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ln the early eighteenth century the Society of Antiquaries of London began the issue of a serial
publication called Vetusta Monumenta. This was intended as a vehicle for the appearance of large
engravings with an accompanying text, and was published in parts. The volumes, therefore,
appeared over a considerable number of years. Among the plates in the fust and second volumes
were eight of castles engraved from drawings then surviving in the Duchy of Lancaster office. One
ofthese was of Clitheroe Castle, engraved by James Vertue and published in 1753. Some years ago
I was able to showl that the peculiarities of the engraving could be explained by reference to the
original drawing, now in the Public Record Office, which was clearly of sixteenth century date. I
owe to Dr. Lawrence Butler, F.S.A., the information that these drawings were probably executed in
1562 as part of a Tudor assessment of available war materials, which would explain, for example,
why the chapel at Clitheroe was not shown, being irrelevant to such a stock taking. In converting
the drawing to an engraving, Verhre had made it more interesting by adding buildings, trees,
animals, vehicles and people, and the opinion had appeared to prevail that the engraving was of the
castle as at 1753.

With that background information in mind, I want to consider another of the Duchy of Lancaster
castle drawings and its derived engraving, that of Lancaster (fig.1 below).
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It was clear from a glance at the Clitheroe drawing that its creator was somewhat naive as an artist,
and particularly had liule idea of perspective. This may well be more the result of conventions at
the date at which the drawing was executed than of lack of skill, and Vertue made commendably
little attempt to remedy this state of affairs. Later copyists had less restraint, with the result, for
example, that some illustrations ultimately derived from the 1562 drawing seem to atftibute an
eight-sided gatehouse to Clitheroe Casfle, where it is fairly clear that a four sided one was intended.
Neither Vertue nor later copyists managed to give the curtain wall any apparent thickness. At
Lancaster, the artist (not necessarily the same man as at Clitheroe) behaved somewhat differently.
Not only did he draw the whole casfle, but he also included the parish church, the river and its
bridge, two chwch spires, one set in its surrounding village and both on the north side of the river
and downstream from Lancaster. and a whole array of roofs and chimneys in the foreground,
presumably indicating the town (fig2). As Stephen Penney showed some years ago, the building in
the extreme bottom right of the drawing is the Friary.

Fig2

The engraver (not, apparently, Vertue) of the plate of Lancaster, published in 1734, included some
of these features, but not all (frg 1). He took a base line nearer to the castle, so omitting the
representation of the town. Both the church spires seem to have disappeared, though the village is
rather more prominent. But he did include the parish church, the river and the bridge. My present
purpose is not to discuss the main features of the engraving any firttrer, thougb we may note that
the peculiarities of the drawing led the engraver to endow the castle with a circular keep; perhaps
he was more familiar with Windsor Castle than with others. What I do want to do, however, is to
look at the space between the castle and the church, where the engraver has shown a tall cross with
what looks like a floriated ring joining t}re arms. Being aware that eighteenth century engravers
were not too careful to be precise in representing features exactly as on the original drawing from
which they were working, I thought it might be worth looking at the original. I therefore obtained a
copy of this, (fig.2) and was presented with a pvz,zle.

The space where the cross head should have been was blank (frg. 3). That is to say that, although
the cross base and the shaft were clearly to be seen, there was a sqwre blank area instead of a head.
Correspondence with the PRO showed that a piece of paper had apparently been pasted over the
crosshead, prompting the questions when and why? Further, and in many ways more interesting,
was there still a cross head below the piece of paper? Answering this entailed a trip to Chancery
Lane and special pennission to place the drawing over a stong light source. This process showed
that the cross head did indeed survive below the blank paper.
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Would the PRO permit its removal? They did, to their credit, and the cross head was seen to he
rather difflerent from that in the engraving (fig.l). The three free arms of the cross were shown
ending in large fleur de lys, and all four arms were joined to the next, not by a ring, but by a straight
bar (fig 4) For the rest, the cross is shown on a three stepped base, and with a curious excrescence
on the shaft a little below the head (see fig.5 - a re-drawing).

This brings us to the question of the
relationship between the 1562
drawing and reality. If we consider
first the Castle, there is no doubt
that it was drawn'from the life'. The
main gateway ('John o' Gaunt's
Gate') is perfectly recognisable and
details such as the niche over the
entrance, where now stands the
statue of John o' Gaunt, are clearly
shown. The nature of the Castle as

having a keep, a gateway, and a
curtain wall pwrctuated by towers, is
also clear. Differences between the
towers (for example, of number of
storeys) are equally clear. There is
no real justification in the drawing
for the engraver's round keep. It is
true that the upper line of the keep is not quite staight and that there is a little shading at the right
hand side, as there is at the right side of the cwtain wa11.3 The bridge over the Lune shows a
tendency on the part of the artist to make things into a pattem, and the trees are scarcely more
realistic than those of the Bayeux Tapestry.

The delineation of the parish church is interesting, and perhaps more significant when we consider
how much reliance we can place on the artisfs accuracy. The main body of the church is shown
with a south porch, a south aisle and a nave. These are battlemented, but the depiction of the
windows, each with two lights within a tefoil headed fra:ne, must be notional, and the pinnacles
with which the church is liberally endowed are frankly fantastic. The tower is shown as a much
more plain structure than the body of the church. If the present tower is an eighteenth century

addition to a generally medieval chwch, one
wonders whether the 1562 drawing shows
an earlier tower attached to that same
medieval church (i.e. earlier than the
church).

It is, however, to the representation of the
pinnacles that we must turn. when we
consider the details of the cross, and one has
to say, regretfully, that the former shows us
quite clearly that no reliance can be placed
on the latter.
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It is, perhaps, unnecessary to say that the cross on the engraving looked as though it might have
been a surviving pre Conquest ring headed cross and that the cross head revealed by the removal of
the piece of paper tended not to support this contention. So the questions remain. What kind of
cross was it that was standing between church and castle in Lancaster in the reign of Elizabeth I?
And why, if the drawing of it was there to be seen and
interpreted by an engraver in the first half of the eighteenth
century, did someone cover it with a plain piece of paper?
Research often throws up questions other than the one it set out
to answer. This particular little piece of research did not even
answer the original question.

In fact, given the way in which the sixteenth century artist
clearly had a tendency to tum such features as trees into
decorative pafferns, it is quite likely that the cross included in
his drawing was a ring headed one, and that the fleru de lys ends
of the ailns are no more than imagination. Had the cross been a
later medieval one with sculpture such as a crucifix on it, I
suspect the artist would have included some reference to it. So
there is just enough evidence to suggest tlnt a ring headed (and
therefore pre-conquest) cross survived in Lancaster in situ into
the middle of the sixteenth century without there being enough
for complete proof.

Footnotes

l. Antiquties Journal. 64 (1984) 366-372.

2. MR t5

3. Judging by his teament of the other towers, the artist intended the space
between the fust two butffesses to represent one side of the keep, and the
remaining area, between butfesses two and four to represent another, split by
buttress three.

Sharpe, Paley and Austin

by James Price.
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This long-awaited work, the fruits of James price'
many years of research into *re topic is availabe
last. The purpose of the book is to bring together all
that is known at present of this important firm
regional architects, to explain the changes of name
this neglected firm and to provide biographical details
of the partners and describe their output. An original
feaflre of this study is the analysis, not only of their
work over time and by type of commission, but
spatially where their regional pre-eminance became
evident. Some originat drawings and plans, chapter
footrotes, many photographs by the late
Sutcliffe, distribution maps, appendix list of buildi
r836-t944,
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