glass of St Peter
Mancroft, p. lx. The dates provided by both authors for the chantry foundation differ from that of the royal
license.
42

See, for the first foundation license (for one priest), Calendar of the Patent Rolls: Edward II, A.D. 13211324 (London, 1898), p. 301. See, for the second foundation license (for an additional priest), Calendar of
the Patent Rolls: Edward II, A.D. 1324-1327 (London, 1898), p. 151. Confirmation of the location of the
chantry in the north chapel is given in Blomefield and Parkin, Norfolk, vol. 4, pp. 201-2. David King has
demonstrated, in agreement with Blomefield, that the chapel was dedicated to St Nicholas. See King,
Stained Glass of St Peter Mancroft, p. lviii. The dates provided by both authors for the chantry foundation
differ from those of the royal licenses.
43

The best architectural analysis of the church is T. A. Heslop, “The Nave of Attleborough, Norfolk, and
the Architecture of Unknowning,” in Architecture, Liturgy and Identity: Liber Amicorum Paul Crossley,
eds. Z. Opačić and A. Timmermann (Turnhout, 2011), pp. 47-59 (with further bibliography). The classic
antiquarian account, with much important source material, is Blomefield and Parkin, Norfolk, vol. 1, pp.
522-41. Heslop rightly points out, contra several other scholars who have written on the building, that the
present transept arms were erected in two separate campaigns during the late fourteenth century: the south
arm, in all likelihood, by the Sir Robert Mortimer, grandson of the interred Sir William, and the north arm
by the interred Thomas Chanticleer. See Heslop, “Nave of Attleborough,” pp. 47 and 49-50.
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especially interesting because, if the double foundation supporting two priests in the
church, that belonging to Cosyn, was, in fact, located in the old north transept arm before
being moved to the new north transept-like chapel, it would have been adjacent to the
chancel chapel whose crypt still survives under the north chancel aisle—a structure that
would have provided requisite space for a second chantry altar.
None of this evidence proves in absolute terms that the previous church had a
cruciform plan. But it does make the idea highly plausible. Moreover, it provides a
context for understanding the unique configuration of the fifteenth-century building,
which was a structure whose transept-like chapels had no parallel at any other “hall
church” in the region. On the one hand, if one assumes that the transept in the old church
was erected during the eleventh or twelfth century, the transept-like chapels in the new
church could be seen as preserving an architectural form that had defined the parish since
the time of the Conquest. On the other hand, if one assumes that the transept in the old
church was erected during the fourteenth century, the transept-like chapels in the new
church could be seen as perpetuating an architectural function that had distinguished the
parish since the foundation of Payne’s Chantry and Cosyn’s Chantry. In either case, the
layout of the old church was significant, leaving a lasting mark on the arrangement of the
new church.

The New Church
Building Chronology and Scope: Two Views
At St Peter Mancroft, copious documentary evidence charts the end-to-end
reconstruction of the church, primarily in the form of wills containing bequests to the
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building project (all of which have been inventoried by David King).44 The major
impetus for the effort appears to have been the appropriation of the benefice by the
college of St Mary in the Fields in Norwich between 1383 and 1388 (map 2:C).45
Blomefield, for his part, claimed that the reconstruction project took shape in two major
phases: a fundraising period between 1390 and 1430 and a building period, which began
with the complete demolition of the old church, between 1430 and 1455.46 But the
surviving documentary evidence—a good deal of which, it seems, was known to the
famous antiquarian—indicates that, as one might expect, the simplicity of this account
obscures the complexity of events on the ground. Woodman, attempting to assess not
only the textual evidence but also the physical evidence pertinent to the development of
the structure, has provided a convoluted interpretation of the building chronology. This
analysis, though flawed, nonetheless provides a convenient departure point for a larger
reassessment of the history of the building. The following analysis will thus unfold in two
parts. The first will summarize Woodman’s account. The second will set out my own
account. The fundamental matter dividing these two narratives, as will become evident, is
the way in which they handle the relationship between small-scale information and large-

44

See, for the inventory, “Appendix 2” in King, Stained Glass of St Peter Mancroft, pp. 145-54. This list
supersedes those found in Blomefield and Parkin, Norfolk, vol. 4, pp. 184-223; St Peter Mancroft NSR; P.
Cattermole and S. Cotton, “Medieval Parish Church Building in Norfolk,” Norfolk Archaeology, vol. 38, pt.
3 (1983), p. 259; S. Cotton, “Mediaeval Roodscreens in Norfolk: Their Construction and Painting Dates,”
Norfolk Archaeology, vol. 40, pt. 1 (1987), p. 50.
45

Blomefield and Parkin, Norfolk, vol. 4, pp. 185-6. Blomefield relates that the appropriation of the church
was a two-step process. The first involved a royal license, issued in 1383, transferring the advowson from
the abbot and convent of Gloucester Abbey to a group of elite parishioners at St Peter Mancroft (one that
counted among its number the future first mayor of Norwich, William Appleyard). See Calendar of the
Patent Rolls: Richard II, A.D. 1381-1385 (London, 1897), pp. 406-7. The second involved a deed, drawn
up in 1388, transferring the advowson from the parishioners to the dean and chapter of the College of St
Mary in the Fields. See the urban cartulary known as the “Norwich Domesday”: NRO, NCR Case 17b.
46

Blomefield and Parkin, Norfolk, vol. 4, p. 191.
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scale interpretation. Woodman’s account, which tends to foreground the minutia of the
building initiative, interprets the church as a fragmented edifice erected in haphazard
fashion. My own account, which takes stock not only of the piece-by-piece funding of the
project but also the part-by-part building of the structure itself, interprets the church, in a
very different vein, as an integrated edifice erected to an established plan.
Woodman begins his account of the reconstruction of the church by arguing that
three different projects—the construction of the west tower, the renovation of the old
chancel, and the demolition of the alleged old crossing tower—were underway during the
“fundraising” period described by Blomefield (fig. 3.50 – phase 1).47 He cites wills as
evidence for all three works: Thomas de Birkeley’s (proved in 1391)48 for the west tower;
John Pilly’s (proved in 1394)49 for the chancel; and William Setman’s (made in 1428 and
proved in 1433)50 and John Herryes’s (made and proved in 1431)51 for the crossing
tower. But only one of these citations bears up under scrutiny. Birkeley, rector of the
small parish church of St Clement Conesford in Norwich, did, indeed, leave five marks
toward the fabric of the bell tower at the church—though the location of the tower,
whether it was the “old” central one or the “new” terminal one, goes unmentioned.52 The
other citations are more problematic. Pilly, on the one hand, made no reference to work
on the chancel in his bequest; he simply gave forty shillings toward the “new fabric” and
47

Woodman, “Rebuilding of St. Peter Mancroft,” pp. 290-1.

48

NRO, NCC, Harsyk 141. See King, Stained Glass of St Peter Mancroft, p. 145 (“Appendix 2,” no. 7).

49

NRO, NCC, Harsyk 196. See King, Stained Glass of St Peter Mancroft, p. 145 (“Appendix 2,” no. 9).

50

NRO, NCC, Surflete 124. See King, Stained Glass of St Peter Mancroft, p. 146 (“Appendix 2,” no. 12).

51

NRO, NCC, Surflete 78. See King, Stained Glass of St Peter Mancroft, p. 146 (“Appendix 2,” no. 14).

52

“It[em] lego ad fabricam campanil v m[ar]ci.” See NRO, NCC, Harsyk 141 (T. de Birkeley).
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the “emendation” of the church.53 Setman and Herryes, on the other hand, made no
reference to work on the crossing tower in their bequests. The former made a large gift of
£26-13-4 toward the “emendation” or the “reparation” of the church.54 The latter made a
small gift of 6s 8d toward the glazing of unspecified clerestory windows in the building.55
Woodman’s reasons for associating these vague bequests with specific building works
are disparate. His attribution of Pilly’s bequest to work on the chancel, which goes
unexplained, appears to stem from a careless misreading of a reference to the original
will in Blomefield.56 His attribution of Setman’s and Herryes’s bequests to work on the
crossing tower, which is much more considered, proceeds from his theory, already
discussed, that the previous church had a cruciform plan; if such was the case, he
suggests, then the erection of the new terminal tower would have been followed, in short
order, by the demolition of the old central tower, thus requiring the mending of the “gap”
left at the crossing (which would have involved the construction of new clerestory
windows).57 That some kind of work other than the erection of the tower was underway at

53

“It[e]m lego nove fabrice et emendac[ione] ecc[lesi]e xl s.” See NRO, NCC, Harsyk 196 (J. Pilly).

54

“…emendac[i]o[n]i sive r[e]p[ar]ac[i]o[n]i eiusd[em] eccl[es]ie xxvj li. xiij s. iiij d.” See NRO, NCC,
Surflete 124 (W. Setman).
55

“…vitrac[i]o[n]em de le clerstoryes dicte eccl[es]ie vj s. viij d.” See NRO, NCC, Surflete 78. See also
King, Stained Glass of St Peter Mancroft, p. 146 (“Appendix 2,” no. 14). Herryes also made a second gift
of note to the church: “It[e]m lego nove campane in eccl[es]ia p[re]dicta faciend[a] viij d.”
56

Woodman, “Rebuilding of St. Peter Mancroft,” p. 290. Woodman, contrary to his practice elsewhere in
the essay, cites not the original will but Blomefield’s summary of it. The antiquarian’s text is brief: “1393,
John Pilly buried in the church, and gave towards rebuilding it 40s.” There is, quite clearly, no reference in
this passage to work on the chancel. However, in adjacent passages, Blomefield discusses other bequests
involving chancels. This may account for Woodman’s mistake. See Blomefield and Parkin, Norfolk, vol. 4,
p. 212.
57

Woodman, “Rebuilding of St. Peter Mancroft,” pp. 290-1.
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the church during this period seems clear enough. But the documents, considered in
isolation, provide few clues concerning what it might have been.
Woodman continues his account of the reconstruction of the church by arguing
that only a single project—the construction of the chancel—was underway during the
“building” period alleged by Blomefield (fig. 3.50 – phases 2 and 3).58 He contends that
this effort proceeded in two radically different stages. The first involved the small-scale
addition of the present north chancel chapel within the “crook” of the previous cruciform
church, i.e., between the old chancel and the old north transept arm (fig. 3.50 – phase 2).
The second involved the large-scale reconstruction of the rest of the chancel—modeled
after the style of the north chancel chapel (fig. 3.50 – phase 3). Woodman marshals two
bodies of material, architectural evidence and archival evidence, to support this two-part
theory. His discussion, though relatively concise, nonetheless engages a series of issues
that are central to obtaining a clearer understanding of the building. It thus requires
examination point by point.
Woodman cites several architectural conditions in the chancel chapels that he
believes prove that the two structures were not only erected at separate times but also to
separate designs.59 First, he claims that the mouldings at the exterior junctures of the
chancel chapels and the sanctuary bay are discontinuous on the north side but continuous
on the south side, thus indicating that the north chapel was erected in one campaign and
that the south chapel, together with the sanctuary, was erected in another campaign. This
observation would be plausible if it were in any way accurate, but it is not. An inspection
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Woodman, “Rebuilding of St. Peter Mancroft,” pp. 291-2.
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Woodman, “Rebuilding of St. Peter Mancroft,” p. 291.
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of the areas in question clearly indicates that the chapels intersect the sanctuary bay in the
same manner—the plinth of the sanctuary walls “jumping” to a higher level on both the
north side and the south side in order to accommodate the higher floor level of the
elevated bay (figs. 3.12-3.13). Second, Woodman notes, with respect to the easternmost
arcade responds, that the northern respond features a base situated below the level of the
chancel floor and that the southern respond features a base situated above the level of the
chancel floor, thereby indicating that the north arcade was built to go with the “old”
chancel and that the south arcade was built to go with the “new” chancel (figs. 3.513.54). This observation, unlike that regarding the exterior mouldings, is at least
architecturally accurate. However, other interpretations of the evidence are possible, as
will be demonstrated in due course. Third, Woodman remarks that the interior mouldings
of the chapels are different from one another, thereby further suggesting that they were
completed in separate campaigns (figs. 3.55-3.58). This observation is also architecturally
accurate: the north chapel features window shafts with flared bases and the south chapel
features window shafts with double-torus bases. However, as with the previous point,
other interpretations of the evidence are possible—especially since the two structures
have many other formal elements in common. Fourth, Woodman claims that the floor
levels of the two chapels were, for a period of unstated duration, divergent from one
another, the northern floor being located at a lower level reflected by the floor of the
north rood stair turret and the southern floor being located at a higher level reflected by
the floor of the south rood stair turret (the latter being the present floor level of the aisles)
(figs. 3.59-3.60); he interprets these conditions as incontrovertible proof of the theory that
the north chapel was a small-scale addition to the previous church and that the south
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chapel, in tandem with the sanctuary, was a large-scale renovation that involved the
creation, at a higher level, of the present church. This contention hangs on the assumption
that the floor level inside the north rood turret is, in fact, the original floor level of the
adjoining chancel chapel. But the archaeology of this area contradicts such an idea. The
rood turret at issue contains not one but two different circular staircases (a fact
misrepresented due to the former inaccessibility of the turret on the otherwise carefully
rendered plan of 1906): a larger one, of 520 degrees, that leads up to the door of the
former rood loft and a smaller one, of 180 degrees, that leads down to the crypt
underneath the chapel (compare fig. 3.2 and fig. 3.42; fig. 59). The former is
contemporary with the upper aisle; it has a bottom landing located at the same level as the
present aisle floor. The latter, embedded in the thickness of the wall, is contemporary
with the lower crypt; it has a top landing located approximately one meter lower than the
present aisle floor. Woodman, who never mentions the crypt in his account of the church,
seems to think that all of the fabric in the turret—and, by extension, all of the fabric in the
present aisle, both the lower crypt and the upper chapel—was of the same date. He
therefore concludes, erroneously, that the top landing of the crypt stair corresponds not to
the past chapel, now destroyed, but rather to the present chapel—though with a lower
floor. In sum, then, Woodman’s four observations concerning the east end are highly
problematic. The first and the fourth are simply inaccurate. The second and the third,
though accurate, are less than determinative—especially given the compromised nature
of the other two observations.

154

Woodman cites numerous references in documentary sources that he believes
prove that the chancel was erected in two campaigns during the 1440s and 1450s.60 The
first and the last of these references, corroboration for which no longer survives, appear
in Blomefield. The former records a donation of a whole year’s profits from the patron of
the church, the College of St Mary in the Fields, toward the building of the chancel in
1441.61 The latter records a consecration of the church in 1455.62 Woodman interprets
both items, quite conventionally, as delimiting—at least in rough terms—the duration of
the building campaign at the east end. The other three references appear in surviving
wills. The first will, that of William Fen, contains a bequest of ten marks toward the
rebuilding of the chancel.63 Woodman, mistakenly dating the will not to 1439 (the year it
was composed) but to 1441 (the year it was proved), interprets the gift, in tandem with
the aforementioned donation from the College of St Mary in the Fields, as evidence for
ongoing building activity at the east end of the church. But he fails to note the detailed
terms of the bequest itself: “to the new chancel…about to be built...if the rectors of the
said church want to build—indeed, from new—opposite the new chancel in that very
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Woodman, “Rebuilding of St. Peter Mancroft,” pp. 291-2.
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“In 1441, the whole profits were assigned by the college to rebuild the chancel, and the parish chaplain,
and all that served here, remitted their stipends this year for that purpose.” See Blomefield and Parkin,
Norfolk, vol. 4, p. 186.
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“[T]he present church…was finished and consecrated in 1455.” See Blomefield and Parkin, Norfolk, vol.
4, p. 191.
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“It[e]m lego novo cancello in ead[e]m ecc[les]ia s[an]c[t]i petri erigend[o] x marc[i] si Rectores dict[e]
ecc[les]ie volunt c[on]struer[e] et de novo erga novu[m] cancellu[m] ib[ide]m et si volu[eru]nt volo q[uo]d
ille dicte m[a]rc[e] dispen[s]a[n]t[ur] p[er] executor[es] me[os].” See NRO, NCC, Doke 140. See also
King, Stained Glass of St Peter Mancroft, p. 146 (“Appendix 2,” no. 17). Blomefield’s account of the
bequest runs as follows: “1439, Will. Fen gave 10 marks towards the building the chancel, if the RECTOR
would rebuild it wholly new.” See Blomefield and Parkin, Norfolk, vol. 4, p. 212.
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place.”64 Fen’s will thus proves not that the chancel was being built in 1441 but rather
that a first building phase involving the “new chancel in that very place” (probably the
aisled chancel bays) was already finished by 1439 and that a second building phase
involving the “new chancel…about to be built” (probably the sanctuary bay), though
under consideration, had not yet gotten underway in the same year. The second will, that
of Thomas Bumpstede, contains a bequest of ten pounds toward the glazing of the east
window of the chapel of St Nicholas in 1445.65 Woodman, identifying this chapel as the
north chancel chapel, claims that the gift proves that the north wing of the chancel was
wrapping up in the mid 1440s. But his conclusion is invalid on two counts. Firstly, it fails
to observe that the language of the gift indicates that, at the time of composition, the
chapel of St Nicholas was already well established, being described in explicit terms as
“having been founded.”66 Secondly, it misstates the location of the chapel of St Nicholas,
which—as described most clearly in Blomefield—was situated not in the north chancel
chapel but in the north transept chapel (an attribution recently confirmed by the careful
work of David King).67 Bumpstede’s will therefore proves not that the north chancel
chapel was being built in 1445 but rather that the north transept chapel had already been
built by 1445. The third and final will, that of Robert Pert, contains a bequest of twenty
64

See note 63.
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“It[e]m lego ad vitrat[ion]em fenestr[e] orient[e] capelle s[an]c[t]i nich[ol]i in eccl[es]ia s[an]c[t]i petri
de mancroft in nor[wi]co ex p[ar]te eiusd[em] eccl[es]ie s[an]c[t]i petri fundat[a] x li in sed quatuor annos
p[ro]p[e] sequen[s] post obitu[m] meu[m] ib[ide]m forma p[rae]missa p[er] execut[ores] meos aut eorum
execut[ores] distributur[os].” See NRO, NCC, Wylbey 29. See also King, Stained Glass of St Peter
Mancroft, p. 146 (“Appendix 2,” no. 20). Blomefield’s account of the bequest runs as follows: “In 1445,
Thomas Bumpstede, Esq. gave 10l. to glaze the east window of this chapel [i.e. Cosyn’s chantry] over St.
Nicholas’s altar, by which the image of that saint was placed.” See Blomefield and Parkin, Norfolk, vol. 4,
p. 202.
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pounds—i.e., thirty marks—toward the reconstruction of the chancel in 1445.68
Woodman, noting that funds were to be disbursed in three stages as work progressed on
the east gable wall (ten marks when it was built to the level of the churchyard, ten marks
when it was built to the sill of the east window, and ten marks, finally, when it was
finished), claims that the bulk of the chancel was still unfinished during the mid 1440s.
That this was certainly the case for the east gable wall—and, by extension, the bay of
which it was a part—seems clear enough. But the same cannot be said, on the basis of the
language of the gift, for any other portion of the east end. Indeed, an exterior inspection
of the north/south walls of the sanctuary and the east walls of the chancel chapels reveals
that they are not integral with one another, thereby suggesting that the sanctuary was, in
fact, erected against the previously-built chancel chapels (figs. 3.61-3.62). Pert’s will
therefore provides a useful terminus post quem not for the beginning of work on the east
end in general but for the beginning of work on the easternmost chancel bay in particular:
the date in question being 1445.
In essence, then, there are few grounds—formal or textual—to support the idea
that the reconstruction of the east end took place in two radically separate campaigns.
Woodman, in making this argument, commits two errors. First, he misinterprets the
surviving architectural evidence, positing a sharp building-break between the north
68

“It[e]m lego ad edificat[i]onem cui[us] nove gabule in p[ar]te orient[e] cancelli d[ic]te eccl[es]ie
construend[e] xx libras yconomis d[ic]te eccl[es]ie qui p[er] temp[or]e[m] sunt forma seguent[e] soluend[i]
videlicet in p[ri]ma edificac[i]one dict[e] gabule linialit[er] p[er] terra[m] cimit[er]ij eccl[es]ie p[re]dict[e]
erigend[e] decem marcas et in construct[i]o[n]e ped[is] magne fenestr[e] in p[ar]te orient[e] eiusd[em]
gabule erect[e] x marcas ac in edificac[i]o[n]e sup[er]ioris p[ar]tis d[ic]te m[a]gne fenestr[e] x marcas et
non antea.” See NRO, NCC, Wylbey 58. See also King, Stained Glass of St Peter Mancroft, p. 146
(“Appendix 2,” no. 21). Blomefield’s account of the bequest runs as follows: “In same year [1445], Robert
Pert, senior, buried in the church by Agnes his wife, gave 20l. toward the new gable of the chancel, viz. 10
marks when it was level with the ground of the churchyard, 10 marks when it came to the bottom of the
great window, and 10 marks when they crowned the arch of its top.” See Blomefield and Parkin, Norfolk,
vol. 4, p. 212.
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chancel chapel and the rest of the east end where none exists. Second, following on this
fallacious assumption, he misinterprets the surviving archival evidence, assigning greater
specificity to the documents in question than is warranted, especially in the case of the
two wills of 1445.
Woodman concludes his account of the reconstruction of the church by arguing
that several projects—the reconstruction of the nave, the addition of the nave porches,
and the completion of the west tower—were underway well after the “building” period
described by Blomefield (fig. 3.50 – phases 1, 4, 5).69 Somewhat surprisingly, given his
emphasis on piecemeal building campaigns, he maintains that the chancel and the nave
were conceived as a unified whole: “The decision to rebuild the whole east end implies a
similar decision for the nave, especially as through-built churches to a single design are
relatively uncommon.”70 However, despite this insistence, he speculates that a good deal
of time elapsed between the completion of the chancel in the mid 1450s and the
completion of the nave in the late 1470s (fig. 3.50 – phase 4). Moreover, he proposes that
even more time transpired before the completion of the nave porches and the uppermost
portions of the west tower, the former being placed in the last decades of the 1400s and
the latter, whose belfry was probably in use by 1454, being placed in the first decade of
the 1500s (fig. 3.50 – phases 1, 5). Once again, as was the case with the east end of the
building, it is necessary to consider each one of these projects in detail in order to obtain
a better understanding of the building chronology as a whole.
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Woodman, “Rebuilding of St. Peter Mancroft,” pp. 292-3.

70

Woodman, “Rebuilding of St. Peter Mancroft,” p. 292.
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The case for the theory that the nave was completed over several decades, which
is difficult to accept given the visual unity of the church, is thin (figs. 3.21-3.23).
Woodman cites two wills as evidence for a prolonged building sequence. The first, made
by John Causton in 1463, is described as containing a single donation of ten marks
toward a new font.71 The second, made by Thomas Kempe in 1479, is described as
containing two donations: forty shillings for “new leading” and another forty shillings for
“making” the lower part of the “perke” or roodscreen.72 But consultation of the original
documents illustrates that these gifts are open to multiple interpretations. Causton’s
donation, on the one hand, leaves money either for a “new baptismal font about to be
made” or for “some other greater work, necessary and manifest, about to be made.”73 The
details of both halves of the bequest, omitted by Woodman, suggest that, by the early
1460s, building efforts were winding down and furnishing efforts were in full swing.
Kempe’s donations, on the other hand, do, indeed, leave money for “new leading” and for
71

“It[e]m leg[o] emendac[i]o[n]i d[ic]te ecc[les]ie ad fontem abaptisinalem in ead[e]m de novo
faciend[um] [a]ut ad aliud opus maior[em] necessar[ium] et ap[er]tum in ead[e]m ecc[les]ia faciend[um]
iux[t]a arbitriu[m] et discrec[i]o[n]em executor[um] meor[um] x m[a]rc[a]s.” See NRO, NCC, Betyns 161.
See also King, Stained Glass of St Peter Mancroft, p. 147 (“Appendix 2,” no. 34). Blomefield’s account of
the will, which fails to mention the second half of the bequest at issue, runs as follows: “1463, John
Causton, alias Julians, grocer, buried in the north isle, and gave 10 marks to make a new font of good work;
which is now standing.” See Blomefield and Parkin, Norfolk, vol. 4, p. 213. King, for his part, does not
believe that the text can be interpreted as evidence for the end of building work at the west end—a view
that ignores the immediacy of the future passive participles modifying “font” and “some other work.” See
King, Stained Glass of St Peter Mancroft, pp. lxii-lxiii. A fifteenth-century font still survives in the church;
it has been identified, largely on the evidence of the will, as one of the earliest “seven sacrament” types in
eastern England. See A. E. Nichols, Seeable Signs: The Iconography of the Seven Sacraments, 1350-1544
(Woodbridge, 1994), p. 345.
72

“It[em] lego ad [partial deletion] nova[m] plu[m]bacione[m] d[i]c[t]e eccl[es]ie xl s. It[em] lego ad
faccione[m] austral[ibus] p[ar]tib[us] de le perke infra eand[am] eccl[es]iam co[n]ficiend[um] xl s.” See
NRO, NCC, Aubrey 32. See also King, Stained Glass of St Peter Mancroft, p. 148 (“Appendix 2,” no. 43).
Blomefield’s account of the will, which mistakenly describes the work to be done on the screen not as
“fashioning” but as “painting,” runs as follows: “1479…Tho. Kempe, who gave 40s. towards new leading
the church, 40s. to paint the lower part of the perke or rood-loft, and a legacy to the light burning before the
patible on the rood-loft.” See Blomefield and Parkin, Norfolk, vol. 4, p. 213. The screen no longer survives.
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“fashioning” either the lower portions or the southern portions—the wording is
ambiguous—of the roodscreen in the church.74 But neither sheds much light on the state
of the nave during the late 1470s. The former merely indicates that some part of the
building, just as likely one of the west porches or the east vestry as the nave, was being
roofed. The latter simply demonstrates that some portion of the roodscreen was being
erected—an event that reveals nothing about the date at which the juncture between the
nave and the chancel was first finished since, as was seen in the previous chapter on St
Gregory Pottergate, it was not uncommon for a considerable amount of time to elapse
between the completion of the structural envelope of a church and the installation of its
screen. Woodman also points to several architectural conditions as evidence for a
prolonged building sequence. He interprets the slightly different decorative programs of
the high nave roof and the high chancel roof as proof of a pronounced building-break
between the liturgical choir and the liturgical nave. But this change is attributable, as will
be demonstrated below, not to any long interruption in structural work but rather to an
augmentation of spatial hierarchy. He also interprets two other conditions—the varying
base heights of the main nave arcades and the “odd changes,” otherwise unspecified, of
the nave aisles—as proof that the west end of the structure was built in several piecemeal
campaigns. These conditions, however, are very much overstated. Firstly, the bases of the
freestanding arcade piers differ in height by no more than two centimeters per side, those
on the north side having an average height of 0.94m and those on the south side having
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an average height of 0.99m.75 Secondly, the aisles feature little formal variation, with the
only notable change occurring in the roofs over the two vessels.76 Thus, in light of this
analysis, there is little reason to suppose that the construction of the nave was a prolonged
affair.
The case for the theory that the nave porches were completed at the very end of
the fifteenth century, which follows from the dating of the nave itself, is similarly flawed
(figs. 3.14-3.15). Woodman alleges that both structures are “clear additions” because he
sees them as “fitting badly on the respective aisles.” But this observation is only partially
valid. The two-story north porch does, indeed, intersect the north aisle haphazardly; the
way in which its small polygonal stair turret obscures a fully articulated aisle buttress
indicates that the structure was built well after the nave (fig. 3.14). The one-story south
porch, however, intersects the south aisle neatly; the way in which its lateral walls fit
snugly inside the adjacent buttresses—with the lower cornice moulding of the former and
the lower set-off moulding of the latter being continuous—indicates that the structure was
built soon after the nave (fig. 3.15). Further bolstering the idea that the south porch is
earlier and that the north porch is later is an inspection of their respective plinths (figs.
3.63-3.64). Both occupy a lower level than those of the adjoining aisles—a discontinuity
that may, at first glance, suggest that the structures are subsequent additions. But closer
attention reveals that the designs are, in fact, quite different from one another—the key
difference being the frieze of shield plaques that articulates the lower walls of the rest of
75

The base heights of the freestanding nave piers, taken from the top of the torus moulding, are as follows.
North arcade (west to east): 0.93m, 0.95m, 0.95m, 0.94m, and 0.94m. South arcade (west to east): 0.98m,
0.99m, 0.99m, 0.99m, and 1.00m.
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The north roof features principal rafters with symmetrical tracery-filled spandrels. The south roof—like
the chancel aisle roofs—features principal rafters with asymmetrical tracery-filled spandrels. See below for
further discussion.
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the building. The north porch plinth does not have one (fig. 3.63). The south porch plinth
does (fig. 3.64). It seems quite likely, then, that the latter was erected shortly after the
nave while the former was erected well after the rest of the west end (though no later than
c.1500 since, as Woodman points out, a request for burial in the north porch is recorded
in a will from 1501).
The account of the west tower, finally, is a contradictory affair (figs. 3.18-3.20).
Woodman argues, on the one hand, that the bulk of the structure was finished around the
time of the consecration of 1455. He points to an important payment by the College of St
Mary in the Fields, recorded in Blomefield, for bell ropes in 1454—a reference that
indicates that the belfry was largely finished by this date.77 He also inventories a series of
physical conditions in the tower that indicate that it was built prior to the present nave.
These physical conditions include the buried interior respond bases on the eastern tower
buttresses (which, given their disposition and their articulation, likely went with the
arcades of the old nave rather than the arcades of the new nave) (figs. 3.65-3.66); the
compressed arches of the westernmost arcade bays (which suggest that the main vessel
was probably built against the pre-existing tower) (fig. 3.2); and the “botched” junctures
of the west aisle walls and the east tower buttresses (which suggest that the aisles were
also probably built against the pre-existing tower) (figs. 3.10-3.11). Woodman floats the
idea that, before the construction of the current nave, the tower may have been a
freestanding structure. However, there is little reason to entertain this notion, if only
because it fails to explain the presence of the aforementioned responds on the eastern
tower buttresses. Puzzlingly, having made a strong case for the completion of the tower
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Blomefield and Parkin, Norfolk, vol. 4, p. 186.
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during mid-fifteenth century, he then goes on to argue, on the other hand, that the
structure was still under construction during the early sixteenth century. He cites, as
evidence, several bequests to the leading of the tower as late as 1508. However, in each
case, the work in question is described as pertaining to the “steeple”; this suggests that
the bequests refer not to the surviving tower but to a lost spire.78 There is, in fact,
tantalizing post-medieval evidence for such a structure. Pre-restoration views of the tower
demonstrate that its terminal level was an early-modern pastiche featuring a crude parapet
and a diminutive spire—an arrangement that suggests that some kind of disaster befell
the ensemble before the earliest surviving visual record from the early eighteenth century
(fig. 3.67).79 A perusal of surviving churchwardens’ accounts confirms this speculation; a
total of £134 was spent during the mid-seventeenth century on “rep[er]ing the breatches
and decaies of the Church w[hi]ch happened on Tewsday the 18th of February, 1661, by
tempest of wynde”—most of which was directed toward work at the west end.80 It thus
seems that, prior to the mid-seventeenth century, the church featured an elaborate timberand-lead spire that was no doubt quite similar to the better-documented example at
nearby St Gregory Pottergate. It follows, then, that the aforementioned early sixteenth78

The earliest, largest, and most informative of the three bequests is that of Henry Wilton from 1507: “I
bequeth to the rep[er]ac[i]on and emendment of the same chyrch c s. to bye led to the ledyng of the
stepill…And I will that the residue of my good[s] be disposed w[i]t[h]in the saide chuche of saynt petir in
suche thinge as myne executours shall thinke moost necessary there to be don[e] and upon their stepill.”
See NRO, NCC, Spyltymber 42. See also King, Stained Glass of St Peter Mancroft, p. 151 (“Appendix 2,”
no. 74). The other two bequests, both made in 1508, are less extravagant. That of Christine Ferrow leaves
twenty shillings to the “rep[ar]acion of the stepyll.” See NRO, ANF, Liber 4a (Grantham), fo. 43. That of
Joan Gedney leaves six pennies for “to ye stepull.” See NRO, NCC, Spyltymber 90. Both wills are
inventoried in King, Stained Glass of St Peter Mancroft, p. 152 (“Appendix 2,” nos. 76 and 78).
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There are, quite fortunately, many pre-restoration illustrations of the tower at St Peter Mancroft. Among
the best are three undated drawings by John Kirkpatrick (1686-1728), Joseph Stannard (1797-1830), and
David Hodgson (1798-1864). See, respectively, NWHCM 1894.76.1738; NWHCM 1951.222.29;
NWHCM 1951.235.994.B3. Also useful is a mid-restoration photograph. See NWHCM, 1922.135.884.
80

Rye, “St. Peter Mancroft,” p. 336.
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century gifts to leading the “steeple” refer not to the slow waterproofing of the belfry,
which makes little sense if the chamber was ready for use by the middle of the fifteenth
century, but rather to the quick waterproofing of the spire.
The foregoing analysis has demonstrated that, at numerous points, Woodman
offers a less than satisfactory interpretation of the building chronology at St Peter
Mancroft. Most troubling are his attempts to describe the reconstruction of the main body
of the building as a slow and spasmodic affair. This theory not only disregards the visual
unity of the structure; it also contradicts much of the surviving evidence. In order to
create a more convincing account of the same process, the following account evaluates a
broader array of evidence, going beyond the body of material heretofore assessed. On the
one hand, David King’s recent inventory of primary sources relevant to the history of the
church yields new textual evidence regarding the duration of the building effort. On the
other hand, the present author’s systematic survey of the building fabric generates new
architectural evidence concerning the design of the building itself. The ensuing account,
infused by these two sources of information, sheds much new light on the development of
the structure as a whole.
The lower level of the west tower is, without question, the earliest portion of the
present church (fig. 3.68 – phase 1). Several donors made explicit testamentary bequests
to the project between the late fourteenth and the early fifteenth century. Thomas de
Birkeley gave five marks toward the “fabric of the bell tower” in 1391.81 William Reed
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left twenty marks toward the “emendation of the bell tower” in 1410.82 And, perhaps
most revealingly, John Herryes left eight pence toward “the new bell about to be made”
in 1431—a donation that indicates that construction on the belfry was nearly complete.83
The coherent physical state of the tower confirms the theory that the structure was erected
in a more-or-less continuous campaign. The only notable division in the building fabric
occurs at the level of the second buttress setoffs where the flushwork paneling of the
lower section gives way to the freestone paneling of the upper section. This change is not
a building break per se since the architectural details below and above—the buttress
niches, the wall panels, and the quatrefoil friezes—are otherwise very similar to one
another. It appears, rather, to be an adaptation to some other condition. This condition, as
will be argued below, was probably the decision to start rebuilding at the east end. Thus,
in order to understand the tower, it is necessary to assess two other parts of the church:
the “old” nave, now destroyed, whose flint-built walls matched the lower flushwork
paneling of the tower and the “new” chancel, still extant, whose limestone-faced walls
matched the upper freestone paneling of the tower.
The “old” nave against which the present tower was erected was a structure of
considerable size. The two responds embedded in the east tower wall, clearly intended to
go with the lost arcades, reveal several things concerning its arrangement (figs. 3.65-3.66,
3.69-3.70). First, since they are located in line with the existing arcades, the responds
indicate that the width of the main vessel of the old nave, which was obviously aisled,

82

“It[e]m lego…emendacio[n]i campanil ecc[les]ie sancti pet[ri] predic[te] xx marc[as].” See Lambeth
Palace Library, Archbishop’s Register, Arundel, vol. 2, f. 51r. See also King, Stained Glass of St Peter
Mancroft, p. 145 (“Appendix 2,” no. 10).
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was the same as the width of the main vessel of the new nave (fig. 3.2). Second, since the
axis of the old/new north nave arcade lies about a meter north of the axis of the old north
chancel wall (as suggested by the disposition of the crypt underneath the north chancel
chapel), the responds indicate that the old nave was itself an addition of some kind—one
whose arcades were built outside the walls of a preexisting structure (figs. 3.2, 3.42).
Third, and perhaps most revealingly, the responds demonstrate that the height of the old
arcades was not much lower than the height of the new arcades. Both supports feature an
unmistakable masonry break at a level about five meters above the present floor (figs.
3.69-3.70). Below the break, the responds are integral with the surrounding wall, marking
the height of the old arcade piers. Above the break, the responds are discontinuous with
the surrounding wall, marking the height of the new arcade piers—the introduction of
which required the extension of the shafts and the re-use of the capitals. This arrangement
may seem to imply that the difference in height between the two arcade systems, the
“old” and the “new,” was considerable. However, because the floor level of the old nave
was at least a meter lower than the floor level of the new nave (as indicated by the halfburied plinths of the responds), the overall difference was actually quite insignificant.
Indeed, the size of the present tower arch—the jambs of which are integral with the rest
of the interior face of the east tower wall—strongly suggests that the lost nave was almost
certainly a two-story structure, reaching an overall height similar to that of the present
nave (fig. 3.26). Determining when the old nave was built is rather difficult in the
absence of further physical evidence. But the sheer scale of the structure—which would
appear to have had little precedent in the parochial architecture of the city—suggests a
relatively late date. It is thus tempting to speculate that the construction of the old nave
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took place in the generation before the construction of the west tower. Several pieces of
documentary evidence point in this direction: a deed for the acquisition of land on the
north side of the churchyard in 1368,84 a bequest of eighteen pounds for “repairs” in
1374,85 and a bequest of twenty pounds for “adorning the church” in 1385.86 Further
corroborating such a theory is the fact that there is no trace of an absorbed west gable
wall in the surviving fabric—a partition that would have been essential if the lost nave
had been built much earlier than the present tower. Thus, in light of these conditions, it
seems reasonable to conclude that both structures, the nave and the lower tower, were
part of a larger coordinated building effort.
The “new” chancel is also a structure of considerable scale. If the preceding
theory concerning the old nave is correct, then it seems very likely that the major
dimensions of the recently completed west end, namely the width and the height of the
central vessel, determined those of the east end—though the architectural styles of the
two spaces were almost certainly different. Woodman argued that the construction of the
east end proceeded in three disjointed phases: the “patching” of the transept area
following the demolition of the crossing tower in c.1431; the addition of the north
chancel chapel to the old east end between c.1441 and c.1445; and the erection of the rest
of the chancel, on the lines of the new chapel, between c.1445 and c.1455. Several factors
84

See NRO, PD 26/57 [TD 2000/6]. A copy of the deed is also recorded in the “Old Free Book” of
Norwich: NRO, NCR Case 17c, f. 16 (transcribed and translated in Hudson and Tingey, Records of the City
of Norwich, vol. 2, pp. 227-8). The acquisition of the land is described in passing in Blomefield and Parkin,
Norfolk, vol. 2, p. 185. The best discussion of the disposition of the north side of the churchyard is an
editorial appendix to the posthumously published urban topographical account of the antiquarian John
Kirkpatrick. See J. Kirkpatrick, The Streets and Lanes of the City of Norwich, ed. W. Hudson (Norwich,
1889), pp. 93-8.
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suggest, however, that the reconstruction of the east end was not only initiated at an
earlier date but also intended, from its inception, to be a complete modernization of what
would have been, at the time, the only ancient fabric remaining on the site.
Documentary evidence indicates that the bulk of the rebuilding of the chancel
took place between the 1420s and the 1440s (fig. 3.68 – phases 2, 3, 4). That work got
underway earlier than has been previously thought is suggested by a number of bequests
to architectural projects during the late 1420s and the early 1430s. Most of these
donations were, admittedly, rather non-specific. Robert Honeworth’s gift of twenty
shillings, made in 1426, went toward the “emendation” of the church.87 Roger Scale’s gift
of five pounds, made in 1431, singled out the “fabric” of the building.88 And William
Attekyn’s gift of forty pence, made in 1434, went toward the “emendation” of the
church.89 (Also belonging to this group was William Setman’s aforementioned gift of
£26-13-4, made in 1428, which was to be directed toward the “emendation” or the
“reparation” of the church.90) But two other donations, both appearing in John Herryes’s
aforementioned will of 1431, were much more specific.91 The first related to work on the
tower. The second, six shillings and eight pence for the glazing of clerestory windows,
related to work in the body of the church—though the precise location is left unstated.
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“Item lego emendac[i]o[n]i eiusdem eccl[es]ie xx s.” See NRO, NCC, Hirning 151. See also King,
Stained Glass of St Peter Mancroft, p. 145 (“Appendix 2,” no. 11).
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“Item lego fabrice illius eccl[es]ie sancti petri c s.” See NRO, NCC, Surflete 74. See also King, Stained
Glass of St Peter Mancroft, p. 146 (“Appendix 2,” no. 15).
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“It[e]m ad emendac[ion]em dicte eccl[es]ie xl d.” See NRO, NCC, Surflete 155. See also King, Stained
Glass of St Peter Mancroft, p. 146 (“Appendix 2,” no. 16).
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Woodman believed that the windows were located in the lost “patch job” erected in place
of the demolished crossing tower. Just as plausible is the idea that the windows were
located in the standing chancel. That the east end could already have been well under
construction by this date is far from unlikely. Indeed, given the re-appropriation of the
church in the 1380s, the intention of rebuilding the chancel may have gone back to the
last decade of the 1300s or to the first decade of the 1400s—thus coinciding with the
reconstruction of the lower level of the west tower. Unfortunately, it is almost impossible
to identify a firm start-date. The aforementioned sources simply indicate that major
interventions were in hand no later than the 1420s. But it is much more feasible to
identify a relatively secure end-date. Two sources are essential in this regard. The first is
the will of Emma Halden (alias Leggard), made in 1444, which contains a generous
bequest of fifty-five marks toward “the fabrication of a screen [reredoris] about to be
erected at the juncture between the chancel and the opposite church [i.e., the nave].”92
This indicates that work at the west end of the chancel was largely complete by the mid
1440s. The second is the will of William Ashwell, made in 1457, which contains a
meticulous request for interment “under the arch of the high altar.”93 This indicates that
work at the east end of the chancel—which, as will be argued below, came at the end of
92

“It[e]m ad facc[i]o[n]em uni[u]s reredor[i]s in sutur[a] eregend[e] [sic] int[er] cancellu[m] et
dive[rs]a[m] eccl[es]ia[m] lv marc[as].” See NRO, NCC, Wylbey 9. See also King, Stained Glass of St
Peter Mancroft, p. 146 (“Appendix 2,” no. 19). Blomefield summarizes the will in the following way:
“1444, Emma wife of Roger Legyard, spicer, buried before St. John Baptist’s altar, and gave towards the
new reredos or rood-loft, 55 marks.” See Blomefield and Parkin, Norfolk, vol. 4, p. 212.
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“In p[ri]mis co[m]mendo a[n]i[m]am mea[m] deo omn[i]poten[ti] b[ea]te marie virgini et omnibus
s[an]ct[i]s corpusque meu[m] ad sepeliend[um] in cimit[er]io eccl[es]ie s[an]c[t]i petri de mancroft in
nor[wi]co u[s]q[ue] sub arca su[m]mi altaris d[i]c[t]e eccl[es]ie iuxta sepulcru[m] Alicie nup[er] ux[or]is
mee ex p[ar]ti sinistra corp[or]is eiusd[em] Alicie.” See NRO, NCC, Brosyard 78. See also King, Stained
Glass of St Peter Mancroft, p. 147 (“Appendix 2,” no. 27). Blomefield summarizes the will in the following
way: “1457, Alderman Will. Ashwell, buried in the arch under the high altar.” See Blomefield and Parkin,
Norfolk, vol. 4, pp. 212-3.
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the project—was finished no later than the mid 1450s. Both wills lend credence to
Blomefield’s otherwise uncorroborated claim that the dedication of the church took place
in 1455.
Architectural evidence indicates that the rebuilding of the chancel, though
undertaken in three campaigns, proceeded according to a plan that envisioned the entire
reconstruction of the east end.
The first stage, probably undertaken during the 1420s, involved the construction
of the three-bay north chancel aisle, erected over the crypt of the previous chapel, and the
adjoining transept-like chapel (figs. 3.55, 3.68 – phase 2). Three common features link
this work together: four-light windows with asymmetrical upper sub-lights (fig. 3.7),
interior window shafts with flared bases (fig. 3.56), and arcade niches of two different
designs (one featuring a five-part cusped canopy, a “lozenge” vault, and a set of
polygonal turrets and another featuring a three-part un-cusped canopy, a “crisscross”
vault, and a set of circular turrets) (fig. 3.71).
The second stage, probably undertaken during the 1430s, involved the
construction of the three-bay south chancel aisle, erected over a new crypt, and the
adjoining transept-like chapel (figs. 3.57, 3.68 – phase 3). Three common features also
link this work together: four-light windows with symmetrical upper sub-lights (fig. 3.9),
interior window shafts with double torus bases (fig. 3.58), and arcade niches of a single
design (featuring a three-part cusped canopy, a “crisscross” vault, and a set of circular
turrets) (fig. 3.72). The respective chronological order of the two sides, north and south,
is suggested by the way in which they relate to the adjacent sanctuary bay at floor level
near the easternmost arcade responds. The disposition of the base of the north respond,
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buried below the sanctuary steps, indicates that the north side was built before the
decision to erect the sanctuary (figs. 3.51-3.52). The disposition of the base of the south
respond, elevated above the sanctuary steps, indicates that the south side was built after
the decision to erect the sanctuary (figs. 3.53-3.54).
The third stage of building, then, entailed the addition of the sanctuary bay—a
structure clearly dated by several bequests, already discussed, to the 1440s (figs. 3.25,
3.51, 3.53, 3.68 – phase 4). The fact that the four-light tracery windows, the interior
window shaft bases, and the arcade niches of the sanctuary match those not of the north
chancel side but of the south chancel side confirms the earlier date of the former and the
later date of the latter. What inspired the decision to add this terminal bay is unknown. A
likely explanation is that it was begun around the same time as the reconstruction of the
nave in order to provide a distinctive location for the main altar in an otherwise fully
integrated interior space (as was the case at the nearby church of St Gregory Pottergate).
The present stone-faced nave, finally, was built to match the new chancel to the
east and the new upper tower to the west (fig. 3.68 – phase 5). Woodman’s theory that the
structure was finished in a series of fragmented building campaigns has already been
critiqued. But several additional issues deserve brief comment. As noted earlier, the only
piece of documentary evidence bearing on the nave is the aforementioned will of John
Causton, made in 1463, which left money for either the erection of a new font or the
completion of some more necessary work—an intriguing bequest that suggests that
building efforts in the nave were coming to a close by the early 1460s. But architectural
evidence in favor of a quick period of construction is much more plentiful. On the one
hand, the stone-built parts of the west end are remarkably uniform, having much in
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common with the lower portions of the east end (figs. 3.22-3.23). The window tracery in
the nave, which is unvaried, matches that on the north side of the chancel. The windows
shafts and the arcade niches in the nave, which are similarly unvaried, match those on the
south side of the chancel. These conditions suggest not only that the nave was begun
shortly after the chancel but also that the former was conceived as a subtlety refined
version of the latter since it combined elements from two of the chancel campaigns. On
the other hand, the timber-built parts of the west end are also remarkably uniform, having
much in common with the upper portions of the east end (figs. 3.22-3.23). Very
informative concerning the continuity of construction is the layout of the high roof.
Analysis reveals that it was finished in two different stages. First came the four eastern
bays (i.e., those in the sanctuary, the chancel, and the notional transept), which feature
compressed and smoothly carved head corbels, large four-petal vaulting bosses, and
figural ornaments at major intersections in the upper roof (fig. 3.73). Second came the
five western bays (i.e., those in the nave), which feature elongated and roughly carved
head corbels, small sixteen-petal vaulting bosses, and foliate ornaments at major
intersections in the upper roof (fig. 3.74). Crucially, however, one of the most notable
differences between the two sections of the roof—the change from tierceron vaulting at
the east end to lierne vaulting at the west end—occurs not at the structural break between
the notional transept and the nave but rather at the liturgical break, one bay east, between
the notional transept and the chancel (fig. 3.75). This indicates that the design of the
eastern roof anticipated the design of the western roof. In other words, the two were
conceived as a whole, and the differences between them have less to do with
chronological disparity and more to do with functional distinction: the more elaborate
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chancel roof was considered fitting for the area dominated by the clergy and the less
elaborate nave roof was considered fitting for the area dominated by the laity. Similarly
informative concerning the continuity of construction at the west end, then, is the layout
of the aisle roofs. The south nave aisle, like the chancel aisles, features principal rafters
with asymmetrical spandrels (fig. 3.76). The north nave aisle, unlike the chancel aisles,
features principal rafters with symmetrical spandrels (fig. 3.77). These two conditions
suggest that the south nave aisle came first and that the north nave aisle came second—a
procedure that would be less than surprising given the fact that the two vessels were
probably erected as semi-autonomous extensions outside the old nave aisles (which
would have provided necessary buttressing for the central arcade walls). But the lag
between the building campaigns cannot have been great since other formal details in the
aisles are identical. Indeed, because the fit between the large inner spandrel of the south
aisle roof and its corresponding arcade wall is awkward and the fit between the small
inner spandrel of the north aisle roof and its corresponding arcade wall is not, the
difference in design between the two roofs is probably the product of nothing more than a
small-scale improvement.
In essence, then, the nave appears to have been erected in rather quick order
between the end of building work in the chancel during the late 1440s or early 1450s and
the beginning of furnishing work in various parts of the building from the early 1460s.
What makes this final stage of the reconstruction project so remarkable, aside from its
scale and its speed, is the fact that it involved the wholesale replacement of a large aisled
nave that was probably no more than half-a-century-old. Such an ambitious effort not
only signaled the enormous wealth of the parish during the mid-fifteenth century but also
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suggests the overwhelming appeal of the all-in-one “hall church” format during the Late
Middle Ages.

Architectural Context: Second-Phase “Hall Churches”
St Peter Mancroft, the most impressive parish church built in Norwich, was also
the largest of a series of ambitious parish “hall churches” erected in East Anglia during
the half century between c.1400 and c.1450 (map 1).94 Only one of these churches,
namely Mancroft, was located in Norfolk. The others, six in total, were located in
Suffolk—a region whose late medieval economic boom was especially conducive to
large-scale church building.95 Lowestoft St Margaret, Blythburgh Holy Trinity,
Southwold St Edmund, Walberswick St Andrew, and Woodbridge St Mary were situated
in coastal towns in the eastern half of the county that specialized in commercial trade—
particularly the exportation of woolen textiles, leather goods, dairy products and the
importation of fish from newly exploited fishing grounds off the coast of Iceland.96
Bildeston St Mary Magdalene, in contrast, was situated in an inland town in the western
half of the county that specialized, like many communities in the region, in industrial
cloth making.97
The churches fall into two architectural groups. Two buildings, Lowestoft and
Bildeston, have little in common with one another or with any of the other structures. The
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B. Haward, Suffolk Medieval Church Arcades, 1150-1550 (Ipswich, 1993), pp. 35-7.
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See, for an overview of the urban economy of late medieval Suffolk, M. Bailey, Medieval Suffolk: An
Economic and Social History, 1200-1500 (Woodbridge, 2007), pp. 264-89.
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Bailey, Medieval Suffolk, pp. 282-4.
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Bailey, Medieval Suffolk, pp. 272-4.
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former, built west to east in several campaigns, is difficult to date; general similarities
between its piers and those at King’s Lynn St Nicholas—another sizeable “port
church”—suggest a period somewhere shortly after 1400 (figs. 3.78-3.80).98 The latter,
built east to west in a single campaign, is much less difficult to date; specific similarities
between its piers and those at a group of county churches attributed to the master mason
Hawes of Occold—including Debenham, Otley, Higham, Hengrave, and Wingfield—
suggest a period between 1410 and 1440 (figs. 3.81-3.83).99 The other four buildings—
Blythburgh, Southwold, Walberswick, and Woodbridge—have much in common with
one another insofar as they feature big arcades with quatrefoil piers, band-like
clerestories with two windows per bay, and lavish exteriors with abundant flushwork
ornament. Blythburgh, located several miles inland from the northeastern coast on the
River Blyth, appears to be the earliest of the series (figs. 3.84-3.86). It was erected in two
coordinated campaigns: firstly the nave, which features quatrefoil piers, between the
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See, on Lowestoft St Margaret, Haward, Suffolk Medieval Church Arcades, pp. 304-5. See also J. L.
Clemence, “Lowestoft Church,” Journal of the British Archaeological Association, vol. 36 (1880), pp. 349. Antiquarian accounts of the parish include Suckling, Suffolk, vol. 2, pp. 94-111, and E. Gillingwater, An
Historical Account of the Ancient Town of Lowestoft (London, 1790), pp. 246-330.
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See, on Bildeston St Mary Magdalene, Haward, Suffolk Medieval Church Arcades, pp. 168-9. See also J.
Beck, “Observations on Bildeston Church,” Proceedings of the Suffolk Institute of Archaeology and
Natural History, vol. 6, pt. 2 (1886), pp. 318-21. There are no published antiquarian accounts of the parish.
The theory that Bildeston, Debenham, Otley, Higham, Hengrave, and Wingfield were designed by the same
mason—or, at any rate, the same workshop—is very convincing. See Haward, Suffolk Medieval Church
Arcades, pp. 147-8. But the assignation of these buildings to Hawes of Occold is problematic. The only
surviving document referring to a mason by this name is an undated estimate of architectural work at
Wingfield (now kept among the Ewelme Muniments in the Bodleian Library). John Harvey dated it to
c.1430. See J. Harvey, English Mediaeval Architects: A Biographical Dictionary down to 1550, 2nd ed.
(Gloucester, 1984), p. 132. John Goodall, however, has convincingly re-dated it to the early 1460s. See J.
A. Goodall, God’s House at Ewelme: Life and Devotion in a Fifteenth-Century Almshouse (Aldershot and
Burlington, 2000), pp. 269-70. The estimate—a fascinating document in and of itself—dictates that the
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design at the church thus predated, by almost half a century, the first recorded interventions by Hawes of
Occold. See, for further discussion of the chronology at Wingfield, Goodall, God’s House at Ewelme, pp.
51-63.
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1410s and the 1430s and secondly the chancel, which features lozenge piers, between the
1440s and the 1470s.100 Southwold and Walberswick, located along the coast near
Blythburgh (all three settlements being within a two-mile radius), quickly followed suit.
Neither church possessed parochial status during the Middle Ages. The former lay within
the parish of Reydon. The latter—now a picturesque ruin—lay within the parish of
Blythburgh. But both chapels were built on a massive scale given their positions in
booming port towns. Southwold, on the one hand, was erected quickly to a single design
within several decades between c.1430 and c.1460 (figs. 3.87-3.89).101 Walberswick, on
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See, on Blythburgh Holy Trinity, Haward, Suffolk Medieval Church Arcades, pp. 170-3. See also J. J.
Raven, “Blythburgh,” Proceedings of the Suffolk Institute of Archaeology and Natural History, vol. 4, pt. 5
(1872), pp. 233-42; T. H. R. Oakes, “Blythburgh (5 Jul 1894),” Proceedings of the Suffolk Institute of
Archaeology and Natural History, vol. 8, pt. 3 (1894), pp. 422-5; P. M. Johnston, “Blythburgh Church.
Holy Trinity,” Journal of the British Archaeological Association, vol. 34 (1928), pp. 96-9. Antiquarian
accounts of the parish include Suckling, Suffolk, vol. 2, pp. 150-62, and T. Gardner, An Historical Account
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Church,” Proceedings of the Suffolk Institute of Archaeology and Natural History, vol. 11, pt. 1 (1901), pp.
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Blythburgh Church,” Proceedings of the Suffolk Institute of Archaeology and History, vol. 38, pt. 1 (1993),
pp. 75-7. The surviving glazing is considered in C. Woodforde, “The Fifteenth-Century Glass in
Blythburgh Church,” Proceedings of the Suffolk Institute of Archaeology and Natural History, vol. 21, pt. 3
(1933), pp. 232-9. Judith Middleton-Stewart, in her incomparable analysis of approximately three thousand
late medieval wills from the deanery of Dunwich, notes that sixteen testators left donations for the
construction of the chancel at Blythburg between 1442 and 1475. See J. Middleton-Stewart, Inward Purity
and Outward Splendour: Death and Remembrance in the Deanery of Dunwich, Suffolk, 1370-1547
(Woodbridge, 2001), p. 92.
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See, on Southwold St Edmund, Haward, Suffolk Medieval Church Arcades, pp. 336-9. See also W.
Phipson, “Southwold Church,” Journal of the British Archaeological Association, vol. 36 (1880), pp. 2015. The only published antiquarian account of the chapel is Gardner, Historical Account of Dunwich, pp.
199-212. Other miscellaneous information can be gleaned, however, from notes to early archaeological
excursions published in the Proceedings of the Suffolk Institute of Archaeology and Natural History. See
vol. 4, pt. 7 (1874), pp. 450-4, and vol. 8, pt. 3 (1894), pp. 413-6. The church is perhaps most famous for its
surviving later fifteenth-century roodscreen. See W. W. Lillie, “Screenwork in the County of Suffolk. Part
IV. Southwold,” Proceedings of the Suffolk Institute of Archaeology and Natural History, vol. 22, pt. 1
(1934), pp. 120-6. See also, more recently, Middleton-Stewart, Inward Purity and Outward Splendour, pp.
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around 1500: The Continental Connection,” England and the Continent in the Middle Ages: Studies in
Memory of Andrew Martindale. Proceedings of the 1996 Harlaxton Symposium, eds. J. Mitchell and M.
Moran (Stamford, 2000), pp. 365-84.
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the other hand, was erected much more slowly to several designs—the first, a singlevessel church; the second, an aisled nave and an un-aisled chancel; the third, an aisled
nave and an aisled chancel—over the course of more than a century between the 1410s
and the 1510s; it probably did not start taking the shape of a “hall church” until the end of
the medieval period (figs. 3.90-3.92).102 Blythburgh was almost certainly a departure
point for both buildings—right down to the unusual polygonal turrets at the outer corners
of west side aisle walls. It should be noted, however, that little if anything is known about
the layout of two nearby priory churches—one at Blythburgh (which held the rectory of
Blythburgh and Walberswick)103 and another at Wangford (which held the rectory of
Reydon and Southwold)104—or multiple ecclesiastical foundations in neighboring
Dunwich (the former center of the region now destroyed by aggressive coastal
erosion).105 Nonetheless, despite these gaps in the architectural record, it still seems
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See, on Walberswick St Andrew, Haward, Suffolk Medieval Church Arcades, pp. 364-6. See also T. H.
R. Oakes, “Walberswick (5 Jul 1894),” Proceedings of the Suffolk Institute of Archaeology and Natural
History, vol. 8, pt. 3 (1894), pp. 416-22. The only published antiquarian account of the chapel is Gardner,
Historical Account of Dunwich, pp. 152-67. Most useful for assessing the history of the building are the
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ed., Walberswick Churchwardens’ Accounts, A.D. 1450-1499 (London, 1947). These accounts, along with
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Heritage: www.dunwich.org.uk.
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reasonable to assume that Blythburgh Holy Trinity was the leading precedent for both
Walberswick and Southwold. The mark of all three buildings can be discerned, moreover,
at the parish church in Woodbridge—another bustling port located several miles inland
from the southeastern coast on the River Deben (figs. 3.93-3.95). That building, probably
under construction between the 1430s and the 1450s, features an arch-and-shaft system
very similar to that at Southwold (figs. 3.87, 3.93) as well as pier bases and pier capitals
identical to those at Blythburgh and Walberswick (figs. 3.84, 3.90, 3.93).106 Some
attempt has been made to attribute all four churches to two local master masons, Richard
Russell and Adam Powel, whose only firmly documented work is the monumental west
tower at Walberswick (built between 1426 and 1450) (figs. 3.91-3.92).107 Whether or not
these men were responsible for the look-alike structures in question—a difficult matter—
is beyond the scope of the present study. More germane to the subject at hand is the fact
that most of the “hall churches” built in the region were erected in prosperous ports
whose diverse transportation networks facilitated not only the distribution of manpower
and materials but also the dissemination of architectural ideas throughout East Anglia.
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See, on Woodbridge St Mary, Haward, Suffolk Medieval Church Arcades, pp. 382-4. See also J. Arnott,
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British Museum (Add. Ch. 17634). The document—a remarkable text that specifies, among other things,
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Walberswick Church Towers,” Proceedings of the Suffolk Institute of Archaeology and Natural History,
vol. 25, pt. 2 (1950), pp. 164-71.

178

St Peter Mancroft has several general characteristics in common with these six
roughly contemporary “hall churches” in Suffolk.108 First, of course, is its all-in-one
plan—although, as at Lowestoft and at Walberswick, it is unclear whether this format
was anticipated from the beginning of construction. Second are its quatrefoil piers. Third,
finally, are its double clerestory windows. Quatrefoil piers and double clerestory
windows, though not necessarily commonplace in high-end church building in the region
during the first half of the fifteenth century, do appear in a limited number of contexts
other than “hall churches.” The former elements, which were beginning to go out of
fashion during the period, were used at two large turn-of-the-century parish churches in
Norfolk: the nave of Walpole St Peter of c.1400109 (fig. 3.96) and the nave of Salle St
Peter and St Paul of c.1405110 (fig. 3.97). The latter elements, which were beginning to
come into fashion during the period (having been pioneered in much earlier buildings
such as the choir of Hull Holy Trinity, Yorkshire East Riding, of c.1300111 and the nave
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of Boston St Boltoph, Lincolnshire, of c.1330112), were used from an early date in
Norfolk at the nave of Walpole St Peter (fig. 3.96) and in Suffolk at the nave of Bury St
Edmunds St Mary of c.1425113 (fig. 3.98). Curiously, although both quatrefoil piers and
double clerestory windows can be found in Norwich as early as the late fourteenth
century at St Gregory Pottergate, neither one was enlisted in the design of what was
surely the largest parish church building project in the city prior to the reconstruction of
the chancel at St Peter Mancroft, namely the nave of St Giles (c.1415),114 which has
asymmetrical lozenge piers and single three-light clerestory windows (fig. 3.99). These
facts suggest two possible interpretations of the chancel at St Peter Mancroft: either it
was designed as a one-off structure with “regressive” lower arcades, intended to match
the fourteenth-century nave, and “progressive” upper clerestories or it was designed as
the first part of a new “hall church” whose quatrefoil piers and double clerestory
windows were in keeping with the all-in-one churches that were going up around the
same time in eastern Suffolk. The state of the evidence at present does not allow any firm
conclusions. It is clear, in any event, that the church occupied a distinct architectural
place in the city and in the wider region.
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Design: The Tower
The tower at St Peter Mancroft, likely designed around 1390, set the stage for
later work at the church (figs. 3.18-3.20). The structure has few discernible parallels in
Norfolk—a region in which a majority of late medieval parish church towers were
erected after 1450.115 The tower at Worstead, one of the largest built during the late
fourteenth century, features, like Mancroft, a plinth with panels and plaques and a base
level with flushwork ornament (fig. 3.100).116 But, on the whole, it is a much simpler
affair—both in plan and in elevation. The towers at Salle and at Norwich St Giles, two of
the largest undertaken during the early fifteenth century, feature, like Mancroft, a set of
massive clasping buttresses intended to support structures of significant height (figs.
3.101-3.102).117 But, once again, they are simpler ensembles—especially in terms of the
treatment of their rough-flint-faced facades. Indeed, in order to find a fitting analogue for
the tower at St Peter Mancroft, one must look northward to the tower at Boston St
Botolph (also begun c.1390) (fig. 3.103).118 The parallels between the two structures,
though built in very different styles (and, to some extent, to divergent scales), are
nonetheless striking. Both have large footprints. Both possess lofty elevations. And,
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Salle’s tower, excluding the later belfry, is dated on heraldic evidence to c.1400-c.1420. Norwich St
Giles’s tower, which is of a piece, is dated on documentary evidence to c.1425. See above.
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See, on the formative role of Boston St Botolph in the development of late medieval tower building in
Lincolnshire, L. Monckton, “‘The Beste and Fairest of Al Lincolnshire’: The Parish Church of St Botolph,
Boston,” in “The Beste and Fayrest of Al Lincolnshire”: The Church of St Botolph, Boston, Lincolnshire,
and Its Medieval Monuments, eds. S. Badham and P. Cockerham (Oxford, 2012), pp. 45-6.
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perhaps most notably, both feature abundant surface articulation—not on one but on all
four sides (an expensive arrangement absent from Worstead, Salle, and Norwich St
Giles). It is well established that St Botolph, built in several phases between the late
fourteenth century and early sixteenth century, inspired a season of competitive tower
building in Lincolnshire. Not entirely implausible, then, is the idea that it inspired similar
efforts in other parts of England. That the parishioners of St Peter Mancroft, many of
whom were wealthy merchants with extensive professional contacts, would have looked
to St Botolph when it came time to erect their tower makes a good deal of sense given the
fact that Norwich and Boston, both dynamic mercantile centers, were two of the largest
cities in eastern England.
Whom the parishioners of St Peter Mancroft hired to design the tower remains
unknown. But limited circumstantial evidence suggests that he may have been an as-yetunidentified master at Norwich Cathedral—one who was active between the tenures of
better-documented individuals such as Robert Wodehirst (fl. 1351-1401) and James
Woderofe (fl. 1415-1451) (the turn-of-the-century being a relatively calm period,
architecturally speaking, within the cathedral precinct).119 Most convincing in this regard
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See, for the later medieval architectural history of Norwich Cathedral, E. Fernie, An Architectural
History of Norwich Cathedral (Oxford, 1993), pp. 157-96, and F. Woodman, “The Gothic Campaigns,” in
Atherton, Norwich Cathedral, pp. 158-96. No large-scale interventions appear to have taken place within
the precinct between the late fourteenth-century reconstruction of the presbytery clerestory (usually
attributed to Wodehirst) and the early fifteenth-century reconfiguration of the west front (usually attributed
to Woderofe). The former, begun after the collapse of the spire in 1362, is documented as being under
construction in 1364, 1369, and 1386. See Fernie, Norwich Cathedral, pp. 183 and 185-6, and Woodman,
“Gothic Campaigns,” pp. 179-82. The latter, begun during the reign of Bishop William Alnwick (1426-36)
(whose arms appear in the spandrels of the west porch), was still unfinished in 1449—the year in which
money was left in the bishop’s will for the completion of the west window. See Fernie, Norwich Cathedral,
pp. 186-7, and Woodman, “Gothic Campaigns,” pp. 182-5. Also on hold at the turn of the century was the
ongoing cloister project. A notable gap separates the building of the north tracery wall between 1382 and
1395 (firmly attributable to Wodehirst) and the vaulting of the west walk and north walk between 1415 and
1430 (the former attributable, at least in part, to Woderofe). See, on the cloister, Fernie, Norwich
Cathedral, pp. 166-79, and Woodman, “Gothic Campaigns,” pp. 165-78.
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is the design of a stone screen located between the south transept arm and the south
presbytery aisle at the east end of the cathedral (fig. 3.104). This little-noticed partition, a
relatively minor piece of architecture, seems to have been installed in the early fifteenth
century120—possibly in conjunction with the activities of the Gild of St George (which
eventually came to occupy a chapel in the south presbytery arcade).121 Its lower register,
120

The only published account of the screen is J. Britton, The History and Antiquities of the See and
Cathedral Church of Norwich (London, 1816), p. 37 and plate 18. Britton believed that the partition was
inserted during the renovation of the transept arms following a fire in 1509—a project overseen by Bishop
Richard Nix (1501-36). But two conditions disprove this theory. First, a good portion of the stonework in
the screen is pinkish in color, like many other fire-damaged portions of the building. This suggests that the
partition was already in place before the conflagration of 1509. See, regarding traces of fire damage in the
cathedral, Fernie, Norwich Cathedral, pp. 23-4. Second, the wooden door in the screen features two
distinctive pieces of metalwork, a lock plate and a handle. The lock plate bears two sets of initials, RC and
PN, almost certainly referring to Robert Catton, Prior of Norwich (1504-29), which would seem to confirm
the idea that the screen was erected under Nix. But, crucially, the handle features a rosette-decorated
bracket of a type dating to the late fourteenth century or early fifteenth century, which indicates that the
door—and, hence, the screen as a whole—was erected much earlier. See J. Geddes, “The Medieval
Decorative Ironwork,” in Atherton, Norwich Cathedral, pp. 440-1. The screen is documented in at least
two other drawings other than that published in Britton. The west side is depicted in John Adey Repton’s
large-scale elevation drawing of 1798-1800. See, for a reproduction, A. Repton and W. Wilkins, Norwich
Cathedral at the End of the Eighteenth Century, ed. S. R. Pierce (Farnborough, 1965), p. 13 [pl. 1]. The
east side is depicted in Charles Hodgson’s drawing of 1807. See, for a printed copy, NWHCM
1954.138.Todd6.Norwich.225.
121

A turn-of-the-century date for the screen roughly coincides with the foundation of a chapel in the third
bay of the south presbytery arcade for the Gild of St George. The confraternity, which was established in
1385, received a royal license for the foundation of a perpetual chantry in the cathedral in 1418 (though, as
the license makes clear, they had been in the habit of employing a chaplain in the church well before this
date). See M. Grace, Records of the Gild of St. George in Norwich, 1389-1547 (London, 1937), pp. 8-10.
(The license, described in Calendar of the Patent Rolls: Henry V, A.D. 1416-1422 (London, 1911), p. 129,
is transcribed in full in Grace, Records of the Gild of St. George, pp. 28-9.) The will of Bishop John
Wakering (1415-25), an influential patron of the gild, demonstrates that the chapel was in use by 1425:
“lego…corpus meum ad sepeliendum in ecclesia Sancte Trinitatis Norwici videlicet iuxta tumbam
fundatoris eiusdem ad altare Sancti Georgii ibidem secundum quod disposui.” See The Register of Henry
Chichele, Archbishop of Canterbury, 1414-1443, ed. E. F. Jacob, vol. 2 (Oxford, 1938), p. 312.
(Wakering’s tomb base, though heavily restored, is still situated in the chapel. See J. Finch, “The
Monuments,” in Atherton, Norwich Cathedral, pp. 470-2.) The gild’s chapel enjoyed close proximity to the
tomb of the cathedral’s founder, Bishop Herbert de Losinga (1091-1119), which was situated in the third
straight bay of the central presbytery. (See, for an account of the tomb monument before its demolition in
the late seventeenth century, T. Browne, Repertorium: or, Some Account of the Tombs and Monuments in
the Cathedral Church of Norwich. Begun by Sir Thomas Browne, and Continued from the Year 1680 to
This Present Time (London, 1712), pp. 10-11. See also J. Finch, “Monuments,” pp. 483-5.) The founder’s
tomb created an important north-south axis in the presbytery that determined the locations of two chantry
chapels appended to the aisles—both built c. 1330 (only one of which, the so-called Bauchun Chapel,
survives)—as well as the chapel of either John de Berney (d. 1374) or Sir Thomas Erpingham (d. 1428) in
the adjacent north presbytery arcade bay and, last but not least, the chapel of the Gild of St George in the
adjacent south presbytery arcade bay (in use by 1425). See, on the aisle chapels, Fernie, Norwich
Cathedral, p. 183, and Woodman, “Gothic Campaigns,” p. 179. See, on the north presbytery arcade chapel,
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which is relatively plain, features a doorway with a four-centered arch and a set of jambs
with a series of image niches wrapping around the whole of the aperture. Its upper
register features a six-light tracery opening, articulated with graduated members,
containing pseudo-transoms formed by rows of trefoils and quatrefoils. The rich
decorative vocabulary of the screen, which combines curvilinear elegance and rectilinear
discipline, does not appear anywhere else in the cathedral. It does manifest itself,
however, at St Peter Mancroft. Firstly, many of the features in the lower doorway of the
screen—splayed jambs, triple shafts, polygonal projections, complex mouldings, and
curving image niches with cinquefoil heads—can be found in the interior arch of the
tower (figs. 3.26, 3.105). Secondly, several of the features in the upper tracery opening of

Browne, Repertorium, pp. 7-8; Blomefield and Parkin, Norfolk, vol. 4, p. 38; D. Park and H. Howard, “The
Medieval Polychromy,” in Atherton, Norwich Cathedral, pp. 405 and 407-8 (which argues against
Erpingham’s burial in the chapel); T. Sims, “The Erpingham Gate,” in Agincourt, 1415: Henry V, Sir
Thomas Erpingham and the Triumph of the English Archers, ed. A. Curry (Stroud, 2000), pp. 98 and 100
(which argues for Erpingham’s burial in the chapel). See, on the south presbytery arcade chapel, Browne,
Repertorium, p. 7; Blomefield and Parkin, Norfolk, vol. 4, p. 36; Grace, Records of the Gild of St. George,
pp. 14-5. Also built in the vicinity of the south presbytery aisle screen was a chamber, demolished in the
late seventeenth century, that was sandwiched between the south transept arm and the south presbytery
aisle—dated by the heraldry over its doorway in the westernmost south presbytery aisle bay to the
episcopacy of Bishop Wakering. See T. Browne, Repertorium, p. 7, and Blomefield and Parkin, Norfolk,
vol. 3, p. 530, and vol. 4, pp. 1 and 26. (The doorway remained in situ until the mid-nineteenth century. See
D. J. Stewart, “Notes on Norwich Cathedral,” Archaeological Journal, vol. 32 (1875), p. 183.) The purpose
of the chapel remains unclear. Browne and Blomefield described it, rather confusingly, as a “chapterhouse”—an erroneous ascription set right in Britton, Cathedral Church of Norwich, p. 30. Stewart—whose
text constitutes a posthumously published lecture delivered by Robert Willis in 1847—described it, without
any further reference, as a chapel. Perhaps more likely than either of these theories is the proposition that
the chamber was a treasury. (Incidentally, it is labeled as “Wakering’s Vestry” on Whittingham’s
authoritative plan of 1938, published in A. B. Whittingham, “The Monastic Buildings of Norwich
Cathedral,” Archaeological Journal, vol. 106 (1949), insert between pp. 86 and 87.) The Gild of St George
would have made ample use of such a space given the quick rate at which it was amassing liturgical goods
during the first half of the fifteenth century. See, for a transcription of its inventory of c.1420, Hudson and
Tingey, Records of the City of Norwich, vol. 2, pp. 396-7. See, for a transcription of its inventory of 1442,
Grace, Records of the Gild of St. George, pp. 30-1 (translated in Hudson and Tingey, Records of the City of
Norwich, vol. 2, pp. 399-400). In any event: it is very likely that the south presbytery screen, whatever the
occasion for its insertion, probably replaced an earlier—and much simpler—partition. Such a partition
existed between the north transept arm and the north presbytery aisle into the nineteenth century. (The
present partition is a modern copy of the south screen.) See, for an elevation drawing, Repton and Wilkins,
Norwich Cathedral, p. 25 [pl. 7]. (Both medieval screens, north and south, are illustrated in a prerestoration north-south section on p. 23 [pl. 6].)
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the screen—quatrefoil bands, battlemented cornices, and miniature buttresses with razorsharp pinnacles—can be found on the exterior facades of the tower (figs. 3.18-3.20,
3.106). Further supporting the idea that there is a connection between the two works is
the fact that the west, north, and south doorways and the west window of the tower at St
Peter Mancroft strongly resemble the central doorway and the central window of the west
front at Beccles St Michael (fig. 3.107)—a church that, as noted in the previous chapter,
is known to have employed at least two cathedral masons during the second half of the
fourteenth century and during the first half of the fifteenth century. The doorways at both
locations—which feature outer jambs with tightly grouped rolls and hollows, capital-less
shafts, and shield plaque bands (all continuous around the arch-head)—are practically
identical. The windows, which feature subarcuated patterns with mouchettes and demipanels over alternating lights, are also very similar. Unfortunately, the west front at
Beccles is not firmly dated, but if work at the east end was ongoing in the late 1360s, it is
reasonable to assume that work at the west end could have been taking place in the late
1390s or early 1400s, which would make it contemporary with the tower at St Peter
Mancroft. Little else can be said about the designer of these three distinctive projects
other than the fact that his recurrent use of elements like quatrefoils, battlements, and
subarcuated tracery patterns suggests that he may have trained under Wodehirst—a
master whose original style had few adherents. Only further research will shed light on
his career.
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Design: The Church
The main church at St Peter Mancroft, likely designed around 1425, is, not unlike
the tower, a structure with few parallels in the region.122 The general design of the
arcades and the clerestories has already been assessed. But the specific design of several
prominent features—namely, the arcade niches, the tracery patterns, and the moulding
profiles throughout the building—still needs to be analyzed.
The arcade niches at St Peter Mancroft, which are identical to one another with
the exception of the three above the north chancel chapel, are significant insofar as they
have only two precedents in Norfolk: Cley St Margaret and King’s Lynn St Nicholas.
Those in the nave at Cley, which date to the earlier fourteenth century, are placed in the
main arcade spandrels in the lower half of the interior elevation; they are not so much
niches as corbel-and-canopy platforms (fig. 3.108).123 Those in the fused nave-andchancel at King’s Lynn St Nicholas, which date to the later fourteenth-century, are placed
in pairs on either side of the roof shafts between the clerestory windows in the upper half
of the interior elevation; they are true niches insofar as they contain recesses set back
from the main plane of the wall (fig. 3.109).124 Both sets of image niches feature tripartite
double-cusped canopies surmounted by pinnacles with crockets and finials. By contrast,
the image niches at St Peter Mancroft, which are set within the arcade spandrels, feature
tripartite canopies surmounted by battlemented pedestals bearing round shafts that
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Woodman, in his work on King’s College Chapel in Cambridge, presented what remains the only
stylistic analysis of the architectural milieu of St Peter Mancroft—his objective being to assess the
workshop background of the first architect of the chapel, Reginald Ely, who may have trained in Norwich.
See F. Woodman, The Architectural History of King's College Chapel and Its Place in the Development of
Late Gothic Architecture in England and France (London, 1986), pp. 18-9.
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See, on Cley St Margaret, Chapter 2.
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See, on King’s Lynn St Nicholas, Chapter 2.
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support the figural corbels of the roof structure (figs. 3.22-3.23, 3.71-3.72). The result is a
fully integrated wall system that connects not only the arcades and the clerestories but
also the stone-built walls and the timber-built roof—an effect enhanced by the omission
of a horizontal stringcourse like that employed at Cley and at King’s Lynn St Nicholas.
Several of the window tracery patterns at St Peter Mancroft, of which there are
five kinds in total, are also significant insofar as they contain figures that place the
building among a select number of approximately ninety late-medieval churches in
eastern England featuring what has been called “Yorkshire Ogee Tracery”—a type
distinguished by two tiers of sub-lights in which ogee over-arches in the lower tier create
asymmetrical bases in the upper tier (thus contravening, to some extent, the rectilinear
logic of the Perpendicular style).125 Yorkshire Ogee Tracery, which seems to have been
invented in the great east window of York Minster around 1400,126 initially took hold in
Yorkshire and subsequently spread, via Lincolnshire, to East Anglia. (Norfolk counts
more examples than any other county.127) All three of its variations can be found at St
Peter Mancroft. The first, defined by the syncopation of major and minor mullions within
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Yorkshire Ogee Tracery is discussed at length in Woodman, Architectural History of King's College
Chapel, pp. 101-4.
126

Woodman cites this date in Woodman, Architectural History of King's College Chapel, p. 102. Still
unresolved, though, is the chronology of the east window at York Minster. John Harvey argued that the
tracery was installed well after the rest of the east wall—being finished just before the glazing campaign
begun in 1405. See J. Harvey, “Architectural History from 1291 to 1558,” in A History of York Minster,
eds. G. E. Aylmer and R. Cant (Oxford, 1977), p. 163. Sarah Brown, however, has recently argued, on
rather strong archaeological and archival evidence, that the tracery was installed at the same time as the
east wall—being finished by the time the Lady Chapel was in use in 1373. See S. Brown, “Our
Magnificent Fabrick”: York Minster, An Architectural History, c 1220-1500 (Swindon, 2003), pp. 138-41
and 157-60.
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Woodman provides the following inventory of instances per county: Norfolk (36); Yorkshire (15);
Lincolnshire (10); Suffolk (8); Cambridgeshire (6); Northamptonshire (3); Oxfordshire (2); Befordshire (1);
Essex (1); Hertfordshire (1); Somerset (1). See Woodman, Architectural History of King's College Chapel,
pp. 101-2 and 218-20.
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the tracery head, appears in the east aisle windows (figs. 3.12-3.13, 3.55, 3.57). The
second, defined by the sub-arcuation of the tracery head, appears in the east sanctuary
window (fig. 3.25). The third—and by far the most common—features neither
syncopation nor sub-arcuation; the major mullions simply extend all the way through the
tracery head to meet the window arch as in the clerestory windows (figs. 3.4-3.5, 3.163.17). The presence of all three variations at the church suggests that its designer was
intimately familiar with the latest architectural trends of the early fifteenth century in
major centers like York, Hull, and Boston. It also points to his unique sense of style—a
condition further supported by the fact that it is difficult to find parallels for any of
Mancroft’s large-scale tracery layouts, earlier or later, at other sites in East Anglia.
Many of the mouldings at St Peter Mancroft, finally, are noteworthy because they
feature complex formations that combine the Perpendicular style of late fourteenthcentury England and the Flamboyant style of early fifteenth-century France (especially as
developed in Paris and in and around Rouen): a fusion that has been called the “Fantastic
Style.”128 Defining attributes include bundled rolls and hollows, continuous shafts lacking
bases and/or capitals, and fine-gauge mullions deployed in spider-web-like
configurations. They appear on a larger scale in the church in the double-shafted
archways of the transept chapels (figs. 3.27-3.28, 3.110), the single-shafted recesses of
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The so-called Fantastic Style, the development of which has been credited to English masons working in
occupied Normandy between 1415 and 1449, is discussed at length in Woodman, Architectural History of
King's College Chapel, pp. 14-5 and 79-82. The topic has not, to date, received the scholarly attention that
it so richly deserves—though major documentary sources concerning the activity of royal masons abroad
are recounted in H. Colvin, The History of the King’s Works, vol. 1 (London, 1963), pp. 457-63. The
classic survey of Flamboyant architecture in late medieval France, now rather dated, is R. Sanfaçon,
L'architecture flamboyante en France (Québec, 1971). See, on late medieval ecclesiastical architecture in
Paris, A. Bos, Les églises flamboyantes de Paris, XVe-XVIe siècles (Paris, 2003). See, on late medieval
ecclesiastical architecture in Rouen, L. Neagley, Disciplined Exuberance: The Parish Church of SaintMaclou and Late Gothic Architecture in Rouen (University Park, PA, 1998).
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the ground-level windows (figs. 3.55-3.58), and the moulded doorway of the west tower
(which, as indicated by masonry breaks on the interior west nave wall, is clearly later
than the surrounding tower arch) (fig. 3.33). They also appear on a smaller scale in the
moulded sills below the ground-level windows (fig. 3.111) and the moulded panels above
the doorway of the west tower (now regrettably obscured by the modern organ) (fig.
3.33). The result is a rich visual contrast between the weighty simplicity of the central
vessel and the airy complexity of the side aisles and the west end—a contrast enhanced
by the towering height of the main arcades since they facilitate extended raking views
across the space. The sophistication of this interior arrangement simply has no equal in
the later medieval parish church architecture of East Anglia.
Whom the parishioners of St Peter Mancroft hired to design the church remains
unclear given the limited amount of available evidence.129 But, all things being equal, the
leading candidate would appear to be James Woderofe—the foremost master mason at
Norwich Cathedral between c.1420 and c.1450.130 Critical for this identification are two
other buildings in Norwich: the Erpingham Gate at the cathedral and the nave and the
chancel at the Blackfriars.131 The former structure, built between the early 1420s and the
mid 1430s, is similar to Mancroft insofar as it features Fantastic Style moldings (fig.
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Utterly preposterous—if only for chronological reasons—is the theory that the designer of St Peter
Mancroft was William Hyndeley, a mason who became a freeman of Norwich in 1466 and worked at York
Minster between 1472 and 1505, as suggested in Woodman, “Rebuilding of St. Peter Mancroft,” pp. 293-4.
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See, for an overview of Woderofe’s career, Harvey, English Mediaeval Architects, p. 343. Documentary
evidence confirms the architect’s role in a handful of minor building works at the cathedral—including the
vaults in the west walk of the cloister (1420-2); the arches under the relic chamber (1424-5); the great gates
of the preaching yard (1440); and the two-bay lavatory in the southwest corner of the cloister (1444-5).
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Both buildings are attributed to the “Mancroft Workshop” in Woodman, Architectural History of King's
College Chapel, pp. 84 and 87.
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3.112).132 Woderofe’s authorship is implied by the fact that he was active at the cathedral
during the time of its construction.133 The latter structure, built between the 1420s and
1440s, is similar to Mancroft insofar as it features not only Fantastic Style mouldings but
also Yorkshire Ogee Tracery: a three-light pattern in the east windows of the nave and a
five-light pattern in the north/south windows of the chancel (figs. 3.113-3.114).134
Woderofe’s authorship, heretofore little acknowledged by scholars, can be inferred from
the fact that the “shouldered ogees” over the tracery lights in the nave windows—a novel
form during the second quarter of the fifteenth century—also appear in two of his other
attributed works: the east window of the parish church at Wighton (where Woderofe is
documented as working in 1440-1135) (fig. 3.115) and the aisle windows of the parish
church at Wiveton (where the so-called “Wiveton master,” tentatively identified as
Woderofe by Richard Fawcett, is documented as working in 1437136) (fig. 3.116).
Woderofe’s involvement at St Peter Mancroft would have been natural given the
fact that the reconstruction effort required the skills of an architect capable of handling a
complex project. There may also have been a more specific reason for his employment
132

See, for the chronology of the Erpingham Gate, Fernie, Norwich Cathedral, p. 187; Woodman, “Gothic
Campaigns,” p. 185; V. Sekules, “The Gothic Sculpture,” in Atherton, Norwich Cathedral, pp. 205-7
(which favors a date between the late 1420s and the mid 1430s); Sims, “Erpingham Gate,” pp. 91-103
(which favors a date in the early 1420s); Marks and Williamson, Gothic: Art for England, p. 359 (which
dates the structure between 1415 and 1428).
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Harvey, English Mediaeval Architects, p. 343. Richard Fawcett, who has ascribed a significant number
of buildings in the region to the designer of the Erpingham Gate, has expressed varying opinions about this
attribution—the most recent being cautiously favorable. See Fawcett, “Later Gothic Architecture in
Norfolk,” pp. 326-89; idem, “St. Mary at Wiveton in Norfolk, and a Group of Churches Attributed to Its
Mason,” Antiquaries Journal, vol. 62, no. 1 (1982), pp. 35-62; idem, “Church Building in Norfolk,” pp.
223-7.
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See, for the chronology of the Norwich Blackfriars, Sutermeister, The Norwich Blackfriars, pp. 20-4.
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Harvey, English Mediaeval Architects, p. 343.
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Fawcett, “Church Building in Norfolk,” pp. 223-5.
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there. The College of St Mary in the Fields, the rector of the parish, was also a site of
extensive building work during the fifteenth century.137 Its church was tragically
demolished in the wake of the Reformation. But archaeological excavations, undertaken
in the early twentieth century, revealed that the building was an immense structure—
almost forty-seven meters long—featuring a two-aisled choir with a chancel arch, a oneaisled nave with quasi-transept arms, and a massive west tower (fig. 3.117).138 Several
testamentary bequests indicate that the choir was rebuilt in the 1420s/1430s and that the
nave was rebuilt in the 1440s/1450s.139 Both the scale and the timing of the project make
it tempting to speculate that the canons of St Mary in the Fields, like the monks of the
local Blackfriars, recruited the best architectural talent of the day, namely Woderofe, to
design their new church. If they did, their decision would surely have had an impact on
building deliberations at St Peter Mancroft, especially if the college took the lead in the
reconstruction of the chancel.

Patronage
Who, finally, was responsible for financing the reconstruction of St Peter
Mancroft? Documentary evidence—much of which has already been cited—indicates
that the patronage of the church was a collaborative affair. Both the clergy and the laity

137

See, on the College of St Mary in the Fields, Blomefield and Parkin, Norfolk, vol. 4, pp. 169-84;
Victoria County History: Norfolk, vol. 2 (London, 1906), pp. 455-7; C. Harper-Bill and C. Rawcliffe, “The
Religious Houses,” in Rawcliffe and Wilson, Medieval Norwich, pp. 115-8.
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G. E. Hawes, “Recent Excavations at the College of St. Mary in the Fields, Norwich,” Norfolk
Archaeology, vol. 15 (1904), pp. 293-315.
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Notable bequests include the following: “leading the chancel” in 1428, “leading the choir” in 1433,
“rebuilding the church” in 1458, “repair[ing] the church” in 1468, and paving the building in 1485. See
Blomefield and Parkin, Norfolk, vol. 4, pp. 179-80.
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played an active part. And their contributions were not necessarily constrained to their
respective sides of the building. The rector, the College of St Mary in the Fields, gave not
only £26-8-7—a full year’s profits—toward the building of the chancel in 1441 but also
an undisclosed sum toward the purchasing of ropes for the bells and rushes for the floors
in 1454.140 Many of the clergy serving in the church made similar efforts. It is known, for
instance, that in the same year that the college donated its profits, the clergy also donated
their stipends toward the reconstruction of the chancel.141 Some later priests—like John
Shotesham in 1483,142 Robert Ver in 1489,143 and John Dannok in 1514144—left small
sums of money for general building repairs. Other priests bequeathed moveable goods,
most commonly liturgical items, or immovable property to chantry foundations or
confraternal organizations within the parish—the most notable being Robert Dapelyn
(alias Dryver), a chaplain in Payne’s Chantry (located in the south transept chapel), who
asked that the income from his house in the city be directed toward the augmentation of
the chantry in which he was installed in 1485.145 But, by a wide margin, it was not the
rector nor the clergy but rather the laity who left the greatest mark on the church.
Parishioners, as far as can be determined from the evidence of wills (which, admittedly,
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Blomefield and Parkin, Norfolk, vol. 4, p. 186.
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Inventoried in King, Stained Glass of St Peter Mancroft, p. 148 (“Appendix 2,” no. 45). See NRO, NCC,
Caston 176.
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Inventoried in King, Stained Glass of St Peter Mancroft, p. 149 (“Appendix 2,” no. 48). See NRO, NCC,
Woolman 76.
144

Inventoried in King, Stained Glass of St Peter Mancroft, p. 153 (“Appendix 2,” no. 85). See NRO, NCC,
Coppinger 114.
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Inventoried in King, Stained Glass of St Peter Mancroft, p. 148 (“Appendix 2,” no. 46). See NRO, NCC,
Caston 259. Blomefield discusses the details of the gift in Blomefield and Parkin, Norfolk, vol. 4, p. 205.
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provide only a partial view of charitable gift-giving practices), were instrumental in
financing the reconstruction of not only the nave but also the chancel. The former
financing, being a customary practice, is not mentioned in surviving wills (aside from the
reference to the font in that of John Causton146). The latter financing, being an
extraordinary gesture, is mentioned—at some length—in two surviving bequests. On the
one hand, William Fen’s gift toward the construction of what was almost certainly the
east sanctuary bay, made in 1439, specified that funds were to be disbursed only if the
“rectors wanted to build,” indicating that, though the work may have been financed by
the laity, it still required the authorization of the clergy.147 On the other hand, Robert
Pert’s gift toward the construction of the east gable wall, made in 1445, stipulated that
funds were to be distributed in three deliberate phases as work progressed, indicating that
the sanctuary bay, at least six years in the making, was a troubled project—not all that
surprising, perhaps, given the potential bureaucratic issues that could bedevil such a joint
venture.148 That parishioners were in a position to shoulder most of the cost of rebuilding
both parts of the church, the nave and the chancel, is not surprising. St Peter Mancroft
was, after all, a very wealthy parish. Diocesan assessments demonstrate that the value of
the benefice was much greater than that of any other parochial foundation in the city for
much of the medieval period (though the disparity between it and its peers seems to have
narrowed considerably between the mid-fourteenth century and the mid-sixteenth

146

See note 71.

147

See note 63.

148

See note 75.
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century).149 Church inventories, the most extensive of which dates to around 1500, also
demonstrate that the church was extremely well endowed with a rich assortment of
liturgical equipment—much of which came from the largesse of parishioners.150 The list
of names of known male lay benefactors to the parish, some of whom were members of
the wealthy merchant class, constitutes a veritable cursus honorum of the city.151 Onequarter were high-level officials who rose through the ranks of municipal government to
serve as mayor, sheriff, or alderman.152 One-quarter were mid-level officials who attained
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The value of the benefice would seem to have changed little between the assessments of 1368 and 1535.
In the fourteenth century it was £16-13-4. See A. Watkin, ed., Archdeaconry of Norwich: Inventory of
Church Goods, temp. Edward III, vol. 1 (Norwich, 1947), pp. 18-9. In the sixteenth century it was £16-1811. See J. Caley, ed., Valor Ecclesiasticus temp. Henr. VIII, vol. 3 (London, 1817), p. 289. However,
according to Blomefield, the rector’s profits stood at £26-8-7 in 1431. The antiquarian’s source of
information for this figure is unclear. If accurate, though, it would suggest that the value of the benefice
was capable of fluctuating quite wildly. See Blomefield and Parkin, Norfolk, vol. 4, p. 186. Rounding out
the top-five wealthiest benefices in the city were, in 1368, St Stephen (£6-13-4), St Andrew (£5), St
Benedict (£5), and St Michael Coslany (£4-13-4), and, in 1535, St Michael Coslany (£13-6-11), St Stephen
(£11-13-7), St Andrew (£11), and St Clement Fybriggate (£8). See N. Tanner, The Church in Late
Medieval Norwich, 1370-1532 (Toronto, 1984), pp. 173-8.
150

Three medieval inventories survive from St Peter Mancroft. The first was made in conjunction with the
visitation of 1368. The second (which is appended to the beginning of the same manuscript) dates to the
late fourteenth century. The third dates to the early sixteenth century. All three were first transcribed in St
John Hope, “Inventories,” pp. 187-228 (third), 229-31 (first), and 234-40 (second). The two earlier
inventories are later transcribed in Watkin, Inventory, vol. 1, pp. 1-3 (second) and 18-9 (first).
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An insightful overview of social dynamic in late medieval Norwich is R. H. Frost, “The Urban Elite,” in
Rawcliffe and Wilson, Medieval Norwich, pp. 235-53. See, on upper tier municipal officials, B. R. McRee,
“The Mayor’s Body,” in The Ties That Bind: Essays in Medieval British History in Honor of Barbara
Hanawalt, eds. D. Biggs, K. L. French, and L. E. Mitchell (Farnham, 2011), pp. 39-54. See, on lower tier
municipal officials, S. Sagui, “Mid-Level Officials in Fifteenth-Century Norwich,” in The Fifteenth
Century XII: Society in an Age of Plague, eds. L. Clark and C. Rawcliffe (Woodbridge, 2013), pp. 101-17.
152

At least fourteen of sixty male lay patrons included in King’s inventory served as mayor, sheriff, or
alderman from 1404. See King, Stained Glass of St Peter Mancroft, pp. 146-55 (nos. 12, 24, 27, 38, 39, 51,
53, 54, 62, 71, 74, 86, 89, and 101). Mayors buried in the church include William Sedman (1421), Robert
Toppes (1435, 1440, 1452, 1458), William Ashwell (1441, 1448), Thomas Aleyn (1450), Thomas Elys
(1460, 1465, 1474), William London (1482, 1491), and Richard Aylmer (1511). See B. Cozens-Hardy and
E. A. Kent, The Mayors of Norwich, 1403 to 1835: Being Biographical Notes on the Mayors of the Old
Corporation (Norwich, 1938), pp. 18-9, 23, 24, 25-6, 28-9, 34, and 40-1. Two additional mayors, William
Swaine (1475) and Richard Ballys (1489), also had strong ties to the parish. See Cozens-Hardy and Kent,
Mayors of Norwich, pp. 32 and 35.
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the rank of councilor or constable.153 Nonetheless, many of those who made contributions
to the church appear to have come from fairly modest backgrounds, including officials
like the tailor William Grime (who left money for repairs and for two confraternities in
1506)154 as well as non-officials like the butcher Thomas Snellyng (who left money for
the painting of the rood-loft in 1506).155 Curiously, only two documented benefactors,
Dame Katerina Felbrigg156 and Lady Isabel Morley157 (both widows who resided in
Norwich), belonged to the landed aristocracy—proof, it would seem, that investment in
the church came primarily from non-titled sources. What these patterns of patronage
ultimately suggest is that the fifteenth-century reconstruction of the church, for which
only limited documentary evidence survives, was a relatively broad-based initiative that
involved a large number of individuals of various socioeconomic stations. Some
undoubtedly gave more than others. But most members of the community, whether they
belonged to the clergy or to the laity, had a tangible stake in the building, furnishing, and
liturgical provisioning of their local church.
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At least fourteen of sixty male lay patrons included in King’s inventory served as councilor or constable
(though not as mayor, sheriff, or alderman). See King, Stained Glass of St Peter Mancroft, pp. 146-55 (nos.
30, 32, 33, 34, 40, 43, 47, 69, 80, 81, 82, 83, 84, and 92).
154

Inventoried in King, Stained Glass of St Peter Mancroft, p. 151 (“Appendix 2,” no. 69). See NRO, NCC,
Ryxe 251.
155

Inventoried in King, Stained Glass of St Peter Mancroft, p. 151 (“Appendix 2,” no. 70). See NRO, NCC,
Ryxe 381.
156

Inventoried in King, Stained Glass of St Peter Mancroft, p. 147 (“Appendix 2,” no. 31). See, for further
information, p. lxxviii, n. 127. Dame Felbrigg’s will, proved in 1460, is NRO, NCC, Brosyard 185.
157

Inventoried in King, Stained Glass of St Peter Mancroft, p. 147 (“Appendix 2,” no. 37). See, for further
information, p. lxxv, n. 112. Lady Morley’s will, proved in 1466, is NRO, NCC, Jekkys 50.
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Conclusion
St Peter Mancroft represents a high point in the development of the “hall church”
format in East Anglia. As has been demonstrated, the standing structure was erected in
three major building campaigns, each of which was executed in response to pre-existing
work. The first, almost certainly begun soon after the completion of the now-lost nave,
involved the construction of the west tower. The second, completed slowly, involved the
reconstruction of the chancel. The third, completed quickly, involved the reconstruction
of the nave. It is possible to discern the involvement of at least two cathedral-based
masons in these interventions: that of an unknown master in the tower and that of James
Woderofe, a better known but still mysterious figure, in the chancel and in the nave.
Highly significant is the fact that the decision to erect an all-in-one structure was not, as
far as can be determined, provoked by practical conditions. There is no evidence, textual
or architectural, to suggest that any kind of calamity had befallen the old nave—a
structure that would have been little more than half-a-century-old at the time of its
demolition. It appears, then, that the transformation of the building into a “hall church”
was the result of a collective desire among the laity to create a monument on par with the
large all-in-one churches that had been erected in prosperous towns throughout the region
over the past several generations: both fourteenth-century buildings like those at North
Walsham, Beccles, and King’s Lynn and fifteenth-century buildings like those at
Lowestoft, Bildeston, Blythburgh, Southwold, Walberswick, and Woodbridge. St Peter
Mancroft, though similar in many respects to these “hall churches” (not to mention to the
nearby church of St Gregory Pottergate), surpassed them all—both in scale and in
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splendor. In doing so, it set a new bar for architectural production, one so high, in fact,
that no other building in the region matched it for the duration of the Middle Ages.
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CHAPTER FOUR
ST ANDREW, NORWICH

Introduction
The church of St Andrew, Norwich, was among the most formally integrated
parish churches erected in early sixteenth-century England.1 It is notable from an arthistorical perspective for two reasons. Firstly, as one of the final parish churches to be
built in the city, it represents, on a smaller scale, the peak of local architectural traditions
in medieval Norwich. Secondly, as one of the final parish “hall churches” to be built in
the diocese, it represents, on a larger scale, the peak of regional architectural traditions in
late medieval East Anglia. However, despite these conditions, modern scholars have
1

St Andrew, not unlike St Gregory Pottergate, is the subject of a fragmented bibliographic tradition. The
most rigorous analysis of the building fabric is the unpublished work of the Norwich Survey: “St Andrew’s
Church,” Norwich Survey Report, NHER 591. Other studies include R. Fawcett, “Later Gothic
Architecture in Norfolk” (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, University of East Anglia, 1975), pp. 451-8; F.
Woodman, The Architectural History of King's College Chapel and Its Place in the Development of Late
Gothic Architecture in England and France (London, 1986), pp. 151-2; B. Haward, Norfolk Album:
Medieval Church Arcades (Ipswich, 1995), pp. 90-1. The classic antiquarian account of the church, still
invaluable, is F. Blomefield and C. Parkin, An Essay towards a Topographical History of the County of
Norfolk, vol. 4 (London, 1806), pp. 300-18. Brief architectural descriptions include J. Cox, Norfolk, 2nd
ed., vol. 2 (1911), p. 173; H. M. Cautley, Norfolk Churches (Ipswich, 1949), pp. 224-5; N. Pevsner, NorthEast Norfolk and Norwich (Harmondsworth, 1962) pp. 235 and 278-8; N. Pevsner and B. Wilson, Norfolk
1: Norwich and North-East (London, 1997), 231-2. The only substantial history of the parish, regrettably
unpublished, is a set of beautifully hand-illustrated volumes by the local antiquarian Frederick Beecheno
(“A History of the Church of Saint Andrew, Norwich,” 2 vols., 1881). See NRO, MC 500/50-51. Further
unpublished material can be found in the parish archives deposited at the county records office. See NRO,
PD 165. The earliest published illustrations of the exterior of the church, rather schematic in nature, date to
the first half of the eighteenth century. Thomas Kirkpatrick depicted the north flank in his prospect of 1723.
James Corbridge depicted the south flank in his map of 1727. See, for reproductions, T. Chubb and G. A.
Stephen, A Descriptive List of the Printed Maps of Norfolk, 1547-1916 (Norwich, 1929), pls. 22 and 23.
Much clearer than either of these images is a drawing of the north side of the building provided in J. Sillett,
Views of the Churches, Chapels and Other Public Edifices in the City of Norwich (Norwich, 1828)
[unpaginated]. The earliest published illustration of the interior of the church, which depicts only the
wooden superstructure of the building, is R. Brandon and J. A. Brandon, The Open Timber Roofs of the
Middle Ages (London, 1849), pl. 14. Additional visual material—including drawings by individuals
associated with the Norwich School of Artists such as James Sillett (c.1764-1840), Henry Ninham (17961874), and Joseph Stannard (1797-1830)—can be found in the topographical collections of the Norwich
Castle Museum (NWHCM).
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made few efforts to investigate the history of the structure—even though, as at the nearby
church of St Gregory Pottergate, the identity of the architect responsible for the design is
known with relative certainty. The following account attempts to remedy this state of
affairs by examining the multiple building initiatives that took place on the site between
the mid-fifteenth century and the early sixteenth century. It contends that, at this midsized urban church, the integrated interior provided an inspired solution to a series of
social issues that had few parallels in contemporary architectural production.

Physical Description
St Andrew lies approximately two-hundred-and-fifty meters northeast of the
central Market Place in Norwich (fig. 4.1; map 2:5). It occupies a regularly shaped
churchyard, roughly thirty-eight meters square, bounded on the north by St Andrews
Street (formerly Wymer Street) and on the south by a narrow lane running between the
churchyard and the old Bridewell (formerly the site of a large townhouse, of which only
the imposing flint-faced façade survives, that was home to several important local
families during the Late Middle Ages). The site falls away gently from south to north as
part of a larger grade change associated with the valley of the nearby River Wensum.
Lying to the west are the parish churches of St John Maddermarket (map 2:27) and St
Gregory Pottergate (map 2:24)—both of which, like St Andrew, are located between the
east-west corridor of St Benedicts Street, Charing Cross, and St Andrews Street (formerly
Upper Westwick Street and Wymer Street) and the east-west corridor of Pottergate,
Lobster Lane, and Bedford Street (formerly Pottergate). Lying to the northeast, just
across St Andrews Street, is the site of the former Blackfriars (map 2:E).
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The church occupies the full east-west extent of the churchyard (fig. 4.2).2 It
measures thirty-eight meters in length and eighteen meters in width (versus thirty-three
by seventeen meters at St Gregory and fifty-seven by twenty-one meters at St Peter
Mancroft). Major architectural features include a set of continuous five-bay aisles to the
north and to the south, a sanctuary bay to the east, and a tower flanked by north/south
porches contiguous with the aisles to the west. Minor architectural features include a low
vestry between the sanctuary and the south aisle and a polygonal rood stair turret between
the two easternmost bays of the south aisle.
The exterior of the church possesses a staggered silhouette due to the arrangement
of the lower side aisles and the upper central vessel (figs. 4.3-4.6).3 The former extend
one bay beyond the west nave wall to form a set of porches that embrace the west tower.
The latter extends one bay beyond the east aisle walls to form a sanctuary bay that stands
clear of the rest of the building. The flint-and-limestone-faced aisle walls, which are
braced by substantial three-tier buttresses with plain faces, contain five four-light
windows to the north and to the south and two three-light windows—one per aisle—to
the east. The limestone-faced clerestory walls, which are articulated by thin two-tier
buttresses with polygonal faces, contain eleven three-light windows to the north and to
the south. Three different tracery patterns appear in these walls. The north/south aisle
2

The churchyard has been substantially modified since its closure in 1854. A garden was created on the
north side in 1902. See NRO, FCB 13, p. 101. A semi-subterranean boiler room—still extant—was erected
on the south side in 1922. See NRO, FCB 15, p. 93.
3

Major restorations to the building exterior, which are spottily documented, appear to have taken place in
piecemeal fashion between the late eighteenth century and the early twentieth century. The earliest
surviving account of the building fabric is a hand-written report drafted by the architect Herbert J. Green in
1910. See NRO, PD 165/46. This reveals that, around the turn of the century, the most pressing concern at
the site was the state of the west tower (see below). The stonework of the north aisle is described as being
in good repair. The stonework of the south aisle—with the exception of the rood stair turret—is described
as being in bad repair. Both are now clearly restored. The clerestory windows, for their part, were renewed
in 1929. See NRO, FCB 13, p. 206.
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windows, which lie under rounded four-centered arches, have a subarcuated layout with
cinquefoiled lights, asymmetrical panels, and un-cusped interstitial shapes (fig. 4.7). The
east aisle windows, which lie under pointed two-centered arches, have a supermullioned
layout with cinquefoiled lights, asymmetrical panels, and cusped interstitial shapes (fig.
4.8). The clerestory windows, finally, feature a pattern that combines elements from both
of their lower counterparts: a supermullioned layout with trefoiled lights, asymmetrical
panels, and un-cusped interstitial shapes (fig. 4.9).
At the east end of the building, stabilized by a pair of unusual diagonal buttresses
with polygonal plans and fluted faces, is the limestone-faced sanctuary bay.4 Its walls
contain two rather small three-light windows to the north and to the south and a large
five-light window to the east. The supermullioned tracery pattern in the former, which is
similar to that in the clerestory windows, contains quatrefoils and super-transoms (those
over the inner light are slightly higher than those over the outer lights) (fig. 4.10). The
supermullioned tracery pattern in the latter, which is similar to those in both the aisle
windows and the clerestory windows, contains Yorkshire Ogee Tracery (fig. 4.11). A
flushwork plinth, an escutcheon frieze, and a set of three large image niches further
enrich the lower portion of the east gable wall (fig. 4.12).
At the west end of the building, finally, are the four-stage tower and the doubleheight porches—both of which are predominantly flint-faced.5 The “front” or west face

4

Green’s report states that the limestone facing of the sanctuary bay, marked by traces of much earlier
restoration, was in a poor state of repair in 1910. See NRO, PD 165/46. This early restoration work was
likely that mentioned in two vestry resolutions from 18 April 1771 and 29 April 1774. See NRO, PD
165/99. The sanctuary bay is now clearly restored—with the notable exception of the three image niches
and the two armatures in the lower gable wall.
5

Green’s report states that the whole of the west end was in a poor state of repair in 1910. See NRO, PD
165/46. The parapet and the belfry tracery of the tower, documented in two drawings by John Kirkpatrick
(NWHCM 1894.76.1705 and NWHCM 1894.76.1728), may have been removed around the time that an
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of the former, which is braced by paneled diagonal buttresses, contains a richly molded
doorway, an escutcheon frieze, a four-light window, a traceried sound-hole, and a threelight belfry opening (figs. 4.13-4.14). (The east, north, and south faces have similar belfry
openings.) The “front” or north/south faces of the latter, which are practically identical to
one another, contain lower doorways with shafted jambs, traceried spandrels, and
embattled cornices and upper windows flanking tall image niches (fig. 4.15-4.16). (The
west faces do not have any apertures.)
The main interior of the church is a consummate exercise in integrated design
(fig. 4.17).6 Five generously sized arcade arches, each of which is over four meters wide
(from pier face to pier face) and over eight meters tall (from floor to soffit), provide
sweeping views of the full interior (figs. 4.18-4.19).7 The arcade piers possess lozenge
sections featuring circular shafts at their cardinal points and wide hollows in their
diagonal splays. The shafts have polygonal plinths and bases and polygonal capitals and
abaci. The hollows, which are continuous, carry all the way around the arch frame.
Especially clever is the detailing of the abaci over the pier shafts. Those facing the arches
are molded. Those facing the central vessel and the side aisles, by contrast, are enriched
organ was installed at the west end of the building in 1808. See NRO, FCB 5/1, 205v-206. What is certain
is that a new parapet and new tracery were in place by the time that Henry Ninham completed a drawing of
the tower in 1848. See NWHCM 1929.89.44. The parapet was replaced in 1957. The tracery remains in
situ. Both the tower and the porches are described as having been recently restored in a church guide
written in 1930. See NRO, PD 165/180.
6

Major restorations to the building interior, which are also spottily documented, appear to have been few
and far between—if one discounts the wide-scale replacement of interior furnishings that took place during
the mid-nineteenth century (see below). The tower arch was re-opened during the 1850s/1860s. See
Greene’s Monthly Illustrated Journal, no. 16 (1869) [unpaginated]. The roofs, which were described as
being in a very good state of preservation by Green in 1910, were repaired in 1929. See NRO, FCB 13, p.
206.
7

In both arcades, north and south, the westernmost and easternmost bays are slightly wider than the middle
bays. Their dimensions are as follows. North arcade (east to west): 4.85m, 4.34m, 4.36m, 4.35m, and
4.82m. South arcade (east to west): 4.85m, 4.35m, 4.36m, 4.33m, and 4.85m.
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in an alternating manner with battlements and with fleurons. Behind the arcades, large
aisle windows, one per bay, light the side vessels. They sit inside a series of blind arcades
in the lower walls. Above the arcades, large clerestory windows, two per bay, illuminate
the central vessel. They rest inside a sequence of shallow recesses in the upper walls—
their mullions dropping down into the residual space between the windows and the
arcades to define a series of triforium-like tracery panels. Crowning all three longitudinal
zones of the building are continuous timber roofs (fig. 4.20). Over the central vessel is a
cambered tie-beam roof, resting on stone angel corbels, with molded wall posts, traceried
wall plates, and arch-braced principal rafters containing tracery-filled spandrels. Over the
side aisles are lean-to roofs, resting on stone scroll-like corbels, with similar arch-braced
principal rafters containing tracery-filled spandrels.
Two moderate changes in floor level occur within the building: the first involving
a flight of three steps leading up from the aisled nave into the aisled chancel and the
second involving a flight of four steps leading up from the aisled chancel into the aisleless sanctuary. Punctuating the east end are staggered terminal walls containing three
moderately sized windows (though that in the south aisle is blocked by a modern organ)
(fig. 4.17). Punctuating the west end is a flat terminal wall containing a narrow tower
arch, lacking shafts, and two small aisle doors—the former of which opens into a lower
chamber and an upper platform and the latter of which opens into the aisle porches (fig.
4.21).
Few furnishings and little painted decoration from the medieval building have
survived into the present day.8 Major items include the heavily restored timber screen in

8

See, for a concise list of surviving items, Pevsner, Norfolk 1, pp. 231-2.
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the tower arch,9 several mutilated tomb brasses in the nave floor and in the sanctuary
floor,10 and numerous fragmented stained glass panels in the north chancel aisle (in situ)
and in the south nave aisle (ex situ, taken from the great east window and the clerestory
windows).11 Minor items include the base of the sedilia installed in the south sanctuary
wall (extensively remade during the mid-nineteenth century)12 and the frames of the
consecration crosses painted in the north nave wall (carefully restored during the midtwentieth century).13

The Old Church
St Andrew’s early history is relatively obscure. Blomefield, for his part, asserted
that the church was founded before the Norman Conquest—an intriguing, but ultimately
unverifiable, contention given the absence of any explicit reference to the institution in
Domesday.14 In 1267, John le Brun, the patron of the church, gave the advowson to the
9

See, for the only published reference to the antiquity of the screen (which was “rediscovered” when the
tower arch was opened in the mid-nineteenth century), Greene’s Monthly Illustrated Journal, no. 16 (1869)
[unpaginated].
10

See, concerning the brasses, J. S. Cotman and D. Turner, Engravings of Sepulchral Brasses in Norfolk,
vol. 1 (London, 1838), pp. 33 (pl. 60) and 37 (pl. 67); E. Farrer, List of Monumental Brasses Remaining in
the County of Norfolk (Norwich, 1890), pp. 59-60; R. Greenwood and M. Norris, The Brasses of Norfolk
Churches (Holt, 1976).
11

See, concerning the glazing, David King’s essay in the online catalog of the Corpus Vitrearum Medii
Aevi (Great Britain): www.cvma.ac.uk/publications/digital/norfolk/sites/norwichstandrew/history.html
(hereafter King, “Norwich St Andrew”). This inventory supersedes that provided in G. A. King, “The PreReformation Painted Glass in St. Andrew’s Church, Norwich,” Norfolk Archaeology, vol. 18 (1914), pp.
283-94.
12

The restoration is recorded in Greene’s Monthly Illustrated Journal, no. 20 (1869) [unpaginated].

13

The restoration is recorded in the correspondence of the conservationist E. T. Long: NRO, PD 165/47.

14

Blomefield and Parkin, Norfolk, vol. 4, p. 300. Still unresolved is the number of churches that existed in
Anglo-Scandinavian Norwich. Domesday identifies only eight by name: All Saints, Holy Trinity, St
Laurence, St Martin, St Mary, St Michael Tombland, Sts Simon and Jude, and St Sepulchre. Modern
scholars have identified another nine based on a complex array of contextual factors: St Gregory, St
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College of St Mary in the Fields, a new religious house that he had recently established in
Norwich.15 Between 1341 and 1350, the college appropriated the benefice outright, and
its canons served as parish chaplains until the Dissolution.16 St Andrew proved to be a
good investment. It remained one of the wealthiest parochial foundations in the city
throughout the Late Middle Ages—ranking third in the inventory of 1368 (behind St
Peter Mancroft and St Stephen) and fourth in the valor of 1535 (behind St Peter, St
Michael Coslany, and St Stephen).17
The lower walls of the east end of the church—namely the flushwork plinths and
the escutcheon friezes of the east sanctuary and the flushwork plinth of the southeast
vestry—are the earliest portions of the surviving building (figs. 4.3, 4.5, 4.22-4.24). (The
escutcheons in the east wall are modern replicas.18) Heraldic evidence places them in the
first years of the fifteenth century. Telltale devices include England and France Ancient
(in use c.1340 to c.1405), the arms of Henry le Despenser, Bishop of Norwich (r.1370-

Clement, St Vedast/Faith, St Edmund, St Helen, St Cuthbert, St Mary the Less, St Michael-at-Plea, and St
Peter Hungate. See J. Finch, “The Churches,” in Medieval Norwich, eds. C. Rawcliffe and R. G. Wilson
(London and New York, 2004), pp. 50-1. Notable, perhaps, is the fact that two parishes in the first group
(St Michael Tombland and Sts Simon and Jude) and three parishes in the second group (St Michael-at-Plea,
St Peter Hungate, and St Mary the Less) were located within 250m of St Andrew.
15

Blomefield and Parkin, Norfolk, vol. 4, p. 300; Victoria County History: Norfolk, vol. 2 (London, 1906),
p. 455.
16

Blomefield and Parkin, Norfolk, vol. 4, p. 300; Victoria County History: Norfolk, vol. 2 (London, 1906),
p. 455.
17

The value of the benefice more than doubled between the fourteenth century and the sixteenth century. It
was first assessed at £5 in 1368. See Archdeaconry of Norwich: Inventory of Church Goods, temp. Edward
III, ed. A. Watkin, vol. 1 (Norwich, 1947), pp. 12-3. It was then assessed at £11 in 1535. See Valor
Ecclesiasticus temp. Henr. VIII, ed. J. Caley, vol. 3 (London, 1817), p. 289. The citywide results of both
surveys are tabulated in N. Tanner, The Church in Late Medieval Norwich, 1370-1532 (Toronto, 1984), pp.
173-8.
18

The plaques in the east frieze must have been replaced with cast-made replicas—thus explaining the
inversion of their devices—between 1910 (when they were described as being in “a more or less perished
state” by Green) and 1938 (when they appear newly made in a photograph by George Plunkett).
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1406), and the arms of Thomas Arundel, Archbishop of Canterbury (r. 1396-7, 13991414).19 The presence of these arms, in combination those of the City of Norwich,
appears to corroborate the tradition that the friezes were commissioned by William
Appleyard, a prominent parishioner responsible for building the imposing flint-faced
townhouse opposite the church, in order to celebrate his status as the first publically
elected mayor of Norwich (an office created by royal charter in 1403).20
Previous observers have argued that the friezes were taken down with the old
chancel and put back up with the new chancel during the early sixteenth century—a
theory based on a reference, made by Blomefield, to a royal license for the extension of
the church a foot eastward into the adjoining lane in 1500.21 But three conditions in the
surviving building fabric indicate that much of the old chancel was, in fact, retained in
the new chancel. Firstly, the misalignment of the base courses between the east wall of
the north aisle and the north wall of the east sanctuary suggests that the former were built
against the latter (fig. 4.25). Secondly, the change in plane between the upper east
clerestory walls and the lower north/south sanctuary walls suggests that the former were
built on top of the latter (figs. 4.26-4.27). And thirdly, the awkward juncture between the
19

The devices in the east frieze, south to north, are as follows: (1) Holy Roman Empire; (2) England; (3)
East Anglia; (4) Norwich; (5) England and France Ancient; (6) St Andrew; (7) Instruments of the Passion;
(8) Blessed Sacrament; (9) St George; (10) Henry le Despenser, Bishop of Norwich; (11) Thomas Arundel,
Archbishop of Canterbury; (12): ?Percy; (13) St Andrew. The devices in the north frieze, east to west, are
as follows: (1) England and France Ancient; (2) St Andrew; (3) Norwich; (4) ?Percy; (5) St Andrew; (6)
England and France Ancient; (7) St Andrew. The best account of the heraldry is Beecheno, “History of the
Church of Saint Andrew,” vol. 2, ff. 17-8 (NRO MC 500/52). Other descriptions include Blomefield and
Parkin, Norfolk, vol. 4, p. 313 (which describes only the east frieze), and E. Farrer, The Church Heraldry of
Norfolk, vol. 3 (Norwich, 1893), pp. 36-7 (which describes both the east and the north friezes).
20

Appleyard was elected mayor on six occasions: in 1403, 1404, 1405, 1411, 1412, and 1418. He died in
1419. His place of burial remains unknown. See B. Cozens-Hardy and E. A. Kent, The Mayors of Norwich,
1403 to 1835: Being Biographical Notes on the Mayors of the Old Corporation (Norwich, 1938), p. 15.
21

“17 Henry VII. The King licensed the parishioners to rebuild and enlarge their chancel, a foot longer than
before, upon the street at the east end.” See Blomefield and Parkin, Norfolk, vol. 4, p. 305, n. 2.
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buttresses and the plinths in the east gable wall suggests that they were erected in two
discontinuous building campaigns (figs. 4.22-4.24). All three conditions indicate that the
new sanctuary and the new vestry were built around and above the core of the old chancel
and what was probably the old south chancel aisle.
Further corroborating this proposal is the matter of the aforementioned royal
license. Requesting permission to expand the church a foot eastward makes little sense if
one interprets it to refer to the literal relocation of the east gable wall. Such a process
would have involved building the new wall outside the old wall—a maneuver that would
have required much more than a foot of extra space. Requesting permission to expand the
church a foot eastward makes much more sense, however, if one interprets it to refer to
the addition of a new set of buttresses to the old gable wall. Such a procedure would have
been a logical part of the vertical expansion of the sanctuary. The east wall of the old
chancel, a one-story structure, would not have needed terminal buttressing. But the east
wall of the new chancel, a two-story structure containing a large five-light window,
would certainly have required some kind of terminal buttressing. The fact that the present
corner buttresses do not project beyond the plane of the lower walls, unlike more
traditional angle buttresses or diagonal buttresses, indicates that, contra Blomefield,
permission to infringe on the public right-of-way may never have actually been obtained
from the Crown—a theory strengthened by the complete absence of any such license in
surviving letters patent.22 What is clear, in any case, is that the chancel was already a
structure of significant size—extending as far as the eastern limit of the churchyard—
well before its renovation in the early sixteenth century.
22

See, for instance, Calendar of the Patent Rolls Preserved in the Public Records Office, Henry VII, 2 vols.
(London, 1914-16).
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The tower and aisle porches at the west end of the church are the next earliest
portions of the surviving building (figs. 4.3-4.4, 4.13-4.16). Testamentary evidence,
which is fairly abundant, places them in the second half of the fifteenth century. Building
work appears to have unfolded in three phases.
The first phase, probably begun in the 1440s or in the 1450s, involved the
renovation of the lower half of the tower in order to provide suitable accommodation for
the Chapel of St Mary in the Steeple (first firmly documented in 1470) (figs. 4.28-4.31).23
It was probably well underway at the time that a bequest was made to “building work” in
1459.24 Before the renovation, the ground-level chamber had been an exterior vaulted
porch, akin to the tower porches at St Peter Mancroft and St John Maddermarket (figs.
4.32-4.33). After the renovation, the same area became an interior barrel-vaulted chapel,
analogous to the lower tower chamber at St Mary, Mildenhall, Suffolk (though finished
in a much simpler manner) (figs. 4.34-4.38). Effecting this transformation required
closing the archway on the west side, opening the wall on the east side, and raising the
barrel vault between them—the former height of which is marked by the arch and the two
vaulting shafts along the west interior wall of the present tower (figs. 4.29-4.31). A

23

“1470, Will. Undirwode, goldsmith, buried by Alice his first wife, at the steeple door, by the chapel of St.
Mary the Virgin in the steeple.” See Blomefield and Parkin, Norfolk, vol. 4, p. 303. That the chapel was
located on the ground floor of the tower, and not in the gallery or in either of the upper porch chambers (as
was the case, for instance, at St Gregory Pottergate), is made clear by the detailed burial instructions of
several later wills. Anable King asked to be interred “on the south side of the chapel which is under the
steeple” in 1499. Robert Gardener asked to be interred “in our Lady’s chapel in the steeple” in 1508. (See
below for both wills.) And, most revealingly, Thomas Clarke requested burial “in the south porch by
Annabill his mother, by the window of our Lady’s chapel there” in 1526. See Blomefield and Parkin,
Norfolk, vol. 4, pp. 303-4. A closer look at Clarke’s will reveals that, contra Blomefield, his intention was
to be buried on the south side of the north porch: “I com[m]end…my body to be berede in the churche
porche of say[n]t andrewe in Noriwche by Anabill late my mother in the sowtheside next the window of
our Ladyes chapell.” See NRO, NCC, Palgrave 39.
24

“1459, Margery Cosseye, widow, by the tomb of John Cosseye her husband, and gave 10 marks towards
rebuilding the church.” See Blomefield and Parkin, Norfolk, vol. 4, p. 303.
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reused doorway, possibly taken from the demolished east wall, was inserted, together
with a set of new outer jambs, in the west wall (fig. 4.13).25 Two small windows, later
enlarged, were inserted in the north/south walls (figs. 4.30-4.31).26 And a new stair turret
was added to the southeast corner. Rounding out these interventions were the addition of
a series of flushwork panels to the exterior (figs. 4.39-4.40) and the erection of a timber
screen, which provided necessary support for the chapel altar, on the interior (figs. 4.28,
4.41).
The second phase of building at the west end, underway during the 1460s and the
1470s, involved the construction of the two aisle porches (figs. 4.4, 4.6, 4.15-4.16, 4.394.40). The south porch was the object of a bequest in 1467.27 The north porch was the site
of a burial in 1474.28 Both structures, by virtue of their unusual position on either side of
the tower, not only covered over its exterior flushwork ornament, thereby proving their
later date, but also cut off illumination to its interior ground-level chapel. This, in turn,
necessitated the insertion of large window-like apertures between the chapel and the
porches—work that can be associated with a bequest, made by Elizabeth Suger, to the
“reparation” of the Chapel of St Mary in the Steeple in 1477 (figs. 4.30-4.31, 4.39-

25

The inner doorway may have first been made in the early fifteenth century since its doors, now removed,
are documented as containing heraldry identical to that in the escutcheon friezes at the east end of the
church—namely the devices of St Andrew, Norwich, and East Anglia. See Farrer, Church Heraldry of
Norfolk, vol. 3, p. 36.
26

The windows, for which no physical evidence survives, would have been essential for lighting the
chapel. See below.
27

“1467, JOHN DROLLE, alderman, buried in our Lady's chapel on the north side of the church by Agnes his
first wife, and gave 20l. to build a south porch, and settled a priest to sing for him and his wife in the said
chapel.” See Blomefield and Parkin, Norfolk, vol. 4, p. 303.
28

“1474, Nic. Plumstede, buried in the north porch.” See Blomefield and Parkin, Norfolk, vol. 4, p. 303.
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4.40).29 That the construction of the porches and the renovation of the tower chapel were
roughly contemporary with one another is further demonstrated by the fact that the jambs
of the aisle doorways in the former are very similar to the jambs of the large apertures in
the latter (figs. 4.39-4.40, 4.42-4.44).
The third phase of building at the west end, underway during the 1480s and the
1490s, involved the completion of the upper half of the tower (figs. 4.3-4.4). At least two
bequests to this work survive.30 The earlier gift is that of Thomas Buckingham, grocer,
who gave two pounds to the “building of the steeple” in 1486.31 The later gift is that of
William Gilbert, draper, who gave forty shillings to the “reparation of the steeple” in
1493 (which remained unfilled for several years).32 To this campaign belonged the
erection of the bell-ringing chamber, the belfry, and a highly ornate parapet featuring
paneled battlements, crockets, pinnacles, finials, and a series of decorative initials (“S”
and “A” for St Andrew)—the original state of which is depicted in two drawings by the
antiquarian John Kirkpatrick (1687-1728) (figs. 4.45-4.46).
29

“Et ad rep[ar]ac[ione] capelle b[ea]te marie inf[ra] campanil eiusd[em] eccl[es]ie lego xx s.” See NRO,
NCC, Caston 181. There is no mention of this bequest in Blomefield. But the will is cited in P. Cattermole
and S. Cotton, “Medieval Parish Church Building in Norfolk,” Norfolk Archaeology, vol. 38, pt. 3 (1983),
p. 257. Cattermole and Cotton misleadingly date the will not to 1477 (the year it was made) but to 1483
(the year it was proved).
30

Blomefield suggests that there were many more: “1486, Rauff Est, &c. and all gave legacies towards
building the steeple.” See Blomefield and Parkin, Norfolk, vol. 4, p. 303.
31

“And to the beldyng of the stepill and of the same chirch I bequeth ij l.” See NRO, NCC, Aubrey 63.
Blomefield cites the will implicitly by virtue of his reference to multiple bequests in 1486. See Blomefield
and Parkin, Norfolk, vol. 4, p. 303. Also see Cattermole and Cotton, “Medieval Parish Church Building,” p.
257.
32

“And to ye reparac[i]on of ye stepull xl s.” See NRO, NCC, Multon 11. Gilbert’s will was proved in
1497. That same year, his wife, Alice, made her own will, in which she requested that her husband’s
“beqwethwords”—including his donation toward “ye rep[ar]ac[i]on [and] makyng of ye stepyll of ye
forseid church”—be fulfilled upon her own death. She died shortly thereafter. Blomefield cites the wills of
both husband and wife explicitly: “1497, Alice late wife of Will. Gilbert, draper, buried by her husband,
both which gave much to the steeple.” See Blomefield and Parkin, Norfolk, vol. 4, p. 303. Also see
Cattermole and Cotton, “Medieval Parish Church Building,” p. 257.
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All told, then, building work at the west end took over four decades to complete—
not an extraordinary amount of time for such an undertaking in late medieval Norwich.
Both the tower and the porches had formal precedents in the city. The tower was based
on that at St George Tombland, underway in the 1440s, a church that, like St Andrew,
was a possession of the College of St Mary in the Fields (fig. 4.47).33 (Related four-stage
towers in the city include those at St Michael Coslany,34 St George Colegate,35 and St
Laurence.36) The porches were based, at least in terms of layout, on those at St Gregory
Pottergate, completed around 1400, a church that, like St Andrew, occupied a hemmed-in
site with little available room for building expansion (fig. 4.48).37 (Related toweradjacent porches in the city include those at St George Colegate and St Michael at
Plea.38) What, at St Andrew, inspired the decision to erect the porches at the ends of the
nave aisles, thereby disrupting the recent rearrangement of the west tower, remains
uncertain. Perhaps, by the 1460s and the 1470s, the builder-in-charge had begun to notice
signs of structural failure in the newly enlarged tower that required the addition of lateral
bracing porches (a not unlikely scenario given the sloped site of the structure) or,

33

Victoria County History: Norfolk, vol. 2 (London, 1906), p. 455.

34

The tower at St Michael Coslany can be dated to the early fifteenth century. (It received two bequests for
building work in 1422 and in 1428.) See Cattermole and Cotton, “Medieval Parish Church Building,” p.
259.
35

The tower at St George Colegate can be dated to the mid-fifteenth century. (It received a bequest for a
new bell in 1459.) See Cattermole and Cotton, “Medieval Parish Church Building,” p. 257.
36

The tower at St Laurence was built over a long period between the mid-fifteenth century and the early
sixteenth century. (It received six bequests for building work between 1468 and 1508.) See Cattermole and
Cotton, “Medieval Parish Church Building,” p. 258.
37

See Chapter 2.

38

Both structures, for which no documentary evidence survives, appear—based on style—to date to the
later half of the fifteenth century.
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alternately, the parishioners had begun to discuss plans for rebuilding the main body of
the church, an idea that rendered the prospect of placing porches against the existing nave
aisles less than appealing. In any event, whatever the reason for the abrupt change, the
tower and the porches were built on a large scale that foreshadowed the ambition that was
to define ensuing architectural work at the site.

The New Church
Building Chronology and Scope
The reconstruction of the main body of the church, the nave and the chancel, was
a remarkably quick affair. Over two dozen testamentary bequests from the first quarter of
the sixteenth century document the building, furnishing, and embellishing of the structure
in a considerable detail.39 Wills containing bequests concerned with architectural work,
twenty-one in all, fall within a brief seven-year period. The earliest is a gift of twenty
shillings from Anable King, widow, to “the making of…a new church” in 1500.40 The
latest is a gift of ten pounds from John Reed, bower, to the “reparation” of the church in

39

No single source contains a complete inventory of the rich testamentary evidence pertinent to the
rebuilding of St Andrew. The ensuing account collates information from the following sources: Blomefield
and Parkin, Norfolk, vol. 4, pp. 300-18; “St Andrew’s Church,” Norwich Survey Report; Cattermole and
Cotton, “Medieval Parish Church Building,” p. 257; S. Cotton, “Mediaeval Roodscreens in Norfolk: Their
Construction and Painting Dates,” Norfolk Archaeology, vol. 40, pt. 1 (1987), p. 50; King, “Norwich St
Andrew.”
40

“[T]o the makyng of the same a newe churche ther I bequeyth xx s.” King made her will at the beginning
of the historical year: 12 January 1500. See NRO, NCC, Popy 93. See also Blomefield and Parkin, Norfolk,
vol. 4, p. 303, and Cattermole and Cotton, “Medieval Parish Church Building,” p. 257. Building work
could not have started much earlier than this date because the will of John Reynold, drawn up the 24 May
1499, left a provisional gift of ten marks for the making of a new window in the church if the parishioners
decided to rebuild it. See The Register of John Morton, Archbishop of Canterbury, 1486-1500, ed. C.
Harper-Bill, vol. 3 (Woodbridge, 2000), p. 95.
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1507.41 The rest of the wills are fairly evenly distributed across the intervening years.42
Confirmation of the fact that the church must have been largely finished by the end of
this period can be found in a painted inscription above the south nave aisle door, made to
memorialize the reforming policies of Henry VIII in 1547, which states that the structure
was built in 1506 (figs. 4.49).43 Wills containing bequests concerned with furnishing
and/or embellishing the church, eleven in all, fall within a twenty-two-year period. Most

41

“[T]o the rep[ar]acion of the same chirche x li.” See NRO, NCC, Ryxe 474. See also “St Andrew’s
Church,” Norwich Survey Report.
42

1502, William Nobbys, five marks to “new making” (NRO, NCC, Popy 177; Cattermole and Cotton,
“Medieval Parish Church Building,” p. 257; King, “Norwich St Andrew,” n. 8). 1502, Margaret Dilham,
eight marks to “new building” (NRO, NCC, Popy 184; Blomefield and Parkin, Norfolk, vol. 4, p. 303; “St
Andrew’s Church,” Norwich Survey Report [Supplementary Notes]; Cattermole and Cotton, “Medieval
Parish Church Building,” p. 257; King, “Norwich St Andrew,” n. 8). 1502, Nicholas Colich, fifty marks to
“rebuilding” (NRO, NCC, Popy 122; Blomefield and Parkin, Norfolk, vol. 4, pp. 303-4; King, “Norwich St
Andrew,” n. 8). 1502, Robert Belton, seven pounds to “rebuilding” (TNA, PROB 11/13/245; King,
“Norwich St Andrew,” n. 8). 1503, Robert Pinchmore, unspecified amount to “reparation” (NRO, NCC,
Popy 374; “St Andrew’s Church,” Norwich Survey Report; King, “Norwich St Andrew,” n. 8). 1503, Anne
Jeckys, half mark to “building” (NRO, NCC, Popy 507; “St Andrew’s Church,” Norwich Survey Report;
Cattermole and Cotton, “Medieval Parish Church Building,” p. 257). 1503, Thomas Hood, ten marks to
“rebuilding” (NRO, NCC, Popy 348; Blomefield and Parkin, Norfolk, vol. 4, p. 304; King, “Norwich St
Andrew,” n. 8). 1503, John Ballys, five marks to “rebuilding” (NRO, ANW, Cook, f. 56; Blomefield and
Parkin, Norfolk, vol. 4, p. 304; King, “Norwich St Andrew,” n. 8). 1503, John Withmale, twenty marks to
“rebuilding” (NRO, NCC, Popy 381; Blomefield and Parkin, Norfolk, vol. 4, p. 304; King, “Norwich St
Andrew,” n. 8). 1503, Clare Withmale, ten marks to “rebuilding” (NRO, NCC, Popy 422; Blomefield and
Parkin, Norfolk, vol. 4, p. 304; King, “Norwich St Andrew,” n. 8). 1504, Katherine Bowfeld, two marks to
“building” (NRO, NCC, Ryxe 87; Blomefield and Parkin, Norfolk, vol. 4, p. 316; “St Andrew’s Church,”
Norwich Survey Report; Cattermole and Cotton, “Medieval Parish Church Building,” p. 257; King,
“Norwich St Andrew,” n. 8). 1504, Agnes East, twenty pounds to “rebuilding” (NRO, NCC, Ryxe 168;
Blomefield and Parkin, Norfolk, vol. 4, p. 304; King, “Norwich St Andrew,” n. 8). 1505, Margaret Belton,
unspecified amount to building (NRO, NCC, Robinson 90; “St Andrew’s Church,” Norwich Survey
Report); 1505, Edmund Wright, unspecified amount to building (NRO, NCC, Ryxe 175; Blomefield and
Parkin, Norfolk, vol. 4, p. 304; “St Andrew’s Church,” Norwich Survey Report). 1506, Gerard Johnson,
twelve pounds to “rebuilding” (NRO, NCC, Ryxe 326; “St Andrew’s Church,” Norwich Survey Report).
1506, Thomas Plumsted, unspecified amount to building (TNA, PROB 11/15/349; “St Andrew’s Church,”
Norwich Survey Report). 1506, John Petirson, forty shillings to “building” and “performation” (TNA,
PROB 11/15/388; “St Andrew’s Church,” Norwich Survey Report; King, “Norwich St Andrew,” n.9).
1507, William Potter, five pounds to “emending” (TNA, PROB 11/15/586; “St Andrew’s Church,”
Norwich Survey Report; King, “Norwich St Andrew,” n.9).
43

The inscription—a fascinating text in and of itself—reads as follows: “This Church was builded of
Timber, Stone, & Bricks, / In the Year of our Lord God xv hundred and six, / And lately translated from
extreme Idolatry, / A thousand five hundred and seven and fortie. / And in the first year of our noble King
EDWARD, / The Gospel in Parliament was mightily set forward. / Thanks be to GOD. Anno Dom. 1547,
Decemb.” The board on which the inscription is painted has hung over the south aisle door since at least the
mid-eighteenth century. See Blomefield and Parkin, Norfolk, vol. 4, p. 312.
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revealing is that of Robert Gardener—mercer, alderman, and three-time mayor of
Norwich44—from 1508; it leaves ten pounds for the glazing of multiple windows on the
north side of the church (“yet undone”) as well as unspecified amounts of money for a
new rood screen across the main vessel (to be made “according to the old work” in the
aisles) and a new set of benches or “stools” (both in the main vessel and in the aisles).45
Three other wills from around the same time contain analogous bequests for glazing.
John Petirson’s leaves an unspecified amount for a “low window” in 1506.46 William
Potter’s leaves five pounds for a window in 1507.47 William Boneham’s leaves ten marks

44

Gardener was elected mayor in 1490, 1499, and 1506. See Cozens-Hardy and Kent, Mayors of Norwich,
p. 35.
45

Window glazing: “It[e]m I bequeth to the glasynge of the northe syde of the seid chirche of seynt
andrewe yet undon[e] x li and I wull that my name be wretyn upon ev[er]y wyndowe suche as shalbe made
at my coste.” Rood screen: “I wull that the perke in ye same chirche be made at my cost in the myddis of
the same accordynge to ye olde werke made on bothe sydis.” Benches: It[e]m I will that all the newe
st[o]olynge in ye chirche and elys of seynt andrewe in Norwiche be made at my cost.” See NRO, NCC,
Spyltymber 93. See also Blomefield and Parkin, Norfolk, vol. 4, p. 304; “St. Andrew’s Church,” Norwich
Survey Report; Cattermole and Cotton, “Medieval Parish Church Building,” p. 257; Cotton, “Mediaeval
Roodscreens in Norfolk,” p. 50; King, “Norwich St Andrew.” Gardner asked to be buried in the Chapel of
St Mary in the Steeple: “I co[m]mend…my body to be buryed in our ladies chapell in the stepull w[i]tin the
p[re]cincte of ye churche yerd of the parisshe chirche of seynt andrewe in Norwiche if the chirche wardens
and p[ar]isshers of the same chirche will suffer my body to be buryed ther.” Whether this request was ever
fulfilled is unclear in light of the fact that a surviving tomb slab in the chancel, which features two brass
effigies (a man and a woman), is firmly attributable, based on a now-lost merchant’s mark, to Gardener.
See Farrer, Monumental Brasses, p. 59. (The tomb is misattributed to William Layer in Blomefield and
Parkin, Norfolk, vol. 4, p. 314.) Either the tomb was installed well before his death—a distinct possibility
since the tomb commemorates one wife but the will mentions two wives—or it was moved from the chapel
into the chancel before the earliest antiquarian record of the church was made during the early eighteenth
century. See, for further discussion, an unpublished inventory of surviving brass-work in the building kept
in the church vestry. (I am grateful to Jonathan Piesse, churchwarden at St Andrew, for providing me a
copy of this document.)
46

“Item I wille there be glased a lowe wyndowe in seint androwys church in Norwiche.” Petirson also
made provisions for the foundation of a three-year chantry in the parish. See TNA, PROB 11/15/388. See
also “St Andrew’s Church,” Norwich Survey Report; King, “Norwich St Andrew.”
47

“It[e]m to the rep[ar]acion and amending of the same church v li. in money and the making of a glasse
wyndowe.” Potter also made provisions for the foundation of a five-year chantry in the parish. See TNA,
PROB 11/15/586. See also “St Andrew’s Church,” Norwich Survey Report; King, “Norwich St Andrew.”
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for a window in 1509.48 All of the remaining wills—with the exception of John Reed’s,
mentioned above, which leaves a small gift towards the “painting of the church”49—
contain bequests involving images, tabernacles, or liturgical goods; their dates range from
1510 to 1528.50 (A new font had been erected at the west end of the nave, just outside the
entrance of the newly renovated Chapel of St Mary in the Steeple, by Robert Aylmer,
two-time mayor of Norwich, in 1493.51) The chronological distribution of these
documents indicates, unequivocally, that the nave and the chancel were built, glazed, and
furnished with screens and seats with near-lightening speed inside the space of a
decade—an astonishing feat given the relatively slow pace at which architectural work
had progressed at the site during the previous half century.
The extent of the reconstruction was considerable (fig. 4.2). As the previous
analysis suggested, at the time that work got underway, the existing structure featured the
48

Boneham was rector of the church of Horstead (Norfolk). See Blomefield and Parkin, Norfolk, vol. 4, p.
304; “St. Andrew’s Church,” Norwich Survey Report; Cattermole and Cotton, “Medieval Parish Church
Building,” p. 257; King, “Norwich St Andrew.”
49

“I bequeth to the peyntyng of seynt andrew forseid x s.” See NRO, NCC, Ryxe 474.

50

1510, John Chirche, unspecified sum to gild the image of Our Lady of Grace (Blomefield and Parkin,
Norfolk, vol. 4, p. 304). 1518, Elizabeth Thursby, ten marks to “finishing the church” and a gift of a gilt
chalice (Blomefield and Parkin, Norfolk, vol. 4, p. 304; King, “Norwich St Andrew,” n.11). 1521, John
Doubleday, unspecified sum to the image of St Saviour (“St. Andrew’s Church,” Norwich Survey Report).
1521, Annore Belton, twenty shillings to the tabernacle of the image of St Andrew and a gift of two paxes
(Blomefield and Parkin, Norfolk, vol. 4, p. 304; “St. Andrew’s Church,” Norwich Survey Report). 1522,
John Smarte, five marks to the tabernacle of the image of St Andrew (Blomefield and Parkin, Norfolk, vol.
4, p. 304; “St. Andrew’s Church,” Norwich Survey Report; Cattermole and Cotton, “Medieval Parish
Church Building,” p. 257). 1526, Thomas Clarke, a gift of two candlesticks to the high altar and a gift of
two chalices to the Chapel of Our Lady in the Steeple (Blomefield and Parkin, Norfolk, vol. 4, pp. 304-5;
“St. Andrew’s Church,” Norwich Survey Report). 1527, John Holly, ten pounds to the church and ten
shillings to the tabernacle of the image of St John (Blomefield and Parkin, Norfolk, vol. 4, p. 304). 1527,
Elizabeth Holly, five pounds to “finishing” the tabernacle of the image of St John and a gift of a cope and a
vestment worth thirty pounds (Blomefield and Parkin, Norfolk, vol. 4, p. 304). 1528, Simon Tower,
unspecified amount to the tabernacle of the images of St Simon and St Jude (Blomefield and Parkin,
Norfolk, vol. 4, p. 305; “St. Andrew’s Church,” Norwich Survey Report).
51

Blomefield provides a transcription of the dedicatory inscription around the font, which was replaced
during the mid-nineteenth century, in Blomefield and Parkin, Norfolk, vol. 4, p. 306. Aylmer was elected
mayor in 1481 and 1492. See Cozens-Hardy and Kent, Mayors of Norwich, p. 33.
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following architectural components: a one-aisled chancel, a two-aisled nave, and a porchflanked tower. Horizontally speaking, the new building project did little to expand the
church, although it did provide an extra chancel chapel on the north side. The arcade
walls were almost certainly erected on the foundations of the old arcade walls (as
indicated by the axes of the side walls of the chancel).52 The aisle walls were probably
erected just outside the old nave aisle walls (as indicated by the axes, now off-center, of
the porch doors in the west aisle walls).53 The geometrical logic governing the
arrangement of the floor plan is difficult to reconstruct. Whatever it was, though, it
appears to have been highly intentional. The three central arcade bays have almost
identical pier-to-pier intercolumniations averaging 4.35m.54 The two outer arcade bays,
east and west, have almost identical pier-to-pier intercolumniations averaging 4.85m.55
The discrepancy between the two sets may reflect a desire to fill the “gap” created by the
demolition of the old chancel arch (which was probably about a meter thick). Vertically
speaking, the new building project did much to expand the church, both the chancel and
the nave. The former, as indicated earlier, had been a shorter structure of one story. The
latter had also been a shorter structure—though whether it featured a one-story elevation
or a two-story elevation remains unclear. A scar on the exterior east face of the tower
suggests that, in either case, the old arcade walls were not much higher than the new aisle
walls (figs. 4.50-4.51). The geometrical logic governing the arrangement of the major
52

The average width of the main vessel is 6.48m.

53

The average width of the north aisle is 3.96m. The average width of the south aisle is 4.01m.

54

Those on the north side, moving west to east, measure 4.35m, 4.36m, and 4.34m. Those on the south
side, moving west to east, measure 4.33m, 4.36m, and 4.35m.
55

The east bays, north and south, are each 4.85m. The west bays are slightly different: the north side is
4.82m and the south side is 4.85m.
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components of the internal elevations is, not unlike that pertaining to the floor plan,
difficult to reconstruct. But it is worth noting that the ratio between the arcade level and
the clerestory level is approximately 2.75-to-1—a figure larger than that at St Gregory
Pottergate (2.5-to-1) but smaller than that at St Peter Mancroft (3.25-to-1).56 The result
was a large, luminous, box-like interior that, at the time of its completion, was one of the
most stunning works of parochial architecture not only in the city but also in the wider
region.

Architectural Context: Third-Phase “Hall Churches”
St Andrew was one of a series of nine “hall churches” erected in East Anglia
during the century between c.1450 and c.1550 (map 1).57 Three were located in
southwestern Suffolk: Long Melford Holy Trinity, Denston St Nicholas, and Nayland St
James. Five, excluding St Andrew, were located in Norfolk: Norwich St Laurence,
Loddon Holy Trinity, Shelton St Mary, Salthouse St Nicholas, and Norwich St Stephen.
Aside from location, it is possible to organize these churches into two major groups based
on the manner in which they were constructed. Building in the first group—Norwich St
Laurence (c.1450-c.1500), Long Melford (c.1465-c.1500), and Norwich St Stephen
(c.1500-c.1550)—were erected in multiple campaigns over the course of several decades.
Buildings in the second group—Denston (c.1475-85), Nayland (c.1480-90), Loddon
(c.1490), Shelton (c.1495), and Salthouse (c.1500)—were erected, by contrast, in a single
56

In all three cases, the arcade level is measured from the floor to the clerestory windowsills, and the
clerestory level is measured from the clerestory windowsills to the clerestory window apices (effectively
the bottom of the wall plates of the high roof). At St Andrew, the height of the arcade is 10.23m and the
height of the clerestory is 3.71m, which yields a ratio of 2.76:1. At St Gregory, they are 8.79m and 3.40m,
for a ratio of 2.59:1. At St Peter, they are 11.02m and 3.35m, for a ratio of 3.28:1.
57

B. Haward, Suffolk Medieval Church Arcades, 1150-1550 (Ipswich, 1993), pp. 35-7.
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campaign within the space of little more than a decade. The division between the two sets
of structures has less to do with site or size and more to do with financing.
Buildings in the first group of late “hall churches” appear to have been erected in
stages because they had no leading patron. At Long Melford, the north chancel chapel
was financed by the Clopton family, the south chancel chapel was financed by the Martin
family, and the main vessel and the side aisles of the all-in-one nave and chancel were
sponsored by a small assembly of parishioners (including the Cloptons and the
Martins)—all of whom were commemorated in a series of architectural inscriptions (of
which numerous exterior examples still survive) (figs. 4.52-4.54).58 In terms of
architectural layout, Long Melford is a unified whole, suggesting that an all-embracing
plan was adopted from at an early stage. In terms of architectural style, however, the
building is far from unified. Different pier types, one in the five western bays and the
other in the four eastern bays, indicate that the building contains fabric of both
58

See, on Long Melford Holy Trinity, Haward, Suffolk Medieval Church Arcades, pp. 300-3. The building
has long been celebrated as a paradigmatic late medieval parish church—most recently in P. Williamson,
“The Parish Church,” in Gothic: Art for England 1400-1547, eds. R. Marks and P. Williamson (exh. cat.,
Victoria and Albert Museum, London, 2003), pp. 375-7. The best historical account of the church remains
W. Parker, The History of Long Melford (London, 1873), pp. 30-144. See, for architectural issues, C. Paine,
“The Building of Long Melford Church,” in A Sermon in Stone: The 500th Anniversary Book of Long
Melford Church (Long Melford, 1984), pp. 9-18; Woodman, King’s College Chapel, pp. 150-1; R. Marks,
Image and Devotion in Late Medieval England (Stroud, 2004), pp. 200-3; F. Woodman, “The Writing on
the Wall: New Thoughts on Long Melford Church,” Proceedings of the Suffolk Institute of Archaeology
and History, vol. 42, pt. 2 (2010), pp. 185-98. See, on the surviving glazing, C. Woodforde, “Two Unusual
Subjects in Ancient Glass in Long Melford Church,” Proceedings of the Suffolk Institute of Archaeology
and Natural History, vol. 21, pt. 1 (1931), pp. 63-6; L. W. H. Whitehead, “The Trinity Rabbits: Notes with
Reference to Paper on Long Melford Glass,” Proceedings of the Suffolk Institute of Archaeology and
Natural History, vol. 21, pt. 2 (1932), pp. 172-3; C. Woodforde, “Further Notes on the Medieval Stained
Glass of Long Melford Church, Suffolk,” Journal of the British Archaeological Association, 3rd series, vol.
4 (1939), pp. 193-6. See, on the rare surviving altarpiece, K. W. Woods, “The Pre-Reformation Altarpiece
of Long Melford Church,” Antiquaries Journal, vol. 82 (2002), pp. 93-104. Most interesting in relation to
the late medieval history of the parish is an unusual text, written in the final quarter of the sixteenth
century, describing the socio-religious life of the community before the tumult of the Reformation. See, for
a transcription, D. Dymond and C. Paine, The Spoil of Melford Church: The Reformation in a Suffolk
Parish (Ipswich, 1989). See also B. van den Hoven van Genderen, “Remembrance and Memoria: The
Descriptions of Four Churches Compared,” in Care for the Here and Hereafter: Memoria, Art and Ritual
in the Middle Ages, eds. T. van Bueren and A. van Leerdam (Turnhout, 2005), pp. 267-90.
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fourteenth-century date and fifteenth-century date (figs. 4.52, 4.54). Divergent tracery
styles in the north chantry chapel, in the south chantry chapel, and in the main aisles and
the clerestory illustrate, moreover, that the structure received the professional attention of
at least three master masons—those responsible for the chantry chapels no doubt being
hired by the families who paid for them (figs. 4.53, 4.55-4.56). Similar breaks in
construction are visible at the two churches in Norwich—both of which were products of
piecemeal architectural patronage (as was the case at almost all of the parish churches in
the city). At St Laurence, where building work proceeded west to east, the architectural
division is obvious (figs. 4.57-4.58).59 The nave has widely-set octagonal piers dating to
the 1450s. The chancel has closely-set lozenge piers dating to the 1490s. The rough
juncture of the two, marked by residual walls from the demolished chancel arch, indicates
that the decision to erect a “hall church” was adopted at a relatively late point in the
construction process. At St Stephen, where building work proceeded from east to west,
the chronological division is much less obvious since both the chancel and the nave have
octagonal arcade piers, blind triforium-like panels, and paired clerestory windows (figs.
4.59-4.60).60 There are, however, minor differences between the two areas that intimate
their non-contemporaneity. The chancel, erected between c.1500 and c.1535, features
heavily molded clerestory windowsills and figural roof corbels. The nave, erected
between c.1540 and c.1550, features lightly molded clerestory windowsills and non59

See, on Norwich St Laurence, “St. Lawrence,” Norwich Survey Report, NHER 583. See also Blomefield
and Parkin, Norfolk, vol. 4, pp. 260-72; Cattermole and Cotton, “Medieval Parish Church Building,” p.
258; Haward, Norfolk Album, pp. 98-9.
60

See, on Norwich St Stephen, “St. Stephen,” Norwich Survey Report, NHER 598. See also Blomefield
and Parkin, Norfolk, vol. 4, pp. 145-65; Cattermole and Cotton, “Medieval Parish Church Building,” pp.
259-60; Woodman, King’s College Chapel, pp. 151-2. The medieval glazing is discussed in D. Harford,
“On the East Window of St. Stephen’s Church, Norwich,” Norfolk Archaeology, vol. 15 (1904), pp. 33548.
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figural roof corbels. The smooth juncture of the two, coupled with the high degree of
consistency between their designs, indicates that the decision to erect a “hall church” was
adopted at a relatively early point in the construction process.
Buildings in the second group of late “hall churches”—unlike Long Melford,
Norwich St Laurence, or Norwich St Stephen—appear to have been erected in quick,
coordinated, and integrated manners because they enjoyed the lavish patronage of the
landed elite. Denston, for instance, was remade in order to accommodate a chantry
college established by John Denston—the foundation of which was effected by his two
executors, Sir John Broughton and Sir John Howard, later Duke of Norfolk (figs. 4.614.63).61 Nayland was rebuilt by non-local lords of the manor who belonged to the
nobility: the Barons Scrope of Masham (Yorkshire) (figs. 4.64-4.66).62 Loddon, Shelton,
and Salthouse were rebuilt by local lords of the manor who belonged to the gentry:
Loddon by Sir James Hobart (attorney general to King Henry VII) (figs. 4.67-4.69),63
Shelton by Sir Ralph Shelton (figs. 4.70-4.72),64 and Salthouse by Sir Henry Heydon
61

See, on Denston St Nicholas, Haward, Suffolk Medieval Church Arcades, pp. 212-3. See also F.
Haslewood, “Collegiate Church at Denston, Suffolk,” Proceedings of the Suffolk Institute of Archaeology
and Natural History, vol. 6, pt. 3 (1888), pp. 401-6. The details of the foundation of the chantry college are
recounted in VCH: Suffolk, vol. 2 (London, 1975), p. 142.
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See, on Nayland St James, Haward, Suffolk Medieval Church Arcades, pp. 313-5. See also D. Dymond,
“The Chapel-of-Ease: Symbol of Local Identity and Ambition,” The Ricardian: Journal of the Richard III
Society, vol. 13 (2003), pp. 203-16.
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See, on Loddon Holy Trinity, Haward, Norfolk Album, pp. 70-1. See also Blomefield and Parkin,
Norfolk, vol. 10 (1809), pp. 160-1; A. Fenner, “Holy Trinity, Loddon,” in A. Davison, The Evolution of
Settlement in Three Parishes in South-East Norfolk, East Anglian Archaeology 49 (Dereham, 1990), p. 60;
C. A. Bradbury, “A Norfolk Saint for a Norfolk Man: William of Norwich and Sir James Hobart at Holy
Trinity Church in Loddon,” Norfolk Archaeology, vol. 46, pt. 4 (2013), pp. 452-61.
64

See, on Shelton St Mary, Haward, Norfolk Album, pp. 112-3. See also Blomefield and Parkin, Norfolk,
vol. 5 (1806), pp. 270-4; B. J. Armstrong, “Notes on the Church and Family of Shelton,” Norfolk
Archaeology, vol. 12 (1895), pp. 234-42; Fawcett, “Later Gothic Architecture in Norfolk,” pp. 438-51;
Woodman, King’s College Chapel, pp. 151-2; J. Finch, “Fragments of Ambition: The Monuments of the
Shelton Family at Shelton, Norfolk,” in Counties and Communities: Essays on East Anglian History
Presented to Hassell Smith, eds. C. Rawcliffe, R. Virgoe, and R. G. Wilson (Norwich, 1996), pp. 85-96.
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(figs. 4.73-4.75).65 The end-to-end uniformity of the arcade designs at all five churches—
each featuring up-to-date lozenge piers—indicates that the resolution to erect an all-inone nave and chancel was adopted from the outset of building work in every case.
Architectural characteristics differ to some extent from site to site. Denston has single
clerestory windows (figs. 4.62-4.63). Salthouse has double aisle windows (figs. 4.744.75). And both Denston and Shelton have flat east ends rather than projecting sanctuary
bays (figs. 4.61, 4.63, 4.70, 4.72). On the whole, however, all of the buildings share a
powerfully integrated appearance inside and outside. The distribution of these two groups
of late “hall churches” suggests that the all-in-one format was becoming less popular in
multi-patron settings and more popular in single-patron settings toward the end of the
fifteenth century.

Design
Norwich St Andrew, however, complicates this otherwise neat picture. The
building possesses characteristics associated with both sets of late “hall churches.” On the
one hand, like buildings in the first group, it was financed through collaborative
patronage. On the other hand, like buildings in the second group, it was finished with
impressive speed. Several formal elements point to further architectural connections. The
piers, which have lozenge sections with cardinal shafts and diagonal moldings, have
parallels at a small number of contemporary buildings in Norfolk (fig. 4.76).66 Supports
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See, on Salthouse St Nicholas, Haward, Norfolk Album, pp. 108-11. See also Blomefield and Parkin,
Norfolk, vol. 9 (1808), pp. 431-2; C. L. S. Linnell, “Some Notes on the Ruin in Salthouse Churchyard,”
Norfolk Archaeology, vol. 27, pt. 3 (1941), pp. 345-50; P. Eden, “Salthouse Church,” Archaeological
Journal, vol. 137 (1980), pp. 347-8.
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See Haward, Norfolk Album, pp. 10-11.
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of identical layout, with simple hollow chamfers in the diagonals, can be found at
Salthouse (fig. 4.77b). Supports of three closely related layouts, with various compound
moldings in the diagonals, can be found at Norwich St George Colegate, Norwich St
Michael Coslany, and Shelton (hollow chamfers and ogees) (fig. 4.77c-e); at Norwich St
Lawrence (hollow chamfers and angled pieces) (fig. 4.77f); and at Norwich St John
Maddermarket (double ogees) (fig. 4.77g). The wall arcades—architectural devices that
appear to have remained largely unexploited in city churches for almost a century after
their introduction at St Gregory Pottergate (a possible exception being those in the
insecurely dated nave of St Martin at Oak)—have parallels at a large number of
contemporary buildings in Norwich (figs. 4.18-4.19).67 Those featuring pilaster-like
supports with bases and capitals, as at St Andrew, can be found at six sites: St George
Colegate (south nave aisle), St John Maddermarket (north nave/chancel aisle), St John de
Sepulchre (nave), St Laurence (south chancel aisle), St Michael Coslany (nave aisles),
and St Peter Parmentergate (chancel) (fig. 4.78). Those featuring plainer supports can be
found at nine sites: All Saints, St Clement, St Edmund Fishergate, St Laurence, St
Margaret, St Martin at Oak, St Mary Coslany, St Michael Coslany, and St Peter Hungate.
The wall paneling between the arcade and the clerestory, finally, is a leading example of
what John Harvey called the “most satisfactory solution” to unified bay design in late
medieval England (figs. 4.18-4.19).68 The idea of achieving an integrated elevation by
means of continuous mullions dropping from the clerestory windows, through the wall
plane, and onto the extradoses of the arcade arches seems to have been pioneered on the
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See Chapter 2.
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See J. Harvey, The Perpendicular Style, 1330-1485 (London, 1978), p. 217.
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exterior of the now-demolished chapter-house at St Paul’s Cathedral in London (designed
by William Ramsey around 1330) (fig. 4.79). Early iterations, erected during the 1330s,
included the presbytery at Wells Cathedral (a paradigmatic “Decorated” structure) (fig.
4.80) and the north, south, and east arms at Gloucester Abbey (a paradigmatic
“Perpendicular” structure) (fig. 4.81). Later iterations, erected between c.1400 and
c.1500, were concentrated in three geographical regions: the West Country (Sherborne
Abbey, Great Malvern Priory, Bristol St Mary Redcliffe); the Midlands (Coventry St
Michael and Coventry Holy Trinity); and East Anglia (Burwell, Shelton, and Norwich St
Stephen) (figs. 4.82, 4.72, 4.60). The presence of all three architectural features inside the
main vessel at St Andrew—the stately lozenge piers, the slender wall arcades, and the
screen-like wall panels—indicates that the individual responsible for its design was
affiliated with one of the most prolific architectural workshops of the period: that of John
Antell in Norwich.
Antell is a rather enigmatic figure. Firm documentary evidence concerning his
architectural practice is regrettably thin.69 He is first recorded as a freemason working at
King’s College Chapel, Cambridge, under its first master, Reginald Ely, in 1459. He is
thereafter documented as obtaining the freedom in Norwich in 1470 and as receiving,
along with his fellows, a payment of almost four pounds from the cellarer at Norwich
Cathedral Priory for his work on the chancel at Worstead St Mary in 1485 (the same year
in which he also received a robe, in tandem with his presumed architectural superior at
the cathedral, Robert Everard). It has been suggested that Antell may have been recruited
from Cambridge to Norwich in order to design the complex lierne vaults inserted over the
69

See, for an overview of the documentary evidence concerning Antell, J. Harvey, English Mediaeval
Architects: A Biographical Dictionary down to 1550, 2nd ed. (Gloucester, 1984), p. 8.
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nave of the cathedral—recently re-dated to the late 1450s and early 1460s (and not, as
previously alleged, to the period after the fire of 1463) (fig. 4.83).70 Such a project would
have required a high degree of architectural expertise since it involved transforming a
structure made for a light wooden roof into a structure capable of carrying a heavy stone
vault. Everard, the designer of the cathedral spire, probably had little knowledge of
complex vaulting practices, given the exceptional nature of the undertaking in the region.
Antell, however, probably had considerable knowledge of complex vaulting practices
because he was almost certainly familiar with Ely’s plans for a massive lierne vault at
King’s College Chapel (never completed). It is therefore very likely that the two
architects, Everard and Antell, worked together as partners, senior and junior, on the
cathedral project—an idea bolstered by the fact that they were neighbors in Palace Plain
(the area just north of the priory precinct).
Antell seems to have spent much of his time managing the vaulting of the nave
under Bishop Walter Lyhart (r.1446-72) and the vaulting of the choir under Bishop James
Goldwell (r.1472-99). Then, around the turn of the century, he or his workshop—led by
this date, perhaps, by a Robert Antell of Norwich (first documented in relation to work at
Walberswick St Andrew in 149271)—designed a series of elegant parish churches
scattered throughout the city and the wider region.72 First-tier works, in addition to
Norwich St Andrew, included Norwich St George Colegate (nave) (fig. 4.84); Norwich
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F. Woodman, “The Gothic Campaigns,” in Norwich Cathedral: Church, City, and Diocese, 1096-1996,
ed. I. Atherton (London and Rio Grande, 1996), pp. 185, 187, 189. Antell’s contribution is assessed at pp.
191-2.
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Harvey, English Mediaeval Architects, pp. 8-9.
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The earliest in-depth analysis of the output of this workshop, associated not with Antell but with the socalled “Shelton mason,” is Fawcett, “Later Gothic Architecture in Norfolk,” pp. 438-76.
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St Michael Coslany (nave and chancel) (fig. 4.85); Norwich St Stephen (chancel) (fig.
4.60); and Shelton St Mary (nave and chancel) (figs. 4.72).73 Second-tier works included
Norwich St John Maddermarket (north aisle) (fig. 4.86); Norwich St Martin at Oak (south
aisle) (fig. 4.87); Norwich St Laurence (chancel) (fig. 4.88); and Salthouse St Nicholas
(nave and chancel) (fig. 4.75).74 Defining elements in many of these buildings were
lozenge piers with round cardinal shafts and molded diagonal splays, wall arcades with
pilaster-like supports, and windows under depressed four-centered arches containing
foiled shapes, decorated supertransoms, and bulbous apex daggers. Even more distinctive
were the triforium-like panels employed at Shelton, Norwich St Andrew, and Norwich St
Stephen—all of which were derived from the nave at Burwell, designed by Reginald Ely
(between c.1450 and c.1460), a logical touchstone for Antell given his experience under
the former master at King’s College Chapel (fig. 4.82).75 Antell’s workshop, in effect,
employed what might be termed a “signature style” that proved to be immensely popular
in the region between c.1490 and c.1510. It thus comes as little surprise that the
architectural outfit was chosen to design a large-scale project like that at Norwich St
Andrew—especially since two of its recent works, Shelton and Salthouse, demonstrated
that it was capable of executing an all-in-one church with speed, precision, and panache.
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Discussed in Woodman, King’s College Chapel, pp. 151-2.

74

Discussed in Haward, Norfolk Album, p. 21.

75

The best architectural account of Burwell St Mary (Cambridgeshire) is Woodman, King’s College
Chapel, pp. 87-91.
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Patronage
Identifying the patrons responsible for funding this ambitious project is a fairly
straightforward endeavor. Testamentary evidence, considered earlier, provides the names
of almost two dozen building patrons—of whom many seem to have accumulated
substantial wealth in their various employments. The sums of seventeen out of twentyone donations are recorded. They range from half a mark (£0-6-8)76 to fifty marks (£336-8)77 and average almost eight pounds per patron (a considerable amount during the
early sixteenth century).78 The occupations of thirteen out of twenty-one donors are also
recorded (four being wives who cite their husbands’ professional status). They vary
considerably: from three grocers79 and a draper80 to four bowers,81 a fletcher,82 a
goldsmith,83 a brewer,84 a skinner,85 and a hardwareman.86 Four male testators describe
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Anne Jeckys (1503). See note 42.
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Nicholas Colich (1502). See note 42.
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These gifts, reproduced here in rough chronological order, are as follows: £1; £1; £3-6-8; £5-6-8; £33-68; £7; £0-6-8; £6-13-4; £3-6-8; £13-6-8; £6-13-4; £1-6-8; £20; £12; £2; £5; £10. See notes 40-42.
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John Reynold (1499); Nicholas Colich (1502); Katherine Bowfeld (1504). See notes 40 and 42.
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William Potter (1507). See notes 42 and 47.

81

William Nobbys (1502); John Withmale (1503); Clare Withmale (1503); John Reed (1507). See notes 42
and 49.
82

Agnes East (1504). See note 42.
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Anable King (1500). See note 40.

84

John Petirson (1506). See notes 42 and 46.

85

Thomas Hood (1503). See note 42.

86

Gerard Johnson (1506). See note 42.
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themselves as aldermen.87 Two female testators describe themselves as wives of
aldermen.88 Heraldic evidence, gleaned largely from antiquarian sources, provides
additional information concerning patterns of architectural patronage in the church. Very
prominent, both inside and outside the building, were the arms of Bishop Goldwell. Nowlost examples appeared in the east window (in tandem with the heraldic pomegranate of
Catherine of Aragon and the heraldic rose of the Tudors)89 and in the chancel roof (in
tandem with those of Goldwell’s successor, Richard Nix, who held the episcopacy
between 1501 and 1535).90 Surviving examples appear in the two escutcheons situated
between the image niches on the exterior east gable wall—complementing, in essence,
the older heraldry in the escutcheon friezes at the base of the sanctuary (fig. 4.12).91
Blomefield, apparently on the evidence of little more than the arms, claimed that the
bishop was a “considerable benefactor” to the new church.92 David King, however, has
87

Nicholas Colich (1502); Robert Pinchmore (1503); John Withmale (1503); William Potter (1507). See
notes 42 and 47.
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Clare Withmale (1503); Katherine Bowfeld (1504). See note 42.
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The three central panels of the east window were already missing by the time they were described by
Kirkpatrick. The remaining two outer panels, the Sacrifice of Isaac on the north side and the Brazen
Serpent on the south side, were removed to make way for the present glazing in 1865. They were then reset
on three separate occasions (no doubt causing considerable damage): in the north/south clerestory windows
in 1881, in the north nave aisle around 1914, and in the south nave aisle, where they presently reside,
around 1945. Goldwell’s arms remained intact as late as the late nineteenth century when they were
recorded by J. W. Winter. The pomegranate and the rose remained intact as late as the early twentieth
century when they were recorded by G. A. King. Only fragments of the first two emblems survive (the
former in the north clerestory [NII] and the latter in the south nave aisle [sVIII]). See King, “Norwich St
Andrew.”
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angel figures supporting the roof principals, were still visible during the mid-eighteenth century when they
were noted by Blomefield. See Blomefield and Parkin, Norfolk, vol. 4, p. 313. But they seem to have
vanished by the late nineteenth century since they are not inventoried by Farrer. See Farrer, Church
Heraldry of Norfolk, vol. 3, pp. 26-37.
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2, f. 17 (NRO MC 500/52); Farrer, Church Heraldry of Norfolk, vol. 3, p. 37.
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recently suggested that it may, in fact, have been the bishop’s brother, Nicholas Goldwell
(d.1505)—Dean of the College of St Mary in the Fields, the patron of St Andrew, from
1498 to 1502—who was the benefactor in question since he asked in his will that certain
properties be sold in order to support the “wele” of his dead brother.93 This would suggest
that the chancel was a posthumous memorial to the local bishop—an appealing but
nonetheless unsubstantiated idea. Also prominent throughout the building were the
devices of various lay patrons. Windows, naturally, were the most popular location for
such items.94 Robert Gardiner95 was commemorated in at least three windows in the north
aisle. One contained his donor portrait (which survives, in a heavily restored state, in the
north chancel chapel). The other two contained, respectively, his donor inscription and
his merchant’s mark (neither of which survives). Gardner was not without company in
the glazing. John Randolph, sheriff and alderman, and Sir Philip Calthorpe, sheriff and
MP for Norfolk, were both commemorated in the aisle fenestration. The portrait of the
former, now lost, was located in one of the north aisle windows. The arms of the latter,
now lost, were located in one of the south aisle windows. Nicholas Colich96 and Robert
Aylmer,97 prosperous grocers who served as aldermen, were commemorated in an even
more systematic fashion in the clerestory fenestration. The mark of the former, along
with that of the Grocers Company, was installed in all of the windows on the north side.
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King, “Norwich St Andrew.”
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See, concerning the following information on the glazing, King, “Norwich St Andrew.”

95

Gardiner made generous bequests toward the glazing of the windows, the making of the rood screen, and
the “benching” of the church in his will of 1508. See note 45.
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Colich made a generous bequest toward the rebuilding of the church in his will of 1502. See note 42.

97

Aylmer paid for the installation of a new font in 1493. See note 51.
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The mark of the latter was installed in all of the windows on the south side. Other parts of
the building, aside from the windows, were similarly employed to display the devices of
building patrons. Gardiner’s mark, now lost, appeared in many of the escutcheons held by
the corbelled angel figures supporting the nave roof principals.98 Additional emblems
appeared in the carved escutcheons above the aisle windows on the outside of the
church.99 Still visible is the mark of the Mercer’s Company in the window over the
easternmost bay of the north nave aisle (fig. 4.89). No longer visible, however, are the
marks in the windows over the two westernmost bays of the south nave aisle (fig. 4.90).
In effect, then, the testamentary evidence and the heraldic evidence demonstrate that the
reconstruction of the church was a concentrated effort that involved both clerical patrons
and lay patrons—though the role of the former is much less clear than the role of the
latter.

Conclusion
In conclusion, with the advantage of historical distance, it is possible to see that St
Andrew represented the coda of a special tradition of integrated planning in the history of
parish church design in late medieval England. Many of its formal characteristics—most
notably its projecting sanctuary bay, its tall arcade openings, and its short clerestory
windows—had general antecedents in a large number of “hall churches” in East Anglia.
A few, however, had specific antecedents in a small number of “hall churches” in
Norwich. The aisle wall arcades evoked those at St Gregory Pottergate. The aisle window
98

Blomefield and Parkin, Norfolk, vol. 4, pp. 306-7.

99

Farrer, Church Heraldry of Norfolk, vol. 3, p. 36.
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traceries evoked those at St Peter Mancroft. And the elevated sanctuary bay, though not
lofted over an exterior passageway, nonetheless reverberated with the east ends at both
city churches. The Antell workshop’s design synthesized architectural ideas from a wide
variety of sources in order to create a one-of-a-kind box-like interior whose lofty paneled
elevations complemented the longitudinally elided nave and chancel and the laterally
elided central vessel and side aisles. The result—quite fittingly—was a fully integrated
building that, unlike other “hall churches” erected during the second half of the fifteenth
century and the first half of the sixteenth century, was financed by the parish in general
and not by any one patron in particular.
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CONCLUSION

One of the most striking characteristics of the three “hall churches” examined
within the present study—St Gregory Pottergate, St Peter Mancroft, and St Andrew—is
the extent to which they not only conformed to but also diverged from the examples of
roughly contemporary “hall churches” in other parts of East Anglia. St Gregory, for
instance, followed the open plan format of earlier fourteenth-century structures at North
Walsham (Norf.), Beccles (Suff.), and King’s Lynn (Norf.); unlike these buildings,
however, it was not only more compact but also more complex—featuring a porch-towernave sequence at the west end and a nave-chancel-sanctuary sequence at the east end. St
Peter Mancroft, though similar in layout to contemporary “hall churches” underway
between c.1400 and c.1450, was different from many of them insofar as it was the
product of last-minute improvisation (the all-in-one format being adopted well after work
began on the chancel)—unlike fully envisioned projects at Bildeston (Suff.), Blythburgh
(Suff.), Southwold (Suff.), and Woodbridge (Suff.).1 St Andrew, though similar in layout
to other contemporary “hall churches” underway between c.1450 and c.1550, was
different from many of them insofar as it was the product of composite patronage—
unlike individually financed projects at Denston (Suff.), Nayland (Suff.), Loddon (Norf.),
Shelton (Norf.), and Salthouse (Norf.).2 Therefore, both in matters of design and in
methods of patronage, strategies of adoption, adaptation, and alteration defined the

1

Similar conditions obtained, however, at Lowestoft (Suff.) and Walberswick (Suff.). See Chapter 3.

2

Similar conditions, pertained, however at Long Melford (Suff.). See Chapter 4.
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dynamic between the “hall churches” of Norwich and the “hall churches” of greater East
Anglia.
The conditions that governed the design of the buildings examined in this study
inverted, to some extent, the typical relationship between center and periphery. It has
been argued that cathedral-affiliated master masons were likely responsible for all three
buildings: Robert Wodehirst for St Gregory, James Woderofe for St Peter Mancroft, and
Robert Antell for St Andrew. (A fourth cathedral-based master mason, still unidentified,
probably designed the tower at the second site.) It is easy, on the one hand, to account for
Wodehirst’s presence at St Gregory since the patron of the church was none other than
Norwich Cathedral Priory. It is not as easy, on the other hand, to account for Woderofe’s
presence at St Peter Mancroft and Antell’s presence at St Andrew since the patron of both
churches was not the priory but rather the College of St Mary in the Fields—although a
likely explanation is that the college, one of the wealthiest religious houses in the city,
was in the habit of employing cathedral-based architects for its own building projects.
What is notable, in any event, is that all three buildings represented not the beginning but
rather the end of regional trends in parish church planning. Wodehirst’s work at St
Gregory was one of the last of a series of fourteenth-century churches with quatrefoil
piers and alternating window traceries. Antell’s work at St Andrew was one of the last of
a series of fifteenth-century churches with lozenge piers and blind triforium-like panels.
Both projects, though highly indebted to buildings throughout the region, recapitulated
ideas that the two architects had explored within the context of earlier projects in their
long careers: Wodehirst, for instance, at Beccles and Antell, for instance, at Shelton and
at Salthouse. Woderofe’s work at St Peter Mancroft, by contrast, appears to have had
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little precedent in the area—being the earliest of a small group of buildings in Norwich
designed in the so-called “Fantastic Style.” Like St Gregory and St Andrew, however, it
had few, if any, imitators in the wider region. On the whole, then, the design of the “hall
churches” of Norwich took much inspiration from, but gave little inspiration to, the
design of the “hall churches” of greater East Anglia.
The conditions that governed the patronage of the buildings examined in this
study subverted the binary relationship between one and many. In one sense, each was
conceived in a unified manner, whether built in one campaign like St Gregory and St
Andrew or in several campaigns like St Peter Mancroft. In another sense, all were
realized by diverse means, though documentary evidence concerning financial matters is
much less abundant in the case of St Gregory than it is in the cases of St Peter Mancroft
or St Andrew. It is impossible, in the absence of further information, to confirm which
party, the clergy or the laity, was responsible for coordinating building work at these
sites. Examples of both kinds of arrangements are known from better-documented parish
church building projects in late medieval England. At Swaffham St Peter and St Paul
(Norf.), the so-called “Black Book” kept by the mid fifteenth-century rector, John
Botwright, indicates that it was he who orchestrated the reconstruction of the nave and
the west tower, a building project financed by donations from dozens of named
parishioners.3 At Westminster St Margaret, the accounts kept by the early sixteenthcentury churchwardens indicate that it was they who orchestrated the reconstruction of
the church, a building project financed by donations, oblations, and fund-raising drives
involving a wide swathe of individuals within the parish—including both men (elite and
3

See T. A. Heslop, “Swaffham Parish Church: Community Building in Fifteenth Century Norfolk,” in
Medieval East Anglia, ed. C. Harper-Bill (Woodbridge, 2005), pp. 246-71.
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non-elite) and women (married and unmarried).4 Similar community-oriented dynamics
almost certainly obtained at St Gregory, St Peter Mancroft, and St Andrew. Indeed, given
the fact that all three foundations were appropriated rectories with relatively weak clerical
representation, it seems reasonable to conclude that parishioners took a leading role in
their reconstruction. That such was the case at St Peter Mancroft, at any rate, is indicated
by a revealing—though unfortunately rare—reference to the supervisory role of the
yconomis (i.e., the churchwardens5) in the reconstruction of the chancel there; Robert
Pert, in his will of 1445, explicitly entrusted to these individuals his bequest of twenty
pounds for the completion of the east gable wall.6 In this sense, then, the “hall churches”
of Norwich had much in common with many of the parish churches of greater East
Anglia.
It is the contention of this study that the distinctive open format of “hall churches”
was a vehicle for problematizing the fundamentally paradoxical identity of the parish as a
one-and-many entity. To understand it as such is to embrace the notion, articulated by
advocates of the “spatial turn,” that the relationship between space and society is
mutually constitutive. The “hall churches” of East Anglia, by virtue of their distinctive
configuration, tested the very bounds of “community-making”—a topic that has defined
many recent studies of late medieval parish culture. This is not to say, however, that the
buildings in question abolished standard spatial/social divisions. Quite the contrary was

4

See K. French, “Rebuilding St. Margaret’s: Parish Involvement and Community Action in Late Medieval
Westminster,” Journal of Social History, vol. 45, no. 1 (2011), pp. 148-71.
5

See, on the various terms used for medieval churchwardens, C. Drew, Early Parochial Organisation in
England: The Origins of the Office of Churchwarden (London, 1954), p. 6, n. 3.
6

“It[e]m lego ad edificat[i]onem cui[us] nove gabule in p[ar]te orient[e] cancelli d[ic]te eccl[es]ie
construend[e] xx libras yconomis d[ic]te eccl[es]ie…” See NRO, NCC, Wylbey 58.
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true. They still possessed rood screens dividing chancel and nave. They still possessed
parclose screens dividing side chapels and side aisles. And they continued to function as
repositories for donor objects—stained-glass windows, devotional sculptures, and
multitudinous liturgical implements—that perpetuated the collective memory of select
parishioners (thereby facilitating agendas both worldly and otherworldly). Nevertheless,
unlike other parish churches, “hall churches,” because they relied exclusively on these
kinds of boundary-making practices to create semi-autonomous spatial zones, shone a
spotlight on the intentional nature of such efforts. Nowhere was this more visible,
perhaps, than at Long Melford Holy Trinity—a site where the tension between unity and
plurality erupted onto the surface of the building itself in the form of exterior donor
inscriptions detailing the names of those who had paid for individual bays of the new
church. The all-in-one floor plan of the structure may have been in keeping with
communalization. Its bay-by-bay elevations, however, were a testament to
individualization. In the case of the “hall churches” of Norwich, where similar modes of
collective patronage dominated local building projects, tensions between one and many
did not manifest themselves in so visible a manner. But the same instinct for individual
differentiation can be perceived, for instance, in a bequest made by Robert Gardener, one
of the most generous patrons of the building work at St Andrew, toward the glazing of
north aisle windows: “I wull that my name be wretyn upon ev[er]y wyndowe suche as
shalbe made at my coste.”7 Thus, within the context of parish “hall churches,” it seems
that parishioners were keenly aware of the capacity of the integrated interior to
recalibrate the age-old relationship between one and many.

7

See NRO, NCC, Spyltymber 93.
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How, then, should one attempt to interpret the problem of “open space” in late
medieval buildings? Any serious response to this query demands a wealth of supporting
data from a variety of contexts. Most art-historical studies to date have focused on larger
churches that were oriented toward the needs of the clergy—namely bishops, monks, and
canons—and governed by tightly centralized administrative bodies. The current study, by
contrast, has focused on smaller churches that were oriented toward the needs of the laity
and governed by loosely centralized administrative bodies. A reappraisal of the parish
“hall churches” of East Anglia, which were not only homogeneous spatial environments
but also heterogeneous social entities, indicates that it is impossible to offer any single
overarching interpretation of integrated design in medieval architectural practice. The
open configuration of the sites in question undoubtedly had numerous practical
benefits—especially the maximization of space, the minimization of cost, and the radical
simplification of the design process. It also posed a problem, however, insofar as it
provided few opportunities for the kinds of distinguished acts of building patronage that
might ensure sustained commemoration. Thus, in light of these conditions, parish “hall
churches” threw into high relief one of the major tensions of everyday life during the
Late Middle Ages: the fraught relationship between the parish as one and the parish as
many. Like all physical objects, they were both complex and contradictory, playing a key
role in the formation of social relations in productive but often unpredictable ways.
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ILLUSTRATIONS

Map 1: “Hall churches” of medieval East Anglia. Above: Sites outside Norwich. Below:
Sites in Norwich. White: begun c.1330-c.1400. Cyan: begun c.1400-c.1450. Magenta:
begun c.1450-c.1550.
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Map 2: Churches and religious houses of medieval Norwich (Finch, “The Churches,” in
Rawcliffe and Wilson, Medieval Norwich).
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Fig. 1.1: St Nicholas, King’s Lynn (Norf.). (a) Above: Interior, looking east (photo:
author). (b) Below left: North exterior (image: Bing Maps). (c) Below right: Floor plan
(east end at top) (image: public domain). A paradigmatic hall church featuring (1) a large
rectangular plan with continuous aisles, (2) a series of tall and slender arcades, (3) a
continuous clerestory, and (4) a continuous roof uninterrupted by a chancel arch.
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Fig. 1.2: St Wulfram, Grantham (Lincs.). Floor plans, late-twelfth century to earlytwentieth century (from Thompson, Ground Plan of the English Parish Church).

Fig. 1.3: St Wulfram, Grantham (Lincs.). Interior, looking east (photo: public domain).
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Fig. 1.4: St Stephen, Norwich. Floor plan (by George Hardy, 1862; NRO, PD 484/56).

Fig. 1.5: St Stephen, Norwich. Interior, looking east (photo: author).
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Fig. 1.6: St Gregory Pottergate, Norwich. Interior, looking northeast (photo: author).
242

Fig. 1.7: St Gregory Pottergate, Norwich. Floor plan (EH, MD94/05547).
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Fig. 1.8: St Peter Mancroft, Norwich. Interior, looking northeast (photo: author).
244

Fig. 1.9: St Peter Mancroft, Norwich. Floor plan (by Frederic Saunders [attributed], 1906,
NRO, PD 26/51).
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Fig. 1.10: St Andrew, Norwich. Interior, looking northeast (photo: author).
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Fig. 1.11: St Andrew, Norwich. Floor plan (EH, MD94/05535).
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Fig. 1.12: Norwich Cathedral. Aerial view, looking north (image: Bing Maps).

Fig. 1.13: Norwich Blackfriars. Aerial view, looking north (image: Bing Maps).
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Fig. 1.14: Reconstructed plans of mendicant sites in London as published in Clapham,
“Friars as Builders.” Upper left: Blackfriars (Dominican). Lower left: Greyfriars
(Franciscan). Upper right: Whitefriars (Carmelite). Lower right: Austin Friars
(Augustinian). Note: Plans are not to same scale.
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Fig. 1.15: London Greyfriars, Reconstructed floor plan (from Shepherd, “Church of the
Friars Minors in London”).

Fig. 1.16: London Greyfriars. Detail from “Ye Plat of ye Graye Friers,” 1617 (from
Honeybourne, “Precinct of the Greyfriars”). The drawing is constructed so as to depict all
four exterior elevations of the building (with north at top).
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Fig. 1.17: Holy Trinity, Hull (Yorks., E.R.). Chancel, looking east (photo: author).

Fig. 1.18: Holy Trinity, Hull (Yorks., E.R.). Floor plan (from Neave and Neave, Hull).
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Fig. 1.19: St Thomas, Winchelsea (Ssx.). Chancel, looking east (photo: public domain).

Fig. 1.20: St Thomas, Winchelsea (Ssx.). Floor plan (from Pevsner and Antram, Sussex).
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Fig. 1.21: Reims Cathedral. A paradigmatic High Gothic basilican church (from Mapping
Gothic [mappinggothic.org]).

Fig. 1.22: Annenkirche, Annaberg. A paradigmatic Late Gothic hall church (from
Gerstenberg, Deutsche Sondergotik [frontispiece]).
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Fig. 1.23: St Augustine’s Abbey, Bristol (now Bristol Cathedral). Choir, looking east
(photo: Mapping Gothic [mappinggothic.org]).

Fig. 1.24: St Botolph, Boston (Lincs.). Interior, looking east (photo: public domain).
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Fig. 1.25: Austin Friars, London. Nave, looking west (photo: Conway Library, Courtauld
Institute of Art, London [artandarchitecture.org.uk]).

Fig. 1.26: Austin Friars, London. Site plan (from Clapham, “Friars as Builders”).
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Fig. 1.27: Blackfriars, Norwich. Nave, looking southwest (photo: author).

Fig. 1.28: Blackfriars, Norwich. Floor plan (from Sutermeister, Norwich Blackfriars).
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Fig. 2.1: St Gregory Pottergate, Norwich. Aerial view of churchyard, looking north
(image: Bing Maps).

Fig. 2.2: St Gregory, Norwich. Floor plan (EH, MD94/05547).
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Fig. 2.3: St Gregory, Norwich. South exterior (photo: author).

Fig. 2.4: St Gregory, Norwich. East sanctuary bay passageway, south side (photo:
author).
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Fig. 2.5: St Gregory, Norwich. East sanctuary bay passageway, north side (photo:
author).

Fig. 2.6: St Gregory, Norwich. East sanctuary bay, south window (photo: author).
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Fig. 2.7: St Gregory, Norwich. East sanctuary bay, north window (photo: author).

Fig. 2.8: St Gregory, Norwich. East sanctuary bay, east window (photo: author).
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Fig. 2.9: St Gregory, Norwich. West front, looking southeast (photo: author).
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Fig. 2.10: St Gregory, Norwich. West tower, porch (photo: author).

Fig. 2.11: St Gregory, Norwich. West tower, west face (photo: author).
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Fig. 2.12: St Gregory, Norwich. North porch, north face (photo: author).

Fig. 2.13: St Gregory, Norwich. South porch, south face (photo: author).
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Fig. 2.14: St Gregory, Norwich. North porch, west face (photo: author).

Fig. 2.15: St Gregory, Norwich. South porch, west face (photo: author).
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Fig. 2.16: St Gregory, Norwich. Interior, looking northeast (photo: author).
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Fig. 2.17: St Gregory, Norwich. Interior, looking northeast (photo: author).

Fig. 2.18: St Gregory, Norwich. Interior, looking southeast (photo: author).
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Fig. 2.19: St Gregory, Norwich. North aisle, doorway to demolished rood loft turret
(photo: author).

Fig. 2.20: St Gregory, Norwich. South porch interior, looking north (photo: author).
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Fig. 2.21: St Gregory, Norwich. West tower, bell-ringing platform, looking west (photo:
author).
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Fig. 2.22: St Gregory, Norwich. West tower, belfry interior, west wall (photo: author).

Fig. 2.23: Weybourne (Norf.). Ruined Saxo-Norman tower, looking northwest (photo:
public domain).
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Fig. 2.24: St Gregory, Norwich. Chamber underneath sanctuary, looking north (photo:
author).

Fig. 2.25: Walpole St Peter (Norf.). South chancel (photo: author). Passageway visible at
bottom right.
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Fig. 2.26: St Peter Mancroft, Norwich. North chancel, looking southwest (photo: author).
Passageway visible at bottom left.

Fig. 2.27: Carnary Chapel, Norwich Cathedral. South face (photo: author).
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Fig. 2.28: St Stephen, Norwich. North porch interior, looking south (photo: author).

Fig. 2.29: St Stephen, Norwich. North porch exterior, looking southeast (photo: author).
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Fig. 2.30: St Michael-at-Plea, Norwich. South porch (photo: author).
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Fig. 2.31: St Gregory, Norwich. South porch, upper chamber, south interior wall (photo:
author).

Fig. 2.32: St Gregory, Norwich. South porch, upper chamber, east interior wall (photo:
author).
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Fig. 2.33: St Nicholas, North Walsham (Norf.). Floor plan and arcade details (from
Haward, Suffolk Medieval Church Arcades).
275

Fig. 2.34: St Nicholas, North Walsham (Norf.). Exterior, south and east faces (photo:
author).

Fig. 2.35: St Nicholas, North Walsham (Norf.). Interior, looking east (photo: author).
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Fig. 2.36: St Nicholas, North Walsham (Norf.). Sanctuary, looking northeast (photo:
author).
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Fig. 2.37: St Michael, Beccles (Suff.). Floor plan and arcade details (from Haward,
Norfolk Album).
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Fig. 2.38: St Michael, Beccles (Suff.). Exterior, south face (photo: author).

Fig. 2.39: St Michael, Beccles (Suff.). Interior, looking east (photo: author).

279

Fig. 2.40: St Michael, Beccles (Suff.). East chancel and sanctuary, looking northeast
(photo: author).
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Fig. 2.41: St Nicholas, King’s Lynn (Norf.). Floor plan and arcade details (from Haward,
Norfolk Album).
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Fig. 2.42: St Nicholas, King’s Lynn (Norf.). Exterior, south face (photo: author).

Fig. 2.43: St Nicholas, King’s Lynn (Norf.). Interior, looking east (photo: author).

282

Fig. 2.44: St Nicholas, King’s Lynn (Norf.). East chancel and sanctuary, looking
northeast (photo: author).

Fig. 2.45: St Margaret, King’s Lynn (Norf.). Crossing and choir, looking east (photo:
author).
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Fig. 2.46: Cley-next-to-Sea (Norf.). South nave (photo: public domain).

Fig. 2.47: Attleborough (Norf.). Nave, looking northeast (photo: author).
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Fig. 2.48: Norwich Cathedral. North cloister walk (photo: author).
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Fig. 2.49: Norwich Cathedral. Presbytery, looking east (photo: author).
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Fig. 2.50: Norwich Cathedral. North presbytery, three western bays (photo: author).
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Fig. 2.51a: Detail. Alternating tracery patterns, south aisle, Norwich St Gregory (photo:
author).

Fig. 2.51b: Detail. Alternating tracery patterns, north cloister, Norwich Cathedral (photo:
author).
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Fig. 2.52a: St Nicholas, North Walsham (Norf.). South nave porch, south face (photo:
author).

Fig. 2.52b: St Nicholas, North Walsham (Norf.). South nave porch, west face (photo:
author).
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Fig. 2.53: St Michael, Beccles (Suff.). East end, looking southwest (photo: author).

Fig. 2.54: Surviving rood screen dado panels from Norwich St Gregory (photo: public
domain).
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Fig. 2.55: St Edmund, Southwold (Suff.). Interior, looking east (photo: author).

Fig. 2.56: Norwich Cathedral. West front (photo: author).
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Fig. 3.1: St Peter Mancroft, Norwich. Aerial view of churchyard, looking north (image:
Bing Maps). Market Place to north of church. Old Hay Market to southeast of church.
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Fig. 3.2: St Peter Mancroft, Norwich. Floor plan (by Frederic Saunders [attributed], 1906;
NRO, PD 26/51).

Fig. 3.3: St Peter Mancroft, Norwich. South exterior elevation (by Frederic Saunders
[attributed], 1906; NRO, PD 26/51).
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Fig. 3.4: St Peter Mancroft, Norwich. Late nineteenth-century view of north exterior from
Market Place (photo: NHC, “Tillett’s Scrapbooks”).

Fig. 3.5: St Peter Mancroft, Norwich. Late nineteenth-century view of south exterior from
Old Hay Market (photo: NHC, “Tillett’s Scrapbooks”).
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Fig. 3.6: St Peter Mancroft, Norwich. North nave, looking southwest (photo: author).

Fig. 3.7: St Peter Mancroft, Norwich. North transept chapel and chancel, looking
southwest (photo: author).
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Fig. 3.8: St Peter Mancroft, Norwich. South nave, looking northwest (photo: author).

Fig. 3.9: St Peter Mancroft, Norwich. South transept chapel and chancel, looking
northwest (photo: author).

296

Fig. 3.10: St Peter Mancroft, Norwich. North nave aisle, west window (photo: author).

Fig. 3.11: St Peter Mancroft, Norwich. South nave aisle, west window (photo: author).
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Fig. 3.12: St Peter Mancroft, Norwich. North chancel chapel, east window (right).
Sanctuary, north window (left) (photo: author).

Fig. 3.13: St Peter Mancroft, Norwich. South chancel chapel, east window (left).
Sanctuary, south window (right) (photo: author).
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Fig. 3.14: St Peter Mancroft, Norwich. North nave porch, looking southwest (photo:
author).
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Fig. 3.15: St Peter Mancroft, Norwich. South nave porch, looking northeast (photo:
author).
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Fig. 3.16: St Peter Mancroft, Norwich. East sanctuary bay, north side (photo: author).
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Fig. 3.17: St Peter Mancroft, Norwich. East sanctuary bay, south and east sides, and east
vestry (photo: author).

302

Fig. 3.18: St Peter Mancroft, Norwich. West tower, west face (photo: author).
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Fig. 3.19: St Peter Mancroft, Norwich. West tower, north face (photo: author).
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Fig. 3.20: St Peter Mancroft, Norwich. West tower, south face (photo: author).
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Fig. 3.21: St Peter Mancroft, Norwich. Interior, looking east (photo: author).

Fig. 3.22: St Peter Mancroft, Norwich. Interior, looking northeast (photo: author).
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Fig. 3.23: St Peter Mancroft, Norwich. Interior, looking southeast (photo: author).

Fig. 3.24: St Peter Mancroft, Norwich. Chancel roofs, looking east (photo: author).
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Fig. 3.25: St Peter Mancroft, Norwich. East chancel wall (photo: author).
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Fig. 3.26: St Peter Mancroft, Norwich. West nave wall (photo: author).
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Fig. 3.27: St Peter Mancroft, Norwich. South transept chapel entrance (photo: author).
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Fig. 3.28: St Peter Mancroft, Norwich. North transept chapel entrance (photo: author).
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Fig. 3.29: St Peter Mancroft, Norwich. South nave porch, inner door (photo: author).

Fig. 3.30: St Peter Mancroft, Norwich. South nave porch, vault (photo: author).
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Fig. 3.31: St Peter Mancroft, Norwich. North nave porch, inner door (photo: author).

Fig. 3.32: St Peter Mancroft, Norwich. North nave porch, vault (photo: author).
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Fig. 3.33: St Peter Mancroft, Norwich. West nave door, interior face (photo: author).

Fig. 3.34: St Peter Mancroft, Norwich. West nave door, exterior face (photo: author).
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Fig. 3.35: St Peter Mancroft, Norwich. West tower porch, looking south (photo: author).
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Fig. 3.36: Map, Norman Norwich (Ayers, “The Urban Landscape,” in Rawcliffe and
Wilson, Medieval Norwich). St. Peter Mancroft’s location is designated by the cross in
the middle of the Market Place.

Fig. 3.37: Map, Anglo-Scandinavian Norwich (Ayers, “The Urban Landscape,” in
Rawcliffe and Wilson, Medieval Norwich).
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Fig. 3.38: St John Maddermarket, Norwich. North exterior, looking southeast (photo:
author). Tower passageway visible at far right.

Fig. 3.39: St John Maddermarket, Norwich. Southeast exterior, looking northwest (photo:
author).
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Fig. 3.40: St Andrew, Norwich. North exterior, looking southeast (photo: author).

Fig. 3.41: St Andrew, Norwich. Southeast exterior, looking northwest (photo: author).
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Fig. 3.42: St Peter Mancroft, Norwich. Floor plan, north chancel chapel (after Saunders’s
plan [fig. 3.2] but amended by author to accurately depict arrangement of north rood stair
turret). Upper level in black. Lower level in red. Projection in southeast corner of crypt
(underneath easternmost freestanding north arcade pier) later than rest of lower
chamber—inserted in order to act as foundation for freestanding pier above (see fig.
3.45). Misalignment of south crypt wall and north chancel arcade indicates that fifteenthcentury chancel was built outside walls of old chancel.
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Fig. 3.43: St Peter Mancroft, Norwich. North chancel chapel, north wall (photo: author).
Blocked entrance to crypt visible at ground level of west bay.
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Fig. 3.44: St Peter Mancroft, Norwich. North chancel chapel crypt, north bay, looking
east (photo: author). Former east window visible at center. Modern brick partition visible
at right.

Fig. 3.45: St Peter Mancroft, Norwich. North chancel chapel crypt, south bay, looking
southeast (photo: author). Former east window visible at left. Post-hoc foundation for
north arcade pier visible at center.
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Fig. 3.46: St Peter Mancroft, Norwich. North chancel chapel crypt, lower stair landing,
looking south (photo: author). Doorway to crypt visible at left. Presumed foundation wall
visible at right.
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Fig. 3.47: Castle Rising (Norf.). Urban plan illustrating approach route to castle (from
Liddiard, “Castle Rising”).
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Fig. 3.48: St Lawrence, Castle Rising (Norf.). Exterior view, looking northeast (photo:
public domain).

Fig. 3.49: St Mary, Attleborough (Norf.). Exterior view of transept arms and crossing
tower, looking northwest (photo: author). Note: choir demolished.
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Fig. 3.50: St Peter Mancroft, Norwich. Schematic plan of building campaigns proposed
by Francis Woodman (drawing: author). (1) Black: c.1390s-c.1510. (2) Red: c.1440c.1445. (3) Green: c.1446-c.1455. (4) Blue: c.1456-c.1479. (5) Purple: c.1480-1501.
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Fig. 3.51: St Peter Mancroft, Norwich. North sanctuary wall (photo: author). East
respond of north arcade at far left.

Fig. 3.52: St Peter Mancroft, Norwich. North arcade, east respond base (photo: author).
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Fig. 3.53: St Peter Mancroft, Norwich. South sanctuary wall. East respond of south
arcade at far right (photo: author).

Fig. 3.54: St Peter Mancroft, Norwich. South arcade, east respond base (photo: author).
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Fig. 3.55: St Peter Mancroft, Norwich. North chancel chapel, looking northeast (photo:
author). East window visible at right.

Fig. 3.56: St Peter Mancroft, Norwich. North chancel chapel, east window, north jamb
shaft base (photo: author).
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Fig. 3.57: St Peter Mancroft, Norwich. South chancel chapel, looking southeast (photo:
author). East window visible at left.

Fig. 3.58: St Peter Mancroft, Norwich. South chancel chapel, east window, south jamb
shaft base (photo: author).
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Fig. 3.59: St Peter Mancroft, Norwich. North rood stair turret, looking south from upper
rood staircase into lower crypt staircase with door opening into north chancel chapel
visible at left (photo: author). Lower landing of upper staircase, visible at bottom of
frame, is at same level as chapel floor. Upper landing of lower staircase, visible at left, is
one meter lower than chapel floor.

Fig. 3.60: St Peter Mancroft, Norwich. South rood stair turret, looking south from chancel
chapel into stair turret (photo: author).
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Fig. 3.61: St Peter Mancroft, Norwich. Exterior juncture of east wall of north chancel
chapel (right) and north wall of sanctuary bay (left) (photo: author).
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Fig. 3.62: St Peter Mancroft, Norwich. Exterior juncture of east wall of south chancel
chapel (far bottom left corner) and south wall of sanctuary bay (left) (photo: author).
Passageway visible at right.
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Fig. 3.63: St Peter Mancroft, Norwich. North nave porch, west face (photo: author).

Fig. 3.64: St Peter Mancroft, Norwich. South nave porch, west face (photo: author).
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Fig. 3.65: St Peter Mancroft, Norwich. North nave arcade, west respond base (photo:
author).

Fig. 3.66: St Peter Mancroft, Norwich. South nave arcade, west respond base (photo:
author).
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Fig. 3.67: Drawing of St Peter Mancroft, Norwich, by John Kirkpatrick (1686-1728)
(NWHCM, 1894.76.1738).

Fig. 3.68: St Peter Mancroft, Norwich. Schematic plan of building campaigns proposed
by author (drawing: author). (1) Black: c.1390-c.1430. (2) Red: 1420s. (3) Green: 1430s.
(4) Blue: 1440s. (5) Purple: late 1440s to early 1460s. (6) Brown: late 1400s.
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Fig. 3.69: St Peter Mancroft, Norwich. North nave arcade, west respond (photo: author).
Masonry break indicated by arrows.

Fig. 3.70: St Peter Mancroft, Norwich. South nave arcade, west respond (photo: author).
Masonry break indicated by arrows.
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Fig. 3.71: St Peter Mancroft, Norwich. East chancel bay, north arcade (with details of
image niches) (photo: author).
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Fig. 3.72: St Peter Mancroft, Norwich. East chancel bay, south arcade (with detail of
typical image niche) (photo: author).
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Fig. 3.73: St Peter Mancroft, Norwich. North side of high chancel roof (photo: author).

Fig. 3.74: St Peter Mancroft, Norwich. North side of high nave roof (photo: author).
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Fig. 3.75: St Peter Mancroft, Norwich. North side of high “transept” roof (photo: author).
Notional transept bay visible at center, west half of west chancel bay visible at right, east
half of east nave bay visible at left.
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Fig. 3.76: St Peter Mancroft, Norwich. South aisle roof, looking east with nave roof in
foreground (photo: author).
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Fig. 3.77: St Peter Mancroft, Norwich. North aisle roof, looking east with nave roof in
foreground (photo: author).
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Fig. 3.78: St Margaret, Lowestoft (Suff.). Floor plan and arcade details (from Haward,
Suffolk Medieval Church Arcades).
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Fig. 3.79: St Margaret, Lowestoft (Suff.). Exterior, south face (photo: author).

Fig. 3.80: St Margaret, Lowestoft (Suff.). Interior, looking northeast (photo: author).
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Fig. 3.81: St Mary Magdalene, Bildeston (Suff.). Floor plan and arcade details (from
Haward, Suffolk Medieval Church Arcades).
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Fig. 3.82: St Mary Magdalene, Bildeston (Suff.). Exterior, south face (photo: author).

Fig. 3.83: St Mary Magdalene, Bildeston (Suff.). Interior, looking northeast (photo:
author).
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Fig. 3.84: Holy Trinity, Blythburgh (Suff.). Floor plan and arcade details (from Haward,
Suffolk Medieval Church Arcades).
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Fig. 3.85: Holy Trinity, Blythburgh (Suff.). Exterior, south face (photo: author).

Fig. 3.86: Holy Trinity, Blythburgh (Suff.). Interior, looking northeast (photo: author).
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Fig. 3.87: St Edmund, Southwold (Suff.). Floor plan and arcade details (from Haward,
Suffolk Medieval Church Arcades).
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Fig. 3.88: St Edmund, Southwold (Suff.). Exterior, south face (photo: author).

Fig. 3.89: St Edmund, Southwold (Suff.). Interior, looking northeast (photo: author).
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Fig. 3.90: St Andrew, Walberswick (Suff.). Floor plan and arcade details (from Haward,
Suffolk Medieval Church Arcades).
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Fig. 3.91: St Andrew, Walberswick (Suff.). Exterior, south nave, looking northwest
(photo: author).

Fig. 3.92: St Andrew, Walberswick (Suff.). Exterior, north chancel, looking southwest
(photo: author).
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Fig. 3.93: St Mary, Woodbridge (Suff.). Floor plan and arcade details (from Haward,
Suffolk Medieval Church Arcades).
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Fig. 3.94: St Mary, Woodbridge (Suff.). Exterior, north and east faces (photo: author).

Fig. 3.95: St Mary, Woodbridge (Suff.). Interior, looking northeast (photo: author).
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Fig. 3.96: St Peter, Walpole (Norf.). Nave, looking northeast (photo: author).

Fig. 3.97: St Peter and St Paul, Salle (Norf.). Nave, looking northeast (photo: author).
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Fig. 3.98: St Mary, Bury St Edmunds (Suff.). Nave, looking southwest (photo: author).

Fig. 3.99: St Giles, Norwich. Nave, looking northeast (photo: author).
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Fig. 3.100: St Mary, Worstead (Norf.). West tower (photo: public domain).
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Fig. 3.101: St Peter and St Paul, Salle (Norf.). West tower (photo: author).
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Fig. 3.102: St Giles, Norwich. West tower (photo: author).

359

Fig. 3.103: St Botolph, Boston (Lincs.). West tower (photo: public domain).
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Fig. 3.104: Norwich Cathedral. Screen between south transept arm and south presbytery
aisle, west face (photo: author).
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Fig. 3.105: Details. (a) Left: Norwich Cathedral. Screen between south transept arm and
south presbytery aisle, lower doorway, north jamb (photo: author). (b) Right: St Peter
Mancroft, Norwich. West tower arch, north jamb, image pedestal (below) and image
niche (above) (photos: author).
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Fig. 3.106: Details. (a) Above: Norwich Cathedral. Screen between south transept arm
and south presbytery aisle, upper tracery opening, cornice detail (photo: author). (b)
Below: St Peter Mancroft, Norwich. West tower, north face, cornice detail (photo:
author).

363

Fig. 3.107: Details. (a) Left: St Michael, Beccles (Suff.). West front, doorway (below)
and great window (above) (photos: author). (b) Right: St Peter Mancroft, Norwich. West
tower, west face, doorway (below) and great window (above) (photos: author).
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Fig. 3.108: St Margaret, Cley-next-to-Sea (Norf.). Nave, looking east (photo: public
domain).

Fig. 3.109: St Nicholas, King’s Lynn (Norf.). North arcade (photo: author).
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Fig. 3.110: St Peter Mancroft, Norwich. North transept chapel entrance, east respond base
(aisle side) (photo: author).

Fig. 3.111: St Peter Mancroft, Norwich. North chancel chapel, east window sill (photo:
author).
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Fig. 3.112: Norwich Cathedral, Erpingham Gate. West face (photo: author).
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Fig. 3.113: Blackfriars, Norwich. South nave aisle, looking northeast (photo: author).

Fig. 3.114: Blackfriars, Norwich. Chancel, looking southeast (photo: author).
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Fig. 3.115: All Saints, Wighton (Norf.). East chancel, looking southwest (photo: public
domain).

Fig. 3.116: St Mary, Wiveton (Norf.). North nave, looking southeast (photo: author).
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Fig. 3.117: Collegiate Church of St Mary in the Fields, Norwich. Site excavation plan
(from Hawes, “Recent Excavations at the College of St Mary in the Fields”).
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Fig. 4.1: St Andrew, Norwich. Aerial view of church site, looking north (image: Bing
Maps). Blackfriars site visible in upper half of frame.

Fig. 4.2: St Andrew, Norwich. Floor plan (EH, MD94/05535).
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Fig. 4.3: St Andrew, Norwich. North exterior, looking southwest (photo: author).

Fig. 4.4: St Andrew, Norwich. North exterior, looking southeast (photo: author).
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Fig. 4.5: St Andrew, Norwich. South exterior, looking northwest (photo: author).

Fig. 4.6: St Andrew, Norwich. South exterior, looking northeast (photo: author).
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Fig. 4.7: St Andrew, Norwich. Typical north/south aisle window (photo: author).

Fig. 4.8: St Andrew, Norwich. Typical east aisle window (photo: author).

374

Fig. 4.9: St Andrew, Norwich. Typical clerestory window (photo: author).

Fig. 4.10: St Andrew, Norwich. Typical north/south sanctuary window (photo: author).
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Fig. 4.11: St Andrew, Norwich. East sanctuary window (photo: author).

Fig. 4.12: St Andrew, Norwich. East sanctuary wall (photo: author).
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Fig. 4.13: St Andrew, Norwich. West tower, west doorway (photo: author).
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Fig. 4.14: St Andrew, Norwich. West tower, west front (photo: author).
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Fig. 4.15: St Andrew, Norwich. North porch, north face (photo: author).
379

Fig. 4.16: St Andrew, Norwich. South porch, south face (photo: author).
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Fig. 4.17: St Andrew, Norwich. Interior, looking east (photo: author).

381

Fig. 4.18: St Andrew, Norwich. Interior, looking northeast (photo: author).

Fig. 4.19: St Andrew, Norwich. Interior, looking southeast (photo: author).
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Fig. 4.20: St Andrew, Norwich. Nave roofs, looking west (photo: author).

Fig. 4.21: St Andrew, Norwich. Interior, looking west (photo: author).
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Fig. 4.22: St Andrew, Norwich. East sanctuary wall (photo: author).

Fig. 4.23: St Andrew, Norwich. North sanctuary wall (photo: author).
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Fig. 4.24: St Andrew, Norwich. East vestry wall (photo: author). East sanctuary wall
visible at right.

Fig. 4.25: St Andrew, Norwich. Juncture of east wall of north aisle (right) and north wall
of sanctuary (left) (photo: author).
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Fig. 4.26: St Andrew, Norwich. North chancel, looking southwest (photo: author).
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Fig. 4.27: St Andrew, Norwich. South chancel, looking northeast (photo: author).

387

Fig. 4.28: St Andrew, Norwich. Tower chapel, east screen (photo: author).

Fig. 4.29: St Andrew, Norwich. Tower chapel, west wall (photo: author). Partially
dismantled vaulting shafts visible on either side of arch.
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Fig. 4.30: St Andrew, Norwich. Tower chapel, north wall, enlarged “window” (photo:
author).

Fig. 4.31: St Andrew, Norwich. Tower chapel, south wall, enlarged “window” (photo:
author).
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Fig. 4.32: St Peter Mancroft, Norwich. West tower porch, looking northwest (photo:
author).

Fig. 4.33: St John Maddermarket, Norwich. West tower porch, looking south (photo:
author).
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Fig. 4.34: St Mary, Mildenhall (Suff.). Interior, looking west toward lower chamber and
upper gallery behind tower arch (photo: author).
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Fig. 4.35: St Mary, Mildenhall (Suff.). Tower chamber, east wall with arch opening into
nave (photo: author).

Fig. 4.36: St Mary, Mildenhall (Suff.). Tower chamber, west wall with doorway (photo:
author).
392

Fig. 4.37: St Mary, Mildenhall (Suff.). Tower chamber, west wall (left) and north wall
(right) (photo: author).

Fig. 4.38: St Mary, Mildenhall (Suff.). Tower chamber, west wall (right) and south wall
(left) (photo: author).
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Fig. 4.39: St Andrew, Norwich. West tower, north face (inside north porch) (photo:
author).

Fig. 4.40: St Andrew, Norwich. West tower, south face (inside south porch – now largely
blocked by modern insertion visible at left) (photo: author).
394

Fig. 4.41: St Andrew, Norwich. Tower arch screen, east side (photo: author).

395

Fig. 4.42: St Andrew, Norwich. North porch, east door into north nave aisle (photo:
author).

Fig. 4.43: St Andrew, Norwich. South porch, east door into south nave aisle (photo:
author).
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Fig. 4.44a: St Andrew, Norwich. Detail. North porch, east door arch-head (photo:
author).

Fig. 4.44b: St Andrew, Norwich. Detail. West tower, north window arch-head (photo:
author).
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Fig. 4.45: Undated drawing of north side of St Andrew, Norwich, by John Kirkpatrick
(1687-1728) (NWHCM, 1894.76.1728).

Fig. 4.46: Undated drawing of tower parapet of St Andrew, Norwich, by John Kirkpatrick
(1687-1728) (NWHCM, 1894.76.1705).
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Fig. 4.47: St George Tombland, Norwich. West tower, looking southwest (photo: author).
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Fig. 4.48: St Gregory Pottergate, Norwich. West tower and porches (photo: author).
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Fig. 4.49: St Andrew, Norwich. Painted inscription over west door at end of south nave
aisle (photo: author).

401

Fig. 4.50: St Andrew, Norwich. Aerial view of east face of west tower with old roof scar
visible just above present roof (image: Bing Maps).

Fig. 4.51: St Andrew, Norwich. West tower, east exterior wall, old roof scar (photo:
author).
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Fig. 4.52: Holy Trinity, Long Melford (Suff.). Floor plan and arcade details (from
Haward, Suffolk Medieval Church Arcades).
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Fig. 4.53: Holy Trinity, Long Melford (Suff.). South exterior (photo: author).

Fig. 4.54: Holy Trinity, Long Melford (Suff.). Interior, looking northeast (photo: author).
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Fig. 4.55: Holy Trinity, Long Melford (Suff.). North chancel chapel, north face (photo:
author).

Fig. 4.56: Holy Trinity, Long Melford (Suff.). South chancel chapel, south face (photo:
author).
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Fig. 4.57: St Laurence, Norwich. North exterior (photo: author).

Fig. 4.58: St Laurence, Norwich. Interior, looking northeast (photo: author).
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Fig. 4.59: St Stephen, Norwich. North exterior (photo: author).

Fig. 4.60: St Stephen, Norwich. Interior, looking northeast (photo: author).
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Fig. 4.61: St Nicholas, Denston (Suff.). Floor plan and arcade details (from Haward,
Suffolk Medieval Church Arcades).
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Fig. 4.62: St Nicholas, Denston (Suff.). South exterior (photo: author).

Fig. 4.63: St Nicholas, Denston (Suff.). Interior, looking northeast (photo: author).
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Fig. 4.64: St James, Nayland (Suff.). Floor plan and arcade details (from Haward, Suffolk
Medieval Church Arcades).
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Fig. 4.65: St James, Nayland (Suff.). North exterior (photo: author).

Fig. 4.66: St James, Nayland (Suff.). Interior, looking northeast (photo: author).
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Fig. 4.67: Holy Trinity, Loddon (Norf.). Floor plan and arcade details (from Haward,
Norfolk Album).
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Fig. 4.68: Holy Trinity, Loddon (Norf.). South exterior (photo: author).

Fig. 4.69: Holy Trinity, Loddon (Norf.). Interior, looking northeast (photo: author).
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Fig. 4.70: St Mary, Shelton (Norf.). Floor plan and arcade details (from Haward, Norfolk
Album).
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Fig. 4.71: St Mary, Shelton (Norf.). South exterior (photo: author).

Fig. 4.72: St Mary, Shelton (Norf.). Nave, looking northeast (photo: author).
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Fig. 4.73: St Nicholas, Salthouse (Norf.). Floor plan and arcade details (from Haward,
Norfolk Album).
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Fig. 4.74: St Nicholas, Salthouse (Norf.). South exterior (photo: author).

Fig. 4.75: St Nicholas, Salthouse (Norf.). Interior, looking northeast (photo: author).
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Fig. 4.76: St Andrew, Norwich. Arcade details (from Haward, Norfolk Album).
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Fig. 4.77: Piers in Norfolk churches related to St Andrew (from Haward, Norfolk Album).
Left to right, top to bottom: (a) St Andrew, Norwich; (b) St Nicholas, Salthouse; (c) St
George Colegate, Norwich; (d) St Michael Coslany, Norwich; (e) St Mary, Shelton; (f) St
Laurence, Norwich; (g) St John Maddermarket, Norwich.

419

Fig. 4.78: Wall arcades in Norwich churches related to St Andrew (photos: author). Top
to bottom, left to right: (a) St Andrew; (b) St George Colegate, south nave aisle; (c) St
John Maddermarket, north aisle; (d) St John do Sepulchre, nave; (e) St Laurence, south
chancel aisle; (f) St Michael Coslany, nave; (g) St Peter Parmentergate, chancel.
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Fig. 4.79: Old St Paul’s Cathedral, London. Detail of drawing of chapter-house and
cloister by Wenceslaus Hollar (1607–1677) (image: public domain).
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Fig. 4.80: Wells Cathedral. Presbytery, looking east (photo: Conway Library, Courtauld
Institute of Art, London [artandarchitecture.org.uk]).

422

Fig. 4.81: Gloucester Abbey. Presbytery, north wall, looking northwest (photo: Conway
Library, Courtauld Institute of Art, London [artandarchitecture.org.uk]).

423

Fig. 4.82: St Mary, Burwell (Camb.). North nave elevation, looking northeast (photo:
author).

424

Fig. 4.83: Norwich Cathedral. Nave, looking southeast (photo: author).
425

Fig. 4.84: St George Colegate, Norwich. Interior, looking northeast (photo: author).

Fig. 4.85: St Michael Coslany, Norwich. Interior, looking southeast (photo: author).

426

Fig. 4.86: St John Maddermarket, Norwich. North interior (photo: author).

Fig. 4.87: St Martin at Oak, Norwich. Nave, looking southeast (photo: author).

427

Fig. 4.88: St Laurence, Norwich. Chancel, looking southeast (photo: author).

428

Fig. 4.89: St Andrew, Norwich. North nave aisle, easternmost bay with marked
escutcheon over window apex (photo: author).

Fig. 4.90: St Andrew, Norwich. South nave aisle, westernmost bay with unmarked
escutcheon over window apex (photo: author).
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APPENDIX 1.1
FIELD WORK SITES: GROUP A

Late Medieval “Hall Churches” in East Anglia
Norfolk
King's Lynn, St Nicholas
Loddon, Holy Trinity
North Walsham, St Nicholas
Norwich, St Andrew
Norwich, St Gregory Pottergate
Norwich, St Lawrence
Norwich, St Peter Mancroft
Norwich, St Stephen
Salthouse, St Nicholas
Shelton, St Mary
Suffolk
Beccles, St Michael
Bildeston, St Mary Magdalene
Blythburgh, Holy Trinity
Covehithe, St Andrew
Denston, St Nicholas
Long Melford, Holy Trinity
Lowestoft, St Margaret
Nayland, St James
Southwold, St Edmund
Walberswick, St Andrew
Woodbridge, St Mary
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APPENDIX 1.2
FIELD WORK SITES: GROUP B

Late Medieval Churches in Norwich*
Cathedral
Blackfriars
All Saints (Ber Street, Timberhill)
St Augustine
St Clement (Fye Bridge)
St Edmund
St George Colegate
St George Tombland
St Giles
St Helen
St James Pockthorpe
St John (Ber Street, Timberhill)
St John de Sepulchre
St John Maddermarket
St Margaret (Westwick)
St Martin at Oak (Coslany)
St Martin at Palace
St Mary Coslany
St Michael Coslany
St Michael at Plea
St Peter Hungate
St Peter Parmentergate
St Saviour
St Simon and St Jude
St Swithin
*List does not include monuments buildings in Appendix 1.1.
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APPENDIX 1.3
FIELD WORK SITES: GROUP C

Late Medieval Churches in East Anglia*
Norfolk
Attleborough, St Mary
Blakeney, St Nicholas
Cromer, St Peter and St Paul
Martham, St Mary
Methwold, St George
Salle, St Peter and St Paul
Walpole, St Andrew
Walpole, St Peter
Wiveton, St Mary
Suffolk
Bury St Edmunds, St James
Bury St Edmunds, St Mary
Cavendish, St Mary
Clare, St Peter and St. Paul
Hadleigh, St Mary
Lavenham, St Peter and St Paul
Mildenhall, St Mary
Woolpit, St Mary
Wymondham, Abbey
Cambridgeshire
Burwell, St Mary
Cambridge, Great St Mary
Cambridge, King’s College Chapel
Ely, Cathedral
Essex
Dedham, St Mary
Saffron Walden, St Mary
*List does not include buildings enumerated in Appendices 1.1 and 1.2.
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APPENDIX 2.1
MEASUREMENTS OF NORWICH CHURCHES: NAVES

Church
Dedication
All Saints (Ber Street, Timberhill)
St Andrew
St Augustine
St Clement (Fye Bridge)
St Edmund
St George Colegate
St George Tombland
St Giles
St Gregory
St Helen
St James Pockthorpe
St John (Ber Street, Timberhill)
St John de Sepulchre
St John Maddermarket
St Lawrence
St Margaret (Westwick)
St Martin at Oak (Coslany)
St Martin at Palace
St Mary Coslany
St Michael Coslany
St Michael Plea
St Peter Hungate
St Peter Mancroft
St Peter Parmentergate
St Saviour
St Simon and St Jude
St Stephen
St Swithin

Nave
Main Vessel
Width
Height
5.83
9.4
6.48
14.3
5.07
9.7
!
!
5.22
8.0
7.55
10.8
5.74
10.8
5.92
13.9
6.73
14.2
X
X
6.87
6.9
6.21*
9.3
7.95
10.0
8.58
11.7
5.27
13.4
7.88
9.8
6.71
8.0
X
X
7.97
9.7
8.44
13.0
8.50
11.7
6.01
8.5
7.30
16.7
8.75
12.9
X
X
!
X
5.42*
12.9
5.97
10.3

N Arcade
Width
2.63
4.82
3.80
3.87
2.74**
4.07
4.08
X
3.58
3.91
4.82**
X
4.30
4.08*
3.42
3.76

(*) Measurements varied (> 0.1) - average value chosen
(**) Measurements varied (> 0.1) - single value chosen
(!) Measurement not taken
(X) Measrement not possible
(-) Measurement not applicable
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Height
5.2
8.3
5.9
5.5
5.0
7.4
8.3
X
5.9
5.9
7.7
X
7.0
9.4
5.7
5.5

S Arcade
Width
4.85
3.82
2.49
3.85
3.24**
4.01
4.07
X
3.50**
3.07**
3.91
4.79
4.92*
3.40*
X
4.41
4.00*
3.42
-

Height
8.3
5.7
3.8
5.4
5.2
7.4
8.3
X
4.4
5.7
5.9
7.7
5.8
5.6
X
7.1
9.4
5.8
-

N Aisle
Width
3.38
3.96
3.44
2.97
2.88
3.21
3.43
X
3.34*
3.23
2.78
X
4.28
5.26*
4.72
2.89

S Aisle
Width
4.04
3.43
3.60
3.72
2.99
3.08
3.41
X
3.49
2.81*
3.02
2.81
3.32
3.04
X
3.72
5.29*
3.66
3.27

APPENDIX 2.2
MEASUREMENTS OF NORWICH CHURCHES: CHANCELS

Church
Dedication
All Saints (Ber Street, Timberhill)
St Andrew
St Augustine
St Clement (Fye Bridge)
St Edmund
St George Colegate
St George Tombland
St Giles
St Gregory
St Helen
St James Pockthorpe
St John (Ber Street, Timberhill)
St John de Sepulchre
St John Maddermarket
St Lawrence
St Margaret (Westwick)
St Martin at Oak (Coslany)
St Martin at Palace
St Mary Coslany
St Michael Coslany
St Michael Plea
St Peter Hungate
St Peter Mancroft
St Peter Parmentergate
St Saviour
St Simon and St Jude
St Stephen
St Swithin

Chancel
Main Vessel
Width
Height
5.21
8.1
4.16
9.2
!
!
5.18
8.0
6.00
8.7
5.03
9.9
6.45
12.9
X
X
5.51
6.9
4.93
8.6
5.19
9.3
4.99
12.9
4.85
6.9
4.79
6.1
X
X
5.23
8.0
5.77
9.7
5.89
10.2
5.26
8.8
7.33
15.2
6.22
12.0
X
X
!
X
5.43*
12.9
-

N Arcade
Width
2.95
3.20
3.70
X
3.52
3.96
X
3.16
4.38
3.56
-

(*) Measurements varied (> 0.1) - average value chosen
(**) Measurements varied (> 0.1) - single value chosen
(!) Measurement not taken
(X) Measrement not possible
(-) Measurement not applicable
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Height
4.9
5.3
X
X
X
6.7
X
6.5
9.4
5.8
-

S Arcade
Width
2.97
3.00
2.53
X
3.29**
X
3.85
2.73
X
2.89
4.39
!
-

Height
4.9
4.8
5.0
X
4.8
X
6.8
5.0
X
6.5
9.4
!
-

N Aisle
Width
X
3.85
4.35
3.37
X
X
2.71
X
!
5.18
4.87
-

S Aisle
Width
4.15
3.90
4.95
X
3.49
3.14
3.21
3.79
X
!
5.06
4.17
-

