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Baker gets only a footnote, your present reviewer no mention at all. This is partly
because he rejects ‘style’ as a useful category. It has long been accepted that
A D there
Mason
is no definable ‘Cluniac style’ - but to discuss style is vital if we wish to establish
the dating and interrelationships of medieval works of art. If, to take the obvious
example, the style of Clayton (the church as well as the paintings) is earlier than
the building of Lewes Priory, as I believe to be the case, the ‘Lewes School’ theory
collapses – unless you claim both are consistently archaic (which puts the onus on
yourself). Actually Mayhew does sometimes bring style into his discussion; but his
prime focus is on iconography. He analyzes the programmes of Clayton, Hardham,
Coombes and other churches (some in France) in great detail, giving many scriptural,
liturgical and other references. All this is fascinating, if rather dense stuff; there are
some unexpected turns, such as a suggestion that four of the figures approaching
the Heavenly City at Clayton represent abbots of Cluny – since one of them died in
1109 (canonized 1120), this greatly affects the dating. There are no tituli (labels),
however, to distinguish them. Nonetheless, having suggested this, Mayhew goes on
to take it as fact. Similarly, it’s known from a drawing that Barlavington church once
had a strip of ‘pelta’ (double-axe) patterning like that at Coombes; so Barlavington
gets conscripted into the canon of the ‘Lewes Group’ without any other evidence. He
misses some other tricks: thus the unusual processional scheme on the nave walls at
Clayton makes greater sense if we know that an early dedication of the church was to
‘All Saints’ (so perhaps it’s not quite a ‘Last Judgement’ – the figures on the S. wall
being penitents, not the Damned). His understanding of Hardham might have been
enriched if he’d known Audrey Baker’s last great investigation, ‘Adam and Eve and
the Lord God’.
A simple but fundamental point was made by Pamela Wedgwood (2003) in these
pages a few years ago: Cluny and Lewes aren’t the same thing. From the broad
repertory of Christian thematics, Cluniac liturgy and (probably) art preferred certain
themes, as Mayhew emphasizes (a prime example is the so-called Traditio Legis,
with Christ giving keys to St Peter and a scroll to St Paul – it occurs, in different
forms, at Clayton and Coombes). But Cluny had been active nearly 200 years by the
end of the 11th century; its influence reached into all corners of monasticism and
spiritual world-view. It might be hard to find a definitely ‘non-Cluniac’ monument
of the period to use as a point of comparison (Mayhew doesn’t try). We don’t need
to take Lewes as our putative jumping-off point to study and assess the considerable
legacy of early Sussex painting.
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We may subtract Lewes from the ‘Lewes Group’; are we even left with a ‘group’?
I used to think so, but over the last three decades have felt ever less sure. There are
some stylistic ‘commonplaces’ (notably an architectural motif of apparently stilted
‘archlets’, that nobody has explained) to be observed, but no more than one would

A new member of the Friends, Mr A D Mason, has studied the fabric of the church
intensively, and has kindly contributed the following observations:
The height of the crossing piers and arches to the tower
The existing west elevation of the church consists of five bays; east windows set within
recessed arches to north and south transept chapels, blocked arches to the north and south
chancel aisles, (the outer moulding to these arches with carved stops are clearly visible in
both bays), and the central bay with a blocked arch and a small entrance porch. The details
of the four bays on either side of the central bay suggest that the masonry work in these
bays was largely completed before work was interrupted. It is very likely however that
work to the central bay had not been completed before the grand design was abandoned.
The quatrefoil columns to the chancel arcades have four detached Purbeck stone shafts with
a moulded stone ring halfway up the columns. Similar moulded stone rings occur on both
the east and west faces of the northeast and the southeast crossing piers on either side of
the central bay. The difference in height of 3 feet 9 inches between the rings to the columns
of the chancel arcades and the crossing piers, which can be measured on either side of the
organ case, shows that the capitals to the four crossing piers would have been about seven
to eight feet higher than the capitals to the chancel arcades. This corresponds with the
height of the surviving stonework of the south east pier on the west face of the church; only
a few courses have been lost from the top of this pier. The top third of the north east crossing pier was probably never built.
As the arch in the central bay would have been much higher than the arches in the bays on
either side it follows that the apex of the gable to the wall over the arch and the roof over the
chancel would also have been higher than the roofs over the aisle; a detail which suggests
that the chancel may have been intended to have a clerestory. The tops of the buttresses at
the eastern corners of the chancel are also unfinished which suggests that they may have
been designed to be higher.
The conclusion that can be drawn from this evidence is that the design for the church was
possibly even grander than has been appreciated to date, with a clerestory to the chancel,
the roof over the chancel being about eight feet higher than the present roof probably with a
low central tower over the central crossing with a small octagonal glazed lantern: (as shown
on the reverse of the town seal). When this design was abandoned the chancel was probably
still without a roof, the crossing piers incomplete and the western end of the chancel either
completely open or closed with a temporary wooden screen.
When work recommenced on the church the details adopted were much cruder; the stone
arch which we see today in the central bay was built to support the wall above. The
springing to this arch starts only halfway up the crossing piers at the level of the
intermediate column rings of the crossing piers and the arch probably had no mouldings
or capitals. In addition, six large stone corbels were then installed above the arches in
the walls on the east side of the transepts and the crossing, (probably with corbels in

INTRODUCTION
The main preoccupation of 2016 has been the jubilee of the Trust, which was founded
in 1956. It was celebrated with a series of events, the first of which, on 5 March, was the
presentation of the awards for the previous year’s Ride and Stride exercise. To mark the
occasion of the Trust’s sixtieth anniversary this annual event was enhanced by being held
in Chichester Cathedral in the presence of the Bishop, the Right Reverend Martin Warner,
who gave the address (accompanied, appropriately, by his bicycle).
More specifically related to the jubilee was a thanksgiving service, held in St Anne’s
Church, Lewes, on 2 July. It was attended not only by Bishop Martin, but by the Roman
Catholic Bishop of Arundel and Brighton, the Right Reverend Richard Moth, and the
Regional Minister of the South-Eastern Baptist Association, the Reverend Stuart Davison.
The ecumenical nature of the assembly was in accordance with the Trust’s foundation
Deed, which defines the object of the charity as ‘the preservation, repair, maintenance,
improvement, upkeep, beautification and reconstruction of … buildings used for public
worship in Sussex, whether belonging to or used by the Church of England or any other
religious body’ [my italics]. All are entitled to financial support from the Trust, and
recent grants have included those to the Blue Idol Meeting House and Unitarian churches
at Billingshurst and Hastings, as reported in last year’s Newsletter. By the same token, it is
interesting to note that the booklet Sussex Churches and their Treasures, which launched
the Trust’s initial appeal for funds, had amongst its illustrations photographs of both the
Fitzalan Chapel and the church of St Philip Neri (as the Roman Catholic cathedral then
was) in Arundel and the Calvinist Providence Chapel in Chichester.
The culmination of the celebration was a double event, organised by the Friends, at
Winchelsea on 19 September. In the morning a traditional Friends’ meetingto view and
study the church of St Thomas à Becket was led by Dr Nicola Coldstream FSA, an expert
in Gothic architecture and past president of the British Archaeological Association.
Dr Coldstream had previously conducted one of our visits – very successfully – when
we went to Bayham Abbey and Ticehurst church several years ago. A summary of her
presentation and guided tour can be found below. After a picnic lunch in the churchyard
(the weather was kind) the Friends were joined by others from the more immediate area for
the Trust’s lecture by Professor Richard Marks FSA on ‘Documenting the Medieval Parish
Church: Wills, Walls and Windows’. This sought to demonstrate the value of documentary
evidence, in particular that of people’s wills, for the understanding of church fabrics and
for the dating of individual features. Richard Marks is Emeritus Professor in the History of
Art at the University of York, and an expert on medieval coloured glass. He is no stranger
to the area, having been Director of the Brighton Pavilion, Art Gallery and Museums from
1985 to 1992; in 1989 he was instrumental in mounting an exhibition on ‘Treasures from
Sussex Churches’ and co-authored the accompanying book Sussex Churches and Chapels.
A résumé of his talk appears in this Newsletter.
The Trust lecture was supported and advertised as a fringe event in the Rye Arts Festival,
and thanks are due to Peter Mackenzie Smith and the Festival organisers for the publicity

and all their help. The parish of St Thomas à Becket kindly hosted the double event and
we wish to thank the incumbent, the Reverend Canon Robin Whitehead, the churchwardens John Rodley and Charlotte Beecroft, and all those who helped with the practical
arrangements for the day.
Altogether the double event attracted some 90 people, though attendance on the day was
reduced a little by illness and last-minute clinic appointments. Forty Friends attended
the morning session and another 40 joined them for the lecture. As a result of the local
publicity several new members joined the Friends: welcome to them – it is good to have
some representation in the far east of the county.
The remainder of the Friends’ programme took place much as usual, but with the added
dimension that both the churches visited had been recipients of Trust grants. Despite the
recent rain the visit to Sullington in April took place without interruption; in addition to
the usual tour of the church we heard about the restoration work that had been undertaken
and had a guided outside viewing of the Manor House, followed by tea in the tithe barn,
the third historic building in the afternoon’s programme. A different hazard (other than the
weather) was encountered at Poynings in June: a cycling event that involved road closures
and congestion, which prevented many members, including the afternoon’s guide Robin
Milner-Gulland, from getting to the church on time. On the plus side there was the
bonus that Robin had recently commissioned an expert photographic record of the
medieval stained glass and prints were available to complement the viewing of the tracery
lights themselves, which can be done only from a steep angle and with much craning of the
neck. A discussion of the glazing and of glazing techniques developed.
We are grateful to the church communities that kindly hosted our events and made us
feel very welcome. As ever, we are indebted to Joy Taylor for making all the practical
arrangements for our meetings and for administering the Friends as an organisation.

Two chantries were founded in the church at the relevant time. The first was in 1312,
founded by one Stephen Alard in the Lady Chapel; the second was founded between 1319
and 1323 by Robert Alard, in the chapel of St Nicholas. It is important to realise that at
that time the smarter south aisle was the one dedicated to the Virgin and the north to St
Nicholas, although now it is the other way round; so Stephen Alard’s chantry was in the
south aisle and Robert’s in the north. The tombs on the north side were evidently built as a
set. Each has a gable consisting of three big converging mouchettes containing foliage in
relief; and they are linked by flanking pinnacles and niches. The effigies are of a young man
in secular dress, a lady, and an armed knight. They are carved from Purbeck marble and are
rather stiff and slightly archaic in style. It was long thought that they represented members
of the Alard family buried in Old Winchelsea; supposedly carved in the 13th century,
they were thought to have been transferred up here when the new church was built. It is
difficult to work out what might have happened to them in the successive inundations of
the old town, but in any case an article by Claude Blair and others has demonstrated that
the knight’s armour dates probably from the early 1320s, so the effigies were carved for
this church in a style that has been identified elsewhere. These figures are still thought to
be members of the Alard family, however: the terms of the foundation were that prayers
should be said for Robert, his wife Isabel and his brother Henry. This injunction fits the
knight, the lady and the layman to perfection.
The south aisle tombs are bigger, grander in concept and not identical. They are both gabled
wall tombs, but the eastern one is in three parts, canted outwards. It uses the arch-and-gable
motif, pinnacles, diaper ornament, and ogival Kentish tracery in the gable. The one to the
west is simpler, with a single arch-and-gable and flanking niches. It employs roughly the
same decorative repertory as the other, however – and here we seem to be connected to
such works as the tombs at Westminster Abbey of Aveline de Valence, Edmund Crouchback
and Aymer de Valence, dating between the late 1290s and c.1325. Contemporary bishops
were also interred in such tombs, and of interest here is that of Archbishop John Pecham at
Canterbury, dated to the 1290s.
So these tombs are aiming at the highest class, and their style and motifs may well have
influenced those of the north aisle, which would be later than these. As to the effigies,
the easternmost, nearest the altar and obvious main occupant of the then Lady Chapel, is
identified as Stephen Alard, founded of the chantry in 1312. For the identity of the second
effigy, study of heraldry and genealogy has produced Sir William Maufe, who died before
1311 and came from an established Sussex–Kent family.
The chantry deeds make it clear that the chapels of the Virgin and St Nicholas, the two
aisles, were already built; and it is also clear, from the intrusion of the tomb structures into
existing stringcourses, that the tombs were not constructed in with the church walls. So
this gives us a date before 1312 for the completion of the eastern arm of the church. The
transepts presumably followed fairly smartly, since there are no obvious changes. Whether
the nave ever rose above the ground remains an open question.
Dr Nicola Coldstream

proportions in this way. But when we get to the putative nave, the whole system breaks
down. It no longer works. We can draw either of two conclusions from this: if you believe
the nave was built you might have to accept that that builders of the chancel had packed up
and gone, leaving the nave to someone else. On the other hand, if you believe that the nave
was not built, here is some evidence to suggest that you may be right.
The elevation of the church has an arcade leading straight to the timber roof. There never
was a clerestory, nor was a clerestory planned, because the two aisles are the same height
as the main vessel, and each is under a separate roof. This chancel is what is known in
continental European churches as a hall-church, and it is much more common over there,
particularly in Germany, than it is here. Here the type is likely to have been influenced by
the larger friars’ churches – not small ones like the Greyfriars down the road here, but by
the large, aisled preaching churches that were being built in the bigger towns and were
much patronised by royal women. These buildings have mostly gone, but enough evidence
remains to show that they had light, thin walls, big open interiors, small clerestories or no
clerestory at all, and light piers based on a quatrefoil plan.
The piers here are of that type, though the infill of Purbeck marble slightly obscures this.
The capitals and bases are of a circular, moulded type that fits a date around the late 13th
century. The Purbeck adds style and glamour to the simplicity, but what really does it is the
design of the windows and their tracery. The windows are set back into their embrasures,
with panels of blind tracery each side. Such panels are not on the whole expected in parish
churches: they appear in the very grand contemporary work at York Minster, and, more
to the point for Winchelsea, a version is found in St Etheldreda’s, Ely Place, in Holborn,
which was the chapel of the London house of the bishops of Ely. St Etheldreda’s was built
in the 1280s by John Kirkby, who supervised the foundation of Winchelsea.
The tracery itself is mostly that known as ‘Kentish’, because most of it occurs in Kent, but
the design slipped across the county boundary to Winchelsea. It is characterised by the use
of double cusping, and attenuated cusps between the tracery motifs. Early examples that
predate Winchelsea are on the tomb of Bishop Bradfield in Rochester Cathedral, and, more
famously, the church at Chartham. But in the east windows of the aisles at Winchelsea is
an extra design, that of flowing or curvilinear tracery. This is based on the use of the ogee
arch to make flame-like or petal-like patterns. Ogival tracery in the form of netting or
reticulation appeared soon after 1300 at Westminster and St Albans; but the authenticity of
these windows is doubtful. Cooper’s engraving of the east end of the north aisle shows quite
different tracery in this window. It is possible that Gough found evidence of the original
design when he was restoring the church; but I suspect this window is a design by Gough
himself.
One piece of evidence for dating the building is the tombs in the north and south aisles. The
aisles were chantry chapels, dedicated to prayer for the souls of those who were buried in
them. The south aisle is altogether more grand than the north, with a fine set of sedilia and
piscina, as well as two wall tombs that are larger and more ambitious than the three in the
north aisle.

GRANTS
Our organisation exists to further the objects of the Trust and makes a modest contribution
to its funds. We therefore indirectly support places of worship in Sussex as they contend
with the problems of maintaining their historic buildings. The list below shows the various
places of worship to which grants have been offered in 2016:
Brighton, St Mary, Kemp Town
Cocking, St Catherine of Siena
Eastbourne, St Saviour
Lewes, St John sub Castro
St Leonards on Sea, St Mary Magdalene (Greek Orthodox)
South Malling, St Michael
Storrington, St Mary the Virgin
Sullington, St Mary
It is worth noting that the church at St Leonards, built as a Church of England place of
worship in 1852, now serves a Greek Orthodox congregation. As previously mentioned,
they, like all other Roman Catholic and Nonconformist communities, are equally entitled
to apply for Trust funds to maintain their historic buildings. It would be appreciated if
Friends could spread the word amongst their non-Anglican acquaintances.
In addition to the list above, the Trust expects to receive applications in support of extensive
work at Arundel, St Nicholas, and Pevensey, St Nicholas.

NEXT YEAR’S PROGRAMME
At the time of writing plans for 2017 are still fluid. We expect to follow the traditional
pattern of three meetings, one in the spring, one in early summer, and one in late summer/
autumn. We will try as usual to hold meetings in the east, west and centre of the county
and to include as many churches as possible that have been in receipt of Trust grants, so
that Friends can see what their support and enthusiasm have contributed to. We also try not
to stick to old favourites, unless there are new reasons to revisit. So it is quite a complex
business sorting out where to go and when. By the time you read this, Joy Taylor and I will
have begun to tackle the job of next year’s programme.
Dr David Parsons
Chairman

DOCUMENTING THE MEDIEVAL PARISH CHURCH:
Wills, Walls and Windows
By Professor Richard Marks, FSA
A résumé of the Jubilee lecture based on Sussex examples
We are tired of experts, Michael Gove sought to persuade us in the run-up to the EU
referendum. The problem apparently is that experts do not always agree and can in some
cases be shown to have got it wrong. This is as true in the field of medieval architecture as in
any other; the study of architectural style is an imprecise science, and there are lots of gaps
in our knowledge: the ‘experts’ have to try to make sense of an incomplete set of data. But
we need their guidance to understand, let us say, the differences between the subdivisions
of the Gothic style. The identification of each of the sub-styles and of various architectural
features depends on conclusions that have been drawn by the specialists from the limited
amount of documentary evidence available. Professor Marks used one particular form of
evidence, the bequests and testamentary directions in the wills of medieval people, to
illustrate how we know the dates of construction and of the developments of stylistic traits
of churches in Sussex and beyond.
Winchelsea church, where the lecture was held, was a good starting point. The complex
east window, which we used as a leitmotif for the Jubilee event (and the cover of this
Newsletter) was glazed or reglazed at the expense of the estates of two benefactors whose
wills are dated 1545, the very end of the mainstream Gothic period. But was the window
already in existence, and is it only the glass that is dated by this evidence? We are on firmer
ground at Poynings (West Sussex), where the whole church was newly built at the expense
of Michael Lord Poynings and his Lady, whose wills were proved in 1369; some of the
glazing, part of an Annunciation scene, has miraculously survived the Reformation and
subsequent vicissitudes (see the account below of the Friends’ visit to Poynings in June).
Still on the subject of glass, a new north window in Woodmancote church was financed by
the will of Sir William Percy, proved in 1407; ninety years later Thomas Oxenbregge, a
lawyer, contributed to the gazing of the chancel of Brede church (East Sussex), where his
descendant Sir Godard Oxenbryge was to be buried in the Lady Chapel, according to his
will proved in 1531. Specific directions about the subject matter of the glazing are given in
the direction by Margaret Heansill that the north window of East Grinstead church (West
Sussex) should contain the arms of her husband (1472/3); unfortunately the glass does not
survive, but examples of heraldic glass can be found elsewhere in Sussex, for example at
Willingdon (East Sussex). At Hartfield (East Sussex) John Bowyer, a yeoman, directed that
in return for a contribution to church restoration funds his name should figure in one of the
windows ‘to be prayed for’; his 1536 will was not proved until 1550, by which date prayers
for the dead were no longer politically correct, and it is doubtful whether his instructions
were ever carried out.

been provided by the very bulky tower that stood outside the church.
I suspect also that the nave was never built. The arguments are that the town was so wealthy
in the 14th century that of course they would have finished their church; but life wasn’t
like that. The necessary part of a church building is the choir and sanctuary with the altars,
which was the responsibility of the clergy. This was the part that was essential for the
conduct of the liturgy. Anything west of that was the responsibility of the lay population,
and in many churches the rate of building fell substantially once the eastern parts were up,
roofed and consecrated. The remains of the crossing piers suggest that they were never
built to full height; and although the transepts look as if they were more complete than they
are now – for example, the fragments of window tracery in the east window of the south
transept – without the crossing piers there would be no nave. There was nothing to build the
arcade on to. (See further A D Mason’s contribution below.)
So I guess that what we see is more or less what they saw at the time: a half-finished
church in a half-finished town. But what an interesting church. Even the plan is interesting.
Setting out the plan and getting the measurements right inevitably involved complications,
particularly with the instruments available to a 13th-century master mason, which included
big compasses and set-squares, but for work like this demanded ropes and pegs. But even
before this stage they had to work out the parts in relation to the whole. For this they could
resort to a variety of proportional ratios, derived from simple geometric figures, which
could be used in sequence. The most common of these was the ratio of one to the square
root of two, which is an irrational number, but was easy to obtain since it is the relation of
the side of a square to its diagonal. There was nothing mystical or medieval New Age about
the use of these devices; they were easy to learn and apply, and made the job easier as well.
Medieval masons were nothing if not practical, and this was the practical application of a
technique that had a very long history.
At Winchelsea we can possibly see this in action, though to be certain there needs to be
an accurate plan drawn to a larger scale, to control the very tight margins of tolerance. I
was alerted to interesting possibilities and the need to investigate by what seemed to be the
generous breadth of the building as a whole. The width of the eastern arm from window to
window is √2 times the length of the arcade from the east side of the crossing piers to the
main imposts at the sanctuary. This length effectively defines the main vessel. The result,
width to length, appears to be what is known as a root two rectangle, a figure that you can
get by producing the diagonal of a square down to the base line. The basic measure here
is the length of the arcade. Not only does it give us with width of the building, but it is √2
times the width of the main vessel, which in its turn is √2 times the width of each aisle; and
the sanctuary bay is included in this sequence, since its depth is the same as the widths of
the aisles. So by running this sequence based on one measure, they could set out the plan
of the eastern arm without resort to complicated calculations.
The width of the main vessel dictates the crossing, which produces a set of ratios for the
layout of the transepts, even down to the depth of the buttresses – there was very little
technical knowledge of how much buttressing a building actually needed, and no obvious
way of calculating it, and it is quite common to find buttresses included in the building

Monday, 19 September
Winchelsea, St Thomas à Becket
St Thomas’s church was built in the new town established by Edward I after the port of
Winchelsea at the foot of the cliff was washed away by several huge storms in 1287-1288.
Already in 1280 the king had ordered the town to be moved up out of what they all thought
was harm’s way.
In 1283 he gave further instructions about the plan of the new town, the location of
churches and market, and for the harbour; the town was effectively handed over to the
tenants in 1288, and the first rent roll drawn up on 1292. Edward took a great interest in the
planning and building of castles and new towns, but left them to get on with things once
that stage was over. Winchelsea was important to him and to the south coast since it was
one of the Cinque Ports and provided warships as well as trade. But, as before, its harbour
silted up, not helped by French raiding parties that did a lot of damage. The new town never
expanded to fill the land set aside for it; and from the 15th century the port went steadily
into decline while its trade went to Rye. By the 17th century, Winchelsea was a village.
This church, however, was expected to celebrate New Winchelsea in all its greatness. It
was given an entire Quarter of the town grid, a site of two-and-a-half acres, and was by
far the most valuable of the three churches. The building was built of local ironstone with
dressings of the paler stone from Caen in Normandy, and was planned on a scale to suit its
location. There is a parallel in the church of Holy Trinity in Kingston-upon-Hull, another
thoroughly imposing building in a new town founded by Edward I. The difference, though,
is that Holy Trinity was not a full parish church but a chapel-of-ease to Hessle, a few miles
west of Hull. St Thomas’s Winchelsea had parochial rights and duties.
Here at Winchelsea was to be an aisled chancel, with a projecting sanctuary of one bay, and
most unusually for a late 13th-century church, a crypt beneath the sanctuary. Further west,
there is a marked crossing with transepts of one bay each, and an aisled nave to which the
plan made by Cooper for his history of Winchelsea attributed five bays. All that survives
is the eastern arm and parts of the transepts. The eastern arm has been walled off and an
entrance porch added; the main vessel of the former chancel is now the nave. A vestry
was added in the 19th century at the east end of the north aisle, when the building was
comprehensively restored by A D Gough. We are in fact looking at the church through
his eyes and those of Mr Cooper, who published his history of Winchelsea in 1850. It was
Cooper, perhaps inspired by Gough, who produced the plan with the nave and suggested a
crossing tower, and all subsequent accounts have followed his.
Yet, was there a crossing tower and was the nave ever built? Although it has been asserted
that there was a tower, citing the evidence of the crossing piers themselves, the piers in fact
tell a different story. They were finely shaped and moulded but they were not substantial
enough to support a solid tower, certainly not with a spire on top, even a wooden one. Wood
may be lighter than stone, but when you factor in the wind force on timber roofs and spires,
the stresses are vastly increased. A better landmark as a guidance to seafarers would have

At Horsham (West Sussex), however, John Mitchell got in before the axe fell; his will
provided for his burial in the Jesus Chapel, a chantry chapel which he had ‘of late’ founded
in the churchyard (south of the south aisle, dated by Nairn and Pevsner to 1447); the will
is much later, 1520/22, but still well within the pre-Reformation period. Though attached
to the south aisle, the chantry chapel was clearly separate from the main body of the
church, as Adelaide Tracy’s 1858 drawing clearly shows. A little later, at Cowfold (West
Sussex), Roger A Gate (? Agate) left a donation to the building of the south aisle of the
church (perhaps the south-east chapel, since ‘aisle’ was used to describe any adjunct of
the main building), provided that the work began within two years of the date of his will
(1531); otherwise the money was to be devoted to the repair of the highways. The ‘reduced
Perpendicular’ style of the windows, both of the aisle and of the chapel, is consistent with
the date of this transaction.
One of the late bequests shows the value of wills for tracking the introduction of
window tracery designs from overseas. The east window of the Oxenbridge family chapel
in Brede church was in existence by the time Sir Godard Oxenbryge made his will in June
1530. Like the fenestration of Smallhythe church, just down the coast in Kent, it is closely
modelled on French Flamboyant patterns. (Compare the reference to ‘Kentish’ tracery in
the south aisle at Winchelsea: Dr Coldstream’s account of the Friends’ visit, below.)
Compiled by the Chairman
in consultation with Professor Marks

REPORTS ON VISITS 2016
Sunday, 17 April
Sullington, St Mary
The church was claimed as [Anglo-] Saxon by Ian Nairn in the Sussex ‘Pevsner’, and
two decades later the Victoria County History dated the basic structure to the 10th or 11th
century. Nevertheless, it does not appear on standards lists of Anglo-Saxon churches such
as the Taylors’ corpus, though it did in Fisher’s over-inclusive Saxon Churches of Sussex
(1970). Most commentators refer to the tall thin walls, but less often mentioned are the
quoins, which are more diagnostic. VCH refers to those at the east end of the nave, but
almost nothing is left of the NE quoin and only a few stones are visible on the SE corner,
insufficient to be certain of the character of this quoin. Much better evidence can be seen
low down in the NW quoin of the tower, which is clearly a variant of the long-and-short
technique, universally recognised as a pointer to Anglo-Saxon construction.
This raises the problem of the tower, which has clearly been rebuilt on several occasions,
including the whole of the offset upper stage. The apparent Anglo-Saxon fabric is restricted
to the bottom half of the lower stage, and there is no evidence in the fabric that it was the
base of a tower. It has been suggested that it could have been a porch, but the objection to
this is that it is very wide in relation to the nave, which would have been unusual. It does
indeed appear to be as wide as the nave, so the question arises whether it was originally
part of the nave itself, and later converted into a tower by the addition of an east wall and
superstructure, as happened at Sompting. The crease of a roof line can be seen inside
the tower, and may be relevant to the argument, but in the absence of a reliable modern
ground plan, or of accurate dimensions, it is impossible to make a proper assessment of the
hypothesis. It would also need to be shown that the nave W wall is not in bond with the side
walls, and this possibility has not yet been explored. The only available plan is of 1873,
drawn up in preparation for the restorations. In some respects it supports the hypothesis; in
others it does not. It is hoped to investigate further in 2017. If the suggested development
did in fact take place, the question of its date arises. There is nothing in the fabric above
the level of the long-and-short work to indicate later Anglo-Saxon building, and the only
indication of date – the heavily restored west doorway – suggests early 12th-century.
To the east of the nave there is a long chancel, too long to be considered Anglo-Saxon,
despite arguments based on the eastern quoins; it has a Romanesque window in the N wall.
Together with the restored W door into the tower this indicates some development in the
church plan in the century or so following the Conquest. The present N aisle is thought to
have been added in the late 13th century, a date suggested by the double-chamfered arcade
arches, but Nairn thought the W respond earlier, implying that the aisle was already in
existence. It was no doubt added to accommodate a Lady Chapel, which was a popular
development in church building either side of AD1200; a chapel of St Mary was mentioned
in a will of 1366 and recorded as being located in the N aisle in 1534.
The 13th century also saw the replacement of the chancel arch and of the arch from the nave

Gabriel’s wings are covered in a stylised pattern of peacock’s feathers (other angelic
images were often totally covered with feathers); his right hand is raised in a gesture indicating speech (often misinterpreted as a ‘blessing’) and his index finger points to a scroll
bearing the beginning of the salutation A[ve] [Maria] gra[tia] plena (Hail Mary, full of
grace); unfortunately the capital M, standing for the name of the Virgin, has been destroyed.
The archangel’s other hand bears the traditional wand of office and holds simultaneously
the bottom of the scroll.
David Parsons

Edburton, St Andrew
The visit to Edburton was principally on account of the lead font, but we noted that the
north chapel was the site of a chantry foundation of 1320; however, the architectural details
appear to be some 50 years earlier. Ian Nairn, in the Buildings of England volume, assumes
this is the result of conservatism – not to say archaism – in design, though it may be that
the chapel was in existence before the formalisation of the chantry foundation. There are
similar cases elsewhere in the country, which leads one to wonder whether retrospective
application to legalise unauthorised arrangements was as much a feature of medieval life
as it is today.
The font is one of a number of lead fonts in West Sussex: there are others at nearby
Pyecombe and at Parham, respectively earlier and later in date than Edburton’s, which
judging by the trefoil-headed arcading is probably early 13th-century. It consists of a single
lead sheet curved to form a cylinder, with the ends soldered together. The raised pattern was
probably sand-cast, but may have been embossed.
David Parsons

Sunday, 19 June
Poynings, Holy Trinity
The church is splendidly located at the foot of Devil’s Dyke, within a fold of the Downs
and on a small hill. It is an impressive building, cruciform with a central tower, and is
exceptional among Downland churches: effectively of a single period – Decorated to early
Perpendicular, uncommon in this area – and rather closely dateable, since it was built to
replace an earlier, Domesday Book, church under the wills of Michael and his wife Joan de
Poynings at the end of the 1360s. It has been suggested that some of the earlier church’s
fabric survives in the S transept, but this is not apparent. There is a strip of early glazed
tiles, however, in front of the altar.

to the tower, both double-chamfered like the N arcade, and the insertion of lancet windows
in the chancel. The lancets in the nave, however, are the result of restoration in 1875.
In true West Sussex fashion, the story of the medieval church ends there, apart from the
insertion of a few windows. The three-light reticulated chancel E window is 14th-century;
it was restored in 1979, apparently accurately, to judge by earlier photographs (one of
which appeared in the Trust’s initial appeal brochure in 1957). The E window of the N aisle
is also of three lights, but with no tracery, in the ‘reduced Gothic’ style; it dates from the
16th century, possibly even after the Reformation.
In a recess inside the tower is a marble effigy of a knight, 13th-century, originally of good
quality, but damaged.
David Parsons

The porch to the N has been reconstructed, but not detrimentally (it contained the grave
of Michael’s grandson). The church interior is noble, unspoiled and rather austere, with
a long, high chancel and spacious transepts, once treated as separate chapels (the S one
contained Michael’s grave; it is accessed through a 14th-century wooden screen). High in
the E window of the N transept are two tracery lights with figures from an Annunciation
(see below). Nearly all the window tracery is in keeping with the period of construction,
though the 17th-century S window of the S transept was brought from Chichester Cathedral
in 1843, when repairs were carried out. (Incidentally the Zion Chapel, in the village street
by the pub, proclaims the same date on its sober, pedimented façade: did a team of builders simply move from an Anglican to a Nonconformist commission?) There are unusually
early (17th-century) box pews facing each other in the chancel; there is a characteristically
vernacular Jacobean pulpit; remains of several monumental brasses are in the S transept,
as are some 14th-century glazed tiles and a tie beam of 1625. The well-preserved sedilia,
piscina and font accord beautifully with the whole ensemble. Liturgy of a later date is
represented by the ‘Laudian’ altar rails, which surround the altar on all four sides; but is
this an antiquarian confection of the late 19th century? Illustrations by Quatermain and
Nibbs in the middle of the century show a conventional arrangement with the communion
rail running from the N wall of the chancel to the S wall in a straight line: is this just artistic
licence? One other mystery remains. A quite large patch of the nave S wall has been cleared
of whitewash to reveal post-Reformation texts; but these appear to overlie faint remains of
medieval wall painting. Might more have survived elsewhere?
Professor Robin Milner-Gulland

The Annunciation figures, as revealed by Roger Rosewell’s excellent photographs, are of
great interest. They are a rare survival from a 14th-century glazing scheme, lucky to have
escaped the iconoclasticism of succeeding centuries. They are also important in representing
the technique of true stained glass manufacture, which colours the surface of the glass by
the chemical action of silver nitrate. This is capable of producing only one colour range,
from pale yellow to a deep marmalade shade, so the identification of St Mary is problematic
because of the absence of her traditional blue. The artist has overcome this problem by
including her emblem, a huge lily in a container with a splayed foot. The Archangel

Poynings Church, stained glass tracery lights in N transept E window: left,
the Archangel Gabriel; right, the Blessed Virgin Mary (courtesy Roger Rosewell)

Horsham Church from the south-west, drawn by Adelaide Tracey in 1853, showing
chantry chapel (centre, below narrow turret) virtually separate from main structure

Winchelsea, St Thomas, plan by W H Godfrey

Sullington Church, plan by Lacy Ridge, restoration architect, 1873

Winchelsea, St Thomas, south elevation of S aisle, with ‘Kentish’ tracery windows

