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SOME EXAMPLES OF MEDIEVAL DOMESTIC
PEWTER FLATWARE (Fig. 7; PL. viu, B)

Pewterware was probably being made in London by the second half of the 13th century,
albeit on a very small scale when compared with the output later in the medieval period. The
pewterers’ need for the Ordinances of 1948 implies significant activity prior to that date.
Very few pewter objects of the 13th and 14th centuries survive; the only 1tems certainly from
the period are priests’ funerary chalices and patens of very inferior quality pewter.?
Therc are a few other ecclesiastical pieces such as the Ludlow and Weoley Castle cruets,® and
a few domestic spoons may be from this period; these are not all certainly of English
manufacture, however.

Until recently it was believed that no domestic flatware had survived from the period
prior to 1400. This view was supported by the lack of written evidence for domestic pewter
ownership at this time even at the highest social levels and the recognized lack of durability of



FIG. 7
PEWTER FLATWARE

Above: saucer, from Southampton; below: plate, from Weoley Castle.
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pewterware in frequent use. Stylistic classification has been made difficult by the fact that
flatware from the medieval period is not clearly enough depicted in manuscripts for detailed
stylistic treatment to be applied and that nothing is known of any marking of pewter, so
convenient in studies of post-medieval pewter. It has therefore been difficult to recognize
early examples from the collections which contain medieval items. Recent studies have
changed the picture significantly and it is the purpose of this note to suggest that at least five
items of domestic pewter flatware from the late 15th and 14th centuries are extant.

The recovery of pewter from stratified deposits in archaeological excavations has been
the best hope for clarifying the situation and the lack of such contextual data on the Weoley
Castle material® is tantalizing. Recent excavations in Southampton and Leicester have
brought to light two examples which have in common a particular angled-bead type of rim
reinforcement; this 1s shared by three examples from the Weoley Castle collection. It is
suggested that this rim form was typical of the period from the end of the 14th century and
into the 14th century; the recently excavated items have firm dates in this period and the
known history of the occupancy of Weoley Castle makes the assignment of the three to this
period entirely feasible. All five have been found to be of high-quality copper-hardened
pewter with very low lead content, a quality embodied in the ‘fine’ pewter specification of the
1348 Ordinances.

The five items are now briefly described and illustrated and alloy compositional data,
obtained by a XRF analytical procedure described elsewhere,’ are given.

1. Small saucer (diameter 125 mm) excavated in Southampton, dated by context to ¢. 1290 (Mus. acc.
no. 163.206). Michaelis, writing a special note on it in the excavation report,® commented on its unique
(in his experience) rim form. The other notable feature of its construction is the narrow rim. (Fig. 7,
top). Pewter composition: Tin 96.7%, Copper 2.93%, Lead 0.39%.

2. Small saucer (diameter 130 mm) from Weoley Castle (Mus. acc. no. WC 305) in very fragmentary
condition. It is almost identical in form to the Southampton saucer. (Not illus.). Pewter composition:
Tin 96.4%, Copper 3.74%, Lead 0.05%.

3. Plate (diameter 188 mm) from Weoley Castle (Mus. acc. no. WC 301) with a relatively deep recess
and a raised central boss. It has a narrow rim like the saucers with angled-bead reinforcement (Fig. 7,
bottom). Pewter composition: Tin 92.6%, Copper 6.51%, Lead 0.66%.

4. Plate (diameter 187 mm) from Weoley Castle (Mus. acc. no. WC 307), very similar to no. 3 above.
(Not illus.). Pewter composition: Tin g6.4%, Copper 2.07%, Lead 1.65%.

5. Rim fragment, all that remains of an item found at the Augustinian Friary site in Leicester in a
14th-century context (Find no.A 389.1973/373).7 It too is narrow and shares the angled-bead
reinforcement. The shape of the remainder of the object cannot be known. (Not illus.). Pewter
composition: Tin g7.3%, Copper 2.30%, Lead 0.31%.

A remarkable coincidence is the occurrence of struck letter P marks on the Southampton
saucer and on the saucer (No. 2, WC 305) from Weoley Castle. The details of the letters
(Pl. vy, B) are similar but not identical. Michaelis speculated on the significance of the mark
on the Southampton saucer but came to no conclusion as to whether it was an ownership
mark or a pewterer’s mark. The appearance of so similar a mark on the saucer from Weoley
Castle, 180 km from Southampton, points towards the latter; the minor differences may be
explained in terms of the use of two different punches made to a common design but with
slight variation in detailed execution. The explanation of the occurrence of the saucers at the
two localities probably lies in their having been traded from a common source, in all
likelihood in London.

This parallel in marking enables the Weoley Castle saucer (No. 2, WC 305), and with
some justification the remaining items from there having the same narrow rim and angled-
bead rim reinforcement, to be placed in the same broad date range as the Southampton
saucer, on either side of 1300. The Leicester rim is thought to be from the first halfof the 14th
century. It is suggested therefore that these stylistic features are common to late 13th- and
early 14th-century domestic flatware (perhaps ¢. 1275—¢. 1350).
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THE 13t5-CENTURY ROOF OF THE CHAPEL OF THE
HOSPITAL OF ST THOMAS-UPON-THE-EASTBRIDGE
CANTERBURY (Fig. 8)

In our article on crown-post and king-strut roofs in SE. England, a third king-strut roof
in Canterbury was mentioned, over the chapel of the Hospital of St Thomas-upon-the-
Eastbridge.! This roof has now been measured and a perspective drawing is published here
(Fig. 8).

g The roofis in four bays though it is just possible that there may have been a further bay
on the east. All the common trusses of the roof have single collars and scissor-braces that lap
over each other (for clarity, only one truss is shown in the drawing), while the principal
trusses have king-struts with two tiers of collars and the collar-purlin tenoned into them.
There are also two pairs of braces up to the soulaces and the collar-purlin as well as pairs of
braces coming down from the king-struts on to the collar-purlin.

The second bay from the west has been constructed differently to take a contemporarily
constructed spirelet, and there is additional timber-work and bracing (from corbels) below to
help to support this. The octagonal plan of the upper part of the spirelet (i.e. the part that
projected out above the roof) has been destroyed, perhaps in the 18th century. The opposing
posts of the spirelet have scissor-bracing and external tension-bracing. Pegged
mortice-and-tenon joints are used on abutting members together with half-lap joints on
crossing timbers. The most notable joint, however, for which no parallel has yet been found,
is a tenon-joint which has been notched and held tight by a wedge driven in by its side
(opposite the notch). This joint, which is used at the bases of all the king-struts, effectively
suspends the tie-beam and thereby relieves it of some of its load. The same notched-tenon
joint is also used at the base of all the eight posts of the spire.

The transition from notched-lap to tenon-and-mortice jointing is something that was
taking place fairly generally in SE. England during the 13th century, so one should perhaps
expect to find other examples of this sort of joint. Only one other surviving spire of this





