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DESCRIPTION OF THE PLATES A B C. 

THEsE Plates ehew the extent of visible ruin produced by the fall of the tower, or in other 

words, the portions of the structure which actually fell. The neighbouring parts were necessarily 

shattered by the concussion and violent separation of the falling ruins from the portions 

that remained standing, and must consequently be taken down and rebuilt. But it appeared 

desirable that an exact record should be preserved of the real nature and extent of the ruin, 

for the purpose of illustrating the description in the preceding pages, and of shewing the exact 

form of the fractures. Plate A is a plan of the tower and adjacent parts of the cross, taken 

at the clerestory level. The portions of the clereetory wall that stood are black. Those that 

fell are in outline only. In all three plates the parts shaded with crossed lines represent 

the sloping surfaces of the fractured masonry, and will be readily ~derstood by comparing 

them together. The light shading in Plate A upon the vaulting of the four arms of the 

cross indicates the parts of it that remained undisturbed ; those of which the vaulting fell are 

left white. The roofs of the side a,isles, vestry, and other lateral appendages, are merely 

indicated in outline, and sufficiently explained by the inscriptions upon them ; the only 

parts of them affected by the fall were the two easternmost compartments of the nave aisles 

marked H and K, the roofs and vaults of which were entirely destroyed. 

A B c D.-The position of the Arundel Shrine, (p. xv.) 

E F.-The position of the western limit of the choir stalls. The shrine and stalls are 

shewn in Mr. Wild's section, Plate 7. 

G.--The position of the circular staircase erected in the fifteenth century, (pp. xix. & 20.) 

H K.-The ruined side aisle compartments, as just mentioned. 

L.-The position of a fragment of the tower described in note b, p. xxi. above. 

Plate B is a longitudinal section of the lower part of the tower, and of the adjacent parts 

of the nave and choir (or rather presbytery), looking south. 
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In this section the parts which fell are separated from those which were left standing by 

a line of asterisks, or by a thick black line, and the sloping surfaces of the fractured rubble 

arc shown by crossed shade lines, as in the plan. 

A.-The eastern respond of the south tower arch. 

B.-The great stone corbel, inserted in the wall to prop up the respond when the 

the lower part of its shafts were cut away, to make room for the stall work, in 

the early part of tho sixteenth century. The oak shores are seen below this 

block, (p. xvi.) The original bases and part of the shafts remained untouched 

as at x. 

c D.-The western respond of the south tower arch, showing the fissures, (p. xix.) 

E . F.-The lino of separation between the roof of the choir and the fallen tower. 

This roof remained entire, for the tower fell away from it, and its east wall was 

tom from the carpentry and lead, leaving them standing, (p. uii). The parts of 

the roof at F were sustained by the wall plate, and overhung the masonry, which 

fell from beneath it, as the line F G shews. 

F G is the fractured outline of the back wall of the clercstory, while on the contrary 

the line H A is the fractured outline of the vault and of the front wall of the 

clerestory. 

x is the exact form of the stump of the south-western tower pier, (p. u .) 

L M.-The fracture line of the western extremity of the roof and wall of the nave. 

The fractures of the north side of the nave and choir are as nearly as possible the same 

as those here represented. 

Plate 0, section of transept looking south. The fractures are represented m the 

same manner as in the last plate. 

The nature of the ancient settlements IS illustrated by the lines marked A B c D E, 

(p. xii.) ; A B and c D are two fissures in the wall. The wall QD the south of A B was 

firm and undisturbed. The pier and wall on the north of c D appeared unfractured, but 

had descended bodily through a space of about three inches. The masonry between these fissures 

was dislocated by the dragging downwards of the northern extremities of its courses. This 

is roughly indicated by the sloping lines of the drawing, which must not be supposed to 

represent minutely the real stones ; each course necessarily consisting in reality of several blocks. 

The string course of the clerestory above A c had descended bodily more than an inch. B D E is 
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the outline of the Norman masonry, below which the original Norman arch was taken out, 

after the fire of 1186, and the rich Early English arch inserted instead. 

F o H x K.-The distorted arch of the north transept. The pier F o has been 

inclined northwards by the failure of the transept gable, and has thus distorted 

the arch above, as explained at page xiv. 

L M, N o.-The fracture lines of the transept roofs. 

The line of asterisks which commences at v shews the fracture of the vault, and the black 

lines below, the fractures of the outer and inner wall of the clerestory and of the triforium. 

In the south transept the continuation of the line of asterisks from o downwards shews 

the outline of the ruined back wall of the clerestory, corresponding to the line F o in Plate B. 

At this angle there was a spiral staircase, which led from the clerestory to the tower above. 

The inner portion of this staircase fell with the tower. 

s T is the fracture line of the vault, and, with its continuation as a black line from T down

wards, separates the portions that stood from those that fell. 

In both sections it will be seen, that to preserve the continuity of these black lines, and 

shew more clearly the boundary between the fallen and the standing parts of the building, 

the black lines have been continued on the outlines of the arches and shafts that remained 

undisturbed. 

R.-The position of the discharging arch of the tower (p. xii.) A similar one should have 

been shewn in Plate B, but, as I was unable to procure a sketch of its exact form, I have 

not inserted it. 

The ruin of the west side of the transepts is much greater than of the east side, and is 

sufficiently explained by the plan, Plate A, and by Plate B, compared with the description at 

page xxii. 
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INTRODUCTORY ESSAY 

Olf THE 

FALL ·OF THE : TOWER AND ·sPIRE; 

FEBRUARY 21sT, · i861. 

THE · Architectural · History to which this Introduction i.B· prefixed was originally 

delivered in the form of a Lecture to the Archooological Institute upon the occasion 

of their. meeting at Chichester in July, 1853. It was .immediately. prepared for 

preSs by myself, with considerable additions, and forth~th printed as "it" now app~. 
Unfortunately it formed part of .a volume which was .intended also_ to include 

three other paper8, two of which had, like thjs History, been contrib~ted to· the 

same meeting. These two were made ready, but" the . failure. of : the· Author of 

the fo~h to. ful.fil his engagement to prepare his Essay on . the Churches of the 

County for· · press, has hitherto ·delayed the publication of those: portions of · the 

volume that had been · furnished by their respective writers · in accordance with 

their mutual agreement ; the publisher feeling conscientiously that to present . an 
imperfect · vohime to his · subscribers · would be on · his part a breach of contract. 

Th~ unhappy . ruin of the Cathed.rO.I,: and the new interest thus· extited towardS 

it, combined wit'h the hopelessness . of optaining the completion of the fourth 
• • ~ ' • -I • • 

Essay, has · at · le.ngth induced that gentl~man to relax his scruples and give ~h~ 

b 
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11. INTRODUCTORY ESSAY. 

volume to the world. Nine years having however elapsed smce my History of 

the Cathedral was printed, I have thought it necessary to preface it with some 

additional remarks, and also to endeavour to put on record an account of the 

nature and history of the fall, and of its effect upon the remainder of the structure. 

Many instances of the fall of towers in the middle ages have been recorded, 

and the condition of many existing towers, shews that had they not received 

various subsidiary repairs they must also have fallen. I will instance the most 

remarkable. 

The Norman central tower of 'Vinchester Cathedral fell in 1107. The Cathedral 

itself was begun in ' 1079 by the first Norman Bishop, Walkelin, who died in 1098. 

The popular opinion held that the tower fell because the profane King Rufua 

had been buried under it seven years before. It was immediately rebuilt, however, 

as its present appearance shews. Its four piers are of enormous and disproportionate 

magnitude, and their masonry, as well as that of the four respectively contiguous 

piers in each transept; is singularly good and close jointed, contrasting strongly 

with the rough masonry and workmanship of the Norman work with which they 

are in contact.a The piers were manifestly erected under the influence of the 

panic caused by the fall of the tower. 

. . Gloucester· Cathedral was founded in 1089, and dedicated in 1100. The -north

west · tower fell from · a faulty foundation, as Giraldus Cambrensis records. This 

event happened suddenly while Roger, Bishop of Worcester (1163 to 1180), was 

perfo:rnling a solemn Mass ; the people were crowding towards the High Altar 

to receive. the benediction, and thus escaped injury.11 

Worce8ter Cathedral was founded in 1084, and the "new tower" fell in l175.c 

The · position of this tower is uncertain, and the present church is · an entirely 

different structure from its Norman predecessor. Its central piers are, however, 

of enormous magnitude. 

The central Norman tower of Ely Cathedral, built by Abbot Simeon, the 

brother of W alkelin of Winchester, fell as his brother's tower had done, but 

• Yi/U my Architectural History of Winchester 
Oathedral for details, &c., p. 28, &c., &c .. 

b Giraldus Cambrenais. Ap. Ang. Sac., v. 2, p. 428. 
D Annales Wigom ap. Ang. Sac. 
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much later, in 1321. The account given in the Historia Eliensisd of this event, 

and the measures taken to restore the damage, is so immediately applicable to 

the ruin of Chichester that I shall translate part of it at length. It appears 

that this central tower, which stood above the choir stalls, was in a threatening 

state, so that the service was performed in the chapel of St. Katherine. In this 

same year Alan de ·w alsyngham had been appointed to the office of Sacrist. The 

chronicle goes on to state that " On the night before the Feast of St. Ermenilda, 

after they had made a procession to the shrines in her honor, and the convent 

were returning back to the Dormitory, a few only of the brethren had entered their 

beds when suddenly and without warning, the Campanile fell upon the choir 

with so much noise and crashing, that it appeared like an earthquake, but neither 

wounding or cru.shing any person. Another wonder happened, rather to be attributed 

to a miracle, than to a natural cause, namely, that in this horrible ruin and collision 

of stones which shook the whole city of Ely, the large and beautiful canopy which 

covered the sepulchres of the Holy Virgins escaped even the slightest injury . 

• • • • • • • • 
"At this dreadful and lamentable damage, the aforesaid Sacrist, sorrowful and 

grieving exceedingly, knew not whither to turn, or what to do to repair so great 

a rum. But, at length, taking courage, trusting in the Divine assistance, 

and confiding in the Virgin Mary and the merits of St. Etheldreda, he set to 

work manfully. First of all, he caused all the stones and timber which had 

fallen into that nun, to be carried out of the Church, with great labor and expense. 

He then cleared the Church of the excessive dust which covered it, as quickly 

as was possible. He caused the site, where the new Campanile was to be built, 

to be excavated down to solid ground, upon which the foundation of the work 

might be safely laid, in eight places, measured and set out with architectural 

skill, on which eight stone piers were to be built, for the support of the super

structure, and within which, the choir, with its stalls, was to be constructed. 

"These eight places having been carefully examined, and made strong, by 

ramming in stones and sand, he began the eight p1ers, with the work above ; 

tl Ang. Sac., v. 1, p. 643. 

b 2 



lV. INTRODUCTORY ESSAY. 

which was carried on for six years, and completed, up to the upper string course, 

Anno Domini 1328. 

"ln1that very year, the skilfully devised wooden · structure of the new Campanile, 

invented with marvellous ingenuity, to cover the aforesaid stone-work, was 

commenced, and carried on with great and burthensome expenses, principally 

incurred in seeking far and wide for great beams suitable to the said structure, 

which, when found with great difficulty, had to be bought at a high price, carried 

to Ely by land and sea, and there carved and framed into the structure by 

skilful workmen. 

"The wooden structure was carried on during fourteen years, from 1328 to 1342." 

In this narrative, the mention of the removal of the stones and materials 

from the church, and especially the excessive dust which covered every part of 

the interior, a fact also allu~ed to by Giraldus as accompanying the fall of the 

tower of Gloucester, so exactly corresponds with the results of the recent ruin of 

Chichester as to confirm the accuracy of these accounts. 

The Norman central tower of Evesham fell about 1213, and ruined the presbytery 

of the church. In 1221 two Norman towers of the front of Dunstaple Priory 

church fell. In 1323 part of the south side of the Norman nave of St. Albans 

fell, and made it necessary to rebuild five severeys of the middle of the south side 

of the nave in the Decorated style as they now appear. The Norman central tower 

of Selby church (Yorkshire) fell down on the 30th of March, 1690, and destroyed 

the south transept. 

The Norman west front of Hereford fell in 1806, apparently ruined by its 

cr.ntral western tower, which appears, from the rude engraving in the Monasticon, 

to have been a subsequent addition. 

In 1222 the two small towers of Worcester Cathedral were blown down. The 

nave of Croyland Abbey was blown down in 1254. 

The central tower of Lincoln Cathedral fell in 1240, and in 1270 the upper 

stories of the central tower of the nunnery church of St. Rhadegund, now the 

chapel of Jesus College, Cambridge, fell upon the choir and ruined part of it. 

On the 1 'ith of January, 1361-2, a violent hurricane arose, which threw down 
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many buildings in England, and amongst others the . wooden steeple of Norwich 

Cathedral, which fell on the presbytery and ruined it, so as to compel the 

rebuilding of the clerestory as it now appears. The spire of Wimborne Minster 

fell in 1600! 

The above list includes the greater part of the actual falls of towers and other 

parts of large English churches that I have found upon record. But there is 

another class of examples which possess a greater interest, namely, those which 

in the course of time have threatened rum, but by timely repair have been 

prevented from falling. 

In nearly all the previous cases, the ruin was cleared away, and the tower or 

other portion that had fallen, as well as the parts adjacent that had suffered damage, 

rebuilt in the style and manner of the time. The most remarkable instance 

is that of Ely, where the tower was not in strictness rebuilt, but a spacious 

octagon lantern constructed instead, enclosing a much larger area. When Sir 

Christopher Wren was consulted concerning the dangerous state of St. Paul's 

Cathedral, he suggested in his report of 1663 that the central tower should be 

taken down altogether, and a spacious rotunda erected, cutting off the inner corners 

of the cross! '!'his being, in fact, the same expedient as that of Ely, with the sole 

difference of making the plan circular instead of octagonal. The fact of his uncle 

having held the bishopric of Ely, must have given him opportunities of studying 

this cathedral. In 1699 the N.W. angle of Ely transept fell, and Wren was then 

employed to restore it. In the meantime, however, the Fire of London had so 

damaged St. Paul's, that the whole building was necessarily rased to the ground. 

Yet the present cathedral is formed upon the same system, by which the side aisles 

open into the c~ntral space. 

1 In 1741 the wooden spire of the south-weatem 
tower of St. Hargaret'a Church, at Lynn Regia in 
Norfolk, fell on the body of the church, and de
molished a great part of it. This was a noble 
crucifonn church, 240 feet in length, with two 
weatem towers, and a central lanthom tower 132 
feet high. The spire itself was 193 feet high, and 
together with the tower roae 275 foet from the 

gronnd. After the spire fell, it was thought pru
dent to take down the central lanthom, and the 
church now remains in this mutilated condition. 
The damage to the body of the church was however 
completely repaired. ( Yuu Hackerell'a History of 
Lynn, &c.) 

f The report is printed in Elm.ee' Life of Wren, 
p. 128. 
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Four remarkable instances of arrested ruin are offered by the cathedrals of 

Hereford, Wells, Salisbury, and Canterbury. 

The central Norman tower of Hereford received an addition of two stories at 

the beginning of the fourteenth century, and in the preamble to a papal Bull of 

1320, assigning the revenues of the churches of Shenyngfeld and Swalefeld to the 

fabric, it is alleged that whereas the Dean and Chapter had erected sumptuous 

buildings upon an ancient foundation, which in the opinion of skilful masons or 

architects was firm and solid, this building now so threatens ruin that it must 

be completely renewed from the .folmdation. 

The settlements and fissures of the tower piers and adjacent parts, still bear 

witness to the tmth of this statement ; but the measures employed were not 

judicious, consisting in partially clothing the piers with new ashlaring, and the 

erection of a central pier in the north and south tower arches, supporting two 

half arches, and intended to prop up the tt>wer. Other patching repairs of the 

piers were made from time to time. Finally, the symptoms of danger became in 

this century so alarming that in 18 41 Mr. Cottingham was called in and succeeded 

in repairing the piers and consolidating the structure, so that it may now be 

considered as safe.11 

The central tower of ·wells Cathedral was raised to its present altitude in 1320 

upon the early piers. In 1337, and subsequent years, Chapter Meetings declare 

the threatened ruin of the structure, which they allege to be enormously shattered, 

(" enormiter confracta.") £1000 spent, and £200 of debt, attest the expenditure, 

and the means resorted to are still too visible. The lofty tower arches, excepting 

the eastern, are each obstructed by a massive frame of masonry, consisting of 

an inverted arch, resting upon a low arch, each spandril space . being occupied 

by a circle, connecting these two arches" with the tower arch responds, betwe.en 

which they stand, in such a manner as effectually to prevent the latter from 

bulging out. The fractured and distorted masonry of the nave was also 

repaired or rebuilt, its triforium spaces walled up, and other buttressing contrivances 

g JT'.M my Report on Hereford Cathedral, in I h These contrivances are beautifully shewn in 
Cwil EnginHf''l Journal, July, 1842. the engravings of Britton's Wells Cathedral. 
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introduced. The great windows of the tower were also filled up with masonry, 

ornamented with Perpendicular details and its internal arches fortified. The 

exterior presents therefore a Decorated composition, interlined and capped with 

Perpendicular details in a very curious fashion. These various devices have proved 

perfectly successful in sustaining the tower, but detract greatly from the beauty 

of the interior. 

Salisbury Cathedral similarly received the addition of a lofty central tower and 

spire, commenced about 1331, and resting upon the old piers of the previous century. 

As at Wells, symptoms of ruin succeeded; chapter meetings from 1387 to 1417 

shew the danger, and the anxious collection of funds to make the necessary 

repairs, among which the canonization of St. Osmond was recommended and 

accomplished in 1456, as an attraction for offerings. The remedies resorted to 

were similar to, but not so massive as those employed at Wells--namely, the 

introduction of inverted arches into the north and south openings of the small 

transept, and of a similar contrivance in the north and south tower arches, 

consisting of a bridging arch, which connects the responds of these arches, and 

acts as a strut to prevent them from bulging. Also a variety of arched braces, 

and other props and ties were introduced into the apertures, to relieve the great 

arches from part of the superincumbent weight by distributing it on the adjacent 

walls, and to prevent them from spreading. These contrivances are minutely 

-detailed by Price.i He enumerates one hundred and twelve of these additional 

supports, exclusive of iron bandages. Notwithstanding these repairs, the condition 

of this- magnificent tower has ever been a cause of anxious apprehension. 

At Canterbury the central tower, called the " Angell Steeple," was built upon 

piers erected a century before, and probably containing in their hearts the older 

Norman piers. In this case, the western and southern tower arches, the two 

lateral arches in contact with the north-west pier, and the two in similar contact 

with the south-west pier, have been fortified with bridging arches, as at Salisbury. 

But whether these were introduced before the tower was carried up or after it 

i ViM F. Price. Series of Observations upon the Cathedral Church of Salisbury, 1763. Aleo 
Dodsworth's History of Salisbury Cethedral. 
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was finished is uncertain. The chronicle merely records that the Prior Goldston 

erected the tower and added the arches! 

The north transept gable of Beverley Minster had inclined so far, as to 

overhang its base four feet at the upper part, and to be in imminent danger of 

falling. This was brought back bodily to the vertical position in 1739, by 

means of timber framing and screw jacks. 

The north transept of York exhibits some extraordinary settlements in con

nexion with the sinking of the tower piers to the extent of eight inches, when 

the central tower was added ; and these had so far dislocated the western wall, 

as to have led the architects of the Decorated period to remove one of the original 

Early English piers, and rebuild it in their own style.i 

The Norman west front of Ely Cathedral overhangs its base several inches, 

yet, from the manner in which the lofty western porch, called the Galilee porch, 

is projected from that front, and from the connexion of its masonry with the 

Norman wall, it is evident that this overhanging existed to the same degree 

in the twelfth century ; at the latter end of which the Galilee porch was built, 

probably to buttress _ the wall. The northern half of the front fell down at 

some unrecorded time, and an abortive attempt to rebuilt it was made, apparently 

in the fifteenth century, but never carried out. 

In the following examples, and many others not enumerated, the settlements 

have been allowed to remain, without any attempt to remedy them or guard 

against their extension. 

The Norman tower of Carlisle Cathedral sank at its first erection nearly a 

foot, owing to bad foundations ; and the addition of the lofty Perpendicular tower 

in 1401, has crushed down the Norman walls of the transept, but has not 

fractured those of the Decorated eastern portions. These settlements are accurately 

shewn in Mr. Billing's engravings of Carlisle Cathedral. 

Gloucester Cathedral is built upon a quicksand, and the settlements and 

j Ang. Snc., v. 1, p. 147, and my Architectural 
History of Canterbury Cathedral, p. 125. 

k I have given a detailed acc{)unt of the 

complicated settlements alluded to in Chapter IT. 

. of my Architectural History of York Cathedral, 
p. 47. 
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distortions produced by the unequal sinking of the walls are very remarkable ; 

especially those of the crypt aisles, and of the choir aisles above them, yet the 

building appears in no danger. Also the central tower of Durham has driven 

its piers downwards, and distorted the triforium and pier arches in contact with 

them,' but not in a ruinous manner. 

On the other hand, the original Norman tower of Southwell stands firm on 

its large cruciform piers ; and the central tower of St. Albans, an original 

high Norman one, is declared . by Mr. Buckler to be without inequality in the 

settlement of the piers, or defect from imperfection of construction or workman· 

ship."' The foundations of this building were in fact prepared with the greatest 

care. 

In every cruciform church the foundations of the tower piers are necessarily 

Joaded with a greater pressure than those of the ordinary piers, even when the 

tower rises only to the ridge of the root: and as each pier carries one-fourth of the 

weight of the tower, this load is enormously increased if additional stories are 

added. The foundations of Norman buildings are rarely consolidated or prepared 

with proper care, and hence, for the most part, the whole structure will be found 

to have sunk bodily into the compressible ground, and the heavier tower piers 

necessarily one or more inches than the rest. The effect of such greater sinking 

is to drag downwards the masonry of the transept walls, and of the nave and 

choir walls, which all abut upon the tower piers. This, if the difference of settlement 

be small, dislocates the masonry, distorts the arches of the clerestory, triforium, and 

pier range, and disturbs the level of the string courses. 

If the sinking be excessive, fissures appear in the walls near the tower piers, 

shewing an actual disruption of the masonry. 

Some or all of these symptoms are familiar to architects, and exist, as I have 

already shewn, in many buildings to so small a degree as not to endanger the 

stability of the edifice. 

l Billing's Durham Cathedral,.p. 39. I structure of the foundations and of the walls is 
m Buckler's St. Albane, p. 35, in which the admirably detailed. 

c 



X. INTRODl:CTORY ESSAY. 

The class of settlements above described are very different from those produced 

by the spreading of arches or of roofs which tend to press their abutments asunder 

and throw the walls and piers upon which they rest out of the perpendicular. 

Chichester Cathedral has sufferell from all the deteriorating causes enumeratetl, 

and from several others which remain to be examined. 

In common with other medireval buildings, its walls are constructed of two 

outer shells of ashlar stone, including between them a wall or core of rubble. The 

ashlar of the original walls is formed of a shelly limestone from the quarries of 

Quarrer Abbey in the Isle of Wight, with a slight mixture of Sussex sandstone.n 

The rubble-core is of chalk, mixed with flints, and flint rolled pebbles from the sea 

shore, with a large quantity of mortar. The ashlar, as usual, is not well bonded 

into the rubble, and the core of the wall possesses but little cohesion, and is in a 

very decayed and friable condition. 

The fires of 1114 and 1186 seriously impaired the walls, and have left traces of 

their existence in the back parts of the triforium walls, which being unseen from 

below have been allowed to retain their half calcined and discolored surfaces. But 

the visible interior walls, and the ornamental portions destroyed by the fire and 

damaged by the falling roofs, were repaired and replaced by Caen stone-work and 

Purbeck marble, as I have shewn at length below.0 :Mr. Sharpe, the excellent 

author of the "Architectural History of Shoreham Collegiate Church" in the present 

volume, ascertained by a close examination that the four Norman arches of the 

Cathedral tower had been rebuilt with their own stones previously to the carrying 

up of the tower itself in the thirteenth century (p. 32 below), and probably a 

n Vitk the Architectural History of the Cathe-
dral below, p. 13. • 

o Chap. m., p. 12. I extract the following 
valuable information from a letter, (April 27, 
1861,) written by Mr. Thompson, the Clerk of 
Works to Mr. Slater :-"In cutting back the timbers 
of the roof over the west bay of the choir it was 
discovered that several of the timbers were much 
charred and burnt. The north end of the tie beam 
of the wcsternmost truss (the only tie beam which 

was not acarfed) was much bumt, also the lower 
part of the principal and common rafter. The 
original oak pins were also much bumt, a proof that 
this tru88 had not been unframed after the great 
fire of 1186, and that this part of the roof of the 
choir was only partially burnt. I have also u 
piece of lead which was melted by this fire and 
run into the mortice in the tie beam by the side 
of the tenon of the common rnfter." 
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considerable portion of the piers also, for "The Norman ornaments on the face of 

the E. anl ,V. arches, such as stars, cable moldings, &c., had not been properly 

reset in rebuilding, and do not piece together in design. Also voussoirs of superiorly 

dressed Caen stone have been inserted at every two feet in the arch, apparently 

to strengthen the arch, as well as to supply the place of those unfit for use 

again."" The late ruin of the piers enabled me to observe that the ashlaring of 

the N.E. pier was built of longer stones than elsewhere, and placed so as to be 

inserted in the rubble, and supply a much firmer bond than in the usual Norman 

masonry. But a wall thus patched can never possess the strength of one of which 

all the parts are carried up together, and consequently settle and shrink as one 

mass ; for new masonry applied against an older portion that has already settled 

will by its own settlement be withdrawn from the earlier part, and fissures be 

produced, destroying the coherence of the whole. 

The central tower is oblong in plan. Its external dimensions, measured from 

the piers, are 45 feet 8 inches from east to west, and 36 feet 8 inches from north 

to south ; which are so very nearly in the proportion of five to four, that we may 

suppose this was intended. The internal dimensions are, 34 feet 8 inches from 

east to west, and 25 feet 8 inches from north to south, which numbers are v~ry 

nearly in the proportion of three to four.9 The four great arches are, however, 

very nearly alike in span. Those of the east and west sides being 22 feet 6 inches, 

and of the north and south, 22 feet. 

The Norman walling of the tower was not continued higher than a horizontal 

line touching the top of the key stones of the arches ; and from this line, the 

Early English work of the tower began, and (as the sections, plates B & C shew) 

three small recessed pointed arches, of the second period of the work, namely, 

p Extracted from a letter to me from Yr. 
Sharpe, September 3rd, 1853. 

q To make the sides of any chamber in the 
exact proportions of three to four internally, and 
of four m five externally, with the same thickness 
of wall on all sides, it is only necessary m take 
twice the thickness of the wall as .the unit. Thus, 

if the walls are 4 feet 6 inches thick, we obtain 
for the internal measurement 27 feet by 36 feet, 
and for the external 36 fet't by 45 feet. In the tower 
of Chichester the walls are 5 feet 6 inchea, and the 
numbers in the nearest feet are 26 feet by 35 feet 
inside, and 37 feet by 46 feet outside. 

c 2 
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that after the fire, occupied the wall space under the vault of the crossmg, 

and were seen from below. 

It is probable, however, that the Norman walling was originally carried higher, 

so as to rise at least to the ridge of the roof, and that it was crowned by a 

wooden pyramidal roof, after the manner of old Canterbury Cathedral, as shewn 

in Eadwin's drawing.r But when the Norman arches were reset, after the fire, 

it was perfectly natural that the Norman masonry should be cut off immediately 

above them, and the walls carried up in the style of the restorations. A discharging 

arch was constructed in all four walls of the tower, immediately above the 

Norman arches, so as to relieve them from the weight of the superstructure, 

and throw it wholly on the piers. These arches were carefully formed of three 

rows of voussoir~, on the narrow sides of the tower, and of four rows on the 

wide sides. Unfortunately, no provision was made to distribute the pressure 

of the tower upon the piers and walls adjacent to the great piers, by means of 

diagonal struts and flying buttret~ses. The position of one of these discharging 

arches is indicated at R in Plate C. 

Fissures and disruptions of the masonry, of long standing, gave evidence of the 

downward settlement of the great piers, which must have happened before the fire 

of 1186. For example, in the eastern wall of the south transept (Plate C) the 

tower pier had descended about three inches, and dragged down the adjacent 

masonry ( c E D) of the transept wall, so as to cause the original string course of 

the clerestory to incline downwards very considerably from the northern middle 

shaft of th~ clerestory to the juncture with the great south-east respond. The 

Early English string course of the clerestory laid after the fire, was made horizontal 

by inserting a wedge-shaped course of stones below it, fitting the inclination of the 

older masonry. Yet this portion of string course (c A) underwent a still farther 

settlement, which caused it to descend bodily more than an inch. In fact, a great 

fissure A B, (sketched in Plate C,) begins from the plinth of the northern middle 

shaft of the clerestory, descends to the south side of the triforium arch, and is 

continued downwards to join the arch below, which opens to the south side aisle. 

,. Engraved in the V1twta .Honummta. 
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This arch was originally Norman, but its voussoirs and responds were taken out 

after the fire, and the richly moulded Early English arch now standing erected in its 

place. But the masonry that rested on the outer rim, or extrados as it is termed, 

of .the Norman arch, was left undisturbed, as the circular line E B, above the 

pointed arch, shews, and the space between it and the new voussoirs simply 

filled up. 

Another fiBBure ( o D) to the north of the great fiBSure above described, descends 

from a point of the clerestory string course, very near to the great pier shafts, to 

the triforium arch, and proceeds from the south side of the central plinth to meet 

the Norman extrados line a little to the south of its middle point. 

All the walling between these two fiBBures is in a state of dislocation. The 

masonry to the south of the first fiBBure remains undisturbed. The masonry to 

the north of the second has been carried downwards with the piers with very 

little disturbance, but the walling between the two fiBBures is dislocated, and the 

horizontality of its courses destroyed, one end of each course being connected 

with the undisturbed walling of the transept, ~he other carried down by the 

sinking of the pier. 

The triforium arch shews this very distinctly, for its northern half including 

the central pillar has sunk considerably lower than the southern respond, and its 

tympanum above is fractured and dislocated. 

The settlements thus described are old, and fissures similar in position existe.:l 

in the east wall of the north transept, in a less degree. But in the west wall 

of both transepts, such fissures were seen, to a much greater extent, than any 

of those in the eastern wall. The Early English arch, leading from the south 

transept to the side aisle of the nave, was also ruptured at the crown, by the 

bodily descent of that half of the arch which was connected with the great pier, 

leaving the other half standing. 

At the upper part of the south-eastern tower pier, the disruption which finally 

took place was, long before, indicated by a settlement, which had forced the 

upper part of the eastern respond pier of the southern tower arch forward, 

through the space of Ii inch, (opposite A, plate B). 
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The weak state of the building exhibited itself also, in the north gable of the 

transept. The arch of entrance into the eastern chapels, commonly called the 

chapter house: is singularly distorted by settlement, as the elevation (plate C) 

shews, on a small scale. The north respond has been inclined northwards, and 

the arch above consequently broken at H and I; the portion o H has been carrie1l 

northwards by the inclination of the respond; and the portion H I consequently 

became straiter, and distorted. But in repairing it, the entire lower order of 

voussoirs was left in its distorted state, as well as a portion of the outer order, 

on the north side (from G to H). The remainder of the outer nng of voussoirs 

(from H to K) has been reconstructed in Caen stone, and the face of the wall 

above reset.t Some of these repairs are of modern date. 

I have already shewn that settlements and disruptions of the kind described 

may be seen in many buildings, that exhibit no alarming symptoms of actual 

ruin ; and in all probability, they would not have led to the fall of the tower 

and · spire in the present instance, had it not been for the weakness of the 

materials, which, as the resul~ has shown, were actually crushed by the weight 

of the tower, added in the thirteenth century, and of the stone spire, superadded 

in the :fifteenth, making altogether a total height of 270 feet from the ground. 

The tower piers are unusually small ; and became, when weakened by age, 

incapable of sustaining the additional pressure thus thrown upon them. 

Doubtless, also, the disintegration of the materials was promoted . by the 

continual vibration of the spire, under the action of the wind. For, in this way, 

a spire is a fruitful source of mischief to a feeble building. 

The dangerous state of the walls was made known by the operations undertaken 

m 1859, for the purpose of carrying out the design of throwing open the choir 

to the nave, in order to afford greater accommodation to the public at the 

cathedral sel'VJ.ces. This plan arose out of a bequest of £2,000 from Dr. 

Chandler, the late Dean, for the decoration of the cathedral ; which sum, being 

' Pages 22 and 32, below. 
t The settlements of th~ clerestory walls of the 

nave, described at page 29, may be also adduced 

to sbew the feeble condition of the building as well 
as the ruinous state of the north-west tower. Vide 
note at p. 6. 
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increased by public subscription, was devoted to the above purpose, intended 

to serve as a memorial to the Dean. Mr. Slater, having been appointed architect, 

under the direction of a committee, prepared a design, by which, in accordance with 

their instructions, the north and south ranges of stalls were to retain their old 

position under the tower ; but the stone vaulted transverse structure, called the 

Arundel shrine, which carried the organ gallery, and separated the choir from 

.the nave ;• as well as the return stalls, which rested against its eastern face, in the 

usual manner, were to be completely cleared away, as a measure imperatively 

necessary to give effect to the purpose ·of opening out the choir to the nave. 

This Arundel shrine, or rather oratory, was a vaulted stone passage, extending 

across the nave between it!! easternmost pier arches, (at A B c D, Plate A). The 

passage was bounded to the west by an open arcade of two wide arches, with an 

intermediate narrow one, and to the east by a wall, which had a central arch 

opening to ·the choir, and two small doors, one on each side, to give access to as 

many staircases placed behind the return stalls and leading to the organ-loft 

above. The north and south ends of the passage were also open to the side 

aisles, through the pier arches. This passage was vaulted in three unequal com-

11artments, with a rich lierne vault of the fifteenth century. 

The floor of the gallery was but sixteen feet above the pavement of the nave, 

and had a parapet in front about five feet high. 

This structure was traditionally said to have been the work of Bishop Arundel 

{1459-1468). The lateral doors and stairs in the eastern wall were probably 

alterations, as the stairs were in no way connected with the structure of the screen, 

and as it is most likely that altars were placed on each side of the choir door, as in 

similar cases. It has been said that the removal of this vaulted passage deprived 

the piers of support, and contributed to the fall. 

The structure was in itself so slight, its back wall being little more than a foot 

iu thickness, and it was applied merely to the ends of the piers without bonding, 

in such a manner, that it could not have afforded the least assistance in sustaining 

them. To its removal we are, in fact, indebted for the disclosure of the rwnous 

u This is seen in lli. Wild's view of the nave, taken in 1815 (Plate 6). 
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condition of the piers, for it was then discovered that the shafts of the responds of 

the great western arch on the inner faces of the western tower piers had originally 

descended to bases and plinths which rested on the pavement. But that as the angle 

of the return stall and a part of the gallery staircase abutted against the portion 

of the tower piers occupied by their projecting shafts, twelve or thirteen feet of 

their lower extremities had been rudely cut away to gain space, and a rough stone 

inserted in the piers, in the manner of a corbel, to sustain the truncated ends. 

On the south side of the choir this stone (B, Plate B) had given way, having been 

1)ropped up by one upright and two raking shores of oako now in a rotten state. These 

facts had been concealed by the stone staircase of the organ gallery. In the north

west pier fissures were discovered. on each side of the re.spond of the western tower 

arch, wide enough to admit a man's arm, and so deep that a five-foot rod could be 

pushed in for its full length : in fact, the respond was entirely detached from the 

body of the pier. A very large crack was also observable in the south respond of 

the western tower arch. This was large enough to admit a walking-stick, and had 

been there before the memory of man. Iron cramps and straps had been applied 

from time to time to stay the progress of the settlement, while other cracks had 

crippled the eastern bays of the nave, and caused a most unsightly breach in the 

rich pointed arch opening from the south aisle of the nave into the south transept,tD as 

above stated. 

Mr. Yarrow, civil engineer, who had already been consulted by the Committee 

with respect to the removal of the Arundel shrine, and had declared that it in no 

way affected the stability of the tower, was now called in to assist, and measures 

were taken to meet the emergency. Centres and shores were put up, and men 

employed instantly to restore the ruined portions of the piers. The wooden props 

under the south respond were removed, and new stone-work built up solid, bonding 

as far as was thought desirable into the core of the pier. Other portions of this 

., The position of these shores is indicated below 
~ in the plate. 

to Mr. Slater in Ecclmologilt, Aprill861, p. 87. 
A long and minute account of the gradual prooe18 of 

destruction is inserted in the Bt1ildw of March 2 . 
It ia written by an eye witness, and is a moat 
valuable record. I am indebted to it for many facta 
relating to the fall. 
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pier, the opposite pier, and elsewhere, were refaced, and bond-stones inserted 

as far as was practicable, considering the loose and rotten state of the core. But 

as this work went on the amount of bad construction, of disintegration, and decay 

in the old masonry, developed itself in a manner exceeding all experience, and 

presented most serious and unexpected difficulties. 

These works were carried on during the summer and autumn of 1860, but in 

November it was observed that settlements began in the new work. Old fissures 

extended themselves into the fresh masonry, and new ones made their appearance. 

A I'Jystem of cantering to stiffen the arches which connected the western piers with 

the nave and transepts, was now commenced, but before it could be carried out 

the symptoms of approaching ruin increased and multiplied so fast that there was 

no time to construct and apply the contemplated framing. Shores were therefore 

resorted to. But, in the next place, the walling began to bulge towards the end of 

January, 1861, first in the north-west pier, and afterwards in the south. Cracks and 

fissures, some opening and others closing, and the gradual deformation of the arches 

in the transept walls and elsewhere, indicated that fearful movements were taking 

place throughout the parts of the walls connected with the western piers, and it 

was then determined that the bulging of the piers should be checked by the 

application of a jacketing of solid timber applied to them, and powerfully hooped 

together with iron bolts and balks of timber. 

The preparation for this work began on Saturday, the 16th February, and· 

the afternoon service was performed in the nave of the cathedral, as usual, on 

the following day, but was interrupted by the urgent necessity for shoring up 

a part of the facing of the south-west pier, which had exhibited new symptoms 

of giving way. The workmen were now employed, early and late, in desperate 

attempts to avert the approaching ruin, which was continually heralded by new 

evidences of weakness. Still the men went on diligently, applying shores, struts and 

braces, while the piers were bulging and cracking, and failures increasing around 

them. On Wednesday, crushed mortar began to pour from the old fissures, flakes 

of the facing stone fell, and the braces began to bend. Yet the workmen continued 

to add shoring until three hours and a half past midnight, notwithstanding the 

d 
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violent storm of wind which arose in the evening, and beat first on the north-east 

side of the church, but as night advanced, came with unabated force from the 

south-west. 

On Thursday, the 21st, before daylight, the work was resumed. Seventy men, 

working with most commendable enthusiasm and courage, under great personal risk, 

made strenuous efforts to increase the number of shores, under and around the tower ; 

for those applied only the night before were bent, and the danger became more 

and more imminent. The workmen were only induced to quit the building by 

the inevitable dinner hour of noon. But, by this time, the continual failing of 

the shores, showed, too plainly, that the fall was inevitable. \Varning was given 

to the inhabitants near the building, on the south-west, and the workmen, 

returning at one, were prevented from re-entering it. Anxious groups, outside 

the cathedral enclosure, stood gazing at the tower, and in less than half-an-hour, 

the spire was seen to incline slightly to the south-west, and then to descend 

perpendicularly into the church, as one telescope tube slides into another, the mass of 

the tower crumbling beneath it. The fall was an affair of a few seconds, and was 

complete at half-past one. No person was injured, in life or limb; neither was 

the property of any one of the neighbours damaged in the least. The stalls, and 

the tomb of St. Richard had been removed into a place of safety, and the stones 

of the Arundel shrine, carefully numbered, for re-erection in some new position, 

had been deposited in the north-east chapel, or so-called chapter house. 

It m~t ever be remembered with gratitude to the Divine Providence, that the 

piers of the tower had gradually been reduced by age, acting upon original weakness, 

to so feeble a condition, that it waited only an accidental concussion, an unusual 

assemblage, or other disturbance, to bring it down ; and had not the uncovering 

of the walls, in consequence of the works undertaken in the past year, developed 

its real state, it might have fallen without warning upon the heads of a large 

assemblage. 

We will now follow more minutely the history of the failure of the south-west 

pier, which was the weakest. It began slightly to bend to the south in the 

middle of February last : this was shown by the closing up of the old fissures, 
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which had divided it from the south transept. The building had been greatly 

weakened in the neighbourhood of this pier, by the insertion, in the fifteenth 

century, of a large circular staircase, at the angle of intersection of the south 

side aisle of the nave with the south transept,~ for the purpose of giving access 

to the treasury, which at that time was built over the ancient sacristy! The 

eaatem respond of this pier, belonging to the south tower arch, began to split 

from top to bottom ( c D, Plate B), and a fissure extending into the nave arch 

became manifest. On the Sunday preceding the fall, the bulging of the facing 

of the pier was observed to increase so alarmingly, that men, as already stated, 

were set to work to apply shores, during the service in the nave. This bulging 

increased on the succeeding days, rapidly, and the arches of the triforium assumed 

gradually the peculiar elliptical form, which is produced by the unequal settlement 

of the piers of a semicircular arch. On Wednesday, the facing of the pier, about 

seven feet from the ground, bulged out about three inches on the south side, 

and strained and bent the timber struts, which connected it with the north-west 

p1er. The pier then settled down about three-quarters of an inch, crushing in 

the centre, in such a manner, that, on its north face, at about four feet from 

the ground, the front of the stones stood at their original height and perfect, 

while the back part of the same stones was crushed and pressed downwards 

three-quarters of an inch. On Thursday morning, the upper part of the pier 

was found cracked, and audibly cracking in many directions, flaked stones fell 

from it, whole stones burst out and fell. Finally, at half-past one, the whole 

gave way, as above related. 

The process which was thus going on, and which produced the phenomena 

just described, is perfectly illustrated by the experiments- that have been made 

by Mr. Hodgkinson, and other philosophers, on the resistance of materials to 

crushing. If a short cylinder or prism be crushed between two flat surfaces, 

the middle becomes flattened and increased in breadth, so as to burst the 

z This is ahewn by the dotted lines at e in the 
plan, plate A ; and also in the plan, plate 1. 

y Page 17 below. 

s ViiU Hodgkinaon's Experiments on the 
strength of Cast Iron, &o. London, 1846, p. 319, 
323, 416, &o. 

d2 
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surrounding parts, and cause them to be crumbled and broken in pieces. In 

longer specimens, fracture is caused by the body becoming divided diagonally 

in one or more directions, and the fracture takes place, by the two ends of 

the specimen forming cones or pyramids, which split the sides, and throw them 

out ; or by a wedge sliding off, starting at one of the ends, and having the whole 

end for its base. If the body be very long, it bends with the pressure. But, in 

bending, it will throw off a wedge on the concave or compressed side. 

Comparing these results with the failure of the western piers, it is manifest that 

their destruction occurred because their materials were not strong enough to resist 

the direct pressure of the tower and spire. 

If the piers of a tower are in themselves of sufficient dimensions and materials 

to bear its weight, the separation of such piers from the adjacent walls by fissures 

produced by the sinking of the tower bodily into the ground, will not necessarily 

endanger its stability, and I have shewn that many such towers exhibit these 

fissures and settlements, and yet are perfectly safe. But the piers of Chichester, 

originally too small for a lofty tower, had been subjected to patchings consequent 

on the fire, and which were never sufficiently bonded to the original core ; and 

the core itself was loose and rotten from age and from originally defective materials, 

to an extent that could never have been suspected. 

Thus the four piers began to shew the formation of the diagonal fractures which 

indicate crushing and bending. The western piers, below the level of the pier 

arches, where they are completely isolated, and very little larger than the ordinary 

piers, burst like the cylinder under the press of the experimental philosopher, throwing 

off their disjointed ashlaring in the middle, and leaving a stump which at present 

stands with its ashlaring perfect to the height of only from two to five feet above 

the pavement, the rubble core rising in a somewhat pyramidal form in the middle, 

as shewn at x., Plate B. The eastern piers were fractured much higher up. Th~ 

greater weakness of the south-western and of the north-western piers, had originated 

a settlement which by slightly inclining the tower in the south-west direction 

threw an undue pressure upon the south-west corners of the eastern piers. The 

fractured surfaces, which eventually separated the ruin from the standing parts, are 
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shewn in the drawings to slope downwards to the south and west, and the motion 

of the upper portion of the south-eastern pier had begun long ago, and had forced 

forward the shaft above the line of fracture Ii inch westward (opposite A in 

Plate B) as already stated. 

It is recorded0 that in the middle of February last, notwithstanding the alarming 

movements that were taking place, "an examination carried to the very summit 

of the spire shewed that no movement had occurred in the upper part of the 

building" ; and again even on the Tuesday preceding the fall, Mr. Christian, the 

architect, minutely examined the building to the top of the spire, at the request 

of the Dean and Chapter, and found that that part yet retained its upright position. 

When the building actually gave way, in the words of the Buil,d,eYs correspondent, 

"the spire appeared still to stand upright, when suddenly it was seen to incline 

slightly tO the south-west, the stones and dus~ from the base of the tower rushed 

into the nave, choir, and transepts, and rapidly crumbling at the bottom as it 

descended the mass subsided in the centre of the church, and the top of the spire 

falling at last to the south-west, threw its capstone against the abutment of one 

of the flying buttresses of the nave, and broke itself across another of them 

intervening." 

In truth, the destruction was begun by the south-western pier, which gave way at 

the base, as already explained, and thus occasioned the initial south-west motion, but 

was instantly followed by the north-western in the same manner, and by the crumbling 

mass which glided off the eastern piers, and prepared a bed for the descending tower 

and spire. The ruin presented a compact mass of detached materials huddled together 

in the form of a rounded hill, which rose at the summit nearly to the level of the trifo

rium capitals, and sloped gradually downwards into the four arms of the cross, occupying 

in the nave a space of rather more than two severies, and in the choir and transepts 

little more than one, & for the complete ruin of the western piers brought with it a 

11 YitU Bt~Udw, March 2, 1861, p. 134. 
h Aa this mass of ~ointed materials waa 

gradually conveyed away, one portion of masonry 
waa found still cohering together and standing very 

nearly upright. It waa eight or Dine feet high and 
about five feet square. The aahlaring remained in 
undisturbed attachment to the core to within two 
or three feet of the top, and presented a aeriee of 
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much greater destruction of the parts adjacent to them, than of those in connection 

with the eastern piers. The three Plates, A, B, C, which accompany this memoir, will 

explain exactly the extent of ruin. In the nave (Plate B), the entire eastern 

eeverey is destroyed, in pier arch, triforium, and clerestory, with the vault and 

roof belonging thereto ; in the choir, the western severey has only lost half of 

its clerestory, with the greater part of the vault of the severey, but the roof 

remained, to the part which joined the tower ; for, as the whole mass of stone-work 

glided westward in falling, it separated itself from the roof, which remained 

supported by its wall plates, so as to overhang the ruined wall of the clerestory. 

In the transepts, the eastern wall has necessarily suffered less than the western. 

The eastern aspect (Plate C), shews that only the clerestories next to the tower 

were mutilated, with the vaults above, and about half the roof of one severey on each 

side. The triforium arch on the north has lost its middle shaft and tympanum. 

The western walls of the transepts exhibit a much greater destruction. The complete 

fall, on each side, of the one severey of the nave, adjacent to the tower pier, was 

necessarily accompanied by the complete ruin of the adjacent transeptal severey, 

with the vault of the corresponding compartment of the side aisle and its roof. 

In thus describing the extent of ruin, I must not be understood to imply, 

that all the parts left standing can be allowed to remain, when the restoration 

is carried out. 

The most zealous lover of antiquity, however desirous of preserving every 

stone that retains the handicraft work of the men of old, can scarcely require 

that a new tower should be built upon two new western legs and two old eastern 

ones. The eight severies which surround and adjoin the tower must therefore be 

rebuilt from the ground. But I have thought it desirable to put upon record, the 

mouldings, which ahewed that the mass was a 
fragment of the weatem jamb of the weetemmoet 
window of the pair which occupied the south Bide 
of the tower. Tlie Bite on which it stood in the 
ruined heap was about five feet to the west and 
three feet to the south of ita original position aloft. 
The position of thia ein.gu1ar fragment is indicated 

at L in the plan, Plate A. Lower down in the 
mass another large fragment of D!BBOnry was found, 
consisting of a large portion of the wall above one 
of the great N orm.an arches. But, for the most 
part, the stones were separated one from the other 
throughout the heap. 
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exact manner and amount of visible d~truction occasioned by this remarkable and 

happily rare example of ruin. The concussion, and rude separation of the falling 

portions, must have had an injurious effect upon those which still stand, but not 

so great as to make it necessary to take them all down. Mr. Scott, now associated 

with the original architect, Mr. Slater, for carrying out the rebuilding, reassures 

the archreologist, by reportmgo that he is " most unwilling to condemn any part 

which can be saved, and would urge the extreme desirableness of saving every 

fragment of the original structure, which is consistent with the security of the 

whole, as the renewal of any part detracts seriously from its interest ; but there 

can be no doubt that these parts will demand the most careful treatment to 

render them permanently secure." In these sentiments I most cordially concur, 

and have much pleasure in contrasting them with the recommendation of Sir 

Christopher Wren, in his report (of lo63) upon the crazy Norman Cathedral of 

St. Paul, in London. He recommends, that the inside of the Church, the settlements 

of which, similar to those we have been considering, he elaborately describes, 

should be new cased (or flagged, as he calls it) with stone of a larger size than 

before, " and, in doing it, it will be as easy to perform it after a good Roman 

manner, as to follow the Gothic rudeness of the old design." In fact, he intended 

to have Corinthianised the Norman walls, following the example of Inigo Jones' 

work on the exterior. 

In conclusion, I beg to record my opinion that the internal ruin and disintegration 

of the piers of this noble tower had gradually and silently increased to such a degree 

that no human power could have arrested the fall, and that the evidence of its 

utter rottenness was developed only when it became too late to apply the remedies 

that had been found efficient in the middle ages, and in our own time, to sustain 

such structures. Yet as the measures adopted in the first instance for the repair 

were those that have been found effectual at Hereford and elsewhere, no blame 

can be imputed to the authorities or to any of the architects, engineers, or other 

persons connected with the work 

o Jrtl. Yr. Scott's Report to the Provisional Committee for re-building the Tower, &c., Yarch 
19, 1861. 
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Had its condition been fully known, the only suitable advice would have been 

to "take it down and rebuild it." Part of this advice is now superfluous. Happily 

the sudden destruction of this characteristic edifice has excited so strong a feeling 

of regret, and so enthusiastic a determination to replace it, that there is now no 

fear of the want of funds and cordial assistance in carrying on the work of 

rebuilding to a conclusion ; whereas, if it had been deliberately taken down, it 

would probably have been still more deliberately set up again, if indeed the necessary 

means could ever have been collectecl 

Mr. Slater, from his pure love of art, availed himself of the opportunities offered 

by his frequent visits to the Cathedral at the beginning of the work of re-arranging 

the choir, to make careful measured drawings of the tower and spire, and of every 

portion of the edifice, and has thus fully qualified' himself to rebuild it, exactly 

with its original outlines and aspect. But its foundations will be as firm as modern 

practice can make them, its piers of solid masonry, and every part of the super

structure firm and homogeneous ; so that, under the Divine blessing, we may not 

only hope to see the tower and spire rising and pointing to the skies as before, 

but may leave it to future generations as an enduring monument of the zeal and 

perseverance of the men of the present age, and of their genuine love for the 

works of their forefathers. 



THE ARCHITECTURAL HISTORY OF CHICHESTER 
CATHEDRAL. 

CHAPTER I. 

DOCUMENTARY HISTORY. 

THE ARCHITECTURAL HISTORY of a Building is usually derived .from two sources, 

Documentary, and Structural ; to the documents we look for the dates of the original 

foundation, and of the successive changes and additions to the building, as well aa 

for the names of the persons who originated these various works, or who assisted in 

carrying them on, by supplying funds or otherwise. While the structure itself affords 

evidence of the alterations and changes it has undergone; and by the style of work

manship and decoration of the various parts, will shew very nearly, by comparison 

with similar work in other buildings, the period at which each portion was executed. 

The documentary history of Chichester Cathedral is unfortunately very meagre : 

but the building itself is replete with curious instances of alterations and additions, 

by which from time to time the rude Norman Cathedral has been gradually converted 

into a graceful and beautiful church, from the general outline of which the Norman 

external character has wholly disappeared, and which presents us with one of the 

most curious specimens of Structural history in this country. 

* B 
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The documentary history, such as it is, appears to have been first collected by 

the Reverend Mr. Clarke, a Prebendary of Chichester, in conjunction with Dr. 

Lyttleton, Dean of Exeter, and President of the Society of Antiquaries,,. in the latter 

half of the last century. The result of their labors was published by Mr. Hay,6 the 

historian of Chichester, accompanied by remarks of his own, which the present state 

of architectural knowledge has entirely superseded. Some additional documents were 

given by Mr. Dalla~ay, in the laborious history of the City with which his County 

History opens. Subsequent writers on the Cathedral have drawn the historical 

portion of their labors entirely from these sources, and I shall follow their example. 

For, as I have not been forttmate enough to discover any new sources of information 

in this department, I shall content myself with a brief recapitulation of the historical 

memoranda that have been already collected ; and then proceed to shew their bearing 

upon the architectural history of the edifice, the successive vicissitudes and changes 

of style and structure, as evidenced by the mechanical construction, which I propose 

to develope in a more minute and complete manner than has been hitherto attempted. 

For it must be recollected that this Cathedral has not been made the subject of one 

of those admirable volumes, by which Mr. Britton has illustrated so many similar 

buildings in our country, and rendered easy the task of his successors ; and that not 

only has no previous writer devoted to it a large and illustrated monograph, as 

was done by Milner or Price for the Cathedrals of Winchester and Salisbury, but 

that Wild, Billings, and other modem followers of Britton, have neglected the 

church in question.4 A short account of it is given by Dallaway, illustrated by 

some good engravings, and it is included in the collections of Storer and Winkles. 

But the first has no claim to an architectural character, although very carefully 

prepared in its literary part ; and the latter having no pretence to originality, deserve 

very little attention. The ingenious memoir by the Reverend P. Freeman, in the 

first voluine of the Sussex Archreological Collections, is principally devoted to the 

development of certain mystical theories of proportion. 

a The first attempt to bring together the scat
tered notices of the erection of the building and ita 
vicissitudes from the chronicles and other documents, 
ia to be found in Godwin. ("De presulibus.") 

6 Hay's History of Chichester (1804), p. 408. 

c Even the Itineraries of William of Wyvestre 
and Leland are silent with respect to it. 
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The see was removed from Selsey to Chichester, in the year 1082, by Stigand, 

the first Norman Bishop, who died about five years after, and was succeeded by 

Galfridus, and in a year after by Radulfus. Of the latter, Malmsbury says that 

"When his church, which he had newly constructed, had suffered from an accidental 

fire, he quickly repaired it, being principally assisted by the liberality of Henry the 

First." This fire, we know from other authorities, happened in 1114. 

The next fact relating to the structure is a second fire in 1186, which is mentioned 

in more serious terms, for it is said by Matthew Paris, " to have consumed the Mother 

church and the whole town." Bishop Reade's register, quoted by Dallaway," says 

of Bishop Seffrid the Second, that " he re-edified the church of Chichester, burnt by 

a second fire." This bishop held the see from 1180 to 1204! The annals of Winton 

inform us that the church was dedicated in 1199. Several indications shew that 

the works continued beyond this period, such as a licence to bring marble from Purbeck 

for the repair of the Cathedral, in 120 7 ; a bequest by Bishop N eville of 130 mares 

to the fabric of the church in 1244'; and a bequest of £40. by Bishop Richard 

de la Wyche (afterwards Saint Richard) in 1253. 

tl This register, prepared by orders of Bishop 
Robert Reado (1396-1415), is the earliest that re
mains, according to Da.llaway, (p. 57.) Godwin 

appears to have consulted it. 

~ " Kccrm Saufridus Episcopus Ciccstrire qui 
Ecclesiam Cicestrensem post incendium magnum 
sumptibus innumeris remdi.ficavit, obiit." Anus. 
Waverleienscs (p. 168. Gale.) 

f Bishop Neville also bequeathed to the church 
his entiro captl«J, "capellam suam integram, cum 
multis ornamenti.s," that is to say, his sacred ve88Cls 
and vestments, a very common bequest. Dallaway, 
unaware of this sense of this word capella, puzzles 
himself by seeking for the position of this chapel. 
"In what part of the Cathe-dral his chapel or oratory 
was placed, nothing now remains to point out ; but 
we learn that he had compktetl it exclusively of one 
hundred and thirty mares, which he had bequeathed 
to the fabric." (Dall. p. 45.) He makes the same 
mistake with the similar bequest of Bishop Langton. 

* B 2 

(p. 53.) Mr. Clarke tells us that the first of N eville' a 
statutes, in 1232, makes provision for the work of 
the fubrio by assigning the twentieth part of all 
the preferments in the church for that purpose, 
giving the reascn that the church is well known to 
require various repairs : "quia ccclesia multiplici 
reparationc indigero dignoscitur." .And he infers 
that the whole work was probably finished either 
in Neville's own time, or at the beginning of hia 
sooeessor's, because Bishop Richard's constitutiona 
say nothing moro about the fabric, but that the old 
statute of Bishop Simon should be revived, (i.1.) 

that upon every promotioa, half the prebend be ap
plied to the use of the church, " Medietas prebendm 
usibus ecclcsire applicetur." This (as he says) 
shews that they were then carrying on BO grea~ 

work ; otherwise the Bishop would not have altered 
the provisions made for it by Bp. Nevillc's statutes, 
and left the funds to support it upon so uncertain a 
foundation, as that of coming into a new preferment. 
(Clarke's MS. in Hay, p. 412.) 
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Besides these, two specific works are mentioned in Reade's register, namely, the 

building of the Lady-chapel, by Bishop Gilbert de Sancto Leofardo, who held the see 

from 1268 to 1304, and also gave 1250 mares to the fabric of the chlll'ch. The second 

work is that of Bishop Langton (1305-1337), who "spent 3401. 16s. in the Cathedral 

Chl.ll'ch,' on a certain wall and windows on the south side, which he constructed 

from the ground upwards." He also bequeathed 1 ool. 16s. to the fabric. 

Many writers, apparently following Clarke, lay great stress upon the fact that 

Bishop Poore held the see before he was transferred to Salisbury. " He was the 

greatest builder of his age : the foundation of the present chlll'ch of Salisbury is a 

sufficient monument of his taste and magnificence." (Clarke, as quoted by Hay,p. 411.) 

Dallaway improves this assertion by saying that "His singular knowledge of architecture 

was displayed ~his new Cathedral at Salisbury." (p. 43) ; adding, however, that" we 

are not authorised by any record to attribute any part of that at Chichester, either to 

his skill or munificence." In fact he held the see of Chichester only two years. 

But there is no good reason for supposing that this Bishop possessed the smallest 

skill in architectl.ll'e. He happened to occupy the see of Salisbury during the building 

of the Cathedral on its new site, and by his position and influence must have been 

greatly instrumental in procuring the necessary legal authorities for the removal 

of the church from Old Sarum, from the King and the Pope, and in obtaining 

subscriptions for the work. The canons and vicars contributed a quarter of their 

income towards the building, for many years ; and subscriptions were solicited all over 

the country by persons deputed to travel for that purpose. It is a very common 

mistake to suppose that the Bishops were the persons who designed and carried 

out the architectural works of the middle ages. The loose and exaggerated expressions 

of their biographers have led to this error ; but from the few detailed accounts of 

architectural work that have come down to us, such as Gervase's history of Canterbury, 

and William of W anda's account of the foundation of Salisbury, it is very clear 

that then, as now, professional architects were employed to make the designs of 

churches ; and that the funds were raised by subscriptions, and by sacrifices of 

income from all the members of the chapters. 

g In the worda of the original : " In domo I Cathedral, although more commonly to a chapter-
capitulari Cicestr :" a phrase often applied to a house. 



CHAPTER 11. 

THE NORMAN CATHEDRAL. 

FROM the scattered indications contained in the last chapter, we gather that a 

Norman cathedral was commenced by Bishop Radulfus, six or seven years after the 

establishment of the see at Chichester': that it suffered from a fire in 1114, and from 

a second fire in 1186 : was repaired by Seffrid, the reigning bishop, and dedicated 

in 1199. 

If we turn to the existing building, we find the history perfectly confirmed. 

Essentially Norman in the principal walls and much of the decorative structure, 

especially in the interior, it has evidently undergone a total repair, accompanied by 

many changes of plan and a complete alteration of its external character. The whole 

of these works, with very few exceptions, belong to the style of architecture which is 

known to have prevailed at the close of the twelfth century, and, as I shall presently 

ehew, they are of a nature which prove them to have been occasioned by a fire. We 

are thus authorised in asserting that the fire of 1114 led ·to no. repairs that affected 

the style of architecture of the main structure; and indeed the expreBBion made use 

of by the historian, that the damage was shortly repaired, implies that it was not 

• Perhape the foundations of the church were 
prepared by 8tigand ; but u this is a question which 
can JUmll' be certaiDly answered, and after all only 

affect& the date of the building very elightly, I ahall 
leave it, and similar uncertainties, to writers whoee 
taste inclinee them to such diaoulaiODJ. 
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senous. On the other hand, the second fire in 1186 has left traces of its effects, 

which shew that although it did not destroy the walls, it yet damaged them in many 

parts so seriously, as to give occasion to one of the most curious and interesting 

examples of the methods employed by the medireval architects in the repairs of their 

buildings, that has survived to our own times. Before I proceed to trace out this 

repair in detail, I will endeavour to describe the original Norman church. 

In plan it was cruciform: the transepts were apteral, that is had no aisles: the 

nave and the presbytery, or eastern limb of the cross, had each a north and south 

side aisle, and it had no crypt/' There were two western towers, but these do not 

appear to have been completed in the Nonnan period. The n01thern is at present 

destroyed to the ground.c The southern is Norman only in its two lower stories, 

and as these are the portions against which the side aisle abuts, and which were 

necessary for completing the interior, it may be concluded that the upper stories, not 

being so important, had been, as in many other cases, reserved until funds should accu

mulate, and were accordingly completed in the Early English style. The four great 

arches at the crossing of nave and transepts are of enriched Norman; but there is no 

evidence to shew that the central tower was carried up above the roof in the Norman 

period. The present tower is Early English, even in the portions against which the 

roofs abut. The eastern wall of each transept is pierced by a large Norman arch. 

In the north transept, this arch (u. in the plan) now gives access to a large chapel, 

the work of a later period ; but it originally opened to an apsidal chapel, the usual 

appendage to the east wall of a Norman transept. In the south transept, a similar 

arch pierces the east wall, but is concealed by the large painting of the Bishops. It 

may be seen on the eastern face of the wall, within the chapel now used as the 

h The absence of the crypt in this Cathedral 
is probably explained by the low situation, which 
would have made it impossible to keep a crypt free 
from water. The family vault of the Dukes of 
Richmond, so unfortunately obtruded into the Lady
chapel, is raised for this reason so high that the 
crown of its vault has been allowed to carry the 
pavement of the chapel many feet higher than its 
original level, thereby destroying its fair propor
tions. 

c Mr. Butler informs me that there is evidence 
to shew that the north tower was taken down by 
the advice of Sir Christopher Wren, on account of 
its ruinous condition. It is represented of equal 
height with the southern tower in Hollur's View 
in the llonasticon. Both towers were crowned with 
battlements that have now disappeared. The north 
gable of the transept was complete, and the clumsy 
1lying buttrese and pier at the western corner were 
then in existence. 

4 
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canons' vestry. The original existence of these apsidal chapels might be safely asserted 

from mere comparison with other Norman churches in England and on the Continent, 

as for example Lindisfarne, Romsey, Christchurch Hants, Norwich, &c. ; but actual 

traces of the northern apse still exist in the upper story of the chapel now attached 

to the north transept. This story is reached by the spiral staircase shewn in the plan, 

in the south-west cornoc of the chapel ; and close to this staircase in the roof will be 

found a part of the wall of the apsidal chapel curving round northwards, as shewn in 

the plan." In the same roof, on the south wall, is preserved the heads of the Norman 

side aisle windows, with their rich moldings, and surmounted by the original Norman 

windows of the triforium, of which more below. 

The original eastern termination of the church is more difficult to ascertain, for 

in the subsequent changes of the edifice this termination was entirely cut off: and 

the presbytery considerably elongated by the addition of two entire compartments, 

and of chapels terminating the aisles. • 

There is a Lady-chapel at the east end of the church, which at first sight appears 

to be in the Decorated style, but which a little examination shews to be of two 

periods. It consists of five compartments, of which the three westernmost are of 

late Norman character, with shallow buttresses on the exterior, the two eastern 

compartments have projecting. Decorated buttresses and Decorated windows, the 

latter having been also inserted in the Norman compartments. These later additions 

and changes are the work of Bishop Gilbert, at the end of the thirteenth century, to 

which period their style at once assigns them ; and, as often happens, the credit of 

erecting the entire chapel is given to the Bishop in the records, without mentioning 

the previous works which he incorporated into his own. The older portions of the 

Lady-chapel, erected previous to the fire of 1186, are sufficient to shew that the side 

aisles must always ~ave been continued round the end of the church, so as to give 

access to it. It is true that the style of this Norman chapel is nearly eighty years 

subsequent to that of the original Cathedral ; but it was not unusual to leave such 

chapels provided for in the plan of a church, to be completed by subsequent benefactors. 

tl The outline of the apse is dotted in the plan, 
and the springing off of the beginning of ita curved 
wall, as seen in the upper story, is indicated. 

' This is ehewn by the red tint in the plan. 
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We have however other evidence for the form of the east end. The Norman 

church had a large and handsome triforium, which still exists nearly unaltered 

throughout the interior! This triforium was originally lighted externally by a small 

Norman window in each compartment of the side aisle walls9 ; and thus formed a 

complete upper gallery, of which similar examples may be seen at Ely, Norwich, 

Peterborough, Gloucester, and in other innumerable instances, but more or less altered 

by subsequent changes. In the present case the Norman windows appear to have 

been abandoned. and walled up ; but they are plainly to be seen in that state in many 

parts of the building, and no where on the exterior more clearly than on the south 

side of the presbytery, in the three compartments (Y, z, A,) eastward of the present 

vestry, as seen in the so-called Paradi_$e, or open court of the cloister. 

In Y and z, these small 

windows appear above the side 

aisle w.indows, each in the centre 

of. its respective compartment. 

Beyond the buttress which bounds 

the latter compartment, the Nor

man wall (at A) is continued about 

nine feet towards the east, and 

then the masonry is changed, and 

the wall of the additional eastern 

elongation begins. This short por

tion of Norman wall is slightly . 

curved northwards, and has been 

observed by many persons, and 

rightly interpreted as evidence of 

the original apsidal termination 

of the church. But it evidences 

more than this, as I shall proceed 

to shew. As an apse, it may 

either be the remains of a small 

f This is shewn in plates 2 and 3. 1 As at DD, in plate 3. 
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apsidal termination of the aisle, or a portion of the curved wall of a semicircular 

aisle embracing the great apse of the Norman presbytery, and connecting the north 

and south aisles, so as to form a procession path. Ita slight curvature indicates that 

it belonged to the latter arrangement, and the necessity of providing access to the 

Lady-ehapel has already shewn us that the procession path must have existed. But 

in this short portion of curved wall, one of the triforium windows appears ; exactly 

similar to those in the neighbouring compartments, only that it is placed close to the 

buttress. This indicates that a very narrow compartment was made the beginning 

of the circular wall. Such a compartment could only have been occasioned by 

the presence of a chapel (a, b, c.) radiating outwards from the procession path, as 

shewn in the light tint upon the plan. A similar narrow compartment and window 

were of course placed (at c) between this chapel and the central or Lady-ehapel. 

And thus it appears that the Norman Cathedral had three radiating chapels and a 

procession path. 

This distribution is exceedingly common on the continent, where it prevailed even 

to the latest period. But in England the square ended method of finishing the east 

ends. superseded it very early, and so many of our great Norman churches have been 

elongated, and the original termination thus obliterated, that very few examples 

remain to us. Norwich, Gloucester, Canterbury, and Bury St. Edmunds (lately 

excavated) may be quoted, as well as Leominster, the foundations of which have been 

also lately excavated, and the plan of which is precisely similar to that which I have 

assigned to Chichester.' 

The later style of the Norman Lady-ehapel may perhaps be accounted for by 

supposing the original chapel to have been damaged by the fire of 1114, or that it 

was at first too small and was therefore enlarged. 

The plan of the Norman church is thus completely recovered, and with one 

exception was of uniform style throughout. This exception includes the four western 

compartments of the nave. The pier-arches of these compartments are wider than the 

others and their piers narrower.' Their triforium presents several small differences 

l The plan of Leomineter Church, as ehewn by 
the excavations, was published in the ..J.rclueoWgictU 
Jotmllll and in the ~.Wiogi.t of June, 1M3. 

* c 

i The two western pier arches are conaiderably 
wider (ten or eleven inches) than the two next, and 
the latter are six or eeven inchee wider than the 
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which serve to shew that it was erected after the eastern part of the nave. The span 

of its outer arch is less, and consequently leaves a greater space between its crown 

and the string course above. In the presbytery, and in the four eastern compartments 

of the nave, the face of the wall over the small arches of the triforium is simply 

ornamented by being constructed of square stones set diagonally. But in the four 

westernly triforia this space is occupied with diaper work of a different pattern in 

each.i The masonry of these compartments is much more carefully executed than in 

the eastern compartments. This may easily be seen in the back faces of the triforium 

walls, viewed from the inside of the galleries : also in the back walls of the clerestory 

gallery within, and in the external faces of the clerestory walls. 

From these indications it may be inferred that the nave was erected at two 

periods. The similarity of style shews that they were not very distant from each 

other, but that, as usual in such cases, so much only of the building was carried up 

at once as was required for the service, and that being completed the rest was added 

at leisure. The fourth pier (F) reckoning from the west (exclusive of the semi-pier or 

respond) is the boundary of the first portion and separates the differences of work

manship pointed out above, in the triforia and clerestories. But on the ground, the 

first work appears to have included one more pier on the south side. 

In the side aisle at the back of the Norman piers the plinths of the Norman vault 

shafts may still be seen, as shewn in Plate 3. The shafts themselves have been removed 

and later ones substituted, but the plinths suffice to shew the general arrangement of 

the shafts. The first south pier (A) reckoning from the west is a tower pier, and the 

shafts on its southern face (corresponding in position to the vault shafts of the other 

piers) are double. The vault shafts of the second pier (B) are similar to these, (as well 

as the northern piers n, E,) being double, and thus shewing that they carried a broad 

transverse rib or arch over the aisle ; and it also appears that on each side of them 

were small vaulting shafts, so that the whole group consisted of two large shafts 

remaining four. On the other hand, the Norman 
pier arches of the presbytery are as wide as the 
widest pier arches of the nave. 

i The eastern comvartment of the nave on 

the north side has a diapered triforium, but it 
is merely a plaster copy of the western work set 
up in modern times, in connection with the organ 
gallery. 
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between two small ones, a very common arrangement.' This is best perceived at the 

back of the pier (E) on the north side. The remaining piers have small plinths, and 

appear to have been provided with a single shaft only. 

A few remaining remarks upon the original state of the Norman Cathedral will be 

better understood, after the changes consequent on the fire have been explained. 

l Examples of a double shaft may be seen at ' Cathedral, in a similar position in the side aislee, 
Winchester (engraved in my Architectural History (Britton, pl. xiv.), Peterborough (Britton, pl. xili.) 
of Wmchester Cathedral, p. 26, fig. 7.) Norwich &c. 

* 0 2 



CHAPTER Ill. 

WORKS OF THE SECOND PERIOD CONSEQUENT 

ON THE. FIRE OF 1186. 

THE compartments of the nave and presbytery (always excepting the two most 

easterly) are at present so nearly alike that the description of one will serve for all. 

The changes and additions to the building took place so rapidly that the ordinary 

terms employed to designate the styles of architecture will not suffice, and I must 

therefore employ the phrases 1st, 2nd, 3rd, and 4th periods of the work, and so on, 

intending thereby not to indicate style, but merely the progress of Chichester 

Cathedral, as a structure.• The 2nd and 3rd periods are so much alike in style 

that the general nomenclature would not distinguish one from the other. 

In the first period I include the Norman cathedral above described, together with ita 

Lady-chapel Of these the remaining parts are colored black in the plan, and of a 

brown stone colored tint in the sections and elevations. 

11 Thia explanation is illustrated by plate 2, in 
which three compartments are set side by side, the 1st 
representing the original Norman design, the 2nd the 
existing state of the compartments, and the 3rd the 

design of the presbytery. The Norman maaonry is 
colored with a stOne tint and the additional work 
with a pink hue to distinguish it. The section of 
the nave in plate 3, must also be referred to. 
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The second period contains a quantity of works consequent on the fire of 1186, 

(colored red). The third period the additional chapels on the south, and one on the 

north (colored blue). Each of these periods are thus indicated by separate colors on 

the plan. And a yellow tint includes the subsequent additions of the north chapels, 

the Lady-chapel, the western porch, &c., &c. 

I will now describe a compartment of the Norman work in its present state of 

transformation, consequent on the fire of 118~, and shewn in figure 2, Plate 2, and in 

the section, Plate 3, in direct comparison with the original design. The Norman 

triforium remains untouched. The string-moldings above it and below it, are of 

Purbeck marble of the second period.6 The pier arches of the Norman work were very 

simple, consisting of a plain sub-arch surmounted by a large roll molding. In the 

repairs the only change made has been to take out the roll moldings on the front, and 

substitute a richly molded arch of Caen stone. This arch rests on slender shafts of 

Purbeck marble inserted in the place of the Norman semi-shafts, which, however, in 

the side aisles are retained with their roll molding, so that by comparing the front of 

each pier arch with the back, the change is easily understood. The exact nature of 

the changes is also traceable by observing the material. For the Norman cathedral is 

built of a shelly limestone, brought from the quarries of Quarrer Abbey in the Isle of 

Wight, with a slight mixture of Sussex sandstone. But the works of the second 

period are in Caen stone and Purbeck marble. 

In the clerestory gallery, the back or exterior wall with its Norman window 

remains untouched as it stood before the fire, but the arcade of three arches in front 

and the interior face of the wall which is above it, are altogether of the second period. 

The shafts and capitals are of Purbeck marble and the remainder of Caen stone. 

Vault-shafts of Caen stone with base molds and capitals of purbeck, are applied 

to the front of the work, rising from the pavements on semi-cylindrical plinths, 

which might at first sight be mistaken for portions of Norman shafts, but that the 

material shews them to be of the second period, to which also the vaultribs and vault 

belong. 

6 The original atring-moldinss of the Norman 
work, were probably similar to those which are 
.till to be seen within the south western tower. 

One ot these ia a rich billet-mold, the other, under 
the window a plain double-chamf'ered string. 



14 CHICHESTER CATHEDRAL. 

The portions of wall surface below the imposts of the pier arches are refaced with 

Caen stone. The spandrels of the pier arches are also refaced in the four eastern 

compa1tments of the nave, but retain their Norman ashlaring in the four western 

compartments. 

The fire, if we follow out its probable consequences, will prov~ the key to the 

explanation of the singular piece of patchwork exhibited by these compartments. 

The church in question, like all Norman ·churches at that age, had of course _a wooden 

roof and a flat ceiling. The effect of a burning roof upon a church is twofold. First, 

the heat of the fire communicating itself more immediately to the upper part of the 

walls, will scorch and damage them more than the lower po1tions, and this effect will 

be aggravated by the water thrown upon the stonework, which will calcine the parts 

that are the hottest; and by the portions of beams and woodwork which hang in an 

inflamed state against the walls until they are burnt through so as to drop. 

Secondly, the half burnt timber falling on the pavement and continuing there to 

burn with a fire perpetually fed by fresh fuel dropping from above, will scorch the 

walls and injure the columns, at the bottom parts ; in addition to these causes, the 

falling beams in their passage will chip and break the string-molds and the edges of the 

arches. In the part of the church which is occupied by the choir, the mischief will be 

increased by the seats of the monks, which catching fire, serve to feed and assist the 

flames. This is precisely what happened in the conflagration of Canterbury, twelve 

years before the fire we are considering, and which is most minutely described by 

Gervase. 

Turning then to the altered compartment in figure 2, Plate 2, we find the front of 

the clerestory re-built. The fire, would of course, so completely shatter the small 

columns upon which the three Norman arches of the gallery stood, as to compel the 

rebuilding of the arches and the facing of the wall above them. In the clerestory of 

the presbytery, the small vault of the gallery that unites each window head with the 

central arch in front .and the small transverse Norman arches that connected the 

two middle Norman shafts with the back wall are retained, and the new richly 

molded arches in front are formed upon a very thin casing of stone. This shews that 

the impost line of the original Norman arcade was at the same level as the present, 

and that the arcade was formed of three arches. In the nave however, the casing is 
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much thicker, and the back wall and window of the Norman clerestory are the only 

parts retained. 

The abacus of each middle shaft here consists of a long slab of Purbeck marble, 

which unites the capital with the back wall, and carries the small vault like an 

entablature0 as s:hewn in the section. 

The Norman triforium, equally distant from the burning roof above, and the mass 

of burning timber below, escaped defacement or injury, and was allowed to remain 

untouched The chipped and damaged string-courses were renewed in the new 

fashion. The broken edges of the pier arches below were also changed, and the lower 

faces of the piers themselves refaced with Caen stone. 

Thus it appears that nothing was done in the way of repair and ornament but 

what was imperatively required ; and we know not which to admire the most, the 

exceeding economy and efficiency of the repair, or the indifference to the strange and 

anomalous patchwork of styles and materials thus produced, by the greenish tint of 

the old Norman work mixing with the white Caen stone and dark Purbeck, and by 

the rich multiplied moldings of the nascent early English style, in juxtaposition and 

contrast with the unusually rude and simple early Norman. 

It is curious to compare this fire and its results with the burning of Canterbury 

Cathedral in 117 4." 

In the latter case, the ruinous effects on the structure have been described by 

Gervase, and are well known. But at Canterbury their martyr Becket had been slain 

four years before, and the devotions and oblations of the multitude were already 

encreasing their prosperity and their riches. They were enabled not merely to restore 

o The moat curious and complete use of these 

Purbeck slaba is eeen in the weaternmoet clereetories 
of the nave, on the eouth side. This clerestory, on 
its eouth side, opens to the tower exactly in the same 
JD8DDtl1' as it doea to the nave on its north aspect ; 
and is formed of three arches, the imposts of which 
rest each upon a thick entablature of Purbeck marble 
1Upported at each end, north and eouth, upon a 
Purbeck column, eo as to leave a free pasaage be· 
tween ; continuing the clerestory gallery of the nave 
in a direct line. 

tl The presbytcry of Norwich oathedral aleo 
BU1fered from a fire in the middle ages, and waa 
repaired. Its Norman triforium untouched, its clere 
story rebuilt and vaulted, and the fronts of the pier 
arches, pien, and ashlaring entirely re-constructed 
in the Perpendicular Style, while the Norman side 
ahew the similarity as well of \he damage aa of the 
aisles, vaults, and pien behind remain intact, all 
system of repair in the two cases. Other eDmplee 
might be adduced. 
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their church, but to undertake a bold and magnificent scheme, which converted it i.D.to 

the splendid martyrium that rapidly became the most attractive resort for pilgrims in 

England. At Chichester the want of such resources, compelled the ecclesiastics to 

adopt a more modest plan of restoration." The main walls were repaired in the 

ingeniously economical manner which I have described, and the spare funds reserved 

for certain additions to the fabric, which we must proceed to examine. 

The two fires which had already attacked the church within the first century 

of its existence, taught its possessors the danger of a wooden roof, and they therefore 

undertook the vaulting with stone of the entire building. 

To provide against the thmst of these vaults, buttresses of much greater projection 

than the original Norman ones were added all round the church! These additions 

may easily be detected by the change in the level of the courses of masonry, which 

will at once shew to an experienced eye, that every one of the buttresses, which are 

now applied to the No~man walls, are subsequent to them. The Norman billet-string 

mold., which ran along the walls, has been continued round the new buttresses in a 

manner that might deceive an unpractised observer. These buttresses are continued 

upwards, as shewn in the section, and receive two flying buttresses each, one above 

the roof of the side aisles, the other below it, and following its slope. They have no 

pinnacles, and resemble the buttresses of the early French Cathedrals. 

The disjointed masonry of the Norman wall and added buttresses, may be com-

' The walls within the triforium gallery in many 
places retain the effects of the fire, for being out of 
sight, it appears that it was not thought worth 
while to repair them. The most striking example 
will be found in the north gallery of the pres
bytery, where the stone work of the arches of the 
triforium may be seen discoloured and reddened by 
the fire, and chipped and dislocated, partly from 
calcination and partly from tho falling timbers, which 
in this instance, however, could not have had the 
same effect as on the inner surface of the walls. 
The principal damage here, must have been occa
sioned by the burning of the side aisle roofs only. 

f The additional buttresses round the church 
llr6 erected in the place of the original Norman 

ones, with the exception of those which were placed 
against the trnnsepttl. In the latter case, the dis
position of tile ""'\Ult of each transept into two large 
compartments, directed the thrust of the vault 
against points, where no Norman buttreBS had been 
employed. Thus in the plan, referring to the west 
wall of the north transept, the Norman buttreBS. 
untouched, will be seen (at 1) and by the side of 
it, a large buttreBB ( s) of different masonry added 
exactly opposite the point to which the vault ribs 
are directed on the inside of the wall. A similar 
pair may be found within the sacristy (at P and o) 
on its east side, the external west wall of the 
transept. On the eastern sides of the transept11, 
the vaults are buttressed by stair-turrets, as the 
plan &hews. 
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pared with those parts of the work, which entirely belong to the second period of the 

church ; namely, the elongation of the presbytery, the chapels added to the east wall 

of the transepts, and the sacristy,' erected against the west wall of the south transept. 

In all these instances, excepting the last, the courses of masonry will be found to run 

uninterruptedly from the wall to the buttresses, and back again, 80 as to form continued 

bands from one extremity of the work to the other.l 

The latter example, the sacristy, appears at first sight to contradict this account, for 

the buttresses ( Q, R, Plate 1) are disjointed from the masonry of the main wall. But 

looking upwards, it will be seen that the upper story of this sacristy is an addition 

of the fifteenth century, and that the present buttresses were erected from the ground 

to sustain and strengthen the old walls, when the addition was made. Their masonry 

shews them to be of the same period as the upper story, with which their courses 

correspond at the upper parts. About the same time that the new buttresses were 

built against the Norman wall all round the church, the Norman windows of the side 

aisles were removed, and larger windows substituted in the style of the second period ; 

but the Norman billet-mold of the original windows has been set round these pointed 

windows. 

That the buttresses, the windows, and the addition of the transept chapels and 

sacristy, formed part of one general plan, is evident from the following conside

rations. 

The buttresses are added not merely to the outside of the wall, but also, in the two 

cases which require them, are erected within the north-eastern chapel (v) and within 

the sacristy, being manifestly required there, as elsewhere, for sustaining the thrust of 

the vault. But at the place ( w) in the north wall of the presbytery, from which the 

wall of the north-eastern chapel springs off, there is no evidence of the previous erection 

of one of these buttresses, and from the appearances throughout the building, we know 

very well that if this chapel had been an after-thought, and the new buttress at 

this point had been consequently erected like the others, it would have remained 

g I use the word llltriltg, in lieu of vestry, 
because the present flutry is fixed in the eastern 
chapel of the south transept, and the building in 
question, evidently the ancient •fM»"i'ty, is now 
divided, and ueed for various purposes. 

* D 

la In the plan the N orrnan wlllla are colored 
black, and the works of the second period, red : 
and if this plan be carried round the building, and 
compared with it, it will serve as a complete index 
to the changes and variations deecribed in the text. 
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undisturbed, and the wall of the chapel would have been applied merely against it. 

The wall of the chapel is therefore either earlier than the buttresses, or cotemporary 

with them. 

On the other hand, the vaulting ribs, as well of this north-east chapel, as of the 

sacristy, are accommodated to the buttresses with the peculiar and picturesque 

manner in which the architects of that time delighted ; but at the same time the 

masonry of these ribs, at the places where they spring from the faces or edges of the 

buttresses, is plainly cotemporary with the buttresses themselves, and has not been 

subsequently inserted. The vaults of these chapels were therefore not erected before 

the buttresses, and I conclude that the buildings of the two chapels, and sacristy, w~ch 

are of one style with the windows and other works of the second period, were all 

planned in connection with these additional buttresses. 

The new windows in the side aisles, being each an isolated work, may possibly 

have been inserted subsequently to these chapels, but could not have been previous 

to the general plan of alteration ; for in the two compartments of the north side 

aisle of the presbytery, against which the north-eastern transept-chapel abuts, and 

also in the two compartments of the south side aisle of the nave, which are covered 

by the sacristy, the Norman windows still remain, blocked. up and concealed, but 

plainly visible.' In the chapel their heads are still to be seen, as already mentioned, 

(at page 7) in the apartment over the vault, and by the assistance of these fragments, 

compared with the outlines remaining in the masonry of the two blocked-up windows 

in the south side aisle of the nave, the perfect windows in the inside of the south-west 

tower, and the traces shewn in the sketcht of the exterior of the south side of the 

presbytery (at Y), the form and dimensions of these windows, within and without, 

can be perfectly determined. It is evident that they were narrower, and lower 

down in the wall than the pointed windows, by which they were replaced, and this 

is the probable reason for the change ; for we have seen that the architects at that 

time were not very solicitous to preserve a unity of style in their compositions. 

i Plainly, if the chapel and the sacristy had 
neither been erected or planned at the time of the 
insertion of the windows, there would have been 
no reason for the omission of this operation in the 

portions of wall where the two apartments in 
question rendered it unneoessary. 

k Vide woodcut at page 8. 
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Only two of these inserted windows have escaped the fate which they had imposed 

upon their predecessors. The remainder have been removed to make way for other 

and larger ones, as the fashion of the day, from time to time, directed. On the south 

side of the nave the additional chapels have necessarily obliterated them all. On the 

north side, one remains (at T) in the eastern compartment, the only one not covered 

by the additional chapels. On the south side wall of the presbytery, a specimen 

remains (at Y) close to the transeptal-chapel, and shewn in the sketch' (page 7); the 

other (at z) has been replaced by a sprawling tracery window. On the north side of 

the presbytery they have all been removed. In the sacristy and in the chapels of 

the transepts, the original windows of the same style remain, • as also two of those of 

the elongated part of the presbytery. These examples well deserve a careful com

parison, which will detect varieties of detail and workmanship ; partly occasioned by 

their positions, which demanded more or less ornament, and partly by the different 

times at which they were erected : for although the style and general design of them 

all is the same, the works of which they form a part must have occupied many years, 

and thus have afforded room for changes of detail, differences of workmanship, and 

advances in taste and execution. 

It must be observed that although the reasons adduced above shew that the 

buttresses,-the vaults,-the transeptal chapels,-the -sacristy,-and the inserted 

windows were all parts of one general plan, it by no means follows that the whole 

was carried up at once. The manner in which they are executed shews that each 

piece was separately undertaken, as convenience dictated, but in such a manner as 

not to interfere with the general plan. The only change of system appears in the 

south porch of the nave. This porch, from its style, must have been built after the 

fire of 1186 ; yet it is plain that the ne:w sacristy had not been planned until after 

l In this sketch a liberty hOB been taken which 
requires explanation. The compartments repre
sented as in contiguity, are really those marked Y 

and tJ in the plan. (Plate 1.) The compartment 
z is omitted because it hOB been altered in the same 
manner as tJ by tho introduction of a large tracery 
window. This compartment, if it had been ehewn 
in the sketch, would merely have increased ita 
dimensions without contributing to the object in 

* D 2 

view, namely the elucidation of the original form of 
the compartments and their subsequent changes. 

m With the exc£>ption of the two north win
dows of the north transept-chapel. The east window 
of the present vestry is the moat elaborate, and 
probably the latest of the Early English windows 
of the second period. 
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the completion of the porch, for the eastern wall of the porch forms the principal 

part of the western boundary of the sacristy, and the remaining, or south extremity 

of this western walL is an addition to the porch walL differing in thickness, and 

slightly in direction, which would scarcely have happened if this addition had been 

contemplated when the porch was built. The junction of the two walls is plainly 

apparent within the sacristy. But on the outside it will be perceived that the 

masonry of the eastern joint of the great arch of the porch (at N) is continued at 

right angles to the face of the arch for about a foot, indicating that a buttress of 

the porch stood there, and that the remaining portion of the wall of the sacristy is 

entirely subsequent. 

The noxth porch of the nave is of the same style as the south.• The doorways, 

which enter the church within these porches, are not of the same work as the 

porches themselves. That of the north porch is perhaps coeval, or rather earlier than 

the porch itself. But that of the south porch appears considerably later. The western 

porch of the nave is in the Decorated Style. 

In continuation of the group of works we are considering, vault shafts were added 

to the side aisle walls within, and also erected against the Norman piers of the side 

aisles, apparently replacing Norman vault shafts, upon the plinths of which they 

stand. I have above, already, indicated the traces of the original plan of some of 

these Norman shafts. 

n Over the south porch is a room in the roof, 
on the level of the triforium gallery of the nave. 
This room was formerly lighted by a window in the 
south wall, but is now obscured by the cloister. It 
was formerly accessible by a Norman arch in the 
triforium gallery, now walled up, but plainly pre
served, and occupying the place which in every 
other comP.artment of the gallery is given to the 
small window, already described. A porch with an 
upper story must therefore have existed here in the 
Norman church. 

The 18Cristy had an upper story in its original 
structure, the roof line of which is still visible 
against the walls within the present much loftier 
room, which was added in the fifteenth, or sixteenth 
century, and fitted up as a conaistory court for the 

Bishop. Dallaway asserts, without quoting authority, 
that it was constructed for the trial of Lollards, who 
were imprisoned in the adjoining room over the 
porch. The door of this room now opens into the 
said court, and is curiously concealed by a sliding 
panel. It is difficult to conceive the reason for this 

·concealment of the door of a dungeon, which makes 
it more probable that the room over the porch was 
used as a repository for documents or valuables. 
The room over the sacristy was the usual treasury 
of a mcdilllval church, and before the erection of 
the consistory, it is likely was eo employed in this 
instance. The large spiral staircase which leads to 
the consiatory is coeval with it. The roof of the 
room over the sacristy appears never to have been 
vaulted, which, it must be admitted, unfits it for a 
treasury. 
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The shafts against the wall are of Caen stone and triple in plan,O but those against 

the piers are detached single shafts of Purbeck marble. A great difference will be 

found between the Purbeck capitals, which are coarse and large, and those which are 

cut in Caen stone, and have delicate foliage. This difference is partly due to the 

material. There is a singular mixture of square and round abacuses throughout the 

work of the second period. In the clerestories throughout the building, the two middle 

shafts are provided with round abacuses, and the two outer ones with square ones. 

The triple arcade in front of the south-eastern transeptal chapel follows the rule of the 

clerestory. The capitals of the great compound piers of the elongated part of the pres

bytery have abacuses alternately square with the corners cut off, and round. All the 

vault shafts have round abacuses, and all the remaining capitals have square abacuses. 

The destruction of the circular aisle and two radiating chapels of the Norman 

building, and the substitution of the two new compartments on either side, with the 

square eastern wall, and a chapel squarely finishing each side aisle, constitutes a 

piece of work complete in itself, not necessarily connected with the patchwork we 

·have been considering : but yet designed in the same style, and having many 

moldings and details in common. (Plate 2.) 

It is partly constrained in its proportions by the Norman work, of which it is a 

continuation, and yet being newly erected from the ground, there are some curious 

points of difference that shew the changes of taste that began to prevail The pier 

is a very admirable specimen of a construction newly introduced from France, and 

exhibited here in the greatest exaggeration. A central column is surrounded by four 

much smaller in diameter, and placed at a great distance from the center, so that their 

bases and capitals are completely detached from those of 

the center. To separate more completely the central 

column from its satellites, its capital is made much deeper 

than theirs ; in fact the height of the centni.l capital bears 

about the same proportion to the diameter, as the height 

of the smaller capitals to their own diameters. (Plate 4.) 

This is not an unusual arrangement of the earlier specimens 

of this mode of constructing piers, as in the choir of Lincoln, and in many French 

o Vide enlarged plan of pier in the comer of Plate 1. 
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chapels.P In later examples, when the Early English style was developed, the sur

rounding shafts were drawn closer to the central nucleus, and the capitals made of the 

same height throughout the group, without regard to the difference in the respective 

diameters of the shafts; as they used to be in the Norman compound piers. The 

later system is adopted in the piers of Boxgrove presbytery, which in other respects, 

resemble the piers of Chichester. The latter piers are on each side of the presbytery, 

are wholly constructed of Purbeck marble, and are most beautiful and unique 

specimens of their class. 

The architect has raised the string mold of the triforium, so as to increase the 

altitude of the pier arch story, and diminish that of the triforium. This pier arch is 

semicircular, but wider in span than those of the Norman work, and consequently rises 

higher. The triforium is imitated in general composition from the Norman, inasmuch 

as it consists of two arches under one. But the two arches are pointed, the one 

which circumscribes them is semicircular ; the central pier is a group of four slender 

Purbeck shafts ; the tympanum is occupied by a sunk panel and a has-relief, and the 

moldings and details altogether belong to this style. The portion of the triforium 

which occupies the eastern wall, is ornamented with very rich and excellent arabesque 

sculpture of grotesque animals chasing each other in the hollow of the moldings of 

the arches. The new clerestory, like the Norman, has an arcade of three arches; but 

the two middle shafts are not, as in the restoration of the Norman galleries, of the 

same altitude as the lateral ones. On the contrary, they are carried up much higher, as 

shewn in figure 3. (Plate 2), so as to give increased lightness of effect. The moldings 

on the edges of the clerestory arches are wider than those on the corresponding arches 

of the restored Norman clerestory. The clerestory window is pointed. 

The north-eastern transept-chapel has been sometimes taken for a chapter-house, 

upon no better grounds than the fact, that an isolated pillar supports the vault. 

But there are quite enough of chapter-houses without central pillars, to shew that 

this was not a characteristic of those apartments ; and also many buildings, not 

p At the angle piers of the eaatem transepts of 
Canterbury, we find an octagon pier, with small 
shafts 8et close to its faces, the work of the 
French architect, William of Sens, and erected in 

1177. In this example, the capital of the central 
pier is large, and those of the surrounding shafts, 
small. 



CHICHESTER CATHEDRAL. 23 

cha.pter..;houses, with central pillars ; as for example, two chapels at the east end of 

Hereford. 

Moreover not only are there no traces of the throne, and of the surrounding seats, by 

which chapter-houses are really characterised, and which belong to their proper fittings, 

but the remains of a piscina on the southern wall, and the trace of the recess of 

another on the eastern wall, shew that two altars were placed, one under each window 

of the eastern wall,' ~d the traces of their platforms still mark the lower parts of the 

same wall. 

Evidently, therefore, this building was a double chapel, erected like so many others, 

in lieu of the small apsidal chapel in two stories, which I have already shewn to have 

formed part of the Norman church. 

It is a very elegant specimen of the architecture of our second period, and its 

beauties have been lately developed by its restoration. For many years it, in common 

with the north transept, was fitted up as a parish church, and known by the name 

of the Subdeanery church. By the exertions of the present Dean and Chapter, a 

handsome church has been erected, from the design of W. C. Carpenter, Esq., on the 

north side of the Cathedral, for the accommodation of the parish, and the transept 

and chapel in question completely cleared of the pews and galleries, which disfigured 

and conc~aled its fair proportions ; and at the same time the whole has been restored 

and cleaned, a new roof added, and the northern gable rebuilt. The chapter-house of 

this Cathedral was probably pulled down at the Reformation, and its site forgotten. 

The style of the presbytery may be compared with that of the choir of Lincoln, 

begun by Bishop Hugo, and his French architect, in 1186, the very year of the fire of 

Chichester. The style of Chichester is accordingly in advance of Lincoln, but has 

many points in common. 

The dedication, in 1199, is the only date, with the exception of the fire of 1186, that 

remains to elucidate the history of the group of works, which I have designated as 

included in the second period. The dedication would of course be performed as soon 

as the church was roofed in, and the parts assigned to the service made decent, and fit 

for its performance ; leaving minor works, such as the insertion of windows, erection 

of chapels external to the walls, and even the completion of the nave, to be executed 

as funds and time permitted. 
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Although we may therefore assert with confidence, that the group of works, which 

I have shewn to be so linked together, and to be consequent on the fire, were 

completed before those that remain to be described were undertaken, it is very difficult 

to determine exactly how much of this second period of work was left undone, when 

the dedication took place. This is certain, that the church having been patched and 

altered in the manner described, was not allowed long to remain at rest. 



CHAPTER IV. 

WORKS OF THE THIRD AND FOURTH PERIODS. 

IT was in the next place determined that chapels should be added to the nave. On 

the south side we find what now appears to be an additional aisle, but which on 

examination will prove to have been originally divided by a transverse wall, L, (Plate 1) 

into two distinct apartments or chapels, opening each into the side aisle by two arches 

richly molded. The division wall is rudely breached by a plain square edged arch, 

probably pierced since the Reformation, and cutting through the reredos of the altar, 

which once occupied its western face. The style of these chapels is very little in 

advance of the works of the second period, and the change must have been· very 

quickly made after the dedication. 

On the north side of the nave a similar range of chapels was begun by the erection 

of one (at 1) at the eastern extremity. This still retains its Early English reredos (1) 

in a perfect state, and is a very rare example of the kind. Traces of similar ones 

appear in the southern chapels (at L and M). The range of northern chapels was 

completed in the style of the latter end of the thirteenth century, by the addition 

of two more, as shewn in the plan (at G and H). These have large windows with 

* E 
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geometrical tracery. The mechanical construction of the chapels is a very cunous 

example of medireval methods. The colors upon the plan and section (Plate 3) will 

make the following description intelligible. It refers to the south chapels, the first 

erected. 

The original Norman walls of the side aisles were breached, and rich piers and 

arches inserted in the place of the windows. The string-mold of the second period, 

which had replaced the original Norman molding under the window sills within, and 

which runs round the vaulting shafts as a band (at J, Plate 3) will be seen to have 

been cut roughly through to make way for the piers, and now presents two truncated 

ends, one on each 

side of the vault

ing shaft. The 

southern fa.ces of 

the buttresses, 

added to the 

N onnan wall, as 

already explain

ed (page 16) were 

stripped of their 

casing, and rich 

sem1-p1ers, or re

sponds, as they 

are called, erect

ed against them 

(at K; Plate 3) to carry the transverse arches that crossed the center of each chapel; 

the plinth of the buttress was al~owed to remain entire (at L) and the new pier (K) 

founded upon it, but in the center of the range (at L in the plan) the buttress was 

continued southwards to form the partition wall. 

To give better light to the side aisles, the vault of these chapels was raised and 

sloped up towards the windows, as shewn in the section, and the roofs were constructed 

so as to have their gables facing towards the south. The buttresses between these 

gables were capped with turrets richly arcaded, and covered, of course, with the usual 
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pyramidal spire, which may be seen at Lincoln, and other examples of this period. 

Now the spires have disappeared, and the turrets are cut off just above t.he arcade 

~ith a flat slab. The picturesque gables have been removed, and a strait parapet 

substituted. The traces of the gables are nevertheless easy to follow at their lower 

extremities. The rain water that fell on either side the gable, and on the roof of the 

aide aisle behind it, was conveyed down the side of the buttresses by sloping gutters 

that still exist, (at o, Plate 3}, and at first sight appear like mere slanting set-offs, but 

are in reality neatly constructed water passages with a curious spout-like finish ; one 

or two of which remain in a very perfect state. The rain water of the main roof was 

conducted along a gutter (A, H, M} on the ridge of the great flying buttress, and thence 

through the body of the new pinnacle turret into a gurgoyle (N} still existing, by 

which it was discharged into the church yard. 

The piers which separate the chapels from the side aisles present a very singular 

conglomeration of no less than six different piles of masonry applied one against the 

other with very slight bond, the result of the successive changes I have endeavoured 

to describe.• First, part of the original Norman side wall forms the nucleus and still 

shews two portions of its inner face, one on each side the vaulting shaft in many 

places, besides the projecting parts that are used as the plinths of the arches that have 

superseded the windows of this wall. These pieces or plinths, as the opposite sketch 

shews, are of the simplest form, and retain part of the original Norman ashlaring, the 

rest being made up of fragments of the same. 

Against this nucleus on the north ~ide is the vaulting shaft of the second period, 

resting, however, on the Norman plinth. On the south side is the buttress of the 

second period on its own projecting plinth. Applied against its south face, cut away 

for the purpose, is the semi-pier of the transverse chapel-arch, resting, however, on the 

buttress plinth which did not require to be cut away. Finally, on the east and west 

sides of the Norman nucleus are the semi-piers of the arches that replaced the windows 

of the side aisles. 
a See enlarged plan of pier in Plate 1, and the 

woodcut opposite. This woodcut represents the 
lower part of the compound pier, cut across at a 
few feet above its base, eo as to abew it as it would 
appear, if it were taken down to this level. If this 
be compared with the enlarged plan at the left hand 
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corner of Plate 1, the peculiar agglomeration of ~e 
mass of masonry will be clearly understood. Tho 
parts marked A. are of the original Norman work, 
hltJck in the plan ; B designates the second period, 
r«l in the plan ; and c the third period, hlU8 in tho 
plan. 
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This compound mass exhibits no signs of settlement, and thus bears witness to the 

excellence of the cement, and the care of setting the stones. It is needless to add 

that now, if we had to perform such a work, we should simply shore up the wall, and 

rebuild the pier altogether; and in later times such operations were actually performed 

by the mediroval architects, as at York, where in the north transept, a Decorated pier 

has been erected in place of an Early English one, without disturbing the Early 

English arches. 

The same processes were pursued in the construction of the northern range of 

chapels, that were followed in the south range. The only difference, with the exception 

of the substitution of the tracery and molclings which belong to their advanced style, 

is, that the two chapels instead of being separated by a wall (at G) were only divided 

by a reredos rising to a point within a few feet of the impost of the vaulting ribs, 

and thus leaving an open arch above, that gave continuity to the four compartments, 

of which the two chapels collectively consist; the ends of the reredos may still be seen 

adhering to the piers on either side. 

As the arches and their semi-piers that were broken through the side walls to give 

access to the chapels, are entirely distinct from the work of those chapels as already 

explained, although of the same style, it may be presumed that each chapel was first 

completed on the outside of the aisle, without disturbing the side wall or window, and 

that the wall was then breached and the arches of communication inserted. 

It is scarcely correct to describe the nave of this Cathedral as having double side 

aisles. It is true that now the chapels having been thrown together by the destruction 

of the partition walls, they are converted into aisles ; but in their original state, they 

were not only divided internally, but in the exterior, the transverse roofs and gables 

separated them and gave them an aspect totally different from the connected line of 

building which they exhibit at present, under the influence of their continued parapet 

wall. 

The parapets that crown the clerestory walls of the nave, and appear to have 

been added in the Decorated period, are very ingeniously managed so as to conceal a 

remarkable defect in the structure. The nave is in fact not erected in one straight 

line ; but partly from the original plan and partly from subsequent settlement, the 

general direction of its walls in the middle curves considerably towards the south. 
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so as to make the upper line of the clerestory walls concave on the north side of 

the building, and bulgin,~ or convex on the south side. This defective arrangement 

is partly due to the disposition of the piers on the ground, as will be explainefl 

below. I have already shewn that the western half of the nave was erected after the 

completion of the eastern half, and it seems with a slight difference of orientation. • 

Whether from bad workmanship, or some mystical intention, must be left to the 

symbolists to decide. 

A general settlement of the walls of the nave southwards has augmented the effect 

at the upper parts. For as the ends of the walls were supported by the tower and 

transepts at the east end, and by the west front and its towers at the west end, the 

middle portions not being so held up, have gone further than the ends, and thus 

produced the distortion above described. 

The makers of the new parapet perceiving and disliking the appearance of this 

curve, exhibiting itself strongly in the upper lines of the old parapet and roof, most 

ingeniously corrected it, so that now the actual parapet-lines run straight from the 

central tower to the west front on both sides. 

On the ngrth side a corbel table was erected, tJ:te arches of which have a great 

overhanging projection in the middle portions of the wall, but are thinned gradually 

away as they approach each end, and finally die off completely at a considerable 

distance from the extremities, so that the lower corbel table serves to fill up the hollow 

line of the wall in the middle part. Above this a· second corbel table is erected 

projecting beyond the former, and extending completely from one end . to the other, 

in the usual manner. 

By means of this double structure, the parapet is easily made straight from one 

end to the other, because in the middle part where it deviates considerably from the 

line of the wall below, the double corbel table furnishes a sufficient foundation, an,l 

at the ends where the projection of the upper corbel table suffices, the lower one has 

no existence. 

On the south side where the wall is convex, a sloping set-off is introduced under 

the parapet. This is shewn in the section (at A, a.) The convex line of the wall is 

got rid of and corrected by varying the inclination of this sloping part at the 

b There are in fact three different directions in different parts of the nave as will be shewn below. 



30 CHICHESTER CATHEDRAL. 

different points of the wall as required. Thus a plan of the wall taken at the level 

of A would shew a line swelling in the middle, southwards. But a plan of the parapet 

at a would be perfectly stmight. 

The parapet wall of the presbytery has evidently been raised considerably higher 

than its original level, for it now abuts awkwardly against the eastern turrets, which 

are half smothered by it, and by the eastern gable. The raising of the parapet appears 

to have been done when this eastern gable was built, the date of which, judging from 

the elegant rose window (lately restored) which ornaments it, must be the latter end 

of the thirteenth or beginning of the fourteenth century. Possibly the roof at first 

put on after the restoration of the presbytery, had no gable, or merely a wooden one. 

At present the roof, which is quite modern, has tie beams quite clear above the vault. 

The roof which rested on the walls at their original level must have been destitute of 

a tie beam, and perhaps pressed upon the vaults, and distorted the walls, so as to 

induce the raising of the latter to a sufficient height, to admit of a tie beam roof. 



CHAPTER V. 

REMAINING WORKS OF THE FOURTH PERIOD, 

AND CONCLUSION. 

As my object is not to write a complete architectural description of the Cathedral, but 

rather to develope the changes and alterations in the structure consequent on the fire 

of 1186, I shall very briefly mention the remaining works. 

The Lady-chapel, enlarged and put into its present form by Bishop Gilbert de 

Sancto Leofardo, deserves careful study, not only for its excellent details and the 

varied tracery of its windows, but because it is one of the very few dated examples 

which we possess. From the phrase employed in Reade's register (vide Dallaway, p. 51) 

"construxit a fundamentis capellam Beatre Marire in Ecclesia Cicestr," it must be 

inferred the work was executed during his official life, i. e. from 1288 to 1304, and 

not by a bequest after his death ; for the record goes on to enumerate his bequests 

"Dedit ad fabricam ecclesire prredictre 1250 mares, &c." In examining this work it 

must be remembered that the unfortunate situation of the sepulchral vault of the 

Dukes of Richmond has robbed the chapel of its due altitude. 

The entire south wall of the south transept is a reconstruction, the recorded work 

of Bishop John de Langton (1305-133'7, vide p. 4} and contains a magnificent flowing 

Decorated window of enormous magnitude, surmounted by an elegant rose of the same 
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date. These are also dated specimens. The wall has the regular basement moldings of 

its period, which abut at each end upon the masonry of the previous works, with that 

perfect indifference to unity of character, which is so common in medireval architecture. 

The tomb of Langton, as usual with founders or benefactors, is placed in the interior, 

within a handsome monumental arch and canopy, fonning part of his own wall beneath 

the window at the south-eastern corner of the transept. 

The northern wall of the north transept was pierced for the insertion of a huge 

perpendicular window, probably about the end of the fifteenth century, or later. This 

was evidently done in imitation of Langton's work in the south transept, but the 

operation was not so skilfully pe1formed. For the walls of the latter were already 

buttressed on the east by the transeptal chapel, and on the west by the vestry and 

stair-turret. And yet the insertion of the huge arch of the new window necessitated 

the fortification of the south-east angle by a large double buttress (shewn in the 

plan) provided by the forethought of the architect. 

In the n01th transept the east wall was sustained by the great double chapel. But 

the west wall was left wholly undefended, and the thrust of the great window arch 

accordingly produced a thrusting out of the upper corner of the wall, which is still 

visible," but which was stopped in its westward progress by the erection of the clumsy, 

but perfectly efficient detached pier and flying buttress, which now disfigures the 

exterior of the transept (h on the plan.) 

The central tower from the crown of the four great Norman arches to the corbel 

table below the battlements belongs to the second quarter of the thirteenth century, 

the battlements and little angle turrets of course being modern. The windows of 

this tower were originally open, as belfry windows, but are now walled up, with the 

exception of four small holes on each side. 

The stone spire is of greatly subsequent date, belonging probably to the fifteenth 

century. It is flanked at each angle by a small octagon turret and pyramid, and has 

in the center of each face the projecting structure like a porch, so common in rich 

spues. The masonry of these turrets and appendages is an integral part of the spire 

itself, and shews that they were not subsequent additions. 

a This must not be confounded with the dis- I shewn in the plan, which is a mere error in the 
torted direction of the west wall of the transept original setting out of the edidce on the ground. 
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The massive campanile which stands detached from the north side of the nave is a 

heavy specimen of the Perpendicular style. No history of the building has been 

preserved. It is attributed to Bishop Langton (1305-1336), but is manifestly half a 

century later in style. Detached campaniles were not uncommon appendages to 

Cathedral churches, but most of them have been destroyed since the Reformation, as 

useless, as for example {\t Salisbury, Worcester, and Canterbury. There appears also 

to have been one at Norwich. 

I have already pointed out certain indications from which it appears that the four 

western compartments of the nave were erected subsequently to the four eastern. 

Upon closely examining the repairs of the second period, it will be found that the 

Purbeck shafts, insulated on the edges of the piers to carry the new moldings of the 

pier arches have rings in the middle, at the western respond, and at the four western 

piers on each side, but that the corresponding shafts at the three eastern piers and 

tower pier are plain, and their bases are at a lower level. The piers, therefore, that 

belong to the older extremity of the nave have plainer shafts than those of the newer 

part. This distinction between the two extremities of the nave, in the repairs of the 

second period, could only have arisen from some actual separation between the two 

portions, and renders it probable that the choir of the Norman cathedral, as in many 

other examples, extended into the nave, occupying the three arches whose piers are 

now ornamented with plain shafts, and having its screen fixed against and concealing 

the fifth pier, reckoning from the west. 

In this case, the Purbeck shafts being concealed by the seats would not require 

rings ; or perhaps this part of the nave was first repaired to fit it for the service, and 

the rings in the other part were an after-thought. It is impossible to ascertain whether 

the corresponding shafts in the presbytery have rings, because the present woodwork 

completely conceals them. But the extension of the choir into the nave is confirmed 

by observing that the spandrels of the eastern pier-arches are all re-faced with Caen 

stone, and those of the western retain their Norman face. A difference easily 

accounted for, if we suppose the seats to have been situated against the eastern arches, 

for, as Gervase has related of Canterbury, the seats feeding the fire would enable it to 

damage the walls to a greater altitude than elsewhere, and thus make it necessary to 

re-face a higher part of the structure in the places where they stood. 

* F 
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The choir of Norman churches in their original arrangement, for the most part 

extended into the nave, and there seems no reason to suppose that this ca~hedral 

formed an exception. The principal difficulty in the way of this explanation, is, that 

the vault shafts continue to the ground, whereas they always stop upon corbels before 

they reach the seats in all those parts of churches where choirs exist, or have existed. 

But in Early English cathedrals the choirs are usually c_arried more towards the 

east than in the Norman, and the presbytery elongated to allow of this alteration. 

·where possible, the transept and crossing are thrown open, as at Salisbury and Lincoln. 

In the present instance, as the church was elongated eastward in the Early English 

period, it must be supposed that when the arrangements and repairs of the presbytery 

were completed, the choir screen was fixed in its present position, and the vault 

shafts of the nave completed to the ground. 

The plan of the original Norman church exhibits some very strange deviations 

from regularity. I am inclined to believe that many other buildings of the same 

period would shew similar faults, but in the present case it fortunately happens, that 

the architect in charge of the cathedral, Mr. Butler, has taken the pains to 

make a plan in which the whole of these irregularities are especially laid down to a 

scale of eight feet to an inch. This most laborious and exact survey was in fact, to 

use his own words, made by treating the whole as if planning a series of fields. By 

his courteous permission, I have employed this plan as the foundation upon which to 

lay my historica~ colors; and in the reduced copy of it, at the beginning of this essay, 

I have faithfully preserved the principal irregularities of the building. 

To shew them more clearly I have aasumed as a standard of direction the eastern 

wall of the transepts, which are tolerably in line. The south wall of the tower and 

the two eastern arches of the nave on either side are also in a direction at right angles 

to the eastern wall of the transepts. The dotted line, x x, drawn at a little distance 

~rom the eastern wall of the tower, and the two parallel lines, y y, z z, perpendicular to 

x x, and at equal distances from the center of the tower north and south, are inserted 

as standards of direction to shew the deviations which I shall proceed to enumerate. 

Proceeding along the presbytery from the tower eastward, the three first arches 

or Norman portion of the south wall deviate southwards. But the additional work, or 

elongation of two arches, returns to the standard direction. The original walls of 
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the Lady-chapel have a greater deviation from the stand~ line than the Norman 

presbytery. The direction of the eastern gable of the presbytery is very oblique, 

corresponding rather to the direction of the Lady-chapel, than to that of the 

presbytery. But the lateral faces of this gable wall, which form the bases of the 

eastern turrets, are more distorted in direction than any part of the superstructure, 

as th~ plan shews. The north-eastern wall that terminates the side aisle is completely 

out of square with the side aisle. This appears to result from an attempt to make 

this north-eastern wall stand at the same angle to the oblique Lady-chapel, that the 

south-eastern terminating wall makes with the same chapel 

The side aisle walls of the elongated portion of the presbytery are not only 

thinner than the Norman walls of which they are continuations, but both of them are 

shifted slightly southwards. 

The walls of the north-eastern transept chapel are tolerably true to the standard 

direction, and so are the eastern and northern walls of the north transept, but its 

western wall deviates greatly to the west. 

The walls of the small south-eastern transept chapel are very irregularly placed, 

and the south gable of this transept deviates considerably southwards at its western 

·end. 

In the nave there are three distinct variations of direction. Proceeding westward 

from the tower, the first two arches coincide with the standard direction. The next 

three on the south, and four on the north, are shifted gradually more and more to the 

north, so as to bring this part of the nave into the same inclination as the south wall 

of the presbytery. The remaining arches of the nave return to the standard direction 

with more or less irregularity. 

The inclination of the west front and porch slightly turns to the east of the 

standard direction at its northern extremity. 

The side aisles of the nave are very irregular in direction, and consequently theU: 

breadth is different at different points ; but the external walls of the added chapels 

are very nearly parallel to the standard direction. Other smaller irregularities may be 

found in the plan, but the above are so decided that they deserve particular attention. 

The irregularity of the nave walls is increased in the upper parts by a settlement, 

which has caused the north and south walls to incline southwards, throwing them 

* F 2 
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considerably out of the perpendicular, but not so as to endanger them. That this 

settlement happened before the works of the second period, is shewn by the attempts 

that were made in these works to return to the perpendicular. The faces of the piers 

in the middle of the nave, which I have shewn to have been re-cased in Caen stone, 

are nearly vertical, while the Norman shafts under the pier arches and the backs of the 

piers towards the side aisles, are inclined, as already stated, southwards. One. effect 

of this is to increase the thickness of the piers (on the plan) on the north side, where 

the original wall hung forwards towards the nave, and to diminish it on the south 

side, where the wall inclined away from the nave. 
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NOTE ON ST . RICHARD. 

IN the south transept of the church is a tomb with a recumbent effigy, placed under a 

vaulted canopy, which is erected against the choir wall This is termed the tomb or 

shrine of St. Richard, that is of Bishop Richard de la W ych, who died in 1253, and 

was buried, in accordance with his will, in the Cathedral nave, near the altar of the . 
blessed Edmund the Confessor, which he had himself erected, near the column. 

His biographer Radulfus adds, that this was at the 'TW'I1h, part of the church. He 

was regularly canonised by the Pope in 1261, and his body was translated with great 

ceremony in presence of King Edward I. in 1276, and was placed within a silver gilt 

chest. Mr. Blaauw, in an excellent paper in the Genile!man's Magat/,ine (for 1847, vol. 

I, p. 259) followed by another in the 1st vol. of the Sussex Archaological Collections, 

p. 164, was, I believe, the first to produce arguments to shew the great improbability 

of the tradition that assigns to the above mentioned tomb the name of St. Richard. 

In these arguments I entirely concur, and shall venture to adduce some new ones. 

The style of the north chapels of the nave agrees very well with the period of St. 

Richard's prelacy, so that we may suppose one of these to have been dedicated to 

St. Edmund, and ita altar to have been consecrated and endowed by the Bishop. This 

would place his tOmb under one of the arches pierced through the Norman wall, and 

against one of the new piers. This is a very general position for a founder's tomb. 
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\Vhen a Saint was translated without being removed from the church in which he 

was first buried, his body or his bones were taken from the tomb and put into a shrine 

(scrinium) or richly ornamented chest, which was removed to some honorable part of 

the church, very often behind the high altar. It was set up on high on a pedestal, 

and was provided with a moveable cover, which was lifted off only on festival days, or 

other special occasions. An altar was placed, not as in chantry chapels at the foot 

and to the east of the founder's tomb, but at the head of the Saint's shrine, that he 

might be prayed to. The number of examples of these arrangements is so great, and 

the system so thoroughly recognised, that it is unnecessary in this place for me to 

quote particular examples. The altar of St. Richard is frequently mentioned, as Mr. 

Blaauw informs us in the paper above mentionerl. 

The original tomb of a translated Saint remained also as a separate object of 

devotion, having been honored as the first deposit of the holy body; and it may be 

said that if not the shrine, this is the original tomb. But the tomb in question is 

confessedly not on the spot where the Saint was first interred, for that is recorded 

to have been at the north part of the nave. 

The style of the tomb is considerably later than the t1·anslation in 1276, therefore 

the tomb cannot have been the original and honored receptacle of his body removed 

from its first site ; nor can it have been the pedestal of the shrine, for it is not 

sufficiently high, and has no resemblance to such a contrivance, but is a real and 

manifest altar tomb. 

Lastly, the effigy is also of later date than the translation, when the Bishop was 

transformed into a canonised Saint ; and the recumbent effigy of a canonised Saint 

appears to be an anomaly, although it might have been admitted that this effigy 

had been made before the canonisation, had the style of it been sufficiently early. 

When canonised, the saint became an object of worship, to whom prayers were 

addressed, and was represented in an upright posture. Accordingly the image of 

St. Richard is mentioned together with the image of St. Theobald, in a document 

quoted by Mr. Blaauw, relating to a complaint at the Visitation in 14 78, that the 

" Dean had removed the image of St. Richard from his Chapel of St. Mary Magdalen, 

to the Chapel of St. Theobald., and had placed the image of St. Theobald outside the 

entrance to St. John the Baptist." 
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Mr. Richardson informed me that upon cleaning the so-called shrine, some diaper 

painting was found upon it with the inscription " S. Ricardus," but he admitted that 

this was in a character subsequent to the Reformation. It is possible that in the short 

restoration of Popery, in the reign of Queen Mary, an attempt was made to re-produce 

Saint Richard ; to which the tradition at ·present attached to this spot may be traced. 

For it is not likely that the word St. Richard would have been inscribed at any other 

period. 

At the side of the tomb, until lately, there stood an ancient oak buffet of the 

fifteenth century, now removed to the vestry. This has the upper .Part closed by a 

door, the bottom of which is about two feet from the ground, and the cross rail upon 

which the bottom of the door shuts is pierced with a narrow slit, like that of a poor 

box or other receptacle destined to admit coin, but not to allow of the abstraction of 

it. This slit is cut obliquely, and leads to the lower division. Popular tradition, 

cherished by the vergers, declares that this was the receptacle of the offerings to the 

shrine. Its construction is precisely similar to that of many receptacles of relics; 

and it is not impossible that relics were kept in the buffet, and that when the door was 

opened for the exhibition of them, the slit was indicated as the recipient of the gifts 

of the faithful. Thus far tradition niay be correct, but there is no evidence to connect 

this machine with St. Richard. 



ERRATA. 

page 2. note e. for Wyvmstre read Wyrcestre. 
4. line 3. 1268 1288. 
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