
OVERCHURCH  AND ITS RUNIC STONE. 1 

By Edward W.  Cox. 

Read 19th February, 1891. 

N the 22nd of  June, i88g, I visited an aged 
inhabitant of  Upton, Prince by name, and 

spent an hour or more in obtaining his recollec-
tions of  the ancient church, pulled down in 1813. 
Though g2 years of  age, he could remember places 
with accuracy, when given time to think, and not 
hurried. To use his own words, " Sometimes I 
" can recall things when I think about them ; 
" sometimes my memory fails  me." And I com-
menced by testing his accuracy—asking for 
details of  Birkenhead Priory, where he had lived; 
and as to these he made no mistakes. I will give 
his account of  Overchurch as nearly verbatim as 
I can ; making no change except in arranging his 
recollections, which he gave me as they occurred 
to him, and omitting personal anecdotes. 

" I was only a lad of  fourteen,  or so, when I saw 
" the old church, which was not much of  a place, 
" not such as they build now ; people wern't so 
" particular then. It was small ; it had a tower, 
" and there were battlements on it, and windows 
" on the sides of  it; I don't remember whether 
" square or pointed. There were no stone stairs 

1 An able and exhaustive paper on the Stone and its inscription was read 
before  the Society on the same evening, by the Reverend Wilfrid  Dallow, 
M.R.S.A. (Ireland). It was also read before  the Chester Archaeological 
Society, and having been already printed in that Society's Journal,  we are 
precluded from  printing it here.—EDITOR. 
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" to the tower, only a ladder of  wood in one corner. 
" Then you came to a landing like, and up again. 
" It had a window to the west, and was a short 
" tower. There was a bell ; they pulled it inside, 
" from  the floor  ; there was no ringing-loft.  There 
" was a door on the left,  where they rung ; they 
" shut it when they had done ringing; it was 
" boarded off."  (Evidently the tower arch was 
closed by a wood partition.) " It had a weather-
" cock on the top, to show the way of  the wind. 
" There was a widish doer to the church ; two or 
" three people could go in at once. It was arched, 
" and a little pillar on each side, and an old oak 
" door ; it was on the south side, near the tower. 
" There was a bit of  a porch ; it was close up to 
" the tower. There was a little place on the right 
" of  the entrance, where people went for  the chris-
" tenings. The christening font  was up the church 
" like, not just at the door. 

" The church was narrow, with pews both sides. 
" They were pews, not benches. The new church " 
(i.e.,  of  Upton, built 1813) " was wider than the 
" old, and higher ; it had two aisles, and the old 
" church only one up the centre." (By aisles he 
evidently meant passages between the pews.) " I 
" do not remember that there were any pillars or 
" arches inside the church. I think there were 
" none. There may have been a chancel arch ; I 
" think there was one ; but I'm not sure. 

" The windows on the sides were square, not 
" like this " (pointing to his cottage sash), " but 
"stone windows, with glass between" (i.e.,  mul-
lioned). " There was one gable at the east end, 
" and not two, and a window in it; I don't remem-
" ber how many lights it had. I cannot remember 
" the stained window, but think it might have been 
" near the christening place. There was no vestry 
" that I remember. I cannot recollect what the 
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" roof  was like inside ; it was not ceiled, but open 
" like a barn roof;  it was covered outside with 
" stone slabs, not lead and not slate. 

" I think the floor  was clay; it was not tile, they 
" had none then. I can't call to mind the pulpit, 
" or shape of  the font.  I don't remember any 
" ornament or carving anywhere, nor zigzags on 
" the arches. 

" T h e churchyard was entered by a gate like a 
" field  gate, and a style with stone steps, near the 
" gate "—(as it is now.) " There was no wall, only 
" a hedge round it. When the church was taken 
" down in 1813, the stone was carted to Upton, to 
" build the church there, and there was not enough 
" to build the new church with." So runs the 
simple narrative of  the only living man who had 
seen the ancient church standing. 

The stones, taken from  the church built at Upton 
in 1813, preserved by Mr. Webster, fully  confirm 
by their character the supposition that they formed 
parts of  the destroyed church of  Overchurch. They 
consist of  half  the head of  a light of  a large win-
dow, the light trefoiled,  while a fragment  of  the 
tracery above it shows rather Early Perpendicular 
work, and gives the curve of  the arch of  the window 
on the extrados. There are two pieces of  the jamb 
of  the same window, giving both the inner and 
outer splays, and the thickness of  the wall. Half 
of  the head of  a very small, round-headed loop, or 
opening, widely splayed within, also remains. Built 
into the wall of  the shed, constructed out of  other 
stones from  the old church, are two fragments  of 
mullions, with plain chamfers,  and one chamfered 
stone, probably from  the jamb of  a window other 
than the east window. There are also two frag-
ments of  grave slabs, much defaced:  one fourteenth 
century, the other late Saxon, or Norman. The 
finest  of  the stones preserved at Mr. Webster's is 

W3 



Overchrch. 

a voussoir of  a Norman door, with a double chev-
ron, and pellet, or disc ornament, and small cable 
moulding. This voussoir of  S. door is i o | in. deep, 
= 21 half  in. ; it is a fraction  over 7 in. in the 
soffit,  which would give an arch 70 in. wide, formed 
of  ten stones of  7 in. each. It shows marks of  an 
inner order, set back 3! in. = 7£ in. It would re-
quire a hood mould 3 ! in. deep, giving the whole arch 
a width of  77 in. If  we give the inner order stones 
the same depth as the outer, and 5J in. in soffit,  we 
get seven stones, and an inner arch of  28 in., or 
4 times 7. The line of  junction of  the two orders 
is an arch of  49 in., 7 times 7, and the full 
circle struck on this line is 147 in., or 21 times 7, 
i.e., 3 times 7 x 7 . We may take it for  certain that 
7 is the number to be used to evolve this doorway. 

Two further  details we obtain from  it: first,  we 
find  the second order set back 3^ in. ; the whole 
depth of  the stone is 8J in. If  we give the second 
order the same depth, it makes, with the overlap, 
12 in., or half  the thickness of  the wall, the other 
half  being the rear arch. We know from  other 
evidence that the thickness of  the wall was 2 feet. 
The second is, that the inner arch was carried by 
an impost moulding, or abacus, and the jamb set 
back, so as to make the space sufficiently  deep for 
the little pillar, the existence of  which we hear of 
from  old Prince. Such shafts  in Norman door-
ways were almost always what are called nook 
shafts,  and set in an angular recess. Thus we have 
recovered, with fair  certainty, the Norman doorway. 

Another stone is the half  of  the head of  a narrow 
window, or loop, 6 inches wide, round, or nearly 
round-headed, with a small chamfer  on the outer 
side, and deeply splayed within. There is no 
rabbet for  glass. Now, such a window is fitted  for 
five  different  places : a crypt, which is a most 
unlikely appendage for  so small a church ; the 
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upper stage of  a gable, and we know that the east 
gable of  this church must have been Early Perpen-
dicular, not late Norman, to which period this relic 
belongs ; the light of  a turret stair, as to which 
our oldest inhabitant has told us that there was 
none, and that the upper part of  the tower was 
reached by a wooden ladder ; a porch. There was 
the " bit of  a porch," but this stone, though it was 
originally unglazed, has had a groove cut at the 
back, to put in a square wooden frame,  and the 
window of  an open porch would not be so treated. 
The fifth  situation would be in the ringing chamber, 
or lower stage of  a tower, and in such a position a 
glazed frame  would be added at a later date. This 
leads us to infer  that the lower stage of  the tower 
of  Overchurch was Norman, for  this stone is 
unlikely to have been used elsewhere in the church. 
Further, if  three small loops were the original 
lights on the three lower faces,  the want of  light 
would dictate the insertion of  the western window, 
described by Prince, and the glazing of  the two 
other smaller openings. The upper stage may 
have been of  later date, and the plain chamfered 
jambs may have come from  its four  upper windows. 
Probably the tower was a plain square, without 
buttresses, similar to most small Norman towers. 

The next stone is the jamb of  the east window, 
chamfered  with two orders of  chamfer  outside, and 
a plain splay inside. It is adapted for  a wall 2 feet 
thick. The rabbet for  the glass, and socket for 
iron saddle bars are evident, and give us the inner 
and outer sides. The piece of  tracery to be next 
named fits  to it, and is a part of  the same window. 
The thickness of  the wall is the same that the 
Norman door indicates, and it may be taken as 
probable that the church was set on the Norman 
foundation  and never enlarged on the first  plan in 
the later rebuildings. 
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In connection with this fragment  is a piece of 
window tracery ig inches long, on the extrados of 
the curve, and 12 inches deep. It gives half  the 
head of  a trefoiled  light, of  21 inches in width, 
and one tracery bar between the head of  the light 
and the external curve. The curve gives ^f  of  an 
inch rise in ig inches. Arches of  this period were 
seldom acutely pointed ; and if  we strike the curves 
of  this window, which was plainly an important 
one, at 21 inches from  the jamb, it gives us a 
four-light  window of  7 feet,  with 21-inch lights ; 
thus again we have seven as the dominant number. 
Four-light windows were common in the Decorated 
period, and this is Early Perpendicular work. If 
the head had been filled  with narrow sublights, I 
think the tracery bars would have been reduced in 
thickness, so as not to fill  the window with too 
much stone ; but they are kept the full  size of  the 
mullions, and, I think, some design, approximating 
to the one I have drawn, with large, bold openings, 
was most likely used. Unless this dual division 
were used, the window would show very bad design 
and construction, whereas its remaining details are 
good, and do not suggest such. 

Next, we have a fragment  of  mullion, of  the 
same character as the east window, but smaller, 
probably from  the tower windows, or the inserted 
west window. Also, two jambs of  windows, pro-
bably part of  the same set of  windows, though not 
to be allotted with certainty. 

Before  it was possible to investigate the traces 
of  foundations,  the following  estimates, from  these 
relics, of  the measures of  this church were made. 
The space clear of  graves in the churchyard is 
from  80 to go feet.  Taking the chancel window as 
7 feet,  the probable width of  the chancel would be 
14 feet,  and its length 3 times 7, or 21 feet.  If  the 
tower is taken as 14 feet  square, we have a nave of 
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49 feet,  and a total length of  84 feet  (12 times 7) ; 
nave, 7 times 7 ; chancel, 3 times 7 ; tower, twice 
7 ; probable breadth of  nave, 21 feet,  3 times 7. 
This, of  course, assumes 7 to be the dominant 
number. Let us see how this fits  the tradition 
that it held 150 people. With a 3 feet  central 
aisle, we have two ranges of  seats 9 feet  long, each 
holding six people ; and if  they are 3 feet  apart, 
we have fourteen  on the north side. On the south 
we must allow three benches for  the entrance and 
space for  the font,  leaving eleven, or twenty-five  in 
all, each holding six people, or 150 altogether. 
Thus, a church proportioned on this basis of  seven, 
gives us the exact accommodation that tradition 
says it afforded. 

A few  pieces of  plain oak paneling have been 
used in the church of  1813, which appear to belong 
to the seventeenth century. 

The very small amount of  material evidence that 
is left  to us made much of  this plan conjectural at 
the time it was taken, but I think it cannot be very 
wide of  the truth. Perhaps some old View of  this 
church may ultimately be found,  on which more 
certain data can be founded.  All that we can do 
now is to rescue what we have from  oblivion.2 

About a year after  these conjectures as to the 
plan of  the church were made from  the fragments, 
it became possible, while the grass was ungrown, 
to find  traces of  the ancient foundations,  and to 
measure them. The result showed that the devia-
tions from  the plan originally made, in the actual 
measurements were small ; and the character of 
the building and its features,  as described by Prince, 
were entirely established. The Plan given has 
been corrected to the actual measurements, and 

2 A small View of  the church on a map dated 1665 has since been 
found  by Mr. Fergusson Irvine, entirely confirming  these particulars. It is 
copied on the plate opposite page 306 of  this vol. 
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shows a west tower of  15 feet  square, exterior 
measurement ; a nave of  50 feet  by 25 feet,  exterior 
measure ; a chancel 21 feet  by 14 feet  to the 
centre of  the walls ; a porch 15 feet  by 10 feet  ; 
and a chamber, or vestry, on the north of  the 
chancel. There seems to have been a door on the 
north side of  the tower, and a priest's door on the 
north side of  the chancel, leading by a passage 
both into the Chancel, and to the " chamber " ; also 
a chancel arch, as there were indications, both of 
its piers, and of  the large north buttresses that 
acted as its counterforts.  Much of  the pavement 
remains beneath the sod, partly consisting of  grave 
slabs. The foundations  are so much ruined and 
overgrown, that some little variation must be still 
possible in these measures. 

These Measurements not only confirm  the con-
clusions derived from  the proportions of  the stones, 
that the numbers dominating the construction of 
this church were five  and seven ; but also, by 
carefully  examining the plan, it has been possible 
to discover the geometrical basis from  which they 
were evolved. This proves to be, as in the case of 
Liverpool Castle, a Pentacle, or five-pointed  star. 
Two of  these figures  are contained in the Chancel. 
They are based on its diagonal lines crossing at 
the centre, which give angles of  77 degrees ; one 
of  these gives the measures and proportion of  the 
Sacrarium, the other that of  the Presbytery. Two 
pentacles similarly constructed, with angles of  55 
degrees, mark out the Nave ; a fifth,  with angle of 
55 degrees, marks the measures and detail and 
position of  the Tower ; two larger pentacles, em-
bracing the two in the chancel and nave respectively, 
and based upon their lines, determine both the site 
and size of  the chamber or sacristy, and of  the 
porch. 

It will be seen from  the Plan, on which these 
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figures  are laid down, that regular quadrilateral 
divisions of  seven and five  feet  are evolved from 
these pentacles (which are marked on the Plan in 
darker lines), by a series of  lines drawn parallel to 
their sides, which give lozenge-shaped spaces of 
7 feet  by 5 feet  on their diagonals, and which bring 
out the quadrilateral divisions of  the same area. So, 
it will be seen that all the details of  the church, its 
windows, doors, the width of  its chancel and tower 
arches, and the place of  each feature  in the church, 
are determined by these pentacles and the symmetri-
cally arranged spaces and their diagonals. Even 
the deviation of  the tower from  the axis of  the 
church, falls  into harmony and calculated proportion 
to the other details, by the use of  the lines of  its 
constructive pentacle. A step, therefore,  has been 
gained since the geometrical basis of  Liverpool 
Castle was discussed, by thus showing how these 
figures  were used in the plan of  this simple little 
building, and how they evolved the harmonic pro-
portions of  five  and seven. 

A list of  a few  of  the measurements and distances 
is given, to prove that these numbers rule the whole 
scheme of  the design. The number three which pre-
vails in other structures is here unused, its persistent 
absence being a further  proof  that it was designedly 
omitted, and" that this map presents the actual 
method in which the mediaeval builder laid down 
his plan. A small deviation from  complete apparent 
accuracy may be observed in these lines at T, also 
at the crossing of  the diagonals of  the nave, which 
is a few  inches from  the true centre. Were the axis 
of  the nave deviated about a foot  to the north, this 
apparent error would disappear. It is likely enough 
that there was actually such a deviation, which it 
is not at all unusual "to find  in ancient churches, 
that at Woodchurch being a example in which it is 
strongly marked. This inclination is said to sym-
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bolise the Saviour's position on the Cross, as 
handed down by tradition. The use of  so great 
an amount of  care and patient calculation in the 
design of  an extremely simple structure, speaks 
volumes for  the extent and thoroughness of  high 
technical acquirements and knowledge current 
among mediaeval builders. Neither major nor 
minor details were left  to chance; but all was sub-
ject to a thoughtful  and ordered system, such as 
modern art is too ignorant to understand, or too 
careless to practise. Hence the feeble  and puerile 
failure  of  most modern work, its perpetual mimicry 
and changeful  fashion,  its lack of  the guidance 
of  a true, scientific  basis; faults  which the luxury 
of  superfluous  ornament quite fails  to redeem. It 
is, therefore,  the more incumbent upon us, when 
investigations like the present begin to throw some 
faint  light on the skill that produced our ancient 
buildings, to see that we sacredly preserve intact 
such works, inasmuch as the present generation is 
apparently incompetent to construct buildings on 
equally scientific  lines. 

It remains for  me to say a few  words respecting 
the inscribed Saxon stone, found  in the summer of 
1887, when taking down the small whitewashed 
church, built within the old burial ground at Upton 
in the year 1813, and which had been used as a 
walling stone in the Norman reconstruction of 
Overchurch. When this church was taken down, 
in 1887, all stones taken out of  the building, which 
showed any traces of  carving, were bought by Mr. 
George Webster, a resident in the neighbour-
hood, the Saxon stone among the number. This 
Mr. Webster having carefully  cleaned from  the 
limewash and mortar adhering to it, the Runic 
inscription appeared. Its existence having been 
notified  to the Reverend Wilfrid  Dallow, of  Upton, 
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he promptly visited the stone, and having copied 
the inscription, sent his cop}' to Professor  Stephens, 
of  Copenhagen, who corrected some of  the readings, 
and referred  Father Dallow to Professor  G. F. 
Browne, Disney Professor  of  Archaeology in the 
University of  Cambridge. The illustration opposite 
shows the present appearance of  the stone and 
inscription. On the edge at the narrow end of  the 
stone there is rudely incised a Romanesque arch. 
" This," as Professor  Browne says,3 " is very 
" fortunate,  for  it determines the original position 
" of  the stone. It was a recumbent, not a standing 
" stone, with interlaced serpents on the surface,  a 
" rude arcade cut on the vertical edge at the head, 
" and an inscription in runes cut on the vertical 
" edge at the side. This would be on the south 
" side, if  the body which it covered was laid facing 
" the east. Presumably, large stones were laid on 
" the surface  of  the ground, over the grave, on 
" which this body stone was in turn laid, so that it 
" should not sink into the earth. Even so, the 
" vertical edge of  a flat  stone was not a very 
" permanent place for  an inscription, and I do not 
" remember any other runic inscription in Great 
" Britain in that position. 

" The inscription is in two lines, one above the 
" other, an incised line dividing the two. Both 
" lines are broken off  at the right hand, and the 
" two runes at the left  hand of  the lower line are 
" defaced.  The rest is very legible. The rune-
" cutter began with large letters well spaced, but 
" when he came to the second line he had to 
" squeeze his letters, getting nineteen into the 
" space occupied by fifteen  in the upper line." 

The present size of  the stone is 21 inches long, 
by 10 inches wide at one end and 5 at the other, 

3 Archaological Journal,  xlvi, 397. 
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and it is g inches thick. It is the only stone with 
a runic inscription yet found  in Wirral. 

Professor  Browne reads and translates the in-
scription as follows  :— 

FOLC^; [people, or kindred] AREARDON  [erected] 
B E C U N [a gravestone] G E B I D D A T H [bid ye, or pray 
ye] F O T E [or, FORE for]  A E T H E L M U N D . The whole 
reading, " The people raised a memorial. Pray 
" for  ^Fthelmund." The letters underlined are 
supplied, and would appear where the inscription 
is broken off  and damaged. The name Athelmund 
is a rare one, and occurs only twice in the Saxon 
Chronicle  and in Lingard's History  of  England.  It 
is said to signify  " Royal Peace." 

I have now to notice some details of  the Stone, 
on which Father Dallow has not dwelt. First, 
the absolutely perfect  and unworn condition of 
the inscription, which, judging from  its condition, 
has never been exposed to the weather ; the infer-
ence being that it was set in the interior of  some 
building, probably the original Saxon church. In 
the next place, a curious kind of  greasy glaze is 
found  on this surface,  which does not enter the 
groovings of  the letters. It is just such an appear-
ance as stone presents when subjected to the fre-
quent touch of  the human hand or skin, and is 
most apparent on that portion of  the stone con-
taining the name Athelmund. It strongly suggests 
that the stone was a kind of  shrine, and the memory 
of  Athelmund was held in reverence, and it may be 
that this shrine was kissed, or touched, by those 
who resorted to it, and who made it the Biddan 
Stone, or Stone of  Prayer. When the Norman 
church was built, the inscription was bedded in the 
wall, probably face  downwards, and the other side 
of  the stone roughly dressed to fit  it to the level 
course in the building. The upper side was turned 
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outwards, and showed its sculptured surface  in the 
outer wall, where this face  became greatly worn 
and weathered, its condition differing  much in this 
respect from  that of  the inscription. Mr. Webster 
says the mortar was on the inscribed face.  We 
have, apparently, fully  two-thirds of  the original 
stone in length, the inscribed front  and upper side 
being as the Saxon mason cut them, one end and 
the reverse of  the inscription having been hacked 
away. The stone may have stood on some kind of 
base, but was never part of  a Cross. It is nearly 
complete as a monument, and closely resembles 
one found  near Newcastle-on-Tyne. My own im-
pression is that such memorial stones are reduced 
and feeble  imitations of  ornamental Roman sarco-
phagi or shrines. 

As to the date of  the inscription, the only 
suggestions that I can make arise from  the well-
known fact  that Cheshire was one of  the last parts 
of  England occupied by the Saxons. Ethelfrith 
destroyed Chester A.D. 603, and it cannot be of  an 
earlier date than this. But, some time after  this, 
we have notices of  certain British kings, or chiefs 
occupying the ruins of  Chester ; so, evidently, there 
was no immediate colonization by the Saxons. 
Not till the time of  Ethelfleda,  when Chester was 
rebuilt, in the tenth century, to withstand the 
incursions of  the Danes, do the Saxons seem to 
have got firmly  established here. It is well known 
that the policy of  exterminating the Britons did 
not obtain in Cheshire, if  it did elsewhere, at Saxon 
hands. We may, I think, take this memorial to 
date from  the later Saxon times, both from  the 
circumstances of  the country and its style of 
sculpture, which verges on the Norman. Certainly, 
to my mind, it has none of  the delicacy of  design 
that distinguishes Celtic work. 
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Father Dallow suggests that this stone may have 
been the Biddan Stone, or Stone of  Prayer, that 
gave its name to the parish of  Bidston. Be that 
as it may, we have here evidence of  the existence 
of  a Saxon church, succeeded by the Norman 
building, whose dimensions and details it has been 
the attempt of  this paper to recover, together with 
those of  some later alterations made to it. The 
ground plan A gives the Norman building, the 
portions shaded with lines show the enlarged win-
dows added in the fifteenth  century, or it may be a 
few  years earlier ; plan B was that estimated from 
the few  stones discovered before  the foundations 
were explored ; plan C gives the geometrical basis 
which guided the builder in making his plan ; the 
other illustrations give the architectural details of 
stones preserved by Mr. Webster, and various early 
and mediaeval grave slabs, restored from  fragments 
found  at Upton. 

I desire to say a word or two as to the way in 
which both the graveyard and stones are preserved. 
A year or two since, the owners of  both were accused 
in the newspapers of  treating them with gross neg-
lect. Nothing, indeed, can be more untrue. The 
stones are kept with the greatest care and apprecia-
tion. It is surely easier, in such cases, to do too 
much than too little. How, then, should we keep 
such a spot as Overchurch graveyard, a place where 
praise and prayer are silent, and men come no more 
at the beginning and end of  life,  for  baptism, or for 
burial ? Surrounded with a neat brick wall, and 
decked out with bedding plants, and garden crocks, 
and lounging seats for  smokers and nursemaids, 
with the lawn-mower clattering over the levelled 
mounds ? or, as I saw it last, in the summer twi-
light, with the thrush piping a Requiem in its trees, 
and the graves waist-deep in meadow grass ? It is 
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not neglected—my own antiquarian curiosity was 
rebuked by a refusal  to allow me to probe its soil 
for  foundations—the  fences  are carefully  trimmed, 
the grass mown twice a year; surely it is well so 
left  ; and in such case I think it ought to rest, a 
place of  which even the most recent memories are 
already fading,  folded  in the dreamless sleep of 
forgetfulness,  waiting for  the day when earth and 
sea shall give up their dead, and all things be made 
new. 

NOTES. 

AS TO THE EVOLUTION OF PROPORTIONS FROM THE GEOMETRICAL 

BASIS OF THE PLAN. 

The easternmost or sanctuary pentacle contains eight measures 
of  7 feet  and none of  5. Its main angle is 77 degrees. 

The second or chancel pentacle contains eight measures of 
7 feet  and three of  5 feet,  two of  10 feet  and two of  12 feet 
(7 and 5 added). The main angle is 77 degrees. 

The first  sub-pentacle in the nave gives five  measures of 
15 feet,  two of  10 feet,  and five  of  5 feet;  the latter being to 
distinct points in the plan of  the building. It gives seven 
measures of  7 feet,  two of  14 feet,  and three of  25 feet. 

The western nave sub-pentacle gives five  measures of  7 feet, 
three of  14 feet,  four  of  28 feet,  seven of  5 feet,  three of  10 feet, 
three of  25 feet.  The main angle of  these two pentacles is 
55 degrees. 

The tower pentacle gives two measures of  5 feet,  three of 
7 feet,  and two of  10 feet.  Its main angle is 55 degrees. 

The great pentacle, embracing the porch and nave, gives three 
measures of  15 feet  and five  of  25 feet,  and its main angle is 
50 degrees. 

The lines drawn diagonally through the centres of  the chancel 
pentacles, and all parallel with the sides of  their main angles, 
give, when repeated, the sides being produced, lozenge-shaped 
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divisions of  7 feet  by 5 over the surface  of  the plan ; and these, 
subdivided through the angles, evolve parallelograms of  feet 
hy 2yi feet.  A scale of  proportions which is carried through 
the whole design, being originated in the chancel. All the 
minor details have already been shown to be subordinated to the 
same rules, and the plan is made up by taking so many of  these 
proportioned lozenges and oblongs, or fractions  of  them, as may be 
needful.  It follows,  naturally, that the longitudinal and cross 
measures, as well as the diagonals, being based on this principle, 
must of  necessity fall  into the series of  measures derived from 
five  and seven, and it is needless to indicate their constant 
recurrence in the structure. 


