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T H R O U G H O U T a period of nearly twenty-five years following the execution of Charles I 
the possibility of coining small change had an uneasy existence. During the reigns of 
James I and Charles I royal monopolies had been granted to Harington and his succes-
sors to produce farthings for necessary change. With the absence of a royal monarch 
no one knew what the position was. It was no longer a question of infringing the royal 

FIG. 1 

prerogative; and almost immediately traders took the opportunity of issuing their own 
small change. The first in Wiltshire was John Gage of Bradford-on-Avon in 1649. By 
1653 some twenty more had followed suit. A two-year break then followed, perhaps 
because of the appointment in December 1653 of Cromwell as Protector, but when it 
was clear that no official action was being taken, issues again started: some thirty more 
by the time of the Restoration. 
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With the return of Charles II the flow stopped, at any rate until 1662. Various pro-
posals were soon put forward for obtaining the monopoly of issuing farthings. Of these, 
two seemed at one time to be looked on with favour, though neither was carried to a 
conclusion. The first was advanced by Sir Edward Ford as early as 1663, as a means of 
subsidizing the King's Fisheries.1 The second, made in 1668, had the powerful backing 
of Prince Rupert, together with that of Lord Henry Howard.2 Howard's father, as Lord 
Maltravers, by 1634 had inherited the patent from his aunt, the Duchess of Lennox and 
Richmond. Maltravers, as his son said, had lost the lease of the farthing office for his 
loyalty. 

Meanwhile in May 16663 the Privy Council took note of 'the Common Practice of 
very many Retayling Tradesmen in and about the City of London . . . to make or coyne 
or cause to be made or coyned their owne farthings or halfe pence of what Mettall soever 
(silver onely excepted) and give them in exchange for his Majesties lawfull coyne of 
silver'. . . . It was directed that the Attorney General should 'consider the Lawes of this 
Nation, and cause due prosecution of the penaltyes upon breach of the same'. 

The 'evill Practizes' continued, however; so that on 16 December 16684 John Garill 
was ordered 'to attend his Majesties Attorney General with informations and evidences 
against those found guilty in coyning or venting any unlawfull coynes'. A further order 
was made on 19 August 16705 reiterating the previous order to Garill and asserting that 
special attention should be paid to Corporations. 

Now Garill was well aware that he was in a strong position. He had been commis-
sioned by the Privy Council to provide evidence for prosecutions by the Attorney 
General. The Council however were not willing to take extreme steps: they prohibited 
compounding and granted pardons wholesale on an apology and promise to offend no 
more.6 So Garill made a petition to the king 'that in any grant of general pardon an 
exception may be made of offenders for coining, stamping and vending farthings, half-
pence and pence; and that they be not pardoned without paying the charges of prose-
cution; otherwise he will lose many thousand pounds, which, by order of Council, he 
has spent thereon'. Moreover Garill prepared blank receipts for sums in discharge of the 
charge of prosecution: thus all offenders in Cambridgeshire had to appear on a certain 
date at the Mitre in Cambridge and make their composition with the prosecutor, or else 
be prosecuted according to the law.7 Sir John Craig rightly describes Garill's proceed-
ings 'as little short of blackmail'. He adds that pardons were extended to the shopkeepers 
of London, Southwark, and Westminster. 

The purpose of this note is to show what steps were taken against private persons in 
the single county of Wiltshire. 

Action was first taken8 in July 1670, when two men from the small borough of Great 
Bedwyn, John Bushell and Thomas Greene, were indicted for their farthings. In January 
1671 further prosecutions followed against John Venables of East Harnham, Philip 

1 Diary of Samuel Pepys, ed. R. Latham and W. 
Matthews, 6 Nov. 1663 and note, 13 Sept. 1664, 
3 Dec. 1664; Cal. S.P. Dom. 1666-7, 439 undated & 
1668-9, 137 undated. 

2 Cal. S.P. Dom. 1667-8, 278; 1668-9, 575, 585. 
3 P.C. 2159, pp. 24-5; Cal. S.P. Dom. 1665-6, 

27 July 1666. 
4 P.C. 2/61, p. 143. 5 P.C. 2162, p. 264. 

0 Sir John Craig, The Mint: A history of the London 
mint, p. 173 (1953). 

7 Cal. S.P. Dom. 1672, p. 519, 23 Aug. 1672. 
8 Attention was first drawn to some of these cases 

in the Report on Manuscripts in Various Collections, 
i. 150, 151 published in 1901 for the Historical Manu-
scripts Commission, which includes the Records of 
Wiltshire Quarter Sessions. 
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Rooke of Downton, and William Newman of Wilton for their halfpennies; and later in 
the same year against Simon Rolfe of Salisbury, presumably for his 1669 halfpennies, and 
against John Slade and William Butcher of Warminster and Francis Patient of West-
bury for their farthings. All of them were informed against by one Edward Brunsden. 

It may be useful to give a more detailed account of the actual proceedings, so that 
comparison with the possible practice in other counties may be made. In Wiltshire a 
standard form of indictment was used, with blanks to be filled in. Its features may be 
seen from the following translation of one such indictment: 

The jury on behalf of our lord the King on oath present that Francis Patient of Westbury in the County 
of Wilts., assuming for himself royal prerogative and authority and devising and intending falsely, 
illegally and deceitfully to deceive and defraud the said King and the whole of his people, between the 
1st of June 1671 and the date of the holding of this Inquisition, by armed force etc.,1 did within the 
borough of Westbury without any legal warrant or authority, illegally, unjustly and for the sake of 
unfair gain, manufacture, strike and impress and cause to be manufactured, struck and impressed with 
certain letters and other signs and devices hitherto unknown to the said Jury four pieces of brass and 
copper with the intention of uttering and putting into circulation (exponere) these pieces and any of 
them as change in payments in ordinary business with the subjects of the said King, to act both in name 
and (value) as the quarter of a penny, known in English as farthings. Moreover Francis Patient there-
after within the time aforesaid did utter and put into circulation these pieces to divers persons hitherto 
unknown to the Jury in the parish of Westbury and elsewhere in the county of Wilts., well knowing 
then and there that the value o f f o u r of these pieces was no more than one halfpenny, to the great decep-
tion, detriment, prejudice, and fraud of our lord the King that now is and of all his liege subjects, in 
contempt of our lord the King and his laws, and providing an evil and vicious example for all others 
in like case and against the peace as well of our lord the King as of his Crown and dignity. 

Each indictment appeared on a separate piece of parchment. A reference number was 
given to it; and there was later added an annotation giving the judgement of the court. 
Here, for the reader's convenience, the date of issue is also given, together with William-
son's numbering (BW), where available. 

TRINITY Q.S. held at Warminster, Tues. 5 July 1670 
No. 10. John Bushell mercer of Great Bedwyn indicted for striking farthings, worth not more 
than 16d. for one hundred, between 30 June 1670 and the date of the holding of this inquisition. 

At the following Michaelmas Q.S. (at Marlborough) Bushell pleaded guilty, but the fine was 
respited. His farthing = BW 82, dated 1669. 

No. 11. Thomas Greene baker of Great Bedwyn indicted, as Bushell. 
At the following Michaelmas Q.S. (at Marlborough) Greene pleaded guilty, but fhe fine was 

respited. His farthing is not in BW, but there is one of 1669 in the Ashmolean Museum, Oxford. 

EASTER Q.S. held at Devizes, 2 May 1671 
No. 22. This same Thomas Greene husbandman was additionally indicted for setting up and 
exercising the art, mistery or manual occupation of a baker, for a month or more following 
1 Mar. 1670/1, not having served 7 years as an apprentice according to the Statute of Artificers 
(12 Jan. Eliz. 5°). 

At Michaelmas Q.S. 3 Oct. 1671 he pleaded guilty; at Hilary Q.S. 9 Jan. 1671/2 he defaulted, 
as a carpenter; but was ordered to appear at Easter Q.S. 1672 (1671 given in error) and was 
found not guilty. 

Information on this charge was given by Robert and Edward Hawkins, both of whom 
had young families at Great Bedwyn in the early seventies. 

1 This phrase 'vi et armis' was obligatory in a case of felony until the sixteenth century. Thereafter it was, 
as here, often meaninglessly inserted. 
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HILARY Q.S. held at New Sarum, 10 Jan. 1670/1 
No. 8. William Newman weaver of Wilton indicted for striking four halfpennies worth not more 
than one penny, between 1 Aug. 1668 and the date of the holding of this inquisition. 

At Trin. Q.S. he appeared with licence to defend himself at the next Hilary Q.S. (at New 
Sarum); he then pleaded guilty and paid the fine of 3s. 4 d. to the sheriff in Court. His halfpenny = 
BW Norfolk 280 (wrongly placed), dated 1667. 
No. 9. John Venables weaver of East Harnham in the parish of Britford indicted, as Newman. 

At Trin. Q.S. he pleaded guilty and paid the fine of 6s. 8d. to the sheriff in Court. His half-
penny = BW 83, dated 1668. 
No. 10. Philip Rooke grocer of Downton, indictment and fine as Venables, but between 1 Aug. 
1669 and the present inquisition. His halfpenny = BW 81, dated 1670. 

TRINITY Q.S. held at Warminster, 4 July 1671 
No. 13. Simon Rolfe clothier of New Sarum indicted for striking halfpennies at Fisherton 
Anger, four of which were only worth Id., between 1 June 1671 and the date of the holding of 
this inquisition. 

He appeared at the Hil. Q.S. 1671/2, pleaded guilty but was exonerated by the Court. His 
halfpenny = BW 222 and 222a, dated 1666 and 1669. 
No. 14. John Slade mercer of Warminster indicted for striking farthings, four of which were only 
worth id., between 1 Mar. 1670/1 and the date of the holding of this inquisition. 

He appeared and was exonerated (Minute Bk. 1671/7, no. 48). His farthing = BW 258, 1667. 
No. 15. Francis Patient (chandler, Easter Q.S. 1670, no. 23) of Westbury indicted for striking 
farthings as Slade, but between 1 June 1671 and the date of the holding of this inquisition. 

At Hil. Q.S. 1671/2 (at New Sarum) he pleaded guilty and was fined 3s. 4d. which he paid to 
the sheriff in Court. According to the Minute Bk. this had taken place at the Mich. Q.S. 3 Oct. 
1671 (at Marlborough). His farthing = BW 264, dated 1668. 

No. 16. William Butcher of Warminster indicted, as Slade. 
He appeared at Hilary Q.S. 1671/2 (at New Sarum), had leave to defend himself and was 

pardoned at Easter 1673. His farthing is not in BW, but there is a specimen in the Devizes 
Museum, dated 1669. 

In passing, it may be noted that the halfpennies of Rolfe (1666 issue) and of Venables 
are found both in brass and in copper. 

What then was it that led to the indictment of these particular individuals ? Were they 
merely the latest issuers? Were their coins too light? Or was there some special feature 
in the situation? 

Let us take these questions in order. Certainly the issues condemned were among the 
latest. After a long interval of time it would have been difficult to obtain proof of both 
manufacture and of circulation. Exceptionally there were three Wiltshire coins of the 
period 1670-2 which escaped indictment. They were William Courtney's 1670 farthing 
and the 1671 reissue of Edward Penny's halfpenny, both from Salisbury, and John 
Hackman's 1671 halfpenny from Chippenham. So this consideration at least holds 
good. 

As for defect in weight, we are confronted with a much more difficult problem. Coins 
lose their weight by fair wear and tear and perhaps have lain in the ground for many 
years; nor is it clear what is a fair standard to expect. Additionally only a small sample 
of the coins is available. However, the figures for worn specimens shown below may 
throw some light on the problem. Comparable weights of a few municipal farthings are 
given, as well as notional weights of the 1672 regal farthings and halfpennies. The num-
ber of specimens of the indicted coins is given in brackets. 

4080 C 75 K 
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Farthings Grains 
Bushell (3) 11-20 Fine respited 
Greene (1) 14 Fine respited 
Slade (3) 11-15 Exonerated 
Patient (3) 8-9 Fine 3s. 4d. 
Wm. Butcher (2) 8 Pardoned 

Bristol c. 45 
Gloucester c. 41 
Marlborough 1668— 22-8 
Salisbury 1659- 21-7 
Newbury 1657— c. 11 
regal issue 1672 c. 90 

Halfpennies 
Rolfe, 1666 issue (5) 22-35 Exonerated 
Rooke (5) 25-9 Fine 6s. 8d. 
Venables (4) 17-24 Fine 6s. 8d. 
Newman (2) 8-13 Fine 3s. 4d. 

Courtney (2) 27-30 Not indicted 
Penny, 1671 issue 17 Not indicted 
Hackman 21 Not indicted 

regal issue 1672 c. 170 

Some of these, notably Newman's halfpenny, are defective in weight on any count; 
but there is not enough evidence to draw firm conclusions about the standards required. 

Another special feature is more suggestive. When a case came to Quarter Sessions, 
a witness first swore to the facts in the presence of the Grand Jury, who either found 
a True Bill or rejected the case. A sheriff's bailiff normally gave the evidence. Here, 
however, the witness was Edward Brunsden. Now Brunsden had been churchwarden 
of Great Bedwyn in 1656: that was during the interregnum. His first victims were his 
fellow parishioners, Bushell and Greene. John Bushell, baptized in Great Bedwyn in 
1644 as the son of Richard, came from a well-known local family, still remembered by 
the Charity he founded on his death in 1721.1 All his twelve children were baptized in 
Great Bedwyn between the years 1667 and 1681. Whether he had any special position in 
the village in 1669 is not known; but on 25 March in each of the years from 1674 to 
1678 he signed in the parish register his repudiation of the Solemn League and Covenant. 
Now in 1674 it became obligatory for anyone holding municipal office to subscribe to 
such a repudiation; and it seems fair inference that for that time he was acting as the 
Portreeve of the Borough. We may note too that Greene was a close friend of Bushell's: 
Greene got Bushell to witness his will in 1681. 

Reading between the lines it would appear that Brunsden, remaining a nonconformist, 
was led by envy to initiate not only these two local cases, but all the similar cases that 
followed. He was the local Garill. On the other hand, Brunsden's action may have 
been actuated by political motives. 

The electors at Great Bedwyn were the freeholders and the inhabitants of ancient 
burgage houses and of certain church houses. The Bruce family, whose interest in the 
district started in 1672, were supporters of the Stuarts and of the Tories. In 1680 Richard 

1 He should not be confused with the John Bushell was churchwarden in 1662, 1665, and 1679 and was 
of Little Bedwyn who paid Hearth Tax there in 1662, clearly an older man. 
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Bushell was churchwarden of Great Bedwyn and in 1705 at the County election he 
and John Bushell voted Tory; but in the election for Bedwyn bribery rather than 
family loyalty won the day.1 In 1734 'Dan Bushell' and 'John Bushell gent' must have 
voted for the Bruces, as in 1765 a Bruce burgage is described as 'late Dan Bushell'; 
and equally significantly the Verneys, who were then the Bruces' opponents, were 
supported by 'Edward Brunsden on the lives of himself and Richard Brunsden'.2 So 
it looks as if this was a family feud between the Bruces and their opponents, which 
lasted a full century. 

However, neither of the suggestions here offered accounts for the extension of Bruns-
den's prosecutions to other parts of the county, after his somewhat ineffectual success 
at Bedwyn. The question remains open. 

The following tokens are either not described or wrongly described in Williamson: 
Obv. THOMAS • GREENE = Three rabbi t s 
Rev. OF • GREAT • BADEN = 1669 

See BNJxxvi, pt. iii, pp. 333-8 (1951) 
Obv. WILLIAM • BVTCHER = A fleur-de-lis 
Rev. IN • WARMINSTER • 6 9 = W B 

See Wilts. Arch. Mag. xxx. 306 (1899) 
Obv. IOHN • HACKMAN = A w o o l - c o m b 
Rev. IN • CHIPENHAM • 1671 = I.M.H. 

BW 45 wrongly gives HEORMAN 
John Hackman, cardmaker, married Margaret Krill, widow, 28 Nov. 1657 (Par. Reg.) 

Obv. SIMON • ROLFE = Arms of the Rolfe family: argent, three ravens sable; crest, on a helmet a raven 
Rev. IN • SARVM. • 1669 = HIS • HALF • PENY 

A variety of BW 2223 

1 The County Poll Book of 1705 and the Report on 
MSS. of the Marquess of Ailesbury, 15th Report, 
Appendix VII, pp. 190, 193-5, 199. 

2 W.R.O. 1300/nos. 1681, 1686. 
3 Without the encouragement of Mr. Robert 

Thompson, together with his helpful suggestions, this 
paper might well not have been produced. 

I should also like to acknowledge the services of the 
staff of the Wiltshire County Record Office. 
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