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Editors Comments

I was contacted recently by a CCI member, who said he had a substantial article
on the Staunton Chessmen, which was part of a larger project. So we decided to
produce this magazine issue dedicated to Howard Staunton and the iconic
Staunton Chessmen, with this intriguing article as the main focus.
I know there are many Staunton enthusiasts out there who will enjoy reading
this issue, but to those members who like to see a variety of chess designs, I
assure you we will be back to normal in the next issue.
Send in your comments to the editor either via the magazine website (See back
page) or directly to: jimjoannou1@virginmedia.com

Front Cover
Howard Staunton. (1810 – 1874)

Members Section
It is with regret that we have heard of the passing of yet another CCI member.
London Chess Dealer Garrick Colman died in February this year. An obituary
by Frank Cameratta can be found here:
http://www.chess-museum.com/remembering-garrick-coleman-by-frankcamaratta.html
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Howard Staunton’s Chessmen.

©

By Marc Loost
This essay is an extract of a larger work in preparation that relates to what might be called the
“Staunton Chessmen Venture.” By this term I refer to the commercial arrangements or
collaborative venture entered into by several individuals who, commencing in 1849, sought to
introduce a new design or pattern of chessmen to compete with and replace the several patterns
of chessmen then in use in Britain and elsewhere. This now famous pattern of chessmen, which
still bears the name of Howard Staunton, was launched (first offered for sale to the public) in
London on 29th September 1849.

Figure 1. Staunton Chessmen, early 1849, stained ivory, standard size.
The aim of the essay is to review the controversy about who designed this pattern of chessmen
and, in the table below, to summarize some of the early relevant events. The three individuals
who are usually associated with the design of the Staunton Chessmen are: (1) Nathaniel Cooke
(1810—1879), the proprietor of the copyright of the design; (2) John Jaques (1795—1877), the
manufacturer of the Staunton Chessmen in ivory and wood; and (3) Howard Staunton (1810—
1874), the British chess champion and chess author who lent his name and prestige to the
Chessmen and promoted their usage mainly through his chess column in the very successful
weekly newspaper, the Illustrated London News.
When they were launched on 29th September the Staunton Chessmen were offered in three
different materials and in various sizes. The Chessmen were made either of ivory or of wood
(boxwood and ebony) or of a ceramic material called “Wedgwood Carrara” – so named because
made by Wedgwood and Sons of Etruria, Staffordshire and claimed to look like Italian Carrara
marble. The Chessmen in Wedgwood Carrara have survived in negligible quantities, perhaps
because of their fragility or because not many were manufactured, although, as we shall see, they
were advertised for sale at least until December 1854. The significance of the Chessmen in
Wedgwood Carrara in this essay lies only in the fact, which, tends to be forgotten, that John
Jaques was not the exclusive manufacturer of the Staunton Chessmen.
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The early Staunton Chessmen were usually accompanied by a box (made either of mahogany or
carton pierre). Also included was an introductory booklet on chess that Howard Staunton had
written especially for this purpose. Some six weeks after the launch, a folding leather chess board
was added as an accessory. It was ornamented with carton pierre to match the aforementioned
box of the same material. Carton pierre resembled papier maché but was composed of a mixture
of paper pulp, glue and whiting (gypsum powder) that was heated and compressed in a mould.
The manufacturer and supplier of the carton pierre box and folding chess board was William
Leuchars (c.1805 -1876), a London manufacturer of dressing cases, &c and a vendor of fancy
goods at 38 Piccadilly. He was probably a participant in the Staunton Chessmen Venture, in
which Nathaniel Cooke and Howard Staunton were the first two essential participants. By virtue
of his copyright, Cooke had a three-year monopoly in controlling the use of the design and in
preventing the unauthorised imitation of the design. John Jaques was probably a participant,
having been granted a manufacturing licence by Nathaniel Cooke.
The controversy about who designed the Staunton Chessmen is of very recent origin. It did not
exist during the lives of Cooke, Staunton and Jaques – perhaps because the question who
designed the Staunton Chessmen simply was of little importance to the public and possibly even
to the participants in the Venture. Cooke certainly did not publicise his role as the sole
proprietor of the design. Until my research some thirty years ago, his identity and role was well
concealed by the misspelling of his surname as “Cook” in the drawing that accompanied the
application to register the design under the Ornamental Designs Act, 1842, which must be
studied to understand the Staunton Chessmen Venture. It also was not realised that the 1842 Act
did not require Cooke to be the author of the design; he could be the proprietor by having
commissioned or purchased the design from the author. Thus, Cooke could have become the
proprietor of the design as security for his agreement to finance the manufacture of the
chessmen that the author had conceived. To qualify for registration under the 1842 Act, a
design had to be new and original and not previously published. Any subsequent transfer of the
copyright had to be made in a prescribed format and to be recorded at the Designs Registry. No
such transfer was made during the life of the copyright, which expired on 1st March 1852. The
grant of a licence to manufacture the Chessmen was not a transfer of the proprietorship. Thus,
Nathaniel Cooke remained the proprietor of the copyright until it expired. After that, there was
nothing to transfer. His last Will made no mention of anything related to chess.
John Jaques never claimed to be the designer of the Staunton Chessmen or to be anything other
than the manufacturer of the Staunton Chessmen in ivory and wood. If he had been the
designer of the Staunton Chessmen, he easily could have registered their design, controlled their
usage, manufactured and sold them – all without any participation by Cooke or Staunton,
Leuchars or Wedgwood and Sons
Howard Staunton never claimed to be the designer of the Chessmen, but neither did he disclaim
this role. As we shall see below, it appears that neither Staunton nor Jaques nor Cooke did
anything to dissuade others from asserting that Staunton was the designer and that they were
“Staunton’s chessmen.”
The controversy arose only in the 20th century when chessmen became “collectables.” Collectors
of chessmen began to take interest in the design and provenance of this popular pattern and its
variants, and some sought to have us believe that John Jaques’ role was greater than that of
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manufacturer of the Staunton Chessmen in ivory and wood. It seems evident, however, that,
during the nineteenth century, the informed public must have assumed that Staunton was the
designer of the Chessmen. This assumption would have arisen quite naturally, because
Staunton’s name and promotional activity were so closely associated with the Chessmen.
Indeed, until the 20th century, nothing was done to disclaim this assumption or the repeated
advertised statements by John Jaques’s own selling agents that Staunton was the designer of the
authorised Staunton Chessmen. Figures 2 and 3 below are two such similar advertisements. The
first (Figure 2) was repeated about four times every year from 1850 to December 1854 in
several newspapers and thereafter only occasionally until the last time in February 1858 (Figure
3). Subsequently, the text was abbreviated but retained the same meaning by referring to
“Staunton’s Chessmen.”

Figure 2. Advertisement Oxford

Chronicle and Reading Gazette
24 Nov. 1849, p. 2, col. 2

Figure 3. Advertisement Oxford
Chronicle and Reading Gazette,
6 Feb. 1858, p. 3, col. 3

Cooke was the pivotal person in this Venture, because he was the proprietor of the copyright
and was a 25% proprietor of the Illustrated London News, the majority 70% of which was owned
by his brother-in-law, Herbert Ingram, and the remaining 5% by William Little, who was Herbert
Ingram’s brother-in-law. Howard Staunton, the chess editor of this newspaper, was their
employee. The Staunton Chessmen were launched by publicity in this newspaper.
It seems very unlikely, however, that Cooke designed the Chessmen or even instigated this
Venture. There is no evidence whatsoever that Cooke played chess or had any interest
(intellectual or commercial) in chess or chessmen until the Venture was conceived. He was a
printer by training and had become a newspaper publisher only in 1842. He had been in business
with Ingram as a printer, stationer, bookseller and newspaper vendor in Nottingham. From 1835
until 1841, he had earned his livelihood in Nottingham mostly as a regional sales agent of the
successful (but somewhat notorious) patent medicine known as Morison’s Pills. In 1840, Ingram
and Cooke concocted their own cure-all patent medicine called Parr’s Life Pills which was
claimed to cure the same eighty illnesses as Morison’s Pills, including cholera, leprosy, smallpox
and paralysis. In November 1841, they were joined by Thomas Roberts (a Manchester
pharmacist) in a new partnership called Thomas Roberts and Co., which continued in business in
Crane Court, Fleet-street until 1859.
Cooke’s agreement to organise this rather quixotic Venture was probably given reluctantly. For
Cooke, the Venture was a distraction from his wish to expand the book-publishing side of the
partnership. The Venture was quixotic, because at that time there was little demand for any
innovation in the design of chessmen. The existing patterns of chessmen were satisfactory and
5
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had not been modified since the introduction of the Edinburgh pattern at least fifteen years
before by a chess-playing Scottish nobleman who was a naval officer and politician. To succeed,
a new pattern of chessmen would somehow have to supersede well-established patterns. Chess
players, chess clubs and coffee houses would have to be persuaded to invest in new chessmen
that they might not need. There was little incentive for any manufacturer of chessmen to risk his
capital in innovation, because the demand for chessmen (especially refined and expensive
chessmen) was still quite limited. Any successful new design would soon be widely copied.
Copyright protection was restricted in scope, very short in duration and difficult to enforce.
Competition among local makers of chessmen was fierce. London did not have a shortage of
turners. The 1849 Post Office London Directory identified seventy-four ivory turners working in
London who were in business for themselves. Of these, twenty-seven ivory turners, including
John Jaques, identified themselves as turners of both ivory and hardwood. Most manufacturers
made chessmen only as a sideline to their main business as manufacturers of dressing cases, work
boxes and other wooden products of practical use. In contrast to the seventy-four ivory turners
so named, this Post Office Directory identified only seven ivory carvers.
For the above reasons, the introduction of a new desirable pattern of chessmen might achieve
success only somewhat gradually, unless the new pattern possessed a special intangible advantage
of glamour beyond mere greater elegance, utility and novelty. The early success of the Staunton
Chessmen suggests that they did have this valuable advantage. The person who provided this
impetus at the launch was Howard Staunton. He did this by contributing his name, his fame, his
signature, his authentication and the force of his promotional position as a leading chess
journalist. Within three years of their launch, the Staunton Chessmen became so fashionably
prestigious that they were often offered as prizes to the winners of chess matches and other
competitions.
The sole known documentary evidence of Cooke’s association with the Staunton Chessmen is
his name (misspelled “Cook” as it often was) on the drawing that accompanied the application
for a copyright under the Ornamental Designs Act, 1842.

Figure 4. Registration drawing in BT 43/57/58607. Courtesy of The
National Archives (Kew, UK.). All rights reserved.
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That drawing (shown in Figure 4 above) named his business address as 198 Strand, which was at
the junction of this roadway with Milford Lane. The building at that address was occupied by
the offices of the Illustrated London News . Cooke and Ingram were the leaseholders and ratepayers of that building.
The person responsible for the misspelling of Cooke’s name was presumably Jabez Hare, the
engineering draughtsman and agent for patents and registration of designs whose office was at
the address named at the bottom left of the drawing. The mistake was made either because of
Hare’s carelessness or because Hare had been commissioned on Cooke’s behalf by someone
other than Cooke. The drawing also shows that Cooke sought a copyright only for articles in
Class 2, which applied only to articles made primarily of wood. In 1849, the 1842 Act did not
offer copyright protection for articles in ivory, bone or porcelain. Application was not made for
a copyright in Class 4 (which covered earthenware), perhaps because the Chessmen in
Wedgwood Carrara were not made of earthenware.
The registration certificate that the Designs Registry delivered to the proprietor prescribed a
registration mark that had to be shown on every article manufactured claiming to be registered
under the Act, i.e. each of the thirty-two pieces of a chess set. The purpose was to give public
notice that the article was registered and to indicate the precise date of the registration. The
registration mark that was actually affixed to the first batch of Staunton Chessmen is shown in
Figure 5 below. This mark was not in compliance with the Act, because it omitted the letter “S”
which denoted 1849, the year of the registration. It was an offence to affix a non-complying
registration mark to any article. It was also an offence to claim that an article was registered when
it was not registered.

Figure 5. Underside view of early 1849 ivory Staunton Chessmen of
standard size. Registration marks (with missing code letter “S”) still
attached to 30 pieces. Stamps of “J. Jaques” and “London” on underside
of the King. Crown stamped on top of Knight and Rook. Same set as in
Figure 1.
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We do not know why and when the participants in the Venture first came together. Leuchars
and Wedgwood and Sons could have been late joiners. Cooke and Staunton had known each
other since at least February 1845, when Staunton had assumed responsibility for the chess
column of the Illustrated London News. However, there is no reason to believe that Cooke and
Jaques were acquainted until shortly before, or shortly after, the design of the Staunton
Chessmen was registered on 1st March 1849. Cooke did not reside in London until 1842 at the
earliest, and at the time he had no apparent familial or cultural links with Jaques. Instead, it was
probably through Staunton that Cooke was introduced to John Jaques. Staunton and Jaques had
a close mutual friend in Robert Hastings, who at 13 Carey Street, London, had published (and
presumably financed) the first six volumes of Staunton’s magazine, the Chess-player’s Chronicle.
Jaques’ only daughter would soon marry Hasting’s only son. Many years later (in January 1860)
Cooke’s eldest daughter would marry John Jaques’s only son. This son, John Jaques Jr., would
become a trustee of Cooke’s testamentary estate.
To understand the relevant events that occurred shortly before and after the launch of the
Staunton Chessmen, it is useful to review them in the following chronological table. Prominence
is given to relevant advertisements, which heretofore have not received sufficient attention.
Except for the advertisements in the Illustrated London News, which are quoted from my own
volumes, the advertisements may be found in the excellent website of the British Newspaper
Archive, by courtesy of the British Library.
Date of
Event
1 March
1849

8 Sept 1849

Description of Event
Nathaniel Cook/Cooke, a publisher and a founding 25% proprietor of the Illustrated
London News (“ILN”), acting through a professional designs agent, obtained a three-year
copyright under the Ornamental Designs Act, 1842 for a design of chessmen (not yet
named the Staunton Chessmen) of which he was the sole proprietor. The design could
qualify for registration only if new and original and not previously published. The
copyright only covered the chessmen that were carefully depicted in the registration
drawing and only protected chessmen made in wood (not ivory or bone). The registration
may have been made only for its publicity value. The Staunton Chessmen were the first
chessmen to be registered under the 1842 Act. To obtain extra protection against imitation
of the design, recourse was had to a complex system of marking and labelling, such as was
used in marketing patent medicines, but not chessmen. Staunton’s signature on each label
authenticated the genuineness of the Staunton Chessmen that were made by the two
authorised manufacturers.. Howard Staunton was the chess editor of the ILN. In this
important weekly newspaper the Staunton Chessmen would be publicised in Staunton’s
chess column and advertised by the other participants in the Staunton Chessmen Venture.
This was one of the first British product promotions endorsed by a sport celebrity.
During the period from 1st March to 29th September 1849, it is likely that Nathaniel
Cooke made the arrangements with Howard Staunton, John Jaques, William
Leuchars and Wedgwood and Sons by which the Staunton Chessmen and their
accessories would be named, produced, labelled, publicised, advertised, sold and
distributed. Each of these participants would then make arrangements to fulfil his
own role in the Staunton Chessmen Venture.
The Staunton chess column prematurely announced the forthcoming “Staunton
Chessmen” without, however, explaining why the Chessmen were so named, and without
describing the chessmen and their accessories or where they might be obtained. The
readers of the chess column must have known or assumed that the name was that of
Howard Staunton, but until 6th November many were left guessing why the chessmen were
named after the editor of this chess column. By then, however, well-informed persons
8
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already knew that Staunton had designed the chessmen.
22 Sept 1849 The Staunton chess column provided the first indication of where the Staunton Chessmen
might be seen and purchased. This was the office of Staunton’s own Chess Player’s
Chronicle.(CPC). No mention made of Jaques, the manufacturer of the Chessmen in ivory
and wood or of the other manufacturer, Wedgwood and Sons.
29 Sept 1849 The Staunton chess column announced the launch of the Staunton Chessmen declaring
that they were “incomparably superior to any others we have ever seen.” First mention of
Jaques, who was identified as the manufacturer. Leuchars and unidentified “chess-boardmakers” in London were said to be retail sources of the chessmen. The lack of specific
information about retail sources of the Chessmen caused a flood of inquiries addressed to
Staunton concerning the whereabouts of the Chessmen.
29 Sept 1849 First advertisement (in the ILN) of the “registered” Staunton Chessmen available for
purchase in various sizes and prices in ivory, wood (box and ebony) and “Wedgewood
[sic] Carrara” and sold in box of either mahogany or carton pierre with text by author of
Chess-player’s Handbook [i.e. Staunton]. Unclear who placed this advertisement, which
named only Leuchars and neglected to mention Jaques. Staunton identified as the author
of the text-book but not named directly.
13 Oct 1849 The Staunton chess column for the first time identified H. Staunton’s signature as
authenticating the genuineness of the “new pattern” of chessmen. First mention of
Leuchars’ folding leather chess board ornamented in carton pierre “to be ready in a few
days.” The folding chess board, however, was not available for purchase until 13th
December.
20 Oct 1849 The Staunton chess column disparaged manufacturers of chessmen and current patterns of
chessmen in stating: “For most part, the Chess-men intended for play (we say nothing of
the merely ornamental ones, such as Flaxman’s or the Oriental gimcracks) have been
designed by the manufacturers alone; and they, knowing nothing of the requirements of
the game, have given us patterns as ugly and as inappropriate as could well be conceived.
The first attempt to combine utility with something like beauty of form was made a few
years back in the ‘Edinburgh Men.’ These were evidently designed by a player; and, with
them, we have found very difficult combinations much less confused and perplexing than
with the other men in use. Unfortunately, however, they want stability. In the leading
pieces, the base is too small for the pillar, and one is in constant fear of their toppling
over.....”
3 Nov 1849
The Staunton chess column mentioned Lund as another retail source of Staunton
Chessmen. William Lund was a London manufacturer of chessmen.
6 Nov 1849
Long articles were published in the Morning Herald and the Evening Standard by an
unidentified writer (as was then usual in news reports) announcing and praising the details
of the new Staunton Chessmen. They also sought to explain that the Chessmen were
published “under the auspices of Mr. Staunton, who observing their manifest superiority
over the old figures in ordinary use, not only as works of art, but in the more practical
necessities of convenience, has vouchsafed the guarantee of his name and
recommendation; and his royal approval will, no doubt, have its due weight in
encouraging their circulation in chess circles.” These articles and others (the Morning
Chronicle on 8th November 1849 and The Times on 9th November 1849) served as
templates for similar but shorter notices in seven other British newspapers in 1849 and
1850.
13 Nov 1849 The Liverpool Mercury reported on a meeting of the Liverpool Chess Club at which it was
resolved that a gift should be made to the club’s departing secretary of “a set of large ivory
chessmen, of the pattern designed by Mr. Staunton....” The article was reprinted in the ILN
of 17th November. The latter was seen in Paris, France, where, in its December 1849 issue,
the chess magazine, La Régence, Journal des Échecs, reported at p. 369 that the Liverpool
chess club upon the departure of its secretary had given him an ivory set of chessmen
“dans le modèle désigné par M. Staunton.”
17 Nov 1849 Advertisement in the Daily News. Its text was essentially same as the first advertisement
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24 Nov 1849

After 20 Oct
1849

13 Dec 1849

15 Dec 1849

29 Dec 1849

1 June 1850

19 June
1850

of 29th Sept, except that Leuchars was replaced with “MESSRS JAQUES, Hatton-garden
and all dealers in turnery.“ It was presumably intended to benefit Jaques and
counterbalance the advertisement of 29th Sept, but it still failed to correctly identify
Jaques’ role as manufacturer and wholesale supplier. It mentioned Staunton’s text book
and the “unique” carton pierre box but omitted naming Leuchars. It is unclear who placed
this advertisement, which was not repeated. As of this date, no advertisement had
identified any retail sources of the chessmen other than three in London.
Advertisement placed in the Oxford Chronicle and Reading Advertiser by Spiers & Son
(sales agents named in a subsequent Jaques advertisement on 28 Sept 1850) stating (in
part): “TO CHESS PLAYERS. SPIERS & SON respectfully invite an inspection of their
large Stock of CHESSMEN & BOARDS comprising among other varieties the new and
elegant set designed by H. Staunton, Esq., the celebrated chess player; the Club Chessmen
and Boards used by the St. George’s and other Clubs, the Edinburgh and other
descriptions, in ivory, bone, wood, and Carrara....” This advertisement was carried in four
newspapers that served Oxford and the surrounding counties and was repeated several
times each year until December 1854 and occasionally thereafter, the last time being in
February 1858 (see Figures 2 and 3 above).. Thereafter, to make space for newer
products, this description was abbreviated to “Staunton’s Chessmen. ” At least two other
Jaques sales agents regularly used the terms “Staunton’s Chessmen” to imply that the
chessmen were Howard Staunton’s own chessmen.
Following the receipt of a letter dated 20 October 1849 from an unnamed London
correspondent, the Berliner Schachzeitung at p. 378 informed the German public that “...
der englische Chess-Matador Staunton, nachdem er in theoretischer und practischer Weise
das Spiel so ungemein gehoben, nun seine Aufmerksamheit der Verbesserung der
Schachfiguren zugewendet und ein Spiel hergestellt hat, das die jetzt gebrauchten bald
ganz verdrängen wird. Die vorzuge sind Dauerhaftigkeit, bequeme Grősse, schőne
Ausdrucksfolle Zeichnung und – für England wenisgstens – billiger Preis.....”
Advertisement in the Morning Chronicle by William Leuchars announcing his folding
chess board (ornamented with carton pierre) for the Staunton Chessmen. This
advertisement was repeated seven times in the next thirty days, presumably to make up
for the delay in the launch of this board, which had been produced to match the carton
pierre box designed by Joseph Lionel Williams. The carton pierre elements were probably
produced by George Jackson & Sons, the London specialists in this material.
The Staunton chess column stated that “the Staunton Chess-men in the beautiful material
called Carrara are manufactured by Messrs Wedgwood, of Staffordshire. You may obtain
them, we believe, at 27, King William-street.” This was the address of Staunton’s CPC.
In the next months, in Staunton’s chess column mentioned Wedgwood Carrara another
eight times until the last time on 8 June 1850.
Advertisement in the ILN. Possibly John Jaques’ first advertisement of the Staunton
Chessmen, but perhaps placed by Cooke. It mentioned Wedgwood Carrara and Staunton’s
Text-book. This advert was repeated four times, last on 12th Oct 1850, when Wedgwood
Carrara would be named for the last time in any ILN advertisement, although it would be
named in advertisements by retail vendors in other newspapers until February 1858.
Advertisement in the ILN perhaps placed by Jaques quoting four favourable newspaper
notices of the Staunton Chessmen in the “unique” carton pierre box. First advertisement to
correctly identify Jaques as manufacturer and wholesaler. It omitted mention of Staunton’s
text-book. This advertisement was repeated six times in the ILN through to 19th October.
Jaques placed two similar but shorter advertisements in The Times on 25th Sept and 19th
Oct 1850.
Advertisement in the ILN. Placed by John Joseph Mechi to announce his new “Staunton
Terrace Chess-board” for use with the Staunton Chessmen with label signed by Howard
Staunton. In a letter to Mechi dated 14th May 1850, Staunton had consented to having his
signature used to authenticate his endorsement of this non-folding chess board. Mechi
10

[Type text]

Vol XXV No 2. Mar 2016
subsequently advertised this board as having been “expressly sanctioned and adopted by
Mr. Staunton himself.”
28 Sept 1850 Advertisement in the ILN, perhaps placed by Jaques., stating: “The Staunton Registered
Chessmen made with the entire approval, and under the sanction, of the celebrated player,
Howard Staunton, Esq., have now become the only recognised pattern among Chessplayers.” It named eleven retail sales agents, eight of which were outside London.. The
London agents were Leuchars, Lund and (for the first time) Mechi, but the Office of the
CPC was not named. It correctly identified Jaques as manufacturer and wholesaler.
19 Oct 1850 Advertisement in the ILN perhaps placed by Jaques. Similar to the advertisement of 1st
June 1850 except additional information about prices, including an additional large “Club
size” priced at £10. 10s. This advertisement was repeated on 26th October

In my search for advertisements that the participants in the Staunton Chessmen Venture placed
before the end of 1850, I have found only the advertisements mentioned above, namely three in
1849 and eleven in 1850, but not included in this count are the Leuchars and Mechi
advertisements of their respective chess boards. Of these fourteen advertisements, eleven were in
the Illustrated London News, one was in the Daily News and two in The Times. It is uncertain who
placed or paid for the advertisements of the Chessmen in the Illustrated London News. All the
advertisements in 1850 could have been placed by Jaques. The fourteen advertisements
comprised six different texts, only two of which were duplicated. It can be argued that the six
different texts were quite inadequate in identifying who was supplying the chessmen and its
accessories and where they could be purchased at retail. The first three advertisements failed
correctly to identify the role of Jaques, and nine praised the “unique Box of Carton-pierre,
resembling Carved Ebony” without naming Leuchars. Only one advertisement (on 28th
September 1850, twelve months after the launch of the Chessmen) identified where the
Staunton Chessmen might be purchased other than from Leuchars, William Lund and the office
of the Chess Player’s Chronicle. The nature and source of the Chessmen in Wedgwood Carrara were
first described only three months after their launch.
In view of Cooke’s proprietorship in the Illustrated London News, it is surprising that so little use
was made of the huge circulation of this newspaper to advertise the Staunton Chessmen in a
more suitable manner. It may be that Jaques was not in the habit of advertising his products in
newspapers. I have yet to find any newspaper advertisement attributable to Jaques prior to June
1850 — whether for chessmen or any other products. It is also possible that Jaques was too busy
producing chessmen and that reliance was being placed on Staunton to publicise the merits of
the Staunton Chessmen during this period.
It is helpful, therefore, to analyse the content of Howard Staunton’s chess column starting from
his announcement on 8th September 1849 to the end of 1850. My analysis is that Staunton
mentioned the Staunton Chessmen twenty-nine times in 1849 and forty-eight times in 1850. Of
the twenty-nine times in 1849, fourteen involved providing basic commercial information in
response to enquiries as to when and where the Chessmen might be seen or purchased and at
what price. Of the forty-eight times in 1850, thirty-one involved providing such commercial
information. Staunton could not have been pleased to be thus obliged to use the limited space of
his chess column to supply commercial information that could have been better provided by
advertisements. It would also have been more beneficial to the Venture to have Staunton
emphasize the merits of the Staunton Chessmen than their whereabouts. In his column of 11th
May 1850, Staunton remarked that
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“ Complaints of the delay experienced in procuring the new Chess-men in country places are
continually reaching us. We should recommend all parties who find any difficulty in getting them
to address a line to the Editor of the Chess-Player’s Chronicle, 27, King William-street, Charingcross.”

Staunton also separately responded to similar enquiries about the accessories that were offered
with the Chessmen. The most frequently mentioned supplier of accessories was William
Leuchars, because he supplied the carton pierre box, the folding leather chess board and had
purchased an extra quantity of Staunton’s Chess- player’s Text-book. Leuchars also was a retail
supplier of other chess products about which enquiries were being made. Leuchars (or his
products) was mentioned ten times in 1849 and twenty-five times in 1850, but Mechi’s name
began to appear more frequently after June 1850, because his chess boards were more practical
for use in clubs and public places. In contrast, during these sixteen months, Staunton saw fit to
mention the manufacturer of the Staunton Chessmen in ivory and wood only five times, and
only three of these identified Jaques by name. This disregard of Jaques’s role refutes one author’s
recent notion that Jaques might have hired Staunton to publicise the Staunton Chessmen. It is
evident that Staunton wished to endorse and promote the Chessmen and not their
manufacturers. The notion that Jaques could hire Staunton to publicise the design owned by
Cooke in Cooke’s own newspaper is as improbable as the notion that Jaques could hire Staunton
to publicise the design that Staunton had conceived.
Another repeated feature of the advertisements of the Staunton Chessmen was to caution
purchasers of the Chessmen to look for the signature of Howard Staunton on the label on the
box to verify that the chessmen were not inferior imitations. Notwithstanding the copyright and
such cautions, Staunton added his own warning on three occasions in 1849. The next year, he
was obliged to respond with ten such warnings, because, as he said on 31 August 1850:
“The best men unquestionably, and in the long run the cheapest, are the new ones, but their success
has led to many imitations; the heads of Chess Clubs should be cautious, therefore, and on no
account buy any without first being assured that each box has the descriptive label with the
autograph signature at the bottom.”

In the following years, such warnings were constantly repeated in Jaques
advertisements right up to the end of the century, but the existence of such
imitations is seldom mentioned in analyses and classifications of the Staunton
Chessmen.
The above-mentioned advertisements and publicity make it apparent that Howard Staunton did
more than merely lend his name to the Staunton Chessmen in order to endorse and promote the
success of this new pattern of chessmen. His signature guaranteed the authenticity of the
product. His name and prestige were key to the success of the launch of the Chessmen. Given
the lack of innovation in the patterns of chessmen during the previous fifteen years, it is unlikely
that the Staunton Chessmen would have launched successfully if they had not been pleasing to
the man who had good reason to endorse their “incomparable superiority.”
In promoting the Staunton Chessmen, Staunton’s motive would not have been to increase his
already considerable prestige as a chess player and chess authority. His motivation would have
been to improve and standardise the design of chessmen. The object was to enhance competitive
club and tournament play and to facilitate the study and teaching of chess. This would popularise
the game of chess for the greater benefit of society, and this in turn might increase the readership
of both his chess column and his chess magazine. It appears, however, that Staunton did not
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publicise the Staunton Chessmen in his own Chess-Player’s Chronicle, unless he did so in the
printed wrappers, which I have not seen
Staunton would have been paid for his booklet, the Chess-Player’s Text-book, either by Cooke or
the publisher of the Text-book, but he may not have received any income from the sales of the
Chessmen. His chess column ceased actively to promote the Staunton Chessmen by 1852.
To satisfy any particular pride that Staunton may have had in the Chessmen, it was sufficient that
they bore his name. He did not need to disclose that the Chessmen were his own conception;
this was already implied in their name. To disclose his participation in the Venture might well
jeopardise the Venture. Such disclosure would only oblige him to divulge more information
about the commercial arrangements. This would destroy the ostensible impartiality of his
promotional efforts upon which the launch of the Venture depended.
Certain new features of the Staunton Chessmen suggest that only a player and teacher of the
game, as opposed to a manufacturer of the pieces, would have wished these features to be
adopted. In contrast to previous patterns, the Staunton Chessmen individualised the Queen with
a coronet and the King with a crown so that these pieces would be more recognizable and better
distinguished in play and in the study of the game. Because of such individualisation, the pieces
would more closely resemble what their names connoted and would more closely resemble the
chess symbols that were printed in most modern chess magazines and books. The Knight was
the most striking departure from existing patterns. The horse’s head was set lower and directly
on the base and not upon a shaft in the usual columnar form of non-figural chessmen. The
nearly horizontal position of the flat top of the broad head of the horse permitted it to be
marked with a distinguishing symbol (see Figures 4 and 5 above). The detailed features of the
horse’s head were copied from the Elgin marbles to add an element of glamorous antiquity, but
these features had to be carved by a specialist. In the other pieces, the slim tapered columns,
being left bare of large curved lateral protrusions (mouldings), afforded better visibility on the
chess board and better handling. The wide bases of the pieces provided greater stability. These
new features offered greater elegance and practical utility for the player, but they placed a greater
burden on the manufacturer. The combination of these features enabled the design of the
Staunton Chessmen to be treated as “new and original” to qualify for registration under the 1842
Act. In their publicity, Cooke, Staunton and Jaques directly or indirectly asserted that the design
was new and registered.
As Staunton himself liked to point out, the Staunton Chessmen possessed one special feature
that made it evident that the feature had been conceived by a chess player and not by a
manufacturer. That notable feature was the distinguishing symbols on the King’s Knight and
Rook as was shown in the registration drawing (Figure 4 above). This was an improvement for
both student and teacher that Staunton had urged as early as 1841 in the British Miscellany and
Chess Player’s Chronicle at page 138:
“It has occurred to us, that much of the irksomeness which learners complain of in this task, would
be lessened, if some symbol such as a crown, a diadem, or filet, surmounted the King’s Rook and
Knight, to distinguish them from the same pieces on the Queen’s side. While examining a printed
game, the Bishops, moving on squares of an opposite colour, are easily recognisable to the end, but
the repetition of ‘King’s Rook takes Queen’s Knight,’ ‘Queen’s Knight checks,’ and the like
occasions incalculable trouble to the inexperienced Chess Player. – We throw out this suggestion
at random, but have very little doubt that the makers of Chess-men would find it to their account to
manufacture some pieces after the fashion here recommended.”

He again mentioned the subject in the preface of his Chess-Player’s Text-book, as follows:
13
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“In playing over the several demonstrations his labour will be greatly lightened and his progress
facilitated by the use of the Chessmen to which we have alluded. To say nothing of their
unquestioned superiority in form and proportions to all others intended for actual play, the happy
thought of distinguishing the Pieces appertaining to the King, so that no confusion can arise
throughout the longest game between the King’s Rook and Knight and those belonging to the
Queen renders them peculiarly adapted for the purposes of Chess Analysis; and is of itself
sufficient, we hope, to entitle them to the preference of those amateurs who are seeking to improve
their play.”

Furthermore, the fine detailing of certain pieces of the Staunton Chessmen would have been
urged only by someone who wished to improve both the beauty and the usability of chessmen,
irrespective of what increased difficulty and cost of manufacture this new design might involve.
In 1848-49, no sensible manufacturer, if allowed any voice in the matter, would have undertaken
the refined enhancements that the Staunton Chessmen possessed, namely: the delicate tripartite
finial of the King (a cushion, a cross, and a tiny ball); the fine spikes in the Queen’s coronet; the
slim tip of the Bishop’s deeply-cut mitre; in the Knight, the horse’s eyeballs, ears, open mouth,
teeth, serrated protruding mane; the mid-shaft taper of most pieces; and the markings on some
of the pieces. For a manufacturer of chessmen, such enhancements, however “elegant” or
“artistic” they might be, would not have justified the cost of the extra time and skills required for
their manufacture. They would not have merited the extra risks of breakage and of wastage of
the costly materials in which the Staunton Chessmen were intended to be made. The detailed
features of the Knight would have to be carved by a skilled specialist and perhaps to be
outsourced. As it was, the Staunton Chessmen, being more costly to manufacture, had to fetch a
higher retail price, which, but for their superior qualities and Staunton’s endorsement, would
have priced them out of the market.
Indeed, it is likely that no manufacturer of chessmen would have risked his own capital and
undertaken to manufacture the Staunton Chessmen, unless he were sure to be protected by
someone else against these extra costs and risks. In this instance, this financing entrepreneur
would have been Nathaniel Cooke, the sole proprietor of the design.
It is my contention, therefore, that Staunton conceived the design and that he instigated the
Venture by requesting Herbert Ingram and Nathaniel Cooke to assist him in launching this new
pattern. Ingram was the dominant proprietor of the Illustrated London News, and Staunton could
not have conducted a campaign to introduce his own chess pattern in this newspaper without
Ingram’s approval. The first occasion on which Staunton might have made this request could
have occurred when Ingram hosted Howard Staunton and Robert Martins (a draughts player) for
an Easter holiday of chess and chequers at the new home that Ingram had acquired in 1845 at
Swineshead, near Boston, Lincolnshire. [see John Townsend’s Notes on the Life of Howard Staunton
(2011) at page 73]
Although Ingram did play chess, he was preoccupied with his business and would not have
wished to become directly involved in such an insignificant enterprise. Ingram, however, might
well have pushed Staunton’s project onto a reluctant Cooke. In 1849, Ingram was already
seeking to exclude Cooke from the partnership and its newspaper business and to persuade
Cooke to take charge, in Cooke’s own name, of the associated book publishing business. As is
recorded in the London Gazette (18 October 1853, p. 2813), Ingram succeeded in doing this in
September 1853. Ingram similarly squeezed William Little out of the newspaper business in
1858.
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Let us now look further into the question why Staunton did not claim to be the designer of the
Chessmen that bore his name and instead only demurely explained, in the preface of his Chess
Player’s Text-book, that the Chessmen had been so named as a compliment bestowed upon him
by the (unidentified) designers. Can we believe this explanation? As a professional chess player,
Staunton had used chessmen of various patterns in many clubs and coffee houses but had
seldom made any public comment about the design of these patterns or endorsed any chess
product. It seems impossible to believe that a man in his position would risk his name and
prestige in launching a new pattern of chessmen if the product were not his own. Of the several
participants in this venture, Staunton was the only one whose personal standing was at risk.
Cooke had nothing much to lose except some capital. His role was (and remained) generally
unknown; the 1842 Act surprisingly specified that the registrations at the Designs Registry were
not open to public inspection. Jaques was not at risk; he could only be held responsible for a
quite unlikely failure of workmanship in producing the chessmen in accordance with their design.
He had no financial risks if they were covered by Cooke for a trial period, and the failure of the
new pattern to succeed would have little effect on his main business.
Staunton’s situation was quite different. Staunton’s rapid ascent from an obscure background to
the peak of success in chess circles still left him vulnerable to “reputational risks”, i.e. anything
that might diminish his standing as a player or tarnish his reputation. Staunton’s ascendancy in
chess was well-merited. In 1849, he was a much-celebrated British chess champion and an
acclaimed chess authority. His Chess-Player’s Chronicle was the only chess magazine in the English
language since 1841. His second successful treatise on chess had been published in May 1849.
In addition to his renown as a chess player and chess author and journalist, he was an active
leader in improving the laws, notation and knowledge of the history of the game. He did much
to encourage the formation of chess clubs, the standardisation of their rules and the
democratisation of their memberships. He had been made an honorary member of numerous
chess clubs; some of these were or would be named “Staunton” in his honour (e.g. one in
Liverpool, one in Glasgow and one in India). His main chess club was the St George’s Chess
Club which was prestigious for its large and distinguished membership, whom in 1851 he would
persuade to sponsor the first international Chess Tournament under his own management.
Notwithstanding Staunton’s accomplishments, chess did not provide financial security and
journalism, by itself, did not confer respectability. His future was uncertain. As far as we can yet
ascertain, his background may have been obscure. We have as yet no record of Staunton’s birth
(supposed to have occurred in 1810) or of his existence until 1836 or of his whereabouts or
activities until 1839-40. But it seems likely that his close friends and even some of his many
admirers knew about his background but simply chose not to leave any written record of what
they knew. Thus, it is possible to conjecture that he was a foundling who had no knowledge of
his own parentage and who had been given his name by a foundling home or work house. If so,
it could well be that Staunton in his adult life had little incentive to publicise his origins and the
experiences of his youth. Such a simple and very possible hypothesis, together with a few added
suppositions about his predispositions and temperament, could explain some elements of
Staunton’s personality and some of the innuendos that were cast upon him by some chess
players and chess authors who were his rivals. In February 1849, as a handsome dandyish
bachelor, he had sought refuge, but gained little financial advantage, in his marriage to Frances
Nethersole, a solicitor’s widow, five years older and previously married for sixteen years. Six of
her eight children were still under age, and testamentary clauses penalising remarriage had or
would deprive her of income from the estates of both her former husband and her father-in-law.
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Staunton’s standing in British society was thus precariously dependent upon his ability to protect
himself against any challenges that threatened his standing. Even if Staunton had wished to
proclaim that he was the author of the design of the Staunton Chessmen, he would have
concluded that any benefits of such disclosure would be outweighed by the risks. His reputation
in British chess circles and polite society would suffer greatly if, in respect of the chessmen that
bore his name, he were perceived to be praising his own product for his own commercial profit.
He would be regarded as exploiting and abusing his celebrity and acting as a common tradesman
and not as a respectable gentleman. The nobility and gentry of his Club would disapprove. The
polite society and literary bohemia to which to which he aspired might feel that he had betrayed
the arts and succumbed to commerce. This perception might seem strange to us today when
product endorsements by sport celebrities and others are very common, but custom and
attitudes in 1849 were quite different. His reputation would also suffer, but to a lesser degree, if
the new pattern that he personally endorsed failed to achieve the success that he so confidently
had predicted from the outset.
Furthermore, for the Venture to achieve success, it was only necessary that the Chessmen bear
Staunton’s name. It was quite unnecessary that it become known that he had conceived the
design or was a participant in a Venture to commercialise his own Chessmen. All that was
needed was the initial impetus that he could provide. John Jaques would provide what remained
to be done. Only Jaques’s expertise and fine workmanship could ensure the lasting success of
the design. Prior to the launch on 29th September, the Venture would rely on his expertise in
selecting the kind, quality and cost of the materials to be used. Being a dealer in ivory and
hardwoods would have given him an advantage over other turners. He would have better
knowledge of the wholesale costs of ivory and timber and would have a stock of the materials on
hand or know where and how to obtain them. He would know what manpower and services
(within and outside his own firm) would be needed to produce the quantities of chess sets (and
their accessories) for the projected launch. More importantly, he would know how to organise
the manufacturing process into multiple separate tasks so as to accelerate the process and
produce the quantities needed to launch and maintain a national sales campaign. His expertise
would be needed to determine the minimum wholesale and retail sales prices that might be
charged at the outset. As a wholesaler, he would know who might be suitable retail sales agents
outside London and what conditions they might require or accept. He would have to supervise
the labelling of each chess piece with the required statutory sticker. He would have to ensure the
placement of the chessmen in their proper boxes, the numbering and labelling of the boxes (with
Staunton’s signature) and the delivery of chessmen and accessories wherever they were in
demand.
For the foregoing reasons, Cooke, Staunton and Jaques decided that Staunton would assume the
posture (or imposture) of an impartial observer who chanced upon a new design of chessmen
that merited his admiration. He would at first explain the fact that the pattern bore his name by
saying, as he did in the preface of his Chess-player’s Text-book, that the designers of the new pattern
had “complimented” him by associating his name with the new pattern. This, of course, was not
a satisfactory explanation — especially to the many who had not yet read the preface of his Chessplayer’s Text-book. However, when it was seen that the Staunton Chessmen were achieving initial
success, the newspaper articles that were published commencing on 6th November presented a
rather different explanation. They implied that Staunton had played a more active and grand role:
“a new set of chessmen which have recently been ‘published’ – we presume that is the word –
under the auspices of Mr. Staunton, who, observing their manifest superiority over the old figures in
ordinary use, not only as works of art, but in the more practical necessities of convenience, has
vouchsafed the guarantee of his name and recommendation: and his Royal approval will no doubt,
have its due weight in encouraging their circulation in chess circles.”
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In the explanation that Staunton had provided in the Chess-Player’s Text Book, he had portrayed
himself as the mere beneficiary of the compliment that the unidentified “designers” had paid
him. In the second explanation provided in the Morning Herald, Staunton instead was portrayed
not as a beneficiary but as the active benefactor who had conferred his name, reputation and
“royal approval” upon the design. Thus, Staunton’s role was suddenly reversed: the recipient of a
compliment was now transformed into the donor of a “Royal approval” that would “have its due
weight in encouraging their circulation in chess circles.”
Staunton’s use of the plural “designers” instead of “designer” in this context should not be taken
to indicate that he believed that there was more than one designer. Staunton similarly referred to
the “proprietors” of the design without identifying who they might be, although we know (as he
must have known) that the proprietor was only one person, namely Nathaniel Cooke. Similarly
in referring to the “manufacturers” of the Staunton Chessmen, Staunton used the plural to
identify “Messrs Jaques,” whom Staunton must have known was only John Jaques (and his
employees), because Jaques was a sole proprietorship until mid-1859.
It is my contention that each of the two explanations was merely a subterfuge to avoid Staunton
being accused of descending into the world of self-interested commerce and becoming a
tradesman of his own wares. Yet, it appears that these explanations were accepted at that time
and have not been questioned since. It may be that the utility, elegance and success of the
Staunton Chessmen caused the chess-playing public to disregard the “whys and wherefores” of
the Chessmen. It apparently did not really matter to them why the Staunton Chessmen were so
named, as long as the Chessmen were perceived to be elegant, practical, novel and sought after.
It did not matter to them who designed the Chessmen, as long as they bore a famous name and
were so prestigious that they were being awarded as prizes. When, late in 1849, some newspapers
and chess magazines reported that Howard Staunton was the designer of the Staunton
Chessmen, it caused no adverse consequences that required any further explanation, and
Staunton and his co-venturers prudently kept their silence. Thus, as suggested at the beginning
of this essay, the question who designed the Staunton Chessmen turned out to be of little
importance to the public and possibly even to the participants in the Venture.
In the years after 1850, Staunton’s chess column much reduced its references to the Staunton
Chessmen: twenty-one times in 1851, eight times, in 1852, seven times in 1853 and two times in
1854. As in the previous two years, a majority of references were responses to inquiries as to
where the Chessmen could be purchased or at what prices. Jaques was named five times, but two
of these were in 1854 in respect of his In Statu Quo chess board and not the Staunton Chessmen.
It thus appears that the readers of Staunton’s chess column had learned where the Staunton
Chessmen could be purchased. The copyright had expired on 1st March 1852, and there was little
more for Cooke or Staunton to do. The fate of the Staunton Chessmen was in the hands of
John Jaques.
This essay has emphasised Staunton’s contribution of his name, fame and publicity to the
launch of the Staunton Chessmen, but it was John Jaques and not Howard Staunton who
assured the long lasting success of the Chessmen. It was not merely that Jaques superbly
executed the design, but that he and his son did this consistently for many years. Without such
consistency and continuity, the design might not have sustained its initial success.

Marc Loost 11 March 2016
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Auction Review
Gorringes Auctions in the
UK have recently had a
Staunton Club size Jaques
ivory set in a presentation
box. Dated to 1900-1910 it
was estimated at £2000£3000
(2575Euro
–
3850Euro, $2900 - $4350)

McKenzies Auctioneers in
Claremont, Australia, offered
for sale a Jaques Boxwood
and Ebony set in it’s original
box, dated C1920’s.
Estimated at AUD600 –
AUD900 (£320 - £475,
400Euro – 600 Euro, $460 $685)
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A mid19th C Jaques Staunton ivory set with a cartonpierre casket box was
offered at auction by Bonhams, Knightsbridge, London which sold for £5625
(7220 Euro, $8140).

Listed on ebay the following Boxwood and ebony, Jaques chess set has 3.5 inch kings which
are marked “Jaques London”

19

[Type text]

Vol XXV No 2. Mar 2016

Quality Sets Available
Due to advancing age, long time CCI member Malcolm Smith is in the process of downsizing
his collection of chess sets, and about 200 sets are offered for sale.
Some of the better ones include eleven ANRI sets: 10.3/4” Monsalvat, 5.3/4” Monsalvat,
Versailles, Musketeers, Nefertiti, Far West (Army v. Indians), King Richard, Elsinore,
Modern Staunton, Space Age and the beautiful colored antiqued crackle finish Monsalvat in
gold flake presentation chest.
There is an original issue Lladro, a Machin Wedgwood in blue and black jasper in
presentation box and board. Also included are several ANRI Toriart sets including the rare
Juan Ferrandez. Other sets include four or five by the Franklin Mint; many of the low cost but
exquisitely detailed Summit sets. There are porcelain sets and playing sets by Drueke,
Jaques, House of Staunton, plus many decorative civil war and revolutionary war etc.
Just email Malcolm at runner123ms@gmail.com and he will email an Excel spreadsheet with
details of all sets offered, then on request, he will email high quality photos of any sets that
may interest you.
The sets will also be offered over a period of time on eBay. Check the user name:
‘ChessQueen_2015’ (Malcolm’s daughter-in-law.)
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

The English Heritage “Blue Plaque”
outside the house where Howard Staunton
lived at:
117 Lansdowne Road, Kensington &
Chelsea, London W11
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