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Readers’ Covrespandence

In the last issue we showed, in our leading article, two 18th cent tokens from Ab-
ingdon depicting what I took to be birds.. Indeed, I still think they are, but Tony
Gilbert has come up with one of the most novel and amusing alternative ideas
which I have had cause to put in these pages; namely, look at the creature in Fig.1
the other way round and, instead of a bird, you have a very angry cat. Head on the
left, hissing furiously; tail erect on the right. That is what used to be called lateral
thinking. Ten out of ten for imagination plus, sometimes with lead, you do need
to be thinking offbeat to work out what is going on!

Tony has also commented interestingly concerning Louise CL’s piece shown on the |
back page of LTT 163, where we debated whether the object depicted was a candle-
stick or just a letter “I”. Tony suggests a third possibility, namely, that the item de-
picted resembles a chalice, i.e. a communion cup, with the horizontal bar/ring assist-
ing in the steady application of its contents. He remarks that at one time chalices were left ready for
use on the altar, whereas in modern times they are put away in order to avoid tempting 'collectors'!

My thanks to all contributors of new pieces this month, starting with Nick Thorpe’s goat {Fig.3}; well
that is provisionally what we guess it is, but if anybody thinks differently I am not going to argue.
Also somewhat dubious as to its identity is Sean O’Brien’s Fig.4 which, with its strange rounded tri-
angle shape is debatably a token, seal or pendant.. There seems to be signs of the two halves being
clamped together which, whilst very occasionally a means of token production, is more usually asso-
ciated with seals; also, there seems to be some damage at 5:30 in Fig.4a which could represent either a
broken pendant clasp or a broken seal join. As to what is depicted on it, it is always worth rotating a
piece if you cannot immediately work it out, for which reason I have rendered it at two different an-
gles; so, if Fig.4a has you mystified, perhaps Fig.4b might suggest a windmill? This design, of tower
with a set of crossed sails on the top, also occurs on the main 17th cent series of brass and copper to-
kens, Fig.5 being a {slightly magnified} 16mm example for comparison.

Philip Walker’s Fig.6 from Leintwardine, Herefordshire is an interesting hybrid of two common
types; usually one either sees pellets or characters in all four quarters of a filled-cross piece, but this
one has pellets in three quarters and something else in the fourth. What something else, you might
reasonably ask? Candidate suggestions are either “A” for alms, indicating a parish poor law piece, or
a masonic pair of compasses. Like Fig.3-4, this piece is 18th cent.

A commonly occurring theme on both tokens and coins, and more so on the European mainland, is
that of crossed keys; of which, by chance, we have two examples this month, kindly contributed by




Graeme Smith {Fig.7} and Shane Snelling {Fig.8}. Graeme’s piece is slightly oval
25x22mm and, rather unusually, combines a tall upright cross {or sword?} with the |
keys; which, surely, hints strongly at some use connected with the security arrange-
ments of an abbey, monastery or other ecclesiastical establishment; e.g. a pass al-
lowing access to the keys, along the lines of a modern tool check. There is a little
damage at 9 o'clock; one asks whether there is any at 3 o'clock, but seemingly not,
nor are there any tell-tale marks which hint that it might be a badge. It is extremely
large by the token standards of the day, nor are tokens of that age hardly ever oval;
all of which leads to the conclusion, that it is a pass.

Shane’s Fig.8 is more conventional, and certainly a token, proba-
bly ¢.1700 or a little later. The Cross{ed} Keys is a common pub
sign, but also a major component of various municipal arms; being
a British find I favour a publican’s issue , but had it been continen-
tal I would have opted the other way.

Somewhat enigmatic is Mark Chamberlain’s Fig.9, a
20x18mm rectangular piece which I have enlarged 3:2 in
the hope that you can more easily appreciate it. The choic-
 es would appear to be between a weight, possibly continen-
"% tal, or a communion token; I somewhat favour the weight,
j although if those obscure digits across the nearly-blank re-
» # verse are by any chance the worn remains of a 17th cent
date, that could swing in favour of the CT. On his photograph of the reverse Mark has ringed what
might be a half-hearted attempt to make a hole, presumably to use the piece as a pendant; the hole is
certainly central, as it would need to be, but still does not feel over-convincing. Back to the obverse,
we have to decide whether we are looking at a monogram of initials, a merchant mark, or some other
symbol. Apothecaries’ tokens had some fairly weird things on them, so that could be the answer.

U Mould from The Thames, Complete with Jofen

Moulds are always a pleasure to see, and fairly =94
uncommon, so my thanks to Fran Sibthorpe
for two pictures of one which she recently
found in the Thames {Fig.10}. One of them
comes complete with a token which approxi-
mately matches the mould, found at the same
time, which is a real plus; although looking at
the relative diameters, I wonder whether per-
haps the mould is for a larger value in the same
series. Let that not detract,; they were found ¥
together, in the same place, and are almost certainly by the same hand. The token is 18mm across.

Another, rather more irregularly shaped, Thames find from Fran Ha 11b
on the right {Fig.11}. Metal deterioration has taken its toll, and e
will continue to do so, so I’ll magnify it a bit so that you can en-
joy what still remains of the depiction. There are hints of all
manner of features, but nothing which readily comes together.
Possibly it is Spanish, and the “I” on the right stands for
{Queen} Isabella; however, from the shape, I somewhat favour a
seal rather than a spoil heap token.. If you find one in this condition, remember to isolate it, before
chemistry does damage to any of its neighbours.
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Multiple Communien Jefeens dexiving from a Single Site

Reader Mark Turner continues to find a 1 2a
whole variety of communion tokens, @&
some of them not previously known, in
one single field near Kinneff, a coastal
village at the southern extremity of Aber- |
deenshire. Fig.1, his most recent find, is
the eighth such different piece to date;
all, where identifiable, coming from local communities. Neither Figs.1 nor 2 were known to Bur-
zinski when he published the latest CT reference work in 1999. OK, I appreciate that they are not the
most aesthetically appealing pieces, but that is the {lack of} quality of the originals, not Mark’s pho-
tography. That is lead for you!

Fig.1, which is uniface, states the parish name in two lines, BER/VIE, and nothing else; whilst Fig.2,
which we will show later to be from the findspot parish Kinneff itself, has a triad of minister’s initials
and no parish name. The “M” stands for minister, so we are looking for one with initials “AH”.

Burzinski identifies with certainty only three tokens of Bervie, and he knows of nothing for the parish
between 1670 {Rev.William Chalmers} and 1833. A long gap indeed. Fig.1 looks early 18th cent in
style, although with nothing other than the parish name to go on it could easily be a couple of decades
earlier or later; given some minister’s initials, there would have been a chance of greater accuracy. At
a guess, looking at the parish’s page in Fasti Ecclesiae Scoticanae {reproduced below} the most like-
ly date of issue is just after the accession of one of the ministers mentioned; i.e. 1698, 1714 or 1742.

WILLIAM ARNOTT, MA. (St
Andrews, 10th May 1705) ; licen. by
Presb. of Brechin 5th July 1710;
called by the Presb. jure devoluto, and ord.
at Benholme 19th May 1714 as no access

WILLIAM CHALMERS, adm. after 4th
o0 May 1670; trans. to Glamis 15th 1714
April 1674,

PETER RAIT, a native of Angus; edu-

cated at King’s College, Aberdeen ;
167& M A (1663) ; pres. in May, and adm.
2nd Sept. 1674; deprived by the Privy
Council in 1695, for not reading the Pro-
clamation of the Estates, nor praying for
William and Mary, ete.; died Oct. 1698,
aged 56. He marr. Anna Innes, who
survived him, and had issue — Robert ;
Mary.—[ Brechin T'ests.).

could be obtained to the church at Bervie,
the doors and windows being barricaded.
A. himself was taken off his horse by force
and carried a prisoner to Gourdon, and
thence to a house outside the parish where
he was detained, when the Presb. went in
a body and demanded his release but were
violently repulsed with many indignities.
He died 20th Sept. 1741. He marr. Isobel

Scott, who died 26th May 1763.

THOMAS DOW, licen. by Presb. of
Fordoun 3rd Nov. 1736; pres. by
George II. 9th Dec. 1741 ; ord. 23rd
June 1742. Learning during the Rebellion
of 1745 that the Hanoverian army was
burning the boats at Johnshaven and
otherwise ill-treating the inhabitants be-
cause they had been suspected of sending
provisions to the troops of Prince Charles,
he set out to intercede with the Duke of
Cumberland on their behalf. Meeting the
troops about three miles off, he was given
a seat in the coach of the Duke, whom
he conveyed to the manse for the night,
and assured him of the loyalty of the
parishioners. Thus he saved them and

JAMES ARBUTHNOTT, brother of

Robert A., bailie of Montrose ; licen.

by the united Presb. of Angus and 1742

Mearns 5th May 1696 ; called in June, and

ord. 30th Aug. 1698 ; dep. 22nd Oct. 1713,

for disrespect of the Sabbath, etec.; died
at Montrose April 1732.—[ Brechin Tests.].

One can see, looking at these various biog-
raphies, that church and parish life were no great
bundle of laughs; when they were not being giv-
en grief by the state or someone’s army, the cler-
gy just set to and fought each other. No surprise,
therefore, if on occasion they took their congre-
gations out of the church and went off to worship
in some secret and quiet place, like a field, and
for companionship invited others of their particu-
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lar mini-persuasion to join them.. In other words, Mark’s field was probably used 300 years ago for
some communal inter-parish celebration, possibly {but not necessarily} because of the proximity of
the various political upheavals alluded to on the Fasti page I have just mentioned. In which case, with
multiple ministers and parishes involved, there might have been some need to unscramble every-
body’s tokens, and return them to their owners, afterwards.

There would be various ways of running such a surreptitious communal event, of course, but if it in-
volved the use of itinerant ministers, or those who wished for political reasons to preserve some level
of anonymity, they might put their initials on the tokens, to indicate ownership, but omit any parish
reference. Fig.2, issued by AH, might be just such a piece. It might relate to a particular parish, it
might not; for reasons unknown, someone doesn't wish to tell us. So, we have to go looking, starting
with the findspot parish and then, if unsuccessful, moving on to its neighbours. In this case we are
lucky first time; looking at the Kinneff Fasti entry below, there are known pieces for one or more of
the James Honeymans already {Burzinski 3826-28}, and this nicely fits Andrew between them.

JAMES HONYMAN (primus), son of JAMES HONYMAN (secundus), born

David H. in Pitairchney, baker in 1733 1:"94» son of Andrew H:, min. of
1663 ot Andrews, and brother of Andrew, Kinneff'; educated at Marischal Col-

Bishop of Orkney; educated at Univ. of
St Andrews ; M.A. 26th July 1649 ; assist-
ant to James Sharp, min. of Crail for two
years before 31st March 1658 ; adm. 30th
Sept. 1663 ; died 25th May 1693, aged about
64. He marr. May 1671, Margaret Leask,
in the parish of Maryculter, and had issue—
Andrew, his successor in this parish ; Alex-
ander ; Robert, M.A., min. at New York
in 1702 ; James, min. at Newport, Rhode
Island, U.S.A.; Cecil; Rachel (marr.
William Elphinstone, min. of Logie).—
[Z'ombst. ; Scots Mag., x1ii.]

lege, Aberdeen; licen. by Presb. of Fordoun
6th Oct. 1725 ; ord. to Keithhall 26th Sept.
1728 ; pres. by George II. 24th Feb., called
6th June, trans. and adm. 29th Aug. 1733 ;
died 6th Jan. 1780. He was author of the
song, ‘“ Hie, bonnie lassie, blink over the
burn,” and other poems in MSS. He marr.
11th April 1738, Katherine (died 22nd Oct.
1772), daugh. of John Allardyce, provost
of Aberdeen, and had issue—Jean, born
16th June 1739 ; Helen, born 10th June
1741 (marr. Robert Edward, Harvieston) ;
James, his successor in this parish ; John,

M.A, born 11th Dec. 1745, licen. 14th Oct. |
1767 as preacher, became a dissenting min.

474 KINNEFF ANI

ANDREW HONYMAN, bapt. 1st May
S 1672, eldest son of preceding ; edu-

cated at Univ. of St Andrews;
M.A. (17th June 1688); called by the
heritors and elders (colleague and successor)
Oct. 1692 ; again on 27th July, and ord.
24th Sept. 1701 ; died 30th Dec. 1732. He
marr. 1702, Helen Rait, of the family of
Finlayston, and had issue — James, his
successor in this parish; Andrew ; William;
Rachel (marr. David Corse, min. of Dun-
nottar) ; Jane.— [Z'ombst.; Scots Mayg.,
xlii., Ixxiv.]

in England ; Robert, physician in Virginia,
born 10th Dec. 1747 ; Patrick, born 14th
Dec. 1751, died 15th Feb. 1752.

JAMES HONYMAN (tertius), born 4th
1780 Jan. 1745, eldest son of preceding ;
educated at Marischal College,
Aberdeen; M.A. (1763); min. at New-
port, Rhode Island, U.S.A.; pres. by
George III. (assistant and successor) 16th
June 1773; ord. 17th Aug. 1780; died
unmarr. 5th Aug. 1781. The Honymans
of four generations were thus mins. of
this parish in succession—a period of 118
years. Their actual lives embraced over
a century and a half.

As an aside, the above illustrates how dynasties of professional ministers captured and hung on to par-
ishes like mini-kingdoms for years. New CTs are being discovered all the time, and no-one knows
how many more there are out there to find. Some ministers insisted on issuing new ones on coming
to office, whilst others were happy to continue with whatever tokens were already in use, especially if
they had no personal references on them. Here and there the parish records contain references to the
placement or receipt of orders, but it was not like the kings of state who, provided they survived the
first few weeks or months of their reign, invariably commissioned a new issue every time. Some did,
some didn’t; it came down to a combination of need and ego/personality.



U Large Group of Roman Lead

We do not often see Roman lead in bulk, but herewith a nice group of 38 pieces offered by a European
auction house recently. The positions of each item are almost identical in each photograph, so the ob-
verses and reverses {whichever way round you think they are!} can be paired quite easily. Readers
may enjoy comparing with our more modern, e.g. 17th and 18th cent, British equivalents.
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I am used to ambiguities when analysing lead pieces but I must
admit that the one on the right {Fig.1} found by Angus Lauder in
Linton, Cambs, has more than most. It has hints of differing peri-
ods, from late mediaeval to the 18th cent, its most intriguing fea-

ture being a small ring on what would normally be a straight line "%
on the left. For greater visibility, I have magnified this as Fig.2. |

-\i;._L 2

A 25-26mm diameter suggests 18th cent., and that is finally what I think on
balance it is The use of pewter alloy giving a dark finish is very common in
the late mediaeval period but not exclusive to it; whilst much of the later ma- £

terial is pure lead, and therefore lighter in colour, there is still a reasonable [&k"
amount of dark pewter as well. The artwork on the piece is of moderate stand- F88
ard but shows signs of deterioration, which is often a feature of the end of the Sl
18th cent or early 19th; by that time the Industrial Revolution had kicked in,
there were more other options for sourcing tokens without resorting to lead,
and the number of people who were still used to making their own lead pieces ‘ k
was probably getting less. Another example of people losing their old skills as

society advances!

Balanced against the above, one has to consider the choice of subject matter. I regret that I cannot
make out with any certainty what is going on on the obverse, but the reverse is thankfully a little easi-
er, albeit still not without ambiguity. The options would appear to be:

= (1) A hand with a coin in it, indicating use by the authorities of the day for administering charity
to needy parties.

=  (2) A hand without a coin on it, indicating the profession or status of the issuer; probably a glov-
er if commercial, although hands are not unknown in heraldry.

= (3) A device such as the Prince of Wales feathers, indicating most likely a pub/shop of that
name, or possibly issue in connection with an estate with which that device was connected {e.g.
the Duchy of Cornwall?}. Worth saying here that shops used pub-like signs until the 1760s,
because of the high level of illiteracy; written names over the door were not of much use.

=  (4) A container, sheaf or stook of corn, indicating use in connection with the picking of crops.

Sorry, there is often no one answer with crude lead! Sometimes a depiction is obvious, but more com-
monly one comes up with a number of options and then has to assess them probabilistically. The
questions one next has to ask about the design of your reverse to try and distinguish (1)-(4) are:

= Is the small thing on the edge of the would-be hand a coin, or anything else significant, or
not? One would expect the coin to be in the middle of the palm, but it isn’t.

= Are there three, four or five tines to the upper part of the device? A hand would have five pro-
truding components, a Prince of Wales feathers three. Initially I thought four, but I am not
wholly convinced; I now think it is only three.

= Is the band a little way up the cuff of a short sleeve, a metal container reinforcement as on a bar-
rel, or part of an armorial device?

=  There appears to be possibly, but not definitely, something flanking the main design; are they
just design pellets, or the initials of an issuer or authorising officer?

My best guesses for the obverse, and I welcome further suggestions, are:

1)  The bust of a person, which would probably mean that the piece is commercial; a parish admin-
istrator would not depict himself on a piece.

2) A water fountain, which would mean that the piece is associated with the distribution of water,
and that the bearer was probably allowed a certain volume, maybe one bucket, from the parish
pump. Concerning this subject , see also the article on pages 3-4 of LTT 134.
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I think that I will opt on balance for the early 18th cent and a device in the trident/lis/feathers family,
type 4 in my classification system; on the newsletter website, please see LTT 145, pages 1-3 for an
illustrated display of examples. The coin-like small circle device troubles me, however, and I wonder
where it fits in. The meaning of these trident and lis devices with their various forms is not fully un-
derstood, however, despite the fact that their usage is very common; the coin makes me ask the ques-
tion, whether they are to do with almsgiving, in the same way that the more obvious coin-in-the-hand
of the mediaeval period was?

The purpose of giving charitable and other parish-relief tokens rather than official money was to limit
their spendability, so that the recipients were confined to using them for approved purposes, €.g. buy-
ing essential food and fuel. The traders supplying those goods would be able to redeem the value of
the tokens from the issuing authority, whilst the local innkeeper would not.

Finally: with a piece such as the one shown, don’t attempt to clean it. That light-coloured dried mud
is doing an excellent job, providing a colour contrast to help define the features of the piece for us to
enjoy.

Lead Jakens in Backs an Glassware

Some of our longer-term readers may remember how in LTT 87 {Dec 2012} I teamed up with 17th

cent glassware expert Colin Brain to see if our respective skills could be of any use to each other in

respect of dating. Colin has since used lead tokens in his publications, such as the 2015 one below,

and has recently informed me that he will be doing so again shortly:

=  “l am in the process of trying to finish a book on the history of drinking glass 1622-1699. This
will include at least six illustrations of my lead 'drinking' tokens”.

I’ll let you know when I hear that it has come out.

XXIV

Tbe Deve[opment of C.J.&S.BRAIN: DRINKING GLASS DESIGN AROUND 1670

English and Irish Crystal Glass
16452—~1682
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