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Introduction Principal findings

A distinct type of English filled -in transfer Although factory marks are commonly

on pearlware appeared for a brief period in found on these wares, previously

the 1820s, during the reign of George 1V, attribution relied on initials, and in only one

made by some 17 small factories. case on a surname (Johnson, Hanley).
Predominately jugs and mugs, they stand Two dated examples are known, both

out with their brightly enamelled colouring 1823, and the initials from the marks on

on deep blue backgrounds, with transfer these two pieces have been matched with

patterns that reflect the popular taste for two Staffordshire partnerships in business
Chinoiserie at the time. Of this filled -in at this time; Baggerley & Ball of Longton

transfer type on pearlware, the most (1822 7 1836) and Lockett & Hulme of Lane
common and widely copi edEnd(@89 elB26). iOther, sBarcar factory

i n t he door 6, but a d omeernk somr esoocatalseronal |y see
patterns have been found in this genre. B6 attributed to Pountney

(1816 7 1835). However all these wares
remain relatively under -researched and
there has been no irrefutable proof for any

of these attributions, or attempts to
describe regional differences.

This research project, kindly funded by the
Transferware Collectors Club (TCC), aimed
to examine the evidence supporting current
attributions and to separate out some of
the regional differences. A detailed study

of 6Boy i n t he door 6 Oven the sourse & vmera Ithand 10 years
separate engraving styles. At first, | researching these wares and corresponding
noticed four distinct engraving types but with collectors in the UK and the US, | have
towards the end of this project while accumulated a reference source of
checking all known examples, | was examples, patterns, factory marks and
surprised to find a fifth. This rare variation related evidence, which | believe now

is used by Mayer & Newbold and the un - covers all  known varieties and
attributed O6R&HO® (bot h onfanufactuiers h off #hist genre.e s An
had already assigned to another type). exploratory article in NCS Newsletter 153

(March 2009) led to some gaps being filled

Showing how these five engraving types
by reports of other types, eg mugs as well

differ, aids attribution of unmarked ] ) .
examples of 6Boy in a dgbsorjéugts_o faousnpdecvylftihc the oJ
region and/or factory, and my findings also generally. conﬂrmed my confldgnce that |
help with attribution of other patterns. was dealing with a comprehensive set of all

known patterns of wares in this class.



One of the aims for this research project
had been to see if there was any
indisputable evidence to support existing
attributions. These had previously been
based on finding partnerships in
contemporary trade directories and other
documents, where the names matched the
initials on the factory marks. In some
cases, the probability was already high that
they were correct where there were few, if
any, other candidates in the right period
that matched those initials, eg Lockett &
Hul me f or OL&HO, or
OM&NG6. O6L&HO mar ked
best hope here, because their factory
marks included the pattern number 10 for

6Boy in the door 6, and
Camel 0. Sadly there
product -related documentation left from
any of these relatively small, obscure

manufacturers, such as pattern books or

ap &h%ra IrIegs

Nor does there seem to be reliable
anecdotal evidence from any living
descendants, despite exhaustive enquiries
including interviews on local Staffordshire
radio appealing for any living descendants
of manufacturers such as Baggerley & Ball,
or Lockett & Hulme. However it was at
least reassuring to find nothing that
contradicted the earlier assumptions.

With the lack of anything tangible to link
the assumed manufacturers with their
products, | decided to examine more

Ma'y Elc;selygihe Nr§n¥\fé)rs cln exaltnp?eg whose

wares

origin \ﬁag at Iéast bac?(e%l uf) %y other
clues or supporting evidence. | observed
clear regional dlfferences which (by

p?ocegso i e?nFnat%rﬁ 1éhd tWelgeht fio
pporté)d attrlbutlcgné and
other features that provide pointers for
attributing unmarked wares. | have found

duct | ” sable d o compelling support for the Bristol and
roduct lists with recognisable descriptions. . .
P 9 P Sunderland  attributions, and | am
Table 1. Opaque china factory marks, attributions and products
Attribution Patterns known | Types found Ho Attribution Patterns known | Types found
; Jugs, mugs, bowls Mayer &
Baggerey & Ball, | Boyin the door e
LD‘EED;”EF E’Y Unmarked vases Mewbold, Lane Jugs, many types/sizes
1822-1836 Elephant & Unmarked jugs End Boyinthe door | including
Camel 1817-1832 mask jugs
Baggerey & Ball,
Longton Mongol Jugs, mugs,
1822-1835 Huntsman spill vases B.JMyatt & Co,
Lane End Boy in the door #‘51 ‘;li:::g k
1818-1827 ey
B & Co,
unatiributed, Ladies Picking 4
Staffs Fruit uas
1820s .
Pountney & Boyinthe door | Jugs. mugs
—— Allies, Bristol Y vas. mog
v Bill, Si & Lady with L Unmarked jugs.mu
OpageeChina) o= 1816-1835 y with Lyre jugs. mugs
. Mongol Jugs, mugs
I)’Q\ ‘ - 1825-1330 Huntsman Very scarce
g | || Note omitted firat REH M .
amperzand unaftributed Boy in the door .,‘,E“r';"';‘fr:e
gl", Simpson & Mongol Jugs
o Huntsman Very scarce
1825-1830 R&H, A Chinese of Just one jug known
unattributed Rank Extremely rare
Just one spill vase with : Lady with Bird
C& F.I_, Lad_],run B-legged !us‘u'e bands and one E:mﬁute" ght and Cage - Mask jugs
unattributed chair jug known o ge E:m“hmrian ‘Seated man'
Rare pattern variant
- 7 John Carey
rdbnmmﬁ E’::;,n Jahnsan. The Duenna \| 18181825
ﬂ' ﬂEE . | Mote that ofher Boy in the door Jugs, mugs
Etoor 1818-1823 E|E‘|:|h:'l'|'t & Mask jugs 0 names match Y ug ug:
”"F" Stone Camel these initials
China”
Boy in the door Ma initials,
Lockett & Hulme, | (‘Mo 107) unattributed. s
Lane End Jugs, mugs " . . . ugs, mugs
1810-1826 Elephart & f:::ll:';nHM &M Boy in the door Very scarce
Camel (Mo 187

marked pieces.




consequently more confident in separating
out the other wares mainly to Staffordshire
and (in one pattern
and Caged6) to Swansea.
it is possible to view these wares in the
context of their likely region of
manufacture (see Index on page 18).

Because of the

in the dooroé by
compared all the transfers used for this
pattern and identified 5 distinct engraving

Historical context

o n | yhese \gareg are verydistingtive, glecorajed

ith tblHeg tragsfelp patterns, edisplaging ea
characteristic range of brightly coloured
enamels (brick -red, plum, vyellow and
green) on a cobalt blue background. The
patterns are mostly chinoiseries, reflecting

widespreag (0B ¥ ind dhy, Sobulard By King
many di f.f

er ent . tories., .
George Igl - albeit a tFew years after'it first
came to prominence. They are known in
the following forms.

types. Three of these can be associated

with  Staffordshire  manufacturers, the a Jugs (sometimes describ
fourth mainly with Sunderland (Dixon/ or o6Ciderdo jugs). Var
North Hylton), and the remaining one with and sizes known; most
Bristol (Pountney & Allies). This has led type but mask jugs were also

me to some tentative guesses as to the made by Reuben Johnson and

progression and sequence of copying of Mayer & Newbold.

this pattern by the different regions and b) Mugs. These are generally sturdy

factories. and sometimes quite large.

As part of this research project, | have c) Spill vases. These are scarce and

supplied a comprehensive set of known mainly in two patterns,

photographs, descriptions and attributions 6Mongol Hunt smand and
to the TCC database of known patterns. on vases) 6Boy i n |
Examples of the patterns described can be pattern.  Spill vases were used

viewed on that database collectively, under for holding tapers or rolled paper,

t he generic name 0blime gr Of&nt%nsférrind l2€ flame from
transfer enamel ed overglaze@repmcé(vtgéaﬁdﬂé_ may

be helpful when reading this report.

During this exercise of providing images d)  Punch bowls. These arg very rarely

and descriptions for the TCC database, f ound. Of J lfSt two kno
Michael Sack was able to identify the in the dooro patt ?r no
source print for a pattern | had previously Rose and Shamr 0_ cko
named OPipe smoker with twodadttqbe%sdea)n'ts%ne s mar ke
Michael identified the source print as A e) Toast water jugs. | am aware of

Chinese of Rank , a hand -coloured aquatint
by William Daniell, published in London in
1810. This new information supports the
previously held view that wares of this type
were made around the 1820s, a few years
after this illustration was published.

Table 1 lists known factory marks, current
attributions, patterns and types known -
and the Mark numbers quoted in this
article. This table includes updates and
additions of further types found since a
previous version appeared in my article in

NCS Newsletter 153  (March 2009).

only one of

Hunt smand pattern.

The notable thing about the above list is
that tea -wares and table wares are
completely absent; ie no tea or coffee
cups, saucers, teapots, sucriers, plates or
platters. Instead the wares seem to have
had a less -refined function. | believe they
are mostly associated with ale or cider
drinking in the early 19 ™ century, either in
public houses or for domestic use. This fits
with their relatively simple forms, the use

of earthenware rather than porcelain, and

t hese,



the fact that the quality of potting and
decoration in some cases is poor. This
variable quality is perhaps to be expected,

as some of the workforce employed were
relatively unskilled i including children as
young as 10 years old.

One of the dated examples, a jug
attributed to Baggerley & Ball, has the
inscription 6John Hust v
182306. I have checked
records of Windsor Castle of this period,
and they have no record of the name
OHust witéo. It i s actu
OWindsor Castled refers
this name, and John Hustwit may well have
been the proprietor. In this period there

Boy in the door:

The five pattern types

i Mil es Mason O0Boy in the Do
were many public houses named OWindsor
Castleodo, all over Englangpne of the earliest versic
A porcelain jug in a similar filled -in transfer doord was produced by Mile
design, attributed to Rathbone, is known which | believe was copied by the

with the inscription
Neapat Pagnell / Buclis
refers to the proprietor of the Dolphin Inn,
known to be trading at the address of High
Street, Newport Pagnell in Bucks
(Buckinghamshire) in the early 19 th
century. The idiosyncratic spelling on the

jug is probably the result of being
transcribed by a poorly educated worker.

The association of these wares with ale or
cider drinking perhaps explains why they
have not, until now, been paid the same
amount of research and collector attention
as higher quality wares. However, beauty
is in the eye of the beholder and |
personally find these wares attractive and
colourful, exciting to collect because of the
scarcity of factories and patterns, and very
much worth a closer look.

The regions currently assumed to have
produced these wares are Staffordshire,
Bristol, Sunderland and Swansea. In line

with the general trend of pearlware output

of the early 19 ™ century, the majority
would have come from Staffordshire -
predominately the Longton/Lane End
locality.

6 6 | mangfadtureesr eovem®ad |inp Hhisn kepoit.n n
1 8These . lateT hengsavefsr ada bahanges

including reversing the original image and
splitting it to create two different panels -
the lake with buildings in the distance has

been moved and incorporated into the
second panel (side 2) . |
version (on a teapot with impressed mark
60. M. Masono i n Nor wi ¢ch C

collection) shows the seated figure as a
lady with left arm raised, another lady who
is missing in our later copies, and a second
boy who grows taller by the time he
appears in wares by Baggerley & Ball etc.

Checking the engraving on known
examples, both from my collection and
those seen in other collections or for sale
on the internet, has resulted in five distinct

pattern types being found
door 6. These show regi on:e
the transfers wused by Staffordshire,

Sunderland and Bristol manufacturers. The

key feature distinguishing the specific
pattern type is the thistle on the front
6union symbol & section,
differences, shown in Table 2 (opposite)
and described below.

bu



Table 2. Boy in the door engraving type characteristics

Factories
using each




Type | 06JCo mar ked 1 wkhneGarey?
Longton, Staffs (1818 I 1828)
Type | engraving is the most convincing in
terms of style. The oriental figures have There are a couple of other contenders for
flowing movement, similar to those on the 6JC6 initials (Mark 1
the Miles Mason design. The thistle is period, but John Carey is, | believe, the
distinctive, being the most botanically most likely. As the engraving type is that
accurate. used by Baggerley & Ball, I am confident
with the Staffordshire attribution. No other
This is known on war es pattétasiate Rndwn WitBt&iPsmark.
L6 (Mark 1) attributed to Baggerley & Ball,
and on wares marked éJCa_yp?Hrobably John
Carey, see Mark 15).
The oriental figures are relatively
This  unmarked, un - naively and stiffly drawn, and may
gnamel!ed e>.<ample is therefore have been copied from
Interesting as It appears Type | by a subsequent engraver.
to have been intended The distinguishing feature of the
to be left un  -enamelled. Type Il engraving is the flower  -like
Does this represent one motif either side of the union symbol
of the earliest examples with five circles surrounding a central
of 6Boy in the dooro? circle (see fourth row on  Table 2 ).
Baggerley & Ball wares On the other engraving types, there
are the most often are only four surrounding circles
found of this type; they arranged in a cruciform shape. In
are also the most addition, the base of the thistle
common of this genre. flower head is smooth rather than
Baggerley & Ball, Longton, Staffs spiky as in Type I
(1822 7 1836)
_ _ _ Lockett & Hulme, Lane End, Staffs
Jugs from thlg factory in Boy in the door (1819 i 1826)
pattern are quite common. Less frequently
other wares are found. Unmarked spill This engraving type is the only one seen on
vases in 6Boy in the do¥Wadesar emagtkierdi p @t &bl &EO (M
to Baggerley & Ball by their engraving and pattern number 06100), attr
enamelling, as are rare punch bowls in this & Hul me. A 6Boy in the do

pattern; one of which (in the Nancy Pogue

8 and dated 1823 is illustrated in Rodney

collection) has the factory Mark 1 on the Ha mp s o nLongton Potters 1700 -1865,
base. page 190. Other patterns: Elephant &

i _ o Came | (6L&H/ LEO Mar k 8
A 6Boy in the doorod Ju918vxé|)t_h Mark 1 and
dat ed 1823 i s Kknown; t he 6John Hust wit/
Wi ndsor Castl ebd exampl e illustrated i n

Go d d e fldstsated Encyclopedia of British
Pottery and Porcelain , page 14.

Ot her patterns: Mongol
mark 2, also often unmarked) and Elephant

& Camel (only unmarked examples known,
attributable by handle and spout shape).
Page 13 shows a
marked example in this pattern.

Mayer & Newbold, Lane End, Staffs
(1817 17 1832)

HThis is sthe anost {regue® Bypel an wares
attributed to Mayer & Newbold (Mark 9),
although they also used engraving Type 1.
Others patterns are known, but without the

compar i sahinoisesé $tyle amadnwithdd- nfuehdsmaller

enamel colour range.

Wi



