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Introduction 

The Pewter Society undertook to try to identify and record ~ many of the flagons known 
as "James lit as possible. Members were asked if they wished to participate in this 
research and the full list of those cO-Qperating is shown in the Appendix X 

The first t~k was to identify where James I flagons might b<;: found. Known pewter 
c;ollectors, national and loc;al mUSeums in this country and the United States of America 
Were approac;hed to See if they held examples which We <;ol,lld rec;ord, In addition, the 
various books on church plate Were studie4 to See if further examples could be found in 
parishes. Other bodies suc;h as the National Trust and variOl,lS c;athe9ral treasuries Were 
also approached and notices were published in collec;tors' magazines, mUSeum and 
c;hurc;h public;ations, asking about where similar flagOD$ might b<;: found. Possible 
SOl,lICeS were sent details of the SlJfVey and a photograph of a J ameS I flagon asking them 
to c;onfirm if this was the type of flagon whic;h they possessed. 

On the basis of these returns a list of possible James I flagOD$ was drawn up. Members 
then visited as many of these loc;ations as possible to rewrd examples <;>f this style <;>f 
flagon. 

One of the problems which surfaced was that while collect<;>rs and ml,lSel,lffiS were able to 
identify James I flag<;>ns from the photograph supplied, many ~shes assumed that any 
flagon \\'ith a straight sided body was a James 1. Thus on visits to parishes 0l,lI members 
Saw several Charles I and n flagons ang eVen some Spire flagOD$ <;>f the eighteenth 
century. 

The geographical distribl,ltion of knovm James I flag<;>ns is WleVen Some members Were 
faced with several flagons to rec;ord while other members had no known examples in 
their part of the country. Then;! were als<;> areas where n<;> members resided thl,ls 
hampering our efforts to See all the flagons We had identified. 

We list 80 examples: although not all details could be obtained for each of these. It is 
foolish to speqllate how many lames I flagoD$ may exist but <;>l,lI sample is a considerable 
one. Questions were ~ked about the thl,lffibpiece, knop, base style, handle and 
thumbpiece in the belief that there might he some major variations in form. In the eVent 
nearly all the James 1 flagons we saw had a rO\lllded lid, an erect thumbpiece, simple 
strap handle, a knop and Were made with a rounded base and an applied skirt. There 
were some small variations of knop, handle and thumbpiec;e and one example possessed 
a flat base similar to thOse fOl,lI1d on Charles I flagons. Whether this is the original base or 
a replac;ement is a matter of disc;ussion. One <;>ther flagon had a chair thl,lffibpiece of th~ 
fonn found on Charles I and this is probably a transitional ~xample. 



There was a considerable difference in the size of lids and knops. The size of these varied 
from 4.04 cms. to 8.4 cms. and a~unted for between 14% and 24% of each flagons' 
height. The aver~ge dimension of the lids and knops as a percentage of overall height 
was 19.8%. Knops also differ with some round, others more elongated, some simple and 
others of more complex design. Some of the thl,lIllbpieces are plain, others have some 
cast decoration on them. 
We found that James I flagons c~n be defined in terms of their slightly tapering sides, 
rounded base, ~pplied skirt, rounded lid with knop, erect thumbpiece and plain or strap 
handle. It is surprising th~t on the evidence of th~ survey, with only two exceptions, no 
two other flagons were c~t in the same moulds. Qiven the cost of bronze moulds one 
might have anticipated some sh~ng of mOl,llds or one maker having made more than one 
surviving flagon. 

Origins as Church Vessels. 

When the first exhibition of pewter was held in LQndon in 1904 at Lincoln's Inn there 
was only one flagon of the James I form ~<f it WaS simply described as a "flagon". 
Somewhere between then and 1946 this style of flagon was given its present sobriquet, 
selected on the basis of the <fated ex~mples and I,lpon an apparent misreading of the 
Canons of 1604. Each sl,lbsequent generation of al,lthors appear to have accepted the 
thesis that such flagons wen~ only allowed to be u~d in the comml,lllion from 1604. 

Th~ evidence is that prior to the 1540's pewter was diSCOl,lrnged in the communion 
service but from then on its I,lse was permitted 1.1 ). Several sixteenth century church 
flagons are now known to exist including the Woo<;ieaton flagon and one example 
recently found in a Somerset church. These flagons and another one in a private 
collection, all have the same bl,llbous form with a stem and foot. (2\ In the sixteenth 
century there were frequent admonitions about the I,lse of communion cups etc. but these 
are aimed ~t eliminating the last of the Roman Catholic vessels used in the Communion 
rather than estaolishing what materials cOl,lld be used. The following quotations are 
taken from Documentary Annuals, edited Oy Cardwell, Oxford lJniv. Press 1844. Other 
translations of the original Latin text or other copies may have employed slightly 
different wording, 

Articles to be enquired of within the Diocese ofCanterbwv. Eli::abeth 11569. 

And also whether they do minister in any profane cuppes, bowles, dishes or chalices 
heretofore used at masse or els in a decent communi~n cuppe prOVided and kept for the 
same purpose only. 

Articles 10 be enquired of within the of Province of Canterbury. Eli::abelh l. 1576 

<1 



7 .......... or minister the holy communion in any chalice heretofore used at mass or in any 
profane cup or glass or use at the minstration thereof any gestures, rites or ceremonies, 
not appointed by the Book of Common Prayer 

The relevant Canon of 1604 is ~oncemed primarily with the supply of bread and wine 
although they re~ted early permissions for pewter's use in Holy Communion 

The Canon stipulates "The Churchwardens of every parish, against the lime of every 
Communion, shall, at the charge of the parish, with the advice and direction of the 
Minister, provide a sufficient quantity of fine white Bread, and of good and wholesome 
Wine, for the number of Comunicanls that from lime to time receive there; which Wine, 
we require to be brought to the Communion-table in a clean and sweet standing pot or 
stoop of pewter. if not of purer metal. 11 

The Latin original of the underlined words IS "coque ex slano, si non ex me/alia 
praestantiore". 

C~non Bullard, who WTote the ~ommentary on these texts, said that it was: "Intended to 
produce uniformity in the provision of the Bread and Wine instead of the variety of 
customs in different parishes by which a rota of parishioners supplied the Bread and 
wine." As the known ex~mples of siXteenth century Church flagons ~onfirms pewter w~s 
permitted in the communion servi~e from the middle of the sixteenth ~entury. (3) (4) 

There is thus no app~rent j~stifi~ation to suggest that the 1604 Canons were the trigger 
which initiate<;l the use of James I fl~gons. Such flagons ~ould have been made and used 
for more than fifty ye~rs before King J~mes I ~ame to the throne without conflicting with 
Canon l~w. 

Purpose and Dating of James I Flagons 

The theQry that this type of flagon was designed for use in chUT~hes following an 
alteration in the C~on law persu~ded most early students of pewler that this form was 
probably exclusively ecclesiastical and th~t any domestic examples were aberrations 

There are few referen<,:es to fl~gons in <':ontemporary domestic inventories. Out of a 
survey of more than five h~n<;fred inventories for the perio<;f 1575-1625, 83.5 % of homes 
O\\11ed pewter but only one flagon and eight ewers are listed amongst the 4025 items 
recorded. This compMes with 55 flagons found in inventories from 1626-1675 I} ). 

This m~y be an under estim~te of the frequem;y of flagons resulting from the use of that 
specific term. We do not know whether the term "flagon" was used universally and the 
frequency with which "Pottes" are re<':orded may indicate that this term was also used for 
wh~t we now <,:all fl~gons. The word "Pottes" is used in the early Company records for 
me~sure$, lavers, b~lusters, bulbo~s m~~sures, spouted flagOIL5, sql,.lare flagons and 



thurdendales. In other areas, such as brass and bronze objects, there is the same 
confusion 
over terms (6) It is clear however that flagons for domestic llse were not common. Their 
role as a vessel for wine or ale was fulfilled by leather black jacks, pottery jugs and by 
other items of pewter including baluster measures. 

Flagons prior to 1600 may well have been of a bulbous fonn, similar to the example 
found in the Mary Rose and what is known as the Hitchin flagon (7) Although some 
examples have the names of the church or the churchwardens' names engraved upon 
them there are many un-inscribed examples. Many of these may have been originally 
from churches but have been in secular hands for long periods. It is true that most dated 
examples of lames I flagons are from the first quarter of the seventeenth century. Such a 
view does not preclude there being unrecognised examples, which might date from the 
late sixteenth century. 

Indeed it is hard to see how a style of flagon of such a revolutionary form could have won 
such nation wide acceptance in sU(;:h a short period . . Examples are to be found all over 
Enghmd. Comm~clltions were slow. Stylistic trends might have moved more swiftly 
llmongst the rich and those who visited London but for local churches to have all chosen 
the same flagon fonn in such II short period, is Sl,.lTprising. It is possible that the speedy 
lidoption of this form of flagon by Churches was based on the fact that it was already a 
popular domestic form. However, there is little evidence to support this contention one 
way or another. 

It could be that the lames I WllS an adaptation of a contemporary silver fonn. The late 
sixteenth centwy silver flagon is of bulbous form but around 1600 a straight sided flagon 
became popular. These are broadly similar to the lames 1 but are more usually decorated 
on the body or foot, haVe a flatter lid and a different thurnbpiece 1.81. If the silver fonn is 
the precursor of the pewter fonn one might have anticipated a greater time gap between 
the production of the silver examples and those in base metal. Only seventeen of the 
James I flagons recorded carry a makers' mark .. Most of these have not been identified. 
The marks found are of the style of the early seventeenth century but with so many 
l,lIlll1arked there is Cl possibility that some flagons may date from the sixteenth century. 

Only seven examples in our survey have a dated inscription. They are 1609, 1612, 1616, 
1620, 1621, 1630 and 1671. A study of museum, exhibition and major salesroom 
catalogues yielded only one other example (9). 

Church records offer IJS little guidance as to when flagons were purchased, what they cost 
or how long they survived in us~. One flagon at Kincote, Leicester was boUght in 1608 
and CQst 8s 2d. Another example from Leicester was given to the Parish by Mr Thomas 
Mandie, then Mayor, in 1612-3. A Stoke on Trent church flagon was bought from Roger 
Machine in 1616 for 8s 5d. Other ~xamples of the purchase of flagons, although these 
are more lik~ly to have been of the Charles II fonn, are found in the records of Stroud. 
Two flagons Were bought in 1634 for 11 s 8d and w~re probably replaced by a new flagon 



acq~ired in 1680 for IOs 6d. Chester records also list two flagons being bought in 1662 
for lOs, follov.ing the repair of their old flagon in 1654. 

The Stroud flagons required cleaning and repair from time to time, confirmed by an entry 
in local church records which record that the Parish paid 6d for "scrowing" or cleaning it 
and a dish in 1675. 

From these examples we can see that flagons of the early seventeenth century cost 
between 5s 9d and 8s 5d. The second hand value of pewter pots at that period was about 
8d. (10). The Company rules of 1639 (1 1) state that flagons should be charged retail at 16d 
a lb. Th~s a four pol)nd example would have been 5s. 4d while a six pound flagon would 
have cost 8s. These figures an~ consistent with each other. 

Weight, Capacity and Height. 
Flagons by Weight 

The Pe~1er Company's regulations required that some items were to be manufactured to 
a finished weight (12) The rules further required that pottes and measures should be made 
to conform to certain capacity standards It is not clear why any regulations would have 
been necessary for church flagons as they were not involved in the sale of wine or ale. 
The rules of 1589 concerning the manufacture of ''pottes'' required that no quart should 
weigh less than 2.5 lbs., no Thwdendale less than 3 Ibs. and similar limits existed for 
pottes (13). The most complete set of standards published in 1674 required flagons to be 
made to a stipulated weight. It is not certain whether this weight was after casting and 
assembly or subsequent to turning. There would have been a substantial loss of metal 
during the turning operation and for this reason it is most likely that flagons had to 
conform as finished objects rather than as partly worked items. The weight of a flagon 
would depend on the thickness of gap between the sides of the moulds and upon the alloy 
used. Pewter with more lead than was normally allowed would have weighed heavier 
than items made from the top quality alloy. 

There is no evidence of over or underweight flagons being tested or rejected sO this 
requirement may have been a general exhortation to qeate some uniformity of size The 
Company did, however, regularly check the alloys used in pev.1er to make sure that it 
contained a high proportion of tin ( 14) . Objects rejected were destroyed because they 
were not made of the correct alloy ( 15). The problem in attempting to identify v,hat kind 
of tolerances would have been acceptable is that we have no evidence on which to base 
our estimates. 

There were 52 flagons with recorded weights. \Vithin a tolerance of + or - 10%, 46 
conformed to pound units. The remaining 6 examples required greater tolerances if they 
were to. There would appear to be no useful purpose for the Company to insist that 
flagons were made to an exact standard of weight, providing that they were of sufficient 
robustness. It probably would not have mattered if they were over-weight. Perhaps the 
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rules established the minimum weight rather than an exact standard. In this case all the 
flagons, within -5% of the required weight or above, would have been a<;:<;:eptable. All 
examples are within -5% and + 25% of a unit of weight. Qiven this range they would 
have confonned as follows; 

Units of\Veight 

Two PQundS 

Three potmds 

Four pounds 

Five Pounds 

Six pounds 

Seven Pounds 

Thirteen poun(is 

13 flagons confonne(i to more than 1 pound unit. 

Number 

17 

12 

21 

12 

If the dupli<;:ation is eliminated and the pound unit selected which is closest to 100%, 
then the pattern is: 

Units of Weight 

Two pounds 

Three pol,l.nds 

Four pounds 

Five Pounds 

Six pounds 

Seven Pounds 

Thirteen pounds 

Flagons by Capacity 

l'umber 

17 

10 

11 

11 



Many items of pe~1:er were made to a capacity standard even where th~y were probably 
never used in the sale of solid or liquid commodities (16). Some tolerances would 
certainly have been permitted in getting the capacity required. However skilled 
pewterers were, some variations must have occurred in manl,lfacture. Or Ron Homer 
measured the capacity of a number of baluster measures and found considerable 
variance. His sample of "imperial" balusters recorded a variation of -1.5% or +4.2% with 
the tendency for examples to be over size rather than below capacity. Another group of 
William III and Queen Anne wine ball,lsters gave a variation of between -0.2% and 
+4.8%. However, when he looked at earli~r forms the variations he discovered w~re 
m uch greater up to -12% to + 14 % (17) . Errors in Ol,lf measuring of the capaciti~ of th~ 
recorded lames flagons must also have cr~pt in. 

The task is complicated by the fact that there Were several standards in operation 
between 1550 and 1630. Some related to what was known as th~ Al~ s~dard of which 
the two most widespread were the "Old English Ale" standard confirmed in Of 1601 with 
a pint of20.3 fl oz and the "Great Pint" of22.5 fl OZ (18). Other measureS uSeQ were in the 
wine standard and here the two most frequently fOWld at this time wer~ the "Guild Hall 
Ancient Gallon" meaSllre of 16.1 fl oz. to the pint and the "Henry VI!' pint of 17. 7fl. oz .. 
There is also evid~nce that items of pewter w~re mad~ in both full and half pint l.l1lits. 

The last complication is that we do not know to what point in a flagon th~ cont~nts w~r~ 
to be pOl,lfed. Was it the very top of the body or as some sugg~st to th~ point in the neck 
where lames flagons move outwards? In some French and Scottish measl,lf~S a "plouk", 
knop or pimple of metal is placed to indicate to what l~vel th~ contents shollld be POl,Ifed, 
but none of Ol,lf examples was so conStTl.lcted . 

If flagons Were made to an ale capacity, it is unlikely that th~y wQllld have been filled to 
the top, as this would have meant short measure being given be;uing in mind the head on 
the ale. Communion flagons were f,lsed to supply wine and for this reason it might be 
thought that if they conform at all it would be to a wine standard. However the late Dr 
Law suggested that at this period most flagons \vere made to an ale st;mdard for 
convenience. Fe\v flagons which we meaSI,lf~d conformed tQ ~ither an ale Qf wine 
standard given tolerances of -1% to +5%. 

Flagons Conforming and not Conforming to the Various Standards 

within tolerances of -2 to + 5%. 

Standard 

Old English Ale 

Great Pint Ale 

Conforming 

16 

23 

Not Conforming 

35 

28 

Q 



Old English Wine 

Henry VII Win~ 

22 

13 

29 

38 

Only if we work with th~ \\ider tolerances id~ntified by Dr Homer can we find any 
meaningful correlation between standards and actual capacities. Even then there are 
examples which lie outside any conceivable a~eptable tolerances The capacities 
recorded fit the Old English ak standard (-12% to + 14) in 36 out of 50 examples but to 
cover all the examples the toleran~s wt)uld hav~ to ~ from -14% to +31 %; way outside 
any figures likely tt) have be~n aGcep~bl~. Within th~ sam~ toleran<;:es, the Gr~t Ale 
standard accot)1lted for 46 exampl~s but to cover ;ill e~ples the toler~n<;:es would have 
had to b~ between -11 % and. + 18%. 

The wine st~ndard calculations give mu<;:h the same results, The Old English \\-ine 
standard ( -12% tt) + 14%) fitted. 43 flagt)ns but to acwW}t for all examples the tolerances 
would have had to be between -11 % ~d +32%. The figures for the Henry VII ~ndard 
\\ithin the Homer tolerances account for 38 examples but the ' toler~tion required to 
account for all examples would. have had to be frt)m -17% to +21 % 

Given the wide spread of toleran~s involved ~d. the ft)Yf different st~dards applied the 
results probably have little significance. Several flagons CQnforrned, within the larger 
tolerances, to more than one standard. It is c1~ that not ~ll fl;igons were made to a 
single standard and it is unlikely that any standard w~ directly involved given the 
tolerances that would have had to have been reqt)ire(i. If any flagons were made to a 
standard then the Great Pint is the most likely ~di@te beca1,lSe it reQ1,lireS only an extra 
4% spread Over the Homer tolerances to cover all examples. 

Standard 

OLD ENGLISH WINE 

HENR Y VII WINE 

OLD ENGLISH ALE 

GREAT PINT 

Table. 

Tolerances 

-12% to + 14% 

43 

38 

36 

46 

10 



Many flagons conformed to more than one standard. 

Flagons by Height. 

There is the possibility that makers attempted to produce flagons in convenient sizes. If 
we look at the heights of flagons in two ~ntimetre gradations we find that there were 
four major groupings. 

FLAGONS BY HEIGHT 

Height Number of 
In ems. Examples 

Under 25 

25 to 26.9 6 

27-28.9 15 

29-30.9 12 

31-32.9 2 

33-34.9 16 

35-36.9 15 

Over 37 5 

If the steps are in<;reased to fow centimetr~ then we get 21 examples between 25 and 
28.9 ems., 14 examples between 29 and 32.9 ems. and 31 flagons between 33 and 36.9 
ems. Whatever gradations are adopted they are to some extent arbitrary but these figllfes 
do show that three main sizes account for 92% of examples recorded. 

Flagons by Weight and Capacity. 

The fact that the 1674 regulations name P-\:o flagons in terms of their capacity and weight 
(the three pint and the quart) suggests that there may have been a working relationship 
between the two measwements Taking all the recorded examples there appears to be no 
significant correlation between weight and capacity. 

11 



Weight and Capacity. 

Weight in Ounces divided 
by capacity in pints 

Over 100 

90-99 

80-99 

70-79 

60-69 

50-59 

Number of 
Flagons 

6 

5 

12 

15 

10 

One would ~nticipate some relationship between weight and capacity; weight rises as the 
capacity is increased. That there is some relationship between the two is confirmed by 
the graph below. 

GRAPH FROM PETER BA YW ARD. 

FLAGON VVEIGHT v CAPACITY 
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Conclusions. 
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None of the evidence is conchlsive and we are not able to establish with any certainty if 
James I flagons were made to: 

1? 



1. an ale or v,;ne standard. 
2. som~ combination of weight and capacity roughly 

worked out by the Company 

It does seem possible that; 

3. flagons were construct~d to convenient sizes for 
us~ by the public. 

4. most flagons w~r~ maQ~ to a minimum weight. 

The principal mystery as to why and how this form of flagon was adopted so speedily 
throughout England is unresolved. 

(I). See 'British Pewter', Peal pp 93-4, and 'Antique Pewter' Michaelis pp 69-74. 
(2). The Woodeaton flagon, is displayed in the Worshipful Company ofPewterers. 
(3). "History of the Pewteru's Compary ' Welch, p 2. and HaICher & Barker';1 History of British Pewter' page 114 \Iohere it is stated 
that !X"wt~ was allowed in the communion at least 5~e 1547. 
(4). A recently discovered si.'dt:enth century bulbous flagon in a Somerset Church is recorded as weighing 6 Ibs . and containing 80 oz. 
'Journal '; Vol. 10 No I. 
(5). Bomsby. l"fanuscnpt. invrnlOnes with Pewter' 1575-1625. For example the terms employed for lead bronze cooking pots in the 
same period varies from area to area. In 5OIIIl: localities they a.re called 'crocs' , in others ' cauldrons ' or ·potJes '. 
(6). For example the terms employed for lead bronze cooIcing pots in the same period varies from area to area. !n some localities they 
are called 'eroes', in others 'cauldrons' 01" 'pottes'. 
(7). Flagons in a private collection. See '.4 Celebration of the Cra}i 1200-/ 100' Loodoo Museum Exhibition, items 41 & 42 . See also 
Charles Oman's' English Church Plate ' for examples of both styles. 
(8). Charles Oman in his 'English Church Plate' suggests that jIagon '.\' were known as 'pottes ' in the Elizabethan period and that it 
was not until later in the 5e'o=teenth century that the term flagon was \Ioidely employed. 
(9). 50, Soth.:by·~ Sal.:, 13161771(,r It Bagoo ftmnc:rly in the: Bn.tksru.w lltliJecliml dab!tl161~ . 

(l0 'HoTn5by. jJ(lT7U5Cnpl, inventorieJ with Pl'Wter ' 1575-1625 
(11). 'History of the Company' Welch, Vol. I p 12 . 1~38 . 

(12). The Jury book of the Ccmpa:ny in 1438 established the weight to which a range of items bad to be made. The Company also set 
do-wn in 1612 th.: .....n~ of It wide rang.: of c:bjt:t:t:!. 
(13 ) 'History ofth(' Pl"4'lerer'J Compqny', Wdf;h. Vol. 2 p 2. 
(14). Se .... eral flagons are listed for example in the records of the London COmpaIl)' S searches. !n the Company searcb.:s bemeen 1669 
and 1689 in Htmgerford, Marlborough, Newbury and Reading flagons of unsatisfuctory quality were found in the sbops of Robinson, 
AnthollY and Su:san Child., Cotitm., J= Bartlcit and Pi~""Il induding =pb lrutc:k by Fre'<Oin and C""*,,n., in et.ha rnak.:r..· ,b"p". 
(15). Fin~ ro;"'1<;:r frum whim gish~ p!!!\~ ~ porring~ w~ ql1!@ Mti ((I ~ ~ t.in ",i th ~s IT!IJ~b ~t'P~ ~s (If its own rU:!n)IT It ",ill 
take. In effect a 97%+ tin alloy 'while flagons measures and balusters for example could contain 20''10 of lead. copper and other 
elements. 
(16). See for example Welch, 'Hi3lOry o/the Company'3 Vol. II page 147 where in the 1673 lists of sizes porringers are listed as pints. 

\17). Journal o/the Pewter Society ', Vol 9 No '* no 153-155. Both Or Homer and Or Law suggest that earlier measures 

\I'ere !il.:ely to have been made. 
( 18.) Thurdendales were made to this 3ize~ a quart of 45 tl ounces, see 'Pewter. A Celebrations O/The Craft ', London Museum. 1989 
page 62. 
(19). Pri ..... tr <=mntmi""ti=. 



E. DETAILS OF FLAGONS. 
Measurements in ounces, fluid ounces and ems. 

NUMBER WEIGHT oZ! CAPACITY fI ozs HEIGHT to Th'piece DRUM HT CIRC ; TOP BASE diam MAX CIRC ; 

1 60 34.00 
, 

28.80 
! 

24 .8 30 .5 
! 

14.2 35.3 
.' ' I .... .. 

2 54 44.00 29.00 23 .5 31.3 12.5 i .- .~ ..... -- ... - ... " _ .. ,' 

3 72 62 .00 31.70 27.3 28.6 13.6 i 33 .7 ... ... __ ..... _ ...... ... " · - ' .. ~.. . .. i 
4 37 32.00 25.00 19.0 20 .3 10 .7 

I 

22.4 ..... I 

5 86 79.20 36 .00 28 .0 28.5 14.2 14.2 
" ....... -. • •• ' H . . , . , . . 

6 29 .8 ! . . - ,- _ ...... . .......... • M. O' 

I 
I 
I 

7 49 49.00 30 .50 23 .5 25.4 13.0 I 32.0 I 
• - _" N _ _ ..... . . •• • _'.'_ . • • • ••• "0 '" ••• •••• - - 0' "_'0_ .. _", ' - .. ... , . ,-0' .N. ! I 

35 .00 28 .0 27 .5 14 .0 
i 

35.0 I 
8 I 

I ... - .... ..... ......... 

9 21.4 11.0 I 
I 

-- -..... - - I i 
; I 

10 27 .0 I 
, 

"'-'-' -- .. . . . . 

1 1 54 65.00 26 .40 I 21 .0 26.0 11 .9 38.1 
. --- -_. - ,- - ... ... _. -_ ... .. "N' .- •.. 

12 68 80 .00 33 .00 
I 

25.0 30 .0 15.0 33.0 
,'.-...... __ ... - -- '_M"~ 

., --

1 3 80 70.40 35.70 I 14.4 .. . ' · .. , 
I i 

14 61 40.00 29.50 23.2 25.9 I 14.9 31.9 

15 86 68.00 35 ,60 28 .9 24 . 1 14,6 I 35,6 .. ' 

1 6 109 106.00 38.00 31.0 33 .5 17.0 42.0 
_., • • ,', • N. .,' . _.- - ... - '. I 

17 86 71.00 34.00 27.7 30 .5 14.5 I 35 .0 -_ ... --. '. I 
I I 

23 .0 
I 

18 60 48 .00 28 .70 i 26.0 12 .3 ! 38.5 
,." - -- .. , -- I . 

1 9 51 46 .00 28.40 
I 

23.5 i 25 .6 12.4 ! 31.7 
, ... . , --. .. 

I 
, , 

20 79 85 .00 35.60 I 29 .2 I 30 .5 15.2 , 38 . 1 
N •••••••• .. ' .. 

I 
, 

21 I I 

22.5 I 
.... , ._- .. , I 

22 I 27 .6 I 
•• _ _ 0 . _ •• • " ." ••• ..... .. 

.. ~~._ . :~ :~~ _____ ~ __ ~~ ;::~ .J __ ::~ I 23 62 25.6 12.9 30.5 
.. ,._-- -- -.. _ .. _- - . .. ...... - ---~ .......... .. ., . -- - .... -

1 
24 62 ., 25 .6 12.9 1 30 ,5 I 



E. DETAILS OF FLAGONS. 
Measurements in ounces, fluid ounces and ems. 

NUMBER WEIGHT oz: CAPACITY fl ozs HEIGHT to Th'piece DRUM HT CIRC ; TOP BASE diam MAX CIRC i 

25 68 46.00 29.00 
I 

23.5 ! 31.5 
; 

13.0 40.0 .. " , " I I 

i I 
26 62 41.00 29.20 23.2 29.2 12 .0 31.0 ..•. ~ .-~- .~- .... - .' .. - ... . . .. .. -..... -

27 84 81.00 29 .9 14 .6 36.8 
. ----- .. - -- .' •••• _ ,", __ _ ._ •• •• H •• .. . ........ .. H • • ".H 

28 87 72 .00 35 .50 28 .0 35.2 14.4 45.2 .. __ ..... . _ .... " .. -.- _. _, ,, _H ." , 
I 

29 85 66.00 33 .60 26 .2 30.5 14.7 I 35.6 -.-..... - ._- ... - -- .. _- " , 

30 88 67 .00 34 .30 27.9 29 .2 14.3 I 36.8 , .. _-_.,_ .. .. -
'" .. " , o' 

i 
31 54 53.00 28.30 23 .2 31.7 12.7 ! 40 .7 

.- .•... . 

33 58 48 .00 28 .80 23.3 24 .8 12.0 27.0 
," ... ,' ..... ' 

59 48.20 29 .00 22 .9 23.9 I 11.7 28 .3 34 I 
- ,-0- ... ...... __ '" 

35 96 64 .00 35.00 27.5 30.0 14.5 36.0 
" 

36 64 44.00 26 .20 20.6 26.0 11.8 
I 

! 30.5 
.-.- -- .. . 

I 
37 92 71.00 35.60 29.2 35 .9 19.9 ; 

.. . -.-..... -, .... " . , 
28.9 38 60 45 .00 28.20 22 .6 23 .2 12.8 

23.2 I 24 .5 
I 

29.5 39 58 48.00 28.90 1 1 .5 i .. ,- .. ". - - . - . . _ .H . ...... 

I 
; 

40 96 70.00 35.00 27 .5 14 .5 46 .8 
• • ·H • • • • • ••• 

i 

41 98 60 .00 34.00 27.3 I 30.0 14.4 
I 

35 .0 I 

. -.-. '.- ... . . -- I , 
I I 

4 2 99 62 .00 

I 
33.00 

I 
29.5 

I 
14.3 36.5 

I 
I 

4 3 92 80.00 35.60 ! 28.7 29.8 ! 14.8 I 37.0 . " .. I 

44 96 33 .50 27.0 I 35.6 15.0 I 
• • _ ... _ • • _ ., .... _ H • . ... "" I 

45 94 60.00 34 .00 27.3 I 29 .8 14.5 ! 45.5 --. .. .. I I 25.6 I 39 .8 46 66 43.00 

I 
29 .00 23 .2 

I 
12.5 

.... _ ••• • • • H ••• . ... 

47 84 62.00 35.20 

___ . _L_::~ 
30.2 

i 
14.3 45 .0 . i I .. ... . .... , ••••••• ,. •• _ •• H ' • •••••••• H •• _' H ." ••••• _ .... .... 

I 

48 104 97.50 35.30 39.0 16 .0 50.5 .. -~---- ... --- .- -... ' .. - . .... . . . ... ~ . I - '" 

49 60 46.00 29 .00 I 31 .0 12.7 37.0 



E. DETAILS OF FLAGONS. 
Measurements in ounces, fluid ounces and cms. 

NUMBER WEIGHT oz: CAPACITY fI OlS HEIGHT to Th'piece DRUM HT CIRC ; TOP BASE diam MAX Cl RC 

I I , ; 

50 64.00 29.80 I 24.7 29.2 14 .2 34.9 -- ., 

i 
. - .... 

I 
i 

51 46 38 .00 28.00 22.5 15.0 , 12.0 28.0 
...... ,_ .. " .. _- .... . ' ...... -....... . . . ... -.~ . , 

i 52 58 I . 44.00 29.00 , 23.0 26.0 j 12.2 30.0 ...... __ .... __ ." ..... _- ... ."' '". . . I 

I 
! 

53 54 40.00 27.80 22.5 26.0 i 11.8 ! 30.0 
•••••••• 'U 

54 64 
·1· 

40.00 29.00 23 .0 26.0 ! 12.5 ! 39.2 
-- -- --", .. - - ... ..... .. 

55 93 72.00 34.50 28 .0 37.0 I 14.5 i 46.0 
........... .... _ .. .. 

\ ! 

56 96 72.00 34.90 27.9 I 29.2 
, , j 

"""" ..... 

57 29.00 I 23.5 I I 12.0 , 
.. ' .. ' .... ' ... . . , 

58 89 70.00 35.60 28.6 26.3 11.8 : 30.8 
... ._ •.•. _._-,.,. -. .. ' ''', .... ,. '." '- ,. -- _ ... 

59 27.90 

I 
22 .2 I 

.. . -.. _-_._" . . .. . 

I 
28.60 23.2 

I 
59 , 

. . . ...... , ...... , 
60 34 .30 27.0 I 

; 

- ------' .... .... . .. . . .. , . 

\ 61 35.60 27 .6 , , .. -. _. . . .. 

62 I 40 .60 ! 
.. " .... _- .... _. - "., .. I 

I 
, 

63 35 .60 , 
· '. -.... - ........ .. . I 

64 33.00 14.9 
, 

· .... . . ", ... 

65 24 . 10 I 
· .--.- ,.,. 

66 26.70 I 12.7 
•• _ _ _ ••• • • A' I 

I I , 
67 28.60 I I 12.7 • t -_ .. _ ...... _ .•. "._- .... . .. -... 

I 
68 26.70 12.7 

'". --_ .. _ .... ,".".- ..... . ... -.. . .... -oo' ... 

69 34.30 I 15.2 
· .. ,,-." .. 

I 70 44.50 
•• , •• H •••• _ • 

71 33.00 14.9 . , .. _-_ ...... ~. - .. . . . 

72 34.30 15 .2 
____ L . __ --- _._ -



E. DEI AILS OF FLAGONS. 
Measurements in ounces, fluid ounces and ems. 

NUMBER WEIGHT OZl CAPACITY fI ozs HEIGHT to Th'piece DRUM HT CIRC ; TOp · BASE diam I MAX CIRC 

73 38.10 I I 17. 1 
i 

i -.. i ! 

74 31.1 I 17 . 1 
. ~ . . .. 

75 38.00 1 7. 1 
h", _ .• '_ •• ~ ..•• '._ ... .'. -.....• . . . ' . .. .. 

76 26.70 11.4 ._ .. __ .......... ,,', - ... ...... "h._ 
I 

77 31.70 I 14 .6 
---.-.. , '-

••• ••• h' • • h.,' • " .. 

I 
78 33.30 14.9 

-'-" - '---'-'- .... __ •••• - •• • _ " • • 'h' " 
_h "'._. ' 

.. 

79 50 42.00 28 .00 22.0 26.5 12 .0 28.5 
• __ • ______ •• h ••• .._ .......... -..... ~-" .. ........... , .-.. ~-., . - •..... " _.,.,,, ... 

! 
48.3 80 208 170.00 44.60 36.2 39.4 20.3 

. . ~----~. 



NUMBE~UNUSUAL FEATURES MAKER'S MARKS & POSITION 

I MPM 5387A. On handle. 

2 
. j 

3/ ! 

4 Thurn~pi~c~ & h~0dl~ with cast ~~coration. T? ( Dj. On handle. 

51 Fron~~I . ~pout IN. On handle. 

6 

7 I !=rec! !id.Q~~ !hu.rn!>p~~~~ with decor~!ion AI. On handle 

8 I Turned finial 4 ems 

91 Chairb~~k thumbpiec~ 

10 

1 1 

1 21 Flat base. O~i~inal (jr rep~~~~r11~nt unel~ar 

13 

14 

1 51 ~pout, ~i~ ~~~r ~pc>~t. ~c>u~l~ ~.t~pped lid 

16 

17 

18 

1 9 ~I~tt~~!~~p~~r~~!~~ rn~.~~C!1 r!d.Q~ 

20 ~ost weiQht in c~~~nin~ ~.5 o~ 

21 Th~rn~pi~~~ ~ h~ndle with g~~rC>0ninQ. 

2 21 ~rect thumbpie~~ with corru~ated end 

23 

24 

Worn. On handle. 

LB. Inside base. 

Unclear. Three small marks, last a "w". On handle. 

I 
EG ~A . On handle. 

B? On handle. 

I TO. Rear of thumbpi~ce. 
I 
i I Worn. ()n handle 

I R B and bird in be~ded circle Handle. 

I 

INSCRIPTION & POSITION 

"!L". ~a~~ ~f thumbpiece 

AL 1629. Under lip 

I 
I "G". On Handle. 

I 
I 

II~: ~n handle. 

I 
i E~ ~(j~~I~hannis Leel~ ...... 1671 On drum 

I 



NUMBE"UNUSUAl FEATURES 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 I ~re~t ~h~~bpie.ce. ~it~ 3 ri~Qe.~ 

33 

34 

35 

36 

37
1 

.1 
~ ~ I ~~~I!'~I !~~~P~~c~ ~~th. c'.l~! ~~cor~~ion 

39 

40 

41 

42 

~ ~ I !,!()r~~! !~~rn~P~~~~ ~i~~ ~~~! ~e.cor~tio~ 
44 

45 

46 

47 

48 

49 

MAKER'S MARKS & POSITION 

i 

I 
I Worn. On handle 
i 
I Worn. On handle 

I "A .~ ': On handle 

I"F" and other unclear letters. On handle 

I 

I 
I 
Worn. Beeded circle. On handle . .. . . . - .-

INSCRIPTION & POSITION 

IB AW Handle 

"H A " owners initials? Handle. 

"FPS" triad Thumbpiece 

Date 1620. Unclear. Handle ... . .. ~ . . "' 

16 TH 16. ~ack of thumbpiece. 



NUMBE"UNUSUAL FEATURES 

50 

51 

52 

53 

54 

55 

56 .. 

57 

.. ? ~ I ~()~! ~~i~~! i~ ~1~~nI09 
59 

59 

60 

61 

62 

63 

64 

65 

66 

67 

6~ 1 
69

1 7°1 

711 

721 

MAKER'S MARKS & POSITION 

. AI. On handle 

I 
I AT on handle. MPM 5965C 
! .. . . . . .... ~.. . 

S ? On handle 

I 
I 

INSCRIPTION & POSITION 

I ... 
WKfTWIIFORD/CHV/CH. Handle 

The Gifte of Nicholas Reade to the Church. 
.. " . 

I Robert Elkin Churchwarden 1612 

I ~x don; Edm~ndi pennye .. .. 1609. On Drum 
I 

Richardus ....... 1630. Drum 



NUMBEf UNUSUAL FEATURES MAKER'S MARKS & POSITION INSCRIPTION & POSITION 

73 I 
i 

74 I 
.. . . ... . ~ .~. . ... 

75 Parish Name. Handle . . . . 

76 Parish Name. Handle 
..... --

77 

78 Pari~h na.me. O~ thumbpiece 

79 Worn mark on handle Church name . Initials RNH Ihumbpiece 
. ~. -.. _ .. .. ...... .. .. . . -

80 i 



APPENDIX .1 

MEMBERSHIP. 

Vanesa Brett, Ralph Carter , John Douglas;" Ken 
Gordon, David Hall, Peter Hoope~, Peter Hornsby, 
James Johnsor),/ David Lamb, the late Sandy Law, 

~ " . 

David Moulson., Joh'n Richardson. , Carl Ricketts, 
\ , 

tan Robinson'; Peter Starling, Matcotm Toothill ~ -'- ' 
Peter Banyard, Roger Barnes, Andrew Ferrar, ./ ~ 

Reg Franklin, C J Gazely, John Harrison, Peter 
\. 

Hayward, 'David Hill, Glyn James, David Little, M 
Marsden: and J D Phllips, 



'The CRRO 
1. L£RUE BLANK. The serial number of the flagon will be entered by 
me in the computer 
2. The present location of the flagon and who owns it and their full 
address 
3 Measu rement in cms. From whereu er the flago n touc hes th e tabl e 
to the top of the drum 
4 Measureme nt in cms. From w here the flagon touches the ta ble to 
the top of th umbpiece. 
5. Measure ment in cms of the base. 
6 Measurement in cms. The circumference at the widest point of 
the drum. (not skirt). 
7 Meas urement in c ms, where the base or skirt touches th e ground. 
S Either flat bottom, rounded with applied skirt or some other form. 
9 I s there a lip ? Yes INo . Rdd circumference at widest point of lip. 
10 Hinge type. One, two or more stru ts in hinge. 
11. lid type. Standa rd or uariant. 
12. Is there a knop and does it uary from normal eHamples ? 
13 De scrip ti on 0 f han dl e. Norma lIy a 11 strap 11 han dl e but not e 
uaria tions . 
14 Th umbpiec e style. No te any ridg e or other decoration . 
15 Describe and if possib le copy or reproduce marks. 
16 Note where marks are found. 
17 Giue deta its of any inscrip tion, initials or en grauing. 
IS Where ins.criptions etc are found. 
19 Weight in auo ir du pois 
20 liquid ca pacity in fluid oun ces. 
21 If any information is known about where the flagon was 
pre uious Iy sit uated or if it has been in a kn own Ch urch , pub lic 0 r 
priuat e Collect ion before its p rese nt 10 cati on, pi eas e giue deta ils. 
Details of where and when a flagon has been offered for auction 
would also be helpful. 
22 I t will be my task to find out if the flagon has be en illustrated in 
an y of th e lit era ture but if such information is a uai lab le pi eas e 
complete this section. 
22 En ter any comm ents as to the conditi on of the flagon. 
23. Enter any general comments. 
24 Note if you ha ue been a ble to ta ke ph oto grap hs , or if not, 
whethe r the owne rs would a gree to the m at some later stag e. 
25 £nte r your name as t he person who recorded the flagon. 



APPENDIX III 
WEIGHT OF FlAGONS 
Actual weight as percentage of pound units. 

WEIGHT 2 Lbs 3 Lbs 4 Lbs 5 Lbs 6 Lbs 7 Lbs 13 Lbs 
37.0 116 
46.0 96 
49.0 1 02 
50 .0 1 04 . 
50.0 1 04 
51.0 1 06 
53.6 1 12 
54 .0 1 12 
54.0 1 12 
54.5 1 14 
58.0 121 9 1 
58.0 121 9 1 
58.0 121 9 1 
59.0 123 92 
60.0 125 94 
60.0 125 94 
60.0 125 94 
60.0 125 94 
61 .0 127 9 5 
62.0 97 
62.0 97 
62.0 97 
64.0 100 
64.0 100 
66.0 103 
68.0 106 
68 .0 106 
72 .0 112 90 
79 .0 123 li 
79.7 125 100 
84.0 131 105 
84.5 132 106 
85 .0 133 106 
86.0 134 108 90 
86.0 108 90 
86.4 108 90 
87.0 109 9 1 
87.5 109 9 1 
89.0 1 1 1 93 
92 .0 .1.J2 ~ 
92.0 .1.J2 96 
93.0 UQ. 97 
94.5 ~ ~ 
96 .0 120 1JUL 
96.0 UJl 100 
96.0 1.£Q 100 
96.0 UJl 1JUL 
98.0 122 li.£. 
99.0 124 l..JU... 
104.5 .1J1Jl 
109.0 1H. i..L 

208 .00 100 

All but 5 conform to + or-10% 
All conform to -5% to +25% 
Those underlined conform to more than one unit within the range of -5% and +25% 



APPENDIX IV 
ANALYSIS OF CAPACITY; 
Old English Ale standard of 20.3 fluid ounces per pint. 

Measured 
Volume (fl oz) Percentage of Old English ale capacity 

32.0 
34 .0 
38 .0 
40.0 
40 .0 
40 .0 
42.0 
41.0 
43.0 
44.0 
44.0 
44 .0 
45.0 
45.0 
46 .0 
46 .0 
46.0 
47 .0 
47.0 
48.0 
48 . 0 
48.0 
49.0 
53 .0 
60.0 
60.0 
62.0 
62.0 
62 .0 
64.0 
64.0 
65.0 
66.0 
67.0 
68 . 0 
70.0 
70.0 
70.5 
71 .0 
71 .0 
72 . 0 
72.0 
72.0 
80.0 
80.0 
80 .0 
81 .0 
85 .0 
97 .5 
106 .0 
170.0 

1.5 pints 
106 
1 1 2 

Items in bold lie within -12% to +13% tolerances. 

2 pints 

8...4. 
94 
99 
99 
99 
104 
1 0 1 
106 
109 
109 
109 
111 
1 1 1 

ll.1. 
ll.1. 
ll.1. 
.1.1..Q. 
.1.1..Q. 
1.li 
119 

1.li 
1.£1 

3 pint 

87 
99 
99 
102 
102 
102 
106 
106 
107 
109 
111 
1 1 2 
JJ...Q. 
JJ...Q. 
116 
117 
117 
119 

4 pints 8 pints 

a.z. 
87 
87 
88 
88 
89 
89 
89 
99 
99 
99 
100 
105 
1.£1 
U1 

Items underlined are outside these tolerances. 

105 



APPENDIX V 
ANALYSIS OF CAPACITY; 
Great Pint Ale standard of 22.5 fluid ounces per pint. 

Measured 
Volume (fl oz) Percentage of Great pint ale capacity 

1.5 pints 2 pints 3 pints 4 pints 8 pints 
32.0 9 5 
34 .0 101 
38 .0 1 1 2 
40.0 us.. 
40.0 us.. 
40.0 us.. 
41.0 9 1 
42.0 9 4 
43.0 96 
44.0 98 
44.0 98 
44.0 98 
45.0 100 
45.0 100 
46 .0 102 
46.0 102 
46.0 102 
47.0 104 
47.0 104 
48.0 107 
48.0 107 
48.0 107 
49.0 109 
53.0 u...a 
60.0 89 
60 .0 89 
62.0 9 2 
62.0 9 2 
62.0 9 2 
64 .0 9 5 
64.0 95 
65.0 96 
66.0 98 
67.0 99 
68.0 1 01 
70 .0 104 
70.0 104 
70.5 104 
71.0 105 
71 .0 1 05 
72.0 107 
72.0 107 
72.0 107 
80.0 89 
80.0 89 
80.0 89 
81.0 90 
85.0 94 
97.5 108 
106.0 us.. 

170.0 94 

Items in bold lie within -12% to + 130/0 tolerances. Items underlined are 
outside these tolerances. 



APPENDIX VI 
Guild Hall wine standard of 16.1 fluid ounces per pint. 

Measured 
Volume (fl oz) Percentage of Guild Hall wine capacity 

2 pints 3 pints 4 pints 5 pints 10 pints 
32.0 
34.0 
38.0 
40.0 
40.0 
40.0 
41.0 
42.0 
43.0 
44.0 
44.0 
44.0 
45.0 
45.0 
46.0 
46.0 
46.0 
47.0 
47.0 
48.0 
48.0 
48.0 
48.0 
49.0 
53.0 
60.0 
60.0 
62.0 
62.0 
62.0 
64 .0 
64.0 
65.0 
66.0 
67.0 
68.0 
70.0 
70.0 
70.5 
71.0 
71.0 
72.0 
72.0 
72.0 
80.0 
80.0 
80.0 
81.0 
85.0 
97.5 
106.0 
170.0 

99 
106 
~ 
124 
124 
124 
127 

83 
83 
85 
87 
89 
9 1 
9 1 
9 1 
93 
93 
9 5 
9 5 
9 5 
97 
97 
99 
99 
99 
99 
101 
1 1 0 

124 93 
93 
96 
9 6 
9 6 
99 
99 
101 
102 
104 
106 
109 
109 
109 
1 1 0 
1 1 0 
1 1 2 
1 l' 2 
1 1 2 
124 

100 
100 
101 
106 
1 2 1 
132 

Items in bold lie within -12% to +13% tolerances. Items underlined are 
outside these tolerances. 

106 



APPENDIX VII 
ANALYSIS OF CAPACITY: 
Henry VII wine standard of 17.7 fluid ounces per pint. 

Measured 
Volume (fI oz) 

32.0 
34.0 
38.0 
40.0 
40.0 
40.0 
41.0 
42.0 
43.0 
44.0 
44.0 
44.0 
45.0 
45.0 
46.0 
46.0 
46.0 
47.0 
47.0 
48.0 
48.0 
48.0 
48.0 
49.0 
53.0 
60.0 
60.0 
62.0 
62.0 
62.0 
64.0 
64.0 
65.0 
66.0 
67 .0 
68.0 
70.0 
70.0 
70.5 
71.0 
71.0 
72.0 
72.0 
72.0 
80.0 
80.0 
80.0 
81.0 
85.0 
97.5 
106.0 
170.0 

2 pints 
90 
9 6 
107 
1 1 3 
1 1 3 
1 1 3 
~ 
~ 
12.1. 

Items in bold lie within -120/0 
outside these tolerances 

Percentage of Henry VII wine capacity 

3 pints 

~ 
83 
83 
85 
85 
87 
87 
87 
89 
89 
90 
90 
90 
90 
9 2 
100 
1 1 3 
1 1 3 
1.1L 

to + 13% tolerances. 

4 pints 5 pints 9 pints 

88 
8 8 
90 
90 
9 2 
93 
9 5 
96 
9 9 
99 
100 
100 
100 
102 
102 
102 
1 1 3 
1 1 3 
1 1 3 
1H.. 

96 
1 1 0 
120 

107 
Items underlined are 


