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My thanks to Lee Farrier and Jeremy Park for Figs.1-2,
. which partly inspired this article, although I have been mean- 8
ing to write on the subject for a while. If you needed a token M
- but you had very few designing and engraving skills availa-

N 3&‘ ble to you, either your own or amongst your friends, you
BRI could just do the simplest thing possible; make yourself a
blank, and then scratch or punch a very basic design. Armed with what we §
now call a bradawl, all you would need to do is scratch lines and dig a few
holes. It must have been a great relief to those, needing tokens but feeling bereft of means, to think
that there was so little to it. Nice to have something more fancy, of course, but not to worry.

Figs.3-4 are in the same vein as Jeremy’s Fig.2, and even chunkier; probably they are later pieces ,
from cartwheel penny days. Fig.5 is along the same lines, but using the cartwheel penny design rather
than the mediaeval cross and pellets. If you were going to scratch and dig, the less work you made for
yourself the better, which is probably the main reason, apart from familiarity, why the common stock
designs were nearly always chosen for this type of piece.

It is quite difficult to date these scratched-design pieces, but I would take size as possibly being the
best guide; ask yourself when other tokens of that diameter were in fashion. Having said which, I do
wonder whether perhaps it was easier to go big when designing in this manner, influencing some de-
signers to use a larger flan than they would have chosen : =
otherwise. Whatever, it is usually the larger pieces which
come out best. The makers of smaller ones tended to em-
ploy much finer engraving, which renders them much
less photogenic; Figs.7-9 just made the cut, but two or
three further pieces considered for this article did not.

{Continued everleaf)



Fage 2

Let it not be thought, however, that the scratchers and diggers were wholly without ambition. Wheth-
er Fig.11 is a love token or not {open to debate}, its maker obviously thought it worth going to con-
siderable trouble to offset his very plain, finely cut grid with some interest of shape; the perimeter
looks to have been very carefully cut. Straight lines were easier to cut than curved ones, as witness
some of the attempts to cut groat-like designs illustrated on the front page {Figs.6-7}, but the maker of
Fig.12 chose the petal design. That feels comparatively ambitious, and he has made quite a good job
of it. Then there is stippling {Fig.13,14}; the making of lines by stringing together large numbers of
dots and dashes, which involves quite a bit of extra work in order to produce a more artistic effect.

Did any professional engravers carve designs in lead, one might ask, or did they consider it beneath
their dignity? Customers of fairly humble origin occasionally went to coppersmiths to have love to-
kens and commercial pieces made by engraving on worn-out old Georgian halfpennies and the like, as
will be shown later in this edition, so the engravers’ work was not wholly in precious metals. Copper,
maybe, but would they have demeaned themselves to work in lead?

I may be doing someone an injustice, but Fig.15 feels too well drawn to be cobbled together by some
cottager in his outhouse. If it was, all credit to him. Figs.16-18, all serial-numbered, were probably
either beggars’ badges or the pay and tool checks of their day. They are pieces issued on some sort of
authority, and one wonders who the relevant officials employed were who put the numbers on. Fig.19
likewise, has an air of formal status stamped in to what is otherwise a large, chunky, 1800-ish late lead
token. An unusual blend of style, with the nature of the issuer less certain.

Fig.20 is fairly obviously a communion token {CT}; parish beginning with A, minister with initials
RL, but both as yet unidentified. Fig.21 could be a CT, but that is less certain. Whilst many parishes
went to the main pewterers and diesinkers of Edinburgh and Glasgow for their CTs, there were never-
theless quite a number of Scotland’s 901 ancient parishes for whom this was not a practical option, on
account of geography, and who therefore had to “do their own thing” in much the same way as rustic
farmers and tradesmen. The “GR” of Fig.22 suggests Georgius Rex, but the king did not have the mo-
nopoly of those initials; there are plenty of other “GR”s out there, and the token’s purpose is un-
known. Finally, Fig.23, the crudest of the lot; a 4x4 matrix of bradawled digs, probably intended as
design rather than value. A voided portcullis is one charitable guess, but those little indents are worth
looking at closely......concerning which, see our next article overleaf!
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Reading Your Joker’s Small Print

Type 37, scenery, is the part of my classification sys- ' 1a
tem most rarely encountered on lead, and 1 did not
even consider introducing it until I discovered Fig.1, 8
first introduced to this audience in LTT 65. True,|

there are quite a few examples in the 17th cent copper/ |
brass series of Williamson, but on lead? The design
seems to have an almost Oriental look, and when I last mentioned it in LTT 73 I said that I thought it
was not of British origin. However, I have since looked closer at what happens when I turn it over....

The token with which I concluded the previous article {Fig.2 here, Fig.23 there} appeared to have an
array of little digs on it, and that I am sure is what they are; nothing more, and certainly nothing less.
Fig..1b is the reverse of the type 37 token, which is about the same size, and that too appears to have a
series of small marks on. They don’t look much but, if you use photography to magnify them, there is
an inscription {Fig.1c, shown lower down the page}: “HARDING & SONS LONDON” in an outer
circle, with “108 REGENT STREET” on a smaller inner circle within. The lettering is only 1.2mm
high, and still not easily readable even with Fig.1¢’s 2:1 magnification

So, who were Harding & Sons? Googling them, with their address, reveals that Mr. Harding’s fore-
name was Thomas and that a set of five agate waistcoat studs in an original box with the company’s
name on were sold at auction recently. There was no reference to a date, however.

Newspapers are an enormous help in trying to research this type of enquiry. Thanks to the British
Newspaper Archive, we have the following extract from Lady's Own Paper of 6 October 1855. Har-
ding’s advert is the second of the pair. I don’t know if you have ever come across Piesse and Lubin
before, the subjects of the first one, but they are a token issuer as well. They issued large advertising
tokens in copper {Figs.3-5}, at the opposite end of the size range scale from Harding & Sons. To
those interested in advertising tokens, or “19th cent unofficials” as they are sometimes dubbed, it
could be argued that these very different
pieces derive from the extremeties of the
same series.

PIESSE & LUBIN, Perfumers, have

taken the PREMISES, No. 2, NEW BOND-S I'REET,
which they will OPEN for the SALLE of First-class PER-
FUMERY early in November.

NEW NEEDLE-THREADER.—In-
dispensable for short-sighted people. Only requires
to be seen inorder to beappreciated. Price 1s, and 2s, To
be had at the CRYSTAL PALACE, Sydenham; and at
Mr. HARDING’S, 108, REGENT-STREET,

4a/5a

A couple of months later, the Morning Post of 22 December 1855 makes mention of THE LONDON
JUVENILE ESTABLISHMENT and BABY-LINEN WAREHOUSE, 108, Regent-street, whilst the
same paper on Thursday 16 October 1856 there is a report of a police case involving one Mawdsley
Draper, accused of “embezzling various sums of money, amounting to upwards of £300, the property
of his employer, Mr. Thomas Harding, trimming manufacturer, 108, Regent-street.”
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It is not fully obvious from this exactly what Thomas Harding’s business was, but we are fast getting
the idea that it was something to do with the provision of clothing and/or fashion accessories. Whilst
not wishing to defend Mr. Draper’s misdeeds, there is no doubt that we have to be grateful to such ref-
erences for helping us identify and date our issuers; remember, when researching token issuers in
newspapers, that you do not always need reference to their numismatic activities specifically; any-
thing which brings them into the public eye, and crime is one example, will do.

It just remains to ask why such tokens were issued. Harding’s 17mm token is too small to pass as
substitute money, Piesse and Lubin’s large exhibition piece, at 39mm, too large. The latter’s two
smaller tokens, at 31mm, are about the size of a Victorian bronze penny, which may or may not be
coincidence. With its wording of such a miserly size, much below what most people would be com-
fortable with, it is difficult even to argue that Harding’s was an advertising piece, yet it can hardly be
classified as anything else. Perhaps they were just put in the pockets and packaging of customer’s
purchases as a reminder to where to buy next time.

(n Official View of Tofen Coinage from the City of Cork

There are not many references in the press to the attitudes towards private coinage, and those such as
the following could easily refer to lead, copper and brass alike; it is only the period, and the access to
resources, which determines the choice of metal. The following example from Cork relates to the mid
-19th cent, when issuers often tried to disguise their tokens as advertising pieces for legal reasons, a
ruse which lead issuers of an earlier era were effectively denied; yet here, even if many of the city’s
tokens do not actually have the word “Farthing” on them, it appears that they were widely recognised
and accepted as such. One Cork trader who was bold enough to state the word on one of his pieces
publicly {Fig.1} was a certain William Fitzgibbon, woollen draper, a prominent merchant whose com-
pany traded in the city throughout much of the middle part of the 19th cent. One wonders whether he
was the same Councillor Fitzgibbon mentioned in the snippet from 1851 below; maybe Fig.2 repre-
sents a decision that perhaps it was prudent to make his farthings less blatant..

DublinEvening Post - Tues 9 December 1845: Cork Constitution - Thurs 13 March 1851:

CIRCULATION OF PRIVATE FARTHINGS.

For some time past several mercantile retail houses
in Cork have been circulating what were called
‘““tokens,” and representing in their own shops that

i great cr
in Cork against the immense amount of base <:c:|1::per"rt:f:;1ut

in circulation. He soggested that the Governmen bg
memorialled to issue & new copper coin and cry dowy the

amount of coin. They were first introduced as a mat-
ter of convenience to purchasers in one or two large
shops, but subsequently the practice became so general
and extensive, that they came to be paid in wages to
labourers and tradesmen, and when tendered by them

for provisions, &c., were refused, thereby creating |

great inconvenience and loss to these people, their in-
trinsic value being, as we are informed, not one-third
that of the current coin of the realm which they are
made to represent. Several respectable employers
being made acquainted by their workpeople ol the
hardship they suffered in this way, represented it to
the mayor, who communicated with the government on
the subject, and received on Friday the following

reply: —

old.
The Mavor said that the Government ought als, at
an end to the circulation of private farthings, P
Councillor Frrzaisson said that an immezse trag,
was carried on in the issue of fartbings by individngls,
Councillor Sueexax knew the labourers of great aria.
crats in this city paying them 2ll wages in base cay:
It was resolved to memorial the Government to wijy,.
draw the present copper coin in Ireland and substitute 4
new coinage.

la
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Readers’ Covrespandence

My thanks to Paul Malpass for this interesting uniface piece {Fig.1}, 3lmm in
diameter and very Elizabethan in style; in fact, the exact diameter of the shilli-
ing of that period. There are some very half-hearted and ineffectual attempts to
insert a garbage pseudo-inscription and to fill in the details on the shield, but in
concept the piece is trying to imitate coin of the realm.

Is it meant to be a token in its own right or a poor attempt at a forgery? One §
might argue that it is not good enough to pass as a deliberate attempt to de- :
ceive, and would fool nobody; however, in days when many people were illiterate, many did not care
overmuch provided they could pass it on. Not that the poor would have a shilling very often, and
those that did handle them would probably be more savvy. Maybe there is a reverse side somewhere?
the piece being made in two halves, which were then clamped together to make something more real-
istic. Alternatively, maybe it is a token after all, leaning on real coinage only for design, although the
size of the piece, vast in comparison to 12-13mm norm of the period, argues against..

Thanks to Danny Jinks for this very well-drawn tavern token
{Fig.2}, featuring a tankard, found near Farringdon, just south
of Alton, in Hampshire. The exergual style dates it to the mid-
late 18th cent, even without the date, 1790-o0dd, at the bottom,
whilst the wreath, beloved of 19th cent coin/token designers,
makes an early appearance.

Uuction Sites as a Seuwrsce of Lead Jakens

Not previously discussed here is the use of auction sites as a way of discovering a wider range of lead
tokens than are usually found in Britain. Certainly, it is a lot of hassle finding and grafting through
them individually, but there are one or two collective sites, such as Numisbids, which helpfully com-
bine the offerings of many of the world’s major auction houses, and thus render them searchable, to-
gether in one place. Lead may be but a minuscule part of their business, which for the most part re-
fers to a much more exalted part of the numismatic world than that with which we are usually con-
cerned; but a little lead does appear, so such sites are worth the occasional look.

Any entries are likely to be in the language of the auction concerned, so once in Numisbids or whatev-
er it is worth while considering putting alternative phrases like “bleimarke” or “blei marke” {German
equivalent of lead token} in the search engine, as well as the obvious.

Here are two recent offerings., with diameters of _a
18mm and 21mm respectively. The first is just a g5
very fine specimen of a Roman lead token, reput- }
edly from Jerusalem, reminding us that high qual-
ity workmanship was possible, and can survive
two thousand years, even in lead. It has the level of detail on it which we might expect of a main se-
ries 17th cent farthing, even if we cannot understand precisely what it means. The second piece, how-
ever, looks little different apart from the word “ANNO” {year}, which a British lead token maker
would not bother with. It is believed to be Polish, and appeared alongside a group of late 16th cent
“szarwark” tokens as discussed on LTT 151 page 4, whereby a local authority used such pieces to pay
its citizens for mandatory public work. Not that the 1806 piece necessarily has the same use as the
earlier ones, nor it is any more obvious than on a British piece whether the anchor represents naval
connotations or the stability supposedly provided by religious faith; nevertheless, it conveys a strong
reminder that certain designs have a wide international use and meaning which spans many years.




