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Preface

 

THE BRITISH ARCHAEOLOGICAL ASSOCIATION’s 2009 conference, which took place in Canterbury between 18 and 22 July, brought more than one hundred delegates together to consider the city’s medieval art, architecture and archaeology. This was the third time that the Association met in Canterbury. In 1844, the Association’s first ‘congress of Antiquarians’ was held there as ‘an experiment in this country made for the first time’. The report by the Association’s organizing committee lamented that the congress was beset ‘by almost every possible disadvantage’.

They complained of difficulties caused by illness, inexperience, and searing professional hostilities; nevertheless, they regarded the event as a success. Consequently, the 1844 conference was followed by congresses which that took place in locations across Britain almost every year until 1917. After the revival of the annual conference in 1975, the Association met in Canterbury for the second time in 1979. This conference, which generated a landmark collection of essays, was warmly remembered by many of its alumni at the 2009 gathering.

Canterbury, then, has had an important place in the Association’s history, and in turn its members have contributed significantly to our understanding of the city’s archaeology, art, and architecture.

While the 1979 conference had focused on Canterbury before the translation of Thomas Becket from the crypt to the Trinity chapel in 1220, the wealth of archaeological and historical research that been undertaken in recent decades made 2009 an apposite moment to reconsider Canterbury, and especially Christ Church cathedral, from the time of St Augustine up to the Reformation. With the assistance of an informal organizing committee consisting of the Association’s then president, Peter Draper, John McNeill, Jeremy Ashbee, and Richard Plant, a programme consisting of twenty-eight papers and numerous site visits was devised. The year 2009 was not just the thirtieth anniversary of the Association’s previous meeting in Canterbury: it was also the 900th anniversary of St Anselm, archbishop of Canterbury from 1093 to 1109. In order to mark this date, Professor T. A. Heslop delivered a keynote address which argued that Anselm played a central, and hitherto unrecognized, role in devising a visual programme at Christ Church. We were honoured that The Very Reverend Robert Willis, Dean of Canterbury, introduced this lecture.

Site visits are what make the BAA conferences extraordinary, and also extraordinarily complicated to organize. Karen Impey, the Association’s Hon. Conference Organizer, was instrumental in ensuring that our complex programme was punctuated by breaks for food and drink, for transporting delegates from the University of Kent to destinations around the city, and for choreographing the site visits. She executed these tasks with an unfailing smile and steely determination, and I am hugely grateful to her for her support.

It is a special pleasure to acknowledge and thank the many people who made it possible to explore every nook and cranny of Canterbury cathedral. The Dean and Chapter generously granted us access to the building out of hours, and John Meardon, Receiver General, allowed us to visit the Corona, the external scaffolding on the north-west transept, and the roof spaces and towers. We are especially grateful to him for donning a hard hat and personally leading groups into the upper reaches of the building. Chris Crooks, Head Verger; Heather Newton, Head of Stone Conservation; and Leonie Seliger, Director of the Stained Glass Studio, allowed access to their offices and studios as well as their ongoing conservation projects in the building, and we are grateful to them and their staff for accommodating us with generosity and good humour. Delegates were advised to wear sturdy shoes for visits up the exterior scaffolding to examine the ironwork of the south-west transept (the subject of Jane Geddes’s paper), and the ongoing work on the Corona. At the cathedral, talks were given by Rupert Austin, John Burton, John Crook, Paul Crossley, Peter Draper, Peter Fergusson, Eric Fernie, Jane Geddes, Richard Gem, John Goodall, John McNeill, John Meardon, Michael Michael, Linda Monckton, Heather Newton, Peter Searey, Leonie Seliger, Margaret Sparks, Tim Tatton-Brown, and Christopher Wilson.

I owe special thanks to Margaret Sparks, whose offered indispensable advice in the planning stages, and who shared her unequalled knowledge of the archives and archaeology of Christ Church in a formal paper and on site. Tim Tatton-Brown was likewise an inexhaustible source of ideas, advice, drawings and notes in the run-up to the event, and he opened the conference with a paper that ingeniously set Canterbury into its geological and regional context. He gave brilliant talks on sites around the city, many off-the-cuff, during the five days we spent in Canterbury.

More than one delegate commented that the Canterbury conference was a physical as well as an intellectual workout. Exploring the medieval fabric of Canterbury required us to climb hills, stairs and ladders. A walking tour of the city included stops at Eastbridge hospital, Westgate tower, the castle, St Martin’s, and the Fyndon gate and St Augustine’s refectory of the King’s School. David Birmingham, Doreen Rosman, Terry Fitchett and Peter Berg guided groups around the city with impressive erudition, energy, and (with an eye on a finely calibrated timetable) diplomacy, and Mary Berg, Shelia Sweetinburg, and Richard Eales gave talks on site. We are grateful to English Heritage for allowing special access to St Augustine’s abbey, and to Tim Tatton-Brown, Richard Gem, John McNeill and Margaret Sparks for perching on the ruins to speak above the rising winds.

Of the papers delivered at the conference, sixteen are published in the present volume; I am also pleased to include Helen Gittos’s research on the liturgy at Canterbury cathedral, which was discussed informally during the conference. Several of the papers presented have been published elsewhere, including Christopher Wilson’s account of a ‘mystery “marble”’ and Marie Louise Sauerberg’s findings from the conservation of the tomb testers of the Black Prince and Henry IV.

My final thanks are owed to the contributors to this Transactions volume for their patience and professionalism, and also to the peer reviewers who commented on the papers. John McNeill has been instrumental in bringing this volume into being, and I owe him profound thanks for supporting this venture in countless ways. I am also greatly indebted to Linda Fisher for her editorial acumen, and to Julian Luxford and Linda Monckton for their editorial support. This volume has been delayed in its journey to press, so readers should note that in some cases publications have appeared since authors completed their texts.



Alixe Bovey

Conference Convenor
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Victoria and Albert Museum, T.337–1921
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London, British Library MS Arundel 83, II, fol. 131v
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PLATE XV (MICHAEL FIG. 10). Melk chasuble: Virgin from the Crucifixion (detail)
Vienna Museum für angewandte Kunst

COLOUR PLATE XVI


[image: pla16.jpg]

PLATE XVI (WOODMAN FIG. 2). Margaret Holland, from her tomb





‘Complete, thorough, and undeniable’: Robert Willis and The Architectural History of Canterbury Cathedral


ALEXANDRINA BUCHANAN

 

 

The first Congress of the British Archaeological Association in 1844 provided would-be architectural historian Robert Willis with an audience for his research, whilst Canterbury cathedral offered an ideal vehicle for his nascent method. This essay takes as a case study the lost choir of Archbishop Anselm, whose appearance Willis was the first to try to reconstruct, in order to explore his evaluation and use of archaeological and literary evidence. Through re-examination of the clues offered by the fabric, it is demonstrated that Willis misinterpreted some evidence and ignored other clues. This offers the opportunity to reassess Willis’s contribution in terms of its relationship with earlier scholarship and its reception by his contemporaries, as well as suggesting the value for present-day architectural historians of continued engagement with antiquarian scholarship, in order to understand the building as both a physical and an intellectual construction.


IN the Guildhall at Canterbury, at eight in the evening of 11 September 1844, Robert Willis, President of the Architectural Section of the British Archaeological Association’s first annual meeting, rose to present a paper. Published the following year, his account of Canterbury cathedral was the first book to be titled an ‘architectural history’.1 By then Willis had left the BAA and thereafter lectured to the Association’s younger rival, the Archaeological Institute. Nevertheless, as this article will argue, Willis’s presentations over a century and a half ago were fundamental both to the present format of BAA meetings and to the creation of medieval architectural history as it continues to be practised today. In order to set Willis’s contribution in context, I shall briefly discuss the background to his study of Canterbury in terms of his own research, in order to explore why he conceived architectural history in the form taken by his lecture. I shall then look in more detail at Willis’s method, taking as my case study his account of the second Romanesque choir of Canterbury cathedral, which Willis attributed to Prior Ernulf (1096–1107). Although, as suggested, Willis’s method was highly influential, my aim is not primarily teleological: rather, I want to defamiliarize his method, by trying to reconstruct his work both as his response to previous scholarship and to what he saw the requirements of the subject, and by examining its reception by his original audience. Viewed from the perspective of the 1840s, it was far from inevitable that Willis’s methods and preoccupations would come to dominate the discipline: indeed, to some, his approach was utterly unwelcome. As the review of Willis’s Canterbury book in The Ecclesiologist warned, ‘such (doubtless unintentional) irreverence as we have seen him display in cathedrals, may do more harm than his works can produce of intellectual good’.2

Willis’s lecture was in two parts, given over two days. In the prestigious evening slot, he read his own translation of Gervase of Canterbury’s account of the 1174 fire and the rebuilding of the cathedral.3 The reading ‘excited much applause and merriment among the audience in consequence of the quaintness of style in which it was written’.4 Willis deliberately chose to give an archaic flavour to his translation, as suggested by the passage describing the monks’ reaction to the fire:

Bethink thee now what mighty grief oppressed the hearts of the sons of the Church under this great tribulation; I verily believe the afflictions of Canterbury were no less than those of Jerusalem of old, and their wailings were as the lamentations of Jeremiah; neither can mind conceive, or words express, or writing teach, their grief and anguish.5

Obviously, the melodramatic tone reflects the original text — but the use of ‘bethink thee’ and ‘verily’ are Willis’s stylistic choices, rather than direct translations into the English of his own day. When it came to Gervase’s description of the martyrdom of Thomas Becket, Willis evidently relished creating a suitably evocative translation, but also distanced himself from his own efforts by adding, in a footnote: ‘I have translated this characteristic rhapsody as closely as I was able’.6 Gervase’s account was evidently considered an essential element of the congress, so when Willis chose to issue his architectural history as an independent publication, the BAA’s publication included instead a translation by Edward Cresy junior, son of the architect Edward Cresy who replaced Willis as the lecturer on the cathedral at the BAA’s Winchester Congress in 1845.7

The reading of the translation of Gervase was followed the next morning by an apparently impromptu guided tour of the cathedral.8 The description in The Athenaeum gives a flavour of the excitement this tour inspired:

Prof. Willis contrived to make us in love with the sect of Peripatetics: he was thoroughly at home on his subject, and no teaching could be more instructive than this kind of learning made easy on the spot. Ladies were found to take an interest in stone bolsters, in corbels, in stringcourses; and some anxiety was expressed to be better acquainted with the distinguishing characteristics of our Gothic architecture. The fever was at its height when ladies were seen following the Professor through the dirt of the noble undercroft […] studying Norman capitals, and early English screen-work, and playing at follow-my-leader with the Cambridge Professor through a chimney sweeper’s aperture into a Norman chapel beneath the chapel of St Peter and St Paul.9

This format — a lecture dealing with the documentary material, followed by a tour covering the architectural evidence — became Willis’s standard modus operandum and was repeated in his published accounts, in which separate chapters were devoted to the different sources. It was the combination of the two which constituted ‘architectural history’, according to Willis’s definition, through which he made what he saw as his particular contribution: ‘a closer comparison step by step between the documents and the masonry than has yet been attempted’.10

Such an approach now seems so obvious and so natural that it is hard to get a sense of how revolutionary it then appeared. To begin with, since the second half of the 18th century, antiquarian scholars had come to consider material evidence to be superior to that found in documents. Medieval chronicles, in particular were deemed to be too tainted with ‘monkish superstition’ to be worthy of credit.11 Willis himself claimed to find the preponderance of miracles distasteful, but he felt that the chroniclers and their audience knew the buildings well enough to be accurate on these ‘subsidiary matters’, however deceived they were in their ‘superstitious’ interpretations of events.12 The Athenaeum, however, begged to differ, complaining that Eadmer and Gervase, his two main sources,

have left us altogether in the dark as to the introduction of the Pointed Arch, and subsequent important changes and transitions from one mode of building to another — matters that would hardly fail to strike, and, therefore, to be especially noticed by competent observers; and if not competent, the mere circumstances of their being ‘contemporaries’ and ‘eyewitnesses’ confers no value on their obscure, rhapsodical declamations.13

The concerns of The Athenaeum suggest the extent to which the study of medieval architecture was dominated by the search for the origin of the pointed arch and the classificatory model of scholarship promulgated by Thomas Rickman’s Attempt to Discriminate the Styles of English Architecture (1817). These had informed Willis’s initial investigations — but by the 1840s, he had grown dissatisfied with this approach. Instead of the identification of general laws, the model of knowledge creation associated with natural philosophy, he became instead more interested in individual and contexts.

The need for firmly dated examples was a commonplace of contemporary antiquarianism. In his Architectural Notes on German Churches, first published in 1830, Willis’s friend and fellow Cambridge scientist, William Whewell, apologized for his lack of information as to dates and exact chronology, which were, in his words ‘very essential to complete our knowledge of architectural history’.14 This is the first known use of the phrase ‘architectural history’, that Willis was to adopt and make his own. However, Whewell made the excuse that such ‘antiquarian lucubrations’ would be too lengthy for his ‘small and subsidiary essay’ and required a quantity of time and learning which he could not devote to the subject. The need for time and learning, however, were more of an encouragement than an obstacle to Willis, and this became the new problem to which he addressed himself. As he wrote in an unpublished note, probably dating to the 1840s, ‘One building thoroughly and minutely examined in structure & history affords more genuine instruction than cursory review of an hundred. Let us proceed to search for the Landmarks’.15

As a very rare instance of a detailed text which can be compared with an extant building, Gervase’s account was, for this purpose, a goldmine. Indeed, Willis’s method may have been inspired by the possibilities offered by Gervase’s text, which he had started to explore for his studies of medieval terminology.16 For the pre-Ernulfian period, however, neither Gervase nor any of the other medieval chronicles provided a straightforward narrative, so what Willis did was very skilfully to weave together the various chronicle references to the building into a seamless whole. This text, found in chapters 1 and 3, is seemingly entirely medieval, with the scholarly apparatus of footnotes deployed to prove the integrity of each quotation and the absence of explanatory material distancing Willis from the narrative. Yet he is inevitably omnipresent, for besides the active choices he made in the language of his translation, his quotations also represent a very heavily edited version of the original texts. In effect, Willis had compiled the sort of chronicle that he would have liked the Middle Ages to have produced, with the building centre stage.17

This evident artistry did not go unnoticed by contemporaries.18 Charles Sandys (1786–1859), a Canterbury lawyer, had attended the BAA Congress and was aghast at Willis’s revision of the widely held belief that much of the Romanesque fabric surviving in the choir was the work of Archbishop Lanfranc.19 Sandys was determined to uphold this attribution and therefore argued that, although Willis’s architectural observations were valuable, the parts based on the documentary evidence were ‘sedulously constructed and arranged to support the fanciful hypothesis, of which the learned Professor seems so deeply enamoured’.20 In particular, Sandys rejected the contention that the eastern arm of Lanfranc’s cathedral was only two bays long, as shown in Willis’s plan (Fig. 1). This conflict between the local antiquary, upholding a traditional account of the building and its history, and Willis’s expert account, based on wider knowledge of comparative examples, would become a regular feature of the Archaeological Institute’s meetings.
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FIG. 1. Plan of Canterbury cathedral by Robert Willis, from The Architectural History of Canterbury Cathedral

Image courtesy of A. Buchanan

Unlike many examples of 19th-century scholarship, Willis’s works remain exciting and engaging examples of architectural writing, with a clarity and succinctness of expression which is second to none. It is therefore tempting to think of them as being ‘ahead of their time’, rather than questioning why the model they established has continued to serve us. Moreover, it is because Willis’s approach so often identified information which we still accept as ‘factual’ that it is worthy of more critical analysis — especially because it is when subsequent scholarship has modified his conclusions that it becomes easier to identify the preconceptions which guided his analysis. Nevertheless, there is still scholarly debate as to the appearance of the second Romanesque choir, and therefore it is not currently possible to compare Willis’s reconstruction against a definitive version.21 The following analysis will therefore identify areas where he failed to follow his own logic and where the evidence clearly contradicts his interpretations; I am not aiming to offer a reconstruction of my own.

In reconstructing the second Romanesque choir, started under Archbishop Anselm (c. 1033–1109), Willis began with the crypt, which he recognized as Romanesque, and which Gervase had not mentioned as being rebuilt. It is clear that at this date he was unable to distinguish between work of Lanfranc’s period and that of Anselm’s, for he argued that the columns of the main crypt might have been reused from Lanfranc’s work. Since the interval of time between the two works was small and both were of the same ‘school’, he did not expect there to be much difference in style.22 The existing layout of the crypt therefore provided the plan of the main body of Ernulf’s choir. Willis reconstructed the Trinity chapel as square on the basis of the ‘Waterworks Drawing’, first published by the Society of Antiquaries in Vetusta Monumenta (1755).23 This was his only use of the drawing as evidence for the architecture of the cathedral. On stylistic grounds, he was equally sure that the pillars of the choir above were the post-fire work of William of Sens. Gervase, however, was less explicit about how much of the rest of the fabric of the old church was allowed to remain, so here Willis tried to correlate the with the architectural evidence.

The new pillars were described by Gervase as being of the same form as the old, but about 12 ft higher. This therefore formed the starting point. As far as Willis was concerned, Gervase’s statement was confirmed by a string-course on the wall of the side aisle, between responds V and W,24 about 12 ft lower than the present capitals for the responds of the transverse arches of the aisle vault and thus twelve feet lower than the main pier capitals (Fig. 2). He reconstructed what Gervase described as ‘plain’ capitals as a simple scalloped form (Fig. 3), because, despite having noted it (Fig. 4), he had failed to recognize the inserted support in the crypt as the survival of an Ernulfian pier from the choir, complete with capital. This is perhaps understandable when one observes from the woodcut illustration that in his day the floor level in the crypt was considerably higher and the base, with its Ernulfian profile, was hidden. Nor did Willis reconstruct the piers as having the same alternation between circular and polygonal forms found in the new work: admittedly, this remains a debatable point.25 Where Willis was undoubtedly wrong, however, was to interpret the string-course as the springing point of a ‘waggon vault’ (spelling Willis’s): this was his interpretation of Gervase’s fornices planae.26 Whilst examples of barrel-vaulted ambulatories do exist, the survival of a vault scar in the very bay Willis examined (Fig. 5, see also Fig. 2) proves that the vaults at Canterbury must have been groined — the lack of ribs being a distinction drawn by Gervase between the old work and the new. And, indeed, in his comparative elevation of the aisle walls, Willis showed the vault as being groined in form (Fig. 6). He also described the empty bases on either side of the aisle responds as having been intended to carry the groins of the aisle vaults (Fig. 7), as at Ely: again this shows an apparent change of mind, or confusion, about the form of the vaulting, but also a failure to recognize that the bases can never in fact have been used, as the string-courses above are intact as far as the dosseret of the transverse arch respond.27

More pertinent evidence than the string-course was the change in masonry of these responds, which Willis described and drew (marked ‘k’ in Fig. 6) but apparently he did not notice that it occurred at the appropriate height of approximately 12 ft below the present capitals. His notes include the comment ‘The masonry of the piers must be carefully inserted’.28 His oversight becomes more explicable through reading contemporary reviews, which reveal that Willis’s discrimination between early- and late-12th-century decorative detailing was an eye-opener to the majority of his audience. His differentiation between masonry of various dates was a novel observation and one that particularly excited his publisher, J. H. Parker, who referred to it in all his subsequent handbooks to Gothic.29 This suggests that Willis was probably more interested in revealing the different depths of coursing as a dating device — a generalization that could be applied elsewhere — than as a clue to the appearance of Ernulf’s choir aisles.
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FIG. 2. Canterbury cathedral: north choir aisle, looking east, with string-course visible in the bay between the window and the chapel

Image courtesy of the Conway Library, The Courtauld Institute of Art, London, A61/147
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FIG. 3. Canterbury cathedral: comparative elevations of the choir before and after the fire, internal and external, drawn by Robert Willis, engraved by Delamotte and Heaviside, from The Architectural History of Canterbury Cathedral

Image courtesy of A. Buchanan
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FIG. 4. Canterbury cathedral: inserted pier in the crypt, drawn and engraved by Delamotte and Heaviside, from The Architectural History of Canterbury Cathedral

Image courtesy of A. Buchanan

Besides the string-course in the aisle, the other fixed point for Willis’s reconstruction was provided by upper level windows in the transept, which he interpreted as having formed the clerestory of Ernulf’s work, albeit being at triforium level in the rebuilt choir.30 A footnote reference to plate V in Britton’s Cathedral Antiquities volume for Canterbury suggests that this had given Willis the suggestion that the transept triforium windows might have been the previous clerestory, from the evidence of their round arches, contrasting with the pointed arches of the new clerestory above. He was not the first to argue that the top storey of the transept was an addition: in 1774, William Gostling had noted that the stair turret of the SE transept was not bonded in to the transept at the present clerestory level. Gostling’s argument was that the transept masonry below this non-bonded-in level must have survived the fire.31

From these fixed points, Willis added arches to his piers, following Gervase’s description — giving them a typical semicircular profile. Above this, he translated Gervase’s reference to a ‘murus solidus parvulis et obscuris distinctus erat fenestris’ as a ‘solid wall set with small and blank windows’ and interpreted this as continuous blind arcading. The comparison Willis gave was La Trinité, Caen (Fig. 8); however, he actually reconstructed intersecting arcading, reminiscent of the exterior of Canterbury.32 Willis’s translation of ‘obscurus’ has been questioned;33 indeed, the entire sentence is open to multiple interpretations. Solidus may mean ‘substantial’ as well as ‘solid’; parvulus means ‘very small’; obscurus may mean ‘dark’, ‘shadowy’ or ‘concealed’, rather than ‘blank’ (which Willis probably took as a synonym for the literal translation ‘covered’), and distinctus can mean ‘distinct’ both in the sense of distinctiveness, or separation; thus with the multiple connotations of the ablative case, the wall could either be distinguished by the windows (as interpreted by Willis), separated from them, separated (or divided) by them, or separated from something else by them. Moreover, the separation could be in the horizontal or the vertical plane. Thus this sentence could describe a conventional middle storey, with blank openings or dark openings as reconstructed by Willis, or a gallery with windows in a rear wall, or it could describe a banded arrangement with a wall surmounted by fenestris (however translated).
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FIG. 5. Canterbury cathedral: north choir aisle, showing scars of former groin vault

Image courtesy of the Conway Library, The Courtauld Institute of Art, London, A78/971


[image: fig101_6.jpg]

FIG. 6. Canterbury cathedral: north choir aisle (bays to west of eastern transept), before and after the fire, drawn by Robert Willis, engraved by Delamotte and Heaviside, from The Architectural History of Canterbury Cathedral

Image courtesy of A. Buchanan


[image: fig101_7.jpg]

FIG. 7. Canterbury cathedral: north choir aisle, showing reused bases

Image courtesy of the Conway Library, The Courtauld Institute of Art, London, A61/147

In reconstructing the form of the middle storey, Willis relied on his translation of Gervase, which he almost certainly based on comparison with other contemporary buildings, rather than on archaeological evidence. This is perhaps not surprising, as he had probably worked out what he expected to find prior to visiting Canterbury, which he then merely confirmed with structural observations. However, this did cause him to omit certain obvious problems, although there are signs in his notes that he was not altogether happy with his solution. The first of these difficulties is the lack of a walkway immediately above the main arcade, the presence of which had been implied by Gervase’s enumeration of the triforia in old and new buildings. Evidence in the transept stair towers, however, suggests that there was access into some sort of space above the aisles, as in both north and south towers there are substantial Romanesque doorways at exactly the level of the present aisle ‘triforia’; that on the north shows evidence of fire damage, as though the original wooden doorway had fallen into the vice (Fig. 9).34 The only alternative to these doors accessing a space above the aisle vaults is that they led to an external parapet passage, but it would be very early for such a feature and the doorways look too imposing for such a function.35 A similar door also leads into the current aisle triforium from the room above St Anselm’s chapel. Furthermore, at the west end of the choir, where the eastern arm abuts the main transept, there is a stairway from the passageway now at aisle level into the present gallery, which has a round-headed archway, is surmounted by a now functionless circular window and may, from masonry disturbance in the opposite wall, have led into the Lanfranc period stair turret in the in the north-east corner corner of the central tower.36 The otherwise mysterious, but presumably Romanesque,37 window might have lit such a staircase. Willis noted none of these features, although he must have seen the transept tower door; however, he had not identified such round-headed doors as invariably Romanesque and therefore probably assumed it was inserted by William of Sens. Evidence of access at both ends makes the prior existence of a passage at this level hard to deny, but is difficult to reconcile with Willis’s reconstruction of a simple pitched roof, the height of which was determined by his identification of the level of the clerestory. Willis’s notes suggest that he was himself uncertain about his reconstruction of the middle storey. These include the observation that the ‘side aisles have two rows of windows. The upper ones may be old triforium windows’.38 He was apparently also unsure that the current arrangements, with a single pitched roof over the middle-storey gallery, were original, for his notes include a N/S section through the current gallery level with the annotation, ‘waggon vault springing only. This would have been vaulted the side aisle triforium with gables’. There is, however, no evidence that he considered the possibility of a gabled roof above the aisles in Ernulf’s choir. The aisle roof must have abutted the tower lower than the window now within the roof space (Fig. 10).
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FIG. 8. La Trinité, Caen: nave

Photo: Philip Bovey
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FIG. 9. Canterbury cathedral: NE transept tower showing fire damage

Photo: Stuart Harrison

According to Gervase, above the wall of the middle storey, which encircled the choir and came together as one wall at the head of the church, ‘via erat quae triforium appellatur, et fenestrae superiores’, translated by Willis as ‘the passage which is called triforium, and the upper windows’. Here the et could represent a vertically sequential connection, describing a four-storey elevation, or a horizontal connection, meaning a clerestory with a passage. The latter was what Willis envisioned, reconstructing a triple arched opening, also similar to that found at La Trinité and St Etienne at Caen. He was very interested in the word triforium, found uniquely in Gervase — and in a paper to the Institute of British Architects in 1848 he suggested, perhaps not entirely seriously, that it was a contraction of a Latinized English word ‘thoroughfarium’.39 For Gervase, it apparently referred to a passageway, and, had there been two such passageways in Ernulf’s choir, he would not have been able to contrast it with the post-fire work by the statement ‘There was a single triforium, but here are two in the choir and a third in the aisle of the work’.40 In addition, the transepts were described by Gervase as having been divided from the main vessel by ‘a wall set upon pillars’, in contrast to the lack of partition between transepts and main vessel in the new work, where they ‘converge together in one keystone’. Willis did not draw attention to this passage, which appears to suggest a complete separation between main vessel and transepts, rather than a mere continuation of the main arcade, or a walkway at middle-storey level.41

As already mentioned, the only fixed points Willis had for his reconstruction were the height of the piers and the height of the clerestory windows. The height of the side aisles and of the middle storey (or storeys) were unknown. Evidence for these heights was provided by Gervase, but was relegated by Willis to a footnote: ‘the new work is higher than the old by so much as the upper windows of the body of the choir as well as of its side-aisles are raised above the marble tabling’.42 The reference to marble tabling makes it clear that Gervase was describing the interior of the church, but, inexplicably, Willis used this evidence to justify his reconstruction of the exterior of the building (Fig. 3). He claimed that the levels were ‘as nearly as possible the same’, but it is clear that this statement is true only in the small scale of his diagram. From Gervase’s statement there is no reason to suppose that any alteration had been made to the side aisle levels below the passageway, but Willis claimed that William of Sens had raised the windows to their present height (the Ernulfian windows being, in his view, lower; Fig. 6). As with the clerestory, Willis had no difficulty with the notion that William of Sens would use round-headed windows because his theory of stylistic development suggested that such changes occurred first in ‘arches of construction’ (such as arcade arches), only subsequently being used in ‘arches of decoration’ (such as windows).43
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FIG. 10. Canterbury cathedral: roof space above north choir aisle, blocked window of NE transept tower.

Photo: Stuart Harrison

So what was it that led Willis astray? As already mentioned, he had reconstructed the main arcades as simple semicircular arches. He gave the transverse arches of the aisles the same form. However, the rectangular plan of the aisle bays meant that, in his reconstruction, the transverse arches inevitably rose higher than the arcade arches, giving the aisle vaults a domical form (Fig. 11). Possibly not wanting to reconstruct an asymmetrical vault, Willis made its transverse section slope downwards towards both the arcade arches and the side walls. However, the present aisle windows, although apparently Ernulfian in date, rise higher than the point at which Willis wanted the aisle vault to meet the wall. Therefore he had to argue that William of Sens had raised the window heads. The evidence he provided was that of the blank bay flanking the stair turret of the east transept, in which he had noticed a pared back impost, marked Q in Figure 6 (Fig. 12), which he argued represented the height of the original springing of the (in this case blank) window arch. Willis had also, correctly, noticed that the windows in the chapel of St Anselm had been raised, observing the ‘unequivocal remains of the original springing of the arch from the jambs’ at a point about 7 ft (Willis’s measurement) lower than the eventual window height.44 But the evidence for the raising of the side aisle windows is unequivocally non-existent. By contrast, there is additional evidence that the window arches both sprang from the impost identified by Willis and reached their present height, for the present window shafts replicate an Ernulfian feature but have been elongated to the height of the present impost, as suggested by the irregular masonry beside the windows between the height of the original impost and the present one.45 This evidence shows that the original windows had stilted heads. Thus Willis’s suggestion that the form of the windows was matched by the main arcades merits reconsideration.

In his earlier book, Remarks on the Architecture of the Middle Ages, especially of Italy, Willis had set out to investigate that perennial problem, the origin of the pointed arch. He had initially found attractive the suggestion, first made by James Essex and supported by Whewell, that it had arisen as the natural solution to the vaulting of non-square bays.46 Yet, as Willis’s faultless logic forced him to point out, it was not the only solution to this problem: round arches could be used, with those with the lesser diameter being stilted to reach the same height as the wider arches.47 This was a theoretical line of reasoning — yet when he came upon a real situation in which non-square bays had clearly been vaulted, he seems to have been unwilling to accept the logic of his former argument, that the arches of the main arcades could have had stilted arches to match those of the windows. Instead, he preferred to argue that the window arches were conventional semicircles, to match what he assumed to have been true of the arcade arches, ignoring the archaeological evidence he had himself identified. Stilted arches are of course commonplace in crypts, hemicycles and irregular transept bays; they are also to be found in the main arcades of a number of major churches known to Willis, including Tournus and Santiago de Compostela. In a less extreme form, they may also be identified in the arcades at Peterborough, which also show interest in alternation (a possible parallel with Canterbury) and Melbourne in Derbyshire, which has similarly columnar piers. Closer to home, they may possibly have been found in the choir at St Augustine’s, Canterbury, which probably provided the source for the unusually slim columnar piers found at the cathedral, and the rectangular aisle bays.48 However, despite later friendship with A. J. B. Beresford-Hope, who had purchased the ruins of St Augustine’s, there is no evidence that Willis looked to them as a parallel for Canterbury. Stilting the arches would also have provided full visibility for the enormous windows, whose stained glass was so admired by William of Malmesbury, and given a lighter effect to the interior.
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FIG. 11. Canterbury cathedral: comparative cross-section of the choir before and after the fire, drawn by Robert Willis, engraved by Delamotte and Heaviside, from The Architectural History of Canterbury Cathedral

Image courtesy of A. Buchanan
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FIG. 12. Canterbury cathedral: north choir aisle, bay to the west of north-east transept, impost of former (blank) window arch

Image courtesy of the Conway Library, the Courtauld Institute of Art, London A78/4336

The ‘gloomy, barnlike interior’ of Willis’s reconstruction forms one of Francis Woodman’s main objections to it.49 Since Willis could not have predicted this response, he provided little justification for the heights he proposed, so it is worth rehearsing the evidence. If credible (and Woodman has argued it is not), documentary testimony is supplied by Gervase’s statement, already quoted, suggesting that the work above the marble string-courses, that is, the aisle-level ‘triforium’ and the present clerestory, were additions. Moreover, the Waterworks Drawing, if reliable, shows the nave roof ridge and clerestory at exactly the same levels as those of the choir. Since the crypt raised the choir by about 10 ft above the nave (according to Gervase and evident from the present fabric), this would require the height of Ernulf’s choir elevation to have been about 10 ft lower than that of Lanfranc’s nave (as reconstructed by Richard Gem), as Willis’s reconstruction suggests. Further architectural evidence could be offered by the transept stair turrets: the first storey with decorative arcading (Fig. 13), of a form similar to that on the chapel of St Anselm, and therefore part of the Ernulfian design, could be interpreted as marking the point at which the turret rose above the roof, thereby confirming the level of Willis’s clerestory. The three uppermost storeys of the turret are clearly later than Ernulf, but are the only decorative storeys depicted in Woodman’s reconstruction.50 Also on the transept exteriors, the flat buttresses at the corners and flanking the transept tower rise to the top of Willis’s clerestory and no further (Fig. 13). Levels within the transept towers confirm this point, with a Romanesque doorway facing east at a level slightly lower than the existing third storey of the eastern transept (Willis’s clerestory level), potentially matching Willis’s reconstruction of the walkway considerably below the lower sill of the clerestory windows (Figs 11, 14). At this level there are also the remains of pared away round-headed arcading (Fig. 15), possibly evidence of Gervase’s triforium (or, less probably, the fenestri obscuri). The door which leads east to the present clerestory also appears to be Romanesque (Fig. 16), but is smaller than the contemporary doors identified as belonging to passageways; it would, however, be at the right height for accessing the Romanesque roof space according to Willis’s reconstruction.
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FIG. 13. Canterbury cathedral: north-east transept and tower, from the cloister

Photo: Stuart Harrison
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FIG. 14. Canterbury cathedral: doorway from the transept tower into the wall passage slightly below the lower ‘clearstory’ of the north-east transept

Photo: Stuart Harrison

What does this analysis tell us about Willis’s methodology? It is clear from the account of Canterbury, as in his later studies, that documentary evidence took priority over architectural findings, which he aimed to use to confirm the written testimony or fill in any gaps. It was the combination of the two that made his interpretations so persuasive, though it is evident that he overlooked numerous archaeological clues that might have complicated the reconstruction derived from Gervase. Willis had a preference for narrative sources, tending in later studies to dismiss the value of building accounts and other archival material.51 It is unclear from his Canterbury work whether he translated Gervase from an original manuscript (as claimed, see n. 3), but on other occasions he tended to work from antiquarian transcriptions and, as Sandys and Woodman both detected, there were minor errors in his translation, which could have a significant impact on his interpretations.52 Moreover, as has been observed, Willis was uninterested in understanding Gervase’s account on its own terms.53 Nevertheless, Willis’s architectural history of Canterbury was more concerned than some of his later histories in plotting the positions of altars and shrines, all shown on his plan: although he had already fallen out with the Cambridge Camden Society, he was in the 1840s working on a book, never completed, which was apparently intended to provide a functional account of medieval church architecture.54
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FIG. 15. Canterbury cathedral: north-east transept, west wall, passage below lower ‘clerestory’, showing one arch of pared back arcading (BAA members to left for scale purposes)

Photo: Stuart Harrison
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FIG. 16. Canterbury cathedral: doorway from north-east transept tower into north-east transept

Photo: Stuart Harrison

Although there were structural clues that he missed, Willis’s archaeological observations were extremely acute and his skill at separating a complex construction into a number of discrete elements, the hallmark of his approach to mechanical engineering, enabled him to undertake a logical reconstruction. Despite some shortcomings, this was superior to anything attempted by other scholars, with the possible exclusion of Viollet-le-Duc (1814–79), until the work of John Bilson (1856–1943) at the turn of the 20th century. This was the side of his work that proved most captivating to contemporaries, in part because it did not require the painstaking documentary analysis demanded by the historical aspect. Mention of Viollet, however, reminds us that Willis’s approach encouraged architects to undertake similar exercises in stone, rather than on paper — an unintended, though in terms of archaeology often disastrous, effect of his methodology.

Willis’s work has been differentiated from later scholarship by his lack of reference to comparative examples,55 but knowledge of contemporary buildings, both English and continental, was nonetheless essential to his understanding and reference was made to them where necessary. Nevertheless, stylistic contextualization was the antithesis of his primary aim, which was to isolate ‘landmark’ buildings in order to investigate the specifics of architectural change. Moreover, it seems to have been his preconceptions of what a Romanesque building ought to look like that blinded him to his own logic in terms of the reconstruction of the elevation of Ernulf’s choir. Even so, despite their criticism of his levity, the Cambridge Camden Society had to admit that ‘facts in ecclesiology are valuable at all times’,56 and the method formulated by Robert Willis, which was first fully articulated at Canterbury in 1844, created an account which was, on its own terms, complete, certainly thorough and — almost, but perhaps not entirely — undeniable.57





NOTES

1. R. Willis, The Architectural History of Canterbury Cathedral (London, Oxford and Cambridge 1845). A second edition for private circulation was printed in 1867 along with a set of photographs, entitled Photographic Illustrations to Accompany the Architectural History of Canterbury Cathedral [. . .] selected and arranged by John Henry Parker (Oxford 1867).

2. Review from The Ecclesiologist, 4 (1845), 220–22 at 220.

3. The text was already known to antiquaries, having first been printed by Twysden in his Historiae Anglicanae Scriptores Decem (London 1652). A translation had been published by the Gentleman’s Magazine, 42 (1772), 259–61, 312–13 and 362–64, and was included as an appendix to an early guidebook published in Canterbury in the same year: John Burnby, An Historical Description of the Metropolitical Church of Christ of Canterbury (Canterbury 1772). Another translation was included in William Woolnoth, A Graphical Illustration of the Metropolitan Cathedral Church of Canterbury (London 1816), 15–25. Willis had ready access to one of the Gervase manuscripts, in Corpus Christi College, Cambridge, but according to the official BAA report, he used Cotton MS Vespasian XIX in the British Museum (now the British Library): A. J. Dunkin ed., Report of the Transactions and Excursions of the British Archaeological Association at the first General Meeting held at Canterbury in the Month of September, 1844 (London and Canterbury 1845), 254.

4. Kentish Gazette, 17 September 1844.

5. Willis, Architectural History (as n. 1), 34.

6. Willis, Architectural History (as n. 1), 41, note p.

7. Dunkin, Report (as n. 3), 191–255.

8. The official programme offered an excursion to Richborough Castle.

9. The Athenaeum, no. 882 (21 September 1844), 852.

10. Willis, Architectural History (as n. 1), xvi. The same division between documentation and archaeology was the format introduced by Charles Peers, a self-professed follower of Willis, for the Office of Works (now English Heritage) guidebooks.

11. See, for example, the criticism of antiquarian scholarship for its use of such sources by W. Warburton, Critical and Philosophical Enquiry into the Causes of Prodigies and Miracles as Related by Historians (London 1727), 64: ‘Every Monkish Tale, and Lye, and Miracle, and Ballad, are rescued from their Dust and Worms, to Proclaim the Poverty of our Forefathers’. Despite his opposition to Warburton, Hume’s religious scepticism led to similar prejudice: ‘The monks, who were the only annalists during those ages, lived remote from public affairs […] and, besides partaking of the ignorance and barbarity which were then universal, were strongly infected with credulity, and with a propensity to imposture; vices almost inseparable from their profession and manner of life’. Ibid., The history of England, from the invasion of Julius Cæsar to the revolution in 1688, 8 vols (London 1789), vol. 1, 28. In the context of Canterbury, William Gostling declared ‘When the monks wrote in praise of their friends and benefactors, they might find good reasons to magnify, as they might to aggravate their losses when any misfortune befell them, and did not scruple to embellish sometimes with miracles upon occasion’. Ibid., A walk in and about the city of Canterbury, with many observations not to be found in any description hitherto published (Canterbury 1774), 59.

12. Willis, Architectural History (as n. 1), xiii–xiv.

13. The Athenaeum, no. 948 (27 December 1845), 1248–49.

14. W. Whewell, Architectural Notes on German Churches, with Remarks on the Origin of Gothic Architecture (Cambridge 1830), ix.

15. Cambridge University Library, MS Add. 5023, fol. 6. Italics are rendered as an underline in the original.

16. I have discussed Willis’s search for medieval terms in A. Buchanan, ‘The Science of Rubbish: Robert Willis and the Contribution of Architectural History’, in Gothic and the Gothic Revival. Papers from the 26th Annual Symposium of the Society of Architectural Historians of Great Britain 1997, ed. F. Salmon (Manchester 1998), 25–35.

17. In the absence of such a source for castles, Viollet-le-Duc was moved to write his own, Histoire d’une Forteresse, translated by B. Bucknall as Annals of a Fortress (London 1875).

18. The ‘artistry’ of Gervase is discussed by P. Kidson, ‘Gervase, Becket, and William of Sens’, Speculum, 67.4 (1993), 969–91.

19. This interpretation had been put forward in the account of the cathedral by the minor canon, William Gostling (1774), which had also used Gervase’s chronicle and differences of style visible within the building to distinguish between the pre-fire and post-fire work. His account was at the cutting edge of late-18th-century architectural antiquarianism, but attributed the pre-fire work to Archbishop Lanfranc, on the basis of a stylistic comparison with the crypt of St Peter’s Church, Oxford, then believed to be a dated Saxon example.

20. C. Sandys, A Critical Dissertation on Professor Willis’s ‘Architectural history of Canterbury Cathedral’ (London 1846), 30.

21. As well as discussion elsewhere in this volume, see in particular F. Woodman, The Architectural History of Canterbury Cathedral (London and Boston, 1981).

22. Willis, Architectural History (as n. 1), 73. It is unclear exactly what Willis meant by the term ‘school’, apparently a term derived from contemporary study of painting and sculpture.

23. The Waterworks Drawing was unknown to Nicholas Battely, who therefore sited the Trinity Chapel within the ambulatory: W. Somner, The antiquities of Canterbury. In two parts. The first part. The antiquities of Canterbury; or a survey of that ancient city, with the Suburbs and Cathedral, &c, 2nd edn, rev. N. Battley, part II, ‘Ichnographia Ecclesiæ Cantuariensis a Lanfranco construct cum Choro Conradi’, inserted between pp. 8 and 9.

24. Willis actually stated between points T and W, but this is only true on the south side of the choir.

25. The alternation in the decorative arcading at Canterbury, which suggests a delight by the architect in this feature, as well as the existence of alternation or polygonal piers in buildings arguably influenced by Canterbury, such as the transepts of Peterborough cathedral and the Romanesque piers of Rochester cathedral nave, may suggest that the Canterbury arcade shared this characteristic.

26. Willis, Architectural History (as n. 1), 34.

27. Woodman, Architectural History (as n. 21), 63–64.

28. RIBA Drawings Collection, Willis scrapbook, VOS/127–29, vol. 1, fol. 395v.

29. J. H. Parker, An Introduction to the Study of Gothic Architecture (Oxford and London 1849), 46–49. Parker, being publisher of both works, was also able to use the woodcuts from Willis’s book to illustrate his own text, as well as singing the praises of Willis.

30. Willis, Architectural History (as n. 1), 74–75. He did not mention that all the detailing of the transept was Gothic in form and date.

31. Gostling, A walk in and about the city of Canterbury (as n. 11), 62. This may be the first published reference to a straight joint in architectural antiquarianism, but it is likely to have been an observation by the architect James Essex, who was a friend of Gostling. Gostling also noted evidence on the south-east transept tower of a roof line which he identified as showing the pre-fire roof height of the south-east transept and, on the west side of the tower, a line of corbels which he identified as being for a gutter to carry water from the choir roof: Gostling, A walk in and about the city of Canterbury (as n. 11), 61. Neither of these features is now identifiable, although Woolnoth’s engraving of a drawing of the south-east transept appears to show an unexplained irregularity in the masonry of the west face of the tower at present clerestory level.

32. Willis, Architectural History (as n. 1), 75.
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34. I owe the identification of fire damage to Stuart Harrison.
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The Rebuilding of Canterbury Cathedral by Archbishop Wulfred (805–32)


RICHARD GEM

 

 

The career of Archbishop Wulfred (805–32) is summarized and his series of charters to Christ Church is discussed in relation to the light they throw on his building activities, which apparently included a rebuilding of the cathedral church c. 813. This rebuilding is identified here with remains excavated below the present nave in 1993. The analysis of these remains presented in the 1997 excavation report is reassessed and an alternative reconstruction is proposed. The early-9th-century cathedral is seen as an important architectural and liturgical model within Anglo-Saxon England, parallel to contemporary Carolingian developments on the continent.



WULFRED AND THE COMMUNITY OF CHRIST CHURCH

WHEN in May 805 JEthelheard archbishop of Canterbury died, there was elected in his place a person who was already a member of the cathedral community at Christ Church, the archdeacon Wulfred.1 Later in the same year Wulfred was consecrated, and in 806 received the pallium sent from Rome by Pope Leo III. During the first ten years of his episcopate the new archbishop, who seems to have come from a wealthy landed family, used his position to consolidate and augment the estates that belonged to the archbishopric or that he himself acquired, and in this he enjoyed initially the cooperation of the Mercian king, Coenwulf. The central years of his episcopate began with a visit to Rome in 814 to 815, on his return from which he convened a council of the southern province that met at Chelsea in 816. The aim of the council was to re-engage with the problem of lay lordship over minster churches, by extending episcopal control over them; but this caused a breach with Coenwulf, leading to Wulfred’s suspension for perhaps several years.2 Wulfred was reconciled with a new Mercian king in 822, but in 825 Mercian authority in Kent was overthrown by the West Saxons and new political tensions ensued for the archbishop. Wulfred finally died in 832, after twenty-seven years as archbishop, and longer as a member of the Canterbury community.

Throughout his episcopate Wulfred took a keen interest in the community serving Christ Church and in making appropriate provision for it through a series of charters. It is these that uniquely give us an insight into the context of a major building project of the period, the reconstruction of the cathedral church of Canterbury as revealed by the excavations of 1993, which it is the aim of this paper to re-evaluate.

The community of Christ Church had been established by Archbishop Augustine at the end of the 6th century when he founded the cathedral. Some insight into the principles on which this community was based is to hand, because Augustine had asked Pope Gregory I about the proper relationship between himself as bishop and his clergy.3 In response Gregory had advised that, since Augustine was himself a monk, he should live in community with his clergy; but that married clerics should have separate provision made for them, so long as they lived good lives under ecclesiastical rule and participated vigilantly in the office. Since Bede’s Historia Ecclesiastica, which was the source of this information, remained a well-known text, it is likely that Gregory’s responses continued to inform the community life of Christ Church down to the 9th century. In this way they would have provided a parallel to the situation in other minster churches of the period, where the particular intentions and regulations of the founder might be regarded as normative.4

A call for the maintenance and reinforcing of standards in the observance of religious communities was a constant theme of concerned churchmen of the 8th and 9th centuries, both in England and on the Continent.5 In relation to Canterbury more specifically, Alcuin wrote two letters to Archbishop Æthelheard. In 797 he encouraged him ‘especially to promote in the house of God the study of reading, that there may be there literate youths, a choir of singers and the practice of books, so that through your diligence the dignity of that holy see [Canterbury] may be renewed’.6 Subsequently, in 801 he encouraged Æthelheard to reform the life of the clergy more generally, and to take note of the standards he may have observed at the Carolingian court in the course of a visit to Rome.7 But how far, and in what practical ways, this directly affected the cathedral community is not clear, since the only evidence we have for the years immediately before Wulfred’s accession is limited. The community was called the familia or congregatio of Christ Church, and the members were termed fratres. In 805 these members included priests, an archdeacon (Wulfred), deacons and a subdeacon, and they were headed by two praepositi, ‘provosts’.8 The community held corporately certain estates, the returns from which provided for the common necessities of the brethren including for their mensa or individual table provisions.9

The witness list of a charter of Wulfred to the Christ Church community issued in 811 suggests a significant turnover in the personnel since 805, with the departure of several members and the arrival of a large number of new priests and deacons.10 It also shows the presence of three priest-abbots, but the role of these is uncertain and they do not seem to have supplanted the office of praepositus (Old English, reogolwarde, ‘rule-warder’). A less marked influx of new personnel is to be seen in the witness lists of Wulfred’s later charters, which may suggest that the change between 805 and 811 had some significance.11 However, interpreting such data is difficult, since we do not know to what extent those senior members who witnessed charters represent a full picture of the community as a whole.

A key document for Wulfred’s involvement with the community is a charter issued probably in 813.12 In the preamble to this Wulfred declares that he has:

Remade by rebuilding (readificando refici) the holy minster of the church of Durovernum, renewing and restoring it (renouando et restaurando) for the honour and love of God, helped by the priests and deacons of the same church together with all the clergy serving the Lord God.13

He then goes on to grant:

The familia of Christ to have and to enjoy those houses (domos) that they have built for themselves by their own labour.14

The houses are hereditary property and the individual owners are to have the right of giving or bequeathing them, but only within the community and not to anyone outside. The grant, furthermore, is made conditional on certain premises, including the continued right living of the community and also that:

They shall attend Christ Church with sedulous frequency for the canonical hours and, praying and entreating for their own personal expiation, and for the remission of the sins of others, they shall implore the Lord. And also they shall communally frequent the house of refection and the dormitory (domum refectionis et dormitorium) according to the rule of monastic discipline of life they observe.15

Finally there are sanctions applied against those who ignore Wulfred’s ‘constitution’ (constitutio):

If any […] should gather companions to eat and drink and even to sleep in their own little cells (cellulis), let him know, whoever he may be, that he is liable [to deprivation] of his own house (domi) and [its transfer] into the power of the archbishop to hold and to give to whomever he pleases.16

As to the import of the charter and the light it throws on the nature of the early-9th-century community, and on its possible reflection of reform movements on the Continent, there has been much discussion.17 But what seems fairly clear is that it points to a community following both communal and individual patterns of life. The body of the community was composed of priests and deacons, and also other clergy including, presumably, those who had been tonsured but not ordained to the higher orders. The members were required to attend the cathedral for the canonical hours and to maintain intercessory prayer. There was also a requirement to frequent a common refectory and dormitory in accordance with monastic discipline: but this was balanced by the right of at least certain members to have private houses or cells, in which, however, they might not entertain any other party. Such ownership of private property would have been incompatible with monastic renunciation of property, so those with such private houses cannot have taken monastic vows to this effect; but this does not exclude the possibility that there were others in the community who were fully professed monks. Towards the end of his life Wulfred granted another charter to the community, making various provisions for the salvation of his soul.18 Among other matters, he refers in this to how, from the time of the establishment of ‘our common congregation’ (nostra communis congregatio), he had entreated the familia to remember him spiritually through almsgiving, psalmody and the celebration of masses as seemed most appropriate to them. Among the more detailed provisions, he arranged for a certain estate that had been given to him by Cynehard, a deacon member of the community, to be handed over to the familia, on condition that:

At the time of vespers and matins, when the brethren enter the church of the apostle Peter for the accustomed chant, they shall always sing the Lord’s prayer, ‘Our Father’, in supplication for his soul.19

Finally in the same charter he arranged for the transfer to the familia of:

That court (curtem) which the monk Dodda had in the minster, […] for their own use […] whether for the refection of foods [or of the citizens] when the convenience of anyone or the necessity of the moment arises; or also if when a priest or deacon of the familia may be burdened with bodily infirmity he may rest there with suitable honour.20

The provision that the brethren should pray for Cynehard’s soul as they entered the church of St Peter seems to indicate that the Christ Church community attended part of the office at the monastery church of Sts Peter and Paul outside the walls, but on what occasions this may have been is unclear.21 As to Dodda, although he is called a monk, he had owned private property, and this was now given over to the community for use as an infirmary or other suitable functions.

Wulfred made further provision for the disposal of his property after his death, as is recorded in a charter of c. 832 given to Christ Church by his kinsman Werhard, whom he seems to have appointed as an executor or trustee.22 This involved the transfer of Wulfred’s very extensive personal estates, which included:

A dwelling (mansionem) that is on the north side of Durovernum at the wall, and a small enclosure (clausulam), which the English call a ‘teag’, which belongs to the dwelling.23

Whether this was the court that had formerly belonged to Dodda is uncertain. But its location suggests that it may have lain within the precinct north of the cathedral.

Summarizing from these various sources the evidence that is of specific architectural interest, it would seem likely that in the time of Wulfred there were both old and new elements in the collection of buildings at Christ Church.
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