A N G L O - S A X O N LAW A N D P R A C T I C E
R E L A T I N G TO MINTS A N D M O N E Y E R S
With Particular Reference to the Mints of Chichester,
London, Dover, and Northampton and the Moneyer(s)
Cynsige or Kinsey.
By

R. S. K I N S E Y

THE object of this paper is to suggest new approaches to Anglo-Saxon numismatics, namely legal, philological, and genealogical. In view of the great
variety of spellings found in Anglo-Saxon personal names, and to avoid
being pedantic, I have modernized the form of those Anglo-Saxon names
which are still current or of familiar names like those of the English kings.
PART I

At the close of the eighth century, the only mint south of the Humber
appears to have been that of Canterbury, and it supplied the coinage of the
Mercian overlords as well as that of the vassal kings of Kent and the archbishops of Canterbury. After the defeat of the Mercians by the Wessex king
Egbert at the battle of Ellandun in A.D. 825, Wessex men tended to supplant
the Kentish holders of the more important offices of the mint. Egbert, no
doubt in A.D. 829, established a mint at London. Brooke considers that
Winchester was for a time the location of a mint for Wessex kings, and that
four out of the five moneyers of Ethelwulf at Winchester were transferred to
Canterbury and worked for the Wessex kings. The only major mint in operation at the time of Alfred's accession in A.D. 871 has usually been identified
as Canterbury, but as Alfred's authority spread over Mercia, he opened new
mints at Gloucester, London, Exeter, and Winchester (G. C. Brooke, English
Coins).
Sir J. Craig claims that the royal prerogative over coinage is said to be
the work of Alfred the Great (871-901) and his House. He is said to have
decreed that coins must name the territorial ruler to the exclusion of the
Princes of the Church, saving only for his lifetime the reigning Archbishop
of Canterbury, Plegmund, by whose death in 914 the older practice had
died out; but even before Plegmund's time the archiepiscopal facing portrait
had been dropped in favour of the profile royal portrait. The bare name
of the king might alone be recorded, but more often it was followed by the
word 'Rex' which might, or might not, be defined by an abbreviation for
the Latin name of a people, e.g. of the West Saxons or English (Sir J. Craig,
The Mint, p. 7). I have, however, failed to find any positive references to this
decree of Alfred in any of the extant laws.
In England, as on the Continent, private moneyers and the greater ecclesiastics continued for a long time to issue money carrying their names, without
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any visible intervention by the State, although it is true that from the end of
the eighth century it was common for coins to carry the name and sometimes
the portrait of the king.
It is more probable that it was ^Ethelstan who originally made the minting
of money a royal monopoly, for it is Athelstan's law which is the first in
which we see the royal control of coinage being introduced.
It is probable that the idea of Anglo-Saxon kings having their coins carry
the royal portrait came from the Byzantines, with whom it had long been the
obligatory practice (see R. S. Lopez, Mohammed and Charlemagne, Speculum
xviii (1943), et seq.; Relations Anglo-Byzantine, Byzantion, xviii (1948), 159;
G. C. Brooke, English Coins, p. 66).
As Sir Charles Oman pointed out (The Coins of England, p. 56), the rearrangement of the mints byjEthelstanmay have accounted for the disappearance of the archiepiscopal coins of Canterbury. Plegmund issued such coins in
Alfred's reign as well as in that of Edward the Elder, but after Plegmund's
death his successors did not issue coinage in their own names. If the practice
were not expressly forbidden by Edward, then certainly the law of ^Ethelstan
put a stop to it, although permitting certain episcopal dignatories the right to
moneyers, and therefore to the seigniorage on all bullion passing through their
mints.
It is assumed that the greater number of Alfred's coins were struck during
the years of comparative tranquillity which followed the expulsion of the
Danes from Wessex.
It seems almost as certain as it can be that not all the coins bearing Alfred's
name were struck under his authority or in his dominion.
So far as we can judge, after Alfred's reign the bulk of the coinage was
struck either in Chester and old Mercia from tribute silver from Wales, or in
the reconquered territory of the Danelaw where the 'New English' were
turning their loot into the form of money. Before the tenth century the only
places where kings are known to have put moneyers were of Roman foundation (Carl Stephenson, Borough and Town, p. 50).
ALthelstan
jEthelstan's suzerainty had been acknowledged in 927 by Constantine of
the Scots and by some of the smaller rulers of Wales. The earliest reference
relating to moneyers and mints in the Anglo-Saxon dooms or legal codes is
in the code of rEthelstan, which was promulgated at a meeting of the Council
or Witan at Grately, near Andover in Hampshire, the exact date of which is
not known but was about the year 928. This code is known to lawyers as 'II
jEthelstan', and that section of it relating to moneyers and mints is contained
in a part which is of a different character from the remainder of this legal code,
and formed a separate set of enactments which was incorporated in it and
was intended for the use of boroughs and related to trading regulations
(Dorothy Whitelock, English Historical Documents, i, 384). It is not known
whether interpolation was done during ^Ethelstan's reign or at some time later
(F. L. Attenborough, Laws of the Earliest English Kings, p. 113). It is thought
that the provisions of the code probably applied only to Wessex, as the places
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mentioned in it are, with the exception of London, all south of the Thames
(E.H.D. i. 72). ^Ethelstan forbade the coining of money outside a port and
allotted thirty-seven moneyers to twelve specified places, and added that there
shall be one moneyer in each of the other boroughs (R. H. M. Dolley,
Medieval England, sub Coinage, p. 277). It was Edward the Elder who first
ordered that no one should trade except in a port, and with the witness of the
portreeve or other trustworthy man (I Edward, 1). yEthelstan first repeated
Edward's doom and then amended it by providing that transactions involving
less than 20 pence (which was, in those days, the price of a cow) may lawfully
be conducted elsewhere (II /Ethelstan 12, 13; VI /Ethelstan 6) (C. Stephenson,
op. cit., p. 65). The earlier law prohibiting trade outside a port apparently
could not be enforced and so, under IV /Ethelstan 2, the provision is repealed.
This would seem to imply that trade was being carried on outside the recognized boroughs as a money economy moved into the countryside (Archibald
R. Lewis, The Northern Seas, p. 306). A modern English translation (Attenborough, op. cit.) of the relevant text of chapter or section 14 of ^Ethelstan's
code is as follows:
Thirdly, (we declare) that there shall be one coinage throughout the king's
realm, and no man shall mint money except in a port.1
1. And if a moneyer if found guilty (of issuing base or light coins) the hand shall
1
Port. 'Port' was a term used for a mercantile town. When there was a desire in the AngloSaxon laws to emphasize the fact that a burh was a centre of trade, it is called a 'port', but not
every 'port' was a burh (Maitland, Domesday Book and Beyond, p. 195). Burhs were regarded as
administrative centres. In earlier times most of the places mentioned in the 'Burghal Hidage' must
have been merely royal estates or villages, e.g. Southampton (H. M. Chadwick, Studies in AngloSaxon Institutions).
About one-third of the thirty-one burhs recorded in the main list of 'The Burghal Hidage'
(which was probably drawn up towards the end of Alfred's reign, or soon after his death) were
small military centres of temporary importance and never developed into towns. Some twelve are
mentioned as ports before the Norman Conquest and nineteen are known to have had mints. The
nine or ten burhs which never became ports, mint places, or boroughs may have owed their fate
to the greater suitability of neighbouring places for trade and administration, but this only shows
that walls alone did not make a borough in the municipal sense, although where they were conveniently situated they normally provided the natural shell for the growth of town life in stormy
times (J. Tait, The Medieval English Borough, p. 18).
The term 'port', although only attaining prominence in the records of the tenth century, is
derived from the Latin word portus, which had meant not only a seaport, but any regularly constituted trading centre. Like the word castrum it comes from the spoken Latin and so in all
probability must have borne some relation to an actually surviving Roman institution.
In Anglo-Saxon laws two features are characteristic of the port—the market and the mint.
Neither was the creation of the tenth century, for both had continued to exist in the Roman cities
taken over by the Saxons.
Long before mints were established elsewhere in England, money had been coined in the ancient
caestra, and in these places had been located the earliest official markets (C. Stephenson, op. cit.,
pp. 66-7).
[A place could be regarded as a burh if it was
(a) a stronghold, a place of refuge, monetary centre;
(b) a place which had a moot that was a unit in the general, national system of moots; or
(c) a place in which a market was held.]
The term 'burh' had acquired a technical meaning. It was a specially authorized and protected
fortress, permanently maintained by the inhabitants of the surrounding district, and included an
official market and an official mint. A borough which had been made a governmental centre
ranked as a port, and was under the control of a royal official called a portreeve (C. Stephenson,
op. cit., p. 66; Maitland, op. cit., pp. 193 et seq.; Chadwick, pp. 128 et seq.; W. A. Morris, The
Medieval Sheriff, pp. 6 et seq.).
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be cut off with which he committed the crime, and fastened up on the mint. But if
he is accused and he wishes to clear himself, then shall he go to the hot iron (ordeal)2
and redeem the hand with which he is accused of having committed the crime. And
if he is proved guilty the same punishment shall be inflicted as we have already
declared.
2. In Canterbury there shall be seven moneyers: four for the king, two for the
archbishop, one for the abbot. In Rochester, two for the king and one for the
bishop. In London eight; in Winchester six; in Lewes two; in Hastings one; another
in Chichester; two in Southampton; two in Wareham; (one in Dorchester); two in
Exeter; two at Shaftesbury; and one in (each of) the other boroughs.
Within certain limits it may be assumed that in these dooms or laws port
and burh are synonymous terms, as the last clause of the above doom
obviously means that a moneyer should exist for each borough other than
those specified, that is to say in each other port. Its twelve places named
are all in the south of England, and for the remainder of his kingdom it
seems that iEthelstan meant that the mint should be placed in the official
district borough; the shire borough as it had come to be called (C. Stephenson,
op. cit., p. 66). This distribution of mints in ports is similar to the restriction for mints to be set up in eparchiai or provinces of the Byzantine
Empire and to ' comitatus' of the Lombards and Franks (R. S. Lopez,
op. cit., p. 159).
Already by ^Ethelstan's time, a burh had become an entity known to the law,
and every burh was to have its own moneyer. According to Tait (op. cit.,
p. 27) the use of the term 'borough' or ' b u r h ' in ^Ethelstan's time as equivalent to 'port' seems to imply that the former was losing its military significance and coming to mean little more than ' town'. ^Ethelstan's Code of
Laws does not include Mercia or the recently annexed Northumbria. York,
being the only mint north of the Humber, most certainly would have been
granted several moneyers (including several for the archbishop) and probably
Lincoln and various other places would have been allowed mints and
moneyers (Oman, op. cit., p. 86).
It is in this enactment of the Witan of Grately that is found the earliest
conception of a universal national currency in Anglo-Saxon Britain under a
strictly centralized royal control and the office of moneyer at a mint is first
mentioned, although the names of moneyers had appeared on coins since the
1
Amputation. This penalty is thought to have been introduced by /Ethelstan from the Byzantine.
It was not previously enacted, except in two much older Anglo-Saxon laws, which were in respect
of particularly grave crimes (Ine, 18, 37; Alfred, 6). Outside England, amputation for monetary
offences was first introduced by the Emperor Heraclius at the beginning of the seventh century,
and re-enacted by the Basilic or Macedonian Dynasty at the end of the ninth century. This law of
Heraclius was copied almost at once by the Lombards, the Visigoths, and the Arabs. It was a
century later that England introduced this penalty (R. S. Lopez, op. cit., p. 158).
2
Ordeal was an appeal to God for a sign visible on the body of the person put to proof
(H. Potter, Hist. Intro. English Law, p. 282). The hot-iron ordeal consisted of the heating of a
piece of iron and then causing the accused to carry it a given distance. If it was a case of simple
ordeal, the piece of iron weighed one pound and the distance to be carried was three feet, but if he
was committed to the threefold ordeal the piece of iron weighed three pounds and the distance to
be carried was nine feet. In both cases, after the weight had been carried the requisite distance,
the accused's hand was bound up and unwrapped after three days. If it proved to be septic the
defendant was pronounced to be guilty (F. L. Attenborough, Law of the Earliest English Kings,
p. 188).
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eighth century. This Anglo-Saxon enactment has the same principle of a royal
monopoly over the coinage, and also the same penalties as the Byzantine
emperors and the Basilic Macedonian Dynasty. The main trading centres
in the south of England are set out with their allotment of moneyers.
An undebased coinage together with an increased security against fraud
was considered an essential element for the encouragement of the necessary
increase of trade which England desired at this time, and these provisions and
particular requirements are re-enacted by subsequent monarchs (E.H.D., pp.
43 and 73). Sir Charles Oman says that this law must mean that already under
Edward the Elder many burhs had a mint, but that ^Ethelstan and his Witan
thought that one moneyer was enough in most places (op. cit., p. 86). The
number of mints which are found named on the coins of /E thelstan shows that
some thirty towns availed themselves of this right to possess a mint by virtue
of this enactment, and we find that the burh besides being a military centre
was the natural centre of trade (Attenborough, op. cit.). The possession of a
mint therefore was a valued privilege, since it signified borough status, and
the town thus paid its taxes as a unit independent of the hundred. Whilst
many trading centres were included in grants to the greater magnates such as
archbishops, bishops, and ealdormen, others were directly within the guardianship of the Crown. During ^Ethelstan's reign the names of about 200 moneyers
are found on his coins, but it is thought that at this time only a small part of
their time could have been given to the mints. In order to achieve this uniform
coinage moneyers from all over the kingdom had to obtain a master set of
dies necessary for the striking of the coins from various appropriate centres.
The coins at this time did not bear any dates, but the designs were not
changed at intervals as Sir J. Craig suggests (The Mint, pp. 7-9). The evidence
from hoards points to the conclusion that types were not changed at regular
intervals until c. 970 in Edgar's reign. Until that time local die-cutting
centres seem to have issued regional varieties at will.
By the institution of mints in the more important towns all over the realm,
the king was assured that he would have no difficulty on his perambulations
in securing currency without delay.
Edgar
The central control over the mints provided for by /Ethelstan's legislation
must have become lax but it was strengthened by the laws of Edgar. A code
of Edgar (known as II Edgar 8), which was promulgated at Andover before
the year 963, and was based on the previous law of /Ethelstan (II ^thelstan
14), provided that: 'one coinage shall be current throughout all the King's
realm, and no one shall refuse it'. This provision again is contained in a
part of the code relating to trade and commerce (A. J. Robertson, Laws of
the Kings of England from Edmund to Henry /).
The number of mints known to have existed in Edgar's reign is thirty-nine
and the number of moneyers was not less than 185. Of the coins of Edgar it
has been said that their excellence of design as well as of execution bears
out the impression of magnificence and prosperity which is attributed to this
reign (B.M.C. vol. ii, p. lxx). Late in this period, c. 970, it is apparent from the
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coins (Hildebrand type C. 2.) that it became obligatory for the royal portrait
to appear on all coinage and the name of the moneyer and of the mint to be
borne on the reverse of each coin. This latter practice had been dropped after
.££thelstan's time, during the reigns of Edmund, Edred, and Edwy, although
a few coins of these monarchs do bear a mint-signature. These rules were
followed for centuries afterwards, and that of the royal portrait on the obverse
of the coins has not been broken, apart from a short space during the Commonwealth, down to the present day. The fact that coins bore the name of
both the moneyer and the mint at which it was struck gives a rough estimate
of the relative importance of the different burhs and it would be reasonable
to presume that a burh with a large number of known moneyers working
simultaneously possessed a stronger economic life than one with a smaller
number of moneyers (F. M. Stenton, Anglo-Saxon England, p. 529).
The chronicler Roger of Wendover (d. 1236) writing of the year 975 said
that Edgar ordered a new coinage because the old was so debased by the crime
of clippers that a penny hardly weighed a halfpenny in scales (E.H.D. i. 258).
Surviving coins of Edgar, however, in Scandinavian and English hoards do
not show such evidence of clipping to warrant such an entry. It was, however, c. 970 that Edgar introduced the new coinage system and it has been
suggested by Sir Frank Stenton that Roger's source for this statement was
a now-lost York manuscript of the Anglo-Saxon Chronicle.

AEthelred II
During the reign of /Ethelred II the custom of paying tribute to the Vikings
was reinstituted. From about the year 991 the Danegeld was levied and
paid over to the Danes as a tribute to buy off their invasions. From about
1012, in its later form, it was a tax levied to pay the wages of a Danish fleet
which entered the service of the English crown. In about 1051, Edward the
Confessor abolished the tax (W. S. Holdsworth, History of English Law).
Hildebrand estimated that Aithelred II's tributes to the Danes by way of
Danegeld amounted to 167,000 lb. of silver (the Anglo-Saxon Chronicle refers
to payments of 10,000 lb. in 991, 24,000 lb. in 1002, 30,000 lb. in 1007 and,
48,000 in 1012) making in all over 40 million pence if paid in currency.
This, together with the steady accumulation of wealth in England, must have
called for a tremendous increase in the work of the moneyers. Bearing in
mind the methods employed in making the coins, payment of this tribute must
inevitably have called for the opening of new mints and the forcing of the
existing moneyers to employ more labour. During the tenth century it was
silver coins of England and Germany which tied northern Europe together
(A. R. Lewis, op. cit., p. 383). After 950 Germany had increasingly to settle
her unfavourable balance of trade with silver coin, whilst Poland relied almost
entirely on imported silver moneys for her coinage. Commerce was most
active from England to Dublin and the surrounding region, including Ulster,
where a number of hoards have been located. Iceland's contacts with Britain
in this period are likewise revealed by a number of finds which include money
minted in the reigns of ^Ethelstan, Edgar, Edward II, and /Ethel red II. It is,
B 8038
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however, England's trade with the Baltic which shows the greatest development of all foreign trade with the Continent. Gotland from the evidence of
hoards was doing more trade with England up to the end of the tenth century
than with Germany (A. R. Lewis, op. cit., pp. 334 and 383). This explains the
reason for the great increase in the names of moneyers to be found on the
coins of ^Ethelred II, to a total of at least 280 working in seventy-three mints,
half of which were at seaports.
The location of the new mints of ^Ethelred II shows where the economy of
the country was increasing in tempo. Earlier in the tenth century mints were
generally located in central Wessex, Kent, East Anglia, and the Midlands.
Under ^Ethelred II and later under Cnut, a whole series of new mints was
established—at the Cinque Ports of Hastings, Hythe, and Romney, and in the
west at Taunton and Bristol (A. R. Lewis, op. cit., p. 420).
There is a code of ^Ethelred II (III ^Ethelred II) of uncertain date but almost
certainly enacted at Wantage in Wessex before the year 1008 (E.H.D.,
p. 402). Various scholars have said that it was enacted in the year 997 (J. M.
Kemble, Saxons in England, ii. 25, and Freeman, Norman Conquest, ii. 295).
Liebermann did not agree with this date although he said it was prior to 1013.
This code was probably intended especially for the Danelaw and contained
two sections of interest, viz.
Section 8. And every moneyer who is accused of striking false coins, after it was
forbidden, shall go to the triple ordeal; if he is guilty he shall be slain.1
1. And no one except the King shall have a moneyer.
2. And every moneyer who is accused shall pay 12 ores2 in order to obtain the
benefit of the laws.
Section 16. And moneyers who work in a wood or elsewhere shall forfeit their
lives, unless the King is willing to pardon them.
The only previous reference to any law forbidding the striking of false
coins is in the laws of ^Ethelstan (II ^Ethelstan 14.1) which was over fifty years
before, so it is thought probable that there was another intermediate law
enacted, the terms of which have been lost. This penalty of capital punishment
for royal moneyers in woods is similar to the laws of the Basilic/Macedonian
Dynasty for coining money away from the imperial mints (see Basil, lx. 41, 8;
lx. 45, 7; 60, 1). Until the time of ^Ethelred II the practice of forgery does
not appear to have been as much a problem as that of clipping and striking
light. In iEthelred's reign, however, plated forgeries are found and a large
number of coins in the Scandinavian hoards have nicks showing that they
had been tested for weight and purity. The right of certain ecclesiastics to
have their own moneyers, which was recognized by the law of ^Ethelstan,
is here renounced but was evidently restored by the time of Edward the
Confessor, for references are made in Domesday Book to a bishop's moneyer
(e.g. Hereford). Unfortunately there are no extant laws which restore the
right to ecclesiastics to have moneyers.
1
Capital punishment in these times took various forms, including hanging, beheading, burning,
drowning, stoning, precipitation from rocks (Pollack and Maitland, History of English Law,
ii. 452-3).
2
An ore consisted of 16 pence (H. W. Chadwick, Anglo-Saxon Institutions, pp. 24-412), although
Domesday Book contains references to an ore of 20 pence.
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The law of ^Ethelstan provided that there were to be no mints except in
towns, and this law of /Ethelred II enacts the severest penalty for moneyers
who worked surreptitiously and in woods which were regarded as places of
secret crime.
Another code of laws, known as IVffEthelred II, also contains references
to moneyers and mints. This has been attributed (by F. Liebermann, Die
Gesetze der Angelsachsen) as being compiled between 991 and 1002, whilst
Miss Dorothy Whitelock in her recent monumental work (E.H.D. i. 72) says
that it was ' probably' of rEtheired II's reign. Oman ascribes it to a meeting of
the Witan in London in 1002 (op. cit., p. 66). In my opinion, however, this,
or at least the sections relating to moneyers and mints, might well have been
enacted by Cnut late in his reign, and not in /Ethelred II's reign.
IV Aethelred II—translation of those sections relating to coinage is as
follows (Robertson).
Section 5. Further, they have decided that no distinction is to be drawn between
those who issue base coins, and traders who take good money to such men and
bribe them to produce (from it) coin which is defective in quality and weight with
which they trade and buy, and, thirdly, those who make dies in secret and sell them
to coiners for money, engraving upon them a name which is that of another moneyer
and not that of the guilty one.
1. It has therefore been determined by the whole council that these three (classes
of) men shall incur the same punishment.
2. And if one of them is accused, whether he be an Englishman or a foreigner, he
shall clear himself by the full ordeal.
3. And they have decreed that coiners shall lose a hand, and that it shall be
fastened up over the mint.
4. And moneyers who carry on their business in woods or work in other such
places shall forfeit their lives, unless the king is willing to pardon them.
Section 6. And we enjoin that no one shall refuse pure money of the proper
weight, in whatsoever town in my kingdom it be coined, under pain of incurring the
fine for insubordination to me.
Section 7. And we have decreed with regard to traders who bring money which is
defective in quality and weight to the town, that they shall name a warrantor if
they can.
1. If they cannot do so, they shall forfeit their wergild1 or their life, as the king
shall decide, or they shall clear themselves by the same method as we have specified
above, (asserting) that they were unaware that there was anything counterfeit about
the money with which they were carrying on their business.
2. And afterwards such a trader shall pay the penalty of his carelessness by
having to change (his base money) for pure money of the proper weight obtained
from the authorized moneyers.
3. And town-reeves who have been accessories to such a fraud shall be liable to
the same punishment as coiners, unless the king pardon them or they can clear themselves by a similar oath or nominated jurors, or by the ordeal specified above.
Section 8. And the king advises and commands his bishops and earls and ealdormen and all his reeves that, both among the Danes and the English, they be on the
1
Wergild was a fixed sum or money value set by the law on a man and varied with his rank. It
was often the measure of the fine to be paid for his offences against public order (Pollock and
Maitland, History of English Law, i. 48; H. Potter, Historical Introduction to English Law, p. 307).
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watch for those who coin such base money and spread it abroad through the
country, as has been stated above.
Section 9. And moneyers shall be fewer in number than they have been in the
past. In every principal town (there shall be) three, and in every other town (there
shall be) one.
1. And they shall be responsible for the production by their employees of pure
money of the proper weight, under pain of incurring the same fine as we have fixed
above.
2. And those who have the charge of towns shall see to it, under pain of incurring
the fine for insubordination to me, that every weight is stamped according to the
standard employed in my mint; and the stamp used for each of them shall show
that the pound contains 15 ores.
3. And the coinage is to be maintained by all at the standard which I lay down
in your instructions in accordance with the decision at which we have all arrived.
The coinage provisions of this code were in the main re-enactments of
previous laws, but two new crimes are mentioned by Section 5. A person who
forges the reverse die of a coin of a moneyer bearing his name but without his
knowledge, and who then sells it to some unscrupulous person who uses it for
the striking of coins of low weight or of impure metal, is guilty of a crime. It
would, of course, be extremely difficult for an innocent moneyer who had
been the victim of such practice to establish his innocence of the production
of base coinage.
The provisions that moneyers who take their tools of trade to a secret
place, such as in woods, and then practise their art clandestinely shall be
slain, unless pardoned by the king, is a re-enactment of the law III /Ethelred
II. 16. It would appear that this was occasionally practised in collusion with
merchants or traders. Such merchants, if found guilty after the ordeal,
became subject to the same penalties as moneyers found guilty of taking
sound money for conversion into base money.
A port-reeve who is found guilty of being an accessory to a false moneyer
is also subject to the same penalty as the principal offender. This law, which
was re-enacted by Cnut (II Canute 8), was also the law of the Byzantines
(see Basil, liv. 16, 16, and lx. 60, 1).
The refusal of pure money is made a crime (cf. Ill Edgar, 8), the penalty
being a similar fine to that for another crime, namely, insubordination to the
king. The business of exchange was always theoretically distinct from that of
coinage, although naturally normally held jointly.
Bishops, earls, ealdormen, and reeves are commanded by Section 8 to cooperate in matters of no special concern to them such as the discovery of
coiners of base money.
Under Section 9 the number of moneyers was to be reduced, principal
towns being entitled to only three, other towns to only one. It is not known
what criteria were used to judge whether a town was a 'principal' one
or not, but Liebermann suggests that those towns named in II ^Ethelstan
14, 2 which were then granted the right to more than one moneyer are
meant by this expression. This section also stipulates that moneyers shall be
responsible for the production of pure money by their employees, which
shows that by this time moneyers had achieved the status of a mint-master.
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It would appear that the council had previously decided on a standard for
the coinage and that appropriate instructions had already been sent to the
moneyers.
The only version of the code, generally referred to as IVEthelred II, is in
Latin and is contained in the Quadripartitus, a collection of laws made
about the year 1114, the author of which was probably not an Englishman
and did not always understand his originals. Miss Whitelock says that
this makes it difficult to accept without reservation his authority in those
codes where the English version has not survived (E.H.D. i. 330).
I consider the parts of this code which relate to the coinage to be enactments
of some monarch after the time of /Ethelred II, and probably after that of II
Cnut. It will be noticed that Section 8. 1 of the Code II Cnut enacts that
henceforth the penalty established for false coining shall be amputation of
the hand and, as has been pointed out, the penalty before that had been
death. There would have been no need for this ' henceforth' if the provisions
of Section 5 of IV /Ethelred II had been enacted before II Cnut, whereas
IV yE the! red II refers to a decision of the council which provided for the
penalty of the losing of a hand.
IV yEthelred 8 refers to both Danes and English, which would be most unusual for /Ethelred II but to be expected from a Danish king of England, e.g.
Cnut, and, it is found in other enactments of Cnut (see Preface to the version
of Cnut's Laws contained in the Corpus Christi College, Cambridge, MS. 201,
of the year 1018—text published in E.H.D., p. 414; also Cnut's letter to the
People of England (1019-20) published in E.H.D., pp. 414-16; Laws of
Cnut (1020-3), E.H.D., pp. 426 and 430).
In this code, unlike the other codes, no king's name is mentioned but
it is generally attributed to the reign of JEthelred II. One reason given for
the view that it is not issued in the reign of Cnut was because the Danes were
not included amongst those enjoying special trade privilege.
The fact that the code refers to both Danes and English and the insistence
upon the fixed relationship of 15 ores to a pound are accepted as pointing
to the promulgation taking place when Danish influence was particularly
strong. Liebermann points out in addition that relations between Normandy
and England appeared to be peaceful (Section 2. 5) and that relations between
the Danes and English were apparently amicable, and therefore attributes
the date of the code as being between 991 (yEthelred II and Richard, Duke of
Normandy, entered into a treaty in that year) and 1002, when there was an
outburst by the English against the Danes.
Bearing in mind, however, that the code (Section 9) stipulates that moneyers
are to be fewer in number than they had been previously, and that the
English paid large sums of tribute in 991 (10,000 lb. of silver), in 994 (16,000
lb. of silver—from the West-Saxon kingdom), and in 1002 (24,000 lb. of
silver), it is unlikely in my opinion to have been issued between the dates of
991-1002 as Liebermann suggested. There were additional payments in 1007
(36,000 lb.), 1009 (3,000 lb. from East Kent to Earl Thorkel's army), and in
1012 (48,000 lb.), and this too would make it unlikely that a reduction in the
number of moneyers would be envisaged. In fact, as has already been noticed,
an increase rather than a decrease in the number of moneyers was only to be
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expected at this time in view of the general increase in trade and these payments of tribute or Danegeld.
Furthermore there was in 1017 (the year following Cnut's accession to the
throne of England) a payment of 72,000 lb. from the whole of England to the
Danish Army, together with an amount of 10,500 lb. from London, all of
which would put a strain on the resources of the mints.
There were more than 500 moneyers working in 73 or more mints during the
early years of Cnut's reign, but there was a gradual reduction of moneyers to
about 300 by the time of the issue of his third type and in the reign of Harold I
(1035-40) the number of mints known is in the neighbourhood of 56. In
Harthacnut's time (1040-2) only 42 mints are known, whereas in Edward
the Confessor's reign of 24 years (1042-66) the number of known mints had
risen to 71 with about 185 moneyers.
The code of ^Ethelred II known as VI /Ethelred II, Liebermann suggested,
descended from the ordinance issued at King's Enham in the year 1008.
Section 32 of this code is based on a provision of Edgar (III Edgar 8) and stipulates (Robinson, op. cit.): 'the coinage shall be improved by having one
currency free from all adulteration, throughout all the country.'
Because of the large payments of tribute to the Viking invaders and of
England's increasing trade, the coinage of /Ethelred II was found all over
the countries of northern Europe, and formed the model for the coinages of
Denmark, Sweden, and Norway (B.M.C. ii. p. lxxx; F. M. Stenton, AngloSaxon England, p. 535).
Evidence from the coins shows that /Ethelred II was highly successful by
his decrees, which followed those of Edgar, in imposing on all his various
moneyers throughout his kingdom a single type of coinage, the main features
of which were (with one exception) a royal bust with the king's name and title
in a legend around it and on the reverse some form of a cross. A few peculiar
coins of his reign have been found which may be explained as being Scandinavian forgeries or else as being due to a breakdown in the supply of mastersets of dies as a result of the incursions of the Danish Viking invaders.
From the time of iEthelred II the larger mints appear to have found it
necessary, having regard to the amount of coining that was called for, to have
the name of subordinates in a particular mint inscribed on the coins for
purposes of security. This, together with the fact that the office of moneyer
was hereditary and that more than one member of the family would be
employed in the mint, bearing somewhat similar names with a common
element in them, would explain the large numbers of names to be found on
the coins of such mints as London compared with the official number of
moneyers allowed to that burh or port.
In the legend on the reverse of the coins the moneyer's name was usually
followed by the letter M in such phrases as M'O, M-O, M—O, M.O., or M O
which were the signs in Old English for mynetere, or monetarius, and this
element was a contraction for 'myneter on . . . ' followed by the name of the
town in which the striking was carried out. From the issue of /Ethelred II's
last type onwards the general practice was to omit the ' monetarius' contraction and to precede the mint-name by ON (MedievalEngland, sub 'Coinage',
by R. H. M. Dolley, p. 278). The phrase ON did not mean 'monetarius' as
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was earlier thought but was a prepositive used indifferently meaning 'in or at'
(see W. C. Wells, B.N.J, xxi, 2nd ser., p. 56) and this would be in accordance with its use by a travelling moneyer (N.C. N.S. XX, sub-title, ' Coins of
the Stafford Mint', by Canon A. Pownall). Sir H. Ellis (Intro, to Domesday
Book, i. 177) says that the name of a town following that of a moneyer does
not uniformly imply that a regular mint was established at that place, and
although this may have been true the arguments used by him are not corroborated by the evidence of contemporary coins.
It has been suggested that the possessive case in the form of the moneyer's
name in some cases would in earlier times indicate that the money was struck
by the representative of the moneyer's name it bore (W. J. Andrew, sub 'The
Title Monetarius', B.N.J, xx. 304). This view is not now generally accepted.
When the practice of name-giving of the Anglo-Saxon period is fully appreciated, it may be presumed that in many cases moneyers bearing such names
as jElfred, ^Elfric, and ^Elfwine, or Leofsige, Leofwold, and Leofstan, or
again Brunstan, Deorstan, and Wulfstan, were closely related as father/son,
uncle/nephew, or as brothers.
Cnut
Within a year or so of Cnut's being chosen as King of England, a tribute was
paid from all over England, amounting to 72,000 lb. of silver, together with
10,500 lb. of silver from the citizens of London (Anglo-Saxon Chronicle).
The most important feature of England's trade during the tenth and
eleventh centuries was her commerce with Scandinavia and the Baltic,
which appears to have increased immensely in volume, particularly after
England became part of Cnut's maritime empire. Much of the money found
in Norwegian, Swedish, Danish, and Gothic hoards of this time reflects, of
course, not commerce so much as the immense Danegelds which Ethelred II
paid to Swein and Cnut, together with the bribes which the latter so lavishly
scattered along the coast of Norway. There can be little doubt, however, that
much of it represents genuine trade, particularly in Cnut's time and that of
his sons. What had been a mere trickle of Anglo-Saxon coins to the Baltic,
Norway, and Iceland prior to 985 had now become a positive flood. Under
Cnut the area in which Britain's products and her merchants held sway extended from Iceland to Finland. In these years, even more than in the tenth
century, England was the great trading nation of the Northern Seas (A. R.
Lewis, op. cit., p. 424; F. M. Stenton, Anglo-Saxon England, pp. 534-5).
A Code of Cnut (II Canute), which Miss Whitelock thinks was probably
promulgated before the year 1023 (English Historical Review, lxiii. 433-52:
E.H.D. 1. 419) but which Liebermann (op. cit. iii. 194) and Robertson (op.
cit., p. 138) think was most likely about 1027 or between 1027 and 1034, contained no new provisions and consisted largely of extracts from the dooms or
legislation of previous kings—that section relating to the coinage being based
on VI .<Ethelred II, 32 (III Edgar 8); II ^Ethelstan, 14. It provided as follows:
The reform of the coinage.
Let us all likewise very zealously take thought for the promotion of public
security and the improvement of the coinage—for the promotion of public security
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in such a way as shall be best for householders and worse for thieves, and for the
improvement of the coinage in such a way that there shall be one currency free
from all adulteration throughout this land; and no one shall refuse it.
1. And he who henceforth coins false money shall forfeit the hand with which he
made the false money and he shall not redeem it in any way, either with gold or
with silver.
2. And if the reeve1 is accused of having granted his permission to the man
who coined false money, he shall clear himself by the triple oath of exculpation,
and if it fails, he shall have the same sentence as the man who has coined the false
money.
It is well known that a quantity of false money was being produced, almost
entirely in Scandinavia, and most of the issues of Cnut's coinage were of
a very much lighter weight than that of previous kings (H. M. Chadwick,
Anglo-Saxon Institutions, pp. 32-33) although the weight was later restored.
The punishment for coining false money has been reduced from death, as
laid down in III ^Ethelred 8, to the older punishment of forfeiture of a hand
as laid down in II ^Etlielstan 14. In this law is found the first reference to the
responsibility of the reeve for the work of moneyers within his borough. This
would probably only apply in those burhs which farmed the mint from the
king, and not where the moneyers paid the king direct for the privilege of
striking money.
To summarize then the various enactments of the Anglo-Saxon kings—the
establishment of a universal uniform coinage under a centralized control was
the work of Jithelstan (II /Ethelstan 14), and this requisite was re-enacted by
Edgar (III Edgar 8), /Ethelred (VI /Ethelred II. 32, 1), and Cnut (II Canute 8,
and I ViEthelred II. 9,3). That no one should refuse pure money wherever it had
been coined was a later pronouncement (II Canute 8; IV ^Ethelred II. 6). The
penalty for striking false coins introduced by yEthelstan was the forfeiture
of a hand (II ^Ethelstan 14. 1). Later, under ^Ethelred II, if after the
triple ordeal guilt was found, the penalty was death (III ^Ethelred II.
8), which latter punishment was reduced to the former penalty by Cnut (II
Canute 8; IV /Ethelred II. 5,4). From an early time any moneyers found working in secret places were to forfeit their lives (II ^Ethelstan 14; III /Ethelred II.
16; IV ^Ethelred II. 5,4). Coiners and those who bribed them to falsify good
money incurred the same punishment as moneyers who made false money,
namely the loss of a hand (IV /Ethelred II. 5). Traders who brought money
defective in quality forfeited their wergild or their life, or submitted to the full
ordeal (IV /Ethelred II. 7). Town-reeves, who had been found guilty of being
accessories of false coiners, either lost their hand or had to undergo the full
ordeal (IV yEthelred II. 7), or the triple oath of exculpation (II Canute 8). A
watch by bishops, earls, ealdormen, and town-reeves was to be kept for those
who coined false money (IV /Ethelred II. 8). The number of moneyers was
reduced and only the principal towns were allowed to have more than one
moneyer or mint-master (IV /Ethelred II. 9).
1
A town or port reeve was a royal official and his duties included the supervision of trade, the
collecting of tolls, the witnessing of purchases, and the supervision of the mint in those boroughs
that possessed one (E.H.D., i, 67; see also H. M. Chadwick, Studies in Anglo-Saxon Institutions,
pp. 228 et seq.).

R E L A T I N G TO M I N T S A N D

MONEYERS

25

Weight of Coins
To generalize on the weight of Anglo-Saxon coins is dangerous as the
subject has not been studied in sufficient detail and the supply of material is
often limited, but it would appear that the coins of Offa's reign weighed on
average between 18-19 grains, whilst during the next four reigns the weight
averaged between 20-21 grains: in the next four reigns the average weight
dropped slightly to between 19-20 grains. The later coins of Alfred and those
of Edward the Elder, were of a higher standard, the majority being between
24-25 grains.1 Some time after this there was a continuous reduction until
the time of Edgar at the end of whose reign the new coinage already referred
to was introduced. Most of the coins of/Ethelred TI went up to between 22-23
grains in weight, although very many were of an even greater weight. The
coinage of the Danish dynasty was evidently based on an entirely different
standard and was even lower than that of Offa. The majority of Cnut's coins
only weighed between 15-18 grains, but showed an improvement upon the
introduction of his Short Cross type, c. 1028. This improvement was probably
due to the provisions of IV jEthelred II, under which the coinage was to be
maintained at a new standard about which moneyers had been previously
instructed.
The difficulty of ascertaining the standard weight at which coins were
minted is caused by the uncertainty as to what allowance should be made for
wear, and how much variation is likely to have existed among contemporary
coins of the same king. Some of the variation must be attributed either to
carelessness or dishonesty on the part of the moneyer or to subsequent
clipping.
The coinage of Offa was based on a lower standard than that of Harold II.
There is no evidence that in Offa's time the pound contained 240 pence, but
if it did then the pound must have been the Roman pound (5,000-5,050
grains), giving a standard weight of a penny about 21 grains. If the pound
consisted of 240 pence the weight of the pound must have varied. By the time
of Coenwulf (c. 820) the pound was in all probability reckoned at 240 pence
and the weight of the pound would be approximately 5,520 grains, which
would agree closely with the Merovingian pound: the late H. M. Chadwick
calculated it to be about 5,550 grains and thought that this standard could be
explained by connecting it with the mancus. If the ratio of gold to silver was
10 to 1 and the mancus was by that time regarded as the equivalent of 30 pence,
he argued that there would be a natural tendency to make the penny equal to
one-third of the mancus in weight. This would mean a standard for the penny
as high as 23-1 grains. The English standard, however, may have been lower
than its original standard because of the wear which coins must have undergone before reaching England.
During the reign of Edward the Elder and more probably before the end of
Alfred's reign the increase in the weight of the penny would mean that the
pound would be of a weight of about 6,420 grains, which Chadwick thought
might be probable, or 6,268 grains which was the probable weight of
Charlemagne's nova moneta. After a reduction about the middle of the tenth
1

For a frequency table of the weights of coins in the Rome hoard see N. C. 1931, p. 134.
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century, Cnut's pound was as low as 4,500 grains and, after much variation
during the reign of Edward the Confessor, the weight of the coins of Harold
II point to a pound of about 5,250 grains. At the time of the Conquest, if not
before, the pound standard which was used was the Cologne or Tower pound
of 5,400 grains, which would give a standard for the penny of 22\ grains
(H. M. Chadwick, Anglo-Saxon Institutions, pp. 31-42).
PART I I

Status and Duties of the Moneyer
The administrative control of the mints throughout the Anglo-Saxon
period (and the status and duties of the moneyers thereat) are subjects which
have exercised the attention of numismatists and historians for a long period.
Some authorities feel that some moneyers were travelling or visiting officials,
usually in the service of the king in his journeyings around the kingdom,
but if this was so they were not very numerous. Other authorities are of the
opinion that the evidence of coins from hoards appears to contradict or at
least not to confirm this theory. (On the resident character of the office
of monetarius in Saxon times, see E. H. Willett, N. C. 3rd ser., vol. 1;
B.M.C., vol. i, p. cv; N. C. vi. 373.) There is no doubt, however, that
moneyers were obliged to coin, whenever the king visited the place where a
mint was located, as much money out of his silver as he required. In company
with other burgesses, moneyers were obliged to pay a fine on refusal to march
with the vicecomes or sheriff when he went with the army. There is evidence
to support the view that the king at times had money minted in connexion
with his perambulations of the royal manors. A moneyer was so normal, even
in country districts, that in Central Wessex prior to the Norman Conquest
the king drew his revenue from his manors in the form of cash rather than in
kind (A. L. Poole, The Exchequer in the Twelfth Century, pp. 27-31).
Although some earlier writers would have raised moneyers to the dignity of
noblemen, others have put them into the category of workmen. It is now
generally recognized that, having regard to their number, they could not be of
the highest rank. On the other hand, they could not be of the workman/craftsman category for various reasons, including the fact that if they were it is
hardly conceivable that their names would appear on the coins, for what
effective security could be given to the standard coin by the name of a common workman? Again, the variations in the spelling in the names of the
moneyers show that the engraver or die-cutter could not be the moneyer.
The status of the moneyer as well as the standard of the coinage developed
progressively throughout the Anglo-Saxon period from that of a highly
skilled craftsman (who personally made the coins from the raw materials to
the finished article) to that of mint-master, controlling craftsmen and
labourers who were engaged in the mechanical work of the mint. Sir Charles
Oman thought that by the time of /Ethelred II the moneyer had achieved the
status of mint-master (op. cit., p. 66). The name of the moneyer appeared on
the coin, for he remained responsible for their shortcomings.
In the early days, prior to the reign of Offa of Mercia, the mint probably
consisted of the moneyer with his smithy, and its output was limited by the
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sole efforts of the one man. The engraving of the dies and the actual striking of
the coins was probably done entirely by him. Gradually, however, the scope
of his work, together with his social standing, grew in importance and the
work of die-engraving was separated from the mint. From the time of the
Law of Jithelstan, however, when a single type of coinage was introduced,
it is probable that the responsibility for the engraving of the dies for the
coins was taken out of the hands of the moneyer and put under a central
authority, but this may have been a gradual process. As the moneyer usually
paid a sum to the Crown for the right of coining he was without doubt a
person whose position enabled him to put money in circulation (B.M.C.,
vol. i, p. civ).
It is frequently argued, however, even by some modern authorities that
moneyers must have been of the low grade of villeins, and this is mainly
based on the story related by Eadmer. In my opinion too much importance
has been attached to, and probably too many false deductions made from,
the story of Archbishop Dunstan refusing to celebrate Mass until the usual
punishment of having their right hands struck off had been inflicted on three
of his moneyers who had been found guilty of false coining (Anglia Sacra,
H. Wharton, sub 'Vita S. Dunstani, Archiepiscopi Cantuariensis, Athore
Eadmero' (1691), p. 216). It should be pointed out that Eadmer, the writer
who relates this story, was writing about 150 years after the event. It is worth
noting that no other biographer of Dunstan mentions this story at all, which
the late Bishop Stubbs says was a 'timely tale enough whilst Henry I was
reforming the coinage' (Stubbs, Lives of St. Dunstan, Rolls Series, p. lxviii).
The story, in any case, referred to happenings in an ecclesiastical mint, for at
that time the archbishops of Canterbury were entitled under a law of Ethels tan
to have two moneyers of their own.
These men ('viri') were said to be 'in potestate', which has been translated
as men in the power of their lord. This phrase means nothing more than
that they were subject to the jurisdiction of their lord. In any case, this would
not prevent them from being men of some wealth {B.M.C., vol. i, p. civ).
Furthermore, it has been suggested that the term 'viri' was never applied
to villeins. In seeing that the statutory punishment for this type of offence
(see II /Ethelstan, cap. 14. s. 1) was carried out in respect of these men, he
was but administering part of the criminal jurisdiction vested in him by the
Crown over persons coming within that jurisdiction.
It is frequently argued that the laws of ^Ethelstan, which imposed a severe
penalty on a moneyer for issuing debased coins, showed that he was solely
responsible for the coin issued from his mint. Furthermore, as he was responsible for the weight and fineness of the coins, he must have possessed some
knowledge of the alloying and fashioning of metals, and the name of the
moneyer appearing on all the coins pointed to the supposition that he was
a craftsman well known in the locality.
The heavy penalty of a fine of 12 oras for the crime of striking false coins
imposed by the legal code III ^Ethelred II. 8 would show that the moneyers
must have been of some standing. Again, by the law IV ^Ethelred II. 9 it
is shown that they were responsible for the quality of the work of their
employees.
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It has been stated that the penal provisions of these codes of laws indicate
that the moneyer was at this period responsible for everything relating to the
striking of the coins, or at any rate that he must have been at the smelting for
purposes of superintendence (B.M.C. vol. ii, p. civ).
The privilege of possessing a mint was farmed out by the Crown for an
annual rent and these privileges provided the Crown with a source of great
profit and according to the Domesday Survey was one of the three main
sources of the king's revenues. In those cases where the rights of minting
were not in the gift of the king's nobles, the administration was subject to the
central royal control and not to the local magnate, for the moneyers were
royal officials and the king received a payment in respect of each of these
mints (Law of /Ethel red II).
The appointment of a moneyer to a mint in early days was generally in
the hands of the lord or, in the case of burhs who farmed the mint from the
king, was probably made by local election.
The fee paid to the king by burgesses or moneyers for the right to possess
a mint varied from place to place. Domesday Book states that in some cases it
was the moneyers who farmed the mints (e.g. the moneyers of Leicester paid
£20 each year to the king), in others it was the body of burgesses (e.g. Bedford,
Cambridge, Hereford, Lincoln, Thetford). The burgesses of Hereford paid
the king £60 a year for the farming of the city with the mint and the burgesses
of Lincoln paid £75. In some towns (e.g. Oxford, Wallingford) the moneyers
were free tenants of the Crown and held houses rent-free by virtue of their
office. Moneyers paid 1 mark of silver to the king, or to the various bishops
who possessed the right, as an annual firma or fee, together with a sum of
18 or 20 shillings, upon the change of type of coins, when receiving new sets
of dies, and a further fee of 20 shillings within varying periods after receiving
the dies (e.g. Shrewsbury on the 15th day—Hereford, 1 month). Upon the
death of a moneyer his successor paid a 'relief' of 20 shillings, and if the
moneyer died intestate his effects vested in the king. This fact alone shows
that, at least by the time of Edward the Confessor, the office of moneyer had
become hereditary, for the term 'relief' in feudal law represented the sum
paid by the heir to the lord that he might succeed to the property. It therefore
shows that the heir was willing to pay something to be allowed to succeed.
The outcome is the recognition of an hereditary right in return for the payment of relief (W. S. Holdsworth, History of English Law, iii. 67; see also
B.N.J, xx. 302-4 sub 'The Title of Monetarius' by W. J. Andrew). In late
Anglo-Saxon times there is no doubt therefore that the office of moneyer
had become hereditary in certain families.
Domesday Book shows that moneyers also possessed the right of sac and
soc —two Anglo-Saxon legal terms meaning that they had the right to hold a
court to inquire into or investigate certain causes, or that certain litigants were
compelled to attend to seek or make suit in their court, which covered bondmen, serfs, and villeins. This jurisdiction was not a franchisal jurisdiction, i.e.
an express grant from the Crown, but a right inherent in the office (F. W. Maitland, Domesday Book and Beyond, p. 81; D. H. Sansum, 'The Moneyer in
Anglo-Norman Society', Seaby's Coin and Medal Bulletin, Nov. 1952). Sac
means suit, among other things suit of court, but also suit in other matters,
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whilst soc definitely confers jurisdiction when granted, and the right to hold
a court (J. E. A. Jolliffe, Constitutional History of Medieval England, p. 70).
Ruding came to the conclusion that, whilst men in such a situation could
not be regarded as being magnates, the trust reposed in them shows that
they were above the level of common workmen (Annals of the Coinage of
Great Britain, 3rd ed. i. 48). Sir John Craig says that in the big towns the
minting was carried out in some cases by guilds of craftsmen (probably
including a silversmith and jeweller) and in most would have been conducted
by citizens of standing, either self-chosen or periodically re-elected. In this
case it has certainly been shown that the early moneyers of Lincoln, at least
in the late Anglo-Saxon period, were landholders and found in groups of
leading citizens (J. W. F. Hill, Medieval Lincoln, p. 47). Amongst the officials
in a mint would be a silversmith as a technical expert, as well as a skilled
craftsman, and also a merchant to cope with the exchange duties of the more
important mints, all of whom would be subject to the overall supervision and
jurisdiction of the mint-master.
Moneyers had pleas concerning wer and wite over their own men and
property. Wer was the money value set by law on a man and varied with his
rank, and wite was the usual description for a penal fine to the king or some
other public authority (H. Potter, Hist. Intro. English Law, p. 307). This fact
shows that the moneyers, certainly of the later Anglo-Saxon period, were
men of considerable social standing.
A law of /Ethelred II (viz. IV, cap. 7) shows that the business of exchange
was part of the function of the moneyer at this time. The increase of foreign
trade necessitated the presence at every great mart of men skilled in the
business of exchanging the coins of one country for those of another. There
must have been a great variety in circulation, even in one country, and when
foreign merchants arrived to make purchases it was necessary to effect an
exchange of these foreign coins for the coinage of the country. This was
done by the moneyers and was naturally part of their business, as the foreign
silver was recoined for use in England (W. Cunningham, Growth of English
Industry and Commerce, i. 154/5). As late as 1100 the decree concerning
coinage of Henry I provides that no one shall change money except a moneyer.
It was not until the time of Edward I that the business of exchange was
separated from that of coining money (Cunningham, op. cit., p. 283).
It should be noted that specimens of continental coins found in hoards in
England, other than Viking hoards such as Cuerdale, are extremely rare, e.g.
only three in the Chester (1950) hoard of over 500 coins, none in the Tetney
hoard, none in the small hoards in the Guildhall Museum and in the City of
London hoard.
The owner of silver or of foreign coin originally took it to a moneyer and
received back the resulting coin, less a charge. The profit of the moneyer was
not likely to have exceeded 6d. in the pound, for he was allowed six pennyweights of copper to silver of a certain purity and so an owner of any silver
given to a moneyer for conversion received his full quota of pence, whilst the
dilution of the silver with the copper provided the moneyer with extra coins
for his fee. The workmen who were employed in coining did not enjoy the
same liberty as artists of following their own fancies and making such coins
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as they pleased; they received all their dies from the Exchequer and they
wrought under the inspection of officers who were called Examinatores
Monetae, and Custodes Cuneorum, Essayer and Keeper of the Mint, whose
business it was to take care that their coins were of the standard weight and
fineness (Sir H. Ellis, op. cit. i. 175). The king received from all moneyers
a fee for each master-set of dies. Thus it will be seen that the setting up of
a large number of mints with the annual payment of fees resulting therefrom,
and the frequent changing of types of coinage with the subsequent payment
of fees for new dies, were a source of considerable revenue to the Crown
(H. G. Stride, 'The Royal Mint', Seaby's Coin and Medal Bulletin, 1954,
p. 227; B.M.C., vol. ii, p. cx). Moneyers were known in some cases for reasons
of economy to use part of their old stock of dies with those of a new design
at a period of transition from one type to another. This practice gave rise to
those freaks which are called 'mules'. With the exception in cases of issues at
the commencement of a reign, the obverse of a mule was generally of an
earlier form than the reverse, which was regarded as being of more importance
for purposes of administrative control over the issuing of money. Sir Charles
Oman believed that the moneyer only received in London a set of model dies,
which he copied for himself when they began to get worn out. He argued
that with some sixty-nine mints at least in existence, some with a large number
of moneyers, it would hardly have been possible for the central office to have
ready not only 400 sets of dies for the individual moneyers but many times
that number to replace, when they were worn out, the first set of dies which
had been given to each man (Oman, op. cit., p. 82; see also G. Brooke, Num.
Chron. 1911, pp. 282-3). It is, of course, by no means certain that the die-cutters
were English. They were certainly not so in the early Norman days, and may
not have been in late Saxon times. The theory that die-cutting was the work
of local goldsmiths is not now generally accepted (B.N.J, xxviii. 507). The
laws of jEthelstan that a single coinage should be current meant that in future
all coins would be issued under one authority, and by the reign of /Ethelred II
it is clear that the practice had been established of issuing the dies for all
mints of a standard type from a number of provincial or regional centres
(R. H. M. Dolley, B.N.J, xxvii (1954), 178). It has been suggested that a
provincial moneyer would copy as many dies as he needed from the model
set which he purchased. Sir John Craig is of the opinion that, as the fee for
dies from the official centre exceeded the cost of its making, practice varied
with time and place and the provincial moneyers economized whilst they could
by the domestic manufacture of further dies.
Domesday Book implies that the moneyer had to go to a central place in
the time of Edward the Confessor, generally to London, to receive his dies.
The fineness of the silver was assessed by a touchstone, one at least for
each mint, and, although these must be expected to vary in the different mints
over a considerable range, a modern assay of coins of different reigns showed
that the proportion of silver found, in parts per 1,000, was /Ethelred II
918-24, and Cnut 931.
With the use of square-faced dies during the later Anglo-Saxon period
(i.e. from the end of Edgar's reign to the Norman Conquest), it is not surprising to find that the die-axis of a normal striking was confined to one of
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four possibilities, either 0°, 90°, 180°, or 270°. It has been estimated that some
95 per cent, of the late Saxon and early Norman coins achieved limited
regularity of die-axis (R. H. M. Dolley, 'The Significance of Die-Axis in the
Context of the later Anglo-Saxon Coinage', B.N.J, xxvii, 167-72). I do not
share Mr. Dolley's wonder at this regularity—on the contrary, I should have
been surprised at a higher percentage of irregularity than 5 per cent. This
irregularity was probably due to the continued use of dies after they had
become worn at the edges or the collars were worn, with the consequential
looseness of the upper or reverse die, when rested in the space containing the
lower or observe die. The unusually high proportion of irregularity of die-axis
of coins at York, which Mr. Dolley estimates as being in the neighbourhood of 50 per cent., may be due to the practice of that provincial die-cutting
centre of not using collars on its dies, which was probably the almost universal practice elsewhere in England.

PART

III

Principles of Anglo-Saxon Name Giving
Anglo-Saxon parents gave names to their children at birth or baptism and
several tenth-century charters record that the persons named had been called
by will of 'their parents' from the cradle and 'not from accident' (C. L.
Ewen, History of Surnames, p. 40).
Old Germanic personal names, including old English or Anglo-Saxon, may
be divided into two categories, viz.: compounded and uncompounded names.
(i) The major category comprised names which may be termed compound
or dithematic names and consists of two elements or themes, the first element
or prototheme and a second element or deuterotheme. These components
were mostly monosyllabic, and may be (i) two nouns, (ii) two adjectives,
or (iii) an adjective and noun, as /Ethelstan (J. M. Kemble, The Names, Surnames, and Nicknames of the Anglo-Saxons, p. 86; C. L. Ewen, op. cit., p. 50).
It was usual for the names of men to have the second element grammatically
masculine whilst that of a woman was grammatically feminine, but there
were exceptions (H. B. Woolf, Old Germanic Principles of Name Giving, p. 3).
Terminations which were exclusively masculine were:
Adjectives: -beald, -beorht, -fris, -leah, -ric, -heard, -noth.
Substantives: -beam, -beorn, -gar, -geld, -gish, -helm, -hun, -here, -lac,
-man, -mod, -mund, -raed, sige, -stan, -weald, -weard, -wine, -thegn.
Terminations which were exclusively feminine were:
Adjectives: -swith.
Substantives: -burh, -had, -gyfu, -laed, -hild, -run, -warn, -wen, -thrytha
(I. M. Kemble, op. cit., p. 87).
Some themes are exclusively protothemes, as ^Ethel-, Beado-, Cuth-,
Cyne-, Ead-, Eorca-, Eormen-, God-, Heatho-, Os-; whilst others are exclusively deuterotheme, as -gyfu, -lac, -laf, -thegn, -waru; while a very large
number can be either prototheme or deuterotheme, e.g. daeg, leah, sige,
and wulf.
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The most common protothemes or first elements in the late Anglo-Saxon
period were .Elf-, /Edel-, Beorht-, Ead-, God-, Leof-, Sig-, and Wulf-. (In the
twelfth century, the stems ^Elf-, JSdel-, Ead-, God-, and Leof- predominate in
the native names in the Daneland Charters edited by F. M. Stenton). The most
popular deuterothemes or second elements in this period were -beort, -mann,
-rsed, -ric, -stan, -weald, -weard, -wig, -wine, and in feminine names -(lied,
-gifu, and -hild (vonFeilitzen, Pre -Conquest Personal Names of Domesday
Book, p. 13).
(ii) The other category consisted of simple names of one compound. These
were known as monothematic names (W. G. Searle, Onomasticon AngloSaxonicum, pp. xxi ff.).
The main principles of German name-giving were: (a) variation; (b) alliteration; (c) repetition or appellation.
(a) The dominant principle in name-giving was that of variation of the two
themes. According to this system one theme of the basic name of the father
or other relative was retained and combined with some other theme in forming
a new name (W. J. Searle, op. cit., p. xiii; Professor GeorgeT. Flom, 'Alliteration and Variation in Old Germanic Name-giving', Modern Language Notes,
xxxii. 7).
There were two main types of single-variational name-giving. The first
resulted in a type which retained the first element but varied the second (e.g.
Eadgar, son of Eadmund). In one family are found in succession or simultaneously, Wigmunc, Wighlehon, Wiglaf, Wihstan, and in another family
Beornic, Beormod, Beornheah, Beornhelm (J. M. Kemble, op. cit., p. 88).
The second type of variational name-giving led to the second element being
retained and the first theme changed (e.g. Eadmund, son of Alkmund). The
first type of name would always have alliteration. Non-alliterative or front
variation in the later period was almost as general as end-variation. In England end-variation was rather the commoner. Both the East Saxons and the
Kentish men preferred end-variation (thus retaining the first element in their
names) (H. B. Woolf, op. cit., p. 253). In those cases where a person possessed
a name containing a theme which was exclusively used as a prototheme it is
reasonable to expect that person in naming his children to retain that particular theme and vary the other theme or element.
Another custom was for parents who bore compound names themselves
to give to their child a name consisting of one element derived from the
father's name and one from that of the mother, but this never became a
general fashion (E. G. Withycombe, op. cit., p. xxii: F. M. Stenton, op. cit.,
p. 169). This was known as double variation.
In various Old English families there was a distinct relationship between
the use of certain name elements. Great care was taken in the choice of the
initial theme, probably for reasons of alliteration. The final theme did not
show any individual preferences of the various families, for some deuterothemes are found in names in all the kingdoms (H. B. Woolf, op. cit., p. 35).
Evidence from coins has shown die-links between moneyers at the same
mint with compound-names with a common element, using the same obverse
die, which course provides additional supporting evidence for the statement
that the office was hereditary in some families. Such cases may possibly, but
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almost certainly not always, be explained as a borrowing by the moneyer
from another in the event of the breaking of his own die or some such accident
until such time as a fresh die could be supplied from a central workshop (see
R. A. G. Carson, 'The Mint of Thetford', Num. Chron. 1949, p. 194).
Names linked by variation, especially variation of the final element, were
quite common in the tenth century, and there were more families with names
so joined than with names altogether unrelated. So far as these tenth-century
families go there is little to indicate that woman's part in name giving was
important.
In the eleventh century there were more families with names linked by
variation, either of the initial or final element, than by alliteration alone.
It is considered that ancient names and habits of the lower classes and the
native names which survived the Norman Conquest confirm this. By the end
of the tenth century name-giving amongst the upper classes became stereotyped and they showed a remarkable preference for at most a dozen out of
the countless themes or elements of earlier times (F. M. Stenton, op. cit.,
p. 177).
Searle makes an interesting suggestion as to the origin of variation when he
declares: 'An attempt was made by the Anglo-Saxon to compensate, in a
small way, for the lack of surnames, by giving children names in which the
father's name was found. The themes of the mother's name were used in the
same way' (Onomasticon, pp. xiii-xiv). That is, variation (and the suggestion
might hold to a less extent for alliteration) designated one's family just as the
surname does today.
It has been suggested that the practice of variation, suggesting as it does
the emphasis that our ancestors laid on a name as something made up of one
or two name elements, may be related to certain primitive beliefs that the
repetition of a name, or part of a name, of a parent or other kinsman guaranteed
the migration of the soul into a new body, once the old body was dead.
(b) Another principle which was followed was alliteration. One scholar
(Axel Olrik) implies that the alliterative principle of naming extended only to
men, but women in the Old English period were named on precisely the same
system as men with due regard to alliteration and variation in the names of
the father's family (E. G. Withycombe, Oxford Dictionary of English Christian
Names, 2nd ed., p. xxiv). Alliteration and variation may originally have
existed side by side. In the earliest groups of related family names the personal
name theme was the mark of family relationship (G. T. Flom, op. cit., p. 8).
Sir Frank Stenton says that, in royal and doubtless many noble families,
it was customary for a son to receive a name which would alliterate with that
of his father, so that the names of father and son might be handed down together in commemorative verse (Stenton, op. cit., p. 168).
In Wessex royal genealogy alliteration was very strong, and there was also
considerable variation and repetition of names, and there was a strong tendency in this practice to mark kinship and name similarity. Here, too, in the
alliterative fashion, names were very popular which began with C, as well as
compounded names beginning with the theme Cyne, e.g. Cynebeald, Cyneburg, Cynegils, Cyneheard, Cynewulf. So widespread was the variation of
both initial and final elements in the royal house of Wessex that practically
B 8038
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no individual was given a name that failed to vary that of some member of
the family.
In Mercian genealogy there are several alliterative groups, together with
much variation of both the final and the initial name-element. In the royal
genealogy there was a strong tradition in C. It seems likely that women had
little if any influence in the naming of members of the Mercian royal family
(H. B. Woolf, op. cit.). One of the main initial elements which remained fixed,
whilst the final element changed, was that of Cyne (e.g. Cynebeohrt, Cyneburg, Cyneswith, Cynethryth, Cyneweald). Variation of two elements of
Mercian compound names was constantly carried out.
The personal names of the kingdom of Kent were similar to those of the
Old English kingdoms, except Lindsey, as to the proportion of compounded
to uncompounded names, with compound names predominating, and the few
monothematic names were, in the main, borne by the earliest rulers of Kent.
Initial-theme variation was less common than final-theme variation (H. B.
Woolf, op. cit., pp. 29 f.).
(c) The third principle of name-giving was repetition or appellation. Alliteration repeated the actual sound of a name; variation repeated a nametheme, whilst repetition was the use of identically the same name for different
persons. Repetition or appellation showed family connexions whereby a
child received the name of a dead relation, most often in alternate generations, e.g. by naming a child after its grandfather (G. Tengvik, Old English
Bynames, p. 12). This was a later method than either the method of alliteration or that of variation and seems to have been prohibited in early times,
perhaps for religious reasons. It was practised in England in the tenth and
eleventh centuries. The Old English naming customs underwent a certain
amount of change in the eleventh century—caused through the association
of the English with foreigners, with the result that several instances are found
of name repetition by parent and child—far more than was found in the
previous centuries of Anglo-Saxon history.
However, name repetition in alternate generations was more common than
repetition of names in succeeding generations. The Old English cases of
grandfather/grandson relationship come late and are found in the tenth and
eleventh centuries.
In a few cases, brothers or sisters were given identical names (H. B. Woolf,
op. cit., pp. 255-7).
Name-repetition by paternal uncle and nephew is found more frequently
among the English than among the Germanic group. There are, in addition,
a number of instances of name-repetition by great-uncle and great-nephew
among the Old English. Repetition was an active principle of name-giving
among the continental Germans several generations before it was used
extensively in England. There are a few examples of repetition between
great-grandfather and great-grandson in the seventh century (E. G. Withycombe, op. cit., p. xxiv).
(id) A fourth method was one which did not act on any principle whatsoever, where the children were given names which bore no resemblance to
the names of either parent.
Most Old English names originally had a signification, sometimes person-
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ally descriptive, prophetic, or entirely fanciful (C. L. Ewen, op. cit., p. 49).
The intrinsic meaning of names given under these conditions of variation
was obviously a secondary consideration.
It is quite possible that some of these compounded and uncompounded
names were 'anglicized' variations of German, Frankish, or Scandinavian
names which had no counterpart amongst the Anglo-Saxons of England.
Throughout the Middle Ages names were constantly changing, and even
today families change their names. Blackden has become Blacktin, and Hogg
has been changed to Hodd, within living memory. The form of many names
changed over the years, and often preserves phonetic spelling of earlier times
(P. H. Reaney, Dictionary of British Surnames, p. ix). Names may have a
slight deviation from a simple stem, compound or derivate, when it is commonly called a variant. These derivatives may be by addition to or subtraction
from the original, or by mutation, transposition, or composition. In addition, these variations may be by orthography, where either the signification is
retained, lost, or changed. In cases involving the latter, the corruption of
orthography may result in the original description or surname being so changed
as to have received a meaning different from the original signification (C. L.
Ewen, op. cit., pp. 271 and 294). It is important to distinguish variations
which have been based on sound and those which are based on spelling or
orthography (Dr. P. H. Reaney). Some of these names were but slightly
altered, and the alterations were usually in perfect accord with the known
changes of pronunciation in other words (Professor W. Skeat, 'On the survival of Anglo-Saxon Names as Modern Surnames', Trans. Philological Soc.
(1907), p. 59).
'Most compounded names can be translated, but the translations often
make nonsense. The men who coined the names Frithewulf "peace-wolf"
and Wigfrith "war-peace" were not concerned about their meaning. These
are ancient names and they prove that at an early time the sense which a
compound name bore was a matter of little importance; in most cases personal
or family reasons determined the choice of a name and speculation as to its
meaning, if it came at all, came as an afterthought' (Stenton, op. cit., p. 168).
The old Germanic systems of variation and repetition were still practised in
England to some extent in the eleventh century (von Feilitzen, op. cit., p. 31).
Among the humbler people at the time of Edward the Confessor there was
a reasonably high percentage of uncompounded names and little is known
about the habits of name-foundation prevalent among the lower classes on
the eve of the Conquest (F. M. Stenton, op. cit., p. 177). Very few moneyers
have uncompounded names in late Anglo-Saxon times, which is another
argument that they were at that time men of some substance.
As von Feilitzen has pointed out, writers of Old English sound history
generally seem to have overlooked the important source of original spellings
represented by coins.
Coin spellings may be expected to be more or less phonetic and to give
a rough idea of the actual pronunciation of the personal names in question.
Several sound changes which are only rarely, if at all, traceable in the conventional orthography of written records appear as evidence on the coins,
often much earlier than in other sources.
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The rapid sound development that must have taken place in late West
Saxon is largely obscured by the conventional orthography adhered to by the
scribes (H. C. Wyld, Short History of English). Scribal conversation is particularly noticeable in the case of personal names which were, for obvious
reasons, more liable to acquire a stereotyped form and much less subject to
dialectical differentiation than ordinary words. Name-elements were sometimes adopted from one dialect into another whilst retaining their original
form: as they were usually no longer associated with their etymological bases,
the need for phonetic alteration did not arise.
The consistent loss of final e in the element -sige, which usually appears
as -si in Domesday Book, is due to Old English sound development. In the
late Old English period we find Cynsig, and later the ig became i, thus Cinsi
(von Feilitzen, op. cit., p. 69). Old English y is later represented by u, i, and e.
The Old English e from y obtained in Kent and some south-eastern dialects
(von Feilitzen, op. cit.). The occurrence of e for the original Old English y
has been labelled Kentish, although it was by no means confined to the dialect
of that county, as it was also current in the London dialect and probably in
Essex speech (Wyld, op. cit., p. 91). In a certain number of cases, especially
before e and i, the consonant c is represented by the letter k.
From the philologist's point of view, numismatists are able to date fairly
precisely these changes. The prototheme CYNE was usually denoted in the form
of CYNSIGE (with an occasional example of the use of initial K in place of c
at the London mint c. 985-8) until c. 1009-15. The form of the name with
an e was contemporaneous with y or i at Dover from c. 997-1009, although
the form CYNSIGE is found until c. 1009-15; the form CINSIGE remains, however, as late as c. 1029-35, with a strange variant of SIGGE in the deuterotheme
in the Pointed Helmet type of coin, c. 1023-9. The deuterotheme SIGE is
already dropping the G C. 1003 and takes the form of si as early as c. 1009-15.
At the various die-cutting centres the engraver of the dies required for minting coins would no doubt be told verbally the name of the moneyer and mint
to be contained in the legend of the reverse die. The wide range of spelling
in the names of the moneyers and mints are strong evidence for this statement
and represent the phonetic pronunciation of the names. Sir F. M. Stenton
says that the names of moneyers often appear on coins in forms that would
compromise any charter which displayed them (Latin Charters of the AngloSaxon Period, p. 24). The form of Anglo-Saxon names were often altered and
disfigured in the course of the different dialects (W. G. Searle, op. cit., p. viii)
and trends in the development of local pronunciation are recognizable from
these legends. In the case of the moneyer(s) of the name CYNSIGE or Kinsey,
thirteen different forms of the name are found on coins issued over a period
of some sixty years from the times of Edgar to Cnut, and not one example
is in the West Saxon form of Cynesige (which is normal in charters and
records of meetings of the Witenagemote).
From contemporary evidence of Latin and Saxon charters these changes
in spelling are formed at much earlier periods—the deuterotheme -sige is
formed as -si, in the form of Cynsi as early as 930, some seventy or eighty
years before it is found on coins. Although the letter K is rarely found on
coins, it is common as the initial letter of Kinsius c. 931, Kinsig in 934, both
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Kinsi and Kinsige in 937, Kynesie 955, and Kynesige 963. The prototheme
cyne is found both as cyn and cyne from 930 until the beginning of the
eleventh century, when the initial K in place of c seems to be almost universally adopted, for example, Cyncige (949), Cynsigius (951), Cynesie (956),
Cynesige (963). Other forms of the name are found as Cynsie (c. 970), Cynsige
(c. 1010).
In Anglo-Norman texts 'ch' had the value of ' k ' (O. von Feilitzen, op. cit.,
p. 40; R. E. Zachrisson, Anglo-Saxon Influence of English Place Names,
p. 325). Hence in Domesday Book references to Anglo-Saxon tenants-inchief of the time of Edward the Confessor are in the form of Chinisi, Chenisi,
and Chenesis, when the English form would have been at that time Cynsige,
Cinsie, or Censie (O. von Feilitzen, op. cit., pp. 54-55; H. C. Wyld, op. cit.
p. 96).
PART

IV

The Money er(s) Cynsige or Kinsey.
In his general rules for the investigation of names of persons, Professor
Ingram gives CEN, KIN, CHIN, COEN, either from cen meaning 'keen' or from
cyn meaning ' kindred, royal race', &c. (The Saxon Chronicle, 1823), and, in
the text of the translation for Cynsige (Kynsige), gives the modern form of
Kinsey. There is no exact Old German counterpart of Cynsige given by
Forstemann in his monumental work on German names and therefore it may
be a hypocoristic name, which has superseded an earlier German name (see
further M. Redin, Studies in Uncompounded Personal Names in England,
p. xxix). The name 'Giencea' is found as a moneyer at Derby on a Brooke
type 5 coin of iEthelstan's reign (B.M.C., p. 102; G. C. Brooke, op. cit.,
p. 253). At that time G was but a differentiated form of C (Oxford English
Dictionary) and as a consonantal equation ' g ' equalled 'lc' or ' c ' at this period
(C. L. Ewen, op. cit., p. 309). Some Middle and South Germans do not distinguish at all between G and K (G. O. Curme, Grammar of German Language,
p. 26). This palatization of K and G was also taking place in the French
language at this time (M. K. Pope, From Latin to Modern French, pp. 77,
128). The form Cen on the Dover coins is a Kentish form, whilst the form
Cun is due to a die-cutter's error. The first element in this compounded name
is, according to von Feilitzen, from the old English noun cynn, cyne, cin,
meaning 'family, kin'. A number of writers, however, say it is derived from
the adjective Cyne, meaning 'royal', or from Coen, Cen, meaning 'bold'.
It is in my opinion derived from 'Cyne' as the form Cynesige, although not
found on coins, is found in charters of this period. The occurrence of 'e' for
the original Old English ' y ' is a dialectical feature and is common in Kent
and London and Essex. According to Miss Serjeantson, in the Central Midlands dialects had both ' i ' and ' u ' for the Old English; they showed no traces
of the characteristic South East and South East Midlands ' e ' for ' y ' (H. C.
Wyld, op. cit., p. 91)
It is found with the following second element -gar, -gifu, -sige, -stan,
-weard, -wine, -berht, -wulf, -weald.
The second element—'sige'—means 'victory'. It is frequently found as a
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second element with A1-, Aelf-, Beorht-, Byrh-, Ead-, E(a)ld-, Earn- Hild-,
Leof-, Thor-, Wiht-, Wulf-, Wyn-. In later times it took the form of si, sy,
sie, sitius, sid, and sin.
The final element 'sige' was not popular in the Kentish, West Saxon, or
Mercian royal genealogies.
Amongst the earlier moneyers operating at the mint of Canterbury who
had cyne or cen as the first element in their name are found the following:
Cenred \
moneyers for Burgred, King of Mercia (temp. 852-74).
Cunehelm I'
Cenweald (Cenwald), moneyer of Ceolnoth, Archbishop of Canterbury
(temp. 855-66).
['Cenred and Cenweald were also moneyers at the mint of Canterbury for
/Ethelbert, King of Wessex (temp. 858-66) as also was Cunefrith.]
Cynewulf was a moneyer at the mint of Canterbury for Alfred (temp.
871-899).
There were also moneyers operating at unidentified mints during the reign
of Edward the Elder (temp. 899-925). Coins are known of Cynestan,
Cenberht (of West Mercian style), and Cunulf of a style identified with that
of Canterbury (this is another form of the name Cynwulf); the latter was
probably the same as the moneyer Cynewulf of Alfred's reign.
During /Ethelstan's reign (925-39) moneyers at unidentified mints were
Cumvulf [Cenard, i.e. the coin attributed to Cenard is wrongly read; the
initial letter is G] and Cynerof whilst Cenberht was at the Shrewsbury mint.
There was a moneyer of the name of Cenberht at an unidentified West Mercian mint, probably Shrewsbury, under Edred (temp. 946-55).
Cenric (Cinric) was the name of a moneyer at Norwich under /Ethelred II
and at Thetford under William I and II. Cynstan was at the mint of Dover
from the time of Cnut to that of William I.
Of the known examples of the coins struck by Kinsey, 1 was found in a
hoard near Belfast (coin issued c. 970), 1 was found in Iceland (coin issued
c. 985-8), 2 were found in hoards in Norway (coins issued between c. 985—
1015), 9 in hoards in Denmark (989-1028), 36 from hoards in Sweden (9721033), 10 from the south Baltic shore (1023-33), 1 in Finland (c. 1023-6),
1 in Russia (c. 997-1003). See Table.
These coins are:
Chichester
London
Dover
Northampton

2 examples.
14 variants, f r o m 20 pairs of dies.
40 variants f r o m 60 pairs of dies.
1 example.

The following spellings of the name are found on coins for over sixty years
from the later types of Edgar to the last type of Cnut. The name occurs at an
unknown mint and at Chichester, London, Dover, and Southampton, viz.:
CENSIE, CENSIGE, CINSI, CINSIGE, CINSIGGE, CINSYGE, CYNSIGE, CYNSIE, CYNSIEGE,
GUNSIG, KYNSIGE.

The period over which coins bearing the name of Kinsey were minted
stretched from c. 970 to 1035, that is to say at the most sixty-five years, or the
very minimum would be fifty-seven years, if coins were minted towards the
end of Edgar (B.M.C. type iii) and ceased during the early period of Cnut's
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Short Cross type. It must therefore be presumed that we are concerned with
more than one moneyer here of the name of Kinsey. The fact that there are
no known coins of /Ethelred II Crux type, which is a common type, of a
moneyer Kinsey would suggest that the Dover moneyer was not the same
person as the London one. Contemporary with the Dover moneyer Kinsey
was Cinstan who continued to mint in Dover until William I. He was most
probably the son of Kinsey.
The moneyer Kinsey of Northampton was possibly a relative of a monk of
Peterborough who was chaplain to Edward the Confessor, and who from
1051 to 1060 was Archbishop of York. Saint Kinsy, as he was described in
The Peterborough Chronicle, was a great benefactor to the Abbey of Peterborough and gave the Manor of Tinwell (thirty miles north-north-east of
Northampton) out of his patrimony to the Abbey {The Peterborough Chronicle
of Hugh Candidus, edit, by Charles Mellows and William Thomas Mellows,
1941, p. 35).
Table I is a complete record of all known existing main types of coins of
the moneyers Kinsey. All the coins listed are from hoards found along the
major trade routes of the tenth and eleventh centuries. (For map of these
routes, see A. R. Lewis, op. cit., pp. 369 and 475.)
The various mints at which a moneyer or moneyers of the name of Kinsey
is found, together with the periods during which he or they are known to have
operated and the types issued, is shown in the accompanying table. In this
the type-sequence of Mr. R. H. M. Dolley is followed, as well as his nomenclature and classification.
By studying this table one is struck by the fact that as far as is known there
is no overlapping of the issue of types, at any two or more mints, apart from
the Pointed Helmet type of Cnut which was struck simultaneously at Dover
and Northampton. The Northampton coin, however, is of very light weight
and may not be an official production.
The mint was founded during the reign of yEthelstan (925-39).
CHICHESTER

Reign: Edgar.
Spelling of mint name: CI, CISE.
Variants of form of name, Kinsey: CYNSIGE.
There is only one specimen known of coins issued by Kinsey at Chichester
and this was the last type (Hild C. 2) and was issued c. 973-5, but there is
a coin from which the mint name is missing of the earlier type (B.M.C.
type iii, or Brooke No. 4) which was probably minted at Chichester (R. H. M.
Dolley).
LONDON

Mint re-established in Egbert's reign c. 829.
Reign: ^Ethelred II.
Spelling of moneyer's name, Kinsey: CYNSIEGE, CYNSIGE, GYNSIGE, KYNSIGE.
Kinsey was a moneyer in London in ^Ethelred II's reign, but the only
instances known are of the Hand type (c. 985-91). Later we find moneyers of
the name Cinewig (temp. Harold I, c. 1035), Cinemaer (temp. Edward the
Confessor, c. 1053) and Cinewold (temp. Harold II, c. 1066) at London.
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Types known—.Ethelred II
Hand type—no sceptre (B. 1)—979-85
sceptre (B. 2)—985-91
The large number of coins of the Hand type—no sceptre (Hild B. 1) of the
variety showing a pellet in the cloud above the hand—should be noted.
DOVER

Mint founded in .Ethelstan's reign (925-39).
(a) Reign: ^Ethelred II.
Variant Spellings of the moneyer's name, Kinsey:

CENSIE, CENSIGE, CINSI,

CINSIGE, CUNSIGE, CYNSIGE, CYNSIE, GENSIGE, GINSIGE.

(b) Reign: Cnut.
Spelling of moneyer''s name, Kinsey:

CINSIGE, CINSIGGE, CINSYGE, CINSIGE,

CYNSIG.

Kinsey was the name of a moneyer who operated at Dover between
c. 997 and c. 1035, and instances are found of coins of all types throughout
this period except Agnus Dei of .Ethelred II and the very provisional types
of Cnut. It is interesting to note that there is no example of a quatrefoil type
of Cnut which is generally accepted to have been minted between 1017 and
1023. Were there therefore two moneyers of this name at Dover—one in
/Ethelred II's reign and the other in Cnut's ? Other moneyers at this mint
who might have been related to Kinsey were Cenric (c. 993) and Cynstan.
There were probably two moneyers of the latter name, for coins are found
bearing this name from the beginning of the reign of Cnut to the end of that
of William I (i.e. from c. 1018 to c. 1084). It should be noted that we do not
find the Kentish spellings of the moneyer's name, Censige and Censie, on
coins after the Helmet type of yEthelred II, which were presumably minted
from dies made at the provincial die-centre at Canterbury. This would be in
line with Mr. Dolley's view that the provincial die-cutting centre at Canterbury ceased to exist c. 1011 (B.N.J, xxvii (1954)).
The coins in the Hermitage Museum, Leningrad, and the Royal Collection
at Stockholm (No. 4) show in the obverse legend a reduplication or homoeoteleuton on the part of the die-cutter. It should not be read as King of the
Danes.
NORTHAMPTON

Mint founded in iEthelstan's reign (925-39). After its reconquest by Edward in 918 Northampton naturally became the centre of one of the new
shires organized in the district recovered from the Danes, and in 940 it successfully resisted the invading forces of the Danish ruler of Northumbria.
As in the case of other Danish towns, the military centre seems to have rapidly
become a trading centre (Victoria County History, Northamptonshire, iii. 1).
Reign: Cnut.
Variant spellings of Kinsey: CYNSIGE.
It is possible that Cynsige was some relation of Cynna (moneyer at Chichester
in /Ethelred II's reign, and at Winchester during the reigns of /Ethelred II
and Cnut) but it is unlikely, although Cynna is an uncompounded name (von
Feilitzen, op. cit., p. 17). The coin, however, is suspiciously light.

TABLE

I

Kinsey

Mint
Mint unknown (probably Chichester)
Chichester
London
Dover
Northampton

Edgar

Edward
the
Martyr

Type B.M.C.
Ill, Brooke 4

Last
Small
Cross
type
(.Hild.
C 2)

Small
Cross
type

1 St
Hand
Small
(no
Cross sceptre)

2nd
Hand
(sceptre)

c. 970

973-5

975-8

978-9

979-85

985-91

X

X

Cnut

JEthelred II

\st

Benediction
Hand
991

Crux
991-7

Intermediate
Small
Cross
997

Long
Cross
9971003

Helmet
10031009

X

X

Agnus
Dei
1009

Last
Small Quatrefoil
Cross
1009- 101717
23

Pointed
Helmet
102329

Short
Cross
102935

X
X

X

X
X
X

TABLE

Belfast
Bergen
B.M.C. 000
B.M.
Cpgn.
Fitz. 000
Fred. 000
Helsinki
Hild. 000
Hunter

II

The initials and contractions in col. (g), 'Collection', are as follows:
Leningrad
Grainger collection, Belfast Museum
Bergen University, Norway
Lund
British Museum and number in B.M. Catalogue
Oslo
British Museum, acquired since the catalogue
Reykjavik
Royal Danish collection, Copenhagen Museum
R. S. K.
Fitzwilliam Museum, Cambridge, and number in Sylloge
Stockholm
Bruun collection, Frederiksborg, Denmark, and number in catalogue
Stock. 000
National Museum, Helsinki, Finland
Trondheim
Royal Swedish collection, Stockholm: number in Hildebrand's
Uppsala
Anglosachsiska Mynt (2nd edition, 1881)
Visby
Hunterian collection, Glasgow University

Mint:

Hermitage Museum, Leningrad, U.S.S.R.
Lund University, Sweden
Oslo University, Norway
Reykjavik Museum, Iceland
The author's collection
Royal Swedish collection, Statens Historiska Museum, Stockholm
Royal Swedish coll. and number of hoard in 'Inventarium'
Trondheim Museum, Norway
Uppsala University, Sweden
Gotlands Fornsal, Visby, Gotland, Sweden

CHICHESTER
Weight (e)

No
Type (b)

Obverse (c)

grains

Reverse (d)

grammes

Provenance ( / )

Collection (g)

EDGAR, c. 970-2
1.
(a)

B.M.C. iii; Brooke 4
5J

EADGAR REX ANG

CYNSIGE MONCISA
CYNSIGE MON

A

Derry Keigham
Hoard, Co. Antrim,
Ireland

Belfast

(PL 1,1).

Sweden

Hild. 5

PI. I. 2.

EDGAR, c. 973-5
2.
(a)

Last Small Cross
»

+ E A D G A R REX A N G L O *
+EADGA . . . . XANGLO*

+ CYNSIGE MON C I S E
+ C Y N S I G E . . . CISE

19-9

1-29

1 (a). Attributed to the Chichester Mint on stylistic grounds by Mr. R. H. M. Dolley.

Mint:

LONDON
Weight (e)

No.

(a)

7>PE (6)

Obverse (c)

Reverse (d)

grains

grammes

Provenance ( / )

Collection(g)

/ E T H E L R E D II, c. 979-85
I.
(a)

H a n d — N o sceptre
»

+ / E B E L R / E D R E X ANGLCKX

+ GYNSICE M ~ 0

99

+IYNSICE M~G

2.

(«)

+ CYNSIGE M " Q

(a)

99
99

4.

99

(«)

99

5.

+ KYNSIGE M — 0

99
99

99

6.

(a)

99

0b)
7.

99

(«)
(6)

,,

pi. i, 3

23-6

1-53

Troen in Rollag,
Busk

Oslo

PI. i , 4

24-3

1-58

B.M.C. 191

PI. I. 5

21-9
23-7

1-43
1-54

Ex Admiral Lord M.
Kerr (1841)
Sweden
Gaulverjabsr
Hoard, Iceland

23-2

1-50

Sweden

Hild. 2662

pi. i, 6

20-7

1-34

Ex Isaac Rebello

Fitz. 634

PL I , 7

Ex H. A. Parsons,
Spink Num. 1911 Circ.
Ex Montagu; D u k e
of Argyll

R. S. K.

PI. I, 8

Ex Montagu &
O'Hagan
Ex Carlyon-Britton;
Jobling

R. s . k .

99

23-8

1-54

99

99

22-3

1-45

99

23-8

1-54

99

21-9

1-42

99

B.M.
Reykjavik

LVNDONI

99

+ CYNSIGE M ~ 0

"

3 (6). Ex Morgan-Evans Coll. B.M. 1915-5-7/964.
as 7 («), (6), (c).

+CYNSIGE M — 0

99

99

R. S. K.

+ KYNSIGE M — 0 LVNDONI

99
99

Ex Duke of Argyll

LVNDONI

99

(var. Pellet in Cloud)

(«)

1-56

LVNDONI

99

(b)
(c)

24-0

LVNDONI

99

99

3.

LVNDONI

99

LVNDONI

3 (c). Nordisk Numismatick

7 (a), (6). Same dies; same obv. die as 6 (a).

R. S. K.

Arsskrift,

1948, p. 49, N o . 104.

PI. I , 9

R. S. K.
6 (a). Same obv. die

Weight (e)

No.

(«)

Type (b)

Obverse (c)

(c)

Hand—No sceptre
»

+ / E B E L R / E D REX A N C L O \ X

(rf)

99

Reverse (d)
+ CYNSIGE M " 0

LVNDONI

99

grains

grammes

25-5

1-65

24-4

Provenance ( / )

Collection (g)
Lund

1-58

Igelosa Torna Harad,
in Skane Hoard
Sweden

24-4

1-58

Sweden

Hild. 2297

PI. I, 10

23-9

1-55

Munkegaard Hoard,
1864

Cpgn.

PI. i. i i

20-9

1-35

R. S. k .

PI. I, 12

23-0

1-49

Spink Num. Circ.
1893. Later H. A.
Parsons and Duke
of Argyll
Iholm Hoard, 1853

20-5
23-2

1-33
1-50

Ex Duke of Argyll
Sweden

R. s. k .
Hild. 2296

PI. I, 13

20-8

1-35

Ex A. H. Baldwin

R. s. k .

PI. I, 14

24-9

1-61

Sweden

Hild. 2295

PI. I, 15

Nas nr. Roslag Hoard,
1704.
(Uppland,
Sweden)

Unknown

Hild. 2294

/ETHELRED II, c. 985-91
8.
(«)
9.
(«)
10.
(а)

(б)
11.
(«)
(6)
12.

(«)

Hand—(Sceptre)
>1
»

+ / E D E L R / E D REX ANGLOvX
J>
99

+CYNSIGE M ~ 0 LVNDONI
99

+HYNSIGE M ~ 0 LVNDONI
99

99

»»

99

»

99
99

+ CYNSIGE M — 0 LVND
99

»
»

99

99

99

99

»

99

+ GYNSIGE M — 0 LVND

99

13.

99

Cpgn.

+ CYNSIGE M ~ 0 L V N D O

+ CYNSIGE M ~ 0 LVND

(var. Pellet in Cloud)
>j

(.a)
Hand—var. not known
14.
>>
(a)

99
99
99

+ C Y N S I E G E M ~ 0 LVNDONI
99

7 (c). Same dies; same obv. die as 6 (a).
10 (a), (b). Same rev. die.
14 (a). Mentioned in Peringskiold MS. of 1704 in State Historical Museum, Stockholm.

Unknown

Unknown

11 (a). Small clip cut out of edge; 11 (a), (b). Same rev. die.

Mint:
No.
(a)

D O V E R
(e)

Type (b)

Obverse (c)

Reverse (d)

grains

grammes

Provenance ( / )

Collection (g)

/ETHELREDII, c. 997-1003
1.
(.a)
(6)
(c)

id)

Long Cross

<«)

4.

(«)

(«

1-58

Ex A. H. Baldwin;
Duke of Argyll
Ex Evans; CarlyonBritton; F. Elmore
Jones
Sweden
Ex. J. Evans, P.S.A.
(1886)

R. S. K.

PI. i , 16

»»

»

23-7

1-54

j,

»»

»

26-3
25-2

1-70
1-63

23-8

1-54

Sweden

Hild. 390

PI. I. 17

21-6

1-40

Sweden

Hild. 391

PI. I, 18

22-2

1-44

Leningrad

PI. i , 19

23-2

1-50

Lodeyase (Leningrad)
Hoard, 1848
Bosarve in Stanga
(Gotland)

20-9

1-35

Sweden

Hild. 389

PI. I, 20

22-1

1-43

Sweden

Hild. 392

PI. II. 21

9>

„

+ / E 6 E L R / E D REX AlsDL:
»
»

9>
»!

+ / E B E L R / E D REX ANCLO
>>

+ / E D E L R / E D LREDA

»
»»

„

6.

(«)

24-4

»»

/ETHELRED II, c. 1003-9
5.
Helmet

(«)

+CYNSIGE M H O DOFER

a

2.
(a)
3.

+ / E D E L R / E D REX ANCLsX

»

»»

+ / E f ) E L R / E D REX A-NGL
>>

+ / E D E L R / E D R-EX- AM3L
is

„

R. S. K.
Hild. 401
B.M.C. 42

+ GENSIGE M ? G D G F E
>>

„

+ CYNSIE M ? O D 0

„

Stock. 22468

+ CENSIE M ? O D O F E R V

99
+ CENSIGE:M«n«ODOF:
>>

1 O), (b), (c). Same rev. die; 1 (a), (6). Same obv. die.
2 (a). Same rev. die as 3 (a).
3 (a). Same rev. die as 2 (a).
4 (a). Not to be read as King of the
Danes but rather as a blunder of the die cutter.
4 (6). Dr. B. von Kohne, Die in Russischen Reiche gefundenden abendlandischen Miinzen des X., XI., andXII. Jahrh. St.
4 (a), (b). Die duplicates.
6 (a). Same rev. die as 10 (a).
Petersburg, Imperial Society of St. Petersburg, 1850, p. 178.

Weight (e)

No.

(«)
7.
W

(b)

Type (b)
Helmet
M
H

Obverse (c)
+ / E 6 E L R / E D R - E X - ANCL
J»

II

(d)
8.

II

»y

II

99

(«)

(b)
11.
(a)

il
ii

>»

99

+ E B E L R / E D REXANC-

R. S. K.
Stock.20879
B.M.

1-42

Ex R. C. Lockett
Kannungs Hoard
Ex Rolfe, Eastry,
Kent, 1841
Trondheim, 1950

21-8

1-41

Sweden

Hild. 393

PI. H , 23

18-4
19-9

1-19
1-29

Sweden
T0rring Hoard, 1830

Hild. 402
Cpgn.

PL II, 24

Stora Sojdeby Hoard
(Gotland)
Horr Hoard (Rogaland)

Visby

PI. H , 25

99

21-9
21-6
20-7

1-42
1-40
1-34

99

21-9

+CENSIGE M ? 0

DOFE

99

PI. II. 22

Trondheim

+CENS1GE M ? Q DOFE
99

+CY:NSIGE MO DOF

ii

99

99

99

99

+ E B E L R E D REX A N G L

Collection (g)

grammes

ii
il

Provenance ( / )

grains

99

(C)

9.
(a)
(6)
10.
(a)

Reverse (d)

+ LENSIGE : M - N - 0

DOF:

ii

99

99

22-7

1-47

a

99

99

21-9

1-42

25-1

1-59

Wedmore Hoard
(Somerset) 1853

20-6

1-33

Kjaldstrup Hoard, 1859 Cpgn.

PI. n , 27

21-2

1-37

Sweden
Thjore Hoard (Rogaland)
Ex Lord Grantley,
1944

PI. II, 28

a
a

+ / E B E L R E D R - E X . ANCL
99

+ CYNSIGE M Q O

Bergen

DOFE

99

B.M.C. 43

PI. II, 26

jETHELRED II, c. 1009-17
12.
(a)
13.
(a)
W
(c)

Last Small Cross
H
it

+ / E B E L R E D R.EX A N G L - O
99

+ / E D E L R E D REX A N G L - O

+ CYNSIGE MON
+ CYNSIGE ON

li

99

99

„

99

99

99

99

II

DOFERA

99

DOFERAI
Hild. 398
Bergen
N o t known

7 (a), (6), (c). Same rev. die; B.M. 1915.5.7/1147. Ex Morgan-Evans Coll.
9 (a), (b). Same dies.
10 (a). Bror Schnittger, Silverskatten fra Stora Sojdeby,
No. 1814. Same rev. die as No. 6 (a). Same dies as 10 (b).
10 (b). Bergens Museum Arbok, 1896, No. XV. Gabriel Gustafson, Solvfandet fra Horr, p. 8.
13 (a). C. J. Schive, Fortegrelsa over Mynter fra Middelalderen funde . . .pa ..., 1869, p. 88. (This coin had been mislaid in 1957.)

No.
00
14.
(o)
(b)
(c)
15.
(a)
16.
(a)
(b)
17.
(a)
18.
(")
19.
(a)
20.
(a)

Weight (e)
Type (b)
Last Small Cross

„

„

>>

Last Small Cross {left
facing bust)
i)

„„
„„
„
ft

+CINSIGE
»

)i

„
»»

1-12

25-8

1-67

Sweden

Hild. 397

15-7
15 5

1-02
1-00

Ex Duke of Argyll
Stige Hoard, Sweden

R. S. K.
PI. I I , 31
Stock.12079

5-3

0-34

Sweden

Hild. 394

PI. n , 32

16-7

108

Sweden

Hild. 395

PI. n , 33

16-4

1-06

Sweden

Hild. 396

PL II, 34

15-8

1-02

Ex Carlyon-Britton;
R. C. Lockett

R. S. K.

PI. n , 35

ANG

Spink Num. Circ.
1929

Unknown

+ / E B E L R E D REX A N G L O

Sweden
Stopelkuse Hoard,
1837

Stockholm
Cpgn.

* *

Hild. 399
PI. n , 30

DOFE

„

N DOF:

+ CINSI MO D O Y E N D N
99

+ C I N S I NO D O V E N D I
99

99

PI. II, 29

17-3

»»

»

Hild. 400
Cpgn.

»

99

+EBELREDREX

Last Small Cross
(r/gAr facing bust)

+ HIN

Sweden
Stopelkuse or Enner
Hoards (1887 or
1849)
Sweden

ON:DOFRAN

»

99

Collection (g)

1-26
1-09

99

+ / E D E L R / E D REX ANGL

Provenance ( / )

19-5
16-8

+ CINSIGE MON

>>

. . ELR/EDRE . . . .
J>
+ / E B E L R / E D REX ANE

grammes

99

>>

+ / E D E L R / E D REX A N G L O

+ / E B E L R / E D REX AN

(«)

(«)

99
>>

•»

grains

+ C¥NSIGE ON DOFERAI

»

»

21.

22.

Reverse (d)

Obverse (c)
+ / E B E L R / E D R-EX A N G L O

• NSIGE MON D O F E 1
Unknown

99

Unknown

+ L I N S I G E - M-ON D O F E .

99

„

99

99

14 (<J), (b), (c). Same rev. dies as 13 (a), (6), (c).
16 (a), (6). Die duplicates.
21 (n). Listed as variety of Hild. 399.
22 (a), (b). Same dies.

20-4
21-6

1-32
1-40

17 (a), (6). Fragment, cut halfpenny.

PI. n , 36

18 (a). Same rev. die at 19 (a).

No.
(a)

Weight (e)
Type (b)

Obverse (c)

Reverse (d)

Provenance ( / )

Collection (g)

grains

grammes

17-6
16-4

1-14
1-06

Sweden
Lubeck Hoard, 1875

Hild.'293
Cpgn.

161
13-6
15-3

1-04
0-88
0-98

Sweden
Lubeck Hoard, 1875
Ex Carlyon-Britton;
R. C. Lockett

Hild. 294
Cpgn.
R. S. K.

PI. I I , 38

15-4

1 - 0 0

B.M.C. 48

PI. II, 39

15-5

1-00

Wedmore H o a r d
(Somerset) 1853
Enner Hoard, 1849

15-6

1-01

Lubeck Hoard, 1875

Cpgn.

PI. n , 40

13-9

0-90

Lubeck Hoard, 1875

Cpgn.

PI. HI. 41

13-5

0-87

Sweden

Hild. 298

PI. m , 42

14-2

0-92

Ex Bech Collection

Cpgn.

PI. m , 43

15-5

1-00

Cpgn.

PI. n i , 44

16-2

105

Nylarsker (Enegaard)
H o a r d in Bornholm, 1862
Sweden

12-5

0-81

Lundo Hoard, 1897

Helsinki

C N U T , c. 1023-9
23.
(a)
(A)
24.
(а)
(б)
W
25.
(a)
(A)
26.
(a)
27.
(a)
28.
(a)
29.
(a)
30.
(a)

Pointed Helmet
H
H
»

+ CNUT R'EXA'N
JJ
>»

+ CNUT: RECXA:
>»

+ CINSIGE ON

J>
+ CINSIGE 0 N DOFR
99

))

99

99

)i

H

99

»

>J
»

»

+ GINSIGE ON

99

JJ

M
»

+ C I - N S I G E ON

>»
H

99
99

+ -CNVT R'E-CX:

+ -CINS-IG-G'EON- DOF
99

+ C N V T : R-ECXA-

99
99

M

S>

+.-.CNVT

REXAN

99
99

>J
99

(.b)
31.
(a)

99

s>

>>
»

+ - K N V T R - E -99C X .

Cpgn.

DOFv

99

J>

+ CNVT R-E-CX-

PI. II, 37

DOFRAN:

99

»

«
>J

DOFR

J>

+ C I - N S I G E ON

23 (a), (6). Same rev. die as 24 (b).
24 (a), (b). Same obv. die.
31 (a). C. A. Nordman, Anglo-Saxon Coins found in Finland, N o . 29.

99

Hild. 299

DOFR-.'
26 (a). Same rev. die as 27 (a).

PI. RA, 45

27 (a). Same rev. die as 26 (a).

No.
id)
32.
(a)
33.

(«)

(b)

Weight (e)
7>/>e (b)
Pointed Helmet

+CNVT:RECXAN

Reverse (d)

9?

99

Sweden

Hild. 334

PI. i n , 46

14-6

0-95

B.M.

PI. i n , 47

14-7

0-95

Sweden. Ex MorganEvans Collection
Lubeck Hoard, 1875

+ CNV*TREX:

99

15-2
16-6

0-98
1-08

Sweden
Ex. J. S. Cox

Hild. 295
R. S. K.

PI. i n , 48

99

16-2

1-05

Lubeck Hoard, 1875

Fred. 102

PI. m , 49

15-6

1-01

Spink Num. Circ.
1929. Ex Duke of
Argyll

R. S. K.

PI. HI, 50

16-2
16-2

1-05
1-05

Hunter
Hild. 297

PI. i n , 51

Sweden

16-4

1-06

Sweden

Stockholm

PI. HI, 52

16-5

1-07

Lubeck Hoard, 1875

Cpgn.

PI. HI, 53

17-3

1-12

Gandarve Hoard, 1952

Visby

99

Cpgn.

+CIN-SIGE ON D O F E :

CNVT-.-REX
JJ

+ CNVT RECX
»

99
99

+ C1NSIGE ON D O F R A :

s>

99

99

99

99

99

99

+CNVTRECX:

99

99

99

99

99

Collection (g)

0-94

99

99

Provenance ( / )

14-5

19

99

grammes

+ CINSIGE ON DGFR

>>

99

grains

+GYNSIG ON DOFR'N

»J

CNUT, C. 1029-35
34.
Short Cross
0)
(b)
»
35.
99
(")
36.
99
(a)

37.
(a)
0b)
38.
(a)
39.
(a)
40.
(«)

Obverse (c)

99

+CNVT\*RECX:
>>

+CINSICE ON D O F R A :
99

+ CINSYGE ON DGFER
99

„

+CINSIGE ON DOFR-

33 (a). B.M. 1915.5.7/1225; 33 (a), (b). Same obv. dies.
36 (a). Same obv. die as 37 (a).
37 (a). Known to Taylor-Combe in 1812.
Same obv. die as 36 (a).
37 (b). Same rev. dis as 38 (a).
38 (a). Same rev. die as 37 (6). Same obv. die as 39 (a)
39 (a). Same obv. die as 38 (a).
40 (a-/). Same dies as (c). S. Holm, Uppsala Universitats Anglo-saxiska Myntsamling, No. 435. Same obv. die as (a) and (c). Same dies as (a). Same rev. die as (a), (c), (e). Same
rev. die as (a), (c), (d).

No.(a)
m
(eJ
m

«

Weight (e)
Type (J))
i b w t Cross
»
tf
»

if)

Reverse

Obverse (c)
•FCNVTVRECX:

(d)

1-05
1-11
MO

15-8
Unknown

1-02
Unknown

99

9?
99

97
99

grammes

16-2
17-2
17-0

+ C I N S I C E ON DOFR*

Mint:

Provenance ( / )
Liibeck Hoard, 1875
Wedmore Hoard,
Somerset, 1853
Sweden
Ex Evans. Spink Num.
Ore. 1917

Collectionig)
Uppsala
Fred. 103
B.M.C. 51

Pl. I H , 54

Hild. 296
Unknown

••

NORTHAMPTON
Weight (e)

No.

(fl)

grains

Type ih)

C N U T , e, m 3 = 9
Pointed Helmet
j.
(a)
II

Obverse (c)

+ C N V T RECX:
»»

Reverse

(d)

grains

grammes

Provenance ( / )

Collection(g)

+ C I N S I G E ON H A M ' . '
99

8-8

0-57

Sweden

Hild. 1124

Pl. H I , 5 5

