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3. Modifications to the Insignial Elements of the Achievement, 
and Suggestions for Additional Elements  

 
3.1. The Current and Potential Species of Regal Insignia 

 

In the first part of this article I concerned myself with the modification of 
the primarily emblematic elements of the Canadian Regal- Regnal 
Achievement — those representing particular identity — in order to make 
them more effectively representative of the reality of the modern Canadian 
monarchy and its formal independence from that of the United Kingdom.87  
The goal of representing armorially both the fact of national independence 
and that of the sovereignty of the Queen in right of Canada can also be 
achieved through the adoption of the full set of insignia traditionally used 
to mark monarchical sovereignty in the British tradition, modified to 
incorporate elements of the French tradition, and to create forms peculiar 
to Canada itself. Though primarily signs of status rather than identity, the 
insignia of kingship, or regalia, can and often do serve a secondary 
emblematic function.  This is true because, unlike most insignia, they are 
restricted to a single dignity or pair of dignities (those of king and queen) 
in any particular kingdom, and are often given a form which — while 
conforming in a general way to that used by other monarchs of the same 
rank — have a number of characteristics peculiar to the kingdom in 
question.  This has long been true of the regalia of England and the United 
Kingdom, and should be true of those of Canada as well. 

In both the British and the French traditions, the traditional 
armorial insignia of kingship and sovereignty include a distinctive type of 
helm, lambrequin, and crown.  To these, the French armorial tradition added 
a pair of sceptres crossed behind the shield, and a distinctive pavilion and 
gonfanon set behind the whole Achievement.  Both the British and French 
traditions also included armorial versions of the insignia of the principal 
order or (in the latter case) orders of knighthood maintained in the kingdom 
and its domain.  
                                                        
87  See ASH 2.1, pp. 137-190.  I should note here that, in order to distinguish them 
from others mentioned in the discussion, I have capitalized the names of the 
Achievement of the Queen and Kingdom of Canada and its principal elements. 
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In the remainder of this Part I shall discuss in more detail the 
existing forms of each of the insignia used in the current Canadian Regal-
Regnal Achievement, and suggest ways in which they might be made more 
suitable for use in that context, and distinguished when useful from the 
analogous types of insignia in the Regal-Provincial Achievements.  I hope 
in a future article to discuss the use of a number of them in the 
achievements that should someday be assigned to the members of the 
Canadian Royal Family: who ought to bear suitably differenced versions of 
that of the monarch her- or himself in right of Canada. 
 

3.1. The Current and Proposed Forms and Display of Regal Crowns 
 

1.a. The Forms Taken by Regal Crowns. I shall begin with the crown — 
the oldest and most important of the armorial insignia of kingship in the 
traditions of all European countries — and with the forms it has taken in 
the three kingdoms of France, England, and Scotland. The display of a 
representation of the royal crown over a shield of the regal arms began in 
France in the 1290s under Philippe IV, and in England a century later 
under Richard II.  Down to just before the coronation of Henry V in 1414, 
the regal crowns of both kingdoms were invariably composed of relatively 
wide circlets of gold heightened with fleurs-de-lis in France and simple 
fleurons in England, but at that time the English crown was remodelled, 
partly on that of France (with heighteners in the form of fleurs-de-lis 
alternating with four crosses), and partly on that of the Holy Roman 
Empire, with a pair of arches arising from the crosses, and supporting a 
small orb surmounted by a cross.  Other European kings, including the  

 
 

Fig. 25. Forms of the English Regal Crown Used between 1414 and 1649 
11. Henry V - 12. Edward IV - 13. Henry VII - 14. Edward VI  -  15. James I, Charles I 

(From ‘Crown’, Encyclopaedia Britannica, 11th edn. (1911), IV, p. 517) 
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Fig. 26. Forms of the English Regal Crown used between 1689 and 1952 
16. Charles II — 17. George I - William IV — 18. Victoria – George VI 
(From ‘Crown’, Encyclopaedia Britannica, [11th edn., 1911], IV, p. 518) 

 
Kings of France and Scotland, added  arches  to  their  crowns  a  century  
later  still, and since about 1600 arched or ‘closed’ crowns have been the 
regal, as well as the imperial, norm.88  

In a most kingdoms the new arched crown was actually worn over 
the traditional ‘chapeau’ or ‘cap of estate’ of red velvet lined in ermine, 
which was visible in its turned-up brim.89 This cap was a form of headgear 
originally indicative of princely and later of baronial status, and is still both 
worn and displayed in an armorial form, alone by Scottish barons, and 
under their coronets by British peers and princes. Down to about 1760, 
however, the cap was usually visible only among the arches (as is still the 
case in continental usage), and the current British and Canadian practice of 
representing its ermine lining in a narrow roll below the rim has only been 
the norm since 1837.90  

As can be seen from Figures 25 and 26, the precise form of the 
English ‘Crown Imperial’ has itself changed significantly over the last six 
centuries. The number of arches has varied from two to four, and the 
overall shape of the arches has varied from that of a slightly convex conoid 
to that of a nearly hemispherical dome to the present Baroque form of a 

                                                        
88  On the early history of the armorial use of regal crowns generally, see D’A. J. D. 
BOULTON, ‘Headgear of Nobiliary Rank in Germany, Italy, France, and England: 
The First Phases in the History of the National Systems’, in Hans DE BOO, Bertus 
HEMPENIUS, and René van ITERSON, eds., Report XII. International Colloquium on 
Heraldry, Groningen 3-7 september 2001 (Bedum, The Netherlands, 2006), pp. 6-79.   
The distinctive form of the English ‘Crown Imperial’ — as the arched form of 
crown is traditionally called — was created under King Henry V, apparently for 
his coronation in 1414 (BOULTON, ‘Henry VII and Henry VIII’, pp. 157-59). On the 
history of the form and armorial use of the arched crown by the Kings of France, 
see [baron] Hervé PINOTEAU, Héraldique capétienne (Paris, 1979), p. 11. 
89 For a history of this cap, originally insignial of the dignity of duke, see BOULTON, 
Headgear of Nobiliary Rank’, and the works cited therein. 
90 This is clear from an examination of the representations of the armorial crown 
over the centuries in HASLER, Royal Arms. 
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concave dome, in which the arches are depressed at the crossing and bulge 
outward at the sides.  

So important is the crown as an insigne of sovereignty that historic 
crowns have been revived in the achievements of several central and 
eastern European states in recent years — Hungary, Russia, Bulgaria, and 
Serbia — even though they have remained republics. Three of these can be 
seen in Figure 27 below.  The Crown is also a legally embedded metaphor 
for the state in our legal system, so there can be no thought of 
discontinuing its use in the context of the Regal-Regnal Achievement.  

           
 

Fig. 27. Armorial Crowns Revived in European State Achievements since 1989.  
a. Hungary (revived 1990)  b. Bulgaria (revived 1997)   c. Serbia (revived 2004) 

 
 Nevertheless, there is much to be said for altering the precise form 
of the crowns included in the Canadian Regal Achievements, on both 
levels of sovereignty. This is true because the successive forms of crown 
that have been included in all Regal-Regnal Achievements in Canada (not 
to mention in dozens of other settings) have all been of a distinctively 
English form.  In fact, they have represented either (1) the Crown Imperial 
of the Victorian type first adopted around 1876, and used in the Canadian 
Achievement from 1921 to 1952; or (2) the St. Edward’s Crown of England 
(in its baroque, Restoration form) used heraldically since shortly after the 
accession of the present Queen in the latter year, and embedded in the 
official representations of the Canadian Regal-Regnal Achievement since 
1957.91 Both are certainly handsome crowns, but their particular form — 

                                                        
91  The so-called ‘Imperial’ crown was distinguished by arches that were not 
depressed at the centre (like those of the representations of St Edward’s crown 
used heraldically from the accession of William and Mary in 1689 to 1911), but 
represented either as continuous segments of a circle or ellipse, or alternatively as 
straight and rising at a forty-five degree angle towards the base of the orb they 
supported.  This type of crown had in fact been the normal English type in use 
before 1689, and seems to have been revived unofficially around the time of the 
adoption of the title ‘Empress of India’ on 1 May 1876. It therefore came to be 
regarded as the form of crown representing the imperial dignity, and was officially 
adopted as the crown of general purpose shortly after the accession of Edward VII 
in 1911. Not  long after her accession on 6 February 1952, Her present Majesty 
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especially the heighteners in the form of crosses alternating with fleurs-de-
lis, and their inclusion of only two arches — are peculiarly British, and the 
details of the heraldic crowns used in Canada are even more distinctively 
English.  As can be seen in Fig. 28 b, the Scottish crown in general armorial 
use since the current Queen’s accession in 1953 has its crosses and fleurs-
de-lis in a different arrangement on the rim, and resembles the traditional 
French regal crown in having crockets (that is, applied fleurons) rather than 
pearls on the outer surfaces of its arches.92 
 

                  
 

Fig. 28. The Early and Revived Form of the Scottish Regal Crown  
a. In the achievement of Mary Queen of Scots (with four pointed arches)93 

b. In the achievement of 1953, in a pamphlet from the Committee of the Council of 
Industrial Design (with two depressed arches) 

 
This general form of the current crown, therefore, should certainly 

be kept, but its particular form is too closely associated with England to be 
appropriate for the crown of a fully independent, and only partly English, 
Canada.  It is also suggestive of subjection to a continuing British Empire, 
                                                                                                                                             
Queen Elizabeth II indicated a preference for the image of St Edward’s crown, and 
it superseded the ‘Imperial’ form in all new official representations over the next 
few years. (On the forms of crown used in the achievements of the British and 
Canadian monarchs since 1867, see Charles Arthur FOX-DAVIES, A Complete Guide 
to Heraldry (London and Toronto, 1909), p. 359; HASLER, Royal Arms, pp. 254-308; 
and GALLOWAY, Beddoe’s Canadian Heraldry, Plates I and II.) 
92  The Scottish armorial crown has normally had the fleurs-de-lis rather than the 
crosses in the cardinal positions, and the arches arise from them.  The crosses are 
also represented in a different form (patonce rather than patty), and the arches 
bear crockets rather than pearls.  See BURNETT & DENNIS, Lyon Rejoicing, p. 62. 
93  Fig. 30 a is taken from Charles J. BURNETT and Mark D. DENNIS, Scotland’s 
Heraldic Heritage: The Lion Rejoicing (Edinburgh, 1997), p. 62.; 30 b is taken from 
HASLER, Royal Arms, p. 293 
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rather than quite independent union with Britain through the person of our 
common monarch.  The legal situation today is that there is but one 
monarch at the Head of the Commonwealth, but she effectively wears a 
different notional crown in each of the kingdoms under her personal 
jurisdiction — and arguably in each of their provinces or states as well.  

To represent this fact, the national crowns, at least, should all be at 
least as different from one another as are those of England and Scotland. In 
addition, the inclusion of crosses both as heighteners on the rim and at the 
summit of the orb is inappropriate in the crown of a kingdom whose 
population is now very mixed religiously, and becoming less Christian 
every year.  Finally, the inclusion of fleurs-de-lis as heighteners is no less 
inappropriate, as they have long been primarily emblematic of the mother 
of Christ and of the French monarchy.94 In the present state of our culture, 
any distinctively Canadian crown should be not only religiously but 
ethnically neutral, and refer exclusively to Canada. 

 
Fig. 29.  The Proposed Canadian Crown (centre) 

and its derivation from the Crowns of England (left) and France (right)95 
 
The obvious figure to adopt as the replacement for both crosses and 

fleurs-de-lis is of course the maple leaf, which is another kind of fleuron, not 
dissimilar to the ‘strawberry leaf’ type long used as heighteners on most 
European crowns, and on the coronets of the higher princes, peers, and 
their equivalents.  I therefore propose as a distinctively Canadian crown 

                                                        
94 On the symbolism of the French fleur-de-lis, see PINOTEAU, Héraldique capétienne, 
pp. 4-6. He demonstrates that this form of sign has been employed as a symbol of 
kingship since before 390, and has been used as an element of various forms of 
regalia in a number of European countries since the ninth century. Nevertheless, in 
Canada its associations are almost exclusively French and Catholic. 
95  Like those of England and Scotland, the crown of France underwent a slow 
evolution between 1515 and 1589, beginning with a circlet heightened by four 
fleurs-de-lis alternating with four fleurons and supporting two arches culminating 
in an orb, but soon replacing the latter with a fleur-de-lis, (as can be seen in the 
achievement of François I in 1520, in Fig. __), and increasingly including four 
arches (as can be seen in a later achievement of the same king in SWAN, Symbols of 
Sovereignty, p. 38, Fig. 3.1).  
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one in which the crosses are replaced by large maple leaves and the fleurs-de-
lis by smaller maple leaves (or alternatively, snowflakes), all appropriately 
decorated with gems and pearls in the traditional manner.   

I also believe that the crown used to represent royal authority on 
the level of the Kingdom should have four arches, like the French royal 
crown and those of all other European kings, and indeed like the English 
crown in most representations before 1689, when the two-arched form was 
normalized.96  This would effectively distinguish it from the crowns used 
on the provincial level (which would retain the current set of two arches, as 
shown in Fig. 30), and would indicate the superior degree of sovereignty 
involved.  By traditional world standards, Canada is in fact an empire, 
including ten dependent monarchies that are effectively the equivalent of 
kingdoms in size and wealth, and this fact should be represented 
heraldically. As Fig. 29 demonstrates, the resultant Regal-Regnal Crown of 
Canada, with four pearl-covered arches arising from maple leaves and 
culminating in another, and set over a cap of estate with an ermine base, 
also represents a combination of the features of the traditional crowns of 
England and France, and thus symbolizes in a highly appropriate manner 
the dual origins of our culture and laws.  

 

 
 

Fig. 30.  The Proposed Hierarchy of Crowns 
for the Kingdom, the Provinces, and the Territories 

 
On the level of the territories, crowns of the same general form 

without arches might be adopted, on the model of the crowns of non-
sovereign duchies, to which they might reasonably be compared. The 
distinctions of level could also be represented by reducing level of 
decoration with pearls and gems, as I indicate in Figure 30.  And as the 
same figure shows, the caps set inside the crowns of the three different 
ranks could be similarly differentiated by distinguishing their white fur 
linings on the basis of the presence and quantity of the traditional ermine-
tails: many for the regnal cap, noticeably fewer for the provincial, and none 
for the territorial.   

                                                        
96  This can be seen from the many representations of the Regal-Regnal 
Achievement represented in HASLER, Royal Arms, pp. 166-198. 
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In any case, the Regnal Crown remodelled as I have suggested 
would be sufficiently distinct to serve alone (like the crowns of Scotland, 
France, Bohemia, Hungary, and Austria) as an emblem of national identity, 
and would indicate clearly to Canadians that their monarchy was 
thoroughly Canadian, and not a mere branch-plant of the British 
monarchy. The same distinctive character could also be given to the 
provincial and territorial crowns by such means as substituting a 
representation of the provincial or territorial flower (in the form used in the 
provincial order, when appropriate) for the smaller maple-leaves.  There 
would then be a distinctive Crown of Ontario, of Quebec, of Nova Scotia, of 
Saskatchewan, of Yukon, and so forth, as well as a distinctive Crown of 
Canada. I illustrate the general form such crowns might take in Figure 31. 
Even with such distinctions, all fourteen would clearly form a family of 
crowns that were much more alike than different: a symbol of the ideal 
relationship among the provinces, territories, and Kingdom. 

 
Fig. 31. Alternative Forms of Provincial Crown: 
Standard (a) and Distinctive (b. B.C., c. Quebec) 

 
1.b. The Armorial Display of Regal Crowns. From the question of the 
forms that regal crowns have taken and ought to take, I must turn to the 
question of how such crowns have been and ought to be displayed in 
armorial contexts.  In all three of the kingdoms from which our traditions 
derive —  England, Scotland, and France — the crown has been displayed 
armorially in at least three of five possible positions, in three of which it 
has technically been an element of the crest.  I shall consider these manners 
of display in an order that is primarily chronological, but partly 
associative.  
 
1.b.i. The Superscutal and Suprascutal Positions (as an Independent 
Insigne). In all three kingdoms, the earliest position in which a crown 
clearly insignial of the regal dignity was displayed in an armorial context 
was what I have called the superscutal97 position: that is, resting directly 

                                                        
97  I introduced these and a related set of terms for indicating the position of the 
elements of the achievement in a paper called ‘The Different Manners of 
displaying the Insignia of Lay Offices in France, 1380-1570’, given at the XIIIth 



 A MORE CANADIAN REGAL-REGNAL ACHIEVEMENT                                               167                                                                                                                                     

Alta Studia Heraldica 3 – 2010 

on the upper rim of the escutcheon bearing the arms — initially without, 
but later with its cap in both England and Scotland (a practice illustrated in 
Fig. 19 b in Part I and Figs. 27 and 28 in this Part).  The practice of 
displaying the crown in this way began in France in the 1290s, in England 
in the 1390s, and in Scotland at some time in the fifteenth century — 
initially in association with the escutcheon alone, but after 1400 in the 
context of achievements that grew ever more complex and variable in all 
three kingdoms.  In all three kingdoms the original form of crown 
employed in this position was the contemporary form of the archless or 
open crown, which (as we have seen) remained the only form of crown in 
use in both France and Scotland until the early sixteenth century. In 
England, however, where the use of the arched type crown had been 
initiated by Henry V in 1414, a version of the latter type of crown has 
normally been employed armorially in this position since that date, and 
invariably since 1485.   

In all three kingdoms a variation of this position was introduced in 
the second quarter of the sixteenth century, to accommodate the armorial 
display of the principal insigne of the king’s order of knighthood: in 
England the garter, in Scotland and France the collar.  In order not to 
obscure the upper part of these insignia set around the shield, the crown 
was often set on the upper edge of the garter or collar, in what I shall call 
the suprascutal position: one slightly above the shield.  Both the 
superscutal and the suprascutal display of the crest have continued to the 
present in England and Scotland (as can be seen in Figures 28 above and 32 
below), so I shall treat them as variants of an essentially similar practice. 

      
 

Fig. 32. The English Crown in the Suprascutal and Superscutal Positions 
a. Achievement of Charles II c. 1660           b. Achievement of George V, 1922 

(From Hasler, Royal Arms, Figs. 259 and 591) 
 
The practice of displaying the arched crown in one or the other 

position became the norm in France after 1515 (when the use of the crest 
was effectively discontinued), and persisted there to the fall of the regal 

                                                                                                                                             
International Colloquium on Heraldry, Troyes, France, September 2003; they are 
listed and defined in the Appendix to this issue on Terminology.  
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monarchy in 1848 and of its imperial successor in 1870. It has continued to 
the present day in the two British kingdoms, in the context of abridged 
versions of the regal-royal achievement of three distinct levels. I shall 
discuss the form and use of these levels in § 4 below, but it will be useful to 
note here that all three involve the suppression of the helm-complex, including 
the crest.  As a result, neither use of the simple crown has ever to my 
knowledge been combined, in any of the three kingdoms, with the use of 
the same crown as an element of the crest.   

It should be noted here that the superscutal use of the arched form 
of crown was extended under Henry VIII to each of his successive wives, 
who as crowned and anointed Queens Consort or Dowager of England 
enjoyed the same level of dignity as the king himself, if not the same 
authority.98 This practice continued to the death of the late Queen Mother, 
and will presumably be revived for Camilla, Princess of Wales, when her 
husband succeeds his mother on the throne. As women, of course, the 
Queens Consort did not make use of a helm or crest, so this was the only 
manner in which they could display a crown in a clearly insignial manner, 
but given recent changes in the law, this is no longer the case.   

In Canada, the superscutal display of the regal crown has been 
almost unknown in the context of a Regal-Regnal Achievement on the 
middle level of abridgement (i.e., one suppressing the helm-complex but 
retaining the supporters).99 Nor has it ever been practised on any level by 
either of our two Queens Consort to date (Queen Mary of Teck and Queen 
Elizabeth Bowes-Lyon) — presumably because the Canadian Achievement 
has not been recognized as being exactly equivalent in nature to that of the 
United Kingdom, and subject to use in exactly the same ways by our 
Queens as the latter is by the same queens in their British capacities.    

The superscutal use of the Canadian 
monarch’s crown has been slightly more common 
in minimal Achievements in which the only other 
element has been the shield of Arms below it.  
Indeed, since 1967 it has been prominently 
displayed in this manner in the central link of the 
collars assigned to the Governor General as 
Chancellor of each of the three regnal orders of 
merit (discussed below in § 3.4, and represented in 
Figure 46).   

The superscutal use of the regal crown in 
Canada has been much more common in 
association with the monarch’s ten provincial Arms, 

especially those of Quebec, where the crown continues to serve in lieu of a 
crest, in the tradition of France.  The only context in which this mode of 
display  has come to be uniform, however, is the design of the flags of the 
Lieutenant Governors, all of which have come to bear at their centre a 
shield of the provincial Arms surmounted by the regal crown.  
                                                        
98  For their use of the crown, see PINCHES and PINCHES, Royal Heraldry, pp. 141-49 
99 I have in fact failed to discover a single example of a Canadian Achievement in 
which the crown replaces the helm-complex. 
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All of these uses are perfectly appropriate, but could be further 
generalized, for reasons I shall discuss below in § 4.  Furthermore, the use 
of the regal crown should be extended in Canada to our Queens Consort, at 
this point retrospectively, but in the future contemporaneously.  The older, 
‘Imperial’ crown should be used for their late Majesties, but it may be that 
a more Canadian form will be available for our next Queen Consort, as 
well as for our next King. 

 

1.b.ii. The Supracumular Position (normally above a pavilion or mantle). 
The only other position in which the regal crown has been used as an 
independent insigne of dignity in armorial contexts has been the one I have 
called supracumular, which means, ‘above the main body of the achievement’.  
In practice this has normally involved the placement of the crown in 
question at the summit of either a pavilion — essentially a form of tent used 
as an insigne of regal status whose history I shall discuss below in §3.6 — 
or a mantle of estate used in the same fashion, more commonly by princes 
than by kings.   

The use of a pavilion in the now standard postcumular position 
(that is, behind the normal achievement), usually surmounted with a 
crown, began in France at the end of the fifteenth century, but has been 
confined there to the unofficial type of greater achievement commonly used 
there by heraldists.  As we shall see, its use did spread to other kingdoms, 
but the latter did not include those of the British Isles, so the supracumular 
form of display has been unknown there.  The use of the pavilion, 
however, clearly inspired the analogous use of the princely mantle, which 
also began in France, in the seventeenth century, and spread to many other 
kingdoms and regions of Europe in the eighteenth and nineteenth, and was 
adopted in place of the pavilion by a number of kings (including the Kings 
of Serbia and Belgium, whose mantled achievements can be seen in Figures 
27c above and 36b below respectively).  In Britain the use of a postcumular 
mantle was adopted by many peers in the eighteenth century,100 and was at 
least occasionally adopted by the monarch in the nineteenth.101 Often this 
form of display was redundant, as the supracumular crown was set either 
over a second, superscutal crown (as in the case of Serbia), or alternatively 
over a supergaleal crown used as a crest (as in the case of Belgium).  
 In Canada, the use of the regal crown in the supracumular position 
has been confined to the Regal-Regnal Achievement itself — in which the 
principal representation of the crown is set floating above the Crest 
without the benefit of any form of support from a pavilion or mantle. I 
discussed the unfortunate nature of this arrangement above in § 2.5, and 
suggested there that on independence in 1931 this floating crown ought to 
have been repositioned below the crest-beast as a replacement for the torse 
set there ten years earlier, thus converting it into a crest-base on the model 
of those employed both in England and in Scotland.  In § 4 below I shall 

                                                        
100  See FOX-DAVIES, Complete Guide to Heraldry, Fig. 665 
101  Under William IV a mantle issuing from the regal crown was set behind the 
shield of the royal arms on the half-crown of 1834. See George C. BROOKE, English 
Coins, From the Seventh Century to the Present Day (London, 1950), Pl. LXV, no. 3. 
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suggest that a second crown be set atop a pavilion in a Greater Regnal 
Achievement for Canada. 

 

1.b.iii. The Supergaleal Position (atop the helm). Historically, the second 
position in which the regal crown came to be displayed in all three 
kingdoms was what I call the supergaleal position: i.e., at the summit of 
the helm, over the lambrequin. In this position it has functioned in any of 
three capacities: (1) as the crest-base, (2) as an element of the crest-base, 
and (3) as a replacement for the crest as a whole.   

The use of an open crown as a crest-base is attested in France from 
1347 (when the classic royal crest appeared on the secret seal of Jehan ‘the 
Good’ as Duke of Normandy and heir apparent102), and in Scotland from at 
least 1380 (when the predecessor of the current crest was represented in the 
Armorial de Gelre103).  It is not clear whether these crowns were seen as true 
insignia of the regal dignity, however, as they did not differ markedly in 
form from the ‘crest-coronets’ adopted in the same period by mere barons, 
and from 1340 to 1471 Edward III of England and his successors used as a 
crest-base a chapeau or cap of estate rather than a crown.  Nevertheless, 
when Edward IV of England chose to encircle the chapeau with an open 
crown on his third great seal, cut after his restoration to the throne in 
1471,104 there can be little doubt that he intended that crown to be an 
insigne of kingship incorporated into the crest-base.  

The insignial character of the crown included in the regal crest-base 
did not become unequivocal in any of the three kingdoms, however, until 
the original open crowns were finally replaced in this setting by the closed, 
‘imperial’ crowns described above. In England (where it had been normal 
in the superscutal position since 1414) the latter type of crown is first 
attested in this supergaleal position without a surmounting crest under 
Henry VII (c. 1500), and with such a crest in the reign of King Henry VIII 
(1509-47).105 In Scotland it is attested under the latter’s contemporary James 
V, who reigned from 1513 to 1542. Although James’ equestrian effigy on 
the reverse of his great seal continued to wear the crest in the form of a lion 
statant guardant first attested under Robert II around 1371, in civil settings 
his crest took the established alternative form of a lion sejant affronté gules, 
holding in his dexter paw a sword and his sinister paw a sceptre proper, and an 
arched, ‘imperial’ crown was set under the lion’s feet as a crest-base (as can 
be seen in Figure 10 above, which reproduces a rendering of 1592).106 Both 
the English and Scottish crests thus constituted have been preserved 
                                                        
102  See Martine DALAS, Corpus des sceaux français du Moyen Age,  T. II. Les Sceaux des 
rois et de régence [Paris, 1991], p. 202, Fig. 120. 
103  See Paul ADAM-EVEN, L’armorial universel du héraut Gelre (1370-1395) Claes 
Heinen, roi d’armes des Ruyers (Geneva, 1971), p. 52 and Pl. XI (facing). 
104  See PINCHES and PINCHES, Royal Heraldry, pp. 113-14. 
105  On the history of the use of the ‘crown imperial’ in England, see BOULTON, 
‘Henry VII and Henry VIII’, pp. 157-59.  The crowned helm without a crest is 
represented on a Flemish damask napkin of c. 1500, published in HASLER, Royal 
Arms, p. 108, Fig. 150. 
106  See ibid., pp. 159-64, esp. the plate on p. 163; and INNES OF LEARNEY, Scots 
Heraldry, p.  213, Fig. 99. 
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without further alteration to the present, and are frequently displayed in 
the context of the distinct forms of the great regal-regnal achievement used 
in the two former kingdoms.  

In France, by contrast, official use of the helm-complex as a whole 
fell into almost complete disuse after the accession of François I in 1515.107 
When it did appear in the great achievements represented in unofficial 
works (like those represented in Figures 12 above and 52 below), the royal 
helm was thenceforth surmounted by the newly-adopted arched crown 
alone, and this custom was later adopted in a number of younger 
monarchies. Among these were Prussia and Belgium, whose achievements 
(in use since 1701 and 1830) are represented in Figure 53 below.  

I have already discussed the ambiguous relationship of the armorial 
crown to the Crest in the Regal-Regnal Achievement of Canada, and what 
should be done about it, so I shall say no more on these matters here. 
 
1.b.iv. The Supercrestal Position (surmounting the crest).  Perhaps the most 
ignored use of the crown is the one I shall call supercrestal: that is, set atop 
the crest as a sign of its regal character.  In both England and Scotland this 
practice has long been combined with its use as a crest-base, and must 
therefore be seen as a distinct form of display.  It is clearly related to the 
later use of the same form of crown and related coronets in association 
with the supporters, marked in similar ways for similar reasons.  Indeed, 
the fact that the crowns used in all of these places have come to be replaced 
with coronets of the appropriate form by junior members of the Royal 
House further indicates that all of insignia in question should be regarded 
as having come to be part of an insignial system peculiar to the royal level of 
armigery, which itself requires some comment here. 
 The use of the crown on the head of the lion of the regal crest seems 
to have begun in England between 1337, when Edward III assumed the 
title and the arms of the King of France, and 1340, when the first version of 
the crest appeared for the first time in our records on the effigy engraved 
on the reverse of his new great seal.  The emblematic figure of this crest 
was a lion statant guardant crowned with an open crown Or, and this figure 
(differenced with a label) has survived in a three-dimensional form both in 
the crest hung over the tomb of Edward’s son the Black Prince in 
Canterbury Cathedral, and in the sculpted version of that crest on the 
sculpted helm set under the head of his effigy.108 A similar crown was set 
on the identical lion in the crests of King Edward’s other sons and 
patrilineal descendants down to 1532, but was often differenced in its 
tinctures to match their collars and the labels on their arms, suggesting that 
throughout that period it was seen as an element of those emblems without 
real insignial value.109  The fact that the crowned lion was also assigned as a 
crest to various men who were merely assimilated armorially into the 
Royal House, including the Tudors, tends to support that conclusion.   
                                                        
107  See PINOTEAU, Héraldique capétienne, p. 11; he does not mention its abandon-
ment, but fails to mention a helm or crest after the accession of François I in 1515. 
108 See PINCHES and PINCHES, Royal Heraldry, pp. 50-53 
109 See ibid., pp. 65, 69, 71, 77, etc. 
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It was only in the early sixteenth century, when Henry VIII 
incorporated into his crest as its base the arched crown that was otherwise 
uniquely insignial of kingship, that the crown on the head of the lion was 
itself replaced by a smaller version of the arched crown.110   Precisely the 
same change took place in Scotland, where from c. 1380 the red lion in the 
royal crest had worn an open crown of gold, but under James V was given 
in its place a closed crown of the same form as the one that simultaneously 
replaced the open crown used as a crest-base.111  
 
1.b.v. The Supersupportal Position (surmounting one or both supporters). 
Closely related to the practice of setting a crown on the head of a crest-
beast was that of setting one on the head of a beast (usually a beast-badge) 
used as a supporter: a position that may be called supersupportal.  In 
England, when the arched form of crown was first set on the head of the 
crest-lion, an identical crown was set on the head of the lion used as one of 
the three interchangeable supporters of the regal achievement. This lion 
was apparently identified with that in the crest, since the other supporters 
— the greyhound of Richmond and the red dragon of Wales — were not 
marked in this way.  Nor were they provided with collars in the form of 
the circlet of the royal crown, like those that gorged both of the unicorns 
that had served as the supporters of the Scottish regal achievement since 
the late fifteenth century, and would continue to do so until the personal 
union of the two kingdoms under James VI and I in 1603.  
   Thereafter, of course, the crowned lion was set on the dexter and 
the gorged unicorn on the sinister of the escutcheon in the English and 
Imperial version of the achievement, but in the Scottish version the order 
was reversed, and the unicorn was also ensigned with a closed crown (as 
can be seen in Figure 33b).112  Thus, all four of the emblematic elements of 
the Scottish regal achievement — the shield of arms, the crest, and both 
supporters — were clearly marked as representing the king and kingdom.  
 In the achievements of Queens Consort since the reign of Henry 
VIII, the arched crown has always been set on the head of the English lion 
that has normally been assigned as their dexter supporter, but the other 
supporter has only rarely been similarly crowned.113  In the achievements 
of royal children of both sexes, archless versions of the same crown were 
introduced in the same reign,114 but only came into regular use after a 
Royal Warrant of 1673, which established the forms of the coronets still 
used by the heir to the throne, the other sons of kings, and the sons of their 
sons.115 Since then such royal coronets have been set not only on or over the 

                                                        
110 See ibid., p. 139 
111  INNES OF LEARNEY, Scots Heraldry, loc. cit. 
112  See also the reconstruction of the achievement of James VI and I in SWAN, 
Symbols of Sovereignty, Pl. V.  Modern emblazonments with the crowned unicorn 
can be seen in INNES OF LEARNEY, Scots Heraldry, p. 212, Fig. 98, and Pll. XLIV, XLV 
113  See PINCHES and PINCHES, Royal Heraldry, Figs. 137, 138, 141, 142, etc. 
114  See ibid., Fig. 145, reproducing a contemporary rendering of the achievement of 
Mary Tudor.  
115 This Royal Warrant, of 13 Charles II, is quoted at length in ibid., p. 181 
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shield of their arms (duly differenced with a distinctive label), but on the 
head of their lion supporter (similarly differenced), and in the case of male 
children, both under and upon the head of the lion of their similarly 
differenced crest. When modified versions of those royal coronets were 
introduced for the daughters of monarchs (by 1724) and for their children of 
both sexes (in 1917), these too were set in all of the established positions.116  
The regal crown in all of these positions was thus set at the summit of a 
system of royal coronets that marked rank within the Royal Family in 
terms of a genealogical relationship to a monarch, and associated all those 
with a right to a coronet of this type with the sovereignty symbolized by 
that crown.   
 In Canada, as we saw in § 2.7 above, the supporters assigned to the 
Regal-Regnal Achievement in 1921 were almost identical to those of the 
English-Imperial Achievement, but the lion was deprived of his crown.  
Auguste Vachon has recently discovered the stage in the design-process 
when this was effected, and I shall summarize his findings in § 5 below, 
but I should like to add to my suggestions about the reform of the 
supporters made in § 2.8 above that both supporters should ideally be 
ensigned with a Canadian regal crown (or if this is visually awkward, 
gorged with an open version of it) to indicate their rôle as regal emblems, 
and the same should be done with the supporters of the provincial 
achievements. By employing different forms of crown of the sort I have 
suggested for the two levels of sovereignty in this position, as well as in all 
of the other positions in which crowns have traditionally been displayed, 
they too can be clearly marked as emblems of regal authority on their level. 
  The Canadian regal crown (whatever form it takes) should also be 
set in most of the established positions in the Great Achievement of our 
Queens Consort and Dowager, in which their paternal arms and sinister 
supporter should replace those of the Regal Achievement. To date, of 
course, for the reasons indicated above, their right to such a personal 
achievement in Canada has never even been recognized.   

In addition, a set of coronets based upon our regal crown should be 
created for the junior members of the Canadian Royal Family, and 
displayed in the same set of positions within their respective achievements 
— in which the Arms, Crest, and Supporters of the Canadian Regal-Regnal 
Achievement are all differenced in the manner long traditional in our 
mother-country. This, too, would represent a complete innovation in the 
use of the Canadian Achievement, but it is an entirely logical one, and 
would serve to assert in yet another way the independence of our 
monarchy from that of the United Kingdom.   
  
1.b.vi. The Suprascutal and Superscutal Use of the Crown as Crest Base (or 
the use of the regal crest in place of the crown).   So far as I have been able 
to determine, the regal crest including the arched crown as a crest-base was 
normally (and perhaps invariably) displayed in its natural place atop the 
royal helm in both the English and the Scottish regal-regnal achievements 
down to some time after the accession of first Hanoverian monarch, George 
                                                        
116  On the history of royal coronets, see ibid., pp. xvi-xvii. 
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I, in 1714.  Between that date and 1776, however, it began to be represented 
in the corrupt fashion that became increasingly common in that period for 
English crests in general: detached from its helm and set either directly on 
the upper rim of the shield, like the crown in middle achievements, or on a 
sort of platform above the shield.  What appears to be the earliest example 
of this form of display was on the ballroom portico of the palace of the 
Governor of Virginia, if the accuracy of the restoration of the 1930s can be 
trusted.117  The other examples I have found of the English regal crest used 
in this way date from the period 1785-1907 (especially after 1850) and 1937, 
and the only example of the Scottish regal crest thus employed 
(surprisingly designed by Lyon King of Arms for George V) dates from 
1930: the year before Canadian independence.118   

The omission of the helm below the crest is a practice that is 
generally to be deplored, and although it has become extremely common 
in the achievements granted by the Canadian Heraldic Authority since 
1988, I have found no example of its use with our Regal-Regnal 
Achievement.  For this, at least, we may be grateful to the rather mindless 
conservatism of our governments in this area. 

   
 

Fig. 33. The Suprascutal and Superscutal Use of the Regal Crest in the  
Regal-Regnal Achievements of England and Scotland 

a. George III in 1785             b. George V in 1930 
(From Hasler, Royal Arms, Figs. 369, 617) 

  
1.b.vii. The Detached Use of the Crest as a Badge. The one traditional use 
of the detached regal crest that is defensible is its use as a badge, and both 
because I failed to address this usage in my discussion of the reform of the 
crest in § 2.5, and because it has come to be of some importance in the vice-
regal emblematics of Canada, it will be useful to do so briefly here.    

Although crests in general have been used as badges in both 
England and Scotland since the fifteenth century, the regal crest was rarely 
if ever employed in this way before the later eighteenth century, and its use 
was long restricted to the badges of identity and rank used in the British 
                                                        
117  See HASLER, Royal Arms, p. 226, Fig. 351. The other thirty examples are in ibid., 
pp. 230-283 
118  Ibid., p. 282, Fig. 617. This practice has recently been extended in Scotland to 
princesses, substituting the appropriate form of coronet, as can be seen in Fig. 50 b. 
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and Imperial armies — where it occasionally replaced the simple crown 
used to ensign regimental badges. The earliest example I have found of the 
use of the crest in this way is in the badge or device of the 15th Light 
Dragoons, c. 1800, in which it surmounted a garter encircling the royal 
cipher.119 By the beginning of the Second World War in 1939 the detached 
crest served as the sole figural element of the badge of the Royal Dragoons 
and the Royal Army Pay Corps, and ensigned those of several other 
regiments and units of the British Army. By the same date the regal crest 
had also been assigned as the cap-badge of brigadiers and other extra-
regimental officers below general rank, and surmounted the crossed 
swords and batons in the cap-badges of general officers and field-marshals 
in place of the simple crown.120  

All of these uses were of course extended to the Canadian Army in 
the same period, and during the War the English regal crest served as the 
distinctive emblem of the Canadian Provost Corps as well as the rank-
insigne of colonels and brigadiers.121  Most of these uses were preserved at 
least to 1968, when the unification of the Canadian Armed Forces led to the 
abandonment of many established signs of rank, but those peculiar to 
militia regiments have in some cases survived to the present.  

Between the Wars the royal crest was given an even more 
prominent rôle on the new flag assigned to the British Army in 1938, 
completing the set of flags for the three armed services.122  The new flag 
took the highly effective form of a simple livery-and-badge-banner: a red 
field charged with a pair of gold knightly swords crossed in saltire at the 
center, and debruised by a representation of the English regal crest. A 
similar flag was soon adopted by the armies of India and Canada, with the 
national crest replacing that of England in each case, but the latter was 
replaced with one of an entirely different design after the unification of the 
forces in 1968. 
 In any case, the most familiar use of the Regal Crest in this detached 
manner in Canada is as the principal insigne of the office of Governor 
General, especially in the context of that office’s official flag.123 Ironically, 
the use of the English-Imperial crest in this manner in Canada began 
shortly after the passage of the Statute of Westminster of 1931, when the 
original form of flag assigned to the Governor General in 1869 (a Union 
Flag with a shield of the arms of the Canadian provinces at the centre) was 
replaced by a new one of a pattern that was similarly standard for the 
governors and governors-general of the newly-independent monarchies 
within the Commonwealth.  It had a simple blue field, charged at the 
center not with the new Regal Arms of Canada (which would have been 

                                                        
119  See W. E. MAY, W. Y. CARMAN, and John TANNER, Badges and Insignia of the 
British Armed Services (London, 1974), p. 203 
120 See Guido ROSIGNOLI, Army Badges and Insignia of World War II (London, 1972), 
Pll. 5, 8, and 11; and Pl. 1, and p. 103 
121  See Jean BOUCHERY, De la Normandie à la Baltique: Le Canadien de la Libération 
(Paris, n.d.), pp. 16, 48 resp. 
122  On service-flags, see ZNAMIEROWSKI, The World Encyclopedia of Flags, pp. 84-85. 
123  For this and what follows, see SWAN, Canada: Symbols of Sovereignty, pp. 76-77 
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logical), or even with the new Regal Crest of our country, but with the 
regal crest of England and of general purpose, set over a narrow scroll 
bearing the name ‘CANADA’ (as can be seen in Fig. 34).  The new flag was 
thus a form of para-armorial banner, in which the Crest functioned as a 
badge, and was closely related in its design to the regimental flags assigned 
since the seventeenth century to infantry regiments, which normally bore a 
similar badge and scroll.  Unfortunately, it was given the absurdly wide 
proportions adopted for naval flags in the previous century (2 : 1), rather 
than the traditional military proportions (essentially 1 : 1) that would have 
been more appropriate both for its design and its normal use.  
 

 
 

 
 

Fig. 34. The Regal Crests of England and Canada used as Badges  
on the Flag of the Office of Governor General of Canada, 1931-81, 1981-p 

 

The new design was meant to indicate that the Governor General 
now represented not the government but only the Sovereign of the United 
Kingdom. Considering the nature of the constitutional change effected by 
the Statute of Westminster, however, this was not actually true, for the 
Governor General thenceforth represented the Sovereign of Canada who 
happened also to be Sovereign of the United Kingdom.  The choice of the 
crest of England for the flag was therefore wholly inappropriate, and 
reflected the failure both of the British and of the Canadian authorities to 
comprehend the fact that the monarchy itself had been divided among the 
independent dominions.  The new flag thus represented a step backward in 
the representation of the distinct identity of Canada (represented only by 
its name) and of its new status as an independent kingdom. 

Nevertheless, it was not until half a century later, in 1981 — when 
the Canadian constitution itself was about to be ‘patriated’ from Britain, 
completing the process of the separation of the two states — that this 
situation was finally rectified.  In that year it was decided that, as the 
Governor General had for fully fifty years represented the monarch in his 
or her capacity as Sovereign of Canada rather than of Great Britain, it was 
high time the flag of that office reflected that state of affairs.124  
Accordingly, in 1981 the regal crest of England was replaced by the (very 
similar) Regal Crest of Canada on the flag, and the scroll and the word 
‘Canada’ set thereon were simply removed as redundant signs.  
                                                        
124  See the folder Canada: Symbols of Nationhood, fol. 1 ‘The Crown in Canada - I’.  
Bruce Patterson F.R.H.S.C., A.I.H., then  St. Lawrence Herald, informed me in June 
20002 that Allan Beddoe F.H.S.C. and Esmond Butler had been lobbying for this 
change since the 1960s, and that the designer of the new flag was Bruce Beatty 
F.R.H.S.C.. Beddoe and Beatty were among the principal founders of the R.H.S.C. 
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The resultant flag was quite appropriate emblematically and 
potentially very effective, but it omitted altogether the crown that was 
arguably part of the Crest in the Canadian version of the Regal 
Achievement, and thus reduced considerably the association of the 
emblem with the monarchy.  The reform of the Canadian Crest that I have 
proposed would rectify this unfortunate situation, and the substitution of a 
Canadian for an English crown, both below and on the lion, would make it 
even more effective as an emblem of the Canadian monarchy. 

 

 
 

Fig. 35. The Canadian Regal Crest as an Insigne of the Office of  
Commander-in-Chief of the Canadian Armed Forces 

 

At some time in the recent past, the Regal Crest of Canada has also 
been converted into an insigne of the office of ‘Commander-in-Chief of 
Canada’ (formally attached to the viceregal office by Letters Patent of 
1947), or alternatively ‘of the Canadian Forces’. The latter form of the title 
was first adopted only in 1968, as part of the unification of the previously 
existing Canadian Army, Royal Canadian Navy, and Royal Canadian Air 
Force under a single command and, down to the later 1980s, a common 
(green) uniform.  At the latter time, uniforms of a more traditional form 
were again assigned to the members of the Canadian Forces — thenceforth 
called the ‘Army’, ‘Navy’, and ’Air Force’ — and a version of the uniform 
of a general or flag officer in each of these three ‘elements’ of the Canadian 
Forces was also assigned to the Governor General, for wear on occasions 
related to the Forces.  On the cuffs and shoulder straps of these uniforms a 
representation of the Regal Crest of Canada was set in a large 
polychromatic representation, represented in Fig. 35.125   

This was a highly appropriate extension of the established functions  
of the Regal Crest as a badge, and would once again be enhanced by the 
reforms to the Crest that I have suggested. Unfortunately, since that time 
only three of the seven Governors General and Commanders in Chief of 
Canada (the title recently restored) have actually worn any of the uniforms 
to which they were entitled: Jeanne Sauvé, Ramon Hnatyshyn, and 
Michaëlle Jean. 

                                                        
125  See ‘Canadian Forces ranks and insignia’, and ‘Commander-in-Chief of the 
Canadian Forces’, in Wikipedia. I am grateful to Dr Christopher McCreery for the 
information on the title of ‘Commander-in-Chief of the Canadian Forces’, and on 
the history of the uniforms and their use.  A fuller account will soon be available in 
his book (with C. PIKE), Canadian Symbols of Authority: Maces, Chains of Office and 
Batons (Toronto, 2011). 
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3.2. The Royal-Sovereign Helm: Current Form, Proposed Modifications 
 

In the heraldic traditions of all three of the British kingdoms, both 
sovereignty and royalty as such have been represented since about 1480 by 
a gold, barred parade-helm, normally set affronty.128  Surprisingly — given 
the attitudes and legal realities at the time it was assigned — the helmet 
depicted in the Royal Warrant of 1921 is of this type, so this insigne may be 
kept in essentially its current form.  However, I would like to suggest a 
number of minor alterations to its display and in the details of its structure 
and decoration, both to improve its appearance and to fit it into a system of 
helms representative of different levels of sovereignty and royalty. 
 First of all, I would also like to propose a change to the orientation of 
the helmet, and more generally to the rules governing the orientation of 
helmets in the Canadian armorial code.  The conventions we have 
inherited from British (and indeed from European armory generally) 
include a set that associate orientation with rank, stipulating more precisely 
that helms representing the highest ranks must always be represented 
affronty, or facing directly outward.129  Since its adoption in the late 
sixteenth century, under Elizabeth I, this convention has had the highly 
undesirable effect of requiring crests like those of England and Canada — 
which in their functional forms were set from front to back on the top of the 
helm — to be set instead from side to side: a quite unnatural, and indeed 
ludicrous, arrangement. 

Given that the convention with regard to orientation is a redundant 
one — general rank being more than adequately represented both by the 
form and by the metal of the helmet — it should be abandoned entirely in 
Canada on all levels, and helmets should be oriented in whatever way best 
                                                        
128  This is the form of helm in normal use from about 1475, though its overall 
gilding was probably standardized under Elizabeth I after 1558. (See HASLER, Royal 
Arms, pp. 96-173) The combination was first formally assigned to the regal dignity 
by John GUILLIM in his highly influential treatise A Display of Heraldrie of 1610. The 
same type of helmet was probably used by non-regnant male members of the 
Royal Family from 1603 (when there were such persons for the first time since 
1547), and was assigned to the achievement of Nova Scotia at an unknown date 
between the creation of that province in 1621 and the first attestation of the 
achievement in 1625.  In the French armorial tradition, the helm of royalty and 
sovereignty in common use differs only in being a close-helmet with its visor fully 
open (as can be seen in the representations of the French Regal-Regnal 
Achievement published by SWAN, Symbols of Sovereignty, Figs. 3.9 and 3.10, pp. 44-
5 and 46-7).  This, however, is the form of helmet used in the British systems to 
represent the chivalric dignities of baronet and knight.  Fortunately, the French 
heraldic systematists listed as an alternative to the fully open form a barred form 
that differed from the standard British form only in being officially damascened and 
in having a fixed number of bars. The earliest discussion I have found of the 
alternative conventions governing the armorial use of helms in France is in [Le 
Père Claude MAROIS] Le gentil-homme parfaict; ov tableav des excellences de la vraye 
Noblesse … (Paris, 1631), and he set out this principle in his chapter Des Armoiries 
timbrées (pp. 262-69).  
129  GUILLIM’s representation of this convention, engraved in 1610, can be seen in 
above in Fig. 17, and later ones in Figs. 18, 19, and 23. 
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permits the display of the crest.  In the case of the Royal Crest of Canada 
(which belongs to all members of our Royal Family), that orientation is the 
three-quarters profile traditionally assigned to peers in the British realms, 
and I have consistently represented it in this position. The crested helm has 
also been represented in this more traditional and logical orientation by 
several other heraldic artists— among them Karen Bailey.130 

 

 
 

Fig. 36. Provincial Achievements with Regal Helms Correctly Oriented 
a. Saskatchewan    b. Prince Edward Island 

  

It is worth noting in this context that the use of the gold parade-
helm of sovereignty has recently been extended to the achievements of 
most of the provinces, and has in two cases been officially represented in 
the three-quarters view.131 With the modifications just suggested, the use of 
such a helm should be formally extended to all of them, to indicate clearly 
both the co-sovereign nature of the authority enjoyed by their governments, 
and the embodiment of that authority in all of them in the Queen of 
Canada in her distinct capacity as queen in the province in question.  (The 

                                                        
130  See above, Fig. 21. 
131  At the time of writing, only the achievements of Ontario, Alberta, and Quebec 
lack such helms, and the last of these provinces also lacks the crest that would 
require its presence. Only the crest of Alberta — whose arms are also the only ones 
to include a scenic design — was actually set on a generic helm in the letters patent 
completing its achievement, and as this helm is not actually mentioned in the 
blazon, it is of no authority. The letters completing the Ontario achievement issued 
in 1909 merely omitted the representation of the helm: an unfortunate practice of 
that period, recently revived by the Canadian Heraldic Authority.  Alas, a more 
recent emblazonment of the Queen’s Achievement for Ontario includes the generic 
‘gentleman’s’ helm also depicted in the official emblazonment of her Achievement 
for Alberta.  For a representation of provincial achievements with correct helms, 
see above, Fig. 25. 
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three territories, by contrast, should be assigned a different form of helm, 
to indicate their status as non-sovereign dependencies of the regnal Crown, 
but this is clearly not the place to deal with what form it might take.) 

Distinctions ought nevertheless be made between the helm of the 
kingdom and those of the provinces.  One way to do this would be to 
stipulate that the number of bars in the helm of the Regnal Achievement be 
fixed at seven, of which at least four are visible,  while the number in the 
helms of the provincial achievements be fixed at five, with at least three of 
them visible: a type of distinction that derives from the French heraldic (or 
rather heraldistic) tradition.132 Since this is a rather subtle difference, it 
would be a good idea to supplement it by giving the regnal helm a jeweled 
band at the base, and the provincial helm the band of demi-maple-leaves I 
have elsewhere proposed as insignial of the condition of Canadian 
armiger, and have attributed in earlier illustrations to the regnal helm 
itself.  As the latter bears the Canadian Regal Crest, it hardly needs any 
additional sign of its Canadian character. I represent both proposed 
distinctions in Figure 37.  (The provincial form could also be used for 
Princes and Princesses of Canada, surmounted by the appropriate 
Canadian form of coronet.) 

 

 
 

Fig. 37. Proposed forms of Regnal and Provincial Helm and Lambrequins 
 
 

                                                        
132  The earliest author to assert the doctrine that the number of bars on a helm was 
indicative of the degree of dignity of the bearer seems to have been Philippes 
MOREAU, in Le Tableau des Armoiries de la France, auquel sont représentés les origines et 
raisons des Armoiries, Hérauts d’armes & les marques de Noblesse (Paris, 1609). He 
declared in his chapter ‘Le Tymbre’ (p. 177) that ‘il y a certaines ouuertures que le 
Poëte Brico appelle fenestres distinguées par barreaux et greilles, dont la plus 
grand nombre signifie une plus grande dignité’. This doctrine was reiterated by 
André FAVYN in his Le Theatre d’Honneur et du Chevalerie (Paris, 1620), and by 
Philibert MONET in his Origine et pratique des armoiries à la gaulloise (Lyon, 1631), in 
the chapter ‘Des Thimbres et Heaumes’ (p. 39), and by Marc-Gilbert DE VARENNES 
in his Le Roy d’Armes (Paris, 1635), in the chapter ‘Du heaume’ (p. 354).  In the 
latter, Varennes was the first author I have found to propose particular numbers of 
bars for the different grades of nobility: eleven for sovereign princes, nine for 
ordinary dukes, seven for marquises and counts, five for barons and knights, and 
three for lesser gentlemen. 
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3.3. The Current and Proposed Forms of Lambrequin 
 

From the form of the helm I turn to that of the lambrequin, or tailed 
mantling, which invariably surmounts a helm in the armorial traditions of 
all of our founding kingdoms, and is itself invariably surmounted by the 
crest-base and crest in the traditions of the British Isles.133  In its earliest 
manifestations in England, the mantling depicted on the royal helm in 
pictorial achievements was invariably of red cloth, ‘doubled’ or lined in 
ermine.  These tinctures no doubt represented those of their functional 
models, which in turn reflected those of the cap of estate that served as the 
crest-base above them down to 1530 (and in the arms of kings’ sons to 
1714), and those of the regal, royal, and parial robes of estate. Perhaps in 
part because the same tinctures were being assumed for the lambrequins of 
peers, but certainly to in order assert the unique splendour of her regal 
dignity, at her accession in 1558 Queen Elizabeth I replaced the red velvet 
exterior of her lambrequin (almost exclusively realized by her reign in the 
secondary mode) with one of cloth of gold, and Or doubled ermine has 
continued from that day to this to be the colour-scheme of the lambrequin 
of the British sovereign.134  Under the childless Elizabeth, it remained 
peculiar to the sovereign, but at some time after her death (possibly in 
1603, when the prefixes ‘prince’ and ‘princess’ were assigned to royal 
children, or in 1673, when royal cadets were assigned distinctive coronets) 
it was extended to the sovereign’s children, and has therefore been, like the 
gold helm on which it is set, a redundant insigne of royal status 
generally.135 
 Not surprisingly, given the attitude of the United Kingdom 
authorities towards the dominions and ex-dominions of the Empire, the 
Royal Warrants by which they were granted armories never included a 
lambrequin in the royal tinctures of Or doubled ermine. In fact, down to 
1931, when all of the original dominions became independent kingdoms, 
the only one to be assigned any sort of lambrequin was Canada, which was 
also the only one to be assigned a helm to sustain the crest.  The crests 
granted to South Africa, Australia, and New Zealand were all set on torses 
(rather than crowns), represented as floating above the escutcheon (in the 
‘superscutal’ position discussed in § 3.1.b.i in relation to the crown). This 
unfortunate form of display has been retained in Australia to the present, 
and was retained in New Zealand until 1956, when the display of the crest 
was itself discontinued, and a representation of ‘St. Edward’s Crown’ 
(erroneously regarded as a crest) was set in its place.136   

                                                        
133  I dealt with the lambrequin briefly in § 2.6 above, but do so here in more detail. 
134  See J. P. BROOKE-LITTLE M.V.O., F.S.A., F.H.S., Richmond Herald of Arms, Boutell’s 
Heraldry (London and New York, 1970), p. 211.   
135  I have found no study of the history of this practice, and the evidence of use 
from the period before 1714 seems to be very limited. For the introduction of the 
royal coronets, see PINCHES and PINCHES, Royal Heraldry, pp. 186.  
136  See Anon., ‘Coat of Arms of New Zealand’, Wikipedia, p. 1, and the government 
website www.teara.govt.nz/en/government-and-nation/9/3 
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South Africa did actually acquire a helm, and in consequence a 
lambrequin, by a Warrant of 1932 — the year after its elevation to the 
condition of independent kingdom. For reasons best known to themselves, 
however, the English kings of arms  chose to treat the new kingdom as if it 
were an English municipality or commercial corporation, and assigned to it 
the helm of a simple gentleman, long (but always inappropriately) 
employed for such purposes. They also assigned it a lambrequin in what 
appear to be the armal livery-colours of the first quarter: gules doubled 
argent.  If the doubling had been ermine it would at least have suggested a 
higher dignity, but the tinctures actually assigned to it were utterly without 
insignial significance, and are borne by many thousands of individual 
armigers.  Perhaps on the basis of the precedents established in the 
lambrequins of Canada and South Africa, the same tinctures were assigned 
in 1962 to the lambrequin of Trinidad and Tobago (in this case atop a royal 
helm which the state has retained since becoming a republic in 1976), 
despite the fact that the dominant tinctures of the arms were red, black, 
and gold,137 but The Gambia received one in its armal liveries (atop a 
gentleman’s helm), and the Solomon Islands one in azure doubled argent, 
which were related only to those of the torse (also set on a gentleman’s 
helm).  No other former colony or dominion seems to have been granted a 
crest, so most of them lack both helm and lambrequin, and their 
achievements are wholly lacking in signs indicative of their character as 
sovereign states. 

The practices of the English kings of arms in this area have thus 
been completely erratic, and have signally failed to indicate either the 
sovereignty of such ex-dominions, or the fact that almost all of them were at 
least initially kingdoms, whose public authority was vested in the current 
British king or queen, in a capacity that was wholly distinct both from his 
or her capacity as King or Queen of the United Kingdom, and from his or 
her capacity as Head of the Commonwealth. At the time of their respective 
attainments of independence, King George V became King of Canada, 
Australia, New Zealand, and South Africa, George VI became King of India 
and Pakistan, and Elizabeth II became Queen of Uganda, Kenya, Nigeria, 
The Gambia, Jamaica, and the numerous other former elements of the 
British Empire around the world to which independence has been granted 
during her long reign. Both their sovereignty and their regnal condition 
ought to have been represented armorially in a clear and unequivocal way, 
and the best way to do this would have been to include a royal helm, 
lambrequin, and crown. 

Happily, as I noted at the beginning of this essay in the previous 
volume, Canada has been better served in this area than any of its sister 
dominions and kingdoms, receiving both a royal helm and a royal crown 
(albeit in an equivocal position).  To these ought to have been added at 
independence in 1931 a royal lambrequin, whose presence would have 
asserted in no uncertain terms the equality of the Kingdom of Canada to 
the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland and other 
                                                        
137  See ‘Coat of Arms of Trinidad and Tobago’, Wikipedia, p. 1, and on  the 
government website www.nalis.gov.tt/Independence/NatSymbols.htm 
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newly-independent realms of King George (V).  I represent such a 
lambrequin atop my proposed form of the regal helm for the Achievement 
of the Queen in right of the Kingdom. 

As I have proposed a distinct form of helm for the Queen in right of 
the provinces, it seemed appropriate to propose a corresponding form of 
lambrequin.  These could either be gold doubled miniver (that is, in effect, 
ermine without the tails), or gules doubled ermine (the tinctures used before 
1558).  I have represented the latter type in Figure 37, further distinguished 
from the regnal form by showing fewer tails.  The lambrequins of the (non-
sovereign) provincial governments should logically be gules doubled argent. 
 
 

3.4. The Motto-Circlets, Ribbons, Pendants, and Collars of Orders of 
Knighthood or Merit: Historical, Current, and Proposed Armorial Uses 

 

The last type of insigne to be introduced into the Regal-Regnal 
Achievement of Canada is the circlet of the Order of Canada: the oldest 
and most important of our three regnal orders of merit, which stands at the 
summit of the regnal system of honours.  The Order itself was founded in 
1967 as part of the celebration of the Centenary of Confederation, but the 
motto-circlet was only introduced into the Regal-Regnal Achievement in 
the official emblazonment of 1994, approved by the Queen on 12 July of 
that year, and reproduced below in Figure 38.138 Since then it has served to 
signalize both the position of the Queen — the Fount of Honour in 
general— as the Sovereign of the Order, and that of the Order itself as the 
source of the highest honours at her disposal in Canada.    

And just as the order it represents is modelled indirectly but 
ultimately on the corresponding knightly order of the Kingdom of England 
— the Most Noble Order of the Garter — so its insignia (including not only 
its circlet, but its ribbon, pendant device, and collar, whose inclusion in the 
Canadian Achievement I intend to promote in this section) are modelled on 
the related insignia of that order.  Furthermore, not only the armorial 
display of the circlet already established, but that of the two other forms of 
insignia (the ribbon and pendant) that were introduced into the armorial 
bearings of all lesser members of the Canadian order in 1972, is modelled 
indirectly on the display of the insignia of the English order, and more 
directly upon that of the display of the junior orders of the British Crown 
created on its model: especially the Order of the Bath and that of the British 
Empire.  

It will therefore be useful to preface my critique of Canadian 
practice in this area with an examination of the history of the form and use 
of the insignia both of the ancestral English orders and of their Canadian 
offspring. 

                                                        
138 I am grateful for this information to Dr Christopher McCreery, who also pointed 
out to me that the motto-circlet was first included in an official representation of 
the Achievement in the stained-glass window in Rideau Hall unveiled by the 
Queen to commemorate the one hundred and twenty-fifth anniversary of 
Confederation.  
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Fig. 38. The Official Emblazonment of the Achievement of the Queen of Canada 
since 1994, with the Motto-Circlet of the Order of Canada  

(Artist: Cathy Bursey-Sabourin F.R.H.S.C., Fraser Herald) 
 

This history is not a simple one. I shall argue that the circlet that 
currently constitutes the most prominent armorial insigne of both 
membership in and Sovereignty of the Order of Canada descends from the 
principal insignial device of the Order of the Garter — the garter itself — 
employed in the context of a secondary device used as a ribbon-pendant, 
through the intermediary of the visually similar motto-circlet of the 
Knighthood of the Bath, used first in a ribbon-pendant, and then in the 
context of a breast-device or star.  I shall also argue that both the general 
form of the ribbon and pendant-device of the Order of Canada, and the 
manner of their armorial display, descend in a similar line from those of 
the Garter and the Bath, modified only by innovations in the insignia of the 
Order of the Bath inspired by the French Order of St. Louis and its 
revolutionary successor the Legion of Honour. 

 The Order of the Garter was founded by King Edward III in 1348 
as the fulfillment of a plan of 1344 to revive the legendary Company of the 
Round Table.139 Though not the first monarchical order to be founded in 
Latin Christendom, such was the prestige it acquired that it became the 
principal model for the most important of the later orders, including the 
Burgundian Order of the Golden Fleece, founded in 1430 and still 
maintained in Austria and Spain, and through it of the French royal Order 
                                                        
139  For this and what follows on the Order of the Garter, see D’A. J. D. BOULTON, 
The Knights of the Crown: The Monarchical Orders of Knighthood in Later Medieval 
Europe, 1325-1520 (Woodbridge, Suffolk, 1987; 2nd edn. 2000), ch. 4; Peter J. 
BERGENT and Hubert CHESSHYRE, The Most Noble Order of the Garter: 650 Years 
(London, 1999); and Hugh E. L. COLLINS, The Order of the Garter 1348-1461: Chivalry 
and Politics in Late Medieval England. (Oxford, 2000).  
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Fig. 39. The Two-Dimensional Garter Device on the Seals of the  
Sovereigns of the Order. I. The seal of Henry VIII.   II. The seal of James I 

III. The second seal of Charles I.   IIII. The signet seal of Charles I 
(From Ashmole, Order of the Garter, p. 246) 

 

of St. Michael, founded in 1469 and maintained to the fall of the legitimate 
monarchy in 1830.140  Both of these orders would inspire modifications in 
the practices and statutes of the Garter itself between about 1495 and 1519, 
one of them of importance in the present context, as we shall see. 
Nevertheless, because of the early date of its creation, the English order 
retained a number of peculiar characteristics, among which were the form 
and the manner of display of its principal insignial device: the blue garter 
from which the order takes its more usual name, bearing the motto HONI 
SOIT QUI MAL Y PENSE: (‘Shamed be he who thinks ill of it’). In its natural 
form, this device was worn around the left knee of its Knights Companion, 
but in its armorial form it was from the beginning represented as a sword-
belt flattened into a two-dimensional annulus, with the buckle at the base 
and the tongue hanging below it.  In this form it was set around a shield of 
the arms of the Order’s patron, St. George, on the order’s formal mantle, 
and increasingly around the shields of the arms of its members, including 
the monarch as its Sovereign. The latter  manner of display in the context of 
the regal achievement has been normal since 1532, when it first appeared, 

                                                        
140 On these orders to about 1580, see BOULTON, Knights of the Crown, chs. 13 and 15. 
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along with the closed crown, on the great seal.  Since that time it has also 
been used in the same way on the seals of its Sovereigns as such, as can be 
seen in the images of the seals cut before 1685 in Figure 39.141   

 

               

 
Fig. 40. The Earliest Forms of the Collar of the Order of St. Michael of France  

and the Collar of the Order of the Garter (based upon it) 
(From a ms. of 1520, in Encyclopaedia Britannica, 1911, XIII, opp. p. 234) 

 

Normally the garter has been displayed alone encircling the escutcheon of 
the regal arms in exactly the same way as it encircles those of the order’s 
ordinary members or ‘Companions’. In some contexts, however, the garter 
has been either replaced or supplemented in cumular contexts by the collar 
of that order: a type of insigne that, through imitation of the prestigious 
order of the Golden Fleece, had by about 1450 become normal among 
continental orders of knighthood. To conform to this new fashion, around 
1495 Henry VII of England had assigned to his own order a collar, whose 
form was based directly on that of the French Order of St Michael 
(represented above in Figure 40a).  Like its immediate French model, the 
collar assigned to the Order of the Garter was composed of a series of 
enamelled metallic links (in its case taking the form of Tudor roses 
surrounded by garters, as in Figure 40b above and 41a), alternating with 
knots (of the form represented in 41c), from which depended a jewel in the 
form of an effigy of the Order’s patron: in this case St. George,  represented 
on horseback slaying the dragon that was part of his legend (as can be seen 
in Figure 40b).   

 

                                                        
141  Figures 39 and 41 are taken from Sir Elias ASHMOLE, The Institution, Laws & 
Ceremonies of the most Noble Order of the Garter (London, 1672) 
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Fig. 41. The Garter-Device in the Devices of three of the Order’s Officers  
The central elements of the first and third represent links of the Order’s collar 

(From Ashmole, Order of the Garter, p. 234c) 
   

The full collar of the Garter has always been worn in its functional 
form by all members of the Order on the most formal occasions, and was 
originally to have been worn in this form whenever the companions 
appeared in public. As this was soon found to be inconvenient, however, 
from 1508 the companions were permitted on informal occasions to wear 
the device suspended either from a simple gold chain or from a silk ribbon, 
hung about their neck, and the revised statutes of 1519 and 1522 repeated 
this provision. A Chapter decision of 1521 also modified the form of the 
device to be worn in this manner, declaring that it was to take the form of 
the effigy of St. George surrounded by the garter. This form of pendant 
device, called the ‘Lesser George’ (represented in Figure 43), was the 
principal ancestor of the devices of all later orders in the British tradition, 
including the three Canadian orders, and its neck-ribbon was the ancestor 
of the ribbons from which some of them are suspended, but the path of the 
transmission of both models was far from direct. 

Although the Lesser George continued to be worn from a neck-
ribbon down to the accession of James VI and I in 1603, soon thereafter 
growing numbers of companions chose to wear it from a longer (and 
eventually broader) riband, hung over their right shoulder like a sash, so 
that the pendant rested on their left side or hip rather than their breast.  
This manner of wear had become normal by 1682, when the Chapter of the 
Order made it statutory, and has not changed since that time. In the 
meantime — perhaps under the influence of the cordon bleu assigned as the 
ribbon of the new French Order of the Holy Spirit in 1578 — the colour of 
the ribbon, originally black, had become blue (around 1580 in practice and 
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from 1622 by statute), and that (allowing for several changes of shade) has 
persisted to the present day.142   

All of these developments occurred before any other order of 
knighthood had been founded in any of the three kingdoms of the British 
Isles, so it cannot be surprising that analogous forms of insignia were 
adopted for the Companions of the Orders of the Thistle, the Bath, and St. 
Patrick when they were founded in 1687, 1725, and 1783 respectively, and 
for those of the equivalent rank of all of the orders founded in the United 
Kingdom in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries.143 More particularly, 
the knights of the highest grade of all of these orders have been assigned 
both a formal collar composed of metallic links supporting a collar-
pendant, and an informal silk riband of a distinctive colour supporting a 
riband-pendant of similar but sometimes different form.   

 
What the knights of these other orders were not given, however, 

was an equivalent of the garter itself — which was not only worn on a 
daily basis by the knights of the oldest order, but as I noted above, was set 
around the shield in their armorial achievements as a mark of their 
membership.  This meant that the knights of the later English and British 
orders had to find another way to represent their membership in the 
context of their armorial achievements.  

The obvious way to do this would have been to encircle the shield 
of their arms with the collar of their order. This, after all, had been the 
normal way of representing membership in a knightly order on the 
continent since 1430, when it was adopted by the founder and founding 
knights of the Order of the Golden Fleece, and had from that time been 
employed both by the Chiefs and Sovereigns of those orders and by their 
ordinary Companions.144  It is even more significant in the present context 
that the Dukes of Burgundy from 1430, their successors the Archdukes of 
Austria from 1477, Kings of Castile and Leon from 1506, and of Spain and 
its vast domain from 1517, almost invariably surrounded their arms with 
the collar of the Golden Fleece, and that their principal rivals the Kings of 
France did the same from 1469 with the collar of their Order of St. Michael. 
Furthermore, after the foundation of the Order of the Holy Spirit in 1578 to 
supplement the latter order (whose prestige had suffered  seriously from  a  

                                                        
142  See BERGENT and CHESSHYRE, Order of the Garter, pp. 167-70. It is worth noting 
here it was because the premier orders of both France and England used blue 
ribbons that ribbons of that colour (both literal and metaphorical) came to be 
associated with excellence of the highest level in all activities. 
143  On the British orders in the first part of this period, see Antti MATIKKALA, The 
Orders of Knighthood and the Formation of the British Honours System 1660-1760  
(Woodbridge, Suffolk, 2008).  
144  On the armorial use of the collar of the Golden Fleece, see D’A. J. D. BOULTON, 
‘The Order of the Golden Fleece as an Instrument for the Promotion of Burgundian 
Identity’, in The Ideology of Burgundy: The Promotion of National Consciousness, 1364-
1565, ed. IDEM and Jan VEENSTRA. (Leiden, 2006, pp. 21-96, esp. pp. 39-43. 
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massive over-distribution of companionships),145 both the king and the 
members of that order almost invariably surrounded their arms with the 
collars of both of the royal orders simultaneously — that of the newer 
order surrounding that of the older (as can be seen in Figures 49 and 50 
below).  It is also significant in the context of this essay that this was the 
only manner in which these and all other continental monarchs indicated 
their Sovereignty of their various orders, even when other methods were 
employed by their subjects.146  

 

 
 

Fig. 42. The Arms of King George IV surrounded by the Garter and Collar of the  
Order of the Garter, and accompanied by the Devices of the Other Royal Orders  

(St Patrick, The Bath, The Thistle, and St Michael and St George) 
 

Nor was this practice unknown in the British Isles. After the 
adoption of a comparable collar for the Order of the Garter by Henry VII, 
the Kings of England (and later those of Great Britain and the United 
Kingdom) occasionally emulated their continental cousins by setting the 
order’s collar around their arms, normally surrounding the garter itself. A 
relatively recent example of this practice can be seen in Figure 40: a 

                                                        
145  On the Ordre du Saint Esprit or ‘Order of the Holy Spirit’ of France, see Comte 
Garden DE SAINT-ANGE, Code des Ordres de Chevalerie, (Paris, 1819, reprinted with a 
preface by Baron Hervé PINOTEAU, Paris, 1978), esp. pp. 11-86, which include the 
statutes of the Order. 
146  I discuss the generalization of the collar as the principal form of insigne for 
monarchical orders in Knights of the Crown, pp. 480-82. 
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contemporary representation of the achievement of George IV (reg. 1820-
1830).147 Furthermore, in the form of their achievement used in Scotland, 
the British monarchs — following the practice of the Kings of Scotland 
since the reign of James V — have since the Personal Union of 1603 
surrounded the shield of their arms with the collar of the Knighthood or 
(since 1702) Order of the Thistle, normally if not invariably omitting the 
circlet employed from the latter date by that order’s Companions.148 

 
Nevertheless, in England the armorial use of the garter collar even 

by its Sovereigns was always rare, and seems to have been even more 
exceptional among its ordinary Companions. Both Sovereign and 
Companions have preferred to use the simple and very distinctive garter 
alone, in the manner established soon after the proclamation of the order in 
1348.  And as the usages of the Garter were those emulated by the knights 
of all of the later  English  and  British orders, the  knights  of  those  orders 
chose to represent their membership in their principal order primarily by 
encircling the escutcheon of their arms not with the collar of their order, 
but with a new form of purely armorial insigne invented for the purpose, 
clearly modelled on the garter itself. The type of insigne in question is the 
one best called the motto-circlet, and it is to the origins of that type of 
insigne — peculiar to orders in the British tradition — that I shall now turn. 

The motto-circlet is essentially an annulus of either circular or 
ovoid outline, with a field in the principal colour of its order, bearing the 
motto of the order in a contrasting metal. A motto-circlet of this type first 
appeared in the earliest device of the (as yet unincorporated) Knighthood 
of the Bath, created soon after the accession of James VI and I in 1603: more 
than a century before it became a true order.149  This circlet was laterally 
compressed into an upright ovoid, and bore the motto TRIA IN UNUM in 
raised letters on a metallic ground without any enamelling: essentially the 
form it retains in the civil division of the true order founded in 1725 and 
reorganized in 1815 (though the motto itself was revised to the more 
grammatical TRIA JUNCTA IN UNO ‘Three [kingdoms] joined in one’).  Its 
form (as can be seen in Figure 43b) was clearly modelled on the garter in 
the form it took in the ordinary device of that order, the Lesser George, 

                                                        
147  This was published in PINCHES & PINCHES, Royal Heraldry of England, op. p. 238 
148  This can be seen in INNES OF LEARNEY, Scots Heraldry, Figs. 98, 99, Pll. XLIV, XLV  
149  Franciscus MENNENIUS, in his Deliciae Equestrium, sive militarium ordinum et 
eorundum origines, statuta, symbola, et insignia (Cologne, 1613), declared that ‘In the 
year 1605 the Knights of the Bath wore as their device ‘three golden crowns within 
a golden circle and surrounded by the inscription Tria in Unum’. FAVYN, in his 
Theatre d’Honneur of 1620, confirmed the existence of such a device. Its daily wear 
was ordered by the Earl Marshal immediately following the coronation of Charles 
I in 1625, and it was thenceforth, at least, worn suspended from a red ribbon 
around the neck, like the Lesser George of the Garter. Like the equivalent ribbon of 
the Garter, it was gradually converted into a riband worn like a baldric, but hung 
over the right shoulder rather than the left.  See Sir Ivan DE LA BERE, The Queen’s 
Orders of Chivalry (London, 1964), p. 108. 
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which (as can be seen in Figure 43a) was itself essentially a metal 
annulet, often ovoid and without enamelling, bearing a motto, and 
surrounding a  

 

 
 

Fig. 43. The Garter of the ‘Lesser George’ and the Motto-Circlets in the 
Equivalent Insignia of the Knighthood (from 1605) and Order (from 1725) of the 

Bath, and the Order of the Thistle (from 1703) (After Gritzner150) 
 
medallion charged with a figural emblem — though of course it was 
distinguished from all later annulets by its buckle and tongue. 

Like the Lesser George, the device of the Bath in which the annulet 
was incorporated was initially worn suspended from a short ribbon (red 
rather than blue) around the neck, and like the garter device had come by 
1687 to be worn instead suspended from a broad riband, worn like a 
baldric over the shoulder (right rather than left).  From that time onwards, 
therefore, both constituted what are commonly called ‘riband-badges’, but 
are more precisely called riband-devices, because they include a motto151).  
Nevertheless, unlike the Lesser George, the riband-device of the Bath was 
not a secondary but the primary and indeed only insigne of the knighthood 
of that name before 1725, and as such could provide a new model for 
comparable types of insignia. In fact was one of the two direct models for 
the new insignial devices assigned to the Order of the Thistle when it was 
founded by the overtly Roman Catholic king James VII and II in 1787, as a 

                                                        
150  Maximilian GRITZNER, Handbuch der Ritter- und Verdienst Orden aller 
Kulturstaaten der Welt innerhalb des XIX. Jahrhunderts (Graz, 1893; repr. 1962), pp. 
92-3, 96-7, 100. 
151  I shall use this term in keeping with the general terminological distinction we 
shall employ between badges, which are purely figural emblems, and devices, 
which combine a badge with a motto. 
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‘revival’ of a traditional Scottish pseudo-order.152  As can be seen in Figure 
43c, the general form of the riband-bage or device of the new order — an 
ovoid field bearing a figural emblem and surrounded by an ovoid motto-
circlet — was  identical to that of the long-established riband-device of the 
Bath. It seems to have differed only in having the field of the motto-circlet 
enamelled in the Order’s colour.  

 

 
 

Fig. 44. The Annulets in the Breast-Devices or ‘Stars’ of the  
Orders of the Garter, Thistle, and Bath (after Gritzner) 

 
The use of enamel in this way — characteristic of all later motto-

circlets, and therefore of interest here —was probably borrowed from the 
Order of the Garter rather than the knighthood of the Bath, but in this case 
less from the latter’s treatment of its riband-device — which was only 
occasionally enamelled in this manner — than from its treatment of the 
newest of its insignia: its breast-device or ‘star’.  This form of insigne had 
itself been created in two stages earlier in the century: the first involving 
the extension of the original device of the order (a textile escutcheon of the 
arms of St. George surrounded by the garter) from the breast of the order’s 
formal mantle to the breast of the ordinary coats of the companions (in the 
process concealing the form of the escutcheon itself behind the garter in the 
current fashion), and the second its irradiation with tinsel rays in the form 
of a glory or (as it came to be called) a ‘star’.153  The two-dimensional garter 
in this context was not initially enamelled (as the star continued to be 
constructed of cloth and wire into the nineteenth century), but it was 
represented in a polychromatic fashion, with gold letters on a blue field.   

In any case, the Order of the Thistle was from the time of its 
foundation provided with a breast-device or ‘star’ that closely resembled 
that of the Order of the Garter, as can be seen in Figure 44b, but in one 
respect more closely resembled the riband-device of the Bath.  The figure of 
the thistle on its central medallion was surrounded by a motto-circlet that 
resembled the garter in being polychromatic and circular, but resembled 
the circlet of the Bath in lacking the buckle and tongue that distinguished 

                                                        
152  On this order and its insignia, see DE LA BERE, Queen’s Orders, pp. 95-104, and 
Peter GALLOWAY, The Order of the Thistle (London, 2009) 
153  See BERGENT and CHESSHYRE, Order of the Garter, pp. 170-71 
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the garter as such.154  As shall see, it was to transmit these characteristics to 
all of the later motto-circlets of British orders, and was clearly the direct 
model for all of them.  

Although informally abandoned after James’ ouster by his daughter 
Mary (II) and her husband William (III) of Orange in 1689, the Order of the 
Thistle was revived by Mary’s sister Anne soon after she came to the 
throne in 1702, and has survived in the form she gave it to the present day. 
Thus, after 1702 there was a second officially-maintained order of 
knighthood in Britain, whose insignia included both in its riband-device 
and its breast-device a motto-circlet that strongly resembled the 
representation of the garter with its inscribed motto that had long been 
displayed in the same contexts.  

Not surprisingly, therefore, the Companions of the Thistle soon 
began to proclaim membership in their order in armorial contexts in a 
manner that was visually (if not technically) analogous to the manner by 
which the knights of the Garter had done since shortly after the foundation 
of that far older order in 1348: through the display of the garter-like motto-
circlet, extracted from their breast-device, around the escutcheon bearing 
their arms. Soon after the conversion of the Knighthood of the Bath into a 
true order in 1725, this practice was adopted by the Companions of that 
order, whose new irradiated breast-device or ‘star’ included a circular, 
enamelled motto-circlet, which as can be seen in Figure 44c, was clearly 
modelled on that of the Order of the Thistle. In the eighteenth and early 
nineteenth century, this circlet was often represented in an ovoid form, like 
that of their riband-device — a form that can be seen below in Figure 45a 
— but it was eventually displayed in the standard, circular form that can 
be seen in Figure 45b. 

Because all subsequent British orders were given a device including 
a motto-circlet of this form set around the central emblem of their riband-
device and breast-device, the practice of displaying such a circlet 
armorially around the escutcheon of arms was adopted by the knights of 
each new order in succession. The use of the detached circlet in this way 
thus came to be the most common way to represent membership in all such 
orders except the Garter itself, in which the garter took its place. It would 
appear that the circlet was normally displayed alone in this context down 
to some time in the nineteenth century,155 but if any other form of insigne 
was displayed armorially it was the collar of the order rather than either its 
riband or pendant device. Down to 1815, as I have said, a collar had been 
                                                        
154  It is worth noting in a Canadian context that the device of the Order of the 
Thistle probably served as a partial model for the device of the Order of Saint 
Louis, founded in 1693 by Louis XIV of France (to whose court James VII and II 
had retreated after his overthrow in 1689) as the first knightly order of merit.  Its 
insignial device (described below on p. 167 and represented in Fig. 46 a) took a 
strikingly similar form, including a circlet bearing a text.  
155  The circlet alone is represented around the escutcheon of Sir John Duckworth in 
the representations of his achievements of 1803 and 1814, painted in Vol. 5 (pp. 20, 
22) of the series Order of the Bath, Knights Pedigrees, kept in the College of Arms, 
and reproduced in WOODCOCK and ROBINSON, Oxford Guide to Heraldry, p. 106. 
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part of the insignia of the knights of all four of the orders that had been 
founded in the British realms, including the Order of St. Patrick, created for 
the nobility of Ireland in 1783.  This being the case, any knight of any order 
could choose to display his collar around the escutcheon of his arms, either 
instead of, or in addition to, the motto-circlet or garter. When both forms of 
insignia were displayed, the collar was invariably set outside the circlet or 
garter, in the manner attested in the oldest order from the early sixteenth 
century.   As we shall see, the right to use any of these three distinct 
manners of indicating their membership would be retained by the 
members of the two knightly grades of multi-grade orders when such 
orders were finally established in and after 1815. In practice, however, the 
ordinary knights of all British orders have only rarely availed themselves 
of the right to display their collar in armorial contexts, either with or 
without the circlet, and until some time after 1815 they normally employed 
the motto-circlet alone. 

 

  
 

Fig. 45. The Insignia of the Order of the Bath  
a. In the Achievement of Sir John Duckworth (1803) 

b. In the Achievement of Sir John A. Macdonald 
on his Stall-Plate in Westminster Abbey 

 
Very different (and rather inconsistent) practices have prevailed 

among the British monarchs in their capacity as Sovereigns of the orders in 
question: a fact that is of particular importance in the present context, as I 
shall show. Although, as I have noted, the Sovereigns of the Order of the 
Garter have sometimes displayed  the garter-device within the collar of 
that order, so far as I have been able to discover, those monarchs who have 
been Sovereigns of the Thistle have always displayed the collar of that 
order alone (the regular practice of the present queen in Scotland), while 
those who have been Sovereigns of the other orders have rarely displayed 
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any of their insignia in armorial contexts except perhaps in documents or 
monuments directly related to the order (when they most commonly 
employ what seem to be regarded as the arms of the order, impaling their 
normal regal arms).  An exception to this rule can be seen in the 
achievement of George IV already cited, in which the riband-devices of all 
four of the then-existing junior orders were suspended from the ends of 
their ribands, which were themselves hung from the arms of its baroque 
compartment.  In any case, I have found no example of the use by a British 
or Canadian monarch of the motto-circlet of any of their orders in place of 
the analogous garter earlier than 1994, when the arms of the present 
monarch in her capacity as Queen of Canada was encircled with the motto-
circlet of the Order of Canada.   

 
Whether the latter is therefore either an appropriate or an adequate 

form of insigne to represent the monarch’s status as Sovereign of that order 
is a question that must be addressed here.  However, given the fact that the 
Order of Canada and the other two Canadian orders founded in the last 
third of the twentieth century all took the form of multi-grade orders of merit 
of a type unknown in the British Empire before 1815, and the fact  that they 
all lack grades conveying the dignity of knight itself, it will be useful to 
preface my examination of Canadian practices with a brief history of such 
multi-grade orders, their insignia, and the armorial use of the latter before 
1967.156  

Although the earliest multi-grade orders were the religious orders 
of knighthood — whose higher grades of (knight) grand cross, prior, and 
commander represented functional grades in the hierarchy of each order’s 
administration — the practice of founding and maintaining a lay order 
with a comparable set of purely honorific grades had been introduced by 
Louis XIV of France in 1693, when he created the Order of St. Louis to 
honour the officers of his armies. Louis decided to divide the membership 
of his new order (all of whom were to be knights) into three grades, which 
he called grand’ croix or ‘grand cross’, commandeur or ‘commander’, and 
chevalier or ‘knight’. He had also introduced into a strictly lay order the 
practice of distinguishing the three grades by the form of their insignia and 
the manner of their wear. According to the third article of its original 
statutes, the knights of all three grades were to wear precisely the same 
device, which took the form of a gold Maltese cross with an image of St 
Louis in its central medallion surrounded by an annulus bearing the 
inscription LUDOV. MAG. INSTIT. 1690. The grand crosses, however, were to 
wear it both in a metallic form pendant from a broad red riband or cordon, 
worn as a baldric or en écharpe, and in a textile form, embroidered on the 
left breasts of  their waistcoats (justacorps)  and  their  overcoats  (manteaux).  

                                                        
156  What I present here is a very brief summary of the developments I described a 
length in my article ‘The Influence of the Religious Orders of Knighthood on the 
Monarchical Orders: Ranks, Titles, and  Insignia, 1325-1918’, Part I, Ranks and 
Titles 1, Heraldry in Canada, 32.3 (Sept. 1998), pp. 22-32; Part II, Ranks and Titles 2, 
Insignia 1, 32.4 (Dec. 1998), pp. 22-32; Part III, Insignia 2, 33.1 (1999) 
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Fig. 46. The Devices and Ribands of the Knights Grand Cross and Commander  
of a. the Order of St. Louis   and   b. The (Royal) Order of the Legion of Honour  

(From Garden de Saint-Ange, Code des Ordres de Chevalerie) 
The cross in the device of the former was based on that of the Holy Spirit, in its turn 

inspired by that of St. John of Jerusalem.  The five-armed cross of the latter is based upon 
that of St. Louis, and is the model for the six-armed ‘snowflake’ of the Order of Canada 

 
The commanders were to wear the device only in the first form and 
fashion, suspended from the broad riband, while the simple knights were 
to wear it in suspended from a very narrow ribbon of the same colour, 
pinned to their left breast in the same way as  medals are now worn. 

The general pattern of devices thus established for the Order of St 
Louis (which was the honour most familiar to the inhabitants of New 
France157) was emulated by the founders of all later multi-grade orders, of 
which a number were established in the eighteenth century, and an even 
greater number in the nineteenth.  Most of the earlier orders of this type 
were given only the three grades of the French order, but even before 1802 
— when the Legion of Honour was established by Bonaparte, at first with 
four but soon with five grades — a few were given those higher numbers. 
The varied pattern of grades that eventually emerged, and the 
equivalences among them, are represented below in Table 1, which will 
suffice in the present context to convey an impression of their diversity.158 

The additional grades in all of these orders were at first 
distinguished from those adjacent to them through minor modifications 
(such as rosettes) to the established forms of insignia.  In fact, it was not 
until 1815, when the Order of the Bath was reformed as the first multi-
grade British order, that more radical types of distinction were introduced 
into the insignia, along with an even more radical division between higher 
grades that conveyed knighthood, and lower ones that did not: a 
                                                        
157  Christopher MCCREERY, The Canadian Honours System (Toronto, 2005), pp. 22-23 
158  A cruder version of this table was published in op. cit., Part III  
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distinction never made in continental orders.  As the grades and insignia of 
the reformed Order of the Bath were to serve as the model for all later 
orders not merely in the United Kingdom and its Empire, but in its 
daughter states like Canada and Australia, it is worth examining them 
here. 
 
Continental 

3 grade 
Continental 5 grade 
Continental 6 grade 

British 3 
grade 

British 5 grade 
O. of St John 

Canadian 
order 

•Grand Cross 
•Grand Cordon 

•Cdr of the G. Cross 

Knight 
Grand Cross 

•Knight Grand Cross 
or Grand Commander 
•Bailiff Grand Cross 

Grand Cross 

•Grand Officer 
•Commander I Cl. 

•Commander 

Knight 
Commander 

•Knight Commander 
•Knight 

 

•Commander 
•Commander II Cl. 
•Kt. G. Cross I Class 

Companion •Commander 
•Commander 

Companion 
or 

Commander 
•Officer 

•Knight First Class 
•Kt. G. Cross II Cl. 

Commander 

•Knight First Class 

•Officer 
(•Member 4th Cl.) 

•Lieutenant 
•Officer 

Officer 

•Member 
(•Member 5th Cl.) 
•Serving Member 

Knight •Knight 
•Knight Second 

Class 

 

•Squire 

Member 

 
Table 1. The Grades of European, British, and Canadian Orders Compared 

(Grades conveying the dignity of knight are boldfaced and set in coloured fields) 
 

It was in order to reward the large numbers of officers of the British 
army and navy — which at great cost had in 1815 finally overthrown the 
last of the aggressive revolutionary régimes of France — that the Prince 
Regent decided to reorganize the established Order of the Bath into three 
grades, roughly corresponding to those of the old Order of St. Louis.  As in 
the latter order, the two higher grades — those of Knight Grand Cross and 
Knight Commander — entailed the conferral of knighthood on their 
recipients, but unlike the third grade of the French order, the equivalent 
grade of the Order of the Bath was deprived of this characteristic, and 
given the simple title of ‘Companion’: the formal title of the members of 
the single grade of all of the older orders, all of whom were knights.  The 
Knights Grand Cross were assigned essentially the same insignia the 
original members of this grade had worn as Knights Companion, including 
the formal collar and informal riband with their respective devices, and the 
original form of breast-star. The new Knights Commander were reduced 
to a neck-ribbon of the type originally worn by the Knights of the Garter 
and Bath, bearing the same device, and a breast-star with rays arranged 
into four rather than eight points. The simple Companions were further  
reduced to the neck-ribbon bearing the Order’s device.  Identical types of 
insignia were assigned to the analogous grades of all later British orders. 

Not until 1896 — when Queen Victoria founded the Royal Victorian 
Order in five grades — was any British order given either more than three 
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grades, or grades that did not correspond in rank (and partly in title) to 
those of the Order of St Louis, founded more than two centuries earlier.  
Ironically, the structure of the new British order founded in that year, and 
always intimately associated with the royal house, was based directly on 
that the French Légion d’honneur or ‘Legion of Honour’: originally a 
republican, then an imperial, and only after 1815 a royal order. In the three-
grade orders of knighthood modelled on the reformed Order of the Bath, 
the members of the third grade had continued to bear the non-knightly title 
‘Companion’.  In the Royal Victorian Order, however, they were assigned 
the simple title Commander, long borne by knights of the equivalent rank 
in all of the continental orders, and were actually given precedence over 
the ‘Companions’ of the older orders.  The title ‘Commander’ was also 
given in 1917 to the members of the same grade in the new five-grade 
Order of the British Empire, making it standard in the British five-grade 
orders, just as it long had been in the continental ones.  

Like the ‘Companions’ of the British three-grade orders, however, 
the ‘Commanders’ of the two new orders were not elevated to the dignity 
of knight, and naturally the same was true of the members of the two lower 
grades introduced for the first time below that grade in 1896.  In this way, 
the British pattern continued to deviate from the continental standard, in 
which the members of all grades of all orders were knights.  This, of 
course, created a problem of titulature.  In the Royal Victorian Order, the 
members of both the fourth and the fifth grade were originally given the 
wholly novel (and rather inglorious) title Member, and distinguished from 
one another in the fashion of the older Russian orders of merit by the 
suffixes Fourth Class and Fifth Class.  In the Order of the British Empire, 
however, the continental title Officer — first  introduced  in  the  Legion  of 
Honour in 1802 for the third grade, and normal for the fourth grade of five-
grade continental orders since 1815 — was given to the members of the 
fourth grade.  And because, in consequence, there was no longer a grade of 
‘Member Fourth Class’, the members of the fifth grade of the new order 
(equivalent in rank to the simple ‘knights’ of the continental orders) were 
given the simple title Member. 

As Table 2 indicates, the fourth grade, which in most British orders 
conveys the title Officer, was marked by a smaller version of the device in 
gold, attached to the left breast by a short ribbon like that used for the 
simple knights of the Order of St. Louis; and the fifth grade (in most British 
orders conveying the title Member) was marked by a device of the same 
form and suspension, but in silver metal rather than gold. In armorial 
contexts — with which we are here principally concerned — the insignia of 
the various new grades introduced between 1815 and 1917 were displayed 
in a manner that essentially extrapolated from the precedents established 
in the older, single-grade orders, including the Order of the Bath itself 
before 1815. Members of both knightly grades were therefore permitted to 
display the motto-circlet of their order around the escutcheon of their 
arms, as the Knights Companion had done since 1725, and those of the 
highest grade — that of Knight Grand Cross or (in the Indian orders) 
Knight Grand Commander — were also permitted to surround the circlet 
with the collar which they alone were assigned as an insigne, and to 
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petition for supporters to their arms. (To this day the right to supporters 
remains restricted in the United Kingdom to peers, Knights Companion of 
the Garter and Thistle, Knights Grand Cross or Commander  of the multi-
grade orders, and Bailiffs Grand Cross of the Order of St. John.)  
Companions of the Bath were permitted to display the motto-circlet alone, 
and the same privilege was extended to the members of the same rank in 
later orders, including those whose title was Commander. 

 
 

British 5 or 3- grade 
orders  and 

Canadian 3-grade orders 

WEARABLE  
INSIGNIA 

ARMORIAL  
INSIGNIA 

 
SOVEREIGN OF THE 

ORDER 

As for a Knight Grand 
Cross with an 

augmented  device or 
collar 

1. garter around shield   OR 
2. garter surrounded by collar 
around shield   OR 
3. collar alone around shield 

GREAT OR GRAND 
MASTER AND PRINCIPAL 
KNIGHT GRAND CROSS 

CHANCELLOR AND 
PRINCIPAL COMPANION 

As for a Knight Grand 
Cross, with an 

augmented collar 
Collar of office like that 

of a KGC  

As for a Knight Grand Cross,  
 
 
None specified or used 

PRINCIPAL COMMANDER 
(OMM, OMPF) 

Collar of office like that 
of the Chancellor, with a 
different central emblem 

None specified or used 

1. Knight Grand Cross 
or 

Dame Grand Cross 

gold device on gold 
collar  OR 

on  broad riband  
+ greater star 

1. collar + motto-circlet 
around shield    OR 
2. motto-circlet around shield 
(+ riband-device on riband-
bow suspended below circlet) 
+ RIGHT TO SUPPORTERS 

2. Knight Commander 
or  

Dame Commander 

gold device on neck 
ribbon 

 or breast-bow  
+ lesser star 

1. motto-circlet around shield 
(+ riband-device on riband-
bow suspended below circlet) 

3. Companion –
Companion (OC) or 

Commander  
Commander (OMM, OMP) 

gold device on 
neck riband  

or breast-bow  

motto-circlet around shield 
(+ device on neck-ribbon or  
breast-bow suspended below 
circlet) 
+ RIGHT TO SUPPORTERS 

4. Officer gold device on 
breast ribbon 
gold device on 
neck-ribbon 

device  suspended from breast-
ribbon below shield 
motto-circlet around shield 
(+ device on neck-ribbon or  
breast-bow suspended below 
circlet) 

5. Member silver device on 
breast ribbon 

device  suspended from breast-
ribbon below shield 
motto-circlet around shield 
(+ device on breast-ribbon 
suspended below circlet) 

 
Table 2.  Forms of Insignia by Grade and Office in British and Canadian Orders 

Distinctive Canadian titles, insignia, and rights set in red letters 
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At some time between 1815 and 1867, some knights of the multi-

grade orders (especially, perhaps, those of the second grade, who lacked a 
collar) began to augment their circlet with a representation of the lesser 
device of their order — the device, that is, that was suspended from the 
riband rather than the collar proper, when such a distinction was made — 
suspended from the bow of the riband itself, which appeared below the 
base of the circlet. An example of this practice of relevance here is the 
achievement of our founding Prime Minister, Sir John Alexander 
Macdonald, Knight Commander of the Bath, on his stall-plate in the 
Order’s Chapel in Westminster Abbey, which appears in Figure 44b.159  

This practice eventually inspired an analogous practice among the 
sub-knightly Companions, who replaced the riband-bow with a segment 
of the neck-ribbon from which their device was suspended.  No doubt the 
latter practice served as a model for the armorial display of the smaller and 
simpler devices of the two lower grades in and after 1897, as the latter were 
hung from behind the point of the shield from their breast-ribbons, without 
any circlet.160 As usual, these practices were eventually extended to the 
comparable grades of all of the later British orders, and since 1967 to the 
orders founded in Canada as well. 

One final pair of innovations of  the last century and a third that 
must be dealt with here are the creation of an order exclusively for women, 
and the admission of women to existing orders previously limited to men.161 
Orders for women had been founded on the continent since the seven-
teenth century, but the first to be founded in the British Empire was that of 
the Crown of India, established in 1878 primarily to honour important 
Indian princesses.  It conveyed no title to its members, however, and its 
insignia were rarely displayed in an armorial form. The first existing order 
to admit female members was that of the Garter, to which at his accession 
in 1901 Edward VII appointed his wife, Queen Alexandra, with the new 
title ‘Lady’ of the Garter. His example would be followed by both George V 
and George VI, and the latter’s daughter (appointed a Lady by her father in 
1948) has continued and extended the practice throughout her long reign.  

In the meantime, however, in 1917, the new title of Dame had been 
established as a feminine equivalent to ‘Knight’ for female knights in the 
Order of the British Empire, and this title was gradually extended to the 
other multi-grade orders when women were admitted to them. The Dames 
                                                        
159  Sir John was knighted on the eve of the first Dominion Day, 29 June 1867, as an 
extra Knight Commander of the Bath, and was promoted to Knight Grand Cross of 
the Bath in 1883 (as Christopher McCreery reminded me).  The stall-plate erected 
for him in the latter capacity in the chapel of the Order in Westminster Abbey was 
published after a photograph by Sir Conrad Swan in Guy Stair SAINTY and Rafal 
HEYDEL-MANKOO, World Orders of Knighthood and Merit (2 vols., Wilmington, Del., 
2006), I, p. 528.  
160  I have found no account of the development of the armorial use of the insignia 
of knightly orders in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, so the chronology of 
these developments remains to be established. On the final set of practices, see 
BROOKE-LITTLE, Boutell’s Heraldry, p. 193. 
161  On these orders, see HEYDEL-MANKOO, World Orders, pp. 831-835. 
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Grand Cross of the British Empire had been assigned insignia that differed 
from those of their male equals only in including narrower versions of the 
collar and riband, but the Dames Commander had not only been deprived 
(like their male counterparts) of a collar, but had been assigned, in place of 
the masculine neck-ribbon, a large bow made up of ribbon of the same type 
and width, which closely resembled the bow that terminated the riband of 
the Dames Grand Cross.  This new form of insigne was worn on the left 
breast like the minor ribbons of the lower grades of the order, and may 
therefore be called a breast-ribbon.  The female Commanders of the order 
wore comparable forms of insignia with slightly smaller versions of the 
order’s device, and a slightly narrower ribbon of the form appropriate to 
their sex. No distinction of title between male and female members was 
made in the sub-knightly grades, and no distinction of insignia was made 
between them in the two lowest grades.  The insignial distinctions between 
the sexes of the second and third grades, however, were represented 
armorially, so both Dames Commander and female Commanders 
displayed a motto-circlet and the device dependent from the narrow bow 
— in the case of the former possibly represented as attached to a riband 
above it. 

 

At this point I may finally turn to questions about the armorial 
display of ordinal insignia in Canada, and more especially how such 
insignia should be displayed by the Queen in her Canadian Achievement.  
The Canadian Crown as such (while maintaining as a regal order the 
Canadian Priory of the revived Order of the Hospital of St. John of 
Jerusalem, complete with knightly grades,162 and continuing to confer on its 
subjects the three sub-knightly grades of the Royal Victorian Order, the 
single-grade but non-knightly Orders of Merit and of the Companions of 
Honour, to 1984, and the Royal Victorian Chain163), has established only 
three new orders peculiar to the kingdom: the Order of Canada, founded 
in 1967; the Order of Military Merit, founded in 1972; and the Order of 
Merit of the Police Forces, founded in 2000.164 All three orders have come 
to have a structure and system of insignial distinctions which, while based 
on those of the Order of the British Empire, are in a number of respects 
novel, and seem to be the result of the tension between the desire of the 
government of Canada to maintain orders equivalent in the honour they 
conveyed to a traditional knightly order, while at the same time avoiding 

                                                        
162  See Strome GALLOWAY F.R.H.S.C., The White Cross in Canada 1883-1983 (Ottawa, 
1983), and MCCREERY, Canadian Honours System. Its status is sui generis, and the 
question of the proper armorial display of its insignia in the Regal-Regnal 
Achievement of Canada is too complex to consider in this essay. 
163  On these orders in the Canadian honours system, see HEYDEL-MANKOO, World 
Orders, I, pp. 978-79; and MCCREERY, Canadian Honours System, and The Order of 
Canada; Its Origins History and Development (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 
2005) 
164  On these orders, see HEYDEL-MANKOO, World Orders, I, pp. 965-978. and 
MCCREERY, Canadian Honours System.   I hope to discuss the provincial orders in a 
future study of the Queen’s achievements for the provinces. 
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the introduction of knightly titles and prefixes, against which the leaders of 
the Liberal Party have long had a particular prejudice.  

Because the two later orders were both modelled on the first, it will 
be useful to begin with a brief sketch of its evolution.  The idea of 
establishing a distinctively Canadian honour, like those of adopting a 
distinctively Canadian flag and of founding a Canadian equivalent to the 
English Heraldry Society, was a result of the outburst of nationalistic 
feelings that preceded and accompanied the centenary of the British North 
America Act of 1867: the act by which the existing Province of Canada was 
first divided into the new Provinces of Quebec and Ontario, and the 
resulting provinces were confederated with the existing Provinces of New 
Brunswick and Nova Scotia in a new ‘Dominion’ of Canada.  The process 
of establishing the new order (which involved the Prime Minister of the 
day, The Rt. Hon. Lester Pearson, and The Hon. John Matheson, designer 
of the new flag and one of the founders of the Heraldry Society of Canada) 
began early in 1966 and culminated on 17 April 1967 — a little over two 
months before the Centenary of Confederation Day — when the Queen set 
her sign manual on the Letters Patent of establishment. 

 

     
 
 

Fig. 47. The Devices and Ribbons of the Three Grades of the Order of Canada 
(From ‘Order of Canada’ in Wikipedia) 

 
As can be seen in Figure 47, the order was assigned both a device 

and a ribbon whose elements reflected those of the new national flag. The 
former took the form of a stylized snowflake, at whose centre was set the 
usual type of ordinal medallion: a white field bearing a red maple leaf in 
the same stylized form as the one on the flag, set within a red circlet 
bearing the Order’s motto DESIDERANTES MELIOREM PATRIAM ‘Desiring a 
better country’.  The ribbon itself resembled the new flag in being white 
with red edging in similar proportions. 
Although Pearson had wanted an order with three grades, like that of the 
Bath, in its original form the Order was given only a single grade of true 
membership, conveying the title ‘Companion’.  Its structure thus 
resembled that of the Order of the Companions of Honour. To increase the 
number of those who could be honoured by an association with the Order, 
two medals were initially attached to it, called respectively the Medal of 
Service and the Medal of Courage. The latter, however, was never actually 
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awarded, and in 1972 it was decided to establish the two lower grades 
Pearson had hoped for, and to admit all those who had been given the 
Medal of Service into the higher of the two.  The titles of the new grades 
were borrowed from those of the equivalent sub-knightly grades of the 
Order of the British Empire — Officer and Member — and as Companion 
remained the title of the only sub-knightly grade of the Order of the Bath, 
the structure of the Order of Canada since 1972 has been in effect an 
amalgam of the sub-knightly grades of the Orders of the Bath and the 
British Empire.   

 

           
 

Fig. 48. The Devices and Ribbons of the Orders of Military Merit and  
the Order of Merit of the Police Forces 

(From World Orders of Knighthood, p. 974, and Wikipedia) 
 
Both of the latter, however, are essentially orders of merit with both 

military and civil divisions, but when the Order of Canada was 
reorganized in 1972 a decision was made to make it a strictly civil order, 
and to establish for military personnel a new, strictly military order.  This 
was to have the same three grades as the original order, and they were to 
convey the same privileges, but the title ‘Companion’ retained by the 
highest grade of members of the older order was to be replaced with the 
more military-sounding title of ‘Commander’ used in the Order of the 
British Empire. An Order of Military Merit with these characteristics was 
accordingly established by the Queen later in the same year, and since that 
time has functioned as the second order in the emerging Canadian system 
of honours.   

In 1996 the Canadian Association of Chiefs of Police proposed to 
the Chancellery of Honours in Rideau Hall the creation of a closely 
analogous order for the personnel of the various police forces of the 
kingdom, and this was in its turn established by letters patent signed by 
the Queen on 3 October 2000, taking the third place among the orders in 
terms of the precedence that its three grades (again called Commander, 



204                                                                                                          D’A. J. D. BOULTON                      

 
Alta Studia Heraldica 3 - 2010 

Officer, and Member) conveyed to their occupants.  Rather unusually, its 
device (represented in Figure 48b above) is identical to that of the military 
order, and the two can only be distinguished on the basis of the patterns of 
blue and gold stripes on the ribbon.  Both devices also deviated from the 
established pattern for such devices in replacing the motto normally set on 
the circlet with the text  MERIT  .  MÉRIT . CANADA.  — making them 
unusable for display in the form of an armorial motto-circlet. 

 
The form and manner of wear of the insignia assigned to the three 

grades that were retained in the new Canadian orders were roughly 
modelled on those of the three lower grades of the Order of the British 
Empire, but were adjusted to make them more suitable for dignities that 
were intended to be equivalent in honour to the three upper grades of that 
order.  Thus, although the otherwise identical devices of the three grades 
shrink progressively in size with decline in rank, and the lowest is in silver 
rather than gold, not only the Companions or Commanders of the three 
orders, but also their Officers wear their order’s device from a neck-ribbon 
or breast-bow in distinctive colours, leaving only the simple Members with 
the breast-ribbon typical of both lower ranks.  

Similarly, all three grades of all three orders convey the right to 
receive armorial emblems from the Canadian Heraldic Authority, and the 
grade of Companion or Commander conveys the much more exalted right 
to receive supporters as well: a privilege that had previously been restricted, 
as I noted above, to Knights Grand Cross and their equivalents. In 
addition, armigerous members of all three grades were given the right to 
surround their arms with the motto-circlet of their order: a right previously 
restricted to the Knights and Companions or Commanders.165  In practice, 
those of the two higher grades have normally set below their circlet a 
representation of their ribbon-device suspended from a segment of the 
ribbon or breast-bow, in keeping with the custom of the Knights and 
Commanders of most British orders. This can be seen in the emblazonment 
of the achievement of our most recent Governor General, Michaëlle Jean, 
who chose to wear and have represented the neck-ribbon that has recently 
become optional for female Companions. This is represented in Figure 50a 
below. 

In addition to the three ranks of ordinary membership, the statutes 
of all three Canadian orders established two or three higher offices with 
distinctive titles and insignia.  In all three orders, the current Queen or 
King of Canada occupies the office of Sovereign — the title borne since 
1349 by the Kings of England and its successor-states as head of all of their 
various orders — while the current Governor General of Canada occupies 
the office of Chancellor.  In the Order of Canada the Governor General is 
also the Principal Companion, but in the Order of Military Merit the 
                                                        
165  For this purpose, indeed, motto-circlets had to be invented for the two junior 
orders, rather than simply extracted from their device, because the latter did not 
include a motto.  The Order of Military Merit has been given the motto OFFICIUM 
ANTE COMMODUM, but I have not been able to discover whether a motto has been 
assigned to the third order. 
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analogous office of Principal Commander has been attached to the 
position of Chief of the Defense Staff (who is normally a full general or 
admiral), and in the Order of Merit of the Police Forces the same office has 
been attached to the position of Commissioner of the Royal Canadian 
Mounted Police (who has the rank of a full general).   

 

         
 

Fig. 49. The Collars of the Governor General as Chancellor of 
the Order of Canada and the Order of Military Merit 

The Cancellarial Collar of the Order of Merit of the Police Forces differs from the latter 
only in replacing the roundels bearing coronets of the forces with shields 

 bearing the floral badges of the provinces and territories  
 

Distinctive collars, comparable to those of the Knights Grand Cross of the 
Orders of the Bath and the British Empire, have been assigned to the office 
of Chancellor and Principal Companion of the Order of Canada, to those of 
Chancellor of the other two orders, and to that of Principal Commander of 
the second order, and will presumably be assigned to the Principal 
Commander of the third in due course.166  Thus the Governor General, in 
his or her capacity as Chancellor of each of the three orders, wears a collar 
peculiar to each order, the common element of which is a crowned 
escutcheon of the current Regal Arms set at the centre of the collar 
immediately above the order’s distinctive device.  The collars of the 
Principal Commanders of the two junior orders are (or presumably will be) 
identical to those of their Chancellor except in replacing the crowned 
escutcheon with the badge of the Canadian Armed Forces (as has been 
done) and a police equivalent, respectively. 
                                                        
166  The first two of these are represented in Fig. 41, taken from official photographs 
made in Rideau Hall and published in World Orders of Knighthood, I, pp. 970, 972 
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Two aspects of these offices and their insignia are of particular 
interest in the present context.  The first is that, while all British orders of 
knighthood were provided with a number of administrative and cere-
monial officers — in most cases including that of Chancellor, as well as  
those of Prelate, Registrar, and King of Arms — these offices were always 
held by men who (like the Secretary of the three Canadian orders167) were 
not themselves members of the order.  In fact, the only earlier offices that 
bore any resemblance to that of the Chancellor and Principal Companion of 
the Order of Canada created in 1967 were those of Great or Grand Master 
and Principal Knight Companion or (from 1815) Knight Grand Cross, 
attached to several British orders in and after 1725.   

The first of these was created for the Order of the Bath at its 
foundation in the latter year, and given responsibility both for keeping the 
seal of the order (normally a duty of a chancellor) and enforcing its 
statutes.168  Both the title of that office (a version of the title long borne by 
the elected heads of the religious orders of knighthood) and the fact that 
the office was first given to the Duke of Montagu, and was thereafter 
conferred on a succession of royal princes (the present incumbent being the 
Prince of Wales) suggests that its holder was expected to function as a sort 
of deputy to the Sovereign.  This function was made explicit in the statutes 
of the Order of St. Patrick at the time of its foundation in 1783, as they 
attached the equivalent office of Grand Master and Principal Knight 
Companion to the traditional office of Lord-Lieutenant of Ireland, who 
was in effect the royal governor of that kingdom, and had to administer the 
order a some distance from the king, its Sovereign, and from its other 
officers.  An analogous office, conveying the title Grand Master and 
Principal Knight Grand Cross, was created for the new Order of St. 
Michael and St. George when it was founded in 1818, and similarly 
attached to the office of Governor and Commander-in-Chief of the newly-
acquired territory of the Ionian Islands.  Finally, an equivalent office 
conveying the same title was attached, more out of convenience than 
necessity, to the Order of the British Empire on its foundation in 1917.   

As the latter was the principal model for all three Canadian orders, 
and as the situation of those orders was closely comparable to that of the 
Orders of St. Patrick and of St. Michael and St. George, it can hardly be 
surprising that an analogous office conveying a similar pair of titles was 
attached to the Order of Canada in 1967.  It is not clear why the principal 
title it conveyed was changed from the traditional Great or Grand Master 
to that of Chancellor — always before attached to one of the lesser offices 
of knightly orders — but it probably arose from the usual sort of prejudice 
against titles suggestive of hierarchy that has long infected our 
governments.  In any case, there can be no doubt that the Governor 

                                                        
167  The Secretary of the Governor General (who holds the Office of Herald 
Chancellor in the Canadian Heraldic Authority, is also ex officio Secretary of the 
orders. 
168  On the office of Great or Grand Master in the British Orders, see DE LA BERE, 
Queen’s Orders, passim.  
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General’s position as Chancellor in the three Canadian orders is equivalent 
in nature to the traditional office of Great or Grand Master in the British 
orders of knighthood.   

What is more novel is the detachment in the two junior orders of 
the status of Principal Commander from that of Chancellor, but that was 
no doubt decreed in order to given the public officers to whose offices 
those statuses were attached a suitable, vice-cancellarial position in the 
orders associated exclusively with their professional activities.  

This leads me finally to the question of the collars of the various 
cancellarial and vice-cancellarial positions, how they ought to be 
represented armorially, and what they imply about the appropriate form of 
armorial expression for the still higher office of Sovereign of the three 
orders in the context of the Regal-Regnal Achievement that is the subject of 
this essay.  I must begin by emphasizing that the collars in question bore 
no resemblance to the much simpler insignia of the ordinary offices of the 
older orders (including that of Chancellor169), but resembled very closely 
those that had been worn by their Knights Companion or Grand Cross, and 
those of their Great or Grand Masters and Sovereigns, to the extent that 
they differed from the ordinary knights. I have not discovered anything 
pertaining to such differences in any order founded before 1917, but the 
statutes of the Order of the British Empire of that date state quite explicitly 
that distinctive forms of insignia based on those of the Knights Grand 
Cross were to assigned both to the Sovereign of the order and by its Grand 
Master.  I quote the statutes in question, italicizing the clauses of interest: 

 
XXIII. It is Ordained that the Insignia and Robes of the Sovereign of this 
Order shall be of the same material and fashion as are hereinafter 
appointed for the Knights Grand Cross, save only with those alterations which 
distinguish Our Royal Dignity. 
 
XXIV. It is Ordained that the Grand Master shall wear the Insignia and 
Robes of a Knight Grand Cross, or Dame Grand Cross as may be 
appropriate, save that the Badge for the Grand Master shall be augmented in 
such manner as the Sovereign shall command.170 
 
In the case of the Order of Canada and the later Canadian orders 

modelled upon it, the fact that the order lacked any knightly grades meant 
that its ordinary members were not assigned any form of collar, so that the 
collars assigned to the several offices established in each of those orders 
had to be created specifically for them, on the theoretical model of the 
collars that would have been assigned to the Knights Grand Cross had that 

                                                        
169  The oldest of the offices in question, that of Chancellor of the Order of the 
Garter, was assigned as his analogous type of insigne a device differing from the 
Lesser George only in having at its centre a Lancastrian red rose, suspended like 
the knightly emblem either from a chain or from a ribbon worn around the neck.  
The other officers were assigned essentially similar badges worn in the same 
manner, and thus closely resembling the insignia of the grades of Knight 
Commander and Companion or Commander in the later multi-grade orders. (See 
BERGENT and CHESSHYRE, Order of the Garter, pp. 105-136) 
170  Statutes of the Most Excellent Order of the British Empire (1957), p. 12 
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grade been established.  In effect, therefore, the officers of these orders 
wear collars of a form that would normally indicate that they held the rank 
of Knight Grand Cross in the order in question, and the distinction 
between the collars assigned to the Chancellor of each order and those 
assigned to the Principal Commander of the two junior orders suggests 
that the former, at least, should be regarded as an augmented version of 
such a collar. The assignment of collars of these general forms was thus 
perfectly in keeping with the established practices (or at least the stated 
intentions) of the principal model of all three orders, the Order of the 
British Empire.  

Where all three orders deviate from their model in this area, alas, is 
in failing to assign a comparable collar to the office of Sovereign — even a 
collar that was not further augmented to distinguish the ‘Royal Dignity’, as 
the statutes of the Order of the British Empire indicate it should have been.   
In the British orders, of course, a collar of the right general form had 
belonged to the Sovereign simply as a member of the order of the highest 
knightly rank, but in the Canadian orders such collars have been assigned 
only to the subordinate offices.  As a result, rather than having a set of 
insignia that set the Sovereign clearly above her temporary deputies the 
Governors General and Chancellors — let alone their temporary deputies 
the Principal Commanders of the two junior orders — the Queen of 
Canada in her capacity as Sovereign of all three of her Canadian orders has 
been reduced both to wearing the breast-bow and pendant device of an 
ordinary Companion of each order, albeit in versions of those insignia 
uniquely encrusted in precious stones. In armorial contexts even the 
slightly distinctive form of the orders’ pendant device has to date been 
omitted from the official emblazonment of the Achievement, giving the 
impression that she is an ordinary member of a rank inferior to that of the 
Governor General, rather than the orders’ Sovereign. 

All of these practices, I submit, constitute intolerable affronts to the 
Queen’s regal dignity, as well as failing to represent her true relationship to 
her Canadian orders. No Sovereign of any other order, British or foreign, 
has ever displayed a mere motto-circlet as a sign (let alone the only sign) of 
his or her membership in that order, and only the Sovereigns of the Order 
of the Garter have ever used a form of insigne other than the collar of each 
order to perform that insignial function. Even junior members of our Royal 
Family who are Companions or Ladies of the Garter have displayed the 
collar of any other order of which they are members — as can be seen from 
the recent representation of the Thistle collar around the garter in the 
achievement used by the Princess Royal in Scotland (in Figure 50 b below). 
This, of course, brings me to the final question of this section: How should 
the officers of the three orders, from Sovereign to Principal Commander, 
display their dignities in armorial contexts. Curiously, the statutes of the 
three orders make no mention whatever of the collars effectively assigned 
to the chief officers, and to my knowledge none of the latter has ever 
chosen to display his or her collar in an armorial context. In fact, as the 
representation of the Achievement of our most recent Governor General in 
Fig. 50 suggests, the holders of the latter office have done no more than 
display the simple circle and pendant ribbon and device that indicates that 
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they are members of one  of  the two  higher  grades  of  the  order  (no  real 
distinction being possible between them in armorial settings).  Given the 
fact that the collars in question were modelled on those of the Grand 
Masters and Principal Knights Grand Cross of the multi-grade British 
orders, however, and that the latter could display their collars either alone 
or outside the motto-circlets of their orders set around the escutcheon of 
their arms, it seems to me that the officers of the Canadian have the 
inherent right to do the same.  Indeed, I believe that they ought to be 
encouraged, if not required, to do so, as this is the only way in which their 
positions within the orders could be indicated clearly in armorial contexts 
— as logic requires that they do.  Just as the Governor General wears the 
functional form of the appropriate collar when he or she is performing his 
or her duties as Chancellor of each order, so he or she should display both 
the motto-circlet and the collar of the order in question in documents, 
hangings, and the like associated with the order. 

   
 

Fig. 50. a. The Achievement of The Rt. Hon. Michaëlle Jean 
 with the Motto-Circlet, Neck-Ribbon, and Pendant Device of a  

Companion of the Order of Canada (From ‘Order of Canada’ in Wikipedia) 
b. The Achievement of H. R. H. The Princess Royal for use in Scotland  

with the Collar of the Order of the Thistle surrounding the Garter 
(From the cover of the booklet of the opening ceremony of the 27th International Congress of 

Genealogical and Heraldic Sciences, St. Andrews, 2006) 
 

A fortiori, the position of the Queen as Sovereign of the three orders 
ought to be recognized in the same manner, using  the  current  cancellarial 
collars until such time as superior ones have been designed and formally 
assigned to her dignity.  In her Achievement for ordinary use, of course, 
the use of the insignia of the Order of Canada alone should continue, but 
any artist who chooses to do so should set around or in place of the circlet 
that has itself only been set around her arms since 1994 a representation of 
the collar of that order assigned to her deputy since 1967.  An example of 
this form of display is given below in Figure 51.   In the longer run, of 
course, I hope that the English crown currently included in the insignia of 
all three orders, as in all other contexts in which it performs an insignial 
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rather than a symbolic function, will be replaced by a distinctively 
Canadian crown. 

 
Fig. 51. The Current Regal Arms Crowned with the Current Crown 

and Encircled by the Collar of the Order of Canada 
 
Let me conclude this section by noting that Dr. Christopher 

McCreery, the leading expert on the Canadian honours system as a whole, 
has recently suggested that the Order of Canada is in serious need of 
restructuring, both in order to distinguish more clearly among the levels of 
achievement it was founded to recognize, and to include e statu the 
members of the Canadian Royal Family without the insult of treating them 
as ‘honorary’ members.171  To solve the former problem he has suggested 
adding two higher grades, fully equivalent to those of Knight Grand Cross 
and Knight Commander in British, Commonwealth, and foreign orders; to 
solve the latter he has suggested adding a special class of membership not 
only for royals but for their deputies and the latter’s spouses — already 
awkwardly included as extra Companions.  I certainly support both of 
these proposals, and hope that in the process some attention will be paid to 
the problems I have myself raised here.  

                                                        
171  Christopher MCCREERY, The Crown and Honours: Getting it Right (Kingston, 
Queen’s University Press, 2010) 
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Fig. 52. Lesser Insignial Achievements with Sceptres and Ordinal Insignia 

a. French (from Swan, Symbols, p. 43)    b. Canadian (by the author) 
 
 

3.5. The Addition of Regal Sceptres to the Lesser Achievement 
 

In the French heraldic tradition, it has been a common practice since the 
middle of the fourteenth century to display images of the two distinct 
sceptres (or rods borne to represent royal authority) in association with the 
shield of the royal arms: a practice initiated on the first secret seal of Jehan 
II in 1350.172   

                                                        
172  The majesty images of the Kings of England and France set on the obverse of 
their great seals from the mid-eleventh century onwards were always represented 
with manual insignia, in the form of a long, medium, or short sceptre, a sword, or 
an orb, derived from the effigy of the Emperor as lord of the world. Nevertheless, 
the pair of insignia actually borne differed both between the two kingdoms and 
between two periods of their history.  From 1031 to 1314 in France, the royal effigy 
had invariably held in its sinister hand a medium-length sceptre (about a metre 
long) tipped with a fleur-de-lis (down to 1226 in a sort of lozengiform frame), and 
in its dexter hand a large fleur-de-lis on a very short stalk. From 1314 to c. 1589, the 
former had been replaced by the main de justice or ‘hand of justice’ (a medium-
length sceptre terminating in a dexter hand held as if blessing), and the short 
sceptre with the fleur-de-lis had been replaced by a long sceptre (about two 
metres) tipped by a generic fleuron finial. These first appeared on the (See DALAS, 
Corpus des sceaux français du Moyen Age,  T. II, pp. 166-74.)  In or by 1589, the 
fleuron of the last of these sceptres had been replaced by a single fleur-de-lis, and 
this was the form used to the end of the Ancien Régime in 1789. (See SWAN, 
Canada: Symbols of Sovereignty, Fig. 2.2,  p. 18.) In England, by contrast, the royal 
effigy had first, under Eadweard ‘the Confessor’, borne in its dexter hand a naked 
sword and in its sinister hand a long scepter tipped with a dove, close.  Under 
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Initially the sceptres were more commonly set vertically, or palewise, 
to either side of the shield, in what I have called the juxtascutal position,173 
but in more recent centuries they have normally been set saltirewise behind 
the shield, in what I have called a postscutal position.174  There they played 
an important rôle in the wholly insignial form of achievement long 
preferred for official use by the French monarchy, combined only with the 
crown set above the shield and the collars of the two royal orders set 
around it.   

It would be a good idea to incorporate this distinctively French 
practice into the Regal-Regnal Achievement of Canada, as another sign of 
the importance of the French cultural and legal tradition in our country. I 
would suggest one distinctively English form of sceptre — the rod bearing 
the dove of peace and order — combined with one distinctively French 
form: the rod bearing the hand of justice.  These in combination would also 
symbolize the duty of the monarch to maintain peace, order, and justice in 
the Kingdom: conditions that, along with good government generally 
(symbolized by the crown), form the foundations of our whole political 
tradition. 

 
3.6. The Addition of a Regal Pavilion to the Achievement 

 

Another originally French form of insigne that could be introduced to good 
effect into Achievement of Canada is the pavilion, which from at least 1488 
was part of the greater achievement assigned to the Kings of France by the 
French heralds, and was frequently represented in all except official 
realizations of the regal achievement.175 The latter tended to be minimalist 
                                                                                                                                             
William ‘the Conqueror’ and his heirs to 1272 the sword was placed in the dexter 
hand and an orb with a tall cross was placed in the sinister, replacing the sceptre 
altogether. From the accession of Edward I in the latter year to 1340, when Edward 
III adopted a seal bearing the title and arms of the King of France, a medium-
length sceptre with a dove replaced the sword, and since the latter year this pair of 
insignia have been retained, the only change being the replacement in that year of 
the dove by a fleuron-finial. (On the image of the king on English great seals, see 
A. B. WYON and A. WYON, The Great Seals of England (London, 1887); J. Harvey 
BLOOM, English Seals (London, 1906), pp. 54-98; Hilary JENKINSON, ‘the Great Seal 
of England’, Journal of the Royal Society of Arts 101 (1952-53), pp. 550-563; and P. D. 
A. HARVEY and Andrew MCGUINNESS, A Guide to British Medieval Seals (Toronto 
and Buffalo, 1996), pp. 27-34.)  In practice, however, the coronation regalia have 
continued to include a sceptre with a dove, and this is the most distinctive form of 
English sceptre, just as the hand of justice is the most distinctive French form.   
173  This form of display was initiated on the first Secret Seal of Jehan II ‘the Good’ 
in 1350 (DALAS, Sceaux, p. 207), and was repeated both on the Counterseal of his 
son Charles V (r. 1364-80, ibid., p. 218) and on his Secret Seal (ibid., p. 225), and on 
the Counterseal of his son Charles VI (r. 1380-1422, ibid., p. 229). After that other 
figures were set in these places on all seals for some time. 
174  See for example the lesser insignial achievement of Louis XV (1715-74),  
reproduced in SWAN, Canada: Symbols of Sovereignty, Fig. 3.6, p. 43, from E. OLIVIER 
and G. HERMAL, Reliures armoiriées françaises (Paris, 1938), 25, pl. 2495, no. 21. 
175  The earliest use of what was to be treated as the Great Achievement of the King 
of France — with the shield surrounded by the collar and timbered with the 
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after 1515, only rarely including more than the shield of arms crowned and 
surmounted with the collar or collars of the current monarchical orders of 
knighthood. 
 

 
 

Fig. 53. The Pavilioned (Unofficial) Achievement of the  
Bourbon Kings of France and Navarre, 1589-1792 

 
A pavilion is essentially a tent that originally represented 

armorially not only the actual tent that served as the king’s headquarters in 
time of war, but the cloth of estate that marked the king’s throne in his 
palaces in times of peace, and probably the essentially similar draperies of 
the king’s bed in its function as a seat of his authority.  The armorial pavilion 
is distinguished from an armorial mantle in being composed of two distinct 
parts: (1) an upper part called a ‘baldachin’ that takes the form of a more or 
less flattened dome or cone set on a thin segment of a cylinder, often 
supporting a series of decorative flaps (and alone resembling a large 
umbrella); and (2) a lower part consisting of a full, mantle-like drapery or 
‘curtain’, suspended from the lower edge of the cylindrical element of the 
                                                                                                                                             
crested helmet, supported by angels bearing flags of the royal arms, and set 
against a pavilion of the classic form (azure semé-de-lis Or, doubled ermine) 
surmounted by the royal crown — was first represented as the frontispiece of La 
Mer des hystoires. La martirologie des sainctz, pr. by Pierre le Rouge, the first official 
printer to the king, in 1488.  (It is reproduced in Creating French Culture: Treasures 
from the Bibliothèque nationale de France, ed. Marie-Hélène TESNIÈRE and Prosser 
GIFFORD (New Haven, London, 1995), p. 119.) (For representations of the forms 
used during the period of the French Empire in North America, see SWAN, Canada: 
Symbols of Sovereignty, Figs. 4, 2.3, 2.4, 3.9, and 3.10.)  It is worth noting that the 
pavilioned form is still used by French monarchists to represent the traditional 
French state or its monarchy, and among many other comparable places, appears 
embossed in gold on the cover of the Annuaire de la Noblesse de France (founded in 
1843), whose international edition in English (published in London) is called The 
Royalty, Peerage, and Aristocracy of the World. 



214                                                                                                          D’A. J. D. BOULTON                      

 
Alta Studia Heraldica 3 - 2010 

baldachin, with the opening at the front, and usually displayed with the 
front panels pulled back to reveal most of the lining.  Like a mantle of 
estate, the curtain of a pavilion has normally been formed of an outer layer 
of cloth lined in a fur, which has normally been either ermine or miniver (a 
simple white fur, without tails). The baldachin has usually been of the 
same outer material, commonly charged with rays radiating downwards 
from its summit, and has often borne a text embroidered on the front of its 
cylindrical base.   

From early in the fourteenth century an image either of the cloth of 
estate (from 1316)176 or of the pavilion (from 1461) was included with ever 
greater regularity behind the majesty-portrait of the King of France on the 
obverse of his great seal as a mark of his dignity,177 and a similar image was 
later set behind the regal achievement in many European kingdoms 
(currently including most of the surviving ones) because the older 
achievement was conceived of as kind of armorial portrait, and therefore a 
substitute for the literal portrait.178  
                                                        
176  The cloth of estate, in France taking the form of a simple, roughly square panel 
of blue cloth fleurdelisé, was represented suspended in a loosely-draped manner 
behind the royal effigy, as the actual cloth seems to have been before about 1420.  
It first appeared on the seal of Philippe V ‘the Tall’ (1316-22), then on that of 
Philippe VI (1328-50). During the next three reigns (1350-1422) it was either 
abandoned or relegated to a lesser seal, but it was revived by Charles VII in 1422, 
and continued in use until the accession of his son Louis XI in 1461, when it was 
replaced by a primitive version of the pavilion. (See DALAS, Corpus des sceaux, pp. 
178, 194, 222, 248, 250.) 
177  A primitive form of pavilion (with a baldachin in the form of a Gothic lintel, 
heightened with pinnacles at the corners and a row of fleurons borne on the points 
of cusps) appeared on the seals of Charles VII as dauphin in 1421 (DALAS, Corpus 
des sceaux, pp. 241, 244), but the classic form with a domed baldachin did not 
appear until 1461, on the first great seal of Louis XI. Variants of this type of 
pavilion seem to have been used on all subsequent great seals (or seals of majesty) 
until the end of the monarchy.  (For representations of these seals, see DALAS, 
Corpus des sceaux, pp. 272, 273, 281, 282, 283, 284, 285, 291, 297; for  representations 
of their seals of the period after 1515, see SWAN, Canada: Symbols of Sovereignty, 
Figs. 2.1-2.5, pp. 17-21.) 
178  A pavilion came to be used in official depictions of the great achievements of 
the Holy Roman Emperors, the Emperors of Russia (from 1800), and the Kings of 
Prussia (in 1701), Sardinia, Denmark, Norway, Sweden, the Netherlands, Bavaria, 
Saxony, Italy, and Greece. (Representations of those of the Holy Roman Empire, 
Prussia, Sardinia, and Italy can be seen in Ottfried NEUBECKER, AIH, Le grand livre 
d’héraldique: L’histoire, l’art, et la science du blason (Paris & Brussels, 1977; trans. by 
Roger Harmignies, AIH, from Heraldry: Sources, Symbols, and Meaning, [London, 
1976]), pp. 187, 53, 47, and 207.)  Those of the Kings of Saxony and Bavaria can be 
seen in Gert OSWALD, Lexikon der Heraldik (Mannheim, Vienna, Zurich, 1984), pp. 
262, 273, A pavilion essentially similar to that attributed to the Kings of France was 
also attributed by the heralds to the Kings of Spain after the accession of the 
French prince Philippe, Duke of Anjou, to the Spanish throne in 1700/15.  Several 
other European kings came to employ, instead of pavilions, simple mantles of 
gules doubled ermine, not essentially different from those used by subregal 
princes in Germany and Russia. Even William IV of Great Britain and Ireland used 
a mantle in some environments, most notably a coin.  
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Fig. 54. Achievements with a Pavilion and an Armiferous Gonfanon 
  a. Kingdom of Prussia 1867-1918    b. Kingdom of Italy 1861-1946   

(after NEUBECKER, Grand livre, pp. 53, 207) 
 

Unlike the mantle (which came to be used in a similar way by many 
kings, princes, peers, and their equivalents throughout Europe), the 
pavilion was long restricted to emperors and kings. It therefore became the 
most visually distinctive insigne of regal and regnal status in the general 
armorial code, and remained so down the Treaty of Paris that reordered 
the political map of Europe after the initial defeat of the French Empire of 
Napoléon Bonaparte in 1814. At that time a few of the new sovereign 
princes of Germany (all grand-dukes or dukes) adopted a pavilion as part 
of their new achievement of majesty,179 but the only survivor of the former 
group after 1818 was the Grand Duchy of Luxemburg, which is even now 
an independent state.  

The pavilion therefore remains by far the largest and most obvious 
armorial insigne of independent sovereignty. This fact — combined with 
its French origins, and its widespread use by monarchs outside the British 

                                                        
179  The princes in question included the Grand Dukes of Baden, Hessen-
Darmstadt, and Mecklenburg, and the Dukes of Saxony-Altenburg and Saxony-
Anhalt, all of whose achievements are represented with pavilions in various 
nineteenth-century reference works; in Melville Henri Massue, Marquis DE 
RUVIGNY ET RAINEVAL, The Titled Nobility of Europe (London, 1914); and in OSWALD, 
Lexikon, pp. 200 et passim.  
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tradition — all make it appropriate for use in the Canadian Regal 
Achievement, at least in certain contexts. 

I would not in fact suggest that a pavilion be included in the 
quotidian form of the Canadian Regal-Regnal Achievement, but for 
particularly grand settings with a reasonable amount of space, and in other 
settings where the achievements of lesser entities were to be displayed in 
association with it, a ‘Greater Achievement’ with a pavilion could be used 
to distinguish the Achievement of the Queen of Canada as such from those 
of all lesser persons and entities. It would probably be wise to introduce it 
unofficially, in representations by heraldic artists not working (at least at 
the time) for the Canadian Heraldic Authority or an agency of the 
government — thus giving it the same status as the equivalent 
achievements widely (but never officially) used in both France and Spain.  

In keeping with established conventions, the curtain of the new 
Canadian Regnal Pavilion ought to have an outer layer of scarlet cloth: the 
traditional material of royal, judicial, and doctoral robes, and of the 
uniforms of infantry regiments and the R. C. M. P. Red is also one of the 
National and Regal Livery-Colours of Canada, and to complete that 
allusion, and allude additionally to our highest honour, it could be 
represented as strewn with snowflakes in the form used for the insignia of 
the Order of Canada. A number of older pavilions, including those of 
France, Prussia, Germany, and Italy, were similarly strewn with imperial 
or royal badges.  The margins of the curtain could be edged in the 
traditional fashion with a decorative band of gold embroidery. Given the 
fact that most of the elements of the great achievement have fields or 
dominant colours that are either white or yellow/ gold, however, the usual 
ermine lining (really derived from that of the mantle) should be eschewed 
in favour of one of sky-blue silk, which would provide the necessary 
degree of contrast traditional in armorial design, while retaining the 
symbolic and esthetic characteristics of the colour-scheme as a whole. 

The baldachin above this mantle should take the traditional form of 
a truncated cone with a pendant band and flaps, irradiated from the 
summit with gold rays, symbolic of the radiation of authority and 
benevolence from the crown that should sit at its summit. Both its outer 
surface and the band and flaps at its base could be of azure with gold 
edging, to balance the motto-scroll below, and should bear some sort of 
emblematic figures in gold.  Among the figures that would be appropriate 
here are the Regal Cypher between two sprigs of maple, and a text such as 
DOMINIONEM HABEMUS ‘We have dominion’, which would be completed by 
the motto A MARI USQUE AD MARE ‘from sea even unto sea’ at the base. The 
latter would have the virtue of tying the summit of the pavilion (which 
represents dominion) to the motto-scroll at the base of the compartment, 
and therefore the top and bottom of the Achievement as a whole.   

I represent all of these features in Figure 56 below.  
 

3.7. The Addition of a National Gonfanon and Provincial Banners 
 

The adoption of a pavilioned achievement would also permit the inclusion 
in the Regal-Regnal Achievement either (1) of a gonfanon (a type of flag 
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used in several states with pavilioned achievements, usually bearing the 
regnal arms or flag-design, or both180); (2) of banners bearing the arms of the 
ten co-sovereign provinces, set five to either side of the crowned central 
canopy; or (3) of both a national gonfanon and provincial banners. 
 
7.a. The Addition of a National Gonfanon.  Not surprisingly, given the 
history of the use of the armorial pavilion, it was in France that the practice 
of displaying a gonfanon over the pavilion was first introduced, though 
not immediately, and never officially.  In the pavilioned achievement of 
1488 referred to above, the only flags are the banner and the deeply forked 
penon of the regal arms (modern and ancient respectively) held by the 
angel supporters.181  It is not clear when a gonfanon was first added to the 
unofficial achievement, but the practice was regularized in or soon after the 
accession of the first Bourbon king, Henri IV, in 1589, as can be seen from 
the two representations of the regal achievement dating from this period 
reproduced by Swan.182  

In both of these the gonfanon takes the form and occupies the 
position it has retained to the present, and which were to serve as models 
for later gonfanons included in comparable achievements.  As can be seen 
in Figure 53 above, its form is essentially the same as that of the pennon 
held by the sinister supporter in the achievement of a century earlier — 
that of a deeply-forked triangular flag charged with the arms Azure semy of 
fleurs de lis Or, borne by the kings of France from about 1200 to 1376, and 
known to heralds and heraldists as ‘France Ancient’.  It differs from the 
pennon, however, both in being much larger, and in being suspended from 
a horizontal bar in the manner of a vexillum or gonfanon.  

Its general size, shape, and manner of suspension (though not its 
emblematic design) suggest that it was meant to represent the sacred flag 
called the Oriflamme, kept in the Royal Abbey of Saint-Denis and borne 
before the royal host when the king undertook a major campaign.  The 
latter flag, much older than the regal arms, had actually had a red field 
without fleurs de lis, but this fact had probably been forgotten by 1589, as 
the flag had been effectively abandoned after its capture by the forces of 
Henry V of England in the Battle of Agincourt of 1415.  It is not clear why a 
hybrid form of flag that took its external form from the Oriflamme and its 
emblematic design from the old arms of France was adopted in or by 1589 
for use in the Full Achievement of Henri IV, but it may have been thought 
of as something comparable to a regal standard (which it resembled in all 
respects except its manner of suspension), and its design echoed that of the 
curtains of the pavilion over which it was set. 

The position in which the new gonfanon was set in the achievement 
was immediately above the apex of the baldachin of the pavilion, 
suspended from a spear that was itself set immediately behind the pavilion 
and aligned vertically with the elements of the achievement set within it, 

                                                        
180  For another representation of the achievement of the King of the Belgians, see 
NEUBECKER, Grand livre, pp. 112-13. 
181  See above, n. 175. 
182  SWAN, Canada: Symbols of Sovereignty, Pl. 4, Figs. 3.9, 3.10 
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but visible only at the point where it rose above either the baldachin proper 
or (in the second representation and most of those made after 1600) the 
regal crown that surmounted it. The whole obverse of the flag itself, 
however, was visible in these and all later representations because its two 
long tails were depicted as flying out to either side of the baldachin, and 
undulating in a symmetrical fashion so that parts of the reverse were also 
visible.  The general disposition of the tails was to be emulated by all later 
monarchs who emulated French unofficial usage in this area, but not the 
undulations. 

Perhaps because the use of both a pavilion and a gonfanon 
remained unofficial in France, such emulation did not even begin for more 
than a century. The next regal achievement into which they were 
incorporated seems to have been that of Friedrich III von Hohenzollern, 
Elector-Marquis of Brandenburg and Duke of Prussia, in or after 1701 
when he proclaimed himself King in Prussia.183  Unlike its French model 
(which it otherwise resembled), the Prussian gonfanon bore a repetition of 
the new arms of the kingdom, also displayed on the banner borne by the 
dexter supporter (itself clearly modelled on the French dexter supporter).184  

Comparable gonfanons were introduced into the achievements of 
some but not all of the rulers who also adopted pavilions or mantles, and 
those that were introduced continued to vary in their design. The Dukes of 
Savoy as Kings of Sardinia from 1720 and as Kings of Italy from 1871 
displayed a gonfanon of the arms of Savoy (gules a cross argent).185 In or 
soon after 1815 the Duke of Saxony-Altenburg seems to have initiated the 
later practice of displaying, instead of the arms, the armorial livery-colours, 
arranged vertically on the flag. This was emulated in the gonfanon of 
Belgium when that kingdom was erected in 1830, and in that of the 
German Empire when it was erected in 1870.186 The Belgian gonfanon was 
and is tierced per pale of the liveries — sable, Or, and gules (the pattern of 
the national flag, itself borne on a lance by each of the two supporters) — 
but was also charged at the centre chief with an escutcheon of the arms 
(sable a lion rampant Or armed and langued gules).  By 1857, the Russian 
Empire had adopted a gonfanon whose field was of the same gold cloth as 
the pavilion, fringed in the livery-colours of black and gold, and charged 
with a representation of the imperial achievement minus the gonfanon.187 
Thus, there are a number of distinct models for regal gonfanons, and room 
for further innovations. 

                                                        
183 This is at least the most likely time of its adoption, but it is not included in the 
engraving of the Prussian achievement by BÖLLMANN of 1710 (pub. in OSWALD, 
Lexikon, p. 438), and the earliest representation and description of it that I have 
found date only from 1744, in Johann Wolfgang TRIER, Einleitung zu der 
Wappenkunst, rev. by Christian Johann FEUSTELN, (Leipzig, 1744),  pp. 287, 310-12. 
184  See above, Fig. 54 a. 
185  See the representations in NEUBECKER, Le grand livre d’héraldique, pp. 47, and 207 
186 See Fig. 54 b above, and NEUBECKER, Le grand livre d’héraldique, p. 53. 
187  See G. V. BELINBAKHOV, The State Coat of Arms of Russia: 500 Years (St. 
Petersburg, 1997), p. 107. 
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In the case of the Canadian Regal-Regnal Achievement, the design 
that would work most effectively both from an esthetic and from an 
emblematic perspective would be that of the National Flag of 1964.  The 
white of the central field and the red flanks to either side of it would fit 
nicely on the long tails that extend to either side of the baldachin, and the 
single red maple leaf at the centre would give it a clear focal point, reflect 
the design of the Regnal Arms proper at the base of the escutcheon, and 
most importantly of all, would associate the principal Regal Emblem with 
the principal national emblem in the eyes of the majority of Canadians.  I 
represent such a gonfanon in Figure 56 below. 
 

 
 

Figure 55. The Mantled Achievement of the King of the Belgians, with a 
                                      National Scutiferous Gonfanon and ten Provincial banners 

 
7.b. The Addition of Provincial Banners. I know of only one state that has 
included in its full achievement a set of banners representing its provinces, 
and that is the Kingdom of the Belgians, founded by secession from the 
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Netherlands in 1830.188  The Belgian achievement includes banners of the 
arms of the ten provinces of that kingdom, their staves set behind the 
mantle, angled outward, five to a side.  I reproduce the current version of 
that achievement — which also, as I have noted, includes a gonfanon of the 
national colours and arms —  in Figure 55 above.   

As that representation shows, the display of provincial arms on 
banners in this manner is a very effective way to include such arms in a 
regnal achievement, and is preferable to the alternative practice (formerly 
maintained in such countries as Austria and Russia, and still often used in 
Canada) of setting escutcheons of the arms of the provinces around the 
regnal achievement.  It allows the visual association of the provincial and 
regnal arms in a single achievement without either detracting from the pre-
eminence of the latter or cluttering the field of the shield.     

As Canada has exactly the same number of provinces as Belgium, 
the Belgian achievement can serve as a precise formal model for the 
arrangement of the banners above the pavilion in a Canadian 
Achievement.  I represent a pavilioned Achievement with banners in 
Figure 56, with the banners arranged in geographical order from dexter to 
sinister.  I have depicted banners of arms rather than any of the other forms 
of flag associated with the provinces because the arms of the provinces are 
also those of the Queen, and represent her authority in them both in the 
most immediate manner, and in the same manner as the arms at the centre 
of the achievement. I also include in this representation of the pavilioned 
achievement most of the other innovations I have proposed in this Part.  It 
may be many years before we achieve such an Achievement — I shall 
probably not live to see it — but I truly believe it is worth working 
towards. 
 

4. The Association of Additional Insignia, Appropriate and 
Inappropriate, with the Regal Arms of Canada 

 
To this point in my discussion of the association of insignia with the Regal 
or Regnal Arms of Canada — that is, either the quarterly arms of the 
Monarch as a person or the simple arms of the Kingdom of Canada — I 
have been concerned with the use of insignia that either are or would be 
appropriate for that purpose.  By appropriate I mean indicative of some 
aspect of regal status and derivative authority in relation to the kingdom as 
a whole, and suitable for use either by the Monarch personally or by her 
principal agents and agencies acting in his or her name and exercising 
some part of his or her authority.  The Regal Crown, for example, is the 
principal insigne of both of the dignity of Monarch and the supreme 
authority attached to that dignity, while the existing Helm and the 
proposed  Lambrequin are insignial of royal status more generally, and the 
Pavilion and Sceptres are supplementary insignia of regal status, with 
particular symbolic characters and historical associations, French as well as 
British. The existing Circlet and proposed Collar of the Order of Canada 
                                                        
188 The representation included in Fig. 55 is taken from the website ‘Coat of Arms 
of Belgium’. 
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similarly represent the status of its Sovereign as the Fount of Honours for 
all Canadians. 

 
Fig. 56.  The Proposed Greater Achievement with a Pavilion, 

Provincial Banners, Canadian Regal Crowns and Helm, 
and Supporters Gorged with Canadian Royal Coronets 

 
All of these mimetic or pictorial forms of insignia represent real 

objects either worn by or associated physically with monarchs in the English 
or French tradition, and their generic prototypes have been used for 
centuries to mark the dignity and authority of the kings and queens 
regnant of our founder kingdoms.  The display of some or all of these 
insignia in association with the Regal and Regnal Arms and other emblems 
of our kingdom by the Monarch and — to represent the source of their 
authority — her principal agents and agencies, is both historically and 
legally appropriate.  These agents and agencies include the Governor 



222                                                                                                          D’A. J. D. BOULTON                      

 
Alta Studia Heraldica 3 - 2010 

General and his office; the Prime Minister, his office, and the other 
Ministers and Ministries under his authority as the head of the executive 
branch of the federal or regnal government; and the Supreme Court and 
the whole hierarchy of federal or regnal courts throughout the country that 
constitute the judicial branch of that government. 
 Certain other types of insignia may appropriately be added to the 
Regal-Regnal Arms or Achievement to represent statuses occupied by the 
Monarch personally, in a capacity other than that of King or Queen or 
Canada as such, if they are somehow relevant to that status. For example, it 
would be entirely appropriate for our Queen to display in relevant contexts 
or situations the insignia of the office of Sovereign Head of the Most 
Venerable Order of the Hospital of St. John of Jerusalem. This dignity is 
held separately from that of Sovereign of the various regnal orders, both in 
Canada and in her other realms.  Nevertheless, the Order in question is 
closely integrated into the Canadian system of honours, as the Queen’s 
deputy the Governor General of the day has traditionally been, ex officio, 
Prior of its Priory of Canada, and its insignia are on permanent display in 
Rideau Hall, along with the insignia of the other Canadian 
orders.Similarly, it would be appropriate in relevant contexts and 
situations for the insignia of the other orders to which Canadians are 
admitted, whether Canadian or Imperial, to be displayed in formal 
conjunction with the Queen’s Canadian Arms or Achievement of any level, 
to indicate her Sovereignty of them and her role as the source of honours 
associated with them.  In addition, if armorial insignia are ever adopted (as 
they should be) to indicate commissioned rank in the Canadian forces, or 
the colonelcies of Canadian regiments, or the patronships of Canadian 
societies, it would be appropriate to display such insignia as part of the 
Regal Achievement in the headquarters of such regiments and societies, 
and in other contexts associated with them.  
 By contrast, the use of any of the emblems or insignia of our 
Monarch by persons and corporations that are not strictly agents or 
emanations of her authority, is quite inappropriate. So is the formal 
association with the Regal or Regnal Arms of forms of insignia not 
historically or logically indicative either of the regal dignity, or of an 
additional status enjoyed by the Monarch of the kinds just mentioned.   

In practice it must be said that abuses of the latter types, at least, 
have been relatively rare in Canada, but two very prominent elements of 
the regnal government that are not emanations of regal authority have 
recently adopted the practice of representing their own identity through 
the association of their own insignia with the Regal Arms, and this 
unfortunate practice requires at least a brief notice here. 
 The entities in question are the Senate and House of Commons of 
Canada, which with the Monarch make up the (now) purely legislative 
entity called the Parliament of Canada.  Unlike the offices of the Governor 
General, Ministries of the Crown, and regnal Judicial Courts, the Senate 
and House of Commons are not legally agencies of the Regnal Crown 
appointed to perform delegated regal functions.  They are, rather, 
independent entities, meant to represent the people of Canada in the 
legislative process, in partnership with (and sometimes loyal opposition to) 
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the Monarch and her Ministers, and made up of members who are either 
appointed or elected for that purpose. They should not, therefore, make 
use of the Arms or Achievement emblematic of the Monarch, and 
indicative of her personal or delegated authority.   

In fact, the appropriate form of emblem for these legislative 
chambers would be an armorial achievement of a distinctive design, 
alluding as clearly as possible to their nature and function as elements of 
the regnal Parliament, but equally clearly distinguished from the Arms and 
Achievement of the Monarch and the Agencies of the Crown both in its 
emblematic and in its insignial elements. There are actually at least two 
precedents for the use of armorial achievements by legislative bodies, one 
in the United States (where a suitable achievement was devised to the 
Senate of Virginia by the English Kings of Arms in 1979),189 and one in 
Canada itself (where such an emblem was granted by Royal Warrant to the 
unicameral Legislative Assembly of Ontario in 1992, to commemorate its 
bicentenary).190  The former includes as a charge the gavel of the Speaker of 
the Senate, and the latter the original and current maces of the Assembly  
 

    
 
Fig. 57.  The Regal Arms Ensigned with the Maces (a) of the Senate and (c) of the 
House of Commons of Canada and used (inappropriately) as Emblems of both 

Chambers and (b) of the Legislative Chambers of the Parliament 
 

 
Some years ago, at the request of their respective Speakers, the 

Canadian Heraldic Authority actually devised a set of armorial 
achievements, banners, and badges for both the Senate and the House of 
                                                        
189  On the Achievement of the Senate of Virginia, see ‘Senate of Virginia’, in 
Wikipedia. The date is given in WOODCOCK and ROBINSON, Oxford Guide, p. 170. 
190  On the Achievement of the Legislative Assembly of Ontario, see ‘Legislative 
Assembly of Ontario’, in Wikipedia. There is no record in the CHA Register. 
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Commons of Canada. Unfortunately, the ignorance and prejudice of their 
members led them to reject the proposed emblems entirely, and to adopt in 
their place emblems in the form of an escutcheon of the Regal Arms 
distinguished by a representation of the mace of each house set in pale 
behind it.  A combined version of these emblems, in which the two maces 
were set in saltire behind the Regal Arms, was simultaneously adopted to 
represent the ‘Parliament of Canada’ — the Monarch being represented by 
her Arms, and the two chambers by their maces.  I represent these in 
Figure 57.191  

Alas, the natural reading of these three designs is that they are 
meant to indicate that the Queen is herself the Speaker of both the Senate 
and the House, and the intended reading is quite impossible in the context 
of the armorial code. Both chambers of Parliament should therefore return 
to their original plan, and accept the armorial bearings proposed by the 
Authority, or some other designs more pleasing to them. 

 
 

5. Establishing Standard Levels of the Regal-Regal Achievement 
 
One final proposal I should like to make in this Part of my essay concerns 
the establishment of what are best called standard levels of the Regal-
Regnal Achievement.  By this I refer to standard degrees of abridgement of 
what is best termed the full achievement, in which is included every 
possible form of emblem and insigne pertaining to the Canadian monarch 
as such.  In practice, full achievements thus defined have never  been used 
by our Monarchs, as they involve elements too numerous to distinguish 
without careful examination, and tend to produce a cluttered design.   

For those reasons some degree of abridgement of the theoretical full 
achievement has normally been practiced even in what is best termed the 
greater achievement: that is, the most comprehensive version of the 
achievement actually displayed. The achievement of this level may include 
a pavilion or mantle and flags, and normally includes the whole helm-
complex — one or more helms with their lambrequins and crests — as well 
as the supporter-complex: the supporters, compartment, and motto-scroll. 
This type of achievement is most appropriate for use by the Monarch and 
the highest levels of her or his government, in documents representing the 
kingdom to the outside world, and in settings which either demand or 
permit through their scale the maximal representation of the majesty of the 
Crown. 

The omission of the pavilion- or mantle-complex produces what 
may be termed a great achievement, and that is the most complex version 
traditionally employed in the British realms and their daughter states, 
including Canada, especially in the settings just defined. 

                                                        
191  I thank Dr. Christopher McCreery for the foregoing account, of which he had a 
direct knowledge deriving from his service as an assistant to the Speaker of the 
Senate at the time. The images in Figure 57 are taken from the following  links:  
http://archive.gg.ca/heraldry/pub-reg/project-
pic.asp?lang=e&ProjectID=1246&ProjectImageID=1613, 1683, 4487 
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A second set of abridgements has commonly given rise to what is 
best called a middle achievement, which replaces the helm-complex with a 
simple crown, but retains the whole supporter-complex. As we have seen, 
this level of achievement has been common in the two British kingdoms 
and the Kingdom of France since the fifteenth century, though it has rarely 
been employed in Canada. This is a pity, as the middle level of the 
achievement is especially appropriate for use on government documents 
issued for use within the kingdom by offices below those of the Monarch, 
Governor-General, Prime Minster, and Supreme Court.  I therefore urge its 
use for such purposes, and whenever the scale required makes such an 
abridgement appropriate for intelligibility.  

 

 
 

Fig. 58. The Three Levels of the Regal-Regnal Achievement of the 
United Kingdom in Modern Official Emblazonments  

a. Great (George V, 1911);  b. Middle and c. Lesser (Elizabeth II, 1955) 
(From Hasler, Royal Arms, Figs. 573, 677) 

 
A third set of abridgements commonly leads to what is best called a 

lesser achievement.  Historically this could be of either of two forms, 
which may be distinguished on the basis of the types of elements retained 
in addition to the shield of arms (which cannot be omitted from an 
achievement) as emblematic and insignial.   

The emblematic lesser achievement was in fact the original form of 
achievement for all armigers, and resembles the one still typical of ordinary 
armigers. It thus consists of the shield of arms, helm-complex, and motto-
scroll, to which might be added the collar or other insigne of an order of 
knighthood.  For obvious reasons this is a form of achievement little 
employed by the monarchs of Latin Christendom since the middle decades 
of the fifteenth century, when crowns and supporters came into armorial 
use, but there are contexts in which it would still appropriate, and the 
Canadian version of this type should therefore be used in those contexts. 

The insignial lesser achievement — which since about 1520 has 
been the most common type actually used by kings and princes on their 
seals, coins, and flags — replaces all of the secondary and tertiary 
emblematic elements with insignia indicative of regal status and authority. In 
consequence, it commonly includes only the crown set over the escutcheon, 
and the collar(s) or equivalent insignia of the principal knightly order(s) set 
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around it. It may also include (as it used to in France and still does in 
Belgium) crossed sceptres or comparable secondary insignia of authority.  
This level of achievement is especially appropriate for use in smaller and 
more intimate settings, including the design of coins, medals, and privy 
and signet seals. It has occasionally been employed for official purposes in 
Canada, but it should be used more frequently for all such purposes. 

The Regal-Regnal Achievement of the Kings of England, Great 
Britain, and the United Kingdom has been displayed on the last three 
levels of abridgement since the fifteenth century, and continues to be so 
displayed to the present day — largely in keeping with the principles I 
have just suggested.  Recent examples of official emblazonments of all 
three levels can be seen in Figure 57 above.  Unfortunately, successive 
Canadian governments have failed to follow the example of the mother-
country in this area, as in so many others, and have tended to treat the 
Great Achievement of our kingdom as if it were a logo to be used without 
variation in all settings. This practice — and the related failure of our 
government and its agencies to use different artistic renderings of the 
Achievement for different purposes — is mainly the result of ignorance on 
the part of the officials responsible for its use, both of the true nature of an 
achievement, and of the flexibility of armories in general. 

The leadership of the Royal Heraldry Society should therefore 
nudge these officials as often and as strongly as possible in the direction of 
using not only all three standard levels of the Achievement, but different 
renderings of each level, in series by the same artist, wherever possible.  I 
have included representations of my proposed revisions to the Canadian 
Achievement on all but the middle level, and it would be a simple matter 
to produce a version of that level by replacing the proposed helm-complex 
with the proposed crown. 

 
6. Concluding Observations 

 
In concluding this series of proposals I must first note that any one or any 
set of them could be adopted without adopting any of the others; each 
proposal represents an independent form of improvement in the current 
form of our Regnal Achievement.  To give a sense of what they would look 
like, I have represented several different combinations of them in my 
illustrations, of which the last alone represents most of them together.  I 
offer these proposals to the community of heraldists in Canada for the 
consideration of its members, and invite both comments and suggestions; a 
public discussion of such matters is always healthy. 
 I should perhaps conclude by assuring those of my readers who are 
deeply devoted to our monarchy and to the British tradition which it 
(partly) represents, that my object in making these suggestions is to 
strengthen rather than to weaken the position of the monarchy in Canada, 
and to contribute to its long-term survival.  I am myself a seventh-
generation Canadian of English stock (with a little Scottish and Irish blood 
thrown in for leavening), descended from United Empire Loyalists who 
fought for king and Empire against the revolutionaries who divided British 
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North America, a member of the Association of United Empire Loyalists of 
Canada, and a life member of the Monarchist League. 

Nevertheless, as a realist I recognize that people like myself are 
now a small and dwindling minority in the land of my birth, and that the 
British Empire and its traditions mean little or nothing to most members of 
the generations beneath my own — let alone to the innumerable 
immigrants from ever more remote and alien parts of the world who have 
been pouring into Canada since the 1950s.  If the monarchy is to mean 
anything at all to these newer Canadians whose backgrounds are so unlike 
my own — not to mention the many new nationalists who come from a 
very similar background — it must be naturalized, or ‘patriated’ (to use the 
word invented by our late Prime Minister when he was transferring our 
Constitution from London to Ottawa), and made to seem, as well as to be, 
thoroughly Canadian.  Far too many Canadians who should know better 
even now refer to our Sovereign Lady as the ‘Queen of England’, and far 
too few recognize her as the Queen of Canada (as well as the Queen of 
Ontario, Quebec, and each of the other provinces individually).  I believe 
that by naturalizing her armorial bearings along the lines I have indicated 
— perhaps in a series of stages over the next ten years or so, culminating in 
the centenary of the original Warrant in 2021 — those bearings can serve as 
a more effective emblem of her Canadian dignity and authority, and make 
her distinctive and essentially independent role in Canada more apparent 
to the vast majority of Canadians.   

To those readers who are more concerned with the relevance and 
comprehension of our state emblems generally, regardless of the status of 
the monarchy, I would add that the changes I have suggested would make 
the armorial bearings used by the Canadian state much more obviously 
Canadian in content, and thus both more intelligible and more acceptable 
as emblems with which non-British Canadians — a substantial majority of 
our population at the present time — can identify.  The adoption of a 
distinctively French supporter bearing a flag obviously ancestral to the 
current flag of Quebec should also make the achievement more interesting 
and acceptable to Francophone Canadians — who still make up a very 
substantial minority of the population, and whose distinctive traditions 
still constitute an important element of the traditions of Canada.  Not to 
make changes of the sort I have suggested is therefore likely to lead to the 
complete abandonment of the existing Achievement, and its replacement 
with something considerably less acceptable to those of us who love both 
the armorial and the monarchical traditions of our country. 
 
 

7. Addendum on the Origin of the Regal-Regnal Achievement 
 
Since I published the first Part of this essay, an article has appeared in 
ASH’s sister-journal Heraldry in Canada that sheds new light on the origin 
both of the arms of Canada and of its intended colours, and incidentally 
supports my own expressed opinion that the four upper quarters were 
seen as representing sovereignty in the kingdoms whose arms they are. In 
an essay titled ‘Did Alexander Scott-Carter Give Canada Its National 
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Colours’,192 Auguste Vachon — now Outaouais Herald Emeritus, and long 
the leading authority on the history of the forms taken by the arms of 
Canada and its provinces — sets out the history of the creation of the 
design of the Regal Arms and Regnal Achievement of Canada.  The process 
he describes took place  between the Spring of 1919, when the committee 
charged with designing appropriate armories for the Dominion was 
formed, in the aftermath of the First World War, and 30 April 1921, when 
the Governor General of the day signed off on the final design submitted to 
him by the Committee: a design that was actually proclaimed by the Royal 
Warrant issued on 21 November of the same year.  
 Vachon’s documents show that in the first design was completed in 
the abstract by the Committee in January 1920, and soon realized in a line-
drawing made at its request by the noted heraldic artist Alexander Scott 
Carter (reproduced in Vachon’s first figure193).  In this initial proposal, the 
arms, crest, and supporters already bore a close resemblance to the same 
elements in the final design, but each differed from the latter in at least one 
respect. In the crest, the lion was set within the torse or wreath on a grassy 
mound, later abandoned, and the supporters exactly resembled those of the 
current the English-Imperial Achievement, and therefore lacked the lances 
and banners they were later given, and differed in other, more minor ways.   
The proposed arms (as yet without definite tinctures) differed from their 
final version only in having the division including the three maple-leaves 
conjoined set in chief rather than in base, so that the division effectively 
constituted what I call a ‘binder’ that united the whole set of quarterings in 
a single, indivisible coat.   

For the reasons I gave above at the beginning of this essay, this 
would have been a very bad design for the arms of a distinct kingdom, as 
Canada already was. Nevertheless, its compound character was sadly 
comparable to those of the arms already assigned to its sister dominions of 
South Africa (in 1910), New Zealand (in 1911), and Australia (in 1912), and 
would have fit quite well into that unfortunate pattern. The first proposed 
design of the Canadian Achievement also resembled those of the three 
already-armigerous dominions in lacking both a proper compartment, and 
any of the insignia of regnal status that should have been included in all of 
them: the royal helm and mantling, and the regal crown that should have 
surmounted the helm in place of the torse. 
 Apparently the Committee was not entirely happy either with Scott 
Carter’s quite handsome emblazonment, or with the design as realized in 
it.  It therefore decided to make a few minor changes before submitting it 
for emblazonment to another (much inferior) artist: one whose name 
(Champagne) was a curious prefiguration of the final alteration to the 
arms. The second design (represented in Vachon’s second figure194) 
differed from the first in  a number of ways, all of which brought it closer 
to the third and final version. The crest was deprived of its mound and thus 
                                                        
192 Auguste VACHON, ‘Did Alexander Scott-Carter Give Canada Its National 
Colours’, Heraldry in Canada 44 (2010), pp. 9-18 (including a summary in French) 
193 Reproduced  on p. 10 from Library and Archives Canada (LAC) neg. C-133326 
194  Reproduced on p. 12 from LAC neg. C-133325  
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took on precisely its final (and current) form; the supporters were given the 
flag-bearing lances they still bear, and set on a compartment charged with 
the sprays of floral emblems that still overlie (or more often now, replace) it;  
and the maple-leaves set in the chief of the arms were represented in green:  
the colour preferred by one of the members of the Committee, Sir Joseph 
Pope, Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs.   
 Further changes were made after the Achievement just described 
had been sent to London for approval by Garter King of Arms and King 
George V himself.  The latter seems to have been more than happy to 
honour his Dominion of Canada through ‘the incorporation of portions of 
the Royal Arms into these Armorial Bearings’, but objected to ‘placing the 
Arms of the Sovereign under a Chief with Maple Leaves, and considers 
that the position should be reversed to that the arms come above the 
leaves’.  This was of course done — saving the design from the disaster of 
having its elements bound into an indivisible coat, and paving the way for 
the recognition of the champagne as the true Arms of Canada. 
Furthermore, additional changes were effected at this stage that 
proclaimed the regal status of the bearer of the Achievement in the process 
of being created, for in the final rendering of the proposed Achievement by 
Scott Carter, approved by the members of the Committee for submission to 
higher authorities,195 the crest had finally been set on a royal helm, and 
surmounted (albeit in a curiously anomalous and ambiguous manner) with 
a regal crown.  Other changes made to the proposed design at this time, 
however, suggest that the regnal status of Canada was not to be fully 
recognized. Not only was the lambrequin (newly attached to the helm) 
represented in red lined in white (the tinctures of the torse) rather than in 
royal gold lined in ermine, but the lion supporter was actually deprived of 
the crown he had worn up to this point, and was also reoriented from 
guardant to normal, further reducing his resemblance to the royal lion of 
England. 

Vachon (whose article is about the origin of the national colours) 
places particular emphasis on the one way in which the first emblazon-
ment of this third version of the design (once again prepared by Scott 
Carter) differed from the second and final one. Scott Carter, perhaps in part 
for strictly esthetic reasons, but perhaps more importantly because he 
recognized the implications of the red colour assigned both to the torse and 
the lambrequin (which were clearly meant to be in the principal tinctures 
of the arms), represented the leaves in red rather than green. Once again, 
however, Sir Joseph Pope — who like most amateurs, was more interested 
in symbolism than sound armorial design — insisted that their colour be 
green, to symbolize the ‘life and growth and vigour’ of a ‘young country’.  
In consequence, the blazon included in the Order in Council that officially 
initiated the assignment of the Achievement by Royal Warrant, actually 
described the Canadian quartering as ‘on a base argent three maple leaves 
slipped vert’.    
                                                        
195  Reproduced on p. 14 from LAC neg. C-3488.  Scott Carter later produced a 
slightly different version of this rendering for commercial use, and I have, hanging 
on my wall, a plate on which it is reproduced. 
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Happily for us, this blazon (defective in more than one respect) was 
rejected by Sir Henry Farnham Burke, Garter King of Arms, who 
substituted ‘Argent three maple leaves conjoined on one stem proper’.  Since 
‘proper’ for maple leaves included red as well as green, any artist could 
licitly have represented the leaves as red from the very moment the 
Warrant was signed — and given the cues provided by the tinctures of the 
torse and lambrequin, that would in fact have been the more natural 
interpretation of the blazon.  Alas, it took the government of Canada thirty-
six years to come to that conclusion, but we may be grateful that it finally 
did so (after a process described by Vachon): thus not only improving the 
appearance of the arms and the logic of the design of the Achievement as a 
whole, but establishing beyond question that red and white (or gules and 
argent) were the royal and national colours of Canada.  

What is of particular interest in the present context, however, is that 
it was King George himself who insisted that his established ‘Royal Arms’ 
be set above the champagne on which the newly-created emblem of 
Canada was placed in the compound coat.  The quarterings thus described 
were of course the Regal-Regnal Arms of England, Scotland, Ireland, and 
France, exactly as borne by him or (in the case of the last) by his ancestors, 
and their arrangement in this manner over a champagne bearing a design 
that took a closely comparable form, would have led anyone conversant 
with the conventions of royal armorial usage to interpret the design in base 
as the new arms of the Dominion of Canada as such, as distinct from its 
Monarch.  This is certainly the interpretation that Burke himself preferred. 
 
 
 
 
 
Sommaire français. Dans cette deuxième partie de son article sur les armoiries 
ou cumul armorial de la Reine et du Royaume du Canada, le professeur Boulton se 
concerne de l’histoire et de la signifiance de ses éléments insigniaux existants — la 
couronne, le heaume, les lambrequins, les enseignes des ordres royaux — et 
propose encore une fois des modifications de leur forme et leur utilisation pour 
mieux représenter le status Canadien de la monarchie. De plus, il propose 
l’adoption, dans un cumul maximal, de plusieurs espèces d’enseigne de la tradition 
royale française — les sceptres croisés en sautoir, le pavillon, et le gonfanon — et 
aussi les bannières d’armes des provinces de la tradition royale belge, pour 
indiquer les deux nivaux de l’autorité royale souveraine au Canada. 
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