
XV.— SIXTEENTH-CENTURY HERALDIC GLASS 
AT EARSDON, NORTHUMBERLAND.

By L. C. E v e t t s .

Two lancet windows of the nave of Earsdon church, 
measuring 13 ft. ins. high and 2 ft. 9 ins. wide, being the 
easternmost windows in the north and south walls, have 
since a date in the second half of the nineteenth century 
contained heraldic stained glass dating from the sixteenth 
century which conforms in all details to that formerly at 
-Hampton Court Palace. The glass comprises the full 
armorials of Henry VII and Henry VIII, the shields of arms, 
garter, crown, and motto being the same for each king; but 
made distinctive for Henry VII by the supporters which are 
a dragon on the dexter side and a greyhound on the sinister; 
and for Henry VIII by a lion on the dexter side and a dragon 
on the sinister. The glass was given to the church by the 
twelfth Lord Hastings in 1874. It was purchased by the 
tenth Lord Hastings at the Polytechnic, London,1 and was 
designed originally for window openings measuring approxi
mately 4 ft. 9 ins. high and 1 ft. 6 ins. wide with pointed 
heads of simple arched form, though it is by no means certain 
what precise position in the palace it occupied.

The glass is clearly the work of a most accomplished 
artist in his medium and all the evidence points to Galyon 
Hone who held the position of king’s glazier at the material 
.time and to whom many references are made in the Hampton 
Court accounts for stained glass of this kind. The following 
are items from the Chapter House accounts for the building 
of the great hall:2

1 Sir E. Craster, Northumberland County History, 1909, Vol. IX, p. 19.
2E. Law, History of Hampton Court Palace, London, 1885, Vol. I, p. 349.
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“ Payd to Galyon Hone, the Kynges glasiar, for glasying in 
the haull 11 syde wyndows, etc.—£20 4s. 4d.
Also in the syde windows in the haull ys serten pecys of 
harnes conteynyng 36 footes, pryce the foote 5d.—15s.
Also in the said wyndows in the haull is 30 of the Kynges 
and the Quenys armys, pryce the pece 4s.
Also 46 badges of the kynges and the Quenys, pryce the 
pece, 3s.
Also 77 scryptors with the Kynges worde, pryce the pece,
12d.
Payd to John Lyan, of London, groser, for cwt. of red-lede, 
for colaryng the barres of the hall wyndows—1 3 s .  4d.”3

The east and west windows of the hall contained “ two 
great Armys, with four beestes in them at 6s. 8d. the pece ”.4 
Likewise the bay window of the hall of forty-eight lights was 
glazed by Hone, but no indication is given in the accounts 
of the character of the glass.5 Hone also glazed forty-eight 
lights in the round arbour,6 and to judge from the heraldic 
character of the general decoration of the structure the glass 
was probably armorial, but each light was only %  ft. in 
area, and the Earsdon glass would not fit this position. Law 
states that all the windows of the Queen’s long gallery were 
richly emblazoned with the arms of the King and Queen, 
with appropriate badges, devices, and mottoes.7 This gallery, 
on the extreme eastern side of the palace site, was pulled 
down during the course of the vast alterations initiated by 
William III, and measurements of the windows are not. 
available.

A possible position for the Earsdon glass, however, was 
the lower storey of the femerell or louvre of the great hall 
which was destroyed about two centuries ago. Hone was 
paid 36s. 8d. for glazing the twelve lights of this storey, each

3 This item refers to the painting of the saddle-bars to which the leaded 
windows were attached by wires for support. The fact that they were painted 
with red lead testifies to the obvious desire to make every feature in the hall 
both colourful and decorative.

4 Law, 1, p. 350. 5 Ibid., 1, p. 351.
6 K. Harrison, Windows of King's College Chapel, Cambridge, Cambridge,

1952, p. 9; and compare Law, 1, p. 205.
7 Law, 1, p. 182.



light containing 7 ft. 4 ins. super, which area corresponds 
exactly to the measurements of the lights into which the 
Earsdon glass was fitted originally.8 All other lights in the 
hall are either too large or too small to accommodate the 
Earsdon glass, and it is significant that during the restoration 
of the hall between the years 1840 and 1846 Willement, who 
was commissioned to reglaze all the windows with painted 
glass,9 did not make use of any Tudor glass. Law, unaware 
of the .existence of the Earsdon glass and other fragments 
elsewhere, writing on the nineteenth-century redecoration of 
the hall, stated that “ not a trace of the old glass now 
remains, most of it having perished in the course of years, 
and the remnant, we may presume, being removed when the 
reglazing was carried out”.10 Willement’s glass in the great 
hall and that by him in the great watching chamber, dated 
1846, bears striking similarity to the Earsdon glass in charac
ter, and one may reasonably suppose that knowledge of some 
of the original glass of the palace influenced the treatment 
of his own work.

The glass at Earsdon had obviously suffered considerable 
damage before it was given to the church, but in the process 
of being releaded in the nineteenth century for its new 
position many and gross heraldic errors were made. The 
dragon supporters were juxtaposed, as were the lion and 
greyhound, while one whole section bearing a crown and 
upper part of a garter was fixed in the wrong window. This 
was detected by reference to the distinctive colour schemes 
of the two armorials. In one the silver staining is so heavy 
as to produce a deep yellow, while in the other the staining 
is light, resulting in a yellow not much deeper than amber. 
The greyhound had lost a front paw but happily this could 
be located at the foot of the dragon, though not without 
having suffered some mutilation. A rear paw of the lion 
supporter was in a number of pieces scattered throughout 
the windows. But perhaps the worst mutilation befell the 
dragons which, as well as being depleted, were releaded in



a most confused manner with several pieces of glass trans
ferred from one supporter to the other. Where the original 
glass was missing or thought to be missing the restorers of 
1874 had inserted odd pieces of painted glass of nineteenth- 
century date or plain glass badly chosen for its colour and 
texture.

In the autumn of 1958 the glass was removed for 
rearrangement by the writer, with the aim of replacing it in 
its original form as far as the window openings at Earsdon 
made that possible, but certainly to achieve at the same time 
some degree of heraldic accuracy. Plate XLIV shows the 
completed work.

Before the work on the rearrangement was started, an 
assessment of the original design was made. Besides the 
evidence from documents the most valuable help was to 
come from a panel of glass of undoubted sixteenth-century 
date depicting a dragon supporter in the possession of our 
member, the Rt. Hon. the Viscount Gort. The work of this 
panel had been suspected for some time as being similar to 
that of the Earsdon glass. When a close comparison was 
made the identity was clearly established. But the distinct 
value of this additional fragment lay in its virtual complete
ness, and it provided all the necessary information on the 
original form of the design.

The armorials of each king occupied a group of three 
lights, possibly a complete window of three lights, set side 
by side and separated by mullions. The centre light con
tained, the shield of arms of France and England quartered, 
surrounded by the garter and surmounted by a large crown. 
An abbreviated royal motto was painted on a scroll at the 
foot of the light in a style of lettering known as black letter, 
and behind the scroll was a green mound. Three small roses, 
two being Lancaster and York impaled, surmounted the 
garter, while two other impaled roses filled the space 
between the garter and the scroll. The flanking lights bore 
supporters holding blue banners on which were displayed 
the portcullis and rose badges. The staff of the banners lay



parallel and next to the mullions, and proceeded downwards 
to rest on a green mound shared with the supporters. The 
armorial devices in the centre light fairly filled the available 
space leaving very little room for any kind of background. 
The flanking lights, on the other hand, contained a con
siderable amount of background consisting of strips of glass 
about three inches wide set bendwise and bearing the royal 
motto in black letter, alternating with strips of similar width 
bearing stylized ornament of a very distinctive pattern 
stained yellow. The latter strips of glass and the “ pecys of 
harnes ” to which reference is made in the original accounts 
quoted above are probably identical in character. In the 
early sixteenth century the word harness was used synony
mously with ornament as a noun and verb.

The glass generally is exceptionally thin and infrequently 
is it as much as one-eighth of an inch in thickness. Never
theless the blue, which is of pot metal manufacture, is deep 
and rich in colour. There is abundant evidence that the 
glass was heavily fired yet the paint in general is no more 
than just adequately fused. In this connection it must be 
borne in mind that the relative perfection of firing which is 
enjoyed to-day has been made possible by comparatively 
recent chemical research.

Rarely in the history of stained glass has the technique of 
painting on the reverse side of the glass been exploited to the 
extent that it has in this example. In some passages the 
painting.is contrived to complement that on the principal 
side of the glass, but more generally Galyon Hone has relied 
upon a soft surface texture of much individuality and beauty.

The method by which the impaled roses of Lancaster and 
York was produced is both unexpected and interesting. 
Instead of making two semicircles, one bearing half a Lan
caster rose and the other half a York rose, whole roses of 
the respective houses were painted and fired, and afterwards 
cut vertically into two halves. This was first noticed by 
reference to two half roses of York which had common and 
distinctive buckling due to being fired on an uneven bed.



With the other impaled roses evidence was forthcoming that 
the method of painting complete roses and then dividing 
them was general.

The only armorial irregularity in the whole of the original 
design is to be found in the representation of the lions on 
the England quarters of the shields: they face the dexter, 
and their heads are not as usual in the gardant position.

In the process of releading the glass in 1874 many pieces 
were carelessly set upside down or inside out. The most 
flagrant example occurred in one of the crowns where a piece 
bearing, the centre arch was set upside down and thereby 
resulted in complete distortion of the crown’s shape. Fortu
nately, in this instance, the pieces of glass forming that part 
of the crown had not been altered and adjusted in shape, 
and it was thus a simple matter in the rearrangement of the 
glass to bring the crown back to its original form. But in a 
number of instances so much alteration had been made to 
the glass by means of grazing that recourse to the original 
design was possible only by inserting narrow strips of new 
glass here and there, or by making the lead wider.

Where fractures had occurred in the past and where the 
identity of the fragments had been lost but in 1958 identified 
and brought together again, as with the rear paw of the lion 
supporter mentioned above, the old glass was plated between 
two very thin sheets of clear glass. This method of conser
vation was used also where fractures had occurred in the 
charges upon the shields where the insertion of leads would 
have rendered them less clear.

Where it was absolutely essential to insert new glass to 
take the place of that missing, and to replace that used in the 
restoration of 1874, the date 1958 was scratched in the paint
work for clear identification in the future.
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